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to extend it to nomina nuda is an unnecessary complication. Part of the confusion 
claimed to exist by De Wit may have been dispelled by the changed wording of 
Rec. 54D of the Stockholm Code, which is Rec. 45C of the Paris Code and reads 
"Authors should avoid adoption of a name or an epithet which has been previously 
but not validly published for a different taxon". The emphasis is on lack of valid 
publication. 

Of course, everyone has been confronted with names to which the term nomen 
subnudum might be applied, and this has nothing to do with the length of the 
descriptive text attached to the name. It is quite clear, as it was clear to Linnaeus 
(Crit. Bot., Aphor. 257) that it is the diagnostic value of the text that is important, 
but De Wit's note and recommendation will not give users of the Code any guidance 
on this matter and would indeed introduce another aspect of nomenclature requiring 
majority opinion for final settlement. 
6. Rickett's note (Taxon 7: 38. 1958) on dates of publication is interesting but 
surely the date of publication cannot be accepted as the date on which the printed 
matter left the printer's hands. Usually, in the United Kingdom at least, printers 
deliver the printed matter to the publisher and it is the latter who is held responsible 
for the actual distribution and for the date of release. Sometimes delivery from the 
printer and release to the public are carried out in one operation, but responsibility 
still rests upon the publisher. In any event the precision suggested by Rickett's note 
would scarcely help in the actual determination of dates of publication in cases 
which have always involved protracted bibliographic research; certainly the date of 
leaving the printer's hands might be completely wrong. 

* On the whole, I believe 
that the intention of Art. 29 is sufficiently clear; greater precision may be possible 
but it would be necessary to limit it to the future. And it is the older publications 
which give most trouble in this respect. 

NEOTYPE vs TYPIFICATION BY DESCRIPTION OR FIGURE 

M. HOSSAIN (Edinburgh) 

The present Code** embodies two different and ambiguous provisions for the 
typification of a specific name lacking a type or any other original specimen. If, in 
the case of such a specific name, a description or figure can be a type (cf. Note 
under Art. 10), there hardly remains a case for choosing a neotype, also provided 
for in Note 3 under Art. 7. Bullock & Ross (cf. Proposal No. 155 in Taxon, 7(9): 
258. 1958) have already pointed out this anomaly and, to correct it, have proposed 
the abolition of the provisions for choosing a neotype altogether. The writer, however, 
finds himself in disagreement with this proposal, and considers that the nomen- 
clatural type of a species or of an infraspecific taxon should always be a specimen 
(s.l.) and not a description or figure (excepting only those cases in which it is 
impossible to preserve a type specimen), and that for a name of a species or of an 
infraspecific taxon without a type or any other original specimen a neotype should 
be chosen. 

* Books are frequently received for review marked "To be published on 
... .", giving a 

future date and requesting that no review should appear before that date. Clearly such 
limited distribution to reviewers cannot count as effective publication in the sense of the Code. ** International Code of Botanical Nomenclature, 1956. 
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It should be emphasised here that the utmost care must be taken in choosing a 
neotype, and that the guide in this respect must always be the original description 
and the figure/s, if any, cited therein. It is strongly recommended that typification 
by a neotype should be accompanied by a comprehensive account of the case. The 
arguments in support of the above views are stated below: 

Any provision for typification by a neotype or description or figure is apt to 
find its application mainly in the case of some specific names published in the 
pre-type-method days. Such names, like some of those used by Linnaeus, are hardly 
accompanied by an adequate description or a good figure. Even if it is possible 
to identify the species with such scanty descriptions and seldom-good figures, it is 
usually not possible to identify a type necessary for infraspecific classification. The 
case of Trifolium uniflorum L. (Sp. P1. 771. 1753) may be cited as an example. 
As far as is known, no type or any other original specimen of the name is extant. 
(The specimen 930 . 50 in Herb. Linn. is interpreted as having reached Linnaeus 
after 1753). The original description in this case consists of Linnaeus' own phrase- 
name, Alpini's synonym and figure, and Tournefort's synonym. It is possible to 
identify the species with the help of this original description. But in Alpini's figure 
(Alp. Exot. 169. t. 168) the corolla appears as hardly longer than the calyx, whereas, 
in fact, it is usually twice or more as long as the calyx. Nowhere in the rest of the 
original description is there any reference to the relative lengths of the calyx and 
the corolla of the specimen Linnaeus used or had in mind while first publishing 
the name. Similarly, from the original description, there is no way of knowing what 
were the lengths of the calyx-teeth of that original specimen. Yet these characters 
(viz. the relative lengths of the calyx and the corolla, and the lengths of the calyx- 
teeth) constitute the basis of two of the varieties (var. breviflorum Boiss., Fl. Or. 2: 
148. 1872 & var. macrodon Hausskn., Mitt. Thiir. Bot. Ver. ser. 2. 77: 1893) that 
have been described under this species. A similar example is the case of T. striatum 
L. (Sp. P1. 770. 1753). Boissier's var. macrodontum (Fl. Or. 2: 130. 1872) has been 
based on the relative lengths of the tube and the teeth of the calyx. But neither in the 
original description itself, nor in Vaillant's figure cited therein, is there any clue to 
these features in the original specimen. How, then, is one to judge the nomenclatural 
position of these varieties (cf. Arts. 26 & 53), if not by reference to a specimen 
chosen as the type of each specific name concerned? 

There is little doubt that for nomenclatural purposes, a specimen (i.e. a neotype 
chosen on the basis of the original description and preferably from the type locality) 
will have a more stabilising effect than a description or a figure which, however 
elaborate, is seldom an adequate substitute for a specimen; and which, at least 
in some cases, is apt to create more confusion than order. If we reject the neotype, 
we reject the chance of choosing a new, unequivocal reference point, with the result 
that we shall be permanently tied to the ambiguities of the past. Taxonomic progress 
does not lie in the latter direction. 

To remove this anomaly in the existing rules, the following amendments are 
proposed: 

1) Art. 7, Note 3: Insert the following as the fourth paragraph, i.e. after the 
definition of lectotype: 

"In the case of the name of a species or of an in/raspecific taxon a), the lectotype 
must be chosen from the original specimen/s b)." 

Delete the paragraph under 4c, in the "Determination of Types" in Appendix IV. 
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Comments: 

In the case of a supraspecific taxon, a lectotype is not a specimen but is an "other 
element" as stated in the generalised definition of lectotype in the third paragraph. 
The proposed paragraph is intended to clarify the provisions relevant to the names 
of species and infraspecific taxa. 

a) Taxa below the rank of species are here referred to as infraspecific taxa. There 
seems to be no reason why the same taxonomic groups should be referred to in the 
Code in two different ways, e.g. "infraspecific taxa" (cf. Sect. 6 & Art. 24) and 
"taxa below the rank of species" (cf. Art. 10). 

b) The phrase "original specimen/s" stands for specimen/s cited with the original 
description (e.g. holotype, paratype/s, syntype/s) or believed to be the basis of the 
original description accompanying the name of a species or of an infraspecific taxon. 

2) Art. 7, Note 3, para. 5: To read: 

"A neotype is a specimen selected to serve as a nomenclatural type of a species 
or of an infraspecific taxon when neither the holotype nor any other original specimen 
is extant." 

Comments: 

The purpose of "for so long as" in the existing definition is covered by Art. 8. 
The phrase "all of the material" is unnecessarily vague and may, in some cases, 
mean figure/s. 

3) Art. 10, para. 1, line 2: Delete "or other element". Art. 10, Note: To read: 

"Only in the case of plants of which it is impossible to preserve a type specimen 
may the type of a species or of an infraspecific taxon be a description and/or figure. 

Comments: 

The purpose of this proposal is to abolish the provisions for typification by a 
description or figure except for exceptional cases. Apart from this, there is a slight 
inaccuracy in the wording of the existing Note as well as in the Proposal No. 120a 
by G. M. Schulze and G. Buchheim (Taxon, 7(9): 253. 1958). The type can be for 
a taxon only and not "for plants" as the wording of the existing Note conveys. 

It is realised that it is too late for submitting proposals regarding the International 
Code of Botanical Nomenclature of 1956. Notwithstanding, the above proposals are 

put forward with a view to drawing the attention of taxonomists to some important 
aspects of the present rules regarding typification which, I feel, must be taken into 
consideration before any final decision is taken at the ensuing International Botanical 
Congress. 

I have discussed the subject of the present communication with my taxonomic 
colleagues at Edinburgh, particularly Dr. P. H. Davis and Mr. P. S. Green, and am 
grateful to them for their various suggestions and for authorising me to say that 
they are in agreement with the proposals put forward above. 
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