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REPORTS NOMENCLATURE COMMITTEES 

COMMITTEE FOR FOSSIL PLANTS 

Some thirty proposals bearing on the nomen- 
clature of fossil plants have been published in 
recent issues of Taxon. These have been re- 
ferred by the Rapporteur-General to the Com- 
mittee for Fossil Plants, with the request that 
a report be submitted for publication in Taxon. 
In order thus to provide a basis for further 
discussion and formulation of a final set of 
recommendations at the Edinburgh pre-Con- 
gress nomenclature sessions, the Committee's 
Secretary, S. H. Mamay, circularized among 
the Committee Members lists of the proposals, 
along with ballots and invitations for personal 
comments. Two separate sets of circulars were 
used; the first covered proposals published as 
of Jan. 1, 1964, and the second covered the 
remainder, as indicated in the Synopsis of Pro- 
posals. The Committee Members were advised 
that opinions offered at this time need not 1be 
final or binding, but that they would be useful 
as background material for final deliberation 
at Montreal. 

Twelve of 14 Members responded to the 
first circular, 11 to the second. Little discussion 
was offered aside from further comments on 
their own proposals by two of the Committee 
Members. Inasmuch as arguments bearing on0 
these particular proposals have already been 
documented in Taxon, however, the authors' 
additional comments will not be included in 
this report. Comments by other Committee 
Members, where particularly pertinent, are in- 
cluded in this report. 

Results of the poll follow. It will be noted 
that in most issues there is a definite consen- 
sus in one direction or the other; this is parti 
cularly evident in reference to those proposals 
dealing with "extraterrestrial taxa". 

Principle I 

Prop. A (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 160): 
2 accept, 9 reject. 

Comment by Secretary. - This proposal was 
not officially referred to this Committee, but 
inasmuch as the entire concept of "extrater- 
restrial" organisms as introduced here is based 
on objects of purported fossil nature, the opin- 
ions of the Committee Members were solicited 
The two affirmative votes were but passive, 
while most of the 9 negative votes were ac- 
companied by pointedly critical comments. 
The Committee's sharp opposition to the con- 

cept of special provisions for "extraterrestrial" 
taxa is clearly indicated by the voting on all 
pertinent proposals. The main reason given in 
opposition is that there has been no acceptable 
proof that extraterrestrial plants do indeed 
exist. 

Article 3 

Prop. A-C (15 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 26): 
5 accept, 6 reject, 1 rejects A and B but ac- 
cepts C. 

Comment by Member. - "I reject sections 
A and B because I do not want to see formal 
recognition in the Code of taxa which are by 
definition "informal" and not bound by the 
Code. - - - - - I support section C as a 
preferable version to the present second para- 
graph of Note 1 in Art. 3". 

Prop. D (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
1 accepts, 10 reject. 

New Recommendation 3A bis 

Prop. A (105, 106 - Doty & Lamoureux, 
Taxon 13: 19): 5 accept, 3 reject, 3 abstain. 

Article 7 

Prop. B (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
1 accepts, 10 reject. 

Article 7 

Prop. L (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
2 accept, 9 reject. 

Prop. N (16 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 6 ac- 
cept, 6 reject. 

Recommendation 7C 

Prop. A (57 - Bullock, Taxon 12: 290): 3 ac- 
cept, 8 reject. 

Prop. B (270 - Prokhanov, Taxon 13: 25): 
5 accept, 5 reject, 1 abstains. 

Comment by Secretary. - Voting results on 
the two preceding proposals are confused by 
the fact that one Member voted to accept both 
proposals. Obviously Prop. A is not applicable 
if Prop. B is accepted. 

Comment by Member. - "Bullock is tech- 
nically correct, but the 'reduncancy' actually 
serves a purpose of needed emphasis. I would 
prefer to retain the present form unless it can 
be demonstrated that some confusion exists. I 
think the wording is very clear". 
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Article 9 

Prop. C (1.12 - Doty & Lamoureux, Taxon 
13: 20). 

Comment by Secretary. - This proposal was 
not referred to the Committee for Fossil Plants, 
even though paleobotanical nomenclature is 
involved beyond simple editorial adjustment. 
Through an oversight on the part of the Secre- 
tary, this proposal was not brought to the at- 
tention of the Committee. However, one of the 
Members has perceived that the proposal is in 
part erroneous, and has submitted the follow- 
ing comments: 

"With regard to proposal 112, I think an 
adverse vote is definitely indicated. Pieces of 
the holotype definitely are not isotypes as 
the proposal states. The first alteration which 
suggests 'those pieces' be inserted in place of 
'parts' in Note 2 of Article 9 probably is 
desirable but none of those pieces of the 
holotype, lectotype, or neotype are isotypes. 
They cannot substitute for the type and they 
are just what the words now say - a piece of 
a nomenclatural type". 

Article 13 

Prop. C (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
1 accepts, 10 reject. 

Prop. D (38 - Van Landingham, Taxon 11: 
162): 3 accept, 8 reject, 1 abstains. 

Prop. E (40 - Palik, Taxon 12: 283): 2 ac- 
cept, 9 reject, 1 abstains. 

Recommendation 18A 

Prop. A (17 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 5 ac- 
cept, 7 reject. 

Recommendation 20B 

Prop. A (18 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 4 ac- 

cept, 8 reject. 

Prop. B (34 - Schopf, Taxon 12: 280): 8 ac- 
cept, 3 reject, 1 regards an "acceptable alter- 
native". 

Comment by Member. - "I agree with Fae- 

gri (perhaps contra Schopf!) that recommen- 
dations should not be in the Code unless they 
are meant to be followed, and yet I think that 
Schopf has well presented the reasons why cer- 
tain recommendations should be eliminated... 
The recommendations that Schopf recommends 
deleting are all counter to the spirit of the use 
of nomenclature. I would argue that most of 
the recommendations in the Code - perhaps 
all - should either be deleted or elevated to 
Articles. As recommendations they have little 
value." 

Recommendation 20C 

Prop. A (19 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 5 ac- 
cept, 7 reject. 

Prop. B (35 - Schopf, Taxon 12: 281): 8 ac- 
cept, 3 reject, 1 regards as an "acceptable alter- 
native". 

Comment by Secretary. - The vote counts 
are confused here because one Member voted 
in favor of both proposals. Obviously one is not 
applicable if the other is selected. 

Article 36 

Prop. A (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
2 accept, 8 reject, 1 abstains. 

Prop. B (39 - Van Landingham, Taxon 12: 
282): 5 accept, 6 reject, 1 abstains. 

Article 39 

Prop. A (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 
1 accepts, 10 reject. 

Article 41 

Prop. A (99 - Hughes, Taxon 2: 337): 2 ac- 
cept, 9 reject, 1 abstains. 

Comment by Member. - "I warmly support 
the sentiment of this proposal but reject it as 
totally unworkable. There are many objections 
and I will not try to expound on all of them. 
They range from simple linguistic ones (does 
one emend an original Latin diagnosis in En- 
glish, because the emendation is making the 
genus one based on fossil plants, in part?) to 
such objections as the fact that these proposals 
mean that one must know the age of a fossil 
before it can have a name applied to it." 

Prop. B (117 - Doty & Lamoureux, Taxon 
13: 20): 4 accept, 5 reject, 2 abstain. 

Recommendation 41A 

Prop. A (20 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 4 ac- 
cept, 8 reject. 

Prop. B (117 - Doty & Lamoureux, Taxon 
13: 20): 4 accept, 5 reject, 2 abstain. 

Recommendation 41B 

Prop. A (21 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 27): 3 ac- 
cept, 9 reject. 

Prop. B (36 - Schopf, Taxon 12: 281; 11.7 - 

Doty & Lamoureux, Taxon 13: 20). 
Comments by Secretary. - Voting on Propo- 

sal B is confused because two different versions 
are involved. Schopf's proposal, simply recom- 
mending deletion of Rec. 41B, was approved 
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by a vote of 9 to 2, with one Member in- 
dicating its acceptability as an alternative to 
Faegri's Prop. A. Proposal 117 of Doty and 
Lamoureux, on the other hand, recommends 
deletion not only of Rec. 41B but of the entire 
Art. 41, and has been rejected by this Com- 
mittee by a vote of 5 to 4, with 2 Members 
abstaining. This issue should be deliberated 
further at Edinburgh. 

Article 42 

Prop. A (Claus & Nagy, Taxon 11: 162): 

2 accept, 9 reject. 

Article 43 

Prop. A (100 - Hughes, Taxon 12: 337): 

2 accept, 9 reject, 1 abstains. (See Member's 
comments on Prop. 99, Art. 41.) 

Recommendation 57B 

Prop. A (22 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 28): 5 ac- 
cept, 7 reject. 

Comment by Member. - "This is a case 
where I think Faegri's version is preferable 
both to the present one, and to Schopf's laissez 
faire policy. I support Schopf's attitude in so 
far as it applies to the distinctions made be- 
tween organ and form genera, but in the case 
of specimens uniting diverse taxa (a situation 
without an exact parallel outside palaeobotany) 
I think more precise guidance is needed." 

Prop. B (37 - Schopf, Taxon 12: 281): 8 ac- 
cept, 4 reject. 

Secretary's comment. - The vote counts are 
confused here because, as in the case of Rec. 
20C, one Member voted for acceptance of both 
Propasals A and B, even though the proposals 
are contrary to each other. 

Article 59 

Prop. A (23 - Faegri, Taxon 12: 28): 8 ac- 
cept, 3 reject, 1 abstains. 

Secretary 
's comment. - This proposal was 

not officially referred to the Committee for 
Fossil Plants, but inasmuch as fossils are in- 
volved, the opinions of the Committee were 
solicited and are presented here. 

(Note: Paleobotanists are herewith notified 
that arrangements will be made for open dis- 
cussion of paleobotanical nomenclature during 
the pre-Congress period (July 29-August 1) 
reserved for nomenclature sessions. The Cornm- 

mittee for Fossil Plants will be present at the 
open meeting, the exact time of which will be 
announced later.) S. H. MAMAY 

COMMITTEE FOR SPERMATOPHYTA 

Hippeastrum vs. Leopoldia 
The conserved name Hippeastrum Herbert 

(1821 trim 4) has a history of controversy and 
misunderstanding. It was proposed for con- 
servation over Leopoldia Herbert (Jan.-Feb. 
1821) by Sealy in 1939 (Kew Bull. 1939: 328). 
The proposal was studied by the Committee 
for Spermatophyta appointed at Stockholm in 
1950, but no vote was taken. The voluminous 
report (seven mimeographed pages) was again 
submitted, to the Committee appointed at 
Paris in 1954; the vote of this group was un- 
animous in favor of the proposal. Hippeastrum 
was accordingly conserved over Leopoldia by 
the Montreal Congress (1959). It appears as 
proposed for conservation in the 1952 edition 
of the Code, and as conserved in the 1961 
edition. 

Controversy over this proposal is related to 
the status of Amaryllis Linnaeus. If this name 
is typified by a South African species and spe- 
cimen, Hippeastrum becomes the legitimate 
name of the American genus to which it is 
currently applied. In this case the conservation 
protects Hippeastrum from Leopoldia, an ear- 
lier and unfamiliar taxonomic synonym and 
one whose validity has been questioned. 

Dr. Hamilton Traub has now asked that the 
conservation be reconsidered. He advances no 
new argument but refers to his previous papers 
tending to show that the publication of Leo- 
poldia was invalid and conservation of Hip- 
peastrum accordingly superfluous. In his view 
Amaryllis is in any case the correct name of the 
American genus, Hippeastrum being a syno- 
nym. Whether or not he is right in this does 
not enter into the question that the Committee 
was asked to consider. Whether or not Hip- 
peastrum is conserved over Leopoldia does 
not affect the typification or use of Amaryllis 
(Art. 14, Note 3); conservation of Hippeastrum 
over Amaryllis has not been proposed. 

The validity of publication of Leopoldia 
has been debated at length; opposite conclu- 
sions have been drawn by those who have 
studied it. In 1819 Herbert first mentioned 
Leopoldia as a nomen provisorium, with a des- 
cription of the characters that separated it 
from Coburgia; an effective but clearly invalid 
publication. In 1821 he definitely made two 
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