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CLEISTOGENES, KENGIA AND ART. 20 

J. G. Packer (Edmonton, Alberta) 

Article 20 of the current International Code of Botanical Nomenclature states that 
'The name of a genus (published after Jan. 1, 1912) may not coincide with a technical 
term currently used in morphology.' This rule has appeared in basically similar form 
in successive Codes. It dates back to Linnaeus who in his Critica Botanica of 1737 
(Ray Society 1938, translated by Sir. A. Hort) stated that 'It is unwise to use technical 
terms in place of genuine generic names... The reason why we call such names 
false is plain to everyone; it is because such names are equivocal... Such terms 
should be excluded either in naming genera or in the terminology of science; 
terminology applies to the entire vegetable kingdom, generic names only to a few 
plants. The wise man will choose the less perilous path, and so they had better not 
be used in the naming of genera. 

Bullock (Taxon 14: 291. 1965) expresses the view that the rejection of the generic 
name Cleistogenes (Packer, Bot. Not. 113, 291. 1960) under the terms of Article 20 
{Art. 68, (2) Paris Code) is incorrect. In his view in order to qualify, in the sense 
of Article 20, a technical term must be a Latin substantive in the nominative case and 
singular. 

It is my opinion that the wording of Article 20 is clear and unequivocal and that 
no limitation of the type suggested by Bullock is intended. Any such limitation would 
also appear to be quite contrary to the underlying intent of the article, namely, the 
complete separation of names applied to genera from those given to morphological 
structures used in description. If it is desirable to avoid possible ambiguity and 
confusion arising from the dual use of a name, it is implicit that technical terms in 
any language are prohibited. Especially so. in view of the fact that generic names 
may be derived from any language (Principle V) and that they are only superficially 
latinized. It is evident from experience that in the naming of genera this has been the 
understanding of taxonomists and Article 20 is taken to mean exactly what it says. 
As far as I can discover, Bullock's interpretation is quite unprecedented. 

Bullock is suggesting that a technical term, 'coleorhiza' for example, would be 
an acceptable generic name because in the first place it is not a Latin term and 
secondly if translated rather than transposed into Latin it would not then be the 
same as the technical term. In my view such a generic name would be a source of 
confusion. It would seem that Bullock is also prepared to admit as acceptable generic 
names, Latin morphological terms in the plural, radices, folia, and radiculae, etc., 
because, though they coincide exactly with technical terms the equivalent generic 
names would be singular. It is to be noted that in the preamble to the Code it is 
stated that 'This Code aims at the provision of a stable method of naming groups, 
avoiding and rejecting the use of names which may cause error or ambiguity or throw 
science into confusion.' 

Concerning Bullock's remarks on the necessity of taking into account the roots of 
technical terms in their translation into Latin, he seems to have overlooked the fact 
that not infrequently modern vernacular terms are only superficially latinized when 
Latin usage is required. This is a legitimate procedure and ensures a desired close 
resemblance of the original term to its Latin equivalent. The term 'cleistogene' 
transposed into Latin (3rd declension, neuter) retains the spelling of the original 
vernacular term. Indeed, if after translation into Latin the technical term does not 
have the same meaning as the original, as Bullock suggests, then this method may be 
preferred. 
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Bullock also claims that the term 'cleistogene' hardly qualifies as a technical term 
currently in use. One surmises that his reason for thinking thus stems from the fact 
that 'cleistogene' has only a limited field of application. However, it is self-evident 
that since not all plants are alike, technical terms used in their description all suffer, 
to a greater or lesser extent from the same limitation. There are few universal terms 
in botany and all major and many smaller groups of plants have their own special 
vocabulary of technical terms. The fact that a term is applied in one group but not 
another does not diminish its usefulness and its validity cannot be questioned on these 
grounds. The validity of a technical term has nothing to do with its range of applica- 
tion. The most appropriate way to judge the validity of a term is to ascertain whether 
or not it is employed by specialists in the field of application. As has been made clear 
(Packer l.c.) the term 'cleistogene' satisfies this requirement. 

I remain convinced that Keng (Sinensia 5: 147. 1934) erred in his use of the 
generic name Cleistogenes which coincides with a technical term 'cleistogene' current- 
ly used in morphology. It is particularly unfortunate that the name Cleistogenes is 
used for a genus of the Eragrosteae which is one of the tribes of the Gramineae where 
cleistogene has been and is used for descriptive purposes. A point Bullock seems to 
have missed is the fact that Keng selected the generic name Cleistogenes precisely for 
the reason that species of this genus produce cleistogenes. If this is not clearly 
contrary to Article 20, then the rule itself ought to be rejected as an unnecessary 
farce. I fail to see how one can avoid taking into account morphological terms in the 
vernacular, if the concern is to avoid ambiguous names. 

On this point it is clear that, strictly speaking, the examples given in Article 20 
are misleading and inconsistent with the wording of the article. Reference is made 
to technical terms currently used in morphology and listed as examples are radix, 
caulis, folium, etc. Now root, stem and leaf are terms currently used in morphology 
and so are their equivalents in all the current languages of scientific publication, but 
it is doubtful if one could say that, in the Latin language, they have much currency 
in morphology today, except in taxonomic descriptions. Since it is nowhere stated in 
the article that Latin terms used in taxonomy are the only ones to which it applies, 
and since it has not been customary to employ this restricted interpretation, it would 
seem that additional examples are required under Article 20, to properly indicate the 
full scope of the rule's application. 

A BIZARRE PAPPUS FORM IN SENECIO 

D. G. Drury and L. Watson (Southampton) 

An examination of the pappus in a wide range of Compositae has brought to light 
many previously undescribed variations, of which one of the most curious is to be 
found in Senecio. In some members of this vast genus, the pappus of individual 
achenes fall into two distinct morphological categories. In these species the majority 
of the hairs constituting the two irregular pappus whorls are of the ordinary type; 
but restricted to one region on the outer whorl are 5-10 hairs of a very different 
and characteristic form. The latter we term fluked. The two hair types (ordinary and 
fluked) are illustrated in figs. 1 and 2, and they can be contrasted in tabular form 
as follows: 
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