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NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS TO THE SEATTLE CONGRESS 

THE TYPE METHOD VS. RELICTS FROM THE PAST 

Johannes Proskauer * 

In adopting the type method in botanical 
nomenclature we made a giant step forwards. 
In the consequent adjustment of our legisla- 
tion we nevertheless compromised in several 
places presumably to appease those colleagues 
who had difficulty to adjust themselves. We 
still sometimes confuse nomenclature and 
taxonomy. We failed to draw certain logical 
conclusions. This lack of full realization of 
the logical consequences has left us with 
some completely unnecessary practical diffi- 
culties. 

The main relict from the pre-type method 
days is our extraordinary insistence on the 
provision of a "description or diagnosis" for 
all taxa (Art. 32), although the logical intro- 
duction of a certain amount of automatic 
naming has quietly crept in (Arts. 19, 22, 
and 26). 

Do we need this "description or diagno- 
sis"? Art. 32, footnote, defines "diagnosis" as 
a statement of that which in the opinion of 
its author distinguishes the taxon from others. 
Description and diagnosis can be quite diffe- 
rent kinds of statements. It is hilarious that 
we happily demand one OR the other. 

Let us examine the cases at the level of 
species and below where the type is a speci- 
men. For the purposes of nomenclature we 
need to know a priori the name proposed, its 
author, date of publication, and the designa- 
tion of the type specimen. The characters 
reside in the specimen. What about the 
description? This is in effect an account of 
what the author sees in the specimen. This 
account need not be correct. It is an account 
of his personal opinion, utterly subject to the 
reference standard of the specimen. It serves 
a major purpose in taxonomy by giving us an 
immediate, if possibly incorrect, idea of what 
this is all about. But it also serves a major 
purpose in nomenclature: If the type material 

provided contains a mixture of plants, it often 
allows us to select the component the author 
had in mind. I. e., it is a defense against less 
meticulous authors. Especially in the case of 
small plants we are often faced with mixed 
field patches designated as type specimens, 
rather than isolated holotypes. Thus we need 
the description here, and we must insist on 
it, written to the best of the author's ability; 
however, we must clearly state the limited 
nature of its function in nomenclature. Do 
we need the diagnosis also? I rather doubt it. 
In nomenclature it may serve to reject the 
name out of hand as illegitimate, but anyone 
making that decision had better examine the 
type specimen, and in any case a matter of 
taxonomic opinion is involved. Every time 
different type specimens compete the basic 
decision is always in the realm of taxonomy. 

What is relevant in practice at the level 
of genus? A genus is the sum of its species. 
An author makes the personal taxonomic de- 
cision that he includes a set of species in a 
genus. What does he have to know for pur- 
poses of nomenclature? He has to make a 
title search to see if any of the species (incl. 
synonyms) have been selected as the types of 
validly and legitimately published generic 
names. He has to know the name of the 
author and date of publication of any such 
name. He has then to select that name which 
has priority, or if there is no available name, 
propose a new one. Under the current system 
it is totally irrelevant what any prior author 
thought the limits of the genus proposed by 
him were. Our system simply disregards their 
"diagnosis or circumscription" - it is im- 
material, we do not even look at it, but ne- 
vertheless we insist on it! The essence of 
generic nomenclature is a name, a date, a 
type species. Nothing else is directly relevant 
in a perfect system; the selection of the cor- 
rect generic name depends solely on the 
taxonomic opinion of authors. To check if an 
author has acted correctly in nomenclature 
we do need one other piece of information. 

* Department of Botany, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley, Calif. 94720, USA. Written 
during the tenure of NSF grant GB-2712. 
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Namely a list of those species he summed 
into his genus, in other words the basic tax- 
onomic decision from which alone his action 
stemmed and from which we can retrace his 
steps. Article 34 : 5 indirectly recommends 
against giving this information. It tells us 
that a name is not validly published "by the 
mere mention of the subordinate taxa in- 
cluded in the taxon concerned". Agreed, but 
the only bit of information missing for prac- 
tical purposes is the selection of the type of 
the taxon, if it is above the level of species. 

The same argument holds true at the 
family level, except that a correctly formed 
family name prima facie supplies the name 
of the type genus! 

At the ordinal level the situation is hila- 
rious. If the ordinal name is formed from the 
name of an included family the name alone 
supplies all the relevant information, there 
being no priority or typification above the 
rank of order (Art. 11); but such "included 
typification" automatically explains the posi- 
tion of the taxon. If it is formed otherwise 
then indeed it must be handled like the na- 
mes of still higher categories, where we do 
theoretically need some kind words of dic- 
tionary type definition of their respective ap- 
plication. But these can be disregarded by 
the next author. For all that the Code really 
still tries to achieve is for these names to 
have correct endings; basically these names 
are now not only in a pre-type method but 
in a pre-Linnaean limbo. 

We have realized, e. g. at the level of the 
genus, that the creation of a new generic 
name automatically creates in the downward 
direction a subgeneric name, which may be 
"needed" and come into its own in due 
course. We have not realized that such a 
new generic name quite similarly creates 
potential family and ordinal names in the 
ascending sequence. But I trust that the 
pending Special Committee on Superfluous 
Names will have relevant recommendations 
about the resulting problems. 

For the Montreal Congress I made certain 
proposals (Taxon 7: 213-218, 1958) which 
came to grips with some of the issues in- 

volved. It was too soon then, for while these 
proposals formed the basis of some other 
proposals which have now been adopted, the 
component calling for certain simplifications 
and for the dropping of the requirement call- 
ing for a description or diagnosis where this 
is irrelevant were not taken up. With the 
passing of time others have begun to feel 
the same need for reform. Thus the problems 
raised by Burtt (Taxon 15: 107-108, 1966) 
and Weresub (Taxon 16: 29-34, 1967) illu- 
strate the mess we are in. We must straighten 
it out, yet we must do so in a way involving 
a minimum of upheaval. This requires care- 
fully formulated legislation. To this end I 
make the following motion. 

Proposal 142: "Moved that a Special Com- 
mittee on Archaic Provisions be appointed, 
to report at the time of the XII. International 
Botanical Congress. This Committee is 
charged to examine residual requirements in 
the Code which are in logical conflict with 
the principles of the type method, such as 
the provision calling for a description or 
diagnosis of all taxa. It is to make proposals 
leading to simplification of nomenclatural 
processes and their maximum independence 
from taxonomic opinion." 

It would seem obvious that any taxon 
should have a description or diagnosis, even 
though this might be redundant in technical 
nomenclature. Then what is all the fuss 
about? It arises from the fact that we have 
not expressed clearly enough the very limited 
standing of such a statement. The trouble is 
that its mere existence transposes us back into 
the past. It makes us do what we have no 
business of doing any more. Only too often 
we sit and struggle (and argue among our- 
selves) to find out what an author thought 
he was doing or what he intended to do. But 
the crux of the type method is precisely that 
this does not matter; all that matters is what 
an author did. Under the type method the 
basic description of a taxon is solely supplied 
by the answer to the following two questions: 
1. What is the type of the taxon? 2. What are 
the characteristics of this type? 
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SOME UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Johannes Proskauer * 

For consideration at the Edinburgh Con- 
gress I made a pair of proposals to clarify 
aspects of the "later starting point" legislation 
included in the Code. The matter is one of 
concern to workers on groups with the nor- 
mal Linnean starting point. In essence, what 
is involved is that the exceptions made for a 
few groups can under certain circumstances 
be construed to interfere with the nomen- 
clatural processes applied to groups for which 
no exception has been made. That is prima 
facie improper, and my proposed Notes pro- 
vide corrective interpretation to ambiguities 
in the Code. The proposals were accepted by 
the Committees for Algae and for Bryophytes, 
but not by that for Fungi; after discussion on 
the floor they were sent to a new Special 
Committee, to report at the Seattle Congress 
(Regnum Veget. 44: 48-49, 1966). This 
Committee (Taxon 14: 306, 1965) has at this 
late date (August 1968) not started to func- 
tion. Lest the proposals be lost, I hereby 
resubmit them, with the addition of the word 
"group" in the first one. 

143. Proposed new Note to Art. 13. Add: 
"The group affinity of a name is determined 
by the actual affinity of its type." 

Add example: "The names of the genus 
Porella L., and its single species P. pinnata 
L., Sp. pl. 1106, 1753, the type being a 
liverwort, were validly published although 
Linn6 listed them among the "Musci"." 

144. Proposed new Note to Art. 13. Add: 
"A taxon in which were included plants be- 
longing to groups for which different "star- 
ting point" dates are decreed in this Article, 
shall be deemed to have comprised only 
those components which were priorable at the 
time of publication according to this Article." 

Add example "The genus Mnium L., Sp. 
pl. 1109, 1753, included at its inception a 
mixture of species of mosses and liverworts. 
As only the latter were priorable at the time, 
one of them must be selected as the type of 
the genus." 

For a discussion of these proposals cf. 
Taxon 12: 200-201, 272 (omitted line), 1963. 
The proposal also made there to conserve the 
name Mnium Hedwig has been acted upon 
(1966 Code, p. 251); Santesson (Sv. Bot. 
Tidskr. 58: 114-115, 1964) has drawn atten- 
tion to three similar cases, involving a con- 
flict between fungal and myxomycete or 
lichen nomenclature respectively. 

DETERMINATION OF TYPES FOR SPECIES AND INFRASPECIFIC TAXA 

C. P. Sreemadhavan ** 

The importance given to typification in 
botanical nomenclature is evident from the 
large number of notes accompanying Art. 7 
and the 'Guide for the determination of 

types' attached to the Code at the end. Not- 
withstanding repeated attempts to improve 
and modify Art. 7, there are certain aspects 
of typification concerning species and infra- 
specific taxa typified by specimens that re- 
main ambiguous and liable to misinterpreta- 
tion. An attempt is made here to clarify the 
issue by certain suggested modifications of 
Art. 7 and of the 'Guide for determination 
of types'. 

An isotype is defined as "any duplicate 
(part of a single gathering made by a collector 

* Department of Botany, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley, Calif. 94720, USA. Written 
during the tenure of NSF grant GB-2712. 
** Botanical Survey of India, 76 Lower 
Circular Road, Calcutta 14, India. 
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at one time) of the holotype; it is always a 
specimen". This definition, if strictly applied, 
would lead to duplicate specimens of holo- 
types that were never studied by the authors 
and sometimes belonging to altogether dif- 
ferent taxa (Wherry, 1952) getting the desig- 
nation of isotype. These 'isotypes' are theo- 
retically qualified to be chosen as lectotypes 
in the event of loss or destruction of the 
holotype (Guide for determination of types, 
ICBN, p. 71, 4c, 1966). But the guide (p. 71, 
4a) also stipulates that a lectotype "must be 
chosen from among elements that were 
definitely studied by the author.. .". Herein 
lies a contradiction which is easily rectified 
by redefining 'isotype' in such a way as to 
include only those duplicate specimens of 
the holotype that were definitely studied by 
the author. 

Proposal 145: Reword Art. 7, note 3 fourth 
paragraph as follows: "An isotype is any 
duplicate of the holotype definitely studied 
by the author up to the time the name of the 
taxon was published; it is always a specimen". 

The explanation of duplicate in parenthesis 
may be advantageously omitted from Art. 7; 
it is treated in some detail in the 'Guide' (p. 
71) even though in the form of a footnote. 

Consequent to this reworded definition of 
isotype, a number of duplicate specimens of 
holotypes - most of which undoubtedly very 
valuable even though not studied by the 
authors, and truly belonging to the taxa the 
names of which are typified by these holo- 
types - will have to be properly redesignated. 
A new term - pseudotype - is suggested 
for such specimens and duplicates of syntypes 
and paratypes that were not studied by the 
authors up to the time the names of the taxa 
were published. 

Proposal 146: Add to Art. 7. Note 3, after 
the definition of syntype: "A pseudotype is 
any duplicate of the holotype, syntype or 
paratype that was not studied by the author 
up to the time the name of the taxon was 
published". 

Father Santapau, who very kindly read 
these proposals pointed out to me that pseu- 
dotype was a contradiction in terms and 
should find no place in the code. In this 
connexion I would like to point out that the 
term neotype is even more contradictory and 
the Committee for Neotypes (Taxon 13: 110- 
114, 1964) rightly pointed out that the word 
'type' (even in combination) indicated greater 

authority for a specimen than was justified in 
the case of 'neotype' and proposed to sub- 
stitute the phrase 'standard specimen' in a 
new recommendation. However, the nomen- 
clature section of the tenth International Bo- 
tanical Congress rejected the proposal and 
agreed to retain the term 'neotype' for a 
specimen which is not a true 'type' specimen 
even under the best of circumstances. The 
term pseudotype is chosen to 'expose' such 
specimens which are likely to be mistaken 
for isotypes, isosyntypes and isoparatypes and 
it would, in my opinion, serve the purpose. 

Example: Gamble described Brachystelma 
rangacharii (Kew Bull. 1922: 120, 1922) and 
designated K. rangachari 10654 as the type. 
There is one sheet in the MH bearing this 
number which, however, was not studied by 
Gamble. Mr. K. C. Jacob has attached a note 
to this sheet which reads: "Madras Herba- 
rium no. 10654 was collected by me on 
26.8.1914 at Hassanur, Coimbatore district. 
This sheet is one of the two specimens col- 
lected, the other was sent to Kew for the 
preparation of the flora of Madras, where it 
was described as a new species. Therefore, 
this sheet is a paratype". This note made 
after the publication of the species clearly 
indicates that Gamble described B. rangacha- 
rii on the basis of a single specimen sent to 
him from MH. This specimen kept at Kew 
Herbarium (K) is undoubtedly the holotype. 
The duplicate of this holotype at MH should 
be designated not as an isotype (which it 
should be according to existing Art. 7, note 3 
of the Code) or as a paratype (as Mr. K. C. 
Jacob has indicated incorrectly on the sheet) 
but as a pseudotype. 

A paratype is very nearly as important a 
specimen as a syntype since it is a specimen 
definitely studied by the author and cited in 
the protologue. Hence paratypes should be 
given preference to isosyntypes while choos- 
ing lectotypes. The definition of paratype is 
better included under Art. 7 than being 
treated in the 'Guide for the determination 
of types' as a footnote. 

Proposal 147: Add to Art. 7, Note 3 after 
the definition of pseudotype, definition of 
paratype as given in the footnote on page 72. 

Since isosyntypes and isoparatypes are not 
properly defined in the Code, they may also 
be included in the code as part of Art. 7, 
Note 3. 
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Proposal 148: Add to Art. 7, Note 3 be- 
tween the definitions of syntype and pseudo- 
type: "An isosyntype is any duplicate of a 
syntype definitely studied by the author up 
to the time the name of the taxon was pu- 
blished; it is always a specimen". 

Proposal 149: Add to Art. 7, Note 3 imme- 
diately following the definition of paratype: 
"An isoparatype is any duplicate of a para- 
type definitely studied by the author up to 
the time the name of the taxon was published; 
it is always a specimen". 

V~iczy (Taxon 12: 349, 1963) had proposed 
to include the definitions of paratype and 
isosyntype under Art. 7 note 3. The proposal 
was considered by the tenth International 
Botanical Congress and referred to the Edito- 
rial Committee. The Editorial Committee 
evidently did not consider it necessary to in- 
corporate the proposed changes since the 
1966 code retains the original text as far as 
these proposals are concerned. I renew the 
proposals since they are definitely advan- 
tageous. 

When a lectotype has been chosen the 
remaining type specimens (syntypes and para- 
types or isotypes and paratypes) available to 
the author should be properly designated and 
labelled as isolectotypes or paralectotypes. A 
recommendation to this effect may be in- 
cluded in the Code inserted as recommenda- 
tion 7C. 

Proposal 150: Add Recommendation 7C, 
after Recommendation 7B: "Whenever a 
lectotype is chosen the remaining type ma- 
terials should be clearly designated and la- 
belled as isolectotypes (duplicates of the lecto- 
type) and paralectotypes (type specimens 
other than duplicates of the lectotype). 

The proposed changes to Art. 7 would 
necessitate a few changes in the Guide for 
the determination of types also (p. 71-72). 
The following modifications should suffice. 

Proposal 151: Change the third sentence 
of paragraph 4C of the Guide for the deter- 
mination of types to read: 

"... no syntypes are extant, a paratype, 
if such exists should be chosen as the lecto- 
type. If neither an isotype, a syntype nor a 
paratype is extant, the lectotype may be 
chosen from among the isosyntypes or iso- 
paratypes, if such exist. If none of the speci- 
mens cited..." 

Since the pseudotype very often is a true 
duplicate of the holotype or syntype it 
should be chosen as a neotype should the 
necessity arise even though it is not qualified 
to be chosen as a lectotype. However the 
reviewer should take particular care to see 
that it fits the protologue in his opinion as a 
mixed gathering cannot be precluded. 

Proposal 152: Change the last sentence of 
paragraph 5 of the Guide for determination 
of types to read: 

"... and its duplicates, excepting pseudo- 
types, are believed lost or destroyed (Art. 7, 
Note 3). A pseudotype if it fits the protologue 
should be chosen as a neotype". 

While describing new taxa below the rank 
of family, authors are required to indicate 
the nomenclatural type (Art. 37). However, 
they are not bound to indicate the isotypes 
or paratypes in the case of taxa typified by 
specimens and often for lack of proper desig- 
nation these valuable specimens are not un- 
likely to be overlooked. In order to prevent 
this Recommendation 37B may be reworded. 

Proposal 153: Reword Recommendation 
37B as follows: "When the nomenclatural 
type of a new taxon is a specimen, authors 
are urged to indicate not only the 'holotype' 
but also the 'isotypes' and 'paratypes' if any 
are used and the places where they are per- 
manently conserved". 

Two examples are reproduced below and 
recommended to be followed as models: 

(1) Cyanotis cerifolia Rolla Rao et Kamma- 
thy in J. Linn. Soc. (Bot.) 59: 306-308, 1966. 

"Holotype KAMMATHY 77785 A and Iso- 
types KAMMATHY 77785 B-I were collected 
from the Experimental Garden, Botanical 
Survey of India, Poona (from cultivated ma- 
terial raised from the cuttings of wild plants 
growing in Weverly Estate, Anamalai Hills, 
Coimbatore District, Madras State) on 8 Au- 
gust 1962; the Holotype is deposited in the 
Central National Herbarium (CAL) and Iso- 
types and Paratypes in different herbaria as 
indicated below: 

KAMMATHY 77785 B (BSI), KAMMATHY 

77785 C (K), KAMMATHY 77785 D (BM), 
KAMMATHY 77785 E (L), KAMMATHY 77785 
F (P), KAMMATHY 77785 G (G), KAMMATHY 

77785 H (B) and KAMMATHY 77785 I (GH). 
Paratypes, KAMMATHY 77786 A-G collected 
on 10 September 1962 from the same locality 
are deposited in different herbaria: KAMMA- 
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THY 77786 A (BSI), KAMMATHY 77786 B 
(LE), KAMMATHY 77786 C (TI), KAMMATHY 
77786 D (BR), KAMMATHY 77786 E (DD) 
and KAMMATHY 77786 F (BLAT) and KAM- 
MATHY 77786 G (MH). Paratypes, KAMMA- 
THY 73950 A and KAMMATHY 73950 B were 
collected from Weverly Estate, Anamalai 
Hills, Coimbatore District, Madras State at 
an altitude of 1300 m. on 12 September 1961; 
KAMMATHY 73950 A (BSI) and KAMMATHY 
73950 B (E)". 

(2) Dicraea filifolia Ramamurthy et Joseph 
in Bull. bot. Survey India 6: 333-334, 1964 
(1965). 

"Holotypus Ramamurthy 15325 et isotypi 
Ramamurthy 15325 B-F lecti die 22 novem- 
bris anni 1962 ad Parambikulam in regione 
Trichur, in ditione Kerala; paratypi 20018 
A-E lecti eodem loco die 19 junii 1964. Ho- 
lotypus Ramamurthy 15325 A et isotypus 
Ramamurthy 15325 B et Paratypus Rama- 
murthy 20018 A positi in Herbario Nationali 
Centrali (CAL), caeteri in Herbario regionis 
australis Bot. Surv. India ad Coimbatore". 
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PROPOSALS BY ROLLA TRYON * 

Proposal 154: Article 6, Note 2. The 
Equisetum example to read: "Equisetum 
palustre f. fluitans." 

This will bring the example into accor- 
dance with Art. 24. 

Proposal 155: Article 7. Add a new Note: 
"The designation of a type is admissible only 
for the name of a new taxon." 

Art. 37 effectively expresses a conclusion 
as to which names should be typified (those 
of new taxa) and, by implication, which 
should not be. The principle upon which 
Art. 37 is based should be stated in Chapter 
II, Section 2, and Art. 7 seems to be an 
appropriate place. 

Proposal 156: Article 7, Note 4. The last 
paragraph to read: "A name which was no- 
menclaturally superfluous when published 
(see Art. 63) is automatically typified by the 

type of the name which ought to have been 
adopted (or whose epithet ought to have 
been adopted) under the rules." 

The words "or epithet" in this paragraph 
of the present Note 4 should be deleted be- 
cause it is names, not epithets, that have 
types; and it is names that are referred to as 
illegitimate in Art. 63. 

The last phrase of the paragraph: "unless 
the author of the superfluous name or epithet 
has indicated a definite type." should also 
be deleted. These particular names should 
be dealt with, if they are to be dealt with at 
all, under Art. 63. The problems they present 
are in relation to that Article and not in 
relation to typification. 

Proposal 157: Recommendation 7B. The 
Recommendation to read: "Whenever the ele- 
ments on which the name of a taxon is based 
are heterogeneous, the lectotype should be so 
selected as to preserve current usage unless 
that element is discordant with the original 
description or diagnosis and (or) figure." 

The present Recommendation is based on 
* Gray Herbarium, 22 Divinity Avenue, 
Cambridge, Mass. U.S.A. 
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the concept that the element that is in best 
agreement with the description or diagnosis 
should be the lectotype. The strict applica- 
tion of this Recommendation has resulted in 
unfortunate name changes and it seems 
desirable to consider if it might not be al- 
tered. I believe that a better concept would 
be to admit as potential lectotypes all ele- 
ments that are in substantial agreement with 
the original description and to exclude only 
those that are in clear disagreement with it. 
This would provide a desirable flexibility to 
the process of lectotypification and, within 
reasonable bounds, would make nomenclatu- 
ral stability the prime consideration in the 
process. 

An example where the proposed concept 
was followed is provided by the lectotypifica- 
tion of Polypodium exaltatum L. by Alston 
(Phil. Jour. Sci. 50: 182. 1933). This name is 
the basionym of the well known fern Nephro- 
lepis exaltata (L.) Schott. There are two ele- 
ments to choose from: Sloane, Jam. t. 31 and 
P. Browne, Jamaica, LINN 1251-15; the 
Sloane plate is Nephrolepis exaltata and the 
Browne specimen is Cyclopeltis semicordata. 
Both elements are in substantial agreement 
with the description, but the Brown specimen 
agrees better with the character of "pinn. ... 
base inferiore introrsum." If the specimen is 
taken as the lectotype, the names of both 
species would have to be changed. If, how- 
ever, the plate is taken as the lectotype (as 
Alston did) then the nomenclature of both is 
preserved. 

Proposal 158: Article 10, Note 3. The Note 
to read: "For the typification of some names 
of subdivisions of genera * see Art. 22." 

The word "some" should be added because 
Art. 22 deals with some special cases only. 

Proposal 159: Article 14, Note 3. The first 
portion of the Note to read: "A conserved 
name is conserved against all other names in 
the same rank based on the same type (no- 
menclatural synonyms which are to be re- 
jected).. ." Insert the following after the 
first sentence: "Conservation or rejection of 
a name does not effect the legitimacy of an- 
other name based on the same type." 

Two additions are suggested to Art. 14, 
Note 3. One is to say specifically that any 
name based on the same type as a conserved 
name is to rejected. The other is to clarify 
the relation of Art. 14 and Art. 63. It is some- 
times considered that conservation of one 

name, since it is retroactive, may make another 
name superfluous. However, since Art. 63 
deals only with names "when published", 
this cannot be true. A new name based on 
the same type as a conserved name stands as 
legitimate or illegitimate without reference 
to the conservation of the other name. 

Proposal 160: Article 44. Delete the last 
sentence. 

The examples, in Arts. 33 and 34, referred 
to are not pertinent to Art. 44. 

Proposal 161: Article 55. Delete the last 
phrase of Example (f) which now reads: "...; 
the citation in parentheses (under Art. 49) of 
the name of the original author, Bongard, in- 
dicates the type of the epithet." Add to the 
last sentence of the text proper: "(see Art. 7, 
Note 4)." 

The substance of the example is that a new 
combination is based on (typified by the type 
of) its basionym and on no other portion of 
the protologue. This may be brought out by 
reference to Art. 7, Note 4. The typification 
of Pinus mertensiana itself is not pertinent to 
the example. 

Proposal 162: Article 56. Add to the last 
sentence: "(see Art. 7 Note 4)." See com- 
ments under Art. 55. 

Proposal 163: Article 63. the last phrase 
of the Article proper to read: " . . ., included 
the type of a name which ought to have 
been adopted (or whose epithet ought to 
have been adopted) under the rules. 

The present wording says or implies that 
an epithet has a type, which is not true. 

Proposal 164: Article 63, Note. The first 
Note to read: "The inclusion of a type (see 
Art. 7) is here understood to mean the direct 
and unequivocal citation of a) a type speci- 
men, b) the illustration of a type specimen, c) 
the type of a name, or d) the name itself 
(with its original author) unless there is 
unequivocal evidence in the protologue or in 
the same publication that a segregate taxon 
was being proposed. 

Three changes are suggested in order to 
make the application of this article as clear 
as possible and to reduce the number of 
names that fall under it. The first is to add 
the words "direct and unequivocal" so that 
borderline cases may be excluded. The se- 
cond is to allow a type to be excluded within 
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the scope of the publication rather than only 
within the scope of protologue. The third is 
the addition of the words "with its original 
author" since it is only in this circumstance 
that the type can be assumed to be included 
with the name. 

Proposal 165: Article 72, first sentence. 
The sentence to read: "In the case of a name 
or epithet that is illegitimate under Arts. 
63-37 or is legitimate but rejected under 
Arts. 69-71, the oldest legitimate name or 
(in a combination) the oldest available epi- 
thet in the rank concerned, must be used 
(see Art. 11)." 

The first sentence has been reworded to 
remove the word "replaced" because Art. 72 
is applicable whether or not the rejected 
name is (or was) an accepted name. Refer- 
ence to Art. 11 at this place would be use- 
ful. Also it seems to be desirable to clarify 
the status of the names that are rejected 
under Arts. 69-71. These are sometimes con- 
sidered to be illegitimate but they are not 
and this can be brought out briefly in Art. 72. 

Proposal 166: Article 72, second sentence. 
The sentence to read: "If none exists, in any 
rank, a new name (nomen novum) must be 
chosen for the taxon; if one exists in another 
rank, then a) a new name (nomen novum) 
may be proposed, or b) a new combination, 
based on the name in the other rank, may be 
proposed, or c) a new taxon may be described 
and new name published for it." 

The second sentence has been expanded to 
state, more accurately and completely than 
at present, the existing options under the 
Code. It seems desirable to point these out 
to provide better guidance to the users of 
the Code. 

Proposal 167: Article 72, Note. The first 
phrase to read: "When a new name or epithet 
is required..." 

The Note applies when a new name is 

required as well as when a new epithet is 
required. 

Proposal 168: Appendix I. Change the title 
to read: "Names of hybrids." 

This change will be needed if the following 
proposal is accepted. 

Proposal 169: Recommendation H. 5A. De- 
lete the Recommendation. This Recommen- 
dation is not in harmony with Arts. 23 and 
24 where no provision is made for the inter- 

polation of special terms in the name of a 

species or of an infraspecific taxon. The Ar- 
ticles surely take precedence and a Recom- 
mendation should not be at odds with them. 
If it is desired to use the terms apomict, clone 

(or any other) for an infraspecific rank, this 
is always possible under Art. 4. 

Proposal 170: Guide for the determination 
of types, paragraph 4b. Add to the para- 
graph: ".. ., providing that the choise is in 

harmony with Rec. 7B." 

This reference to Rec. 7B would be useful 
here whether the proposal (above) to alter 
that Recommendation is accepted or not. 

Proposal 171: Guide for the determination 
of types, paragraph 4e. The paragraph to 
read: "In cases when two or more elements 
were included in or cited with the original 
description, the reviewer should be guided 
by Rec. 7B in the selection of a lectotype. 
However, if another author has already segre- 
gated one or two elements as other taxa, the 
residue or part of it should be designated as 
the lectotype providing that this element is 
not discordant with the original description 
or diagnosis. If it can be shown that such an 
element remains, then another element (see 
Rec. 7B) must be selected as the lectotype." 

This paragraph has been reworded to be in 
harmony with the proposal to modify Rec. 
7B. 
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PROPOSALS BY F. J. WIDDER * 

Proposal 172: Article 13 i, das Wort "BAC- 
TERIA" ist durch den korrekten wissenschaft. 
lichen Namen "SCHIZOMYCETES" zu ersetzen. 

DISCUSSION/BEGRiJNDUNG: Andere Gruppen- 
namen in diesem Artikel 13 sind richtig ge- 
bildet. Aber "BACTERIA" ist als Plural des 
Gattungsnamens Bacterium fiir die Gruppe 
der Schizomycetes als wissenschaftlicher Na- 
me ebensowenig geeignet wie z.B. "Fagi", 
"Rosae" oder "Lilia". Im englischen Text ist 
dagegen das Wort "bacteria" ebenso richtig 
angewendet wie im franzosischen Text "bac- 
teries" und im deutschen Text "Bakterien". 

Proposal 173: Article 29, amend the sen- 
tence "Publication by indelible autograph 
before 1 Jan. 1953 is effective" as follows: 
"Publication by indelible autograph is effec- 
tive". 

DISCUSSION/BEGRONDUNG: Wenn die Ver- 
offentlichung durch unausldschbare Auto- 
graphie vor dem 1. Januar 1953 als wirksam 
gilt, so ist es wohl selbstverstindlich, dai die 
heute oft iiber Matrizen vervielfiltigten 
Schriften wie z.B. Dissertationen ebenfalls 
als wirksam veroffentlicht gelten miissen. 
Daher ist die Zeitangabe als fiberflfiissig weg- 
zulassen, weil sonst Zweifel iiber die Giiltig- 
keit aller nach dem 1. Januar 1953 durch 
unausldschbare Autographie verbffentlichten 
Taxa entstehen kbnnen. 

Proposal 174: Article 32, ergdinze vor dem 
Worte "nachkommt" den Hinweis auf "Art. 
33 bis 45". 

DIsCUSSIoN/BEGRLONDUNG: Mit Riicksicht auf 
den bisherigen Wortlaut des Artikels werden 
gelegentlich die ebenfalls fiir die giiltige 
Veriffentlichung eines Taxons wichtigen Ar- 
tikel 33 bis 45 iibersehen. Beispiel: "Rubus 
graecensis W. Maurer" ist wirksam und mit 
Beschreibung in der 5. Lieferung der 2. Auf- 
lage von Hegi 1965: 315 veriffentlicht wor- 
den, aber ohne Angabe des nomenklatorischen 
Typus. Das Taxon ist daher hier gemiif Art. 
37, der vom Autor nicht beachtet wurde, 
nicht giiltig veriffentlicht. 

Proposal 175: Article 33, amend the words 
"a full and direct reference" mentioned in 
regard to a new combination or a new name 
on or after 1 Jan. 1953 as follows: "a refe- 
rence in an unmistakable manner". Zu ver- 
bessern sind die fiir eine neue Kombination 
oder einen neuen Namen vom 1. Januar 1953 
an wesentlichen Worte "vollstindiger und 
direkter Hinweis" durch "unmilfverstdind- 
licher Hinweis". 

DIsCUSSICN/BEGRtNDUNG: Viele Autoren ha- 
ben seit 1953, aber auch in der jiingsten Zeit 
(Verdcourt 1988, Wimmer 1968) sich niemals 
an diese nur mit grSflten und unnbtigen 
Schwierigkeiten zu erffillende Bedingung fiir 
giiltige Veroffentlichung gehalten. 

Nach dem Wortlaut des Artikels ist z.B. 
Vigna trilobata (L.) Verdc. comb. nov. mit 
dem Basionym Dolichos trilobatus "L., Mant. 
1: 101 (1767)" nicht giiltig veriffentlicht, 
weil der vollstaindige Hinweis lauten miilte: 
"Car. a Linn&. Mantissa Plantarum Generum 
editionis VI. (1764) et Specierum editionis II., 
Holmiae 1: 101 (1767)", falls man nicht 
zwecks noch grZi8erer Vollstindigkeit auch 
die Angaben von Stafleu 1967: 288 beriick- 
sichtigt. 

Lysipomia variabilis (McVaugh) E. Wimm. 
comb. nov. mit dem Basionym L. sphagno- 
phila subsp. variabilis "McVaugh l.c. 80, f. 
19" ist ebenfalls nicht giiltig veroffentlicht, 
weil der vollstandige und direkte Hinweis 
lauten miilte: "McVaugh, Rogers. A Revision 
of Lysipomia (Campanulaceae, Lobelioideae). 
Brittonia 8 (2): 80, f. 19 (1955)". 

Fir jeden Taxonomen sind die von den 
oben genannten Autoren in der allgemein 
iiblichen Form gehaltenen Zitate einwandfrei, 
weil sie trotz der mangelnden Vollstindigkeit 
und Direktheit unmilfverstindlich sind. Auch 
das "l.c." bei Wimmer bezieht sich in "an 
unmistakable manner" auf die vor dem Be- 
ginn von Lysipomia stehende Angabe: "Mc 
Vaugh, A Revision of Lysipomia in Brittonia 
VIII (1955) 69-105 et 20 fig." 

Um jedem Milbrauch dieses iiberdies 
durch kein Beispiel erliuterten Artikels vor- 
zubeugen, ist es notwendig, ihn durch Ver- 
einfachen zu verbessern. REFERENCE 

HEGI, G. 1965 - Illustrierte Flora von Mittel- 
europa, 4 (2A), 2. Aufl. bearbeitet von Hu- 
ber, H., 5. Lieferung. 

REFERENCES 

VERDCCURT, B. 1968 - The identities of Do- 
lichos trilobus L. and Dolichos trilobatus 
L. Taxon 17 (2): 170-173. * Holteigasse 6, A-8010 Graz, Austria. 
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STAFLEU, F. A. 1967 - Taxonomic Literature. 
Regnum vegetabile 52. Utrecht. 

WIMMER, F. E. 1968 - Campanulaceae- 
Lobelioideae Supplementum et Campanu- 
laceae-Cyphioideae. Das Pflanzenreich IV. 
276c (108. Heft). Berlin. 

Proposal 176: Article 64, amend the Ver- 

bascum-example as follows: "Examples: Un- 
der Verbascum the sectional epithet Aula- 
cosperma is allowed, although there is also 
in the genus Celsia one section named Aula- 

cospermae. This, however, is not example to 
be followed, since it is contrary to Rec. 21 
B" 

DIscussION/BEGRUNDUNG: Es ist unrichtig, 
wie bisher die Sektionsnamen Bothrosperma 
und Bothrospermae zu verwenden. Denn 
gemdil Art. 22 muss in der Gattung Verbas- 
cum die Sektion, die die Typus-Art. (V. thap- 
sus L.) der Gattung enthilt, den Namen 
Verbascum L. sect. Verbascum fiihren und 

darf nicht Verbascum sect. Bothrosperma 
Murbeck heitfen. Ebenso muss in der Gattung 
Celsia die Sektion, die die Typus-Art (C. 
orientalis L.) der Gattung enthalt, den Na- 
men Celsia L. sect. Celsia fiihren und darf 
nicht Celsia sect. Bothrospermae Murbeck 

heiten. Obwohl auf diesen auch in Code 
1956 enthaltenen Fehler schon Widder 1957: 
130 aufmerksam gemacht hat, ist er in den 
Code 1966 iibernommen worden und sollte 
jetzt verbessert werden. 

REFERENCES 

MURBECK, S. 1925 - Monographie der Gat- 
tung Celsia. Lunds Universitets Arsskrift, 
N. F. Avd. 2, 22 (1). 

MURBECK, S. 1933 - Monographie der Gat- 
tung Verbascum. Lunds Universitets Ars- 

skrift, N. F. Avd. 2, 29 (2). 

WIDDER, F. 1957 - Bemerkungen zum Code 
1956. Taxon 6 (5): 127-132. 

VARIOUS PROPOSALS 

Proposal 177: Article 71 states that, "A 
name must be rejected if it is based on a mon- 
strosity". This article is obviously intended to 

apply to botanical ranks. A. A. Bullock, in 
Taxon 12: 291 (1963), considered that the 
article was redundant and should be deleted, 
because of the difficulty in defining the term 

'monstrosity'. As it was retained in the 1966 

Code, I suggest that an amendment is 
needed to exempt cultivar names. A large 
number of cultivars are generally considered 
to be monstrosities, e.g. cristate and fasciated 
forms. A slightly broader definition of the 
term would include 'double' flowers, which 
are extremely common in the cultivated roses, 
dahlias, etc. To avoid the rejection of a very 
large number of cultivar names, I propose 
that Article 71 should be amended to read 
"A name must be rejected if it is based on a 
monstrosity, with the exception of cultivar 
names, including those of cultivars formerly 
given a botanical rank." 

Proposal 178: An alternative to proposal 
177 is that the Preamble line 24 et seq. 
should be amended to read as follows: 'The 

Rules and Regulations apply throughout the 
plant kingdom, recent and fossil, except 
where special provisions have been made for 
the following groups. The International Mi- 
crobiological Congress has issued an Inter- 
national Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria 
and Viruses (Ames, Iowa, June 1958). Simi- 
larly the International Commission for the 
Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants has pub- 
lished an International Code for Cultivated 
Plants (Utrecht, June 1961).' This proposal 
would remove the Nomenclature of cultivated 
plants from the jurisdiction of the Internatio- 
nal Code of Botanical Nomenclature. Pre- 
sumably such a move would be equally ac- 
ceptable to Bacteriologists and Virologists." 

Proposed by S. G. HARRISON (Cardiff). 

Note on proposal 116: 

In Taxon Vol. 17 (3): 333-334, J. Paclt 
has proposed an amendment of article 73 in 
the ICBN, by which the present transcription 
ao of Scandinavian a in Latin names should 
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be changed into aa. On the other hand, "La- 
tin plant names the original spelling of which 
does not include the letter a, although the 
same names commemorate Swedish natura- 
lists having that letter in their family names" 
should remain unchanged. As an example 
Paclt gives the name Forskohlea. However, 
this example is not correct, since the original 
spelling, in Linnaeus's dissertation Opobalsa- 
mum declaratum (1764), where this name 
was first validly published, is consistently 
Forsskilea. According to the proposal by 
Paclt, this should thus be transcribed to 
Forsskaalea, one of the few spellings which 
seem not to have been used hitherto of this 

so often maltreated name. (Airy Shaw in Wil- 
lis, A Dictionary of the Flowering Plants and 
Ferns, ed. 7, 1966, lists 10, one of which, 
Forskolea L. 1764, is however not to be found 
in the work cited but in L. 1767, i.e. in the 
Amoenitates edition of Opobalsamum decla- 
ratum.) 

It may also be remarked that the epithet 
stili and its "amended" variant staali men- 
tioned by Paclt are formed according to the 
zoological, not the botanical rules of nomeni- 
clature; according to the latter, the ending 
should be -ii. 

NILS HYLANDER (Uppsala) 
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