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been spared most of the present confusion caused by the name-changing which is 
imposed on us by the rules. 

Ultimately this provision would be equivalent to the one proposed before, 
its progenitor: to reject all names not associated with types. The defeat of this 
proposal was undoubtedly due to the general fear that it meant a vast amount of 
clerical and bibliographic work in the near future, since it would be necessary 
to provide every accepted name with a type at once before we could write another 
flora or manual! The intent was, of course, to provide for rejection of untypified 
names as it became necessary or advisable; the proposal made above is, we hope, 
so worded as to make this plain. It is to be understood that the accepted name 
should be provided with either a lectotype or a neotype if it has no holotype. 

The principle of priority was originally invoked only to stabilize names. 
Unfortunately (as one of us has shown elsewhere), it has had the opposite effect. 
We have subverted stability to bibliography. We have admitted this by sub- 
scribing to the conservation of genera, a troublesome and time-consuming device 
and one quite impracticable (as it seems to us) for specific names. But meanwhile 
we have acquired a "type method". This offers a means of stability not foreseen by 
our nomenclatural ancestors. We should use every effort to expound the type 
method (still not understood even by some systematists), to make clear that a type is 
not a "typical" or a "representative" specimen, not a means of identification, but 
a device to anchor a particular name. Names which we wish to stabilize can 
usually be anchored by means already at our disposal. Those which cause confusion 
and which are not so anchored should be allowed to drift - into the limbo of 
forgotten things. We have a type method - let us use it. 

ONE PLANT NAME IN SEARCH OF AN AUTHOR' 
by 

Jacques Rousseau (Montreal) 

Chairman of the Nomenclature Session, in Paris. 

When meeting in Paris last summer to add the final touch to the botanical code 
that was being amended, for the very last time, I am sure, we took up principle IV 
(Art. 5 of the Stockholm Code) which reads: "In the absence of a relevant rule, 
or where the consequences of rules are doubtful, established custom must be 
followed". A shrewd congressist asked for an example to illustrate this principle. 
The chairman, who had always to pretend that he was fully acquainted with the rules, 
sought an example, but in vain. Nor was the rapporteur, who, on the other hand, 
really knew the rules, more succesful; and, likewise, the assistant-rapporteur, and 
all the honorable delegates who were already an integral part of the Brownian 
movement of the tobacco smoke. 

Such a failure was easy to explain. Were we in position to indicate a case 
pertaining to this principle, we might have proposed a new rule to answer the 
question, and incorporate such in the code (as well as bring the appropriate 
modification to all the subsequent article numbers). Principle IV means sub- 
stantially: "If between two congresses a taxonomist finds a problem not previously 
considered, we beg him not to search for a complicated solution and be quiet until 
the next meeting of the nomenclature section". As long as there will be taxonomists, 
with no special jail for those indulging in subversive taxonomical activity, such a 
principle is necessary. 

1) With due apology to PIRANDELLO for the plagiarism of one of his drama titles. 
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Just recently, I found a good case to illustrate Principle IV. I owe it to a previous 
discovery made by ST. JOHN and KRAUSS 1) and which was in press when we were 
solemnly debating in Paris. In this benedictine work, one case only interests us 
here: the problem of Americus gigantea. According to St. John and Krauss: 
"The redwood remains unchanged as Sequoia sempervirens (D. Don in Lamb.) Endl. 
For those who insist that the Big Tree must remain in that same genus, the 
legitimate name is Sequoia Wellingtonia Seem. For those who agree with the 
writers that the Big Tree is amply distinct and represents a genus, there are 
still problems in nomenclature". And the authors prove that the other generic or 
pseudo-generic names proposed, Wellingtonia Lindl., Washingtonia Winslow, 
Gigantabies J. Nelson and Steinhauera Presl, are either illegitimate or invalid. 
Sequoiadendron giganteum Buchholz (1939) appeals to the authors, but unfortunately 
Americus gigantea Anon. (1854) had been proposed previously for the same plant. 
ST. JOHN and KRAUSS consider that "Americus Anon. is legitimate, but not worthy 
of adoption". Consequently, they "propose that the generic name Sequoiadendron 
be made a nomen genericum conservandum". Until the decision is accepted, there 
is no problem for those who employ the latin name of the Big Tree. They have 
simply to stick to Sequoia Wellingtonia, although the Bonapartian botanists may 
have no taste for it. The latter have only to wait until the next Congress while 
boycotting Big Trees in the meantime. 

I agree with ST JOHN and KRAUSS in the choice of the name they made, though 
I disagree with them on the legitimacy of Americus gigantea and in the necessity 
to place it on the list of "nomina rejicienda". 

Let us familiarize ourselves first with the touching history of Americus gigantea. 
If we must make a decision, let's be on the safe side and not run the risk of being 
accused of anti-American activities by some Wisconsin senator. 

A long time ago a giant tree fell in the Californian forests. The fact is quite a 
familiar one to botanists in their experience with giants. Remember Goliath, Samson 
and the fate of recent dictators. "In that year (1854), wrote St. John and Krauss, 
a cross section of a tree recently felled in California was placed on exhibit at the 
Union Club, New York. A pamphlet announcing the exhibit was printed to arouse 
interest in it and to draw spectators -" ... admission 25 cents, children half price." 
"This was no more a scientific publication than is a circus program or a symphony 
orchestra program. It was anonymous, but it was printed by the Herald Job 
Printing Office, New York, and was dated 1854. Besides announcing the exhibit, 
it contained several articles, mostly reprintings of previously issued articles. The 
first article on pages 4 and 5, is entitled "The Great Tree of the Sierra Nevada, 
California", and is a popular account adapted from various other publications. The 
second article (Anon., 1854: 6-7) is entitled "Gigantic Tree in California"; it 
was copied paragraph after paragraph from the account in the Illustrated London 
News, February 11, 1854, which was a direct copy of Lindley's accounts in the 
Gardeners' Chronicle (1853a, b), except that in the New York pamphlet the new 
generic name Americus was substituted at every place at which the name Wellingtonia 
occurred in the originals. Thus the new binomial Americus gigantea Anon, was 
published for the big tree." 

I have no objection to the exhibition of a Big Tree, even if one had to pay 
"25 cents, children half price" to see it, though it would nevertheless have cost my 
father $ 2.25 to see it with his family of fourteen children, a high, respectable sum 
for an honest man at the time; fortunately my father had not come into the world 
by then, nor myself. Even at a circuslike exhibition, a Big Tree cross-section is 

') ST. JOHN, Harold, and KRAUSS, W. The taxonomic position and the scientific name of 
the Big Tree known as Sequoia gigantea. Pacific Science, 8: 341-358. July 1954. 
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certainly less suspicious than a giant spider with a human head. (I once paid 25 
cents to see such a specimen some 40 years ago and I am quite convinced that it 
was a fake.) But, in the present case, what I am against are: 1) the publication itself; 
2) the author's anonymity: 

1) I have not seen the publication itself nor do I need to, since St. John and 
Krauss' relation of it could not be otherwise than a perfect picture of it. The 
anonymous publication (not St. John's and Krauss'. but the 1854 one) is simply a 
manifest case of plagiarism. And to such cases, one applies Principle IV (former 
Stockholm Art. 5). The botanists are not above the law, although this may be 
convenient occasionally. We have not to repeai in our code the Common law. 
In any country, the harmed-author, Lindley, would have had the right to bring 
to court so unscrupulous an author. Any judge would have ordered the pamphlet's 
destruction, in declaring the afore-mentioned publications as null and void. 
Furthermore, he would have condemned the exhibitor to pay Lindley, or the Kew 
Botanical Garden, a reasonable part of the "25 cents (half price for children)". 
And we, taxonomists, even if the case is not provided for in our rules, would be 
obliged to consider the pamphlet as unpublished. Even if Lindley ignored the 
affair, our Principle IV is precisely in our code to remind us that we are 
"authorized" to use the decrees of common law and common sense. A pure integral 
one hundred per cent plagiarism is not a bona fide publication. I am convinced 
(I was to say "I rule") that the description of Americus gigantea is not a legitimate 
publication. 

2) We have no specifically written rule stating "that a plant name must have an 
author". The Americus gigantea author is Anonymous. (A truly prolific author 
indeed, thus Herr Derselbe of German scientific publications, and M. LeMame in 
those of the French). When I say that we have no specific rule stating that a plant 
must have a bonafide author, I rather err. Our code has a whole section devoted 
to the subject, Sect. 3, Art. 46 to 50 incl. (in Stockholm code, Sect. 7, No. 55-60), 
without mentioning many other references to it in other rules. Art. 33 (No. 43 of the 
Stockholm code) is rather explicit: "A name which is not accepted by the author 
who published it.... is not validly published." How can we say that an anonymous 
author is not simply joking and accepts definitively his own publication when he 
veils his identity so cautiously. For us, it is the "established custom" to cite with 
every name an author, the identity of whom, is known. And for this reason, our 
good principle 1V allows us to reject this name, and at the same time find a good 
example to illustrate its decree. 

No doubt we have here a Barnumesque state of affairs. I have even the suspicion 
that Phineas Taylor Barnum himself is the author of this "gigantic" fraudulous 
joke. The name Americus gigan tea is'in the true Barnumesque tradition. The "25 
cents' price, half for children" is again in the Barnum style. Not many years previous 
to 1854, that Barnum had bought an old colored woman to exhibit (at the same 
tariff) as the George Washington nurse. A master bluffer, the king of fakers, 
nobody better than himself could have invented the Americus gigantea. Although 
dependent on publicity, he had perhaps to remain anonymous in the present 
instance because of some top hat of the Union Club or perhaps for some personal 
satisfaction. A professional faker must occasionally indulge in private or anonymous 
fakes. In 1855, Barnum published his Memoirs. I should be very curious to lay my 
hands on the volume and find there, perhaps, the solution of the Americus gigantea 
case. 

We should not follow St. John and Krauss' suggestion and place Americus gigantea 
in the list of the "Nomina generica rejicienda". We have in it such a good example 
to illustrate Principle IV! Why discard it? 
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