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genus shall be considered validly published even if no diagnosis was supplied, 
provided that it was effectively published before 1 January 1908." 

Acceptance of this proposal would require editorial change in Article 38. 
The changes here put forward should on adoption provide a workable basis for a 

"house cleaning" at the ordinal and family levels, corresponding to the work now 
in progress at the generic level. Once lists of names are on hand covering the whole 
of the plant kingdom a future Congress might find it advantageous to incorporate 
these in the Code, to insure continuous stability proof against bibliographic discovery. 

Summary 

Changes in legislation concerning the determination of names of families and orders 
are proposed. 
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66. Article 1: Any group of individuals 
joined together by their morphological, ana- 
tomical, or other similarity will, in this Code, 
be referred to as taxon (plural taxa). 

67. Article 2: [Replace the word "taxa" by 
"taxonomic groups"]. 

68. Article 3: [Replace the word "taxa" by 
"taxonomic groups"]. 

69. Article 4: If a greater number of ranks 
of taxonomic groups is required, the terms 
for these are made either by adding the 
prefix sub (sub) to the terms denoting the 
ranks or by the introduction of supplement- 
ary terms. A taxon may be assigned to taxo- 
nomic groups of the following subordinate 
rank: ...... 

Comments (Articles 1-4): As can be 
seen by the discussions on the interpretation 
of the term taxon [of. C. V. Morton 1957, 
Rhodora 59: 43-44; C. V. Morton 1957, Taxon 
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6(5): 155; H. J. Lam 1957, Taxon 6(8): 213- 
215; H. W. Rickett 1958, Taxon 7(2): 37-38], 
it is used in an ambiguous way in the Int. 
Code. It seems that under the term taxon 
within the Int. Code are simultaneously 
understood a general and more theoretical 
concept on the one hand, and a special use 
fixed to a single group on the other, as it 
appears from the original wording of Article 
1, where the term taxon is taken in a general 
meaning, and Article 5, where the same term 
is used for a defined group of individuals. 
It seems to be desirable to differenciate be- 
tween the terms taxonomic group in the 
general sense and taxon for the special use, 
fixed to any single group of individuals. 

70. Article 5: [Insert after the second para- 
graph:] This does not apply to cases in which 
an author referred to a taxonomic group by a 
term used for a different rank today. 
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general sense and taxon for the special use, 
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70. Article 5: [Insert after the second para- 
graph:] This does not apply to cases in which 
an author referred to a taxonomic group by a 
term used for a different rank today. 
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C o m m e n t s: As has been pointed out 
recently (cf. H. P. Fuchs 1958, Taxon 7(2): 
47; V. H. Heywood 1958, Taxon 7(4): 89-91), 
the term forme has been in use in France 
with the connotation of subspecies. 

71. Article 7: (The appended notes are to 
be altered:) 

Note 1: (remains unchanged). 
Note 2: (new). A descriptotype is that con- 

stituent element which can be proved to have 
served an author as a basis for the description 
of a taxon, or which has been designated as 
the nomenclatural type. 

Note 3: (new). An interpretotype is that 
constituent element not clearly proved to 
have served as a basis for a description, but 
designated by the author of a taxon by the 
name in question. 

Note 4: (formerly note 2). A holotype 
("type") is that single specimen or other 
element either used as a basis for the descrip- 
tion by the author and/or designated by him 
as the nomenclatural type (descriptotype) or 
a specimen interpreted by the author as be- 
longing to the taxon described by himself 
(interpretotype). If a holotype is extant, it 
has precedence over all other kinds of types. 

Note 5: (new). A merotype is a fragment 
of the original holotype, which has been 
divided into two or more pieces after having 
been used as a basis for the description. 

Note 6: (new). If more than one specimen 
of either the descriptotype or interpretotype 
exist, one specimen must be chosen as lecto- 
type. 

Note 7: (new). Once a specimen has been 
chosen as a lectotype, this choice must be 
taken as binding, unless it can be proved 
that this choise arises from a misinterpreta- 
tion. 

Note 8: (new). A synonymotype is that 
constituent element of a taxon quoted by the 
author as being identical with his newly 
described taxon. 

A synonymotype can be used as a substitute 
for a descriptotype or an interpretotype if 
such types are missing. The choice of a syno- 
nymotype, once made, is permanent and can- 
not be later changed, even if a descriptotype 
or an interpretotype should be found. 

Note 9: (formerly 4). 
Note 10: (formerly 5). 

Comments: In a short study on the 
interpretation of samples in the Herbarium 

of the Linnean Society of London, it has been 
sought to point out that in most cases the 
proof that a certain plant was used to com- 
pose a description is very difficult (cf. H. P. 
Fuchs 1955, in Taxon 4(3): 62-67). On the 
other hand it seems equally important if it 
can be proved that an author interpreted a 
certain plant as belonging to a certain taxon 
described by himself. Nevertheless the dif- 
ference between a herbarium sample used 
as a basis for a description and one only 
designated by the author as belonging to the 
taxon described by himself should be indica- 
ted by the terms descriptotype for the former, 
and interpretotype for the latter. 

During revisions of single genera and 
species it can be noticed that, especially with 
rare species often known only from a few 
specimens, the original type-specimen was 
divided by later students, so that now there 
are different parts of the original type at 
different places. In this case, we can hardly 
speak of a holotype any longer, since, both 
in the original herbarium and in other col- 
lections, there exist only parts of the holotype, 
for which the term merotype is proposed. 

This can be illustrated most strikingly by 
an example which Prof. G. Herter drew to 
the author's attention. 

In the Herbarium Boissier at Geneva there 
is a fragment of the type of the species today 
called Adesmia herteri Looser 1936, Rev. 
sudamer. Bot. 3: 145 (= Adesmia glutinosa 
Arechavaleta 1901, Anal. Mus. Montevideo 
3:351 non Hooker & Amott 1831, Bot. Beech. 
Voy. 19) for reasons of homonymy. The type 
(or rather the part still extant of the type) 
today conserved in the Museo de Historia 
nacional at Montevideo was probably col- 
lected by Ernst Gibert, according to the 
original label. On this Gibertian original 
Arechavaleta had based his description and 
it must therefore automatically become the 
type of the nomen novum Adesmia herteri 
Looser, which cannot be used for reasons of 
homonymy. Now, F. Felippone must have 
taken a piece of this Gibertian original and 
sent it for a revision to Beauverd with a label 
by his hand, on which appear only a number 
chosen at random (probably Felippone's num- 
ber of revision) and the two names "A. uru- 
guaya" and "- glutinosa". Gibert's original 
plant, conserved in the Museo de Historia 
nacional at Montevideo, and the fragment of 
this original, which is today in the Herba- 
rium Boissier at Geneva, together constitute 
the type of the Adesmia glutinosa Arecha- 
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valeta non Hooker & Arnott, and therefore 
also of Adesmia herteri Looser. But both are 
but fragments of the real type, so that it 
is not possible to speak of a holotype, but 
the new term merotype should be applied to 
both fragments. 

The original meaning of Article 8, which 
should he deleted (see below), is to adduce 
a holotype when it has been found, even if 
earlier, for the same taxon, a lectotype or 
neotype had been chosen. This procedure is 
very dangerous because, following it, a 
nomenclatural pele-mele is bound to happen. 
As Article 26 requires repeating the specific 
name unaltered in the infraspecific ranks 
when designating the nomenclatural type, 
those infraspecific names would have to be 
used for different infraspecific taxa. It is hard 
to believe that, especially in the lowest infra- 

specific ranks, a lectotype or a neotype be- 

longs to the same taxa as the holotype. 
The term neotype should be excluded from 

the Int. Code. It seems to be illogical and 
contrary to the application of the name of a 
taxon in the sense of the original author, to 
choose as a type a plant which never had 
any connection with the author himself. 
Further, a more or less clearly circumscribed 
taxon can be typified by other types than a 

neotype. If no kind of type except a neotype 
is extant, the whole conception of such a 
taxon is extremely doubtful. The misuse of 
the term neotype can convey an erroneous 

impression, as is evidenced in the monograph 
on the genus Pulsatilla Miller 1768, Gard. 
dict., ed. 8, by Aichele & Schwegler 1957, in 
Fedde's Repertorium spec. nov. regni veget. 
60(1-3): 1-230. 

In many old botanical publications, espe- 
cially in the works of Linnaeus, a large num- 
ber of new species never had a type in the 
common meaning of today. As has recently 
been pointed out by W. T. Steam 1957, in 
his preface to the facsimile reprint of Lin- 
naeus' first edition of the "Species Planta- 
rum", a lot of Linnaean species are, based 
only on earlier descriptions or illustrations, 
without Linnaeus ever having seen relevant 
herbarium samples. However, in many such 
cases, the types on which the pre-Linnaean 
descriptions or illustrations cited by Linnaeus 
as synonyms to his new species exist even 
today. J. E. Dandy apud W. T. Steam 1957, 
Spec. plant., Facs. 1st. ed., London 1: 129, 
adnot. 1 suggested for these types the term 
typotype, whilst in the present remarks the 
term synonymotype is proposed. 

72. Article 8: (Delete Article 8 and insert 
the recommendations 8A-8E as recommenda- 
tions 7A-7E in the end of Article 7). 

Comments: (see above para 3). 
73. Article 18: Note 1. (add at the end of 

note 1:) 
If one wishes to take into consideration 

the author who corrected the improper ter- 
mination, one can add the connecting author 
joining him with the original author by the 
word corr. (= corrigit). 

74. Article 19: Note: (change the wording 
in the following way:) 

When a name of a taxon belonging to one 
of the above categories has been published 
with an improper termination, such as -eae 
for a subfamily or -oideae for a tribe, the 
ending must be changed to accord with the 
rule, without change of the author's name, 
unless one wishes to follow the suggestion 
of Art. 18, Note 1. However, when the rank 
of the group is changed by a later author, 
his name is then cited as author for the name 
with the appropriate ending, citing the for- 
mer author between brackets in the usual 
way. 

75. Article 22: (delete last part of the first 
sentence beginning with, but .. and insert 
the following sentence:) ......, with citation 
of the author of the genus between brackets. 

C o m m e n t s: (see below under Article 
26). 

76. Article 26: (delete last part of the first 
sentence beginning with, but .. and insert 
the following sentence:) ...... with citation 
of the author of the next higher taxon be- 
tween brackets. 

C o m m e n t s: Already Fosberg 1953, 
Taxon 2(5): 108, Fosberg apud Lanjouw 1954, 
Rec. synopt.: 58, H. P. Fuchs 1954, Rev. 
sudamer. bot. 10(6): 184 proposed as amend- 
mend for the Int. Code 1952 to cite an author 
after the names of the infraspecific taxa 
indicating the nomenclatural type. After 
Fosberg's proposal had been rejected by 298 
to 10 and 22 respectively by the preliminary 
mail-vote, the ratio at the Eighth Int. Bot. 
Congress, June 30, 1954 in Paris, after a 
thorough discussion, was 29 against 22 votes. 
(cf. Troupin 1955, Taxon 4(6): 148 and H. P. 
Fuchs 1955, Taxon 4(6): 148). It may be 
desirable to recapitulate the very striking 
example which was adduced in the discussion 
on this subject at the Eighth Int. Bot. Con- 
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gress in Paris, 1954, by MM. Leonard and 
Troupin (Brussels): 

Exell 1944, Catal. vase. plants S. Tome: 278 
noticed during his researches on African 
species of the genus Pycnanthus Warburg 
1895, Ber. Deutsche Bot. Ges. 13: 94 that 
the type of Myristica angolensis (Welwitsch 
1859, Annal. Conselho Ultram. 1858: 554, 
nomen solum et Welwitsch 1862, Syn. expl. 
Mad. Drog. Med.: 51, descriptio sine nomine, 
ex) Ficalho 1884, Plantas uteis Afr. portug.: 
246, n. LX belongs taxonomically to the 
taxon described by Baillon as Myristica 
Koibo Baillon 1868, Adansonia 9: 79. Exell 
takes as the oldest name and basionym for 
a new combination within the genus Pycnan- 
thus Warburg the binominal Myristica ango- 
lensis Welwitsch, forming at the same time 
the new combination Pycnanthus angolensis 1) 
(Welwitsch, sub Myristica) Exell 1944, Catal. 
vase. plants S. Tome: 278. So the variety 
designating the type should be called Pyc- 
nanthus angolensis (Welwitsch, sub Myristica) 
Exell, var. angolensis (without author cita- 
tion). Up to this point, the facts are quite 
easy and without any trouble. The matter 

1) It seems to be not quite out of dis- 
cussion, if the use of the binominal Myristica 
angolensis (Welwitsch 1859, Annal. Conselho 
Uitram. 1858: 554, nomen solum et Wel- 
witsch 1862, Syn. expl. Mad. Drog. Med.: 
51, descriptio sine nomine ex) Ficalho 1884, 
Plantas uteis Afr. portug.: 246, n. LX as 
basionym for a new combination is in accord- 
ance with the Int. Code. As it has already 
been pointed out by Warburg 1897, in Nova 
Acta. Nat. Cur. 68: 252, in syn. ad Pycnanthuin 
Kombo, the first quotation of Myristica ango- 
lensis by Welwitsch 1859, in Annal. Conselho 
Ultram. 1858: 554 is only as a nomen nudum. 
Welwitsch 1862, Syn. expl. Mad. Drog. Med.: 
51 gives a description of a certain species of 
Myristica, but without indicating that this 
unnamed newly described species of Myristica 
from 1862 would be the same taxon published 
by Welwitsch in 1859 as a nomen nudum. 
As the effective and valid publication of 
the binominal Myristica angolensis Welwitsch 
was published only by Ficalho 1884, Plantas 
uteis Afr. portug.: 246, n. LX, the binominal 
Myristica Kombo Baillon 1868, Adansonia 9: 
79 acquires priority so that the species under 
discussion should be quoted as Pycnanthus 
Kombo (Baillon, sub Myristica) Warburg 
1897, Nova Acta Nat. Cur. 68: 258. 

gets complicated because Warburg, who put 
the binominal of Baillon in the genus Pyc- 
nanthus Warburg, forming the new conibina- 
tion Pycnanthus Kombo (Baillon, sub Myri- 
stica) Warburg 1897, Nova Acta Nat. Cur. 
68: 252, described a var. angolensis Warburg 
1857, Nova Acta Nat. Cur. 68: 257, which 
forms another delimitation than the typical 
variety of Pycnanthus angolensis (Welwitsch, 
nomen solum ex) Ficalho and is therefore 
typified by another herbarium plant. As has 
been pointed out in the foregoing, Pycnan- 
thus angolensis (Welwitsch, nomen solum ex 
Ficalho, sub Myristica) Exell and Pycnanthus 
Kombo (Baillon, sub Myristica) Warburg 
designate the same taxon, and therefore there 
exist two varieties of the same species which 
have one and the same name: var. angolensis 
(without author citation; = type in the 
varietal rank) and var. angolensis (Warburg, 
sub Pycnantho Kombo) Gilbert & Troupin 
1951, Fl. Congo Belge 2: 392. If the typical 
variety is designated according to the Int. 
Code 1956, Article 26, the specific name 
without citing an author, it should be indica- 
ted that the variety designating the type is 
not the same as the var. angolensis (Warburg, 
sub Pycnantho Kombo) Gilbert & Troupin: 
Pycnanthus angolensis (Welwitsch, sub Myri- 
stica) Exell, var. angolensis non (Warburg, 
sub Pycnantho Kombo) Gilbert & Troupin. 
In this case the author citation would be 
much simpler and clearer, if for the type in 
the infraspecific ranks the author of the 
higher taxon should be cited between brac- 
kets: var. angolensis ((Welwitsch, nomen 
solum, ex) Ficalho, pro specie). 

77. Article 46: (delete last part of last 
sentence). 

C o m m e n t s: (see above under Article 
26). 

78. Recommendation 46A: When a name 
has been proposed but not validly published 
by one author and is subsequently validly 
published and ascribed to him by another 
author, the name of the former author and 
the connecting word ex are added between 
square brackets, followed by the name of 
the publishing author ...... If it is desirable 
or necessary to abbreviate such a citation, 
the words between square brackets are left 
out 

C o m m e n t s: This is a bibliographic aid. 
It would emphasize the publishing author. 
It would help persons who wish to cite only 
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one author's name (in floras or manuals) to 
use the correct author's citation. 

For example, many names proposed in 
manuscript by Andrzejovskj were validly 
published only by Besser, Marschall von 
Bieberstein and others. Frequently Andrzejov- 
skj is cited as the only author of the taxon, 
in abbreviated citations. A citation of the 
author who proposed only a name, without 
validly publishing it, between brackets 
would save anyone from such a mistake. 

79. Recommendation 46B: When a name 
with a description (or reference to a descrip- 
tion) supplied by one author is published in 
a work by another author, then the word 
apud should be used to connect the name of 
the two authors unless the name of the pub- 
lishing author forms an integral part of the 
title of the publication; in this case the two 
authors should be united by the word in. 

Comments: This is a return to the 
respective provision in the Int. Rules of 1935. 
(cf. Int. Rules 1935, Art. 48, para 3). The 
use of the words dpud and in instead of just 
in seems to be linguistically more accurate. 

80. Recommendation 46C (new): It is 
desirable to indicate after the name of the 
author of a taxon the year in which the taxon 
was validly published. If one wishes to extend 
the citation of the author, one may add, 
after the year of publication, the respective 
title and separated by colon, the number of 
the page on which the taxon is described. 

C o m m e n t s: The text of Article 46 pro- 
vides for the citation of the author's name 
"in order that the date may be readily veri- 
fied", however the addition of the date itself 
takes but little more space and is the shortest 
way of making the publication date readily 
available. 

81. Recommendation 47A: (insert after 
emendacit the following words:) ....... am- 
plificacit (amplif.), restrinxit (restr.),.... 

Comments: In many cases it may be 
desirable to indicate in which way an 
emendation has been made. In order to pro- 
vide the differenciation between such cases 
where the original limits of a taxon were 
extended and others where the original limits 
of a taxon has been restricted, the use of 
the two terms proposed above may be desir- 
able. 

82. Recommendation 49A (new): It is desir- 
able to indicate within a citation between 

parentheses the former status of the taxon. 
E x a m p 1 e s: Isoetes tenella (Leman 1822, 

Dict. sc. nat. 24: 24, pro var. I. lacustris) 
Desvaux 1827, Mem. Scc. Linn., Paris 6: 
(127). 

Pulsatilla pratensis (L. 1753, Spec. plant., 
ed. 1, 1: 539, sub Anemome) Miller 1768, 
Card. diet., ed. 8: n. 2. 

Cuspidaria [Andrzejovskj mss. ex] A. P. 
Decandolle 1821, Regni veget. syst. nat. 2: 
493, pro sect. Erysimi) Besser 1822, Enum. 
plant. Volhyn.: 104 non A. P. Decandolle 
1838, in Bibl. Univ. Geneve 17: 125, nom. 
cons. 

83. Recommendation 50A: In order to avoid 
confusion, author's names put after names of 
plants should not be abbreviated. Exception 
is made only for Linnaeus who is abbreviated 
as L. 

If there exist more than one author with 
the same surname, the initials of their Chris- 
tian names should be added. 

Examples: J. Fr. Gmelin (= Johann 
Friedrich Gmelin); J. G. Gmelin (- Johann 
Georg Gmelin); C. Chr. Gmelin (= Carl 
Christian Gmelin); S. G. Gmelin (= Samuel 
Gottlieb Gmelin). 

Comments: (cf. e.g. V. J. Grumann 
1958, Taxon 7(2): 55, n. 7). 

84. Recommendation 50C: (add at the end 
of the recommendation:) ...... or nomen 
solum (nom. sol.). 

Note: It seems to be questionable whether 
an abbreviation as nom. nud. is of great 
value. The period after the abbreviation uses 
just the same space as does the letter e or u. 
May be it would be more logical to abbreviate 
nomen nudum as n.n. and nomen solurn as 
n.s. which would be a real abbreviation. The 
same could be said for the abbreviation nom. 
cons. and many other examples in the Int. 
Code. 

85. Recommendation SOD: (change the 
word or in and, and read the last sentence 
as follows:) ...... This method is especially 
applicable when reference is made to authors 
earlier than those listed in Article 13. 

C o m m e n t s: (see Recommendation 46A). 
86. Recommendation 50H: (insert after last 

sentence:) ...... should be added between 
quotation marks. 

87. Article 71: Infraspecific epithets such 
as typicus, originalis, originarius, genuinus, 
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verus, and veridicus are illegitimate except 
where they repeat the specific epithet be- 
cause Art. 26 requires their use. 

C o m m e n t s: A lot of the infrageneric 
names listed in Art. 71 were used long be- 
fore than the type-method came into general 
use. They were intended not to indicate the 
nomenclatural type but mostly to designate 
the biological or phytogeographical type of a 
certain region. Therefore especially the names 
typica and genuina are confusing, being in 

verus, and veridicus are illegitimate except 
where they repeat the specific epithet be- 
cause Art. 26 requires their use. 

C o m m e n t s: A lot of the infrageneric 
names listed in Art. 71 were used long be- 
fore than the type-method came into general 
use. They were intended not to indicate the 
nomenclatural type but mostly to designate 
the biological or phytogeographical type of a 
certain region. Therefore especially the names 
typica and genuina are confusing, being in 

use for different taxa in different regions. 
88. Article 73: (add to notes 2 and 3 the 

following sentence:) 
Note 2: ...... a matter of typography. 

One may if one wishes so, add the original 
spelling after the author's quotation between 
quotation marks. 

Note 3: ...... as an orthographic error. 
One may if one wishes so, add the original 
spelling after the author's quotation between 
quotation marks. 

use for different taxa in different regions. 
88. Article 73: (add to notes 2 and 3 the 

following sentence:) 
Note 2: ...... a matter of typography. 

One may if one wishes so, add the original 
spelling after the author's quotation between 
quotation marks. 

Note 3: ...... as an orthographic error. 
One may if one wishes so, add the original 
spelling after the author's quotation between 
quotation marks. 

X. ARTICLES 49 AND 50 versus ARTICLES 46 AND 60 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

X. ARTICLES 49 AND 50 versus ARTICLES 46 AND 60 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

The International Code gives detailed in- 
structions concerning the citation of authors' 
names and in Articles 49 and 50 particular 
reference is made to the procedure to be 
adopted when the rank or position of a taxon 
is changed on taxonomic grounds. 

The reason for such citation is given in 
Article 46, - "For the indication of the 
name of a taxon to be accurate and complete, 
and in order that the date may be readily 
verified, ....". A further recommendation 
(46A) suggests that an author who originated 
but did not validly publish a name may be 
included in the citation in the form Hacetia 
flexilis Spruce ex Planchon et Triana. Care 
is taken to point out that the omission of 
"Spruce ex" is not to be regarded as an 
error, and no reason for its inclusion is given. 
The only possible reason seems to be that 
it may be used to indicate the type of the 
name. This it may do, but it is frequently 
found that the publishing author did not in 
fact see the material studied by the originator 
of the name and the type must be sought 
elsewhere ). From this point of view each 
citation must be dealt with on its own 
merits; certainly Recommendation 46A might 
well be changed to give more precision to 
such "ex" citations, or suggest that they be 
abandoned altogether. An important value of 
author citations, not mentioned in the code, 
is the avoidance of confusion between homo- 
nyms. 

Article 60 is unequivocal; "in no case does 
a name or an epithet have priority outside 
its own rank." It is implicit that when a 
variety or other infraspecific taxon is raised 
to specific rank and the author makes use 

1) See, for example, Pentatropis Wight et 
Am.; Bullock in Kew Bull. 1955: 283. 1955. 
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author citations, not mentioned in the code, 
is the avoidance of confusion between homo- 
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Article 60 is unequivocal; "in no case does 
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its own rank." It is implicit that when a 
variety or other infraspecific taxon is raised 
to specific rank and the author makes use 

1) See, for example, Pentatropis Wight et 
Am.; Bullock in Kew Bull. 1955: 283. 1955. 

of the same epithet, then the epithet in its 
new position must be treated as a new one. 
Thus Funlaria bulbosa var. solida Linnaeus 
(1753), was regarded as a distinct species by 
Miller in 1771, and he published the combi- 
nation Fumaria solida for it. Under Article 
49 the correct citation for this name is Fu- 
maria solida (Linnaeus) Miller which by 
Article 46 indicates that the specific epithet 
"solida" dates from Linnaeus (1753). It is 
thus clear that Articles 60 and 49 are in con- 
flict, and that the precision aimed at in 
Article 46 is lacking. 

The conflict is carried a stage further when 
Fumaria solida is transferred to Corydalis, 
for then under Article 49 the citation must 
be Corydalis solida (Linnaeus) Swartz, where- 
as under Articles 60 and 46 it should be 
Corydalis solida (Miller) Swartz. The latter 
form clearly indicates that the specific epithet 
dates from Miller, the former, liable to be 
confused with the transfer of a species from 
one genus to another, indicates only the 
possibility that the type of the name may be 
determined from a work by Linnaeus. The 
parenthetic "Linnaeus" in such citations is 
almost exactly equivalent to the "Spruce ex" 
of Recommendation 46A. 

The same arguments apply in the reverse 
direction and in the circumstances envisaged 
in Article 50 concerning the operations hybrid 
to species and species to hybrid. There can 
be no doubt that Article 60 must be rigor- 
ously applied in these cases, and at all levels 
in the hierarchy of taxa. 

That "Spruce ex" of one example and 
"(Linnaeus)" in the other do give information 
cannot be denied and their inclusion in the 
citation is of value. It is suggested, therefore, 
that Rec. 46A, [Proposal 89] and Art. 49 
[Proposal 90] and 50 [Proposal 91] be amend- 
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Thus Funlaria bulbosa var. solida Linnaeus 
(1753), was regarded as a distinct species by 
Miller in 1771, and he published the combi- 
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