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J. ROUSSEAU :

A l'ouverture de ce congrès, je suis particulièrement heureux d'accueillir au
Canada et à Montréal, pendant que la chose m'est encore possible, les spécialistes
les plus réputés de la taxonomie végétale et de la nomenclature botanique. Il y a
cinq ans nous nous trouvions sur les bords enchanteurs de la Seine. On m'avait
invité alors à présider les séances.

Again this time, I am the chairman of the section, but this is not ahabit
lamstarting. I fill this position for the last time.

We are gathered from different countries to study our problems from an
international angle, not a national one, nor a personal one.

Beim Anfang dieser Sammlung möchte ich alle Botaniker mit einigen Worten
in Ihrer eigenen Sprache herzlich willkommen heissen. Unser Kongress ist inter-
national und alle Sprachen sind offiziellhier, aber leider ist es mir nicht möglich
soviele Sprachen zu sprechen.

Me gusta mucho de saludar nuestros amigos del Sur. AIgunos vienen de la
atmósfera clara de los paises tropicales. Aqui tenemos también el calor tropical
para acomodarles.

Since we are in an international congress, all languages are allowed, but we
might recognize that some members are also allowed not to understand aU
languages. The two languages more easily understood by the majority of the
botanists here are English and French. There will be no systematic translation
exoept in the rare cases where it is absolutely necessary and then we shall rely
on the good and spontaneous co-operation of some of our colleagues.

Among the different problems that we shall discuss, there are some about which
we shall not be unanimous. This is normal. This is human. But I am convinced
that everybody will accept the decision taken by the majority. The Code is the
work of a coUectivity and unfortunately it so happens that taxonomists are often
individualistic. It would certainly be better if each of us, individually, were
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writing the Code. There would be more unity; but such a solution is impossible.
There are many parts of the Code with which I personally disagree, but since
these sections are the expression of the opinion of the majority, I consider that
I have to be adamant to defend them.

There was a time when a disagreement in nomenclature looked as important
as a world calamity. Now we look at these problems with more serenity. Today,
we are here to amend the Code. The Code, like life, is not perennial. It is subject
to evolution, to progress. Nevertheless we should not change it completely at
every congress.

I would not like to start the discussions on the amendments to the Code before
expressing my most sineere thanks to the Utrecht team which has done the bulk
of the work. This team has given to the study of our problems and to the organiza-
tion of this session of nomenclature more time and more thought than all the
other taxonomists of the world together.

We should also remember the important collaboration of the International
Union of Biological Sciences. Without this international organization, our financial
problems would not easily be solved.

In a period of five years, between two congresses, many sad events happen.
It was only a short time after the Paris congress, that our French secretary,
M. Pichon, who had been of such great help at Paris, died. Nos collègues français
peuvent être assurés que nous tous avons été profondément émus par ce décès
prématuré. Pichon was followed by other botanists who were very active workers
in the field of nomenclature. These members of our group were Dr. Elmer Drew
Merrill, Prof. B.P.G. Hochreutiner, and Dl. Thomas Sprague. To all of them,
botanica! nomenclature owes much. Since Mrs. Sprague was a.very active figure
in our circles, 1 suggest that we send her a telegram expressing our sympathy.
[Applause.]

I do not at aU intend to run the meeting-this is your collective function-but
I have tohelp to co-ordinate our common efforts. Consequently, I have to supply
some information and to suggest, occasionally and mildly, some rulings.

1) Proposals that wem sent in too late (that is after the closing date of September
1,1958)

A closing date was necessary because the proposals had to be printed and
distributed in advance, but since the Utrecht people have very good hearts, they
moved this date to December 1958. In this way no delays in themail would be
responsible for proposals not being printed. The proposals which came too late,
that is after December 1958, are not valid. This is my first and, I hope, my last
ruling. Nev·erthelesstheir authors or other botanists can present these proposals
again from the Hoor in due time. This is an assembly with unlimited power in
its field. Each member can make any proposal to amend the Code even if this
was not previously submitted.

2) Power of the Editorial Committee
It wiII be necessary to refer matters to the Editorial Committee and for this

reason we have to define the powers of this Committee at this moment. As a
basis for the discussion on this point, we might refer to the ruling adopted at
Stockholm and used again at Paris. This ruling was:



NOMENCLATURESECTION29

I) That the Editorial Committee be empowered:
1. To change, if necessary, the wording of any artide, and to avoid duplication.
2. To add or remove examples.
3. To place articles and chapters of the Rules in the most convenient places.
4. To place all ,or part of the recommendations as notes under the proper

articles if necessary.
5. And, in general, to make any editorial modification not aHecting the mean-

ings of the provisions concerned.

II) All the delegates are invited to submit their recommendations concerning
editorial aspects, and to send them in writing to the committee before January 1,
1960.

MR. GILMOURproposed the adoption of the same regulations as in Paris. This
m,otionwas seconded by DR.REEDER.

DR.ROUSSEAUcalled for a vote on the motion with the date of January 1, 1960.
The motion was carried unanimously.

DR. FOSBERGsuggest.ed that the Editorial Committee be instructed never to
insert something which it supposes to be the "sense" of the congress, but to
adhere to the definite decisions.

DR. ROUSSEAUanswered that it was very difficult never to make any mistakes.
It may have happened that the Editorial Committee did insert a certain "sense"
rather than a decision, but then perhaps the decision was not very dear and the
Committee did its best to interpret it.

3) Technique of voting
For the final vote on the propos als we shall, in general, take a vote by show

of cards. If, after the count, somebody requests a formaI vote by ballot, this
wiIIbe ordered.

In former Congresses we used to reject automaticaIIy proposals which, in the
preliminary vote, had only received less than one-third of the votes. We know
by experience that the preliminary vote is not fina!. After discussion, we aH have
the right to change our minds and I hope that in these discussions, for instance
on nomina specifica oonservanda, everyone wiII change his mind at least three
or four times during the discussi,on. It is the opinion of our Rapporteur and also
of myself that the preliminary vote sh,ould be used only as an indication, but
that it should never be taken as a final decision. We shaH vote on each separate
proposal.

At Paris, we needed a majority of two-thirds of the votes f,or a proposal to be
accept.ed. At Stockholm it was just a vote by simple majority. In provision 4 of
Division III of the Code, there is no authorization for anything other than a final
vote by simple majority. Unless it is the unanimous wish of this Section, for we
should have to modify the Code, I rule that aU our decisions wiII be by simple
majority. [DI. Rousseau then asked whether this ruling was accepted: unanimous
approval.]

4) Norninations Committee
This is a Committee that wiII have to report at the end of the Sessions. It is

customary in Canadian scientific organizations like the Royal Society that the
chairman, at the beginning, suggests names for this Committee. I suggest:
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Dr. M. Fulford, Mr. J. S. L. GiImour, Madame M. LeGal, Dr. H. Melehior,
Dr. G. F. Papenfuss, Dr. W. Robyns, Dr. B. Sehischkin [NOTE:it became known
later that Dr. Schischkin could not attend the Congress because of ill-health],
and Dr. J. M. Schopf. Chairman, Dr. A. C. Smith; Secretary, Dr. F. A. Stafleu.

DR. ROLLINSmoved the nomination of these candidates (seconded by Dr.
Cowan); this motion was carried unanimously.

The Chairman then described in some detail the procedure to be followed
and requested the various Nomenclature Committees to present their reports
on Wednesday. He called for meetings of these committees immediately after the
closure of this session.

DR. STAFLEUgave a list of the questions that still had to be studied by the
various committees.

The meeting was adjourned until 2:30 P.M.

SECOND SESSION

Sunday, 16 August, 2:80 p.M.-5:80 P.M.

(Chairman: J. ROUSSEAU)

DR. ROUSSEAUexplained that the first task now was to adopt or reject the Paris
Code as printed, because this Code would be the basis of our discussions.

DB. STEVENSONmoved the adoption of the Code as printed.
DR. ROUSSEAUstated that from now on he would take it for granted that each

motion from the floor was seeonded automatically by the Rapporteur-général.
He put the motion by Dr. Stevenson to the vote: it was carried unanimously.

DR. ROUSSEAUruled that the discussions wou1d begin with the proposals on
the Appendices.

APPENDIX I

DR. ROUSSEAUstated that the Committee for Cultivated Plants [later "Com-
mittee for Hybrids"] would report on aU propos als on this Appendix on Wed-
nesday and suggested postponing the discussions until then.

APPENDIX n
DR. ROUSSEAUsuggested that aU propos als be referred to the Palaeobotanical

Committee, to be reported upon on Wednesday. (Accepted.)

Prop. A. (17:161:2)
DB. GARDNERSHAw asked wh ether it was necessary to grant such permission

since the Code provided for the possibility of conserving names of subfamilies
and tribes.

DR. STAFLEUexplained that this was indeed the case but that it was necessary
to have the formal approval of the Section to have sueh lists in other ranks than
genera. The Committees could then study such propos als and, if these were
accepted by the General Committee, Art. 15 would apply. It would then still
be necessary for the Section to give its final approval for the specmed cases.

DR. FOSBERGwished to point out that this proposal implies much more than
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the authorization of a list of conserved subfamilies and tribes, but gives the
nomenclature committees authority to conserve names.

DR. STAFLEUexplained that what was really meant was, of course, that the
Nomenclature Committees would study the proposals and, report on them to
the General Committee which represents the Nomenclature Section between
Congresses, as is also implied in Art. 15.

DR. ROUSSEAUput the proposal to the vote: it was rejected by a large majority.
DR. LANJOUWproposed that in' due time there should be a discussion of a

modification of Art. 14, consisting of the deletion of the words "and intermediate
taxa". This would make proposals like Prop. A impossible in the future; it is
hardly necessary to conserve names in those ranks.

Prop. B (3:162:6) Rejected because of the decision on Prop. A.

Prop. C and D
DR. ROUSSEAUexplained that the Section should now endorse the approval

by the General Committee of the lists of nomina generica conservanda published
in Taxon (3: 234, 235-238, 220-243, 4: 118, as specified on p. 79 of the Synopsis
and Taxon 7: 184-193 and 8: 140, the numbers 424, 899, 951, 952, 1024, 1166,
1189, 1208, 1533, 3424a, 4111, 4667, 5517, 5583, Samyda, 5599, 6626, 7380, 7741,
7887, 7990, 2261, 3553). These reports were put to the vote and accepted un-
animously.

Prop. E
DR. STAFLEUreferred to the publication of Mr. Bullock's final list in Taxon

vol. 8, pp. 154-181 and 189-205.
DR. PROSKAUERwas of the opinion that to take up Appendix 111 Prop. E at

this time was prejudicial to discussion of matters dealing with families in the main
body of the Code.

DR. LANJOUWpointed out that the principle of the conservation of family
names was already included in Art. 14.

DRS. FOSBERGand SILVAasked for further information on the meaning of
Prop. E.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that this list was to be considered as an actual proposal to
carry into effect the relevant part of Art. 14. The list should now be studied by the
Committee for Spermatophyta. We are now asked to approve the introduction
of an actuallist which will be drawn up on the basis of Mr. Bullock's list.

MR. BULLOCKexplained the intention of his list of nomina familiarum con-
servanda proposita and pointed out that names proposed elsewhere could also
be considered by the Committee for Spermatophyta. The propos al in effect was
to state the desirability or otherwise of establishing such a list.

DR. LANJOUWexplained further that the Committee for Spermatophyta would
study this list as it studies other proposals. It would report to the General Com-
mittee in the usual way.

DR. ROUSSEAUthen asked for a vote on the proposal by Mr. Bullock to have
in principle a list as proposed by him (see Taxon 8: 154. 1959), the actual names
to be studied further by the Committees. This propos al was accepted by a
large majority (5 against).
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Prop. F (12:4:136)
DB. STAFLEU explained that Dr. Rickett and he had gone over aH cases of

conservation of generic names inserted in the Code since the Vienna Congress.
Since then many errors had crept in and the application of the rules of nomen-
clature had changed in several respects. The first instalment of this list was to
be found in the August number of Taxon (8: 213-243. 1959). The Committee for
Spermatophyta should be asked to study this list and to giv.e the necessary in-
structions through the General Committee to the Editorial Committee before
the publication of the new edition of the Code.

There are a number of cases of conservation that are superfluous and there
are a certain number of reasons why it would be of advantage to keep these
names in the list (duly marked) without mentioning any nomina rejicienda.
Dr. Rickett and he suggested for reasons of convenience that these names be
kept on the list.

DB. LANJOUW said that it would be a good thing if it was decided to instruct
the Editorial Committee to print this revised list in the new edition of the Code
instead of the oid one upon approval by the Committee for Spermatophyta. The
reprinting of the old list with its many mistakes wouid be most undesirable.

DR. FOSBERG asked whether the newly conserved names, accepted at this
Congress, wouid be inserted.

DR. STAFLEUsaid that this would certainly be done.
DR. ROLLINS asked for further information on the changes that had actually

been made and on the errors that had been discovered.
DR. fuCKE'IT said that there were several categories of mistakes :
1. Simple mistakes in references, etc.
2. Mistakes in dates (names can of ten be ascribed to earlier publications ).
3. Incorrect conservations becaus.e of subsequent changes in the mIes. The

adoption of the type method made it necessary to change many entries;
a large part of the list had been compiled before this introduction.

4. The names of the type-species were of ten incorrect; many of them had
to be changed because the list still adopted the combination which was
Iegitimate under the Kew Rule.

DR. PAPENFUSSsaid that, as regards the list that Dr. Rickett and Dr. StaHeu
are preparing, he couid not see the need of retaining in the Code names of
genera that are not in need of conservation.

DR. STAFLEUsaid that it would be safer to keep the names on the list because
in this way future users of the name would be warned that the cases had been
duly studied. If the names were removed, others, who did not know the history,
wouid have to do aU the work aU over again.

DR. FOSBERGsuggested that they could be eliminated from the Code sin ce the
cases had been duly dealt with in the publication of the revised list in Taxon.

DB. WHEELER said that it would be possible to publish the list in the Code but
to accept changes or additions provisionaUy.

MR. STEARNsaid that superfluous names should be retained in the list of nomina
generica conservanda with their status indicated. It wiU show that the work has
been done. The results of bibliographical work are lost too easily and the reten-
tion of the names will cause no harm and save inconvenience.

DR. F AEGRIproposed that a certain period, e.g., six months af ter publication
of the last instalment of Rickett and StaHeu' slist, be allowed for individual
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botanists to state their objections against any name on the list and the way in
which it has been treated.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that this was the usual procedure which would certainly
be adopted also in this case. The new Code would certainly not be ready before
such aperiod has elapsed.

DR. ROLLINSwould like to be sure that no names accepted by previous Con-
gresses would be made "provisionally accepted" by any action to be taken here.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that this should certainly be avoided. We should not,
however, reprint the list with all its old mistakes.

MR. Ross said that the only difference between the present inaccurate list
and Rickett & StaHeu's is that the latter is more correct editorially. Accordingly,
the correct action would be to r.efer Rickett & StaHeu'slist to the Committee for
Spermatophyta, instructing them to report to the Editorial Committee.

DR. STAFLEUthought that some of the speakers were perhaps overestimating
the importance of the changes, which were aH editorial. The Committee for
Spermatophyta wiII have to check whether these changes are indeed within
editorial limits. Most changes were purely technical and it was the Committee
for Spermatophyta which should give its fiat for printing, as suggested by
Mr. Ross.

DR. FOSBERGstated that there was no practical difficulty here at aII' because
if a mistake was made this would at onee be corrected by the next Congress.

DR. ROUSSEAUput the propos al to refer this to the Committee for Spermatophyta
to the vote: it was accepted unanimously.

Prop. G (11: 4: 126) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. H (4:3:133) Referred to the Committee for Fungi.
Prop. I (7.3:144) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. K (3:3:145) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. L (1:35:112) and M (3:36:100): Referred to the Committee for Sperma-

tophyta.

Prop. N (103:45:12)
DR. STAFLEUexplained that the proposal should read: "... be authorized to

study propos als to conserve names ...••.
DR. PROSKAUERobjected to considering this proposal at this time. Taking it

up now was prejudicial to the discussion of the reports of the Nomenclature
Committees on Wednesday. These committees would then report on the de-
sirability of applying the rules of priority and typification to names of orders.

DR. ROUSSEAUruled that the discus sion on this proposal be postponed Ulltil
Wednesday.

Prop. 0 (8:5:134)
DR. ROUSSEAUproposed that those names on this list that were not yet in-

cluded in propos als C and D be referred to the various nomenclature committees.
This was accepted unanimously.

APPENDIX IV

Prop. A. (171:4:14) Accepted.
Prop. B (28:67:42) Postponed.
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ARRANGEMENT OF THE CODE
Prop. A (17:16:153)

DR. FOSBERGsaid that in his opinion this was more than permissive. It tended
to instruct the Editorial Committee. On this basis he objected to this motion, as
we had already rearranged the Code so much that it had become unfamiliar.

DR. LANJouw pointed out that the Editorial Committee would be "authorized"
not "instructed".

DR. LANGEproposed that the proposal be considered as already covered by
the motion accepted in the previous session dealing with the power of the
Editorial Committee. This proposal is superHuous and should be rejected.

DR. A. C. SMITHalso thought the motion to be superHuous.
DR. SILVApointed out that the Code, as now arranged, was difficult to follow.

It was his intention to draw the attention of the Editorial Committee to this facto
DR. LANJouw thought that Dr. Silva's suggestions were certainly valuable.

All suggestions made to the Editorial Committee were carefuUy studied. He
again invited aU concerned to send their remarks after the Congress to this
Committee.

DR. SILVAsaid that he had aUowed the discus sion to proceed without clarify-
ing the propos al in order to caU attention to the need of putting the Code in a
more logicalorder. He thought that this purpose had been accomplished, and
was therefore quite wiUing to withdraw the proposal.

Prop. C (14:3:164) was now brought forward by Dr. Rousseau. This proposal
was now superHuous because these remarks were also automatically passed on
to the Editorial Committee. The matter was strictly editorial.

Prop. B. (39:3:141)
DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that this was strictly editorial.
DR. TRYONthought that it would indeed be convenient to have the contents

at the beginning.
DR. LANJouw would like to know the opinion of this group on this particular

item.
MR.STEARNsaid that it was general practice to put the contents in the beginning.
DR. ROUSSEAUasked for a vote; a large majority was in favour of having the

contents at the beginning, 1 was in favour of having them at the end.

PREAMBLE

Prop. A (10:17:183) Referred to the Editorial Committee (unanimous).

PRINCIPLE I
Prop. A (23:19:162)

MR. Ross stated that this propos al would affect a much wider field than the
Algae. The whole Section should vote on the propos al. In his view the Rap-
porteur's view should be accepted.

DR. DONK agreed with Mr. Ross. There is a group of Fungi, viz. the
Myxomycetes which are referred by some to the Plant Kingdom, by others to
the Animal Kingdom. One often ignores the position of the author describing
new species of Myxomycetes.
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DR. RouSSEAUwould like to settle this problem right away.
DR. FOSBERGwas of the opinion that the present proposal dealt with some-

thing quite diHerent from the original text, which was of prime importance for
homonymy.

DR. LANJOUWsuggested that Silva's proposal would not replace but simply
complete the present Principle I.

DR. SILVAexplained that in his work on the I.N.G. cards for algae he found it
alarming to see how complicated the Code is. In many cases the intentions of
previous Congresses were not at aH c1ear from the texts. As Principle I now reads,
the qualifying c1ause, "in the sense that the name of a plant must not be rejected
merely because it is identical with the name of an animaI", is objectionable be-
cause it implies that in aH other respects botanical and zoological nomenclature
are not independent (therefore dependent ). If this c1ause were to be transferred to
the body of the Code, for example as note 2 of Art. 64 ( Z ), dealing with homo-
nymy, the residual statement would be innocuous, if not particularly informative.
The wording proposed constitutes, as Dr. Fosberg mentioned, a new principle. It
affects Art. 45, paragraph 3, which permits algae to be validly described without
a Latin diagnosis provided they are originally treated as animals and subsequently
transferred to the plant kingdom, and Art. 64( 3), which for purposes of homonymy
discriminates against names of taxa not originaHy treated as plants. Any discus-
sion of the Latin requirement in algae should be in connection with Art. 34 rather
than with the subterfuge in Art. 45. As for Art. 64( 3), this needlessly complicates
nomenc1ature by requiring the tracing of the taxonomic vicissitudes of aU names
likely to have been applied to groups treated as animals at some time during
their history.

:MR.Ross thought that such an amen dment to Art. 45 would cause a lot of
extra bibliographical work. There are many organisms that are dealt with by
some as animals and by others as plants under the same generic name. For ques-
tions of homonymy (e.g. if there was a later homonym in the flowering plants)
it would depend on what position one took whether the name for the flowering
plant was legitimate or not. Under the present rule, once an organism is trans-
ferred, its name would acquire status for purposes of homonymy.

DR. MARTINpointed out that there was evidence from the discussion that there
might be great diHerenoe of opinion on the question whether a certain organism
was to be considered as a plant or as an anima!. He merely wanted to suggest
that he was definitely in favour of Silva's proposal, provided it was amended to
read "... groups treated as plants".

DR. RUTHPATRICKproposed that Principle I read, "Botanical nomenclature is
independent of zoological nomenclature. The Code applies equally to taxonomic
groups of plants whether or not they were originaHy assigned to the plant king-
dom." The statement "in the sense .. ." should be placed under the artic1e dealing
with homonyms.

DR. FAEGRIthought that the proposal should be reworded to deal with names,
not with taxonomic groups of plants. The expres sion taxonomie groups might
possibly be changed to taxa. The Editorial Committee should reword the pro-
posal in that sense.

DR. LANJouw suggested the wording: "... names of taxonomic groups of
plants".

DR. FOSBERGwould agree with Dr. Patrick's suggestion as amended by Dr.
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Faegri. The loophole in Art. 45 could be closed by deleting the parenthetical
material. He would object to any modification of Art. 64(3) since to change that
would cause much more confusion than it would alleviate.

MR.Ross said that as far as this Principle was concerned he was quite in agree-
ment with Dr. Patrick. We could now accept this amendment and postpone the
discussion on Arts. 45 and 64 until we had reached it. However, if "in the sense
... " were deleted from Principle I, a similar provision ,vmIld have to be incor-
porated in Art. 64.

DR. ROGERSexplained that Myxomycetes have been repeatedly treated as ani-
mals, and repeatedly as fungi. Dr. Silva's proposals are necessary to avoid endless
complications in the nomenclature of these and other fungi. It appears neoessary,
furthermore, to insert "treated as" before plants, since it is the author's treat-
ment, rather than the fact of plant or animal nature, that is significant.

DR.ROUSSEAUruled that the vote would now be taken on the "Principle" which
applies to aU plants. Dr. Patrick's proposal, seconded by Dr. Silva (who thereby
withdrew his original proposal ) and amended by Dr. Faegri and Dr. Rogers,
was now put to the vote and accepted unanimously.

DR. ROUSSEAUthen stated that it would be the duty of the Committee for
Algae to submit a proposal incorporating in Art. 64 what had been deleted from
Principle I.

PRINCIPLE 111
Prop. A (43:153:6)

MR.BULLOCKwithdrew the printed proposal and substituted "the nomenclature
of a taxonomie group is based upon priority of publication". He pointed out that
the present wording is incorrect, but that his original proposal is equally in-
correct.

DR.LANJOUWexpressed his approval of the new proposal.
DR. SILVAasked and obtained permission to read his comments on Principles

III and IV from Taxon vol. 8, p. 6.

Principle III is oot only ambiguous, but its meaning, when finally ascertained, is seen to be
encompassed by Principle IV. The phrase, "naming of taxonomie groups" ("Dénomination
des groupes taxonomiques"), can be construed to mean the formulation of names, the applica-
tion of names, or the selection of correct names. The fust choiee seems most appropriate, but
this as weIl as the second choice results in a false statement: neither the formulation nor the
application of names is based on priority of publication. The selection of correct names is
based on priority, but this idea is clearly stated, in Principle IV.

DR. FAEGRIthought that Mr. BuUock'snew propos al was certainly an improve-
ment but that it did not give anything really new. Could not the Section discuss
only those proposals with a real bearing on taxonomie practice?

DR.LANGEwas of the opinion that Principle 111was superHuous. The argument
should be dropped.

DR. ROUSSEAUagreed with Dr. Silva that the idea could be incorporated in
Principle IV.

DR. LANJOUWdid not think that Dr. Faegri was really in favour of deleting
Principle 111.

DR. ROLLINSthought that it was very important that a statement like this be
retained because it was conoerned with one of the fundamental concepts of the
Code. It should neither be withdrawn nor materially modified.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked for the vote on Mr. Bullock's proposal as amended.
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DB. PROSKAUERproposed that this be referred to the Editorial Committee.
MR.BULLOCKasked for a straight vote because his proposal was not purely edi-

toria!.
DR.ROUSSEAUput Dr. Proskauer's proposal to the vote: it was rejected by 28/30

votes. He concluded that it was not an editorial matter and took the vote on
Mr. Bullock's proposal reading "the nomenclature of ... ". It was accepted (44
in favour, 13 against).

End of second session (5:30 P.M.)

TIIIRD SESSION
Monday, 17 August 1959,9:00 A.M.-12:30P.M.

PRINCIPLE IV
Proposal A (22:191:1)
Proposal B (10:202:2)
Proposal C (8: 198:1)

DR. ROUSSEAUopened a simultaneous discussion on these three proposals.
DR. LANJOUWthought that the second proposal contained a definition of what

is a correct name, a definition that belonged somewhere else in the Code. The
third proposal might perhaps be used to modify the present text.

DR. A. C. SMITHmade the following remarks: "The Editorial Committee, in
carrying out the instructions of this Section at the 1954 Congress to revise the
Code, deliberated for a long time in attempting to limit the Division of the Code
entitled 'Principies' to the very minimum number of entities requisite with the
really basic philosophy that guides us.

"You will recall that in the 1952 edition the first 21 or 22 Articles were defined
as Principles. Thanks largely to the excellent logic and reasoning of our colleague
Dr. Baehni, the Editorial Committee in 1955 decided that most of these 21 or 22
Principles actually were statements in the nature of introductory matter, and
therefore they were incorporated into a Preamble, leaving only 6 major Principles
which seem to be incontrovertible as the basic underlying philosophy of our
Code. The remaining parts of the Code, the Articles and Recommendations, in
effect are only explanations of the 6 basic Principles.

"Before adding 3 more Principles to this number, I feel that we should seriously
question their necessity, or whether they are not actually explanatory material
that can better he placed among the Articles. Of course the 1956 edition does
not necessarily offer the last word in stating basic Principles, but please keep in
mind your objective of reducing these Principles to the absolute minimum before
you again permit their number to creep upward. There is a serious question in my
mind whether or not the three statements suggested by Dr. Silva as new Prin-
ciples, admirable as they are, compare in basic nature with the six already stated
in the Code."

DR. SILVA thought that his first two proposals were rather to be considered as
corrections of errors in the present Code.

Principle IV incorporates two fundamental concepts, but neither is stated cor-
rectly. A taxonomie group can bear more than one correct name, depending upon
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its position and rank. Morever, in the case of species the correct name is not the
earliest legitimate name, but the combination of the earliest legitimate epithet.
For these reasons he had proposed that Principles III and IV be reworded in the
form of three principles, proposals A, B, and C. It may be, however, that the idea
of priority should be retained as a principle, but that the dennition of a correct
name, at pres,ent incorrectly formulated in Principle IV, should be relegated
to the Rules. Moreover, there undoubtedly will not be complete agreement that
the idea of conservation is worthy of recognition as a Principle. At any rate, he
did not think we could summarily dismiss the three proposals as suggested by
the Rapporteur.

DR. LANJOUWwas of the opinion that Principle IV was as short and clear as
possible. There was no need to give any details in the Principles; this could be
done in the Rules. The meaning of correct was explained in the Rules and was
duly provided for. The words '"except in specifi,ed cases" provided for Silva's
third principle.

DR. DONKwanted to second Dr. Smith's propos al to keep the number of prin-
ciples as low as possible. If we deviated from this policy, others would ask for
still more additional principles, for instance, that a name must be associabIe with
a description.

DR. FOSBERGsaid that Dr. Silva had overlooked the fact that the "combination
of the earliest epithet" or the binomial, is a name. The only thing that is added to
the present wording of Principle IV is the part "with a given circumscription,
position and rank", which he proposed should be added to the present wording
after "group".

MR. Ross agreed with Dr. Fosberg but suggested that the phrase "the earliest
... Code" is covered by Principle III and might be deleted. He asked whether
Dr. Fosberg would accept this as an amendment to his propos al.

DR. ROUSSEAUwas of the opinion that all this was purely editorial.
MR. BULLOCKagreed with the Chairman's remarks but suggested that the Edi-

torial Committee should include the words "with a given circumscription, position
and rank". He drew attention to the three "correct" names for the Clove, dep end-
ing only upon its position (Kew Bull. 1958(1) : 52).

DR. ROBYNSagreed especially with the remarks of Dr. Smith and pointed out
that the principles must be worded in a very general way. This is the case with
the wording "in accordance with the rules". He moved that this propos al be sent
to the Editorial Committee.

DR. ROUSSEAUexpressed the hope that the number of instructions to the Edi-
tori al Committee be kept as limited as possible.

DR. LANJOUWasked for a vote on the question of whether we want to leave
Principle IV as it stands, because after all it was clear that it was not incorrect.

DR. FOSBERGasked for a vote on his propos al.
DR. ROUSSEAUput the motion of DI. Robyns to the vote: it was accepted, 51

cards being shown in favour, 32 against.
DR. A. C. SMITHthought this majority too narrow and asked for dennite in-

structions to the Editorial Committee on the actual wording that was desired.
DR. ROUSSEAUput the three propos als of Dr. Silva to the vote:

Prop. A was rejected by a large majority (3 in favour), B was rejected unani-
mously, and C by a large majority (3 in favour ).

DR. FOSBERGthen repeated his propos al to add the words "with a given circum-
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scription, position and rank" to the present wording after "group". This propos al
was seconded by Mr. Ross and put to the vote by Dr. Rousseau. It was accepted
(66 in favour, 22 against).

PRINCIPLE V

Prop. A (3:215:0) Rejected (1 in favour).

Prop. B (171:52:0)
DR. ROGERSproposed that this be referred to the Editorial Committee.
DB. ROUSSEAUput the propos al by Dr. ROGERSto the vote: it was accepted (62

in favour, 24 against). He again invited aU botanists to send any suggestions of an
editorial character to the Editorial Committee.

Dr. A. C. SMITHwanted to point out that the word "scientific" should be kept.

Prop. C (29:188:0) Withdrawn by the author.

Prop. A (184:25:11)
DR. PROSKAUERstated that acceptance of this propos al caUed for deletion of

Art. 2.
DR. TRYONwanted to keep Art. 2 because Arts. 1 and 3 would become less in-

telligible.
DR. LANJOUWpointed out that if Art. 2 was deleted, Arts. 1 and 3 would have

to be reworded to some extent.
DR. A. C. SMITHagreed with Dr. Tryon that Art. 2 was correctly placed. It

was not a basic principle, but merely a statement of operation.
DR. ROLLINSthought that it was not an operative article, but did not see any

reason to take it away from its present place, because it was certainly not at all
a principle.

DR. ROUSSEAUthought that if Prop. A was accepted, Art. 2 should anyhow be
kept.

DR. SILVAexplained that the idea of hierarchy was a principle of nomenclature.
DR. BARKMANstated that if this became a principle, the wording should be

"belongs to" instead of "is treated as belonging to". Therefore he objected, since
taxonomists must be free to attribute a given specimen to two or more taxa (e.g.
varieties) of co-ordinate rank, as is sometimes done.

DR. FOSBERGthought that the only excuse for tampering with the Code was
if there was anything really wrong. The present situation does not cause any
trouble and he just did not see any reason why the material should be pushed
around. Perfection in legislation was not a justification by itself for changing
what we had.

DR. ROUSSEAUput Dr. Silva's prop osal to the vote: it was rejected by a large
majority (15 in favour).

NEW PRINCIPLE Vill

Prop. A (103:99:8) Rejected by a large majority (4 in favour).
Prop. B (119:71:8) 25 votes in favour, 50 against.
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DR. FOSBERGasked for a card vote: the propos al was rejected, 116 in favour~
187 against.

Prop. A (191:16:16)
DR. ROUSSEAUexplained that this was already in the Code and the question was

merely whether this should be inserted here as a principle.
DR. DONKthen asked for a vote first on the question of whether a name should

be associated with a description.
MR. Ross agreed with the Rapporteur that the insertion of the word "valid" in

Principle IIImight be considered. This concept is, however, really technical.
DR. A. C. SMITHwas in favour of adding the word "valid" to Principle lIl. He

objected to the introduction .of a new principle simply for the introduction of the
word valid.

DR. ROUSSEAUput Prop. A to the vote: it was rejected (30 in favour, 70
against) .

The proposal by the Rapporteur to insert the word "valid" in Principle III was
then considered.

DR. McVAUGHsaid that the amendment proposed by the Rapporteur was not
at all equivalent to the original proposal. Somewhere it should be said that
names have no status under the Code unless they are validly published.

DRS.LANJOUWand TRYONpointed out that this was stated in Art. 6 (note) and
Art. 12.

DR. ROLLINSsaid that in Principle III as it reads now "priority" was basic;
there is no need to explain here what the Code means by "publication"; for that
we turn to the Code itself.

DR. LANJOUWthen withdrew his proposal.

ARTICLE 1

Prop. A (4:219:2) Rejected unanimously.

ARTICLE 2

Prop. A (4:222:1) Rejected unanimously.

ARTICLE ·3

Prop. A (5:220:2) Rejected unanimously.

Prop. A (19:195:1)
DR. FOSBERGexplained that his propos al was meant to cover cases like "AIgae"

and "Fungi", names belonging to a category not provided for by the Code.
DR. ROUSSEAUasked Dr. Papenfuss whether he could live without a provision

for a subregnum Algae.
DR. PAPENFUSSsaid he could.
DR. RUTHPATRICKsaid that the Code was perfectly satisfactory and that there

was no need for a change.
DR. ROUSSEAUput the proposal to the vote: it was rejected (4 in favour ).
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Prop. B (16:198:0) Rejected unanimously.

Prop. C (21:164:31)
MR. Ross explained that the article should read: "A plant ... subordinate ranks

of the plant kingdom: Divisio, ... ".
DR. ROUSSEAUproposed that this be referred to the Editorial Committee: this

was accepted (1 against).
A vote was then taken on Prop. C itself: it was rejected unanimously.

Prop. D (16:194:1) Rejected (1 in favour).

Prop. E (9:202:0) Rejected unanimously.

DR. REEDERthen made a new proposal to amend Art. 4 in line 2 after "the
prefix sub (sub)", add "... or super (super)".

DR. DONKwas of the opinion that this opened the possibility of introducing also
"Superspecies" and asked what would be the notation for such a rank. Was it to
be mononomiallike the names above the rank of species, or bi- or trinomial?
There was already trouble with subspecies.

DR. RUTHPATRICKthought that the Code as it stood took care of such supple-
mentary names as taxonomists might desire. She saw no need to change it.

DR. A. C. SMITH said that this was going to involve a lot of changes that
would turn out to be rather substantial. He was emphatically opposed to this
new proposal.

DR. ROUSSEAUput the proposal by Dr. Reeder to the vote: it was rejected (1 in
favour ).

RECOM~1ENDATION 4A

Prop. A (201:8:6) Accepted (2 against).

Prop. A (10:27: 161)
DR. ROGERSmade the following statement: "The 'tribes' of Fries, an important

foundation of the taxonomy of the Fungi, stood as validly published before
Stockholm. There, Dr. Sprague proposed an article that would have withdrawn
validity from these names, and thereby seriously affected the typification of
generic names based on them. At the request of the Committee for Fungi, Dr.
Sprague wrote an amendment (approved and proposed by the same Committee )
that would pres erve these names; it was approved without a dissenting vote by
the Section. These tribes are not in use as such; the rank-other than tribe-
attributed to them seems to have no importance to anyone. The article should
stand as adopted at Stockholm."

DR. DONKsaid that the propos al was superfluous because the mycologists did
not want the Friesian tribes back.

DR. SINGERconfirmed the observation by Dr. Donk. Tribus in the sense of Fries
should be considered as validly published as a rank not now used and inter-
mediate between subgenus and section.

DB. ROUSSEAUasked whether the tribes were used in recombinations only.



42 IXINTERNATIONALBOTANICALCONGRESS

DR. DONKsaid that most of the tribes of Fries had been made subgenera but
not aH of them. ,However, aH of them should be available for recombination,
although of course new names might be given in other ranks. Fries used tribus in
the following order: genus, subgenus, tribus, subtribus, section and it is difficult
to assign a m.odem rank to them.

DR. FOSBERGwould be satisfied with cc ••• which were validly published but
illegitimate" .

DR. PAPENFUSSasked whether the entire paragraph could not be deleted from
the Code.

DR. SILVAsaid that it seemed to him that the purpose of Art. 5 was to outlaw
wilful inversion of categ.ories. This was very difficult to prove, however, inasmuch
as many older workers referred to categories by terms different from those used
today. Thus Fries, and in the Algae, C. Agardh, applied the term "tribus" to a
category between genus and speoies, but they were not altering the relative
order .of categories as specified in Art. 7, because they did not have the concept
of a modern tribe in mind. Similarly, the nineteenth century botanists often
applied the term "order" to a category obviously equivalent to a modern family.
There seemed to be n.o reason why names of these "orders" should be co~sidered
valid, while those of "tribes" of Fries and Agardh are considered invalid.

MR. BULLOCKsaid that aH that was required was a simple statemel!t as to the
rank, in terms of the current hierarchy of Fries's "tribes" at the time of their pub-
lication.

DR. ROGERSsaid that this was not possible.
DR. ROUSSEAUwas of the .opinion that, after all, this was editorial.
DR. FOSBERGasked whether there was any objection to his proposaI to add

''but illegitimate".
DR. ROUSSEAUthen proposed to refer this question together with Dr. Fosberg's

last remark to the Committee for Fungi to report to the Editorial Committee.
This was accepted.

Prop. B (121:66:21)
DR__LANJOUWmoved that this propos al be discussed together with Pr.op. C

to Art. 20 and Prop. A to Art. 68, aH dealing with the question of the status of
the names in Necker's Elementa Botanica. He also referred to a mimeographed
document presented by Bullock, D'andy, and Ross, which had been distributed
at the end of the first session. This document contained the following information
on the consequences of either rejection or acceptance of Necker's names:

NECKER'S SPECIES NATURALES

Three proposals before the Seetion are concerned with the question of whether the names
given by Neeker to his "species naturales" (Elementa Botanica, 1790) should be treated
as validly published generie names (Art. 5, Prop. B, Mansfeld; Art. 20, Prop. C, Dandy &
Ross; Art. 68, Prop. A, Proskauer).

Although numerous authors in the past have treated Neeker's "species naturales" as if
they were genera there is a sharp division of opinion about their status and many nomen-
claturists eonsider that Neeker' s names, as unitary designations of species, have no stat-us
under the Code. This division of opinion is reHeeted in the three propos als mentioned above,
for Mansfeld and Proskauer are in favour of the acceptanee of Necker's names as generie
ones while Dandy and Ross propose their explicit rejeetion.

The question is of importanee especially in relation to the list of nomina geneTica conservanda
where seven of Necker's names are eonserved and a large number figure in the eolumn of
nomina rejicienda.
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In view of the division of opinion in principle on the status of Necker' s names it seems that

the question might weIl be decided on grounds of expediency. What, in fact, would be the
nomenclatural consequences of acceptance of his names on the one hand; or of their rejection
on the other?

No one in making any proposals on this matter has provided statistics or comprehensive
information about possible nomenclatural consequences. For the guidance of the Section,
therefore, the foIlowing information is given, based on an end-to-end detailed analysis of
all of Necker' s names.

If the names of Necker's "species naturales" are treated as generic names 259 will have
to be regarded as validly published and legitimate new names first published in 1790. Only
112 of these have been taken up by subsequent authors so far as we can trace. The nomen-
clatural consequences of this decision would be:

i) The foIlowing 21 names would require conservation or replacement if current usage is
to be preserved:

Alocasia (Schott) Schott
Anthopogon Nutt.
Aridaria N.E. Br.
Berchemia DC.
Carpobrotus N.E. Br.
Cobaea Cav.
Colocasia SchottO
Conocephalus BI.

Dactylorch~ (Klinge)
Vermeul. 0

Geunsia BI.
Guelde1l8taedtia Fiscl
GuiUeminea Kunth.
Harmonia R Br. ex

A. Juss.

H umboldtia Vahl
Isotoma (RBr.) Lindl.
Laurea sensu Desr. 0

Microloma R Br.
Muraltia DCo
Oxystelma R Br.
Siphocampylus Pohl
Stevensia Poit.

°These four names also require conservation, if the names of Necker's species naturales
are not treated as names of genera.

ü) The following 3 nam es would require to be inserted as nomina rejicienda:
Milhania Neck. v. Calystegia R Br.; Nitophyllum Neck. v Nitophyllu1!1- Grev.; Oeto~
Neck. v. Drymoglossum C. Presl.

ili) Most of the 147 names of Necker's species naturales not taken up would require to be
properly typified and the possibility that they would replace accepted generic . names
unless these were conserved investigated ..

If the names of Necker's "species naturales" are not regarded as validly published generic
names, the following would be the nomenclatural consequences:

i) The following 2 names would require conservation if current usage is to be maintained:
Willemetia Cass., Wulffia Cass.

ü). The following 28 names will not need to be listed as nomina conservanda and can be
deleted from it:

Argania
Bartonia
Bifora
Bonamia
Bouchea
Chaptalia
Colubrina
Cyanom
Daboecia

Dichomandra
Dimorphotheca
Disparago
Galactites
Gleichenia
H umboldtia
Krigia
Lloydia
Orphium
Oxytropis

Pallenis
Parthenocissus
Patrinia
Podalyria
Rhodothamnus
Trinia
Ursinia
W igandia
Zoisia

ili) The author and place of publication of seven conserved generic names, at present
attributed to Necker, would require to be changed, as follows:
Alysicarpus Desv. in Journ. Bot. Appliq. 1: 120 (1813)
Aremonia DC., Prodr. 2: 588 (1825)
Bellucia Raf., Sylv. Tellur.: 92 (1838)
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Chrozophora A. JUSS., Euphorb. Gen. Tent.: 27 (1824)
Emex Campd., Monogr. Rumex: 56 (1819)
Pedilanthus Poit. in Ann. Mus. Nat. Hist. Paris 19: 388 (1812)
Psophocarpus DC., Mem. Fam. Legum.: 376 (1825)

iv) The author and place of publication of the following rejected generic names would
similarly require to be changed:
Bernouthia Raf. Autik. Bot.: 173 (1840), err. Bemullia.
Burcardia Raf., Sylv. Tellur.: 106 (1838) (but Burcardia Duham. (1755) requires

inserting sub Burcardia R. Br.)
Mitrophora Raf., Chlor. Aetn.: 5 (1815)

v) The author and place of publication of the remaining names taken up by later authors
would require to be changed.

vi) The following 14 nomina reiicienda would no longer require inclusion in the list:
Chenocarpus, Citrullus, Clavenna, Covolia, Floyeria, Gruhlmania, Hoelzelia, Limnanthus,
Marsypocarpus, Moehnia, Phadrosanthus, Probosciphora, Willugbaeya, Zulatia.

A. A. BULLOCK

J. E. DANDY
R. Ross

DR. FOSBERGproposed adding "Necker's Species Naturales" to the examples of
unitary designations of species under Art. 68(3) as a fourth proposal under dis-
cussion.

MR. DANDYthen made some remarks based upon the above report. He con-
cluded that the facts were overwhelmingly in favour of the rejection of Necker's
names as those of genera.

DR. PROSKAUERmade the following statement: "I should like to start by
explaining my personal position towards Necker. 1 would not be surprised if 1
had read a wider range of publications by Necker than anyone else now con-
cerned with the subject. As a result of this I am quite weIl acquainted with his
work. I started analysing tbe range of Necker's publications because I tbought that
in the work under discussion Necker had provided a series of names and descrip-
tions which feIl under tbe heading 'unitary designations of species'. When I read
the actualliterature I came to the following conclusion: My purpose had been to
state the case for the rejection of Necker's 'species' under Art. 68:3 of the 1956
Code, believing them to be 'Unitary designations'. It is with regret that I conclude
that the names of his 'species naturales' can no more be denied acceptance as
validly published generic names, than a family name deserves rejection for
having been published under the label 'naturalorder'.

"Mr. Necker was an 'operator' of the worst sort. He was very keen on selling
his own publications and he handled them in a very peculiar manner. vVe find
also that most people have at their disposa] the reprint of 1791. That work stands
by itself without any explanation of its contents. This he provided in his leaHet
'Phytozoologie philosophique' published in 1790, that is, the same year as tbe
original edition of his Elementa Botanica. From this leaHet we discover that
he merely changes the labels on the categories without in any other way departing
otherwise from the Linnean system. He explains that for philosophical reasons
he prefers the categories to be called by other names. The case is fantastically
close to that of 'natural orders' which are now considered as families. His Species
Naturales are exactly equivalent to tbe Linnean genera and many of tbem bear
the Linnean names. We find also in the Phytozoologie philosophique that for
subdivisions of his Species Naturales one uses their names in combination with
specific epithets, resulting in perfectly normal binomials. All this is perfectly valid
under the Code. We should accept Necker's own explanation for what he has
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done, although without looking at his own explanatory statement it might look
as if his names were unitary designations. These names are used precisely in
the same manner as generic names. To outlaw Necker's names would be arbitrary
and in conflict with the rules; it would also set a dangerous precedent for pro-
scripti.on of other works on the pure basis of expediency."

MR.BULLOCKsaid that Necker's names were not in conflict with Art. 5 because
he did not change their hierarchy. He thought the normal place would be under
Art. 68. Necker was perfectly right to do what he did. A certain amount of
author's privilege should be allowed for. It seemed to him, however, that we had
to apply our Code and if Necker's private usage is in conflict with Art. 68 we
have to apply it. This is questionable, but Dandy and Ross, on grounds of
expediency, come to the conclusion that the rejection of Necker's names would
be of greater use at present than their retenti.on. His suggestion was to accept
Fosberg's amendment t.oArt. 68 just because of these reasons. The parallel with
"natural .orders" was certainly real, but the decision on what to do with them
was a question of taste in both cases.

DB. FOSBERGsaid that.his proposal was made to avoid the introduction of the
idea of proscribed works and the introduction of the practice of accepting our
interpretations of a man's use of a term rather than his actual use of the term.
The latter idea, if accepted, would open the way for an endless succession of
such interpretations, every time a usage is inconvenient for any reason. He
suggested that we accept Necker's actual usage, rather than our idea of what
he meant.

MR. DANDYstated that Mr. Ross and he himself were ready to accept Dr.
Fosberg's proposal and to withdraw their own.

DR. RICKETTwanted to make a few remarks on the question of the expediency
of rejecting Necker's names. In Mr. Dandy's memorandum it is stated that, if
Necker's names are retained, 21 names must be conserved to preserve current
usage. However, 4 of them also require conservation anyhow. Two others are
already proposed for conservation and are being worked upon by the Committee
for Spermatophyta; one other has already been rejected. This leaves 14. Of these
14 several may be so unimportant that it may not be desirabie or necessary to pre-
serve current usage far them, and so we are left with only a few names that win
really have to be conserved. There are 28 names listed as to be deleted from the
present list of nomina conservanda et rejicienda. Whatever this deletion would
mean, aU conserved names should be retained as having been conserved. Other-
wise someone else will do the bibliographic work over again. This deletion of
28 names has therefore no practical signmcance.

Various conserved and rejected names must be reattributed to other authors
if Necker's names are rejected. This means much extra work especially with
regard to the question of later synonyms that then will become earlier synonyms
and later homonyms with which the same is the case. Substitute names given
for those later homonyms will now become illegitimate and name-changes com-
pletely outside Necker will become necessary.

From the paint of view of expediency only and with no prejudice to the
theoretical consideration of how the Necker names are to be treated, it seems
that the facts presented indicate the value of retaining them.

MR. DANDYsaid that his memorandum had been drawn up and typed before
the decision was taken to keep unnecessarily conserved names on the list.

DR. PROSKAUERwanted to point out to Dr. Fosberg that there was no question
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of interpretation here. Necker duly stated that his "species naturales" are the
equivalents of the Linnean genera. Necker had the full right t.o do so and his
system should be accepted as long as he makes it clear how his system is to be
interpreted.

DR. VANSTEENISsaid that Dr. Rickett had not mentioned the 147 names of
Necker that would have to be typified if these names were retained.

DR. FAEGRIstated that if Necker's explanation was given in a diHerent work,
it would be danger.ous to let one work decide what status should be given· to
names in another work.

The Necker binomials referred to by Dr. Proskauer were no absolute proof that
Necker's designations were not uninomial. Ris bin.omials might be the equivalent
of our trinomials.

DR. STAFLEUanswered that, in the Utrecht copy of Necker's Elementa, the
Phytozoologie Philosophique, of which Dr. Proskauer had spoken, was the first
part of the first volume. Actually this pamphlet was possibly a preprint of the
introduction to the entire book. It is difficult to say that it is. an independent
publication.

MR. GILLETTpointed out that it was difficult to accept the names of Necker
in the Gentianaceae, especially in Gentiana where it is difficult to assign his
"species" to sections of the genus. In the present list of nomina conservanda,
57 names of Necker are already rejected, 6 conserved. If the proposal to declare
Necker's names not validly published is accepted, all combinations in these six
genera will have to be recombined.

DR. STAFLEUreferred t.o Otto Kuntze' s study of the Necker names in his
"Revisio" of 1890. Re typified many of them and gave a key to the special
terminology of Necker. When one studies Necker, one finds that his descriptions
are very clear and precise and with the help of Otto Kuntze's remarks the inter-
pretation .of Necker's descriptions becomes much easier. Tbe difficulties are n.ot
so tremendous, especially for the first volume.

DR. FOSBERGasked what would be done if he proposed a series of new names
of genera which he called families because he did not like tbe term genus. Would
the botanic public still accord the status of genus to them?

DR. ROLLINSwas of the opinion that Dr. Proskauer's information was beside
the point. What had happened was that most taxonomists had ignored Necker's
names and that they had not come into current use. We were now recognizing
confusion over what he did and dealing with it. It seemed advisable therefore
to reject the names.

MR. Ross explained that the position of bis colleagues and bimseH was based
on principle at two levels. H.owever Necker may have explained it, he called his
Species Naturales species, and we must accept that and apply bis names. Further-
more, expediency was a fundamental principle of nomenclature, as he had ex-
plained in the July number of Taxon vol. 8.

MR. STEARNsaid that Necker was a person with unorthodox methods and
terminology, who contributed such useful terms as Sepal and achene to our
botanical vocabulary. Ris work diverged deliberately from usual procedure
both before and after 1790 and his use of unitary designations f.or cCsuperspecies"
placed his work outside normal nomenclature and hence for purposes of this
code it should be rejected.

DR. PROSKAUERexplained that Necker's work was meant to be the equivalent
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of the "Genera Plantarum" and not the Species Plantarum. This was the real rea-
son why no combinations were given.

DR. STAFLEUagreed with Dr. Proskauer's point of view. Since it was duly
made cIear in the book what was meant by the categories, the Nomenclature
Section should not alter this. As far as ·expediency was concerned, a few remarks
could perhaps be made. He had been concerned with Necker in the list of nomina
conservanda and in the Index Nominum Genericorum. The amount of extra
work to be done by the I.N.G. collaborators to change aU the cards that had
hitherto been published should not be underestimated. Not only would the
Necker cards have to be changed and studied again, but also there were aU
sorts of indirect consequences with respect to homonyms and synonyms that
would have to be faced and accounted for on a great number of cards. This
extra work seems to be far more considerable than the small amount of work
in connection with the conservation of a few names. He was glad to have now
this document presented by our British coUeagues, but he was disappointed to
see that there was so little advantage in abolishing the Necker names as far as
this presentation was concerned. Under the present circumstances it would be
expedient to keep them.

End of third session (12:30 P.M.)

FOURTH SESSION

Monday, 17 August, 2:00 p.M.-5:15 P.M.
(Chairmen: J. ROUSSEAUand H. MELcmOR)

DB. ROUSSEAUstated that the debate on the Necker question would now be
closed with a statement from representatives of each of the two opinions ex-
pressed.

MR. Ross explained (a) that Dandy's and his proposal was withdrawn in
favour of Fosberg's; (b) that Necker's "Species Naturales" were grouped in
CCgenera";(c) that aU 259 names referred to in Mr. Dandy's analysis would have
to be regarded as legitimate names of genera if Necker were accepted. None were
superHuous.

DR. STAFLEUexpressed his gratitude to his British colleagues for the work
they had done to elucidate the question of whether it was expedient to keep or
to reject the Necker names. Their work would be of great help for the workers
on the I.N.G. He disagreed with their conclusions in the Brst place because of
their own data but at this moment he would like to make clear more especially
one point to which no attention had as yet been drawn. If we were going to
outlaw these names by saying that they are unitary designations of species (which
they are not, as is shown by Necker himself), we would create a precedent.
Here we would introduce in fact a procedure that had been debated since 1935,
the outlawing of a certain book. We should not start outlawing one book (others
may follow), but we should apply the present rules. He could cite a number of
troublesome books and he asked that no precedent of outlawing such books would
be set.

DR. ROUSSEAUthen put Dr. Fosberg's proposal to add Necker's cCSpecies
Naturales" to the examples of unitary designations of species under Art. 68(3 )
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to tbe vote, asking tbe section to vote "yes" if tbey accepted the names as validly
published; 149 yes-votes were counted and 176 no-votes. Dr. Rousseau then
declared Dr. Fosberg's proposal accepted, Prop. A to Art. 5 and Prop. A. to Art. 6S
rejected, whereas Prop. C to Art. 20 had been witbdrawn in Ll\-our of the
prop osal by Fosberg.

Prop. C (2:214:1) Rejected unanimously.

Prop. A (159:4:4)
DR. TRYONproposed that «classifications" be substituted for the last three

words ("concepts of taxa").
DR. STAFLEUexplained that the old example was not a very happy one because

the case itself was very confused. It was obviously undesirable to have such cases
as examples. Dr. Morton's substitute was a clear-cut simple case.

DR. WILSONsuggested that the phrase in Art. 6 Prop. A be changed from
"... when this concept is accepted" to "... when tbis classification is accepted",
in addition to tbe change suggested by Dr. Tryon.

DR. ROUSSEAUreferred this to the Editorial Committee and put the amended
propos al to the vote. It was accepted unanimously.

ARTICLE 7

Prop. A (214:14:0) Unanimouslyaccepted.
Prop. B (17:221:0) Unanimouslyrejected.
Prop. C (8:15:181) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee.
Prop. D (70:26:119) Referred to tbe Editorial Committee.
Prop. E (14:15:172) Referred to the Paweobotanical Committee.

Prop. F (55:160:1)
Mr. Ross said that Mr. Bullock and he considered the Rapporteur's comment

on Art. 7, F was misinformed. They had written a long article in Taxon setting out
why. Now tbat he had studied it, what was tbe Rapporteur's view?

DR. LANJOUWsaid that, notwithstanding the explanation in Taxon by Bullock
and Ross, he thought it advisable not to accept this addition. He agreed with
tbe authors tbat his example was hypothetical and that this particular case
would not often occur with Linnaeus. However, he still feIt that the statement
was too ample and might have unforeseen consequences.

DR. ROUSSEAUput the propos al to the vote: it was rejected by a large majority.

Prop. G (170:44:11)
MR. BULLOCKstated tbat the authors would like to make a small amendment,

tbe second sentence to read: "When syntypes exist the lectotype ... ", and tbe
words "or failing tbis, a paratype" from the third sentence to be deleted.

DR. DONK suggested adding to the second sentence: cc ••• provided it is
eligible".

DR. A. C. SMITHmade the following statement in reference to Props. G, J, K,
L, and N: Adoption of these proposals would greatly expand Art. 7, which was
reduced to a minimum with tbe express intention of providing the basis that
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is amplified for practical purposes in Appendix IV, p. 294, of the Code. If these
proposals were adopted, they would partiaIly duplicate the Appendix. Was it our
desire to eliminate the Appendix and to expand the Article, or do we wish to
keep the Article as short as possible and clarify the Appendix if necessary?

He would suggest a decision upon this point and reference of the details to
the Editorial Committee.

DR. ROUSSEAUwas of the ,opinion that the matter belonged to Appendix IV.
DR.A. C. SMITHasked for a clarification from Mr. BuIlock or Mr. Ross.
MR. Ross explained that there were two diHerent reasons why the proposals

had been put forward. In the first place they had wanted to delete the p,ossibility
of choosing neotypes. The choice of a neotype was the expression of the taxo-
nomic opinion of a particular worker as to how a name which no longer had
a type was to be applied. Except in the cases faIling under the present provisions
relating to neotypes, the choice of a type is always subject to the original concept
of the author. Neotypes were outside that original concept and therefore un-
desirabie. Typification should always be linked with the protologue and Mr.
Bullock and he thought that the word "neotype" was misleading as far as
typification was concerned. A second reason was that they wanted to introduce
the term and concept "protologue".

MR. DANDYsaid that the term "protologue" was one which had long been
desirabie, as it referred in one word to the whole of the matter originally pub-
lished by an author in relation to a new name. There was no reason why it
should not be introduced into the Code.

DR. ROBYNSasked Mr. Ross what he did in case a type had been destroyed?
According to the rules, each taxon ought to have a type.

MR. Ross thought that Dr. Robyns had misunderstood his point of view.
Nothing could replace the material which the original author had in front of
him. Under the present Code it was open to anybody at any time to associate
a specimen that had been collected at a later date with a certain name and
treat this as the neotype.

DR.ROBYNSthen called out that we must have a typel
DB. TRYONspoke in favour of ne,otypes: they were to be retained as a special

kind of type-specimen.
MR. DANDYwas afraid that he disagreed with Dr. Tryon. The type was the

original thing; if we said that no type existed we were not telling the truth. What
we meant was that the type was gone. If we could not find the type, we should
take the description ,or figure as the type.

DR. FOSBERGsaid that the entire discussion of neotypes may be reduced to the
fact that a neotype only represents one person's opinion and has no relationship
whatever t,o the originalauthor's treatment. He would also like to ask why this
material should not be left in Appendix IV where it is now?

DR. DONKsaid that neotypes might become a nuisance if somebody started
choosing neotypes for inadequately described taxa. Somebody else coming after
him might find it difficult to demonstrate that the neotypes did not agree with
the description. Neotypes might weIl become overworked. In Fungi there were
many names validated by aIl too short descriptions.

MR. STEARNstated that neotype was a dangerous concept unless it was
associated with definite regulations limiting and contr,olling its use. It was intro-
duced by the French conchologist Cossman in 1896 for a specimen from the same
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locality and horizon as the specimen which had been the basis of the originaI
description but which had been subsequently lost or destroyed. It dealt with a
concept with which zoologists had long been familiar but had been reluctant to
accept. In 1945 a writer in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature (1: 106)
pointed out that, without adequate safeguards against misuse, neotypes "would
inevitably lead to an increase rather than a decrease in the taxonomic difficulties
of the group concerned". The term neotype was introduced into the Botanical
Code in 1950 without any such safeguards or limitations on its use. Publications
since 1950 had shown the dangers.

DR. RUTHPATRICKsaid that she thought that we should keep neotypes. She
thought that a committee should be appointed to carefully circumscribe its use.
For example, Ehrenberg' s herbarium had been destroyed and his illustrations
and descriptions were made using microscopes which did not resolve many
characters now used in defining species. However, it was possible with much
study to determine what Ehrenberg meant. The results of such studies should
be to designate neotypes. This was important because it enabled the general
principle of botanical nomenclature of using specimens as types to be more
effective.

DR. LANGEsaid that neotypes could not be located easily, if at allo The term
should not be in the Code before strict rules were made for the designation.

DR. SILVAasked Mr. Bullock to explain the reasoning behind his proposal
to remove paratypes as a source of lectotypes.

DB. A. C. SMITHthen proposed that Props. G-L be referred to the Editorial
Committee with the instruction to study the Articles and the Appendix, the
Articles themselves to be kept as brief as possible.

DR. LANJOUWmentioned that the problem had to be studied in connection with
Art. 10 where there was a proposal by Silva to delete "or other element". He
agreed with Mr. Lange that neotypes were difficult to trace. AIso, someone else
might have already chosen another neotype .
. MR. BULLoCKsaid in reply to Dr. Silva that a paratype may represent a species
demonstrably different from the holotype.

DR. PROSKAUERasked, in connection with the motion by Dr. Smith, whether
the Editorial Committee was to take a decision on the question of neotypes.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid in that case no new regulations could be introduced or
old rules be dropped.

DR. LANGEinterrupted to say in that case neotypes would be kept.
DR. ROUSSEAUwanted a vote to be taken on the motion of Dr. Smith, but after

some discus sion it was decided to vote first on Prop. H, which dealt with
neotypes only. A vote by show of cards revealed 41 votes in favour and 44
opposed. A card-vote was asked for and taken: 184 votes were counted in favour
of Prop. H, and 196 against.

DR. ROUSSEAUexplained, after a question from Dr. A. C. Smith, that this
vote meant that the provision for neotypes was to be kept in the rules.

MR. P. S. GREENsaid the concept of neotype stood, but that the word c'type"
should not apply to it.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that this could be dealt with at the next Congress. He
asked the opinion af the Section on Dr. Smith' s motion and on the suggestion
by DI. Ruth Patrick to have a special committee to study the question of neo-
types. This committee would then report to the next Congress.
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DR. SMITHquestioned the advisability of having this Committee.
DR. ROUSSEAUput the propos al by Dr. Ruth Patrick to the vote: it was

accepted by 65 votes to 8. The Nominations Committee was then instructed to
prepare nominations also for this Committee.

MR. Ross hoped that the Section would agree to include the question of the
safeguards among the matter to be studied by this Committee.

DR. ROUSSEAUthen put Props. G-N to the vote with the following result:

Prop. G (170:44: 11) Referred to the Editorial Committee by a large majority
(4 against) .

Prop. H had already been rejected.
Prop. 1 (205:16:4) Referred to the Editorial Committee (4 against).

Prop. K (145:56:5)
DR. TRYONsuggested substituting "must be" for "ought to have been". This

was referred to the Editorial Committee.
DR. HOLM said that if we wished to conserve a superHuous name, we might

be obliged to choose an inappropriate type.
DR. STAFLEUanswered that when one conserved a name, the appropriate type

could be chosen.
DR. FOSBERGsaid that it was not clear what would happen if a definite holotype

had been indicated.
DR. LANJOUWreferred to his Prop. N.
DR. DONKfound it always very difficult to know whether a name was super-

Huous or not.
DR. \tVHEELERasked whether Prop. K was the same as Prop. D.
DR. STAFLEUsaid that they had much in common, but that Prop. D spoke of

"avowed substitute".
After some discussion on the relative merits of these proposals, Dr. Rousseau

put Prop. K to the vote: it was accepted by 49 votes to 37.

Prop. L (186:30:3) Accepted (4 against).
Prop. M (18:205:0) Unanimously rejected.
Prop. N (135:79:1) Accepted by a large majority.

ARTICLE 8

Prop. A (3:223:0) Unanimously rejected.
Prop. B (36:178:4) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 8A

Prop. A (0:180:33) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 8B

Prop. A (6:173:36) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
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RECOMMENDATION 8C

Prop. A (200:15:3) Accepted (3 against).
Prop. B (5:176:35) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 8D

Prop. A (5:171:34) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION BE

Prop. A (0:180:33) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (196:11:24) Accepted (1 against).

ARTICLE 9

Prop. A (12:18:188) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. A (23:148:40)
DR. SCHOPFsaid that this proposal had reference to fossil plants and had been

considered by the Palaeobotanical Committee. Their tentative conclusion was that
this propos al, which removed the application to fossils of this Article, should
be adopted.

MR. Ross said that this proposal consisted only in adding the word "recent".
It would be good to accept here the recommendation of the palaeobotanists.

DR. LANJOUWpointed out that the words "of this kind" were also added.
MR. Ross said that "of this kind" simply referred to "species of recent plants".

It might be otherwise interpreted, but this was the intention of the palaeo-
botanists.

DR. LANJOUWdid not think that this was Dr. Schopf's intention.
DR. SCHOPFaffirmed, however, that this was indeed his sole intention.
DR. BUCHANANsuggested that the Special Committee on Fungi be asked to

consider the recognition of types that consist of "type cultures" preserved in
N ational Type Culture Collections and suggest a suitable amendment to Art. 10.
This meant the recognition in certain cases of living plants as types. Recom-
mendation 8B stated, "Wh en living material is designated as a type, appropriate
parts of it should be immediately preserved".

DR. PROSKAUERproposed the substitution for "of this kind" of the words "of
recent plants" to remove the ambiguity.

DR. ROUSSEAUtook a vote on the proposal as amended by Dr. Proskauer. It
was accepted (2 against).

DR. LANJOUWasked wh ether it was really desirabIe to have the words "or for
a species of recent plants without a type-specimen". He proposed an amendment
to delete this.

DR. FOSBERGasked Mr. Steam whether Linnaeus ever based species on figures.
MR. STEARNsaid that Linnaeus based a number of species on figures but that

he rarely if ever based one simply upon a description by another au thor , unless
this was by someone associated with himself or trusted by him, such as Van
Royen, Gronovius, or Miller.
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DR. RacERS said that for some fungi a type specimen, although its preservation
is possible, is useless, whereas a description or figure or both may be definitive.
Any alteration of Art. 10 must permit the designation of a description or figure
as type of such species.

DR. DONKproposed the revision of Prop. A for various reasons and suggested
that the proposal be amended to accord with the article stating that, after a
certain date, a type must be listed to give a name valid publication.

DR. LAN]OUWwas willing to have his amendment apply only after a certain
date. He wanted to prevent any new publications of names with reference to types
that were descriptions or figures.

DR. RacERs requested Dr. Lanjouw to accept an amendment providing for
cases in which the preserved material would be useless or unsatisfactory as a
type.

DR. LAN]OUWsaid the propos al was that somewhere a statement should be
inserted that, from a certain dat.e onwards, it would not be permissible to publish
a name for a taxon of which no preserved specimen exists.

MR. Ross said that Dr. Lanjouw's suggestion might perhaps be incorporated
in Art. 35 by adding: "for a name of a species or a taxon of infraspecific rank this
must be a specimen".

DB. McVAUCHwanted this question also to be referred to the Special Com-
mittee on Neotypes. This Committee could then perhaps study whether the
Editorial Committee could be instructed to insert somewhere a statement that it
is not permissible to have a description or figure as a type of a species or
infraspecific taxon unless it is impossible to preserve a satisfactory type specimen.

DR. ROUSSEAUput the suggestion by Dr. McVaugh to the vote: it was accepted
unanimously.

Prop. B (104:113:9) Rejected by a large majority.

Prop. C (69: 149:4)
DR. ROUSSEAUdeclared that this proposal had been dealt with in the discussian

on Prop. A. It could now be referred ta the Editorial Committee. This was
agreed upon.

Prop. D (8:22:189) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

NEW ARTICLE 10 BIS

Prop. A (48:144:23) Discussion postponed.

ARTICLE 11

Prop. A (189: 9: 15) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (209:11:5) Unanimouslyaccepted.

ARTICLE 13

Prop. A (21:24:30) Postponed awaiting decision by Cammittee for Fungi.
Prop. B (8:20:31) Postponed awaiting decision by Cammittee far Algae. (Later

rejected. )
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Prop. C (19:7:34)
DR. VANDERWIJK stated that the Committee for Bryophytes decided at its

meeting, held the day before, to recommend the adoption of Prop. 13C and the
rejection of Prop. 13D, thus fixing the starting-point date of Mosses on Jan. 1,
1801.

DR. ROUSSEAUput this recommendation by the Committee to the vote: it was
affirmed by the meeting. Prop. C was thereby accepted.

Prop. D (4:23:34) Rejected.
Prop. E (3:23: 106) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. F (18: 33: 133) Referred to the Editorial Committee, to bring it into accord
with the decisions by the Special Committees. (Later, the Committees for Algae
aud Bryophytes rejected the proposal; the Committee for Fungi reported upon
it, but this report was to be studied again by the combined old and new commit-
tees. )

ARTICLE 14
Prop. A-E Postponed.
Prop. F (8:199:5) Rejected unanimously.
Prop. G (11: 189:1) Rejected (one in favour).
Prop. H (197:16:2) Accepted (one against).
Prop. I (198: 15:0) Accepted (one against).

NEW ARTICLE 14 BIS
Prop. A Postponed.

ARTICLE 15

Prop. A (177: 10:30) Unanimouslyaccepted.
Prop. B (12:80:113) Postponed.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 15A

Prop. A (204: 10:1) Accepted (one against).

RECOMMENDATION 16A

Prop. A (17: 185:1) Rejected unanimously.
Prop. B (14:193:1) Rejected unanimously.

Prop. A (185:31:3)
DR. TRYONsuggested that this should read "Names of orders published ... ".
DR. ROUSSEAUput the propos al to the vote as amended by DR. TRYON:it was

accepted by 60 votes to 10.

Prop. B (7 :207:3) Rejected.
Prop. C (145:72:2) Accepted by a large majority (64 to 19).
Prop. D (46:156:0) \Vithdrawn by the authors.
Prop. E (210: 10:0) Accepted (1 against).
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ARTICLE 18

Prop. A (5:213:2) Rejected unanimously.
Prop. B (10:210:1) Rejected unanimously.
Prop. C (196:18:4) Accepted unanimously.
Prop. D (125:75:15)

DR. ROUSSEAUproposed that a vote be taken on the propos al as amended by
the Rapporteur.

DR. FOSBERGand MR. BULLOCKasked for a card-vote. The result of this vote was
158 in favour and 158 against. However, the votes deposited by the Leningrad
herbarium, under provision 4, B2 of Division III of the Code, were in favour
of the proposal and the final result of tbe vote was tbat the proposal was accepted
by 163 votes to 158.

DB. ROUSSEAUthen requested DB. MELCHlORto take the chair.

Prop. E (94:41:77)

DR. MELCHlOR drew tbe attention of tbe Section to tbe Rapporteur's amend-
ment that this should read "Names of families ... ".

DR. FOSBERGsaid that this propos al was similar to the one discussed in the
morning session. Even with the addition of "of families" as suggested by the
Rapporteur, there still was no way, literally, of knowing that the author meant
families if he didn't say families. He would suggest rejecting tbis propos al for
the same reason that the section voted against Necker's names in the morning.

MR. BULLOCKthought that tbe addition of the words "of families" was quite un-
necessary. The case was not to be compared with tbe Necker case; in the former,
tbe term "family" was simply not in use by those who used "naturalorder"; in
the case of Necker, the term "species" was used for "genus" etc. The idea and
concept of families was simply evolved rather late. In Bentham and Hooker there
were no families at all; the genera were simply brought to the next higher groups,
which were called natural orders. The Necker problem was quite different.

MR. STEARN explained that the term "Familia" was introduced by Magnol in
the eighteenth century and hencefortb French authors had tended to use "family",
or "ordines naturales" for essentially the same taxonomie groups. The two were
regarded as synonymous by those concerned with these matters. Tbere was no
va1id comparison with Necker's "Species Naturales".

DB. WHEELER asked how it was to be known that a certain name was intended
as a family.

MR. BULLOCKsaid that it was a main category, called naturalorder, which was
divided by the au thor into genera. We could not reject such names without caus-
ing great troubI.e in the names of families. He wanted Prop. E to be accepted as
it stood.

DR. MELCHIORput the proposal as it stood to the vote: it was accepted by 66
votes to 16.

Prop. F (53:35:126)
MR. BULLOCKdid not think that this should go to the Editorial Committee,

because it introduced something that was quite new.
DB. MELCHIORasked for a vote: the propos al was accepted by 48 votes to 8.
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Prop. G (164:43:2) Accepted by a large majority.
Prop. H (17: 199:0) Rejected by a large majority (2 in favour).
Prop. 1 (4:199:5) Declared rejected because of the acceptance of Prop. D.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 18A

Prop. A (2:197:6) Rejected unanimously.

ARTICLE 19

Prop. A (6:211:1) Withdrawn by the proposer.
Prop. B (7:204:1) Rejected unanimously.
Prop. C (133:71:4)

MR. BULLOCKasked whether it was necessary to discuss this further.
DR. SILVAwas relieved to see that Prop. 18D had been approved, inasmuch

as this is parallel to Prop. 17C, which was previously approved. These two, in
turn, were parallel to Prop. 19C, which we were now considering. He read bis
original argument as published in Taxon( cf. Taxon 8: 8. 1959).

DR. MELcmoR put the proposal to the vote: it was accepted by 44 votes to 31.

Prop. D (5:203:1) Declared to have been dealt with and rejected by the decision
on Prop. C.

End of fourth session (5: 15 P.M. )

FIFTH SESSION

Tuesday, 18 August, 9:00 -12:30 P.M.
(Chairmen: J. ROUSSEAUand R. C. ROLLlNS)

DR. FAEGRImoved that: (1) any proposal that had been rejected in the mail
ballot by a majority of 80 per cent or more, be considered as finally rejected,
unless some member present demanded its discussion. (2) the same procedure
be adopted for proposals which in themail ballot had got a majority of 80 per cent
or more for being sent to a committee for study.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid this procedure had also been adopted at Paris. He called
for avote: the motion was accepted by a large majority (2 against).

Proposals on stabilization of specific names

DR. ROUSSEAUexplained the procedure that would be followed in the discussion
af the propos als dealing with the stabilization of specific names. He pointed
.out that the Rapporteur-général had, on purpose, refrained from giving bis
apinion on these proposals in the Synopsis of Proposals because he wanted to
avoid creating the impression that he would like to in:8.uence the debate. At this
meeting, however, Dr. Lanjouw would give his opinions after two addresses by
Mr. J. S. L. Gilmour and Dr. A. C. Smith. Mr. Gilmour had been the president
of the Committee for Stabilization set up at Paris and in this capacity he would
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present his report. This report had already been published in Taxon (8:19. 1959).
After Mr. Gilmour, Dr. A. C. Smith would be called upon to state the case
against any special measures to be taken, and subsequently Dr. Lanjouw would
present a compromise proposal. Dr. Rousseau would then call upon one of the
vice-presidents of the meeting to preside over the general debate on these
questions.

Mr. GILMOURstated that it was not his intention to speak at great length at
this moment. He wished to introduce the report of his Committee and to sum-
marize the main recommendations. As an individual, he would give, even more
brieHy,his personal view.

He reminded the Section that his Committee was set up :S.veyears ago in
order to implement the decision taken by the Section at Paris to take same action.
At Paris, the general feeling was expressed in a motion that something should
be done to stabilize specific names.

Considering the nature of the Committee, it was clear that it was not prejudiced
towards any single solution. It was a specialcommission set up by the Section
to study this difficult question. Various proposals had been put forward, but the
two main proposals had been those on nomina speci:S.carejicienda and con-
servanda. Of the 12 members of the Committee, na less than 10 were in favour
of either conservation .or rejection and only 2 were opposed to both. Of the 10
in favour, 2 were against rejection and 3 were against conservation. Apart from
rejection and conservation, there were eight other proposals discussed by the
Committee, none of which, however, received a majority of votes. We should
interpret the report of the Committee as showing that the Committee was in
favour of something being done, and that the thing that was to be done was
either conservation or rejection. He would not go into further details on the report
at this moment, and he would like to thank aU members of the Committee for
their co-operation and the work they did.

Mr. Gilmour's personal view on this matter was that it was highly important
to take some de:S.nitestep at Montreal towards stabilization. He left comments
for or against until a later stage, if necessary. He preferred conservation to
rejection for the reasans given in the report. He would be in favour of rejection
if conservation was rejected. He would like to suggest very seriously that it
would not do to overestimate the consequences of bringing in a rule for
stabilization, and that we should not underestimate the importance for ensuring
ready co-operation between botanists as a whole of bringing in such a provision.

He would like to make the point that if we were to take such a step we should
ful:S.lone of the primary aims of nomenclature as stated in the Preamble of the
Code, which "aims at the provisions of a stable method of naming taxonomic
groups". A mIe to stabilize specific names would not be contrary to the essence
of the Code. The word "'expediency" had several times been used in this section,
sometimes in a derogatory sense. Surely the entire Code was one of expediency,
establishing the most practical way of deciding when choosing between two com-
peting names. He was not convinced that any step towards stabilization was an
inroad on the principles of our Code. As regards the underestimation that he
mentioned, Mr. Gilmour again pointed to the Preamble of the Code, in which
it is said that one of its objects is not to throw science into confusion. This was
a very strong phrase, but it was the one chosen in the Code. It was indeed not
too strong a phrase for the effects of current practice on pure and applied
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botany. The strongly worded resolution received by this Section from the foresters
of the world was known to everyone from Taxon and also the resolutions from the
International Horticultural Congress and the International Seed Testing Associa-
tions. We needed the other botanists; it was necessary to prevent the feeling
th at names were changed for the sake of changing.

The opponents of any. change in rules to allow stabilization are just as sincere
in their view as the supporters. In the resolution of the Seed Testing Association,
it is said that it is realized that nothing can be done to prevent changes for
taxonomic reasons. The sharp division between such changes and those on a
purely nomenclatural basis was increasingly realized in the botanical world
outside taxonomy. He honestly believed that one single action at this Congress
would promote co-operation between taxonomists and other botanists.

One more point at a rather lower level of human thoughts and activity. If we
did not take a definite step now, we would know that this question would come
up again and again at each Congress until our grandchildren were in their graves.
If we did not do something today or tomorrow, the subject might be raised at
the plenary session. That session had the right to accept or reject. The whole
Congress had to vote there. He suggested that the Section avoid being forced
to do anything. He spoke on behalf of many thousands of pure and applied
botanists when he urged the Section to find a solution for this problem now. It
would be a victory for common sense and co-operation over what we can describe
as a short-sighted policy, however sincere it might be.

DR. A. C. SMITH then delivered the following address:
"Before entering into detailed discussion of the various reVlSlOns of Art. 14

th at have been suggested, it may be weIl to think about the entire subject of
the stabilization of nomenclature. The present Chapter 11, Sect. 4, of the Code
(Arts. 12-15), of course, is aimed at providing botanists with the means of
stabilizing nomenclature.

"We have before us not only several proposals to amend the present Art. 14
and to insert a new Art. 14 bis, but we also have a very interesting and valuable
report from Mr. Gilmour's Special Committee on Stabilization (Taxon 8: 19-23.
Jan. 1959). It is in connection with this Report that I should like to say a few
words, first expressing the gratitude of this group for the efforts of the Com-
mittee and especially its Chairman to bring to this meeting some background
material upon which our discussion can be based.

"It is dear that the points under discussion are the most important to be
considered by the Section on Nomenclature at this Congress. Botanists in the field
of nomenclature have narrowed their differences so strikingly during the past fifty
years th at we really have little of consequence on which to disagree any more.
The degree to which the present Arts. 12-15 should be further amended, I think,
is the one point upon which major dis agreement still exists, and for that reason
I hope that we are prepared to discuss at length and amicably what can be done
to eliminate the differences of opinion. Here, and at this time, we should be able
to devote as much time as needed to a discussion of these pertinent Articles, and
to the principles of nomenclature involved. Therefore, may I express the personal
hope that everyone who wishes to be heard on the subject will fee I free to give
his personal advice in a calm and unhurried manner. Haste at this point seems
inadvisable.

"In the first paragraph of his report, Mr. Gilmour refers to a 'general feeling'
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at Paris that 'something should be done' abaut the future stabilization of specific
names, and we read that the meeting 'was nearly unanimous in its wish that
some solution should be found'. There is in these words an implication that those
wha disagree with the steps proposed in the Synopsis of Proposals are in effect
supporting a do-nothing policy. I wish to remind you that those of us who like
the present Code are not necessarily members of a negative 'do-nothing' party.

"Some very good research is being published these days, and the authors of
this are very positively doing something to stabilize the applicatian of specific
names. For instance, you may recall a recent paper by Harling on the Cyclan-
thaceae, or by Stauffer on a tribe of Santalaceae. I wish to present to yau the
opinion, certainly not novel, that authors like these are doing a great deal indeed
to stabilize nomenclature, and they are not finding basic changes in our Code
necessary to do so. Everyone of us will agree that 'something should be done'. But
there are various ways of doing it.

"Nevertheless, we all want to hear the details af the methods proposed for
improving our Code in connection with Arts. 12-15. You will recaIl that Mr.
Gilmour's Committee suggested 10 different methods of modification that were
considered possible. In discussing each of these methods, the various Committee
members allowed themselves ta be listed as having a certain method their first
preference, or at least of expressing a certain degree of favour or disfavour. The
members of the Committee now have the opportunity to bring forward the
details of their preferences, and to teIl us how each method wiIl work in practice,
so that we can decide which of the methads, if any, is to be written into the Code.

"lf I may offer a method of procedure at this point, I suggest that we turn to
page 20 af Taxon, Jan. 1959, and consider each proposed method in turn, asking
each Committee member who is present to teIl us his views and to give us his
recommendations. In this way we shall receive an amplification of the con-
clusions so weIl summarized by Mr. Gilmour.

"However, because it is conceivable th at none of the proposed methods wiIl
receive a clear majority vote, as we consider them one by one, I wish to place
before you a more general motion which wiIl serve to open the discussion. In
my opinion this motion, if it is seconded, should not be voted upon until after
ample discussion of the entire prablem. 1 offer it in the hope that it may im-
mediately be tabled, thus permitting the detailed consideration of alternative
motions. Therefore, may I suggest that you table this motian, if it is seconded,
until such time as in your opinion a vote on it seems in .order. The motion is:

"The Section on Nomenclature believes that meticulous monagraphic and
revisional studies of groups of plants, utilizing the principle of priority
and its modifications as outlined in the 1956 edition of the Code, offer the
best means of achieving future stabilization of specific names."

DR. LANJOUW th en presented his compromise proposal on the stabilization of
specific names. This propasal was circulated in mimeographed form:

Proposed new Art. 14 bis A
In order to avoid disadvantageous changes in the nomenclature of certain species by an

alteration of their epithets entailed by the strict application of the mIes, this Code provides
a list of names of species of Spermatophyta that must be retained even if they are illegitimate
or otherwise not correct according to the mIes.

Names retained in this way shall be those which have been used for a long period, are still
widely current and the changing of which would cause serious inconvenience among a large
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number of users, i.e., the names of important economie plants, plants aften used as textbook
examples, and plants that have been the subject of important scientifie work.

Note 1. If the species is transferred to another genus, the other provisions of the
Code apply and henee the specific epithet will not necessarily be maintained.

Note 2. Names for inclusion in the List will be submitted to the General Committee by
special committees appointed for the purpose by the General Committee in consultation with
the International Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants.

Note 3. Names can be included in the List even if their correctness or legitimacy is not
at that time in doubt.

Note 4. The List must be approved by the X International Botanical Congress. No names
ean be added to the List after that Congress.

Note 5. The names in the List must be aceompanied by a reference to their type specimens,
including a citation of the place where the type specimen is preserved. The type specimen
must carry an official label of the General Committee.

Note 6. Names may be provisionally included in the List without reference to a type
specimen. If these names eompete with other names, they are to be retained in the same
way as those whose types are cited. Sueh names wiIl be removed from the List of January 1,
1970, unless their typification has been agreed by the General Committee before that date.

DB. LANJOUWadded some explanatory remarks. He agreed with Mr. GiImour
that a very s.erious decision had to be taken now, perhaps the most serious one
since 1930.There had been repeated demands at the Congresses since Cambridge
far a provision in the rules for stabiIization of specific names. AH propos als were
defeated in the past. Now again a number of proposals were before us. This
time we were more or less responsible for them, because at Paris Mr. GiImour's
Committee had been set up with the specific purpose of finding a salution to the
question of specific names. Mr. GiImour had quite rightly pointed out that there
would be no violation of the rules if a step in this direction was taken. Dr. Smith
had defended a quite different position. Dr. Smith was certainly right to say that
aUproblems could be solved with the present rules. If this were not true our rules
would have been entirely below the mark. Stabilization had always been the
object of our rules. These rules had served various generations of botanists and
many able men had been concemed with them. Still, Dr. Lanjouw could not
entirely agree with the motion of Dr. Smith. It disregarded the position of a
great and inHuential group of botanists who were in favour of some specific action
in this field. Many botanists outside taxonomy were asking for more than a precise
application of the rules. However, we never knew exactly what they were asking
far: they had given some examples but they had not been able to present us with
a complete pictur.e of what they wanted. We were asked to take serious steps in
changing our rules and we were still ignorant of the real size of the problem.
We did not yet know what would be the end of the steps we are asked to take.
What would be the extent of the list of species names that would be involved?
Should we open the door completely or should we impose serious restrictions?
When, in 1905, the principle of nomina generica conservanda came into the rules,
those who favoured that step had good reasons for it. Now, however, this list has
grown to an unwieldy size. The new proposals coming in to conserve additional
generic names were often of such a nature that it was understandable many taxo-
nomists would hesitate to take a simiIar serious step with respect to specific
names. In general, Dr. Lanjouw would say that people who had no dear picture
of the case and its consequences would do better to vote against any change of
which the consequences were not to be foreseen.

Nevertheless Mr. GiImour's point was vaIid that we cannot remain in our ivory
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towers and dictate the result of .our work to others. Many people would not
understand the nature of our work, but they might think that we disregarded
their interests. Going over the present proposals, Dr. Lanjouw thought that none
of them was very likely lo receive a majority vote. Many of the proposals went
too far and the procedure would be so involved that he could not vote for them.
If a change was desirabIe and if the Section was prepared to act in this way, he
would think that his pr.oposal for a new Art. 14A would give due safeguards
against abuse. In this way we would first know the magnitude of the problem
before definite steps were taken. He was not afraid that there would be too
many names put forward. Most of them w.ould be names of plants which were
not of prime importance for taxonomy as such. Gn the other hand, this com-
promise propos al would indeed open the door. Dr. Smith's proposal was, however,
not to open the door at allo If this latter proposal was accepted, Dr. Lanjouw
would like to put forward an alternative propos al in the form of a m.otion. This
would show horticulturists, agriculturists, and foresters that we were indeed
willing to co-operate. This motion would be the f.ollowing:

The Nomenclature Section of the IX International Botanical Congress is
aware of the inconveniences for a large number of users of plant names
caused by changes in the nomenclature of a certain number of species
which are important economie plants, plants often used as textbook ex-
amples and plants that have been the subject of important scientÏfic work.
This section is therefore willing to co-operate with all those interested in
bringing about stabilization of these plant names. AU organizations and
aH persons are invited to send to the General Committee lists of plant
names for which stabilization seems important. Each name appearing on
these lists must be accompanied by a statement of the general importance
of the species. The Committee wiU study these lists and make recom-
mendations t.o the next International Botanical Congress, and wiU set up
an .organization to study the material and to provide lists. The hope is ex-
pressed that aU those concerned win give scientific and financial support for
this important and difficult task.

Dr. Lanjouw added that what was meant was that all names that were thought
to be of importance from an economie point of view would be put on these
lists, whether in danger of being changed or not. These lists would then be studied
from a nomenclatural point of view and if possible the correct names would be
established. Most people are afraid of instability as such, rather than of making a
change when it is clear that a stabIe name had now been hit upon. To change
once was not so objectionable, but an uncertainty as to whether one change
would be f.oUowedby another was regrettable.

In order to get this w.ork done, it would be necessary to eaU upon many
people for scientific and material support.

If this study were finished in five years, we might again consider the necessity
of having perhaps a short closed list of specific names of wide importanee that
were to be preserved.

DR. ROUSSEAU was convineed that a great majority of those present was ready
to accept one .of the solutions that had been put forward. Some were afraid of
the precedent set by the list of nomina generica conservanda. Many names in-



62 IXINTERNATIONALBOTANICALCONGRESS

cluded in that list were of obscure genera and in certain cases it was just a
personal prejudice which caused a name to be inserted. In the beginning, the list
was aimed against Adanson and Rafinesque. However, apart from this he would
remind the section that at Paris he had already asked for a list of names that
were in danger. If no such names were put forward, there was no need for
speciallegislation. The discussion would have been much easier if a great many
examples had been available.

DR.ROUSSEAUthen asked DR.ROLLINSto take the chair.
DR. ROLLINSstated that the first part of the discussion would be on the pro-

posals and motions hitherto submitted.
DR. STEVENSONas representative of the Nomenclature Committee of the United

States Department of AgricuIture appealed for definite action at this Congress
in the matter of stabilization of nomenclature of technical names of economie
plants. It was not necessary to go into details; those had been covered by Mr.
Gilmour and the other speakers. There was a very urgent need to correct the
present situation. It had been pointed out that this would be a continuous prob-
lem; if nothing was done here the matter would certainly be taken up at the next
Congress. There were already special provisions for various groups of plants:
Algae, Fungi, FossiIs, etc. Why should there not be a rule for names of plants of
economie importance? He did not want a special code for them, of course,
aIthough there was always a danger that people in practice would deviate on
purpose from the rules if nothing was reaHy done. A certain tendency to avoid
Latin names was already noticeable in technical publications.

DR. FAEGRIsaid that Smith's reference to the Cyclanthaceae had nothing to
do with the problem. It had never been presumed that specific names of any
plant from such a famiIy should be conserved.

DR. SILVAasked the question, why must applied or economie botanists use
correct names? Why could not they use standard names, whether these be verna-
cular or scientific? Rather than ask taxonomists to compromise their nomen-
clatural principles, would it not be much better to ask the applied or economie
botanists to prepare lists of standard scientific names which mayor may not be
correct names in accordance with the Code? Taxonomists were quite capable
of appreciating and handling synonymies, whiIe economie botanists, on the
other hand, need not be concerned. They were free to use their standardized
names, which served the purpose of facilitating international understanding of
literature. At the same time, taxonomists were not asked to encumber and com-
promise the Code. Dr. Stevenson had pointed out that we had catered for several
special groups. This policy, in his opinion, had resulted in seriously damaging the
Code. The Code, in order to be foHowed wiHingly and to be understood and
applied easiIy, must be kept as simple as possible.

DR.LITTLE,as representative of United States Forest Service, asked the Nomen-
clature Section to adopt some means of stabilization of scientific names of eco-
nomic plants. This would bring about greater co-operation with and support
from other plant scientists.

DR. LANGEsupported the proposal circulated by the Rapporteur. He drew
attention to the third note and underlined that aH such names of importance
should be entered in the list. He stated that the desire was strong among Danish
botanists that something be done.
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DR.MARTINasked, with reference to Note 4 of the proposed Art. 14 bis, Prop. A.
whether this Congress could legislate for future Congresses.

DR. LANJOUWexplained that the next Congresses would, of course, be free to
open the lists again. They could also throw the article out of the rules altogether.
But in order to open the list again, definite action would be needed. This was at
any rate a possibility to prevent another change.

DR. VICKERYsaid that Art. 14. Prop. E, by Dr. Little, provided an example
of the impossibility of reaching agreement on names other than by the principle
of priority as provided in the Code. Eucalyptus camaldulensis was the correct
name for an Australian species and in Australia had been the accepted name·for
the species amongst botanists, foresters, and others for many years. Controversy
regarding the use of E. rostrata died out a generation ago. Yet presumably this
example was included after due consideration ta meet the wishes of American
foresters.

DR. FOSBERGdrew the attention to something unrealistic in the Rapporteur's
proposal. Which names were important? It was hard to measure, and some names
might be of very great importance to indivIduals rather than to groups and only
the latter were asked to submit proposals. He could imagine that the horticultural
people would put forward the names in Bailey's Cyclopaedia, the mycologists
those in some textbooks, and he completely failed to see how a Commission
was going to decide on the relative importance of the names. Having been a
member of the Stabilization Committee, he was not impressed by the magie of
committees in action. He would not be on the committee that would have to draw
up those lists. The only practical way would be to distribute the names for in-
dividual consideration. The opinion of the committee would in most cases he
that of the individual who had studied the case. In reality there would be no
committee judgment, but an individu al judgment. This was unsound. The present
suggestions would lead us to abandon the Code. The proposal to have lists was
less bad than the others. Next worse was the proposal of nomina rejicienda by
Mr. Dandy. He was distressed that Dr. Faegri had implied that we had no com-
petent monographers. On the contrary, we had many of them and among them
were our most prominent taxanomists. vVe could rely upon them. The remarks
made in support of the proposals under discussion would suggest that the horti-
culturists, agriculturists, and foresters wanted a kind of magie. If he thought that
one of the propos als would result in this magie to help them, Dr. Fosberg would
be glad to support them. He was not impressed by the letters received by the
Rapporteur. People would not make a distinction in the inconvenience to them
of changes of a nomenclatural and a taxonomie character. If they really were t~,
the present proposals could work. But these people were not really inclined to
make the distinction and therefore the proposals would not work like magie.
They would come back at next Congresses anyhow. This Code, as it stood, pro-
vided the necessary means for stabilization.

NIME LEGALdisait que la proposition de ~/1. le Rapporteur-général correspondait
à la proposition des Mycologues français qui souhaitent une plus grande stabi-
lisation des noms en nomenclature par I'établissement d'une liste de nomina
conservanda. La mycologie étant en pleine évolution, les noms les plus courants
sont menacés de disparaître par la découverte de noms, plus anciens, surtout à
la suite de l'étude des types ou de travaux plus approfondis des groupes auxquels
ils appartiennent.
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Les mycologues français sont, d'autre part, opposés aux listes de nomina re-
jicienda.

MR. DANDYasked about the motion of Dr. Smith and whether the discus sion
was on the motion or a general one.

DR. ROLLINSexplained that this was a general discussion.
MR. DANDYhad nothing to add to Mr. Gilmour's words and favoured more

especially his appeal that some action be taken at this Congress. With regard
to th.e actual method, he had a proposal that he preferred to talk about after
the motion by Dr. A. C. Smith had been discussed.

DR. A. C. SMITHthen read the text of a letter to him from Dr. D. D. Keck:

You and I have discussed the Nomina specific conseroanda proposition and I have told you
that if the need arose at Manueal I would be glad to have you speak for me in the Bureau
of Nomenclature sessions. I do not expect to attend most of these sessions.

As you know. I was on the Special Committee on Stabilization so ably chaired by Mr. J. S.
L. Gilmour. and when the Hnal Committee report went in I was listed as favoring the con-
servation principle. I have since given this considerable additional thought and now feel that
it is unwise to apply the conservation principle to specrnc names. I am very anxious to
support any reasonable suggestion for increasing stability in nomenclature, but from the
eJ{perience gained to date with Nomina generica conservanda, I reluctantly conclude that it
is the batanists themsdves who wauld interfere with the orderly working of a conservation
list for species. A proper sense of responsibility cannot be written into the rules.

DR. BARKMANthen read a statement by Dr. H.C.D. de Wit:
DR. DE WIT was not in favour of nomina specifica conservanda, as was stated

in the report of the above committee. He would be in favour of conservation if a
reasonable solution of the problems involved could be found, but he fails to see
any such solution. Therefore there was no majority among committee members
in favour of eith,er conservation or rejection of specific names. This is because of
two main difficulties:

( 1) The criterion. Plants that are economically important now may lose im-
portance in future.

(2) A species has a double name. This involves special difBculties. We cannot
always maintain the specific epithet, even if conserved, when the species in ques-
tion is to be transferred to another genus. So if, e.g., Picea excelsa is conserved
against Picea abies, transfer to a new genus, e.g., Piceopsis, would mean that its
name would become Piceopsis abies, which is just as unacceptable to same
foresters as is the name Picea abies. There are many such nomenclatural difficul-
ties. Why not let foresters, horticulturists, etc, just use the synonyms they prefer,
as long as they add the author's names?

MR. J. S. L. GlLMOURpointed out that Dr. H. C. D. de Wit had approved the
final text of the report before publication, in which his statement as submitted
to the Committee had been recorded.

DB. BURKARTspeaking on behalf of the Sociedad Argentina de Botanica and
many other South American botanists declared that their opinion was against
"Nomina specifica conservanda" because this procedure would not settle the
question and did raise many difBculties. They believed the Code of 1956 was
already very good and a useful tooI for the daily work on taxonomy. In his coun-
try, foresters, agronomists, and other users of scientmc plant names feIt taxono-
mists were their main helpers and did not object to an occasianal name change
necessary according ta our rules. He definitely favoured the motion by Dr. A. C.
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Smith and was in agreement with much that had been said by Drs. Fosberg and
Barkman. Nomina specifica conservanda would be a great burden and it was
uncertain that with them aU the difficulties would be solved.

DB. SCHUBERTwould like to say a few words as an official but uninstructed
member of the United States Department of Agriculture. As a member of the
Section of Plant Introdtiction, responsible for the correctness of names in official
publications, she knew most workers in applied Helds did not care about the
correctness of names they used and she feIt that we should not tamp er with our
Code for their ease and convenience. The only sound course to follow is to
accept the proposal of Dr. Smith and follow the suggestions of Dr. Silva and
others to let workers in applied fields use speciallists if they wish and not disturb
our Code.

DR. FAEGRIsaid that we had talked now for quite a long time, and the only
thing he had learned was that we do not know what will be the size of the work
unless we had the names. He proposed that the Section now discuss the question
who was in favour for nomina specifica rejicienda, etc.

MR. DANDYsaid that examples had been given by Dr. E. L. Little and Mr. R.
Ross.

DB. ROGERScalled the attention of the meeting to eight works published by the
International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature, including an official list of
specific names in zoology (224 pp.), and an official index of rejected and invalid
specific names in zoology (88 pp.). These were noted in exemplification of Dr.
Fosberg's statement that zoological practice, towards which the propos als before
us tended, seems to depend on officiallists rather than rules. [Applause.]

MR. STEARNreferred to Lilium tigrinum as an example as requested by Dr.
Rousseau. This was a very commonly cultivated species and its name was found
in thousands of publications. The type-specimen of Lilium lancifolium, however,
appears to belong to Lilium tigrinum and the earlier name L. lancifolium has to
be adopted.

DR. McVAUGHstated approval of the Rapporteur's suggestion that, in case of
failure to accept any curr,ent proposal on nomina specifica conservanda, the
assembly invite a list of names to be proposed for saving, the matter of conserva-
tion then to be considered by the X Congress, in the light of this list.

DR. BURKARTproposed a compromis,e. Much had been said already and we
did not know yet how many names were actually involved. It seemed to him
that the botanical world should really see what is involved before action was
taken. He proposed that we ask the botanical public, including horticulturists,
etc., to submit in the next three years all names that were in danger of being
changed. At the next Congress we would then know what we had to do.

DR. ROLLINSexplained that this was practically the same as Dr. Lanjouw's
second propos al. He referred to the mimeographed text of that proposal. It could
be voted upon if nothing .else was accepted. AH people who found that a name
was in danger could then submit the case to the General Committee.

DR. ROTHMALERsaid that he was not a friend of conservation, but he had the
experience that aU the rules against priority, such as those on tautonyms and
nomina abortiva, had contributed to name changes and to instability. Conserva-
tion introduces into our work, instead of international scientific arguments, senti-
ments, national and personal opinions. AU workers on special committees knew
this from arguments brought by botanists claiming conservation. It was not true
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that breeders, agronomists, and foresters did not accept name changes. In aU
the countries where new floras respecting the Code were in use, the people em-
ploying Latin names use, e.g., Triticum aestivum and Picea abies. Foresters now
employing Picea abies are not willing to change again. In a few weeks' travelling
in Canada, he observed that foresters use Pseudotsuga menziesii, while in other
countries P. taxifolia or P. douglasii may still be in use. Which name shall be con-
served? In France they wish to use Quercus robur for a species of an oak, which
in Germany was called Q. petraea (Stein-Eiche). He was opposed to any change
of legitimate names used in modern floras. At most he would accept rejection
of newly discovered synonyms with priority over names of plants of ·economic or
other importance, a list restricted in time and number.

DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote on the motion by Dr. A. C. Smith. A vote against
would mean that the various propos als would be taken up separat.ely, a vote for
would mean the rejection of aU propos als on this subject, except the second pro-
posal by Dr. Lanjouw.

DR. LANJOUWexplained that if Dr. A. C. Smith's motion was accepted a vote
could be asked for right away on his second propos al.

DR. ROLLINSasked for a card vote on the motion by Dr. A. C. Smith: it was
accepted by 278 votes to 100.

DR. ROLLINSruled that Props. A-E to Art. 14, Prop. A to Art. 14 bis, Prop. B to
Art. 15 and the first mimeographed propos al by Dr. Lanjouw were rejected. He
now opened the discussion on Dr. Lanjouw's second proposal, the motion as
quoted above. He explained that some slight amendments in the wording had to
be made.

DR. McV AUGHhad brought forward the same idea. AU botanists interested in
the stabilization of specific names were invited to submit names to the General
Committee, which would study them and try to establish the correct names. A
list of these names would then be submitted to the n.ext Congress, which would
be free to take any necessary action or no action at aU.

DR. FAEGRIasked how the next Congress could act on an unpublished list. He
believed that this would open the gate: under the present Code it is advisable
to take up a name that is thought correct. He was afraid that the motion by the
Rapporteur would create the opportunity for making far too many proposals.

DR. ROBYNSsaid that the drawing up of the lists was in the first place a matter
of obtaining information. This Section did not in any way put the next Congress
under a special obligation. The X Congress was completely free to act or not to
act on the list; no obligation was implied.

DR. DOTY said that in the non-amended form of Dr. Lanjouw's proposal the
means for obliging the taxonomist to refer name changes for approval to a com-
mittee is provided. To this extent it was a dangerous precedent.

MR. GILMOURsaid that he understood that Dr. Lanjouw's motion would not
prevent any individual botanist using what names he counted correct for any
plant.

DR. FOSBERGsaid that as he understood this proposal, anyone, perhaps an
ecologist, could send in a list of an entire flora of the area he worked on, claim-
ing that since his work is economically important, aH plants therein are of eco-
nomic importance. We would be obliging the proposed committee to determine
the correct names for aH these names.

DR. LANJOUWreplied that first the arguments for putting a name on the list
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were to be studied by a committee. It would be necessary to bring very good argu-
ments.

DR. REEDERproposed that Dr. Lanjouw' s resalution be c1arifiedto indicate that
what is desired is for interested persons to submit lists of plants which they
feel should be stabilized, in order that the Nomenc1ature Committee may have
available some idea as to whether there are anly a few of these names or a very
great number. AU ref.erence to the Committee's supplying correct names should
be deleted.

MR. Ross agreed with DI. Reeder and proposed to cut out the words "Make
recommendations ta the next International Botanical Congress".

DR.LANJOUWaccepted this amendment.
DR. VANSTEENISasked whether it would be within the competence of the

committee also to judge the importance of the plants.
DR.LANJOUWanswered that this was indeed intended.
DB. ROLLINSsuggested that, in order to expedite matters, Dr. Lanjouw, ta-

gether with Mr. Ross and Dr. McVaugh, should amend the motion and present
it after lunch.

End of fifth session (12:30 P.M.)

SIXTH SESSION

Tucsday, 18 August, 1959,2:00 p.m.-6:00 p.m.
(Chairman: R. C. ROLLlNS)

DR. ROLLINSdrew the attention ta the amended text of the motion Lanjouw-
McVaugh-Ross, which had been circulated. This text was the foUowing [inc1uding
a few purely technical amendments made later by the Resolutions Committee ] :

"Whereas the Nomenclature Session of the IX International Botanical Congress is aware of the
inconvenience to a large number of users of plant names caused by changes in the nomen-
clature of a number of species which are important economie plants, plants often used as text-
book examples, and plants that have been the subject of important scientific work; and whereas
this Section is therefore willing to co-operate with aU those interested in bringing about the
stabilization of these plant names; and whereas, in order that the Section may ascertain the
number and identity of the species involved, aU organizations and aU persons are invited to
send to the General Committee lists of plant names for which stabilization seems important,
whether or not these names are now threatened, each name appearing on these lists being
accompanied by a statement of the general importanc2 of the species; and whereas the Com-
mittee will set up an organization to study these lists and will report to the next International
Botanical Congress, the IX International Botanical Congress expresses the hope that aU those
concerned will give scientific and financial support for this important and difficult task.

MR. Ross said that the three movers wanted to emphasize that the first thing
the General Committee had ta do when receiving any of these lists was to examine
the statements accompanying the names and to decide whether or not it was
worthwhile to study them. Quite a number of the names submitted to the General
Committee might eventually be dropped. When they do decide that the plant
is really important, the General Committee will provide for its nomenc1ature
being investigated, and put forward recommendations in connection with the
results of those investigations. The General Committee might also put definite
proposals bef.ore the next Cangress.
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DR. TRYONproposed to delete from Prop. 14 bis A, as presented by Lanjouw,
Ross, and .McVaugh,any instruction that the Committee make recommendations to
the next Congress. [NOTE:this and the subsequent remarks referred to two lines
erroneously left over from the nrst version af the resolution and by mistake re-
printed in the nnal text: «The Committee wiII study these and make recommenda-
tions to the next International Botanical Congress". The three movers did not
want to include this statement. F.A.S.]

DB. GIERsaid that this was not an attempt to bring in by the back door what
we excluded from the front door. This moming we could not vote for the resolu-
tion because we did not know what was involved. The present text gave us an
opportunity to nnd out how large the problem was and some of its implications.

MR. GILMOURwould support leaving in the "making of recommendations", as
these recommendations might include a recommendation to use the correct name.

DB. :NIARTINasked whether the proposed resolution covered names other than
those of spermatophytes?

DR.LANJOUWsaid that there was no limitation.
DR. FOSBERGthought that, regardless af whether we brought in the names for

conservation through the back door or the front door, it would be important to
stress that no recommendations were to be made to the next Congress.

DB. LANJOUWsaid that a «report" would be submitted, not "recommendations".
DB. CUNNINGHAMsaid that the emphasis placed on the words "important

plants" appeared to him to be misplaced. He feit that foresters, for example,
were not going to want to leave the matter of economic importance to taxonomists.
Foresters were going to want to make their own decisions as to what was an im-
portant plant.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that everything had to be submitted to the General Com-
mittee but that did not mean that the General Committee had to form its own
unaided judgment on each separate case; they might, of course, consult com-
petent specialists.

DB. VANSTEENISasked whether "important" meant "may become important
from an industrial point of view".

DB.ROUSSEAUasked that the vote be taken.
DR. ROLLINScalled for avote: the motion Lanjouw-McVaugh-Ross was carried

by a large majority.
DR.A. C. SMITHmade the following remarks :

«It is my understanding that all the committees appointed by this Section at the
Paris Congress automatically terminate at this Congress. I would not wish the
Committee an Stabilization to end its valiant labours without adequate recogni-
tion from this Section, and therefore 1 wish to propose the following motion:

«The Special Committee on Stabilization appointed by the Section on
Nomenclature at the International Congress of 1954 having accomplished
its mission with signal success, and having provided the Section with
guidance in its published report and in verbal communications, the
members of the Section express their deep appreciation of the work
of the Committee and especially of its Chairman, Mr. J. S. L. Gilmour."
[Applause.]

DR. ROLLINS,referring to the applause, declared Dr. Smith's motion to be
accepted.
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ARTICLE 10 BIS
Prop. A (48:144:23)

DR. ROGERSsaid that a description or figure might have been the type.
DB. RUTHPATRICKsaid that in very many cases no specimens had been indi-

cated as type.
DB. ROLLINSput the propos al to the vote: it was rejected unanimously.

ARTICLE 20

Prop. A (183:12:28) Accepted unanimously.
Prop. B (203:18:3) Accepted unanimously.

DR. PROSKAUERasked whether "by specific names" in the plural was correct.
MR. Ross said that it was better to say "by any specific name". This amend-

ment was accepted.
Prop. C (57:144:6) Withdrawn by the authors.

ARTICLE 21
Prop. A (191 :2: 16) Accêpted.
Prop. B (189:10:7) Accepted.
Prop. C (196:15:5) Accepted.

RECOMMENDATION 21A

Prop. A (36:10:164) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 22
Prop. A (10:212:0) Rejected.

DR. GARDNERSHAw moved that in Art. 19 Prop. C as passed, in Art. 22, and in
Art. 26, the words: "but, contrary to Article 46, without citation of an author's
name" be deleted, and that in Art. 46 the words: "unless the provisions of Article
22 or 26 apply" be deleted.

The reasons for citing authors' names were stated in Art. 46. These reasons
were logical ones and apply to aH scientific names without exception. Instead, it
was particularly necessary to cite the authors of names applicable to the type of
the next higher taxon, since one was often particularly desirous of knowing who
first erected subordinate categories within the higher taxon.

Prop. A to Art. 22, which had just been defeated, proposed a method of author
citation different from that employed for other taxa. He trusted that the proposal
was defeated for this reason rather than as a result of the Rapporteur's comments
on the propos al. For to say that the proposal was rejected at Stockholm hardly
tells the whole story, when in fact the present wording was first incorporated into
the Code at Stockholm.

The propos al rejected at Paris was not Prop. A to Art. 22 which we had just
defeated; the propos al rejected at Paris was essentiaHy that contained in his pre-
sent motion. That it was rejected may seem to be an unfavourable recommenda-
tion for it now.
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However, at Paris the comparable proposallost under the two-thirds majority
rule and would have passed under the simple majority rule in effect at this
s.ession.

DH. STAFLEUasked for a clarification of DI. Gardner Shaw's words: Was he
against the citation of type-subspecies, etc. without a citation of the author's
name, or was he against the omission of the author of a basionym?

DR. GARDNERSHAW said that his motion would permit and make necessary
the citation of authors' names. The authors of these epithets were different.

DR. DONKsaid that in a number of cases the "type-epithet" came into being
automatically, when a "non-type" variety was introduced or when there was
already existing a variety when the rule was accepted.

DR. STAFLEUremarked that in many cases there would simply be no author.
DH. GARDNERSHAWsaid that somebody at any rate had created the type-

variety.
DR. VANSTEENISpointed out that the type-variety was made automatically

and that it had no author.
MR. BULLOCKpointed out that the date of the type carrying infrataxa may be

of some importance, and that the date and author of the epithets concerned
should be the same as those of the next higher-ranking category which gives rise
to them.

DR GARDNERSHAW read again the precise text of his propos al.
DR. ROLLINSput the proposal by DI. Gardner Shaw to the vote: it was rejected

by a large majority.

Prop. B (15:198:1) Rejected.

RECOMMENDATION 22B

Prop. A (3: 10:197) Ref.erred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 22C

Prop. A (1:223:0) Rejected.
ARTICLE 23

Prop. A (16:195:2) Rejected.
Prop. B (199:11:11) Accepted.
Prop. C (179: 29 :12) Accepted.
Prop. D (12: 12:181) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 23B

Prop. A (30:39:146) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 24

Prop. A (19:44:100) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (175: 27 :13) Accepted.
Prop. C (190:9:12) Accepted.
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ARTICLE 26
Prop. A (9:210:0) Rej-ected.

Prop. B (132:42:42)
DR. McVAUGHstated that the original spelling by Linnaeus was "siph-" not

"syph-". The Code specifically forbids such a change of original spelling.
MB. BULLocKsaid that he believed this was really the only case. Linnaeus

repeatedly spelled the word "syphilitica" and this one case in which he used an
"f' could be regarded as an orthographic error.

MR STEARNproposed that this be referred to the Editorial Committee. It was
a mistake made by Linnaeus on this particular occasion.

DR.FOSBERGsaid that this dealt with a single cas·ein which the word was men-
tioned in an example.

DB. ROLLINSasked for a vote: the proposal was referred to the Editorial Com-
mittee.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 26A

Prop. A (1: 220:0) Rejected.
ARTICLE 27

Prop. A (175:23:13) Accepted (subj.ect to the acceptance of Art. 64 Prop. D).

Prop. A (8:25:178)
DR. FOSBERGdid not think that this was an editorial matter; it should not be

referred to the Editorial Committee, not being within their competence. It was
not a practical solution to the problem of ascertaining the actual date of publica-
tion.

DR. WHEELERasked whether the proposal did not mean "placed in store for
sale"?

DR.LANJOUWsaid that same books are never mailed, but simply put on sale.
MR. Ross said that there were differentpractices in distributing periodicals.

Some were distributed on order by the printers; others go to booksellers. He
suggested an amendment to include the plaees where the publications were
placed on sale.

Provided such an amendment was inserted, the proposal would provide a
sound guide towards determining the actual date of publication.

DR. RICKETTagreed with Dr. Fosberg that this was not an editorial matter.
It was a matter of policy, not of wording.

He had periodicals in mind in making the proposal, but he thought it applied
also to books. All must have some sort of carrier, whether to the public or to a
bookstore. He made the proposal as apractical solution to a common problem.
All printed work leaves the printers' hands on a date that is on record. But after
that it may not be delivered for w.eeks to all addressees, it may lie on the fIoor
of a post-office-yet copies are in the hands of the public. How can we determine
the date of receipt of the publication? The changes in wording, how.ever, sug-
gested by Mr. Ross,were acceptable as an improvement. The Editorial Committee
could adopt the wording that best expr.essed the sense of the proposal.

DR. FOSBERGknew one institution that had the printed matter delivered with
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the idea of distributing it at certain dates in the future. If, as :Mr. Ross had
suggested, this proposal is merely a guide, he would like to make it a Recom-
mendation and not an Article.

DR. VANSTEENISsuggested: "by the printer or his publisher".
MR. STEARNproposed the emendation that "the printer" be replaced by ccthe

publisher or his agent".
MR. Ross pointed out that Dr. Fosberg's example is taken care of by the words

"distributed to the public". When it goes from the printers, and is not dis-
tributed to the public but kept in store, the rule would not apply.

Dr. ROLLINSasked for.a vote on the propos al as amended by Mr. Stearn. The
proposal was accepted by 43 votes to 22.

DR. ROCERSseconded the proposal by Dr. Fosberg to make it a Recommenda-
tion.

DR. ROLLINSput this propos al to the vote: it was carried by a large majority.

Prop. B (9:11:194) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 29A

Prop. A (6:28:178) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (13:183:14) Rejected.

ARTICLE 31

Prop. A (21:14:172) Referr.ed to the Editorial Committee.

NEW ARTICLE 31 BIS

Prop. A (5:216:2) Rejected.

NE'V ARTICLE 31 TER

Prop. A (8:211:3) Rejected.

SECTION 2
Prop. A. (32: 180:0) Rejected.

Prop. A (4:216:0) Rejected.
Prop. B (20:13:173) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (This Com-

mittee later recommended that the proposal be accepted; this was confirmed
by the Section.)

Prop. C (18:21:170) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected
in accordance with the Committee' s report. )

Prop. D (18:8:181) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. E (174:31:11) Accepted.

Prop. F (158:56:4)
DR. PROSKAUERasked whether it would not be better to read "recognized"

instead of "distinguished".
MR. Ross said that "recognized" was not desirabie; he was sure that "dis-
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tinguished" was right because we meant to say "distinct from the other taxa of
the group".

DR. FOSBERGthought "recognized" far better than "distinguished".
MR.Ross remarked that he should have said "distinguished from aU other taxa

of the same rank".
DR.ROGERSasked how one was to judge the author' sintention.
MR. Ross explained that the intention of an author should be clear from the

way in which he brings forward the new name. There are cases of anatomical
papers in which the author simply uses a name which happens to be new, and
which was supp1ied ta him by someone else, without intending to describe this
as a new entity. He may make remarks on the anatomy af the species without
having any intention of indicating that these characters are confined to the
species he had in hand. Obviously this would be a nomen nudum. In some
accounts the mentioning of white flowers might have been made with diagnostic
intent, e.g., in a genus where aU other species had yeUow flowers and the
publication of the new name could be valid. If, however, a remark was made in
passing that a certain species had white flowers not contrasting it with the ather
species which had a different colour, the new name would be a nomen nudum.

DR. FOSBERGthought that in the case of anatomical characters being given the
name was also validly published.

MR. DANDYthought this was an important thaugh small point. A new specific
name is sometimes published in association with, e.g., a coUector's field-notes,
where, though some description is given, there is no intention to define a new
species. It is most important that a validating definition should indicate the
author' sintentions, by drawing attention to the distinguishing characters.

DR. VANSTEENISsaid that .one could have a monotypic genus of which later
a second species was discovered, but of which the discriminating characters had
not been mentioned in the description of the first species. This made it clear that
ane cannot foresee what was a properly distinguishing description forever.

DR. DONKsaid that there was an en.ormous number of names now considered
as validly published that were accompanied by descriptions never intended to
validate those names. This was the case in groups with later starting-points.

MR.BULLOCK,in reply to Dr. Fosberg and Dr. van Steenis, said that the position
af species in monotypic genera was peculiar in that here the publishing author
should distinguish, not the species, but the genus.

DR. RUTII PATRICKproposed that Mr. Ross's text be treated as a Recom-
mendation.

MR. Ross said that "description" was used in almost every Article of the
Section but the word was not defined. Without a definition, it is impossible to
have any certainty as to what is a nomen nudum. He had tried to draw up a
definition which agreed with current practice, and nothing that he had heard
had caused him to think that it was a bad ane.

DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote on the proposal as it stood.
DR. LANJOUWasked for the amendment by Dr. Ruth Patrick to have this as

a Recommendation. The definite wording could be decided upon later, and in
the future it was always possible to make it an Article.

DR. GARDNERSHAW proposed that it beamended to read: "a description is a
statement indicating acharacter by which a taxon is to be distinguished".

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that a Recommendation oould not apply to the past.
DR. ROLLINSsaid that the proposal was to have it as a Recommendation.
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DR. LANJOUWsaw that it was very difficult, as it stood, to take this text as a
Recommendation. At the moment he could not find a good wording; he withdrew
his proposal.

MR. BULLOCKsaid that the idea was sound and that the Editorial Committee
should find a good wording for it.

DR. ROLLINSsaid that the Editorial Committee could be empowered to reword
it, as proposed by Mr. BuIlock. He asked for a vote on the proposal by Mr. Ross,
on the understanding that it could be reworded by the Editorial Committee. This
proposal was rejected.

Prop. G (188:32:3)
DR. PROSKAUERsaid that, looking carefully at the wording, he thought the

intention was good, but the substance was not. "A new name is not validly
published unless its basionym is indicated" was what the propos al said, but
obviously not the intention.

MR. Ross said that Prop. G extended the provision in the third paragraph of
Art. 32 to substitute names for illegitimate names. That was its main difference
from the present wording.

There was also a more precise statement in the last lines, of what is fuIl
reference of the author and original publication. With reference to Dr. Proskauer's
rem ark, the Editorial Committee should be instructed to make it dear what a
"new name" meant.

DR. DONKsuggested the use of the term "isonym" as an antonym for "basionym."
He further pointed out that a recognized taxon is not necessarily one with a
validly published name.

MR. STEARNproposed the wording: "... new name [nomen novum]
DR. ROCERSsuggested "new name for an existing taxon".
MR. Ross: "... new name for a previously recognized taxon".
DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote: Prop. G was carried, on the understanding that

the Editorial Committee would revise it in the light of the suggestions made.

Prop. H (201:20:2)
DR. PROSKAUERsaid that an indirect reference could also work in this manner,

e.g., when someone referred to a basionym in the second edition of Linnaeus'
Species Plantarum, which itself was based on a different name in the first edition.

DR. LANJOUWagreed with Dr. Proskauer.
DR. PAPENFUSSstressed the fact that many such combinations had been made.
MR. BULLOCKpointed out that the rules had been ambiguous with respect to

the "full reference". The present propos al referred to "any works other than that
in which the name was validly published".

DR. TRYONassumed that the note could not possibly apply to any earlier com-
bination.

DR. ROLLINSasked for avote: the proposal was accepted by a large majority.

Prop. 1 (8:209:1) Rejected.
Prop. K (200:20:3) Unanimouslyaccepted.

ARTICLE 33
Prop. A (46:129:12)

DR. LANJOUWsaid that he had discussed this with Mr. Bullock. They had
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come to the conclusion that it was indeed possible to have diHerent opinions
on what Ducke had said. He was still convineed that his comment was correct,
but the example was evidently not a good one, because it was open to various
interpretations. He suggested deleting the example and instructing the Editorial
Committee to find a new example.

DR. ROLLINSput Dr. Lanjouw's proposal that a new example be f.ound by
the Editorial Committee to the vote: it was carried.

Prop. B (1: 33:172) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. C (11:171:27) Rejected.

ARTICLE 34

Prop. A (18:200:3) Withdrawn by the author.
Prop. B (25: 16:166) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted. )
Prop. C (15: 15:175) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected.)
Prop. D (14:21:172) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected.)
Prop. E ((32:182:3) Rejected.

MR. Ross wanted to make a new proposal. In Art. 34 for "diagnosis" read
"description". The word "diagnosis" in this Article meant exactly the same as
"description" in Arts. 32, 39, and 41, and it was bad to have two words for one
concept in one context. It was misleading.

DR. WHEELERseconded Mr. Ross's new proposal.
DB. LANJOUWthought that it was not very important. We could .of course read

"description" instead of "diagnosis". It had been kept in the rules because
Decandolle had put it in his original rules. He made a distinction and for the
sake of history Dr. Lanjouw proposed that it be kept in the rules. It did not do
any harm.

DR. FOSBERGhad always regarded the word "diagnosis" as one of the most
desirabie features of the Latin diagnosis requirement. A diagnosis was not the
same as a description and any device that could induce people to provide
diagnoses should be retained .
. MB. STEARNsaid that the terms "diagnosis" and "description" are not con-
sistently used in the Code. The Editorial Committee should go over the Code
to ensure that they are properly defined in accordance with historical usage
dating from the time of Linnaeus, whose nomen specificum legitimum dis-
tinguishing a species hom other species was a diagnosis and whose descriptio
sometimes following this gave fulIer information.

MR. Ross thought it a great mistake to have two diHerent words for the same
concept in two diHerent articles in the same secti.on.

DR. ROLLINSput the new proposal by Mr. Ross to read "description" for
"diagnosis" to the vote.

DR.ROUSSEAUwanted to leave this to the Editorial Committee.
In the vote, however, the amendment by Mr. Ross was rejected by a large

majority.
DR. RICKErrproposed to ask the Editorial Committee to scrutinize the words

we had been arguing about-description, diagnosis, definition-and make a
recommendation on their use to the next Congress.

This proposal was accepted unanimously.



76 IXINTERNATIONALBOTANICALCONGRESS

RECOMMENDATION 34A
Prop. A (163:53:5)

MR. Ross said that the words "of living plants" should still be added.
DR. McVAUGHsaid that this was unfair. It was in fact contrary to Art. 34.
DR. LANGEsaid that the Recommendation was not wanted, and from the

point of view of printing it would only serve to increase costs.
DR. PROSKAUERsaid that being in favour of the word "diagnosis" in Art. 34

Prop. E was clearly indicative that the Section was opposed to this new Recom-
mendation.

MR. BULLOCKsaid that the proposal did not intro duce anything new at allo
It was relatively common practice, the minimum requirement being a diagnosis.

DR. VANSTEENISsaid that the most important thing in a description was the
diagnosis giving the differential characters with other allied species. It facili-
tated singling out these characters from the complete description. The drawing
of diagnosis in addition to the description should be encouraged and should
naturally be in Latin.

MR. DANDYsaid that it was merely a R.ecommendation and helpful to every-
body.

DR. BURKARTunderstood that the intention was to suggest giving full descrip-
tions in Latin. The main force of the existing mIe of an obligatory diagnosis
would be weakened.

DR. FOSBERGsuggested adding: "In addition to the diagnosis". This was ac-
cepted by Mr. Ross.

The proposal by Mr. Ross, as amended by Dr. Fosberg, was then accepted
by a large majority.

ARTICLE 35

Prop. A (24:9:168) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted.)
Prop. B (22:14:170) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected.)
Prop. C (26:58:132)

DR. FOSBERGproposed that this be first voted on as a Recommendation, to be
referred to the Editorial Committee as suggested by the Rapporteur.

DR. A. C. SMITHasked whether the word "type" became di:fficult to understand
in any language.

MR. BULLOCKsaid that Mr. Deighton had put this in because of the difficulties
he had had with Japanese publications.

DR. ROLLINStook a vote on the propos al as amended by the Rapporteur: it was
accepted.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 35B

Prop. A (180:40:5) Accepted.

NEW ARTICLE 35 BIS

Prop. A (5:219:1) Rejected.
ARTICLE 36

Prop. A (22: 12:167) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted. )
Prop. B (10:20:172) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected.)
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Prop. C (4:23:173) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later rejected.)
Prop. D (24:9:164) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted.)

ARTICLE 37
Prop. A (8:208:3) Rejected.

ARTICLE 39

Prop. A (30:2:172) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted.)
Prop. B (13:18:175) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 40

Prop. A (6:7:184) Referred to the Committee for Cultivated Plants. (This Com-
mittee later proposed the deletion of the whole article. This was accepted. )

ARTICLE 41

Prop. A (14:4:191) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 41A

Prop. A (178:16:22) Accepted.

Prop. A (157 :64:3)
DR.TRYONsaid that the present proposal needed several modifications to be

of value and should be rejected.
DR. McVAUGHwanted to leave this to the Editorial Committee to report to

the next Congress.
DR. ROLLINSasked for the vote: the proposal was rejected by a large majority.

Prop. B (5:204:4) Rejected.
Prop. C (23:21:165) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. D (45:14:151) Referred to the Editorial Committee, with the comments

given by the Rapporteur.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 42A

Prop. A (1:222:0) Rejected.

ARTICLE 43
Prop. A (3:195:8) Rejected.

Prop. A (56:16:144)
DR. FOSBERGasked whether the Editorial Committee was the body to clarify

this case. If this was so, he agreed.
DR. STAFLEUsaid that what was generally done was to follow the fust author

who assigned a de6nite rank.
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DH. ROLLlNSsaid that the intention of the propos er was to have it studied. This
could be done by the Editorial Committee. He asked for avote: this suggestion
was accepted.

ARTICLE 45
Prop. A (212:7:5)

DR. GARDNERSHAw asked for an example to be added.
DR. ROLLlNSpassed this rem ark on to the Editorial Committee:

itself was accepted.
the propos al

Prop. B (6: 34: 26) Referred to the Committee for Algae. (Later referred to the
General Committee. )

Prop. C (195:11:8) Accepted.

DR. A. C. SMITH wanted to draw the attention of the Editorial Committee to
the circumstance that in the article and in the footnote the zoological t.erm
"valid" should be replaced by "available". A member of the editorial committee
of the new International Rules of Zoological Nomenclature had called his atten-
tion to an error in our 1956 edition, as it pertained to the zoologists' use of the
words "valid" and <'available". In Art. 45 (second line of third paragraph), we
speak of names valid under the Int. Rules, and the footnot.e explains the word
"valid". However, according to the zoological editors, they use the word <'avail-
able" in precisely the sense that we use the word "legitimate", cf. the definitions
in Art. 6. Therefore, in Art. 45 and again in the footnote, the word "available"
should replace the word "valid" . Dr. Smith asked permis sion of this Section to
hav.e this matter referred to the Editorial Committee, with authority to make such
a change if they agree.

MH. Ross said th at he had been responsible for this and apologized for having
made this mistake.

The second paragraph of Art. 45, as it stood, was more or less in conflict with
Art. 70, no te 3. It was normal custom among botanists to regard the latter article
as the definite rule, and Prop. C removed the conflict.

RECOMMENDATION 45C

Prop. A (216:4:0) Accepted (in the sense that the Recommendation was re-
affirmed) .

RECOMMENDATION 45G

Prop. A (65: 154: 2) Rejected.

ARTICLE 46

Prop. A (31: 14: 163) Accepted as amended by the Rapporteur in his comments:
to be referred to the Editorial Committee as a Recommendation.

Prop. B (8: 186: 16) Rejected.
Prop. C (6:58:146) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
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RECOMMENDATION 46A
Prop. A (105:87:14)

DR. PROSKAUERreferred to the German version of the Code, where an explana-
tion was given.

DR. ROLLINSsuggested referring this propos al with Dr. Proskauer' s remarks
to the Editorial Committee. This was carried.

Prop. B (6:213:0) Rejected.
Prop. C (12 :207: 1) Rejected.

DR. :NIcVAUGHsaid the propos al was directly contrary to an instruction in the
Code; on abbreviating a citation the validating author was to be retained.

Prop. D (9:210:2) Rejected.

NEW ARTICLE 46 BIS

Prop. 320 (Synopsis p. 84; 4:144:7) Rejected.

Prop. A (91:28:100)
DR. DONKdid not understand the intention of the proposal; if one cited only

the author who supplied the description and not the author who published it, one
might have difIiculties in finding it.

DR. FOSBERGsaid that one should apply this Recommendation only in cases
where it was really desirabie to shorten the citation.

DR. TRYONsaid that this was contrary to Recommendation 46A.
DR. STAFLEUanswered that it was a question of whether ex or in was used.
The propos al was then carried by a large majority.

Prop. B (46: 172:1) Rejected.
Prop. C (2:209:6) Rejected.
Prop. D (2:210:5) Rejected.
Prop. E (3: 194:19) Rejected.

:N1rss VICKERYasked for the example to be referred to the Editorial Committee.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 46C

Prop. A (4:202:10) Rejected.

ARTICLE 47

Prop. A (9:24:171) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 47A

Prop. A (19: 184: 10) Rejected.
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Prop. B (29:94:96)
MR. Ross said that this was absolutely contrary to the type method.
The propos al was rejected.

RECOMMENDATION 47B

Prop. A (75: 54:95) Rejected.

DR. WIGGINSobjected to adding unnecessary terms in synonymy or elsewhere
in botanical literature. He recommended rejection of this propos al.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 47C

Prop. A (11:199:4) Rejected.

ARTICLE 48
Prop. A (197:19:2) Aeeepted.

Prop. B (56:116:36)
DR. SILVAsaid that there were three objections to Art. 48: (1) the wording

"whose circumscription is conserved" is not in accordance with the type method;
(2) the emphasis is on conservation, which is incorrect, inasmuch as the section
containing this article deals with citation of authors' names; (3) the method of
citation specmed in Art. 48 holds for aH such names, whether or not they are con-
served.

Both Props. A and B remove the first objection; neither corrects the second
fault; while Prop. B, but not A, removes the third objection.

MR. Ross said that the only way to deal with accounts of taxa which de-
liberately exclude the type is to treat them as creation of new homonyros, a
"Iega] fiction." The Code should be explicit about this and, accordingly, Art. 48,
Prop. B, should be accepted. lts relations with Art. 48, Prop. A, and its proper
place wiH need to be considered by the Editorial Committee.

DB. PAPENFUSSsaid that in his work on I.N.G. he had come across many cases
of this type and he urged the adoption of Silva's proposal, which was quite simple.

DR. STAFLEUsaid that in the present list of conserved names there were quite a
few artificiallater homonyms. He agreed with Mr. Ross that it would be good to
write this into the Code.

DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote on the combination of Props. A and B to be
treated as both accepted, and referred to the Editorial Committee.

DR. FOSBERGthought Prop. B was adequate in itself.
DR. ROLLINSstated that Prop. A had already been accepted. He now asked

for a vote on the combination of Props. A and B, leaving the detailed wording
to the Editorial Committee. This propos al was aceepted by a large majority.

Prop. C (14:179:13) Rejected.

ARTICLE 49
Prop. A (6:120:92) Rejected.
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RECOMMENDATION 49A

Prop. A (4:119:97)
DR. FOSBERGsaw nothing against referring this to the Editorial Committee.
The proposal was put to the vote and rejected.

RECOMMENDATION 49B

Prop. A (11:101:102) Rejected.
Prop. B (15:96:103) Rejected.

ARTICLE 50
Prop. A (0:64:144) Rejected.

RECOMMENDATION 50A

Prop. A (7:172:40) Rejected. The example was referred to the Editorial Com-
mittee.

Prop. B (14:16:176) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECO~fENDATION 50B

Prop. A (24:170:20) Rejected.

RECOMMENDATION 50C

Prop. A (1:220:2) Rejected.

Prop. A (133:79:9)
DR. PROSKAUERsaid that the proposal should read "... introduction of the .. :'.
DR. ROGERSwanted to have it referred to the Committee for Fungi.
DR. DONKsaid this was not a question of Fungi alone. He objected to having

two separate forms of citation for one phenomenon. He wanted to separate them
and give each one its own meaning.

DB. ROLLINSput the proposal to the vote by show of cards. It was accepted by
51 to 21.

Prop. B (6 :201: 1) Rejected.
Prop. C (1:186:35) Rejected.
Prop. D (8:199:2) Rejected.

NEW RECOMMENDATION 50D BIS

Prop. A (32:64:12)
DB. STAFLEUexplained th at in the preliminary vote the bryologists, algologists,

and mycologists had been requested to vote on this propos al.
The proposal was referred to the Committees for Algae (who later rejected

the propos al ), Bryophytes (idem), and Fungi.
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RECOMMENDATION 50G

Prop. A (2:156:48) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 50H

Prop. A (193:19:3) Accepted.

DR. GRASSL then asked permission to make the following proposal from the
Hoor:

"When the status of a taxon bearing a binary name is altered from species
to hybrid or vice versa, the name of the original author must be cited in
parentheses with an indication of the original status followed by the name
of the author who effected the alteration."

DR. LANJOUW thought that this might be referred fhst to the Committee for
Hybrids.

MR. W. T. STEARNthought that this propos al would be impossible to apply in
practice. An enormous amount of bibliographic work would be required.

DR. McV AUGHstated that Grassl's proposal should be declined, as it confuses
the necessity for bibliographic citation with the matter of giving credit to an
author for an idea.

DR. FOSBERGthought that it would be very regrettable to introduce the idea
of «credit" for a name into the Code. We have avoided it so far and should con-
tinue to do so.

The propos al was put to the vote and rejected.

Prop. A (34:163:15)
DR. BURKARTwanted to reject the propos al.
DR. LANJOUW did not see that the exclusion of the original type feIl under «an

alteration of the diagnostic characters".
MR. Ross said that when the circumscription of a taxon was so changed that

the type was excluded, the circumscription of another taxon was so altered as
to include that type. Wh en one considered names, he did not think that no. lof
Dr. Silva's cases was real, because then one circumscribed the new taxon which
did include the type.

DR. ROLLINSput the proposal to the vote: it was rejected (3 in favour).

Prop. B (5:11:189) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. C (5:29:168) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 52

Prop. A (6:36:167) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (18:9: 184) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

NE'V RECOMMENDATION 52A
Prop. 319 (Synopsis p. 83; 52: 87: 9) : Accepted by 50 votes to 30.

End of sixth session (7 :30 P.M. )
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SEVENTH SESSION

'Vednesday, August 9:00 A.M.-12:30 P.M.
(Chairman: J. ROUSSEAU)

ARTICLE 53

Prop. A (7: 14: 186) Ref.erred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 55

Prop. A (10:14:183) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (7:19:179) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. C (4:3:197) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. D (2:14:188) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. E (19:3:187) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

DR. TRYONproposed in line 2 to change "species" to "name", and in the next to
last line to change "epithets" to "names".

This propos al was also referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 57

Prop. A (18:6: 186) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (8:13:189) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 58

Prop. A (17:8:176) Referred to the Palaeobotanical Committee. (Later accepted;
a new example was furnished in the Committee' s report. )

Prop. A (6:119:65)
MME LEGAL announced that the Committee for Fungi would report on this

later in the session. The proposal was referred to the C omrnittee for Fungi.

Prop. B (136:28:28) Referred to the Committee for Fungi.

ARTICLE 60

Prop. A (17:11:177) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

DR. TRYONstated that the example said the type of a specinc name (or epithet)
is a variety. This is not possible according to the type method; it must be a speci-
men.

Prop. B (9:202:2) Rejected.
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Prop. A (2:206:1) Rejected.
DR. PROSKAUERasked the Editorial Committee to find examples to illustrate

Art. 61, specially with reference to the meaning of this phrase "changed in rank".
Should the Committee be unable to do this, the Article ought to be deleted.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that an example would easily be found.
DR. BOIVINsaid that he could supply an example to the Editorial Committee.
DR. ROUSSEAUasked for a vote on the new propos al by Proskauer to delete the

Article if no good example was found: it was rejected by a large majority.

Prop. B (11: 199:1) Rejected.

ARTICLE 62

Prop. A (12:6:192) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. A (93:130:2)
DR. VICKERYsaid that not only the holotype but also other types were con-

cerned.
DR. A. C. SMITH suggested that the complications were toa far-reaching

although basically this might be a good idea. He preferred the rejection of the
propos al at this time and its consideration between the Congresses.

The proposal was put to the vote and rejected unanimously.
DR. WHEELERasked to speak again on Art. 62. This involved a matter which

should be part of the rules. To establish a ruIe by means of examples, as proposed
in this case, was bad procedure. The function of the EditoriaI Committee should
be oonfined to editing; the Section on Nomenclature should vote on matters in-
volving ruies and not merely refer them to the Editorial Committee. Otherwise
eventually the Editorial Committee will be determining the rules.

DR. STAFLEUsaid that before inserting the example the Editorial Committee
wouid first consult the originalliterature.

DR. WHEELERsaid that the example had the force of a ruie when put in.
DR. LANJOUWsaid that we had onIy to illustrate something that was already

in the rules.
MR.STEARNsaid the first example was a very good one.
A vote was taken again and the previous decision to leave this (Art. 62, Prop.

A) to the Editorial Committee was reaffirmed.

Prop. A (136:50:36)
MR. Ross said that this proposal had to be refened to the Editorial Committee

since it was a consequential amendment to propos als on Arts. 65, 66, and 67.
DR. ROUSSEAUasked for avote: the proposal was referred to the Editorial

Cornmittee.

Prop. B (14: 72: 121) Rejected.
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ARTICLE 64
Prop. A (8: 219:0) Rej.ected.
Prop. B (9:38:21) Referred to the Committee for Algae. (Later this Committee

recommended the rejection of this proposal and proposed an addition to the
Article consisting of the last part of Principle 1. This was referred to the
General Committee together with Art. 45, Prop. B.)

Prop. C (189:28:2) Accepted.
Prop. D (211:8:2) Accepted.
Prop. E (6:4:196) Referred to the Editm'ial Committee.
Prop. F (9:5:192) Referred to the EditoriaZ Committee.

DR. TRYONsaid that the last part of Principle I after the second "nomenclature"
was to be inserted as a note in Art. 64.

DR. SILVAsaid that the Committee for Algae had considered this and would
report on it later in the session.

Prop. A (91:125:2)
DR. FOSBERGsaid that in the dozen or so cases of names that he had been con-

cerned with he had never been able to agree with the author's interpretation.
Here, and in the two subsequent articles, one had a built-in source of instability
in botanical nomenclature. This instability would continue as long as these
articles are retained.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that this was a fossil article dating from before the type-
method. Nowadays such cases could more clearly be settled by m,eans of typifica-
tion.

MR. DANDYsaid that this was one of those cases where opinion wiU differ
according to the area whose flora a botanist studies. Dl. Fosberg was fortunate
in having met with only about a dozen cas,es coming under this Article. Those
who work on Old World floras, especially that of Europe, have to cope with
num,erous cases of this kind. The Article may be an old one (and some may con-
sider it outmoded), but for this very reason the nomenclature of Europ.ean plants
has for a long time been based on it, and its removal now would have very serious
results. The Article is not necessarily concerned with names whose types are in
doubt, but also names like Ulmus campestris which can be typified but which
have consistently been applied to quite the wrong species.

DR. ST. JOHNsaid that the Article, as worded, had a very broad covering. It
allowed any author to avoid the type method, and instead to interpret an older
species on the basis of misinterpretations by subsequent authors. Each species
starts with a narrow circumscription by its original author. Each successive author
who includes any additional collections enlarges the circumscription of the taxon.
This enlarged circumscription may include an extraneous element. To a third
author this may be a confusion and a long persistent source of confusion. The
broad wording of this article would even allow a second author to use in one
year an interpretation of an original author, then a few years later declare this
a confusion and on this basis invoke Art. 65 and reject the original name-even
one by Linnaeus.

DR. LANJouw said that Mr. Dandy had mentioned an example. He said that
Ulmus campestris was a case in point. The source of error lay simply in mistakes
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made by subsequent authors. He did not think this a long persistent source of
error. The Article was no more needed now th at it was possible to use the type
method in taking away the source of the error.

DR. MARTINsaid that it would be difficult to vote on this because of the
existence of two apparently strongly diverging groups.

MR. HEYWOOD,speaking as Secretary-General of the Flora Europaea Project,
strongly supported the retention of Art. 65. Dr. Fosberg was fortunate in know-
ing only 12 examples; he had come across at least 12 every year. The absence of
such a rule would lead to a considerable lack of stability in our nomenclature of
European plants. As Mr. Dandy had said, very many European Floras had been
written on the basis of this ruling and the deletion of this Article would affect
probably several hundred names. This was not a question of slightly differing
interpretations, as Dr. St. John said, but of oompletely divergent interpretations
based on different types.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that at Stockholm some articles had been discarded that
were considered fossil at the time, but which had had to be reintroduced. The
present Article was not dangerous; why not keep it then as long as there was
doubt?

A counted card-vote was taken: 124 votes were in favour of the propos al, 232
against; it was rejected.

Prop. B (5:29:163) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. C (77:75:57) Rejected.
Prop. D (66:84:37) Rej.ected.

ARTICLE 66
Prop. A (100: 121:0) Rejected.

Prop. B (68:142:1)
MR. Ross said that the text as it stood in his propos al still needed a little im-

provement.
DR. FOSBERGsaid that the implication of the rewording was that there was a

dilemma if a choice had been made, but the other part was not a minor one.
DR. MARTINsaid th at actual types might cause great difficulty here.
DR. ROLLINSadvised leaving the wording as it was.
MR. Ross said that after hearing DI. Martin's view he thought it better at this

stage to withdraw his proposal.

Prop. C (65:95:23) Rejected.

ARTICLE 67
Prop. A (11: 101:1) Rejected.

Prop. B (52:129:6)
Prop. C (58:140:3)

DR. FOSBERGhad asked in Stockholm that, if this Article was to be retained,
the term "monstrosity" should be defined.

MR. STEARNadvised the retention of the Article: it was a very wise Article,
particularly with respect to the European flora.
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DR. LANJOUWthought that Prop. B was a very good one.
DR. FOSBERGasked whether the essence was not included in Prop. C.
DR. LANJOUWthought that C could be referred to the Editorial Committee

and we could accept Prop. B in principle.
DR. FAEGRImoved that the Editorial Committee be asked to de:6ne the term

C'monstrosity" and to refer their definition to the following Congress.
DR. STAFLEUsaid that this was exactly what we did at Paris: it was then re-

ferred to another Committee which had not come to aconclusion.
DR. VANSTEENISasked whether we could notexclude certain cases from being

considered by some authors as monstrosities and by others as not, by adding to
the Article: "Genetically de:6ned characters are not considered to represent mon-
strosities". This would take care of pelorie forms, fasciations, etc. and would en-
sure acceptance of such names as Celosia cristata and similar ones.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked for a vote on Faegri' s proposal to refer Props. Band C
to the Editorial Committee for a report to the next Congress. This was accepted.

ARTICLE 68
Prop. A (50: 79:68) Rejected.

Prop. B (61:143:4)
DR. HOLM wanted to withdraw the proposal, but draw the attention of the

Editorial Committee to the example.

Prop. C (131:46:21)
MR. Ross said that this propos al had already been covered by Art. 20, Prop. B.

The contents was to be transferred to Chapter III in the way indicated under
Art. 20, Prop. B. The rule itself was, of course, not to be deleted.

The proposal was accepted unanimously.

ARTICLE 69

Prop. A (7:63:138) Referred to the Editorial Committee in the way suggested in
the Rapporteur's comments. (Unanimously accepted. )

Prop. B (154:33:21) Accepted.

ARTICLE 70
Prop. A (9:206:0) Rejected.
Prop. B (148:32:27) Accepted.

ARTICLE 71

Prop. A (4:29:173) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

ARTICLE 73

Prop. A (13:9:179) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (133:23:56) Accepted.
Prop. C (35:5:165) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. D (6: 187:13) Rejected.
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Prop. E (18:178:11) Rejected.
Prop. F (35:28:121) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. G (34:109:54) Rejected.
Prop. H (40: 101:55) Rejected.
Prop.l (10:27:166) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. K (15: 16:170) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. L (20:10:172) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. M (18: 11:173) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. N (17: 17:168) Referred to the EditorÏ{Û Committee.
Prop. 0 (18:14:174) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 73C

Pr.op. A (20:24:160) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOJ\lMENDATION 73H

Prop. A (16:15:156) Referred to the Committee for Fungi.

RECOMMENDATION 731

Prop. A (49: 141:21) Rejected.

ARTICLE 74

Prop. A (137 :4:60) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

RECOMMENDATION 75A

Prop. A (6:6:190) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. B (1:5:194) Referred to the Editorial Committee.
Prop. C (5:3:194) Referred to the Editorial Committee.

NEW ARTICLE 75 BIS

Prop. A (49: 119:38) Rejected.

DIVISION 111

MR. Ross wished to move that in Division lIl, Provo 2, Para. 11, the words "of
the previous Congress" be inserted after "rapp.orteur-général". This was to take
care of the situation when there is a change in the person holding the office.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that this was certainly what had been the intention. It could
be very embarrassing for a new rapporteur to be chairman .of a committee that
had to edit the Code on the basis of actions by a Congress that had been dealt
with by the old rapporteur.

The motion of Mr. Ross was unanimously accepted.
DR. LANJOUWthen said that there had been doubt as to the majority needed

for accepting a proposal in the sessions of the Section.
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DR. ROUSSEAUinterpreted Provo 4, item B2 as a simple majority. This seemed
to him to be the best solution. In cases where th ere was nearly a tie, one had
better reconsider the matter. The problem remained tbe same with, for instance,
a 75 per cent majority.

DB. TRYONtbought that it was desirabIe to have a 60 per cent majority required
for any change in the Code. He intended to present a motion later in the session.

APPENDIX 11

DR. STAFLEUexplained that due to a technical error a proposal by Dr. A. T.
CROSSto insert tbe provisions of Appendix II in the main text of tbe Code had
been omitted from the Synopsis. Since tbis proposal had been submitted before
the closing date and because it had been omitted simply because of an error
made by himself, he proposed to authorize the Palaeobotanical Committee also
to consider this propos al in its report. This motion was accepted unanimously.

Prop. B (28:67:42)
DR. ROUSSEAUexplained that this prop osal had been postponed in the second

session because it was closely related to a series of propos als on typification by
Mr. Ross and his colleagues. He now suggested that it be referred to tbe Editorial
Committee, to bring it into accordance with the decisions taken on the section
conceming tbe type method.

The proposal to refer this to the Editorial Committee was unanimously
accepted.

Prop. N (103:45:12)
DR. ROUSSEAUexplained that this proposal had been postponed until tbe reports

of the Committees on the nomenclature of orders had been presented, in accord-
ance with the instructions of the Paris Congress.

DB. STAFLEUsaid that the Paris Congress had instructed the various nomen-
clature committees to report on the question whether or not tbe mIes of
priority and typification should apply to names of taxa above the rank of
family. In the present Code these rules do not apply to names of taxa above
tbe rank of order.

The result of the studies of the various Committees was the following:
Committee for Spermatophyta: Opposed to the application of the rules of

priority and typification to names of taxa above the rank of family.
Committee for Pteridophyta: 2 members wanted to keep Arts. 16 and 17.

2 members thought that these rules cannot be applied to these ranks.
Committee for Bryophyta: Unanimously against priority above the rank of

family.
Committee for Fungi and Lichens: Had not yet presented a report.
CommiUee for Algae: A majority was opposed to application of tbe rules of

priority and typmcation above the rank of family.
DR. ROGERSsaid that in the Committee for Fungi a great majority was

opposed to the application of the principle of priority and typification to names
of taxa above the rank of family.
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These reports were submitted to the Section for approval: they were unani-
mously accepted, the Editorial Committee being instructed to take care that
this decision was incorporated in Arts. 16 and 17.

Prop. N (103:45:12) was then again put before the section.
DR. LANJOUWsaid that it should read "authorized to study proposals to con-~,serve names .
DR. A. C. SMITHsaid that our previous decision now resulted in a change

in Art 16, the last word becoming "family" instead of "order".
DR. STAFLEUsaid that perhaps some people might still want to conserve

names of orders.
DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote on Prop. N.
DR. LANJOUWsaid that this propos al was automatically rejected by the

change in Art. 16, as indicated by Dr. A. C. Smith.
DR. ROLLINSsaid that the author of the proposals had a right to obtain

avote.
Prop. N was then rejected (1 in favour) .
DR. A. C. SMITHasked that the Rnal word "order" be changed to "family" in

Art. 14.
This propos al was accepted.

DIVISION 111

DRS. McVAUGHand TRYONput forward the following motion: to modify
prov. 4, item B 2 as follows:

"2) a final and binding vote at the Nomenclature Section of the Inter-
national Congress. ModiRcation of the Code shall require a majority con-
sisting of at least 60%of the vote cast by the Section".

DR. LANGEwanted to substitute "expressed" for "cast", because this would
not include abstention.

DR. PROSKAUERthought 60 per cent an unfortunate figure.
MR. Ross said that "cast" was the usual term.
DR. A. C. SMITH suggested that Provo 4 be left as it stood and an official

proposal be made to the next Congress.
MR. Ross said that the danger of departing from a simple majority was that

there may weIl be an issue on which virtually aU are agreed that action needs
to be taken, but almost equally divided as to which of two courses of action
should be taken. If even a 60 per cent majority is adopted, both courses will
be blocked and the Code remain unsatisfactory.

DR. PROSKAUERsaid that the purpose of the propos al was that no change
in the Code was to be made, unless there was a 60 per cent majority of the
votes cast in favour of the change.

DR. ROLLINSagreed with Dr. Proskauer to have this in a general form,
because otherwise we would exclude our mail vote.

DR. FOSBERGasked why we could not simply say that no change could be
made in the Code without a 60 per cent vote in favour of it?

DR. McVAUGHsuggested a third wording, but seconded DI. Smith's sug-
gestion that action be deferred.

DR. ROLLINSsuggested that a small committee of the speakers should bring
in a wording in the afternoon.
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DB. ROUSSEAUsaid that at each Congress the m.embers had full powers to
amend the Code and to discuss the majority requirement. If a decision was
taken, immediate action could followand each Congress could again dep art
from the previously required majority.

MR. GILMOURpointed out that decisions by the Section did not become
effective until after the approval by the plenary session of the Congress.

DR. ROUSSEAUthought that in such a case we would have the right to
suspend. He said during lunch-time the matter could again be discussed, and
that he would re-open the debate on this item in the aftemoon.

DR. FAEGRlthen said that insignincant proposals of a formal nature ought
to go straight to the committees in charge, sa that such matters need not come
before the Section. This would require the consent of the proposer.

DR. LANJOUWthought that this could be done without a change in Provo 4.
At the first session of the next Congress, a certain number of propos als eould
he listed as strictly editorial and eould be referred wholesale to the Editorial
Committee, unless someone wanted to have one or more of them discussed
because he contested their editorial nature.

DR. ROLLINSsaid that proposals of an editorial nature should not be sub-
mitted officially to the Congress, but their authors should write directly to
the Editorial Committee. Sueh a procedure would be very helpful.

DR. FOSBERGasked which proposals were to be ref.erred to the Editorial
Committee. In the present Synopsis there were several proposals referred to
this Committee by themail vote, but which in the discussions were found to
be more than purely editorial.

DR. ROUSSEAUwould like to leave it to the proposer to decide whether it
was editorial.

MR. Ross answered that some propos als are thought by their author to he
editorial, and many others might agree, but a more acute mind might detect
that they are not in faet purely editorial, but might have some effect on the
naming of plants. There must be a procedure which will enable anyone to
ask that sueh proposals are discussed and voted by the Section.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that if the author himself thought it editorial, and the
Editorial Committee thought so too, possible mistakes would eertainly be
eliminated at the next Congress.

~1B. BULLOCKsuggested that the Editorial Committee should also act as a
Standing Orders Committee which could relegat.e all appropriate proposals
to a special "editorial section" of the normal synopsis of proposals. At the
opening session of the Seetion, any sueh relegated proposal eould be extraeted
for discussion by ref.erence back of Standing Orders.

[No action was taken on this proposal since this was a suggestion to the
Editorial Committee.]

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR PALAEOBOTANICAL
NOMENCLATURE

(see also the publieation in Taxon 8: 117.1959)

The Palaeobotanical Nomenclature Committee began a series of meetings
at 10:00 A.M., Sunday, August 16. Th.e following Committee members partici-
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pated in the meetings: C. A. Arnold, Chairman, S. H. Mamay, Secretary,
Ed. Boureau, T. M. Harris, T. Just, R. Potonie, J. M. Schopf, and K. R. Surange.
H. Hamshaw Thomas, former Secretary of the Committee, served as a co-.opted
member, and L. Grambast assisted as interpreter.

Palaeobotanical pr.oposals were reviewed and preliminary decisions were
discussed at an open meeting. A :6.nalmeeting was held on Tuesday, August 17,
and aH preceding decisions were re-examined in the light .of preceding dis-
cussions. The resultant recommendations of the Committee are as follows:

The most important modi:S.cationrecommends transfer .of effective material
from PB Appendix II to points of appropriate context in the body of the Code.
This recommendation is substantially in accord with the unnumbered proposal
by A. T. Cr.oss (Taxon 8( 4): 139).

Article 7
Prop. C (307-Potonie). Synopsis, p.14.
Note 5, Art. 7, section 2, to be reworded as foHows: "The typification of

genera based on plant megafossils and plant micr.ofossils (form and organ
genera), fungi imperfecti, and any other analogous genera. "

Article 10
Prop. A (101-Staplin, Taxon 7: 226). Accepted.

Article 82
Prop. B (109-Traverse; 147-Hohn). Synopsis, p. 39. Accepted.
Prop. C (119-Funkhouser). Synopsis, p. 39. Rejected.

Article 84
Prop. B (94-Mamay). Synopsis, p. 41. Accepted.
Prop. C (95-Mamay). Syn.opsis,p. 41. Accepted.
Prop. D (97-Cross, e.a.). Synopsis, p. 41. Rejected.

(The advisability of compulsory Latin diagnoses is recommended for
further consideration by the Palaeobotanical Committee at a subsequent
Congress.

Article 85
Prop. A (110- Traverse). Synopsis, p. 42. Accepted.
Prop. B (117-Funkhouser ). Syn.opsis,p. 42. Rejected.

Article 86
Prop. A (96-Mamay). Synopsis, p. 43. Accepted.
Prop. B (98-Cross, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 43. Rejected.
Prop. C (102-Ames, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 43. Rejected.
Prop. D (142-Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 43. Accepted.

Artiele 89
Prop. A (111- Traverse). Synopsis, p. 44. Accepted.

Article 58
Prop. A (103-Ames, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 59. Accepted.
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The following example is recommended as a desirabie alternative to the
example now deleted from the Code: .
Platycarya Sieb. and Zucc. (1843), in place of Sequoia End!. (1847), and
Petrophiloides Bowerbank (1840), in place of Steinhauera Presl (1838).

Appendix II
Prop. A (139-Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 74. Rejected.
Prop. B (Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 74. Rejected.
Prop. C (212-van der Hammen). Synopsis, p. 74. Rejected.

Article PB. 1
Prop. A (52-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 74. Rejected.

The Committee recommends modification of PB. 1 as indicated below, to
be inserted as a Note following Art. 3:

First paragraph of present Art. PB. 1 without modification; aU other
parts deleted.
Paragraph 2 as follows: "An organ genus is a genus assignable to a
family. A form genus is a genus unassignable to a family, but may be
referable to a higher taxon. Form genera are artificial in varying degree."

Prop. B (104-Ames, e.a.). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.
Prop. C (141-Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.

Article PB. 2
Prop. A (55-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.
Prop. B (118-Funkhouser). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.

Art. PB. 2 recomm,ended for deletion; not needed in the absence of Appendix
II.

Article PB.3
Prop. A (99-Cross, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.
Prop. B (105-Ames, e.a.). Synopsis, p. 75. Rejected.
Prop. C (112- Traverse). Synopsis, p. 76. Accepted.

Article PB. 4
Unnumbered propos al by Cross proposes redistribution of PB. 4 as follows:

a) First sentence to be made a new paragraph in Art. 9. Rejected.
b) Second sentence to be made a new paragraph in Art. 10. Rejected.

Art. PB. 4 recommended for deletion (in accordance with propos al by Gram-
bast, Taxon 8( 4): 140).

New Recommendation PB. 4A
Prop. A (53-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 76. Rejected.

The Committee recommends that the following modification be inserted as
a note under Art. 10:

"The whole specimen used during the establishment of a t~on of fossil
plants should be considered the nomenclatural type. If the specimen is cut
into pieces (sections of fossil wood, pieces of coal balI plants, etc.), aU parts
originally used in establishing the diagnosis should be clearly marked:'
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Article PB. 5
Prop. A (l43-Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 76.

Recommended for acceptance with change of wording as follows: "When
diagnoses are altered or circumscriptions changed in taxa of fossil plants
of specific or lower rank, the type .... "

Art. PB. 5 recommended for insertion in Art. 60 as a new paragraph (Cross
proposal, Taxon 8 (4 ): 139).

Grambast proposal (Taxon 8 (4): 140) withdrawn.

Artiele PB. 6
Unnumbered proposal by Cross proposes to incorporate PB. 6 as a new Note
under Art. 41. Accepted.

Recommendation PB. 6A
Prop. A (106-Ames). Synopsis, p. 76. Rejected.
Prop. B (113- Traverse). Synopsis, p. Rejected.
Prop. C (144-Schulze and Buchheim). Synopsis, p. 76.

Accepted with modified wording as follows: "An author describing a new
genus of fossil plants" should indicate whether he regards it as an organ
genus or a form genus.

Committee recommends insertion as a new Recommendation under Art. 41
(Cross, Taxon 8(4): 140).

Recommendation PB. 6B
Prop. A (107-Ames, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 76. Accepted.

Recommendation PB. 6C
Cross's unnumbered proposal suggests incorporating PB. 6C as a new Note
in Art. 7. The Note in PB. 6C should become a new Note in Art. 18. Rejected.

The CommiUee recommends insertion, following the Note under Art. 3, of
the Recommendation with altered wording, as follows: "Form genera should
not be used as types on which families or taxa of higher rank are established."
(The present Note under Rec. PB. 6C to be deleted.)

Recommendation PB. 6D
Prop. A (114- Traverse). Synopsis, p. 76. Rejected.

To be inserted in Art. 58 as a new Recommendation with addition of the
words "of fossil plants" after "in descriptions of organs."

(Cross, Taxon 8( 4): 140). Accepted.

Recommendation PB. 6E
Cross's unnumbered proposal suggests incorporating PB. 6E as a new recom-
mendation in Art. 8 following Recommendation 8B, and adding the words "of
fossil plants" after "in descriptions of new species." Rejected.

,Recommendation PB. 6F
Prop. A (108-Ames). Synopsis, p. 76. Rejected.
Prop. B (115- Traverse). Synopsis, p. 77. Accepted.
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New Artiele PB. 7
Prop. A (54-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 77. Rejected.
Prop. B (116-Boureau). Synopsis, p. 77. Withdrawn.

New Reeommendation PB. 7A
Prop. A (55-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 77. Rejected.

New Article PB. 8
Prop. A (56-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 77. Withdrawn.

It is recommended that the following be inserted as a Recommendation
under Art. 57: "Fossils uniting diagnostic features of diverse taxa may be
assigned either to (1) one, thereby enlarging its circumscription, or (2) may
be proposed as a new taxon having the ampliHed circumscription."

New Reeommendation PB. 8A.
Prop. A (57-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 77. Withdrawn.

New Article PB. 9
Prop. A (57-Arnold). Synopsis, p. 77. Withdrawn.

New Article PB. 9
Prop. A( lOG-Cross, e.a. ). Synopsis, p. 78. Rejected.

New Article PB. 10
Prop. A (SIS-Potonie). Synopsis, p. 78. Withdrawn.

Appendix 3
Prop. 0 (Nomina generica conservanda proposita). Synopsis,p. 81.

No. 45 (C ordaianthus ). Aeeepted.
No. 46 (Cladophlebis). Rejected.
No. 47 (Asteroealamites). Rejected.
No. 48 (Lyginopteris). Rejected.

New Article (unpublished proposal by British palaeobotanists): Rejected.
"It is permissible to continue to use the name of a form genus for aH species
considered as belonging to the same form genus as its type species even if that
species becomes referred also to an organ genus or to a natural genus."
The following text is designed to serve the same purpose, and is recommended

for insertion following the definitions of organ and form genera in the proposed
Note under Art. 3:

"As in the case of pleomorphic fungi (see Art. 59), these provisions shaH not
be construed as preventing the use of names of form genera in works referring
to such taxa."

S. H. NIAMAY, Seeretary

DR. LANJOUW said that the report could be accepted on the understanding that
if the Editorial Committee found that any of the accepted proposals in it would
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have an influence outside that of the naming of fossil plants alone, it would be
treated as not yet accepted.

DR. FAEGRIsaid that there had been a very strong tendency among paIaeobo-
tanists at this meeting to make Latin diagnoses mandatory also for fossil plants.
Whether a proposal to this effect would have been carried or not, he had no idea,
as we had only had a very free discus sion, but no vote on the subject. The chief
argument for not bringing the matter any further at this meeting had been that
several important national groups of palaeobotanists were not present and it
was thought unwise to force any concIusion. He took the wording of the report to
say that the committee had agreed to study this matter further, and that an
attempt to reach a solution would be made at the next Congress. As the Code
is permanentIy open to changes, there was no reason to propose anything here
and now, but he thought it was useful to have this on record, especially in view
of Dr. Patrick's remark on Art. 34 made yesterday.

As one of the proponents of the view that we should have mandatory Latin
diagnoses, he was wiIling to accept this for the time being. He added that he
was not sure to what extent Ross's new Recommendation 34A, which had been
passed yesterday, did not in any case go as far as he was wiIling to go at this
meeting, and perhaps a little further.

DR. RoussEAu said that a recommendation could never have the force of a
rule.

DR. PATRICKhad been working with diatoms for a long time. It was impossible
to teIl at times whether or not a diatom is a fossil. Therefore if we had two sets of
rules governing tbis group its nomencIature could not become stabIe. It would
be impossible often to teIl whether a newly described diatom was a fossiI or not
from the context of the paper. Therefore it would not be possible to judge which
set of rules for vaIidity should be followed. She would like to add that it is the
recommendation of the Committee for Algae that the Section not accept Prop. C
to Art. 34.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked whether the problem was restricted to diatoms.
DR. SCHOPFhoped that this matter could be cleared up rather quickly. He

believed that the difference between fossil and modern plants was purely tech-
nical. There was no real distinction but nomencIaturally it was interpreted
definitely by reference, wording, and date. The only consistent manner in which
he could interpret this was in relation to the holotype: the taxon is treated as
fossil if its holotype was fossil or subfossil. He failed to see why diatoms formed
a special case in the appIication of these rules. Morphologically one could teIl
from an individual fossil what its origin was. Why not accept the vote of the
Palaeobotanical Committee on Art. 34, Prop. C, as a technical matter?

DR. ROLLINSmoved the acceptance of the report of the Palaeobotanical Com-
mittee.

DR. ROUSSEAUput this motion to the vote: it was accepted unanimously.
DR. LANJOUWproposed that the palaeobotanists agree that for purposes of

nomenclature, diatoms were treated as living plants.
DR. PAPENFUSSsaid that there were also other groups concerned.
DR. SILVAspeaking on behaIf of the Committee for Algae said that this Com-

mittee recommended an obligatory Latin diagnosis for fossil algae.
DR. SCHOPFthought that this was something that should be reassigned to the

special committees. He wondered whether the problem could be referred back
to a joint meeting of the palaeobotanists and the algologists to consider the details.
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DR. PAPENFUSSasked how the mycologists feIt about this.
DR. FOSBERGwould like to make some general remarks illustrated by this dis-

cussion. There was entirely too much tendency for specialist groups to regard
Howering plants as plants, fossil plants as something else, algae as something
else, fungi as something else, and so forth. He agreed that there are in palaeo-
botany, in fungi, and in algae, occasionally special cases that require special
mIes. However, there were few. Most of the proposals are of general implication.
The matter of Latin diagnoses is a matter of international courtesy, not of palaeo-
botany, and should not be decided on the basis of whether some palaeobotanists
had failed to learn Latin. He thought that we should make the Code simple
enough and general enough so that any intelligent scientist could use it. If this
was done there would be in the long run far more disposition to follow it.

DR. ROUSSEAUconsidered this out of order.
DR. PAPENFUSSmight agree with Dr. Fosberg but wanted a single Code for aU

groups.
DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that there was a proposal to let the algologists and palaeo-

botanists jointly study this problem. Let them do this.
DR. PAPENFUSSthought it better to have a special committee appointed for

the purpose. He was afraid that in a joint meeting opinions would not change.
MR. Ross said that the trouble of the algologists was that many microsoopic

organisms are found in such circumstances that it is impossible to be certain
whether they are recent or fossil (e.g., on the bottom of lakes). This made it
impossible in certain cases to determine wh ether or not a name was validly pub-
lished. The phycologists therefore proposed that Art. 34, Prop. C, should be
rejected.

DR. SCHOPFwould like to point out that in Art. 58 it was ruled that the name
of the recent taxon would prevail over that of the name of the competing, even
earlier, fossil taxon. There was no problem against the use of Latin diagnoses
for recent algae but there would be great reluctance among the palaeobotanists
to give Latin diagnoses of fossil taxa. This was a matter that ought to be taken
into serious consideration.

DR. PATRICKthought that perhaps a special committee to discuss this, as
outlined by Dr. Papenfuss, would be a good idea. It was impossible for her to
judge whether descriptions were valid or not in some recent publications in
which diatoms were described without Latin diagnosis.

DR. ROUSSEAUproposed to settle the matter right now by avote: 41 in favour,
28 against.

He then wanted to put the algologists' proposal to the vote to reject Art. 34,
Prop. C. The sense of the proposal was that aU algae, whether fossil or recent,
were dealt with in this Article requiring Latin diagnosis.

DR. SCHOPFrecalled again the history of how the exemption for Latin diagnosis
of fossil plants arose. This was inserted in 1912, following the Congress of 1910.
In 1911 a memorandum was circulated among the palaeobotanists of the wodd.
The vote on this was overwhelmingly in favour of not using the Latin diagnosis.
Many expressed the int.ention of (a) avoiding the general use of Latin diagnosis
and (b) recognizing as valid diagnoses not published in Latin. As far as he was
able to see, no change in the opinion of the palaeobotanists had occurred since
1910. Notwithstanding Miss Patrick's difficulties with the South American liter a-
ture, he did not think that the case of algae was different from that of other plants.
There were many palaeobotanists dealing also with animal microfossils and the
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relation to those was often much closer than to other algae. The palaeobotanists
had not changed their minds since 1911. He wanted to consult the specialists on
microfossils.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked who studied these fossil diatoms?
DR. SCHOPF:The micropalaeobotanists.
DR. PATRICKsaw no reason why the exception could not be ruled out. There

was a requirement for Latin diagnoses for algae. It should be kept.
DR. ROLLINSsaid that the report should be accepted except the recommendation

on Art. 34, Prop. C. He asked the Section to vote as a whole on this proposal.
MR. Ross said that if he had realized, while working with the Editorial Com-

mittee on the present edition of the Code, that the wording of Art. 34 could apply
to fossil as weIl as to recent algae, he would have pointed out that this was not
the sense of the Paris Congress, and his colleagues on the Editorial Committee
would certainly have agreed to put in the word "recent". Therefore one ought
to regard the report from the phycologists advocating the rejection of Mamay's
proposal as a proposal to alter the rules.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked those interested to come together around the table, and
postponed the vote until the afternoon.

DR. SCHOPFreminded the Section that exemption from the Latin diagnosis
for fossil plants was compensated by the requirement of an illustration. Personally
he thought amandatory illustration of far greater importance than amandatory
Latin description. Latin diagnoses for specific or generic names should not be
given.

DR. PROSKAUERasked for a vote at this moment.
This vote was taken and a great majority was against the acceptance of Art. 34,

Prop. C.
End of seventh session (12:30 P.M.)

EIGHTH SESSION

Wednesday, 19 August 1:15 P.M. - 3:00 P.M.
(Chairman: J. ROUSSEAU)

MR. Ross stated that he was very unhappy that the Section that morning had
decided to reject the recommendation by the Palaeobotanical Committee to
accept Art. 34, Prop. C, and he proposed the following resolution:

In view of the conflict between the Committees for Palaeobotany and Algae
on the adoption of Art. 34, Prop. C, the Section requests them jointly to
consider the consequences of its rejection and to report to the next
Congr,ess. The Section recommends that botanists should, in the interim,
interpret Art. 34 in the sense intended by the Paris Congress.

DR. ROUSSEAU,looking at the past, said that both groups were very sensible and
that Mr. Ross's recommendation was one of great wisdom. Of course, as a chair-
man, he could not r,ecommend the motion, but he would like to say simply that he
would be very happy if it were accepted. He asked for avote: the motion by
Mr. Ross was accepted with a large majority.

DR. FAEGRIsaid that the distinction between form and organ taxa was without
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nomenclatural signifieanee. He propos.ed that the new formulation of PB. 1,
para, 2 be deleted.

DR. SCHOPFreplied that the present PB. 1 was eonfused, as had been stated.
It was intelligible, however, only in the sense stated in the rewording now pro-
posed. This rewording indieated that the distinetion between form and organ
genera is taxonomie. Sinee there had been uneertainty on this matter th.e Com-
mittee believed inclusion of the new information to be helpful.

DR. T. M. HARRISpointed out that the distinetion between the form genus and
the organ genus was valuable in some parts of palaeobotany, but not in others.
The definition was put forward to help in the parts where it is of value. The
form genus was referred to again in the last paragraph of the Palaeobotanieal
Committee's report.

DR. FAEGRIth en withdrew his proposal.
DR. HOEGsaid that, with re gard to the question of the applieation of rules

of nomenclature to stromatolites, he wanted to point out that in his opinion and
that of most others generie and specifie names should not be given to stromatolites.

COMMITTEE FOR BRYOPHYTA

(see also report in Taxon 8 (6) : 205. 1959)

Dr. van der Wijk presented the following report:
1. The Committee reeommends the adoption of Prop. 13C fixing the starting-point

date of the valid publieation of Mosses on Jan. 1, 1801. Prop. 13D should
be rejeeted.

2. In aeeordanee with the note of Dr. Stafleu in Taxon 7: 60. 1958, the genera
Androcryphia and Herberta should be deleted from list IX of the Nomina
Generiea Conservanda.

3. The Committee proposes to add the following generie names to the list of
Nomina Generiea Conservanda (see Taxon 8: 18):

a) Amblyodon Brueh, Sehimper & Guembel
Bryol. europ. 4: 3. 307 (Fase. 10. Mon.
1.1.) 1841.

T.: A. dealbatus (Hedw.) B., S. & G.

b) Holomitrium Endlieher, Gen. pl. 48.
1836.

LT.: H. perichaetiale (Hooker p.)
C. Mueller

c) Orthothecium Brueh, Sehimper &
Guembel, Bryol. europ. 5: 105. (Fase.
48. Mon. 1.) 1851.

Amblyodum Pal. Beauv. Mag.
ene. ix anno 5: 323. 1804.

T.: A. dealbatum (Hedw.) Pal.
Beauv.

Olomitrium Bridel, Bryol. univ.
1: 226. 1826.

T.: ?

Orthothecium Sehott & End-
lieher, Meletemata bot. 31.
1832 (Stereuliaeeae).
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T.: O. rufescens (Bridel ex Sm.) B., T.::'
S.&G.

H olmgrenia Lindberg, Oefvers.
K. Vet. Akad. Foerh. "1862":
605. 1863.

T.: ?

d) Saccogyna DuMortier, Comment. bot.
113. 1822.

LT.: S. viticulosa (L.) DuM.

Lippius S. F. Gray, Nat. arr.
Brit. pl. 1: 679, 706. 1921.

T.: L. viticulosus (L.) Gray

Sykorea Corda, Beitr. zur
Naturg. (Opiz) 12: 653. 1829.

T.: S. viticulosa (L.) Corda

4. Art. 13, Prop. A Rejected by the Committee.
5. Art. 13, Prop. F The Committee had doubts ab.out the consequences of this

proposal. Therefore it is preferred to make no changes at aU in this respect.
6. Rec. 50D bis, Prop. A Rejected by the Committee. The Committee would

like to alter the wording of Prop. A, Art. 50D in such a way that it covers aU
the new starting-points.
DR. STAFLEUsaid that the recommendation of the conserved gen eric names had

Rrst to he put before the General C.ommittee. He suggested that approval of the
report by the Section should be given on that condition.

The report was apProved.

COMMITTEE FOR ALGAE

(see also report in Taxon 8(1): 18. 1959)

Dr. Silva presented the following report:
Art. 7, Prop. L. (typification of later starting-point names)

The Committee endorses this propos al, already accepted by the Nomenclature
Section. As a corollary, the Committee rec.ommends the rejection of Prop. F of
Art. 13.
Art. 13, Prop. B (later starting-points)

The Committee is opposed to the idea of later starting-points in tbe algae but
believes that the matter should be studied further bef.ore action can he taken.
Art. 13 Prop. F (typification of later starting-point names) (see Art. 7, Prop. L)
Section 2. Conditions and dates of valid publication

The Committee favours the requirement .of a Latin diagnosis for valid puhlica-
tion of fossil algae (Art. 34, Prop. D).
Art. 45 (date of valid publication )

The Committee recommends the foUowing modificati.ons:
1) Deletion of third paragraph (Prop. B ).
2) Change first s,entence to read as follows: "The date of a name or of an

epithet is that of its valid publication in accordance with the provisions of
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this Code, whether or not the taxon to which it applies was originally
assigned to the plant kingdom."

3) Retain Amphiprora example.
4) Add a new ArticIe to the Code, to be inserted by the Editorial Committee

in the proper place:
"If at the time of the transfer of a taxon to the plant kingdom, its name has
not been validly published in accordance with this Code, the author giving
it valid publication on or after 1 Jan. 196-must adopt its previous name and
type, provided: (1) this name is available in its previous POsition; and (2)
its use does not conflict with any provision of this Code."

Rec. 50D bis, Prop. A (citation of pre-starting-point authors)
The Committee opposes this proposal.

Art. 64 (rejection of names)
The Committee recommends the following change:
Add to last paragraph: "In all other cases, the name of a plant must not be
rejected merely because it is the name of an animal."
DR. ROUSSEAU said that he wanted to await the distribution of the mimeo-

graphed report before opening the discussion.

COMMITTEE FOR FUNGI AND LICHENS

DR. ROGERS presented the following report:
1. The Committee approves and recommends for adoption, the following pro-

vision (probably as an amendment to Art. 32, par. 1; but the placing is left
to the Editorial Committee ) :

«Names of fungi are not validly published by references to descriptions
published before the starting-point of the group concemed."

2. The Committee recommends the rejection of Prop. A to amend Art. 13. The
Committee approves and recommends for adoption Prop. F to amend Art. 13,
with the following additional note:

"A new combination the basionym of which was first published in a pre-
starting-point work is considered as referring to the validated basionym
even if there is no reference to the validating author."

3. The Committee approves and recommends for adoption the amendment to
Art. 13e offered as item 321 (p. 84 of the Synopsis of Proposals ), with the
name "Fungi Imperfecti" substituted for «Hyphomycetes".

4. The Committee approves and recommends for adoption the following altera-
tions in Art. 59:
a. After the word "Phycomycetes" the remainder of the first sentence to be

deleted and the following to be inserted:
"... the correct name of aU states is one typified by the perfect state; but
otherwise, a name r,efers only to the state represented by its type. The
legitimacy of a name or epithet typified by the perfect state is not affected
by the earlierpublication of any name or epithet typilied by another state
of the same taxon."

b. The third sentence, "The type specimen ... stage", to be deleted.
c. In the last sentence (par. 2), "of the name of a perfect state" to be sub-

stituted for "a perfect state".
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The Committee approves and recommends for adoption Prop. B for the
amendment of this Article.

5. The Committee approves and recommends for adoption New Recommenda-
tion 73H.

6. The Committee finds that in Art. 5, par. 3, the insertion of the word "infra-
generic", after the Paris Congress, is a satisfactory answer to the question pre-
sented as Prop. A under this Article.

7. On behalf of the International Committee on Bacteriological Nomenclature
the Special Committee for Fungi and Lichens offers for the consideration of
the Section on Nomenclature the following amendment to Art. 10, par. 1,
noting that the s·econd sentence of recommendation BB implies that living
material may be a type:

In the third line substitute "cases" for "case;" and add the following sen-
tence:
"... or for microscopic organisms, the type may consist of living cells so
maintained that their characteristics are not altered."

The Committee on Fungi considers this sentence so amended lo constitute, in
conjunction with all other applicable provisions of the Code for type speci-
mens, a satisfactory description of a type culture.
The attention of the Editorial Committee is called to the fact that as a con-
sequence of Section 1 of this report the first example under Art. 32, Prop. K,
should be deleted.

ADDENDUM:

The type species requested under Proposal Hunder Appendix III will be
supplied when notes are available; it seems to have been lost by an error of
transcription, somewhere.

DR. DONKdelivered the following address:
"Mr. Chairman: The meetings of the Committee for Fungi of this Congress have
been quite remarkable. First they were Hlprepared. I can see no reason why, for
instanoe, when there are pre-prepared proposals to be discussed, these should be
handed to us in a document dated August 16. It would hav.e been better if they
had been circulated to the members of our Committee some time in advance, so
that we could have studied them and have prepared ourselves for the discussion
and voting. Even the most trivialof the proposals of these General Meetings
have been distributed in advance, and I can't think of a r·easonwhy the special
mycological problems do not need such a procedure. Moreover, the Secretary
thinks that he should act as a Rapporteur-général instead of a mere Secretary.
Maybe he is right in this, but if a Rapporteur-général, and now I mean a successor
to John Briquet, had included a statement in the document mentioned like the
one I am going to quote, he would have had some lively trouble. To quote: 'The
other [proposal] is Donk's, which would add to our present system of starting-
points for names another, stretching back to 1753, for types for those names.'

"It appeared during the discussions that the Secretary was under the impres-
sion that refer.ences to pre-starting-point descriptions were not allowed. When at
a given moment I suggested that I thought I could manage to caUin every avail-
able member of the Editorial Committee to state that this was not correct, the
proposal I am discussing was produced on the spur of the moment and in a
short time accepted by a very incomplete Committee for Fungi. The proposal is
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the .onesaying, <Names .offungi are n.ot validly published by references t.o descrip-
ti.onspublished bef.ore the starting-p.oint .of the gr.oup c.oncerned.' The c.orresp.ond-
ing Rule .of .our C.ode is .of general imp.ortance and, theref.ore, a hasty decisi.on
against it is n.ot desirabIe. Supp.ose that .one .of the subc.ommittees decided t.o set
up a list .of its .own .of n.omina specific c.onservanda; I am sure that the General
Meeting w.ould like to have a say in the matter. The pr.op.osal put bef.ore yau
by the C.ommittee is part .of a bigger pr.oblem .of general imp.ortance, namely
that .of typificati.on, n.ow c.onsidered .one .of the basic subjects .of .our C.ode. The
ab.ove pr.op.osal is .one that deliberately rejects Arts. 32, 33, & 39 as they stand,
as applying t.o the Fungi, a very large gr.oup .ofplants: it wants t.o cut .out refer-
ences to pre-starting-p.oint descripti.ons as a means .of validly publishing names.
It was precisely this point that was deliberately admitted t.o the C.ode after a l.ong
and rather heated discussi.on at St.ockh.olm,as s.ome .of you here present may re-
member, and it was finally accepted by a large maj.ority. One .of its c.ontestants
was a myc.ol.ogist, wh.o, after its acceptance, tried t.o conf.orm t.o it and .over a
period .ofab.out ten years tried t.o adapt himself t.o the new situati.on. I think that
a deviati.on fr.om the Articles .on behalf .of a special gr.oup .of plants .ought t.o be
subjected t.o seri.ous c.onsiderati.on .of the General Meeting, and that the discus-
si.ons .on this intricate matter sh.ould be studied in advance by aH th.ose wh.o wiIl
v.ote .on an eventual alteration. I might as weIl teIl Y.ou that this Meeting has
accepted a pr.op.osal contrary t.o the ane under discussi.on; see the 'Syn.opsis' p. 40,
Art. 32, Pr.op. K; the first example deals with a Hymen.omycete. Y.ou th.ought
there was n.o need t.o ref.er it t.o the Spec. C.omm. f.or Fungi because .of this
example. Pr.op. F, accepted by the Cammittee, was fram,ed with Pr.op. K in mind
by the sam,e auth.ors. In any case I believe an ample discussi.on in this Meeting an
this subject is necessary. I put bef.ore yau tw.o alternative motians, (1) to .open
the discussi.ons .on it right n.ow, .or (2) t.o recansider the questi.on during the next
C.ongress. If the sec.ond praposal is chosen, it w.ould prevent us fr.om farming a
hasty decisi.on.

«FinaIly, there is .one mare p.oint, but I shall be brief. One .of the pr.op.osals sub-
mitted to Y.ouis t.o alter the starting-paint af a big graup .of fungi, namely .of all
the imperfect fungi except the Hyphamycetes. The mati.on was maved during
the discussi.ons and n.ob.odynot present at this Cangress, as weIl as many wh.o are,
had been inf.ormed that it wauld be subject t.o a decisian. If we accept it now it
will be sprung up.on the rest .of the warld as a camplete surprise. N.o specialist in
the gr.oup itself was present and there is no rep.ort .or .other d.ocument, .or pre-
vi.ouslypublished paper, in which the questi.on has been given due c.onsiderati.on.
Supp.ose this Cangress shifted .overnight with.out any warning to thase not present
here, the starting-p.oint .of a gr.oup .of Phaneragams, let us say the m.onoc.ots! I
must c.onfess that I w.ould be deeply shacked by the easy way in which im-
p.ortant parts af the Cade cauld be altered, if aIl these pr.opasals 1 have in mind
were n.ow accepted by this Meeting. I m.ove an.other moti.on, t.o p.ostp.one a de-
cisi.on. I appeal to Y.ouaH t.obe the guard f.or rash decisions by C.ommittees.

«I may as weIl add that am.ong the pr.op.osals submitted t.o Y.ouis ane .ofwhich
n.ob.odypresent C.oulddem.onstrate that it really is satisfactory, but it was h.oped
that the Edit.orial Committee w.ould be able t.o master it and t.o add examples t.o
it. I remember a saying by the Rapp.orteur-général made during this Sessi.on:
'Don't change when Y.ouhave n.ot c.ompletely f.oreseen the c.onsequences', and
this, n.od.oubt, is the case here."
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DR. ROUSSEAUfeIt that this was a very difficult position. This report was pre-
s,ented only at the very last minute and no one had had time to study it. As
chairman of this meeting, he should have asked for aH the reports to be presented
at this meeting at an earlier moment. Furthermore, a printed report should have
been submitted by the Committee for Fungi on aH items put before them by
the Paris Congress, a report which might weIl have included a report on the
Committee' s feelings on several important points for myco]ogists in connection
with proposa]s made to this Congress. No such printed report had been sub-
mitted. AHthe Committees shou]d have studied their problems and printed their
report in Taxon before the Congress. It was known to him, however, that the
Committee for Fungi had not been active before the present Congress, and this
notwithstanding repeated requests. At the Congress, of course, the Committee
could have submitted additions. The problems involved in the report of the Com-
mittee for Fungi were not yet clear to him, because he had not even had the time
to read it. For that reason he hated to ask the Section to vote on it.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that the report before us could not be referred to the next
Congress; this would not be fair to the mycologists, notwithstanding the circum-
stance that they had been too late. On the other hand, it was clear that there
was doubt whether the mycologists aH over the world would agree with the
contents of the present report, especially with respect to items 1, 2, and 3. He
asked the meeting to accept the report in principle, but to ask the new Committee
to study it carefuHy and report on it to the General Committee, which report
could then be published in Taxon. When there were serious doubts about the
consequences of the proposals, the General Committee could be instructed by this
meeting to instruct the Editorial Committee not to incorporate the relevant pro-
posa] in the new Code. He thought we would then have a really good judgment.
First the new Committee for Fungi, then the General Committee which had
many specialists from all fields of nomenclature, and at last it would go to the
Editorial Committee. The decision would be taken by the independent groups
of taxonomists constituting the General Committee after having heard the
opinions of the fuIl new Committee for Fungi. In this way we had at least a great
chance that all or part of the proposals from the present report would come into
action before the next Congress.

DR. PROSKAUERasked whether this proposal would carry the assurance that
none of the proposals would affect anything else but Fungi.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that this morning this had already been decided: a positive
vote on a report meant that this was on the provision that no items in it would
clash with interests of other groups. The Editorial Committee was aHowed under
this motion to change all proposals so as to limit their application to that par-
ticular group of plants.

DR. BUCHANANasked.whether this would be the case with the reports by other
committees.

DR. LANJOUWsaid that, e.g., if there was something in the Committee for
AIgae's report that would also have a bearing on Bryophyta, the Editorial Com-
mittee would change the proposal in such·a way that only the Algae would be
involved.

After a question on this subj,ect from the meeting, Dr. Lanjouw then moved
that, for the judgment of the report of the Committee for Fungi and Lichens,
those members on the old committee who were not reappointed in the new Com-
mittee would also be consulted.
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DR. ROGERSwanted to point out that the majority with which the report had
been accepted had been a deal' majority. He feIt th at the study by a wider
group would yield the same result.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked whether the majority had been a big majority.
DR. ROGERSthen said yes, because it had been 5 to 2.
DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that he did not caU this a large majority.
DR. DONKdid not chaUenge the condusion as borne out by the votes by the

Committee. This he was quite prepared to accept. However, very important
rules were going to be modified without advance notice by items 1-3 of the
report. These modifications had a general bearing and should be duly studied
also by others than the group of mycologists who had attended the meetings of
the Committee for Fungi at Montreal.

DR. MAsoN asked what would be the effect of accepting Dr. Lanjouw's motion
on the validity of names affected by Dr. Hughes's proposal.

DH. ROUSSEAUsaid that at this stage it was dear that some would like to reject
the report completely.

DR. ROLLINSasked for a vote on the motion by Dr. Lanjouw.
DR. LANJOUW'Spropos al was then accepted by a large majority.
DR. MARTINsaid that ther.e was an item, which had no bearing on this contro-

version, that should be handled this afternoon, namely, point 4 of the report.
# DR. LANJOUWsaid that aU this would be dealt with before the new edition of
the Code was published. We had accepted the report in principle.

COMMITTEE FOR NOMENCLATURE OF HYBRIDS

Mr. W. T. Stearn presented the foUowing report:
Art. 4. Delete:

Special categories resulting from genetic analysis of taxa
Substitute:

Hybrids and some special categories.
Art. 40. Delete whole article.
H. 1. Prop. A. Accepted with slight alteration: '"~IID~~( ,,!~;"f,,~

An exception may be made for amphidiploids treated as species which
may bear a separate epithet without the multiplication (X) sign, and
are then subject to the sam.e rules as species.

Prop. B. Accepted. (The Potentilla tormentilla-formosa example is to be
deleted. )

Prop. C. Accepted with amendment:
The formula consists of the names or the specific epithets of the two
parents connected by the multiplication (X) sign.

Prop. D. Examples:
Salix X capreola = Salix aurita X S. caprea or alternatively Salix aurita
X caprea.

Prop. E. Rejected.
Prop. F (new). Accepted:

NOTE4. The order of the names or epithets in the formula may be either
alphabetical (as in this code) or with the name of the temale parent
first when this is known. The male ( ~ ) and female ( <;? ) signs may be



106 IXINTERNATIONALBOTANICALCONCRESS

added if desired. The method used in any publication should be clearly
stated.

H. 2 Prop. A. Accepted (i.e., names or epithets instead of simply epithets ) .
H. 3 Prop. A. Accepted.
Rec. H. 5A. Accepted. (The symbol is to be deleted. )
This report was accepted unanimously.

COMMITTEE FOR SPERMATOPHYTA

DR. ROUSSEAUstated that the report by this Committee had been printed in
Taxon (7: 184:193. 1958) and that it had already been dealt with in the second
session.

COMMITTEE FOR vmus
DR. ROUSSEAUreferred to the publication of this report in Taxon (8: 126.

1959). It was accepted.
There was no report by the Committee for Bacteria; the report by the Committee
for Stabilization had also been deah with. Another item left over from the last
Congress was the question of the living types.

LIVING TYPES

DR. STAFLEUexplained that the Paris Congress had instructed the Nomenclature
Committees to answer the question: are you or are you not in favour of desig-
nating living specimens as nomenclatural types. At Paris it was realized that
aH groups might be concerned. The foIIowing answers had been received:
Committee for Spermatophyta: unanimously opposed to having living specimens

as types.
Committee for Pteridophyta: same answer and recommendation.
Committee for Bryophyta: same answer and recommendation.
Committee for Algae: this Committee was also unanimously in favour of an

article forbidding living types. They had pointed out that the Code provides
two methods of typification: one by a preserved specimen and one by an
illustration andj or description.

Committee for Fungi: DR. ROCERSread Recommendation 8B. The Committee
had considered this at its Montreal meeting. Living types had to be accepted
for Bacteria. For Fungi, they should also be allowed, he thought, but the
Committee had not considered the question by the Paris Congress.

DR. BucHANANsaid that this meant that the second sentence of Recommenda-
tion 8B now implied that living material might be a type.

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that for Bacteria a]so the type might be a description.
DR. BucHANANsaid that the organization was unrealistic. There were living

type-cultures in existence.
MISSVANBEVERWIJKsaid that the very purpose of a type was to have some-

thing fixed. A living culture wiII always vary; a type culture is the culture (or
several cultures on different media) on which the author based his description.
These cultures should he preserved:
a) Dried in herbaria (to maintain the morphological characteristics).
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b) Transfers should be given to culture coIlections. Such material could be
designated as cultures trom type material. Curators of culture collections
should take good care that these cultures remained typical and true to type.
The material should, if possible, also be lyophilised to preserve the physio-
logical properties as weIl as the morphological ones.

DR. STAFLEUsaid that the meeting was asked to approve these reports and to
instruct the Editorial Committee to make a provision, an article: that for
Spermatophyta, Pteridophyta, Bryophyta and Algae it was not possible to have
a living specimen as a type. For Bacteria and Fungi, the possibility of having
living types should be left open. For the other groups this possibility was to
be abolished.

DR. RousSEAUasked for a vote on this proposal. It was accepted.

LISTS OF FAMILY NAMES

DR. STAFLEUexplained that the Paris Congress had asked the Committees for
the various groups to study the question of the desirability of having lists of
names of families that could be conserved.
The Committee for Pteridophyta had declared that such a list was to be compiled

by the Committee.
The Committee for Bryophyta expressed the opinion that such a list was desirabie

but not in the immediate future.
The Committee for Algae reached no decision, 50 per cent being in favour of

having a list and 50 per cent being opposed. There would be no action OD
this item.

The Committee for Fungi had not presented a report on this item.
The Committee for Spermatophyta had accepted the provision of such a list and

in the second session this question had already been dealt with.

MAJORITY VOTE

DR. BOlVINread the Rnal text of the motion by DRS. McVAUGHand TRYON,
presented and already discussed but not yet acted upon in the morning session:
'(2) A Rnal and binding vote at the Nomenclature Section of the International

Congress. Modification of the Code shaIl require a majority consisting of
at least 60 per cent of the votes cast by the Section."

DR. A. C. SMITHproposed to refer this motion to the next Congress and to
consider it in between the two Congresses.

DR. ROUSSEAUput Dr. Smith's propos al to the vote: it was carried by a large
majority.

NOMINATIONS COMMITTEE

DB. A. C. SMITHpresented the following report by the Nominations Committee,
which had been mimeographed and circulated earlier in the day. He wanted
to make c1ear that the nomination of Dr. Lanjouw as chairman of the EditoriaI
Committee also inc1uded the propos al to appoint Dr. Lanjouw again as Rap-
porteur-général.

In a short commentary, Dr. A. C. Smith said that the Nominations Committee,
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in choosing the nominees, had first taken into account the wiHingness to work.
Furthermore, it had tried to find the best people and to have a satisfactory
geographical representation. He pointed out that aHcommittees had the authority
to co-opt members. The Committee also proposed to designate chairmen and
secretaries. The chairmen would have the right to eaU meetings or take action
in cases of emergency. He expressed the hope that aU meetings would accept
the nominations.
The report was as follows:

1. General Committee
W. Robyns (Belgium), Chairman
F. A. Stafleu (N etherlands ), Secretary
R. Florin (Sweden)
C. E. Hubbard (Great Britain)
Ex officio Members: M. A. Donk, S. H. Mamay, R. E. G. Pichi-Sermolli, H. W. Rickett,

P. C. Silva, W. T. Stearn, R. v. d. Wijk, J. Lanjouw.

2. Committee tor Spermatophyta
A. R. Pinto da Silva (Portugal), Chairman
H. W. Rickett (U.S.A.), Secreta1'1:1
G. Aymonin (France)
A. A. Bullock (Gl-eat Britain)
G. Cufodontis (Austria)
F. R. Fosberg (U.S.A.)

Subcommittee t01 tamily names
A. Burkart (Argentina), Chairrnan
G. Buchheim (Germany), Secretary
R. C. Bakhuizen v.d. Brink (Netherlands)

3. Committee tor Pteridophyta
R. E. Holttum (Great Britain), Chairman
R. E. G. Pichi-Sermolli (Italy), Secretary
F. Ballard (Great Britain)
K. U. Kramer (N etherlands )

4. Committee tor Bryophyta
M. FuEord (U.S.A.), Chairman
R. v. d. Wijk (Netherlands), Secretary
F. Demaret (Belgium)
P. A. Florschuetz (N etherlands )
S. Hattori (Japan)
S. Jovet -Ast (France)

5. Committee tor Fungi and Lichens
M. LeGal (France), Chairman
M. Donk (N etherlands ), Secretary
G. H. Cunningham (New Zealand)
F. C. Deighton (Great Britain)
H. Desabbayes (France)
J. W. Groves (Canada)
M. E. Hale (U.S.A.)
S. Imai (Japan)
J. Mattick (Germany)

H. Hara (Japan)
R. D. Meikle (Great Britain)
Y. I. Prokhanov (U.S.S.R.)
W. Rothmaler (Germany)
A. C. Smith (U.S.A.)
C. G. G. J. van Steenis (N etherlands)

R. S. Cowan (U.S.A.)
C. E. Wood (U.S.A.)

c. V. Morton (U.S.A.)
M. D. Tardieu Blot (France)
R. M. Tryon (U.S.A.)

J. Proskauer (U.S.A.)
H. Reimers (Germany)
P. W. Richards (Great Britain)
G. Sayer (U .S.A. )
W. C. Steere (U.S.A.)

M. Moser (Austria)
J. A. Nannfeldt (Sweden)
A. Pilat (Czechoslovakia)
R. Santesson (Sweden)
R. Singer (Argentina)
J. A. Stevenson (U.S.A.)
P. H. P. Talbot (S. Africa)
B. P. Vassilkov (U.S.S.R.)



6. Committee for Algae
J. Feldmann (France), Chairrnan
P. C. Silva (U.S.A.), Secretary
T. Christensen (Denmark)
T. V. Desikachary (India)
P. S. Dixon (Great Britain)
M. S. Doty (U.S.A.)
H. Eul (Czechoslovakia)
J. Gerloff (Germany)

7. Committee for Bacteria na nominations

8. Committee for Virus no nominations
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R. Grönblad (Finland)
J. Koster (N etherlands )
H. Luther (Finland)
G. Papenfuss (U.S.A.)
R. Ross (Great Britian)
W. R. Taylor (U.S.A.)
H. B. S. vVomersley (Australia)

N. Hylander (Sweden)
G. H. Lawrence (U.S.A.)
E. L. Little Jr. (U.S.A.)
H. W. Rickett (U .S.A. )
R. C. Rollins (U.S.A.)
P. Wendelbo (Norway)

9. Committee for Hybrids
J. S. L. Gilmour (Great Britain), Chairman
\V. T. Stearn (Great Britain), Secretary
P. Aellen (Switzerland)
B. K. Boom (Netherlands)
W. H. Camp (U.S.A.)
J. E. Dandy (Great Britain)
S. Danert (Germany)

10. Committee for Palaeobotanical Nomenclature
T. M. Harris (Great Britain), Chairman R. Potonie (Germany)
S. H. Mamay (U.S.A.), Secretary N. H. Radforth (Canada)
N. A. Bolkhivitina (U.S.S.R.) J. M. Schopf (U.S.A.)
P. Corsin (France) O. Selling (Sweden)
W. F. Harris (New Zealand) K. R. Surange (India)
A. A. Kuprijanova (U.S.S.R.) A. Traverse (U.S.A.)

11. Editorial Committee
J. Lanjouw (Netherlands)

(Rapporteur-général), Chairrnan
F. A. Stafleu (Netherlands), Secretary
Ch. Baehni (Switzerland)
W. Robyns (Belgium)
R. Ross (Great Britain)

J. Rousseau (Canada)
J. M. Sehopf (U.S.A.)
G. M. Schulze (Germany)
A. C. Smith (U.S.A.)
R. de Vilmorin (Franee)

Special Committee: Committee on Neotypes
F. R. Fosberg (U.S.A.), Chairman J. W. Funkhouser (U.S.A.)
R. Ross (Great Britain), Secretary R. MeVaugh (U .S.A. )
G. Aymonin (Franee) R. Patriek (U.S.A.)
M. A. Donk (Netherlands)

DR. A. C. CROSSwanted to nominate Dr. S. Leclerq and Dr. J. W. Funkhouser
to tbe Committee for Palaeobotanical Nomenclature.

DR. ROLLINSmoved that nominations cease and that tbe proposal by tbe
Nominations Committee be accepted.
These proposals were accepted unanimously.

ARTICLES 45 AND 64
DR. SCHOPF,in the name of the Palaeobotanists, asked for tim,e to study the

Committee for Algae' s propos als to amend Art. 45 and 64 and to insert a new
article.
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DR. LANJOUWsuggested that these proposals be modified, if necessary, by
the Committees for Algae and Palaeobotany, who should come to an agreement
on this matter. The two committees should send their report to the General
Committee, who could take the final decision.

DR. ROUSSEAUasked Dr. Schopf whether this was agreeabI.e to him.
DR. SCHOPFsaid it was certainly acceptable.
The propos al by Dr. Lanjouw was then carried unanimously.
DR. McVAUGHwanted to present aresolution before the sessions were closed,

in which the Section resolved, in view of the large amount of work, preparation,
and continuous effort, to express its thanks to the Bureau. [Applause.]

DR. ROUSSEAUsaid that he had greatly enjoyed the meetings, the pleasant
atmosphere, and everybody's comprehension. The climatic atmosphere had per-
haps been less favourable; he had lost five pounds in the last three days. He
knew that some might be disappointed because of some decisions, but this was
normal. Nomenclaturists were good losers; we accept the decisions of the
majority. He had great sympathy for the losers, because he had usually been
among them.

He thanked aU members for the comprehension they had shown for the short-
comings of the president, he thanked Drs. Rollins and Melchior who presided
when he was broken, and also Drs. Lanjouw and StaHeu, as weIl as Miss Keuken
who had done so much work. Mr. P. A. Florschütz, Mr. Markovitch, and Dr. Senn
also deserved our thanks for their good services during the meetings. The latter
two would certainly not have expected to find what they found: better spectacles
were seldom performed in Montreal theatres.

At 3:30 p.m. Dr. Rousseau declared the sessions closed.

APPENDIX I

ELECTORAL ROLL-INSTITUTES~

votes
Aberdeen (Great Britain)

Dept. of Botany, the University 1
Aberystwyth (Great Britain)

The Painter Herbarium 1
Aehimota (Ghana)

The Ghana Herbarium 1
Adelaide (S. Australia)

Botany School, University of Adelaide 1
Alger (Alger)

Laboratoire de Botanique de la Fac.
des Sciences 3

Ames (U.S.A.)
Iowa State College (Bot. Dept.) 1

Amherst (U.S.A.)
Dept. of Botany, University of Mas-

sachusetts 1

oItalies indicate that the respective insti-
tute was actually represented at the Montreal
meeting.

votes
Amsterdam (N etherlands )

Hugo de Vries Laboratories 1
Ankara (Turkey)

Ankara Universitesi Fen Fakültesi
Botanik Enstitüsü 1

Ann Arbor (U.S.A.)
University Herbarium, University of

of Michigan 5
Antwerpen (Belgium)

Natuurwetenschappelijk Museum 1
Athens (U.S.A.)

Herbarium of the University of Georgia 1
Auckland (New Zealand)

Auckland Institute and j\;Iuseum
Avignon (France)

Museum Requien d'Histoire Naturelle
de la Ville d'Avignon 1

Baarn (N etherlands )
Centraal Bureau Schimmelcultures 1

Bangkok (Thailand)
Botanical Herbarium, Plant Division 1
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votes votes
Barcelona (Spain)

Instituto Botánico de Barcelona 3
Basel (Switzerland)

Botanisches Institut der Universität
Basel 1

Belem (Brazil)
Instituto Agronómico do Norte 1

Beltsville (U.S.A.)
Division of Mycology and Disease 1

Survey, Plant Industry Station 3
Beltsville (U.S.A.)

Crops Research Division, Plant In-
dustry Station 3

Bergen (Norway)
Universitetets Botaniske Museum 1

Berkeley (U .S.A.)
Herbarium of the University of Cali-

fornia 5
Berkeley (U.S.A.)

Jepson Herbarium and Library 1
Berlin (Germany)

Botanisches Museum 3
Bern (Switzerland)

Herbarium des Botanischen Instituts
und Gartens der Universität Bern 1

Bern (Switzerland)
Schweizerische Gartenbau-Kommission 1

Birmingham (Great Britain)
Dept. of Botany, The University 1

Bloomington (U.S.A.)
Indiana University 1

Bogor (Indonesia)
Herbarium Bogoriense 5

Bogota (Colombia)
Herbario Nacional de Colombia, Insti-

tuto de Ciencias Naturales 1
:Bombay (India)

Blatter Herbarium, St Xavier's College 1
Bordeaux (France)

Jardin Botanique de la ville de
Bordeaux 1

Bratislava (Czechoslovakia )
Botanicky ustav Slovenskej university 1

Brignoles (France)
Salgues Foundation of Brignoles for

the development of Biological
Science 1

Brisbane (Australia )
Dept. of Agriculture and Stock 3

Brno (Czechoslovakia)
Botanical Institute and Herbarium 1

Bruxelles (Belgium)
Jardin Botanique de I'Etat 7

Bruxelles (Belgium)
Institut de Botanique de I'Université 1

Bucuresti (Roumania)
Institutul si Muzeul Botanie al Uni-

versitati Bucuresti 1

Budapest (Hungary)
Museum of Natural History, Dept. of

Botany 5
Buenos Aires (Argentina)

Instituto de Botánica del M.A.G.N. 1
Buenos Aires (Argentina)

Musea Argentino de Ciencias Naturales
Bernardino Rivadavia 1

Caen (France)
Institut botanique de la Faculté des

Sciences 3
Cairo (Egypt)

Herbarium Agricultural Museum 1
Cairo

Dept. of Botany, Faculty of Science,
Cairo University 3

Calcutta (India)
Indian Botanie Garden 3

Cambridge (Great Britain)
Botany School, University of Cam-

bridge 1
Cambridge (U.S.A.)

Gray Herbarium of Hal'vard University 5
Cambridge (U.S.A.)

Botanical Museum of Harvard Uni-
versitv 1

Cape To~n (S. Africa)
National Botanie Gardens 1

Cape Town (S. Africa)
Bolus Herbarium, University of Cape

Town 1
Cape Town (S. Africa)

South African Museum Herbarium 1
Caracas ( Venezuela)

Instituto Botánico 1
CardifJ (Great Britain)

Department of Botany, National
Museum of Wales 1

Chapultepec (Mexico)
Instituto de Biologîa 1

Charkow (U.S.S.R.)
Herbarium of th~ Ukrainian Institute

for Scientinc Research of Socialist
Agriculture 3

Chengtu (China)
The Herbarium of the Dept. of Bi-

ology, National Szechuan University 1
Chicago (U .S.A.)

Chicago Natural History Museum 5
Cincinnati (U.S.A.)

Botany Dept., University of Cincinnati 1
Claremont (U.S.A.)

Rancho Santa Ana Botanie Garden 1
Claremont (U.S.A.)

Herbarium of Pomona College 1
Clermont-Ferrand (France)

Institut Botanique de la Faculté des
Sciences 1
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votes
Cluj (Roumania)

Institutul Botanica Sistematica, Muzeul
si Grä.d. Botanica, Universitate 1

Coimbatore (S. India)
Madras Herbarium, Agricultural Col-

lege and Research Institute 1
Coimbra (Portugal)

Botanical Institute of the University 1
Copenhagen (Denmark)

Botanical Museum and Herbarium 1
Copenhagen (Denmark)

Department of Plant Pathology 1
Cordoba (Argentina)

Museo Botánico, Facultad de Ciencias
E.F. y Naturales 1

Corvallis (U.S.A.)
Oregon State College 1

Dallas (U .S.A. )
Herbarium of Southern Methodist

University 1
Dakar (Africa )

Institut Français d'Mrique Noire 1
Debrecen (Hungary)

Institute of Botany, University of
Debrecen 1

Dehra Dun (India)
Forest Research Institute 1

Dublin (Ireland )
School of Botany, Trinity College 1

Durban (S. Africa)
Natal Herbarium 1

Durham (U.S.A.)
Duke University 1

East Lansing (U.S.A.)
Michigan State College 1

Edinburgh (Great Britain)
Royal Botanie Garden 5

Firenze (Italy)
Herbarium Universitatis Florentinae,

Istituto Botanico 5
Fukuoka (Japan)

Herbarium of Botanical Institute,
Faculty of Agriculture, Kyushu Un>
versity 1

Gainesville (U.S.A.)
Herbarium, Agricultural Experiment

Station 1
Gatersleben (Gexmany)

Institut für KulturpHanzenforschung 1
Genève (Switzerland)

Conservatoire et Jardin botaniques 5
Glasgow (Great Britain)

Dept. of Botany, University of Glasgow 1
Göteborg (Sweden)

Göteborgs Botaniska Trädgärd 1
Göttingen (Germany)

Systematisch-Geobotanisch Institut 1
Graz (Austria)

Institut für systematische Botanik 1

votes
Greencastle (U.S.A.)

DePauw University 1
Grenoble (France)

Institut de Botanique de la Faculté
des Sciences 1

Greifswald (Germany)
Institut für Agrobiologie 1

Groningen (Netherlands)
Botanical Lahoratory 1

Habana (Cuba)
Herbario de la Salle, Colegio de la

Sille 3
Habana (Cuba)

Jardin Botánico de la Universidad de
Habana 3

Hamburg (Germany)
Staatsinstitut für allgemeine Botanik 1

Helsinki (Finland)
Botanical Museum 5

Honolulu (U.S.A.)
Bernice P. Bishop Museum 3

Iasi (Roumania)
Laboratorul si Muzeul Botanie, Facul-

tatea de Stiinte Naturale, Universi-
tatea din Iasi 1

lbadan (Nigeria)
Forest Department 1

Innsbruck (Austria )
Botanisches Institut der Universität 1

lowa City (U.S.A.)
State University of Iowa 1

lthaca (U.S.A.)
Bailey Hortorium 1

Ithaca (U.S.A.)
Dept. of Plant Pathology, Cornell

University 1
lthaca (U.S.A.)

vViegand Herbarium of Cornell Uni-
versity 1

Jamaica Plain (U.S.A).
Arnold Arboretum 5

Jena (Germany)
Institut für Spezielle Botanik und

Herbarium Haussknecht 1
Jerusalem (Israel)

Dept. of Botany, Hebrew University 1
Johannesburg (S. Africa)

The Moss Herbarium, University of
the Witwatersrand 1

Kepong (Malaya)
Forest Research Institute 1

Kew (Great Britain)
The Herbarium, Royal Botanie Gar-

dens 7
Kew (Great Britain)

Commonwealth Mycological Institute 3
Knoxville (U.S.A.)

The Herbarium, University of
Tennessee 1
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Krakow (Poland)
Herbarium Horti Botanici Universitatis

Jagellonicae 1
Kyoto (Japan)

Dept. of Botany, Kyoto University 3
La Plat a (Argentina)

Musea de La Plata, División Botánica 3
La Plata (Argentina)

Instituto de Botánica C. Spegazzini 1
Laramie (U.S.A.)

Rocky Mountain Herbarium, Univer-
sity of Wyoming 1

Lausanne (Switzerland)
Musée botanique cantonal 1

Leeds (Great Britain)
Botany Department, University of

Leeds 1
Leicester (Great Britain)

Botany Department, University of
Leicester 7

Leiden (N etherlands )
Rijksherbarium 7

Leningrad (U.S.S.R.)
Komarov Botanical Institute of the

Academy of Sciences of U.S.S.R. 5
Leningrad (U .S.S.R.)

Herbarium of Cultivated Plants, In-
stitute of Plant Industry 1

Leningrad (U.S.S.R.)
Cryptogamic Herbarium, Akademia

Nauk 5
Liège (Belgium)

Institut et Jardin Botaniques de I'Uni-
versité de Liège 3

Lima (Peru)
Herbaria San Marcos, Musea de His-

toria Natural 1
Linz (Austria) ..

Biologische Abteilung am O.O. Landes-
museum 1

Lisboa (Portugal)
Museu, Laboratórico e Jardim Botánico 3

Lisboa (Portugal)
Instituto Superior de Agronomia 1

Lisboa- Belem (Portugal)
Jardim Colonial e Museu Agricola

Colonial 1
Liverpool (Great Britain)

Hartley Botanical Laboratories 1
London (Great Britain)

British Museum (Natural History) 7
London (Great Britain)

South London Botanical Institute 1
Los Angeles (U.S.A.)

University of Califomia 1
Los Angeles (U .S.A. )

Herbarium, University of Southern
California 1

Louvain (Belgium)
Camoy Institute 1

Lund (Sweden)
Botanical Museum and Herbarium 3

Madison (U.S.A.)
Herbarium of the University of Wis-

consin 3
Madrid (Spain)

Instituto "Antonio José Cavanilles" 5
Madrid (Spain)

Herbaria del Laboratorio de Botánica
de la Facultad de Farmacia 1

Manchester (Great Britain)
The Manchester Museum, The Uni-

V&~ty 1
Manila (Philippines)

Philippine National Herbarium,
National Museum 1

Marseille (France)
Laboratoire de Botanique et Musée

Colonial de la Faculté des Sciences 1
Melboume (Australia)

National Herbarium of Victoria 5
Mexico (Mexico)

Herbaria Nacional del Instituto de
Biologia, Universidad Nacional de
México 1

Minneapolis (U .S.A. )
Dept. of Botany, Universityof Minne-

sota 3
Montevideo (Uruguay)

Musea de Historia Natural 1
Montpellier (France)

Institut Botanique, Université de
Montpellier 3

Montreal (Canada)
Herbier Marie-Victorin, Institut

Botanique, Université de Montréal 3
Montreal (Canada)

Jardin Botanique de Montréal 3
Moscow (U.S.S.R.)

Herbarium of the University 3
München (Germany)

Botanische Staatssammlung 5
Nairobi (Kenya)

The East African Agriculture and
Forestry Research Organisation,
The East African Herbarium 1

Nanking (China)
The Herbarium 3

New Delhi (India)
Division of Botany, Indian Agricul-

tural Research Institute 1
New Haven (U.S.A.)

Herbarium of Yale University, Osborne
Botanical Laboratory 1

New York (U.S.A.)
The New York Botanical Garden 7
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3

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

votes
Renner (U.S.A.)

Lundell Herbarium, Texas Research
Foundation

Rio de Janeiro (Brazil)
Jardim Botanico

Rio de Janeiro (Brazil)
Divisáo de Botanica do ?\luseu

Nacional
Sacavem (Portugal)

Estaçäo Agronómica Nacional
Salisbury (S. Rhodesia)

Southern Rhodesia Government Her-
barium

San Francisco (U.S.A.)
California Academy of Sciences

San Isidro (Argentina)
Instituto de Botánica Darwinion

Santiago (Chile )
Museo Nacional de Historia Natural 1

Sáo Paulo (Brazil)
Instituto de Botanica

Sapporo (Japan)
The Botanical Institute, Faculty of

Science, Hokkaido University
Seattle (U.S.A.)

University of Washington, Herbarium 1
Shanghai (China)

Herbarium of the Institute of Botany,
Academia Sinica

Singapore (Malaya)
Herbarium of the Botanic Gardens

Sofia (Bulgaria )
Botanical Institute of the Bulgarian

Academy of Sciences
Stanford (U.S.A.)

Dudley Herbarium, Natural History
Museum, Stanford University

Stellenbosch (S. Africa)
Departement van Plantkunde, Universi-

teit van Stellenbosch
St. Louis (U.S.A.)

Missouri Botanical Garden
Stockholm (Sweden)

Botanical Department, Naturhistoriska
Riksmuseum 5

Stockholm (Sweden)
Palaeobotanical Department, Swedish

Museum of Natural History
Stockholm (Sweden)

Hortus Botanicus Bergianus
Sydney (Australia)

National Herbarium of New South
Wales

Taipei (China)
The Herbarium, National Taiwan Uni-

versity 1
Tallahassee (U.S.A.)

Florida State University

votes
Oslo (Norway)

Botanisk Museum 3
Ottawa (Canada)

Forestry Branch, Dept. Northern
Affairs 1

Ottawa (Canada)
National Museum of Canada 5

Ottawa (Canada)
Plant Research Institute, Canada De-

partment of Agriculture 6
Oxford (Great Britain)

Fielding Herbarium, Druce Herbarium 1
Oxford (Great Britain)

Forest Herbarium, Dept. of Botany,
University of Oxford 1

Padova (Italy)
Istituto Botanico 1

Paris (France)
Muséum National d'Histoire Naturelle,

Lab. de Cryptogamie 7
Paris (France)

Muséum National d'HistoÏre Naturelle,
Lab. de Phanérogamie 7

Pavia (Italy)
Botanical Institute and Italian Crypto-

gamie Labol"atory 3
Peiping (China)

Institute of Botany, National Academy
of Peiping 1

Peiping (China)
Fan Memorial Institute 1

Philadelphia (U.S.A.)
Academy of Natural Sciences 5

Philadelphia (U.S.A.)
Herbarium of Philadelphia College of

Pharmacy and Science 1
Pittsburgh (U.S.A.)

Carnegie Museum Herbarium 1
Porto (Portugal)

Instituto de Botanica "Dr Gonçalo
Sampaio" Universidade de Porto 1

Praha (Czechoslovakia)
Botanical Institute of the Charles

University 3
Praha (Czechoslovakia )

Botanical Department of National
Museum 3

Pretoria (S. Africa)
Division of Botany, National Her-

barium 5
Pullman (U.S.A.)

State College of Washington 1
Quezon City (Philippines)

Herbarium of the Department of
Botany, University of the Philip-
pines 1

Rabat (Morocco)
Institut Scientifique Chérifien 3
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Tananarive (Madagascar)
Institut de Recherche Scientifique de

Madagascar 1
Tegucigalpa (Honduras)

Escuela Agricola Panamericana 1
Teheran (Iran)

Muzeyeh oloomeh Tabi-i (Natural
History Museum) 1

Tokyo (Japan)
The National Science Museum 5

Tokyo (Japan)
Botanical Institute 3

Tokyo (Japan)
Japan Society of Plant Taxonomists 1

Tomsk (U.S.S.R.)
P.N. Krylow Herbarium of the State

University W. \V. Koeibysjew 1
Toronto (Canada)

Botany Department, University of
Toronto 1

Toulouse (France)
Laboratoire de Botanique, Faculté des

Sciences 3
Tucson (U .S.A.)

University of Arizona 1
Tucuman (Argentina)

Instituto Miguel Lillo 5
Tulsa (U.S.A.)

Jersey Production Research Co. 1
Uppsala (Sweden)

&taniska Museet, Uppsala Universitet 3
Cppsala (Sweden)

Växtbiologiska Institutionen, Uppsala
Universitet 1

Urbana (U.S.A.)
Dept. of Botany, University of Illinois 3

Utrecht (Netherlands)
Botanical Museum and Herbarium 5

\Vageningen (Netherlands)
Laboratory for Plant Taxonomy and

Plant Geography 1
"\Vashington (U.S.A.)

United States National Arboretum 3
Washington (U.S.A.)

Forest Service Herbarium, U.S. Dept
of Agriculture 1

Washington (U .S.A.)
United States Geological Survey 5

Washington (U.S.A.)
U.S. National Museum, Smithsonian

Institution 7
\Vellington (N ew Zealand)

The Dominion Museum 1
Wien (Austria)

Naturhistorisches Museum 5
Wien (Austria)

Botanischer Garten und Botanisches
Institut der Universität 1

Wuchang (China)
Herbarium of Wu-Han University,

Dept. of Biology 1
Zagreb (Yugoslavia)

Botanical Institute and Garden, Faculty
of Sciences, University 3

Zürich (Switzerland)
Botanischer Garten und 1\1useum der

Universität 1

APPENDIX II

LIST OF THE ENROLLED 1-.fEMBERS OF THE NOMENCLATURE SECTION

Ames, H. T. (U .S.A.); Arnold, R. M. (Canada); Austwick, P. K. C. (Great Britain);
Aymonin, G. (France); Barkman, J. (Netherlands); Benjamin, C. (U.S.A.); Benson, L.
(U.S.A.); Beverwijk, A. L. (Netherlands); Bodman, M. C. (U.S.A.); Boivin, B. (Canada);
Booth, \V. E. (U.S.A.); Boureau, E. (France); Buchanan, R. E. (U.S.A.); Bullock, A. A.
(Great Britain); Burkart, A. (Argentina); Campbell, J. D. (Canada); CorrelI, D. S. (U.S.A.);
Cowan, R. S. (U.S.A.); Cross, A. T. (U.S.A.); Danert, S. (Germany); Dandy, J. E. (Great
Britain); Delcourt, A. (Belgium); Devred, R. (Belgian Congo); Donk, M. A. (Netherlands);
Doty, ~I. (U.S.A.); Dress, W. J. (U.S.A.); Duncan, W. H. (U.S.A.); Dunn, D. B. (U.S.A.);
Dyer, R. A. (S. Africa); Edwin, G. (U.S.A.); Evitt, W. R. (U.S.A.); Ewan, J. (U.S.A.);
Faegri, K. (:~orway); Florschütz, P. A. (Netherlands); Fosberg, F. R. (U.S.A.); Fulford, M.
(U.S.A.); Garay, L. A. (U.S.A.); Gibby, A. N. (Great Britain); Gier, L. J. (U.S.A.);
Gillespie, W. H. (U.S.A.); Gillett, J. M. (Canada); Gillis, W. T. (U.S.A.); Gilmour, J. S. L.
(Great Britain); Godfrey, R. K. (U.S.A.); Grambast, L. J. (France); Grant, M. L. (U.S.A.);
Crassl, C. O. (U.S.A.); Gray, N. E. (U.S.A.); Grayson, J. F. (U.S.A.); Green, P. S. (Great
Britain); Groves, J. Walton (Canada); Hal~, M. E. (U .S.A.); Hamilton, G. H. (Canada);
Harrington, H. D. (U.S.A.); Heywood, V. H. (Great Britain); Hoffmeister, W. S. (U.S.A.);
Holm, L. (Sweden); Howard, R. A. (U.S.A.); Hu, S. Y. (U.S.A.); Hubbard, C. E. (Great
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Britain); Huerta, L. M. (Mexico); Hughes, S. J. (Canada); Hurst, F. M. (U.S.A.);
Huttleston, D. G. (Canada); Imai, S. (Japan); Ingram, J. (U.S.A.); Jarrett, F. M. (U.S.A.);
Jiménez, J. de Js. (Dominican Rep.); Justice, O. L. (U.S.A.); Kennedy, L. L. (Canada);
Kitamura, S. (Japan); Kobuski, C. E. (U.S.A.); Koyama, T. (Japan); Krajina, V. J. (Canada);
Kräusel, R. (Germany); Lampe, L. (U.S.A.); Lange, M. (Denmark); Lanjouw, J. (Nether-
lands); Lawrence, G. M. (U.S.A.); LeGal, M. (France); Leopold, E. B. (U.S.A.); Little,
E. L. Jr. (U .S.A. ); Maerae, R. (Canada); Mamay, S. H. (U .S.A. ); Martin, G. \V. (U .S.A. ) ; ~
Mason, E. W. (Great Britain); Mason, H. L. (U .S.A. ); Mathias, M. E. (U.S.A.); Maycock,
P. F. (Canada); McClintock, E. (U.S.A.); McGregor, D. C. (Canada); McVaugh, R. (U.S.A.);
Mehra, P. N. (India); Melchior, H. (Germany); Melderis, A. (Great Britain); Moore, H. E.
(U.S.A.); Morley, T. (U.S.A.); Mosquin, T. (U.S.A.); Ogilvie, R. (Canada); Ownbey, G. B.
(U.S.A.); Papenfuss, G. F. (U.S.A.); Patriek, R. (U.S.A.); Perry, L. M. (U.S.A.); Pichi-
Sermolli, R. E. G. (Italy); Pocoek, M. A. (S. Africa); Potonié, R. (Germany); Proetor, G. R.
(West Indies); Proskauer, J. (U.S.A.); Raven, P. H. (Great Britain); Rechinger, K. H.
(Austria); Redfearn, P. L. (U.S.A.); Reeder, J. R. (U.S.A.); Rickett, H. W. (U.S.A.);
Robyns, W. (Belgium); Rogers, D. P. (U.S.A.); Rogerson, C. T. (U.S.A.); Rollins, R. C.
(U.S.A.); Ross, R. (Great Britain); Rothmaler, W. (Germany); Rouleau, E. (Canada);
Rouse, G. E. (Canada); Rousseau, J. (France); Rudd, V. E. (U.S.A.); Ryan, M. H. (U.S.A.);
St. John, H. (U.S.A.); Sayr~, G. (U.S.A.); Schopf, J. M. (U.S.A.); Schubert, B. G. (U.S.A.);
Schwa.rz, O. (Germany); Selling, O. H. (Sweden); Shaw, C. Gardner (U.S.A.); Shoemaker,
R. A. (Canada); Silva, P. C. (U.S.A.); Singer, R. (Argentina); Smith, A. C. (U.S.A.); Snyder,
W. C. (U.S.A.); Sprague, R. (U.S.A.); Stafleu, F. A. (Netherlands); Stearn, W. T. (Great
Britain); Steenis, C. G. G. J. van (Netherlands); Stevenson, J. A. (U.S.A.); Surange, K. R.
(India); Suvatabandhu, K. (Thailand); Tavares, I. (U.S.A.); Taylor, T. M. C. (Canada);
Taylor, W. R. (U.S.A.); Templeton, B. C. (U.S.A.); Tomlinson, P. B. (Ghana); Torrey, G. S.
(U.S.A.); Traverse, A. (U.S.A.); Tryon, R. M. (U.S.A.); Vickery, J. W. (Australia); Vos,
M. P. de (S. Africa); Voss, E. G. (U.S.A.); Wagenknecht, B. L. (U.S.A.); Walsh, T.
(Ireland); Ward, D. B. (U.S.A.); Weber, C. (U.S.A.); Weishaupt, C.(U.S.A.); Weresub, L.
(Canada); Wesley, A. (Great Britain); Wheeler, L. C. (U.S.A.); Wiggins, I. L. (U.S.A.);
Wijk, R. van der (Netherlands); Wilson, K. A. (U.S.A.); Wood, C. E. (U.S.A.); Woodson,
R. E. (U.S.A.); Zimmerman, W. (Germany).
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