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of “Trichomanes” and accordingly we treat “D. chinensis 
(L.) Sw.” as an isonym of D. chinensis (L.) Sm., without 
nomenclatural status (cf. Art. 6 Note 2 of the ICBN, McNeill 
& al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006).

Later authors either ignored the name (e.g., Chien & 
Chun, l.c.) or treated it as a homotypic synonym of Spheno-
meris chinensis (L.) Maxon (Fosberg, l.c.; Iwatsuki, Enum. 
Pteridoph. Nepal (http://www.um.u-tokyo.ac.jp/publish_db/
Bulletin/no31/no31019.html)), a taxonomic assignment that 
is generally accepted, although Kramer (in Kubitzki, Fam. 
Gen. Vasc. Pl. 1: 91. 1990) treats this as Odontosoria chin-
ensis (L.) J. Sm.

According to Art. 53.3 and voted Ex. 9 of the ICBN, 
Davallia chinensis and D. sinensis are to be treated as 
homonyms. So Ching’s combination is an illegitimate later 
homonym (Art. 53.1) of D. chinensis (L.) Sm., and thus it 
cannot be used.

Davallia sinensis (Christ) Ching is an important medici-
nal plant in China. In addition, the name D. sinensis is widely 
used in taxonomic and medicinal bibliography, for example: 
Anonymous (List Ferns Yunnan: 17. 1958); Zhang & al. (l.c.); 
Song & al. (Chin. Mater. Med. 2: 218. 1999); Ran (Encycl. 
Chin. Tradit. Med. 2: 290. 1993); Fang & al. (Checkl. Med. 
Pl. Guangxi: 29. 1986); Chin. Pl. Names (http://www.eflo
ras.org/browse.aspx?flora_id=3&start_taxon_id=109379); 
Pl. Checkl. Dinghushan (http://www.efloras.org/florataxon
.aspx?flora_id=620&taxon_id=109379); Chin. “Gusuibu” 
(http://www.100md.com/Html/Dir0/23/20/70.htm); Checkl. 
Extant Sp. World (http://www.speciesaccounts.org/Vascu

lar%20plants.htm); Higher Pl. China (http://spt.kib.ac.cn/
html/SPT–FullRecord.php?ResourceId=47642); and Pteri-
doph. Checkl. (http://hua.huh.harvard.edu/china/mss/vol
ume02/Pteridophytes_checklist.pdf).

No other validly published name applicable to the spe-
cies is known to exist and to publish a new one and abandon 
the widely used name D. sinensis would cause unnecessary 
instability in taxonomy and much inconvenience to Asian 
medicinal workers and industry. We thus propose to conserve 
the name D. sinensis (Christ) Ching against its earlier homo-
nym, D. chinensis (L.) Sm., a proposal that, if successful, 
will make the former legitimate and allow for its continuous 
use. All modern taxonomic treatments make clear that there 
is no possibility of Sphenomeris chinensis (Lindsaeaceae) 
ever being assigned again to Davallia (Davalliaceae), so 
conservation of D. sinensis against D. chinensis would have 
no negative implications.
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(1815) Americus Hanford, Great Calif. Tree: 6. 1854 [Cu-
press.], nom. utique rej. prop.
Typus: Americus gigantea (Lindl.) Hanford (Wel-
lingtonia gigantea Lindl.).

The monospecific Sequoiadendron J. Buchholz (in 
Amer. J. Bot. 26: 536. 1939), the “Big Tree” or “Giant Se-
quoia,” is one of the most distinctive and well-known native 
genera of conifers in North America and is encountered 
world-wide in cultivation. These formidable plants grow to 
a height of approximately 90 m and a diameter of about 9 m 
(with historical reports of up to 12 m) and are the largest 
organisms on Earth in terms of total volume (Hartesveldt & 
al., Giant Sequoia Sierra Nevada 1975). These trees are also 
among the longest lived of all organisms, with the oldest 
reaching around 3,200 years in age (Stephenson in Madroño 
47: 61–67. 2000), making them the third oldest tree known 

(Lara & Villalba in Science 260: 1104–1106. 1993). Sequoia-
dendron giganteum (Lindl.) J. Buchholz, a paleoendemic of 
the high Sierra Nevada, with a long fossil record (Axelrod 
in Geophytology 16: 25–36. 1986), is a prominent plant in 
the California flora and, along with Sequoia sempervirens 
(D. Don) Endl., it is the state tree. This species is listed as 
“vulnerable” on the IUCN Red List (http://www.iucnredlist
.org/) and is found in approximately 75 groves, most of which 
occur in protected areas, such as Sequoia and Kings Canyon 
national parks (Rundel in Amer. Midl. Naturalist 87: 81–99. 
1972).

Current taxonomic treatments recognize Sequoiaden-
dron as generically distinct from Sequoia Endl. (Syn. Conif.: 
194. 1847) following Buchholz’s (l.c.) treatment, which was 
based upon careful morphological observation and illumi-
nation of many previously unknown anatomical differences 
(see e.g., Schwarz & Weide in Feddes Repert. Spec. Nov. 
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Regni Veg. 66: 159–192. 1962 for an alternative taxonomic 
treatment). Sequoiadendron is used in almost all recent 
floras (e.g., Munz & Keck, Calif. Fl.: 58. 1959; Griffin in 
Hickman, Jepson Man.: 122. 1993; Watson in Fl. N. Amer. 
2: 403. 1993), monographic studies (e.g., Farjon, Monogr. 
Cupressaceae & Sciadopitys: 104–107. 2005), horticultural 
literature (e.g., Liberty Hyde Bailey Hortorium, Hortus III: 
1038. 1976; Krüssmann, Man. Cult. Conifers, ed. 2: 276–277. 
1983; Erhardt & al., Zander Handw.-Buch Pfl.-Namen, ed. 17: 
770. 1984; Huxley, Roy. Hort. Soc. Dict. Gard. 4: 282–283. 
1992; Bitner, Conifers Gard. 2007), field guides (e.g., Alden 
& al., Natl. Audubon Soc. Field Guide Calif. 1998; Petrides, 
W. Trees 1998; Stuart & Sawyer, Trees Shrubs Calif. 2001; 
Storer & al., Sierra Nevada Nat. Hist. 2004), natural his-
tory and historical accounts (e.g., Johnston, Calif. Forests 
Woodlands 1994; Johnston, Sierra Nevada 1998), technical 
studies (e.g., Hartesveldt & al., l.c.; Little, Agric. Handb. 
541: 273–274. 1979; Harvey, USDA, USFS, Gen. Tech. Rep. 
PSW-GTR-95: 1–3. 1986; Burns & Honkala, Silvics N. Amer. 
1. 1990; Sawyer & Keeler-Wolf, Man. Calif. Veg. 1995) and 
is deeply embedded in databases (e.g., American Conifer 
Society, http://www.conifersociety.org; Gymnosperm data-
base, http://www.conifers.org; ITIS, http://itis.gov; PLANTS, 
http://plants.usda.gov).

When segregated from Sequoia, the correct generic name 
for the taxon currently known as Sequoiadendron comes into 
question. Lindley (in Gard. Chron. 1853: 819–820. 1853) 
considered the tree to be distinct from both Sequoia and 
Sciadopithys Siebold & Zucc. and established the generic 
name Wellingtonia Lindl. (in Gard. Chron. 1853: 823. 1853). 
However, Lindley’s Wellingtonia is illegitimate, as it is a later 
homonym of Wellingtonia Meisn. (Pl. Vasc. Gen. 2: 207. 
1840). In May of 1854, a pamphlet validating the generic 
name Americus was produced to advertise the exhibition of a 
trunk cross section and 50 ft. piece of bark of the “The Great 
California Tree” in New York City. The pamphlet is unat-
tributed in print, but it is now known that Captain William 
H. Hanford was responsible for its publication and distribu-
tion to promote his exhibit over a rival display of the “great 
California Cedar Tree” put on concurrently in the Crystal 
Palace of New York City by P.T. Barnum (although Bar-
num’s Big Tree was in fact Sequoia sempervirens and thus 
nowhere near the size of Hanford’s specimen, see Kruska, 
Sierra Nevada Big Trees 1985). The text provided in Han-
ford’s publication is nearly a word-for-word plagiarism of 
the two original Lindley papers, including the description of 
Wellingtonia, where that generic name was simply replaced 
with Americus.

In August of the same year, Winslow (in Calif. Farmer 
& J. Useful Sci. 2(8): 58. 1854) rejected Lindley’s choice 
as an offense to his patriotic sensibilities that the name of 
America’s greatest tree should venerate a British war hero, 
the Duke of Wellington. Instead, in honor of George Wash-
ington, the first American president, he referred the single 
species to Taxodium Rich. as T. washingtonium C. Winslow. 
However, this binomial was nomenclaturally superfluous 
when proposed because the specific epithet gigantea was 
available (Art. 52.1 of the ICBN, McNeill & al. in Regnum 

Veg. 146. 2006). Winslow also expressed his wish that if 
this species were to be recognized as generically distinct 
from Taxodium, that the tree would be called Washingtonia 
californica C. Winslow, also a nomenclaturally superfluous 
generic name due to the prior publication of Americus. Re-
gardless, acceptance of Winslow’s generic name is inconse-
quential because Washingtonia H. Wendl. (1879, Arecaceae) 
is conserved.

The name “Gigantabies” J. Nelson (as “Senilis”, 
Pinaceae: 77. 1866) is listed as a validly published name in 
ING (in Regnum Veg. 101: 714. 1979; http://ravenel.si.edu/
botany/ing/ 12 Feb 2008). Florin (in Taxon 5: 189. 1956) 
lectotypified the generic name on “G. taxifolia” J. Nelson, 
a synonym of Sequoia sempervirens without commenting 
on the nomenclatural status of the generic name. However, 
we believe that “Gigantabies” itself is not validly published 
because it lacks a validating generic description or diagnosis. 
While Nelson (l.c.) did specify several features by which it 
differed “from the other genera of Pinaceae”, he did not indi-
cate how these features differed (Art. 32, see Ex. 4). In fact, 
as argued by St. John & Krauss (in Pacific Sci. 8: 341–358. 
1954), “Gigantabies” was not even published at the rank of 
genus, but rather at the stated rank of sub-division (“S.D.”), 
one of four under the division “Coniferae”, some of which 
were further divided into sections and sub-sections, with 
what are now considered genera included at all of these lev-
els. Since his divisions and sub-divisions were placed below 
“Pinaceae”, the rank of which he did not specify, it could 
also be considered that under Art. 33.9 “S.D. IV. Giganta-
bies” was not validly published. Even if treated as validly 
published, as typified “Gigantabies” would have no bearing 
on the nomenclature of Sequoiadendron.

Kuntze (in Mitt. Deutsch. Dendrol. Ges. 16: 90. 1908) 
placed Sequoia, including S. gigantea, which later came to be 
placed in Sequoiadendron, into the fossil genus Steinhauera 
C. Presl (in Sternberg, Versuch Fl. Vorwelt 2(7–8): 202. 1838) 
in violation of what is now Art. 11.7, thereby rendering the 
present conservation of Sequoia unnecessary (fide Florin, 
l.c.). Interestingly, of all these names, only Americus is not 
mentioned as a validly published name in present-day no-
menclature databases (e.g., ING, http://ravenel.si.edu/botany/
ing/; IPNI, http://www.ipni.org/; Tropicos, http://mobot.mo
bot.org/W3T/Search/vast.html).

Although it was essentially ignored by later workers, 
the generic name Americus is the first effectively and val-
idly published substitute name for Lindley’s Wellingtonia, 
and thus Americus has priority over Sequoiadendron. We 
propose rejection of Americus under Art. 56 of the ICBN 
to avoid a disadvantageous nomenclatural change. The 
name Americus has never entered into use in the scientific 
or horticultural literature, although its orthographic vari-
ant, Americanus, does appear in synonymy in treatments of 
Wellingtonia by some later workers (e.g., Gordon, Pinetum 
Suppl.: 300. 1862; Carrière, Traité Gén. Conif., ed. 2: 217. 
1867). Americus is mentioned occasionally in the present-
day literature on Sequoiadendron, but always as a histori-
cal aside (e.g., Baker, Redwood Bot. 1965) or in synonymy 
(e.g., Munz & Keck, l.c.). Additionally, there is no provision 

http://www.conifersociety.org;Gymnospermdata-
http://www.conifersociety.org;Gymnospermdata-
http://www.conifersociety.org;Gymnospermdata-
http://www.conifers.org;ITIS,
http://www.conifers.org;ITIS,
http://itis.gov
http://plants.usda.gov
http://ravenel.si.edu/botany/ing/
http://ravenel.si.edu/botany/ing/
http://ravenel.si.edu/botany/
http://www.ipni.org/;Tropicos,
http://www.ipni.org/;Tropicos,
http://mobot.mobot.org/W3T/Search/vast.html
http://mobot.mobot.org/W3T/Search/vast.html


647

TAXON 57 (2) • May 2008: 647–648 Till • (1816) Conserve Tillandsia butzii

in the Code that precludes effective and valid publication 
in a plagiarized work, so while distasteful to scholars, the 
anonymously published pamphlet must be accepted as a valid 
place of publication as so elegantly argued by St. John (in 
Taxon 3: 14. 1954) when he proposed Sequoiadendron for 
conservation. Yet, his proposal was rejected by the Commit-
tee for Spermatophyta (Rickett in Taxon 7: 184–193. 1958) 
largely on the grounds that there was no intention on the part 
of Hanford, the anonymous plagiarizing author, to describe a 
new genus; and therefore, the pamphlet was not to be taken 
seriously as scientific literature (see also Rousseau in Taxon 
4: 40–42. 1955). However, ignoring publications or authors 
for not being sufficiently scientific or passing judgment on 
an author’s intent sets a dubious precedent for ignoring other 

historical works deemed to be unscientific. Adoption of this 
proposal will best ensure nomenclatural stability concerning 
the Big Tree of California because it will allow for retention 
of Sequoiadendron through formal rejection of Americus.
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(1816) Proposal to conserve the name Tillandsia butzii against T. inanis 
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(1816) Tillandsia butzii Mez in Engler, Pflanzenr. IV.32 
(Heft 100): 636. 10 Oct 1935 [Monocot.: Bromel.], 
nom. cons. prop.
Typus: Mexico, “in arboribus Jalapa, April [18]29”, 
Schiede (HAL).

(=) Tillandsia inanis Lindl. in Lindley & Paxton, Paxt. 
Fl. Gard. 1: 159. Dec 1850, nom. rej. prop.
Holotypus: “T. inanis m. in Paxton vol. I”, “Herb. 
J. Lindley, Ph.D.” (CGE).

Tillandsia butzii (Bromeliaceae) was published by Carl 
Mez as a new name for T. variegata Schtldl. (in Linnaea 
18: 429. 1845 (“1844”)), for which the holotype is a Schiede 
collection from Mexico sent to Schlechtendal at HAL, not a 
specimen at B as reported by some (e.g., Smith & Downs in 
Fl. Neotrop. 14(2): 992. 1977). This substitute was necessary 
as Schlechtendal’s name is a later homonym of Tillandsia var-
iegata Vell. (in Fl. Flumin.: 134. 1829 (“1825”)). Since 1935 
this Mexican and Central American plant with a pseudobulb 
and subulate leaf blades, very characteristically spotted with 
“brownish red blotches” (Lindley, l.c.), has never been identi-
fied in a different way and the name T. butzii is well estab-
lished in the literature: Smith & Downs (l.c.: 990), Espejo-
Serna & López-Ferrari (Monocotiledóneas Mexic. 1994), 
Utley (in Davidse & al., Fl. Mesoamer. 6: 106. 1994), Utley 
& al. (in Stevens & al., Fl. Nicaragua 1: 481. 2001), Morales 
(in Hammel & al., Man. Pl. Costa Rica 2: 341. 2003), Espejo-
Serna & al. (in Selbyana 25: 54. 2004; Fl. Veracruz 136: 154. 
2005) and in numerous horticultural books. By contrast, in 
the earlier literature Schlechtendal’s name is used exclusively, 

e.g., Harms (in Engler, Nat. Pflanzenfam., ed. 2, 15a: 118. 
1930) and Mez (in Candolle, Monogr. Phan. 9: 719. 1896).

Lindley (l.c.) described Tillandsia inanis, from the 
“province of Buenos Ayres” of South America, and three 
further species and discussed this group of species forming 
pseudobulbs (“folia radicalia basi dilatata bulbum simulan-
tia”) including diagnostic features. Beer (Fam. Bromel.: 82. 
1856) accepted Lindley’s species but placed it under Platy-
stachys K. Koch. However, he did not mention Tillandsia 
variegata Schtldl. which obviously was unknown to him. 
Hemsley (Biol. Cent.-Amer., Bot. 3: 323. 1884) listed Tilland-
sia variegata but not T. inanis. Lindley’s species were all 
united under T. bulbosa Hook. by Mez (in Martius, Fl. Bras. 
3(3): 588. 1894; l.c. 1896: 721) and this view was followed 
by all subsequent authors. Therefore the name T. inanis re-
mained unapplied from shortly after its publication until it 
was later treated as a synonym of T. bulbosa.

Lindley (l.c.) mentions the very characteristic leaf col-
oration also found in T. butzii under his T. inanis and a com-
parison with the holotype specimen from his Herbarium now 
at the University of Cambridge Herbarium (CGE), which 
bears the coloured illustration that was published as a line 
drawing (fig. 104, albeit as a reflected image), confirms the 
identity of the name T. inanis with the species now known as 
T. butzii, the former having nomenclatural priority over the 
latter. Given that T. butzii is a predominately Mesoamerican 
species, Lindley’s indicated origin for T. inanis (Argentina) 
was therefore erroneous.

In the preamble of the International Code of Botanical 
Nomenclature (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006) 


