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guidance is given for the determination of the type, can the name Adenanthera bicolor Moon 

(1824) be regarded without question as validly published and synonymous with Abarema 
clypearia (Jack) Kosterm. This, I believe, is the general interpretation of Art. 32, and, accord- 

ingly, I submit a formal proposal which should reconcile text and intention. Those who would 

prefer to regard Adeinanthlera bicolor Moon as invalidly published in 1824, will, of course, reject 
the proposal. 

Proposal (38). Art. 32 to read: 

32.1 In order to be validly published, a name of a taxon must (a) be effectively published (see 
Art. 29); (b) have a form which complies with the provisions of Arts. 16-27 and Art. H.7; (c) be 

accompanied by a description or diagnosis or by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously 
and effectively published description or diagnosis (except as provided in Art. H.9); and (d) 
comply with the special provisions of Arts. 33-45. 

32.2. A name validly published by reference to a previously and effectively published descrip- 
tion or diagnosis is to be typified by an element incorporated in the protologue which includes 
the validating description or diagnosis. 

[32.2 of Leningrad Code becomes 32.3] 
32.3 of Leningrad Code becomes 32.4 and reads: "An indirect reference is a clear indication, 

by the citation of an author's name or in some other way, of the existence of a previously and 
effectively published description or diagnosis." 

[Art. 32.4 of Leningrad Code becomes Art. 32.5] 

Proposed by: R. D. Meikle, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AB, 
England. 

RANKLESS SUPRAGENERIC NAMES: ARTICLE 35 AGAIN1 

Article 35 concerns names of taxa originally published without a clear indication of rank; until 
the Leningrad Congress it probably was the most ambiguous article of the Code. Basic to the 

unworkability of Article 35 was the'question of whether names of rankless taxa are validly 
published from the time of first publication, or whether such names are validly published only 
after rank has been assigned. The first interpretation was favored by Brummitt, Chater, and 
Greuter (Taxon 23: 859; 24: 218), who proposed that names of taxa published without a clear 
indication of rank be considered validly published for purpose of homonymy, but that such 
names otherwise be inoperative in questions of priority. The alternative view, advanced by 
Wood and Spongberg (Taxon 23: 879; 24: 219), argued that no priority, however limited, can be 
exercised by a name until its rank is known; names of rankless taxa cannot be considered validly 
published until a rank has been assigned. Although the Wood-Spongberg proposal seemed the 
more straightforward, the Congress evidently feared that its adoption would require too many 
name changes. Consequently, the proposals advocated by Brummitt et al. were accepted and 
now constitute Article 35.2. 

In discussing the ramifications of their proposals to amend Article 35, Brummitt, Chater, and 
Greuter addressed themselves to the argument that names of taxa cannot have any 
nomenclatural priority-even for homonymy-until a precise rank has been assigned. They 
pointed out that at ranks below genus it is not necessary to ascertain the exact rank of a taxon in 
order to determine the priority of its name. For example, if it is known that a name refers to a 
taxon between the ranks of genus and species (or to a taxon below the rank of species), the 
priority of that name may be exercised within all infrageneric-supraspecific (or infraspecific) 
ranks, as provided by Article 64, which states that "the name of two subdivisions of the same 
genus, or of two infraspecific taxa within the same species, even if they are of different rank, are 

1 I thank Mr. Eric G. Sundell for his helpful comments on the manuscript and for providing the 

example from Asclepiadaceae used in the proposal. 
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treated as homonyms if they have the same epithet and are not based on the same type." 
Brummitt et al. have rightly pointed out that when a "rankless" epithet is assignable to a 

generic name (and apparently all can be so assigned), it can usually be determined whether the 
rank intended by the publishing author was between genus and species, or infraspecific. If such 
general assignment is possible, then those "rankless" epithets may act as earlier homonyms for 
later infrageneric or infraspecific epithets. 

It is, however, unfortunate that the authors of the above proposal overlooked those many 
instances in which a precise rank was not assigned to what are apparently suprageneric taxa. 
For the names of such taxa, Article 35 remains as unworkable as ever. As discussed above, a 
taxon below the rank of genus must be recognizable as being of either infrageneric or infra- 
specific rank before its name may exercise priority over later homonyms. However, in the case 
of any suprageneric name, the precise rank of the taxon in question must be known before 

priority can be applied (Article 11). 
Unlike names of taxa below the rank of genus, suprageneric names cannot have priority for 

purposes of homonymy. Indeed, homonyms are not possible above the rank of genus. Names of 
families, subfamilies, tribes, and subtribes must be based on legitimate generic names (Articles 
18.1 and 19.1). The only instance in which "homonyms" could exist is if, for example, two 
identically spelled tribal names were based on two homonymous generic names. However, one 
of those two generic homonyms would have to be a later homonym of the other and therefore 

illegitimate; consequently, the tribal name based on that illegitimate generic homonym would 
itself not be validly published. Thus, identically spelled and validly published tribal names must 
be based on the same type genus. The point of the above discussion is that the valid publication 
of "rankless" names for purposes of homonymy (which seems to be the primary purpose of 
Article 35.2 of the Leningrad Code) has application only below the rank of genus. 

For "rankless" suprageneric names, it appears that the best procedure is to follow the 
Wood-Spongberg suggestion discussed previously, namely that such names be considered val- 

idly published from the date of rank assignment. The following proposal is therefore designed to 

complement Article 35 by providing procedures left wanting in the Leningrad Code. 

Proposal (39). Article 35.2: Change the first sentence to read "A new combination published 
before 1 Jan. 1953 without a clear indication of rank .. ." 

Add the following paragraph: "New names published before 1 Jan. 1953 for taxa with an 
intended rank evidently higher than genus, but the exact rank not given, are not validly pub- 
lished. Valid publication of such names, provided that all other requirements for valid publica- 
tion have been fulfilled, is accomplished by the first author to assign a definite rank (see Art. 

45.1). Such names have priority from the time of rank assignment and are attributed solely to the 

rank-assigning author." 
Add the following example: "Under the family Asclepiadaceae, Reichenbach (Handb. Nat. 

Pflanzensyst. 208. 1837) published the name Stapelieae, based on the genus Stapelia L., for a 
taxon of unspecified rank above genus. Reichenbach's name has no priority over Endlicher's 

(Gen. P1. 595. 1838) tribe Pergularieae, based on the genus Pergularia L. and including Stapelia 
L. The date of publication for the tribal name Stapelieae Bentham is 1868 (Fl. Austral. 4: 325); 
for the subtribal name Stapeliinae G. Don the date is 1838 (Gen. Hist. Dichl. PI. 4: 106)." 

Proposed by: Steven P. Darwin, Department of Biology, Tulane University, New Orleans, LA 

70118, U.S.A. 

THE CORRECT SPELLING OF EUPHORBIA MONTEIRI HOOK.F. AND THE OPERATION 
OF ART. 73.10, I.C.B.N. 1978 

There appears to be some uncertainty regarding the correct spelling of the epithet in Euphor- 
bia monteiri Hook.f., Bot. Mag. 21: t. 5534. 1865; "monteiri" appears to have been used 
consistently by all authors until the change to "monteiroi" was advocated by White, Dyer, and 
Sloane (1941: 267) "because it embodies an incorrect spelling of the name of the collector". 
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