
Report of the Special Committee 3 on Lectotypification
Author(s): P. Isoviita
Reviewed work(s):
Source: Taxon, Vol. 41, No. 4 (Nov., 1992), pp. 725-727
Published by: International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT)
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1222398 .
Accessed: 06/07/2012 05:04

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT) is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and
extend access to Taxon.

http://www.jstor.org 

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=iapt
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1222398?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


NOVEMBER 1992 

NOMENCLATURE 

Edited by Dan H. Nicolson' 

Report of the Special Committee 3 on Lectotypification 

P. Isoviita, Convener2 

Summary 

Isoviita, P.: Report of the Special Committee 3 on Lectotypification. - Taxon 41: 725-727. 
1992. - ISSN 0040-0262. 

A general discussion is given of the background and work of the three Subcommittees com- 
prising this Committee: 3A Lectotypification, 3B Retroactivity of Lectotypification and 
Illegitimacy, and 3C Lectotypification of Linnaean Generic Names. 

It is not possible to include here detailed discussions or historical background. The 
reader is referred to the discussions and references included in the report of the 
previous Committee on Lectotypification (McNeill, 1986; cf. also McNeill & al., 
1987). With the exception of the adoption by the Berlin Congress of the "Rauschert 
amendment" to Art. 63.1 and the progress in the Names in Current Use Project (NCU; 
e.g. Greuter, 1991) little has changed since the publication of the McNeill report. 

The Berlin Congress referred difficult problems to Subcommittees 3A and 3B, the 
latter in particular. The matters involved have been differently viewed in different 
major taxonomic groups as well as by different authors and therefore different prac- 
tices do exist. It can scarcely be a surprise that in only one case a subcommittee was 
unanimous that a rule should be added or amended, to provide that the act of lec- 
totypification be retroactive in its effect (Prop. 60). Nevertheless, a consensus ade- 
quate for a formal proposal was frequently reached. One may still feel that the effort 
was in vain and the most important matters will remain unresolved unless or until the 
provisions on conservation and rejection of names are essentially extended. 

It is easy to agree that nomenclatural rules must be independent of subjective tax- 
onomic opinion; but it is also clear that nomenclatural work at its best is a subsidiary, 
yet necessary, branch of taxonomy and systematics. Our nomenclatural practices have 
a long history of their own and, as seen from the taxonomic and practical points of 
view, some things apparently have gone wrong during the process. The following three 
strategies are particularly relevant: 

1. Illegitimacy resulting from superfluity. This concept, a remnant of the circumscrip- 
tion method, became illogical and superfluous when the type method was 
accepted. 

Department of Botany, NHB-166, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A. 
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2. Inflexibility in lectotypification. All that taxonomic botany needs is that a name 
has a type that, to a reasonable degree, is associated with the publication of the 
name and, whenever possible, stabilizes usage. 

3. Excessive respect for the Principle (III) of priority, resulting in persistent resistance 
to wide conservation and rejection of names, and common avoidance of exceptions 
to the rules for major taxonomic groups. 

Nevertheless, as the first two strategies have been persistently, even if not con- 
sistently, followed, we apparently have to live with them. A quote from Fosberg (1960: 
243), one of the members of Subcommittee 3B, is apropos: "The fact that three con- 
gresses have met since Furtado first suggested deletion of this rule [on superfluous 
names], and two congresses since I suggested that the matter should receive careful 
consideration, without any serious attempt to estimate the consequences of such a 
change suggests that in most people's opinion the change is undesirable. I am inclined 
now to agree'' More than 30 years have elapsed since Fosberg published this, several 
committees have been put to work, and five more 
Congresses have met. 

Thus, the subcommittees should not be blamed for their failure to present pro- 
posals to change radically the logic underlying points 1 and 2, or to suggest new 
"band-aid" solutions that might have similar effects. Instead, it was widely felt that a 
change to strategy 3 would provide the best solution: permitting wide conservation 
(Jeffrey, 1992, Prop. 56 and 57) and rejection (Reveal, 1991, Prop. 16) of names and, 
possibly, allowing for new special group exceptions to be made (Algae?, non- 
lichenized Fungi?). One might believe that protection of names and types as by the 
NCU Project could represent a better alternative. This is scarcely true. Such lists can 
provide a solution only supplementary to and partially overlapping with conserva- 
tion. The latter mechanism will remain necessary (at least to correct mistakes likely to 
appear in protected lists despite all the effort put into compiling them). 

Interestingly, Subcommittee 3A proposes to delete the Delphinium example of Art. 
8, but is unable to propose a replacement. Is the recently introduced Art. 8.1(c) to 
become a "remnant from older Codes" that remains in the Code without anyone being 
able to trace an acceptable example? Heath (1990, Prop. 4) proposes deletion of Art. 
8.1(c). Rec. 7B.3, second clause, may suffice as a general guideline, whereas other solu- 
tions are needed to overcome the existing problems: conservation of types, including 
those of numerous Linnaean generic names (as proposed by Subcommittee 3C); 
possibly general NCU lists (as proposed elsewhere). 

The report of Subcommittee 3A on Lectotypification was written by the Secretary 
(P. F. Cannon) and the Convener and appears in this issue of Taxon. The Secretary of 
Subcommittee 3B on Retroactivity of Lectotypification and Illegitimacy generated its 
report (Jeffrey, 1992). The report of Subcommittee 3C on Lectotypification of Lin- 
naean Generic Names and its proposals are the meritorious outcome of the capability 
and activity of the Secretary (Jarvis, 1992). 

The Convener's correspondence, addressed either to all Subcommittee Secretaries 
or to the membership of one or two Subcommittees, comprised 68 pages (not count- 
ing extensive other correspondence). The Proceedings circulated to the entire 
membership amount to 20 pages. The mailing list for distribution of these documents 
also included the ex officio members, W. Greuter and D. H. Nicolson, and the Con- 
vener of the former Committee on Lectotypification and member of Subcommittee 
3C, J. McNeill. 
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Sincere thanks are due to all members, as well as correspondents, and, very par- 
ticularly, to the three Subcommittee Secretaries. In many respects our result is scarcely 
what we several years ago expected it would or should be. There are very few profes- 
sional nomenclaturalists in the world and most contributions necessarily come from 
taxonomists. The four officers of the Committee belong to the latter category. As one 
of us recently stated: "I must admit that I have found the experience of serving on a 
nomenclatural committee rather depressing. This is largely because I simply haven't 
been able to find the time to do a proper job on it.' 
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