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to those terms their correct value so that they can, if necessary, be made the basis for
non-mathematical action. Taxonomy is a science of variation, concerned with bring order
and system to the assemblage of living organisms. This it does by grouping, naming and
classifying in accordance with a body of principles, the majority of which are widely
accepted and readily applied but some of which are controversial in their interpretation.
Often this resultsfrom imperfection of methodology rather than conflict of aims. Just as the
debate concerning the place of phylogeny in classification could presumably be finally
closed by the revelation of an adequate number of fossil lineages, so one might imagine
that the many differences of opinion as to what shall constitute species would be brought
nearer reconciliation by an objective enough exposition of the natural populations of which
they are built. Most systematists today would agree that they set out to describe and
define populations rather than individuals; that they so often do not actually do so in
practice is partly due to a failure to adopt methods necessary to acquire a knowledge
of the structure of populations, and partly that even if they do themselves acquire such
knowledge by years of laborious observation, they have no means of presenting it concisely
in a form immediately interpretableby others. Much can be done to meet both shortcomings
through the adoption of rational methods of population sampling, and of the elementary
statistical techniques necessary to make from these the appropriate deductions.
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Committee

to deal with Urgent Nomenclatural
Memorandum by British Members

1. We, the undersigned British members
of the above Committee, are of the unanimous opinion that, in the interests both of
nomenclatural stability and of the continuance of friendly co-operation between taxonomists and other users of the scientific
names of plants, it is highly desirable that
some alteration in the existing Rules should
be made whereby changes in widely used
specific names of economic plants, at present
.rendered necessary by the application of the
Rules, may be reduced to a minimum in the
future.
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Needs

2. We are unanimously opposed to the
introduction of nomina specifica conservanda, for the following reasons:
A. The establishment of a list of nomina
specifica conservanda would open the door
to a flood of names proposed merely because
they were the names best known to their
proposers. Most of those who have advocated
the establishment of such a list have stated
that it could be confined to 100 or not more
than 200 names. We believe that such
limitation would be impracticable.
B. The listing of particular names as con-

species of special horticultural, economic or
other importance. The list comprises names
which, if not rejected in this way, would by
the provisions of these Rules invalidate
widely accepted names well established in
botanical litterature or in commerce, or
would prove to be permanent sources of
confusion or error. To be eligible for inclusion in the list a name must belong to
one or more of the following five categories:
(1) An overlooked or little-used name which
is an earlier synonym of an established
name and would invalidate that name.
Example: Lassonia heptapeta Buc'hoz
botanists (BRIQUET, Rec. Syn. 133-8) were
(P1. Nouvellem. Decouv. 21, t. 19 fig. 1:
two new combinations(one of which violated
1799), which would invalidate Magnolia
denudata Desr. (apud Lam. in Encycl.
Art. 58 of the Rules).
3. We are unanimously of the opinion
Meth., Bot. III. 675: 1791).
that the adoption of the principle of nomina (2) A much-used name which, owing to its
use in different meanings, has become a
specifica rejicienda is the most satisfactory
means of bringing about the desired reducpermanent source of confusion or error
tion in name-changes, and that a sound and
(nomen ambiguum). Examples: Rosa
villosa L. (Sp. P1. I. 491: 1753), which
practicable method can be devised for inhas
been applied to several different
this
in
the
Rules.
corporating
principle
4. We desire to make it clear that the
species and so become a source of confusion; Lavandula spica L. (Sp. P1. II.
principle of nomina specifica rejicienda must
not be applied retro-actively;changes already
572: 1758), under which Linnaeus inmade in the nomenclature of species in accluded the two species subsequently
known as L. officinalis Chaix and L. laticordance with the Rules, and generally acfolia Vill., and which has been applied
cepted by taxonomists who obey the Rules,
must not be reversed. The object of the
almost equally to both of them.
proposed list of rejected names is solely to (3) A name (in current use for a well-known
prevent highly undesirable changes in the
species) which, on examination or refuture.
examination of its type, is found to be
5. We are of the opinion that the existing
applicable to another species and would
become the correct name for that species
provisions for rejecting specific epithets
should be incorporated with the above
(nomen ambiguum incipiens). Example:
Myosotis collina Hoffm. (Deutsch. Fl.
principles in a single new article to follow
1791. 61: 1791) has long been the estathe present Art. 68 and to replace Arts.62-65,
blished name for a well-known species of
and that a single list of specific names
Myosotis, but its type is found to be
rejected for whatever reason should form an
referable to another species, M. discolor
Appendix to the Rules.
Pers. (1797), so that the name M. collina
6. The following is a suggested draft of
Hoffm. would have to be transferredfrom
such a new article:
one well-known species (now called M.
NEW ARTICLE
hispida Schlecht.) to another (M. discolor
Pers.).
68
follow
old
Art.
and
to
(to
replace
(4) A name of which the original definition
old Arts. 62-65).
was based on two or more entirely disA name of a species must be rejected if
cordant elements and which would be a
it is included in the list of nomina specifica
permanent source of confusion (nomen
rejicienda (Appendix ..). Names in this list
confusum). Examples: Illicium san-ki
Perrott. (in Mem. Soc. Linn. Par. III. 121:
are treated as illegitimate.
The object of the list of nomina specifica
1825), which was based on fruits of
Illicium verum Hook. f. (1888) and leaves
rejicienda is to further the attainment of
stability and unambiguity in the nomenbelonging to a very different family
clature of well-knowun species, especially
(probably Clausena in Rutaceae), so that
the use of the name I. san-ki in place of
familiar species of wide distribution and
served for particular species would entail
the determination and designation of their
types, and also the precise delimitation of
the species concerned. This would be a long
and difficult task which would complicate
and prolong indefinitely the work of compiling a list of nomina specifica conservanda.
Further, it is possible that subsequent work
on particular species after the list had been
published would necessitate alterations of
the names in the list, thus increasing instead
of reducing undesirable name changes. It
is significant that, among the lists proposed
to the Cambridge Congress by various
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I. verum could only cause colfusion;
Plectronia ventosa L. (Syst. Nat. ed. 12,
II. 183 et Mant. PI. 52: 1767), based on
a confusion of material of Olinia cymosa
(L.f. 1781) Thunb. with an illustration of
Canthium (Rubiaceae), so that the use of
the epithet ventosa for 0. cymosa would
cause confusion, the name Plectronia
ventosa having also been much used for
the species of Canthium.
(5) A name based on a monstrosity which
would invalidate a name based on a
normal (non-monstrous) plant. Example:
Ornithogalum fragiferum Vill. (Hist. PI.
Dauph. II. 270: 1787), based on a monstrosity, which would invalidate the name
Gagea liotardi (Sternb.) J. A. & T. H.
Schult. = Ornithogalum liotardi Sternb.
(1818).
Before a name can be included in the list
of nomina specifica rejicienda it must be
recommended for such inclusion by the
Special Committee for the group concerned,
whose decision is subject to confirmation by
the Advisory Board and to ratification by
the next ensuing International Botanical

Congress. The submission of a name for
consideration by the Special Committee
must be accompanied by a full statement
of the case for its rejection.
Note 1. This Article must not be applied
retroactively. Names recently brought into
use which have . become established in
botanical literature (e.g. Bromelia comosa L.,
the basis of Ananas comosus (L.) Merr.
repiacing A. sativus Lindl.) are not eligible
for rejection.
Note 2. Nomina specifica rejicienda, when
cited as synonyms, should be followed by the
explanatory words ,,nomen reficiendum" or
,,nom. rejic.".
Note 3. If a nomien specificum rejiciendum is an earlier homonym it retains its
status as such.
Note 4. When the placing of a name on
the list of nomina specifica rejicienda has
been recommended by the Special Committee
and confirmed by the Advisory Board, the
name may be rejected pending decision by
the next ensuing Congress.
T. A. SPRAGUE
J. E. DANDY
E. M. WAKEFIELD
J. S. L. GILMOUR

Special Committee for Hepaticae
Secretary: Dr MARGARETFULFORD, Department of Botany, Biology Building, University
of Cincinnati, Cincinnati 21, Ohio, U.S.A.
The Special Committee has adopted (by
favorable vote) the following Nomina Conservanda:
NOMINA
CONSERVANDA

NOMINA
REJICIENDA
Adelanthus Mitt.
Adelanthus Endl.
Adelocolea Mitt.
Noteroclada Tayl.
Androcryphia Nees
Diplophyllum Dumort. Diplophyllum Lehm.
Diplophylleia Trev.
Cesius S. F. Gray
Gymnonlitrion Corda
Plagiochasma
Aytonia
Lehm. & Lindenb.
Forst & Forst
Aitonia Thunb.
Rupinia L.f.
Radula Dumort.
Martinellius
S. F. Gray
Martinellius
Scapania Dumort.
S. F. Gray
Lembidium Mitt.
Lembidiuns Koerber
Lepidozia
Mastigophora
Nees 1833
(Dumor..) Dumort.
Mastigophora Nees 1838 Mastigophora
Nees 1833
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NOMINA
CONSERVANDA
Reboulia
Raddi corr. Nees

NOMINA
REJICIENDA
Strozzius S. F. Gray
Rhakiocarpon
Corda in Opiz
Otiona
Corda in Opiz
Achiton
Corda in Opiz
Treubia
Treubia Goeb.
Pierre ex Boerlage
Thricolea Dumort.
Trichocolea
Tricolea Dumort.
Dumort. corr. Nees
Bazzania S. F. Gray
Bazzanius S. F. Gray
corr. Carringt.
Donnia S. F. Gray
Herpetium Nees
Herbertus S. F. Gray
Herberta S. F. Gray
Herbertia S. F. Gray
corr. Lindb.
corr. Garringt.
Herbertia Sweet
Marchesinia S. F. Gray Marchesinius
corr. Carringt.
S. F. Gray
Phragmicona
Dumort.
Mylia S. F. Gray
Mylia Leman
corr. Lindb.
Mylius S. F. Gray
Nardia S. F. Gray
Nardius S. F. Gray
corr. Carringt.
Mesophylla Dumort.

