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(74-80) Wherefore Art. 32.1(c)?, or seven proposals to reunite nomenclature with 
reality 

Why is Art. 32.1(c) included in the Code? One reason must surely be to ensure that 
names are not published frivolously, without some study of the plants to which they 
are applied. Another is certainly to enable later workers to check back to the descrip- 
tive matter to see what kind of plant the author had in mind when publishing a name 
for it. But this is also a function of a type. This linkage of the type to the validating 
descriptive matter or its equivalent is seemingly implied in the Code by, for example, 
the wording of Arts. 7.3 ("used by the author", though used for what purpose is not 
stated, and "name based on a previously published description"), 7.5 ("material on 
which the name of the taxon was based"), 8.1 ("if it can be shown to be in serious con- 
flict with the protologue") and 9.2 ("name must remain attached to that part (lec- 
totype) which corresponds most nearly to the original description"). It is obvious that 
unless the type and the validating descriptive or illustrative matter are inviolably 
linked, there can be no harmony between Art. 32 and Arts. 7-10 in the interpretation 
of the application of a name. 

Systematics aspires to be an empirical science and the nomenclature that serves 
classification must therefore also be empirical. However, there are features in the Code 
which break the link between type and description (and thus the link between reality 
and nomenclature) by allowing or even forcing the type to be something other than the 
objective element on which the validating illustrative or descriptive matter was based. 
Such are holotypy by designation (Arts. 7.3, 7.13, 7.16, 22.4), automatic typification 
by superfluity (Art. 7.13), forcing the type of a generic etc. name to be the type of the 
name of a species (Art.10.1) and to be chosen from among the types of the name(s) of 
one or more definitely included species (Art. 10.2) unless the cumbersome conserva- 
tion procedure be used, and forcing typification by means of the epithet used (Art. 
22.4). 

This kind of thing seems to have crept into the Code as a result of the taking literally 
of our shorthand expression "a name is based on a type". This of course is nonsense; it 
is but the description validating a name that can be based on a type and which is the 
link between a name (nomenclature) and its type (reality). It would be as well also to 
rid ourselves of the idea that nomenclature is an objective tool free from the subjec- 
tivity of taxonomic decision-making. Typification is the basic link between classifica- 
tion and nomenclature, and every act of typification involves a taxonomic decision - 
even original holotypification by designation or monotypy involves the author's 
judgement that the validating description is a true depiction of the features of the 
type, and the element of subjective judgement is even greater in all acts of lec- 
totypification and neotypification. 

The root of the problem lies in a deficiency in Art 7.2, and this deficiency lies in its 
defining a type only in terms of what it does, not also in terms of what it is and how it 
becomes what it is. Unless this be included, there is no logical basis for the presence in 
the Code of Rec. 7B or for the provisions of Arts. 8.1 and 9.2. Its absence has made it 
impossible to include any article laying down the guiding principle of lectotypifica- 
tion, by way of which, from Art. 7.2, the provisions of, for example, Recs. 7B.3, 7B.5 
and Arts. 8.1 and 9.2, should and would logically follow. 
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(74) Amend Art. 7.2, to read as follows: 

"A nomenclatural type (typus) is the element (or one of two or more elements) upon 
which the descriptive or illustrative matter validating the publication of a name is 
based or mainly based, or is considered to be based or mainly based. In the case of a 
neotype, it is another element which serves as a substitute for such an element. The 
name of a taxon, whether as a correct name or as a synonym, is permanently attached 
to a nomenclatural type. A nomenclatural type is not necessarily typical or represen- 
tative of the taxon in which it is included in terms of the range of variation of that 
taxon ' 

A similar proposal in Subcommittee 3B was lost (2:3). 

The way to reunite nomenclature and reality without enforcing a mass of retypifica- 
tion is to make more widely available the option of superseding or (when it is desirable 
not to upset previously-made typifications) henceforth avoiding an automatic 
typification if it were considered to be in serious conflict with the protologue. 

(75) Add to Art. 7.4, line 3, after "taxon": 

"or if it is considered to be in serious conflict with the protologue"' 

If this proposal is accepted, two editorial changes are appropriate: (1) to Art. 7.16 
add after "unless" (line 3) "(subject to the provisions of Art. 7.4)" and (2) add to Art. 
8.1 in line 2 after "holotype", "(unless rejected under Art. 7.4)". 

Since a holotype is defined as "the one specimen or illustration used by the author 
or designated by him as the nomenclatural type" (Art. 7.3), a holotype need not have 
been used by the author, since he/she is free to indicate another specimen as the type. 

(76) Add a new Art. 7.17: 

"7.17. In lectotypification, the guiding principle to be followed is the establishment of 
correspondence between the descriptive or illustrative matter, in or cited in or referred 
to in the protologue, which validates the publication of the name, and the objective 
element on which that descriptive matter or its equivalent was based or mainly based"' 

Without such a rule, there is no basis in the Code for the type/protologue cor- 
respondence required, e.g., in Recs. 7B.3 and 7B.5 and in Arts. 8.1 and 9.2. A similar 
proposal in Subcommittee 3B was lost (2:3). 

(77) Amend Rec. 7B, as follows: 

Delete the first 10 words from 7B.1 and delete "for which no holotype was designated" 
from 7B.2. 

(78) Amend Art. 10.2, as follows: 

Delete ". If such a reference is lacking:' and replace by ", provided such a choice would 
not be in serious conflict with the protologue. If such a reference is lacking, or if such 
a choice would be in serious conflict with the protologue''. 

Art. 10.2, as it stands, requires an automatic, largely mechanical procedure for 
typification, in conflict with Art. 8.1(c) and with the type/protologue correspondence 
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required, e.g., in Recs. 7B.3, 7B.5, and Arts. 8.1 and 9.2. The above proposal would 
correct this situation, while leaving unchanged lectotypifications already made under 
the old wording. 

Art. 10.1 states the "type of a name of a genus is the type of the name of a species 
(except as provided by Art. 10.3)" but this is manifestly not true, because the generic is 
the only rank up to and including that of family at which the name of a taxon can be 
validly published without the previous or simultaneous valid publication of a name at 
another rank. 

(79) Amend Art. 10.3, to read as follows: 

"If such a reference is lacking, or such a choice would be in serious conflict with the 
protologue, the type can be a specimen or illustration used by the author in the 
preparation of the protologue, other than the type of the name of an included species. 
Such a type may also be established or maintained by conservation (Art.14.8)"' 

If accepted, an editorial change is needed in Art. 10.1: replace "Art. 10.3" by "Arts. 
10.2 and 10.3". 

(80) Add to the end ofArt. 22.4: 

"(subject to the provisions of Art. 7.4), or such a choice of type is considered to be in 
serious conflict with the protologue". 

This change would avoid the forced acceptance of an automatic, mechanical 
method of typification. 

Proposed by. C. Jeffrey, Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 
3AE, U.K. 

(81) Proposal that the wording of the Code be made consonant with the nature of taxa 
as hypotheses 

(81) In Art. 7.4, and in other specified Articles, replace "found" (or similar verbs) with 
"considered". 

The statement in Art. 7.4 "when the material designated as type is found to belong 
to more than one taxon", and similar statements elsewhere in the Code, are nonsense. 
Material cannot be "found", "shown", "proved" or "demonstrated" to belong to a 
taxon, but only "considered" to belong, as a taxon is no more - but no less - than a 
hypothesis. There is no black-and-white in systematics, only shades of grey. Accept- 
ance of this proposal would instruct the Editorial Committee to introduce similar 
changes in Arts. 7.10, 8.5, 9.2 and 10.2. 

Proposed by: C. Jeffrey, Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 
3AE, U.K. 
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