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'-5'-] ""_ vl ik Umbel.iferae, by ¥iss Vildeed Mathias. 4?93

ery elaborate and exhaustive work by liss

I confess in logking aEe his
/whthins that I,
®rouen it with

.

. I would like to go
and show up all its shortcomings, but personal rea-
sons prevent. I must content myself in saying that she sedms to have no sense
of generic proportion, but follows in the gain the l"rv"u'!'mlermgs of Rose in his
treatment of the Umbelliferaed,and in keeping u» on trivial grounds various
genera that never had any standing. The author probahly never had much field
experience, but bases the work on herbarium material. A very small amount of
field work would show her the absolute untenability of many genera if she has
any generic sense of pronortion. Her sense of specific limitation is also wenk?

Nk :
since she keeps up as species many varieties that any field botanist muld“zm

"Thense there is such widespread opposition to Rose's treatment pf the Um-

belliferae,on= expects a philospphical discussion of the basis of every genua?

‘athias too timid
ut Kiss Maxtkix seems > Iaxmiomsuraxgz to attempt it, or discuss it. "e—do net
courage
TEER not-find-44. I am amazed at her

identification of Cymopterus lapidosus with C. longipes. It is quite a differen/
thing, more like Cogmwellia. C. longipes is a peculiar species, growirg flat
on the ground in early spring with a rosette of leaves and sessile inflorescenc:
Ae it matures the fuot elongates, and the peduncle also so that the flowers
or fruit are a foot above the ground. The root is tuberous and fheshy, while
that of lapidoaus is quite diferent. So is the hubit of the two. I notice a sim—
ilar absence of critical jdgment in . Ponalers and Newberryi. I discussed
them in one of my early papers and showed the complete intergradation.

I do not favor the habit of recent monogravhers in citing a great mass of
specimens. Douptless this is done to give the appearance of profundity of study
butmto me it is simply dumbering s one's work with a useless mass ofJ;unk. 1

0

@ not assuming that her work contains any Jmnr, but its chief lack is judicial

treatment. Cotmmcct WW?? m &»«-7 ’m%.ﬂ,u

TOom rlva‘re conversation wit wer I find that her position S
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recogiition of species is that if the variatdon is a marked one it should be
considered a species irrespective of field conditions. This ignores ecology
nnd%a premium on freaks. The great herbaria are rapifily filling up with
freaks, orts accidentally collected, #hat have no standing in nature. A spe-
i}'aes ﬁo mean the—rame—sapidEd=to & well established group of self-serpetua-

' ting forms® Treaks have no standing in gemetics, except as indices of the trend

f

of leveloping forms. Then a freak is shown to be a freak the name should be
suppressed. Cases in point are Astragalus grallator Watson, Astragalus ‘cﬂ‘x_al- ?
ycis Jones, Astragalus hyalinus Jones. There is muwh duplication of fams in
the Umbelliferae becau:e of the varying development of wings according to the
time of fruiting of certain species. It should be easy to give a good & scrip-
tion od a well established species, and this description should be based not on
the characters shown by the type specimen 0 much &s on the plant as it is
known to grow. Cur nomenclature practiges are at fault in many cases in the
matter of oriority. It is the practise to recognize the first name auplied to
a ppecies, and if variations of it are hmrmnd%mjgn a8 varieties

‘I the earlier species. 3ut this practise is hiologicﬁly wrong, for the reasos
that often the first name applied to a species was given not to the plant as it
grows but to a variation, good enough as a varietv,but not nrevalent enough to
warrant the soecific name being used for it. An example of this is Astragalus
lentiginosus, a name avplied to a very local form of a cosmopolitan species. So
Astragalus diphysus, a far more representative form must go as a variety of

lentiginosus, a case where the tail wags the dog.
It was imp‘mteﬂﬁ.#y—nw that a monographer of Cymopterus should take

up my animadversions on the work of Coulter and Rose and show that my criticisms
were incorrect, See Ccmtribnftii‘:r:s:]‘m. 1'3;:,;:;1‘01-& a:ce_-ting those spurious genera.
But ¥iss Mathias does not even mention the fact that any criticism of those
genera ever was made, though she had access to all my Contributions, and knew

of all my criticisms. This is why I assume timidity on her part to go into that

'ﬂmaa of the matter. I would invite any attempt to disepss the matter, but i$
Ao dlen A4 fefran
inable to-dispro¥e my positionﬂthere is no esckve from rejecting the genera.
This makes her work inadequate in its most vital part
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4a e .-" in vol. 39 yart:iﬂju;letin of the £0. Ysl. Acudemy of ficien®, Ray
}g mkes a namber of new genera out of various Bactaceas phbli shagan

fﬁtton and Rose's “actaceas. A£S

made the authors Ju&tly T

el
Pha t/ publica ti on waich has

B i e i R
#tigp shows he Xnowg N’Mabcut

““hat the Cactaceae need is not

generid limitations. —

expansion but drastic contractlun. ani anthing but that kind of treatment
will ever go with western botaniets.A person who tackles the Cactaceae at
once inviteg contrast with the magnificent work on the fahily by Engelmenn,
r'_ the greatest of American botanists, and he must be a very great person to
measure up intc anything but a pygmr in contrast. It ig not a question of
’- getting rint with one's WM ideas, An‘mne can do that, ﬂut the quaat:on
is are wurth the orinting.? M 8 in is rather raw, and his familiariji
ty with t-reek is nil, but he does not hesitate td try to coin a lot of Greek _
'ﬂ'ﬂ;les ae though he knew what ant they mean and what they are. This shows the i
(3 foolishness of insisting that all new descrpptions be in Tatin. Pet—tte—%Tds
exp e Tnglish, why make fools of themeeives—in tryingTétin.
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