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His fear that "if Art. 63 is taken literally the description itself may be sufficient to 
conclude that an author overlooked an earlier name for his taxon," may have some basis, 
since Tryon (Taxon 11: 116-120, 1962) argues for this practice and even proposes to 
include it in the Code. However, further comment on Donk's third article is not profit- 
able, since Weresub and Hennebert (Taxon 12: 218-228, 1963) have, in language as 
lucid as that of Donk is obscure, given a very effective and acceptable treatment of the 
same subject. This treatment is fully within the framework of the existing Code and 
proposes only a clarification of the Article concerned, rather than a drastic revision 
of the whole Code. 

As a general principle, any modification of the Code should involve as little actual 
change in the wording as possible, since there seems to be no sure way to anticipate the 
full consequences of any change. 

Donk's fourth article (Taxon 12: 329-332), though reiterating much of his earlier 
body of opinion on illegitimacy, which seems to have little or no foundation, does bring 
out a point that should he seriously considered. This is the taboo, inherent in Art. 72, 
and also implied in various other articles, e.g. Arts. 54, 55, 56, on transferring the epithet 
from an illegitimate biverbal or polyverbal name. The application of the Code would 
certainly be greatly simplified if this provision could be removed. However, deleting the 
entire Art. 72 is not needed to accomplish this. It could be accomplished by merely re- 
wording the last clause of Art. 72 Note, as follows, "the epithet in the resultant combin- 
ation is treated as transferred without change of typification." 

DO WE WANT A CODE OR A COMMITTEE 

F. R. Fosberg (Washington D.C.) 

The withdrawal of Proposals 87 and 88 by the Rapporteur General (Syn. Prop. 5, 
1.964) is, in my opinion, a most fortunate action on his part, whatever his reasons. I feel 
that adoption of these proposals would so undermine the Code that it would no longer 
be a useful document. Orderly nomenclatural procedures would be abandoned to placate 
a few vociferous horticulturists and other practical plant-name users, apparently under 
threat of their using names not in accord with the Code. It was candidly and courage- 
ously pointed out at Montreal by Dr. Bernice Schubert that these same people even now 
seem to care not at all whether the names they use are correct. This can be verified by 
reference to almost any horticultural publication. To buy the doubtful cooperation of 
people who usually would not know how to cooperate even if they wanted to, the Rap- 
porteur's proposals would in all likelihood cause a substantial number of the taxonomists 
to abandon all attempts to understand and follow the Code. Certain zoologists have told 
me that when their code was encumbered by such a mass of exceptions and inter- 
pretations that it no longer enabled them to determine the names of animals by orderly 
means, without recourse to a Committee, they simply abandoned it and adhered to 
strict priority as best they could. Something of this sort is what we risk by taking up a 
proposal such as that for Nomina specifica conservanda, which has been rejected firmly 
in the past by the taxonomic fraternity. Since 1950, when I commented on "Official 
Plant Names" (Rhodora 52: 1-7, 1950) nothing has occurred that would in any way 
change my attitude toward the sort of thing suggested by the Rapporteur. 

These remarks may possibly be construed as beating a dead horse. I only hope the 
horse will stay dead. The question seems as simple as "Do we want a Code of Nomen- 
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clature?" If we do, we should use it, not continually change it and pull the rug out 
from under the botanists who do conscientiously follow it. 

Certain ambiguities and unworkable articles (e.g. Arts. 69, 70, 71) should be removed, 
but otherwise any intelligent person can use the Code as it is. 

One further comment seems in order. I have never felt that the Rapporteur General 
was consciously taking unfair advantage of his position, but I have always held that his 
comments in the Synopsis of Proposals were responsible for preventing many good 
proposals from coming to the floor for discussion. He could have avoided this without 
our losing the benefit of his great experience in nomenclature simply by confining his 
remarks to pointing out what the effects of the proposals would be, rather than express- 
ing an opinion as to their merit or lack of merit. In other words, he could have 
provided information rather than done the botanists' thinking for them. If forced to 
think, rather than relying on the Rapporteur's judgment, some of them might even 
be led to learn something about principles of nomenclature. 

I can express these sentiments more freely this time, as I have made no proposals for 
consideration at this congress. Although I voted against the proposal to refuse to 
consider new modifications of the Code at the Edinburgh congress, an overwhelming 
majority were in favor of this limitation. Therefore it seemed futile to work up proposals, 
though several points are certainly still ambiguous or unworkable in the Montreal Code. 
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TENTH INTERNATIONAL BOTANICAL CONGRESS 
REPORTS NOMENCLATURE COMMITTEES 
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COMMITTEE FOR FUNGI AND LICHENS 

1. Members. At the Montreal Congress the 
Committees for Fungi and for Lichens were 
combined into a single body called the Com- 
mittee for Fungi and Lichens. Of the appointed 
Members (cf. Taxon 8: 253. 1959), Dr. M. Le 
Gal became Chairman, and Dr. M. A. Donk, 
Secretary. Of the others, Dr. G. H. Cunning- 
ham declined the appointment (cf. Taxon 9: 
126. 1960). In a circular letter dated May 18, 
1960, the members were asked to vote on the 
co-optation of Dr. G. W. Martin and Dr. D. P. 
Rogers. Both proposals were favourably re- 
ceived. Dr. Martin accepted the nomination, 
but Dr. Rogers did not reply, according to in- 
formation from the secretary of the General 
Committee on Botanical Nomenclature. 

Recently Dr. M. Le Gal sent in her resign- 
ation (January 3, 1964) both as a member and 
as chairman. She will not attend the Edinburgh 
Congress. This decision will be much regretted, 
but Madame Le Gal's motives must be respect- 
ed. The Committee is much indebted to her for 
lier keen interest in the nomenclature of Fungi 
and for having represented such an important 
mycological centre as France in these matters 
for so long a time. 
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A letter (dated October 31, 1963) was re- 
ceived from Dr. J. A. Stevenson in which he 
announced his intention not to continue as 
member of the Committee after the next 
Congress. This will be another great loss be- 
cause Dr. Stevenson has always been one of 
our most active members. Moreover, he 
represented one of the most active and well- 
equiped systematical-mycological centra in 
the world. 

2. The Montreal Report. At the Montreal 
Congress it was decided to refer the Report 
of the Committee for Fungi back to the com- 
bined 'old' (1954-59) and 'new' (1959-64) for 
reconsideration. A copy of the report was sent 
to all members on December 18, 1959 as well 
as the decision of the General Session as re- 
ported to our Committee by the secretary of 
the General Committee. All members were re- 
quested to study the report and to submit their 
opinions before March 1, 1960. The combined 
'Opinions' were mailed to the members on 
May 7, 1960 with a request for study and vote 
before July 15, 1960. The results of the voting 
were sent to the members of the General Com- 
mittee by Dr. Stafleu together with his com- 
ments (cf. Taxon 9: 266. 1960). The accepted 
items were included in the new edition of the 
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