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iilliiiilics of tlic order, Suiitli says: "We hcnrlily foiiciir willi Mr. Salislmry's decision

toiiceniiim- the iillillilies ol' (lie li-eiuis. tlioim'h liol ill llie iiilliie, wlli'h lie liiis t nillsreiTed

iVoiu the true phiiit (>r tile iiiirieiils, iiii«l r"|>liieed l»y Cdslatui. n word iiicorrecl in

elymojoyy as well as iiienniim', and iiltoiicther siiperlluous."

n is not desiral)le thllt spliee shonld he oreupied here with di.sellssion oi the laws ol'

nonieiielalure, whieli will need to he dealt with hy hotiinisis ere long on wider priini-

ples llian have l)een hitherto reeoynised. it may lie remarked, h<twe\er, that the "law

of priority " is no donhl, as Inis heeii e.ipressed, 'the only soniid priiieii)le." The

diliieulty is to secure agreement as to wind is meant hy priority, and whether it should

apply to g'eneric and speciiie terms separatidy, or only when these are united or comhiiied

as names, and how i'ar authorities lor iheni are to he used in cases where terms are not

strictly equivalent. IMany sul)sidinry questions arise, ri'iideviiig- unilorinity <liliicult.

Mr. Hechy justly o])servcs, <hat somethiiii^' more is required tliiin the huntiuf^'-up ol' the

oldest nann- ever applied, hut sonu'times applicable only in the nn)st <>'eneral way ; the

far more dillicuH task remains oi' iindiny out thi- oldest name which is suilicienlly exact

in moaning to he ai)plical)le in a strict sense to the plant it is intended to represent.

The I'act is, that while general rules are ixs(d'ul as a guide, individual i-ases must he

judged on their own merits. IJenthani, as a *dassicist and philologist. a<lopted the id('ii

that a speciiie term, heing usually an adjective, was not in its(dr complete withoul the

suhslantive generic w()rd ; that the comhination ol' the two rormed the name, to which

alone the law ol' priority would consequently iipply. Prof. I). ('. Eaton, in his mamiili-

cent w<n*k on the Ferns of North America, lays down the same rule. The way in which

Linnuius indexed his books, giving lirst an Index Ciciu'runi, then an Index Synonym-

oruni, and lastly an Index Triviale, does not lend favour to this view, neither does his

custom of joining together generic and spec.ilic names of ditleront genders. But there is

a strong and a practical argument against it in the practice adopted hy chemists, -with

results so satisfactory, in the naming of the (denn nts, and of their chemical conqxmnds

—

of groups, radicals, hases, acids, and the salts and complex compoimds formed hy their

union. The names of the (dements, or of simi)le or, as we may call thom, Elementary

grou])s (radi(ials), are always treated as complete terms, even when used in adjeoiive

forms, and are, as far as convenioitly po.ssihlc, expressed, in form suitably modilied, in

the nanu' of the more complex compound, Just as symbols are treated as perfe(^t, complete

and immutable terms in the construction of fcninuhi;. We shall never have a pernninent

system of nomenclature of plants, until i>'eiieric and speciiie names (so called) are

treated in the same way as separiite terms, essentially complete in themselves, and

available for permanent use by combination in the construction of binary names.

As Mr. Britten states, the second volume of Annals of I'otany. in which Salisbury's

paper was printed, is dated on the title pane lS(Mi (there are no dates of publication on

the parts as bovmd in volumes) ; 'but intermil evidence shoAvs that this first part Wiis

issued in 1805." As the internal oA'idence is not very obvious, and the Annals (-ontain

other important memoirs bearing on questions of priority, it nuiy he worth while to

determine, with some approach to accuracy, the actual date of publicaiion. This work is

styled on its title page "Annals of Botany. Editors, Charles Koniii', F.L.S., and John

8ims, M.P., F.L S." (London. " Vol. I, 180.-,." " Vol. II, 180G.") Th:>se dates of publi-

cation are so quoted in DeC'audolle's "Systenni Naturale." The complete work forms two


