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of current Recommendations, the "Canons" of the "Armerican Code" might perhaps serve 
some purpose, for the very good reason that Recommendations are not mandatory, and 
discretion, such as pertinently advocated by Briquet, is to decide in the last resort. Erected 
into hard and fast Rules, these very same "Canons" would often prove quite as obnoxious 
in critical work as they might be useful in certain general cases. 

More or less successful in its insistence upon absolute standardization in regard of 
typification, the American Code was downright inept in other, vital, phases of botanical 
endeavor. The notion, for example, voiced in Canon 4 (in op. cit., 169) that the term 
variety should be relegated to horticultural usage, leaving only subspecies below the 
species, repeated an indifferent aspect of current zoological nomenclature, automatically 
treating every subspecific group as of the same rank and status, which might at times be 
convenient, perhaps, but does not agree with nature. Moreover, running counter to age-old 
practice in botany, this notion could only call for stupenduous synonymies and a radical 
departure from tradition, none of which seems commendable outside of cogent, absolute 
necessity. As I am presently to show, the high priests of the American Code showed them- 
selves incapable in the handling of elementary typification, so that it is not surprising 
that they failed to impress their better informed European colleagues in the selfappointed 
role of prophets of a new nomenclature. I regret that space forbids, for I would most 
gladly dissect in the light of actual examples - beyond the few ones next to be introduced 
- the performances of the high priests in question. I openly admit that much as I may 
respect them in certain regards, still I consider them as ridiculous when nomenclature 
is concerned. 

Further still: The American Code, true to the clouded understanding of its sponsors, 
made a ghastly confusion in the very concept of type, such confusion that can only be 
charged to gentlemen whose eagerness was greater by far than critical knowledge; such 
confusion indeed which through Art. 18 poisons the International Rules of Nomenclature 
(3rd ed.), as we are next to learn. It is anything but surprising that botanists nurtured in 
the halls wherein, the American Code was cooked do at times convey a faint smell of that 
grand stew, and contribute on their own, additionally, little dishes of more or less 
agreeable flavor. (to be continued) 

Proposals to amend the Stockholm Code of Botanical Nomenclature. 
Proposal no. 11 submitted to the Paris Congress 

hy 
F. R. FOSBERG (Falls Church, Va.) 

The new International Code of Botanical 
Nomenclature, adopted at the Stockholm 
Congress and published as Regnum Vege- 
tabile, 3: 1-228. 1952 seems unquestionably 
the most satisfactory document of its kind 
ever produced. As a result of the careful 
preparations before the Congress, the 
thoughtful and critical consideration of all 
accumulated proposals by the Nomenclature 
Section of the Congress, and the effective 
labors of the Editorial Committee, an es- 
sentially workable scheme of rules has been 
created. And it comes fairly close to satisfying 
the principle embodied in Article 3 that 
"The Code of nomenclature should be simple 
and founded on considerations sufficiently 
clear and forcible for everyone to comprehend 
and be disposed to accept." 

As yet there has not been sufficient time 
since the publication of this code for it to 

be thoroughly tested by application to the 
full range of nomenclatural problems to 
which it must provide solutions. There is 
little doubt that situations may arise that 
were not anticipated and that may require 
modification of certain wordings and 
provisions. During a careful reading and a 
certain amount of application a few such 
defects, inadequacies or ambiguities have 
come to light. In order that these may be 
given ample thought before they are con- 
sidered at the Paris Congress in 1954, they 
are here pointed out with some discussion 
and proposals for amendment of certain 
articles. These are mostly very minor matters, 
but ones which occasionally may cause 
trouble. Some of them have already given 
trouble during consideration of certain 
generic names proposed for conservation. 
These proposals are here made in the 
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numerical order of the articles to which they 
apply. 

Page 17 
Article 18 Note 3. On line 2 substitute 

"may" for "must", and add to this sentence 
"unless the name or epithet is a nomen 
dubium (see [new] Art. 75 p. [41]. 

As this stands now it is mandatory' to 
choose a type whether or not any good pur- 
pose will be served thereby. There are many 
taxa, especially older ones, which are so 
vaguely or imperfectly described that there 
is no possibility of knowing what the author 
had in mind and any subsequent typification 
must be arbitrary. And since, by the following 
sentence, the first typification must be fol- 
lowed unless it can be shown not to be in 
accord with the description, much mischief 
might result from ill-considered typification 
which could not easily be reserved. In con- 
sidering certain generic names proposed for 
rejection, the Special Committee for Phane- 
rogams and Pteridophytes has run into a 
number of such cases in trying to satisfy the 
requirement that the application of rejected 
names is determined by types. With certain 
earlier homonyms it is impossible to have 
any clear idea of what their authors had in 
mind. (In articles 62 and 63, however, a 
similar substitution should not be made, as 
these are to cover cases where genera and 
species are subdivided, and when this is 
done typification seems essential.) To take 
care of these cases a p-pvision for Nomina 
Dubia should be reinstated in the Code. The 
deletion of Article 63 "at Stockholm was 
definitely a mistake. There is no doubt that 
most careful taxonomists will prefer to place 
a name in this category unless they can form 
a reasonably clear idea of what an author 
had in mind, or unless typification is 
necessary to preserve established usage. 
Adoption of this proposal will also make it 
unnecessary to typify names in order to use 
them in accord with the rules in floristic 
lists and relatively casual papers. The typi- 
fication of any name should only be done 
after ample study to enable one to be 
thoroughly familiar with the facts. 

Page 19 
Article 23. After the last paragraph and 

before the Example insert a paragraph as 
follows: 

"For purposes of homonymy only, valid 
publication of names of genera in all groups 

of plants, recent and fossil, begins with 
May 1, 1753." 

This is necessary as it may be a matter 
of opinion to which group an organism 
belongs, and therefore at what date its name 
becomes validly published and consequently 
invalidates later homonyms. A. person con- 
cerned with a later homonym of such a name 
may not necessarily be competent to have 
an opinion on the proper position of the 
earlier homonym, and in any event, such 
uncertainty is not conductive to stability. In 
matters such as this, where names in other 
groups of plants are involved, the starting 
date should be on a more objective basis than 
opinion as to taxonomic relationship. This 
is well recognized in the last two lines of 
Article 6, where "if an organism is trans- 
ferred from the plant to the animal king- 
dom, its names retain their status in botanical 
nomenclature." 

Page 25 
Article 35. Add to the first sentence 

"except that the name *of the original 
author of the epithet may, if desired, be 
added in parentheses". 

This is desirable to facilitate precision 
when, as permitted by Art. 34, complicated 
names are reduced to ternary combinations. 
It will also tend to add precision when, as 
is done by many workers, the author of the 
specific epithet is omitted when an infra- 
specific epithet is added to a name, as in 
writing labels, making floristic lists, etc. 

Page 26 
Article 39. Add to the second sentence 

"typescripts or other unpublished material". 
This is desirable to avoid technicalities 

such as the suggestion that "manuscript" 
applies only to handwritten material. 

Page 34 
Recommendation 60F. In Examples, add 

"e.g." after Vahl. 
The present reading is confusing, as it is 

not clear whether the authors following 
Vahl in the list are those who have used the 
name correctly or those who have misused it. 

Page 40 
Article 73. In case (1) delete "one or 

more of", leaving it to read "under the 
rules". 

A name or epithet cannot be "adopted 
under one or more of the rules". It either 
must be adopted under all of the rules or 
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it is illegitimate and must be rejected. (See 
Art. 10). 

Page 41 
Article 74. In third paragraph of article 

change "taxa" to "plant groups". 
This seems to be an improper use of the 

term "taxon" as it is not clear that the 
object is to require consideration of names 
of cryptogams and fossils by phanerogamic 
botanists and vice versa. A similar, but cor- 
rect use may be found in Article 23, first 
sentence. 

Article 75. Delete this article and its 
examples and replace them with the fol- 
lowing; "A name must be rejected when it 
was not typified by its author and its 
description is both unaccompanied by cited 
material or cited earlier identifiable syno- 
nyms or descriptions and is so vague and 
incomplete that it is impossible to know 
what the author had in mind so as to be 
able to typify it (Nomina dubia)." 

"Examples: Nemelaia laurina Raf. Aut. 
Bot. 144-145, 1840 (genus and species un- 
placed, even as to family); Baranda anga- 
tensis Llanos, Mem. Acad. Cienc. Madr. 2: 
502, 1859 (genus and species of wholly un- 
certain identity); Cephalanthus procumbens 
Lour. Fl. Coch. 67, 1790 (species of wholly 
uncertain status, probably not a Cephalan- 
thus); Ixora novemnervia Lour. Fl. Coch. 
76, 1790 (species of uncertain status, 
probably not an Ixora); Convolvulus bufa- 
linus Lour. Fl. Coch. 109, 1790 (species un- 
identified, possibly an Ipomoea or Merremia 
rather than a Convolvulus)." 

It is impossible to apply Article 75 ob- 
jectively and consistently as it stands. There 
is no probability that different workers will 
have the same opinion about which names 
have become long-persistent sources of 
error or to which names this article should 
apply. It seems to provide a fertile source 
of difference of practice and to contribute, 
potentially, more to instability of nomen- 
clature than does the evil that it seeks to 
correct. No name, if it can be satisfactorily 
typified, in accordance with Articles 18 and 
19 and Appendix I, need continue to be a 
source of error. 

On the other hand, there must be some 
method of dealing with names whose 
authors have accompanied them neither 
with cited material nor references to 
previously published descriptions and whose 
own descriptions do not permit selection of 

types with any confidence. Arbitrary typi- 
fication, in such cases, is meaningless, and 
will certainly give rise to endless dis- 
agreement. It was an ill-considered step, at 
Stockholm, to eliminate Article 63, and this 
proposal restores it, but with clarification. 

Article 77. Delete this article and its 
examples. 

It is clearly impossible to define a 
monstrosity or to say how far a plant must 
deviate from the other members of its 
species before it is to be regarded as tera- 
tological. This article is neither practical to 
apply nor is it in any way necessary or even 
desirable. Even though a plant is regarded 
as a monstrosity it is usually possible to 
know to what species it belongs. If this is so, 
and the species has a name, the name based 
on the monstrosity becomes a synonym. If 
it is the earliest name for a species or other 
taxon, so long as the plant is identifiable 
there is no objection to using it. If it is not 
identifiable it can be applied only to its 
type specimen, and consequently has no 
significance. So there seems no point to this 
article and it is very likely to cause much 
confusion in its application, as different 
botanists will inevitably have different 
views on monstrosities. 

Page 83 
New Article 84, constituting a new 

Section 17, to be added as follows: "Section 
17. Amendment of the Code of Nomen- 
clature. 

"Article 84. Proposals for the amendment 
of the Code or for additions to the lists of 
Nomina Conservanda must be published and 
available to botanists at least one year be- 
fore the International Botanical Congress at 
which they are to be considered. At the 
subsequent International Botanical Congress 
such proposals must be voted upon by the 
Nomenclature SectiQn, and if adopted or 
modified and adopted by a majority must 
then be submitted to a plenary session of 
the Congress for approval. 

"Note. Directions and requirements for 
publication and submission of such proposals 
are contained in Appendix VII." 

There has already been some confusion 
about the requirements for proposals, and 
the excuse that there is nothing in the rules 
on publication of proposals has been given 
to justify informality and irregularity on 
such matters. Any such document should 
contain provisions for its amendment. 
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