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I' H A V E  often had occasion to remark that when Linnaeus adopt- 
ed species of plants into liis systematic works on the authoriv 
of other authors, he has been peculiarly liable to error, There 
semis to bc a htality attending his medicinal plants, no doubt 
frotn tlie grcat difficulty of penetrating through the clouds with 
which ignorance, interest and fraud for the most part envelop 
such articles of tlie Materia Medica as are brought f'rom remote 
countries. Even when all tliese sourc'es of delusion do not exist, 
bad figures ancl imperfect descriptions are but fdacious guidcs; 
nor is any thing but the sight of a good specimen suflicient to 
prevent mistakes, even in the most wary, occupied in so rast a 
study as botany is now becotne., 

Sometimcs L innzus  was induced by a striking figure, name or 
description, to attempt il characteristic definition of a plant 
which lie liatl iievcr scen. I n  that case he generaHy retained its 
original deiioniination as a spccific name. Now it frequently 
Iiappeued, from the dcfects of his authorities, or a failure i s  
his own memory, that when he saw tlie real plant he did not 
know it, and perliaps described it over again as IICW. His va- 
rious cditors could scarcely detect such mistakes, and perhaps 
~vould hardly dare to suspect then]. Even when he commits arh 
error in copying a synonym, they semi afraid of correcting 
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what is obviously wrong i or else they have bcen unpardonably 
negligent in not turning to the authors quoted, for this at least 
was in their p o ~ c r ,  a:id it is one of tlie tliings which is, of all 
others, iiiost intlispcnsablc in a n  (AitcJr. liow necessary it is 
with respect to the editions of J l i! i~i*i~s’s works, printed ant1 re- 
printed by awkward and igiioraiil hmt is  i n  \ ariour countrics, 110 

one wlio has used thein can be uniriforined. 1 liad abundant ex- 
pericnce of this necessity in repi~blishii?(; even 1,is original Flora 
Lnppoizicn, and the history of IIn!ictts Giirgidiurn will afford cx- 
amplci of every thing to wliich I hare just alluded. 

Tliis plant is rncntionccl i n  tlie 1st cclitiori of the Species Plan- 
inrum, p .  242, with the following definition. I)aucus rod& in- 
volucri planis : krciniis recurvis, and a refercnce to Vaii Iioyen’s 

Leydensis Prodroiniis, is subjoined. There we find the same 
specific cliarnctcr, as well a s  thc same qtiotations of Rauliiii and 
Matthiolus, csccpt that Van Royen citcs the large Valgrisiaii edit ion 
of thelatter writer, and Linnzus tliesrnall one, not having the other. 
No further information is to be found in Van Koyen. Linnixus 
quotes a synonym froin Magnol, and anuthcr from Boccone’s Pluntcc 
SiciZicE, both which rippcar to me very d()ilbtl*iil. I t  is not, hom- 
ever, nccessary to scrutiriixe tlicm, as tile autlmrity of this spe- 
cies evidently depends on thc figures of Rrlatthiolus, from whicli 
the character is in it great nieasure twken. I,innmis had no spe- 
cimen of it in his herbariuui, hut  as Iic has not annexed the 
cross (+) to express his never having seen it, I presume he 
might have exainined a specimen in the hands of his confidential 
friend Van Royen. 

111 the %l edition of the Species PEnuturirin, every thing is re- 
peated from the former, with the addition of a synonym from 
Tournefort, Daucirs motitanus lucidus, Toicrfr. Insf. s07, in which 
there is a remarkable error, for in Taurnefort it is maritimus, not 
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rnoiitnnzis; ancl yet this ertoneous citation is perpetuated in the 
l’icnna edition, in Heicliard, and in Willdenow. H o w  coulcl 
thcsc: able editors a t  tlic same time overlook the excellcnt figurc 
of Eiv inus ,  Staphyliiius folio Iutiore, Riv. Pent. Irr. t .  30, which 
unqticstionably bclongs to our plant ? 

I mi not acquainted with the Dnucus polygamzrs of Gouan, 
Illustr. 11. 9, to wliicli the aho;re synonyins of Boccone ancl Mag- 
1101 ;ire iiom applied, but I conceive it to be very different Gorn 
the Ghgidiiitii. 1 do not prcsunic: absolutely to decide on this 
qu(\stioii, hiit I beg lcarc to observe that Gouan scciiis riot ac- 
clwaintcti with the true Gingidiunz by nanie, for he says the figure 
in I~~occonc’s 1M1[seiim, t .  20, quoted under his Daiicus Jiispcrniciis, 
agrees bcttrr with Ci.vgidiurn. Now that figure is iiot a t  a11 like 
the truc Giiigidimi, with which lattcr, however, Gouan’s dcscrip- 
tion of his D. hispanicus so well agrees, that I am pei*suaded tlic . 
plant lie lias clescribed under this last name is truly the D. Gin- 
gitlizon of Lin i i~us .  

I11 his dccliiiiirg years Linii~eus cultivatcJ in the Upsnl garden 
a Duucus, a specimen of wliicli is preserved in tiis Iierbariuin 
without any trivial iiame. This is describcd in the S~‘rrpplcmrritirin 
under thc iianic of Zrrcitlits, witliout any syiionyni, aiid said to 
come froii i  n/ra~i?itciiiia. 1 his spccimen is cvitlcntly the C‘ingi- 
dirim of Mattliiolus, with whose figures, in both cditions, it  
striliiiigly accords, and even still better with thc Lirinean dcfini- 
tion of tlie incolucrum, laciiiiis r e c i m i s .  l’liis last excellent cha- 
ractcr not. being well expressed in those figures, convinccs m? of 
Linnaeus having  originally described tile Gingidium from naturc. 
I t  is retnarkable that neither he nor his son should have coiiiprcd 
this specinicn with the definition or synoiiyins of D. Giirgidirtm, 
with which it so pcrf’ectly agrees; but they were perhaps misled 
by a specimen in their herbarium marked Giitgidiiiin, wliich is 
really the Daucus (or more properly, as the French botanists 
make it, Ammi)  Visnnga. 

As 
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As L never met with an authentic specimen of Daucus Gingi- 
dium in any herbarium, I presume the above detail may not he 
useless. It' shows how much attention is necessary to avoid 
error in botanical synonyms, and how esseutial it is, in all diffi- 
cult cases, tp  trace the history of a plant to its sources. I be- 
lieve there is scarcely a genus, among the umbelliferous plants 
in particular, which would not afford matter for several such 
disquisitions as the present, 

Korwich, Mar& 25, 1806. 
J. E. SMITH. 


