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TAXON 47 - AUGUST 1998 

(50-61) Twelve miscellaneous proposals to amend the Code 

Pekka Isoviita' 

(50) In Art. 9.2, insert the words "from the original material" after "designated", 
and convert the text of the present footnote to Art. 9.7 into a full paragraph. 

For the purposes of lectotypification, the currently inclusive definition of "origi- 
nal material" is one of the central provisions of the Code. It is therefore strange to 
find it as a mere footnote, lacking the straightforward power of an Article, yet af- 

fecting other provisions through built-in "backdoors". The point of the proposal is to 
remove this asymmetry, the suggested addition of the four words being an almost 
editorial detail that may also be considered independently. Being in apparent conflict 
with some other provisions of the Berlin Code, the words were removed after the 

Tokyo Congress. Reinstating them would no longer cause such discrepancy. 

(51) In Art. 9.6, replace the words "all of the material on which the name of the 
taxon was based" with: "all original material'". 

If Prop. 50 were to be rejected, it would be sensible to introduce the definition of 

"original material" here rather than in Art. 9.7. At any rate and irrespective of the 
fate of Prop. 50, in order to be sure that there can be no discrepancy between the 
interpretation of the letter and intent, in particular, of the final clause of Art. 9.9 and 
Art. 9.6, the wording of the latter should preferably be simplified as proposed. 

(52) In Art. 14.1, delete the words "nomenclature of families, genera, and species", 
replacing them with. "nomenclature of taxa of the rank of family and below". 

While Art. 56.1 of the Tokyo Code allows for rejection of names in any rank, con- 
servation is still limited to the three lowermost principal ranks. The situation is il- 
logical and may sometimes appear unreasonable. For example, if a well-established 
infraspecific name has been misapplied, it may be rejected under Art. 56, whereas 
the more stabilising option provided by conservation under Art. 14.9 cannot be used 
(unless the name in question has a species name as its basionym that by itself is 
worth being conserved). 

(53) Add a paragraph and an example in Art. 21: 

"21.4. The use of a binary combination instead of a subdivisional epithet is not admissi- 
ble. Contrary to Art. 32.1(b), names so constructed are validly published but are to be 
altered to the proper form without change of the author's name or date of publication. 
"Ex. 2. Sphagnum "b. Sph. rigida" (Lindberg in Ofvers. F6rh. Kongl. Svenska 
Vetensk.-Akad. 19: 135. 1862) and S. sect. "Sphagna rigida" (Limpricht, Laubm. 
Deutschl. 1: 116. 1885) are to be cited as Sphagnum [unranked] Rigida Lindb. and S. 
sect. Rigida (Lindb.) Limpr., respectively." 

(54) At the end of Art. 21, add a Note and an example: 
"Note 3. The use of a binary combination instead of a subdivisional epithet is not admis- 
sible. In accordance with Art. 32.1(b), names so constructed are not validly published. 

Botanical Museum (Cryptogams), P.O. Box 47, FIN-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland. 
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"Ex. 2. Sphagnum "b. Sph. rigida" (Lindberg in Ofvers. Forh. Kongl. Svenska 
Vetensk.-Akad. 19: 135. 1862) was not validly published. The name intended by this 
designation, and subsequently used as the basionym of the corresponding sectional 
name, is to be cited as Sphagnum [unranked] Rigida Schlieph. (in Verh. K.K. Zool.- 
Bot. Ges. Wien 15: 413. 1865). 

The names of subordinate taxa were formerly often treated quite informally and 
imprecisely. It was comfortable to use, in speech and running texts, binary designa- 
tions such as "[subspecies] Hypnum exannulatum" and "[section] Caricesfulvellae". 
In formal classifications, they were naturally placed under the respective specific or 
generic name, unaltered (in binary form) or in the proper format: Hypnum fluitans 
subsp. exannulatum and Carex sect. Fulvellae. 

The rule, currently Art. 24.4, validating new infraspecific names published with 
their final epithet in binary form, originated from an example in the 1912-1948 
Rules. In the 1952-1972 Codes, that example, referring to Andropogon ternatus 
subsp. A. macrothrix, was gradually developed editorially, achieving the status of a 
rule in 1961 and eventually of an Article in the Leningrad Code. That no "Taraxa- 
cum sect. Taraxaca glacialia" example was introduced to cover analogous subdivi- 
sional names was apparently due to chance or oversight rather than being inten- 
tional: the use of binary epithets was much more frequent in infraspecific ranks. 
Also, there have always been fairly few taxonomists seriously interested in revising 
the nomenclature, in the ranks between genus and species, and the respective no- 
menclatural rules. For comparison, the wording of Art. 55.1 was improved to cover 
those ranks only for the Tokyo Code (see also Prop. 59, below). 

Under a strict application of the letter of the Code (Art. 21.1 & 32.1.b), the subdi- 
visional designations in question are to be considered as not validly published. 
Therefore Richards (in Taxon 34: 634. 1985) and Kirschner & Stepanek (in Taxon 
46: 87. 1997), for instance, in their revisions of the sectional nomenclature of Ta- 
raxacum, treated such designations as invalid. 

Nevertheless, considering the "spirit" of the Code and its Pre. 11, the matter may 
be viewed differently: "In the absence of a relevant rule ..., established custom is 
followed." According to my experience, which admittedly is based mainly on bry- 
ological literature, the names concerned were traditionally cited and used from their 
original (now technically invalid) publication, granting that authorities for subdivi- 
sional names were frequently left unmentioned - which is particularly true for the 
almost automatically formed (and mostly automatically typified; Art. 22.5) names 
whose (adjectival) epithet is derived from the name of a species considered to be 
typical of the group. 

For the nomenclatural stability in mosses, strict application of Art. 21.1 would be 
a very harmful change. Working under the imperfect rules of the 1956-1966 Codes 
(see above) and relying on established custom and assumed analogy, the compilers 
of Index muscorum (1959-1969) accepted the technically inadmissible subdivisional 
designations concerned as validly published names - and, to my knowledge, so did 
all taxonomists who subsequently used these names. 

Under the generic name Sphagnum alone, at least eight authors (Cardot, Horrell, 
Limpricht, Lindberg, Milde, Molendo, Schimper, and Warnstorf) published new 
subdivisional names using adjectival epithets in binary form. Most of the same and 
many additional authors (including Bridel, C. Miiller, Sanio, and Venturi) may be 
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similarly listed for about 20 other moss genera. In Sphagnum, six names of the nine 
currently recognised European sections are affected as to their author citations, and 
at least two of the well established names are likely to change. In Orthotrichum, the 
situation seems to be about the same. In a general way, it would be frustrating to try 
and find new authors and other priorable names in perhaps hundreds of such cases, 
without any positive yield for taxonomy. If anything, it is easier to play the game in 
the opposite direction, searching for the earliest designations that were abandoned 
under a strict interpretation of the rules. 

As there are two conflicting practices, explicit clarification of the Code seems 
necessary. Two alternative proposals are offered here that would achieve this. When 
comparing their respective merits, the question in point is: which option is likely to 
minimise unnecessary work and will best serve the stability of nomenclature? Before 
answering, the Special Committees responsible for the various major plant groups 
might care to give their recommendations, based on current practice, if any has be- 
come established, and on a rough estimate of the consequences of each option, if a 
prediction is at all possible. 

(55) Add a paragraph in Art. 35: 

"35.2bis. For a name published before 1 January 1953, a section sign (?) in the 
place of a rank-denoting term is acceptable as indication of the rank of section, un- 
less there is internal evidence in the publication that another rank or function was 
intended by the use of that sign." 

(56) Add a paragraph in Art. 35: 

"35.2ter. For a name published before 1 January 1953, an asterisk (*) in the place of 
a rank-denoting term is acceptable as indication of the rank of subspecies, unless 
there is internal evidence in the publication that another rank or function was in- 
tended by the use of that sign." 

These two proposals are made in the conviction that, even at this late date and 
with the risk that many names may change, it would be stabilising, in a wider con- 
text, to reduce the excessively high number of names that must be considered 
rankless under the current Code. Since the radical changes of Art. 35 in 1975, Art. 
35.3 and 35.4 have served that purpose as a necessary first aid. However, the situa- 
tion is still unsatisfactory. 

Both proposals reflect the background of a long tradition and established, even 
though not unanimous, custom. They are offered separately because of their differ- 
ent character and impact (and, consequently, uneven chance to pass): while the for- 
mer proposal may be more significant in practice, the latter seems particularly 
important from the point of view of the principle involved. If both proposals are 
accepted, they can be combined editorially. 

Acceptance of a section mark as indicating the rank of section would be logical 
and in agreement with common use in past taxonomic classifications. The cases 
involved include numerous moss names accepted as being sectional in, e.g., Index 
muscorum (following the "wild" practices that resulted from the imperfect provi- 
sions in early Codes) but which, under the current rules, are to be considered as 
rankless. 

The use of an asterisk as rank-denoting symbol goes back to the early phases of 
the concept of subspecies, two centuries ago. Up to the mid-1800s, this practice was 
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widely adopted, particularly by N. European authors and those who followed their 
habits. E. Fries's (in Bot. Not. 1840: 101-102. 1840) and T. Fries's (in Bot. Not. 
1868: 85. 1868; i.e., in the Swedish version of Candolle's Lois) recommendation, to 
continue the established use of the asterisk (instead of numbers or Roman letters as 
preferred by Candolle), doubtless increased that uniformity in subsequent decades. 
The proposal aims to legislate what has been the commonly accepted use and inter- 
pretation of asterisked names published prior to 1953. 

Of course, in most cases when the rank of section or subspecies was intended, one 
can find the respective symbols explained, either directly or indirectly, in the publi- 
cation itself. The proposed rules would take care of the remaining cases, and Prop.56 
would at any rate prevent many asterisked names published prior to 1890 from fal- 
ling (under Art. 35.3) into a rank definitely not intended by their author. For both 
sectional and subspecific names, recognition of the rank-denoting signs can suitably 
be limited to the period before 1953. 

(57) In Art. 55.1, delete the clause ", autonyms excepted (Art. 22.1)," and add at the 
end: ", except when the epithet repeats that generic name unaltered, in which case 
the name is not validly published (see also Art. 23.4)". 

(58) In Art. 55.2, delete the clause ", autonyms excepted (Art. 22.2)," and add at the 
end: ", except when the final epithet repeats the epithet of that specific name unal- 
tered, in which case the name is not validly published". 

As currently defined, "autonyms are such names as can be established automati- 
cally" (Art. 6.8) by valid publication of a name for a subdivisional or an infraspeci- 
fic taxon not including the type of the adopted legitimate generic or specific name 
(respectively, Art. 22.3 and 26.3). Although there can thus be no similar automatic 
formation from illegitimate names, autonym-like constructions intentionally pub- 
lished under such names are frequently met with in the older literature. However, 
their nomenclatural status is not made explicit in the Code. 

This weakness results in some difficulties in Art. 55.1 and 55.2, dealing with 
validly published combinations formed under illegitimate names, when use of the 
term "autonym" is not appropriate. From the current wording one might indirectly 
conclude that, when they appear in print, autonym-like designations formed under an 
illegitimate name should be considered as validly published but illegitimate. How- 
ever, so as to eliminate any undesirable effect of such constructions (especially when 
created under later homonyms), they must be defined as not validly published. 

Parallel attempts to spell out this fact in the Articles where the problem currently 
appears are made above. If the proposals are accepted, the Editorial Committee may 
consider, besides adding appropriate cross-references, to find a better place for the 
provisions invalidating the autonym-like constructions involved, perhaps in Art. 22 
and 26 or after Art. 32.7 (where one simple sentence would suffice). 

(59) At the end of Art. 58.3, add the words: 

"On the same conditions, a previous illegitimate generic name may be used as a 
subdivisional epithet or, when a new generic name is required, the epithet of a pre- 
vious illegitimate subdivisional name may be adopted." 

Due to the absence of explicit statements in this Article - previously a Note - in- 
disputably legitimate names created in the above-mentioned ways have sometimes 
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been overlooked or intentionally rejected. It seems useful to spell out what is im- 
plicitly clear under the Code. 

(60) Delete Rec. 58A.1. 

(61) In Rec. 58A.1, replace the words "the same taxon" with: "a taxon that is con- 
sidered closely related to the one for which the illegitimate name was published". 

The whole Recommendation seems unnecessary and, with its current wording, 
sounds odd since it suggests avoiding the useful habit provided for in Art. 58.3. The 
Article has a stabilising effect in that the epithet of a previously well-established 
though originally illegitimate name can be retained for the same taxon, in a new 
position or rank (as is frequently the case). Furthermore, some authors have mistak- 
enly assumed that this Recommendation may be followed even when there is no 
choice, the option provided in Art. 58.3 having long been taken. 

If adoption of the epithet of an illegitimate name can pose problems at all, it is by 
the confusion engendered when, in fact, "the same taxon" is not involved (cf. also 
Rec. 32C.1). An example is provided under Art. 48 (Ex. 3). Hence, replacing that 
phrase by "a closely related taxon", however this may be interpreted, might be a 
preferred alternative to sheer deletion. A corresponding proposal is therefore also 
made. 
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