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continue to be used for those parts. 
(Delete the rest of Article 3, with instructions to the Editorial committee to seek suitable 

examples.) 
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A PROPOSAL TO EMEND ARTICLE 3.2 OF ICBN 

Proposal (37). Delete the words of Article 3.2 and substitute: 

Since the names of taxa of fossil plants are usually based on fragmentary specimens, fossil- 

genera are distinguished as taxa which may be given names according to this Code. If they are 
not assignable to a family they may be referable to a taxon of higher rank. 

For many years palaeobotanists have argued about the rules of nomenclature which govern 
the status of fossil taxa, particularly about the criteria to be used in defining them and the need 
for two different taxa for fossil plants: form-genera and organ-genera. At the 1975 International 
Botanical Congress the Nomenclature Committee for Fossil Plants attempted to resolve the 

contemporary difficulties by abolishing the organ-genus, but now that their decisions have been 

published in Taxon (Traverse, 1975; Voss, 1976) and have been incorporated into the Leningrad 
Version of the Code, albeit in a different form (Stafleu et al., 1978) it can be seen that the present 
Rules and Recommendations for fossil plants do not make the difficulties any easier; rather the 
situation is even more confused. 

By referring only to "some fossil plants" those other fossils which are assignable to a family, 
and which were earlier regarded as organ-genera, no longer have any clear nomenclatural status 
within the Code. But the list of examples does include fossils which are assignable to a family, 
and refers to them as "(not form-genera)." In the absence of organ-genera, which have been 
abolished in nomenclature (but not in their taxonomic concept) there is no other taxon available 
than that of the genus. Clearly this presents substantial taxonomic difficulties because it means 
that fossil plant parts such as Lepidocarpon, Mazocarpon, and Siltaria (at least) have the same 
nomenclatural status as modern genera such as Quercus. In addition to these confusions within 
the Leningrad Code itself, further uncertainty has been caused by the very different wording of 
this Article in the Code to that which appears in the reports of the Committee for Fossil Plants 

(Traverse, 1975; Voss, 1976). The major differences involve: 

1) the wording of the section which defines the relationship of the form-genus rank to the family 
rank; 

2) the inexplicable limitation to "some" fossil plants only, in Stafleu et al. (1978); 
3) the style of presentation of the list of examples: compare that quoted in the Leningrad Code 

to: "(Examples to be in a single list with no reference to form- and organ-genera)" (Voss, 
1976); and "Examples: Lepidocarpon ..... Dadoxylon. .... (the same list as in present 
Code, but delete all references to form and organ genera)." (Traverse, 1975). 

Those who support the continued use of both organ-genera and form-genera (e.g., Harris, 1960; 
Schopf, 1963; Jansonius, 1974; Meyen, 1975) acknowledge the wide range of status of fossil 

plant genera and enjoy the taxonomic flexibility for familial assignment that the distinction 
allows. Those who are against the Code making provision for the two taxa, and who favour a 
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single category (e.g., Faegri, 1963; Potoni6, 1964; Stafleu, 1967) argue that no plant part is 
representative of the whole and so it is impossible to make a clear distinction between natural 
and artificial systems. Faegri's (1963) example typifies the reasoning of this group: ". . the 
rules themselves cite Lepidocarpon as an organ-genus referred to Lepidocarpaceae (sic). What 
is Lepidocarpaceae? Is it an organ-family, in which case this example does not illustrate what it 
purports to do, or is it an ordinary family, in which case Lepidocarpon is an organ-genus 
because it is referable to a family based upon itself, and it can only be based upon itself because 
it is presumed to be an organ-genus!". Members of the opposing group would no doubt answer 
that for some palaeobotanists it is a taxonomically useful expedient to be able to refer 
Lepidocarpon and Illiniocarpon to the same group to show that they are closely related in a 
phyletic sense; this would be expressly forbidden if these genera were regarded as form-genera, 
and because they are based on detached plant parts they clearly have a different status to 
modem genera such as Quercus. 

Justification of the Proposal 

1. The concepts of the earlier organ-genus and form-genus are combined, leaving an opportu- 
nity for the fossil plant taxonomist to use the taxon as a natural group or as an artificial one; 
thus, both schools in the debate surrounding the role of the two earlier taxa are able to use the 
same category. 

2. Since the definitions of the terms "organ-genus" and "form-genus" have changed many 
times in recent editions of the IC BN, and since neither is particularly appropriate to describe the 
concepts involved, a new term, "fossil-genus," is proposed. 

3. The proposed emendation retains a distinction between taxa for detached fossils and taxa 
for modem plants. This is because fossils are usually available as separate organs and therefore 
present limited evidence of the originally whole plant. The use of this fossil-taxon emphasises 
that the specimens are from plants belonging to an extinct group or that insufficient evidence is 
available to assign them to a modem taxon (Boulter, 1979). 

4. The phrase "they may be referable to a taxon of higher rank" enables extremely artifical 
fossil-genera such as Pecopteris, Dadoxylon, Inaperturopollenites and the acritarchs to be 
named according to the Code. 

5. No examples are necessary, since no distinction is to be made between kinds of fossil taxa. 
Unless there is evidence from most parts of the fossil plant that it belongs to a modem genus 
(Boulter, 1979), it is a fossil-genus. 
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Proposed by: M.C. Boulter, North East London Polytechnic, Romford Road, London E15 4LZ, 
England. 

ADENANTHERA BICOLOR MOON AND THE OPERATION OF ARTICLE 32 

Dr. A. J. G. H. Kostermans has drawn my attention to an interesting ambiguity in the 

interpretation of Art. 32 of the Code. 
There are two species of Adenantihera L. (Legiuminoisae) in Ceylon, one with uniformly 

scarlet seeds (A. poilonina L.), and the other with one half of the seed scarlet, the other half 
black, and for this reason not inappropriately named Adenanthera hicolor Moon (Cat. P1. 
Ceylon, part 1: 34. 1824). The identity of the plant which Moon intended to name Adenantuhera 
hi'olor has never been in doubt, but, unfortunately, the name itself is defectively published. It 
first appears in the tabulated Catalogue as follows Ithe dashes indicate vertical columns in the 

cataloguel: Adenanthera "hicolor M.-two-coloured-[Sinhalese name in Sinhalese charactersl- 
Mas-moru-Rumph. amb. 3. t.ll2-Caltura-B" [symbols to indicate that it is a plant of the 
lowlands growing on bog mold]. 

Thirty-five years later Thwaites (Enum. P1. Zeyl., 98, 1859) described Alenanthera hicolor in 
detail, evidently regarding the original publication of the name as inadequate. If this second 

publication could be accepted as the first valid publication of the name Adenanthera hicolor 
then all would be well; but nomenclaturists will at once draw attention to Article 32.1 of the 
Code, and argue that the publication of the name in 1824 was validated by the reference to 
Rumphius, and that the name Adenanthera hbicolor must be attached to the plant figured and 
described by Rumphius in Herbarium Amboinense 3: 177, t. 112 (1750). If this is correct then 
Adenlantliera bicolor Moon becomes a synonym of Aharelma (Pithecellohiium) ('lypearia (Jack) 
Kosterm. (in Bull. 20. Organiz. Sci. Research, Indonesia, 42. 1954), which is the plant figured 
by Rumphius, and another name must be given to Adenantllera bic'olor Thwaites. 

But is it correct? Article 32.1 of the 1978 Code [English text, which (p. XII) is to be regarded 
as correct should there be any inconsistency between the versions] states: "In order to be 

validly published, a name of a taxon must .... (c) be accompanied by a description or diag- 
nosis of the taxon or by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously and effectively published 
description or diagnosis of it." 

The two words "of it" are very important, since they effectively modify the operation of Art. 
32.1 and, significantly, until the publication of the 1978 Code, were absent from the French and 
German versions of the same text. If the wording of Art. 32.1 is to mean anything, then "of it" 
can be interpreted to mean "a previously and effectively published description or diagnosis of 
the taxon," and these are the actual words used in the French and German texts of the current 
Code. In the example quoted "the taxon" can only be the plant with the Sinhalese name 
Mas-moru which Moon intended to name Adenantliera bicolor, an interpretation endorsed by 
the wording of Art. 32.3. To argue that "it" could be the plant figured by Rumphius would make 

part of the wording of Art. 32.1 redundant and meaningless. 
Is it possible, then, to take the validating description or diagnosis from Rumphius and to 

select the type of the name Adenanthera bicolor from amongst Ceylon material so named by 
Moon? I do not think so, since such a lectotypification must necessarily involve a "misinterpre- 
tation of the protologue" (Art. 8) which, at the crucial point, indicates the plant now known as 
Abarema clypearia. 

In consequence, it would seem that where one can demonstrate a difference in the identity of 
the taxon to be named and that of the taxon furnishing the previously published description or 

diagnosis, then the publication of the name must be deemed invalid, since the previously 
published description refers to a different taxon, and not to the taxon for which the name is 

required. 
It will be said that such an argument is at odds with the type concept and the overall intentions 

of the Code. If so, it is the fault of the Code, nor is it a fault which can be passed off as a mere 
editorial lapsus. As things stand, it would appear that the name Adenanthera bicolor Moon was 
not validly published in 1824, and that it was first validly published by Thwaites in 1839. 

Only if the words "of it" are deleted from Art. 32.1; if Art. 32.2 is amended and if clear 
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