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The procedure set down for the discussions very careful consideration, and that therefore
on the International Rules of Botanical Nomen- a general time limit of 4 minutes would be
clature at the Seventh Interna'tional Botanical absurd. For this reason I planned a method for
Congress, Stockholm 1950, was for the greater the elimination of a considerable number of
part the same as that folIowed in 1930 at Cam- proposals, viz. aU those of which it was to be exbridge and in 1935 at Amsterdam.
pected that they would obtain but little supThe proposed amendments were coUected in port. With the Synopsis, which was distributed
a volume issued on behalf of the Internato everyone who was entitled to vote (for partictional Commission of Taxonomy of the IUBS ulars on the allotment of votes see below), was
under the title "Synopsis of Proposals concern- enclosed a preliminary voting form on which
ing the International Rules of Botanical Nomen- aU proposals were entered. The voter was asked
clature submitted to the Seventh International
to express for each proposal his approval or disBotanical Congress-Stockholm 1950." Owing approval by fiUingin "Yes" or "No." The delay
to circumstances already explained in the intro- in the distribution of the Synopsis certainly
duction, the publication was retarded, and my was a drawback, as it left the voters but little
hope that it would be available at a more suit- time for a study of the proposals, but I hope
able time than the Synopses of Proposals th at that next time this wiU be different. Another,
had been issued in the past, was not fulfiUed. and perhaps a more serious, objection has been
Tbe book counted 255 pages and contained 540 raised against the way in which the proposals
proposals. As it proved impossible to set apart
were presented. As had been done by former
more than 40 hours for the discussion, this Rapporteurs (although less consistently) I had
meant that if aU proposals were treated in the given in the Synopsis my own opinion on the
same way we would have only about 4 minutes proposals. It was argued that I may have exfor each of them. However it was clear that
ercised in this way an undue influence on the
quite a number of proposals would require a results of the preliminary voting, and as this
30 - 516756
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yote was used for the elimination of proposals,
also on the final decisions of the Congress. I
wiUnot deny this, but on the other hand it must
be understood that it facilitated the choice of
the voter who now had to decide between two
alternatives, the opinion of the Proposer and
that of the Rapporteur. The actual result was
that in most (although certainly not in aH!)
cases the preliminary vote corroborated the
opinion of the Rapporteur. For me this result
does not prove that I have been able to force
my opinion on quite a number of fully competent judges, but only that I am apparently
not wholly unfit for the position of Rapporteur.
I have dealt rather extensively with these objections, as it is important for a mutual understanding that questions of this kind are openly
discussed. With regard to the general principle
of the procedure I may add that the majority
of the participants of the meetings have signified their approval and expressed their wish
that the same line of conduct be followed at
future Congresses.
About 200 voting formswere returned to me.
As you will see from the minutes it was decided
·that proposals against which there was a three
quarter majority, were to be regarded as rejected. However, if anyone wished to bring
in further arguments, the proposal would be
brought in discussion. In the same way a proposal with a three quarter majority in favour
was automatically accepted; aUreally important
proposals, however, were laid before the meeting. The procedure sketched above enabled us
to complete our task in the available time. I
wish to state here that the friendly and helpful way in which all participants of the sessions
~and
especially our Swedish hosts-did their
best to lighten my. task, was of prime importance for the satisfactory course of the proceedings.

Allotment of votes
As at foregoing congresses the allotment of
votes was the task of the Swedish Organizing
Committee. Institutes, Societies, etc. were given
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one to five votes according to their relative importance in the field of taxonomic botany. The
list prep8lred by the Organizing Committee was
sent to me in order th at I might suggest alterations or additions, an opportunity of which I
have availed myself to a slight extent only.
Further one vote was given to each officer of the
Section, one vote to each member of a nomenclature committee, and one vote to each individual botanist who had proposed one or more
amendments to the Rules. The Institutes etc.
as weU as individual persons received from the
Swedish Committee a form in which they were
notified of the number of votes to which they
were entitled, and they were invited to return
another form, attached to the one first mentioned, on which they were asked to acquaint
the Committee with the name of the person who
was going to represent them at the Congress.
These forms were sent to me by Dr. ÁBERG,
the Swedish Secretary, so that I was able to
make a card index of aU botanists who would be
entitled to vote. Several days before the Congress I established an "Office for Nomenclature" at the Congress Headquarters at Stock·
holm. At this office the members of the section
received the necessary information, copieS of
the Synopsis and of original proposals accompanied by the comments of the proposers,
voting books and voting cards. The latter were
yellow cards (red for Paleobotany) on which
were mentioned the name of the voter and the
number of votes to which he was entitled. They
were to be used during the sessions for voting
by "show of cards."
A mimeographed copy of the complete list of
votes was available at the sessionsof the Section.

Procedure during the Sessions
The "Bureau of Nomenclature" (see in the
minutes for its composition) came together for
the first time shortly before the first session,
and it met several times between the sessions.
Various questions were discussed with regard
to the procedure to be followed at the sessions.
On Thursday July 6th, in the evenings of the
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other days and on Sunday July 9th there were cussionsare based on the following documents:
various meetings of the subcommittees on which a report in English by. Mrs. SPRAGUE,a report
proposals concerning their special domain were in French by Prof. ROBYNS,a report in German
discussed. As far as I know, this was the first by Prof. MATTFELD,
a report made by Dr. DE
time that the special committees (apart from WIT for personal use, and various notes by Dr.
that for Palaeobotany) met in this way.Special
JONKER,by Mr. FLORSCHÜTZ
and by myself,
mention should be made of the work done by but we may safely say that it rests for 80 to 90
the committees for "Typification", "Palaeoper cent on the work of Mrs. SPRAGUE.A salute
botany,"
"Fungi", and "Nomenclature of of honour to her; without Mrs. SPRAGUE
a meetCultivated Plants." It meant an extra burden ing on Botanical Nomenclature would hardly be
for those who acted on these committees, but thinkabie!
it may console them for their lack of sleep that
It is perhaps not superfluous to add that in
they helped to reach results of prime importorder to understand the minutes of the disance. The reports of their painstaking work cussions it ishighly desirabie to consult the
belong to the. most val uabIe achievements of following two publications.
the Section;
J. LANJOUW,Synopsis of Proposals concerning
The minutes of the discussions held during the International Rules of BotanicalNomenthe general sessions were made by Mrs. M. L. clature submitted to the Seventh International
SPRAGUEwhen they took place in English, by Botanical Congress-Stockholm 1950.-1. U. B.
Prof. W. ROBYNSwhen they were in French,
S. 1950.
and byProf. J. MATTFELD
for those in German. J. LANJOUW, Botanical Nomenclature and
Prof. ROBYNS,moreover, acted as interpreter
Taxonomy. With a Supplement to the Interna-,
for French,. and Prof. MATTFELDfor German, tional Rules of Botanical Nomenclature, emwhile Dr. WILLIAMS
kindly assisted us by transbodying the alterations made at the Sixth Interlating from and into Spanish. Mr. FLORSCHÜTZnational Botanical Congress, Amsterdam, .1935,
and Mr. MENNEGA
acted as scrutineers, and col- by T. A. SPRAGuE.-ChronicaBotanica, Vol. 12,
lected the notes the participants in the discus- 1/2-1950.
sions were asked to write down. As most of the
To the present report are 'added' five supdiscussions were held in English it will be under- plements. They contain the decisions of various
stood that the task of Mrs. SPRAGUEwas a specialcommittees as acceptedby the Congress,
particularly heavy one. The minutes of the dis- and a list of the voters.

DISCUSSIONS
Minutes mainly hased on the Report

SESSION

made hy Mrs. M. L.

SPRAGUE

1

July 7th, 9.30 a. m. -12.15 p. m..
Chairman:

E. D.

Prof. MERRILLopened the proceedings by
saying that although both he and the other
President, Dr. SPRAGUE,had prepared speeches
neither of them proposed to give them. He

MERRILL

asked the members to stand as a token of respect
to the memory of the many botanists who had
died since the last Congress.
Prof. MERRILLthen read the following ex-
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tract from a letter which he had received from
the late Dr. WEATHERBYafter the Utrecht
Conference:"I thank you for the copy of the Report on
the Utrecht Conference. It brings, however, a
certain feeling of depression. Nomenclature is
taking much time and effort, and is becoming
too technica!. The Rules are in danger of becoming so clogged with matters of detail which
ought to be looked after by a nomenclatural
commission, that if we do not look out we may
weIl develop a group of botanist-Iawyers to
interpret them. No one will be able to bear their
provisions in mind. I am near enough to being
a professor of nomenclaturallaw myself to dislike the idea very much."
Prof. MERRILLexplained that he himself was
impressed with these ideas and hoped that they
would serve as a guide in the discussions. He
then asked the Rapporteur-général (Prof. LANJOuw) to announce the procedure to be followed in the discussions.
Prof. LANJOUWreferred to the preliminary
voting on the proposals in the Synopsis, and suggested that those proposals which had a 3/4
majority against them should be automatically
rejected, unless cause could be shown for discussion, and that those which had 3/4 majority
in favour should be automatically accepted, the
Editorial Committee being left to draft the final
text.
Prof. MERRILLthen moved that these proposals made by Prof. LANJOUW
should be accepted
in principle.
This was approved.
Mr. Ross suggested that any propos al rejected
in the preliminary voting by a majority of more
than 3: 1 which the relevant Special Committee
wished to be discussed might be brought up.!
Prof. MERRILLthen read out the list of members of the Bureau of Nomenclature:Presidents: Prof. E. D. MERRILL;Dr. T. A.
SPRAGUE.
1 ActuaIly the procedure has been that aIl Special Oommittees in their reports to the Section were free to include
any matter which seemed to them useful for improvement
of the Rules. Thereby any proposal rejected in the preliminary vota could be taken into consideration-J
.L.
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Recorder: Dr. N. HYLANDER.
Vice-Recorder: Dr. S. AHLNER.
Rapporteur-général: Prof. J. LANJOUW.
Vice-Rapporteur: Dr. F. P. JONKER.
Secretary tor English: Mrs. M. L. SPRAGUE.
Secretary tor French: Prof. W. ROBYNS.
Secretary tor German: Prof. J. MATTFELD.
Prof. MERRILLthen asked for the approval of
the proposed Bureau.
Approval was unanimous.
Prof. LANJOUWthen asked the section to approve the alterations made in the Rules ~at
Amsterdam and later at Utrecht.
Dr. DONKsuggested that the Congress should
not delegate too much of the phrasing or the
re-casting of accepted proposals to the Editorial
Committee. In the past that Committee had
taken some liberties that are not in agreement
with what had been decided during the sessions.
The present wording of Art. 37 bis is a telling
example of this unhappy situation. The differences will become clear if one compares the
wording as presented in the "Brittonia" Edition
of the Rules and that printed in the SYnopsis.
The last example but one under Art. 37 bis
(Synopsis) is written in anticipation of a proposal put before the present Congress by Dr.
SPRAGUE.The phrasing of the main body itself
looks rather like a personal interpretation too.
(N ote-Actually
all the examples were appended
to the Artiele when it was first proposed in 1929,
in "Proposals by British Botanists" pp. 16-17
as Art. 44, and were duly included in Briquet's
"Recueil Synoptique" 1930, pp. 41-42, as Art.
37 ter-Ed.)
Certain questions were then asked about
particular cases such as Art. 37 bis and Rec.
XLIII which it was stated were not quite in
conformity with the text as adopted in Amsterdam.
Prof. LANJOUWexplained that he and Dr.
SPRAGUEhad slightly altered the text to what
they considered a bet ter rendering of the Rules
and Recommendations, but that when these
particular points came up they could be discussed.
Dr. ROUSSEAU
proposed that amendments as
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voted at Amsterdam should be adopted with the specific epithets) after 1753; (2) ADANsoN's
reserve that they might be open to discussions. names which are uninomial; (3) and certain
Also that in future we should resume the prac- conventional-rather pseudo-Linnean-systems
ti ce of printing the rules in English, French of nomenclature for hybrids, lichens, Fungi
and German.1
Imperfecti and certain fossil plant remains.
Prof. MERRILLexplained th at aH that was
The correct distinction of these admixtures
needed at this stage was general approval of the would be helpful in wording the divisions of
Supplement and of Professor LANJOUW'SSyn- the rules that deal with them. It is true that
opsis. This was put to the vote and was car- the present rules are not Linnean System, but
ried unanimously.
the wording of the proposal takes care of th at
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
urged that the Section by stating th at it shall be known as such.
should not consider mere grammatical alteraDr. SPRAGUE
said it was undesirable to make
tions in the Rules but solely principles. Points the Rules long and complicated. There might
arising could be dealt with by the Editorial
be a separate Commentary explaining any
Committee. AH members having corrections points which required further elucidation.
to suggest should hand them to the Secretary.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that Rules should be
Dr. ROUSSEAUseconded Dr. RAMSBOTTOM'Sas concise as is consistent with clarity. Possibly
proposal, and it was carried unanimously.
some form of official commentary on the Rules
Dr. FOSBERGth en asked if the Rapporteur
might be useful. In this, the various examples
would give the final preliminary vote in aH illustrating the Rules might be placed.
cases. This was agreed and Prof. LANJOUW
Prof. MERRILLagreed that a commentary
explained the system of procedure still further.
might be useful. He considered some of Dr.
The various proposals were then taken in FURTADO'Ssuggestions very clear and good,
order.
but too long to be included in the Rules themselves. He then asked Dr. DONK if he was
Article 1
satisfied.
PROP. 1 (36: 245)2 Rejected.
Dr. DONK: Not for this article.
Dr. DONKsaid that although this proposal
Dr. BLAKEconsidered that the present Art.
had not 0btained sufficient preliminary votes,
1 in its reference to "a precise system of nomenhe wanted to cast a vote for its acceptance.
clature which is used by the great majority of
The rules are the self-appointed trustees of the. botanists in aH countries" sufficiently identified
nomenclature system introduced by LINNAEUS the Linnaean System.
and the statement of this fact in the Rules
Dr. ROUSSEAU
speaking in French, said that
does not seem superfluous. If th is point of view the existing Rules of Nomenclature were those
had been adopted long before as a guiding of LINNAEUSonly in so far as the binominal
principle, it would have been easier to recognise system was concerned. The majority of the
the fact that the Rules are a mixture of several seventy-four Rules were neither formulated
different systems of nomenclature. At present nor followed by LINNAEUS.
they admit (1) the overflow of Tournefortian
Prof. MERRILLsuggested that the whole
generic names (such as are not associated with Article be entrusted to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. CAMPasked that a vote should be taken
1 The Editorial Committee will prepare first a complete
on the Article.
new text in English. It is provided for to make at the same
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
speaking in French,
time texts in French, German and probably Italian and
Spanish.
asked for further information. The system of
The figures refer to the preliminary vote on the Synvoting was again explained by Prof. LANJOUW.
opsis of Proposals distributed before the Congress to aH
who were entitled to vote. The first figure gives the number
Prof. MERRILLthen put Art. 1 Prop. 1 (FURof votes in favour of the proposal, the second one gives
TADO)to the vote by show of cards, and it was
those against.
2

461

NOM

Nomenclature

Dr. FOSBERGthen pointed out that the matters being referred to the Editorial Committee
were not always mere textual amendments.
Article 2
Prof. PAPENFUSSurged that the rewording
PROP. 1 (251: 1) Accepted.
of Art. 4, Prop. 2 be not left to the Editorial
Committee.
PROP. 2 (14: 142) Rejected.
PROP. 3 (13: 245) Rejected.
Prof. ROLLINS considered that, wherever
possible, decisions should be made by the Congress instead of being referred to the Editorial
Committee.
Prof. LANJOUWagain read the proposal as
he had amended it.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
speaking in French,
said he believed it was better to keep the original text wherever possible, as it was familiar to
taxonomists. Change should be avoided, even
if it resultèd in a slight improvement.
Prof. LANJOUWagreed, but thought if minor
changes were necessary for clarity, it was bet ter
to make them.
Prof. LAMthought the question of whether to
use "of no weight" or "relatively unimportant"
was a textualamendment.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that the point at issue
is not the text of the Article which should be
left to the Editorial Committee, but the proposed alteration of the. Article, the alternative
PROP. 2 (124: 94)
rendering "of no weight" or "relatively unProf. LANJOUWdrew .attention to his re- important."
Prof. LANJOUWasked for a vote on his prowording of this proposal of MANSFELD
and ROTHMALER,
namely "Other considerations, such as posal.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that there werethree points
absolute grammatical correctness, adequacy,
regularity, or euphony of names, regard for to be considered:
1) Should the original text be retained;
persons etc. are of no weight in questions of
2) or be modified as proposed by Prof.
nomenclature."
Prof. MERRILLproposed that there should be LANJOUW;
3) or be modified as proposed by himself.
a vote on the acceptance of the Proposal, reProf.
MERRILLruled that there should be a
ferring it to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested the amendment "are vote on 1), whether Art. 4 should be modified
or not.
relatively unimportant."
A vote was th en taken and a large majority
Prof. MARTINconsidered the words "of no
weight" not the same as "relatively unim- was in favour of keeping the Artiele as it stands.
portant."
Prof. MERRILLthen suggested that Art. 4,
Prop. 2, be sent to the Editorial Committee.
Artiele 5
A vote by show of cards was taken and this
PROP. 1 (18: 209)Rejected.
was carried by a very large majority.
rejected by ávery large majority, only 2 being
in favour.
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Dr. BOIVINsuggested that Art. 16 should be
included
as weIl, and that all these matters
PROP. 1 ( 4: 231) Rejected.
might
be
left
to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 2 (22: 222) Rejected.
Dr. ROUSSEAU
wished Art. 8 bis to be included in Art. 2, or immediately aftel' Art. 2.
Prof. LANJOUW
still thought it was better to
Article 8
leave it as 8 bis aftel' Art. 8.
PROP. 1 (225: 19) Accepted.
Prof. MERRILLasked whether this could not
be referred to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. BLAKEsuggested that Art. 8 bis be laid
New Article 8 bis
on the table and taken up later, as many had
not had the opportunity to study the proposals
PROP.
(224: 25) Accepted.
sufficiently.
Dr. CAMPspoke on the type concept and reDr. HYLANDERsuggested leaving out Art.
ferred to a written comment he had sent to 2 and placing the new Art. 8 bis as Art. 2 bis.
Prof. LANJOUWon certain proposals for alterDr. SPRAGUE
said that a legitimate name was
ations. He stated that the "circumscription"
not necessarily the correct name of a taxon
of a group had nothing to do with the type con- with a particular circumscription, position and
cept. It was the type of a name and the type rank. Before a name could be considered for
alone that mattered.
acceptance it must satisfy certain conditions:
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought that Dr. CAMPhad mis- it must be 1) effectively published, 2) associated
understood the meaning of the word "circum- with a description, i.e. validly published; 3)
scription" as used in the Rules. It meant what legitimate, i.e. in strict accordancewith the
was· actually. contained in a particular taxon. Rules. Thecorrect name of a taxon could not
This was a matter of taxonomie opinion, and be determined until the contents, i.e. circumuntil it was decided, the type-method could not scription of the taxon had been decided (a matbeapplied. The name of a taxon might have ter of taxonomy). The various legitimate
to be changed if aparticular element were ex- names (if more than one) which had been given
cluded.
to the particular taxon or to any of its elements
Prof. MERRILLthen asked for a vote on the of the same rank were then considered, and
accepiance ol Art. 8 bis.
the one which must be adopted under the
A show of cards gave a unanimous vote in Rules was the correct name; the correct name
lavour.
being the earliest legitimate name.!
Dr. BOIVINsaid that although he was in
Dr. DONKdrew attention to the fact that the
favour of Art. 8 bis, illegitimacy is not defined word "legitimate" as used in the Rules corin Art. 60 but in Art. 2.
responds to "priorable" of FURTADO,
and that
The second sentence of Art. 8 bis should be "correct" corresponds to his use of "legitimate."
deleted or modified accordingly. The modifi- He considered that the wording of Art. 8 bis was
cation might be left to the editors because of highly ambiguous, or rather erroneous. Under
future proposals.
the Note the term "legitimate name" becomes
Prof. LANJOUW
was in favour of leaving the identical with "correct name," because to arnew Art. 8 bis, including the definitions, aftel' rive at a correct name one has also to remain
Art. 8.
"in strict accordance with the Rules." The
Dr. Fosberg wished to change Dr. BOIVIN'S acceptance of Art. 8 bis as worded in the Synmodification to "Art. 2, expanded in Art. 60." 0psis would become a souree of confusion.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
thought Art. 2 and Art. 60
might be combined.
1 The word "earliest" has to be inserted in the proposal.
463

NOM

Nomenclature

He explainedFuRTADo's terminology by writing the following table on the blackboard:
inadmissible names
admissible names

I
I

I

not validly
published

validly
published

I
I

impriorable

I

priorable
(legitimate sensu Sprague)

I
I

illegitimate

r

legitimate
(correct)

Prof. MERRILLsuggested that the definition
of the term "illegitimate name" be referred to
the Editorial Committee.
Dr. HYLANDER
stated that illegitimate names
were those which were not in accordance with
the Rules.
Dr. ROGERSsuggested a vote on Art. 8 bis,
leaving the insertion of numbers to the Editorial
Committee.
Prof. MERRILLput this motion to the vote
and it was accepted almost unanimously by
show of cards.
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Chairman:

E. D.

Prof. MERRILLmade a statement in connection with the Editorial Committee, emphasising the fact that the Committee was not
yet appointed, but would be appointed by this
Section before the end of the Congress. He
hoped that new rules would be written not only
in English, French and German, but perhaps in
Spanish as weIl.

MERRILL

"Divisio" is an indifferent term, "phylum" involves a phylogenetic significance. \Ve might
add "and phylum." "Phylum" (-on) may in
future be wanted for a unit in Phylogeny.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that WETTSTEIN'S'Handbuch der systematischen Botanik" has both
"phylum" and "divisio." The two terms are
not synonymous in his classification.
Dr. H YLANDERsupported the proposal to
Artiele 9
substitute "phylum" for "divisio," and also
(in Art. 12) "subphylum" for "subdivisio." He
PROP. 1 (216: 24) Accepted.
considered that the term "taxa," as used in
Art. 10, Prop. 1, should be changed to "cateArtiele 10
gories." He thought that the first sentence required rewording, since hybrids and chimaeras
PROP. 1 (173: 65) Accepted.
also belong to higher categories, in most cases
Prof. PAPENFUSS:In connection with Art. 10, to a genus, and in any case to a family etc.
Prop. 1, I propose the substitution of the deDr. ROGERSsaid that Pteridophyta was an
signation "phylum" for "divisio" or the sub- example of a division which was not a phylum.
stitution of the words "phylum or divisio." This
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
speaking in French,
will not only bring the hierarchy of botanical said that he was opposed against the introcategories into line with that used by zoologists duction of a new term for an old concept.
but at the same time bring into usage a term
Prof. LANJOUWthought that Prof. HocHwhich has more meaning than "divisio."
REUTINERhad not understood the right meanProf. LAM disagreed with Prof. PAPENFUSS. ing of taxon; it was another name for a taxo-
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nomic group. He had had some comments in
letters on the word taxon, one correspondent
objecting to the word because it was not in any
dictionary. It was, however a very convenient
word, and aftel' two years 60 % to 70 % of
botanists were using it.
Dr. HYLANDER
supported the acceptance of
the word taxon.
Mr. Ross thought that the word "consecutive"
was inappropriate in ·Art. 10, Prop. 1, since
the ranks enumerated ceased to be consecutive
when such ranks as Tribes, Subgenera are
interpolated.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
asked if the motion could
be accepted and then go to the Editorial Committee.
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that the reference
to a hybrid or chimaera should be left out of
the article.
Prof. LAMdisagreed with this.
Dr. HYLANDER
suggested the wording "Each
individual plant belongs to a species or it is an
interspecific hybrid or chimaera. Each species
belongs to a number of categories of consecutive
rank etc."
Prof. BREMEKAMP
referring to the commentary given by the Rapporteur on the Proposal
said that the advantage of the term "central
taxon" instead of "basic taxon" lay in the
fact that there is not only an ascending series
of taxa, but also a descending one. He considered that the individual plant is a concept
th at is difficult to define, and it is therefore
better to avoid the use of the term.
Dr. DONKagreed with Prof. LANJOUWthat
the clause "or it may represent a hybrid or a
chimaera" should be left out. The question
should be treated in a special part of the Rules
devoted to the nomenclature of hybrids, chimaeras and the like.
Prof. LAM: Would it do any harm if left here1
Prof. LANJouw: A way out of the difficulty
might be to put a paragraph in the proposed
special Supplement dealing with hybrids.
PROF. LAM: And to put also "see Art. so
and so."
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
agreed with Prof. LAM.
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Dr. BLAKEconsidered Art. 10 better than Art.
10, Prop. 1, and suggested that Art. 10 be retained in its present form.
Dr. BOIVINmoved that Prop. I, of Art. 10 be
adopted as amended by the Rapporteur.
Prof. MARTINreverting to the suggestion of
Prof. PAPENFUSS,
said that the terms division
and phylum are alternatives. Either one cannot be exactly replaced by the other, either
should be permissible.
Prof. LAM suggested the wording "divisio
and phylum."
Dr. FOSBERGsaw no objection to the use of
both terms.
Dr. ROGERSsaid th at Pteridophyta was a
division but not a phylum; A-rchegoniatae is a
phylunl but not a division. The two are not
interchangea bIe.
Mr. Ross: If some botanists wish to divide
the plant kingdom into a number of divisions,
and others to group the divisions into phyla,
the point is covered by Art. 12, last sentence.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that the term phylum
has often phylogenetic significance which divisio
has not. If the two terms are really synonymous, phylum might be adopted because of its
wide use in botanical schools. If a higher rank
is needed, phylum would be useful assuming
that it could be denuded of aU phylogenetic
implications.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
speaking in French, said
that we wiU have to consider the problem of
translation. At present both words "phylum"
and "division" are translated in the french
text of the rules into "embranchement."
Prof. MERRILLasked Prof. HOCHREUTINER
to make his point clear to the French membel'
of the Editorial Committee.
Prof. BAEHNI,speaking in French, suggested
that the word phylum has many meanings.
Prof. ROBYNSmaintained that the term
divisio was understood, but that the term phylum was not understood, and he wished that a
vote should be taken in accordance with Dl'
RAMSBOTTOM'S
suggestion.
Dr. FOSBERGobjected to the adoption in the
rules of two aIternative terms for the same
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category. He also stated that phylum was
proposed in Art. 10, Prop. 3, and thought that
we should vote on these items in their proper
orderto avoid the confusion of issues.
Dr. ROGERSdisagreed.
Dr. HYLANDER
pointed out that a term was
needed for the highest category, and the question was, should this be divisio or phylum.
Prof. LANJOUW
said that before anything else
we must vote on whether the Article stands in
its original form or in the amended· one. This
led to some discussion on how the voting should
take. place.
Dr. SPRAGUEthought we should vote first
as to whether we should kèep Art. 10 as it
stands and afterwardsvote as to the change.
Mr. Ross thought that we should vote on
each proposed amendment and, if we want the
Article unchanged, defeat them. To vote on
whether or not we want the Article changed is
to. telescope votes on aU amendments. They
should be considered separately.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
maintained that ·there was
a point asto whether the Article should be
changed or not.
Dr. BOIVINthought the procedure might be
speeded··up if we voted on the last proposal
(namely Prop. 1).
Prof. MERRILLput to the vote Art. 10, Prop.
1 as amended by the Rapporteur. This was carried by show of cards.
PROP. 2 (143: 28)
Prof. .LANJOUWexplained th at this referred
to Paleobotany, and that the Section should
have the views of that Committee.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
referring to the comment
of the Rapporteur on Prop. 2 that instead of
"fossil plants" we should read "botanical fos~
sils," said that he did not agree that this was
an improvement. He suggested that the Paleobotany Committee should settIe this question.
Prof. MERRILLasked if aU agreed.
This was carried by show of cards.
Dr. DONK suggested that the situation in
regard to Fungi 1mperfecti was somewhat
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similar to that of fossil plants, and th at the
proposal should be discussed in that connection. He went on to explain that although
Fungi 1mperfectiare classified as if they were
natural species in a graded system, the fact
remains that they are not true species and
their names have a restricted legitimacy ("priorability").
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested that the Mycological Committee should deal with this.
Prof. MERRILLruled that that be so.
PROP. 3 (45: 170)
Prof. LANJOUWexplained that this dealt
with the term "phylum".
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested thata vote on
Art. 10, Prop. 3, should be taken immediately.
Prof. MERRILLsupported this.
Prof. LAMwished to know whether "divisio"
and "phylum" are synonymous. He also said
that "phylum" might be used in futureby
phytogeneticists.
Prof. L,ANJOUW:
Let us vote ou Art. 10,Prop. 3.
Prof. MERRILL:We will take a vote by show
of cards.
The voting was against the proposal by a large
majority.
Prof. PAPENFUSSwished for another opportunity to substitute the term "phylum" for
"di visio."
Prof. LANJOUW:But the term "divisio" has
been adopted.
After a speech by Prof. HOCHREUTINERgiven
in French, Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that there
should be two votes (1) "instead ofdivisio read
phylum" or (2) "either divisio or phylum."
Prof. ROBYNSonce more emphasised that
the term phylum had different meanings in
French and English.
Prof. MERRILLruled that a vote be taken as
to whether phyl1.tm should be used in place of
divisio.
The result by show of cards was against the
motion. Phylum should not be used in the place
of divisio.
Prof. LANJOUWthen suggested th at a ballot

Discu8sions:
be taken as to whether the words "divisio or
phylum" should be 8ubstituted for "divisio."
BaUot

Against
For

216
103

Prof. ROLLINSsuggested that to save time
we should stick to the 3/4 majority.
PROP. 4 (11: 189) Rejected
PROP. 5 (34: 126)
Dr. RUTHPATRICKpointed out that in Algae
the term "individualplant" was not very suitable as the characters in Algae are built on the
colony.
Dr. SPRAGUE:Could we say every plant?
Dr. PATRICK:Yes.
Prof. LANJOUWmoved that the wording
should be "every plant" as suggested by Dr.
SPRAGUE.
Prof. MERRILLcalled for a vote by show of
cards.
This was carried unanimously.
PROP. 6 (18: 190) Rejected.
Dr. CAMPexplained that the word chimaera
was causing a lot of difficulty.
Prof. LANJouwpointed out that some members of the section wanted our system of voting
discussed, some wanted a vote taken asto
whether the present article should be changed,
others wanted to vote on the proposals. He
thought that since the propos als were sent in
for consideration by· the Section, the Section
ought to vote on them.
Prof. MERRILL:Shall we have the final vote
first?
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
thought the proposal should
be considered.
Dr. ROGERSthought we should vote on all
proposals that received less than 3/4 and more
than 1/4 preliminary vote.
Dr. ROUSSEAU
supported this.
Prof. MERRILLput the proposal of Dr. RoGERSto the vote by show of cards.
This was carried.
PROP. 7 (3: 233) Rejected.
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PROP. I (161: 60)
Dr. BLAKEsuggested that Prop. land 2 of
Art. 11 are alternative proposals.
Prof. LANJOUWgave the preliminary voting
of Prop. 2, namely (17: 209).
Dr. HYLANDER
explained his proposal (Prop.
2). The definition of the term f. spec. (special
form), mentioned in Art. 11 should be given in
the samerule (or in an additional note), not in
a recommendation as at present.
Modifications should be left out; "races" and
"biological forms" are ambiguous terms and
should not be mentioned in the Article.
Prof. LAM suggested that the two proposals
should be combined, the useful part of Dr.
HYLANDER'sProp. 2 to be included in his proposal (Prop. I). Prof. LAM also said he was
prepared to leave out of his proposal the reference to "forma biologica."
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested that these special
forms could be dealt with by the Mycological Gommittee.
Prof. MERRILLasked if it was the wish of the
Section that these be sent to the Mycological
Committee.
A vote by show of cards showed agreement.
Mr. Ross suggested that the two proposals I
and 2 be taken separately.
Prof. PAPENFUSS
ask~d whether in the sense
of the recommendations expressed in Art. 11,
Prop. I, do we thereby accept "varietas" as a
category below "subspecies." Many modern botanists regard these two terms as sYllonymous.
Dr. FOSBERGsuggested that aU modern systematists do not regard subspecies and varieties
as synonymous, and he moved that the word
"race" and "modification" (modificatio) be
deleted from Prop. I.
Dr. CAMPproposed that action be deferred
on Prop. land 3 of Art. 11 until the authors
(and ot hers in consultation with them) can present a more satisfactory wording.
Dr. RAMSBoTToMseconded·that proposal.
Prof. MERRILLmoved that action should be
deferred until another text be brought in.
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Dr. DONKsaid th at the proposal might be
interpreted in such a way that one might think
that a forma is to be divided into formae biologicae, a forma biologica into formae speciales,
and a forma specialis into modificationes, compare the words "consecutive downwards" "intercalate intermediate taxa" and "series." It
can hardly be the intention to consider these
categories as members of a graded series.
Prof. LANJOUW
suggested that the word "or"
could he included in the text where it was
necessary to make it clearer.
Dr. RAMsBoTToMsaid this was merely editorial.
Artiele 11

PROP. 3

Rejected.

(2: 215)

New artiele 11 bis

Awaited paleobotanical report.
Recommendation

I

Dr. SPRAGUE
once again explained the difference between category and taxon.
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that the words
"provided that this does not intro duce confusion or error" might be deleted.
Dr. FOSBERG:Why?1
Prof. SINGERthought that the phrase "provided that they do not intro duce confusion or
error" should be left in because such confusion
may arise, e.g. by the use of the word series
which is used in different senses.
Mr. Ross: The position of tribus and sectio
should be defined in the body of the Article
and not just in the list at the end. This should
be considered in a new draft.
Prof. PAPENFUSS
moved that the term "taxa"
should be defined.
Prof. LANJOUWreplied that a definition of
the term could be found in Art. 8, Prop. 1.
Prof. LAWRENCEsuggested th at examples
should be added.
Prof. MERRILLsuggested that action be deferred until a new draft of the proposal be forthcoming, and this was agreed.

PROP. 1 To the Mycological Committee.
Article 12

PROP. 1

(181: 54)

Dr. RAMsBoTToMconsidered that this proposal required rewording. He suggested that
the words "to sixteen degrees" be deleted as
unnecessary.
Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that the term
"taxa" (or "taxon") used seven times in Art.
12, Prop. 1, should be replaced by "categories"
(or "category"). Families, genera, species are
categories of taxa, examples of the corresponding taxa being Ranunculaceae, Rosa, Trifolium
pratense. Prof. LAMexplained th at Dr. RAMsBOTTOM'S
objection is met in the next paragraph: "if this list of taxa is insufficient, it may
be augmented by the intercalation of supplementary taxa, provided that this does not introduce confusion or error."
Dr. RAMsBoTToMreplied that he merely
wished to delete the number "sixteen."
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PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

2 ( 17: 92)
3 ( 39: 169)
4 ( 2: 214)
5 ( 88: 114)
6 ( 26: 177)
7 (164: 45)

Deferred.
Already dealt with.
Rejected.
Already dealt with.
Already dealt with.

Dr. FOSBERG
considered that the introduction
of a category such as apomict is the introduction of descriptive material into nomenclature
as a species, variety, form or any.other lower
category may be apomictic. If such things are
introduced into nomenclature there is no place
to stop, aH types of species are equally susceptible then to such separate designation.
Prof. MERRILLthen asked Dr. CAMPif he
would care to speak on his proposal.
Dr. CAMPpointed out that there is a large
number of cytotaxonomists and experimental
1 Because that has already been said in Art. 4. It is
needIess to state every time that "confusion or error" must
not be introduced, for that alone does not prevent
them.-J.
L.

Discussions:
taxonomists who must have their need for additional eategories eonsidered.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked whether the wording
"ot her types of eategories may be intercalated"
would meet the case.
Dr. CAMPeonsidered that would be a useful
addition.
Dr. FOSBERGemphasised that the term apomict was "eharacteristic."
Dr. BOIVINthought it was a category.
Dr. HYLANDERsuggested that a note might
be added to the article regarding other categories sueh as apomicts, etc.
Prof. ROLLINSemphasised that this was a
real problem. He said apomicts are now being
designated as species and thus it would be useful to have the category apomicts.
Dr. FOSBERGsuggested that Dr. CAMPhad
proposed 15 kinds of species.
Dr. CAMPsaid they were just preliminary
species.
Prof. ROLLINSconsidered that we should try
and be practical in our nomenclature.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
thought that there was no
place for apomicts etc.
Prof. ROBYNSconsidered that we should concern ourselves with floristic groups.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
considered th at something
must be done to meet the needs of the horticulturists, etc. We are dealing with the Rules
of Nomenclature he said, the point for us to
consider is what form of nomenclature should
best be applied to apomicts, etc. The thousands
of binomials which are being published may be
reduced, but not by those workers in these
special subjects.
Dr. CAMP expressed his gratitude to Dr.
RAMSBOTTOM
for his remarks. He went on to
say that the name of the apomict might be bior trinomial. There is an increasing group of
experimentalists who are getting very discontented and he thought that if nothing were
done in this connection there would be two sets
of Rules.
Dr. HYLANDERthought as Dr. CAMPhad
agreed to prepare the Ruies for hybrids etc.
this matter might also be referred to him, and
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that a reference to th at chapter might be inserted here.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
agreed with Dr. H YLANDER.
Prof. ROLLINSemphasised that apomicts do
exist in nature.
Mr. Ross considered this to be an amendment consequentiaion later proposals. Therefore leave it to the Editorial Committee to include or leave out according to our acceptance
or not of these later proposals of Dr. CAMP.
After this there was some discussion as to
whether apomicts were taxa or not, several
members took part, amongst them Profs. RoBYNS,ROLLINSand LANJOUW.
Prof. MATTFELD:Dieser Vorschlag ist wesentlich systematisch und nicht nomenklatorisch;
er gehört daher eigentlich nicht in die Nomenklaturregeln hinein. Die Forschung kann soviele Kategorien bilden, wie sie benötigt; Aufgabe der Nomenklaturregeln ist es dann nur,
für den allgemeinen Sprachgebrauch den Rang
dieser Kategorien im hierarchischen System der
Ka tegorien werte "festzulegen!
Der Terminus "apomict" hat überhaupt
keinen Kategorienwert; es gibt apomiktische
Familien, Gattungen, Arten und infraspezifische Taxa; bei Hieracium gibt es apomiktische und amphimiktische Blüten in demselben
Köpfchen und bei Rubus apomiktische und
amphimiktische Eizellen in derselben Blüte~
Der Begriff Population und andere im Zusammenhange mit genetisehen Analysen geschaffene Begriffe wie Ökotypus, Ökospecies,
Coenospecies, Commiscuum, Comparium, Convivium und ähnliche haben ihre besondere Bedeutung für sich; sie stimmen aber mit den
taxonomischen Kategorienwerten nicht oder
nur in Einzelfällen überein; auf keinen Fall
können sie die letzteren ersetzen!
Prof. ROLLINSsaid many morphologically
distinctive populations of plants existing in
nature and reproducing by apomixis are now
being described in many genera as species, using
the binomial for them. These populations of
plants are often called apomicts-it seems important to provide a nomenclatural category
for these plants, for their description as species
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Dr. ROGERS,Prof. PAPENFUSS,Dr. HYLANDER,
Dr. SPRAGUE,and Dr. DONK.
Prof. LANJOUWwished to withdraw New
Rec. 11 bis explaining that he had merely tried
to find a place for "grex," which has been used
in a different sense by various authors.
Dr. ROGERSsaid that Dr. BRIQUETpointed
out in the "Proceedings" of an earlier Congress
that "grex" had been used in so many senses
that it had no meaning of its own. He therefore
recommended that it be not included in the
series of acceptablecategories,
and this was
followed by that Congress.
Dr. DONKmoved to amend the proposal in
the following mannel': Due to the different uses
of the term "grex" its use should be discontinued.
Prof. MATTFELD:Es ist dringend davon abzuraten, das Taxon "grex" als neue Kategorie
zwischen Species und Subspecies einzuführen.
Meines Wissens ist der Terminus grex bisher
nul' als intragenerische Einheit, ähnlich dem
Terminus series, für Artgruppen benutzt worden; vgl. z. B. ENGLERet IRMSCHER,
Saxilraga,
in ENGLER,Das Pflanzenreich IV, 117 I (Heft
67) 1916, p. 6 etc. Alle mit dem Zeichen § ver .•
sehenen Taxa ENGLERS(und vieler anderer
Autoren) sind greges!
"\Vürde diese neue Empfehlung und zugleich
auch Art. 13 Prop. 1 angenommen werden,
dann würden alle bisherigen greges-Namen illegitim werden. Daher kann ich weder diesel'
neuen Empfehlung noch dem Art. 13. Prop 1
4: 204)
Rejected
PROP. 8
zustimmen.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that the term "grex" had
been used by KOEHNE(Engl. Jahrb., vol. 1, p.
Recommendation
11
455) for a category bet ween subgenus and secRejected.
( 65: 110)
PROP. 1
tion, and was now proposed by Dr. CAMP(Art.
34, Prop. 5) for a group of hybrids of the same
Accepted.
(186: 45)
PROP. 2
parentage but differing in morphological charRejected.
( 44: 141)
PROP. 3
acters. He suggested that the term be excluded
from the main body of the Rules, and be left
to Dr. CAMPto employ as he liked in his SuppleNew Recommendatiop
11 bis
ment on the nomenclature of hybrids.
Withdrawn.
( 81: 135)
PROP.
Prof. LANJOUWwithdrew Rec. 11 bis, and it
A short discussion took place on the term was decided accordingly that the term "grex"
"grex". The following took part: Prof. LANJOUW, be not included in the accepted categories.

is unnecessarily burdening our nomenclature
and subverting the usual species concept.
Dr. FOSBERGsuggested that Prof. ROLLINS
was considering population behaviour .as the
only criterion of species but that morphology
still remains the means of identification of these
taxa. It still seemed that an apomict might be
morphologically a species, variety or form or
other category of taxon.
Dr. HYLANDERagain suggested that a note
should be appended to the present Article explaining that such concepts as apomicts are
dealt with in another chapter.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
emphasized the difficulty
of dealing with apomicts, but considered that
we must try and include them in a sensible
form in our Nomenclature; aftel' all they are
plants!
Prof. MARTINsaid that the last sentence of
Article 12 provided for the use of special categories as needed.
Dr. SPRAGUEsupported the view of Dr. HyLAND
ER and proposed "For categories specially
applicable to the genetic analyses ol taxa see Art.
34 ter, 34 quater , 35 quinquies."
Dr. HYLANDERseconded this.
Prof. MERRILLread out Dr. SPRAGUE'Sproposal to be voted upon.
This was translated by Prof. ROBYNSand
Prof. MATTFELDinto French and German.
There was then a vote by show of cards and
it was carried unanimously.

470

SESSION

3

July Btk, 10 a. m. -12.35 p. m.
Chairman: T. A.

Dr. SPRAGUEfirst spoke of the importance
of speeding up the work and urged that matters
of snlall importance should not be given undue
time in discussion. J udging from the time we
had taken so far we should need eighteen days
to complete the discussion.
This was followed by a statement from Prof.
LANJOUWas Rapporteur, on the distribution
of votes, he explained how votes were allotted
by the Organising Committees at Cambridge,
Amsterdam and Stockholm to Botanical Institutions, Societies and Academies and that there
was no cut and dried system. Anyone who feIt
that his or her Institution etc., had been
granted too few or too many votes should
inform the Rapporteur and the matter would
be looked into before the next· Congress.
The Swedish Organising Committee made a
first list which was submitted to the Rapporteur, who suggested certain minor changes.
Proposers of motions were allotted onevote,
irrespective of the number of their proposals.
Members of one or more Nomenclatural Committees had one vote, and officers of the Bureau
one vote, the nlaximum number of personal
votes thus being three.
Article

PROP. 1

13

(206: 45)

Dr. SPRAGUEwished to modify his proposal
by substituting the words "belonging to" for
"placed in."
Dr. ROGERSproposed the following addition
to Prop. 1:
"An exception is made for names of subgenera in FRIES'SSystema Mycologicum, which
are treated as validly published although he
termed them "tribes" (tribus).

SPRAGUE

Prof. MATTFELD:Das Beispiel Delphinium
tribus lnvoluta Ruth etc. ist bisher 80 gelöst
worden, dass man die Namen Ruth's angenommen und, ohne das Autorenzitat zu ändern,
RUTH'S tribus = series oder grex Autorum ge.:.
setzt hat. So ist z. B. ENGLERschon 2 Jahre
nach dem Erscheinen von RUTH'SMonographie
verfahren: ENGLERin ENGLERund PRANTL,
Die Natürlichen Pflanzenfamilien, Nachtrag 2
zu Teil II-IV, 1897, p. 168: Delphinium subgen.
1. Consolida DC. § 1 lnvoluta Ruth, § 2 Brevipedunculata Ruth; subgen. 11. Eudelphinium
Ruth, sect. 1. Elatopsis Ruth, § 1 Brevicalcarata
Ruth. Ebenso verfährt auch GRAEBNERin
AscHERsoNund GRAEBNER,
Synopsis der Mitteleuropäischen Flora, V 2, 1929, p. 662 ff. RUTH'S
Namen sind allgemein anerkannt, und man
kann sie jetzt nicht einfach für nicht gültig
veröffentlicht erklären!
Art. 13 besagt, dass "a genus containing tribes is inadmissible." Daraus geht aber nicht
hervor, dass die Namen dieser Taxa geändert
werden müssen oder können. Die einfachste
Lösung dieser Frage scheint mir daher die zu
sein, dass nicht die Namen der Taxa für nicht
gültig veröffentlicht erklärt werden, sondern
dass statt der falsch verwendeten KategorienTermini die richtigen Termini eingesetzt werden.
(In diesem Sinne wird in einem ähnlichen FalIe
ja auch in Art. 24 Prop. 4 p. 53 entschieden.
Vgl. auch die Erörterungen von FURTADOauf
p. 32 oben.)
Ich schlage vor, dem Art. 13folgenden Passus
hinzuzufügen: "Werden die Nalnen solcher Taxa
später benutzt, so hat man ihnen den ihrer
Rangstufe zukommenden Kategorienterminus
zu verleihen; dies hat keine Änderung der
Autorschaft zur FoIge."
I propose to add to Art. 23 the following

471

NOM

Nomenclature

Chapter 111Names of taxonomic groups
sentence: "Who uses the names of such taxa,
must give them the right terminus of the proper
PROP. 1
( 14: 209)
Rejected.
category; this does not involve change of
authorship."
Article 15
Add to the example: ENGLER(in ENGLER
und PRANTL,Die Natürlichen Pflanzenfamilien,
PROP. 1
9: 227)
Rejected.
Nachtrag 2 zu Teil II-IV, 1897, p. 168) changed
the terminus tribus of HUTHin § (id est = series
Article 16
= grex).
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that the tribes of FRIES,
when changed to their proper rank will be
automatically validated when taken up and
typified by reference to FRIES'Sdescriptions.
Descriptions do not have to be validly published to be used as the basis of names.
,Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that this be referred
to the Mycological Committee.
Prof. SINGERsaid that since there was an
amendment to Prop. 1, the mycologists might
consider to drop their own proposal and accept
the amended proposal.
Dr. SPRAG
UE agreed to accept this if the
Mycologists were satisfied.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
thought it should be considered by the Mycological Committee.
Dr. ROGERSpromised to caU a meeting.
Dr. SPRAGUE
suggested that he should report
the result on the following Monday or Tuesday.
Article 14
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1
2
3
4
5
6

(187: 48)
( 4: 210)
( 17: 185)
(

Withdrawn.

4: 209)

( 49: 163)

( 26: 172)

Dr. CAMPsuggested that Prop. 1 be accepted.
PROP. 1 (LANJouw)-Delete the Article and
replace it by the following note at the end of
Chapter 11: "The definition and nomencIature
.of categories such as hybrids, artificial polyploids, chimaeras, etc. are dealt with in § 6".
Dr. SPRAGUE
put Art. 14, Prop. 1 to the vote
by show of cards.
Carried by a large majority.
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PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

( 8: 214)
(192: 32)
(70: 76)

Rejected.
Accepted.

Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that Prop. 3 should
be reterred to the Editorial Committee.
Vote by show of cards contirmed this.
PROP. 4

(14: 216)

Dr. HYLANDERsaid the article was withdrawn except the lines "An epithet is not considered illegitimate only because it was originally published under an illegitimate generic
name, but must be taken into consideration for
purposes of priority if the epithet and the
respective combination are in ot her respects in
accordance with the Rules. In the same way,
an epithet of a subspecies of a taxon of a lower
rank may be legitimate even if originally published under an illegitimate name of the subsequent higher taxon."
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that there was no doubt
that the statement regarding illegitimacy in
Art. 60 was ambiguous and needed clarification. Therefore he moved that the Editorial
Committee be instructed to place a note embodying the two sentences of Dr. HYLANDER'S
Prop. 4 as given above.
Dr. DONK said that specific names of the
binomial system of nomenclature have their
right of standing thanks to two descriptions, a
generic one and a specific one; if one of these
is not validly published the whole specific name
ought to be considered as not validly published.
He said he would like to have it on record that
if "iUegitimate" in Dr. HYLANDER'Sproposal
also would cover "not validly published" the
proposal was not acceptable as it now stood.

Discus·sions:
It was proposed by Dr. FOSBERGand seconded by Prof. ROLLINSthat' these two sentences
of Dr. HYLANDER'S
proposal be submitted to the
Editorial Oommittee for insertion with proper
wording.
Dr. SP:RAGUE
then put Dr. FOSBERG'S
motion
to the vote.
This vote by show of cards resulted in the proposal being accepted by a large majority.
A few remarks were then made on Art. 16
Prop. 3 by the Japanese Botanists, which had
already been referred to the Editorial Committee. Dr. SPRAGUEtold Dr. NAKAI that he
thought the word "taxonomic" might be better
than "systematic," but the Editorial Committee was authorised to consider this.
PROP. 5

(67: 68)

Prof. LANJOUW
explained the proposal of Dr.
WEATHERBYand said that if the proposals
mentioned by Dr. WEATHERBYwere agreed
upon, this proposal too would have to be accepted, although possibly with amendments.
Dr. Ross thought that since, if we accept Art.
26 bis and Art. 28 bis, which are the alternative
methods of dealing with this proposal, to those
mentioned in the proposal, or if we accept the
proposals mentioned, they become part of the
Rules and these exceptions are unnecessary.
It was proposed by Prof. LANJOUWand
seconded by Dr. FOSBERG
th at this be sent to the
Editorial Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEput this to the vote by show
of cards and it was carried.
(77: 60)
PROP. 6
The discussion on this proposal was' postponed till Rec. VIII, Prop. 4 was considered.
Article 17

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

( 7: 237)
(30: 214)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Recommendation

111

"Changes in nomenclature should be made
only after adequate taxonomic study/'
31- 516756
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Although there were no proposals sent in
concerning this Recommendation there was
some discussion on, the Recommendation.
Le Prof. BAEHNIpropose de transformer cette
recommandation en une Règle. Il cite l'exemple
d'un archiviste (0. SCHWARTZ
in Ber. Thür.
Bot. Ges.) qui, par de simples recherches bibliographiques, a publié un grand nombre de modifications de nomenclaturesans
avoir même
regardé les spécimens d'herbier. Il trouve qu'il
s'agit la d'un travail d'archiviste Jet non de
taxonomiste.
Prof. LANJOUWagreed with Prof. BAEHNI,
but said th at it would be difficult to use this
recommendation, we should need a Supreme
Court to refer to for certain decisions. He
thought Dr. BRIQUETmade this a Recommendation rather than an Article because he saw
the difficulty of enforcing it.
Dr. LE GALapporte l'accord des mycologues
français a la Proposition du Prof.BAEHNI.
Dr. DE WIT said a "black list" of works, not
admitted for nomenclature purposes, might have
the result that many publications containing
new names or changes of names made after inadequate systematic study would be outlawed
and thus cease to be a burden to nomenclature.
Many works were not written for nomenclatural or systematic purposes but contained
new names, unidentifiable but no "nomina
nuda." By "black-listing" works for nomen:'
clatural purposes much discussion and trouble
would be avoided. He added th at the action
of the French botanists also leads to this "black
list. "
Prof. LANJOUWagreed, but said that already
there was a Committee appointed for th at purpose, but it was practically impossible to come
to satisfactory conclusions on certain works
brought up for consideration', Still more so
would it be difficult to act on Prof. BAElINI's
proposal.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that if the Recommendation were made a Rule it would be retroactive.
Prof. SINGERsuggested that a possibility for
an adequate wording of the Recommendation
if it should be voted to be a Rule might be
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"Nomenclatural changes in other than comProf. LANJOUWsuggested that perhaps it
prehensive treatments shall be made only in would be as weIl to delete Art. 17 and Rec. 111.
or as a result of a systematic study."
Dr. A. C. SMITHwished to keep in the Rules
Dr. BOIVINsaid it would rule out O. KUNTZE'S both Art. 17 and Rec. 111 as they stand.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
supported this. He said
names.
Prof. BAEHNIthen said the rule should not Rec. 111 could not be made an Artiele unless
be retroactive and there should not be a "black there were a supreme anthority to make delist" of works. Draw the line by making it cisions.
monographic revisions or partial monographic
Dr. DONKproposed to substitute the present
Art. 17 by Prop. 1 of FURTADOand to leave
revisions.
Dr. SPRAGUE
asked Prof. BAEHNIif he meant Rec. 111 as it stands. In the proposal cited he
that changes were to be made only in Mono- said that every reference "to adequate taxographs and Revisions.
nomie study" is left out. This changed Artiele
Prof. BAEHNI:Yes.
would be supplemented by the RecommendaMr. ALsToN suggested that the proposal tion perhaps precisely in the manner wanted
would rule out such a work as CHRISTENSEN'Sby a large part of those present.
Index Filicum, where a very large number of
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
asked for a vote on Dr.
new combinations were made, which were based SMITH'Sproposal to leave Art. 17 and Rec. 111
on a study of the literature rather than the as they stand.
plants. Most of these names he said were still
Dr. SPRAGUEfirst put to the vote Prof.
in common use.
LANJOUW'Sproposal to delete Art. 17.
Dr. PATRICKconsidered it should remain a
This was rejected by a show of cards.
Dr. SPRAGUE
then said he thought last minute
recommeq.dation. We could only recommend
that people make nomenclatural changes only proposals ought to be given time for consideration.
in monographs or in serious taxonomie workDr. A. C. SMITHagain suggested that a vote
we cannot legislate. The special committee
should consider and if necessary make proposals should now be taken on leaving Art. 17 and Rec.
to deal with such nomenclatural changes if they I 11 precisely as the stand.
Dr. SPRAGUE
put this motion to the meeting
are inadvisable.
Le Prof. HOCHREUTINER
se demande quelle and by show of cards it was carried by a large
majority.
raison il peut y avoir de refuser la transformaLeave Art. 17 and Rec. 111 as they stand.
tion de la Recommandation 111 en Règle si l' on
accepte l' Art. 171
Le Prof. HUMBERTsignale que la question
est très sérieuse. Il s'agit, en effet, de savoir si
Section 2. The type method
un archiviste, ou un bibliothécaire peut, sans
même connaître les plantes dont il a relevé les
Prof. LANJOUWexplained to the meeting
noms dans une publication, imposer son point that a Committee had been set up to consider
de vue aux taxonomistes.
the Type method and to consider the various
Dr. ROGERSsaid that Art. 17 allows change proposals set out under Art. 18and he suggested
because of the "necessity of giving up a nomen- that discussion on the Type method had betclature contrary to the Rules. " Rec. 111, if an ter be postponed till we receive a report from
Artiele, would forbid change except "af ter that Committee.
adequate taxonomie study" and would prevent
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
agreed.
the rectification of illegitimate nomenclature.
Dr. CAMPasked whether it would be possible
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that Recommendation 111 to have a mimeogra phed copy of the findings
seemed to be almost superfluous.
of the Committee.
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Prof. LANJOUWthought that would be possible.
He then read the names of the Committee
members so far, and asked if there were any
others.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested the Secretaries
of the various committees. Others suggested
were Mr. Amy SHAWand Dr. ROGERS.
Dr. FOSBERGsuggested a meeting of the
Committee as it stood should be held that day
in order to co-opt members ready for the fuIl
meeting the next day.
This was agreed.
Section 3

PROP. 1

1: 215)

Rejected.

Article 19

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

( 2: 233)
(23: 201)

Rejected.
Rejected.

New Article 19 bis

PROP.

( 1: 235)

Rejected.

Article 20

PROP. 1

(47:

34)

Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that this was for the Diatom Committee to report.
Mr. Ross said that the Special Committee
for Diatoms voted as foHows:
Against the proposal: 7.
For the proposal: 2.
In favour of 1844 as starting date: 1.
Afterwards there appeared to be a general
consensus of opinion against the proposal.
IVIr.Ross considered that this view should be
accepted by the Congress.
Dr. RUTH P ATRICKwithdrew the proposal.
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(3: 212)
(172: 46)

Rejected.

Dr. SPRAGUEasked Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
if he
would care to speak.
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Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said he would prefer to wait
until the Mycological Committee had reported.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid he thought this referred
to ot her groups as weIl as Mycology.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said he thought the starting point should be dejinite, the date of the
years alone he considered as not enough.
Mr. DANDY said that although at first he
supported this proposal he now thought that
it required further consideration. He said that,
as Prof. LANJOUWhad pointed out, it concerns
other groups besides Cryptogamy. For instance LINNAEUS'S
Demonstrationes Plantarum
published in 1753 after the Species Plantarum,
contains new specific names of Flowering
Plants, which, if this proposal were adopted
would be deemed as not published.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid he considered that was a
very important point.
Dr. BLAKEsuggested that it might be Jan.
Ist in aH cases.
Prof. ROUSSEAUsaid he thought that the
meaning of the proposal is that a book chosen
as the starting point is considered as having
been printed on 31st December.
Dr. H YLANDER
proposed to choose as printing date of Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, Dec.
31st 1753.
Prof. LANJOUWthought that if we choose
Jan. Ist aH works printed in the same year
would get into sympathy . We must take either
Jan. Ist or Dec. 3lst.
Mr. ALSTONsaid he thought we ought to
start with the date and not with the book.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid he thought that if the
Special Committee for each group decided on
the date for that group, the proposal would
hardly be necessary.
Prof. VANDER WIJK said that by accepting
Dec. 3lst, aH other works published in the year
of the starting point become automatically invalid. It saves a lot of trouble, and in the case
of Musci, removes a number of insolvable puzzles.
Prof. BAEHNIasked if this would be retroactive.
Dr. ROGERSproposed an amendment to Prop.
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3; after "'starting point" insert "and whose
relati ve dates are not known."
Prof. PAPENFUSS
said th at someone'mightfind
a date later, so it was essential to fix the date.
Mr. Ross saidwe must have either Jan. Ist
or Dec. 31st as the fictitious date ofpublication
of aU starting-point works other than theSpe,.
cies Plantarum of LINNAEUS,otherwise the
discovery of relative dates not now known will
upset nomenclature. Which of the two dates
'should be left tothe Special Conimittee concerned.
Dr. H YLANDERthought we might accept
these dates in principle and add Dr. ROGER's
proposal.
Dr. RAMsBoTToMthought there must be a
precise date and- the question was should this
be Jan. Ist or Dec. 31st.
Prof. MARTINproposed that after "latter
work" the words "unless it is clearly established
th at they are later" should be added.
Dr. ROGERSwished to withdraw his proposal
jn favour of Dr. MARTIN'S.
Dr. BLAKEsaid if it were Jan. Ist, it must
be from Jan. Ist of the next year.
Dr. SPRAGUEthought we might have a vote
as to whether each group mentioned in Art.
20 should have a date, either Jan. Ist. or Dec.
31st.
Dr. FOSBERG
asked if this included LINNAEUS'
Species Plantarum.
Dr. SPRAGUEand Prof. LANJOUWsaid yes.
Prof. BAEHNIasked if it would be retroactive.
Dr. BOIVINasked if it could be left open
which dateto use.
Dr. HYLANDER
thought we could now vote
on the choice of date, and then discuss Species
Plantarum.
Dr. RAMsBoTToM
thought the Species Plan'tarum was on an entirely different footing and
he proposedweshould vote on aU works except
Species'Plantarum.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said he was prepared to have a
vote on aU works except Species Plantarum.
Prof. LAMsuggested that it might be better
to vote first for Species Plantarum Jan. lst or
Dec. 31st.
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Prof. ROLLINslllade'anamendnient to May
Ist.
Dr. HYLANDERthought that if we chose
May lst tnere would stiU be niuch trouble.
Dr. FOSBERGthought we could not completely avoid trouble.
Dr. SPRAGUE
then ruled that a vote by show
of cards would be taken as to whether we should
accept May lst 1753 as the date lor Species Plantarum.
The proposal was carried by a large majority.
A second proposal to have a conventional date
(either Jan. lst or Dec. 31st) lor aU other works
accepted as starting-point was also carried by a
large majority.
PROP. 4
(27: 28)
This was postponed until the Algologists
presented their report.
PROP. 5
(64: 36)
To await Mycological Report.
PROP. 6
(33: 23)
To await Mycological Report.
PROP. 7
(33: 13)
To await Paleobotanical Report.
PROP. 8
(62: 80)
It was proposed to discuss this later.
PROP. 9

(1: 216)

PROP. 10

(15: 161)

Rejected.

Dr. HYLANDER
said that part of this proposal
of his would be considered by the Paleo botanists. He explained what was meant by the
proposal and that the important point was paragraph 3.
Dr. FOSBERGmoved that the footnote to
Dr. HYLANDER'S
proposal be added as a note
to Art. 20.
Mr. Ross said that we need to cover the
standing, as earlier homonyms, of names published between 1753 and later starting points.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked Dr. FOSBERG'and Mr.
Ross to get together at lunch time and draft
a proposal as to what they would like to add
as a footnote to Art. 20. '
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Artiele 21
PROP. 1

(136: 69)

Prof. RoussEAu suggested that the first part
of this propos al (i.e. note 2), be accepted,
namely '.'The application of both conserved and
rejected names is determined by nomenclatural
types, or by substitute types where necessary
or desirabIe."
Tt was agreed to accept ol Prop. 1 note 2 in
principle and refer it to the Editorial Committee. Note 3 was rejected.
PROP. 2

( 3: 216)

PROP. 3
PROP. 4

(11: 201)
(79:

Rejected.
Rejected.

36)

This being a purely textual amendment was
referredto the Editorial Committee .
PROP. 5

(177: 32)

Accepted and referred to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 6

(169: 40)

Dr. SMITHaccepted Prof. LANJOUW'Samendment that it is advisable to replace "families
and genera" by "genera and taxa ol a higher
rank. "
Dr. SPRAGUEput this to the vote by show of
cards.
This was carried.
PROP. 7

(27: 40)

Dr. BOIVINeXplained that he did not .consider Alsine a good example.
Dr. SPRAGUEagreed and suggested that Dr.
BOIVIN'S proposal should be relerred to the
Editorial Committee. This was agreed.

SPRAGUE

PROP. 8

(16: 179)

Rejected.

Tt was decided howev~r, th1;\ittheEditorial
Committee be asked to consider the examples
given by Dr. HYLAN;DER.Tt was also decided
to referto the Editorial Committee the suggestion that if conservation of a generic name
proves to be unnecessary it should be withdrawn (see bottom of p. 39 Synopsis of Proposals ).
PROP. 9

(25: 197)

A great deal of discussion took place COIlcerning the advisability or otherwise of nomina
speci lica conservanda. Dr. SMITHput forward
the following motion to the Congress "That
this Congress is opposed to the principle of
nomina specifica conservanda and rejicienda."
.Dr. Roq ERS gave a short account of an informal meeting (of which he was Chairman) of
the Committee set up at. Utrecht to consider
nomina specifica conservanda. This was attended by only three or fouractual members
plus nine or ten non-melllberswho were interested in the subject. Dr. ROGERSsaidthat
the adoption of nomina sp~cilica conservanda
was put to the voteand that .there were no
votes in favour of the motion. Thèn the committee was askedto vote on whether some forIl\.
of nomina specilica rejicienda should be adopted.
The voting in this case showed four in favour
of the motion.
Mr. GILMOURdrew attention toan omission
in Dr. ROGERS'report of theinformal meeting.
The "Committee" was first asked to vote on the
following motion: "That some means should be
adopted to permit the retention of certain ilT:
legitimate epithets," and the voting in this case
was eight in favourand five against, a clear in-
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dication that the Committee was in favour of
the principle.
Prof. LANJOUWasked Dr. SMITHif he were
also opposed to the principle of nomina specifica rejicienda.
Dr. SMITHsaid he would rather not include
the question of rejicienda, although if Prof.
LANJOUW
wished it he would add it.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked Dr. SMITHto give his
arguments against nomina specifica conservanda.
Dr. SMITHreplied th at the arguments should
be put forward by people who wished to change
the Artiele.
Mr. GILMOUR,
in supporting the principle of
nomina specifca rejicienda, said he believed
that he was speaking on behalf of a large body
of horticulturists and other non-taxonomie users
of plant names who were anxious to co-operate
with taxonomists, but feIt that the time had
come to adopt some method of avoiding changes
in well-known names that had been widely
used over a long period. He emphasised that
he was not seeking to prevent changes due to
altered taxonomie opinion, but only those due to
the discovery of earlier, overlooked, synonyms
and homonyms. Further he did not wish to
suggest that any new rule should be retroactive;
changes already accepted therefore would be
unaffected.
Provided that only really well-established
names of widely used economie plants were considered, he did not think the list of rejected
names would be a long one. The existing list
of nomina generica conservanda was not comparabie, as the majority of these generic names
were not of economie importance.
It may be argued that, as only a few names
would be involved, it would not be worth while
legislating to avoid changing them. It was,
however, not primarily the number of nam es
that was important, but the number of users
who would be inconvenienced and annoyed by
the change in any particular name. For example, if the name Viburnum fragrans was changed,
as it should be under the existing Rules, users
of references to the'species in books, artieles and
478

catalogues all over the world would be affected.
Such changes undoubtedly had a very bad effect on the relations between taxonomists and
other botanists, and if they continued, cooperation between the two groups would be
seriously prejudiced. He therefore made a
strong plea to the Section to adopt some form
of nomina specifica rejicienda as a valuable
step towards continued and improved co-operation between taxonomists and other branches
of plant science.
Any step to avoid such name changes involved, of course, a suspension of the principle
of priority. Such suspension, however, had already been accepted in the case of generic
names, and in other Articles of the Rules, and
he urged that the principle of stability was at
least as important as the principle of priority;
the latter was, indeed, only a means towards
the accomplishment of the former, and if priority did not, in any particular field of nomenclature, result in stability, surely it was in accordance with the spirit and intention of the
Rules, that priority should give way in the interests of the wider principle.
Mr. DAYTON
of the U. S. Forest Services said
that Mr. GILMOUR
had intimated that the demand for conserved species names came mainly
from practical workers with plants who are not
unnaturally irritated by numerous changes in the
names of economie plants with which they deal.
He would like to call attention to the case of the
largest and perhaps oldest tree in the world,
the giant Sequoia (Sequoia gigantea, S. Wellingtonia, or if one followed a different generic concept Sequoiadendron giganteum). The U. S.
National Park Service has most exclusive jurisdiction over this tree and refuses to use any
other name for it than the illegitimate Sequoia
gigantea. In a paper he published a few years
ago he showed that about 75 % of Californian
botanists prefer to use this same illegal nam'e.
Acondition, therefore, rather than a theory,
confronts us here. For his own part he was quite
willing to abide by the majority of opinion of
systematists in this case. If, however, the principle of nomina specifica conservanda is re-
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jected, he hoped a committee would be reconstituted to co-operate with the International
Horticultural Congress in preparing a list (much
as the last International Botanical Congress approved in principle) that would be standard
for, say, a period of at least ten years for the use
of practical workers with plants.
Mr. STEVENSONsaid that American plant
pathologists were nluch concerned with the
constant name changes, and the principle of
nomina
specifica rejicienda
offered a helpful
way of meeting the problem.
Dr. SPRAGUE
laid stress on the fact that these
practical workers did not wish to make the proposals retroactive.
Mr. STEVENSON
agreed.
Prof. LAM said he was opposed to both

Society of Horticultural Science, and a duplicate resolution from the Commission on
Nomenclature of the American Horticultural
Council.
He said he was certain that he was correct in
saying that the professional American horticulturists were, in the majority, opposed to the
principle of nomina specifica conservanda.
Dr. SPRAGUE
proposed the following motion,
which was seconded by Prof. LANJOUWand
carried with acclamation, that Prof. LAWRENCE
be asked to convey to Prof. BAILEYon behalf
of the Section of Nomenclature their deep appreciation of aH that he had done in the field
of Botany and Botanical Nomenclature, together with their regret that he was unable to
be present at its sessions.
nomina
speci fica conservanda
and rejicienda,
Dr. BOIVINthought that if the principle were
but that he appreciated the view-point of accepted, the number of names placed on the
the horticulturists.
The main difficulty to list would be very great.
him seemed to be where to draw the line.
At this stage a new propos al put forward by
Dr. SMITHsaid the impression so far given Dr. GLEASONwas discussed for a short time.
was that all horticulturalists were in favour of
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
brought forward the proDr. LITTLE'Sproposal which was not correct. posal given in Art. 49 ter by the Association of
He read statements from letters sent to him by Applied Biologists. This suggested the rejectwo or three representatives of leading U. S. tion of specific names, not epithets.
Schools of Foresty, indicating that no unThere can be no doubt said Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
animity on the subject exists among American that the feeling amongst practical men, i.e.
foresters. The opinions quoted demonstrated
those engaged in growing plants, is greatly in
that at least some foresters are willing to abide favour of sorne form of conservation of specific
by the current practices of taxonomists and names or epithets.
th at they do not favour the principle of nomina
Dr. SPRAGUE
suggested the alteration of the
specifica conservanda.
wording in Art. 49 ter, line 6 from "illegitimate"
Prof. LAWRENCE
said that as a membel' of the to "not validly published."
staff of the Bailey Hortorium, Cornell UniverDr. HYLANDERthought that specific names
sity, he had been directed by his superior, Dr. published before 1890 and not accepted by
L. H. BAILEY,to bring to the notice of this other than their authors should be rejected.
Congress his view that as a result of seventy
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that before 1890 some rare
years of dealing with the nomenclature of native
South American plants were found, which had
and cultivated plants, it is now his considered not since been rediscovered, and which might
therefore not have been mentioned by later
opinion that the principle of nomina specifica
conservanda
is unscientific, not to be given authors, if no revision of the genera concerned
favourable consideration and that he is un- had been published in the meantime.
alterably opposed to it. He produced two
Dr. FOSBERG
said that most provisions in the
documents-resolution
in opposition to the proposals under consideration depended on matprinciple of nomina specifica conservanda from ters of opinion such as general use, economic
the Executive Committee of the American importance, etc. These are obviously imprac-
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tical. Furthermore the idea that the list can
be kept small is idealistic.
Judging by the experience with a list of
nomina generica conservanda, we may not
expect that this list will be kept small, as
human psychology will not likely change. Further we have probably found most of the obscure books and articles that will cause trouble,
with the intense activity in this line in recent
years, such trouble will probably decrease in
the future.
Prof. BAEHNI,when asked by Dr. SMITH
what his opinion was, said that he thought Swiss
botanists were opposed to the idea of nomina
specifica conservanda.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that he thought most
Dutch botanists were also against it, but that
Polish botanists were in favour of it (letter by
Prof. PAWLOWSKI
"on behalf of all Polish botanists").
Mr. DRARsaid that he was entirely in favour
of nomina specifica conservanda because it is
more practical. He said hewould give only one
or two examples experienced during his recent
visit to the Far East. In many cases he had to
change the names in his lists which were drawn
up according to the last edition of L. H. BAILEY,
because many of the technical experts of the
botanic gardens were not aware of the new
names, e.g. Delonix against Poinciana, Roystonea against Oreodoxa. If the matter is to .be
restricted to the most important economic
plants, it will not be too long, and particularly
in cases of universally established namessince
a long tinle.
For specific names he said he would like to
drawattention
to the situation in regard to
Cymbopogon in the Far East. Many of the cultivated species are confused simply because of
the non-application of the principle of nomina
specifica conservanda.
Dr. RODHEsaid the Canadian Pathological
Society was against the principle of nomina
specifica conservanda.
Miss MARYTINDALEsaid that on behalf of
the staffs of the Nation~l Herbarium, Sydney,
and the Queensland Herbarium, Brisbane, she
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had been asked to state that they were strongly
opposed to the principle of nomina specifica
conservanda.
Dr. ALLANsaid that New Zealand horticulturalists and foresters in general support the
plea for nomina specifica conservanda or for
nomina specifica excludenda, to apply to plants
of considerable economic importance.
The
difficulty of keeping such a list within reasonably smalllimits is recognised. Taxonomic botanists are for the most part opposed to the
principle.
Mr. W. T. STEARNspoke in .favour of nomina specifica excludenda from the standpoint
of a botanicallibrarian and bibliographer with
special reference to changes in. nomenclature
brought about by the rejection of later homonyms when the earlier homonym was and
had been from the start a superfluous name.
There are probably two thousand such names
published by SALISBURY
in. his Prodromus and
elsewhere which have never been used and
never can be used. Some of these have necessitated the rejection of later names. Other
changes from which no one will benefit and by
which many will be inconvenienced must likewise be made unless the principle of nomina
specifica excludenda is accepted. A name is
primarily a key which unlocks the store of information accuInulated by research during the
last hundred or so years. Any change in nomenclature, whether made for good reasons or
bad, renders less accessible the information
recorded under the rejected name. The magnitude of the harm to botanical literature in
this way has yet to be appreciated. Thus all the
information about Viburnum fragrans Bunge, a
well-:known plant widely cultivated, has been
recorded under this name since its publication
in 1832; this name has never been challenged
but is invalid; rejection of the earlier homonym
would be to the good of all, as otherwise the
species has to be given a new name, which in
fact would be an infringement of the principle
of priority. There is a real need for a means of
preventing this; nomina specifica excludenda
would do it. Any regulation should neverthe-
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less be associated with certain conditions keeping a list of such names to a minimum. For
example the name to be protected should apply
to a plant which is cultivated and of economic
importance in at least two continents; moreover
this name should have been in unchallenged use
in botanicalliterature
over a long period, say
a hundred years. The rejection of nomina specifica excludenda as a means of saving such
names will probably be regretted later and
the speaker urged that before it is too late
this proposal should receive serious consideration.
Prof. MATTFELD:Nomina specifica conservanda sind ganz unerwünscht. In Deutschland
sind nul' einige wenige Phytosoziologen und
Praktiker für eine solche Liste. Die deutschen
Systematiker lehnen eine Liste der nomina
specifica conservanda einmütig ab. - Es wird
nicht möglich sein, prägnante Principien zu
finden, die die Beschränkung der zu konservierenden Artnamen auf eine kleine Zahl wirklich ermöglichen. Und wenn es wirklich gelingen wfude, die Zahl zu beschränken, so
kann ebensogut erwartet werden, dass die
Praktiker sich an diese wenigen neuen Namen
gewöhnen können. Die am meisten bekämpften
neuen Namen Picea Abies, Quercus petraea,
Triticum aestiv'um haben sich gerade durch diesen Streit überraschend schnell in die Literatur
eingeführt! Gerade den Praktikern, die es ja
immer nul' mit verhältnislnässig wenigen Arten
zu tun haben, kann man schon zumuten, dass
sie den einen oder anderen diesel' Namen urnlernen.
Die Industrie wird durch Änderung einiger
Artnamen in keinel' Weise gefährdet, denn gehandelt werden die Pflanzen ja gewöhnlich
unter Vernakularnamen oder unter den Namen
ihrer Rohprodukte. Die pharmazeutische Industrie wird ja doch sogar dann mit den richtigen Drogen versorgt, wenn die Starnrnpflanze
noch gal' nicht benannt oder systematisch noch
nicht geklärt ist! - Eröffnet man eine Liste der
nomina specifica conservanda, so wird eine
grössere Zahl von Botanikern der Nachprüfung
der fortlaufend neu vorgeschlagenen Namen
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sehr viel Zeit opfern lnüssen, die sie wirklich
besser verwenden können!
Prof. ROBYNSsaid the Belgian botanists were
also opposed to it.
1\11'.DANDYsaid he was a British botanist
who was opposed to the principle of nomina
specifica conservanda. But he was now speaking on behalf of the Portuguese botanists of
Coimbra - The Instituto Botanico of Coimbra
and the Sociedade Broteriana - who had asked
him to oppose most strongly the principle of
nomina specifica conservanda.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
rappelle l'histoire des
Congrès qui se sont occupés des questions de
Nomenclature, ainsi que quelques principes
fondamentaux. Pour éviter des changements,
dit-il, on propose des listes, mais qu'arrivera-t-il s'il faut les transférer dans d'autres genres
ou familles. Les nomina specifica conservanda
sont une impossibilité pratique et il propose de
voter SUl' la question.
Dr. FRANCOsaid that the Portuguese botanists of Lisbon were opposed to the principle
of nomina specifica conservanda. In his opinion,
the application of the term "economic plants"
canilot be equally used in all countries and that
was a very important point to rememb.er. Also
he wished to recall that from LINNAEUSdown
to our own days there were not always the same
Rules.
Dr. SPRAGUE
then asked for a vote on:
"The Congress accepts the principle of nomina
speci fica consérvanda."
A vote was taken by ballot with the following
result:
In favour 40.
Against 320.
M ajority against 280.
Dr. SPRAG
UEthen asked for a vote by ballot
Oll the motion:
"That the Oongress accepts the principle of
nomina specifica excludenda (rejicienda)," with
the following result:
In favour 116.
Against 242.
Dr. SPRAGUEthen asked Mr. GILMOUR
whether he wished to make any further state-
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ment, to which Mr. GILMOURreplied that in
view of the decisive nature of the voting he
did not think this would serve any useful
purpose .1
Dr. SPRAGUEthen said that Dr. FOSBERG,
Dr. HYLANDER
and Mr. Ross had prepared their
new wording of Art. 20, Prop. 10, footnote, and
this was read by Mr. Ross as follows:
"For purposes of homonymy, names in aH
groups validly published on or aftel' May Ist,
1753, must be considered. Names from earlier
works used in works taken as nomenclatural
starting points in a sense other than that of the
original author are not to be regarded as later
homonyms."
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought th at it was unnecessary
to inc1ude the date May Ist 1753, since names
published before that date had no status in
botanical nomenclature.
Similarly it appeared to be unnecessary to include the second sentence. He pointed out
that the first sentence of Art. 20 should read:
"Valid publication of botanical nomenc1ature
1 In the final session a "Committee
to deal with urgent
Nomenclatural
Needs" was established, especially to report
on a possible solution of this problem.

begins for the different groups of plants at the
following dates" instead of "Legitimate botanical nomenc1ature etc."
Mr. DANDYagreed.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that if the change from
"legitimate botanical nomenc1ature" to "valid
publication of botanical names" is made in Art.
20, most of the trouble will disappear. The
difficulty remaining will involve those taxa
published in one group and later transferred to
another with a different starting date, or a group
published as a fossil and later discovered to be
living, giving it a different starting date.
Dr. BLAKEthought it might be "Botanical
nomenc1ature begins."
Dr. SPRAGUE
disagreed, as botanical nomenc1ature was in use in the Middle Ages.
Mr. Ross said he was prepared to accept Dr.
SPRAGUE'S
amendment.
Dr. SPRAG
UEthen read out the amended version "Por purposes of homonymy, validly published names in all groups must be considered."
It was then decided that examples should be
given and that all special committees should
consider the amended version and submit their
own exampies to the Editorial Committee.
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Dr. CAMPmoved that where preliminary votings on proposals had a 2/3rds majority or more
against them they should be automatically
rejected unless the proposer speciaHy wished to
speak on them.
This motion was carried unanimously.
Prof. MERRILLthen asked Dr. CAMPto give
his report on the Special Committee for names
of hybrid plants.
Dr. CAMPspoke of the Committee and informed the meeting th at he considered it to be
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very weIl chosen containing a good cross-section
of practical workers and systematic botanists.
He said they wished to replace the title of § 6
"Names of hybrids and some other special
categories." He praised the work of Dr. HyLANDERboth in connection with his proposals
and as a membel' of the Committee. Dr. CAMP
hoped that when the report was presented it
would be accepted by the Congress.
The foIlowing are some of the proposals that
would be suggested:

Discussions:
Modification of Art. 31, Prop. 7; Art. 31 bis;
Art. 32, Prop. 6; Art. 33, Prop. 4.
New Art. 33 bis to be transferred to the new
draft of Appendix VII.
Rec. XX, Prop. 1, to be deleted.
Art. 34, Prop. 4 and Prop. 5 to be combined.
New Art. 34 ter, quater, quinquies-rejected
by the Committee in favour of a separate
Artiele, to read: "Taxa which are apomiets,
may be designated, if so desired, in the following manner:
1. If they are considered to be of specific
rank, by the interpolation of the abbreviation
"ap" between the generic name and the epithet.
2. If they are considered to be of infraspecific
rank by the interpolation of the abbreviation
Hap" between the category rank and the specific epithet.
Taxa which are clones may be indicated if
80 desired by the abbreviation Cl. or the symbol CL.
New Recommendation to follow Art. 34.
Prof. MERRILLasked if there were any questions.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
demande qu' on évite
ces complications, en particulier toutes ces
abréviations: apo cl. etc. En effet, dit-il, nous
n'avons pas de règle qui spécifie que le mot
"espèce" doit être abrégé en sp. et que "sousespèce" doit être abrégé en ssp. 11 semble donc
inutile d'entrer dans ces abréviations.
Dr. HYLANDER
said that the intercalation of
the abbreviations "ap." or "cl." did not affect
the nomenclatural status of the nalnes in question.
Dr. DE WIT said that the new Article stated
expressly "if so desired." One is free to apply
the new designations "ap." etc., or not. The
wishes of horticulturalists have to be recognised,
and to be met as far as possible. It ought to be
clearly stated whether "ap." glabrum is nomenclaturally a unit (a fixed combination), or not,
in cases of necessary transfers or changes.
Prof. ROUSSEAU
said that aU Rules must be
compulsory, if not we must place the suggestion
or the possibility as a note under a Rule.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that additional signs
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of origin in no way interfered with the usual
taxonomic procedure, but were merely a method
of indicating units recognisable in experiment al
taxonomy.
Dr. ROGERS
said that we were urged to accept
the category or term apomict on the grounds
that it would reduce the number of binomials.
The Rule or Recommendation proposed does not
reduce the number of binomials, trinomials or
what not. It merely requires or permits the
insertion of an abbreviation.
Dr. CAMPsaid that he had no idea that this
proposal would cause such a tempest and that
he was quite prepared to make it a Recommendat ion rat her than a Rule.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that in herbaria we
did not as a rule concern ourselves with apomicts, but here we had a definite group of
horticulturalists who recognised them, and he
saw no reason why they should not do sothere was no need to put "apomict" on a
herbarium sheet.
Prof. ROBYNSsaid that he thought as it was
subsidiary information it was better to put it
in a Recommendation rat her than an Rule.
Prof. HUMBERTsignale que si on introduit
dans les noms spécifiques, sous-spécifiques et
variétaux des indications relatives à l'origine
trouvée, ou supposée, de ces taxa, il n'y a pas
de raison pour s'arrêter là. On pourra écrire:
Lavendula officinalis L. ssp. geogr. pyrenaica.
Ohelidonium majus L. ssp. mutation laciniatum.

Trifolium repens L. fao altitudinis alpinum
etc.
L'objection formulée au sujet du signe relatif
aux hybrides ne tient pas, car là il s'agit simplement d'un signe à placer entre les noms des
plantes. Le nom d'un taxon doit être une
étiquette destinée à le désigner et rien de plus;
il ne doit pas inclure une dissertation, même
résumée, en un mot abrégé:
La Nomenclature ne doit pas être confondue
avec taxonomie.
Madame LE GALfait remarquer que les mycologues français souhaitent que les règles de la
Nomenclature soient aussi simples et peu com483
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pliquées que possible, afinqu'on puisse mieux
les appliquer. Elle appuie donc les remarques
faites par MM. HOCHREUTINER
et HUMBERT.
Le Prof. ROBYNSsignale que l'intercalation
desadjectifs en question ne peut être admise en
principe, parce qu'il s'agit de questions de
taxonomie et non plus de nomenclature. De
plus, leur application rendrait notre nomenclature trinominale.
Mr. DANDYin reply to the remarks of Prof.
ROBYNSand Prof. HUMBERTsaid that the
Rules already lay down that the origin of hybrid
groups shall be indicated by the introduction
of the hybrid sign. If signs such as "ap." are
excluded, then thehybrid sign should be excluded also. He wished to stress again that the
introduction of these signs "ap." etc. would in
no way interfere with existing nomenclature.
No new combinations or transfers would be
required.
Dr. CAMPsaid they introduced this solely to
clarify the position - if the Section wanted
chaos, they could have chaos.
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that the whole of
the Rules concerning hybrids should be placed
in an Appendix at the end of the Rules.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid th at moving this material
around in the Rules made no difference, nor
would it fooI anyone.
If we start to include this sort of descriptive
information in the names of plants, material
that, should be included in the description,
where shall we stop1
, This Section should not allow threats of
formation of other rules by other groups of
'workers to influence our decisions. If they
should form such a code they would probably
have as much trouble as we have had, and
would doubtless have their own special kind
of chaos.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said there was no question
of threats. The information is there. It is
essential to provide some method in the Rules
for those wishingto indicate it in botanical
nomenclature.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said he thought the whole discussion was reaUy a storm in a tea-cup. The
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Rules already provided for the giving of supplementary information. He gave the exa:r:qple
of Loranthus (Sect. lschnanthus) gabonensis,
where there was special information in parentheses. He could not see any reason why such
information should not be given in the case of
apomicts.
The meeting signified general approval.
Dr. SINGERsaid that instead of recommending the use of interpolated letters like "ap." in
botanical names it would be better .to adopt a
recommendation to which we could aU agree,
for example:
"Authors should indicate in separate notes
the sense in which they use specific and intraspecific epithets, i.e. whether such a taxon is
considered an apomict, hybrid, geographicrace,
etc."
Prof. MERRILLsuggested a formal vote on
whether the proposal on apOlnicts should be
included as a Rule or as a Recommendation.
Prof. LANJOUW
suggested a vote on the whole
of § 6.
Dr. CAMPsuggested a vote on the whole with
the proposal on apomicts as a Recommendation.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
suggested that a vote be
taken that the whole of § 6 be placed in a special
Supplement.
Prof. MERRILLconsidered that th at would
complicate the issue. He caUed for .a formal
vote on the whole with the proposaldealing with
apomicts as a Recommendation. A vote by ballot
was taken with the following result:
In tavour 284.
Against 49.
At this point the meeting was suspended Ior
Dr. REMMINGto speak to the Section on Zoological NOlnenclature. He said that he was
greatly impressed by the n1ethod of procedure
adopted by the botanists. He warmly approved
of the Synopsis of Proposals, and said that if
funds allowed the zoologists would have one
next time. He gave a short account of the Zoological Rules and the various difficulties that
had been encountered from time to time and
drew certain comparisons between Botanical
and Zoological Nomenclature.

Discussions:
Prof. BREMEKAMP
suggested that § 6 of the
Rules should be transferred to a special Supplement.
Prof. BAEHNIsuggested that there might be
a better title for § 6. He did not like "some
other special categories."
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested the omission of
the word "other": the title to read "Names of
hybrids and some special categories."
Prof. MERRILLasked Dr. CAMPif he approved.
Dr. CAMPraised no objection.
Prof. MERRILLproposed that that be considered by the Editorial Committee.
Mr. DANDyand Prof. LAMthought the § 6
might remain in the Rules.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
maintained his desire for
a special Supplement.
Prof. LANJOUWthought that the term "Supplement" would be better than "Appendix."
Prof. MERRILLcalled for a vote by show ot
cards whether the § 6 be a Supplement.
The motion was carried by a large majority.
Dr. DEWIT requested that the Editorial Committee should consider whether "ap." and "cl."
and the like should be printed in italics or not.
Prof. MERRILLsaid that that would be the
normal procedure.
Prof. LANJOUWthen read out a proposal by
Mr. W. T. STEARNas an addition to Art. 20:
"A name of which the publication is earlier
than the starting date of nomenclature for the
group to which the taxon concerned belongs,
has no standing in botanical nomenclature unless re-established at or aftel' the starting date
of nomenclature for the group."
The consideration of this proposal was deferred pending the report of the Special Committee.
New Article 21 bis

PROP.

1: 237)

Rejected.

New Article 21 ter

PROP.

(21: 144)

Rejected.

New article21

PROP.

( 9: 160)

quater

Rejected.
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New .Article 21 quinques

PROP.

Rejected.

(29: 137)

New Article 21 sexies

PROP.

(53: 115)

Prof. LANJOUWsaid that although this proposal of Dr. HYLANDERhad been rejected in
the preliminary voting, the list of orders might
nevertheless prove useful in dealing with the
conservation of names of orders. He thought
that th at question might be considered later.

Article 22

PROP. 1

(107:

59)

Accepted.

New Article 22 bis

PROP.

8: 203)

Rejected.

Section 4. Nomenclature of tbe taxonOJmc
groups according to tbeir categories

PROP. 1

(10: 183)

Rejected.

Prof. l\IATTFELD:Die Kategorienwerte der
Taxa oberhalb der Ordines sind noch wenig
gesichert; sie ändern sich noch ständig. Daher
sollten die Namen noch nicht durch zu genaue
Vorschriften in ein starres Schema gepresst werden. Eine Festsetzung der Rangordnung" der
Endungen dürfte genügen. Die Endung -bionta
und die Kategorie phylum sind noch zu wenig
und zu verschieden gebraucht, urn schon in die
Nornenklaturregeln aufgenornmen zu werden.
W. ZIMMERMANN
teilt z. B. die Organismenwelt in Anucleobionta
(= Schizophyta) und
Nucleobionta und die letzteren erst in Regnum
animale und vegetabile. ROTHMALER
dagegen teilt
offenbar umgekehrt das Regnum vegetabile in
Anucleobionta und Nucleobionta. In diesen beiden Fällen wird also die Endung -bionta für
Taxa versèhiedenen Kategorienwertes benutzt,
so dass ihre Aufnahrne in die Nomenklaturregeln
noch" nicht empfohlen werden kann.
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PROP. 3
PROP. 4

(

0: 191)

( 19: 172)
(137:

Rejected.
Rejected.

78)

A lengthy discussion took place on Rec. VIII,
Prop. 4.
Prof. LAMsaid his proposals for the endings
of names of taxa above the rank of family were
composed after he had been requested to do so.
A committee of four including Prof. LAM,Dr.
RICKETTand two others, considered the proposed endings. Two were in favour and two
against them. Dr. RICKETThad opposed the
ending "opsida" and preferred "opsea" on philological grounds.
Dr. RICKETTthought that the proposed arbitrary endings were confusing and that "phyta"
in particular was misleading: "phyta" means
"plants" and it is arguable whether Myxomycetes are plants. A rational system is proposed
as an alternative, namely to append to the first
part of each name the suffix designating its
category, (phylum, classis, etc.), he considered
that aU names should be based on types. Other
names are descriptive, involving taxonomic
judgments and cannot be fixed by legislation.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that the Typification Committee had considered the matter of typificat ion of categories higher than order, and decided that the application of the type method
to such higher categories was impracticable.
Prof. PAPENFUSS
wholeheartedly agreed with
Prof. LAM'Sproposal that we should adopt uniform terminations for taxa above the rank of
family. This is not to be interpreted th at we fix
the number of phyla or by what means they shaU
be caUed, merely that we fix the terminations.
Dr. BOIVINmoved that paragraph (e) "names
of taxa above the rank of family must be submitted for adoption to the Congress" be deleted, as it would complicate the work of future
Congresses. He moved also that the Editors
should be authorised to add, delete or substitute
examples in order to bring them into line with
other proposals accepted. He thought the proposal was otherwise satisfactory.
Dr. BLAKEsaid the ending "idae" is the uni-
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versaUy recognised ending for family names in
Zoology. To use the same ending for Subclasses
in Botany might lead to great confusion.
Prof. MARTINsaid that the rule of priority as
applied to orders would be extremely difficult
to apply in mycology and it would be better to
make the rule apply only to taxa above the
rank of family.
If this were a recommendation it would be
acceptable, but not as an Article.
Dr. DONKwished to point out that in accepting this proposal, paragraph (b), you neglect
the fact that at present and in the future some
botanists are grouping together certain Fungi
as weU as Algae in one class. CLEMENTand
SHEAR,"Genera of Fungi", is an example. They
wiU not be able to foUow this recommendation.
A second point is that "autotrophic" as used
in the proposal does not take into account the
fact that there are autotrophic organisms among
plants that do not possess chlorophyU, e.g.
bacteria and heterotrophic ones that do not
belong to the Fungi.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that if some of these
proposals were adopted it would put every textbook in existence out of date. Mycologists wiU
certainly not adopt any name put forward
merely to gain uniformity throughout, a uniformity for which there seems to be no practical
necessity.
Dr. ROGERSpredicted that whatever is done
by Phanerogamists in the way of esta.blishing
names of higher categories based on type genera,
the mycologists will continue to use the descriptive names Myxomycetes, Phycomycetes,
Ascomycetes and Basidiomycetes, as weU as
others above the rank of order.
Dr. SPRAGUEthought it was undesirable to
fix the names of higher taxa in the plant kingdom. When new classifications were based on
the possession of a particular character it was
useful to use corresponding descriptive names,
such as M onocotyledoneae and Dicotyledoneae,
Polypetala~, Gamopetalae and Apetalae. Neither
the rule of priority nor the type method was
applicable to such names which stood or feU
with the basis of classification adopted. The

Discussions
type method is at present used for names of
families and taxa of lower rank, and extends
also to the names of orders where these are
based on names of families, e.g. Malvales. He
proposed that the rules of priority and typification should not apply to names of taxa above
the rank of order.
Dr. HYLANDERsaid that the systematic arrangement within most cryptogamic groups is
still so far from established that it will be very
difficult to create usabie names for categories
between divisions and orders; the rank of a
certain group, (e.g. the Diatoms), is by different
taxonomists judged very differently, and thus in
different systems these groups will get different
names.
Prof. MERRILLsaid there was a motion before
the house and he read out Dr. SPRAGUE'S
proposal.
Prof. PAPENFUSSsaid he thought we only
wanted to fix the termination now. He said
we already had the ending "phyta" so why not
adopt it.
Prof. MARTINsaid that those who do not
regard the fungi as plants will object to being
compelled to use "Mycophyta" for a group
which they do not regard as plants.
Prof. LAMsaid he was weIl aware of the many
difficulties that existed. The origin of his proposal was the growing confusion of names of
higher categories. He emphasised the desirability of having fixed endings only. He could not
fully judge the Thallophyta, but he thought the
method could be applied to the Oormophyta.
A short talk on Conservation and Typification then took place, the following taking part:
Drs. SPRAGUE,RICKETT,FOSBERG,LANJOUW
and BLAKE.
Prof. ROBYNSthen asked if we could vote on
the proposal of Dr. SPRAGUE.
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote by show
of cards and it was carried.
New Recommendation

VIII

PROP.
(19: 139)
Prof. LANJOUWproposed that this should be
deleted, as the matter should be referred to a
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permanent organisation for nomencIature and
not to a Congress. The examples could be referred to the Editorial Committee. This was
agreed.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
proposed to delete paragraph (b) of Rec. VIII, Prop. 4.
Prof. LANJOUWasked that (e) should be deleted as proposed by Dr. BOIVIN.
Prof. LAMagreed and withdrew (e).
It was further moved that all examples
should be referred to the Editorial Committee
who should consult the special committees.
Prof. MERRILLthen called for a vote on the
acceptance of Prof. LAM'Sproposal in principle
with the above amendments (deleting paragra phs
(d) and (e)).
A ballot was taken with the following result:
In favour 172.
Against 167.
(A further discussion took place on the following Tuesday afternoon when the ad hoc committee presented their decisions.) p. 508.
Recommendation

IX

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(13: 209)
(11: 196)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP. 3

(30: 186)

Rejected.

New Recommendation

PROP.

( 7: 104)

IXa

Rejected.

Article 23

PROP. 1
(28: 152)
Rejected
PROP. 2
(20: 190)
Rejected.
Dr. A. C. SMITHsaid that his proposal2 under
Art. 23 (page 50) was made in case his proposal
6 under Art. 21 (page 38) should be accepted.
This was accepted as amended by Prof. LANJOuw. This made para. 4 of the present Article
redundant and it should accordingly be deleted.
This deletion would not mean elimination of an
appendix of conserved family names which he
favoured. Such an appendix could then be
authorised by the revised Art. 21. The wording
of the footnote on the present Art. 21 Note 1
should be changed merely by substitution of
487
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lists for list, especially if taxa of a higher rank
than families are included.
Provisions for conserving names of whatever
category seem to belong to Section 3, not Section 4,and he hoped the Rapporteur would
reconsider his comment pertaining to his proposal2.
'
Prof. MERRILLasked if a re-vote was wanted
by Dr. SMITH.
Dr. SMITHsaid he would like to have Prof.
LANJOUW'Sreasons for saying that acceptance
of Prop. 2 was not recommended.
. Prof. LANJOUWsaid he had thought that Dr.
SMITHdid not want to conserve names of families;he had misinterpreted Dr. SMITH's proposal.
Dr. RAMsBoTToM
thought such paragra phs as
this should be given once and for aH and that
in their most appropriate position. They should
not be repeated, as this often leads to confusion.
They should merely be referred to when necessary.
Prof. LANJOUWmoved that Art. 23 Prop. 2
of Dr. SMITHbe accepted.
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote by show
of cards. It was carried unanimously.
PROP. 3

(27: 155)

Rejected.

PROP. 4

(19: 185)

Rejected.

Although rejected, it was' agreed to refer
these proposals to the Editorial Committee to
take note of the examples.
PROP. 5
(180: 55)
Accepted.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that we were faced with
the question as to whether we should allow
alternative en<:iingsfor certain family names.
He states that he is in favour of no exceptions.

PROP. 6

(111: 101)

Dr. BOIVIN'moved to vote again on Prop. 3.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that the Utrecht symposiunl recommended the acceptance of' Prop. 6.
Prop. 6 has no relation to Prop. 5.
Dr. BOIVINthought a vote might be taken as
to whether or not we should have exceptions.
Dr. CAMPseconded this.
Prof. ST. JOHN said that the present Art. 23
adopted in Amsterdam validated the use of two
alternative names for certain specified family
names. He thought it was very confusing and
unfortunate to have two names valid for a
single family. He urged that we should come
to a decision which would make only one of the
two names valid. Since Palmae, Leguminosae,
Graminede have been in very wide use for centuries, he would regret having to abandon them,
and urged that their special status should be
continued.
Dr. SPRAGUErecalled that the provision allowing the use of alternative names in ~aceae
was accepted at Calnbridge in 1931 on a motion
of BARNHART,and that he hiInself had supported it in the spirit of cordial collaboration
which had prevailed at th at Congress. The late
Dr. BRIQUET, as Rapporteur général, had
pointed out, however, that the acceptance of
alternative names was contrary to the principle
that each group could bear only one. valid
name (Rep. Fifth International Botanical Congress, 1930, pp. 623, 4). The questionnow was:
Shall we have these alternative names?
Prof.MERRILL put a motion for the acceptance of alternativenames tothe vote by secret
ballot.
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Theresult ofthe ballot on the acceptance of
alternative names for éertain' famîlies was declared as follows:
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In favour 175.
Against 176.
Dr.SPRAGUEthought that a majority of one

DiscU8sions:
vote was too small to justify change in the
existing Rules, and suggested that the result
of the voting should be treated as a tie. A
motion to this effect was proposed by Dr.
BOIVINand seconded by Dr. BLAKE.
A voteby show of cards was taken and the
motion was carried by a very large majority
only five voting against it.
Dr. CAMPnoted that Prop. 3 of Art. 23 was
similar (actually equal) to Prop. 2, Appendix
11, p. 219. He moved that the fixation of alternative familJJ names be referred to the Special
Oommittee concerned with the conservation of
family names.
This was put to the vote and carried.
Mr. GILMOUR
proposed that in order to gain
time no speaker be allowed more than two
minutes, and that no speaker be allowed to
speak on the same proposal more than once
without special permission from the Chair.
Mr. Amy SHAWseconded the motion, which
after a short discussion was carried by show of
cards by a large majority.
Article 24
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

( 49: 123)
(6: 181)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP. 3
PROP. 4
PROP. 5

( 26: 171)
(182: 41)
(217: 7)

Rejected.
Accepted.
Accepted.

Prof. PAPENFUSSsaid that the tribal termination -eae is the one used for classes in Algae
and an exception should perhaps be made in
the case of Algae, unless it is correct to regard
the termination -phyceae as correct for the classes of Algae.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid this was a matter for consideration by the AIgologicaI Committee.
Article 25
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

( 4: 224)
( 23: 192)
(143: 73)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Dr. ROGERSproposed that this be referred
to the Editorial Committee.·
32 - 516756
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Dr. RICKETTseconded the proposal, which
was agreed.
Recommendation X
Dr.' SPRAGUEsuggested .the following wording "Botanists who are forming generic names
should comply with the following Recommendations. "
This was referred to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 1
(119: 90)
PROP. 2
(170: 50)
It was agreed to refer these propos als also
to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 3

( 20: 207)

Rejected.

Article 26
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3
PROP. 4
PROP. 5

( 46: 169)
( 1: 196)
(153: 56)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Accepted.

( 9: 199)
( 65: 108)

Rejected.

Dr. HYLANDERsaid we should have all subgeneric names in the form of substantives in
the singular number. Sections and lower supraspecific taxa should be designated either by
substantives in the singular number or by
adjectives in the plural.
Prof. BAEHNIproposed to retain only the
last paragraph of Dr. HYLANDER'Sproposal
"The same subdivisional name ... based on
the same type, as proposed by Rapporteur.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
supported this, as also
did Dr. BOIVIN.
Dr. DONKsaid the motion was to retain the
last paragra ph of the propos al. He said tha t
quite a similar paragraph is found under Art.
30 (Syn. p. 70). The fact of the similarity between the two, already indicates that we are
dealing with epithets rather than with names
in Art. 26. At the Cambridge Congress the
then Rapporteur général, (Briquet), considered
"names" of subdivisions of genera as names
(calling them associations), and not as is the
case with specific names, as part of combinations. His arguments were very weak and
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could hardly be more because we are indeed
dealing here with epithets. One argument was
not brought forward at the time, viz. that if he
were correct Art. 61 would be applicable. This
use of "names" here would also mean that a
subdivision of a genus would be named without
any mention of its genus.
Dr. SPRAGUE
recalled that in 1929the British
Sub-Committee on Nomenclature (Brit. Prop.
pp. 12, 38, 39) had proposed to treat the names
of subdivisions of genera as binary combinations more or less analogous to the binary combinations used for species, and that they had
regarded the second half of such combinations
as "epithets" since they could not be repeated
under the same generic name. He now thought
that the late Dr. BRIQUET'S
term "association"
was perhaps preferabie to "combination," since
the first and second terms were not directly
combined, but were separated by the words
subgenus, section, series, etc.
Mr. DANDYthought it was a very important
point that subgeneric names should be considered as composed of generic name plus subgeneric epithet. As Dr. DONKhad said, if subgeneric epithets were treated as names in the~selves then they become subject to the homonym rule, so th at the same subgeneric epithet
could not legitimately be used under different
genera.
Dr. SPRAGUE
ruled that there should be two
votes, the first on Prop. 5, excluding the last
paragraph, and the second on the last paragraph with its example.
Votes were taken by show of cards with the
following results:
PROP. 5 first part.
Rejected by a large majority.
PROP. 5 last paragraph with its example.
Accepted by a large majority.
New Article 26 bis
PROP.
(153: 49)
It was decided to postpone any discussion on
this proposal until Prof. LANJOUWwho was
absent should return to the meeting (seep. 497).
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Reconunendarlon XI
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

I

( 60: 122)

2
3
4

( 46: 125)
(l08: 62)
( 5: 178)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Accepted.
Rejected.

Reconunendarlon
PROP. 1

( 22: 189)

xn

Rejected.

Article 27
PROP. I

(4:

226)

Rejected.

PROP. 2
PROP. 3
PROP. 4

(6: 219)
( 34: 200)
(182: 51)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Accepted.

Dr. DONKsaid that the proposal speaks of
specific epithets under the word "Anonymos"
as being illegitimate and calls them moreover
binary combinations .
A few days ago he drew attention to the use
of "illegitimate" in Prop. 4 under Art. 16 (this
Synopsis pp. 17 and 18), where illegitimate
combinations with a generic name have been
accepted as fit for purposes of priority. He did
not object to that, but at that time wanted to
be assured that "illegitimate" in the accepted
part of that proposal should not cover also "not
validly published", because he was not at aU
certain that the difference between the two
terms, (illegitimate and not validly published)
was evident to a part of this meeting.
In the two cases under discussion we deal
with combinations with a word and combinations with a name respectively. The situation
in the present case is indeed different, but the
use of "illegitimate" here should be objected
to and this term be replaced by "not validly
published."
Dr. BOIVINsaid he wished to raise the same
point.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that Dr. DONKand Dr.
BOIVINshould submit any proposed emendations of the text of Art. 27, Prop. 4, to the
Editorial Committee.
Dr. BLAKEsaid that the matter concerned

Discussions
only North American plants, and the treatment
of WALTER'Snames underAnonymos
as illegitimate caused no inconvenience.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that only two of WALTER'S
epithets were lost through treating these combinations as illegitimate (see LANJOUW,Bot.
Nomencl. and Tax. 1950, p. 21). The combinations were validly published, being effectively
published and accompanied by descriptions
(Art. 37), but were illegitimate since, contrary
to Art. 27, they were not combinations consisting of a generic name and a specific epithet.
PROP. 5

(I:

221)

Rejected.

PROP. 6
PROP. 7

(23: 205)
(203: 25)

Rejected
Accepted.
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Recommendation XV

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(204: 36)
( 5: 192)

Accepted.
Rejected.

New Article 28 bis
PROP.
PROP.

(150: 76)
( 50: 160)

Discussion on these proposals was postponed
until Prof. LANJOUW'S
return (see p. 497).
New Article 28 ter
PROP.

( I: 221)

Rejected.

Article 29
Article 28
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

( 7: 205)
(40: 158)

PROP. 3

(67: 129)

Dr. DE WIT suggested th at "subspecific"
should be replaced in the proposal by "intraspecific" or "subordinate."
Dr. BOIVINmoved that the principle be accepted and the text left to the Editorial Committee. This was agreed.
Dr. FOSBERGpointed out that this was essentially the same as Prop. 5 which had been
accepted in the preliminary voting.
PROP. 4
PROP. 5

(11: 190)
(180: 53)

6
7
8
9

( 9: 202)
( 6: 203)
(26: 147)
( 2: 200)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

Recommendation XIV
PROP. 1

(14: 231)

Rejected.

Recommendation XIV bis
PROP.

( 0: 220)

Rejected.

(9: 228)

Rejected.

Article 30
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(25: 167)
( 2: 215)
(28: 191)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

New Article 30 bis
PROP.

( 6: 215)

Rejected.

New Article 30 ter
PROP.

(29: 204)

Rejected.
Accepted.

To be sent to the Editorial Committee.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

PROP. 1

Rejected.
Rejected.

Rejected.

Recommendation· XVIII
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1
2
3
4
5
6

(137: 86)
(132: 78)
(1: 192)
(13: 178)
(10: 176)
(126: 81)

PROP. 7
PROP. 8

(6: 181)
(121: 90)

Rejected.

PROP. 9

(15: 182)

Rejected.

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

Proposals 1, 2, 6 and 8, that Rec. XVIII be
deleted, had not received the two-thirds major-
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ity in the preliminary
voting required
for
automatic acceptance.
A motion lor the deletion
ol Rec. XVIII was therefore put to the vote by
show of cards, and carried· by a very large
majority.
Reconunendarlon
PROP.

1

XIX

(123: 91)

Mr. AIRY SHAW proposed th at Rec. XIX
Prop. 1 be accepted, and this was seconded by
Dr. CAMP.
Dr. SPRAGUE said that although it might be
practically
impossible to follow Rec. XIX as
to epithets which had been used previously for
subdivisions of other species in the same genus,
it was-except
in very large genera such as
H ieracium and Rubus-easy
to do so in the
case of epithets which had been used previously
for species in the same genus, since these were
listed in the Index Kewensis and its Supplements.
He accordingly suggested the acceptance of the. following revised wording of Rec.
XIX:
"Botanists
proposing new epithets for subdivisions of species should avoid such as have
been used previously for species in the same
genus. "
Dr. FOSBERG said that as there was nothing
mandatory
about the Recommendation
he did
not see why it should be deleted. The proposed
new wording was put to the vote by show of cards
and carried unanimously.
New Reconunendation

Rejected.

(6: 225)

PROP.

XIX bis

§ 6. Names of hybrids and

Secrlon 4

half-breeds
This has already
485).
Secrlon 5.

Condirlons of effective publication

PROP.

1

(

PROP.

2

(210:

492

been dealt with (see p. 482-

5: 190)
38)

Rejected.

Accepted.

Article 36
Dr. SPRAGUE made some introductory
remarks on the conditions of effective publication. He drew attention to the publication
of
"Candollea."
It appears in parts and is distributed
to Institutions
etc. as a whole. He
said that Prof.BAEHNI had told him that the
separates from "Candollea" were placed onsale,
though few were actually sold. He had suggested the addition of the words "Provided
that the separates
themselves
are placed on
sale" in order to pre vent priority being obtained
for names belore they were accessible to the
general public or to Botanical Institutions.
Prof. BAEHNI confirmed the statement
regarding the issue of the separates from "Candolleao "
PROP.

1

(160: 64)

Accepted.

Dr. SPRAGUE suggested that the words "up
to and including"
might
be clearer
than
"through."
PROP.

2

(

PROP.

3

(17:195)

PROP.

4

(128: 108)

1: 223)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Dr. FOSBERG said that
catalogues
were
ephemeral
publications,
not usually filed in
libraries, and were hard to locate.
Dr. CAMP thought that many good and accepted names occurred in old catalogues, (seedsmen's and nurserymen's),
and that in order
to avoid further chaos we must accept them. He
thought it would be satisfactory to have a limiting date, af ter which publication in such catalogues would be non-effective.
Prof. LAWRENCE thought that, contrary to
Dr. FOSBERG'S views just expressed, there were
good collections of catalogues in the United
States, at least four in Britain, one in the Netherlands, one in Geneva and others elsewhere.
Many well-established
names would be upset
if this provision were made retroactive.
Miss EASTWOOD emphasized
the disadvantages of not taking up these old names found in
catalogues; she cited some of PURDY'S·names

Discussions:
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from his catalogue, where she said the first believed that several journals accepted by botanists as mediums of publication were registered
description of the plants also occurred.
Dr. SPRAGUE
remarked that these were very as newspapers. What was to be done about
this 1
telling examples.
Dr. SPRAGUE
referred to Art. 36, Prop. 9 of
Prof. LAWRENCE
thought that the date 1935
might be fixed as a starting point for the pro- Dr. HYLANDERparagraph 4: "From Jan. lst,
posal.
1952, the publication ol a new name, even il acProf. BAEHNIalso thought a starting point companied by a Latin diagnosis, in tradesmen's
was necessary, if this were agreed he would catalogues or in newspapers is not considered as
support the proposal.
ettective publication." This he said was similar
Dr. HYLANDERsuggested Jan. Ist 1952 as to Dr. FOSBERG'S
proposal with the date added.
the startingpoint.
It was decided to vote on this with the result
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
demande pourquoi on that it was carried by a very large majority.
met l~s tirès à part dans une catégorie différente
The vote means the following addition: From
de celle des livres1 Leur date, en effet, est ac- Jan. Ist 1952, the publication of a new name,
ceptée, à moins de preuve du contraire, pour- even if accompanied by a Latin diagnosis, in
quoi ne pas ajouter cela pour la date des livres1 tradesmen's catalogues or in newspapers is not
C'est jeter la suspicion sur les tirages à part.
considered as effective publication (para. 4,
Prof. MATTFELD:Eine Zeitschrift, die alle Prop. 9).
Diagnosen sammelt, macht diese Vorséhriften
PROP. 5
(22: 191)
Withdrawn.
überflüssig.
This was withdrawn by Dr. SPRAGUE,who
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
said that there were
eXplained that it had been impossible to reach
to be found very good published names in
agreement on the proposed list of representative
old catalogues such as were in DE CANDOLLE'S
Botanical Institutions. See LANJOUW,Bot. NoLibrary. He said that he thought we could
mencl. and Tax. 1950, pp. 32, 33.
only rule for the future.
(28: 160)
Rejected.
Prof. ROUSSEAUsaid that personally he PROP. 6.
sympathised with Dr. FOSBE:RG'S
proposal, and
Dr. DE WIT said he had employed the words
this would confirm a name he had already pro- "a reasonable number of copies" because acposed, but he drew attention to the fact that
cording to the present Rules, TEYS.and BINN.
aU the names proposed by MARSHALL
in his Catalogue of 1854 known only in two copies (of
"Arbustrum Americanum" would have to be which one was recently lost) contains valid
abandoned. Consequently we should have to names which if followed up would involve more
choose new names for many North American or less 40 name changes, even of one or two
plants.
American plants. He thought two copies unDr. SPRAGUE
summed up and proposed that,
reasonable and that the point ought to be
in view of such works as PURDY'SCatalogue clarified. He also mentioned certain difficulties
mentioned by Miss EASTWOOD
and l\!ARSHALL'Sthat had arisen during the war years over the
Arbustrum Americanum mentioned by Dr. distribution of certain periodicals, but it was
ROUSSEAU,the provision should not be re- decided that it was better to treat such cases on
troactive. Should the starting date be Prof. their own merits rather than to attempt to deal
LAWRENCE'Sdate 1935 or Dr. HYLANDER's with them by a special provision in the Rules.
19521
PROP. 7
( 2: 204)
Rejected.
Prof. LAWRENCEagreed to Jan. Ist 1952.
(26: 193)
Rejected.
Mr. DANDYsaid that, while he agreed with PROP. 8
the proposition in principle, he would liketo
Mr STEVENSON,
the joint author of Prop. 8,
ask what is the definition of a newspaper. He asked whether if this proposition were rejected,
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it would he possible to have the subject matter
used as an example.
Dr. A. C. SMITHsupported Prop. 8. Microfilm publication he considered was not desirabie.
The proposal was an excellent one, not covered
elsewhere in the Rules.
Dr. ROGERSthought that as the matter is not
covered elsewhere in the Rules, the italicised
parts of Prop. 8 might be adopted.
Dr. BLAKEthought it would be easy to make
one microfilm copy and thus meet the requirement for the "existence of the material."
Dr. FOSBERGconsidered that such a case is
not merely hypothetical. It actually is the
practice to make at least one microfilm, this
practice will become more frequent in the future
if permitted.
Dr. ROGERSagreed with Dr. FOSBERGand
withdraw his suggestion.
Mr. STEARNspoke against considering the
making of a microfilm from a manuscript deposited in a library, as effective publication.
It is always possible for an alteration to be made
in a manuscript, even in one deposited in a
library, between the making of one microfilm
and another.
Dr. SMITHwanted to vote on Prop. 8 as
worded in the Synopsis.
Dr. PATRICKsaid that in the United States a
great deal of pressure is being made to publish
doctoral theses dealing with taxonomy by
microfilm etc.
Therefore we should either affirm or reject
methods similar to microfilm and microprinting.
Dr. RICKETTthought th at if it is the sense of
the meeting that microfilm is not an acceptable
means of publication, the proposal should make
this more clear and he suggested to substitute
for the italicised words "or the issue of microfilms made from manuscripts."
Dr. BLAKEsaid th at microprinting was involved. He wondered if the matter could be
referred to a Committee.
Dr. HYLANDERthought a definition of
"printed matter" was needed.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
signale que les microfilms constituent seulement une possibilité de
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publication et non pas une publication ellemême. C'est seulement si la production d'un
micro-film atteint 200 ou 300 exemplaires qu'on
pourrait appeler cela une publication, et encore,
cela est contestable.
Prof. ROLLINSsaid that new methods of printing are in course of development, and we should
not stultify their possible advantages to botany
by ruling in advance against them. Therefore
the wording of any limitation should be carefully drawn.
It was then suggested that Prof. WEHMEYER
and Dr. STEVENSON
should consider rewording
their proposal, and bring it up later on.
PROP. 9

(28: 177)

Rejected.

As has been stated above, para. 4 of this
proposal has been accepted.
PROP. 10

( 5: 209)

PROP. 11

(203: 25)

Rejected.

Dr. BOIVINsaid that this proposal means th at
the footnote to Art. 36 should be deleted.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that would automatically
be done.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid he would like to point
out that there might be added to this Article
that all publication of new names should be
sent to the Bureau of Taxonomy which he
thought would be formed.
Dr. BLAKEasked if Prop. 11 were accepted
would it rule out Wallich's catalogue1
Dr. SPRAGUEagreed, but doubted whether
any accepted names would be lost thereby.
Dr. CAMPsaid many machines were called
"printing machines."
Prof. LANJOUW
said microprinting was printed matter.
Mr. Ross said that Prop. 11 covers microcards, but not manuscript deposited withmicrofilm reproduction permitted.
Dr. HYLANDERmoved that Prop. 11 be accepted.
Dr. RICKETTsaid that printed matter is very
hard to define in such a way as to exclude
microfilm. Prop. 8 does not accomplish this.
"Printing" is the reproduction of identical co-

Discussions.!
pies from a matrix-whether
film or paper is
used it would not be practical to say.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that the Section must decide whether they wished to vote on Prop. 11
with the addition of the sentence from Prop. 8.
Mr. STEARNproposed the addition of the
words "unless there is evidence to the contrary"
to the third paragraph of Art. 36.
Dr. FOSBERG
wished to accept Prop. 11 as it
stands and Prop. 8 as amended by Dr. RICKETT
replacing the italicised words by "or the issue
of microfilm Inade from manuscripts" and to
add to para. 3 "unless there is evidence to the
contrary. "
Dr. FOSBERGthen read the whole text ofthe
revised Article.
Art. 36 as amended. Publication is effected
under these Rules, by distribution, by sale, by
exchange, or otherwise of printed matter. No
other kind of publication is accepted as effective: communication of new names at a
public meeting, or the placing of names in collections or gardens open to the public, or the
issue of microfilm made from manuscripts does
not constitute effective publication. Up to and
including Dec. 3lst 1951 publication by indelible autograph is accepted.
Offer for sale of material that does not exist
does not constitute effective publication.
When separates from periodicals or other
works placed on sale are issued in advance, the
date on the separate is accepted as the date of
effective publication unless there is evidence to
the contrary.
On and from Jan. Ist 1952 the publication
of a new name, even if accompanied by a Latin
diagnosis, in tradesmen's catalogues or in newspapers is not considered as effective publication.
Note. For purposes of this Article handwritten material, even though reproduced by
some process such as lithography, offset, metallic etching or microfilm is still considered autographic.
Dr. ROGERSgave an example of Selaginella
species published by HIERONYMUS
in Hedw.
51: 241-272. 1912. They were validly published on Oct. 15th, 1911, even though the date
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does not appear on the separate, since the
volume in which the paper appeared states (p.
(11)) that the separate appeared on that date.
This was referred to the Editorial Committee
as an oblique example of the application of the
phrase "unless there is evidence to the contrary" in Art. 36 as amended.
Dr. FOSBERG
said that Mr. STEARNcould also
give an example.
A motion for the acceptance of the new wording
of Art. 36 was then put to the vote and was
carried unanimously.
New Recommendation

PROP.

(139: 88)
New Recommendation

PROP.

XX bis

XX ter

(164: 64)

Prof. PAPENFUSS
said he would like to ask
that the publication of species in exsiccatae be
outlawed along with those under discussion.
After a very short discussion it was decided to
vote on the acceptance of the first part of XX
bis down to "general botanical public" and to
add to it the last sentence of XX ter "or in
those produced by such methods that their
permanence is unlikely."
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote by show of
cards, and the motion was carried unanimously.
New Recommendation

PROP.

XX quater

(106: 93)

Prof. HOLTTUMcalled attention to the fact
that he had proposed a change in Art. 37 which
would have the same effect as Rec. XX quater
with the force of a Rule.
Prof. LANJOUWdid not consider this was a
very important recommendation but there was
nothing against it.
Dr. BOIVINthought the editors should delete
the first three words "from 1950 onwards."
Dr. DONKthought it might be preferabie to
deal with this new Recommendation in connection with Art. 37, 42 and 44, where it is pro-
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posed to delete the words "under another
name."
Vnder the present Rules the proposition
under discussion conflicts with the Articles
mentioned, which prescribe that the reference
should be to a description under another name.
Leaving out of account the word "another" for
the moment, "name" means in these Articles
"a validly published name," see Art. 19. Because pre-Linnean names are not validly published, a new name cannot be validly published
by a reference to a pre-Linnean description.
Dr. SPRAGUEexplained th at under the Rules,
pre-Linnean literature, including both description and names, was effectively published, if
it complied with Art. 36. Publication· of descriptions and names could accordingly be effective from the date of the invention of printing,
whereas valid publication of names did not start
until1753 (or later in certain cases). Those who
held that pre-Linnean descriptions were not
effectively published were confusing taxonomy
with nomenclature: botanical taxonomy started
long before 1753, though recognised botanical
nomenclature began at that date. Pre-Linnean
descriptions and figures had often to be taken
into account in order to determine the correct
application of Linnean names. From the time
of Linnaeus onwards, the publication of numerous names of taxa had been validated by references to effectively published pre-Linnean
descriptions. Pyrolirion albicans Herb. (now
known as Oooperia albicans) was a case in point,
being based solely on a description and figure
published by FEUILLÉE.
Vnder the present wording of Art. 42 and 44,
the publication of a name of a genus or species
was validated by reference to a pre-Linnean
description, if the pre-Liimean author had used
a different name for the taxon, but not if he had
used the same name. The new wording was
designed to remove this absurd anomaly.
It would be highly undesirable to introduce
into the Rules a new and retroactive provision,
outlawing many names published according to
accepted practice during the past two centuries.
He thought however that this method of valida-
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tion might perhaps be prohibited in the future,
say from Jan. Ist 1952.
Mr. DANDYpreferred that this mat.ter be
treated as a Recommendation, and that names
based on pre-Linnean literature should not be
definitely prohibited. There are cases in which
the sum total of our knowledge of a plant is
confined to pre-Linnean literature, and such
plants should be named.
Dr. HYLANDER
recommended the acceptance
of the first sentence of Rec. XX quater, and deletion of the second sentence.
Dr. SPRAGUE
put this to the vote by show of
cards and it was carried with a very large
majority.
On a question as to the precise wording of the
Recommendation, Prof. MERRILL
said the wording would be considered by the Editorial Committee.
~New Recommendation XX quinquies
PROP.

(19: 185)

Rejected.

New Article 36 bis
PROP.

(89: 98)

Dr. SPRAGUE
asked Dr. DE WIT if he wished
to speak as author of the proposal.
Dr. DE WIT said he thought it was necessary
to establish the day of publication whenever
possible. The necessity for this had already
been clearly feIt in the case of the various starting points. This proposal is a first. step towards
a clearer understanding of the moment of publication, which is of utmost importance in cases
of close priority.
Prof. LANJOUWthought para. 3 could be
deleted.
Prof. BAEHNIthought para. 4 could be deleted.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
suggested the word "volume" in place of "work."
Dr. CAMPthought unfortunate as was the
situation the Rules should not include such
things as reminders of events as found in the
examples given under the proposals.

Discussions:
Prof. HOCHREUTINER demande de préciser
ce qu'on entend par "work" en anglais? Faut-il
le traduire par "ouvrage" ou "livre?"
Si c'est
un libre, ce peut être un périodique, mais nous
y sommes opposés et nous nous basons sur ce
qui a été décidé à propos de "Candollea."
Les 2 premiers paragraphes
de cet article
sont acceptés.
Dr. DE WIT considered the objections were
entirely reasonable and he withdrew aU (including examples), except paragraphs one and
two.
Dr. SPRAGUEmoved that we adopt paragraphs
1 and 2 of Art. 36 bis and called for a vote by
show of cards.
The motion was carried by a large majority.
New Article 36 ter
PROP.

(91: 97)

Prof. LANJOUW drew attention to his comments in the Synopsis on this article of Prof.
HUMBERT. It was agreed this proposal could
no t be made retroactive.
Dr. HYLANDER drew attention to his Prop.
9 of Art. 36, last paragraph and note.
Some of the members preferred Prof. HUMBERT'S wording and some Dr. HYLANDER'S.
Dr. RAMsBoTToM proposed the wording of
Prof. HUMBERT and the example of Dr. HyLANDER, if approved by the Editorial Committee. He also said that a question arises about
the status of booklets issued with exsiccatae
which give the descriptions of new species and
whether they are placed on sale or not.
Dr. HYLANDERwithdrew his proposal on the
understanding
tha t the "note" be referred to
the Editorial
Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEcaUed for a vote on Art. 36 ter
as it stands. The Article was carried by a very
large majority.
Those Articles postponed during the earlier
part of the session in order to await Prof.
LANJOUW'S return were next considered.
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PROP.
PROP.

(150:
1

76)

( 58: 160)

On a proposal by Prof. LANJOUW it was decided to consider Art. 28 bis first. He pointed
out that his new Art. 28 bis and Dr. GLEASON'S
Prop. 1 differed only very slightly.
He said
that his version was accepted by the Utrecht
Conference, and Dr. GLEASON'S was accepted
with a slight majority by the American botanists.
Dr. RICKETT said the essential difference between the two versions is in the use of the words
"taxon" and "infraspecific."
He said that the
change was ac cept a bie to Dr. GLEASON.
Mr. Ross pointed out that the second paragraph of Dr. GLEASON'Spropos al covers a point
not covered by Prof. LANJOUW. This is needed
also and should be incorporated,
edited as
necessary.
Prof. LANJOUwagreed.
Dr. BOIVIN moved that the principle
embodied in the foUowing proposals be accepted
and that the text be left to the Editorial Committee:
Art.
Art.
New
Art.
Art.
Rec.

28 Prop. 3 (Gleason).
28 Prop. 7 (Botanistes Belges).
Art. 28 bis (Lanjouw).
28 bis Prop. 1 (Gleason).
30 bis (Bóivin).
XXXV Prop. 3 (Boivin).

Dr. FOSBERGthought Art. 28, Prop. 7 rather
different.
Dr. SPRAGUE said the Editorial Committee
would certainly take all into account.
Prof. HOCHREUTINERtrouve que la proposition LANJOUW est un progrès très important
et illa recommande à l'assemblée.
Prof. ROBYNS preferred the text of Prof.
LANJOUW.
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote on the new Art.

28 bis and the other proposals mentioned by Dr.
to be taken into consideration
by the
Editorial Committee.
The vote was carried by a very large majority.

BOIVIN

Article 26 bis
PROP.

(153:

49)
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New Article 26 bis

PROP.

flected in uncertainty and liability to change
in subdivisional names. The genus Anemone
in which A. nemorosa has been selected as the
type species by some, but for which on historical
grounds a monographer would prefer A. coronaria is an example: there exist good sectional
names already and this new rule is accordingly
undesirable.
Prof. LANJOUW
said th at if you are in such an
awkward position that you cannot typify a
particular generic name you cannot apply this
rule.
Dr. HYLANDER
suggested that the term "subgenus" might be uséd instead of "subdivision."
Prof. LANJOUW
agreed.
Prof. LAMsuggested that the Editorial Committee should add an example.
Dr. SPRAGUE:Then put to the vote the New
Art. 26 bis as amended.
This was carried by a large majority.

(153: 49)

Prof. BAEHNIsuggested the deletion of the
words "if no earlier legitimate name is available."
Prof. LANJOUWagreed to this amendment.
Mr. STEARNpointed out that the use at one
and the same time of the same name for two
groups of different circumscription, for the
genus and for one of its subdivisions, was likely
to lead to lack of precision or else awkwardness
of expression when discussing such matters as
geographical distribution, cytology, phylogeny,
etc., which concern both; it would be necessary
always to state whether the genus or the subdivision was meant instead of this being clear
from the names alone. Moreover, in some genera
there is uncertainty as to which species should
be taken as the type, and this would be re-
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July llth, 9.30 a. m.-12.30
Chairman:

E. D.

Section 6. Conditions and dates of valid
publication of names
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(26: 69)
(28: 62)

Prof. MERRILL
moved that the Editorial Committee be asked to consider both these propositions. This was agreed t~.
Article 37
PROP. 1

(74: 101)

Prof. LANJOUWexplained that the first part
of this proposal belongs under Art. 37 bis.
Dr. ROGERSpointed out that a decision on
paragraph 2 had been taken on the previous
day.
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Prof. LANJOUWagreed that only the first
part remained.
The proposal was also dealt with under Prop.
3 of Art. 37 bis by Dr. FOSBERG.
Prof. MERRILLmoved th at it be deferred till
Prop. 3 of Art. 37 bis be dealt with.
This was agreed.
PROP. 2
PROP. 3
PROP. 4

2: 222)

(

6: 190)

Rejected.
Rejected.

(195: 39)

Dr. SPRAGUEsaid th at the example under
Prop. 4 explained the reason for his propos al.
In the case of Oymbopogon martini the pu blication of the name was validated by the addition of the number "309" which was the run-
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Syn. Pl. Glum. Thus
it was an indirect or implicit reference.
Prof. HOLTTUM
suggested that the term "im~
plicit reference" needs to be clearly defined, as
otherwise it would lend itself to abuse.
Prof. MERRILLmoved the acceptance of Prop.
4 (SPRAGUE).
By show of cards this was carried almost unanimously.

Dr. BOIVINsuggested that should be referred
to the Editorial Committee.
This was agreed.
Mr. STEARNproposed to add as a note the
following:
"An error of citation resulting from a misprint or the author's ignorance of the precise
date of publication does not, however, invalidate the transfer or new name."
Prof. MERRILLwished to call for a vote on the
PROP. 5
(8: 190)
Rejected.
motion.
PROP. 6
(106: 82)
Dr. HYLANDERasked if his proposals 45 bis
This was postponed until Art. 37 bis Prop. 3 and 45 ter could be taken into consideration.
was considered.
Prof. LANJOUWgave the preliminary voting
on these.
PROP. 7
(207: 20)
(19: 192)
Dr. BOIVINmoved the foHowing change in Art. 45 bis
Art.
45
ter
(23:
194)
Prop. 7 instead of "its author, date, and place
Prof.
MERRILL
said
that although automatiof publication" read "proper bibliographic refcally rejected the Editorial Committee might,
erence. "
if
they so desired, consider them.
Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that the Section
Mr.
STEARNasked about his note.
had already approved Prop. 4 concerning "inProf.
MERRILLsuggested that that too should
direct reference."
go
to
the
Editorial Committee.
Dr. HYLANDERthought Prop. 4 (SPRAGUE)
Prof. LANJOUWsaid they might also insert
and Prop. 7 (FOSBERG)could be combined.
the
word "however" after "new Combinations"
Prof. BAEHNIsaid he did not think the French
in
Art.
37 Prop. 7.
language had a word for basonym.
Prof.
MERRILLthen moved that a vote be
Dr. DE WIT thought that Prop. 4 and 7 did
taken
on
Art. 37, Prop. 7 as amended, and that
not really contradiet each other. If the term
basonym were used, he thought it should be the final draft should be left to the Editorial
Committee, who would take note of Dr. BOIspelt basinym.
VIN'S
amendment and Mr. STEARN'Snote.
Dr SPRAGUEgave the derivation of.basonym
This
'was carried almost unanimously.
from basis (~&.(nç) and onyma (è)vu[Loc) and said
th at in such combinations formed from two
Greek words the second of which began with a
vowel, that vowel was retained, e.g. antonym
(from anti and onyma), metonymy (from meta
and onyma).
Dr. DONKsuggested that this proposal should
rather be taken up in connection with Art. 42
Prop. 2. He asked if basonym is left out, whether that would imply that a reference to a misapplied name could make a new name validly
published.
Prof. HOCHREUTINERsuggested that the
word basonym should be defined.1
1 "qu'une note au bas de la page devra expliquer le
mot 'Basonyme' a'il figure dans le texte."

PROP. 8

(225: 4)

Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote and it was
unanimouslyaccepted.
PROP. 9

( 10: 181)

Rejected.

Article 37 bis
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

( 21: 202)
( 23: 189)
(185: 44)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Prof. LANJOUWpointed out that there had
been some complaint concerning the text of
this Article. It had been drawn up by Dr.
SPRAGUEand himself, and they had feIt that
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thepresent text was clearer than that proposed
at Amsterdam. He feIt, however, in the circumstances that the Section should vote on this
as a new proposal.
Dr. SPRAGUE
read the original text from the
Amsterdam Report, p.365. The new wording
concerned·mainly the substitution of the word
"eventual" by "future," as the word "eventuale"
was used in a different sense on the Continent
and it had been decided at Amsterdam that the
words "seu eventuale" should be omitted.
Dr. DONKasked whether the present Art. 37
bis would not be improved if in the first line
"but" is replaced by "or."
Prof. MERRILLand Dr. SPRAGUEsaw no
objection to that.
Dr. BOIVINmoved th at Art. 37 bis Prop. 3
be accepted, and that the present text and
examples of 37 bis and Art. 37 Prop. 1 and 6 be
referred to the Editors for consideration.
Prof. ROUSSEAU
proposed to delete the note
under 37 bis Prop. 3. He considered it was not
advisable to retain it.
Prof. ST J OHNsaid that this proposal· would
validate the use of alternative names in the
instance th at the name wal;!proposed for inmediate use. He submitted that the distinction
between names for immediate use and those for
future use is one that is impossible to apply,
since each subsequent use of a name is really a
use. in the future. Hence the proposition 3
would ,be impossible to apply' with certainty.
Dr. HYLANDER
pointed out the "note" under
Art. 37 bis Prop. 3 was not the same as the
"note" in the Report of the Utrecht Conference
which was "This article does not apply to
alternativ~ names such as Andropogon bcquaerti
De Wild., which was proposed by DE WILDEMAN(Bull. Jard. Bot. Brux. vi p. 8, 1919) as
an alternative name for immediate use by those
who accepted the wider circumscription of the
genus Andropogon previously in use."
Prof. ROBYNSexpressed his agreement with
this.
Dr. RICKETTsaid the attempt to distinguish
~'alternative"
and provisional names is productive of trouble, and nothing is to be gained
500

byattempting
to save "alternative" names.
The nûte should be omitted,and the article
reworded to exclude or invalidate aUprovisional
and alternative names. The Prop. 6 of Art. 37
of Prof. ST JOHNpara. 3 should be added as a
no te .
Prof. ROBYNSoutlined the discussion that
took place at Amsterdam concerning provisional
and alternative names.
Mrs. SPRAGUEsaid that before 1935 it was
customary to insert "nom. provis." or "nom.
alternativ." in the Supplements of the Index
Kewensis when required, but after 1935 it was
considered wiser not to do this, as often it was
very difficuit to decide whether a name was
provisional or alternative.
Dr. ROGERSthought the rule adopted at
Amsterdam had proved sufficiently satisfactory
for fourteen years. No difficulty had yet been
reported. The text then adopted should be retained.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid he had never been able to
understand Art. 37 bis. He thought Prop. 3
seemed much the clearest wording and would
be very satisfactory with the addition of a provision disposing of alternative names.
Dr. MARTINsaid that Dr. MURRILLhad described hundreds of species assigning them to
genera recognised by himself and those who
follow him, and also assigning names for the
same species if referred to another genus in use
by other mycologists. These are therefore, alternative names, and under the interpretation
suggested, neither would be validly published.
Dr. DONK said the example of MURRILL'S
names mentioned by Dr. MARTINcovered several hundreds of specific combinations.
Prof. MERRILLremarked another trouble for
the Mycologists!
Dr. BLAKEstated that the precise meaning of
the term "alternative name" was not clear to
him. If an author describes a new species
Oymbopogon bequaerti and give the alternative
name Andropogon bequaerti, then Oymbopogon
bequaerti is in a sense also an alternative name,
because only one of these names can be used at
a time. He judged from comments from the
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audience that the primary name used by the
author would not be regarded as an "alternative
name."
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
propose de supprimer
la distinction des noms alternatifs et de les
considérer comme valables, les deux alternatifs
étant adOOs comme valablement publiés.
Prof. BAEHNIestime nécessaire de dire qu'un
nom provisoire, donné à cause de l'ignorance de
l'auteur du rang exact du groupe, est néanmoins valablement publié.
Dr. FOSBERGproposed that the note from
Art. 37 bis Prop. 3 should be deleted and that
there should be a vote on the propos al only.
Dr. BOIVINseconded this-replacing
"but"
by "or."
He suggested that Dr. RICKETT'Sproposal
should be considered next.
Prof. MERRILLput Art. 37 bis Prop. 3 as thU8
amended to the vote by show of cards.
It was carried almost unanimously.
Prof. LANJOUWthen asked Dr. RICKETTto
give the text of his proposal.
Dr. RWKETT "Alternative names shall be
treated as not validly published."
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested the addition of "On
and from Jan. Ist 1952."
Dr. BOIVINproposed the following text "Before Jan. Ist, 1952 alternative names (nomina
alternativa) are treated as validly published,
but as illegitimate."
"Note: Both names are treated as illegitimate." He considered this as a re-affirmation
of the Amsterdam proposal.
Dr. ROGERSsaid if this wording were accepted
neither of the alternative names would be
validly published, because both are alternative.
The wording must be changed. One name of the
two must not be regarded as alternative.
Dr. A. C. SMITHalso thought the wording
must be changed.
Prof. ST J OHNthought it should be pointed
out when considering alternative names that
there are two kinds. One author may publish
two names, indicating that he accepts one
name, .but provides a second name for the authors who prefer the taxon in another position.
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Another author may publish two names as fuU
alternatives without giving any indication that
he himself accepts one of them. It seems th at
these two methods of publishing alternatlve
names are not equal.
Prof. MERRILLthought the first name might
be chosen.
Dr. ROLLINS pointed out that the case
where an author proposes alternative names
without definitely accepting either was taken
care of by the acceptance of the first portion
of Prop. 3.
Prof. MERRILLthen put to the vote the proposal of Dr. RICKETT with Dr. SPRAGUE'S
amendment "On and trom Jan. lst., 1952 alternative names shall be treated as not validly published."
The Editorial Committee to consider the best
wording.
The pröposal was carried by a very large
majority.
Artiele 38
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1

( 2: 219)

2

(2:

3
4

(16: 185)

5

(18: 207)

227)

(23: 115)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

The following discussion took place on Art.
38 Prop. 3.
Dr. HusTEDT: Viele junge NaturwissenschaftIer können kein Latein, weil die Kenntnis
der lateinischen Sprache nicht mehr erfordedich
ist. Viele algologische Floren bringen die Beschreibungen nur in einer neuen Sprache. In
zusammenfassenden Floren mit Bestimmungstabellen, Beschreibungen und Abbildungen sind
neue Einheiten als gültig anzuerkennen. Ein
Appendix oot lateinischen Diagnosen würde die
botanischen Werke verteuern. Tafelwerke können keine lateinischen Diagnosen geben. Wenn
bei den Kollegen Toleranz erwartet wird, werden alle Regeln iUusorisch. Daher soll man
Gesetze erlassen, die auch ohne Toleranz innegehalten werden.
Ich empfehle daher die Vorschrift lateinlscher

501

NOM

N omenclature

Diagnosen aufzuheben. Zu fordern ist eine Beschreibung in zwei Sprachen, von denen eine
lateinisch, englisch, französisch oder deutsch
sein solI.
Prof. W. VISCHER: Wichtige Werke, wie
RABENHORST
usw., bringen die Diagnosen nur
in deutscher oder einer anderen modernen
Sprache. Die Phycologen, und wahrscheinlich
auch die Mykologen schlagen vor: Prop. 3
(LUND)zu Art. 38 in folgender Fassung anzunehmen, nachdem die Phycologen nochmals
darüber beraten haben werden.
"The diagnoses of all algal taxa shall be given
in two languages, one of which shall be Latin,
French, German or English. The diagnosis of
every alga new to science shall be accompanied
by an adequate illustration and by the pertinent
dimensions. "
Prof. MATTFELDbemerkt dazu, dass diese
neue Fassung des Prop. 3 die in einer modernen
Sprache erschienenen Diagnosen nicht gültig
macht, da ja jetzt zwei Sprachen vorgeschrieben
werden; und da der Artikel rückwirkende Kraft
hat, würde er alle bisherigen Algen-Diagnosen
ungültig machen!
Prof. PAPENFUSS
said that the Special Committee on Diatoms and Algae unanimously
agreed that for these groups the requirement of
a Latin diagnosis should be abandoned, and
that Latin, French, German or English he substituted. He believed that it would be wise to
delay action on this proposition until a more
representative group of algologists have assembled to discuss this question.
Dr. BLAKEstated that the quality of most
botanical Latin made it desirabIe to require two
descriptions, one in Latin and one in the author's own language, in order that the author's
meaning might be clearly indicated.
Prof. HEIMestime qu'il conviendrait de distinguer la diagnose, qui est une description
concise et de valeur comparative, de la description que bien des botanistes, notamment
les mycologues, ont tendance à détailler de plus
en plus.
Si la diagnose devait toujours conserver cette
définition concise, le maintien de la langue
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latine se justifierait. Mais, dans l'état actuel
de la connaissance Însuffisante de cette langue,
il paraît justifié d'ajouter les langues française
et anglaise au latin, d'autant plus que ces deux
langues vivantes sont les seules qui soient admises officiellement pour l'établissement de
textes de juridiction internationale. Bien entendu, l'adjonction dela langue allemande pourrait être admise à condition qu'elle n'offre pas
de nouveIle surenchère.
Dr. BOIVINthought it was impossible to do
Taxonomic Botany without a knowledge of
Latin. He wished the present rule maintained.
He thought it might perhaps be possible to put
forward the date for compulsory Latin diagnoses in the Algae to 1953.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that at present the rules
require a Latin diagnosis. He regretted the
tendency towards fragmentation in the Rules.
Many people are not monographers, but are
interested in many groups of plants. The
Rules should be uniform for all groups. If we
neglect Latin then national feelings may be
aroused.
Dr. A. C. SMITHthought that Art. 38 should
not be weakened by such additions as proposed
by the Algologists.
Mr. Ross said that as far as Algology is concerned Art. 38 is in contradiction to Art. 3.
In work on the Diatoms he very rarely read
anything written in Latin. Furthermore the
Special Committees on Diatoms and Algae were
unanimous in approving the principle of Art.
39 Prop. 3, with the addition of Latin as one
of the alternatives.
Prof. SINGERthought that Art. 38 should be
valid for all groups in Botany without exception. If Dr. HEIM'S proposal should find a
majority, I would move to include the Spanish
language.
Dr. DONKsaid that if the Rules allow too
many special provisions for valid publication of
the different groups, it will become increasingly
difficult to establish whether a name is a (generic) homonym or if it belongs to a group outside the field of the specialist who is trying to
establish homonymy. He should prepare a card
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index for the separate groups entering on them
the various special provisions.
Dr. HusTEDT thought the mother language
should come first and the second language to
be the German, French, English etc.
Dr. ROGERSapproved Spanish as of equal
standing with English, French, German, etc.,
but opposed relaxation of the requirements of
Latin.
Dr. SMITHsaid if only one language were
necessary it might be Japanese, Russian or
Chinese etc. He wanted the Latin diagnosis to
be imperative.
Prof. PAPENFUSSsaid he realised that the
Latin diagnosis might be extremely short in
order to comply with the Rules, and he considered it more or less of a farce.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER:
Il est regrettable que
la question des langues ait été évoquée. On a
admis la diagnose latine à Cambridge et je vous
supplie d'en rester lá. Si on accepte deux langues vivantes, que pourrions-nous faire si l'on
publiait en Chinois ou en Hindoustan?
Mr. STEARN
proposed to modify the third line
to read "are accompanied by a Latin diagnosis
or description," in view of the distinction which
had been made by the speakers between a
diagnosis and a description.
Dr. A. C. SMITHmoved that Art. 38 should be
left precisely as it is.
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote by show
of cards.
It was carried by a large majority.
Mr. Ross then asked if the second part of
Prop. 3 could now be considered namely the
question of illustrations to accompany algal
diagnoses.
Dr. BOIVINthought this might concern aU
groups not only Algae.
Dr. HYLANDERproposed postponing this
question.
Dr. A. C. SMITHthought no exceptions should
be made now.
Prof. PAPENFUSSspoke on the desirability
of illustrations as far as Algae were concerned.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid we cannot legislate good
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taxonomic work. We had no reason to believe
that the algologists would follow any new rule
any more than they have the old. We cannot
amend the Rules every time someone makes a
mistake.
Dr. BLAKEreverted to the question of compulsory Latin diagnoses for Algae. He stated
that the effective date of the requirement for
Latin diagnoses had been gradually advanced
from 1908 to 1935 because describers (particularlyNorth American ones) of flowering plants
had not supplied such diagnoses and suggested
that the date for the application of the requirement as regards Algae be moved to Jan. Ist,
1952.
Prof. MERRILLruled th at that matter had already been settled by the vote accepting Art.
38 as it stands.
Dr. SPRAGUEgave a short account of the
discussions on the Latin diagnosis at various
Congresses. He recalled how Prof. MERRILL
had stated at Cambridge in 1930 that he knew
no Latin in his youth, but had had no difficulty
learning it later in life when he went to the
Philippines, and that the late Dr. BRIQUEThad
added that everyone who had studied the very
numerous Latin descriptions of new groups
published by Prof. MERRILLknew that they
were perfectly clear and intelligible.
Dr. ROGERSsaid that there was a precedent
for the requirement of publication of figures in
Art. 45, where the paleobotanists require it.
The wishes of the algologists in the matter
should be followed.
Dr. DONKsaid there was a danger in prescribing a description and an illustration because these might be drawn up from different
objects. The situation exists already in fossi!
plants (Art. 45).
Dr. L. O. WILLIAMS
said that illustrations are
expensive and may sometimes prohibit the
publication of a paper on Algae.
Prof. MERRILLthen put the following motion
before the meeting and called for a vote by
show of cards:
"That the last sentence of Art. 38 Prop. 3
(Lund) be added to Art. 38." The vote being
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indecisive a vote by ballot was taken
following result:

PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

ln favour 150.
Against 174.
PROP.

4

(23: 115)

Rejected.

Dr. BLAKE again raised the question of Latin
diagnoses of Algae. He suggested that the date
for the obligatory
Latin diagnoses for Algae
should be moved to Jan. Ist 1953.
Prof. LANJOUWthought it would be unwise to
have a special date for algologists.
Prof. PAPENFUSS thought that Dr. BLAKE'S
proposal would be a satisfactory
solution.
Dr. SMITH pointed out that a vote had already been taken oD: the matter.
Prof. MERRILL ruled that the question had
already been settled by the vote in favour of
retaining Art. 38 precisely as it stands.
PROP.

5

(18: 207)

Rejected.

Article 39
PROP.

1

( 6: 194)

Article 41

with the

Rejected.

New Article 39 bis

1
2
3

( 7: 148)
( 55: 111)
(118: 51)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Dr. SPRAGUEexplained that this propos al of
Dr. HYLANDER was in two parts, and th at the
second part concerning
fossil plants
would
come before the Paleo botanical Committee and
that it was only necessary·to
vote on the first
part, viz.:
"A name of a taxon is not validly published
merely by mention of the subqrdinated
taxa
included in it."
He explained the meaning of the proposal
saying it referred to such a name as Rhaptopetalaceae and explained that the name was not
validated merely by mention of the three genera
included in it. He also pointed out that in Art.
41 as printed in the Synopsis the last word
"species"
should be replaced by the words
"genera; that of a genus is not validated by
mention of the included species."
Prof. LANJOUW thought
a shorter version
could be obtained by replacing Art. 41 by the
new Proposal 41 (3) of Dr. HYLANDER, the examples to be included. The whole to be referred

to the Editorial Oommittee.
(21: 187)

PROP.

Dr. HYLANDER asked if this proposal of his
could be referred to the Special Committee for
Fungi, as judging from the commentary of the
Rapporteur
he thought his proposal had been
misunderstood.
Prof. MERRILL said the Special Committee
on Fungi might consider it if they thought fit.

Article 40
PROP.
PROP.

1
2

(18: 213)
(27: 199)

Prof. RoussEAu

Rejected.

asked that

referred to the Editorial
consideration.

this proposal

Prof. MERRILL agreed.
PROP.
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( 20: 128)

be

Oommittee for their

Rejected.

Prof. MERRILL put this to the vote by show
of cards.
It was carried almost unanimously.
Article 42
PROP.
PROP.

1
2

( 2: 226)
(199: 22)

Rejected.

Dr. DONK said that this proposal would admit names based on descriptions
in nurserymen's catalogues.
Dr. H YLANDER pointed out that under the
amended version of Art. 36 Prop. 4 which had
already been accepted, on and from Jan. Ist
1952, nurserymen's
catalogues
were not effective means of publication.
Descriptions
in
such catalogues were accompanied· by names,
and it had been agreed that such names published before Jan. Ist 1952 were effectively
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published. Therefore the special difficulty anticipated by Dr. DONKdid not arise. The only
question for decision was the omission of the
words "under another name."
Dr. FOSBERGsaid he had received from Dr.
DONKa carefully written article, and he thought
we must be quite clear as to what is meant by
"under another name." He thought all the
generic names resurrected by O. K UNTZEwould
have to be accepted if these words were left
out.
Dr. SPRAGUEeXplained his proposal, and
said it was to deal with a special case of names
which are based on descriptions written before
the starting point. Under Art. 42 (2) the generic
name Epipogium R. Br. was not validly published, since GMELINhad published his description under Epipogum an orthographic variant
of the same name. If, on the other hand, ROBERT
BROWNhad proposed an entirely new generic
name, that would have been validly published.
The omission of the words "under another
name" would remove this absurd anomaly.
Dr. FOSBERGasked Dr. SPRAGUE
if "name"
when used in the Rules means "valid name,"
or does it mean any name, invalid, vernacular,
Pre- Linnean or otherwise?
Dr. SPRAGU'Esaid th at the word "name"
when used without qualification in the Rules
meant simply a name of a taxon. In Art. 42
(2) the name concerned was a "previouslyand
effectively published" one. Pre-Linnean names
were not validly published, though they might
be effectively published.
Dr. DONKsaid it was regrettable that the
deletion of "under another name" had been
proposed because the acceptance would have
far-reaching consequences. As the Rules stand
now, only new names for already previously
named groups are allowed to be published
validly by a reference to a previously published
description, and more in particular only for the
introduction of name changes (isonoms). "Under another name" was introduced at Vienna
(1) to get rid of pre-Linnean names (and later
on,of pre-starting point names) taken up without an accompanying description; and (2) to
33 - 516756
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prevent that the mere mention of a name should
constitute avalid
publication of that older
name (0. KUNTZE).With the deletion of these
words nomenclators which distinguish between
correct names and synonyms will become publications in which numero us new names are
validly published and many changes in established nomenclature will have to be accepted.
For mycologists especially, STEUDEL'S
Nomenclator and STREM'Swill come to the fore. Long
established usage should not be reversed without considering all these consequences more
carefully.
Mr. DANDYsaid he supported Prop. 2 of
Dr. SPRAGUE
because in his opinion the article
would work quite weIl with the proposed omission. When a name is based on a pre-Linnean
name the essential point is that the new name
is associated with the description accompanYing
the earlier name, and whether this earlier name
is the same or different from the new one is
immaterial. The case of pre-Linnean names
revived by OTTO KUNTZEoffered no difficulties since they were illegitimate under the
Rules.
Dr. ROGERSsaid th at the present Article 20
seemed to cover the situation fully. Mycologists in general find no problem in the deletion
proposed.
Dr. HYLANDERasked what was meant by
"new" in Art. 38. If a name of a taxon has
been effectively but not validly published, is
the taxon still a "new" taxon when it is mentioned next time?
Dr. SPRAGUEconsidered that if the taxon
concerned retained the same type and rank it
was not "new" when validly published. He
thought the wording could be left to the Editorial Committee. He was glad Mr. DANDYhad
so clearly demonstrated that the new name is
associated with the description accompanying
thé earlier name.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
demande le vote de
l'article avec les trois mots supprimés par Mr.
SPRAGUE,qui a prouvé qu'i! est nécessaire.
Cette proposition est acceptée.
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Prof. MERRILLput Art. 42 Prop. 2 to the vote
by show of cards.
This' was carried by a very large majority.

in line 1, to delete the words "or amixomorph;"
in the Note, to place a full stop after "status,"
and delete the rest.
PROP. 3
( 0: 197)
Rejected.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
asked if there was a definition of the term "nothomorph."
Dr. CAMPsaid a definition would accompany
New Article 42 bis
the first appearance of the word in the Rules.
(29: 79)
PROP.
Prof. BAEHNIasked for an explanation of the
term.
Dr. CAMPsaid nothomorphs are genetic segNew Article 42 ter
regates in the same population, they occur in
(25: 78)
PROP.
hybrid swarms, they are not geographical races,
Dr. CAMPsaid that Dr. HYLANDER
had with- and have often been described as separate
drawn his Art. 42 bis and ter, and that he species.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
wished to reject the new
(Dr. CAMP)had proposed a new short article to
proposal,
.
while
he
feels
it is too complicated.
replace them:
Prof.
POLUNINexpressed
regret in the in"For purposes of valid publication namèS in
Latin form given to hybrids are subject to the same terests of simplicity and clarity that it should
Rules as those of non-hybrid taxa of correspond- be deemed necessary to introduce such complicated new terms for what are apt to be the
ing rank."
experiences
of any botanist who observes species
"Note: The parentage, as far as is known,
complexes
in
the field, and consequently wonshould be indicated."
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote by show dered whether any useful purpose would be
served by introducing the proposed new article.
of cards, and it was carried unanimously.
Prof. MERRILLcalled for a vote by show of
cards on Dr. CAMP'Sproposal. This was carried
by a large majority.
New Article 42 quater
As some members of the Section thought the
(24: 77)
PROP.
majority was not very large, a re-vote was
Dr. CAMPproposed to modify Dr. H YLAN- taken with a count which proved to be 50 in
DER'Sproposal in the following way:
favour and 23 against the Article.
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Article 43
PROP. 1
(3: 209)
Rejected.
PROP. 2
(189: 13)
Accepted.
Dr. SPRAGUEexplained that the omission of
the words "of recent plants" gave the Article a
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general application. If the paleobotanists decided against the Artiele, the text would be
varied accordingly by the Editorial Committee.
Art. 43, Prop. 2, was then carried unanimously
by show of cards.

Discussions:
PROP. 3
PROP. 4

(1: 202)
(175: 41)

Rejected.
Accepted.

Dr. BLAKEasked if the effect of this note was
merely.to validate the specific name involved
in a combined generico-specific description.
Dr. SPRAGUEreplied in the affirmative, and
the proposal was unanimously accepted.

New Recommendation

PROP.

(199: 31)

XX sexÎes

Accepted.

Dr. SPRAGUEput this to the vote by show
of cards and it was carried unanimously.

New Article 43 bis

PROP.
(22:22)
This was referred to the Paleobotanical Oommittee.

Session
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agreed with the Rapporteur's comments concerning Phlyctidia.
Dr. SPRAGUEthen put to the vote by show
of cards Dr. HYLANDER'Sproposal New Art.
43 ter.
This was carried by a large majority.
Dr. DONK thought the wording "generic
name" insufficient. In the case of a variety, the
subspecific or specific name seems to be in
question instead of only the generic appellation.
Mr. DANDYasked if the word "chimaera"
could be left out of Art. 43 ter.
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought it might be deleted, and
suggested that both Dr. DONK'Sand Mr. DANDY'Sproposals be referred to the EditorialOommittee.
This was agreed.
New Article 43 quater

PROP.

( 15: 178)

Rejected.

New Article 43 ter

PROP.
(27: 140)
Dr. HYLANDERasked if this proposal of his
could be considered by the Editorial Committee.
Prof. LANJOUW
said that this was a case that
Dr. SPRAGUE
and he had been discussing for two
hours without reaching agreement.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that it had been argued
(Kew Bull. 1933, pp. 15-18) that Eragrostis
minor and E. major were validly published although the genus Eragrostis was not published
until three years later. Since opinion might
differ as to the interpretation of the Rules in
this type of case, he thought that Dr. HYLANDER'Snew Art. 43 ter was a desirabie addition,
as it would put an end to controversy.
Prof. LANJOUWagreed that there had been a
difference in interpretation but did not think
an Article was needed to be added to the Rules
merely on that account.
Dr. SPRAGUErecalled that the Article had
been accepted by the Utrecht Conference (LANJOUW, Bot. Nomencl. and Tax. p.40).
Mr. Ross thought that the question was
covered by Art. 45, second sentence. He dis-

New Artide

PROP.

43 quinquies

( 22: 26)

This was referred to the Paleobotanical Oommittee.
Article 44

PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1
2
3
4

( 2: 222)
(204: 20)
( 13: 200)

Rejected.
Accepted.
Rejected.

(104:

(p. 255 of Synopsis).

85)

Dr. FOSBERGsaid he could not see why we
should distinguish between descriptions of any
sort. Why couldn't we have a general recommendation that aU taxonomists do careful
work 1
Prof. HOLTTUM
said varietal names are often
based on very unsatisfactory descriptions, and
may be published in works not generally consulted by taxonomists. In horticultural works,
such names are sometimes reduced to binomial
form by omission of the specific epithets, and
such cases, if accompanied by the author's name
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or citation of description, might be regarded as
publications of new species unless proscribed
by rule.
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought this new proposal might
prove dangerous if it were retroactive. He suggested the addition of "From Jan. 1st 1952."
Mr. DANDYagreed with the proposal as amended, but if it were accepted without amendment the results would be disastrous to nomenclature, as so many specific names have been
based on descriptions of taxa of infraspecific
rank. Further, it is not clear from the wording
whether it is intended to rule out the common
practice of raising a variety to specific rank
without a change of epithet.
Dr. BOIVINsuggested the proposal be changed
to a new Recommendation as follows:
"When a subdivision of a species is raised to
specific rank a redescription of the entity should
usually be supplied. "
Dr. BLAKEstated that the frequent brevity
of varietal descriptions is no reason for ruling
them out as the bases for specific names, since
similarly brief descriptions are accepted as
validating specific names.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
wished to second Dr. BOIVIN'Spropos al that it should be made a Recommendation as amended.
Prof. LANJOUWthought it could hardly be
used as a Recommendation.
Mr. STEARNsaid if made retroactive, this
proposal would cause numerous changes in
nomenclature, as many species have been published in the past simply by raising .varieties to
specific rank.
Dr. HYLANDERdesired to see it an Article
withDr. SPRAGUE'S
amendment.
Dr. SPRAGUEread out the proposed Artiele
witk kis amendment and then put it to the vote
by show of cards.
The vote was indecisive, so a ballot was taken.
In favour 168.
Against 181.
New Article 44 bis
PROP.
508

(25: 196)

Rejected.

New Article 44 ter
PROP.

( 15: 19)

Referred to the Paleobotanical Committee.
Article 45
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(

3: 210)
2: 208)

(34:

Rejected.
Rejected.

22)

Referred to the Paleobotanical Committee.
PROP. 4

(193:

6)

Accepted.

A vote by show of cards showed unanimous
acceptance.
PROP. 5

( 28: 131)

Rejected.

New Article 45 bis
PROP.

( 19: 192)

Rejected.

New Article 45 ter
PROP.

(23: 194)

Rejected.

Dr. H YLANDER
asked if Art. 45 bis and ter
could be referred to the Editorial Committee so
that his examples should be considered.
Dr SPRAGUE
ruled th at that should be done,
and thanked Dr. HYLANDER
for the great care
he had taken in presenting so many useful examples. Those who had examined Dr. Hylander's "Nomenklatorische und Systematische
Studien über nordische Gefässplanzen" were
aware that he had devoted much time and attention to the subject.
Recommendation VIII
At this stage Prof. LAM asked if he might
give the Report of the Sub-Committee on the
names of higher taxa (Rec. VIII, Prop. 4) and
was called upon to do so by the Chairman.
The Sub-Committee consisted of Dr. LE GAL,
Mr. ALSTON,Prof. LAM, Prof. MARTIN,Prof.
PAPENFUSS,Dr. ROGERSand Prof. VISCHER.
Prof. LAMexplained th at it had been decided

Discussions
to make Rec. VIII, Prop. 4 partly an Article
and partly a Recommendation, as follows:
1. Paragraphs (a) and (b) to be adopted as
a Recommendation with the following amendments:
That the endings for subdivisions be -phytina
(instead of -phytea), for all groups except Fungi,
in which divisions should end in -mycota, subdivisions in -mycotina.
That in (b) sub 1, first line, the words in
parentheses "(or autotrophic Thallophyta generally)" be deleted.
That in (b) sub 2, first line, the words in
parentheses "(or heterotrophic Thallophyta generally)" be deleted.
2. Paragraphs (c) and (f) to be adopted as a
new Article, partly replacing Rec. IX.
3. Paragraphs (d) and (e) to be deleted.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
pointed out that, if part
of the article were to be a Recommendation,
it would require slightly different wording.
Prof. LAMsaid th at in (f) although a vote had
been given in favour of the substitution of the
word "family" by "order," he preferred to keep
the word "family."
Dr. ROGERSpreferred "family" as there was
no provision for conserving names of orders.1
Dr. SPRAGUE
put the following to the vote:
Paragraphs (a) and (b), as amended, to be a
Recommendation.
This was carried by a large majority.
The proposaltha t paragraph (c) be an A rticle
was then put to the vote.
This was carried unanimously.
Prof. LAMthought that if (f) were accepted
as it stands in the SYnopsis, then (d) and (e)
could be withdrawn.
Dr. FOSBERG
said that if any family could be
the type of its order at any author's discretion,
there might be a dozen names for each order.
Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that "order"had
already been accepted instead of "family" in
(f). If "family" is adopted, a list of conserved
names of orders will be needed.
1 This is not true. The meeting accepted for Art. 21
proposal 6 by A. C. SMITH with an amended wording in
which is stated that "genera and taxa of a higher rank"
may be conserved.-Rapporteur.
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Dr. SPRAGUE
then put to the vote by show of
cards the following:
Those in favour of "family."
Those in favour of "order."
With the result that for family there were 34
in favour, and for "order" 22.
Dr. SPRAGUE
asked if aballot were demanded,
to which the Section replied No.
Dr. A. C. SMITHsaid that the acceptance of
this article made a rewording of Art. 21, as
revised, necessary. He believed that orders are
not now conservabIe and th at the rule of priority does not apply to them.
Dr. SPRAGUE
ruled that that would be considered by the' Editorial Committee.
At this stage of the proceedings Prof. LANJOUWspoke of the work of the Committee of
Typification and a short discussion followed.
A mimeographed copy of the findings of the
Committee was given to all present.
Dr, DE WIT said that when a substitute type
has to be chosen after the holotypehas been
destroyed (or is irretrievably lost), a duplicate
of the holotype (isotype), should have preference above all other possible neotypes.
Prof. LANJOUWconsidered it was not necessary to discuss this point at this stage, as a
second mimeograph copy containing directions
for the selection of a neotype was still to follow.
Dr. DE WIT said the second mimeograph is a
Recommendation to be followed when a neotype is selected. He wished to enter the point
that an isotype should be preferred above aU
other possible neotypes, into this Article. It
is a matter of a Rule not of a Recommendation.
Dr. DE WIT was not supported and the discussion was postponed.
Dr. CAMPasked whether one more point could
be cleared up before proceeding with the afternoon's discussion. He referred to § 7 and said
his Committee wished to delete the title and
substitute "Names of plants in cultivation."
Prof. LANJOUWthought this might fO:fma;
special chapter.
Dr. CAMPsaid he would leave that to the
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Editorial Committee. He then wrote on the
board the new title, and· also Art. 35, as
amended.
"Art. 35. Plants brought into cultivation
from the wild which differ in no fundament al
way from the parent stocks bear the same names
as are applied to the same species and subdivisions of species in nature.
Plants arising in cultivation through hybridization, mutation, or other processes which tend
to establish recognisable differences from the
parent stocks receive epithets preferably in
common language ("fancy epithets") markedly
different from the Latin epithets of species or
varieties. "
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote on the above
proposals of the Committee on the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants.
The voting by show of cards was almost unanimously in tavour, there being only one dissentient.
The Section then resumed its general discussions.
Recommendation XXI
PROP. 1

(112: 71)

This was accepted with the addition of the
words "if possible" namely: "and "if possible"
where it is preserved."
PROP. 2

(215: 21)

Dr. SPRAGUEasked if one of the American
taxonomists would say exactly what was meant
by this proposal.
Prof. ST. JOHN said that as far as he could
recall he had initiated this proposal of an Article
to replace Rec. XXI, which covers the .same
situation. As a Recommendation it is not binding. Surely it would be helpful to have it
obligatory for authors publishing new taxa, to
give a precise statement of their taxonomic
status.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid it appears that this proposal is meant to replace only the first paragraph of Rec. XXI. The authors of the proposal approved this point of view.
Dr. CAMPthought it was a compromise.
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Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that Rec. XXI, as
it now stood, dealt with two separate matters,
the indication of the status of a new group,
and the typification of its name. Prop. 1, dealing with typification, had already been accepted.
He then called for a vote on Prop. 2 to replace
the first part of Rec. XXI, as an Article, the
wording to be amended by the Editorial Committee.
A vote by show of cards in favour of' the
propos al was carried unanimously.
Dr. BOIVINwished to point out to the Editorial Committee that the word "group" should
be changed to "category."
New Recommeridation XXII bis
PROP.
(167: 50)
"To avoid adoption of names or epithets which
have previously been published illegitimately.
or as nomina nuda."
Dr. SPRAGUE
said th at the new Recommendation dealt with. two separate matters, avoiding
adoption of names or epithets previously published illegitimately, and avoiding adoption of
nomina nuda. It would clarify the discussion
if these were taken separately. He accordingly
proposed the new wording "To avoid adoption
of an epithet which has been previously published in an illegitimate combination. " He read
out the text of Art. 69, the last sentence of
which permits the adoption of such epithets.
The text now proposed would discourage such
adoption.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid he had intended to include
also generic names and all kinds of nomina
nuda. Nomina nuda have often acquired various connotations,so
should be forgotten.
Mr. ALSTONthought some examples would
be useful.
Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that there were
several examples under Art. 69, but that if Mr.
ALSTONhad any further examples he should
let the Editorial Committee have them.
Dr. SPRAGUE
then put to the vote Rec. XXII
bis (FOSBERG),as amended above, excluding
the reference to nomina nuda.

Discussions
This was carried by a very large majority.
The question of nomina nuda was then discussed.
Dr. FOSBERGconsidered that nomina nuda
should be forgotten rather .than given any
status.
Mr. Ross said that if nomina nuda include
names published with descriptions in modern
languages since 1935, following this new recommendation would create chaos.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid such names were not nomina nuda.
Mr. STEARNsaid that sometimes plants are
widely cultivated in gardens under a particular
name before they have been described, and
that it was much bet ter in such cases to adopt
the name in general currency, rather than propose a new one, an example being Dahlia coronata, a name which was retained by Dr. SPRAGUEwhen he gave a description of the plant as
a new species.
Mr. DANDYthought as this is merely a Recommendation and not an Article it would be
helpful. Cases such as those mentioned by Mr.
Ross, where it was desirabIe to adopt names
which are technically nomina nuda could be
dealt with as thought fitting.
Dr. SPRAGUEthen called for a vote on Dr.
FOSBERG'Sproposal to avoid the adoption of
nomina nuda.
This was carried by a large majority.
Recommendation

PROP. 1

(2: 214)

XXIII

Rejected.

Recommendation

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(203: 10)
( 3: 177)

XXIV

Accepted.
Rejected.
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Article. 47

PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(188:

PROP. 3

( 88: 103)

22)

( 23: 27)

Accepted.
Relerred to the Paleobotanical Gommittee.

The first paragraph of Prop. 3, which was
the same as in Art. 47, had already been considered under Prop. 1.
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that the second
paragraph of Prop. 3 should be combined with
Art. 47 Prop. 4 (194: 24), which was accepted
at the Utrecht Conference, namely, to make
the second paragraph of .Art. 47 a Recommendation.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that this should be
relerred to the Editorial Oommittee.
By show of cards this was accepted.
PROP. 5

(10: 197)

Rejected.

New Article 47 bis

(221: 24)

PROP.

Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that as this is an
Article the word "should" must be changed to
"must" in paragraph 2, lines 2 and 4.
Dr. SPRAGUE
pointed out that the Note had
the nature of a Recommendation and should
be treated as such.
Dr. DONKsaid that if with "original author"
is not meant the "publishing author," this proposition conflicts with Art. 46, which states
that the author who first published the name
must be indicated.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that this proposal
(accepted by the preliminary voting) be relerred to the Editorial Oommittee for amendment
as suggested above.
This was agreed.

Section 7. Citation of Authors' names and of
Literature for purposes of Precision
Article 48
Article 46

PROP. 1

(36: 146)

Rejected.

It was decided, however, that this be relerred
to the Editorial Gommittee.

PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1
2
3
4

(21: 443)
(12: 147)

(17: 160)
(59: 108)
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PROP. 5

(32: 136)

PROP. 6
PROP. 7
PROP. 8

(34: 113)
(28: 120)

(43: 115)

Prof. LANJOUWpointed out that aU these
proposals apparently agree with the principle
of the first part of this Article. They disagree
about the second part. That need not be wondered at, as in that case the second author has
himself nothing to do with the new name. The
new name appears there only in his Article or
Book. He would prefer to take the second
paragraph out of the Article and to make
it a new Recommendation with the following
wording:
"Where a name with a description or reference to a description by one author is published in a work by another author, it is recommended to use the word in to connect the
names of the two authors."
Dr. BOIVINexpressed his agreement with
Prof. LANJOUW'S
proposal.
Dr. BLAKEpointed out that Proposals 5-8
inclusive were not. the same as Proposal 4, and
that Prof. LANJOUW'S
comment did not apply
to Prop. 4, which should be considered separately.
Dr. RICKETTsaid the separation of citations
into those in which "ex" should be used, and
those in which "in" should be used implies
knowledge often not available as to which
author contributed the description. For this
reason a semicolon may be substituted for the
use of such prepositions. The making of the
second half into a Recommendation, leaving
the first half as an Article, would make matters
even worse. The mutilated Article willoften
be impossible to follow; it wiU often be impossible to determine whether the Article or
the Recommendation should be applied.
Mr. DANDYthought that the subject under
discussion was a matter merely of style; and
either th at an option, as suggested by Dr.
RICKETT,should be permitted, or that the
whole subject should be dealt with in a Recommendation rather than an Article.
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Dr. SPRAGUE
then ruled that a vote should be
taken on Prof. LANJOUW'Sproposal (Syn. pp.
128-9).
A vote by show of cards gave a very considerable majority in favour of the proposal.
Dr. RICKETTspoke on Art. 48 again and proposed the following:
"When a taxon is named by one author but
published in the work of a second author, the
names of both must be cited. The same holds
good for names of garden origin."
Dr. ROGERSsaid if as proposed the 6th and
7th lines of Art. 48, as printed, are deleted, the
option to cite only one author is deleted.
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote on Dr. RICKETT'Sproposal.
A vote by show of cards showed a considerable majority against it.·
Dr. SPRAGUEthen asked Dr. RICKETTif he
would care to have a vote by baUot, to which
Dr. RICKETTreplied No.
PROP. 4 was then considered.
Dr. BOlVINsaid this was a substitution for
sentence 3 of the first paragraph of Art. 48.
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote by show of
cards on Art. 48 Prop. 4.
The result was 21 in favour of the proposal
and 32 against.
Article 49
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(170: 62)
( 5: 185)

Accepted.
Rejected.

(36: 88)

This was referred to the Editorial Oommittee.
PROP. 4

(13: 178)

Rejected.

New Article 49 bis
PROP.

(109: 30)

Accepted.

The final word "brackets" to be changed to
"parentheses. "
New Article 49 ter
PROP.

(38: 186)

Rejected.

Discussions:

Session

Recommendation XXX
PROP. 1

(180: 36)

Accepted.

Prof. MATTFELD:
Statt (Br. for Brown) setze:
(R. Br. for Robert Brown; A. Br. for Alexander
Braun).
To be rejerred to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 2

(102: 66)

Accepted.

To be rejerred to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 3

(13: 187)

Rejected.

(17: 204)

Rejected.

New Recommendation XXXI bis
PROP.
(149: 41)
This was rejerred to the Editorial Committee,
to consider the second part only.
Recommendation XXXII
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(5: 197)
(5: 198)

Rejected.
Rejected.

Prof. MATTFELD:Vorlinneische Autoren sollen in eckigen Klammern [Tournef.] zitiert
werden. Vgl. Internat. Rules Rec. XXXII
Examples und die deutsche Fassung des Textes.

NOH

Recommendation XXXII quinquies
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(86: 91)
(43: 127)

After a very short discussion which showed
that most members were in favour of deleting
the recommendation, Dr. SPRAGUE
put to the
vote the deletion of Rec. XXXII
quinquies.
This was carried almost unanimously, there
being only one against.
Recommendation XXXII septies

Recommendation XXXI
PROP. 1

8

PROP. 1

(2: 190)

Rejected.

New Recommendations to follow Rec.
XXXII septies
PROP.

(2: 214)

Rejected.

Section 8. Retention of names or epithets of
groups which are remodelled or divided
PROP. 1

(4: 203)

Rejected.

Article 50
PROP. 1

(214: 12)

Accepted.

New Article 50 bis
PROP. 1

(3: 227)

Rejected.

Recommendation XXXII ter
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(30: 143)
(78: 100)
(141: 62)

Article 51

Rejected.
PROP. 1

Dr. RICKETTthought the examples given
under Prop. 2 were very clear and should be
considered.
Prof. ROBYNS
thought Prop. 3 covered Prop. 2.
Dr. RAMsBoTToMsuggested that Prop. 2
should be considered with Prop. 3 and that both
should be rejerred to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEput this propos al to the vote
and it was carried by a very large majority.

(6: 192)

Rejected.

Rejected.

Article 52
PROP. 1

(5: 227)

Rejected.

New Article 52 bis
PROP.

(2: 226)

Rejected.

New Recommendation to follow Article 52 bis
PROP.

Recommendation XXXIIquater
PROP. 1

(2: 223)

(2: 230)

Rejected.

.New Article 52 ter
PROP.

(3: 228)

Rejected.
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New Article 52 quater

PROP.

(3: 226)

Rejected.

New Article 52 quinquies

PROP.

(3: 226)

Article 54

PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(2: 227)
(12: 199)
(17: 178)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

Rejected.
Article 55

New Article 52 sexies

PROP.

(4: 223)

Rejected.

Section 9. Retention of names or epithets of
groups below the rank of genus on transference
to another genus or species

PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(1: 228)
(2: 224)
(14: 210)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected. '

PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(6: 219)
(8: 195)
(14: 201)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

Dr. SPRAGUE
pointed out that the examples
given both by Dr. FURTADOand by Dr. H yLANDER
under proposals that had been rejected
might prove very valuable, and he suggested
th at the Editorial Committee should be asked
to take account of these.
This was agreed.

Article 53

PROP. 1

(85: 130)

There followed a short discussion on this
proposal.
Prof. LANJOUWpointed out that the proposal was rejected by the Utrecht Conference,
but it was accepted by the American botanists.
Against the omission of the words "without
change of rank" he saw no objection. He did
however, object to "of the same grammatica 1
form." Also he would like to omit the words
"of the same rank."
Dr. BLAKEthought that if he read the proposal correctly, thousands of names would have
to be changed.
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought that the effect of omitting the words "without change of rank" and
"of the same rank" would be that we should
often have to use adjectival names for subgenera, for example in the case of a Series
Plurifoliae raised to subgeneric rank on transference to another genus.
He then put Art. 53 Prop. 1 to the vote by
show of cards with the result that it was rejected
almost unanimously.
PROP. 2

(2: 219)

PROP. 3

(6: 214)
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Rejected.
Rejected.

Section 10. Choice of names when two groups
of the same rank are united or in Fungi with
a pleomorphic life-cycle

PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(15: 89)
(20: 80)
(14: 85)

All referred to tke special Gommittees concerned, and to tke Editorial Oommittee.
Article 56

PROP. 1

(153: 51)

Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that this had nothing to do with the union of two groups, and
accordingly did not come under Section 10.
Art. 56, Prop. 1, was tken accepted as a separate
Article and referred to the Editorial Committee.
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(2: 216)
(1: 202)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP. 4
PROP. 5

(14: 201)
(137: 76)

Rejected.
Accepted.

The wording was referred to the Editorial
Committee.
New Article 56 bis

PROP.

(29: 163)

Rejected.

Discussions
Recommendation XXXIV
PROP. 1

(201: 28)

Accepted.

Mr. DANDYconsidered that this proposal, and
the Recommendation itself, were now unnecessary in view of New Art. 26 bis (emended)
alreadyaccepted.
He also proposed the deletion of the words
"or sections" from Rec. XXXIV Prop. 1, line 2.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked Mr. AIRY SHAWif he
were prepared to delete the words "or sections."
Mr AIRYSHAW said he would prefer to keep
them, but would delete them if the meeting so
wished.
This proposal was referred. to the Editorial
Oommittee in view of Mr. DANDY'Sremarks.
#

PROP. 2

(40: 144)

Dr. BOIVINwithdrew his proposal, as it would
be covered by the amendment of Prop. 1 in accordance with Art. 26 bis.
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PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(10: 150)
(12: 148)

PROP. 3

(20: 132)

Rejected.
Withdrawn.
Rejected.
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Section 11. Choice of names when the rank' of
a groupis changed
PROP. 1

(2: 188)

Rejected.

Article 58
PROP. 1

(82: 93)

Postponed until the new Art. 58'bis and Rec.
XXXVI had been considered, the final wording
of Art. 58 in accordance with subsequent decisions being 'left to the Editorial Committe.
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(6: 159)

Rejected.

(47: 88) ,

Referred to the Editorial Commitee as above.
PROP. 4

(153: 42)

Accepted.

This was referred to the Editorial Committee as above.
PROP. 5

Recommendation XXXV

8

(113: 61)

This was accepted but referred to the Editorial Committee as above.
PROP. 6

(4:'205)

Rejected.

New Article 58 bis
Article 57
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(34: 30)
(19: 42)

(16: 56)

AH the above were referred to the Mycological
Oommittee.
New Article 57 bis
PROP.

(31: 19)

Referred to the Paleobotanical Oommittee.

New Article 57 ter
PROP.

(28: 43)

Referred to the Algological Oommittee.

PROP.

(108: 90)

Dr. SPRAGUEruled that each paragraph
should be taken separately.
Paragraph 1. ,To this he saw no objection,
it merely meant that it becomes an Article instead of a Recommendation.
Dr. DONKasked if a taxon of higher rank was
ever raised to higher rank. In the case of a
family the family remains what it is and you
simply establish in addition to it, a new Order.
Compare Art. 10 "every family (belongs) to an
Order" the addition appears superfluous.
Prof. ROBYNSthought it would be advisable
to change the words "is raised in rank or when
the inverse changes occur" into "is changed
in rank."
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid this would be considered
by the Editorial Committe.
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Dr. SPRAGUE
then put New Art. 58 bis paragraph 1 as an Artiele to the vote by show of
cards.
This was carried by a large majority.
New Article 58 bis paragraph 2
Dr. BLAKEsaid if paragraph 2 were adopted
it seemed to him that very many generic names
would have to be changed.
Dr. DONKthought this was a case of a rule
being established at Kew and now proposed to
be thrown overboard again. Usage had been
solidly established by now, and an ill-considered
return on it would be very embarrassing.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that he was not in favour
of treating paragraph 2 as an article because
it would then become retroactive. He referred
to the examples given under Art. 58, and he
said that under paragraph 2, but for the conservation of Wahlenbergia, that genus would
have had to be called Campanopsis. There were
probably many other cases of generic names

which would have to be changed~ The same
considerations applied to. paragraph 3.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that paragraph I was
the reaUy important part of his and Prof. LAM'S
proposal, and that they were prepared to·withdraw paragraphs 2 and 3.
He proposed to keep Rec. XXXVI, paragraphs 2 and 3, as they stand and to delete paragraph 1.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
then spoke at some
length on Rec. XXXVI, he wished to delete
the whole recommendation as he feIt that it
was contrary to the Vienna Rules.
Dr. SPRAGUE
pointed out that the first paragraph had already been accepted as a rule.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
propose de supprimer
le paragraphe 3 de la Recommendation XXXVI
qui a l' air de donner des conseils contre la
Règle adoptée à Vienne, qui dit que lors du
changement de rang, on doit prendre la plus
ancienne combinaison.
Then it was decided to adjourn the discussion
till the next session.

SESSION

9

July 17th, 2-6.15 p. m.
Chairman:

E. D. MERRILL

Prof. PAPENFUSS
wished to give notice th at
a representative meeting of algologists attending the Seventh International Botanical Congress wished to record that the action of the
Section of Nomenclature in rejecting the principle of Art. 38, Prop. 3, creates such difficulties
for algological nomenclature, particularly owing
to the large numbers of Algal taxa with diagnoses in a modern language published since
1934, that it wiU be impossible to obey the
Rules strictly and regard these taxa as invalid.
It therefore gave notice that proposals to deal
with this problem will be laid before the next
Congress.
Prof. MERRILLthen asked Prof. LANJOUW
to speak on the Type Method.
Prof. LANJOUW
said that a mimeograph copy
recording the decision of the Committee set up
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to consider the type method had been handed
to each member. The proposals concerned are
in Sect. 2 The type method Art. 18-Rec. VII
(Synopsis, pp. 20-31).
He explained that a further mimeograph copy
would be handed round which contained recommendations for the determination of types.
He said the main features from the various proposals had been duly considered, and that the
proposals of the Belgian botanists had been
most helpful.
He then read out a few corrections to be made
on the mimeograph copies.
Prof. MERRILLthen informed the meeting
that the Special Committee for Algae had recom;m.endedthe rejection ot Art. 12, Prop. 2
(Syn. p. 12) and also the new Art 57 ter.
He put a motion for rejectionto the vote

DiscU8sion8:
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Article 59
and it was carried unanimously. Further, the
Algological Committee recommended that the PROP. 1
(2: 220)
Rejected.
decision concerning Art. 20, Prop. 4 (SYll. p.
PROP. 2
(17: 208)
Rejected.
34) be deferred until the next Congress. This
PROP. 3
(176: 50)
Accepted.
was also put to the vote and carried unani(11: 208)
mously. The meeting then resumed its dis- PROP. 4
cussion on Rec. XXXVI.
Dr. HYLANDERsaid that his proposal (Art.
Prof. LANJOUW
recaIled the decisions reached 59, Prop. 4) included, as an example Pteretis
regarding Art. 58 bis and Rec. XXXVI at the which must be solved, and cannot be with the
last session. Paragraph 1 of Rec. XXXVI to present Rules.
be deleted-it had been accepted as a Rule, and
Dr. BOIVINpointed out that examples given
he had proposed to keep paragraphs 2 and 3 as under the proposals of Dr. HYLANDER
had been
they stood. But Prof. HOCHREUTINER
wished referred to the Editorial Committee.
to delete paragra ph 3.
Prof. MERRILLasked if this could be referred
Prof. MERRILLcaIled on Prof. HOCHREUTINERin the same way with a special note concerning
to speak.
Pteretis.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
spoke at some length.
Dr. SPRAGUEconsidered this was a··useful
He considered the propos al was a contradiction
case.
of what was passed at Vienna.
Prof. MERRILLasked whether anyone wished
Dr. SPRAGUE
replied to Prof. HOCHREUTINERto make a motion.
and said there seemed to be a misunderstandDr. H YLANDER
said he would like it settled
ing. As far as he could see, there was no con- as soon as possible.
tradiction between International Rules ed. 3,
Dr. FOSBERGSuggested that we should inRec. XXXVI paragraph 3, adopted at Cam- clude the whole proposition not merely the
bridge in 1930 and Rec. XXIX, paragraph 3 examples.
of the Vienna-Brussels text, as given in Briquet,
Prof. LANJOUWthought the substance of the
Rec. Syn., p. 66 (1930). Rec. XXXVI had not proposal was given in Art. 60, and that it could
been changed at Amsterdam (1935).
not be adopted as a whole. He suggested that
Prof. LANJOUWagreed that there was no in Art. 59 the words "badly chosen" should be
contradiction and that the proposal was not replaced by "inappropriate."
against the Vienna Rules.
Dr. HYLANDERsuggested the word "legitiProf. HOCHREUTINER
said it was only a sug- mate" should also be put in aft er thefirst
gestion and tha t he did not wish to go further.
word "A"-instead of "A name" read "A legitProf. MERRILL,asked if he would leave it to imate name."
the Editorial Committee. He then put to the
Prof. PICHI-SERMOLLI
thought the example
vote by show of cards th at Rec. XXXVI
para- Pteretis was not weIl chosen for this Article begraphs 2 and 3 remain as they are, but that the cause many authors reject RAFINEsQuE'sname
Editorial Committee should consider them in (Pteretis) as nomen haud recte conditum and
the light of Prof. HOCHREUTINER'S
remarks.
based on Strupthiopteris Willd. which is illegitThis was carried unanimously.
imate.
Dr. BOIVINsaid it would be preferabIe to
Recommendation XXXVI
settIe the choice of the name of the genus
PROP. 1
(84: 110)
Withdrawn.
Pteretis sive Struthiopteris sive ... through the
PROP. 2
(2: 222)
Rejected.
conservation of one of the names.
Section 12. Rejection of Names
Prof. ROLLINs moved that Proposal 4 be
PROP. 1
(2: 224). Withdrawn by Prof. rejected as by the preliminary voting. This
HOLTTUM.
proposition concerns itself only with a special
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case and not withthe
principles of nomenclature for .plantsas a whole.
Prof. MERRILLmoved the elimination of Prop.
4: as originally decided. A vote by show of
cards to eliminate it was carried almost unanimously.
Prof. ~ANJOUW then asked if the words "legitimate" , and inappropriate could be placed in
Art. 59, to read "A legitimatename or epithet
. . . merely because it is· inappropriate ... ".
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote and it was
carried unanimously.

PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

2

(6: 194)

3

(10: 182)

4

(17: 123)

5

(4: 183)

6

(2: 185)

7

(2: 186)

PROP. 8
(10: 181)
Rejected.
PROP. 9
(16: 194)
Rejected .
PROP. 10
(2: 204)
Rejected.
PROP. 11
(2: 190)
Rejected.
New REC. XXXVI bis (20: 188) Rejected.

New Article 59 bis
PROP.

Article 61

(21: 146)

Referred to the Horticultural

Oommittee.

Article 60
PROP. I·

(12: 204)

Rejected.

Prof. LANJOUW
said that this proposal of Dr.
WHEELERwas rejected by the Utrecht Conference. Dr. HYLANDER,however, had moved
to add in the second paragraph of Art. 60 after
"a name" the words "even if validly published."
The motion was then carried unanimously at
Utrecht. He (Prof. LANJOUW)thought the addition of these words superfluous. He asked if
the meeting desired to accept the propos al made
at Utrecht, i.e. inserting the words "even if
validly published."
Dr. DONKsupported by Dr. SPRAGUEconsidered that the addition of these words was
unnecessary in view of Art. 19, which states
that a name has no status under the Rules unless it is validly published.
Prof. MERRILLasked for a vote by show of
cards.
This resulted in 22 in favour and 23 against.
Prof. GOODSPEED
thought the meeting was
not quite clear as to the position.
After some discussion in which it was pointed
out that the example Tetragonolobus Scandalida
Scop. shouldbe .deleted. Prof. MERRILLruled
that Art. 60, Prop. 1 should bereferred to the
Editorial Oommittee as weIl as the examples.
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Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.
. Rejected.

PROP. I
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(4: 213)
(4: 217)
(14: 196)

Reje~ted.
Rejected.
Rejected.

Dr. HYLANDERasked whether the Editorial
Committee would consider the orthographic
variants under Prop. 3.
Dr. SPRAGUE
considered that would be useful.
Prof. MERRILLruled that this be so.
PROP. 4

(6: 212)

Rejected.

New Article 61 bis
PROP.

(28: 158)

Rejected.

New Article 61 ter
PROP.

(142: 74)

Dr. BOIVINsaid it was necessary that the
rank of a taxon should be clearly indicated.
There must be no uncertainty as to the exact
rank to which a name is attached.
Dr. SPRAGUE
said he had no objection to the
first sentence "a name of a taxonomic group
is treated as illegitimate if it was published
with alternative ranks." The second sentence
might involve too many name changes.
Dr. BLAKEasked whether in the example
Antennaria parvifolia var. or f. rosea, both
names would be regarded as illegitimate1
Dr. BOIVINreplied. yes.
Prof. MERRILLwith Dr. BOIVIN'Sconsent,
ruled that the whole proposal should be referred to the next Congress.

Discussions:
New Article 61 quater
PROP.

(41: 174)

Rejected.

New Artiele 61 quinquies
PROP.

(43: 158)

Dr. CowAN proposed a motion to set up a
Committee to consider some means of avoiding
changes in the names' of cultivated plants of
economic importance, and to report to the next
Congress.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid we had had a long discussion on this subject and a ballot, he thought
it was hardly necessary to take up the matter
again.
Prof. MERRILLagreed, and said the vote was
overwhelming.
Mr. GILMOUR
seconded Dr. COWAN'S
motion
for the setting up of a Committee to report to
the next Congress on the question of the retent ion of certain widely used illegitimate specific epithets.
Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that a Committee
had been appointed at Utrecht to consider this
question, and this Committee had come to the
conclusion that no nomina specifica conservanda should be allowed. He thought it was
not necessary to appoint another committee.
Mr. GILMOUR
pointed out in reply to Prof.
LANJOUW,
that the Committee set up at Utrecht
had met only once, when four members and
five observers were present. At an unofficial
vote taken at this meeting the voting was 8 in
favour and 5 against a motion "that some
means should be adopted to permit the retention of certain illegitimate specific epithets."
Dr. CowANsaid he hoped some method would
be found to avoid these nomenclature changes,
his proposal to set up a Committee was to consider what could be done.
Prof. MERRILLsaw no reason against it.
Dr. A. C. SMITHconsidered that the question
had been discussed sufficiently in a former sessionó
Mrs. SPRAGUErecalled that at Amsterdam
in 1935 a Special Committee for the Nomenclature of Economic Plants was set up, of which
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she was secretary. It consisted of seven members
from various countries in addition to two members whose work it was to supply lists. It was
decided that this Committee should publish a
list of correct names of economic plants which
could be used for ten years. Such a list was
proposed so as to enable foresters and horticulturists to find the correct names without
too much trouble. The work on this list was
started and very good progress was made until
the war made it difficult to proceed with it.
From experience, however, Mrs. SPRAGUEsaid
it was her view that such a list was not practicabie. Although aU the mempers of the Committee worked weIl, their work was not aU of
the same standard; the late Dr. EYMA,for instance, made extensive bibliographical researches into almost aU names assigned to him
for investigation, and must have spent 'a very
large amount of time on the work. To publish
such a list with any degree of uniformity was
well-nigh impossible unless it was confined to
one or two botanists.
The publication of this list was further
agreed upon by the horticulturists at the
Berlin Horticultural Congress in 1938, subsequently to the rejection of nomina specifica
conservanda in 1935.
It seems desirabie, therefore, that as this list
has not, and as far as can be seen, will not
materialise, thatthehorticulturists,
foresters
and economic botanists should now be granted
some form of nomina specifica rejicienda, in
order, as far as possible, to stabilise the nomenclature of economic plants in the future.
Prof. MERRILLput to the vote by show of
cards the proposal that a Oommittee be appointed
to report to the next Oongress.
This was rejected by a large majority.
Artiele 62
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

1
2
3
4
5

(10: 162)
(104: 103)
(15: 198)
(71: 145)
(5: 208)
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PROP. 6

(89: 101)

PROP. 7

(104: 104)
Article 63

PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(29: 181)
(6: 204)
(94: 90)
New Article 63 bis

ever, in favour of ha ving a list of nomina ambigua. He thought each case niight be settled on
its own merits, perhaps by a permanent bureau
of Nomenclature.
Dr. BOIVINwished to delete Appendix IV
and the reference to it in Art. 62.
Art. 62 Prop. 3

(15: 198) Withdrawn
Dr. HYLANDER.

by

The discussion continued on Art. 62 dealing
with nomina ambigua.
Dr. BLAKEsaid that almost every name had
Article 64
been used with different meanings, and could
(4: 197)
PROP. 1
be regarded as a proper nomen rejiciendum as
Art. 62 now stands.
(188: 33)
PROP. 2
Prof. LANJOUW
thought that, although it was
(5: 182)
PROP. 3
not
necessary
to
make
a list, the article was not
(29: 60)
PROP. 4
superfluous. You can by this Article reject a
(12: 182)
PROP. 5
name which you think has become a permanent
(7: 170)
PROP. 6
source of error.
(18: 188)
PROP. 7
Dr. A. C. SMITHproposed to delete Arts. 62,
63
and Rec. XXXVII, and to replace them by
(64: 58)
PROP. 8
a new Recommendation to the foUowing effect,
(4: 214)
PROP. 9
the
precise wording and the examples to be left
(127: 78)
PROP. 10
to the Editorial Committee. "The names of
As the foUowingdiscussion embraces Art. 62, taxa should be rejected if they are nomina
63 and 64, the preliminary voting is recorded ambigua, or nomina con/usa. When the correct application of such names has been estababove for aU the proposals.
lished by subsequent investigation, the name
(10: 162)
Rejected.
Art. 62 Prop. 1
of the author publishing certifying evidence
(104: 103)
Art. 62 Prop. 2
should be cited as weIl as that of the original
Prof. MERRILLasked Dr. ROTHMALERto author."
speak on this proposal of his and Dr. lVIANsFELD. Dr. A. C. SMITR had originaUy suggested
Dr. ROTHMALER:
Die ständig in verschiede- that Art. 64 be deleted, but withdrew this pronem Sinne angewandten Namen müsste man posal when Dr. ROGERSstated that Art. 64
verwerfen können. Es sollte also "owing to was needed by mycologists, and Mr. Ross also
segregation" wegfallen; und eine Liste von desired that it should not be deleted.
Prof. LANJOUWthought th at the wording
"nomina ambigua" soIlte geschaffen werden.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid he thought the wording "A list of names to be abandoned for this reason
(nomina con/usa) will form Appendix V" should
in this proposal was an improvement on the
wording of the Article, but that he was not in be deleted from Art. 64.
Dr. BOIVINagreed with this.
favour of a list of nomina ambigua.
Dr. A. C. SMITHconsidered that there would
Dr. SPRAGUE
said that as he and Mrs. Sprague
be no teeth left in the Article if there were no
had worked on the case of Lavandula Spica,
and he considered it to be a "nomen ambi- list.
Dr. FOSBERGthought that the words "enguum," he thought it advisable to include the
name amongst the examples. He was not how- tirely discordant elements" was subject to much
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Discussions
abuse. It seemed that none of these terms are
definable except "nomen dubium." He suggested that Art. 62 and 63 and Rec. XXXVII
be deleted, and that a Recommendation about
nomina dubia be adopted. Nomina dubia are
those names which cannot be typified.
Mr. DANDYsaid that the three categories
under discussion (nomina con/usa, nomina dubia,
nomina ambigua) are very different. He was in
favour of retaining Art. 64 provided that the
expression "discordant elements" is made precise by the insertion of some such qualification
as "of different families." Art. 63 is superfluous because a nomen dubium is inapplicable
in any event. He supported Dr. SMITH'Sproposed Recommendation provided it were restricted to nomina ambigua.
Dr. ROGERSsaid that the Special Committee
for Fungi recommend the adoption of Art. 64,
Prop. 2, and the following modification of Prop.
4 and 8: "For nomenclatural purposes names
given to lichens shall be considered as applying
to their fungal components, but shall be subject
to the provisions of Art. 20 (d)."
Dr. SPRAGUEconsidered Art. 63 superfluous
and wished to see it deleted. Art. 64 was useful
and he was glad of the mycologists' support for
retaining it. He agreed th at the reference to
Appendix V should be deleted. He had no
objection to Art. 62 provided that the words
"owing to segregation" were deleted. He agreed
to the deletion of Rec. XXXVII.
Dr. SCHOPFsaid that, if Dr. SMITHagreed, he
would suggest th at the Editorial Committee be
directed to incorporate the present examples
given under present Art. 62, 63 and Rec.
XXXVII under the new Recommendation under his motion. Examples are badly needed as
an aid to interpretation of these subjective matters.
Dr. HYLANDER
seconded Dr. SPRAGUE'S
proposal and asked for a vote on it.
Dr. FOSBERGasked whose opinion on which
names are considered a permanent source of
confusion should be sought. Everyone will have
his own list.
Prof. PAPENFUSS
said, in connection with Art.
>

34-516756

: S ession

9

NOM

64, that it is implied th at all taxa based on two
discordant elements should be rejected even if
it is possible to typify one of the elements,
particularly when the diagnosis was largely
based on the element with which the taxon has
been identified.
Prof. LANJOUWasked whether we should insert "if it cannot be typified."
Dr. ROGERSasked if there could be a vote on
the proposal of the Special Committee of Fungi
given by him.
Dr. SMITHsaid that in view of what had been
said by many speakers he now considered tha t
Art. 64 should not be deleted. He read his proposalover again.
Prof. POLUNINasked if the attention of the
Editorial Committee could be drawn to Art.
62-to replace in line 2, the word "permanent"
by "persistent."
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought th at each Article should
be voted upon separately.
Prof. MERRILLruled that Art. 63 should be
voted upon first, and said that the motion was
to eliminate Art. 63 and Rec. XXXVII.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
propose de voter séparément sur l'Art. 62 et ensuite sur la liste des
"nomina ambigua." Il trouve l'article 63 très
général et très simple et il comprend, à sonavis,
les Art. 62 et 64 et la RecommendationXXXVII.
Prof. MERRILLagain put the motion before
the meeting, to eliminate Art. 63 and Rec.
XXXVII.
This was carried by a very large majority.
Prof. MERRILLthen put before the meeting
that Art. 62 should be eliminated, and replaced
by a Recommendation.
Dr. RICKETTfeIt that Art. 62 should be retained.
Dr. BOIVINsaid he liked Dr. SPRAGUE'S
proposal to delete the words "owing to segregation. " He said he would not like to see the
example of Alsine retained.
Mr. DANDYagreed with Dr. BOIVINth at the
example of Alsine should be replaced by a more
suitable one, or deleted.
Dr. FOSBERG
said he objected to placing anything in the Rules which was undefinable, no
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two people will apply Arts. 62 and 64 in the be taken as to whether there should be a list 0/
same way. We have deleted Art. 63, which was nomina conlusa.
the only one of these Articles which was deA vote by show of cards showed a large majority against the motion.
finable and applicable.
Prof. MERRILLthen asked Mrs. SPRAGUEto
Prof. ST. JOHNsaid that in his opinion Art.
62 allows the fate of a name to rest on any read aloud the proposal ol Dr. ROGERS,which
number of misinterpretations, this would be so, was as follows:
"A name of a taxonomie group must be refollowing the sense of the Article, even if it became possible to typify and make clear the jected if the ehara eters of that group were deapplication of the original name. He found the rived from two or more entirely discordant
elements, unless it is possible to select one of
effects of Art. 62 bad, and urged its eliminathese
elements as a satisfactory type."
tion.
"For nomenclatural purposes names given
Dr. HYLANDER
again supported the proposal
of Dr. SPRAGUE
with regard to Art. 62 (namely to lichens shall be considered as applying to
their fungal components, but shall be subject
to delete the words "owing to segregation").
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that we should to the provisions of Art. 20 (d)."
Prof. MERRILLthen put this to the vote by
have a separate vote on Art. 62 as amended.
Mr. STEARNin support of retaining Art. 62, show of cards.
called attention to the fundamental Art. 4
This was carried by a very largemajority.
which states that an essential point in nomenNew Artiele 64 bis
clature is to avoid or to reject the use of forms
and names which may cause error or ambiguity
PROP.
(26: 194)
Rejected.
or throw science into confusion. Art. 62, as
Article 65
modified, accords with this.
Prof. LANJOUW
then asked if there could be a PROP. 1
(59: 169)
vote on Art. 62 as amended by Drs. MANSFELD, PROP. 2
(13: 207)
Rejected.
ROTHMALER
and SPRAGUE,
and he read out the PROP. 3
(15: 207)
Rejected.
Rule as so amended. He said there would be
PROP. 4
(2: 219)
Rejected.
no list of nomina ambigua.1
Prof. MERRILLput this proposal to the vote
The question as to whether th is Artiele 65
and it was carried by a large majority.
should be deleted as proposed in Prop. 1, was
The meeting then considered Art. 64.
considered.
Dr. ROGERSread out the proposal of the
Dr. ROUSSEAU
suggested that the word monSpecial Committe for Fungi for the modification strosity should be replaced by some other word,
because there is such a case as hereditary monof Art. 64, Prop. 4 and 8.
Dr. BOIVINwas in favour of this, and pro- strosities.
posed the deletion of "a list of names to be
Prof. SCHOPFthought that the examples
abandoned for this reason (nomina. con/usa) would illustrate the kind of monstrosity meant.
will form Appendix V."
Prof. MERRILLsaid he thought they did, and
suggested that some additional examples be
Dr. ROGERSagreed.
Dr. BOIVINasked whether we could vote on added.
the new wording proposed by Dr. ROGERS.
Mr. STEARNwas in favour of retaining the
Prof. MERRILLruled that a vote should first Artiele.
Prof. LANJOUW
thought it might be advisable
to retain the Artiele at least provisionally.
1 The amended Artiele reading: A name of a taxonomie
group must be rejeeted if it is used with different meanings,
Mr. DANDYpointed out that we did not yet
and so beeomes a permanent souree of error (nomina
know
what the effects would be of deleting Art.
ambigua) .
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65, as so many garden plants, with names based
on them, are monstrosities. He considered that
the possible effects of removing the Article
should be carefully considered before and at
the next Congress. In the meantime he proposed that Art. 65 retained as it is.
Dr. BOIVINthought the monstrosities should
be described so as to make the examples clearer.
Prof. MERRILL
put the proposal ol Mr. DANDY
to deler action till the next Congress to the vote
by show of cards.
This was carried almost unanimously.
New Article 65 bis
PROP.

(35: 182)

. Rejected.

Article 66
PROP. I
PROP. 2

(38: 193)
(2: 229)

Rejected.
Rejected.

I

PROP. 2

(16: 205)
(2: 224)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP. 3
PROP. 4

I

(24: 194)

Rejected.

Dr. BOIVIN suggested th at the examples
under Prop. I should be added to the examples
under Art. 68 as legitimate names.
Prof. MERRILLruled that these would be considered by the Editorial Oommittee.
PROP. 2
(20: 194)
Rejected.
PROP. 3
(198: 39)
Accepted.
PROP. 4
(9: 207)
Rejected.
Mr. Ross thought it might be weU to include
the last sentence of Art. 68 Prop. 4.
Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that this matter
would come up later.
PROP. 5

(5: 222)

PROP. 5
PROP. 6
PROP. 7

PROP.

(163: 47)

PROP. I
PROP. 2

PROP. I
PROP. 2

(2: 216)
(174: 53)

Rejected.
Accepted.

(2: 214)
(35: 179)
(3: 225)

Rejected.
Rejected.
Rejected.

(129: 46)
(13: 175)

Accepted.
Rejected.

New Article 70
(24: 193)

Rejected.

New Article 71
PROP.

(19: 192)

Rejected.

New Article 72
Rejected.

PROP.

(15: 196)

PROP.

New Article 73
(21: 186)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 74
(24: 193)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 75
(19: 193)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 76
(20: 192)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 77
(20: 194)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 78
(20: 193)
Rejected.

PROP.

New Article 79
(17: 194)
Rejected.

Accepted.

Article 69

Rejected.
Accepted.

Section 13. Orthography of names

Rejected.

New Article 68 bis

(I: 212)
(101: 89)

This was relerred to the Editorial Oommittee.

Article 68
PROP.

NOM
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Prof. BAEHNIsuggested that an example stating th at it is permissible to revive an illegitimate
name, if no other one is available. He could,
if desired, give a good example.
His offer was accepted on behalf. of the Editori al Committee.

PROP.

Article 67
PROP.

Session

Although Dr. HYLANDER'S
new articles had
been rejected, it was feIt they contained many
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valuable suggestions, and it was agreed that
the Editorial Committee should consider them
from that point of view.

New Article 70 bis
PROP.

(44: 169)

Rejected.

New Article 70 ter
Article 70
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(22: 188)
(15: 189)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP. 3
PROP. 4

(8: 197)
(199: 40)

Rejected.
Accepted.

Prof. POLUNINdrew the attention of the
Editorial Committee to the fact that this is an
exception to the rule regarding stability of
orthography (Art. 70).
Mr. Ross also drew the attent ion of the Editorial Committee as to whether this should not
cover -anus, -ianus, and the reverse errors he
mentioned, i.e. when we get, hypothetically,
Kernerii for Kerneri. He said he had given
Prof. LANJOUWa draft covering all alternatives.
It was agreed that these suggestions of Prof.
POLUNINand Mr. Ross should be considered
by the Editorial Comlnittee.
PROP. 5

(41: 210)

Rejected.

PROP. 6
PROP. 7
PROP. 8

(201: 49)
(151: 35)
(66: 119)

Accepted.
Accepted.

Dr. SCHOPFproposed the following amended
wording of Prop. 8 sentence 2:
"When two or more generic names are so
similar, and the plants so closely related, as to
cause confusion, they are to be treated as
variants of the same name."
Dr. RICKETTsaid that Prop. 8 was made to
legalise present practice as explained in a paper
by Dr. SPRAGUE,
rather than the confusing provision of the present Art. 70. The wording as
amended by Dr. SCHOPFwas satisfactory to him.
Prof. MERRILLput to the vote that the whole
of Prop. 8 should be referred to the Editorial Committee together with Prop. 4 and Prop. 6.
This was carried.
PROP. 9
PROP. 10
524

(60: 102)
(5: 171)

Rejected.
Rejected.

PROP.

(41: 166)

Rejected.

Recommendation XXXIX
PROP. 1
PROP. 2

(182: 13)
(136: 49)

Accepted.
Accepted.

Prof. MATTFELD:MAGNUSist ein deutscher
Familienname, der nicht als lateinisch oder
latinisiert empfunden wird. Eine nach MAGNUS
benannte Gattung muss M agnusia heissen und
nicht etwa M agnia. Das Beispiel M agnusia
after MAGNUS
sollte stehen bleiben. Das gleiche
gilt für Rec. XL, Prop. 2 (P. 204): eine nach
MAGNUSbenannte Art muss Magnusii heissen
und nicht Magni. Das Beispiel M agni von
MAGNUSist zu streichen. Das Beispiel Magnusii ist stehen zu lassen.
Dr. SPRAGUEthought there was a good case
for retaining the spelling M agnusia.
MAGNUSwas a Latin name adopted as a
vernacular surname in Sweden and Germany.
The generic name formed from this surname in
accordance with Rec. XXXIX (b) was therefore M agnusia Klotzsch, and the specific epithet
was Magnusii. DILLENlUS,on the other hand
was merely a latinised torm of the surnam~
DILLEN, and the generic name and specific
epithet derived directly from it, or from the
vernacular surname, are therefore Dillenia and
Dillenii respectively. Similarly Clusia and
Clusii were correctly formed from CLUSIUS,
since that was merely a latinised form of DE
l'ECLUSE.
Dr. RICKETTsaid MAGNUS
might be Latin or
not. Therefore the example is confusing.
Prof. MERRILLsuggested th at Rec. XXXIX,
Prop. 2, be reterred to the Editorial Committee.
This was carried by show of cards.
Prof. LAMasked if the Editorial Committee
would also consider the name Glementis (from
CLEMENS)
and add it to the examples.
Prof. MERRILLruled th at these points would
also be considered by the Editorial Committee.

Discussions:
Reconunendadon

PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

I

(3: 193)

2
3
4

(166: 47)

PROP. 5

(69: 101)

]OL

Accepted.

(36: 134)
(27: 164)

Prof. LANJOUWpointed out that these proposals dealt more or less with the same thing
and suggested that, although Prop. 2 had been
accepted, Props 2-5 be referred to the Editorial
Committee.
Prof. POLUNINsaid it was desirabIe to be able
to correct original spellings retroactivelywhich would be especially kind to those working in small institutions where original publications are not available.
Mr. Ross thought th is was already covered.
Prof. MERRILLruled that all the proposals
be sent to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. BLAKEpointed out that in Rec. XLI line
2, the antecedent of the word "these" was
evidently "women" and that as it stands the
second sentence in the phrase "substantial
form" is both unscientific and unchivalrous ,
unscientific because it puts emphasis on avoirdupois only, unchivalrous because it deprives
the more slender members of th at division of
the human species of the privileges accorded to
their stouter sisters. He suggested referring
this to the Editorial Committee. (The spelling
"substantial" in the SYnopsisis a typographical
error for "substantival."-Ed.)
Prof. MERRILLsaid the Editorial Committee
must tak~ care of this (laughter).

New Reconunendation

PROP.

(201: 3)

XLI bis

Accepted.

Dr. BLAKEwished Rec. XLI bis to be referred to the Editorial Committee to revise the
forms of some of the author names used , the
form of citation Ostrya virginiana (Mill.) Willd.
is essentially universal in America.
N ew. Rec. XLI bis was accepted and referred
to the Editorial Oommittee.

Se ss ion 9

NOM
Reconunendation

XLIT

PROP. I
(175: 32)
Prof. LANJOUW
thought this was a good proposal, as it would be a great help to horticulturists if epithets such as "silvestris" and
"sinensis" were always written in the same way.
It would save much time which is now lost in
checking the original spelling and it would prevent errors on labels etc.
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought it would be undesirable
to accept the proposal before we knew the consequences. Botanical Latin was medieval Latin,
and he thought the acceptance of the proposal
would mean a great many changes in indices
etc. He thought a system of cross references
would have to be adopted if the proposal were
accepted, otherwise an epithet such as "chinensis" might be missed if indexed under "sinensis."
It would not be wise to take a snap vote.
Mr. STEARNsuggested a committee to deal
with the subject.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid they had had a committee before the war, and they had a very large
list of such names, and he pointed out that this
proposal was only a Recommendation.
Dr. SPRAGUEpointed out that this Recommendation is contrary to Art. 70.
Dr. BOIVINagreed with Dr. SPRAGUE,and
suggested in Art. 70 after the words "original
spelling" to insert "except as foreseen under
Rec. XLI!."
Dr. FOSBERGthought this case was similar
to that of nomina specifica conservanda. If a
list were made there would be no end to it. He
moved th at we reverse our preliminary vote on
Prop. 1.
Dr. ROGERS
seconded Dr. FOSBERG'S
remarks.
Dr. SCHOPFsaid he also would like to urge
th at the preliminary vote on Rec. XLII, Prop.
I be reconsidered. For the sake of stability it
seems only practical to follow the original spelling adopted by an author.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid if a committee were appointed for approved forms it should be only
for the future: we should retain the spelling of
an original author.

525

NOM

Nomenclature

Dr. LEONsaid the termination "ensis" ought
not to be used when applied to a country, but
only when it applies to a locality. When the
termination applies to a country the termination
"anus" should be used.
Examples:' one may say havanensis, but
should not say cubensis but cubana or cubanus.
Dr. FRANCOon the suggestion of Dr. PONCE
DE LEON to use the termination "ensis" for
small places and -anus for large countries, in
the construction of geographical epithets, wished
to call attention that this proposal could only
apply to epithets formed from countries without old-established names in Latin or Greek
form. Paris (Lutetia) is a small place, France
(Gallia) is a large place.
Prof. MERRILLfeIt we could not change old
names now.
He moved that the proposal be sent to the
Editorial Committee. This was agreed.
Recommendation XLII
PROP. 2

(8: 181)

Rejected.

Recommendation XLIII
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.

4
5
6
7

(103: 102)
(25: 184)
(14: 189)
(55: 152)
(11: 190)
(17: 171)
(2: 212)

Dr. BOlVINsuggested that the decision taken
on capitalization or otherwise should be a Rule
and not a Recommendation.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that this matter must not
be mentioned in a Rule as it is relating to typography and not to nomenclature.
Dr. SPRAGUEcould not agree with this.
Dr. SMITHthought that due to the negative
vote on Art. 70 bis, we could not change Rec.
XLIII to a Rule, unless in its present sense.
Dr. ROGERSsaid the wording of Rec. XLIII
in the "Synopsis" differed from that adopted
at Amsterdam.
Dr. CAMPsaid we should be realistic, some
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individuals for whom species have been named
do not wish to see their names decapitalized;
yet various government agencies insist that
all specific epithets be decapitalized.
Dr. ROGERSthen read a proposal of Dr.
GLEASON
on decapitalization: "The use of small
or capitalletters being a matter of typography
and not of nomenclature is not subject to the
Rules of Nomenclature."
Mr. STEARNagreed with what Dr. CAMPhad
said.
Prof. MARKGRAF:Unsere Arbeit ist botanisch-taxonomisch; es ist von einem rein praktischen Gesichtspunkt aus unbedingt zu vermeiden, dass ausser diesel' botanischen Arbeit
auch noch sprachliche Forschungen angestellt
werden müssen. Dies wird am leichtesten erreicht durch Vorschrift der Kleinschreibung.
Dr. ROTHMALER:
Es ist schwierig festzustellen, ob ein Epitheton klein zu schreiben ist;
z. B. wurde erst spät festgestellt, dass das Epitheton von Vicia lathyroides einer alten Gattung
Lathyroides entlehnt ist. Die deutschen Gärtner
beschlossen, alle "botanischen" Epitheta mit
kleinen Anfangsbuchstaben und die gärtnerischen Namen mit grossen Anfangsbuchstaben
zu schreiben.
Dr. BLAKEpointed out that it is impossible
to decide by inspection in very many cases
whether a given epithet should be capitalized
or not, the same epithet being sometimes geographic, sometimes personal, and names identical with generic names sometimes not being
generic names.
Prof. BREMEKAMP
thought everyone might
be free to use capitals as he liked.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
déclare qu'il y a du
pour et du contre. Les majuscules donnent une
information SUl'l'origine du nom, ce qui peut
être très utile. Il propose de voter pour dire si
on est pour ou contre les majuscules.
Dr. MARTINrecommended the adoption of
Prop. 3 amended as follows: "All specific or
other epithets may be written with a small
initial letter, but those which are derived from
the names of persons (substantives or adjectives), or are generic names (substantives or
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adjectives, whether in the nominative or in any
oblique case) may be capitalized if the author
so desires."
Mr. DANDYsaid that, as had been previously
suggested, Rec. XLIII could be deleted, but he
thought it would be better to accept a Recommendation on the lines of Prop. 4, so that editors could be shown that it is permissible to
spell epithets with small initial letters.
Dr. FOSBERGasked if there could be a vote
on Prop. 1 "specific and subspecific epithets
should be written with a small initial letter."
Dr. ROGERSwrote a few examples on the
board to show how certain specific names so
written would appear: Schinus molle, Liriodendron tulipilera, etc. To those who did not know
the origin of the specific epithets it would appear
that the gender of the epithet was incorrect.
Prof. MERRILLthen put to the vote by ballot
Prop. 1.
In lavour ol decapitalization 212.
Against 129.
Recommendation XLIV
PROP. 1
(18: 175)
Rejected.
PROP. 2
(165: 52)
Accepted.
PROP. 3
(61: 132)
Dr. RICKETTsaid that Proposal 3 was made
to correct the erroneous statements in Rec.
XLIV -the vowels are not "connecting vowels"
but terminations of sterns. The sterns are "albo"
"mentha-" "gracili-" "glycy-" etc. Latin sterns
were in classical usage usually changed to "i,"
but existing spelling should not be disturbed.
Prof. MERRILLsuggested that the Editorial
Committee should consider Prop. 3.
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Dr. LE GAL said the connecting vowel in
Latin may be not only "i" but also "e" and
"0." Examples taken from classical Latin
authors are "albogilvus," "ahenobarbus." She
hoped the matter could be referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prof. MERRILLput to the vote by show of
cards that Prop. 3 be relerred to the Editorial
Committee. This was carried by a large majority.
Article 71
Dr. HYLANDERasked if his new wording,
namely "As to names with varying spelling in
LINNAEUS,Species Plantarurn, Ed. 1, 1753, or
in his Genera Plantarurn, Ed. 5, 1754, or names
which are differently spelled in these two works,
the form used in the list of types of Linnean
genera (App... ) must be adopted" could be
used instead of Art. 71.
Prof. LANJOUWapologised to Dr. HYLANDER
that his Prop. for Art. 71 was placed under his
new Art. 72 (Syn. p. 193) due to the fact that
Dr. HYLANDERhad so placed it in his own
proposals. He thought it was difficult to decide now on Dr. HYLANDER'S
text.
Dr. BLAKEthought it dangerous to adopt the
list as printed, since this point had presumably
not been considered when the list was drawn up.
Prof. MERRILLasked if he would like to vote
in principle on it. He then put it to the vote
by show of cards the following: Art. 71 as it
stands or Dr. HYLANDER'Sproposal 72, 2nd.
half on page 193 of the Synopsis. A vote on
Dr. HYLANDER'Sproposal was refected there
being 20 in favour and 29 against.
Art. 71 accordingly remains as it is.

SESSION
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July 18th, 9.45-11 a. m.
Chairman:

T. A.

Section 14. Gender of Generic Names
Recommendation XLIV bis (in place of Art. 72)
PROP. 1

(76: 115)

Dr. ROTHMALER:Der Vorschlag, alle Artnamen auI das Wort "species" zu beziehen und

SPRAGUE

ihnen deshalb eine weibliche Form zu geben,
ist schon früher gemacht worden. Die Zoologen
schlugen vor, alle Namen (Epitheta) männlich
zu gebrauchen; die Botaniker dürften alle Namen weiblich gebrauchen. Das ist ein Vorschlag
zur Vereinfachung, so wie man schon früher
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alle Varietäten und Formen weiblich gebrauchte.
Dr. MATTFELD
said that he was strongly in
favour of the proposal.
Dr. SCHOPFsaid he would be in favour of the
Article in principle, but suggested that the
Editorial Committee be given full latitude in
revising the wording of the proposal.
Dr. SPRAGUE
did not like the idea of having
the ending of the epithet not in agreement with
the generic name. He thought it would be unwise that the "outside world" should think
that botanists were making mistakes in the
gender of their epithets.
Dr. ROUSSEAUthought it was difficult to
accept the proposition. In a name like Astragalus purpureus, purpureus is not the specific
name but an epithet-the
specific name is
Astragalus purpureus.
Dr. SPRAGUEput Rec. XLI V bis Prop. 1 to
the vote by show of cards. It was rejected by
an overwhelming majority.

PROP. 3

(52: 65)

PROP. 4

(40: 82)

Prof. LANJOUWsuggested that Arts. 73 and
74, as they do oot bear directly on the Rules,
should be referred entirely to the Editorial
Committee. In view of the decisions reached by
the present Congress they have to be thoroughly
revised.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
said that the new
Art. 28 bis is a definite change in the Rules,
which must be accepted now-we must not
wait for the next Congress.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid he hoped the Rules
would be published next year.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid that all RIlles are retroactive, and that with an energetic Rapporteur
like Prof. LANJOUWhe had no doubt that the
Rules would be published next year.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said that all our meetings
have been on the lines of Art. 74, that is we
have been revising the Rules in the light of
experience.
A new Rule passed at Amsterdam
PROP. 2
(26: 166)
has been considered in this way. There is conDr. BOIVINthought Dr. HYLANDER'SArt.
tinuing revision.
80 under Prop. 2, might be a valuable asset.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that nowhere in the
He asked what gender should be assigned to
Rules are such vague statements to be found
A triplex.
as in Arts. 73 and 74 such words as "small PerDr. SPRAGUEsuggested that he should acmanent International Executive Committee."
cept the neuter gender given by Pliny: "AtriWhat is small? Again, "competent" personsplex et silvestre et sativum est" (Hist. Nat., ed
who is "competent?"
Harduinus, Vol. 2, p. 221, 1. 4: 1723).
Therefore he thought this part of the Rules
Dr. HYLANDER
explained that his Article was
would have to be considered very carefully by
aimed at uniformity;
the Editorial Committee. He thought there
Dr. SPRAGUE
suggested that Dr. HYLANDER'S
should also be some direction as to the distribuArt. 80 should be relerred to the Editorial Oomtion of votes.
mittee for their consideration.
Prof. LANJOUWwent on to speak of commitThis was put to the vote and accepted by a
tees. He thought instead of the former Exvery large majority.
ecutive Committee there should be an Advisory
Board ol Nomenclature-a
consultative comNew Article 72 bis
mittee-and
he proposed the following as
(0: 212)
Rejected.
PROP.
members:
Chapter IV. Interpretation and Modification of
Prof. HOCHREUTINER,
Prof. MATTFELD,
Prof.
the Rnles
MERRILL,Prof. LANJOUW(Rapporteur), Prof.
Article 73
PULLE,Dr. RAMSBOTTOM,
Dr. SPRAGUE.
(11: 119)
PROP. 1
With power to co-opt.
This Committee was unanimously elected.
PROP. 2
(40: 76)
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Prof. LANJOUWthen suggested a General Oommittee of Botanical N omenclature the members
to con sist of:
All Secretaries of Special Oommittees as weIl
as Dr. CAMP,Mr. DANDY,Dr. DONK,Prof. HUMBERT, Dr. RICKETT, Prof. ROBYNS, Dr. ROTHMALER,Prof. VAN STEENIS.
This Committee was unanimously elected.
Further special committees were then considered.
Special Oommittee for Algae:
Secretary: Dr. TORE LEVRING.
Dr. BOURELLY(France); Dr. FRANCISDROUET
U. S. A.); Prof. JEAN FELDMANN(France); Prof.
KRIEGER (Germany); Dr. LUND (England);
Prof. PAPENFUSS(U. S. A.); Dr. RUTH PATRICK
(U. S. A.); Mr. Ross (England); Prof. O. C.
SCHMIDT (Germany); Prof. SKUJA (Sweden);
Prof. W. R. TAYLOR(U. S. A.); Prof. VISCHER
(Switzerland); Prof. YAMADA(Japan).
Special Oommittee for Diatomaceae:
Secretary: Mr. Ross (England ).
Mrs. A. CLEVE-EuLER (Sweden); Dr. J. FRUGUELLI (S. America); Mr. N. 1. HENDEY (England); Dr. F. HusTEDT (Germany); Dr. R. W.
KOLBE (Sweden); Dr. G. KRASSKE (Germany);
Dr. K. LOHMAN (U. S. A.); Dr. MANGUIN
(France); Dr. RUTH PATRICK(U. S. A.); Dr. C.
V. SUBRAMANIAN
(Madras).
Dr. SPRAGUEfirst asked for a vote by the
algologists which was carried. The he asked
for a vote from the whole Section on both lists.
This was carried unanimously.

Prof. JONGMANS;Prof. GOTHAN;Dr. SCHOPF;
PROF. ARNOLD;Mr. EDWARDS;Dr. SITHOLEY;
and, as temporary secretary, Dr. HAMSHAW
THOMAS.
Dr. SCHOPFsaid that as far as he was aware,
the selection of new personnel had not been discussed by the present Oommittee on Paleobotany. This list had certainly not been approved by vote of the present committee. In
his opinion it would be weIl if the Paleobotanical
Committee were now completely reorganised.
It would be desirabie for the General Oommittee for Nomenclature to take this matter under
advisement.
Dr. HAMSHAW THOMASexplained that he had
put on the list those now serving, and had suggested some new names. The paleo botanists
mentioned were certainly needed, perhaps more
names should be added. He thought perhaps
the Executive Committee might appoint the
committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that it be referred to
the General Oommittee, and asked Dr. SCHOPF
if he approved.
Dr. SCHOPFagreed.
Dr. SPRAGUEthen put that proposal to the
vote.
It was carried unanimously.
Then followed the proposal of names for the
Special Oommittee for Fungi
Dr. G. R. BISBY; Dr. K. B. BOEDIJN; Dr. R.
CIFERRI; Dr. M. A. DONK; Dr. C. W. EMMONS,
Dr. J. W. GROVES;Prof. R. HEIM; Mr. 1. JÖRSTAD; Dr. M. LE GAL; Dr. J. C. LINDQUIST;
The Report from the Paleobotanical Oom- Prof. W. J. LUTJEHARMS;Prof. G. W. MARTIN;
mittee was then considered.
Prof. J. A. NANNFELDT;Dr. J. RAMSBOTTOM;
Dr. HAMsHAwTHOMASsaid the Special Com- Dr. D. P. ROGERS;Prof. R. SINGER; Mr. J. A.
mittee for Paleobotany was not informed that
STEVENSON;Dr. A. TROTTER;Miss E. M. WAKEthe nomination of a riew committee was to be FIELD; Dr. S. P. WILTSHIRE.
made today, and since the matter had only
With privilege of co-opting additional membeen discussed informaIly, it was only possible
bers.
for him to propose the appointment of those
Prof. ST. JOHN asked who was secretary.
paleobotanists who had taken an active part
Dr. RAMSBOTTOMproposed Dr. ROGERS.
in the work of the Committee in the past, with
Miss WAKEFIELDseconded.
some additions to make the body more repreDr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote for the election
sentative. He wished to propose the following:
of the above Committee. It was carried unaniProf. HALLE; Prof. FLORIN; Prof. KRÄUSEL; mously.
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committee before Nov. lst 1950 (or other
Special Oommittee on Nomenclature ot Oultidate to be determined).
vated Plants.
Prof.
HOCHREUTINER
said the committee has
The foUowing names were read out by Dr.
no right to change the sense-he wished to add
CAMP:
Dr. H. H. ALLAN(New Zealand); Dr. B. K. to the resolution "without changing the sense. "
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid it was understood that the
BOOM(Netherlands); Dr. W. H. CAMP(D. S. A.)
Dr. J. MAcQ. COWAN(Scotland); Dr. H. J. committee had no right to change the sense of
DAEPp (Switzerland); Mr. J. E. DANDY(Eng- any article or recommendation. They have
land); Mr. J. S. L. GILMOUR(England); Dr. N. the power to put the Rules in workmanlike
HYLANDER(Sweden); Prof. G. H. M. LAWRENCE order and to clarify the meaning.
Prof. LANJOUWthen read out the proposed
(D. S. A.); Dr. H. W. RICKETT(D. S. A.); Prof.
ROLLINS(D. S. A.); Mr. W. T. STEARN(Eng- nanles of members of the Editorial Committee:
Prof. BAEHNI,Prof. MATTFELD,Prof. MERland); Col. F. C. STERN (England).
RILL,Dr.
RICKETT,Prof. ROBYNS,Dr. SPRAGUE.
Other members to be co-opted to cover reGeneral Editor: Prof. LANJOUW(Rapporteur)
gional and other interests. When asked who
was secretary, Dr. CAMPsaid this was a delicate With power to co-opt.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked for a vote on this Comquestion, but for the time being he was acting
mittee.
as temporary secretary.
The members were unanimously elected.
The Editorial Oommittee was then considered.
Dr. SPRAG
UE then caUed for a vote on the
Dr. ROUSSEAUmoved the adoption of the
resolutions of Dr. ROUSSEAU.This was carried
following resolution:
1. That the Editorial Committee be empow- almost unanimously (one dissentient).
Special Oommittee tor Phanerogams and Pteriered:
1) To change, if necessary, the wording of dophyta.
Prof. LANJOUWstated that it was Mrs. SPRAany article, and to avoid duplication.
GUE'S
wish not to continue being secretary of
2) To add or remove examples.
3) To place articles and chapters of the this committee. He thanked her for aH the
work she had done in the past and this was
Rules in the most convenient places.
4) To place aU or part of the recommen- applauded by the Section.
The new secretary proposed was Dr. PICHI
dations as notes under the proper artiSERMOLLI.
cles if necessary.
It was proposed to let the General Committee
5) To change the system of numbering the
choose the names of this Special Committee and
recommendations for a more convenient
delegates were asked to send in any suggestions.
one.
Dr. SPRAGUEput this to the vote and it was
6) and, in general, to make any editorial
carried
unanimously.
modifica tion not affecting the meanings
The
meeting
adjourned at 11 a. m. At that
of the provisions concerned.
time aU taxonomists joined a special meeting
11. AU the delegates are invited to submit their
recommendations concerning editorial as- in which the "International Association for Plant
pects, and to send them in writing to the Taxonomy" was formed.
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July 18th, 2-5 p. m.
Chairman:

T.

Col. STERNremarked that as we heard this
morning that an International Association of
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Plant Taxonomists had been formed and a
Permanent Bureau wiU be established, he would

Discussions
like to propose that this Section invites the
Permanent Bureau to consider some means
of preventing in the future the change of weIl
known names of plants by some method of
nomina specifica rejicienda. He represented the
Royal Horticultural Society of London, who
are anxious that some method with this end in
view should be adopted, and he had during the
last few days met so many users of plant names,
foresters, geneticists, plant breeders and horticulturists, and botanists, who are all anxious for
this meeting of botanists to find some method
of accomplishing this, that he put this proposal
before the meeting.
Dr. SPRAGUE
pointed out that we had had two
ballots dealing with this subject. He realised,
however, that it was very important matter for
those who were not taxonomists. He saw no
objection to referring this proposal to the Permanent Bureau as suggested by Col. STERN,and
if so the findings of the Bureau could be brought
forward at the next Congress.
Dr. SPRAGUEtold Col. STERNthat he was
perfectly at liberty to send the proposal to the
Bureau, and he (Dr. SPRAGUE)thought that
this would be bet ter than to ask this Section
to go back on their decisions.
Col. STERNagreed to this.
At this juncture Dr. DE WIT suggested that
there might be some scientists from Eastern
Europe or from Soviet Russia appointed to
the committees.
Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that none of these
botanists had taken part in the discussions and
th at all committees had the power of co-option.

Special Oommittee tor Hepaticae
Dr. M. FULFORD, secretary of the Special
Committee announced the following resolution:
The Special Committee for Hepaticae suggests the continuation of the present committee
with Dr. K. MÜLLER(Freiburg) and Dr. HATTORI(Japan) added to it.
Dr. SPRAGUEcalled for a vote on this.
It was carried unanimously.
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Special Oommittee tor M usci
Dr. FULFÖRDexplained that a; meeting would
be held tomorrow evening when the comn1Ïttee
would be appointed, and the list would be submitted later.
Dr. SPRAGUE
asked the Section if it was content to leave the bryologists toform their own
committee the following day. The only thing
he thought was for the Section to accept in
advance the decision of the bryologists, then
if the list did materialize before our next meeting further comments could be made. This was
agreed.
The following names were submitted after
the final meeting of the Section:
Secretary: Prof. R. VANDERWIJK (Holland);
Dr. E. B. BARTRAM
(D. S. A.); Dr. F. DEMARET
(Belgium); Dr. H. PERSSON(Sweden); Prof. P.
W. RICHARDS(England); Prof. G. SAYRE(D. S.
A.); Prof. W. C. STEERE(D. S. A.).
Special Oommittee tor Lichens
Dr. HYLANDER
asked if this could be treated
in the same way as for Musci. Prof. Du RIETZ
wished to resign the position of secretary.
Prof. ROUSSEAUproposed to refer to the
General Committee all the questions th at had
not been discussed by the Section.
Dr. BOIVINseconded this.
Opinions were divided as to this motion, and
no vote was taken.
Dr. SPRAGUE
then put to the vote the request
of Dr. HYLANDERconcerning the Special Committee for Lichens-That it should be treated
in the same way as that for l\1:usci.
This was carried unanimously.
Dr. SCHOPFthen asked if there might now be
discussed certain paleobotanical questions.
Dr. SPRAGUEasked Dr. HAMSHAW
THOMAS
if he wished to make a report.
Dr. HAMSHA
W THOMASin asking for the acceptance of the proposals forwarded by the
Special Committee for Paleobotany, it may be
stated that the results of the Amsterdam Congress were never widely published and were
treated as new propos als for this Congress. The

531

NOM

Nomenclature

Special Committee assembIed on July 7th and clatural regulations. Many crossreferences in
held meetings daily until July 12th.
addition will have to be added if this material
The following members were present:
is placed as an Appendix. I believe there are
Prof. T. G. HALLE;Prof. R. FLORIN,Prof. positive advantages in placing this material
KRÄUSEL;Prof. W. JONGMANS;
Mr. W. N. Ed- in its logical position of reference within the
WARDS;Dr. HAMSHAW
THOMAS;Dr. SCHOPF; main text, that are quite aside from the extra
Dr. GOTHAN.In order to make the meetings space required for any other method of handmore representative Prof. C. A. ARNoLD(D. S. ling it.
A.) and Dr. SITHOLEY(India) were invited to
Editorial attention should also be directed
attend. Dr. SELLINGof the Naturhistoriska
to the words "recent" and "fossil" that have
Riksmuseum acted as secretary for the meet- been inserted editorially in the body of Rules
ings, and Mr. CROFT(British Museum) with Dr. at a number of places since the Amsterdam
HAMSHA
W THOMASwas elected as Chairman. Congress of 1935. These need to be checked
The different rules and recommendations very carefully since all these additions by the
were very fully considered and the proposals editor were made with reference to a very differnow presented received general agreement. A ent set of special paleobotanical provisions
majority of the committee thought that these than are now submitted by the committee on
rules and recommendations should form a sep- paleobotany.
arate appendix, but would, he believed, be
Then followed a short discussion, and Dr.
prepared to leave this to the Editorial Commit- SPRAGUEsaid he thought if we were not paleotee. The main points in the proposals refer to botanists we should be very careful in making
the names of fossil plants which usually were suggestions for the alteration of the proposals.
found as detached organs and parts, and need
Dr. SCHOPFthen spoke on Art. 18 ter. He
to be given binary names. It was hoped that
said we have special nomenclatural provision
the rules and recommendations now proposed for fossil plants, but at present there is no inwould cover the various difficulties involved. dicat ion of just the point at which these proAs regards the starting date for the names of visions become operative, or which of the fossils
fossil plants, a majority of the committee should be classed according to provisions govwished the fixing of this date to be postponed, erning nomenclature of modern groups. This
pending a full investigation of the changes in is important because no one doubts that modern
established names which might be involved ac- species and genera are represented in the fossil
cording to whether Jan. lst or Dec. 31st. 1820 state, and he was sure we should all agree th at
were adopted as the starting date.
when they can be reliably recognised in the
Dr. SCHOPFspoke as follows: The special pro- fossi! state they should be identified with the
visions for Paleobotanical Nomenclature now proper modern group.
submitted to the Section for Nomenclature are,
The new Article 18ter was proposed to relieve
in my opinion, an immense improvement over this difficulty in deciding which nomenclatural
the paleobotanical material given consideration provisions to apply. It seemed reasonable to
at the 1935 Amsterdam Congress. I can re- make the distinction on the basis of whether
commend their acceptance by this Section. It the type specimen of the taxon was fossil or
should be pointed out that the wording may subfossil, or whether it was modern. He bestill require much editorial consideration. I lieved that this is a highly satisfactory basis for
believe that the editors will find here a duplica- this nomenclatural distinction.
tion in essence of material already in the Rules,
A question was then asked concerning the
and that the amount of special material can be position of M etasequoia.
considerably reduced if the different measures
Dr. SCHOPFreplied th at Metasequoia is the
are incorporated in the main body of nomen- only genus in which difficulty might arise. At
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present there is no other available name for largely that which starts with Sternberg, and
this taxon, so that there is nomenclatural stabil- it is in fact unthinkable to make the reverse deity. In order not to disturb this desirabie con- cision and accept the other prominent 1820
dition, he had already proposed, in a written publication as a point of departure for legitimate
memorandum to the Rapporteur, that the name names.
M etasequoia Miki ex Hu and Cheng be conserved
This proposal was widely discussed among
with reference to the modern species M. glypAmerican paleobotanists since it was proposed
tostroboides as type species, rather than with in this form two years ago. It is recognized
reference to the fragmentary fossil material of there that a single publication of definite date
M. disticha (Heer) Miki as now obtains.
must be selected before we can set our house in
Dr. SPRAGUEwondered whether a paleo- order nomenclaturaIly.
Surprisingly, however, the Paleobotanical
botanist might be put on the Editorial ComCommittee of the present Congress "is unable to
mittee.
Dr. SCHOPF
suggested the name Dr. NORMAN accept this proposal because of uncertainty as
W. RADFORTH
(McMaster University, Canada). to the consequences." He supposed unforeseen
He said that Dr. RADFoRTHwas weIl qualified consequences of adopting the Species Plantafor this work, and at present was serving as rurn, May 1753, are still being brought to light.
At any rate he did not presume to foresee
representative of the Paleobotanical Section
on the Editorial Board of the American Journal all of the consequences that may come from
adoption of any rule. The present ambiguous
of Botany.
Dr. HAMSHA
w THOMAS
thought this position sentence was adopted twenty years ago on rewas a very responsible one, and that perhaps commendations of a number of members of the
present committee. There has been no alterit would be weIl to have time to consider it.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that the Editorial
native proposal made by the members of the
Committee should co-opt a paleobotanical mem- committee in the interval, although at least
ber if necessary.
He put that to the vote and some members agree that the present Rule is
ambiguous. ActuaHy, if we desire regular noit was carried unanimously.
The Section then considered certain other menclature, no other decision is possible than
the one proposed here. Most of the useful
proposals in the report.
Dr. SCHOPFspoke on Art. 20, Prop. 7, and species names of Schlotheim are validated by
said that first things should come first and a later authors. One species name will apparently
primary step in stabilizing fossil plant nomen- have to be changed from current usage. The
clature is the date at which nomenclature is committee has been willing to recommend contaken as legitimate (validly published)-that is servation of one generic name that would otherthe "starting date." At the present time the wise be invalidated. These minor inconvenRules are ambiguous in this regard. The per- iences are a very small price to pay for a definite
tinent sentence in Art. 20, p. 33 of the Synopsis, starting point in paleobotanical nomenclature.
reads: "The nomenclature of fossil plants of aH The point the committee fails to recognize is
the considerable desirability of making a choice
groups begins with the year 1820."
He had proposed that, in conformity with now. If after twenty years study they can adthe other starting dates in Art. 20, this be vance no better objections it would appear unmade to read: "(j) Fossil plants of all groups, sound to continue to wait.
Art. 20 is a general rule applying to plants
Dec. 31st 1820 (STERNBERG,
Flora der Vorwelt,
of all groups, and it is in the interests of all
Versuch, Fasc. I, pp. 1-24, pIs. I-XIII).
This measure is necessary because two im- botanists th at the article be clarified.
portant works appeared in the year 1820. The
Dr. SCHOPFtherefore wished to move that
current nomenclature in paleobotany is very Art. 20, Prop. 7 be adopted by a general vote
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of the Section of Nomenclature. Any delay in
adoption of this proposal will merely serve to
postpone the inevitable, and to delay the time
at which we can start to use stabie nomenclature for fossil plants, those of the Palaeozoic
particularly.
Dr. HAMsHA
W THOMAS
thought this starting
point was a very difficult problem and suggested further consideration of it by the committee. He would like to postpone it till the
next Congress.
Dr. SCHOPFsaw no advantage in waiting five
years.
Dr. SPRAGUE
thought that this palaeobotanical difficulty could not be adequately dealt
with by the Section. The Section was presented
with a majority report, and all it could do was
to vote upon it.
Prof. LANJOUWsuggested voting on the Report first, and to postpone the decision on the
starting point.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
said we had voted on a
lixed date. It should only be a Palaeobotanical
vote as we have accepted the principle.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid the palaeobotanists had
special pink cards for their voting.
Dr. SPRAGUE
suggested a vote by show of pink
cards.
Dr. SCHOPFasked for a vote by ballot.
Prof. LANJOUWpointed out that some of the
palaeobotanists had not received their cards
and suggested a post al ballot, the replies to be
sent to him as Rapporteur.
Dr. HAMsHA
W THOMASthought' everyone
would agree to that.
Dr. SPRAGUEconsidered that apostal ballot
concerning the starting point would be the best
solution, and suggested that this ballot should
be taken by October.
This was agreed.
Prof. LANJOUW
then asked that a vote should
now be taken on the Report! as the whole (excluding the starting point). He also suggested
that the Report be referred to the Editorial
Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUE
put this to the vote by show of
cards and it was carried almost unanimously.
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Dr. HYLANDER
then asked if he might bring
forward part of his proposal10 of Art. 20, which
he had re-worded. He read aloud "If an author
accepts and retypifies a name publish~d before one of the later starting points mentioned
in Art. 20, b, e, f, g, for a genus within such
a group, this name shall not be considered a
later homonym of the name in its original sense."
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that names published before the starting point in the group concerned
are not validly published, and therefore have
no status as earlier names, whether as SYllonyms or as homonyms.
Dr. ROGERSsaid that this point had already
been dealt with.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
did not wish to accept Dr.
HYLANDER'sproposal.
There appeared to be no support for the
motion.
The Report ol the Special Oommittee lor Fungi2
was then considered.
Dr. ROGERSsaid it was unanimously voted
by the Special Committee for Fungi that the
attention of the meeting be called to the fact
th at the adoption of Art. 13, Prop. 1, would
not be in the best interests of mycology.
The present Art. 13 which provides that "no
classification is admissible which contains such
alterations" is harmiess, classification not being
a matter controlled by the Rules. But the proposed wording "Names given to taxa placed
in categories denoted by misplaced terms, are
treated as not validly published," would invalidate the principal names of subdivisions of
genera in FRIES'S "Systema Mycologicum."
Many of these "tribus" names have been elevated to generic rank, and many others transferred to the rank of subgenera; and many if
not most are in universal use by mycologists. To
invalidate these names would work a hardship
which mycologists would regard as avoidabie.
Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that an exception
might be made for the names of "tribes (tribus)"
proposed by FRIES.He asked if there were any
further remarks from the mycologists.
1
2

See for the accepted report Supplement lIl.
See for the accepted report Supplement IV.
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Mr. MASONconsidered that the amended text
of Art. 57 proposed by the mycologieal committee should be rejected on the ground that
a state of a species is a category unknown to
nomenclature, and that no means of referring
to it is being provided.
Miss WAKEFIELD
considered that it was sometimes necessary for practical purposes to use the
names of imperfect states. She gave the foIlowing example of one of the difficulties which
arise in compiling lists of fungi if the present
Art. 57 is strictly followed: The perfect state
of Actinonema rosae, described in the United
States as Diplocarpon rosae Wolf, is not known
in Great Britain and it is even possible that if
a perfect state were found in Britain it might
not be the same as the United States species.
Therefore, it is misleading to speak of our
fungus as Diplocarpon rosae.
Dr. ROGERSsaid that Art. 57 had not been
altered in principle. The application of names
to various states has proved indispensable to
mycologists. The committee .had the benefit
of Mr. Mason's discussion and vote in adopting
the present text, and a very substantial majority
(of which he was not a member) approved it.
Dr. SPRAGUEthen put the majority report
of the mycological committee to the vote by show
of cards, and it was accepted almost unanimously, only one against.
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Dr. RAMsBoTToMthen asked if he might
propose an amendment to Rec. XLIII, Prop. 1,
on decapitalization of specific epithets.
He said that there could be no doubt that
whether or not "permission" were given in the
amended Rec. XLIII to continue the use of
capital initialletters for certain specific epithets,
a very substantial proportion of systematists
would continue a practice which had been followed for 200 years, which had many advantages for serious students of certain aspects of
nomenclature as weIl as often preventing the
perpetration of nomenclatural absurdities. The
amendment he proposed was:
"As it was the practice of LINNAEUS
and the
authors of all the works used as starting points
for nomenclature, it is permissible to continue
the use of capital initial letters for certain
specific epithets."
Prof. MERRILLsupported Dr. RAMsBoTToM's
proposal, saying he thought it would clarify
the situation.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that as Rec. XLIII, Prop.
1, had been accepted by ballot, the matter
should be considered as settled.
It was suggested that all such matters might
be referred to the General Committee of N0menclature.
A large majority were in favour of this.

S E S SlO N 12
July 19th, 4.30-6 p. m.
Chairman:

E. D.

Dr. CAMPgave his final report of the Gommittee on the Nomenclature of Gultivated Plants.1
He also placed on the board the following:
Insert in Art. 31: "When Latin "specific" nanles
for hybrids are used, all offspring of crossing
between individuals of the same parent species
receive the same specific name."
Prof. MERRILLput this to the vote by show of
cards, and it was unanimously accepted.
1 For the whole of the accepted report on § 6 and the
Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants see Supplement Il.

MERRILL

Prof. LANJOUWthanked Dr. CAMPfor what
he had said and for what he had done. It was
proposed to establish a new committee to deal
with urgent nomenclatural needs. He suggested
the committee should consist of the following:
Secretary: Prof. LANJouw.
Dr. CAMP,Mr. DANDY,Dr. GAUSSEN,Mr.
GILMOUR,Prof. MERRILL,Prof. SKOTTSBERG,
Dr. SPRAG
UE and Miss WAKEFIELD.
Prof. MERRILLasked for a formal motion to
this effect.
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Dr. SPRAGUEsuggested that the terms of
A mimeographed copy of proposals entitled
reference for the committee should be: "to
"Section 2: The Type Method"l was given to
consider aH proposals for reconciling conflicting each membel', and before starting any discusviews on questions of nomenclature held by sion Prof. LANJOUWdrew attention to certain
very large sections of botanists and plant users, alterations to be made in the mimeograph copy,
and to recommend possible solutions with the such as:
least delay. ' ,
Art. 18 bis to read: "The choice of a lectotype
Mr. SCHWEINFURTH
formally proposed this. or neotype is not binding if the original material
Prof. MERRILLput the proposal to the vote by is rediscovered, or if it can be shown that the
show of cards and it was carried unanimously.
choice was based on misinterpretation of the
Prof. MERRILLthen called on Prof. O. N. original description."
ALLENto speak concerning the Oommittee tor
Art. 18 ter. Add a note: "Names based on fosBacteria.
sil types cannot be used again for modern plants
Prof. ALLENsaid it was very important that
in violation of the Rule excluding later homoa committee for bacteria should be set up, but nyms (see Art. 61)."
he was not in a position to name the members.
Art. 18 quater, paragraph 1 to read: "The
He suggested that Dr. BREEDand Dr. S:T JOHN nomenclatural type (holotype, lectotype or neoBRooKs be members and he himself secretary,
type) of a species or that of a taxon below the
and that the Congress approve of these Mem- rank of species is a single specimen or other
bers with powers to co-opt.
element except in the foHowing case. For small
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
supported this proposal. herbaceous plants ... original description."
Prof. MERRILLput the motion to the vote by
Cases 2-5 to be renumbered as Notes 1-4.
show of cards and it was carried unanimously.
Prof. LANJOUWexplained that aH the alteraAt this stage Prof. HOCHREUTINER
said that
tions were considered to be improvements.
as he thought he was the oldest delegate in the
Prof. MERRILLthen asked for any comments.
assembly, he feIt it his duty to thank all the
Dr. BOIvINsuggested that Dr. WEATHERBY'S
devoted members who had directed and taken
recommendation might be added: "When it is
part in our discussions, particularly the two necessary to select a nomenclatural type for
presidents, Prof. MERRILLand Dr. SPRAGUE, any group it should be so chosen as to preserve
the Rapporteur, Prof. LANJOUW,the Recorder, established usage if possible, and typifications
Dr. HYLANDER,
the three Secretaries Mrs. SPRA- by earlier authors should be retained if posGUE, Prof. MATTFELDand Prof. ROBYNS;also sible. "
Dr. AHLNER,Dr. JONKER,Mr. MENNEGAand
Prof. LANJOUWreplied that the guide for the
Mr. FLoRscHüTz.
determination of types would be given later in
He wished also to thank all our Swedish a mimeograph copy, and that discussion had
friends too numero us to mention. One of them,
better be postponed till then.
however, he feIt he must name, Prof. R. E.
1\11'. Ross thought the words in Art. 18 quater
FRIEs (Hon. President of the Congress).
"of each" in Note 4, originaHy 5, seemed unProf. MERRILLexpressed the thanks and necessary, and their inclusion made the note
appreciation of aH those mentioned by Prof. confusing. They should be deleted. The reHocHREuTINER.
rention of them would give the note a different
Prof. LANJOUWthen introduced the question effect from that intended.
of the determination of types.
Dr. SPRAGUEagreed, and suggested that the
Part of this discussion had taken place during final "of" be replaced by "in." Note 4, to read
the session on Monday, July 17th, but it is as foHows:"If a taxon included subordinate
thought advisable for convenience of reference
1 The complete text accepted by the Congress at the
to record the whole in one place.
end of this report in Supplement 1.
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taxa its type must be or include the type of one
of the taxa in each subordinate rank."
Dr. SCHOPFreplied concerning the types of
names of fossil plants.
Prof. MERRILLsuggested tha t this be left to
the Editorial Committee.
Prof. BAEHNIasked what was the position of
M etasequoia.
Dr. SCHOPFsaid that at present there was
only one generic name for the fossil and for the
recent plant. If some botanist proposed a
new name, M etasequoia could be conserved.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that he had a proposal
for the conservation of the name M etasequoia.
Dr. DE WIT wished the following changes to
be made on p. 1: After the sentence: "The substitute may be either a lectotype or a neotype"
add: "When choosing, the isotype has preference
over aIl other possible lectotypes." Re considered that this provision should be in an
Article, not a Recommendation.
Re further proposed that the sentence (1. 8
from bottom) which reads: "An isotype is a
specimen believed to be a duplicate of the holotype" should be replaced by "An isotype is a
duplicate of the holotype."
Prof. LANJOUWthought it was not necessary
to discuss this point at this stage, it would be
better to wait for the Guide for the Determination of Types.
Prof. MERRILLruled that this be so.
Dr. RUTH PATRICKpointed out to the Ed·
itorial Committee that Art. 18, Note 3, paragraph 5 should be placed before paragraph 4.
Prof. MERRILLproposed that the matter be
reterred to the· Editorial Committee.
This was carried unanimously.
A mimeographed copy of the "Guide for the
determination of types" was then distributed.
Prof. MERRILL
caIled on Dr. FOSBERG
to speak.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that the suggestions put
forward are presented as a means of applying
the Articles concerning the type method. These
also include certain matters of good taxonomic
practice.
Dr. BOIVINproposed that we should add to
35 - 516756
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(4) "Whenever the type material of a taxon is
heterogeneous, the lectotype should be selected
so as to preserve current usage if possible."
Ex.: The syntypes of Thalictrum dioicum L.
include one specimen of what is currently called
T. dioicum L. and one of T. polygamum Muhl.
The first specimen was properly selected as
lectotype in 1944,thus preserving current usage.
Prof. LANJOUWthought this might be an
useful addition.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid that this point was deliberately omitted as it might conflict with the
author's intent.
Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that the proposal
said "if possible," so perhaps it could be accepted.
Prof. MERRILL
asked whether it could be submitted to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. FOSBERG
agreed.
Dr. DE WIT proposed that to Art. 18, centre
of page, after the sentence "A substitute may
be either a lectotype or a neotype" should be
added: "When choosing, the isotype has preference above aIl other possible lectotypes."
Re went on to say that it could not be maintained that Art. 18 explains the type method,
and the Recommendation the manner of determining a type.
In Art. 18 there is also prescribed "a lectotype always takes precedence over a neotype"
which is a direction for choosing. Ris proposal
was that an isotype, because it forms part of
the type sensu latiore, must have precedence
over aIl other possible types. It is a matter for
an Article, not for a Recommendation which
may be foIlowed or not. The further designation of neotypes may, indeed, be referred to a
Recommendation.
A seccmd point .was that in the final part of
Art. 18 an improvement in the text is necessary.
It reads: "An isotype is a specimen believed to
be a duplicate of the holotype." This he pointed
out was wrong. What a specimen is believed to
be is irrelevant. When he believed a specimen
to be a duplicate, that does not make it a
duplicate: The text should be "An isotype is a
duplicate of the holotype."
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After a short discussion Dr. FOSBERGsaid
that the reason that the matter of requiring
selection of an isotype as lectotype was omitted
was that often the author has not seen all the
isotypes. It is much better to permit selection
of a paratype if the author has seen it.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid he hoped this matter
would be left to the Editorial Committee.
Prof. MERRILLproposed that this be sent to
the Editorial Committee to incorporate such
suggestions as they consider necessary, and this
was carried unanimously.
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
suggested that it should
be made as simple as possible.
Prof. LANJOUWthen asked if we could vote
on the Guide as given by Dr. FOSBERG,and that
it should be sent to the Editorial Committee.
Dr. BOIVINseconded.
Prof. MERRILLput Prof. LANJOUW'S
proposal
to the vote and it was carried unanimously.
Prof. MERRILLthen announced that a proposal for the Special Oommittee for Lichenes had
been submitted. The following names were suggested:
Secretary: Dr. S. AHLNER(Sweden); Prof. H.
DESABBAYES(France); Dr. C. W. DODGE(D. S.
A.); Dr. V. J. GRUMMAN(Germany); Dr. J.
MACKENZIELAMB (Canada); Dr. J. MOTYKA;
Dr. R. A. MAASGEESTERANUS
(Holland); Mr. R.
SANTESSON
(Sweden).
Prof. MERRILLput these names to the vote,
and they were unanimously elected.
Appendix I. Regulations for determining types
PROP. 1
PROP. 2
PROP. 3

(33: 80)
(24: 81)
(2: 92)

This Prof. LANJOUWpointed out had already
been dealt with.
Appendix 11. Nomina Familiarum Conservanda
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
PROP.
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1

(82: 48)

2
3
4

(95: 38)

(81: 41)
(85: 44)

Prof. LANJOUWproposed that Appendix 11
be referred to the Special Oommittees concerned
with acting power.
Dr. BOIVINseconded.
Prof. MERRILLput this proposal to the vote
and it was carried unanimously.
Appendix 111. Nomina Generica Conservanda
Prof. LANJOUWproposed that these nomina
conservanda
should be dealt with by
the various Special Committees concerned, and
that the committees be given acting power.
Dr. RUTH PATRICKurged that the Congress
should issue a general policy concerning nomina
generica conservanda,
some wish to conserve
names of genera which have only a few species
in them, this should not be done unless there is
an economic reason, or other special reason for
so doing.
Prof. LANJOUWagreed with this and thought
it might be discussed in the General Committee
for Nomenclature.
Dr. FOSBERGwished to emphasize Dr. RUTH
P ATRICK'Sremarks. It seemed to him that
hundreds of names had been proposed in recent
years for conservation of names of groups of no
imaginable economic or general importance.
It had taken 45 years to get a relatively small
list in final shape. What will be the result of
the present flood of proposals.
Dr. SPRAGUEtold the meeting how he had
prepared lists of proposed names for conservation both for the Cambridge congress and for
the Amsterdam congress. He said what a long
time it took to prepare cases and that a name
was never put forward unless there was good
reason for its conservation.
Mrs. SPRAGUEexplained that the lists put
forward after the Cambridge congress were
large because there had been a change in the
homonym rule at that Congress. It was feIt
that th is change might give rise to a great
number of generic name changes unless there
was fairly wide conservation. Accordingly the
late Dr. HITCHCOCK
and Dr. WEATHERBYand
she herself were asked to work through the
generic homonyms and to propose for consergenerica

Discussions
vation those names which they thought ought
to be conserved. This was done, with the result that some 400 names were later conserved.
This was of course a very special case.
Prof. LANJOUWthen submitted the names
proposed for the Special Committee for Pteridophyta.
Secretary: Prof. R. PICHI-SERMOLLI
(Italy);
Mr. ALSTON(England); Dr. MORToN(U. S. A.);
Prof. HOLTTuM(Singapore); Mr. BALLARD
(England); Mme. TARDIEUBLOT(France); Dr. COPELAND(U.S.A.)
This list was then put to the vote and carried
unanimously.
Dr. ROGERSasked what was the power of the
Special Committee with regard to nomina conservanda proposita.
Prof. MERRILLsaid they had power to conserve.
Prof. LANJOUWthought they would refer to
the General Committee.
Dr. SPRAGUEsaid in the last Congress these
committees had been given power, and they
had worked in some cases exceedingly weIl,
especially where the committee had an energetic secretary. He suggested power be given to
the committee and then it should secure the sanction of the General Committee for conservation.
Prof. BAEHNIasked how we were to know
what names were conserved.
Prof. LANJOUWasked if he meant between
the Congresses.
Prof. BAEHNI: Yes.
Prof. LANJOUW:By means of our new association we will publish new lists as soon as they
are available.
Dr. BLAKEinquired whether the list of proposed nomina generica conservanda would be
published in a preliminary way so that the
names would be subject to criticism before final
adoption.
Dr. RAMSBOTTOM
replied that the names
would be accepted informally in the interim,
the list to be tentative until formally approved
by the next Congress.
Dr. ROGERSsaid he agreed to that.
Mr. Ross urged that the secretaries of the
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Special Committees should be instructed to obtain the approval of relevant other committees
where the names to be rejected fall outside the
purview of their own committee.
Prof. LANJOUWexplained that this had always been done.
Dr. FOSBERGsuggested that when the names
are referred to the Special Committees, a set
of instructions to be prepared by Dr. SPRAGUE
on principles for selection of names for conservation be referred to the committees at the same
time.
Dr. SPRAGUEagreed to prepare a set of instructions as Dr. FOSBERGhad suggested, and
to send it to the Rapporteur.!
Prof. MERRILLput the motion before the
meeting that Committees have power to select
names for conservation but the list will be tentative until the next Congress.
This was carried by a large majority.
Mr. STEARNasked for means whereby a decision of the Committee on Nomina Generica
Conservanda could be made known as quickly
as possible. Compilers of encyclopaedias and
ot her users of names naturally desire to learn
whether a name is to be preserved or not, at
the earliest opportunity, so that their works
may not become too soon antiquated.
Prof. LANJOUWsaid that committees could
pu blish their lists as soon as they had made
them, but it was not possibie at this stage to
say how long a particular committee might be
in producing a list.
The names proposed for the Committee of
Phanerogamae were then read out by Prof.
LANJOUW.
Secretary: Prof. PICHISERMOLLI
(Italy); Prof.
LAM (Holland); Prof. MANSFELD(Germany);
Prof. HOCHREUTINER
(Switzerland); Dr. RICKETT (U. S. A.); Dr. A. C. SMITH (U. S. A.);
PROF. WEIMARCK(Sweden); Mr. DANDY(England); Mr. PINTO DA SILVA (Portugal); Dr.
LEANDRI(FRANCE);Prof. VANSTEENIS(Holland); Dr. FOSBERG(U. S. A.).
1 Boon after the Congress this set of instructions was
prepared by Dr. SPRAGUE, and published in "Taxon",
Vol. I, p. 14.
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Prof.MERRILL put these names to the vote
and they were unanimously elected.

Prof. MERRILLpointed out that the first list
in the Synopsis proposed lectotyPes for Nomina
Generica adopted at the Cambridge and AmAppendix IV. Nomina ambigua
sterdam congresses.
Dr. SPRAGUE
explained that the list of lectoDeleted.
types for the Linnean genera compiled by
Appendix V. Nomina confusa
HITCHCOCK
and M. L. SPRAGUEwas accepted
Deleted.
subject to revision if nesassary by those familiar
Appendix VII. Nomenclature of Garden Plants with special groups. He thought the present
lists might be accepted in the same way. For
PROP. 1
(2: 73)
the finallist we must consider the work of the
PROP. 2
(4: 77)
monographer .
PROP. 3
(71: 9)
The Section seemed to approve of the above
discussion,
and no vote was taken.
This matter had already been dealt with.
Dr. RAMsBoTToMthen asked if he might
speak on decapitalization of specific epithets.
New Appendix VIII. Special Provisions
conceming Fossil Plants
He thought there had beenmisunderstanding,
and asked if there could be aballot.
PROP. 1
(22: 26)
Prof. POLUNINsaid we had already had a balPROP. 2
(24: 29)
lot on this issue, and decapitalization was reThis also had been dealt with.
commended.
Dr. RAMsBoTToMsaid that he considered
New Appendix (Syn. p. 249). Nomina excludenda there ought to be an amendment to allow those
botanists who had consistently followed the
PROP. 1
(28: 146)
Rules and Recommendations all these years to
This 3,lsohad already been dealt with.
retain the capital initialietter in certain specific
New Appendix (Syn. p. 250). Kules for Citation epithets. If the Recommendation remainedas
it now stands, it would not be followed. He
PROP. 1
(149: 22)
Accepted.
read out his proposed amendment:
Prof. LANJOUW
pointed out that Dr. RICKETT
"As it was the practice of Linnaeusand the
was a member of the Editorial Committee, so authors of all the works used as starting points
we need not worry too much over this new Ap- for nomenclature, it is permissible to continue
pendix. To this the meeting agreed.
the use of capital initialletters for certain specific epithets." .
Supplementum: Species Lectotypicae propositae
Dr. BOIVIN suggested this should be subProf. LANJOUWconsidered this was a very mitted to the Editorial Committee.
Prof. POLUNINstill thought we should condifficult matter, and thought it could only be
judged bythe Special Committees concerned. sider the matter settled. He failed to see why
proposal, which was exactly
Dr. BOlVINfeIt th3it we should not have such Dr. RAMsBoTToM's
the
same
as
the
proposal
he had suggested (Rec.
lists in our Rules, with· the possible exception
XLIII,
prop.
6)
and
which
was rejected in the
of the Linnean list.
Dr. FOSBERGsaid he saw no end to such lists. preliminary voting (17: 171) should be accepted
It seems best to assume that workers will be instead.
Dr. ROGERSthought something might be done
sufficiently familiar with the literature of their
to
allow those who wished to capitalize to do so.
groups to know what lectotypes have been sugDr.
SPRAGUE
asked if he might read out Prof.
gested without compiling a compendium to help
POLUNIN'Sproposal Rec. XLIII, Prop. 6:
them.
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Modify as follows: "All specific and trivial
names and epithets should be written with a
small initialIetter , although writers desiring to
use capital initialletters for particular names or
epithets may do so when these are directly derived from names of persons (or deities) or
vernacular (or barbaric) names, or are previously published (including pre-Linnean and invalid) unmodified generic names. "
Dr. SPRAGUEthen proposed that this be
accepted.
Prof. POLUNINsaid he appeared to have a
foot in both camps.
Dr. SINGERdid not care for the word "unmodified."
Prof. MERRILL
gave as an example Gluta Renghas, this was by error published by Linnaeus
as Gluta Benghas. The Malay name is Renghas.
Prof MERRILLthen put the following motion
before the Section:
"To substitute POLUNIN,Prop. 6, subject to
moditication by the Editorial Committee, instead
ot what we have adopted."
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A vote by show of cards was taken and the
proposal was accepted by a very large majority.
Prof. POLUNINasked that the Editorial Committee should reword in two places in accordance with his reprint p. 222, that is, insert
"especially" before "desire" and substitute
"whether actual or mythical" for "or deities."
Dr. SPRAGUE
then put before the Section the
tormal motion to be put forward at the Final
Plenary Meeting of the Congress:
"That the Seventh 1nternational Botanical Congress accepts the decisions ot the Section ot N omenclature concerning the modification ot the 1nternational Rules ot Botanical Nomenclature, and sanctions the appointment ot the Standing Committees
by this Section."
Prof. MERRILLthen thanked all for the support given during the discussions, and declared
the proceedings closed.

SUPPLEMENT

I

Section 2, The Type Method
Artiele 18
The application of names of taxa is determined by means of nomenclatural types. A nomenclatural type (typus) is that constituent element
of a taxon to which the name of the taxon is
permanently attached, whether as an accepted
name or a synonym. The name of a taxon must
be changed if the type of the name is excluded
(see Art. 66).
NoteI:
The nomenclatural type is not
necessarily the most typical or representative element of a taxon; it is merely that element with which the name is permanently
associated.
Note 2: A holotype ("type") is the one specimen or other element used by the author or
designated by him as the nomenclatural type

(that is, the element to which the name of the
taxon is permanently attached).
Note 3: If no holotype has been indicated by
the author who described a taxon, or when the
holotype is lost or destroyed, a substitute for it
must be chosen. The author who makes this
choice must be followed unless it can be proved
that the choice was not made in accordance
with Art. 18 bis. The substitute may be either
a lectotype or a neotype. A lectotype always
takes precedence over a neotype.
A lectotype is a specimen or other element
selected from the original material to serve as
nomenclatural type when the holotype ("type")
was not designated at the time of publication,
or so long as it is missing.
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When two or more specimens have been designated as types by the author of a name (e.g.
male and female, flowering and fruiting, etc.)
one of them must be chosen as lectotype.
A neotype is a specimen selected to serve as
nomenclatural type so long as aU of the material
on which the name of the taxon was based is
missing.
Recommendation

For other specimens of special interest the
foUowing terms are recommended:
A paratype is a specimen cited with the original description other than the holotype. An
isotype is a specimen believed to be a duplicate
of the holotype. A syntype is one of two or more
specimens or elements used by the author when
no holotype was designated, or one of two or
more specimens simultaneously designated as
type.
Recommendation

It cannot be too strongly recommended that
the original material, especially the holotype, of
a taxon be deposited in a permanent responsible
institution and that it be scrupulously cared for
and preserved. When living material has been
designated as type, it should be immediately
preserved, whether it be a living plant in garden
or greenhouse, or a culture in vitro.

used again for modern plants in violation of the
rule excluding later homonyms (see Art. 61).
Artiele 18 quater

The nomenclatural type (holotype, lectotype
or neotype) of a species or taxon below the rank
of species is a single specimen or other element
except in the following case:
For smaUherbaceous plants and for most nonvascular plants the type may consist of more
than one individual, which ought to be conserved permanently and assembied on one
herbarium sheet or preparation.
If it is proved later that such a type herbarium sheet or preparation contains parts belonging to more than one taxon, the name must remain attached to that part (lectotype) which
corresponds most nearly with the original description.
Notes:
1) For plants for which it is impossible to
preserve a type specimen, the type may be a
figure andfor a description.
2) In a species without a type specimen, the
type may be a description or figure.
3) If a taxon is divided into a number of taxa
of the same rank, the nomenclatural type of the
original taxon must be the type of one of thenl.
4) If a taxon includes subordinate taxa, its
type must be or include the type of one of the
taxa in each subordinate rank.

Artiele 18 bis

ArticJe 18 quinquies

The choice of a lectotype or neotype is not
binding if the original material is rediscovered,
or if it can be shown that the choice was
based on a misinterpretation of the original
description.

The nomenclatural type of an order and of
taxa between order and family is a family, that
of a family and of taxa between family and
genus is a genus, and that of a genus and of taxa
between genus and species is a species.
The nomenclatural type of a taxon above the
rank of genus, to the rank of order, whose name
is formed in accordance with the Rules, is always the lower taxon whose name was derived
from the same root (generic name).
Note: It is not feIt that the type method can,
at present, be profitably applied to the nomencIature of taxa above the rank of order.

Article 18 ter

Names based on types derived from modern
material, Algae excepted, always take precedence over names based on fossil or sub-fossil
specimens.
Note: Names based on fossil types cannot be
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Guide for the determination

I: Section

of types

The following set of suggestions is intended
both as a guide to the application of the Rules
and as an indication of sound practice in the
determination or selection of the nomenclatural
types of previously published taxa.
'Vhere the application of a rule is embodied
in a suggestion, reference is made to the appropriate article.
1) The choice of the original author, if definitely expressed at the time of the original
publication of the name of the taxon, is final.
If he included only one element, that one must
always be accepted as the holotype (see Arts.
18, 18 quater). If a new name is based on a
previously published description of the taxon,
the same considerations apply to material cited
by the ear1ier author.
2) When a new name was published as an
avowed substitute (nomen novum) for an older
one (a new name based on the description accompanying an illegitimate or incorrect one),
the type of the new one is automatically that of
the old one.
3) A lectotype may be chosen only when an
author failed to designate a holotype, or when,
in species or taxa of lower rank, the type has
been lost or destroyed (Art. 18 note 3).
4) Designation of a lectotype should only be
undertaken in the light of an understanding of
the group concerned. Mechanical systems, such
as the automatic selection of the first species or
specimen cited or of a specimen collected by the
person after whom a species is named, should
be avoided as unscientific and productive of
possible future confusion and further change.
The original description of the taxon concerned
should be the basic guide (Art. 18 bis).
a) In choosing a lectotype any indication of
intent by the author of a name should be given
preference unless it is contrary to his description and remarks. Such indications are manuscript notes, annotations on herbarium sheets,
recognizable figures, epithets such as typicus,
genuinus, vulgaris, communis, etc.
b) A lectotype must be chosen from among
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elements that were definitely studied by the
author up to the time the taxon was published
and included in it when it was published (Art.
18 note 3).
c) Other things being equal, specimens should
be given preference over pre-Linnean or other
cited descriptions or plates when designating
lectotypes of species.
d) In cases where two or more elements were
included in or cited with the original description the reviewer must use his own judgment
in selection of a lectotype, but if another author
has already segregated out one or more elements as other taxa, the residue or part of it
should be designated as the type if its essential
characters correspond to the original description. If it can be shown that the element best
fitting the whole published original account has
been removed, it shall be restored and treated
as lectotype (Art. 18 bis). Whenever the type
material of a taxon is heterogeneous the lectotype should be selected so as to preserve current
usage if possible. (Ed. Comm.)
e) The first choice of a lectotype should be
followed by subsequent workers unless it can
be shown that the choice does not fit the original
description as well as another of the original
elements (specimens, species, higher taxa, etc.).
(Art. 18 bis.)
5) In selecting a neotype even more care and
critical knowledge are essential, as the reviewer
has usually no guide except his own judgment
as to what best fits the original description. If
his selection is faulty it will inevitably result
in further change. The neotype may only be
selected when all original material is believed
lost or destroyed (Art. 18 note 3, Art. 18 ter).
6) For names of fossil species the lectotype
where one is needed should, if possible, be a
specimen illustrated at the time of the first
valid publication.
7) The nomenclatural typification of organ
genera, form genera, of genera based on plant
microfossils (pollen, spores, etc.), genera of imperfect fungi, or any other analogous genera,
or lower taxa, does not differ from that recommended above.
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of Proposals by "Committee on Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants"
as accepted by the Congress
§ 6. Names of hybrids and some other special categories
Article 31

(Prop. 7-accepted

with following modifications)
"Hybrids or putative hybrids between two
species of ... " etc.
(3rd paragraph, line 2).
"is distinguished from the latter by the sign
x before the binary ("specific") epithet."
Examples: (consult Mr. STEARN).
Insert in this article: "When Latin "specific"
names for hybrids are used, aU offspring of
crossing between individuals of the same species
receive the same specific name."
"Notel: (line 2, next to last word), change
"will' to "may."

"Examples: Iris subg. x Regeliocyclus, including the hybrids between species belonging
to subg. Regelia and to subg. Oncocyclus, respectively. " (Have Mr. STEARN
check example.)
"Note 2. The binary ("specific") epithet of
an intergeneric hybrid must not be placed under
the name of either of the parent genera."
(Mr. STEARN
can furnish examples where this
unfortunate practice has been used-if thought
advisable to include in text.)
Article 33
(Prop. 4-CAMP-accepted with the following
changes. )
lst line, lst word-change "Terniary" to
"Ternary. "
3rd line, last word-change "polygeneric" to
"ITIultigeneric."
New Art. 33 bis-HYLANDER-to be considered in Appendix VII.
Rec. XX-to
be deleted.

Article 31 bis
(New text).
Hybrids or putative hybrids between infraspecific taxa of the same species may be designated by a formula and, whereever it seems
useful or necessary, by a name of the same
taxonomic rank as the parents or, if these are
Article 34
of different rank, that of the higher ranking
(Prop. 5-CAMP-; accept lst paragraph onlyparent. In the formula the order of the epithets
beginning ):
and the use of - - - (continue to end of proposed text).
"When the different hybrid forms of ... " etc.
Examples: (to be supplied by Mr. STEARN). (delete example and following note)
New Note (insert sub. Art. 31).
(add, as second paragraph, the following,
(Use lst paragraph prop. 5 sub. Art. 32-by
modified from prop. 4-HELLYER):
Hylander-beginning:
"The "specific" epithet
"These forms are recognized as nothomorphs;
mentioned in Art. 31 ... " etc.
when desirabie they may be designated by an
Examples: (to be pared to essentials and epithet preceded by the binary name of the
corrected by Mr. STEARN).Delete HYLANDER'S group and the term nothomorph (nothomorpha,
"Note."
abbreviated as nm.), in the same way as subArticle 32
divisions of species are classed under the binary
Prop. 6-CAMP-Accepted in toto)
name of the species.
Add to it as "notes" the following:
Example: Mentha x niliaca nm. Lamarckii.
(Mr STEARNprobably could furnish a better
"Note 1. "Hybrid subgenera" and "hybrid
sections" may be named in the same way." example. )

544

Supplement

I I: Nomenclature

New Art. 34 bis-HYLANDER.
Not accepted.
New Arts. 34 ter, 34 quater, 34 quinquiesby Camp-rejected by Committee in favor of a
separate Article-which was accepted by the
Congress section as a Recommendation.
New· Recommendation

of Oultivated

§ 7. Names of plants in cultivation
Article 35

Plants brought into cultivation from the wild
and which differ in no fundament al way from
the parent stocks bear the same names as are
applied to the same species and subdivisions of
species in nature.
Plants arising in cultivation through hybridization, mutation, or other processes which tend
to establish recognizable differences from the
parent stocks receive epithets preferably in
common language ("fancy" epithets) markedly
different from the Latin epithets of species or
varieties.

NOM

Detailed regulations ior the nomenclature of
plants in cultivation appear in Appendix VII.

*

New Art. 42 biS
.
New Art. 42 ter } wlthdrawn by proposer.
Refer New Art. 42 quater to Comm. on Cult.

Pl.

*

(to follow Art. 34.)
Taxa which are apomicts may, if 80 desired,
be designated in the following manner:
I) If they are considered as of specific rank,
by the intercalation of the abbreviation "ap."
between the generic name and the epithet.
2) If they are considered as of infraspecific
rank, by the intercalation of the abbreviation
"ap." between the category term and the infraspecific epithet.
In the case of an infraspecific category of a
species which is wholly apomictic, the abbreviation "ap." is placed solely between the generic
name and the specific epithet.
Examples: (to be supplied by Mr. STEARN).
Taxa which are clones may, if so desired, be
designated in the same way as for aporniets, except that the abbreviation "cl." or the symbol
CL is used in place of "ap."
Examples: (to be supplied-Hemerocallis
fulva cl. Europa.
New Paragraph-prop.
Art. 34 bis-HyLAND
ER-not accepted.

Plants

Insert new-proposal. Article 44 quater (to
be actually located by the Editorial Committee).
For purposes of valid publication, names in
Latin form given to hybrids are subject to the
same rules as those of non-hybrid taxa of the
corresponding rank.
Note: the parentage, so far as known, should
be indicated.
Final Report:

Committee on tbe Nomenclature
of Cultivated Plants

It is to be recognized that those who name
horticultural plants usually are dealing with
three category levels-the generic, and what,
on philosophical grounds, might be called the
specific and infraspecific levels.
Generic names of plants originated in cultivation, whether referring to hybrid or non-hybrid
taxa, are thought now to be adequately taken
care of in the Rules. The formulation of specific
and infraspecific epithets for plants originated
in cultivation, when in Latin form also is adequately treated by the Rules through certain
modifications accepted in current legislative decisions by this body.
There remains, however, a necessity for regulations for the forming of that large body of
epithets on the specific and infraspecific levels,
not in Latin form, and of especial pertinenee to
the nomenclature of cultivated plants. These
regulations, if they are to appear with the Rules
of Botanical Nomenclature, must be dealt with
in a special Appendix which, as win be obvious,
cannot be as yet voted on by this body but
first must be referred to a parallel body of
horticulturists.
It is therefore hoped that the authorities of
this Botanical Congress will make overtures to
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similar authorities of the International Horticultural Conference with a view toward arranging a joint meeting of the members of the Committee on the Nomenclature of CultivatedPlants
of the International Botanical Congress with
the members of the similar committee of the
International Horticultural Conference so th at
a final draft of regulations, acceptable to both
horticulturists and botanists, may be forthcoming.
To this end it is proposed that the present
Committee on the Nomenclature of Cultivated
Plants, as approved by this Congress, be given
plenary powers to meet with a similar committee of the Horticultural Conference and complete the draft of such a set of regulations.
Pending such joint action it would seem unnecessary to present a full draft representing
the current activities of this committee; it is
perhaps sufficient to indicate that our comlnÎttee has brought together the draft of a possible
Appendix VII, primarily as a basis for discussion with the comnlittee of the Horticultural
Conference.
This draft has been a welding together of
what, in our unanimous opinion, are the best
elements of the various proposals brought forward for this Appendix and which already are
on record. If we have made any major modifications these are in a direction seeking greater
cohesion between Appendix VII and the current Rules of Botanical Nomenclature and also
to accomodate recent advances in experimental
horticulture.
Our guiding principle has been to disencumber botanical nomenclature, in so far as possible
in the future, of unnecessary epithets in Latin
form by strongly advocating the use of vernacular epithets for infraspecific categories of
cultivated plants. Among cultivated plants
these quite often are ephemeral and soon pass
from the literature. To assist in this disencumbering of botanicalliterature we also have
advocated, for plants originated in cultivation,
dropping the category of variety and substituting the category of horticultural variety or
"cultivar." In fact, to emphasize th at the
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horticultural variety usually is a thing biologically quite apart from the botanical variety we
have further advocated that these horticultural
epithets ("fancy names") be appended directly
to the botanical name and, in addition, be
further signalized as being this type of epithet
by inclusion in quotation marks.
The same principle has guided our proposals
for the epithets of hybrid groups where there is
great complexity and wherein the parental
formulae become unduly cumbersome, as in the
wellknown garden materials derived from Lilium (L. dauricum x L. x maculatum) xL. davidii
var. wilmottiae. These might be given a collective epithet in Latin form, if so desiredand under the new Art. 44 quater, requiring a
diagnosis in Latin. It is our suggestion, instead, and so as not to encumber botanical
literature, that precedent be followed and that
such complexes be given special names in the
vernacular and their hybrid nature clearly indicated-e.g. Lilium "Preston Hybrids."
We have also advocated, where such hybrid
complexes are further selected for particular
series of characters (in this example, primarily
for erect vs. nodding flowers), th at these be
designated as "groups" -e. g. "Preston Hybrids"-"Stenographer
Group" and "Fighter
Group"-wherein MissPRESTON named individual selections of one group for her stenographers and those of the other group for fighter
aircraft.
In brief, it has been our aim in formulating
a preliminary draft of Appendix VII to emphasize the great desirability for the producer
of new horticultural materials to employ epithets
in the vernacular (i. e. "fancy names") for individual plant selections, reserving epithets in
Latin form for special cases. The publication of
such epithets in the vernacular is entirely outside the Rules of Botanical Nomenclature; it is
dealt with in detail in our proposed draft.
Lastly, in recognition of the great need for
special categories in what might be called "precision nomenclature" desirabIe both for exerpimental horticulture and experiment al botany we have made further suggestions.
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Three of these categories, namely apomiet,
clone and nothomorph, now appear in the Rules,
since they are widely used today in general botanicalliterature.
Others, at present primarily

Nomenclature

NOM

of pertinenee to the nomenclature of plants
originated in cultivation, appear only in our
draft. of Appendix VII.

SUPPLEMENT

III

Paleobotanical Nomenclature as accepted by the Congress
Art. PB 1

Art. PB 2

The general principles applicable to aU plants
Since the names of the species, and consequently of many of the higher (taxa) taxo- and to the nomenclature of taxonomie groups
nomie groups of fossil plants are usually founded according to their categories are to apply also
on specimens of detached organs and since the to the names of species of fossil plants and to
connection between these organs can only rarely organ genera and form genera (see Recommenbe proved, organ genera (organogenera) and dations 1-3) (vide I. R. Chapt. 111).
form genera (formagenera ) are distinguished as
taxa within which species may be recognised.
Conditions and dates of valid publication
An organ genus is a genus whose diagnostic
of names
characters are derived from single organs of the
Art. PB 3
same morphological category or from restricted
From Jan. Ist 1952 the name of a genus or of
groups of organs connected together.
A form genus is one that is maintained for a group of higher rank is not considered as
classifying fossil specimens that lack diagnostic validly published unless it is accompanied by a
characteristics indicative of natural affinity but description of the group or by reference to a
which for practical reasons need to be provided previously and effectively published description
with binary names. Form genera are artificial of it.
Art. PB 4
in varying degree.
The type of a genus of fossil plants is the first
N otes. 1) Organ genera based on detached
parts may be distinguished not only by morpho- described species which shows such characters
logical characters, but also by reason of different as are necessary for distinguishing the genus
from other groups.
modes of preservation.
The type of a species of fossil plants is the
2) It is necessary to distinguish both organ
first
described and figured specimen showing
genera and form genera since the former are held
to indicate a certain degree of natural affinity, such characters as are necessary for distinguishwhile the latter may-and in many instanees ing the species from other species.
are known to-include
species belonging to
Art. PB 5
different families or even groups of higher rank
When diagnostic characters are altered or
e. g. fems and pteridosperms. But form genera
have been recognized as pertaining to a special circumscription changed in groups of fossil
morphological category since 1828 (ADOLPHE plants, the type is determined by reference to
BRONGNIART)
since that time they have been the original specimen figured in validation of
constantly used in taxonomie and morphological the name of the taxon. If more than one figure
applied in validation of this name, the emending
literature and they are quite indispensable.
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author shaU indicate from specimens originally
figured the one he regards as constituting the
type.
Art. PB 6

The name of a monotype genus of fossil plants
published after Jan. lst 1952 must be accompanied by a description of the genus indicating
its difference from other genera.

Recommendation

Form genera should not be used as types on
which natural taxa of higher rank are established.
Note: While organ genera may be grouped in
families bearing names taken from one of the
genera and ending in -aceae form genera should
not be placed in groups with names implying
the status of natural taxa.
Recommendation

Recommendations
Recommendation

1

In describing organ genera it should be clearly
indicated for which kind of organ the genus is
established.
It is desirabIe that the names should indicate
the morphological category of the organ. (For
leaves a combination with phyllum, for fructifications combinations with carpus or theca etc.)

3

4

In describing organs of uncertain nature or
affinities, a name suggesting definite relationship with a recent plant should be avoided.
Recommendation

5

In describing a new species it is desirable to
mention which specimen is regarded as the type
and to indicate in which museum or collection
the type is to be found.
ReCOIDD1endation 6

Recommendation

2

The names of form genera should, as a rule
be used only with their original meaning and
subsequent alteration of the diagnostic characters of form genera is not desirabIe.

Additions
Nomina

generica

Paleobotanists should exercise great caution
in applying to weU preserved specimens names
which have been originally attached to poorly
preserved specimens or to specimens which
have been inadequately described or figured.

to Appendix 111
conservanda:

Paleobotany

Fam.

Nomina conservanda

Nomina rejicienda

Ordo. Pteridospermales
M egalopteridacaceae
Calamariaceae
Ordo. Cordaitales
Form Genus
Taxodiaceae

Dolerotheca Halle
Megalopteris (Dawson) Andrews
Calamites A. Brongn.
Cardiocarpus A. Brongn.
Glossopteris A. Brongn.
Metasequoia Miki ex Hu & Cheng
genotype: M. glyptostroboides Hu & Cheng

Discostachys Grand'Eury
Cannophyllites A. Brongn.
Calamitis Stern berg
Cardiocarpus Reinw.
Glossopteris Rafinesque
M. disticha (Heer) Miki
(no name rejected)

(Other proposals on p. 234, were withdrawn.)
Appendix IV
Nomina Arnhigna

Proposal 5, p. 235 is withdrawn.

SUPPLEMENT IV
Report of the Special Committee for Fungi
as accepted by the Congress
Article 10
Prop. 1
They have voted to inform the Section that
they regard either Art. 10 or Art. 10 Prop. 1 as
a correct statement concerning mycological
classification.
Article 11
Prop. 1 & 2
They are agreed that formae speciales should

Systema mycologicum, which are treated as
validly published although he .termed them
"tribes" (tribus)."
The committee do not believe that the phanerogamists will wish to force upon the mycologists a new provision, however desirabIe to
the former, which would seriously disturb the
now legitimate nomenclature and typification
used by the latter.

not be treated as varieties; in this they oppose

the adoption of the last sentence of Art. i1
Prop. 2.
They have voted to recommend that "forma
biologica" and succeeding words be deleted from
Art. 11 Prop. 1 and the rest of Prop. 1 be
adopted. In the event that students. of other
groups wish to retain "forma biologica" not only
as a category but in a fixed place in the series of
categories, they still wish to delete the words
"Forma specialis (in parasitic species)." They
desire to retain the latter category, as provided
in Rec. I, but without a hierarchical position.

Recommendation VII
Prop. 1
They have voted to rècommed that Rec. VII
Prop. 1 be adopted only if amended by striking
out "thevalid" and aH succeeding words and
substituting the words "it may be desirabIe to
accept .the type of thepre-startingpoint
author." The version printed on p. 30 of the Synopsis, being in the form of a rule, is not approved.
Article 20 (e), (f), (h)

They have voted unanimously to recommend
the retentionof Art. 20 (e), with the date fixed
They have voted to recommend the retention
as Dec. 31, 1801 and of (h).
of Rec. I with the substitution of "taxa" for
They havevoted
to urge the adoption in
"forms" where "forms" first occurs in theRec.,
place of Art. 20, (f) of the foHowing: "(f) Fungi
and with two corrections in text: "specific" to caeteri, 1821 (FRIES, Systema mycologicum Vol.
replace "special" (the latter apparently being I). Vol. I of the Systema is treated as having
an error of printing or transcription), and the appeared Jan. 1, 1821, and the Elenchus fungoplural "formae speciales" to replace "forma
rum 1828 is considered to be a part of the Sysspecial is. "
tema. Names of Fungi caeteri published in
Article 3
other works between the dates of the first and
Prop. 1
last parts of the Systema which are synonyms
They have voted unanimously to recommend or homonyms of names of any of the Fungi
again the adoption of the following amendment
caeteri included in the Systema do not affect the
to Art. 13 Prop. 1, which they have already re- nomenclatorial status of names used by FRIES
commended to the Section and which has not in this work."
yet been acted on: "An exception is made for
They unanimously recommend the rejection
names of subdivisions of genera in FRIES'S of Art. 20, Prop. 6.
Recommendation I
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N omenclature
Article· 39 bis

Article 64

They have voted to recommend the rejection
of the note in new Art. 39 bis. They believe
that the matter should be dealt with in Art. 57,
where it is now treated of in Prop. 1.

Prop. 2, 3, 5, 7

Article 57
They have voted to recommend the adoption
of the following text in place of the present
Art. '57:
"In ÁSf?O'mycetesand Basidiomycetes with two
or more states in the life cycle (except when they
are lichen fungi), but not in Phycomycetes, the
fust valid name or epithet applied to the perfect
state takes precedence. The perfect state is
that which bears asci in the Áscomycetes, which
consists of the spores giving rise to basidia in
the Uredinales and of the chlamydospores in
theUstilaginales,
or which bears basidia in the
remaining Basidiomycetes. The type specimen
of a state must bear that state. However, the
provisions of this article shall not be construed
as preventing the use of names of imperfect
states in works referring to such states.
The author who first describes a perfect state
may use the specific epithet of the corresponding imperfect state, but his binomial for the
perfect state is to be attributed to him alone,
and is not to be regarded as a transfer.
When not already available, binomials for
imperfecp states may be proposed at the time
of publication of a perfect state or later, using
either the specific epithet of the perfect state
or any other epithet available.
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They have voted to recommend that Art. 64
Prop. 2 be adopted. It is to be noted that the
vast majority of names which have been af
fected by this Rule are fungus names.1
Article 64
Prop. 4 & 8
They unanimously recommend the adoption
of the following sentence, formed from Props. 4
and 8: "For nomenclatural purposes names
given to lichens shall be considered as applying
to their fungal components, but shall be subject
to the provisions of Art. 20 (d)." It is to be
noted that the word "exclusively," a part of
Prop. 7, is not a part of this sentence nor of
its provisions.1
Appendix DI
They unanimously recommend the conservation of the following generic names (subject to
withdrawal if their nomenclatorial status is
changed by modifications in the Rules adopted
at this Congress): Áleurodiscus, Oalvatia, Olavaria, Daldinia, Marasmius, Melanogaster, Panus
(vs. Pleuropus), Pleurotus, Septobasidium, Stagonospora, Tomentella (vs. Oaldesiella), Tubercularia, and Uromyces.
The citations, types or lectotypes, and nomina
rejicienda have already been discussed in print
and will be supplied to the Editorial Committee.
1 The Committee's recommendations regarding Art. 64
have already been adopted by the Section.

