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HOMONYMS, NOMINA NUDA, AND THE DOUGLAS FIR. 

by 
R. Ross (London) 

In the February number of this journal there appeared an article by de Wit entitled 
"Nomina nuda are not illegitimate!" (Taxon 5 :4-7. 1956) in which the author very 
rightly points out that unless a name is validly published, its effective publication is 
not sufficient to make the later use of the name for another plant illegitimate. He 
states that certain authors have erroneously taken the opposite viewpoint and proposes 
certain amendments to the Code, including a definition of nomina nuda, to obviate 
future misinterpretations of this sort. As an example of incorrect practice in this 
matter he cites Franco's replacement of Pseudotsuga taxifolia (Poir.) Britt. by Pseu- 
dotsuga menziesii (Mirb.) Franco. There are further notes by Stafleu on this latter 
question in the February and April numbers (Taxon 5 : 19, 38. 1956). 

These papers raise three issues, on all of which I wish to comment: firstly the 
desirability of amending the Code to make misinterpretations of this type less possible, 
secondly whether nomina nuda need defining in the Code, and thirdly the correct 
name of the Douglas Fir. In making my comments I shall have to quote the Code at 
times and refer to it often. When I do so I shall take advantage of the fact that, as a 
member of the editorial committee, I have in my hands a copy of the final draft of 
the new edition of the Code, and will use its words and the numbers of the articles and 
recommendations in it, giving the equivalents of the latter in the Stockholm Code. It 
will be seen that, although the quotations bear signs of the re-arrangements we have 
considered desirable, the wording is virtually unaltered. 

In his paper de Wit does not specifically mention the article which, in conjunction 
with the homonym rule itself, definitely settles the question of what can be an earlier 
homonym; this is the article on definitions. The two relevant articles read as follows: 
Art. 6 (Art. 10 of the Stockholm Code) 

"Valid publication is publication in accordance with Arts. 32-45 and C 24. 
"A legitimate name or epithet is one that is in accordance with the rules. 
"An illegitimate name or epithet is one that is contrary to the rules. 

"Note. In this Code, unless otherwise indicated, the word 'name' means a name 
which has been validly published, whether it is legitimate or illegitimate." 

Art. 64 (includes Art. 74 of the Stockholm Code) 
"A name is illegitimate in the following cases: 

"(2) If it is a later homonym, that is if it duplicates a name [my italicsj pre- 
viously and validly published for a taxon of the same rank based on a different 
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type. Even if the earlier homonym is illegitimate, or is generally treated as a 
synonym on taxonomic grounds, the later homonym must be rejected." 

The note to Art. 6 makes it plain that a name whose publication does not comply 
with the conditions for valid publication is not a "name" for the purposes of the 
definitions of legitimate and illegitimate names in the article, nor is it included within 
the meaning of the word "name" italicised above in Art. 64 (2); not only is there no 
indication that its meaning there differs from that given in the note to Art. 6. but the 
words "and validly" give a definite indication that its meaning is the same. I have, I 
realise, the advantage over many of my colleagues that one of the languages in which 
the Code is written is my mother tongue, but it seems to me that it could scarcely be 
clearer that a name cannot act as an earlier homonym unless it is validly published. 
I am convinced that any action to make it clearer must be by way of amending Art. 
64 (2) itself. In considering de Wit's actual proposal, it must be borne in mind that 
names not validly published are not necessarily nomina nuda; they may for instance 
have been published as synonyms. It might perhaps be an improvement to begin the 
second sentence of Art. 64 (2) thus: "Even if this previously and validly published 
name.... ", but such a re-iteration seems hardly necessary. De Wit's raising of the 
question in this journal will of itself have been of great value in making the possibility 
of this misinterpretation considerably less. 

The inclusion of a definition of a nomen nudum in the Code is advocated by de Wit 
on more general grounds, however. It is not necessary as the Code stands at present; 
the phrase appears only twice, in an example to Art. 42 (Art. 51 of the Stockholm 
Code) and in Rec. 45 C (Rec 54 D of the Stockholm Code). In the first of these it 
can be eliminated by saying "because the generic name Phlyctidia was not validly 
published" if its undefined use is thought to cause possible misunderstanding. In the 
second it ought to be eliminated, for this recommendation, which reads: 

"Authors should avoid adoption of a name or an epithet which has been previously 
published as a nomen nudum for a different taxon." 
ought to apply also to all other names or epithets not validly published, and especially 
to such as those invalid only because published since 1935 with a diagnosis in a 
modern language. I have only realised this whilst preparing the present note. Such a 
change seems to me within the powers of the editorial committee, and I have there- 
fore proposed to my colleagues that this recommendation should read ".... pre- 
viously but not validly published for .... ". I hope it will be possible to make this 
amendment in the new edition. 

De Wit's point, however, is not so much that the words "nomen nudum" in the 
Code need definition to make it intelligible but that help is needed to decide what 
constitutes a "description" for the purposes of Art. 32 (Art. 42 of the Stockholm 
Code). He contends that there is a tendency to regard as a description for the pur- 
poses of this article a few words of no real diagnostic value, and that this tendency is 
undesirable. His view is that sometimes name changes due to the discovery of over- 
looked synonyms would be avoided if what he calls nomina semi-nuda could be treated 
as invalid because not accompanied by a description. His proposal for achieving this 
is that a published statement that the words accompanying a name are without diag- 
nostic value and the name therefore invalid should be treated like the selection of a 
lectotype and not set aside without a strong case to the contrary. He discounts the 
possibility of defining a description, but there is a criterion which can be used. It is 
whether or not the author's words were an attempt at a taxonomic definition of the 
species. If they were, they constitute a description. De Wit's proposed new note comes 
near to saying this, but it would in my view be better if it defined a description in the 
way I have just done. This seems to me too early a stage to table amendments for 
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consideration at Montreal, however, and I am therefore not putting forward a form of 
words at present. Whether de Wit's procedure for dealing with the residue of doubtful 
cases will aid stability in nomenclature is a matter for the Special Committee on 
Stabilization, and they will no doubt give it serious consideration. 

There is little to add to Stafleu's notes (Taxon 5 : 19, 38. 1956) on the name of the 
Douglas Fir, in the second of which he rightly states that its correct name is Pseu- 
dotsuga menziesii (Mirb.) Franco, except to record that consultation of the original 
publications confirms that Abies taxifolia Desfontaines (Tabl. Ecole Bot. Mus. Hist. 
Nat., 216. 1804) was validly published. Desfontaines' work consists of a list of the 
latin and french names of the plants cultivated in the gardens and greenhouses of the 
Paris Museum. On p. 216 we find, after a list of species under the generic name 
Pinus: 

"ABIES (Pinus L.) SAPIN 
taxifolia 

.. argent6. F. b (econ.)" 
pinus picea L." 

This is the style of citing earlier synonyms adopted by Desfontaines throughout the 
work, and, by the standards which are applied by established custom to works pu- 
blished before 1953, it is a reference to the previously and effectively published 
description provided by Linnaeus under the name Pinus Picea in Sp. Pl., ed. 1, 1001. 
1753. Desfontaines' name is admittedly illegitimate because superfluous when pu- 
blished, but that reference makes it validly published, and hence A bies taxifolia Poir. 
(in Lam., Encycl. M6th., Bot. 6:523. 1804 [18051) is a later homonym and illegiti- 
mate. 

Another point brought out by Franco in his original note on this subject (Bol. Soc. 
Broter. 24 : 74-77. 1950), but not mentioned in either of Stafleu's notes is that Abies 
menziesii Mirb. (in M6m. Mus. Hist. Nat. Paris, 13 : 63, 70. 1825. "Menziezii") is a 
nomenclatural synonym of Abies taxifolia Poir., being founded, like Poiret's name, on 
Pinus taxifolia Lamb. non Salisb. 

Gleason's contention (Rhodora, 57 :332-5. 1955) that the species should be called 
Pseudotsuga mucronata (Raf.) Sudw. is based on lack of knowledge of Mirbel's pu- 
blication and faulty interpretation of the rules, and is not correct. 

In conclusion, I should like to thank Mr. Dandy for advice and assistance, and 
Dr. de Wit for the courteous and amiable way in which he discussed a draft of this 
paper with me. 

PSEUDOTSUGA AND PSEUDO-SCIENCE 

by 
Lloyd H. Shinners (Dallas, Texas) 

In reprinting the essence of Boivin's Latin article on Pseudotsuga taxifolia and P. 
menziesii (Taxon 5:19. 1956), there was overlooked a later article by Franco (Bol. 
Soc. Broter. II. 28: 115-116. 1954)* in which Boivin's views were refuted, as well 
as a cryptically titled article by Gleason (who also did not see Franco's later article) 
stating still another but equally erroneous conclusion ("Pedanticism run amuck," 
Rhodora 57 :332-335. 1955). Briefly, Franco states that Abies taxifolia Desf. (1804) 

*) See also Taxon 5 :8. 1956. 
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