
Advice on Proposals to Amend the Code
Author(s): Edward G. Voss
Reviewed work(s):
Source: Taxon, Vol. 26, No. 2/3 (May, 1977), pp. 309-310
Published by: International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT)
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1220572 .
Accessed: 15/08/2012 05:47

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT) is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and
extend access to Taxon.

http://www.jstor.org 

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=iapt
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1220572?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


TAXON 26(2/3): 309-340. MAY I977 

NOMENCLATURE' See also p. 20I, 2o8, 246, and 284. 

ADVICE ON PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE 

All botanists interested in alterations to the International Code of Botanical Nomen- 
clature are presumably familiar with the basic procedure: (i) Proposals are published in 
Taxon, where they are numbered serially. (2) Prior to the next Congress, a Synopsis of 
Proposals assembles all of them, organized by Article and Recommendation, and publishes 
them with technical comments but without the full argumentation accompanying original 
publication. (3) A ballot for Preliminary Mail Vote (and advisory opinion from individuals) 
is distributed with the Synopsis, and the ballots are tabulated so that the results are 
available to members of the Nomenclature Section. (4) The Nomenclature Section of the 
Congress considers proposals, including any amendments offered, and acts upon them (both 
individual and institutional votes). (5) Decisions of the Nomenclature Section are ratified 
by vote of plenary session of the Congress. (See also Division III of the Code). 

The Editorial Committee met in November, 1976, to complete the text of the next 
edition of the Code, incorporating changes adopted at the XII Congress in Leningrad, 
1975. The "Leningrad Code" will be published early in 1978. Before any considerable 
number of proposals to amend it are made, a few words of advice may be in order: 
(i) Proposals concerning the substance of Appendices II and III (nomina conservanda) 
must be referred to the various Special Committees. Additions, deletions, and alterations 
in the lists of conserved and rejected names are not considered merely editorial in nature 
(see Taxon 23: 647-648. Aug. 1974), they are not numbered in the sequence for changes in 
the text of the Code, and they are not included in the Preliminary Mail Vote. Such 
proposals should be offered separately from textual changes in the Articles and Recom- 
mendations; they will thus be more readily noted and reported upon by the Special 
Committees. 
(2) In accord with General Proposal B, the Editorial Committee has numbered the 
paragraphs of all Articles and Recommendations. In the process of doing this, the Com- 
mittee divided or combined some paragraphs, rearranged the sequence of others, and com- 
pleted an effort to treat only certain kinds of incidental material as "Notes." Consequent- 
ly, the text of the Leningrad Code should be much easier to cite - but paragraphs in many 
instances will not parallel the exact positions of the corresponding text in the Seattle Code. 
Therefore, persons contemplating amendments are urged to wait, if possible, until pub- 
lication of the Leningrad Code before offering changes, so that the proper passages for 
alteration may be cited. Citations to certain Notes, paragraphs, or examples in the Seattle 
Code may not be the same. 
(3) If a general principle applies to several Articles and Recommendations, the matter can 
often be covered succinctly by a single proposal, in which details are given at the most 
relevant point in the Code. If, for example, one proposes to eliminate the 'X' sign for 
hybrids, or to make the rank of section equivalent to subgenus, it is not necessary to make 
a separate formal proposal for amending every single passage where 'X' or 'section' is 
mentioned in the Code. This only increases unnecessarily the text of the Synopsis and, 
especially, the number of mail votes to tabulate. The Editorial Committee can be relied 
upon to scrutinize the Code carefully for accord with such general proposals if they are 
accepted. 
(4) If acceptance of a proposal would require renumbering or rewording of the remainder 
of an Article or Recommendation, it is not necessary to make additional proposals that 
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such be done; e. g., if Note 2 is deleted, it is entirely unnecessary to solicit and tabulate 
a mail vote instructing the Editorial Committee by formal proposal to renumber Notes 3 
and 4 or to eliminate a cross-reference to Note 2. The Committee is always charged with 
the responsibility to deal with such matters. 
(5) Proposals should state explicitly what change is proposed, e. g.: "Change Art. 30.4 to 
read as follows:" "Delete the second sentence of Art. 75 Note 2." "Reword the last line 
of Rec. 73M as follows:" "Add the following example to Rec. 29B." In other words, 
proposals should not consist simply of new text but should indicate exactly what passage 
is to be altered, deleted, or added. It may be helpful to call attention to additional passages 
affected by a change without making a separate formal proposal for each of them (see 
3 and 4 above). A clearly expressed, brief proposal is more likely to be read sym- 
pathetically than a long complex argument or a series of repetitive proposals. 

EDWARD G. Voss 
Secretary, Editorial Committee 

STARTING POINTS FOR NOMENCLATURE OF FUNGI: A PRIMER FOR IMC2 

Ronald H. Petersen': 

Summary 

The history of starting point philosophies for fungi are outlined, and a resume of 
proposals circulated within Subcommittee D is furnished within the context of discussion. 
The subjects covered are intended to serve as the basis for discussion at the Second Inter- 
national Mycological Congress, I977. 

Under a mandate from the First International Mycological Congress at Exeter, 1972, the 
International Mycological Association established a Nomenclature Committee, with Dr. 
R. P. Korf as Secretary. Subsequently, mycologists were offered the opportunity to serve on 
one or more subcommittees, each to deal with specific nomenclatural problems associated 
with fungi. One such subcommittee (Subcommittee D) was charged with examining and 
discussing the subject of starting points for fungi, and with formulating proposals for 
consideration by the Second International Mycological Congress (Tampa, Aug./Sept., 1977) 
and for possible adoption by the Special Committee for Fungi and Lichens (of IAPT), and 
possible inclusion into the ICBN (presumably the "Sydney Code"). 

For over two years opinions and proposals have been circulated within Subcommittee D, 
and discussion has been lively. Two facts emerge, however: a) a large number of 
mycologists still feel unheard and/or uninformed, in spite of efforts to involve as many 
individuals in the subcommittee structure as possible; and b) the necessary debate scheduled 
for Tampa will proceed with only the Subcommittee members in possession of all the 
relevant proposals and opinions - a regrettable situation. 

As Secretary to Subcommittee D, and in order to alleviate the stresses outlined above, 
I have attempted to draft a "primer" for interested mycologists, concerning the subject and 
the problems and advantages of the major emergent philosophies. It is hoped that this 
publication can serve as a basis for discussion at Tampa, so that those deliberations may 
be conducted in orderly fashion, and to constructive ends. 

HISTORY 

Evolution of the present system of nomenclatural starting points has undergone at least 
three mutations from the pre-codified era. These may be summarized as follows. 

I. DeCandolle's intent in I867, was to establish binary nomenclature with a minimum 
of complexity. His only reference to Linnaeus' binomial system was in Art. IS (Lois), 
but was oblique in that names were to be adopted regardless of whether they were 
Linnaean or were not, if they fulfilled other minimum requirements set down by DeCan- 
dolle himself. Stripped of its reference to Linnaeus, DeCandolle's Art. i5 reads: "Each... 
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