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8 guineensis. This lectotypification appears to be the only reasonable one in spite
of the fact that Linnaeus wrote (Sp. Pl. 322. 1753), “Plantae f flores non vidi”.
It is plausibly argued that this statement derives from the earlier treatment of
the same species in the Hortus Cliffortianus, where the variety 8 was a plant
Hom Ceylon, known to Linnaeus only through illustrations of specimens without
owers.
The Committee recommends acceptance of this proposal.

Proposal 350 [1110] Sansevieria Petagna (1787, corr. Thunberg, 1794), vs
Sansevieria Thunberg (1794). (3-9). (Taxon 22: 158. 1973).

The name Sansevieria is already conserved. It is now argued that the earlier
name Sanseverinia Petagna (not on the list of nomina rejicienda) was probably
based on material from which Thunberg also took the name Sansevieria,
knowingly or unknowingly creating an orthographic variant of the earlier name.

Opinion in the Committee is divided:

1. A minority element advocates adherence to the course proposed, namely to
change the citation of the conserved name to read “Sansevieria Petagna, Inst.
Bot. 3: 643. 1787 [‘Sanseverinia’]; corr. Thunberg, Prodr. Pl. Cap. [V, no. 29],
65. 17947,

2. A second element advocates, as simpler and less confusing to persons un-
familiar with the minutiae of nomenclatural procedure, that Sanseverinia be added
to the list of nomina rejicienda, thereby leaving the conserved name Sansevieria
with the author’s name (Thunberg) always associated with it since 1794. It is
suggested that this procedure be set forth in a new proposal.

Summary: The Committee recommends conservation of (post 278) Loudetia
Steudel (1854), (2405) Mesembryanthemum Linnaeus with lectotype M. nodi-
florum Linnaeus, (7523) Zaluzianskya, (8651) Michauxia, (8656) Canarina. It
recommends changes in the citations of the following names which are already
conserved: (3897) Rbynchosia, (7854) Sarmienta, (1328) Alpinia, and (1110)
Sansevieria. It regards as unnecessary the conservation of (7338) Dysophylla,
(7337) Pogostemon, (8606) Herpetospermum, and (1351) Curcuma. It does not
recommend the conservation of (post 278) Loudetia A. Braun (1841), (1344a)
Geanthus Valeton, or (3294) Berzelia. It declines to accept a proposal for the
incorporation of the name “Sansevieria Petagna” [“Sanseverinia’] into the formal
citation of the conserved name Sansevieria Thunberg.

SPECIAL COMMITTEE FOR ARTICLES 69, 70, 71

Following an unsuccessful attempt at the XIth International Botanical Congress
in Seattle 1969, to solve the controversy about Art. 69 of the Code of Nomen-
clature, the Section of Nomenclature established a new committee “to review the
whole set of problems connected with Articles 69, 70 and 71 ... for report in six
year’s time”.

The Committee has the following composition:
Chairman: F. A. Stafleu, Utrecht, Netherlands
Members:  C. R. Benjamin, Beltsville, Maryland

B. Boivin, Ottawa, Canada

F. R. Fosberg, Washington DC

V. H. Heywood, Reading, UK

L. A. S. Johnson, Sydney, NSW

B. G. Schubert, Cambridge, Mass.
Secretary: K. Faegri, Bergen, Norway

I am sorry to say that the response of the membership of the Committee has
been far from enthusiastic. Circular letters have not, on the whole, resulted in
any feed back, and an attempt to arrange a meeting during the First ICSEB
Conference in Boulder, Colorado in 1973 failed. This report is therefore mainly
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based upon my own interpretation; however, the few deviating views I have
received, will be duly referred to.

The articles with the revision of which we are charged, fall into two groups,
on the one hand Art. 70 and 71, which are comparatively uncontroversial, and
on the other hand Art. 69, which is very complicated. I shall therefore start with
the two first mentioned.

Art. 70. A name is to be rejected if it is based on a type consisting of two or
more entirely discordant elements, unless it is possible to select one of these
elements as a satisfactory type.

The Art. contains two truisms. The first one is the implicit statement that if
no element can be selected as a type, the name has no standing. The other is
the one covered by Art. 9, 2: “If it is later proved that such a type herbarium
sheet or preparation contains parts belonging to more than one taxon, the name
must be attached to that part (lectotype) which corresponds most nearly with the
original description”. The only difference may lie in the more or less intimate
contact between the discordant elements. This is hardly sufficient reason for
maintaining Art. 70.

Proposal 77a: Delete Article 70.

Art. 71. A name is to be rejected if it is based on a monstrosity.

It is actually impossible to define properly and exhaustively what is a
monstrosity, a concept that in reality has its basis in the philosophy of idealistic
morphology. The only monstrosities that can be unequivocally defined, are
pathological conditions of known etiology. It is hardly justified to maintain a
rule, or rather an exception to a rule for this case. The Art. as it now stands is
unworkable, and what can be saved of it, is hardly worth saving.

Proposal 77b: Delete Article 71.

Art. 69. A name is to be rejected if it is used in different senses and so has become
long-persistent source of error.

This article has one inherent weakness of principle: It only takes into account
names which have become serious sources of errors. One cannot by means of this
art. (or any other) avoid or prevent name-changes which will in the future
become sources of error. As I shall show below, this is a very pertinent case. I
consider a full discussion of both cases to lie inside the frame of reference given
to the Committee.

Too many of the pronounciations over Art. 69, both in writing and at the
meetings of the Section of nomenclature, have been made by taxonomists having
only the taxonomic literature in mind. Within this framework one can agree with
Fosberg’s contention (in his Comments to Dandy’s Memo for the Seattle Congress)
that there will be “for a time, great wailing and gnashing of teeth. Then after
a short while, people get used to the change, and the earlier name or usage
begins to sound strange”. And further in letter of 8 September 1972: “future
confusion will only result when people do not bother to make clear just what
plant they do mean when they use the name. After all, this is the way ambiguities
in other classes of terminology are handled every day. We should be able to
devise a way to do this for formal names, too. We certainly do for ordinary
misapplications of names by use ‘sense ... non....” But one cannot realistically
expect phytogeographers, horticulturists, etc. to exercise this carefulness even in
their future writings, and as I shall show, the results for the old literature are
even worse, again in the non-taxonomic field.

I would also like to point out one sentence in Fosberg’s comments: “We should
be able to devise a way to do this”. Well the present Art. 69 was an attempt
to devise a way, and it seems to me that those who want to delete it, are
under the obligation to present a workable “way to do this’ before taking away
tfhe Arlt., not only express pious hopes that somebody will turn up with a magic
ormula.
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I therefore submit that if Art. 69 be maintained, it be so worded that it can
only be involved for names which are or have been used outside of the purely
taxonomic literature. A name that only occurs in specialized taxonomic works
and flora lists does not represent any problem. For such names Fosberg’s
description is adequate.

To achieve this, I have proposed to introduce the world widely, defining widely
as comprising a wider literature than the taxonomic one. This means that if a
botanist wants to invoke Art. 69, he must be able to demonstrate that the usage
to be defended can be found in at least [so many] non-taxonomy publications. It
must be quite clear that in the following, I discuss such cases only.

Also much of the argumentation met with takes into account the future only,
and does not consider the effect on the old literature. Again this is of relatively
minor importance in taxonomic literature with its synonym lists and ample
author reference, but it may be disastrous e.g. in floristic literature or vegetation
descriptions — when these descriptions are frequently the only existing documen-
tation of a site or a condition no more existing. If a name is thus there confused,
the whole description may become invalid, and it may be almost impossible later
to find out what was originally meant, or even worse, the non-specialist will
automatically get the wrong idea. Like Janus, Art. 69 must look both at the
past and the future.

As T see it, the cases discussed in connection with Art. 69 can be grouped into
three groups which I shall exemplify below. The first one is not a case for Art.
69 at all, just an unpleasant name-change. The second one refers to old confusions
which can undoubtedly be settled for the future by proper specification. The third
one represents cases when strict application of the type method in itself creates
confusion in the future. In addition, there is a fourth question to which I shall
return.

1. The Viburnum fragrans case. A name which has been consistently and exclusively used
for one taxon must be abandoned because it is illegitimate, and it is replaced by another
name, which has not previously been widely used either for this taxon or for another one.
It is annoying, but cannot cause confusion, and cannot lead to errors (except formal ones),
and it is in reality no case under Art. 69. Example: Viburnum fragrans Bunge was shown
to be a younger homonym, and had to be replaced by V. farreri W. T. Stearn, a nomen
novum.

1. The Betula alba case. Typification is possible, but will be more or less arbitrary
because of the absence of type material, ambiguous protologue etc. A recognized typifi-
cation can end the confusion, albeit in a more or less arbitrary way, and the use of the
name in the future will be stabilized and unambiguous, as pointed out also by Dr. Schubert
in her comments to one of my earlier letters.

Example: Betula alba L. comprises two species, B. pubescens Ehrh., and B. pendula
Roth, and the name has been indiscriminately used for both taxa, until it fell in disrepute
and disuse. Typification can be carried out, and there is no doubt that we can restore the
name and have a stable usage in the future. As the name today, on the whole, has fallen
into disuse, the Fosbergian period of gnashing teeth will in this case be comparatively
short.

So far all is well, but the use in the old literature will remain ambiguous, and there is
no way to remedy that, in fact the stabilization of the name is in itself dangerous, as
future readers, who have accustomed themselves to a stable use, will automatically carry
that back with them when reading the old literature, not realizing — like we do today
because of the existing and recognized confusion — that the name refers to various taxa
and must be treated accordingly.

III. The Iris ensata case. Typification shows that a name that has been widely and
consistently used for one taxon, A, should in reality have been used for another taxon, B.
This means that B will have to be called A, whereas A will have to be called C and the
former name B will disappear. Example: According to the type the plant (A) known as
Iris kaempferi Siebold should be called I. ensata Thunberg. This means that the taxon
now known as . ensata must have another name, in this case I. biglumis Vahl. Two of
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these names are unambiguous, viz. I. kaempferi and 1. biglumis. The name of I. ensata can
only create confusion and should be rejected.

In this case there are two usages, both of which are in themselves unambiguous, but the
shift-over creates a very dangerous confusion, both during the transition period, which
will in this case be very long because of the complication of the case, and even more
afterwards, because every non-specialist will read the new interpretation into the old
name. Not only will it for a long time be impossible to know which taxon a contemporary
author has had in mind, but it will be even more difficult to keep track of the old
literature.

Fosberg’s comments (in letter of 8 September 1972): ‘Here I agree that in the extreme
cases that you mention [it was the corresponding case of Turdus musicus. — K.F.], there
is real inconvenience. However, throwing out the offending name altogether will not
correct confusion resulting from the past usage[1]. It may well avoid some confusion in
the immediate future, but new usages are accepted over a period of time[2]. I am not
willing to accept the remedy for this sort of case that is based on subjective judgement,
even of a committee, and that may be so stretched to cover minor and local inconveniences
that it was not intended to cover[3].

To this, I have the following comments, referring to my numbering above.

1. There was no confusion in the past. We create the confusion by too rigid application
to the type method.

2. As I have shown above, it is the acceptance over a period of time (about which I
agree with Fosberg) that creates the confusion.

3. It is an argument for improving the article, not for deleting it.

I should add that this case is not too rare, nor is it limited to a certain period or to
phanerogams. Nephoma lusitanicum Schaer (A) — N. laevigatum Ach. (B) — N. bellum
(Spgl.) Tuck. (C) is another example. Parmelia glomellifera Nyl. (A)—P. isidiotyla Nyl. (B)
- P. loxodes Nyl. (C) a third one, both from lichenology. Mr. Dandy in a letter of
18 May 1972 refers to more cases, e.g. Rosa spinosissima (A) — R. majalis (B) — R. pimpi-
nellifolia (C).

In a letter of April 1972 to the Chairman of the Committee, Dr. P. F. Yeo, who is not
a member of the Committee, independently analyzes the situation of cases II and III in a
similar way and points out that: ‘as at present worded Article 69 applies to cases of con-
fused nomenclature which have been sources of error and not (even implicitly to errors of
nomenclature whose correction need cause no more confusion than other name changes’.
Viburnum fragrans obviously belongs to the latter type. Yeo’s distinction between
errors (of identification) and errors of nomenclature is fundamental, because the deletion
of Art. 69 would lead to much error of identification even if nomenclature is straightened
out.

Yeo, like myself, also realizes the difference between past confusion (Betula alba) covered
by the intent of the present Art. 69, and future confusion (Iris ensata) not covered, and
proposes the following wording: ‘A name must be rejected if it has become a long-persistent
source of error through use in different senses, or has been consistently used in a sense
different from that of the original author’.

Proposal 77¢: We may cover cases in a single statement: A name must be rejected if it
has been widely and persistently used for a taxon not including its type. Names thus
rejected shall be placed as a list of nomina rejicienda. To which one may add a note: Wide
usage is documented by the use of the name in the wrong sense in.... non-taxonomic
texts which are effectively published according to Arts. 29-31 before 1 January 19...

This formulation covers both the Betula alba case, in which the name has also been used
for the correct taxon, and the Iris ensata case in which the name has been consistently used
for the wrong taxon. The formulation also tries to avoid the vagueness and subjectivity
inherent in the present wording and in the use of words like error or confusion.

According to my opinion the consequences of deleting Art. 69 are extremely grave, and
I cannot see that there is any way in which stabilization can help out of the confusion
caused in cases like Betula alba and Iris ensata. I therefore plead that the article be
maintained with the above wording.
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I should like to mention that by applying the Article in this way we adhere strictly
to the type method, but we do sacrifice priority to safeguard clarity — like it is done in
many other cases.

IV. Mr. Dandy has attracted my attention to another confusing effect of typification,
namely concerning coenospecies. The Linnean type of Alchemilla wulgaris (coll.) by
necessity must belong to one of the agamospecies into which this collective species has
been divided. Therefore, the agamospecies in question should be called A. vulgaris, and
the coenospecies has no name, except in cases when it cannot be typified. The problem
is not a very great one, but there certainly is a case not covered by the present Code.
It may be taken up at a future congress.

If we apply the above proposed wording of Art. 69, we may say that the name A.
vulgaris has persistently been used not only for the correct taxon (agamospecies), but
also persistently for a number of others, and therefore must be rejected as an agamo-

species name. K. FAEGRI

NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS TO THE LENINGRAD CONGRESS

Peter H. Raven*

1. Proposals for the simplification of infraspecific terminology.

For all but a few active taxonomists, the categories “subspecies” and “variety”
are identical in practice. Whichever is preferred is considered the primary
subdivision of the category “species.” Although some writers use one, and some
the other, the two are very rarely employed within a single species. In the
current literature, it is estimated that more than one of these categories is
employed in far less than one thousandth of the species which are subdivided.
There appear to be almost no major floristic works of the past several decades
which have attempted consistently to use both categories within the same species,
although some do use both when they have compiled their taxonomic treatments
from different sources. On the other hand, there is a growing trend, exemplified
by Flora Europaea, which recognizes only subspecies, and the Flora North
America program, which would have used only one of these categories within
a given family, to simplify taxonomic treatments by using only one level of
infraspecific category as standard.

It very rarely seems desirable to recognize formally two different levels of
variation within a single species. It is often held that in the higher animals,
the patterns of variation that should appropriately be recognized as subspecies
are geographical. Such animals, however, are usually obligate outcrossers, and
many have extensive individual ranges. In plants, with their diverse breeding
systems and varied dispersal mechanisms for both pollen and seeds, there is no
a priori biological reason to except major infraspecific patterns of variation to
be geographical or not. It has very occasionally been convenient to recognize
broad geographical races within a species as subspecies, and ones that are
geographically indefinite within these subspecies as varieties, but are these not
coincidental patterns that are rarely repeated? Taxonomy is a science of com-
munication, and the rank accorded a certain kind of series of populations should
theoretically communicate something about it. In spite of this, it is clearly not
possible to assume from the fact the category “subspecies” or “variety” has been
applied within a given species that a certain kind of pattern of variation is
present; only, in either case, that the species has been subdivided.

Of any three taxa, two are usually more closely related to one another than
they are to the third. This does not and should not mean that the two which
are more closely related need to be grouped into some formal, named category;
indeed, to follow such an assumption to its logical conclusion would be to create

* Missouri Botanical Garden, 2315 Tower Grove Ave., St. Louis, Missouri, 63110, U.S.A.
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