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TAXON 46 - MAY 1997 

Report of the Committee for Spermatophyta: 45 

R. K. Brummitt, Secretary1 

The previous report of the Committee appeared in Taxon 45: 671-681 (1996). 
Membership of the Committee voting on proposals in the present report was: W. R. 
Anderson (Ann Arbor), R. K. Brummitt (Kew, Secretary), G. Buchheim (Richmond 
Heights, Chairman), T. V. Egorova (St Petersburg), I. Friis (Copenhagen), C. E. 
Jarvis (London), H.-W. Lack (Berlin), J. McNeill (Toronto), H. Ohashi (Sendai), 
A. E. Orchard (Canberra), M. Thulin (Uppsala) and R. L. Wilbur (Durham, N.C.). 
A minimum of 8 votes is required for recommendation by this Committee that a 
proposal for conservation or rejection be accepted. 

Bionomenclature. - The Committee for Spermatophyta was asked by the General 
Committee to express its opinions on the proposal to introduce a new Code of 
Bionomenclature which would operate from the year 2000 - see Hawksworth (in 
Taxon 44: 447-456. 1995), Orchard & al. (in Taxon 45: 287-290. 1996), Greuter (in 
Taxon 45: 291-294. 1996), Younes (in Taxon 45: 295-300. 1996), Greuter & Nicol- 
son (in Taxon 45: 343-348. 1996) and Greuter & al. (in Taxon 45: 349-372. 1996). 
Nine members of the Committee submitted comments, all of which were against the 

proposal. A selection of one sentence from each follows, illustrating the overall tone 
of the reactions. "I see no strong arguments for any attempt to integrate the Botanical 
Code with Zoological and other Codes when they have a long history of being 
completely independent". "I find it impossible to support a very far-reaching propo- 
sal like this without having a detailed and critical assessment of its effects as regards 
nomenclatural stability". "I'm sure many will be uneasy at the prospect of being 
'requested' by [IUBS and IUMS] to abandon our own Code for the BioCode". "It is 
clearly an administrative device to establish a new layer of responsibility (or should I 
say 'bureaucracy'?)". "I am afraid that this project of Bionomenclature will 'throw 
science into confusion' ". "It seems that the authors proposed the draft of BioCode 
with the purpose to introduce into it the NCU concept (Art. 21 of BioCode is nearly 
identical with the famous Art. 15.1 bis!)". "I am appalled that we now face the 
prospect of a Bionomenclatural Code ...". "I am totally opposed to this effort, both as 
to the way it has been done and to the results that are now being shoved at us". "This 
nonsense must be stopped before it develops any further momentum". 

(1146) Conserve Silene apetala Willd. with a conserved type (Caryophyllaceae) 
(proposed by Greuter in Taxon 44: 101-102. 1995). Votes: 12 : 0 (recommended). 
The species long known as Silene apetala is widely distributed from the Canary 

Islands to Central Asia. Neither of the specimens in the Willdenow Herbari,m is 
referable to this species, the one chosen as lectotype of the name in 1989 being 
referable to S. nocturna L. In Flora iberica in 1990 S. apetala was accordingly given 
as a synonym of S. nocturna, the plant long known as S. apetala being called 

Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AE, U.K. 
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S. decipiens Barcelo. In two more local Spanish Floras in 1990, and in Flora euro- 
paea ed. 2 in 1993, S. apetala is retained in its traditional sense. Faced with its usual 
impossible task of pleasing everybody, the Committee has voted to recommend 
acceptance of the proposal and to maintain usage of S. apetala in its traditional sense. 
A supplementary question raised in the proposal regarding the legitimacy of S. deci- 
piens Barcelo was also considered. A majority of 9: 3 have regarded the combina- 
tion S. decipiens based on S. nocturna subsp. decipiens Ball 1873 as not validly 
published, and S. decipiens Barcelo therefore legitimate, but this is unlikely to be 
significant in the light of the recommendation to conserve S. apetala with a new type. 

(1147) Conserve Silene gallica L. against S. anglica L., S. cerastoides L., S. lusi- 
tanica L. and S. quinquevulnera L. (Caryophyllaceae) (proposed by Greuter in 
Taxon 44: 102-104. 1995). Votes: 12: 0 to conserve S. gallica against S. lusi- 
tanica and S. quinquevulnera, 8: 4 to conserve it against S. anglica (all recom- 
mended); but 0: 12 against conserving it over S. cerastoides (not recommended). 
Five species of Silene described by Linnaeus in 1753 now may be treated as 

conspecific and are currently known by one of the five names, S. gallica. However, 
in 1821, Link had placed S. gallica in synonymy of another of the five, S. lusitanica, 
which should therefore take precedence, and in 1826 Bentham included S. gallica 
under another of them, S. quinquevulnera. The preference for using S. gallica seems 
to date from Mertens & Koch in 1831, but in order for this to be maintained it is 
necessary to conserve it over the two names earlier preferred. A fourth name, 
S. anglica, has also occasionally been used since, and the proposal noted that to avoid 
any further doubts over this in the future it might be desirable to conserve S. gallica 
over this as well. The Committee now recommends conservation over these three 
names. The case for conservation over S. cerastoides is less clear, since this name 
has been used for a long time for a quite different species. It was not until 1989 that a 
lectotype was chosen for S. cerastoides which would place it in synonymy of S. gal- 
lica, the species hitherto known as S. cerastoides being then called S. sclerocarpa 
Dufour, but in 1993 Flora europaea ed. 2 retained S. cerastoides in its traditional 
sense for this species. In view of the possible doubts remaining over most appropriate 
application of the name S. cerastoides, the Committee does not recommend its rejec- 
tion against S. gallica. 

(1156) Conserve Juniperus xmedia Melle against J. xmedia V. D. Dmitriev (Cu- 
pressaceae) (proposed by Lewis in Taxon 44: 229-231. 1995). Votes: 0 : 12 (not 
recommended). 
This case has been the subject of much correspondence, but the Committee's 

recommendation is unanimous. In the 1890's live material of a very distinctive 
Juniperus was collected in northern China and brought into cultivation in the Spath 
nursery in Berlin where it is still growing. It was described and named as J. chinensis 
pfitzeriana in Spath's catalogue of 1894, the epithet being recombined as var. pfitze- 
riana in 1903 and forma pfitzeriana in 1940. The epithet pfitzeriana and the vernacu- 
lar name Pfitzer Juniper became well established for the plant, and several derivative 
cultivars became known as 'Pfitzeriana Aurea', 'Pfitzeriana Compacta' etc. In 1946 
Melle decided that the original plant was a hybrid between J sabina and 
J. sphaerica, and that a range of other plants in cultivation were also referable to this 
cross. He published a new hybrid specific name, J. xmedia Melle, to cover all these 
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plants, with the Pfitzer Juniper called J. xmedia var. pfitzeriana and the various other 
cultivated plants which he thought were derived from the same interspecific cross as 
other varieties and forms. However, a more recent taxonomic assessment of this is 
that only the Pfitzer Juniper, with its derivative cultivars, is this interspecific hybrid, 
while all the other plants included under J xmedia by Melle are mere cultivars of 
J. chinensis. In the nursery trade in Germany and Great Britain the Pfitzer Juniper is 
now most commonly known as J xmedia 'Pfitzeriana'. However, in 1983, the Ger- 
man dendrologist P. A. Schmidt observed that there is an earlier J xmedia published 
by V. D. Dmitriev in 1938 for a hybrid from Central Asia thought to be a hybrid 
between J turkestanicum and J semiglobosum, and he published a new interspecific 
hybrid name J. xpfitzeriana (Spith) P. A. Schmidt, with the cultivar name 'Pfitzer' 
for Melle's plant, thus perpetuating the long-established and well-known epithet for 
it. The present proposal to conserve J xmedia Melle against J xmedia V. D. Dmi- 
triev arises from preparation of an International conifer register by the Royal Horti- 
cultural Society in Great Britain. Strong representations in favour of the proposal 
were made to this Committee from the horticultural side, but the RHS Conifer 
Registration Advisory Committee was itself divided on the issue, some members 
favouring adoption of the name J xpfitzeriana. After considering much correspond- 
ence, the present Committee notes that (1) the epithet pfitzeriana has been widely 
applied to the plant since 1899, and the interspecific hybrid name J. xpfitzeriana has 
been available and correct since 1983; (2) the name J xmedia V. D. Dmitriev is still 
in current use for the central Asian hybrid, and is adopted, for example, in Czerepa- 
nov's Vascular plants of Russia and adjacent states (1995); and (3) the name J. 
xmedia was applied by Melle to a range of plants which are not now considered to 
belong to the same hybrid, and there is thus ambiguity over its use, while the epithet 
pfitzeriana has been used unambiguously for the original introduction and the deriva- 
tive cultivars which have arisen from it since. The Committee considers conservation 
as proposed inappropriate and declines to recommend it. 

(1157) Reject Chamaedorea donnell-smithii Dammer (Palmae) (proposed by Hodel 
& al. in Taxon 44: 233-234. 1995). Votes: 12: 0 (recommended). 
The name proposed for rejection was obscurely published in 1905 and has 

never been listed in Index kewensis or Gray herbarium index. It now threatens 
Chamaedorea seifrizii Burret 1938, said to be the name of one of the five most 
commonly cultivated palms in the world with an economic value in excess of 
$100 million per year. The Committee unanimously recommends rejection of the 
name. 

(1158) Reject Rhus sinuata (Thunb.) (Anacardiaceae) (proposed by Moffett in 
Taxon 44: 235. 1995). Votes: 11: 1 (recommended). 
When described in 1794, Rhus sinuata was said to be from South Africa, but 

hitherto nobody from South Africa has been able to match the type with anything. It 
has now been found to be referable to a well known Indian species, R. mysorensis G. 
Don 1832. The type of R. sinuata was apparently collected in India but mis-labelled 
as being from South Africa, and the name is not in current use. Rejection of the name 
as proposed is recommended. 
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(1159) Reject Epilobium alpinum L. (Onagraceae) (proposed by Hoch & al. in 
Taxon 44: 237-239. 1995). Votes: 12 : 0 (recommended). 
In his concept of Epilobium alpinum Linnaeus included material of four present- 

day species, three of which are circumboreal and the fourth confined to Europe. Prior 
to Haussknecht's monograph of 1884 the name was used either for an all-inclusive 
species as in Linnaeus's concept or for the segregate which later became known as 
E. anagallidifolium Lam., one of the circumboreal species. Haussknecht clearly 
defined the four species, but dropped the name E. alpinum as being a source of 
confusion. In 1907, E. S. Marshall noted that the type of E. alpinum is a specimen in 
the Linnaean Herbarium determined by Haussknecht as E. lactiflorum, and, bearing 
in mind the lack of any numbering system for the Linnaean Herbarium at the time, 
this is considered sufficient to be a lectotypification in the sense of Herb. Linn. No. 
486.8 (LINN) of the later numbering sequence. A few Floras from North America up 
to 1950 used E. alpinum in the sense of E. lactiflorum, but none in Europe did so. 
Mostly the name has been informally rejected, though a few European Floras have 
used it in the sense of E. anagallidifolium. The Committee agrees that stability is best 
served by rejecting the name as proposed, and unanimously recommends this. The 
alternative possibility of conserving the name with a type referable to E. anagallidi- 
folium was considered, but not favoured. 

(1160) Conserve Campanula karakuschensis Grossh. against C. minsteriana Grossh. 
(Campanulaceae) (proposed by Oganesian in Taxon 44: 241. 1995). Votes: 3: 9 
(not recommended). 
In 1936 Grossheim described Campanula minsteriana from the Transcaucasus, 

basing it on a poor teratological (4-merous) specimen in bud only. In 1939 he 
described a second species, C. karakuschensis, also from the Transcaucasus. At 
various times the two species have been placed in different infrageneric groups, and 
C. karakuschensis has even been placed in a different genus Theodorovia Kolak. 
(Fedorovia Kolak. non Yakovlev), but in 1981 the author of the present proposal 
treated the two as conspecific. He adopted the later name, C. karakuschensis, saying 
that the earlier name was rejected as being based on a monstrosity, but wrongly so 
since the provision for doing this was deleted from the Code at Leningrad in 1975. 
The present proposal would conserve the later name, but the name C. minsteriana 
has been recognized in floristic works in 1949, 1957, 1961 and 1976 and in Czere- 
panov's USSR checklist of 1981. The Committee notes that we are not dealing with a 
long-overlooked name replacing a well-known one, we are dealing with a situation in 
which an author has found it necessary to combine two species into one - a taxonomic, 
not nomenclatural, decision. Even though the name C. karakuschensis has been applied 
outside the Transcaucasus (E. Turkey and Iran) while C. minsteriana has been applied 
only to the Transcaucasian plant, the Committee feels it inappropriate to conserve the 
later name, and recommends that the earlier name, C. minsteriana, be adopted. 

(1161) Conserve Jungia L. f. (Compositae) against Jungia Heist. ex Fabr. (Labiatae) 
and Jungia Boehm. (Acanthaceae) (proposed by Harling in Taxon 44: 243-244. 
1995). Votes: 12: 0 (recommended). 
It is remarkable that the name Jungia L. f., widely used for a genus of 26 species from 

Mexico to Argentina, is a later homonym of two earlier names and has never been 
conserved. The Committee now unanimously recommends conservation as proposed. 
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Unpublished requests for recommendations 

1. Request for recommendation on whether Ackermannia Pat. 1902 (Fungi, Endogo- 
nales) and Ackermania Dodson & R. Escobar 1993 (Spermatophyta, Orchidaceae) 
should be treated as homonyms (received from R. M. Davies & K. Challis, Kew). 
Votes: 7 : 5 that they should be treated as homonyms. 
Ackermannia Pat. in Bull. Soc. Mycol. France 18: 180 (1902) was named after 

R. P. Ackermann and has been long considered a synonym of Sclerocystis Berk. & 
Broome, and is not included as a name in current use by Greuter & al., NCU-3 
(1993). Ackermania Dodson & R. Escobar (in Orquideologia 18: 202. 1993) was 
named after James Ackerman and proposed for a genus of Orchidaceae from S. 
America. On one hand it can be held that the names are so similar, and are likely to 
be pronounced the same by many people, that they must be considered confusable, 
and so treated as homonyms. On the other hand it may be argued that since the 
fungal name is in a different Kingdom, and has fallen out of use, that the two names 
are never likely to be confused. The Committee has voted 7: 5 that the names should be 
treated as homonyms, and recommends that the General Committee should endorse this. 

2. Request for recommendation on whether Baccharis aracatubaensis Malag. 1976 
and B. aracatubensis Malag. & Hatschbach ex G. M. Barroso 1976 should be 
treated as homonyms (received from R. Govaerts, Kew). Votes: 12:0 that they 
should be treated as homonyms. 
The two names are heterotypic, being both based on Hatschbach collections from 

Ara9atuba with different numbers and collected in different years. B. aracatubaensis 
Malag. (in Mem. Soc. Ci. Nat. La Salle 37(107): 137. 1976) and B. aracatubensis 
Malag. (as Teodoro) & Hatschbach ex G. M. Barroso (in Rodriguesia 28(40): 168. 
1976) were published almost simultaneously and we have been unable to ascertain 
which appeared first. The Committee unanimously recommends that they be treated 
as homonyms. 

3. Request for recommendation on whether Duriaea Bory & Mont. 1843 (Hepati- 
cae) and Durieua Merat 1829 (Scrophulariaceae) are to be treated as homonyms 
(received from D. H. Nicolson, Washington, on behalf of the General Committee). 
Votes: 6 : 6 (no recommendation). 
A proposal has been submitted for publication by R. Grolle to conserve the well 

known name Riella Mont. 1852 (Hepaticae) against its taxonomic synonym Duriaea 
Bory & Mont. 1843. The latter has long been regarded by bryologists as a homonym 
of Durieua Merat 1829, both being named after the same person Durieu de Maison- 
neuve. The Merat name has long dropped out of usage in Scrophulariaceae, and this 
Committee has no interest in resurrecting it. A vote to treat the two names as homonyms 
would enable Riella to be retained in Hepaticae, but no majority has been achieved. 

4. Request for recommendation on whether Solanum benense, if it were published, 
should be treated as a homonym of S. beniense De Wild. (received from S. Knapp, 
London, & L. Bohs, Salt Lake City). Votes: 11: 1 that they should be treated as 
homonyms. 
Solanum beniense De Wild. (P1. Bequaert. 1: 419. 1922) was described from 

Africa, the epithet derived from the locality Beni in Zaire. Cyphomandra benensis 
Britton ex Rusby (in Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 26: 196. 1899) was described from 
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South America, the epithet derived from the Beni River in Bolivia. The question was 
asked as to whether, if Cyphomandra is sunk into Solanum, the combination S. 
benense should be made for C. benensis, or whether that would be treated as a 
homonym of S. beniense. The Committee recommends that S. benense should be 
treated as a later homonym, and that a different epithet be adopted under Solanum. 

5. Request for opinion on whether Sedum candollei Raym.-Hamet is illegitimate 
(received from S. Castroviejo, Madrid). Votes: 12 : 0 that it is legitimate. 
Cotyledon sedoides DC. (in Mem. Agric. Soc. Agric. Dep. Seine 11: 11. 1808 [ 

Rapports 2: 79. 1808]) and Sempervivum sedoides Decne. (in Jacquemont, Voy. Inde 
4: 63. 1844) are two quite different species but both were considered for the first time 
to be referable to Sedum by Raymond-Hamet in 1929. He could not use the same 

epithet for both species under Sedum, so he transferred the epithet from Sempervivum 
as Sedum sedoides (Decne.) Raym.-Hamet (in Candollea 4: 47. 1929), and made a 
nomen novum, S. candollei Raym.-Hamet, for the Cotyledon on p. 26 of the same 

publication. L6pez-Gonzales (in Anal. Jard. Bot. Madrid 52: 221-223. 1995) has 

argued that S. candollei Raym.-Hamet is illegitimate because Raymond-Hamet 
should have adopted the epithet sedoides for this species and made a nomen novum 
for Sempervivum sedoides Decne. because this was published later than Cotyledon 
sedoides DC. This is contrary to the view of Castroviejo & Velayos (in Anal. Jard. 
Bot. Madrid 51: 319-320. 1994) who have adopted S. candollei Raym.-Hamet as 

legitimate. This Committee considers that the Code does not require that Raymond- 
Hamet should have transferred the earlier sedoides to Sedum, and that his S. candol- 
lei is legitimate. The case has highlighted a deficiency in the wording of the Code, 
and this has been addressed by Castroviejo & Brummitt (in Taxon 45: 567. 1996). 
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