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There are thirty conserved names listed in the Code (see Ap-
pendix III and Appendix IV) with both a basionym and a conserved 
type, and the assumption has been that the basionym of such a name, 

although not conserved, is homotypic with the conserved name. It 
is difficult to explain how it was ever thought that the basionym of 
a conserved name with a conserved type, could be homotypic with 

of 4 August 1789, i.e., from Antoine Laurent de Jussieu’s Genera 
plantarum (1789), which would reinstate the starting-point date that 
was effective in the Tokyo Code. That proposal was passed by the 
Vienna Congress, so that, of the 35 names that were attributed to 
Adanson in the Saint Louis App. IIB, 29 are now attributed to Jussieu 
and six to later authors. In addition to this game of “musical chairs”, 
the Special Committee had been deliberating on (1) the status of the 
earlier isonyms that had been doubted by the Editorial Committee 
of the Saint Louis Code and (2) numerous additional apparent earlier 
isonyms unearthed by Reveal since the Saint Louis Congress. Of 
those names, those that were definitely validly published and ranked 
as families were updated in the Vienna App. IIB – a further 70 entries 
(Turland & Watson in Taxon 54: 491–499. 2005; McNeill & Turland in 
Regnum Veg. 146: xii–xiii. 2006). Directly comparing the Tokyo App. 
IIB with the Vienna App. IIB, a total of 133 entries were changed to a 
different place of publication and date and often a different authorship.

So what exactly did all this bibliographic work and debate about 
valid publication and indication of rank achieve? Were the family 
names in App. IIB to be applied any differently? No, because the 
names are all automatically typified, or have alternative names (under 
Art. 18.5 and 18.6) that are automatically typified. Were any nomen-
clatural changes needed? Well, yes, in that some competing names 
in App. IIB changed in priority, prompting a number of “supercon-
servation” proposals aimed at maintaining a particular usage (Reveal 
in Taxon 49: 291–294. 2000; Meerow & al. in Taxon 56: 1299–1300. 
2007; Reveal & Doweld in Taxon 57: 302. 2008; Reveal in Taxon 58: 
1373. 2009). In addition, some automatically typified names above 
the rank of family were affected. Such names, in order to be validly 
published, require a pre-existing legitimate family name based on the 
same type (Art. 16.1). If the date of valid publication of a family name 
changes to a date later than that of a homotypic higher-ranked name, 
then the latter name ceases to be validly published as an automatically 
typified name and becomes instead a descriptive name (Art. 16.1(b)).

In conclusion, I cannot help but feel a little sad about all the 
hundreds of person-hours spent on this purely academic exercise 
that might have been better applied to, say, science and conservation. 
Anyway, what is done is done. What we could still do, however, is 
prevent a similar waste of time and money in the future.

My proposal, therefore, is to extend the protection currently af-
forded to App. IIB to include the authors together with the places and 
dates of publication, which will be deemed to be correct, even if an 
earlier place of valid publication by the same or different authors is dis-
covered (possible), or if the publication is found to have been published 

on a different date (also possible), or if author attribution is shown to be 
incorrect (possible, but unlikely), or even if the name is found to be not 
validly published in the place cited (extremely unlikely).

(239) Add a new Article to Art. 14:
“14.13bis. The authors together with the places and dates of publi-

cation cited for conserved names of families in App. IIB are treated as 
correct in all circumstances and consequently are not to be changed.”

(240) Add “(but see Art. 14.13bis)” to the end of Art. 6 
Note 2 and add “Except as provided by Art. 14.13bis” to 
the beginning of Art. 14 Note 1.
These changes reflect that, under the new Art. 14.13bis, the Code 

would allow later isonyms to have nomenclatural status and for a name 
in App. IIB to be effectively conserved against itself.

(241) If Proposals (239–240) are accepted, modify the new 
Art. 14.13bis to read as follows:
“14.13bis. The authors together with the places and dates of pub-

lication cited for conserved names of families, genera, and species 
in App. II, III, and IV are treated as correct in all circumstances and 
consequently are not to be changed.”

If Proposals (239–240) are accepted, I would ask the Melbourne 
Nomenclature Section to consider the option of extending protection be-
yond the conserved names of families of Bryophyta and Spermatophyta 
in App. IIB to include all conserved names, i.e., those of families of 
algae, fungi, Pteridophyta and fossil plants in App. IIA, those of genera 
in App. III, and those of species in App. IV. The protection would apply 
only to the conserved names, not to the corresponding rejected names, 
for which such protection would be unnecessary; likewise protection 
would be unnecessary for the names rejected outright in App. V.

(242) Insert “perhaps” before “by different authors” in 
Art. 6 Note 2 and in the entry for “isonym” in the Glos-
sary.
Proposal 242 should be considered even if 239–241 are defeated. 

It clears up a discrepancy in the Vienna Code, where Art. 6 Note 2 
defines an isonym as “the same name, based on the same type […] 
published independently at different times by different authors”, but 
Art. 14 Note 1 implicitly extends this definition to “perhaps with a 
different authorship” (my italics for emphasis). The latter, slightly 
broader definition seems perfectly logical.

(243–245) Proposals to permit the conservation of the name of an infraspecific 
taxon and of a subdivision of a genus when that name is the basionym of the 
name of a species or genus proposed for conservation
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it unless the basionym itself was also conserved. Prior to the Tokyo 
Code, the author citation of a conserved name published with a basi-
onym included the parenthetical author, but the basionym itself was 
not cited. Presumably the basionyms were added to the Tokyo Code 
without it being realized that by doing so, it was implied that the basi-
onym of a conserved name was always homotypic with the conserved 
name. Since Tokyo it seems to have been simply accepted, without 
question, that the basionym of a conserved name is automatically 
homotypic with the conserved name, even when the basionym was 
at a rank that could not be conserved. Indeed Stipa robusta (Vasey) 
Scribn. was conserved with a conserved type (Barkworth in Taxon 42: 
711–713. 1993; in Phytologia 74: 12–13. 1993) not so much to ensure 
that S. robusta could continue to be used in its classical sense but 
rather to change the type of its basionym, Stipa viridula var. robusta 
Vasey, so that the new combination Achnatherum robustum (Vasey) 
Barkworth, also based on Stipa viridula var. robusta Vasey, could be 
used for what has been known as Stipa robusta.

Clearly only if the type of a basionym or replaced synonym is 
also the type under the Code of the proposed conserved name or if it 
has been previously or simultaneously also designated as the type of 
the basionym, can the two names have the same type, and so can the 
basionym continue to be treated as such. Of the thirty names listed 
in the Code with a basionym and a conserved type, twenty-eight have 
as their listed basionym either the name of a subdivision of a genus 
or of an infraspecific taxon. However, conservation is not permitted 
at these ranks, and so the only way such a name can be conserved is 
by breaking the link with the basionym and treating the conserved 
name as if it were the name of a new taxon. This, however, results 
in a rather confusing situation of two names with the same epithet 
having different types. In the case of Stipa robusta the situation is 
even more complicated. The entry for Stipa robusta (Vasey) Scribn. 
in Appendix IV must be corrected to Stipa robusta Scribn. and the 
reference to a basonym, Stipa viridula var robusta, deleted. But, in 
addition, because Achnatherum robustum (Vasey) Barkworth was 
also based on Stipa viridula var robusta, A. robustum cannot be used 
in the classical sense of S. robusta unless it is also conserved.

For the remaining two names, Inula verbascifolia (Willd.) 
Hausskn. (basionym Conyza verbascifolia Willd.) and Persicaria mi-
tis (Schrank) Assenov (basionym Polygonum mite Schrank), it would 
have been possible, in each case, to have conserved the basionym 
and the later combination at the same time, but this did not happen. 
Each of these names was conserved against an earlier homonym in 
order to save a name in common use. However, as I. verbascifolia and 
P. mitis can no longer be considered to have a basionym, they must 
now be listed in the Code as I. verbascifolia Hausskn. and P. mitis 
Assenov. As such, both names lose priority to an earlier synonym, 
and so under the present Code neither name can be maintained in use 
without further conservation.

All this confusion and unfortunate consequences could be pre-
vented if it were possible to conserve the name of a subdivision of a 

genus or of an infraspecific taxon with a conserved type when that 
name is the basionym of a name proposed for conservation. Botanists 
have shown a reluctance to extend conservation to names of infra-
specific taxa and of subdivisions of genera. However, it is hoped that 
by limiting conservation to names that in the past would have been 
considered to have had their type changed by an act of conservation 
the following proposals will be supported.

(243) Add a new penultimate sentence in Art. 14.1 to read:
“The name of a subdivision of a genus or of an infraspecific taxon 

may be conserved with a conserved type when it is the basionym of 
a name at the rank of genus or species respectively that could not 
continue to be used in its current sense without conservation. Such a 
conserved name is included under the corresponding generic or spe-
cies name in the lists in App. III and IV, respectively.”

(244) If Proposal 243 is accepted then Insert “et nomina 
subdivisionum  genericorum” after “generica”, in the 
heading of App. III and “et nomina infraspecifica” after 
“specifica” in the, heading of App. IV.

(245) If Proposal 243 is accepted then each of those 
names listed in Appendix III and Appendix IV of the 
Vienna Code as being the basionym of a conserved name 
with a conserved type, is to be treated as conserved on 
the same date and with the same type as the conserved 
name under which it is cited.
If Proposal 243 were accepted the above housekeeping proposal 

would enable each of those names in the Vienna Code cited as the 
basionym of a conserved name with a conserved type to be treated 
as conserved from the same date and with the type as the conserved 
name. This would apply both to a basionym that could not be con-
served when first listed because it was the name of an infraspecific 
taxon or a subdivision of a genus and also to Conyza verbascifolia 
Willd. (basionym of Inula verbascifolia (Willd.) Hausskn.) and Po-
lygonum mite (basionym of Persicaria mitis (Schrank) Assenov). In 
the case of C. verbascifolia and P. mite conservation does not require 
a change to the Code and could be addressed by appropriate new 
conservation proposals should this proposal not be accepted.

A sample lay-out for conserved names of subdivisions of genera 
and infraspecific taxa is given below.

Stipa robusta (Vasey) Scribn. in U.S.D.A. Bull. (1895-1901) 5: 23. 
19 Feb 1897 ≡ Stipa viridula var. robusta Vasey in Contr. U.S. Natl. 
Herb. 1: 56. 13 Jun 1890 [Monocot.: Gram.].
Typus: U.S.A., New Mexico, 1881, Vasey (US No. 993051) (typ. cons.).

with a new cross-reference entry:

Stipa viridula var. robusta Vasey, vide Stipa robusta


