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THE B.O.U. LIST OF BRITISH BIRDS.* 

INTEREST in this List centres in its nomenclature, and before 
we proceed to discuss it in detail we must congratulate the 
Committee on having overcome many of the prejudices which 
have been responsible for delaying the advent of uniformity 
in nomenclature. That the B.O.U. List of 1915 has brought 
us one step nearer to this desired end there can be no doubt. 
In the preface we find the following admirable statement:— 

" The first aim of our system of nomenclature should undoubtedly 
be uniformity and fixity, and most zoologists are now agreed that 
this can only be attained by keeping to the strict law of priority." 

Now if the Committee had acted up to this precept and 
had kept to the strict law of priority throughout and had 
decided difficult questions by reference to the International 
Rules and Opinions, there would have been little need of 
criticism here, but unfortunately prejudice obtrudes its 
unwelcome presence here and there and the result is 
inconsistency. 

Our sole interest in nomenclature is centred in the desire 
for uniformity and fixity. To discover and fix the correct 
names has become highly necessary to the unchecked progress 
of our science, but the labour involved is often great and 
almost always thankless and the time so occupied is naturally 
grudged by those who would far sooner be spending it over 
the birds themselves. 

It is necessary, therefore, to discuss the differences in the 
names used in the B.O.U. List and our Hand-List, as it is 
only by such discussion that agreement can be reached 
and the two lists are not so far apart as to make this much 
desired end at all impossible of realization. In this con
nexion we may here quote from a review of the B.O.U. List 
in the last issue of the Auk the following :— 

" Comparing the present work with the original 1883 edition, we 
find 92 changes in specific and 51 in generic names ; and yet the 
" Hand L i s t " of Harter t et al., which seemed to some so impossible, 
contained only 111 specific changes and 72 generic ! " 

It must be noted that the manuscript of our Hand-List 
was more than half-finished before the new edition of the 
B.O.U. List was thought of, and since the publication of 
the Hand-List much has been written on the subject of 
nomenclature, and some of the new facts brought to light 
have caused some of the names used by us to be no longer 
tenable. This, of course, was only to be expected, as since 
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i t has been the united aim of zoologists during the last few 
years to a t ta in uniformity by means of rigid priority, much 
at tent ion and s tudy has been bestowed upon the subject in 
many quarters. 

I t will be convenient to divide the differences In the names 
used in the two lists into various groups, which may be dealt 
with separately. First let us take the names, whether 
specific or generic, which we are agreed to accept and alter in 
our Hand-List. All these alterations are in accordance 
with the Rules and Opinions of the International Commission. 
These are as follow, the name which we accept being in 
small capitals, and the name rejected in italics, while the 
numbers refer to the Hand-List. I n the next issue of BBITISH 
B I R D S , which commences a new volume, we shall give a list 
of all alterations in the Hand-List with brief reasons, and the 
names of the Hand-List so altered will be used in B R I T I S H 
B I R D S from tha t date . 

Alauda arvensis CTNERASCENS Ehmcke in place of No. 63, 
A. a. cinerea Ehmcke. 

Anthus spinoletta PETROSUS Montagu, in place of No. 72, 
A. s. obscurus. 

Motacilla flava FELDEGG (not feldeggi) in place of No. 78, 
M. f. melanocephala. 

ERITHACUS r. rubecula and ERITHACUS r. melophilus in 
place of Nos. 184 and 185, Dandalus r. rubecula and Dandalus 
r. melophilus. 

iEgolius f. FUNEREUs in place of No. 221, M. t. tengmalmi. 
Falco se. JESALON Tunstall, in place of No. 236, F . r. regulus. 
Aquila CLANGA Pall., in place of No. 241 A. maculata. 

A. /wsca(adopted in the B.O.U. List) cannot be used, because 
i t was anticipated by Dumont, as has been pointed out by 
Mr. T. Iredale {Ibis, 1915, p . 388). A. clanga is the next 
oldest available name. 

Milvus migrans MIGRANS Boddaert , in place of No. 251, 
M. k. korschun. 

PLEGADIS f. falcinellus in place of No. 259, Egaiheus f. 
falcinellus. 

Phoenicopterus ANTIQUORUM Temminck in place of No. 270, 
Ph. roseus. 

Anser ERYTHROPITS Linn, in place of No. 276, A. 
finmarchicus. 

Limicola f. FALCINELLUS Pontoppidan in place of No. 385, 
L. p. platyrhyncha. 

CHLAMYDOTIS U. macqueenii in place of No. 452, Houbara 
u. macqueenii. 
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The next group of differences to be considered is tha t 
under the heading nomina conservanda. The principle of 
suspending the Rules in certain cases was agreed upon at the 
Ninth International Congress in 1913, and certain definite rules 
for such cases were drawn up and passed (see B R I T I S H B I R D S , 
Vol. VII . , pp . 7 and 8). The question having thus been 
very fully discussed a t a congress of zoologists from all over 
the world and a definite resolution having been passed, no 
single society has any right to ignore tha t resolution and 
to adopt a list of nomina conservanda of its own without 
the sanction of the Congress. The names in this list make 
the unlucky total of thirteen, and we need hardly add tha t 
we shall accept no nomina conservanda other than those 
ordained by the International Commission, for it must be 
quite clear tha t if any one person or society suspends the 
law each will choose a different set of cases and chaos will 
again be the result. The names to be maintained are 
quite arbitrarily chosen; it is difficult to understand why, 
for example, the time honoured luscinia has been shifted 
from the Nightingale to the Sprosser and graculus from the 
Chough to the Alpine Chough if, for example, fuscus is to be 
retained at all costs for the Dusky Redshank. 

A few names used by us are rejected on account of the 
status of the works in which they occur. These are :— 

Pallas's names in Vroeg's Catalogue, namely, Muscicapa s. 
striata, M. h. hypoleuca, Sylvia c. cantillans, Calidris leucophaa, 
Colymbus r. ruficollis, and Sterna tschegrava and (Enanthe 
pleschanka of Lepechin, bu t the objections seem to us ground
less, and there is no International Rule or Opinion under 
which the names proposed in t ha t par t of Vroeg's Catalogue 
which is known to have been written by Pallas or the names 
in Lepechin's article can be rejected. 

The remaining differences depending upon questions of 
nomenclature alone are really very few. The following 
generic names used by us are rejected : Mgolius, Athene, Tyto, 
Polysticta, Hydrobates, Eremophila, Apns, because of the 
prior use of names which differ only in the termination, 
e.g., Athena, Tyta, Apos, etc. This point, however, has been 
provided for in the International Rules, the " Recommenda
tion " attached to Article 36 being as follows :— 

" I t is well to avoid the introduction of new generic names which 
differ from generic names already in use only in termination or in 
a slight variation in spelling which might lead to confusion. But 
when once introduced, such names are not to be rejected on this 
account. Examples : Pious, Pica; Polyodus, Polyodon, Polydonta. 
Polyodontas, Polyodontus; Macrodon, Microdon." 
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We may add that this recommendation is supported by 
several " opinions " rendered by the Commission. 

Hirundo is used in the B.O.U. List for the Swallows instead 
of Chelidon as used by us, and Delichon for the House-Martin 
instead of Hirundo. This is a vexed question and should 
be submitted to and settled by the International Commission. 
Hartert submits the following argument. 

" Forster (1817) divided the British species of Linne's genus 
Hirundo, as far as they were Swallows, into three genera : Hirundo, 
Riparia, Chelidon, each monotypic. I t is true that , rigidly construed, 
his name Hir. urbica as the only species of Hirundo is not ' fixing the 
type ' but, on the other hand, Riparia has been generally accepted, 
and Chelidon must in my opinion be accepted ; it has been rejected 
because Gray in 1840 designated its genotype as the type of Hirundo ; 
I cannot follow this at all ! Gray was wrong in the case of the 
Swallows. He was evidently unaware of Forster's action ; he did 
not accept Riparia, but the much later Cotyle, he designated as the 
type of Hirundo the species rustica, which had already been made 
the monotype of Chelidon by Forster ; he further designated as the 
type of Chelidon Boie a species which was not in Boie's genus at all, 
and which he therefore had no right to designate as the genotype ! 
Gray's action must therefore be dismissed, as he disregarded Forster, 
and we must begin with Forster. His genera Chelidon and Riparia 
being accepted, we have no choice but to allow Hirundo to remain 
for the Martins, accepting urbica as its genotype." 

Colymbus is used in the B.O.U. List for the Divers instead 
of for the Grebes. This again is a vexed question, but it has 
already been decided by a special committee appointed by 
the International Commission that Colymbus must be used 
for the Grebes (cf. IX. Congr. Intern. Zool., p. 862). The 
use of Tringa for Erolia is contrary to the Rules and Opinions. 
The name borin for the Garden-Warbler is considered by 
the B.O.U. Committee to be uncertain, and consequently 
simplex is used. The decision of the Committee in this 
case is arbitrary. I t is stated (p. 363) that the name 
borin is " founded on Daubenton's pi. 579, and the Com
mittee, after a careful examination of this plate, have failed 
to identify it with the Garden-Warbler." As there are 
three species figured on the Plate, and borin is founded on 
Pig. 2, it would seem that the Committee's investigation 
was not very careful. It cannot be doubted that Daubenton's 
plate—at least a properly coloured copy—together with the 
careful description referred to the Garden-Warbler; in 
fact, this has generally been admitted, though the name 
borin had been overlooked or disregarded. 

Sterna anglica is used instead of nilotica for the Gull-billed 
Tern, because the description of the latter is considered 
inadequate and misleading and the feet are described as 
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" incarnati." We, however, consider that the description of 
nilotica by Hasselquist, from which Gmelin took his diagnosis, 
is fully recognizable ; the only objection is that he describes 
the feet as " incarnati " ; this is certainly an error, but we 
cannot reject a name because of an error in the description, 
if we can make out from the latter that it refers to the species 
in question. If this practice were followed hundreds of 
well-known names would have to be rejected. We also 
hold that the diagnosis of Falco rusticolus to which is added 
" Habitat in Svecia " must be accepted for the Gyr-Falcon. 

Finally there is the question of the correct name for the 
Little Dusky Shearwater, No. 324, of our Hand-List. This 
bird has had many names, and Mr. G. M. Mathews has argued 
(Birds of Australia, II. (1912), p. 54) that it should be called 
baroli, and this name has been adopted in the B.O.U. List, 
but with this we do not agree. On this point Hartert 
argues as follows :— 

" Mr. Mathews (B. Austr., I I . , p. 54) accepted the name baroli 
for the " Little Dusky Shearwater " (No. 324 of the Hand-List of 
British Birds), from the North Atlantic Islands, i.e. the Madeira 
group and Canary Islands. This was apparently done without full 
consideration of the diagnosis and quotations of Bonaparte, because 
the supposed type, No. 3202 (not 3203 !) in the Turin Museum is a 
form of the " Puffinus obscurus," or more correctly assimilis group. 
But Bonaparte did not base his new name only on that one specimen 
in the Turin Museum ; he gave a number of quotations and synonyms, 
and a diagnosis. He first (Consp. Oen. Av., I I . , p. 204, 1856) refers 
to the birds called P. anglorum from the Mediterranean—which are 
of course what we now call P. puffinus yelkouan; secondly he quotes 
P. obscurus Temminck 1840, which appears to be " obscurus " (or 
assimilis) ; thirdly, he cites Gerini's plate 537, which is a caricature 
of P. p. yelkouan, then he gives some doubtful or nondescript names, 
he then mentions the unfortunate No. 3202 of Turin—and last, 
specimens in the collection of Baillon from the Desertas near Madeira, 
and others in the Paris Museum brought by Berthelot from the 
Canary Islands, which were apparently P. assimilis subsp., though 
the large species occurs there as well. The chief point, however, is 
the diagnosis. If the latter agreed with the North Atlantic Little 
Shearwater, then the name baroli might be accepted, though the 
quotations were partly erroneous, but I cannot agree that the de
scription is a clear one at all. The tarsus is said to be " sesquipollicaris,'' 
which means an inch and a half long, French measure, while that of 
the tropical " Puffinus obscurus " is said to have the tarsus much 
shorter than 1J French inches ; the length of the tarsus, however, 
is, if anything, greater than smaller in the tropical form; then 
Bonaparte says of the Paris specimens from the Canaries tha t they 
have a slenderer bill of If inches ! Now the bill of the North Atlantic 
Little Dusky Shearwater can never be measured If French inches, 
which is 1.85 English inches or 48 mm. I t must also not be over
looked tha t the supposed type of P. baroli has no locality, as the 
supposed locality " Mediterranean " is incorrect; this has all been 
pointed out in full by Salvadori in Vccelli Fauna It., p. 299 (1872), 
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and again Mem. Accad. Torino, Ser. 2, LXV., No. 5, p. 6, 1915. The 
only logical conclusion is, therefore, tha t P. baroli is a " mixtum 
compositum " and cannot be made to antedate the undeniable name 
godmani. I agree, however, with Mr. Mathews, tha t the name obscurus 
is not acceptable for the North Atlantic Shearwater, and therefore it 
should be called Puffinus assimilis godmani." 

A curious " idiosyncrasy" to which we must refer is 
that the typical subspecies of each species is given only 
two names. In the Preface (p. xiii.) the committee seem to 
be rather proud of having thus avoided the " cumbrous " 
repetition of the name. Yet all other subspecies are given 
three names, so that a distinction is made between the typical 
subspecies and other subspecies when there is no distinction, 
and no distinction is made between a species and a typical 
subspecies when, of course, there is a distinction. Is it 
more cumbrous to refer to the typical form of the Great Tit 
simply as " Parus major major " or in some such formula as 
" Parus major (meaning the typical form, not the species 
as a whole) " ? 

Another point to which attention must be drawn is that 
the original spelling of names is often altered where no 
alteration is justified. Article 19 of the Rules reads : "The 
original orthography of a name is to be preserved unless 
an error of transcription, a lapsus calami, or a typographical 
error is evident." Moreover the name in the quotation 
has sometimes been altered and sometimes not, e.g. p. 95, 
megarhynchos has been altered to megarhyncha, but on p. 27 
leucoeephalos is correctly printed as originally spelt; p. 87 
elarkei is printed as originally written by Hartert, but on 
p. 44 we find feldegg altered to feldeggi. There are numerous 
similar instances, and initial capitals when used in the 
original have been disregarded, so that the quotations are 
sometimes unreliable. 

We may draw special attention to Appendix III., in which 
are given the reasons for the change of each name and also 
the method of fixation of the types of the various genera 
used in the List. This is a valuable feature of the work. 

With regard to those cases in which we differ owing to a 
different interpretation of the Rules or owing to an acceptance 
or rejection of a work or a diagnosis, we should be perfectly 
willing to submit to a ruling by the International Commission, 
and we think that if the B.O.U. List Committee would agree 
to do likewise the Commission would undoubtedly give 
its opinion on the points at issue. 

The remaining points of difference in the two lists are 
taxonomic rather than nomenclatorial. Unfortunately our 
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knowledge of birds is not yet sufficiently advanced for 
definite rules to be laid down with regard to such questions 
as t h e limitation of genera or the grouping of subspecies. 
Some few months ago a most interesting paper was read by 
Dr. P . R. Lowe a t the British Ornithologists' Club on 
" Coloration as a Factor in Family and Generic Differentia
tion " (see Ibis, 1915, pp . 320-346). In the discussion which 
followed, most diverse opinions were expressed as to what 
constituted generic characters. Genera are to a large extent 
artificial and a mat te r of convenience, and it must follow 
tha t their limitations are subject t o personal opinion. The 
following differences in the two lists are due to this cause, 
the genera in the Hand-List being in capitals and those in 
the B.O.U. List in italics :—COLCEUS—Conws ; Sjrinus and 
Acanthis—CARDUELIS ; HERBIVOCTJLA—Lusciniola ; Cyano-
sylvia—LTTSCIMA ; Hierofalco—FALCO ; Astur—ACCIPITER ; 
Chen—ANSER ; CASARCA—Tadorna ; Querquedula and Mareca 
— A N A S ; Netta and Glaucion—NYROCA ; Mergellus and 
Lophodytes—MERGTJS ; (Edicnemus—BURHINUS ; Eudromias 
and JEgialiti8-—CHABAT>wus ; OANTTTTTS—Tringa ; Tringytes 
— E R O L I A ; Oatharacta—STERCORARITJS. We see no necessity 
for the smaller divisions adopted in the B.O.U. List, except 
in the cases of Netta and " Glaucion,'" which we think are 
justified. 

As to the grouping of subspeeies, we have not space to 
discuss this, but we may point out t ha t the List presents 
a number of extraordinary anomalies, for instance, the 
Pied Wagtail is considered a species, whereas all the other 
forms of the White Wagtail are considered as subspecies, 
the Rock-Pipit and Water-Pipits are considered to be distinct 
species, the British Willow-Tit and Northern Willow-Tit 
are subspecies, and yet apparently the American Parus 
atricapillus belongs to a different species, the Indian, African 
and European Stoneehats, though so much alike, are con
sidered to be distinct species. 

There remain to be discussed species and subspecies 
admitted by us and not to the B.O.U. List. The Committee 
state tha t the Parrot-Crossbill only differs from the typical 
form " in the enlarged size of i ts bill ," and therefore they 
consider it merely a variation or dimorphism. As a mat te r 
of fact, the bird is larger in all its measurements and lays 
larger eggs, and is only found in par t of the range of the 
Common Crossbill. The Committee are clearly in error on 
this point and we fancy t h a t few will agree with them. 
Parus cristatvs mitratus is omitted altogether, and the 
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specimens of Agrobates g. syriacus are referred to familiaris, 
both of which cases seem to be due to carelessness. The 
name of the Red-necked Nightjar obtained at Killingworth 
is given as ruflcollis, apparently because in his Vogel pal. Fauna 
Hartert referred it to the typical form, but in the Hand-List 
to desertorum. Yet the footnote in the Hand-List (p. 97) 
could surely not be clearer as the result of a careful examina
tion of the bird and this was published in May, 1912, but 
the page referring to the bird in the Vog. pal. Fauna was 
closed for press in October, 1911 as is indicated on p. 849. 

There is also the case of the Black-throated and Black-eared 
Wheatears; these we unite as dimorphisms of the same 
species, while the B.O.U. Committee separate them as distinct 
species. There can, perhaps, be no absolute proof of the 
correctness of our view until young reared from the same 
nest are proved to be dimorphic, but the birds have the 
same breeding range, migrate together, have the same 
actions, habits and notes, and the eastern representatives 
differ in the same way from the western. 

With regard to the Committee's inability to recognise 
some of the British subspecies, we are hopeful that as they 
have been able to appreciate the differences in such closely-
allied forms as the Dartford Warblers, the Willow-Warblers 
and Chiffehaffs, the Continental and British forms of the 
Willow-Tit, Jay and others, they will with further study 
and with perhaps better material be able to see the differences 
in most of the forms they reject. 

The List is provided with notes on British and General 
Distribution, the former being much less detailed than in 
our Hand-List, and the latter slightly more so. No acknow
ledgment whatever is given of help received from the Hand-
List, although it is clear that much assistance was derived 
from the information there collected. We are only too 
glad, of course, to see our work made use of, but it is customary 
to acknowledge such assistance, especially in a case of this 
kind where great labour was involved. In a good many 
instances the accounts in the Hand-List have not been brought 
up-to-date, e.g. Little Bunting occurrences in 1912 and 1913 
at the Isle of May have not been added, a third occurrence of 
the Barred Warbler and seventh of the Wryneck in Ireland are 
omitted, a reported occurrence of the Alpine Swift in Scotland 
(see Ann. Scot. Nat. Hist., 1897, p. 152) overlooked by us 
is not referred to, a third occurrence of Tengmalm's Owl 
in Scotland is omitted, the recent breeding of the Gadwall 
in Caithness is not referred to, etc. Mistakes made by us 



286 BRITISH BIRDS. [VOL. vin. 

have been copied, an occurrence of a Great Reed-Warbler 
in Norfolk being given as in May, whereas the correct month 
was August (see Zool., 1907, p. 132), the breeding colony of 
Lesser Black-backed Gulls at Foulshaw is large and well-
known but, by a slip, we omitted Westmorland from the 
list of counties in which the bird breeds, and it is also omitted 
in the B.O.V. List. I t is stated that the Walney Island 
breeding colony of the Sandwich Tern is at present deserted 
and this was so as far as we knew when we wrote the Hand-
List, but Mr. H. W. Robinson has since pointed out {Brit. B., 
VI., p. 95) that the birds were breeding there in 1911 and 1912. 
The Pratincole is stated to have occurred in Fife, whereas 
it should have been Forfar, no one else but ourselves being 
responsible for making Montrose in Fifeshire ! 

We have shown where we can at once come into agreement 
with the B.O.V. List, and where we must still differ from 
it, and we may conclude by again expressing our gratifica
tion that the number of cases in the latter category are 
comparatively few, and, we feel sure, capable of future 
adjustment. 

THE AUTHORS OF THE " H A N D - L I S T . " 


