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NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS TO THE SEATTLE CONGRESS

PROPOSALS BY P. F. YEO *

The Appendix I of the International Code
of Botanical Nomenclature adopted by the
Tenth International Congress in Edinburgh
1964 (1966) is still unsatisfactory despite the
re-writing of the articles dealing with inter-
generic hybrids. Article H. 1 is unnecessarily
elaborate, Article H. 2 appears to be super-
fluous, while Article H. 5 is inadequate.
Further, the changes in the articles on inter-
generic hybrids made in the Edinburgh Code
introduce principles of nomenclature radically
different from those applying in the rest of
the Code, and there would seem to be good
reason for segregating these articles in an
appendix. The articles dealing with inter-
specific hybrids and their cubdivisions
(nothomorphs), on the other hand, involve
only minor modifications of the general
provisions of the Code. Their inherent unity
with the rest of the Code is very evident
from Art. 50, on the interchangeability of
specific status with the status of interspecific
hybrid. It is therefore proposed to incorporate
into the body of the Code those parts of
Arts. H. 1 and H. 5 which are considered
worthy of retention (which can be achieved
without affecting the numbering of the
articles in the body of the Code), and to
remove part of Article 40 to Appendix I.
Should this be considered to cause too much
upheaval, a set of alternative proposals is
offered in which rules dealing with hybrids
are as far as possible confined to Appendix I.
Nevertheless, it seems worth offering even
the proposals involving some re-organization
in case their logic should earn their accept-
ance.

Both sets of proposals involve the general
adoption of the phrase “subdivision of a
genus” (footnote on pp. 21 & 49 of the Code)
in place of “subgenus or section”, and both
provide for the regularization of the status
of nothomorphs and for lesser improvements.

The changes involved in my first set of
proposals would affect the cross-references
in Art. 41 of the International Code of
Nomenclature for Cultivated Plants, 1961

* University Botanic Garden, Cambridge,

England.

DecEMBER 1968

Edition (I.C.N.C.P.);
“Arts. 3, 4 and 23”.

these would become

Set of proposals designed to accommodate
Arts. H. 1 and H. 5 in the body of the Code.

Proposal 205. Art. 3. Add a second paragraph:
The principal ranks of hybrid taxa are, in
ascending sequence, interspecific hybrid
(whose nomenclature is governed by the
general provisions of this Code) and inter-
generic hybrid (whose nomenclature is
governed by the provisions of Appendix I).
They have the same ranks as species and
genus respectively.

Remarks: This in effect defines interspecific
hybrids and intergeneric hybrids, so that
these terms may be used without qualification
in the rest of the Code. Specific epithets can
compete with hybrid epithets at specific
rank for priority and vice versa (cf. Art. 50).
The proposal should help to make this appar-
ent (see also Prop. 207).

Add: Note 2. An interspecific hybrid is so
circumscribed as to include all descendants
(whether F1 or succeeding generations) of
crosses between individuals of the same
parent species, with the exclusion of amphi-
diploids etc., when it is desired to treat these
as species.

Remark: This replaces Art. H. 1, para. 4.

Proposal 206. New Rec. 3A: Amphidiploids
which do not occur in nature should not be
treated as species.

Remarks: This is a suggestion for an addi-
tion to the Code; it also appears in my
alternative set of proposals. (It would mean
that Primula kewensis was not allowed, only
P. X kewensis; the F1 and amphidiploid P.
X kewensis would then be distinguished by
the adoption of different cultivar names —
see I.C.N.C.P. Art. 5). )

Proposal 207. Art. 4: Delete para. 3 and
substitute the following: For hybrids with
the ranks of subdivisions of a gequs (Art. 10,
footnote), see Appendix I. Add q2lso a 4th
para.: For infraspecific variants 9f interspe-
cific hybrids the only rank avallable is that
of nothomorph (nothomorpha, abbreviated as

735

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.34 on Sat, 5 Apr 2014 09:37:17 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

nm., see Note 2) which has the same rank as
varietas; its nomenclature is governed by the
general provisions of this Code. (See also Art.
28).

Add: Note 2, the same as Note to Art. H. 5,
omitting the examples.

Remarks: Article H. 5 of the Code is to be
deleted; its substance, now amplified, is to
be incorporated in Articles 4, 24 and 50.
Proposal 207 provides a definition of notho-
morph, which has hitherto been lacking; by
making it equivalent in rank to varietas, the
need for new combinations will be minimised
under the proposed new Art. 50, as varietas
is the infraspecific rank which will most
frequently require change of status to notho-
morph. Epithets of varieties and nothomorphs
can compete with each other for priority
(see remarks on Prop. 1).

Proposal 208. Art. 7: Add a new Note 9: If
a statement of the parentage of a named
interspecific hybrid appears to conflict with
the characters of the type of the name, the
type takes precedence in determining the
application of the name.

Remarks: This would be an addition to the
Code confirming, and making explicit,
current practice; it also appears in my alter-
native set of proposals.

Proposal 209. Art. 20: Add after para. 3 the
following new para.: The names of inter-
generic hybrids (Art. 3) are formed according
to the provisions of Appendix I (see also
footnote to Art. 23).

Remarks: This suggestion is independent of
others, except the next, and could with
advantage be adopted in any case, the cross-
reference to Art. 23 being omitted if appro-
priate.

Proposal 210. Art. 21: Add, after the ex-
amples, the following: The names of hybrid
taxa with the rank of a subdivision of a
genus are formed according to the provisions
of Appendix I (see also footnote to Art. 23).

Remark: This suggestion is analogous to the
preceding and the same remarks apply.

Proposal 211. Art. 23. Delete first sentence
and substitute the following: The name of a
species or interspecific hybrid (Art. 3) is a
binary combination consisting of the name
of the genus followed by a single specific
epithet, the epithet of an interspecific hybrid

736

being preceded by the multiplication sign
X*®,
Add to the examples: Nepeta X faasseni.

Remark: This covers para. 3 of Art. H. 1 of
the Code.

Add to Note another item: (4) Designations
of hybrids or putative hybrids consisting of
the specific epithets of the parents combined
in unaltered form or by a hyphen, or with
the ending of only one epithet changed, or
consisting of the specific epithet of one
parent combined with the generic name of
the other (with or without change of ending);
these are considered to be formulae *.

Remarks: This item is based on Art. H. 1,
Note 2; my alternative proposals allow for
its retention in Appendix I and provide for
the addition of a cross.reference in Art. 23.

Add a footnote: * The method of designating
hybrids of any rank by the use of formulae
is an alternative to the formation or use of
interspecific, infrageneric or generic hybrid
names. Example: Digitalis lutea X D. pur-
purea. Any conventions used in the writing
of formulae should be explained by authors.

Remarks: Conventions for the writing of
formulae should not be included in the scope
of the Code; they should be left to users of
formulae. Art. H. 1 para. 2 and Note 4 are
therefore replaced by a mere footnote to
Art. 23. The purpose of the footnote is
simply to draw attention to the existence of
this alternative to the use of special names
for hybrids.

Proposal 212. Add a new Rec. 23C: Taxa
which are apomicts may, if they are con-
sidered to be of specific rank, be designated
by the interpolation of the abbreviation “ap.”
between the generic name and the epithet.

Remark: This incorporates the relevant part
of Rec. H. 5A (see also Prop. 214).

Proposal 213. Art. 24: In line 1, for The
name of an infraspecific taxon read: The
name of an infraspecific taxon or a taxon
within an interspecific hybrid; after species
add or interspecific hybrid.

Add to examples one or more of those now
included in Art. H. 5, citing authorities for
the names and combinations of the notho-
morphs.

Remark: This incorporates part of Art. H. 5
of the Code (see also Prop. 207).
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Proposal 214. Art. 24: Add a new Rec. 24C:
Taxa which are apomicts may, if they are
considered to be of infraspecific rank, be
designated by the interpolation of the abbre-
viation “ap.” between the term denoting the
rank and the infraspecific epithet.

Remark: This incorporates the relevant part
of Rec. H. 5A (see also Prop. 212).

Proposal 215. Art. 28: Add after the 3rd
para. a new para. identical with Art, H. 1,
Note 3.

Remark: Graft chimaeras may be interspecific
or intergeneric, so that this note is better
placed here than under Art. H. 1 which deals
with interspecific hybrids.

Proposal 216. Art. 28: Delete last para. and
substitute: The names of hybrid groups of
specific rank and below are governed by the
general provisions of this Code (see Arts. 3
and 4); for the names of hybrid groups above
the rank of species see Appendix I.

Proposal 217. Art. 32: At the end of para. 1
add: except as provided under Art. H. 2.
Under examples of names not validly pub-
lished add first and third examples under
para. 2 of Art. 40.

Proposal 218. Art. 36: At the end of para. 1
add: except as provided under Art. H. 2.

Proposal 219. Art. £0: Delete para. 1 and
substitute: The requirements for valid pub-
lication of the name of a hybrid group with
the rank of genus or subdivision of a genus
are given in Appendix I, Art. H. 2.

Delete examples to para. 1.

Para. 2: delete para. and examples.

Para. 3: delete para. and examples.

Remarks: Para. 1 is at present partly
duplicated in Art. H. 4 of the Code. It seems
better to have a complete statement in
Appendix I and a cross-reference under Art.
40.

Prop. 205 will render para. 2 and part of
para. 3 superfluous; a new version of para. 3
appears in prop. 226.

Two of the examples from para. 2 are to be
transferred to Art. 32.

Examples from paras. 1 & 3 appear in the
proposed articles for Appendix I.

Proposal 220. Art. 50. Insert after the first
sentence the following: A similar indication
of original status must be given when the

DeceEMBER 1968

status of a taxon is altered from varietas to
nothomorpha or vice versa.

Remarks: The rank of nothomorph is newly
fixed in the hierarchy by proposal 207. This
change in Art. 50 gives nothomorph the
same relation to variety as interspecific hy-
brid has to species. (See also the alternative
set of proposals).

Proposal 221. Art. 50. In line 2, for hybrid
read interspecific hybrid.

Remark: This proposal is independent of all
others.

Proposal 222. Appendix I. Change title to:
Names of hybrids above the rank of species.

Proposal 223. Art. H. 1. Delete.

Remarks: Para. 1 of H. 1 in the present
Code is introductory; para. 2 is covered by
prop. 211; para. 3 is covered by props. 205,
211 and 216; para. 4 is covered by prop.
205; Notes 1 & 4 are covered by the remarks
on the last part of prop. 211; Note 2 is
covered by prop. 211; Note 3 is covered by
prop. 215.

Proposal 224. Art. H. 2. Delete.

Remarks: It seems unlikely that the names
here envisaged have ever been proposed
except for cultivated plants. For these, the
categories cultivar and group are available
(IL.C.N.CP. Arts. 10 and 13). The part of
the article relating to formulae is covered
by the last part of prop. 211.

Proposal 225, Art. H. 3 to become Art. H. 1.

Proposal 226. Add new Art. H. 2. For pur-
poses of valid publication, the name of a
hybrid group with the rank of génus or sub-
division of a genus, which is regarded as a
condensed formula (see Art. H. 1 and H. 3),
must be published with a statement of the
parent genera or subdivisions of a genus, but
no description or diagnosis is necessary,
whether in Latin or in any other language.

Insert examples from Art. 40, para. 1.

For purposes of priority, the “generic
names” of intergeneric hybrids (see Art. H. 1)
are subject to the same rules as are those of
non-hybrid taxa of equivalent rank.

Insert the first, second and fourth examples
from Art. 40, para. 3.

Remarks: This article embodies those parts
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of Art. 40 which prop. 219 would delete; the
wording takes account of the footnote on pp.
21 & 49 of the Code.

Proposal 227. Art. H. 3. Same as Art. H. 4
(including examples), but second para. to
read: The “generic name” of an intergeneric
hybrid is applicable only to plants which are
accepted taxonomically as derived from the
genera named.

Remark: Now that conditions of valid pub-
lication are removed from Art. 40 to Art. H. 2
(prop. 226) part of para. 2 of the old H. 4 is
superfluous.

Proposal 228. Art. H. 5. Delete.

Remark: Now covered by proposals 207, 213,
220.

Proposal 229. Rec. H. 5A. Delete.

Remarks: (1) and (2) are covered by props.
212 and 214. Names for clones would not be
required except for nothomorphs, and notho-
morphs worth naming will almost invariably
bz clones. (Many clones are in fact named
as cultivars in accordance with the provisions
of the I.C.N.C.P.).

The rest of Rec. H. 5A having been trans-
ferred, it does not seem worth retaining the
final para. as a separate item in view of its
apparently minimal usefulness.

Alternative Set of Proposals for Articles
Dealing With Hybrids.

Proposal 230. Art. 23. Add to Note another
item: (4) designations listed in Art. H. 2,
Note 2 (Appendix I).

Remark: This is a suggestion for an addition
to the Code and it could be adopted inde-
pendently of others.

Proposal 231. Art. 28. As prop. 215.

Proposal 232. Art. 32. At end of para. 1 add:

except as provided under Art. H. 3 (Appendix
I).

Proposal 233. Art. 40. In the first sentence,
for name of a hybrid group of generic, sub-
generic or sectional rank read name of a
hybrid group with the rank of genus or
subdivision of a genus.

Remark: This change is needed in order to
take account of the footnotes on pp. 21 &
49 of the Edinburgh Code and to extend the

application of Art. 40 to supplementary
ranks.
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Proposal 234. Art. 50. As prop. 220.

Remarks: Art. 50, by implication, indicates
equality of rank between species and inter-
specific hybrid; it seems desirable to equate
the rank of variety and nothomorph in the
same way (see remarks on prop. 207) and this
is done in prop. 247.

Proposal 235. Art. 50. As prop. 221.

Proposal 236. Art. H. 1. Delete second sen-
tence of para. 2 and substitute: Any other
conventions used in the writing of formulae
should be explained by authors.

Remarks: Conventions for writing formulae
should not be included in the scope of the
Code; they should be left to the users of
formulae. The modified para. 2 merely draws
attention to the existence of this alternative
to the use of special names for hybrids.

Proposal 237. Art. H. 1. In para. 4, after
amphidiploids add etc.

Remark: This is an independent proposal
to allow for the occurrence of stabilized poly-
ploid hybrids other than strict amphidiploids.

Proposal 238. Art. H. 1. Add to para. 4: (See
also Art. 50).

Proposal 239. Art. H. 1. Delete Note 3.

Remark: This Note is transferred to Art. 28
by prop. 231.

Proposal 240. Art. H. 1. Delete Note 4.
Remark: See remarks on prop. 236.

Proposal 241. Art. H. 1. Add a new Note 3:
If a statement of the parentage of a named
interspecific hybrid appears to conflict with
the characters of the type of the name, the
type takes precedence in determining the
application of the name.

Remark: A suggestion for an addition to the
Code, equivalent to prop. 208, and in this
form independent of other proposals.

Proposal 242. Add a Recommendation H. 1A.
Amphidiploids which do not occur in nature
should not be treated as species.

Remarks: This is a suggestion for an addition
to the Code, equivalent to prop. 206, and in
this form is independent of other proposals.

TAXON VOLUME 17

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.34 on Sat, 5 Apr 2014 09:37:17 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

Proposal 243. Art. H. 2. As prop. 224.
Remarks: See prop. 224.

Proposal 244. Art. H. 3 to become H. 2.
Proposal 245. Art. H. 4 to become H. 3.
Proposal 246. Art. H. 5 to become H. 4.

Proposal 247. Art. H. 5. Add to the first para.
the following: In the hierarchy of ranks,
nothomorph is equal to variety.

Remarks: This is an addition to the Code,
appearing also in prop. 3, which see for
further remarks.

Proposal 248. Art. H. 5. Add: See also Art.
50.

Remark: This proposal is dependent on prop.
234.

Further Independent Proposals by P. F. Yeo

Proposal 249. Add to Rec. 20A: (j) Not to
form generic names by combining parts of
two existing generic names, e.g. Hordelymus
from Hordeum and Elymus.

Argument: Such names could be confused
with the names of intergeneric hybrids.

Proposal 250. Art. 29, final para. to read:
Publication on or after 1 Jan. 1953 of a new
name in tradesmen’s catalogues or non-
scientific newspapers, and on or after 1 Jan.
1971 in seed-exchange lists, does not con-
stitute effective publication.

Note: A seed-exchange list which is issued
as part of a publication containing scientific
papars is exempted from the provisions of
the preceding paragraph.

Argument: Some hundreds of different seed-
exchange lists are issued annually by botan-
ical institutions and private individuals. They

DecemMBER 1968

do not reach the botanical public generally,
being seen mainly by horticulturists, and
few institutes retain them permanently in
their libraries. It would be advantageous to
remove these seed-lists from the field of
literature which has to be scanned for new
names. The fact that new names are current-
ly published in only a very few seed-lists is
an additional reason for prohibiting them al-
together.

The phrase “even if accompanied by a Latin
diagnosis”, now included in Art. 29, is
omitted, as the provision of a Latin diagnosis
is not relevant to effective publication, where-
as for valid publication the conditions laid
down in Art. 32 (3) or Art. 36 would have to
be fulfilled.

Proposal 250a: Subject to the acceptance of
the proposal by Brummitt and Chater in
Taxon 16: 406 (1967), or of proposal 130 by
Greuter (Taxon 17: 456. 1968), or a similar
proposal, to add to Art. 35 the following
Recommendation: —

When a taxon published without clear
indication of rank is cited, the term taxon
infragenericum (abbreviated taxon infragen.)
or taxon infraspecificum (abbreviated taxon
infrasp.) may be inserted in the place where
the term denoting rank should have been
inserted. Taxon infragenericum does not here
apply to taxa of the rank of species or below.

Example: Euphrasia taxon infragen. Aus-
trales Benth. in DC. Prodr. 10: 553 (1846).

Proposal 250b: Subject to the acceptance of
the preceding proposal the phrases Taxon
infragenericum and Taxon infraspecificum
should be reviewed by the Editorial Com-
mittee and substitutes inserted if thought
preferable (e.g. taxon vagum, abbreviated to

vag.).
b4
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PROPOSALS BY OTHER AUTHORS

251. Proposal for addition to Recommenda-
tion 73C of the Code.

Recommendation 73C deals with the forma-
tion of new specific or infraspecific epithets
taken from the names of persons but, unlike
the International Code of Zoological Nomen-
clature (1961), provides no guidance for
dealing with personal names having a
patronymic, honorific or other prefix. It is
accordingly proposed that the following
supplementary recommendations be added
to the Botanical Code. Although adapted
from the Zoological Code, they express
common botanical practice and have been
accordingly included in the section on
epithets commemorating persons in Botanical
Latin 295—296 (1966).

(e) The Scottish and Irish patronymic prefix
‘Mac’, ‘Mc’ or ‘M’ meaning ‘son of’, should
be spelled ‘mac’ and united with the rest
of the name, e.g. macfadyenii after Mac-
fadyen, macgillivrayi after MacGillivray,
macnabii after McNab, macvaughii after
McVaugh, mackenii after M’ Ken. :

(f) The Irish patronymic prefix ‘0’ should be
united with the rest of the name or
omitted, e.g. obrienii, brienianus after
O’Brien, okellyi after O’Kelly.

(2) A prefix consisting of an article, e.g. le,
la, I, les, el, il, lo, or containing an
article, e.g. du, dela, des, del, della,
should be united to the name, e.g. lecler-
cii after Le Clerc, dubuyssonii after Du-
Buysson, lafarinae after La Farina, logatoi
after Lo Gato.

(h) A prefix to a surname indicating ennoble-
ment or canonization should be omitted,
e.g. candollei after De Candolle, jussieui
after de Jussieu, hilairei after Saint-
Hilaire, remyi after St. Rémy; in geo-
graphical epithets, however, ‘St” is
rendered as sanctus (m.) or sancta (f.) e.g.
sancti-johannis, of St. John, sanctae-
helenae, of St. Helena.

(i) A German or Dutch prefix when it is
normally treated as part of the family
name, as often happens outside its coun-
try of origin, e.g. in the United States,
may be included in the epithet, e.g. von-
hausenii after Vonhausen, vanderhoekii
after Vanderhoek, vanbruntiae after Mrs.
van Brunt, but should otherwise be
omitted, e.g. iheringii after von Ihering,

740

martii after von Martius, steenisii after
van Steenis, strassenii after zu Strassen,
vechtii after van der Vecht.

Proposed by: WirrLiam T. Stearn (Depart.
ment of Botany, British Museum (Natural
History), London).

*

252. Proposal on the citation of nomencla-
turally invalid material.

In an earlier note (Taxon 15: 106. 1966)
dealing with the citation of names proposed
by one author and published by another, I
recommended that the form sanctioned by
the Code “A ex B” should be modified to
“[A ex] B”. This was an attempt to combat
the constant habit of contracting the author-
ship to ‘A’, when (Rec. 46C) it should be to
‘B’. 1 also drew the parallel that the citation
of the non-publishing author in square
brackets was analogous to the citation of pre-
linnaean authors in the same way, as sanc-
tioned by Rec. 46E.

I have now had opportunity to think about
the whole matter much further and to discuss
it with many of my colleagues.

The Code of Nomenclature establishes two
qualifications which a name must satisfy
before it can receive full nomenclatural con-
sideration. It must be effectively published
(Art. 29—31) and it must be validly published
(Art. 32—45). Now it so happens that in the
nature of taxonomic work there are quite
often occasions when it is desirable, for a
variety of reasons, to cite names that do not
fulfil these qualifications. In strict nomen-
clature they are not “names” at all, yet they
may indicate history, continuity of typifica-
tion etc. Nomina nuda, names published in
synonymy, pre-starting-point names or au-
thors, and misidentifications can all be
considered under this general heading: useful
components of history which are not validly
published items of nomenclature.

It is now my proposal that all this nomen-
claturally invalid material should be cited,
when citation is desirable, in the same way:
in square brackets. This recommendation
might well combine present Recs. 46C, 46E,
50A 50B. Proposed Recommendation: “when
it is desired to include in nomenclatural
citations matter that is nomenclaturally invalid

TAXON VOLUME 17
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this should be enclosed in square brackets.
The commonest circumstances in which this
occurs are: —

1. [Rec. 46C with the addition of the phrase
“these two words being enclosed in square
brackets” after ex in line 3, and the necess-
ary addition of square brackets in the
examples].

2. [Rec. 46E with the omission of ‘prefera.
bly’ in line 3 and the addition “The form of
citation, sometimes used in mycology, linking
the two authors by the preposition per is not
recommended”. And at the end of the
examples “— Not Boletus piperatus Bulliard
per Fries”].

3. [Rec. 50A, with the addition “Such
names not being valid should be cited in
square brackets” and the insertion of these
brackets in the example].

4, [Rec. 50D with the addition, “Mis-
identifications not being part of valid
nomenclature should be enclosed in square
brackets” and the insertion of these brackets
around F. exasperata ... in the example].

Proposed by: B. L. Burrt, Edinburgh.

*

DeceEMBER 1968

253. Proposal on the definition of the terms
form-genus and organ-genus.

The present definition of these terms is
unsatisfactory because the difference of the
concepts as now outlined depends on the
size and delimitation of families and not on
the contents of genera. Furthermore the
present definitions do not state that form-
genera (organ-genera) must comprise organs
of the same morphological category, or of
different categories. The following definitions
are proposed:

Form-genus — a taxon comprising organs

of the same morphological category represent-
ing (or supposed to represent) a natural genus
in the fossil record.
Organ-genus — a taxon comprising organs
of the same morphological category represent-
ing (or supposed to represent) more than one
natural genus in the fossil record.

Proposed by: V. A, KrassiLov, Far Eastern
Geological Institute of the Academy of
Sciences of the U.S.S.R. Vladivostok 22,
U.S.S.R.
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