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TAXON 33(2): 348-350. MAY 1984

PROPOSALS TO REVISE ICBN

(5) Amend the provisions of the Code dealing with the gender of generic names.

The ICBN provisions concerning the gender of generic names comprise Rec. 75A and 75B, the last
of the rules and recommendations of the Code. They are anomalous in that, while as Recommendations
they are not mandatory, they do make definitive pronouncements on gender which are considered as
mandatory and not optional by all botanists. While “names contrary to a reccommendation cannot on
that account be rejected” (Preamble, 5) an assigned gender contrary to the recommendations must be
rejected. Thus, for example, while names ending in -pogon ‘‘should be masculine,” the fact that
Andropogon L. was treated as neuter by its author is to be disregarded; Andropogon MUST be treated
as masculine and it is not given to the discretion of individual botanists to treat it as masculine or
neuter according to their personal preferences.

Further mandatory provisions occur in successive sections of Rec. 75A.2 and Rec. 75A.3 and Rec.
75A.4. A different sort of anomaly appears in Rec. 75A.1. Linnaeus “should be followed” in the
matter of the variable gender of Atriplex; Atriplex is effectively ruled to be feminine in botanical
nomenclature, irrespective of classical usage. On the other hand although Linnaeus decided that
Phyteuma and Sicyos were feminine and Erigeron was neuter, these names are officially declared to
be masculine in accordance with the gender assigned them by pre-Linnean authors (Pliny, Dioscorides
and Theophrastus). Here we have another mandatory provision disguised as an option, and, moreover
it is internally inconsistent. Although priority in Linnean nomenclature begins in 1753 the choice of
gender by ancient authors is inconsistently accorded a sort of priority over the choice made by Linnaeus.

These anomalies result from the conflation of recommendations dealing with what botanists should
do in coining new names from classical sources and mandatory rules intended to introduce retro-
spectively some form of consistency for gender determination for names already published. The latter
provisions should clearly form the substance of an article, as they once did, while the former are
properly the substance of a recommendation. The separation of the provisions is made in the proposal
below.

The view that the philological opinions of Theophrastus and Aristotle on the gender of generic
names in Linnean nomenclature should have priority over the choice of Linnaeus should be discarded
as obscurantism. Botanical nomenclature as a working tool for taxonomists began with Linnaeus and
the usages of earlier authors have no special importance for the special purposes of nomenclature in
the modern age where nomenclature is the key to information. The usage of earlier authors from
Aristotle to Tournefort may have considerable philological and historical interest, and may even on
occasion be relevant in typification of Linnean names, but it is quite irrelevant to the determination
of generic name gender.

(5) Proposal to replace Rec. 75A and Rec. 75B with the following new Art. 76, Rec. 76A and Rec.
76B.

76.1 Generic names which are compounds ending in -codon, -myces, -odon, -panax, -pogon, -stemon
or other nouns of masculine gender in classical Latin or Greek are masculine.

Examples: Andropogon L. and Oplopanax (Torr. et Gray) Miquel are masculine, although their authors
originally treated them as neuter.

76.2 Generic names which are compounds ending in -achne, -chlamys, -daphne, -mecon, -osma or
other nouns of femine gender in classical Latin or Greek are feminine.

Examples: Dendromecon Benth. and Hesperomecon E. L. Greene are feminine although their authors
originally treated them as neuter.

76.3 Generic names which are compounds ending in -gaster are masculine in accordance with botanical
custom, although gaster is feminine in classical Latin.
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Example: Choanogaster A. Pochmann.

76.4 Generic names which are compounds ending in -ceras, -dendron, -nema, -stigma, -stoma and
other nouns of neuter gender in classical Latin or Greek are neuter.

Examples: Aceras R. Br., Xanthoceras Bunge and Nemastoma J. Agardh (‘Nemostoma’) are neuter
although their authors originally treated them as feminine.

76.5 Generic names which are compounds ending in -anthos, -anthus, -chilos, -cheilos, or -chilus are
masculine, although the classical gender of the Greek words anthos and cheilos is neuter.
Examples: Acianthus R. Br., Gastrochilus D. Don.

76.6 Generic names ending in -us and now used to designate trees are feminine in botanical Latin if
they are feminine names for trees in classical Latin or if they are derivatives of such names. Otherwise
they take the gender assigned them by their validating authors. Examples: Myrtus, Lophomyrtus from
myrtus, myrtle; Cedrus, Libocedrus from cedrus, cedar, Fagus, Nothofagus from fagus, beech are all
feminine. Corynocarpus and Podocarpus, not derived from classical tree names, are masculine. On
the other hand Eucalyptus L’Heritier is feminine as indicated by its author, despite its -us ending.
Note: Generic names ending in -us but not used to designate trees take the gender assigned to them
by their authors even if they are derived from classical Latin feminine names for trees.

Example: Lotus, Melilotus both masculine are derived from classical Latin /otus which was feminine.
Note: Names of vines ending in -us were often treated as feminine by classical writers. Example:
Cissus and Convolvulus are feminine, but note Rubus is masculine.

76.7 Generic names ending in -oides or -odes are feminine irrespective of the gender assigned them
by their original authors.

76.8 Generic names ending in -ites are masculine, irrespective of the gender assigned them by their
original authors.

76.9 Arbitrarily formed names or vernacular names and adjectives used as generic names take the
gender assigned to them by their authors. When the original author has failed to indicate the gender
the choice of the next subsequent author to designate a gender must be followed.

Examples: Taonabo Aubl. is feminine; Aublet indicated the gender in the inflection of the epithets he
adopted in the names T. dentata and T. punctata. Cordyceps Link is adjectival in form and has no
classical gender but since Link assigned to it C. capitatus the epithet of which has a masculine inflection,
the name Cordyceps must be treated as masculine.

76.10 Unless Art. 76.1-6 applies the classical gender of a classical Greek or Latin noun adopted as a
generic name is irrelevant to its gender in botanical nomenclature; if the gender assigned to it on
adoption as a generic name is not its classical gender the latter is not to be restored.

Examples: The following are feminine in accordance with the customs of botanical Latin irrespective
of their classical gender: Adonis, Diospyros, Orchis, Stachys, Strychnos. The classical gender of Atriplex
varies (e.g. feminine in Columella, neuter in Pliny); Linnaeus treated it as feminine and must be
followed. Phyteuma was consistently neuter (Dioscorides, Pliny); Linnaeus treated it as feminine and
must be followed. Sicyos and Erigeron were consistently treated as masculine (Theophrastus, Dios-
corides); Linnaeus treated Sicyos as feminine and must be followed. Linnaeus treated Erigeron as
neuter but his choice is overruled by Art. 76.1 which makes it masculine since it is a compound ending
in a noun (-geron) of masculine gender in classical Greek. Note: Hemerocallis was treated as masculine
by Linnaeus although its source hemerocalles is neuter, but it is to be treated as feminine in botanical
Latin in order to bring it into conformity with almost all other generic names ending in -is.

76.11 Other cases of generic names compounded from two or more Greek or Latin words and not
covered under Art. 76.1-8 take the gender indicated in the termination.

Examples: Names ending in forms of the Greek word carpos and terminating in -carpus are masculine
(Stenocarpus, Dipterocarpus); those terminating in -carpa or -carpaea are feminine (Callicarpa, Poly-
carpaea), those terminating in -carpon, -carpum or -carpium are neuter (Polycarpon, Ormocarpum,
Pisocarpium). Gamochilum Walpers is neuter, although Gamochilus T. G. Lestiboudois is masculine
(cf. Art. 76.5).
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Recommendation 76A

76A.1 Persons adopting a Greek or Latin word as a generic name should retain its classical gender.
If the classical gender varies the author should choose one of the alternative genders. In doubtful cases
general usage should be followed.

Recommendation 76B

76B.1 When a genus is divided and the segregates are to be given new names, the new names should
have the same gender as the former name for the group as a whole.

Example: Boletus is masculine. The names Boletellus and Xerocomus for segregates from Boletus sensu
lato conform to the recommendation being masculine also.

Comments

The correspondences between the sections of Art. 76 and the Recommendation 75A of the Leningrad
and Sydney Codes are indicated clearly enough by the examples. Rec. 75A.1 has been divided into
three parts, the mandatory provisions becoming Art. 76.10-11 and the optional part Rec. 76A.1. Rec.
75.2 for the Leningrad and Sydney Codes has been divided to form Art. 76.1-5. Rec. 75A.3 has
become Art. 76.9 and Rec. 75A.4 has become Art. 76.7-8.

Art. 76.6 is new and is intended to clarify the widespread confusion among botanists as to why and
which plant names ending in -us have an unexpectedly feminine gender. The only change to present
practice involved in the adoption of the proposal comes under 76.10, by altering the gender of names
such as Phyteuma and Sicyos so that the gender assigned by the validating author will be correct,
rather than (as at present) the gender assigned by the ancients; this is a useful simplification; inasmuch
as it is consistent with the option given to botanists to designate the gender when adopting a classical
word as a generic name (old Rec. 75A.1, new Rec. 76A.1) it should not cause many problems.
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