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tion, which is fortunate, because many species validly published are not recognizable 
from the original descriptions, but only from the specimens cited or otherwise. 
To have recognizability a factor would result in chaos. 

The firm and literal application of Art. 44 will be a great benefit to taxonomy, 
because it will exclude from consideration a number of extremely doubtful plants, 
including a number of other names that appear in Ettingshausen, whose book was 
intended to illustrate the forms of venation and pinna form in living ferns, to 
make a comparison with fossil forms easier for the palaeobotanist. Ettingshausen 
was not primarily a taxonomist. He did not document his book carefully, for the 
source of the drawings is not indicated; as a matter of fact, he accepted the names 
on herbarium labels as correct without checking them. A number of the specimens 
illustrated were wrongly named, and others, like this Lindsaea klotzschiana, were 
unpublished herbarium names. Ettingshausen probably just assumed that all names 
on herbarium labels had been published; he certainly did not intend to publish any 
new species. Some other doubtful plants that are eliminated as unpublished by this 
rule are all the fern names in Velloso's Florae Fluminensis Icones. These have 
drawings of whole plants or large portions of them but no analyses or details. These 
are therefore unpublished as of 1827. As a matter of fact, most pteridologists have 
considered them unpublished and ignore them. They are, of course, validly published 
later in 1881 when the descriptions were published, but by this time all or practically 
all the species depicted had already received validly published names. 

My conclusion is that the species called Lindsaea klotzschiana Moritz ex Ettings- 
hausen be called L. feei C. Chr. (1906), and that L. klotzschiana as a published 
name dates from Kramer's paper (Acta Bot. Neerl. 6: 176. 1957), where it is a 
superfluous and consequently illegitimate name, since the earliest available legitimate 
name L. feei was not taken up. Incidentally, Kramer indicates the type of L. 
klotzschiana to be "Moritz 238 from Tovar, Venezuela (B!)" but this would seem 
to be extremely unlikely. Ettingshausen lived and worked in Vienna, and the 
specimens on which he based his drawings are in the Naturhistorisches Museum 
in Vienna, at least in large part. I have seen some of them myself in Vienna indicated 
as the basis of an Ettingshausen drawing. It would seem improbable that he would 
have borrowed this Moritz specimen from Berlin or that he would have gone to 
Berlin to draw it. 

A similar case is Lindsaea kunzei Moritz ex Ettingshausen, op. cit. t. 147, f. 7, 
which Kramer also accepts as validly published, although in this instance not even 
a whole pinna is drawn but only four pinnules. This name must also be treated 
as unpublished. An unpublished name can not really have a type, but Kramer picks 
"Moritz 454 from Tovar, state of Merida, Venezuela (B!)". This case is similar to 
that above; it is extremely unlikely that Ettingshausen ever saw this Berlin collec- 
tion; his drawing was most likely from a specimen in Vienna. 
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"The name of a genus may not coincide with a technical term currently used 
in morphology unless it was published before 1 Jan. 1912 and was accompanied, 
when originally published, by a specific name published in accordance with the 
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binary method of Linnaeus" (Art. 20). At first sight this sentence appears to be 
unequivocal, but further consideration shows that its meaning depends on the 
meaning to be attached to the words "coincide", "currently used" and "morphology". 
All three may be understood in different ways, leading to different applications of 
the rule itself. As is usual in such circumstances, it is necessary to examine the 
intention of the rule either from its history or by a process of reductio ad absurdum 
or both. 

For two words, in this instance a generic name and a technical term, to coincide, 
they must be in the same language. Generic names are in Latin or are treated 
as such and they are substantives in the nominative case and singular number 
(Principle V and Art. 20). It follows that in order to "coincide" technical terms 
must also be Latin substantives; their case and number will be dictated by the 
context in which they are used. In modern times, however, technical terms are 
coined in the language of their authors, never or rarely in Latin. Conventionally 
they are derived from Latin or Greek stems and their translation from one modern 
language to another is thereby facilitated. Derivation from Latin or Greek sources, 
however, does not confer latinity and it was on this basis that the writer concluded 
(Taxon 14: 291-292. 1965) that the vernacular technical term "cleistogene" (plural: 
"cleistogenes") could not be regarded as coincident with the generic name Cleisto- 
genes Keng. 1 

The phrase "currently used in morphology" is equivocal on at least three counts. 
It is certainly not the intention of Art. 20 to outlaw established names which may at 
some future date become technical terms and "currently used" must therefore mean 
"currently used at the time of publication" of the generic name concerned. Some 
morphological terms have become obselete and are no longer "currently used"; 
the writer is of opinion, however, that it is the intention of Art. 20 to bar the use 
of such obsolete terms as generic names. The time relationship between generic 
names and the same words used as technical terms is clearly relevant, but even 
more important is an assessment as to whether at any time a technical term can 
be said to be currently used. It is reasonable to suppose that Art. 20 requires also 
some sort of general, as well as current, use before it can be applied for the 
rejection of a generic name. This kind of assessment must always be highly sub- 
jective; the invention and use of a term by a single author may be said to be 
current usage during a certain period, but such restricted use would be scarcely 
sufficient to outlaw a coincident generic name. Finally, "currently used" may be 
taken to mean current usage at the time of publication of the Code, but this would 
render the rule entirely inapplicable. 

There is also in Art. 20 the introduction of a further sanction; the requirement 
of simultaneous valid publication of a specific name for generic names published 
prior to 1 January 1912. The generic name Radicula Hill is rejected, not only 
because it coincides with a "currently used" technical term, but also because it 
was not accompanied by a specific combination. Radicula Moench (if it has any 
separate existence) is rejected, not as a later homonym, but because it is a later 
synonym. Even now, when an indication of the type of a new generic name is a 
requirement for valid publication (Art. 37), it is not strictly necessary to quote a 
specific name. Tuber Micheli ex Fries, the other example quoted, is admissible 
because it was accompanied by binomials when published, and the fact that it is 
coincident with a technical term is of no consequence simply because it was pub- 

1 It follows that Kengia Packer, published as a replacement name, and all the combinations 
made under it, are superfluous and therefore illegitimate under Art. 63. But see also Packer 
in Taxon 15: 308. 1966. 
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lished before 1912. The rejection of generic names that are coincident with technical 
terms is thus completely arbitrary and to some extent contrary to the terms of 
the second sentence of Art. 20 itself which states that the name of a genus "may 
be taken from any source whatever". 

One is tempted to ask whether the exclusion of technical terms as generic names 
is justified; if so, then the exclusion ought to be absolute and the kind of technical 
term intended ought to be clearly stated. It has been shown above that the expression 
"currently used" is open to misconception and it ought to be replaced by a form 
of words which will convey exactly the intention of the rule. With Radicula rejected 
on arbitrary grounds and Tuber accepted for opposite and equally arbitrary reasons, 
the operative date 1 Jan. 1912 seems to be an unnecessary complication. It is 
unlikely that authors in these modern times will deliberately choose as a generic 
name a technical term commonly and currently used in descriptive taxonomy and 
the present loosely worded rule might, without inconvenience, be deleted. 

The question of language in this context has been dealt with already. It is surely 
significant that both Radicula and Tuber became generic names at a time when 
Latin was the common language of science; there would then be no question con- 
cerning the identity of generic names and technical terms. In any event the number 
of names which may be identical, in either Latin or the vernacular, with technical 
terms must be insignificant, whilst their meaning as generic names or as technical 
terms will be clearly revealed by the context in which they are written. 

NOMINA GENERICA CONSERVANDA AND ART. 43* 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

Article 43 clearly indicates that the name of a species cannot be regarded as 
validly published unless the name of the genus to which it is assigned is also validly 
published, either at the same time or previously. The implications of this rule 
relative to certain conserved homonymic generic names has been largely overlooked, 
with the result that a number of them are listed and typified by species whose 
names, if regarded as validly published, refer them to the genera whose names are 
the rejected earlier homonyms. The status of such specific names has never been 
examined in detail, but it is certain that the rejected generic homonyms are 
effectively illegitimate and that the specific epithets require to be combined with 
the legitimate (conserved) generic name. The status of such epithets is not in ques- 
tion; it is explicitly provided for in Art. 68. 

The generic name Conyza Less., Syn. Gen. Comp. 203 (1832) is conserved against 
several earlier taxonomic synonyms as well as against Conyza Linn. (1753). The 
type of the generic name ("typ. cons."), however, is Conyza chilensis Sprengel, 
Novi Prov. 14 (1819) and we are thus faced with a specific name which, if the 
species is assigned to Conyza Less., is invalidly published because the generic name 
was not validly published until 1832, or if assigned to Conyza Linn. (an effectively 
illegitimate name) requires to be transferred to Conyza Less. It will be observed 
that when a generic name is conserved against earlier nomenclatural or taxonomic 

* See also Burtt in Taxon 15: 307. 1966. 
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