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the place of publication and also if the designation has been 
subsequently corrected under Art. 9.8”.

This new Recommendation would help to establish more 
clearly whether a particular typification has priority, as is 
essential for effectiveness under Art. 9.17 and 9.18.
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(030) In Art. 16.1 insert “(but see Art. 16.4)” 
before “or (b) descriptive names”.
Art. 16.1 recognizes two kinds of names of taxa above 

the rank of family: (a) automatically typified names and (b) 
descriptive names. It specifies that automatically typified 
names are to be formed from the name of an included fam-
ily. However, in the cases detailed in Art. 16.4, names are 
formed differently: this was in accord with Art. 16.1 up to 
the Tokyo Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 131. 1994), 
when all automatically typified names were directly based 
on generic names. As it is, Art. 16.4 is somewhat at odds 
with Art. 16.1: this proposal provides for these exceptions.

(031) In Art. 16.2 replace “the same type” by 
“the same family name (or same generic name; 
see Art. 16.4)” so that the last part reads:
“… are to be based on the same family name (or same 

generic name; see Art. 16.4) as the corresponding higher-
ranked name.”

The automatically typified names governed by Art. 16 are 
formed from other names, and are thereby typified, not vice 
versa. Compare Rec. 19A.2 for a similarly worded provision.

(032) In Art. 18.1 replace “of a name of an 
included genus” by “of a generic name (see Art. 
10.6)”, so that it starts:
“18.1. The name of a family is a plural adjective used as 

a noun; it is formed from the genitive singular of a generic 
name (see Art. 10.6) …”

In Art. 18.1, the phrase “name of an included genus” is 
unfortunate. An automatically typified name of a family and, 
by analogy (Art. 19.1 and 19.3) of a subdivision of a family, 
may be formed from any generic name. The type of that 
generic name, either a specimen or an illustration, thereby 
becomes the type of the new name (Art. 10.6). It is not a re-
quirement that there actually be a currently recognized genus 
by that name, or that there ever has been one. The family 
Caryophyllaceae does not include a genus named Caryo-
phyllus, and from a nomenclatural perspective it never did: 
as Caryophyllus is a later homonym and thus illegitimate, it 
never was the correct name of a genus in that family. In addi-
tion to improving the wording of Art. 18.1, this proposal may 

help clarify Art. 16.1 (and, perhaps, Art. 16.4) which also uses 
the same word included, in “included family” (and “included 
genus”, respectively). As it is now written (since the Saint 
Louis Code, Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000) Art. 
16.1 is notably different in structure from Art. 18.1: it requires 
the new name to be formed from a legitimate name of a fam-
ily. The logical way to read Art. 16.1 (when read in isolation) 
is that it requires the name of a taxon above the rank of family 
(say, Ranunculales) to be formed from the legitimate name 
of an included family, that is, a currently recognized family 
(Ranunculaceae). In itself, it would appear to be quite desir-
able to read it thus, and entirely within the spirit of Art. 16: 
this would promote uniformity among suprageneric names, 
across all ranks (Rosidae, Rosales, Rosaceae, Rosoideae, 
etc.). This would mean that the name Huerteales (now used 
occasionally) would only be allowable for an order circum-
scribed so as to include an actual, currently recognized family 
Huerteaceae (which would appear not to be the case, now).

(033) Change the layout of Art. 18.1, subdividing 
it into an opening sentence, and four clauses (cf. 
Art. 13.1 and 20.4), with some rewording of the 
opening sentence and the first clause, so that it 
reads:
“18.1. The name of a family is a plural adjective used 

as a noun and is written with an initial capital letter; it is 
based on a generic name (see Art. 10.6) and ends in -aceae 
(but see Art. 18.5):

(a) For generic names of classical origin, and for generic 
names that can be treated as such, by analogy, a family name 
is formed from the genitive singular of the generic name by 
replacing the genitive singular inflection (Latin -ae, -i, -us, 
-is; transliterated Greek -ou, -os, -es, -as, or -ous, and its 
equivalent -eos) with the termination -aceae.

(b) For generic names of non-classical origin, when anal-
ogy with classical names is insufficient to determine the 
genitive singular, -aceae is added to the full word.

(c) Likewise, when formation from the genitive singular 
of a generic name results in a homonym, -aceae may be 
added to the nominative singular.

(d) For generic names with alternative genitives the one 
implicitly used by the original author must be maintained, 
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Should scientific plant names maintain their termina-
tions when cited in a validating Latin description or diag-
nosis in a protologue? This is a question that botanists fre-
quently ask themselves when preparing to write descriptions 
or diagnoses for new taxa because Art. 36.1 of the Code 
(McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006) requires that 
“… a name of a new taxon …, be accompanied by a Latin 
description or diagnosis or by a reference to a previously 
and effectively published Latin description or diagnosis.”

One simple and effective way to provide a diagnosis is 
to compare the characteristics of the new taxon with those of 
another, similar taxon. For that, it is common practice to use 

except that the genitive of names ending in -opsis is, in ac-
cordance with botanical tradition, always -opsidis.”

With the recent additions, Art. 18.1 has become rather 
lengthy: a change of the layout should be beneficial. The re-
phrasing of the opening sentence borrows from Art. 16.1 and 
Rec. 16A, and incorporates Prop. 032: adopting this would 
make Prop. 032 superfluous. What is here represented as 
clauses (c) and (d) could be moved upwards (dropping the 
“Likewise, ”), if this is felt to be more logical.

(034) Add a paragraph to Art. 19 (somewhere 
after Art. 19.4), and refer to it in Art. 11.3, 14.5 
and Art. 19 Note 2:
“The name of any subdivision of a family that includes 

the type of a name listed in App. IIB (i.e., a name of a family 
conserved against all unlisted names, see Art. 14.5) is to be 
based on the generic name equivalent to that type (Art. 10.6), 
unless this is contrary to Art. 19.4 (see also 19.7). If more than 
one such type is included, the correct name is determined by 
precedence in App. IIB, of the corresponding family names.”

This is essentially the same as Prop. 281 submitted to the 
Vienna Congress (Rijckevorsel in Taxon 53: 1096–1097), Art. 
19 Prop. F in the Synopsis of Proposals (McNeill & Turland in 
Taxon 54: 224), but integrates an amended form of Prop. 285 
(Rijckevorsel, l.c.: 1097), Art. 19 Prop. J (McNeill & Turland, 
l.c.). At Vienna this received moderate support and the issue 
it addresses remains current, plant taxonomy still being in 
motion. It offers an avenue to stabilize names of subdivisions 
of families, at least to some extent, in a way that is much more 
modest than opening conservation for names at these ranks. 
Direct beneficiaries are names such as Maloideae (rather than 
Pyroideae) and Epacridoideae (rather than Styphelioideae) 
An indirect beneficiary could be Chloridoideae (rather than 

Chondrosoideae ; if the appropriate conservation proposal 
would be made and passed). It would have effects on the names 
of subfamilies in Lecythidaceae, e.g., Barringtonioideae dis-
placing Planchonioideae, but if these are felt to be undesirable 
appropriate conservation proposals could be made.

(035) Add an Example to the paragraph of Prop. 
034:
“Ex. n. A subfamily in Rosaceae including Malus Mill. 

(1754), the type of Malaceae Small (1903) a name listed in 
App. IIB, is to be called Maloideae C. Weber (1964), un-
less it also includes Rosa L. (1753), the type of the name of 
the family, or the type of another name listed in App. IIB 
that takes precedence over Malaceae. This is so, even if this 
subfamily also includes Pyrus L. (1753), because, although 
Pyroideae Burnett (1835) is a name published earlier than 
Maloideae and although Pyraceae Vent. (1818) is a name 
published earlier than Malaceae, the name Pyraceae is not 
listed in App. IIB.”

This is a rewrite of Prop. 283 (Rijckevorsel, l.c.: 1097), 
Art. 19 Prop. H (McNeill & Turland, l.c.), submitted to the 
Vienna Congress.

(036) Add an Example to the paragraph of Prop. 
034:
“Ex. n. A subfamily in Ericaceae including both 

Monotropa L. (1753) and Pyrola L. (1753), the types of Monot-
ropaceae Nutt. (1818) and Pyrolaceae Link (1829), respec-
tively, both listed in App. IIB, is to be called Pyroloideae 
Kostel. (1834), unless it also includes Erica L. (1753), the type 
of the name of the family, or the type of another name listed 
in App. IIB that takes precedence over Pyrolaceae: in App. 
IIB, Pyrolaceae is listed as conserved over Monotropaceae.”

(037) Proposal to maintain the terminations of plant names cited in a 
validating Latin description or diagnosis in a new protologue
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expressions such as “allied to”, “similar to”, etc., which are 
generally translated into Latin using the adjectives “affinis”, 
“similis”, etc., to establish a direct comparison. These Latin 
adjectives require that the word (or words) — i.e., the plant 
name — with which the subject of the sentence is being com-
pared take the dative (rarely the genitive) case (Stearn, Bot. 
Latin, ed. 4. 1992). Examples: “similar to Qualea grandiflora 
Mart.” and “akin to Andropoggon bicornis L.” could be trans-
lated as “similis Qualeae grandiflorae Mart.” and “affinis 
Andropoggoni bicorni L.”, respectively; and “This genus is 
similar to Arthropogon Nees”, “It differs from Adiantum 
petiolatum Desv.” and “This species is similar to Selaginella 
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