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TAXON 39(1): 138-140. FEBRUARY 1990

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE

(1) Proposal to change the word monotypic to unispecific in Article 42

Expressions like “monotypic genera”, ‘“‘monotypic sections”, etc. are familiar to all taxonomists.
The former is also used in the present Code of Botanical Nomenclature (ICBN 1988) in Article 42.1.
The concept of “monotypic genera” is rubbed into our nomenclatural thinking particularly since the
days of the fight between pleaders for the “idealistic approach” and the “pragmatic approach’ con-
cerning application of generic names based on a single, misunderstood, cited species. (The ““idealistic
approach” means that the sole species the author of the generic name had at hand is the type. According
to the latter interpretation the misunderstood, cited species is the type.) At that time the generitype
was nothing more than a species (Article 10.1 in the ICBN 1978), and it did not even need to be
identified or have a name as long as it was considered a member of the genus in question.

Article 10.1 in the present Code now states that the type of a generic name is a specimen or, generally
speaking, an object. In fact, the type of a name of any taxon up to family is an object (and of higher
taxa also, if based on generic names). This definition makes a term such as ‘“monotypic genus” a
double absurdity. First, a genus is a taxon and cannot have a type. Names only have types. The
wording should at least have been monotypic generic name, but such a formulation is anachronistic
even with our present rules! A taxon may have many names (synonyms) and the same goes for the
type species of that taxon. Secondly, each of the specific synonyms could be connected with a number
of specimens that are potential types (syntypes) or selected types (holotypes, lectotypes, neotypes). In
this respect the phrase “monotypic generic name” is even redundant as all names are monotypic by
the modern definition or should be so in the process of lecto- or neotypification. Polytypic names are
just a passing stage in this process. Consequently the term “monotype” (not mentioned in the Code)
is superfluous as well.

The intention of the Code in this case is undoubtedly to deal with unispecific taxa and unispecies,
so why not call them that? Monospecific and monospecies are also handy alternatives, but unfortunately
an inappropriate blend of Greek and Latin.

Change “monotypic” to unispecific in Article 42.1 (a, Note 1, Ex. 2) and in the index on pp. 315
(under ‘Genus’) and 319.

Proposed by: Nils Lundqvist, Swedish Museum of Natural History, Department of Cryptogamic
Botany, Box 50007, S-10405 Stockholm, Sweden.

(2-6) FIVE PROPOSALS TO CLARIFY THE CODE

The proposals made below are intended to remove certain technical anomalies from the present
text of the Code. One proposal simply rewords the present text of an Article, while another merely
provides text to accompany a recently introduced example. A third addresses the potential conflict
between two existing Articles. The remaining two proposals are designed to clarify the status of
supersedable lectotypifications.

Proposal (2). Amend Article 6.6 to read

“The word name in this Code refers to a valid name, unless the context requires otherwise. All
names are either valid or invalid; if valid they are either legitimate or illegitimate; if legitimate they
are either correct or incorrect.”

The phrase “a name which has been validly published” is an unnecessarily verbose circumlocution,
which should be eradicated. Furthermore, the existing text is apparently ambiguous, because it has
been taken by some authors as implying that invalid names are not names, which is clearly a self-
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contradictory proposition. The purpose of Article 6.6 is to state that as a general rule the word name
refers to a valid name, and the current text admits that there are exceptions.
If considered desirable, the following example could be added:

Example. “Aloe pumila var. margaritifera Linnaeus is invalid, 4/oe margaritifera Miller is valid but
illegitimate, Haworthia margaritifera Haworth is valid and legitimate but incorrect, Haworthia minor
(Aiton) Duval is valid, legitimate and correct.”

Greuter and McNeill (1987) claimed that if names are invalid then they “have not, therefore, types”,
and it is consequently of some interest to note that Aloe pumila var. margaritifera Linnaeus not only
has a type, but is invalid only because it has the same type as Aloe pumila Linnaeus [Articles 26.1
and 32.1(b)]. (For further details of the nomenclature of this species, see Heath, 1989b.)

Proposal (3). In Article 8.1, delete “may” and substitute “must”

The wording of the Article is in urgent need of reform, not least because the present text is incorrectly
set out. It is impossible to read clause (c) without borrowing some of the text from clauses (a) and (b).
It has been necessary to present a detailed analysis of Article 8.1 elsewhere (Heath, 1989a), in an
attempt to ascertain under what circumstances that part of the Article controlled by the word “may”
comes into operation. But Articles should state what must be done, not what may be done. The word
“may” in the present Article guarantees perpetual instability. The present amendment would have
the unwelcome effect of rejecting many of the choices of the Britton school. The Brittonian lectotyp-
ifications have been widely accepted, most notably by Farr et al. (1979), and to arbitrarily reject them
now would cause chaos. However, this undesirable result can be obviated by the following proposal:

Proposal (4). In Article 8.1, delete “or that it was based on a largely mechanical method of selection”
and the example

A similar proposal was made to the last Congress but was rejected (as were almost all proposals
concerning lectotypification). McNeill (1986) commented “It is estimated that for Linnaean genera,
only, these lectotypifications would involve at least 30 name changes at the generic level and a further
60 at the infrageneric level. These changes could, of course, be avoided by successful proposals for
conservation with a different type of the 60 or so generic names involved”. But McNeill’s estimate is
probably too high, because his survey of the types of Linnean genera contains errors. In particular,
McNeill et al. (1987) incorrectly assumed that all Brittonian lectotypifications are valid, prior, and
are not supersedable under Article 8.1(b). Thus, in the case of Cactus an earlier choice was overlooked
(Coulter, 1894), and the Britton and Rose lectotype of Sedum is: (i) not in accordance with the generic
name, (ii) not in accordance with established usage, and (iii) not selected from the typical section.

If the present Delphinium example is the best that could be found, then there is certainly no need
for this provision. Although D. consolida was indeed the first specific name listed by Linnaeus, Green
did not suggest that it should be rejected for that reason. Indeed, in the case of Canna, one of the
reasons advanced by Hitchcock for selecting C. indica was that it was “the first mentioned” specific
name. Thus the present example has nothing to do with “mechanical selection”. Green claimed that
D. consolida was the “historic type”, but decided to restrict the choice to the contents of D. subgen.
Eudelphinium Huth, and thereby “preserve continuity in modern nomenclature”. The example fails
to state the correct reason for Green’s rejection of D. consolida. Furthermore, although Green gave
reasons for selecting from D. subgen. Eudelphinium, no reasons was given for choosing D. peregrinum.
While this may not necessarily invalidate the choice, it is hardly a suitable practice to recommend.

The Delphinium case is an example of a prior lectotypification that was rejected because it failed
to preserve existing usage. Recommendation 7B.5 applies, and if the example is to be retained, it
must be transferred to a suitably amended Article 7.

Proposal (5). Add the following new paragraph to Article 32

“Tabular descriptions consisting of abbreviations and symbols, such as those found in certain works
of G. Don, J. Donn, Forbes, Roxburgh, Sinclair and Sweet, do not constitute validating descriptions
or diagnoses.”
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The present Example 3 was extracted from a proposal (Article 32, Proposal D) made by Brummitt
(in Chapman, 1986), and the text which the example was intended to illustrate was rejected. Thus the
example has nothing to do with the existing text, which does not stipulate that a description must not
be tabular, nor does it require that it must be intended as a validating description. This new proposal
would rectify the situation. If this proposal is unacceptable, then the example must be deleted, as
Preamble 3 states that Examples illustrate Rules, but Article 32 Example 3 illustrates a category of
descriptions which are not defined in the Article, namely descriptions which are not validating de-
scriptions. If the example is retained, then the reference to the author’s intentions should be deleted,
as it is folly to guess the unstated intentions of others.

Proposal (6). Add the following Note and Example to Article H.7.1

“Note. If Article H.7.1 is brought into conflict with Article 22.1, then Article H.7.1 prevails, and
Article 22.1 is disregarded.”

If considered desirable, the following illustrative example could be added:

Example. “If Rosa x centifolia ‘Centifolia’ is considered to be an intersectional hybrid, then the correct
name of the nothosection to which it belongs is not Rosa section Centifolia DC. ex Ser., nor Rosa
section Rosa, but is a name formed in accordance with Article H.7.1.”

The example shows the need for the note. The hybrid nature of R. xcentifolia Linnaeus was first
demonstrated by Téckholm (1922), and Hurst (1941) commented “Definitely we owe this superb rose
to the genius and industry of the Dutch breeders who first took the matter in hand about 1580, and
persevered until they attained perfection about 1710”. The typical cultivar is sterile and cannot exist
outside of cultivation. Of course, the hybrid origin of the plant could be disputed, but the wording of
the example allows even for this possibility.
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