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ON THE USE AND CITATION OF TRUE AND FALSE HOMONYMS 

Paul Goetghebeur1 and Dominique Vande Plassche' 

Summary 
Here is a plea for a more unambiguous citation of misidentifications; they should not be confused 

with homonyms. Second, for homonymic basionyms and names based on them, should they be saved 
or rather abolished once and forever? 

A. The Citation of Misidentifications and of Homonyms 
Although the Code stipulates very clear provisions for the citation of homonyms (Art. 50. Rec. C) 

and of published misidentifications (Art. 50. Rec. D), these logical recommendations are not always 
observed. Especially the older literature swarms with misidentifications or sensus obviously presented 
as homonyms, but even today similar confusing citation is used. Since the checking of these false 
homonyms is terribly time consuming, we are wondering whether the recommendations should not 
be made obligatory, e.g., as Art. 50.2 resp. 50.3. Or might there be other solutions of which we are 
not aware to counter this careless usage? 

Example 1. In their recently published cyperaceous flora, Haines and Lye (1983) cite misidentifi- 
cations as homonyms on several occasions, and often in a careless, even cryptic way. For instance, 
to Cyperus atroviridis C. B. Clarke is added the following synonym: "Cyperus aterrimus Steudel in 
Cyp. E. Afr. IX" (o.c.: 199). What is meant here, is: Cyperus aterrimus auct., non Steudel: D. M. 
Napper, J. E. Afr. Nat. Hist. Soc. 26: 11 (1967). 

Example 2. In the same work, under Cyperus maderaspatanus Willd. (o.c.: 253) is mentioned a.o. 
the following synonym: "Mariscus squarrosus C. B. Cl. in F.T.A.," where actually should figure, I 
suppose: Mariscus squarrosus auct., non (L.) C. B. Clarke: C. B. Clarke in W. T. Thiselton-Dyer, Fl. 
Trop. Afr. 8: 400 (1902), p.p. 

Example 3. Henrard (1950: 26) cited a Panicum debile Philippi, (.. .) non Poir., what actually should 
be: Panicum debile auct., non Poir.: Philippi, Anal. Univ. Chile 93: 713 (1896). 

Example 4. Another published misidentification is referred to as Panicum leucophaeum Bentham, 
(...) non Humb. Bonpl. Kunth (Henrard 1950: 96). After checking one can correct this entry as: 
Panicum leucophaeum auct., non Kunth: G. Bentham, Fl. Austr. 7: 472 (1878). 

B. Saving or Abolishing Homonyms and Names Based on Them 
A later homonym is an illegitimate name (unless conserved) and must be rejected, according to the 

quite unambiguous Article 64.1 (with examples of generic and specific names). For generic names no 
obvious problems seem to exist, with the exception of nomina similissima (Art. 64.2). Concerning 
specific names, however, a loophole was provided, due to Art. 72, Note 1: new combinations based 
on an illegitimate name (in this case, a later homonym of a previously validly published name) are 
treated as names of new taxa or as nomina nova, even without the explicit knowledge or intention of 
the newly combining author .... This was argued at length by Nicolson (1978), but without pointing 
out what appears to us as a contradiction with Art. 11.3: "the correct name is the combination of the 
final epithet of the earliest legitimate name of the taxon in the same rank, with the correct name of 
the genus ... to which it is assigned." A few exceptions are mentioned, but not Art. 72, Note 1! When 
we consider the Talinum polyandrum example, the new combination Calandrinia polyandra (Hooker) 
Bentham is not the correct name (according to Art. 11.3), but Calandrinia polyandra Bentham is the 
correct name (according to Art. 72, Note 1). 

' Leerstoel voor Morfologie, Systematiek en Ecologie van de Planten, K. L. Ledeganckstraat, 35, 
B.9000, Gent, Belgium. 
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It has been argued (Raynal, 1972: 107) that such nomenclaturalistic procedures (or rather tricks?) 
are not in favour of a clear treatment of the mentioned problems, as shown in the following examples. 

In our opinion a final elimination of illegitimate names seems more advantageous for our supposed 
goal, the ultimate stability of names. Therefore, according to a sound principle: once illegitimate, 
always illegitimate (Art. 6.4), we would prefer the deletion of Art. 72, Note 1. 

This does imply that, if no other names are available, the mentioned illegitimate name must be 
replaced by a nomen novum, explicitly published as such. 

If however, no majority would exist in favour of a deletion, then at least a recommendation on the 
citation of such unintended substitutes and their authors should be added to Art. 72. This also was 
mentioned by Raynal (1972: 107), but his observation did not receive the general attention. He 
proposed to cite the author of the illegitimate combination (the later homonym) between square 
brackets. 

Although we agree that such way of citation may be rather cumbersome, it has the advantage of 
showing much more of the taxon's nomenclatural and taxonomic history, by referring to the essential 
step, the first description! Of course, once this principle would be recognized, the exact way of citation 
could be considered as a merely editorial matter. 

Example 1. We have chosen the problem already pointed out by Raynal (1972: 107), because it is 
nicely illustrative for the difficulties arising when practising Art. 72, Note 1. 

The species Scirpus iridifolius Poir. (1805) was published as a later homonym of S. iridifolius Bory 
(1804), now known as Machaerina iridifolia (Bory) Koyama. The former species was first put into 
Lepidosperma as L. iridifolium [Poir.] Willd. ex Link and afterwards, more correctly into Baumea as 
B. iridifolia [Poir.] (Willd. ex Link) B6ck. If however both genera are united, as is done by several 
authors, then in such Machaerina s.l. our species must be called M. flexuosa (B6ck.) Kern, on account 
of the epithet iridifolius being preoccupied. Would it not be easier if the homonymic basionym would 
be declared illegitimate and consequently unavailable once and forever, by abolishing the nomencla- 
tural trick displayed in Art. 72, Note 1. 

In that way, the mentioned species could bear the same epithet (flexuosa) in Baumea and in 
Machaerina; moreover, likely confusion between the two species would come to an end. 

Example 2. Brachiaria scalaris Pilger is based upon Panicum scalare Mez, non Schweinf. If this 
homonymic basionym is to be saved, we would like to see a reference to Mez' description as Brachiaria 
scalaris [Mez] Pilger. 

Actually we prefer the rejection of the homonymic basionym and all names based on it, according 
to the ruling under former Codes, which had indeed caused the creation of replacing names, in this 
case Brachiaria heterocraspeda (Peter) Pilger. 

A third possible way to reach our goal (the stability of plant names) is rather unorthodox, yet partly 
accepted by the bioscientific community. Let us face the problem: by digging into the vast taxonomic 
literature, continuous name changes will occur and continuous amendation of the Code will be needed 
in order to regulate newly revealed situations. So, why would we not try to establish a kind of'Standard 
List of Specific Names,' with or without rejected names, to a certain degree comparable to the Approved 
Lists of Bacterial Names (Skerman et al., 1980), although our proposed Standard List could go further 
by including synonyms. A list of conserved names serves stability and is more efficiently consulted 
than is the whole of taxonomic and floristic literature. 
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SPECIES EPITHETS AND GENDER INFORMATION 

"Partes orationis quot sunt? Octo. Quae? Nomen pronomen verbum adverbium participium con- 
iunctio praepositio interiecto." Donati De Partibus Orationis Ars Minor. 

Dan H. Nicolson' 

Summary 
Adjectives (including participles) and nouns are regularly used as species epithets. Nouns maintain 

their gender and are grammatically independent of the generic name but adjectives indicate the gender 
of the generic name to the extent they have three, two or only one ending(s) in nominative singular. 
Generalizations and exceptions are presented with examples. 

Early Latin grammars, such as the Ars Minor of Donatus (fl. 350 A.D.), the most commonly used 
grammar from 400 to 1500 A.D., treated nouns (nomina) as including substantives (nomina sub- 
stantiva) and adjectives (nomina adjectiva). Eventually they came to be treated as different parts of 
speech. 

Article 23.5 of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature provides that "The specific epithet, 
when adjectival in form and not used as a substantive, agrees grammatically with the generic name." 
This paper cannot deal with the complex, often controversial, problems of correct gender of generic 
names and deals only with gender information reflected by species (and infraspecific) epithets. When 
gender is cited, it appears as a single-letter abbreviation, i.e., m. (masculine), f. (feminine), and n. 
(neuter). 

Only three parts of speech are regularly used for species (or infraspecific) epithets: nouns (substan- 
tives), adjectives, and participles. Other parts of speech: pronouns, verbs, adverbs, conjunctions, 
prepositions, and interjections, are rarely used and, if used, should be treated as if they were nouns. 

1. Nouns. A noun (a substantive in the sense of the Code) is defined as "a word that is the name 
of a subject of discourse, as person, place, thing, quality, idea, or action." For purposes of botanical 
nomenclature, nouns may be divided into two kinds, proper nouns that name a particular being or 
thing and common nouns that name a class or group of beings or things, including abstractions. Proper 
nouns were commonly capitalized in early works and, under an option included in Rec. 73F. 1, may 
continue to be capitalized. For purposes of this paper, I use the tradition of capitalizing proper names 
and certain adjectives derived from proper names, thereby preserving some of the grammatical in- 
formation carried by these epithets. 

Nouns maintain their own gender, number and case and, unlike adjectives and participles, do not 
concord with the gender, number and case of the generic name except by coincidence. Nouns appear 
either in nominative or genitive case and are grammatically referred to as 'nouns in apposition,' that 
is, as an adjunct term. 

1.1. Nouns in nominative: Nouns in nominative case are often proper, being former generic or 
vernacular names, e.g., Diospyros Ebenus, Aesculus Hippocastanum, and Dianthus Caryophyllus (for- 
mer generic names, now the bases of family names), Zea Mays, Acacia Julibrissin, Nicotiana Tabacum 
(vernacular names). 

However, common nouns sometimes appear in nominative, e.g., Rubus amnicola (river dweller, 
m.), Lepidium arbuscula (little tree, f.) and Anthurium lancea (lance, f.). These common nouns are 
sometimes treated as adjectives, hence, Anthurium monticolum (instead of monticola, m.), Cheno- 
podium hybridum and Amaranthus hybridus (instead of hybrida, f.). In botanical Latin, either way is 
possible for such classical nouns and the assumption should be that a noun is meant (i.e., an epithet 
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