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the generic name Pherosphaera 

by 

J. Garden & L. A. S. Johnson (Sydney) 
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the generic name Pherosphaera 

by 

J. Garden & L. A. S. Johnson (Sydney) 

Although we have no strong wishes con- 

cerning the conservation of the generic name 

Pherosphaera sensu Hook. f. against Phero- 

sphaera Archer and Microstrobos Garden & 
Johnson we would point out that neither of 
the proposals for its conservation published 
in this journal (Elliott in Taxon 2 (6) :141, 
1953 and Barber in Taxon 2 (8): 214, 1953) 
gives the "case against" as requested by Dr 

Sprague in Taxon 1 (1) :14, 1951. 
Before re-naming this genus we considered 

the possibility of conservation but decided 

against making a proposal, partly from a 
reluctance to add to the growing list of 
nomina generica conservanda and partly from 
a feeling that the grounds for conservation 
were not strong and that, after a long period 
of uncertainty, the application would even- 
tually be rejected. 

The genus Pherosphaera sensu Hook. f. 
consists of only two species of limited range 
and no economic importance and one of 
these, the type species, has no legitimate 
name. under Pherosphaera. 

Since it is impossible to conserve the 

specific name P. hookeriana in Hooker's 
sense this binomial cannot be given as the 
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sense this binomial cannot be given as the 

name of the type species of Plherosphaera 
sensu Hook. f. non Archer. The type species 
will have to be that selected by Hooker and 
the only legitimate name for this at present 
is Microstrobos niphophilus Garden & 
Johnson. 

In order to cite the type species in accor- 
dance with Appendix V(B) of the Interna- 
tional Code of Botanical Nomenclature (1952) 
it will be necessary to make the new com- 
bination under Pherosphaera based on the 
above name. The actual type specimen of 
this species is, of course, that cited by Hook. 
f., Fl. Tasm. 1 :355, 1860, i.e. "Mountains 
near Lake St. Clair, Gunn". 

Nom. Cons. Prop. 
Pherosphaera Hook. f., Fl. Tasm. (1860), etc. 

T.: Microstrobos niphophilus Garden & 
Johnson (1950). 
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Again Professor Lanjouw has performed 
the Herculean task of organizing and 

commenting upon the flood of proposals 
which must be considered by the Nomen- 
clature Section at the Paris Congress. Even 
with the aid of a "Pre-congres" of eminent 
botanists, gathered at Geneva early in the 
year the mere sifting through, critically, of 
such a mass of proposals is a major accom- 
plishment. In fact, the task may well have 
been made more difficult, rather than less, 
by the actions of the Pre-congres. Certainly 
the volume of proposals was increased 
thereby. 

That there should be such a flood of 
proposals to emend the Stockholm Code 
within a year and a half of its appearance, 
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while indicating a wide interest in an orderly 
nomenclature, is a matter for serious concern. 
Close study of many of these proposals shows 
that they have not been well thought out, 
and it seems rather certain that they will not 
be taken seriously by the Congress. Many 
of the others indicate a serious misunder- 

standing of the philosophy that has always 
underlain the rules since they were first 
formulated, i.e. the idea that they should 
serve as a guide, not necessarily spelling 
out every individual case. 

In his introduction to the synopsis Lanjouw 
has reiterated this philosophy. He has also 
sounded a warning that if we continue to 
make major changes in the Code, we risk 
a loss of confidence in rules of nomen- 
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clature. However, in his handling of the 

proposals Lanjouw, himself, seems at times 
to have forgotten his own warning. One 
could suggest also that it might have been 
well if the members of the Geneva Conference 
had read the Rapporteur's introduction before 
their meeting and had kept these ideas in 
mind while discussing the proposals. Because, 
in the comments and propositions which they 
have inserted into this synopsis, and which 
carry the weight of the Rapporteur's influence 
and the prestige of the Geneva gathering, 
are suggestions for major changes both in 
the organization and in the meaning of the 
rules. 

The Stockholm Code is essentially the 
Vienna Code, improved in the fifty years 
since its original drafting in accordance with 
the experience of many botanists in applying 
it, and modified somewhat to accomodate 
advances in botanical thought. It is a familiar 
document, one that botanists have gradually 
become accustomed to using. Fifty years of 
effort on the part of those taxonomists who 
have realized the value of an orderly nomen- 
clature, based on a code of rules, have 

brought about this familiarity and have 
created a disposition to follow these rules 
as best we are able. This has not, of course, 
brought about fixity of names or more than 
relative stability in nomenclature. Such 
is an impossibility as long as taxonomy 
advances and as long as botanists (and 
horticulturists, foresters, and ecologists) make 
mistakes. 

If such major changes as the proposed 
arrangement in divisions and a large number 
of chapters, the incorporation of large amounts 
of appendix material in the body of the 
Code, and the further departures from the 

principle of priority are adopted, the Code 
will no longer be a familiar document. 
Those who, with no particular interest in 
the legal aspects of nomenclature, have 
nevertheless made the effort to master the 
rules so as to be able to use correct names 
in their work will now be dismayed by 
having this to do over again. They will also 
find that some principles that they have 
taken as guides have either been deleted 
or have been made the subject of such 

exceptions that they mean little any more. 
This will tend neither to sustain interest in 
correct nomenclature nor to preserve con- 
fidence in or respect for the Code. And one 

looks in vain for evidenee of compensating 
benefits which will result from the present 
suggested overhauling. 

The major innovation among all of the 
proposals is the creation of lists of rejected 
names, another form of the old idea of 
conservation which has been so drastically 
voted down in the past for names of species. 
The imagined benefits from these proposed 
lists will depend entirely upon the com- 
petence of the committee members who are 
willing to take on the burden of critical 
examination of proposals. The experience of 
those who worked on the names of genera 
proposed for conservation for the Paris 
Congress will not likely dispose them to be 
willing to take on a flood of proposals of 
specific names or epithets for rejection. It 
would indeed be hard to find a competent 
group to form the special committees neces- 
sary for such a task. There is, also, little 
doubt that it would mean a full time job 
for those who do consent to serve, at least 
for the first few years. It is certainly to be 
hoped that the Paris Congress will follow 
the clear example of its predecessors and 
categorically reject this idea even in its new 
disguise. 

It would certainly be a pity to delete Article 
3, whether or not it is superfluous. It is one 
of the most important guide-posts in the 
Code, and is one that is especially needed 
now, when everyone is indulging in these 
proposals for modification of the Code. If 
this principle had been carefully considered 
by everyone, nine tenths of the present rush 
of proposals would never have been made. 

There is no intention at this time of going 
into a detailed criticism of the individual 
proposals. It is hoped that directing attention 
to the need for conservatism in this matter 
will bring about some thought on them. 
It does seem necessary, however, to call 
attention to the fact that such proposals as 
that to close the list of nomina conservanda 
(Prop. E under Art. 24) and that to forbid 
modification of the Code within 10 years 
after the next edition has been published 
(Prop. C under Former Chapter IV) have the 
effect of forbidding action by future Inter- 
national Congresses. This would be possible 
only in a dictatorship. Let us hope that the 
common sense of future Congresses can be 
depended upon without resort to such edicts. 

151 

__ 

This content downloaded from 212.238.12.29 on Sat, 1 Mar 2014 09:04:47 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. 150
	p. 151

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 3, No. 5 (Jun., 1954), pp. 137-164
	Preface [p.  137]
	On Orthographic Changes [pp.  138 - 140]
	Remarques sur Quelques Propositions Pour le Congrès de Paris [pp.  140 - 141]
	Please Leave Article 32 Alone! [pp.  141 - 143]
	Miscellaneous Nomenclatural Notes [pp.  144 - 147]
	Fungal Symbionts of Lichens [pp.  147 - 148]
	Nomina Specifica Rejicienda [p.  149]
	An Additional Note on the Proposed Conservation of the Generic Name Pherosphaera [p.  150]
	The Synopsis of Proposals for the Eighth Congress [pp.  150 - 151]
	Gefahren der bisherigen Entwicklung der internationalen Nomenklaturregeln [pp.  152 - 155]
	Nomina Generica Conservanda [pp.  155 - 156]
	Recueil Synoptique: Additions and Corrections [pp.  156 - 157]
	Preliminary Mail Vote [pp.  157 - 162]
	Back Matter [pp.  163 - 164]



