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CHLORONYMS

By  JOHN  HENDLEY  BARNHART

Under  the  caption  ‘‘  An  unwritten  law  of  nomenclature,”  in  a

recent  issue  of  his  Leaflets  of  botanical  observation  and  criticism,*

Professor  Greene  has  protested  strongly  against  what  he  is  pleased

to  call  “the  newly  introduced  usage  of  naming  two  or  three  dif-

ferent  genera  of  plants  in  honor  —  dishonor,  it  should  be  said  —

of  one  and  the  same  man,  and  doing  it  deliberately.”  We  may

safely  disregard  Professor  Greene’s  provision  that  the  act  be  com-

mitted  deliberately,  for  it  is  hazardous  to  attempt  the  interpreta-

tion  of  unexpressed  motives  underlying  publication,  and  he  shows

by  his  further  remarks  that  when  two  or  more  names  have  been

dedicated  to  the  same  person  he  regards  the  first  name  only  as

valid,  even  if  the  duplication  were  unintentional.

Now  one  might  suppose,  at  first  sight,  that  Professor  Greene’s

protest  was  actually  aimed  against  the  flood  of  names  like

Neowashingtonia,  Englerella,  Stapfiola,  Philippiamra,  Saccardo-

phytum,  Faxonanthus,  brittonastrum,  Pringleochloa,  and  Greeneo-

charis,  so  much  in  evidence  during  recent  years.  It  must  be  ad-

mitted  that  names  of  this  class  represent  a  “newly  introduced
’usage,’  a  distinctly  modern  invention  of  questionable  value  ;  and

if  Professor  Greene  had  protested  against  these  verbal  monstrosi-

ties  upon  purely  linguistic  grounds  (as  the  first  part  of  his  discus-

sion  would  lead  us  to  expect)  doubtless  he  would  have  found

some  sympathizers.  But  he  does  not  object  to  these  names  upon

the  ground  of  their  form,  for  he  expressly  states  that  he  con-

siders  Lrittonamra  valid,  and  he  has  himself  proposed  the  name

Neobeckia,  which  remains  valid  as  far  as  his  present  criticisms  are
concerned.

Instead  of  the  usage  of  dedicating  two  or  more  genera  to  one

and  the  same  man  being  ‘newly  introduced,”  it  has  been  known

for  more  than  a  hundred  years,  and  the  only  reason  why  cases
of  the  kind  are  not  more  numerous  in  the  earlier  literature  is  that

there  were  so  few  persons  (mostly  Frenchmen)  whose  names  lent

themselves  readily  to  such  a  practice;  the  modern  neo-el/a-astrum-

anthus  method  of  multiplying  names  being  at  that  time  unknown.

*z:  201.  10  Ap  1906.



86

The  most  astonishing  statement  in  Professor  Greene’s  paper  is

that  the  earliest  case  known  to.him  of  the  deliberate  naming  of  a

second  genus  for  one  man  was  in  1850,  when  Kunth  proposed

Wittia  for  the  later  of  the  two  genera  previously  named  C/ntonza.

Further  than  this,  and  as  if  to  emphasize  it,  he  says  that  while

there  may  be  earlier  cases,  he  thinks  not.  This  assertion,  if  per-

mitted  to  go  unchallenged,  coming  as  it  does  from  a  botanist

who  is  reputed  to  possess  an  unusual  degree  of  familiarity  with

the  history  of  botanical  names,  would  naturally  be  accepted  as

authoritative  by  the  casual  reader.

A  precisely  similar  case,  however,  occurred  twenty-five  years

earlier.  Fsenbeckia  H.B.K.  (1825)  and  Esenbeckia  Blume  (1825)

were  dedicated  independently  to  the  brothers  Nees  von  Esen-

beck.  Blume,  discovering  that  his  name  was  a  homonym,

changed  it  to  Veesta  (1828)  ;  thus  Esenbeckia  H.B.K.  and  Neesta

Blume  have  come  down  to  us  side  by  side  until  the  present  day,

both  of  them  universally  recognized  as  valid  genera.  JVeesza,

however,  according  to  the  newly  discovered  unwritten  law,  is  not

valid  ;  it  is  surely  not  a  ‘‘homonym”’  of  Zsenbeckia,  and  as  the

discoverer  of  this  law  has  not  given  us  any  word  by  which  to

characterize  such  a  name,  perhaps  we  may  be  permitted  to  call

ita  “chloronym.”  This  word  is  so  appropriate  that  it  would

be  superfluous  to  explain  its  derivation.  It  happens  that  JVeesza

Blume  (1828),  besides  being  a  chloronym  of  Fsenbeckia  H.B.K.

(1825),  is  a  homonym  of  Meesta  Spreng.  (1818);  and  Esen-

beckia  H.B.K.  (1825)  is  also  a  chloronym  of  this  earlier  Veesza  ;

and  finally,  this  first  Veesza  being  a  synonym  of  an  earlier  name,  -

by  this  bit  of  jugglery  both  of  the  time-honored  names  WVeesza

and  Esenbeckia  disappear  from  view  forever  !

A  few  other  chloronyms,  earlier  than  the  one  cited  by  Professor

Greene  as  the  first,  may  be  mentioned  here,  the  names  of  the

genera  being  preceded  by  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  they
were  dedicated.

1.  RENE  LouicHe  DeEsFonTAINEs.  Louichea  L’  Her.  1789.—

Fontanesia  Labill.  1791.  —  Desfontainea  R.&  P.  1794.  (It  may

be  worth  mentioning  that  this  last  name  was  altered  to  Lzzkia  by

Persoon,  in  1805,  because  of  Foxtanesza,  but  this  emendation  was

rejected  by  nearly  all  of  his  contemporaries.)
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2.  JEAN  Baptiste  Monet  DE  LaMarcx.  Moneta  L’  Her.

1784.  —  Markea  Rich.  1792.  —  Lamarkia  Moench,  1794.

3.  NAPOLEON  BoNAPARTE.  Sonapartea  R.  &  P.  1802.  —  Napo-

leona  Beauv.  1807.  ©

4.  AuBERT  AUBERT  DU  PetiT-THouars.  <Azdertia  Bory,
1804.  —  Thuarea  Pers.  1805.

5.  JuLeEs  Dumont  D’URviLLeE.  Urvillea  H.B.K.  1821.  —  Dur-

villaea  Bory,  1826.
6.  CONSTANTINE  SAMUEL  RAFINESQUE-SCHMALTZ.  Schmaltzia

Desv.  1813.  —  Rafinesquia  Nutt.  1841  (and  several  earlier  genera

“  Rafinesquia  Raf.’’).

Now  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  this  exhausts  the  list,  but

most  of  the  names  here  mentioned  have  received  practically

universal  recognition,  and  are  to  be  found,  accepted  without

question,  in  such  works  as  those  of  DeCandolle,  of  Bentham  &

Hooker,  and  of  Engler  &  Prantl.  Some  of  the  above-mentioned

chloronyms,  in  fact,  if  deprived  of  their  validity  under  this  “  un-

written  law,”  leave  their  respective  genera  nameless;  such  are

Desfontainea  (Linkia  Pers.  being  a  homonym  of  Lznxkia  Cav.),

Napoleona  and  Durvillaea.  Surely  it  is  Professor  Greene’s  solemn

duty  to  propose  tenable  names  for  these  genera.

Modern  chloronyms,  as  everyone  realizes,  are  very  abundant,

and  in  practically  every  case  they  are  without  available  syno-

-nyms;  it  is  to  be  hoped,  of  course,  that  Professor  Greene  will

increase  the  burden  of  synonymy  (for  that  is  all  it  is  likely  to

amount  to)  by  furnishing  names  wholly  unexceptionable  in  form

and  derivation.  For  instance,  twenty  years  ago  there  was  no

genus  dedicated  to  Professor  Adolf  Engler,  of  Berlin;  now,  be-

sides  the  first,  Eugler1a  O.  Hoffm.  (1889),  there  are  the  following

chloronyms,  awaiting  substitutes  from  which  Engler’s  name  has

been  eliminated  :  Azg/erella  Pierre  (1891),  Englerophoentx  Kuntze

(1891),  Euglerastrum  Briquet  (1894),  Exglerodaphne  Gilg  (1894),

and  Lxglerina  Van  Tieghem  (1895).  Surely  there  is  a  broad

field  opening  for  Professor  Greene’s  activities.

After  all,  one  of  the  greatest  difficulties  attending  the  applica-

tion  of  the  ‘‘unwritten  law”  lies  in  the  fact  that  derivation,  not

form,  must  be  the  factor  determining  whether  a  given  name  is
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a  true  chloronym  or  not.  For  instance,  Parryella  A.  Gray

(1868),  named  for  Dr.  C.  C.  Parry,  is  not  a  chloronym  of  Parrya

R.  Br.  (1824),  named  for  Capt.  W.  E.  Parry;  and  Pringleophy-

tum  A.  Gray  (1885),  named  for  Mr.  C.  G.  Pringle,  is  not  a  chlo-

ronym  of  Pringlea  Anders.  (1845),  named  for  Sir  John  Pringle.

As  there  is  no  law  compelling  an  author  who  proposes  a  new

generic  name  to  give  the  derivation  of  that  name,  it  is  often  a

matter  of  mere  guess-work  whether  two  names  which  might  be

of  the  same  derivation  are  actually  so.  Perhaps  Professor  Greene

has  some  means  of  determining  facts  like  these.

PLEISTOCENE  PLANTS  FROM  VIRGINIA

By  EDWARD  W.  BERRY

The  investigation  of  American  Pleistocene  floras  stands  in

striking  contrast  to  the  splendid  results  of  European  research,

due  mainly  to  more  intensive  methods  of  collecting  and  study

there  pursued.  Aside  from  the  work  of  Penhallow  and  a  few

scattered  papers  by  Lesquereux,  Knowlton  and  others,  practically

nothing  has  been  done  in  this  country.  While  leaf-impressions

may  not  be  common  in  the  Pleistocene  clays,  careful  search  of

swamp  deposits  by  a  sort  of  placer-mining  process  is  almost  sure

to  yield  an  interesting  collection  of  seeds  many  of  which  are

readily  identifiable.

The  material  upon  which  the  following  notes  are  based  con-

sisted  of  a  small  quantity,  perhaps  a  pound  in  all,  of  hard  lignite

collected  by  Dr.  B.  L.  Miller,  of  Bryn  Mawr  College,  and  depos-

ited  in  the  collections  of  the  Johns  Hopkins  University.  It  was

collected  at  Tappahannock  on  the  Rappahannock  River,  Virginia,

and  is  from  the  Talbot  formation,  the  latest  Pleistocene  formation

recognized.

FAGUS  AMERICANA  Sweet.

Fagus  ferruginea  Michx.  Lesq.  Am.  Jour.  Sci.  27:  363.  1859.

Geol.  Tenn.  427.  pl.  K.  f.  rz.  1869.—Knowlton,  Am.  Geol.

163  .375.,  tooo:

Nuts  indistinguishable  from  those  of  the  American  beech  are

occasionally  present.  They  are  somewhat  distorted,  although
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