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at least in Malaysia; several are helophytic
herbs, as in Dysophylla.

In the second article Shaw offers a rather
remarkable solution, from the nomenclatural
point of view, to the problem posed by the
transfer of the type species from the initial-
ly monotypic genus Dysophylla to Pogoste-
mon. A new genus, Dysophylla El-Gazzar et
L. Watson ex Airy Shaw, with a new type,
which is then a clear homonym of Dysophylla
Bl, is described and simultaneously proposed
for conservation.

They have failed to mention, however, that
there is already a name for Dysophylla sens.
auct., viz Eusteralis Rafin., Fl. Tellur. 2: 95.
1836, based on E. pumila (Grah. 1828) Rafin.
(basionym: “Mentha pumila Grah,, Mentha
verticillata Roxb. G. Don. Hook. b.m. 2907”).

Furthermore, as has been pointed out by
Bakhuizen van den Brink f. (in Back. and
Bakh. f. Flora of Java 2: 633. 1965) the name

Pogostemon Desf. (1815) is threatened by an
older synonym, Alopecuro-veronica Linn.,
Amoen. 4: 143. 1759.

Naturally, as both genera are fairly large
and well-known all over the world, we should,
according to the sense of the new version of
article 14, the guiding article for conserva-
tion of names, attempt to conserve both
Pogostemon and Dysophylla, as conservation
of two names so well known throughout the
world and both of value to both pure and
applied botany would distinctly serve to
stabilize botanical nomenclature.

The first should be conserved against Alo-
pecuro-veronica L. The latter can only be
saved by emending it and retypifying it with
one of the earliest species in the genus which
correspond to the new diagnosis. The alter-
native is to adopt Eusteralis Rafinesque.

R. C. BakHUIZEN vAN DEN Brink (Leiden)
C. G. G. J. van SteEnis (Leiden)

NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS TO THE SEATTLE CONGRESS

(106) A proposal to emend Article 7 of the
Code.

Article 7 of the International Code of
Botanical Nomenclature (1961 edition) deals
with the nomenclature and definition of
types. Those defined are holotype, isotype,
syntype, lectotype, and neotype. The term
isosyntype is used in the “Guide for the deter-
mination of types”, and also paratype. These
terms are useful and important and ought to
be defined in the body of the Code. As more
attention is devoted to typifying species and
varieties these terms will be used more and
more. I therefore propose that Article 7 be
emended to include the following definitions:
After the definition of Syntype insert: An

isosyntype is a duplicate of a syntype.
After the definition of syntype insert a new

paragraph as follows: A paratype is any
specimen cited in the protologue other
than the holotype or isotype(s). An isopara-
type is a duplicate of a paratype.

The adoption of the above amendment may
require some corresponding rewording in the
Guide for the determination of types.

236

Proposed by: C. V. Morten (U.S. National
Museum, Washington, D.C.).

*

(107) Proposal for an addition to Article 26
of the Code.

At the end of the first paragraph add:
However, such typical subspecies are not to
be taken into consideration for the purposes
of priority.

At the end of the Article, add the follow-
ing example: If Campanula gieseckiana subsp.
groenlandica Boc, Biol. Skr. Dansk. Vidensk.
Selsk. 11: 63. 1960 and Campanula gie-
seckiana subsp. gieseckiana are united as a
subspecies of C. rotundifolia L., the proper
subspecific epithet will be groenlandica.

Argument: According to Article 26 of the
1961 edition of the International Code of
Botanical Nomenclature whenever a sub-
species is proposed which does not include
the type of the species, another subspecies is
automatically established which has as its
type the type of the species and which bears
as its epithet the specific name unaltered.
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Thus, the publication of Campanula giesec-
kiana subsp. groenlandica Boc automatically
establishes a subsp. gieseckiana, whether or
not Boc specifically mentions it. Such names
are mere formulas or conventions to dis-
tinguish the typical element, but they do not
bear any author’s name nor any date; they
may appear with the original publication of
a species or a hundred years later, when the
first different subspzcies is first proposed. Such
epithets, being without date, can not be
taken into consideration for the purposes of
priority. Therefore, the validly published and
legitimate epithet groenlandica of Boc (1960)
would have to be adopted if subsp. groenlan-
dica and subsp. gieseckiana were to be
united as a subspecies of Campanula rotundi-
folia L.

Proposed by: C. V. Mcrton (U.S. National
Museum, Washington, D.C.).

*

(108) Proposed addition to the “Guide to
the Citation of Botanical Literature”

Add at the end of paragraph 9, dealing
with dates: The true date of publication
should be added in square brackets, when
different from the date on the title page.

Add example: K. B. Presl, Epim. Bot. 1849
[1851].

Argument: The above proposal agrees with
the format usually adopted by most botanists.
However, the reverse arrangement has been
used by some, e.g. Epim. Bot. 1851 (“1849”),
and this is likely to lead to some confusion
or uncertainty. If the proper usage is added
to the Guide to the Citation of Botanical
Literature there will be more conformity in
publications.

Proposed by: C. V. Mcrron (U.S. National
Museum, Washington, D.C.).

Y
109. A proposal concerning the designation

of holotypes and isotypes within selected neo-
types and lectotypes.

In neither Article 7 nor in the section on
the “Guide for the Determination of Types”

APRIL 1968

in the present International Code of Botan-
ical Nomenclature (1966), does it specifically
state what I had thought to be a logical
extension of the concept and use of the terms
“holotype” and “isotype”. Article 7 indicates
that within the type collection, which is
normally a series of specimens, there are two
distinct elements, the holotype, and, if avail-
able, the remaining series of specimens which
are called isotypes. If, for some reason in the
past, a type collection was not indicated, then
a type must be designated as stated in Article
7 and expanded and explained in the
“Guide”. Yet, in no place in the Code does
it provide for the designation of a holotype
or isotypes within a neotype or a lectotype.

It seems to me that the concept of design-
ating a holotype and any isotypes when
describing a new species should be applied
when selecting a neotype or a lectotype. In
a recent attempt to do this, I was told that
it was illegal under the present Code to
select a hololectotype or indicate any isolec-
totypss. On the other hand, I have had
others argue that as the “Guide” refers to
“isosyntypes” the designation of holo- and
isotypes within either a neotype or a lecto-
type was permissible under the present Code.
However, at present, the Code only asks to
have the nomenclatural type selected and
does not call for any indication of what
element of that type should be considered the
holotype and what part should be considered
the isotypes.

In order to clarify the problem and have
this concept introduced into the Code, I
propose that Article 7, Note 3, have the
following paragraph added after the last
paragraph in the present Code:

When designating a neotype or a lecto-
type, the author must indicate a holo-
type and note any known isotypes. For
convenience and distinction, the prefix
holo- or iso- may be added before the
term neotype or lectotype (i.e. holo-
neotype and isoneotype, or hololectotype
and isolectotype).

Proposed by: James L. ReveaL (Depart-
ment of Botany, Brigham Young University,
Provo, Utah 84601).
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