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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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published generic descriptions. It follows a paper in Taxon from 1984, in which the problems were
documented and discussed at length, and subsequent correspondence with interested taxonomists.

When I published my draft proposal to amend Art. 42 (Friis, 1984) I invited comments before a
formal proposal was put forward. Since then I have received a number of reactions from interested
colleagues, for which I am very grateful. These reactions have all agreed with the intent of my draft
proposal, although the reaction to the actual wording has been mixed. I have, however, also become
aware of a note published by Airy Shaw (1966), in which the opposite conclusion is reached, and
which discussed one of the examples I cited in the appendix to my 1984 paper. The example discussed
by Airy Shaw is the genus 1989 Procris Juss. and the species name is P. axillaris J. F. Gmel.

The points of view expressed in the correspondence and in Airy Shaw’s paper can be summarized
in the following three points:

1) It has been suggested that the intention of my draft proposal is already in the Code, because Art.
32.1(c) specifically states that a name can be validated by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously
and effectively published description or diagnosis, and it is not stated that this description needs
necessarily to be of a taxon in the same rank. Although many taxonomists are unaware of this, it is
not necessary to propose a new article or paragraph, it being enough to clarify the matter with an
Example, f. ex. taken from one of the cases dealt with in the appendix of my 1984 paper. A well
selected example voted into the Code and added to Art. 32 would be an unambiguous guide.

2) It has also been suggested that although the view expressed in my draft proposal is already in
the Code, an addition to the present wording of Art. 42 is useful to clarify the situation. The most
critical point is to state whether the genus should be considered monotypic or not. In order to illustrate
this point more fully than I did in my 1984 paper I will work through one of the examples from my
appendix, the genus 2124 Cansjera Juss. (Opiliaceae), for which J. F. Gmelin published the first species
name, C. rheedei J. F. Gmel (‘rhedii’). The genus has recently been revised by Hiepko (1979), and the
taxonomy is thus not in doubt. What can be doubted is whether or not Cansjera Juss. was monotypic
when published, and hence whether C. rheedei J. F. Gmel. (1791) was validly published or not.

Cansjera Juss. (1789) was published with references to three elements, (1) ‘Tsierou-cansjeram’
(Rheede, 1688: Tab. 2), (2) Sonnerat material held by Lamarck, and (3) ‘Scheru-valli-caniram’ (Rheede,
1688: Tab. 4). The first element appears in synonymy near the beginning of the protologue of the
generic name. The second element is stated to be the basis of the generic description. The third element
is stated to be congeneric (not conspecific, but congeneric), which would seem to cast some doubt as
to whether Cansjera was monotypic when published.

The first species name published was Cansjera rheedei J. F. Gmel. (1791), the protologue of which
contained a reference to Jussieu’s publication, an abbreviated generic description, and a single species
name, C. rheedei ]J. F. Gmel. Gmelin did not indicate any doubt as to whether the genus was monotypic,
and gave only one binomial.

The second species name published was Cansjera malabarica Lam. (1792). The protologue of this
name contains reference to Jussieu’s generic name and all three elements cited by Jussieu. The third
element was placed as an unnamed var. beta. Lamarck thus also clearly regarded the genus as mono-
typic.

The third and fourth species names were published by Willdenow (1799), who transferred all to
Daphne, recognizing two species: D. polystachya Willd. and D. monostachya Willd. The former species
includes Jussieu’s element No. 1 and 2, while the latter species contains the third element.

The subsequent publications of new species names do not refer to the original elements. To sum
up, Jussieu (1789) included three elements, calling one of them congeneric. Gmelin (1791) excluded
nothing included by Jussieu and treated the genus as monotypic. Lamarck (1792) included all of
Jussieu’s elements, treating the one called ‘congeneric’ as an unnamed variety. Willdenow (1799)
treated the element called ‘congeneric’ as a distinct species.

The name C. rheedei J. F. Gmel. is accepted as the correct name for a species in the genus Cansjera
by modern taxonomists, including Hiepko (1979) in his recent revision.

3) The above cited paper by Airy Shaw (1966), which deals extensively with the case of 1989 Procris
Juss. (1789; Urticaceae), published without any species names. It is stated by Airy Shaw that P.
axillaris J. F. Gmel. (1791), the first published species in the genus Procris, is a nomen nudum. Airy
Shaw argues that it was to be inferred from the wording of Jussieu’s generic protologue that the genus
was not considered to be monotypic when published, especially the use of the plural form of the noun
“Herbae” should have indicated this to Gmelin.
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The early history of Procris can be summarized as a parallel case to that of Cansjera. Jussieu (1789)
published Procris with reference to two elements, (1) material in the Commerson herbarium and
manuscript notes by that traveller, and (2) ‘Ponga’ (Rheede, 1683: Tab. 35), stated (with a question-
mark) to be congeneric. The first species name in the genus Procris was Procris axillaris J. F. Gmel.
(1791), published with a reference to Jussieu’s protologue, an abbreviated generic description, and a
single species name. Gmelin did not exclude anything cited by Jussieu, and published only one
binomial. The next species names were 11 names published by Poiret (1804). Four of these names
were based on Commerson material, i.e. two species from Reunion, and two from Java. The name
P. axillaris J. F. Gmel. was not taken up by Poiret.

The name P. axillaris J. F. Gmel. has not been taken up by modern authors either, except in the
Index Nominum Genericorum, and in the appendix to my 1984 paper. Airy Shaw takes, as mentioned
above, the view that the Gmelin name is a nomen nudum, and that the staff of the Index Nominum
Genericorum is therefore wrong in taking it up as the name for the type of the genus Procris. He
concludes from an analysis of Poiret’s species of Procris that of the species studied by Commerson
only P. cephalidea Comm. ex Poir. can be said to have been the base of Jussieu’s generic description,
and that P. cephalidea should therefore have been taken as the (valid name of) the type species.

These two examples, where almost identical cases are given completely different treatment in the
taxonomic literature (one Gmelin name in Cansjera is generally accepted, another in Procris is generally
rejected) do, in my opinion, clearly demonstrate that there is need for a clarified ruling on cases like
this in the Code.

The different way the examples in the appendix of my 1984 paper have been treated by the ING
staff and the compilers of the Appendix III of the Code has already in my 1984 paper been brought
forward as an argument to the same point. It seems to me unlikely that a voted Example will call
sufficient attention to the point and give the necessary guidance. A numbered paragraph in an article,
with a suitable example, does in my opinion seem preferable. I have also in my 1984 paper argued
in favour of the instances of this problem being frequent enough to warrant a new paragraph.

The critical point is, as it appears from point 2) and 3) above, to establish a ruling which makes it
absolutely unambiguous whether the genus was monotypic or not, and at which point the test for
monotypy should be undertaken. Since the new Note 1 to Art. 42 in the Sydney Code, the test for
monotypy must be whether or not one (and only one) binomial was proposed by the first author who
published species names in the genus previously without such names, even if the author of the genus
gave some kind of indication that other species were attributable to the genus.

Under the Sydney Code, in each of the two cases of Jussieu names dealt with above the generic
descriptions would have worked as a validating descriptio-generico-specifica for one species name,
even if Jussieu added the comments that ‘Scheru-valli-caniram’ and ‘Ponga’ represented different, but
unnamed species. It is true, as stated by Airy Shaw, that there would be some problems in identifying
to which of Commerson’s apparently four species of Procris the name P. axillaris J. F. Gmel. should
be attached (although it seems to me that Airy Shaw himself has solved this problem). But this is no
more complicated when the name is provided by a subsequent author than when the name is provided
by the original author of a descriptio-generico-specifica who has also included some unnamed species
in the protologue. It seems therefore reasonable to adopt the same test for monotypy in the proposed
new paragraph as in Art. 42.1, Note 1. And it seems, as I proposed in my draft proposal, most sensible
to make the new paragraph part of Art. 42, where this test is already relevant.

I will therefore propose the following new Art. 42.2:

New Art. 42.2. The name of a new species may be validated by reference to an earlier validating
description of a genus with a simultaneously proposed generic name, previously without validly
published binomials, if all of the following conditions obtain: (a) the generic name was validly pub-
lished, (b) the author of the new species name repeats (fully or in part) the validating description of
the generic name or makes a direct or indirect reference to it, and (c) the genus was monotypic at that
time.

Note 2. The definition of a monotypic genus given in Note 1 also applies here.

Ex. 4. Trilepisium Du Petit-Thouars (Gen. Nov. Madag. 22. 1806) was validated by a generic
description but without indication of a name of a species. T. madagascariense DC. (Prodr. 2. 639.
1828) was subsequently proposed without a separate description or diagnosis of the species. Du Petit-
Thouars’ generic name was validly published (Art. 41.2). De Candolle referred to Du Petit-Thouars’
publication and repeated the validating generic description in part, the genus was monotypic according
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to Note 2, and therefore, Art. 42.2 applies and the species name proposed by De Candolle is therefore
acceptable as validly published.
Art. 42.2 then becomes Art. 42.3, with the numbering of Notes and Examples adjusted accordingly.
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