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TAXON 35(4): 756-896. NOVEMBER 1986 

PROPOSALS TO REVISE ICBN 

(99)-(152) Proposals on valid publication and the report of the Special Committee on Valid Publication. 

The nomenclature section of the XIII International Botanical Congress held in Sydney in 1981 
approved the setting up of a Special Committee on Valid Publication to report back to the XIV 
Congress to be held in Berlin in 1987. Of the original seven members nominated, one withdrew due 
to illness, leaving membership of the Committee as follows: A. D. Chapman (Canberra), Secretary, 
R. K. Brummitt (Kew), W. Margadant (Leersum), P. Silva (Berkeley), B. C. Sutton (Kew), and G. 
Zijlstra (Utrecht). Unfortunately, two of the six members failed to respond to any correspondence, or 
to cast any votes. One other member responded to only two circulars. Additional comments were, 
however, submitted to the Commitee by W. Greuter (Berlin), J. McNeill (Ottawa), D. Nicolson 
(Washington), P. Isoviita (Helsinki) and N. P. Taylor (Kew). These were considered by the Committee. 

Due to early problems in obtaining a convenor for the Committee, the Committee was slow to get 
under way and did not begin discussion of proposals until the second half of 1984. This left only 18 
months for discussion and for the drawing up of this report. As a result several proposals did not get 
the discussion they required or deserved and need further refining. This is in spite of a correspondence 
of over 450 pages generated by the Committee. 

1. Introduction 

Articles dealing with Valid Publication come under the second section of Chapter IV of the Inter- 
national Code of Botanical Nomenclature. This section includes Articles 32-45. Proposals to modify 
most of these Articles were considered by the Committee, however the majority of proposals were 
for changes to Articles 33 and 37. In addition, proposals to modify Articles 7, 10 and 72 were considered 
by the Committee. 

Following the setting up of the Special Committee (Englera 2: 75, 1982), our proposals 114-116, 
128 and 134 were referred to the Committee by the Nomenclature Section of the Congress. The 
Committee has made recommendations on all of these proposals, and in some cases has suggested 
alternative proposals in an atttempt to solve the problems raised by them. Other proposals considered 
by the Committee included those dealing with Valid Publication published in Taxon since the Sydney 
Congress and those submitted directly to the Committee both by members of the Committee and 
others. 

Due to the poor response from some members, proposals that had even reasonable support amongst 
those members who did respond have been included in this report. In some cases where strict alter- 
natives have been proposed, both have been included, even though one may have been favoured by 
the Committee as a wider audience may see more merit in the other. 

As if often the case where there are a large number of proposals to alter an Article, there is much 
overlap between proposals and some proposals are dependent upon the acceptance or rejection of 
other proposals. In all cases a cross reference to those proposals is included. 

2. Proposals 

ARTICLE 7 

(99) Proposal to add a Note between Articles 7.3 & 7.4 to read: 

"For names of genera and subdivisions of genera*, if evidently only data on one species are included 
in the protologue, until 1990 this may be assumed to be an indication of the holotype even without 
a direct statement that this is so. The inclusion of data on a species may concern: citation of a Latin 
or vernacular name, a herbarium specimen, a locality, or (a reference to) descriptive data or a figure. 
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If in a genus published before 1958, no data on species are included, and a specimen is known which 
can be considered to have been used by the author of the n.g., this specimen constitutes the holotype." 
[* = footnote on p. 10 (ICBN).] 

Ex. 1. Halophila was published with a generic diagnosis by Du Petit-Thouars (Gen. Nov. Madag. 
2. 1806), without any binomial or any data on the species being given. The Thouars specimen which 
was named and validly published as H. madagascariensis by Doty and Stone (Taxon 16: 417. 1967) 
can be considered to be the holotype. (H. madagascariensis Steudel, 1840, is a nom. nud.) 

Ex. 2. Macaranga was published with a generic diagnosis by Du Petit-Thouars (Gen. Nov. Madag. 
26. 1806), without any binomial being given. From the citation of two vernacular names (in "Ma- 
caranga nomen madagascaricum. Panopia, Noron. Species mauritiana, ligno levissimo, Boisviolin 
dicta.") it is evident that there is no holotype. Thouars might have intended to include more than 
one species." 

This proposal intends to specify the "one specimen or other element used by the author" (Art. 7.3), 
especially for generic names published without any validly named species. As such it aims to prevent 
neotypification, as e.g. has been suggested for Halophila, to consider H. ovalis (R. Br.) J. D. Hook. 
1858 (the first validly published binomial under Halophila) as providing the type (see Doty and Stone, 
Taxon 16: 415-416. 1967). 

This proposal, in conjunction with Proposal 100, allows the reintroduction of "unnamed types". It 
even renders generic names, published from 1958 on without reference to a species name being 
included, as validly published. The Sydney proposal (Proposal 112 = C) intended to cut off this 
explicitly (see Taxon 30: 203. 1981), and as it is considered undesirable to reintroduce this possibility, 
Proposal 140 has been made to prevent it. 

Proposal 150 is dependent on this proposal and on Proposal 100. The wording of this Proposal is 
also dependent on acceptance of Proposal 136 (holotype of name) and Proposals 140, 141 and 143 
(1990 date). 

Voting: 2 for; 2 against. 

ARTICLE 10 

(100) Proposal to amend the first sentence of Article 10.1 to read: 

"The type of a name of a genus or of any subdivision of a genus* is the type of the name of an 
included species (except as provided by Art. 10.2 or 10.3)." [* = footnote on p. 10 (ICBN); need not 
be given here if given under Art. 7-see under Proposal 99.] 

The Sydney text of Art. 10.1 seems to regulate that no generic name is typified as long as no binomial 
is cited or referred to it. This change has been made without explicit discussion and it can be doubted 
that everybody who voted in favour of former Prop. 111 (=B) was fully aware of its consequences. 
At least the Code editors found themselves to be in confusion when considering Appendix III; i.e. 
how should they treat the nomina rejicienda with non-binomial type information? For each of these 
cases one of three options was applied, but in two of the three options the Editorial Committee could 
not get unanimity (see the notes in square brackets in Taxon 33: 312. 1984). 

Some of the decisions taken by the Editorial Committee are challenged by Zijlstra in a separate 
article. 

Former Prop. 111 = B, to the Sydney Congress (which is the basis of our present Art. 10.1) included 
the phrase ". .. is the type of a name of an included species." The Sydney discussion does not tell of 
any decision to delete the word "included", yet this word does not appear in the final version of the 
Code. The dropping of "included" in Art. 10.1 can be taken as an invitation (we presume uninten- 
tionally) to create neotypifications. 

Former Prop. 113 = D (which is the basis of the present Art. 10.3) asked for the exception in Art. 
10.1: to insert after ". .. included species", the parenthesis: "(except as provided by Art. 10.4)"; (10.4 
finally became numbered 10.3). This is quite logical as Art. 10.3, concerning typ. cons. cases, forms 
the only exception to the rule that the type of the name of a genus is the type of an included species 
(1). Moreover, it meant that an unnamed species can serve as the type of a nom. gen. cons. (2). 

With the "included" deleted in Art. 10.1, the "(except as provided by Art. 10.3)" gave another 
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accent to Art. 10.1 + 10.3, the meaning (1, above) is no longer relevant, and only (2, above) is left 
as the meaning of the exception. 

It seems that this alteration may have been inadvertently made by the Editorial Committee following 
the Sydney Congress, without realising the restriction being placed on the Article. 

A separate paper by Zijlstra in this issue, attempts to give a more detailed argument in support for 
this proposal. 

Voting: for 3; against 0; 1 abstention. 

Proposals 45-47 
This Committee recommends rejection of Parkinson's Proposals, 45 in favour of Proposal 100 

(above) and 101-104 (below). Brummitt, in a separate article in this issue, has made an additional 
Proposal in an attempt to solve some of the problems raised by Parkinson. Brummitt's proposal came 
too late for inclusion in this report, however it does have the broad support of this Committee. 

Proposal 45 
This Proposal was put forward by Parkinson as Proposal 45 in Taxon 34: 328. 1985. For a detailed 

argument of Parkinson's proposal see Taxon 34: 322-332. 1985. The Committee felt that the problems 
raised by Parkinson were better solved under Proposal 100 (above) and through a set of instructions 
to the Editorial Committee (Proposals 101-104, below). 

Voting: 0 for; 3 against; 1 abstention. 

Proposal 46 
This Proposal to delete Rec. 10.A was put forward by Parkinson as Proposal 46 in Taxon 34: 328. 

1985. For a detailed argument of Parkinson's proposal see Taxon 34: 322-332. 1985. 
Voting: 1 for; 2 against; 1 abstention. 

Proposal 47 
This Proposal was put forward by Parkinson as Proposal 47 in Taxon 34: 329-330. 1985. For a 

detailed argument of Parkinson's proposal see Taxon 34: 322-332. 1985. 
Voting.: 0 for; 3 against; 1 abstention. 

Proposals 101-104 
Proposals 101-104, if accepted, is a series of instructions to the Editorial Committee to alter the 

wording of Article 10. Brummitt proposed 10 1-104 to the Committee as an alternative to Parkinson's 
lengthy proposals, and as a clearer and easier way of getting around the problems raised by Parkinson 
(Proposal 45 above). All of these are part of one proposal and can probably be taken as a group. 
Greuter, however, does not favour 103, stating "I would oppose your [103], since I feel that it is not 
an editorial matter, and not an improvement. The term 'reference' was chosen on purpose, and for 
good reasons (although I grant you that, possibly, we should have written 'a reference'). May I give 
you an example that I have at hand: Adanson often quotes constituent taxa of his new genera in citing 
the generic name and species number in, plus reference to, Linnaeus's Species plantarum. This is a 
clear case of a 'reference', although the species name as such is not cited". Others in the Committee 
have argued that the inclusion of 'a reference' would exclude cited names. 

(101) Proposal to amend Art. 10.2 to allow for cases where a new generic name is a nom. nov. or stat. 
nov. which would be covered by Art. 7.10 (example is Rhodosaccion--see Parkinson, Taxon 34: 325. 
1985, 'Example 1.'). 
Voting: 3 for; 0 against; 1 abstention. 

(102) Proposal to amend Art. 10.2 to make it clear that a species name mentioned in the protologue 
cannot be the equivalent of the type of the name of the taxon if the species to which it applies was 
not definitely included in the taxon (example is Argolasia-see Parkinson, Taxon 34: 325. 1985, 
'Example 3.'). 

Voting: 3 for; 0 against; 1 abstention. 

(103) Proposal to amend Art. 10.2 by eliminating the word 'reference'. 
Voting: 3 for; 0 against; 1 abstention. 
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(104) Proposal to combine the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 into one using a semi-colon 
instead of a full stop. 

Voting: 3 for; 0 against; 1 abstention. 

(105) Proposal to add to Article 10.2 after "otherwise chosen" in line 4 the words "(see Art. 7, Note 
1)". 

This proposal [withdrawn in press in favor of Prop. 202] is dependent upon the acceptance of 
Proposal 99 (above), and places a cross reference to that Article. 

Voting: 1 for; 2 against; 1 abstention. 

ARTICLE 32 

(106)Proposal for Art. 32, paragraph 1 to delete "(direct or indirect)" and add at the end of the 
paragraph "From 1 Jan. 1973 such a reference must be full and direct as defined in Art. 33." 

This proposal is basically Proposal 257 of Brummitt put forward for the Seattle Congress (see 
Regnum Vegetabile 60: 48-49. 1969), but has been modified somewhat by this Committee. 

As the second sentence of Art. 45 recognises, the requirements for valid publication may not all be 
met simultaneously. One may publish a nomen nudum first, then later supply a Latin description of 
the taxon, and later again designate the type of the name; valid publication being effected only at the 
last instance. Or in publishing a new name one may refer back to a previously published description 
instead of actually giving it at the same time as publication of the name. Such cases seem to be closely 
analogous to publication of new combinations for which a "full and direct reference" is required. 
However, in the case of a new name validated by reference to an earlier published description, the 
reference to it may be direct or indirect, as stated in Art. 32. In 1965 Quezel and Contandriopoulos 
published a number of names of new species and subspecies from Greece in Candollea 20: 51-90, 
but omitted to designate a type of any of them. In order to rectify the situation they repeated these 
names without descriptions and indicated the type of each in a note in Taxon 16(3): 239-240. 1967. 
For none of these names did they supply a page reference to the place of publication of the Latin 
description of the taxon given in their earlier paper, but as Art. 32 allows direct or indirect reference 
to a description the names may be regarded as validly published. It is quite an anomaly for "full and 
direct reference" to be required for comb. nov. and for nom. nov., but not for the name of a new 
taxon. In the absence of such a requirement anybody may, at the moment, publish a new name with 
only the vaguest reference to a Latin description, perhaps simply an author's name with no mention 
of place or date of publication. The tendency in the Code is clearly to demand precision of authors 
publishing names, and hence the necessity for this proposal. 

This point raises the question of a most unfortunate loop-hole in the application of Art. 33 paragraph 
2. A new combination proposed with an incomplete reference is not validly published as a new 
combination. There may, however, be an indirect reference (i.e. "... indication by citation of the 
author's name or in some other way that a previously and effectively published description or diagnosis 
applies to the taxon . . . ."-Art. 32, Note 1), to a description which can be accepted under Art. 32, 
so that the intended new combination might in fact be validly published as a name of a new taxon. 
Thus in the case of Mentha aquatica L. f. incana (Boiss.) Zefirov which is not validly published as a 
new combination (see R. K. Brummitt, Regnum Vegetabile 60: 44. 1969) it can quite justifiably be 
claimed that there is a reference to a description '(and Boissier's description was in Latin) which is 
acceptable under Art. 32. The name M. aquatica f. incana Zefirov-but not (Boiss.) Zefirov-would 
therefore be validly published as the name of a "new taxon" if Zefirov had designated a type which 
he did not do. (The name would have been illegitimate as a later homonym, but this would not have 
been so if the proposed new combination had been a transfer from one species to another instead of 
a change of rank under the same species.) It seems clear, therefore, that a full and direct reference 
should have been demanded in Art. 32 at the Stockholm Congress for references after 1 Jan. 1953 to 
an earlier description. This would then have eliminated this loop-hole and thus avoided the unfortunate 
complications mentioned above. 

If such a requirement should be approved in Berlin, there is a choice between dating it back to 1953 
in line with Art. 33, bringing it in line with Art. 45.1 and dating it from 1 Jan. 1973 or dating it from 
some future date. The Committee has opted for the 1973 choice as it was believed that firstly the 
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advantage of not any longer having a contradiction between Articles 32.1 and 45.1 for the 1973-19** 
period is much larger than the disadvantage of the invalidation of a number of names between those 
dates, and secondly that it would be too severe to attempt to date the proposal from 1953. 

Voting: 4 for; 0 against. 

(107) Proposal to add a new note to Art. 32 saying: 

"Names published between 1 Jan. 1953 and 1 Jan. 1973 as avowed new combinations or nomina 
nova but without the full and direct reference required by Art. 33.2 should not be regarded as valid 
names for new taxa under Art. 32.1." 

This proposal is put forward by this Committee to cover the anomaly cited under paragraph 3 of 
the supporting argument given to Proposal 106, above. 

Voting: 4 for; 0 against. 

(108) Proposal to add to Art. 32.1 the following: 

"Where the descriptive text is so short as to raise doubts as to whether it constitutes a description 
or diagnosis at all, the apparent intentions of the author should be taken into account; if there is 
apparently no intention to give distinguishing characters from other taxa, the name should not be 
treated as validly published. 

Ex. 1. In Sweet's Hortus Britannicus (ed. 3, 1839) for each species listed the flower colour, duration 
of the plant and a translation into English of the specific epithet is given in tabular form. In many 
genera the flower colour and duration may be identical in all species and clearly are not intended as 
validating descriptions. The same criteria apply throughout the work. (Some names, however are 
validated in that work by reference to earlier descriptions or as new combinations.) 

Ex. 2. In Welwitsch's Apontamentos Phyto-Geographicos (Annaes do Conselho Ultramarino 1: 527- 
592. 1858) the author provides (pp. 584-592) brief descriptions for each of 116 species of which he 
has supplied seed. His intention seems to be to provide sufficient data for recipients to identify the 
species, and the descriptions may be considered to validate names of new species." 

This is a proposal put forward by Brummitt to this Committee in an attempt to solve the problem 
of so-called 'nomina subnuda'. When descriptions are very brief, what is needed to constitute a 
description or diagnosis? If a species is described as a "white-flowered perennial" (see the Sweet 
example above), could this constitute a description sufficient to validate a new name? If so, would 
"perennial" be enough? 

Most members of the Committee have sympathy with Brummitt's suggestions for excluding such 
names from our already cluttered nomenclature, however where does one draw the line? Brummitt 
originally included an Example 3 in his proposal, but later withdrew it after discussions in the Com- 
mittee. It is perhaps worth including here, however, as an example of the problems that will arise in 
trying to apply such an Article. 

The name Hibiscus macranthus Hochst. was first published on the printed exsiccata label of Schim- 
peri iter Abyssinicum, sectio prima, plantae Adoenses, no. 362, which included the words (description?) 
"Frutex 4-5 pedalis". The argument put forward in support of the exclusion of this name under such 
an article is that since at that time there must have been numerous known Hibiscus species answering 
to this description it is unreasonable to assume that Hochstetter intended this as a specific diagnosis, 
and the name would therefore not be validly published. The contrary argument is that in the restricted 
area from which the taxon came, the description, brief as it is, may have been quite adequate at the 
time to distinguish it from other Hibiscus species described from the area. It is virtually impossible 
to decide in this century what may have been adequate in an earlier one. This proposal is asking 
modern day workers (including indexers) to decide the validity of a name by use of taxonomic 
judgement. The Code, to date, has avoided such a restriction on nomenclature. Perhaps it is better to 
exclude taxa that cannot be characterised because of an inadequate description by treating them simply 
as nomina dubia. 

Voting: 2 for; 2 against. 
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ARTICLE 33 

(109) Proposal to amend Art. 33.1 to read: 

"A combination (autonyms excepted) is not validly published unless the author actually associates 
the (final) epithet with the name (or its abbreviation) of the next higher taxon." 

This proposal is basically Proposal 256 of Brummitt put forward for the Seattle Congress (see 
Regnum Vegetabile 60: 48. 1969), but has been modified somewhat by this Committee. See also 
Proposal 112 (below) which is an alternative proposed in order to cover infrageneric and infraspecific 
taxa. This Proposal attempts to get around that problem by adding another example (see Proposal 
113 below). 

Current practice seems to be to accept a new combination only if it is actually made, i.e. when "an 
epithet is associated with a particular generic or other name". Thus if an author writes that Bellis 
perennis is to be transferred to Taraxacum he does not validly publish the name Taraxacum perennis 
unless he actually makes the combination, i.e. juxtaposes the name Taraxacum and the epithet 
perennis. However, what Art. 33 actually states is that "A combination is not validly published unless 
the author definitely indicates that the epipthet or epithets concerned are to be used in that particular 
combination" (our emphasis). We have the word "indicate" which may or may not mean "explicitly 
state", and worse still the phrase "are to be used" which is clearly in the future tense. In the Blephilia 
example, given as Ex. 2 in the Code as a combination not definitely indicated, it could be suggested 
that Rafinesque gave fairly clear indication that the name Blephilia ciliata was to be used in the future. 
He did not, however, actually use the name himself. 

As pointed out by Greuter (Candollea 40: 213. 1985), there are many names that have been suggested 
[indicated], for example, in Bentham and Hooker's Genera Plantarum, without the specific epithet 
actually being associated with the generic name. Many of these were not validated until their appearance 
in Index Kewensis. For example, in publishing the generic name Cryptosepalum (Gen. Pl. 1: 584. 
1865), Bentham referred Cynometra tetraphylla to his new genus. Bentham definitely indicated that 
the epithet is to be used in the combination Cryptosepalum tetraphyllum, but it is standard practice 
not to accept such a publication as validation of the name because the author himself did not make 
the combination. 

The wording "or its abbreviation" has been added to cover cases where many new combinations 
are being made in a large genus and the generic name is abbreviated to the first letter or the first few 
letters as in Euc. for Eucalyptus. 

Voting: 3 for; 1 against. 

(110) Proposal to amend Ex. 1 of Art. 33.1 to read: 

"Ex. 1. Combinations validly published: In Linnaeus' Species Plantarum the placing of the epithet 
in the margin opposite the name of the genus clearly associates the epithet with the name of the genus. 
The same result is attained in Miller's Gardener's Dictionary ed. 8, by the inclusion of the epithet in 
parenthesis immediately after the name of the genus, in Steudel's Nomenclator Botanicus by the 
arrangement of the epithets in a list headed by the name of the genus, and in general by any typographic 
device which associates an epithet with the name of its next higher taxon." 

Voting: 4 for; 0 against. 

(1 11) Proposal to amend Ex. 2 of Art. 33.1 to read: 

"Ex. 2. Combinations not validly published: Rafinesque's statement under Blephilia that 'Le type 
de ce genre est la Monarda ciliata Linn.' (J. Phys. Chim. Hist. Nat. Arts 89: 98. 1819) does not 
constitute valid publication of the combination Blephilia ciliata since he did not actually associate 
the epithet ciliata with the generic name Blephilia. Similarly, the combination Hebepetalum humi- 
riifolium is not to be ascribed to Bentham on the basis of the listing of 'Roucheria? humiriifolia 
Planch.' under Hebepetalum (in Bentham and Hooker's Gen. Pl. 1: 245. 1862). The combination 
Hebepetalum humiriifolium was not published until B. D. Jackson, Index Kew. 1: 1097. 1893 ('hu- 
miriifolia'; corr. 2: 743 (under Roucheria humiriifolia), 1286 (add. et emend.). 1895). This even though 
Jackson seems to suggest that the combination was made by Bentham himself." 
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These proposals (110 and 111) are put forward in order to make interpretation of the modified Art. 
33 clearer (see also 113, below). An alternative wording has been proposed (Proposal 112, below) in 
order to cover infrageneric and infraspecific names. 

Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

(112) Proposal to amend Art. 33.1 to read: 

"The name of a species is validly published only if the author actually associates the epithet with 
the generic name (or its abbreviation). A combination in the rank of a subdivision of a genus or in 
infraspecific rank is validly published if the author clearly indicates that the epithet(s) is (are) to be 
used in that particular combination." 

Rewrite Ex. 1 and Ex. 2 (replacing Eulophus by Hebepetalum as in Proposal 111, above) and add 
a third example to Ex. 2 as follows: 

". .. The combination Lejeunea subrufula was not validly published by Spruce 1884 (Trans. & Proc. 
Bot. Soc. Edinburgh 15: 289) because Spruce only made a combination consisting of subgeneric and 
specific epithets: 'Microlejeunea subrufula'. Spruce validly published the species in the index of the 
book one year later (ibid. 585)." 

Add a third example as follows: 
"Ex. 3. St. John, in Pacific Sci. 14: 229. 1960, in a paper entitled 'A revision of the genus Pandanus 

Stickman, key to the sections', clearly indicated that the sectional epithets were sections of the genus 
Pandanus and therefore validly published the sectional names (for example Pandanus sect. Mam- 
millarisia St. John), although not actually giving them in that combination." 

This is a proposal put forward to this Committee by Zijlstra following a suggestion from Greuter, 
to cover cases of infrageneric names, and is an alternative to Proposal 109 (above). In the past there 
has been considerable disagreement on what is meant by the phrase "definitely indicated". It is hoped 
that the above wording, along with the included examples will make this article easier to interpret. 

Voting: 1 for; 3 against. 

(113) Proposal to add a third example to Art. 33.1 as follows: 
"Ex. 3. Publication of 'Mammillarisia St. John sect. nova' in Pacific Sci. 14: 229. 1960, in a paper 

entitled 'A revision of the genus Pandanus Stickman, key to the sections', clearly associates the sectional 
epithet with the generic name Pandanus and constitutes valid publication of the name Pandanus sect. 
Mammillarisia St. John." 

This is an alternative to the problems raised by Greuter (see Proposal 112, above) put forward by 
Brummitt. It is very much tied to Proposal 109, above and is an alternative to Proposal 112 (in part), 
above. There are many cases of infraspecific names being published with the specific name on one 
page and the infraspecific epithet on another, but "associates" does not stipulate that they must be 
together on one page. The same applies for many infrageneric names as in the Pandanus case above. 

Voting.- 2 for; 2 against. 

Proposals 114-116 
These proposal consists of proposals put forward by Rowley in Taxon 29: 341-343. 1980 for the 

Sydney Congress. All three were rejected at Sydney and referred to this Committee for further con- 
sideration (see Englera 2: 75-76. 1982). The Committee has recommended rejection of 114 and 115 
and modification of 116. Alternative proposals (see Proposals 117-119, below) have been put forward 
by the Committee to cover some of the proposals where rejection has been recommended. 

(114) Proposal for Art. 33.2, line 6 to alter "page or plate reference and date." to "page or pages or 
plate reference, as appropriate, and date." 

This was Rowley's former Proposal 47 to the Sydney Congress, Taxon 29: 341-342. 1980. This 
Committee recommends rejection of this proposal in favour of Proposal 127 (below) which is clearly 
an alternative proposal. 

Voting: 0 for; 4 against. 
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(115) Proposal for Art. 33.2, lines 4-5 to alter "indicated" to "cited". 

This was Rowley's former Proposal 48 to the Sydney Congress, Taxon 29: 342. 1980. Many of the 
Committee members have sympathy with this proposal, however believe that quite a few names that 
have generally been regarded as being validly published in the past, would no longer be regarded as 
so following this modification. 

It seems that some very prolific authors have consistently omitted to cite the basionym itself, but 
have given the full reference as required by the Code. For example, So6 in Acta Bot. Acad. Sci. Hung. 
published many names without ever citing a basionym, though he "indicates" the basionym by use 
of "pro var." or "sub 0. cornuta" etc. Among many other examples is Coffea subg. Baracoffea (Leroy) 
Leroy in Assoc. Sci. Int. Cafi, 9 colloq.: 475 (1980) where the place of publication of the basionym 
is given as C.R. Acad. Sci. Paris 252: 2287 (1961) but the basionym itself (Coffea sect. Baracoffea) is 
not stated. 

The Committee considered using a starting date for the proposal, but rejected it as an unnecessary 
alteration of the Code. 

Voting. 1 for; 3 against. 

(116) Proposal to alter the last sentence of Art. 33.2 to read: 

"Bibliographic errors of citation, and citation of a later synonym in place of the earliest basionym, 
do not invalidate the publication of a new combination." 

This was Rowley's former Proposal 49 to the Sydney Congress, Taxon 29: 342. 1980. The Rap- 
porteurs, Taxon 30: 116. 1981, stated that this is now common practice, however the Committee saw 
several problems in the wording of Rowley's proposal, and has had significant correspondence on the 
proposal and on the interpretation of the Examples given under this Article. Several correspondents 
suggest that the Examples tend to indicate a much wider interpretation of the article than the wording 
of the Article itself implies. There also seems to be wide discrepancy in what different people interpret 
as being a "bibliographic error". It was also suggested that Rowley's proposal was directly contrary 
to Art. 33.3, and if accepted would require a necessary rewording of that Article (see proposal 121, 
below). 

The Committee sees merit in the intention of Proposal 116, however, and suggests that it requires 
rewording: "later synonym" should be replaced by "later nomenclatural synonym". This still does 
not entirely satisfy the Committee in regard to later usages of the same name as cited in Examples 5 
and 6 in the Code--so-called isonyms. 

Moreover, there has been some suggestion that the Fernald Example, given in the 1972 Code but 
taken out in the 1978 Code, should be added to this article (see under Proposal 119 below). It concerns 
still another kind of case: a reference to an earlier, but illegitimate name instead of a reference to the 
basionym. The Example also is an illustration of Art. 72, Note 1, and under Proposal 152 (see below) 
an addition to this Note is proposed, along with the Example, to treat Fernald's use of the earlier 
name as a bibliographic error. Some members of the Committee think it is better to include this in 
Art. 33.2 again. This would necessitate an alteration to the present Proposal. Proposal 118, below is 
a direct alternative to this proposal. 

The alternative proposals are therefore: 

(117) Proposal to alter the last sentence of Art. 33.2 to read: 

"Bibliographic errors of citation, and comparable errors as specified in Note *, do not invalidate 
the publication of a new combination or a nomen novum." 

Add the following Note * to be placed between Ex. 4 and 5: 
"In this context, the citation of an 'isonym' instead of a basionym is comparable to a bibliographic 

error." 
In Ex. 5 and 6, delete the word 'bibliographic', and add the following to read (in Ex. 5): ". .. Tryon's 

error of citing only an isonym does not invalidate .. ." and (in Ex. 6): ". .. Raitviir's error of citing 
only an isonym does not invalidate ...." 

This Proposal attempts to solve the wide discrepancy of meanings placed on the term 'bibliographic 
error'; a discrepancy illustrated in the history of the Fernald Example (added in the 1972 Code and 
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deleted in the 1978 Code (see discussion under Proposal 112, above). This Proposal, in making clear 
that a broad interpretation of the term 'bibliographic error' is to be applied, frees up discussion of the 
Rowley Proposal (Proposal 111, above) and the Laundon Proposal (Proposal 152 below), and takes 
the discussion away from "does this really constitute a bibliographic error?" to "has this kind of error 
been treated as a bibliographic error until now, and should it thus be considered an excusable error 
to be covered by Art. 33.2". Proposal 122 (below), is an alternative to this proposal. 

Voting: This Proposal is a replacement for an earlier Proposal discussed by the Committee and was 
received too late to be included in the Vote. 

(118) Proposal that upon acceptance of Proposal 117, a phrase be added to the Note to read: 

"In this context, the citation of an 'isonym' instead of the basionym and the citation of a later 
nomenclatural synonym instead of the earliest basionym are comparable to bibliographic errors." 

Add a suitable Example. 

This Proposal is a direct alternative to Rowley's Proposal (116, above). Rowley's example (Sulco- 
rebutia) may be suitable but needs documentation. 

Voting: This Proposal is a replacement for an earlier Proposal discussed by the Committee and was 
received too late to be included in the Vote. 

(119) Proposal that upon acceptance of Proposal 117, a phrase be added to the Note to read: 

"In this context, the citation of an 'isonym' instead of the basionym and the citation of an earlier 
illegitimate name instead of the basionym are comparable to bibliographic errors." 

Add the Example: 
"Ex. Fernald, in making the combination Echinochloa muricata (Rhodora 17: 106. 1915), cited 

Panicum muricatum Michx. (1803) as basionym, although the latter is illegitimate, being a later 
homonym of Panicum muricatum Retz. (1786). Beauvois (Ess. Agrost. 51, 170, 178. 1812) had 
previously made the combination Setaria muricata with basionym Panicum muricatum Michx. Under 
the provisions of Art. 72, Setaria muricata Beauv. is treated as a new name, not a new combination. 
The correct name of the species in the genus Echinochloa is E. muricata (Beauv.) Fernald, and the 
date of valid publication is that by Fernald in 1915, although the publication by Beauvois was not 
cited by Fernald in making the new combination. 

This Proposal is a direct alternative to Proposal 152 (below). For a more detailed explanation of 
this proposal see under Proposal 116 above. 

Voting. This Proposal is a replacement for an earlier Proposal discussed by the Committee and was 
received too late to be included in the Vote. 

(120) Proposal to add a Note to Art. 33.2 to read (to be placed at the end of the Examples to Art. 
33.2): 

"A reference to a name not validly published instead of to a basionym does not constitute a 
bibliographic error unless it is clear from the whole context that the author knows the name concerned 
was not yet validly published, but only effectively published, and the author gives a direct reference 
to the publication in which the basionym was validly published." 

Add the Example: 
"Theodoridis (INA Newsl. 5: 19. 1983) published the name "Helio-discoaster barbadiensis (Tan, 

1927 ex Tan, 1931) n. comb.". For the basionym he gave a full and direct reference to the 1927 
publication (in which the description and the-for fossils obligatory- illustration can be found), not 
to the 1931 publication (in which the generic name of the basionym and the basionym itself were 
validated). From the discussion four pages earlier, as well as from the presentation of the new com- 
bination, it is clear that Theodoridis accepted the basionym as validly published in 1931, thus the 
new combination was validly published in 1983." 

Some people wonder if a reference to an invalid name can be considered to be a bibliographic error. 
Brummitt (Regn. Veg 60: 48. 1969) even wondered if a reference to a nomen nudum might be 
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acceptable. The Proposal restricts the acceptability of references to invalid names to cases in which 
(1) it is clear that the author was aware that the basionym was not yet valid in the publication to 
which a full and direct reference is given, and (2) in which the author gives a direct reference to the 
validating publication as well (but e.g not mention the precise page numbers). In these cases, in which 
the publication of the full and direct reference is quite relevant, the mistake of the author (not to give 
a full and direct reference to the basionym itself) is considered to be excusable. 

Voting: This Proposal is a replacement for an earlier Proposal discussed by the Committee and was 
received too late to be included in the Vote. 

(121) Proposal to alter Art. 33.3 to read: 

"Mere reference to the Index Kewensis, the Index of Fungi or any other work, as an indication of 
a full and direct reference to a name validly published elsewhere, does not in itself constitute a full 
and direct reference to the original publication of a name." 

It is often argued that Art. 33.3 is violated by Rowley's Proposal (116, above). Others argue that 
Art. 33.3 only intends to state that a reference to e.g. a publication in Kew Bull. via a reference to 
Index Kewensis, is not a direct reference. Those that have this interpretation cannot believe that Art. 
33.3 intends to cut off what is considered as pardonable under the last sentence of Art. 33.2. Even 
under a narrow definition of bibliographic error, Art. 33.3 would be violated in a number of cases 
using the interpretation of those who see problems with Rowley's Proposal. For example, if a wrong 
Volume number was given (12 instead of 21), the reference would not be then a reference to the work 
in which the name was validly published. If a broader concept of bibliographic error is accepted (as 
represented in Examples 5 and 6), a full and direct reference to Index Kewensis will even be correct 
as soon as it concerns a name which was first validly published in Index Kewensis. The present text 
of Art. 33.3 might suggest that no name was validly published in Index Kewensis. This proposal is 
thus put forward in an attempt to correct this situation, and to give a clear indication of the intention 
of Art. 33.3. 

Voting: This Proposal is a replacement for an earlier Proposal discussed by the Committee and was 
received too late to be included in the Vote. 

(122) Proposal to delete Examples 5 and 6 in Art. 33.2 and add one or two extra examples similar to 
Example 4. 

This proposal was put forward to the Committee by D. A. Webb (via Brummitt) and is another 
attempt to get around the problem of what is meant by "bibliographic error". It is an alternative to 
Proposal 117 (above). 

Voting: 0 for; 4 against. 

(123) Proposal to add a Note to Art. 33.2 as follows: 

"Note 1. If before 1953 a new combination is proposed without citation of the basionym, an indirect 
reference to the basionym is sufficient, such as mere citation of the name of the author of the basionym, 
or the citation of the basionyum itself only. If there is no reference to the basionym, the name concerned 
cannot be accepted as a new combination, unless it is obvious the author concerned was not referring 
to a new taxon, and if it is unambiguous from circumstantial evidence which name is the basionym." 

Add the examples as follows: 
"Ex. *. Helianthemum nummularium Miller, Gard. Dict. ed. 8, sine pag. 1768, is treated as a new 

combination based on Cistus nummularius Linnaeus, Sp. P1. 527. 1753. Despite the fact that Miller 
did not cite the basionym nor even refer to Linnaeus under this species, Miller's reference to Linnaeus' 
Cistus in the synonymy of Helianthemum, and especially citation of the same pre-Linnaean reference 
by both authors, are conclusive that Miller was taking up Linnaeus' epithet. 

Ex. *. Cincinnulus trichomanis Dumortier, Comment. Bot. 113. 1822, is treated as a new combination 
based on Mnium trichomanis Linnaeus, Sp. Pl. 1114. 1753. Despite the fact that Dumortier 
did not cite the basionym nor even refer to Linnaeus under this species, the context in Dumortier's 
publication is unambiguous to conclude that Dumortier was taking up Linnaeus' epithet; moreover, 
in later publications Dumortier gave a clear reference, e.g. in Syll. Jungermannidearum Eur. 72. 1831." 
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Alter Art. 32.1(c) after "except as provided in" to insert "Art. 33 Note 1 and" and renumber the 
present Note 1 under Art. 33 to Note 2. 

This is a proposal put forward to the Committee by Brummitt and N. P. Taylor to cover so-called 
'nude combinations'. 

According to Art. 33.2, if a new combination has been published after 1 Jan. 1953 without a full 
reference to the basionym's place of publication, that combination is not validly published. It is not 
entirely clear, however, what is implied for combinations published before 1953. If a basionym is 
cited, even without place of publication, there is usually no problem in accepting the combination. If 
only the author of the basionym is given it is common practice to work out from this what the 
basionym was and, assuming an appropriate name published by the author in question can be found, 
to accept the combination. 

An extreme situation occurs, not infrequently, where there is no basionym, no place of publication 
and no author cited, and in fact (except references to pre-Linnaean names) nothing but the coincidence 
of the epithet to link a new combination with its cryptic basionym. An example often quoted is Phillip 
Miller in his Gard. Dict. ed. 8 (1768). In many instances he adopted a different generic concept from 
that of Linnaeus. He did not mention Linnaeus or cite his synonyms after the specific names used. 
Such names are currently accepted as new combinations, for example Helianthemum nummularium 
(L.) Miller accepted in Flora Europaea Vol. 2. It can be argued that there is in fact a very indirect 
reference to the basionym in such cases. 

In several cases, however, there is considerable argument not to accept such names as new com- 
binations. An example is Cereusperuvianus which might better be considered as a new species described 
by Miller in 1768 and not as a new combination for Cactus peruvianus L. 

(1753)--Miller 
and Linnaeus 

referred to different 'species' in Hermann's Parad. Bat. (1698). 
If it is considered unwise to accept the second sentence of this note because it might open up the 

possibility of acceptance as new combinations, names that have not, or scarcely been, considered as 
such then the proposed second sentence could be restricted to old publications by using a date. A 
suitable date could be 1 Jan. 1908, a date already in the Code. 

Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

(124) Proposal to add a Note to Art. 33.2 as follows: 

"A new name including the same epithet as that of a name referred to its synonymy with a question 
mark or other indication of doubt is regarded as a new combination based on that name." 

This proposal was put forward by Brummitt to this Committee. In his Nov. Stirp. Pug. 8: 50 (1844) 
Lehmann included Polypompholyx tenella with a good diagnosis and description but underneath 
included "Obs. An Utricularia tenella R. Br. Prodr. Fl. Nov. Holl. pag. 432?" The question is, does 
the question mark (and the word An) mean that Lehmann's name is not a new combination based 
on Brown's Utricularia tenella but is a new species instead. On the one hand it can be argued that the 
doubts indicated by the An and question mark show that Lehmann was not basing his name on 
Brown's. On the other hand it can be argued that if he was not basing his name on Brown's he would 
not have adopted the same epithet. It seems undesirable to have two uses of the same epithet with 
different types in closely adjacent genera, as argued in Proposal 123 (above). 

In support of the argument, one could quote Art. 34.2 where the Code, in a slightly different context, 
takes the view that one simply ignores the question mark. 

Argument against this proposal centres mainly around the positioning of the question mark. For 
example if, in the Polypompholyx example above, Lehmann had written "?Polypompholyx tenella 
Lehm. (Utricularia tenella R. Br.)" it could be argued that Lehmann was not sure if Utricularia tenella 
might belong in Polypompholyx-in such a case Art. 34.2 would apply. If, on the other hand, R. 
Brown had published "?Utricularia tenella" and Lehmann had placed this in Polypompholyx as 
"Polypompholyx tenella Lehm. (?Utricularia tenella R. Br.)" it could be argued that Lehmann was 
placing in Polypompholyx a species which Brown was not sure belonged in Utricularia--again Art. 
34.2 would apply. In this situation, however, Lehmann had a plant (collected in Australia by Preiss 
as Nr. 1920) which he was not sure was the same as Brown's Utricularia tenella but which he believed 
did belong in his new genus Polypompholyx. He wished to name the plant and, to prevent the epithet 
having to be changed if Utricularia tenella proved to be a Polypompholyx and the same as his Preiss 
1920, he gave it the epithet tenella. This, under our present Code, of course creates the problem of a 
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new epithet having to be created if indeed Utricularia tenella R. Br. proves to be a Polypompholyx 
and the same as Polypompholyx tenella Lehm. 

Voting. 2 for, 2 against. 

(125) Proposal to add a Note and Example to Art. 33.2 as follows: 

"Note: A page reference must be to the page or pages on which the basionym is validly published, 
not to the complete pagination of the work if that is greater." 

"Ex. In publication of the name Artemisia tridentata subsp. spiciformis (Osterhout) Goodrich & 
McArthur in Great Basin Nat. 45: 99 (1985) a reference was included to the place of publication of 
the basionym as Osterhout G. E., 1900. Bull. Torrey Bot. Club: 506-508, which is the complete 
publication of the relevant paper. The basionym actually appeared on p. 507, and the proposed 
combination is not validly published." 

This, along with Proposal 126, is part of Proposal 254 put forward by Brummitt for the Seattle 
Congress. It has been modified considerably by this Committee in consultation with Brummitt, a 
member of the Committee. For a full discussion see Regnum Vegetabile 60: 44-47. 1969. See Prop. 
127 for a similar proposal accounting for works that do not have numbered pagination. 

Difficulties occur over citation of the page reference. One would assume that the page required is 
that on which the name of the basionym appears and not the complete pagination of the book or 
paper in which this occurs. Thus the name Dactylorhiza majalis (Reichb.) P. F. Hunt & Summerh. 
subsp. cambrensis (R. H. Roberts) R. H. Roberts in Watsonia 6(4): 261. 1966, is considered not 
validly published since the place of publication of the basionym is given as "R. H. Roberts, Watsonia 
5, 37-42 (1961)" i.e. the complete pagination of the paper in which the basionym appeared but without 
any indication of which of these pages (actually p. 41) the basionym itself was published on. Similarly 
when So6 in Acta Bot. Acad. Sci. Hung. 13(3-4): 309. 1967, published three names-f. subpallida, f. 
albida and f. purpurea-under Centaurea rhenana with a combined reference to all three given as 
"Stoj. et Achtaroff Centaureen Bulgariens 1935: 48-49" none can be regarded as validly published; 
the basionym of the first actually appeared on p. 48 and of the second and third on p. 49, but for 
none of them is an exact page given. However, in other superficially similar cases where more than 
one page reference is given it seems that valid publication may be accepted. S. Pawlowska in Pawlowski, 
B. ed., Fl. Polska 11: 89. 1967, published the name Teucrium montanum var. praemontanum (Klok.) 
S. Pawl. giving the basionym as "T. praemontanum Klok., Fl. URSR 20: 67-68, 405-407 (1954)"; 
in fact the first two page numbers refer to the description in the Russian text (though actually 66-67) 
while the last two refer to the Latin description validating the basionym, the name actually appearing 
on p. 506. A similar situation is found in publication of the name Allium nigrum var. dumetorum 
(Feinbrun & Szelub.) Mouterde, Nouv. Fl. Liban Syrie: 281. 1966, where a very full reference to the 
paper in which the basionym appeared was given, with the particular reference to "pp. 146-147"; the 
basionym A. dumetorum actually appeared on p. 146 but the accompanying description continued 
onto p. 147. We do not wish to rule these combinations out on the grounds that more than one page 
number was given, however the Note is proposed to make the Code clear as to what is intended with 
this part of the Article. 

Proposal 127 (below) is an alternative to this proposal. 
Voting: 2 for; 2 against. The two votes against this proposal were in favor of Prop. 127 and vice 

versa, meaning that there is a 4-0 vote in favour of the change implied in these proposals. 

(126) Proposal to add a new Recommendation 33A after Art. 33.2 as follows: 

"Recommendation 33A: The full details of the reference to a place of publication of a basionym 
or replaced synonym should be given adjacent to a proposed new combination or nomen novum, and 
should not be placed only in the bibliography at the end of a publication or indicated by 'op. cit.', 
'loc. cit.' etc." 

In a considerable number of cases it is not immediately clear that the requirement of Art. 33.2 for 
a full and direct reference has been fulfilled. Further examination of the paper concerned may show 
that a full reference is in fact given, but in an obscure place. It seems to be quite common to give 
some or all of the necessary details in a list of bibliographical references at the end of the paper, well 
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removed from the place in which a new combination is proposed. Thus the basionym of Erysimum 
arbuscula (Lowe) Snogerup in Op. Bot. (Lund) 13: 9. 1967, is given simply as "Cheiranthus arbuscula 
Lowe 1856"; at first it appears that no full reference is given, but in the bibliography at the end of 
the paper, on p. 69, one finds full details of Lowe's 1856 publication with a precise page reference, p. 
289, stated. Among many other similar examples may be quoted publication of the names Potentilla 
libanotica Boiss. var. isaurica (P. H. Davis) B. Pawlowski in Fragm. Fl. Geobot. 11(1): 81. 1965, 
Sanguisorba diandra (Hook.) Nordborg in Op. Bot. (Lund) 11(2): 60. 1966, and Sideritis catillaris 
Juz. var. chlorostegia (Juz.) Zefirov in Wulff, E. V. ed., Fl. Kryma 3(2): 101. 1966. Now although 
such practice certainly causes difficulty, or at least extra work, for anybody wishing to determine 
whether names are validly published or not (and particularly those who compile indexes of such names 
and have not the time to peruse every paper at length, or those that have to work from photocopies 
and may not have the complete paper), it must be admitted that all the details are provided, even 
though they may be scattered from one end of a publication to the other. It seems, therefore, that 
such names must be accepted as validly published. 

How far, however, must one be expected to search through a paper in quest of a full reference? The 
name Tamarix africana Poiret var. fluminensis (Maire) Baum appears in Baum, Monogr. Rev. Gen. 
Tamarix (1966) on p. 97 without any further indication of what the basionym was or where it was 
published. It thus appears at first to be not validly published there. If, however, one does some detective 
work, finding that among the citation of specimens seen by the author is one annotated as the type 
of T. brachystylis var. fluminensis Maire and then checking this in the index at the back, one may 
eventually discover that on p. 94 of the same work this name, apparently the basionym though this 
is not stated, appears with a full reference to author and place of publication. Can this reference, three 
pages removed from the new combination and with no cross reference, be said to allow acceptance 
of the combination as validly published? Again, the new combination Salix arctica Pall. subsp. 
crassijulis (Trautv.) Skvortsov in Tolmatchev, Arkt. Fl. SSSR 5: 59. 1966, is published with the 
basionym given as "S. crassijulis Trautv. Salic. frigid. 308", i.e. with all the necessary details except 
that the date is omitted (apparently accidentally). However, quite by chance, a reference on the previous 
page (p. 58) to a synonym of S. arctica reads "S. diplodictya Trautv. Salic. Frigid. (1832) 307" and 
it may be argued that since the date of Trautvetter's work is given somewhere in the same paper the 
name S. arctica subsp. crassijulis is here validly published. (Possibly Skvortsov himself does not agree 
with this argument since he has in fact correctly made the combination again elsewhere, also in 1966). 
A very similar situation is found with Mentha spicata L. var. eisensteiniana (Opiz) Tacik in Pawlowski, 
Fl. Polska 11: 217. 1967, where the basionym is cited without date of publication--"M. eisensteiniana 
Opiz in Naturalient.: 30 1 " -but two pages earlier, p. 215, Tacik himself makes another combination 
M. spicata var. walteriana with the basionym "M. walteriana Opiz in Naturalient. 9: 132. 1825" i.e. 
the same publication with the date here given. Another example is the name Euphorbia balsamifera 
Aiten subsp. adenensis (Delfers) Bally in Candollea 20: 34 and 36. 1965 where the combination is 
actually made in the captions to an illustration and a map respectively, with the basionym and full 
details given (somewhat incidentally) in the discussion on p. 31. In all of these four examples there 
is no reference given from the place where the combination is made to the place where the details of 
the basionym are given, and it is only by luck or laborious effort that the conditions for valid publication 
can be found to have been fulfilled. It is hoped that by addition of the new Recommendation to the 
Code that authors will be more diligent in citing the reference to the basionym. 

Voting: 4 for; 0 against. 

(127) Proposal to place a new Note under Art. 33.2, with an example as follows: 

"Note *: A page reference must be to the page or pages on which the basionym is validly published, 
not to the complete pagination of the whole work if that is greater. An exception may be made in the 
case of works which do not have sequential pagination, such as Miller's Gardeners' Dictionary ed. 8 
or Lindley's Folia Orchidacea. 

Ex. In publication of the name Artemisia tridentata subsp. spiciformis (Osterhout) Goodrich & 
McArthur in Great Basin Nat. 45: 99. 1985, a reference was included to the place of publication of 
the basionym as Osterhout G. E., 1900. Bull. Torrey Bot. Club: 506-508, which is the complete 
pagination of the relevant paper. The basionym actually appeared on p. 507, and the proposed 
combination is not validly published." 

This proposal is a direct alternative to 125, above. 
Voting: 3 for; 1 against. 
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ARTICLE 34 

(128) Proposal to delete "(c) when it is merely mentioned incidentally," and delete 34.3 which attempts 
to define "incidental mention" from Art. 34.1. 

This is Proposal F, Taxon 30: 118. 1981 put forward by Dick Brummitt to the Sydney Congress. 
Brummitt's original arguments on this matter were published in the Seattle Synopsis, Regnum 

Vegetabile 60: 53-54. 1969, and still stand. For further detailed argument, see Taxon 30: 257-258. 
1981 (former Proposal 155). 

Read, Taxon 34: 341-342. 1985, has suggested two examples of names that he believes are "men- 
tioned incidentally, viz. Lomatophyllum sanderii hort. and Billbergia chlorosticta hort. ex Floral 
Committee Report, Gard. Chron. 1871: 1425. 1871. Brummit (pers. comm. to this Committee) states 
"Lomatophyllum sandersii and Billbergia chlorosticta were in no sense 'incidentally mentioned' (in- 
cidental to what, anyway?), but as first-class certificate winners were major features of the report of 
the Floral Committee. They were, however, very inadequately described, and the author, had, to my 
mind, no intention of giving descriptions which would diagnose them from other species. These 
examples emphasize to me the need to delete 'incidental mention' and to make some attempt to deal 
with nomina subnuda." 

Most names that have been suggested as examples of 'incidental mention' over the years and would 
be considered for exclusion under provisions of Art. 34.1 (c), can generally be excluded under other 
provisions -particularly 34.1 (a) as not being accepted by the author in the original publication. 

An alternative proposal (Proposal 129, below) has been put up by Zijlstra to cover Read's examples, 
along with the case of Lejeunea (see below). 

Voting: 3 for; 1 against. 

(129) Proposal to 1. delete Art. 34.3 and 2. add a new Note as follows: 

"Note: If one doubts if Art. 34.1(c) should be applied to a name, one should follow established 
custom." 

3. Add the following examples: 
"Ex. A. The names Lomatophyllum sandersii and Billbergia chlorosticta were published incidentally 

in a report of a Floral Committee (Gard. Chron. 1871: 1421. 1871), accompanied with vague descrip- 
tions as plants for which certificates had been awarded to their nursery-gardeners. These names, which 
until recently have been ignored (see Read, Taxon 34: 341. 1985), were not validly published. 

Ex. B. The name Lejeunea austrina was not validly published by Stephani (Hedwigia 28: 261. 1889), 
as it was only mentioned incidentally under Strepsilejeunea luchmannii; (the species concerned was 
described one page earlier as Strepsilejeunea austrina, which is an invalid name as well, under Art. 
43). 

Ex. C. Lejeunea microstipula, reported in the Index of Hedwigia 29 (p. xvii. 1890, referring to p. 
89 of this volume; ed. K. Prantl) has to be considered as an incidentally mentioned name, and not as 
the validly published name for the species which on p. 89 had been described by Stephani under the 
invalid name of Microlejeunea microstipula (invalid because Microlejeunea was not at generic rank 
there)." 

R. Spruce wrote a work in 1884 entitled Hepaticae of the Amazon and of the Andes of Peru and 
Ecuador (a reprint of which appeared in 1984), in which he founded the taxonomy of the Lejeuneaceae, 
and, alas, also the nomenclature of the family. In the work, Spruce clearly intended to describe 37 
new subgenera of Lejeunea (a few of them based on older genera), however, the ca. 340 species 
descriptions given appeared under binomials consisting of the subgeneric name + specific epithet. 
Several later authors followed Spruce in both his taxonomy and nomenclature, and this creates a 
problem, as there are many hundreds of species published under Lejeunea but not in a combination 
in Lejeunea on the pages in which they are described. In Spruce's book, the combinations in Lejeunea 
are given in the general index (which appeared in 1885). Later authors, such as V. chhiffner in A. 
Engler, Forschungsr. S.M.S. "Gazelle" 4 (Bot.), 4 (Lebermoose) (1890) did not have such an index. 
One very important author in this regard was Stephani who published hundreds of names in the 1888- 
1893 period, in a very inconsistent way, now and then suggesting he might consider the "Sprucean" 
names to be in generic rank; often using for one species a combination in Lejeunea as well as a 
combination in for e.g. Strepsilejeunea in the same publication. The majority of these Stephani names 
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have been published in Hedwigia, a journal which has exhaustive indexes, of which it is unknown 
who prepared them. For further discussion see Gradstein et al., Taxon 31: 746-747. 1982 and Zijlstra, 
Taxon 31: 718-722. 1982. 

This proposal is a direct alternative to Proposal 128, above. 
Voting: 1 for; 3 against. 

(130) Proposal to add a new example in Art. 34 as follows, between Ex. 3 and Ex. 4, to illustrate cases 
which are not regulated as invalid by (a) and/or (b) of Art. 34.1: 

"Ex. Williamson proposed the 'provisional genus' Sporocarpon in a footnote (Philos. Trans. 169: 
347. 1879), with 4 species, all of them being new. In subsequent publications of the same author, 
several more new species were described in Sporocarpon. Williamson nowhere explicitly stated that 
the genus was no longer provisional. Apparently it was his intention to publish a provisional taxon, 
not a provisional name, hence Sporocarpon was validly published in Williamson 1879." 

This is a proposal put forward to this Committee by Zijlstra and basically attempts to illustrate that 
there is a difference between a "provisional name" and a "provisional taxon". 

One of the abiding problems in fossil plants is that names of form-genera often seem to be invalidly 
published under Art. 34.1 (b) "provisional name", and even under Art. 34.1 (a), "not accepted by the 
author in the original publication". The fact is that authors commonly regarded names of "form-taxa" 
as merely "holding-points" pending discovery of fertile material that would establish their "real name." 

For example, Potonie published the form-genus Pollenites (Jahrb. Preuss. Geol. Landesanst. 52: 1. 
May 1931), characterising it as follows "The pollen ... are provisionally placed together in the artificial 
genus Pollenites." In this publication he described 23 new spp. of Pollenites, along with a few species 
in other genera (a.o. Alni-pollenites) for those pollen grains of which he thought to be sure of the 
natural affinities. Potonie did accept Pollenites in this as well as in many subsequent publications, he 
was not proposing it "in anticipation of the future acceptance of the group concerned, or of a particular 
circumscription, position or rank". Potonie's uncertainty was about the eventual content, i.e. taxo- 
nomic in character. Hence Frederiksen and Ames (Taxon 28: 557-561. 1979) correctly argue that 
Pollenites was validly published in the 1931 publication. The name concerned is being used, there is 
no alternative! In many cases the name concerned is used again in subsequent publications (by the 
same author and/or by somebody else), often without statements that the taxon concerned is provi- 
sional. It would be of great arbitrariness to ascribe such a name to the first author who did not (quite 
incidentally) mention the word "provisional"--this would suggest a transition to an "actually accepted" 
situation (of the taxon as opposed to the name) which does not exist. 

If an author says that a taxon is provisional, one should conclude that he has accepted the name 
and merely expressed taxonomic doubt which is permitted under Art. 34.2. 

In all examples 1-3 in the Code, rejected under Art. 34.1 (a) and/or (b), it is evident that the author 
used and accepted one name and mentioned another name (not actually accepted). Transition to the 
"actually accepted" situation in a later publication is obvious then by the use of the formerly provisional 
name. 

Voting: 3 for; 1 against. 

(131) Proposal to delete the second sentence beginning "This rule does not apply ... ", and delete 
Ex. 11 from Art. 34.1. 

Again there are two alternative proposals, see also Proposal 132, below. 
It seems that this part of Art. 34.4 was added to cover the simultaneous creation of autonyms 

(?"pseudoautonyms"), however several authors have proposed names at different ranks. For example 
F. Mueller, Fragm. 7: 32. 1869, under notes under Genosiris occidentalis, gave a description of a new 
taxon with the statement "Sub appellatione eriostephana varietatem vel speciem finitimam ... " 
Similarly Gandoger, Bull. Soc. Bot. France 65: 44. 1918 cites a lot of names e.g. abrotaniforme, 
maidenii etc. under Helichrysum semipapposum with the statement "formas vel species secundus 
ordinis..." but makes the combination as a binomial. It has been argued by some that under Art. 
34.4 these names are valid at both ranks (the latter using Art. 24.4 as well). Others have argued that 
both are invalid under provisions of Art. 34. 1(b). In any case, authors have interpreted this Article 
in different ways, and it thus requires modification. The simplest way seems to be to merely delete 
the second sentence and the misleading example added at the Sydney Congress. 
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Voting: 3 for; 1 against (one who voted for, however, has subsequently proposed 132 as an alternative 
to this Proposal). 

(132) Proposal to amend Art. 34.4 to read: 

"When on or after 1 Jan. 1953, two or more different names are proposed simultaneously for the 
same taxon (same circumscription, same type) by the same author (so called alternative names), none 
of them is validly published. When such alternative names simultaneously published before 1 Jan. 
1953 involve names at different ranks then only one is validly published-the name at the lowest 
rank." 

Add a new example to illustrate the second sentence. 
Make a separate paragraph of the old second sentence of Art. 34.4 to be placed after Note 1 and 

Ex. 12 to read: "When an author publishes the same combination at different ranks, either for infra- 
specific taxa within a species or for subdivisions of a genus within a genus (see Rec. 22A. 1-2, 26A. 1- 
3, the lowest rank name being a so-called pseudo-autonym), by providing one quadrinomial 'name' 
and one description or diagnosis or one reference to a basionym or replaced synonym only, each of 
these names is validly published." 

Place present Ex. 11 here and renumber. 

This proposal was put forward by Zijlstra and Nicolson to cover the problems caused by differences 
between 'alternative names at the same rank' and 'alternative names at different ranks'. 

1. The second sentence of the present Art. 34.4. 
Alternative names involve cases where the author expresses uncertainty about the taxonomy, i.e. 

whether it belongs to this genus or that genus, or should be accorded this or that rank, accepting thus 
two (or more) names for the same taxon (i.e. with the same circumscription and type). 

In Sydney, a second sentence was added to Art. 34.4, not to cover cases of uncertainty, but to cover 
the valid publication of names of the same form as former autonyms ('pseudautonyms'). In Seattle 
(1969) the autonym rule was restricted to names derived from names in a principal rank (of a family, 
a genus or a species), and recommendations covering pseudautonyms were added to Articles 22 and 26. 

The second sentence of Art. 34.4 now prevents many of these pseudautonyms being ruled out as 
not validly published. 

Another difference can occur in some cases with alternative names; the names can involve different 
taxa (i.e. involving different circumscriptions by the author). So, for example, in the Malvastrum case 
cited in the Code, M. bicuspidatum ssp. tumidum Hill comprises M. bicuspidatum var. tumidum Hill 
and M. bicuspidatum var. glabrum Hill. 

To make it clear that the Sydney addition does not concern alternative names, it should be better 
placed in a separate paragraph. 

2. The first sentence of the present Art. 34.4. 
Four points need to be discussed: a. the existence of alternative names at different ranks, b. the 

historical background to Art. 34.4, c. the actual application of Art. 34.4 to alternative names at different 
ranks and d. the (un)desirability of having alternative names at different ranks, even if published 
before 1 Jan. 1953. 

a. Until recently, many people only applied Art. 34.4 to names at the same rank. However, in trying 
to apply the Sydney addition the possibility of applying the second sentence of Art. 34.4 to names at 
different ranks became obvious, along with the possibility that, for example, a subgeneric name and 
a generic name might constitute valid publication as alternative names. There seems to be no obstacle 
to applying Art. 34.4 (first sentence) to names of different ranks. 

b. In chasing the history of the Article, in an attempt to ascertain whether it was intended for it to 
cover names at different ranks or not, it seems that at the Stockholm Congress alternative names of 
unequal rank were not discussed, and that the intention of that Congress was for the provisions of 
Art. 34.4 to apply only to alternative names at the same rank. 

c. Many taxonomists seem to have considered the changes made at Sydney to have opened the 
possibility of alternative names at different ranks. Isoviita recently introduced it into the Committee 
for Bryophyta with the case of Haplocladium Niigeli 1862 and Pterothamnion B Haplocladium Niigeli 
1862. Isoviita argued that Art. 34.4 should be applied such that both names were considered validly 

NOVEMBER 1986 771 



published as alternative names. Others, for example Zijlstra, disagreed and consider that the names 
consist of an accepted (valid) infrageneric name and a provisional (invalid) generic name. 

d. Discussion with a number of taxonomists indicates general agreement that it is undesirable to 
allow for alternative names at different ranks. Most cases examined, including those mentioned in 
Proposal 131 (above), concern either an epithet of a name of a subdivision of a genus plus a generic 
name, or an epithet of a subspecific name and a specific name. Often the generic name or the specific 
name respectively is more or less provisional, the author using the lower ranked name and stating 
that the taxon concerned might deserve generic or specific rank respectively. 

Voting: This proposal was submitted as a replacement proposal and was received too late to be 
included in the Vote. 

ARTICLE 36 

(133) Proposal to add to the end of the paragraphs in both Art. 36.1 and Art. 36.2 "From 1 Jan. 1973 
such a reference must be full and direct as defined in Art. 33." 

This is basically Proposal 258 put forward by Brummitt for the Seattle Congress and modified by 
this Committee. See Regnum Vegetabile 60: 49. 1969. 

This Proposal attempts to bring Art. 36 in line with the other Articles requiring "full and direct 
reference", i.e. Articles 32 and 33. For supporting argument see Proposal 106. 

Voting: 4 for; 0 against. 

ARTICLE 37 

(134) Proposal to alter "family" to "genus", and "indicated" to "designated" in Art. 37 and add the 
sentence: "Designation is by the use of the word 'type' or by the inclusion of a single typifying element." 

In line 1 of Rec. 37A1, alter "indicated" to "designated". 

This was proposed as an amendment at the Sydney Congress by John McNeill to his own proposal 
on Article 37 (see Taxon 30: 286. 1981 and Englera 2: 79. 1982 and the comments by the Rapporteurs, 
Taxon 30: 119-120. 1981). 

The Committee has discussed this proposal and sees two distinct issues; firstly the changing of 
"family" to "genus" in which there seems to be virtually unanimous agreement, and secondly the 
changing of "indicated" to "designated" in which there is considerable disagreement and for which 
several alternative proposals have been put forward (see Proposals 136-147). This Committee thus 
recommends that the two issues be considered separately, and hence Proposal 135. 

Voting: 1 for; 3 against. 

(135) Proposal to alter "family" to "genus" in Art. 37. 

The types of the names of all taxa above the rank of genus are indicated implicitly by the generic 
name on which they are based (Arts. 10 and 16.1). Consequently, it is unnecessary to require explicit 
indication (designation) of a type in such cases. 

Voting: 3 for; 1 against. 

(136) Proposal to replace "the nomenclatural type" by "the holotype of the name" in Art. 37. 

This is Proposal 260 of Brummitt put forward to the Seattle Congress. Detailed argument for the 
Proposal is given in Regnum Vegetabile 60: 50-52. 1969. 

The present Article 37 does not refer to "holotype", and this has led to various interpretations as 
to what is meant by "nomenclatural type". This proposal merely attempts to tighten up the wording 
of the Article by making it clear that "the type" (singular) implicitly means "the holotype". For 
example the citation of a collection without specifying how many specimens of it there are, or whether 
they are distributed in different herbaria without one of them being designated "holotype"--is "the 
type" (singular) indicated or not? 

Occasionally "the type" has been said to consist of two specimens, one flowering and one fruiting, 
collected at different times; or consist of a male and a female without indication as to which is the 
"holotype". 
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J. G. Hawkes and J. P. Hjerting published Solanum astleyi in Bot. J. Linn. Soc. 90: 106. 1985, and 
gave the type as consisting of two collections, both being given as syntypes (with isosyntypes) i.e. as 
". .. Honderman, Astley & Moreira 203 (K-SYNTYPE, C, Herb. J. G. Hawkes-ISOSYNTYPES)" 
and "... Hondelmann, Astley & Moreira 208 (K-SYNTYPE, C, Herb. J. G. Hawkes-ISOSYN- 
TYPES)." (Hawkes and Hjerting, in Bot. J. Linn. Soc. 91: 445. 1985, attempted to rectify this, however 
there is still considerable doubt as to their fulfillment of the requirements for "full and direct reference".) 

Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

(137) Proposal to add the following Note after Art. 37: 

"Note *. For types of names of species and lower ranks, citation of a single element may be assumed 
to be an indication of the holotype even without a direct statement that this is so. When the holotype 
is a specimen, mere citation of a locality without further reference to a herbarium specimen does not 
constitute indication of a holotype. Citation of a collector's name or collecting number, or a date of 
collection, or any other reference to a detail of a specimen, may be assumed to be an indication of a 
holotype." 

This is basically part of Proposal 261 put forward by Brummitt to the Seattle Congress but modified 
by this Committee (see also Proposal 138 below). A detailed discussion can be seen in Regnum 
Vegetabile 60: 50-52. 1985. "Indication" of a type of names of species and lower ranks is as diverse 
as could possibly be, varying from simple mention of a locality or the briefest mention of a type to 
citation of the fullest details with perhaps publication of a photograph of the specimen. In a normal 
indication of a type specimen in modem literature, one might expect to find a statement of at least 
the place of origin of the specimen as well as one or more of the following items: the date of collection, 
the collector's name and the number of the collection if there is one, the herbarium or other institution 
in which the specimen is preserved, and a statement, including the word "type" or "typus" or preferably 
"holotypus", that this is the type. In practice it seems that any number or combination of these items 
may in fact be given. 

Examples: Quercus xpolycarpoides Georgescu & Ciobanu in Stud. Cerc. Biol., Bot. (Bucuresti) 18(1): 
6. 1966 was described in Latin and a locality was given "In Muntii Pirini, deasupra satului Katunci, 
la 650 m altitudine" with no further information of suggestion that a specimen was collected from 
the locality. Such examples are very common. In other similar cases the locality may be cited as "locus 
classicus" implying that it is the "type locality" but still without indication that a specimen was 
collected. Ornithogalum amblyocarpum Zahariadi in Rev. Roum. Biol. (Bot.) 10(4): 290. 1965 similarly 
had a single locality given, but here the name of a collector was also mentioned, suggesting that at 
least there is, or was, a specimen in existence. Ornithogalum amblyocarpum Zahariadi (1965) will be 
validly published under the present proposal, this in contrast to the name in the first example. 

Further examples are given by Brummit loc. cit. 
Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

(138) Proposal to add the folowing Note after Art. 37: 

"Note *. For names of genera and subdivisions of genera, if only a single named species binomial 
is included in the protologue this may be assumed to be the full equivalent of the holotype." 

This is basically part of Proposal 261 put forward by Brummitt to the Seattle Congress but modified 
by this Committee, and goes with Proposal 137 (above). It is, however, an alternative to Proposal 
150 (see below) and is thus considered as a separate proposal. 

Zijlstra has raised the problem of two interpretations of this proposal, and has suggested two 
alternative wordings for an example to be included dependent upon which interpretation is accepted. 
I quote her argument: 

"If the proposal will be retained as it stands, I continue to ask: does it mean: 'only a binomial under 
the generic name concerned' (A), or does it mean the same as I redefined in my Nov. comments...: 
'(as a new species, new combination or as a basionym)' (B)? 

If (A) is the meaning of the proposal, I would suggest the following example: 

In publishing Bogorovia with B. veniaminii as the only binomial under Bogorovia, Jous6 (Beih. 
Nova Hedwigia 45: 350-351. 1973) indicated this species as the type, even though she stated (loc. cit. 
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344) that formal designations of types will appear in a later publication, and even though she included 
Rhaphoneis mediopunctata Hajos in Bogorovia as well. Thus Art. 42 can be applied. 

If (B) is the meaning of the proposal, I would suggest the following example: 

"In publishing Bogorovia with B. veniaminii as the only binomial under Bogorovia, Jous6 (Beih. 
Nova Hedwigia 45: 350-351. 1973) did not indicate a type. An explicit indication of the holotype was 
necessary because she included Rhaphoneis mediopunctata Hajos in Bogorovia as well. Thus Bogorovia 
Jous6 1973 was not validly published under Art. 42." 

Voting.- 2 for; 2 against. 

(139) Proposal to add a Note to Art. 37: 

"Note *. The combination of Art. 10.1 and 37.1 implies that from 1 Jan. 1958 on, a generic name 
can be validly published only if the species concerned has a validly published name (in the new genus 
or as a basionym only). The same applies for names of subdivisions of genera." 

This proposal should be considered only if Proposal 100 is rejected. Proposal 139 will then be useful 
in making clear the present intentions of the Code. 

Examples are Galapagosus Kovatschev published in Abstr. XII Int. Bot. Congr. (Leningrad) 1: 106. 
1975 with a generic diagnosis and the designation of a type specimen, but without an epithet; and 
Reedrollinsia J. W. Walker in Contr. Gray Herb. 202: 24. 1971 where a specimen is cited as the type 
of a generic name with no species name published [Walker corrected this in Rhodora 73: 461. 1971, 
by publishing a species name R. cauliflora with the previous generic description repeated as the species 
description. Although he failed to give a full reference with page to his earlier publication of Reed- 
rollinsia, and so did not satisfy Art. 45, he seems to have validated it under Art. 42 in the second 
publication]. There are also cases in which the type concerns a new species which was not validly 
published, e.g. because a holotype was lacking (note that in Art. 6.6 that a 'name' in this Code means 
a validly published name). 

In cases in which the type of the name of the new genus concerns a species transferred from an 
older genus, and in which the new combination was not (validly) published, but the basionym was 
given, the genus would be vapidly published-hence the clarification in brackets in the Proposal. 

Voting. 1 for; 2 against; 1 abstention. 

(140) Proposal to add a Note to Art. 37 as follows: 

"Note *. From 1 Jan. 1958 on, the nomenclatural type of the name of a genus must have a validly 
published species name (in the new genus or as a basionym). The same applies to names of subdivisions 
of genera." 

This proposal should only be considered if Proposal 100 (above) is accepted. 
Examples are Galapagosus Kovatschev Published in Abstr. XII Int. Bot. Congr. (Leningrad) 1: 106. 

1975 with a generic diagnosis and the designation of a type specimen, but without an epithet; and 
Reedrollinsia J. W. Walker in Contr. Gray Herb. 202: 24. 1971 where a specimen is cited as the type 
of a generic name with no species name published [Walker corrected this in Rhodora 73: 461. 1971 
by publishing a species name R. cauliflora with the previous generic description repeated as the species 
description. Although he failed to give a full reference with page to his earlier publication of Reed- 
rollinsia, and so did not satisfy Art. 45, he seems to have validated it under Art. 42 in the second 
publication]. There are also cases in which the type concerns a new species which was not validly 
published, e.g. because a holotype was lacking (note that in Art. 6.6 that a 'name' in this Code means 
a validly published name). 

In cases in which the type of the name of the new genus concerns a species transferred from a older 
genus, and in which the new combination was not (validly) published, but the basionym was given, 
the genus would be validly published-hence the sentence in the brackets in the Proposal. 

Voting: 1 for; 2 against; 1 abstention. 

Proposals 141-145 
For detailed discussion of these proposals see Brummitt, Regnum Vegetabile 60: 50-53. 1965, under 

774 TAXON VOLUME 35 



Proposal 262. All these proposals cover the one issue, i.e. the citation of the type. Proposal 145 is an 
alternative to the others, and combines most of the elements of the other proposals into one proposal. 

(141) Proposal to add a further paragraph to Art. 37 as follows: 

"On or after 1 Jan. 1990 for purposes of valid publication indication of the holotype must include 
explicit use of the word 'holotypus' or 'typus', their abbreviations or their direct equivalent." 

Delete accordingly that part of Recommendation 37A. 1. after the word 'diagnosis'. 

This is part of Proposal 262 put forward to the Seattle Congress. The direct equivalents of the words 
'holotypus' and 'typus' would include their direct translation into any other language and also words 
such as 'holonomenifer' (sometimes spelled hyphenated as 'holo-nomenifer') and 'nomenifer' adopted 
by Traub in Plant Life 23: 67. 1967 and elsewhere. There is some disagreement within this Committee 
over the necessity of this proposal. The addition of "their abbreviations" covers the use of "T.", 
"holo." etc. 

Voting: 3 for, 1 against. 

(142) Proposal to add a further paragraph to Art. 37 as follows: 

"On or after 1 Jan. 1990 for purposes of valid publication of a name of a new taxon of the rank of 
species or below when the holotype is a specimen some detail of the specimen, such as the locality of 
its collection or the collector's name (preferably with a collecting number as well) or date of collection 
or a unique number assigned by a herbarium, which will facilitate its identification as the specimen 
referred to, must be given." 

This is part of Proposal 262 put forward by Brummitt to the Seattle Congress. Difficulty might arise 
over the word 'locality' and probably any geographical location would have to be accepted. 

This proposal, along with Proposal 144 (below) is an alternative to Proposal 145 (below). 
Voting: 1 for; 3 against. 

(143) Proposal to add to Art. 37: 

"On or after 1 Jan. 1990, when the nomenclatural type of a taxon is a specimen, the place where 
it is permanently conserved must be indicated." 

This proposal comes from the modified wording of Korf of a Proposal put forward to the Sydney 
Congress-see Taxon 28: 429. 1979. 

This Committee has considerable sympathy with this Proposal which is very similar to Proposal 
262, i(3) put forward by Brummitt to the Seattle Congress. The Committee feels that it would be 
better to modify Brummitt's proposal (see Proposal 144, below) than to accept Korf's as is. As Proposals 
143 and 144 are alternative Proposals, the Committee recommends rejection of this Proposal in favour 
of Proposal 144. 

Voting: 0 for; 4 against. 

(144) Proposal to add a further paragraph to Art. 37 as follows: 

"On or after 1 Jan. 1990, when the nomenclatural type of a taxon is a specimen, the herbarium or 
other institution in which a type specimen is permanently conserved must be stated. Such a statement 
of an herbarium or other institution may be in an abbreviated form such as is recommended in Index 
Herbariorum or similar work." 

Delete Recommendation 37B. 

This is part of Proposal 262 put forward by Brummitt to the Seattle Congress and is similar to 
Proposal 143 (above). A work similar to Index Herbariorum would include British Herbaria by D. 
H. Kent et al. (1957) in which additional similar abbreviations are given. This Proposal, along with 
Proposal 142 (above) is an alternative to Proposal 145 (below). 

Voting: 2 for; 2 against. 
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(145) Proposal to add a further paragraph to Art. 37 as follows: 

"On or after 1 Jan. 1990 for purposes of valid publication of a name of a new taxon of the rank of 
species or below, when the holotype is a specimen, details to allow its identification should be given 
(if available): locality of its origin, collector's name and collecting number, the name of the herbarium 
or other institution in which the specimen is permanently conserved and the herbarium number. Such 
a statement of an herbarium or other institution may be in an abbreviated form such as recommended 
in Index Herbariorum or similar work." 

This Proposal is put forward by Zijlstra and combines the elements of Proposals 143 and 144 into 
one Proposal, and is an alternative to those Proposals. One reason for combining the other two 
Proposals is to cover problems that may arise with the rejection of parts of Proposals 141-144 and 
the acceptance of Proposal 137, leaving a slight anomaly between two Articles. 

Voting. 2 for; 2 against. 

(146) Proposal to add a new Note to Article 37 as follows: 

"Note *. Typification of a name of a subdivision of a genus whose epithet is taken from or derived 
from the epithet of one of its constituent species, is treated under Art. 22.4." 

See comments under Proposal 147 (below). 
Voting: 3 for; I against. 

(147) Proposal to add a new Note to Art. 37 as follows: 

"Note *. With the exception of Note * [Proposal 146, above], for purposes of valid publication the 
holotype of a name is not indicated merely by the choice of the epithet adopted." 

These two Proposals (146 and 147) are a modification of Proposal 263 put forward by Brummitt 
to the Seattle Congress. Proposal 147 is basically the same Proposal as Brummitt's 263, however it 
is modified by Proposal 146 for subdivisions of genera to bring that part of the Article in line with 
Art. 22.4. See Regnum Vegetabile 60: 52-53. 1969. 

There is some suggestion that Proposal 147 is superfluous as, apart from the exceptions in Proposal 
146, there are very few cases in which one could apply Proposal 147. McNeill, Taxon 30: 286. 1981, 
asks "would the choice of an epithet based on a personal name be in itself sufficient indication that 
a specimen collected by that individual was to be regarded as the type?"-perhaps this is one case! 

Article 37 states that "publication on or after 1 Jan. 1958 of the name of a new taxon of the rank 
of family [genus as proposed] or below is valid only when the nomenclatural type [holotype of the 
name as proposed] is indicated ... ." We are faced yet again with interpretation of the word "indi- 
cated". 

Voting: 2 for; 2 against. 

ARTICLE 41 

(148) Proposal to add a new Art. 41.3 as follows: 

"41.3. In order to be validly published, a name of a species must be accompanied (a) by a description 
or diagnosis of the species (but see Art. 42), or (b) by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously 
and effectively published description or diagnosis at specific rank or below, or (c) under certain 
circumstances, by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously and validly published description or 
diagnosis of a genus whose name was published simultaneously with its description or diagnosis. A 
reference as mentioned under (c) is acceptable only if the author of the generic name as well as the 
author of the epithet give no indication that more than one species might be involved in the genus." 

Add the following example: 
"Ex. Trilepisium Du Petit-Thouars (Gen. Nov. Madag. 22. 1806) was validated by a generic de- 

scription but without indication of a name of a species. T. madagascariensis DC. (Prod. 2: 639. 1828) 
was subsequently proposed without a description of the species. Du Petit-Thouars' generic name was 
validly published (Art. 41.2), de Candolle referred to Du Petit-Thouars' publication and neither Du 
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Petit-Thouars nor de Candolle gave any indication that there was more than one species in the genus. 
De Candolle's specific name is therefore acceptable as validly published under Art. 41.3." 

This is an alternative suggestion to Proposal 94 of Friis. The arguments of Friis, Taxon 33: 301- 
308. 1984, still apply, however the Committee favours its placement under Article 41 rather than 42 
(Proposal 94 of Friis), as it is believed that the proposal is better placed there to make it as clear as 
possible that, in this respect, the requirements for species are different from those for genera and 
families. The wording of Friis' proposal has been altered to remove use of the word 'monotypic' 
which, if used in the sense of Friis, would be contrary to its use as defined in Note 1 of Art. 42.1. 

Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

(149) Proposal to add a part 4 to Art. 41 as follows: 

"41.4. In paragraphs 41.1, 41.2 and 41.3, after 1 Jan. 1973 a reference must be full and direct as 
defined in Art. 33." 

If Proposals 106 and 107 to Art. 32, and Proposal 133 are accepted then this Proposal is necessary 
to bring Art. 41 in line with Articles 32 and 36 as modified. 

Voting. 4 for; 0 against. 

ARTICLE 42 

(150) Proposal to replace Note 1 in Art. 42 with: 

"A genus, published before 1990, is monotypic if there is an indication of the holotype under the 
provisions of Art. 7, Note 1." 

Add the following example: 
"Ex. In publishing Widdringtonioxylon raskyae with a specific description only, Greguss (Foss. 

Gymnosp. Woods Hungary 52. 1967) did not validly publish the generic name or the species name, 
because he also described " Widdringtonioxylon sp." (I.c. 54). The new genus is not monotypic under 
Art. 7, Note 1, so Art. 42 cannot be applied." 

This proposal was put forward to this Committee by Zijlstra and supposedly defines monotypy in 
a narrower sense than was accepted at the Sydney Congress (see present Art. 42 Note 1) and suggests 
reversing the decision of the Sydney Congress to include this definition of monotypic. 

In Sydney, a definition of a 'monotypic genus' was provided in Note 1 to Art. 42, to be applied in 
the context of Art. 42. A number of taxonomists also use the concept of monotypic in the context of 

typification--in a number of cases when considering a certain generic name, the question emerges: is 
this genus monotypic, i.e. does this generic name have a holotype, or does it need a lectotype? 

To get some clarity in this situation, Proposal 99 was made. It is strongly connected to Art. 7.3: 
"... the one ... element used by the author ... ". The question "Is this genus monotypic?" can be 

especially urgent in the context of Art. 37, i.e. for generic names published from 1 Jan. 1958 on; only 
if the genus is monotypic, until now, an indication of the type of the generic name is not obligatory. 

It is desirable to have a definition of a monotypic genus applicable in Art. 42. It would be better 
still if one definition of monotypic applied throughout the Code. 

At present problems arise in cases where, using Art. 42, one concludes that a certain generic name 
is validly published, whereas in comparable cases (but with a separate generic description added) many 
taxonomists would be inclined to apply Art. 37 with the conclusion that the generic name is invalid. 
(Some even apply Art. 42 to a species description in cases in which there is a separate generic diagnosis 
as well, for example in Bogorovia--see under Proposal 138.) 

The cases concerned mainly occur in palaeobotany where authors regularly "forget" to provide a 
generic description or diagnosis. This is especially the case with generic names which are derived from 
generic names of recent plants (e.g. Alnoxylon, Betulipollenites, Carpiniphyllum). These authors also 
occasionally fail to indicate types (but explicit indication is not necessary for species as long as one 
specimen only is figured, cf. Art. 7.15). If such an author publishes several species under a certain 
generic name, and it happens to be that for one of them only all requirements for valid publication 
are fulfilled, then Art. 42 has to be applied and it has to be said that it is a monotypic genus. Several 
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examples are provided by Biswas, Bull. Geogr. Mining Mettalurg. Soc. India 25. 1962 in a publication 
on stratigraphy. 

This use of Art. 42 can be considered a misuse not forseen by those who proposed Note 1, i.e. by 
the Committee for Spermatophyta. This Committee chose this Note over the alternative of defining 
'monotypic' as including only one species (irrespective of how many species names are validly pub- 
lished). The latter option was supposed to involve subjective interpretation of comments by the 
publishing author on other related species (see Taxon 30: 159. 1981). 

The alternative concept seems to have not yet died out as is illustrated by Friis who proposed 
entering it in a new Art. 42.2 (defining it as "the author gives no indication that more than one species 
is involved in the original genus") (Taxon 33: 301-308. 1984). 

Proposal 150 intends to serve as a compromise between the "narrow" definition (e.g. Friis) and the 
unforeseen "wide" definition of Art. 42 Note 1, a definition which moreover seems to be capable of 
two interpretations (see Proposal 138, Bogorovia). Proposal 150 restricts the application of Art. 42.1 
to cases in which an author really based his n.g. on one new species, even though he might have had 
other species in his mind (e.g. new species from other areas of the world to be described later on; or 
species at present still residing in other genera, maybe to be transferred later on). As long as the author 
does not provide data on such species definitely including it in the new genus, the genus can be 
considered monotypic. 

The proposal has the disadvantage of partially reversing the Sydney decisions. It has the advantage 
of (1) cutting off the application of Art. 42.1 in cases for which it was not intended, and (2) providing 
a definition which is applicable throughout the Code. 

If this proposal is accepted, the following example is suggested as an illustration of Art. 37.1. 

"In publishing Prelepidodendron, Danz6-Corsin (Compt. Rend. Hebd. Sgances Acad. Sci. 247: 952. 
1958) clearly had several species in mind, but because she mentioned and discussed one species only 
(Lepidodendropsis cyclostigmatoides Jongmans, Gothan et Darrah 1935), her mentioning of only this 
species constitutes indication of the type of the generic name (see Art. 7, Note *). Thus Prelepidodendron 
Danz6-Corsin was validly published in 1958." 

Voting: 2 for; 2 against. 

(151) Proposal [withdrawn]. 

Withdrawn Proposal 151 duplicated Proposal 94 (based on Friis' draft proposal, Taxon 33: 301- 
308. 1984). 

This Committee looked at the draft proposal and suggested its rejection in favour of Proposal 148 
(above) as it is believed that the proposal is better placed there to make it as clear as possible that, in 
this respect, the requirements for species are different from those for genera and families. 

Voting: 0 for; 4 against. 

ARTICLE 72 

(152) Proposal to add the following to the Note in Art. 72: 

"The citation of an illegitimate name as the basionym in subsequent combinations is treated as 
bibliographic error and corrected accordingly." 

Add the following example: "Ex. The names Panicum muricatum Retz. (1786) and P. muricatum 
Michx. (1803) are homonyms. The latter name is therefore illegitimate and its subsequent combination 
Setaria muricata (Michx.) Beauvois (Ess. Agrost. 51, 170, 178. 1812) would be illegitimate also but 
under the provisions of the first sentence of this Note is treated as a new name Setaria muricata 
Beauv., dating from 1812 (but note that its type remains that of P. muricta Michx. (1803)). Similarly 
the combination Echinochloa muricata (Michx.) Fernald (Rhodora 17: 106. 1915) would be illegitimate 
but under the provisions of the second sentence of this Note is corrected to E. muricata (Beauv.) 
Fernald, even though the basionym and publication by Beauvois were not cited by Fernald." 

This is Proposal 6 to the Sydney Congress proposed by Laundon in Taxon 26: 575. 1977. It was 
referred to this Committee by the Sydney Congress (see Englera 2: 93. 1982). Some members of the 
Committee are of the opinion that the problems raised by Laundon are better covered under Article 
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33 and have attempted this by partly rewording Proposal 116 to cater for this (see Proposal 119, 
above). Moreover, some members do not like the wording of the Example which twice uses the phrase 
"would be illegitimate". If necessary, a cross reference under Art. 72 to an Example in Art. 33 could 
be made (this would be for the Editorial Committee). 

For a n. comb. or a nom. nov. from 1 Jan. 1953 on, a full and direct reference to a basionym is 
necessary. There is some disagreement in the Committee over use of the term 'bibliographic'--is this 
type of error bibliographic or not? At present (with the Proposals to Art. 33-specifically Proposals 
116 and 119 above--not yet accepted) bibliographic errors which are allowed under Art. 33.2 are the 
only errors allowed. Thus strictly new combinations comparable to Echinochloa muricata (Beauv.) 
Fernald, but published after 1 Jan. 1953, would still be invalid. One should be careful not to permit 
'an error' under Art. 72 which is not accepted under Art. 33.2. There is an argument, therefore, that 
if the word 'bibliographic' is removed, then the Proposal itself should be rejected in order to keep 
Art. 72 in line with Art. 33.2. See further argument under Proposal 116. 

Voting: 0 for; 4 against. 

Submitted by: A. D. Chapman, Bureau of Flora and Fauna, G.P.O. Box 1383, Canberra, A.C.T. 2601, 
Australia. 

(153)-(165) Proposals to alter the ICBN in order to clarify the situation of sanctioned fungal names. 

Introduction 
Subcommittee C has debated many issues and come to some clear decisions; for certain parts of 

the Code alternative proposals are offered. The full Committee is asked to judge on and pass the 
Committee's vote on to the next Botanical Congress. 

Detailed arguments for these proposals have been given in the Report of Subcommittee C (following). 
The numbering in this article conforms with that in the Report. 

1-4. What is Sanctioning? 
The present wording of Art. 13.1(d) would imply that sanctioned fungal names override all other 

older homonymous botanical names. This was not intended even by mycologists. 
Compelling arguments for citing the Index to Fries' Systema Mycologicum as part of the starting 

books have been put forward and received a clear majority vote. The definition of sanctioning is, 
however, better given in another Article. Assuming that lichen-forming fungi will be included among 
sanctioned fungal names, the following modification of Art. 13.1(d) is proposed (see Hawksworth, 
this issue, and Proposal 168 by Holm et al.). Otherwise, the position of lichens will have to be corrected 
accordingly). 

(153) Proposal to alter Art. 13.1(d) 

FUNGI (including Myxomycetes), 1 May 1753 (Linnaeus, Species Plantarum ed. 1). Names in the 
Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gasteromycetes adopted by Persoon (Synopsis Methodica Fungorum, 
31 Dec. 1801) and names of Fungi Caeteri (excluding Myxomycetes) adopted by Fries (Systema 
Mycologicum, vols. 1 (1 Jan. 1821) to 3, with additional Index (1832), and Elenchus Fungorum, vols. 
1-2), are sanctioned (see Art. 14.x)". 

The dates might better be listed under 13.5 (?). The sentence "treated as if conserved against .. ." 
can then be omitted here. 

Proposals to Define Sanctioning by Adding Further Paragraphs to Art. 14 (or a New Art. 14.b) 
Article 14 seems more appropriate than Art. 13 to incorporate several paragraphs defining sanc- 

tioning. 
Specific statements are needed that 

-the date of sanctioning does not affect the sanctioned status of a name. This is at variance with the 
present App. III of the Sydney Code (cases of Septaria, Alternaria, cf. also Taxon 33: 315. 1984 and 
34: 299. 1985). 
-when the sanctioning author later rejected a name, this does not affect its sanctioned status. 
-sanctioned names include the possibility of illegitimacy. 
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