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A LOGICAL APPROACH TO THE CODE* 
Paul C. Silva (Urbana, Illinois) 

Even to the analytical mind usually attributed to a taxonomist, reduction of the 
Code to a logical, readily understandable outline is a formidable challenge. Despite 
the commendable work of the Editorial Committee, the Paris Code (1956) leaves 
something to be desired in the formulation of "a precise and simple system of 
nomenclature," which according to the Preamble is required by botany. 

Five logical steps in the use of nomenclature to express taxonomic relationships 
present themselves clearly in my mind: 

(i) the establishment of a system of taxonomic categories; (ii) the formulation 
of names for particular categories; (iii) the publication of names; (iv) the application 
of names; and (v) the selection of correct names. 

A system of taxonomic categories is clearly set forth in Chapter I, based on the 
principle that every plant is treated as belonging to a number of taxonomic groups 
of consecutively subordinate ranks, among which the rank of species is basic. The 
formulation of names is based on two principles: that [scientific] names are Latin 
or are treated as Latin; and that names of taxa of the rank of genus and above 
are monomial, names of taxa of the rank of subgenus down to and including species 
are binomial, and names of taxa of the rank of subspecies and below are trinomial 
[the second principle is an extension of the concept of "binomial nomenclature"]. 
The publication of names concerns the methods of dissemination which are accepted 
as making those names available for use by all botanists. The principle of valid 
[including effective] publication forms the basis of this process. Unlike the preceding 
two operations, the next two operations are the concern of all botanists rather than 
just of the originators and publishers of names; they proceed in a vast field to 
which innumerable authors have contributed over a period of two centuries. The 
application of names formerly was determined by the circumscription method, but 
the current Code unequivocally requires that names of taxa of the rank of order 
and below be applied in accordance with the type method. Finally, the selection of 
correct names is based on three principles: (i) that a taxonomic group with a given 
circumscription, position, and rank can bear only one correct name; (ii) that the 
selection of the correct name for a particular taxonomic group is based on priority 
of publication among names and epithets that are in accordance with the Code; 
and (iii) that priorability of names of taxa of the rank of order down to and 
including genus can be set aside by special legislation (conservation). 

In the Preamble it is stated that "The Principles form the basis of the system of 
botanical nomenclature." A survey of the six principles set forth in the Paris Code 
reveals, however, that one of them (I) is an unintentional half-truth, one of them 
(III) is an ambiguous and partial statement of another (IV), while no mention is 
made of four fundamental concepts stated above which I consider worthy of 
recognition as principles. 

Although the Preamble rightly points out that botanical nomenclature deals with 
a system of taxonomic groups on the one hand and with names for particular groups 
on the other, the fundamental concept underlying the establishment of the system 
of categories is stated as a rule (Art. 2) rather than as a principle. 

* Nomenclature proposals submitted to the Montreal Congress, XXIII. 
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263. I should like to propose a new principle, as follows: 

"Every plant is treated as belonging to a number of taxonomic groups of con- 
secutively subordinate rank, among which the rank of species is basic." 

Principle I is faultily conceived if properly worded, and faultily worded if properly 
conceived. The qualifying clause, "in the sense that the name of a plant must not 
be rejected merely because it is identical with the name of an animal," implies 
that in all other respects botanical and zoological nomenclature are not independent 
[therefore dependent], a highly questionable implication. The interrelationship 
between the two systems of nomenclature has been the concern of several international 
botanical congresses. The high point of both truth and practicality, in my opinion, 
was the legislation approved at Wien in 1905: "The principles and forms of nomen- 
clature should be as similar as possible in botany and in zoology; but botanical 
nomenclature is entirely independent of zoological nomenclature." The low point 
is the current Code, in which references to the zoological code are either meaningless, 
unnecessarily intricate, or mutually incompatible, and all contrary to 'the tacit 
principle that the botanical code governs the nomenclature of plants rather than 
animals. 

In the Paris Code of 1867 the only reference to zoological nomenclature appears 
in Article 5: "Les principes et les formes de la nomenclature doivent etre aussi 
semblables que possible en botanique et en zoologie." At the Wien Congress two 
proposals were considered, neither of which was approved: first, an elaboration of 
the existing statement; second, a long statement, approximately reciprocal to that 
which formed Article 1 of the zoological code, outlining interrelationships between 
the two systems of nomenclature. In place of the latter proposal, a diametrically 
opposed point of view was incorporated into the Code, as indicated above. At the 
Cambridge Congress, the British botanists proposed that this article be completely 
revised and offered as a substitute an exactly reciprocal wording of Article 1 of the 
official English translation of the zoological code promulgated in 1905. This proposal 
clearly would have provided a loophole for avoiding the requirement of Latin 
diagnoses, inasmuch as the zoological names of an organism transferred from the 
animal to the plant kingdom would have been accepted in botanical nomenclature 
with their original zoological status. The article as approved at Cambridge, incor- 
porating the Janchen amendment, reads as follows: "Botanical nomenclature is 
independent of zoological nomenclature in the sense that the name of a plant is 
not to be rejected simply because it is identical with the name of an animal. If, 
however, an organism is transferred from the animal to the plant kingdom, its 
validly published names are to be accepted as botanical nomenclature in the form 
prescribed by the rules of botanical nomenclature, and if an organism is transferred 
from the plant to the animal kingdom, its names retain their status in botanical 
nomenclature." This version is ambiguous in two respects. First, the words "form 
prescribed by the rules of botanical nomenclature" may be interpreted to mean 
merely the proper formulation [e.g., the proper ending] of a name or it may be 
interpreted [I believe incorrectly] to include requirements for valid publication. 
Second, deletion from the original proposal of the words "with their original zoo- 
logical status" places the date of valid publication in doubt. At Stockholm this 
article [Art. 6] was reworded slightly so that "is not to be rejected simply" became 
"must not be rejected merely." 

While some workers looked upon this rule as a loophole for avoiding the require- 
ment of Latin diagnoses, Lund [Taxon 2: 18. 1953] expressed dissatisfaction in 
that it might be interpreted as requiring names of taxa described as animals to be 
supplied with Latin diagnoses in order to qualify as valid botanical names and 
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moreover that it failed to include organisms not initially considered to be either 
plants or animals. In view of Lund's first objection, Boivin [Taxon 3: 56. 1954] 
proposed a change which clearly would have made this rule a loophole for avoiding 
Latin diagnoses. At the Paris Congress there was talk about cooperation between 
protozoologists and phycologists in applying the rule of priority to taxa described 
by one or another group of workers [cf. Taxon 4: 127. 1955]. Actually, such 
cooperation is precluded by the very fact that the zoological and botanical codes 
govern the nomenclature of mutually exclusive kingdoms of organisms 1, and the 
decision of which code to follow rests entirely on taxonomic opinion. Any taxon 
which is considered to be composed of animals by one worker and of plants by 
another worker may, and sometimes does, bear two different correct names. Boivin's 
proposed clarification of the loophole for avoiding Latin diagnoses was not generally 
acceptable to mycologists, and the final wording of the contents of this article 
[distributed in the Paris Code among Principle I, Article 45, and Article 64(3)] is 
so compromised as to be unintelligibly intricate to the average user of the Code, 
yet perfectly clear to the phycologist that this is a loophole for avoiding Latin 
diagnoses in the algae. Postponement of the requirement of Latin diagnoses for new 
taxa of algae until 1 Jan. 1958 [Art. 34 of the Paris Code] obviated the usefulness 
of this loophole to phycologists for names published prior to that date. Continuance 
of this loophole, however, vitiates Article 34, and future discussions of the Latin 
requirement in algae should certainly be in connection with Article 34 rather than 
with the subterfuge Article 45. 

264. Therefore, I should like to propose that the third paragraph of Article 45 be 
deleted and that the following principle be substituted for Principle I: 

"The Code applies equally to taxonomic groups of plants whether or not they 
were originally assigned to the plant kingdom." 

As indicated above, the formulation of names is based on two fundamental con- 
cepts which seem worthy of recognition as principles. Principle V states that 
"Scientific names of plants are Latin or are treated as Latin." While the use of 
the adjective "scientific" and the choice of the word "plants" rather than "taxonomic 
groups" are questionable, I do not agree with the alternate wording proposed by 
St. John [Taxon 6: 297. 1957. "Scientific names of plants are commonly Latin or 
Greek, or if from other languages, they are often latinized."]. Not only does this 
proposed version by use of the words "commonly" and "often" change the force 
of the statement from a principle to a characterization, but it shifts emphasis from 
grammar to etymology. Differences of interpretation seem to stem from the meaning 
of the words, "treated as Latin." I do not consider this the same as "latinizing." 
For example, Andropogon is purely a transliteration from Greek, and yet in bino- 
mials it is treated as Latin (but not latinized) to the extent that the specific epithet 
must accord with the rules of Latin grammar as governed by the grammatical 
attributes [number and gender] of the generic name. In the binomial Andropogon 
leucopogon the epithet is a Greek word in the nominative case standing in apposition 
to the generic name; "treatment as Latin" therefore has no practical significance 
in this instance. Similar considerations apply to Andropogon gidarba, composed of 

1 The International Bacteriological Code of Nomenclature governs the nomenclature of 
"bacteria, related organisms, and the viruses," which are considered distinct from both 
animals and plants. Bacteria, however, are explicitly included in the plant kingdmn by the 
International Code of Botanical Nomenclature. 
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a Greek generic name and a barbaric epithet in apposition. But in the combinations 
Andropogon mannii, A. smithianus, and A. filifolius we see a progressively more 
conspicuous treatment of the name as Latin. 

265. I should like to propose that Principle V be changed to read as follows: 
"Names of taxonomic groups are treated as Latin irrespective of their derivation." 

A second principle upon which the formulation of names is based is the so-called 
Linnaean binomial [binary] system. It is curious that this concept, which finds 
its way into almost all elementary biology teaching, should be omitted from the 
list of principles in the Code. 

266. I should like to propose that the following principle be added to the Code: 
"Names of taxonomic groups of the rank of genus and above are monomial; 

names of taxonomic groups of the rank of subgenus down to and including species 
are binomial; names of taxonomic groups of the rank of subspecies and below are 
trinomial." 

Such examples in the Code as "Euphorbia sect. Tithymalus subsect. Tenellae" 
[Art. 21] and "Saxi/raga aizoon var. aizoon subvar. brevifolia forma multicaulis 
subforma surculosa" [Art. 24] would seem to be in disagreement with the preceding 
proposed principle, but the conflict is apparent rather than real. Article 21 states 
that "The name of a subdivision of a genus is a combination of a generic name and 
a subdivisional epithet," thus clearly indicating a binomial, and this interpretation 
is reinforced by the provision that "two subdivisions of the same genus, even if 
they are of different rank, cannot bear the same epithet unless they are based on 
the same type." Thus the example cited above is apparently a trinomial, but 
fundamentally a binomial expressible as Euphorbia subsect. Tenellae. Similarly, 
Article 27 provides that "Two infraspecific taxa within the same species, even if 
they are of different rank, cannot bear the same infraspecific epithet unless their 
names are based on the same type," thus supporting the view that infraspecific taxa 
bear names that are fundamentally trinomial, even though their expression may 
be elaborated into polynomials with as many as eight terms. 

The fundamental concept upon which the publication of names is based is not 
at present listed among the principles. 

267. I should like to propose the addition of the following principle: 
"Names of taxonomic groups have no status under the Code unless they are 

validly published." 

Principle II states precisely the fundamental concept underlying the application 
of names and no change is suggested. 

Principles III and IV govern the selection of correct names. Principle III is not 
only ambiguous, but its meaning, when finally ascertained, is seen to be encompassed 
by Principle IV. The phrase, "naming of taxonomic groups" ["denomination des 
groupes taxonomiques"; "Benennung taxonomischer Gruppen"], can be construed 
to mean the formulation of names, the application of names, or the selection of 
correct names. The first choice seems to me most appropriate, but this as well as 
the second choice results in a false statement: neither the formulation nor the 
application of names is based on priority of publication. The selection of correct 
names is based on priority, but this idea is clearly stated in Principle IV, which 
combines two fundamental concepts and suggests a third. The wording of Principle 
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IV is also ambiguous in the sense that the qualifying phrase, "except in specified 
cases," may refer equally to the nine families for which two correct names are 
permitted [Art. 18, Note 2] or to legitimate names whose priorability has been set 
aside by conservation. In order to remove this ambiguity, I should like to propose 
that the existing principle be divided into three new principles, as follows: 

268. "Each taxonomic group with a given circumscription, position, and rank can 
bear only one correct name." 

269. "The correct name of a taxonomic group is the earliest name or combination 
of the earliest epithet that is in accordance with the Code." 

270. "In the selection of correct names, the principle of priority of valid publication 
may be superseded by special legislation (conservation)." 

Principle VI [retroactivity] is fundamental to the operation of the entire Code 
and logically may be placed either first or last in the list of principles. 

Proceeding to the Rules, Chapter I is seen to deal completely with the ranks of 
taxa and the terms denoting them, as indicated by its title. The remaining chapters 
are less well organized and their arrangement is not wholly logical. Chapter II, 
"Names of taxa (general provisions)," deals with the application of names [the 
type method] and incompletely with the selection of correct names [priority and 
its limitation by starting-points and conservation]. Formulation of names is not 
dealt with until Chapter III, "Nomenclature of taxa according to their rank." The 
parts of Chapter III dealing with formulation of names include Recommendation 16A 
[but not Art. 16] and Articles 17 through 28 with included recommendations. Parts 
of Chapter V, "Retention, choice, and rejection of names," also deal with formula- 
tion of names: Articles 68, 69(3), 70(2-4), and 71. Finally, Chapter VI "Orthography 
and gender of names," also governs the formulation of names. The publication of 
names is treated in a more orderly manner, effective and valid publication being 
defined in Sections 1 and 2, respectively, of Chapter IV. The application of names 
is treated by Section 2 of Chapter II. Selection of correct names is governed by 
Articles 11 through 15 of Chapter II, Article 16 of Chapter III, and all of Chapter V. 

271. In the interest of ease of understanding and use of the Code, I should like 
to propose that the Editorial Committee be authorized to rearrange the various parts 
of the Code, incorporating changes approved at Montreal, so as to present in orderly 
manner the principles, rules, and recommendations governing (i) the establishment 
of a system of taxonomic categories, (ii) the formulation of names for particular 
categories, (iii) the publication of names, (iv) the application of names, and (v) 
the selection of correct names, in this sequence. 

The concept that at certain ranks a taxon which includes the type of the next 
higher taxon shall bear as its epithet the name or epithet of that taxon was introduced 
at Stockholm. In the Stockholm Code, Article 32 applied this concept to subgenera, 
Article 35 to all infraspecific taxa. At Paris the concept was extended to include 
sections [Art. 22 of the Paris Code]. Extension to include subsections, series, and 
subseries is made impracticable by the form of the epithet which is recommended 
for those categories - a plural adjective rather than a substantive. This introduction 
of tautonymy into the Code has not received full approval [cf. proposals by Wherry 
and by Rowley, Taxon 7: 152 and 153, respectively. 1958]. As long as it is retained 
in the Code, however, it seems logical to carry it two steps further, extending it to 
include suborders and subdivisions of a family [subfamilies, tribes, and subtribes]. 
Before making this proposal, however, it is desirable to review the rules pertaining 
to the nomenclature of higher taxa. 
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I have already pointed out that Article 16 is misplaced in the sense that it deals 
with the application of names and the selection of correct names rather than with 
the formulation of names. Recommendation 16A, however, is properly placed. 

The wording of Article 17 presupposes that the type must be known before an 
ordinal name can, or could, be formulated. Prior to 1 Jan. 1958, however, this was 
not true. An ordinal name was proposed, usually without indication of type, to be 
lectotypified later in accordance with Article 9. Reference to the type method is 
out of place in Article 17, just as it is in Article 18 [families] and Article 19 
[subdivisions of a family]. At present, ordinal names can be based on illegitimate 
family names, just as- family names can be based on illegitimate generic names. 
Surely such an acceptance of illegitimacy as the basis for a legitimate superstructure 
strikes at the integrity of the Code and should be rectified. 

272. I should like to propose that Article 17 be changed to read as follows: 
"The name of an order is based on the stem of any legitimate name of an included 

family and has the ending -ales. 
A suborder is designated in a similar manner, with the ending -ineae, except that 

the name of.a suborder which includes the type of the order to which it is assigned 
must be based on the same stem as the ordinal name, but, contrary to Article [46], 
without citation of an author's name. 

Note 1. An ordinal or subordinal name based on the stem of an illegitimate name 
of a family is illegitimate." 

[Examples unchanged] 

Similar proposals for Articles 18 and 19 follow: 

273. Article 18: Delete first sentence and substitute the following: 
"The name of a family is a plural adjective used as a substantive; it is formed 

by adding the suffix -aceae to the stem of any legitimate name of an included genus." 
Add new note and renumber existing notes: 
"Note 1. A name of a family based on the stem of an illegitimate generic name 

is illegitimate." 
[Note 2. When a name of a family etc.] 
[Note 3. The following names etc.] 

274. Article 19: Delete first paragraph and substitute the following: 
"The name of a subfamily is a plural adjective used as a substantive; it is formed 

by adding the suffix -oideae to the stem of any legitimate name of an included genus. 
A tribe is designated in a similar manner, with the ending -eae, and a subtribe 

similarly with the ending -inae. 
The name of any taxon of a rank below family and above genus which includes 

the type of the next higher taxon must be based on the same stem as the name of 
the next higher taxon, but, contrary to Article [46], without citation of an author's 
name." 

Proskauer2 has proposed [Taxon 7: 215. 1958] that names of families be based 
only on correct generic names, but in my opinion it is inimical to the Code to base 
legitimacy on correctness. To the contrary, correctness should be strictly a matter 
of taxonomic opinion operating within the limits of legitimacy. I agree with Pros- 
kauer that Article 61 is unworkable. Only those instances which conform to this 

2 I should like to thank Dr. Proskauer for the courtesy of permitting me to read his 
manuscript. 
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rule are identifiable; one which does not conform may be considered alternatively 
as a proposal of a new taxon [governed by Art. 32-38 and 44] rather than as a 
change in rank of an existing taxon. 

275. As an alternative to Proskauer's proposal, I should like to propose that Article 
61 be deleted without the adoption of a substitutional text. 

Note 3 of Article 7 prohibits the selection of lectotypes or neotypes for illegitimate 
names, despite the necessity for doing so in such instances as indicated in Note 4 
of the same article! In addition to supporting Fosberg's proposal to eliminate the 
clause, "unless its name must already be rejected under this Code" [Taxon 7: 149. 
1958], I should like to point out two discrepancies in the different linguistic versions 
of this note: first, the meaningless "already" is also found in the German text 
["bereits"] but not in the French or Spanish texts; second, the clause "a substitute 
for it may be chosen" in Spanish becomes "must be chosen" ["se le debe escoger 
un sustituto"]. 

Note 4 of Article 7 was taken into the Paris Code from Appendix I of the Stock- 
holm Code with a curious inversion of wording, purportedly to make the note 
comprehensible [cf. Taxon 4: 133. 1955], but which actually introduced an error 
in syntax and hence ambiguity. For me the meaning of the Stockholm version is 
clear: "When a new name or epithet was published as an avowed substitute (nomen 
novum) for an older one, which is not available, the type of the new name is auto- 
matically that of the old one." The Paris version, "the type of the old name is 
automatically that of the new one," because of the syntactic error of shifting the 

point.of 
view gives the impression that we are legislating the type of the old name 

rather than the new. The French version is clearer: "le type du nom ancien devient 
automatiquement celui du nom nouveau"; but the Spanish version is still clearer 
because it is syntactically correct: "el tipo del nuevo nombre es, automaticamente, 
el que tenia el nombre mais antiguo." The purpose of the clause "which is not 
available" qualifying "an older [name]" is not apparent to me. All avowed sub- 
stitute names, whether legitimate or illegitimate, should be typified in accordance 
with this note. In fact, the illegitimacy of substitute names which are not homonyms 
can be established only through typification [cf. Art. 64(1)]. 

276. In view of the preceding discussion, I should like to propose that Note 4 of 
Article 7 be changed to read as follows: 

"A new name or epithet published as an avowed substitute (nomen iovum) for 
an older name is typified by the type of the older name." 

According to the note to Article 10, "For plants of which it is impossible to 
preserve a type specimen, or for a species without a type specimen, the type may 
be a description or figure." This note is impracticable in the sense that it can hardly 
be maintained that there exists any plant "of which it is impossible to preserve a 
type specimen." Those workers who deal with forms which unfortunately do not 
retain or exhibit sufficient essential characters when preserved to be of diagnostic 
value or for which type preparations often or usually have not been made or 
preserved, must weigh evidence from several sources in order to arrive at a decision 
regarding the application of a particular name [cf. Silva and Starr, Svensk Bot. 
Tidskr. 47: 235. 1953]. However, as long as a holotype specimen is extant, the 
original description and figures are subservient to it [and may even be at odds 
with it]. In the absence of a holotype specimen, a lectotype or neotype may be 
chosen. This provision for a substitute type and the fact that its selection is governed 
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by the description and, presumably, figures [cf. Art. 8] would seem to obviate the 
necessity of permitting descriptions and figures to substitute for plants, a practice 
which is scarcely defensible. 

277. I should like to propose that Article 10 be emended as follows: 
In the first sentence, delete the words: "or other element." Delete the Note. 

According to Article 48, "When a name is conserved so as to exclude its type ... 
the name of the author whose circumscription is conserved must be cited." This 
wording is contrary to the type method, and specifically to Note 2 of Article 14, 
which states that "The application of both conserved and rejected names is deter- 
mined by nomenclatural types." A circumscription cannot be conserved, but rather 
an application of a name as determined by a designated type. As Article 48 is now 
worded, the emphasis is on conservation, which is incorrect inasmuch as the section 
containing this article deals with citation of authors' names. Moreover, the method 
of citation specified in Article 48 holds for all such names, whether or not they 
are conserved. 

278. I should like to propose that Article 48 be substituted as follows: 
"Publication of a treatment of a taxon which purposely excludes the original 

type is considered as publication of a new taxon, the name of which is a later 
homonym ascribed solely to the emending author. 

Example: Lemanea as treated by Sirodot (1872) explicitly excluded the type of 
Lemanea Bory (1808) and hence must be cited Lemanea Sirodot rather than Lemanel 
Bory emend. Sirodot. 

Note. Retention of a name in a sense that excludes the type can be effected 
only by conservation. 

In this connection, Article 51 should be reviewed. A change of position or of 
rank of a taxon is independent of "an alteration of the diagnostic characters or of 
the circumscription of a taxon." Moreover, the important idea that exclusion of the 
type necessitates a change in name has been omitted. 

279. I should like to propose that Article 51 be changed to read as follows: 
"An alteration of the diagnostic characters or of the circumscription of a taxon 

does not warrant a change in its name, except as required (1) by exclusion of the 
original type (Art. 48) or (2) by its union with another taxon of the same rank 
bearing an older legitimate name or epithet (Art. 57)." 

[Examples unchanged] 
The first paragraph of Article 64(3) curiously denies the priorability of valid 

publication established in Article 45. This indulgent safeguard for names of unequi- 
vocal plants against late arrivals from another kingdom was not part of Boivin's 
proposal, but it found its way into the resolution formulated at Paris by a joint 
meeting of mycologists and phycologists which was used by the Editorial Committee 
in arriving at the final wording. The second paragraph of Article 64(3) was first 
adopted at Cambridge, but it is contrary to the provision of Principle I that the 
name of a plant must not be rejected merely because it is identical with the name 
of an animal. For example, Ceramium cancellatum C. Ag. (1824), applied to a red 
alga, in accordance with Article 64(3) must be rejected as a later homonym of 
C. cancellatum (L.) DC. (1804-1805), even though the latter is the name of an 
animal [a bryozoan; cf. Papenfuss, Journ. S. Afr. Bot. 17: 178. 1952]. In addition 
to being contrary to Principle I, Article 64(3) is also contrary to common sense. It 
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cannot be emphasized too strongly that the botanical code is designed to govern 
the nomenclature of plants rather than animals and should not be complicated by 
taxonomic vicissitudes. A name should enter into consideration of one or the other 
code depending only upon the taxonomic placement of the type and not whether 
it was originally considered applicable to plants or to animals or whether at any 
time in its taxonomic history it has been transferred from one to another kingdom. 
The effect of a strict interpretation of Article 64(3) on the preparation of text for 
the Index Nominum Genericorum is too profound to be more than merely mentioned 
at this time, but in brief, nomenclature thereby is needlessly implicated with taxo- 
nomic history. There is no good reason why a name of a plant originally classified 
as an animal should not compete on the same terms with a name of a plant originally 
classified as a plant: the only consideration should be that, in the opinion of the 
person using the code, both names apply to plants. Similarly, merely because a 
taxon was originally assigned to the plant kingdom is not a good reason for allowing 
the name of an animal to cause rejection of a name of a plant: the only consideration 
should be that, in the opinion of the person using the code, one name applies to 
an animal, the other to a plant, and therefore the two names, being governed by 
different codes, are non-competitive. 

280. In view of the preceding discussion and in the interest of adherence to prin- 
ciples, common sense, and practicability, I should like to propose that section (3) 
of Article 64 be deleted. 

NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS 
FOR THE MONTREAL CONGRESS 

XXIV. PROPOSALS BY C. V. MORTON (Washington, D.C.) 

281. Proposal for Change of Example under 
Article 6. 

The example given for legitimate and 
correct names is Leptostachya Nees and 
Dianthera L. I suggest that a better and 
clearer example can be found. For one thing, 
the Note states that Leptostachya is "based 
on L. virgata Nees," suggesting that this 
species is unequivocally the type, but this 
is not true. No type was originally indicated, 
and there were six species referred to the 
genus. The species L. virgata can at best be 
only a lectotype, and L. wallichii might per- 
haps be considered an equally good choice. 
The Note goes on to say that "Bentham 
reduced Leptostachya Nees to Dianthera L." 
This is probably technically true. But the 
fact is that Nees' concept (at least in the 
DC. Prodromus treatment) was confused, and 
Bentham actually split up the species of 

Leptostachya between Dianthera and Justicia. 
There is the further complication that the 
taxonomic validity of Dianthera itself is 
debatable; for instance Fernald (in Gray's 

Manual, 8th ed., 1308. 1950) and Leonard 
(Contr. U.S. Nat. Herb. 31: 487. 1958) con- 
sider it a synonym of Justicia. The examples 
given in the Code ought to be as simple, 
uncomplicated, and undebatable possible. 
Therefore, I suggest that the example of 

Leptostachya and Dianthera be deleted and 
the following substituted; 1 

Example: The generic name Cashalia 

Standley (Journ. Washington Acad. Sci. 13: 
440. 1923), based on the single species C. 
cuscatlanica, is legitimate because it is in 
accordance with the rules. The same is true 
of the generic name Dussia Krug & Urban 
(ex Taubert in Engl. & Prantl, Nat. Pflan- 
zenfam. III, Abt. 3: 193. 1894), based on the 

single species D. martinicensis. Both generic 
names are correct when the genera are 

thought to be separate. Steyermark (Fiel- 

1 
I chose this example as it came readily 

to my mind. Others equally simple and 

appropriate can be found easily. 
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