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would become compulsory for valid publication from 1 January 2013 
onwards. Of similar importance is good documentation of all actions 
of typification of pre-existing names. Article 7.10 already specifies 
that designation of a type is achieved only by effective publication. 
Therefore, I propose to add a clause that also makes deposition of this 
action in the respective record in the recognized repository compul-
sory for effective typification from 2013 onwards.

Proposals 117–119 (Hawksworth & al. in Taxon 59: 660–662. 
2010) would make the deposition of nomenclatural information for 
all newly introduced names of fungal taxa a prerequisite for valid 
publication. These proposals were favourably received by mycologists 
at IMC9 in Edinburgh in August 2010 and are likely, therefore, to be 
accepted at the XVIII International Botanical Congress in Melbourne 
in July 2011. It is proposed that this form of registration of new names 

rules that if this Recommendation is not followed, the termination 
must be changed – effectively making the Recommendation into a 
part of the Article. This is comparable with Art. 60.8 and 60.11, where 
Recommendations in the Orthography section are made obligatory; 
this has often been criticized, and proposals have been made that this 
illogical organization of the Article be changed. It seems appropriate 
to revise Art. 16 in that way, and a wording is here suggested (Prop. 
181) which avoids reference to valid publication.

Finally, Art. 17.1 makes a similar ruling for names of orders 
and suborders, and it seems tempting to suggest that this be simply 
moved to a logical position in Art. 16. However, a slightly different 
solution is here proposed (Prop. 182). In literature current today, it 
seems that names of orders and suborders consistently are automati-
cally typified names, i.e., names based on the name of an included 
family, which will in turn be based on the stem of a genitive of a 
generic name (see Art. 16.1(a)), such as Ericales based on Ericaceae 
and Erica. But some names of orders introduced a century or more 
ago are descriptive names not based on a family and genus name (see 
Art. 16.2(b)), such as Parietales and Centrospermae in Ex. 2. When 
practice today is apparently quite uniform in not adopting descriptive 
names of orders, it seems desirable to enforce use of automatically 
typified names rather than allow possible proliferation of descriptive 
names such as Parietales in future. Those descriptive names which 
exist would then be incorrect (the concept of valid publication being 
not relevant) under the present Code. We can be sure in this molecular 
age that names of orders will be subject to many fluctuations, and 
now is an appropriate time to enforce consistency.

I. Proposals restricting the concept of valid publication to the 
ranks of family and below and its implications for citation of author-
ship:

(177) Adjust Art. 32.1, 32.7, 35, 36.1, and 36.2 to make them 
applicable only to names at the rank of family or below, 
including changing Art. 16 to Art. 18 in references to 
other Articles in Art. 32.1 & 32.7, and amending Art. 6.3 
and 12.1 as follows:
In Art. 6.3, after the second “name”, insert “applied to a taxon 

at the rank of family or below” and in Art. 12.1, after “taxon”, insert 
“at the rank of family or below”.

(178) Replace Art. 16 Note 2 with the following:
“Principle III concerning priority of publication, and the rules of 

valid publication (Art. 32–45) and author citations (Art. 46–50), do not 
apply to names above the rank of family (Art. 11.10, 32.1 and 46.x).”

(179) Replace Rec. 16B.1 with the following:
“In adopting a name for a taxon above the rank of family, authors 

should, wherever relevant and possible, choose a name which has been 
used in the same sense, or in almost the same sense, by a majority of 
previous authors.”

(180) In Art. 46.2, line 1 and again in Art. 46.4, line 1, 
after “name of a new taxon”, insert “at rank of family or 
below”, and somewhere in Art. 46 add a new sentence 
reading “Author citations are not used after names of 
taxa above the rank of family.”

II. Proposal to clarify that the terminations of the names at ranks 
above that of family are obligatory:

(181) Replace Art. 16.3 with the following and accordingly 
delete Rec. 16A.1:
“The name of a division or phylum ends in -phyta, unless it is 

referable to the fungi when it ends in -mycota. The name of a subdivi-
sion or subphylum ends in -phytina, unless it is referable to the fungi 
when it ends in -mycotina. In the algae, the name of a class ends in 
-phyceae, and of a subclass in -phycidae. In the fungi, the name of a 
class ends in -mycetes, and of a subclass in -mycetidae. In other groups 
of plants, the name of a class ends in -opsida and of a subclass in -idae 
but not -viridae. Automatically typified names not in accordance with 
these terminations are to be corrected.”

III. Proposal precluding the use of descriptive names at the rank 
or order and suborder.

(182) Insert “, except for orders and suborders,” between 
“or” and “(b)” in Art. 16.1 and re-word Art. 17.1 with the 
following:
“Names of orders and suborders are automatically typified names 

ending in -ales (but not -virales) and -ineae respectively. Names not 
so written are not to be used.”

(183–184) Proposals to require deposition of information concerning 
typification of names of fungal taxa, with an associated Recommendation
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The following proposals arise from discussions in the Nomencla-
ture Committee for Fungi (NCF) and in the Nomenclature sessions of 
the 9th International Mycological Congress, 3rd–5th Aug. 2010. These 
discussions convinced me that some articles of the Code needed to 
be made more explicit and that some of this was not strictly editorial. 
Further, such a strong feeling had been expressed at the International 
Mycological Congress on language use for valid publication of names 
of new taxa that a new proposal would be a wise thing. Given the 
urgency and the fact the NCF has not yet voted on those issues, these 
proposals are made in my personal name and not that of the Com-
mittee that I chair.

(185) Add the following sentence in Art. 15.1 and instruct 
the Editorial Committee to insert an example:
“The spelling used by a sanctioning author is treated as con-

served, except if it is to be corrected or standardized under Art. 60.”
The matter of sanctioned spelling (“sanctioned orthography”) 

was settled at the Berlin Congress in 1987 with the rejection of Prop. 
H to Art.14 (“Sanctioning does not conserve orthographic variants 
of the spelling used in the sanctioning works”) (Englera 9: 174–175. 
1989). That Congress clearly defined sanctioning as equivalent to 
conservation, but because most of the discussions dealt with the status 
of homonyms of sanctioned names, the clear-cut decision on orthog-
raphy may have been overlooked by some. The report of the then 
Committee for Fungi and Lichens (new series, 2) (Gams in Taxon 
41: 99–108. 1992) made clear that the Committee recognised that 
sanctioning applies to spelling, rejecting by twelve votes against one 
and one abstention, the two proposals by Rauschert on the spelling of 
Schizophyllum and Thelebolus that were made under the interpreta-
tion that sanctioning does not apply to spelling. However, few of the 
committee members of the time, many of whom vehemently expressed 
their support for sanctioned spelling, are still in function and I was 
surprised to see some of the present committee members expressing 
doubts on the situation. It is true that I forgot, as I had at some time 
promised, to propose to the Editorial Committee an example that 
would have avoided any doubt on the matter.

The insertion of an example should of course not be delayed 
any more. My attention was however drawn by Luis Parra, author 
of a compilation of names for which the spelling differs between the 
original and sanctioning author, on a point that had not been discussed 
previously and which I think makes a proposal useful.

The point is that in the spirit of the sanctioning system, which 
intends to modify as little as possible the names, for which until 
1982 valid publication was considered to take place at a later date 
than 1753, the sanctioned spelling should be the one used with the 
later starting point system. That is eventually corrected for obvious 
typographical or orthographical errors. With the Code as it stands, 
sanctioned spelling cannot, however be changed otherwise than by 
conservation. The present proposal is thus made in order to avoid un-
necessary conservation proposals and to conform with current usage 
and the spirit of the sanctioning system.

(186) In Art. 36.1 insert “fungal” in the parenthesis at the 
beginning of the article so that it reads:
“On or after 1 January 1935, a name of a new taxon (algal, fungal, 

and all fossil taxa excepted) must, …”

(187). Insert a new Article 36.1bis to read:
“36.1bis. On or after 1 January 1935 and until and including 

31 December 2012, a name of a new taxon of organisms treated as 
fungi under this Code must, in order to be validly published, be ac-
companied by a Latin description or diagnosis or by a reference to a 
previously and effectively published Latin description or diagnosis.”

(188) Insert in Art. 36.3 the text in bold so that it reads:
“In order to be validly published, a name of a new taxon of fossil 

plants published on or after 1 January 1996, or of fungi published on 
or after 1 January 2013, must be accompanied by a Latin or English 
description or diagnosis …”

(189) In Rec. 36A.1. After “non fossil plants” insert “or of 
fungi”.

(183) Add at the end of Art. 7.10 the phrase:
“and, on or after 1 January 2013 for organisms treated as fungi 

under this Code, only if information on such type designation is 
entered in the record of the name in a recognized repository (Art. 
37bis.3) and its record number cited in the place of publication.”

It would be logical to include the same requirement for all no-
menclatural actions for which the Code currently requires effective 
publication. These are Art. 11.5, 53.6, 61.3, and 62.3, dealing with a 
choice between alternative names or alternative spellings or gender. 
However the need for these requirements is much less critical because 
the situations involved are relatively uncommon today. For this rea-
son, I suggest that these be the subject of a new Recommendation 
with appropriate cross-references.

(184) Insert a new Recommendation 37bisA.2 with appro-
priate cross-references:
“37bisA.2. In addition to meeting the requirements of Art. 11.5, 

53.6, 61.3, and 62.3 for effective publication of choices of name, or-
thography or gender, those publishing such choices for names of or-
ganisms treated as fungi under this Code are encouraged to record 
the choice in the record of the name in a recognized repository (Art. 
37bis.3) and cite this and its record number in the place of effective 
publication.”

Insert “see also Rec. 37bisA.2” in Art. 11.5, 53.6, 61.3, and 62.3.
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