
A Commentary on Superfluous Names
Author(s): Rolla Tryon
Source: Taxon, Vol. 11, No. 4 (May, 1962), pp. 116-120
Published by: International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT)
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1217736 .

Accessed: 27/03/2014 10:37

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT) is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and
extend access to Taxon.

http://www.jstor.org 

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.211 on Thu, 27 Mar 2014 10:37:01 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=iapt
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1217736?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


A COMMENTARY ON SUPERFLUOUS NAMES 
Rolla Tryon (Cambridge, Mass.) 

There has been a certain amount of criticism of the rule concerning superfluous 
names (Internat. Code Bot. Nomencl.: Paris, Art. 64, 1, Montreal: Art. 63) from 
both the point of view of nomenclature and of practical taxonomy. This criticism 
has extended from suggestions that some kinds of names be excluded from its effect 
to suggestions that the rule be removed from the Code. Others have mentioned and 
discussed the difficulties involved in the typification of some of the names included 
within the scope of this rule. A much larger group, I would suspect, has not been so 
much concerned with the propriety of the rule or the typification of superfluous names 
as with uncertainties as to its application in specific cases. 

Treating superfluous names as illegitimate is of such long standing (DeCandolle's 
Lois, Art. 60, 1. 1867) and is so strongly reinforced by the principle of priority 
that I would agree with many others that its propriety is not in question. As Mr. 
Ross has clearly pointed out to me, it is the principle of priority, and not Art. 63, 
that makes superfluous names illegitimate. Art. 63 simply specifically confirms their 
illegitimacy and, in effect, says that if superfluous when published, they can not be 
used later even if they, or their epithet, would be otherwise available. 

However, there are still some problems in relation to superfluous names; the 
intimately associated problems of definition and typification. Specifically, I believe 
that a more precise definition of superfluous names is desirable in the Code and that 
they should always be typified by the type of the name which ought to have been 
adopted, or whose epithet ought to have been adopted. 

I am much indebted to A. A. Bullock, J. E. Dandy, R. Ross and to my colleagues 
at the Harvard University Herbarium for their willingness to discuss this subject 
with me. I am especially indebted to Mr. Ross for the official versions of Art. 7, 
Note 4 and of Art. 63 (Art. 64, 1, Paris) as they have now appeared in the Montreal 
edition of the Code. It is not feasable to acknowledge individually the many sources 
I have drawn on for the preparation of this paper. 

Superfluous Names 

"Art. 63. A name is illegitimate and must be rejected if it was nomenclaturally 
superfluous when published, i.e. if the taxon to which it was applied, as circumscribed 
by its author, included the type of a name or epithet which ought to have been 
adopted under the rules." (The Note is quoted below.) 

Superfluous names are one kind of a larger class of names, namely new names 
with the type of a previously published valid name included in their protologue. 
(Not including, however, names that are formed from a previously published legiti- 
mate name or epithet, i.e. a comb. nov. or a stat. nov.). These new names are legitimate 
if the name (or its epithet) whose type was included in their protologue did not 
have to be, or could not be, adopted under the rules; they are illegitimate (super- 
fluous) if the name or its epithet ought to have been adopted. Art. 63 does not at 
the present time specifically indicate the circumstances in which the type of a name 
is included in the protologue (which circumscribes the taxon) of a new name. These 
circumstances may be enumerated as follows: 

1. The type of a name is included in a protologue by mention of the type itself, 
or by inclusion, or mention, of an illustration of it. For example: Desvaux published 
the new name Gymnogramma (Ges. Natur. Fr. Berl. Mag. 5: 304. 1811) but included, 
in his genus, Acrostichum rufum (L.) L. (Pteris rufa L.), the type-species of Gymno- 
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pteris Bernh. (Schrad. Jour. Bot. 1: 297. 1799), the name he therefore ought to 
have adopted. Maxon published Pteris Killipii (Amer. Fern Jour. 23: 107. 1933), 
but in addition to the designated holotype, Killip & Smith 24697, US, he cited 
Spruce 4063, K, the holotype of Pteris vestita Baker (Syn. Fil. 169. 1867), the name 
he therefore ought to have adopted. 

If an earlier name has syntypes and no holotype has been chosen, then the 
citation of one of the syntypes can not make a later name superfluous. The final 
designation of a lectotype, however, is retroactive and it acts in the same manner 
as an originally designated type. Thus it is possible for a name to become "retro- 
actively superfluous" but only rarely will this result if the lectotype is properly 
selected. 

It is clear that the inclusion of an isotype in the protologue of a name can not 
affect its status under Art. 63. For example: 

Pellaea Glaziovii Baker (Fl. Brasil. 12: 595. 1870) has as its holotype Glaziou 2055, 
K, which is an isotype of the earlier Pellaea quinquelobata Fee (Crypt. Vasc. Bresil. 
1: 42. 1869). 

Pellaea Glaziovii is not superfluous because its holotype is a different specimen 
(or sheet) from Fee's. 

2. The type of a name is included in a protologue by mention of the name. For 
example: 

Adanson published the new name Cainito (Fam. 2: 166. 1763) but cited as a 
synonym Chrysophyllum L. (Sp. P1. 192. 1753). 

Salisbury published ChrysophyUum sericeum (Prod. 138. 1796) but cited as a 
synonym ChrysophyUum cainito L. (Sp. P1. 192. 1753). 

Lamarck published Ophioglossum pinnatum (Fl. Franc. 1: (9). 1778) but cited 
as a synonym Osmunda Lunaria L. (Sp. P1. 1064. 1753). 

In each of the above examples, the protologue of the new name included a syno- 
nym, and therefore the type of that synonym. In each case the synonym or its epithet 
ought to have been adopted. 

In some circumstances an author may cite a synonym in a manner that excludes 
its type. There is probably no definitive statement that can be made that will always 
distinguish between the circumstances in which the type of the synonym is included 
and in which it is excluded. However, the type must be considered to be included 
if the synonym is cited unequivocally with its original author and if its type is, 
by some means, not definitely excluded. 

3. The type of a name is included in a protologue by including the original 
description of the taxon to which the name was applied. For example: 

Linnaeus published Linum gallicum (Sp. P1. ed. 2, 401. 1762) with the identical 
diagnosis of Linum trigynum L. (Sp. P1. 279. 1753), the name he ought to have 
adopted. 

Linnaeus published Azalea nudiflora (Sp. P1. ed. 2, 214. 1762) with the identical 
diagnosis of Azalea lutea L. (Sp. P1. 150. 1753), the name he ought to have adopted. 

The several circumstances mentioned above by which the type of a name may be 
included in the protologue of a new name seem sufficiently clear and I believe 
that Art. 63 would be more precise if they could be briefly enumerated in it. 

"Art. 63, Note: A nomenclaturally superfluous new combination is not illegitimate 
if the epithet of its basionym is legitimate. When published it is incorrect, but it may 
become correct later." 
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This Note points out that a new combination is not superfluous even though it 
may be published under circumstances identical to those of superfluous names. 
For example: 

Chloris radiata (L.) Sw. (Nov. Gen. Sp. P1. 26. 1788) was published with two 
synonyms: Agrostis radiata L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 873. 1759) and Andropogon 
fasciculatum L. (Sp. P1. 1047. 1753). 

It would appear that the epithet fasciculatum ought to have been adopted. How- 
ever, the Code considers new combinations only in terms of their basionym; no 
other part of the protologue is pertinent to them and hence they can not be super- 
fluous. The Note might be worded to better advantage to remove any implication 
that they could be superfluous and also to affirm their legitimacy only insofar as 
this Article is concerned. 

In relation to new combinations, it may be pointed out that if the epithet of the 
"basionym" is illegitimate, then the new name is not a new combination even though 
it may be proposed as such. It is considered (under Art. 72) to be a wholly new 
name and in some circumstances it may be superfluous. For example: 

Radiola multiflora "(Lam.)" Aschers. (Fl. Brandenb. 1: 106. 1864) was published 
with four synonyms, among them: Linum multiflorum Lam. (Fl. Franc. 3: 70. 1778), 
illegitimate and Radiola linoides Roth (Tent. Fl. Germ. 1: 71. 1788), legitimate. 

The name is to be cited as Radiola multiflora Aschers. and not as (Lam.) Aschers.; 
and it is also a superfluous name since Radiola linoides Roth ought to have been 
adopted. 

An example of a similar new name which is legitimate is the following: 
Nephrodium nevadense "(Eaton)" Baker (Ann. Bot. 5: 320. 1891) was published 

with one synonym: Aspidium nevadense Eaton (Ferns North Amer. 73. 1878), 
illegitimate (not Boissier, Elench. P1. Nov. Itin. Hisp. 93. 1838). The name is to be 
cited as Nephrodium nevadense Baker. 

YTypification 

"Art. 7, Note 4. When a new name or epithet was published as an avowed 
substitute (nomen novum) for an older one which is not available, the type of the 
old name is automatically that of the new one. A name or epithet which was nomen- 
claturally superfluous when published (see Art. 63) is automatically typified by the 
type of the name or epithet which ought to have been adopted under the rules, 
unless the original author of the superfluous name or epithet indicated a definite 
holotype." 

The typification of superfluous names must be in harmony with their status under 
the rules as nomenclaturally superfluous. This can only mean that the earlier name 
and the later one are nomenclatural synonyms and hence they must be homotypic 
synonyms. In other words, for a later name to be nomenclaturally superfluous there 
must be a nomenclatural identity between the taxon to which it applies and the taxon 
to which the earlier name applies. This identity can be established only through an 
identity of the types of the respective names. If this is not true, then superfluous 
names should be called taxonomically superfluous and not nomenclaturally super- 
fluous; but it is perfectly clear that the Code is dealing here with a matter of 
nomenclature and not one of taxonomy. 

Accordingly, all superfluous names should be typified by the type of the name 
which ought to have been adopted, or whose epithet ought to have been adopted, 
under the rules. 
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It should be emphasized that, even though an author proposes a new name for a 
new taxon in proper form and with a designated type, if the name is superfluous 
the designated type can not stand. For example, in the case of Pteris Killipii, presented 
above, the type must be Spruce 4063, K, and not KiUip & Smith 24697, US. In this 
example the author was not actually describing a new species, as he proposed to do, 
but was redescribing an old one with a valid name. 

A matter extraneous to the present discussion is that of the typification of new 
combinations and names in a new status. Since this does concern Art. 7, however, 
it may be appropriate to suggest that a statement concerning the typification of such 
names be included in that Article. 

Proposals 

According to the conclusions reached in the previous discussion, the following 
proposals are made for the alteration of the Botanical Code of Nomenclature. It may 
be mentioned that none of these will effect the nomenclatural status of any name 
as it now stands under the Code. 

Article 7, Note 4. the second sentence to read: 
A name which was nomenclaturally superfluous when published (see Art. 63) is 

automatically typified by the type of the name which ought to have been adopted, 
or whose epithet ought to have been adopted, under the rules. 

Article 7, Note 5, to become Note 6. 

Article 7, a new Note 5, to read: 
A new name formed from a previously published legitimate name or epithet 

(stat. nov., comb. nov.) is, in all circumstances, typified by the type of its basionym. 

Article 63 to read: 
A name is illegitimate and must be rejected if it was nomenclaturally superfluous 

when published, i.e. if the taxon to which it was applied, as circumscribed by its 
author, included the type of a name and that name or its epithet ought to have 
been adopted under the rules. A taxon is considered to include the type of another 
name if its circumscription directly and unequivocally includes: a) the type, or an 
illustration of it, or a reference to an illustration of it, or b) a name, in a manner 
that does not exclude its type, or c) the original description of a name. Note: 
A new combination, published under circumstances identical to that of a superfluous 
name, is not illegitimate under this Article. When published it is incorrect but it may 
become correct later. 

Examples: a) The generic name Gymnogramma Desv. (Ges. Natur. Fr. Berl. Mag. 
5: 304. 1811), is illegitimate, being a superfluous name for Gymnopteris Bernh. 
(Schrad. Jour. Bot. 1: 297. 1799), the type-species of which, Acrostichum rujum 
(L.) L., Desvaux included in his genus. - The species name Pteris Killipii Maxon 
(Amer. Fern Jour. 23: 107. 1933), is illegitimate, being a superfluous name for 
Pteris vestita Baker (Syn. Fil. 169. 1867), the holotype of which Maxon included in 
his specimen citations. b) The generic name Cainito Adans. (Fam. 2: 166. 1763) 
is illegitimate, being a superfluous name for Chrysophyllum L. (Sp. PL. 192. 1753), 
which Adanson cited as a synonym. - Chrysophyllum sericeum Salisb. (Prod. 138. 
1796), is illegitimate, being a superfluous name for C. cainito L. (Sp. P1. 192. 1753), 
which Salisbury cited as a synonym. c) The species name Linum gallicum L. (Sp. 
P1. ed. 2, 401. 1762) is illegitimate, being a superfluous name for Linum trigynum 
L. (Sp. PL. 279. 1753), the two names having the identical diagnosis. Note) The 
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new combination Chloris radiata (L.) Sw. (Nov. Gen. Sp. P1. 26. 1788), based on 
Agrostis radiata L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 873. 1759), is legitimate even though 
Swartz also cited the earlier Andropogon fasciculatum L. (Sp. P1. 1047. 1753) as a 
synonym. It is the correct name, in the genus Chloris, for Agrostis radiata when 
Andropogon fasciculatum is treated as a different species as was done by Hackel 
(DC. Monogr. 6: 177. 1889). - The new combination Spiranthes tortilis (Sw.) 
Rich. (M6m. Mus. Hist. Nat. 4: 59. 1818), based on Neottia tortilis Sw. (K. Vet. 
Akad. Nya Handl. Stockh. 21: 226. 1800) which is a legitimate new name for 
Satyrium spirale Sw. (Prodr. 118. 1788), is legitimate even though the earlier 
epithet spirale was then available in Spiranthes and even though Richard also cited 
Neottia quadridentata Willd. (Sp. P1. 4: 73. 1805), a superfluous name for Ophrys 
peruviana Aubl. (P1. Guiane 2: 816. 1775), as a synonym and the earliest epithet, 
peruviana, was also then available in Spiranthes. Spiranthes tortilis is now the correct 
name, in the genus Spiranthes, for Satyrium spirale whether that species is con- 
sidered to be conspecific with Ophrys peruviana or not. 

CONFUSION 
M. A. Donk (The Hague) * 

The following extract is quoted from a recently published work, entitled, "A world 
monograph of the genus Pleospora and its segregates" by Wehmeyer (1961): 

The genus Pleospora was originally based on a series of exsiccati (Herb. myc. 547), without 
a formal description. The first formal description was that of Cesati and de Notaris (Comm. 
Soc. critt. ital. 1: 217. 1861) given as "sporidia ampla; plurilocularia, loculis transverse seriatis." 
Rabenhorst gave Sphaeria herbarum Autt. as a synonym. One copy of Sphaeria herbarum Fr., 
in Scler. suec. No. 38, has been found (Mycologia 47: 821) to be identical with Rabenhorst's 
exsiccati. On the other hand, Fries (Syst. myc. 2: 511) cites Sphaeria herbarumn var. tecta 
Pers. as a synonym of his S. herbarum. Examination of Persoon's original material proves it 
to be an Ophiobolus. Some mycologists (Donk ...) believe that in such cases (revalidated 
names of Donk: Taxon 6: 245) the description or type should go back to the pre-Friesian 
author (devalidated name). This viewpoint leads to unbelievable confusion in the pyreno- 
mycetous ascomycetes, for Fries did not describe or examine ascospores or asci, which are 
often specific or generic diagnostic characters at the present time. Also, most of Fries' citations 
of synonyms are at best only intelligent guesses, and one might as well abandon Fries as a 

starting point if one follows Donk's view. In this case Pleospora and Ophiobolus would 
become synonyms of the same year date (1854), and the result would be whole-sale name- 
changing, Rabenhorst's conception of Pleospora, which has been accepted by all succeeding 
authors, with S. herbarum Fr. as the type species, has been kept.-Pages 38-39. 

This is a fine example of how sweeping conclusions can be based on confusion. 
The author of the above paragraph is an authority no doubt on the group he mono- 
graphed and one would assume without questioning that he had studied the case 
thoroughly before stating it and, therefore, one would not hesitate to attach some 
weight to his generalized opinion. Yet, there is little in the paragraph that can stand 
a critical test. 

Wehmeyer comes to the conclusion that Donk would have considered the type of 
Sphaeria herbarum var. tecta Pers. also to be the type of S. herbarum Fr. per Fr. 
It is true, that besides his own earlier publication of S. herbarum, Fries also cited 
in the starting-point book (Syst. mycol. 2: 511. 1823) S. herbarum var. tecta as a 
synonym, but the supposition that Donk would go back to Persoon's specimen for 
the understanding of Fries's species is beyond any explanation I am able to give. 

* Rijksherbarium, Leiden. 
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