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NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS TO THE SEATTLE CONGRESS 

A. PROPOSALS BY A. A. BULLOCK 

Nomina Specifica Rejicienda 

It was at the Paris (1954) Congress that 
the first practical proposal for the definitive 
introduction of nomina specifica reficienda 
was made by a group of British botanists (see 
Taxon 1: 78-80, 1952, & Taxon 3: 149. 

1954). The proposal was rejected by a large 
majority, following rejection of various pro- 
posals at that and earlier Congresses for 
nomina specifica conservanda. Arguments 
against the latter, even in the attenuated 
form of epitheta specifica conservanda have 
been both forceful and cogent and it seems 

unlikely that the idea will be revived. Let 
it be understood that the British botanists 
favouring rejection of specific names were 
unanimously and strongly opposed to their 
conservation, but saw no objection on theo- 
retical or practical grounds to the rejection 
of specific names which give rise to con- 
siderable taxonomic difficulty and nomen- 
clatural upheaval. A similar proposal (Dandy 
& Ross, Taxon 8: 16-17. 1959) was placed 
before the Edinburgh (1959) Congress and 
was again defeated. In this context, the Edin- 

burgh discussion on "Stabilization", reported 
in Regnum Vegetabile 44: 25-36 (1966), is 
relevant. 

As Stearn (Taxon 15: 22-23. 1966) pointed 
out, the possibility of treating an earlier but 
unwanted homonym of Viburnum fragrans 
Bunge (1833) as a nomen specificum rejicien- 
dum would have avoided the necessity for 
a new name (V. farreri Stearn, 1.c.) for a 
plant which has been well-known in gardens 
for over a century. The same applies in a 
slightly different way to the tiger-lily which, 
failing machinery for rejection, must now be 
called Lilium lanceolatum, a drab substitute 
for the well known L. tigrinum. It is pointed 
out by my colleague Mr. R. D. Meikle that 
rejection of Amygdalus dulcis Miller would 
have ensured the retention of the very well 
known Prunus amygdalus Batsch and would 
have avoided the recent manufacture of 
Prunus dulcis (Miller) D. A. Webb. 

Recent researches by Ross (Journ. Linn. 
Soc. London, Bot. 60: 61-73. 1967) have 

shown that the well-known and appropriate 
Erica carnea must be replaced by E. herba- 
cea, whilst the plant long known as E. medi- 
terranea becomes E. hibernica. Both changes 
will be regretted by horticulturists and 
regarded with dismay by ecologists, but both 
could have been avoided by the simple 
rejection of the interloping names, both of 
which have long been overlooked. 

Identification of Vitellaria paradoxa Gaert- 
ner (1805) with the well known Butyrosper- 
mum parkii Kotschy (1865) led Hepper 
(Taxon 11: 226. 1962) to propose conserva- 
tion of the generic name Butyrospermum, but 
the proposal was rejected, partly because 
conservation would not avoid a change in 

the specific epithet. Both objects could have 
been achieved by rejection of the earlier 
specific name. 

More recently, Clayton (Taxon 17: 168- 
169. 1968) has shown that Phragmites com- 
munis Trin., which figures in many hundreds 
of vegetation studies throughout the world, 
must give place to P. australis (Cav.) Steudel, 
a name so conspicuously absent from both 
taxonomic and other literature that its rejec- 
tion would be mourned by nobody at all 
whilst most taxonomists, ecologists and 
agronomists will resent its resuscitation. 
Arundo maxima Forssk. is another still earlier 
name which may be involved, should evidence 
ever turn up to clarify its identity. 

Fernald (Rhodora 50: 241-249. 1948) used 
the confusion surrounding the name Pinus 
palustris to make a plea for more and more 
intensive research into the typification of 
specific names, with acceptance of any name 
changes which may be involved. With such 
a general principle the writer is in full agree- 
ment, but there are limits beyond which it 
is not profitable to pursue such enquiries. 
Exact and unequivocal typification of many 
names is impossible and their application to 
known taxa will remain doubtful. This is 
particularly true of names found in rare old 
literature, but is equally true of some more 
recent works. In a recent monograph, A. 
Robyns (Bull. Jard. Bot. Brux. 33: 1-315. 
1963) identified Pochota vulgaris Ramirez 
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Goyena, Fl. Nicarag. 198-199 (1909) with 
a species of Bombacopsis Pittier (1916) and 
as a result proposed conservation of Bomba- 
copsis (in Regnum Veget. 34: 60. 1964) on 
the grounds that Pochota was unknown rela- 
tive to the even more recent name Bomba- 
copsis and many new combinations under 
Pochota would otherwise become necessary. 
The Committee for Spermatophyta un- 
animously rejected the proposal, but Robyns 
asked for reconsideration of his proposal (in 
Taxon 16: 468-469. 1967), this time on the 
plea that his former unequivocal reduction 
of Pochota vulgaris to synonymy was prob- 
ably an error and that the name could never 
be applied with certainty. Apart from such 
utter destruction of the argument for the 
conservation of Bombacopsis, it is now clear, 
- and examination of Ramirez Goyena's text 
amply supports this conclusion, - that the 
monotypic genus Pochota is unidentifiable 
and rejection of the specific name would 
dispense with any necessity to argue the 
matter further. 

The examples quoted in the Code under 
Art. 69 (so-called "nomina confusa" and 

"'nomina transmutata" as names which ".... 
must be rejected if they have [it has] been 
used in different senses and so have [has] 
become a long-persistent source of error", 
demonstrate the weakness of the article. It 
is a relic of the circumscription method and 
has no real place in a Code based upon the 
type method. Rosa villosa Linn. is rejected, 
not because it cannot be typified, but be- 
cause post-Linnaean authors have misapplied 
it. Lavandula spica Linn. is rejected because 
the circumscription of the species to which 
Linnaeus applied the name included both 
"lavender" and "spike". Articles 51 and 53 
provide for this situation and no typification 
difficulty arises. Rejection of such names may 
still, however, be in the best interests of 
taxonomy and of botany generally, but it 
cannot be undertaken on the basis of Art. 69, 
which calls for arbitrary and highly sub- 
jective decisions as to what constitutes a 
"long persistent source of error". It may be 
noted, however, that rejection of such names 
at this late date does not in any way correct 
past errors or make the literature more 
readily understandable. Correct or agreed 
typification now may avoid similar errors in 
the future. 

Under the type method, a name cannot 
now be "used in different senses" unless 
homonymy is involved. If in the past it has 

been so used, the type method enables the 
error to be avoided in future and its source 
eliminated, provided only that the type can 
be objectively determined or arbitrarily 
agreed by lectotypification. It was with such 
considerations in mind that the alternative 
proposals (Taxon 12: 291. 1963) either to 
delete Art. 69 or to replace it with the words 
"A name must be rejected if it cannot be 
typified", were made. Doty and Lamouroux 
(Taxon 13: 21. 1964) were forthright in 
their denunciation, - "This article is clearly 
in conflict with the type method and does 
not further the application of the Principles 
of the Code. Therefore: it is proposed that 
Article 69 and its examples be omitted from 
the Code in the future." In their synopsis 
(Regnum Veget. 30: 48. 1964) the rappor- 
teurs (Lanjouw and Stafleu) remarked, "It is 
in fact a left-over from the time when the 
principle of typification was not embodied 
in the Code": they referred the reader to the 
discussion of the same subject at Montreal 
(1959) (Regnum Veget. 20: 85-86. 1960), 
when the conflict of the article with the type 
method was not denied. 

In spite of the very cogent arguments 
advanced at Montreal (1959) and at Edin- 
burgh (1964), the proposals to delete or 
modify Art. 69 were heavily defeated. Some 
votes were cast in the mistaken belief that 
the article did no harm, whilst others (again 
mistakenly) thought that deletion or modi- 
fication would lead to a flood of name 
changes. In fact, it is only the practical dif- 
ficulty of objective application of Art. 69 
which has avoided its invocation to reject a 
large number of names which are in the same 
position of use "in different senses" as Lavan- 
dula spica and Rosa villosa. 

(119) It is now proposed that Art. 69 be 
deleted and replaced by the "New Article 
14 bis" put forward by Dandy and Ross (l.c. 
1959), or by the proposal made and defeated 
at Edinburgh which appears at the end of 
the discussion on page 36 of Regnum Vege- 
tabile, volume 44. The change in position 
merely brings the new article into the sec- 
tion of the Code dealing with "Rejection of 
names and epithets", and avoids renumbering 
of other articles. An amended modification 
of Art. 15 proposed at the same time by 
Dandy and Ross could be added as a sepa- 
rate Note (120) - "When a proposal for 
rejection of a specific name has been ap- 
proved by the General Committee, botanists 
are authorized to regard such names as not 
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validly published pending ratification by a 
later Botanical Congress". The proposed am- 
plification of Art. 69, by means of a new 
article 69 bis by Crosswhite (Taxon 17: 50. 
1968) is subjective and its application is 
dependent upon taxonomic opinion. It intro- 
duces a quite unnecessary complication into 
the Code without any means of reaching a 
definite conclusion in disputed cases. 

Article 70 also is a relic from the circum- 
scription method and there have been pro- 
posals for its deletion (see Regnum Veget. 
44: 59-60. 1966). Under the type method, 
a type cannot consist "of two or more .... 
elements" (see Art. 7), whilst a taxon de- 
scribed from "discordant elements" must be 
divided and its name (Art. 52, 53) typified 
by one of them. Of the examples given, 
Actinotinus Oliver, has to be rejected not 
because it is based upon discordant elements, 
but because both elements have been iden- 
tified with previously described taxa. Pou- 
teria Aublet is in fact not rejected, although 
it was based upon discordant elements, but 
has been typified and retained for one of 
them under articles 52 and 53. Schrebera 
Linnaeus is a rejected earlier homonym in 
favour of the conserved name Schrebera 
Roxburgh, but its discordant elements are in 
any event referable to Cuscuta Linnaeus and 
Myrica Linnaeus respectively and whichever 
may be regarded as its type it would lapse 
into synonymy. Altogether, article 70 is 
clearly redundant. 

The application of Article 71 depends 
upon an objective definition of a monstrosity. 
The term may be applied to any form which 
is in any way abnormal (e.g. an individual 
with 4-merous flowers referable to a species 
with normally 5-merous flowers), or to forms 
so abnormal as to be quite unrecognisable. 
In the former instance rejection of the name 
is unjustified, since a type is not necessarily 
typical (Art. 7), although rejection appears to 
be mandatory under Art. 71. In the latter 
instance rejection under Art. 71 is unneces- 
sary since, if the type of a name cannot be 
identified with a taxon, the name itself will 
fall into disuse. There is every possible 
gradation between the two extremes and 
failing a definition of "monstrosity", the 
article cannot be applied. Its impact might 
be reduced, failing deletion, by amending its 
mandatory "must" to "may". The two ex- 
amples given under this article are not con- 
vincing; the identification of Uropedium leads 
to the question "Why could it not then be 

adopted?", whilst failure to identify Ornitho- 
galum fragiferum, as is implied in the text, 
leaves that name unusable for any known 
taxon. Both names retain their status relative 
to homonymy. 

It has been argued that nomenclatural 
decisions which depend upon a committee 
procedure are cumbersome and involve 
wastage of the time of heavily committed 
taxonomists. Whether or not the time is in 
fact wasted is debatable, but it does at least 
lead to a decision which taxonomists are in- 
clined, in most instances, to accept. It is only 
rarely that appeals are made against decisions 
on nomina generica conservanda proposita of 
the various group committees prior to the 
decision of the General Committee and sub- 
sequent ratification by an International Con- 
gress. It seems likely that similar acceptance 
of decisions relative to nomina specifica 
reiicienda might be expected. One great ad- 
vantage of rejection of specific names is that 
typification would not be required. Contrary 
to the belief of some participants in the 
discussions at Montreal and Edinburgh, 
rejection is not a back-door method of con- 
servation; names safeguarded by rejection of 
a particular name will remain in competition 
with other earlier synonyms and homonyms. 

It is true that rejection of specific names 
regulated in the manner envisaged will in- 
volve a permanent list, - another appendix, 
- in the Code, but the plea that this may 
get out of hand and produce a volume of 
"case law" similar to that of the zoological 
code, is somewhat pessimistic. Too many 
exceptions to the strict operation of the Code 
and a too ready acceptance of such excep- 
tions would render the Code itself a mockery. 
On the other hand, it has to be remembered 
that many of the consequences of its applica- 
tion under the type method were not com- 
pletely foreseen by the makers of the Code 
as it is known to-day. In these circumstances 
it seems reasonable, in the interests of sta- 
bility, to make specific exceptions which 
will modify the less happy consequences of 
its strict application. Such modification is 
even more desirable when there may be 
doubt concerning the taxonomic conclusions 
on which undesirable name changes are 
based. 

Nomina conservanda and Art. 14 

The provision made in Note 4 to Art. 14 
for the resuscitation of rejected earlier 
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taxonomic synonyms when the genus con- 
cerned is separated from the genus whose 
name is conserved does not take into account 
those instances in which the rejected earlier 
synonym is also a homonym. As the note 
stands, it seems possible for a resuscitated 
earlier homonymic synonym to displace the 
conserved name, in spite of Note 5, - "A 
conserved name is conserved against all its 
earlier homonyms." The following addition 
to the note will dispose of this difficulty and 
will ensure the retention of the conserved 
homonym. 

Proposal 121. Add to Art. 14, Note 4 ". 
except when the earlier rejected name is a 
homonym of the conserved name". 

To avoid any possible misunderstanding 
the addition of another phrase to Art. 14, 
Note 5 is indicated. 

Proposal 122. Add to Art. 14, Note 5, "Ear- 
lier homonyms of conserved names cannot be 
resuscitated in any circumstances". 

It has frequently happened that as more 
species have been added to a genus the 
assemblage has become heterogeneous and 
it has been necessary to divide it into two 
or more genera. The type method now avoids 
any change in application of the original 
generic name but in the past changes in 
application have often taken place. It has 
been found convenient in these circumstances 
to conserve such names by retypification and 
attribution to an author of later date than 
the original and there are numerous examples 
in the list of nomina conservanda. In most 
instances the original type of the name con- 
cerned has been excluded by the later author 
and this situation is regulated in Art. 48. In 
some few instances, however, the original 
type is not explicitly excluded and there is 
no provision in the Code for such circum- 
stances, which arose in the proposal to con- 
serve Restio Rottb. (see Taxon 8: 107. 1959), 
which has been approved by the Spermato- 
phyta Committee. The addition of the fol- 
lowing note to Art. 14 seeks to regulate this 
situation. 

Proposal 123. Add to Art. 14 a new Note 6. 
"Names may be conserved as effectively 
later homonyms even if the type of the 
rejected homonym was included in the taxon 
concerned when the new circumscription was 
published." 

The actual words of the third sentence of 

Art. 14 are often used in arguments for and 
against nomina conservanda proposita, with- 
out due attention to the more important 
second sentence. The words are, however, 
explanatory rather than mandatory and they 
are substantially the same as they were in 
the corresponding rule approved at Vienna 
in 1905. The text is, "These names are pre- 
ferably such as have come into general use 
in the fifty years following their publication, 
or which have been used in monographs and 
important floristic works up to the year 1890". 
The italics are mine and the words tend to 
nullify the usefulness of the article, which 
seeks to preserve current usage of names as 
an aid to stability and avoidance of the need- 
less creation of new names. 

Questions immediately arise as to the 
meanings to be attached to the words "pre- 
ferably" and "general use" and how these 
expressions are modified by the implication 
of lack of general use by mere use in "mono- 
graphs and important floristic works". One 
might also enquire, in 1968, as to the rele- 
vance of the date 1890 in this context. The 
implication that monographic studies and 
floristic works published after 1890 may have 
less importance than before that date must 
be repugnant to most taxonomists. Such im- 
plications were not intended at Vienna, where 
it was thought that although there might be 
additions to the list of nomina conservanda 
which was approved in 1905, such additions 
would be few and the list might be per- 
manently closed after a very few years, 
whilst 1890 remained a fairly recent even if 
arbitrary date. The desirability of closing the 
list of nomina conservanda has been debated 
several times at various International Con- 
gresses, but the value of retaining the power 
to add to it from time to time remains 
evident and it is clear that the "dead-line" 
date 1890 has now no relevance. The ex- 
pression "general use" remains equivocal; it 
may apply to taxonomic work only or mainly 
to non-taxonomic work, or to both. A decision 
as to what constitutes general use will often 
be highly subjective and it does not seem 
either possible or desirable to lay down rules 
by which a decision may be reached. "Gen- 
eral use" for one name may mean that it is 
applied to a very common plant known to 
a great many people, or to a plant of eco- 
logical, horticultural or morphological in- 
terest occurring in areas or groups on which 
a great deal of work is being done or has 
been done in the recent past and that as a 
result the name is being continually used in 
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published works. So far as applied botany is 
concerned, recent papers rather than pre-1890 
publications represent current general use, 
though in taxonomic botany recent literature 

may have no more significance than earlier 
works from this point of view. 

General use, on the other hand, may mean 
not that the name concerned has appeared 
in print on a great many occasions but that 
it has been used exclusively (or almost ex- 

clusively) for the taxon to which it has been 

applied since its publication. Replacement of 
such names on account of the existence of 
earlier "dead" homonyms, or of the dis- 

covery of earlier taxonomic or nomenclatural 

synonyms in hitherto neglected works serves 
no useful purpose. 

In any event stability of generic names 
(by conservation if necessary) is of much 
greater value to applied botanists than to 
taxonomists; the latter are accustomed to 
thinking of names in the context of their 
synonymy as well as indicators of the taxa 
to which they are applied. Applied botanists, 
on the other hand, tend to regard names as 
equivalent to the taxa to whcih they are 
applied and changes whether for taxonomic 
or nomenclatural reasons are unwelcome. A 
modification of Art. 14 (second sentence), 
such as the following, is proposed in order 
to induce a more liberal use of the conserva- 
tion device in the furtherance of nomen- 
clatural stability. The word "preferably" is 
avoided, and the date 1890 omitted. 

Proposal 124. Replace the third sentence of 
Art. 14 with: "These names are such as have 
been used extensively (or more or less ex- 
clusively) and in preference to (or in igno- 
rance of) the correct names for the taxa 
concerned in taxonomic and/or other scien- 
tific literature and names which would other- 
wise lapse into synonymy when the taxon 
concerned is united with another of the same 
rank bearing an earlier but relatively less 
well-known name. Conservation may be in- 
voked also in order to avoid the manufacture 
of new names, whenever this may be deemed 
desirable". 

Proposed addition to Article 25 

The provisions of Art. 25, relating to the 
names of infra-specific taxa which include 

the type of the specific name have intro- 
duced a taxonomic and nomenclatural dif- 

ficulty which needs formal regulation. It has 

frequently happened that species have been 
described from inadequate material and an 

altogether inadequate knowledge of their 

variability. Types of specific names often 
lack flowers or fruits and sometimes consist 
of sterile or very badly prepared specimens. 
Such specimens may be adequate for a suf- 

ficiently accurate application of specific 
names, but fail to show the characteristics 
by which it may be desirable to differentiate 

infraspecific taxa. 

Thus the type of the name Mimosa pudica 
Linn., a sterile specimen, as determined by 
Brenan (Kew Bull. 10: 184-189. 1955) can- 
not be placed satisfactorily in any of the 
three taxonomically distinct varieties which 
he found it desirable to recognize within the 
species and in order to avoid using an illegiti- 
mate name for any of them he adopted a 
neat device which indicated his doubt con- 
cerning the position of the type specimen 
and at the same time satisfied the nomen- 
clatural requirements of the Code. His state- 
ment was "The lectotype of M. pudica is.... 
sterile .... but is too incomplete .... M. 
pudica var. pudica is therefore restricted to 
the lectotype [of the specific name] and three 
additional infraspecific taxa and here recog- 
nised". These are Mimosa pudica var. hispida 
Brenan, M. p. var. tetrandra (Humb. & Bonpl. 
ex Willd.) DC. and M. p. var. unijuga 
(Duchass. & Walp.) Griseb. 

It is clear that M. pudica var. pudica so 
defined is, strictly speaking, no more than 
a name applicable to a single specimen and 
does not represent a population. The use of 
this device, however, does remove the stigma 
of guesswork in regard to identification and 
doubt as to the legitimacy of other varietal 
epithets, the applications of which are deter- 
mined by types showing features not ob- 
servable in the type of the specific name. 

It must be remembered always that "for 
nomenclatural purposes [and indeed for 
taxonomic purposes], a species or any taxon 
below the rank of species is regarded as the 
sum of its subordinate taxa" (Art. 25). [For 
the record, the writer believes that the words 
"regarded as" in this article as well as "if 
any" at the end of the first sentence (see 
Taxon 12: 290. 1963, Prop. No. 66) should 
be deleted, whilst the principle expressed is 
equally applicable to all taxa. It is a bio- 
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logical fact and is not at all subject to nomen- 
clatural regulation.] 

Proposal 

125. The following addition to Art. 25 is 
proposed: 
Note.: When a species (or any infraspecific 
taxon) is divided into taxa of lower rank 
and the type of its name cannot be assigned 
satisfactorily to any of them, a taxon re- 

stricted to include only the type of the name 
of the next higher taxon is automatically 
established and bears the same (tautonymic) 
epithet. 
Ex.: Mimosa pudica Linn. var. pudica (fide 
Brenan, Kew Bull. 10: 185. 1955) is restricted 
to include only the lectotype of the specific 
name because the lectotype cannot be as- 
signed with certainty to any of the varieties 
into which Mimosa pudica is taxonomically 
divided. 

B. PROPOSALS BY WERNER GREUTER (GENtVE)1 

126. Articles 10 and 54. Proposal: The foot- 
note should be altered to read as follows: 

"*Here and elsewhere in the Code the 
phrase "subdivision of a genus" refers only 
to taxa between genus and species (or species- 
like taxa) in rank." 

More and more frequently the term of 
aggregate species and similar terms are em- 
ployed to denote a supplementary rank (as 
authorized by the Code, Art. 4) immediately 
superior to specific level. The names given 
to the corresponding taxa are binomials 
agreeing exactly with the specific ones, and 
clearly do not fall under the concept of "sub- 
division of a genus" as it is meant by the 
Code. They are however defined as sub- 
divisional by these footnotes as actually 
worded. 

127. Article 23. Proposal: Add the following 
(the actual "Note" becoming "Note 1"): 

"Note 2. Taxa attributed to species-like 
ranks (i.e. additional, non-specific ranks be- 
tween subseries and subspecies) may be 
designated by binomials formed in the same 
manner as the specific ones. Such taxa being 
of higher than specific rank must bear the 
name of the species by which they are typi- 
fied. For purposes of homonymy, the species- 
like names are assimilated to the specific 
ones. 

The aim of this proposal is to establish a 

rule which sanctions as far as possible and 
desirable the current practice concerning 
aggregate species, "species groups" and simi- 
lar taxa on the one hand, microspecies on the 
other. I think that the wording proposed is 
sufficiently elastic to leave to the plant 
taxonomist all the possibilities he may need, 
but clear enough to give the indispensable 
guidance to the increasing number of bota- 
nists who choose to adopt species-like ranks. 

128. Article 29. Proposal: The second alinea 
shall read: 

"Publication by indelible autograph before 
1 Jan. 1953 is effective, the only exception 
being the 27 volumes of M. Gandoger's Flora 
Europae, Paris 1883-1891, which are hereby 
defined not to be effectively published." 

The roughly 150.000 new specific names 
proposed by Gandoger in his Flora Europae 
were never indexed and very generally 
ignored by all subsequent plant taxonomists; 
they are well worth being excluded. Their 
adoption would result in the alteration of a 
great number of more recent but well estab- 
lished homonyms and synonyms, and prove 
moreover a very considerable and wholly 
superfluous additional task for indexers and 
taxonomists. Several authors 1 have already 
pleaded for the rejection of this work as a 
whole, but since the project of a list of 
"Opera rejicienda" has been dropped no con- 
crete proposal seems to have been formulated. 

129. Article 35. Proposal: This article is to 
read: 

"A new name or combination published 

1 A full-length motivation of these proposals 
has been given in a separate paper: "Con- 
sid&rations sur les taxons infrasp6cifiques et 
sur leur d6signation", Candollea 23: 87-97 
1968. I am indebted to Dr. C. E. B. Bonner 
for his linguistic help. 1 Cf. Rothmaler, Taxon 11: 156-160. 1962. 
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on or after 1 Jan. 1953 without a clear in- 
dication of the rank of the taxon concerned 
is not validly published. The ranks of taxa 
must be designated as in Art. 4 (or by cor- 
responding abbreviations); however, binomials 
without a further designation will be accepted 
as being specific names, singular nouns as 
being generic names, and with suprageneric 
taxa the ending of the names may suffice 
to designate their rank. Supplementary ranks 
are considered to be clearly designated only 
if they are defined by indicating their exact 
hierarchical position relative to the ranks 
enumerated in Art. 4." 

It may seem superfluous to indicate ex- 
plicitly how the rank of a taxon is to be 
designated, as the above statement corres- 
ponds to current practice and can be in- 
directly deduced from other relevant disposi- 
tions of the Code. However, the special 
treatment currently accorded to genus and 
species seems to be anchored only in tradi- 
tion and not in the Code itself; and the 
provision concerning supplementary ranks, 
although it must logically be inferred, is 
generally not met with by the utilizers of 
such ranks. 

130. Article 35. Proposal: The former "Note" 
should be replaced by: 

"Note 1. New names and combinations 
without a clear indication of rank are validly 
published if published before 1953, provided 
that all other requirements for valid pub- 
lication are fulfilled; they are, however, in- 
operative in questions of priority except for 
homonymy. If they are new names, they may 
serve as basionyms for subsequent combina- 
tions in a definite rank. 

Note 2. For all questions of rank, works 
or series of papers forming a bibliographical 
unit are to be considered as a whole. Any 
element of a particular work or series, which 
may be relevant for the establishment of the 
rank of taxa mentioned therein, shall be con- 
sidered in this context as if it had been 
published together with the first instalment 
of that work or series." 

The first part of this proposal is a slightly 
modified version of the proposal by Brummitt 
and Chater (Taxon 16: 406. 1967); Note 2 
is additional to it. The idea is basically sound 
that it should not be possible to assign a 
particular rank, with retroactive effect, to a 
taxon whose rank has not previously been 
clearly designated. It is however indispensable 

to grant the retroactive effect of the provi- 
sions made by the author himself with respect 
to the ranks of his taxa, as these precisions 
have often not been published together with 
the first issue of a particular work. As an 
example, one could cite Nyman's Conspectus 
florae europaeae, where the relevant explana- 
tions have been given only with the second 
instalment, and where all the infraspecific 
taxa in the first part had technically no 
clearly defined rank at the moment of their 
publication. 

131. Article 35. Proposal: To be followed by: 

"Note 3. Previous to 1953, all new names 
and combinations published for taxa whose 
hierarchical position clearly and unambigu- 
ously coincides with one of the ranks enu- 
merated in Art. 4 are considered to have 
been published in that rank, unless they are 
denoted by a misplaced term (contrary to 
Art. 5)." 

This note refers to taxa whose ranks are 
designated by a term in a modern language 
(whose equivalence with one of the latin 
termed ranks of Art. 4, although not officially 
defined, is clearly and unambiguously estab- 
lished by actual practice) or by its hierarchi- 
cal position respective to clearly designated 
terms (e.g. a single rank intermediate between 
species and varietas being clearly sub- 
specific). 

132. Article 35. Proposal: To be followed by: 

"Note 4. If in a given paper or work only 
one infraspecific rank is admitted, it is con- 
sidered to be varietal unless this would be 
contrary to the statements of the author him- 
self." 

As their great model Linnaeus, most bota- 
nists of the late 18th and still of the 19th 
century did not recognize infraspecific ranks 
other than the variety. It could indeed have 
seemed superfluous to them to add any 
designation to their infraspecific taxa. The 
proposed Note 4 therefore matches tradition 
and would save a good many implicitly 
varietal names from being considered as being 
published in no definite rank. Among the 
subdivisions of a genus, the section would 
eventually merit a similarly privileged posi- 
tion. No corresponding proposal is put for- 
ward here, as it seems fair to leave this 
matter to the specialists in the nomenclature 
of these particular taxa. 
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C. PROPOSALS BY VARIOUS AUTHORS 

(133) Proposal to emend Recommendation 
16A of the Code. 

In the second paragraph under (a), sub- 
stitute -icae for -phytina. 

Argument: This change was a part of the 
1964 Zabinkova proposal referred to in the 
proposal here made to use -atae as the ending 
for classes of higher plants. Her argument 
was that the -phytina ending risks being 
attached to a generic name which already 
includes -phytum or -phyton as its terminal 
part. The -icae ending has been adopted by 
Takhtajan (1964) and by Cronquist, Takh- 
tajan, and Zimmermann (1966) in the papers 
previously cited. 

Although the three proposals here pre- 
sented for modification of Recommendation 
16A form a unit, each can also stand alone. 
No one of them requires either of the others. 
It therefore seems appropriate to present them 
separately, so that each can be judged on its 
own merits. 

Proposed by: ARTHUR CRONQUIST, 
C. JEFFREY, and A. TAKHTAJAN. 

(134) Proposal to emend Recommendation 
16A of the Code. 

Change the first paragraph to read: "(a) 
The name of a division is based on charac- 
ters indicating the nature of the division, or 
on the name of an included class which is 
based eventually on a generic name. It should 
end in -phyta, except when it is a division 
of fungi, in which case it should end in 
-mycota." 

Argument: The proposed change recognizes 
the possible usefulness of extending the type 
concept in nomenclature up to the divisional 
level. This idea was proposed in a slightly 
different form by Rickett and Camp (1950), 
and was adopted in the present form by 
Takhtajan (1964) and by Cronquist, Takh- 
tajan and Zimmermann (1966). 

References 
CRONQUIST, A., A. TAKHTAJAN and W. ZIM- 

MERMANN. 1966 - On the higher taxa of 
Embryobionta. Taxon 15: 129-134. 1966. 

RICKETT, H. W., and W. H. CAMP. 1950 - 
The application and use of botanical 
names. Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 77: 245- 
261. 

TAKHTAJAN, A. 1964 - The taxa of higher 
plants above the rank of order. Taxon 13: 
160-164. 

Proposed by: ARTHUR CRONQUIST, 

C. JEFFREY, and A. TAKHTAJAN. 

(135) Proposal to emend Recommendation 
16A of the Code. 

In the last line of the recommendation, 
change the words "-opsida (class)" to read 
"-atae (class)." 

Argument: The present recommendation to 
end names of classes of higher plants in 
-opsida was inserted by the editorial com- 
mittee after the 1950 (Stockholm) Congress, 
without any prior consideration on the floor. 
Cronquist (1960) argued against this recom- 
mendation on the basis that it contributes to 
confusion by fostering a usage which took 
its beginning only in 1948 and was contrary 
to all previous usage. 

The ending -opsida was first used in 1899, 
when Jeffrey proposed to divide all vascular 
plants on anatomical grounds into two 
groups, the Pteropsida and Lycopsida. It 
soon became evident that the Lycopsida sensu 
Jeffrey were a heterogeneous group, and the 
Sphenopsida (Scott, 1909) and Psilosida 
(Eames, 1936) were successively removed as 
the Lycopsida were progressively restricted. 
The Pteropsida are now also often regarded 
as heterogeneous. Lam (1948) restricted the 
name Pteropsida to the ferns and pterido- 
sperms alone. Namboodiri and Beck (1968) 
have recently argued that "the 'leaf gap' of 
conifers and other extant gymnosperms is not 
homologous with that of siphonostelic ferns", 
leading them to believe that "Pteropsida is 
an unnatural group". 

Jeffrey (1899, 1902), who introduced the 
first two -opsida names, did not indicate 
their taxonomic status; he called them 
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"groups" or "stocks". Scott, who was the 
first to use -opsida names in a formal taxo- 
nomic sense (1909), and who himself created 
one of them, considered them to represent 
divisions. Zimmermann (1930) likewise called 
them divisions. Eames (1936), who proposed 
the fourth -opsida name, was vague about 
their rank; from his discussion they could be 
divisions, subdivisions, or classes, perhaps 
most likely divisions. Tippo (1942) used them 
for subphyla (equivalent to subdivisions). 
Lam (1948) first used the -opsida names for 
classes, and it was largely due to his efforts 
that a recommendation to this effect was put 
into the Stockholm Code. 

Zabinkova (1964) argued against the 
-opsida ending for classes, "because there are 
many generic names which end in -opsis". 
Finding difficulties with all previous endings 
for names of classes of higher plants, she 
proposed the ending -atae as part of her 
general proposal dealing with names of 
higher categories. Unfortunately, her pro- 
posal and argument were published only in 
June, 1934, too late to be properly con- 
sidered at the Edinburgh Congress. Her pro- 
posal was not included in the advance mail 
vote, and was not discussed on the floor of 
the nomenclature sessions. 

Takhtajan (1934) likewise found difficulty 
with the -opsida ending and other previously 
used endings for classes of higher plants. He 
therefore followed Zabinkova and adopted 
-atae endings. Cronquist, Takhtajan and 
Zimmermann (1966) also adopted -atae 
endings, referring to previous papers by 
Cronquist (1960), Takhtajan (1964), and 
Zabinkova (1964). 

A number of -opsida names have been 
proposed by various authors since 1954, in 
accordance with Recommendation 16A. Some 
other authors (in addition to Cronquist, Takh- 
tajan, and Zimmermann) have adopted the 
-atae ending, and others are still using ir- 
regular but more or less traditional endings 
for particular classes. Practice is still so 
divided that the Recommendation can be 
changed without undue confusion. We there- 
fore believe that the arguments here briefly 
reviewed warrant the proposed change. 
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Proposed by: ARTHUR CRONQUIST, 
C. JEFFREY, and A. TAKHTAJAN. 

(136) Proposal to emend Article 29 of the 
Cod -. 

Add a new final paragraph, before Recom- 
mendation 29A: Any specific or generic name 
of a seed plant which appeared before 1885 
and which was not included in the original 
edition of Index Kewensis or any of its sup- 
plements, up to and including the 15th sup- 
plement, is considered not to have been 
effectively published. 

Argument: Botanists are well aware that 
nomenclatural changes which do not reflect 
any improvement in taxonomic understanding 
are unfortunate and should be avoided in- 
sofar as it is possible to do so without creating 
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new problems. One source of such unfor- 
tunate changes is the continuing dribble of 
obscure names which antedate names in use 
and which come to light either happen- 
stancely or through careful literature search, 
after having escaped previous bibliographic 
attention. No proper purpose is served by 
ressurrecting such names or by using them 
to invalidate established names for which 
they are earlier homonyms. The purpose of 
Article 29 is to ensure that only such names 
as have been properly presented to the bota- 
nical community shall be considered. Any 
name which was published before 1885 and 
which has not yet come to botanical attention 
should, under the spirit of Article 29, be 
allowed to remain buried. 

It may be objected that some few early 
names of seed plants now in use have failed 
to be included in Index Kewensis and would 
be invalidated by the proposed change. The 
15th Supplement, scheduled to appear about 
1976, is therefore deliberately chosen as the 
cutoff point. Any botanist who knows of such 
a name should communicate it to the editors 
of Index Kewensis, so that it may be in- 
cluded in the next supplement. 

This proposal, originally made informally 
by Dr. H. A. Gleason, has been circulating 
by word of mouth, as the Gleason proposal, 
for some years, but it has not previously been 
formally submitted for consideration by a 
Botanical Congress. 

Proposed by: ARTHUR CRONQUIST, 
and H. A. GLEASON, The New 
York Botanical Garden, Bronx, 
New York 10458, U.S.A. 

Ar 

(137) Add to Article 33, note 2, after the 
first sentence: 

Example: Fernald, in making the com- 
bination Echinochloa muricata (Rhodora 17: 
106. 1915), cited Panicum muricatum Michx. 
(1803) as basionym, although the latter is 
illegitimate, being a later homonym of Pani- 
cum muricatum Retz. (1786). Beauvois (Ess. 
Agrost. 51, 170, 178. 1812) had previously 
made the combination Setaria muricata with 
basionym Panicum muricatum Michx. Under 
the provisions of Art. 72, Setaria muricata 
Beauv. is treated as a new name, not a new 
combination. The correct name of the species 
in the genus Echinochloa is E. muricata 
(Beauv.) Fernald, and the date of valid pub- 

lication is that by Fernald in 1915, although 
the publication by Beauvois was not cited 
by Fernald in making the new combination. 

Proposed by: ROGERS MCVAUGH, 
University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., U.S.A. 

(138) Add to Article 10, after the first 
paragraph: 

Example: The type of the generic name 
Pseudolarix Cordon (Pinetum 292. 1858) is 
the species of which the author had speci- 
mens in hand when preparing the protologue. 
The fact that the species had not yet been 
described botanically is irrelevant. The type 
of Pseudolarix is P. amabilis (J. Nels.) Rehder 
(basionym Larix arnabilis J. Nelson, Pinaceae 
84. 1866), the species described by Gordon, 
not P. kaempferi (Lambert) Gordon, whose 
basionym (Pinus kaempferi Lambert) was 
erroneously applied by Gordon to specimens 
representing a new species and genus. The 
substitute generic name Chrysolarix H. E. 
Moore (Baileya 13: 133. 1965) was therefore 
superfluous. 

Proposed by: RCGERS MCVAUGH, 

University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., U.S.A. 

(139) Amend Article 63 to read as follows, 
beginning with line 3: author, included the 
type of a name which under the rules ought 
to have been adopted unchanged, or by 
transfer of its epithet to a new position. 

ARGUMENT: The present text is redundant; 
an epithet cannot stand by itself, and cannot 
have a type. If the words "or epithet" are 
deleted, however, it is necessary to add a 
few qualifying words, as some names 
are "adopted" in full, whereas others are 
transferred in part only, and it seems desir- 
able that both situations should be covered 
by the formal language of the Code. 

The words "or epithet" were apparently 
added to the text of the present Article 63 
by the Editorial Committee in the prepara- 
tion of the 1952 edition of the Code, as the 
text of the article (then Article 60) in the 
Synopsis of Proposals submitted to the Stock- 
holm Congress does not include them, and it 
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appears from the report of the Nomenclature 
Section at Stockholm that no addition to 
Article 60 was authorized at the Congress 
(Regnum Veg. 1: 518. 1953). 

Proposed by: ROGERS MCVAUGH, 
University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., U.S.A. 

(140) Page numbers in the Citation of Bota- 
nical Literature. 

If the name and description of a taxon 
extends onto more than one page the citation 
for it, after a name, usually gives only the 
first page; not even the full coverage of the 
description is given let alone the whole 
protologue. 

For the many isolated workers dependant 
on central or national library services for 
supplying copies of literature this presents a 
very real difficulty. Librarians do not take 
kindly to requests for copies of "page so and 
so and any other pages that the protologue 
of such and such happens to cover" and they 
do not often have the specialist knowledge 
to determine where a protologue starts and 
ends. It may be that the purpose of a cita- 
tion is primarily to identify the name rather 
than to provide a bibliographic reference to 
it but if citations are used more for the latter 
purpose than for the former then there is a 
good case for completing the citation to make 
it adequate for bibliographic purposes, par- 
ticularly as there is so little that needs to be 
added. At least in lists such as the Index 
Kewensis and the Index of Fungi there can 
be no doubt about the bibliographic use 
made of the citations. 

Some difficulties might arise. In lists such 
as the Index Kewensis, which, in being com- 
piled, are largely dependant on clerical rather 

than specialist staff for the bulk of the work, 
there would arise the need for more specialist 
assistance to determine the extent of proto- 
logues. Also in these and other works even 
editors and authors with specialist knowledge 
might find difficulty in determining the ex- 
tent of protologues in verbose or diffuse 
papers or in those in unfamiliar languages. 

I would therefore like to suggest that 
authors give, in citations appended to names, 
the pages occupied by the whole protologue. 
But also I propose a method which is com- 
patible with the present form of citation and 
in which the full coverage of the protologue 
may, if so desired, be indicated as uncertain 
if it is so and cannot be given. 

As a formal proposal I put forward the 
following amendment to be added to the end 
of Section 7 (Pages) of the Guide to the 
Citation of Botanical Literature: 

In citations appended to names of taxa it 
is preferable to cite the pages occupied by 
the whole protologue, in brackets, after the 
number of the page on which the name 
appears. If the extent of the protologue is 
uncertain the brackets may, to indicate this, 
contain instead of the page numbers, a dash 
followed by a question mark. 

The examples given after section 9 need 
to be amended accordingly and the following 
might be added: Dipyxis Cummins & Baxter, 
Mycologia 59: 368 (367-370). 1967 - Spori- 
desmium garryae Bonar, Mycologia 57: 393 
(-395). 1965. In the first example I have 
assumed that the protologue of a taxon in- 
cludes all subordinate taxa, not only the type 
species. 

I thank Mr. F. C. Deighton and Dr. M. B. 
Ellis for very helpful criticism. 

Proposed by: G. F. LAUNDON, 
Horticultural Research Laboratory 
Levin, New Zealand. 
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