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Principle IX - I would include as a new 
Principle the last paragraph of the Preamble 
slightly reworded as follows: 

In the absence of a relevant rule or where 
the consequences of Rules are doubtful, es- 
tablished custom is to be followed. 

Principle X - I would suggest the inclusion 
of the following new Principle: 

The only acceptable exceptions and limita- 
tions to Principles I to IX are those set out 
in the Rules and Recommendations of this 
Code. 

In the Paris Code there is not always 
homogeneity in the treatment of the Prin- 
ciples. Some of them present exceptions in 
their text and for this reason become weaken- 
ed. Therefore, it seems better, I think, to 
consider in a separate Principle the possibility 
of exceptions, some of them indicated in the 
Paris Code (Principles IV and VI) and others 
not indicated but existing (Principle III). 

... "this being a matter of typography" 
(Art. 73, Note 1). 

The Code must be purged of such a state- 
ment! The use of capital initial letter is by 
no means a matter of typography neither in 
modem languages nor in botanical nomen- 
clature. It is not a matter of typography to 
use a capital initial letter in some English 
adjectives (as "English", for example) or in 
German nouns. Grammar, not typography, 
rules on names such as New York, Germany, 
Charles or Julia. Even the Code rules the 
use of capital initial letter (see Recommenda- 
tion 21 A). 

On the other hand it is to be noted that 
the epithets traditionally written with a 
capital initial letter were also "deliberately 
adopted by Linnaeus" as were the original 
spellings given in examples under Art. 73, 
Note 5. The use in the Code of different 

criteria when judging Linnean principles of 
orthography and grammar, or when simply 
ruling on the same matter (compare Rec. 21 A 
and Art. 73, Note 1) does not seem advisable. 

The Code must be coherent also regarding 
the legitimacy of the use of the hyphen both 
for names and epithets (compare Art. 23 and 
Art. 68, (4)). 

Another suggestion that I would like to 
present is to substitute in Recommendation 
23 B and elsewhere in the Code the word 
"pronounce" by "spell". Pronunciation (main- 
ly when concerning Latin words) is not ruled 
by the Code; it depends, of course, on the 
people of each country. 

In accordance with the accuracy recom- 
mended in Recommendation 50 H, I would 
suggest including some examples of the 
following type: 

Ilex aquifolium ... "Aquifolium" (not 
aquifolia) 

Sedum rosea ... "Rosea" (not roseum) 

Alliumn victorialis ... "Victorialis" (not 
victoriale) 

Schinus nmolle ... "Molle" (not nollis) 

A new Appendix consisting of an alpha- 
betical list of the abbreviations and the 
corresponding author's names would be use- 
ful, I think, in order to avoid the use of the 
same abbreviation for different author's 
names, and also in order to avoid a well 
established abbreviation, used by the author 
himself, being further changed and "occupied" 
later on by another author. 

For example, the abbreviation HENR. first 
used by JfiLIo A. HENRIQUES (during ca. 1880- 
1920) was further used by HENRARD and has 
sometimes been changed to HENRIQ., this last 
abbreviation having never been used by the 
Portuguese botanist. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE 
FOR PALEOBOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE 

Some forty-odd proposals affecting paleo- 
botanical nomenclature and four proposals 
for conservation of generic names of fossil 
plants have been published in TAXON and 
referred to this Committee by the Rappor- 

teur-GCneral. In order to provide a basis for 
further discussion at the Montreal pre-Con- 
gress nomenclature sessions, the Committee's 
Secretary, S. H. Mamay, circularized among 
the Committee Members a list of the pro- 
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posals, along with a ballot and an invitation 
for their personal comments on the proposals. 
Members were advised that opinions offered 
at this time need not be final or binding, 
but that they would be useful as background 
material for final deliberations at Montreal. 

Eight of the eleven Members contributed 
to this report. Some offered no comments or 
discussion but merely indicated their ap- 
proval or disapproval of the various pro- 
posals; other Members discussed some or 

many of the issues at length, but one dis- 
cussed all the proposals. 

Results of this preliminary poll follow. 
Where the total of votes is less than eight, 
the deficiency indicates abstention by one 
or more of the responding Committee Mem- 
bers. The Secretary has attempted to select 
from the comments those which most strongly 
present one side or the other of a particular 
issue; both supporting and opposing opinions 
(some translated into English by the Secre- 

tary) are quoted where available, and if one 
or the other is not given here, there was no 
discussion of that side of the question among 
the responses that reached the Secretary. 
Arguments of Committee Members in sup- 
port of their own personal proposals are not 

given here, of course, since they accompany 
the original publication of the proposal. 

Art. 7, Prop. C (307 - Potoni6, Taxon 8: 

18): 4 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "The present 
note in the Code covers 'organ genera, form 

genera, genera based on plant microfossils 

(pollen, spores, etc.).' It is difficult to see 
how regulations for fossil plants could be 
made more inclusive. If genera based on 

spores or pollen are considered organ genera 
or form genera (and this is inherently a 
taxonomic decision), it is clear they are 
covered." 

"Proposal C implies, however, that there 
are 'genera of sporae dispersae', rather than 

'genera based on plant microfossils'. Herein 
lies the important distinction between the 
names of groups of plants that are subject 
to regulation under the Code, and designa- 
tions of organologic entities under artificial 
systems of classification that are not subject 
to this Code of nomenclatural regulation." 

"The Code applies to names of groups of 

plants that may be represented, according to 

regular stipulations, by specimens of any 
kind. If anyone chooses not to consider them 
so, the common basis of endeavor, essential 

for a phyletic systematic treatment contem- 
plated by this Code, is lacking. The only 
possible sense in which fossil specimens, of 
spores, pollens, pinnules, etc. can qualify for 
consideration under the Code, is when they 
are regarded as pertaining to a taxon, but 
it is the taxon, and not the organ, which 
has status under the Code. The Code cannot 
properly be used for regulation of systems 
derived primarily on the basis of anatomical 
or morphological distinctions." 

"This proposal is not as. satisfactory as the 

present wording and therefore should be 

rejected." 

Art. 32, Prop. B (109 - Traverse, Taxon 7: 
217, and 147 - Hohn, Taxon 7: 256): 5 

accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "A change is 

necessary because insertion of the word 

'recent', in anticipation of more extreme 

changes that were not adopted following the 
Amsterdam Congress, is evidently a mistake. 
Effective publication and description has al- 

ways been recognized practice for valid 
nomenclature in paleobotany. Proposal B is 

preferable to Proposal C because it is a 

slightly simpler and no less direct means of 
correction than Proposal C." 

Argument for rejection. - "It does not 
agree with PB. 3 and PB 6." 

Art. 32, Prop. C (119 - Funkhouser, Taxon 
7: 232): 2 accept, 6 reject. 

Arguiments for rejection. - See arguments 
for acceptance and rejection of Prop. B, 
Art. 32. 

Art. 34, Prop. B (94 - Mamay, Taxon 7: 
224): 6 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Exemption 
of fossil plants from requirement of Latin 

diagnoses has been in force since 1912, fol- 

lowing the Brussels Congress. Proposal B 
clarifies the present practice and should be 

strongly recommended for adoption. If a 

mandatory Latin diagnosis were adopted, it 
is doubtful that it would be followed. This 
is best illustrated by the response to a memo- 
randum circulated in 1911 when this ques- 
tion was initially opened for discussion. Every 
paleobotanist to whom a copy was sent in 
Britain, United States, and Scandinavia (in- 
cluding Nathorst, Kidston, Halle, Scott, White, 
Jeffrey, etc.) expressed the intention of (a) 
avoiding the general use of Latin diagnoses 
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and, further, (b) recognizing as valid, diag- 
noses not published in Latin. There has been 
no indication of a general change in this 

opinion among paleobotanists since 1911, and 

every indication that, if this regulation were 

adopted, it would largely be ignored." 
"It is possible to ignore the technical 

requirement of a Latin diagnosis and still 
carry on scientific studies of high quality, as 
indicated by works of American neosystemat- 
ists who supplied no Latin diagnoses from 
1905 to 1935, and whose work was duly 
acknowledged by the date of this require- 
ment, now set at 1 Jan., 1935. The fact that 
the Latin diagnosis is not used in zoology 
further indicates that this technicality may 
reasonably be dispensed with in modern 
systematic work. Since all modern studies 
that provide Latin diagnoses also repeat the 
substance of the diagnosis in a modern 

language, and almost invariably provide addi- 
tional pertinent information, in a modern 

language, which is not included in Latin, it 
is evident that requirement of a Latin diag- 
nosis serves only as a technicality. There is 
serious question whether a mere technicality 
ever serves the true interests of science; it is 
even more questionable that the introduction 
of this technicality into paleobotany can in 

any way be constructive. Illustrations, which 
were long ago noted as indispensable in 

paleobotany, and are currently required, have 
a much more international value than verbal 
text in any language." 

Argument for rejection. - "No, because 

paleobotanical literature printed in Eastern 

languages increases more and more and is 
difficult to understand without Latin diag- 
noses. A good example for Latin diagnoses 
is in Dybova and Jachowicz, Warszawa 1957 
(Poland)." 

Art. 34, Prop. C (95 - Mamay, Taxon 7: 
225): 6 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Prop. B, 
Art. 45 (264 - Silva, Taxon 8: 5) proposes 
deletion of paragraph 3 of Art. 45, largely on 
the grounds that this removes a loophole for 

algologists to escape the requirement of a 
Latin diagnosis. If this proposal is adopted, 
it makes it of more than casual importance 
that fossil algae be removed from this require- 
ment in accordance with Prop. C, Art. 34, 
and Prop. A, Art. 36. Fossil algae are com- 
monly associated with fossil animals, for 
which no Latin diagnosis has ever been 
required, and although animal and plant 

systematics are separate, an effort should be 
made to minimize formal differences in 
nomenclature requirements." 

"Prop. B under Art. 45 may properly be 
left for attention of the Committee of Neo- 

algologists, providing Prop. C, Art. 34, and 
Prop. A, Art. 36, are adopted. Otherwise the 

question should be referred to a joint special 
committee for decision." 

"Furthermore, deletion of section 3 of Art. 
64 as recommended in Prop. B, Art. 64 (280 
- Silva, Taxon 8: 11) should be considered 
by the Paleobotanical Committee since it 
affects micropaleontology as well as algology, 
and has a bearing on Prop. C, Art. 34. Dr. 
Silva believes the name of a plant originally 
classed as an animal should compete on the 
same terms with the name of a plant origi- 
nally classed as a plant. This is sound reason- 

ing, provided the technicality of Latin diag- 
nosis does not prohibit plants. classed as 
animals from receiving normal treatment in 

priority. Such treatment would be assured if 

Prop. C is adopted for Art. 34. It is also 
believed that a taxon originally assigned to 
the plant kingdom, which is now referred to 
the animal kingdom, should not cause rejec- 
tion of a name of a plant. Deletion of Section 
3, which implicates the nomenclature of 

organisms having problematical affinity in 
matters of their taxonomic history, seems 
reasonable and may be recommended for 

adoption. However, the taxonomy of fossil 

Dinophyceae, Desmidiaceae, and Hystricho- 
sphaeridaceae, probably will be influenced 
by this deletion." 

Art. 34, Prop. D (97 - Cross, et al., Taxon 
7: 225): 2 accept, 6 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - See argument 
for rejection of Prop. B, Art. 34 (94). 

Argument for rejection. - "There is little 
doubt that knowledge of Russian, German, 
French and English is of more practical value 
now in paleobotany than knowledge of Latin, 
which lacks an adequate vocabulary. 'Latin' 

neologisms, much used in scientific termino- 

logy, are not to be confused with classical 
Latin, and since the Latin used in technical 

diagnoses is necessarily a scientific vulgate - 

including a great many newly coined words 
to cover concepts beyond the needs and 
imagination of classical scholars - it is falla- 
cious to suggest that Latin offers a superior 
basis for scientific communication. In no 
field of science is Latin the principal medium 
of communication. Papers are not published 
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in Latin with English summaries - they are 
not even published with Latin summaries. 
There are, however, many Russian papers 
with English summaries, and polylingual 
summaries in other modern languages are not 
uncommon. These facts of usage can be 
verified and should be acknowledged. If one 
is to acquire international eminence in the 
field of systematic botany, his time is better 

spent in study of the modern scientific lang- 
uages, for in no instance can knowledge of 
Latin serve as a substitute for reasonable 
access to available knowledge." 

"The proponents of a Latin diagnosis for 
fossil plants suggest the desirability of uni- 
formity in the requirements for validation of 
recent and fossil taxa. A more constructive 

regulation would permit substitution of 'illus- 
tration showing essential characters' as an 

acceptable alternative to a Latin diagnosis in 

systematic neobotany. Moreover, it would be 
much more reasonable to have uniformity in 
this regard throughout the biological sciences. 
Neither zoological nor bacteriological rules 
of nomenclature require a Latin diagnosis. 
Paleobotany is closely allied with zoological 
paleontology and such an evident divergence 
between nomenclatural practices of the two 
fields could be particularly awkward, espe- 
cially since the Latin diagnosis requirement 
appears unjustified by any previous experience 
in either zoological or paleobotanical nomen- 
clature." 

"Proponents also suggest that standards of 

description will be raised by requiring a Latin 

diagnosis, but the relation of Latin to this 
desired goal is difficult to comprehend. Latin 

diagnoses in common use are often extremely 
brief and hardly bear out the contention that 

they introduce a descriptional improvement. 
They duplicate a modern language text, con- 
tribute nothing of botanical value, and occupy 
space that is at a premium and can better 
be used for other printed matter. In view 
of the fact that there has never been any 
formal prohibition against use of Latin in 

any form, it is significant how few modern 
scientific papers are actually published in that 

language." 

Art. 35, Prop. A (110 - Traverse, Taxon 7: 
229): 5 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Proposals A 
and B differ only as to method in achieving 
the same objective, i.e., requiring that a 
nomenclatural type is indicated for fossil 
plants. It seems simplest to delete the term 

'recent' in accordance with Proposal A. This 
should never have been inserted in the first 

place, but was, in anticipation of more exten- 
sive changes that never became effective, 
following the Amsterdam Congress of 1935." 
(One other supporting comment indicated the 
desirability of a starting date for fossil plants.) 

Argument for rejection. - "The adoption 
of this proposal is contrary to proposals 54 
and 116. One should be able to change a 

generic name that inaccurately indicates 
affinities." 

Art. 35, Prop. B (117 - Funkhouser, Taxon 
7: 231): 5 accept, 2 reject. 

(Note: Acceptance, by a majority, of both 

Proposals A and B, certainly indicates, that 
the Committee favors the requirement of 
nomenclatural types for fossil plants, but 

apparently is not particular which of the two 

proposals is adopted to initiate that require- 
ment.) 

Arguments for rejection. - See comments, 
both pro and con, in regard to Prop. A. 

Art. 36, Prop. A (96 - Mamay, Taxon 7: 

225): 6 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Exclusion of 

provisions adopted by neoalgologists from 

application to fossils seems a desirable clari- 
fication which should be adopted. In view 
of Proposal B under Art. 45, and B under 
Art. 64, it seems particularly advisable to do 
so." (See comments under Prop. C, Art. 34, 
of this report.) 

Argument for rejection. - See argument 
for rejection of Prop. B, Art. 34. 

Art. 36, Prop. B (98 - Cross, et al., Taxon 
7: 226): 6 reject, 2 accept (but only as a 
recommendation). 

Argument for rejection. - "The wording 
of this proposal, suggesting special require- 
ments in illustration of a 'new taxon of fossil 

spores or pollen' seems to be based on the 

misconception that anatomical categories come 
under purvue of the Code of Botanical 
Nomenclature. This proposal probably should 
be considered in relation to one of the artifi- 
cial systems of classification not covered by 
the Code. Insofar as illustrations are required 
in validation of species of infraspecific groups 
of fossil plants, some of which may be based 
on specimens of spores or pollen, the proposal 
seems unnecessary and probably impractical 
in application. In any event, a special pro- 

120 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 08:22:57 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


vision of this nature is unsuitable in relation 
to an Article, and should, at most, be con- 
sidered in the form of a recommendation."' 

Art. 36, Prop. C (102 - Ames, et al., 
Taxon 7: 226-7): 1 accepts, 1 "prefers 96", 
6 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "The proposal 
should be rejected because provisions of this 
article have been effective since 1912 and 
continue to be a most important provision 
in nomenclature of fossil plants. The conflict 
with Art. PB. 3 is best resolved by deletion 
of the PB. article, as recommended in con- 
nection with another proposal." 

"Current practice was largely based on a 
different wording which did not imply that 

categories above the rank of species could be 

represented by illustration; this- remains the 

only possible sense of interpretation for the 
article. Prop. D (142 - Schulze and Buch- 
heim, Taxon 7: 256), suggesting the advis- 

ability of adding 'of specific or lower rank' 
overcomes the objection raised by Ames et 
al. (that taxonomic names for supraspecific 
categories are invalidated when unaccom- 
panied by a figure) and, therefore, improves 
the wording. Proposal D should be adopted." 

Art. 36, Prop. D (142 - Schulze and Buch- 
heim, Taxon 7: 256): 6 accept. 

Argument for acceptance. - See argument 
for rejection of Prop. C, Art. 36. 

Art. 39, Prop. A (111 - Traverse, Taxon 
7: 229): 6 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Deletion of 
the word 'recent' is a highly desirable modi- 
fication, because the exclusion of fossil plants 
under the Article as it now reads is contrary 
to practice and common sense. This exclusion 
of fossil plants was probably inserted by 
mistake, following the Amsterdam Congress 
when a more extensive modification of rules 
for fossil plants than now appears necessary 
or desirable was anticipated." 

Argument for rejection. - See argument 
for rejection of Prop. B, Art. 32. 

Art. 58, Prop. A (103 - Ames, et al., Taxon 
7: 227): 6 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Deletion of the 
Steinhauera example would not appear to be 
of any significant advantage as far as the 
status of Steinhauera is concerned, but it 
would remove a useful example from the 

Code. Steinhauera is still available as a 

generic name for fossils of problematic 
affinity that are not referable to Sequoia. The 

arguments given for eliminating the example 
do not seem convincing." 

Appendix II, Prop. A (139 - Schulze and 
Buchheim, Taxon 7: 255): 6 accept, 1 refers 
to Editorial Committee. 

Appendix II, Prop. B (140 - Schulze and 
Buchheim, Taxon 7: 255): 2 accept, 1 rejects, 
4 refer to Editorial Committee. 

Comment urging reference of Proposals A 
and B to Editorial Committee. - "These 

proposals aim at more effective cross reference 
between PB. Appendix II and the main body 
of the Code, and a rearrangement of Articles 
in the PB. Appendix. It appears impossible 
to include enough cross references between 
the Appendix and the rest of the Code, be- 
cause the material is all so intimately inter- 
related; any attempt at practical cross refer- 

encing is bound to omit one or more items, 
pertinent in some special instance, whose 

application to fossil plants is thus needlessly 
opened to question by its cross. reference 
omission. It would be more desirable to have 
the Editorial Committee give attention to 
addition of further cross references wherever 
they appear to be needed or desirable if a 
PB. Appendix is to be maintained. The most 

important omission of a needed cross refer- 
ence would point out the relation of PB. 1 
to Article 3, but this has not been included 
in Proposal 139." 

"Proposal 140 relates to more logical re- 

arrangement of items in the PB. Appendix, 
many of which have now been proposed for 
deletion or substantial modification. Con- 

sequently, application of this proposal must 
remain uncertain. Both of these proposals 
should be recommended for the future atten- 
tion of the Editorial Committee." 

Appendix II, Prop. C (212 - van der 
Hammen, Taxon 7: 274): 1 accepts, 5 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "This proposal 
does not seem suitable for addition to the 
Code. The special artificial system proposed 
for use in palynology may be useful, but its 

special advantages over other similar systems 
are not entirely evident. The various morpho- 
logic systems of spore and pollen classifica- 
tion have only auxiliary and informal bearing 
on plant taxonomy and regular nomenclature. 
An important distinction depends on whether 
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systematic work is conducted from the stand- 

point of plant taxa, or from the standpoint 
of anatomical entities. The Code of Nomen- 
clature does not attempt to regulate ana- 
tomical or morphological terminology." 

Art. PB. 1, Prop. A (52 - Arnold, Taxon 
7: 156): 3 accept, 3 reject, 2 uncertain (a 
joint set of comments from two Committee 
Members included a lengthy but ambiguous 
comment on this proposal without committal 
ballot marks. The Secretary is unable to 
decide whether the comment is intended in 

support or rejection of this proposal.) 

Argument for rejection. - See comments 
under Prop. B, Art. PB. 1. 

Art. PB. 1, Prop. B (104 - Ames et al., 
Taxon 7: 227): 1 accepts, 5 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Proposals A 
and B should be rejected because they sanc- 
tion use of taxonomic names as anatomical 

designations. This is only a converse applica- 
tion of the already proscribed usage of 

morphologic terms for taxonomic names (Art. 
68). They definitely invest taxonomic names 
with orthographic (anatomic) meaning foreign 
to taxonomy (see Arts. 20 & 23). This is 

contrary to the purpose of giving names to 
taxonomic groups (see Preamble), and to the 
essential spirit of the Code. In order to avoid 
useless incongruities, difficulties and incon- 
sistencies, taxonomic names should only be 
used with reference to taxonomic groups of 

plants." 
Art. PB. 1, Prop. C (141 - Schulze and 

Buchheim, Taxon 7: 157): 3 accept, 4 reject. 

Art. PB. 2, Prop. A (55 - Arnold, Taxon 
7: 157): 3 accept (2 with suggestion that 

wording be changed to read "except all 

special provisions"), 4 reject. 

Art. PB. 2, Prop. B (118 - Funkhouser, 
Taxon 7: 232): 1 "prefers 109", 6 accept (1 
with suggested modifications). 

Suggested modification. - "Should be 
modified to read 'all provisions of this Code' 
rather than 'all Articles of this Code' as pro- 
posed. With this change the proposal should 
be adopted. The new wording is an im- 
provement over the present wording, and 
intent of the Article (to emphasize inter- 

dependence of all provisions of the Code, 
including appendixes, unless specifically ex- 
cepted) remains the same." 

"If the substitution suggested is not made, 
the provisions of the Preamble, Recommenda- 
tions, and Appendixes would be technically 
excluded, and this is undesirable. We would 
be continuing the same sort of uncertainty 
which exists now by reference to 'the general 
rules applicable to naming of recent plants'." 

Art. PB. 3, Prop. A (99 - Cross et al., 
Taxon 7: 226): 3 accept, 4 reject. 

Art. PB. 3, Prop. B (105 - Ames et al., 
Taxon 7: 228): 1 accepts, 1 "prefers 96", 5 

reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "This should 
not be antedated. The starting date of 1 Jan., 
1953 has been valid till now and a change 
is not permissible." 

Art. PB. 3, Prop. C (112 - Traverse, Taxon 
7: 230): 4 accept, 3 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "This pro- 
posal is preferable to proposals 99 and 105, 
and should be adopted. There is no question 
that the Article PB. 3 is redundant, since it 
is less explicit than the first paragraph of 
the present Article 36. The divergence of 
dates is only confusing; illustration has been 

required, in lieu of Latin diagnoses, for 
validation of names of fossil species since 
1912. Until the 1952 Code appeared, no 
distinction as to descriptive requirements 
(other than Latin diagnoses) was made for 
fossil plants. Such a distinction seems wholly 
unnecessary and undesirable if for no other 
reason than the standpoint of simplification. 
Exclusion of genera of fossil plants from 
Article 39, starting in 1952, probably was the 
result of a mistake. It is hoped the proposals 
now under consideration, which relate the 
illustration and description requirement to 
fossil species under Article 36, and require- 
ments of generic description to all plants 
under Article 39, will also be approved. 
Regardless of this, Article PB. 3 represents 
a superfluous and confusing duplication and 
should be deleted." 

Argument for rejection. - "This would 

produce great confusion. The Code is a 
historical document and changes are per- 
missible only when they are absolutely 
necessary. 

New Recommendation PB. 4A, Prop. A 
(53 - Arnold, Taxon 7: 156): 3 accept, 5 
reject. 
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Argument for rejection. - "This appears 
to be unnecessary instruction, which should 
be rejected. The possibilities mentioned con- 

cerning fossils were fully considered in pre- 
paration of Appendix IV on "Determination 
of Types" (Code pp. 294-299), much of which 
has also been incorporated in Article 7. It 
seemed self-evident that a fossil specimen 
consists of all fossil plant parts found 

organically connected. The specimen may be 
subdivided and each part then represents a 
slice, fragment, section, mould, counterpart, 
or other subdivision of the specimen. The 

parts are properly and accurately described 
or referred to in this manner. Labeling of 

type specimens is strictly curatorial proce- 
dure which need not occupy space in a code 
of nomenclature." 

Art. PB. 5, Prop. A (143 - Schulze and 
Buchheim, Taxon 7: 256): 4 accept, 3 reject. 

Recommendation PB. 6A, Prop. A (106 - 
Ames et al., Taxon 7: 228): 2 accept, 5 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "When a spe- 
cific name of a fossil spora dispersa is intro- 
duced into a recent genus, the specific name 
of the spore or pollen grain no longer has 

any scientific meaning; then no special name 
need be or can be attached to it." 

Recommendation PB. 6A, Prop. B (113 - 
Traverse, Taxon 7: 230): 3 accept, 4 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Deletion of 
PB. 6A is preferable to Prop. A. (106, Ames 
et al.), which adds a paragraph, or Prop. C 
(144, Schulze and Buchheim), which modifies 
the wording. Proposals A and C lend point 
to the idea that preference for description is 
personal and variable from one systematist 
to another. It seems impractical to provide 
sufficiently detailed instructions for descrip- 
tion to cover all cases covered by the Code. 
No one is ever penalized, however, for pro- 
viding too much meaningful detail in a 
description, but a name accompanied by an 
inadequate description may be a nomen 
dubium, and worthless. The implication of 
PB. 6A that all kinds of fossil organs can be 
"clearly indicated" - i.e., that fossil plant 
anatomists have achieved a descriptive "end 
point", may not be justified. There is, of 
course, no more reason for prescribing stan- 
dard organ suffixes for names of fossils any 
more than, for example, habitat suffixes for 
names of modern genera. Most authors, left 

to their own good judgement, will find short 

euphonious names that are appropriate for 
new taxa. In addition to conflict of Rec. PB. 
6a with the spirit of Art. 20, as indicated by 
Traverse, standard suffixes encourage ses- 
quipedalianism. Generic names and specific 
epithets of from 15 to 25 characters are too 

big a price to pay for a mnemonic imagery, 
likely soon to be outmoded." 

Argument for rejection. - "The recom- 
mendation is very necessary and cannot be 
deleted." 

Recommendation PB. 6A, Prop. C (144 - 
Schulze and Buchheim, Taxon 7: 256): 1 

accepts, 6 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - See argument 
for acceptance of Proposal B. 

Recommendation PB. 6B, Prop. A (107 - 
Ames et al., Taxon 7: 229): 5 accept, 2 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "Procedure 
in emendation applies to all kinds of genera. 
Proper safeguards against gratuitous modi- 
fication are already incorporated in the Code 
and no special provision is needed for fossil 

plants." 

Recommendation PB. 6D, Prop. A (114 - 
Traverse, Taxon 7: 230): 3 accept, 4 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "The senti- 
ment expressed by Rec. PB. 6D is not necess- 

arily wrong but any suggestion that the 

orthography of names is used to denote 

relationships is contrary to provisions of Art. 
20. Deletion of this excess recommendation 
may help to direct attention to more im- 

portant matters." 

Argument for rejection. - "No. The Re- 
commendation is necessary; we see it if we 
read Proposal 116." 

Recommendation PB. 6F, Prop. A (108 - 
Ames et al., Taxon 7: 229): 1 accepts, 6 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Prop. A does 
not go far enough and should be rejected in 
favor of Prop. B." 

Recommendation PB. 6F, Prop. B (115 - 
Traverse, Taxon 7: 230): 3 accept, 4 reject. 

Argument for acceptance. - "PB. 6F is 
unnecessary, redundant, and not properly a 
matter of nomenclature. The Code ought to 
be concise and unencumbered by needless 
passages of admonition." 
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New Art. PB. 7, Prop. A (54 - Arnold, 
Taxon 7: 157): 2 accept, 6 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Should be 
rejected because: (1) it conflicts with Art. 20, 
which says, in part, generic names 'may be 
taken from any source whatever, and may 
even be composed in an absolutely arbitrary 
manner'; (2) it presumes a knowledge of 
why names were constructed by their authors 
and this information frequently is not avail- 
able; (3) any judgement as to affinity, or 
presumption that an assigned affinity is in- 
correct, relates to taxonomy. Taxonomy is 
not to be prescribed by a correct code of 
nomenclature. For nomenclaturally incon- 
sequential reasons, it sanctions sporadic 
departures from priority (Princ. III). Finally, 
added contravening provisions make the 
meaning absolutely indefinite, subject to dif- 
ferent personal interpretations, and poten- 
tially, a continuing source of controversy. 
In many respects, the article proposed differs 
from any of the accepted articles in the 
present Code." 

New Art. PB. 7, Prop. B (116 - Boureau, 
Taxon 7: 230): 2 accept, 6 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Should be 
rejected because it invests the scientific names 
of plants, identified on the basis of specimens 
of secondary wood in this instance, with 
orthographic signification entirely outside the 
realm of nomenclature. Generic names may 
be taken from any source or composed 
arbitrarily. Names of genera have no bearing 
on their taxonomic position, but the proposed 
article suggests that names should be altered 
for reasons of etymologic propriety, depend- 
ing on an author's presumption as to af- 
finitity. Such changes result in a degree of 
nomenclatural .instability, owing to differen- 
ces in personal opinion with regard to which 
names are most appropriate. This kind of 
name changing contravenes and negates the 
principle of priority." 

New Recommendation PB. 7A, Prop. A 
(55 - Arnold, Taxon 7: 157): 2 accept, 5 
reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "It is recom- 
mended that neither the proposed Recom- 
mendation PB. 7A, nor the new Article (PB. 
7, prop. 54) it purports to moderate, be 
adopted. Both are actively destructive to 
principles of stable nomenclature." 

New Article PB. 8, Prop. A (56 - Arnold, 
Taxon 7: 157): 3 accept, 5 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Should be 
rejected since it suggests how material should 
be classified and does not deal with nomen- 
clature. It introduces terms with no estab- 
lished meaning or definition (combination 
genus) and, in any case, is so indefinite in 
its implications that it does not belong in the 
Code, much less qualify as an Article. Situa- 
tions envisioned by this proposal are un- 
common. They always can be treated by the 
mechanism established for conservation of 
generic names." 

New Recommendation PB. 8A, Prop. A 
(57 - Arnold, Taxon 7: 157): 2 accept, 5 
reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "Should be 
rejected as taxonomic instruction entirely 
outside the realm of nomenclature. This 
recommendation may be interpreted as sanc- 
tion for contravening priority, and hence, 
disastrous to regular procedure in nomen- 
clature. If such license is permitted, it will 
not be necessary for paleobotanists sub- 
sequently to refer to the Code of Nomen- 
clature." 

New Art. PB. 9, Prop. A (100 - Cross 
et al., Taxon 7: 226): 4 accept (2 stipulating 
"Not as a new article but perhaps as a 
recommendation"), 4 reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "This should be 
rejected as procedural instruction not dealing 
with nomenclature." 

New Art. PB. 10, Prop. A (313 - Potonie, 
Taxon 8: 19): 3 accept, 3 reject. (Note: The 
Secretary of the Committee has been advised 
by Professor Potonie that his previous Pro- 
posal B (176), which appeared on page 115, 
Regnum Vegetabile vol. 4, 1954, is to be 
disregarded.) 

Argument for rejection. - "This should be 
rejected as ambiguous. Organs-within-organs 
is too indefinite and subject to diverse inter- 
pretation for any nomenclatural procedure to 
be based on it. Beyond this, if it means what 
it seems to imply, it also could be interpreted 
as free sanction for contravening priority." 

Prop. O (Nomina generica conservanda 
proposita) 

No. 45 - Cordaianthus Grand'Eury (Ar- 
nold, Taxon 7: 234): 5 accept, 2 suggest 
holding in abeyance. 

Comments. - "Application of both con- 
served and rejected names is determined by 

124 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 08:22:57 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


nomenclatural types (Art. 14, Note 2) and 
this information has not been provided in 
submitting the proposal. Hence, definite 
information is lacking to determine the sense 
in which the proposal is made, or how 
application of these names may be construed 
if Cordaianthus should be conserved. If study 
is conducted to determine the nomenclatural 
types of these names, it may serve to show 
they are not in conflict and do not require 
conservation. On the other hand, if nomen- 
clatural types cannot be determined and it 
is decided that they are not capable of 
typification, neither name should be used. A 
name for which no type (lectotype) can be 
established, in order to stabilize application 
of the name, is certainly a nomen dubium 
or, at best, a nomen inquirendum. The pro- 
posal to conserve should, at present, be held 
in abeyance." 

No. 46 - Cladophlebis Seward (Lowther, 
Taxon 7: 234): 5 accept, 2 suggest holding 
in abeyance. 

Comments. - "The proposal does not 
indicate which species is the type of Clado- 
phlebis Brongniart, or what bearing the 
species Cladophlebis albertsii (Dunker) Brong- 
niart has on Cladophlebis Seward. Is the 
latter here proposed as a genolectotype? If 
so, some discussion should be presented 
regarding the basis for selection. Until the 
proposal is clarified it should be held in 
abeyance for reasons essentially the same as 
those stated in connection with the proposal 
to conserve Cordaianthus." 

No. 47 - Asterocalamites Schimper (Zim- 
merman, Taxon 7: 235, 8: 30): 5 accept, 2 
reject. 

Argument for rejection. - "This proposal 
evidently presents only part of the pertinent 
information. Calamites radiatus Brongniart 
cannot be regarded as the type for the genus 
Asterocalamites, as the genus Calamites has 
been conserved with reference to C. radiatus 
as its nomenclatural type (Stockholm, 1950; 
see Taxon 6, p. 150). Professor Jongmans, 
repeatedly cited by Zimmerman, was present 
and participated in the action of the Paleo- 
botanical Nomenclature Committee which 
conserved Calamites with reference to this 
type species, so we may assume that Jong- 
mans foresaw no better solution for stabiliz- 
ing the application of that name. Astero- 
calamites, used only as a subgenus by 
Schimper, was instituted as a genus by Zeil- 

ler, but Zeiller apparently would have chosen 
Bornia scrobiculatus (Schloth.) Stemb. as the 
nomenclatural type. This is also by far the 
most widely known species usually identified 
with Asterocalamites Zeiller. The nomen- 
clatural positions of Bornia Sternb., Archaeo- 
calamites Stur and Asterocalamites Zeiller 
appear to be unsettled. Apparently some of 
the pertinent holotypes are different speci- 
mens, but lectotypes for these names have 
not been indicated in the proposal. It is not 
the responsibility of the Committee to estab- 
lish the pertinent documentation; if lecto- 
types have not been chosen, they should be 
selected, as provided for by the Code in 
Article 7. Questions thus raised by the present 
proposal cannot be discussed satisfactory 
from the data at hand. In any event, this 
particular proposal cannot be accepted, since 
the type indicated for Asterocalamites is in 
conflict with that of the one name of the 
group, Calamites Brongniart (nom. cons.), 
which has claim to stability." 

No. 48 - Lyginopteris Potonie (Zimmer- 
man, Taxon 7: 236): 5 accept, 2 suggest 
holding in abeyance. 

Comments. - "Nomenclatural types are 
not indicated and the correct technical ap- 
plications and possible conflict of the names 
mentioned cannot be judged without this 
information. It is not a function of this Com- 
mittee to attempt to determine the definitive 
lectotypes for any of these names, but it 
may be appropriate to suggest that the pro- 
blem might be simplified if it should be 
found that diagnostic features of the holo- 
types of the type species do not show 
evidence of generic similarity. Regardless of 
whether natural relationship can be proved 
to be close, or whether it is indeterminable, 
it may still be advisable to maintain the 
genera as separate taxa. In this case con- 
servation would not be necessary. The pro- 
prosal should be held in abeyance until 
clarified." 

(Note: Paleobotanists are herewith advised 
that there will be an opportunity for open 
discussion of the paleobbtanical nomenclature 
proposals during the pre-Congress period 
(August 16-19) reserved for nomenclature 
sessions. Members of the Paleobotanical 
Nomenclature Committee will be present at 
the open meeting, the exact time of which 
will be announced later.) 
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