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clature?" If we do, we should use it, not continually change it and pull the rug out 
from under the botanists who do conscientiously follow it. 

Certain ambiguities and unworkable articles (e.g. Arts. 69, 70, 71) should be removed, 
but otherwise any intelligent person can use the Code as it is. 

One further comment seems in order. I have never felt that the Rapporteur General 
was consciously taking unfair advantage of his position, but I have always held that his 
comments in the Synopsis of Proposals were responsible for preventing many good 
proposals from coming to the floor for discussion. He could have avoided this without 
our losing the benefit of his great experience in nomenclature simply by confining his 
remarks to pointing out what the effects of the proposals would be, rather than express- 
ing an opinion as to their merit or lack of merit. In other words, he could have 
provided information rather than done the botanists' thinking for them. If forced to 
think, rather than relying on the Rapporteur's judgment, some of them might even 
be led to learn something about principles of nomenclature. 

I can express these sentiments more freely this time, as I have made no proposals for 
consideration at this congress. Although I voted against the proposal to refuse to 
consider new modifications of the Code at the Edinburgh congress, an overwhelming 
majority were in favor of this limitation. Therefore it seemed futile to work up proposals, 
though several points are certainly still ambiguous or unworkable in the Montreal Code. 
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TENTH INTERNATIONAL BOTANICAL CONGRESS 
REPORTS NOMENCLATURE COMMITTEES 
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COMMITTEE FOR FUNGI AND LICHENS 

1. Members. At the Montreal Congress the 
Committees for Fungi and for Lichens were 
combined into a single body called the Com- 
mittee for Fungi and Lichens. Of the appointed 
Members (cf. Taxon 8: 253. 1959), Dr. M. Le 
Gal became Chairman, and Dr. M. A. Donk, 
Secretary. Of the others, Dr. G. H. Cunning- 
ham declined the appointment (cf. Taxon 9: 
126. 1960). In a circular letter dated May 18, 
1960, the members were asked to vote on the 
co-optation of Dr. G. W. Martin and Dr. D. P. 
Rogers. Both proposals were favourably re- 
ceived. Dr. Martin accepted the nomination, 
but Dr. Rogers did not reply, according to in- 
formation from the secretary of the General 
Committee on Botanical Nomenclature. 

Recently Dr. M. Le Gal sent in her resign- 
ation (January 3, 1964) both as a member and 
as chairman. She will not attend the Edinburgh 
Congress. This decision will be much regretted, 
but Madame Le Gal's motives must be respect- 
ed. The Committee is much indebted to her for 
lier keen interest in the nomenclature of Fungi 
and for having represented such an important 
mycological centre as France in these matters 
for so long a time. 
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A letter (dated October 31, 1963) was re- 
ceived from Dr. J. A. Stevenson in which he 
announced his intention not to continue as 
member of the Committee after the next 
Congress. This will be another great loss be- 
cause Dr. Stevenson has always been one of 
our most active members. Moreover, he 
represented one of the most active and well- 
equiped systematical-mycological centra in 
the world. 

2. The Montreal Report. At the Montreal 
Congress it was decided to refer the Report 
of the Committee for Fungi back to the com- 
bined 'old' (1954-59) and 'new' (1959-64) for 
reconsideration. A copy of the report was sent 
to all members on December 18, 1959 as well 
as the decision of the General Session as re- 
ported to our Committee by the secretary of 
the General Committee. All members were re- 
quested to study the report and to submit their 
opinions before March 1, 1960. The combined 
'Opinions' were mailed to the members on 
May 7, 1960 with a request for study and vote 
before July 15, 1960. The results of the voting 
were sent to the members of the General Com- 
mittee by Dr. Stafleu together with his com- 
ments (cf. Taxon 9: 266. 1960). The accepted 
items were included in the new edition of the 
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Code (1961), however, not without one error 
which I pointed out to the Editorial Commit- 
tee: from Art. 9, Note 3 the word "Fungi" 
should be deleted. 

3. Errors in the Code. Except for the one 
mentioned in the preceding lines, another error 
had to be reported: Recommendation 46E is 
a contraction of two different Recommenda- 
tions and does not show the intention of either 
of them. 

4. Nomina generica conservanda. In the 
circular letter to the members of May 18, 1960 
attention was drawn to the fact that proposals 
for nomina generica conservanda should be 
formally submitted directly or indirectly to the 
Rapporteur-general. This is necessary to en- 
sure their publication by the IAPT. 

The following proposals have already been 
published in Taxon: 

Lichenes 

(63) Stereocaulon (Taxon 8: 207) 
(99) Lepraria (Taxon 12: 36) 

Fungi 

(77) Nidularia (Taxon 10: 55) 
(82) Cistella (Taxon 10: 244) 
(83) Monochaetia (Taxon 10: 245) 
(89) Rhodophyllus (Taxon 10: 249) 
(92) Claviceps (Taxon 11: 217) 

A circular letter (February 25, 1964) was 
sent to the members in which these proposals 
were listed, together with a voting-form and 
reprints of most of the proposals. 

Due to the great flood of copy that had to be 
published in "Taxon" a number of proposals 
have not yet been published, but will appear 
in the near future in a separate issue of Regnum 
Vegetabile. As far as my information goes the 
following proposals have been submitted but 
not yet published: 

Fungi 
Alternaria 
Hypoxylon (inclusive of rejection of Sphaeria) 
Cordyceps 
Sordaria 
Podospora 
Agaricus (typification) 
Aleurodiscus (rectification of citation) 
Boletus (typification) 
Collybia 
Cortinarius (spelling) 
Craterellus 
Hirneola 
Hymenochaete 
Lachnocladium 
Pholiota 

Ramaria 
Rhipidium (correction) 
Telamonia 
Tremella (typification; author's citation) 
Xerocomus 

Finally Dr. J. A. von Arx has requested that 
a proposal published by him in another perio- 
dical than "Taxon" be prepared for publication 
in "Taxon". This will be done: Venturia 
(Fungi). 

Voting-forms will be distributed as soon as 

publication has occurred. It is intended to 
have the opinions of the Committee on these 

proposals before the Edinburgh Congress. 
5. Proposals for changes in Articles of the 

Code. A special circular letter (dated February 
25, 1964) was sent to the members concerning 
those proposals that are of importance in re- 
gard with the nomenclature of Fungi and 

published in the "Synopsis of Proposals" to be 

presented to the Edinburgh Congress. Included 
was a voting-form accompanying the request 
to return it before July 1, 1960. 

6. Miscellaneous. (i) Transfer of a taxon to 
the plant kingdom. The Committee for Algae 
submitted to the Nomenclature Section at 
Montreal a recommendation on this subject. It 
was referred back to the Committee and also 
to the Committee for Fungi and Lichens. The 
circular letter of May 18, 1960 brought the 
matter to the attention of the Members. They 
were invited to contribute their opinions. From 
the few brief reactions it appeared that no 
fixed opinion could be given by our Committee. 

(ii) Leptochaete. The advice of the Secre- 
tary was asked on the proposal for conservation 
of Leptochaete Borzi (1882) ex Bornet & Fla- 
hault (1886), a later homonym of Leptochaete 
Lev. (Fungi). The matter was taken into re- 
consideration in collaboration with the algo- 
logist Dr. J. T. Koster. It was concluded that as 
long as no argument stating the merits of the 
proposal had been published it was not fit for 
consideration by this Committee. Information 
was received afterwards from Dr. P. C. Silva 
(September 1, 1960), secretary of the Com- 
mittee for Algae, that he had suggested drop- 
ping the proposal. No further consultation with 
our Committee was deemed necessary. 

(iii) The family-name Stilbaceae. A remark- 
able difficulty arose in conection with the list 
drafted by the secretary of the Subcommittee 
for Family Names, Dr. G. Buchheim, published 
in the Code (1961). I pointed out that in ad- 
mitting the name Stilbaceae to the list of Angio- 
spermae, mycologists would not be able to re- 
place the fungus-name Stilbaceae when this 
was applied only to the genus Stilbum Tode 
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ex Fr., because no other legitimate name could 
be formed for this fungus-family. The publi- 
cation in the Code (1961: 200) of Stilbaceae 
Kunth (phanerogams) has confirmed this situa- 
tion. 

(iv) List of Nomina generica conservanda, 
Fungi, Lichens. In connection with the new 
edition of the Code (Montreal) I verified most 
of the literature cited in the list and suggested 
a number of editorial corrections and also 
assisted in getting the list in closer harmony 
with the corresponding lists for the other 
groups. A number of corrections could not be 
entered because they came too late, when the 
printing had started. It was impossible to con- 
sult all the cited literature at Leiden. 

(v) General Committee. The secretary also 
participated ex officio in the activities of the 
General Committee. 

(vi) Advice. It was surprising how many 
requests of mycologists were received for ad- 
vice in general nomenclatural matters, inform- 
ation on certain names, dates of publications, 
typification of given generic names, and the 
like. Most requests were answered, although 
sometimes after considerable delay. Only a few 
remained unanswered. 

Report on voting 

Report on the voting on proposals for No- 
mina generica conservanda published before 
October 1, 1963, by the Committee for Fungi 
and Lichens. 
Number of Members: 17; number of voting- 
forms received: 8. 
Proposal 63, Stereocaulon. - Yes 8 - No 0. 

Received a comment on proper editing 
(author's name). 
Proposal 99, Lepraria. - Yes 7- No 1. 
Proposal 77, Nidularia. - Yes 7 - No 1. 
Proposal 82, Cistella. - Yes 7- No 1. 
Proposal 82, Monochaete. - Yes 4 - No 2. 

The correctness of the proposal was doubted 
by Mr. B. C. Sutton, and his statement was sent 
by the Secretary to all Members. From this 
issued a reply circulated by one of the Mem- 
bers, and a paper by Messrs. F. C. Deighton 
and B. C. Sutton discussing the question more 
fully, also circulated to all Members. 

Qualified votes: "Yes vs. Hyaloceras"; "to 
be postponed". 
Proposal 89, Rhodophyllus. - Yes 1 - No 4. 

An opinion in which the proposal was critic- 
ized as too incomplete for acceptance was 
circulated to all Members. 

Qualified votes: "No. Postponed. Should be 
conserved after careful typification of the ge- 
nera concerned"; "No (proposal not adequately 
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formulated)". Votes not counted: "to be post- 
poned"; "should be kept pending until the 
genera concerned are typified". 
Proposal 92, Claviceps. - Yes 3 - No 5. 

Qualified votes: "No. Since I agree that 
Claviceps is not illegitimate. (In other case I 
should have said yes); "Yes, if necessary"; "No, 
if really illegitimate"; "Not necessary". 

M. A. DONK 

COMMITTEE FOR SPERMATOPHYTA 

Conservation of Generic Names VI 

This report is arranged in the same way as 
preceding reports, and needs no introduction 
The membership of the Commitee is as follows: 

A. R. Pinto da Silva, Chairman (Portugal) 
Arthur A. Bullock (England) 
R. C. Bakhuizen van den Brink Jr. (Netherl.) 
F. Ray Fosberg (United States) 
Hiroshi Hara (Japan) 
Nils Hylander (Sweden) 
Rogers McVaugh (United States) 
R. C. Meikle (England) 
Y. I. Prokhanov (U.S.S.R.) 
C. G. C. J. van Steenis (Netherlands) 
A. C. Smith (United States) 
H. W. Rickett, Secretary (United States) 

For a recommendation that the congress 
accept a proposal, eight favorable votes were 
necessary. One member abstained from voting; 
in accordance with the rules adopted by the 
Committee, his vote is entered as negative on 
all proposals. Fortunately, this did not change 
the decision on any proposal. As in previous 
reports, the first figure within the parenthesis 
is the number of affirmative votes, the second 
that of negative votes. 

2074. Loranthus N. J. Jacquin (1762) vs. 
Loranthus Linnaeus (1753) and Scurrula Lin- 
naeus (1753) (10-2) (Taxon 9: 208. 1960). 

As now conserved in the Code, Loranthus 
Linnaeus (1762) is conserved over Loranthus 
Linnaeus (1753), with the type L. parasiticus. 
This has the unfortunate effect of rejecting the 
name Scurrula Linnaeus (1753), now generally 
treated as distinct from Loranthus in the usual 
sense; in other words, Scurrula becomes Lo- 
ranthus and Loranthus as generally understood 
needs a new name (this was provided by Danser 
in 1929: Hyphear); the Loranthus of 1753 is 
Psittacanthus. The proposal, made by a group 
of botanists, would solve the difficulty by 
proposing a change of type: L. europaeus N. J. 
Jacquin. This would also involve a change of 
ascription: Loranthus N. J. Jacquin. 
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