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Asplenium x Camptosorus. Examples under 
the Code ought to be of correct names. I 
recently 1 pointed out that the name A?pleno- 
sorus, although rather widely used, has never 
been validly published. Article 40 provides 
that names in Latin form given to hybrids 
are subject to the same rules as those of 

nonhybrid taxa, and this includes the require- 
ment for a description and also, after 1935, 

a Latin diagnosis. In the first publication of 
the name Asplenosorus by Wherry2 there 
was no description at all. Later, Wherry did 
provide a description a but no Latin diagnosis 
has ever been published. I propose that the 
example x Asplenosorus be deleted and that 
x Asplenophyllitis, i.e. Asplenium x Phyllitis 
be substituted. The latter name was validly 
published with a Latin diagnosis by Alston. 4 

XXV. ADDENDUM TO NOMENCLATURE PROPOSALS BY BRITISH BOTANISTS 

The drafting of the following was not com- 
plete when the series of proposals by British 
botanists published in Taxon 7: 257 (1958) 
were submitted. The introductory remarks to 
that series apply to this proposal also. 

NOMINA SPECIFICA REJICIENDA 

(J. E. Dandy and R. Ross.) 

The need for some provision in the Code 

whereby disadvantageous changes in the 
nomenclature of specially important species 
may be avoided has been increasingly felt in 
recent years. The kind of change referred to 
does not arise from any alteration in taxo- 

nomy but is due to the existence of an over- 
looked or little-used name which is an earlier 

synonym of an established name and must, 
by the Code, replace it. Various proposals, 
mostly incorporating such devices as nomina 

specifica conservanda and nomina specifica 
reficienda, have been put forward at previous 
International Botanical Congresses and have 
failed to gain acceptance; but at Paris in 
1954 the subject was so strongly debated, and 
a decision on it considered so urgent, that 
a Special Committee on Stabilization was set 

up, to report at Montreal in 1959. At the 
Paris Congress the British members of the 
Committee to Deal with Urgent Taxonomic 
Needs had proposed a new and elaborate 
Article (see Taxon, 1, 78-80; 1952) aimed at 

securing a large measure of stability in the 
nomenclature of important species by intro- 

ducing nomina specifica rejicienda and at the 
same time embodying the present Articles 
65-67 which already permit the rejection of 

specific names in certain conditions. This 

proposal was defeated, largely, perhaps, be- 
cause of its too wide scope. Nevertheless we 

agree most strongly with its advocates that 
in the interests both of nomenclatural stability 
and of the continuance of friendly co-opera- 
tion between taxonomists and other 

users, 
of 

the scientific names of plants, it is highly 
desirable that some alteration in the existing 
Code should be made whereby changes in 

widely used specific names of plants of 

special economic and other importance, at 

present rendered necessary by the application 
of the Code, may be reduced to a minimum 
in the future; and that the establishment of 
a list of nomina specifica reiicienda would 
be the simplest and most satisfactory way of 

achieving this aim. 

We accordingly put forward the following 
limited proposal: 

302. New Article 14bis. "In order to avoid 

disadvantageous changes in the nomenclature 
of species entailed by the strict application 
of the rules this Code provides, in Appendix 
-, a list of specific names which are to be 

rejected (nomina specifica reficienda). The 

object of this list is to further the attainment 
of stability in the names of species of special 
horticultural, economic or other importance: 
the names included in it, if not rejected in 
this way, would by the provisions of the 
Code replace widely accepted names well 
established in botanical literature or in com- 
merce. 

Examples: Lilium lancifolium Thunb. 

(Trans. Linn. Soc. 2: 333; 1794) would replace 
L. tigrinum Ker-Gawl. (Curt. Bot. Mag. 31: 
t. 1237; 1810), the well-established name of 
the widely cultivated tiger lily. Lassonia 

heptapeta Buc'hoz (P1. Nouvellem. D6couv. 
21, t. 19 fig. 1; 1779) would prevent the 
retention of Magnolia denudata Desr. (apud 
Lam. in Encycl. M6th. Bot. 3: 675; 1791), 
the accepted name of an important cultivated 

species. 

1 Amer. Fern Journ. 46: 152-155. 1956. 

2 Amer. Fern Journ. 27: 56. 1937. 
3 Wherry, E. T. Guide to Eastern Ferns 

111. 1937. 
4 Proc. Linn. Soc. London 1939-40, pt. 2: 

139. 1940. 
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Note 1. Names in the list are treated as 

illegitimate, but any which are earlier homo- 

nyms retain their status as such. 

Note 2. If the specific epithet has been 
transferred to another genus it may hb 
legitimate in its new position as from the 
date of transfer (see Art. 72, Note). 

Note 3. A nomen specificum rejiciendum, 
when cited as a synonym, should be followed 
by the explanatory words ("nomen reficien- 
dum" or "nom. rejic." 

Note 4. The list of nomina specifica refi- 
cienda will remain permanently open for 
additions. Any proposal of an additional name 
must be accompanied by a detailed state- 
ment of the cases both for and against its 

rejection. Such proposals must be submitted 
to the General Committe3 (see Division III), 

which will refer them for examination to the 
committees for the various taxonomic groups. 

Supplementary proposals (in case the above 
is accepted): 

303. Article 15. Renumber as Article 16 and 
reword as follows: When a proposal for con- 
servation or rejection of a name has been 
provisionally approved by the General Com- 
mittee, botanists are authorized to accept it 
pending the decision of a later International 
Botanical Congress. 

304. Article 63. Add paragraph "If it is in- 
cluded in the List of Nomina Specifica 
Reficienda (Appendix -)". 

Mr. N. Y. Sandwith wishes it to be record- 
ed that he considers that no special action 
for the stabilization of specific names is 
desirable. 

XXVI. REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR BRYOPHYTA 

1. Starting-point date. 

Several bryologists, mostly from N. America, 
have expressed disagreement with the presen 
starting-point date of 31 Dec. 1801 (Helwig, 
Species Muscorum) and desire a change. 

To the notice in Taxon 6: 55. 1957, I got 
9 answers, almost all from American bryo- 
logists all in favour of a change of date. 
They were not in agreement, however, about 
the date which should be accepted; 5 were 
in favour of 1 January 1801, 3 in favour of 
19 April 1801, the actual date of publication, 
and one preferred that Linnaeus, Species 
Plantarum, 1753, should again be the start 
of moss nomenclature. 

The members of the Special Committee for 

Bryophyta were asked by letter to vote on 
this point in the autumn of 1957. The results 
of the ballot were: 

a. A large majority (8 for, 2 against) wantel 
to change the present starting-point date (31 
Dec. 1801). 

b. The result about what the date ought to 
be was: 

for 1 Jan. 1801 5 votes 
for 19 April 1801 5 votes, 

In these circumstances the Committee can- 
not submit a definite proposal to the next 
International Botanical Congiess in Montr6al. 
In view of the result of the first vote, and 
the opinions received from bryologists not 
members of the committee, it can be regarde3l 

as certain that there is a majority in favour 
of altering the date. The following alternative 
amendments to Article 13 are therefore sub- 
mitted to the next Congress: Article 13 b to 
read as follows: 

305. "b. Musci (the Sphagnaceae excepted), 
1 Jan. 1801. 

(Hedwig, Species Muscorum)." 
or 

306. "b. Musci (the Sphagnaceae excepted), 
19 April 1801. 

(Hedwig, Species Muscorum)." 
Since the Stockholm Congress accepted a 

general proposal that starting-point dates 
should be either 1 Jan. or 31 Dec. of the 
year in which the work was issued, it would 
be more in accordance with that decision to 
accept 1 Jan. 1801. 

2. List of family names. 

The members who expressed an opinion on 
this point were unanimously in favour of 
such a list However, it seems preferable to 
await the compilation of a definitive list, and 
meanwhile to use the list of Evans (Bot. Rev. 
5: 49-96. 1939) for the Hepaticae and that 
of Fleischer for the Musci. 

3. Priority above the rank of family was 
voted against by all members of the Com- 
mittee. 
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