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adopting author. For nomenclatural purposes names given to lichens shall be considered as 
applying to their fungal components." 

Ronald H. Petersen, Secretary 
Botany Department, University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville, TN 37916, U.S.A. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR FOSSIL PLANTS 

Our Committee has discussed and balloted on the proposals placed before it. Unfortunately, 
one of the important proposals (Storch proposal on the starting point for fossil plants-Article 
13.1) was available to us only from a preliminary summary at the time of submission of this 
report. There may be other paleobotanical proposals in the February, 1981, Taxon which will 
require later deliberation by the Committee. 

The results of our present work have been as follows: 

A. Proposals for Conservation 

Proposal 419 (A. I. Kiritchkova and V. A. Samylina: Taxon 25: 515-516. 1976): Conservation 
of Czekanowskia Heer (1876) against Solenites Lindley and Hutton (1834). 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 5, No 7, Abstain 2 
Discussion: It is doubtful that our Committee would have been so nearly divided on this 

issue if our "official reviewer's opinion" had been received in time to accompany the ballot. 
I now have that opinion, and the reviewer states that Solenites is considered by most authorities 
as a distinct genus with different leaf form and venation. Those who agree with this interpre- 
tation want to retain both Solenites and Czekanowskia. Furthermore, a member of the Com- 
mittee sent a note with his ballot, pointing out that though the two genera are well known and 
distinct, "... Solenites is ... well established .... name, and if the two genera are combined 
it would do no harm to use the well known name Solenites for it." Another Committee member 
wrote, "There is no urgent need to suppress Solenites." Those who felt strongly enough on 
this issue to express an opinion directly all opposed conservation in this instance. The Com- 
mittee should be recorded as opposed to the proposal. 

Two other generic names were referred to our Committee by the Leningrad Congress (Taxon 
24: 690. 1975; Proceedings of 12th IBC, 1979, p. 179) for possible conservation: Botryopteris 
Renault 1875 against Botryopteris Presl 1825; Klukia Raciborski against an alleged competing 
homonym. However, since the Leningrad Congress nobody has formally proposed conserving 
either name. Furthermore, a member of the Committee who has done research on the nomen- 
clatural history of Klukia Raciborski says he is not convinced there is any other validly pub- 
lished Klukia and that "... Klukia Raciborski apparently and probably is not in need of 
conservation." 

Vote of the Committee: 13 to 1 to make "no recommendation" on Botryopteris until and 
unless a proposal to conserve is presented." The vote on Klukia was 10 for "no recommen- 
dation," 3 to recommend against conservation, 1 for conservation. [Ed. note: Klukia A. L. 
Andrzeiovski ex DC. (Syst. 2: 469. 1821) was not validly published. It only appeared in syn- 
onymy of Sisymbrium sect. Velarum as "Klukiae sp. Andrz. cruc. ined." Prop. 356 (Taxon 
22: 316. 1973) to conserve Klukia Raciborski (Bot. Jahrb. 13(1): 5. 1891) is unnecessary. 

Botryopteris Renault (1875) is a later homonym of Botryopteris Presl (1825) as noted by Reed 
(Taxon 3: 107. 1955) and by ING (1979).] 

B. Proposals to Amend the Code 

Proposal 117 on the starting date for fossil plants-Art. 13.1-by D. Storch (Taxon 30: 213. 
1981). 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 3, No 4, Abstain 6 
Discussion: We know that Storch is proposing to change the starting point for fossil plants. 

adopting author. For nomenclatural purposes names given to lichens shall be considered as 
applying to their fungal components." 

Ronald H. Petersen, Secretary 
Botany Department, University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville, TN 37916, U.S.A. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR FOSSIL PLANTS 

Our Committee has discussed and balloted on the proposals placed before it. Unfortunately, 
one of the important proposals (Storch proposal on the starting point for fossil plants-Article 
13.1) was available to us only from a preliminary summary at the time of submission of this 
report. There may be other paleobotanical proposals in the February, 1981, Taxon which will 
require later deliberation by the Committee. 

The results of our present work have been as follows: 

A. Proposals for Conservation 

Proposal 419 (A. I. Kiritchkova and V. A. Samylina: Taxon 25: 515-516. 1976): Conservation 
of Czekanowskia Heer (1876) against Solenites Lindley and Hutton (1834). 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 5, No 7, Abstain 2 
Discussion: It is doubtful that our Committee would have been so nearly divided on this 

issue if our "official reviewer's opinion" had been received in time to accompany the ballot. 
I now have that opinion, and the reviewer states that Solenites is considered by most authorities 
as a distinct genus with different leaf form and venation. Those who agree with this interpre- 
tation want to retain both Solenites and Czekanowskia. Furthermore, a member of the Com- 
mittee sent a note with his ballot, pointing out that though the two genera are well known and 
distinct, "... Solenites is ... well established .... name, and if the two genera are combined 
it would do no harm to use the well known name Solenites for it." Another Committee member 
wrote, "There is no urgent need to suppress Solenites." Those who felt strongly enough on 
this issue to express an opinion directly all opposed conservation in this instance. The Com- 
mittee should be recorded as opposed to the proposal. 

Two other generic names were referred to our Committee by the Leningrad Congress (Taxon 
24: 690. 1975; Proceedings of 12th IBC, 1979, p. 179) for possible conservation: Botryopteris 
Renault 1875 against Botryopteris Presl 1825; Klukia Raciborski against an alleged competing 
homonym. However, since the Leningrad Congress nobody has formally proposed conserving 
either name. Furthermore, a member of the Committee who has done research on the nomen- 
clatural history of Klukia Raciborski says he is not convinced there is any other validly pub- 
lished Klukia and that "... Klukia Raciborski apparently and probably is not in need of 
conservation." 

Vote of the Committee: 13 to 1 to make "no recommendation" on Botryopteris until and 
unless a proposal to conserve is presented." The vote on Klukia was 10 for "no recommen- 
dation," 3 to recommend against conservation, 1 for conservation. [Ed. note: Klukia A. L. 
Andrzeiovski ex DC. (Syst. 2: 469. 1821) was not validly published. It only appeared in syn- 
onymy of Sisymbrium sect. Velarum as "Klukiae sp. Andrz. cruc. ined." Prop. 356 (Taxon 
22: 316. 1973) to conserve Klukia Raciborski (Bot. Jahrb. 13(1): 5. 1891) is unnecessary. 

Botryopteris Renault (1875) is a later homonym of Botryopteris Presl (1825) as noted by Reed 
(Taxon 3: 107. 1955) and by ING (1979).] 

B. Proposals to Amend the Code 

Proposal 117 on the starting date for fossil plants-Art. 13.1-by D. Storch (Taxon 30: 213. 
1981). 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 3, No 4, Abstain 6 
Discussion: We know that Storch is proposing to change the starting point for fossil plants. 

MAY 1981 MAY 1981 473 473 



Article 13 of the present ICBN provides that the starting point is 31 December, 1820, and 
Sternberg's Flora der Vorwelt is cited as the beginning. However, it is clear that the primary 
purpose of the statement, for which the late J. M. Schopf was largely responsible, is to exclude 
Schlotheim's Petrefactenkunde, 1820, by stating that it "... is regarded as published before 
31 December, 1820." This has long rankled some paleobotanists, and Storch's proposal aims 
specifically to end the exclusion of Schlotheim. The "official review" obtained by the Com- 
mittee is in favor of the proposal, stating that ". .. Schlotheim's . . . contribution to paleo- 
botany should be recognized ... it was Schlotheim who first established binomials which are 
still in wide use." He also states that ". . . nearly unanimous support of... 'Petrefactenkunde' 
. . shows that Schopf's proposals incorporated in the Code have not contributed to stability 
of nomenclature." However, the Committee is aware of the decades-long arguments about this 
matter, and that if the change is accepted it will affect at least some generic names. Indeed, 
Storch's proposal, we are told, is coupled with proposals to conserve some of the names 
concerned. 

The vote given above indicates clearly that the Committee is not ready to make a decision 
on this important matter. We need to study the proposal itself, some of the historical documents 
involved in earlier decisions to exclude Petrefactenkunde, and the matter itself in its present- 
day context. It may not be possible to reach a consensus before or even at the Sydney Con- 
gress. 

C. Unnumbered Proposals for: "... A New Paleobotanical Appendix . ." (N. F. Hughes: 
Taxon 27: 497-504. 1978). 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 0, No 14 (on the question, "Do you favor all or any part of the 
Hughes proposal?") 

Discussion: This subject and Dr. Hughes' previous papers on it have been widely and vo- 
luminously discussed in a variety of places-for example, by the late J. M. Schopf (Taxon 27: 
505-512. 1978), previous chairman of our Committee. An additional, lengthy "official opinion" 
was obtained by the Committee. Both Schopf and our official reporter sharply oppose the 
Hughes proposals, which would, among other things, move the provisions for fossil plants in 
the opposite direction from the trends of the last quarter-century. During that period the special 
regulations for fossil plants have been steadily reduced in number, and paleobotanical nomen- 
clatural procedures have approached minimal difference from those for neobotany. The vote 
of the Committee probably reflects disapproval of the concept of a new paleobotanical appendix 
and its many special provisions for fossil plants, as well as disapproval of the specific proposals. 
In Dr. Hughes' proposal-paper cited above, he states that "... ultimately a separate Code 
may be necessary .... ," which does raise the specter of a possible competing code of no- 
menclature used only for fossil plants. The Committee should be recorded as rejecting these 
proposals. 

D. Proposal No. 36 (S. V. Meyen and A. Traverse: Taxon 28: 595-598. 1979): A proposal to 
eliminate "form-genus" from the Code-i.e., to emend Article 3. 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 7, No 7 
Discussion: At the Leningrad Congress organ-genus was eliminated from the Code. Meyen 

and Traverse felt that form-genus, like organ-genus, represents a taxonomic concept, and as 
such is not needed or appropriate in the Code-just "genus" is sufficient, as it is for neobotany. 
The "official opinion" obtained for the Committee urges that the Code pragmatically needs to 
recognize that some fossil plant names have to do with "para-taxa." The writer of the opinion 
feels that Proposal 36 is too simplistic-he prefers Proposal 37 (q.v., infra), but does not 
advocate it either. In any event, the Committee does not have a majority ready to eliminate 
the form-genus at this time. The Committee's tie vote has the effect of rejecting the proposal. 

E. Proposal No. 37 (M. C. Boulter: Taxon 28: 598-600. 1979): A proposal to emend Article 3. 

Vote of the Committee: Yes 0, No 12, Abstain 2 
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Discussion: Boulter's proposal was to alter the wording of Article 3.2 to eliminate form- 

genus, and create instead "fossil-genus." A "fossil-genus" might be referable to a family as 
was the former organ-genus, or not so referable, as the form-genus. The Committee's "official 
referee" said, "I agree with much of Boulter's reasoning and much prefer his wording to that 
of the Leningrad version of the Code. However, I no longer see any need for special categories 
of genera, not fossil genera, not form-genera, not organ-genera." 

It appears that the Committee is approaching a solution of this difficult question of what, if 

any, special categories for fossil plants are needed. An additional complication is that Article 
3.2 in the Leningrad Code as published does not agree in substance with the version of Article 
3.2 actually adopted at Leningrad. It is to be hoped that the Committee can iron out this matter 
and achieve a consensus on Article 3 before the nomenclatural sessions in Sydney. However, 
the Committee should be recorded as rejecting the proposal. 

Alfred Traverse, Secretary 
Department of Geosciences, Pennsylvania State University, 

University Park, PA 16802, U.S.A. 

MALAXIS RHEEDII SW., AN EARLIER NAME FOR M. VERSICOLOR 

(LINDL.) ABEYWICKR. (ORCHIDACEAE) 

N. C. Nair and R. Ansari1 

Swartz (1800) described Malaxis rheedii based on an illustration of Rheede (Hortus Mala- 
baricus 12: t. 27. 1703). Willdenow (Sp. P1. 4(1): 90. 1805) and Lindley (Gen. Sp. Orch. 21. 
1830) while treating M. rheedii Sw., included Epidendrum resupinatum Forst. (1786) in the 

synonymy. Hooker (1889), however, did not consider the figure in Hortus Malabaricus identical 
with E. resupinatum Forst. At the same time he (1890) correctly equated Microstylis rheedii 
sensu Wight (1844-45) non Lindl. (1830), M. versicolor Lindl. (1830) and Malaxis rheedii 
Heyne (in Wall. Cat. n. 1939. 1829) with the figure under reference in Hortus Malabaricus. As 

already stated, Swartz's Malaxis rheedii, established much earlier than the other binomials, 
has priority over all of them. Abeywickrama (1959) and Santapau and Kapadia (1961, 1966) 
somehow missed this earlier name and made superfluous combinations independently based 
on the next available name, Microstylis versicolor Lindl. The correct nomenclature of the 

species is as given below: 

Malaxis rheedii Sw., Vet. Acad. Nya Handl. Stockh. 21: 235. 1800. 
Microstylis versicolor Lindl., Gen. Sp. Orch. 21. 1830; Fischer in Gamble, Fl. Pres. Madras 

1408. 1928 (3: 985. 1957 (repr. ed.). 
Microstylis rheedii sensu auctt. non Lindl. 1830; Wight Icon. t. 902. 1844-45, Hook.f., Icon. 

P1. t. 1832. 1889 & Fl. Brit. India 5: 690. 1890. 
Malaxis versicolor (Lindl.) Abeywickr., Ceylon J. Sci. Biol. Sec. 2: 147. 1959; M. versicolor 

(Lindl.) Sant. & Kapadia, J. Bombay Nat. Hist. Soc. 58: 347. 1961 & Orch. Bombay 141. 
1966. 
Distribution: India, Sri Lanka. 
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