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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.

Version of Record

(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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Wiersema & al. * (253) Art. 7

(251) Amend Art. 31.1 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text

in strikethrough):

“31.1. The date of effective publication is the date on which the
printed matter or electronic material beeame-available is first distrib-
uted as an effective publication in accordance with as-defined-in
Art. 29 and 30. In the absence of proof establishing some other date,
the one appearing in the printed matter or electronic material must be
accepted as correct.”

Article 52.1 states that a name is illegitimate “if it was nomen-
claturally 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 that ought to have been adopted [...] under
the rules [...].” This is hardly helpful to an inexperienced user of
the rules. In marked contrast, Turland (The Code Decoded: 64.
2019, https://doi.org/10.3897/ab.e38075) explicitly states “The rules
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on priority (Art. 11.3 and 11.4) decide which name or epithet ought to
have been adopted.”

(252) Amend Art. 52.1 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text

in strikethrough):

“52.1. A name, unless conserved (Art. 14), protected (Art. F.2),
or sanctioned (Art. F.3), is illegitimate and is to be rejected if it was
nomenclaturally superfluous when published, i.e. if the taxon to
which it was applied, as circumscribed by its author, definitely in-
cluded the type (as qualified in Art. 52.2) of a name that ought to have
been adopted, or of which the epithet ought to have been adopted, un-
der Art. 11 therudes (but see Art. 52.4 and F.8.1).”
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Article 7.11 of the Shenzhen Code (Turland & al. in Regnum
Veg. 159. 2018) defines several criteria that must be satisfied for
effective designation of a type for a name at or below the rank of
genus in the absence of a holotype or original type. Two of these
requirements stipulate that the typifying author must employ specific
language to achieve this. They must include “the term ‘type’ (typus)
or an equivalent” and, after 1 January 2001, they must include “the
phrase ‘designated here’ (hic designatus) or an equivalent”. Both of
these requirements allow “equivalent” terms or phrases to substitute
for the stipulated word(s), and this can lead to differing interpreta-
tions as to what is, or is not, considered “equivalent”. By its defini-
tion, to be “equivalent” something must be (as a noun), or have the
property of being (as an adjective), equal to something else in value,
amount, function, meaning, etc. (Oxford Languages, https:/www.
google.com/search?as_epg=equivalent).

This word is widely used elsewhere in the body of the Code,
some 30 times under other Articles, in 24 instances (e.g. Art. 8.2:
“equivalent preparation”; Art. 10.1: “full equivalent of its type”; also
Art. 19.4: “equivalent to that type”; Art. 22.2: “equivalent to exclu-
sion of the type”; Art. 52 Note 3: “equivalent to citation of the name
itself”’; Art. F.3 Note 2: “equivalent to original material”’; Art. H.6.1:

“equivalent to a condensed formula”; etc.) specifying what is to be
considered equivalent in meaning or effect to something defined
elsewhere in this or another Code. A single case (Art. 11.9: “equiva-
lent rank”) is clear enough and requires no further comment. In four
remaining cases, which, as in Art. 7.11, likewise stipulate that a spe-
cific term must be used, the Code provides further guidance on what
the employed equivalent term should be (Art. 16 Note 1: “their equiv-
alents in modern languages”; Art. 9.23 & 40.6: “its abbreviation, or
its equivalent in a modern language”). This implies that to include a
term equivalent to “type”, the term employed must either be an appro-
priate abbreviation or be linguistically equivalent, i.e. have the same
meaning in another language. Its lack of linguistic equivalence may
be the reason *Ex. 16 under Art. 7.11 (“‘standard species’ [...] trea-
ted as equivalent to ‘type’”’) became a voted Example.

Under Art. 7.11, Ex. 12 suggests that only a “linguistic equiva-
lent” can replace the phrase “designated here” in the last part of the
Article. There are other English expressions, or their equivalents in
other modern languages, that would seem to easily meet this crite-
rion, such as “selected here”, “chosen here” or “established here”,
which imply an active step having been taken by an author to desig-
nate a type in that place. But what about more passive phrases like
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