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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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trinomial nomenclature, genus(subgenus) species to the binomial (subgenus) species. Spruce himself
gives an illuminating example: in the legends to figures he lists, under Lejeunea, the entry “(Trachy-
lejeunea) acanthina n.sp.—Tab. V1,” while on the Plate itself the name is printed as “Trachylejeunea
acanthina”. Were it not for the clear statement in the text, his treatment would have been perfectly
ambiguous.

About 1893 (the year in which Schiffner in his Hepaticae formally raised the ‘Sprucean’ subgenera
to generic rank) confusion already existed. This is clear from the following citation, which constitutes
the beginning of an article on new hepatics by Stephani (1895) (translated from German): “From
different sides I have got the question how to consider the Sprucean arrangement of Lejeunea’s: as a
group of genera or as a group of subgenera of Lejeunea? At the time I discussed this question by letter
with Spruce himself, and understood that he considered them as good genera.”” This answer only could
enlarge the confusion, since Spruce continued to write of them as subgenera, and in his later publications
even gave a correct presentation of the names, up to and including his last paper (1895, published
after his death).

Schiffner’s treatment was soon generally accepted. Within a few years every hepaticologist considered
the ‘Sprucean’ names as generic names, and treated species names, published in the 1888-1893 period
with binomials consisting of a subgeneric epithet plus a species epithet, as validly published species
names, not bothering about the question at which date the subgenus had been raised to generic rank.
Art. 43, stating that the name of a species cannot be validly published if the name of the genus to
which it belongs was not yet validly published, was introduced in Stockholm (1950).

There is therefore an unresolvable position under Art. 34.1. These difficulties are compounded by
Art. 42.1 (nomina generico-specifica) whose consequence is that on the first occasion on which a single
new species is described as a binomial under one of those names, with no indication that a subgenus
is involved, a new genus is thereby established, as Grolle (1976, 1979) has pointed out. This holds
even where the same author has previously described other species in the same “genus” and results
from the mere chance of his happening to describe only one species at that time. Thus Stephani (1888)
described two new species of Acrolejeunea but the genus was not valid until, in 1890, when he described
a further, single, species. The results of such strict applications of the Code are therefore capricious
and scientifically unsound, clearly at variance with the spirit of Preamble 1 . . . “the code aims at . . .
avoiding and rejecting the use of names which may . . . throw science into confusion . . .”. De nimiis
non curat lex.

It is possible, of course, by the ordinary process of conservation to conserve the first clear statement
of these names as genera, against all possible earlier names. The process has already been started in
the case of four such genera (Gradstein et al., 1982) but merely protects the later date of publication
from any difference of opinion about generic status in earlier works. It does nothing to clear up the
present chaos of specific names published before that date, which are often very numerous. Clearly a
more radical treatment is required; conservation aims at preserving a later date but what is required
is to preserve an earlier date, corresponding to the usage of the time. This is the justification for Part
2 of the proposal.

There are a number of objections to the proposal, none of which seems to stand up to examination.

1. Most, but not all, of Spruce’s 38 subgenera are nowadays regarded as meriting generic status and
opinions on some of these fluctuate. It is therefore important that the proposal to treat them as genera
should not block the option to treat them as subgenera if so wished. The word “also” in Part 1 is
therefore important. Moreover much taxonomic work remains to be done on Spruce’s Lejeunea spp.,
many of which will no doubt turn out to be Lejeunea sens. str. It is vital that the taxonomic choice
of genus should not be dictated by nomenclatural considerations and that choice of an alternative
genus should not thereby invalidate the option to retain them in Lejeunea sens. str.

2. Strepsilejeunea was created as a section (of Lejeunea subg. Harpa-Lejeunea) by Spruce although
he remarked (p. 168) “. . . fere pro subgenera peculiari habenda . . .”, but the distinction was ignored
by contemporaries who treated it as a genus, and Spruce himself treated it as if it were a subgenus,
in the Index. Although it makes the wording of the proposal awkward, no solution is complete that
fails to take account of it.

3. Eu-Lejeunea has to be excluded from Part 1 of the proposal because in subgeneric rank the
name conflicts with Art. 21.3. If Eulejeunea were a generic name, binomials created under it would
be illegitimate (Art. 63.1). As an invalid subgeneric epithet it does not affect the validity of its species
names within the genus Lejeunea.

4. Grolle (in litt.) has raised the problem of Lejeunea subg. Euosmolejeunea now often regarded as
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Cheilolejeunea subg. Euosmolejeunea. But the former would merely provide the basionym for the
latter (Art. 54) and the new combination would date from the time it was first used as such.

The present proposal is not new in intent. It is basically the position adopted by Verdoorn (1934)
and, in more recent years, very widely although unofficially adopted. It seems to be the only solution
which will avoid the unresolvable controversies in interpretation which have plagued the nomenclature
of Lejeunea for so long (see e.g. Zijlstra, 1982; Scott and Bradshaw, 1986). The 37 subgeneric epithets
of Spruce, as well as the sectional epithet concerned, are easily recognizable: each of them consists of
the word “‘Lejeunea” with a descriptive prefix.
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(323A)—(327) Proposals to amend the Code for names of hybrids.

In considering the Code as it applies to the names of hybrids I have noticed a need for change in
two places. The first change can be dealt with by one of two alternative proposals offered, the second
alternative being merely editorial in nature; the second change requires only an editorial amendment.
I also comment on P. V. Heath’s ‘Thirty-three proposals to clarify the Code’ (Taxon 34: 540-546.
1985). In doing so I make three further proposals.

(323A) Proposal. I feel that something needs to be done about the remoteness of the second footnote
on page 10 of the Code from Appendix 1. I favour giving both the second and the third footnotes on
this page greater prominence. The proposal is as follows:

Art. 4. Add: “Note 3. Throughout this Code the expression ‘subdivision of a family’ refers only to
categories between family and genus in rank and ‘subdivision of a genus’ refers only to categories
between genus and species in rank.”

Art. 10. Change footnotes ** and *** to read ‘see Art. 4, Note 3.

Art. 19.3. Add “* after ‘subdivision of a family’ and add corresponding footnote: ‘*See Art. 4, Note 3°.
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