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preserve a type specimen that would communicate anything about the distinguishing characters of the
taxon. However, one might assume that this is the case, at least with the yeasts and yeast-like fungi.
My question then, as editor of Index Nominum Genericorum, was whether these names are validly
published. If it is true that it was impossible to permanently preserve a type specimen, then under
Art. 9.3, the description or figure would suffice. If, however, the requirement for a permanently
preserved specimen was simply overlooked by the authors, the names are not validly published under
Art. 37.1 and consequently, the generic names are not validly published under Art. 10.1 as revised at
Sydney. As the deadline for the first Supplement to ING approached, I decided to give these names
the benefit of a doubt and include them in the Supplement.

Prop. (92) To avoid such ambiguity in the future and to provide a way of dealing with names published
between 1 January 1958 and 1 January 1990, I propose that the following be added to the end of Art.
9.3:

“After 1 January 1990, it must be explicitly stated in the publication that the description or figure
is the holotype because it is impossible to preserve a specimen that would be adequate to characterize
the taxon. For species or infraspecific names published between 1 January 1958 and 1 January 1990
with cultures as stated types, a published figure (if any) is accepted as the type, otherwise the description
is the type.”
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(93) The problem of non-binary species names in works published after 1 May 1753, with a proposal
to amend ICBN.

The problems concerning validity of names proposed in works in which both binary and other kinds
of nomenclature for species are used have recently been considered in Taxon and elsewhere, but in
fact these problems have a long history in association with the International Code of Botanical
Nomenclature and its predecessors.

Hayek (Verh. Zool. Bot. Ges. Wien 54: 342, 347. 1904) proposed to the International Botanical
Congress in Vienna that works in which anything but binary nomenclature for species was used should
not be taken into consideration, even when these works were published after 1753. The proposal was
not carried (Verhandl. Int. Bot. Kongr. Wien: 101-102. 1905). It appears from the minutes of the
debate that it was the fate of the generic names published in the works with non-binary nomenclature
for species that was the stumbling-block of the proposal.

Wilmott (Int. Bot. Congr. Cambridge, Proposals by British Botanists: 201. 1929) made a similar
proposal, summarized in the table of contents of the Proposals as ‘““Names proposed by non-binarist
authors to be rejected.” The proposal was not recommended by the Rapporteur général, J. Briquet
(Recueil synoptique . .. du 5. Congr. Int. Cambridge: 12. 1930), again because the proposal would
lead to rejection of well established generic names, and at the Congress the proposal was not carried
(Report Proceed. 5. Int. Bot. Conf. Cambridge: 567-570. 1931).

Wilmott (Bull. Misc. Inf. Kew 1935: 66, 90-92. 1935) prepared a new proposal, with practically
the same content, but with an actual list of works to be rejected. The list contained 24 works not
employing “Linnaean biverbal nomenclature for species”, 3 works containing generic names only, but
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“‘such which are not Linnaean”, one work (by Ehrhart) containing “univerbal nomenclature for species”,
3 works ¢‘to be rejected to prevent the invalidation of well-established names™, and one work (Necker’s
Elementa Botanica. 1790) to be rejected ““for miscellaneous reasons”. Sprague (Synopsis of Proposals
6. Int. Bot. Congr. Amsterdam: 15, 77-80. 1935) did not comment on the proposal, and in the summary
of the preliminary vote (Sprague, Preliminary Opinions 6. Int. Bot. Congr. Amsterdam: 5-8, 24. 1935)
the general reception of the proposal was positive, with 6 votes for and 3 against. It was again pointed
out that the main problem would be the widely used generic names published in some of the works
in question. The result of the proceedings at the Amsterdam conference was that a Special Committee,
with Wilmott in the Chair, was appointed to report on the effects of the adoption of the proposal
(Proceed. 10. Int. Bot. Congr. Amsterdam, 1: 338-341. 1936).

The Utrecht Symposium did not deal with this question, but the membership of the Committee
was listed in the proceedings (Chronica Bot. 12, 1/2: 61. 1950). Wilmott died in 1950, and the
Committee does not appear ever to have reported.

The problem of non-binary species names was taken up again, apparently quite independently of
the previous discussions, by Ross (Taxon 7: 259-261. 1958) who made a set of proposals relating to
the status of names of “improper form”. The proposals were accepted and incorporated in Art. 23 of
the Montreal Code (Regnum Veg. 46: 30. 1966). This accepted proposal introduced, apart from minor
subsequent changes (division into paragraphs, addition of some voted examples), the text of Art. 23
as it still is.

The important problem of generic names validated in works employing non-binary nomenclature
for species and published after 1 May 1753 was taken up by Dandy (Regnum Veg. 51. 1967) who
produced a comprehensive list of generic names published between 1753 and 1774. Dandy accepted
generic names published in works which (1) recognized and named genera as such and (2) according
to the evidence were published after 1 May 1753. Works not accepted as sources of generic names
were such that used phrase-names without distinction of a generic name and without description of
genera. These principles, in connection with the well-established procedure for conservation of generic
names, have worked sufficiently well, and one part of the problems raised by Hayek and Wilmott,
the generic names published in non-binomial works, does thus seem to have found its acceptable
solution.

However, this is far from being the case with the part of the problems which relates to specific
names. The application of Article 23.6(c) of the present International Code of Botanical Nomenclature
was discussed by Burdet and Perret (Candollea 38: 699-707. 1983), who pointed out that the article
as presently worded could be interpreted as excluding, as sources of validly published specific names,
certain works, such as those by Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. 1775) and Aublet (Hist. Pl. Guiane. 1775)
which it has been established custom to treat as sources of validly published species names, and which
are mentioned as typical Linnaean works with binary nomenclature for species by Dandy (Regnum
Veg. 51: 6. 1967).

The undesirable nomenclatural consequences of the acceptance of such an interpretation were
emphasized by Friis et al. (Taxon 33: 495-496. 1984), who also warned against hasty nomenclatural
action, stemming from such acceptance, on the part of taxonomists. It is clear from the arguments
presented by Ross (Taxon 7: 259-261. 1958) that he had not foreseen these undesirable consequences.

The conclusions of Greuter (Taxon 33: 493-495. 1984) were considered over-optimistic by Jeffrey
(Taxon 34: 144-147. 1985), who provided a detailed analysis of the points of doubt and concluded
that Article 23, as presently worded, was unsatisfactory, in that it is equivocal with respect to the
validity of specific names published in such works.

We have concluded that what is needed is to modify the wording of Art. 23.6 in such a way that
its meaning is clarified and made unequivocal, that works hitherto generally accepted in botanical
nomenclature as sources of validly published specific names will continue to be accepted, and that
works hitherto rejected as sources of validly published specific names will continue to be rejected, and
that no undesirable nomenclatural side-effects are produced.

In order to do this we feel that parts of Art. 23.6 have to be rewritten, and that Wilmott’s idea of
a list of rejected works has to be accepted, freed from the problems of generic nomenclature which
has hitherto hampered its adoption. The first step towards such a list has already been taken in the
present Code, as a work by Secretan (Mycogr. Suisse. 1833) is explicitly listed as (a work) not to be
accepted as a source of validly published species names. We realize that the status of the work of
Secretan is still a matter of debate among mycologists—see, e.g., Singer and Machol (Taxon 27: 251-
255. 1977)—but for the purpose of this proposal, we accept the status quo under the current edition
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of the ICBN. We think that our proposal will not produce undesirable nomenclatural side-effects, but
welcome comments on how far we may have succeeded in, or fallen short of, the achievement of this
aim.

As phanerogamists, we especially welcome comments from cryptogamists and mycologists, and
particularly with respect to what other works, if any, should be added to the list of works to be rejected
under our proposed Article 23.7. The ones included here are those which are stated to cause problems
in the present ICBN or which, according to our knowledge of the literature, have caused problems in
the past. The above mentioned lists by Wilmott and Dandy have been searched for works to be
included.

(93) Proposal to modify Article 23.1, substantially re-word Article 23.6, add a new Article 23.7, and
modify Article 75.1, as follows:

Article 23.1. After “rejected”, insert: (except as provided for under Art. 23.6).
Article 23.6. Delete the Article and replace by the following:

23.6. The following designations are not to be regarded as specific names:

(a) Descriptive designations consisting of a generic name followed by a descriptive phrase name
(Linnaean nomen specificum legitimum) of one or more words.

Ex. 5. The name Abutilon album Hill (Brit. Herb. 49. 1756) is a descriptive designation reduced to
two words, not a binary name in accordance with the Linnaean system, and is therefore to be rejected
(Hill’s other species was Abutilon flore flavo).

Ex. 6. The works by Miller (Gard. Dict. Abr. ed. 4. 1754) and W. Kramer (Elench. Veg. 1756) are
examples of works, the names in which are such descriptive designations and therefore to be rejected.

Note 1. Phrase names or apparent phrase names used by Linnaeus as specific epithets (nomina trivialia)
are to be treated as orthographic errors to be corrected in accordance with later usage by Linnaeus
himself.

Ex. 7. Apocynum fol. androsaemil L. (Sp. P1. 213. 1753), is to be cited as 4. androsaemifolium L. (Sp.
Pl. 213. 1753) corr. L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 946. 1759), and Mussaenda fr{uctu] frondoso L. (Sp. Pl.
177. 1753) as M. frondosa L. (Sp. Pl. 177. 1753) corr. L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 931. 1759).

(b) Other designations of species consisting of a generic name followed by one or more words not
intended as specific epithets.

Ex. 8. Viola ‘qualis’ Krocker (FL. Siles. 2: 512, 517. 1790); U. ‘dubia?’ Forsskél (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab.:
cxxi. 1775), the word ‘dubia? being repeatedly used in that work for species which could not be
reliably identified.

Ex. 9. Boletus vicesimus sextus, Agaricus octogesimus nonus, ordinal adjectives used for enumeration.
Ex. 10. Atriplex ‘nova’ Winterl (Index horti Bot. Univ. Pest. fol. A.8, recto et verso. 1788), the word
‘nova’ being here used in connection with four different species of Atriplex.

Ex. 11. However, in Artemisia nova A. Nelson (Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 27: 274. 1900) nova was
intended as a specific epithet, the species having been newly distinguished from others.

Ex. 12. Cornus ‘gharaf” Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab.: xci. 1775) is an interim designation not intended
as a specific epithet. It appears only in a list of useful plants; both in the flora list and in the descriptive
part of this work, this designation was replaced by the name Cornus sanguinea Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-
Arab.: cv, 33. 1775). Elcaja ‘roka’ Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab.: xcx. 1775) is another example of such
an interim designation; in other parts of the work (p. cxci and p. 127), this species is not named.
Ex. 13. Smilax ‘caule inermi’ Aublet (Hist. Pl. Guiane 2, Table: 27. 1775) is an abbreviated reference
to an imperfectly known species which is not given a binomial in the text but referred to merely by
a phrase name cited from Burmann.

(c) Designations of species consisting of a generic name followed by two or more adjectival words in
the nominative case, or by one or more such words and a substantive in the genitive case.
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Ex. 14. Salvia ‘africana coerulea’ L. (Sp. PL.: 26. 1753); Gnaphalium ‘fruticosum parvum’ Forsskal
(F1. Aegypt.-Arab.: cxix. 1775) are generic names followed by two adjectival words in the nominative
case.

Ex. 15. Agaricus ‘albus corticis’ Secretan (Mycogr. Suisse 2: 229. 1833) is a generic name followed by
an adjectival word in the nominative case and a substantive in the genitive case.

Ex. 16. However, Anthyllis Barba jovis L. (Sp. PL.: 720. 1753) is to be regarded as a specific name, since
the epithet consists of a substantive in the nominative case followed by a substantive in the genitive
case, and these terms are to be hyphenated (4. barba-jovis L.) under the provisions of Art. 23.1.
Similarly Narcissus Pseudo Narcissus L. (Sp. P1.: 289. 1753) is corrected to Narcissus pseudonarcissus
according to Art. 23.1.

Ex. 17. Likewise Hyacinthus non scriptus L. (Sp. PL.: 316. 1753) is to be hyphenated under the provision
of Art. 23.1, as it consists of a negative particle and a past participle used as an adjective. Impatiens
noli tangere L. (Sp. P1. 938. 1753) is to be hyphenated as it consists of two verbs.

Note 2. Where the status of a designation of a species as a specific name is uncertain, it is to be accepted
or rejected as such in accordance with established custom.

Ex. 18. In accordance with established custom, Linnaean species designations the epithets of which
are compounded with Trichomanes and Mleliotus)., e.g., Asplenium Trichomanes dentatum L. (Sp.
PL.: 1080. 1753), Trifolium M. indica L. (Sp. Pl.: 765. 1753), are not to be regarded as specific names.
Ex. 19. Polypodium F. mas L. (Sp. Pl.: 1090. 1753), Polypodium F. femina L. (l.c. 1753) and Poly-
podium F. fragile L. (op. cit.: 1091. 1753) are, in accordance with established custom, to be treated
as P. filix-mas L., P. filix-femina L. and P. fragile L. respectively.

(d) Formulae designating hybrids (see Art. H.10.3).
(e) All designations of species in the works listed under Art. 23.7.
Article 23.7: Add new Article after the above, as follows:

23.7. The following works, in which the nomenclature of species is ambiguous, are, in addition to
those works in which only descriptive designations are employed (Art. 23.6(a)), to be rejected as
sources of validly published specific names:

Garsault, Fig. Pl. Méd. 1764.
Garsault, Descr. Pl. 1767.
Gilibert, Fl. Lit. Inch. 1781.
Gilibert, Excerc. Bot. 1782.
Gilibert, Syst. Pl. Eur. 1785-87.
Gilibert, Excerc. Phyt. 1792.
Secretan, Mycogr. Suisse. 1833.

This list is open to additions.

Article 75.1: after “(conserved spellings),” insert: Art. 23.6 Note | (phrase names or apparent phrase
names used by Linnaeus as specific epithets).

Proposed by: 1. Friis, Institute of Systematic Botany, University of Copenhagen, 140 Gothersgade,
DK-1123 Copenhagen K, Denmark and C. Jeffrey, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey
TW9 3AE, England.

(94) Proposal to replace Art. 42.2 with a new Art. 42.2 and Art. 42.3.

Summary
This is a formal proposal to change Art. 42 in order to explicitly allow—under certain circum-
stances—the validation of names of species in monotypic genera by reference to previously validly
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