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Comment: The declaration that a lectotype may be chosen only when there is no holotype seems 
not to be in accord with Art. 9.2, which provides for selection of a lectotype when the holotype is 
extant but mixed. 

(242) Proposal to add the following after (e) to T. 4: "When a combination at the rank of subdivision 
of a genus has been published prior to lectotypification of the generic name, the lectotype should be 
selected from the subdivision that was designated as nomenclaturally typical, if that is apparent." 

Comment: If the "residue method" oflectotypification survives the Committee on Lectotypification, 
this provision should be added to the Code to make explicit the operation of this method when the 
residue is established at a level of subdivision of a genus. Example: Publication of Carex sect. Eucarex 
by Cosson and Germain (Fl. Paris ed. 2, 744. 1861) effectively excluded species not in that section 
from the options for lectotypification of the generic name. Mackenzie (in Britton and Brown, Ill. Fl. 
N. U.S. ed. 2, 1: 352. 1913) gave C. pulicaris L. as type, even though he recognized the main groups 
"Vignea" and "Eucarex" and C. pulicaris does not fall in the latter. Green (in Hitchcock and Green, 
Nomencl. Prop. Brit. Bot. 187. 1929) selected C. hirta L. as the type and this lectotypification is within 
Eucarex. (Vuilleumier and Wood, Jour. Arnold Arb. 50: 272 (1969), applied similar reasoning in 
Cacalia, lectotypifying it by one of the species retained by de Candolle in Eucacalia. See also Mich. 
Bot. 11: 32. 1972.) 

Proposed by: Edward G. Voss, Herbarium, North University Bldg., University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, MI 48109, U.S.A. 

(243)-(245) Proposals to amend the Code on superfluous names with notes on the status of Phegopteris. 

Summary 
It is proposed to make a clear distinction between nomenclaturally superfluous names, which are 

homotypic with a legitimate name and thus illegitimate, and names which are taxonomically super- 
fluous when published, but not illegitimate, becoming correct as soon as the heterotypic synonym is 
excluded from the taxon concerned. To accomplish this, a slight modification of Art. 7.11 and an 
amendation of Arts. 63.1 and 63.3 are proposed. At the same time possible conflicts between Arts. 
7.9 or 10.4 and 63.3 are eliminated. A clarification of Art. 6.4 is suggested, defining the words 
"according to this Code". 

Phegopteris (Presl) F6e is a legitimate name, which did not need a lectotypification, because it was 
typified already when published, through application of Art. 22.4. 

In the Code the phrase "nomenclaturally superfluous" is used in a way which causes confusion. On 
the one side, there is the use in Art. 63.1, where it is defined as a qualification for a name of a taxon 
which includes the type of another name which ought to have been adopted (or whose epithet ought 
to have been adopted). Such superfluous names are said to be illegitimate. The same meaning of 
"nomenclaturally superfluous" can be found in the first part of Art. 7.11, up to and including the 
word "rules". 

On the other hand the phrase is used in Art. 63.3, concerning names which are not illegitimate, but 
only incorrect when published; later on these names can become correct. The term "superfluous" is 
also used in the second part of Art. 7.11, now without the word "nomenclaturally" preceding it. 

The inconsistent use of the term "nomenclaturally superfluous" was challenged earlier already, by 
Jacobs, Tryon and Morton (see Morton, 1969: 84, 92, 93). Jacobs noted it in the context of a proposal 
for a radical change of Art. 63, which was justly rejected in Seattle. Tryon as well as Morton noted 
we should make a distinction between "nomenclaturally superfluous" and "taxonomically superflu- 
ous", in analogy to the concepts of "nomenclatural synonym" and "taxonomic synonym", concerning 
illegitimate names and names which are not illegitimate, but incorrect only. Their corresponding 
proposals, however, only touched Arts. 7.11, 63.1 and 63.2, not 63.3 (then Art. 63, second Note). 

In the present Code there is a conflict between Arts. 7.11 and 63.1. Moreover, the application of 
Art. 63.3 poses problems. The proposals below intend to solve the problems by making a clear 
distinction between nomenclaturally superfluous and taxonomically superfluous names. 
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The Conflict Between Arts. 7.11 and 63.1 
This conflict is quite well illustrated by Pursellia Lin (1984). Lin provided a generic description, he 

included a reference to the name of a section, Phyllogonium sect. Cryptogonium C. Miill., to "Cryp- 
togonium (C. Mill.) C. Mill. in F. Miill., Fragm. Phyt. Austr. 1 l(suppl.): 49 (1881), nom. inval. sine 
descr. gen.", and designated the type as "Pursellia phyllogonium (Sull.) Lin" (typographic error for 
Pursellia phyllogonioides, G. Z.). Under the only species he mentioned the basionym, Neckera phyl- 
logonioides Sull. (1855) and a taxonomic synonym, Phyllogonium cylindricum Lindb. (1865). 

There would be no problem, if all this would be correct. It appears, however, that Cryptogonium 
was validly raised to generic rank in von Mueller's Fragm. (the indirect reference to the description 
of the section name is enough; it has to be attributed to Hampe). Cryptogonium included one species 
only, Phyllogonium cylindricum Lindb.! Cryptogonium still is missing in ING, this was brought to 
my attention by Dr. P. Isoviita, who added the remark that Pursellia Lin is a synonym of this name, 
being illegitimate under Art. 63.1. 

This is the conflict: under Art. 63.1, Pursellia is illegitimate because it includes the type of Cryp- 
togonium (provided by the 1865 name). Despite this, under Art. 7.11 it seems that Lin has a right to 
indicate a different type (provided by the 1855 name). For illegitimate names, it is usual to add a 
reference, indicating nomenclatural synonymy. It cannot be said, however, that Pursellia 

= Crypto- 
gonium, because both generic names have different types! A solution can be searched for in two 
directions: either a change in Art. 7.11, or a change in Art. 63.1. 

A change in Art. 7.11, to delete the phrase "unless the author of the superfluous name has definitely 
indicated a different type", would make a true illegitimate name of Pursellia, and Lin's typification 
would become a supersedable neotypification. I shall not propose this, because it was proposed earlier 
already (even though in other contexts) and rejected: For Seattle, both Tryon and Morton proposed 
to delete that clause, for different reasons. For Sydney, Silva proposed to delete the phrase, now in 
connection with a proposal to make a drastic change in Art. 63.1. I propose the alternative, to include 
in Art. 63.1 a reference to Art. 7.11. This is in line with suggestions, given by Nicolson in several 
Nomenclature Editor's Notes which discussed the conflict (1982, 1983). 

Problems with Art. 63.3 
The essence of this Article was accepted in Montreal (1959). An improvement would be obtained 

already if one changes "nomenclatural" into "taxonomic". My problems with the Article go further. 
They are caused by the Leningrad change of Art. 63.3. (In Sydney the reach of the Article was further 
extended; this does not pose problems.) Until Leningrad, the Article only covered new combinations, 
thus names of taxa below the rank of genus. In my opinion, until then it only covered cases of taxonomic 
synonyms. This is obvious from the phrase "it may become correct later", which is quite meaningless 
in cases of homotypic synonyms. 

Greuter (1974) stated Art. 63.3 to be "unnecessarily (and, as it seems, quite unintentionally) re- 
strictive", and proposed an amendation, the essential element of which was the substitution of the 
word "name" for "combination". In this way the reach of the Article was extended to have it also 
cover generic names (and subdivisions of genera which are based on generic names). 

After some discussion this was accepted in Leningrad, and nobody seemed to be aware of the fact 
that it was something new to have the Article now also cover cases of homotypic names. Maybe it 
played a role that the proposed example, Hordelymus, is worth to be saved indeed. This can be 
achieved, however, in a much easier way. The fact that the replaced synonym, Cuviera Koeler, is a 
rejected name, confused the example considerably (this will be discussed below). 

An example will show the problem which emerges under the Leningrad/Sydney wording: Dumortier 
(1831) published Jungermannia sect. Blepharozia, with two species: J. ciliaris L. and J. woodsii W. 
J. Hook.; he did not indicate the type of the section name. Nees (1833) published Ptilidium with one 
species only, J. ciliaris. Later on, Dumortier (1835) raised his section to generic rank, still including 
the same two species (and again no indication of type). For ING, I treated Blepharozia (Dum.) Dum. 
(1835) as an illegitimate name, because it included the type of Ptilidium Nees (1833). Dr. R. Grolle 
(in lit., Oct. 1984) protested, and said that Blepharozia is legitimate under Art. 63.3. Moreover, he 
argued that although Blepharozia is legitimate, Art. 7.11 has to be applied to it, thus it is automatically 
typified with [the type of] B. ciliaris (L.) Dum. 

It seems absurd to have Art. 7.11 (i.e. its first part, the second part is not relevant here) applied to 
a legitimate name! Moreover, if Blepharozia is a nomenclatural synonym of Ptilidium (I suppose that 
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everybody who is willing to apply Art. 7.11 to it, will agree), then it is a case of nomenclatural 
superfluity sensu stricto (as defined above); it is not an incorrect name which may become correct 
later (i.e. if one would adopt another taxonomy, compare Ex. 10). Thus in my opinion Art. 63.3 should 
not be applicable to this case. 

My difficulty with the Leningrad extension of Art. 63.3 does not concern the extension to generic 
names, but only its applicability to cases of homotypic names, a matter which seems to have slipped 
in at the Leningrad Congress inadvertently. 

A good example is the following: Wallisia (E. Regel) E. Morren (1870) was validly published, being 
based on Tillandsia sect. Wallisia E. Regel (1869), which comprised one species only, Tillandsia 
lindeniana E. Regel, the latter thus providing the type of Wallisia (Regel) Morren (under Art. 7.10). 
This despite the fact that Morren's genus did not only comprise W. lindeniana (and W. hamaleana, 
a new species in the 1870 publication), but also W. duratii, the type of Phytarrhiza Visiani (1855). 
Morren's generic name is taxonomically superfluous, but it will become correct as soon as one divides 
Wallisia, treating Phytarrhiza as a separate genus. This case, although being on the generic level, is 
quite well comparable to Ex. 10. 

Hordelymus and the Application of Art. 6.4 
Some may argue that I put aside the Hordelymus example too easily. Did not this name become 

correct when Cuviera Koeler was rejected? Let us consider the situation, long ago, when Cuviera Koeler 
was not yet a rejected name. If Art. 63.3 can be applied here correctly, it will again leave us with two 
legitimate names, based on the same type (as with Blepharozia and Ptilidium). Two nomenclatural 
synonyms, Hordelymus - Cuviera Koeler. What would be the sense of this? 

If the answer should be: "to allow that upon rejection of the oldest name, the later name can be 
used", my next question is: why should we have that possibility only for names which are based on a 
legitimate basionym? Should not every illegitimate name have the potential to become legitimate as 
a substitute name for a name which becomes a nom. rej.? Yes, it should; still stronger, it has, through 
the retroactivity of the Code! Now we are within the range of Art. 6.4. In Sydney a sentence was 
added to this Article, stating that a name which according to this Code was illegitimate when published 
cannot become legitimate later unless it is conserved. Some argue that this addition would regulate 
that Hordelymus (which would be considered as illegitimate on publication) still would be illegitimate 
if it would not have been "saved" by Art. 63.3. 

In my opinion, the Sydney addition in Art. 6.4 is rather confusing, and Nicolson and Panigrahi 
(1985) correctly propose to amend it, by exempting from it cases in which the earlier name that caused 
illegitimacy, has been formally rejected. They propose to change the second sentence of Art. 6.4 to 
read: "A name which according to this Code was illegitimate when published cannot become legitimate 
later unless it is conserved or unless the earlier name that causes illegitimacy has been formally 
rejected" (the addition is italicized) (Proposal 80). 

I agree with the intention of this proposal, but in my opinion a much easier solution would be to 
place a period after "later", and delete the rest! The original Proposal 85 did not have the words 
"according to this Code". These were added in the discussion in Sydney. Only from that discussion 
it is clear which was the purpose of Proposal 85: to prevent that subsequent lectotypification could 
make legitimate a formerly illegitimate name (Greuter and Voss, 1982: 18-19). The addition of the 
words "according to this Code" was necessary to make the proposal acceptable, but in my opinion 
this made superfluous the exception which was worded under the phrase "unless it is conserved". 
"According to this Code" does not only cover the Principles and Rules, but also the Appendices (cf. 
Sutara, 1985: 678)! This should be made explicit in a Note following Art. 6.4. If this can be accepted, 
Proposal 81 by Nicolson and Panigrahi, to make one more exception in Art. 6.4 (for infrafamilial 
names) will become superfluous as well. 

(243) Proposal to amend Art. 6.4 by deleting the last four words, and add a Note to follow Art. 6.4: 

"The phrase 'according to this Code' comprises the Principles, the Articles as well as the Appendices." 

(244) Proposal to replace Art. 7.11 with the following: 

"A name which was nomenclaturally superfluous when published (illegitimate under Art. 63.1) is 
automatically typified by the type of the name which ought to have been adopted under the rules. If 
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however, the author of a superfluous name has definitely indicated a different type, the name is 
taxonomically superfluous when published (see Art. 63.3)" (the amendation is italicized). 

(245) Proposal to make the following changes in Art. 63: 

a. Replace Art. 63.1 with the following: 
"If a taxon, as circumscribed by its author, included the type of a name which ought to have been 
adopted, or whose epithet ought to have been adopted, under the rules, its name is illegitimate and 
to be rejected as nomenclaturally superfluous, unless through typification by Art. 7.9, 7.10, second 
sentence of 7.11 or 10.4 another type is provided. In the latter category of cases the name is taxo- 
nomically superfluous when published (see Art. 63.3)." 
b. In the Examples 1, 2 and 4, add the word "nomenclaturally", to have it read: "... nomenclaturally 
superfluous . ." 
c. Replace Art. 63.3 with the following: 
"A name which was taxonomically superfluous when published becomes a correct name as soon as the 
superfluity is removed by another circumscription of the taxon, now excluding the type of the name 
which would have had to be adopted originally (or whose epithet would have had to be adopted)." 
d. Delete Ex. 11. 

These proposals basically retain the current concept of the Arts. 6, 7 and 63. Whereas the present 
Art. 63.3 only covers taxonomic superfluity with respect to Art. 7.10, with the proposed text of Art. 
63 guide-lines are provided for all cases of potential conflicting typifications. Those concerning Art. 
7.9 or 10.4 are closely comparable to the Art. 7.10 or 7.11 conflicts, and need not be discussed in 
detail here. The Art. 10.4-63.3 conflict was indicated by Parkinson (1984), in his discussion of the 
typification of the family name Helminthocladiaceae. 

Proposal 245 makes a clear distinction between homotypic names (treated in Art. 63.1) and het- 
erotypic names (treated in Art. 63.3). This is not only following the line indicated by Tryon, Morton 
and Nicolson. This line can even be discerned in Parkinson's proposals (1984), even though he does 
not make the distinction between nomenclaturally and taxonomically superfluous, and only recognizes 
that superfluity has to do with contravention of the priority principle. In the Proposals 18 and 22, he 
differentiates between the handling of homotypic and heterotypic generic names (Proposal 18), re- 
spectively homotypic and heterotypic basionyms (Proposal 26). The kind of peculiar statements to 
which the present text of Art. 63 leads can be illustrated by the following citation, borrowed from 
Geissler and Bischler (1985: 10): "It is to be noted that a name considered as illegitimate under Art. 
63.1 can become taxonomically correct later on under Art. 63.3." 

The Status of Phegopteris; Application of the 
Arts. 22.4 and 63.3 

McNeill and Pryer (1985) wrote an interesting article on the typification and status of Phegopteris 
and Gymnocarpium. They apply Art. 63.3 to argue that Phegopteris (Presl) F&e (1852) is not illegit- 
imate, even though on publication it included a.o. Polypodium dryopteris L., which was designated 
as the lectotype of Gymnocarpium Newman (1851) by Ching (1933). They mention Ching (1963) as 
to have lectotypified Phegopteris with Phegopteris polypodioides F6e (based on Polypodium phegopteris 
L.). 

The first disputable point is the question if it can be said that Phegopteris, when published, included 
the type of Gymnocarpium. I agree with McNeill and Pryer in that the answer should be: yes. (In 
other words, I agree that lectotypification is retroactive. Arguments in favour of this are not only given 
by McNeill and Pryer, but also by Sutara (1985, especially pp. 680-681).) 

The typification of Phegopteris, however, is much more interesting, and the reason to write this 
Note. Our Code has a rule on typification which is in a very hidden place: not in Chapter II, Section 
2, which comprises Arts. 7-10 on typification, but in Chapter III, Section 3, which treats names of 
genera and subdivisions of genera (Arts. 20-22). Art. 22.4 reads as follows: "When the epithet of a 
subdivision of a genus is identical with or derived from the epithet of one of its constituent species, 
the type of the name of the subdivision of the genus is the same as that of the species name, unless 
the original author of the subdivisional name designated another type." 

Polypodium [rankless subdivision] Phegopteris Presl (1836) included a.o. Polypodium phegopteris 
L., and since Presl did not designate another type, this species provides the type of the name of the 
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subdivision, and thus (Art. 7.10) of the generic name Phegopteris. (Happily enough, this is the same 
species as designated by Ching (1963).) 

I can heartily agree with the application of Art. 63.3 to Phegopteris, but only because its type (a) is 
not the same as the type of Gymnocarpium, and (b) is provided by the rankless subdivision, instead 
of the result of a lectotypification, dating from 1963. 

Ad (a): If Ching (1933) had designated Gymnocarpium phegopteris (L.) Newman as the lectotype 
of Gymnocarpium, the case would have been comparable to the Hordelymus/Cuviera case before 
Cuviera was rejected (with the only difference that those names were monotypic on publication). Then 
I would have the same reluctance to accept that the youngest name is legitimate. 

Ad (b): If Phegopteris had been untypified until 1963, e.g. because Polypodium phegopteris would 
not have existed, the case (though more complicated again) would essentially be comparable to the 
Blepharozia/Ptilidium case. Again under the present Code I would have the same reluctance to accept 
that Art. 63.3 can be applied. 

Under the present Art. 63.3, Phegopteris is "saved" anyhow. With the proposed amendation of Art. 
63, it is saved only thanks to Art. 22.4 which determines that Phegopteris was typified since its 
establishment already. 

Acknowledgment 
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(246)-(254B) Miscellaneous nomenclatural proposals to the Berlin Congress. 

Some of the proposals we make below may impinge on items coming from the Committee on Valid 
Publication or Committee on Lectotypification. At the time of writing we do not have the final reports 
of these committees and so are unable to be certain about any overlap or conflict with their conclusions. 

834 TAXON VOLUME 35 


	Article Contents
	p.830
	p.831
	p.832
	p.833
	p.834

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 35, No. 4 (Nov., 1986), pp. 647-994
	Volume Information [pp.963-993]
	Front Matter [pp.939-962]
	Hybridization and Classification of the White Pines (Pinus Section Strobus) [pp.647-656]
	The Californian Closed Cone Pines (Subsection Oocarpae Little and Critchfield): A Taxonomic History and Review [pp.657-670]
	Short Communications
	A Pre-Pressing Treatment for Begonia Species and Succulents [p.671]
	A New Approach to the Experimental Propagation of Bryophytes [pp.671-675]
	Preservation of Herbarium Specimens: An Archive Conservator's Approach [pp.675-682]
	Computation of Variation within and among Population Samples [pp.682-684]

	Nomenclature
	Report of the Committee for Pteridophyta [pp.685-686]
	Report of the Subcommittee for Family Names of Pteridophyta [pp.686-691]
	Leccinum: Once again [pp.691-693]
	Syrrhopodon burmensis, the Correct Name for Syrrhopodon robustiusculus (Musci: Calymperaceae) [pp.693-694]
	La aplicacion del epiteto "Durieui" en el genero Agrostis L. (Poaceae) [pp.695-696]
	The Nomenclature of Eragrostis cilianensis (Poaceae) and the Contribution of Bellardi to Allioni's Flora pedemontana [pp.696-701]
	The Typification and Identity of Three Species of Parietaria L. (Urticaceae), Ostensibly Described from South Africa [pp.701-705]
	Lectotypification, Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Morus alba, M. tatarica and M. indica (Moraceae) [pp.705-708]
	The Name of the Corsican Hellebore [pp.708-709]
	The Lectotype of Delosperma N. E. Brown (Aizoaceae) [pp.709-711]
	Euphorbia candelabrum Welw. and Related Matters [pp.711-714]
	The Earliest Valid Publications of Arbuteae and Andromedeae (Ericaceae) [pp.715-716]
	The Validity and Typification of Isodon (Schrader ex Bentham) Spach (Lamiaceae) [pp.717-718]
	On the Typification of Salvia sclarea and S. argentea (Lamiaceae) [pp.718-719]
	Nomenclatural Changes in Two Indian Orchids [pp.719-720]
	Lectotypification of the Type of Maurandya (Scrophulariaceae. Antirrhineae) [pp.720-721]
	The Identity of Lobelia Hirsuta L. [pp.721-725]
	Typification of Lobelia Erinus L. and Lobelia Erinoides L. [pp.725-729]

	Proposals to Conserve or Reject
	(842) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name Tetracyclus against Biblarium (Bacillariophyta) [pp.730-731]
	(843) Proposal to Conserve Phymatolithon against Apora (Rhodophyta: Corallinaceae) [pp.731-733]
	(844) Proposal to Conserve the Spelling Battarraea (Fungi: Gasteromycetes) [pp.733-736]
	(845) Proposal to Conserve Clitocybe (Fungi Caeteri: Agaricales) with a Conserved Type [pp.736-737]
	(846) Proposal to Reject the Generic Name Helotium Tode: E. M. Fries under Art. 69.1 (Fungi) [pp.737-738]
	(847) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name Lepiota (Pers.) S. F. Gray (Fungi) with a typus conservandus [pp.738-740]
	(848) Proposal to Conserve Otidea (Fungi Caeteri: Otideaceae) vs. Otidia (Geraniaceae) [p.740]
	(849) Proposal to Conserve Phaeocollybia (Cortinariaceae, Agaricales) [pp.740-743]
	(850) Proposal to Conserve the Spelling Schizophyllum (Fungi) [p.743]
	(851) Proposal to Conserve the Spelling Thelebolus (Fungi Caeteri: Thelebolaceae) [pp.743-744]
	(852) Proposal to Conserve Zasmidium against Racodium (Fungi Caeteri) [pp.744-745]
	(853) Proposal to Conserve 461 Courtoisia (Cyperaceae) against Courtoisia (Lichenes) [pp.745-746]
	(854) Proposal to Conserve 2789 Umbellularia against Sciadiodaphne (Lauraceae) [p.747]
	(855) Proposal to Amend the Conservation of 3444 Calliandra (Leguminosae: Mimosoideae) [pp.747-748]
	(856) Proposal to Conserve 7436 Petunia with P. nyctaginiflora as typ. cons. (Solanaceae) [pp.748-749]
	(857) Proposal to Conserve 8978 Antennaria (Compositae) vs. Sanctioned Antennaria (Fungi) [pp.749-750]
	(858) Proposal to Reject the Name Utricularia caerulea L. (Lentibulariaceae) [pp.750-755]

	Proposals to Revise ICBN
	(99)-(152) Proposals on Valid Publication and the Report of the Special Committee on Valid Publication [pp.756-779]
	(153)-(165) Proposals to Alter the ICBN in Order to Clarify the Situation of Sanctioned Fungal Names [pp.779-782]
	Report of Subcommittee C concerning Further Problems with Art. 13.1(d) and Art. 59 [pp.782-786]
	(166) Proposal to Insert "As a Form of Shorthand in Nomenclatural Discussions" after "Desirable" in Rec. 50E.2 [p.786]
	(167) Proposal to Change the Name of the "Committee for Fungi and Lichens" to the "Committee for Fungi" in Division III.2(4) [pp.786-787]
	(168) Proposal to Delete the Following Phrase from Art. 13.1(d), Lines 4-5: "and Lichen-Forming Fungi" [p.787]
	Changes Which Would Arise from the Extension of Sanctioning to the Names of Lichen-Forming Fungi [pp.787-793]
	(169) Proposal to Replace Art. 46.1 with "The Author(s) Who Validly Published a Name Should Be Indicated When It Is Necessary or Useful" [pp.793-794]
	(170) Proposal to Add a Note in Art. 73.1 or 75.1 and to Add a New Rec. 50G [p.794]
	(171)-(198) Report of the Special Committee for Orthography with Proposals to Amend the Code [pp.794-803]
	(199)-(200) Citations of Synonyms (Rec. 50F and Art. 75.3) [pp.803-804]
	(201A)-(201B) Proposals on Confusingly Similar Names [pp.804-808]
	(202)-(203) Proposals concerning Types of Generic Names [pp.808-809]
	The Typification of Generic Names That Were Published without Binomials [pp.809-813]
	(204)-(213) Alternative Proposals for the Amendment of Art. 46 [pp.813-816]
	(214)-(219) Proposals on Registration of Plant Names, a New Concept for the Nomenclature of the Future [pp.816-819]
	(220)-(223) Proposals to Treat Names Covered by Art. 69 under Art. 14 [pp.819-821]
	(224) Proposal on the Application of Art. 69 [pp.821-822]
	(225) Proposal to Expedite Nomenclature [p.823]
	(226)-(228B) Proposals for a Method of Defining Effective Publication by Means of Approved Publications [pp.823-826]
	(229) Proposal to Improve Art. 29 (Effective Publication) [pp.826-827]
	(230) Proposal to Amend Art. 29.1 by Adding the Italicized Words so That the First Sentence Begins "Publication of Any Action Affecting Nomenclature Is Effected...." [p.827]
	(231)-(242) Proposals to Improve the Code [pp.827-830]
	(243)-(245) Proposals to Amend the Code on Superfluous Names with Notes on the Status of Phegopteris [pp.830-834]
	(246)-(254B) Miscellaneous Nomenclatural Proposals to the Berlin Congress [pp.834-841]
	(255)-(257) Proposals to Amend Art. 37.2 and Rec. 37B [pp.841-842]
	(258) Proposal to Substitute the Term "Phylum" for "Division" in Art. 3.1 and Elsewhere in the Code [pp.842-843]
	(259)-(262) Proposals on Homonyms and Parahomonyms [pp.843-846]
	(263) Proposal to Amend Art. 10.3 [pp.846-847]
	(264) Proposal to Abolish Conservation of Specific Names [p.847]
	(265) Proposal regarding Autonyms [pp.847-849]
	(266)-(268) Proposals Relating to the Rejection of Names under Art. 69 [pp.849-850]
	(269)-(274) Proposals to Rationalize and Make Consistent and Understandable Art. 73.8 and Rec. 73G.1 on Connecting Forms in Epithets Made up of Two Elements [pp.850-851]
	(275)-(287) Proposals to Amend the Code [pp.851-853]
	(288)-(290) Proposals to Amend the Code with Regard to Lectotypification [pp.854-867]
	(291)-(312) Proposals on Lectotypification and the Report of the Committee on Lectotypification [pp.867-880]
	(313)-(316) Proposals on the Provision for the Use of English, as an Alternative to Latin, for the Valid Publication of the Names of New Taxa [pp.880-883]
	(317) Proposal to Clarify Typification of a Name Published by One Author on the Basis of a Description Provided by Another [p.883]
	(318) Proposal on Names of Subdivisions of Families [pp.883-884]
	(319-320) Two Proposals to Modify the Wording of Articles 7, 9 and 53 [p.884]
	(321) Proposal to Alter a Recommendation in Appendix I of the Code [pp.884-885]
	(322) Proposal to Amend the Code for Generic/Subgeneric Names with Regard to the Nomenclature of the Lejeuneaceae [pp.885-887]
	(323A)-(327) Proposals to Amend the Code for Names of Hybrids [pp.887-888]
	(328)-(330) Proposals to Amend Art. 69 of the Code [pp.888-890]
	(331)-(334) Proposals to Standardize the Nomenclature in Flagellate Groups Currently Treated by Both the Botanical and Zoological Codes of Nomenclature [pp.890-896]

	Chromosome Number Reports XCIII [pp.897-903]
	Correction: Chromosome Number Reports LXXXVIII [p.903]
	Reviews and Notices of Publications
	untitled [p.904]
	untitled [pp.904-905]
	untitled [pp.905-907]
	untitled [p.907]
	untitled [pp.907-908]
	untitled [p.908]
	untitled [p.908]
	untitled [pp.909-910]
	untitled [p.910]
	untitled [pp.910-911]
	untitled [pp.911-912]
	untitled [p.912]
	Reviews of Some Russian Articles [pp.913-914]
	Two Significant Works on Saprophytic Angiosperms [pp.914-916]
	Notices [pp.916-926]

	News and Notes [pp.927-934]
	Edward Johnston Alexander (1901-1985) [p.934]
	Constantine J. Alexopoulos (1907-1986) [p.934]
	Deaths [p.935]
	John Gilmour (1906-1986) [p.935]
	Joséphine Thérèse Koster (1902-1986) [pp.935-936]
	Adrien Questel (1884-1956) [p.936]
	Marie-Hélène Sachet (1922-1986) [p.936]
	C. G. G. J. van Steenis (1901-1986) [pp.937-938]
	Back Matter [pp.994-994]



