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TAXON 47 - FEBRUARY 1998 

(18-34) Seventeen proposals to amend the Code on suprageneric names 

James L. Reveal' 

Names above the rank of genus (suprageneric names) are treated mainly in Art. 
16-19 and 41. The following proposals attempt to resolve some of the inconsisten- 
cies presently in the Code, especially those relating to rankless names (Art. 35) and 
parenthetic author citations (Art. 49), and extend some provisions applicable to 
names at and below the rank of family to names above that rank. An additional pro- 
posal introduces the concept of conservation for names of subdivisions of families. 
An expanded series of examples is provided that the Editorial Committee might 
consider adding to the Code. Three of the examples require a formal vote. 

(18) In Art. 14.7, add "name or" between "or a" and "combination", and an example: 
"Ex. 6bis. Camphora Fabr. (1759) is rejected in favour of Cinnamomum Schaeff. 
(1760); if Camphora and Cinnamomum are considered to be members of the same 
tribe, the name Cinnamomeae Endl. (1836) must be adopted, not Camphoreae Endl. 
(1836)." 

The added text expresses the concept that when a name is rejected, names above 
the rank of genus based on that rejected name do not have priority over names based 
on the conserved name. Art. 18.3 and 19.5 in the present Code deal with conserved, 
illegitimate names, not rejected names. 

Art. 16-19 govern many aspects of suprageneric names. It is proposed that Art. 16 
provide the foundation for Art. 17-19 which in turn will deal with specific aspects 
unique to each rank. The three following proposed modifications (19-21) are based 
on the current wording in the botanical Code and that proposed for the draft Bio- 
Code. The present examples of descriptive names (Art. 17 Ex. 1.) and automatically 
typified names (Art. 17 Ex. 2) are restricted to the ranks of order and suborder. The 
suggested examples given below include additional ranks. 

(19) Delete Art. 16.1 and replace with the following, adding two examples: 
"16.1. The names of taxa above the rank of family are treated as nouns in the plural 
and are written with an initial capital letter. They may be either (a) automatically 
typified names formed by adding a termination denoting their rank to the genitive 
singular stem of a generic name, or (b) descriptive names ("typeless names") which 
are formed differently, apply to taxa with a recognised circumscription, and may be 
used unchanged at different ranks. 
"Ex. 1. Automatically typified names above the rank of family: Magnoliophyta, 
Gnetophytina, Pinopsida, Marattiidae, Piperanae, Fucales, Bromeliineae. 

"Ex. 2. Descriptive names above the rank of family: Angiospermae, Anthophyta, 
Centrospermae, Chlorophyta, Coniferae, Enantioblastae, Gymnospermae, Parietales." 

Norton-Brown Herbarium, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742-5815, U.S.A. 
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(20) Add the following paragraph, plus an example: 
"16.1bis. For automatically typified names, the name of a subdivision or subphylum 
which includes the type of the adopted name of a division or phylum, the name of a 
subclass which includes the type of the adopted name of a class, or the name of a sub- 
order which includes the type of the adopted name of an order, are to be based on the 
same type. 
"Ex. 3. Pteridophyta Bergen & B. M. Davis (1906) and Pteridophytina B. Boivin 
(1956); Gnetopsida Engl. (1898) and Gnetidae Cronquist & al. (1966); Liliales Perleb 
(1826) and Liliineae Rchb. (1841)." 

(21) Convert Rec. 16A.4 to a rule, and add an example: 
"16.1ter. When an automatically typified name above the rank of family has been 
published with a Latin termination not agreeing with the provisions of this Article, 
the termination must be changed to conform with the rule, without change of the 
author's name or date of publication (see Art. 32.6). 
"Ex. 4. "Cactarieae" (Dumortier, 1829, from Cactus) and "Coriales" (Lindley, 
1833, from Coriaria) are to be corrected to Cactales Dumort. (1829) and Coriariales 
Lindl. (1833) respectively." 

The following five proposals (22-26) on Art. 16 deal with different aspects of supra- 
generic names that have been either vaguely stated in the Code or merely recom- 
mended, even though many are now established practice. 

(22) Add the following paragraph, and three examples (plus current Art. 18 Ex. 7). 

"16.1quater. Names of taxa above the rank of genus proposed with a non-Latin 
termination are not validly published. 
"Ex. 5. "Acoroidees" (Kirschleger, Fl. Alsace 2: 103. 1853-Jul 1857) is not to be 
accepted as "Acorales Kirschl.", because it has a French rather than a Latin termina- 
tion. The name Acorales was later validated by Reveal (in Phytologia 79: 72. 1996). 
"Ex. 6. "Melantheen" (Kittel in Richard, Nouv. Elem. Bot., ed. 3, Germ. transl.: 
727. 1840) is not to be accepted as "Melanthieae Kitt.", because it has a German 
rather than a Latin termination. The name Melanthieae was validated later by Grise- 
bach (Spic. Fl. Rumel. 2: 377. 1846). 
"Ex. 7. "Ginkgales" (Tieghem, Elem. Bot., ed. 2, 1: 209-210. 1898) is not to be 
accepted as "Ginkgoales Tiegh." because, as used by van Tieghem, the name has a 
French rather than a Latin termination. The name Ginkgoales was validated later by 
Bessey (in Trans. Amer. Microscop. Soc. 20: 95. 1910)." 

A clear and unambiguous statement must be made in the Code that suprageneric 
names published with a termination other than Latin are not validly published. Cur- 
rently this concept is noted in Art. 18 Ex. 7, and therefore one could argue this ap- 
plies only to names at the rank of family. 

(23) Add the following paragraph and example: 
"16.1quinquies. Automatically typified names of taxa above the rank of family 
based on illegitimate generic names are legitimate if the family name is conserved 
(see Art. 18.3). 
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"Ex. 8. The names Caryophyllidae Takht. (Sist. Filog. Cvetk. Rast.: 144. 1967), 
Caryophyllanae Takht. (Sist. Filog. Cvetk. Rast.: 144. 1967) and Caryophyllales 
Perleb (Lehrb. Naturgesch. Pflanzenr.: 312. 1826) are legitimate because the family 
Caryophyllaceae Juss. (Gen. PI.: 299. 1789) is conserved, even though its type, 
Caryophyllus Mill. (1754) non L. (1753), is illegitimate." 

Several family names are conserved because they were based on an illegitimate 
generic name. Art. 17 states that an ordinal or subordinal name may be taken "from 
a legitimate name of an included family based on a generic name". By conservation 
an otherwise illegitimate family name can be rendered legitimate and therefore used 
at the rank of order or suborder. No such precise statement is found currently in Art. 
16 concerning names above the rank of order. The proposed new paragraph would 
make it clear that suprafamilial names may be based on an illegitimate generic name 
if a family name based on that generic name has been conserved. 

(24) Add the following paragraph and example. 
"16.1sexies. Names above the rank of genus are not to be formed by adding the 
prefix Eu- to denote a lesser rank. If validly published, such names are to be cor- 
rected without change of the author's name or date of publication. 
"Ex 9. The subfamily name "Euschizaeaceae" proposed by Presl (Suppl. Tent. 
Pterid.: 72. 1845) is to be corrected to Schizaeoideae C. Presl. The tribal name 
"Euloganieae" proposed by Endlicher (Gen. PI.: 576. 1838) is to be corrected to 
Loganieae Endl. The subtribal name "Eudryadeae" proposed by Torrey and Gray 
(Fl. N. Amer. 1: 419. 1840) is to be corrected to Dryadinae Torr. & A. Gray." 

There are many suprageneric names in use today that were proposed initially with 
the prefix Eu-. Such names have traditionally been corrected, and it is proposed that 
this practice be authorised formally. To consider such name "not validly published" 
would alter the authorship and place of publication of numerous suprageneric names 
resulting in considerable nomenclatural instability. The proposed new paragraph 
deals only with names above the rank of genus and states specifically that such 
names, if otherwise validly published, are to be corrected. 

(25) Convert Rec. 16A.1-3 to a rule, to precede the present Art. 16 Note 1, adding 
the rank superorder: 

"16.1septies. An automatically typified name of a taxon above the rank of family is 
formed by replacing the termination -aceae of an effectively published family name 
with a termination appropriate to the rank. The termination for each rank is as fol- 
lows: 

"(a) Division or phylum: -phyta, unless it is a division or phylum of fungi (-mycota). 
"(b) Subdivision or subphylum: -phytina, unless it is a subdivision or subphylum of 

fungi (-mycotina). 
"(c) Class: -opsida, unless it is a class of algae (-phyceae) or fungi (-mycetes). 
"(d) Subclass: -idae, unless it is a subclass of algae (-phycidae) or fungi (-mycetidae). 
"(e) Superorder: -anae. 
"(f) Order: -ales. 

"(g) Suborder: -ineae." 

185 



TAXON 47 - FEBRUARY 1998 

The supraordinal terminations in Rec. 16A.1-3 are now in common use and ought 
to be formally incorporated into the Code. The tradition of providing different ter- 
minations for fungi and algae at certain ranks might be questioned, given our in- 
creased understanding of the phylogenetic relationships among certain groups long 
considered fungi or algae (e.g., Oomycophyta). The above proposal does not prevent 
treating certain fungal groups as algae if so desired. It further suggests the formal 
addition of the rank of superorder with the termination -anae. In the 1970s and early 
1980s, -florae was used at this rank by the late Rolf Dahlgren and Robert F. Thorne. 
Both subsequently abandoned the termination in favour of -anae, acknowledging 
that the termination -florae was inappropriate for some organisms covered by the 
Code. The proposal addresses the terminations as a group, but each termination 
could be voted on separately at the next Botanical Congress if so desired. 

(26) Delete Rec. 16B.1, and add a second sentence to Art. 16 Note 2: 

"In choosing among typified names for a taxon above the rank of family, authors 
should generally follow the principle of priority. In choosing among competing 
names, authors should adopt those typified by an accepted family name." 

(27) Add a third sentence to Art 16 Note 2, and an example. 

"However, automatically typified names of taxa above the rank of family should be 
selected regardless of priority so as to retain a consistency among all of the appropriate 
ranks (e.g., Pinophyta, Pinophytina, Pinopsida, Pinidae, Pinales, Pininae, and Pina- 
ceae; or Magnoliophyta, Liliopsida, Commelinidae, Commelinales, and Commelina- 
ceae). 
"Ex 2bis. If the name Taccaceae Dumort. (Anal. Fam. PI.: 57, 58. 1829) is consid- 
ered a synonym of Dioscoreaceae R. Br. (Prodr.: 294. 1810), the name Dioscoreales 
Hook. f. (in Le Maout & Decaisne, General Syst. Bot.: 1018. 1873) should be 
adopted rather than the earlier Taccales Dumort. (Anal. Fam. PI.: 57. 1829). How- 
ever, if the name Taccaceae Dumort. is accepted for a family included within the 
order, either of the names Taccales or Dioscoreales may be adopted." 

If the above modifications are adopted in Art. 16, then Art. 17.1 and Art. 17.3 are 
not necessary and may be deleted. 

(28) Add a paragraph after Art. 33.6, and three examples: 
"33.7. An exception to Art. 33.5 is made for names of subdivisions of families in 
the publications of Engler (Syllabus, ed. 1-11. 1892-1936) and Engler & Prantl (Die 
natirlichen Pflanzenfamilien, ed. 1. 1887-1915, ed. 2. 1924-, and Das Pflanzen- 
reich, 1909-) published prior to 1 January 1953, wherein names ending with the 
terminations -oideae, -eae and -inae are to be regarded as proposed at the ranks of 
subfamily, tribe and subtribe respectively (Art. 19). 
"Ex. 14. The name Woodsieae proposed by Diels (in Engler & Prantl, Nat. Pflan- 
zenfam. 1(4): 158, 159. 1899) is to be considered as published at the rank of tribe 
and not section as stated elsewhere (l.c.: 801). The rankless name Woodsiinae Diels 
(I.c.: 159) is to be considered as proposed at the rank of subtribe. 
"Ex. 14bis. In Engler's treatment of Saxifragaceae (in Engler & Prantl, Nat. Pflan- 
zenfam. 3(2a): 41-93. 1891), the names Hydrangeoideae, Eremosyneae, and Astil- 
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binae are to be considered as proposed at the ranks of subfamily, tribe and subtribe 
respectively. 
"Ex. 14ter. Although Warming (in Engler & Prantl, Nat. Pflanzenfam. 3(2a): 1-22. 
1891) attributes the rank of tribe to Podostemoideae and Hydrostachyoideae, these 
names are to be considered as proposed at the rank of subfamily. Warming's 
(l.c.) names, Tristicheae, Weddellineae, Marathreae, Mourereae, and Podostemeae 
('Eupodostemeae'), stated in the index of the volume to be at the rank of section, are 
to be considered as proposed at the rank of tribe." 

In reviewing suprageneric names, certain publications have come to light wherein 
some names in current use were assigned misapplied ranks. It is requested that special 
exceptions be made for each of these publications. 

Suprageneric names in the works of Engler (& Prantl) have been adopted widely 
with the established tradition of adopting names based on their termination rather 
than the rank stated by the authors or their collaborators. This is in violation of pro- 
visions in the Code (e.g., Art. 33.5), but the proposed new rule would permit continued 
use of names from these works. This would avoid the effort required to ascertain 
who else might have first validly proposed the name subsequently. The examples pro- 
vided above detail the nature of the problem in Engler's publications. 

(29) Add a paragraph after Art. 35.4, and an example: 
"35.5. The rankless names proposed by Endlicher in Genera plantarum (1836-1840 
[-1850]) and in Enchiridion botanicum (1841) above the rank of tribe or subfamily 
but below the rank of family are to be treated as proposed at the rank of family. 
"Ex. 3. The rankless names Grubbiaceae Endl. (Gen. PI.: xiv. 1839) and Eupoma- 
tiaceae Endl. (Ench. Bot.: 425. 1841, 'Eupomatieae') are validly published at the 
rank of family." 

In reviewing suprageneric names, certain publications have come to light wherein 
some names in current use were proposed without rank. It is requested that special 
exceptions be made for each of these publications. Endlicher specifically provided 
ranks for all names except for one group above the rank of tribe or subfamily (de- 
pending upon the group), but below the rank of "natural order" (i.e., family: Art. 18.2). 
As Endlicher did not assign a rank to these names, they must be considered rankless 
and cannot be assigned a rank arbitrarily. However, as Fred Barrie (pers. comm.) has 
pointed out to me, Endlicher (Gen. PI.: 325. 1837) did state (in Latin) in the case of 
Grubbia "Genera rejected from this order are the children of new orders". It might be 
argued that this applies to all such names as Barrie suggests but, if so, it will deal with 
only the few names validated in Genera plantarum. Several of these names were sub- 
sequently taken up by later authors (including Endlicher in different works) and as- 
signed the rank of family (although others, such as John Miers, considered them to be 
subfamilies). In fact, some are even conserved presently in the Code with their author- 
ship attributed to Endlicher (see the suggested example below). While names may be 
conserved, bibliographic references may not, and the purpose of the proposal is to 
retain Endlicher as the author. 

(30) Add the following examples, two of them as "voted examples", following Art. 35.2: 
"*Ex. 2bis. Jussieu (in Mem. Mus. Hist. Nat. 12: 497. 1827) proposed Zanthoxyleae 
without specifying the rank. Although he employed the termination for tribe (-eae), 
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the name is still rankless and the correct citation is Zanthoxyleae (A. Juss.) Dumort. 
(Anal. Fam. PI.: 45. 1829). The rank of tribe was first ascribed by Dumortier to the 
Jussieu name. 
"Ex. 2ter. Bartling (Ord. Nat. PI.: 36. 1830), in his discussion of infrafamily groups 
in Restionaceae, termed them "tribe"; as this is the only rank used for his otherwise 
rankless infrafamilial names, all infrafamilial names are assigned the rank of tribe. 
"*Ex. 2quater. Lindley (Veg. Kingd.: 1846) assigned "subordo" (i.e., subfam.: Art. 
19.2), "section" and "tribe" to some of his infrafamilial names; as a result, those 
names not assigned any rank are rankless regardless of the typography or arrange- 
ment of the names in the work, or the termination employed for each name. 
"Ex. 2quinquies. In a footnote to Hieracium, Gaudin (Fl. Helv. 5: 65. 1829) applied 
the term "section" to an otherwise unranked infrageneric taxon. This single indication 
of rank applies to all infrageneric names in his seven-volume (1828-1833) work." 

The use of a termination for an otherwise rankless name does not automatically 
establish a rank, although this is widely believed in the systematic community. No- 
where in the Code is this stated or even implied, but then neither is the contrary 
proposition. The addition of voted examples after Art. 35.2, would clarify this point. 
From my review of suprageneric names, incorporation of a statement in the Code 
allowing rank to be determined by termination would result in significant changes in 
the authorship of numerous suprageneric names, as many early authors validly pub- 
lished rankless names with (inadvertently) modern terminations. 

(31) Add a paragraph at the beginning of Art. 41, and three examples: 
"41.0. In order to be validly published, the name of a taxon above the rank of family 
must be accompanied (a) by a description or diagnosis of the taxon, (b) by a refer- 
ence (direct or indirect) to a previously and effectively published description or di- 
agnosis of a taxon above the rank of genus, or (c) by a reference (direct or indirect) 
to a previously and effectively published description or diagnosis of a genus when 
the author of the new name indicates that no more than one genus belongs to the 
taxon. Such names proposed on or after 1 January 1935 must comply with Art. 36.1. 
"Ex. O. Cronquist (Integr. Syst. Class. Flow. PI.: 94. 1981) validated Illiciales Hu ex 
Cronquist by a diagnosis in Latin, and Eucommiales Nemejc ex Cronquist (I.c.: 182) 
by a full and direct reference (Art. 32.4) to the original Latin description of the 
taxon's only genus, Eucommia Oliver (1890). 
"Ex. Obis. The superorder Myrtanae (Bartl.) Takht. (Sist. Filog. Cvetk. Rast.: 295. 
1967) is validated solely by the transfer of a name at the rank of class (Myrtopsida 
Bartl., Ord. Nat. PI.: 225, 326. 1830, 'Myrti'), which is associated with a description 
in Latin. 
"Ex. Oter. The ordinal name "Barbeyales" was proposed by Tahtadljan (Sist. Filog. 
Cvetk. Rast.: 130. 1967) who based it on Barbeyaceae Rendle (1916), a family name 
validated by a description in English. As this is contrary to Art. 36.1, the correct 
citation is Barbeyales Reveal & Takht. (in Phytologia 74: 172. 1993) where a full 
and direct reference (Art. 32.4) was provided to the Latin description of Barbeya 
Schweinf. (1892), the only genus of the order as there defined." 

Art. 32 requires all names, regardless of their rank, to be (a) validly published after 
a specified starting date, (b) in a form that complies with Art. 16-27, (c) accompanied 
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by a description or diagnosis, or a reference to one, and to (d) otherwise comply with 
the provisions in Art. 33-45. All too often new names above the rank of family are 
not accompanied by a description, or if there is one, it does not comply with one or 
more of the provisions in Art. 33-45. Recent authors of names for higher taxa gener- 
ally have ignored Art. 36, requiring, after 1 Jan 1935, a Latin description or diagno- 
sis for any new taxon or a full and direct reference to a description or diagnosis in 
Latin. 

There is considerable disagreement among members of the systematic commu- 
nity, with whom I have discussed this matter, as to what is required for the valid 
publication of names above the rank of family. For example, most argue that if one 
elevates an ordinal name to the rank of class on or after 1 Jan 1935, that ordinal 
name must be accompanied by a validating Latin description or diagnosis as required 
by Art. 36, otherwise the name at the rank of class will not be validly published. 
A minority is of the opinion that the ordinal name only needs to be effectively pub- 
lished, no matter whether or not it is accompanied by a Latin description or diagno- 
sis, if a change in rank of a validly published name is involved. The rationale for the 
majority is that Art. 41 does not provide an exception for names above the rank of 
family. Art. 41.1(b) states that if the author of a name of a new taxon refers to a 
previously and effectively published description or diagnosis, that description or 
diagnosis must be of a taxon at the rank of family or subdivision of a family. Art. 41.1 
does not require the taxon in question to have been accompanied originally by a 
Latin validating description or diagnosis. 

The crux of the problem seems to be the expression "new taxon" in Art. 36.1. The 
majority apparently feels that the newly proposed class mentioned above is a "new 
taxon", whereas the minority feels the taxon is already established. In the latter case, 
it is argued, one is merely establishing the name at a new rank by "transferring" the 
name from one rank to another, much as in the same manner one makes a "new 
combination" at the generic rank and below. I am not in a position to resolve the 
conflict, but upon advice received in the past, I and others have republished a large 
number of suprafamilial names, citing a name with a validating Latin description or 
diagnosis. 

The purpose of the proposed new provision is to expand Art. 41 to include in- 
structions on how to validly publish suprafamilial names by formally adopting the 
traditional means by which such names have been proposed in the past. The term 
"combination" (Art. 6.7) is restricted to names below the rank of genus. The noun 
"transfer" is proposed here for a name that is altered ("transferred" - see Art. 49-50) 
from one suprageneric rank to a new suprafamilial rank (names of subdivisions of 
families - subfamilies, tribes, and subtribes - are treated presently in Art. 41.1). 
Transfers are treated like binominal combinations in the sense that they have both a 
parenthetic author and a basionym. Obviously, the type of the basionym is the type 
of the name. 

Art. 36.1 requires that all new names proposed after 1 Jan 1935 must be accom- 
panied by a description or diagnosis in Latin, or reference to a previously and effec- 
tively published Latin description or diagnosis. This provision has been followed for 
names above the rank of family, and, as it has been the rule since 1935, it is pro- 
posed that it be maintained, thereby making a transfer at or to such ranks funda- 
mentally different from a transfer or recombination at lower ranks. Many authors, 
when circumscribing a monogeneric taxon above the rank of family, have cited the 

189 



TAXON 47 - FEBRUARY 1998 

Latin description of the included genus as the validating description for their names. 
While this is contrary to what is stated for family names in Art. 41.1(b), it is pro- 
posed that this tradition be formally sanctioned so as to avoid the invalidation of 
many names in current use. By allowing suprafamilial names to be validated by a 
generic description when the resulting new taxon is monogeneric, one restricts the 
currently available option of using any Latin description or diagnosis (even one 
below the rank of genus) to validate suprafamilial names. I have not found such an 
example, but as was pointed out to me, there is nothing in the Code to prevent this. 
I feel that some directions and restrictions are required. By including a reference to 
Art. 36.1, the proposal affirms the views of the majority regarding the Latin re- 
quirement for uninominal names above the rank of family. 

(32) Add a "voted example" after Art. 41.1: 

"*Ex. Ibis. The family name Peganaceae (Engl.) Tiegh. ex Takht. (Sist. Magnoliof.: 
178. 1987) results from a transfer, as TahtadYjan cited a validly published and le- 
gitimate basionym (Peganoideae Engl. in Engler & Prantl, Nat. Pflanzenfam. 3(4): 
90. 1890) and indicated the new rank (fam. et stat. nov.)." 

Art. 41.1 is not explicit as to the requirement for a Latin description or diagnosis 
after 1 Jan 1935. Many authors have traditionally transferred subfamilies, tribes or 
even subtribes to the rank of family when the name of the subdivision of the family 
is validly published. The above example, which requires a vote, states clearly that in 
making a transfer at the rank of family or at the rank of a subdivision of a family, the 
validating description of the transferred basionym need not be in Latin. 

(33) Add the following paragraph to Art. 49, and four examples. 
"49.2. When citation of a basionym is the sole means of validating a name of a new 
taxon above the rank of genus, the author of the earlier, name-bearing suprageneric 
name (the author of the basionym) must be cited in parentheses, followed by the 
name of the author who effected the transfer (the author of the new name). 
"Ex. 8. Reveal (in Novon 2: 235. 1992) transferred the family name Ranunculaceae 
Juss. (Gen. PI.: 231. 1789) to the rank of subclass; the correct name and authorship 
is Ranunculidae (Juss.) Reveal. 

"Ex. 9. The correct authorship of the family name based on Poa L. is Poaceae (R. Br.) 
Barnhart (in Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 22: 7. 1895), as Barnhart only made a reference 
to the tribe Poeae R. Br. (in Flinders, Voy. Terra Austr. 2: 582. 1814). 
"Ex. 10. Even though Candolle (Prodr. 1: 624. 1824) cited Cedrelaceae R. Br. (in 
Flinders, Voy. Terra Austr. 2: 595, 596. 1814) when he transferred the family name 
to the rank of tribe, the correct authorship of the tribe is Cedreleae DC., because 
Candolle provided a validating Latin diagnosis. 
"Ex. 11. When Dumortier (Fl. Belg.: 59. 1827) proposed Lactucinae, he attributed 
the name to Cassini (in Cuvier, Dict. Sci. Nat. 20: 355. 1821) who validly published 
the name of a tribe, Lactuceae Cass. As Dumortier transferred the taxon from tribe 
to subtribe, and only provided a reference to a previously and effectively published 
description or diagnosis (Art. 32.1), the correct citation of the name at the new rank 
is Lactucinae (Cass.) Dumort." 
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The present Code is silent or confusing about parenthetic author citations for 
names above the rank of genus, when a name is transferred from one suprageneric 
rank to another. Presently Art. 49 establishes parenthetic author citations for names 
only at the rank of genus and below, yet many names above the rank of genus are 
valid only because a basionym is implied or cited (Art. 32.1 and 32.5). Art. 19 Ex. 1-2 
avoid parenthetic author citations, implying that such names are independent of their 
basionym, whereas the examples cited under Rec. 19A consider the names to be 
what are here termed transfers. 

Current practice varies. Parenthetic author citations are rarely used for taxa above 
the rank of family. In the present Code parenthetic author citations and validating 
basionyms are provided for family names, yet in previous editions such citations 
were included in App. IIA but not App. IIB. Authors have traditionally indicated 
parenthetic author citations for infrafamilial names. The above proposal mandates 
suprageneric parenthetic author citations only when citation of a basionym is the 
only means of validation of the name at the new rank. 

(34) Add "subdivisions of families", after "families", and before "genera", to the 
first sentence of Art. 14.1. 

This final proposal is introduced to allow conservation for names of subdivisions 
of families. In my ongoing review of suprageneric names, it has become obvious 
that profound nomenclatural instability might result from the forced adoption of 
some subdivisions of families as a result of the rules governing priority. To avoid the 
unnecessary adoption of unfamiliar names, or names that might cause confusion, it 
is proposed that the expression "subdivisions of families" be added to Art. 14.1. If 
adopted, it will be necessary to create an additional part to Appendix IIB. 

I do not anticipate many names requiring conservation. I suggest that conservation 
of these names be like that in App. III, in which a name is conserved only against an 
earlier name. Three of the potentially troubling examples are: Carduoideae Cass. ex 
Sweet (Hort. Brit.: 213. 1826) has priority over Cichorioideae (Juss.) Chev. (Fl. 
Gen. Env. Paris 2: 531. 1828) in Asteraceae; Ehrhartoideae Link (Hort. Berol. 1: 
233. 1827) predates Bambusoideae Asch. & Graebn. (Syn. Mitteleur. Fl. 2: 769. 
1902) in Poaceae; and Astragaleae Bercht. & J. Presl (Prir. Rostlin 1: 229. 1820) was 
published prior to Galegeae (Bronn) Dumort. (Fl. Belg.: 101. 1827) in Fabaceae (Le- 
guminosae). 

Only taxonomic synonyms require consideration, as questions of legitimacy, or- 
thography and homonymy would be dealt with at the generic level. Likewise, the 
question of rejection of names would matter only at the generic level. 

I place this question before the systematic community now so that the members 
might consider the impact of my ongoing review of such names. By considering this 
question early in the process we might avoid the problem of having some take up the 
correct names while others retain the traditional names. 
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