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LIMITATION OF VALID PUBLICATION BY REFERENCE 
TO EARLIER DESCRIPTIONS 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

Art. 32 of the Code lays down the rule that in order to be validly published the name 
of a taxon must be "accompanied by a description of the taxon or by a reference (direct 
or indirect) to a previously and effectively published description of it". The rule is 
modified in Art. 36 by requiring that the description be in Latin if the name is published 
on or after 1st January, 1935.') For names of genera, but for no other category, the 
description may be "of the genus in that rank or as a subdivision2) of a genus" (Art. 
41). The special cases listed in Art. 33 require direct reference to the place of valid 
publication of a particular name and the implication is that no change in rank of the 
taxon concerned is involved. It may be stated here that I do not accept that the set 
theory arguments of Gregg (Language of Taxonomy, 1954) are either applicable or 
relevant in this context. 

The reference to rank in Art. 41 and the absence of such reference in Art. 32 has 
been ignored hitherto, but the implications of both articles require examination. Prof. 
R. E. G. Pichi-Sermolli (in lit.) has raised the question in connection with the publication 
of the name Oleandraceae Ching, in Sunyatsenia 5: 221 (1940). Ching provided a 
description of the family in English, followed by "A distinct monotypic family only 
related to Davalliaceae and especially Nephrolepis". He then cited "Oleandra Cavanilles. 
0. neriiformis Cav. 35 pantropic species". The English description is not (Art. 36) 
sufficient to validate publication but there is an indirect reference to Cavanilles' Latin 
description of the same taxon in the citation of the only genus referred to the new family. 

Under Art. 32 it may be thought that such a reference is sufficient to validate 
publication of the family name, but this conflicts to some extent with Art. 34, - "A name 
is not validly published ... (5) by the mere mention of the subordinate taxa included in 
the taxon concerned". In any event, it is quite certain that validation by such references 
is not the intention of the relevant articles of the Code. It is agreed, for example, that 
the name of the (then) monotypic genus Himantandra was not validly published by 
F. von Miller in 1890 when he published the generic name by reference to his earlier 
description of Eupomatia belgraveana.") It becomes clear that the reference to an 
earlier description of "the taxon" should be amended so that it means a description of it 
in the same rank. 

There is little doubt that any confusion which has arisen in this context is due to the 
use of that useful but exasperating word "taxon". The word is clearly defined in Art. 1 
as a taxonomic group of any rank and its use in any other sense cannot be tolerated; 
a taxon must be circumscribed, but its rank is subject to taxonomic opinion. In Art. 32 
(and elsewhere in the Code) the word is used to replace the names of categories (e.g. 
species, genus, family), with the result that the literal meaning of the article is in conflict 
with its intention. 

It has long been the practice to accept reference to descriptions of infra-specific taxa 
for validation of their names at higher infra-specific levels or at the specific level, though 
such acceptance is not actually mentioned in the Code; similar acceptance at the infra- 

1) For Algae, 1st January, 1958. 
2) Instead of subdivision of a genus, since subdivisio is a definitive category mentioned in 

Art. 4, I prefer to use the word "infra-generic" to refer to categories between genus and species, 
in the same way as the word infra-specific is used to refer to categories below species in rank. 

3) Himantandra F. v. Miiller ex Diels is cited in the Code (Appendix II) as the type of the 
family name Himantandraceae Diels. The correct name of the type genus is, however, Galbuli- 
mima F. M. Bailey (see Bullock, Kew Bull. 12: 409. 1958, and Rickett, Taxon 9: 14, 17. 1960). 
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generic to generic level is definitive in Art. 41. The latter seems to indicate either that 
Art. 41 ought to be omitted as a mere extension of Art. 32, or else that the descriptive 
requirement at generic level is of a quality different from that in other ranges of the 
categoric hierarchy. 

The resolution of this confused situation is probably a task which should be under- 
taken by the General Committee. It may be desirable to modify the Code in all relevant 
places to ensure that references to earlier descriptions may be accepted for the validation 
of new names only where the taxon remains in the same rank or is downgraded (genus 
to subgenus, etc., species to subspecies, etc.); not where it is upgraded, when a new 
description should be supplied. To accept the description of a forma which may be no 
more than "flores albi", as sufficient to validate the name of the same taxon at specific 
level, makes the general requirement of a description scarcely worth while. 

TWO EXAMPLES OF THE APPLICATION OF ART. 73 
A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

Lagenophora or Lagenifera? 
It is often difficult to determine in what 

circumstances the dictum of Art. 73, - "The 
original spelling of a name or epithet must be 
retained . . .", ought to be strictly applied and 
when its modifying phrase, "... except for the 
correction of typographic or orthographic er- 
rors," ought to be given full weight. The 
problem is even more difficult when the dif- 
ferences in spelling of the same generic name 
are due only to direct derivation from roman- 
ized Greek on the one hand and the Latin 
form of the same Greek word(s) on the other. 
In any event, restoration of the original spelling, 
or adoption by conservation or otherwise of 
the later spelling, might involve the manufac- 
ture of new combinations. 

When such differences are attributable to 
different authors, restoration of the original 
spelling appears to be imperative, whilst the 
two forms applied to different genera by the 
same or different authors would not constitute 
a case of homonymy. Use by the same author 
of two such forms for the same genus, how- 
ever, produces a case to some extent com- 
parable with that explicitly provided for in 
Art. 74, - "When the spelling of a generic 
name differs in Linnaeus' Species Plantarum 
ed. I and Genera Plantarum ed. 5, the correct 
spelling is determined by the following regu- 
lations..." Preponderance of subsequent use 
by Linnaeus, or by later authors provided that 
a choice is not dictated by greater philological 
exactness, is the determining factor. It seems 
reasonable to adopt a similar principle for 
other authors, or to retain their preferred or- 
thographies by conservation. 

Cassini in 1815 gave preliminary notice of 
his intention to describe several new genera 
of the family Compositae ("Synantherae"), 

giving at the same time sufficient diagnostic 
detail to validate publication of their names. 
In particular, "Lagenifera", including Calen- 
dula magellanica Willd. and Bellis stipitata 
Labill., was named and validly published. Cas- 
sini did not at this time') or on any subsequent 
occasion publish a binomial under "Lagenifera" 
and it is significant that no subsequent author 
has ever adopted the original spelling of this 
name. In 1818, in the work foreshadowed in 
1815, Cassini published the revised spelling 
"Lagenophora" and thenceforward used it con- 
sistently, as have all other authors, including 
De Candolle, Hooker, Bentham and Dalla 
Torre and Harms. The change was in all 
probability made on account of the Greek- 
Latin nature of the earlier form. 

In these circumstances it seems reasonable 
to propose conservation of the spelling Lageno- 
phora, if only to preserve long established usage 
and to avoid any necessity to make up to about 
thirty new combinations of no taxonomic sig- 
nificance. 

(182) Lagenophora Cassini, Bull. Soc. Philom. 
1818: 34. 1818 (Compositae), nom. conserv. 
prop., vs. Lagenifera Cassini, Bull. Soc. Philom. 
1815: 199. 1815 (Compositae), nom. rejic. 
prop. 
Lectotypus nom. gen. Lagenophora stipitata 
(Labill.) Druce, Rep. Bot. Exch. Club Brit. 
Isles 1916: 630 (1917). - Bellis stipitata Labill. 
P1. Nov. Holl. 2: 55. t. 105 (1806). - Lageno- 
phora billardieri Cassini, Dict. Sc. Nat. 25: 
111 (1822), nom. illegit. 

1) "Lagenifera magellanica Cassini", in In- 
dex Kewensis is an error; the combination has 
never been published. The correct name of 
this species appears to be Lagenophora nudi- 
caulis (Lam.) P. Dusen. 
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