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result of the preliminary vote if this would be asked for by the Section at Montreal. 
The result published in this number of Taxon, however, is based solely on the white 
forms sent in by individual botanists. This Paris decision is reported in Taxon 4: 
165. 1955 where it is stated that item 4A (b) was rejected, this item being the right 
of the institutes to take part in the preliminary vote. 

J. LANJouw 

NOTES ON SOME NOMENCLATURAL PROPOSALS 
BEFORE THE MONTREAL (1959) CONGRESS 

A. A. BULLOCK (Kew) 

1. In Taxon 6: 188-194 (1957), E. J. Little has made three propositions, none of 
which, it is to be hoped, will prove acceptable to the Montreal (1959) Congress. 

The principle of nomina specifica conservanda has been rejected so many times 
that even in the attenuated form of epitheta specifica conservanda it is unlikely that 
the idea can win majority support. The proposal involves the setting up of a com- 
mittee to examine, report and vote upon each individual case, and since conservation 
(as opposed to rejection) requires typification, the necessary procedure is not quite 
so simple as Dr. Little seems to imagine. The only available comparative procedure 
is that for conservation of generic names. I believe that Dr. Little has never served 
on any of the committees dealing with these, but he may be assured that even the 
"detailed statement" presented by proposers is rarely accepted by the committee 
without considerable cross checking and further research. The 1954 committee for 
Spermatophyta, led by Dr. Rickett, has already dealt with 120 pages of reports, 
comments, etc. and the individual members have considerable sheaves of corres- 
pondence. Part of the result is shown in Taxon 7: 184-193 (1958). 

It is by no means certain that the conservation of specific epithets would lead to 
a greater degree of stability than would rejection of specific names. Dr. Little brands 
the latter as a negative method which does not "settle the nomenclature" of any 
species. It is equally clear that conservation of specific epithets is at least partially 
negative in that although it would be effective against all homonyms, it could 
not be effective against synonyms that are not yet known. Further objections to 
epitheta conservanda have been given convincingly by Maria Buchinger (Taxon 6: 
195-197. 1958). The consequent proposal is, however, too subjective to lead to 
stability, whilst its retroactive effect would be disastrous. 

Dr. Little's definitive proposal is also contrary to the general principles of the 
Code, in that it seeks to control names whatever classification may be adopted. It 
represents a partial return to a circumscription, as opposed to a type, method. 

The rejection of names "more than fifty years old ..." is unrealistic. Who is to 
establish the fact? Further, works on remote regions may well be separated by 
periods of more than fifty years and to reject names used in an earlier work merely 
because no one had any occasion for using them during such a period would be 
nonsensical. Dr. Little's proposal, which employs the term "effective publication"* 
in a manner contrary to the definition of Art. 29 would, if adopted, lead to chaos. 

Little's third proposition, although it refers only to Spermatophyta, is equally 

* "Effective publication" refers to the printed matter itself, and is only one of several 
conditions regulating the valid publication of the names contained in it. 
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unacceptable. Every care is taken by the compilers of the Index Kewensis to make 
that work as complete and accurate as possible; but to make inclusion in it a 
condition of valid publication is not a practical proposition. 
2. Rickett and Camp (Taxon 4: 37-40. 1955) have made a notable contribution 
towards stating the difficulties surrounding the goal of nomenclatural stability, but 
it is clear that the retroactive effect of their proposed new article (p. 39), and also 
the absence of any definition of "accepted name" will ensure its rejection at Mon- 
treal. Except when only a single specimen was cited, few authors before 1930 
designated a holotype; for a large number of names the type is in fact the descrip- 
tion itself, whilst an "accepted name" is surely any name that is legitimate and 
validly published, though not necessarily correct in the classification adopted at any 
particular time. ** The Code cannot legislate concerning taxonomic acceptance of 
species, which, unlike their names, depend upon circumscriptions, not types. 
3. The modifications proposed by Buchheim (Taxon 6: 224-7. 1957) were in fact 
used by me in the compilation of my list of family names (Taxon 7: 1-35, 158-163. 
1958), when I found it desirable to make for myself a number of "rules" which, if 
not always contrary to the Code, at least were not included in it. It is clear that 
modifications are required for names of taxa above the rank of genus and those 
proposed by Buchheim are reasonable and logical. 
4. The proposed additional Note to Art. 14, presented by Traub, (Taxon 6: 239-240. 
1957) shows a lamentable lack of information as to the procedure that is in fact 
adopted by all Congresses. Most of the proposals falling within the ambit of his 
remarks are to some extent controversial, since otherwise there would be no need 
for a committee to express its views, or for Congress to make a decision. For example, 
Dr. Traub's proposal will itself require a two-thirds majority at Montreal to find 
a place in the Code and the conservation of a generic name - or other modification 
of Appendix III - requires a majority of the order of 7-3 when the committee 
includes ten members, or 6-2 with eight members. Such majorities are surely suf- 
ficient to ensure impartial judgement, unlikely to be modified by a further committee 
unless massive new evidence comes to light. The procedure proposed in any event 
would be impracticable; it is sufficiently difficult to obtain the necessary number of 
people to serve on the present committees without the further burden of what would 
amount to a court of appeal. It is necessary always to remember that the Code is 
not a Code of Law or of Justice, but merely a code of expediency to which botanists 
subscribe for their own convenience. The Code has a legalistic approach and style 
in order to avoid ambiguity and to give guidance. Clearly, if any part of the Code 
proves to be' inconvenient or unpractical (as, for example, Art. 65) a move for 
amendment or deletion must be made. Article 65 is a relic of the circumscription 
method, whereas the Code is now avowedly based upon the type method (see St. John, 
Taxon 6: 198. 1957). 
5. De Wit's proposal (Taxon 5: 4-7. 1956) to add a definition of the term nomen 
nudum and also a new recommendation to the Code seems to be quite unnecessary. 
It is also undesirable, since it implies that, contrary to Art. 12 (Art. 22 of the 
Stockholm, 1952, Code), nomina nuda have claim to recognition. Further, De Wit's 
definition excludes all those manuscript names which are usually included in the 
term. 

De Wit's paper also introduces a completely new idea. The concept of legitimacy, 
in the jargon of botanical nomenclature, refers only to validly published names; 

** For example, see Bullock and Harrison, Kew Bull. 1958: 52 (1958). 
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to extend it to nomina nuda is an unnecessary complication. Part of the confusion 
claimed to exist by De Wit may have been dispelled by the changed wording of 
Rec. 54D of the Stockholm Code, which is Rec. 45C of the Paris Code and reads 
"Authors should avoid adoption of a name or an epithet which has been previously 
but not validly published for a different taxon". The emphasis is on lack of valid 
publication. 

Of course, everyone has been confronted with names to which the term nomen 
subnudum might be applied, and this has nothing to do with the length of the 
descriptive text attached to the name. It is quite clear, as it was clear to Linnaeus 
(Crit. Bot., Aphor. 257) that it is the diagnostic value of the text that is important, 
but De Wit's note and recommendation will not give users of the Code any guidance 
on this matter and would indeed introduce another aspect of nomenclature requiring 
majority opinion for final settlement. 
6. Rickett's note (Taxon 7: 38. 1958) on dates of publication is interesting but 
surely the date of publication cannot be accepted as the date on which the printed 
matter left the printer's hands. Usually, in the United Kingdom at least, printers 
deliver the printed matter to the publisher and it is the latter who is held responsible 
for the actual distribution and for the date of release. Sometimes delivery from the 
printer and release to the public are carried out in one operation, but responsibility 
still rests upon the publisher. In any event the precision suggested by Rickett's note 
would scarcely help in the actual determination of dates of publication in cases 
which have always involved protracted bibliographic research; certainly the date of 
leaving the printer's hands might be completely wrong. 

* On the whole, I believe 
that the intention of Art. 29 is sufficiently clear; greater precision may be possible 
but it would be necessary to limit it to the future. And it is the older publications 
which give most trouble in this respect. 

NEOTYPE vs TYPIFICATION BY DESCRIPTION OR FIGURE 

M. HOSSAIN (Edinburgh) 

The present Code** embodies two different and ambiguous provisions for the 
typification of a specific name lacking a type or any other original specimen. If, in 
the case of such a specific name, a description or figure can be a type (cf. Note 
under Art. 10), there hardly remains a case for choosing a neotype, also provided 
for in Note 3 under Art. 7. Bullock & Ross (cf. Proposal No. 155 in Taxon, 7(9): 
258. 1958) have already pointed out this anomaly and, to correct it, have proposed 
the abolition of the provisions for choosing a neotype altogether. The writer, however, 
finds himself in disagreement with this proposal, and considers that the nomen- 
clatural type of a species or of an infraspecific taxon should always be a specimen 
(s.l.) and not a description or figure (excepting only those cases in which it is 
impossible to preserve a type specimen), and that for a name of a species or of an 
infraspecific taxon without a type or any other original specimen a neotype should 
be chosen. 

* Books are frequently received for review marked "To be published on 
... .", giving a 

future date and requesting that no review should appear before that date. Clearly such 
limited distribution to reviewers cannot count as effective publication in the sense of the Code. ** International Code of Botanical Nomenclature, 1956. 

113 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 09:20:50 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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

	Article Contents
	p.111
	p.112
	p.113

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 8, No. 4 (May, 1959), pp. 109-144
	Preliminary Opinions concerning Nomenclature Proposals [p.109]
	Preface [pp.110-111]
	Notes on Some Nomenclatural Proposals before the Montreal (1959) Congress [pp.111-113]
	Neotype vs Typification by Description or Figure [pp.113-115]
	Some Remarks on the Paris Code [pp.116-117]
	Report of the Committee for Paleobotanical Nomenclature [pp.117-125]
	Rapport sur l'activite de la Commission de Nomenclature des Virus: 1954 - 1959 [pp.126-130]
	About the Capital Initial Letter in Specific Epithets [pp.131-133]
	Preliminary Mail Vote on the Proposals on Botanical Nomenclature Submitted to the Montreal Botanical Congress [pp.133-138]
	Various Comments on the Proposals on Botanical Nomenclature Submitted to the Montreal Botanical Congress [pp.138-141]
	News and Notes
	Notices of Books [pp.141-142]
	untitled [p.142]
	untitled [pp.142-143]

	Back Matter [p.144]



