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(150-162) Miscellaneous housekeeping proposals to amend the Code 

Werner Greuter' 

During the last years and since the Tokyo Code was published, a number of cases 
were brought to my attention in which the wording of the Code is unclear, or mis- 
leading, or illogical. Of these I have kept note, and such notes are at the base of the 
proposals that follow. None of them aims at a change of substance, but they all seek 
to remove ambiguity and support what I perceive to be the current and traditional 
practice in applying the rules. Mostly, the proposed changes are basically editorial 
rather than being of substance, but effecting them would exceed the normal mandate 
of an Editorial Committee unless it be specifically empowered by the Section. 

In submitting these proposals I have to thank numerous correspondents who, by 
seeking advice on specific tricky nomenclatural problems, brought the perceived 
shortcomings to light; a special dept of gratitude I owe Paul Hiepko who noticed and 
raised some of the issues during our work on the German translation of the Tokyo 
Code. 

(150) In Art. 6.5, after "The correct name of a taxon", insert the words "at the rank 
of family or below". 

The present wording misleadingly suggests that taxa of any rank can have "cor- 
rect" names. This is not so, as the principle of priority is not mandatory above the 
rank of family (Art. 11.9). 

(151) In Art. 20.1, insert "nominative" before "singular"; in Art. 21.2, before "or a 
plural adjective", insert "or a substantive in the genitive plural", adding at the end: 
", but not a substantive in the genitive singular"; and add a clause to Art. 21 Ex. 1: 
"Pleione subg. Scopulorum; ". 

This proposal reflects an attempt to bring some order and guidance into the 
largely neglected field of epithets of subdivisions of genera. Its first portion, on Art. 
20.1, spells out past and current practice and is almost editorial: names of genera 
(both old and new) were sometimes declined in Latin texts, and in the protologue 
may appear in the genitive or ablative case that, as a matter of course, has been 
transformed into nominative in subsequent use. The change in Art. 21.2 would be 
more substantial and concerns what is presently a grey area: what is the status of 
names of subdivisions of genera whose epithets grammatically are genitive nouns? 
Such epithets may arise when authors want to name their supraspecific taxon after 
one of the included species which has a (usually geographical or person-comme- 
morating) substantival epithet in the genitive. Clearly these are not acceptable as 
such in the new rank as they are neither plural adjectives nor do they have the same 
form as a generic name (the present definition in Art. 21.2). But if, as happens, they 
are nevertheless used, what then? Is the termination correctable under Art. 32.6 (as 
the reference to that provision suggests) so that the name remains valid, or is the 
name invalid under Art. 32.1(b) by not having the prescribed form? The former 
solution appears to be more attractive, except for the uncertainty on how one should 
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correct: (1) to a plural adjective? (but there may be more than one adjectival form to 
a given noun); or (2) just to the nominative case? (but this would lead to linguistic 
nonsense and has no precedent to it); or (3) to a derived substantive following the 
model of Rec. 60B? (but this is an established procedure only in the case of personal 
names). 

In view of this doubt, and as the case is not a frequent one, the proposal here 
made would condemn the genitive nouns - with the one important exception which 
it would rescue: those which are in the plural. These are by no means exceptionable 
either semantically or grammatically, and have a certain if not very widespread tra- 
dition of use. In the last few months I have seen two examples of them published: 
the one suggested as example (Pleione subg. Scopulorum Torelli & Riccaboni in 
Caesiana 10: 6. 1998; type: Pleione scopulorum W. W. Sm.) and Ranunculus ser. 
Phragmitetorum G. H. Loos in Thaiszia 7: 5. 1998 (misspelled "Phragmitetori"), 
based on Ranunculus phragmiteti Haas. Under the present rule their validity is at 
best questionable, under the present proposal they would be safe. 

(152) Add a paragraph after Art. 22.4, and in Art. 55.1 replace the words 
"Autonyms excepted (Art. 22.1)" with a cross-reference to the new paragraph: 
"22.4bis. The epithet in the name of a subdivision of a genus may not repeat the 
generic name unaltered if the latter is illegitimate." 

(153) Add a paragraph at the end of Art. 27, and in Art. 55.2 replace the words 
"Autonyms excepted (Art. 26.1)" with a cross-reference to the new paragraph. 
"27.2. The epithet in the name of an infraspecific taxon may not repeat unchanged 
the epithet of the species name if the latter name is illegitimate." 

The problem addressed by the two foregoing proposals is in the present Art. 55, 
and is twofold. The first difficulty is of a formal nature, and was pointed out to me 
in correspondence: Art. 55.1 and 55.2 both specify "autonyms excepted" when refer- 
ring to names subordinate to illegitimate names of genera or species, but according 
to the autonym definitions in Art. 22.1 and 27.1 these subordinate names are not 
autonyms. The second, more fundamental question is the status of such autonym- 
like names, which is not specified. It is imperative that they be ruled invalid, because 
otherwise they might act as earlier homonyms of true autonyms (in particular those 
formed under a legitimate earlier homonym), apparently preventing their (manda- 
tory) use. This has been tacitly understood to be so, as otherwise an "impossible 
nomenclatural situation" might arise. 

The above proposals would solve these problems by making explicit the invalid 
nature of this category of names (infringement of Art. 16-27 leads to invalidity un- 
der Art. 32.1(b)) while avoiding the inappropriate reference to them as being 
"autonyms". 

(154) Add a second sentence to Art. 30.1: "Indelible autograph produced later is not 
effectively published." 

This is the implication at present - but it should better be made explicit. 

(155) Delete Rec. 32C. 

As presently worded, the Recommendation is virtually meaningless. It reads: 
"Authors should avoid adoption of a name which has been previously but not validly 
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published for a different taxon." Adoption for what? Different from what? Authors 
are not normally free to choose the name they use for any given taxon, but have to 
follow the Code. To make sense, the Recommendation should address exclusively 
"Authors naming a new taxon", and those voting against deletion should do so on 
the understanding that the wording is to be changed accordingly. In my opinion, 
using one's good sense is perfectly sufficient in any such situation, and good sense 
may well in some cases go against the Recommendation's apparent intent. 

(156) Replace Rec. 46A.2-3 by the following (and add examples as by the present 
parenthetical inserts): 

"46A.2. The abbreviation should be long enough to be distinctive, and should nor- 
mally end with a consonant that, in the full name, precedes a vowel. One of the last 
characteristic consonants of the name may be added when this is customary." 

The present wording is not only unnecessarily cumbersome and, if taken literally, 
would lead to awkward results: e.g., "Hornsc." for Hornschuch, "Bots." or "Botsc." 
for Botschantzev (depending on whether you syllabify according to German or Rus- 
sian rules). 

(157) In Rec. 50E.1, replace "If a generic or specific name" by "If a name of a fam- 
ily, genus or species", and add reference to App. II. 

The omission of family names from this Recommendation is difficult to under- 
stand but is likely an oversight. 

(158) In Art. 52.2, after clause (b), add. "or (c) of the previously conserved type 
under Art. 14.9", re-lettering the following clauses. 

It was pointed out to me by R. Ross, in correspondence, that the failure to men- 
tion conserved types in Art. 52.2 was an omission that may lead to uncertainty and 
can have negative consequences. It stands to reason that inclusion of an element that 
at some point in the future will become a conserved type must not retroactively 
cause illegitimacy; and that, on the reverse, inclusion of an already conserved type 
must logically have the same consequences as inclusion of a holotype. 

One question that may become relevant in this context has not been explicitly ad- 
dressed yet: when exactly does conservation take effect? The logical answer, judg- 
ing from Art. 14.14, is: upon approval of the proposal by the General Committee (or 
to be more precise: upon publication of the relevant G.C. decision). If the Section 
concurs, a note to that effect could be inserted into the Code by the Editorial Com- 
mittee. 

(159) In Art. 53.5, last line, instead of "the same epithet". write: "the same or a con- 
fusingly similar epithet"; and delete reference to infraspecific names in Art. 53.3. 

There are such historical accidents: when the provision on treating confusingly 
similar names as homonyms, which was limited to generic rank in the Stockholm 
Code (Art. 82), was extended to species and infraspecific taxa (Paris Code, Art. 75), 
the ranks between genus and species were simply forgotten, and remained so ever 
since. The Code is also silent as to whether confusingly similar infraspecific names 
that differ in rank are treated as homonyms (as one might logically assume) or, not 
being mentioned explicitly in Art. 53.5, must be regarded as different names. Fi- 
nally, with the Yokohama decision to limit Art. 53.1 to the ranks of family, genus, 
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and species while treating the subordinate ranks in Art. 53.5, the mention of in- 
fraspecific taxa in Art. 53.3 now looks somewhat out of place. 

The above proposal would effect three things at one stroke: extend the confusing 
similarity notion to subdivisions of genera, remove doubt as to its rank-specificity, 
and restore the logical sequence in which Art. 53 addresses the various ranks. 

(160) Replace the whole of Art. 58 with a single paragraph, transferring Ex. 1 to 
Art. 23.4 but maintaining Ex. 2-3. 

"58.1. The epithet in an illegitimate name may if available be used in a different 
combination, at the same or a different rank, if no other epithet is available from a 
name that has priority at that rank. The resulting name is then treated as new, either 
as a nomen novum with the same type as the illegitimate name(see also Art. 7.5 and 
Art. 33 Note 2), or as the name of a new taxon with a different type. Its priority does 
not date back to the publication of the illegitimate name." 

Article 58 has been confusing generations of botanists by spelling out the obvious 
and making them believe there must be a hidden sense behind it. There is not. Also, 
the language used, while presently expurgated of most former anachronisms, still 
bears some flavour of the pre-type-method circumscription era. 

Rather than suggesting straightforward deletion of the Article, I here offer a com- 
plete rewording that maintains I hope its useful features while avoiding the danger of 
undue generalisation and misunderstanding inherent in the present text. No change 
in substance or meaning is intended, nor can I think of any that would result. 

(161) Delete Rec. 58A. 

This Recommendation gives advice that will often be unsound. Just look at the 
Talinum example some lines above, which reflects perfectly good past and present 
procedure but runs against Rec. 58A. Whether adoption of an epithet of an illegiti- 
mate name, if the opportunity exists, is appropriate or not must be decided on a case- 
by-case basis, and no generalised recommendation in one sense or the other can 
reasonably be made. 

(162) In Art. H.12.1, replace the words "nothotaxa of specific or infraspecific rank" 

by "nothospecies", and reword Art. H.11.2 as follows: 

"H.11.2. The final epithet in the name of an infraspecific nothotaxon, of which the 
postulated or known parental taxa are assigned to different species, may be placed 
subordinate to the name of a nothospecies (but see Rec. H. 10B)." 

The present wording suggests that, for nomenclatural purposes, names of in- 
fraspecific nothotaxa may be placed subordinate to other infraspecific nothotaxa, 
which would be contrary to Art. 24.1 and reflects a confusion between taxonomic 
classification and nomenclature. 
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