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In addition to the general effect of creating more work which a change-over to the
numbered packet system would have, there are some serious practical objections. The
main one is the difficulty of reading hand-written numbers. This is a problem which
has already troubled us at Cambridge. A similar difficulty is that mistakes in numbers
cannot be detected. A name can usually be made out even if badly written, and once it
has been deciphered one has a certainty that cannot be obtained with an ill-written
number. Likewise, if a name is mis-spelt, one can normally see what name is meant.
Another problem is that of writing on packets that already contain seed. It is usually
quite easy to write an entry number on a packet, but names take up more space and are
therefore likely to be more difficult to write.

Conclusion

The distribution of seeds in packets bearing numbers instead of names will, if it
becomes general, increase the amount of work involved in exchanging seeds, and will
also constitute a new source of error. We therefore most strongly urge our colleagues
not to adopt this scheme. To those who have already done so, we wish to emphasize
the possibilities of error in the system, and ask them to recognize that they are not
acting fairly to their correspondents. For these reasons, and because we hope no others
will adopt the new system, we beg those who have already done so, to consider reverting
to the traditional method.

TYPIFICATION OF
REVALIDATED PRE-STARTING-POINT TAXA

R. Singer (Buenos Aires)

The question of typification of pre-starting-point taxa (2, 3, 4) has been considered
by various successive and parallel special committees and by meetings of the Section
of Nomenclature, both in Montreal and in Edinburgh, with extraordinarily divergent
voting results (8). The extreme views that the starting-point for names is automatically
also the starting point for types with exclusion of pre-starting point evidence or, on the
contrary, that the originally “devalidated” and then, by Art. 13, “revalidated” pre-
starting-point names provide the types with exclusion of post-starting-point evidence,
confronted each other at Montreal and the so-called Dostal proposal (3) was seemingly
a compromise proposal on the basis of “if we agree, you win; if we disagree, I win”.
As nevertheless I believed it to be the one that comes closest to actual practice and the
famous “spirit of the code”, I supported it. But it seems to me now, after the Edinburgh
Congress defeated the proposals of Doty and Lamoureux (4, 6) — which have been inter-
preted as replacing the Dostal proposal — that the issue deserves further study in order
to avoid a situation where taxonomists dealing with groups that have later starting
points (1, 7) feel frustrated in their search for guidance in this matter and act, each
individually, to solve problems according to their own interpretation of the rules. thus
causing confusion and, quite possibly, unnecessary new names.

After our failure to accept any one of the extreme views on the matter it may be
well to start our analysis by investigating whether, or to what degree, the Code as it
stands (5) can deal with the matter without referring to any of the Donk, Dostal or
Doty proposals. If it could, the previous voting must retrospectively be considered
wise and the outcome of the problem must be regarded as a compromise acceptable to
all. If it cannot, we should see whether a compromise solution cannot be found by
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taking a less rigid course than that proposed and rejected. One reason fro bringing up
this subject well in advance of the next Congress is the desire to determine whether and
to what extent our conclusions would be applicable to the different special fields. As for
our present observations, they will be made on the basis of mycology and for mycolo-
gists with examples taken from mycology.

The suspicion that mycologists may be ready to accept a sensible compromise, prefer-
ably within the existing Code, may best be illustrated by two examples:

Agaricus ruber, if typified by its pre-starting point basionym, is undoubtedly a
species that cannot be identified with any modern concept and seems to include a large
number of red-coloured species; if Fries’s text as validating author is considered, it
remains a species containing somewhat contradictory characters; it remains a mixtum
compositum and indeterminable. However, careful studies in the type locality (if a
Friesian type is selected) — in Femsjo where many of the woods originally visited by
Fries when writing his early papers are practically unchanged — have convinced me
that this species, which is called common by Fries, as seen by Fries in Femsjo, and
reported as Agaricus ruber, is what he later called Russula lepida. A handwritten note
(7) in Persoon’s copy of Fries’s Systema indicates that Persoon too considered this
species identical with his Russula rosea and apparently the same as the later R. lepida.
Since Fries later excluded R. lepida from R. rubra (the latter again indeterminable for
modern mycologists), no later tradition has been created. The question here is: Should
we take the view that both the pre-starting-point protologue and the post-starting-point
protologue make the binomial 4. ruber a nomen dubium; or should we take the attitude
that in Fries’s understanding, the material he actually must have had in hand, regardless
of the citations of pre-starting-point inaterial, is decisive and thus call Russula lepida
Fr. or R. rosacea (Pers.) ex S. F. Gray from now on R. rubra? It seems to me that most
mycologists will feel, regardless of their voting on the subject during and between the
last Congresses, that the first of the two procedures is correct and corresponds more
to current usage as well as continuity of nomenclature.

On the other hand Agaricus rubiginosus Pers. is, as my type studies in the Persoon
Herbarium have shown, a coprinacious species, while Fries’ validation’) corresponds
to a definitely cortinariaceous species close to Galerina hypnorum (if the citation from
Persoon is excluded). By recognizing Persoon’s type as the decisive factor, the binomial
Agaricus rubiginosus and all its later transfers would be nailed down as a coprinaceous
species, misdetermined by all authors since 1838. If the Friesian concept were re-
cognized on a specific level in Galerina (as it was by Kiihner and others) it would have
to be renamed; Persoon’s type, if identified with a valid species within the Coprinaceae,
on the other hand, might possibly endanger names used there. Since, as a specific name,
this binomial or epithet cannot be conserved, the decision is vital. Another example:
Agaricus pascuus Pers. is based on a specimen which is Cortinarius spec. as shown by
type studies. However, this species was interpreted as a Nolanea by Fries and is in fact
the type species of the genus or subgenus Nolanea. Should we now treat Nolanea as a
synonym of Cortinarius? 1 should think that neither those who voted for the Donk
proposal nor those who were inclined to pass the Dostal or Doty-Lamoureux proposal
would favor this solution.

When discussing the Doty-Lamoureux proposal, one of the significant observations
made by those present stressed the rigidity of this proposal, leaving too little room for
treating each case on its individual merits. This same observation may also be made
regarding the original Donk proposal (A, to Art. 13 cf. 2). Assuming then, hopefully,

1) We accept Fries as validating author for the sake of the argument as we accept Persoon for
Russula cyanoxantha below; it does not influence the argument if this premise should be proven
inexact (cf. 1, 7).
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that the rift between the extreme positions is not as broad as may appear from some
published statements, we shall see how these and other examples would fare under the
existing code.

The rules (5) give us some initial guidance in Art. 7, note 7 (p. 19):

“The type of a name of a taxon assigned to a group with nomenclatorial starting-point
later than 1753 (see Art. 13) is to be determined in accordance with the indication or
description and other matter accompanying its first valid publication (see Arts. 32-45).
When valid publication is by reference to a pre-starting-point description, the latter must
be used for purposes of typification as though newly published.”

While this clearly implies that an indication or description and other matter accom-
panying the first valid publication (Fries’s) of 4. ruber must serve as basis for the
typification, it certainly dces not state that material or observations not accompanying
the first valid publication must be used or should be used, thus giving no basis for the
interpretation of the species as being the same as Russula lepida Fr. In the case of
A. rubiginosus the procedure would be the following:

Since there is no type specimen indicated, we must rely on three elements in Fries’
protologue of 1838 (if that, as implied by Dennis, Orton and Hora, p. 69, 1960. were
the first valid publication), (1) Fries’ description, (2) the citation of Persoon “Pers.
Syn. p. 3857, (3) the rest of the protologue: “Formis mediis cum sq. confluit” (sq —
Agaricus hypnorum). The next step within the existing rules can only be a consultation
of the “Guide for the determination of types”, p. 64-65 of the Code (5). Since the
protologue includes more than one element, but no type was designated, we pass directly
to 4 (p. 64) a, and we may be induced to find here a motive for exclusion of Persoon’s
type; Fries “definitely studied” only his own material although he may have “de-
finitely studied” the description given by Persoon. Since the paragraph has the force
of a rule, our search for guidance in our problem may end here. Since there is, however
a just possible argument that we do not know whether Fries did not also collect and
study the coprinaceous form Persoon described but misdetermined his cortinariaceous
material, thinking it was identical ,and publishing only his observations on the latter —
a very improbable conjecture — we shall tentatively go on to paragraph b which re-
commends (“should”) that Persoon’s type is accepted as lectotype in “preference over
pre-Linnaean or other cited descriptions, other things being equal” and conclude that
this statement does not apply to our case. Paragraph c (p. 65) does not apply either.
Paragraph d would give preference to Fries’ statement of affinity, as part of the
protologue. Paragraph 3, referring to the residue method, points clearly to the
cortinariaceous elements since later authors have consistently interpreted 4. rubiginosus
as such, and the reference to current usage would likewise exclude typification by
Persoon’s specimen. Paragraph { rules (“must”) that the first choice of a lectotype be
followed; although no formal choice has been made as far as I am aware, all subsequent
workers have, by implication, preferred Fries’ cortinariacecus species and tacitly or
expressly excluded Persoon’s, All pertinent indications in the Guide, thus, make it
necessary to prefer Fries’ interpretation over Persoon’s in the case of Agaricus
rubiginosus.

A similar procedure with similar results will be indicated for 4. pascuus, and indeed
for a number of analogcus cases. This is however not a one-way street. Going through
the same steps one will find, in the case of Russula cyanoxantha (if indeed as suspected
by me, p. 54, 1961, validated by Persoon, 1822) that a typification by the pre-
startingpoint basionym or type plate is possible.

The present discussion seemingly leads to a non-controversial (because within the
present Code) compromise (because making for solutions adaptable to the merit of the
individual case). Yet it is necessary to keep in mind two valid criticisms made by those
favoring the proposal of Donk to Art. 13 (1959) rather than the proposal of Dostal
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(1959) — criticisms which may, as we shall see below, apply to some of those cases
where the above-mentioned procedure leads to inconclusive results or to indirect
consequences unforeseen by the authors of the wcrding of the present Code. One
criticism is contained in the observation that, whereas in the case of A. rubiginosus and
A. pascuus we know enough about the interpretation of the validating author, we do not
know enough about the interpretation by such validating authors as S. F. Gray, St.-
Amans and many others who have validated pre-starting-point names not merely by
reference but adding a description of their own which may be more (or less) than a
simple copy of the original diagnosis, yet their precise sense cannot be ascertained from
published data or specimens. The element(s) composing the post-starting-point name
are, thus, logically (a) the reference to a definite pre-starting-point type (b) an assem-
blage of descriptive data not linked with either a specimen or an identifiable concept
at all. Since the status of such taxa is basically the same as that of the taxa validated by
reference alone as foreseen in Art. 7 note 7 cited above, the solution would be an
addition to this same note 7 which should continue thus: “The same procedure is in-
dicated if the protologue is insufficient (as frequently in algae and fungi) for interpret-
ation yet includes no data contrary to the assumption that the validly published name is
meant to refer to a taxon not in any way different from the pre-starting-point bas-
ionym.”

Another criticism refers to the consequences of later transfer of species or other
taxa whereby we have to distinguish between two different possibilities: 1) the author
citation of the transferring author may refer to a taxon with a different typification
from that adopted according to the rules for the first valid publication of this same
taxon while at the same time there is no description or only an inconclusive description,
or 2) the same has happened but with the difference that the transferring author gives
a description or indication proving that his concept of the taxon coincides with the
correct typification. In the latter case we have the example of the often-cited Bole:us
erythropus (Fr. ex Fr.) Pers. which was transferred to Dictyopus by Quélet, citing
Persoon, but in the sense of Fries as shown by an accompanying description. In such
instances it may be correct to apply Art. 55 and let it go at that. As a matter of fact the
transferring author published either under the wrong impression that there was no
discrepancy between the type of the pre-starting-point taxon and that of the post-starting-
point taxon or in ignorance of the present rules and recommendations on author citation,
and the consequences would at any rate be minor. But in the first case we are at a loss
to know whether the author of the transfer wished to transfer the pre-starting-point
taxon or the post-starting-point taxon or, if not, we do not know (or if we think we know,
we often dread the consequences) which taxon he actually has transferred according
to the present Code. Even where such doubts do not enter, the final decision may be
extraordinarily time-consuming and complicated and the renaming that results bother-
some and confusing for the taxonomist. We have proposed (8), informally, during
discussions on this subject, that the best solution of this prcblem might consist of an
additional explanatory note to be incorporated in the Code, a note that would provide
a simple and general form of procedure in case of transference of names falling under
the competence of Art. 7, note 7. I am convinced that such a note is necessary and it
should be worded as a third note (3) to Art. 55, like this:

“(3) Likewise, the transfer or new status of specific epithets of pre-starting-point
origin but validated by and typified from the material of post-starting-point authors is
considered as referring to the basionym as typified according to the application of Art.
7, note 7 and the “Guide for the determination of types”. “Example: Boletus scaber
Bull. ex Fr. if typified by Fries 1821, var. { as lectotype, becomes, when transferred to
Leccinum, L. scabrum (Bull. ex Fr.) S. F. Gray which is typified by the same type as
Boletus scaber irrespective of the concept S. F. Gray may have had of the species.”
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Under this arrangement, the present writer is certain, according to his own published
and unpublished analyses, that a workable scheme is put into the hands of taxonomists —
at least the mycologists — without essential changes in the present Code and with a
chance of acceptance at least by those of his colleagues who actively work in any field of
taxonomy where the typification of pre-starting-point taxa has been an issue of import-
ance. This view may seem over-optimistic inasmuch as nobody doubts that we shall have
to handle a few thorny problems in the future, but they will be the exception rather than
the rule.
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GENERIC NAMES ENDING IN -MA
AND FAMILY NAMES DERIVED FROM THEM

N. N. Zabinkova (Leningrad)

Among the names of plants there are many generic names ending in -ma. If it is
necessary to determine their gender, and especially if it is necessary to derive a family
name from them, it is often doubtful whether such names should be treated as neuter
or feminine, and consequently whether the family name should be formed by adding
-aceae or -ataceae.

For example many authors ascribed feminine gender to the name “Melastoma”
(Vell. Fl. Flum. 178; Steud. Nomencl. bot. ed. 2, 2: 114-118 etc.), though in fact it
should be treated as neuter, because it ends in the Greek neuter word “stoma” (mouth).
Because of this, parallel with the correct spelling of the family name “Melastoma-
taceae” (adopted in Nomina famil. conserv.), there has also been in use for a long time
the spelling “Melastomaceae” (cf. Benth. et Hook f. Gen. pl. 1: 746). From the name
“Alisma”, which has sometimes been treated as neuter (by most authors) and sometimes
as feminine (by Linnaeus, the author of this genus) are formed the family names
“Alismaceae” (cf. Benth. et Hook. f. Gen. pl. 3: 1004) and “Alismataceae” (Nomina
famil. conserv.) etc.

The gender of such nouns depends on the gender of their final element; if this final
element is a Greek neuter word, the whole name should be treated as neuter and the
family name derived from it should include the element -at-; if it has another origin,
the generic name should be treated as feminine and the corresponding family name
should be composed without this element.

In this article we examine the gender of the most typical generic names ending in -ma
and consider the ways of composing family names from them.
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