TAXON 63 (1) « February 2014: 205-208

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE

Edited by Nicholas J. Turland & John H. Wiersema

(001-010) Proposals on “based on”

Paul van Rijckevorsel

Proposals to amend the Code

Paul van Rijckevorsel, Dipteryx, Postbus 4047, 3502 HA Utrecht, The Netherlands; dipteryx@freeler.nl

DOI http://dx.doi.org/10.12705/631.38

The Melbourne Congress accepted a “motion from the floor”
to amend Art. 6.4, 18.3 and 19.6, intended to ensure that the name of
a family, or a subdivision of a family, based on a conserved generic
name can be used, even though that generic name was initially ille-
gitimate. There is nothing wrong with this intent, but the phrasing
that ended up in the Code is unfortunate.

A name of a family or a subdivision of a family (the ten excep-
tions in Art. 18.5 and 19.8 excepted) is based on only one generic
name. It is possible for this generic name to be illegitimate, and it
is possible for it to be conserved. What is not possible is for this one
generic name to be both illegitimate and conserved (Art. 14.1), and
it is not possible for a rule that applies only to illegitimate generic
names to apply to a conserved generic name. If a name of a family
or a subdivision of a family is based on a conserved (and there-
fore legitimate) generic name, Art. 18.3 and 19.6 do not apply, and
thus it is irrelevant what these prescribe. What does matter here is
Art. 6.4.

It is unclear what the problem was in phrasing this, but this is a
matter of (retroactive) nomenclatural reality, not of historical real-
ity. The phrase “based on” is used extensively throughout the Code
(multiple dozens of occurrences). Surely, the phrase “is based on”
describes a relationship in the here and now. It does not say “was
based on when validly published” (compare Art. 52.1). This last
would be terribly unhandy. The family name Proteaceae is based
on the generic name Protea L. (1771), not on Protea L. (1753). This
is straightforward if “based on” is a relationship in the here and now.
However, it would be quite awkward if “based on” is supposed to be
the relationship when validly published. In 1789, the generic name
Protea L. (1771) was not conserved, and it is highly uncomfortable
even to think how the name Proteaceae could have been based on
it at that time. For a more extreme example (not quite the same rela-
tionship, but the same phrase), the name Bromus sterilis L. (1753) is
based on Hubbard 9045 (E), collected in 1932 (Art. 14 Ex. 9), while
Trientalis europaea L. (1753) is based on a type collected in 2009.

(001) Rephrase the second sentence of Art. 6.4

so that it reads:

“[6.4. ...] A name that according to this Code was illegitimate
when published cannot become legitimate later except by the conser-
vation or sanctioning of (@) the name itself (Art. 14.1 and 15.1), (b) the
generic name on which it is based (in the case of the name of a family
or a subdivision of a family, see also Art. 18.3 and 19.6), or (c) the
corresponding family name (in the case of a name of a subdivision
of a family, Art. 19.6).”

This is modelled on what was accepted by the Melbourne
Congress.

(002) Restore Art. 18.3 to its pre-Melbourne phrasing,

so thatitreads:

“18.3. A name of a family based on an illegitimate generic name
is illegitimate unless conserved.”

(003) Add an explanatory Note to Art. 18.3:

“Note n. When an illegitimate generic name is conserved, it
thereby becomes legitimate (Art. 14.1). From that moment onwards,
Art. 18.3 no longer applies to it: the name of a family based on a con-
served (or sanctioned) generic name is legitimate (see also Art. 52.3).”

To be placed before Art. 18 Ex. 7 which illustrates the point
nicely.

(004) Rephrase Art. 19.6 so that it reads:

“19.6. A name of a subdivision of a family based on an illegiti-
mate generic name is illegitimate unless the corresponding family
name is conserved.”

This is not the pre-Melbourne phrasing, but is closer to the pres-
ent phrasing and to that of Art. 18.3. It looks to be more readable.

(005) Add an explanatory Note to Art. 19.6:

“Note n. When an illegitimate generic name is conserved, it
thereby becomes legitimate (Art. 14.1). From that moment onwards,
Art. 19.6 no longer applies to it: a name of a subdivision of a family
based on a conserved (or sanctioned) generic name is legitimate (see
also Art. 52.3).”

To be placed before Art. 19 Ex. 8 which illustrates the point
nicely.

(006) In Art. 52.3 delete “legitimate” in

“legitimate generic name”.

A name of a family (or subdivision of a family) that was no-
menclaturally superfluous when published and that is based on an
illegitimate generic name is thereby illegitimate twice (once under
Art. 52.1 and 52.3 and once under Art. 18.3 or 19.6), which surely is
overkill. If that generic name is subsequently conserved, the name
of the family (or subdivision of a family) would become legitimate
under the intent of the provisions adopted at Melbourne, but would
appear to remain illegitimate under Art. 52.1 and 52.3. At the time
the phrase was adopted (by the 1981, Sydney Congress) it matched
the phrasing of Art. 18.1, but the word “legitimate” in Art. 18.1 was
eliminated by the 2005, Vienna Congress and there is no longer a
match. At best, this word only complicates Art. 52.3.

(007) In Art. 52.3 delete “the stem of”.
The 1981, Sydney Congress accepted the inclusion of , or if it
is based on the stem of a legitimate generic name” in (what is now)
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Art. 52.3. This matched “the stem of a legitimate name of an included
genus” in the then wording of Art. 18.1. The phrase “the stem of
a generic name” is a quite troublesome one, and it was otherwise
eliminated from the Code (by the 1987, Berlin Congress) for that
very reason, but somehow not here. Also to be deleted in Art. 52 Ex.
18. Alternatively, replace the entire phrase by “, or if it is the name
of a family or subdivision of a family based on a generic name (see
Art. 18.1, 19.1)”. This would be more explicit and presumably more
readable; it also incorporates proposal (006).

(008) In Art. 7.1 delete “ultimately”.

With the change of Art. 16.1 in the Melbourne Code, suprage-
neric names are now directly based on generic names, not indirectly.
The word “ultimately” is no longer appropriate.

TAXON 63 (1) « February 2014: 205-208

(009) In Art. 10 Ex. 1 delete “ultimate” in “ultimate type”.

The type of a genus is a specimen or illustration (Art. 10.1, 10.4).
A specimen is not “the ultimate type” of a genus (this would be the
case in the zoological Code; it was the case before the 1981, Sydney
Congress, but no longer).

(010) Replace “based on a generic name” by “formed
from a generic name (see Art. 16.1, 18.1, and 19.1)” (mutatis
mutandis) in Art. 7.1, 10.6, 10.7, 18.3, 19.6, and 52.3.

As the “based on” in “based on a generic name” is a relationship
somewhat different from the “based on” in “based on a basionym”,
it may help to replace the “based on a generic name” everywhere by
a wording close to that in Art. 18.1 to help the reader tell these two
apart. This change has already been effected in Art. 18 Ex. 1 and
2, so there is precedent. If proposal (001) is accepted, also in the
rephrased Art. 6.4.
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At the XVIII International Botanical Congress, Melbourne
(2011), electronic effective publication of all nomenclatural acts was
permitted from 1 January 2012 subject to certain requirements, as
mentioned in Art. 29.1. Since then, many electronic publications have
appeared, but some of the published articles have restricted access to
readers. We feel that nomenclatural novelties, if published in articles
with restricted access, are unlikely to reach readers easily. We are
therefore proposing a new Recommendation, as follows:

(011) Insert a new Rec. 30A.5:

“304.5. Authors publishing nomenclatural novelties should
give preference to electronic publications with open or free access
to readers.”

This new Recommendation, if followed, would be helpful to
make nomenclatural novelties easily available to readers.
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Recommendation 40A.3 states “Specification of the herbarium barcoding is ongoing. We are therefore proposing here another Rec-

or collection or institution of deposition (see Art. 40 Note 4) should ommendation to help unambiguously identify the holotype specimen.
be followed by any available number permanently identifying the

holotype specimen (see also Rec. 9D.1).” This is indeed a very useful (012) Insert a new Rec. 40A.5:

Recommendation included in the Code for identifying a holotype “40A.5. In the absence of a number permanently identifying the
specimen unambiguously. However, the barcoding of herbarium sheets holotype specimen, an author publishing the name should, if possible,
has not yet started in many herbaria worldwide, while in some others annotate the holotype or publish its photograph with a scale.”
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Similar steps can be taken after designation of a lectotype, epi-
type or neotype specimen. We are therefore proposing another Rec-
ommendation, as follows:

(013) Insert a new Rec. 9D.2:
“9D.2. In the absence of a number permanently identifying a
lectotype, neotype, or epitype specimen, an author designating the

Proposals to amend the Code

type should, if possible, annotate the specimen or publish its photo-
graph with a scale.”
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We have observed that some periodicals do not give the precise
date (year, month, and day) of publication, and this may cause in-
convenience in ascertaining nomenclatural priority. Hence, we are
proposing a small amendment to Rec. 31B.1, to extend this Recom-
mendation to editors, since authors generally do not have control over
how dates of publication are indicated in periodicals.

(014) Amend Rec. 31B.1 (change appears in bold):
“31B.1. Authors or editors should indicate precisely the dates
of publication of their works. In a work appearing in parts the

last-published sheet of the volume should indicate the precise dates
on which the different fascicles or parts of the volume were published
as well as the number of pages and plates in each.”
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Concerning compliance with Art. 40.7, i.e., specifying the her-
barium or collection or institution in which a type is conserved, Art.
40 Note 4 states “Specification of the herbarium or collection or in-
stitution may be made in an abbreviated form, e.g. as given in Index
herbariorum, part I, or in the World directory of collections of cul-
tures of microorganisms.” In addition, Rec. 40A .4 states “Citation of
the herbarium or collection or institution of deposition should use one
of the standards mentioned in Art. 40 Note 4.” However, it sometimes
happens that authors specify the herbarium in an abbreviated form
even when no such form is given in /ndex herbariorum, part I. We
feel that in such cases the authors should give the full name of the
herbarium or collection or institution, with the location, in order to
be precise and to avoid confusion.

(015) Add a new paragraph to Rec. 40A:

“404.5. Citation of the herbarium or collection or institution of
deposition should be in full, with the location, when no abbreviated
form is given by one of the standards mentioned in Art. 40 Note 4.”

Acknowledgements

For providing facilities we thank Dr. Paramjit Singh, Director,
Botanical Survey of India. We also thank N.J. Turland for refining
the manuscript.

Version of Record (identical to print version). 207



Proposals to amend the Code

(016—017) Two proposals on Rec. 60

Jacek Drobnik & Barbara Bacler-Zbikowska

TAXON 63 (1) « February 2014: 205-208

Department of Pharmaceutical Botany, Medical University of Silesia in Katowice, ul. Ostrogorska 30, 41-200 Sosnowiec, Poland

Author for correspondence: Jacek Drobnik, drobnik@onet.pl
DOI http://dx.doi.org/10.12705/631.43

Names of genera can be composed in an arbitrary manner (Art.
20.1). Their grammatical gender, if not obvious, is to be chosen by a
subsequent author (Art. 62.3). Apart from using grammatically agreed
adjectival epithets in species names, there is also another grammatical
need: formation of adjectives that are based on the genitive form of
a noun. Giving the gender and declension pattern (by including the
ending of the genitive singular) is a practice in classical dictionaries.
Thus for example:

Croton (-onis) forms adjectives crotoni-folius, not croti-folius

Prinos (-i) and Dolichos (-i) (Greek 2nd declension) form

dolichi-carpus, not dolicho-carpus

Erigeron (-ontis) forms correctly erigeront-inus, not

erigeri-folius

Latin 3rd declension nouns with -es take a variety of genitive end-
ings (e.g. Abies -etis, Fomes -itis, Ribes -is, Cannabis -is), thus canna-
baceus and cannabi-folius, not cannabidi-folius and Cannabidaceae.

(016) To avoid bad word formation in Latin epithets de-
rived from generic names, add the following new Recom-
mendation to Rec. 60H:

“60H.2. Original or subsequent authors should derive adjectival
forms from Latin generic names in accordance with classical usage
or at least nomenclatural tradition, carefully considering the etymol-
ogy and rules of classical declension. If such a rule is not obvious, the
genitive form should be proposed and effectively published (compare
Art. 62.3).”

(017) In Rec. 60G Ex. 3 replace the words “honey (mel,

melitos)” with “honey (meli, melitos)”.

Example 3 in Recommendation 60G contains an error in the
Greek word for honey: mel, genitive melitos. This is a confusion with
the Latin word mel, genitive mellis. The proper Greek word for honey
is uélt, which is transcribed into meli.
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Article 9.1 of the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum
Veg. 154. 2012) states that there are two ways to establish a holotype:

“9.1. A holotype of a name of a species or infraspecific taxon is
the one specimen or illustration (but see Art. 40.4) used by the author,
or designated [emphasis ours] by the author as the nomenclatural type.
As long as the holotype is extant, it fixes the application of the name
concerned (but see Art. 9.15).”

Thus, a holotype may be (1) designated, as is mandatory nowa-
days, or it is (2) established by usage if it is the only specimen or
illustration used by the describing author(s). The criterion of usage
applies only before 1958, at which point it became mandatory to in-
dicate a type (Art. 40.1).

Note that under the criterion of usage (before 1958), the single
specimen or illustration does not have to be indicated (i.e., cited, des-
ignated, or mentioned) in the protologue. It serves as the holotype if
it was the only element used by the author, whether indicated or not.

The criterion of usage is less familiar to taxonomists today than
the first method of explicitly designating a holotype. This probably
explains why the Code itself completely misses the idea of usage in
the very next Article, Art. 9.2. Note the omission:

“9.2. A lectotype is a specimen or illustration designated from
the original material as the nomenclatural type, in conformity with
Art. 9.11 and 9.12, if no holotype was indicated [STOP!: Do you see
the word usage here?] at the time of publication, or if the holotype is
missing, or if a type is found to belong to more than one taxon (see
also Art. 9.14). For sanctioned names, ...”

The same omission occurs in Art. 9.11 on the designation of a
lectotype:

“9.11. If no holotype was indicated by the author of a name of a
species or infraspecific taxon ...”

Because Art. 9.2 and 9.11 do not take into account usage, i.e.,
without indication of type, as permitted in Art. 9.1, they must be
modified.

Two basic changes need to be made. First, Art. 9.1 would be
clearer if it emphasized that a holotype can be established by usage
without indication. This would sensitize taxonomists to this second
method of establishing a holotype, making them less likely to overlook

it. Second, Art. 9.2 and 9.11 must be rephrased to allow for usage as
permitted in Art. 9.1. Accordingly, we propose the following changes
to Arts. 9.1, 9.2 and 9.11. The definition of “holotype” in the glossary
would be amended accordingly editorially.

(018) Amend Art. 9.1to read (deletions in strikethrough,

insertions in bold):

“9.1. A holotype of a name of a species or infraspecific taxon
is the one specimen or illustration (but see Art. 40.4) either (a) in-
dicated used-by-the-author;-or-designated by the author(s) as the
nomenclatural type or (b) used by the author(s) when no type was
indicated. As long as the holotype is extant, it fixes the application
of the name concerned (but see Art. 9.15).”

And accordingly amend the definition of holotype in the Glos-
sary.

(019) Amend Art. 9.2 to read (deletions in strikethrough,

insertions in bold):

“9.2. A lectotype is a one specimen or illustration designated
from the original material as the nomenclatural type if, in conformity
with Art. 9.11 and 9.12, if the name had no holotype was-indteated
at the time of publication, or if the holotype is missing lost or de-
stroyed, or if a type is found to belong to more than one taxon (see
also Art. 9.14). For sanctioned names, a lectotype may be selected
from among elements associated with either or both the protologue
and the sanctioning treatment (Art. 9.10).”

And accordingly amend the definition of lectotype in the Glos-
sary.

(020) Amend Art. 9.1 to read (deletions in strikethrough,

insertions in bold):

“9.11. If no-hototype-was-indicated-by the authorofa name of a
species or infraspecific taxon had no holotype at the time of pub-
lication, or when the holotype or previously designated lectotype
has been lost or destroyed, or when the material designated as type
is found to belong to more than one taxon, a lectotype or, if permis-
sible (Art. 9.7), a neotype as a substitute for it may be designated.”
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According to Art. 40.1 of the ICN (Melbourne Code; McNeill &
al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) the name of a new taxon at the rank
of genus or below published on or after 1 January 1958 is validly
published only when the type is indicated. Then Art. 40.3 states that,
for the name of a new species or infraspecific taxon, mention of a
single specimen or gathering, even if that element is not explicitly
designated as type, is acceptable as indication of the type. In relation
to this, Art. 40 Note 2 explains that “Mere citation of a locality does
not constitute mention of a single specimen or gathering.” Therefore,
if the protologue merely cites a locality without any other details
relating to the actual type, such as the collector’s name or collecting
number or date, the name is not validly published.

The name Lycium cylindricum K.Z.Kuang & A.M.Lu may
appear to fall into this category because the authors merely cited a
locality, Xinjiang province of China, for the type. However, they also
cited “J55”, i.e., sine numero, and the herbarium XJBI. This indicates
that the type is an unnumbered specimen or gathering at XJBI. In
that herbarium there indeed exists a single specimen from Xinjiang,
without a collection number, annotated by one of the authors of the
name, Lu, with “Lycium cylindricum A.M.Lu, sp. nov.” Thus the type
was indicated and the name was validly published.

Adding “or herbarium” to Art. 40 Note 2 and a new Example
based on Lycium cylindricum is proposed here in order to illustrate
that this and similar cases can satisfy the requirements for indicat-
ing a type. In addition, because citing a unique herbarium barcode
or accession number is another way in which a single specimen or

Version of Record (identical to print version).

gathering could be mentioned, it is proposed that these words also
be added to Note 2.

(021) Amend Art. 40 Note 2 to read as follows (changed

textin italics):

“Note 2. Mere citation of a locality does not constitute mention
of a single specimen or gathering. Concrete reference to some detail
relating to the actual type is required, such as the collector’s name,
collecting number, date, herbarium, or unique herbarium barcode
or accession number.”

(022) Add the following Example after Art. 40 Note 2:

“Ex. 3 bis. When Kuang & Lu published Lycium cylindricum (in
FI. Reipubl. Popularis Sin. 67(1): 158. 1978), they cited “¥i¥&: L5 (1
UARAR, Typus! A5 SEAD) L IEVERT TR A E), i.e. “Xinjiang:
s.n. (Typus! XIBI)”, thereby indicating that the type is an unnumbered
specimen or gathering at XJBI and validly publishing the name. In
that herbarium there indeed exists a single specimen from Xinjiang,
without a collection number, annotated by Lu with ‘Lycium cylindri-
cum A.M. Lu, sp. nov.””
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Examples of monstrosities are relatively frequent in nature, and
for taxonomy can be problematic, leading to incorrect identification
on many occasions. Monstrous specimens have been used to describe
new taxa at the rank of genus: Uropedium Lindl., Orch. Linden.: 28.
1846, nom. rej. against Phragmipedium Rolfe in Orchid Rev. 4: 331.
1896, nom. cons. (Dressler & Williams in Taxon 24: 691-692. 1975); at
the rank of species: Asplenium ramosum L., Sp. PL.: 1082. 1753, nom.
utique rej. (Zimmer & Greuter in Taxon 43: 303-304. 1994); or at infra-
specific ranks: Actinostemon polymorphus Mill. Arg. f. biattenuatus
Miill. Arg. in Linnaea 32: 109. 1863 (basionym of A. concolor (Spreng.)
Miill. Arg. lus. biattenuatus (Mill. Arg.) Mill. Arg. in Candolle,
Prodr. 15(2): 1194. 1866). Until 1975 the names linked to monstrous
specimens were rejected, this rejection supported by different arti-
cles from the Vienna International Rules of Botanical Nomencla-
ture (1906: Art. 51), until the Seattle International Code of Botanical
Nomenclature (1972: Art. 71). However, monstrosities are no longer
mentioned within the Code, nor does a rank for a monstrosity exist
(McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012).

This situation is problematic. Although some authors (Reveal
in Taxon 40: 505-508. 1991) possessed tools to resolve monstrosity
characters, other authors have sought conservation (Burtt in Taxon 30:
361. 1981) or outright rejection (Compton & al. in Taxon 53: 574-575.
2004) of names linked to monstrous types. The main problems with
the current treatment of the Code are: (a) a lack of recognition for
the rank of monstrosity, and (b) no delineation of what constitutes
a monstrosity. In addition, various competing proposals for treating
monstrosities have appeared in the botanical literature: (i) using “1.”,
“lus.” or “lusus” for “lusus naturae” (Carex hudsonii A. Benn. lusus
leucorhyncha H. Lév. & L.C. Lamb. in Bull. Acad. Int. Géogr. Bot.
21: 266. 1911); (ii) using “monst.” or “monstr.” for monstrosity (Jasione
montana L. monstr. pedicellata De Langhe in Bull. Soc. Roy. Bot.
Belgique 106: 71. 1973); (iii) naming them at an infraspecific rank
(Lygodium circinatum Sw. var. monstruosum Alderw., Malayan Ferns:

111. 1908); or (iv) in accordance with a previous teratology proposal
(“ter.”) (Grumman in Taxon 3: 124. 1954).

The current proposal is justified by the necessity of recognition,
normalization, segregation and standardization of monstrosities in the
Code. 1t is proposed to insert a new Article in “Chapter 1. Taxa and
their ranks” with two new Examples.

(023) Insert a new Art.5.2:

“5.2. Isolated individuals with aberrant characteristics not caused
by an invading foreign organism, and with limited or no sexual and
asexual reproduction, which have been formerly designated as lusus
naturae, monstrosities, or teratological taxa; or have been misidenti-
fied but named as genera, species, subspecies, varieties or formae,
are to be named under the infraspecific rank lusus naturae (lus.).”

(024) Add two new Examples after new Art. 5.2:

“Ex. 1. The correct name of Himantoglossum hircinum monstr.
johannae Degen (in Magyar Bot. Lapok 11: 308. 1913) is H. hircinum
lus. johannae Degen.”

“Ex. 2. The lectotype of the name Rhus hirta (L.) Sudw. (in Bull.
Torrey Bot. Club 19: 81. 1892) is a monstrosity. The infraspecific taxon
that includes the type is named R. hirta lus. hirta, and not R. hirta f.
hirta (Reveal in Taxon 40: 491. 1991). On the other hand, while the
lectotype of the name Cissus verticillata (L.) Nicolson & C.E. Jarvis
was considered a “monstrosity”, this was caused by the smut Myco-
syrinx cissi (Poiret) G. Beck, so the infraspecific taxon that includes
the type is named C. verticillata f. verticillata (Nicolson & Jarvis in
Taxon 33: 726-727. 1984).”
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For the valid publication of a new combination, name at new
rank, or replacement name, Art. 41.5 rules that on or after 1 Janu-
ary 1953 a full and direct reference is required to the page or pages
where basionyms or replaced synonyms were validly published.
The prevailing custom of providing such references has been to give
all the relevant bibliographic information, that is the basionym or
replaced synonym itself, its author citation, title of the publication
or periodical in which an article appears, edition, volume and issue
numbers (if any), page or plate reference, and the year of publica-
tion. Standard conventions have been developed for abbreviating
some of this information, permitting it to be condensed in order
to save space.

If properly standardized, this bibliographic information may be
treated as full and unambiguous. Still, strictly speaking, such abbrevi-
ated references are not direct, although they have been traditionally
accepted as such, because to determine the full title from an abbrevi-
ated title one must consult additional references, such as the second
edition of Taxonomic Literature (TL-2) and its supplements for book
titles and further bibliographic information and BPH-2 for journal
titles and bibliography. Incompletely or incorrectly abbreviated cita-
tions, although formally acceptable under Art. 41.5, may pose a seri-
ous problem in searching for the place of valid publication indicated
by such citations. Besides, the main standard reference books are
incomplete and consequently some citations are created ad hoc by
the authors, sometimes leading to puzzles when the sources cited are
little known or obscure or the abbreviation is ambiguous. Standard-
izing abbreviations of titles in other than the Latin alphabet may also
pose problems. For instance, abbreviations of original Cyrillic titles
or their alternatives in other languages, although in wide use, usually
do not comply with the standards of TL-2 and BPH-2. Furthermore,
citations of the authors of plant names, which are an essential part
of the bibliographical reference, may be unclear if not standardized
according to Brummitt & Powell’s Authors of Plant Names (now being
continuously updated as part of the International Plant Names Index,
IPNI, http:/www.ipni.org).

To avoid problems of cryptic notations in such traditional “full
and direct” references, some botanical periodicals, most notably the
Nordic Journal of Botany and Phytotaxa, are using the international
citation style for bibliographic references in place of traditional
nomenclatural citations. In such cases basionyms or replaced syn-
onyms are cited as required in Art. 41.5 (last sentence); plant name
authors, unless different from the authorship of the publication, are
never abbreviated and are accompanied by the year of publication
to form a standard bibliographic reference, with a full and precise

citation placed in the list of references at the end of the paper. Page
or plate numbers are provided to make the citations direct as required
in Art. 41.5 Note 1.

We argue that this style of reference to basionyms or replaced
synonyms is not only full and direct as required by Art. 41.5, but also
is in compliance with other provisions of the Code. Unlike the tradi-
tional style of nomenclatural citations, this style is the only one that
provides truly full and unambiguous reference to the places of valid
publication without the need to decipher abbreviations explained in
other separately published sources.

Citing nomenclatural papers in the list of references instead of
only in the text has an additional benefit. Papers cited in the text are
not counted in citation ratings, whereas papers cited in references are.
The convention of citing nomenclatural and taxonomic literature in
text rather than in references has resulted in low citation ratings for
papers dealing with nomenclature and taxonomy, particularly papers
in which new species have been published. This has additionally
resulted in extremely low personal citation rates for researchers in
taxonomy, depressing their associated H-factor and reducing their
competitiveness in funding opportunities. Additionally, many botani-
cal journals have decided not to publish papers solely dealing with
new species because such papers attract few citations and thus have
a negative effect on the journal’s impact factor, and those journals
that do publish these articles are viewed as performing poorly in
the eyes of authors and evaluators of academic performance. Cita-
tion ratings are especially important for young scientists trying to
establish themselves in the field of taxonomy, who find it increas-
ingly difficult to get their research funded in a field that is seen by
other biological sciences and other fields using plant names as not
worth citing. It is not a good use of their time to write papers that are
poorly cited simply due to the convention of in-text citation (or no
citation of taxonomic papers at all, which is the convention in many
non-taxonomic biological journals). Compare this with the frequent
citations of newly found chemical compounds in chemistry journals,
and the bleak situation for taxonomy becomes evident. Including full
citations of taxonomic papers in the references, which will then be
listed as citations in search engines and more likely be encountered
by other researchers of the same organisms unfamiliar with the field
of taxonomy, will help solve one part of this problem. We would
even go further and state that the style of including full references
in taxonomic and nomenclatural papers (currently not done by many
taxonomic and nomenclatural journals including Taxon) contributes
to plant taxonomy and nomenclature as a bibliographic resource,
making papers more likely to be read and cited and pushing authors of

Version of Record (identical to print version). 1143


http://www.ipni.org

Sennikov & al. ¢ (025-027) Article 41

these papers to verify the bibliographic sources. Unfortunately in the
traditional fashion of citation many authors routinely copy protologue
abbreviations from indices like /PNI and Tropicos without verifying
the text of the original publication.

Although complying with the rules and being in wide use, both
types of citations, the “traditional nomenclatural” style and the “bib-
liographic citation” style, are still not explicitly explained in the Code.
We aim at filling this omission by proposing a new Note under Art.
41 with examples illustrating both styles. In addition, we propose to
adjust Recommendation 41A.1 accordingly and to introduce a new
Recommendation 41B explicitly promoting the consistent use of rec-
ognized standards in cases where the author citations and publication
titles are abbreviated.

(025) Add a new Note with two new Examples after

Art. 41.5 to read:

“Note 1bis. Depending on a journal or author’s style, a full and
direct reference to the place of valid publication can be effected by
citation of the abbreviated title of the publication and the standardized
author citation (see Art. 46 Note 1), with other particulars as required
by Art. 41.5. It can also be effected by providing a standard reference
with a page or plate number to a bibliography at the end of the publica-
tion where a full bibliographic entry may be found.”

“Ex. I3bis. The new combination Harperocallis neblinae
(Steyerm. ex L. M. Campb.) L. M. Campb. & Dorr (in PhytoKeys 21:
46. 2013) was validly published with citation of “Isidrogalvia neblinae
Steyerm. ex L. M. Campb., Harvard Pap. Bot. 15 (1): 52, fig. 1. 2010”,
a full and direct reference to the author and place of valid publication
of the cited basionym with the journal title abbreviated according to
BPH-2 and the author citation standardized according to IPNI (see
Art. 46 Note 1) but with spaces placed between the author’s initials
and the standard abbreviation of the surname.”
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“Ex. 13ter. The new combination Criscianthus zambiensis
(R. M. King & H. Rob.) Grossi & J. N. Nakaj. (in Phytotaxa 141: 34.
2013) was validly published with citation of “Stomatanthes zambien-
sis King & Robinson (1975: 465)”, a full and direct reference to the
author and place of valid publication of the cited basionym published
on page 465 in “King, R. M. & Robinson, H. (1975) New species of
Stomatanthes from Africa (Eupatorieae, Compositae). Kew Bulletin
30: 463—465”, the place of valid publication being cited in full in the
References section of the article of Grossi & al. (2013).”

(026) Amend Rec. 41A as follows (new text in bold,

deleted text in strikethrough):

“41A.1. The full and direct reference to the author and place of
valid publication of the basionym or replaced synonym should imme-
diately follow a proposed new combination, name at new rank, or
replacement name. It should not be placed distantly or provided by
mere cross-reference to-abibliographyattheend-of thepubticationor
to other parts of the same publication, e.g. by use of the abbreviations
“loc. cit.” or “op. cit.””

(027) Add a new Recommendation 41B as follows

(its beginning to be amended if Proposal 025 fails):

“41B.1. In references formed in accordance with Art. 41 Note 1bis
(first sentence), the titles of books in bibliographic citations should be
abbreviated in conformity with Taxonomic literature, ed. 2, by Stafleu
& Cowan (in Regnum Veg. 94, 98, 105, 110, 112, 115, 116. 1976—1988;
with Supplements 1-6 by Stafleu & Mennega in Regnum Veg. 125,
130, 132, 134, 135, 137. 1992-2000, and 7-8 by Dorr & Nicolson in
Regnum Veg. 149, 150. 2008-2009), or by analogy, but with capital
initial letters. For journal titles, the abbreviations should follow BPH-2
by Bridson & al. (2004) or its updated version online (fmhibd.library
.cmu.edu/fmi/iwp/cgi?-db=BPH_Online&-loadframes).”
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I would like to propose rephrasing Rec. 46A Note 1 to better
encourage the use of the Brummitt & Powell / IPNI standard when the
authors of plant names are not given in full. This will plainly reflect
the widespread use of this standard in botanical literature, and the
strong need for a single standard to facilitate uniform databasing.

The standard of IPNI does not include spaces, but the most
common use of this standard includes spaces between initials and
surnames or their abbreviations, or also between multiple initials
when present. To allow this practice, a sentence is appended to Note 1.

(028) Amend Note 1under Rec. 46A to read:

“Note 1. Brummitt & Powell’s Authors of plant names (1992),
updated as necessary from the International Plant Names Index (Www
.ipni.org) and Index Fungorum (www.indexfungorum.org), should
be followed when standardizing author citations of names. Depend-
ing on editorial policy, spaces may be optionally placed between the
author’s initial(s) or abbreviated names and the surname or its standard
abbreviation or contraction, except when the surname is abbreviated
to a single letter, and also between surnames and suffixes.”
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Concerning designation of a holotype in the protologue of the
name of a new species or infraspecific taxon, Art. 9 Note 1 of the
Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) explains
that: “Any designation made by the original author, if definitely
expressed at the time of the original publication of the name of the
taxon, is final ...”

Errors may occur when making such a designation, either because
of personal inadvertence or typographical mistakes, such as in collect-
ing number, herbarium code or other type details. Separate cases of
this situation were encountered by Chen (in Ann. Bot. Fenn. 48: 34-36.
2011) and Chen & Zeng (in Tiirk Bot. Derg. [= Turkish J. Bot.] 37:
656—661. 2013), who both insisted that they had no choice but to accept
the erroneous holotype designations in the respective protologues.
They each published the name of a new taxon designating as holo-
type the specimen that the original author(s) had evidently intended
to designate. The result was two names that were nomenclaturally
superfluous when published and therefore illegitimate under Art. 52.

Such a treatment is based on a purely mechanical application
of the Code, i.e., following the “letter of the law” at the expense of
the “spirit of the law”. It seriously disrupts the nomenclature of the
taxa concerned and departs from the intent of the original authors.
Throughout the Melbourne Code we find the concept of correctable
errors, such as in basionym citation (Art. 41.3, 41.6, 41.8), Latin ter-
minations (Art. 16.3, 18.4, 19.7, 23.5, 32.2, 60.12) and the form of the
name itself including typographical or orthographical errors (Art.
214,237, 60, 61). These provisions for correcting errors extend to type
designation, such as improper usage of terms (Art. 9.9), taxonomically
heterogeneous types (Art. 9.14) and types comprising a single gather-
ing but more than one specimen (Art. 9.17). Unfortunately, no rule in

the Melbourne Code explicitly permits us to correct other mistakes
in the designation of a holotype.

Comparing the Vienna Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146.
2006) with the Melbourne Code, the latter only added, as Art. 9 Ex.
2, the practice of Yang & Wiersema (in Taxon 55: 511-512. 2006), who
corrected the holotype designation of Phoebe calcarea S. K. Lee &
F. N. Wei rather than publishing the name of a new species. In order
to emphasize and encourage this laudable nomenclatural practice, we
are proposing a new Note, as follows:

(029) Add an explanatory Note to Art. 9.1:

“Note Ibis. If a designation of holotype made in the protologue
of the name of a taxon is later found to contain errors (e.g. in locality,
date, collector, collecting number, herbarium code, specimen barcode
or accession number), these errors are to be corrected provided that
the intent of the original author(s) is not changed.”

In Art. 9 of the Melbourne Code, Ex. 2 should be moved to follow
the new Note proposed here.

This proposal, if followed, would guide researchers to recognize
holotype specimens without any hesitation even if the type details
indicated in the protologue differ, because of error, from the actual
facts and the intent of the original author(s). It will also avoid the
unnecessary publication of names of new taxa.
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During the course of his research on legume taxonomy, the pres-
ent author encountered a publication (Zhu & al. in J. Wuhan Bot. Res.
26: 361. 2008) in which the holotype of the name of a new variety,
Glycine soja var. cleistogama C.S. Zhu & S.X. Zhu, was designated
as two collection numbers, C. S. Zhu 060256 and C. S. Zhu 060257.
Based on the present definition of “gathering” in the Glossary of the
Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154: 156. 2012), two

results could be reached. One is that the two collection numbers belong
to one gathering and the name of this variety was validly published.
The other is that the name of the variety was not validly published
because two gatherings were designated as the type and therefore the
type was not indicated as required by Art. 40.1 and as permitted by Art.
40.2. It could be misunderstood that a specimen with two collection
numbers must automatically represent two gatherings, but this is not
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necessarily so according to the present definition of a gathering. For
a clearer understanding of what constitutes a gathering, the present
author suggests a small addition to the present Glossary definition.

(030) Amend the Glossary entry for “gathering” as

follows (addition shown in boldface):

“gathering. [Not defined]—used for a collection of one or more
specimens made by the same collector(s) at the one place and time

TAXON 63 (5) « October 2014: 1145-1146

irrespective of whether it bears one or more collection numbers
(Art. 8.2 and 8.3 footnote).”
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Author citations, if they consist of initials, parentheses and short-
ened surnames, can be typed in many ways in respect of spacing
and punctuation. It is observed that various botanical writers apply
their own rules, which may be subconsciously adopted from national
spelling rules. The typography of citations should be made uniform
in order to facilitate querying of taxonomic databases online.

The Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012)
already contains some detailed typographical provisions relating to
names of the taxa (misspellings: Rec. 50F; cultivars: Art. 28 Note 4
and Ex. 1; hybrids: Rec. H.3A) and to author citations (usage of &/et:
Rec. 46C; sanctioning: Rec. 50E.3).

The existing inconsistency can be easily proved: the Code itself
uses standard abbreviations for author citations in conformity with
Brummitt & Powell’s Authors of plant names (1992) by virtue of Rec.
46A.4 and Note 1. However, databases cited in this Note (the Inter-
national Plant Names Index or IPNI: http://www.ipni.org; and Index
Fungorum: http://www.indexfungorum.org) do not seem to follow the
typographical style of the Code. Examples: the Code writes “C. C.
Gmel.” (Rec. 46A.3) and “A. C. Sm.” (Art. 49 Ex. 9), whereas IPNI

uses “C.C.Gmel.” and “A.C.Sm.”, i.e., without any spaces. A fungal
taxon typed in the Code (Art. 29 Ex. 1) as “Piromyces polycephalus
Y. C. Chen & al.” is typed in Index Fungorum as “Piromyces poly-
cephalus Y.C. Chen, C.Y. Chien & R.S. Hseu”, i.e., with a space after
the initials but not between them. Another style, in which an author’s
initials are united without full stops (periods), i.e., “CC Gmel.” or “AC
Sm.”, should be also avoided.

(031) Add a new paragraph and a new Example to

Recommendation 46A:

“464.5. Author citations should be typed (as in this Code) in
accordance with the following recommendations: a closing parenthe-
sis and each full stop should be followed by a space. Full stops should
not be omitted (except for well-established abbreviations, e.g. “DC.”
for Augustin Pyramus de Candolle). The plant name should not be
followed by a comma.”

“Ex. 5. Epifagus virginiana (L.) W. P. C. Barton (not “(L.) W.P.C.
Barton”, nor “(L.) W.P.C.Barton”, nor “(L.)W.P.C. Barton”, nor “(L.)
WPC. Barton™).”

1384 Version of Record (identical to print version).


http://www.ipni.org
http://www.indexfungorum.org

(032) Jorgensen © Art. 9

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE

Edited by Nicholas J. Turland & John H. Wiersema

TAXON 63 (6) * December 2014: 1384

(032) Proposal to substitute Art. 9 Ex. 9 with a new Example

Per M. Jorgensen

Department of Natural History, Bergen University-Museum, Allégt. 41, Box 7800, 5072 Bergen, Norway; per.jorgensen@um.uib.no

DOI http://dx.doi.org/10.12705/636.12

As pointed out previously (Jergensen in Taxon 63: 132—133. 2014),
the newly introduced Art. 9 Ex. 9 of the Melbourne Code (McNeill
& al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) is inappropriate since the choice
of epitype for Lichen saxatilis L. is random and based on the only
Swedish specimen available in the study from a locality where the
original material cannot have originated (there is a wide variation of
Parmelia saxatilis (L.) Ach. in Sweden)—nor is there any statement
why such a choice is necessary.

The best example I have come across among published epitypi-
fications made on fresh, molecularly studied specimens is that of
Salicornia europaea L. by Kadereit & al. (in Taxon 61: 1227-1239.
2012), and I accordingly propose that as a substitute for the Example
in the Melbourne Code.

(032) Substitute Art. 9 Ex. 9 with a new Example:
“Ex. 9. The lectotype of Salicornia europaea L. (Herb. Linn.

1384

No. 10.1 (LINN), designated by Jafri & Rateeb in Jafri & El-Gadi,
Fl. Libya 58: 57.1978) does not show the relevant characters by which
it could be identified for the precise application of this name in a
difficult, critical group of taxa, which are best characterized molecu-
larly. Therefore Kadereit & al. (in Taxon 61: 1234. 2012) designated a
molecularly tested specimen from the type locality (Sweden, Gotland,
Piirainen 4222, MJG) to support the type from which they assumed
no molecules could be extracted.”

I also want the relevant ruling bodies to consider if this should
not be entered as a Voted Example, since it indicates a practice that
does not make molecular tests on old, scrappy specimens mandatory
under Art. 9.8, where the word “demonstrably” is troublesome in rela-
tion to the needs of molecular testing of old type specimens, which
might be destroyed by this procedure, and usually for no reason, as it
is difficult, if not impossible, to get results by the present techniques.
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Creation of a replacement name (avowed substitute, nomen
novum, nom. nov.; Art. 6.11) for a taxon below the rank of genus is a
routine procedure in the case of unavailability of the final epithet of
the earliest legitimate name of the taxon (Art. 11.4). However, in some
cases a heterotypic synonym exists that may be the correct name or
provide the basionym of the correct name. The clarifying Note and
Example proposed here, to be placed after Art. 11.4, will help avoid the
introduction of unfamiliar new epithets in replacement names (which
could be nomenclaturally superfluous and therefore illegitimate) and
will also facilitate reuse of the earliest epithet in future scenarios, as
described in Art. 11 Ex. 12.

(033) Add a new Note with an Example after Art. 11.4:

“Note n. If applying Art. 11.4 would result in a later homonym or
aname not validly published (e.g. a tautonym), the final epithet of the
next earliest legitimate name in the same rank is to be used instead.”

“Ex. n. Transfer of Polypodium tenerum Roxb. (1844) to Cyclo-
sorus Link (1833) would result in a later homonym due to existence
of Cyclosorus tener (Fée) Christenh. (2009), based on Goniopteris
tenera Fée (1866). In this case, the correct name is a heterotypic syn-
onym, Cyclosorus ciliatus (Wall. ex Benth.) Panigrahi (1993), based
on the next earliest legitimate name of the taxon in the same rank,
Aspidium ciliatum Wall. ex Benth. (1861).”
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For the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154.
2012), the main body of the Code together with Appendix I was pub-
lished simultaneously online and in a printed version, but the remain-
ing Appendices, i.e., App. [I-VIII, will be published separately. The
present author was astonished by this situation. Why were all Appen-
dices [-VIII not put together?

Historically, “Appendix I” is actually a relic of the Paris Code
(Lanjouw & al. in Regnum Veg. 8.1956), in which App. I was “Names
of hybrids and some special categories”, App. II was “Special pro-
visions concerning fossil plants”, App. Il was “Nomina generica
conservanda et rejicienda”, App. IV was “Determination of types”,
and App. V was “Guide to the citation of botanical literature”. In the
immediately following Montreal Code (Lanjouw & al. in Regnum
Veg. 23. 1961), Edinburgh Code (Lanjouw & al. in Regnum Veg. 46.
1966), and Seattle Code (Stafleu & al. in Regnum Veg. 82.1972), App.
I was still “Names of hybrids and some special categories” but App.
IT and III became “Nomina familiarum conservanda” and “Nomina
generica conservanda et rejicienda”, respectively, followed by “Guide
for the determination of types” and “Guide to the citation of botani-
cal nomenclature” both as separate sections, not as Appendices. The
Leningrad Code (Stafleu & al. in Regnum Veg. 97. 1978) and Sydney

Code (Voss & al. in Regnum Veg. 111. 1983) were the same except
“Guide to the citation of botanical nomenclature” was dropped, and
the latter Code included a new App. IV “Nomina utique rejicienda”.
The Berlin Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 118. 1988) dropped
“Guide for the determination of types” so that App. I now appeared
out of place containing rules and recommendations rather than lists
of conserved and rejected names as in the following Appendices. This
situation has persisted to the present.

Under the present situation, App. [ is very close, logically, to the
main body of the Code, rather than to the other Appendices (currently
App. II-VIII), because it comprises Articles, Notes, Recommenda-
tions, and Examples. Within the main body of the Code, Art. 3.2, 4.4,
11.9, 20 Note 1, 21 Note 2, 23.6(d), 28 Note 1, 32.4, 32 Note 2, 50.1, and
52 Note 3 are directly related to names of hybrids. Therefore, the pres-
ent author thinks that there is no reason to place “Appendix I Names
of hybrids” in its present position as an Appendix and that it should
become Chapter X, comprising Art. 63—74. To move App. I into the
main body of the Code will help readers more clearly understand the
Code and the nature and function of the Appendices. The changes
proposed are as follows:
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(034) Zhu * App. I

(034) Move Appendix | into the main body of the Code as
Chapter X. Renumber the Articles such that Art. H.1-H.12
become Art. 63-74, with the Recommendations renum-
bered accordingly. Renumber App. II-VIlil as App. I-VII.
Editorially adjust the relevant cross-references through-
out the Code.
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(035) Amend Art. 9.3 as follows (new text in bold, deleted

text in strikethrough):

“9.3. For the purposes of this Code, original material comprises
the following elements: (a) those specimens and illustrations (both
unpublished and published either prior to or together with the proto-
logue) upon which it can be shown that the description et, diagnosis,
or other material validating the name (Art. 38.1(a)) was based; (b)
the holotype and those specimens which, even if not seen by the author
of the description or diagnosis validating the name, were indicated
as types (syntypes or paratypes) of the name at its valid publica-
tion; and (c) the isotypes or isosyntypes of the name irrespective
of whether such specimens were seen by either the author of the
validating description or diagnosis or the author of the name (but see
Art. 77,78, and 9.10).”

It seems that the provisions of Art. 38.7 and 38.8 are not incor-
porated into the wording of Article 9.3. A plate with analysis is not
a description or diagnosis but is acceptable as an equivalent of such.
This fact is reflected in the proposed correction.

(036) Add a new Example under Art. 9.2:

“Ex. 2 bis. Adansonia grandidieri Baill. (in Grandidier, Hist.
Phys. Madagascar 34: t. 79B bis, fig. 2 & t. 79E, fig. 1. 1893) was
validly published when accompanied solely by two illustrations with
analysis (see Art. 38.8). Baum (in Ann. Missouri Bot. Gard. 82: 447.
1995) designated one of the sheets of Grevé 275 (flowering speci-
men at P [barcode P00037169]), presumably the very specimen from
which most or all of the components of t. 79E, fig. 1 were drawn, as
the lectotype of this name.”

I feel it would be good to have also Art. 9.2 exemplified, especially
with an example of a complicated case when the original material is not
obvious and the lectotypification is not straightforward. Another pur-
pose of this example is to show that if a name is validly published when
accompanied solely by an illustration with analysis, the illustration is
not automatically the holotype of the name as sometimes interpreted.

(037) Add a new Example under Art. 38.9:

“Ex. 14 bis. Chenopodium caudatum Jacq. (Icon. P1. Rar. 2(2):
t. 344. Feb—Mar 1789) was validly published when accompanied solely
by a plate illustrating a complete plant broken into halves, with a sepa-
rate figure of a single flower showing details aiding identification.
Publication of this illustration predates the corresponding descrip-
tion (Jacquin, Collectanea 2: 325. Apr 1789) and diagnosis (Jacquin,
Icon. PL. Rar. 2: 12. 1795) of the species. Although the main illustra-
tion (representing a plant of Amaranthus viridis L.) is taxonomically
different from the analysis (belonging to an unidentified species of
Chenopodium), the name is nevertheless validly published.”

This is a good example of an illustration that was taxonomically
mixed but considered to represent a single species by the original
author. Besides, it serves as an example of minimally sufficient com-
pliance with the requirements of Art. 38.9 (only a single detail of the
plant is illustrated).
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Sennikov ¢ (038-039) Art. 13 & 30

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE
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TAXON 64 (2) « April 2015: 392-393

(038—039) Two proposals to deal with reprints and translations of publications
first printed before the relevant nomenclatural starting-point date, and with
recent posthumous publications of pre-Linnaean authors
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Recent discussions about the nomenclatural impact of the Ger-
man translation of a work by Vaillant, posthumously published after
the nomenclatural starting-point date for valid publication of Sper-
matophyta (see Greuter & al. in Taxon 54: 149—-174. 2005; Brummitt
in Taxon 57: 663. 2008; Greuter in Taxon 57: 1015-1016. 2008), had
clearly shown that the problem is greater than protection of a few
currently accepted names against those featured in the translation.

First of all, this concerns consistency of treatment of old publica-
tions. Among the works of “pre-Linnaean” character but published
after 1753, which are listed among opera utique oppressa, there is
already a work of Feuillée (Journal des observations ...) that is a
post-Linnaean translation of the pre-Linnaean publication. Devel-
oping a common policy instead of dealing with singular cases one
by one when they come to light is, I believe, more consistent and
productive.

Then, there is the second part of the problem which has been
completely overlooked. Since different editions of the same book,
with or without alterations, are treated as effectively published (sim-
ply because there is no such restriction in the rules), this means that
any subsequent reproduction of a historical book is effectively pub-
lished. By now we have a number of “classical” reprints ranging from
Sprengel’s edition of Dioscoridis (1829), through the Ray Society
classics of the mid-20th century, to the magnificient quarto-sized
Dover’s Gerard (1975) and Stanford’s Fuchs (1999), and, after all,
cheap contemporary facsimiles of scanned historical books with
mostly electronic circulation. Note that the very recent flow of rou-
tine facsimile editions is accompanied with paper versions printed
on demand, and also with International Standard Book Numbers
assigned, thus satisfying all provisions of effective publication. Sev-
eral of these books were originally published before the first edition of
the Species plantarum, and potentially they may be searched for plant
names, at least at the level of genus, which have not been accepted in
other post-1753 publications.

My original proposal to exclude reprinted and translated pre-1753
books from the nomenclature (Sennikov in Taxon 59: 307-308. 2010)
was not accepted in Melbourne; one reason for rejection was probably
because the extent of the problem had been underestimated. Hereby
I propose this change to the rules again, in a belief that cutting this
Gordian knot with a single strike is an efficient action that is free of
possible side effects.

(038) Proposal to discard the nomenclatural value of
reprints and translations of publications first printed
before the relevant nomenclatural starting-point date
by adding a new Art. 13.5 with a new Note and a new
Example:

“I13.5. For nomenclatural purposes, all reprints and translations,
published after the relevant nomenclatural starting-point date, of
original works first published before that date are regarded as hav-
ing been published only on the original date, with none of the names
included therein being validly published.”

“Note 2. Exempt from the provisions of Art. 13.5 is one part of
Linnaeus’s Amoenitates academicae (vol. 3, 1756).”

“Ex. 4bis. “Helminthotheca” was not validly published in Stein-
wehr’s translation of Vaillant’s work (in Konigl. Akad. Wiss. Paris
Anat. Abh. 5: 731. 1754) that was originally published before 1753
(Vaillant in Hist. Acad. Roy. Sci. Mém. Math. Phys. (Amsterdam, 8°)
1721: 267. 1725). The generic name Helminthotheca is to be correctly
attributed to Zinn (1757), who was the first to fulfill conditions of its
valid publication after the starting-point date.”

The only exception from this new rule is allowed for the Lin-
naean Amoenitates academicae that is an authorized reprint which
was published with due corrections and additions when the text was
viewed as outdated by the author. Other exceptions may be added if
and when found desirable.

A few generic names are currently treated as validly published
from the pirated reprint of early Linnaean works, Opera varia (1758).
Such names were not accepted by Linnaeus in 1758, and ascribing their
valid publication to him may be correct under the formal rules but
is historically illogical. Besides, one may doubt that the “Linnacan”
Opera varia may be considered as a place of valid publication at all.
According to Art. 36.1, in order to be validly published names are
to be “accepted by the author in the original publication”. Linnaeus
definitely accepted the relevant names in the original publications
which had been published before 1753, but he cancelled those names
by revising their nomenclature in his subsequent works.

Fortunately, removing Opera varia from the market of botanical
nomenclature will have very little practical impact, just changing the
dates of valid publication of a few generic names.

Should this proposal be accepted, six entries in Appendix III,
which were changed in the Vienna Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum
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Veg. 146.2006) so as to cite the place of valid publication by Vaillant,
would be returned to their state in the Saint Louis Code (Greuter
& al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000). Six additional entries in the list
of conserved and rejected names in Appendix I1I would also need
correcting, mostly returning to the stage of the unofficial Brittonia
Rules (Camp & al. in Brittonia 6: 1-120. 1947). These changes and
corrections, which do not affect priority of accepted names, are listed
elsewhere (Sennikov, l.c.).

(039) Proposal to eliminate the nomenclatural impact

of recent posthumous publications of pre-Linnaean

authors by adding a new Art. 30.9:

“30.9. First publication on or after 1 January 1900 of works written
before 1 May 1753 does not constitute effective publication.”

This provison is to outlaw a possible effect of the first publica-
tion of pre-Linnaean works, survived in unpublished manuscripts,
in recent times when paper and subsequently electronic publication

Sennikov ¢ (038-039) Art.13 & 30

of books became reasonably easy and affordable. Such publications,
although of undoubtful historical value, may pose problems to nomen-
clature should someone treat them formally and seriously as a source
of valid publication (e.g., of generic names). However fantastic this
possibility may appear, [ would like to exclude this problem in gen-
eral and in advance, to prevent lovers of botanical antiquities from
digging the dust.

The starting date of this new provision is established arbitrarily
to include the complete 20th century into the period of “recent times”
by which plant taxonomists had nearly stopped to look for nomencla-
tural novelties in works that were not using binomial nomenclature.
This date may be changed if deemed necessary.
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(040) Add a new Note to Art. 30.3 after Note 2:

“Note 3. Electronic supplements and appendices issued sepa-
rately in Portable Document Format (PDF) and linked to an online
publication that complies with provisions of Art. 29.1 are treated as
part of that publication.”

This new note aims to clarify the status of electronic appendices
and supplements, which are commonly used to deposit those parts of
the content that are considered too technical or space consuming to
be included into the main part of the publication. If such appendices
and supplements contain checklists and lists of specimens, possibly
with nomenclatural novelties or as parts of protologues of names
published in the main publication, they are treated as effectively pub-
lished if issued in PDF and linked with the main publication in an
unambiguous way.

(041) Add a new Article and a new Example after Art. 30.1:

“30.1bis. Distribution of printed matter does not constitute effec-
tive publication if there is direct evidence within the work that it was
not intended for effective publication.”

“Ex. Ibis. A summary of the dissertation by Krassovskaya,
“The genus Rubus L. (Rosaceae) in East Europe and the Caucasus”,

defended in 2002, was printed as a booklet lacking an ISBN but with
a statement of the name of the publisher and the printer. Article 30.8
notwithstanding, names of new taxa and new combinations included
in that work, although accepted by the author and accompanied with
Latin descriptions and type statements, or with full and direct refer-
ences to basionyms, were not effectively published because the title
page of that work bears a statement “printed as manuscript”.”

This new article is proposed to treat the ephemeral printed mat-
ter (primarily booklets) that is published and distributed, although
by registered publishers and printing houses, on the same right as
duplicated manuscripts. Such are, e.g., summaries of dissertations
defended in the Soviet Union and the countries that inherited the
Soviet system of academic science, university lectures issued sepa-
rately, and lists of desiderata published in the past by herbarium
exchange societies in the Nordic countries. Printed booklets of this
kind were not intended for publication of new scientific content; to
denote provisional character of such publications, they bore a state-
ment which may be translated as “printed as manuscript” or “on the
rights of manuscript”, which was usually printed in the upper right
corner of the title page.
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Matos & al. « (042—043) Art. 9 & Glossary
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In the Glossary of the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum
Veg. 154. 2012), the definition of “original material” is incomplete
because it does not allow for the fact that if the original material com-
prises the single specimen or illustration that was used by the author,
or was designated by the author as the nomenclatural type, then it is
the holotype, not an element that may be designated as the lectotype.
To remedy this, we propose the following change to the Glossary:

(042) Add to the definition of “original material” in the

Glossary (new text in bold italics):

“original material. The set of specimens and illustrations from
which a lectotype may be chosen (see Art. 9.3, 9.12 and Notes 2—4 for
details; but see Art. 9.10), or the holotype (see Art. 9.1).”

This discrepancy in the Code was brought to our attention by the
typification of Acrostichum crinitum L. In the protologue, Linnaeus
(Sp. P1.:1068. 1753) cited only the illustration by Petiver (Pter. Amer.:
t. 13, f. 14. 1712). Proctor (in Howard, F1. Lesser Antilles 2: 216. 1977)
indicated Petiver’s illustration as a “type”, noting it was copied from
Plumier (Traité Foug. Amér.: t. 125. 1705) even though Linnaeus did
not cite Plumier’s publication as he often did for other species. Jarvis
(Order out of Chaos: 259. 2007) noted that no specimen of A. crinitum
exists at LINN and interpreted Proctor’s citation of the Petiver plate
as “type” as a lectotypification. Petiver’s illustration, however, is

not a lectotype; it is a holotype because it was the only element used
(Art. 9.1). Thus in this case, the original material consists of a single
illustration that is the holotype, not part of a set of specimens and
illustrations from which a lectotype may be chosen, as currently stated
in the definition of “original material” in the Glossary of the Code.

This situation with regard to a single element of original material
might be emphasized in the Code. Original material may consist of
an element or “elements”; that is, a single specimen or illustration, or
more than one specimen and/or illustration. Because the term “ele-
ment” is not defined in any Article of the Code, we propose adding
a parenthetical explanation in Art. 9 Note 1 about what comprises
an “element™

(043) Add to Art. 9 Note 1(new text in bold):

“Note I. Any designation made by the original author, if defi-
nitely expressed at the time of the original publication of the name of
the taxon, is final (but see Art. 9.11 and 9.15). If the author used only
one element (i.e. specimen or illustration), it must be accepted as
the holotype. If a name of a new taxon is validly published solely by
reference to a previously published description or diagnosis, the same
considerations apply to material used by the author of that description
or diagnosis (see Art. 7.7; but see Art. 7.8).”

Version of Record 649



TAXON 64 (3) * June 2015: 649-650

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE
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(044) Proposal to amend Article 9.3
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(044) Amend Art. 9.3 as follows: after clause (a), insert a

new clause to read:

“(a bis) those illustrations of the newly described taxon explicitly
referred to or included by the author(s) in the protologue;”.

At the Tokyo Congress, a proposal by Silva (in Taxon 42: 167-168.
1993) was passed to specify that illustrations published along with the
protologue were to be considered original material, a matter that was
covered by the addition of “(both unpublished and published either
prior to or together with the protologue)” in what is now Art. 9.3(a)

in the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012).
General practice is to follow that decision. Nevertheless, a literal inter-
pretation of Art. 9.3 still seems to exclude such illustrations, unless it
can be shown that the author based the description or diagnosis on the
illustration itself, rather than the specimen(s) that were used to prepare
such iconography. That is almost never the case, as was pointed out by
Ross (in Taxon 51: 223-224. 2002). To remove the ambiguity, Perry
(in Taxon 59: 1909. 2010) proposed an amendment that would have
allowed illustrations published along with the protologue “even if not
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used by the author of the validating description or diagnosis”. Her
proposal was rejected on a card vote during the Melbourne Congress
(Flann & al. in PhytoKeys 41: 49-50. 2014), presumably fearing that it
would have been understood as allowing the designation as lectotype
of material entirely unknown to the author.

Similar arguments to those presented by Ross can be put forward
also with respect to illustrations (without analysis) that may have
been published by the author before the description or diagnosis of
a species or infraspecific taxon was published. Consequently, if all

TAXON 64 (3) * June 2015: 649-650

possible sources of ambiguity are to be avoided, the same provisions
should apply also to that case.

Although illustrations covered under the present proposal might
not have been used themselves by the author, they necessarily depict
material known to the author, that reflected his or her (or their) origi-
nal concept of the taxon, and upon which the description or diagnosis
validating the name must have been based. If approved, our proposal
would adjust the wording of the Code to what has long been general
practice.
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(045) Proposal to permit designation of a new neotype when a previously
designated neotype has been lost or destroyed
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According to the Melbourne Code (ICN, McNeill & al. in Reg-
num Veg. 154. 2012) if the previously designated lectotype has been
lost or destroyed, a new lectotype or a neotype as a substitute for it
may be designated (Art. 9.11). However, if a previously designated
neotype has been lost or destroyed, the Code does not permit explicitly
the designation of a new neotype, nor does it confer any particular
status to the isoneotypes in such a case, although, paradoxically, it
advises the use of the latter term (Rec. 9C).

The loss of a neotype is perhaps a rare event but it does happen.
Indeed we have come across a concrete case. The neotype of Psilocybe
atrobrunnea (Lasch: Fr.) Gillet (Fungi) deposited at LE (Borovicka
& al. in Persoonia 34: 1-9. 2015), according to information received
from the curator, is lost.

According to the logic (merely implied) of the Code, when a
neotype is lost it should be possible to designate a replacement for
it: preferably an isoneotype, and if none exists, another suitable ele-
ment. But, contrary to the Zoological Code (Rede & al., International
Code of Zoological Nomenclature, 1999: Art. 75.4.1), the ICN does
not address this situation in any way. Therefore, such a procedure
currently has no formal basis.

Currently, the single explicit “legal” solution in the situation
described is to designate an epitype to support the lost neotype.

Article 9.8 explicitly states that an epitype may be designated when
a holotype, lectotype or a neotype cannot be critically identified for
purposes of the precise application of the name to a taxon. Indeed, a
lost neotype demonstrably cannot be identified. The Code requires
that the supported type be cited, but does not specify that it must really
(still) exist. However, that epitype would lose its status as soon as the
current logical gap in the Code is filled and the lost neotype can be
replaced (Art. 9 Note 7).

We believe it to be far preferable to avoid the described circuitous
practice and directly amend the Code instead, as logic demands. We
therefore make the following proposal.

(045) Add a new provision after Art. 9.16 (or in any

other place the Editorial Committee may find suitable),

paralleling provisions in Art. 9.11 and 9.12 for other kinds

of type:

“9.n. When a previously designated neotype has been lost or
destroyed, a substitute for it may be designated from among the iso-
neotypes, if such exist. If none exists, another suitable element may
be designated as neotype.”
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Prado & al. « (046-048) Art. 9

(046—048) Proposals concerning inadvertent lectotypifications
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From an awareness point-of-view, lectotypes have been desig-
nated in one of two ways. The first is by authors who are aware that
they are designating a lectotype; i.e., they are conscious of their intent
and do so explicitly. Thus, when an author states “Lectotype, desig-
nated here” and specifies the herbarium or institution in which the
specimen is conserved, the author is aware of what is being done (see
Art. 710, 9.22 and 9.23 of the current Code—McNeill & al. in Regnum
Veg. 154. 2012). The second way was possible only before 1 January
2001, when many (most?) lectotypifications were made by authors
unaware that they were lectotypifying and who never intended to do
s0. These authors did nothing wrong; they could not have known that
their actions would be interpreted in the future as lectotypifications.

An instance of designating a lectotype without meaning to do so
is the treatment by Tryon & Stolze (in Fieldiana, Bot., n.s., 27: 15.1991)
of Megalastrum platylobum (Baker) A.R. Sm. & R.C. Moran. They
listed the following type information for the basionym, Polypodium
platylobum Baker: “TYPE: [Peru] Mt. Guayrapurima, near Tarapoto
(San Martin), Spruce 4656 (holotype, K!; isotypes, BM!, K!, P!).”
By the rules of the current Code, there is no holotype for this name
because Baker cited only a gathering (i.e., Spruce 4645) and did not
specify a particular herbarium. Thus, instead of a holotype, there are
four syntypes (Art. 9.5). From among these four syntypes, a lectotype
may be designated. When Tryon and Stolze cited the specimen at K
as the “holotype”, their action resulted in that specimen becoming the
lectotype (under the current Art. 9.9), yet it was never these authors’
intent to designate a lectotype. Thus, Tryon and Stolze unintention-
ally or “inadvertently” lectotypified. For more details about holotype
specimens and type citations see McNeill (in Taxon 63: 112-113. 2014).

Nowadays, taxonomists often incorrectly cite “holotype” for
older names where in fact only syntypes exist (e.g., Prado & Moran
in Brittonia 60:103-130. 2008). Taxonomists have sometimes not des-
ignated lectotypes, even when possible to do so, presumably because
they thought (erroneously) that a holotype existed. Also, taxonomists
are often unaware that lectotypes may have been designated previ-
ously, but inadvertently, by authors before 1 January 2001. In both
cases, the result is that “holotype” is cited where in fact there is none.

Having the term “inadvertent lectotypification” in the Code
would help explain the process. It draws attention to the fact that the
types of many older names are syntypes (see Art. 9.5), not holotypes
(i.e., in those situations where there was no single specimen used by
the author, or designated by the author as the nomenclatural type,
and instead several specimens of the original material exist, often in

more than one herbarium). Furthermore, awareness that lectotypes
may have been designated inadvertently would promote a search by
taxonomists for likely places where a name might have been lecto-
typified non-explicitly before 1 January 2001. For these reasons, we
propose to add a new Note and an Example to Art. 9 and an entry to
the Glossary.

It should also be noted that inadvertent neotypification was pos-
sible before 2001. This could happen for a name that has no existing
original material and for which an author cited a specimen as “type”,
“holotype” or “lectotype”, and specified the herbarium in which it
was conserved.

(046) Insert a new Note after Art. 9.19:

“Note n. Designation of a lectotype or a neotype is also effected,
and must be followed, if the typifying author(s) used terms correctable
to lectotype or neotype under Art. 9.9, such as “type” or “holotype”
or “isotype” and, when the type is a specimen or unpublished illus-
tration, cited the herbarium or institution in which it is conserved.
This inadvertent lectotypification or neotypification is possible only
before 1 January 2001 (see Art. 7.10, 9.22, and 9.23).”

(047) Add a new Example:

“Ex. n. Christensen (in Kongel. Danske Vidensk. Selsk. Skr.,
Naturvidensk. Math. Afd., ser. 8, 6: 112. 1920) cited for Dryopteris
hirsutosetosa Hieron.: “Type from Ecuador: Bafios-Pintuc, Stiibel
nr. 903 (B!)”. Later, a duplicate of this specimen was found at BM by
Moran & al. (in Amer. Fern J. 104: 161. 2014). These two specimens
are syntypes, not holotype and isotype, because in the protologue
Hieronymus (in Hedwigia 46: 343-344, pl. 6. 1907) cited only the
locality and collecting number, but did not specify a herbarium. By
citing the specimen at B as “type”, Christensen (l.c.) effectively lecto-
typified the name. In accordance with Art. 9.9, Moran & al. (l.c.)
corrected the term “type” to “lectotype” and attributed the lectotypi-
fication to Christensen (l.c.).”

The above is an example of inadvertent lectotypification because
it was not the author’s intent to designate a lectotype.

(048) Add a new entry to the Glossary:

“inadvertent lectotypification (or neotypification). A designa-
tion of a lectotype (or neotype) without the intention of the typifying
author(s) (see Art. 9 Note n).”
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The algae are an artificial group of prokaryotic and eukaryotic
organisms, in general photosynthetic, that do not have true embryos,
which are one of the diagnostic features of land plants (Graham &
al., Algae, ed. 2: 616. 2009). This heterogeneity has been hypoth-
esized for quite some time through morphology and biochemistry,
and has been more convincingly established with the advances of
molecular systematics. Thus, algae are a group with representatives
originating at different times through, sometimes, different processes
of endosymbiosis and, consequently, segregating into different clades
(Archibald in Curr. Biol. 19: 81-88. 2009); one of these processes
having culminated in the origin of the land plants (Wodniok & al. in
B. M. C. Evol. Biol. 11: 104. 2011). Despite the multiple origins and
the variability of circumscription among several authors, the term
algae has continued to be used, at least for the group not including
the Cyanobacteria. Although the groups traditionally treated as algae,
including blue-green algae (Cyanobacteria), are without a clear defi-
nition, their nomenclature is governed by the /CN (McNeill & al. in
Regnum Veg. 154. 2012).

Article 16.3 of the /CN establishes that the termination of names
of a phylum or division and a subphylum or subdivision referable
for algae should be -phycota and -phycotina, respectively. However,
earlier classifications of algae adopted the termination -phyta for the
former (e.g., Engler, Syllabus, ed. 3: 233. 1903; Pascher in Beih. Bot.
Centralbl., Abt. 2, 48: 317-332. 1931), an ending that, under Art. 16.3,
should be exclusively applied to groups of plants. Nowadays, in the
major classifications of algae, we still do not observe the use of the
endings required by the /CN, either intentionally or because of errors.
Thereby, the use of the terminations -phyta and -phytina is common
also for algae, even in groups not closely related to land plants (e.g.,
Bacillariophyta, Dinophyta, Haptophyta, Heterokontophyta, etc.), in
both more general and the more specific classifications (Round, Biol.
Algae, ed. 2: 269. 1973; Round & al., Diatoms: 747. 1990; Van den
Hoek & al., Algae: 623.1995; Medlin & Kaczsmarska in Phycologia
43: 245-270. 2004; Lee, Phycology, ed. 4: 547. 2008). Rare studies
and online checklists of algae have applied to names of divisions the
endings as ruled by the ICN (e.g., Silva & al., Cat. Benthic Mar. Algae
Ind. Ocean: 1259. 1996). On the other hand, the endings -phyceae and
-phycidae for class and subclass, respectively, as established in Art.
16.3, have for a long time been used for algae (Silva in Regnum Veg.
103. 1980), whereas -opsida and -idae are, respectively, applied for
these same ranks for plants.

Herein, the delimitation of taxa of algae at divisional or
subdivisional level is not a point of discussion nor are the correct
names to be adopted, but just the endings of these names. It is clear
that the use of the endings for division and subdivision, as ruled by
Art. 16.3 of ICN, depends