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36. Article 67: This article is likewise useless, subjective, and productive of 
instability and confusion. No one has yet been able to give a satisfactory objective 
definition of a monstrosity. If one can demonstrate that a given type specimen 
represents an abnormal form of a known species, the name based on this specimen 
automatically becomes a synonym. If the species has no earlier legitimate name, 
then the name in question may be used. If it is impossible to tell to what species 
the "monstrosity" belongs, then the name goes out of use because it only applies 
to its type specimen. It is proposed that this article be deleted on the grounds that 
a monstrosity cannot be defined objectively. 

37. Article 73: It is proposed to add "geographic or vernacular" after "personal" 
in Note 5, as the privilege of latinizing these in a different form than their common 
usage has been exercised probably as frequently as with personal names. 

II. A PROPOSED REVISION OF ARTICLE 15 
H. W. Rickett (New York) and A. C. Smith (Washington) 

Article 15 is presently worded: "When a name proposed for conservation has 
been provisionally approved by the General Committee, botanists are authorized 
to retain it pending the decision of a later International Botanical Congress." 

Actually this Article does not describe current practice very effectively, since the 
impression seems to exist in some quarters that conservation has been "provisionally 
approved" when a proposal for conservation is published in Taxon. By authorizing 
such publication the General Committee by no means provisionally approves the 
suggested conservation. Such conservation can be effected only by action of a 
plenary session of an International Botanical Congress, as specified in Division III, 
Provision 1, of the Code. It may clarify the situation to describe existing procedure: 

(1) the author sends his proposal to the rapporteur, and it is published in Taxon; 
(2) by this publication the proposal is brought to the attention of the General Com- 
mittee; (3) the proposal, with advance agreement by the General Committee, is 
automatically referred to the appropriate study committee; (4) after study of the 
case, this special committee publishes its report in Taxon; (5) the General Committee 
studies this report and any collateral information sent to it, reaches a decision on 
each proposal by a mail ballot, and prepares a recommendation for the next Inter- 
national Congress; (6) the next Congress at a plenary session affirms or rejects 
the recommendation of the General Committee; (7) the nomen conservandum pro- 
positum, if all decisions up to this point are affirmative, is listed in the next edition 
of the Code and becomes a part of that document. 

The misunderstanding has been caused by the fact that each name proposed for 
conservation comes before the General Committee twice. Only on the second occasion 
(item 5 above) does the General Committee "provisionally approve" such a name, 
and only at this point are botanists authorized to retain it. The conservation does 
not finally go into effect until the action described under item 6 above. 

The intent of Article 15 is doubtless to encourage existing usage, as far as possible, 
until the General Committee has acted favorably on an affirmative recommendation 
by the appropriate study committee. Of course "existing usage" is difficult to define, 
but most botanists will take such a phrase to encourage restraint in forming new 
combinations on the assumption that the proposal will ultimately be accepted by a 
Congress. All too frequently new binomials are proposed on the basis of a nomen 
conservandum propositum that does not survive the scrutiny of the appropriate 
study committee. 
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In view of these considerations, it is suggested that the Article in question be 
reworded as follows and accompanied by a new recommendation: 

38. Article 15: When a name proposed for conservation has been approved by 
the General Committee after study by the Committee for the taxonomic group 
concerned, botanists are authorized to retain it pending the decision of a later Inter- 
national Botanical Congress. 

39. Recommendation 15A: When a name proposed for conservation has been 
referred to the appropriate committee for study, botanists should follow existing 
usage as far as possible pending approval by the General Committee. 

III. PROPOSALS BY E. T. WHERRY (Philadelphia) 

In the 1952 edition of the International Code, page 22, the widely accepted 
principle that a given noun should not be used for more than one concept was 
flouted by article 32: "The subgenus containing the type species of a generic name 
must bear that name unaltered." In the 1956 edition this article, now No. 22, was 
emended by the addition of the words "or section," and rephrased. 

The difficulty of reading subsequently published taxonomic articles has been 
materially increased by the following of this plan, in that each time a technical 
name of the sort usually applied to a genus is used in discussions, keys, indexes, etc., 
one has to think back or look back to ascertain what category is meant. The result 
is contrary to the aim stated in the 1956 Preamble, p. 11, "avoiding and rejecting 
the use of names which may cause error or ambiguity..." 

As there must be some merit in this tautonymous procedure, or it would not have 
been introduced, no proposal is here made to alter the article itself. There is, however, 
a well-known case in which a Recommendation wisely permits choice on the part 
of a writer, Rec. 82 G in 1952, 73 F in 1956 "authors desiring to use capital initial 
letters may do so when..." Correspondingly, it is here proposed that a Recommenda- 
tion 22 C be introduced into the next edition of the Code: 

40. Recommendation 22C: Authors desiring to distinguish clearly between the 
name of a genus and that of a type-including subdivision thereof may prefix to 
the name of the latter the Greek character a; this is not to be regarded as the creation 
of a new name. 

For many years the International Botanical Codes have forbidden tautonymy, 
explicitly between a genus name and the associated species epithet, and implicitly 
between the latter and that of any lesser category. The 1952 and 1956 Codes, how- 
ever, while continuing to hold that species epithets are illegitimate "when they 
exactly repeat the generic name," inconsistently require that a subdivisional epithet 
of a type-including taxon must repeat the epithet of the next higher taxon unaltered. 
(Art. 35 in 1952, Art. 26 in 1956). 

This plan having proved to render difficult the reading of taxonomic articles in 
which extensive species-subdivision is carried out, a Recommendation is again 
proposed; this is actually merely a modification of the plan wisely used by Linnaeus 
and many subsequent workers, of calling the typical variety the a-one. 

41. Recommendation 26A: When it is desired to make evident that a given epithet 
refers to a type-including subdivision rather than to a species, the Greek character 
a may be prefixed to that epithet. This is not to be regarded as the creation of a 
new epithet any more than is the change from initial small to capital letters per- 
mitted by Recommendation 73 F. 
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