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few doors or taking out some boxes, and going through some specimens. 
And if I were a director of a herbarium and curators of other institutions asked 

me: "How many specimens of XYZ do you have in your collection that you could 
lend me? (p. 14), I should answer: "Why do you ask? Do you want to borrow XYZ 
or not? If so, someone from my staff will get them out and count them for the receipt 
you will have to sign. If not, why do you want to know how many we have?" 

In many plans, attempts and projects of this kind it is not "efficiency in science" 
which is the ruling factor. It is a train of thought which I choose to phrase here in 
a very popular manner, in order to express clearly its futility and un-scientific cha- 
racter. Needless to say that most of this reasoning remains in the subconscious; at 
least I hope so. 

Those thoughts run like this: "All our neighbours in Natural Science have coding 
and sorting machines, computers and other intricate machinery. We taxonomists are 
lagging far behind with our simple microscopes, dissecting needles and rooms for 
constant temperature. We are not taken seriously by our colleagues of Physics, Che- 
mistry, Physiology, Pharmacy, Biochemistry etc. They say we are not a science but 
a harmless hobby. We want a computer, in order to restore our status in the eyes of 
our neighbours. We must automatize and computerize taxonomy, then the other 
people will be impressed again. And once we have got the machines, we certainly will 
find something to do for them". 

In other words: we have to keep up with the Joneses. 
It was not my intention to ridicule the honest attempts to make taxonomic metho- 

dology more efficient. Taxonomy certainly can do with more efficiency. I want to 
protest, however, against the indiscriminate glorification of automation that is so 
often encountered these days. Machines are fine, computers can be a blessing, but if 
they do not lead to a real improvement in scientific results, but only serve as a 
status symbol, they have to be fought. 

Present-day taxonomy will be judged by our successors, not by the quality of our 
machines but by the quality of our work. 

BASINYM OR BASIONYM? 
C. X. Furtado (Singapore) 

While analysing the International Rules of Botanical Nomenclature (1935) I coined 
the term basinym because is seemed useful in order to avoid equivocations in the 
discussion of nomenclatural problems (Furtado in Gard. Bull. Straits Settl.: 233. 

1937). Its need was especially felt in clarifying the status of a new name instated both by 
citing many synonyms and by giving at the same time a new description based on 
new specimens; it has also its use in assessing the value of synonyms, description and 
specimens cited under a taxon instated without a clear indication whether is was a 
new name, a new combination or entirely a new taxon. Since both in form and in 
euphony the term "basinym" seemed satisfactory and since it could be neatly latinized 
as"basinymum", I did not expect any objections to its employment, especially when 
such terms as "basidium", "basipetal" and "basidorsal" are common in scientific 
literature. And I was pleased to see some botanists who were acquainted with the 
elements of the Greek language, endorse its use e.g. Corner, Mongr. Clavaria: 737. 
1950. 

Nevertheless objections were raised to the term on the plea that it was formed in 
violation of the Greek grammar; and that the correct term should have been "baso- 
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nym". So when the International Botanical Congress (1950) recognized the utility of 
the term in nomenclature, it was adopted as "basonym" and incorporated in the Ar- 
ticle 42 of the 1952 Nomenclatural Code, but only to be changed by subsequent Bo- 
tanical Congres (1954) to "basionym" in response to the demands of other Greek 
grammarians who claimed the latter to be more accurate. Since "basionym" adopted 
in the 1956 Code has been retained also in the 1961 Code elaborated after the 1959 
Congress, it appears that no further grammatical objections have been raised to the 
present official spelling of the term. 

Recently, however, a European botanist claimed verbally that the epithet penta- 
phylla which was retained by me in editing a posthumous work, was grammatically 
wrong and that it should have been pentephylla, a claim strongly supported by his 
colleague working in Malaysia. This view surprised me very much indeed, since 
even school children are being taught very early in their studies to recognize geome- 
trical figures like pentagon and pentahedron and are often made acquainted with 
the biblical book Pentateuch and to distinguish pentamerous flowers from others, 
and yet no Greek scholar has ever raised his voice against the use of these terms. In 
fact such terms are found in many standard dictionaries. 

Since I am not acquainted with the Greek language, I cannot but follow what has 
been the traditional in practice. However, in order to satisfy my curiosity about the 
rules of the formation of Greek words, I consulted Post et Kuntze's Lexicon Generum 
Phanerogamarum (1904) in which Kuntze's Codex Brevis Maturus, submitted to theVienna 
Botanical Congress (1905), has been incorporated. In the section on Orthography there 
are rules for the formation of compound words of Greek origin and for their trans- 
cription into Latin. To my surprise I found not only that he supports the use of Greek 
prefix Penta and not Pente, but that he gives definite rules to be followed in em- 
ploying many other Greek prefixes including Basi. 

Under Article 12 para 1(5) Kuntze states that prefixes like Amphi, Basi, Peri and 
Lysi (to mention but a few of the many mentioned) do not receive the uniting vowel 
-o-, but that they keep their final vowel even when the second half of the name begins 
with a vowel. Thus we have Basistemon, Peristrophe, Amphicarpus and Lysicarpus 
listed in the lexicon, while Amphiorhox, Lysionotus and Lysiosepalum have been cor- 
rected by botanists respectively to Amphirhox (or Amphirrhox), Lysinotus and Lysi- 
sepalum. 

From this it would appear that we have to reject both "basonym" and "basionym" 
of the modern Greek "grammarians" and go back to the original 1937 spelling 
basinym. 

DIE LEGITIMITAT DES GATTUNGSNAMENS 
THELYPTERIS SCHMIDEL 

Stephan Rauschert (Halle/Saale) 

Die Legitimitat des Gattungsnamens Thelypteris Schmidel 1762 war schon mehr- 
fach Gegenstand der Diskussion. Pichi-Sermolli (1953), der diesem Problem eine sehr 
eingehende Studie widmete, betrachtet den Namen als nomen nudum, von dem ausser- 
dem die Bewertung bei Schmidel als Gattung sowie die Prioritat vor Thelypteris 
Adanson 1763 nicht gesichert sei. 

Sein Vorschlag, Lastrea Bory 1824 gegen Thelypteris Schmidel 1762 zu schiitzen, 
wurde mit knapper Stimmenmehrheit abgelehnt. Der Name Thelypteris, der ein nomen 
rejiciendum gegen Dryopteris Adanson ist, muss folglich, solange nicht seine Illegiti- 
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