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NOMINA SPECIFICA REJICIENDA 
by 

Kew Botanists 

We wish to suggest the following four 
amendments to the proposal put forward 
in 'Taxon' 1 p. 78. 
A. to be inserted at the end of the article: 

note 5. The list of nomina specifica rejicien- 
da sliall, in the first place, include names of 
Spermlatophyta only. The machinery may be 
extended to cover other groups if and when 
a majority of botanists working on such 
groups slall so decide at a future international 
botanical congress. 

Reasons for A. 

a) As the majority of well known species 
are Sperinatophytes, the article is most 
needed for this group. 

b) Special subcommittees would probably 
be needed for other groups. 

c) Those botanists working on groups other 
than the Spermatophyta, who are opposed 
to the article may drop their opposition when 
they see that it does not affect them (four 
of the eight Kew botanists who opposed the 
proposal on January 13th are specialists on 
the Cryptogamns). 

B. to be inserted before note 1. 
Where a name proposed for rejection has 

been used in a work published during the 
last 60 years the proposal for its rejection 
must be published in 'Taxon' at least six 
months before its final rejection. 

Reasons for B. 
To give those concerned an opportunity 

for support or opposition. Otherwise it might 
happen that names would be rejected without 
some of the relevant facts being considered. 

C. to replace note 1. 
Names recently brought into use, even if 

they invalidate well known names, may not 
be made into nonlina rejicienda on that 
account if they have been adopted in an 
important work likely to be used for a 
considerable period by non-taxonomists as 
well as taxonomists, such as a flora, a manual 
or a monograph. Thus Quercus petraea could 
well have been made a nomnen reficiendlum 
when it was first brought out of obscurity 
to replace Q. sessiliflora, but it cannot be 
rejected now that it has been used in, 
for instance, Clapham, Tutin and Warburg's 
'Flora of the British Isles'. 

Reason for C. 
The statements in point 4 of the preamble 

and note 1 of the article that the article 
'cannot be used retroactively' seem to be 
false, since, unless retro-active use is permitted 
it would be impossible to reject a name 
once it had been published. The important 
criteria in deciding whether a name may be 
killed or not seem to be (1) whether it has 
bleen published in a work only likely to be 
used by taxonomists, who may be expected 
to pay attention to its subsequent appearance 
in a list of nomina specifica reficienda, 
or in a work more widely read. (2) If the 
latter is the case; is the work ephemeral, 
likely to be soon forgotten, or solid, likely 
to be used for some time? 

1). to replace the second sentence of the 
proposed article by the following: 

The object of the list of noanina specifica 
reficienda is to further the attainment of 
stability and unambiguity in nomenclature. 
especially in that of familiar species of wide 
distribution and species of special horti- 
cultural, economic or other importance. 

Reason no. 1 for rejecting a name should 
b)e altered to 

An overlooked or little used name which 
is an earlier synonym of the commonly used 
name of a species which is familiar and 
widespread, or of special horticultural, eco- 
nomic or other importance. 

Reason for D. 

The article as it stands limits the listing 
as nomnina reficienda to nomina confusa, 
nomina aanbigua, and names based on 
monstrosities to instances where they upset 
the names of well known etc. species. This 
limitation should apply only to the resur- 
rection of overlooked or little used names and 
to nomina confusa incipientia. Nomina con- 
fusa, nominia ambigua and names based on 
monstrosities should be rejected, and listed 
as nomina rejicienda regardless of whether 
the species to which they refer are well known 
etc. or not. 

A. A. BULLOCK J B. GILLETT 
E. MILNE-REDIIEAD R. W. J. KEAY 
R. MELVILLE E. M. WAKEFIELD 
V. S. SUMMERHAYES 
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