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on flowering plants but that the extent to which it has been followed by workers on other 
groups is probably much less. They suggest the appointment of a committee to study 
the effect of applying the present rule consistently or of abandoning it and make re- 
commendations. This is obviously a sensible step. 

The principal object of this contribution has not been to put forward arguments 
about the conclusions such a committee should reach but to prevent mis-readings of the 
current Code from gaining acceptance, to draw attention to the editorial defects that 
study of Donk's papers has brought to my notice, and to show how the present rules 
about names superfluous when published fit logically into the structure of the present 
Code. My hope is that this will assist those who have to decide how the Code would 
require to be amended if it were decided to alter the way in which it applies to such 
names. There is one point, however, that I suggest should be taken into consideration 
when a decision is being reached as to whether or not a change is desirable. 

The nomenclature of some groups, e.g. the flowering plants of western Europe, has 
to a great extent been worked out in accordance with the current Code, and many 
changes in previously accepted names have resulted for a variety of reasons, principally: 
proper typification, the taking up of synonyms that had been ignored, the homonym 
rule, and the rule about superfluous names. These changes have been accepted by botan- 
ists in general, and they have been adopted in standard works that are being published 
currently. A reasonable stability in the nomenclature used in these works can therefore 
be expected. In other groups, including the Fungi, the process of working out the nomen- 
clature in accordance with the type method and the rules is only now beginning and 
many changes are inevitable. When the desirability of changing the rule about super- 
fluous names is being reviewed, the further changes in the names in groups whose 
nomenclature has been worked out that will be caused by such an alteration should be 
considered more disadvantageous than changes such an alteration will avoid in the 
names in groups where many changes are inevitable for other reasons; cases of these 
two sorts should not be set against one another on a one-for-one basis, and it will be for 
the committee to decide whether there is such a preponderance of the second kind that it 
outweighs the bias that should be given to the first. 

COMMENTS ON DR. DONK'S PROPOSALS 

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

I have usually found M. A. Donk's ideas on nomenclature to be sound, though often 
rather too idealistic to be practical, considering that we have a Code already in use 
and are not starting afresh with a completely new one. However, his discussion of the 
terms legitimate, illegitimate, correct, and incorrect seems to be an attempt to find or 
introduce confusion where none exists. He, in effect, sets up a great straw-man of words, 
then suggests knocking it down by deletion of one clause from Art. 11. 

The definition of legitimate in Art. 6, "a name or epithet that is in accord with the 
rules" could scarcely be simpler, clearer or more inclusive. Likewise the definition of 
illegitimate. Those of the complications seen by Donk that are real all result from 
making exceptions to the rules. The unfortunate decisions resulting in conservation of 
names and in post-1753 starting dates, as well as the necessity for artificial classifications 
(for pleomorphic Fungi and Algae, and for organ genera and form genera) produced 
these exceptions and the consequent difficulties in handling the names affected by them. 
There is nothing in them that in any way alters the definitions given or their application, 
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except as specifically spelled out in Notes 3 and 4 of Art. 14, and in the provisions for 
post-Linnaean starting dates, special classifications, etc. 

The great commotion about the rejection of names as detailed in Section 6, Arts. 
63-71, I completely fail to understand. That section merely spells out details implied 
in earlier articles in the Code. It is a part of the Code or "rules" referred to by Art. 6, 
and there is nothing whatever different or special about the illegitimacy resulting from 
names not being in accord with these provisions. In other words, legitimate or illegitim- 
ate is strictly a black or white proposition except for the provisions introduced in 
connection with conservation and the other exceptions mentioned. 

As for the "horrible suspicion" arising from the inclusion of a definition of illegitim- 
ate as well as of legitimate, the idea that these are not truly antonyms, I can say, as one 
of the original framers of these definitions, that this "suspicion" is complete nonsense. 
The definition of illegitimate was introduced simply to make sure that there would be 
no longer any confusion as to the meaning of illegitimate. Previously there had been 
some difficulty between "invalid" and "illegitimate" which was, hopefully, cleared up 
at Stockholm. 

In my opinion, nothing but confusion can result from trying to read more into any 
provision of the Code than the provision says. 

It distresses me that Donk apparently has missed, entirely, the meaning of the term 
"correct name" in spite of what seems a very clear and straightforward definition in 
Art. 6. It should be obvious that there can be a number of names, all fully in accord 
with the rules, the types of which are, according to the taxonomic opinion of one or 
more botanists, included within the circumscription of a particular species or other 
taxon. These are all legitimate, but only the oldest one is correct, granted this circum- 
scription of the taxon. 

The above was written after studying only the first (Taxon 12: 309-314) of Donk's 
four articles. A critical reading of the second (Taxon 12: 314-319) does not lead to any 
alteration of my conclusions, except that it now seems that Donk, in certain places (e.g. 
definition of correct name) probably originally understood what the code attempts to 
say, but must have talked himself (and perhaps some of his readers) into a state of 
confusion. 

Noteworthy in this discussion, however, is his pointing out the essential unworkability 
of Arts. 69, 70 and 71, and the unfortunate exclusion of the term nomen dubium at 
Stockholm. He is confused, however, in regarding nomina dubia as illegitimate. Actually, 
as long as they are doubtful, there is often no way of knowing whether they are legitimate 
or illegitimate. Donk makes a very important point when he indicates that names may 
have their status, legitimate vs. illegitimate, altered every five years by changes made in 
the code. This seems unavoidable, since we did not succeed in writing a perfect code to 
begin with and have not, even yet, managed to eliminate all of the unworkable provisions 
and ambiguous phraseology. 

What seems certain is that Donk's proposal 90, if adopted, will give a future generation 
of nomenclaturists an opportunity to indulge in the same sort of writing that the issue 
of Taxon under discussion is filled with. I must say that, even after reading his two 
papers, I do not understand what this proposal means or how I would apply it. It would 
give the term it attempts to define a whole new aura of confusion. 

Donk's third paper (Taxon 12: 319-329) though cluttered up by a maze of difficult 
verbiage, and assumptions from his previous papers now apparently treated as facts 
(e.g. that there are two kinds of illegitimacy), does deal with a very real problem - that 
of the status of superfluous names. He speaks of a card-house of legislation, but this is 
nothing compared with his own card-house of terminology. It is indeed doubtful if 
anyone but their author will ever be able to remember, let alone use correctly, all the 
terms introduced in this series of four articles. 
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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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