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^S?^, OCT. 1958 

VOL. VII No. 8 

) TAXON 
Official News Bulletin of the International Association for Plant Taxonomy. Edited and Published for I.A.P.T. 

by the International Bureau for Plant Taxonomy and Nomenclature. 106 Lange Nieuwstraat.Utrecht. Netherlands 

ON LAW, ORDER, AND FAMILY 

J. Proskauer (Berkeley. Calif.) 

"It has long been known that many of the more commonly used names of plant 
Families are illegitimate." This opening statement of Bullock's (1958) recent contri- 
bution on the names of angiosperm families is echoed loudly from the cryptogamic 
side. Experience shows that only too frequently an attempt to determine the correct 
name of a family leads into a quagmire and to a ludicrous result, from which 
"conservation" becomes the only means of extrication. Our legislation at the level of 
genus and below has of late been carefully clarified and improved, but nomenclature 
above the level of genus has been subjected to much less scrutiny. Principles excellent 
when applied at the level of genus in practice may not be sound when applied at the 
level of family. In particular the impact of the type method on suprageneric categories 
seems to have received inadequate attention. Our legislation in simple logic states 
that each taxon of ordinal or lower rank (except for 9 specified families) can bear 
only one correct name. Thus a genus can only have one correct name. But while we 
demand that the name of a family, and in turn that of an order, has to be derived from 
the name of a genus within it, we by some extra-ordinary reasoning do not demand 
that this be a correct name - any name will do, correct or "incorrect", as long as it 
was published in acceptable manner. Thus we flout Occam's razor - "Essentia non 
sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem" - and doing so we automatically court 
unnecessary trouble. 

The following examples show where our current rules lead us. They are also useful 
for checking quickly the practical meaning of the proposals made below. (Some 
irrelevant, because later, synonyms have been omitted.) 

E x a m p1 e 1 (cf. Proskauer, 1958, p. 1303). 
1821. Anthocerideae S. F. Gray, Nat. arr. Brit. plants 1 : 678, 681. 

(As the subdivision "C" of the "family" Hepaticae; with diagnosis. The word 
"family" is to be taken literally in the current taxonomic sense, the "families" of 
cryptogams having to be accepted at the same value as other "families" in the 
work, such as Convolvulaceae and Cucurbitaceae, which are essentially employed in 
their current senses.) 

1833. Anthoceroteae Nees v. Esenbeck, Naturg. europ. Leberm. 1 : 86. 
(As "tribe" in the "family" Hepaticae; with diagnosis. Seemingly he combined 
the liverwort family and the "family" Sphagnaceae into an "order" (cf. p. 83). 
In the light of the footnote on p. 83 I am inclined to take Nees at his word and 
accept his name in the rank of tribe: it is indeed even "correct" in form.) 
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1822. Carpocereae DuMortier, Comment. hot., pp. 68, 76. (As "family"; with 
diagnosis.) 

1829. Anthocereac DuMortier, Anal. fam. pl., pp. 68, 69. (As "family"; with 
diagnosis.) 

1842. Anthocerotaceae Trevisan, Prosp. flora euganea, p. 47. (As "order" in the 
"class" Hepaticae; without diagnosis, but included genus listed.) 
All names derived from the genus Anthoceros [Micheli] L. This name seemed 

idiotic even in the 18th century. Micheli already toyed with substitutes (fide his 
note-books), Linne half heartedly coined the obvious but illegitCmate substitute 
Ceranthus (unknown to him Micheli had already thought of Cerantia), DuMortier 
coined and used the illegitimate substitute Carpoceros in 1822, but quietly abandoned 
it himself by 1829. Stems: Anthocerot- and Carpocerot-respectively. 

Proceeding by Articles 11, 6, and 18 of the 1956 Code, we find that we have to 
select at the rank of family the name Carpocereae DuMortier, and make the correction 
for suffix. According to Article 73 we better make the orthographic correction for 
the stem as well, obtaining Fam. Carpocerotaceae DuMortier corr. (N.B. I am just 
illustrating; invalid sub Article 33.) As the family has off and on been credited with 
various subdivisions (typified by the included genera Dendroceros and Notothylas) 
we need further parallel names; for the subfamily the 1821 S. F. Gray name may 
serve: Anthocerotoideae S. F. Gray corr. nov., for the tribe priority rests with 
Anthoceroteae Nees, 1833. Note that Carpoceros and Anthoceros have the same type. 

As it would be perfectly ridiculous to foist the name Carpocerotaceae on the 
family generally known as Anthocerotaceae [the only author, besides DuMortier, 
who actually used Carpocereae was Martius (Nees in Martius, 1833, p. 303; Martius, 
1835, p. 2)], the only recourse would be conservation. On top of it the following 
higher categories based on Anthoceros have been validly proposed: Anthocerophyta 
Rothmaler, Anthocerotopsida de Bary ex Janczewski corr. Proskauer, Anthocerotidae 
Rosenvinge corr. Proskauer, and Anthocerotales (original author still obscure). What 
I did in practice (Proskauer, 1958, p. 1303) was to write Anthocerotaceae (S. F. Gray) 
DuMortier corr. Trevisan, implying that DuMortier, instead of erecting the family 
Carpocereae de novo (the fact that he changed it later to Anthocereae is actually 
irrelevant, as the same type is involved) should have picked up S. F. Gray's basionym 
(of which he probably did not know), and that Trevisan should be credited with 
making a correction in 1842 quite in accordance of style, etc., with a code promulgated 
a hundred years later, except that he did not cite either Gray or DuMortier, and 
further that when he wrote "order" he meant family. 

Example 2 (cf. Kachroo, 1958, p. 23). 
1837. Rebonilliariae H. G. L. Reichenbach, Handb. nat Pflanzensyst. p. 137. (As a 

subgroup of the "family" Marchantiaceae; without diagnosis.) 
1841. Grimaldieae H. G. L. Reichenbach, Der deutsche Botaniker 1: Nomenclator: 

24 (not seen; fide Trevisan, 1877); also in Rabenhorst, Krypt.-Fl. 2: 3: 6, 1848. 
(As a subgroup in the "family" Marchantiaceae with diagnosis, at least in 1848.) 

1877. Hypenantreae Trevisan, Mem. R. Ist. Lombardo, Cl. d, 13: 440. (As a "tribe" 
in the "order" Marchantiaceae; with diagnosis.) 

[1881. Operculatae Leitgeb, Unters. iiber die Leberm. 4: 49. (As a subgroup of the 
subgroup Marchantieae in the ? family Marchantiaceae; with diagnosis.)] 

1934. Asterelleae J0rgensen, Bergens Mus. Skrifter 16: 28. (Nomen nov. pro 
Operculatae Leirgeb; as "tribe" in the "family" Marchantiaceae.) 
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The following four Inames were each published as a "family" in the "order" 
Marchantiales; they were diagnosed. 
1911. Aytoniaceae Cavers, New Phytol. 10: 42. (Nomen et stat. nov. pro Operculatae 

Leitgeb, cf. ibid. 9: 161, 1909. Note that this lectotypification has priority over 
that by Jorgensen, 1934, above.) 

1923. Rebouliaceae Evans, North Am. Flora 14: 1: 39. 
[1932. Operculatae Verdoorn, Manual of Bryol., p. 430.] 
1940. Grimaldiaceae "Reichenbach 1848", Miiller in Rabenhorst's Krypt.-Fl.. 

Ed. 2, 6: Ergiinzungsband: 220. (When making this totally wrong citation Miiller 
seems to have had Grimaldieae Reichenbach as used by Rabenhorst in mind.) 
Name bringing genera: 1) Reboulia Raddi corr. Nees, nomen conserv. 2) Mannia 

Opiz, 1829, syn. Grimaldia Raddi, 1818, non Grimaldia Schrank, 1805 (Caesalpinia- 
ceae). 3) Plagiochasma Lehmann & Lindenberg, 1832, nomen conserv., syn. Aytonia 
Forster, 1776, non Aitonia Thunberg, 1776 (= Nymania Lindberg, Meliaceae), both 
names in honour of W. Aiton. 4) Asterella Pal. de Beauv., 1805, syn. Hypenantron 
Corda, 1829. 

All the above groups, Hypenantreae excepted, have an essentially identical circum- 
scription, although the continued inclusion of Plagiochasma is, to say the least, to 
me highly questionable. 

The name to be accepted at the level of family is at first sight Aytoniaceae (to be 
corrected to Aitoniaceae), which would be the name of a family of liverworts called 
after a generic name which certainly has been applied more commonly to a genus 
of flowering plants, and which indeed has been officially rejected in the liverworts 
(for summaries see Kew Bull. 1935, p. 349; Le Jolis, 1894). The family name, 
amusingly, is threatened under the homonym rule. A tribe Aitonieae was erected for 
the flowering plant (Harvey, Gen. South-Afr. pl., p. 47, 1838, not seen; Flora capensis 
1: 243, 1859-60; Roemer, Fam. nat. 1: 88, 1846). If the rank of this tribe were 
changed to family after 1911, the date of publication of Aytoniaceae Cavers, the 
name of the flowering plant family would have to be rejected under Articles 61, 64: 2. 
But Trevisan (1877, p. 437) already reported the existence of a flowering plant 
family name Aitoniaceae, which however I have been unable to trace, and which 
would have priority over Aytoniaceae Cavers! Only if this were so would the name 
Rebouliaceae, most commonly used nowadays, be correct. 

The examples cited are not rare freaks, they are representative of a multitude of 
similar cases. The Preamble of our Code calls for precision, simplicity; stability, and 
avoidance of sources of error. We might add that it is our duty to see that our 
successors are spared the need for acquainting themselves with unnecessary 
synonymies. To attain these ends I should like to put the following emendations of 
our legislation forward for consideration by the IX. International Botanical Congress. 

59. Article 18: Delete first sentence and substitute: 
"The name of a family is a plural adjective used as a substantive; it is formed by 

adding the suffix-aceae to the stem of the correct name of its type genus. Exceptions 
to this rule, besides those listed in Note 2 below, may be maintained only by 
conservation." 

Add new Note: 
"If the name of a family when first proposed was derived from a synonym of the 

correct name of its type genus it shall be corrected without change of priority. The 
name of the correcting author shall be appended to that of the original author/" 

60. New Recommendation 18A: "If a family name currently in wide and general 
use proves to be derived from a synonym of the correct name of its type genus, this 
shall be a weighty reason for conserving the name-bringing synonym over the 
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otherwise correct name of the type genus, except when such a sylnonym is a later 
homonym of the legitimate name of a genus not included in the particular family." 

One of the purposes of this Recommendation is to take care of difficulties resulting 
from tle union of genera. In this sense it is safeguarded by Article 14, Note 4. 

61. Article 19: In the first sentenlce delete: ".. . to the steml of the nalle of its type 
genus or of a synonym of this name." and substitute: ". . to the stem of the correct 
name of its type genus." 

Add new paragraph: 
"The subfamily or tribe including the type geinus of the next higher category 

also has this genus as its type." 
Add new Note: 
"Corrections for synonyms of the type genus are made as in the case of families." 

The name of an order is ultimately derived from the name of a type genus. It is 
logical and in keeping with our legislation at the levels below genus (Articles 22, 26) 
that any subdivision of an order which includes the type of that order shall have its 
name derived from the one of that type, and in general that any taxon above the rank 
of genus and below the rank of order which includes the type of the next higher 
taxon shall have its name derived from the one of that type. In a complicated and 
half-hearted way our Code usually, but not necessarily always, makes -us do this now. 
Yet the nomenclatural problems are very different at the higher levels, not only in 
theory but also in practice. For subgenera, sections, etc., subject to automatic naming 
because of containing the type of the next higher category, the ultimate fixed point 
lies usually above (except in those instances where a genus was erected by raising a 
taxon of lower rank, but even here priority rests entirely at the single level of genus): 
nomenclature works downwards from a single fixed point. The same holds true for 
subdivisions of species. It is not so for categories between genus and order. Nomen- 
clature works upwards, then downwards, and indeed as things stand, because of 
Articles 17 and 61, it may change directions more than once. Article 17 provides that 
the name of an order is taken from that of its type family, and that suborders are 
designated in a similar manner. It is good so in principle, but should be brought in 
line with the preceding proposals. 

62. Article 17: Repeal and substitute: 
"The name of an order is taken from the correct name of its type family and has 

the ending -ales. 
A suborder is designated in a similar manner, with the endiing -ineae. 
The suborder which includes the type family of its order also has this famtily as 

its type. 
If the name of an order or suborder when first proposed was derived from a 

synonym of the correct name of its type family it shall be corrected without change 
of priority. The name of the correcting author shall be appended to that of the original 
author." 

The real practical problems which we face lie in determining the correct names of 
families. Article 61 at first sight is somewhat confusing, because in it the last clause 
of Article 60 (redundant, but useful as a warning) is not repeated, suggesting that 
here priority exists outside the original rank. However, Article 61 is subject to 
Article 64: 1 and this contention is in part incorrect. Provided that one proceeds by 
successive changes ol rank, and provided that no prior and different names lie in the 

way, it allows essentially for a unified nomenclature between order and genus for 
taxa including the same type genus, based on a single fixed priorable point above the 
rank of genus. it then obviates the bothersome frequent question: To what current 
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rank should a particular old name be assigned? Our current precise terminology has 
only relatively recently gained general acceptance. Thus what was what when Link 
(1829), unacquainted with our current Code, included inter alia a "sectio" Alliaceae 
parallel with a "subordo" Dracaenaceae in his "ordo" Liliaceae? But the operative 
phrase in Article 61 is "changed in rank". Most of our predecessors simply did not 
bother to cite previous authors of higher categories. Thus they described anew 
instead of "changing rank", even when they might have been aware of a prior 
corresponding taxon of different rank. I must admit that even after considerable 
thought I still do not fully comprehend the implications of Article 61. I believe that 
as it stands it is neither compulsory, if one avoids "change", nor, because of Article 
64: 1, retro-active. Retained and clarified in this sense and in conjunction with my 
proposals above I would say that unassailable priority exists at the rank of fanlily as 
to type genus (notwithstanding the existence of older "changeable" names of similar 
circumscription but different type), but subject to correction for name and automatic 
naming of "type" subfamilies, etc. But some of the practical difficulties would remain. 
The following proposal kills many a bird with one stone. The tortuous wording is 
designed for the clear rejection of names within the relevant range of rank based on 
other than names of genera. Thus a name such as Operculatae Leitgeb, a subgroup of 
the Marchantiales, is to be disregarded, whether it was typified or not. In conjunction 
with my other proposals I believe that it would result in considerable clarification 
and simplification at the practical level. If adopted it may require some editorial 
rearrangement: it does not quite fit any current spot in the Code. 

63. Article 61: Repeal and substitute at another place in the Code: 
"The type genus of a family is that genus included in it which first supplied the 

stem of its name or of a synonym of its name to the name of a validly published 
taxon of rank higher than a genus and not higher than an order, even if the resultant 
name was nomenclaturally superfluous in its original circumscription. 

The type genera of subfamilies and tribes are designated in a similar manner." 
With Article 61 removed, the choice of the type family of an order rests a matter 

of simple priority. 
The rare case may arise where the system is thrown into confusion by the existence 

of an earlier homonym of higher category based on a later homonym of the type 
genus of the latter, but in a different group. In my proposals I have essentially 
defended the position that two wrongs do not make a right: that a name based on an 
illegitimate name shall not be legitimate: The element of confusion being negligible 
(should a touchy case ever occur conservation of a family name can take care of it), 
I offer the following proposal: 

64. Article 64:2: Delete first sentence and substitute: 
"Except in the cases of taxa of rank higher than a genus but not higher than an 

order, if it is a later homonym, that is if it duplicates a name previously and validly 
published for a taxon of the same rank based on a different type." 

A generic name is useless if it lacks some kind of diagnosis and we rightly deny 
it validity. Perhaps we go too far when, by Article 38, we even deny it acceptance if 
the species included in it are listed, although this may provide a perfectly good 
circumscription. The name of a higher taxon derived from that of a genus is as such 
automatically typified. For practical purposes a diagnosis is generally redundant: 
usually one does not even bother to look at it. To demand it seems a pedantic nicety. 
The following proposal seems sensible to me, but is essentially independent of the 
preceding ones. 

65. Article 32: Add: "A name of a taxon above the rank of genus but not higher 
than an order and formed by the addition of a suffix to the stem of the name of a 
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genus shall be considered validly published even if no diagnosis was supplied, 
provided that it was effectively published before 1 January 1908." 

Acceptance of this proposal would require editorial change in Article 38. 
The changes here put forward should on adoption provide a workable basis for a 

"house cleaning" at the ordinal and family levels, corresponding to the work now 
in progress at the generic level. Once lists of names are on hand covering the whole 
of the plant kingdom a future Congress might find it advantageous to incorporate 
these in the Code, to insure continuous stability proof against bibliographic discovery. 

Summary 

Changes in legislation concerning the determination of names of families and orders 
are proposed. 
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66. Article 1: Any group of individuals 
joined together by their morphological, ana- 
tomical, or other similarity will, in this Code, 
be referred to as taxon (plural taxa). 

67. Article 2: [Replace the word "taxa" by 
"taxonomic groups"]. 

68. Article 3: [Replace the word "taxa" by 
"taxonomic groups"]. 

69. Article 4: If a greater number of ranks 
of taxonomic groups is required, the terms 
for these are made either by adding the 
prefix sub (sub) to the terms denoting the 
ranks or by the introduction of supplement- 
ary terms. A taxon may be assigned to taxo- 
nomic groups of the following subordinate 
rank: ...... 

Comments (Articles 1-4): As can be 
seen by the discussions on the interpretation 
of the term taxon [of. C. V. Morton 1957, 
Rhodora 59: 43-44; C. V. Morton 1957, Taxon 
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6(5): 155; H. J. Lam 1957, Taxon 6(8): 213- 
215; H. W. Rickett 1958, Taxon 7(2): 37-38], 
it is used in an ambiguous way in the Int. 
Code. It seems that under the term taxon 
within the Int. Code are simultaneously 
understood a general and more theoretical 
concept on the one hand, and a special use 
fixed to a single group on the other, as it 
appears from the original wording of Article 
1, where the term taxon is taken in a general 
meaning, and Article 5, where the same term 
is used for a defined group of individuals. 
It seems to be desirable to differenciate be- 
tween the terms taxonomic group in the 
general sense and taxon for the special use, 
fixed to any single group of individuals. 

70. Article 5: [Insert after the second para- 
graph:] This does not apply to cases in which 
an author referred to a taxonomic group by a 
term used for a different rank today. 
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