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JULY 1956 
VOL. V No. 5 

4 TAXON 
Official News Bulletin of the Inter(national Association for Plant Taxonomy. Edited and Published for I.A.P.T. 

by the International Bureau for Pln nt Taxonomy rand Nomenclature, 106 Langre Nieuwstraat. Utrecht, Netherlands 

NOMENCLATURAL CONSERVATION IN THE PHANEROGAMS 
by 

F. A. Stafleu (Utrecht) 
".... justice, whose name in 
science is priority, is at a discount 
here, ...." E. L. Greene, 1892. 

The list of conserved and rejected generic names of Phanerogams has steadily grown 
since its by no means modest beginning in 1905. The spiritual fathers of the list, the 
Berlin botanists associated with Adolph Engler, cannot have foreseen its enormous 
growth. The 1905 list contained 405 conserved names of genera of Phanerogams, the 
1952 list already contains circa 800 names. There is no doubt that many are still to be 
added, because the new and thorough revision of the literature made necessary by the 
compilation of the Index Nominum Genericorum (I.N.G.) is due to produce many 
unpleasant surprises. The Paris Botanical Congress rejected a proposal to close the 
list: without doubt the main reason for this rejection was that the work on the I.N.G. 
was only beginning. 

A further reason why the lists are still growing is that more and more proposals 
are made to conserve names of genera which are well-known only to their mon- 
ographers or to regional specialists but are only of limited application. This is a 
dangerous trend because it is not generally realized how much work is involved in 
the handling of one single proposal and how limited our resources are to cope with 
these problems. A great many of the proposals for conservation made before the 
Stockholm Congress have been rejected: 59 out of 123 proposals were rejected, 
whereas 12 proposals are still under consideration by the Committee for Sperma- 
tophyta. This Committee may not be infallible; nevertheless this high number of 
rejections shows that many proposals have been made light-heartedly. The result is 
that proposals of prime importance, those which aim at the conservation of really 
important names used in hundreds of textbooks and floras, have to wait several 
years before being adopted. 

A thorough checking of the present list, made necessary on the one hand by the 
preparation of the new edition of the Code (the "Paris Code") and on the other 
hand by the requirements of the Index Nominum Genericorum, has revealed that it is 
in many respects in need of revision. I have started to check the references and to 
reconsider many cases in the light of the developments of nomenclature since the 
Vienna Congress. It is of course impossible for one person to study all cases as 
thoroughly as new ones should be treated. Still, checking has proved to be useful; in 
the course of the half century of its existence many mistakes have crept into the 
list and many cases have got an entirely new aspect on account of the development 
of nomenclatural legislation (the type-method!). Also it has become clear that in the 
past a certain number of proposals, and alas not a very small one, have been made 
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and accepted without consultation of the original literature. There is no doubt that 
under our present organisation it is practically impossible for a proposal to pass the 
committee without such a consultation; I am not sure, however, that all proposals 
made before the Stockholm Congress had been thoroughly checked in this respect by 
their authors. This and the fact that many proposals have been made without an 
adequate knowledge of the rules of nomenclature has caused an entirely unnecessary 
strain upon the Nomenclature Committees and again a readily understandable delay 
in the treatment of the really important ones. 

Notes on the History of the List. 

When Otto Kuntze published his Revisio Generum Plantarum in 1891 he announ- 
ced that by a strict application of the 1867 Lois de la Nomenclature Botanique, he 
had been obliged to change 1074 generic names (and, incidentally, about 30.000 

specific names). Kuntze took 1735 (Linnaeus, Syst. Nat. ed. 1) as the starting point 
for the priority of generic names. Furthermore he checked the older literature 

thoroughly with the disastrous result mentioned above. The history is well-known: 
A storm of protests against this formidable but nevertheless "riicksichtlose" work 

sprang up and it was mainly the well-known "Berlin School" with eminent botanists 
like Ascherson, Engler, Schumann, and Urban to the fore, that at once answered this 

challenge by putting forward a proposal to conserve 31 well-known generic names 

(Ber. Deut. Bot. Ges. 10 : 327. 1892). This was accompanied by a definite proposal 
to take 1752 (Gen. P1. ed. 4) as the starting point for the nomenclature of generic 
names. The 1867 Lois were too vague on this matter: 

"Art. 15. Chaque groupe naturel de vegetaux ne peut porter dans la science qu'une 
seule designation valable. savoir la plus ancienne, adopt6e par Linne ou donnee par 
lui ou apres lui, a la condition qu'elle soit conformc aux regles essentielles de la 
nomenclature". 

In his Nouvelles Remarques from 1883, Alph. De Candolle himself states that 1737 
iGen. PI. ed. 1) should be takei as the starting point for generic names. Otto Kuntze 

was allowed, under the 1867 rules, to take 1735 as the starting-point 
This is not the place to explain again the disputed basic principles of Kuntze: 

the proposal to establish lists of nomina generica conservanda was but one of the 
measures taken to stem the flood of his name-changes. The Vienna Congress (1905) 
decided to accept the principle of conserving generic names; at the same time the 

Congress adopted the list prepared by Harms in 1904 and published in the "Texte 

Synoptique" of the Congress. Already, this list contained 405 conserved names! It 
was much better documented than the much smaller Ascherson list of 1892 but the 

arguments for the conservations have never been published. It is probable that 

nearly all references were taken directly from Dalla Torre et Harms, Genera Siphono- 
gamarum (then published up to about no. 8480) and that all citations, even when 

erroneous, were simply reproduced. There is no doubt that the Genera Siphonoga- 
marum was, and is, an extremely useful book and a formidable achievement, but 
Harms himself used to declare in later years that it contained "ten thousand errors"! 
Some of these ten thousand errors have been reproduced again and again. From the 

repetition of such mistakes by other authors of proposals we may conclude that the 

original literature has not been consulted. 

The Bruxelles Congress of 1910 adopted lists of generic names of algae and a 
further number of names of phanerogamic genera. 

Many new proposals for conservation were submitted to the Cambridge Congress 
(1930) but the most important decision then taken was that "the application of 
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conserved names is determined by nomenclatural types, or by substitute-types where 
necessary or desirable". The third edition of the Rules (1935) contained a list of 
type species of names that had already been conserved. This list appears there (p. 
143) as a proposal, reproduced literally from the original publication (M.L. Green, 
Prop. Brit. Bot. 97. 1929). The reasons for selecting those type species were ex- 
plained in a mimeographed foolscap-size circular (Kew, 1926) consisting of 70 pages 
which was circulated among botanists and botanical institutions before and at the 
Cambridge Congress. Dr Sprague informs me that this list was not considered by the 
Special Committee for Phanerogamae and Pteridophyta established at the Amster- 
dam Congress (1935), owing to the interruption of international communications. 
In the next (unofficial) edition of the Rules, the Brittonia-edition (Brittonia 6 : 1-120. 
1947, ed. by W. H. Camp, H. W. Rickett and C. A. Weatherby) these type species 
have been inserted in the main text, although there was a footnote on p. 47 stressing 
their exact status. 

In the Stockholm Code (1952) we have again reproduced these unofficial type- 
species, this time alas without an explanatory note. Still it should be pointed out 
that the choice of these type-species is not an official one and that, wherever we come 
across a choice that cannot be maintained, the Committee for Spermatophyta have 
full powers to correct the situation. 

The rejected names have not yet been typified. This may seem to be unimportant: 
those names have been rejected and should not be taken into consideration. Still it 
depends entirely upon their status how they are going to be rejected (absolutely or 
relatively), and often the exact status can only be seen from the type-species. 
Typification of rejected names is, therefore, desirable (under Art. 14 (24)*), note 2 
it is of course practically obligatory!). 

At present the situation is the following: Proposals for the conservation of generic 
names are submitted to the General Committee, i.e. to its ex officio chairman, the 
Rapporteur-General. The Rapporteur has been authorized (by tradition) by the 
General Committee to submit these proposals immediately to the nomenclature com- 
mittees for the various groups. This is done by publication in Taxon. The special 
committee concerned (no longer termed "special" however, since the Paris Congress) 
studies the proposal and publishes a report with a recommendation in Taxon. This 
publication means that the proposal is again submitted both to the General Commit- 
tee and also to the scrutiny of all other botanists. Everyone can send his objections 
to the General Committee before a certain date and, when no objections have been 
raised either by the committee or by other botanists, the proposal is adopted as from 
that date. The generic name concerned then has the status outlined in Article 15 (25) 
of the Code: botanists are authorized to retain it pending the decision of a later 
International Botanical Congress. 

The procedure seems somewhat lengthy but it has the advantage of leaving open 
every opportunity for serious opposition. This may for instance be necessary in a 
case where an earlier homonym proposed for rejection applies to a cryptogamic 
group whereas the name to be conserved is one for a taxon of phanerogams. 

The history of our list has not yet come to its end. Time and again new cases are 
discovered and new additions seem necessary. Many of these are due to the large 
scale checking of the original literature in connection with the Index Nominum 
Genericorum. Others are caused by the development of Nomenclature since 1905 and 
by the fact that the application of the type method to all conserved and rejected 

*) The numbers of the Aiticles refer to the new edition of the Code (1956); the equivalents 
of the new numbers in the Stockholm Code are given in parentheses. 
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names has not yet been completed. Last, but not least, I should mention the modern 
trend to fix the exact dates of publication of various older publications. This labouri- 
ous task has for the greater part been undertaken by Mr W. T. Steam of London 
and Mrs van Steenis-Kruseman of Leiden. Many curious discoveries have been 
made and several conservations can be shown to be superfluous in the light of this 
refined bibliographic knowledge. 

As a last note on the history of the list the work done by T. A. Sprague to eliminate 
errors and inconsistencies should be mentioned. He checked many of the older 
entries and found a great number of cases of unnecessary conservation. The daggers 
and asterisks in the lists in the Stockholm and Brittonia editions mark in a very 
eloquent way his great and energetic attempts to bring this publication up to date. 
The editors of the Brittonia edition too did much towards a unification of the list. 
That there is still much to do is certainly not their fault; the list has grown to such 
proportions that a continuous effort by many more botanists is needed to put it into 
good order. In this respect reference should be made to tlhe important article by 
Mansfeld in Taxon 2 : 187. 1953) which certainly gives some good directions for 
making a further improvement. 

Rejected names. 
The nomina rejicienda hardly have an official standing under the present Code; 

we all know what they are but their status could be more definitely outlined. 
In the Cambridge Rules (1935) we find in Art. 2] under no. 2 the statement (cited 

above) that the "application of conserved names is determined by nomenclatural 
types", but it is only in the Stockholm Code (1952) that we find that "the application 
of both conserved and rejected names is determined by nomenclatural types". In 
note 3 of both editions we find the statement that "a conserved name is conserved 
against all other names for the taxon (Cambridge: "group") whether these are used 
in the corresponding list of rejected names or not ....". 

There are no further references in the text of the Code to the rejected names and 
to the list of these names in Appendix III (V) (1952). 

Rejected names may be: 
1. Earlier homonyms 
2. Earlier nomenclatural synonyms 
3. Earlier taxonomic synonyms 
It should first be pointed out that the mentioning of later homonyms or synonyms 

is not necessary from a nomenclatural standpoint. Our lists do not aim at citing all 
the homonyms and synonyms of a name as would be done in a monograph. Further- 
more, in future we shall have the Index Nominum Genericorurn that will give a great 
part of this information. 

It is easy to understand why such later names have been cited: in some publications 
they had already been substituted for the conserved names, but this seems to be no 
reason for lengthening the list. 

Homonyms 
Before the Cambridge Congress "No one was authorized to reject a name .... 

because of the existence of an earlier homonym which (was) universally regarded as 
non-valid" (Int. Rules, Bruxelles, ed. 2, Art. 50). Because of the not very clear way 
in which this Article was worded, it became universal practice to retain also later 
homonyms when the corresponding earlier ones were commonly treated as synonyms 
on taxonomic grounds. Strictly speaking the only earlier homonyms which should 
not have been obstacles towards the use of later homonyms were those that were 
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illegitimate under the rules and certainly not those which were simply not correct 
because of a certain taxonomic view. A name that is not correct is not necessarily 
illegitimate! 

At Cambridge, however. canon 16 of the American Code (1904): "a name is 
rejected when preoccupied (homonym)" was generally accepted and this meant that 
a great number of well-known names that had been admissible ("legitimate" in the 
modern sense, "valid" under the Vienna Code) under the Vienna-Bruxelles rules 
became illegitimate because of the existence of earlier homonyms. Most of these 
earlier homonyms were themselves illegitimate, and it has been argued by some that 
this decision was in striking contrast with the prescription to avoid all useless creation 
of names! 

This "absolute" homonym rule had been adopted on the understanding that well- 
known later homonyms would be conserved as far as possible. A. Rehder, C. A. 
Weatherby, R. Mansfeld, and M. L. Green made a systematic search for later homo- 
nyms, using as a basis Dalla Torre and Harms and the Index Kewensis. In an im- 

pressive publication in the Kew Bulletin of 1935 (p. 341-544) these authors dis- 
cussed a great many cases and submitted numerous proposals for conservation. The 
names had been dealt with in an alphabetical order; the cases dealing with later 
homonyms contained in the letters D-K were to be published at a later date. As far 
as I know, this part of the work has never been published. This omission and the 
circumstance that it was also obviously impossible to include those homonyms that 
were not listed in Dalla Torre & Harms and the Index Kewensis are the causes why 
homonyms are still being discovered, especially in connection with the work on the 
Index Nominum Genericorum. 

The proper typification of the rejected homonyms is of importance because of the 
existence of orthographically different homonyms, that is of names, based on different 
types, that are so similar that under Art. 75 (82) they aie to be treated as orthog- 
raphic variants of the same name. 

Earlier Nomenclatural Synonyms 
When the nomina rejicienda in our lists have been properly typified, as far as 

possible, it will be clear whether a name is a nomenclatural or a taxonomic synonym 
of the conserved name. To assist in this it will be convenient to cite whenever neces- 
sary the basionyms of the names of the type-species. Nomenclatural synonyms can 
on no account be used any more: their Iejection is absolute. This is not the case 
with earlier taxonomic synonyms. 

Earlier Taxonomic Synonyms 
Art. 14 (24) note 3 of the Code reads: "A conserved name is conserved against 

all other names for the taxon whether these are cited in the corresponding list of 
rejected names or not, so long as the taxon concerned is not united with another 
one bearing a legitimate name. In the event of union with another taxon, the earlier 
of the two competing names is adopted in accordance with Art. 57 (67).". 

In the case of Micronmelum Blume (1825) (T.: M. pubescens Blume) we have an 
example of a conservation of a name against a name based on a different type, viz. 
Aulacia Loureiro 1790 (T.: A. falcata Loureiro): as soon as a taxonomist is of the 
opinion that the two type-species belong to different genera, he is fully authorized 
to use the name Aulacia Loureiro. (See the Luzuriaga example in the Code). The 
rejection of Aulacia is only relative. 

Note 3 is not clear in this respect, neither are the other parts of the article with 
the exception of the examples. These show that when a taxonomic synonym, listed as 
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a nomen rejiciendum, is regarded as the name of a separate taxon, it is no longer to 
be regarded as an "other name for the taxon". hence note 3 does not apply and the 
name can be used. This will be expressed by a new note (4) in Art. 14 (24) of the 
Paris Code reading: "When a name has been conserved against an earlier synonym. 
the latter is to be restored, subject to Art. 11 (16), if it is considered the name of 
a genus distinct from that of the nomen conservandum". (Luzuriaga example). 

It might be argued that "all other names for the taxoni" (italics mine) means all 
other names based on the same type (nomenclatural synonyms). This. however, would 
be a conclusion that ignored the historical development of nomenclatural conser- 
vation. 

The intention is to conserve the name against all noinenclatural synonyms as well 
as against all taxonomic synonyms which fall within the circumscription for which 
the generic name is conserved. It has never been the intention to conserve against 
earlier legitimate names that become synonyms only as a result of a wider view of 
the circumscription of the genus concerned. This situation is not at all clear from 
the Article and its notes and emerges only from the examples. 

Under the Vienna-Bruxelles Rules lists were provided of "names which must be 
retained in all cases", so-called nomina utique conservanda. Such names w-ere pro- 
tected against all homonyms and synonyms whether nomenclatural or taxonomic. 
This meant that if e.g. the genus Weihea Sprengel (1825) was united with Cassipourea 
Aublet (1777) the combined genus would bear the conserved name Weihca. 
This was an unforeseen and undesirable consequence of the Vienna-Bruxelles Rules 
because it had of course been the intention to conserve only the use of the name 
Weihea in a certain circumscription (excluding the type species of Cassipourea). 

Circumscriptions, however, are not to be defined and it may quite well be that 
there are as many circumscriptions as there are authors dealing with the genus. 

At the Cambridge Congress it was thought to avoid this difficulty by changing 
the pertinent sentence to: "names which must be retained as exceptions". nomina 
conservanda, not nomina utique conservanda. 

The too rigourous system was dropped and it became possible again to retain 
Cassipourea in the event of its union with Weihea. Note 3 was added in which it was 
explained that a conserved name was conserved against all other names for "the 
taxon" with the additional proviso: "whether these are cited in the corresponding list 
of rejected names or not, so long as the taxon concerned is not united with another 
one bearing a legitimate name." It was intended by this note that names should be 
conserved against unlisted taxonomic synonyms which fall within the circumscription 
for which the name is conserved. but not against earlier legitimate names which only 
become taxonomic synonyms as a result of the adoption of a wider circumscription. 
Under the Code, how-ever, we deal with names and types. but not with circumscrip- 
tions, and a rule expressing the intention of Note 3 that can be applied unequivocally 
in all cases cannot be drawn up. 

In practice ihis difficulty has been solved by listing as nomina rejicienda those 
taxonomic synonyms which should be rejected, and by leaving out those names (like 
Cassipourea) which should be retained in the event of union with a conserved name. 

The only system which will work unequivocally in practice is to provide thus: 
"In the event of union with another taxon, the earlier of the two competing names 

is adopted in accordance with Art. 57 (67), unless this name is listed as a nomen 
rejiciendum (for that particular case)." 

The status of an earlier legitimate taxonomic synonym would then be one of tvwo 
kinds: 

a) listed and therefore to be rejected only in the event of union of the two taxa 
(Micromelum-Aulacia ). 
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or b) not listed and therefore to be retained even in the event of union with a 
conserved name (Weihea-Cassipourea). 

For these reasons it is regrettable that Art. 14 (24) does not explicitly mention 
the existence of the various kinds of rejected names and definitely fix their status! 
This can certainly be deduced from the present text, but the way in which the notes 
now circumscribe the nature of what the main text calls "names which must be 
retained as exceptions" is not clear enough. 

Under the unequivocal system mentioned above, the conservation of a name would 
not by itself protect it against falling into the synonymy of any obscure earlier name 
that might be discovered at a later date; this protection would hold only against 
earlier legitimate nomenclatural synonyms and earlier homonyms; as far as earlier 
legitimate taxonomic synonyms were concerned, the conservation would hold only 
against those actually listed as nomina rejicienda. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that such undesirable earlier taxonomic syno- 
nyms, when discovered, should be listed as soon as possible as nomina rejicienda. This 
holds out for those synonyms which fall clearly within the original circumscription 
for which the name of the genus was conserved. It might be useful to consider the 
insertion of a statement to this effect in a future edition of the Code. 

It seems desirable to indicate exactly in future to what category the listed rejected 
names belong. The most elegant way will be to cite as far as possible the type-species 
of these names (Art. 14 (24), note 2). Synonyms for which no type-species can yet 
be given will all be treated as taxonomic ones. Some of them may, when later pro- 
vided with a lectotype, become nomenclatural ones. 

Superfluous Nomina Conservanda 
Under this title T. A. Sprague published a short article in the Journal of Botany 

(62: 143-145. 1924) which begins with the following lines: 
"The list of nomina conservanda adopted by the Vienna Congress (1905) was 

prepared by Dr Harms in 1904. It does not seem to have occurred to anyone that a 
list of exceptions to Rules. drawn up before the Rules themselves had been fixed, 
might possibly require revision. At all events, the list was not revised, and it in- 
cludes numerous nomina conservanda which are wholly superfluous, since they 
would in any case be adopted under the International Rules. This is due to the fact 
that for one reason or another. the corresponding nomina rejicienda are invalid".*) 

Dr Sprague gives some examples and appends a list of thirty-two superfluous 
nomina conservanda most of which have been marked with a dagger (t) in the 
Brittonia edition and in the Stockholm Code. He concludes his remarks by saying: 
"Further superfluous names will doubtless come to light in the future". 

The editors of the Brittonia edition as well as Dr. Sprague himself have since 
had occasion to bring about some more corrections, but Sprague's concluding 
statement is still valid. 

Before giving a few types of superfluous nomina conservanda, I should like to 
discuss one or two special questions with a bearing on such cases. 

Patric Browne's "Civil and Natural History of Jamaica" (ed. 1, 1756) has given 
rise to some controversy. A. B. Rendle (Journ. of Bot. 50: 129. 1912) states that 
his genera are not effectively published "since Browne's descriptions are of species 
only". Van Steenis (Flora Malesiana 4(5): clxxiv. 1954) has already pointed out 
that Browne's generic names are perfectly validly published as far as they were 
applied to monotypic genera. Under Art. 41 (50) of the Code such publications 

?) invalid in the old sense: illegitimate under the recent Code. 
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are valid. This provision dates from the Cambridge Rules only (1935) and this is 
why Rendle as well as Sprague (I.c. 1924) rejected the monotypic names published 
by P. Browne. 

P. Browne did not adopt the Linnean system of binary ('binomial') nomenclature 
but he duly recognized genera and species. the latter indicated by numbers. There 
is therefore no objection against his publication of monotypic new genera. But 
furthermore, Mr W. T. Steam has drawn my attention to the fact that Browne also 
duly published generic diagnoses of those genera that were not monotypic. In 
general he published his - long and detailed - generic diagnoses under the specific 
diagnosis of the first species of his new genus. There is actually a marked 
difference in the typography, and there seems to be no doubt that these entries 
constitute his generic diagnoses. This means that even the names of his new genera 
that were not monotypic were validly published in 1756. This greatly eases the 
application of some of his well-known names and takes away the necessity of 
conservation. In several cases Browne's names were considered as first validly 
published by Linnaeus in 1759 (Syst. Nat. ed. 10); these few years of difference 
were just sufficient to let some of them fall into synonymy. 

Seven of P. Browne's names are listed as conserved in the Stockholm Code 
(several of them superfluous) but not less than 33 of his names are rejected because 
of the neglect of his work that led to the general acceptance of later names. 

Another point of dispute is that of the status of Necker's names although 
these names have hitherto been generally accepted. Necker used the term species 
naturales for our genera, and proles for our species. There seems to be no doubt. 
however, as to their exact rank because Necker consistently associates his species 
naturales with the genera of other botanists. and the proles with the species of others. 
Six of his names have been conserved (44 rejected) and others too are generally 
used. Still, because of uncertainty as to how the rules should be applied in this case. 
the Editorial Committee has Tequested the Committee for Spermatophyta to study 
it and to express an opinion. 

The conservation of generic names may be superfluous in the following instances: 
1. The synonym against which the name has been conserved may be illegitimate 

under the Code or may even not be validly published at all. Names published in 
synonymy, nomina nuda, later homonyms, vernacular names. provisional names, 
names published as epithets for subgenera and sections, etc., etc., do not, of courset 
need to be taken into account. Examples could be given of conservation of names 
against all those types of names not validly published or illegitimate; they are to 
be found in Sprague's publication of 1924 and they will be encountered in the 
other instalments of this series of articles. 

2. The corresponding rejected earlier homonyms may not be validly published. 
Earlier homonyms have to be taken into account whether they are legitimate or 
not but they have no standing when they have not been validly published. The name 
Donatia Loefling 1758, for instance. was published as a synonym of Bontia L. 1753. 
and the publication is not valid. The conservation of Donatia J. R. et G. Forster 
1776 (no. 3204) is therefore unnecessary, unless. of course. the publication of the 
name Donatia Loefling was validated between 1758 and 1776. 

3. The conserved name may prove to have been validly published by an earlier 
author with the same type-species at a date before that of the rejected name. 
Hylander has given some examples of this in the Synopsis of Proposals submitted 
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to the Stockholm Congress, p. 39-40. 1950. The names originally published by 
P. Browne belong to this category: several of them have been conserved as having 
been published by later authors on the erroneous assumption that none of Browne's 
generic names were validly published; Iresine P. Browne (no. 2339) and ZeLugites 
P. Browne (no. 358) are examples. 

4. The exact date of publication of the conserved or rejected name may prove 
to be different from that given on the original title-page. For example, several 
names have been conserved against names of Rafinesque published in his Flora 
Telluriana on the assumption that this publication really dates from 1836 as 
indicated on the title page. Barnhart (Torreya 7: 176-182. 1907) has shown that 
parts 1-3 were published in 1837 and part 4 in 1838. This difference may just 
make the conservation unnecessary, e.g. for no. 1778, Miltonia Lindley (1837) against 
Gynizodon Raf 1838 (not 1836). 

The question of the exact dates of publication in so far as they differ from 
the "official ones" given on the title-pages is a very serious one. A discussion 
of this problem will be found in the article by W. T. Steam and M. J. van Steenis- 
Kruseman in Flora Malesiana- 4(5): clxiii. 1954. This field is still to be further 
explored and some sort of a decision will have to be taken to avoid this exploration 
becoming another major source of instability for our commonly accepted names. 

5. The correct typification of the rejected name may prove that the conserved name 
is not congeneric with the rejected name. In some cases the rejected name can be 
shown to apply to a taxon of an entirely different family! In other cases the same 
name has been listed as pro parte against two entirely different generic names. An 
example is the conservation Rhaphiolepis Lindley 1820 (no. 3339) of the Rosaceae 
against Opa Loureiro 1790. Merrill (Trans. Am. Phil. Soc. ser. 2. 24: 286. 1935) 
has shown that the type of Opa is a species of Eugenia (Myrtaceae). 

It is clear that under a strict application of the type method the citation should 
be deleted where the pro parte does not include the type species. The use of such 
expressions as pro parte and emendavit should be avoided in the lists; in this case 
they are superfluous remains from the days before the Cambridge Congress. 

6. The conservation may have been made against a name with only a slightly 
different spelling but which is wrongly considered to be a homonym (Skimmia 
Thunberg - of the Rutaceae versus Skimmi Adanson of the Illiciaceae, formerly 
Magnoliaceae) . 

7. The conservation of one name may cause that of another name to be super- 
fluous. The conservation of Armeria Willd. and Limonium Miller gives an example 
of such a situation because their application depends on the typification of the 
Linnean genus Statice. The conservation of Armeria Willd. means that S. arme,-ia L. 
is regarded as the type-species (choice by Miller, 1754) of Statice L. The conservation 
of Limonium Miller 1754 means that S. limonium L. is regarded as the type-species 
(choice made by Willdenow, 1809). In either case the result is that the name 
Statice L. can no longer be used, but only one of the two conservations is needed. 
Miller's choice obviously has priority and Limonium Miller is legitimate without 
conservation. 

Acidoton P. Browne 1756 is rejected against the later homonym Acidoton Swartz 
1788 (nom. cons.). This means that P. Browne's name is now illegitimate and the 
conservation of its later synonym Securinega A. L. Jussieu 1789 (no. 4297) is there- 
fore superfluous. Securinega A. L. Jussieu is a taxonomic synonym of Acidoton 
P. Browne and it is, therefore, perfectly legitimate. If it had been a nomenclatural 
synonym of Acidoton P. Browne, the conservation would still have been necessary 
because then Securinega would have been a superfluous name on publication. It is 
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for this reason that the conservation of Xylosma G. Forster 1786 over Myroxylon 
J. R. et G. Forster 1776 has to be retained, notwithstanding the fact that Myroxylon 
J. R. et G. Forster has been rejected against Myroxylon Linnaeus f. 1781; Xylosma 
was a superfluous name when published and therefore illegitimate under Art. 64 (73) 
(1) of the Code. 

Errors and Mistakes. 
When checking the entries in the list of conserved and rejected names against 

the original publications it becomes clear that in the course of its growth from 1905 
until 1952 quite a number of errors and mistakes have crept in. Apart from that 
it becomes clear that the authors of the proposals have in some instances not 
checked their own data against the original literature. It seems superfluous to 
enumerate here all the kinds of mistakes and errors that may be encountered in 
the list. A few categories may perhaps be mentioned since they are of some interest. 

1. There are quite several technical errors: misquotations, errors in citation of 
volume or page numbers, etc. These mistakes may, I think, be corrected by the 
editors of the Code without further study by the nomenclature committees. 

2. The spelling of the conserved name given in the original publication is some- 
times different from that in the list. (This does not apply of course to those cases 
where a changed spelling has been conserved). Examples of such differences are 
Vriesea Lindley 1843 (no. 891) which is really spelled Vriesia in the publication 
cited in the Code (see L. B. Smith in Taxon 4: 179. 1955) and Pigafetta Beccari 1877 
(no. 567) which was really spelled Pigafettia. Such cases have to be studied again 
by the Committee (This does not apply to cases like Clianthus (3753) wrongly spelled 
Cilianthus in the Stockholm edition only). It is not always clear what was the real 
intent: conservation of the spelling as given in the Code or conservation of the 
original spelling. 

3. The original publication of a conserved name has proved to be not valid in 
some cases. It is quite possible to conserve illegitimate names, but it is impossible 
to conserve names that do not exist nomenclaturally. In such: instances it is 
necessary to conserve the name as of the first subsequent author who gave it valid 
publication. Forskal did not give a generic diagnosis for his Suaeda in 1775; 
there are seven diagnoses of species only and the publication is not valid. It is 
probable that Scopoli 1777 (Intr. p. 333) was the first author to publish a generic 
diagnosis of the genus and that the genus should be cited as Suaeda Forskal ex 
Scopoli 1777. 

4. In his remarks on the list of nomina generica conservanda R. Mansfeld 
(Taxon 2: 187. 1953) has drawn attention to the inconsistent way in which conserved 
corrected names are treated in the Code. He comes to the conclusion that these 
names should in general be cited in such a way that the conserved but corrected 
name dates from the original publication. Malcolmia R. Brown 1812 i"Malcomia"), 
corr. Sprengel 1818 dates as Malcolmia from 1812 and not from 1818. 

Additional information. 
Additional information may have become available after the adoption of the 

nomina conservanda e.g.: 
1. Precise information on the date of publication of the cited books or periodicals 

may have been published. 
2. Earlier authors for conserved and rejected names may have been found. 
3. Other earlier homonyms and earlier nomenclatural synonyms of the conserved 
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names may have been found. It seems advisable to insert them, although under the 
Code they need not be listed for rejection. 

Conclusion. 

Many of the entries in the list of nomina generica. conservanda as it appears in 
our present Code have already been checked and revised by various authors. Still 
a general rechecking of the literature together with a reconsideration in the light of 
the modern development of botanical nomenclature, especially of the type method, 
,is bound to bring to light cases where a revision is needed. In the forthcoming 
articles of this series 1 shall try to give some material for such a revision, whenever 
possible in collaboration with specialists of the group in question. In the present 
article I have given some notes on the history of the list as well as on the various 
kinds of cases where the conservation is unnecessary or where the list needs revision. 

I shall be extremely grateful to all botanists for sending their remarks and cor- 
rections to me. It is clear that it will not be possible to publish a thoroughly revised 
list in the "Paris Code" of this year; maybe, however, such a list could be provided 
after the Montreal Congress. 

In conclusion I should like to thank Dr. and Mrs. T. A. Sprague for the kind way 
in which they supplied me with the necessary historical information and documents, 
and Mr. R. Ross for reading the manuscript and for his many stimulating critical 
remarks and suggestions. 
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Hericius Juss. ex Lam., Tabl. encycl., Bot, 
Ill. Genres 3:494. 1823. 28) - ETYMOLOGY: 

(h)ericius, hedgehog. Gender: m. - TYPE 
SPECIES (selected): Hydnum erinaceus Bull. 
- DEVALIDATED NAME. Hericius Juss., Gen. 
PI. 4. 1789.-De Jussieu recognized besides 
Hydnurn L. a genus Hericius (no author's 
citation) for non-terrestrial species, usually 
with lateral stalk or sessile cap. No species 
were mentioned. It may be assumed that the 

*) Part I ("Cyphellaceae") was published 
in Reinwardtia 1:199-220. 1951; Part II 
(Hymenolichenes), in Reinwardtia 2:435-440. 
1954; Part III ("Clavariaceae"), in Rein- 
wardtia 2:441-493. 1954; Part IV (Boleta 
ceae), in Reinwardtia 3 :275-313. 1955. 

The first part of this fifth paper was 
published in Taxon 5:69-83. 1956. 

28) For dates of publication of De La- 
marck's "Encyclopedie," see J. Bot., Lond. 
44: 318-320. 1906. 
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species falling under this definition and 
previously described and illustrated by Bull- 
iard (Herb. France) belong to the original 
species. There are sufficient indications in 
De Jussieu's work to accept this supposition 
as quite reasonable. One of the species thus 
included is Hydnum erinaceus Bull. (op cit. 
pl. 34. 1780).- VALID PUBLICATION & SCOPE. 
This form (with -us) was taken up by De 
Lamarck, who reserved the name Hydnurn to 
the stipitate and pileate species of the Lin- 
nean genus (Encycl. m6th., Bot. 2: 385. 
"1786" [1788]), and intended to deal with 
Hericius more extensively in a later volume 
of his "Encyclopidie," but did not live to 
carry out this intention. However, Hericius 
got in print all the same in connection with 
the plates (Lam., Tabl. encycl., Bot., Ill. 
Genres 3 :494. 1823; Rec. P1. Bot. Encycl. 
4 :pl. 888 below. "1823" [before 1819]): on 
the plate here cited a single species is depic- 
ted, viz. Hydnum erinaceus. No generic des- 
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