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(318) Proposal to add to Art. 19.2 a new sentence: “Names of any other subdivisions of a family must
also be based on the stem of a legitimate name of an included genus”.

Proposed by: Rosemary A. Davies and R. K. Brummitt, The Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens,
Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AE, UK.

(319-320) Two proposals to modify the wording of Articles 7, 9 and 53.

7.3 delete ‘or other element’

7.5 delete ‘or other element’

7.8 delete ‘or other element’, substitute ‘specimens’ for ‘material’, substitute ‘are either’ for ‘is’, add
‘or were not designated’

9.1 delete ‘or other element’

Add 9.2a ‘If no specimens were cited in the protologue then a specimen (neotype) is selected to
serve as the nomenclature type’

9.3 delete ‘or if such a name is without a type specimen’

53.1 delete ‘description or figure’, substitute ‘specimen’ for ‘element’

(320) Proposal to amend the Guide for the Determination of Types

T.1. substitute ‘cited’ for ‘included’, substitute ‘specimen’ for ‘clement’

T.4(a) substitute ‘specimen’ for ‘element’, 4(b) delete entirely, 4(c) Add ‘if no specimen was cited
in the protologue a neotype must be selected’, 4(e) substitute ‘specimen(s)’ for ‘element(s)’ throughout,
delete ‘included in or’

T.5. substitute ‘no specimen was originally cited or those cited or studied by the author and their’
for “all the originally cited material or material seen by the author but not cited, and its’

Comment: In this time of advanced technology it is incongruous that the type of a name of a species
or infraspecific taxon should be an illustration or, worse, a description. If plant systematists are to be
considered seriously as scientists it should be obligatory that the type of a name of a species or
infraspecific taxon be a specimen. Comparatively few amendments to the Code are needed. The changes
will make little difference to what botanists do or how they do it, but they will remove the uncertainty
of the application of names such as Ipomoea indica (Burman) Merrill (see Fosberg, 1976). 1 propose
that when a name of a species is not typified by a specimen (either holotype or lectotype) then the
name must be neotypified by a specimen.

In practice there should be little difficulty. For example the type of the name Acacia mangium Willd.
is based wholly on the description and figure of Rumphius’s Mangium montanum (Merrill, 1917).
Rumphius could have collected only one of the approximately 800 phyllodinous species of Acacia.
The application of the name is not in doubt and it could be neotypified with ease and with certainty.
Considerable difficulties could have arisen if Rumphius had worked in an area with a richer Acacia
flora. Selection of a neotype by a competent taxonomist familiar with the particular group of plants
would save both time and much unproductive discussion as well as avoiding instability of nomen-
clature.

Literature Cited

Fosberg, F. R. 1976. Ipomoea indica taxonomy: A tangle of Morning Glories. Botaniska Notiser
129: 35-38.

Merrill, E. D. 1917. An interpretation of Rumphius’s Herbarium amboinense. Bureau of Printing,
Manila.

Proposed by: L. Pedley, Queensland Herbarium, Meiers Road, Indooroopilly, Queensland 4068, Aus-
tralia.

(321) Proposal to alter a Recommendation in Appendix I of the Code.

Recommendation H.10B reads as follows: “For hybrids between named infraspecific taxa the use
of hybrid formulae is more informative, and entails less danger of confusion, than the naming of
nothotaxa.”
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As worded, this is a statement of fact, not a Recommendation, but it clearly implies that naming
infraspecific nothotaxa is not a good thing. This is scarcely compatible with the detailed rules for
doing just this that are now in the Code. I suggest we need instead a warning not to publish such
names without considering whether they are really needed. I therefore propose that Rec. H.10B should
read:

“When contemplating the publication of names for hybrids between named infraspecific taxa, authors
should consider carefully whether they are really needed, bearing in mind that formulae, though more
cumbersome, are more informative.”

Proposed by: P. F. Yeo, University Botanic Garden, Cambridge CB2 1JF, UK.

(322) Proposal to amend the Code for generic/subgeneric names with regard to the nomenclature of
the Lejeuneaceae.

(322) Proposal to add a new Art. 14.12 as follows:

“Part 1. Names of subgenera of the (Hepaticae) genus Lejeunea (except for Eu-Lejeunea) and the
section Strepsilejeunea, introduced by Spruce in Hepaticae Amazonicae et Andinae (1884-1885), are
to be treated also as genera dating from their first publication in that work. Hyphens in these names
are to be treated as orthographic errors.”

“Part 2. A. Combinations in Lejeunea under these names as infrageneric categories, are to be treated
as combinations in them as genera also, up to Schiffner’s Hepaticae (pre-print Sept. 1893).”

“B. Species combinations in these names, introduced by Spruce in that work, are to be treated as
combinations in Lejeunea also, even the combinations in Lejeunea actually appeared one year later
only, in the Index of the work.”

“Part 3. Species combinations in the ‘Sprucean’ (sub)generic names, published up to Schiffner’s
Hepaticae (1893) should (if they otherwise fulfil the requirements of the Code) be treated as validly
published, even if from the context it is clear that the author intended the ‘Sprucean’ names as deserving
subgeneric rank only. These combinations should be treated as combinations in Lejeunea also, even
in cases in which such a combination did not actually appear in print in the publication concerned.”

“Part 4. Combinations in Eulejeunea, published in the 1884-1893 period (Spruce-Schiffner) should
be taken as combinations in Lejeunea.”

In Part 2, the final choice between A and B will depend upon the decisions to be taken on Art. 33:
either the Proposals 109 and 113, or Proposal 112 accepted.

[See Geissler, Bryol. Times Sept. 1986, for another discussion of the controversial status of names
in the Lejeuneaceae published between Spruce (1884/1885) and Schiffner (1893).]

The nomenclature of Lejeunea is a case where the ICBN has acted to destabilise, rather than to
stabilise. The widely accepted system of nomenciature in the earlier part of this century was stable
but became illegal under the application of the ICBN (see below), and subsequent attempts to legalise
the system (i.e. to reconcile the status quo with the Code) without introducing drastic nomenclatural
changes, have failed. These failures stem from one source, that the present (and past) Articles of the
Code do not provide a solution to the problems involved. Only patchwork is possible and this has
sometimes been achieved. Such attempts date back to the time when the Code was being first worked
out (Verdoorn, 1934) and after 50 years of ineffectual struggle it is now evident that a more radical
treatment is necessary in the form of a special Article to meet the requirements.

The generic/subgeneric names are probably the single greatest nomenclatural problem in the He-
paticae, and have been the cause of ceaseless argument in which many different treatments have been
advocated (summarised in Bonner, Bischler and Miller, 1961; Gradstein, 1974; Gradstein et al., 1982).
Although Spruce himself hinted that he felt that more than subgeneric status was sometimes warranted
(“several of my subgenera of Lejeunea are equivalent to certain genera of Jungermannieae . . .”) he
clearly treated them nomenclaturally as subgenera. From the first, however, they were taken by many
other workers as being valid generic names and many new combinations were made on that basis (the
ICBN not having been created at that time). Stephani, in particular, referred to them indiscriminately
either as genera or subgenera in several crucial papers, sometimes even as both within the same paper
(Stephani, 1890), and it has become evident that it is impossible to be certain whether he intended
to accept them as genera or not. Moreover, it was common practice at that time to telescope the
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