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In the article piîblished in the April nuniber on the subject of nomen-
clature, it is stated that Mr. Scudder. in bis Rcvisioii, lias followcd tie-
suime princiifles wli govern ail otiier departments of Zoolog. It
wNould bc interesting to know 'what these universally adopted principles.
niay be, for, judging froni the recent publications on the subject, they
must be yet unknown to a great nuniber of those eminent in science.

r.Wallace, than -whoi we have no higlier entoinological authority, in
his address to the London Ent. Soc., reconimends Englishi naturalists to
foIlow~ the 13ritishi Association rudes until others nîay be assented to, while
these sanie rules find scant acceptance in (3erniaiiy or France.

In regard to species having been described, not by naturalists but by
amateurs, this inay be conceded in Hubner's case, but the terni will lîardly
apply to f,innoeus and Fabricitis and the other autliors whose species are
the cause of niost dispute.

Mr. Kirbv's Catalogue is said to combine the resuits of the labor of'
Euiropean students, but Dr. Staudinger's elaborate and conscientious
CataloguYte no less lîad the bencfit of ail tiiese investigations, with the
resuit of Iiopeless variance as far as both, works cover the sanie ground,
and that too when the principles of nomenclature adopted by either
autlior are alnîiost identical withi each. otiier and with, tiiose wliicli Mr..
Scudder apparently follows. In the group of insects best knowvn and
inost studied, tile British ] iurnals, these two authors differ as to the
specific naines of one seventh of the entire nunîber. This is thie resuit
of rigidly following, the lawv of priority, wvhich sloul at once and forever
decide every possible case of synoiîynîy. Tliat does flot seem encourag-
ing, for both authors in nearlv ail cases niake the references to tlîe sanie
obsoicte and unrecognizable descriptions.

'l'le rule of absolute priority, adopted as pararnount law by a fewv
investigators, lias already brouglit about such a state of thiiigs as this, and
alone is capable of contiiiuing, it.

Let the first Iaw be stability of already accepted naines, then the iaw
of priority takes its proper subordinate place to decide between namies in
lise. Rather tlîan the terni I aw of convenience," used by the opponents.
of this rule, thougyh it is suggestive and to sonie extent appropriate, I
ivould propose tlîe nanie IlLawc of S/abi/ity " as inost applicable.


