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XIII. CLARIFICATIONS OF TIlE COI)E 
WITHI RESPECT TO FOSSIL PLANT NAMES 

John W. Funkhouser (Tulsa, Okla.) 

Type Designation ai(l the Publication of 
Fossil Planlt Nalmes. 

Tlhe Code needs to be clarified on the 
requirement of types and the valid publica- 
tion of fossil plant names. This need is 
demonstrated by tile diametrically opposed 
interpretations now placed on the subject by 
leading botanists and paleobotanists, some of 
whom are on nomenclature committees. The 
question involved hlere has nothing to do 
with good taxonomic practice, but rather 
"legality", and is one that confronts the 
monographer in determining whether to ac- 
cept or reject certain names. 

Through correspondence, telephone calls, 
and personal interviews, I find there are 
two schools of thought on whether the 
designation of a nomenclatural type is neces- 
sary for a fossil plant name to be valid. One 
view is that it has been and is now neces- 
sary to designate a nomenclatural type. The 
other holds that it is not. The former base 
their arguments on the "spirit of the Code", 
as stated in Principle II: 

"The application of names of taxonomic 
groups is determined by means of nomen- 
clatural types." 

and in the first paragraph of Article 7: 
"The application of names of taxa of the 

rank of order or below is determined by 
means of nomenclatural types. A nomen- 
clatural type (typus) is that constituent ele- 
ment of a taxon to which the name of the 
taxon is permanently attached, whether as an 
accepted name or as a synonym." 

The argument that the designation of a 
type is not necessary for the valid publication 
of a fossil plant name can be based upon 
the following considerations: Under Article 6 
is the definition: 

"Valid publication is publication in accord- 
ance with Arts. 32-45." In Articles 32-45 no 
mention is made of typification except in 
Article 35, which deals with recent plants 
(discussed below). 

Next, Article 7, Note 3 states: 
"If no holotype has been indicated by the 

author who described a taxon, or when the 
holotype is lost or destroyed, a substitute for 
it may be chosen, unless its name must 

already be rejected under this Code. The 
autlior who makes this choice must be foll- 
owed unless his choice is superseded under 
the provisions of Art. 8." Thus, there is the 
provision for selecting a type "If no holotype 
has been indicated by the author who 
described a taxon ..." By implication, the 
name may be valid before a type is design- 
ated. This same implication is found in 
Appendix IV, "Determination of types", 
part 3: 

"A lectotype may be chosen only when an 
author failed to designate a holotype, or 
when, for species or taxa of lower rank, the 
type has been lost or destroyed (Art. 7, 
note 3)." 

Further evidence is afforded by Recom- 
mendation PB. 6E from the appendix on 
fossil plants that the designation of a type is 
not required: 

"In descriptions of new species it is desir- 
able to mention which specimen is regarded 
as the type and to indicate in which museum 
or collection the type is to be found." 

If types are required anyway, why is it 
necessary to recommend that they be in- 
dicated? 

Article 35 shows that the neo-botanists 
didn't think that the designation of types was 
necessary under the previous status quo. 
Else they wouldn't have seen the need for 
adding this article. It reads: 

"Publication on or after 1 Jan. 1958 of the 
name of a new taxon of recent plants of the 
rank of order or below is valid only when 
the nomenclatural type is indicated (see Arts. 
7-10)." 

My inclination is to agree with the philoso- 
phy that the present Code does not require 
the designation of a nomenclatural type for 
the valid publication of a fossil plant name. 
If this is true, it is a lamentable situation 
that should be corrected as soon as possible. 
I therefore propose that Article 35 be 
amended to read: 

117. Article 35: "Publication on or after 
1 Jan. 1958 of the name of a new taxon of 
recent or fossil plants of the rank of order 
or below is valid only when the nomen- 
clatural type is indicated (see Arts. 7-10)." To 
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carry this date back to 1 Jan. 1958 would 
be perfectly legitimate in the light of Prin- 
ciple VI: "The Rules of nomenclature are 
retroactive except when expressly limited." 

Even if the majority of paleobotanists dis- 
agree with this interpretation or the proposed 
amendment, I cannot see how they can escape 
the fact that clarification of the present 
situation is imperative. Regardless of whether 
types are or are not necessary, the require- 
nment should be so clearly stated that there 
is no cause for argument. 

Clarification of Article PB. 2. 
The present wording of Article PB. 2 is: 
"The general rules applicable to the naming 

of recent plants apply also to the names of 
fossil plants and to those of organ-genera and 
form-genera." 

This wording has caused a considerable 
amount of confusion by being vague and 
open to several interpretations. The chief 
uncertainties hinge on the precise meaning 
of "general rules". Does this mean all the 
rules, those that do not say "recent plants", 
or those that a given paleobotanist wants to 
apply to a given situation? 

If it means all the rules, paleobotanists 
should have been taking cognizance of Article 
34 ("... a name of a new taxon of recent 
plants ... must be accompanied by a Latin 
diagnosis ...")I 

Most well-informed botanists and paleo- 
botanists of whom I have asked opinions on 
this article hold that it means all articles of 
the Code apply to the naming of fossil plants 
unless specific exceptions are stated. Such 
exceptions would be indicated by the words 
"recent plants" (e.g., in Article 34 above). 
Also, any article specifying "fossil plants" 
would take precedence over a conflicting 
article in which this specification was not 
made. If this is what Article PB. 2 means, 
it seems desirable that this is what it should 
say. I, therefore, propose the following new 
wording for it: 

118. Article PB. 2: "All articles of this 
Code apply to the nomenclature of fossil 
plants, including organ-genera and form- 
genera, unless specific exceptions are stated. 

Application of Article 32 to Fossil Plants. 
It is proposed that Article 32 be amended 

so that it will apply to fossil as well as to 
recent plants. This article presently reads: 

"In order to be validly published, a name 
of a taxon of recent plants must be both (1) 
effectively published (see Art. 29) and (2) 

accompanied by a description of the taxon 
or by a reference (direct or indirect) to a 
previously and effectively published descrip- 
tion of it. 

"A combination is not validly published 
unless the author definitely indicates that the 
epithet or epithets concerned are to be used 
in that particular combination. 

"A new transfer or combination published 
on or after 1 Jan. 1953 is not validly pub- 
lished unless the basionym (name-bringing or 
epithet-bringing synonym) is clearly indicated 
with a full reference to its author and original 
publication. 

"Note 1. In certain circumstances, an 
illustration with analysis is accepted as 
equivalent to a description (see Arts. 41 
and 43)." 

"Note 2. Bibliographic errors of citation 
do not invalidate the publication of a new 
combination." 

"Note 3. For names of plant taxa origin- 
ally published as names of animals see 
Art. 45." 

119. Article 32: The amendment could he 
effected by changing "recent plants" to 
"recent or fossil plants" in the first sentence. 

That effective publication is necessary for 
valid publication is stated no where else in 
the articles of the Code except in 32, which 
does not now apply to fossil plants. The 
necessity for effective publication of fossil 
plant names is only intimated by Principle 
III ("The naming of taxonomic groups is 
based on the priority of publication."). 

The first paragraph of Article 32 clearly 
states that a description is necessary for the 
valid publication of a name of any taxon of 
recent plants, regardless of rank. Valid pub- 
lication of fossil plant names should have the 
same requirement. This is assumed in an 
indirect way by Article 36 "... a name of a 
new taxon of fossil plants ... must be ac- 
companied by an illustration or figure show- 
ing the essential characters, in addition to 
the description [italics mine], or by a 
reference to a previously and effectively 
published illustration or figure." However, it 
is spelled out only for the names of genera 
and higher taxa (Article PB. 3: "From 1 Jan. 
1953 the name of a genus or of a taxon of 
higher rank of fossil plants is not validly 
published unless it is accompanied by a 
description of the taxon or by a reference 
to a previously and effectively published 
description of it (see Art. 39)."). 
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