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(052–077) Several proposals concerning the Glossary

Paul van Rijckevorsel

Dipteryx, Postbus 4047, 3502 HA Utrecht, The Netherlands. dipteryx@freeler.nl

At the XVII IBC in Vienna (2005) it was decided that a 
glossary be included in the Code, its contents to be composed 
by the Editorial Committee. The Vienna Code (McNeill & 
al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006) duly appeared and indeed 
contains a glossary, as Appendix VII. Most of the entries 
in this Glossary are verbatim reproductions of the relevant 
provisions of the Code, but some are newly written. Here, 
several proposals are made to adjust some of the descriptions, 
mostly in the latter category.

The focus is primarily on the distinction between validly 
published names and various terms indicating “names” not 
validly published, such as nomen nudum and provisional 
name. As laid down in Art. 6.3, the word “name”, unless 
otherwise indicated, in the Code, means a name that has 
been validly published, whether it is legitimate or illegitimate 
(see Art. 12). This should more rigorously be reflected by the 
Glossary, and the Glossary should be internally consistent. 
The previous Glossary (Regnum Veg. 56. 1968) used the 
phrase “not a name in the sense of the Code because not 
validly published” in such cases.

(052) In the Glossary, in the entry on alternative 
names, add a sentence so that it reads:
“alternative names. Two or more different names based 

on the same type proposed simultaneously for the same taxon 
by the same author. When published after 1 January 1953 
none of these is validly published; in which case they are 
not names in the sense of the Code (see name). (Art. 34.2).”

(053) In the Glossary, add an entry on author, to 
read as follows:
“author. [Not defined] – a person taking an action recog-

nized by the Code; especially the valid publication of a name 
(the author of a name, original author, validating author).”

The term “author” is used in a rather specialized sense in 
the Code, or rather in more than one sense. It is now the one 
word used for any person taking an action. In earlier editions 
of the Code the word used, in several cases, was “botanist”: 
this was unified to become “author” in the Sydney Code 
(Voss & al. in Regnum Veg. 111. 1983). Strictly speaking 
an “author” (as used by the Code) need not write anything 
more than a private letter (as in Rec. 23A.3(i)), or anything 
at all (Rec. 14A.1).

(054) In the Glossary, add an entry on author, to 
read as follows:
“author. [Not defined] – a person taking an action rec-

ognized by the Code, especially the valid publication of a 
name (author of a name, original author, validating author), 
but not limited to that. An author may also be the person who 

designates a type (Art. 7.11), merely follows the Code (Rec. 
14A.1) or studies plants (Rec. 23A.3(i)).”

A more detailed version, as alternative to Prop. 053.

(055) In the Glossary, add an entry on author 
citation to read as follows:
“author citation. The proper form, in citing a botanical 

name, of referring to the author(s) of that name, conforming 
to Art. 46–50.”

Surely an important topic, deserving to be present in 
the Glossary.

(056) In the Glossary, add an entry on author 
citation to read as follows:
“author citation. The proper form, in citing a botanical 

name, of referring to the author(s) of that name, conforming 
to Art. 46–50. For this purpose authorship is not limited to 
the person(s) who authored the protologue (or the relevant part 
of the protologue); in some cases the person who is accepted 
as having suggested the name or its epithet (Art. 46.4, 46.6 
and Note 4) or having altered the circumscription of the taxon 
(Rec. 47A.1) may also be included in an author citation.”

A more detailed version, as alternative to Prop. 055.

(057) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
autonym, to read as follows:
“autonym. A name that is established automatically un-

der Art. 22.3 or 26.3 (Art. 6.8). The type of an autonym is the 
same as that of the name from which it is derived (Art. 7.6). 
It is not followed by an author citation (Art. 22.1 and 26.1).”

The topic of autonyms is a complicated one and much 
could be said about it. The proposed text is verbatim from 
Art. 6.8, 7.6, 22.1 and 26.1. This makes it clear that the aut-
onym is the entire name (for instance, Quercus subg. Quer-
cus), and not merely the final epithet (Quercus) as suggested 
by the current description.

(058) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
autonym, to read as follows:
“autonym. A name that is established automatically 

under Art. 22.3 or 26.3 (Art. 6.8). The type of an autonym 
is the same as that of the name from which it is derived (Art. 
7.6). It is not followed by an author citation (Art. 22.1 and 
26.1). It is either the name of a subdivision of a genus, its 
final epithet repeating the name of the genus (Art. 22.1), or 
the name of an infraspecific taxon, its final epithet repeating 
the specific epithet (Art. 26.1).”

A longer version, as alternative to Prop. 057, arranged 
both by order of appearance in the Code and by order of im-
portance, with the (present) form of appearance in last place.
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(059) In the Glossary, in the entry on basionym, 
add a reference to Art. 7.4.

(060) In the Glossary, delete the entry on binary 
combination.
Whenever the Code uses “binary combination” it is 

unambiguous, with “binary” having the meaning it has in 
general English and “combination” having the specialized 
meaning given in the Glossary.

(061) In the Glossary, add an entry on binomial, 
as follows:
“binomial. [Not defined] – the name of a species: a bi-

nary combination of a generic name and a specific epithet 
(Art. 42.2).”

When the Code uses binomial (some eight times), it is in 
a meaning different from that in general English (binomial 
being a word that tends to be used in one specialized sense 
or other).

(062) In the Glossary, add a sentence to the 
entry on effective publication, so that it reads as 
follows:
“effective publication. Publication in accordance with 

Art. 29–31 (Art. 6.1). Effective publication is a requirement 
for any nomenclatural act, including valid publication (Art. 
32.1(a)), designation of a type (Art. 7.10) and choice between 
names of equal priority (Art. 11.5 and 53.6), between ortho-
graphical variants (Art. 61.3) or of gender (Art. 62.3).”

(063) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
epithet, so that it reads as follows:
“epithet. [Not defined] – one of the parts of any name 

below the rank of genus (Art. 6.7): a combination consists of 
the name of a genus combined with either one epithet (Art. 
21.1 and 23.1) or two epithets (Art. 24.1). An epithet consists 
of one or more words: if an epithet does consist of two or 
more words, these are to be united or hyphenated, when the 
epithet is used (Art. 20.3 and 23.1). An epithet may be taken 
from any source whatever, and may even be composed in an 
absolutely arbitrary manner (Art. 20.1 and 23.2).”

An epithet may consist of an infinite number of words 
(Art. 23.1). Hyphenated epithets of two words are infre-
quent (bonus-henricus) and of three words are rare (noli-
me-tangere); none of four or more words come to mind, 
but they are not precluded. A generic name may become 
an epithet.

(064) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
epithet, so that it reads as follows: 
“epithet. [Not defined] – one of the parts of any name 

below the rank of genus (Art. 6.7): a combination consists of 
the name of a genus combined with either one epithet (Art. 
21.1 and 23.1) or two epithets (Art. 24.1).”

A shorter version, as alternative to Prop. 063.

(065) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
illegitimate name, so that it reads as follows:

“illegitimate name. A name that is designated as such, 
in Art. 18.3, 19.5, or 52–54 (Art. 6.4): its use is prohibited 
(Art. 6.6). An illegitimate name cannot become legitimate 
later unless it is conserved or sanctioned. A combination 
that contains an illegitimate name can be legitimate (Art. 
55.1–2), although its use is prohibited (Art. 11.4). The epi-
thet in an illegitimate name can be re-used later in a legiti-
mate name (Art. 58.1), the use of which is not prohibited, 
in itself.”

The term illegitimate name is a very important one, of 
central importance in the Code. Thus, it seems a good idea 
to add more detail. The proposal borrows from Art. 6.4 and 
refers the reader to a few special provisions that perhaps, oth-
erwise, may not easily be found. Also see Prop. 067. Deleting 
“validly published” is desirable from a viewpoint of internal 
consistency. In the Code the word “name” (as described in 
the Glossary and defined in Art. 6.3 and 12.1) automatically 
assumes that it is validly published. Thus, strictly speaking, 
it is superfluous and inconsistent explicitly to mention the 
fact of valid publication.

(066) In the Glossary, rewrite the description of 
later homonym, so that it reads as follows:
“later homonym. A homonym published at a date later 

than the first name using this same spelling (see homonym) 
(Art. 53.1).”

When there are three or more homonyms, the second 
is published earlier than the third, and the third is published 
later than the second. For the purposes of botanical nomen-
clature, both the second and the third are later homonyms: 
there is no distinction in status, as would be suggested by 
the current phrasing.

(067) In the Glossary, in the description of 
legitimate name, replace “all” by “the”, and 
include the second part of Art. 6.5. It then to 
read as follows:
“legitimate name. A name that is in accordance with 

the rules, i.e., one that is not an illegitimate name as defined 
in Art. 6.4 (Art. 6.5).”

The phrase “in accordance with all rules” covers a lot 
of ground. Surely for every name there are some rules that 
do not apply to that particular name. The phrase “in accor-
dance with the rules” is more neutral (“the rules” being the 
Code) and is taken directly from Art. 6.5. The words “validly 
published” have been deleted for the same reason as given 
under illegitimate name.

(068) In the Glossary, in the entry on monotypic 
genus, add “For the purposes of Art. 42,”, so 
that it reads as follows:
“monotypic genus. For the purposes of Art. 42, a genus 

for which a single binomial is validly published (Art. 42.2).”
In botany the phrase “monotypic genus” is widely used, 

and not quite in the same sense as in Art. 42. To prevent 
confusion it seems wise to add that the description as given 
here applies only to Art. 42.
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(069) In the Glossary, delete the entry on 
nomenclatural novelties.
The term “nomenclatural novelties” was introduced into 

the Code in the Saint Louis Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum 
Veg. 138. 2000). It is now used in Rec. 29A and 30A, but not 
elsewhere: it is of no importance to the internal workings of 
the Code, and is out of place in what is a fairly limited glos-
sary. It is not particularly clear what nomenclatural novelties 
are. What is now indicated in Rec. 30A.1 as being nomen-
clatural novelties is only a limited selection of matters that 
affect nomenclature and that require effective publication 
(see Prop. 062). Also, it might be better to use “nomenclatural 
acts”, the term used in zoology: in view of the retroactive 
nature of the Code something may only become a nomencla-
tural novelty years after it has actually been published, as in 
the case of a description of a new taxon, unnamed, that only 
becomes nomenclaturally relevant if and when it is referred 
to later in the protologue of a new name being published. In 
itself it is not a nomenclatural novelty when published, and 
it may never become one.

(070) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
nomen nudum, so that it reads as follows:
“nomen nudum (nom. nud.). Published without a de-

scription or diagnosis, or reference to a description or di-
agnosis, and thus not validly published (Art. 32.1(d)). Not 
a name in the sense of the Code (see name) (Rec. 50B.1).”

(071) In the Glossary, change the spelling of 
orthographic variants to orthographical variants 
(to conform to the spelling in Art. 61).

(072) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
provisional name, so that it reads as follows:
“provisional name. Merely proposed in anticipation of 

the future acceptance of the taxon concerned, or of a particu-
lar circumscription, position, or rank of the taxon and thus 
not validly published (Art. 34.1(b)). Not a name in the sense 
of the Code (see name).”

(073) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
superfluous name, so that it reads as follows:
“superfluous name. A name that was nomenclaturally 

superfluous when published, i.e. if the taxon to which it was 
applied, as circumscribed by its author, definitely included 
the type of a name which ought to have been adopted, or 
of which the epithet ought to have been adopted under the 
rules. A superfluous name is illegitimate unless it is based 
on a legitimate generic name or on a basionym (Art. 52.1 
and 52.3).”

The Code does not define “superfluous name”, but only 
“[a name that] was nomenclaturally superfluous when pub-
lished”. Usage in the Code shows that in practice this is 
equated to “superfluous name”. The current entry is unin-
formative as it fails to point out that there are two kinds of 

superfluous names: those that are illegitimate and those that 
are merely not (yet) correct.

(074) In the Glossary, rephrase the entry on 
superfluous name, so that it reads as follows:
“superfluous name. A name that was nomenclaturally 

superfluous when published, i.e., a name published for a 
taxon for which under this Code a different name had to be 
adopted (either an existing name or a new combination using 
an existing epithet). A superfluous name is illegitimate un-
less it based on a legitimate generic name or on a basionym 
(Art. 52.1 and 52.3).”

A more loosely phrased version, as alternative to Prop. 
073.

(075) In the Glossary, in the entry on synonym, 
replace “the accepted name” by “the correct 
name”. Add references to heterotypic synonym 
and homotypic synonym. Add a second 
sentence. The entry then to read as follows:
“synonym. (1) A name considered to apply to the same 

taxon as the correct name (Art. 7.2) (see heterotypic syn-
onym and homotypic synonym). (2) a ‘name’ put forward in 
the past, but not validly published, which has been applied 
to the same taxon as the correct name (Art. 34.1(c) and Rec. 
50A.1).”

The Code uses “correct name” regularly, while “ac-
cepted name” is found only occasionally. As used in Art. 
34.1(c) and Rec. 50A.1 “synonym” has an additional mean-
ing, which bears mentioning here. Also, replace “the ac-
cepted name” in heterotypic synonym and “another name 
in the same rank” in homotypic synonym by “the correct 
name”.

(076) In the Glossary, in the entry on tautonym, 
add “would”. Also, add a second sentence, so 
that it reads as follows:
“tautonym. A binary combination in which the specific 

epithet would exactly repeat the generic name (Art. 23.4). No 
such combination can be validly published.”

To emphasize that a tautonym cannot be validly pub-
lished, and therefore cannot exist as a name in the sense of 
the Code. The term refers to a hypothetical phenomenon only.

(077) In the Glossary, in the entry on validly 
published name, delete “effective” and add a 
sentence so that it reads as follows:
“validly published name. A name published in accor-

dance with Art. 32–45 or H.9 (Art. 6.2). In this Code, unless 
otherwise indicated, a name means a validly published name 
(see name).”

Effective publication is explicitly required in Art. 32.1(c). 
Also, effective publication is required for any nomenclatural 
act: designation of a neotype also requires effective publica-
tion (Art. 7.10). It is thus not worth mentioning here.
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