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FEBRUARY 1993 

(290-320) Thirty-one proposals mainly concerning editorial matters 

Paul C. Silva1 

(290) In Art. 2.1, change "a number" to "an indefinite number" and "basal" to 
"fundamental". 

The word "indefinite" supports the idea of taxonomic freedom within the nomen- 
clatural confines of this article. Art. 4.1 makes it clear that while the rank of species 
may be basic or fundamental, it is not basal. 

(291) In Art. 3.1, list the principal ranks of taxa in descending sequence. 
The hierarchical scale is descended in Art. 2, ascended in Art. 3, and descended in 

Art. 4. It is doubtful that this inconsistency was introduced to satisfy two schools of 
taxonomic philosophy. More likely it is merely an editorial shortcoming that can be 
corrected by reversing the present sequence in Art. 3.1. 

(292) In the heading of Chapter I, delete all after "Ranks of taxa". 

(293) Amend Art. 3.2, to read: 

"3.2. The principal ranks of nothotaxa (hybrid taxa) are nothogenus and notho- 
species. These ranks are equivalent to the ranks of genus and species in non-hybrid 
taxa (see Appendix I)." 

(294) Amend the first sentence of Art. 4.1, to read: 

"4.1. If a greater number of ranks of taxa is desired, they may be obtained by 
introducing secondary ranks and by modifying principal and secondary ranks by use 
of the prefix sub- or super-." 

(295) Add a new Note after Art. 4.1: 

"Note 0. The secondary ranks of taxa in descending order are tribe (tribus) between 
family and genus, section (sectio) and series (series) between genus and species, and 
variety (varietas) and form (forma) below species. 

(296) Amend Art. 4.2, to read: 

"4.2. Further supplementary ranks may be intercalated or added." 

Making a philosophical or semantic distinction between ranks and the terms de- 
noting these ranks serves no useful purpose and instead is redundant, awkward, and 
confusing. In Art. 3.2 the proposal to interchange nothogenus and nothospecies is in 
agreement with the proposal to list the ranks in a descending sequence in Art. 3.1. 

1 
University Herbarium, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, U.S.A. 
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The present wording of Art. 4.1 allows each modified rank to be further modified, 
resulting in such ranks as subsubspecies and subsubsubspecies. If Art. 3.1 lists the 
principal ranks, then logically the unmodified terms introduced in Art. 4.1 (tribus, 
sectio, series, varietas, and forma) are secondary. Proliferation of ranks by the use of 
a prefix should be restricted to these principal and secondary ranks. 

In Art. 4.1 the word "required" should be replaced by "desired" because taxo- 
nomic decisions are always optional in contrast to the nomenclature used to express 
these decisions. With accumulation of information that gives insight into possible 
phylogenetic relationships, the need for a greater number of ranks, especially at 
higher levels, increases. In recent years several comprehensive classifications have 
been proposed that utilize superkingdoms, superphyla, superclasses, and superorders. 
Permitting the use of the prefix "super-" merely reflects current practice. 

In Art. 4.2 "Further supplementary ranks" presumably refer to ranks that are 
neither principal nor secondary nor derived from such ranks by the use of a prefix. I 
hope that "further supplementary ranks" are used infrequently if ever. The provision 
regarding "confusion or error" is pointless. I cannot imagine what error could pos- 
sibly be introduced by the use of a tertiary rank. Moreover, taxonomists are quite 
capable of introducing confusion and error even when restricting their practice to 
primary ranks. 

(297) In Art. 5.1, substitute "sequence" for "relative order". 

"Sequence", not "relative order", is the wording used in Art. 3, to which Art. 5.1 
refers. "Order" is not a good choice here because it is the name of a rank. 

(298) Amend Art. 7.3, to read: 

"7.3. A holotype is the one specimen or illustration used or designated by the author 
as the nomenclatural type. As long as a holotype is extant, it fixes the application of 
the name concerned." 

The proposed wording renders this definition gender-neutral. The word "automat- 
ically" is misused here. Unlike the situation in which the publication of a name of a 
higher taxon based on a generic name automatically typifies that suprageneric name 
or the situation in which the publication of a name of an infrafamilial, infrageneric, 
or infraspecific taxon automatically establishes an autonym, the designation of a 
holotype does not automatically establish any other entity or trigger any function. 
The inherent role of a holotype remains unchanged by the designation of that holo- 
type. 

(299) Reword the final sentence of Art. 7.4, to read: 

"If neither an isotype nor a syntype nor any other part of the original material is 
extant, a neotype may be selected." 

Isotypes and syntypes are unequivocally part of the original material. 

(300) In the footnote to Art. 7.6, insert the words "of a single species or infraspecific 
taxon" after "single gathering". 

Although this footnote does not explain whether the term "mixed gathering" 
applies to a mixture of more than one collection of the same species or infraspecific 
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taxon, or rather to a mixture of collections of different taxa, in either case such mixed 
gatherings may yield no duplicates, or one or more unicates and some duplicates, or 
two or more sets of duplicates. From questions that have been directed to me regard- 
ing this footnote, I judge that it would be useful to specify the degree of purity of a 
"single gathering". 

(301) In Art. 7.11, move "(nomen novum)" to a position immediately after "new 
name", and add the following sentence. 

"Similarly, an intended combination of an illegitimate name treated as a new name 
(Art. 72, Note 1) is typified by the type of the illegitimate name." 

The present wording implies that only avowed substitute names are nomina nova. 
Art. 72 Note 1 reinforces this definition, noting that intended combinations of ille- 
gitimate names are treated as nomina nova. It seems pointless to make a distinction, 
since "new name" translates into "nomen novum" regardless of definition. The 
proposed amendment is intended to clarify this matter. 

(302) Delete Art. 7.15. 
Prior to Berlin, the rules now numbered Art. 7.15 and Art. 7.16 were placed in two 

different sections of the Code so that their similarity was not noticeable. When 
juxtaposed, Art. 7.15 is seen to be included in Art. 7.16, which tacitly applies to both 
pre- and post-starting-point literature. Maintaining Art. 7.15 as a separate rule mis- 
leads the user into believing that names validated by reference to pre-starting-point 
descriptions are somehow to be typified in a manner different from names validated 
by reference to post-starting-point descriptions. 

(303) In Art. 8 Ex. 1, insert "under provision (c)" after "superseded", and merge 
the final two sentences, to read: 

"The unicarpellate Delphinium consolida could not have been superseded as lecto- 
type by the tricarpellate D. peregrinum under provision (b), however, because it is 
not in serious conflict with the generic protologue, which specifies "germina tria vel 
unum". The assignment of the genus to "Polyandria Trigynia" by Linnaeus is irrel- 
evant." 

The present wording does not link the example to Art. 8.1 in a readily compre- 
hensible manner. 

(304) In Art. 8 Ex. 2, delete the word "now". 

"Now" serves no purpose and causes some readers to wonder if it has a special 
meaning. 

(305) In Art. 10.3, substitute "a name of a genus"for "the name of a genus." 
The present wording incorrectly implies that each genus has only one name. 

(306) At the end of Art. 14.1, add a new sentence (deleting the second sentence in 
Art. 14.8): 
"Conserved names are legitimate even though they may have been initially illegiti- 
mate." 

187 



TAXON VOLUME 42 

The fact that conservation legitimizes names that otherwise would be illegitimate 
should be stated at the beginning of Art. 14. At present this legitimization is men- 
tioned only in connection with names conserved with a different type from that 
designated by the author or determined by application of the Code (Art. 14.8), thus 
giving the erroneous impression that conserved later homonyms are not legitimate. 

(307) Reword the last portion of Art. 22.5, to read: 

"its type is the type of that later homonym whose correct name necessarily has a 
different epithet." 

The present wording is indirect and awkward. 

(308) In Art. 32.1(c), substitute "Arts. 42.2, 44.1, and H.9"for "Art. H.9". 

Art. 42.2 and 44.1 both provide for valid publication in the absence of a descrip- 
tion. 

(309) In Art. 32 Ex. 6, delete "perfectly" from the last sentence. 

Neither ambiguity nor unambiguity can be perfect. 

(310) Delete the final seven words of Rec. 32E.1. 

These words offer nothing but comic relief. The applications of innumerable 
scientific names are also doubtful. Moreover, for some plants the "name in modem 
language" is more reliable than their ever-changing scientific name. 

(311) In Art. 42.2, delete "written". 

The use of "written" to modify "description" implies that there are non-written 
descriptions. Although illustrations may be considered graphic descriptions, the in- 
troduction of this concept is unnecessary and confusing. 

(312) Move Art. 72 Ex. 3 to Art. 48. 

This example is better suited to Art. 48 than to Art. 72. 

(313) Amend Rec. SOB Ex. 1, to read: 

"Ex. 1. Carex bebbii Olney (Car. Bor.-Am. 2: 12. 1871), published without a de- 
scription, should be cited Carex bebbii Olney, nomen nudum (or nom. nud.)." 

Rec. 50B.1 tells how a nomen nudum should be cited. The present Ex. 1 does not 
fully exemplify the Recommendation. 

(314) Delete the last sentence of Art. 64.4. 

This statement is a truism that applies to all epithets. Knowing that a given 
specific epithet is often used in hundreds of different genera, a taxonomist should not 
be expected to doubt the legitimacy of using a given infrageneric epithet in different 
genera or a given infraspecific epithet in different species. 
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(315) Delete (or replace) Art. 64 Ex. 12. 

The present example is more closely related to Art. 21 (form of names of subdivi- 
sions of a genus) than it is to Art. 64.4 and in addition obfuscates the issue by using 
epithets that are not homonyms. Its relationship to Art. 64.4 is apparent only to those 
who know that Celsia and Verbascum are closely related genera, if not congeneric. 
(316) Replace Art. 64 Ex. 14 with: 

"Ex. 14a. Scenedesmus armatus var. brevicaudatus (Hortob.) Pankow (1986), based 
on S. carinatus var. brevicaudatus Hortob. (1981), is a later homonym of S. armatus 
f. brevicaudatus L. Peterfi (1963) even though the two names apply to taxa of 
different infraspecific rank. Scenedesmus armatus var. brevicaudatus (L. Peterfi) 
Hegew. (1982), however, is not a homonym since it is based on the same type as S. 
armatus f. brevicaudatus L. Peterfi." 

The present example illustrates simple homonymy that is unrelated to Art. 64.4. 
Moreover, Anagallis arvensis subsp. caerulea Hartman, which was intended to be a 
combination, is in fact a new name (see Art. 72.2, Note 1) because the purported 
basionym is illegitimate. 

(317) Amend Rec. 73B. (b), to read: 

"(b) When the name of the person ends in a consonant, the letters -ia are added, but 
a name ending in -er may take either -ia or -a (e.g. Sesleria after Sesler and 
Kernera after Kerner)." 

The present wording of the second half of this sentence is a statement of past 
practice rather than a recommendation. 

(318) In Rec. 73C.2, delete "(However, modem personal names are subject to the 
provisions of Art. 73.10.)". 

Dr. Dan Nicolson agrees with me that Nils Svedelius (1873-1960) yields svedelii 
just as C. F. P. Martius (1794-1868) yields martii and the Roman emperor Augustus 
(63 B.C.-14 A.D.) yields augusti. He does not agree with me, however, in consider- 
ing Svedelius a modem name. Because it is the latinity and not the modernity of this 
name that is the crux of the issue, the parenthetic statement is a source of confusion. 

(319) Amend Art. 76.1 and Art. 76 Ex. 1, to read: 

"76.1. A generic name retains the gender assigned by botanical tradition, irrespect- 
ive of classical usage or the author's original usage. A generic name without a 
botanical tradition retains the gender assigned by its author. 

"Ex. 1. In accordance with botanical tradition, Adonis, Diospyros, Hemerocallis, 
Orchis, Stachys, and Strychnos must be treated as feminine while Lotus and Meli- 
lotus must be treated as masculine. Eucalyptus, which lacks a botanical tradition, 
retains the feminine gender assigned by its author. Although their ending suggests 
masculine gender, Cedrus and Fagus, like most other classical tree names, were 
traditionally treated as feminine and thus retain that gender; similarly Rhamnus is 
feminine, despite the fact that Linnaeus assigned it masculine gender. Phyteuma 
(neuter), Sicyos (masculine), and Erigeron (masculine) are other names for which 
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botanical tradition has reestablished the classical gender despite another choice by 
Linnaeus." 

The present wording of Art. 76.1 is badly faulted. The second sentence, which is a 
listing of examples rather than a rule, tells us that the order of priority in determining 
gender is (1) botanical tradition and (2) original assignment by author. Classical 
usage per se, although usually entering into botanical tradition, is otherwise of no 
significance. Unfortunately, botanical tradition is not defined, but the implication is 
that it is a consensus of usage during an unspecified period, perhaps extending only 
until the middle of the last century. 

The proposed amendment sets forth in a straightforward manner the priority that is 
only obliquely indicated at present. Of the generic names presently mentioned in Ex. 
1, only Phyteuma, Sicyos, and Erigeron are tied in with Art. 76.1, and even here 
"botanical tradition" has been changed unwisely to "botanical usage". Cedrus, 
Fagus, Rhamnus, and Atriplex all invoke "classical usage" despite the fact that the 
second sentence of 76.1 says that botanical tradition is to be followed irrespective of 
classical usage. The Atriplex example is useless because nothing is said about botan- 
ical tradition. Only if botanical tradition has varied in its assignment of gender would 
the Atriplex example make sense. 

(320) Authorize the Editorial Committee to prepare a glossary. 
The present treatment of definitions is inconsistent. Only eight terms are con- 

sidered appropriate for Chapter II, Section 1, Definitions. Numerous other definitions 
are introduced in rules or footnotes. Whether or not the treatment of definitions 
within the Code is changed, a glossary would prove very useful. The comprehensive 
glossary in the Zoological Code is exemplary. 

In addition to the above proposals, the following straightforward errors are 
brought to the attention of the next Editorial Committee: (1) in Art. 7 Ex. 4, the 
number of the Ray Society Publication in the last line is 148 (not 149); (2) in Art. 24 
Note 1 the cross-reference must be to Art. 64.4 (not 64.3); and (3) in Art. 53.1 the 
word "description" must be deleted from the second sentence, because a description 
may not any longer serve as a type. 
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