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(83) Proposal to amend Art. 33.6. 

The past two or three decades have seen the origin and spectacular rise of a new branch of "scientia 
amabilis", combinatorics. Its roots are obscure but it seems certain that in the beginning was the 
Combination, or rather, the possibility, sanctioned by the Code, of making Combinations and of 
adorning them with the Combiner's name. In olden days, reclassification and the consequent renaming 
of plant taxa was a by-product of monographic studies of particular plant groups. No one can possibly 
object to such name changes, even though the stability of nomenclature suffers more or less heavily 
from them. However, things have changed. What was once unthinkable has become an everyday 
practice. New names are produced wholesale, often superfluous or illegitimate, or for taxa not currently 
recognized as distinct units, sadly revealing the absence of understanding in the Combiner (Wilson, 
1983). Hundreds, nay thousands of new combinations are being created every year for no apparent 
reason, except the whim of the author. Certain botanical journals are appalling to peruse. It is not 
difficult to become a combiner: no plant material, dead or alive, is required, no apparatus, no knowledge 
of the plants involved. (I recall an author of dozens of new combinations in Pilosella who was 
embarrassed when I asked him, in a friendly fashion, to name a collection of Hieracium pilosella agg. 
for me.) All that is required is several books or papers (preferably old or little known), good knowledge 
of the pertinent sections of the Code and a dose of courage (personally, I should prefer to call it 
rashness). Lack of invention? Frustration? Inferiority complex? Messiah complex? Resentful towards 
other people? Combine. It is a panacea. The more combinations, the better. Expressed in numbers, 
they make a fine item in annual reports. 

It is certainly pitiable that some members of the botanical community are able to produce nothing 
but lists of new combinations, however imposing, thus reducing taxonomy to a pointless game with 
names. They seem to consider themselves humble servants of science who save other people the effort 
of making a combination. Some even manage to combine a name before it is published, perhaps a 
case of clairvoyance, not normally encountered in botany. But are we obliged to take the outcome of 
combinatorics seriously? I feel very strongly that we should protect ourselves against endless name 
changes. As pointed out by Wilson (1983) and Friis (1984), the present Code is unable to legislate 
against such uncritical work and the filter represented by editors and referees is too weak a protection 
(suppose the Combiner holds an important post on the editorial board?). In fact, virtually anyone 
may combine as he wishes. Combining is easy. A solution: make it a bit difficult for them. Let every 
combiner take the trouble to see at least some material of the taxa concerned. Supplement the conditions 
of effective and valid publication of a name with the following passage: a new nomenclatural com- 
bination is not validly published unless accompanied by a reference to the type or at least to a specimen 
of the taxon. This should work. 

(83) Proposal to supplement Art. 33 of the Code: 

33.6. A new combination, or an avowed substitute (nomen novum), published on or after 1 Jan. 1988 
for a previously and validly published name, is not validly published unless accompanied by a reference 
to the type of the name or to any particular specimen of the taxon in question. 

References 
Friis, I. 1984. Sciaplea Rauschert (1982) is a synonym of Dialium L. (1767) (Fabaceae). Taxon 33: 

505-506. 
Wilson, K. L. 1983. Publication of superfluous names. Taxon 32: 644-645. 

Proposed by: M. Kovanda, Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, Botanical Institute, 252 43 Prfihonice, 
Czechoslovakia. 

(84)-(85) Proposals to amend Art. 63.1: Lectotypification - retroactive or not? 

There is no retroactivity of lectotypifications. The Code is, in my opinion, quite unambiguous. 
Many well-known botanists take the same view, e.g. the hepaticologist R. Grolle (in litt. 1984), the 
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mycologist H. Kreisel (in litt. 1982), the late R. Ross, F. A. Stafleu (in litt. 1980) and all members of 
the Committee on Superfluous Names (in "Synopsis of proposals on botanical nomenclature--Seattle 
1969"). R. Grolle, whose profound knowledge and experience in Hepaticae nomenclature is well 
known, wrote to me (in litt. 23.10. 84): "There is no retroactivity of lectotypifications concerning 
legitimacy or illegitimacy of names in our Code. It also seems utmost undesirable to me, because 
according to my experiences with Hepaticae nomenclature such retroactivity would be simply dis- 
astrous to stability of Hepaticae names, whereas non-retroactivity has no harm. Thus I must strongly 
warn against the introduction of such retroactivity". Grolle added in his letter that some years ago 
also the excellent nomenclaturist R. Ross in communications with him denied retroactivity of lec- 
totypifications. C. V. Morton, chairman of the above mentioned Committee, wrote (1.c. 92): "It must 
surely be allowed that a later designated lectotype ought not to be allowed to render an earlier name 
superfluous, both because lectotypes do not have the force or permanence of holotypes, and because 
the article itself states that a name must have been nomenclaturally superfluous when published 
[emphasis by Morton] .... However, although the lack of influence of later designated lectotypes is 
already implicit in Art. 63, there is no harm in adding a Note to this effect, to remove any possible 
doubt about the matter". An appropriate proposal (Prop. L) was published by Morton, together with 
all the members of the Committee on Superfluous Names (Burtt, Dostal, P. C. Silva, R. Singer) as 
co-authors, except Jacobs, who did not discuss the phrase "when published" proposing to designate 
all superfluous names merely as "not correct". The whole concept of superfluous names (Art. 63), not 
existent in the "International Code of Zoological Nomenclature" nor in the "Code der Phytosozio- 
logischen Nomenklatur", cannot be scientifically justified, as many authors (e.g. Mansfeld, 1949; Donk, 
1966; Burtt, 1969; Demoulin in CIRC 3: 15. 1985) are convinced, because it is unnecessarily punitive, 
and the same holds for Art. 7.11 (automatic typifications of superfluous names). However, it seems 
to be wise to retain these Articles, as already emphasized by Mansfeld (1949), Dandy (1964) and 
many other nomenclaturists, because it is too late for deleting them. At any rate, one should not 
enlarge the scope of activity of Art. 63 by introduction of retroactivity of lectotypifications. Then, the 
very opposite of the intention of this rule would be affected, because the creation of unnecessary names 
would be favoured rather than precluded. All members of the Committee on Superfluous Names 
(Seattle 1969) considered the non-retroactivity of lectotypifications as an obvious fact already existent 
in the Code (see the above cited opinion of Morton). The non-acceptance of Prop. L (Morton et al.) 
and of similar Seattle proposals and the fact that Art. 63.1 remained unaltered up to the present Code, 
does not mean either acknowledgement or refusal of non-retroactivity, but means merely that the 
matter of debate was not settled. That the wording of the Seattle Code (and the present Code) does 
not mean retroactivity is also the opinion of F. A. Stafleu (in litt. 14.4.80): "Es ist ffir mich selbstver- 

stdindlich, daB spatere Lektotypifizierung nicht riickwirkend einen Namen illegitim machen kann" 
["To me, it is obvious that the subsequent choice of a lectotype can not make a name illegitimate 
retroactively"] in response to my inquiry from 13.3.80 (translated from German) ". .. there are many 
cases where a species cited in the protologue of a generic name was not yet a type species at the time 
of the publication of this generic name. This means, logically: The generic name was not "superfluous 
when published", but it became superfluous only subsequently. Thus it did not include the type of a 
previous published name, it included the type only after the publication. I consider the phrase "when 
published" and the application of the preterite "included" as an expressed limitation in the sense of 
Principle VI, and I am of opinion that there is no subsequent establishment of "nomina abortiva". 
At the beginning of his letter, F. A. Stafleu wrote, his comment could be short, because he agrees to 
my "argumentation" (i.e. to my interpretation of Principle VI, of the phrase "nomenclaturally su- 
perfluous when published", and thus implicitly to my interpretation of "permanently attached", too). 

The well-known nomenclaturist in mycology, M. Donk (1966), vigorously refused retroactivity of 
lectotypifications, although in his opinion retroactivity was extant in the Code. He guessed that a 
really strict interpretation of Art. 63 would require the killing of hundreds of fungus names. "I go 
back to my desk and write a bunch of new combinations and I am a bloody man again: I simply 
refuse to do that .... I do not want to go down in history as bloody Donk, Donk, the Ripper". The 
pteridologist Holttum took a similar view (l.c. 54). 

McNeill and Pryer (1985) annotated Morton's above cited opinion as follows: "It is not evident, 
however, that this approach is in accordance with the Code". In my opinion, the existence of non- 
retroactivity of lectotypifications in the Code is evident. However, McNeill and Pryer (1985) give a 
new interpretation of the word "permanently" in Art. 7.2, viz. in a retrograde sense, by means of 
which they reached a different interpretation of"superfluous when published", and thus they postulate 
retroactivity of lectotypifications concerning illegitimacy of names. 
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Principle VI of the Code reads: "The rules of nomenclature are retroactive unless expressly limited". 
This implies: Not all of the Code is retroactive, as often erroneously is stated. Rather the retroactive 
force is limited to the Rules, and according to Preamble 3 these Rules are set out in the Articles. In 
other words, merely the provisions incorporated in an article, have retroactive force. In the articles, 
however, are set out only general provisions, but never individual decisions for a particular taxon in 
a particular case. The lectotypification of an individual name is, in logic, never a rule, because a rule 
is ever concerned with several individual cases. A particular conserved generic name, or a particular 
generic name having a conserved type, is not a rule, but an exception to a rule (Art. 14.1). In a rule 
(as in Art. 7.4), there is set out only the general provision that a lectotype or neotype can be determined, 
when a holotype is lacking. However, the superfluity rule (Art. 63.1) does not apply unless a statement 
has been made that (1) the particular element X is the type of the name Y, and that (2) the element 
X or the name Y is included in the protologue of the subsequently published name Z. However, such 
particular lectotypifications and neotypifications are published in the Appendix III of the Code or in 
most cases not at all in the Code, but never in an Article as a Rule. Thus a particular typification is 
never retroactive. 

Has every name always a type? No! A stove may be defined as an object being in a room of a house, 
by means of which this room is heated. On the other hand, a nomenclatural type is, by definition, 
"that element to which the name of a taxon is permanently attached" (Art. 7.2) and by means of 
which "the application of names of taxa is determined" (Principle II, Art. 7.11). Neither the former 
nor the latter definition means that every room always has a stove, and that every name always has 
a type, respectively. Both definitions mean merely, what a stove or what a type is, if it is extant, but 
not, that it is existent in every particular room or name, respectively. Likewise the definition of"name" 
in Art. 6.6 ("in this Code 'name' means a name that has been validly published whether it is legitimate 
or illegitimate") does not mean that every name always has a type nor that a name, when (or whilst) 
a type is lacking, is not a "name" in the sense of the Code. Similarly, Art. 7.1 and Principle 2 mean 
merely that the unambiguous application of a name is not ensured unless it has a type; however, they 
do not say that every particular name is attached to a particular type from its establishment indefinitely 
into the future. Nowhere does the Code read that a name cannot be, at least temporarily (e.g. initially), 
without a type. On the contrary, Art. 9.3 reads: "if such a name is without a type specimen". It is 
true, these words refer to names of species (and of infraspecific taxa) and to type specimens, but they 
apply also to generic names because these, according to Art. 10.1 of the Sydney Code, are typified by 
specimens, too. 

However, if it is principally possible, that a name is without a type, then I see no reason why the 
following interpretation of "permanently" ("dauernd") in Art. 7.2 must be introduced (only if this 
interpretation is accepted, every name, also every name which is typified only after its valid publication, 
would have a type already at the point of its valid publication). McNeill and Pryer write: "We see no 
reason why the permanent attachment of a type to a name should not go back to the establishment 
of the name as well as forward indefinitely into the future". However, I see two such reasons: (1) The 
permanence of the attachment may be limited in the future, because both lectotypes and neotypes 
may be superseded. Thus I see no reason for the postulation that the permanent attachment should 
not also be limited in the past and that it must go back to the establishment of the name without 
exception. Neither any superseded type goes forward indefinitely into the future, nor any superseding 
type goes back to the establishment of the name. However, both the superseded and the superseding 
type are, as generally all types, denoted in the Code as "permanently attached". (2) The interpretation 
of the words "permanently" and "dauernd" in a retrograde meaning in Art. 7.2 is contrary to the 
non-retrograde application of the same words at all other passages in the Code and in the language 
of the general public. Thus I feel that the new retrograde interpretation of the word "permanently" 
in the Art. 7.2 is out of the way and unacceptable. I am convinced that such an interpretation was 
not intended by the authors of the article concerned. In order to give an example for an non-superfluous 
name, in the Cambridge Code (i.e. the ICBN edition, where the superfluity rule was introduced) the 
name Unisema Raf. was embodied to show that a name can not become superfluous owing to sub- 
sequent emendation (i.e. subsequent inclusion of a type which was not included in the original pub- 
lication). On the other hand, a name which became superfluous owing to subsequent lectotypification 
(simultaneous inclusion at the time of original publication of an element not chosen as a lectotype at 
that time), never has been incorporated in the Code as an example for non-retroactivity (Art. 63). But 
the latter fact does not mean that only cases of emendation like Unisema are non-retroactive and all 
other cases (e.g. lectotypification) are retroactive. Examples, in logic, must not necessarily give a full 
enumeration of all potential cases. Moreover, the Unisema example was deleted in later editions of 
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the Code, likely in order to preclude such misinterpretations. Contrary to a retrograde meaning of 
"permanently" Art. 9.1 reads: "The type (holotype, lectotype, or neotype) of a name of a species or 
infraspecific taxon ... ought to be conserved "permanently" (in the German version "dauernd aufzu- 
bewahren"). In the case of a neotypification a retrograde meaning of "permanently" would require 
that an individual plant which flowered and was collected in 1985, must be conserved in a herbarium 
already 100 or 200 years before (i.e. at the time of the valid publication of the name of that plant). 
The same unsatisfiable requirement would be supplied by Art. 9.5 ("type specimens of names of taxa 
must be preserved permanently"). 

Two examples showing the meaning of the word "permanently" ("dauernd") in the language of 
general public may be given: (1) A "Dauerbrenner" (in literal translation: "a permanently burning 
stove") is a stove not permanently burning unless in the winter, but not "from its establishment 
indefinitely into the future"; in every spring the fire dies away, but nevertheless it is called "Dauer- 
brenner". (2) A woman with permanent waves (="Dauerwellen" = "ondulation permanente") is 
accompanied with these waves neither "from her establishment" (=birth) nor "indefinitely into the 
future"; she is necessarily to be permed anew from time to time. The new waves "supersede" the old 
ones. Both the new and the old waves do not go back to the woman's birthday, but nevertheless both 
are called "permanent waves". 

The phrase "nomenclaturally superfluous when published" ("bei seiner Veriffentlichung nomen- 
klatorisch tiberfliissig") and the application of the preterite "included" in Art. 63.1 are explicit limi- 
tations in the meaning of Principle VI. Provided that the usual, non-retrograde interpretation of 
"permanently" is retained, there is no obstacle to this view. In my opinion, it is playing on words 
and is incompatible with logic to interpret the phrase "nomenclaturally superfluous when published" 
(Art. 63.1) in such a way, that a name which was not superfluous at the point of its publication, after 
the point of its publication can become a name which was superfluous at the point of publication. 
There is no meaning of this phrase other than: "and not rendered superfluous after its publication". 
Thus it is undoubtedly beneficial to the stability of nomenclature that a subsequent generic name can 
not be superfluous unless the competing older synonym, which is associated with it in its protologue, 
had been typified (holotypified or previously lectotypified) at the time of the original publication of 
the subsequent name. Isoviita (CIRC page 51) suggests, that Art. 63 Ex. 5 explains the meaning of 
the phrase "superfluous when published". However, retroactivity oflectotypification (as Isoviita states) 
surely is not involved. Ex. 5 merely intends to show that a name is not illegitimate if at the point of 
its publication no type of an earlier legitimate name at the same rank is included, but if such a type 
was included subsequently owing to an emendation (an analogy to the above mentioned deleted 
Unisema example). However, Ex. 5 never says that a name, which was legitimate at the point of 
publication, subsequently becomes illegitimate under any circumstance (eventually owing to subse- 
quent lectotypfication). A subsequent establishment of a "nomen abortivum" (stillborn name) logically 
is impossible: A name which lived for a time can not become still-born afterwards. 

I must warn vigorously to embody the retroactivity of lectotypification and neotypification in the 
Code (or, as others would say it, to make clear that the retroactivity, as assumed by themselves, 
already is extant in the Code). I refuse such a modification, because I do not see any benefit, but I see 
many serious and disastrous disadvantages. I strongly hesitate, because it is very difficult to appraise, 
what ramifications of such an essential modification will affect the stability of nomenclature. Attention 
should be paid to the present admonishing against insufficiently discussed essential modifications of 
the Code (see e.g. Machol, Kalkman, and D6rfelt and Braun). The affect of a proposed major modi- 
fication to (in)stability of nomenclature must be profoundly examined by specialists of all taxonomic 
groups (algae, fungi, mosses, pteridophytes, spermatophytes) before the voting. As yet, only few authors 
(and only in few cases) have rejected well-known names because of retroactivity of lectotypification 
presumed by them to be in the Code, and only in few cases such names were substituted by scarcely 
known younger synonyms or by nomina nova. However, these few cases let us recognize that the 
amplification of the superfluity rule (Art. 63.1), which is affected by introduction of retroactivity of 
lectotypifications, favours the unpleasant creation of unnecessary new names and their substitution 
for existent, unambiguous names being in current use. If generic names are substituted it was necessary 
in most cases to recombine all (or nearly all) specific names in the genus concerned. As an example 
may be cited the rejection of the well-known name Leccinum S. F. Gray (Fungi) by Sutara (1982). 
This author gives as a reason that the lectotypification of the name Boletus Fr.: Fr. would be retroactive 
and subsequently would render Leccinum superfluous. He created new combinations with the scarcely 
known generic name Krombholziella R. Maire 1937 for 42 (nearly all) species of the genus. Forty-two 
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specific names, unambiguous and in current use, were rejected as being "superfluous", and 42 specific 
names, superfluous in the very sense of the word, were created. To how many well-known names the 
sentence of death is passed in the future on the same account, cannot be foreseen. However, I am 
convinced that many more names than presumed are involved, specially in fungi and pteridophytes. 
As soon as retroactivity of lectotypifications has become a rule, there will be established an attractive 
field for creating new names by persons, to which the word "mihi" is more important than the stability 
of names. After the introduction of retroactivity in the Code some "mihilists" will typify many 
forgotten, unsual, until now untypified generic names, whenever possible, in such a way that they 
render well-known younger generic names taxonomic or nomenclatoral synonyms. They will do this 
quickly before another person typifies the names concerned more reasonably in such a manner that 
they will sink into synonymy of earlier well-known generic names. However, the first lectotypification 
is to be followed under the rules, and it cannot be rejected on the account that it is not reasonable 
and involves an unpleasant instability of nomenclature. 

Moreover it must be taken in consideration that not rarely names are rejected in contravention to 
Art. 63 Ex. 7-9 (exclusion of types by implication), when it is overlooked that a cited synonym often 
does not render superfluous (in the sense of Art. 63) a name, which it accompanies, because after the 
synonym "p.p.", "auct. non" or "s.s." must be added. 

May be there are some cases where the retroactivity of lectotypification is not disadvantageous. 
However, these cases are, if any exist, much rarer than those which make the nomenclature unnec- 
essarily unstable to such a high degree of disadvantage, as shown above. 

McNeill and Pryer (1985) discussed the name Elymus L. and the names of some closely allied genera 
(Clinelymus, Elytrigia, Leymus) in order to show that retroactivity is more beneficial for the stability 
of nomenclature than non-retroactivity. However, these names given as examples are not appropriate 
to show this (but I do not know a better example). For (1) the disadvantageous change of the status of 
names in the case of non-retroactivity, criticized by McNeill, is caused by the general supersession of 
all typifications made by Britton and Brown (1913) (there is no serious conflict in the case Elymus 
L.!) which McNeill and Pryer postulate, in the case of non-retroactivity as well as in retroactivity, but 
which is not supported by "Index nominum genericorum", by "Taxonomic literature" (ed. 2), and 
which is denied by the later consensus of all members of the present Committee on lectotypification 
including its convener McNeill, and (2) in the Elymus example, the names which are correct when 
non-retroactivity is approved are in prevailing use in much more modern national and regional floras 
than those names which would be accepted, if retroactivity were favoured (for details see Rauschert 
in CIRC 3, 1985). The introduction of retroactivity into Art. 63 therefore must be considered disad- 
vantageous. 

Important for the meaning of the phrase "in current use" is not what kind of names are used in 
cytotaxonomic publications of some authors which consider the lectotypifications of Britton and Brown 
as generally superseded, but rather what kind of names are generally used in the national and regional 
floras. The return of well-known names such as Leccinum, Elymus and Elytrigia (incl., or often excl. 
Roegneria and Clinelymus) instead of Krombholziella, Leymus, and Elymus (s.s. Melderis, 1978 and 
in Flora Europaea) scarcely has any harm, but the great number of combinations which will be 
anticipated in the future is disastrous. 

One of the most important arguments against the retroactivity of lectotypifications is the fact that 
the inevitable disagreement with regard to particular supersession involves not rarely an additional 
non-uniformity and instability in the nomenclature of quite another taxon, because it is impossible 
to give criteria defining the boundary line between a "serious conflict" and one not serious. This 
boundary must remain an open question subject to endless debates, and no rule, however it may read, 
can solve this problem, because this boundary is non-existent in reality. That disagreement principally 
cannot be ruled out by a provision, that every effectively published superseding type (unless likewise 
in a serious conflict) must be followed. When an author has denoted a slight conflict (which is found 
at most type species) as "serious" and when he has effectively published the supersession, must he 
then be followed also by those taxonomists, who, from a taxonomic viewpoint, consider the conflict 
as not serious? Such a requirement is impossible. Thus it will be inevitable that some botanists which 
consider the conflict as serious and therefore recognize the supersession, will reject a subsequently 
published name of quite another genus, whereas other botanists who consider the conflict as not serious 
and therefore do not recognize the supersession of the type, will adopt the same subsequently published 
generic name. However, the nomenclature of a taxon must be independent of the fluctuant subjective 
estimation of the status of any other taxon (see e.g. Art. 64 Note 1 and Ex. 2). This is an important 
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principle of the botanical nomenclature, and we should not suppress it by the introduction of retroac- 
tivity of lectotypifications. 

It is desirable, that the Code is modified as follows: 

Prop. (84) Delete in Art. 63.1 the words ".. . included the type of a name or epithet .. ." and 
substitute ". .. included the holotype, all syntypes or the previously designated lectotype of a name 
or epithet ..." 

Prop. (85) Add after Art. 63.1 Ex. 5: "Note 1. The inclusion of a later designated lectotype does 
not retroactively render an earlier name illegitimate". 

[Nom. Ed. note: Other papers in this issue pertain: J. Sutara's paper on Leccinum and S. Rauschert's 
proposal to conserve Leccinum.] 

References 
CIRC. 1984/85. Circulars of the Committee on Lectotypification. Ed. J. McNeill. 
Dandy, J. E. 1966. In: R. C. Rollins, Report of the ad hoc Committee on superfluous names. Regn. 

veg. 44: 57. 
Donk, M. A. 1966. Ibidem: pp. 55-56. 

. 1974. Check list of European polypores. Verh. Kon. Nederl. Akad. Wet. 62: 1-469. 
Dirfelt, H. and U. Braun. 1984. Vorschlag zur Verbesserung des Codes Teil III: Bestimmungen ffir 

die Anderung des Codes. Taxon 33: 533-534. 
Holttum, R. E. 1966. In: R. C. Rollins, Report of the ad hoc Committee on superfluous names. 

Regn. veg. 44: 54. 
Kalkman, C. 1984. The unchangeable code. Taxon 33: 534-535. 
Machol, R. E. 1984. Leave the code alone. Taxon 33: 532-533. 
Mansfeld, R. 1941. Die Technik der wissenschaftlichen Pflanzenbenennung. Berlin. 
McNeill, J. and K. M. Pryer. 1985. The status and typification of Phegopteris and Gymnocarpium. 

Taxon 34: 136-156. 
Morton, C. V. 1969. Report of the Committee on superfluous names. In: Synopsis of proposals on 

botanical nomenclature--Seattle 1969. Regn. veg. 60: 74-99. 
Sutara, J. 1982. Nomenclatural problems concerning the generic name Krombholziella R. Maire. 

Ceskdl Mykol. 36: 77-84. 
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Note added in proof (to follow next to last paragraph on p. 722): 
Donk, in his last publication (Donk, 1974), renewed his opinion from 1966, writing: "It is not 

impossible that an attempt will be made to brand Inodermus Qu61. as 'superfluous', hence illegitimate 
(impriorable), because one of its original species Inonotus hispidus (Bull. per Fr.) P. Karst. is the 
lectotype of the generic name Inonotus P. Karst. published at an earlier date. This selection of the 
type species of Inonotus however was made long after Qu61et had introduced Inodermus. One inter- 
pretation of Art. 63 of the 'Code' accepts this as an arguement against censuring Inodermus Quel. as 
illegitimate (impriorable). Personally I ignore much of the ruling on 'superfluous' names in its present 
formulation as a traumatic spot in the 'Code' that ought to be cured as soon as possible." 
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