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ARE SECRETAN'S FUNGUS NAMES VALID?* 

Rolf Singer':' and Robert E. Machol:': 

Summary 

A new example, purported to exemplify Art. 23, 3 of the International Code of 
Botanical Nomenclature viz. Secretan, C., Mycographie Suisse, 1833 will be inserted in the 
forthcoming new edition of the Code. We submit that the new example is in flagrant 
contradiction with the contents of the paragraph (3) and the main part of the article; does 
not serve any justifiable purpose; confuses rather than clarifies the basic principles of 
nomenclature; should never have been accepted; should be rescinded at the earliest oppor- 
tunity. 

AN EXAMPLE OF NON-BINARY NOMENCLATURE? 

The forthcoming new edition of the Code (whenever quoted in this article we 
refer to the I972 edition) will probably be published by the time the present 
article is in the hands of the reader. It will contain changes and additions voted 
in Leningrad I975 including proposal 97 by Demoulin (I974) which was con- 
sidered and accepted by the Committee on fungi and lichens, was furthermore 
presented to and accepted by the Committees and Sessions indicated in Division 
III of the Code (all at Leningrad) and was finally approved by the Editorial 
Committee for insertion in the new Code, in view of the Leningrad decision. The 
acceptance of the proposal decrees the insertion of a second example to Art. 23, 
3, namely Secretan, C. - Mycographie Suisse, 3 volumes, I833. 

The handling of this matter was no doubt legal within the quoted Division III 
and the proposal did not provoke immediate pre-Congress protest. It was shortly 
criticized after I974 by Singer & Rege (1976). 

A closer examination of the reasons given by the author of the proposal and 
a look at the resulting text of the article in question reveal that this situation is 
not of minor concern but touches upon the basic principles of plant nomenclature. 
It will be seen that the new example does not exemplify any standing provision 
of the Code but is in contradiction with it (unless, of course, the words of the 
Code should, by this example, be redefined in which case the procedure was, to say 
the least, an oblique and cryptic approach). 

According to Demoulin's proposal, the example reads "Secretan... introduced 
a large number of new specific names, more than half of them of trinomial type.. 
He is therefore not considered to have consistently used the Linnaean system of 
binary nomenclature and even his univerbal epithets are not considered to be 
validly published." (I974, p. 842) 

In this proposal there is a complete confusion of words. "Trinomial" ("multi- 
nomial") is understood to mean a generic name followed by two (several) epithets 
and epithets is understood to mean words. Then, accepting the equation BIN- 
OMIAL = BINARY, the case against the "Mycographie" is ready. 

WHAT IS LINNAEAN BINARY NOMENCLATURE? 

The Code does not contain a definition of the phrase "Linnaean binary nomen- 
clature", nor does "trinomial" appear in the Index. This may be part of the 
reason why those not fully familiar with the history of botanical nomenclature 
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misinterpret the meaning of these words. As we, in accordance with other authors, 
understand the term "binary nomenclature", it is a two-part name method (so 
defined by Bather (I924), see Schenk & McMasters I956, - a definition prom- 
inently endorsed by Steam (1957). It says nothing about the epithet having to be 
one word (univerbal). The highly respected Dictionary by Font Quer (I953) 
agrees with this: (in translation) "binary, composed of two parts. Binary nomen- 
clature consists in giving every species of plants a binary name". 

A name (". . .nomial") is in general usage and in nomenclatorial language not 
necessarily univerbal. "Binomial nomenclature is literally a double-term name- 
method" (Bather, Steam). Stafleu (I972) and others do not seem to see a basic 
difference between binary and binomial nomenclature. 

What, then, is the difference between the non-binary system exemplified in the 
Code by the book of Hill - published just three years after I753 when the binary 
system was not yet generally accepted - and the Linnaean binary system? In the 
pre-I753 system of naming species the epithet was replaced by "one- to many- 
word names which were intended to express concisely the characters distinguish- 
ing a plant from others of the same genus" (Stearn I957). 

Linnaeus in Species Plantarum (I753) introduced, for the first time consistently, 
his method of naming plants (binary nomenclature). He maintained at that time 
the old method, giving a defining phrase (which may be shortened, exceptionally, 
to just one word; that's what Art. 23, 3 is all about), i.e. the diagnosis or nomen 
specificum, according to Linnaeus I753, but at the same time added what he called 
nomina trivialia which have become our epithets. These nomina trivialia he had 
set at the margin of the page; they were simply radically shortened or modified 
short diagnoses which by this shortening had lost their diagnostic value. The 
nomina trivialia were soon to become much more practical reference words, space 
saving and making indexing possible; they were soon generally accepted as nec- 
essary for the further development of biological taxonomy and were incorporated 
in the various codes of nomenclature. Linnaeus himself recognized that they had 
lost all diagnostic value and insisted that no such name should be used without an 
existing diagnosis.1 Neither the Code nor Linnaeus's own practice required that 
the epithet must be written or printed as a single word, or that it must not be 
biverbal. In fact, we do not have to go far in Genera Plantarum, vol I, p. 2 to 
find the species Amomum Gran[a] parad[isi]; in vol. II, p. I55I Polypodium 
F[ilix] mas and F. femina. Many such examples can be found in Linnaeus' own 
work as well as in post-Linnaean taxonomical literature, including Fries (I82I, 
1838 etc.). We could fill a page with such binomials from classical literature which 
is so far from illegitimate that it has been selected by consecutive versions of the 
Rules as starting point works. 

ARE SECRETAN'S EPITHETS PRIMARILY DIAGNOSTIC? 

Are then Secretan's epithets, univerbal or biverbal, intended to "express con- 
cisely the characters distinguishing a plant from others of the same genus?" If we 
take an example from the enormously large genus Agaricus, we find it ridiculous 
to expect that he might have attempted to propose epithets sufficiently (or at all) 
diagnostic so as to distinguish one species of Agaricus from others. If he himself 
had expected to do so, he would have used exclusively words referring to the 
characteristics of his species whereas in reality he used such univerbal epithets 
as "pseudoscaber" (a false scaber could be that in many ways and would not be 
set apart from others that might be just as false scabers) or biverbal ones like 
"ruber schaefferi" (very numerous Russulas, not to speak of Agarici are red and 
numerous ones were described and illustrated by Schaeffer!). These and a very 
large percentage of other epitheta do not by any stretch of the imagination 

1 A much more detailed description of the historical development of Linnaean nomen- 
clature can be found in Stafleu (197I). 
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express a "statement of that which in the opinion of its author distinguishes the 
taxon from others" (definition of diagnosis, Code p. 37). Since Secretan treated 
many more species in Agaricus than his predecessors using non-binary nomen- 
clature, how could he have hoped to define by his epithets all these additional 
species with just uni- or biverbal epithets? The answer is obvious: He did not 
intend this. Even where he used epithets that used descriptive terms, these epithets 
are not diagnostic in any sense of the word. What is indeed diagnostic about 
Agaricus obscurus when other Agarici, even in the same group and subgroup, and 
according to Secretanian descriptions, are equally dark colored. Romagnesi was 
therefore quite right in accepting as validly published Agaricus obscurus Secr. 
transferring it (I970) to Armillariella. 

If Secretan's names are not diagnostic, it follows that they are merely con- 
structed within the binary system but often biverbal which is in Demoulin's very 
personal definition of the word the same as trinomial. If a biverbal epithet is not 
opposed to binary nomenclature, the statement that Secretan "is therefore not con- 
sidered to have consistently used the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature" 
(Demoulin) is a perfect non sequitur rather than an example for Art. 23, 3. 

May we add here, just for the record, that the recommendation to print 
Secretan's Mycographie came from DeCandolle and other botanists who are not 
suspect to have tolerated non-binary nomenclature (cf. Singer & Rege I976). 

CONTRADICTION WITHIN THE CODE 

If then the new example under Art. 23, 3 does not exemplify what the provision 
under (3) states, there will now be an internal contradiction within a single version 
of the Code and within a single article. We shall subsequently see that there is a 
second one between the new distorted sense of Art. 23, 3 and the main text of 
Art. 23, first paragraph. 

If indeed an epithet whose only fault in the eyes of a nomenclaturist is the 
fact that it is not univerbal, i.e. consists of two (or more) words, were indicative 
of non-binary nomenclature and thus illegitimate and invalid, the main paragraph 
of Art. 23 would be completely senseless. It states that "a name of a species is a 
binary combination consisting of the name of the genus followed by a single 
specific epithet. If the epithet consists of two or more words, these are to be united 
or hyphened. An epithet not so joined when originally published is not to be re- 
jected but, when used, is to be united or hyphened" (italics are ours). If "trinomial" 
names in Demoulin's definition, i.e. names with an epithet consisting of two 
words, were by that fact alone to be rejected, what epithets is Art. 23, as 
quoted above, referring to? 

With the Secretan "example" now appearing in the wrong place and likely to 
mislead users of the Code, it becomes very doubtful whether taxonomists during 
the time when the new Code is supposed to be binding should follow the old rules 
(still valid) or the newly introduced example. For those who argue that, once 
accepted, the new example automatically changes the definition of Linnaean 
binary nomenclature to nomenclature using only one word for an epithet, the 
meaning of the main paragraph of Art. 23 becomes inexplicable. For those who 
believe that an inadequate example does not change the definition of "binary 
nomenclature", the example itself becomes intolerable. 

MUST WE GET RID OF THE MYCOGRAPHIE SUISSE? 

Some personal interviews and correspondence with prominent taxonomists in 
the field showed that some of them were hardly aware of the problem and seemed 
surprised at the far-reaching consequences of the situation as resulting in Lenin- 
grad. Those few in favor of "getting rid of Secretan" were not much or not at all 
concerned with the questions discussed here up to this point, but merely anxious 
to remove any possible or suspected threat to the established specific names. 
Others, like Fries, Donk, Demoulin - we may add ourselves - merely expressed 
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a dislike for Secretanian epitheta because many of them are cumbersome, long, or 
difficult to unite, or inappropriate; but Art. 62 clearly states that such names 
must not be rejected. Some, including Demoulin, seem to think that statistics of 
just how many two-word epitheta our author proposed is of primary importance 
under the rules. Demoulin claims that more than half of Secretan's newly proposed 
specific names have epithets which were printed as biverbals. Actually, of all 
accepted names only I50/ (according to Demoulin) were printed "trinomially". 
Are we to conclude that quantity has any meaning in the terms of the Code; that 
perhaps more than 50o/o or more than I1O/o of non-univerbal epithets or more than 
the percentage found in Linnaeus or Fries's works should be considered enough 
to exclude the whole work? The text of the rules is clear and introduces no such 
principle. It follows that all biverbial epithets must be contracted or hyphened 
and, likewise, that any work containing any ("consistently") non-binary nomen- 
clature is subject to rejection. 

However since Demoulin's reasoning is partly based on statistics which sup- 
posedly reveal that 55?/o of Secretan's newly proposed names (not necessarily new 
species validly published) are "trinomials", it is interesting to show that his figures 
are in need of some revision. A large number of the so-called "trinomials" (i.e. names 
with epithets consisting of more than one word) have epithets which in correct 
modern spelling would be univerbal, but were counted as biverbal. We are 
referring to combinations with pseudo. .., olivaceo ... etc. (which can easily be 
found in Secretan 3, index p. 26). It is irrelevant whether these separations (which 
were not even consistently made in fully analogous cases) are due to printer's 
errors or to Secretan's whimsical orthographic rendering, inasmuch as they persist 
in relatively modern French printing e. gr. Maire, Bull. Soc. Myc. Fr. 44: 37. 
I928. The most telling example is Anthina canofusca, taken from and so spelled 
by Fries but quoted by Secretan A. cano fusca, (Supplement 3: 9I. 1833). 

Obviously, the motive for attempts to reject Secretan's specific names by using 
or misusing provisions of the Code is not so much the desire to correctly interpret 
these provisions but the fear that the validity of these names would or might 
upset names which are now in common use or in use by some school of taxon- 
omists. If this fear were substantiated - no one has made any acceptable 
evaluation of the consequences if they were or were not used - the straight- 
forward way to eliminate the legitimate epithets used by Secretan would be to 
re-open the question of nomina specifica rejicienda and put all the Secretanian 
names on that list. Needless to say - we are decidedly against such a solution, 
first of all because nomina specifica rejicienda have been rejected by past Con- 
gressess, and iightly so, and secondly because we do not share the opinion that 
Secretan's specific names are some sort of a menace to the continuity of agaric 
nomenclature. And it is agaric nomenclature which, even according to Demoulin's 
own words, is almost exclusively concerned. 

It is strange to note that the active supporters of the idea to insert Secretan's 
work as an example under Art. 23, 3 are not mycologists working primarily or 
at all with agaric nomenclature or taxonomy; yet on the basis of incomplete and 
in part erroneous information they felt competent to state that "this situation 
[i.e. the nomenclatorial elimination of Secretan's names] is highly satisfactory from 
the standpoint of nomenclatorial stability". The seventeen cases discussed by 
Demoulin (I974) are fewer than actually exist, and treated superficially and uni- 
laterally without taking into consideration the complete background and the 
modern literature. We do not feel it is important for our present purpose to go 
into these problems in detail, but we wish to shortly explain why we feel that 
Secretan's epithets are not a major danger for nomenclatorial stability. 

A very large number of Secretan's species will forever remain doubtful - what 
used to be called nomina dubia, without traditional use and without herbarium 
specimens to back them up. In spite of efforts to find such specimens related to 
Secretan's publication, no herbarium Secretan could be located (Singer & Rege 
1976). A sizable part of the remaining names are invalid or illegitimate for 
reasons already mentioned by others. Many are synonyms of older validly pub- 
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lished and legitimate names. Many are superfluous names in the sense of Art. 63. 
Donk (1962) has indicated still other reasons for rejecting some of Secretan's 
names (but we agree with Demoulin that not all of these reasons are generally 
acceptable), but we must insist that Donk, at the end of his discussion contended 
that he did not believe he had proved that Secretan's entire book should be 
rejected. 

As far as the relatively small rest of identifiable and legitimate as well as 
independent species are concerned, they can be affecting agaric nomenclature only 
if their identification is backed up by topotypes. In some localities near Lausanne, 
the original vegetation is well enough preserved, especially at Sauvabelin, often 
indicated by Secretan as type locality, where mycologists have been able to find 
a few topotypes sufficiently agreeing with Secretan's explicit descriptions to make 
it possible to recognize the species. These species have not upset existing names, 
on the contrary, they often come in handy to name species now recognized 
because of a modern, smaller, species concept where classical collective species have 
been split up. (Singer & Clemencon I972). 

The real menace to stability in nomenclature arises not so much from the use 
of names published in the classical mycological works but from some ill-conceived 
attempts to tamper with the letter and spirit of the established rules. The fact 
that Secretan's epitheta are strictly compatible with Linnaean binary nomen- 
clature is inescapable. The only honest response to this understanding is a move to 
rescind the example now inserted in Art. 23, 3. This will eliminate the newly 
created ambiguity of Art. 23 and thus increase the authority of the Code. 
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