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by the International Bureau for Plant Taxonomy and Nomenclature. 106 Lange Nieuwstraat. Utrecht. Netherlands 

Comments on Recent Nomenclatural Proposals 

by 

F. R. FOSBERG (Falls Church, Va) 

The purpose of published discussion of proposed amendments to the International 
Code of Botanical Nomenclature and of other nomenclatural matters is, presumably, 
to give the botanical public a better chance to weigh and consider the opinions and 
ideas advanced than is afforded in the rapid give and take on the floor of a sectional 
meeting of a congress. On this basis a few alternative opinions to some expressed 
in recent articles in Taxon may be appropriate. 

1. It is certainly with grave misgivings that I read Rickett's suggestion (Taxon 2: 
117-124. 1953) of a further departure from the principle of priority in the direction 
of expediency. 

A veritable tendency of human beings is the demand for panaceas to alleviate 
all ills. The present clamor for names based on official fiat seems to be an example. 
It is hoped that, despite such distinguished support as that of Dr Rickett, the good 
sense of the majority of taxonomists will prevail as it has preponderantly in the 
past, and that the trend that is alluded to in the article cited will be slackened and 
eventually stopped. 

Several years ago I expressed my opinions on the subject of "official plant names"' 
and do not intend to repeat those remarks. I would merely like to add that ex- 
perience gained during the past year from evaluating but a few of the proposals 
for additions to the list of Nomina Generica Conservanda has demonstrated beyond 
a shadow of doubt that if this trend is "widened" a full-time staff of competent 
botanists will be necessary to do nothing else than consider proposals for "regis- 
tration" of "satisfactory typification'" of "all names". And, equally certain, on the 
basis of this experience, is my opinion that no really good botanists would consider 
doing such work cn a full-time basis, at least after the first three months. It is one 
thing to indulge in occasional tasks, of this dull, frustrating, and exasperating sort 
as a public service to the rest of botany, but to make one's living doing it is almost 
inconceivable, unless jobs of any other sort were not to be had. And this would 
automatically select the most incompetent botanists for the task. 

The choice between priority and expediency is the choice between a relatively 
simple code, such as the present botanical one, which will enable anyone in 
possession of the facts to arrive at a correct decision as to a correct name, and an 
accumulation of judicial opinion that is impossible to utilize except by submission 
to a court to have rendered additional judicial opinion. Anyone who doubts this 
may simply look at the situation in zoology. There, in the past very few years, has 
been built up a thick volume of fine print - committee opinions carrying the 
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weight of law - that make the present International Code of Botanical Nomen- 
clature seem like an elementary grade primer by comparison. It is not for nothing 
that we more and more frequently hear zoologists speak with envy of the "simple 
and workable botanical rules". 

2. In ?Dr Sprague's otherwise excellent reply (Taxon 2: 131-133. 1953) to 
Dr Baehni's suggestions is one statement that, coming from the dean of nomen- 
claturists, might work much mischief. He says (p. 132, Art. 69) that "a name or 
epithet may be legitimate, and yet not validly published". In my understanding 
this cannot possibly be true. Art. 10 of the Code says that "A legitimate name or 
epithet is one that is in accordance with the rules." Art. 22 says that "A name of 
a taxon has no status under this Code, and no claim to recognition by botanists, 
unless it is validly published". Certainly, then, a name that is not validly published 
is not in accordance with Art. 22, and therefore cannot be legitimate. 

3. In a previous article (Taxon 2: 99-101. 1953) I have expressed, my opinions 
on the matter of conservation of Citrullus, which are, to some extent, contrary 
to those of Hara (Taxon 2: 134-135. 1953). They still seem correct. One further 
fact should be pointed out. Citrullus anguria (Duch.) Hara, if intended to be 
published, is illegitimate, since Cucurbita anguria Duch. in Lamarck was superfluous 
when published and therefore illegitimate (Art. 73-1), as Cucurbita citrullus L. was 
cited in synonymy and is an earlier available name. 

4. Corner's proposal no. 10 (Taxon 2: 101. 1953), as with most other proposals 
and suggestions that only monographers should make nomenclatural decisions, is 
ideal but quite impractical. If there were a monographer available for every genus 
it might be possible to defer such decisions to him. But as it is, names must be 
used now and monographers are really rather few in comparison with genera. And 
they are not all good monographers and not all of them have sound ideas on nomen- 
clature. The names proposed for addition to the lists of Nomina Generica Con- 
servanda and Rejicienda are cases in point. The proposers are really obliged by 
the rules to select a type, if one is not already designated. If they fail to do it, the 
member of the Special Committee involved whose job it is to evaluate the proposal 
must select the type in order to make it clear what genuF he is talking about and 
to conform with Art. 24 Note 2. My suggestion is that Appendix I be left unamended 
long enough to see if it works, and that botanists faced with the necessity of selecting 
a type be encouraged to utilize all of the facts available to them in applying the 
directions given in Appendix I. 

5. Pichi-Sermolli's proposal (Taxon 2: 136-137. 1953) to establish a list of 
"lectotype species selected conventionally" to be officially retained for "genera of 
uncertain or questionable typification" seems to offer merely another means of 
avoiding proper study of the facts in a problem. If a name cannot be satisfactorily 
typified it should be regarded as a nomen dubium until it can be (see proposal of 
Art. 75, Taxon 2: 109. 1953). If it can be, there is no need to place its type on 
any such list. 

6. Croizat, in his intemperate and impolite article entitled "On nomenclature: 
the 'type method' " (Taxon 2: 105-107, 124-130. 1953), demonstrates a confusion 
of thinking far surpassing that of most or all of those he is criticizing. The specious- 
ness of his distinction between physical and nomenclatorial types should scarcely 
need pointing out. If the superficial distinction he indicates between these two is 
maintained, then he has completely failed to show where they are in conflict 
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in effect, in spite of all the vituperation. Nowhere in the section on the type method 
is there anything that indicates that when subdivisions of taxa are regarded as types 
of these taxa they are so regarded in any sense other than as typified by their own 
types, going down, eventually, to a specimen. So why all of this fuss about it. It 
seems clear enough that, basically, an order is a group of families, a family a group 
of genera, a genus a group of species, and a species a group of individuals, and 
that the type of each of these is a member of the group of which it is made up. 
The intermediate and lower categories are merely subgroups and to be typified 
exactly as are the groups of which they are a part. 

The confusion that still exists in the minds of some, apparently even including 
Croizat, between nomenclatural and biological types is an unfortunate result of a 
poor choice of the word "type" for the nomenclatural use. If the word often seen 
in German "Original" had been chosen there might never have been much of an 
argument over the type method. The philosophically more desirable practice of 
fixing a name to a circumscription rather than to a specimen or member of a 
higher group, though ideal, would inevitably have given way to the infinitely more 
practical method now in the Code. 

No particular fault can be found with his condensed statement at the bottom of 
page 127, except that it is such an unchewable mouthful, but it does not seem to 
say anything different than what the Code says at present. 

In the whole article the only sound point seems to be that made on pp. 129-130 
concerning the provision in Art. 35 that the author's name is not to be cited for the 
typical subdivision of a species. In practice I have already found this omission 
clumsy and undesirable. It would certainly be an advantage to be able to give a 
reference to the publication of such a name. I have previously proposed a slight 
modification of this point (Taxon 2: 108. 1953) to permit use of a parenthetical 
author. It would doubtless be better to delete altogether the part of Art. 35 reading 
"but, contrary to Art. 55, without citation of an author's name." 

Histoire et 6tat actuel de l'herbier MERINO 

par 

MANUEL LAINZ, S. J. (Comillas-Espagne) 

Dans les travaux de syst6matique v6g6tale, en particulier en ce qui concerne la 
r6vision des genres ib6riques, on cite exclusivement, comme herbier du P. Baltasar 
Merino, S. J. (?- 1917), celui qui se trouve actuellement A la Faculte des Sciences 
de Santiago de Compostela. 

Quelques deficiences de cet herbier ont 6te signalees. Nous avions nous-mnme 
constat6 des lacunes sur certains points en le consultant A Comillas, gra-ce A la 
complaisance et h l'amabilite de son d6tenteur, le Docteur Luis Iglesias. Nous 
venons de nous convaincre neanmoins de ce que cet herbier contient plusieurs exem- 
plaires uniques, gracieusement c6d6s 

' 
1'Universite galicienne par son collecteur, 

ancien President de l'Acad6mie Internationale de Geographie Botanique. 
D'ailleurs, ces 2.080 parts qu'il a 6tiquet6s *) avec soin representent en general 

*) Elles scnt classees suivant l'ordre prbconis6 par Willkomm pour les familles, et suivant 
celui de la Flora de Galicia pour les genres, especes, etc. Des centaines de parts suppl6men- 
taires qui, d'apres ce que nous en a dit le docteur Iglesias, lui furent confibes par le Collbge 
de Vigo des mois aprbs la mort du Pere, presentent beauccup moin de valeur. 
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