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other references to place of publication, etc. All proposals for such substantive 
alterations should be referred to the respective Special Committees for the groups 
of plants involved, since Appendices II and III only record the decisions of the 
Special Committees, as ultimately ratified by the General Committee and the 
Botanical Congresses. 

E. G. Voss 

PROPOSAL TO ADD A NEW PRINCIPLE TO THE CODE 

R. E. Holttumr- 

I propose that the following new Principle, with a brief explanatory note, 
should be added to the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature. 

33 bis. The Code of Nomenclature is applicable only to taxonomic situations, which 
are the result of observation of plants followed by taxonomic judgement. No-one ought 
to apply the Code without making independent observation and judgement. 

A name given under this Code has only as much value as the taxonomic understanding 
of the person who gives it. Early investigators often made erroneous or uncritical 
observations, and even more often failed to mention important structures; their 
judgements were sometimes unsatisfactory because of these limitations. When the Code 
is applied to past judgements, without critical examination of the plants in question, the 
result can therefore be unnecessary further confusion. 

Comment on the proposal. This principle seems to me quite basic to an under- 
standing of the relationship between Nomenclature and Taxonomy, but there is 
no acknowledgement of it, even in the Preamble to the 1972 Code. Most taxono- 
mists have surely been exasperated at times by the total transfer of specific 
epithets from one generic name to another by authors having no knowledge of 
the plants in question. This is only one of many possible kinds of activity in 
which name-changes are based on the work of earlier authors without examina- 
tion of the taxonomic facts. I mention a few examples. 

Otto Kuntze (1891) proposed many changes in generic names, in some cases 
without making taxonomic observations, as when he proposed (p. 685) the new 
name Boesenbergia to replace Gastrochilus Wall. (Zingiberaceae 1829) which was 
antedated by Gastrochilus D. Don (Orchidaceae, 1825). K. Schumann (1904) 
ignored this proposal, and added a considerable number of species to Gastrochilus 
Wall. But by that time orchid taxonomists who had examined living plants 
of many new species saw that Don's generic name needed to be revived 
(during most of the 19th century it had been placed as a synonym of Saccolabium 
B1.). Schlechter (1913) published a list of species of Don's genus, and at the 
same time transferred to Boesenbergia all the additional species included in 
Gastrochilus Wall. by Schumann. But until Valeton investigated living plants in 
Java the significant facts about the inflorescence of this and allied genera were 
unknown. Valeton (1918, pp. 81-105) showed that by ignoring these characters 
Schumann had failed to establish a clear distinction between Gastrochilus Wall. 
and Kaempferia L. But Merrill (1921, p. 122) transferred further Bornean species 
to Boesenbergia without comment; and Loesener (1930, pp. 568-572) added many 
more, again without taking into consideration the observations of Valeton. When 
I came to prepare an account of the Zingiberaceae of the Malay Peninsula 
(Hol,ttum 1950) I discovered that not only had Schumann mixed together 
species of Boesenbergia (s. str.) and Kaempferia under Gastrochilus; he also had 
species of Boesenbergia in Kaempferia, and in addition had mixed a distinct 
Malayan genus, Scaphochlamys, with both genera (Loesener tried to distinguish 
Scaphochlamys as a section of Boesenbergia but by copying Schumann he also 
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made the same kind of confusions). The results of all these name-changes were 
needless new binomials which have caused confusions by being copied by later 
authors. 

There has been possibly even greater confusion in the taxonomic and nomencla- 
tural treatment of the Alpinia group of genera in Zingiberaceae. In my study of 
the family in Malaya I distinguished four groups of species within Alpinia in the 
broad sense of Schumann, and wished to give them generic rank. I could not 
decide which were the correct generic names for these groups because I had not 
access to generic types, concerning the publication of which also there was some 
uncertainty. To this must be added the fact that Schumann transferred the sole 
original species of Alpinia Linn. to another genus, with the result that a new type 
was (much later) chosen for Alpinia, though not before some authors had trans- 
ferred to Languas many species of Asia which Schumann had placed in Alpinia, 
the type of which was a tropical American species. My solution was to choose 
generic names for my four species-groups which would involve the fewest new 
combinations (there were in fact very few). Burtt and Smith (1972, p. 178) later 
pointed out that my nomenclature was untenable, but they could not correct it 
except by proposing the transfer back to Alpinia of all the species. The impli- 
cation is that I ought not to recognize a generic concept unless I can decide the 
correct name for it under the Code. I made a large number of new observations 
based on fresh material, and defined my generic concepts accordingly. I submit 
that it is sometimes preferable to use names that are formally incorrect than to 
perpetuate an unsatisfactory nomenclature, always provided that the taxonomic 
significance of the names is made clear. It should be added that in Zingiberaceae 
herbarium specimens, prepared by drying whole inflorescences without careful 
dissection beforehand, are nearly impossible to understand, with the result that 
though some 18th century botanists (notably Koenig) made excellent descriptions 
from living plants, most herbarium botanists of the 19th century were unable 
to build on this foundation, the final result being Schumann's very confused 
work. 

A recent uncritical work in which more than 350 new combinations were 
published is Index Thelypteridis by C. F. Reed (1968). Though he made no 
original observations on a majority of species, Reed decided that no good generic 
distinctions could be found within the family Thelypteridaceae, and therefore 
set out to transfer to Thelypteris all specific epithets which had not until then 
been so transferred. In so doing he transferred also species which belong to the 
genera Gymnocarpium, Acystopteris, Ctenitis, Dryopteris, Cornopteris, Diplazium 
and Anisocampium, none of which genera belong to Thelypteridaceae. He also 
proposed two new combinations for a single species in several cases. 

I have already published comments on Pichi Sermolli's nomenclatural researches, 
which seem to me too much divorced from taxonomic reality (Holttum 1971, 
1973). 

It is impossible to make rules on this subject; but I think that the principle 
involved should be given expression in the Code. We deceive ourselves if we 
think that a generic name always has a definite meaning; it has as much meaning 
as the knowledge and understanding of the person who uses it. The late Dr T. A. 
Sprague once rebuked me for confusing nomenclature with taxonomy. But it is 
equally illogical to treat them as separate disciplines. Nomenclature is a tool 
employed by taxonomists; it has no justification for independent existence. In 
conclusion, I venture to paraphrase a well-known remark: binomials were made 
for man, not man for binomials. 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SUPER RANKS 

Royall T. Moore'' 

Summary 

A proposal is made to recognize super ranks, including the new rank of dominion 
(Dominium) above that of the kingdom (Regnum), and to designate suffixes for those 
of superfamily and above. 

Introduction 

In their respective Codes of Nomenclature the botanist and the zoologist have 
provisions for sub-dividing the principal taxonomic ranks. Only the zoologist, 
however, has the additional provision for associating these ranks into super taxa. 
Our simpler system of classifying plants sufficed when algal divisions were 
solely defined on pigmentation, the bacteria were regarded as very simple fungi, 
the lower fungi were a single class, the higher plants a single division, and the 
viruses poorly understood. Now, however, most of the old classes and many of 
the families have been raised to divisional rank, the bacteria and blue-green 
"algae" are on the other side of the major cytological divide, and the viruses are 
a well defined assemblage. These relatively recent taxonomic promotions, the 
lack of over taxa, and the adherance, for lack of a really better alternative, to 
the two kingdom system has engendered great confusion in general textbooks of 
biology and botany. This is reflected, e.g., in An Evolutionary Survey of the 
Plant Kingdom (Scagel et al., 1965) in which Nonvascular Plants comprise the 
Slime Molds, True Fungi, Bacteria and Viruses, Algae (including the blue-greens), 
and Bryophytes; in Nonseed Plants: Form and Function (Doyle, 1970) in which 
it is stated that "Nonseed plants form a heterogeneous group that includes 
bacteria, fungi, algae, bryophytes, ferns, and the so-called fern allies. They are 
separated from seed plants by a single distinctive feature: they do not reproduce 
by seeds. Thus nonseed plants (like the invertebrates of the animal kingdom) 
are defined by negation, a conceptually unsatisfactory but occasionally useful 
procedure." and in Bergey's Manual of Determinative Bacteriology (Breed et al.) 
in which the Rickettsiales, Mycoplasmatales, and Virales are encompassed in 
the Microtatobiotes. The consequence of these and similar presentations is that 
a plant is now any genetic system that is non-aniimal and that the available 
hierarchial nomenclature within this botanical amalgam now fails in its primary 
purpose of distinguishing and grouping major assemblages. 

Recognizing that previous proposals to open out the system by a horizontal 
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