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XV INTERNATIONAL BOTANICAL CONGRESS

Preliminary mail vote and report of Congress action on nomenclatural proposals

John McNeill!

Preliminary mail vote

A preliminary guiding mail vote on nomenclatural proposals is required by Provi-
sion 4 (a) of Division III (Provisions for modification of the Code) of the Interna-
tional code of botanical nomenclature. A “Synopsis of proposals” was published in
Taxon 42: 191-271 (February 1993), and the ballot forms were mailed from Berlin
and Washington to all members of IAPT in February 1993. The deadline for sub-
mission of ballots was 15 June 1993.

A total of 321 proposals were made to amend the Code at the Tokyo Congress;
this is closely comparable to the 336 proposals received at Berlin (1987), and to the
numbers submitted to the Edinburgh (1964), Montreal (1959) and Paris (1954) Con-
gresses (337, 333, and 387, respectively). At the three intervening Congresses,
Sydney (1981), Leningrad (1975), and Seattle (1969), where there were 213, 161,
and 223 proposals, respectively, it had seemed that interest in amending the Code
had diminished.

202 valid ballots were received in time to be tabulated (as compared to 160 in
1987 and 187 in 1981); of these 17 did not quite meet the official deadline, but could
still be incorporated. There were no void ballots, or anonymous or institutional
submissions.

The geographical breakdown of ballot submission is as follows: Europe 100
(49.5 %), North America 69 (34.2 %), Australasia 15 (7.4 %), Asia 9 (4.5 %), Cen-
tral and South America 5 (2.5 %), and Africa 4 (2.0 %). [Note that for this enumera-
tion, continents were defined on strictly geographical criteria, whereas for the
enumeration at the time of the Berlin Congress (1987), all the votes from the then
USSR were included under Europe.] The following countries were the origin of 10 or
more returns: United States (66), United Kingdom (26), Germany (16), Switzerland
(13), Australia (12), and the Netherlands (11). 112 (55.4 %) of the ballots came from
predominantly anglophone countries, or parts of countries; although this is a slightly
lower percentage than for the Berlin Congress, the general pattern of geographic and
linguistic origin shows little change.

A geographical analysis of the voting revealed some interesting features. Most
notably, of the 321 proposals, no fewer that 139 (43.3 %) showed a significant
difference (3% p <0.001) in the voting pattern in the ballots from Europe compared
with those from North America. The most consistent difference is in the 28 proposals
relating to NCU (notably those on Art. 15bis), where ballots from North America
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were much more frequently opposed to the proposals. Given the history of nomencla-
tural conservation, it is perhaps not surprising that North American ballots also
tended to oppose proposals on conservation and rejection of names, Art. 14 Prop.
A-B and Art. 69 Prop. B being very well-supported in Europe, while strongly op-
posed in North America. Moreover, in proposals on typification, particularly lecto-
typification, autonyms, binary combinations, registration, and “in and ex”, North
American voters were generally more opposed to changes in the Code than their
European counterparts — indeed in the voting on the “protype” proposals (Art. 7
Prop. K and Art. 8 Prop. T), the proportion of “yes” to “no” votes was almost exactly
reversed on the two sides of the Atlantic. On these two proposals, as on those on
NCU, and on conservation and rejection, the 19 ballots from the predominantly
anglophone countries of the Southern Hemisphere (Australasia plus South Africa)
tended to align with those from Europe.

Lest we imagine that the shadows of Vienna and the American Code are too long,
it should be noted that not all the statistically significant differences in voting pattern
are on issues of substance. In 32 proposals, the difference was merely in the willing-
ness to refer a proposal to the Editorial Committee; usually the North American
voters were more reluctant to do so, but in six cases the roles were reversed. In some
other cases, the difference was due to European (but not North American) voters
apparently misinterpreting the ‘sp. c.” vote as meaning reference to one of the Perma-
nent Committees for special groups, rather than to a Special Committee for report to
the next Congress. Indeed, the main cause of votes for particular proposals being
rejected was because some respondents wrote entries such as “C. Fungi” or “C.
Hybrids”. The “Synopsis of proposals” had made it clear that all proposals that had
special relevance to particular groups would be referred to the relevant Permanent
Committee before the Tokyo Congress, in order that the Nomenclature Section could
have the benefit of the Committees’ views before taking the final vote.

Nevertheless, over all the proposals, there was a highly significant (p 4 0.0005)
tendency for North Americans ballots to have more ‘no’ votes: 65 % as against 48 %
for those from Europe and 45 % for those from Australasia. The percentages in each
category are as follows.

yes no ed.c. g.c. Sp. C.
Europe 30.7 % 48.0 % 17.0 % 0.5% 3.8 %
North America 18.3 % 65.0 % 141 % 0.5% 21 %
Australasia 34.4 % 44.7 % 17.3 % 0.3% 3.4 %
Total 26.2 % 54.3 % 15.9 % 0.5 % 3.1 %

In one proposal (Art. 36 Prop. A), however, the North American ‘no’ vote (66 %)
was significantly lower that the European (84 %). This proposal seeks to permit
English to be used as an alternative to Latin in the validating descriptions of new taxa
and is identical to one submitted to the Berlin Congress. A geographical analysis of
the preliminary mail ballot on this proposal at Berlin was published in Taxon 26:
236-238, 1990; this revealed that, although opposition was strongest (80.8 %)
amongst those whose language used the Roman script but who were not English-
speaking, it was widespread (69.2 %), and the only identified support was from 2/3
of the six votes from countries which did not use a Roman script. An analysis of the
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Tokyo ballot reveals a similar breakdown, except that the overall opposition is
greater (77.1 %), and only amongst the four eastern Asiatic votes, which are split
50:50, is any realistic support discernible.

The tabulation below gives, for each proposal, the result of the preliminary mail
vote in the form: yes : no : ed.c. (Editorial Committee) : g.c. (General Committee) :
sp.c. (special, i.e. an ad hoc, committee). The final column reports on the action taken
on the proposals by the Congress. In those cases in which the Congress action
involved amendment of the original proposal or a new proposal, notes are provided at
the end explaining the decisions. Figures given after Congress action are for those
proposals for which there was a card vote and are in the form “(for : against)”; the
percentage is also given where the vote in favour exceeds that against.

Art. 63, Prop E was omitted from the ballot in error; the first vote recorded for this
proposal is restricted to the 57 returns of those who noticed the omission, but an
estimate is given of the votes of the other 118, who from their consistent voting
pattern (usually ‘no’) on other proposals to amend Art. 63 (particularly Prop. F-M)
would seem to have wished to vote similarly on this proposal.

Congress action on nomenclatural proposals

The Section on Nomenclature of the XV International Botanical Congress met in
the Congress Center of Pacifico, Yokohama, Japan, on Monday, 23 August, at 10
a.m., and at 9 am. daily thereafter until Friday, 27 August. The sessions continued
until around 6.00 p.m. each day, except on Thursday and Friday, 26 and 27 August,
when they concluded around 12.30 p.m. — on the Thursday for Committee meetings
and for the General Assembly of the International Association for Plant Taxonomy,
and on the Friday at the conclusion of the business of the Section.

The Bureau of Nomenclature (see Division III of the Code) comprised the Rap-
porteur-général, Werner Greuter (Berlin, Germany), appointed by the XIV Congress
in Berlin in 1987, and the following, appointed by the Organizing Committee of XV
Congress: the President, Hervé Burdet (Geneve, Switzerland), the Vice-Rapporteur,
John McNeill (Toronto, Canada), and the Recorder, Zennoske Iwatsuki (Hiroshima,
Japan). In addition, four vice-presidents were appointed by the Section: William G.
Chaloner (London, U.K.), Knut Faegri (Bergen, Norway), Kunio Iwatsuki (Tokyo,
Japan), and Dan H. Nicolson (Washington, U.S.A.).

The Section approved the “Berlin Code” as published as the basis of its deliber-
ations. For the revised Code arising from this Congress, the Editorial Committee was
given the usual power to alter wording, examples, or location of Articles and Recom-
mendations in so far as the meaning was not affected, but was requested to retain the
present numbering in so far as possible.

The Section adopted the now traditional procedures of requiring a 60 % majority
of the votes cast for any proposal to amend the Code to be accepted, and of not
considering any proposal which received more than 75 % ‘no’ votes in the prelimi-
nary mail ballot. In addition it approved a new procedure by which any new proposal
or any attempt to debate a proposal rejected by 75 % of the mail ballot would require
the support of the lesser of 5 individuals or 35 institutional votes.

In general, the Section followed the sequence of the Code in considering amend-
ment proposals. One of the major issues being considered by the Section was the
concept of Names in Current Use (NCU), providing for the protection of listed
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names against any competing names that were not included on the relevant list. The
general principles were debated on the morning of Monday 23 August (at the point of
consideration of General Prop. C) but voting on the issue was deferred until consider-
ation of proposals on Article 15bis on Tuesday, 24 August. The proposals on Att.
15bis were divided into five groups for the purposes of discussion: the first, Prop. A
and W (with Rec. 15bisA Prop. A) being the “package” necessary to incorporate the
principle into the Code, the second (Prop. B) to determine the coverage in terms of
ranks, the third (Prop. C, D, F, L, P, and R) the minimum additional proposals
required to implement the list of family names for which support had been expressed,
and the fourth (Prop. G, H, and J) completing the NCU proposals. The fifth group,
independent of NCU, dealt with sanctioning of fungal names.

After full debate on the NCU issue, which reflected the mail ballot in that the
greatest support for the principle came from European and Australian botanists (as
well as from mycologists) and the greatest opposition from North American ones, the
Section failed to accept Art. 15bis Prop. A on a card vote, the majority in favour
being only 54.9 %. The other proposals on NCU that involved amendment of the
Code were withdrawn, but on returning to General Prop. C, the Section resolved by a
simple majority on a card vote to establish a Standing Committee on Names in
Current Use to report to subsequent Congresses.

Proposals to permit nomina specifica conservanda go back to the Stockholm
Congress of 1950. Limited provisions for conservation of species names entered the
Code in Sydney in 1981, and a further but still very restricted category was added in
Berlin in 1987. One of the most notable developments in the Tokyo Congress was
the acceptance (through Art. 14 Prop. B) of unrestricted conservation of species
names by an overwhelming majority on a show of hands!

Art. 69 has provided, since the Leningrad Congress in 1975, for rejection of any
name that “has been widely and persistently used for a taxon or taxa not including its
type”; since Sydney such names were required to be proposed for inclusion on a list
of nomina rejicienda. Paralleling the wider scope for conservation of species names,
the Tokyo Congress adopted, again overwhelmingly on a show of hands, Art. 69
Prop. B (slightly amended, see summary below), permitting the rejection under this
Article of “any name that would cause disadvantageous nomenclatural change”.

Attempts to deal with criteria for effective publication, in the light of technologi-
cal changes in publishing procedures and the proliferation of media for publication,
led to proposals to the Berlin Congress in 1987 to establish Registration procedures;
these were referred to a Special Committee which reported to the Tokyo Congress.
Its key proposal (Art. 42 Prop. B) was accepted in an amended form delaying intro-
duction of registration of names as a requirement for valid publication until 1 January
2000, and requiring endorsement of this provision by the XVI Botanical Congress,
scheduled to be held in 1999. This will prevent implementation of registration as a
prerequisite for valid publication unless adequate mechanisms are in place by that
time.

Recognizing that technological change will undoubtedly lead to even greater
changes in publishing and other practices relevant to botanical nomenclature, the
Section accepted a proposal to establish a Special Committee “to examine the im-
pacts of electronic publishing and data-basing on the Code and to make proposals to
the next Botanical Congress”.
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Other decisions of note included the acceptance (on a card vote with a 62 %
majority) of the use of phylum as an alternative term for divisio. This is an issue that
has been debated for the past three Congresses; the current proposal was more
practical (in dealing with names in those few works that use both terms) than its
predecessors, but the majority was nevertheless still slender. The provisions for “in”
and “ex” author citations (principally in Art. 46) have long been recognized as
confusing; the two sets of partially overlapping proposals to address this question
were reviewed by an ad hoc committee that met during the week; the committee’s
revised set of proposals to resolve the issue were accepted by the Section. The
proposal that English be accepted as an alternative to Latin for the diagnoses of new
taxa in all groups was again overwhelmingly rejected, but an amendment establishing
this provision for fossil plants was accepted. This is a restrictive provision, in that
from 1 January 1996, a new taxon of fossil plants must have a Latin or English
description or diagnosis to be validly published, whereas, prior to that date, descrip-
tions or diagnoses in any language are acceptable.

In all the Section resolved to establish six Committees to report to the XVI
International Congress to be held in St. Louis, Missouri, U.S.A. in 1999. These
committees, whose membership will be determined by the General Committee on
Botanical Nomenclature, are: the Standing Committee on Names in Current Use and
the Special Committees on Electronic Publishing and Databases, on Harmonization
of Codes, on Hybrids, on Lectotypification, and on Orthography.

The Editorial Committee welcomes suggestions on wording and examples relating
to the next edition of the Code. They may be submitted to either the chairman (W.
Greuter, Berlin; fax: (+49 30) 83006218; e-mail: werner.greuter@biologie.fu-ber-
lin.dbp.de) or secretary (Professor John McNeill, Director, Royal Ontario Museum,
100 Queen’s Park, Toronto, Ontario, M5S 2C6, Canada. Tel.: 416-586-5639; Fax:
416-586-8044; e-mail: rom!john@zoo.toronto.edu), but must be received before
1 January 1994 in order to be considered.

yes no ed.c. g.c. sp.c. Congr. act

General

Prop. A 24 158 3 3 0 Rejected

Prop. B 39 61 77 1 0 Gen. Comm.

Prop. C 83 85 0 4 10 Accepted (230 : 189)°

Prop. D 14 53 4 112 0 Accepted?
Pre. 1

Prop. A 64 70 45 4 0  Accepted®

Prop. B 21 153 6 4 0 Rejected
Pre. 7

Prop. A 133 27 22 3 0  Accepted®

Prop. B 3 171 4 3 2 Rejected
Prin. |

Prop. A 173 7 4 3 0 Accepted
Art. 2

Prop. A 21 39 120 1 0 Ed. Comm.
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp.c. _Congr. act.
Art.3
Prop. A 53 38 91 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. B 34 31 67 7 38 Ed. Comm.
Prop. C 95 69 9 2 1 Accepted (218 : 132 - 62.3 %)
Rec. 3A (new)
Prop. A 16 151 8 2 1 Rejected
Art. 4
Prop. A 48 79 51 1 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. B 31 133 14 2 1 Ed. Comm.
Prop. C 16 151 14 1 0 Rejected
Art. 5
Prop. A 10 166 5 1 0 Rejected
Art. 6
Prop. A 14 166 3 2 1 Rejected
Prop. B 14 166 3 2 1 Rejected
Prop. C 15 163 5 2 1 Rejected
Prop. D 3 173 6 1 1 Rejected
Prop. E 14 103 66 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. F 8 81 94 1 0 Withdrawn
Prop. G 51 83 50 2 1 Rejected
Art. 7
Prop. A 22 152 7 2 0 Rejected
Prop. B 32 30 123 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. C 10 96 82 1 0 Rejected
Prop. D 24 117 43 0 0 Withdrawn
Prop. E 18 78 88 0 0 Withdrawn
Prop. F 10 165 7 2 1 Rejected
Prop. G 32 130 20 0 0 Rejected
Prop. H 23 155 6 0 1 Rejected
Prop. | 7 172 6 1 0 Rejected
Prop. J 42 132 4 6 2 Rejected
Prop. K 95 75 10 3 4 Accepted?
Prop. L 126 41 15 2 0 Accepted
Prop. M 148 13 24 2 0 Accepted
Prop. N 108 15 61 0 0 Accepted
Prop. O 51 98 31 0 0 Withdrawn
Prop. P 76 90 1 1 7 Rejected®
Prop. Q 116 57 11 0 1 Accepted
Prop. R 3 172 4 0 1 Rejected
Prop. S AR R 55 12 0 1 Accepted
Prop. T 25 i 20 1 22 Rejected
Prop. U 26 i 19 0 22 Rejected
Prop. V 29 102 26 0 20 Withdrawn
Prop. W 115 50 14 2 0 Accepted
Prop. X 157 12 11 2 1 Accepted
Prop. Y 87 60 26 0 6 Rejected
Prop. Z 20 154 5 0 0 Rejected
Prop. AA 78 80 18 0 0 Withdrawn
Prop. BB 55 91 28 0 2 Ed. Comm.
Prop. CC 6 170 5 0 0 Rejected
Prop. DD 9 156 16 0 0 Rejected
Prop. EE 9 143 30 0 0 Rejected
Prop. FF 7 171 4 0 0 Rejected
Prop. GG 7 141 30 0 1 Rejected
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp. c. _ Congr. act.
Art. 7 (cont.)
Prop. HH 1 165 4 0 1 Rejected
Prop. Il 6 160 11 0 1 Rejected
Prop. JJ 12 152 12 0 1 Rejected
Prop. KK 64 48 66 0 0 Ed. Comm.6
Prop. LL 7 168 3 1 1 Rejected
Prop. MM 38 114 24 2 2 Rejected
Prop. NN 28 136 9 1 2 Withdrawn
Prop. OO 0 100 77 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. PP 55 30 96 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. QQ 8 148 12 7 1 Rejected
Prop. RR 6 76 95 0 0 Withdrawn
Rec. 7B
Prop. A 15 89 75 1 0 Withdrawn
Rec. 7D (new)
Prop. A 46 122 7 2 3 Rejected
Prop. B 96 54 18 1 15 Accepted’
Prop. C 74 25 23 3 46 Ed. Comm.8
Art. 8
Prop. A 23 146 6 1 1 Rejected
Prop. B 32 141 3 1 3 Rejected
Prop. C 60 113 3 2 2 Rejected
Prop. D 10 46 121 0 1 Ed. Comm.
Prop. E 27 147 7 0 2 Rejected
Prop. F 65 86 24 1 3 Rejected
Prop. G 49 93 31 3 4 Rejected
Prop. H 30 147 3 0 1 Rejected
Prop. | 26 142 5 3 3 Rejected
Prop. J 67 92 5 0 16 Sp. Comm.?
Prop. K 68 92 5 0 16 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. L 97 71 8 0 2 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. M 29 107 24 0 16 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. N 57 120 4 0 1 Rejected
Prop. O 149 24 8 0 0 Accepted
Prop. P 77 84 10 2 9 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. Q 21 57 100 0 1 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. R 14 152 9 1 3 Rejected
Prop. S 13 153 8 1 3 Rejected
Prop. T 90 80 4 1 7 Rejected'! (199 : 211)
Art. 9
Prop. A 80 69 17 1 21 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. B 39 115 9 1 17 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. C 34 135 10 2 6 Rejected
Prop. D 18 135 29 0 0 Rejected
Prop. E 25 114 27 6 8 Rejected
Prop. F 37 115 11 7 13 Rejected
Prop. G 127 29 5 2 12 Accepted
Rec. 9A
Prop. A 153 12 4 3 5 Accepted
Rec. 9B (new)
Prop. A 37 121 6 0 18 Sp. Comm. 10
Prop. B 44 55 73 1 8 Accepted 12

Prop. C 22 151 4 1 1 Accepted 13
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp.c. _Congr. act.
Art. 10
Prop. A 5 178 2 0 1 Rejected
Prop. B 3 178 3 0 0 Rejected
Prop. C 12 168 2 0 1 Rejected
Prop. D 26 153 2 0 1 Rejected
Prop. E 128 26 25 0 2 Accepted
Prop. F 141 17 23 0 2 Accepted
Prop. G 134 38 7 0 0 Accepted
Prop. H 27 29 125 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Art. 11
Prop. A 18 144 5 0 17 Withdrawn 14
Prop. B 32 61 88 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. C 3 164 9 1 0 Rejected
Art. 13
Prop. A 130 25 23 0 5 Accepted 15
Prop. B 8 108 13 0 47 Sp. Comm. 1617
Art. 14
Prop. A 74 95 6 2 5 Rejected (178 : 238)
Prop. B 80 89 4 2 5 Accepted
Prop. C 84 24 72 0 0 Accepted
Prop. D 62 30 86 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. E 116 22 41 0 1 Ed. Comm.
Prop. F 115 43 18 1 1 Accepted
Prop. G 125 39 13 1 1 Accepted
Prop. H 34 139 5 1 1 Rejected
Prop. | 19 102 57 1 1 Withdrawn
Prop. J 28 110 37 2 1 Withdrawn
Art. 15bis (new)
Prop. A 2 127 1 0 7 Rejected (231 : 190 - 54.9 %)
Prop. B 50 129 1 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. C 62 107 4 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. D 58 113 3 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. E 59 112 3 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. F 63 106 3 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. G 66 106 3 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. H 65 103 4 0 8 Withdrawn
Prop. | 55 90 28 0 7 Accepted
Prop. J 66 102 6 0 5 Withdrawn
Prop. K 53 89 27 0 8 Accepted
Prop. L 67 99 6 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. M 58 86 27 0 7 Accepted
Prop. N 53 111 5 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. O 60 95 13 0 8 Accepted
Prop. P 68 100 4 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. Q 56 87 27 0 7 Accepted
Prop. R 62 108 2 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. S 55 112 4 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. T 66 93 11 0 8 Accepted
Prop. U 69 100 2 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. V 71 89 10 0 7 Accepted
Prop. W 61 109 4 0 7 Withdrawn
Prop. X 39 101 34 0 6 Withdrawn
Prop. Y 46 93 33 0 5 Accepted
Prop. Z 45 85 48 0 1 Accepted
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp. c. Congr. act.

Rec. 15bisA (new)

Prop. A 70 103 2 0 6 Withdrawn
Art. 16

Prop. A 99 68 12 0 1 Accepted
Art. 18

Prop. A 134 22 26 1 0  Accepted'®
Art. 19

Prop. A 33 140 5 0 2 Rejected

Prop. B 80 81 11 1 2 Accepted

Prop. C 12 88 78 0 0 Rejected

Prop. D 83 68 27 0 0  Accepted'®
Art. 20

Prop. A 9 90 16 0 55  Sp.Comm.'®

Prop. B 126 30 18 0 9 Accepted?0
Art. 22

Prop. A 106 65 5 0 5 Accepted

Prop. B 41 130 5 0 2 Withdrawn

Prop. C 4 164 11 0 1 Rejected

Prop. D 22 117 32 1 3 Rejected

Prop. E 46 19 114 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Art. 23

Prop. A 144 21 11 0 3 Accepted

Prop. B 150 17 10 0 2 Accepted

Prop. C 143 23 10 0 3 Accepted

Prop. D 149 17 1 0 3 Accepted

Prop. E 61 33 81 0 2 Accepted?!

Prop. F 138 27 13 0 2 Accepted

Prop. G 46 25 107 0 2 Ed. Comm.

Prop. H 127 23 28 0 2 Accepted 22
Art. 24

Prop. A 15 84 77 0 0 Rejected
Art. 25

Prop. A 3 103 72 0 0 Withdrawn
Art. 26

Prop. A 106 63 6 0 5 Accepted

Prop. B 34 137 6 0 2 Rejected

Prop.C 3 161 16 0 1 Rejected
Rec. 26B (new) ,

Prop. A 7 95 77 0 1 Withdrawn
Art. 32

Prop. A 52 41 86 0 1 Ed. Comm.

Prop. B 74 101 4 0 4 Accepted®®

Prop. C 76 100 4 0 4 Accepted

Prop. D 4! 104 4 0 4 Rejected?* (223 : 190 - 54.0 %)

Prop. E 34 138 7 0 1 Rejected

Prop. F 41 108 15 1 16 Rejected

Prop. G 43 66 73 0 0 Ed. Comm.

Prop. H 37 25 120 0 0 Ed. Comm.
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yes no ed.c. g.c. sp.c. Congr.act.

Art. 32 (cont.)

Prop. | 12 156 6 0 2 Rejected

Prop. J 8 164 8 0 0 Rejected

Prop. K 4 79 98 0 0 Ed. Comm.25

Prop. L 12 66 97 1 2 Accepted 26

Prop. M 44 76 51 1 4 Accepted
Rec. 32B

Prop. A 11 147 18 1 0 Rejected
Rec. 32E

Prop. A 23 95 58 0 0 Rejected
Art. 33

Prop. A 9 173 4 1 0 Rejected
Art. 34

Prop. A 2 170 11 1 0 Rejected

Prop. B 5 109 66 1 0 Rejected

Prop. C 3 172 6 1 0 Rejected
Art. 36

Prop. A 25 145 18 0 0 Accepted %’
Rec. 36A

Prop. A 28 64 88 0 0 Rejected
Art. 37

Prop. A 168 8 6 1 1 Accepted

Prop. B 11 97 70 1 7 Ed. Comm. 28

Prop. C 11 157 5 1 9 Rejected
Rec. 37B (new)

Prop. A 24 104 49 0 7 Rejected
Art. 39bis (new)

Prop. A 10 152 15 1 1 Rejected
Art. 41

Prop. A 151 22 9 1 0 Accepted
Art. 42

Prop. A 32 144 7 1 1 Rejected

Prop. B 60 85 32 1 0 Rejected
Art. 45

Prop. A 81 96 2 1 3 Accepted
Art. 46

Prop. A 11 150 6 0 6 Rejected

Prop. B 8 150 5 0 8 Rejected

Prop. C 2 154 3 0 26 Rejected

Prop. D 55 79 16 1 34 Accepted

Prop. E 45 89 14 0 34 Accepted®®

Prop. F 14 135 4 1 32 Withdrawn

Prop. G 60 84 5 0 33 Accepted 3

Prop. H 69 77 3 0 33 Accepted 30

Prop. | 19 124 6 1 32 Withdrawn

Prop. J 48 86 17 0 31 Withdrawn

Prop. K 75 62 13 0 32 Accepted
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp.c. Congr. act.

Art. 46 (cont.)

Prop. L 74 62 15 0 31 Accepted

Prop. M 42 91 17 0 31 Withdrawn

Prop. N 51 79 20 0 32 Accepted

Prop. O 23 120 6 0 29 Ed. Comm.

Prop. P 13 134 4 0 26 Accepted 3!

Prop. Q 51 54 51 0 27 Accepted

Prop. R 36 45 71 0 29 Ed. Comm.

Prop. S 37 60 55 0 29 Ed. Comm.

Prop. T 51 94 8 0 29 Rejected (169 : 261)

Prop. U 86 53 11 0 28 Accepted
Rec. 46A

Prop. A 6 171 1 1 0 Rejected
Rec. 46C

Prop. A 53 63 63 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Rec. 46E (new)

Prop. A 27 140 11 0 2 Rejected

Prop. B 30 137 8 0 5 Rejected

Prop. C 34 120 21 0 5 Rejected

Prop. D 51 99 24 0 5 Rejected
Rec. 46F (new)

Prop. A 8 136 23 5 8 Rejected
Art. 48

Prop. A 3 65 111 0 1 Ed. Comm. 32

Prop. B 23 126 11 0 16 Rejected

Prop. C 26 126 10 0 15 Rejected

Prop. D 8 29 141 0 0 Ed. Comm.

Prop. E 25 14 140 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Art. 49

Prop. A 3 115 57 0 3 Ed. Comm.
Rec. 50B

Prop. A 29 27 124 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Art. 57

Prop. A 60 53 65 0 0 Accepted

Prop. B 46 33 101 0 0 Ed. Comm.

Prop. C 10 104 66 0 0 Withdrawn

Prop. D 8 114 57 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Art. 60

Prop. A 28 125 10 0 16 Withdrawn 33

Prop. B 40 119 9 0 13 Withdrawn 33

Prop. C 24 131 9 0 14 Withdrawn 33

Prop. D 15 141 9 0 12 Withdrawn 33
Art. 61

Prop. A 2 179 1 1 1 Rejected
Art. 63

Prop. A 12 162 4 1 1 Rejected

Prop. B 21 147 7 0 2 Rejected
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yes no ed.c. g.c sp. c. Congr. act.

Art. 63 (cont.)
Prop. C 16 156 5 0 1 Rejected
Prop. D 16 146 6 1 3 Rejected
Prop. E 15 40 2 0 0 Rejected
Prop. E (est) 3 16 153 5 0 1
Prop. F 4 168 6 0 1 Rejected
Prop. G 1 171 4 0 1 Rejected
Prop. H 2 168 5 0 2 Rejected
Prop. | 5 148 21 0 2 Rejected
Prop. J 7 161 8 0 1 Rejected
Prop. K 27 142 8 0 1 Rejected
Prop. L 4 133 8 5 20 Rejected
Prop. M 7 131 7 5 20 Rejected

Art. 64
Prop. A 71 78 27 0 0  Accepted®
Prop. B 11 155 10 0 1 Rejected
Prop. C 26 67 83 0 1 Accepted 36
Prop. D 26 68 81 0 1 Ed. Comm.
Prop. E 10 32 134 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Prop. F 0 141 13 0 22 Rejected

Art. 65
Prop. A 6 135 22 0 15 Sp. Comm. %

Art. 68
Prop. A 27 26 127 0 0 Accepted 38
Prop. B 5 169 4 0 0 Rejected

Art. 69
Prop. A 3 172 2 0 5 Rejected
Prop. B 58 106 14 0 1 Accepted 39 40
Prop. C 84 88 6 0 0 Withdrawn 41
Prop. D 40 126 13 0 1 Rejected
Prop. E 128 42 8 0 3 Withdrawn
Prop. F 36 131 12 0 1 Withdrawn
Prop. G 35 132 12 0 1 Withdrawn
Prop. H 26 140 11 0 1 Rejected
Prop. | 66 85 10 0 20 Rejected (206 : 202 — 50.5 %)

Art. 72
Prop. A 6 168 3 0 1 Rejected
Prop. B 10 66 102 0 0 Ed. Comm.

Art. 73
Prop. A 129 28 25 0 0 Accepted
Prop. B 68 90 22 0 0 Withdrawn
Prop. C 70 83 26 0 0 Sp. Comm. 42
Prop. D 77 78 23 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. E 88 66 27 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. F 91 64 23 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. G 87 55 35 0 0 Accepted
Prop. H 69 42 69 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. | 69 44 66 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. J 8 90 82 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. K 74 27 77 0 0 Sp. Comm. 43
Prop. L 18 143 22 0 1 Rejected
Prop. M 140 32 8 0 1 Accepted
Prop. N 135 28 16 0 1 Accepted
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yes no ed.c. g.c. sp.c. Congr. act.

Rec. 73B

Prop. A 35 16 131 0 0 Ed. Comm.
Rec. 73C

Prop. A 125 36 19 0 0 Accepted
Rec. 73D

Prop. A 6 136 35 0 1 Rejected
Rec. 73G

Prop. A 2 141 3 0 39 Sp. Comm. 43
Art. 76

Prop. A 46 8 124 0 0 Ed. Comm.

Prop. B 142 13 24 0 0 Accepted 4
Division lll

Prop. A 62 38 16 1 50 Accepted 45
Art. H.3

Prop. A 3 45 47 1 55 Sp. Comm. 19

Prop. B 2 54 80 0 20 Sp. Comm. 19

Prop. C 12 111 18 0 14 Sp. Comm. 19
Art. H.6

Prop. A 5 65 67 0 20 Sp. Comm. 19

Prop. B 12 74 28 0 38 Sp. Comm. 19
Art. H.7

Prop. A 2 137 9 0 9 Sp. Comm. 19
Art. H.9

Prop. A 1 60 77 0 21 Sp. Comm. 19
Art. H.11

Prop. A 2 29 126 0 2 Ed. Comm.
App. I

Prop. A 19 78 69 0 2 Withdrawn 46
App. I

Prop. A 26 96 42 0 2 Withdrawn
App.V

Prop. A 18 120 27 6 1 Rejected*”

Prop. B 107 43 12 1 10 Accepted?®

Explanatory notes on Congress Actions:

! As amended to read: “The Section to authorize the appointment of a Standing Committee on
Lists of Names in Current Use, to initiate, assist, coordinate and vet production of further lists
and of updatings of the existing lists of NCU and to report to each subsequent International
Botanical Congress.” As this was not a motion to amend the Code, only a simple majority was

required.

2 Amended to authorize the General Committee to investi gate the preparation of a glossary.

3 Specifically subject to Editorial Committee review.
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4 Subject to review of the term “protype” by the Editorial Committee — “metatype” and “pragmo-
type” were suggested as alternatives.

3 The two components of the proposal were voted on separately and both were rejected.

6 On the specific understanding that no change of substance in the Code would be involved.

7 But to be incorporated in Rec. 7B.

# To be dealt with in light of the decision on Art. 9 Prop. G, which was later accepted.

° The Section resolved to set up a new Special Committee on Lectotypification, to which this

proposal was referred.

10 Referred to the Special Committee on Lectotypification.

11" An amendment to add at the end of the first sentence the words “or if new evidence allows a

different interpretation of the type” was rejected 203 : 205. After the subsequent rejection of the
original proposal, it was referred to the Special Committee on Lectotypification.

12 Accepted as proposed, i.e. as a Recommendation, not as an Article as suggested by the Rappor-

teurs.

As amended to read: “When an illustration is designated as the type of the name of a new taxon,
the collection data of the illustrated material should be given.”

After discussion and rejection of an amendment.

As amended to include also: J. Hill [entries on natural history] in: G. L. Scott (ed.), A supple-
ment of Mr Chamber’s Cyclopaedia: or a universal dictionary of the arts and sciences. 2 vols.
London (1753); and J. Hill [entries on natural history] in: Society of Gentlemen. A new and
complete dictionary of arts and sciences. 4 vols. London (1754-1755).

16 Advised that a proposal would be forthcoming to amend Division III by abolishing the Perma-

nent Committee for Hybrids, the Section resolved to establish a Special Committee on Hybrids,
to which this proposal was referred.

17" A new proposal by Nicolson on behalf of Hoogland and Reveal was rejected; this would have

amended Art. 13.1 by adding after 13.1 (f):
“Family and ranks between family and genus:
(g) ALL GROUPS, 4 Aug 1789 (Jussieu, General plantarum).”

18 A new proposal by Greuter, based on a distributed suggestion of Hoogland and Reveal, was

accepted. This adds the following sentence to Art. 18.2: “Names published in the same context
with their rank denoted by the term “suborder” (subordo) instead of subfamily are treated as
having been published as names of subfamilies.” It would also add a Note to Art. 19.1 as
follows: “For names denoted by the term “suborder” “(subordo)” instead of subfamily, see Art.
18.2

19 Referred to the Special Committee on Hybrids.

20 An amendment to remove the reference to “Rumphius (ed. Burman), Herb. Amboin. Auct.

1755;” was rejected.

21 As amended at the suggestion of the Rapporteurs (Taxon 42: 230. 1993) to remove the Forsskal

example.

22 As amended to insert “and infraspecific” after “species” in line 3.

B Accepted with “1 Jan 1995” amended to “1 Jan 2000” and with the added proviso: “subject to
the approval of the XVI International Botanical Congress”.
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24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

45

46

As amended to include the proviso: “subject to the approval of the XVI International Botanical
Congress”.

Example only.
As amended on the suggestion of the Rapporteurs (Taxon 42: 236. 1993).

As amended to restrict the proposal to fossil plants; the original proposal was rejected on a card
vote (91 : 328).

To be incorporated at least in part in Rec. 7A; the reference to Index herbariorum to be omitted.
As amended so that the second sentence begins “Mention of an author’s name in the list ...”.
As amended so that it begins: “When a new combination ...”.

As amended to insert at the beginning of the second sentence: “For a group with a starting point
later than 1753, and for the last part of that sentence to read “... author may be added in

(31}

parentheses, followed by ‘ex’”.
In light of the Rapporteurs’ suggestion that “definitely” replace “explicitly”.

Art. 60 Prop. A-D were withdrawn by the proposer in favour of a single new proposal, which
was rejected 196 : 233.

See text on preliminary mail ballot for explanation of “estimated” mail vote on Art. 63
Prop. E (omitted from ballot form in error).

LIINTS

As amended to add, after “A name”, “of a family, genus or species”.
As amended to transform the last sentence of Art. 64.4 into a Note.

The Section resolved to set up a Special Committee on Harmonization of Codes, particularly in
relation to nomenclature in taxonomic groups that border on those covered by other Codes, and
referred this proposal to it.

As amended so that “A specific name” is replaced by “A name of a species or subdivision of a
genus”.

As amended by deletion of the second sentence.

In light of the acceptance of Art. 69 Prop. B, removing reference to types from Art. 69.1, the
following amendment to Art. 69.2, proposed by F. Barrie, was accepted: addition of the words
“including considerations of typification” at the end of the second sentence.

In light of the acceptance of Art. 14 Prop. B, Art. 69.3 and the accompanying Note become
unnecessary and the Section accepted a proposal to delete them.

The Section resolved to establish a Special Committee on Orthography and to refer this and the
subsequent proposals to it.

Referred to the Special Committee on Orthography.

An additional proposal to delete the word “modern” in Article 76.2 (a) (b) and (c) was also
accepted.

The Section resolved to abolish the Permanent Committee for Hybrids, deleting reference to it
from Division III of the Code.

The following resolution was adopted by the Section on the proposal of the Vice-rapporteur:
“The Section authorizes the Editorial Committee to retain in the ‘Tokyo Code’ the authorship
and places of publication of the family names listed in Appendix IIB of the present Code, it
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being understood that this authorization does not preclude the correction of purely bibliographic
errors.”

47" An amendment to the proposal to incorporate Art. 7 Prop. J was also rejected.

48 As amended by the suggestion of the Rapporteurs (Taxon 42: 271. 1993) that the list be
established immediately and incorporate the proposals of the Committee on Binary Combina-
tions (Art. 13 Prop. A, Art. 20 Prop. B, and components of the proposals on Art. 23.6).



	Article Contents
	p.907
	p.908
	p.909
	p.910
	p.911
	p.912
	p.913
	p.914
	p.915
	p.916
	p.917
	p.918
	p.919
	p.920
	p.921
	p.922

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 42, No. 4 (Nov., 1993), pp. 761-984
	Volume Information [pp.953-984]
	Front Matter [pp.896-896]
	Uses and Misuses of Floras [pp.761-772]
	The Uses of Botany, with Special Reference to the 18th Century [pp.773-779]
	Morphology and Chromosome Number of Viola pilosa, and Its Systematic Position [pp.781-787]
	Arbutus ×androsterilis, a New Interspecific Hybrid between A. canariensis and A. unedo from the Canary Islands [pp.789-792]
	A Provisional Synopsis of the Sections of the Genus Croton (Euphorbiaceae) [pp.793-823]
	A List of Validly Published, Automatically Typified, Ordinal Names of Vascular Plants [pp.825-844]
	Salm-Dyck's Catalogues [pp.845-851]
	Reduction of Gamanthera to Licaria (Lauraceae) [pp.853-854]
	Nomenclature
	Palisot de Beauvois, the Correct Combining Author of Erianthus giganteus (Poaceae) [pp.855-856]
	Suprageneric Nomenclature in the Caryophyllaceae [pp.857-863]
	On the Status of Randia armata (Sw.) DC. (Rubiaceae: Gardenieae) [pp.865-867]

	Proposals to Conserve or Reject
	Report of the Committee for Fossil Plants: 1 [pp.869-872]
	Report of the Committee for Spermatophyta: 39 [pp.873-879]
	(1074-1082) Nine Proposals to Conserve Generic Names of Lichenized Fungi [pp.881-887]
	(1083) Proposal to Conserve Aneura Dumort. (Hepaticae) with a Conserved Type [pp.889-890]
	(1084) Proposal to Amend Conserved Freesia by Rejecting Anomatheca (Iridaceae) [pp.891-892]
	(1085) Proposal to Conserve Phthirusa (Loranthaceae) with a Conserved Type, and to Reject Passovia Karsten [pp.893-895]

	News and Notes [pp.897-899]
	Deaths [pp.899-900]
	John Williams (1915-1991) and Adam Stainton (1921-1991), Botanical Explorers of Nepal [pp.901-905]
	XV International Botanical Congress
	Preliminary Mail Vote and Report of Congress Action on Nomenclatural Proposals [pp.907-922]
	Report of the Nominating Committee for Rapporteur-Général and Permanent Nomenclature Committees [pp.923-924]
	On the Threshold to a New Nomenclature? [pp.925-927]
	Report on the IAPT General Assembly [pp.929-932]
	Report on the Election of IAPT Officers and Council, 1993-1999 [p.933]
	IAPT Medal Presentation [pp.934-936]

	Reviews and Notices of Publications
	untitled [p.937]
	untitled [p.938]
	untitled [pp.938-939]
	untitled [p.939]
	untitled [p.939]
	untitled [p.940]
	untitled [pp.940-941]
	Notices [pp.941-952]

	Back Matter



