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THE UNWARRANTED EXTENSION OF ARTICLE 72 

Robert L. Wilbur' 

Dissatisfaction with Article 72 of the ICBN continues to be expressed and the recommended 
correction often is either the elimination of that article or a major alteration of it (e.g., Raynal, 1972; 
Parkinson, 1984; Goetghebeur and Vande Plassche, 1986). Their objections and proposed deletion or 
revisions seem to me to be too drastic. A more serious problem in my opinion is the recent and 
unwarranted extension of Article 72, Note 1 to cover cases for which there is no evidence that it was 

originally intended and which at the very least greatly increases the number of cases to which this 
controversial article would apply. This revisionary extension has led to numerous cases in which the 

clearly stated intention and apparent accomplishment of the publishing author is ignored and in its 

place is substituted a very different interpretation of what was actually accomplished by the unsus- 

pecting publishing author. Nomenclatural juggling or legerdemain of this sort quite naturally is con- 
sidered by many to be mere trickery and as such does not reflect well upon the International code of 
botanical nomenclature that once prided itself upon its formerly stated philosophy that its regulations 
"should be simple and founded on considerations sufficiently clear and forcible for everyone to 
comprehend and be disposed to accept." This highly worthy aspiration appeared in at least all editions 
of the Code between 1912 and 1952 and then disappeared perhaps because it was naively thought to 
be a truism so obvious that it could be left unstated. 

An example of the over-extension of Article 72, Note 1 is provided by the binomial Murdannia 
pauciflora whose basic synonymy is presented below in chronological order: 

Aneilema pauciflorum Wight, Ic. Pl. Ind. Or. t. 2077. 1853, non Dalzell, Kew Jour. (Hooker) 3: 136. 
1851. 

Murdannia pauciflora (Wight) Briickner in A. Engl. & K. Prantl, Nat. Pflanzenfam. ed. 2, 15a. 173. 
1930. 

Murdannia wightii Rolla Rao & Kammathy, Bull. Bot. Surv. Ind. 3: 394. 1962 (1964). 

Nicolson (Taxon 27: 366. 1978) admitted that Briickner clearly intended to make a new combination 
based upon Aneilema pauciflorum Wight as shown by the parenthetical inclusion of Wight's name in 
the double citation of the authorities. Briickner thought, as have others (including Saldanha and 
Nicolson, Fl. Hassan Distr. p. 649. 1976), he had made a new combination but, according to Nicolson, 
Article 72 of the ICBN mandates another interpretation. All are at least now agreed with the main 
thesis of Nicolson's article (Taxon 27: 365-370. 1978) that binomials must be legitimate in order to 
be acceptable basionyms for correct new combinations. As a consequence of Dalzell's earlier Aneilema 
pauciflorum, Wight's later binomial is not a legitimate basionym for the transfer of its specific epithet 
to Murdannia. The correct binomial in the genus Murdannia is however in dispute. In Nicolson's 
opinion (Taxon 27: 366. 1978), Article 72, Note 1 requires that the binomial be attributed solely to 
Briickner even though that author clearly intended to make a new combination based upon Wight's 
binomial and stated that he had done so. Rolla Rao and Kammathy (1964) thought that Briickner 
had accomplished both what he had set out to do and claimed to have effected but concluded that 
Briickner's binomial was illegitimate since its basionym was clearly a later homonym (Article 64); 
they therefore provided the new name Murdannia wightii. My understanding of Article 72 neither 
suggests that Briickner was mistaken in what he had accomplished nor that Rolla Rao and Kammathy 
erred in their belief that a new binomial was needed. The correct binomial in my reading of the ICBN 
is Murdannia wightii Rolla Rao & Kammathy. 

The pertinent parts of Article 72 are quoted below: 

A name rejected under Arts. 63-67 or 69 is replaced by the name that has priority (Art. 11) in 
the rank concerned. If none exists in any rank a new name must be chosen: (a) the taxon may be 
treated as new and another name published for it, or (b) if the illegitimate name is a later homonym, 
an avowed substitute (nomen novum) based on the same type as the rejected name may be 
published for it. If a name is available in another rank, one of the above alternatives may be 
chosen, or (c) a new combination, based on the name in the other rank, may be published. 
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Note 1. When a new epithet is required, an author may adopt an epithet previously given to 
the taxon in an illegitimate name if there is no obstacle to its employment in the new position 
or sense; the resultant combination is treated as the name of a new taxon or as a nomen novum, 
as the case may be. 

Ex. 2. The name Talinum polyandrum Hooker (1855) is illegitimate, being a later homonym 
of T. polyandrum Ruiz & Pavon (1798). When Bentham, in 1863, transferred T. polyandrum 
Hooker to Calandrinia, he called it Calandrinia polyandra. This name is treated as having priority 
from 1863, and should be cited as Calandrinia polyandra Bentham, not C. polyandra (Hooker) 
Bentham. 

Bentham published before it was customary to include both the names of the publisher of the 
basionym parenthetically as well as the author of the new combination. Consequently we grant Bentham 
the benefit of the doubt and conclude that he chose the epithet polyandra, to form a new name in the 
genus Calandrinia. He could have chosen any other epithet that had not been previously employed 
in Calandrinia but he could not publish legally a new combination based on Hooker's later homonym. 
There was no requirement that Bentham adopt Hooker's epithet but he was free to do so since the 
binomial Calandrinia polyandra had not previously been employed. 

Returning to the problem concerning the correct binomial of the species of Murdannia discussed 
above, nothing in the ICBN directs one to conclude that if a new combination were formed such as 
Murdannia pauciflora (Wight) Briickner based upon a later homonym (i.e., Aneilema pauciflorum 
Wight (1853), not Dalzell (1851)), then one could merely correct it by omitting the parenthetical 
author. The language of Article 72, Note 1 is precise in stating that "the resultant combination is 
treated either as the name of a new taxon or as a nomen novum." Nothing is stated to indicate that 
if, instead of fulfilling the requirements for either the publication of a new taxon or of a new name, 
an author mistakenly chooses to make a new combination based upon a later homonym that this 
error can be corrected by treating the combination as a nomen novum. Briickner could have proposed 
the epithet pauciflora to form the new binomial Murdannia pauciflora Briickner dating from 1930 
and not from 1853 but the fact is that he did not but instead made the illegitimate new combination 
Murdannia pauciflora (Wight) Briickner. It would seem that Rolla Rao and Kammathy were correct 
according to the ICBN in providing a new binomial when they proposed Murdannia wightii Rolla 
Rao & Kammathy. In contrast to the above interpretation, Nicolson (Taxon 27: 366. 1978) has 
discussed this problem at length concluding that Article 72, Note 1 mandates that the correct name 
for this species is Murdannia pauciflora Briickner. According to Nicolson, we are to ingore the clearly 
stated intention of Briickner who made a new combination and conclude that instead he published a 
new name. 

Nicolson argues that even though the author "may clearly express that he considers he is making 
a new combination based on an illegitimate basionym by citing the parenthetical author, as did 
Brueckner, when he wrote, M. pauciflora (Wight) Brueckn. Later authors, as Saldanha & Nicolson 
(1976) did in this case, may continue citing the parenthetical author, primarily because they consider 
they are expressing what the original author did. With all due respect to such workers and their 
honorable intent, it must be noted that this is specifically contrary to the Note and its example under 
Article 72. We must drop such parenthetical author citations, date the priority of such epithets from 
the time of first legitimate usage, and avoid the possible far-reaching consequences of dating priority 
from the time of first illegitimate usage". 

There is no evidence that Note 1 of Article 72 directs one to correct the errors of earlier authors 
by altering what they both intended and actually published and substitute instead what would be 
acceptable under our current Code. To do so is to fictionalize the bibliographic record and the less 
we do of that the better. If the author clearly intended to make a new combination based upon an 
illegitimate basionym as shown by the parenthetical inclusion of the author of the later homonym or 
the clear statement that a new combination involving the later homonym is intended, I see nothing 
in Article 72, Note 1 to permit us much less to require us to salvage the name. Note 1 directs that 
"the resultant combination is treated as the name of a new taxon or as nomen novum." It does not 
order that if by mistake a new combination was made based on an illegitimate basionym, we are then 
to treat the resultant combination as a new name. If the author of the new binomial just happens to 
adopt the same epithet but does not indicate that a new combination is being published based on the 
later homonym, then Article 72, Note 1 sanctions the new binomial. In practice it would seem that 
Article 72, Note 1 applies to the period prior to parenthetical citations and to a time when one did 
not explicitly proclaim that a new combination was being published. The example given for Article 
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72, Note 1 clearly fits this interpretation and includes nothing to support Nicolson's contention that 
"we must drop such parenthetical author citations and date the priority of such epithets from the time 
of first legitimate usage." I can see no possibility under Article 72 that a current author or any author 
since the practice of parenthetical author citation or an explicit declaration that a new combination 
was being published could publish a new combination based upon a later homonym and have it 
transformed through Nicolson's interpretation of that Article into a new name. I do not believe it was 
purely by chance that the example chosen to illustrate in the ICBN the workings of Article 72, Note 
1 came from a period prior to the time in which parenthetical citations or explicit declarations that 
a new combination was intended. Nor do I consider it chance that the application of Article 72, Note 
1 in the extended manner which Nicolson advocates is a phenomenon largely of the last decade. 
Laundon (Taxon 26: 574-575. 1977) proposed an addition to Article 72, Note I which, if adopted, 
would have confirmed Nicolson's interpretation of Article 72. Laundon's proposal was not adopted 
but surely clarification of the ICBN in this particular is needed since there are obviously two dia- 
metrically opposed views of what is permissible under Article 72. I advocate a more limited application 
of Article 72 than does Nicolson suggesting that such a restricted interpretation is more fully in accord 
with botanical practice prior to the past decade and is reflective of the intent and published accom- 
plishment of the author who knowingly adopted a later homonym and mistakenly transferred it. Who 
do we fool besides ourselves with such bibliographic juggling of the facts? Why should we establish 
such nomenclatural minefields to entrap the unwary botanist? Wouldn't we be better served by simple, 
straightforward regulations "founded on considerations sufficiently clear and forcible for everyone to 
comprehend and be disposed to accept"? We might then read an author's published account with 
direct understanding and not be required to program ourselves cryptologically to interpret what was 
meant. 

Another example that illustrates what I take to be the proper application of Article 72, Note 1 is 
the recent combination Bolbitis hastata (Fournier) Hennipman. Its synonymy is as follows: 

Bolbitis hastata (Fournier) Hennipman, Amer. Fern Jour. 65: 30. 1975. 
Acrostichium hastatum Liebmann, Kong. Dansk. Vid. Selsk. Skrift. V, 1: 172. 1849, non Thunb., 

1784. 
Gymnopteris hastata Fournier, Mex. Pl. 1: 70. 1872. 
Leptochilus Liebmannii Maxon, Proc. Biol. Soc. Washington 43: 86. 1930. 
Bolbitis Liebmannii (Maxon) C. Chr., Index Filicum Suppl. 3: 49. 1934. 

Hennipman (1975) states that Fournier's binomial Gymnopteris hastata is "a new name, although 
considered by Fournier as a transfer of Acrostichium hastatum Liebm." However there seems to me 
nothing in Fournier's account to indicate that he was intentionally making a new combination based 
upon Liebmann's later homonym. Without a statement by Fournier that a new combination was being 
published or his use of parenthetical inclusion of the original author of the epithet (i.e., Liebmann) 
which was not then the bibliographic custom, there is no certainty that that was what Fournier intended. 
In such cases we are at liberty to assume that a new name was being published rather than a new 
combination since the original publication, as was customary at that time, gives no hint as to which 
of these two possibilities was being effected. This is precisely comparable to Calandrinia polyandra 
Benth., the example given to explain Article 72, Note1. Fournier's publication appeared as follows: 

G. hastata. 
Acrostichium hastatum Liebm. o. c. 172, n. 17! 
Ad terram, Barranca de Jovo, 1500 ped; Santa Maria Tlapacoya (Liebm). 

There is nothing in Fournier's publication that mandates our interpreting his binomial Gymnopteris 
hastata as a new combination based on Liebmann's binomial. It better suits our need for nomenclatural 
economy to treat it as a new name since, according to our current regulations unlike the practice of 
Fournier's day, a combination based upon Liebmann's later homonym is not permissible. 

Another recent example of the hyperextension of the provisions of Article 72, Note 1 is the trans- 
formation of the clearly made combination Gigalobium scandens (L.) Hitchc., based on Mimosa 
scandens L., Sp. Pl. ed. 2. 2: 1501. 1762 (although Hitchcock cited it more briefly as "L. Spec. ed. 2. 
1763"), supposedly to be rendered as Gigalobium scandens Hitchc. (Taxon 37: 714. 1985) since it 
was demonstrated there that Mimosa scandens L. "must be treated as an illegitimate name, being a 
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superfluous renaming of Lens phaseoloides L. in Stickman, Herb. Amboin. 18 Mai 1754." The facts 
remain that Hitchcock clearly made a new combination based on Linnaeus' illegitimate Mimosa 
scandens and we ought to let it go at that. What do we gain in falsifying the bibliographic record by 
transforming Hitchcock's clearly made even if erroneous combination into a new name and then 

ruling that new name, so fraudulently created by the alleged proper interpretation of Article 72, Note 
1, is then an illegitimate renaming of Mimosa phaseoloides L. (1754)? Botany will be better served 

by adhering closely to the bibliographic facts. 
The recent deviation in interpreting Article 72 and particularly its Note 1 as requiring the trans- 

formation of a stated new combination into a new name is again illustrated by Thomas' (Mem. New 
York Bot. Gard. 37: 97. 1984) assertion that "Koyama's subspecies ciliata must be treated as new 
because he based it on Vahl's illegitimate later homonym, D [ichromena] ciliata." Koyama (Madro~o 
20: 254. 1969) published "Rhynchospora nervosa (Vahl) Boeckeler ssp. ciliata (Vahl) T. Koyama, 
comb. nov." He gave a full reference to Vahl's basionym and cited two synonyms with the same 
basionym, Rhynchospora ciliata Kukenth., Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 56 (Beibl. 125): 16. 1921 and R. nervosa 
var. ciliata Kukenth., Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 75: 295. 1951, although for both Koyama inexplicably omitted 
the parenthetical authority, i.e., Vahl. I suspect but have not proven that this was an effort of biblio- 
graphic economy on Koyama's part and not prior independent interpretation that Article 72, Note 1 
required the conversion of a proposed new combination based upon a later homonym instead into a 
new name. If that were the case, there would be no logical explanation for his publication in the same 

paragraph of R. nervosa subsp. ciliata (Vahl) T. Koyama. In the interest of brevity the resolution of 
the nomenclaturally correct names of this taxonomically controversial group of sedges is left to the 
future but it does not seem to me that Thomas' solution is in accord with a careful reading of Article 
72, Note 1 of the ICBN. 

Recently Delendick (Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 111: 375-376. 1984) argued that Jennings should be 
considered to have established a new binomial instead of the new combination he thought he had 
made when he published "Bucida spinosa (Northrop) comb. nov." with Terminalia spinosa Northrop, 
Mem. Torrey Bot. Club 12: 54. 1902 in synonymy. Northrop's binomial is a later homonym of 
Terminalia spinosa Engler (1895). If Jennings had not clearly made a new combination based upon 
Northrop's binomial, Article 72 would have permitted, but not required, Jennings to use the epithet 
spinosa in the genus Bucida. Instead, Jennings stated that he was making a new combination which 
is impermissible. Delendick's solution to such problems was to ignore the clearly stated intention of 
the author to form a new combination and to treat it instead as a new name i.e., Bucida spinosa 
Jennings. There is nothing stated in Article 72, Note 1 that requires us or even permits us to rewrite 
what the publishing author clearly stated was being effected in the publication. This West Indian 

species of some horticultural importance as a subject for bonsai is consequently without a correct 
binomial and this deficiency is herewith corrected by naming the plant in honor of the late Donovan 
S. Correl (1908-198 3) whose accomplishments in botany were monumental; the Flora of the Bahama 

Archipelago, co-authored with his wife, was the most recent of a long series of major achievements. 

Bucida correlliana nom. nov. 
Terminalia spinosa Northrop, Mem. Torrey Bot. Club 12: 54, pl. 13. 1902, non Engler, 1895. 
Bucida spinosa (Northrop) Jennings, Ann. Carnegie Mus. 11: 201. 1917. 
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