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In recent classifications, rank-denoting terms formed by adding 
a prefix (e.g., “super-”, “infra-”, etc.) indicating relative position of the 
rank are often used. To avoid confusion, such ranks should be defined, 
termed, and regulated in the Code. I propose a new term “satellite 
rank(s)” for such ranks and the following additions and amendment 
to the Code concerning the “satellite ranks”.

(123) Add a new Article after Art. 4.2:
“4.2bis. The principal and secondary ranks are collectively 

known as stem ranks. A satellite rank is a rank denoted by a stem 
rank term with a single prefix (satellite prefix; e.g. “sub-”) indicating 
relative position of the rank.”

(124) Amend Art. 4.3 as follows (new text in bold):
“4.3. Further secondary ranks may also be intercalated or added, 

provided that confusion or error is not thereby introduced. However, 
no stem rank may be intercalated between another stem rank 
and its satellite ranks.”

(125) Add a new Article after Art. 4.3:
“4.3bis. Further satellite prefixes in addition to “sub-” may also 

be used, provided that confusion or error is not thereby introduced.”

(126) Add a new Note after Art. 4.3bis:
“Note 1bis. A satellite prefix may not be added to rank-denoting 

terms of satellite ranks. Such usage (e.g. supersuborder) potentially 
introduces confusion and error.”

(127) Add a new Recommendation 4A:
“4A.1. When a satellite prefix other than “sub-” is used, its order 

relative to associated stem ranks should be consistent with common 
usage, and be consistent throughout a single publication.”

(128) Add a new Example after new Rec. 4A.1:
“Ex. 1. The following satellite prefixes (in descending sequence 

relative to associated stem ranks) are commonly used: super-, [stem 
rank], sub-.”

The termination of algal divisions, phyla, subdivisions, or sub-
phyla is updated in the Melbourne Code. However, it is uncertain if 
usage of -phyta or -phytina for algal taxa is accepted as rank denota-
tion. To clarify this point, I propose a new Note.

(129) Add a new Note after Art. 37.2:
“Note 0. The use of a termination inappropriate for a particular 

group (e.g. use of -phyta for an algal division; see Art. 16.3) is accept-
able as an indication of the corresponding rank, but such termination 
is to be corrected (see Art. 16.3, 32.2).”

While Art. 16.3, 17.1, 18.1, 19.1, and 19.3 are provisions for 
automatically typified names, Art. 37.3 should naturally be applied to 
both automatically typified names and descriptive names. To clarify 
this point, I propose a new Note.

(130) Add a new Note after new Note 0 of Art. 37:
“Note 0bis. Art. 37.3 applies to both automatically typified names 

and descriptive names.”

The exception provisioned in Art. 37.7, concerning secondary 
ranks, should also be applied to the satellite ranks (see above). 
Therefore, I propose an amendment to Art. 37.7.

(131) Amend Art. 37.7 as follows (new text in bold):
“37.7. Only those names published with the rank-denoting terms 

that must be removed so as to achieve a proper sequence are to be 
regarded as not validly published. In cases where terms are switched, 
e.g. family-order, and a proper sequence can be achieved by removing 
either or both of the rank-denoting terms, names at neither rank are 
validly published unless one is a secondary or satellite rank (Art. 4.1, 
4.2bis) and one is a principal rank (Art. 3.1), e.g. family-genus-tribe, 
phylum-subphylum-division, in which case only names published 
at the secondary or satellite rank are not validly published.”

According to Note 1 of Art. 16, “divisio” and “phylum” refer to 
the same rank, and they are the “same rank-denoting terms” regulated 
in Art. 37.8. However, they are historically different terms in the 
19th century, and should not be considered as the “same term”. To 
unambiguously keep the meaning of Art. 37.8, I propose the following 
amendment to Art. 37.8.

(132) Amend Art. 37.8 as follows (new text in bold):
“37.8. Situations where the same or equivalent rank-denoting 

term is used at more than one non-successive position in the taxo-
nomic sequence represent informal usage of rank-denoting terms. 
Names published with such rank-denoting terms are treated as 
unranked (see Art. 37.1 and 37.3; see also Art. 16 Note 1, Art. 37.7).”
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