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TAXON 27(5/6): 505-512. NOVEMBER 1978 

COMMENTARY ON THE HUGHES PROPOSALS 

James M. Schopf* 

Scientific nomenclature is concerned with and limited to arbitrary, agreed 
upon, mechanisms of treating names which apply to abstract, technical, system- 
atical concepts. The procedures that have been generally adopted have a long 
and venerable history. They are very different from the primitive association of 
name-with-thing from which language originated, inasmuch as nomenclature is 
concerned with abstract concepts and not with things. Difficulties arise when- 
ever a simplistic view is applied to problems in nomenclature because abstract 
and finite semantics simply do not correspond. Nomenclatural procedures have 
been so generally adopted by systematists because they provide an effective 
means of discussing and treating common problems of taxonomic relationship. 
If "ground rules" for nomenclatural language are not agreed upon, any discus- 
sion treating taxa is plagued by semantic divergence and ambiguity. The defini- 
tion given above is important because it excludes many aspects of name-thing 
correlation that many non-systematists still mistakenly associate as "nomen- 
clature". 

For example, aside from matters of agreed upon conventional usage, nomen- 
clature is not specifically concerned with organization of the materials named. 
Such organizational matter is rightly regarded as taxonomy upon which each 
systematist must formulate his own opinion (or adopt an opinion already for- 
mulated). No one is entitled to prescribe taxonomy for anyone else, except 
with reference to some clearly defined and agreed upon examples (conserved 
names). 

Nomenclature is not concerned with methods of study nor is it concerned 
with occurrences of materials. These are matters of undeniable importance in 
biological study but they are rigorously excluded from the association of names 
of concepts that are the essence of nomenclature. The nomenclatural "ground 
rules" for taxonomic discussion do not deal with many of the problems of 
systematic study; they only provide an agreed upon language base from which 
such problems may be treated and discussed. Nomenclature is a linguistic tool 
which is indispensable for its purpose. 

The above mentioned considerations seem largely to have been overlooked 
by Dr. Hughes in formulating his proposals for a new Appendix to the Code of 
Nomenclature. Of course, I feel at a disadvantage in attempting to controvert 
arguments in nomenclature, or purporting to relate to nomenclature, because 
the argument against almost invariably requires more rhetoric than the initial 
proposition. An insecure foundation may be glossed over when a proposition is 
advanced, but must of necessity be indicated in some detail to explain why the 
proposal is ill-founded. Such indeed is the situation with regard to proposals 
presented by Dr. Hughes. My commentary was requested by Dr. Hughes, who 
to some degree is aware of my personal reservations about his conception of 
nomenclature. It also was requested by the Editor of Taxon. It has been an 
odious task. Personally Dr. Hughes is both engaging and talented and no one 
enjoys publicly taking issue with friends. Rarely, however, has a man been so 
myoptically wedded to his computer system and so mistaken in identifying the 
source of difficulties involved in his handling of computerized data. Moreover, 
the Hughesian proposals must be given full consideration by the Committee for 
Fossil Plants whether they seem appropriate or not. I am sorry my considered 
disapproval must be so definite. 

* Departments of botany and of geology and mineralogy, Ohio State University, 155 S. 
Oval Drive, Columbus, Ohio, 43210, U.S.A. 
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In the following paragraphs I have followed the chronology established in 
Dr. Hughes' article. Even where subject reference is not given completely, it 
should be easy to identify the relevant paragraphs to which the comments 
apply. There are dislocations and irrelevancies in the manner in which the 
original statement was presented so that the sequence is not entirely logical. 
The last four sections of his paper, however, have not been particularly com- 
mented upon, because they are not a part of Hughes' proposals on nomencla- 
ture. Most of the latter material would be appropriate for a manual describing 
palynologic procedures. 

Hughes blames the Code of Botanical Nomenclature for difficulties in hand- 
ling data for paleobiologic and stratigraphic purposes. He says attributes of 
fossil data are entirely different from the purposes for which the ICBN was 
designed. For this reason, he has proposed a new Appendix comprising an 
Introduction and 9 Articles for use in processing the taxonomy of fossils. He 
says that it provides distinctions and flexibility for nomenclature (and thus 
taxonomy) of fossils. After considerable study of his proposals and its accom- 
panying material, I take an altogether different view. 

Hughes also states that the needs for nomenclature and data handling are 
simpler than the sum of the 75 Articles included in the Botanical Code. He 
implies that many of the regular Articles are not needed for fossils. Presumably 
all that is needed is included in the Appendix he has proposed. He suggests that 
the present modifications he has asked for, since he believes them compatible 
with the main Code, may be adequate for the present time. However, he thinks 
a separate Code may ultimately be necessary. On a later page he has developed 
this theme advocating an altogether separate Code a little further. I take issue 
with all of these conclusions. However, a separate and special system designed 
for computerized data handling may be desirable. Such a system, however, has 
no right to be confused with scientific nomenclature. 

Contrary to Hughes' assertion that the organ-genus has been "abolished", the 
concept of organ-genus is still available to any who choose to use it. Regardless 
of misinterpretation and confusion, the nomenclatural distinction between an 
organ-genus and a regular genus always has been most indefinite. It is not 
needed in the Code, but that does not mean the concept is discarded or neces- 
sarily in disrepute. However, although Hughes uses the matter to introduce his 
subject, it does not have a thing at all to do with Hughes' new proposals. 

Hughes complains because the Code implies "that fossils are only marginally 
different from living plants", as epitomized by Art. 58, which he misquotes. 
(He capitalizes "recent" which, in geological parlance, is equal to Holocene. 
Spelled with a lower-case "r", it indicates post-Holocene and, in the Code, is 
used in contradistinction to "fossil".) Modern, in this sense, is a synonym of 
"recent". Of course, so far as nomenclature is concerned, it is not at all evident 
to me why fossil plants should be particularly distinguished from modern 
forms. We have only one plant kingdom and the relationships of every modern 
taxon extend into the past. However, for fossils, Hughes states the purposes of 
study and data handling are so different from modern plants that it is difficult 
to see how they came to be so nearly equated, even for nomenclatural pur- 
poses. I think the answer is implicit in my statement above. The-line of division 
between paleobotany and neobotany is naturally obscure; good botany certain- 
ly must include both modern and ancient aspects. 

Hughes complains about the "whole long Art. 59" devoted to the "lesser 
problem of certain imperfect fungi". He proposes once again that an Appendix 
be added to the Code. In this way he seeks to make the special needs and 
purposes for paleobotany "absolutely clear". However, the special objectives he 
has stated seem irrelevant to the Code, and I, at least, am more than ever 
convinced that this approach to problems of computer operation is bound to 
fail. In general, the implications of Hughes' statements are unfortunate on two 
counts. The decision to have or not have an Appendix is clearly not a substan- 
tive matter but only concerns the organization of subject material. The second 
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consideration is that nearly all of Hughes' proposed new Appendix bears no 
relation to any material ever included as an Appendix or otherwise, in the Code 
of Nomenclature. The reason for this is, of course, absolutely clear: it does not 
relate to nomenclature. But the issues that he seeks to clarify remain unclear. 

Taxonomy follows a hierarchical system. There are other types of classifica- 
tion, such as that used in chemistry (a "closed" system in which all possible 
chemical radicals and bonding relationships are designated, and any innovation 
automatically can be named). The closed classification is widely used in areas 
where all possible permutations can be foreseen. Biological classification in 
general does not permit such foresight and as a consequence all biological 
classifications are hierarchical. It did not happen by chance. Botanists, zool- 
ogists and bacteriologists have been struggling for over two centuries to com- 
municate effectively about the organisms with which they are concerned. The 
Codes of Nomenclature have been devised to provide for methods of treating 
names so that the substantial problems of taxonomy can be discussed, apart 
from the mechanical and semantic problems that relate only to naming. 

Thus it is not surprising that the Code of Nomenclature relates to the hier- 
archical system of biology. The Code does not, however, dictate the hierarchic- 
al system. The hierarchical system itself has dictated the utilitarian format of 
the Code. I think this historical sequence of events will be evident to most 
systematists. The taxonomic link within the Code that Hughes deprecates 
should obviously be read conversely from his implication. The Code serves 
purposes of taxonomy; it never dictates a taxonomic result. This is a source of 
fundamental confusion in Hughes' proposals. He would like to dictate a taxon- 
omic result to serve his conceivably constructive, computerized systematic pur- 
poses. Unfortunately, such regulations are not part of nomenclature. Taxon- 
omy dictates the utilitarian purposes of the Code; the Code never dictates a 
conclusion of a taxonomic nature. 

We now come to irresponsible assertions and implications. As to splitting and 
lumping practices in taxonomy, neither Zoological or Botanical Codes offer 
any bias. It is not correct to assert that they do. These matters of taxonomic 
policy depend on individual taxonomists who are at liberty to formulate their 
own practices. It is patently unfair to attribute the possible short-comings of 
various taxonomists to anything dependent on the Codes, regardless of any 
possible difficulties induced for "data-handling". It seems obvious that Hughes 
would like a standardized taxonomy for his purposes. How about utilizing a 
special group of standardized taxonomists to produce standard monographic 
treatments to standard specification? 

Thus it is most evident that Hughes' diagnosis blaming Codes of Nomencla- 
ture as the source of his problems is fallacious. His diagnosis of the difficulty is 
wrong, and his prescription is correspondingly deficient. It is not apparent to 
me why the exercise of judgement in taxonomy should be warped by any of 
the special requirements for "data-handling". If they should be so influenced, I 
would be inclined to question whether they represented the best judgement of 
the taxonomist and whether they were truly scientific. But this is far afield 
from anything concerned with the Codes of Nomenclature. 

In the section of his paper entitled "The distinct nature of fossil informa- 
tion", Dr. Hughes betrays some nonbiological antecedents. Geology is impor- 
tant, but it does not solve the problems of biology. In the first place, genetical 
tests are not prerequisite to taxonomy of modern or of fossil organisms. Infer- 
ences based on genetical experiments are useful in the study of both. Twelve 
points are enumerated that can be briefly discussed. In my estimation they do 
not distinguish modern and fossil information. 

In order to support his first point that all fossils of plants are single organs, 
some definition of "single organ" should have been required. Hughes' assertion 
that all fossils of plants are "single organs" does nothing to shake my belief 
that practically all fossil specimens must be regarded as aggregates of organ- 
grouping or of organ systems. How does he presume to treat fossil specimens 
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that consist of the foliated shoots of conifers or of lycopods? The stomates of a 
leaf may be regarded as organs of the epidermis; the germ pores of a pollen 
grain as organs of the exine. Certainly the flotation bladders of a pine pollen 
are functionally adapted structures that qualify them as separate organs. The 
whole pollen system is an adaptation to serve functions of the male game- 
tophyte, which itself involves a special group of organs. What, pray tell, is the 
organic nature of the generative nucleus? In view of its special function does it 
not seem logical to regard it as an organ? And if it is not an organ, what is 
it? An organelle? But how does one define an organelle? All of this leads me to 
believe that the doctrine that "all fossils of plants are single organs" is super- 
ficial claptrap. It is not a doctrine that deserves serious consideration by an 
organographer or any serious student of fossil plants. It is a fallacious and 
completely unfounded generalization that does nothing to emphasize the dis- 
tinct nature of fossil information. 

Hughes should have qualified his second point about the time distribution of 
taxa based on fossils (I think this is what he meant by "fossil taxa") to include 
taxa of all kinds. Basically, this is because it is difficult to find any modern 
plants that do not have ancestors. In my estimation, this indicates that all taxa, 
whether known in detail or not, do have a projection in time that should not be 
ignored. 

As to the third point, fossils, like modern plants, have a limitation to their 
distribution in space. Neither attributes of time or space distinguish modern 
from fossil plants. I see nothing there that suggests any distinct nature of fossil 
information; quite the contrary. 

The fourth point of enumeration concerns "time planes" separated by inter- 
vals of five million years. At least such a specified time interval must refer to 
fossils. Of course, I personally doubt that the organisms themselves have taken 
cognizance of these time planes. Possibly they reflect an idealized interpreta- 
tion that has little to do with realities of occurrences and is nurtured by 
exigencies of "data-handling". It is not clear in what way the modern time 
plane is to be differently treated because it is not fossil. 

I certainly agree that the standardized taxonomy should start upon the task 
of classifying organisms at every "time plane". Let it begin by distinguishing 
organisms of the Holocene from those that are modern! Perhaps this would 
clarify the distinct nature of fossil and modern information which, at this 
point, scarcely seems distinguishable. 

In discussing point seven Hughes seems to be ignorant of the reasons provi- 
sions of Rec. PB 6 (Paris Code, 1956) were omitted from the Montreal edition 
(1961) of the Code. The deletion of PB 6 was twice formally proposed in 
October 1958 (Taxon, v. 7 (8), p. 229-330). Later on it was discussed and 
approved by the Committee for Fossil Plants and made part of the report 
subsequently approved by the Nomenclature Section. All of this would seem to 
have provided ample time for discussion and generally adequate consideration. 
I believe the actual consideration was reasonably complete and adequate. The 
point is that PB 6 was not "ignored" as Dr. Hughes asserts. The Code never has 
been compiled through ignorance. None of the changes from one edition to the 
next are casual. I believe Hughes can find the explanation to his clever analogy 
of "good new wine" (descriptions) in "damaged old bottles" (early taxa) if he 
consults the reference given above. 

I challenge the assertion of point eight that the use of fossils in stratigraphic 
correlation is a direct study of evolution. At best, some indirect evolutionary 
inferences may be derived from such stratigraphic studies. For the most part 
evolutionary aspects are ignored and fossils sometimes even have been treated 
as if they were "medals of creation" in stratigraphic correlation. Theoretically 
it should not be so, but most commonly evolution is ignored. It is the rare 
exception when anything evolutionary depends on stratigraphic correlation; the 
converse situation is not as rare. Whether a palynologist-stratigrapher should 
enter an emendatus notation when a possible evolutionary variant is encounter- 
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ed must certainly depend on individual circumstances. It is surely unfair to 
blame the Botanical Code for the fact that few palynologists have proceeded 
along these lines. It seems unfortunate that Hughes has misconstrued the provi- 
sions for citation that are given in the Code. In any event, citation, complete or 
not, depends chiefly on the individual author. 

In Hughes' point nine, it appears that someone is to be blamed for inade- 
quate sample selection. Surely this is not a point of distinction between fossil 
and modern plants. It may happen in any study that is inadequate. 

The tenth point reflects on the difficulties of "Effective data-handling", that 
relate to "vagaries of priority and synonymy of genera". I can well imagine the 
difficulties of data-handling if one is unwilling to devote time in understanding 
the taxonomic history of any taxonomic group. It is ridiculous, however, to 
suggest this lack of scholarly enterprise is a distinction of modern and fossil 
forms or is, in fact, unique to any taxonomic group of organisms, fossil or 
modern. 

I take it that Hughes is considering taxonomic synonyms (those names rela- 
ting to different nomenclatural types) in item eleven. To what extent diver- 
gences of taxonomic opinion can "be checked", whether plants are fossil or 
modern, is difficult to see. Lumper and splitter divergences in taxonomic policy 
and taxonomic interpretation are chiefly responsible for such differences in 
synonymy. It is certainly incorrect to believe that these differences in expres- 
sion of taxonomic opinion should be regulated. Again, the "distinct nature" of 
fossil information is a complete illusion. Such divergences occur in all reaches 
of taxonomy. 

Item twelve, concerned with evaluating fertility limits, may be true but it is 
completely irrelevant to nomenclature. 

Under the subsequent major heading of "Developments of ICBN for fossils", 
Hughes presents a curiously incomplete and distorted version. He treats the 
different editions of the Code as though they were apart from the previously 
adopted proposals for modification with which they have been bound to con- 
form. If one wishes to trace the history of changes in the Code, the more 
complete story is told in the various proposals and in the proceedings of the 
Nomenclature Section at the various Botanical Congresses, but there is no 
indication that he has consulted these records. Superficial inferences based on 
various editions of the Code are hazardous and, like Hughes' summary, may be 
extremely biased and commonly unwarranted. Hughes seems singularly un- 
aware of the extensive and repeated deliberations that precede any substantive 
changes in the Code. Suffice to say that proposals are published and comments 
invited. It is true that many paleobotanists have suggested a lack of concern by 
not participating in nomenclatural discussions, but it is not fair to imply that 
the discussions occurred sub rosa. Discussion of these problems depends on 
persons who are both concerned and informed and there always has been 
opportunity for persons to contribute in nomenclature if they desired to do so. 
If Hughes, for example, had followed these proceedings in the past, he would 
be able to write with a greater comprehension of his present subject. Unfortu- 
nately, he did not do so and his summary, apparently based entirely on a 
limited number of the editions of the Code, is inadequate. 

In relation to actual proposal of a new Appendix 4: In an introduction to 
the Appendix, Hughes takes refuge in incompleteness of the fossil record. This 
is a standard ploy that I think has outlived its significance. Incompleteness 
applies nearly equally to both modern and fossil plants. There is no plant that 
is completely known, either modern or fossil. The difference in completeness 
of knowledge of modern and of fossil plants is variable and certainly any 
general difference applies only in degree. No qualitative difference exists and 
the differences observed are more likely to be a result of incomplete study than 
of incomplete material. The refuge of incompleteness in paleobotany is to a 
considerable degree a psychologic, self-serving, rationalization. Howsoever they 
choose to report their studies, paleobotanists often have a great abundance of 
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plant structures to work with if they care to pursue the search for related parts. 
It is much more reasonable to say that taxa are natural populations than, as 

Hughes does, to say they are not. Perhaps taxa that are incompletely known 
comprise only part of a natural population, but taxa do represent natural 
populations by any legitimate criteria of which I am aware. I think his state- 
ment is in error. It may hinge on his misunderstanding of the nature of a taxon. 

It is normal for a sibling to have ancestors and it follows, therefore, that it is 
natural for taxa to have a projection in time. Consequently, it is nonsense to 
state that a time dimension for taxa is not a natural attribute. Many neontolo- 
gists are concerned about evidences of any sort about the ancestry of their 
modern plants. Usually, if a conscientious search is made, some fossil record is 
available. Commonly a cursory search seems to show that it is meager and 
disappointing. However, the possibility of obtaining additional information by 
research specifically directed at the fossil ancestry of any modern group is 
always there. It offers a splendid opportunity for further studies. Among early 
angiosperms such studies are now being actively,pursued. 

Proposed Art. P 1. The "remains of a single plant organ" is ambiguous in ex- 
treme. Note the comment made on a previous page (p. 507). In specific cases, a 
reader may infer the "organ" referred to, but in a definitive statement for use 
in nomenclature, "organ" lacks meaning. The objects we study are fossil speci- 
mens which represent plants formerly living. 

An organ must be defined in terms of function. Most of the structural 
elements of plants involve many functions and the parts of these elements 
involve other subordinate and coordinate functions. It is inconceivable that I 
am wrong on this issue because that is the way plants grow. Geologic preserva- 
tion of plant fossils is not directly related to functional properties in plants. I 
suppose the colpus or the vestibulate pore of a pollen grain may be termed an 
organ; likewise a perisporium or germinal suture, not to mention intrasporal 
gametophyte and its generative organs. Leaf, stem, root, etc. can be similarly 
dissected functionally so that any attempt to relate nomenclature to functional 
morphology (organs) can only be an exercise in authoritative and arbitrary 
gamesmanship: It does not qualify as botany which, as I understand it, involves 
scientific principles. 

A further objection to the proposed Art. P 1 is that no one yet has given a 
definition of an "organ-species". The term has in some instances been used 
without definition, ambiguously. Species depend on quantitative features for 
distinction and in this respect differ greatly from genera that depend on quali- 
tative features. Consequently, the extension of the formal definition of organ- 
genus (McVaugh, and others, 1968, Annotated glossary of botanical nomencla- 
ture, Regnum Veg., v. 56, p. 20) does not seem at all appropriate for defining 
"organ-species". Hughes' proposal of a requirement to mention these words 
which might be taken arbitrarily as a token, or mystic symbol, of technical 
compliance with the sense of the Article would still constitute only an empty 
and meaningless terminology. Is this what Hughes understands as nomencla- 
ture? I question whether it is nomenclature and believe it is, at best, a meaning- 
less technicality. Surely it is not needed and I therefore recommend rejection. 

Proposed Art. P 2 embodies a pious hope that authors will provide stratigraphic 
time limits for taxa. Desirable, yes; but commonly impractical and again, this 
provision has nothing to do with nomenclature. I recommend rejection. 

Proposed Art. P3 gives directions for description of fossils. Although such 
information may be useful and appropriate for manuals and textbooks of pal- 
eontology, it has no place in a Code of Nomenclature. The functions of the 
Code relate entirely to the manner in which names appropriately are used. 
Directions in descriptive procedures are extraneous to this purpose. I recom- 
mend rejection. 
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Proposed Art. P4 requiring a repetitive quotation of emendments seems so 
restrictive and cumbersome that it is impractical (also see discussion on p. 508). 
The provisions already in the Code (Art. 47; 51-53) for citing substantial 
emendment are adequate and should be followed. I recommend rejection of 
this proposal. The caution suggested in proposed Art. P 5 is regulative of taxon- 
omy and not a part of nomenclature. I recommend rejection. 

Proposed Art. P 6. Aside from uncertainty as to what is implied by "whole 
organism species" (an example would be most illuminating because I question 
whether such a thing exists), it seems that this is a directive about taxonomy. 
There is little chance that conclusions about any "whole organism" could be 
correct under the most ideal circumstances for more than a very brief interval 
of geologic time. Problems of recognition and definition are paramount. I now 
believe this proposal is confusing and impractical. HOwever, a documented and 
better worded proposal to accomplish this same purpose was offered in 1949 
by Schopf and Camp and rejected by the Committee for Fossil Plants that 
functioned at the Stockholm Congress in 1950. The nomenclatural situation is 
much more complex than Hughes implies. I recommend rejection of Hughes' 
proposed Art. P 6. 

Proposed Art. P 7. I presume "organ-taxa above organ-genus" refers to supra- 
generic taxa. Many fossil plants can be assigned to very regularly constituted 
classes, orders and families. (I object to any of these categories being regarded 
merely as "filing arrangements": This is not taxonomy.) The present provisions 
in the Code for nomenclatural treatment of suprageneric categories seem ade- 
quate for both modern and fossil plants. Many of the suprageneric and most of 
the suprafamilial taxa now include both fossil and modern elements. These taxa 
express the unity of the plant kingdom and the insignificant nomenclatural 
distinction between fossil and modern. The proposal suggests that suprageneric 
taxa should be added sparingly. "Sparing" or not, what possible excuse can 
there be for inviting at least a redundancy, if not a synonymy, of suprageneric 
names that has been embodied in this proposal? I recommend rejection. 

Proposed Art. P 8. I presume that "any taxon of living plants" means any 
taxon of modern plants (specimens on which modern taxa are based are not 
living; see Art. 9). The proposal would seem to require formal emendation of 
all taxa in which fossil representatives have been recognized,-including Regnum 
Plantae. Even if it were related to nomenclature, this seems impractical, and 
wholly uncalled for. Actually, the time-range of any taxon of fossil plants has 
nothing to do with nomenclature. It is highly subjective and if plants migrate it 
is variable in age. I question whether the proposal involves taxonomy, although 
certainly it is paleontological. It is surely extraneous to a Code of Nomencla- 
ture. I recommend rejection. 

Note: After due consideration the equivalent of this proposal was rejected 
by the Committee for Fossil Plants at the 1964 Edinburgh Congress. Neverthe- 
less it will no doubt receive reconsideration, although in my opinion it is not 
deserved. 

Proposed Art. P. 9. The various provisions of the proposed Articles P1 - P8 di- 
verge so greatly from practices acceptable in nomenclature that the caveat of a 
non-retroactive provision in proposed P 9 makes scarcely any sense. If adopted, 
it promotes further confusion by dated separation of old publication from new, 
as well as fossil from modern. I recommend rejection. 

Notes on Notes: It is gratuitous and erroneous to assert that any of the 
genera mentioned as examples under Art. 3 are exempt from any details of 
typification. All have nomenclatural types. 

A form-genus is not a "wide storage taxon". This misuse of the term taxon is 
to be deprecated. A form-genus is a special category. 
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Standards for Recognition 
The Hughesian standards have a good deal to do with desirable practice in 

paleontology, a few of them have relevance to taxonomy, but only a designa- 
tion of repository for critical specimens has relevance to nomenclature. 

Complaint about the "inappropriate minutiae" of the Botanical and Zoologi- 
cal Codes being tied to "taxonomy, classification and data-handling" makes 
one wonder whether Hughes has any knowledge of "their original proper pur- 
poses". He paints a picture of all man-made difficulty being swept away by the 
new Appendix he proposes. Unfortunately, I am convinced that acceptance of 
the startling new proposals that he advocates would produce much more chaos 
than he seeks to cure. 

Hughes' Appendix is not a simplification. It mandates added formalistic 
detail that is greatly in excess of any present regulation. In addition the new 
mandatory proposals seem irrelevant to any purpose in nomenclature. If com- 
mercial users find the present Code unsuited to their purpose, they are not 
likely to find the new Appendix better suited. It surely will not help. Actually, 
there is no practical reason why a practicing paleontologist-stratigrapher should 
be especially concerned with scholarly studies of the relationships of plants 
(taxonomy). Many independent methods of special classification can be used 
for determining age and correlation. It would be preferable and it is here 
recommended that Hughes adopt any one of them and desist from ill-advised 
attempts to modify the Code to serve his own practical purposes. He apparent- 
ly seeks an authoritative sanction because he despairs at the effort that taxon- 
omy requires in order to do scholarly systematic work. The solution to this 
problem does not lie in changing a Code of Nomenclature. 

This last conclusion is particularly evident after reading the last chapters of 
Hughes' paper, particularly that concerning "Standards for formal recognition 
of fossil information". These standards are commendable in objective, but they 
have no relation to any Code of Nomenclature, they are not a part of his 
formal proposals to emend the Code, and for this reason they are not dealt with 
or discussed here. 
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