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lished before 1912. The rejection of generic names that are coincident with technical 
terms is thus completely arbitrary and to some extent contrary to the terms of 
the second sentence of Art. 20 itself which states that the name of a genus "may 
be taken from any source whatever". 

One is tempted to ask whether the exclusion of technical terms as generic names 
is justified; if so, then the exclusion ought to be absolute and the kind of technical 
term intended ought to be clearly stated. It has been shown above that the expression 
"currently used" is open to misconception and it ought to be replaced by a form 
of words which will convey exactly the intention of the rule. With Radicula rejected 
on arbitrary grounds and Tuber accepted for opposite and equally arbitrary reasons, 
the operative date 1 Jan. 1912 seems to be an unnecessary complication. It is 
unlikely that authors in these modern times will deliberately choose as a generic 
name a technical term commonly and currently used in descriptive taxonomy and 
the present loosely worded rule might, without inconvenience, be deleted. 

The question of language in this context has been dealt with already. It is surely 
significant that both Radicula and Tuber became generic names at a time when 
Latin was the common language of science; there would then be no question con- 
cerning the identity of generic names and technical terms. In any event the number 
of names which may be identical, in either Latin or the vernacular, with technical 
terms must be insignificant, whilst their meaning as generic names or as technical 
terms will be clearly revealed by the context in which they are written. 

NOMINA GENERICA CONSERVANDA AND ART. 43* 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

Article 43 clearly indicates that the name of a species cannot be regarded as 
validly published unless the name of the genus to which it is assigned is also validly 
published, either at the same time or previously. The implications of this rule 
relative to certain conserved homonymic generic names has been largely overlooked, 
with the result that a number of them are listed and typified by species whose 
names, if regarded as validly published, refer them to the genera whose names are 
the rejected earlier homonyms. The status of such specific names has never been 
examined in detail, but it is certain that the rejected generic homonyms are 
effectively illegitimate and that the specific epithets require to be combined with 
the legitimate (conserved) generic name. The status of such epithets is not in ques- 
tion; it is explicitly provided for in Art. 68. 

The generic name Conyza Less., Syn. Gen. Comp. 203 (1832) is conserved against 
several earlier taxonomic synonyms as well as against Conyza Linn. (1753). The 
type of the generic name ("typ. cons."), however, is Conyza chilensis Sprengel, 
Novi Prov. 14 (1819) and we are thus faced with a specific name which, if the 
species is assigned to Conyza Less., is invalidly published because the generic name 
was not validly published until 1832, or if assigned to Conyza Linn. (an effectively 
illegitimate name) requires to be transferred to Conyza Less. It will be observed 
that when a generic name is conserved against earlier nomenclatural or taxonomic 

* See also Burtt in Taxon 15: 307. 1966. 
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synonyms no problem in regard to such a transfer arises; a simple new combination 
is all that is required. 

In the case under consideration, however, no such new combination can be made 
because the legitimate generic name is the same as the one to be rejected. Change 
in authorship of the specific name(s) concerned would probably meet the require- 
ment of the Code and would not produce a problem in homonymy because the 
types remain the same. Far simpler, however, would be a regulating note attached 
to Art. 43, in the following form: 

NOTE: The names of species and of subdivisions of genera assigned to genera 
whose names are conserved later homonyms, but were earlier assigned to the genus 
whose homonymic name is rejected, are to be regarded as legitimate and validly 
published under the conserved name without change of authorship or date. 

MOGLICHKETTEN EINER REGELGEMASSEN STABILISIERUNG DER 
NOMENKLATUR KARBONISCHER PFLANZEN I 

Dieter Vogellehner (Freiburg i. Br.) * 

Die systematische Bearbeitung einer Pflanzengruppe setzt als wichtige Grundlage 
die Befolgung verbindlicher Regeln fur die Benennung voraus. Solche Vorschriften 
gibt der Internationale Code der Botanischen Nomenklatur in der zur Zeit giiltigen 
Fassung (Edinburgh Code, 1966), und nach den Ausfiihrungen der Praambel (Lan- 
jouw 1966: 139) 1 gelten diese Vorschriften fur das rezente wie auch fur das fossile 
Pflanzenreich. Neben der in verschiedenen Einzelheiten grundsatzlichen Andersartig- 
keit der nomenklatorischen Behandlung fossiler Pflanzen, die im wesentlichen durch 
die Fragmentation und die verschiedene Art der Erhaltung bedingt ist, und deren 
Problematik noch keine befriedigende Losung gefunden hat (cf. Leistikow 1962: 
11-12, Vogellehner 1965: 6-7), sind es insbesondere Unklarheiten formaler Art, 
die einer Bemiihung um Stabilisierung der Nomenklatur entgegenstehen. Einige 
dieser formalen Probleme, zu denen der Code eindeutige Vorschriften gibt, sollen 
im folgenden am Beispiel einiger karbonischer Taxa erirtert werden (cf. Vogellehner 
1967). 

1. Die Festlegung des "starting point". 

Die Unsicherheit, die in den meisten Veriffentlichungen iiber die fossile Flora, 
insbesondere des Oberkarbons, bei der Beurteilung dieser Frage zu beobachten ist, 
liegt zum Teil darin begriindet, daB erst der Code in der Fassung von 1956 (Paris 
Code, Art. 13 j. l.c.: 110) hierzu eine verbindliche Aussage macht, wiihrend noch 
im Stockholm Code 1952 (Art. 23. Schulze 1954: 17) als Ausgangspunkt lediglich 
das Jahr 1820, jedoch keine entsprechende Publikation genannt ist. 

Seit dem Erscheinen des Paris Code (1956) sind jedoch als "starting point", also 
als Ausgangspunkt fur die giiltige Ver6ffentlichung von Namen fossiler Pflanzen, 

* Botanisches Institut d. Universitat, Schanzlestr. 9/11, 78 Freiburg i. Br., Germany. 
1 Die Seitenzahlen fur den Code (1956, 1961, 1966) beziehen sich jeweils auf die deutsche 
Ubersetzung. 
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