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by Hitchcock & Green (1929) another species, 
H. trionum L., had already been designated 
as type by Britton & Brown (Ill. Fl. N.U.S., 
ed. 2, 2, p. 523, 1913). 

The argument for conserving Malvaviscus 
has for basis the statement that "In 1759 Fa- 
bricius, En. Meth. Plantarum ed. 1, merged 
again all three generic names [Hibiscus, Trio- 
num and Ketmia] but now under Malvaviscus. 
Hence, this name is illegitimate as it contained 
anyway the types of Ketmia Mill. and that of 
Hibiscus L." This statement, however, is in- 
accurate: it applies to the second edition 

(1763, p. 279) of Fabricius's work. In the first 
edition (1759, pp. 152-154) Fabricius recogn- 
izes the genus Ketmia with eight species, while 
on p. 155 he distinguishes the genus Malvavis- 
cus based on a single species, M. "arborescens 
flore miniato clauso H. Elth. Hibiscus Linn." 

(i.e. Hibiscus malvaviscus L.), with a definition 
of the flower and fruit characters. According 
to the notation used in Fabricius's book the 
citation "Hibiscus Linn." does not mean that 
Malvaviscus is substituted for Hibiscus: it 

simply indicates that the species was included 
under Hibiscus by Linnaeus. In the same way, 
and for the same reason, "Hibiscus L." is also 
cited under the first species of Ketmia on p. 
152. Thus if, as proposed, H. syriacus L. is 

accepted as type of Hibiscus then Malvaviscus 

Fabr., Enum. Meth. P1. 153 (1759), stands as 
a legitimate name with H. malvaviscus as type, 
and there is no need for its conservation. 

J. E. DANDY 

THE PROBLEM OF DESCRIPTIONS 

Quite a number of taxonomists, I think, are 
not too familiar with the roots and secrets of 
the Latin language. Of course, long practice 
lias now made it possible for us to read an 

original description easily enough and to un- 
derstand what it is all about. But difficulties 

begin to arise when one has to write an original 
description oneself; difficulties which may well 
save many a supposedly "new" species its 

journey from baptism to synonymy. 
A description of a new species, as I interpret 

the rules and the sense of such a proceeding, 
should describe the new taxon. Article 36 of 
the "International Code of Botanical Nomen- 
clature" (Utrecht 1961: 36) lays down that 
in order to be validly published, a name of a 
new taxon of plants .... published on or after 
1 Jan. 1935 must be accompanied by a Latin 
diagnosis or by a reference to a previously and 
effectively published Latin diagnosis, and it 
adds a further Recommendation 36 A: Authors 
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publishing names of new taxa of recent plants 
should give or cite a full description in Latin 
in addition to the diagnosis. A recommendation 
attached to article 32 reads that the descrip- 
tion or diagnosis of any new taxon should 
mention the points in which the taxon differs 
from its allies. 

I believe that the rules mentioned in article 
36 reveal the important points in the descrip- 
tion of a new taxon; I understood the recom- 
mendation "B" of the preceding article 32 as 
an addition to the rules but maybe I am 
wrong. I regret to state that some authors who 
are quite active in taxonomy seem to overlook 
the necessity of a full description, offering 
only what one can understand as an addition 
to the desirable. There are hundreds of new 

species described as 
Ab omnibus speciebus .. . sepalis longe mu- 

cronatis differt and 
A . . ., cui valde affinis, spicis subsessilibus 

differt or 
A . . . , cui affinis, floribus folia superanti- 

bus differt. 
I cannot believe that these three examples 

present a working diagnosis and description 
of three new species. It might be sufficient for 
new forms or varieties but species need more 
careful consideration, especially as other taxon- 
omists may not have the type cuI AFFINIS at 
hand. 

Another point treats of illustrations. In de- 

scribing new taxa, authors should, when pos- 
sible, supply figures with details of structure 
as an aid to identification (Intern. Code, Art. 

32, Recomm. 32 D). Words are flexible. As 
detailed as a description might be, the inter- 

pretation of characteristics is often a question 
of personal opinion. X's lanceolate leaf is quite 
similar to Y's oblong leaf, and my own apicul- 
ate apex is perhaps Z's cuspidate leaf-tip. 
Why not omit "when possible" and make it 
a rule that any new specific description should 
be accompanied by figures? It would, anyway, 
be of great assistance for identification and 

many mis-interpretations would be avoided. 
G. KUNKXEL 
Las Palmas, Gran Canaria 

THE TYPE SPECIES OF THE GENUS 
PROCRIS COMM. (URTICACEAE) 

The generic name Procris was originally 

published by Jussieu in the following terms: 

"PRocRIs, Commers.* Monoica aut dioica. 
Masc. Flores aggregati. Calix 4-fidus. Stamina 

4, calice longiora, ejusdem laciniis opposita. 
FOEM. Receptaculum baccatum sphaeroideum, 
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