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in Artikel 5 einen Zusatz zu machen, das die species naturales bei Necker als weitere 
Ausnahme wie giiltig veriffentlichte Gattungen behandelt werden. Der letzte Absatz 
des Artikels 5 miiute dann etwa heif3en: 

51. Article 5 last para.: An exception is made for names of the infrageneric taxa 
termed tribes (tribus) in Fries' Systema Mycologicum and the generic taxa termed 
natural species (species naturales) in Necker's Elementa Botanica, which are treated 
as validly published. 

VIII. PROPOSALS ON PALAEOBOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE 
C. A. Arnold (Ann Arbor, Mich.) 

52. Article PB 1: Since the names of fossil plants are usually applied to detached 
parts of which the connections to other parts can seldom be demonstrated, it has 
been customary to name organ genera and form genera when the use of natural or 
biological genera is not feasible. 

An organ genus is created for detached parts (or attached parts if they are 
considered independently) of the same morphological rank that are obviously related 
and of which affinity with some natural group is known. 

A form genus is created for plant parts that are grouped together because of 
similarity in form or structure but without consideration of affinities either among 
themselves or with some natural group. 

C o m m e n t s: The above redefinitions of organ and form genera are suggested 
as substitutes for the present ones because the latter fail to set forth tha distinctions 
between the two. The definition of the organ genus that is given on p. 55 can also 
be used to define the form genus. A form genus may consist of "single organs of 
the same morphological category" (leaves, seeds, etc.) or of "restricted groups of 
organs connected together". This is essentially the definition that is given for an 
organ genus. The essential fact that to belong to an organ genus the parts must 
belong to some natural group is not even implied in the definition. This basic idea 
is not expressed at all except in Note 2. It should be embodied in the definition. 
Furthermore, the reasons for attempting to distinguish between organ and form 
genera are not, as implied in the first paragraph of Article PB 1, merely because 
the names are usually applied to detached parts. We distinguish them because the 
affinities of some detached parts are known while for others they are not known. 
When the affinities are known, we assign them to an organ genus: when they are 
not known, we assign them to a form genus. The distinction should be firmly 
implanted in the definitions. 

I believe a restatement of Article PB 1 is desirable. 
53. Recommendation PB 4A: The whole specimen or specimens used in for- 

mulating the diagnosis of a new taxon should be considered the type or types. If 
type specimens are cut into pieces (sections of fossil woods, pieces of coal ball plants, 
etc.) that are distributed among several institutions, those portions or sections that 
were originally used when the taxon was described should be clearly marked with 
an identifying label or other suitable designation. 

C o m m e n t s: This may be a curatorial matter rather than one of nomenclature, 
but a statement seems in order to settle the often recurring question whether the 
type is the whole specimen or merely the parts that happened to be used when the 
new taxon was described. Thus if the holotype of a new species of fossil wood is 
one section, what is the status of additional sections cut from the same specimen? 
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54. New Article PB 7: Generic names of fossil plants that were constructed upon 
the names of genera or higher taxa of living plants (Sequoioxylon, Archaeopodo- 
carpus, Ginkgoites) and which were originally proposed because of supposed affinities 
with or resemblances to living taxa may be rejected if it becomes evident that they 
were based on erroneous interpretations of affinity or likeness. Such names, however, 
may be legitimately retained for material to which the names were subsequently 
applied if new types are designated. In this case the effective date of publication 
of such a genus would be the date of designation of the new type. 

55. New Recommendation PB 7A: It is urgently recommended that this provision 
be used with great caution and only when direct comparisons between the fossil 
material and material of the living members can be made. Furthermore, when a 
validly published and prior name is rejected under the conditions stated above, all 
characters wherein the fossil differs from the misapplied living taxon should be 
clearly set forth. Likewise, if the newly proposed name is based upon some living 
taxon it is urged that the resemblances between the fossil and the living form be 
given in as much detail as possible. 

C o mm e n t s: This slight departure from the rule of priority should be allowed 
to make it possible to rectify some past mistakes and to thereby avoid perpetual 
use of some incorrect and misleading names. It is an established fact that Prototaxites 
Dawson is not even remotely related to Taxus, yet the name has priority and was 
validly published, and under the present rules it must continue to be used for an 
extinct plant that resembles a giant sea weed more closely than any other known 
plant. Likewise Yuccites Schimper and Mougeot is not a monocotyledon, and Fagopsis 
Hollick has recently been placed in the Betulaceae. The proposal is aimed particularly 
at fossil woods in which the generic names are derived from the stem words of 
living genera with the addition of the suffix -oxylon (Cedroxylon, Dipterocarpoxylon, 
Quercoxylon). It has been found in several instances that the generitypes are 
unrelated to the genera after which they were named. This provision would under 
no circumstances permit rejection of names not based upon names of living genera. 

To Article PB 2 should be added: "except for the special provision in Article PB 7". 

56. New Article PB 8: When two or more organs of different morphological 
rank are found connected, or when connection is obvious through similar epidermal 
or other structures, it is permissible to: 

(a) propose a new combination genus, or 
(b) use one of the two or more existink organ genus names for the combination. 

However, if the combination consists of an organ and a form genus, the name of 
the organ genus takes precedence. 

57. Recommendation PB 8A: New combination genera should be proposed only 
when no other suitable name exists or when enough of the organs of the plant are 

brought together to give a previously unrevealed concept of the habit or appearance 
of the plant. The mere discovery of a specimen of a validly named stem with leaves 
attached would not constitute grounds for a new combination genus unless the 

newly discovered attached leaves are very different from those commonly observed 
as borne by that particular stem. 

In selecting one of the organ genera for a combination it is recommended that: 
1. For compressed fernlike foliage bearing fructifications the name that has been 

applied to the fructification be used. 
2. In genera based mainly upon stems and branches, as in most of the Lycopsida, 

Sphenopsida, Coenopteridales, Pteridospermopsida, Cycadopsida, and Coniferopsida, 
that those names legitimately applied to these organs be applied. In case of detached 

157 

This content downloaded from 212.238.90.13 on Sat, 8 Mar 2014 08:25:52 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


inflorescences of these groups, the names of the organs having the highest degree 
of complexity take precedence. Example: Lepidostrobus would take precedence over 
Lepidophyllum, Cordaianthus over Cardiocarpon, etc., for any of these found in 
connection. If seeds (Pachytesta, Trigonocarpus) are found attached to foliage 
generally assigned to form genera (Alethopteris, Neuropteris) a combination genus 
would be in order in most instances if the stem to which they belong is not known. 
The name of the "seed genus" would not always be appropriate because it is often 
determined by the type of preservation. 

3. For remains of Angiospermopsida that part should be selected which best 
expresses the affinities of the combination. 

4. For other groups or under special circumstances, whatever course of action 
is most appropriate. 

Comment s: The object of this proposal is to give formal sanction to some 
current practices for which the rule of priority has been the only guiding principle. 
It leaves much to the judgment of the individual. 

By giving precedence to names commonly applied to stems in 2 above, the con- 
tinued use of names like Lepidodendron, Sigillaria, Calamites, and Cordaites for 
whole plants is safeguarded, and reason for feeling impelled to substitute new names 
for familiar and widely used ones is removed. 

It is quite apparent that the names for combinations should be selected on a 
different basis in different groups. Appropriateness and established usage should 
be followed rather than relying on arbitrary regulations designed for all groups. 

INDICIS NOMINUM FAMILIARUM ANGIOSPERMARUM 
PRODROMUS 

Additamenta et Corrigenda I 
A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

At the time of compilation of my list of family names DostAl's Botanickd Nomen- 
klatura (1957) was not available to me. I have now examined the list of family 
names given by that author on pages 196-220 and find that although Dostal's list is 
not by any means complete, a number of names which I omitted are included in 
it. The references given by Dostal consist only of the date and author's name. Some 
of these I have failed to find: others appear to be inaccurate, and still others 
evidently refer to publications in which the names concerned are not validly published. 

Dostal's list has led to many of the following additions and corrections, but for 
some of them I have to thank my colleagues at Kew and the British Museum, Dr. 
F. A. Stafleu at Utrecht and Dr. N. Hylander at Uppsala. In two long letters Dr. 
Boivin has shown that the spellings Ginkgo and Ginkgoaceae are orthographic errors 
impossible to obtain from correctly transliterated Japanese. With Dr. Boivin's 
scholarship I cannot disagree, but in spite of Article 73 I suggest that it would be 
wrong to correct these and other similar errors which have gained sanction by long 
usage. I have to thank especially Prof. R. D. Gibbs 1 of McGill University, Montreal, 
for a long list of corrections and additions. 

1 This included the following names in a paper by van Tieghem and Costantin, 1918, 
which I have not yet traced:- Apodanthaceae, Cardiopterygaceae, Codiaceae, Diospyraceae, 
Euthemidaceae, Impatientaceae, Mastixiaceae, Peganaceae, Wallaceaceae. - A.A.B. 
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