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1. Introductory Remarks

1. In proposing amendments to the Rules, I make
the following distinctions in names: valid and invalid,
priorable and impriorable, legitimate and illegitimate.

2. VALID AND INVALID. Names that are invalid
have no status under the Rules and therefore no claim to
recognition by botanists (Art. 19A of present amend-
ments*). Such names are easily recognized by their defects
in one or more of the points enumerated in Art. 2B (for
exception see para. 3 below). The names that satisfy the
Rules on all the points concerning validity are called valid
(Arts. 2B and 19a).

3. The main and really important difficulty in
connection with judging the validity of names concerns the
quality of their description, which, while it may be consider-
ed by some as sufficient to validate a name, by others may
be judged insufficient (see FURTADO in Blumea, Suppl. I,
1937 pp. 128-132). But provision has been made in these
amendments for empowering the Congress to declare, by
means of a decision, the validity or invalidity of such
questionable names (Art. 21B-b), so that they may not
“throw science into confusion” (Art. 4).

4. PRIORABLE AND IMPRIORABLE. It is admit-
ted in the Rules that the use of certain valid names “may
cause error or ambiguity” in nomenclature (Art. 4). Such

i * Where letters A, B, etc. follow the number of Articles quoted
in this discussion, the reference is to the present proposed amendments.

1



2

names are rejected simultaneous homonyms, later homonyms
of equal rank and later non-typonymous (formal) homo-
nyms of unequal rank (Arts. 61A & B). These are the only
valid names (besides those on which a special decision has
been made by the Congress) that I consider should be
impriorable, that is, they must not be included in priority
considerations (Arts. 564, 61A & B).

All other kinds of wvalid names, including those
published in violation of the priority rule (Art. 56A), can
be used without causing “error or ambiguity” in nomen-
clature, provided they are well typifiable. These should
in my opinion be included in priority considerations
(priorable names).

If not certainly typifiable, or if their inclusion in
priority considerations would cause either confusion or
many undesirable changes in the current nomenclature of
plants, the Congress is empowered to suspend in such cases
the rule of priority and prevent the changes. (Arts. 21
A-D and 62A).

No doubt the existence of well typified or well-typifiable
synonyms causes much inconvenience, but under the new
Rules they must be tolerated as a necessary though burden-
some legacy from the past. As it will be seen later, this
burden is made even greater by giving a valid status to
such synonyms while denying them any claim to priority.
Moreover the priority rule decides the legitimacy of names
(vide infra), and its violation can render a name only
illegitimate (vide infra). The priorability of names should
therefore be decided without any reference to the priority
rule, for this is applied only to such names as are priorable;
hence it is fundamentally unsound to make priorabiiity of
names dependent in certain cases on the application of the
priority rule.

5. LEGITIMATE AND ILLEGITIMATE. Names
that are priorable may, under the present ruling, be either
correct (legitimate) or incorrect (illegitimate), according
to the circumscription, position and rank of the taxonomic
group. A taxonomic group in given circumstances can bear
only one legitimate name, the one that satisfies the priority
rule (Arts. 16A and 56A). All other synonyms of the group
under the circumstances are illegitimate names for the
group.

~ 6. A name published in contravention to the principles
embodied in Arts. 164, 17A-B, and 56A cannot be the oldest
priorable name if the circumscription, position or rank given
by its author is correct. Consequently occasions when it
would be possible to legitimize such a name, or its epithet,
will not often arise; but they may occur for instance when
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older priorable names or epithets have later become un-
usable either in the required position or according to
subsequent correction of typification or circumscription.
But when such an occasion arises it would be better to allow -
the name or its epithet (if unambiguous and not to be
abandoned because of a special decision of the Congress)
to be legitimized on the principles of economy and seniority,
as embodied in the priority rule (Art. 56a), than, by
denying priorability to such a name, to complicate the
application of the rules both of priority and of priorability.
For the greatest objection against outlawing unambiguous
valid names published in violation of the priority rules
arises from nomenclatural jurisprudence itself, which, as
shown in Section 4 above, cannot logically allow the
priorability of names to become dependent on the application
of a rule (the priority rule) which is applied only to
priorable names or epithets; the violation of the rule of
priority should only render a name illegitimate in the sense
defined in these amendments.

Moreover no advantage is gained by denying prior-
ability to such unambiguous specific names as are capable of
rendering their later homonyms impriorable: on the
contrary such a denial not only does not maintain the
principle of economy in epithets but also creates a class of
unusable names which are both valid and unambiguous.
No doubt such names were unusable also according to the
1905-1910 Rules; but under those Rules such names were
also invalid and so incapable of rendering their later
homonyms impriorable. The 1935 Rules give valid status
(Art. 37) to names published in contravention to the
priority rule; and it is absolutely essential that the rules
concerning validity, priorability and priority (or legi-
timacy) should not be confused so as to render their
application difficult.

Moreover, as the example discussed below will show,
there is no proper reason why certain offences against the
priority rule should be singled out for penalization and
others escape it.

Example:

In a hypothetical case DOE describes a new monotypic genus
called Codactyla DoOE (1920) and publishes a non-validable
specific name C. floribus plenis longipedunculatus DoE (1920).
In 1921 RoOE redescribes the genus as Dactycola ROE and renames
the type species of Codactyla as D. multiandra RoE. Later in
1922 ROE describes another species D. quinquefolia RoE. In 1923,
however, Dok claims priority to Codactyla DoE (1920) over
Dactycola ROE (1921) and manifests his predilection to Greek
by renaming the species C. polyandre DOE nom. nov. (C. floribus
plenis longipendunculatus DOE = D. multiandra Roe) and C.
pentaphylla DOE nom. nov. (= D. quinquefolia ROE).
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Now here ROE was wrong because the taxonomic group
Dactycola as circumscribed by him included the type of Codactyla
which name he ought to have adopted under one or more of
the Rules not only as the correct name for the genus but also
as the first part of the specific names. Consequently both
D. multiandra and D. quinquefolia are “illegitimate” names under
Art. 2. and the names or the combinations not being “strictly in
accordance with the Rules” cannot be taken into consideration
for the purposes of priority (Art. 45); and so C. polyandra and
C. pentaphylla should be legitimized. But the definition of
“illegitimate” names or combinations in Art. 60 of the 1935
Rules does not cover offences of this category; and, consequently,
under Arts. 60 and 69, D. multiandra and D. quinquefolia are
good priorable names and C. pentaphylla and C. polyandra must
be rejected as “illegitimate” impriorable names.

Now a specific name consists of two parts and in my opinion
there is no justifiable reason why an offence concerning the
second part should be penalized and not the offence concerning
the first part. Under the present Rules all the four specific
names are valid; it is therefore but just that the names should
be made priorable also. Normally the specific epithets created
by DoE (1923) could not be legitimized because they are younger
than the ones created by ROE; but circumstances may arise when
ROE’s epithets become non-legitimable under Codactyla (e.g. when
they have been employed under Codactyla before transference
to it of ROE’S epithets). Under such circumstances rather than
create new specific epithets and complicate the rule of priority,
DoE’s specific epithets polyandra and pentaphylla should be
legitimized.

Dr. T. A. SPRAGUE’s definition (approved by the Amsterdam
Congress) of superfluous names reads thus: “A name is
illegitimate ‘if it was nomenclaturally superfluous when published,
i.e. if the group to which it was applied, as circumscribed by
its author, included the type of a name [or epithet?] which the
author ought to have adopted under one or more of the Rules’
(Art. 60, 1).” Under this definition D. multiandra ROE is a
superfluous name because it includes the type of Codactyla Dok
which ROE ought to have adopted ‘“under one or more of the
Rules” as the first part of the binomial; but D. quinquefolia ROE
cannot (?) be called superfluous. Whether it was the intention
of the legislators to include D. multiandra ROE as a superfluous
name it is not clear.

7. HOMONYMS AND ORTHOGRAPHY. Owing to
the varying taxonomic opinions of botanists, it is impossible
to apply uniformly the old precept “once a synonym always a
synonym.” But the maxim ‘“once a later homonym always
a synonym’ has been upheld in all names of equal rank and
in all non-typonymous names of unequal rank where formal
homonymy can occur under these amendments. It is there-
fore now no longer possible to invoke the plea of typonymy
and illegitimacy of an earlier valid name in order to
legitimize a later name having the same spelling and position
and rank as the earlier name (Art. 61A & B).

8. I also submit that the Committee of Nomenclature
might be empowered to investigate into the full consequences
of the rules concerning homonymy and orthography of
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names and to make some general rules by which botanists
might be able to decide in the majority of cases whether or
not a certain name is a homonym or a orthographic variant.
I further submit that until this problem is fully reported
upon, proposals for the rejection or conservation of
homonymous names should not be approved. (see FURTADO
in Gard. Bull. Straits Settl. IX, 1937 pp. 249-255). It is
also necessary to decide whether or not the groups of
epithets of the following category are homonymous:
javensis, javanensis, javana, and javanica; annamensis and
annamitica; philippina, philippinensis, philippensis and
philippica; ceylonensis, ceylanica, zeylanica, singalana,
singalensis, singhalensis, sinhalensis; celebica, selebica and
celebesiana; lisbonensis and wulyssiponensis; malayana,
malaiana, malajona, malayensis, malaiensis and malesica;
burmensis, birmanensis, birmensis, burmanica and
birmanica; ete.

9. In the proposed amendments which follow, I have
gathered together all the provisions pertaining a particular
aspect of the names of each kind of taxonomic groups in
order to effect a condensation in the Rules. This condensa-
tion is desirable to prevent the invocation of one rule for
defending the validity of a name which is invalid under
another rule. (In some recent papers Art. 37 has been
invoked to maintain as valid certain generic names which
are invalid under Art. 42). The proposed re-arrangement
would also enable anyone to detect more readily any flaws
that later proposals might introduce into the Rules.

10. TAUTONYMS: I propose the elimination of the
rule of tautonyms because the present definition, or its
interpretation, is ambiguous. It is true that, in 1930 at
Cambridge, tautonyms were rejected as invalid (“illegiti-
mate” according to the terminology adopted in 1935 Rules)
and the rule was later confirmed at Amsterdam (1935) ; but
this rejection was apparently made without considering the
status of many names that can be called tautonyms. It
also appears that the intention of 1930 legislation was only
to reject absolute tautonyms like Linaria Linaria, and
Radiola Radiola, but not names like Linaria Linariana,
Radiola Radiolaris and Nasturtium Nasturtium-aquaticum,
though the last name is mentioned in the 1985 Rules as an
example of invalid tautonyms. Moreover the rejection of
absolute tautonyms was not considered in relation to the
rule of the orthography of names (Art. 70); for though
Bradlea Braddleya, like Cuminum Cyminwm, may not be
regarded as an absolute tautonym, yet when the generic
names is spelt as Braddleya, which according to Art. 70 is
a mere orthographic variant of Bradlea, then the correction
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of Bradlea Braddleya would produce the absolute tautonym
Braddleya Braddleya. And wvice wversa, the absolute
tautonym Braddleya Braddleya, when corrected as to the
generic name, would produce a non-tautonymous name
Bradlea Braddleya.

An absolute tautonym must therefore be defined as a
specific name in which the specific epithet is homonymous
with the generic name. If this definition were admitted
and if it were further admitted that Asplenium Trichomanes
and A. Trichomanes-dentatum are not pairs of homonyms,
then Nasturtium Nasturtium-aquaticum and Radiola
Radiolaris cannot be regarded as absolute tautonyms; and
vice wversa, if Nasturtium Nasturtium-aquaticum were
admitted as an absolute tautonym under this definition, then
A. Trichomanes and A. Trichomanes-dentatum would have
to be regarded as a pair of homonyms. It is therefore not
possible to legislate on tautonyms without considering the
rules of orthography and homonymy of names.

The objection that the admission of absolute tautonyms
would involve many changes in the names that have become
long current also holds good in the case of quasi-tautonyms;
for formerly absolute tautonyms and quasi-tautonyms were
treated on the same footing. And perhaps more name
changes are involved by admitting quasi-tautonyms like
Cajanus Cajan, Kandelia Candel, Normanbya Normanbyt,
Sullivantea Sullivantit and Timonius Timon than by
admitting absolute tautonyms.

Furthermore it should not be overlooked that, in the
majority of cases, the existence of absolute tautonyms is a
legacy of a nomenclatural system which did not regard the
economy of epithets in naming taxonomic groups as a
fundamental principle and which therefore permitted, in
naming a new genus, the use of the oldest priorable epithet
of the type species on which the new genus was based.

Now that economy in epithets has become a funda-
mental principle in the new Rules, the correct procedure
should have been to reject the generic names published in
contravention to this principle. But since such a rejection
is now not possible because it would involve many name
changes, the remedy does not lie in outlawing the specific
epithets which, by applying the principles of seniority and
economy to the epithets of unambiguous (priorable)
names, have produced, or would produce, absolute
tautonyms. It would be indeed advantageous to admit the
tautonyms in such cases, for they would help to indicate
the generic types. However, the advisability of restricting
their employment in future only to name the generic types
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might be considered. It may be remarked here that zoolo-
gists have found it useful to admit all tautonyms as valid
legitimable names.

In view of these considerations it appears to me that
the decision to outlaw indiscriminately all absolute
tautonyms is not only arbitrary but also impracticable and
in many cases disadvantageous to the present nomenclatural
system. The decision is also against the principle which
directs that “the rules of nomenclature should be ........
founded on considerations sufficiently clear and forcible for
everyone to comprehend and be disposed to accept”
(Art. 3).

11. NOMINA CONSERVANDA AUT REJICIENDA.
An amendment to the Rules is here proposed for eliminating
the possibility of securing the conservation of a name under
false pretexts and of then claiming for the conserved name
a force far in excess to that given to it by the Congress.
(Art. 21A-B). Under the 1935 Rules the conservation of
a name secured merely on orthographical grounds could
have oeen used to render non-legitimable or impriorable its
earlier synonyms and homonyms. Under the present pro-
posed Amendments this contingency would not be possible.

12. Further, the generic names rejected wvis-d-vis a
nomen conservandum are termed at present nomina
rejicienda ; but the names thus rejected can be legitimized
when they are neither homonymous nor synonymous with
any of the conserved names. Yet nomina ambigua and
nomina confusa are also regarded as nomina rejicienda,
though they can never be legitimized. This equivocation
or ambiguity is removed in the present proposals by
adopting a classification which shows the precise effects of
a Congress decision to conserve or to reject a name
(Art. 21B).

13. I also submit that fhe Committee may be
empowered to explore into the problem with a view
to establishing some definite principles by which
to appreciate the proposals concerning the conservation
of names under Art. 21B—c. Until this is done I
submit that no name should be permanently added to the
lists of nomina conservanda made in 1905-1912 except to
protect a use of a name current for a hundred years or
more (see FURTADO in Gard. Bull. Straits Settl. X, 1939
pp. 180-181). The list of 1905-1912 and the names which
have more recently been conserved on orthographic grounds
should be re-arranged so as to conform with the proposed
amendments in Art. 21B.

14. NOMINA AMBIGUA. The rule of nomina
ambigua (Art. 62) is here revised so as to conform with its
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original meaning. There has been of late a tendency to
attach little or no importance to the word “permanent” in
the rule. This, coupled with the abbreviation of the dis-
cussion given under Rosa wvillosa, has enabled the newer
interpretations of the rule to pass as equivalent to the correct
and traditional one. But from the discussion given of Rosa
villosa under the 1905-1910 Rules and from the remarks
elicited from eminent nomenclaturists who attended the 1930
as well as the 1935 Botanical Congress, it is evident that
the legislators intended to consider as nomina ambigua only
those names which have not only owing to their use in
different senses, become a source of confusion, but also are
admittedly incapable of any certain interpretation, so that
the impossibility of removing the existing confusion is
generally conceded to be permanent. On the other hand the
Rules provide for disregarding all interpretations (irres-
pective of their number and of the length of their currency)
if they are contrary to the type (Arts. 18 & 50-55). The
existence of certainly identifiable types is also recognized
as the chief means of correcting misinterpretations or
misapplications of names.

15. TWO NEW APPENDICES: In 1935 at
Amsterdam a proposal to invalidate certain works was
put before the Botanical Congress by Dr. A. J. WILMOTT;
but the Congress, regarding a statistical investigation into
the effects of the proposal upon the current nomenclature
as an essential preliminary to its consideration, referred the
proposal to a special Committee for the necessary explora-
tion. The task assigned to the Committee is not a light one,
and it is doubtful whether all the necessary data will become
available at the next meeting of the Congress. Hence in
Arts. 21C-D means are proposed by which the principal aim
of Dr. WILMOTT’S proposal might be secured without the
statistical data.

The principal object of the proposal evidently is to
prevent botanists from delving into the works proposed for
invalidation in order to resuscitate generic and specific
names, or their interpretations, such as might lead to many
changes in the long established nomenclature and thus
greatly impede botanical research. An examination of the
opinions expressed on Dr. WILMOTT’S proposal and of
similar ones submitted at previous Congresses by several
botanists (cf. also SPRAGUE, Preliminary Opinions, 1935
p. 5) reveals no objections either to the principle, or to the
main purpose, of the proposal. Consequently both its
principle and its purpose may be taken to have the approval
of botanists in general.
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