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ed so that the citations in the chosen ex- 
amples may be written Havetia flexilis Spruce 
ex Planchon et Triana, Fumaria solida [Lin- 
naeus] Miller and Corydalis solida ([Lin- 
naeus] Miller) Swartz, whilst the permissive 
use of square brackets suggested in Recom- 
mendation 50D (to indicate pre-starting point 
authorship) may be discontinued [Proposal 
92]. 

It is of some importance to emphasize that 
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"Spruce ex" in the example above should be 
used only as a deliberate indication of a type 
chosen by the publishing author and its use 
merely to indicate the originator of the name 
should be forbidden. The "[Linnaeus]" of the 
second example will always indicate the type 
chosen by the bracketed author. 

Similar considerations also apply to author 
citations following names of taxa of supra- 
specific rank. 
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XI. A PROPOSAL ON FAMILY NAMES 

H. W. Rickett (New York) 
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H. W. Rickett (New York) 

In Article 19 of the ICBN there is a note 
to the effect that if the name of a subfamily, 
tribe, or subtribe is published with an ending 
other than that prescribed by the Code, the 
ending must be changed to accord with the 
rule, without a change of the author's name. 
This provision was accepted at the Stockholm 
congress and appears in both the 1952 and 
1956 editions of the Code. 

A similar provision for names of families 
forms Art. 18 Note 1 of the 1956 Code. This, 
however, was not accepted (or rejected) by 
a congress, never having been proposed; it 
was inserted by the Editorial Committee as 
a logical extension of the principle of the Art. 
19 Note. In this action the committee may be 
considered to have exceeded its authority; 
their idea, however, may have merit. 

In 1815 Richard described a family which 
he named the Butomeae. Is it profitable to 
reject this as illegitimate and search for the 
first writer who used the correct ending? 
There are numerous examples of the same 
problem: Chenopodae Ventenat, Passifloreae 
de Candolle, Lythrarieae de Candolle, Caryo- 
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phylleae de Jussieu, Celastrinae R. Brown, etc. 
Indeed to apply the priority principle to 

names of families involves endless biblio- 
graphic search (which I have not undertaken 
to ascertain if the above examples are the 
prior names of their families). The conserva- 
tion of family names has long been advocated 
and will be brought to the attention of the 
ensuing congress. If all or most family names 
are conserved, there is still less point to 
discovering who first used the correct ending 
for each. But it may still be worth while to 
cite as authority for the name the author 
who first gave a clear description of the 
family, no matter what ending he used. 

93. Article 18: I propose, therefore, that 
Note 1 of Art. 18 be submitted to the con- 
sideration of the congress in the usual way. 

This should not be interpreted as legitimiz- 
ing such names as the Passiflor6es of de 
Jussieu or the Gessneri6es of Nees von Esen- 
beck. These are not Latin words, nor can 
they be treated as such, and to use them is 
contrary to Principle V of the Code. 
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XII. VARIOUS PROPOSALS ON PALEOBOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE XII. VARIOUS PROPOSALS ON PALEOBOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE XII. VARIOUS PROPOSALS ON PALEOBOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE 

94. Article 34: Modify first sentence of 
Article 34 to read: "In order to be validly 
published, a name of a new taxon of plants, 
the bacteria, algae and all fossils excepted, 
published on or after 1 January 1935, must 
be accompanied by a Latin diagnosis or by a 
reference to a previously and effectively pub- 
lished Latin diagnosis." 

C o m m e n t s: Recently expressed but 
unwarranted confusion regarding exemption 
of fossil plant names from mandatory Latin 
diagnoses seems to necessitate clarification 
and more effective wording of this provision. 
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According to the present wording of Article 
34 (... a new taxon of recent plants ...) only 
recent plants must be diagnosed in Latin. A 
survey of all paleobotanical literature effec- 
tively demonstrates that the vast majority of 
paleobotanists have never regarded it neces- 
sary or even advantageous to diagnose fossil 
plants in Latin. 

The proposed rewording would eradicate 
any possible doubt that fossil plants are 
exempt from mandatory Latin diagnoses. 

Proposed by: S. H. Mamay (Washing- 
ton, D.C.). 
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95. Article 34: Insert "recent" before "al- 
gae" in first line of last sentence, Article 34. 

C o m m e n t s: The present wording of 
this provision implies that Latin diagnoses 
are required for fossil algae; this is clearly 
in contradiction of the already established 
exemption of fossil plants from mandatory 
Latin diagnoses, as provided in the first 
sentence of Article 34. 

Propos ed by: S. H. Mamay (Washing- 
ton, D.C.). 

96. Article 36: Insert "recent" before "al- 
gae" in second paragraph, Article 36. 

C o m m e n t s: The present wording of this 
provision implies that Latin diagnoses are 
required for fossil algae; this is clearly in 
contradiction of the already established 
exemption of fossil plants from mandatory 
Latin diagnoses, as provided in the first 
sentence of Article 34. 

Proposed by: S. H. Mamay (Washing- 
ton, D.C.). 

97. Article 34: Article 34 at present reads: 
In order to be validly published, a name 

of a new taxon of recent plants, the bacteria 
and algae excepted, published on or after 
1 Jan. 1935 must be accompanied by a Latin 
diagnosis or by a reference to a previously 
and effectively published Latin diagnosis. 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of algae published on or 
after 1 Jan. 1958 must be accompanied by a 
Latin diagnosis or by a reference to a 
previously and effectively published Latin 
diagnosis. 

The purpose of the amendment would be 
to extend the requirement of a Latin 
diagnosis to fossil plant names published on 
or after 1 Jan. 1960. It would change the 
wording of the first paragraph in the above 
article to read as follows: 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of plants, the bacteria, algae, 
and fossil plants excepted, published on or 
after 1 Jan. 1935 must be accompanied by 
a Latin diagnosis or by a reference to a 
previously and effectively published Latin 
diagnosis. 

And would add as a final paragraph to the 
article: 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of fossil plants published on 
or after 1 Jan. 1960 must be accompanied 
by a Latin diagnosis or by a reference to a 

previously and effectively published Latin 
diagnosis. 

Comments: The volume of paleo- 
botanical literature appearing in a variety of 
modern vernacular languages other than 
English, German, French, Spanish, or Russian 
is increasing rapidly. Since Latin remains the 
most nearly universal scientific language, 
Latin diagnoses for new taxa would greatly 
increase the value and usability of systematic 
works in all languages. This requirement 
would also bring the treatment of fossil and 
recent taxa into greater harmony. 

Proposed by: Aureal T. Cross, Wil- 
liam R. Evitt, John W. Funkhouser, William 
S. Hoffmeister, Estella B. Leopold, Mart T. 
Schemel, and L. R. Wilson. 

98. Article 36: Article 36 at present reads: 
In order to be validly published, a name 

of a new taxon of fossil plants published on 
or after 1 Jan. 1912 must be accompanied 
by an illustration or figure showing the 
essential characters, in addition to the de- 
scription, or by a reference to a previously 
and effectively published illustration or 
figure. 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of algae of specific or lower 
rank published on or after 1 Jan. 1958 must 
be accompanied by an illustration or figure 
showing the distinctive morphological features, 
in addition to the Latin diagnosis, or by a 
reference to a previously and effectively 
published illustration or figure. 

It is proposed to add the following para- 
graph: 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of fossil spores or pollen 
published on or after 1 Jan. 1960 must be 
accompanied both by drawings to illustrate 
diagnostic features of the new taxon and by 
photomicrographs. 

Comments: In many cases a combina- 
tion of drawings and photomicrographs would 
adequately illustrate the diagnostic features 
of new taxa of fossil spores and pollen where 
this cannot be done satisfactorily by drawings 
or photomicrographs alone. This results from 
the principal shortcomings of each type of 
illustration, viz.: 

1. A drawing is subjective; it portrays 
only selected features and may present 
erroneous interpretations. 

2. A photomicrograph is severely limited 
by microscope optics (e.g., limited depth of 
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focus, limited resolving power), and it may 
over-emphasize unimportant or misleading 
features of a specimen (e.g., shadows, color 
or density variations, adventitious particles, 
etc.). 

Proposed by: Aureal T. Cross, Wil- 
liam S. Hoffmeister, Estclla B. Leopold, 
Mart T. Schemel, and L. R. Wilson. 

99. Article PB. 3: Article PB. 3 at present 
reads: 

From 1 Jan. 1953 the name of a genus 
or of a taxon of higher rank is not validly 
published unless it is accompanied by a 
description of the taxon or by reference to 
a previously and effectively published de- 
scription of it. 

The amendment would add the following 
sentence to this article: 

From 1 Jan. 1960 this description of the 
new taxon must indicate its difference from 
other taxa of equal rank that are morpho- 
logically similar to it. 

C o m m e n t s: This amendment would 
equate the requirements for valid publication 
of monotypic and non-monotypic genera. 
Article PB. 3 presently requires for the valid 
publication of genera and higher taxa of 
fossil plants a description or a reference to 
a previously and effectively published de- 
scription. However, Article PB. 6 places the 
additional requirement, which now applies 
only to monotypic genera: "... a description 
of the genus indicating its difference from 
other genera." 

The indication of difference from other 
taxa that are morphologically similar would 
also: 

1. Give added emphasis to those characters 
that the author considers most useful in 

distinguishing the new taxon. 
2. Answer the question: Is the new taxon 

really separable from previously described 
taxa of equal rank? 

3. Help to guard against circumscriptions 
that overlap those of other taxa of equal 
rank. 

P r o p o s e d by: Aureal T. Cross, Wil- 
liam R. Evitt, John W. Funkhouser, William 
S. Hoffmeister, Estella B. Leopold, Mart T. 
Schemel, and L. R. Wilson. 

100. New Article for Appendix II: 
From 1 Jan. 1960, for the name of a genus 

of fossil plants to be validly published, the 
description of the genus must be expressed 
in morphological terms and must not depend 
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on mere citation of affinity or similarity to 
other taxa. 

C o m e n t s: 1. The morphological fea- 
tures of a fossil specimen are its objectively 
determinable characteristics. These features 
are inherent in the fossil, they can be ex- 
amined and re-examined, and they can be 
described and illustrated. 

2. If a taxon is described merely by cita- 
tion of affinity or similarity to another taxon, 
all later workers must have the same know- 
ledge and outlook as the original author in 
order to comprehend the new taxon as he 
did. 

Proposed by: Aureal T. Cross, Wil- 
liam R. Evitt, John W. Funkhouser, William 
S. Hoffmeister, Estella B. Leopold, Mart T. 
Schemel, Alfred Traverse, and L. R. Wilson. 

101. Article 10: Paragraph three: revision 
of wording: 

For recent plants of which it is impossible 
to preserve a type specimen, or for a species 
of this kind without a type specimen, the 
type may be a description or figure. 

C o m men t s: Some paleobotanical wor- 
kers have misunderstood the intent of the 
original note, and have destroyed their 
material so that the description or figure 
may stand as the type. This was not the 
original intent of this note in Article 10. 

Proposed by: Frank L. Staplin (Cal- 
gary, Canada). 

102. Article 36: Article 36 presently reads: 
In order to be validly published, a name 

of a new taxon of fossil plants published on 
or after 1 Jan. 1912 must be accompanied 
by an illustration or figure showing the 
essential characters, in addition to the de- 
scription, or by reference to a previously and 
effectively published illustration or figure. 

In order to be validly published, a name 
of a new taxon of algae of specific or lower 
rank published on or after 1 Jan. 1958 must 
be accompanied by an illustration or figure 
showing distinctive morphological features in 
addition to the Latin diagnosis, or by a 
reference to a previously and effectively pub- 
lished illustration or figure. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
eliminate the existing conflict between Article 
36 and Article PB. 3 and give legitimacy to 
those validly published taxa above the rank 
of the genus. It is proposed to delete para- 
graph one from the Article. 
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The Article would read as follows: 
In order to be validly published, a name 

of a new taxon of algae of specific or lower 
rank published on or after 1 Jan. 1958 must 
be accompanied by an illustration or figure 
showing the distinctive morphological fea- 
tures, in addition to the Latin diagnosis, or 
by reference to a previously and effectively 
published illustration or figure. 

Comme n ts: 1. Deletion of paragraph 
one of Article 36 removes an undeniable con- 
flict in establishing a date, 1 Jan. 1912 (Article 
36) or 1 Jan. 1953, (Article PB. 3) for effect- 
ing the similar requirements imposed by 
these articles. These requirements may be 
imposed by amendments to Article PB. 3 
which is the proper location for an article 
pertaining to paleobotany. 

2. The strict enforcement of this paragraph 
which requires that all taxa of fossil plants, 
published after 1 Jan. 1912 must be accom- 
panied by an illustration would invalidate 
many generally accepted names above generic 
rank merely because they are not accom- 
panied by a figure. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. NV. Kremp. 

103. Article 58: Article 58 presently reads: 
When a taxon of recent plants, algae 

excepted, and a taxon of the same rank of 
fossil or subfossil plants are united, the cor- 
rect name or epithet of the former taxon 
must be accepted, even if it is antedated by 
that of the latter. 

Exampl e: If Sequoia Endl. (1847), a 
genus of recent plants, and Steinhauera Presl 
(1838), a genus of fossil plants, are united, 
the name Sequoia must be accepted for the 
combined genus, although it is antedated by 
Steinhauera. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
eliminate from the Code a misleading and 
debatable example, Steinhauera. 

Comment s: 1. Steinhauera is an organ- 
genus established for fossil strobili and there- 
fore cannot be considered as equivalent in 
circumscription to the genus Sequoia. The 
original generic description, specific descrip- 
tion, and illustration pertains only to fossil 
strobili, a single organ as do most fossil 
genera. 

2. The systematic position of these fossil 
strobili has been frequently questioned by 
Menzel, 1900, Nathorst, 1910, Schopf, 1936, 
and others. Some have even questioned the 

coniferous relationship of the Steinhauera 
strobili. It would thus be unfortunate to 
perpetuate this name as an example under 
Article 58. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. W. Kremp. 

104. Article PB. 1: Article PB. 1 presently 
reads: 

Since the names of the species, and con- 
sequently of many of the higher taxa of fossil 
plants are usually based on specimens of 
detached organs and since the connection 
between these organs can only rarely be 
proved, organ-genera (organo-genera) and 
form-genera (forma-genera) are distinguished 
as taxa within which species may be re- 
cognized. 

An organ-genus is a genus whose diagnostic 
characters are derived from single organs of 
the same morphological category or from 
restricted groups of organs connected together. 

A form-genus is one that is maintained for 
classifying fossil specimens that lack diagnos- 
tic characteristics indicative of natural af- 
finity but which for practical reasons need 
to be provided with binary names. Form- 
genera are artificial in varying degree. 

Note 1. Organ-genera based on detached 
parts may be distinguished not only by 
morphological characters, but also by reason 
of different modes of preservation. 

Note 2. It is necessary to distinguish both 
organ-genera and form-genera since the 
former are held to indicate a certain degree 
of natural affinity, while the latter may - 
and in many instances do - include species 
belonging to different families or even groups 
of higher rank, e.g. ferns and pteridosperms. 
But form-genera have been recognized as 
pertaining to a special morphological category 
since 1828 (Adolphe Brongniart). Since that 
time they have been constantly used in taxo- 
nomic and morphological literature and they 
are quite indispensable. 

The purpose of this amendment is to insure 
formal recognition of organ-species and to 
exclude from consideration for purposes of 
priority names of form-genera which have 
been employed in strictly morphological 
sense. It would change the wording of para- 
graph one and add an additional paragraph 
as Note 3. 

Paragraph one would read as follows: 
Since the names of taxa of fossil plants are 

usually based on specimens of detached 
organs and the connection between these 
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organs can only rarely be proved, organ- 
genera (organo-genera) and form-genera 
(forma-genera) are distinguished as taxa 
within which organ-species are recognized. 

Note 3 would read as follows: 
The term form-genus has been employed 

both in a morphological and in a nomen- 
clatorial sense. Only the names of form-genera 
for which types are designated have priority. 

E x a m p 1 e: Triletes was used by Reinsch 
in 1881 to designate trilete microfossils. No 
genotype was given nor a species mentioned. 
Later authors such as Zerndt combined 
specific epithets with Triletes, (e.g. T. glabra- 
tus Zerndt, 1930), without designating a 
genotype, the genus still being used in a 
morphological sense. In 1936 Schopf design- 
ated a genotype for Triletes (T. reinschi 
Ibrahim, 1932). With the designation of this 
type the protection of the priority of the 
form-genus Triletes was begun in 1936. 

Comments: 1. Although the use of 
organ-species has been extensively employed 
in paleobotanical nomenclature there is no 
direct reference to their existence. 

2. Since the term form-genus has been 
employed with two distinct meanings, nomen- 
clatorial and morphological, it is imperative 
that the requirements for priority be explicit- 
ly defined. Only this or a change of the term 
for "form-genera used in a morphological 
sense" can prevent an expansion of a doubt- 
ful group of binomials which should receive 
no protection under the Code. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. W. Kremp. 

105. Article PB. 3: Article PB. 3 presently 
reads: 

From 1 Jan. 1953 the name of a genus or 
of a taxon of higher rank is not validly pub- 
lished unless it is accompanied by a descrip- 
tion of the taxon or by reference to a 
previously and effectively published descrip- 
tion of it (see Art. 39). 

The proposed amendment is introduced to 
eliminate conflicts between the present Article 
and Article 36 and to consolidate regulations 
pertaining to paleobotany in Appendix II. 
Obviously this amendment has not been 
precisely worded as new proposals may be 
added for other requirements before this 
amendment is in its final form. The valid 
sections of Article 36 and Article PB. 3 have 
been taken verbatum from the Code and 
thus there is some repetition in wording in 
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the proposed amendment. The proposed 
amendment would read: 

In order to be validly published a name 
of a new taxon of fossil plants above the 
rank of genus published on or after 1 Jan. 
1912 must be accompanied by a description 
or by a reference to a previous and effectively 
published description of it. 

From 1 Jan. 1953 the name of a genus is 
not validly published unless it is accompanied 
by a description of the taxon or by a 
reference to a previously and effectively 
published description of it. 

In order to be validly published a name 
of a new species or organ-species of fossil 
plants must be accompanied by a description 
and an illustration. From 1 Jan. 1960 a new 
species must be additionally accompanied by 
a differential diagnosis and a definite designa- 
tion of the type. 

C o m m e n t s: 1. The parts of Article 36 
which deal with fossil plants are incorporated 
as this seems the proper location for an 
article pertaining to paleobotany. 

2. The strict enforcement of the first part 
of Article 36 which requires that all taxa of 
fossil plants published after 1 Jan. 1912 must 
be accompanied by an illustration would 
invalidate many generally accepted names 
above generic rank merely because they are 
not accompanied by a figure. 

3. The existing conflict of dates (1 Jan. 
1912 versus 1 Jan. 1953) for effecting the 
similar requirements at and above the generic 
level between Article PB. 3 and Article 36 
is eliminated. 

4. Generic and specific circumscriptions 
are more sharply delineated by requiring a 
differential diagnosis. The designation of 
types will offer an objective basis upon which 
a synonymy can be established. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. W. Kremp. 

106. Recommendation PB. 6A: The present 
Recommendation reads: 

An author describing organ-genera should 
clearly indicate for which kind of organ the 
genus is established. 

It is desirable that the name should in- 
dicate the morphological category of the 
organ. (For leaves a combination with phyl- 
lum, for fructifications with carpus or theca, 
etc.). 

The purpose of the amendment is to add 
another paragraph to the Recommendation 
which would indicate clearly combinations 
between organ-species and extant genera. 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 07:47:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


Paragraph three would read: 
An author establishing an organ-species 

within an extant genus or transferring an 
organ-species to an extant genus should in- 
dicate the morphological category to which 
the species belongs, e.g. Pinus peuceformis 
Zaklinskaja (1957) (pollen). 

C o m m e n t s: 1. Organ-species based on 
numerous morphological categories have ap- 
peared more frequently on general lists of 
fossil floras due to the broadening scope of 
paleobotanical investigations. An artificial 
expansion of the volume of genera or families 
should be avoided. 

2. Extant and organ-species, although ap- 
parently equal in rank, by definition are not 
equal in many respects. This should be in- 
dicated when organ-species are combined 
with extant genera. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. WV. Kremp. 

107. Recommendation PB. 6B: Recom- 
mendation PB. 6B presently reads: 

The names of form-genera should as a rule 
be used only in their original meaning, and 
subsequent alteration of the diagnostic charac- 
ters of the form-genera is not desirable. 

It is the purpose of this amendment to 
delete the present recommendation. 

C o m m e n t s: Recommendation PB. 6B 
is understandable only when one recognizes 
that two concepts, morphological and nomen- 
clatorial, are interwoven into the term form- 
genus. 

Nomenclatorial form-genera can be treated 
under the rules already established for na- 
tural and organ-genera. Methods for sub- 
sequent alterations of the diagnostic charac- 
ters of such taxa are provided by the Code. 
They should apply to form-genera as well. 
Therefore this special regulation for form- 
genera alone is not necessary. 

Apparently the Recommendation was in- 
tended to apply to form-genera being used 
in a morphological sense and lacking a type. 
Such names lie beyond the scope of the 
Code as they neglect one of its basic require- 
ments - typification. It seems neither neces- 
sary nor desirable to provide regulations for 
them within the Code. Therefore it is felt 
that the Recommendation should be deleted. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. W. Kremp. 

108. Recommene dation PB. 6F: The present 
Recommendation reads: 

Paleobotanists should exercise great cau- 
tion when applying to well preserved speci- 
mens names which have been originally 
attached to poorly preserved specimens or to 
specimens which have been inadequately 
described or figured. 

The proposed amendment would delete the 
last clause and reads as follows: 

Paleobotanists should exercise great cau- 
tion when applying to well preserved speci- 
mens names which have been originally 
attached to poorly preserved specimens. 

C o m m e n t s: Because science advances, 
what is considered to be an adequate descrip- 
tion at present may be very inadequate in 
later years. 

2. Specimens are available for re-examina- 
tion, redescription, and re-illustration as long 
as they exist. The sanctioning of a procedure 
which neglects established names can only 
result in a chaotic increase of synonyms. 

Proposed by: H. Tate Ames, A. J. 
Kovar, Gerhard O. W. Kremp. 

Proposals nos. 109-115. Proposed by 
Alfred Traverse, Houston. 

109. Article 32: Paragraph one: Delete the 
word "recent". 

C o mments: By the exclusion of fossil 
plants in this article, the nomenclature of 
fossil plants is technically rendered to a state 
of chaos, since without this article there can 
hardly be reasonable nomenclature. Effective 
publication is as critical for fossil plants as 
for extant plants, and the need for effective 
description certainly no less important. 

110. Article 35: Delete the word "recent". 
Comments: This article should be 

made to apply to fossil plants just as much 
as to extant plants, since nomenclatural types 
are used in the same way and are equally 
important for taxa of fossil plants. There is 
no reason to exclude fossil plants and one 
wonders if the word "recent" was not in- 
serted here by mistake. Typification is as 
critical for fixing application of names of 
fossil as of extant plants, and there is no 
occasion for making a distinction. 

111. Article 39: Delete the word "recent". 
C o m m e n t s: This article should apply 

equally to fossil plants. By excluding fossil 
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plants, it is implied that genera of fossil 
plants need not be accompanied by a descrip- 
tion, which is in conflict with Article 36. 
There is no purpose in making a separate 
provision for fossil plants in this matter. 

112. Article PB. 3 (Appendix II): Delete 
entire article. 

Comment s: See argument for amend- 
ment of Article 39. It is regrettable to 
provide special rules for paleobotany in in- 
stances where the general rules are perfectly 
serviceable. Such provision of special rules 
only leads to confusion. Furthermore, this 
article is in direct contradiction to Article 
36, in that Article 36 sets 1 Jan. 1912 as the 
date on or after which a description is 
required for (all) taxa of fossil plants, and 
Article PB. 3 sets the date 1 Jan. 1953, from 
which descriptions are required for genera of 
fossil plants. 

113. Recotmmendation PB. 6A: Delete entire 
recommendation. 

C o m m e n t s: Paragraph one is unneces- 
sary, inasmuch as an author could not ad- 
equately describe a genus without indicating 
for which kind of organ the genus is estab- 
lished. 

Paragraph two is contrary to the spirit of 
botanical nomenclature as given in the 
preamble of the Code. The purpose of a 
name is only to provide a means of referring 
to a taxon, not to indicate its characters. 
Article 20, for example, is at pains to 
explain that the name of a genus "... may 
even be composed in an absolutely arbitrary 
manner." It seems quite illogical and un- 
desirable for paleobotanists to be advised to 
violate the spirit of the Code. 

114. Recommendation PB. 6D: Delete entire 
recommendation. 

C o m m e n t s: See argument above for 
deletion of Recommendation PB. 6A. A name 
only provides a means of referring to a taxon. 
It carries no implication of relationship, 
regardless of its etymological construction, 
as this, according to the Code, is not the 
function of the system of nomenclature. 
Names of fossil plants should be subject to 
the same considerations as to construction 
as those of other taxa. 

115. Recommendation PB. 6F: Delete entire 
recommendation. 

Comment s: This recommendation is 
unnecessary and redundant, as it merely 
recommends that paleobotanists take care to 
identify their specimens correctly. Hence, this 
recommendation is not really nomenclatural. 

Nos. 109-115 proposed by: Alfred 
Traverse, Houston. 

116. New Article: Priorite et changement 
des noms de genres d'organe. Bien qu'un 
binome paleobotanique n'ait pas de significa- 
tion linneenne, un genre de bois fossile rap- 
pelle le plus souvent une famille ou un 
groupe plus restreint a signification linneenne. 

1. E x e m p 1 e: Gynotrochoxylon africa- 
num Krausel indique que, par sa structure, 
l'espece rappelle le plan ligneux des Gyno- 
trochus et qu'elle peut etre classee dans la 
famille des Rhizophoraceae. 

Cependant, le sp6cimen etudie, incomplete- 
ment conserve, n'avait livre a son descripteur 
qu'une partie de sa structure. Un echantillon 
mieux conserve du meme gisement et de 
toute evidence appartenant a la meme espece 
linneenne, permettant une description plus 
complete notamment avec du parenchyme 
vertical etag6 bien marque, montre qu'il 
s'agit, en fait, d'une Tamaricaceae. Le nom 
du fossile devient: Tamnaricoxylon africantumn 
(Krausel) Boureau. 

On ne peut admettre que le nom de genre 
Gynotrochoxylon soit maintenu par priorite. 
Le nom de genre Tamaricoxylon doit lui etre 
substitue. 

2. Regle: Un nom de genre de bois 
fossile rappelant, en premiere approximation, 
un groupe linneen precis a l'exclusion de tout 
autre, reste valable tant que se trouve main- 
tenue la signification botanique rappelee. A 
ce nom de genre doit etre substitue tout 
autre nom qui rappellerait des affinites plus 
exactes, par rapport aux especes vivantes 
connues. 

3. Application et generalisa- 
tion de la regle: Cette regle peut etre 
appliquee d'abord a tous les bois fossiles, 
c'est-a-dire a tous les fragments de bois 
secondaires des Gymnospermes et Dicotyle- 
dones, ainsi qu'a tous les fragments du stipe 
des Monocotyl6dones. La regle peut etre 
etendue ensuite a tous les genres d'organes 
de la Paleobotanique: feuilles, pollens. 

P r op o s e d by: Ed. Boureau (Paris). 
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