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proposal 13o Note 2, in Taxon 17: 457. 1968), which again received support from the 

Rapporteurs and from the postal vote, but which was rejected at Seattle. (We would 
emphasise that the arguments for this apply equally strongly whether or not the existing 
Art. 35 is modified in accordance with our two proposals above, and this proposal should 
be considered quite independently). It is an unfortunate fact that in numerous works 
published in different parts in the latter half of the last century, at a time when taxon- 
omic concepts were in a state of some upheaval with increasing recognition of additional 
ranks in the hierarchy, the different ranks were indicated by various typographical devices 
which were only explained at or towards completion of publication of the whole work. 
Thus, for example, in Nyman's Conspectus Florae Europaeae (1878-1882) the taxa marked 
by asterisks are stated to be subspecies only in the introduction to the second of four 
parts (1879), so that in the first 240 pages such taxa were published without their rank 
being indicated. The following proposal is intended to obviate the unfortunate con- 
sequences of such a situation. 

Proposal o09. Add to Art. 35 a Note: In questions of indication of rank, all publications 
appearing under the same title and by the same author, such as different parts of a Flora 
issued at different times (but not different editions of the same work), must be considered 
as a whole, and any statement made therein designating the rank of taxa included in the 
work must be considered as if it had been published together with the first instalment. 

TOWARDS GREATER STABILITY OF SPECIFIC NAMES 

R. K. Brummitt & R. D. Meikle* 

The preamble to the International Code indicates that stability of names and 
avoidance of useless creation of names are among its main objectives. However, 
to many who use plant names but are not directly concerned in nomenclatural 
matters the International Code is known only as the unseen implement which 
inflicts a stream of annoying name changes on a long-suffering public. While in 
many cases criticisms of the Code by the layman are quite unjustified, there is, 
we feel, an element of truth in such criticisms in other cases. At a time when 
taxonomy is fortunately being recognised more and more as a valuable service 
to the community rather than an obscure branch of abstruse science, it behoves 
us to look again at such criticisms of our system and see whether we are providing 
the consumer with the best possible product. 

An absolutely inflexible adherence to the principle of priority, taken in con- 
junction with the type method and our strange rules about validity and legitimacy 
of names, must continue to cause upsets of well-known names as taxonomic and 
nomenclatural research progresses. Article 14 of the Code allows that "strict 
application of the rules" entails "disadvantageous changes in the nomenclature 
of genera, families and intermediate taxa", and goes on to sanction conservation 
of names at these ranks, which means that established practice can be maintained 
by international agreement even though a well-known generic or family name is 
incorrect according to other parts of the Code. However, the specific names we 
give to plants are allowed no such escape clause. Can strict application of the 
rules not cause disadvantageous changes of names at specific level? Is it un- 
reasonable for ecologists to groan when Phragmites communis becomes Phragmites 
australis, or for horticulturists to grumble when Galax aphylla becomes Galax 
urceolata, or for foresters to protest when Widdringtonia cupressoides becomes 
Widdringtonia nodiflora? Can the taxonomic community continue to say with a 
clear conscience "We are very sorry, but these changes are forced on us by the 
International Code", when the Code could easily be altered to allow such changes 
to be avoided? 

* Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, U.K. 
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In practical terms, the power to alter the Code lies almost entirely with the 
taxonomic community. Taxonomists are used to dealing in complex synonymy, 
and are generally much better able to switch from one name to another than 
are other users of plant names. But taxonomists are only a small proportion of 
all those concerned with plants, and surely they have a duty to take account 
of the problems of others in this respect. If the Code could be modified to allow 
greater stability of names, then it would seem stubborn and selfish of taxonomists 
not to make the necessary modifications. 

The question of stabilizing specific names has been debated on many occasions, 
and a useful survey has been given by our former colleague A. A. Bullock in Taxon 
17: 451-453 (1968). Two main approaches have been made, firstly to allow 
conservation of well-known specific names, and secondly to allow rejection of 
unwanted specific names. In many cases the end result is the same, but there are 
some cases which can only be dealt with by either one or the other procedure. 
Some examples will show how this comes about. 

The case of Phragmites communis Trin. (1820) is a simple matter of priority 
of publication, Clayton in Taxon 17: 168-169 (1968) having shown that this well- 
known name for the Common Reed, one of the most widespread of all flowering 
plants, is predated by the virtually totally overlooked Arundo australis Cav. 
(1799), so that the correct name is P. australis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud. (1841). 
Either conservation of P. communis or rejection of A. australis and P. australis 
would have allowed us to continue to call the plant P. communis. Similarly 
in the case of the well-known horticultural plant Viburnum fragrans Bunge 
(1833), the name of which turns out to be a later homonym of the long-unused 
V. fragrans Loisel. (1824), either conservation of the later name or rejection 
of the earlier one would have made unnecessary the substitute name V. farreri 
reluctantly published by Stearn in Taxon 15: 22-23 (1966). 

Other cases involving typification of names can be satisfactorily resolved 
only by conservation. An example is afforded by the case of Brunia nodiflora 
L. (1753), recently discussed by Powrie in J. S. Afr. Bot. 38: 301-303 (1972) and 
Taxon 21: 710-712 (1972). This specific name has been used for over 200 years 
for the type species of the name Brunia which in turn is the name of the type 
genus of Bruniaceae, a family which assumes some importance in South Africa. 
Examination of the type specimen of the name Brunia nodiflora at the British 
Museum has now revealed that it is not the plant which has always been known 
by this name, nor even any member of the family Bruniaceae, but a sterile twig of the 
gymnosperm tree long known as Widdringtonia cupressoides. Fortunately, the generic 
names Brunia and Widdringtonia can be saved in their present usage by conservation, 
but the specific epithet nodiflora has to be transferred from the Bruniaceous 
shrub to the gymnosperm, which happens to be about the most important native 
timber tree of southern Africa. Thus the specific names of two important species 
are upset just because somebody bothered to look at a type specimen. If some 
layman should comment that this is not progress and that there ought to be a 
general agreement to put aside this type specimen and keep the well-known names, 
we would agree whole-heartedly. Conservaton of the name with a new type, as 
can already be done for generic names, would give stability. 

Such cases involving widely diverse species suggest that no matter how 
thorough the research into any one name one cannot be certain that a final 
answer has been reached. Widdringtonia cupressoides had been revised for the 
Flora of Southern Africa in 1966 only to be upset by this totally unpredictable com- 
plication only a few years later. A similar fate befell a species of Nemophila 
(Hydrophyllaceae) carefully investigated by Thieret in 1970 when its name was 
established as N. triloba (Raf.) Thieret, only for the type of the name Galax 
aphylla L. (1753), long referred to Diapensiaceae, to be shown two years later to 
be in fact the same species, resulting in the name Nemophila aphylla (L.) Brum- 
mitt (in Taxon 21: 315. 1972). Without conservation of specific names it seems 
that no name published later than 1753 can be regarded as absolutely safe from 
being predated by another name on discovery of a misinterpreted type. 
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Names published in 1753 by Linnaeus are also in fact a frequent cause of 
nomenclatural upsets, partly because of the difficulties of typifying Linnaean 
names, and partly because Linnaeus himself sometimes changed the application 
of his own names in the second edition of the Species Plantarum and the later 
sense has gained wide acceptance. Among numerous examples of the latter situation is 
the name Leucaena glauca (L.) Benth., based on Mimosa glauca L. (1753). The name 
had been used for over 100 years for a leguminous tree very widely cultivated 
in the tropics until De Wit in Taxon 10: 50-54 (1961) correctly pointed out that 
although Linnaeus had used Mimosa glauca in this sense in 1763 his original plant 
given this name in 1753 was something quite different, long known as Acacia 
villosa. Here again, in the absence of any appropriate conservation procedure, 
two well-known names had to be upset at a single stroke. 

Arguments for rejection, rather than conservation, of specific names have often 
been associated with a desire to make Articles 69, 70 and 71 workable in 
practice (c.f. Bullock loc. cit.), though rejection could also be adopted in cases 
not involving these Articles such as that of Phragmites communis, as noted above. 
Certainly these three Articles are most unsatisfactory, and open to highly subjec- 
tive interpretations. Where one person would apply these rules and reject a name 
which he did not wish to use, another could apply the type method logically and 
bring the same name back into use again. Indeed, the example of Rosa villosa L. 
given in the 1966 Code under Art. 69 (names used in different senses and so a 
long-persistent source of error) had to be dropped in the 1972 Code because the name 
was actually taken up in the correct sense in Flora Europaea in 1968! The three 
examples under Art. 70 are blatantly self-contradictory, for in virtually identical 
situations of names being based on mixed gatherings the first two are given as 
examples of when a name should be rejected while the third is an example of 
when a name should be retained! Art. 71, dealing with names based on a 
monstrosity, is largely unworkable because what is one man's monstrosity is 
another man's distinct taxon. Such ambiguity is a highly undesirable feature of 
the Code. How much more satisfactory it would be if any such cases could be 
put to a committee for a definite decision and rejected names placed on an agreed 
list. 

Probably many of the cases which would come under these three Articles could 
be dealt with by a conservation procedure, for the doubtful names could be typified, 
the types identified, and the desirable name for these then conserved over the 
undesirable. It might happen in some cases, however, that a name could not be 
adequately typified, or some doubt might remain about the correct identification 
of the type, and therefore simple rejection of the names would be necessary rather 
than conservation. Others might argue that if a name cannot be typified it 
cannot be used and so need not be formally rejected, but we would prefer to see 
a definite decision recorded in such cases. 

We trust that we do not underestimate the practical difficulties involved in 
establishing a mechanism for conservation (i.e. in setting up a committee and 
making it work), and we would accept that such problems might be the main 
argument against conservation or rejection. However, we maintain that the 
taxonomic community has an obligation to all other plant-users to take seriously 
the stated aim of the Code to promote stability of nomenclature, and must make 
an effort to put this into practice. We would suggest that the work should be done 
by two committees independent of the currently existing nomenclatural committees 
which deal entirely with proposals for conservation of generic names, one 
committee to deal with vascular plants and the other to deal with non-vascular 
cryptogams. Membership and method of functioning should be similar to the 
existing nomenclatural committees. If sufficient volunteers to participate in such 
work could not be found it would be a poor reflection on the taxonomic 
community. 

The numbers of such names which might be proposed for conservation or 
rejection is difficult or impossible to estimate. To avoid an initial flood of 
proposals we would suggest that the committee should be instructed not to 
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consider cases which have already been dealt with according to the present or 
former Codes, such as those mentioned as examples above except for those where 
Articles 69, 70 and 71 have already been applied. Instructions should also be 
given that conservation or rejection should only be approved where the species 
involved is of economic, horticultural or ecological importance or is well-known 
for any other reason by its latin name by non-taxonomists. A possible exception 
might be made for cases of extreme nomenclatural absurdity such as the type of a 
name being found to be referable to a plant in a quite different family, such as in 
the Brunia-Widdringtonia and Galax-Nemophila examples above. (These two 
actually include plants of economic importance, but the case of Platycelyphium 
cyananthum Harms 1905 (Leguminosae) being upset when the type of Com- 
miphora voensis Engl. 1904 (described in Burseraceae) was found to be conspecific, 
see Wild in Bol. Soc. Brot. 33: 76 (1959), does not.) These instructions to the 
committee should be widely publicised and frivolous proposals discouraged. The 
number of names submitted for consideration might well be more than the 
number at generic level currently being submitted, but in seeking examples from 
colleagues and others we have formed the opinion that the number of specific 
names involved would not be excessive. 

The current flow of name changes which we feel could and should be avoided 
is fairly slow but steady, and if the present rate of taxonomic progress is 
maintained it will doubtless remain so for the next century at least. The great 
amount of unscanned literature and vast number of unexamined type specimens 
will keep us busy for a long time yet, and will continue to turn up a regular 
supply of undesirable name changes. It will be apparent from our comments above 
that we favour a conservation procedure for specific names, and we make a 
proposal below to bring this into being. Past discussions, however, have revealed 
greater support for rejection of specific names, and although we feel that this 
would be only a half-measure we also make an alternative proposal for 
consideration of this if our first proposal should be rejected. As a third possibility, 
in case neither of these proposals should be approved and taxonomists should 
still want further consideration of this long-overdue step, we submit a third 
proposal for the establishment of a special committee to consider arguments for 
and against, accumulate factual evidence, and report back to the next Interna- 
tional Botanical Congress. 

Proposal Iio. Modify Art. 14 and Division III to allow for conservation of specific 
names. 

We suggest that this would necessitate the following action: a) In line i of Art. 14 
insert 'species' before 'genera', change line 4 to read 'Appendices II, III and IV', and in 
line 6 delete 'generic'; b) In Note 3, on the first line, after 'all other names' insert '(apart 
from combinations of the same specific epithet under a different generic name)', and add 
as a second sentence 'When a name of a species is conserved or rejected, all its homotypic 
synonyms including the same epithet at the same rank (i.e. combinations under different 
generic names) are also conserved or rejected against the same names as is that specific 
name, but are not conserved against their own homonyms; c) In Note 5 after the word 
'name' insert 'of a genus or family or intermediate rank'; d) Modify Division III 
Provision 2 to allow for one or more committees to deal with specific names. 

The additional sentence suggested under b) above is designed to take account of 
complications arising at specific level which do not apply at higher levels where 
conservation is at present sanctioned. For example in the Phragmites case quoted above it 
would mean that if P. communis (1820) were conserved over Arundo australis (1799) it 
would also automatically be conserved over any other generic combinations of the same 
epithet australis which might have been published before 1824. Similarly, if it should be 
shown that the generic name Phragmites were incorrect, the epithet communis, and not 
australis, should be transferred to the correct generic name. If, however, the epithet 
communis were already occupied under this generic name for another plant, the epithet 
communis would then give way to australis for the plant in question. 
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Proposal III. Modify Art. 14 and Division III to allow for rejection of specific names. 

This may be regarded as either additional or alternative to our proposal iio above. If 
it is an alternative to proposal IIo we suggest that it would necessitate the following 
action: a) In Art. 14 after the first paragraph add a second paragraph 'Furthermore, this 
Code provides in Appendix IV lists of specific names which are to be rejected, either 
because of the provisions of Articles 69, 70 and 71 or for any other reason in the cause 
of nomenclatural stability. Such names are to be regarded as validly published but 
rejected.'; b) In the first line of Note I after 'conserved' insert 'or rejected', and on the 
third line after 'conservation' insert 'or rejection'; c) Modify Division III Provision 2 to 
allow for one or more committees to deal with specific names. 

Proposal 112. (to be considered only if both of the above proposal iio and i ii are 
rejected): A special committee should be set up to report on the desirability and practi- 
cability or otherwise of both conservation and rejection of specific names, and to present 
recommendations or proposals to the XIII International Botanical Congress. 

If the last proposal should be accepted we suggest that the committee should firstly 
canvas opinions both for and against from taxonomic botanical institutions, from other 
branches of plant science and from other users of plant names, and should present the 
arguments in as balanced a way as possible. Secondly it should appeal, through a notice 
in Taxon and perhaps other leading taxonomic journals, for newly discovered examples 
to be submitted to it of where conservation or rejection of specific names might have 
been desirable, though making it clear that these cases might not actually ever be 
candidates for conservation or rejection. In this way an estimate could be made of the 
amount of work which would be involved for the appropriate committees if conservation 
or rejection should be approved at the succeeding Congress. 

MISCELLANEOUS NOMENCLATURAL PROPOSALS TO THE 
LENINGRAD CONGRESS 

R. K. Brummitt* 

Proposal 113. In Art. 9 Note i delete 'description or'. 

The present note allowing that the type of a specific or infraspecific name may be 
a description seems to be a hang-over from the old circumscription method and a denial 
of the type method. Not only is it quite contrary to the idea of the neotype, sanctioned 
by Articles 7, 8 and 9, but it apparently would nowadays allow valid publication of a 
name of a new taxon without designation of a type specimen. Somebody who had, for 
example, forgotten to collect a specimen of a new taxon seen in the field could ap- 
parently argue that since he was unable to return to the locality it was now 'impossible 
to preserve a specimen', and he could therefore designate his description as the type 
in order to satisfy Art. 37. In one such case to my knowledge a photograph has been 
designated as the holotype, in accordance with this Note which allows the type to be a 
figure. This seems to be just about acceptable practice, but to allow the description to be 
designated as the type seems to me highly undesirable. 

Proposal 114. Amend the first paragraph of Art. 33 to read 'A combination is not validly 
published unless the author actually uses the epithet or epithets concerned in that particular 
combination'. 

This proposal was made to the Seattle Congress (Regnum Vegetabile 6o: 48. 1969), and 
received a postal vote in favour by io8: 58, but was rejected with no comment recorded 
in the report (Regnum Vegetabile 81: 69. I972). It is an attempt simply to bring the word- 
ing of the Article in line with current practice and with its own Examples. The present 
wording, 'A combination is not validly published unless the author definitely indicates that 
the epithet or epithets concerned are to be used in that particular combination', is rather 

* Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, U.K. 
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