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WHAT IS A NEW TAXON? 

A. A. Bullock * 

Summary 

A 'new taxon' is not, or only rarely, a newly evolved taxon whilst a new species is new only 
in a nomenclatural sense or, as it was phrased in earlier generations "new to science". The 
indication "nom. nov." must be regarded as a technical term indicating a new name replacing 
an old one which is illegitimate under the Code. 

A number of questions have arisen in relation to the nomenclatural definition of 
the term "new species", particularly in regard to the application of Art. 42 and to the 
treatment of named infraspecific taxa on promotion to the rank of species. The situa- 
tion is complicated by the fact that a nomenclaturally new species is not by any 
means always a new (i.e. hitherto undescribed) taxon. 

The writer (Bullock, 1962) has expressed the view that certain binomials published 
by Dennstedt (1818) were, by reason of references back to descriptions by Rheede 
(1678-1703), to be regarded as validly published and that some of them, being 
quoted by Dennstedt as representing monotypic new genera based upon new species, 
were acceptable under Art. 42, on account of the acceptance in Art. 41 of reference to 
a description as equivalent to a new description for the puposes of valid publication. 
It was pointed out that the case is explicitly covered by the phrase (Art. 42) "provision 
of a combined generic and specific description", compared with (Art. 41) "accom- 
panied by a description.. .". It was assumed (and it is still maintained) that the word 
"provision" covers both "accompanied by" and "reference (direct or indirect)". Cer- 
tainly, had Dennstedt merely copied Rheede's descriptions, they would have been 
acceptable as validating descriptions for specific names in "old genera" and equally 
acceptable as generico-specific descriptions of monotypic new genera based upon new 
species. In those instances where Dennstedt included two or more new (or old) species 
in the same new genus, neither the generic name nor the names of the new species were 
validly published, since there was no provision of a separate generic description (Art. 
34, 43). 

This and other similar cases of post-Linnaean authors publishing names by refe- 
rence to pre-Linnaean effectively published (Art. 29, 30) descriptions give perhaps the 
simplest examples of old taxa becoming nomenclaturally new species and new genera; 
the only question remaining, - and there is no clue to its answer in the Code, - is 
whether "new genus" and "new species" as used in Art. 42 are intended to mean 
nomenclaturally new or merely new in the sense that the taxa concerned had not been 
previously recognized or described. In the context of the Code it is essential that terms 
of a technical nature should have but one meaning, whatever may be the meaning or 
meanings attached to them in less restricted fields. 

A somewhat different situation arises when the same taxon is treated independently 
by different (post-Linnaean) authors. The case of the conserved generic name Pterolo- 
bium has been discussed at length and with great accuracy by Brummitt (1968). 
Pterolobium lacerans R.Br. (1818) appeared in a list of names of plants collected by 
Salt without any description but with a reference to "Kantuffa Bruce" (1790), which 
turns out to be a description of a species with the vernacular (Ethiopian) name 
"kantuffa". At first sight this seems to be exactly comparable to the Dennstedt case 
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mentioned above, of an old taxon becoming a new monotypic genus based upon a new 
species, the name being validated by reference to an effectively published description. 
Unfortunately Bruce's kantuffa is also the basis of Cantuffa exosa J. F. Gmelin (1790), 
a fact which may have escaped Brown's notice and was certainly not mentioned by 
him. Whether or not it was validly published, Pterolobium R.Br. and P. lacerans R.Br. 
are certainly illegitimate (Art. 63) since the genus included the type of Cantuffa J. F. 
Gmelin and the species included the type of C. exosa J. F. Gmelin, though Brown's 
generic name was certainly inspired by the fruiting material collected by Salt. 

If Brown's reference to Bruce can be interpreted as an indirect reference to Gmelin, 
- and it seems incredible that he was unacquainted with Gmelin's work, - then 
Pterolobium lacerans should be labelled "nomen superfluum". If, however, one relies 
quite literally on the facts of his publication then Pterolobium lacerans may be label- 
led "genus et species nova". In both events the name is validly published and in both 
it is illegitimate. Taxonomically the species was first decribed and named by Forsskil 
(1775) as Mimosa stellata but this is irrelevant from the point of view of this argu- 
ment. Brenan (1954a), the Committee for Spermatophyta (see Rickett, 1958) and 
Rickett and Stafleu (1959) regarded Pterolobium lacerans R.Br. as a nomen nudum, 
a view with which the present writer cannot agree. 

There is a distinct difference, often overlooked, between a taxon whose name may 
properly bear the label "species nova" and a new taxon. Ross (1958) very accurately 
drew sharp distinctions between the different circumstances in which a taxon may 
require a new name under the Code and at the same time defined "new taxon" as a 
taxon which has not previously received a validly published name in any rank. It will 
be clear from the foregoing argument that the writer is not in complete agreement, for 
although (for example) Cantuffa exosa Gmelin (1791) was the first validly published 
name for Bruce's plant and could then be properly labelled "gen. et sp. nova", 
it was scarcely a new taxon since it had been described a year earlier by Bruce. The 
fact that the still earlier name Mimosa stellata Forssk. is now known (see Brenan 
1954b, 1967) to apply to the same taxon is a further complication and a new taxon 
must be defined, not in terms of names which may have been applied to it, but as a 
taxon which is not known to have been the subject of an earlier effectively published 
description. Ross (1958) also declared that "a new name is the name of a new taxon 
unless its type is the type of a previously and validly published name which it is pu- 
blished to replace." This leaves out of account descriptions which are not accompanied 
by names which are validly published under the Code. 

Ross's use of the term "new name" is more extensive in meaning than the "nom. 
nov." of taxonomic practice, where it is limited to indicate a new name replacing an 
old one which is illegitimate under the Code, without change in rank of the taxon 
concerned. It is obvious, however, that "nom. nov." must be regarded as a technical 
term with a limited meaning that has little similarity to the more general meaning of 
"new name". It is suggested that in nomenclatural discussion the term "new name 
(nom. nov.)" should be so limited in meaning in order to avoid confusion with "new 
combination (comb. nov.)", or with names necessarily coined when the rank of a 
taxon is changed on taxonomic grounds, or when a new or old taxon is first provided 
with a validly published name. 

The term "new combination (comb. nov.)" has a similarly limited application to 
names formed as a result of the simple transfer of a taxon from one position to an- 
other without change of rank. 

The position when change in rank is involved, particularly in regard to the appel- 
lation to be attached to the name in the new rank, has never been the subject of either 
regulation or recommendation under the Code and taxonomists adopt different prac- 
tices. The status of such names in regard to priority, authorship and typification has 
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already (Bullock 1958, 1964) been the subject of proposals which were rejected at 
the Congresses of Montreal (1959) and Edinburgh (1964) and their status relative to 
the taxa to which they are applied will now be examined. A taxon, described as a 
population referable to a species, is placed in the rank of subspecies. A subsequent 
author, on re-examination of the same taxon, concludes that it is so dissociated from 
the species to which it was referred as to represent a distinct species. As such, it is 
correctly regarded as a new species (sp. nov.). The later author now may exercize 
certain options in regard to the name he will adopt for the new species. First, he may 
(and this is a common procedure), if there is no obstacle, adopt the epithet coined by 
the original describer of the taxon in the lower rank and make a specific name typified 
by the type of the earlier subspecific name. Second, he may adopt the same epithet and 
cite a different type. Third, he may coin a new epithet and cite as type the type of the 
earlier subspecific name. Fourth, he may coin a new epithet and cite a new type. In the 
first and third cases reference to the description of the taxon in the lower rank is 
doubtfully acceptable as sufficient to validate the specific name, but in cases two and 
four, when a new type is cited, a new description also will be required. In any event, 
however, the specific name will be correctly labelled "sp. nov." and not either "comb. 
nov.", "'nom. nov." or "stat. nov." It would appear that the last of these can be cor- 
rectly used only following names applied to taxa thought to be hybrids and now de- 
clared to be non-hybrids, or vice versa, since the word "status" is used only in this 
context in the Code (Art. 50). 

It will be clear that the word "new" in all the contexts mentioned above has a 
special meaning. A new taxon is not, or only rarely, a newly evolved taxon whilst a 
new species is new only in a nomenclatural sense or, as it was phrased in earlier 
generations "new to science". For simplicity the above discussion has been limited to 
species, but similar considerations are equally applicable at all levels in the taxonomic 
hierarchy. 

References 

BRENAN, J. P. M. 1954a - Taxon 3: 65. 
-- 1954b - Mem. New York Bot. Gard. 8: 425. 
-- 1967 - Fl. Trop. East Africa, Legum.-Caesalpin. 42 
BRowN, R. 1814 - Salt, Voy. Abyss. App. 64. 
BRUCE, J. 1790 - Travels, 5: 49. 
BRUMMITT, R. K. 1968 - Taxon 17: 598-600. 
BULLOCK, A. A. 1958 - Taxon 7: 223-224. 
-- 1962 - Kew Bull. 15: 291-292. 
-- 1964 - Taxon 13: 25. 
DENNSTEDT, A. W. 1818 - Schliissel zum Hortus indicus malabaricus. Weimar. 
GMELIN, J. F. 1791 - Linn. Syst. Nat. ed. 13 2(1): 677. 
RHEEDE TOT DRAAKESTEIN, H. A. van 1678-1703 - Hortus Indicus Malabaricus, 12 vols. 

Amsterdam. 
RICKETT, H. W. 1958 - Taxon 7: 190. 
-- & STAFLEU, F. A. 1959 - Taxon 8: 290. 
Ross, R. 1958 - Taxon 7: 65-68. 

506 TAXON VOLUME 17 

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.34 on Sat, 5 Apr 2014 09:28:29 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p.504
	p.505
	p.506

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 17, No. 5 (Oct., 1968), pp. 469-604
	Front Matter
	Richard Kräusel 1890-1966 [pp.469-478]
	A Computer System for Editing Diagnostic Keys for Flora North America [pp.479-483]
	Distribution des flavonoides chez les Bruniacées [pp.484-488]
	Distribution des flavonoides chez les Cunoniacées [pp.489-495]
	August Wilhelm Dennstedt's Schlüssel zum Hortus indicus malabaricus [pp.496-501]
	On Nomenclatural Dialectics, or Two Blatantly Different Names Are Not the Same Name [pp.502-503]
	What Is a New Taxon? [pp.504-506]
	The Problem of Typifying Certain Names in Linnaeus's Systema naturae ed. 10 [pp.507-513]
	Binomes méconnus de Gaterau (1789) [pp.514-517]
	An Examination of the Type Specimens of Some Species of Acrochaetium (Rhodophyceae) [pp.518-520]
	Typification of the Family Stilbellaceae [pp.521-527]
	Sur l'illégitimité du genre Phragmographium (Stilbellaceae) [p.528]
	Typification of the Generic Names Gymnocarpium and Phegopteris [pp.529-530]
	Some Nomenclatural Changes in Eriogonum (Polygonaceae) [pp.531-533]
	History and Typification of the Generic Name Cuphea (Lythraceae) [pp.534-536]
	Notes on Dipogon and Psophocarpus (Leguminosae) [pp.537-539]
	Typification of the Genus Medicago and Some of Its Linnaean Species [pp.540-541]
	Sedum sediforme est un nom correct [p.542]
	Cephalocereus versus Cephalophorus (Cactaceae) [pp.543-544]
	The Correct Varietal Names of Two Low-Growing European Forms of Juniperus communis L. [p.545]
	Typification of Sporadanthus (Restionaceae) [p.546]
	The Correct Name for Euphorbia Microphylla and a New Variety [p.547]
	Die Gattung Otozamites [pp.548-552]
	On the Typification of Doliostrobus, an Extinct Coniferous Genus [pp.553-556]
	On the Legitimate Name of the First of the Described Tertiary Species of the Genus Comptonia (Myricaceae) [pp.557-558]
	Taxonomic Literature
	Floras Galore II [pp.559-564]
	New Facsimile Editions [p.568]
	Notices of Books [pp.569-570]
	Announcements [p.571]
	New Microfiches [pp.571-572]

	Brief Reviews
	Ascobolus and Saccobolus [p.565]
	untitled [pp.565-567]
	untitled [p.567]

	IOPB Chromosome Number Reports. XIX [pp.573-577]
	Nomenclature
	Report of the Committee for Fungi and Lichens 1964-1969. Conservation of Generic Names [pp.578-581]
	Report of the Committee for Bryophytes. Conservation of Generic Names [p.582]
	General Committee on Botanical Nomenclature [p.582]
	Nomenclature Proposals to the Seattle Congress [pp.583-593]

	Nomina Conservanda Proposita
	(241) Proposal to Change the Listed Type of the Genus Neckera Hedw. (nom. cons.), Musci [pp.594-595]
	(242) Proposal for the Conservation of the Name Pilotrichum Brid., Musci. [pp.595-597]
	(243) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 902 Forrestia A. Rich. (1834) (Commelinaceae) against Forrestia Raf. (1806) (Rhamnaceae) [p.597]
	(244) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 2625 Haematocarpus Miers (Menispermaceae) [pp.597-598]
	(245) Publication, Conservation and Typification of the Name 3553. Pterolobium (Leguminosae-Caesalpinioideae) [pp.598-600]
	(246) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 5214 Doona Thwaites (Dipterocarpaceae) [p.600]
	(247) Proposal to Change the Conserved Type of 5588 Metrosideros Banks ex Gaertn. from M. scandens Sol. ex Gaertn. [syn. M. perforata (J. R. et G. Forst.) A. Rich.] to M. spectabilis Sol. ex Gaertn. [syn. M. collina (J. R. et G. Forst.) Gray] [pp.600-601]
	(248) Vorschlag zur Konserviering der Gattung 6997 Merremia Dennst. ex Hall. f. (1893) gegen Camonea Raf. (1838) [pp.601-604]

	Notes [p.604]
	Back Matter



