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PROPOSALS TO REVISE ICBN 

Proposal (66) to add new Recommendation 9A. 

The Code actually ignores the fact that new plant taxa have been described on the basis of 
specimens derived from living plants. This fact is especially emphasized by Article 9.5 in the 
1978 Code which states "Type specimens ... must be preserved permanently and cannot be 

living plants or cultures." However, there are circumstances where it would be desirable to 
accord special status to specimens later taken from the original living plant. 

For example, some of the most treasured specimens of living plants in the Arnold Arboretum 
are those raised from seeds collected by E. H. Wilson in Asia during the early 1900's. Some of 
these were described by Dr. Charles Sargent as new species. Certain of these living specimens 
are still alive and may be regarded as living prototypes for taxon names. 

It is desirable that the special value of these living specimens and specimens taken from them 
be recognized by special terms. Such specimens, in the absence of original type material, could 
even be recognized as a lectotype. To achieve this I make Proposal 66: a new Recommendation 
9A: 

"Vivo-type: The living specimen from which the type material was taken or, if no specimens 
were taken, which was described in the original publication. 

Emergento-type: Any herbarium specimen taken from the vivo-type after publication of the 
taxon name. 

Clono-type: Any herbarium specimen taken from a vegetatively propagated part of the vivo- 

type. 
Substituto-type: Any emergento-type or clono-type nominated as the lectotype." 

Proposed by: Leonid I. Malyshev, Siberian Central Botanical Garden, Novosibirsk 90, 
U.S.S.R. 

[Editorial Note. Dr. Malyshev's proposal is interesting in that it accords the possibility of 
recognition of subsequent collections from 'living types' (vivo-types) as lectotypes, a higher 
status than as neotypes. Also, following the logic of the proposal, the term spermo-type might 
be useful: any herbarium specimen taken from a sexually propagated material of the vivo-type 
(including spores of Cryptogams).] 

Proposal (67) to amend Art. 29.1 on effective publication and recommendation to establish a 
Special Committee on Art. 29. 

In recent years, copies of a thesis for a degree which includes new names are sometimes 
distributed personally or from a university, but the Code is not clear enough under what 
conditions it will be accepted as effective publication. 

For example, if an applicant for a degree distributes 10 copies of his thesis to representative 
botanical institutes in Europe, or if a university distributes 10 copies of a thesis which includes 
new names of Asiatic plants to representative botanical institutions with libraries in Asia, is the 
publication effective under Art. 29 of the Code? If so, what is the date of effective publication 
under Art. 30? It is clear the date of presentation or approval of the thesis does not constitute 
effective publication. How can one check when and where the thesis was actually distributed? 
For many botanists it is very difficult to obtain or see a copy. Also an offer to provide copies of 
the thesis at request cannot constitute effective publication. 
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Modern methods of printing and distribution are such that the wording of Art. 29.1 ' ..... by 
distribution of printed matter ..... or at least to botanical institutions with libraries accessible 
to botanists generally' is rather outmoded, and should be regarded as a minimum requirement 
primarily applicable to old literature. It should not apply to the current publication of a thesis for 
a degree. It might be clearer to add as Proposal 67: 

"Publication on or after Jan. 1982 of any new names in independently issued theses for 
degrees does not constitute effective publication. 

Note. New names included in a thesis which is effectively published by its inclusion in a 
journal or book meeting the requirement implied in Recommendation 29A are validated at the 
date of issue of the journal or book and not at the date of independent distribution of the thesis." 

The wording of Art. 29 is ambiguous also in some other respects. It is desirable that the 
special committee check the present wording and modify it in a more suitable wording which 
will correspond to modern methods of printing, reproduction and distribution of publications in 
general. Also it will be very useful if a guide for publishing new names validly is inserted at the 
end of the Code. 

At any rate, it is urgent to discuss the problem in detail in order to avoid further confusion, 
and we recommend that the problem be referred to a special committee for study. 

Proposed by: H. Hara, University of Tokyo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo, and H. Eichler, CSIRO, P.O. 
Box 1600, Canberra City, A.C.T. 2601, Australia. 

Proposal (68) on Article 57.2 to correct the Triticum example 

Le Ble tendre (Wheat, Saat-Weizen) est actuellement nomm6 Triticum aestivum L. emend. 
Fiori et Paoletti, Fl. Ital., 1(1): 107 (1896), exemple retenu dans le Code de Nomenclature, Art. 
57, exemple 2 (1978), propose par Prokhanov (Taxon, 7: 271. 1958) 

Les noms Triticum sativum Lam., Fl. fr., ed. 1, 3: 625 (1779) et T. vulgare Vill., Hist. PI. 
Dauph., 2: 153 (1787), g6enralement utilis6s dans la plupart des flores francaises sont illegitimes, 
incluant d'ailleurs a la fois T. aestivum L. et T. hybernum L. 

Cependant Fiori et Paoletti (1896) sont loin d'etre les premiers a avoir propose la r6union des 
deux taxons de Linn6 (1753) sous un seul nom. 

En effet, Merat, Nouv. Fl. Environs Paris, ed. 2: 2:36 (1821) avait r6uni les deux noms en 
retenant T. hybernum L. 'hibernum', incluant le "Var. B. T. aestivum Lin." 

Cette citation de Merat est inchang6e dans l'edition 4: p. 16 (1836), et figure probablement 
dans l'edition 3 (non consult6e). 

I1 est possible que Merat ait retenu Triticum hybernum en corrigeant l'edition 1 de sa Flore, p. 
45 (1812) ou il citait "T. sativum Lam .... T. hybernum Lin .... Var. B. T. aestivum Lin. 

.. . . "-en remarquant que T. hybernum avait priorit6 sur T. sativum Lam.? 
Nous n'avons pu trouver d'exemple plus ancien de reunion de T. aestivum L. et de T. 

hybernum L. et il semble assez probable que le choix de Merat, T. hybernum L. (incl. T. 
aestivum L.) doive 6tre suivi. 

Proposition (68): Remplacer la premiere partie de 1'exemple donne sous l'Article 57.2 (Triticum) 
par: 
"Merat (Nouv. Fl. Env. Paris, ed. 2,2: 36, 1821) a r6uni Triticum aestivum L. (Sp. PI.: 85. 1753) 
et T. hybernum L. (Sp. PI.: 85. 1753) en une seule espece en choisissant un des deux noms, T. 
hybernum L.". 

Bibliographie 

Anonyme. 1976. Regles internationales pour les Essais de Semences. Seed Sci. & Technol., 4: 
557-608 (French translation)-(Triticum aestivum L. emend. Fiori et Paoletti, p. 631, 
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