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AGAINST REJECTING THE NAME PASPALUM DISTICHUM L.: 
COMMENT ON PROPOSAL 528 

M. Guedes1 

As observed by T. M. Pedersen (Taxon 29: 326. 1980) one must be circumspect in beginning 
to reject species names. If some isolated mistakes in their application are deemed enough to 

reject such names, thousands of them will have to go, and the very rule of priority will be 

constantly held in check. 
Renvoize and Clayton (Taxon 29: 339. 1980) in their Proposal 528 suggest that the name 

Paspalum distichum L. be rejected because in their opinion it does not apply to the plant that 
has gone by it for two centuries. I had chosen a lectotype among the mixture in the Linnaean 
herbarium in accordance with this long-standing usage and with Linnaeus's protologue. They 
assert my choice cannot stand because another specimen in the mixture has the mention 'Br' 
(P. distichum was received by Linnaeus from P. Browne) and better fits the protologue in 

having two subsessile spikes. But the protologue runs 'spicibus duabus: altera subsessili' (Syst. 
Nat. ed. 10: 855. 1759). This means that only one (alter) of the spikes is subsessile, and this 
is why their specimen with its two subsessile spikes cannot serve as the type. My lectotype 
has one subsessile spike and the other pedicellate. I explained that Linnaeus might well have 
received a mixture from Browne, so that the location of the mention 'Br' nearer one specimen 
or the other is not decisive in selecting a type. Renvoize and Clayton believe this comment is 

'superfluous'. 
The classical view on Paspalum distichum fortunately is as widespread as ever. Renvoize 

and Clayton themselves cite 7 works all by different authors where it is followed between 
1955-1975, whereas they can quote only 2 authors to have used the name in their acceptance 
of it (i.e. applying to the plant that has always been known as P. vaginatum Sw., to which the 
'Br' specimen belongs) in the same period. 

In my view this simply means that two authors have erred, and is no basis whatever to 
dismiss such a very classical Linnaean name. 

PROPOSALS ON ARTICLE 48 AND MITRACARPUS HIRTUS V. M. VILLOSUS 

W. L. Tjaden2 

Summary 
Dr. Nicolson's arguments on Article 48 and the Mitracarpus case are not easy to follow 

(Taxon 26: 569-574, 1977). He has not made out a case that the Article is likely to be mis- 
used, nor that it needs amendment ahead of a consideration of other Articles. He demonstrates 
that Mitrocarpus villosus is not legitimate, but M. hirtus (Linn.) de Candolle cannot replace 
it. A new combination is needed. 

Argument 
Dr. Nicolson does not, I submit, make out a convincing case for altering Article 48. Other 

Articles mention 'circumscription' or 'description' which would presumably also need re-word- 
ing. Others again, e.g. Article 75, are far from being unambiguous. Why therefore select for 
amendment an Article in a relatively subordinate position, in a Section dealing with author- 
citation? An attempt to use it in the sense feared by Dr. Nicolson would be contrary to more 
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important Articles and hence doomed to failure. The Article as it stands already meets the 
main point of the proposal, that there should be explicit exclusion of the type of the name as 
first published. This is clear in the first example (Lemanea). In using the Code it is essential 
to read the examples together with the text of an Article. The word 'circumscription' must be 
read as 'protologue': it is not permissible to restrict judgement to a portion only of an author's 
text. There is then no obvious contradiction between Article 48 and other Articles such as the 
last part of Art. 55, Art. 63 etc. Finally, by associating the proposals with the name of a 
species, the Article is widened incorrectly from its present sense which is restricted to generic 
names according to its examples. 

On the Mitracarpus case there is no evidence that the stated judgement of Dandy and Steam 
is connected with Article 48. The wording 'expressly excluding the type of S. hirta' which they 
use appears to be over-emphasis. Most readers will probably agree that A. P. de Candolle did 
not expressly exclude the type of Spermacoce hirta L. (1762) from consideration under Mi- 
tracarpus hirtus de C., because 'forte' means 'perhaps' and there is no mention of express 
exclusion in the protologue of the latter name. Dandy and Steam did not apparently quote the 
Articles of the Code on which they relied for their decision. I infer that the main one is Art. 
55, that by tying his M. villosus to Linnaeus's S. hirta with the word 'forte', de Candolle had 

pre-empted his M. hirtus for another taxon: it was published simultaneously, following M. 
villosus on the same page. Hence, if M. hirtus had an independent existence for another taxon, 
a new combination replacing M. villosus with M. hirtus would constitute a later homonym and 
be barred. However, de Candolle's protologues for the two names show scarcely any difference 
and the relevant de Candolle specimens have been shown to be con-specific. M. hirtus as 
published by de Candolle is therefore a superfluous, illegitimate name on his own evidence for 
his M. villosus. That name in turn is illegitimate under the main clause of Art. 55. Its epithet 
has to be replaced by Linnaeus's 'hirtus' (from Spermacoce hirta) and a new combination is 
needed to effect this. Dr. Nicolson's contention that 'it should be recognised that de Candolle 
has made a new combination (M. hirtus) based on S. hirta L. (1762)' (L.c. p. 573, fifth paragraph) 
provides a simple immediate solution, but there are objections to it. The only interpretation 
that de Candolle's words will bear is that he intended S. hirta L. (it does not matter whether 
1762 or 1767) to be included in his M. villosus rather than in M. hirtus. A proposal that 'M. hirtus 
de C.' should be quoted as 'M. hirtus (L.) de C.' is contrary to this obvious reading of his 
words. De Candolle's entries for the two names are not crystal-clear. The ambiguously applied 
names of earlier authors should not nowadays be subjected to a treatment which implies that 
they have made 'new' combinations that they did not actually make. The attempt to justify 
such a treatment by technical changes ('explicit exclusion of the type') makes the Code less, 
not more intelligible to the ordinary user. He is entitled to look at the publications alleged to 

support particular names and at least to find no apparent contradiction. 
While Dr. Nicolson has produced a convincing analysis for preferring M. hirtus to M. 

villosus (why did Dr Verdcourt surrender without a fight?), the detailed exposition would have 
been easier to grasp if the various names had been printed in accordance with his conclusions. 
Thus, if Spermacoce hirta as used by Linnaeus in 1767 is considered to cover an expansion 
of S. hirta L. (1762) it cannot be expressed as 'Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1767, p. 115).' 
(I.c. p. 572), but must be quoted as 'Spermacoce hirta L. (1762) emend. L. (1767 p. 115.)'. 
Alternatively, 'S. hirta as used by Linnaeus 1767' would remove the implied valid publication 
in 1767 of a name for a different taxon which results from the short wording. The same objection 
applies to 'Spermacoce hirta Swartz (1791, p. 45).' When a name is cited thus and the same 
name has been validly published earlier, then a homonym is automatically implied under the 
Code. The same name cannot validly be published again without mention of the first publica- 
tion, except by creating a homonym. Dr. Nicolson's statements at the foot of p. 572 (I.c.) and 
in the fourth paragraph of p. 573, appear to defy the dictionary definition of a homonym because 
of these mis-quotations of the names. 
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