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Recently, I have developed a new approach to use
and understand Codes of Nomenclature by transforming them into networks. Conceptualizing a
Code as a network provides more eﬃcient navigation and learning, and is a powerful tool for amendments and revisions.
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This is an interesting
approach, but how it
can be helpful in
large and complex
texts like the Codes
of Nomenclature?

This methodology allows the objective comparison
between diﬀerent Codes in terms of their
connectivity pattern and structure, both in a
qualitative and quantitative way.
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The only signﬁcant diﬀerence is that the PC is a more
complex document than the ICZN (Density), as implied by
the connections between its elements.
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When combined, the PC comes out as a
separate module, connected to the ICZN
in two major instances:

The network of the PhyloCode comprises 524 Nodes connected with 2915
Edges. The most important concepts
are clade, established name, deﬁnition, species, and nominal author.

1) PC’s dependence on preexisting
names that are available and potentially valid under the ICZN, and
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Which is the structure of the PC?

2) the fact that species
names are not covered in
the PC and require to
be available under
the ICZN.
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The modularity analysis reveals that the
PhyloCode comprises 10 conceptual
Governance
modules: Generalities,
Governance, Clades, Clade
Deﬁnition
Names, Establishment of
Names, Deﬁnitions,
Establishment
Authorship, Traditional Use,
and Publication – Registration
– Orthography.

Taxa

And how does the PC compare to the ICZN?
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Cool! And what you
have done now?
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I have constructed the network of the recently
published PhyloCode (PC) and I compare it with the
International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN).
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The most important conceptual modules of the
PhyloCode, comprising almost half of it, are those dealing
with Generalities, Deﬁnitions, and Authorship.
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The network of the PhyloCode, made in Gephi, in a Force Atlas 2 layout

This is a major conceptual diﬀerence between the PC and
the ICZN. Whereas the ICZN deals mainly with names of
taxa, the PC dedicates a major part of its text on the
deﬁnitions of the taxa (= clades) and their authors.
Thus, I could say that the PC is a Code of Phylogenetic
Taxonomy, not Nomenclature.
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