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,xRM0o'R AUGUST 1958 

^^sj)(| VOL. VII No. 6 

y 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 PROPOSALS 
FOR THE MONTREAL CONGRESS 

I. PROPOSALS BY F. R. FOSBERG (Falls Church, Va.) 

Careful study of the new Paris Code shows that despite all the thoughtful debate 
before and during the Paris Congress, and despite the careful work of the Editorial 
Committee, the wording of some provisions leaves something to be desired. Also 
there still seem to be several unworkable articles that can cause nothing but perpetual 
difference of opinion and instability (Arts. 65, 66, 67). The following proposals are 
offered toward removing these imperfections. 

23. Article 4: In this article no direct provision is made for any rank above that 
of Divisio except that of Regnum Vcgetabile. Yet Recommendation 16A speaks of 
divisions of Fungi, and mentions Algae, also presumably above the rank of Divisio, 
since the name does not end in -phyta. These names evidently have no status under 
the code, yet they are used in it. This curious inconsistency could be remedied by 
adding a rank termed subkingdom, with names which are plural substantives. Thus 
there might be, according to some classifications, four subkingdoms, viz. Bacteria, 
Algae, Fungi, and Archegoniatae. 

To correct this deficiency the following is proposed: To Article 4 add "Subregnum" 
after Regnum Vegetabile. In Recommendation 16A change '"a)" to "(b)", 
change "(b)" to "(c)". Add at the beginning "(a). The name of a subkingdom is a 
substantive with a nominative plural ending." 

24. Recommendation 4A: The way this recommendation is stated could be 
interpreted as directing the author as to taxonomy, rather than only as to nomen- 
clature. To correct this it is proposed to change, in line 3, "should" to "may." 

25. Article 5: If an exception to this article is to be made for Fries' "tribes" 
which were thus published as infra-generic taxa it should be made clear just what 
their modern status is. Surely they cannot remain tribes. 

26. Article 7 Note 3: Again we have managed to get an unhappy wording for 
this note, viz. the part "unless its name must already be rejected under this Code." 
When the proposal was made to substitute "may" for "must" in the equivalent note 
in the Stockholm Code, and adopted at Paris, there was no intention to prohibit 
typification of any illegitimate names, but only to make this optional. As this note 
stands, it is not permitted to choose lectotypes. 

To eliminate this inconsistency and to make possible the typification of names 
that are illegitimate (though not to require this if it is undesirable or impossible) 
I propose deleting the clause "unless its name must already be rejected under this 
Code" from Note 3. 
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27. Article 14 Note 3: This note is not well worded, as it has b2en interpreted 
by some to mean that any name that would displace a nomen conservandum whether 
or not it is based on the same type, is rejected. That this could not really be the 
intent is shown by the last sentence. Any displacement of a later name by an earlier 
one based on a different type is, from the standpoint of nomenclature, a matter 
of "union with another taxon." Therefore, no name based on another type could be 
automatically rejected just because someone thought the two taxa were the same. 

The ambiguity of this note can be remedied very simply by the following proposal: 
It it proposed that the words "of corresponding rank based on the same type" be 
substituted for "for the same taxon." 

Actually it is only if they are based on the same type that we can be certain 
that the names are for the same taxon. 

28. Recommendation 29A: It is proposed to change the first line from "Authors 
are urged scrupulously to avoid publishing . .." to "Authors are urged to scrupulously 
avoid publishing..." in the interests of clear English, even though this involves a 
split infinitive. Another possibly preferable way of saying it might be "... to avoid 
scrupulously the publishing..." 

29. Recommendation 41A: There seems no logical reason why this obvious 
recommendation should be applied only to combined generic and specific descrip- 
tions. It is equally important that any description of a genus (or a species, or any 
other taxon) mention the points in which it differs from its allies. 

30. Therefore it is proposed that the wording of this recommendation be changed 
to "A description of any new taxon should mention the points in which the taxon 
differs from its allies." 

31. Article 44: One can only approve of this provision, but it may be asked what 
we are to do with names published before 1 Jan. 1953 without clear indication 
of rank. 

32. Article 45: The expression "For purposes of priority" has always been a 
confusing one. To mitigate this in some measure it is proposed to add a sentence 
to the first paragraph on page 45 as follows: "However, validly published earlier 
homonyms, whether legitimate or not shall cause rejection of their later homonyms 
(unless these are conserved)." 

33. Recommendation 46B: Add to paragraph 1: "In such cases the name of the 
author who supplied the description is the most important and should be retained 
when it is desirable to abbreviate such a citation." 

34. Article 63: It is proposed to simplify this article to "A name must be rejected 
if it is illegitimate." There seems to be no reason for the detailing of special cases 
because if Articles 65, 66 and 67 are retained they should be made objective and 
workable, in which case names to which they apply will be illegitimate. If the 
application of these articles remains subjective, as at present, they wil always be a 
far worse source of instability than the ills that they try to remedy. 

8. Article 65: St. John's (Taxon 6: 198) statement of the case against this article 
could hardly be improved upon. 

35. Article 66: This article, even in its present form, is useless. It is difficult 
to see how a name can be used if it is impossible to select a satisfactory type. One 
would not know what plant to apply it to. Therefore the article can do nothing but 
cause confusion and enable students to debate as to its meaning and to reflect on 
the fallibility of those who make rules. 

Therefore it is suggested that this article be deleted and that the cases it purports 
to settle be dealt with by proper typification. 
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36. Article 67: This article is likewise useless, subjective, and productive of 
instability and confusion. No one has yet been able to give a satisfactory objective 
definition of a monstrosity. If one can demonstrate that a given type specimen 
represents an abnormal form of a known species, the name based on this specimen 
automatically becomes a synonym. If the species has no earlier legitimate name, 
then the name in question may be used. If it is impossible to tell to what species 
the "monstrosity" belongs, then the name goes out of use because it only applies 
to its type specimen. It is proposed that this article be deleted on the grounds that 
a monstrosity cannot be defined objectively. 

37. Article 73: It is proposed to add "geographic or vernacular" after "personal" 
in Note 5, as the privilege of latinizing these in a different form than their common 
usage has been exercised probably as frequently as with personal names. 

II. A PROPOSED REVISION OF ARTICLE 15 
H. W. Rickett (New York) and A. C. Smith (Washington) 

Article 15 is presently worded: "When a name proposed for conservation has 
been provisionally approved by the General Committee, botanists are authorized 
to retain it pending the decision of a later International Botanical Congress." 

Actually this Article does not describe current practice very effectively, since the 
impression seems to exist in some quarters that conservation has been "provisionally 
approved" when a proposal for conservation is published in Taxon. By authorizing 
such publication the General Committee by no means provisionally approves the 
suggested conservation. Such conservation can be effected only by action of a 
plenary session of an International Botanical Congress, as specified in Division III, 
Provision 1, of the Code. It may clarify the situation to describe existing procedure: 

(1) the author sends his proposal to the rapporteur, and it is published in Taxon; 
(2) by this publication the proposal is brought to the attention of the General Com- 
mittee; (3) the proposal, with advance agreement by the General Committee, is 
automatically referred to the appropriate study committee; (4) after study of the 
case, this special committee publishes its report in Taxon; (5) the General Committee 
studies this report and any collateral information sent to it, reaches a decision on 
each proposal by a mail ballot, and prepares a recommendation for the next Inter- 
national Congress; (6) the next Congress at a plenary session affirms or rejects 
the recommendation of the General Committee; (7) the nomen conservandum pro- 
positum, if all decisions up to this point are affirmative, is listed in the next edition 
of the Code and becomes a part of that document. 

The misunderstanding has been caused by the fact that each name proposed for 
conservation comes before the General Committee twice. Only on the second occasion 
(item 5 above) does the General Committee "provisionally approve" such a name, 
and only at this point are botanists authorized to retain it. The conservation does 
not finally go into effect until the action described under item 6 above. 

The intent of Article 15 is doubtless to encourage existing usage, as far as possible, 
until the General Committee has acted favorably on an affirmative recommendation 
by the appropriate study committee. Of course "existing usage" is difficult to define, 
but most botanists will take such a phrase to encourage restraint in forming new 
combinations on the assumption that the proposal will ultimately be accepted by a 
Congress. All too frequently new binomials are proposed on the basis of a nomen 
conservandum propositum that does not survive the scrutiny of the appropriate 
study committee. 

36. Article 67: This article is likewise useless, subjective, and productive of 
instability and confusion. No one has yet been able to give a satisfactory objective 
definition of a monstrosity. If one can demonstrate that a given type specimen 
represents an abnormal form of a known species, the name based on this specimen 
automatically becomes a synonym. If the species has no earlier legitimate name, 
then the name in question may be used. If it is impossible to tell to what species 
the "monstrosity" belongs, then the name goes out of use because it only applies 
to its type specimen. It is proposed that this article be deleted on the grounds that 
a monstrosity cannot be defined objectively. 

37. Article 73: It is proposed to add "geographic or vernacular" after "personal" 
in Note 5, as the privilege of latinizing these in a different form than their common 
usage has been exercised probably as frequently as with personal names. 

II. A PROPOSED REVISION OF ARTICLE 15 
H. W. Rickett (New York) and A. C. Smith (Washington) 

Article 15 is presently worded: "When a name proposed for conservation has 
been provisionally approved by the General Committee, botanists are authorized 
to retain it pending the decision of a later International Botanical Congress." 

Actually this Article does not describe current practice very effectively, since the 
impression seems to exist in some quarters that conservation has been "provisionally 
approved" when a proposal for conservation is published in Taxon. By authorizing 
such publication the General Committee by no means provisionally approves the 
suggested conservation. Such conservation can be effected only by action of a 
plenary session of an International Botanical Congress, as specified in Division III, 
Provision 1, of the Code. It may clarify the situation to describe existing procedure: 

(1) the author sends his proposal to the rapporteur, and it is published in Taxon; 
(2) by this publication the proposal is brought to the attention of the General Com- 
mittee; (3) the proposal, with advance agreement by the General Committee, is 
automatically referred to the appropriate study committee; (4) after study of the 
case, this special committee publishes its report in Taxon; (5) the General Committee 
studies this report and any collateral information sent to it, reaches a decision on 
each proposal by a mail ballot, and prepares a recommendation for the next Inter- 
national Congress; (6) the next Congress at a plenary session affirms or rejects 
the recommendation of the General Committee; (7) the nomen conservandum pro- 
positum, if all decisions up to this point are affirmative, is listed in the next edition 
of the Code and becomes a part of that document. 

The misunderstanding has been caused by the fact that each name proposed for 
conservation comes before the General Committee twice. Only on the second occasion 
(item 5 above) does the General Committee "provisionally approve" such a name, 
and only at this point are botanists authorized to retain it. The conservation does 
not finally go into effect until the action described under item 6 above. 

The intent of Article 15 is doubtless to encourage existing usage, as far as possible, 
until the General Committee has acted favorably on an affirmative recommendation 
by the appropriate study committee. Of course "existing usage" is difficult to define, 
but most botanists will take such a phrase to encourage restraint in forming new 
combinations on the assumption that the proposal will ultimately be accepted by a 
Congress. All too frequently new binomials are proposed on the basis of a nomen 
conservandum propositum that does not survive the scrutiny of the appropriate 
study committee. 
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