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PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE

Edited by Dan H. Nicolson'

(223-230) Eight proposals relating to Article 46, and report of the Special Com-
mittee 5 on ‘ex’ and ‘in’

Krister Karttunen, Secretary2

The Special Committee 5 on ‘ex’ and ‘in’ was authorized by the International
Botanical Congress in Berlin 1987, and its mandate (Taxon 37: 444. 1988) was to
study Rec. 46E proposals C and D. The Committee decided to consider all matters
related to ‘in’ and ‘ex’ or any other conventions used in citation of the authors of
scientific names. K. Karttunen served as the convener and secretary of the Commit-
tee with N. K. B. Robson, E. G. Voss, P. F. Yeo, C. Kabuye and R. P. Korf as
original committee members. The last two, however, did not participate in the final
voting. R. K. Brummitt joined the Committee as a very active member, participating
in the voting. W. Greuter and D. H. Nicolson, as ‘ex officio’ members, contributed to
the discussions.

‘In’ and ‘ex’ are used in author citations to connect the names of two or more
authors who are involved in some different way in the publication of a name of a
taxon. ‘In’ and ‘ex’ have been in the nomenclatural rules since Candolle’s Lois of
1867, but their precise use has varied greatly. Almost all International Botanical
Congresses have been confronted with some proposals to change the Code regarding
‘in” and ‘ex’, and usually some modifications have been accepted. In the past also the
word ‘apud’ was designated in the Code for similar situations, and other signs such
as semicolon (;) and arrow (—) have been proposed. So one should be cautious when
judging old author citations.

In spite of the frequent changes in the Code concerning ‘in’ and ‘ex’, and lengthy
discussions accompanying the changes, there is no consensus on Art. 46. Many
people maintain that the application of the Article presents no difficulties, but in
practice people use ‘in’ and ‘ex’ in various ways. Consequently any clarification of
the Article is seen as disruptive by some.

At the Berlin Congress 1987 the Recommendations dealing with ‘in’ and ‘ex’
were raised to Article status. This meant that the use of any other connecting words
or signs in author citations is not in accordance with the Code, except the colon for
sanctioned fungal names. The Committee discussed the use of other signs in author
citations, but agreed not to support any such proposal. The use of ‘in’ or ‘ex’ is not,
however, mandatory. An author is free to use or not to use them. Also author
citations are quite independent of typification; they should not be used to commem-
orate authors of taxa or reflect the history of systematics.

! Department of Botany, MRC-166, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A.
2 Department of Botany, University of Helsinki, Unioninkatu 44, SF-00170 Helsinki, Finland.
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The Committee proceedings consist of some 200 pages. 36 proposals were finally
voted upon, of which eight were supported by two-thirds or more of those voting.
The votes are given after each proposal (for : against).

(223) Replace the last sentence of Art. 46.2 with: “The word ‘in’ and the name that
follows it are part of a bibliographic citation and should be omitted unless the place
of publication is being cited.” (4 : 1).

This proposal would limit the use of ‘in’, in citations, to those cases when also the
reference to the publication is given. Some members of the Committee argued that
this is the case with the present Code, although ‘in’ has been rather widely used
without any further publication data. If this proposal is not accepted, it would mean
that one may use ‘in” without additional bibliographic information.

(224) Add a new Note and two examples after Art. 46.2 (4 : 1):

“Note 4. If at least one author’s name is common to both the work and the ascrip-
tion, the name is considered as published by those to whom it is ascribed.

“Ex. 2undec. Sophora tomentosa subsp. occidentalis should be cited as Brummitt
not Brummitt ex Brummitt & J. B. Gillett, since the name was attributed to Brum-
mitt, who is also an author of the work where the new name appeared.

“Ex. 2duodec. Schiedea ligustrina var. nematopoda should be cited as Degener &
Sherff, not Degener & Sherff ex Sherff, since the name was attributed to Degener &
Sherff and the latter is also the author of the publication wherein the new name
appeared.”

The above proposal deals with the problem raised in Rec. 46E Prop. D to the
Berlin Congress. Although rejected there and thus referred to this Committee, it
would in effect only confirm what has been the general practice in recent years.

(225) Add a new Art. 46.6 (4 : 1):

““46.6. In determining the correct author citation, only internal evidence of the ori-
ginal publication where the name was validly published (cf. Art. 35.4) is to be
accepted, including ascription of the new names, statements in the introduction, title,
or acknowledgements, and typographic or stylistic distinctions in the text.”

(226) Add a new Rec. 46F (4 : 1):

“46F.1. In determining the correct author citation, only internal evidence of the
original publication may be accepted, including stated authorship of the whole work,
attribution of authorship of new names, statements in the introduction or acknow-
ledgements, and typographic or stylistic distinctions in the text.”

(227) Add two examples to the new Art. 46.6 or Rec. 46F.1 (5 : 0):

“Ex. 11. Tephrosia cephalantha was published in a work by Baker with the ascrip-
tion “Welw. mss.”” and is to be cited as Welw. ex Baker or Baker, since there is no
internal evidence that the name was published by Welwitsch.

“Ex. 12. Andreaea angustata was published in a work by K. Limpricht with the
citation “‘nov. sp. Lindb. in litt ad Breidler 1884”. The name should be cited as
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Limpr. or Lindb. ex Limpr., since there is no internal evidence that S. O. Lindberg
had supplied the validating description.”

Both proposals for a new Article (225) and for a new Recommendation (226)
were supported by the Committee, although only one can be accepted. There was no
complete agreement in the Committee on their effect. At least the Secretary of the
Committee feels that if either of them is accepted it would affect both ‘in’ and ‘ex’
citations.

With regard to ‘ex’ citations, one should no longer worry what name, if any, the
pre-ex or non-publishing author had used. This may seem somewhat mechanical, but
gives a more or less uncontroversial way to establish the correct author citation. This
principle seems to be already inherent in the Code, following the acceptance of
Yeo’s proposal to the Seattle Congress, namely, that ascription is to be accepted at
face value “‘with or without justification”.

The secretary of the Committee feels that these proposals would also allow to
distinguish between controversial ‘in’ and ‘ex’ cases. If there is no internal evidence
that someone else than the author of the publication supplied both the name and
description in question, one should not use ‘in’ citation. Some committee members
argued, that if the author of a publication ascribes a taxon name to someone else than
himself this is evidence that also the description was supplied by that someone, and
consequently one should use ‘in’ citation. The unanimously supported proposal
(227), however, seems to settle this question.

It should be noted that reference to a basionym, probably including bibliographic
errors, or publication of a later homonym, or formal errors in publication, do not
warrant the use of ‘ex’. The author citations for combinations, homonyms and formal
errors are governed by Art. 49, 48 and 59.6, respectively. When considering such
cases, one must use also other than internal evidence.

(228) Add a new Rec. 46E.2 (4 : 1):
“46E.2. Authors should not ascribe the new names they publish to other persons,

AR 2

with or without the connecting words ‘ex’ or ‘in’.

This exact wording was supported by two members of the Committee, while
another proposal with similar effect but a slightly different wording was supported
by two other members. One member voted against both. This is a modification of
Rec. 46E Prop. C to the Berlin Congress.

(229) Add a new Rec. 46E.3 (4 : 1):

“46FE.3. Authors who publish new names in works of other authors should ensure
that the new names are correctly ascribed and that their contribution is accurately
acknowledged.”

(230) Add an example after the new Rec. 46E.3 (5 : 0):

“Fx. 1. The name Schoenoxiphium altum was ascribed to Kukkonen in a work by
Hilliard & Burtt (Notes Roy. Bot. Gard. Edinburgh 43: 365. 1986) and it was stated
that the description was supplied by him. The name is to be cited as Kukkonen or
Kukkonen in Hillard & Burtt.”
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If accepted, the three proposals above would not bind anyone, but would help
reduce the number of unwieldy author citations for newly published names. Basically
Art. 46 deals with how to cite the authors of already published names, but it would
do no harm to include the above Recommendations on how to publish new names.
They are proposed as mere Recommendations since many people may feel that the
use of ‘in’ or ‘ex’ is sometimes practical even when publishing new names. Similar
advice can be found in Rec. 23B.1.(i) and Rec. 34A.1.
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