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TAXON 26(5/6): 567-600. NOVEMBER 1977 

NOMENCLATURE 

NOMENCLATURAL NOTES ON OSMORHIZA RAFINESQUE (APIACEAE) 
AND TWO PROPOSALS FOR ADDITIONS TO ARTICLE 34 OF THE CODE 

Porter P. Lowry II & Almut G. Jones* 

Considerable confusion surrounds the name Osmorhiza proposed by Rafinesque in I8I8 
for Myrrhis sensu Michaux, Flora Boreali-americana I: 170 (I803) non Miller, I754. The 
name Osmorhiza was proposed, along with two other names, in a review of Pursh's Flora 
of North America. The pertinent part of this review reads as follows (p. 176): 

He [Pursh] unites the genus Myrrhis, Mx. with Cherophyllum [sic]; the Ch. claytoni 
of Persoon is however made a Scandix by Muhlenberg! Which proves that it belongs 
to neither genera, but Myrrhis happens to be erroneous also, being similar to Amyris, 
a previous genus, whence several names have been proposed for it, Washingtonia, 
Osmorhiza, Gonatherus; but these are not yet published; the second is perhaps the 
best. 

Here Rafinesque states that Myrrhis sensu Michaux belongs neither in Chaerophyllum 
Linnaeus nor in Scandix Linnaeus (a view generally accepted today), and he suggests (in- 
correctly!) that the name Myrrhis is invalid, being what we would now call an ortho- 
graphic variant of Amyris. 

Application of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature to the three names 
proposed by Rafinesque shows that they were validly published. Article 34 states that 
when alternative names are simultaneously proposed for the same taxon by the same 
author after I Jan. I953, none of them is validly published. An example is provided of 
such alternative names proposed in I922, i.e., before the cut-off date, which are con- 
sidered valid. We conclude therefore that Rafinesque's names are validly published. 

Difficulty arises, however, in determining which of these three validly published 
Rafinesquian names is the legitimate one for the taxon under consideration. The Code 
is not clear on this point. The last example given under Article 34 does provide some 
insight. Two alternative names were published together by Poljakov in I953; they were 
invalidly (but effectively) published, being proposed after the cut-off date. The example 
then reads as follows: 

However, one of the names, Euphorbia yaroslavii, (with a different transliteration 
of the initial letter) was validly published by Poljakov (Not. Syst. Herb. Inst. Bot. 
Acad. URSS 21: 484. I96I), who effectively published it with a new reference to 
the earlier publication and simultaneously rejected the other name. 

This sentence implies (but does not explicitly state) that the first author to make a choice 
of one name from among a group of simultaneously proposed alternative names is to be 
followed, and that the other names are automatically rejected. 

Assuming that this interpretation is correct, Osmorhiza emerges as the correct name 
from among the three names proposed by Rafinesque. In I819 Rafinesque published his 
choice of the name Osmorhiza with an indirect reference to the earlier (I818) publication 
as follows (p. 257): 
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Uraspermum, N. est trop semblable a Urospermum, Dec. C'est le genre Osmorhiza 
Raf. M.M., nom meilleur et anterieur. 

In so choosing the name Osmorhiza, he rejects the other two names, Washingtonia and 
Gonatherus. The correct name and publication date for this genus then is: 

Osmorhiza Rafinesque, in Am. Mo. Mag. Crit. Rev. 2: I76. 1818. 
The name Washingtonia is unavailable at any rate as it has been conserved for a genus 
in the Arecaceae. 

As indicated above, the Code is not specific on how to treat alternative names 
simultaneously published before I Jan. 1953. Therefore, we propose the following addition 
to Article 34 (bottom of p. 40, ICBN, I972): 

PROPOSAL (8): Add the following paragraph at the end of Art. 34: "Such names 
published before i Jan. 1953 are validly published. The first author to make a definite 
choice of one name from among those proposed simultaneously, thus rejecting the others, 
must be followed." 

The first sentence of this paragraph is simply a positive statement of what is to be 
deduced from the fourth paragraph of Article 34. The second sentence provides a specific 
directive on how to treat alternative names published simultaneously prior to I Jan. I953. 
We feel that this addition would provide a needed clarification of Article 34. 

The two examples given at the end of Article 34 do not adequately treat the case of 
validly published alternative names from which the legitimate name was chosen. We 
propose the addition of the following example to rectify this inadequacy. 

PROPOSAL (9): Add the following example at the end of Art. 34: "Three alternative 
names were proposed and validly published by Rafinesque (Am. Mo. Mag. Crit. Rev. 
2: I76. I818) for Myrrhis sensu Michx. Flora Boreali-americana I: I70 (1803) non Mill. 
1754: Washingtonia, Osmorhiza, and Gonatherus. Rafinesque made a definite choice of 
the name Osmorhiza (J. Phys. Chim. Hist. Nat. 89: 257. I819), effectively publishing 
this choice with an indirect reference to the earlier valid publication, simultaneously 
rejecting the two other names. Accordingly this name is to be retained." 

To conserve space and avoid considerable repetition, the less suited example of Euphorbia 
yaroslavii Poljakov could be removed by the Editorial Committee. 

In the same year Rafinesque proposed his three names to replace Myrrhis sensu 
Michaux, Nuttall (I818: 192) published the name Uraspermum for the same taxon. This 
name is invalid (as suggested by Rafinesque in I8I9) because it is to be considered an 
incorrectly spelled later homonym of Urospermum Scopoli (1777) under Article 73 of 
the Code. 

Constance and Shan (1948) accepted the year I8I9 as the date of valid publication for 
the name Osmorhiza, rejecting the three names published in I818 as nomina nuda. This 
is not correct. A nomen nudum is a name in violation of the third requirement for valid 
publication in Article 32 of the Code. In his i818 publication, however, Rafinesque in- 
cludes an indirect reference to Michaux's previously and effectively published diagnosis 
of Myrrhis claytoni (I803) and, therefore, is in compliance with the rules of Article 32. 
We conclude that the three names proposed by Rafinesque are not nomina nuda. 
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TYPIFICATION OF NAMES VS. TYPIFICATION OF TAXA: PROPOSALS ON 
ARTICLE 48 AND RECONSIDERATION OF MITRACARPUS HIRTUS VS. M. 
VILLOSUS (RUBIACEAE) 

Dan H. Nicolson* 

Summary 

Three proposals on Article 48 are made: (i) to revise the text of the first paragraph, 
emphasizing explicit exclusion of types, rather than implicit exclusion by circumscription, 
(2) to transfer the first paragraph to Article 64 and (3) to transfer the second paragraph 
to Article 14. The principle of requiring explicit, rather than implicit, exclusion of a type 
leads to the conclusion that Mitracarpus hirtus (L.) DC. is the correct name for the taxon 
often called M. villosus (Sw.) DC. 

Dr. Luella Weresub created a jewel when she said, in effect, "Taxa have circumscrip- 
tions but no types while names have types but no circumscriptions." In her letter she was 

dealing with typification of generic names with misapplied type species names. This sub- 

ject is currently under study by two committees and is beyond the scope of this paper. 
However, the principle is pertinent to and contrary to the present Article 48 and the 

present conclusions on the Mitracarpus hirtus vs. M. villosus problem. The point is that 

existing names are sometimes misapplied to taxa with circumscriptions very different from 
those pertaining to the original names. In such a case there can be a strong temptation to 

typify the name in accordance with the circumscription of the later author, as a new 
name (sometimes a later homonym) for a new taxon, rather than in accordance with the 

type of the earlier name, as a name misapplied to a new taxon. In such a situation, if the 

type of the earlier name is not demonstrably excluded, I believe the type of the mis- 

applied name must be accepted, irrespective of the circumscription of the taxon to which 
the name was misapplied. It is not the taxon which is to be typified, even if new, but the 
name of the taxon which bears the type, even if misapplied. 

It is obvious that revision is needed of the present text of the first paragraph of Article 

48, regarding typification of a potential later homonym by using the later author's 

circumscription to judge exclusion of the type of an included earlier author's name. 
Various parts of the Code support a contrary general principle that a name, when a later 
author includes the type of an earlier name or makes a direct or indirect reference to an 
earlier name, must be typified on the type of the earlier name, irrespective of the circum- 
scription of the taxon to which the name was applied. This principle is seen in the last 

paragraph of Article 55 on misapplied new combinations, Article 63 on superfluous 
names, the tenth paragraph of Article 7 on automatic typification of superfluous names, 
and Articles 47 and y5 on alteration of the circumscription of a taxon. 

The only way such an apparently misapplied name can be typified on an element other 
than the type of an apparently included earlier name is for the later author to exclude 
the type of the earlier name, either by explicitly excluding it or explicitly including it 
elsewhere. The three examples cited at the end of Article 63 of "exclusion of the type 
by implication" are actually examples of explicit inclusion of the type elsewhere, not 
implicit exclusion by consideration of the circumscription of the taxon to which the later 
author applied the name. 
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