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Abstract: The nomenclatural consequences of some 
recently published new combinations and replacement 
names under Eulophia R.Br. (Orchidaceae) are discussed 
with a suggestion to follow the existing usage of these 
name under Geodorum Andrews until their nomenclatural 
status is resolved in the future.  
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Introduction

Chase et al. (2021b) proposed to conserve the 
name Eulophia R.Br. (Orchidaceae: Eulophiinae) 
against the name Geodorum Andrews. But 
even before the proposal was published, and 
naturally also much before the possibility 
of effective publication by approval of the 
General Committee (see Art. 14.15, Turland 
et al., 2018), Chase et al. (2021a) published 
thirty new combinations (comb. nov.) and five 
replacement names/new names (nom. nov.) in 
Eulophia as though that name had priority over 
the earlier validly published and legitimate name 
Geodorum. Because Chase et al. (2021a) explicitly 
cited Geodorum Andrews (1811) as a synonym 
of Eulophia R.Br. (1821), albeit mistakenly 
referring to the latter as “nom. cons.”, all the 
species names that they included under Eulophia 
are incorrect, including the existing names E. 
ambongensis Schltr., E. schlechteri H. Perrier and E. 
tristis (L.f.) Spreng., for which, given the authors 
accepted generic synonymy, new combinations 
in Geodorum should have been provided under 
Art. 11.4. The thirty new combinations and the 

five replacement names published in Eulophia by 
Chase et al. (2021a) are nomenclaturally incorrect 
as, under Chase et al.’s taxonomic treatment they 
should have been provided with species names in 
Geodorum.  Although nomenclaturally incorrect, 
the new combinations are not illegitimate 
under Art. 52.4 of the Shenzhen Code (Turland 
et al., 2018) and would become the correct 
names if and when the conservation proposal is 
accepted. Though there is no doubt that these 
replacement names are incorrect, it is a matter 
of argument whether  they are illegitimate as 
per the definition and example provided in the 
Shenzhen Code (Turland et al., 2018). Further, 
it is uncertain whether the replacement names 
would be illegitimate or legitimate as there is 
no provision in the Code to protect replacement 
names in such a way (Art. 6.4). So, for example, 
Eulophia diffusiflora M.W.Chase, Kumar & 
Schuit. (Chase et al., 2021a), with the replaced 
synonym Geodorum laxiflorum Griff., was 
nomenclaturally not correct when published as a 
replacement name (nom. nov.) because Eulophia 
was not conserved against Geodorum when E. 
diffusiflora was published. Moreover, the name 
would not become correct/legitimate under the 
current provisions of the Code, notably Art. 6.4 
(Turland et al., 2018), even if the conservation 
proposal of Eulophia against Geodorum is accepted 
in the future. Though the replacement names 
(Eulophia bosseriana M.W.Chase & Schuit., E. 
chrysea M.W.Chase & Schuit., E. diffusiflora, E. 
exigua M.W.Chase, Kumar & Schuit. and E. 
hermansiana M.W.Chase & Schuit) are incorrect/ 
illegitimate, they are validly published and 
therefore, they preclude later publication of the 
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same names. Therefore, new epithets would 
be needed for correct/legitimate replacement 
names to be published if the conservation of 
Eulophia becomes effective and these would 
only date to their actual publication. Though 
these names are presently treated as correct 
names in two recent publications (Chakraborty 
et al., 2021; Ormerod et al., 2022) and also on 
several websites, including POWO (2023), IPNI 
(2023), they are actually incorrect/illegitimate 
names. Hence, it is suggested to use the name 
Geodorum laxiflorum Griff. and G. siamense Rolfe 
ex Downie instead of Eulophia diffusiflora and 
E. exigua respectively, and to treat the names 
Eulophiella longibracteata Hermans & P.J.Cribb, 
Oeceoclades aurea Loubr., O. longebracteata Bosser 
& Morat  under Geodorum by making new 
combinations or by using these names as such 
until their nomenclatural status is fixed in the 
future.  

Therefore, one should abide by Rec. 14A.1 
(Turland et al., 2018) which advises (though 
non-binding) to follow the existing usage of 
names as far as possible when a proposal for the 
conservation (Art. 14) or protection (Art. F.2) 
of a name has been referred to the appropriate 
specialist committee for study pending the 
General Committee’s recommendation on the 
proposal.  Similarly, Rec. 56A.1 (Turland et al., 
2018) suggests to follow the existing usage of a 
name as far as possible when a proposal for the 
rejection of a name under Art. 56 or F.7 has been 
referred to the appropriate specialist committee 
for study pending the General Committee’s 
recommendation on the proposal. 

Acknowledgements 

We thank Dr. A.A. Mao (Director, Botanical Survey 
of India) and Dr. R.K. Gupta (Scientist ‘E’ and 
Head of the Office, Central National Herbarium, 
Kolkata) for providing facilities, J. McNeill (Royal 
Botanic Garden Edinburgh), Dr. J.H. Wiersema 
(Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C.) for 
their comments and N.J. Turland (Botanic Garden 
and Botanic Museum, Freie Universität, Berlin) 
for his suggestions. We also thank the anonymous 
reviewers and the Subject Editor of Rheedea for 
improving the manuscript.

Literature Cited

ANDREWS H.C. 1811.  Botanists’ Repository. Volume 
10. T. Bensley and H.C. Andrews, London.  https://
doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.51972

BROWN R. 1821. Eulophus. Botanical Register 7: sub t. 
573 (as ‘578’).

CHAKRABORTY D.S., ORAON D. & S. SAMANTA 
2021. Orchidaceae in Ajodhya hills of Purulia, West 
Bengal, India: diversity, threats and conservation 
strategies. Richardiana 5: 267–282. 

CHASE M.W., SCHUITEMAN A. & P. KUMAR  2021a. 
Expansion of the orchid genus Eulophia (Eulophiinae; 
Epidendroideae) to include Acrolophia, Cymbidiella, 
Eulophiella, Geodorum, Oeceoclades and Paralophia. 
Phytotaxa 491(1): 47–56. https://doi.org/10.11646/
phytotaxa.491.1.5

CHASE M.W., CHRISTENHUSZ M.J.M., KUMAR 
P. & A. SCHUITEMAN.  2021b. (2805) Proposal to 
conserve Eulophia, nom. cons., against the additional 
name Geodorum (Orchidaceae: Eulophiinae). Taxon 
70(2): 432–433. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12480

IPNI 2023. International Plant Names Index. Facilitated 
by the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Harvard 
University Herbaria & Libraries and Australian 
National Herbarium. Available at: http://www.ipni.
org (Accessed on 08.03.2023).

ORMEROD P., KURZWEIL H. & B.V. TRUONG 
2022. Additional notes on the orchid flora of Myanmar 
and some other ancillary studies. Harvard Papers in 
Botany 27(1): 61–73. https://doi.org/10.3100/hpib.
v27iss1.2022.n11

POWO 2023. Plants of the World Online. Facilitated by 
the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. Available at: http://
www.plantsoftheworldonline.org. (Accessed on 
08.03.2023).

TURLAND N.J., WIERSEMA J.H., BARRIE 
F.R., GREUTER W., HAWKSWORTH D.L., 
HERENDEEN P.S., KNAPP S., KUSBER W.-H., 
LI D.-Z., MARHOLD K., MAY T.W., McNEILL 
J., MONRO A.M., PRADO J., PRICE M.J. & G.F. 
SMITH (eds.) 2018. International Code of Nomenclature 
for algae, fungi, and plants (Shenzhen Code) adopted 
by the Nineteenth International Botanical Congress 
Shenzhen, China, July 2017. Regnum Vegetabile 59. 
Koeltz Botanical Books, Glashütten. https://doi.
org/10.12705/Code.2018.


