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Abstract. Following the set of informal proposals by Wright and Gillman (2022) to modify the International Code of
Nomenclature for algae, fungi, and plants (ICN, the Code: Turland et al., 2018), in which the authors demanded to allow the re-
troactive replacement of well-established, valid and legitimate scientific names of organisms with some “indigenous” names,
meaning supposedly “pre-existing” vernacular names used by Indigenous Peoples, I presented my detailed counterarguments
(Mosyakin, 2022/2023). I advocated for the stability of biological nomenclature, protested against its possible large-scale dis-
ruption, and concluded that any “attempts or proposals aimed at granting preferences in biological nomenclature to any po-
litical, racial, ethnic, social, gender, religious or other group or groups should be rejected as discriminatory acts”. In response
to my criticism, Wright and Gillman (2023) tried to address and debunk some of my arguments. They denied the potentially
discriminatory nature of their proposals, insisted on their ideas of using “indigenous” names for replacing retroactively at
least some well-established scientific names of organisms, but at the same time modified some of their earlier claims. Unfor-
tunately, these modifications also fail to fit the principles and rules of the current Code, and even those of any other rationally
built code of biological nomenclature. In particular, the earlier proposals by Wright and Gillman (2022) on author citations
and authorship clearly contradict their new ideas. They now propose to ascribe the authorship of the nomenclaturally new
“indigenous” replacement names to the authors of the replaced names, and at the same time they think that those authors
are not the authors of names but the authors of “descriptions”. I analyze here these and some other misunderstandings and
misinterpretations of the Code. I also demonstrate and confirm, with proper references to relevant sources, the potentially
discriminatory nature of any nomenclatural proposals aimed at providing the exceptional or preferential rights to any groups
of authors and/or users of biological nomenclature on the basis of their racial, national, ethnic, or ethnocultural identity. I
conclude that the “modified” proposals of Wright and Gillman (2023), still aimed at possible replacement of established valid
and legitimate scientific names with some vernacular, folk, legendary, fabulous, or traditional (including “indigenous”) names
based on the supposed “chronological priority” going before the starting date of 1753, are disruptive for biological nomen-
clature, illogical or naive, and simply non-implementable in practice. I briefly consider here some rational and acceptable
alternatives for addressing the issues of non-discrimination, real equity, diversity, representation, and recognition of traditi-
onal knowledge in biological nomenclature, including several formal proposals to amend the Code, to be considered at the
Nomenclature Section of the XX International Botanical Congress (July 2024, Madrid, Spain).
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S.L. MOSYAKIN

Introduction

Following the set of informal proposals by Wright
and Gillman (2022) to modify the International
Code of Nomenclature for algae, fungi, and plants
(ICN, the Code: Turland et al., 2018), in which the
authors demanded to allow the retroactive replace-
ment of well-established, valid and legitimate scien-
tific names of organisms with “indigenous” names,
meaning the supposedly “pre-existing” vernacular
names used by Indigenous Peoples (see also other
publications by these authors: Gillman, Wright,
2020, 2021, etc.), I presented my detailed counterar-
guments (Mosyakin, 2023; published online before
print 26 November 2022 and referenced in the text
below as “Mosyakin, 2022/2023”; see also earlier
critical comments by Knapp et al., 2020; Heenan et
al., 2021; Palma, Heath, 2021; McGlone et al., 2022,
etc.). In particular, I advocated for the stability of
biological nomenclature, protested against its pos-
sible large-scale disruption in case if proposals of
Wright and Gillman (2022) are accepted, and con-
cluded that any “attempts or proposals aimed at
granting preferences in biological nomenclature to
any political, racial, ethnic, social, gender, religious
or other group or groups should be rejected as dis-
criminatory acts” (Mosyakin, 2022/2023: 469).

In response to my criticism, Wright and Gill-
man (2023; available online before print 08 April
2023, but finally published in the same issue with
my article in the July 2023 issue of Taxon) tried
to address some of my critical arguments against
their proposals. Initially I did not plan to write
my response to the “Reply...” presented by Wright
and Gillman (2023). However, after reading sever-
al other recent articles advocating new dramatic
and, I think, politically motivated and disruptive
(or at least potentially disruptive) changes in bi-
ological nomenclature (such as Hammer, Thiele,
2021; Smith et al., 2022; Thiele et al., 2022; Guedes
et al.,, 2023, etc.) and rather hot discussions that
erupted after their publication (e.g., Knapp, 2022;
Antonelli et al., 2023; Bae et al., 2023; Ceriaco et
al., 2023; Harris, Xavier, 2023; Heard, Mlynarek,
2023; Jost et al.,, 2023; Mosyakin, 2022b, 2023c;
Pethiyagoda, 2023; Thiele, 2023; Scharpf, 2023;
Jablonski, Dufresnes, 2024; Winker, 2024; see also
relevant discussions at the ResearchGate platform,
https://www.researchgate.net/, and in other online
and printed media), I realized that a new reply to
their reply (Wright, Gillman, 2023) is indeed now
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necessary. The reason for that change of my opin-
ion is simple: I understand that for experienced
taxonomists and some other practical scientists
all the weaknesses and inconsistencies (to put it
rather mildly) of the updated argumentation of
Wright and Gillman (2023) are evident and plain;
however, people not so experienced in principles
and practice of biological nomenclature and tax-
onomy may imagine, after reading the new text
of these two authors, that they successfully de-
bunked the critical argumentation provided by
Mosyakin (2022/2023). That, I think, is not the
case, as I am trying to demonstrate below. Thus,
my new text presented here provides further ex-
planations why the proposals by Wright and Gill-
man (2022) are potentially discriminatory (and
will be actually discriminatory, if implemented,
even partly) and why the practical implementa-
tion of their proposals is simply impossible un-
der any logically built code of biological nomen-
clature. In the text below, I have tried to address
mainly the general public and keep my argu-
ments as simple as possible; however, I hope that
some taxonomists and other scientists will also
€njoy my reasoning.

Down with the starting dates!?

In their new text, Wright and Gillman (2023) seve-
ral times emphasized that their real intention was
to restore the principle of chronological priority of
names (!) by rejecting the codified starting dates
of biological nomenclature (Art. 13.1 of the Code:
here and below, all Articles refer to the Shenzhen
Code, the current edition of the ICN: Turland et al.,
2018), while, surprisingly, the indigenous status of
those supposedly earlier names was now conside-
red to be less important, if important at all. In par-
ticular, they stated that “The critical component of
our proposal to formally accommodate indigenous
plant names in taxonomy (Gillman & Wright, 2020;
Wright & Gillman, 2021) relies on the application
of the principle of chronological priority [here and
in other quotations below: my emphasis is added
in italics; comments are in square brackets — SM]”
(Wright, Gillman, 2023: 483).

In response to my comment (Mosyakin, 2022/2023:
474) that Wright and Gillman “did not notice (or
rather decided to ignore) that the earliest starting
date for establishing priority of any names accord-
ing to the ICN is 1 May 1753”, Wright and Gillman
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(2023: 483) objected: “we were fully aware of this
clause but seek to make changes to the Code in or-
der to accommodate knowledge and nomenclature
that precedes this date. We suggested many changes
to the ICN Articles, including the Principles, that
would override this starting date”

This statement is not accurate. In their various
proposals to amend many “clauses” and articles of
the Code, Wright and Gillman (2022) never men-
tioned Art. 13, which specifically deals with the
starting points for the nomenclature of various
groups of algae, fungi, and plants.

Wright and Gillman (2023: 483) further ex-
plained: “For clarity we suggest the reference to “1
May 1753” should be followed by the addition of
“[...] except where an indigenous name of earlier or-
igin replaces the current name under Article 11.11".

For clarity, it should be noted that in the text
of their actual proposals (Wright, Gillman, 2022)
the year “1753” and the word “May” (referring to
a month) were not mentioned at all. It means that,
when proposing their ambitious, dramatic, and
large-scale changes to the Code, Wright and Gill-
man simply overlooked the whole problem of start-
ing dates, and that omission was just one of many
other glaring omissions and overlooked problems
in their proposals, which, if implemented, would
introduce a huge imbalance in the well-tuned sys-
tem of interconnected and interdependent articles
and other provisions of the Code.

Wright and Gillman (2023: 483) continued as fol-
lows: “Mosyakin also claims that the proposal dis-
criminates on the basis of race and supports this by
writing extensively on the definition of Indigenous
Peoples. However, such a definition is not in our es-
timation important under the system we propose and,
for example, the phrase “first peoples” could be
used instead without materially affecting the out-
come. Our proposal is that Indigenous Peoples can
propose a name change and, although there may be
debate on the meaning of the terminology defining
indigeneity, the critical concept on which the pro-
posal turns is that the first known name that was
applied will have temporal precedence and it could
be from any surviving ethnic grouping. The basis for
any potential change would then be chronological
priority and the potential to hold such priority will
apply equally to any ethnic group (including, for
example, those from within Europe). Our focus on
indigeneity thus occurs in the context of a primary
emphasis on the concept of priority”

This is simply not true. In all their earlier arti-
cles and online resources (Gillman, Wright, 2020;
Wright, Gillman, 2022, etc.) published before their
present text (Wright, Gillman, 2023), the authors
consistently and insistently proclaimed their “focus
on indigeneity”, while the chronological priority was
only a supporting argument. For example, in the text
(excluding references) of their proposals to amend
the Code, Wright and Gillman (2022) mentioned the
word “indigenous” 90 times, while the word “priori-
ty” was mentioned 15 times, of which five mentions
were direct citations from the text of the Code.

However, let us imagine what may happen to bi-
ological nomenclature if we actually apply the pro-
posals of Wright and Gillman about replacing es-
tablished scientific names of organisms with names
used by any “first peoples” (not necessarily those
recognized as Indigenous ones), using the principle
of “chronological priority” going back into the past
for centuries and probably millennia before the
current earliest starting date of the nomenclature
of plants, algae, and fungi, 1 May 1753, the conven-
tional date of publication of Linnaeus’ Species Plan-
tarum (see Art. 13.1 of the Code).

As T have already mentioned in my article (Mo-
syakin, 2022/2023: 473-474), Wright and Gillman
decided to ignore the naming systems of organ-
isms used by “many other peoples with rich written
history and outstanding traditional knowledge of
plants, fungi, and animals recorded in many ancient
and medieval well-documented written sources,
which evidently pre-date the earliest starting date (1
May 1753) of scientific nomenclature of algae, fungi
and plants (see Art. 13.1 of the ICN)”.

Thus, many vernacular names of plants are reg-
istered in such sources as the Jewish Torah, the
Christian Old and New Testaments, the Holy
Quran of Muslims, the Vedic literature of India, nu-
merous written sources of Ancient Egypt, Greece,
Rome, China, and in many other sources traced to
the deep past of the human history (see, e.g., Berlin,
2014; Bretschneider, 1871; Chen, 1978; Duke et al.,,
2008; Krishna, Amirthalingam, 2014; Mayr, 1982;
Métailié, 2015; Musselman, 2007, 2012, 2022; The-
ophrastus, 2019; Topachevskyi, 2014; Zohary, 1982,
etc.). What should we do with those names of or-
ganisms reliably registered in these sources (many
of which are rather well dated) and more or less re-
liably linked to concrete species or genera?

Consider, for example, the cases of plant names
from the Torah and Old Testament [see Hirsch,
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Low, 1906 (online version: 2023-onward); Green-
berg, 2023-onward; Duke et al., 2008; Musselman,
2007, 2012, 2022; Topachevskyi, 2014; Zohary, 1982,
etc.]. There are dozens or probably even hundreds
of plant species mentioned in these historical and
religious sources. If we apply consistently the mod-
ified principle of the absolute chronological priori-
ty going beyond 1753, as proposed by Wright and
Gillman (2023), should we then replace the sci-
entific names of such plants as Atriplex halimus L.
(shrubby orach, Mediterranean saltbush), Hordeum
vulgare L. (barley), Portulaca oleracea L. (common
purslane), Prunus amygdalus Batsch (Amygdalus
communis L., almond), Punica granatum L. (pome-
granate), Triticum spelta L. (spelt, hulled wheat), etc.
with the new scientific names using older vernacu-
lar Hebrew names (see, e.g., the List of plants in the
Bible: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of plants

in the Bible; all online sources initially accessed
14 September 2023 and re-checked 4 April 2024):
“Atriplex malliah”, “Hordeum $26rah”, “Portulaca
hallamit”, “Prunus Saqéd”, “Punica rimmon”, “Trit-
icum kussemet’, etc., respectively?

And who should be listed as the author of those
names? Probably Moses? Or King Solomon (see
Musselman, 2022)?

Or, if we should respect the ancient Indian tra-
dition (see, e.g., Krishna, Amirthalingam, 2014;
Patil, 2020), should we probably change the names
Cucumis sativus L. (cucumber) and Cannabis indi-
ca Lam. (C. sativa L. subsp. indica (Lam.) E. Small
& Cronquist, Indian hemp, marijuana), both plants
most probably domesticated in India, to “Cucumis
urvaruka” or “urvaruka” and “Cannabis bhanga” or

“bhanga™?

And what about the exceptionally rich ethnobo-
tanical traditions of China? How many changes, ac-
cording to the “priority” principles of Wright and
Gillman (2023), should we expect in the scientific
nomenclature of plants and fungi if we are going to
consider for nomenclatural purposes the names of
organisms available in ancient sources (see Bretsch-
neider, 1871; Chen, 1978; Métailié, 2015, etc.) from
China? What should we do with some widespread
species that may occur in both India and China,
and are mentioned in ancient Indian and Chinese
sources? Which of these ancient cultures should
have priority?

With all our respect to traditional, local and/or
indigenous knowledge and various naming systems
used by peoples of the world, we should not mix
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these naming systems with the scientific nomencla-
ture of living and fossil organisms (see my earlier
comments: Mosyakin, 2022/2023: 474-475). The
differences between traditional / vernacular nam-
ing systems and the scientific biological nomencla-
ture have been meticulously explained in detail by
many experts in biological taxonomy, linguistics,
ethnography, ethnobotany, culturology, cultural
anthropology, and related fields (e.g., Raven et al.,
1971; Mayr, 1982; Berlin, 2014; Heenan et al., 2021;
McGlone et al. 2022, and references therein), so I
simply do not understand why we should, again
and again, provide counter-arguments to various
claims by people who still do not understand (or
ignore) these differences, despite the mountains of
towering evidence available.

Thus, I conclude that the “modified” proposals
of Wright and Gillman (2023) aimed at possible
replacement of established valid and legitimate sci-
entific names with some vernacular, folk, legendary,
fabulous, or traditional (including “indigenous”),
names based on the “chronological priority” going
before 1753 are disruptive for biological nomen-
clature, illogical or naive, and simply non-imple-
mentable in practice.

Misunderstanding or misinterpretation of
the Code: problems with the authorship of
names and author(s) citations

I have already provided examples and arguments
clearly illustrating that Wright and Gillman (2022)
in many cases misunderstood or misinterpreted
some principles and provisions of the Code (see
Mosyakin 2022/2023). Unfortunately, in their new
text (Wright, Gillman, 2023) they added several
other undeniable examples of their profound mi-
sunderstanding, or at least misinterpretation, of se-
veral fundamental provisions of the Code.

Let us analyze the following proposal by Wright
and Gillman (2023: 484): “We seek to preserve the
best of this dichotomy — namely the description
and its authority — while modifying a naming tra-
dition which has typically not recognised the tem-
poral priority of first identification and usage. As
an example, under our proposal the New Zealand
tree Agathis australis (D. Don) Lindl. with the Maori
name kauri might become “Agathis kauri (D. Don)
Lindl. [Indig.]”. In our view this is an elegant and
fair resolution that demonstrates the combined
strengths of our proposal; namely, honouring the
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taxonomic priority of description while acknowl-
edging the nomenclatural priority of an earlier
indigenous name. The fundamental primary rela-
tionship of authority would thus be intact in this
process with the only alteration being a subsidiary
addition to indicate acceptance of an indigenous
name where this could be shown to have chrono-
logical priority”

In the Conclusion section of their note, Wright
and Gillman (2023: 484) further explained that they

“do not seek to remove credit for published descrip-
tions. These are currently recognised in the form of
the authority and it is important that this recogni-
tion is retained. Under our proposal the current au-
thority would remain intact except for an addition
to indicate that an indigenous name had replaced
the previously accepted name””

As far as I understand these hardly understand-
able (at least to me) sentences, Wright and Gillman
want to “retain” the current authorship of the re-
placed names, but in fact they propose to ascribe
the newly coined “indigenous” replacement names
to the authors of the replaced names, and at the
same time think that those authors are not the au-
thors of names but the authors of some (supposedly
original?) “descriptions”!

The authorship and author citation in nomencla-
ture of algae, fungi, and plants are regulated by Ar-
ticles 46-50 of the ICN (Turland et al., 2018). Unfor-
tunately, it seems that Wright and Gillman do not
understand that these articles deal with the basic
concept of authors of names, who are not necessari-
ly the authors of descriptions of the relevant taxa. In
most cases, authors of nomenclatural combinations
are not the authors of original descriptions of these
taxa. Let us explain that using the case of Agathis aus-
tralis: David Don is indeed the author of the original
description associated with the first scientific nam-
ing of that species, and thus at the same time he is
the author of the name Dammara australis D. Don
(in Lambert, Descr. Pinus 2: 14. 1824). However,
John Lindley just transferred that species name to
the genus Agathis Salisb., and thus he is the author of
the name (new nomenclatural combination) Agathis
australis (D. Don) Lindl. (in Loudon, Encycl. PL: 802.
1829), not of the description of that species.

Thus, the texts by Wright and Gillman cited
above mean that these two authors propose to as-
cribe the authorship of the nomenclaturally new
“indigenous” replacement names to the authors of
the replaced names! Of course, that proposal is

simply illogical and even utterly absurd from the
nomenclatural viewpoint. Neither David Don nor
John Lindley ever dreamt of becoming the “au-
thors” of the “indigenous” replacement name “Aga-
this kauri”, which they neither used nor authorized.
Thus, the “elegant and fair resolution” (“honour-
ing the taxonomic priority of description [what is
that? — SM] while acknowledging the nomenclat-
ural priority of an earlier indigenous name”) pro-
posed by Wright and Gillman is simply erroneous
and indicates their profound misunderstanding of
the rules and procedures of the Code regulating the
authorship issues (Art. 46-50).

It is also rather interesting that in their earlier set
of proposals to amend the Code Wright and Gillman
(2022) never mentioned the articles 46-50 of the
Code dealing with the authorship and author cita-
tion and did not propose any amendments or other
changes to these articles. Instead of that, they rather
confusingly stated that “A convention for assigning
the authority when indigenous names replace exist-
ing names will be required, and we suggest that the
authority be denoted as the first author of the publi-
cation [which publication? — SM]. The author of the
basionym would be included in parentheses as per
current protocols [which protocols? — SM] when le-
gitimate names are replaced” (Wright, Gillman, 2022:
8). At the same time, they proposed the following ad-
dition to Art. 11, which deals with issues of priority:

“Art. 11.12. The new authority [authorship? — SM] is
denoted as the first author of the publication of the
indigenous name together with the basionym au-
thor(s)” (Wright, Gillman, 2022: 9). It should be not-
ed that Wright and Gillman often erroneously used
the term “basionym” instead of terms “replaced syn-
onym” or “replaced name”. As far as I can understand
the confusing statements cited above, the earlier pro-
posals by Wright and Gillman (2022) on author(s)
citations and authorship clearly contradict their new
ideas published in their follow-up note (Wright, Gill-
man, 2023).

All that means, in my opinion, that Wright and
Gillman not only failed to understand or interpret
properly some basic provisions of the Code, in par-
ticular those regulating the authorship, but also
failed to provide non-contradictory proposals to
amend the relevant articles of the Code. Besides, I
have already commented on that elsewhere in my
earlier article (Mosyakin, 2022/2023) and indicat-
ed specific errors in interpreting the Code. Unfor-
tunately, in their reply Wright and Gillman (2023)
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decided not to comment, explain, or justify their
nomenclatural mistakes (see my comment below).

Wright and Gillman (2023: 484) also noted that
“...the system [I am not sure which “system” they had
in mind; probably the system of rules and recom-
mendations of the current nomenclatural Codes —
SM] would need to involve expertise beyond tax-
onomic science: a move that would broaden the
horizon of nomenclature and make it relevant to
more people, particularly in the fields of applied
ecology and conservation biology” I think that for
expanding the horizon of nomenclature and mak-
ing it (taxonomic science? nomenclature? horizon?)
relevant to more people, it would be probably use-
ful not only to popularize taxonomy and to explain,
patiently and painstakingly, the importance of bi-
ological nomenclature to more people, but also to
kindly ask some ecologists, conservation biologists
and other people proposing the large-scale changes
to the rules and traditions of biological nomencla-
ture to take pains to learn at least the basics of the
field of science that they so arrogantly (and some-
times naively) intend to “reform”

I express my respect to Len Norman Gillman
and Shane Donald Wright, who are ecologists with
expertise in that field. However, in my humble but
well-justified opinion (see above), their under-
standing of principles, rules, and practice of biolog-
ical nomenclature and their expertise in practical
nomenclatural aspects of taxonomy are not suf-
ficient for initiating any large-scale reforms, and I
kindly recommend them to stop their destructive
activities in that field, especially since their pro-
posed reforms may result in discrimination (see my
arguments below).

Selective responses instead of solid
counter-arguments

Finally, just an additional observation regarding the
style of argumentation used by Wright and Gillman
(2023) in their “Reply...” In response to my several
questions, the authors discussed just the example of
plant names of Moriori and Maori of the Rékohu /
Wharekauri / Chatham Islands and concluded that
“this example, therefore shows how our proposal
would work, not how it would fail”

In my opinion, this is either misunderstanding
or misinterpretation. The non-specific example of
Moriori versus Maori indigenous names was just
one of several examples (in particular, peoples of
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Eurasian steppes or southern Africa) used in that
section of my critical article. These examples (in-
cluding the example of Moriori and Maori of the
Rékohu / Wharekauri / Chatham Islands) were in
fact used in the form of rhetorical questions, just to
illustrate the idea that plant taxonomists should not
be engaged in finding solutions to controversial is-
sues of history directly or even distantly related to
supposed priority of local vernacular names of or-
ganisms. However, Wright and Gillman decided to
respond only to one question, leaving aside (or just
ignoring) all other examples and/or specific ques-
tions from my article. This discussion trick repre-
sents a partial or selective response, when people
engaged in a discussion decide to respond only to
some part of argumentation of the opponent, spe-
cifically to the part which is more convenient to
them for answering, but not to the whole body of
argumentation.

Discriminatory (or potentially discriminatory)
nature of the proposals by Wright and Gillman
to favor organisms’ names of selected (“Ind-
igenous”) national, racial, ethnonational, or
ethnocultural groups over all other names

In my earlier discussion article (Mosyakin,
2022/2023) 1 indicated the discriminatory (or at
least potentially discriminatory) nature of the pro-
posals by Wright and Gillman (2022) but avoided
or omitted some arguments because I considered
them too strong. Also, I did not want to hurt the
social reputation of the authors by any association
of their proposals with the socially toxic concept of
actual or potential racial discrimination. Unfortu-
nately, in their response Wright and Gillman (2023)
decided to reject my opinion without any further
counter-argumentation and preferred not to recog-
nize the discriminatory (or, better to say, potentially
discriminatory) nature of their proposals. Because
of that I have to present here further considerations
and arguments supporting my earlier claim that the
very idea of replacing the existing scientific names
with “indigenous” ones was indeed potentially dis-
criminatory or, at least, created the possibilities for
actual discrimination, specifically in biological no-
menclature, against all other national, ethnic, racial,
and ethnocultural groups not considered to be In-
digenous.

I should state at once that I do not consider the
published expression of opinions by Wright and
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Gillman as a case of actual discrimination. How-
ever, if their proposals are actually accepted, that
would mean an undeniable case of discrimination
based on racial, ethnonational, or ethnocultural
characteristics or identities of people. As Thomas
Sowell (2011) precisely formulated it, “While bias-
es and prejudices are conditions in people’s minds,
discrimination is an overt act taking place outside
their minds in the real world” As long as Wright
and Gillman’s views and proposals (even being po-
tentially discriminatory in their nature) remain in
their minds, on the paper, and even in the virtual
world of the World Web, but are not implemented
in the real life of biological nomenclature and incor-
porated in the Code, they should not be considered
the acts of discrimination. However, I suppose that
Wright and Gillman should admit that with their
“indigenous” proposals they at least created the pre-
requisites for possible discrimination in the field of
biological nomenclature, and thus, I suppose, they
should cease their disruptive activity threatening
the nomenclatural stability and all fields of science
and human activities (including biodiversity con-
servation, agriculture, biotechnology, historical ge-
ology, etc., etc.) dealing with naming and identifica-
tion of living and fossil organisms.

According to Gillman and Wright (2023), “Mo-
syakin also claims that the proposal discriminates
on the basis of race and supports this by writing ex-
tensively on the definition of Indigenous Peoples”

This is not true. In my article I did not emphasize
the racial discrimination but have stated that any
attempts to introduce a system of national, racial
and/or ethnocultural discrimination in biologi-
cal nomenclature should not be tolerated, which is
evident even from the title of my article. Moreover,
my claims are not supported solely by my “writing
extensively on the definition of Indigenous Peo-
ples” I used the in-depth discussion on the defi-
nition or, better to say, criteria of identification or
self-identification of Indigenous Peoples in order to
demonstrate the impracticability of any (even par-
tial) implementation of the proposals of Wright and
Gillman, but not to demonstrate that their propos-
als potentially “discriminates on the basis of race”
(which I'in fact did in another section of my article).

However, since Wright and Gillman (2023) in
their response touched the issue of discrimination
“on the basis of race’, let us consider that issue in
more detail using the relevant documentary base. A
specific explanation is needed here, which I provide

below, based on foundational international docu-
ments and scientific evidence.

Unfortunately, the meanings of the words “race’,
“racial”, and the word combination “racial discrim-
ination” (in the sense used in the UN International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Ra-
cial Discrimination — United Nations, 1969) in the
modern usage can be rather misleading, and these
meanings are often misunderstood. That misun-
derstanding is rooted in the not so distant past (for
example, in the late 1960s, when the mentioned
UN Convention was drafted and finally adopted),
when the concept of a biological or anthropolog-
ical “race” was still alive and rather widely used,
even in international policy and science. Now most
of researchers, social activists, and policymakers
(among other people) admit and accept that the
concept of “race’, at least in its traditional biolog-
ical or anthropological meaning and as applied to
human beings, is non-scientific and even racist (see
various opinions and policy recommendations, e.g.:
American Anthropological Association, 1998; Zack,
2001; American Association of Biological Anthro-
pologists, 2019; Keita et al., 2004; Sowell, 2011; APF
& OHCHR, 2013; Kolbert, 2018; Prontzos, 2019;
Goodman, 2020; American Psychological Associa-
tion, 2023-onward; National Academies of Scienc-
es, Engineering, and Medicine, 2023; Feero et al.,
2024, and references therein; the past and current
literature on that problem is simply huge). Evident-
ly, because of that there cannot be any scientific jus-
tification of racism.

However, we still have the UN International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Ra-
cial Discrimination (United Nations, 1969), and,
evidently, there is still the racial discrimination
concept existing in the world. But it should be un-
derstood that the mentioned Convention uses the
term “race” (and also derived terms, such as “racial
discrimination”) not in its biological or anthropo-
logical meaning.

The United Nations International Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimina-
tion in its Art. 1.1 states that “In this Convention,
the term ‘racial discrimination’ shall mean any dis-
tinction, exclusion, restriction or preference based
on race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin
which has the purpose or effect of nullifying or im-
pairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on
an equal footing, of human rights and fundamental
freedoms in the political, economic, social, cultural
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or any other field of public life” (United Nations,
1969). As we see, in modern practice, and espe-
cially in international documents, the term “racial
discrimination” shall be, and is indeed, understood
in a much expanded sense, covering not the bio-
logical or former anthropological concept of “race”
(now considered as outdated and even non-scien-
tific by many experts and activists, see references
above), but any discrimination based on “descent,
or national or ethnic origin”. Should we treat the
proposals of Wright and Gillman (2022) to give
special rights and privileges to Indigenous Peoples
(a category evidently based largely on “descent, or
national or ethnic origin”) but not to other peoples
as potential discrimination against those peoples
who are not considered to be Indigenous? I think
we should. Or at least we may.

The American Psychological Association (2023-
onward) in its online Grammar and Style Guide-
lines (section Bias-Free Language: Racial and Ethnic
Identity) provides the following definition: “Race
refers to physical differences that groups and cul-
tures consider socially significant. For example,
people might identify their race as Aboriginal, Af-
rican American or Black, Asian, European Amer-
ican or White, Native American, Native Hawaiian
or Pacific Islander, Maori, or some other race” As
we see, among the “races” mentioned as examples
by APA, several can be considered as referring to
Indigenous Peoples, in particular, Aboriginal, Na-
tive American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander,
Maori, plus probably some others which we can im-
agine, such as Indigenous Europeans, Indigenous
Asians, Indigenous Africans, etc. (see discussion
in Mosyakin, 2022/2023, and references therein).
Consequently, it looks like Wright and Gillman
(2022) propose to grant preferences in biological
nomenclature to representatives of these Indige-
nous “races” as opposed to representatives of other
“races”, such as African Americans, Europeans and
Asians not considered to be Indigenous, etc. If so, it
would mean the discrimination (at least against re-
searchers and users of taxonomic information and
scientific names) “based on race, colour, descent, or
national or ethnic origin” in the field of biological
nomenclature (see United Nations, 1969), which, as
I believe, I have already demonstrated in my earlier
argumentation (Mosyakin, 2022/2023).

One may argue that Art. 1.4 of the mentioned
Convention (United Nations, 1969) in fact ex-
cludes cases of so-called “positive discrimination”
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or “affirmative action” (see also Sowell, 2004, 2011,
2019): “Special measures taken for the sole purpose
of securing adequate advancement of certain racial
or ethnic groups or individuals requiring such pro-
tection as may be necessary in order to ensure such
groups or individuals equal enjoyment or exercise
of human rights and fundamental freedoms shall
not be deemed racial discrimination...” However,
this Article is aimed at ensuring equal, but not pref-
erential, rights and freedoms. Moreover, Art. 1.4
has an important continuation: “..provided, how-
ever, that such measures do not, as a consequence,
lead to the maintenance of separate rights for differ-
ent racial groups and that they shall not be contin-
ued after the objectives for which they were taken
have been achieved” I think that the proposals by
Wright and Gillman (2022) may (and, in my opin-
ion, certainly will) “lead to the maintenance of sep-
arate rights for different racial groups” in the field of
biological nomenclature; specifically, separate rights
of Indigenous Peoples as opposed, for example,
to the rights of non-Indigenous Americans of Af-
rican origin, to consider just one of many possible
cases.

Also, can anyone state, with proper evidence and
proof, that the ICN at present, in its present wording
(or even in its earlier versions) discriminates against
Indigenous Peoples; e.g., prevents using indigenous
vernacular names in forming scientific names and
epithets, or excludes representatives of Indigenous
Peoples from practicing taxonomy and/or proposing
nomenclatural novelties? Is there any real need for
provisions for “positive discrimination” or “affirma-
tive action” to be introduced in the Code?

I am certain that the ICN gives equal rights to
all Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples alike,
including taxonomists forming the names and
non-taxonomists using the taxonomic information
and scientific names of organisms in all relevant
fields of science and other human activities. In oth-
er words, the current ICN is evidently non-discrim-
inatory in its principles, approaches, and practice;
except for, probably, the preferential (in fact, ex-
clusive) use of the Latin and English languages for
validation of names of new taxa, but that exclusion
is aimed at the standardization and efficient com-
munication between researchers and other people
belonging to various nations, ethnic groups and
cultures. If we accept that statement of the non-dis-
criminatory nature of the ICN, we should also ac-
cept that, according to Art. 1.4 of the mentioned
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Convention (United Nations, 1969), there is no
need to apply any “positive discrimination” to the
ICN. Just vice versa, application of such selective ap-
proaches in the ICN to any selected racial, national,
ethnic, ethnonational, or ethnocultural groups of
people would mean discrimination of other such
groups. Because of the above considerations and for
coping with the existing threat to the non-discrim-
inatory nature of the ICN (e.g., by such proposals
as those by Wright and Gillman, 2022), I have pro-
posed to add to the Preamble a special “Non-Dis-
crimination Statement” (see below).

In addition to provisions of the United Nations
International Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Racial Discrimination discussed above, let
us consider some other relevant foundational doc-
uments.

In its Preamble, the Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (United Nations, 2007; see also
Hochman, Weller, 2018) states that “all doctrines,
policies and practices based on or advocating su-
periority of peoples or individuals on the basis of
national origin or racial, religious, ethnic or cultur-
al differences are racist, scientifically false, legally
invalid, morally condemnable and socially unjust.”
In my opinion, that is exactly the case: Wright and
Gillman (2022, 2023) propose to codify in biolog-
ical nomenclature the policies and practices advo-
cating superiority of a rather vaguely delimited cat-
egory of Indigenous Peoples over all other peoples
“on the basis of national origin or racial, religious,
ethnic or cultural differences”

According to New Zealand Governments offi-
cial information on human rights and freedoms
(https://www.govt.nz/browse/law-crime-and-jus-
tice/human-rights-in-nz/human-rights-and-free-
doms/), based on the Human Rights Act 1993,
which Gillman and Wright as New Zealand citizens
should respect, “Unlawful discrimination is when
youre treated unfairly or less favourably than an-
other person because of your: age, colour, disability,
employment status, ethical belief, ethnic or national
origin, family status, marital status, political opin-
ion, race, religious belief, sex, sexual orientation”.
In fact, Wright and Gillman (2022) proposed to
change the ICN as to treat all non-Indigenous peo-
ple and peoples (including many of those underrep-
resented, less privileged, currently or formerly op-
pressed and/or discriminated, etc.) unfairly and less
favorably than Indigenous Peoples, because of their
ethnic or national origin.

Consequently, I cannot agree with the objections
by Wright and Gillman (2023), and still think that
their proposals (both original ones of 2022 and
modified ones of 2023), if implemented, will create
discrimination against authors and users of biolog-
ical nomenclature based at least on their racial (see
above), ethnonational, and/or ethnocultural identi-
ty or identities. That should not be tolerated.

Also, the confusing and confused (yes! I mean
it; see my arguments above) proposals of Wright
and Gillman actually neither enhance nor improve
the much needed wider participation and involve-
ment of Indigenous People and other local and/or
traditional communities and peoples worldwide in
biodiversity research, conservation, and sustainable
use. Just vice versa, these proposals and the accom-
panying public campaigns create (at least among
researchers and other mostly rationally thinking
people) an irrational, antiscientific, and even ludi-
crous distorted image for Indigenous People, most
of whom, I sincerely hope, do not support the views
of Wright and Gillman (see, e.g., Pethiyagoda, 2023,
who considers such recent campaigns as possible
indicators of “the new colonialism”).

Biological nomenclature as a fundamental
component of modern science: some general
considerations

Free and rational development of science is the ba-
sis and one of the main prerequisites of human pro-
gress in all fields of human activities (see Shermer,
2015; Pinker, 2018, 2022; Al-Khalili, 2022). Modern
science cannot operate without scientific integrity
and academic freedom (Hudson, Williams, 2016;
Williams, 2016, etc.). Rational science unites people
of various backgrounds, identities, and cultures; it
is based upon achievements of the whole human-
kind, the diverse world cultures of the past and
present (see Montgomery, Kumar, 2016; Al-Khalili,
2022, etc.).

Biological nomenclature is foundational and cru-
cially important not only to taxonomists or for tax-
onomy, and not only to biological sciences in gener-
al. It, and especially its stability, predictability, and
rational and free development, are crucially impor-
tant for all fields of science and all human activities
dealing, directly or indirectly, with the diverse and
complicated world of living and fossil organisms.

Biological nomenclature is the basis for effective
and universal communication, both in science and

ISSN 2415-8860. Y kpaircokuti 6omaniunuii scypran. 2024. 81(2) 79


https://www.govt.nz/browse/law-crime-and-justice/human-rights-in-nz/human-rights-and-freedoms/
https://www.govt.nz/browse/law-crime-and-justice/human-rights-in-nz/human-rights-and-freedoms/
https://www.govt.nz/browse/law-crime-and-justice/human-rights-in-nz/human-rights-and-freedoms/

S.L. MOSYAKIN

in our everyday life (see Jiménez-Mejias et al., 2024,
and references therein). Because of that I think that it
is simply irresponsible to undermine the well-work-
ing systems of biological nomenclature which “allow
transcultural communication through a shared, op-
erationally neutral system of scientific names that is
stable across space and time” (Jiménez-Mejias et al.,
2024), especially when the “reformers” have little
understanding of the principles and operational
practices of these systems and when they cannot un-
derstand the grave consequences of disrupting the
fine-tuned nomenclatural codes and conventions.

Thus, the unjust misuse of misinterpreted and/
or misunderstood noble ideals of “political correct-
ness” and “social justice” demonstrated by some
claimants for “nomenclatural justice” (see exam-
ples cited in Jiménez-Mejias et al., 2024) is not a
productive approach. Excessive politicization of
science has never brought any good but was usu-
ally destructive both to the science itself and to the
societies using this distorted science, either in total-
itarian or democratic societies (see Graham, 1993;
Sokal, Bricmont, 1998; Josephson, 2005; Pollock,
2008; Sowell, 2011; Wolters, Steel, 2018; Pluckrose,
Lindsay, 2020; Krylov, 2021; Terbish, 2022; Tucker,
2023, etc.).

A disclaimer and concluding remarks:
toward the XX International Botanical
Congress (July 2024)

As I have already explicitly stated in my earlier arti-
cles (see disclaimers in Mosyakin, 2022a: 249, 2022b,
2022/2023: 470), I am strongly against any forms
of “colonialism, imperialism, aggression, national
or ethnic oppression, racism, or any other form of
discrimination against people based on their nation,
religion, class, sex or gender, ethnic or other group,
or other categories” (Mosyakin, 2022/2023: 470),
against any forms of other unlawful and unjustified
discrimination (for definitions and indicators, see
Sowell, 2019). Just because of that I feel that it is my
duty to oppose any attempts to introduce or enforce
any kind of discrimination in science, and in parti-
cular in biological nomenclature. In my opinion, as
seen from my arguments provided above and in my
earlier articles, giving some exceptional or special
rights in the governance of biological nomenclatu-
re to Indigenous People is as absurd and unjust as
giving similar exceptional or special rights to any
other ethnic or national (Germans? Ukrainians?
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Jews or Israelis? Chinese? etc.), gender (women?
transgender? non-binary people? etc.), religious
(Christians? Buddhists? Mormons? etc.), ethnocul-
tural or racial (African Americans? European Euro-
peans? etc.) group.

All researchers should be equal in science, mean-
ing having equal rights and opportunities, which
are limited and/or defined only by their academic
qualities, academic integrity, scientific merits of
their work, and/or other identifiers and qualifiers
directly relevant to science (see Abbott et al., 2023;
etc.). All authors and users of biological nomen-
clature, regardless of their “race, colour, ethnicity,
national origin, disability, age, sex and sexual ori-
entation, gender identity, religion, social status, cul-
tural identity, and/or political beliefs” (see below),
should also have equal rights and opportunities.

Just because of that I proposed to amend the
Preamble of the ICN by adding a “Non-Discrimina-
tion Statement” (Mosyakin, 2023b). That proposed
amendment is available in the cited proposal and in
the Synopsis of all proposals (Turland, Wiersema,
2024). However, since it is directly relevant to the
topic discussed in the present article, I also repro-
duce it here verbatim:

“Non-Discrimination Statement

Authors and editors of this Code recognize the
importance of principles of human rights, equal
rights and opportunities, diversity, inclusivity,
and representation, especially with regard to au-
thors and users of scientific names governed by
this Code.

Authors and users of scientific names gov-
erned by this Code shall not be discriminated
against on the basis of their race, colour, ethnic-
ity, national origin, disability, age, sex and sexual
orientation, gender identity, religion, social sta-
tus, cultural identity, and/or political beliefs, and
shall have equal rights under this Code, including
the rights to propose amendments to this Code.

Preferential or discriminatory treatment, re-
jection or censoring of names governed by this
Code because of the aforementioned characteris-
tics of their authors, or because of actual or as-
sumed association of such names with any cul-
tural, religious, political, social, ethnic, national,
or racial concepts, beliefs, or ideologies, is not al-
lowed, except for the cases explicitly regulated by
this Code (e.g. the preferential status of the Latin
alphabet and the Latin and English languages in
nomenclature)”
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I hope that this amendment, proposed in the
spirit of preserving the scientific freedom and
avoiding any discrimination of researchers and us-
ers of biological nomenclature, will be positively
accepted by the voters at the preliminary guiding
vote (“mail vote”, by the deadline of 31 May 2024),
institutional voters, and members of the Nomencla-
ture Section of the forthcoming XX International
Botanical Congress in Madrid in July 2024.

I also proposed to amend the Preamble by add-
ing a “Potentially sensitive content disclaimer and
limitation of liability”; this proposal, among other
paragraphs, contains the following clause (Mosyak-
in, 2023a: 442), which should further safeguard the
authors and users of biological nomenclature, as
seen in the excerpt below:

“Anyone using the scientific names of taxa gov-
erned by this Code should be aware that this Code
is not intended for judging, evaluating, changing,
rejecting, or censoring such names because of
ethical, cultural, religious, political, social, ideo-
logical, and/or other principles, criteria, and pro-
cedures, except for those explicitly prescribed in
this Code (see Preamble 1, 12, Art. 51.1)”.

I have already expressed earlier “my respect to all
Indigenous (as well as non-Indigenous) Peoples of the
world, their rights, needs, cultures and traditions” (see
Mosyakin, 2022/2023: 470) and also emphasized that
I also have Indigenous People (Karelian: see Fig. 1 and
Honko, 1990) in my distant European ancestry. Just
because of that I authored and co-authored sever-
al proposals to amend the Code, which are directly
relevant to ensuring and strengthening the recogni-
tion of the knowledge and traditions of Indigenous
Peoples and other forms of traditional knowledge of
many peoples of the world. For example, we (Hayova
et al., 2023) proposed to add a new Recommenda-
tion after Art. 38, with the advice to report local/in-
digenous vernacular names (if available) of new taxa
and to use such names, if appropriate, in scientific
nomenclature. Definitely, this proposed Recommen-
dation, if accepted, will promote the usage of availa-
ble local/indigenous vernacular names of organisms
in forming names of new taxa, and thus will con-
tribute to a better involvement of local/indigenous
societies and communities in biodiversity research
and conservation, and will improve the recognition
of their traditional knowledge. Of course, even with-
out that proposed Recommendation, many authors
worldwide willingly use local/indigenous vernacular

W

Fig. 1. The Defense of the Sampo | Sammon puolustus (1896),
by Akseli Gallen-Kallela (1865-1931). Tempera on canvas.
Turku Art Museum. Public domain (https://commons.wiki-
media.org/wiki/File:Sammon_puolustus.jpg). A fine example
of the art inspired by and based on Indigenous European
(Karelian and Finnish) folklore and mythology

names of organisms in their taxonomic publications
and in forming the scientific names of new taxa (see,
for example, Veale et al., 2019; Heenan et al., 2021).
However, our proposal (Hayova et al., 2023) does not
encourage any rejection or replacement of existing
legitimate names with “indigenous” ones (as it was
suggested by Wright and Gillman, 2022, 2023).

We (Earp, Mosyakin, 2023) also proposed to
amend Art. 38.3 of the ICN to clarify what local, in-
digenous or traditional information is to be accept-
ed in a validating description or diagnosis. Also, I
proposed to amend Recommendation 7A on dep-
osition of type material in institutions of countries
of origin, and to add a new Recommendation 51A
regarding avoiding potentially inappropriate or un-
acceptable names of taxa (Mosyakin, 2021), thus
addressing some of the current concerns.

In my opinion, the formal proposals to amend the
Code mentioned above could be considered as ra-
tional and acceptable alternatives to some other po-
tentially disruptive ideas and nomenclatural propos-
als (e.g., Smith, Figueiredo, 2021, 2022; Smith et al.,
2022; Thiele et al., 2022; Wright, Gillman, 2022, 2023,
etc.) for addressing the issues of non-discrimination,
real equity, diversity, representation, and recognition
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of traditional knowledge (see Mabry et al., 2024) in
biological nomenclature. I think that the dream of
a really “inclusive” botany outlined by Mabry et al.
(2024) is achievable only with the proper respect to
our science, its traditions, principles, and freedom.

All formal proposals (those listed and summa-
rized in the Synopsis of Proposals on Nomencla-
ture: Turland, Wiersema, 2024) will be considered
and either accepted (in their original or modified
wording) or rejected, first during the preliminary
guiding vote (“mail vote”), and then at the Nomen-
clature Section of the XX International Botanical
Congress (July 2024, Madrid, Spain), see Division
III of the ICN (Turland et al., 2018). Let us wait for
the wise (hopefully) decisions of the global com-
munity of taxonomists, experts in biological no-
menclature, and other stakeholders, for the benefit
of science and all direct and indirect users of scien-
tific names of organisms worldwide.

Acknowledgments

I again (see Mosyakin, 2022/2023: 479) express my
gratitude to Len Norman Gillman (Te Wananga
Aronui o Tamaki Makau Rau / Auckland Univer-
sity of Technology, Tamaki Makaurau / Auckland,
Aotearoa / New Zealand) and Shane Donald Wright
(Waipapa Taumata Rau / University of Auckland,
Tamaki Makaurau / Auckland, Aotearoa / New

REFERENCES

Zealand) for providing in their new publication the
interesting material that I enjoyed to discuss here.

I am grateful to anonymous reviewers and sever-
al members of the Editorial Board of the Ukrainian
Botanical Journal for their critical but very important
comments and suggestions, which were used for im-
proving the article. Special thanks are due to (listed
alphabetically) Dirk C. Albach (Germany), Luis M.P.
Cerfaco (Portugal, currently the USA), Peter J. de
Lange (New Zealand), Zigmantas Gudzinskas (Lithu-
ania), Jirgen Kellermann (Australia), and Frank-Thor-
sten Krell (the USA), whose specific comments and
suggestions have been incorporated in the final ver-
sion of my manuscript. Some of my arguments and
ideas presented here were briefly mentioned earlier, in
particular, in my comments during discussions at the
ResearchGate platform. As always, various comments,
counter-comments, and responses by many people,
both those who share my views and those who op-
pose them, are gratefully acknowledged. And, last but
not least, I express my sincere gratitude to the Armed
Forces of Ukraine (see also Fig. 1).

ETHICS DECLARATION
The author declares no conflict of interest.

ORCID

S.L. Mosyakin: { https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3570-3190

Online sources cited were initially accessed during July-September 2023 and double-checked 4 April 2024.

Abbot D., Bikfalvi A., Bleske-Rechek A.L., Bodmer W., Boghossian P., Carvalho C.M., Ciccolini J., Coyne J.A., Gauss J., Gill
PM.W, Jitomirskaya S., Jussim L., Krylov A.L, Loury G.C., Maroja L., McWhorter J.H., Moosavi S., Nayana Schwerdtle
P, Pearl ], Quintanilla-Tornel M.A., Schaefer H.E III, Schreiner P.R., Schwerdtfeger P, Shechtman D., Shifman M., Tan-
zman J., Trout B.L., Warshel A., West ].D. 2023. In defense of merit in science. Journal of Controversial Ideas, 3(1): art. 1

(26 pp.). https://doi.org/10.35995/jci03010001

Al-Khalili J. 2022. The joy of science. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, xv + 200 pp.
American Anthropological Association (AAA). 1998. American Anthropological Association Statement on ‘Race’. Available at:
https://www.americananthro.org/ConnectWithA AA/Content.aspx?ItemNumber=2583

American Association of Biological Anthropologists (AABA). 2019. AABA Statement on Race and Racism (unanimously ac-
cepted by the AABA Executive Committee at its meeting on March 27, 2019 at the 88" Annual Meeting in Cleveland,
Ohio). Available from: https://bioanth.org/about/position-statements/aapa-statement-race-and-racism-2019/

American Psychological Association (APA). 2023-onward. APA Style (online). Bias-Free Language: Racial and Ethnic Identity.
Available from: https://apastyle.apa.org/style-grammar-guidelines/bias-free-language/racial-ethnic-minorities

Antonelli A., Farooq H., Colli-Silva M., Aratjo J.P.M., Freitas A.V.L., Gardner E.M., Grace O., Gu S., Marline L., Nesbitt M.,
Niskanen T., Onana J.M., Pérez-Escobar O.A., Taylor C., Knapp S. 2023. People-inspired names remain valuable. Nature
Ecology & Evolution, 7: 1161-1162. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02108-7

APF & OHCHR. 2013. The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples: A manual for national human
rights institutions. Sydney: Asia Pacific Forum (APF) of National Human Rights Institutions; Geneva: Office of the Unit-
ed Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), vi + 142 pp. Available at: https://www.ohchr.org/sites/
default/files/Documents/Issues/IPeoples/ UNDRIPManualForNHRIs.pdf

82

ISSN 2415-8860. Ukrainian Botanical Journal. 2024. 81 (2)


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3570-3190
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3570-3190
https://doi.org/10.35995/jci03010001
https://www.americananthro.org/ConnectWithAAA/Content.aspx?ItemNumber=2583
https://bioanth.org/about/position-statements/aapa-statement-race-and-racism-2019/
https://apastyle.apa.org/style-grammar-guidelines/bias-free-language/racial-ethnic-minorities
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02108-7
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Issues/IPeoples/UNDRIPManualForNHRIs.pdf
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Issues/IPeoples/UNDRIPManualForNHRIs.pdf

Further comments on modified nomenclatural proposals by Wright and Gillman (2023)

Bae C.J., Radovi¢ P, Wu X.-J., Figueiredo E., Smith G.E, Roksandic M. 2023. Placing taxonomic nomenclatural stability above
ethical concerns ignores societal norms. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society, 199(1): 5-6. https://doi.org/10.1093/
zoolinnean/zlad061

Berlin B. 2014. Ethnobiological classification: Principles of categorization of plants and animals in traditional societies. Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 354 pp.

Bretschneider E. 1871. On the study and value of Chinese botanical works: With notes on the history of plants and geograph-
ical botany from Chinese sources. Foochow [Fuzhou]: printed by Rosario, Marcal & Co., 51 pp. + 8 tab. https://doi.
org/10.5962/bhl.title.137100

Chen C.-J. 1978. A preliminary study of the thoughts of plant classification in ancient China. Acta Phytotaxonomica Sinica,
16(3): 101-112. [In Chinese, with English abstract] https://www.jse.ac.cn/EN/Y1978/V16/13/101

Ceriaco L.M.P, Aescht E., Ahyong S.T., Ballerio A., Bouchard P, Bourgoin T., Dmitriev D., Evenhuis N., Grygiero M.J., Har-
vey M.S., Kottelat M., Kluge N., Krell E-T., Kojima J.-I., Kullander S.O., Lucinda P, Lyal C.H.C., Pyle R.L., Rheindt EE,,
Scioscia C.L., Welter-Schultes F,, Whitmore D., Yanega D., Zhang Z.-Q., Zhou H.-Z., Pape T. 2023. Renaming taxa on
ethical grounds threatens nomenclatural stability and scientific communication. Communication from the Internation-
al Commission on Zoological Nomenclature. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society, 197(2), 283-286. https://doi.
0rg/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlac107

Duke J.A., Duke P.-A.K., duCellier J.L. 2008. Duke’s handbook of medicinal plants of the Bible. Boca Raton: CRC Press (Taylor
& Francis Group), 528 pp.

Earp C., Mosyakin S.L. 2023. (374) Proposal to amend Article 38.3 to clarify what local, indigenous or traditional information
is to be accepted in a validating description or diagnosis. Taxon, 72(5): 1167-1168. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13042

Feero W.G., Steiner R.D., Slavotinek A., Faial T., Bamshad M.J., Austin J., Korf B.R., Flanagin A., Bibbins-Domingo K. 2024. Guid-
ance on use of race, ethnicity, and geographic origin as proxies for genetic ancestry groups in biomedical publications. Jour-
nal of the American Medical Association. Editorial. Published online 12 March 2024. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2024.3737

Gillman L.N., Wright S.D. 2020. Restoring indigenous names in taxonomy. Communications Biology, 3: art. 609. https://doi.
0rg/10.1038/542003-020-01344-y

Gillman L.N., Wright S.D. 2021. A reply to ‘Science versus vernacular’: should some taxa of animals and plants be renamed
according to ‘indigenous’ practices? Bionomina 25: 93-97. https://doi.org/10.11646/bionomina.25.1.8

Goodman A. 2020. Race is real, but it’s not genetic. Sapiens, an editorially independent anthropology magazine of the Wen-
ner-Gren Foundation & University of Chicago Press, published online 13 March 2020. Available at: https://www.sapiens.
org/biology/is-race-real/

Graham L.R. 1993. Science in Russia and the Soviet Union: A short history (Series: Cambridge Studies in the History of Science).
Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge University Press, x + 321 pp.

Greenberg J. 2023-onward. Torah Flora. Plants and nature in Bible and Jewish tradition. Available at: https://torahflora.org/

Guedes P, Alves-Martins E, Arribas .M., Chatterjee S., Santos A.M.C., Lewin A., Bako L., Webala PW.,, Correia R.A., Rocha
R., Ladle R.J. 2023. Eponyms have no place in 21st-century biological nomenclature. Nature Ecology ¢ Evolution, 7:
1157-1160. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02022-y

Hammer T.A., Thiele K.R. 2021. (119-122) Proposals to amend Articles 51 and 56 and Division III, to allow the rejection of
culturally offensive and inappropriate names. Taxon, 70(6): 1392-1394. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12620

Harris D.J., Xavier R. 2023. Name and shame: can taxonomists agree on systematic reforms? Trends in Ecology ¢ Evolution,
38(11): 1022-1023. https://doi.org/10.1016/].tree.2023.07.008

Hayova V.P,, Boiko G.V., Mosyakin S.L. 2023. (221) Proposal to add a new Recommendation after Article 38, with the advice
to report local/indigenous vernacular names (if available) of new taxa and to use such names, if appropriate, in scientific
nomenclature. Taxon, 72(2): 455. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12907

Heard S.B., Mlynarek J.J. 2023. Naming the menagerie: creativity, culture and consequences in the formation of scientific names.
Proceedings of the Royal Society, Ser. B (Biological Sciences), 290(2010): art. 20231970. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2023.1970

Heenan P.B., McGlone M.S., Wilton A.D. 2021. Te reo Maori and botanical nomenclature as complementary naming systems
for New Zealand’s flora. New Zealand Journal of Botany, 59(3): 291-322. https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2020.1861031

Hirsch E.G., Léw L. 1906 (online version: 2023-onward). Plants. In: Jewish Encyclopedia. The unedited full-text of the 1906
Jewish Encyclopedia (online version). https://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/12203-plants

Hochman J., Weller M. (eds.) 2018. The UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples: A commentary. Oxford, etc.: Ox-
ford University Press, 654 pp.

Honko L. (ed.) 1990. Religion, myth, and folklore in the World’s epics: The Kalevala and its predecessors. Berlin; New York:
Mouton de Greuter, xi + 587 pp.

Hudson C., Williams J. (eds). 2016. Why academic freedom matters: A response to current challenges. London: Civitas, Institute
for the Study of Civil Society, xvi + 229 pp.

Jablonski D., Dufresnes C. 2024. Nomenclatural censorship puts biodiversity conservation and taxonomic science at risk.
Alytes, International Journal of Batrachology, 41(1-4): 1-4.

Jiménez-Mejias P., Manzano S., Gowda V., Krell E-T., Lin M.-Y., Martin-Bravo S., Martin-Torrijos L., Nieto Feliner G., Mo-
syakin S.L., Naczi R.E.C., Acedo C,, Alvarez 1., Crisci J.V,, Lucefio Garcés M., Manning J., Moreno Saiz J.C., Muasya

ISSN 2415-8860. Y kpaircokuti 6omaniunuii scypran. 2024. 81(2) 83


https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlad061
https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlad061
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.137100
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.137100
https://www.jse.ac.cn/EN/Y1978/V16/I3/101
https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlac107
https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlac107
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13042
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2024.3737
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-020-01344-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-020-01344-y
https://doi.org/10.11646/bionomina.25.1.8
https://www.sapiens.org/biology/is-race-real/
https://www.sapiens.org/biology/is-race-real/
https://torahflora.org/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02022-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2023.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12907
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2023.1970
https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2020.1861031
https://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/12203-plants

S.L. MOSYAKIN

AM.,, Riina R., Meseguer A.S., Sanchez-Mata D., and >1500 signatories from >110 countries. 2024. Protecting stable
biological nomenclatural systems enables universal communication: a collective, international appeal. BioScience, in
press. [Preprint: https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.10277.27361/1]

Josephson P.R. 2005. Totalitarian science and technology. 2" ed. New York: Humanity Books, an imprint of Prometheus
Books, 181 pp.

Jost L., Yanez-Muifioz M.H., Brito J., Reyes-Puig C., Reyes-Puig J.P, Guayasamin J.M., Ron S.R., Quintana C., Iturralde G.,
Baquero L., Monteros M., Freire-Fierro A., Fernandez D., Mendieta-Leiva G., Morales J.E, Karremans A.P,, Vazquez-
Garcia J.A., Salazar G.A., Hégsater E., Solano R., Fernandez-Concha G.C., Arana M. 2023. Eponyms are important tools
for biologists in the Global South. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 7: 1164-1165. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02102-7

Keita S.0.Y,, Kittles R.A., Royal C.D.M., Bonney G.M., Furbert-Harris P.,, Dunston G.M., Rotimi C.M. 2004. Conceptualizing
human variation. Nature Genetics, 36(11s): S17-520. https://doi.org/10.1038/ng1455

Knapp S. 2022. In the name of plants: From Attenborough to Washington, the people behind plant names. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 192 pp. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226824314.001.0001

Knapp S., Vorontsova M.S., Turland N.J. 2020. Indigenous species names in algae, fungi and plants: A comment on Gillman &
Wright (2020). Taxon, 69(6): 1409-1410. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12411

Kolbert E. 2018. There’s no scientific basis for Race—It's a made-up label. National Geographic, published online 22 Oct 2018.
Available at: https://www.nationalgeographic.co.uk/people-and-culture/2018/04/theres-no-scientific-basis-for-race-its-
a-made-up-label

Krishna N., Amirthalingam M. 2014. Sacred plants of India. Gurgaon (Gurugram): India Penguin, 312 pp.

Krylov A.I. 2021. The peril of politicizing science. Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters, 12(22): 5371-5376. https://doi.
org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.1c01475

Mabry MLE., Caomhanach N., Abrahams R.S., Gaynor M.L., Pham K.K., Williams T.M., Murphy K.S., Smocovitis V.B., Soltis
D.E., Soltis P.S. 2024. Building an inclusive botany: The “radicle” dream. Plants, People, Planet, published online before
print 21 January 2024. https://doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.10478

Mayr E. 1982. The growth of biological thought. Diversity, evolution, and inheritance. Cambridge (Mass.): Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, xiii + 974 pp.

McGlone M.S., Heenan PB., Wilton A.D., Anderson A. 2022. Proposal to ‘restore’ indigenous names misunderstands the
complementary nature of botanical nomenclature and indigenous vernacular plant names. New Zealand Journal of Bot-
any, 60: 215-226. https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2021.2011752

Meétailié G. 2015. Science and civilisation in China, vol. 6, Biology and biological technology, part 4, Traditional botany: An eth-
nobotanical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, xli + 748 pp.

Montgomery S.L., Kumar A. 2016. A history of science in world cultures: Voices of knowledge. London; New York: Routledge,
Taylor & Francis Group, xiv + 349 pp.

Mosyakin S.L. 2021. (091-092) Proposals to amend Recommendation 7A on deposition of type material in institutions of
countries of origin, and to add a new Recommendation 51A regarding avoiding potentially inappropriate or unaccept-
able names of taxa. Taxon, 70(6): 1379-1380. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12606

Mosyakin S.L. 2022a. If “Rhodes-" must fall, who shall fall next? Taxon, 72(2): 249-255. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12659

Mosyakin S.L. 2022b. Defending Art. 51 of the Code: Comments on Smith & al. (2022). Taxon, 71(6): 1141-1150. https://doi.
org/10.1002/tax.12820

Mosyakin S.L. 2022c. (177) Proposal to amend Recommendation 23A.3 with the advice not to dedicate species to persons
quite unconnected with botany, mycology, phycology, or natural science in general. Taxon, 71(6): 1333. https://doi.
org/10.1002/tax.12846

Mosyakin S.L. 2022/2023 (online 26 November 2022, published in the issue of June 2023). Attempts to introduce a system
of national, racial and/or ethnocultural discrimination in codes of biological nomenclature should not be tolerated:
Comments on some recent proposals (Wright & Gillman, 2022, etc.). Taxon, 72(3): 469-482. https://doi.org/10.1002/
tax.12837

Mosyakin S.L. 2023a. (195) Proposal to amend the Preamble by adding a “potentially sensitive content disclaimer and limita-
tion of liability”. Taxon, 72(2): 442-443. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12897

Mosyakin S.L. 2023b. (349) Proposal to amend the Preamble by adding a “Non-Discrimination Statement”. Taxon, 72(5):
1149-1150. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13033

Mosyakin S.L. 2023c. Eponyms in biological nomenclature and the Slippery Slope and Pandora’s Box arguments. Ukrainian
Botanical Journal, 80(5): 381-385. https://doi.org/10.15407/ukrbotj80.05.381

Musselman L.J. 2007. Figs, dates, laurel, and myrrh. Plants of the Bible and the Quran. Portland, OR: Timber Press, 336 pp.

Musselman L.J. 2012. A dictionary of Bible plants. Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge University Press, xi + 173 pp.

Musselman L.J. 2022. Solomon described plants: A botanical guide to plant life in the Bible. Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, an
imprint of Wipf and Stock Publishers, 346 pp.

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2023. Using population descriptors in genetics and genomics re-
search: A new framework for an evolving field. Consensus study report. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press,
xxi + 217 pp. https://doi.org/10.17226/26902

84 ISSN 2415-8860. Ukrainian Botanical Journal. 2024. 81 (2)


https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.10277.27361/1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02102-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng1455
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226824314.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12411
https://www.nationalgeographic.co.uk/people-and-culture/2018/04/theres-no-scientific-basis-for-race-its-a-made-up-label
https://www.nationalgeographic.co.uk/people-and-culture/2018/04/theres-no-scientific-basis-for-race-its-a-made-up-label
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.1c01475
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.1c01475
https://doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.10478
https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2021.2011752
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12606
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12659
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12820
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12820
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12846
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12846
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12837
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12837
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12897
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13033
https://doi.org/10.15407/ukrbotj80.05.381
https://doi.org/10.17226/26902

Further comments on modified nomenclatural proposals by Wright and Gillman (2023)

Palma R.L., Heath A.C.G. 2021. Science versus vernacular: Should some taxa of animals and plants be renamed according to
‘indigenous’ practices? Bionomina, 22: 32-38. https://doi.org/10.11646/bionomina.22.1.1

Patil D.A. 2020. Ethnotaxonomy as mirrored in Sanskrit plant names. Plantae Scientia (Osmanabad) 3(5): 56-64. https://doi.
0rg/10.32439/ps.v3i5.56-64

Pethiyagoda R. 2023. Policing the scientific lexicon: The new colonialism? Megataxa, 10(1): 20-25. https://doi.org/10.11646/
megataxa.10.1.4

Pinker S. 2018. Enlightenment now. The case for reason, science, humanism, and progress. New York: Viking, an imprint of Pen-
guin Random House LLC, xix + 556 pp. [Ukrainian translation: ITiskep C. 2019. ITpocsimuuymeo cvo200Hi. Apeymenmu
Ha kopucmv posymy, Hayku ma npoepecy. Kuis: Ham ®opmar, 560 c.]

Pinker S. 2022. Rationality: what it is, why it seems scarce, why it matters. New York: Viking, an imprint of Penguin Random
House LLC [e-book, 432 pp.]. [Ukrainian translation: ITinkep C. 2024. Pauionanvricmo. Lo ue maxe, womy saxnuse i
womy mpansnsemocs max pioxo. Kuis: Jlaboparopis, 368 c.]

Pluckrose H., Lindsay J. 2020. Cynical theories: how activist scholarship made everything about race, gender, and identity — and why
this harms everybody. Durham, North Carolina: Pitchstone Publishing, 351 pp. [Ukrainian translation: ITmakpoys I, JTinacei
Ik, 2022. Luniuni meopii npo eendep, pacy ma idenmuunicmo. I womy 8onu 32y6mi onst Hac ycix. Kuis: Haur @opmar, 368 c.]

Pollock E. 2006. Stalin and the Soviet Science Wars. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, ix + 269 pp.

Prontzos P.G. 2019. The concept of “Race” is a lie. Scientific American, published online 14 May 2019. Available at: https://
blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/the-concept-of-race-is-a-lie/

Raven P.H., Berlin B., Breedlove D.E. 1971. The origins of taxonomy. Science, 174(4015): 1210-1213. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.174.4015.1210

Scharpf C. 2023. Changing scientific names on ethical grounds: Six reasons to say "No". The ETYFish Project. Fish Name
Etymology Database. Comment, posted December 2023. 7 pp. https://www.etyfish.org/ETYFish-changing names.pdf

Shermer M. 2015. The Moral Arc. How science and reason lead humanity toward truth, justice, and freedom. New York: Henry
Holt and Company, Macmillan USA [e-book, 560 pp.].

Smith G.E, Figueiredo E. 2021. (126) Proposal to add a new Article 61.6 to permanently and retroactively eliminate epithets
with the root caffe]r- or caff[e]r- from the nomenclature of algae, fungi and plants. Taxon, 70(6): 1395-1396. https://doi.
org/10.1002/tax.12622

Smith G.E, Figueiredo E. 2022. “Rhodes-" must fall: Some of the consequences of colonialism for botany and plant nomen-
clature. Taxon, 71(1): 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12598

Smith G.E, Figueiredo E., Hammer T.A., Thiele K. 2022. Dealing with inappropriate honorifics in a structured and defensible
way is possible. Taxon, 71(5): 933-935. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12742

Sokal A., Bricmont J. 1998. Fashionable nonsense: Postmodern intellectual’s abuse of science. New York: Picador, xiv + 300 pp.

Sowell T. 2004. Affirmative Action around the World: An empirical study. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, x + 239 pp.

Sowell T. 2011. The Thomas Sowell Reader. New York: Basic Books, 432 pp.

Sowell T. 2019. Discrimination and disparities. Revised ed. New York: Basic Books, 320 pp.

Theophrastus. 2019. Collected works. The Delphi Ancient Classics Series. Hastings: Delphi Classics [e-book].

Thiele K. 2023. Some, but not all, eponyms should be disallowed. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 7: art. 1170. https://doi.
0rg/10.1038/s41559-023-02106-9

Thiele K., Smith G.E. Figueiredo E., Hammer T.A. 2022. Taxonomists have an opportunity to rid botanical nomenclature of
inappropriate honorifics in a structured and defensible way. Taxon, 71(6): 1151-1154. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12821

Topachevskyi A. 2014. From God’s Garden. Plants and animals in the Holy Scripture. Ed. 2. Kyiv: Veselka, 269 pp. [In Ukrainian:
TomauesBcpkuit A. 2014. 3 Boxcozo Cady. Pocnunu i meapunu y Cesmomy Iucomi. 2-re Bup,., gor. Kuis: Becenka, 269 c.].

Terbish B. 2022. State ideology, science, and pseudoscience in Russia: between the Cosmos and the Earth. Lanham; Boulder;
New York; London: Lexington Books, xxii + 287 pp.

Tucker S.D. 2023. Hitler's and Stalin's misuse of science: When science fiction was turned into science fact by the Nazis and the
Soviets. Yorkshire; Philadelphia: Frontline Books, an imprint of Pen & Sword Books, LTD, 256 pp.

Turland N.J., Wiersema J.H., Barrie ER., 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 ., Price M.J., Smith G.E 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, vol. 159]. Glashiitten: Koeltz Botanical Books, xxxviii + 254 pp. https://doi.org/10.12705/Code.2018

Turland N.J., Wiersema J.H. 2024. Synopsis of Proposals on Nomenclature — Madrid 2024: A review of the proposals to
amend the International Code of Nomenclature for algae, fungi, and plants submitted to the XX International Botanical
Congress. Taxon, 73(1): 325-404. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13114

United Nations. 1969. International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. United Nations
General Assembly Resolution 2106 (XX), adopted on 21 December 1965. Available at: https://www.ohchr.org/en/instru-
ments-mechanisms/instruments/international-convention-elimination-all-forms-racial

United Nations. 2007. United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. United Nations General Assembly Reso-
lution 61/295, adopted on 13 September 2007. Pdfs available at: https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeo-
ples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html

ISSN 2415-8860. Y kpaircokuti 6omaniunuii scypran. 2024. 81(2) 85


https://doi.org/10.11646/bionomina.22.1.1
https://doi.org/10.32439/ps.v3i5.56-64
https://doi.org/10.32439/ps.v3i5.56-64
https://doi.org/10.11646/megataxa.10.1.4
https://doi.org/10.11646/megataxa.10.1.4
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/the-concept-of-race-is-a-lie/
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/the-concept-of-race-is-a-lie/
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.174.4015.1210
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.174.4015.1210
https://www.etyfish.org/ETYFish-changing_names.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12622
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12622
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12598
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12742
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02106-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-023-02106-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12821
https://doi.org/10.12705/Code.2018
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.13114
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-convention-elimination-all-forms-racial
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-convention-elimination-all-forms-racial
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html

S.L. MOSYAKIN

Veale A.]., de Lange P, Buckley T.R., Cracknell M., Hohaia H., Parry K., Raharaha-Nehemia K., Reihana K., Seldon D., Tawiri
K., Walker L. 2019. Using te reo Maori and ta re Moriori in taxonomy. New Zealand Journal of Ecology, 43: art. 3388.
https://doi.org/10.20417/nzjecol.43.30

Williams J. 2016. Academic freedom in an Age of Conformity: Confronting the fear of knowledge. (Series: Palgrave Critical Uni-
versity Studies). New York: Palgrave Macmillan, vi + 217 pp.

Winker, K. 2024. The inordinate unpopularity of changing all eponymous bird and other organismal names. Bionomina,
37(1): 59-69. https://doi.org/10.11646/bionomina.37.1.3

Wolters E.A., Steel B.S. 2018. When ideology trumps science: Why we question the experts on everything from climate change to
vaccinations. Santa Barbara, California: Praeger, an imprint of ABC-CLIO, LLC, xii + 187 pp.

Wright S.D., Gillman L.N. 2022. Replacing current nomenclature with pre-existing indigenous names in algae, fungi and
plants. Taxon, 71(1): 6-10. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12599

Wright S.D., Gillman L.N. 2023. Reply to “Attempts to introduce a system of national, racial and/or ethnocultural discrim-
ination in codes of biological nomenclature should not be tolerated: Comments on some recent proposals (Wright &
Gillman, 2022, etc.)”. Taxon, 72(3): 483-485. https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12891

Zack N. 2001. Philosophical aspects of the AAA Statement on “Race”. Anthropological Theory, 1(4): 445-465. https://doi.
org/10.1177/14634990122228836

Zohary M. 1982. Plants of the Bible. Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge University Press, 223 pp.

Juckpuminanisa aBTopiB i KOpucTYBa4iB 6i07M0riYHOT HOMEHKIATYPY HAa OCHOBI IXHBOI PacoBoi,
HalliOHA/IbHOI, eTHIYHOI Y eTHOKY/IHTYPHOI IPMHANIEKHOCTi € HenmpunmycTumoro: Iloganpimi komenTapi
[0 YTOYHEHUX HOMEHK/IATypHUX npono3uiiii Pajita Ta Timimana (2023)

C.JI. MOCAKIH
IactutyT 60Taniky im. M.I. Xonogroro HAH Ykpainu,
By Tepemenkiscbka 2, Kuis 01601, Ykpaina

Pedepar. Y Bignosigs Ha Heodiuilai nponosuwii Parira ta [vmmana (Wright, Gillman, 2022) mopo smin MixHapooro-
20 Kodexcy HomeHknamypu sodopocmeti, epu6ie i pocnur (ICN: Turland et al., 2018), B AKMX aBTOpU BUMaraayu GO3BOMNU-
TU 3aMiHy yCTaleHNX, AifiCHUX (BaMiZHMX) i 3aKOHHNX HAYKOBUX Ha3B OpraHi3MiB meBHuMM “KopiHHMMN (“Ty6inbHMMNK)
Ha3BaMu, T06TO, Ha4eb6TO “paHilie iCHyOUNMI HAPOZHMMI HAa3BaMM, SKi BUKOPVCTOBYBA/IN KOPIHHI HAPOAM, 5 MPeCTa-
BUB CBOI feTanbHi KoHTpapryMenTu (Mosyakin, 2022/2023). I migTpumaB cTabiIbHICTD 61070riYHOI HOMEHK/IATYPHU, BU-
CTIOBMB IIPOTECT IPOTH 1i IMOBIPHOTO LIMPOKOMACIITAOHOTO IOPYILIEHHsI, @ TAKOK BUCTOBUB LYMKY IIPO Te, 110 OyAb-sKi
CIrpo6y Uy MpOMO3NLil, CIpAMOBaHI Ha HaJjaHHA IepeBar y 6iooriuHiil HOMEHKIATYpPi OYAb-AKiil MOMITHYHIN, pacoBiii,
eTHIuHiil, collia/IbHill, TeH/iepHill, peirifiHiil un iHmii rpyni abo rpynaM IOBMHHI OyTH BifXwieHi AK AUCKpUMiHaLiliHi
#ii. Y BimoBins Ha Moo KpuTuky Paiit ta T'imMan (2023) crpobyBamy IeperiAHyTU Ta 3allepeuuTy JieAKi 3 MOiX apry-
MeHTiB. BoHU 30KpeMma 3amepeunin MOTEHIiTHO AUCKPUMIHAIIIHNIT XapaKTep CBOIX IMPOMO3NILiil, MiATBepAMIN CBOI ifel
I[OfI0 BUKOPUCTAHHA “KOPIHHMX HAa3B [L1 PETPOAKTIMBHOI 3aMiHNM IIPUHAIIMHI [IesKIX 3aTra/IbHOBM3HAHIX HAYKOBUX Ha3B
OprasisMis, ajie B TOII JKe 4ac 3MiHMIM [iesKi 3i CBOIX monepefHix nponosuuiit. Ha >xasb, 11i 3MiHM TaKoXX He BifIIOBijal0Th
HpMHIMIAM i mpaBumaM urHHOro Kofiekcy i HaBiTh Oy/b-AKOro iHIIOrO palioHanbHO MOGY0BAHOTO KOEKCY GiomoriuHol
HOMEHK/IAaTypu. 30KpeMa, HonepefHi mponosutii Pajita Ta Iinmmana (2022) mofo IMTyBaHHA aBTOPIB IIpM TAaKCOHAX Ta
aBTOPCTBA Ha3B sABHO Cyllepedarh ixHiM HOBUM ifesam. Terep BOHM NIPOIOHYIOTH MPUIINCYBAaTH aBTOPCTBO HOMEHK/IATYP-
HO HOBUX “KOpiHHMX Ha3B-3aMiH aBTOpaM 3aMiHEHMX Ha3B, i BOZHOYAC BBAXXAIOTh, IO Iii aBTOP) € He aBTOpaMu Ha3B, a
aBTOpaMI AKMXOCh “omuciB” S aHami3yro Iii Ta fesKi iHIIi HemOPO3yMiHHS Ta HeNpaBMIbHI TIyMadeHHs Kogekcy. S Takoxx
TEMOHCTPYIO Ta MifATBEPIKYIO, HAIEKHMM YMHOM ITOCHU/IAK0YICh Ha BifTIOBi/IHI JKeperta, IOTEHLIHO JUCKPYMiHaIiTHNIA
Xapakrep Oyfb-AKMX HOMEHKIAQTYPHMX IIPOIO3UIIN, CIPAMOBAHUX Ha HallaHHA BUHATKOBUX a060 IpedepeHIillHuX mpaB
Oynb-sIKMM TpyIllaM aBTOpPiB Ta/abo KOPUCTYBadiB 6i07Ori4HOI HOMEHK/IATYpy Ha OCHOBI iX pacoBoi, HaI[iOHA/NbHOI, eTHIY-
HOI, a60 € THOKY/IBTYPHOI IIPMHAIEXHOCTI. I IPUXOMKY O BICHOBKY, 10 “MopudikoBani” mpomosnmii Paitta Ta I'immaHa
(2023), sAKi Bce Iie CIIpAMOBaHI Ha MOXIMBY 3aMiHy yCTaJIeHVX AiiiCHUX (BaTifHVX) i 3aKOHHMX HayKOBUX Ha3B JeAKIMI
HApOJHNMI, eTeHAAPHUMM, GONIBKIOPHUMM 200 TpafuLiiiHuML (y TOMY 4UC/Ii “KOpiHHMMY ) Ha3BaMM Ha OCHOBI Haue6To
“XpOHOJIOTIYHOTO MpiopuUTETY’, IO Mepefye MOYaTKOBIN AaTi HOMEHKIATYpy 3 1753 poky, € pyiHiBHUMY I 6iomoridHol
HOMEHK/IATY Y, HEJIOTIYHIMIY 200 HAIBHMMIL, Ta I TPOCTO Hepeanis0BaHMMU Ha IIPAKTUILL. S CTHC/IO posIILAfalo AesKi paryi-
OHAJIbHI Ta IIPUIHATHI a/IbTePHATUBHI pillleHH, CIPAMOBaHI Ha HeOIYILIeHHA AUCKPUMiHallii, Ha 3abe3lledeHHs peaqbHOl
CIIpaBe/IMBOCTI, PI3HOMAHITHOCTI, pelpeseHTallil Ta BU3HAHHSA TPAAUIIHIX 3HaHb Y Oi0/IOTiUHilT HOMEHK/IATYpi, BKIIO-
a4 Kinbka oQiliiiHNX IPOMO3NULIii 00 BHeCeHHs 3MiH o Komekcy, siki MaioTh 6yTu posrysinyTi Ha HoMeHKIaTypHii
cexuii XX MixnapogHoro 60TaHiqHOro KoHrpecy (mumens 2024 p., Manpup, Icranis).

KrrouoBi cmoBa: aBTOpCTBO, 6i0/I0ri4Ha HOMEHK/IATYpa, 60TaHIYHA HOMEHK/IATYPa, AUCKPUMIHALLis, 3aI106iraHHs
OUCKpUMiHalil, KOPiHHI HapOAM, TAKCOHOMIf, TpafAMLIiliHi 3HaHHA
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