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doubts here, and I propose: 
In line 6, alter "page or plate reference and date." to "page or pages or plate reference, as 

appropriate, and date." 
In passing it should be noted that some books, such as Miller's Dictionary and Curtis's 

Botanical Magazine, do not have page numbers. 

Proposal (48). A further refinement in Article 33.2: 
In lines 4-5, alter "indicated" to "cited." 
This is required to make sure that the actual name of the basionym is stated, not just a 

reference. "Indicated" is too vague a term. 

Proposal (49). Alter the last sentence of Article 33.2 to read: 
"Bibliographic errors of citation, and citation of a later synonym in place of the earliest 

basionym, do not invalidate the publication of a new combination." 
Then add to the examples: 
"Sulcorebutia ambigua (Hildm. ex K. Schum.) F. Brandt was founded upon Weingartia 

ambigua (Hildm. ex K. Schum.) Backeb., whereas the basionym of both names isEchinocactus 
ambiguus Hildm. ex K. Schum." 

Proposal (50). Recommendation 73C. 
Article 73.10 makes it compulsory to change wrong endings of specific epithets, yet guidance 

for the formation of these endings has only the status of recommendations (as Rec. 73C). The 

logic is a bit twisted here: either Rec. 73C needs the full force of an Article, or Art. 73.10 should 
become a Recommendation. I would favour the former, and propose that Rec. 73C. 1 and 73C.2 
(excepting the last sentence) be promoted to the status of Article, with appropriate editing: 
alteration of "may be latinised" to "are latinised," etc. 

Recommendation 73C.2 last sentence, and 73C.3 and 73C.4, can be retained as Recom- 
mendations. 

Proposed by: G. D. Rowley, Plant Science Laboratories, University of Reading, Reading, 
England. 

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE 

Superfluous and Allegedly Superfluous Names 

Arts. 7.9, 7.11, and 63 constitute an equivocal and illogical group of rules. Objection has been 
raised repeatedly to the punitive nature of Art. 63 whereby a name that was initially superfluous 
is stigmatized with illegitimacy even after circumstances have changed to the point where the 
name could be useful. Apart from this objection, we are faced with an anomalous situation, 
provided for by Art. 7.11, in which a name may have a type different from the type of the name 
that allegedly causes the later name to be superfluous. It is incomprehensible to me how a name 
(or epithet) can be superfluous when its author initially designated a type or, as in the case of a 

family-group name, it has an automatic type upon which no legitimate name had previously 
been based. Art. 7.9 is defective. If the replaced name is legitimate, the replacement is superflu- 
ous and Art. 7.11 applies. Surely Art. 7.9 was intended to apply to legitimate substitute names, 
as shown by the example. Even if the article is amended to read 'older illegitimate name' a 
conflict in typification exists. An example follows. 

Iridophycus Setchell et Gardner (Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 22: 469. 1936) was proposed 
as a substitute for Iridaea Bory (Dict. Class. Hist. Nat. 9: 15. 1826, also as Iridea), a later 

homonym that subsequently has been conserved. No taxonomic synonyms were available. 

Intending to clarify the taxonomic status of the genus, Setchell & Gardner explicitly by-passed 
the lectotype of Iridaea (Fucus cordatus Turner) because the type specimen could not be 
located at that time, designating as type lridaea capensis J. Agardh, for which type material was 
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known to exist. Fucus cordatus has recently been shown not to be congeneric with Iridaea 
capensis. The question whether Iridophycus is available to accommodate Iridaea capensis or, 
alternatively, a name that must be rejected in favor oflridaea Bory (nom. cons.) is not answered 
unequivocally by the Code. Art. 7.11 does not apply because Iridophycus was not initially 
superfluous. If Iridophycus is considered an avowed substitute for Iridaea, it must be typified, 
according to Art. 7.9, by the type of Iridaea. I believe, however, that Art. 7.9 thwarts the 
intentions of Setchell & Gardner and that those authors should be considered to have estab- 
lished a new genus rather than a new name, validated by a generic description and the designa- 
tion of a type species. Their citation oflridaea (or any other illegitimate name) as a synonym 
should not affect the status of that new genus. 

To clarify the situation, I should like to make the following proposals to amend the Code: 

Proposal (51) Change Art. 7.9 as follows: Insert 'illegitimate' between 'older' and 'name' (the 
first time only) and add to sentence 'unless the author of the substitute name initially designated 
a different type'. In the cross references, change 'Art. 33 Note 1' to 'Art. 33.3 Notes 1 and 2'. 
Proposal (52) Add note (Note 2) to Art. 33.3: 'When the author of a legitimate substitute name 
has designated a type different from the type of the replaced name, the substitute is to be 
considered the name of a new taxon rather than a nomen novum. 

Example: Iridophycus Setch. & Gardn. (Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 22: 469. 1936), al- 
though intended as a substitute for the later homonym Iridaea Bory (Dict. Class. Hist. Nat. 9: 
15. 1826), is to be considered a new genus since its authors designated Iridaea capensis J. 
Agardh as type instead of Fucus cordatus D. Turner, the lectotype of Iridaea.' 

Proposal (53) Change Art. 7.11 as follows: Delete 'automatically' and 'unless the author of the 
superfluous name or epithet has indicated a definite type'. Comment: 'Automatically' serves no 
useful purpose in Art. 7.11 and invites confusion with the automatically typified (or self- 
typifying) names of Arts. 16-19. Deletion of the qualifying clause is related to the next proposal. 

Proposal (54) Add note (Note 1) to Art. 63.1: 'A name is not to be considered superfluous, 
regardless of its protologue, if its author designated a type or if the name is automatically 
typified by a type upon which no legitimate name had previously been based. 

Examples: Falklandiella Kylin (Gatt. Rhodophyc. 391. 1956) is typified by Ptilota harveyi J. 
D. Hooker, as designated by its author, and is legitimate despite the initial inclusion in that 
genus of P. pellucida W. H. Harvey, the type of the legitimate generic name Dasyptilon G. 
Feldmann 1950. When the two genera are considered distinct, both names are available, but 
when they are combined, Dasyptilon is the correct name. 

Gracilariaceae Naigeli (Neue Denkschr. Allg. Schweiz. Ges. Gesammten Naturwiss. 9(2): 
240, 254. 1847), automatically typified by Gracilaria Grev. 1830, is legitimate even though the 
family to which it was applied initially included Dumontia Lamour. 1813, the type of Dumon- 
tiaceae Bory 1828.' 

In connection with the foregoing proposals, I should like to call attention to inconsistencies in 
the choice of verbs used to express the act of typification. In Art. 7.11 the verb is 'indicate', 
'designer', 'angeben'; in Art. 8.1 it is 'designate', 'designer', 'bezeichnen'; in Art. 37 it is 
'indicate', 'indiquer', 'angeben'. If all three articles concern the same process, consistency 
would seem desirable. 'Indicate' carries a connotation of indirectness not shared by the stronger 
word 'designate'. (I am not qualified to comment on the nuances of the French and German 
versions.) While it may be that the Editorial Committee wanted to express indirectness, they 
should be aware of the differing force of the two verbs. 'Cite' ('citer', 'zitieren') has the 
connotation of being reportorial and is thus correctly used, in all three languages, in Art. 63.2. 

Names of Orders and Suborders 

The Paris Code provided that the name of an order was to be taken from that of its type family 
and end in -ales, while the name of a suborder was to be similarly formed and end in -ineae. The 
name of a family was to be formed by adding -aceae to the stem of the name of its type genus or 
of a synonym of this name, even if illegitimate. Names of subfamilies, tribes, and subtribes were 
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to be similarly formed, with the endings -oideae, -eae, and -inae, respectively. In view of the 

long-standing rule that for purposes of priority only legitimate names and epithets are taken into 
consideration, I proposed (Taxon 8: 8. 1959) that names of orders, suborders, families, subfami- 
lies, tribes, and subtribes must be based on the stem of a legitimate name. The proposals (Art. 
17, Prop. C; Art. 18, Prop. D; Art. 19, Prop. C) were endorsed by the Rapporteur g6neral (J. 
Lanjouw) and accepted by the Nomenclature Section in its fourth session at Montreal in 1959. 
In a later session (the seventh), the Nomenclature Section heard the reports of the various 
nomenclature committees regarding the question whether or not the rules of priority and typifi- 
cation should apply to names of taxa above the rank of family. This canvass of opinion had been 
requested by the Paris Congress. Following the majority opinion of the various committees, the 
Nomenclature Section exempted ordinal and subordinal names from the principles of priority 
and typification. (Names of taxa of a rank higher than order were already exempt.) The matter 
was settled by a simple change proposed by A. C. Smith, to substitute 'family' for 'order' in Art. 
16, which then would read 'The principles of priority and typification do not apply to names of 
taxa above the rank of family . . .' (cf. Regnum Vegetabile 20: 90. 1960). The Editorial Commit- 
tee was 'instructed to take care that this decision was incorporated in Arts. 16 and 17.' In 
adjusting Art. 17, however, the Editorial Committee exceeded their authorization by removing 
the requirement that an ordinal or subordinal name, if based on the name of a family, must be 
based on a legitimate name. At no time during the seventh session at Montreal was mention 
made of rescinding Art. 17, Prop. C, which had been accepted during the fourth session. 

One purpose of the present proposal is to restore uniformity in the rejection of illegitimate 
names as bases for other names, as approved at Montreal. A second purpose is to rectify a 
shortcoming in the present wording of Art. 17.1. As it stands, it begins with an 'if' clause 
referring to one alternative. The other alternative remains undisclosed. A third purpose is to put 
an end to the creation of new ordinal and subordinal names that are not based on family names. 
This goal is in keeping with the laudable movement towards the exclusive use of automatically 
typified names of taxa above the rank of genus. As the emotional ties between taxonomists and 
such descriptive names as Centrospermae, Farinosae, and Cyclosporeae become progressively 
attenuated with each succeeding generation, the likelihood of achieving simplicity, precision, 
stability, and uniformity at this level of botanical nomenclature is increased. 

Proposal (55) Replace present wording of Art. 17.1 with the following: 'The name of an order or 
suborder is taken either from distinctive characters of the taxon (descriptive name) or from a 

legitimate name of an included family (automatically typified name). An ordinal name of the 
second category is formed by adding the termination -ales to the stem of the name of the family. 
A subordinal name of the second category is similarly formed, with the termination -ineae. 

Descriptive ordinal and subordinal names published after 1 Jan. 1983 are invalid.' 

The Code provides for change of rank of taxa within the family-group, the genus-group, and 
the species-group (Arts. 60 and 61). It seems logical to extend this authorization to the order- 

group. To do so would merely legislate current practice.' 

Proposal (56) Add paragraph (61.2) to Art. 61: 'When an order is reduced to the rank of suborder 
or a suborder is elevated to the rank of order, the stem of the name is to be retained and only the 
termination altered (-ineae, -ales). 

Example: The order Cladophorales Haeckel (1894) when reduced to the rank of suborder 
becomes Cladophorineae (Haeckel) Schussnig (1935).' 

Names of Divisions, Subdivisions, Classes, and Subclasses 

The principle that illegitimate names should be rejected as bases for other names logically 
should extend throughout the nomenclatural hierarchy. Proposal 55 applies it to names of the 
order-group. The following proposal extends it upward from subclass through division. 

Proposal (57) Change Rec. 16A as follows: Insert 'legitimate' before 'name of an included 
genus'. 
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Interrelationships Between the ICBN and Non-Botanical Codes of Nomenclature 

I have previously reviewed the interrelationships between botanical nomenclature and 
zoological nomenclature as treated by successive versions of the ICBN (Taxon 8: 4-5. 1959). In 
the Stockholm Code (1952), a simply worded rule (Art. 6) permitted the acceptance in botanical 
nomenclature of a name of any taxon that had been properly published under zoological rules. 
At Paris (1954), the Nomenclature Section attempted to close this loophole for all groups of 
plants, but the Committee for Algae, under pressure from phycologists who wanted to retain 
names published without Latin diagnoses, requested and was granted an exception for their 
particular group. The resulting rule (Art. 45, paragraph 3) was contradictory. In the first part of 
the sentence, a name was required to be 'validly published in the form provided in the botanical 
Code', but in the last part of the sentence, such a name was to 'be automatically accepted as 
having been validly published under this Code at the time of its valid publication as the name of 
an animal.' This contradiction was rectified in the Leningrad Code. 

While there has been no change in the intent expressed at Paris, Art. 45 has undergone 
progressive editorial emendations. In attempting to express the zoological equivalent of valid- 
ity, the Editorial Committee ran into trouble. In the Paris Code they used the word 'valid', with 
a footnote erroneously stating that 'valid' in the ICZN is equivalent to 'legitimate' in the ICBN. 
(In fact, 'valid' is equivalent to 'correct'.) In the Montreal Code, 'valid' was replaced by 
'available', with a footnote erroneously stating that 'available' in the ICZN is equivalent to 
'legitimate' in the ICBN. (In fact, 'available' is equivalent to 'valid'.) In the Leningrad Code, 
'available' has been retained and the footnote corrected. All versions of the ICBN from Paris 
onward, however, contain the clause: '(except that for algae validity under the zoological code 
[rules] only is required'. From the context it is clear that 'validity' in this instance means 
validity as defined by the ICBN rather than by the ICZN. The comparison is being made 
between non-algal names, which must satisfy the requirements for validity as defined by the 
ICBN, and algal names, which need not do so (the most important requirement waived for the 
algae being the Latin diagnosis). 

An additional complication was introduced at Leningrad stemming from the recognition that 
there are more than one non-botanical codes of nomenclature. Accommodation was attempted 
in rewriting Art. 45.4, but with unsatisfactory results. The expression of the equivalence of 
botanical validity in non-botanical codes is cumbersome and the exception made for algae was 
not modified to include any code other than the ICZN. In view of the awkwardness of expres- 
sing precisely which terms in various non-botanical codes are equivalent to 'valid' as defined by 
the ICBN and the possibility that such terms may undergo changes in future versions of non- 
botanical codes, it seems highly desirable to replace specific references to non-botanical 
nomenclatural terms with a general statement requiring equivalence of botanical validity. 

Another source of uncertainty in all versions of Art. 45 from Paris onward is the use of the 
word 'form'. In order for a name to be eligible for automatic transfer into botanical nomencla- 
ture, it must have been validly published 'in the form prescribed in the botanical Code' (except 
for algae). Prior to Montreal, the significance of 'form' was subject to conjecture. Did it mean, 
for example, that a family name could date only from its first publication with the proper suffix 
(-aceae)? Fortunately, the word 'form' was implicitly defined at Montreal, in an expansion of 
Art. 32, as the morphology of a name. According to the Leningrad Code, one of the require- 
ments for valid publication (Art. 32.1) is that a name must 'have a form which complies with the 
provisions of Arts. 16-27 and Art. H.7'. Within the cited articles, there are provisions for 
automatic correction of improper terminations. Since correct form is a requirement for valid 
publication, reference to it in Art. 45.4 is superfluous and should be deleted. 

The following proposal is offered to clarify the intent and operation of Art. 45.4: 

Proposal (58) Replace present wording of Art. 45.4 and the example with the following: 'If a 
taxon originally assigned to a group not covered by this Code is transferred to a group of plants 
other than algae, the authorship and date of any of its names is determined by the first publica- 
tion that satisfies the requirements for valid publication under this Code. If the taxon is trans- 
ferred to the algae, any of its names need satisfy only the requirements of the pertinent non- 
botanical code for status equivalent to valid publication under the botanical Code. (But see Art. 
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65, regarding homonymy.) 
Examples: Petalodinium J. Cachon et M. Cachon (Protistologica 5: 16. 1969) was properly 

published under the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature as the name of a genus of 
dinoflagellates. When the taxon is transferred to the algae within the plant kingdom, its name 
retains its original authorship and date even though the original publication lacked a Latin 
diagnosis. 

Labyrinthodyction Valkanov (Progr. Protozool. 3: 373. 1969), although properly published 
under the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature as the name of a genus of rhizopods, 
is not valid when the taxon is transferred to the fungi within the plant kingdom because the 
original publication lacked a Latin diagnosis. 

Protodiniferidae Kofoid et Swezy (Mem. Univ. Calif. 5: 111. 1921), properly published under 
the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature, is acceptable as a name of a family of algae 
with its original authorship and date but with the termination changed to -aceae (in accordance 
with Arts. 18.4 and 32.4).' 

Concerning the correction of an improper termination of a suprageneric or an infrageneric 
name, it should be noted that Rec. 16A.4 specifies that such a correction does not affect the 
authorship or the date of the name. Parallel provisions (Arts. 17.3, 18.4, 19.6, 32.4) do not 
mention the date of the name. To bring these provisions into agreement, the following proposal 
is offered: 

Proposal (59) In Arts. 17.3, 18.4, 19.6, and 32.4, insert 'or date of publication' after 'author's 
name'. 

Regarding the periodical assault on the Code, it is of interest to note that the English version 
(p. 67) is subject to 'modification' (for better or worse) while the more sanguine French (p. 144) 
provide for 'amendement' (improvement)! 

I am pleased to acknowledge helpful suggestions from Ellen Farr. 

Proposed by: Paul C. Silva, Department of Botany, University of California, Berkeley, CA 
94720, U.S.A. 
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