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In summary, three solutions suggest themselves: 

1) To declare all binomial names invalid that are published for inJraspecific taxa. In 
my opinion, the present Rules, taken in combination, require this. At face value 
this certainly seems to be the intent of the given rule of Art. 24, excluding the 
recently added example. 

2) To ignore the binomial form of such names and accept these names at the rank 
specified by the author, altering them to trinomial form without changing the 
author citation. This clearly is what the example under Art. 24 instructs us to do, 
but I find this example contradicting other pertinent sections of the Rules, including 
the very rule it is supposed to iinun, nte. 

3) To accept the binomial form and treat the name as a specific combination, ignoring 
the rank specified by the author. By-and-large this is what American (and other) 
authors have done in the particular case cited, but surely is wholly inadmissible. 

I gladly invite the opinions of others, who are more accomplished in the interpreta- 
tion of the Code than I, on both the theoretical and practical problems posed here. 
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BARBAREA OR CAMPE? 

Hj. Eichler (Adelaide) 

The well-known name Barbarea of a genus of Brassicaceae with the lectotype species 
Barbarea vulgaris [R.Br.in] Ait.f. (cf. Britton & Brown, I11. Fl. N.U.S. ed 2,2:176.1913) 
is usually attributed to R. Brown, being published by Aiton fil. in Aiton, Hort. Kew. 
ed. 2,4:109.1812. The earlier homonym Barbarea Scop., Fl. Carn. 522.1760, is validly 
published and based on Dentaria bulbifera Linnaeus, Sp. PI. 653.1753, the only species 
cited. This species is accepted as belonging to a genus different from that commonly 
known as Barbarea. 

Though Barbarea Scop. is listed in Index Kewensis, it was apparently overlooked 
even by authors who are known to be particularly meticulous in the application of 
correct names. Thus, Barbarea was accepted as the correct name for the genus com- 
monly understood and attributed to R. Brown, e.g., by Busch in Komarov, Fl. U.R.S.S. 
8:130.1939: Mansfeld, Verz. Farn- u. Bliitenpfl. Deutsch. Reichs 111.1940; Hylander, 
Nomenkl. Syst. Stud. Nord. Gefasspfl. 43.1945; Dandy, List Brit. Vasc. PI. 18.1958: 
Rothmaler. Exk. Fl. 228.1958; Markgraf in Hegi, Ill. Fl. Mitteleuropa ed. 2,4/1: 
166.1960: and Clapham, Tutin & Warburg, Fl. Brit. Isles ed. 2,164.1962. 

Rothnlaler. Exk. Fl. 180.1952, attributed the name Barbarea (in the sense of cus- 
tomary usage to Agosti, De Re Bot. Tract. 98.1770 (n.v.), but this publication is also 
later than that of Scopoli (1760). 
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The spelling "Barbaraea" Link, Enum. Hort. Berol. 2:164.1822, which was accepted 
by many authors, is an orthographic variant (cf. Taxon 12:15.1963) of Barbarea 
[R.Br.in] Ait. f., non Scop. (cf. Sprague, Kew Bull. 1928:346.1928, and Mansfeld, 
Feddes Repert. 44:305.1938) and cannot, therefore, replace the illegitimate name 
"Barbarea R.Br." 

Some American authors, e.g. Small, Man. Southeast. Fl. 561.1933, and Moldenke, 
American Wild Flowers 39.1949, noticed the illegitimacy of Barbarea [R.Br.in] Ait.f. 
and introduced its apparently only later synonym Campe Dulac, Fl. Hautes-Pyr6enes 
199.1867. In the modern major floras of other American authors (e.g., Abrams 2: 
275.1950; Fernald 716.1950; Gleason 2:240.1952; Jones & Fuller 227.1955; Munz & 
Keck 238.1959) "Barbarea R.Br." is, however, still retained. 

Mansfeld, Kulturpfl. 3:63.1955, and Kulturpfl. Beih. 2:104.1959, noticed Scopoli's 
name and proposed Barbarea [R.Br.in] Ait.f. for conservation. The proposal has ap- 
parently never been formally submitted as requested by Article 14 Note 1 of the Code 
(1961). 

The issue of a card for Barbarea Scop. in Index Nominum Genericorum (11/06899) 
cannot escape the attention of botanists. The combinations for most of the species of 
Barbarea [R.Br.in] Ait.f. have already been made in Campe Dulac (Dulac, 1867; 
Piper, 1906; Daniels, 1911; Heller, 1912; House, 1924; Gilkey, 1936). 

The obvious danger that the name Campe Dulac might become temporarily popular 
in order to replace the illegitimate name Barbarea [R.Br.in] Ait.f. is the reason for 
this article and its title. Retention of the commonly used name Barbarea in preference 
to Campe is highly desirable, yet conservation of the former name, as suggested by 
Mansfeld (I.c.), appears unnecessary. 

The name Barbarea was already used by Balthasar Ehrhart, 1756. This author is 
cited for the generic name, e.g. by van Ooststroom in Heukels-Ooststroom, Fl. Neder- 
land ed. 14,270.1956. Yet, Mansfeld (1959, l.c.) quotes in the synonomy of Barbarea 
R.Br. "Barbarea B. Ehrh., Oeconom. Pflanzenhist. 2(1756)18, nom. illegit., sine descr. 
generica;". He possibly had not seen B. Ehrhart's very rare work, or he had not found 
the place of valid publication of the name Barbarea therein - the volume number 
should be 4 and not 2 as quoted - as one can presume that he would not otherwise 
have ignored the pre-linnean reference and specific description. B. Ehrhart attributes 
the name Barbarea to "Joh. Bauh.". I have not yet been able to find Joh. Bauhin's pre- 
linnean publication of this name; but even if this should be ineffective, 13. Ehrhart's 
citation of the pre-linnean synonym and vernaculars "Sisymbrium Erucae folio, glabro, 
flore luteo. Tourn. Herbe de Sainte Barbe. Winterkresse." and the description given, 
leave no doubt as to the identity of Barbarea B. Ehrh. This is evidently conspecific 
with Erysimum barbarea Linnaeus, Sp. P1. 660.1753 _ Barbarea vulgaris [R.Br.in] 
W. T. Aiton in W. Aiton, Hort. Kew. ed. 2,4:109.1812. 

One difficulty is involved due to the wording of Article 20 Note 2 in the Code (1961) 
which reads: "Note. The following are not to be regarded as generic names: (1) .... 
(2) unitary designations of species." The note is followed by examples from the works 
by F. Ehrhart and N. J. de Necker. 

In B. Ehrhart's work, the name Barbarea is definitely used for one species, and it is 
left to the interpreter of the Code whether all unitary names used for single species in 
this work are to be regarded as "unitary designations of species" (i.e., not as generic 
names), or as names of (at the time) monotypic genera. The latter view is the one ac- 
cepted by O. Schwarz, Feddes Repert. 46.315.1939, and was adopted by van Oost- 
stroom in Heukels-Ooststroom, Fl. Nederl. ed. 14,1956, when B. Ehrhart was quoted 
as the author of, e.g., the then (at the time of description) monotypic genera Alliaria 
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(p. 261) and Barbarea (p. 270). This is in accordance with Article 42 of the Code 
(1961) and therefore Barbarea B. Ehrhart, Oekonom. Pflanzen-Historie 4:18.1756, 
is regarded as the correct name of the genus in question. Barbarea Scop. (1760) is 
a later homonym and therefore illegitimate. 

Discussions with several colleagues led me to presume that literal application of 
Article 20 Note 2 would possibly lead to confusion in similar cases. The wording of 
the Note does apparently not convey the meaning intended, and a restriction of the 
application as suggested by the proposal below seems desirable. 

Proposal 30. Add in Art. 20 Note (2) after unitary designation of species "in the 
following works: F. Ehrhart, Phytophylacium, 1780; F. Ehrhart, Beitr. 4.1789; and 
N. J. de Necker, Elementa Botanica, 1790." 

CLAVICEPS L. TUL (1853) NOT ILLEGITIMATE 

M. A. Donk (The Hague)* 

CLAVICEPS L. Tul. 1853. 

Claviceps L. Tul. in Ann. Sci. nat. (Bot.) III 20: 43. 1853; not Claviceps L. Tul. in 
C.R. Acad. Sci., Paris 33: 646. 1851 (not definitely accepted by its author) ex Bail, 
Syst. Pilze 54. 1858 = Cordyceps (Fr. per Fr.) Link. - Lectotype: Cordyceps pur- 
purea (Fr.) Fr. 

Recently Skalicky & Stary (1962} discussed this name in detail and concluded that 
it was illegitimate. In my opinion, however, this conclusion is untenable. 

The first appearance of the name Claviceps is in a paper by E. L. R. Tulasne (1851: 
646)1 where it was suggested as a name change for Cordyceps (Fr. per Fr.) Link. 
The latter name was disapproved of as a nomen hybridum, consisting as it does of a 
Greek word coupled with a Latin ending. If this were the first valid publication of 
the name Claviceps (which is completely Latin and means exactly the same as Cordy- 
ceps, or, rather, Cordyliceps2), the modern genus now known by this name would 
have to be rebaptized or its name proposed for conservation. Luckily, this first in- 
troduction of Claviceps was not valid, because it was not definitely accepted by the 
publishing author, who wrote in connection with Cordyceps: "... il conviendrait 
peut-etre de substituer celui de Claviceps ... ." Compare Art. 34 (1) (Code, 1961). 

When E. L. R. Tulasne (1853: 43) wanted a generic name for Fries's taxon Corly- 
ceps sect. Spermatogenae Fr. (1849: 381) he decided to take up Claviceps for it, and, 
in a monograph covering only the modern genus of this name, it was validly published 
with a description of the restricted group only, rather than of Cordyceps (Fr. per Fr.) 
Link sensu lato, although Claviceps L. Tul. 1851 was cited in the synonymy on this 
occasion without restricting qualifications. 

It seems defensible to consider that Bail (1858) gave valid publication to the name 
Claviceps for the 1851 concept and that Claviceps L. Tul. ex Bail 1858 (not Clavi- 
ceps L. Tul. 1853) is a validly published name. That author called the genus "Clavi- 

o Rijksherbarium, Leiden. 
1 The most suitable abbreviation of 'E. L. R. Tulasne' in citations is 'L. Tul.'. The abbre- 

viation 'Tul.' should preferably be reserved for E. L. R. & C. Tulasne. 
2 The name Cordyceps and its variants will be discussed in a forthcoming paper in which its 

conservation will be proposed. 
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