INTRODUCTION
The proposals concerning nomenclature submitted to the
Fifth International Botanical Congress, Cambridge, 1930,
were collated and published by the late Dr John Briquet, in
his Recueil Synoptique (1930). Two copies of that work were
sent to each of the twenty-nine members Qf the Committee
_of General Nomenclature elected at Ithaca in 1926, for the
purpose of obtaining preliminary opinions and votes on the
various proposals. Opinions and votes on special proposals
were obtained also from the members of the sectional Committees concerned. The results of this preliminary examination of the Recueil Synoptique appeared in Briquet's Avis
prealable (1930). These two works formed the basis of the
nomenclature discussions at Cambridge in 1930.
The nomenclature proposals submitted to the Sixth Inter .•
national Botanical Congress, Amsterdam, 1935, were arranged
in a Synopsis of Proposals (1935) prepared by the undersigned
on behalf of the Executive Committee of the Congress, and
the Executive Committee of Nomenclature elected at Cambridge in 1930. The latter body consists of the following seven
members: J. H. Barnhart (New York), H. Harms (Berlin),
E. Janchen (Vienna), R. Maire (Algiers), J.Ramsbottom
(British Museum), A. Rehder' (Arnold Arboretum), T. A.
Sprague (Kew). Two copies of the Synopsis were sent in July
1935 to each of these members. The number of opinions thus
obtainable being evidently inadequate, it was decided, with
the approval of Prof. Harms, the Secretary of the Executive
Committee, and Prof. Pulle, the Recorder of the Section of
Taxonomy and Nomenclature at Amsterdam, to send votingcopies of the Synopsis also to the following seven botanists:
Prof. R. E. Fries and Prof. E. D. Merrill, Presidents of the
Section; Prof. A. Pulle, Recorder of the Section; Dr. A. B.
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Rendle and Prof. B. P. G. Hochreutiner, members of the
Editorial Committee of the International Rules, ed. 3; Prof.
H. Humbert (Paris); and Prof. R. Pampanini (Cagliari).
Ten marked copies were returned by August 1st, and the preparation of the Preliminary Opinions was begun on the following day.
The results of the voting are expressed in the following
manner: where a proposal was either accepted or rejected by
a two-thirds majori~, it is marked "Accepted" or "Rejected"
followed by an indication of the votes recorded, the votes in
favour being placed first. Thus the entry" Rec. B IX. Accepted
(6 : 3)" indicates 6 votes in favour and 3 against, and the
entry" Art. A 3. Rejected (2 : 8)" shows 2 votes in favour of
the proposal and 8 against it. Where a majority was less than
two-thirds, or the voting was equal, merely the number of
votes is given: thus" Art. A 62 (5 : 4)" indicates 5 votes in
favour and 4 against the proposal. The voting on the special
palaeobotanical and mycological Articles and Recommendations (marked "PB" and "M yc " respectively) was indecisive, and it is suggested that palaeobotanists and mycologists
attending the Congress should respectively form committees
with a view to presenting agreed reports to the Section. For
various reasons, it has been impracticable to circulate votingcopies among the members of the sectional Committees.
Indeed, in the case of the Palaeobotanical Committee, no useful purpose would have been served thereby, since the two
members of the Committee submitted alternative proposals.
The voting-copies of the Synopsis and the accompanying
memoranda are being deposited in the Bureau of the Section,
where they will be available for purposes of reference.
A list of fourteen communications containing proposals
concerning nomenclature is given in the Synopsis of Proposal~,
pp. 1-3. The following additional communications were received too late for inclusion in the Synopsis.
15. Danser, B. H. Grammatical objections to the Inter-
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national Rules of Botanical Nomenclature, adopted at Cambridge in 1930. Extracted from Blumea, I, No. 2, 1935, pp.
295-3°4·
16. Kostermans, A. Motion to declare: "nomina conservanda" the genera: .Endlicheria Nees (Lauraceae) and
Emeorhiza PoW (Rubiaceae), and "nomina rejicienda" the
genera: Endlichera Presl (Rubiaceae) and Schauera Nees
(Lauraceae). Utrecht, May 20th, 1935. I p. Facsimile of
typescript.
17. Looser, G. Motion pour declarer "nomen conservandum" le genre Cryptocarya R. Br. et "nomen rejiciendum"
le genre Peumus Mol. (Lauraceae).
Santiago-de-Chile,
I I avril 1935. I p. Facsimile of typescript.
The substantive parts of these proposals are printed in a
Supplement at the end of the Preliminary Opinions. Communication No. 15 consists of criticisms of the grammatical
provisions contained in the International Rules of Botanical
Nomenclature, and especially of Art. 72 (2), adopted at Cambridge in 1930. A detailed reply to the criticisms concerning
Art. 72 (2) has been prepared, and will be distributed at
Amsterdam. For convenience of reference it is listed here as
No. 18, although it is still in the press.
18. Sprague, T. A. The gender of generic names: a vindication of Art. 72 (2). Extracted from Kew Bulletin, Nos.
6-9, August 1935.
The writer is indebted to the Director, Royal Botanic
Gardens, Kew, for affording all facilities for the collation of
these Opinions; to Miss M. L. Green, without whose collaboration the work could not have been finished in time;
and to the Executive Committee of the International Botanical Congress, Cambridge (1930), for defraying the cost of
printing.
T. A. SPRAGUE
KEW,

August 8th, 1935
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CHAPTER I. GENERAL
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CONSIDERATIONS
PRINCIPLES

THE

AND

ART. A 2. Accepted (7: 3). Prof. Harms writes: "Die
U nterscheidung zwischen 'Regeln' und 'Empfehlungen' solI
deutlich bleiben; Empf. XLIII bezieht sich auf die Schreibung
(nicht auf die Namengebung) fur die Zukunft, und betrifft
naturlich auch die Namen der Vergangenheit." Dr Rendle
writes: "So long as recommendations are not retroactive,
they can deal only with future nomenclature."
Mr Ramsbottom writes: "A recommendation is essentially for future
nomenclature." [Rec. XLIII applies not only to new epithets,
but to those already published: it is thus retroactive,but, being
a recommendation, is not binding.-T.A.S.]
ART. A 3. Rejected (2 : 8).
ART. A

7. Rejected (0 : 10).

CHAPTER II. CATEGORIES
AND THE TERMS

ART. All

OF TAXONOMIC
GROUPS
DENOTING
THEM

(3: I); ART. B II (S: o)-PB

(see Introduction).

ART. A 14. Accepted (8 : 2).
CHAPTER Ill.

NAMES

Section

I.

OF TAXONOMIC

GeneralPrinciples,. Priori~

ART. A IS. Rejected (0 : 10).
ART. A 16 (3 : 2); ART. B 16 (4 : o)-PB.

GROUPS

RULES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Section

2.
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The Type Method

ART. 18 bis (3: I); ART. 18 ter (4: o)-PB.
Section 3. Limitation of the Principle of Prioriry: Publication,

Starting-points, Conservation of Names
ART. A 19. Accepted (6: 3). Prof. Harms writes: "Die
Verwerfung aller Autoren nach 1753, die noch nicht die
binare Nomenclatur durchgefiihrt haben, wiirde vermutlich
zu erheblichen A.nderungen in der Gattungsnomenclatur
fiihren, da es sich bei Ausarbeitung der Liste der ' Nomina
conservanda'
herausgestellt hat, dass bei Annahme der
Namen solcher Autoren ihre Gattungsnamen
als giiltig
erhalten bleiben. Gewiss kommen unter den 'Nomina rejicienda' auch vide Namen solcher Autoren vor; es diirfte
aber schwer abzuschatzen sein, ob wirklich durch Annahme
des Art. A 19 eine Stabilisierung der Nomenclatur eher zu
erreichen ist, als durch den bisherigen Modus. Eine Statistik
iiber die V orteile des Art. 19 fehlt."
Prof. J anchen considers restriction of the list desirable. He
points out that Adanson's Famille des Plantes was accepted at
Vienna in 1905, and that the undesirable names in that work
were treated as "nomina rejicienda". He considers Boehmer
(I 760) as valid, and queries the inclusion in the list of Hill
and Miller. On the other hand, he suggests that LeveilIe's
hectographed works (edition of 18 copies) should be included.
Prof. Fries considers that the list should be carefully revised. Dr Rendle observes that Art. A 19 should certainly be
discussed, and if the principle is admitted, the list should be
scrutinized in detail.
The late Dr Briquet's views on the subject were as follows:
"La nomenclature a pour point de depart (art. 19) une date
(des dates) et non pas un systeme de nomenclature.
Le
systeme de la nomenclature binaire applique aux especes a
seulement servi a preciser une date (1753) sur laquelle
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l'accord a peu pres general a ete obtenu non sans peine. La
nouvelle regIe 19 bis aurait comme consequence l' elimination
des genres decrits Albr. de HaIler (1753-1768), Boehmer
(1760), Scopoli (1760), Adanson (1763), etc. En outre la
regIe proposee
I'art. 19 bis devient d'une application impossible dans les cas Oll I'auteur d'un 'Genera' n'a pas donne
de descriptions d'especes, de sorte que l'on ne peut savoir s'il
admettait ou n'admettait pas la nomenclature binaire pour
les especes. 11 en est ainsi par exemple pour Boehmer dans
la 3me edition des Dejinitiones Cenerum Plantarum de Ludwig
(1760)." (Rec. Syn. 12: 1930.)
[As Prof. Harms remarks, the list of "Nomina generic a
conservanda" was drawn up on the basis that generic names
published in the works cited in it were valid. It contains 201
"Nomina rejicienda" :£romthe works of Adanson, Boehmer,
P. Browne, Fabricius, Gleditsch, Hill, Miller and Necker included in Mr Wilmott's list. If the relevant works of these
authors were rejected, it would be necessary to investigate the
synonymy of each of the genera concerned, in order to see
whether the corresponding" Nomina conservanda" could be
removed from the list or not. Furthermore, in order to avoid
vexatious naIhe changes, it would be necessary to conserve
various currently accepted generic names published by these
authors. For example, if the works of Miller (1754) and
Adanson (1763) are invalidated, the first valid publication of
the generic name Abutilon appears to be in Scopoli (Introd.
288: 1777), who used it in the sense of Pavonia Cav. (1786).
Since Pavonia Cav. is conserved, Abutilon Scop. would be a
"nomen rejiciendum ", but it would be necessary to conserve
the first subsequent publication of Abutilon (sensu Miller et
Adanson) against the earlier homonym Abutilon Scop. This
is an illustration of the complications which might ensue
from rejecting the works of the seven authors mentioned
above. Such rejection would entail not only the revision of
two-fifths of the list of" Nomina generica conservanda", but
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an examination into the later history of all the cu"ently accepted names published in the works mentioned. A statistical
investigation is certainly desirable before any such far-reaching
change is made.
No evidence is supplied in Appendix VII bis as to the effects
of its adoption. Before making a change of this nature it is
desirable to know: (I) how many generic names published in
the works concerned and accepted under the Rules during the
last thirty years would be invalidated;
(2) whether it is
proposed to conserve these generic names-not
to do so
would be manifestly unfair to those who have loyally accepted
and applied the Rules during that period; (3) what changes
would be required in the list of "Nomina generica conservanda" as the result of the elimination of the 201 "Nomina
rejicienda" published in the works concerned.
In the case of Adanson, Famille des Plantes, it is stated in
Appendix VII bis that the names now in use which were taken
from this work were adopted by Gaertner, Willdenow, De
Candolle and others, and would rarely he lost, but no evidence
is supplied in support of this latter statement. The case of
Ahutilon, mentioned above, may be one of many. It is also
stated that there are many generic names not yet taken up
from Adanson which will necessitate much change or conservation if the work is not rejected, but no examples are
given.
A proposal by the late Dr A. von Hayek to reject works
published after 1753 in which binary nomenclature for species
was not adopted, was rejected almost unanimously by the
Vienna Congress (Actes, 101-102). Mr Wilmott made a
similar proposal at Cambridge (Report, 570): this was rejected by 239 votes against 158. It seems to the writer to be
now too late to change the plan on which the whole system of
" Nomina generic a conservanda" has been based during the
past thirty years.
Gandoger's Flora Europae (1883-91) stands in an entirely
1-4
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different category. Here it is binary combinations that are
concerned, and, as Mr Wilmott justly observes, "if these
names are not invalidated, they are likely to necessitate the
rejection of a large and increasing number of names by Art.
6 I (later homonyms)".
A solution of the problem might
perhaps be found in the adoption of a new Article, 68 pis:
"The following works are treated as not validly published,
on the ground that their acceptance would constitute a serious
impediment to botanical research." This would cover the
cases of Rafinesque, Autikon Botanikon, 1840 (see Bull. Torr.
Bot. Club, XLVIII,89-96 (192 I) ), and of Mocifio and Sesse,
Flora Mexicana and Flora Novae Hispaniae (see Contrib. U.S.
Nat. Herb. XXIII,17-18; Kew Bull. 1926, 417-425) as well as
ofLeveille's hectographed works mentioned by Prof. Janchen.

-T.A. S.]
ART. A 20 (4 : 2); ART. B 20 (3 : 2); ART. C 20 (4 : 2)-Myc.
(see Introduction).
ART. D 20. Accepted (6: 3). Prof. Hochreutiner accepts
Art. D 20 "in spite of the fact that it is a very exceptional
case" .
ART. E 20. Accepted (8: 0). Prof. Harms suggests the
wording "Legitimate botanical nomenclature begins for the
different groups of plants at the following dates with the
following works." [Mr Ramsbottom considers that the wording of E 20 covers the special case of D 20, but this seems
doubtful. He accepts the example of D 20 as an example for
E 20.-T.A. S.]
ART. F 20 (3 : 3)-Myc.
ART. A 21 (4: 6); ART. 21 bis. Rejected (2: 5). Prof.
Harms writes: "Das Prinzip der 'Nomina specifica conservanda' wurde in Cambridge 1930 verworfen; es darfte seine
Einfahrung zu einer unabsehbaren Liste von Namen fahren
(vielleicht Beschrankung aufhochstens 100 Namen moglich)."
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Pro£ J anchen supports Art. A 2 I; he favours the conservation of Picea excelsa and Cedrus Libani, but is opposed to the
conservation of Pseudotsuga Douglasii.
Mr Ramsbottom writes regarding Art. 2 Ibis: "This h,as
considerable support from many engaged in different branches
of economic botany: it would be unwise· to ignore this fact.
Perhaps a reasonable compromise would be to draw up a list
of names of economic plants sanctioned by an International
Committee, i.e. drawn up according to the International
Rules. The separate lists could be printed in the Appendix
if necessary, i.e., if asked for by the interested section of
botanists. Fixity of specific epithet, not specific name, is what
is really wanted: to fix specific names (generic name and
specific epithet) would not be in the interests of taxonomy."
Pro£ Hochreutiner writes: "This opens the whole question
of 'Nomina specifica conservanda'. It is very dangerous but,
on account of the insistence of horticulturists, the undersigned
would accept some of these 'Nomina specifica conservanda'
if their number was very limited. If not, and if that list should
remain open for additions, the undersigned would be opposed." Dr Rendle considers that Art. 2 I bis should be
discussed.
The remarks of the late Dr Briquet on the subject of
"Nomina specifica conservanda" may be quoted: "Si les
dendrologistes, les forestiers, les specialistes divers en matiere
d'horticulture, les representants des diverses branches de la
botanique appliquee, etc. dressent des listes de noms
specifiques 'utique conservanda', et que, par surcroit, nous
ayons des listes semblables a I'usage des floristes australiens,
de ceux des diverses parties de l' Afiique, de l' Asie, de l' Europe
ou de l' Amerique, il n'y aura plus aucune raison de s'arreter
dans cette voie. Les Regles et Recommandations pourraient
des lors etre remplacees par des dictionnaires de noms qu'il
faudrait consulter chaque fois que l' on est appele cl parler
d'une espece. Les listes de 'nomina generic a conservanda'
1-5
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constituent un pisaller, qui se justifie par le fait que tout
changement de nom entre dans la pratique entraine le
changement des noms specifiques. Mais le rapporteur considere I'application de ce systeme aux noms specifiques
comme irrealisable et comme de nature a rendre le travail
beaucoup plus complique qu'il ne l' est actuellement. Sans
qu'il soit necessaire d'allonger encore la serie des motifs, dont
quelques-uns viennent d'etre mentionnes, le rapporteur deconseille franchement l'adoption d'une liste quelconque de
'nomina specifica conservanda'."
(Recueil Synoptique, 138:
1930.)
Section 4. Nomenclature of the Taxonomic

Groups according to their Categories
REo. A IX. Rejected (0 : 8).
REC. B IX. Accepted (6: 3). Prof. Harms considers it a
superfluous textual alteration. Messrs Ramsbottom, Hochreutiner, Pulle and Rendle suggest the amended wording:
" Names of orders are preferably taken from .... "
ART. A 23. Rejected (0 : 10).
ART. B 23. Rejected (0: 10).
ART. C 23 (6: 4). Prof. Harms writes: "Dass man einen
Familien-Namen nicht beibehalten kann, wenn der Gattungsname, nach dem der Familienname gebildet ist, in der
Familie nicht mehr vorhanden ist, scheint selbstverstan<:ilich .... Vg!. Deutscher Text." [This amendment applies to
the English version only. The following wording is suggested:
"Names of families are taken from the name or synonym of
one of their genera, and end in -aceae." The word "present"
seems superfluous, since the name of a family is permanently
attached to its type genus (whether under its accepted name
or under a synonym) (Art. 18).-T.A.S.]
ART. A 24. Rejected (0 : 9).
ART. A 25. Rejected (0 : 10).
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ART. 25 bis. Rejected (0: 9). Dr Rendle suggests that this
might be adopted as a Recommendation.
ART. 25 ter. Rejected (0: 10).
REC. A X. Rejected (0 : 9).
REc. B X. Accepted (8 : I). Prof. Rehder suggests that it
should be made a Rule.-See also Art. E 70.
ART. A 26. Rejected (2 : 8). Prof. Harms writes: "Es ist
unmoglich, der in diesem Art. enthaltenen Bestimmung
ruckwirkende Kraft zu geben, weil dadurch sehr viele
Neubenennungen notig waren." Prof. Hochreutiner points
out that in reality Art. 26 is a Recommendation.
REC. A XI. Rejected (0 : 9).
REC. B XI. Rejected (2 : 8).
ART. A 27. Rejected (0 : 9).
ART. A 31. Accepted (8: I).
ART. A 34. Rejected (3 : 6). Prof. Harms writes: "(I) Der
Ausdruck subhybrida ist missverstandlich, weil man dabei an
eine nicht ganz echte Hybride denken konnte. (2) Er ist
uberfliissig; fiir die U nterabteilungen eines Bastards geniigt
der Ausdruck forma, etc. Es ist zu beachten dass die verschiedenen Formen der Bastarde nicht konstant sind, sondern
wieder aufspalten. Der Ausdruck forma, subforma etc. solI nur
auf die morphologische Differenzierung hinweisen, nichts iiber
die genetische Wertung aussagen. SoUte sich eine Hybride als
konstante Art erweisen, so waren bei ihr wieder U nterarten,
Varietaten und Formen zu unterscheiden."
[The example of Art. A 34, approved by Prof. Hochreutiner, might be usefully inserted under Art. 34, the term
"subhybr." being replaced by "fonna" in accordance with
Prof. Harms' suggestion.- T. A. S.]
ART. A 35. Accepted (8 : 2). Prof. Harms suggests that the
term "var. culta" should be employed instead of "var.
hort.", as the latter might be abbreviated to "hort.", and
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confused with "Hort." used as an authority for a name.
Mr Ramsbottom suggests the amended wording: "The fancy
epithet will be preceded by the indication 'var. hort.' or,
alternatively, that the fancy epithet be placed within inverted
commas, thus: 'Mrs Pollock'."
Prof. Rehder writes: "If the names of plants of garden
origin attached to a botanical combination are preceded by
'subsp. hort.' or 'var. hort.' it would give them botanical
standing and rank. Ifpreceded simply by 'hort.', it might be
taken for the authority of the preceding botanical combination, when the authority of the combination is omitted as in
the example. I am still in favour of my suggestion (Journ.
Arn. Arb. x, 65-68) to separate these names from the botanical
combinations by quotation marks, e.g. Pelargonium zonale
'Mrs Pollock'. These indicate clearly that the garden name
does not form part of the combination. L. H. Bailey's
'cultivar' and 'cultigen' might be reserved for cases when it
seems desirable to give to a plant or group of plants originated
under cultivation a botanical na~e and botanical standing."
Prof. Hochreutiner writes: "This calls before the Congress
the whole question of horticultural names. It should be
settled, but settled in a practical way and bring clearness in
all cases. The only means is to mention each time the origin
of the name, as 'var. hort.' or 'var. cult.' If the word
'cultigen' proposed by Dr Rehder could be accepted, I
would not insist at all on the words 'var. hort.'"
Prof. Pulle suggests the use of the indication "h. f." or
"hf" (= horticultural form) before the fancy epithet.
ART. A 35 bis (5 : 0). ART. B 35 bis (2 : I)-PB.
Section 5. Conditions of Effective Publication
ART.A 36 (4: 5). Prof. Hochreutinerwrites: "Certainly not,
it is already extremely difficult and perhaps impossible to
define representative botanical institutions; if you insert still
palaeobotanical ones, it makes the whole thing unpractical."

RULES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 6. Conditions and Dates of Valid Publication of Names
ART. A 37 (2 : 4)-PB.
[It seems undesirable to adopt a rule
conflicting with Art. 41. The object of the proposed new
paragraph might perhaps be attained by conserving the names
concerned.-T.A.
S.]
ART. 38, and GENERALMOTION,No. Ill. The proposal that
the Congress should consider the re-adoption of the date 1908
as the starting-point for obligatory Latin diagnoses was rejected (9 : I). The change of starting-point from the year 1932
fixed by the Cambridge Congress, to the year 1935, as printed
in the International Rules, ed. 3, requires confirmation at
Amsterdam.
Mr Ramsbottom remarks re Art. 38: "Date
wrong, but should now stand." Prof. Rehder on the other
hand considers that the date 1932 should be retained. Prof.
Hochreutiner writes: "The decision of Dr Rendle and Prof.
Harms to adopt January 1st, 1935, instead of 1932, is very
unhappy but was necessary owing to circumstances. I wish
to point out that it is still more unhappy that the Cambridge
Congress, against every principle of use, altered the date of
1908. I have already exposed the legal impossibility of that
decision, and the best would be to come back to the date of
1908, in spite of the negligent botanists who did not adopt the
Vienna Rules." The majority in favour of the year 1935
appears to be 8 : 2.
[The starting-point for obligatory Latin diagnoses originally fixed by the Cambridge Congress was January 1St, 1931,
but this was subsequently altered to 1932, on the ground that
the third edition of the International Rules could not appear
before 1931 (Rec. Syn. 590, 591). Owing to the delay in the
publication of the Rules, a further postponement of the date
was made by the Editorial Committee. As the date 1935
actually appears in the official Rules, it is perhaps desirable
to accept it.-T.A.S.]
ART. A 39 (2 : 4)-PB.
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ART. A 42 (2 : 4). Prof. Harms suggests the advisability of
adopting a later starting-point, e.g. I937-PB.
ART. A 43 (4 : 2)-PB.
ART. B43. Accepted (8: I). [A matter of punctuation,
affecting only the English text.-T.A. S.]
ART. A 44 (4 : 2)-PB.
ART. A 45 (3 : 3)-PB.
Section 7. Citation of Authors' Names for Purposes of Precision
SECTIONA 7. Rejected (3 : 6).
proposed addition superfluous.
the following amended wording:
and of literature for purposes of

Prof. Harms considers the
Prof. Rehder now suggests
"Citation of authors' names
precision."

[The new Rec. XXXII quater deals with citation of literature, and, if it is accepted, the new wording suggested for
Section 7 will be appropriate.-T.A.S.]
ART. A 47. Accepted (8: 2). [In agreement with Prof.
Rehder, the following amended wording is now suggested:
"An alteration of the diagnostic characters or of the circumscription of a group without exclusion of the type .... "-

T.A. S.]
ART. 47 bis. Rejected (I : 8). Prof. Rehder writes: "A name
should not need to be precised by a complicated author
citation, its meaning should be clear even without author
citation, since the author is often omitted, particularly in
applied botany and popular publications. We have to consider also the use of botanical names outside of strictly
taxonomic work." Prof. Janchen suggests that it be made a
Recommendation.
ART. A 49. Rejected (I : 8). Prof. Harms writes: "Die Form
der Citation ist zu schwerfallig. Die Bedeutung des eingeklammerten Autors ist aus der Synonymie zu ersehen." Prof.
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Maire suggests that it be made a Recommendation.
[Art.
A 49 introduces synonymy into the citation of authors'
names.-T.A.S.]
REC. XXXII bis. Accepted (10: 0). Prof. Hochreutiner
suggests the amended wording: " ... followed by the name of
the author .... "
REC. A XXXII ter. Accepted (7 : 2).
REa. B XXXII ter. Rejected (3 : 7). Mr Ramsbottom suggests that (if Rec. B XXXII ter is adopted) the word
"should" be replaced by "may".
[The following amended
text, combining provisions of Rec. A XXXII ter and
B XXXII ter, is submitted for consideration: "When citing
a wrong identification the name of the original author should
be placed between inverted commas, followed by the name of
the author who misapplied it, and at the end of the citation
the original author should be cited preceded by "non".
Example: Tulipa Borszczowi 'Regel' Baker in Bot. Mag.
t. 6635 (1882), non Regel."-T.A.
S.]
REC. XXXII quater. Accepted (9: I). Prof. Harms suggests the following abbreviated text: "In citation of literature
'in' should be inserted after the name of the author if the
citation refers to a periodical or other serial publication, or
if it is a work by another author." He suggests also the
omission of the first example.
Prof. Maire suggests that the words "if 'the citation refers
to a periodical or" be deleted, also that the word "in" be
deleted in the second example.
REC. XXXII quinquies. Accepted (9: 0). Messrs Harms
and J anchen consider that the wording of the examples requires revision.
REC. XXXII sexies. Accepted (8 : 2).
REC. XXXII septies. Accepted (8 : 2).
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Section 8. Retention of Names or Epithets of

Groups which are Remodelled or Divided
ART. A 50. Accepted (8 : 2). Prof. Harms considers the proposed addition superfluous. Mr Ramsbottom suggests that
the words "standard species (or type)" be replaced by
" type" .
Section 9. Retention of Names or Epithets of Groups below the

Rank of Genus on transference to another Genus or Species
ART. A 54 (5: 5)· ART. B 54 (5: 5). Prof. Harms writes:
" Art. B 54 is the best solution of this case; I had several similar
cases in Loranthaceae." Prof. Hochreutiner writes: "I agree
that the proposition of Ramsbottom's would perhaps be
clearer, but it would contradict the tendency of the Rules
concerning quotations of authors; therefore I regret to say
that I must approve Art. B 54, which is formally more logical.
Of course the same observation applies to Art. A 55." Prof.
Janchen, who is in favour of Art. A 54, considers that its
wording is clearer. Prof. Pulle writes: "This is a very difficult
question. I approve Sprague's proposal, but it seems to me
that the last sentence, 'If desired the words "em. Sargent"
should be added' had better be deleted."
ART. A 55. Accepted (9: I). Prof. Janchen suggests the
addition of the words "and must be attributed to the author
who first correctly used the combination for the right plant.
The incorrect use must not be treated as an earlier homonym."
[This addition will be appropriate only in the event of the
adoption of Art. A 54.-T. A. S.]
10. Choice of Names when two Groups of the Same
Rank are united, or in Fungi with a Pleomorphic Life Cycle.

Section

REC. A XXXIV.
REC. A XXXV.

Rejected (0: 9)'
Rejected (0 : 9).
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ART.A 57 (2 : 3)-Myc.
Pro£ Maire suggests that the words
"or Linnaeus, Species Plantarum" be added after "Persoon,

Synopsis" .
ART. A 57 bis (3 : I). ART. B 57 bis (3 : I)-PB.
ART. 57 ter (3 : 2)-PB.
Section I I. Choice of Names when the

Rank of a Group is Changed
ART. A 58. Rejected (3 : 7).
ART. 58 bis. Rejected (3: 7). Prof. Harms writes: "Der
Vorschlag in diesem Artikel, bei Rangerniedrigungen anders
zu verfahren, als bei Rangerhohungen, widerspricht den
Abmachungen der friiheren Kongresse seit Wien." Prof.
Rehder writes: "This proposal seems to have its advantages,
since higher categories are usually more accurately described
and fixed by citation of specimens than varieties or forms. It
would prevent the substitution of precisely defined epithets
by vaguely defined names." Prof. Hochreutiner writes regarding Art. 58 and 58 bis: "As the various Congresses came
to an agreement on this point, I should think it would be
regrettable if any subsequent change would intervene."
REC. A XXXVI.

Rejected (0: 9).
Section 12. Rejection of Names

ART. A 59. Rejected (0 : 9).
ART. A 60. Accepted (7: 3). [This textual emendation is
required in order to make Art. 60 consistent with Art. A 61.-

T.A. S.]
ART. B60. Accepted (7 : 3). Pro£ Rehder suggests that the
words "he (or she)" be replaced by "the author".
[This
seems an improvement.-T.A.S.]
ART. C 60. Rejected: Section (I) Rejected (I : 8); Section
(2) Rejected (2 : 7).
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ART. A 61. Accepted (8 : 2). Prof. Harms writes: "Der im
Art. A 61 behandelte Fall durfte so selten sein, dass fur seine
Regelung die bisherigen Artikel ausreichen." Prof. Rehder
writes: "I do not think a special rule is necessary for such
rare cases. It seem~ obvious that the first subsequent correction should stand. If a rule is considered desirable, it should
be simplified and might read as follows: 'When an author
simultaneously publishes the same new name for more than
one group, the first author who adopts one of them, or substitutes another name for one of them, must be followed'."
Prof. Hochreutiner remarks: "I am not opposed to the addition, but could it not be realized with a more simple redaction?" Prof. Pulle observes: "It is possible that a work has
appeared in parts on subsequent dates. In that case the date
must give the decision." He suggests that the last sentence
should read as follows: "When the author has not made the
necessary correction, the application which comes first in date
is to be taken as valid. If the names are published at the same
date, the author who is the first to make the correction has
the choice." Messrs. Hochreutiner and Ramsbottom consider that the wording should be amended.
[Prof. Rehder's amendment is more in accordance with the
general practice of the Rules than is the original wording: for
example under Art. 56, when two or more groups of the same
rank are united, the first a~thor who chooses one of the names
in preference to the others must be followed.-T.A.S.]
ART.A 62 (5 : 4). Prof. Harms writes: "W enn es moglich ist,
mehrdeutige Namen sicher zu deuten, so kann man sie
annehmen. Fur die Verwerfung unklarer Namen genugt
Art. 63." Prof. Pulle remarks: "If in Art. B 62 the words
'owing to segregation' are added, the example in Art. A 62
is not correct, as Ulmus campestris is not a nomen ambiguum
in the sense of Art. B 62." Dr Rendle considers that the
example should be placed in App. IV.
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ART. B 62, text (4 : 6).
ART. B 62, example (6 : 4).
ART. C 62. Rejected (0 : 9).
REc. A XXXVII. Accepted (8: 2). [If the text of Rec.
A XXXVII is adopted, the words" (i.e. secundum)" in the
example of Rec. XXXVII might be deleted as being superfluous.-T.A. S.]
ART. A 67. Rejected (0 : 10).
Section 13. Orthography of Names
ART. A 70. Rejected (0 : 10).
ART. B 70. Rejected (2 : 7). [This was an addition to Art.
70, included in General Motion I.-T.A.S.]
ART. C 70. Accepted (9: 0). Prof. Rehder recommends a
slight change in punctuation, namely, the use of a semicolon
before the addition. [This is an improvement.- T. A. S.]
ART. D 70. Accepted (8: 0). Prof Harms writes: "Hochreutiner hat woW nur eine Recom. beabsichtigt. Rec. XXX
(Internat. Reg. 2 Ausg. 31) hat allerdings im frz. u. engl.
Text die Form eines Artikels (doit, must); ab er es ist woW
nur ein Redaktionsfehler fur' devrait' u. 'should' (vg!. deutsche
U ebersetzung). Ich wurde nur einer Empfehlung des Wortlautes zustimmen." Pro£: Hochreutiner desires to point out
that Art. D 70 is not a new proposition. He writes: "It is the
Art. 66 of the Paris Candollean Code, and it was still in the
Vienna rules. That could replace with advantage all the complicated rules for the Latin orthography in botany. Of course
I am opposed to all new propositions concerning that subject: Art. E 70; Rec. A XXXIX; Rec. A XL; and so forth,
with the exception of Art. B 72, where I am proposing to fix
automatically and without any doubt the gender of generic
names."
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[Pro£ Hochreutiner's proposition was worded in the form
of a Rule: "On doit." I therefore assumed that he meant it
to be a Rule, and accordingly treated it as an additional note
to Art. 70. As Prof. Harms points out, this proposition should
be worded "On devrait" ifit is intended as a Recommendation.- T. A. S.]
ART. E 70. Accepted (6: 3). Pro£ Rehder writes: "This
proposal having to do with the formation of generic names
really belongs under Art. 25, to which the following sentence
might be added: 'Ifformed direcdyfrom personal names, they
must end in -a or -ia'. This corresponds to Rec. XXXIX, but
that, like the proposed B X, being not a rule, would not have
the force to change published names like Pallavicinius. I do
not see how the meaning of 'unintentional orthographic
error' could be stretched to cover this point; even in Art. 70,
Note 2, the use of certain connecting vowels can hardly be
called unintentional." Prof. Pulle writes: "In the fourth line
the words' must be' should be replaced by 'may be' , in order
to bring this note in accordance with Note 2."
[The adoption of Art. E 70 as a rule would conflict with
Art. 25, which states that names of genera "may be taken
from any source whatever and may be composed in an absolutely arbitrary manner". It seems hardly worth while to
make a new rule merely in order to validate such a small
number of generic names. A better plan might be to conserve
the names Riccardia, Marchesinia, Nardia, Pallavicinia, etc.
If Art. E 70 is accepted, the well-known generic name
Herbertia (lridaceae) will be invalidated by the name Herberta
which is treated under Art. E 70 as published in 1821. This
suggests that it is better to treat each personal generic name
ending in -us on its own merits.- T. A. S.]
REC. A XXXIX. Rejected (0: 8).
REO. A XL. Rejected (I : 8).
REO. A XLIII. Rejected (0 : 9).
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Accepted (6 : 2).
Rejected (I : 6).
Rejected (0 : 9).

Section 14. Gender of Generic Names
ART. A 72. Rejected (0 : 9).
ART. B 72 (3 : 5). Prof. Harms writes: "I like this very much;
with it, we would spare a good deal of useless discussions."
ART. C 72 (4: 5)·
[Art. 72 (I) and (2), Art. B 72 and Art. C 72. In view of
the divergence of opinion revealed by the voting, it seems
desirable to consider the respective advantages and disadvantages of the three ~ethods
of treatment concerned.
There is agreement as to Art. 72 (3): that arbitrarily formed
generic names or vernacular names used as generic names
should take the gender assigned to them by their authors.
The three Articles differ only with regard to (1) classical
names and (2) modern compounds of two or more classical
words. These two classes of generic names may be considered
separately.

(1) Classical words adopted as generic names.
Art. B 72 accepts the gender assigned by the author of the
name. This makes philological discussion unnecessary. On
the other hand, it is more difficult for the average botanist to
consult the original place of publication of a classical generic
name than to look it up in a Greek or Latin dictionary.
Where the classical gender varies, however, it is convenient
to follow the choice of the original author. This is provided
for in Art. C 72. For example the Latin noun atriplex was
treated by different authors as masculine, feminine or neuter.
Under Art. C 72 the generic name Atriplex is treated as
feminine since that was the gender chosen by Linnaeus (Sp.
Plo 1053). Such cases of varying gender seem to be comparatively rare.
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Art. 72 (I) is perhaps more convenient for those who have
no classical knowledge, but it leads to the treatment of names
like Erigeron and Tragopogon as neuter, whereas they are
masculine in Greek. This is repugnant to those with classical
knowledge. Any difficulties which might arise in applying
Art. C 72 could be very simply setded by the adoption of a
short list of accepted genders for the comparatively few cases
where the classical gender varies.

(2) Modern compoundsformed from two or more Greek or Latin
words.
The respective advantages and disadvantages of Art. B 72
and Art. C 72, as applied to this class of generic names, may
be tabulated

as follows:

Art. B 72
Advantages: (I) Requires only enough classical knowledge to
recognize the gender from the form of the specific epithet;
(2) makes it unnecessary to find out the derivation of the
generic name; (3) avoids philological discussions.

Disadvantages: (I) The gender is often not indicated, either by
the original epithets, or by subsequent ones; (2) the places of
publication of most generic names are accessible only in great
Herbaria and Libraries, hence it is often difficult for botanists
to find out the original gender; (3) the original gender of
generic names ending in the same element is frequendy not
uniform, and is hence difficult to remember; (4) the gender
is often contrary to general custom; (5) the gender is often
contrary to classical usage.

Art. C 72
Advantages: (I) Requires only enough knowledge of Greek
and Latin to -look up the final elements in a dictionary; the
provision of a standard list of final elements with their genders
would largely eliminate the need for any classical knowledge;
(2) makes it unnecessary to find out the original meaning
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whether substantival or adjectival; (3) is easy for the average
botanist to verify the gender, since all that is required are
Greek and Latin dictionaries; (4) the gender of generic
names ending in the same element is uniform, and is hence
easy to remember; (5) the gender agrees with general custom;
(6) the gender shows much greater agreement with classical
usage.
Disadvantages: (I) Requires a little more knowledge of Greek
and Latin; (2) may occasionally lead to philological discussions.-T.A. S.]
ART. D 72. Rejected (I : 8).
CHAPTER IV. INTERPRETATION
AND MODIFICATION OF THE RULES

ART. A 73. Only 5 votes were recorded, 3 in favour, and 2
against. The general opinion was that the proposals should
be discussed. Prof. ·Pulle writes: "It seems very undesirable
to fix detailed prescriptions for organisation in a set of ' International Rules of Botanical Nomenclature'. The task of the
International Executive Committee should be regulated by
a special organisation."
ART. 73 bis. Accepted (7 : o)-PB.
ART. 73 ter (3 : 5). This Article is linked with Art.
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bis.

11
GENERAL

MOTIONS

GEN. MOTION I. Rejected (2: 6). Prof. Harms writes:
" Orthographische
Vorschriften sind moglichst nickt in
Artikeln festzulegen." Prof. Janchen considers that only
Rec. XLII and XLIII should be made rules. Prof. Hochreutiner writes: "I very much regret that the Cambridge
Congress accepted so complicated recommendations for
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orthography. Therefore I would highly regret if they became
rules." Dr Rendle considers discussion of the first provision
desirable.
GEN. MOTION11. Accepted (6: 3).
GEN. MOTIONIll.

Rejected (I : 9).

III
APPENDICES
ApP.II. Accepted (7 : 0). Prof. Rehder remarks: "It seems
advisable to add in parenthesis the alternative name of the
families marked with an asterisk, and omit the asterisk."
ApP. V (3 : 3).
ApP. VI. Accepted
were suggested.

(6: I).

A few additional

Institutions

ApP. VII bis. Accepted (6 : 3). For comments, see Art. A 19.

SUPPLEMENT
GEN. MOTIONIV.
I should like to propose to gather all the grammatical and
quasi-grammatical
rules into one chapter of grammar that
meets the requirements both of botanists with, and of those
without a classical training, and to take for a basis, that,
equally in the orthography as in the definition of the gender
of names, we should follow the first choice of the author for
names already formed, but that for names yet to be formed
we should as much as possible proceed on classical-Latin
lines, and wherever this may be necessary on post-classical
lines, but never on lines inconsistent with all grammar.
(Danser, Grammatical

Objections.)
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V ANDA

4. Phanerogamae
F. List Proposed by A. Kostermans.
(Motion. )
281 I, partim (Laurac.) Endlicheria Nees in Linnaea, VIII,
p. 37 (1833). Standard species: E. hirsuta (Schott) Nees.
Nomen rejiciendum: Schauera Nees in Lindley, Introd. Nat.
Syst. ed. 2, p. 202 (1836), in adnot.
8474 (Rubiac.) Emeorhiza Pohl (nomen nudum) in Flora,
p. 183 (1825). Type species: [not supplied].
Nomen rejiciendum: Endlichera PresI, Symh. Bot. I, p. 73
(1832).

VIII,

G. List Proposed by G. Looser.
(Motion. )
2813 (Laurac.) Cryptocarya R. Br. Prodr. 402 (1810).
Standard species: C. glaucescens R. Br.
Nomen rejiciendum: Peumus Molina, Saggio storia naturale
Chile, 185 (1782).
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ADDENDUM*
I.

Votes receivedfrom Dr J. H. Barnhart.
yes; ART. A 3, A 7, A I I, no; ART. B I I, yes;

ART. A 2,
ART. A 15, A 16, no; ART. B 16, yes; ART. 18 bis, no; ART.
18 ter, A 19, yes; ART. A 20, no; ART. B 20, C 20, D 20,
E 20, yes; ART. F 20, A 21, 21 bis, REO. A IX, no; REC.
B IX, yes; ART. A 23, B 23, no; ART. C 23, A 24, yes; ART.
A 25, 25 bis, 25 ter, REa. A X, no; REC. B X, yes; ART.
A 26 ("yes" as a Recommendation, i.e. "no") no; REO. A XI,
yes; REC. B XI, yes (if ART. A 26 is approved); ART. A 27, no;
ART. A 31, A 35, A 35 bis, yes; ART. B 35 bis, A 36, A 37, no;
ART. A 39, yes; ART. A 42, A 43, no; ART. B 43, yes; ART.
A 44, A 45, SECTIONA 7, no; ART. A 47, yes; ART. 47 bis,
A 49, no; REC. XXXII bis, A XXXII ter, B XXXII ter,
yes; REO. XXXII quater, XXXII quinquies, no; REO.
XXXII sexies, yes; REa. XXXII septies, no; ART. A 50,
yes; ART. A 54, no; ART. B 54, A 55, REc. A XXXIV,
A XXXV, ART. A 57, yes; ART. A 57 bis, no; ART. B 57 bis,
yes; ART. 57 ter, A 58, 58 bis, REa. A XXXVI, ART. A 59,
no; ART. A 60, B 60, yes; ART. C 60, no; ART. A 61, yes;
ART. A 62, B 62, C 62, REc. A XXXVII, no; ART. A 67,
yes; ART. A 70, no; ART. C 70, D 70, E 70, yes; REC.
A XXXIX, A XL, A XLIII, no; REC. B XLIII, yes; REC.
C XLIII, A XLIV, ART. A 72, no; ART. B 72, yes; ART.
C 72, D 72, no; ART. A 73, yes; ART. 73 bis, 73 ter, no;
GENERALMOTIONSI, 11, Ill, no; ApPENDIX11, yes; ApP. V,
no; ApP. VI, yes; ApP. VII bis, yes.
2.

Remarks by Dr Barnhart

ART. F 20: "Of course not; it would introduce a very vicious
principle."
ART. 2 Ibis: "So decisively beaten at Cambridge that I hope
it is killed."

*

Extracted from a Memorandum

received on August 9th, 1935.-T.A.S.
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REa. A IX: "I object to '-oideae' but not at all to '-ales'."
ART. A 26: "It should be a Recommendation rather than a
Rule."
ART. A 36: "A palaeobotanical
one."

institution is a botanical

ART. 38: "Firmly opposed as I am to Latin diagnoses, other
than as a Recommendation, the Cambridge Congress fixed
the date as 1932, with no authority to anyone to change the
date, and the Editors surely exceeded their authority in
altering it to 1935. The whole botanical world knew of this
rule and this date-1932."
ART. 47 bis:
nuisance."

"A string of citations is an unmitigated

ART. A 49: "Unnecessarily
Recommendation. "

cumbersome;

might do as a

REa. XXXII quater: "This looks reasonable, and has always
been done in Index Kewensis; however, it is contrary to the
best usage in America. For more than thirty years the 'in'
has been omitted in North American Flora, without a single
instance, as far as I know, of ambiguity."
REa. XXXII quinquies: "Altogether too cumbersome."
REa. XXXII septies: "The consequences of following such
a recommendation are awful to contemplate."
ART. A 54: "No." ART. B 54: "Yes." "In the example [of
Ar1;.A 54] the citation should be 'Tsuga Mertensiana (Bong.)
Carr.' even if Carriere did not have the Bongard plant. The
Carriere plant is T suga Mertensiana Carr. excl. syn.; this is
really essential to the type method."
ART. 62. "This article shouId never have been in the rules,
an~ ought to be cut out; I am surprised that no one has suggested this. If a name is really of doubtful application, it
should be treated as a doubtful synonym; but if a name has once
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been properly published, subsequent misapplication
never alone justifY its abandonment."

should

A 67. "The 'hyphen'
rule looks ridiculous to me;
typography should not be confused with nomenclature."

ART.

REC. B XLIII.
" Personally, I believe that the only excuse
for the use of initial capitals for specific names is to distinguish specific names that do not alter their form to agree
with the gender of the generic name."

73 bis: "I see no more reason for such an article than
for a lot of others relating to numerous other sub-committees."
ApP. VI: "The proposed list of institutions seems to me an
excellent one, except that the numbers should run to 24 or
25 instead of 20. Nos. I and 2 should be divided, on account
of political jealousies, and Nos. 12 and 20 because their areas
are too large."
ApP. VII bis: " Yes, with the exception of the last paragraphs,
beginning 'It might also be well'. I do not believe that any
work should be outlawed merely because of its rarity. Such
a rule would, for instance, outlaw all 'Indices seminum',
which, however much one may regret it, have always been
treated as valid media of publication."

ART.

