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NOVEMBER 1954 
.~fB -'0R, VOL. III No. 8 

TAXON 
Official News Bulletin of the International Association for Plant Taxonomy. Edited and Published for I.A.P.T. 
by the International Bureau for Plant Taxonomy and Nomenclature. 106 Lange Nieuwstraat. Utrecht. Netherlands 

NOMENCLATURE AT THE PARIS CONGRESS 

by 

F. A. Stafleu (Utrecht)* 

Procedure 

The sessions of the Nomenclature Section of the Paris Congress were held in 
advance of the Congress itself, i.e. from 28 June-1 July. Most of the botanists taking 
part in the discussions on Nomenclature wished to attend other meetings during 
the Congress and it was therefore decided to deal with nomenclature before the 
beginning of the Congress itself. 

387 Proposals had been presented, most of them dealing with technical or editorial 
details; some of them, such as the question of nomina specifica rejicienda were, 
however, of prime importance. Apart from these 387 proposals dealing with textual 
modifications, 65 generic names had been put forward for conservation. The total 
number of proposals was considerably lower than at Stockholm (550) and the section 
was able to deal with them in 7 sessions of hard work (2712 hours). 

As usual, the proposals had been arranged by the Rapporteur-gienral, Dr J. LAN- 
JOUW, as a synopsis of proposals entitled: Recueil Synoptique des Propositions 
concernant le Code International de la Nomenclature Botanique, Utrecht 1954. 

(Regnum Vegetabile vol. 4). 
All sessions were held under the chairmanship of the sectional president, Dr J. 

ROUSSEAU of Montreal, whose indefatigable energy and unfailing bilingual ability 
were admired by all participants. His leadership was truly democratic and many 
times spiced with a deliciously humorous or ironical approach to the difficulties of 
nomenclatural legislation. He told us much of his reputedly bad temper, but this 
was the only point on which he failed to illustrate his point of view. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the membership of the International Botanical 
Congresses has increased from 500 at Vienna (1905) to nearly 3000 at Paris, the 
number of participants at the nomenclature discussions has remained nearly constant. 
When the first session of the "Nomenclature Congress", as it was called, was opened 
on June 11th 1905, 80 botanists were in attendance; when on June 28th 1954 the 
official sessions of "Section 2, Nomenclature" of the Paris Congress opened, 81 

persons had claimed their voting-cards at the Bureau of Nomenclature **). At some 

*) The author is highly indebted to Messrs BULLOCK, DANDY and Ross who read }lis 
manuscript and who made many valuable suggestions. 

**) The Bureau of Nomenclature consisted of: Dr J. RoussEAU, president, Dr J. LANJOUW, 
rapporteur-general, Dr M. PICHON, recorder and Dr F. A. STAFLEU, vice-rapporteur. 
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of the sessions of the Cambridge and Stockholm Congresses, the number may have 
varied from about 60 to about 150, but the attendance as a whole has been remark- 
ably constant. 

The Paris discussions were very amicable; no hard words were heard and many 
remarks were full of humour. In nearly every report on nomenclature discussions 
mention is made of a prevailing spirit of cooperation, unanimity and reconciliation. 
Taxonomists specially interested in nomenclature disagree profoundly between Con- 
gresses, only to meet in peace in centres like Vienna or Paris in order to resolve 
their differences. 

Speakers on matters of nomenclature have always been loquacious. In each report 
we find appeals to be brief, imposition of time restrictions, motions to pass over 
relatively unimportant matters, etc. The preliminary opinions (Avis pr6alables) have 
played an important role in this respect since the Vienna Congress. Before the 
Stockholm Congress this preliminary vote was restricted to a small group of botanists 
united in a general committee for nomenclature or in a "Bureau of Nomenclature". 
The actual number of preliminary votes was 28 for Vienna, 19 for Cambridge and 
14 for Amsterdam. 

For the Stockholm Congress all taxonomists who had received the Synopsis of 
Proposals were entitled to a vote and about 200 voting-forms (about 290 votes) were 
returned to the Rapporteur. For the Paris Congress 355 "preliminary votes" were 
received; they provided an excellent guide for the discussions. All proposals that had 
received more than 200 negative votes were automatically rejected. In this way 157 
out of a total of 387 proposals were dealt with without further discussion. Nevertheless 
these 157 proposals had had to be drawn up by their authors, printed in Taxon, 
studied and commented upon by a pre-congress in Geneva and again by the Rap- 
porteur, reprinted in the Recueil Synoptique, studied by all voters, etc., etc. We might 
well ask whether the time and money spent on these automatically rejected proposals 
could not have been spent in a better way. 

It should be borne in mind, however, that some rejected revisions of the Code 
have had great influence on the evolution of the Rules of Nomenclature, an influence 
that, at first sight, may not be clear from these more or less disastrous results at the 
preliminary voting. Four major revisions have been presented since 1867; the Codex 
brevis maturis by OTTO KUNTZE, and the very extensive sets of proposals by FURTADO 
(Stockholm), HYLANDER (Stockholm) and PONCE DE LE6N (Paris). It is not the place 
here to judge the merits and demerits of the proposals made by OTTO KUNTZE on 
botanical nomenclature, but their influence is clearly seen in some of our most 
important regulations. The principle of nomina generica conservanda is a fair example. 
OTTO KUNTZE forced taxonomists to a more precise wording of many rules and 
laid bare some of the weaknesses of the Paris Code of 1867. Although perhaps not 
on the same level, the set of Cuban proposals by PONCE DE LEON and his associates 
may be regarded in a similar way. 

A preliminary list of the decisions taken by the Paris Congress has already been 
published in Taxon 3 (6): 184. 1954. It seems, therefore, unnecessary to give a 
detailed summary of all changes. Most of them are purely technical and deal with 
rewordings, correction of mistakes and the arrangement of articles in sections 
and chapters. 

Most proposals were voted upon by show of cards. On only a few occasions did 
the Section ask for a vote by ballot. It was agreed at the opening session that any 
proposal involving a change in the Rules should require a 2/3 majority for adoption. 
This ruling itself was carried by a very large majority and it is a happy circumstance 
that no proposals of any importance had to be rejected under it. 
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Dr JACQUES ROUSSEAIJ, Paris, July 1st 1954 
(photo A. A. Bullock) 

Nomina specifica rejicienda 
The most important question to be settled at Paris was undoubtedly the proposal 

by a group of British botanists to introduce lists of nomina specifica rejicienda. 
Although technically different, the proposal had the same stabilization intent as the 
repeated attempts to introduce nomina specifica conservanda; its main object was 
to save well-known specific names from illegitimacy or even incorrectness under 
the normal priority regulations. Rejection of names, in the opinion of its proponents, 
is much easier than conservation because rejected names do not need to be typified. 
Needless to say, opinions were divided. The first attempt to save specified specific 
names from the unhappy consequences of a rigid application of the rules was made 
at Cambridge but at that time it met with a very considerable opposition. The same 
was true at the Amsterdam and Stockholm Congresses. At the Paris Congress, how- 
ever, a great number of the speakers seemed, in the first instance, to be inclined 
to adopt the ingenious principle of nomina specifica rejicienda. Forceful speeches in 
favour were delivered by Messrs GILMOUR, DANDY and STEVENSON and it took the 

opposition some time to find its way. The very extensive debates revealed, however, 
the existence of weaknesses in the British botanists' proposal, the main one being 
the apparent lack of sufficient restriction to names of prime importance for economic 
plants. Several speakers (e.g. Dr FOSBERG) were of opinion that our international 

organisation would never be able to deal with the stream of proposals that would be 
let loose. Those working on nomina generica conservanda know too well how much 
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time and energy is taken and often wasted by the great number of proposals to 
conserve generic names. Would competent botanists be found to accomplish this 
herculean task? 

On the other hand it appeared to be the general feeling of the assembly that 
"something should be done". The well-known arguments "pro" weighed heavily on 
all minds and the meeting was nearly unanimous in its wish that some solution should 
be found. A special committee on stabilization was appointed under the chairmanship 
of Mr GILMOUR, the author of this well-chosen and perhaps slightly ironical name. 

The British botanists' proposal was rejected by 156 against 119 votes and the 
antagonists were happy that there was no need to apply the 2/3 majority rule. 

A proposal to establish a list of nomina specifica conservanda was automatically 
rejected. 

* ** 

Another revival had been planned, this time by the Geneva Conference. A proposal 
was put forward to prohibit the use of names that had not been used in 50 years 
and that - on re-adoption - would cause the rejection of well-established names. 
The origin of this 50 years rule lies with the Austrian and Berlin botanists of the 
"fin-du-siicle" who by this procedure tried to find a way to circumvent a great 
number of KUNTZE'S renamings. The Vienna proposal concerned generic names only; 
the present one had been presented to save specific epithets in particular. It was 
thought that it might provide a simple mechanism to reject obscure names by laying 
the burden of the proof on the author who digs up the old and forgotten name. Again 
it was clear that it would be very difficult to apply this rule. The words "botanical 
paper" could be understood in many different ways. The vote on the proposal resulted 
in a tie (129/129) and it had to be rejected. 

A proposal that all names that cannot be typified should be either rejected or 
provided with a lectotype was also rejected. This proposal was made by RICKETT as 
the outcome of his article on "Expediency versus priority in Nomenclature" in 
Taxon 2 (6): 117. 1953. The proposal had to be rejected automatically because of 
the preliminary vote and perhaps this is to be regretted. A discussion would have 
revealed its real intent as envisaged by RICKETT. It seemed that the prevailing opinion 
was that an absolute rejection, of the same kind as that of listed rejected names, 
was intended by it, but that was not evident from the proposal. A study of the 
possibilities of the solution suggested by RICKETT might well be undertaken by the 
special committee on stabilization. 

The special committee on stabilization was charged to study ways and neals to 
attain nomenclatural stability. Several other tasks wer assigned to it, e.g. a study 
of the present Article 77 dealing with monstrosities. Its composition is given in 
Taxon 3 (6): 191. 1954. 

Changes in the Code of Nomenclature 

Subdivision 
The Code will have 4 main divisions (see Recueil Synoptique p. 10): 
Division I General Considerations and Principles. 
Division II Rules and Recommendations (6 chapters). 
Division III Provisions for the modification of the Code. 
Division IV Appendices. 
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The rearrangement and renaming of the different parts of tile Code is a purely 
technical matter and it seems unnecessary to give full details. Many useful and 
constructive proposals were put forward by Dr PONCE DE LE6N and his associates 
of Cuba. 

Principles 

To the guiding principles as stated in Chapter I of the Stockholm Code, two more 
have been added, one stating that "the application of names of taxonomic groups 
is determined by means of nomenclatural types" and one saying that "the correct 
use of names under this Code is based on priority of publication". 

Type-method 

Appendix I of the Stockholm Code contains some regulations that are not mere 
repetitions or explanations of the rules and recommendations dealing with the type- 
method. It was decided to insert these regulations also in the body of the Rules in 
order to give them their proper status. A rule was adopted prescribing the indication 
of the nomenclatural type of new taxa, but it was decided not to make it a rule 
that its place of preservation should also be indicated. This continues to be a 
recommendation. 

In the discussion on the proposal to make it a rule that the type of a specific or 
lower category name must in future be a permanently preserved specimen, the 
designation of living specimens or cultures as types was amply discussed. It proved 
impossible to find a solution of the many difficulties at the session and the question 
was referred to the special committees concerned. However, owing to the technical 
impossibility of permanently preserving some kinds of organisms, the possibility of 
the type being a figure and/or a description remains open. 

A new recommendation was adopted saying that a lectotype should not be changed 
if it is the listed type of a conserved generic name. 

Starting-points 

The palaeobotanists decided to adopt STERNBERG, Flora der Vorwelt, as the starting- 
point for palaeobotanical nomenclature. This work is considered to have been 
published on 31 December 1820 and by this decision the work by SCHLOTHEIM, 
Petrefaktenkunde, 1820, is regarded as having been published prior to the starting- 
point for fossil plants. 

Various proposals to change the starting-point for the fungi caeteri (i.e. all fungi 
except Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gasteromycetes) were either rejected or with- 
drawn. 

The starting-point for the nomenclature of bacteria (1 May 1753, Species Plantarum) 
will be mentioned in the Code. 

Latin diagnoses 

The question of the obligatory latin diagnosis was hotly debated at previous 
Congresses, especially at Vienna, when a group of American botanists was strongly 
opposed to it. At Cambridge it was decided to postpone the date of 1908 after which 
new names had to be accompanied by a latin diagnosis to 1932 (finally 1935). An 
important group of taxonomists, however, especially the algologists, remained dis- 
satisfied with this arrangement. It was often stated that algae could not be described 
by means of latin terms and several general proposals to admit descriptions in 
modern languages were submitted to the Stockholm and Paris Congresses. Needless 
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to say, such proposals did not stand any chance of acceptance. This time, however, 
the algologists asked only that the date 1935 be shifted for algae only to a date in 
the future (about one year after the publication of the Paris Code). This concession 
was gladly made and an unanimous vote in favour of the algologists proposal was 
recorded. This means that one of the essential techniques securing- international 
adherence to the Code was preserved and that the algologists were satisfied at the 
same time. The latter had found themselves in a position comparable to that of 
BRITTON c.s. between the Vienna and Cambridge Congresses: many of them had 

disobeyed the rule prescribing latin diagnoses after the Cambridge Congress and 
they did not want to have all these names invalidated by the Code. The present 
solution is along the same lines as that adopted for all groups of plants at Cambridge: 
the trespasses of the past are forgiven (and validated) and in future algologists too 
will add latin diagnoses to their descriptions of new taxa. 

Effective publication 

The first sentence of Article 39 will read: "Publication is effected, under this Code, 
only by distribution of printed matter (through sale, exchange or gift) to the general 
public or at least to botanical institutions with libraries accessible to botanists 
generally". 

It was considered impossible to fix a minimum number of copies that would have 
to be distributed. For practical purposes such a provision would be impossible to 
apply. The implication of the present reading is that at least two copies should be 
present in two "libraries accessible to botanists generally". 

It will be stated that typescripts are not to be considered as published material. 

Illustrations of algae 

In future names of new taxa of algae of specific or lower rank will not be 
considered as validly published unless they are accompanied by one or more 
illustrations showing their distinctive morphological features or by a reference to 
a previously and effectively published illustration. 

A proposal to introduce a similar ruling for Bryophytes was rejected. A similar 
rule, effective from 1912, is already in force for fossil plants. 

Family names 

A proposal was adopted bv which the nomenclature committees are instructed to 
draw up lists of commonly accepted family names, together with their type genera, 
for publication in Taxon. These lists will be open to criticism and amendment before 
the Montreal Congress in 1959. This Congress wil thus be in a better position than 
the previous ones to take a decision on this matter. When the rules of priority are 

applied strictly to family names a large number of our commonly accepted names 
are found to be incorrect. 

These lists may perhaps in the future serve as starting-points for the nomenclature 
of family names. 

Nomina generica conservanda 

A proposal to close the lists of nomina generica conservanda was amply discussed 
but the section was of opinion that the lists should be kept open. A strong argument 
against the proposal was that an Index Nominum Genericorum is now being 
established which will certainly reveal the existence of more extremely annoying 
earlier homonyms and the procedure to conserve well-known generic names should, 
for this reason as well as others, be retained. 
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The important publication by P. C. SILVA on the nomenclature of algae (Univ. 
Calif. Publ. Bot. 25 (4): 241-324. 1952) has led to a thorough revision of the lists 
of conserved names of algae. Many names had been conserved unnecessarily and 
should be deleted from the list, whereas many other names should be added. 

The special committee for lichens thoroughly studied the various proposals to 
conserve names of lichens. The result of this study will be the introduction of an 
entirely new list of conserved names in this group. The reports of the special 
comnittees for algae and lichens dealing with these questions are printed in this 
issue of Taxon. 

Names of subdivisions of genera 

The Stockholm Code prescribes the repetition of the generic name as the epithet 
of the subgenus containing the type-species. At Paris it was decided to adopt this 
rule also for the names of sections. Proposals that all subdivisions of a genus 
containing the type-species should bear the generic name unaltered (i.e. also sub- 
sections, series and subseries) were rejected. Names of the lower categories are 
by tradition plural adjectives and this was considered sufficient reason to warrant 
their exclusion from the Rule. 

In conjunction with this problem it was decided that epithets of subdivisions 
of genera are to be rejected when they are formed by attaching the prefix El- to 
the generic name or to that of a higher subdivision of the genus. 

It was decided that the option to designate subsections, series and subseries by 
ordinal numbers or letters instead of by epithets would be removed. 

Infraspecific names 

The present Articles 34 and 35 were amply discussed. The implications of the 
repetition of the specific epithet for infraspecific taxa including the nomenclatural 
type of the species had not been clear to everyone. A proposal had been made to 
allow citation of the name of the author of the original epithet between brackets. 
The result was that the present text of Arts 34 and 35 will be preserved apart from 
some textual amendments, one of which will make it clear that when a typical 
subordinated taxon is automatically created its (repetitive) name is automatically 
created also. Proposals to delete Art. 35 were automatically rejected. 

A recommendation will be inserted asking botanists to retain the original epithet, 
if possible, when an infraspecific taxon is changed in rank within the species. 

Names affected by transference between the Plant and Animal kingdoms 
The algologists and the mycologists originally took somewhat different views of 

the merits of the proposals before the section to amend Art. 6 of the Stockholm 
Code. They managed, however, to hammer out a compromise wording whilst standing 
in a group in the lobby outside the section's meeting room. As was to be expected 
in the circumstances, the draft which they produced will need considerable editorial 
revision, and this will be carried out in consultation with the two special committees. 
The general principle is that when organisms are transferred from the animal to 
the plant kingdom, their names will be considered as validly published from the 
date when they were validly published as animal names. 

Orthography 

Many proposals concerning orthography had been put forward. The Geneva 
Conference invited Dr RICKETT to form a small committee to study them and to 
report to the Paris meeting. 
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The committee, consisting of M. PICHON, H. W. RICKETT and T. A. SPRAGUE, 
presented a well prepared report which was accepted "in toto". 

A re-wording of Article 28, subject to final revision by the editorial committee, 
was proposed, including a statement to the effect that "the name of a family is a 
plural adjective used as a substantive, formed by adding the suffix -aceae to the 
stem of the name of its type genus or of a synonym of this name". 

This means that names like Melastomataceae and Haloragidaceae will be accepted. 

Typography 

No fewer than 9 proposals had been made with regard to the constantly recurring 
question of the small or capital initials of certain specific epithets. These proposals 
were not discussed by the section because of lack of time, but it was decided to 
refer them all to the Editorial Committee which should take action in accordance 
with the preliminary vote. This procedure has created a very peculiar situation 
for all the proposals had received unfavourable votes. This means that the proposal 
B by ST JOHN to reaffirm recommendation 82G of the Stockholm Code is rejected 
(212 against 65) and that the majority of voters desires another solution. None of 
the other proposals (return to third edition, deletion of the recommendation, small 
initials only, capital initials only, statement that it is a question of typography), 
however, appear to be acceptable. The best result was obtained by the proposal G 
(GLEASON and ROGERS) to introduce a statement that the use of small or capital 
initial letters is a matter of typography not subject to the rules of nomenclature. 
The vote was 150 in favour and 149 against and the proposal has to be regarded 
as rejected under the 2/3 majority rule adopted by the section for the Paris 
proposals. The question of small and capital initials remains a permanent source 
of nomenclatural dispute (and amusement). 

Provisions for modification of the Code 

An entirely new Division containing such provisions will be introduced (see 
Rec. Syn. p. 109). In the third edition of the Rules a single article prescribed that 
the Rules could be modified only by competent persons at an International Botanical 
Congress. No further details on the organisation were provided and the status of 
the officers and the several committees was left unsettled. 

A very important proposal was made to insert a provision that no modification 
of the Code might be made within a 10-year period after the text authorized by the 
Paris Congress had been published. This provision would provide for a period of 
nomenclatural study and trial. The discussion revealed, however, that it would not 
be possible to impose such a restriction on the next Congress. The proposal was 
rejected by a large majority. 

Apart from this paragraph the proposal was adopted as printed in the Recueil 
Synoptique, with a few minor modifications. This means that the existing procedure 
is now more or less legalised. The Code may be modified by an International 
Botanical Congress only. The proposals for modification are to be presented to the 
Congress by the Rapporteur-general; they are to be voted upon in two ways: 
1) by a preliminary (postal) guiding vote (members of I.A.P.T., members of 
nomenclature committees, authors of proposals); 2) by a final and binding vote 
at the Congress. 

The set of provisions for modification of the Code includes a list of the various 
nomenclature committees (see Taxon 3 (6): 190, 191. 1954). 

224 

This content downloaded from 212.238.12.29 on Sat, 1 Mar 2014 09:10:14 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


It was decided to appoint a committee to assist the Rapporteur-general in drawing 
up the list of institutional votes, but it was never appointed. The list when drawn 
up is, however, to be submitted to the general committee. 

Title 

No definite decision was taken to change the present title of the Code. Not 
everyone was content with the introduction of the word "Code" and it was also 
suggested that a Latin title should be adopted. In this respect it might be of interest 
to cite here, in conclusion, the names under which the various editions of the rules 
and recommendations have been officially published. It will be clear that constancy 
is not a characteristic of the title; perhaps some may wish to see this as a symbol 
of the constant changes caused by the development of taxonomy, others will consider 
it as a symbol of the wilfulness of those who are constantly "meddling with the rules". 

1. Lois de la Nomenclature Botanique, adoptees par le Congres international de 
Botanique tenu a Paris en aoit 1867. (The so-called "Paris Code"). 

2. Regles internationales de (pour) la Nomenclature botanique (principalement des 
plantes vasculaires), adoptees par le Congres international de Botanique de 
Vienne 1905 (The "Vienna Code", "First edition of the Rules"; the title of the 
front page differs from that on p. 18). 

3. Regles internationales de la Nomenclature botanique, adopt6es par le Congres 
international de Botanique de Vienne 1905. Deuxieme edition mise au point 
d'apres les decisions du Congres international de botanique de Bruxelles 1910. 
("Second edition of the rules", the change of title is mentioned on p. 10). 

4. International rules of Botanical Nomenclature, adopted by the International 
Botanical Congresses of Vienna, 1905 and Brussels 1910. Revised by the Inter- 
national botanical Congress of Cambridge, 1930. (The "third edition"; the 
English title indicates the change from French to English as primary text). 

5. International Code of Botanical Nomenclature, adopted by the Seventh Inter- 
national botanical Congress, Stockholm July 1950 ("The Stockholm Code"). 

Ein Phantasiepreis fur die erste Auflage von Linnes Systema Naturae 
Leiden 1735 

von 

Felix Bryk (Stockholm) 
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Auf erster Seite von "Svenska Dagbladet" 
vom 19. Juli 1954 wurde in sensationeller 
Aufmachung der Ankauf eines Exemplars 
der Editio princeps von LINNAEI Systema 
Naturae durch den Buchhindler Willy Hei- 
mann fur den fabelhaften Preis von 1100 ? 
(etwa 16000 schwed. Kr.) auf einer Verstei- 
gerung in London mitgeteilt. Im selben 
Blatte hat Dr. Ake Janzon diese dramatische 
Versteigerung bei Sotheby & Co. geschildert. 
"Item Lots 84 Carolus Linnaeus, 10 ?" 
rnit diesen Worten wurde der lacherlich 
niedrige Preis angesetzt. Als die Preiskurve 
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820 ? erklommen hatte, glaubte - nach 
eingetretener Atempause- der schmunzeln- 
de Handler das Spiel gewonnen zu haben. 
Aber die erhitzten Mitbewerber trieben den 
Preis bis 1000 ?. Bei Ubersteigung von 1000 
kann der Versteigerungsruf nur um 100 ? 
erhoht werden. Mit 1100 ? wurden endlich 
die Konkurrenten auszer Spiel gesetzt. 

Dieser unerh6rt hohe Affektpreis, der 
hochste, den ein Druck eines Schweden 
heute erreichen kann, aktualisiert die Frage 
nach der Seltenheit der Schrift und nach den 
fruheren Preisen ffir diese Schrift. Ahgaben 
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