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Presumably, all professional botanists are familiar with the four
different categories of names — names of new taxa, new combina-
tions, names at new rank, and replacement names. However, many
might be surprised to learn the Shenzhen Code (Turland & al. in Reg-
num Veg. 159. 2018) added a fifth kind of name. Article 6 Note
5 states “A new combination can at the same time be a name at new
rank (comb. & stat. nov.); a nomenclatural novelty with a basionym
need not be either of these.” Example 13 illustrates this point:
“Centaurea jacea subsp. weldeniana (Rchb.) Greuter, [...] based
on C. weldeniana Rchb. [...], was not a new combination because
C. jacea var. weldeniana (Rchb.) Briq. [...] had been published pre-
viously; nor was it a name at new rank, due to the existence of
C. amara subsp. weldeniana (Rchb.) Kusan [...]; it was nevertheless
a nomenclatural novelty.”

Surprisingly, no provision in the Shenzhen Code addresses how
to publish these names. One might assume that Art. 41 would apply,
but that applies to new combinations, names at new ranks and re-
placement names; Art. 6 Note 5 makes clear that these names are
none of those. Similarly, no provision in Art. 7 tells us the type of a
name described in Art. 6 Note 5. Article 49 provides the correct au-
thor citation because it covers names with a basionym.

It is unclear how a Note, which is described as a clarification of
an Article in the Preface of the Shenzhen Code, can create a new fifth
kind of name. Finally, and most important, the very notion that a
name other than a new combination or name at a new rank has a ba-
sionym is inconsistent with Art. 6.10, which in effect defines a basio-
nym as the legitimate earlier name upon which a later new
combination or name at a new rank is based.

One could solve these problems by converting Note 5 into an
Article, and further state that names covered by this new Article are
treated as new combinations or names at new ranks for purposes of
Art. 7 and 41 (and perhaps other Articles) even though they are
not new combinations or names at new ranks. Apart from that
statement seeming rather incredible, why are these names not new
combinations or names at new ranks? Nothing in Art. 6 provides an
explanation.

The presumable rationale for Art. 6 Ex. 13 is set forth in Art. 24.
Article 24.1 states “The name of an infraspecific taxon is a combina-
tion of the name of a species and an infraspecific epithet. A connect-
ing term is used to denote the rank.” In turn, Art. 24 Note 2 (which
appears after Art. 24.4, not Art. 24.1) clarifies that “Names of infra-
specific taxa within the same species, even if they differ in rank, are
homonyms if they have the same final epithet but are based on differ-
ent types (Art. 53.3), because the rank-denoting term is not part
of the name.” [Emphasis added.] Similar language appears in
Art. 21 Note 1 pertaining to names of subdivisions of the same genus.
However, the emphasized language does not appear in Art. 53.3. It
therefore appears that this emphasized language adds a new rule, as
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opposed to clarifying a rule. This raises a question as to whether
the Note should be converted into an Article, or the emphasized lan-
guage should be deleted.

In our view, the statement that the rank-denoting term is not
part of the name makes little sense. For example, the rank-denoting
term is not ignored for purposes of determining priority — see Art.
11 Ex. 3. If the rank-denoting term is ignored, it would seem appro-
priate to treat C. jacea subsp. weldeniana (Rchb.) Greuter and
C. jacea var. weldeniana (Rchb.) Briq. as isonyms. After all, Art.
53.3 provides they would be homonyms if based on different types.
The two names fit the definition of isonym (the same name based on
the same type) perfectly if the rank-denoting term is ignored. As iso-
nyms, the latter of the two names has no nomenclatural status under
Art. 6 Note 2.

The rationale of Art. 53.3 is best explained by Art. 53.2, which
provides that two names based on different types are homonyms if
they “are so similar that they are likely to be confused”. Similarly,
permitting two identical names, except for their infraspecific rank,
to be legitimate if they are based on different types would be im-
mensely confusing. In contrast, there is little confusion if two names
are spelled the same, except for their infraspecific rank, and are based
on the same type. This should make it clear that the rationale behind
Art. 53.3 is not that the rank-denoting term is not part of the name, as
expressed in Art. 24 Note 2.

Based on the comments above, we present the necessary
changes as follows.

(245) Amend Art. 6 Note 5 as follows and delete Art. 6 Ex. 13

(deleted text in strikethrough):

“Note 5. A new combination can at the same time be a name at
new rank (comb. & stat. nov. ):-a-nemenelataral-novelty-with-a-basto-
Ayineed-netbe-eitherof these.”

(246) Amend Art. 21 Note 1 as follows (deleted text in

strikethrough):

“Note 1. Names of subdivisions of the same genus, even if they
differ in rank, are homonyms if they have the same epithet but are
based on different types (Art. 53.3)-beeause-therank-denoting-term
isnetpartof the-name.”
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(247) Amend Art. 24 Note 2 as follows (deleted text in

strikethrough):

“Note 2. Names of infraspecific taxa within the same species,
even if they differ in rank, are homonyms if they have the same final
epithet but are based on different types (Art. 53.3);-beeause-therank

. c

Article 32 Note 1 states “The use of typographical signs,
numerals, or letters of a non-Latin alphabet in the arrangement of
taxa (such as Greek letters a, f, y, etc. in the arrangement of
varieties under a species) does not prevent valid publication because
rank-denoting terms and devices are not part of the name.” It is also
desirable to delete the statement about rank-denoting terms here.
Article 32.1(b) states that a name must “be composed only of letters
of the Latin alphabet, except as provided in Art. 23.3, 60.4, 60.7, and
60.11-14”. The statement in Art. 32 Note 1 provides an exception
that is more appropriately stated in an Article.

Wisnev & Prado * (249-252) Art. 7,11, 31 & 52

(248) Move Art. 32 Note 1 to the end of Art. 32.1 and amend it

as follows (new text in bold, deleted text in strikethrough):

“32.1. In order to be validly published, a name of a taxon (auto-
nyms excepted) must: (@) be effectively published (Art. 29-31) on or
after the starting-point date of the respective group (Art. 13.1 and
F.1.1); (b) be composed only of letters of the Latin alphabet, except
as provided in Art. 23.3, 60.4, 60.7, and 60.11-14; and (c) have a
form that complies with the provisions of Art. 16-27 (but see Art.
21.4 and 24.4) and Art. H.6 and H.7 (see also Art. 61). Fhe However,
the use of typographical signs, numerals, or letters of a non-Latin al-
phabet in the arrangement of taxa (such as Greek letters a, f3, y, etc. in
the arrangement of varieties under a species) does not prevent valid
publication i i
thename.”
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These miscellaneous proposals address minor inconsistencies in
various provisions of the Shenzhen Code (Turland & al. in Regnum
Veg. 159. 2018).

Article 7.9 provides that names with starting-points after 1753
are typified by “an element selected from the context of its valid pub-
lication [...]". Yet Art. 9 Note 2 states that “only elements from the
context of the protologue” are original material if Art. 7.9 applies.
The latter seems preferable.

(249) Amend Art. 7.9 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text

in strikethrough):

“7.9. A name of a taxon assigned to a group with a nomencla-
tural starting-point later than 1 May 1753 (see Art. 13.1) is to be typ-
ified by an element selected from the context of its protologue vali¢

publication (Art. 32-45).”

Article 11.1 states “Each family or lower-ranked taxon with a
particular circumscription, position, and rank can bear only one
correct name.” However, Art. 11.3 and 11.4 describe the correct
name without regard to the circumscription of the taxon.

(250) Amend Art. 11.3 and 11.4 as follows (new text in bold,

deleted text in strikethrough):

“11.3. For any taxon frem with a particular circumscription at
the rank of family to genus, inclusive, the correct name is the earliest
legitimate one with the same rank, except in cases of limitation of
priority by conservation or protection (see Art. 14 and F.2) or where
Art. 11.7, 11.8, 19.4, 19.5, 56, 57, F.3, or F.7 apply.”

“11.4. For any taxon with a particular circumscription below
the rank of genus, the correct name is the combination of the final
epithet of the earliest legitimate name of the taxon at the same rank,
with the correct name of the genus or species to which it is assigned,
except [...].”

Article 31.1 states that “The date of effective publication is the
date on which the printed matter or electronic material became avail-
able as defined in Art. 29 and 30.” Not only is there no definition of
“became available”, but the rules in Art. 29 and 30 do not even use
the term “available” (although three Examples do: Art. 29 Ex.
3 and 4 and Art. 31 Ex. 4). Instead, Art. 29 and 30 generally use
the word “distributed”.
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