pression differed in the KCI group.
When this was estimated from the
records, it was found that the three sub-
jects that did show retention (group B
in Table 1) showed a shorter duration
of maximum EEG depression (8) than
those that did not show retention
(group A in Table 1). This difference
in depression was a reliable one
(P<.016; two-tailed Mann Whitney U
test); thus duration of EEG depression
was inversely related to retention.

As a test for the possibility that the
injections had produced hippocampal
lesions, three of the group that had been
injected with KCl and that showed
a retention deficit were retrained in the
apparatus. All three subsequently
showed retention, indicating that neither
performance nor the ability to retain
was permanently impaired by the in-
jection (9).

After being tested, the animals were
perfused with formalin, and the brains
were removed. After several days, the
frozen brains were sectioned (50-u
sections) and stained to verify elec-
trode placements. All electrodes were
located in the ventral posterior hippo-
campus. Some of the animals that had
been injected with KCI sustained small,
uniformly unilateral lesions. In fact,
one of the animals with the most ex-
tensive damage was a saline control.
Furthermore, the animals injected with
KCl could not be differentiated from
those injected with saline on the basis
of extent of lesion. Finally, the animal
that had sustained the largest lesion was
later retrainable. Thus, even the largest
histologically estimated lesion was in-
sufficient to interfere with retraining or
retesting.

The results indicate that temporary
interruption of hippocampal electrical
activity as much as 24 hours after
learning can produce retrograde am-
nesia. This finding is unusual in that it
has been generally acknowledged that
electrical activity need only occur for a
few minutes after learning, after which
permanent storage is assumed to have
taken place. Our findings indicate that,
at least in some areas of the brain, and
with our particular experimental tech-
nique, electrical activity must continue
for at least 24 hours. Somewhat similar
results have also been found with bi-
lateral hippocampal lesions and with
deafferentation (10).

It has been reported that potassium
chloride can inhibit protein synthesis
(11), but neither the percentage nor
duration of inhibition approaches that
which puromycin must evidently pro-
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duce in order for amnesia to occur (/2).
Although procedural differences may
account for the differences in degree of
inhibition, there is at least the sugges-
tion that the deficit seen with KCI is
not mediated by an inhibition of pro-
tein synthesis.
Harry H. Avis
PETER L. CARLTON
Rutgers, The State University,
New Brunswick, New Jersey
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Premature Citations of Zoological Nomina

While agreeing with Sohn () that
premature citations of zoological nom-
ina (technical names of animal taxa)
may be undesirable, I believe that the
argument should be modified in two
respects.

Sohn gives as one example the publi-
cation by Egorov in 1953 of a previ-
ously unpublished specific nomen as
Mossolovella incognita (Glebovskaja
and Zaspelova in litt.) and states that
the taxon (that is, its nomen) should be
cited as M. incognita Egorov, 1953. In
my opinion, that is probably incorrect
under the present Code (2). Egorov’s
wording suggests that “some other per-
son (or persons) is alone responsible
both for the name and the conditions
that make it available” (2, Article 50).
If that is true, the name should be cited
as M. incognita (Glebovskaja and Zas-
pelova in Egorov, 1953) [2, Article
51(c)]. The expression “the conditions
that make it available” is not explained
in the Code. In this particular example,
it can be debated whether Glebovskaja
and Zaspelova were in fact alone re-
sponsible for such conditions, although
from Sohn’s statement it would appear
that they are. I am not particularly con-
cerned with possible disagreement about
the specific example but with the fact
that the Code does provide for credit-
ing nomina and their definitions to
others than the authors of the paper in
which they first appear.

Just this point is not covered by the
inadequate and nonmandatory pub-
lished Code of Ethics (2, Appendix A),
but it is obviously simple good manners
to seek permission from the authors, if
possible, before publishing their nomen.
I can see no cause for confusion in this
practice, and nothing objectionable if
done with permission.

A second point, not covered by Sohn
except by implication, is that publication
of nomina nuda may be justified and
even desirable under special circum-
stances. If a nomen and its definition by
author A are known by B to be in press
or in a manuscript assured of publica-
tion and if the corresponding taxon is
involved in publication by B, in my
opinion it is desirable that B publish
the nomen with or without quotation of
A’s definition and in either case with
ascription to A, “in litt.” or “in press.”
If published by B with definition quoted
from A, under the Code the nomen
dates from B’s publication but is cor-
rectly ascribed to A, not to B. If pub-
lished by B without definition, the
nomen is a nomen nudum but will
assuredly cease to be so when published
by A and will take the authorship and
date of the latter publication. In either
case the convenience and accuracy of
B’s work are promoted, because the
eventual nomen of a taxon discussed is
given, without such ambiguity as, for
example, writing about “a species later

75



to be named by A,” or just “an unnamed
species” and without omitting relevant
information. If in every instance B must
wait for issue of A’s publication before
completing his own manuscript, work in
that field will be appreciably retarded
and the advancement of the science im-
peded. This situation is also not covered
by the skimpy appendix on ethics in the
Code, but again common courtesy indi-
cates that B should communicate his
intention to A and obtain agreement if
possible.

The points made by Sohn and the
additions suggested here bear not only
on nomenclatural confusion but also on
assignment of responsibility and on
historical accuracy. Both those desirable
ends are preserved in my suggestions.
1t should, however, be kept in mind that
the primary aim of the Code and of
acceptable nomenclature is the achieve-
ment of a clear, universal, and stable
system of nomina. The Code is not
basically concerned with responsibility
or historical accuracy.

GEORGE GAYLORD SIMPSON
Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, and
University of Arizona, Tucson

References

1. I. G. Sohn, Science 159, 441 (1968).

2. N, R, Stoll, R, Ph. Dollfus, J. Forest, N. D.
Riley, C. W. Sabroskey, C. W. Wright, R. V.
Melville, Eds., International Code of Zoologi-
cal Nomenclature (International Trust for Zoo-
logical Nomenclature, ed. 1, London, 1961;
rev. ed. 2, London, 1964).

9 February 1968

The fact that Professor Simpson and
1 arrived at diametrically opposed inter-
pretations of authorship in the example
given underscores the point that use of
“in litt.” results in nomenclatural snarls.
Because application of the Code to this
particular example is peripheral to the
points we both made, I shall not discuss
the reasons for my use of Articles 9(6)
and 50 rather than Article 51(c).

Professor Simpson correctly inter-
preted my implication that under cer-
tain circumstances nomina nuda may be
justified and desirable. I categorize
nomina nuda in two classes: legitimate
and illegitimate. Legitimate nude names
are those used in circumstances de-
scribed by Simpson. They clarify com-
munication when - deliberately intro-
duced and documented by reference
which will eventually validate them.
Illegitimate nomina nuda are the inad-
vertent offspring of careless writing and
poor editing. They confuse communica-
tion and should be aborted.

A point hinted at by Professor Simp-
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son is the fact that the Code is in need
of additional polishing. Recommenda-
tions referred to the International Com-
mission on Zoological Nomenclature at
the 16th International Congress of Zo-
ology, Washington, D.C., 1963, were to
be ratified or rejected at the next inter-
national zoological congress, then sched-
uled to meet in 1968. No announcement
of a 1968 or later meeting of the con-
gress or the commission has been circu-
lated at this writing.

1. G. Son~N
U.S. Geological Survey,
Washington, D.C. 20242

Notes

1. Publication authorized by the director, U.S.
Geological Survey.
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Ethyl Alcohol Consumption: Valid
Measurement in Albino Rats

In his paper describing the breeding
of rats with a phenotype for alcohol
preference, Eriksson (/) assumes that
the use of a single solution of ethyl
alcohol provides an adequate method
whereby alcohol preference in the Wis-
tar strain can be evaluated. The pro-
cedure based on this assumption makes
the validity of the individual measure-
ments of fluid intake questionable and
may perhaps undermine the signifi-
cance of his findings.

Richter and Campbell (2) have
shown that the amount of alcohol
which rats drink in a self-selection situ-
ation is directly dependent upon the
concentration of the solution offered.
As a result of Richter’s work, the con-
cept of an alcohol preference threshold
has gradually evolved over the years
(3). By means of a three-bottle method
to test an individual rat, a stable and
reliable alcohol preference curve can
be obtained when drinking bottles are
rotated randomly on a daily basis (4).
We have found that the alcohol prefer-
ence threshold for several strains, in-
cluding Wistar and Long-Evans, is us-
ually somewhat lower than 10 percent.
In fact, as solutions are increased in
strength, total preference for ethanol
will often shift to total aversion, usually
between 5 and 7 percent (5). Most pref-
erence functions decline sharply as the
selection of ethanol ceases, and no ani-
mal drinks the same amount (grams) of
absolute ethanol when diluted to con-
centrations between 5 and 15 percent
3.

Eriksson reports that he has found

that rats consume the same amount of
absolute alcohol when offered the
choice between water and solutions of
alcohol ranging from 5 to 15 percent,
and thus he dismisses the criticism of
Fuller (6) pertaining to the use of a
single concentration of ethanol for de-
termining a phenotype. Furthermore,
he writes that Rick and Wilson report
the same observation (7), but these au-
thors clearly state that “in selection ex-
periments with rats, alcohol concentra-
tions between 2 and 8 percent should
be offered when maximum consump-
tion is desired. Except in the case of
animals specially bred to consume 10
percent alcohol, it appears inadvisable
to offer rats 10 percent alcohol and to
attempt to draw conclusions about their
behavior, or their metabolism of alco-
hol, from their voluntary selection.
This concentration of alcohol appears
to be above the maximum preference
level of the Wistar rats used in the
present experiment.”

To use a single concentration for
describing the alcohol preference of an
animal is analogous to the pharmacolo-
gist’s attempt to describe the biological
properties of a drug solely by adminis-
tering one dose of that drug rather than
by obtaining a dose-response curve. It
is conceivable that if 4 percent alcohol
is offered to rats instead of the arbi-
trary 10 percent solution, all animals
would consume large amounts of the
fluid; but if the choice were limited to
16 percent alcohol and water, probably
none of the Wistar rats would drink
the alcohol solution. In any case,
measuring the intake of a single con-
centration of ethanol provides no in-
formation about the complex spectrum
of factors governing the alcohol selec-
tion of individual rats under different
experimental conditions.

ROBERT D. MYERS
Laboratory of Neuropsychology,
Purdue University,
Lafayette, Indiana 47907
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Myers states (I) that I assume that
a single alcohol solution can be used
for determination of the alcohol pref-
erence of rats. This is not a mere as-
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