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Synopsis of Proposals on Botanical Nomenclature - Tokyo 1993. A review of
the proposals concerning the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature
submitted to the XV International Botanical Congress

Werner Greuter (Rapporteur-général)1 & John McNeill (Vice-rapporteur)2

Notice

Each personal member of the International Association for Plant Taxonomy is
entitled to participate in the Preliminary Mail Vote on nomenclature proposals, as
stated in Division III of the Code. (No institutional votes are allowed in the mail
ballot.) Authors of nomenclature proposals and members of nomenclature commit-
tees are also entitled to participate. All persons entitled to vote are receiving a voting
form by separate mail.

The voting forms (ballots) should be returned to the Vice-rapporteur (J. McNeill)
by June 15, 1993, so that they may be included in the tabulation which will be made
available to the members of the Nomenclature Section.

The sessions of the Nomenclature Section, which will take definitive action on
proposals, will be held at the Congress Center of Pacifico, Yokohama, from Monday,
23 August (9.00 a.m.) to Friday, 27 August, 1993.

Each registered member of the Congress is entitled to enroll as a member of the
Nomenclature Section. Congress registration as well as registration for the Nomen-
clature Section will start on Sunday, 22 August, at 13.00 hours. Each member of the
Nomenclature Section is entitled to one personal vote in the sessions. Personal votes
can neither be transferred nor accumulated; a single person never receives more than
one personal vote. A member of the Nomenclature Section may be the official
delegate of more than one institution, but no one person will be allowed more than
15 votes (including his personal vote). Official delegates are required to submit their
credentials and to collect their voting cards when registering for the Nomenclature
Section. Institutions were advised of their votes in October 1992, in accordance with
Division III of the Code.

Introduction

This Synopsis repeats the exact wording of the proposals, along with reference to
the published justification. The numbered sequence of proposals extends to 320. The
comments by the Rapporteurs have been drafted during a working meeting in Berlin,
August 3-8, 1992. The Rapporteurs have endeavoured to outline the foreseeable
consequences of each of the proposals, but to keep back their personal opinions on
their desirability. The comments are the result of a consensus between the Rappor-
teur and the Vice-rapporteur, and both have equal responsibility for them.

As noted on the ballot, there are five voting options: ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘ed. c¢.’, ‘g. ¢.’,
and ‘sp. c.’; all proposals accepted by the Congress are reviewed by the Editorial

! Botanischer Garten und Botanisches Museum Berlin-Dahlem, Konigin-Luise-Str. 6-8, W-1000 Berlin 33,
Germany.

2 Royal Ontario Museum, 100 Queen’s Park, Toronto, Ontario M5S 1C6, Canada.
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Committee prior to the production of the next edition of the Code, and any necessary
editorial changes are made; consequently, a ‘yes’ vote only implies approval in
principle of the proposal, not necessarily of its exact wording. Unless otherwise
noted, an ‘ed. c.” vote instructs the Editorial Committee to consider inclusion in the
Code of material in the proposal but does not necessarily require it to do so. A ‘g. ¢.’
vote asks for action by the General Committee. A ‘sp. c.” vote refers the proposal to a
Special Committee to review the matter, either during the Nomenclature Section
meetings, or, more likely, prior to the next Congress; it implies the desire to establish
such a committee. In order to make the result of the ballot as meaningful as possible,
instructions have been added in several cases as to how particular expressions of
opinion will be interpreted. All proposals that relate to special groups are being
referred to the Permanent Nomenclatural Committees for those groups (Code, Div.
I11.2) in order that they may give their opinions prior to the meetings of the Nomen-
clature Section.

Proposals included in Committee Reports, and thus submitted in the name of a
Committee, were favoured by at least two thirds of the voting Committee members.

The proposals are arranged in the sequence of the provisions of the Code that they
affect, the general proposals being listed first. Within each of the provisions, the
proposals have been lettered sequentially in the order in which the Rapporteurs
believe they might usefully be discussed by the Section. Needless to say, the Section
or its Chairman are completely free to adopt another sequence for their deliberations.

Examples, Notes and paragraphs of Articles or Recommendations proposed as
new have been given unique numbers in this Synopsis to permit direct and unam-
biguous reference. Items that would precede the present first item were given the
number 0, those placed at the end received a running-on number, and those to be
intercalated received ‘bis, ter, quatfer], quing[uies] ... duodec(ies]’ numbers. For
alternative items, the second option was set off against the first one by addition of the
letter a after the number. Needless saying, this numbering system is in no way
intended to bind the future Editorial Committee

General proposals

Prop. A (245 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 156). Change the title of the Code to:
“International Code of Botanical and Mycological Nomenclature™.

Prop. B (292 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). In the heading of Chapter I, delete all after
“Ranks of taxa”.

Prop. C (37 = Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). The Section to authorize the appoint-
ment of a Standing Committee on Lists of Protected Names, to initiate, assist,
coordinate and vet the the production of further lists of NCU and of updatings of the
approved lists of NCU (if any), and to report to each subsequent International Bo-
tanical Congress through the appropriate Permanent Committee and the General
Committee.

Prop. D (320 - Silva in Taxon 42: 190). Authorize the Editorial Committee to
prepare a glossary.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A seeks to make it apparent from the very title of
the Code that the fungi are not plants. One wonders whether the same is not equally
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true for other groups like the cyanobacteria. Perhaps Pre.1 Prop. A, in conjunction
with Pre.7 Prop. A, submitted as part of the same package, offers a more satisfactory
alternative.

Prop. B is basically editorial. It reflects the opinion that, for the purposes of the
Code, it is not helpful to make a distinction between ranks and the terms denoting
them.

Prop. C is the first of a series of proposals aimed at introducing into the Code the
principle of granting protection to listed Names in Current Use. It has the unanimous
endorsement of the Committee on Names in Current Use set up by the General
Committee at the specific request of the International Union of Biological Sciences.
The NCU principle has been generating ample debate and will no doubt be one of the
key issues of the forthcoming nomenclature sessions. The main proposals are placed
under the heading Art. 15bis. Irrespective of their fate, the idea of setting up a
Committee as here suggested might seem acceptable to many.

Prop. D is somewhat awkward. Even if the Section wants to encourage the produc-
tion of a new Glossary, the Editorial Committee is hardly the right body to address.
Perhaps the proposal might instead be referred to the General Committee for appro-
priate action. A ‘g. c.” vote will be so interpreted.

Preamble 1

Prop. A (247 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 156). Add a new footnote to Pre. 1, to
qualify the term “‘plants” in line 4:

“l In this Code, unless otherwise indicated, the words ‘‘botany” and ‘‘plant” mean
any organisms traditionally studied by botanists (see Pre. 7).”

Prop. B (246 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 156). Amend the beginning of Pre. 1, to
read: “‘Botany and mycology require a precise and simple system of nomenclature to
be used in all countries, ...”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is to be seen in context with Pre.7 Prop. A. The
intent is commendable in that it would make explicit from the very start the groups
and disciplines that the Code is to cover. The wording as proposed is however
awkward and would need editorial care.

To Prop. B the same comments apply as for Gen. Prop. A.

Preamble 7

Prop. A (249 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 157). Amend the first sentence of Pre. 7,
to read:

7. The rules and recommendations apply to all organisms traditionally treated as
plants (including cyanobacteria or blue-green algael, fungi, slime moulds, chytrids,
oomycetes, and photosynthetic chromists), whether fossil or non-fossil2.”

Prop. B (146 — Werth & Lellinger in Taxon 41: 597). Reword the first sentence of
Pre. 7 and amend footnote 2, to read:

7. The rules and recommendations apply to all organisms treated as plants (includ-
ing fungi and blue-green algae but excluding other prokaryotic groups!), whether
fossil, non-fossil, or genomically preserved?.
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“2 In this Code, the term “‘fossil” is applied to a taxon when its name is based on a
fossil type, the term ‘“‘non-fossil” is applied to a taxon when its name is based on a
non-fossil type (see Art. 13.3), and the term ‘“‘genomically preserved’ is applied to a
taxon when its name is based on features attributable solely to the presence and
expression of its genome in a polyploid species of hybrid origin (see Art. 13.3).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is a corollary to Pre.1 Prop. A, and would provide
a more accurate and detailed indication of the coverage of the Code.

Prop. B is the first of a set of proposals aimed at introducing the notion of ‘genom-
ically preserved taxa’ into the Code. The concept has some parallels with earlier
proposals, by Claus & Nagy in 1962, to provide for the valid naming of extraterres-t-
rial taxa. In both cases, rules were being proposed to name organisms that were not
in fact known to exist. However, in the first-named instance it was believed that such
taxa would eventually be found, whereas this will not be the case for ‘genomically
preserved taxa’. The question is whether such theoretical concepts, or hypotheses,
should receive names of the same kind as real plants.

Principle I

Prop. A (248 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 157). In Principle I, insert “‘and bacterio-
logical” after ‘‘zoological”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would correct an obvious omission in the present
Code.

Article 2

Prop. A (290 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). In Art. 2.1, change ‘‘a number” to “an
indefinite number”” and ‘‘basal” to “fundamental”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is a suggestion to change the wording but not the
meaning of the Article, and may be referred to the Editorial Committee by those
favouring it.

Article 3

Prop. A (291 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). In Art. 3.1, list the principal ranks of taxa in
descending sequence.

Prop. B (293 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). Amend Art. 3.2, to read:

*3.2. The principal ranks of nothotaxa (hybrid taxa) are nothogenus and notho-
species. These ranks are equivalent to the ranks of genus and species in non-hybrid
taxa (see Appendix I).”

Prop. C (250 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 157). In Art. 3.1, 4.1, 16.1-2, and Rec.
16A.1, insert “‘or phylum” after ‘‘divisio(n)”’; and in Art. 4.1, 16.1, and Rec. 16A.2,
insert ‘‘or subphylum’’ after *‘subdivisio(n)”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is again editorial and would have the effect of
ensuring that in all relevant paragraphs of Art. 3 and 4 ranks are mentioned in
descending hierarchical sequence.
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Prop. B has two components: the reversal of sequence, and the replacement of “‘these
are the same rank’’ by “these ranks are equivalent”’. The Committee for Hybrids will
advise on whether the latter change is compatible with the provisions of Art. 40 and
H.10.

Prop. C returns to a topic that will be familiar to participants in earlier nomenclature
meetings. The proposal, however, is substantially improved with respect to its pre-
cursors, taking into account the objections that were raised. It would provide for the
use of the term phylum to designate the rank that is presently and still may in the
future be termed division. Art. 16 Prop. A is also relevant in this context.

Recommendation 3A (new)

Prop. A (251 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 157). Add a new Rec. 3A:

“Rec. 3A.1. In works simultaneously dealing with plants and taxa which are not
regulated by this Code, it is recommended that the term “‘phylum” is used in pref-
erence to ‘‘division”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is put forward in the same context as Art. 3 Prop.
C. The Rapporteurs are generally lukewarm toward proposals to introduce new Re-
commendations into the Code. Furthermore, it is perhaps inappropriate for the
botanical Code to recommend how the nomenclature of organisms outside its own
purview be handled. Note that the term ‘phylum’ is not legislated upon in the
zoological or bacteriological Codes.

Article 4

Prop. A (295 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). Add a new Note after Art. 4.1:

“Note 0. The secondary ranks of taxa in descending order are tribe (tribus) between
family and genus, section (sectio) and series (series) between genus and species, and
variety (varietas) and form (forma) below species.

Prop. B (294 — Silva in Taxon 42: 185). Amend the first sentence of Art. 4.1, to
read:

“4.1. If a greater number of ranks of taxa is desired, they may be obtained by
introducing secondary ranks and by modifying principal and secondary ranks by use
of the prefix sub- or super-.”

Prop. C (296 - Silva in Taxon 42: 185). Amend Art. 4.2, to read:
“4.2. Further supplementary ranks may be intercalated or added.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would introduce the designation ‘secondary
ranks’ for those ranks that are now informally referred to in Art. 4.1 as of ‘sup-
plementary terms’. The change is basically editorial. If it is approved, the Editorial
Committee will consider whether it is preferable to place the new text as a second
paragraph under Art. 3, and whether it implies a change, in Art. 3.1, of ‘principal
ranks’ to ‘primary ranks’.

Prop. B is only in part an editorial consequence of the adoption of Prop. A. It also
aims at the introduction of a whole series of new ranks governed by the Code, using
the prefix super-. It is awkward that no new provisions under Rec. 16. A and Art. 19,
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where the terminations of names in ranks governed by this Code are defined, are
being proposed in parallel.

Prop. C would eliminate the second half of Art. 4.2, the inference being that sup-
plementary ranks may be added even though confusion and error is thereby
introduced (as may indeed happen when the same rank designator is used at different
levels of the hierarchy by different authors).

Article 5

Prop. A (297 - Silva in Taxon 42: 186). In Art. 5.1, substitute ‘‘sequence’’ for
“relative order”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would not, in the Rapporteurs’ opinion, lead to a
gain in clarity. Unlike “‘sequence”, the words “‘relative order”, used at present,
imply position in the hierarchy (if one reverses a sequence, the sequence remains the
same but the relative order is reversed).

Article 6

Prop. A (130 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 376). Amend Art. 6.3, to read:
“6.3. A correct name is one that is in accordance with the rules.”

Prop. B (131 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 376). Amend Art. 6.4, to read:
“6.4. An incorrect name is one that is not in accordance with the rules.”

Prop. C (132 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 376). Amend Art. 6.5, to read:
“6.5. A name adopted for a taxon with a particular circumscription, position and

rank is correct if it is the name which must be adopted for it under the rules (see Art.
11, but see also Art. 18.6).”

Prop. D (2 — Heath in Taxon 39: 138). Amend Art. 6.6, and add an example, to read:
“6.6. 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.

“Ex. 1bis Aloe pumila var. margaritifera Linnaeus is invalid. Aloe margaritifera
Miller is valid but illegitimate. Haworthia margaritifera Haworth is valid and legit-
imate but incorrect. Haworthia minor (Aiton) Duval is valid, legitimate and correct.”

Prop. E (282 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 178). Reword Art. 6.8, to read:

“6.8. Autonyms are such names as can be established automatically under Arts.
19.4, 22.2, 26.2 and H.3, whether they are formally cited in the publication where
they are created or not.”

Prop. F (95 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). Reword Art. 6.8, to read:
“6.8. Autonyms are such names as are established automatically under Articles 16.1,
19.4,22.2 and 26.2 and in accordance with Art. 2.1.”

Prop. G (260 - Silva in Taxon 42: 164). Add a new Art. 6.9, delete Art. 32.2, and,
elsewhere in the Code, change the indiscriminate use of the words ‘‘description’ and
“diagnosis’’ to a uniform use of the word ‘‘description’”:
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“6.9. A description of a taxon is a listing of its characters. A diagnosis of a taxon is
a statement of those characters which in the opinion of its author distinguishes the
taxon from other taxa. For purposes of this Code, the two treatments are identical and
the word “‘description’” should be interpreted as including ‘‘diagnosis”.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A-C are part of a package aimed at removing the
concepts of illegitimacy and nomenclatural superfluity from the Code. Similar issues
have been debated repeatedly, and it was felt at past Congresses that abolition of
illegitimacy, even though it might have been desirable initially, would now be too
destabilizing to be acceptable. Even those favouring the principle may be reluctant to
introduce a new, dual meaning for the old, well established concept of ‘correct
name’. The zoological Code uses the term ‘available’ for what as here proposed
would be termed ‘correct’ in Art. 6.3-4, and ‘valid’ for what would be termed
‘correct’ in Art. 6.5.

Prop. D would muddle notions explained elsewhere in the Article in a single com-
bined paragraph, and would furthermore introduce the notions of ‘valid names’,
‘invalid names’, and ‘incorrect names’ which are presently foreign to the Code. The
example is inappropriate as worded in so far as it would rule on taxonomy.

Prop. E is an editorial suggestion, but one wonders whether the words ‘‘formally
cited”, here proposed, are any more appropriate than the present ‘‘formally created”.
Why not write “‘appear in print”, which, as assumed by the proposer himself, is
indeed what is meant. The additional cross-reference to Art. H.3 is inappropriate,
since autonyms are not mentioned in that Article (although they can of course be
created under the names of hybrids, as is obvious from Art. 3.2 and 40.1).

Prop. F is an editorial corollary to a set of proposals on autonyms (Art. 19 Prop. A,
Art. 22 Prop. B and Art. 26 Prop. B), and can be referred to the Editorial Committee
for action in the light of decisions taken there.

Prop. G includes the sensible suggestion of abandoning the distinction between
‘description’ and ‘diagnosis’ for nomenclatural purposes. The provision would be
misplaced in Art. 6 because Chapter II concerns ‘names of taxa’, but it might use-
fully replace the present Art. 32.2. Perhaps the definition of a description should be
less all-embracing. ‘‘Statement of any of its supposed characters” might be more
appropriate.

Article 7

Prop. A (74 — Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 352). Amend Art. 7.2, to read:

*7.2. 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 repre-
sentative of the taxon in which it is included in terms of the range of variation of that
taxon.”

Prop. B (298 - Silva in Taxon 42: 186). Amend Art. 7.3, to read:
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“7.3. A holotype is the one specimen or illustration used or designated by the author
as the nomenclatural type. As long as a holotype is extant, it fixes the application of
the name concerned.”

Prop. C (150 — Perry in Taxon 41: 599). Amend the first sentence of Art. 7.3, to
read:

“7.3. A holotype is the one element (specimen or illustration) designated by the
author of a name, at the time of its valid publication, as the nomenclatural type; or if
no nomenclatural type were designated at the time of valid publication of a name, it
is (a) the one element cited by the author of the validating description of the name or
(b) if no element were cited by the author of the validating description, the one
element upon which the validating description of the name was based.”

Prop. D (151 — Perry in Taxon 41: 599). Amend Art. 7 Note 1, to read:

“Note 1. Any designation made by the author of a name, if definitely expressed at
the time of the valid publication of the name, is final (but see Art. 7.4). If the author
of a name did not designate a nomenclatural type, but the author of the validating
description cited only one element, then that element must be accepted as the holo-
type (see Arts. 7.14-7.16 and 37.3-37.4).”

Prop. E (152 — Perry in Taxon 41: 599). In Art. 7.4, replace the words “by the
author of a name”” with: “‘at the time of valid publication of a name”’.

Prop. F (75 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 352). Add to Art. 7.4, line 3, after “‘taxon’: “‘or
if it is considered to be in serious conflict with the protologue,”.

Prop. G (81 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 353). In Art. 7.4, and in other specified Articles
(7.10, 8.5, 9.2 and 10.2), replace ‘“found” (or similar verbs) with ‘‘considered’.

Prop. H (76 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 352). Add a new Art. 7.17bis:

“7.17bis In lectotypification, the guiding principle to be followed is the estab-
lishment 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.”

Prop. I (82 - Fosberg in Taxon 41: 354). In Art. 7.4, delete, beginning after ‘“‘lecto-
type” in line 3, the words “‘or, if permissible (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.”’; for the last five words of the paragraph, substitute “the
name should be considered a nomen dubium.”; and delete Art. 7.9, 7.10, and 8.5.

Prop. J (88 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 355). Add a new Art. 7.4 bis, a new Rec. 7D, and
provide for a new Appendix Vbis, “Nomina dubia semper incorrecta et rejicienda”,
with an introduction:

“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
Committee 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
taxonomic 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.
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“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 Vbis: 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
purposes of homonymy. The rejected names are arranged in alphabetical sequence
irrespective of the rank of the taxon denoted.”

Prop. K (17 — Barrie & al. in Taxon 40: 668). Add a new Art. 7.9bis:

“7.9bis A protype is a specimen or illustration selected to serve as an interpretative
type when the holotype, lectotype or previously designated neotype, or all original
material associated with a validly published name, is demonstrably ambiguous and
cannot be critically identified for purposes of the precise application of the name of a
taxon. When a protype is designated, the holotype, lectotype or neotype that the
protype supports must be explicitly cited.”

Prop. L (153 — Perry in Taxon 41: 599). Replace the footnote to Art. 7.4 defining
original material with the following:

1 For the purpose of this Code, ‘‘original material” comprises (a) those specimens
and illustrations upon which it can be shown that the description validating the name
was based; (b) those specimens and illustrations which, even though not seen by the
author of the description validating the name, were indicated as type(s) (holotype or
syntypes or paratype(s)) of the name at its valid publication; and (c) the duplicates of
the holotype or, when no holotype was indicated, the duplicates of the syntypes of
the name irrespective of whether such specimens were seen by either the author of
the validating description or the author of the name.”

Prop. M (185 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 763). In Art. 7.4, replace “If
neither an isotype nor a syntype” with: “If neither an isotype nor a syntype nor an
isosyntype (duplicate of syntype)’’; and delete Rec. 7B.1.

Prop. N (299 - Silva in Taxon 42: 186). Reword the final sentence of Art. 7.4, to
read:

“If neither an isotype nor a syntype nor any other part of the original material is
extant, a neotype may be selected.”

Prop. O (155 —Perry in Taxon 41: 599). Amend Art. 7.7, to read:

“7.7. A syntype is any one of two or more specimens simultaneously designated, by
the validating author, as the types of a name at the time of its valid publication, or, if
no type (holotype or syntypes) were designated at the time of valid publication of a
name, any one of two or more specimens cited by the author of the validating
description of the name.”

Prop. P (84 — Fosberg in Taxon 41: 354). In Art. 7.7, insert ‘“‘and illustrations”” after
“‘specimens’’ in line 1, and in the same line, insert “‘or known to have been studied”
after “‘cited”.

Prop. Q (187 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 763). In Art. 7.8, delete the
words “or illustration”.

Prop. R (264 - Silva in Taxon 42: 167). Amend the footnote to Art. 7.4, to read:



200 TAXON VOLUME 42

“1 For the purposes of this Code, ‘“‘original material”’ comprises all specimens and
illustrations, both published and unpublished, examined by an author prior to pub-
lication of a name and associated by the author with the concept of the named taxon.
It does not include illustrations published with the protologue.”

Prop. § (265 - Silva in Taxon 42: 168). Amend the footnote to Art. 7.4, to read:

“I For the purposes of this Code, ‘“‘original material” comprises all specimens and
illustrations, both published and unpublished, examined by an author prior to pub-
lication of a name and associated by the author with the concept of the named taxon
as well as illustrations published with the protologue.”

Prop. T (202 - Phillips & al. in Taxon 41: 770). Amend the beginning of Art. 7.5
by adding 11 words (italicized), to read:

“7.5. A lectotype is a single specimen or one of a set of duplicate specimens, or an
illustration selected from the original material ...”

Prop. U (203 — Phillips & al. in Taxon 41: 770). Amend Art. 7.6 by adding a phrase
(italicized), to read:

“7.6. An isotype is a duplicate of the holotype, or one of a single set of duplicate
specimens originally used by the author among which no holotype was designated, it
is always a specimen.”

Prop. V (204 - Phillips & al. in Taxon 41: 770). In Art. 7.7, delete the words ‘‘any
one of two or more specimens’ and replace them with: “‘a specimen from two or
more different collections”.

Prop. W (300 - Silva in Taxon 42: 186). In the footnote to Art. 7.6, insert the words
“of a single species or infraspecific taxon’ after ‘‘single gathering”.

Prop. X (186 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 763). In Art. 7.5, replace
“selected from the original material to serve as a nomenclatural type” with: “‘se-
lected as the nomenclatural type (in accordance with Art. 7.4 and Rec. 7B.1)”.

Prop. Y (161 — Molloy & al. in Taxon 41: 602). Delete the second sentence of Art.
7.5.

Prop. Z (154 — Perry in Taxon 41: 599). In Art. 7.5, insert the word ‘‘validating”
before the word ‘“‘author’ in the fourth line.

Prop. AA (156 - Perry in Taxon 41: 600). In Art. 7.8, replace the words “in the
protologue”” with: “‘by the author of the validating description”.

Prop. BB (188 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 764). Add a new Note after
Art. 7.8:

“Note 1bis In most cases where no holotype was designated there will also be no
paratypes, since all the cited specimens will be syntypes. However, in cases where an
author designated two or more specimens as types (Art. 7.5) the remaining cited
specimens are paratypes and not syntypes.”’

Prop. CC (89 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 356). Replace Art. 7.11 (retaining the final
parenthesis) with:

“7.11. A name typified by the type of an older name but not formed from it (by use
of its generic genitive singular or in the case of a combination by transfer of its



FEBRUARY 1993 201

epithet) is a substitute name (nomen novum) for the older name, whether or not it is
avowedly published as such.”

Prop. DD (301 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). In Art. 7.11, move ‘‘(nomen novum)” to
a position immediately after “‘new name”, and add the following sentence:

“Similarly, an intended combination of an illegitimate name treated as a new name
(Art. 72, Note 1) is typified by the type of the illegitimate name.”

Prop. EE (125 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 374). At the end of Art. 7.11, add the words:
“unless the name is illegitimate under Art. 63.1.”

Prop. FF (205 - Gandhi in Taxon 41: 771). In Art. 7.11, replace the words “an
older name is typified by the type of the older name’” with: ‘“‘a typonym is typified by
the type of the typonym”.

Prop. GG (288 — Gandhi & Kartesz in Taxon 42: 182). Add an example to Art.
7.11:

“Ex. 1bis Cyperus brevifolioides Thieret & Delahoussaye (1967) was published as a
nomen novum, with Kyllinga monocephala var. leiolepis Franch. & Sav. (1877) and
K. gracillima Miq. (1866) cited as synonyms. The latter two names are based on two
different types. Although Thieret and Delahoussaye did not designate a type for C.
brevifolioides, its type is that of K. gracillima.”

Prop. HH (90 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 356). Replace Art. 7.12 (retaining the final
parenthesis) with:

“7.12. A legitimate name which later has another homotypic name formed from it,
by use of its generic genitive singular (stat. nov.) or in the case of a combination by
use of its epithet (comb. nov., comb. et stat. nov.), is the basionym of the newer
name.”

Prop. 1l (119 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 370). Add a second sentence to Art. 7.12:

“A new generic name that, under Art. 60.2, is derived from an infrageneric epithet is
typified by the type of the name on which it is based, unless the author of the generic
name definitely designated a different type.”

Prop. JJ (120 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 371). Add a second sentence to Art. 7.12:

“A new generic name that, under Art. 60.2, is derived from an infrageneric epithet is
typified by the type of the name on which it is based, even if the author of the generic
name definitely designated a different type.”

Prop. KK (272a — Greuter in Taxon 42: 173). Transfer the last portion of Art. 55.2
and 56.2, together with Art. 55 Ex. 9, to the end of Art. 7.12, i.e., replace the final
parenthesis in Art. 7.12 with: “, even though it may have been applied erroneously to
a taxon now considered not to include that type (but see Arts. 48.1 and 59.6)"".

Prop. LL (128 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 375). Amend Art. 7.13, to read:

“7.13. If a taxon for which a name was validly published included, at the time of the
valid publication of that name, the type of a name which (or the epithet of which)
ought to have been adopted under the rules, then that name must be typified in
accordance with the procedures for typification laid down in this Code (Arts. 7-10),
unless by way of conservation (Art. 14) or sanctioning (Art. 13.1(d)) another type is
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specified. Such a name may be either a homotypic or a heterotypic synonym of the
name (or of the putative basionym of the name) that ought to have been adopted.”

Prop. MM (58 - Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). Amend Art. 7.13 (and
insert ‘“‘nomenclaturally” before ‘‘superfluous’ in Art. 63 Ex. 1, 2 and 4):

“7.13. A name which was nomenclaturally superfluous when published and there-
fore illegitimate under Art. 63.1 is automatically typified by the type of the name
which ought to have been adopted under the rules. Automatic typification does not
apply to names sanctioned under Art. 13.1(d).”

Prop. NN (121 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 372). In Art. 7.13, first sentence, replace
“definitely indicated”” with “‘definitely designated”’, and add the following example:

“FEx. 2bis Fries (Epicr. Syst. Mycol. 174-175. 1838) described Agaricus descissus
and, at the same time, he reduced A. auricomus Batsch (Elenchus Fung. f. 21. 1783)
to a variety of A. descissus. Even though one might suppose that Fries considered the
main variety to provide the type, he did not definitely designate it, and A. descissus
was nomenclaturally superfluous when published.”

Prop. OO0 (206 - Gandhi in Taxon 41: 772). In the first sentence of Art. 7.13,
replace the phrase ‘‘unless the author of the superfluous name has definitely in-
dicated a different type” with: “or typified by a different type that was either
indicated or designated by the author of the superfluous name”, and add two
Examples:

“Ex. 2ter Nuttall (1818) proposed Anemone ludoviciana as a new species (indicated
by an *), described the plant body as not being hirsute and the leaves as being
digitate, and mentioned the type locality as ‘Commencing near the confluence of the
river Platte and Missouri ..." At the same time, Nuttall incorrectly cited Clematis
hirsutissima Pursh 1814 (possessing hirsute and bipinnatifid leaves and with plains
of the Columbia River as the type locality) as a synonym. Even though Nuttall
definitely indicated a type, A. ludoviciana was nomenclaturally superfluous when
published.

“Ex. 2quat. Ehrhart (1789) proposed Phaeocephalum as a unitary name for
Schoenus fuscus L. House (1920) inadvertently validated Phaeocephalum as a
generic name without a generic description by referencing Rhynchospora Vahl 1806
(lectotypified by S. alba L.). He designated S. fuscus to be the type for Phaeocepha-
lum. Even though House definitely designated a type, Phaeocephalum was
superfluous when published.”

Prop. PP (302 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). Delete Art. 7.15.

Prop. QQ (147 — Werth & Lellinger in Taxon 41: 597). Add a new paragraph to
Art. 7:

“7.18bis The holotype of a taxon of genomically preserved plants is an illustration
of a set of its likely unique features that are present in and determined from its
polyploid derivative (e.g., isozyme band patterns, restriction fragment band patterns,
or DNA sequences). The illustration must be labelled or annotated if it is necessary
to distinguish features of the genome of the genomically preserved plant from fea-
tures of the genomes of other taxa. For the purposes of this provision, a list of DNA
base pairs in sequence is considered to be an illustration.”
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Prop. RR (96 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). In Art. 7.21, for the words *“from which it
is derived”, substitute: ‘‘by the valid publication of which it is established”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — No less than 44 proposals have been published concerning
this Article, which is probably an all-time record. The Section will face a difficult
task in sorting them out, and unavoidably the meaning of some of the proposals will
be affected by action taken on others. Guidance by the mail ballot being particularly
important in such a context, the intrinsic merits of each proposal should be carefully
considered.

Prop. A is the first of a package aimed at enforcing complete congruence between the
type and the validating description. Those in favour of such a principle should,
however, be aware of the fact that philosophical purity often leads to practical prob-
lems (see, e.g., comments under Prop. F and H).

Prop. B is an editorial suggestion that would eliminate the sexist implication, in the
present Code, that an author is always a male, and would also delete the superfluous
word “‘automatically” from the second sentence. As worded, it would however imply
that a holotype is always used by the author of a name “‘as the nomenclatural type”,
even for names published long before introduction of the type concept. The Editorial
Committee can take care of these points.

Prop. C is part of a set of proposals that would eliminate some of the present
contradictions in Art. 7. Establishing a distinction between the author of a name and
the author of the validating description is an interesting idea (although it should be
made clear somewhere that these are normally one and the same person). Clause (a)
would, however, introduce a major change. Under the new provision, some names
validated by reference to a previously published description, that may presently be
open to lectotypification, would be holotypified. This need not in itself be a bad
thing, provided there is no uncertainty as to the exact meaning of ‘“‘citation of an
element’”. As the proposal is worded, it might open up a vast grey area of doubt.
Perhaps, adopting the proposal without clause (a) would be an alternative worthy of
consideration. An ‘ed. ¢.” vote will be so interpreted.

Prop. D is a corollary to Prop. C, emphasizing the main change commented upon in
the previous paragraph.

Prop. E would be a straightforward consequence of the adoption of Prop. C, to be
dealt with by the Editorial Committee.

Prop. F continues the package introduced by Prop. A, and would have far-reaching
consequences. It would permit a holotype to be superseded when it is seen not to fit
the validating description (which is what the author must intend here by ‘proto-
logue’). It corresponds to the idealistic approach that the application of a name must,
basically, be determined by the validating description, even at the cost of decreased
stability. In the real world, it is not at all unusual for some measure of disagreement
to exist between a description and the material described. The Sydney Congress on
the contrary decided to weaken the link between names and descriptions, by accept-
ing Meikle’s proposal to delete the words “‘of the taxon” and “‘of it”” in Art. 32.1(c).

Prop. G is put forward in order to emphasize the point that taxonomic judgement is
subjective. But is it really appropriate for the Code to imply that actions such as
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changes in typification be based on individual taxonomic whims rather than on a
serious search for taxonomic consensus?

Prop. H would introduce a rule for a matter presently covered by way of a Recom-
mendation (7B), and would in the same time shift the present emphasis of that
Recommendation in the sense of Prop. A and G. If adopted, deletion of the Recom-
mendation would be the logical corollary, since the present advice, e.g., under Rec.
7B.5 (preservation of the current usage) would often be contrary to the rule — a rule
which, incidentally, would presumably be hard to enforce.

Prop. I would do away with the notion of neotype and would, thereby, condemn to
oblivion many perfectly uncontroversial and universally used names. The argument
of the proposer is, however, interesting in that it reveals support of the idea of
nomina specifica conservanda by a long-time opponent.

Prop. J is put forward as a fall-back solution should the NCU proposals (new Art.
15bis) fail. It would, however, constitute a much more cumbersome instrument, and
a less effective one. It would require committee work to act on perhaps as many as
100,000 names, just in order to get rid of them, and without the benefit of stabilizing
the application of the names one really wants to use. This proposal was considered
by the Committee on Retroactivity, although it does not fall into its purview, and was
not recommended (2 : 2).

Prop. K would introduce an entirely new concept. It would rule that in those cases
where the actual type cannot be interpreted a new element be designated to which the
name would be permanently attached. The concept is logical and straightforward,
although the term protype’ is perhaps not appropriate linguistically (‘metatype’ might
have been a better proposition). The present proposal has Art. 8 Prop. T as its
necessary corollary and counterpart.

Prop. L would add precision to the definition of ‘original material’, and expand it to
include isotypes and isosyntypes not seen by the author. At present, Art. 7.4 provides
for the use of isotypes (whether or not seen by the author) as types, but not of
isosyntypes which are dealt with under Rec. 7B.1 (see, however, Prop. M).

Prop. M is a logical proposition, since what is now recommended in Rec. 7B.1 is a
course of action not covered by a rule. The proposal is supported (6 : 1) by the
Committee on Lectotypification.

Prop. N is an editorial correction, and becomes mandatory if Prop. M passes.

Prop. O is a logical corollary to Prop. C. It would extend to the rule on syntypes the
proposed distinction between the author of a name and the author of the validating
description (Prop. C), thereby adding precision to the present rule.

Prop. P would considerably extend the notion of syntype, which is probably in line
with usage of the term by at least some botanists, but has potential consequences for
lectotypifications of the past and future when seen in the context of Art. 7.4.

Prop. Q would bring the definition of ‘paratype’ into line with than of ‘syntype’ in
Art. 7.7, and is favoured (5 : 1) by the Committee on Lectotypification.

Prop. R and S are alternatives put forward in order to obtain a clarification. Whereas
there would hardly be a problem with Prop. S, it is difficult to see how Prop. R could
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operate. Certainly most authors will have seen the originals and printers’ proofs of
their illustrations prior to publication.

Prop. T-V, together with Rec. 7D Prop. B, reflect reasonable concern over the
nomenclatural standing of designated lectotypes or holotypes that are in fact whole
collections, each with several duplicates. The aim of the proposers is commendable,
but the wording of their proposals appears, in fact, to effect just the contrary of what
they intend. For example, if a lectotype is defined as they propose, designation of a
lectotype in terms of a whole collection, without specification of a single duplicate
specimen, would be ineffective.

Prop. W would introduce a clarification that may be welcomed particularly by stu-
dents of groups in which mixed gatherings are common (e.g. planktonic organisms).

Prop. X, particularly in conjunction with Prop. M, would resolve at least one major
potential conflict now present in Art. 7. It is put forward (6 : 1) by the Committee on
Lectotypification.

Prop. Y was submitted in conjunction with Art. 9 Prop. A, but can stand inde-
pendently. In fact, the sentence to be deleted refers to a situation that is completely
covered by the fourth sentence of the present Art. 7.4, in conjunction with Art. 7.7,
second portion.

Prop. Z appears to be superfluous. Under Art. 6.6, the author of a name is always the
validating author.

Prop. AA is part of the set starting with Prop. C. It would give more weight, for
typification purposes, to material cited by the author of the validating description as
compared to that cited by the author of the name (when they are different). The
proposal seems logical when seen in the context of the present Art. 7.16.

Prop. BB would add a new Note which, however, would be largely redundant,
especially if Prop. Y were to pass. It is favoured (4 : 2) by the Committee on
Lectotypification.

Prop. CC would not merely, as the author claims, put the horse before the cart, but
would extend the concept of nomen novum to such a degree as to make it virtually
meaningless. If defined as proposed, all later nomenclatural synonyms, even those
which become homotypic only by lecto- or neotypification, would be termed nomina
nova.

Prop. DD rests on the misconception, due to classical scholarship, that nomen novum
as used in the Code is equivalent to ‘new name’ (to which it in fact translates). This
is not so: nomen novum stands for ‘avowed substitute’ only. The proposed addition
does not result from the present Art. 72, Note 1, but would be a major change, the
consequences of which are not discussed and may not even have been considered by
the author of the proposal.

Prop. EE is presented as an alternative to Art. 63 Prop. F, but is ambiguous (which
name is illegitimate, the new one or the old one?) and, in any case, problematic. The
present rule is perfectly clear and workable in the Rapporteurs’ opinion, and if any
change in substance is intended by the proposal, this would likely be disruptive in at
least some cases.
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Prop. FF would introduce the term ‘typonym’ for the type- but not epithet-bringing
basis of a nomen novum. The Code now uses ‘replaced synonym’ instead (e.g. in Art.
33.2 and 35.2). Is a new term really required? And, if so, is ‘typonym’, used with a
quite different meaning in the past, really the most appropriate term?

Prop. GG offers an example to the Editorial Committee, but one that is rather
complex, only partly to the point, and in some respects incomplete. Art. 33.2, if not
63.1, is also relevant in the same context.

Prop. HH concerns Art. 7.12, which at present may indeed be somewhat loosely
worded but is generally well understood. The suggested rewording, however, is
problematic. It would rule, among other things, that generic names are to be con-
sidered as basionyms of all suprageneric names formed from them.

Prop. II and JJ are the first of a set of proposals dealing with the typification and
orthography of generic names with basionyms at subordinate ranks (while neglecting
the opposite transfer). Art. 60 Prop. A-B, also pertaining here, would introduce the
new provision (Art. 60.2) mentioned in the present proposals which can, however,
also stand independently. What the Rapporteurs fail to see is the need to introduce
such a provision for one particular case, when the problem is general to all changes
of rank, in both directions. It would seem that Prop. JJ corresponds to the status quo,
and need not be stated explicitly, whereas Prop. IT would introduce a new, unique
exception to Art. 7.12.

Prop. KK would effect an editorial transfer of provisions now in Chapter V to a place
where they more directly belong, with consequent saving of space. It foreshadows a
more general restructuring of that portion of the Code (see Art. 11 Prop. B).

Prop. LL belongs to the set of proposals aimed at eliminating the concept of illegit-
imacy and superfluity from the Code (see comments on Art. 6 Prop. B-C). This
particular proposal, if adopted, would require changes of type for thousands of pres-
ently illegitimate names (and in some cases adoption of these names).

Prop. MM, favoured (5 : 1) by the Committee on Retroactivity, aims at removing a
supposed conflict between Art. 7.13 and 63.1. While the present rule is not am-
biguous, many have apparently been confused by it owing to their failure to make a
clear distinction between illegitimacy and nomenclatural superfluity. (The latter con-
cept is a purely historical one and might usefully be eliminated from the Code
altogether by the Editorial Committee, if the Section so instructs.) The change here
proposed is likely to be disruptive in perhaps only a limited number of cases, but no
assessment of this has been attempted (see below).

Prop. NN goes in a similar direction while being less far-reaching. Allegedly it has
been encouraged by previous comments of the Rapporteurs, which must however
rest on a misunderstanding. The new proposed example (in fact illustrating Art. 63
not Art. 7) shows why the proposed change may present problems. The epithet of the
illegitimate name Agaricus descissus could be currently in use, in a legitimate infra-
specific combination, to designate a taxon that is distinct from Agaricus auricomus.

Prop. OO would reword the present provision without changing its meaning and
could be forwarded to the Editorial Committee. The proposed examples, as worded,
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belong however to Art. 63 not 7, and the first of them is faulty: since Nuttall did not
use the words “‘type locality”’, he did not therefore indicate a different type.

Prop. PP would eliminate a clearly redundant statement and can be referred to the
Editorial Committee.

Prop. QQ should be acted upon in the light of the comments given under Pre. 7 Prop.
B.

Prop. RR is an editorial corollary to a set of proposals on autonyms (Art. 19 Prop. A,
Art. 22 Prop. B and Art. 26 Prop. B) and can be referred to the Editorial Committee
for action in the light of decisions taken on these other proposals.

Recommendation 7B

Prop. A (77 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 352). Delete the first 10 words from Rec. 7B.1,
and “‘for which no holotype was designated” from Rec. 7B.2.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would be required if Art. 7 Prop. F were to pass,
but would do no harm under the present provision, being essentially editorial.

Recommendation 7D (new)

Prop. A (18 — Barrie & al. in Taxon 40: 668). Add a new Rec. 7D:

“7D.1. When designating a protype, the discussion should include a thorough ana-
lysis of the characters required to establish precise application of the name, including
a comparison of at least two of the taxa to which the ambiguous holotype, lectotype
or neotype might apply.”

Prop. B (201 — Phillips & al. in Taxon 41: 770). Add a new Rec. 7D:

“7D.2. In cases where a single collection is cited in the protologue, but a particular
herbarium housing this is not designated, it should be assumed that the specimen
housed in the institution where the author is known to have worked is the holotype,
unless there is evidence that he used further material of the same collection.”

Prop. C (255 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 159). Add a new Rec. 7D:

“7D.3. In cases where the nomenclatural type is a culture permanently preserved in
a metabolically inactive state (see Art. 9.5), any living isolates obtained from that
should be referred to as “‘ex-type”’, ‘‘ex-holotype’, ‘‘ex-isotype’’, etc., in order to
make it clear they are derived from but are not themselves the nomenclatural type.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A depends on the acceptance of Art. 7 Prop. K and
Art. 8 Prop. T, but even when one favours those proposals one may be hesitant to
have yet another Recommendation added to the Code.

Prop. B offers sensible advice too often ignored, and might well fit within the present
Rec. 7 B.

Prop. C depends on adoption of Art. 9 Prop. G, and will be referred for an opinion to
the Committee for Fungi and Lichens.
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Article 8

Prop. A (3 — Heath in Taxon 39: 139). In Art. 8.1, line 3, delete “may” and sub-
stitute “‘must”’.

Prop. B (4 - Heath in Taxon 39: 139). In Art. 8.1, delete “‘or that it was based on a
largely mechanical method of selection’, and Art. 8 Ex. 1.

Prop. C (189 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 765). Delete Art. 8 Ex. 1.

Prop. D (303 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). In Art. 8 Ex. 1, insert “‘under provision
(c)” after “‘superseded”’, and merge the final two sentences, to read:

“The unicarpellate Delphinium consolida could not have been superseded as lecto-
type by the tricarpellate D. peregrinum under provision (b), however, because it is
not in serious conflict with the generic protologue, which specifies ‘‘germina tria vel
unum”’. The assignment of the genus to ‘‘Polyandria Trigynia’ by Linnaeus is irre-
levant.”

Prop. E (85 — Fosberg in Taxon 41: 354). Replace Art. 8.2 with:

“8.2. To be operative for purposes of priority under Art. 8.1, designation of a lecto-
type 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.”

Prop. F (190 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 765). Add a second sentence
to Art. 8.2:

“Errors or defects in bibliographic citation or author attribution do not in themselves
render an act of typification ineffective.”

Prop. G (191 - Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 765). Add a new Art. 8.2bis:

“8.2bis Only a definite designation of one element constitutes an act of lectotypifi-
cation or neotypification.”

Prop. H (86 — Fosberg in Taxon 41: 355). In Art. 8.3, delete the last seven words,
beginning with “including ...”.

Prop. I (93 — Winter & al. in Taxon 41: 359). At the beginning of Art. 8.3, add the
words: “‘On or after 1 Jan. 1990”.

Prop. J (158 ~Barrie & al. in Taxon 41: 601). Add a new Art. 8.3bis:

*‘8.3bis For purposes of priority under Art. 8.1 designation of a type of a name at or
below the rank of species is achieved only if the type is definitely accepted as such
by the typifying author, and (a) prior to 1 January 1953 the type element is clearly
indicated by direct citation including the term “‘type’ or an equivalent, or (b) on and
after 1 January 1953 the type element is clearly indicated as such by direct citation
and use of the term ‘‘lectotypus” or ‘‘neotypus”, or their abbreviation, or their
equivalent in a modern language.”

Prop. K (157 — Barrie & al. in Taxon 41: 601). Amend Art. 8.3, to read:

*8.3. For purposes of priority under Art. 8.1, designation of a type for a name above
the rank of species is achieved only if the type is definitely accepted as such by the
typifying author, and if the type element is clearly indicated by direct citation includ-
ing the term “‘type” or an equivalent.”
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Prop. L (192 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 766). Add a second sentence
to Art. 8.3:

“On or after 1 January 1996, an act of lectotypification or neotypification is effective
only if the word lectotypus or neotypus, its abbreviation, or its equivalent in a
modern language is used respectively to designate the chosen element.”

Prop. M (92 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 357). In the first sentence of Art. 8.3, after
“type”” add “‘(lecto- or neotype)”’, and before “‘equivalent’” add “linguistic™.

Prop. N (91 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 357). Add a second sentence to Art. 8.3:

“As an exception to this rule, if an author before 1 Jan. 1958 in a single publication
explicitly retained only one of the original elements of a taxon, and specifically
excluded all the other original elements, his or her action constitutes lectotypifica-
tion, even if he or she did not use the term (lecto)type.”

Prop. O (193 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 766). Add a new Art. 8 3ter:

“8.3ter The use of a term denoting a type in a sense other than that in which it is
defined by the Code is to be treated as an error to be corrected (for example, the use
of the term lectotype to denote what actually is a neotype).”

Prop. P (194 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 766). Add a new Note after
Art. 8.3):

“Note 1. Designations published in the Index Nominum Genericorum (Plantarum),
Regnum Veg. 100-102, 113 (1979, 1986; further Supplements to be published) and
the original ING Cards (1955-1971) are not to be regarded as effective lectotypifica-
tions. In the Introduction (Regnum Veg. 100: xxiv) it is explicitly stated that “‘the
ING is not intended as a place to publish new combinations or lectotypes”, and the
intention of the editors of the card version did not differ in this respect.”

Prop. Q (304 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). In Art. 8 Ex. 2, delete the word “now”’.

Prop. R (60 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). Add a new Art. 8.3quat.:
“8.3quat. An act of lectotypification is retroactive unless and until superseded.”

Prop. S (61 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). Add a new provision after
Art. 8.5:

“8.5bis An act of neotypification is to be treated as retroactive unless and until
superseded.”

Prop. T (19 - Barrie & al. in Taxon 40: 668). Add a new Art. 8.5ter:

“8.5ter The author who first designates a protype must be followed; the choice may
be superseded by a different protype only if the original is lost or destroyed. A
lectotype or neotype supported by a protype may be superseded in accordance with
Art. 8.1 or, in the case of a neotype, Art. 8.5.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A may be favoured by those supporting Prop. B,
although even with deletion of clause (c) in Art. 8.1. (Prop. B) some flexibility in this
provision may be felt to be desirable.

Prop. B is an oldtimer that has already generated much debate, both within Commit-
tees and at Congresses. The same proposal has been considered by the Committee on
Lectotypification, but there a majority (5 : 3) favoured maintenance of the status quo.
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Prop. C, put forward (6 : 1) by the Committee on Lectotypification, would delete the
classical example illustrating the meaning of clause (c) of Art. 8.1, introduced by the
Seattle Congress. It is somewhat awkward that the example is proposed for deletion
whereas the rule to which it gave rise and which it is intended to illustrate should
stay.

Prop. D can be referred to the Editorial Committee by those favouring maintenance
of the example.

Prop. E is partly linked to the proposed abolition of the notion of neotype (which
explains the use of the term lectotype instead of just ‘type’), but is basically inde-
pendent of it. It would introduce an additional future requirement for a type
designation to be effective. Application of this provision would not, however, be
without problems. Would a statement such as “‘this is the only element of the original
material seen by us” fulfil the requirement? (The clause ‘“‘must be accepted by its
author” duplicates the provision of the present Art. 8.3).

Prop. F, put forward by the Committee on Lectotypification (4 : 2), is not quite clear
as to its meaning. At present there is no requirement for any bibliographic citation or
author attribution, for lectotypification purposes. The proposal presumably refers to
citations where the wrong authorship is given for the name being typified, but it
could imply that when a later misapplication has been ‘typified’, the name itself is
thereby typified.

Prop. G has the strong support of the Committee on Lectotypification (7 : 1). There
may be a problem, however, in the meaning of the word “‘element”. Would a collec-
tion (including possible but unspecified duplicates) be acceptable as an ‘element’? If
not, the proposal, being retroactive, might have unwanted side-effects (see also Art. 7
Prop. T-V, and discussion in the correlated paper by Phillips & al. in Taxon 41:
728-730).

Prop. H would reverse a decision, by the Berlin Congress, to tighten the require-
ments for effective lectotype designations.

Prop. I, without rescinding the Berlin decision completely, would eliminate its retro-
active effect and would introduce a new starting-point date for it, subsequent to the
Berlin Congress. This may be one of the more debated issues, since on the one hand
the present provision indeed makes many former lectotypification lose their status,
but on the other hand this retroactive effect may also be seen as its very strength.

Prop. J and K would tighten rather than abolish or loosen the present rule, while
dissociating lectotypification requirements at the rank of species and below from
those at higher ranks. For the latter, the present provision would be maintained
unaltered and remain fully retroactive. For the former, the requirements would be
made even more stringent from 1953 onward.

Prop. L would introduce the same new requirements as Prop. J, but would make
them apply at all ranks while becoming mandatory only from a future date.

Prop. M again is on a similar issue, but aims at making the present provision more
precise without altering its scope and coverage. Its adoption would, however, result
in more than a minor rewording of the present Ex. 2 as suggested by the author,
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since, under the most generous of standards, the words ‘‘standard species” can
hardly be considered as a linguistic equivalent to “‘type”’.

Prop. N would reintroduce lectotypification by the residue method, if effected before
1958, an option that was explicitly rejected at the Berlin Congress.

Prop. O has the unanimous support of the Committee on Lectotypification and
introduces a sensible degree of flexibility into the provisions governing the designa-
tion of types.

Prop. P, favoured by a majority of the Committee on Lectotypification (5 : 2), is
worded as a Note but would certainly require the status of a rule. It would outlaw
lectotypifications published on the original cards of Index nominum genericorum,
which are perfectly acceptable under the present provisions of the Code. Unfortu-
nately, the Committee does not state what effects, either positive or negative, the
adoption of the proposal would have, and appears not to have undertaken any assess-
ment of the consequences.

Prop. Q can be referred to the Editorial Committee, the action to depend on the fate
of Prop. M.

Prop. R and §, while having the unanimous support of the Committee on Retroact-
ivity, do not make sense as worded. An act cannot be retroactive, although its effect
can. The proposal reflects the philosophy that, in theory, a name has a type from the
moment of its valid publication, whether or not this type be known. This is certainly
true, and while not so far explicitly stated in the Code is implicit in the whole
concept of typification. The intent of the proposal is apparently just to make that
principle explicit, but this is not what — even if reworded — it would achieve. It would
rule that the effect of lectotypification on the nomenclatural status of names other
than the one being typified would be retroactive. This would be contrary to the
present Art. 63.1 regarding illegitimacy, and is not now provided for in a general
way. It would likely introduce insecuritiy and nomenclatural instability in many
cases (see also comments under Art. 22 Prop. A and Art. 63 Prop. B).

Prop. T is an essential complement of Art. 7 Prop. K (q.v.).

Article 9

Prop. A (159 — Molloy & al. in Taxon 41: 602). Amend Article 9.1, and add three
examples:

“9.1. The type (holotype, lectotype or neotype) of a name of a species or infraspe-
cific taxon is a single specimen preserved in one institution, or an illustration. A
specimen is usually a single herbarium sheet or equivalent preparation such as a box,
packet, jar or microscope slide. A specimen may consist of more than one plant, or
pieces of one or more plants, mounted on one herbarium sheet or preserved in one
equivalent preparation. For a large plant, or when markedly different parts of one or
more plants (e.g., male and female, or flowering and fruiting) are stated to be in-
cluded, the type may consist of more than one herbarium sheet or equivalent, so long
as all parts come from a single gathering or are stated in the protologue to have been
collected from the same individual plant at different times. Supplementary material
from the same gathering preserved apart from the main part of the specimen, such as
spirit or carpological material, may be regarded as part of a type specimen.
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“Ex. 0. The holotype of Johannesteijsmannia magnifica J. Dransf. (Gard. Bull.
Straights Settlem., ser. 3, 26: 75. 1972) [Palmae), J. Dransfield 862 (K), consists of a
leaf mounted on five herbarium sheets, inflorescence and infructescence in a box,
and spirit material preserved in a bottle.

“Ex. Obis The holotype of Hymenocallis incaica Ravenna (Nord. J. Bot. 6: 463.
1986) [Amaryllidaceae], Ravenna 2880 and Ravenna 2880b (Herb. Ravenna), con-
sists of an inflorescence collected in November 1982 and leaves collected in March
1983 respectively, both stated in the protologue to have been collected from the same
plant.

“Ex. Oter Pogonophora africana Letouzey (Adansonia, ser. 2, 9: 273. 1969) [Eu-
phorbiaceae], was stated to have two holotypes, one a male plant and one a female
plant, collected at different localities. A name cannot have two holotypes and Pogo-
nophora africana was not validly published by Letouzey.”

Prop. B (162 — Taylor in Taxon 41: 603). In Art. 9.1, as amended by Prop. A, delete
the phrase: “... or are stated in the protologue to have been collected from the same
individual plant at different times”’; and in Ex. 2 of Prop. A, add the sentence: ““‘Since
these materials were preserved at different dates they are considered to be different
specimens, and the name was not validly published.”

Prop. C (262 - Silva in Taxon 42: 165). In Art. 9.3, add ““(iconotype!)” to the end
of the sentence, with a footnote:

“1An iconotype is an illustration that serves as a holotype or lectotype. It is not an
illustration of a holotype or lectotype.”

Prop. D (266 - Silva in Taxon 42: 168). Amend Art. 9.3, to read:

9.3, If it is impossible to preserve a specimen as the type of a name of a species or
infraspecific taxon of non-fossil plants, or if a validating description is based solely
on one or more previously published illustrations, or if a validating description is
based solely on one or more unpublished illustrations that are extant, or if a validat-
ing description is based on both specimens and previously published illustrations and
the specimens are lost or destroyed, an illustration must be chosen as type.”

Prop. E (195 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 767). Add a new Art. 9.3bis:

“9.3bis When an element of the original material eligible as a lectotype is an illus-
tration, the specimen or a specimen, if extant, upon which that illustration is based is
to be used to help determine the application of the name.”

Prop. F (196 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 767). Add a second sentence
to the new Art. 9.3bis :

“If the material upon which an illustration is based is not extant and the illustration
itself is considered inadequate for identification, and no other original material
eligible for typification exists, a neotype may be designated.”

Prop. G (256 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 159). Add a voted example after Art. 9.5:

“Ex. 3. The strain CBS 7351, given as the type of the name Candida populi Hagler
& al. (Int. J. Syst. Bacteriol. 39: 98, 1989), is acceptable as a nomenclatural type as it
is permanently preserved in a metabolically inactive state by lyophilization (see also
Rec. 7D.1).”
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Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is a valuable attempt at a more clear definition of
what the term ‘specimen’ means under the Code. Whether the definition provided
here matches all the needs of botanists, especially those not working mainly with
plants mounted on herbarium sheets, remains to be seen.

Prop. B offers an alternative, taking out one specific point from the proposed spe-
cimen definition.

Prop. C would introduce the term ‘iconotype’ to designate illustrations that serve as
types. This term has been used in different senses in the past, and clarification may
be desirable, although avoidance of the term would certainly be an alternative.

Prop. D has the stated intent of making the provisions of Art. 9.3 more precise and
more easily understood. It would indeed do so, if the verb used in the final clause
were “may”’ and not ‘“‘must”. As the proposal stands, it would result in a major
change in the present provision, which (as borne out by a historical analysis) rules by
the backdoor that only when no specimens are extant may an illustration serve as
type.

Prop. E is by the Committee on Lectotypification (6 : 1) and would confer official
status on what has been widely known under the designation ‘typotype’, without
however introducing that term. It is awkwardly phrased, though, as only once a
lectotype is chosen can one “‘determine the application of the name”. Rec. 9B Prop.
B, also from this Committee, would stipulate that, once the illustration has been
designated as lectotype, the specimen or specimens on which it is based should be
used for this purpose. Perhaps one might consider discarding the present proposal
while rephrasing Rec. 9B Prop. B into a rule.

Prop. F, by the same Committee (7 : 1), is more far-reaching, since in effect it would
permit the exclusion from the original material of an illustration considered to be
inadequate. A difficulty perhaps lies with the verb ‘“‘considered”. Those in favour of
the principle here proposed may consider whether the more general though basically
similar principle proposed elsewhere under the designation ‘protype’ would not be a
more logical solution (see Art. 7 Prop. K and Art. 8 Prop. T).

Prop. G, suggesting an example, would normally be referable to the Editorial Com-
mittee. In this case, however, the Section will be asked to vote yes or no, since the
matter of so-called “living types” has been the subject of much debate. In the
Rapporteurs’ opinion, the example is indeed covered by the present rules. After all,
herbarium specimens with viable seeds are perfectly acceptable as types. Introduc-
tion of this example would be helpful to many mycologists working with organisms,
such as yeasts, for which it may be essential to revive portions of the type to test its
physiological properties.

Recommendation 9A

Prop. A (257 - Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 159). In Rec. 9A, replace the words
“reputable culture collection’ with: ‘“‘at least two public or institutional culture or
genetic resource collections’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A has a double thrust: (a) to avoid the inference that
there are disreputable culture collections, and (b) to lessen the risk of losses by
recommending deposition of ‘type strains’ in at least two institutions.
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Recommendation 9B (new)

Prop. A (160 - Molloy & al. in Taxon 41: 602). Add a new Rec. 9B:

“9B.1. In cases of markedly different material preserved on separate herbarium
sheets or in equivalent preparations, such as male and female material, it is preferable
to designate only one such part as the type.”

Prop. B (197 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 768). Add a new Rec. 9B:
““9B.2. When a holotype, a lectotype or a neotype is an illustration, the specimen or
specimens upon which that illustration is based should be used to help determine the
application of the name.”

Prop. C (263 - Silva in Taxon 42.: 165). Add a new Rec. 9B:

““9B.3. When an iconotype is designated as the type of the name of a new taxon, the
collection data of the illustrated specimen should be given.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, to be seen in context with Art. 9 Prop. A or B,
gives advice that not everyone will feel is necessary or even sound.

Prop. B might either be acceptable as a Recommendation or turned into a rule, as
suggested in the comments under Art. 9 Prop. E. Those in favor of the latter option
should express this by voting ‘ed. c.’.

Prop. C is correlated to some extent with Art. 9 Prop. C, and depends on it in so far
as the use of the term ‘iconotype’ is concerned. The cases where such a Recom-
mendation could operate would, however, be extremely few, being limited to
iconotypes designated as holotypes for the names of new taxa of plants that it is
impossible to preserve as specimens.

Article 10

Prop. A (94 — Burtt in Taxon 41: 360). Add, at the end of the first sentence of Art.
10.2:

“unless the type(s) of the cited species name(s) is (are all) so discordant with the
validating generic description that it is impossible to retain their association; in that
case the protologue is treated as though no reference to a species name had been
made”’.

Prop. B (78 — Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 352). Amend Art. 10.2 by deleting the words
. If such a reference is lacking,” and replacing them 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,”.

Prop. C (79 —Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 353). Amend Art. 10.3, to read:

©10.3. 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).”

Prop. D (289 - Wijnands & Zijistra in Taxon 42: 183). In Art. 10.2, replace the
second sentence (also deleting Rec. 10A and editorially modifying Art. 10.1, Art.
10.3, and Art. 10 Ex. 1) with:
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“If for a name of a genus or a subdivision of a genus published prior to 1 Jan. 1958
such a reference is lacking, and the original material includes one or more specimens
or illustrations that constitute the type of (a) species name(s), the type must be
chosen from among these elements. If no element is available that is the type of a
species name, another specimen or illustration must be selected from the original
material (if existing), to be cited with the correct name of the species to which it
belongs added in square brackets. If there is no original material, a neotype must be
chosen.”

Prop. E (198 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 769). Reword the first sen-
tence of Art. 10.2 (deleting Art. 10 Note 1), to read:

©10.2. If in the protologue of the name of a genus or of any subdivision of a genus
the holotype or lectotype of one or more previously or simultaneously published
species name(s) is definitely included (see Art. 10.2bis ), the type must be chosen
from among these types unless the holotype was indicated (see Art. 37.2) or desig-
nated by the author of the name or is determined by application of Art. 22.4.”

Prop. F (199 - Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 769). Add a new Art. 10.2bis:

“10.2bis For the purposes of Art. 10.2, inclusion of the type of a name of a species
is effected by citation of, or reference (direct or indirect) to, a validly published
name, whether accepted or synonymized by the author, or by citation of the holotype
or lectotype of a previously or simultaneously published name of a species.”

Prop. G (54 - Taylor in Taxon 40: 684). Amend Art. 10.3, to read:

“10.3. By conservation (Art. 14.8), the type of the name of a genus can be a spe-
cimen or illustration, preferably used by the author in the preparation of the
protologue, other than the type of a name of an included species.”

Prop. H (305 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). In Art. 10.3, substitute ‘‘a name of a
genus” for “‘the name of a genus”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A and B have exactly the same intent, which is to
reverse the decision, taken at Sydney after a thorough and prolonged discussion, on
what were then termed the ‘‘idealistic”” and “‘pragmatic” approaches to generic typ-
ification. In the twelve years since Sydney the new rule has been widely accepted
and generally used, so that changing it now would, in the Rapporteurs’ opinion, have
undesirable consequences in a considerable number of cases. Incidentally, here as
before (e.g., in Art. 7 Prop. F), the use of the term ‘protologue’ by the proposer is
inaccurate. The proposal makes sense only if the term ‘description’ is used instead.

Prop. C and D have a parallel intent. Both would rule that generic names are to be
typified by material studied by the author of the generic name in those cases where
no named species, or types of species names, were referred to in the protologue. The
driving idea behind the proposals is faithfulness to the author’s original intents but
their drawback is that they would be contrary to long-established tradition in the
typification of generic names, going back to the very origin of the type method. The
present provisions were worded in respect of these traditions. Adoption of either
proposal would result in many generic names having to be typified anew, with
consequent risk of change in their application.
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Prop. E and F, both supported (6 : 1 and 6 : 2, respectively) by the Committee on
Lectotypification, jointly, and especially if taken together with Art. 37 Prop. A,
constitute a clarification of the meaning of the Article.

Prop. G would provide for more flexibility in the conservation of generic names.

Prop. H is editorial.

Article 11

Prop. A (62 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). Add a new Art. 11.5:

“11.5. The nomenclatural acts listing a name in any of the [listing] Appendices of
the Code are retroactive unless and until superseded (but see Art. 14.9).”

Prop. B (272b — Greuter in Taxon 42: 173). Delete Chapter V, Sections 1-3 and 5
(i.e. Art. 51-58 and 60-61); upgrade the two remaining Sections to become inde-
pendent Chapters; instruct the Editorial Committee to transfer a representative
selection of examples from Chapter V to Art. 11; transfer Art. 60.1 to Art. 11 as Art.
11.1bis, Art. 57.2-3 as Art. 11.3bis and 3ter [as by Prop. (166) by Perry & al.], and
Art. 58.1 to the end of Art. 11, reworded to read:

“11.6. When applied to extant plant taxa, algae excepted, names based on a non-fos-
sil type are treated as having priority over names of the same rank based on a fossil
(or subfossil) type.”

Prop. C (102 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 363). In Art. 11.3, delete the word ““final”’ and
the footnote.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, by the Committee on Retroactivity (5 : 1),
appears logical and may seem innocuous at first glance, but is likely to have side-ef-
fects that no one has so far cared to investigate. This is one of the much too frequent
cases in which proposers, including committees, have failed to do their homework
and assess the practical consequences of what they propose. Examples of names
affected (either negatively or positively) by the proposed provision include generic
names formerly illegitimate because of inclusion of a now rejected earlier homonym,
illegitimate renamings of names now listed as rejected, and doubtless other cat-
egories of names. As stated in its report, the Committee took contradictory decisions
on matters related to the present proposal. In view of all this, adoption may appear to
be premature.

Prop. B would result in a substantial reorganization of what now is chapter V of the
Code, but is essentially editorial. It may be referred to the Editorial Committee on the
explicit understanding that no change in substance is to result from the proposed
rearrangement. (See also Art. 7 Prop. KK.)

Prop. C is perhaps semantic, but more likely results from a misunderstanding. The
term ‘final epithet’ has been found very helpful when wording provisions in the Code
so as to make a distinction, in the name of an infraspecific taxon, between the
infraspecific epithet and the epithet in the name of the species with which it is
combined.
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Article 13

Prop. A (72 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 349). Add a new Art. 13.5bis:

“13.5bis The following works, irrespective of whether or not the exact date of
publication is known, are to be treated as having been effectively published before
1 May 1753: Donati, Ausz. Natur-Gesch. Adriat. Meer. 1753; Gleditsch, Observ.
Pneumon. 1753; Guettard in Hist. Acad. Roy. Sci. Mém. Math. Phys. (Paris, 4) 1749:
322-377, 392-443. 1753; Haller, Enum. Pl. Gotting. 1753; Heister, Descr. Nov. Gen.
1753.”

Prop. B (136 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 379). Add a new Art. 13.7:
“13.7. The provisions of Art. H.6 Note 2 excepted, condensed formulae and their

equivalents designating hybrids between genera and between supraspecific taxa
within genera do not compete for priority with names of non-hybrid taxa.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, by the Committee on Binary Combinations
(6 : 0), would, in conjunction with Art. 20 Prop. B, explicitly eliminate a definite set
of publications as sources of generic names. The proposal would contribute to se-
curity and stability in this field. Under App. V Prop. B, which is put forward
independently, such names would be listed in an Appendix open for additions rather
than in the body of the Code as here proposed.

Prop. B is designed to deny the quality of real names to the condensed formulae
presently used to designate hybrids at ranks above species. Although there is some
logic in this (contrary to real names such formulae have indeed no types and do not
need a validating description), it is not obvious that any real benefit would result
from this change (see also Art. 20 Prop. A). The present proposal implies acceptance
of at least the new Art. H. 6.5 (but not necessarily of the Notes) spelled out in Art.
H.6 Prop. B (q.v.). The Committee for Hybrids will be asked to give an opinion.

Article 14

Prop. A (56 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 155). In Art. 14.1, delete “‘nomen-
clature of families, genera and species’ and replace with: ‘“‘nomenclature of taxa of
the rank of family and below”’.

Prop. B (57 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). Delete the second sentence in
Art. 14.2,

Prop. C (306 - Silva in Taxon 42: 187). At the end of Art. 14.1, add a new sentence
(deleting the second sentence in Art. 14.8):

“Conserved names are legitimate even though they may have been initially illegiti-
mate.”

Prop. D (171 — Perry & McNeill in Taxon 41: 609). Transfer the third paragraph of
the introduction of Appendix IIIB to Art. 14, to follow after Art. 14.4, and reword it
as a new Note and Example:

“Note 1bis A species name listed as conserved or rejected in Appendix IIIB may
have been published as the name of a new taxon, or as a combination based on an
earlier name. The listing as rejected of a name based on an earlier name does not in
itself preclude the use of the earlier name since that name is not ‘a combination based
on a rejected name’ (Art. 14.4).
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“Ex. 0. The listing in Appendix IIIB of the name Lycopersicon esculentum Miller as
conserved against Lycopersicon lycopersicum (L.) H. Karsten, does not preclude the
use of the homotypic Solanum lycopersicum L.”

Prop. E (207 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 773). At the beginning of Art. 14.8, insert a
new sentence:

“14.8. The type of a conserved name may not be changed except by the procedure
outlined in Art. 14.11.”

Prop. F (208 - Greuter in Taxon 41: 775). Delete the last sentence of Art. 14.8 and
the whole Art. 14 Ex. 6, and change the cross-reference in Art. 48 Note 2 from 14.8
to 14.9 (the Editorial Committee to provide suitable examples).

Prop. G (209 - Greuter in Taxon 41: 775). In Art. 14.8, replace the last sentence
with:

“Such a name may be conserved either from its original place of valid publication
(even though the type may not then have been included in the named taxon) or from
a later publication by an author who did include the type as conserved. In the latter
case the original name and the name as conserved are treated as if they were hom-
onyms (Art. 64), irrespective of whether or not the name as conserved was
accompanied by a description or diagnosis of the taxon named.”

Prop. H (210 — Perry & Demoulin in Taxon 41: 776). In Art. 14.8, replace the last
sentence with:

“When a name is conserved with a conserved type it is to be attributed without
change of priority to the author who first validly published the name, even if the
element chosen as the conserved type was not part of the original material of the
name.”’

Prop. 1 (211 — Perry & Demoulin in Taxon 41: 776). Replace Art. 14 Ex. 6 with:

“Ex. 6. The name Cytisus was published by Linnaeus in 1753. In order for the name
to retain its usual application it has been conserved with a conserved type, the type of
the name C. triflorus L’Héritier. Although the conserved type is not an element
included by Linnaeus in Cytisus, the name Cytisus as conserved is attributable to
Linnaeus and dates from 1753.”

Prop. J (212 — Perry & Demoulin in Taxon 41: 777). Add a new Note after Art.
14.8:

“Note Iter One may also conserve a later homonym created by an author who, while
adopting an existing name, explicitly excluded its original type (see Art. 14.9 and
48).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A and B, favoured (4 : 2) by the Committee on
Retroactivity, would, as some might put it, open wide the floodgates for conservation
of names at any rank. This used to be controversial, and will remain so until a
Congress goes ahead and accepts the principle. Will it be at Tokyo?

Prop. C would move the statement that conserved names are ipso facto legitimate
from its present, awkward position to its logical place at the beginning of the Article.
It is basically editorial, making explicit what must be inferred from the second
sentence of Art. 6.4.
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Prop. D is basically editorial and would transfer a statement presently heading App.
II B to Art. 14, while dismembering it into a Note and an Example. The matter is
covered by the present provisions of the Code and does not depend upon adoption of
Art. 69 Prop. F-H, which are part of the same package.

Prop. E would make explicit what must now be assumed to be required by implica-
tion, and is currently practised, namely, that a written proposal and Committee action
are required in order to change the type of a conserved name.

Prop. F-H address the same matter, and aim at introducing the possibility (or obliga-
tion) of conserving names (real homonyms excepted) from their date and place of
valid publication, even though their conserved type may not have been included in
the then named taxon.

Prop. F would achieve this just by removing a nonsensical sentence and deleting an
example that is not to the point, whereas Prop. G would spell out the various possible
procedures, allowing for maximum flexibility.

Prop. H is much more far-reaching and would make conservation from the date and
place of valid publication of a name obligatory, even for names already conserved
from a later date; this would involve an enormous amount of committee and editorial
work and might also, through changes in the dates of conserved names, have un-
wanted side-effects.

Prop. I offers an example to the Editorial Committee; as presently worded, the
example depends upon the adoption of Prop. H.

Prop. J is an explanatory Note that may be thought useful if Prop. H is adopted.

Article 15bis (new)

Prop. A (20 = Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 673). Add a new Art.15bis.1:

*“15bis.1. In order to protect names in current use from being threatened or displaced
by names that are no longer in use, and in order to eliminate uncertainties regarding
their application, spelling, gender, and date and place of valid publication, published
lists of names of families and genera can, upon recommendation by the General
Committee, be approved by an International Botanical Congress. Such lists, once
approved, are enumerated in Appendix V.”

Prop. B (32 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.1, as per Prop.
A, but without the 4 italicized words.

Prop. C (21 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis.2, first phrase
and first item:

*“15bis.2. Subject to specified restrictions and exceptions (Art. 15bis.3), all names
on lists enumerated in Appendix Va, together with their autonyms, are protected. (a)
A protected name (nomen protectum) is treated as if conserved against earlier ho-
monyms and unlisted competing synonyms;”’.

Prop. D (22 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add, to the new Art.15bis.2, an
item:

“(b) it is accepted as validly published in the place and on the date cited in the list;”.
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Prop. E (23 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add, to the new Art.15bis.2, an item:
“(c) its type, when listed, is treated as if conserved under Art. 14.3;”.

Prop. F (24 - Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add, to the new Art.15bis.2, an item:

“(d) its adopted spelling and, when specified, its gender is treated as if conserved
under Art. 14.10.”

Prop. G (25 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis.3:

““15bis.3. Protection can, for individual lists, be restricted with respect to the options
described in Art.15bis.2, and individual entries on a list can be excepted from protec-
tion. Such restrictions and exceptions are to be specified in Appendix V.”

Prop. H (26 - Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis.4:

*“15bis.4. Once a list has been approved under Art. 15bis.1, entries can be added to,
modified in or removed from that list only by a process analogous to conservation
(see Arts. 14.11 and 15.1). Stated restrictions and exceptions (Art.15bis.3) can be
waived or modified only by the decision of an International Botanical Congress.”’

Prop. I (42 - Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 678). Add a new Art. 15bis.5;
delete the last portion of the second sentence of Art. 13.1(d), starting with ‘“‘i.e.”’, and
add cross-reference to the new Article; and delete second sentence of Art. 14.12.

““15bis.5. Names sanctioned under Art. 13.1(d) are treated as if conserved against
earlier homonyms and competing synonyms. Such names, once sanctioned, remain
sanctioned even if elsewhere in the sanctioning works the sanctioning author does
not recognize them.”

Prop. J (27 = Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis.6:

*“15bis.6. An earlier homonym of a protected name is not made illegitimate by that
protection but is unavailable for use; if legitimate, it may serve as a basionym of
another name or combination (see also Art. 68.3).”

Prop. K (43 — Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 678). Add a new Art. 15bis.6a,
with an example:

““15bis.6a. An earlier homonym of a sanctioned name is not made illegitimate by
that sanctioning but is unavailable for use; if legitimate, it may serve as a basionym
of another name or combination based on the same type (see also Art. 68.3).

“Fx. 1. Agaricus cervinus Schaeffer 1774 is an earlier homonym of the sanctioned
A. cervinus Hoffm. 1789 : Fr.; Schaeffer’s name is unavailable for use, but becomes
available when transferred to other genera. When transferred to Pluteus it should be
cited as P. cervinus (Schaeffer) Kummer and has priority over the heterotypic syn-
onym P. atricapillus (Batsch 1786) Fayod.”

Prop. L (28 - Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis.7:

“15bis.7. When, for a taxon from family to genus inclusive, two or more protected
names compete, Art. 11.2 governs the choice of the correct name (see also Arts.
15bis.11 and 57.2).”

Prop. M (44 - Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 679). Add a new Art.
15bis.7a:
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*“15bis.7a. When, for a taxon from family to genus inclusive, two or more sanc-
tioned names compete, Art. 11.2 governs the choice of the correct name (see also
Art. 15bis.10).”

Prop. N (33 - Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.8:

“15bis.8. When, for a taxon below the rank of genus, two or more names compete,
each of which either is protected, or has the same epithet and type as a protected
name, Art. 11.3 governs the choice of the correct name (see also Arts. 15bis.11 and
57.2).”

Prop. O (45 - Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 679). Add a new Art.
15bis.8a:

“15bis.8a. When, for a taxon below the rank of genus, two or more sanctioned
names and/or two or more names with the same epithet and type as a sanctioned
name compete, Art. 11.3 governs the choice of the correct name.”

Prop. P (29 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 674). Add a new Art.15bis. Note 1:

“Note 1. The date of protection does not affect the priority of a protected name,
which is determined only on the basis of valid publication as specified in Art. 11.”

Prop. Q (46 — Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 679). Add a new Art. 15bis
Note 1a:

“Note la. The date of sanctioning does not affect the priority of a sanctioned name,
which is determined only on the basis of valid publication as specified in Art. 11. In
particular, when two or more homonyms are sanctioned only the earliest of them can
be used, the later being illegitimate under Art. 64.”

Prop. R (30 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.9:

*“15bis.9. When, under Art. 15bis.7-8, two or more protected names of equal priority
compete, a choice between them may be entered in the appropriate list. Once ap-
proved, such listed choices supersede any other choices that may have been made
under Art. 57.2.”

Prop. § (34 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.10:

“15bis.10. A name which is neither protected, nor has the same type and epithet as a
protected name in the same rank, may not be adopted for a taxon that includes the
type of a protected name in that rank the epithet of which is available for the required
combination (see Art. 11.3(b)).”

Prop. T (47 — Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 679). Add a new Art.
15bis.10a:

““I5bis.10a. A name which is neither sanctioned nor has the same type and epithet as
a sanctioned name in the same rank, may not be applied to a taxon which includes
the type of a sanctioned name in that rank the epithet of which is available for the
required combination (see Art. 11.3(b)).”

Prop. U (31 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.11:
“I5bis.11. Conservation (Art. 14) and explicit rejection (Art. 69.1) override the
effect of protection. Protection overrides the effect of sanctioning.”

Prop. V (48 — Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 680). Add a new Art.
15bis.11a:
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“I15bis.11a. Conservation (Art. 14) and explicit rejection (Art. 69.9) override the
effect of sanctioning.”

Prop. W (35 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Art.15bis.12:

“15bis.12. When a list of names has been submitted for approval, and when ap-
proval has been recommended by the General Committee, names on that list may be
treated as if protected, subject to stated limitations, pending the decision of a later
International Botanical Congress.”

Prop. X (38 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 676). Add reference to protection and/or
cross-reference to Art.15bis wherever appropriate, and in particular under Art.
11.3(d), 63.1, and 64.1.

Prop. Y (39 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 676 & Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon
40.: 680). Transfer the present Art. 15, together with Rec. 15A, to the end of Art. 14.

Prop. Z (49 — Comm. Fungi & Lichens in Taxon 40: 680). Delete all reference to
sanctioning in Art. 14, delete the word “other” in Art. 14.5, 1st line, and rephrase
Art. 14 Note 2, to read:

“Note 2. The date of conservation does not affect the priority of a conserved name,
which is determined only on the basis of the date of its valid publication, as specified
in Art. 11.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — This new Article, as proposed, would have a dual content.
It would on the one hand bring together in a single Article the present provisions
related to sanctioning, while substantially refining them and adapting them to the
needs of mycologists; and, on the other hand, it would provide nomenclatural protec-
tion, similar to sanctioning, to listed names that are in current use. The latter issue is
of great importance, and has been widely debated (see Gen. Prop. C). The full
argument cannot be set out here, and all those voting are encouraged to read the full
report of the Committee on Names in Current Use, and relevant papers published in
Regnum vegetabile vol. 123. It is important to dissociate the principle of protection
of names in current use from the action of granting such protection to individual lists.
If the principle is adopted, individual lists may be partly or totally approved, taking
into consideration comments by the relevant committees that will be made available
at the Congress. However, approval of the following proposals does not necessarily
mean that any or all of these lists will be approved. Indeed, the proposed rules would
have a stabilizing effect even if all submitted lists were to be rejected and referred
back to the appropriate committee for further study. This would be provided for
through Prop. W. It is therefore possible to support the proposals even though one
may feel it premature to grant protected status to any of the lists under consideration.

Prop. A or B are fundamental to the whole NCU concept. They offer an alternative,
with Prop. A limiting protection to names in the ranks of family and genus, whereas
Prop. B would introduce the same principle without limitation of rank. The NCU
Committee vote on Prop. A was 9 : 0, and that on Prop. B, 8 : 1.

Prop. B-F would, stepwise, define the kind and degree of protection that may be
granted to listed names. Prop. C would grant basic protection by analogy to what is
presently provided for sanctioned names; Prop. D would stabilize the date of pro-
tected names (an option that is, incidentally, not available for conserved names);
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Prop. E and F would provide for the conservation of listed types, adopted spellings
and, in some cases, gender, by analogy to what is presently possible for nomina
conservanda. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. C-D and F was 9 : 0, and that on
Prop.E, 8: 1.

Prop. G would be an essential corollary to the NCU principle, since it would provide
for the required case-by-case flexibility in the degree of protection. It would enable,
e.g., the granting of protection to the listed types of Linnaean names without neces-
sarily protecting the names themselves (some of which may long have fallen into
disuse). It would also enable protection to be granted to listed names without yet
protecting their stated types if this was felt to be premature. The NCU Committee
vote on Prop. G was 9: 0.

Prop. H specifies the mechanisms for approving and modifying published lists of
names in current use. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. H was 9 : 0.

Prop. I covers the first of the items related to sanctioning, and is favoured (11 : 1 : 2)
by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens. It is editorial.

Prop. J, on names in current use, parallels the provision of Art. 14.9, second sen-
tence, which relates to conserved names. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. J was
9:0.

Prop. K, on sanctioned names, is favoured (10 : 2 : 2) by the Committee for Fungi
and Lichens, and corresponds to an editorial transfer to the new Article of matter
now in Art. 14.9; it also provides a new example for use by the Editorial Committee.

Prop. L states what would happen if two protected names should compete. It gains
importance by the fact that the lists under consideration are not intended to reflect
any particular taxonomy, but to accommodate diverging taxonomic opinions. The
NCU Committee vote on Prop. L was 9 : 0.

Prop. M is favoured (11 : 1 : 2) by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens, and
parallels Prop. L for sanctioned names; it is an editorial transfer to the new Article of
matter now covered by Art. 14 Note 2, second sentence.

Prop. N, on which the NCU Committee vote was 8 : 1, is parallel to Prop. L but
concerns names in the ranks below genus. The proposal becomes irrelevant if Prop.
A is accepted in preference to Prop. B.

Prop. O, favoured (11 : 1 : 2) by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens, parallels the
text of Prop. N in applying it to sanctioned names, which do exist in the lower ranks.

Prop. P parallels the first sentence of the present Art. 14 Note 2, on conserved
names, and would apply it to protected names. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. P
was 9 : 0.

Prop. Q, which is supported (10 : 1 : 3) by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens, is
an editorial transfer to the new Article of the first and last sentences of the same
Note.

Prop. R would provide for the protection of listed choices made under Art. 57.2,
dealing with competing names of equal priority. The NCU Committee vote on Prop.
Rwas9:0.
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Prop. S, on which the NCU Committee vote was 8 : 1, is an important corollary to
Prop. N and would rule on the way in which priority acts in cases when both listed
and unlisted names compete. It is relevant only if Prop. B is adopted in preference to
Prop. A.

Prop. T, favoured (10 : 1 : 3) by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens, is a new
provision on sanctioned names, to parallel the one in Prop. S. Prop. O and T com-
bined would introduce into the Code the provisions needed to make the sanctioning
principle workable at the lower ranks. They reflect the understanding, by working
mycologists, of how sanctioning is to function at such ranks, something which is not
presently provided for in the Code.

Prop. U (supported 9 : 0 by the NCU Committee) and V (favoured 11 : 1 : 2 by the
Committee for Fungi and Lichens) would establish the logical hierarchy between
conservation, protection and sanctioning.

Prop. W, supported (8 : 1) by the NCU Committee, parallels for names in current use
the present provisions of Art. 15 on conserved names.

Prop. X can be referred to the Editorial Committee for action depending on the fate
of the previous proposals. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. X was 9 : 0.

Prop. Y, favoured (12 : 1 : 1) by the Committee for Fungi and Lichens and (9 : 0) by
the NCU Committee, would free the number required for the new Article. It is
basically editorial.

Prop. Z is an editorial corollary to the foregoing proposals, and may be referred to
the Editorial Committee. The NCU Committee vote on Prop. Z was 9 : 0.

Recommendation 15bisA (new)

Prop. A (36 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 675). Add a new Rec.15bisA:

“15bisA.1. When a draft list of names has been prepared and is being studied in
view of being submitted to an International Botanical Congress for approval, authors
using these names should follow existing usage as far as possible pending the
General Committee’s recommendation.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would introduce a new Recommendation, under
the newly proposed Article, that would parallel the present Rec. 15A dealing with
conserved names. This is favoured (8 : 1) by the NCU Committee.

Article 16

Prop. A (252 - Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 157). Add a new Note after Art. 16.1:

“Note 1. The terms “phylum” and ‘“‘divisio”, and their equivalents in modern lan-
guages, are treated as referring to one and the same rank. When “‘phylum” and
“divisio” are used simultaneously to denote different ranks, this is contrary to Art. 5,
and the corresponding names are not validly published (Art. 33.4).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A depends upon acceptance of Art. 3 Prop. C, and
would provide a useful clarification.
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Article 18

Prop. A (55 - Gilbert & Bittrich in Taxon 40: 686). Add a second sentence to Art.
18.3, so that it reads:

“A name of a family based on an illegitimate generic name is illegitimate unless
conserved. A name of a subdivision of a family based on an illegitimate generic
name is illegitimate unless it is an autonym subordinate to a conserved family name.
Contrary to Art. 32.1(b) such names are validly published if they comply with the
other requirements for valid publication.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would resolve what some presently feel is a
conflict within the Code; or, for those who do not see this as a conflict, it would spell
out what the Code presently rules. Obviously, under Art. 19.3 the “‘typical” sub-
family of the Caryophyllaceae must be named Caryophylloideae, irrespective of the
fact that Caryophyllus Miller is an illegitimate later homonym. Some rewording of
the proposed addition would become necessary if Art. 14 Prop. A were adopted.

Article 19

Prop. A (97 — Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). Amend 19.4, to read:

*“19.4. The valid publication of a legitimate name of a family also validly publishes
the autonyms of all nominotypical infrafamilial suprageneric taxa, i.e., those that
include the type of the family name (Art. 2.1).”

Prop. B (214 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 779). Delete Art. 19.4, the second half of Art.
19.3, starting **, but not followed...””, and the last 8 words of Art. 16.1, starting with
the comma.

Prop. C (279 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 177). In Art. 19 Ex. 3, add the words ‘‘the
type of”’ before ‘‘Rhododendron’ and ‘‘Rhodora’’; and in Art. 19 Ex. 4, add the
words “‘which includes’ after “Aster L.”” and ““Cichorium L.”

Prop. D (215 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 780). Delete Art. 19.5.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, together with the correlated Art. 22 Prop. B and
Art. 26 Prop. B, would introduce what in Sydney had been discussed and rejected
under the notion of ‘coordinate status of autonyms’. It had then been the predominant
feeling that, although coordinate status was indeed the most logical and elegant
solution and would be stabilizing in the long run, its immediate effects would be too
disruptive for it to be acceptable. The situation has not changed since, and no new
arguments, either for or against the principle, have been put forward.

Prop. B would have the effect that, at ranks between family and genus, names
presently declared to be autonyms would no longer be autonyms, but their use would
still be enforced. The proposal is designed at getting around the present difficulties
with the autonym concept when applied at ranks where the names of taxa consist of a
single element and are not combinations. In practice, the only change brought about
by the proposal would be to permit author citation for such names. Art. 64 Prop. A,
while being a part of the same package, addresses an independent issue.

Prop. C is editorial and belongs to a package aiming at the “‘purification” of the
language presently used in a number of examples. Past Editorial Committees have
considered it legitimate to use scientific names in a dual meaning, in the same
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sentence, to designate both the name itself and the taxon so named. If the simplified
wording resulting from this approach is found to be unacceptable, the proposal
should be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. D would have a provision deleted that is apparently no more than a common-
place, superfluous statement. If it has a hidden meaning, this has so far escaped the
Rapporteurs and others they have consulted.

Article 20

Prop. A (137 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 379). In Art. 20.4, add a new section:
“(c) Condensed formulae and their equivalents designating hybrids.”

Prop. B (73 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 349). Add a new Art. 20.5:

“20.5. The following works are to be rejected as sources of validly published
generic names: Agosti, Re Bot. Tract. 1770; Ehrhart, Oecon. Pflanzenhist. 1753-
1762, Feuillée (transl. Huth), Beschr. Arzen. Pfl. 1756-1757, 1766; Garsault, Descr.
Vertus Pl. 1764-1767; Hill, Useful Fam. Herb. 1754 and all subsequent editions;
Rumphius (ed. Burman), Herb. Amboin. Auct. 1755; Trew, Herb. Blackwell. 1757-
1765.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is a corollary to Art. 13 Prop. B and will likewise
be referred to the Committee for Hybrids for an opinion. It would rule that notho-
generic names, being condensed formulae or their equivalents, are not names in the
sense of the Code. Perhaps this is an overkill, and it may be noted that no similar
provision concerning names of hybrids in ranks of subdivisions of genera is being
proposed.

Prop. B, unanimously favoured by the Committee on Binary Combinations, would
add on different grounds to the enumeration of works not acceptable as sources of
generic names listed in Art. 13 Prop. A; App. V Prop. B would provide for an
alternative means of disposing of such works, and may be seen as complementary to
the present proposal.

Article 22

Prop. A (218 - Greuter in Taxon 41: 783). Add a new Art. 22.1bis and two
examples:

“22.1bis. A name of a subdivision of a genus that includes the type (i.e. the original
type or all elements eligible as type or the previously designated type) of the adopted,
legitimate name of the genus is not validly published unless its epithet repeats the
generic name unaltered. For the purposes of this provision, explicit indication that the
typical element of the genus is included is considered as equivalent to inclusion of
the type, whether or not it has been previously designated (see also Art. 21.3).

“Ex. 0. Dodecatheon sect. Etubulosa Knuth (in Engler, Pflanzenr. 22: 234. 1905)
was not validly published since it was proposed for a section that included D. meadia
L., the original type of the generic name Dodecatheon L.

“Ex. Obis Cactus [taxon] Melocactus L. (Gen. Pl. ed. 5. 210. 1754) was proposed for
one of four rankless, named subdivisions of the genus Cactus, comprising C. melo-
cactus L. (its type under Art. 22.4) and C. mammillaris L. It is validly published,
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even though C. melocactus was subsequently designated as the type of Cactus L. (by
Britton & Millspaugh, Bahama F1. 294. 1920) and, later still, C. mammillaris became
the conserved type of that generic name (by the way in which the family name
Cactaceae Juss. was conserved).”

Prop. B (98 — Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). Reword Art. 22.2, to read:

*22.2. The valid publication of a legitimate name of a genus also validly publishes
the autonyms of all nominotypical infrageneric supraspecific taxa, i.e., those that
include the type of the generic name (Art. 2.1; see also Arts. 32.6 and 57.3).”

Prop. C (80 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 353). Add to the end of Art. 22.4 the words:

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

Prop. D (126 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 374). At the end of Art. 22.4, add the words:
“or the type of another subdivision of this genus in the same rank is included’.

Prop. E (307 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). Reword the last portion of Art. 22.5, to
read:

“its type is the type of that later homonym whose correct name necessarily has a
different epithet.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A deals with a topic that was referred by the Berlin
Congress to the Committee on Retroactivity, which however failed to consider it. It
would deny retroactive effect to acts of lectotypification insofar as they might bear
on the validity of other names. It assumes that an important principle, in nomencla-
ture, is that validity (and also, legitimacy) of any one name can be determined on the
basis of data that exist when publication becomes effective, and that it be inde-
pendent of subsequent actions. Art. 26 Prop. A, concerning infraspecific names, is a
twin proposal to the present one.

Prop. B is part of the ‘coordinate status of autonyms’ package, and should be acted
upon in the same way as Art. 19 Prop. A.

Prop. C belongs to the package starting with Art. 7 Prop. A (again with the confusion
between ‘protologue’ and ‘description’), and would extend the uncertainty intro-
duced by that set of proposals to yet another field.

Prop. D is put forward as an alternative to Art. 63 Prop. I, to cover cases where
names dealt with by Art. 22.4 are at the same time illegitimate under Art. 63.1. The
situation is presently covered in Art. 7.13, but the proposal would become relevant if
any of the proposed changes of Art. 7.13 (Art. 7 Prop. LL-NN) were to be adopted.
Failing this, it is superfluous.

Prop. E is editorial.

Article 23

Prop. A (64 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 346). In Art. 23.1, replace the
words ‘“‘but not a phrase in the ablative (see Art. 23.6(c)).” with: “‘or several words,
but not a phrase name of one or more descriptive substantives and associated adject-
ives in the ablative (see Art. 23.6(aa)), or certain other irregularly formed
designations (see Art. 23.6(cc)).”
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Prop. B (65 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 346). In Art. 23.6, replace the
introductory clause with:

“23.6. The following designations are not to be regarded as specific names:”.

Prop. C (66 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 346). In Art. 23.6, add a new
section and an example:

“(aa) Descriptive designations consisting of a generic name followed by a phrase
name (Linnaean nomen specificum legitimum) of one or more descriptive
substantives and associated adjectives in the ablative.

“Ex. 4bis The works of Miller (Gard. Dict. Abr. ed. 4. 1754), Gérard (Fl. Gallo-
Prov. 1761) and Kramer (Elench. Veg. 1756) are examples of works in which names
are such descriptive designations and therefore to be rejected.”

Prop. D (67 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 346). In Art. 23.6, replace the
text and examples of sections (a) and (b) , as follows:

“(bb) Other designations of species consisting of a generic name followed by one or
more words not intended as specific epithets.

“Ex. 5. Viola “qualis” Krocker (Fl. Siles. 2: 512, 517. 1790); Urtica “dubia?”

Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. cxxi. 1775), the word “dubia?’’ being repeatedly used in

that work for species which could not be reliably identified.

“Ex. 5bis Boletus vicesimus sextus, and Agaricus octogesimus nonus are ordinal
adjectives used for enumeration.

“Ex. 6. Atriplex “nova’” Winterl (Index Horti Bot. Univ. Pest. fol. A. 8, recto et
verso. 1788), the word ‘“‘nova’’ being here used in connection with four different
species of Atriplex.

“Fx. 7. However, in Artemisia nova A. Nelson (Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 27: 274.
1900), “nova’” was intended as a specific epithet, the species having been newly
distinguished from others.

“Ex. 7bis Cornus ‘‘gharaf” Forsskél (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. xci, xcvi. 1775) is an in-
terim designation not intended as a species name. An interim designation in
Forsské&l’s work is an original designation (for an accepted taxon and thus not a
“provisional name”’ as defined in Art. 34.1(b)) with an epithet-like vernacular which
is not used as an epithet in the Centuriae part of the work. Elcaja “‘roka” (Fl
Aegypt.-Arab. xcv. 1775) is another example of such an interim designation; in other
parts of the work (p. ¢, cxvi, and 127), this species is not named.

“Ex. 7ter Smilax ‘“‘caule inermi’’ Aublet (Hist. Pl. Guiane 2, Table: 27. 1775) is an
abbreviated descriptive reference to an imperfectly known species which is not given
a binomial in the text but referred to merely by a phrase name cited from Burman.”

Prop. E (68 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 347). In Art. 23.6, replace the text
and examples of section (c¢), as follows:

“(cc) Designations of species consisting of a generic name followed by two or more
adjectival words in the nominative case, or, without any typographic distinc-
tion, by one or more such words and a substantive (or a substantive and one or
more adjectives) not in the nominative case.

“Ex. 9bis Salvia “africana coerulea” L. (Sp. Pl. 26. 1753); Gnaphalium ‘‘frutico-

sum flavum’’ Forsskal (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. cxix. 1775) are generic names followed by
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two adjectival words in the nominative case. They are not to be regarded as species
names.

“Ex. 9ter “Sida parva, flore albo” Forsskdl (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. cxvi. 1775) is a
generic name followed by an adjective in the nominative case and (without any
typographic distinction) a substantive and an adjective in the ablative case. It is not
therefore to be regarded, despite the comma, as a species name (feminine binomial,
followed by an ablative diagnosis).

“Ex. 9quat. However, Rhamnus vitis idaea Burm. f. (Fl. Ind. 61. 1768) is to be
regarded as a species name, since the generic name is followed by a substantive and
an adjective, both in the nominative case; these words are to be hyphenated (R.
vitis-idaea Burm. f.) under the provisions of Art. 23.1 and Art. 73.9. In Anthyllis
Barba jovis L. (Sp. P1. 720. 1753) the generic name is followed by substantives in the
nominative and in the genitive case respectively, and they are to be hyphenated (A.
barba-jovis L.). Likewise, Hyacinthus non scriptus L. (Sp. PL. 316. 1753), where the
generic name is followed by a negative particle and a past participle used as an
adjective, is corrected to H. non-scriptus L., and Impatiens noli tangere L. (Sp. Pl
938. 1753), where the generic name is followed by two verbs, is corrected to I.
noli-tangere L.

“Ex. 9quing. Similarly, in Narcissus Pseudo Narcissus L. (Sp. PL. 289. 1753) the
generic name is followed by an independent prefix and a substantive in the nomin-
ative case, and the name is to be corrected to N. pseudonarcissus L. under the
provisions of Art. 23.1 and Art. 73.9.”

Prop. F (69 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 347). Add a new Art. 23.7, with
an example (and, in Art. 75.1, after “‘(conserved spellings)”, insert: “‘Art. 23.6
(phrase names used by Linnaeus as specific epithets)”’):

“23.7. Phrase names used by Linnaeus as specific epithets (nomina trivialia) are to
be treated as orthographic errors to be corrected in accordance with later usage by
Linnaeus himself.

“Ex. 12. Apocynum fol. [foliis] androsaemi L. (Sp. Pl. 213. 1753) is to be cited as A.
androsaemifolium L. (Sp. PL. 213. 1753) corr. L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 946. 1759),
and Mussaenda fr. [fructu] frondoso L. (Sp. Pl. 177. 1753) as M. frondosa L. (Sp. PL
177. 1753) corr. L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 10, 2: 931. 1759).”

Prop. G (70 — Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 348). Add a new Art. 23.8, with
two examples:

“23.8. Where the status of a designation of a species is uncertain under Art. 23.6,
established custom is to be followed (Preamble 9).

“Ex. 13. In accordance with established custom, Linnaean species designations the
epithets of which are compounded with Trichomanes and M.[Melilotus], e.g. Asple-
nium Trichomanes dentatum L. (Sp. Pl. 1080. 1753) and Trifolium M. indica L. (Sp.
Pl. 765. 1753), are not to be regarded as species names (and are therefore not validly
published under Art. 32.1(b)).

“Ex. 14. Polypodium F. mas L. (Sp. Pl. 1090. 1753), Polypodium F. femina L. (l.c.
1753) and Polypodium F. fragile L. (op. cit. 1091. 1753) are, in accordance with
established custom, to be treated as P. filix-mas L., P. filix-femina L., and P. fragile
L. respectively. Likewise, Cambogia G. gutta L. (Gen. Pl. unnumbered final page
[522]. 1754) is to be treated as C. gummi-gutta L.”
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Prop. H (71 - Comm. Binary Comb. in Taxon 41: 348). Add a new Art. 23.9:

“23.9. The following works, in addition to those works in which only descriptive
designations are employed (see Art. 23.6(aa)), are to be rejected as sources of validly
published species names: Buchoz, Traité Hist. Pl. Lorraine. 1762-1770; Buchoz,
Tournefortus Lothar. 1764; Buchoz, Dict. Univ. Pl. France, vol. 1, 2 & 3, first part
(p. 1-528). 1770; Garsault, Fig. Pl. Méd. 1764; Garsault, Expl. Abr. Pl. 1765; Gar-
sault, Descr. Vertus Pl. 1767; Gilibert, Fl. Lit. Inch. 1781; Gilibert, Exerc. Bot. 1782;
Gilibert, Syst. PL. Eur. 1785-87; Gilibert, Exerc. Phyt. 1792; Hill, Useful Fam. Herb.
1754, and all subsequent editions; Hill, Brit. Herb. 1756; Secretan, Mycogr. Suisse.
1833.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A-H belong belong to a single package, and are all
favoured unanimously by the Committee on Binary Combinations. Whereas Prop. A
is an editorial corollary to some of the other proposals, Prop. B-H would completely
restructure and considerably extend the provisions of Art. 23.6 that are now arranged
in a somewhat illogical and heterogeneous manner. The Committee has put much
energy and erudite skill into the fulfilment of its task, and has achieved a well-bal-
anced and carefully considered result, which in spite of its length and abundance of
detail may in reality be less complex than the present rule. Works listed under Prop.
C and H might alternatively be placed in a separate, new Appendix open to future
additions, as suggested by App. V Prop. B. Some of the examples, having legislating
power, should be considered and dealt with as voted examples: these include Ex. 4bis
in Prop. C, Ex. 7bis in Prop. D, and Ex. 13-14 in Prop. G. Ex. 13 is a special case
and may be controversial, since at least the word ‘“Melilotus”’, as used by Linnaeus,
has been considered by many to correspond to an epithet in the rank of subdivision of
a genus and not to belong to the specific epithet at all; furthermore, the example as
worded erroneously suggests, and might be taken to rule, that the names Asplenium
dentatum L. and Trifolium indicum L. were not validly published. Perhaps the whole
Ex. 13 is better omitted, the names mentioned there to be incorporated into the
present Ex. 14. Those favouring this suggestion should vote ‘ed. ¢.” on Prop. G.

Prop. E presents a particular problem. It would rule that several names by authors
such as Cavanilles (and perhaps many others), now generally accepted, would not be
validly published, having been proposed in the same form as the Forsskél designa-
tions in Ex. 9ter (i.e., with the epithet not set off against the description by the use of
special type, but only by a comma). The Rapporteurs cannot therefore recommend
adoption of the second clause of the proposed Art. 32.6(cc), beginning with ", or",
and of Ex. 9ter. Those favouring the initial clause and Ex. 9bis alone may express

this by an ‘ed. c.” vote.

Article 24

Prop. A (103 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 363). In Art. 24.1, replace ‘“‘an infraspecific
epithet” with “a single infraspecific epithet”, and delete the second sentence of
Ex. 1.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is an editorial suggestion, the second half of
which is dependent upon adoption of Rec. 26B Prop. A.
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Article 25

Prop. A (99 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). In Art. 25.1, delete “, if any”, and sub-
stitute: ““(cf. Art. 2.1)”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is an editorial corollary to the set of proposals on
‘coordinate status of autonyms’ (Art. 19 Prop. A, Art. 22 Prop. B, and Art. 26
Prop. B). It can be referred to the Editorial Committee for action in the light of
decisions taken there.

Article 26

Prop. A (219 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 783). Add a new Art. 26.1bis and two
examples:

“26.1bis A name of an infraspecific taxon that includes the type (i.e. the holotype or
all syntypes or the previously designated type) of the adopted, legitimate name of the
species to which it is assigned is not validly published unless its epithet repeats the
specific name unaltered. For the purpose of this provision, explicit indication that the
typical element of the species is included is considered as equivalent to inclusion of
the type, whether or not it has been previously designated (see also Art. 24.3).

“Ex. Ibis Linnaeus (Sp. Pl. 779-781. 1753) included 13 named varieties under
Medicago polymorpha. Since M. polymorpha L. has no holotype and since no syn-
types are cited, all varietal names are validly published irrespective of the fact that
the lectotype subsequently chosen (by Heyn, Bull. Res. Council Israel, Sect. D, Bot.,
7:163. 1959) can be attributed to M. polymorpha var. hispida L.

“Ex. Iter Vulpia myuros subsp. pseudomyuros (Soyer-Willemet) Maire & Weiller
(in Maire, Fl. Afrique N. 3: 177. 1955) is not validly published because it included
“F. myuros L., Sp. 1, p. 74 (1753) sensu stricto’’ in synonymy, Festuca myuros L.
being the basionym of Vulpia myuros (L.) C. C. Gmelin.”

Prop. B (100 — Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 361). Reword Art. 26.2, Ex. 2, and Ex. 3, to
read:

“26.2. The valid publication of a legitimate name of a species also validly publishes
the autonyms of all nominotypical infraspecific taxa, i.e., those that include the type
of the specific name.

“Ex. 2. The valid publication of the name Lycopodium inundatum L. (1753) also
validly published the name of the nominotypical variety L. inundatum L. var. inunda-
tum, the type of which is that of the name L. inundatum L.

“Ex. 3. Utricularia stellaris L. f. (1782) includes U. stellaris var. coromandeliana
A.DC. (1844) and U. stellaris var. stellaris (1782) validly published for the nomino-
typical variety. When U. stellaris is included in U. inflexa Forssk. (1775) as a
variety, the correct name of the variety is U. inflexa var. stellaris (L. f.) P. Taylor
(1961), there being no earlier adoptable epithet applicable to the taxon.”

Prop. C (284 — Gandhi & Kartesz in Taxon 42: 180). Add a new Note and an
example at the end of Art. 26:

“Note 2. The acceptance of an autonym over that of an earlier name of the same
rank, under the principle of the negation of priority, is correct. This procedure is not
the same as accepting the combination of the final epithet of the earliest legitimate
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name of a taxon in the same rank, with the correct name of the genus or species to
which it is assigned.

“Ex. 4. Within Pseudotsuga menziesii (Mirbel) Franco, the autonym P. menziesii
var. menziesii (1950) is the correct name that includes P. menziesii var. viridis
(Schwerin) Franco 1950 (based on P. douglasii var. viridis Schwerin 1908) as its
synonym.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A parallels Art. 22 Prop. A and should be con-
sidered in the light of the comments made there.

Prop. B belongs to the set seeking to introduce ‘coordinate status’ for autonyms (see
Art. 19 Prop. A and Art. 22 Prop. B).

Prop. C seeks to explain by means of a new Note that autonyms must be used
irrespective of the availability of other, priorable names for the same taxon. This is
presently explicitly provided for in the Code, not only in Art. 26.1 but also in Art.
11.3(c). Apart from problems in wording, one may question the wisdom of intro-
ducing such a Note under Art. 26, whithout parallel Notes being present in Art. 19
and Art. 22 where the situation is exactly the same.

Recommendation 26B (new)

Prop. A (104 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 363). Add a new Rec. 26B, with a new example
plus the current Art. 24 Ex. 1 (reworded):

“26B.1. When it is desired to indicate the name or names of the higher infraspecific
taxon or taxa to which a particular infrasubspecific taxon belongs within the species,
then its epithet or their epithets may be cited, together with a term or terms indicative
of rank, between the specific name and the infrasubspecific epithet.

“Ex. 1. Salix repens var. fusca may be cited as Salix repens subsp. repens var. fusca.

“Ex. 2. Saxifraga aizoon subf. surculosa Engler & Irmischer may be cited as [...] is
given.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is closely related to Art. 24 Prop. A. It aims at
dissociating what is presently lumped together in Art. 24.1 and its Examples into two
distinct elements. This does not present problems in itself, but neither the wording
nor the content of the suggested new Recommendation is appropriate for the status of
a Recommendation, and what is being proposed here would be more appropriately
placed in a Note immediately following Art. 24.1. Those in favour of such a course
of action may express it by voting ‘ed. c.’. The Editorial Committee would then, in
good logics, have to devise introducing a parallel Note and Example for the names of
subdivisions of genera, to follow after Art. 21.1.

Article 32

Prop. A (308 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). In Art. 32.1(c), substitute ‘‘Arts. 42.2, 44.1,
and H.9” for “‘Art. H.9”.

Prop. B (50 — Comm. Registration in Taxon 40: 683). Add a new item at the end of
Art. 32.1:

“(e) In addition, names (autonyms excepted) published on or after 1 Jan 1995 must
be registered.”
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Prop. C (51 — Comm. Registration in Taxon 40: 683). Add a new Art. 32.1bis:
““32.1bis. Registration is effected by sending to any registering office designated by
the International Association for Plant Taxonomy the printed matter including the
protologue(s), with the name(s) to be registered clearly identified.”

Prop. D (52 — Comm. Registration in Taxon 40: 683). Add a second sentence to the
new Art. 32.1bis:

“The date of registration is the date on which the requisite printed matter is received
at the registering office.”

Prop. E (5 — Heath in Taxon 39: 139). Add a new Art. 32.2bis:

““32.2bis 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.”’

Prop. F (105 - Zijlstra & Brummitt in Taxon 41: 364). Add a second sentence to
Art. 32.4, and a new example:

“If there is no citation of a previous author’s name, unambiguous evidence can
indicate that a name should be accepted as a new combination or a transfer (infra-
generic to generic rank or suprageneric to family rank).

“Ex. 6bis Kummer (Fiihrer Pilzk. 21, 72. 1871) was the first to use Hypholoma at
the rank of genus. Even though he did not mention a basionym or refer to Fries, the
author of Agaricus “trib.”” Hypholoma, it is unambiguous that he made a transfer into
Hypholoma (Fries) Kummer, and published the new combination H. fascicularis
(Fries : Fries) Kummer.”

Prop. G (276 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 175). In Art. 32 Ex. 6, change “martini” to
“martinii’’ (three times).

Prop. H (309 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). In Art. 32 Ex. 6, delete ‘‘perfectly”” from
the last sentence.

Prop. I (114 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 368). Add a new Art. 32.7, and an example:
“32.7. Contrary to Art. 32.1, a name published in contravention of Art. 19.3, Art.
22.1 or Art. 26.1 is validly published if it is heterotypic with the autonym that ought
to have been adopted.

“Ex. 7. Since the type of the name Echinocereus ser. ['Reihe’] Erecti Schumann
(1898), lectotypified by Buxbaum (1974), is E. engelmannii (Engelm.) Lemaire, this
name is validly published, even though the series, as circumscribed by Schumann,
included E. viridiflorus Engelm., the type of the name Echinocereus Engelm.
(chosen as lectotype by Britton & Rose, 1922). The correct name of this series when
it includes both E. engelmannii and E. viridiflorus is, therefore, Echinocereus ser.
Echinocereus. However, when it is so circumscribed as to exclude E. viridiflorus but
to include E. engelmannii, then the name Echinocereus ser. Erecti, being heterotypic
and therefore validly published and legitimate (see Art. 63.3), can be applied to the
series so circumscribed and adopted as its correct name when to do so would other-
wise be in accordance with the rules.”

Prop. J (63 - Reveal in Taxon 41: 158). Add a new Art. 32.8, and an example:

“32.8. An automatically established autonym is not to be accepted as a new com-
bination even if all provisions for valid publication are met.
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“Ex. 8. The combination Rumex salicifolius var. triangulivalvis was first validly
published by Hickman (Madrofio 31: 252. 1984), not by C. Hitchcock (Univ. Wash.
Publ. Biol. 17(2): 180. 1964) who regarded Rumex salicifolius subsp. triangulivalvis
Danser var. triangulivalvis as an automatically established autonym created by his
acceptance of other varieties within subsp. triangulivalvis, even though Hitchcock
provided a full and direct reference to the basionym of var. triangulivalvis and
accepted the name at that rank.”

Prop. K (220 - Kartesz & Gandhi in Taxon 41: 784). Add a new Art. 32.9, and an
example:

““32.9. Varietal autonyms of nontypical subspecies may serve as validly published
trinomials, if all provisions for valid publication are met.

“Ex. 9. C. L. Hitchcock (Univ. Wash. Publ. Biol. 17(1): 507-508. 1969) used the
quadrinomial Bromus inermis Leysser subsp. pumpellianus (Scribner) Wagnon var.
pumpellianus and provided a full and direct reference to the basionym (B. pumpel-
lianus Scribner). On p. 507 of that work, he treated B. multiflorus Scribner as a
synonym of var. pumpellianus, which is an explicit indication of his acceptance of
the varietal name. Although Hitchcock did not state this varietal name to be a new
combination, he met the requirements for the valid publication of B. inermis var.
pumpellianus (Scribner) C. Hitche.”

Prop. L (267 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 169). Add a new Art. 32.10:

32.10. Names included in works (or parts of works) given in the List of Suppressed
Works (opera utique oppressa; Appendix Vd) are not to be treated as validly publish-
ed. Proposals for the addition of works (or parts of works) to this list must be
submitted to the General Committee (see Division III), which will refer them for
examination to the appropriate taxonomic group committees, and be subject to the
final decision of a later International Botanical Congress (see also Art. 15 and Rec.
15A).”

Prop. M (268 - Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 170). Add a new Art. 32.11 and Rec.
32A.2:

“32.11. When a proposal for the suppression of a work (or part of a work) has been
approved by the General Committee after study by the Committee (or Committees)
for the taxonomic group (or groups) concerned, suppression of that work (or part of a
work) is authorized subject to the decision of a later International Botanical Con-

gress.

32A.2. When a proposal for the suppression of a work (or part of a work) has been
referred to the appropriate Committee for study, authors should follow the existing
practice as far as possible pending the General Committee’s recommendation on the
proposal.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is an editorial correction, introducing two new
exceptions to Art. 32.1(c). One may note that if Art. 22 Prop. A were accepted, the
present reference to Art. H.9 would have to be deleted.

Prop. B-D form a coherent package, recommended (unanimously or, in the case of
Prop. D, with one abstention) by the Committee on Registration. The proposals
would introduce registration by an office designated by the International Association
for Plant Taxonomy as a supplementary condition for valid publication of a name,



FEBRUARY 1993 235

starting in 1995. Prop. B spells out the principle, but is meaningless without Prop. C
which explains how it would operate. Prop. D is independent to a degree from the
earlier two, and would fix the date of a name in such a way that it can be objectively
verified. The idea of registration was amply debated at the Berlin Congress, which
referred it for further study to this Committee. The main difference between the
Berlin proposals and the new one is that the registering offices would not have
authority to decide whether conditions for valid publication of submitted names are
otherwise fulfilled. The fear that a ‘registration authority’ might exert any kind of
censorship is thus eliminated. The whole issue is one of fundamental importance for
the nomenclature of the future, and should be very carefully considered. Whereas the
principle of registration by itself is not expected to generate much controversy, its
practicability may, and the International Association for Plant Taxonomy is being
asked whether and to what extent it can vouch for the reliable functioning of a
registration system in the future.

Prop. E results from the opinion of the proposer that a Nomenclature Section is not
authorized to rule through examples. He therefore requests either the introduction of
a rule supporting the present Art. 32 Ex. 3, as here proposed, or editorial deletion of
the example (a suggestion published elsewhere). Introduction of Ex. 3 was a deliber-
ate action by the Berlin Congress, since it was then thought more sensible to rule
through an example rather than through a provision which was likely to have unfore-
seeable side-effects. While the intent of the text proposed here is commendable, one
cannot be certain that it would not create such difficulties.

Prop. F addresses a real problem calling for a solution. The present proposal, how-
ever, has two major shortcomings. One is the impossibility of defining objectively
what ‘unambiguous evidence’ is. The other is the danger that, under the new provi-
sion, ‘nude combinations’, not validly published under the present Code, would have
to be accepted as valid.

Prop. G, if one judges from the proposer’s own comments, rests on a misunderstand-
ing of Rec. 73C.2. If the modern name ‘“‘Martin”’ has a well established latinized
form ‘“Martinus”’, as indeed it has, an epithet that upon valid publication of the name
was spelled martini is not correctable to martinii. The real question, therefore, is the
one alluded to but not answered by the proposer, viz., whether the first publication of
the binomial Andropogon martinii (with a double i) coincided with valid publication.
If so, and only in that case, the spelling of the epithet with a double i is appropriate.
The proposal can be referred to the Editorial Committee that will delete the example
if the question of valid publication cannot be definitely answered.

Prop. H makes a good point and can be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. I has a thrust that is superficially similar to that of Art. 22 Prop. A and Art. 26
Prop. A, but is much more far-reaching. It would have the effect that names of
subdivisions of genera and infraspecific taxa that at present are not validly published,
and can therefore be validated at a later date, would be illegitimate and could never
be used. The proposal would perhaps be acceptable if, but only if, the concept of
illegitimacy were removed from the Code, as proposed elsewhere (see Art. 6 Prop.
A-C).

Prop. J 1s worded to reflect a situation that existed under past editions of the Code,
and is inapplicable under the present Code.
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Prop. K, although it is the contrary of Prop. J, is equally inapplicable under the
present Code. The example, however, illustrates how the Code operates and could,
therefore, be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. L and M largely parallel proposals by the Committee on Binary Combinations
(Art. 13 Prop. A, Art. 20 Prop. B, and Art. 23 Prop. C and H), but proposes to deal
with works to be rejected as sources of valid names in a new Appendix (open to
additions) rather than in the body of the Code. App. V Prop. B is a necessary
complement to these two proposals. In order to be functional, the proposed new Art.
32.10 would require an amplification, e.g., be replacing the initial ‘“Names’ by
“Names in specified ranks”’, since some works were proposed for rejection only as
sources of species names not of generic names. Those favouring this suggestion
should express it by an ‘ed. c.” vote on Prop. L.

Recommendation 32B

Prop. A (148 — Werth & Lellinger in Taxon 41: 597). Add a second sentence to
Rec. 32B.1:

“The description or diagnosis of a taxon of genomically preserved plants should
emphasize characters that are most directly observable directly from its genome,
such as allozyme or karyotype data or nucleotide sequences, and should include an
explanation of the means by which the features were determined.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A should be acted upon in the light of the comments
given under Pre. 7 Prop. B.

Recommendation 32E
Prop. A (310 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). Delete the final seven words of Rec. 32E.1.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is put forward with the laudable intent of elim-
inating superfluous text from the Code. The question of course is whether the words
to be deleted are really superfluous. Those who feel they are may refer the proposal
to the Editorial Committee.

Article 33

Prop. A (285 — Gandhi & Kartesz in Taxon 42: 180). Add a new Art. 33.1bis:
“33.1bis. When a taxon at the rank of a family or below is changed in rank on or
after 1 Jan. 1995, the change in rank must be accompanied by reasons. Proposals of
changes in rank, unaccompanied by reasons, do not constitute valid publication.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A has perhaps a commendable intent, but in practice
it would present problems largely similar to those pointed out for Art. 8 Prop. E.
Presumably, a statement like “in our opinion varietal rank is more appropriate”
would be acceptable as a statement of reasons for a change in rank.

Article 34

Prop. A (287 — Gandhi & Kartesz in Taxon 42: 181). Add an example under Art.
34.2:
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“Ex. 8bis The combination Sesbania exaltata (Raf.) Rydb. ex Hill (Ind. Kew. Supp.
7: 223. 1929) accompanied by the basionym Darwinia exaltata Raf. was not validly
published, since Hill, in this supplement, merely listed the published specific names,
without differentiating them into accepted names and synonyms. The correct author
for S. exaltata is: (Raf.) Cory (Rhodora 38: 406. 1936).”

Prop. B (271 — Gandhi in Taxon 42: 171). Transform the second sentence of Art.
34.3 into a new Art.34.3bis (to precede Ex. 11):

““34.3bis Art. 34.3 does not apply in those cases where the same combination is
simultaneously used at different ranks, either for an infraspecific taxon within a
species or for a subdivision of a genus within a genus (see Recs. 22A.1-2, 26A.1-3).”

Prop. C (270 — Gandhi in Taxon 42: 171). Delete the second sentence of Art. 34.3
and add a new Art. 34.3bis.a:

““34.3bis.a When, on or after 1 Jan 1995, an author proposes the same combination
simultaneously at different ranks, neither is validly published (see Recs. 22A.1-2,
26A.1-3).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A offers an example to the Editorial Committee, but
its statement is, in fact, inaccurate. The authors of the proposal appear to have
overlooked the fact that, in the title of all Supplements to Index kewensis, a distinc-
tion is explicitly made between names and synonyms. Also, the preface to
Supplement 4, in outlining the new format, refers to names now to be used (‘‘nomina
nunc utenda’’) and names used before (‘“‘nomina antea usitata’’), from which it is
logical to assume that the listed names are accepted as correct (see Candollea 40:
211-213). A number of combinations are presently accepted as having first been
validly published in supplements to Index kewensis, Sesbania exaltata (Raf.) Hill
being one of them.

Prop. B is editorial and would split the present Art. 34.3 into two distinct paragraphs.
Those who like the idea should refer the proposal to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. C is put forward as an alternative to Prop. B, and consists of two parts. The
first would delete the second half of Art. 34.3, so that cases presently covered by it
would not any longer be provided for in the Code. The second would effect that
names now covered by the sentence to be deleted could not be validly published
from 1995 onward. There is a lack of logic in this. Rec. 22A.1-2 and 26A.1-3
presently encourage a nomenclatural practice that would in the future, by this propo-
sal, become “‘illegal”’.

Article 36

Prop. A (221 — Chaudhri in Taxon 41: 785). Add a new Art. 36.3:

“36.3. In order to be validly published, a name of a new taxon of plants, published
on or after 1 Jan 1996, must be accompanied by a Latin or English description or
diagnosis or by a reference to a previously and effectively published Latin or English
description or diagnosis.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is exactly the same proposal as was submitted by
McNeill & al. to the Berlin Congress, where it was heavily defeated in the mail vote
and rejected after lively discussion by the Nomenclature Section. The arguments for
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and against the proposal have not changed, so that, for once, we will quote from the
comments we made six years ago: ‘‘The most important [argument against the pro-
posal], in the long run, is presumably the enhancement of a loss of contact with our
scientific heritage that results from the gradual disappearance of the knowledge of
Latin. It is true that a reading knowledge of that language does not necessarily suffice
to write one’s own diagnoses. Some may, therefore, want to introduce the option of
providing new validating descriptions in English, but would not wish to allow valida-
tion by reference to a previously published English description or diagnosis; an ‘ed.
c¢.” vote will be interpreted as expressing such a preference. It should be noted that
the proposal also has the effect of restricting to English or Latin the languages in
which the names of new taxa of fossil plants may be validly published.” It is fair to
add that, coming from a botanist representing the developing world, the present
edition of the proposal has perhaps a different claim to objectivity than its precursor.

Recommendation 36A
Prop. A (261 - Silva in Taxon 42: 164). Delete the final five words of Rec. 36A.1.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is an editorial corollary to Art. 6 Prop. G.

Article 37

Prop. A (200 — Comm. Lectotypification in Taxon 41: 769). Reword Art. 37.2, to
read:

*“37.2. For the name of a new genus or subdivision of a genus, reference (direct or
indirect) to one species name only, or the citation of the holotype or lectotype of one
previously or simultaneously published species name only, constitutes indication of
the holotype (see also Art. 22.4; but see Art. 37.4).”

Prop. B (253 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 158). Delete Rec. 7A, and add a new
sentence at the end of Art. 37.5:

“After 1 Jan. 1995, the herbarium or institution cited must be publicly or institu-
tionally owned, have a policy of open access to deposited material by bona fide
researchers, and be recognized by Index Herbariorum.”

Prop. C (138 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). Add a new Art. 37.6 and an example
(also deleting Rec. 20A(j)):

““37.6. On or after 1 Jan. 1996, a name proposed for a non-hybrid taxon but formed
in the manner of a condensed formula designating a hybrid taxon at generic or
infrageneric supraspecific rank (i.e., by combining 2 or more existing names in the
rank concerned in accordance with Arts. H.6 and H.7) is not validly published.

“Ex. 1. Lactucosonchus (Sch.Bip.) Svent. (Ind. Sem. Agron. Investig. Nat. Hispan.
Inst. 1968: 53. 1969), a name published for a non-hybrid genus in the tribe Lactuceae
of the Compositae, which also includes the genera Lactuca L. and Sonchus L., is
validly published, as its date of effective publication is before 1 Jan. 1996 and the
other criteria of valid publication are satisfied.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, supported by the Committee on Lectotypification
(5 : 2), is a useful complement to Art. 10 Prop. E and F, but can also be accepted
independently of these. It constitutes a useful clarification of the present provision.
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Prop. B, while of laudable intent, may be felt to be both too far-reaching and not
precise enough for a provision that would govern the valid publication of future
names. It is difficult to assess objectively the access policy of any one institution,
which is furthermore liable to vary in time. Also, Index herbariorum does not ‘‘re-
cognize” institutions but lists them. If, as seems sensible, this should remain a
Recommendation, the Editorial Committee may be asked, through an ‘ed. c.” vote, to
incorporate some or all of the new matter into the present Rec. 7A.

Prop. C belongs to the set of proposals concerning supraspecific hybrids designated
by condensed formulae (see Art. 13 Prop. B). It is independent, however, from the
other proposals of this series. It would have the effect that, after the stated date
(1 Jan. 1996), a name such as Erica could not any longer be validly published, since
it combines two generic names (e.g., Eruca and Brassica) in the way provided for in
Art. H.6. Indeed, very few ‘“‘sensible” generic names might be available in the future
to designate new genera, if this proposal should pass!

Recommendation 37B (new)

Prop. A (254 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 158). Add a new Rec. 37B:

“37B.1. Where a botanist is actively working on material in his or her personal
charge and wishes to designate material as nomenclatural types, in order to comply
with Art. 37.5 it is recommended that arrangements are made with an appropriate
herbarium or institution for them to be presented to them and retained by the worker
as a loan while still required for study.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, as worded, depends upon acceptance of Art. 37
Prop. B.

Article 39bis (new)

Prop. A (149 — Werth & Lellinger in Taxon 41: 597). Add a new Art. 39bis:
“39bis.1. In order to be validly published, a name of a new taxon of genomically
preserved plants must be accompanied by the designation of the name of a single
polyploid species to which it is ancestral and in which its genomic material is carried
and from which the holotype illustration is derived.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A should be acted upon in the light of the comments
given under Pre. 7 Prop. B.

Article 41

Prop. A (217 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 780). In Art. 41.1-3, first line, add “‘or subdi-
vision of a family” after ‘“name of a family”, “or subdivision of a genus” after
“name of a genus™, and “‘or infraspecific taxon” after ‘“‘name of a species”’, respec-
tively; in Art. 41.3, replace “, or (¢)” with ‘. A name of a species may also be
validly published (c)”".

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would remove an apparent anomaly from the
Code. At present, provision is made for validating names of families, genera and
species by reference to descriptions of taxa at a definite set of other ranks, but no
corresponding provision exists for names at those supplementary ranks. This can be
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interpreted as meaning either of two things: that only descriptions of taxa at the same
rank are acceptable in the case of such names, or that description of taxa at any rank
could serve. Neither answer reflects present policy and, so far as we can see, neither
agrees with the intent of the Code.

Article 42

Prop. A (1 — Lundgqvist in Taxon 39: 138). Change ‘“‘monotypic’ to ‘“‘unispecific” in
Art. 42.1(a), Art. 42 Note 1, Art. 42 Ex. 2, and in the index on pp. 315 (under
“Genus’’) and 319.

Prop. B (311 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). In Art. 42.2, delete ““written”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A may be attractive for those who associate the
term ‘monotypic’ with the notion of a nomenclatural type. One must point out,
however, that the word ‘‘monotypic” is defined in its current sense in botanical
dictionaries, that it is used outside botany with a similar meaning, and that in the
zoological Code ‘‘monotypy” is used to denote the case of genera which, when first
published, consisted of a single species.

Prop. B implies that there are no non-written descriptions, which is not true (think of
oral descriptions). However, as used in the present context, the words “‘written de-
scription” would seem to imply that an illustration with analysis is equivalent to a
“pictorial description”, although this designation is not used. The proposal would,
therefore, do no harm.

Article 45

Prop. A (53 — Comm. Registration in Taxon 40: 683). Add a new Art. 45.1bis:
“45.1bis After 1 Jan 1995, when not all the conditions of valid publication have
been met prior to registration the name must be resubmitted for registration, these
conditions having been met.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, unanimously favoured by the Committee on
Registration, is a useful complement to the basic principle outlined in Art. 32 Prop. B
and C (q.v.). It would clarify procedure to be followed in cases where, initially, not
all conditions for valid publication had been met upon registration.

Article 46

Prop. A (277 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 175). In Art. 46.1, delete the words ‘‘unless
the provisions for autonyms apply (Arts. 19.3, 22.1, and 26.1; see also Art. 16.1)”,
and add ‘“‘of its validation’’ after ‘‘date’’; in Art. 16.1, delete the words *‘, but without
the citation of an author’s name”’; and in Art. 19.3, 22.1 and 26.1, delete the words
*, but not followed by an author’s name”’.

Prop. B (278 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 176). Add a new Note after Art. 46.1 (also
providing or correcting author citations for autonyms in Art. 19 Ex. 1-4, Art. 25 Ex.
1, Art. 26 Ex. 1-3, Art. 46 Ex. 1, Art. 57 Ex. 8-9, and Art. H.11 Ex. 3):

“Note 1. In formally citing autonyms at suprageneric rank, only the name of the
validating author is cited; for citation of autonyms at ranks below genus, the names
of validating authors are preceded by the name, in parentheses, of the author of the
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genus name for autonyms at ranks above species, or the species name for autonyms
at infraspecific rank.”

Prop. C (232 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 147). Replace Art. 46.2 (deleting or revising
Art. 46.3), and add an example:

““46.2. When the name of a new taxon was ascribed to one author (or authors) in a
publication by another author (or authors), authorship of the name must be as
ascribed, i.e. the first author (or authors) and not the publishing author (or authors).
“Ex. 1bis The name Tephrosia cephalantha was validated in an account published
by Baker (in Oliver, Fl. Trop. Afr. 2: 119. 1871), who ascribed the name to Wel-
witsch. Although Baker was the publishing author and apparently author of the
species description, the name should be cited as Tephrosia cephalantha Welwitsch.”

Prop. D (233 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 148). Replace Art. 46.2, reword Art. 46 Ex.
2, and add three examples:

“46.2a. When both the name and description or diagnosis of a new taxon were
ascribed to one author (or authors) in a publication by another author (or authors),
authorship of the name must be attributed to the first author (or authors) only.

“Ex. 2. The name Viburnum ternatum was published in Sargent (Trees and Shrubs
2: 37. 1907) and was ascribed to ‘Rehd.” and the whole account of the species was
signed “‘Alfred Rehder” at the foot of the article.

“Ex. 2bis In a paper by O. M. Hilliard and B. L. Burtt (Notes Roy. Bot. Gard.
Edinburgh 43: 365. 1986) names of new species of Schoenoxiphium were ascribed to
I. Kukkonen, preceded (pp. 364-365) by a statement ‘“‘The following diagnostic
descriptions of new species have been supplied by Dr. I. Kukkonen in order to make
the names available for use”.

“Ex. 2ter In Torrey and A. Gray (F1. N. Amer. 1: 198. 1838) the names Calyptri-
dium and Calyptridium monandrum were ascribed to “Nutt. mss.” and the
descriptions were enclosed in double quotes indicating that Nuttall wrote them, as
acknowledged on p. ix of the Preface to the volume.

“Ex. 2quat. The name Brachystelma was published by Sims (Bot. Mag. 49: t. 2343,
1822) who added ‘“BROWN Mscr.” at the end of the generic diagnosis, indicating that
Brown wrote it.

“Authorship of these names must be attributed as Viburnum ternatum Rehder,
Schoenoxiphium altum Kukkonen, Calyptridium Nuttall and C. monandrum Nuttall,
and Brachystelma R. Brown.”

Prop. E (231 - Karttunen in Taxon 42: 144). Add a new Note after Art. 46.3,
reword Art. 46 Ex. 5, and add five examples:

“Note 2. Ascription is direct association of the name of (a) person(s) with a new
name of a taxon. Mention of a name in the list of synonyms is not an ascription, nor
is a reference to a basionym or a replaced synonym, including bibliographic errors,
nor a reference to a homonym, nor a formal error.

“Ex. 2quing. Hypnum crassinervium is attributed to ‘““W. Wilson in W. J. Hooker”
or “W. Wilson™ (in Hooker, W. J. 1833. Supplement to the English Botany of the
late Sir J. E. Smith and Mr. Sowerby 2, pl. 2706. London) but not to ‘“Taylor ex
Wilson in Hooker”, since the name was not ascribed to anyone, Taylor’s manuscript
name ‘‘Hypnum crassinervium Dr. Taylor’s MS”’ was only cited in the list of syn-
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onyms. It is not attributed to ‘“Hooker’’ since the initials “W.W.” at the end of the
description provide internal evidence that Wilson also supplied the description.

“Ex. 5. Lichen debilis is attributed to “‘J. E. Smith”, not to “Turner & Borrer ex
Smith”, since Smith did not ascribe the name to Turner & Borrer, but only cited
“Calicium debile Turn. and Borr. Mss.”” as a synonym.

“Ex. 2sex. Hemisphace is attributed to ‘‘(Bentham) Opiz”, not to ‘“‘(Bentham)
Bentham ex Opiz”, since when Opiz wrote ‘‘Hemisphace Bentham’ he referred to a
basionym (see Art. 32 Ex. 5) and that is not considered an ascription.

“Ex. 2sept. Dichelodontium nitidulum is attributed to ‘‘(Hooker & Wilson) Bro-
therus”’, not to ‘““(Hooker & Wilson) Hooker & Wilson ex Brotherus”, since when
Brotherus wrote “D. nitidulum Hooker & Wilson™ he provided a reference to a
basionym. Dichelodontium, however, is attributed to “Hooker & Wilson ex Bro-
therus” or “‘Brotherus’, since that name was ascribed to Hooker & Wilson who had
used that name, but had not published it validly.

“Ex. 2oct. Lemanea is attributed to ‘‘Sirodot non Bory”, not to ‘“Bory ex Sirodot
non Bory”, since when Sirodot wrote ‘‘Lemanea Bory” he published a new hom-
onym of Lemanea Bory (see Art. 48 Ex. 1) and did not ascribe the homonym to
Bory.”

Prop. F (235 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 149). Add a new sentence at the end of Art.
46.2, and an example:

“When an intended new combination or nomen novum was ascribed to one author
(or authors) in a publication by another author (or authors), authorship of the name
must be attributed to the first author only and not to the publishing author.

“Ex. 2non. The combining author of Tersonia cyathiflora, based on Haloragis
cyathiflora Fenzl, must be attributed as A. S. George, not as J. W. Green nor as A. S.
George ex J. W. Green, since, when it was published in J. W. Green (Census Vasc.
Pl. W. Australia, ed. 2, 6. 1985) J. W. Green ascribed the authorship in this way.”

Prop. G (236 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 150). Add a new sentence at the end of Art.
46.2, and an example:

“When an intended new combination or nomen novum was ascribed to one author
(or authors) in a publication by another author (or authors), authorship of the name
must be attributed to the first author (or authors) if a separate statement was made
that the first author contributed in some way to the publication.

“Ex. 2dec. J. W. Green (Census Vasc. Pl. W. Australia, ed. 2, 6. 1985) published a
combination as ‘“‘Neotysonia phyllostegia (F. Muell.) Paul G. Wilson”’; since on p. 5
he acknowledged assistance from Paul Wilson, the combining author must be cited
as Paul G. Wilson and not Paul G. Wilson ex J. W. Green.”

Prop. H (237 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 150). Add a new sentence at the end of Art.
46.3, and an example:

“When an intended new combination or nomen novum was ascribed to one author
(or authors) in a publication by another author (or authors), authorship of the name
must be attributed to the publishing author if no separate statement was made that the
first author contributed in some way to the publication, but the first authors name
followed by ‘ex’ may be placed before the name of the publishing author.
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“Ex. 4bis J. W. Green (Census Vasc. P1. W. Australia, ed. 2, 6. 1985) published a
combination as “‘Tersonia cyathiflora (Fenzl) A. S. George”’; since Green nowhere
mentioned that A. S. George had contributed in any way, the combining author must
be cited as A. S. George ex J. W. Green or just J. W. Green.”

Prop. I (238 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 150). Add a new Note after Art. 46.3, and
three examples, at the end of Art. 46:

“Note 5. When an author (or authors) validates a new combination or nomen novum
while falsely attributing it to an earlier author who effectively but invalidly published
the name, the authorship of the name should be cited as the validating author (or
authors) only.

“Ex. 6. Bignonia stans was published by Linnaeus (Sp. Pl ed. 2, 871. 1763) and
Jussieu (Gen. P1. 139. 1789) referred it to Tecoma without making the new combina-
tion. When Kunth (in Humboldt, Bonpland & Kunth, Nov. Gen. Sp. P1. 3: 144. 1818)
first made the combination in Tecoma he mistakenly attributed it to Jussieu; the name
should be cited as Tecoma stans (L.) Kunth, not T. stans (L.) Juss. ex Kunth.

“Ex. 7. Sagus sect. Pigafetta, published by Blume (Rumphia 2: 154. 1843), was
transferred to Metroxylon by Martius (Hist. Nat. Palm. 3: 213. 1845) and was raised
to generic rank by Beccari (Malesia 1: 89. 1877) who attributed the generic name to
“Mart.”; since Beccari clearly said that he was raising Martius’s infrageneric group
to generic rank, his ascription of the generic name to Martius was (by present stand-
ards) a mistake and the generic name should be attributed to (Blume) Beccari [as
now done in Appendix III of the Code] and not (Blume) Mart. ex Beccari.

“Ex. 8. Wild and R. B. Drummond (in Exell, & al., Flora Zambesiaca 2(2): 459-491.
1966) validated numerous combinations in Cyphostemma but wrongly attributed
them to Descoings who had earlier effectively but invalidly published them (without
full and direct citation of places of publication of basionyms). These combinations
should be attributed to Wild & R. B. Drummond, not to Descoings nor to Descoings
ex Wild & R. B. Drummond.”

Prop. J (239 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 151). Add a new Note after Art. 46.2, and
reword Art. 46 Ex. 2:

“Note 3. In cases in which Art. 46.2 is applied, it may sometimes be desirable to
follow the author citation by the word ‘in’ followed by the author and title of the
publication; the word ‘in’ and the author name following it are part of the biblio-
graphic reference and not part of the authorship of the scientific name. In other cases,
particularly for names published in journals, it may be preferable to omit ‘in’ and the
second author completely.

“Ex. 2. Viburnum ternatum Rehder in Sargent, Trees and Shrubs 2: 37. 1907, where
the author of the name is Rehder and what follows it is the bibliographic reference.
Teucrium charidemi Sandwith, Cavanillesia 3: 38. 1930, which was included in a
paper by Lacaita.”

Prop. K (223 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 141). Replace the last sentence of
Art. 46.2 with: “The word ‘in’ and the name that follows it are part of a biblio-
graphic citation and should be omitted unless the place of publication is being cited.”

Prop. L (224 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 141). Add a new Note and two
examples after Art. 46.2:
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“Note 4. If at least one author’s name is common to both the work and the ascrip-
tion, the name is considered as published by those to whom it is ascribed.

“Ex. 2undec. Sophora tomentosa subsp. occidentalis should be cited as Brummitt
not Brummitt ex Brummitt & J. B. Gillett, since the name was attributed to Brum-
mitt, who is also an author of the work where the new name appeared.

“Ex. 2duodec. Schiedea ligustrina var. nematopoda should be cited as Degener &
Sherff, not Degener & Sherff ex Sherff, since the name was attributed to Degener &
Sherff and the latter is also the author of the publication wherein the new name
appeared.”

Prop. M (243 - Brummitt in Taxon 42: 154). Add a new Art. 46.5, and two
examples:

“46.5. In cases involving joint authors where the authorship of the publication was
not identical with that ascribed to a new name included, if at least one author is
common to both, the ascription should be accepted without an ‘ex’ citation.

“Fx. 9. In an article on Bromeliaceae by L. B. Smith (Acta Bot. Venez. 14(3): 8.
1984) a new species, Steyerbromelia discolor was ascribed to L. B. Smith & Robin-
son; authorship of the name should be cited in this way, and not as L. B. Smith &
Robinson ex L. B. Smith.

“Ex. 10. In a paper by Brummitt & J. B. Gillett (Kirkia 5: 259-270. 1966) the name
Sophora tomentosa subsp. occidentalis was ascribed to (L.) Brummitt; authorship of
the name should be cited in this way and not as (L.) Brummitt ex Brummitt & J. B.
Gillett.”

Prop. N (234 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 148). Replace Art. 46.3, and Art. 46 Ex. 3-4,
with:

““46.3. When the name, but not the description, of a newly described taxon was
ascribed to one author (or authors) in a publication by another author (or authors),
authorship of the name must be attributed to the publishing author (or authors), but
the name of the first author may be placed first followed by the word ‘ex’.

“Ex. 3. Seemann (Fl. Vit. 22. 1865) published under Gossypium “G. tomentosum,
Nutt. mss.” followed by a validating description; the name may be cited as Gossy-
pium tomentosum Nutt. ex Seemann or G. tomentosum Seemann.

“Ex. 3bis The name Lithocarpus polystachyus published by Rehder was based on
Quercus polystachya DC. (Prodr. 16(2): 107. 1864) who ascribed the name to
“Wall.! list n. 2789 where it was a nomen nudum; the combination in Lithocarpus
may be cited as L. polystachyus (Wall. ex DC.) Rehder or L. polystachyus (DC.)
Rehder.

“Ex. 4. Linnaeus (Gen. Pl. ed. 5: 322. 1754) ascribed the name Lupinus to the
pre-starting point author Tournefort; this name may be cited as Lupinus Tournefort
ex L. or Lupinus L.

“Ex. 4ter Lilium tianschanicum (in V. 1. Grubov & T. V. Egorova, Rast. Centr. Azii
7:70. 1977) was described as a new species ascribed to Ivanova; since there was no
indication that Ivanova described the species, the name may be cited as L. tian-
schanicum Ivanova ex Grubov & T. V. Egorova or L. tianschanicum Grubov & T. V.
Egorova.
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“Ex. 4quat. In a paper by D. E. Boufford, Z. H. Tsi & P. S. Wang (J. Arnold Arbor.
71: 123. 1990) the name Rubus fanjingshanensis was ascribed to L. T. Lu with no
indication that Lu described it; the name should be attributed to L. T. Lu ex Bouf-
ford, Z. H. Tsi & P. S. Wang, or to Boufford, Z. H. Tsi & P. S. Wang.”

Prop. O (242 -~ Brummitt in Taxon 42: 153). Add two new sentences at the end of
Art. 46.3, reword Art. 46 Ex. 5, and add two examples:

“When an author takes up an epithet from an invalidly published name proposed by
another author, and validates a different name including this epithet, only the valid-
ating author should be cited. If the name originally but invalidly adopted by the first
author was later validly published, the name of the first author should again be
omitted.

“Ex. 5. The name Lichen debilis, which was validly published by Smith 1812 with
“Calicium debile Turn. and Borr. Mss.” cited as a synonym, should be attributed to
Smith only and not Turner & Borrer ex Smith.

“Fx. 5bis The name Catha edulis was published but not validated by Forsskal (FL.
Aegypt.-Arab. cvii, 63. 1775). The epithet was taken up by Vahl (Symb. Bot. 1: 21.
1790) who published the name Celastrus edulis which must be attributed to Vahl
alone. This was transferred to Catha by Endlicher (Enchir. Bot. 575. 1841), whose
combination should be cited as Catha edulis (Vahl) Endl., not as C. edulis (Forsskal
ex Vahl) Endl,, nor as C. edulis (Vahl) Forsskal ex Endl., nor as C. edulis (Forsskal
ex Vahl) Forsskél ex Endl.

“Ex. Ster J. B. Gillett (Kew Bull. 13: 128. 1958) published the name ‘Tephrosia
interrupta subsp. elongatiflora Harms ex Gillett ssp. nov.”, based on a holotype
specimen which he said was “labelled in a German hand” as ‘‘Tephrosia confir.
elongatiflora Harms’’. Harms did not use the rank of subspecies for this taxon, and
the name should be cited as 7. interrupta subsp. elongatiflora J. B. Gillett.”

Prop. P (14 — Hoffmann & al. in Taxon 40: 140). In Art. 46.3, delete the words “‘to
another person, e.g.”” and “‘or to an author who published the name prior to the
nomenclatural starting point of the group concerned (see Art. 13.1)”’; and add a new
Art. 46 .4:

“46.4 The citation of an author who published the name before the starting point of
the group concerned may be indicated by the use of the word ‘ex’. When a pre-start-
ing point name was changed in rank or taxonomic position by the first author who
validly published it, the name of the pre-starting point author may be included in

3 9

parentheses before ‘ex’.

Prop. Q (225 - Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 141). Add a new Art. 46.6:

“46.6. In determining the correct author citation, only internal evidence of the ori-
ginal publication where the name was validly published (cf. Art. 35.4) is to be
accepted, including ascription of the new names, statements in the introduction, title,
or acknowledgements, and typographic or stylistic distinctions in the text.”

Prop. R (227 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 141). Add two examples to the new
Art. 46.6 (or Rec. 46F.1):

“Ex. 11. Tephrosia cephalantha was published in a work by Baker with the ascrip-
tion “Welw. mss.” and is to be cited as Welw. ex Baker or Baker, since there is no
internal evidence that the name was published by Welwitsch.
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“Ex. 12. Andreaea angustata was published in a work by K. Limpricht with the
citation “nov. sp. Lindb. in litt ad Breidler 1884”°. The name should be cited as
Limpr. or Lindb. ex Limpr., since there is no internal evidence that S. O. Lindberg
had supplied the validating description.”

Prop. S (240 -~ Brummitt in Taxon 42: 152). Add a new Art. 46.6a, and two
examples:

“46.6a. In determining the correct authorship of a name, only internal evidence
published in the original publication may be taken into account. This evidence may
include stated authorship of the whole work, ascription of other authors’ names to
new names or descriptions of plants, statements in the introduction or acknow-
ledgements, or typographic devices such as quotation marks.

“Ex. 13. Authorship of Panicum linearifolium is Scribner ex Britton & A. Brown,
not Scribner ex Britton in Britton & A. Brown, even though it is generally accepted
that A. Brown did not participate in writing the Flora, since the title-page attributes
the whole work to both persons.

“Ex. 14. Although the descriptions in W. Aiton’s Hortus Kewensis (ed. 1, 1789, and
ed. 2 by W. T. Aiton 1810-1813) are generally considered to have been written by
Solander, Dryander or R. Brown, the names of new taxa published there must be
attributed to Aiton, the stated author of the work, except where a name and descrip-
tion were both ascribed to somebody else.”

Prop. T (241 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 152). At the end of the new Art. 46.6a, add a
new sentence and an example:

“However, new names first validly published in G. Bentham and J. D. Hooker’s
Genera Plantarum (1862-1883) which were not there ascribed to either Bentham or
Hooker should not be attributed to both of them but to the one who wrote the account
of the family as documented by Bentham (J. Linn. Soc., Bot. 20: 304-308. 1883; see
Stafleu & Cowan (Regnum Veg. 94:179-180. 1976) for complete analysis).

“Ex. 15. In Bentham & Hooker (Genera Plantarum 2: 1025. 1876) the name Anetan-
thus was ascribed to ‘“‘Hiern, Pl. Bras. Warm. ined.”” and is now to be attributed to
Hiern ex Bentham and not Hiern ex Bentham and Hooker f.”

Prop. U (244 — Brummitt in Taxon 42: 154). Add a new Note at the end of Art. 46,
and two examples:

“Note 6. An author publishing a new name, and wishing to establish that another
person’s name followed by ‘ex’ may precede his or hers in its authorship, may adopt
the ‘ex’ citation in the protologue.

“FEx. 16. In validating the name Nothotsuga (Notes Roy. Bot. Gard. Edinburgh 45:
390. 1989), C. N. Page cited it as “Nothotsuga H.-H. Hu ex C. N. Page” noting that
in 1951 Hu had published the name as a nomen nudum; the name may be attributed
to H.-H. Hu ex C. N. Page or just C. N. Page.

“FEx. 17. In a paper by J. T. Atwood (Selbyana 5: 302. 1981) a new species, Maxilla-
ria mombachoensis, was attributed to “‘Heller ex Atwood”’, with a note saying it was
originally named by the late A. H. Heller; the name may be attributed to A. H. Heller
ex Atwood or just Atwood.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is seen by its author as the logical consequence of
the decision, taken in Sydney, to grant to autonyms the status of validly published
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names. It is true that, since autonyms now compete with other names in the same
rank for priority, it is important to be able to establish their date. On the other hand,
one should not forget that establishing the correct authorship citation (and date) of
autonyms can be a tedious process, and having to find out author citations for
autonyms removes one of their major qualities, which is expediency of use. A com-
promise might be to make author citation after autonyms optional, but this is not
what is being proposed here.

Prop. B depends on acceptance of Prop. A, and would make it explicit in which way
authors must be cited after autonyms. The first clause, concerning autonyms at
suprageneric rank, is inconsistent with the present use (e.g. in Rec. 61A Ex. 1 of the
Code) of parenthetic authorship after other names in such ranks, a question which
has engendered substantial debate in the past.

Prop. C-U (except Prop. P) are two sets of parallel and partly overlapping or con-
flicting proposals, one submitted individually by Brummitt, the other put forward in
the last-minute report of the Special Committee on ‘in and ex’. It is unfortunate that,
through this parallelism, the situation concerning Art. 46 has become fairly complex,
and some might wish to have the whole series of proposals referred back to a new
Special Committee. They should then vote ‘sp. ¢.” on some or all of the following
proposals. The comments that follow may however help in expressing a firm de-
cision on most if not all of the proposals.

Prop. C, the most far-reaching of the whole set, would completely reverse present
practice and, while simplifying the correct citation of authors, would necessitate
major changes in citation of author names. Under this proposal, and Prop. F which is
the logical complement, ‘ex’ would no longer be used. Those in favour of this radical
solution should consider also accepting Prop. E, which would make its effect some-
what less disruptive. Prop. J or K could also be combined with Prop. C.

Prop. D is much more close to the present rule than Prop. C, and mainly attempts to
add precision. There may be cases where it will lead to a different answer than the
present provisions of Art. 46.2, particularly if one interprets it to mean that two
distinct, explicit ascriptions are needed to fulfil its requirements (one relating to the
name and the other to the validating description). Prop. D would seemingly discard
the present provision governing the use of ‘in’, but this is covered by Prop. J which is
its direct complement. Prop. K from the Special Committee covers virtually the same
ground as Prop. D and J combined. One should also note that Prop. D limits the
present Article to names of newly described taxa, and therefore calls for one of the
solutions provided by Prop. F-I as its logical complement.

Prop. E appears to be an essential corollary, not only to Prop. C as already noted but
also to Prop. D and to all other proposals in which the term ‘ascription’ is used.
Without a provision as here proposed, ascription would have to be assumed in a large
number of cases where this is clearly inappropriate. Perhaps the last four words of
the proposed Note might better be either omitted or clarified by means of an
example.

Prop. F-I all refer to authorship citation after new combinations and avowed sub-
stitute names, an area that is not covered separately by the Special Committee
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proposals. Incidentally, the word “intended’” in Prop. F-H appears to be superfluous
and misleading, and would be better deleted.

Prop. F implies the same kind of automatism in authorship citation as Prop. C would
effect for names of new taxa, and would certainly make decisions on authorship
citation easier and more secure. It would not always, presumably, lead to a ““fair”
answer, but when combined with Prop. E (limiting the meaning of ‘ascription’) it
would have less disturbing consequences than Prop. C, on which it does not depend.

Prop. G and H, taken together, offer an alternative to Prop. F. They place more
weight on appropriateness while still avoiding ambiguity. It is difficult to tell which
of the alternatives (Prop. F vs. Prop. G plus H) is more in line with current practice,
which apparently varies.

Prop. I belongs to the same series but is rather awkward as to its intents and effects.
First of all, while worded as if it were a Recommendation, it must certainly be a rule
and not merely a Note. Secondly, it would still permit to credit unpublished names to
their original authors, provided that they have never appeared in print before. Why
authors of invalidly but effectly published names should be penalized with respect to
authors who left just manuscript notes is hard to understand. Incidentally, only one of
the three suggested new examples (Ex. 8) serves to illustrate the proposed new
“Note””.

Prop. J and K cover the same ground and are parallel in intent. Prop. J would fit with
Prop. C (or D) plus F, or Prop. D and G plus H. Prop. K could be accommodated
within the present Article, whether or not modified by adoption of one or more of the
foregoing proposals, and is supported (4 : 1) by the Committee on ‘ex and in’; being
proposed as a rule, it should use a different verb (‘“‘are’” or “‘must be” rather than
“should be’’).

Prop. L and M are virtually the same. The former, recommended by the Committee
on ‘ex and in’ (4 : 1) is perhaps more concise and more elegant in wording than the
latter. It would not, however, be a mere Note but a full-fledged rule. Prop. M, and the
examples in both proposals, again use Recommendation language inappropriate for a
rule.

Prop. N is a rewriting of the present Art. 46.3, to parallel Prop. D on Art. 46.2. Since
it would restrict the rule to names of newly described taxa, it would require Prop. F,
or G plus H, as complement.

Prop. O, once again proposed as a rule but worded as a Recommendation, would
deal with one of several kinds of citations covered more generally, and apparently
adequately, by Prop. E.

Prop. P would effect two things. First, it would dissociate pre-starting-point author
citations from Art. 46.3 where they are presently mentioned, and transfer them to a
new paragraph of their own; and second, it would provide for the use of parenthetic
authorship immediately preceding the particle ‘ex’. This, the authors of the proposal
claim, has been the practice in the past for names in groups with a nomenclatural
starting point later than 1753. As the proposal is worded, however (and apparently
contrary to the intent of the proposers), the provision would apply to pre-starting-
point names in all groups of plants. If limited to names in groups with a later starting
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point, the new provision might be more acceptable; the proposal would however, in
that case, mean that no provision is left to govern the citation of pre-1753 authors
(which may not in itself necessarily be a bad thing).

Prop. Q, and associated examples in Prop. R, are virtually the same as Prop. S. They
would make explicit current and traditional practice, which some have recently aban-
doned, so that an explicit ruling is indeed desirable. The proposals are so similar as to
be virtually indistinguishable, and if the principle is adopted they can all be referred
to the Editorial Committee. The Committee vote on Prop. Q was 4 : 1, and on Prop.
R, 5: 1. See also Rec. 46F Prop. A, which is an alternative to Prop. Q.

Prop. T would introduce a unique exception to the provisions of Art. 46, however
amended. As long as not every botanist in every country claims an exception for
important botanical works published by his or her co-nationals, this might be toler-
able.

Prop. U may at first sight seem superfluous, and is certainly covered by the provi-
sions of Art. 46. But since several botanists, including editors, have recently been
claiming that Art. 46 only addresses the question of how to cite extant names and is
not relevant when names are published anew, the Note may indeed constitute a
useful clarification. This is not to say that what is permissible should necessarily be
encouraged (see Rec. 46E Prop. B).

Recommendation 46A

Prop. A (9 - Pinto da Silva in Taxon 39: 538). Add a new Rec. 46A.6, and an
example:

“46A.6. The abbreviation adopted by the author for his personal name should be
accepted, if it has priority of use on homonymic abbreviations of other author names.

“Ex. 1. Pereira Coutinho, Antonio Xavier (1851-1939) always used the abbreviation
“P. Cout.”” which should not be changed to “Cout.” or “Coutinho”. Sampaio, Gon-
calo Antonio da Silva Ferreira (1865-1937) always used the abbreviation ““Samp.”.
Henriques, Julio Augusto (1838-1928) always used ‘“‘Henr.” which should not be
replaced by “Henriq.”” or ““J. Henr.”, as the abbreviation of Henriques, and should
prevail over “‘Henr.” for Henrard, J. T.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would recommend that the abbreviations of his or
her own name that is used by an author should be accepted by others. The idea may
have some appeal, particularly for those who are happy with the present Rec. 46B,
but is hardly appropriate at a time when standardization of authorship abbreviations
on an international scale is being actively pursued. Extending the principle of priority
for “homonymy’’ purposes to the use (in effective publication?) of author abbrevia-
tions is perhaps a somewhat far-fetched idea.

Recommendation 46C

Prop. A (11 - Vorster & Nicholas in Taxon 39: 538). At the end of Rec. 46C.2, add
the words: “, except in the original publication”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is submitted in order to discourage a bad practice
of some editors of scientific journals, and may be seen as a useful clarification of
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what the Recommendation intends. However, the present wording already covers the
point by using the past tense in its main clause, and the proposed addition would
require some modifications on this account.

Recommendation 46E (new)

Prop. A (10 - Pinto da Silva in Taxon 39: 538). Add a new Rec. 46E.1, with an
example:

“46E.1. If an author adopted a pseudonym instead of his personal name, it or its
abbreviation should be accepted for those names and combinations published under it
and should not be replaced by his personal name or its abbreviation.

“Ex. 1. Nathalie Desiatova-Shostenko (1889-1968), when living in France after
World War 11, published names under the authorship of ‘“Roussine”, the pseudonym
that she adopted (“‘Nathalie Roussine”).”

Prop. B (228 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 142). Add a new Rec. 46E.2:
“46FE.2. Authors should not ascribe the new names they publish to other persons,

ERET)

with or without the connecting words ‘ex’ or ‘in’.

Prop. C (229 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 142). Add a new Rec. 46E.3:

“46E.3. Authors who publish new names in works of other authors should ensure
that the new names are correctly ascribed and that their contribution is accurately
acknowledged.”

Prop. D (230 - Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 142). Add an example after the new
Rec. 46E.3:

“Ex. 1. The name Schoenoxiphium altum was ascribed to Kukkonen in a work by
Hilliard & Burtt (Notes Roy. Bot. Gard. Edinburgh 43: 365. 1986) and it was stated
that the description was supplied by him. The name is to be cited as Kukkonen or
Kukkonen in Hillard & Burtt.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would cover a very special case, that is rarely
encountered, whereas the much more frequent cases of name changes through mar-
riage or changes of religion or sex would, as at present, not be covered.

Prop. B (4 :1),C (4:1),and D (5 : 0) were all favoured by the Committee on ‘ex
and in’. Prop. B would recommend against the option which Art. 46 Prop. U would
make explicit. From a practical point of view the Recommendation makes good
sense, although on ethical grounds it may appear to present problems.

Prop. C is well-intentioned, except that it perhaps addresses the wrong author: it is
usually the author of the work rather than the author of the name and description who
is in a position to ensure that names are correctly ascribed. The example in Prop. D
illustrates the latter approach.

Recommendation 46F (new)

Prop. A (226 — Comm. ‘ex and in’ in Taxon 42: 141). Add a new Rec. 46F:

“46F.1. In determining the correct author citation, only internal evidence of the
original publication may be accepted, including stated authorship of the whole work,
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attribution of authorship of new names, statements in the introduction or acknow-
ledgements, and typographic or stylistic distinctions in the text.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is the same as Art. 46 Prop. Q, except that it is
here proposed as a Recommendation. Although the Committee on ‘ex and in’ favours
both alternatives equally (4 : 1), the matter is more appropriate for a rule — as which
it is worded - than for a Recommendation.

Article 48

Prop. A (12 - Kostermans in Taxon 39: 539). In Art. 48.1, delete the word “‘expli-
citly” wherever it occurs (twice).

Prop. B (163 - Perry in Taxon 41: 604). In Art. 48.1, delete the word ‘‘original” in
lines 1-2, and insert the words: ‘“‘as determined by application of the Code’ after the
word “‘type” in lines 2 and 4.

Prop. C (164 - Perry in Taxon 41: 604). In Art. 48.1, replace the words ‘“its
original type” in lines 1-2 and “‘its type” in line 4 with: ‘“‘its holotype or all its
syntypes or its previously designated lectotype”.

Prop. D (213 - Perry & Demoulin in Taxon 41: 777). In Art. 48 Note 2, after the
word ““type’’, insert the words ‘‘of the name as designated by the author of the name
or determined by application of the Code”’.

Prop. E (312 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). Move Art. 72 Ex. 3 to Art. 48.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, perhaps unwittingly, raises an important point.
As Art. 48.1 is worded, due to the word “explicitly”, very few homonyms as pres-
ently recognized would qualify as such. When an author applies to an alga an
existing name of, say, a genus of phanerogams, he or she is universally considered to
have created a later homonym, although he or she will rarely if ever have explicitly
excluded the type of the earlier name. However, simple deletion of the word “‘expli-
citly”” may result in other problems, be it only for the fact that the last sentence of the
paragraph refers to it, and is unanimously opposed by the Committee for Fungi and
Lichens. In the view of the Rapporteurs, replacing “‘explicitly”’ by ‘‘definitely”
might well be the answer. Those in favour of this suggestion may express it by an
‘ed. c.” vote.

Prop. B and C are alternatives, being put forward in order to obtain a clarification of
the present rule. The matter is of some importance, but the primary criterion for
deciding between the alternatives should certainly be the amount of change that
either option would engender, and this, unfortunately, is unknown. As long as such
information is not available, it may be prudent to maintain the status quo.

Prop. D aims at eliminating an illogicality in the present wording. It is current
practice, in the conservation of names, not to conserve them in a sense that would
exclude their type, but to reject them against later “homonyms’ that include that
type. Some changes in this Note are needed at any rate, but the appropriate wording
will depend on the fate of Art. 14 Prop. G-I. The proposal might best be referred to
the Editorial Committee.

Prop. E may be referred to the Editorial Committee.
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Article 49

Prop. A (15 — Hoffmann & al. in Taxon 40: 140). Add a new Note after Art. 49.1:

“Note 1. According to Art. 46.4, parentheses may also be used in similar situations
for names published before the starting point of the group concerned.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A depends upon adoption of Art. 46 Prop. P and
may be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Recommendation 50B

Prop. A (313 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). Amend Rec. 50B Ex. 1, to read:

“Ex. 1. Carex bebbii Olney (Car. Bor.-Am. 2: 12. 1871), published without a de-
scription, should be cited Carex bebbii Olney, nomen nudum (or nom. nud.).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A may be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Article 57

Prop. A (165 — Perry & al. in Taxon 41: 605). Amend Art. 57.2, add a new Note
and an example:

“57.2. When for any taxon of the rank of family or below a choice is possible
between legitimate names of equal priority in the corresponding rank, or between
available final epithets of names of equal priority in the corresponding rank, the first
such choice to be effectively published (Arts. 29-31) establishes the priority of the
chosen name, and of any legitimate combination with the same type and epithet at
that rank, over the other competing name(s) (but see Art. 57.3).

“Note 0. A choice as provided for in Art. 57.2 is effected by adopting one of the
competing names, or its final epithet in the required combination, and simultaneously
rejecting or relegating to synonymy the other(s), or nomenclatural synonyms thereof.

“Ex. 6bis Donia speciosa and D. formosa were simultaneously published by Don
(Gen. Hist. 2: 468. 1832). Later Lindley (Trans. Hort. Soc. London, ser. 2, 1: 522.
1835) published Clianthus oxleyi and C. dampieri, both superfluous names based on
D. speciosa and D. formosa, respectively. Brown (in Sturt, Narr. Exped. C. Australia
2 (App.): 71. 1849) united both in a single species named C. dampieri and cited D.
speciosa and C. oxleyi as synonyms, but as the name adopted is an illegitimate
substitute for D. formosa he did not establish priority between D. speciosa and D.
formosa. Ascherson & Graebner (Syn. Mitteleur. Fl. 6(2): 725. 1909) published C.
speciosus (Don) Ascherson & Graebner listing D. speciosa and C. dampieri as syn-
onyms. However, as the name they adopted is an illegitimate later homonym of C.
speciosus (Endl.) Steudel (Nomencl. Bot. ed. 2, 1: 524. 1840), they also failed to
establish priority between D. speciosa and D. formosa. Ford & Vickery (Contr. New
South Wales Natl. Herb. 1: 303. 1950) published the legitimate combination C.
formosus (Don) Ford & Vickery and cited D. formosa and D. speciosa as synonyms.
They adopted the final epithet of one of the two names of equal priority and cited the
other as a synonym, but since the epithet of the latter was unavailable a choice was
not possible and so they did not establish the relative priority of D. formosa and D.
speciosa. This was achieved by Thompson (Telopea 4: 4. 1990) who published the
combination Swainsona formosa (Don) J. Thompson and, by reference back to the
paper by Ford & Vickery (1950), indicated that D. speciosa was a synonym.”’
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Prop. B (166 — Perry & al. in Taxon 41: 606). Transfer Art. 57.2 and 57.3 with
Notes and Examples to Art. 11, to follow after Art. 11.3.

Prop. C (101 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 362). Amend Art. 57.3, to read:

“57.3. An autonym is treated as having priority over any heterotypic name for a
subordinate taxon published at the same time as the name that established it.”

Prop. D (280 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 177). Reword Art. 57 Ex. 9, to read:

“Ex. 9. In the classification adopted by Rollins and Shaw, the taxon called Lesque-
rella lasiocarpa (Hooker ex A. Gray) S. Watson is composed of two subspecies,
subsp. lasiocarpa (which includes the type of the name of the species and whose
name is cited as L. lasiocarpa var. lasiocarpa (Hooker ex A. Gray) Rollins & E.
Shaw), and subsp. berlandieri whose name is cited as L. lasiocarpa subsp. berlan-
dieri (A. Gray) Rollins & E. Shaw. The latter subspecies is composed of two
varieties. In this classification the correct citation of the name of the variety which
includes the type of the name L. lasiocarpa subsp. berlandieri is L. lasiocarpa var.
berlandieri (A. Gray) Payson (1922), not L. lasiocarpa var. berlandieri (cited with-
out an author) or L. lasiocarpa var. hispida (S. Watson) Rollins & E. Shaw (1972),
based on Synthlipsis berlandieri var. hispida S. Watson (1882), since publication of
the latter name established the autonym Synthlipsis berlandieri var. berlandieri (A.
Gray) S. Watson which, at varietal rank, is treated as having priority over Synthlipsis
berlandieri var. hispida S. Watson.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A concerns a rule of which the meaning and effects
are not really in doubt, but where the wording is too imprecise to express them. This
may be due to the fact that it is difficult to find a simple wording covering the whole,
complex array of cases that may fall under this provision. The wording offered here
appears to be satisfactory, its main drawback being its length. The same may be said
with respect to the example, which the Editorial Committee might want to cut down
to its essentials.

Prop. B suggests transfer of two provisions now in Art. 57 to Art. 11, dealing with
priority, where they indeed belong. It is included in the more general Art. 11 Prop. B,
and may likewise be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. C would become relevant upon adoption of the principle of ‘coordinate status
of autonyms’ (Art. 19 Prop. A, Art. 22 Prop. B and Art. 26 Prop. B), and may be
referred to the Editorial Committee for appropriate action.

Prop. D should be voted upon in the same way as Art. 19 Prop. C, and in the light of
comments provided there.

Article 60

Prop. A (118 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 370). Add a new Art. 60.2, and a new example:

“60.2. When a taxon of infrageneric rank is raised to generic rank and the author of
the generic name created an orthographic variant of the infrageneric epithet, the
spelling of the generic basionym should be retained, except when it is a plural
adjective. If the spelling difference only concerns i/j or u/v interchange, established
custom should be followed.
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“Ex. 4. Polygonum sect. Aconogonon Meisner (Monogr. Polyg. 55. 1826) when
raised to generic rank is called Aconogonon (Meisner) Reichenb. (Handb. 236. 1837,
‘Aconogonum’), not Aconogonum Reichenb., nor Aconogonum (Meisner) Rei-
chenb.”

Prop. B (115 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 370). Add a new Art. 60.2a:

“60.2a. When a taxon of infrageneric rank is raised to generic rank and the author of
the generic name created a name that is derived from an infrageneric epithet, the
spelling of the generic name as published should be accepted. If the spelling dif-
ference only concerns i/j or u/v interchange, established custom should be followed.”

Prop. C (116 - Zijistra in Taxon 41: 370). Add a new example under Art. 60.2:

“Ex. 5. Phyllostegia sect. Haplostachya A. Gray (Proc. Amer. Acad. Arts 5: 342.
1862) when raised to generic rank is called Haplostachys Hillebrand (Fl. Hawaiian
Isl. 346. 1888), not Haplostachya (A. Gray) Hillebrand.”

Prop. D (117 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 370). Add a new example under Art. 60.2:

“Ex. 5a. Phyllostegia sect. Haplostachya A. Gray (Proc. Amer. Acad. Arts 5: 342.
1862) when raised to generic rank is called Haplostachys (A. Gray) Hillebrand (Fl.
Hawaiian Isl. 346. 1888), not Haplostachya (A. Gray) Hillebrand.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A and B are alternatives, and Prop. C and D again
offer an alternative should Prop. B be preferred. The comments made under Art. 48
Prop. B and C apply also to the present case: as long as the consequences of a change
are not exactly known, it is better to leave the rule unchanged and apply it bearing in
mind the general statement in Pre. 9. Those who nevertheless wish to support one or
other of the proposals should note that the proposer, by ‘“‘infrageneric rank’’, means
“rank of a subdivision of a genus”’.

Article 61

Prop. A (286 — Gandhi & Kartesz in Taxon 42: 181). Replace Rec. 61A with a new
Art. 61.2, and replace the example:

“61.2. When a taxon at the rank of a family or below is changed in rank on or after
1 Jan. 1995 and no earlier legitimate name is available in the new rank, the original
name or epithet must be retained unless the resulting name would be contrary to the
Code. Regarding the name of a family or its subdivision, the termination may be
altered appropriately.

“Ex. 1. The subtribe Drypetinae Pax (1890) (Euphorbiaceae) when raised to the
rank of tribe was named Drypeteae (Pax) Hurusawa (1954); Panicum subgenus
Dichanthelium Hitchcock & Chase (1910) (Poaceae) when raised to the rank of
genus was named Dichanthelium (Hitchcock & Chase) Gould (1974); Heterotheca
latifolia Buckl. (1862) when reduced to the rank of a variety was named H. subaxil-
laris var. latifolia (Buckl.) Gandhi & Thomas (1989).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would raise the present Rec. 61A to the status of
a rule. This would be contrary to the principle that no name has priority outside its
own rank. Furthermore, the rule would be very difficult to apply, since it apparently
assumes that, as circumscribed, the taxon being changed in rank includes only one
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nomenclatural type. Ultimately, it is in no way clear what consequences the infringe-
ment of the rule would have.

Article 63
Prop. A (129 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 376). Delete Art. 63.

Prop. B (59 — Comm. Retroactivity in Taxon 41: 156). In Art. 63.1, delete ‘‘de-
finitely included ... designated lectotype” and substitute “‘included the type’’; and
delete Art. 63. Note 2.

Prop. C (106 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 364). Amend Art. 63.3, to read:

“63.3. Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally
superfluous (although incorrect when published) if, by way of the provisions of Art.
7.12, another type is provided.”

Prop. D (107 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 366). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if the name which ought to have been
adopted is a heterotypic autonym (see Art. 32.7 [as by Prop. 114]).”

Prop. E (108 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 367). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if, by way of the provisions of Art. 7.11,
another type is provided.”

Prop. F (122 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 373). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

““A name that was nomenclaturally superfluous when published is not illegitimate if
it was published as an avowed substitute for an older legitimate name (see Art. 7.11).
When published it is incorrect, but it may become correct later.”

Prop. G (109 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 367). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if, by way of the provisions of Art. 10.4,
another type is provided.”

Prop. H (110 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 367). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if, by way of the provisions of Art. 22.4,
another type is provided.”

Prop. I (124 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 373). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“An infrageneric name that was nomenclaturally superfluous when published is not
illegitimate if its type is provided by a species name the epithet of which was taken
from the infrageneric epithet (see Art. 22.4). When published it is incorrect, but it
may become correct later.”

Prop. J (113 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 368). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if the author of the name definitely
indicated a different type.”

Prop. K (123 - Zijlstra in Taxon 41: 373). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3:
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“A name that was nomenclaturally superfluous when published is not illegitimate if
the author of the name has definitely designated a different type (see Art. 7.13).
When published it is incorrect, but it may become correct later.”

Prop. L (111 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 367). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3;

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if the taxon to which the name was
applied was considered when the name was validly published to be, for nomencla-
tural purposes, an alga.”

Prop. M (112 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 367). Add a new sentence to Art. 63.3, and an
example:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of Art. 63.1, a name is not nomenclaturally super-
fluous (although incorrect when published) if the taxon to which the name was
applied was considered when the name was validly published to be, for nomencla-
tural purposes, a fungus.

“Ex. 14. When originally published, Leccinum S. F. Gray (1 Nov. 1821) included
Boletus edulis Bull. : Fr., which was subsequently proposed as lectotype of Boletus
Fr. : Fr. (1 Jan. 1821) by Donk (Regnum Veg. 34: 33. 1964) and became the
conserved type of Boletus on publication of the Seattle Code in 1972. Nevertheless,
Leccinum S. F. Gray was not nomenclaturally superfluous when published and is
therefore not automatically typified by the type of Boletus Fr. : Fr., as the taxon to
which it was applied on publication was considered to be a fungus.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is the backbone of the set of proposals aimed at
eliminating the illegitimacy concept from the Code, and should be acted upon in the
same way as Art. 6 Prop. A-C.

Prop. B is the recommendation (4 : 2), by the Committee on Retroactivity, to reverse
the decision of the Berlin Congress to deny retroactive effect of lectotypification on
the legitimacy of other names. The Committee claims that the so-called ‘Rauschert
amendment’ is not workable in practice, but this claim is not substantiated by con-
crete examples. The Rapporteurs have found the Berlin version of Art. 63.1 to work
without problems, although some editorial rephrasing (along the lines suggested in
Art. 22 Prop. A) might make it more clear. Reversal of previous Congress decisions,
unless they have proved to be quite unacceptable, is certainly not a move that would
improve credibility of nomenclature among biologists at large.

Prop. C would not alter the present provision in substance, but would provide an
indirect definition (via Art. 7.12) instead of the present direct and unambiguous one.
The dangers of such a backdoor policy are illustrated by the fact that the rewording
of Art. 7.12 proposed by the same author (Art. 7 Prop. HH) would make this refer-
ence meaningless. The proposal would also remove the last sentence of the present
Art. 63.3, which is indeed not necessary although it may help to a better under-
standing of the provision.

Prop. D will presumably be favoured by those approving Art. 32 Prop. I.

Prop. E-M share the intent of adding further categories of names to those exempted
from illegitimacy through Art. 63.1. They also have in common the fact that their
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authors do not appear to have attempted to assess the practical consequences of their
adoption.

Prop. E and F look similar at a first glance. Prop. F, however, is clearly worded and
equally clearly unacceptable, since it would rule (perhaps contrary to the intent of the
proposer) that virtually every name presently rejected as illegitimate under Art. 63.1
would become legitimate. In its effect, it is largely coextensive with Prop. A, to
delete the Article. Prop. E is not easily understood, especially since the words “an-
other type” are not explained. Other than what? The Rapporteurs think that they
understand the meaning of what is being proposed (namely that in addition to the
type of the older legitimate name that makes the new name superfluous under Art.
63, the type of a second name, considered to be a replaced synonym, is included
which would not in itself make the new name illegitimate), but they would find it
difficult, if asked to do so, to come up with a suitable wording. The number of cases
of this type is certainly small.

Prop. G refers to a point which is covered, not only by the present Art. 63.3 but also
by Prop. C above, by the same author. It is therefore superfluous.

Prop. H and I are largely parallel, and have an identical intent. They appear at first
glance to be logical although, again, their consequences do not appear to have been
assessed. If either were adopted, it would require editorial attention: in Prop. H, the
difficulty of interpreting the words “another type” is obvious; Prop. I, which is more
directly worded, should probably read, in its middle portion: “‘a species name from
the epithet of which the infrageneric epithet was derived”. Art. 22 Prop. D is de-
signed to provide an alternative to Prop. L.

Prop. J and K are again similar in intent, and even in wording, except that Prop. K
presupposes acceptance of Art. 7 Prop. NN. This accounts for the difference at the
end, where “indicated” is replaced by “‘designated’’. Adoption would definitely lead
to a number of nomenclatural changes, since names that have been rejected as illegit-
imate in the past would become legitimate; but examples in which the change would
be beneficial, the Code not having been adhered to in the past, may certainly also be
found.

Prop. L and M would exempt the algae and fungi, respectively, from the application
of Art. 63. The appropriate Permanent Committees will be asked for an opinion on
them.

Article 64

Prop. A (216 — Greuter in Taxon 41: 780). At the beginning of Art. 64.1, after “A
name”’, add ‘“‘of a genus or species”’.

Prop. B (127 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 375). Amend Art. 64.1, to read:

““64.1. The heterotypic (homonymous) reuse of a name is incorrect. Such a reuse is
considered to establish a later homonym, which must be attributed to the author(s)
who validly published it. A later homonym, unless conserved (Art. 14) [, protected]
or sanctioned (Art. 13.1(d)), is not to be taken into consideration for the purposes of
priority, except for the purposes of homonymy. The same applies to a sanctioned
later homonym if the earlier homonym is also sanctioned (see also Art. 14 Note 2).
Likewise, an epithet validly published in a combination that is a later homonym is
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not to be taken into consideration for the purposes of priority; such a combination
may not serve as a basionym.”

Prop. C (314 - Silva in Taxon 42: 188). Delete the last sentence of Art. 64.4.
Prop. D (315 - Silva in Taxon 42: 189). Delete (or replace) Art. 64 Ex. 12.

Prop. E (316 - Silva in Taxon 42: 189). Replace Art. 64 Ex. 14 with:

“Ex. 14a. Scenedesmus armatus var. brevicaudatus (Hortob.) Pankow (1986), based
on S. carinatus var. brevicaudatus Hortob. (1981), is a later homonym of S. armatus
f. brevicaudatus L. Péterfi (1963) even though the two names apply to taxa of
different infraspecific rank. Scenedesmus armatus var. brevicaudatus (L. Péterfi)
Hegew. (1982), however, is not a homonym since it is based on the same type as S.
armatus f. brevicaudatus L. Péterfi.”

Prop. F (139 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). Add a new Art. 64.6, and an example:

“64.6. When a name and a condensed formula designating a hybrid are identical in
spelling, apart from the indication of hybridity, or are so similar that they are likely
to be confused (see footnote to Art. 64.3) and the existence of both is considered
likely to cause confusion, one may be conserved over the other, or a replacement for
the condensed formula may be adopted, unless Art. H.6.5 Note 2 applies.

“Ex. 17. The condensed formula xHordelymus Bacht. & Darevskaja (1950), ident-
ical in spelling to the generic name Hordelymus (Jessen) Jessen (1885), has been
correctly rejected in an effective publication before 1 Jan. 1996 under Art. H.6.5
Note 2 and xElyhordeum Mansf. ex Tsitsin & Petrova (1955) has been adopted in its
place.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would, as the proposer explains, admit ho-
monymy at the ranks above genus. Cases where this would in fact happen would be
exceedingly few, since it is rare that two distinct genera on which names of taxa in
the higher ranks are based have identical genitive singular stems. It is also a fact that
the ‘parahomonymy rule’ (Art. 64.3) does not operate at ranks above genus. The
proposal would remove the danger, which has not so far materialized, of an im-
possible nomenclatural situation, such as would indeed arise under the present rule if
anyone wanted to recognize subdivisions of the family Caricaceae (the correspond-
ing autonyms being preoccupied by earlier homonyms based on the name Carex, in
the Cyperaceae). It is probable that homonymy, to a small extent, would do no harm
at the ranks of subdivisions of family, but it would be much less acceptable to have
homonyms at the family level, such as would arise if anyone would upgrade the
Cariceae, as based on Carex, to family rank. The proposer will therefore accept a
friendly amendment, as moved by the Vice-rapporteur, for the additional words to
read “‘of a family, genus or species”’.

Prop. B is part of the package aimed at removing the concept of illegitimacy from
the Code (see Art. 6 Prop. A-C). It also takes up earlier suggestions by Parkinson
(defeated at Sydney) that homonyms are not different names but heterotypic usages
of the same name.

Prop. C and D would remove a sentence, and a correlated example, on the grounds
that the sentence is not only superfluous but commonplace. Those who, feeling that
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such guidance is useful and objecting to the deletion, would however favour trans-
forming the incriminated sentence into a Note, should vote ‘ed. c.’

Prop. E offers an example to the Editorial Committee, that need not necessarily
replace the present Art. 64 Ex. 14 (which is perfectly valid) but might well be added
to it.

Prop. F is part of the package of proposals aimed at denying the status of validly
published names to condensed formulae designating supraspecific hybrids. In view
of this, and particularly if Art. 20 Prop. A should be adopted, it is difficult to
understand the proposed new rule. How could a hybrid formula, not being a name, be
conserved over a validly published generic name?

Article 65

Prop. A (258 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 159). In Principle I, add at the end of the
first sentence: ‘‘except in certain cases of homonymy (See Art. 65.2)”’; in Art. 65.1,
after “‘plants” in line 2, insert: “‘published prior to 31 Dec 1999”’; and add a new Art.
65.2:

“65.2. In order to limit the potential for compounding the confusion between the
generic names of organisms treated under other Codes, for generic names published
under the present Code on or after 1 Jan. 2000 a consideration of homonymy must
take into account names other than those of plants which are either accepted in the
Approved List of Bacterial Names approved by the International Commission on
Systematic Bacteriology, or included in any Lists of Names in Use accorded spe-
cially protected nomenclatural status produced by the International Commission on
Zoological Nomenclature prior to 31 Dec. 1999.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, referring to a starting point date of 1 Jan 2000,
seems premature, particularly since at present no lists of Names in Current Use exist
in the zoological domain. What is being proposed might be more acceptable (and
might even work) if it had the status of a Recommendation rather than of a rule,
particularly if limited to those groups where confusion with the names of organisms
not covered by the botanical Code is likely to arise. The International code of
nomenclature of bacteria presently rules that a bacterial name is ‘“‘illegitimate if it is
a junior homonym of a name of a taxon of bacteria, fungi, algae, protozoa, or
viruses’’.

Article 68

Prop. A (273 — Henderson & Pedley in Taxon 42: 174). In Art. 68.1, replace “‘A
specific” with ““An infrageneric”’, and add an example:

“FEx. 1bis Dicerma DC. (1825) is an illegitimate name, being a superfluous sub-
stitute for Phyllodium Desv. (1813), but the name Dicerma sect. Aphyllodium DC. is
legitimate. When the taxon concerned is accepted at generic rank its name is cited as
Aphyllodium (DC.) Gagnepain.”

Prop. B (281 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 178). In Art. 68.2, delete the words ‘‘auto-
nyms excepted (Art. 26.1)” , and add “species’ after ““illegitimate”.
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Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A makes an excellent point, although the authors
have their vocabulary wrong. What they want to suggest, obviously, is to replace the
words ““a specific name’” with ‘‘a name of a species or subdivision of a genus”. Also,
if the provision is so reworded, the clause ‘“‘autonyms excepted (Art. 22.1)” will have
to be added.

Prop. B apparently ignores the fact that autonyms can be validly established only
under legitimate generic and specific names, which is indeed an essential feature of
the present autonym concept. Since Sydney, autonyms are validly published, prior-
able names, and it would be unacceptable to allow them to be established under
illegitimate later homonyms, where they might preempt the establishment of auto-
nyms under the legitimate earlier homonym.

Article 69

Prop. A (87 — Fosberg in Taxon 41: 355). Delete Art. 69.

Prop. B (16 - Reveal in Taxon 40: 142). Delete the first sentence of Art. 69.1, and
replace it with:

“Any name that would cause a disadvantageous nomenclatural change (Art. 14.1)
may be proposed for rejection. Proposed names are not to be used unless the pro-
posal itself is rejected.”

Prop. C (133 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 376). In Art. 69.3, delete “of a genus or
species”.
Prop. D (134 — Burtt in Taxon 41: 377). At the end of Art. 69.3, add a new
sentence:
“A name in long-established usage may be conserved if it proves to be a later

homonym of a name that has not been in general use but ought to be adopted for a
different taxon.”

Prop. E (167 — Brummitt in Taxon 41: 607). In Art. 69.3, delete the words: ‘‘and
would, but for Art. 69.4, be the correct name of another taxon”.

Prop. F (168 — Perry & McNeill in Taxon 41: 608). Amend Art. 69.3, to read:
“69.3. A name of a genus or species that has been widely and persistently used for a
taxon or taxa not including its type and would, or whose epithet would, but for Art.
69.4, have to be taken up for another taxon may, or its basionym if it has one may,
also be conserved or rejected under Art. 14.”

Prop. G (169 — Perry & McNeill in Taxon 41: 608). Reword Art. 69 Note 1, to
read:

“Note 1. The name proposed for conservation can be either the name that has been
misapplied, or its basionym if it has one, or a later homonym or synonym against
which the misapplied name, or its basionym if it has one, is rejected.”

Prop. H (170 — Perry & McNeill in Taxon 41: 609). Amend Art. 69.4, to read:

“69.4. A name that has been widely and persistently used for a taxon or taxa not
including its type is not, or its basionym if it has one, is not to be used in a sense that
conflicts with current usage unless and until a proposal to deal with it, or its basio-
nym if it has one, under Arts. 14.1 or 69.1 has been submitted and rejected.”
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Prop. I (145 - Brummitt & Kent in Taxon 41: 596). In an appropriate place [e.g. in
Art. 69] add a new paragraph:

“69.5. Certain species names that have been in use for a long time for aggregates of
numerous species are to be used only in this broad sense and not for segregate
species. These names are Alchemilla vulgaris Linnaeus, Euphrasia officinalis Lin-
naeus, Rubus fruticosus Linnaeus and Taraxacum officinale Wiggers. The correct
name for each segregate species that includes the types of these names is the earliest
other name available at specific rank.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A, to delete the Article, will with many cause a
feeling of déja-vu. The recurrence is somewhat hard to understand, since deletion of
the Article would make it impossibile to get rid of harmful names that have lost their
meaning and the use of which would discredit botanical nomenclature as a means of
conveying information unambiguously. The Article has appeared, in one form or
another, in every edition of the Code since the Vienna Rules of 1906.

Prop. B would considerably extend the coverage of the Article, and would permit
rejection of, e.g., freshly unearthed senior synonyms that would displace a well-
known name, as well as of well-known names which, in a changed taxonomic
context, might displace names that are even more widely used and better known. It
may be argued that no harm will be done by permitting such cases to be submitted
for committee action, which is probably true provided that the second sentence of the
proposed rule be deleted. Many of those favouring this proposal in principle would,
presumably, think that widening the scope of Art. 14 would be a better solution, and
indeed adoption of Art. 14 Prop. A and B would make the present proposal largely
redundant.

Prop. C would extend to names at all ranks the option of dealing with confused
names by means of conservation, and is a logical corollary to Art. 14 Prop. A.

Prop. D aims at covering a special case, based on two concrete examples, by means
of a supplementary provision in Art. 69. When acting on this, one will have to
consider (a) the extent to which homonyms, i.e., identically spelled names with a
different author citation, are confusable, and (b) whether there are good reasons to
treat such cases only by conservation under Art. 14, to the exclusion of rejection
under Art. 69.1, bearing in mind that at present the conservation option is limited to
the principal ranks. Adoption of Prop. B, or of Art. 14 Prop. A and B, would make
the present proposal superfluous.

Prop. E would make more global and more flexible the options which committees
have in dealing with cases of confused names. At present, not all names covered by
Art. 69.1 can be dealt with by conservation and rejection under Art. 14. The proposal
arises out of concrete working practice of the Committee for Spermatophyta. It is a
logical move that will presumably be supported by those who are not, in principle,
opposed to any extension of the conservation provisions.

Prop. F and G cover similar ground but are more limited in scope than Prop. E. A
possible objection is that the phraseology used is rather complex and difficult to
understand. The proposals would be redundant if Prop. E were accepted.
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Prop. H is an attempt to introduce a wording parallel to that of Prop. F and G into
Art. 69.4. Neither the wording nor its possible effects are, however, very clear. The
proposal seems superfluous.

Prop. I has a laudable intent. It seeks to cover cases in which a name is still in
general use, in a wide sense, and as such its application is perfectly unambiguous, but
confusion arises, and the name is better not used, when it is applied in a narrow
sense. Some will feel the proposal to be Eurocentric, and the enumeration of cases to
be unbalanced and incomplete, although later additions are presumably possible. (In
fact, a first such addition — of Ranunculus auricomus Linnaeus — has already been
suggested in writing, and the proposer has indicated his willingness to accept this as
a friendly amendment.) A general provision enabling the use of names at the ag-
gregate level while rejecting them at the level of segregate might be more useful.

Article 72

Prop. A (274 - Karttunen in Taxon 42: 174). In Art. 72.1(b) delete the phrase “if
the illegitimate name is a later homonym,”’.

Prop. B (275 - Karttunen in Taxon 42: 174). Amend the end of Art. 72.2, to read:
“under Arts. 21.3, 22.3, 23.4 or 27 or in an illegitimate homonym”’.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A has not so far been explained by its author. Even
after having read the relevant comments, as submitted for publication in a forthcom-
ing issue of Taxon, the Rapporteurs fail to see a need for the proposed deletion.
There can indeed be problems with Art. 72.1 when one considers it as more than a
mere explanatory note stating the obvious, but adoption of the present proposal
would exacerbate rather than alleviate the difficulties.

Prop. B is basically editorial.

Article 73

Prop. A (172 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Incorporate Art. 73 Ex. 2 into
Ex. 3, and add a new example:

“FEx. 2a. Typographic error: Indigofera longipednuculata Fang & Zheng is to be
corrected to 1. longipedunculata.”

Prop. B (173 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Add to Art. 73 Ex. 3:
“Kleinia polycotoma Chiovenda was incorrectly formed by analogy with dichotoma
(which is dicho + toma) and is to be corrected to K. polytoma.”

Prop. C (174 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Add to Art. 73 Ex. 3:
“Bignonia callistegioides was based on an incorrect spelling of the generic name
Calystegia and is to be corrected to B. calystegioides.”

Prop. D (175 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Addto Art. 73 Ex. 3:
“Solanum rohrii C. H. Wright was based on a misreading of the name ‘Roth’ on an
herbarium label (as recognized later by Wright himself) and is to be corrected to S.
rothii.”

Prop. E (176 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Add to Art. 73 Ex. 3:

“Cassia langsdorfii Kunth ex Vogel was named after Langsdorff and is to be cor-
rected to C. langsdorffii.”’
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Prop. F (177 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 610). Add to Art. 73 Ex. 3:

“Rebutia famatimensis (Speg.) Speg. (based on Echinocactus famatimensis Speg.),
from Famatina, Argentina, is to be corrected to R. famatinensis (see Bradleya 5: 94.
1987).”

Prop. G (184 — Brummitt in Taxon 41: 612). Replace the last sentence of Art. 73.6
with:

“The diaeresis, indicating that a vowel is to be pronounced separately from the
preceding vowel (as in Cephaélis, Isoétes), is permissible. The ligatures -z- and
-ce-should be replaced by the separate letters -ae-and -oe- (Arisaema, Schoenus).”

Prop. H (178 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). Add to Art. 73 Ex. 10:

“Blandfordia backhousii Lindley was named after Backhouse and is to be corrected
to B. backhousei. — Glochidion melvilliorum Airy Shaw is name after Dr. & Mrs.
Melville and is to be corrected to G. melvilleorum.”

Prop. 1 (179 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). Add to Art. 73.7 Ex. 10:

“Convolvulus loureiri G. Don and Chenopodium loureirei Steudel are named after
Loureiro and are to be corrected to C. loureiroi.”

Prop. J (7 —Manara in Taxon 39: 368). Replace Art. 73 Ex. 11 and 12 with:

“Ex. 11a. Verbena urticifolia L., Anemone malvifolia L., and Aspalathus ericefolia
L., are to be cited as: Verbena urticaefolia L., Anemone malvaefolia L., and Aspala-
thus ericaefolia L., because the genitive singular ending of urtica, malva, erica is:
urticae, malvae, ericae. Linnaeus himself has: Ipomoea hepaticaefolia, Cassia cha-
maecrista, and Ranunculus rutaefolius.

“FEx. 12a. Tococa lancifolia Spruce ex Triana is to be cited as 7. lanceifolia Spruce
ex Triana, because the first element’s stem is lance-, not lanci-, by analogy with
Croton castaneifolius L., and other universally accepted epithets as: cereiformis,
cuneifolius.”

Prop. K (180 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). After Art. 73.8, add an
example:

“Ex. 12bis Bowiea myriocantha Haw. (from the Greek myrios and acanthos) is to
be corrected to B. myriacantha.”

Prop. L (135 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 378). Amend Art. 73.9 (also deleting Art. 73
Note 2 and amending Art. 20.3 and 23.1 editorially), to read:

*73.9. The use of a hyphen in a name or epithet is treated as an error to be corrected
by deleting the hyphen.”

Prop. M (181 - Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). In Art. 73.9, after “‘inde-
pendently”’, add the words: “or if the letters before and after the hyphen are the
same,”” and add an example:

“Ex. 14bis In Athyrium austro-occidentale Ching the hyphen is not to be deleted.”

Prop. N (182 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). Add a new Art. 73.9bis, and
an example:

*“73.9bis The use of an apostrophe in an epithet is treated as an error to be corrected
by deletion of the apostrophe.
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“Ex. 15bis Lycium o’donellii Barkley, Cymbidium i’ansonii Rolfe and Solanum mu-
ru’kewillu Ochoa are to be corrected to L. odonellii, C. iansonii and S. murukewillu,
respectively.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A-F, all concerning examples, appear at a first sight
to be basically editorial. However, the proposers wish, by means of examples, to
clarify (a) the boundary between typographic and orthographic errors and (b) the
definition of what is a correctable orthographic error. A shift in the boundary be-
tween typographic and orthographic errors does not matter nomenclaturally, since
both categories are treated alike under the Code for nomenclatural purposes. The
correctability of orthographic errors, however, is a field with large grey areas, and
many will welcome the opportunity to narrow these down.

Prop. G would advise against the use of ligatures. The proposal, as worded, would be
appropriate for a Recommendation not for a rule. A yes vote on this will be inter-
preted as being in favour of a corresponding Recommendation, whereas an ‘ed. c.’
vote shall mean favouring the proposed rule with the word ‘“‘should” replaced by
“are to”’. Perhaps in an era when computers and printers are becoming increasingly
powerful and their software flexible, acceptance of the proposal is less mandatory
than it would have been some years ago.

Prop. H and I offer two examples that spell out the effects of the present rule, which
may not be obvious to everyone. They can be referred to the Editorial Committee.

Prop. J offers two new examples, to replace the present ones. The first entirely
depends upon the adoption of the changes advocated by Rec. 73G Prop. A, whereas
the second one appears to be covered by the present rule and correlated Recom-
mendation. The Editorial Committee can take care of both.

Prop. K provides an additional example to illustrate Art. 73.8, and can be referred to
the Editorial Committee.

Prop. L would abolish the use of the hyphen in names and epithets alike, and appears
to reflect the philosphy that the computer should rule nomenclature and not the
reverse.

Prop. M would, on the contrary, allow the use of the hyphen in a small number of
cases in which it is now prohibited. As the example illustrates, the point of the
proposers is well taken.

Prop. N would introduce a new provision, to eliminate the apostrophe from epithets
(but not from generic names) where it had been originally used. The formation of
plant names from personal names with apostrophes is now covered in Rec. 73C.4(a)-
(c) for at least some cases.

Recommendation 73B

Prop. A (317 - Silva in Taxon 42: 189). Amend Rec. 73B.1(b), to read:

“(b) When the name of the person ends in a consonant, the letters -ia are added, but
a name ending in -er may take either -ia or -a (e.g. Sesleria after Sesler and
Kernera after Kerner).”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A can be referred to the Editorial Committee.
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Recommendation 73C

Prop. A (318 - Silva in Taxon 42: 189). In Rec. 73C.2, delete ‘‘(However, modern
personal names are subject to the provisions of Art. 73.10.)”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A seeks to eliminate a parenthetical statement
which, as the proposer correctly points out, is either meaningless or a source of
confusion.

Recommendation 73D

Prop. A (183 — Brummitt & Taylor in Taxon 41: 611). Add to Rec. 73D Ex. 1:
“Mammillaria esperanzaensis Bodeker (from Esperanza)”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is part of a series aimed at clarifying the limits of
correctability under Art. 73. However, Rec. 73D is not about correctability of
epithets but advises on their formation. Whereas the Rapporteurs agree that esperan-
zaensis, as published originally, is not correctable, they do not feel that it is an
example to be followed.

Recommendation 73G

Prop. A (8 — Manara in Taxon 39: 369). Replace Rec. 73G.1 with:

“73G.1. Composition and derivation are the two linguistic procedures used to coin
new words. A compound or derived name or an epithet which combines two or more
Latin or Greek elements, should be formed, as far as practicable, in accordance with
classical usage (see Art. 73.8).

“(a) Composition is the linguistic procedure through which a new word is obtained
combining two or more linguistic elements that can be used independently in
the language (ex.: elaphos, deer, and glossa, tongue: elapho-glossum). The
composition may be made with Greek and Latin words in two ways: taking the
first element in its genitive singular case, or using only its stem, i.e., what of
the word remains when the genitive singular inflexion is removed. The first
procedure is unusual in Greek, although a number of cases can be cited (ex.:
Aegos-potamus, Bos-phorus, Dios-pyros, Myos-otis, Staphile(s)-phorus, Co-
ryne(s)-phorus, Cithare(s)-xylon, Zoo(s)-phyton), but it is a normal procedure
in Latin.

“(b) In the composition with Greek words, the first element’s stem may end in a
consonant or a vowel.

(1) When the first element’s stem ends in a consonant, if the second element
begins in a vowel, no other connective vowel is inserted. Examples: Lim-
nanthes, Cycl-anthus, Phain-antha, hymen-anche, macr-adenus.

(2) When the first element’s stem ends in a consonant, and the second begins
in a consonant, a connective o is inserted before the second element.
Examples: Limn-o-charis, Cycl-o-sorus, Anth-o-discus, Macr-o-cystis,
Spor-o-phyton.

(3) When the first element’s stem ends in a vowel, no other connecting vowel
is added. Examples: Poly-anthes, Poly-hymnia, Myrci-anthes, Eu-osmus,
Eu-xinus, Ai-phanes, Lysi-anthus.
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“Note 1. Exceptions to this rule are: Ichthy-o-phagus, Botry-o-carpus, Cardi-o-sper-
mum, Ophi-o-glossum. Is-o-etes is an exception to case (1).

“Note 2. Several common irregular forms, with a ‘“‘short stem’ taken from the
nominative singular case, and not from the genitive — as it is as a rule, have been
coined in scientific compounds, as: haem-, instead of haemat- (ex.: haem-o-globina,
haem-o-rrhagia), meli-, instead of melit- (ex.: Meli-osma, Meli-lotus, Meli-cocca).
An ancient Greek and Latin there are several examples of this usage (as: phos-
phorus, instead of: phot-o-phorus; haem-o-rrhoissa, instead of haemat-o-rrhoissa;
terri-ficus, instead of terrori-ficus). Anyway, this use has to be avoided in modern
compounds, because it leads to the coinage of duplicates, with the resulting ortho-
graphic confusion. In some cases, different stems are availabe, as with mega-, meg-,
megal-: the first before a consonant (ex: mega-phyllum, mega-carpus), and the other
two before a vowel (ex.: meg-antherus, megal-anthus, but also the regular megal-o-
manus).

“Note 3. In both scientific and popular language, many hybrid compounds have
been coined mixing Greek and Latin stems. This usage has to be avoided, unless for
such prefixes as: pseudo-, eu-, sub-, prae-, post-, and the suffixes -opsis (subst.),
-oides, -odes (adj.), which are currently admitted both for Greek and Latin words.

“(c) When the composition is made with Latin words, the first element is normally
used in the genitive singular case, and may end:

(1) in -ae, when it belongs to the first declension. Examples: Tabernae-mon-
tana, rosulae-formis, salviae-florus, sicae-folius, violae-odorus.

(2) in -i, when it is an adjective, or it belongs to the second or third declen-
sions. Examples: rubri-venius, tenui-siliquus, tubi-florus, carici-folius,
senecioni-formis.

“Note 4. When the first element’s stem ends in e or i, a connecting i is added before
the second element. Examples: nymphae-i-folius, horde-i-formis, sole-i-formis, lili-i-
florus.

“Note 5. When the first element of a composition is an adjective, sometimes it is
substituted by an adverbial form, as in: suave-olens (not suavi-olens), grave-olens
(not gravi-olens). Sometimes two forms, both authorized by use, are possible, as in
these cases: cornu-peta, and corni-formis; grosse-dentatus, and grossi-dens; longe-
ramosus, and longi-rameus; contortu-plicatus, and contorti-pilis; quadru-pes, and
quadri-fidus.

“Note 6. The hyphens in all the above examples are given solely for explanatory
reasons.

“(d) When the composition is made with two Latin words, denoting simultaneously
different colours, shapes, or other characters, both shall be hyphenated, unless
in a binomial (see Art. 73.9), and:

(1) the first element shall end in o, when it belongs to the second declension.
Examples: atro-purpureus, cordato-lobatus, elevato-marginatus.

(2) the first element shall end in i, when it belongs to the third declension.
Examples: sexangulari-prysmaticus, pubescenti-sericeus, scrobiculari-re-
ticulatus.

“(e) A pseudo-compound is a Latin nominal phrase used as an epithet, and whose
elements are hyphenated by requirement of binomial nomenclature. Examples:
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pes-caprae, morsus-ranae, crus-gallinae, collum-cycni, caput-mortuum, flos-
pilosus, bursa-pastoris.

“(f) Derivation is the linguistic procedure through which a new word is obtained
modifying a word’s stem by means of prefixes and suffixes. Examples: dens,
dent-at-us, e-dent-at-us, dent-ic-ul-at-us; Sipanea, Sipane-opsis; Mapania, Ma-
pani-opsis.

(1) For derived words, the basic element’s *“‘long stem’’ (without the gen. sing.
ending) has to be used. Then, such family names as: Melastom-aceae,
Cappar-aceae, Podostem-aceae are incorrectly formed. They should be:
Melastomat-aceae, Capparid-aceae, Podostemon-aceae.

(2) When a stem is appended with a verbal suffix (Ex. gr.: -fer, -ger, -ficus,
-fex, -cola, -gena, -cida, -petus, -figus, -fragus, -vorus, -gradus), then a
connecting i has to be inserted before the suffix. Examples: glandul-i-fer,
al-i-ger, fruct-i-vorus, spin-i-fex, silv-i-cola, alt-i-gena, centr-i-petus, herb-
i-vorus, locul-i-cida, sept-i-fragus, plant-i-gradus.

“Note 7. Acropetus is an admitted scientific hybrid, built with the Greek stem acro-,

tip; and retrogradus is a Latin derivate, formed with the adverb (invariable) retro,

backwards.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would result in a complete rewriting of the
Recommendation, involving not only doubling its present length but also changing
some of the past, traditional rules of compounding epithets. The present Rec. 73G is
already the result of a thorough rewriting of its forerunner, decided at Leningrad, and
the Recommendation has since proved fairly satisfactory. It is possible that the new
proposal includes elements that would be useful clarifications, but neither the Rap-
porteurs, nor the Section, nor indeed the Editorial Committee may be able to judge
on this properly. Those who feel that the proposal has merits may want to request the
setting up of an appropriate Special Committee, to consider the matter in detail, and
should then vote ‘sp. c.’

Article 76

Prop. A (319 - Silva in Taxon 42: 189). Amend Art. 76.1 and Art. 76 Ex. 1, to read:
“76.1. A generic name retains the gender assigned by botanical tradition, irrespect-
ive of classical usage or the author’s original usage. A generic name without a
botanical tradition retains the gender assigned by its author.

“Ex. 1. In accordance with botanical tradition, Adonis, Diospyros, Hemerocallis,
Orchis, Stachys, and Strychnos must be treated as feminine while Lotus and Meli-
lotus must be treated as masculine. Eucalyptus, which lacks a botanical tradition,
retains the feminine gender assigned by its author. Although their ending suggests
masculine gender, Cedrus and Fagus, like most other classical tree names, were
traditionally treated as feminine and thus retain that gender; similarly Rhamnus is
feminine, despite the fact that Linnaeus assigned it masculine gender. Phyteuma
(neuter), Sicyos (masculine), and Erigeron (masculine) are other names for which
botanical tradition has reestablished the classical gender despite another choice by
Linnaeus.”

Prop. B (222 - Stearn in Taxon 41: 786). In the first line of Art. 76.4, add ‘“‘or
-anthes”’ after ““-odes”.
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Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is essentially editorial. It would improve the
wording of the first portion of the present Art. 76.1, and relegate the second portion
of it to an Example. Other examples incorporated in the main text elsewhere in the
same Article would, however, remain where they are. The proposal can be referred to
the Editorial Committee.

Prop. B aims at introducing consistency in gender of generic names ending in -an-
thes, and is unlikely to be controversial.

Division I11

Prop. A (259 - Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 160). In Div. IIL.2(5), delete ‘“‘and
Lichens”’; and in the title of App. IITA, section X, delete “‘(including lichen-forming
fungi)”.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A aims at removing the present implication that
“lichens” or “lichen-forming fungi” form a category distinct from fungi, and will be
referred to the Committee for Fungi and Lichens for an opinion.

Appendix I Article H.3

Prop. A (140 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). Renumber Art. H.3.2 as Art. H.1.2
(shifting Art. H.3.3 to Art. H.3.2 and Art. H.3.4 to Art. H.3.3).

Prop. B (141 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). In Art. H.3.4, after ““‘notho-"""’, add “in
the names of nothospecies and nothotaxa of lower rank”.

Prop. C (13 — Werth & Wagner in Taxon 39: 700). Reword Art. H.3. Note 1, to
read:

“Note 1. For reproductively competent taxa known to be of hybrid origin, hybrid
ancestry may be indicated by placing an x in brackets immediately before the epithet
or genus name.”’

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is an editorial rearrangement with respect to
which, as for all other proposals concerning Appendix I, the opinion of the Commit-
tee for Hybrids will be sought.

Prop. B belongs to the package that would deny the quality of real names to the
condensed formulae designating hybrids at supraspecific ranks. It can be taken care
of by the Editorial Committee.

Prop. C would replace the present Note 1, in Art. H.3, by a new Note. But both
Notes, the new and the old one, could easily stand side by side. Whether, however,
the suggested use of a multiplication sign in square brackets will ever become pop-
ular for hybridogenous species is doubtful.

Appendix I Article H.6

Prop. A (142 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). In Art. H.6.2, delete the initial portion
(“The nothogeneric ... single word”) and replace it with: ‘The nothogeneric con-
densed formula of a bigeneric hybrid is formed by combining the names adopted for
the parental genera into a single word”; and, at the end, add “, and placing the
multiplication sign x before it”.
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Prop. B (143 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 380). Add a new Art. H.6.5, two Notes, and an
example:

“H.6.5. For purposes of priority, epithets in names of hybrids of specific rank and
below first validly published in combination with validly published nothogeneric
condensed formulae also compete with those first validly published in combination
with generic names. However, condensed formulae designating hybrids between
genera and between taxa intermediate in rank between genus and species do not
compete with names published for non-hybrid taxa in the same ranks, but only with
one another, unless Note 2 of this Article applies.

“Note 1. If the existence of identically spelt condensed formulae and generic names
is considered likely to cause confusion, one may be proposed for conservation over
the other (see Art. 64.6).

“Note 2. A name or condensed formula, correctly rejected before 1 Jan. 1996 in an
effective publication as a later homonym of a condensed formula or name respect-
ively, is not to be reinstated.

“Ex. 8. xHordelymus Bacht. & Darevskaja (1950) (= Elymus L. x Hordeum L.) has
been rejected as a later homonym of Hordelymus (Jessen) Jessen (1885) in accord-
ance with the provisions of Art. H.6.5 Note 2 and is therefore not to be reinstated.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A would become relevant upon adoption of other
proposals relating to condensed formulae, and can be referred to the Editorial Com-
mittee. However, the last addition would obviously duplicate the present provision in
Art. H.3.1.

Prop. B is a necessary complement of Art. 20 Prop. A and correlated proposals, and
would rule that, even though condensed formulae would no longer be validly pub-
lished generic names, combinations with such formulae would still be valid at
specific rank.

Appendix I Article H.7

Prop. A (6 — Heath in Taxon 39: 140). Add a new Note and an example after Art.
H7.1:

“Note 1. If Art. H.7.1 is brought into conflict with Art. 22.1, then Art. H.7.1 pre-
vails, and Art. 22.1 is disregarded.

“Ex. 2. If Rosa xcentifolia ‘Centifolia’ is considered to be an intersectional hybrid,
then the correct name of the nothosection to which it belongs is not Rosa sect.
Centifolia DC. ex Ser., nor Rosa sect. Rosa, but is a name formed in accordance with
Art. H7.1.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A results from the fact that, if the type of a name of
a genus is considered to be an intersectional hybrid, there is a conflict between the
autonym rule and the present Article H.7.1. The example chosen to illustrate this
point is likely to become irrelevant through conservation of a different type for the
generic name Rosa. The general point remains valid, but it is doubtful whether it
requires a rule so long as no concrete example is known, and when there is, it is
doubtful that Article H.7.1 should then prevail over the autonym rule.
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Appendix I Article H.9

Prop. A (144 - Jeffrey in Taxon 41: 381). Reword Art. H.9 Note 1, to read:

“Note 1. Since the designations of nothogenera and nothotaxa intermediate in rank
between genus and species are condensed formulae or are treated as such, they do not
have types and do not establish autonyms nor form homonyms.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A can be referred to the Editorial Committee for
action corresponding to decisions taken on other proposals on the same matter.

Appendix I Article H.11

Prop. A (283 — Henderson in Taxon 42: 178). Reword Art. H.11.2, to read (addi-
tions in italics):

“H.11.2. The infraspecific epithet in the name of an infraspecific nothotaxon, of
which the postulated or known parental taxa are assigned to two or more different
taxa at a higher rank, may be placed subordinate to the name of a nothotaxon at that
higher rank (see Art. 24.1). If this higher-ranking nothotaxon is a nothospecies, the
name of the subordinate nothotaxon is a combination of an infraspecific epithet with
the nothospecific name connected by a term to denote its rank.”

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A can be referred to the Editorial Committee, which
will anyhow have to revise the present wording of the Article since it is in some
respects defective.

Appendix II

Prop. A (40 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 676). Delete App. 1IB (the sentence ‘‘For
any family including the type of an alternative family name, one or the other of these
alternative names is to be used” to become Art. 18.7); empower the Editorial Com-
mittee to transfer those items that are in effect conserved to App. II[A]; in Art. 18.3,
add “‘or protected” after “‘conserved”, in line 2; and in Art. 14.5, delete reference to
App. IIB.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A depends, not only on the adoption of the principle
of protection of names in current use, but also on approval of a corresponding list of
family names. It can be referred to the Editorial Committee for appropriate action.

Appendix III

Prop. A (41 — Comm. NCU in Taxon 40: 676). Delete the first sentence of Art.
14.12, and empower the Editorial Committee, in consultation with the Permanent
Committees concerned, to eliminate redundant entries from App. III.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A parallels the foregoing proposal and would
become relevant if protection were to be granted to a list of generic names in current
use.

Appendix V

Prop. A (83 — Fosberg in Taxon 41: 354). Provide for a new Appendix Vbis, with
an open list of nomina dubia.
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Prop. B (269 — Hawksworth in Taxon 42: 170). Authorize the General Committee
to prepare a draft List of Suppressed Works for inclusion as a new Appendix Vter
(opera utique oppressa) to the Code, for ratification at the next International Botani-
cal Congress.

Rapporteurs’ comments. — Prop. A is submitted in the context of Art. 7 Prop. E,
which would abolish the notion of neotype from the Code, but can be considered
independently of the fate of that proposal. The same matter is covered by Art. 7 Prop.
J, which would furthermore provide the necessary mechanisms and provisions in the
body of the Code.

Prop. B could become effective immediately, rather than at a subsequent Congress,
upon adoption of proposals by the Committee on Binary Combinations, mostly relat-
ing to Art. 23.6 (see also Art. 13 Prop. A and Art. 20 Prop. B). It would then have the
effect that the enumeration of works to be rejected under proposals of that Commit-
tee would remain open for future additions.
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