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following crucial properties, shared by the compound 
shown in Fig. 1: (1) they are dissymmetric molecules; 

(2)  they may be regarded as made up of two nonsuper- 
imposable enantiomorphous halves. The synthesis and 
isolation of the DL-pair shown in Figs. 3 and 4 can be 
accomplished readily and in good yield (Sutter, H. and 
Wijkman, N., Ann. Chem., 1935, 519, 97); the partial 
resolution of such a DL mixture might be accomplished 
by chromatography on a lactose column. Since ring sys- 
tems usually exhibit high specific rotations (Eauzman, 
W. J. and Eyring, H., J. chem. Phys., 1941, 9, 41), par- 
tial resolution should be readily observable. 
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Zoological Nomenclature :A Reply 
A series of replies to our statement on "Basic Issues in 

the Controversy on Zoological Nomenclature" (Science, 
1949, 110, 594), has been published (Science, 1950, 111, 
234). Having placed our position on record, and realiz- 
ing that continued discussions may only increase ani-
mosity, we should prefer to rest the case, and may do 
so henceforth. However, statements from such distin-
guished zoologists command our attention and merit the 
courtesy of acknowledgment. I t  is also our duty, par- 
ticularly as we are charged with misstatements of fact, 
to reexamine our position carefully in the light of the 
comments, to admit any errors, and to reaffirm our be- 
liefs if we are still convinced that they are sound. 

The second paragraph of our statement was a sum-
mary of the Paris meeting, and not in itself an argument 
or criticism. I t  was intended to state this as accurately 
as possible in a brief and generalized way, although 
brevity unfortunately precIuded qualifying phrases and 
details. As the factual basis of our position, i t  is im- 
portant to analyze that paragraph for error. I n  order 
to compare seriatim our summary with the replies, the 
whole paragraph can be divided into eight points: 

(a)  Composition of the commission a t  Paris:  Not 
questioned in any of the six letters. 

I t  is regrettable that offense was taken, and "invidious 
innuendo') charged, a t  our use of the term "regular 
commissioners. '' We desired only to distinguish clearly 
between the temporary alternate commissioners, ap-
pointed for the duration of a congress, and the 18 regu- 
larly elected members of the International Commission. 
Although the latter is sometimes referred to as the "Per- 
manent Commission," we do not feel that Mr. Francis 
Hemming's expression "permanent members" is entirely 
appropriate, for that connotes permanent tenure, whereas 
the members are elected for specified terms, or to com- 
plete unexpired terms. 

(b)  "Program prepared a t  great length by the Secre- 
tary" : Not challenged in the replies. 

(c) "Authorization for a rewriting of the code around 
a set of stated principles" (italics ours, here and else- 
where in this paper) : The italicized portion was denied 
by Edward Hindle and N. D. Riley, who maintained that 
the commission "took precise decisions as to . . . amend-
ments." Henning Lemche and Ragnar Spgrck, however, 
accepted our phraseology. Secretary Hemming, who said 
that our statement contained "misstatements on ques-
tions of fact," did not mention this point. 

Probably our wording was too abbreviated, and a more 
explanatory presentation is desirable. At Paris there 

was authorized an extensive rewriting of the code, to be 
based on numerous amendments involving almost every 
article. and including changes in the wording, changes of 
some principles, introduction of some new material, and 
review of all opinions with the purpose of accepting or 
rejecting any pertinent principles for use in the revised 
code. I n  most cases, decisions were only "in prin-
ciple," i.e., exact and final wordings were not adopted 
but i t  was only decided that "words should be inserted 
to make i t  clear that . . ." 

I n  passing, we note the assertions that "The prin-
ciples of the rules remained unaltered" (Hindle and 
Riley) and "Such change of the rules was out of the 
question" (Lodovico di Caporiacco). I t  appears to us 
that such changes as those from binary to binominal 
nomenclature and from rule of the first reviser to page 
precedence, represents basic alterations in fundamental 
principles of the code. Incidentally, in view of their 
lament against purely nomenclatural changes, the Chi-
cago Discussion Group will no doubt be interested to 
learn that the a b o ~ e  changes were made retroactive. 

(d)  "Action on a large number of individual amend- 
ments, none of which had previously been voted on by 
the commission": The accuracy of this statement was 
not questioned. Hindle and Riley commented that to 
adopt the course suggested by us would entail a double 
vote on each proposal, ' l a  most curious and novel idea.,' 
On the contrary, we note that this has been standard 
procedure in the International Commission. The by-
laws of the commission, Article IT, Section 1, provide 
that the commission's report to the congress shall in-
clude " ( a )  recommendations involving any alteration in 



the HBgles . . . but no such recomrr~erldation is  to be 
reported, unless it has received:-(i) a majority vote 
of the whole C:omrnission, that  is to say tell (10) votes, 
and (ii) the unaninlous vote of all Co~nnlissiol~ers pres-
ent a t  the meeting" (hy-lams, revised 1939; essentially 
the same a~ording in the original by-laws adopted in 
1910, cf. Verh. PIIZ Inl .  zool. Eongr., Graz, 1910, 321.) 
At  various tinles, the procedure has heel1 ~uhl ished i n  

some detail (e.g., Stiles, (:. W. Zool, Anz., 1912, 41, 
37; and Enl.  A7ecrjs, 1929, 40, 329; Bolivar, C. Conf. 
liesrlias caent. Sor. E.spaf. 3Tcst. nut., 1929, 4, 163). 
Such articles served riotice in advance of a congress of 
proposuls for  changes in the code, and zoologists were 
invited to send conlments to any ulenlher of the com-
mission. 

The Colrnnission sils,  nsunlly fo r  one weeli, ilnmeclintelg 
prior to the i n ~ e t i n g  oF thp C(n,i.ress. According to  pro-
cc%llure, no proposition is considerell unless i t  i s  suhmitted to  
the  C'on~mission nt  lrv~st one gear prior to  the  meeting of the  
Congrrss. A ~re1imin:~ryinforlrlnl vote on propositions pre-
cedes thfl meeting of the  C'ommixsion, and no proposition is 
snhject to ifiscursion unless it  receives n m:~joritg vote in this  
~~l 'elinlinnryconsideration. No proposition i s  reportcld t o  thc  
Congross ulllrss i t  r ece i~us  the un:~nin~ous vote of t 1 1 ~entire 
Colrllrlisxiorl present at the  meeting. 

(Stiles, C. TT. En,t. ATeujs, 1929, 40, 332.) 

(e) "Entrusting to ' jur i s t s '  the preparation of the 
text of the new code in 'watertight legal language' ": 
S o t  challenged hy Hemming or Caporiacco, and Hindle 
and Nile? stated tha t  "We certainly did decide . . .we 
would leave i t  to . . . a jnrist [a jurist?] to translate 
these decisions and amenilinents into formal langu:~ge." 
Other con~nients c:~lled attention to the "special draft-
illg comn~ittee) ' (Leniche and SpBrck) or "editorial 
committee " (5.  Chester Bradley). 

Our statement was essentially a briefer worilirlg of 
Secretary Hemming's press release (Scie?~cr, 1948, 108, 
156) : " liecognizing the highly technical 1)rohlems in- 
elitably involved i11 the prepamtion of n .rubstuntive text 
. . . [ i t  was decided] tha t  this task shall be entrusted to 
jurists. . . ." Further, the press release stated tha t  
"The text prepareil by the jurists will be suhmitted to 
the memhers of the C'ommission for final approval, and 
the taslr of corlsiilering any draft ing points which may 
emerge from the foregoing consultatioil has I)een en-
trusted to a special colnnlittee of three. . . ." We 
omitted mention of these arrangements hecaust. Secre-
tary Hemming had stoutly maintained in correspondence 
(e.g., Hemming to R. C. Moore, d.  Palrontol., 1919, 23, 
228) tha t  the ol~1.1~ ohject of the review is to  ensure t ha t  
the jurists' text corres~)onils precisely to the decisions 
reached a t  Paris. I n  other words, i t  appears tha t  this 
"final approval" hy the commission call he little more 
than proofreading. 

( f )  "A complete reorganization of the commission 
." : Not challenged hy anyone. 
( g )  "3Iost of this was without ailvunce notice to  

zoologists or to the commission": Cllallerlgeil hy Hem- 
rning, Lenlche and SpBrch, Hindle anil Riley, C'aporiacco, 
Yraclley. ('onsiderahle (lifference of opinion on mean-
ing is involved here. Tt is a vital point to clarify. 
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Regarding advance notice to the regular conimissioners, 
we cannot of course speak fo r  them, but we had sufficient 
assurances to amply justify the point as we stated it. 
Cat1 the secretary show that the comniissiollers knew and  
approved of the plans for rewriti~lg the code? Did they 

approve the report on binary nometlclature? 011 the  
change from first reviser rule to  page precedence? The 
report on secondary honionyms and tha t  on infraspecific 
categories9 Were these and other proposals before t he  
co~nniissioners for one year before Par is?  Was there a 
prelinlinary vote 1)y the entire conlmission on tliese and  
other anlendments? Statenlents by the conimissioners i n  
the far-flung parts of the world, hy Cahrera, do Anlarul, 
Esaki, Pearson, IZichter, etc., as  well as froin those closer 

home, as to whether these proposals and plans had been 
placed before them by the secretary well in advance of 
Paris and tha t  the Par is  revisioil was carried out with 
their full knowledge and consent, would he the only con- 
\ incing answers. 

It is pertinent here to note that  the last twellty lines 
of Secretary IIemming's second point are based on his. 
statement tha t  we contend tha t  "nlatters of importance 
should he considered hy the conlmission only hy corre-
spondence conducted hetween ~nemhers of the conimission 
during intercongress periods," etc. We hale  searched 
our statenlent in vain for  such a proposeil linritation. 
We support the proceilures prescribed in the by-laws of 
the commission: preliminary corlsiileratioll hy the com-
mission for  a t  least one year (Art. 111, Sec. 2 ) ,  a pre-
liminary vote, and finally the formal vote (Art .  IV, 
Sec. 1 ) .  

As for  advance notice to zoologists in general, we agree 
that  for a~nendments and rewriting of the code, therc 

is no technical reqnirement for preliminary announce-
ment. However, we point to the fact  that  it was com-
mission practice to give such notice (cf. point d) .  
Further, such a procedure seeins eniinently reasonable 
and i1esiral)le to Ireep zoologists informed and to allow 
opportunity for  expression of views on ]>ending 1~ro1)osals. 
We nlay perhaps suggest that  such notice ought to be a 
requirement, in addition to the 1)rovisions already in the 
by-laws of the commission, and tha t  all such provisions be 
faithfully ohserved. 

31r. IIenllning visited the V. S. unil Canada briefly in 
December 1947. From records kept during the meetings, 
i t  is estimated that  slightly over 300 different iniliviiluals 
heard his discussions, though relatively few actually 
voiced o1)inions of their own. Rather detailed notes were 
taken by one of us during the meetings a t  the Smith- 
soilia11 Tnstitution and elsewhere. One of the main sulj- 
jects emI)hasized by Secretary Hemming was a "new 
edition of the code," with English and French versions 
on opposite pages, a history of the develo1)ment of the 
code, and quotations from opinions arranged under the 
articles to which they refer. 'L'his was expecteil to be a 
volnme of 300 pages, and to cost ahout two dollars, 
thanhs to a subsidy from the Royal Society of London. 
Because of the considerable work tha t  hail already heen 
done on it, the edition, it was said, could prohahly be 
issued within two or three months after the Paris meet- 
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ing. The report on this project was greeted with en- last paragraph of his letter tha t  the Par is  congress hoped 
thusiastic approval. Further, not only was it discusseil tha t  "reasoned statements" of views on amending o r  
by  Mr. Hemming a t  open meetings, but he specifically expanding the decisions taken a t  Par is  woulil he sub-
outlineil it a t  a conference with the secretary of the mitted 
Biological Society of Washington, which deferred plans . . . to  the corn~nission, so t11:~t those .iie.irs niigllt he con-
t o  reprint their well-known edition of the code because sidered during the present intercongress period with a view 
of the cornmission's project. to the formulation b~ the  comn~isrionof suitable proposals 

~t no tinke ill tile hearing of any of our for ro~~sideratio~i the Copentldgerl congress in 1 9 Xh, 

mil some nlenlber or meml~ers attenileil all meetings on I s  i t  unreasonable to nlaintain tha t  this procedure could 
Mr. Hemming's itinerary except Princeton and Xew and should have 1)een in operation 1)efore Par is  also, and 
York, where about a dozen zoologists in all were pres- thus have been consistent with the by-laws, and with the 
ent-diil he discuss rewriting of the code as carried out traditional proceilures of the commission! I s  i t  not a 
a t  Paris. better principle of construction to  shape and fit the foun- 

Tt has 1)een made to appear that  prior to the Par is  dation stones with painstaking care, than to make haste 
meeting we were fully cognizant of the plans through to erect an  imposing edifice with proviso for  reworking 
personal contacts with Secretary Hemming, and even that  the foundation as  soon as the I)uilding is completedi7 
me "freely endorsed those plans." This we deny. 'Po Zoologists will recall tha t  the present code was adopted 
maintain that  we were "fully informed" and tha t  we only af ter  a considerable period of study and submission 
"freely endorseil" the plans is a truly profound mis- to several congresses; ten years (1895-1903) elapsed be- 
unilerstanding. tween initiation of the project and final publication of 

It may also he pointed ont tha t  there was no reason the code. 
for  believing that  the code was to be revise'&, for earlier Having nolv compared our summary of the facts with 
publisheil statements by the president and the secretary the comments, and believing tha t  in no essential par-  
of the conlnlission were in line with the plans for a new ticular were we shown to be in error, we reaffirm the 
edition as outlined in the secretary's iliscussions in position talren in our previous statement. 
America : I t  may be per~nissible a t  this time to comn~ent on two 

(.Jorilon, K. J. N. Y .  Entomol. Sot., 1944, 52, 385.) charges tha t  reflect on the Wmhington Group. (1)  It 
"The International Commission have m:~ile arrangements was stated tha t  in effect we condemn the colnmissioil and 
to  publish as  soon as possible . . . an up-to-date edition i ts  secretary "unhearil." On the contrary, we hare  
of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature." had extensive correspondence with the secretary on the 

(Hemming, Francis. Bull. 2001. Nonzenclatlrre 1 [pt. sul~ject  of the Paris meetings. I f  "unheard" is  meant 
Gj, 1943, lxli-lxrii.) He discusses a "forthcoming in the sense of publication, we may call attention to 
cdition" of the Internatiollal Code, with French and Secretary Hemming's press release after the Paris meet- 
English versiolls on oppasite pnges: "Dariwg, the YaabF ilrg, mhich has appeared to  oar knowledge in  seven jour- 
1944, a substantial s tar t  mas made with the preparation nals in five countries and three languages, i~icluding 
of the new edition of the RPgle~l Internationales. . . ." Science for  Aug. 13, 1948; to Dos Passos in Lepidop- 

(h) "Neither the Commissioners nor the alternates a t  terists' News, Feb. 1949; to Riley in Lepidopte?.ists' 
Par is  had opportunity to study the volunlinous agenda in News, June  1949; and to I-Iemming's letter to R. C.  
ailvance of the meeting": Not challenged. We note Moore, J.Paleo~~tol. ,March 1949. Fo r  our part, no com- 
tha t  Secretary IIenlnling states tha t  ments about the Paris meeting had been published by 

. . . it w ~ l l  be obvious to arijone possessing any euperie~lce the \Vashington Group until tha t  in Science for Dec. 2, 

in the eonduet of discl~ssions regarding intrinsically difficult 1949. 
qnastiofis tgnt tlre chila612 Of oi)faiaing a loltlttufl 1t.V corrc- (2)  Mr. Hemming stated tha t  we have "severely 
spondence is extremely remote, the only satisfactory pro- criticized" the introduction of certain changes into the 
cedure . . . being full and free iliscussion round tllr table. coda, and he later referred to our stand as being [ ' tanta- 
We submit tha t  i t  will also be obvious tha t  success of mount to an  uncompromising oppositiou to all reforms 
such round table discussio~ls depends greatly on a foun- of every sort." Hawever, i t  should be clear to every- 
dation of correspondence, study, and preparation by all one tha t  we do not oppose reform per se, as can easily 
participants. Fo r  "intrinsikally dl.fi(?elt questiotls" we be sl lo~vi~ from the published record (cf. Science, 1947, 
cannot highly regard the chances of obtaining satisfac- 106, 315; Science, 1948,107, 166; Science, 1948, 108, 37). 
tory solutions by discussions on crowded agenda during These publications demonstrate our awareness that  por- 
long and weary hours without opportunity for  prelimi- tions of the code need study with a view to clarification 
nary consideration, study of the evidence, and confer- or amplification. What we (lo question, and oppose, is  
ence with colleagues of diverse backgrounds and view- the failure to utilize the nonnal procedures of con-
points, followed by calm reflection. With the appearance sideratioil by the regular commission, and the haste with 
of the three volumes and 1,000 pages of agenda and min- which decisions were made a t  Paris. 
utes, zoologists can see for themselves the mass of ma- Our belief in the necessity and value of ample time for  
terial in such a short time a t  Paris. study and deliberation, and in the desirability of giving 

I n  view of Secretary Hemming's lack of regard for  the other zoologists full opportunity to express their views 
worth of correspondence, i t  is interesting to note in the on definite proposals, is  well illustrated by the procedure 
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