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(82-87) Six proposals to amend the Code

Although I have expressed disapproval of extensive meddling with the International
code of botanical nomenclature, certain ambiguities and deficiencies should be
remedied. Some of these are the results of ill-considered changes at recent Congresses.
Hence I am proposing several amendments. I hope these may survive the mail vote, so
they can be debated on the floor of the Nomenclature Section of the Tokyo Congress.
For further discussion see my essay on lectotypification in this issue.

(82) Amend Art. 7.4 and delete Arts. 7.9, 7.10, and 8.5.

Delete from Art. 7.4, beginning after “lectotype” in line 3, the words “or, if permissi-
ble (Art. 7.9), a neotype as a substitute for it may be designated. A lectotype always
takes precedence over a neotype, except as provided by Art. 7.10” and, for the last five
words of the paragraph, substitute “the name should be considered a nomen dubium.”.
Delete also Arts. 7.9, 7.10, and 8.5.

The neotype concept, especially if the first choice of a neotype is binding, seems an
unfortunate provision in the Code. It does not provide for or require relation to the
intent of the author of a name for which the original matetial is missing. At best it is
guesswork by the proposer. The use of the suffix “type” gives such a choice more
weight or significance than is inherent in such action. The substitution of the term
nomen dubium or doubtful name would seem to be a much less misleading way to
handle cases where original material is totally lacking.

If names in wide current use for important species would be lost by this procedure,
they could be conserved with conserved types if serious inconvenience would result
from their loss. A list of Nomina dubia should be set up and kept open for additions
resulting from this proposal if adopted.

(83) Provide for a new Appendix V, with an open list of nomina dubia.

(84) Amend Art. 7.7, as follows:

Insert “and illustrations” after “specimens” in line 1, and in the same line, insert “or
known to have been studied” after “cited”.

The term “syntype” has in the past frequently been used to indicate one of the
specimens known to have been a part of the material used by the author of a name in
preparation of his or her description or diagnosis, if no type was designated. The pre-
sent wording of Art. 7.7 precludes the use of the term syntype for specimens of
original material not actually cited by the author. These are inconveniences which
confer no apparent benefit.

(85) Amend Art. 8.2, as follows:

Replace present text with “To be operative for purposes of priority under Art. 8.1,
designation of a lectotype must be effectively published (Arts. 29-32), must be
accepted by its author, and, after 1 January, 1995, must be accompanied by an
explanation for, or justification of, the choice”

The current wording of this Article is not clear as to whether choice of a lectotype is
effective and must be followed if it has not been effectively published. Herbarium
annotations may not be adequate to bring lectotypifications to the attention of writers



MAY 1992 355

of taxonomic treatments and floras. It is here proposed to require effective publica-
tion to give effect to lectotypification, as well as holotypification. It is further pro-
posed to require at least a few words of explanation or justification of the choice.

(86) Amend Art. 8.3 by deleting the last seven words, beginning with “including..”.

The last provision of this Article seems too restrictive, as it excludes many satisfactory
typifications by original or later authors.

(87) Delete Art. 69

Article 69 has long been a source of nomenclatural difficulty. The provision “widely
and persistently used..” is a matter of opinion and has caused a great deal of dissen-
sion and confusion. The Code would be more workable and respected if this Article
were removed. Cases of real importance could be proposed for conservation under
Art. 14.1.

Proposed by: F. R. Fosberg, Botany Department, National Museum of Natural History
MRC-166, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A.

(88) Proposal to accord official recognition to nomina dubia

(88) Add a new Art. 7.4 bis, a new Rec. 7D.1 and a new Appendix VI, as follows:

“7.4bis. If the evidence for the typification or application of a name is considered to
be lacking, insufficient or equivocal, the name may be referred with appropriate
documentation to the General Committee, which, after study of the case by the Com-
mittee for the taxonomic group concerned, may recommend that the name be placed
on a list of nomina dubia semper incorrecta et rejicienda. A Committee for a tax-
onomic group may also prepare and present en bloc to the General Committee a set or
sets of such names recommended for placement on such a list”

“7D.1. Pending a decision on any such recommendation, authors should as far as
possible follow current usage with respect to the name or names involved?

“Appendix VI. Nomina dubia semper incorrecta et rejicienda”, with the following
introduction: “The names in this list have been ruled as rejected under Art. 7.4bis.
Such a name, and any name based upon it, may not be correctly applied to any taxon.
It may not be used as a basionym, nor may it be lectotypified or neotypified. It is to be
treated as heterotypic with any typified name with which it may compete for the pur-
poses of homonymy. The rejected names are arranged in alphabetical sequence
irrespective of the rank of the taxon denoted”

This proposal is made to enable systematists to avoid the possible destabilizing
effects of (1) lectotypifications or neotypifications based on only insufficient or
flimsy evidence and (2) the application and adoption of names with type material con-
sidered insufficient for taxonomic resolution. It is estimated that some 3 % of names
will fall into these categories. A similar proposal in Subcommittee 3B was lost (2:2).

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