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 PREFACE

 In this number of Taxon we publish the result of the preliminary mail vote on
 the proposals on botanical nomenclature submitted to the IXth International Botanical
 Congress to be held at Montreal this summer.
 The total number of votes was 241 (on April, 7th), but as usual not one of the

 proposals obtained a maximum vote. In many cases the votes were accompanied by
 additional remarks and in some instances these were put in such a shape that they
 can now be published in this series of "Preliminary opinions".
 I should like to point out the perhaps rather obvious fact that the full documenta-

 tion given by the proposers to support their proposals as published in the "Synopsis"
 can be found in nearly all instances in the various numbers of Taxon to which
 reference is made in that book. It is necessary to say this because one or two
 correspondents have protested against the principle of the rapporteur's comments,
 saying that the other point of view is not given fair publicity. The point of view of
 the proposer is always found in his original proposal and in each case the original
 proposal has been published in full.
 Apart from this argument however, a few correspondents hold that no comments

 by the rapporteur are needed at all. If this is the feeling of more of our colleagues
 it would be well to discuss this item at the sessions in Montreal. The main reason

 why this system was adopted by Briquet and followed by Sprague and myself is
 that the number of proposals is so large and the proportion of purely technical ones
 is so high that it seems advantageous to have some preliminary comment helping
 those who are perhaps less well acquainted with the intricacies of the Code to find
 their way. This preliminary comment could perhaps also be given by a small
 committee as was the case for part of the proposals submitted to the three previous
 congresses. However, it is difficult to choose such a committee and its composition
 will always be open to criticism. A further disadvantage of such a committee is that
 it entails much additional administrative work as well as funds to convene a meeting.
 This is all very time-consuming and it is questionable, in my opinion, whether at
 this stage the number of really important proposals would warrant this extra work
 and expense. On the contrary, there are only a few proposals now that are of real
 importance and for those every opportunity for preliminary discussion has been
 provided by Taxon.

 It has been said that the rapporteur's comments influence the preliminary vote.
 This may be true for proposals of a purely technical nature, e.g. when the comment
 is to refer them to some committee. For proposals of real importance, however, I do
 not believe that those who vote slavishly follow my advice. I trust that every voter
 either votes after adequate study or abstains from voting. Furthermore, this pre-
 liminary vote is only a guiding vote and is not binding. The Nomenclature Section
 at Montreal will again decide in each instance whether further discussion is needed
 or not. I may perhaps repeat what I wrote in June 1954 in the introduction to the
 preliminary opinions for the Paris Congress "In many instances it [the preliminary
 vote] will facilitate a decision, especially when the voters have clearly expressed their
 mind to retain the original text. However, in those cases where questions of funda-
 mental importance are involved, I feel bound to warn against decisions that would
 rest on an undue confidence in the value of the preliminary vote".

 Finally I should like to explain why the number of votes is so much lower now
 (241) than in 1954 (315). This is because the Paris Congress decided not to give a
 preliminary vote to the institutes referred to in provision 4B (2) of Division III
 of the Code (p. 51). We have sent grey voting forms to the institutes in order to
 enable them to put their vote on record and in order to be able to supplement the
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 result of the preliminary vote if this would be asked for by the Section at Montreal.
 The result published in this number of Taxon, however, is based solely on the white
 forms sent in by individual botanists. This Paris decision is reported in Taxon 4:
 165. 1955 where it is stated that item 4A (b) was rejected, this item being the right
 of the institutes to take part in the preliminary vote.

 J. LANJouw

 NOTES ON SOME NOMENCLATURAL PROPOSALS

 BEFORE THE MONTREAL (1959) CONGRESS

 A. A. BULLOCK (Kew)

 1. In Taxon 6: 188-194 (1957), E. J. Little has made three propositions, none of
 which, it is to be hoped, will prove acceptable to the Montreal (1959) Congress.

 The principle of nomina specifica conservanda has been rejected so many times
 that even in the attenuated form of epitheta specifica conservanda it is unlikely that
 the idea can win majority support. The proposal involves the setting up of a com-
 mittee to examine, report and vote upon each individual case, and since conservation
 (as opposed to rejection) requires typification, the necessary procedure is not quite
 so simple as Dr. Little seems to imagine. The only available comparative procedure
 is that for conservation of generic names. I believe that Dr. Little has never served
 on any of the committees dealing with these, but he may be assured that even the
 "detailed statement" presented by proposers is rarely accepted by the committee
 without considerable cross checking and further research. The 1954 committee for
 Spermatophyta, led by Dr. Rickett, has already dealt with 120 pages of reports,
 comments, etc. and the individual members have considerable sheaves of corres-
 pondence. Part of the result is shown in Taxon 7: 184-193 (1958).

 It is by no means certain that the conservation of specific epithets would lead to
 a greater degree of stability than would rejection of specific names. Dr. Little brands
 the latter as a negative method which does not "settle the nomenclature" of any
 species. It is equally clear that conservation of specific epithets is at least partially
 negative in that although it would be effective against all homonyms, it could
 not be effective against synonyms that are not yet known. Further objections to
 epitheta conservanda have been given convincingly by Maria Buchinger (Taxon 6:
 195-197. 1958). The consequent proposal is, however, too subjective to lead to
 stability, whilst its retroactive effect would be disastrous.

 Dr. Little's definitive proposal is also contrary to the general principles of the
 Code, in that it seeks to control names whatever classification may be adopted. It
 represents a partial return to a circumscription, as opposed to a type, method.

 The rejection of names "more than fifty years old ..." is unrealistic. Who is to
 establish the fact? Further, works on remote regions may well be separated by
 periods of more than fifty years and to reject names used in an earlier work merely
 because no one had any occasion for using them during such a period would be
 nonsensical. Dr. Little's proposal, which employs the term "effective publication"*
 in a manner contrary to the definition of Art. 29 would, if adopted, lead to chaos.

 Little's third proposition, although it refers only to Spermatophyta, is equally

 * "Effective publication" refers to the printed matter itself, and is only one of several
 conditions regulating the valid publication of the names contained in it.
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