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4 RECEPTION OF THE

understood clearly by persons of feeble ratiocinative
powers, however excellent they may be as observers; and
on that account my remarks were all the more likely to
be disrelished and found fault with. Moreover, with
wonted freedom and independence, I had expressed opi-
nions on systematie classification and other matters, such
as were ill-adapted to please certain botanists of in-
fluence ; those who apparently dream that a ministration
to their own personal vanity, or a promotion of their own
pocket interests, is something of higher importance than
the advancement of intellectual truth.

I cannot go so far as to add, that my acknowledged
curiosity bordered at all closely upon that fidgetty anxiety
about the sayings of the Grundys in the press, which is
almost proverbially supposed to accompany authorship,
and which doubtless usually does so with beginners. A
long addiction to phrenological studies, and the facility
thus acquired for estimating at their right value the
mental characteristics of other men, have gradunally led me
to look upon the widest differences of individual appre-
ciation, whether oral or printed, simply as peculiarities
for psychological analysis and explanation ; not as any-
thing to be otherwise personally cared about.

Great offence seems occasionally to have been con-
ceived against me, on account of the independence of
thought and expression, which is engendered through
that habit of testing the scientific doings and opinions of
other persons, by a psychological analysis of the indivi-
dual peculiarities from which they have probably ema-
nated. Fully trained to see that talent is almost inva-
riably very partial or special,—and not ignorant of the
truism, that time specially devoted to one department of
knowledge, must necessarily imply time not devoted
equally to other and different departments,—I refuse to
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was made towards drawing attention to the book, fur-
ther than making its publication known through very
few advertisements. Not a copy was sent to the
“Editor” of any periodical. That very usual mode of
seeking notoriety was thus entirely abstained from, be-
cause no desire was felt for seeing the book reviewed by
persons who had given much less attention to its subject
than the author had himself given.

After this statement it is almost superfluous to add,
that no copy was sent to the Editor of the Gardener’s
Chronicle, or to any other person (so far as known to
me) in any way connected with that newspaper. And as
most of the matters treated in C. B. seem so little suit-
able to gardeners, I was somewhat surprised to learn that
the Editor of the Chronicle had gone out of his way to
publish a vituperative notice of my work. I should
hence infer that some strong personal feeling may have
led to that step, without being openly avowed. If that
feeling arose from finding cherished ideas about classifi-
cation rather roughly treated in the Cybele, it was still
no great manifestation of wisdom in the reviewer, to
betray that my humble book had proved keen or forceful
enough to wound the vanity, and to ruffle the temper, of
a potentate of the ‘ vegetable kingdom.’

Not having read a single line in the Gardener’s Chro-
nicle during many years past, I have only casual informa-
tion about it through friends. One gentleman holding a
foremost rank in natural science, who had occasion to
write to me on more important topics, added a brief post-
seript to his letter in these words:—“ I was sincerely
grieved at the spirit shown in the review, or, rather,
diatribe against the Cybele, in the Gardener's Chronicle.”
In consequence of this remark, I inquired from my cor-
respondent whether there was aught in the diatribe which
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readers, if any, who are curious in ‘ diatribes, not at all
eritical,” will now know where to find one about the
C. B. Happily I can turn from the worthless and con-
temptible, to something else really worthy of attention.

M. Alphonse De Candolle has written the most com-
prehensive and elaborate treatise on phyto-geography,
which has hitherto come before the public. On this
account he must be eminently qualified to decide, whether
or not such works as the C. B. ought to be accounted
serviceable additions to the literature of that peculiar
department of floral science ? — whether they are adapted
to supply something required by those who prosecute the
study of botany in its connexions with geography and
meteorology ?  Only those who have systematically and
successfully devoted attention to the study of phyto-
geography in its general bearings, having relation to the
earth at large, can be properly qualified to give any
reliable judgment on the questions asked above.

It is therefore believed that a review of the C. B.,
emanating avowedly from the pen of that truthful and
assiduous botanist, will not prove unacceptable to those
Englishmen who take an interest in the botany of their
own island; and many of whom have contributed by
their local knowledge and records, to render the work so
much more complete than it could otherwise have been
made. Under this belief, I offer here the translation of
a review or critical notice of my fourth volume, which
appeared in a foreign journal for July, 1859, authenti-
cated by the affixed initials of M. De Candolle. No
botanist of this island has qualified himself in the
same indispensable manner for the task of criticism on
the work, if regarded in the character of a local contribu-
tion to the general subject.

But in its purely local character, as an exposition of
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general. According to him, “it is a peculiarity of the
botanieal mind not always to reason with strict aceuracy
and soundness.” But, according to Mr. Watson, I escape
this fault sometimes, even frequently, more especially in
the matter of generalisations. Thus, I repeat, I do not
myself make complaint.

If it be necessary to defend the generality, or at least
the majority, of botanists against the imputations of the
english author, we will make two reflexions. First, that
in the sciences of observation like botany, there are
always vast numbers of facts which are more or less
doubtful, and on which we are obliged to rely, fully aware
that they are not a solid support. We reason about the
evolution of organs, and yet the human eye, assisted by
the most powerful glasses, can never see and will not
be able to see the origin of anything, since matter is infi-
nitely divisible. 'We reason about the symmetry of
organs, but this is never a mathematical and absolute
symmetry. In botanical geography, an exact author
says that a species grows in cultivated ground, but this
does not intend that it has never been found at the side
of cultivated ground, nor in places which had been for-
merly cultivated or which are scarcely cultivated; we
say that a species rises to a thousand metres on a certain
mountain, but this does not intend that the limit is pre-
cise and constant. The facts of natural history are
vague, fluctuating, uncertain, if regarded with absolute
strictness ; it is impossible that reasonings based on
these facts should not partake of the same defect. They
are not worse than those made in history, for instance,
where they are not exact, seeing that we guess the
opinions of a statesman, that we suppose such opinions
of a king or in the public, from known facts, and that we
reason on them accordingly.
























20 REPLY TO M. DE CANDOLLE

reasoning intellect, are those who now chiefly hold the
lead in botanical reputation in this country, I do not at
all deny their possession of good intelligence,—1I indicate
only the kinds of intelligence, by which they are re-
spectively most characterized and least characterized.
And I must continue to maintain the psychological opi-
nion, quite as decidedly as it was ever expressed by me,
that individuals whose scientific reputations arise from
an excess in their faculties of observation simply, if with-
out any corresponding endowment of ratiocinative capa-
city, are not those on whose judgment it is wise or safe
to rely, in regard to matters of causal reasoning, philoso-
phical inference, or logical definition. On the contrary,
in such matters, I would myself far sooner trust to the
judgment of provineial and amateur botanists, who might
even correctly be looked upon by the metropolitan and
academical leaders, as being much below themselves in
scientific rank or reputation.

It is scarcely to be regretted (because a knowledge of
the psychological distinetion is often so important to cor-
rect judgment) that M. De Candolle has thus forced into
prominence the incidental observation which was made
only by way of explanatory caution, and was quite rele-
vant where introduced, on pages 12, 30, 58. It is only a
sort of truism in the eyes of the phrenological psyeholo-
gist, to say, that a comparative excess in the faculties of
observation is precisely the mental peculiarity which best
adapts an individual for the study of botany, or of any
other department of science, in which a good knowledge
of numerous objects forms an essential element of suc-
cess, and is the ground from which any advance towards
higher investigations must needs be commenced. He
who is deficient in that talent for observing and knowing
individual objects, however clear or profound he may be
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parts,—to unite them into genera and other groups, in
accordance with resemblances in their technical cha-
racters. To attain excellence in this line of study, a
considerable share of ability is requisite. But the re-
quired talent is almost solely a natural aptitude for
observation, improved by training. It is not a ratiocina-
tive, but a purely observative character of mind, seeking
to know what is.

Some among the botanists evince a different taste or
tendency of mind. They are not content only to know
plants, whether singly or in groups; but they seek also
to understand something further about them. They seek
to know, not only what is, but how it is, and why it is.
They endeavour to trace out connexions between plants
and the rest of creation,—inquiring how plants stand
related to places, to countries, to climates,— how they
have originated in, or how they can have reached to,
their present localities,— why they have spread so widely
about the earth, or do not spread more widely, —whether
they remain permanently distinct in their kinds, or evolve
one kind from another, or can by any process pass into
or produce other kinds than themselves, ete. ete. Itis
the ratiocinative character of mind, as distinguished from
the observative character, which prompts to this different
line of study. It prompts inquiry also into the nature of
things, instead of resting content with simply knowing
the things that exist. It prompts to define rather than
to describe ; to connect causally, rather than to observe
individually ; to trace out relations between objects,
rather than to know many objects distinctively.

This is a rough division of botanists into two classes,
not at all a complete or exhaustive one, but sufficient for
the purpose immediately in view. No ome is devoid of
observative capacity; no one is devoid of ratiocinative
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Thus, in deseriptive botany, the writer of a County Flora
is doing the same kind of work, although on a more
humble scale, with the botanist who writes the Flora of a
Kingdom, or a descriptive Systema Vegetabilium Orbis.
A Synopsis of the British Flora, a Manual of British
Botany, indicate the same turn of mind; though the
former may be very poor, and the latter be very good.

Classification is sometimes erroneously supposed to
require much ratiocinative capacity. It requires this in
a very small degree only, as at present executed. Our
greatest native worker in this line is only a describer,
very feebly a reasoner. After labouring on it during
many years, he has utterly failed to reason out any sys-
tem, properly so designated; and he has latterly even
abandoned this word ‘system’ as a book-title. Through
many changes, during which the natural system has be-
come a natural system, and @ natural system has sunk
into no natural system, the learned Lindley has at last
only achieved a sort of mosaic classification of changeful
pattern ;—one much resembling Mrs. Fanny Ficklemind’s
patchwork counterpanes; each new one different in its
pattern, but each in its turn formed by ingeniously
joining together some hundreds of pieces of all sizes and
shapes, colours and textures, samples from various shops
and manufactories, and clipped or stretched into fitting
tolerably well alongside of each other. Much industry
and skill, much time and tact, doubtless are required for
nicely performing this sort of patchwork in botany ; but
it is not ratiocination. It is simply descriptive juxta-
position ; nothing more. There is no essential difference
between describing the lesser groups called species and
genera, and describing the larger groups called orders
and alliances ; although a wider experience is needed in
the latter operation.
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ARE GENERA REAL, OR ONLY CONVENTIONAL.

In kindly sending to me by post a copy of the review
which is translated on preceding pages, M. De Candolle
added also a manuscript letter which conveyed some
remarks in further explanation of his own views on topics
treated in the fourth volume of my work. I venture to
translate below one short passage from the letter, because
involving a subject of high importance, namely, the
reality of gemeric or other groups, as arrangements in
nature. To myself indvidually, to reasoning botanists
generally, this passage has also a claim on serious atten-
tion, by the support which its writer there gives to my
representations about the uncertainty and inequality of
book-species ; in regard to which I might be supposed by
less initiated readers to have gone too far; while I feel
well assured that my expositions cannot be refuted. In
the review, M. De Candolle intimates a general concur-
rence with my remarks on orders and species. The few
comments on the intermediate grade of genera seem to
have been held less satisfactory ; and they shall therefore
here presently receive the reinforcement of a very re-
markable circumstance in their support.

M. De Candolle writes in his letter,—* Your chapter
on the nature of species has greatly pleased me; and I
could have wished to translate the whole of it. The un-
certainty in defining species is immense both theoreti-
cally and practically, That of genera is perhaps less,
since all people have recognized and named sponta-
neously some genera, such as Quercus, Populus, Salvia,
Ranunculus, etc. etec. However it is not easy to make
genera of analogous importance, and we fall now into a
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two botanists have failed to harmonize. And Dr. Lindley
himself, our great native expounder of so-called “natural”
classification, has involuntarily given us a most curious
and convincing illustration, bearing upon the wide uncer-
tainty of any arithmetical limit to genera. I shall here
assist in keeping that illustration from the oblivion
sought for it by a speedy reprint. in a corrected form ;
believing the mistake to be in itself so very instructive as
to render its oblivion by no means desirable.

In Dr. J. D. Hooker’s recent ‘Introductory Essay to
the Flora of Tasmania’ it is remarked that the widely
different estimates of the earth’s flora, at 80,000 or at
150,000 species, is *the most conspicuous evidence” of
the undefinability of the majority of species. But if the
self-same botanist, after a life-long study of species, and
repeated grouping and enumeration of those desecribed,
should be unable to say whether 80,000 species or
150,000 species were recorded by name in one of his own
botanical works,—should we not, in such case, be war-
ranted in holding his statistieal ignorance on the point to
be a far more strange and remarkable evidence of uncer-
tainty or undefinability in species ?

Now, a still wider error than this actually came before
the botanical public, in respect of the number of genera
adopted and recorded by name in the first edition of
Dr. Lindley’s elaborate volume on the ¢ Vegetable King-
dom,—the result apparently of many years of thought
and labour. In the numerical tables of that work the
genera of plants were incorrectly summed up to 20,806
instead of 8,935 ;—being thus much more than doubled.
This was not a misprint, a merely typographical error,
but a downright miscalculation to that extraordinary ex-
tent. (See Phytologist, 1846, pp. 526, 594). More ex-
traordinary still, the enormous inaccuracy of the figures
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is of rare occurrence among writers on science. I may
be wrong in the idea ; but this highly curious error leads
me to suspect, that the Author of the ¢ Vegetable King-
dom,’ the quixotic champion of * natural” classification,
could believe indifferently either in (nearly) 21,000 genera
or in (nearly) 9,000 genera only. If so, genera should be
held even less certain than species, on faith of Dr.
Hooker’'s mode of reasoning, and notwithstanding M.
De Candolle’s opinion, rather hesitatingly given in the
translated extract from his letter.

Small mistakes in printed figures are no doubt too
easily made, to cause surprise by their occurrence. And
if I, humble author of a book with the denounced name
of Cybele, had committed even so vast a mistake as that
of substituting 21,000 instead of 9,000 genera, or there-
abouts, it might have gone for nothing. A palliating
excuse might have been found for my ignorance or blun-
dering, in the fact that I regard all systematic groups as
purely conventional, and their numbers consequently as
being largely optional. But that our old and experienced
labourer in systematic classification should have made
that mistake in the number of genera actually admitted
by himself at the same date, or failed to detect it when
made, is surely stronger evidence of arbitrariness in ge-
nera, than the discordant estimates (not reckonings) by
different botanists, between 80,000 and 150,000 species,
is evidence of undefinability or arbitrariness in species.

The whole question of systematic classification has
been re-opened by Mr. Darwin’s publication “ On the
Origin of Species,” — seemingly the most important vo-
lume on natural history ever published. If the views of
that profound theorist shall turn out to be practically
true, technical classiﬁca.tinr} has hitherto been little
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avoid still entertaining some serious doubts regarding
the completeness or sufficiency of his theory. In parti-
cular, it is very difficult to believe in the results to which
we are led, by carrying out his ideas of a constant con-
vergence of species as we trace backwards in the long
course of time, to commence with (half a score, or) a
single prototype, the remotely antient Adam of every
existent species ;—and a constant divergence of species as
we trace onwards in time, leading at length to the logical
(but not avowed) result of a countless multitude of spe-
cies, far beyond their present numbers. To my judg-
ment, neither of these extremes seems to be sanctioned by
existing facts in nature. Both are so dissimilar from the
present, and so utterly beyond proof, as to appear inad-
missible or ineredible. :

I have communicated to the thoughtful and candid
Author of the theory a suspicion that he ought to have
allowed far more influence and effect to a gradual con-
vergence of characters, still in onward progress, acting
jointly with and in some measure counter-acting the gra-
dual divergence of characters; the two tending to keep
up an approximate equilibrium in nature, in respect to
the number of species and genera, their mutual affinities,
etc. This would not interfere with the operation of his
rule of ‘mnatural selection,’ — the grandly distinctive cha-
racter of his theory. DBut he appears indisposed to
believe this idea sound, or as being anywise necessary to
save his own views from something very like a logical
reductio ad absurdum,—one species to begin with, mil-
lions to end with.

Mr. Darwin also hypothetically explains the geographi-
cal distribution of animals and plants by an application
of his own theory to the subject. It would lead me too
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of deducing correct conclusions therefrom.” This pas-
sage is strikingly illustrated by the record of Diervilla
canadensis as a pretended native of Scotland. The facts
are first reported with an evident bias, which ought itself
to have suggested a cautious acceptance of them. The
receiver of the report for record introduces a wverbal
variation of his own, the effect of which is to increase the
bias towards error; and he draws exactly the opposite
inference from the circumstances, geographical and topo-
graphical, to that which should have been drawn from a
ratiocinative consideration of them. It seems to my
judgment, that no one moderately conversant with geo-
graphieal botany, and capable of sound reasoning on its
facts, would have thus hastily taken up a belief in the
nativity of the Diervilla in Scotland; least of all in For-
farshire, a county so much explored by tourists and
resident botanists. The subjoined paragraphs give the
history of the shrub in Scotland.

“We have to announce the very unexpected discovery
of Diervilla canadensis, in what appears to be a wild
state, in the Highlands of Scotland. The circumstance
is recorded in the following memorandum from Mr.
Alexander Osmond Black, an active and very intelligent
young botanist :— :

“On the 15th of last September, in company with
‘my friend Mr. Croall of Montrose, I started from the
‘little village at the foot of Mount Catterthun, and
¢ proceeded up the banks of the North Esk river,
‘ which is in that glen called The Burn. About half
‘a mile above Gannachy Bridge, on the Forfarshire
‘gside of the Esk, I observed Pyrola secunda and
‘ Hieracium prenanthoides, and noticed that the beau-
“tiful Orthotrichum Drummondii was very abundant
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“We have perused the above paragraph [namely, the
quotation from Gardener's Chronicle] with some interest,
and we do not wonder that Mr. Black, an entire stranger,
and writing perhaps from memory, should have fallen into
some little inaccuracies as to localities, ete. ; but we do
wonder why an acute observer — and such we understand
Mr. Black to be —should have come to the conclusion
that the pretty little plant Diervilla canadensis was really
a native there.” .... “ We are equally assured that, when
Mr. Black revisits the spot, he will be convinced, as well
as ourselves, that the Diervilla has no more right to be
considered a native there than himself. ‘The clumps’
occur at intervals along the margin of one of the prinei-
pal walks that are formed along the river’s bank, and
have, we have no doubt, been planted for ornamental
purposes, along with Spirea salicifolia, Ligustrum wvul-
gare, and its own near ally, Lonicera Xylosteuwm, when the
grounds were laid out and the walks formed. The Dier-
villa has indeed, by means of its creeping roots, esta-
blished itself more firmly than its meighbours, and has
even extended its territory; but from the appearance of
the capsules, we hardly think it will ever ripen its seeds,
and is therefore not at all likely to become naturalised,
although, if allowed to remain unmolested, it may extend
itself over a still wider area.” — (4 correspondent of Mon-
trose Review, Nov. 18, 1853).

Such are the facts about this Diervilla, as kindly com-
municated to me by botanists. They have been for the
most part already printed ; although only in the evanes-
cent form of newspaper paragraphs. The Editor of the
Gardener’s Chronicle adduces no fact to justify belief in
the nativity of the shrub, unless he intends his own igno-
rance or obtuseness in the matter to be accepted as such,
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Phytologist for 1859, page 385, where Mr. Sim's con-
fession of the fruithouse locality for the species is re-
ferred to only.

And considering how many localities for improbably-
native plants have been already reported on the same
authority, it may become matter of some importance to
future botanical topographers, to ascertain whether this
case of the Arenaria balearica is a fair sample of the
rest? Also, how far it may be held an exhibition of
editorial care and competence in announcing new british
plants or new british localities ?

While saying that I cannot place secientific reliance
upon Mr. Sim's reports, or upon the phytological records
of them, it would be most unfair not to disclaim any
insinuation against Mr. Sim personally, on the score of
moral truthfulness. I can well believe him writing
with perfect sincerity of intention, while imperfect in his
reports, and unsound in his conclusions from alleged
facts ; the records being made worse against him by want
of editorial discernment.

SUBPROVINCIAL DISTRIEUTION.

The areas of plants have been exhibited in the C. B.
by tracing each species through the 18 provinces, into
which the counties were grouped; the range of latitude
and that of elevation or temperature being also added.
This mode is well enough adapted to show on what por-
tion of the surface each species is distributed ; also,
whether it is scattered generally or partially within that
portion. But it cannot suffice for some other objects
sought through topographical details; the provinces being
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numbers are adhered to. But the units are repeated
without the prefixed tens, in order to avoid an excessive
crowding of the figures; so that 12 22 32 stand sim-
ply 2 2 2, on page 48, etec.

The two lists are considerably shortened by omitting
the names of those species which have been satisfactorily
ascertained to occur in every sub-province ; that is, from
the first list are omitted the names of species reported on
good authority for each of the southern sub-provinces
1 to 18; and from the second list are in like manner
omitted the names of species so reported for each of the
remaining sub-provinces 19 to 88. The species not re-
ported on reliable authority from any of the sub-provinees
1 to 18, or 19 to 38, are likewise omitted (with some few
exceptions) from the corresponding list. But it is con-
ceived that no mistake can arise between these omissions,
by confounding the species totally absent from 18 or 20
sub-provinces with those species which are known to
occur in all of them.

Is it inquired, what is the use of these elaborate lists,
to exhibit the subprovincial areas of the species ? The
uses are various; and two or three shall be mentioned in
example. [First, the distribution of the species is thus
shown much more in detail, by tracing them through 38
instead of only 18 sections ; and fulness of detail has its
various advantages. Secondly, the distribution is shown
more precisely, becanse the smaller the space to which
any floral list relates, the more definite is the information
conveyed by stating that any given species is known to
oceur within the space. Thirdly, attention is thus drawn
to many local desiderata (that is, to vacancies in our
records arising from incompleteness of knowledge) which
would not have become obvious while the areas were
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be understood that I remain unaware of any locality for
the species in that sub-province; the letter o meaning
that the authority for the locality requires corroboration.
Every blank in the series of figures may thus be con-
strued into a query, addressed to all our provincial bota-
nists, ‘ Do you know of any locality for this species in
this sub-province ?*  If you do know of such, it is worth
while (in a scientific view) to put that item of knowledge
on printed record. The query may be varied also into
the suggestive form of ¢ Can you find a loeality for this
species within this sub-province?’ If so, put your dis-
covery on permanent record in a printed form, for the in-
formation and service of other botanists interested in such
matters.

I should myself be thankful to botanists who would
take the trouble to send me any notes of localities in
evidence that a species does occur in a sub-province for
which it is at present left as a desideratum, a blank to be
filled up. A simple memorandum about any of the com-
moner and easily distinguished species would suffice.
For the doubtful and critical species, or recently segre-
grated sub-species or quasi-species, a confirmation by the
sight of a specimen would much enhance the value of the
memorandum. So likewise, if any botanist should be-
lieve a species to be erroneously entered as found in some
of these sub-provinces, it would be highly desirable to
suggest the grounds on which an error is supposed,

It must be quite impossible for any one botanist to
draw up strictly accurate Local Floras for every part of
Britain thus divided into 38 sections. Doubtless I may
have overlooked some really reliable records; and may
also have occasionally trusted other records which were
not trustworthy. All botanists make mistakes in nomen-
clature at times; labels get transposed to wrong speci-






46 SUBPROVINCIAL DISTRIBUTION.

is found in an old list, it may now be quite impossible to
say with confidence which of the two modern semi-species
was intended thereby. The like difficulty will still arise in
new records, unless botanists make it clear that they do
really intend that form, and only that form, to which the
name biflora is now usually restricted.

The same sort of uncertainty arises between Potamo-
geton natans and oblongus ; in this case the newer name
applying to what is probably the commoner species in
this country. As a rule, therefore, it might be well to
report localities for both of them. In some instances the
uncertainty is increased by a triple or quadruple, or even
a larger number of sub-species. Thus, we have now
Filago germanica, apiculata, spathulata, names for three
several species formerly included as a single species un-
der the same name of F. germanica. So likewise the Epi-
pactis latifolia, media, atrorubens, are now held to be three
distinct species, though long grouped under the name of
latifolia as a single species only. The names of Rubus
fruticosus, Ranunculus aquatilis, Fumaria capreclata, Are-
tium Lappa, Hieracium alpinum, 'Hieracium murorum,
Potamogeton pusillus, Potamogeton pectinatus, Callitriche
verna, and various others are now held by many good
botanists to represent groups of species, not single spe-
cies only ; and their use thus gives rise to the question,
whether the aggregate is intended thereby, or only some
very restricted form left after severance of various other
forms. In the subjoined lists, I have in various instances
been compelled to guess that the old name did mean
the modern remnant to which it is still applied, and not
any of the sub-species earved from the old aggregate.

The sub-provinces here repeatedly mentioned, and
represented by 38 figures in the subjoined lists, will not be
understood by those botanists who remain unacquainted
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These two Lists may be said to exhibit a condensed
summary of present knowledge concerning the local dis-
tribution of our usually recognized species. Indepen-
dently of errors or oversights by the compiler, it is also
to be recollected that * present knowledge” really signi-
fies reports and records of widely unequal reliability, In
too many instances it was found quite impossible to de-
cide, with any satisfactory degree of confidence, whether
some given species should be entered as sufficiently or as
insufficiently recorded for some given province. And the
grounds for deeming records insufficient are too various
in themselves to allow of their being explained by brief
general rules applicable in all cases. The details about
distribution already given in the Cybele Britannica will
serve to suggest such grounds in many individual cases.
But a good deal must still be left to the knowledge and
reason of those botanists who may find occasion to con-
sult the lists.

It will readily be guessed that in many instanfes the
letter o is substituted in place of an arabic figure simply
because the wildness of the plant is insufficiently authen-
ticated for the particular province, and not because its
existence there is doubted ; less strictness in this respect
being observed with denizens and colonists, than with the
undisputed natives of Britain. In other instances, the
letter is so substituted because the species itself is sup-
posed unlikely to occur there; and though some single
authority for it may be quite good, yet an additional testi-
mony is held to be needful or desirable for sureness. In
numerous other instances, the personal authority is deemed
not sufficient, while there may be little cause for distrust
in other respects; the species being more or less likely to
occur. A good deal of allowance should always be made
for the degree of facility with which the individual species
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existing knowledge, it has appeared on the whole more

advisable to include in them also various recent segre-

gates or sub-species; although very debateable species

might better have been omitted, if a supply of data suit-

able for statistical comparisons had been the leading pur-

pose of the lists. The suddenness of this change in plan

has left the recorded distribution of some of the intro-

duced sub-species too imperfectly shown, more especially
in the earlier pages of the lists. For example,—instead
of Ranunculus aquatilis and Arctium Lappa, entered as

two species only, the names of a dozen segregates or sub-

species were hastily substituted ; and not having at hand

Mr. Babington’s papers on these sub-species, his records

of their localities have not been indicated by the corre-

sponding subprovinecial nos. Practically, the effect of the

omission may be good rather than bad, if it lead to addi-

tional records by other observers of localities.

Still, opinions may differ about the propriety of this
inclusion of several more of the least satisfactory species,
among others with which they cannot be held equals or
equivalents. Some botanists will hold it an unwise
course thus far to go along with the species-splitting
fancies ; while other botanists may deem it better to
take that course which seems most likely to draw forth
notices about the local distribution of those plants,
whether designated species or varieties. Mr. Darwin’s
recently published views may be said to have given an
importance to varieties (the * incipient species,” as he
holds them to be) which previously they were not sup-
posed to possess. This should induce us all the more
carefully to observe varieties, and to trace out their local
distribution.  And yet the placing of very doubtful sub-
species in the same scientific category with the most
generally recognized species, is a practice liable to grave







































