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(122-137) Sixteen proposals to amend orthography paragraphs of the Code 

Gea Zijlstra' 

Introduction 

The following proposals originate from the Special Committee on Orthography 
(of which I am the Secretary; see Taxon 43: 284. 1994), but for various reasons did 
not get the support of 60 % of the members voting. 

With respect to the liberty to correct (Art. 60.1-3), the opposition came from both 
the extreme non-correctors and the one member who would liberally correct. 

In the diaeresis and hyphen paragraphs, most members consider the present 
wording of the rules to be ambiguous (Art. 60.6 has "is permissible", and Art. 60.9, 
"is permitted" - is this not essentially the same?). When several votes had been 
taken, there was no more time for a ballot on two more diaeresis proposals and a last 
hyphen proposal. 

With respect to latinisation of epithets (Art. 60.7 and 60.11), for some members 
the discussion was too short to permit a definite choice. 

I have not mentioned support from others for those proposals which only concern 
examples. Adolphi had participated in most of the Art. 60.1-60.3 discussions and 
votes, and in some of the diaeresis and hyphen discussions, before he had to resign 
from the Committee. Prop. (130) has not been discussed within the Committee. 

Introduction to proposals on the liberty to correct 

In the past, many corrections of spelling have been made, even of generic names. 
Moreover, some authors thought it to be justified to correct slips of the pen and other 
obvious mistakes. The question is not only "which corrections should be made", but 
also "which spelling alterations from the past have to be accepted". To stop the de- 
bate on what might or might not have been the intention of an author, and on 
whether he had the right to spell the name as he did, it is necessary to indicate which 
categories of corrections are justified and thus have to be accepted, if made, and 
which "corrections" should be rejected. 

During one year and a half I have been considering whether "long-established us- 
age" might be a useful criterion. Within the Committee, however, there was almost 
no support for this idea. Moreover, I had to conclude that, while "long-established 
usage" can serve as criterion to decide on whether or not a past correction can be 
accepted, it cannot help decide whether a certain correction should be newly made. 
This is the principal reason why I failed to come up with a good proposal to use this 
criterion. In addition, I became more and more aware of the fact that I could not 
accept such a criterion myself, because the "easy correctors" even nowadays correct 
original spelling with a "long-established usage". 

(122) At the end of Art. 60.3, add the following sentence. 
"For generic names, (one of the) original author(s) only is allowed to correct an 
orthographical error." 

1Herbarium, Heidelberglaan 2, NL-3584 CS Utrecht, Netherlands. 
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In my opinion it is important to know which author made a given correction. The 
original author may have noticed that an error was made in print. It appears that 
corrections of the original author often have been accepted universally, whereas this 
is much less so with many corrections made by later authors. 

Leaving aside the cases of standardisation, I investigated 32 generic names for 
which a corrected spelling has at one time been proposed (30 cases) or envisaged 
(2 cases). In 15 cases, correction of the spelling would be permitted under the above 
proposal. In 7 of them, the corrected spelling is in use; in 2 cases: Lagenifera / La- 
genophora and Brachyscome / Brachycome (for each of which a proposal to con- 
serve the second spelling has failed), both spellings are in use; in the remaining 6 
cases, the name is not in use. (Under Prop. (125), the spelling now in use of one 
more name would be saved.) 

In 16 cases (14 of which concern a name now in use), correction of the spelling 
would not be acceptable under the foregoing proposal. They include 6 cases in 
which only the original spelling is in use. In 3 cases: Ancylobothrys / Ancylobotrys, 
Angostyles / Angostylis, and Omalanthus / Homalanthus, both spellings are in use 
(for the two latter, a proposal to conserve the corrected spelling has been accepted 
by the Committee for Spermatophyta). For 5 names, of which the corrected spelling 
only is in use, conservation would be necessary because it was not the original 
author who corrected the spelling. 

I arrived at the conclusion that the "original author criterion" is the only criterion 
that is reasonably easy to apply. It would solve a number of cases that have been in 
dispute recently, and would in many cases make conservation unnecessary. If this is 
accepted as a guideline, one will no longer have to check the original publication to 
find arguments for accepting a given correction. Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(123) After Art. 60.3, add an example: 
"Ex. 6ter. Corrections to be accepted: Candolle (Apr 1821) published "Dyplotaxis"; in an- 
other publication (Mai 1821, now with the derivation of the name given) he corrected to 
Diplotaxis. - Cassini (1816) published "Brachyscome", a spelling that he corrected to 
Brachycome in 1825. - Mueller (1873) published Acicalyptus "fullageri" and Lomaria "ful- 
lageri", mentioning the collector Fullagar in both cases. Mueller's (1875) corrections to 
"fullagari" have to be accepted (even though the original spellings could have involved 
latinisation of the personal name); Art. 60.11 prescribes a further correction, to "fullagarii"." 

In the case of Brachycome, the Committee for Spermatophyta did not recommend 
the proposal to conserve that spelling because five members thought the correction 
can be accepted without conservation. Thus, as both the proposer (Adolphi) and the 
Committee Secretary (Brummitt) stated, we have now an unruled situation. Some 
botanists adopt Brachyscome as the correct spelling, others think that Brachycome is 
correct under Art. 60.1. 

(124) Amend and expand Art. 60 Ex. 6 as follows: 
"Ex. 6. Corrections not to be accepted: The spelling of the generic name Lespedeza Michx. 
(1803) is not be altered, although it commemorates Vicente Manuel de C~spedes (see Rho- 
dora 36: 130-132, 390-392. 1934), because Michaux did not make the correction. - Ancylo- 
bothrys was published by Pierre (1898); Huber (1963) corrected the spelling to "Ancylobo- 
trys", and irrespective of whether his rationale (Greek derivation) is correct or wrong, the 
name must remain unaltered. - Albizia was published by Durazzini (1772), and even though 
it is said to commemorate Albizzi, Bentham's (1844) correction to "Albizzia" is not accept- 
able." 
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One member of the Committee on Orthography considers Albizia to be a latinisa- 
tion, allowed under Art. 60.7. 

(125) After Art. 60.3, add the following Note and example. 
"Note Iter. If the authorship of a name includes an "author ex" citation, that author 
is allowed to correct just as an original author. 
"Ex. 6quater. Correction to be accepted: "Gymnocalicium" Pfeiff. ex Mittler (1844) was 
corrected by Pfeiffer (1845) when he adopted the spelling Gymnocalycium." 

This proposal is relevant only if Prop. (122) is accepted. The Committee for 
Spermatophyta expressed the opinion (in Taxon 43: 274. 1994) that Pfeiffer's cor- 
rection can be accepted without conservation. Jeffrey suggested the above proposal, 
and Adolphi agreed if proposal (122) passed. 

(126) After Art. 60.3, add the following Note. 
"Note iquater. When noticing an orthographical variant in a later publication of the 
original author, one should not easily admit that it corresponds to a deliberate deci- 
sion to correct the original spelling of the name." 

With the "original author principle" introduced as an important guideline, there 
should be a warning not to consider later spelling errors of the same author to con- 
stitute deliberate "corrections". Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(127) At the end of Art. 60.3, add the following three sentences. 

"For epithets, (one of the) original author(s) is allowed to correct an orthographical 
error. In addition, if it is evident from the protologue that an error occurred in the 
spelling of an epithet, any author is allowed to correct this error. One should not 
correct if there is doubt that an error occurred." 

The protologue of a name is an important guide for considerations of spelling cor- 
rectability. Very often, however, the protologue does not include any relevant in- 
formation. Therefore it cannot be accepted as a dominant guide. There are too many 
cases that would remain unsolved if one would take the protologue as the main crite- 
rion, rather than the "original author principle" of Prop. (122). 

I think the protologue criterion can be used to "save" corrections of epithets that 
otherwise would not be acceptable because they have not been made by the original 
author. Adoption of this criterion would parallel the recent solution of another cate- 
gory of problems: the questionable "ex or in" cases in authorship citation, where the 
Tokyo Congress introduced a new criterion in Art. 46, that only internal evidence 
should be used to establish authorship of a name. Adolphi and Jeffrey support this 
proposal. 

(128) Reword and expand Art. 60 Ex. 2, add another example, and place both after 
Art. 60.3.: 

"Ex. 2. Corrections to be accepted: Globba "brachycarpa" Baker (1890) can be treated as a 
typographical error for G. trachycarpa (original publication: "ovary rugose", when trachys 
means rough; correction by Sprague in J. Bot. 59: 349. 1921). - Hetaeria "alba" Ridl. (1896) 
can be treated as a typographical error for H. alta (original publication: "flowers yellow"; in 
1907 Ridley stated alba to be a misprint; correction by Sprague in J. Bot. 59: 349. 1921). - 
Anemone 'uarcissifolia' L. (1753) includes a clear typographical error of the first letter of the 
epithet, and from the protologue with a Bauhin citation "... narcissiflore ..." it is evident that 
"-folia" is an error for -flora. 
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"Ex. 2bis. Corrections not to be accepted: Sesbania sphaerocarpa Welw. 1859 was changed 
by Baker (1871) to S. "sphaerosperma". Even though the type specimen appears to be la- 
belled S. sphaerosperma, and S. sphaerocarpa thus is believed to be a writing error, the 
spelling may not be altered because the label does not belong to the protologue." 

(129) Add a paragraph after Art. 14.11, and amend Art. 60 Ex. 3: 

"14.11bis. When a species name since long is in use with an altered spelling of the 
epithet, even though "correction" is not permissible, a request for conservation of 
the spelling may be submitted to the General Committee (see Div. III) which will 
refer it for examination to the committee for the appropriate taxonomic group. A 
recommendation may then be put forward to an International Botanical Congress, 
and, if ratified, will become a binding decision for conservation of the altered spell- 
ing of this species name. This decision will be binding for the species name, as well 
as for its basionym (if there is one) and all combinations based on it or on its ba- 
sionym, in any rank. 

"Ex. 3. Engler (1883) supposed that the vernacular name of Gluta benghas L. (1771) was 
spelled "renghas", not "benghas", therefore he considered there to be an orthographical 
error and "corrected" the name to G. renghas. This "correction" is not permissible, and con- 
tinued use of the G. renghas spelling can be justified only through conservation of this spell- 
ing." 

The coexistence of Ex. 3 and the Cereus jamacaru example (Art. 60 Ex. 6) is a 
major source of controversy over certain corrections. The two examples point in 
different directions. Both concern the first letter of an epithet that is derived from a 
vernacular name. During more than hundred years, the G. benghas spelling had been 
in use. Because, later, Engler's "correction" apparently has been followed by every- 
body, I can agree with continued use of the spelling G. renghas, but then it should 
be conserved. One should notice, however, that in 18th and 19th century Floras of 
Java (Indonesia) many vernacular names for this species can be found: "ingas", 
"rangas", "rangaas", "rhung-has", "runghas", "renghas"; and from Sumatra, another 
Indonesian island: "rangas", "rangi" and "ringas", whereas Stearn (in J. Bot. 59: 
349. 1921) mentions "rengas". The purport of Engler's choice for correction thus is 
debatable. 

To avoid that Taxon becomes filled with proposals to conserve species names be- 
cause of their orthography, a new procedure is proposed. The procedure put forward 
here is written in analogy with Art. 53.4. There is no formal listing of names covered 
by Art. 53.3-4, but for the purpose of the present proposal such a situation is consid- 
ered to be undesirable, and a new Appendix should be created for species names 
with a conserved spelling. By this procedure, it will be possible to conserve the 
spelling of a name without checking (and conserving) typification of the name. 
[Editors' Note: The proposer did not herself suggest a placement for the proposed 
rule, and may have thought of somewhere in Art. 60; but since conservation is at 
stake, the obvious place is in Art. 14 - which incidentally does not mandate the 
designation of types for conserved names, although this has become the established 
tradition.] 

Note that under this proposal the possibility of conservation of the spelling of 
species names is created, not the conservation of spelling of epithets. The latter pro- 
cedure would imply a standardisation. Adolphi and Jeffrey support this proposal. 
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(130) At the end of the new Art. 14.11bis, add the following sentence: 
"If on or after 1 January 2000, a proposal to conserve the spelling of a name is re- 
jected, this implies that the original spelling must be used." 

In my opinion, the votes on proposals to conserve a spelling should be taken on 
the basis of a simple majority. It should be avoided that here the same bad practices 
can grow that occasionally are noticed with regard to proposals to conserve a name 
with conserved orthography: (1) that taxonomists propose for conservation a name 
with the spelling that they do not want, hoping that the proposal will not get the 
required 60 % majority, and that upon rejection they can continue to use the spelling 
that they want; and (2) that a Committee can consider that a proposal is unnecessary, 
reject it for that reason, and leave behind an unruled situation, as presently is the 
case of e.g. Brachy(s)come. This proposal is new. 

(131) In Art. 60.6, replace the diaeresis clause by the following text: 
"The diaeresis, indicating that a vowel is to be pronounced separately from the pre- 
ceding vowel (as in Cephaolis, Isootes) is permissible, but it may be deleted;" 

This proposal should be considered only if Prop. (113) by the Special Committee 
on Orthography is rejected. For this aim, within the Committee only proposals have 
been discussed that concern possible deletion and possible addition of the diaeresis 
within one proposal. 

I think this is the best interpretation of the present article, and if we cannot agree 
to delete the diaeresis altogether, this policy should be continued. The diaeresis is a 
pronunciation mark that has not been used consistently. Many names that had it on 
publication are met regularly without. Traverse supports this proposal. 

(132) In Art. 60.6, replace the diaeresis clause by the following text: 

"The diaeresis, indicating that a vowel is to be pronounced separately from the pre- 
ceding vowel (as in Cephaiolis, Isootes) is permissible; it is not permitted, however, 
to add a diaeresis in a name in which it has not been published originally." 

This proposal should be considered only if Prop. (113) by the Special Committee 
on Orthography is rejected. There are many situations in which two vowels are pro- 
nounced separately, but no diaeresis was used originally. I do not want such names 
to appear with a diaeresis. In an early stage of Committee discussions, it appeared 
that there is almost no support for the interpretation that it is permitted to add a diae- 
resis. If this proposal is accepted, the diaeresis in Art. 60 Ex. 13 has to be deleted. 
Traverse supports this proposal. 

Introduction to proposals on terminations of epithets 

Rec. 60C.2 treats two categories of names: personal names already in Greek or 
Latin or possessing a well-established latinised form; and modern names treated as if 
they were in third declension. There is another recommendation for modern names: 
Rec. 60C.1, worded as a recommendation indeed ("... may be given Latin termina- 
tions"); under Art. 60.11, however, it is stated that terminations contrary to Rec. 
60C.1 must be treated as errors to be corrected. 

I have always considered modern names that are latinised before they get a termi- 
nation, to be treated in conformity with Rec. 60C.2; e.g. glaziovii from Glaziou. In 
the times when botanists understood Latin much better than nowadays, it was real- 
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ised that Romans never would use a string of vowels like the "-ioui" that results 
from Glaziou's name when used to make the epithet glazioui. Therefore people 
changed the "u" to a "v" when making the name eligible for stem augmentation: the 
personal name was latinised to Glaziovius. This is not, however, a "well-established 
latinized form", and the process by which such a name was formed to make the epi- 
thet glaziovii is not mentioned in any article of the Code. Later on, for this kind of 
cases another policy emerged: the substantive epithets were formed without first 
latinising the personal name. Therefore, under Rec. 60C.1(a) the epithet glazioui is 
mentioned as an example. 

There is now a debate on the question if epithets derived from latinised personal 
names (i.e., those treated as falling under Rec. 60C.2) have to be corrected. Such 
corrections, if made, would be a matter of standardisation, not rectification, because 
they concern epithets that were formed in times when taxonomists had a much better 
knowledge of Latin than they have nowadays. One of the most notorious cases is 
that of "billardierei" in Art. 60 Ex. 10, illustrating the terminal phrase of Art. 60.7. 
According to Brummitt & Taylor (in Taxon 39: 301. 1990) the significance of the 
billardierei example is unclear, yet they accept that this epithet should be spelled 
"billardierei". On the other hand, they do consider a comparable case with latinisa- 
tion as correct (glaziovii). 

Other categories of names identified as problematical are Portuguese names end- 
ing in -o, e.g. Loureiro, Brotero, Monteiro, and English names ending in -e, e.g. 
Backhouse. When wondering how many epithets would require correction if epithets 
derived from modern personal names must be made in accordance with Rec. 60C.1 
(with the third declension category of Rec. 60C.2 still accepted as an exception, I 
suppose), I made counts in the Index kewensis on CD-ROM (ed. 2). The results are 
given in the following table: 

personal name epithet formed as by Rec. 60C.2 epithet formed as by Rec. 60C.1 
Glaziou glaziovi- 363 glaziou- 26 
Billardiere billardieri- 117 billardiere- 1 
Labillardiere labillardieri- 20 labillardiere- 4 
Loureiro loureir- 94 loureiro- 6 
Brotero broter- 36 brotero- 6 
Backhouse backhousi- 22 backhouse- 3 

To indicate what I counted, an explanation of the first case follows: I have added 
all epithets derived from "Glaziovius" (glaziovii, glaziovianus, -a, -um), and again 
those derived from Glaziou (glazioui, glaziouanus, -a, -um). 

The conclusion from these few examples is clear: if the terminations phrase of 
Art. 60.7 is interpreted as forbidding those personal names being latinised before 
one makes an epithet, thousands of epithets have to be corrected. 

(133) Place the second sentence of Rec. 60C.2 in its own paragraph 60C.2bis, and 
add a sentence: 

"Latinising modern names before a termination is added, other than in the manner 
prescribed in Rec. 60C.1, should be avoided (e.g. glaziovii from Glaziou, loureiri 
from Loureiro, backhousii from Backhouse)." 
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This proposal explains that practice of the past centuries in such cases, for the 
sake of standardisation, should not continue. Nowadays glazioui is to be preferred, 
just as richardsonii already is preferred to third declension richardsonis. 

The "other than" phrase is there to allow the Romanisation of non-roman or anal- 
phabetical scripts before a termination is added. 

The division of Rec. Rec. 60C.2 into two paragraphs is proposed in view of pro- 
posal (134) to amend Art. 60.11 so as to disallow the practice described in Rec. 
60C.2bis from 1 January 1950 onward. Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(134) Add a paragraph at the end of Art. 60, followed by a Note and an example: 
"60.12. On or after 1 January 1950, making epithets derived from modern names in 
the manner described in Rec. 60C.2bis is forbidden. If after this date a new name is 
published with such an epithet, it must be corrected in conformity with Rec. 60C. 1. 
"Note 4. This rule only concerns names of new taxa, not new combinations of which 
the basionym was published before 1950. 
"Ex. 21. "Glochidion melvilliorum" Airy Shaw (1971) is named after R. Melville and E. F. 
Melville; because the name was published after 1 January 1950, it has to be corrected to G. 
melvilleorum." 

This is proposed with a view of standardising names published on or after 1 Jan 
1950. This is the only epithet commemorating either or both of these two persons. 
Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(135) Replace the first part ofArt. 60.7, up to and including the word "preserved", by: 
"60.7. When a new generic name or an epithet is derived from a latinised personal, 
geographic or vernacular name, it is not permitted to alter the latinisation," 

In this article (since long in the Code), the phrase "by earlier authors" has caused 
much confusion. Some taxonomists understood it as meaning authors of the 18th 
and early 19th centuries (the fact that Linnaeus 1753 examples only are given could 
be a reason for this interpretation). During the discussions in Sydney, however, it 
appeared that the intention was to refer to the authors who published such a name, or 
who published the name of a new taxon with such an epithet. The term "intentional" 
is redundant and should be deleted. Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(136) In Art. 60.7, replace the phrase "except for terminations covered by Art. 
60.11." with "except as ruled in Art. 60.11.", add a sentence at the end of Art. 60.11, 
and reword Ex. 10: 
"If an epithet formed under Rec. 60C.2bis results in an ending with -erii, this must 
be corrected to -eri." 
"Ex. 10. "Zygophyllum billardierii" was named by Candolle (1824) for J. J. H. de Labillar- 
diere (de la Billardiere). When latinised, the name is Billardierius, and a substantive epithet 
"billardierii" could be derived from it; this termination is not acceptable under Art. 60.11 
and the name is correctly spelled Z. billardieri DC." 

From the Index kewensis on CD-ROM counts reported above, one peculiarity ap- 
peared with respect to Labillardibre: in substantival epithets commemorating him, 
very often the second -i at the end is missing. In other words, even though most such 
epithets were made long before the Code existed, it looks as if something of Rec. 
60C.1 had reverberated in the minds of the taxonomists coining those epithets: with 
-er at the end of the stem, no -i of stem augmentation should be added. I found 98 
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names with billardieri against 12 with billardierii, and 19 with labillardieri against 
none with labillardierii. If one considers (with the personal name latinised) billar- 
dieri as correct instead of billardierii, one avoids having to correct the large majority 
of such names. Under the present rule of Art. 60.7, 137 names require correction, 
against 5 only that are correct already. 

We see this as the best solution for these epithets. It is better to stop halfway 
rather than to persevere in error. A Code that accepts both silvatica and sylvatica as 
correct spellings (see Ex. 1), should also accept billardieri and labillardieri besides 
billardierei and labillardierei. 

To conclude, it is here proposed to rule by way of exception only on cases like 
billardieri, for which in Sydney (when the provision was introduced) a solution was 
not offered, but not on cases like glaziovii that inadvertently seem to have been af- 
fected by the same provision. Jeffrey supports this proposal. 

(137) Add a Note after Art. 60.9. 
"Note 2bis. If an epithet was published with a hyphen that is permitted, it is not per- 
mitted to delete this hyphen." 

With respect to epithets, there is uncertainty on the meaning of the words "a hy- 
phen is permitted". This is a wording from the article itself, whereas Ex. 14 states 
"hyphen to be used". Occasionally one finds the interpretation that if a hyphen is 
"permitted", it is also permitted to delete it, and one member of the Committee on 
Orthography argued that Ex. 14 inadvertently became another meaning in the Tokyo 
Code (in previous editions of the Code, in Ex. 14 the phrase "hyphen permitted" was 
used). Brummitt supports this proposal. 
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