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In the Saint Louis Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 
138. 2000) Art. 37.4 allowed the type of a name of a new 
species or infraspecific taxon of non-fossil plants to be an il-

verrucosa Baker” could be translated as “Hoc genus simile 
Arthropogoni Nees”, “Ab Adianto petiolato Desv. differt” 
and “Haec species affinis Selaginellae verrucosae Baker”, 
respectively. The reader will notice the slight change in the 
terminations of the generic names and of the epithets. The 
reason for this is that all botanical names are to be treated 
as Latin (Prin. V of the Code) and, therefore, are subject to 
the grammatical rules of that language.

When an author submits for publication a protologue of 
a name of a new taxon, usually the validating Latin diagno-
sis contains one of the two possibilities, i.e., the terminations 
of the name(s) included therein may or may not have been 
changed according to case. However, when the manuscript is 
sent back to the author following peer review, it may come with 
the reviewers’ suggestion that the author alter the terminations 
of those names. It can be a no-win situation. Editors tend to 
agree with reviewers’ recommendations. To our knowledge, no 
major scientific journal has established clear rules regarding 
this matter. In practice, this question is resolved according to 
the reviewers’ opinion. The author may be caught between his 
or her own practice and the recommendation of a reviewer.

Two problems arise when the terminations of botani-
cal names are altered. Firstly, not all names are as easily 
declined as the ones presented above. There are words not 
easily declined (try, for example, Abies georgei, Chiodecton 
sclerachnes). To accomplish that with proficiency, much lin-
guistic training is required from the botanist. Not everyone is 
capable of doing that nowadays, because botanical Latin is, 
regrettably, a dying art (McNeill in Taxon 46: 751–757. 1997).

The second problem is that, having successfully achieved 
the correct case endings for the desired words, the new forms 
of the names do not correspond to the names found in the 
standard databases available through the web or in the printed 
indexes. Try to find, for instance, Qualeae grandiflorae 
Mart., Andropogoni bicorni L., Arthropogoni Nees, Adianto 
petiolato Desv., or Selaginellae verrucosae Baker. They 
simply cannot be found. The indexes and databases register 
only the nominative case of names, not the dative or genitive. 
This can become a source of confusion and perplexity for 
the young and inexperienced botanist. It can be even more 
confusing for the general user of botanical scientific names.

Perhaps it is now the time to ask again why we use 
Latin in our descriptions and diagnoses. The use of Latin 
is defendable on the grounds that it facilitates communica-
tion amongst scientists throughout the world, regardless of 
which languages they happen to speak or read. If any other 
modern language is used for this purpose instead of Latin, 
that language would necessarily be associated with a certain 
culture or even certain economic system (Filgueiras in Taxon 
46: 747–749. 1997). By using Latin, all botanists around the 
world have to face the same challenges of mastering that 
language. At the same time, by using Latin we avoid showing 
preference to any living language.

For the reasons discussed above, we argue that botani-
cal names should not be declined. That is, their form should 
never change, especially in a protologue. Such a practice 
would be quite advantageous to the international botanical 
community. Firstly, it would make things much easier for the 
average botanist who tries to find the correct case endings 
for the words used. Secondly, names would generally be 
spelled as in their place of valid publication, indexes, and in 
the databases. Furthermore, it would prevent a reader from 
misinterpreting an apparent “new form” of a name as an 
orthographical variant (Art. 61.2 of the Code).

By adopting this proposal for a new Recommendation 
to be added to Rec. 36A, many questions and much confu-
sion would be avoided, not to mention the waste of precious 
research time.

(037) Insert a new Recommendation to follow 
Rec. 36A.1:
“36A.2. Authors citing names of taxa within validating 

Latin descriptions or diagnoses should not change the ter-
minations of those names to accord with case.”

Acknowledgements
We gratefully thank Dr. Dan Nicolson and Nicholas 

Turland for critically reviewing the manuscript. Filgueiras 
thanks his many students of botanical Latin who made him 
aware of their difficulty in adding the proper case endings 
to scientific names and, having achieved that, could not find 
those “new names” in the standard indexes and databases.

(038) Proposal to broaden the scope of Art. 37.5 allowing an illustration 
as a type when it is “impossible” to preserve a specimen

Pankaj Kumar1, Gopal Singh Rawat1 & J.F. Veldkamp2

1 Habitat Ecology Department, Wildlife Institute of India, Post Box #18, Dehra Dun – 248001, Uttarakhand, 
India. *pankajsahani@rediffmail.com (author for correspondence)

2 Nationaal Herbarium Nederland, Leiden University branch, P.O. Box 9514, 2300 RA Leiden, TheNetherlands

lustration “if, and only if, it is impossible to preserve a speci-
men”. At the Vienna IBC in 2005, Art. 37.4 was reworded 
(McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006) so that such a 
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In practice, another important factor is that the exis-
tence of one or more figures in addition a main illustration 
would not necessarily provide a better analysis that would 
allow the precise identification of the taxon. An illustration 
on its own may also have details that will provide, depend-
ing upon the accuracy of the study, precise identification 
of the taxon.

The following proposal aims to standardize the concept 
of “illustration with analysis” in the ICBN (McNeill & al. in 
Regnum Veg. 146. 2006):

This proposal aims at the elucidation of the concept of 
“illustration with analysis” for validation of names for new 
taxa of vascular plants (i.e., Art. 41 Note 2, Art. 42.3–42.4, 
and Art. 44.1).

The use of the word “commonly” is a factor that makes 
the current Art. 42.4 dubious in cases where only the il-
lustration exists, without any additional figures. Following 
this line of thinking, Art. 42.4 as it is written does not render 
obligatory, for validation of the name of a new taxon of vas-
cular plants by an illustration with analysis, the presence of a 
figure or group of figures separate from the main illustration.

(039–041) Proposals to elucidate the concept of “illustration with analysis”
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type may be an illustration only prior to 1 January 2007, after 
which it must be a specimen. An exception was allowed for 
names of microscopic algae or microfungi (Art. 37.5), and 
only then “if there are technical difficulties of preservation or 
if it is impossible to preserve a specimen that would show the 
features attributed to the taxon by the author of the name”. 
This new wording of Art. 37.4 has far-reaching, apparently 
unforeseen and certainly unwanted consequences for names 
of taxa not belonging to the groups mentioned in Art. 37.5.

(1) Taxonomists detecting a new taxon in the field are 
often unable to obtain representative material because local 
and international laws prevent them from having permits to 
collect. While these laws are intended to curb biopiracy and 
the smuggling of protected species, the real villains are not 
stopped but the well-intending scientists are deterred instead. 
Actually, these rules make the documentation of biodiversity 
very difficult and even dangerous, for you may be fined, im-
prisoned, expelled, have your visa or other permits cancelled, 
and possibly even your employment may be terminated if 
you do collect a specimen in order to conform to this Article. 
Therefore, the only things remaining to prove the existence 
of the new taxon are illustrations (drawings, photographs, 
etc.), but under the present rules you cannot validly publish 
a name of a new species or infraspecific taxon with an illus-
tration as the type (except as provided for microscopic algae 
or microfungi in Art. 37.5). “You’re damned if you do, and 
you’re damned if you don’t.”

(2) An example: J.D. Hooker (in Ann. Roy. Bot. Gard. 
Calcutta 5: 66, t. 99. 1895) provided an excellent illustra-
tion with details of an orchid which he thought was possi-
bly distinct from Habenaria triflora D. Don (now Pecteilis 
triflora (D. Don.) Tang & F.T. Wang). The subject was a 

plant probably cultivated in the Calcutta Botanical Garden of 
unrecorded provenance. No specimen was known to Hooker 
and none seems to have been collected since. Pradhan (In-
dian Orchids: Guide Identif. & Cult. 1: 57. 1976; 2: 682. 
1979) called it “Platanthera triflora var. multiflora”, but this 
combination was not validly published as he gave an English, 
not a Latin diagnosis, and did not indicate a type. Studies of 
Pecteilis triflora in the field and herbarium have convinced 
us that the illustration represents an undescribed species. 
However, a description based solely on an illustration is now 
impossible. Unfortunately so, for without a validly published 
name the taxon cannot be enumerated in the Red Data Books 
of India and the IUCN.

Therefore, we propose to extend the scope of Art. 37.5 to 
allow an illustration as the type of a name of non-fossil plants 
other than microscopic algae or microfungi, but only when it 
is impossible to preserve a specimen owing to circumstances 
such as those described above.

(038) Reword Art. 37.5 by deleting “of 
microscopic algae or microfungi” and inserting 
the italicized text:
“37.5. For the purpose of this Article, the type of a name 

of a new species or infraspecific taxon (fossils excepted: see 
Art. 8.5) may be an effectively published illustration when (a) 
legal reasons outside the mandate of this Code prevent the 
collecting and/or preservation of representative material, 
(b) neither living nor preserved material is known to exist, 
or (c) (microscopic algae or microfungi only) if there are 
technical difficulties of preservation or if it is impossible to 
preserve a specimen that would show the features attributed 
to the taxon by the author of the name.”
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