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Anderungen ergeben werden (nach Rauschert "vorribergehende Instabilitat"). Demgegeniiber war 
(vor Sydney) das Auffinden eines friiheren Revalidierungs autors (nach Rauschert "permanente In- 
stabilitit") von viel geringerer Bedeutung. 

Unseres Erachtens muB ganz allgemein in Zukunft mehr Wert auf die Tatsache gelegt werden, daB 
als erste Voraussetzung ftir eine hochstmogliche Konstanz der Namen die hochstm6gliche Konstanz 
der Regeln anzusehen ist. Aus diesem Grunde sind wir der Meinung, daB Anderungen des Codes nur 
bei mehr Einigkeit als bisher vorgenommen werden sollten. Wir schlagen deshalb vor, nach Div. III. 
4. im III des Code einzufiigen: 

Div. III.5. Fur die Annahme von Vorschlagen zur Anderung des Code sind mindestens 80% der 

abgegebenen Stimmen erforderlich. 

Wir gehen hierbei davon aus, daB jede Ablehnung eines Anderungs-Vorschlages den Vorteil der 
Konstanz der Regeln mit sich bringt und daB eine wirklich notwendige Anderung auch die erforderliche 
breitere Mehrheit finden wird. 
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THE UNCHANGEABLE CODE 

In the Preamble of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature it is stated that "this Code 
aims at the provision of a stable method of naming taxonomic groups". This aim has not been reached 
thus far and even at the last congress, more than 50 years after the start at Cambridge, the Code has 
been changed fundamentally in a number of aspects. 

The number of articles has slightly decreased since the Paris Code (1956) and is now 72. The contents 
of the articles, however, has drastically increased from 41 pages in the Paris Code to 68 pages in the 

Leningrad Code and 71 in the Sydney Code (counted is the English text of only the Preamble, Principles, 
Articles, Recommendations, and Provisions, not the Appendices etc.). The number of proposals for 
modification remains high and the Synopses of proposals, submitted by the Rapporteur-g6enral do 
not show much inclination to become thinner: 104 pages for Paris (large print!), 66 pages for Montreal, 
52 pages for Edinburgh, 30 pages for Seattle, 29 pages for Leningrad and no less than 42 pages of 
small Taxon print for Sydney (these numbers again are counted only for the "body" of the Code). 

It is, therefore, not to be wondered that stability of names is not in view, since this would only be 

possible under a stable codification. One can be certain that all proposals for modification aim at a 
better Code but it is my firm conviction that the best Code is one which does not change every five 

years. Nomenclaturists will possibly maintain that most changes adopted are small refinements, not 
to be worried about. Even if it were true (but think of Sydney!), the large number of proposals have 
still to be read, understood and digested by the members of the taxonomic brotherhood-if only to 
vote "no". A waste of time, better spent on taxonomy. 

I am afraid that it will not be possible to reach the agreement that in the future nothing will be 

changed in the existing Code. There is, however, a way to obtain a drastic reduction in the number 
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of proposals. This could be effected by adding a new Provision to Division III with the following text 
or something very much like it: 

(39) Proposal to add new provision to Division III. 

"Proposals for modification of the Code are only taken into consideration by the Nomenclature Session 
if and when they were submitted beforehand by a group of at least ten practicing plant taxonomists 
residing in at least five different countries". 

This also implies that amendments from the floor are impossible, which is anyhow to be preferred 
in complex cases such as nomenclature. Voss states in his preface to the Sydney Code (with regard to 
Art. 59) "As is probably true for some other proposals as well, not all of the ramifications may yet 
have been foreseen". This simply may not happen where stability is the ultimate aim. 

The wording of a Provision as sketched above, would have to be such that only the text published 
beforehand can come under vote. Modifications coming to the surface during the discussions will 
have to wait till the next congress, after having been worked into a new proposal by ten persons. 

It may be necessary to define a "practicing plant taxonomist". I would limit this category to those 
people who have in the five preceding years published at least one paper in the field of taxonomy (as 
opposed to general systematics, phylogeny, methodology, evolutionary biology, nomenclature, bibli- 
ography, etc.). The background of this restriction is of course the consideration that nomenclature is 
a tool for taxonomy and taxonomists, not a play-ground for botanical jurists and not a field for 
botanists who are not actually Code-users. 

A colleague suggested that I should search for nine supporters in four other countries before making 
the proposal. To be honest, the thought of the resulting correspondence scared me and this is a hopeful 
sign that a rule as outlined above would really be very discouraging. Still, I would like to have reactions 
from other users of the Code before framing a definitive proposal. I am aware that the Proposal has 
only a slim chance of being accepted. However, one never knows. 

Proposed by: C. Kalkman, Rijksherbarium, P.O. Box 9514, 2300 RA Leiden, The Netherlands. 
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