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HOMONYMS, PARANYMS AND ORTHOGRAPHIC VARIANTS 

Hj. Eichler (Adelaide) 

The wording of some articles of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature 
(ed. 1961) allows for personal opinion in decisions on the correctness of plant names. 
In some instances, different generic names must be accepted as being correct for 
one and the same genus with a particular circumscription. This contradicts Prin- 

ciple IV of the Code according to which each taxon with a particular circumscription, 
position and rank can bear only one correct name. 

The proposals below *) are intended to eliminate doubts on how to proceed in 
some instances in which unanimous decisions cannot be expected at present. The 
proposed regulations are not regarded as the only possible method to achieve this, 
and it is hoped that the suggestions made will be critically evaluated as to the 
consequences of their acceptance and give rise to discussions and other proposals 
in order to improve the Code. 

In these proposals a reformulation of the pertinent articles has been attempted in 
such a manner that their application conforms with customary practice in nomen- 
clature as far as possible. 

The proposals concern 'homonyms' and 'orthographic variants'. The inadequate 
definitions of these terms in the Code are a major cause for different results in the 
application of the rules. They have been revised and restricted in their meaning 
for the proposals below, and a new category of names, here called 'paranyms', has 
been distinguished. The new definitions, on which the proposals are based, are as 
follows: 

1) Homonyms (H) are validly published names which are based on different types 
and are spelt identically. 

2) Paranyms (P) are validly published names which are based on different types 
and are so similar in orthography that they are likely to be confused. 

3) Orthographic variants (V) are the various spelling forms of a validly published 
name; only one type is involved. 

In the present Code (1961) the 'paranyms' are designated as 'orthographic variants 
(Art. 64 Note) and included in the emended definition of 'homonym' (Art. 75). 
In the following proposals the three categories of names are distinguished as defined 
above. The desirability of such a clarification is explained by comments following 
the proposals. 

*) Thanks are expressed to Mr. A. A. Bullock (Kew) whose comments on the draft 
manuscript helped to improve the wording of some of the proposals. 
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Proposal 1. Alter Article 14 Note 5 to read as follows: 
Note 5. A conserved name is conserved against all its earlier homonyms and the 

homonyms of those paranyms (i.e. the names based on different types which are so 
similar in orthography that they are likely to be confused) which have been listed 
as nomina rejicienda (designated by 'P' in Appendix III). 

Comments. The addition of "and the homonyms of those paranyms (....) which 
have been listed as nomina rejicienda" becomes necessary if the term 'homonym' 
is restricted to its original meaning as defined above. In the present Code the names 
rejected on grounds of confusing similarity (paranyms) are included under 'homo- 
nyms' (sensu lato; see Art. 75). The definition of the new term 'paranym' is in- 
corporated in this proposal. 

Proposal 2. Insert in Recommendation 20A between items (g) and (h) a new 
item to read as follows: 

(...) To avoid names which are so similar to existing names (including ortho- 

graphic variants; see Art. 63) that they may be confused (paranyms; see Art. 14 
Note 5). 

Comment. This recommendation is desirable, and the inclusion of the portion 
between brackets is wanted if Proposal 3 is accepted. 

Proposal 3. Insert at the end of Article 63 the following new paragraph and note: 

Orthographic variants of generic names (i.e. the various spelling forms of a name; 
only one type is involved), except those listed below, must be rejected. They are 

incorrectly spelt names (see Art. 73) and do not render later homonyms illegitimate. 
(See Rec. 20A .. .). The exceptions are the variants with the following spellings: 
(1) original spelling (see Art. 73); (2) spelling corrected in accordance with Arts. 73 
and 74; and (3) spelling conserved by inclusion in the list of nomina generica 
conservanda (see Art. 14 and App. III). These variants render later homonyms 
illegitimate (see Art. 64). 

Note. Orthographic variants of names or epithets, except those with the spellings 
listed above under (1) to (3), are to be treated as though correctly spelt. They are 
not to be treated as new names or epithets. 

Comments. A clarification of the nomenclatural status of orthographic variants 
is needed (cf. Bullock, Taxon 10: 240-242. 1961), and a decision on this is essential. 
Retention of the present unsatisfactory situation allows for different interpretations 
leading to different correct generic names for the same genus. The proposal intro- 
duces a restricted definition of the term 'orthographic variant' which at present 
is used in the Code in a rather vague sense, and it gives directions on how to treat 
such variants. The classification of orthographic variants may contribute to some 
clarification. It has been incorporated in the proposal, but is repeated here in a 
different, more synoptical arrangement. Orthographic variants (as defined above) 
can be classified as follows: 

tA) Orthographic variants which render later homonyms illegitimate are those 
with the following spellings: 

(a) original spelling (i.e. the spelling employed when the name was validly 
published; see Art. 73 Note 1); 

(b) spelling corrected in accordance with Art. 73; 
(c) spelling conserved by inclusion of the name in the list of nomina con- 

servanda (App. II and III); 
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(B) Orthographic variants which do not render later homonyms illegitimate are 
those with 

(d) spellings other than (a) to (c). 
The correct spelling of a name or epithet is either (c), or (b) if no (c) exists, 

or (a) if neither (c) nor (b) exists. (See Prop. 6). 

The regulation in the note proposed is in agreement with common practice. Such 
a regulation is necessary as otherwise combinations made under an incorrectly spelt 
generic name could be regarded as illegitimate. 

Proposal 4. Delete the note in Article 64 after the first paragraph. 
Comment. The note to Article 64 'Note. Mere orthographic variants of the same 

name are treated as homonyms when they are based on different types (see Arts. 73 
and 75),' must be eliminated if the above definition of orthographic variants is 
accepted. It appears, in any case, difficult to comprehend that orthographic variants 
of the same name can be based on different types. It is, therefore, not surprising if 
'mere orthographic variants of the same name' in this note was sometimes understood 
to mean 'names which are mere orthographic variants of the same word'. This 
interpretation is supported by the examples under Article 75 to which is referred in 
the note. The attempt to apply the note must lead to confusion when the correctness 
of names is investigated. Similar names can be either treated as homonyms or 
retained as legitimate, dependent on personal opinion. This may be illustrated by 
the following example. 

It is in agreement with the present Code to consider the name Dichopetalum 
F. Mueller (Trans. Phil. Soc. Vict. 1: 101. 1855) as the correct name of the 
Australian genus of Umbelliferae which has been re-named Dichosciadium Domin 
(Feddes Repert. 5: 104. 1908) in order to make it more easily distinguishable from 
Dichapetalum Thouars (Gen. Nov. Madagasc. 23. 1808), the name of the type genus 
of Dichapetalaceae. In fact the names Dichopetalum and Dichapetalum are different, 
and seem to have been confused only by Post & Kuntze (Lex. 171. 1903) who spelt 
the genus described by Thouars 'Dichopetalum'. It is in accordance with the Code 
(Art. 63) to consider the name Dichosciadium Domin illegitimate, being a super- 
fluous later nomenclatural synonym of the validly published name Dichopetalum 
F. Mueller which is correct, and to regard Post & Kuntze's spelling of Dichapetalum 
as an impermissible alteration and therefore wrong. - However, it is also possible 
to consider Dichopetalum F. Mueller and Dichapetalum Thouars as 'mere ortho- 
graphic variants' likely to be confused (conforming with Pleuripetalum and Pleuro- 
petalum which are mentioned in the Code as examples for such names). Then the 
two names are homonyms (Art. 75), and the later homonym Dichopetalum F. Mueller 
is illegitimate (Art. 64). Its first legitimate synonym, Dichosciadium Domin, is, 
therefore, the correct name. Dichopetalum and Dichosciadium are nomenclatural 
synonyms and, subject to personal opinion, either one may be correct. Many similar 
examples can be found. 

Proposal 5. Alter the second paragraph of Article 64 to read as follows: 
The names of two subdivisions of the same genus or of two infraspecific taxa 

within the same species (even if they are of different rank), which are based on 
different types, are treated as homonyms if they have the same epithet, or if their 
epithets are so similar that they are likely to be confused Isee Art. 75). The same 
epithet may be used for subdivisions of different genera, and for infraspecific taxa 
within different species. 

17 

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.211 on Thu, 27 Mar 2014 10:03:38 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Comment. This alteration is suggested to cover by the homonym rule those 
names of taxa of infrageneric rank which are so similar that they are likely to be 
confused. They would be excluded from the treatment as homonyms by the present 
text if the definition of 'homonym' is restricted as suggested above. It cannot be 
denied that, with the proposed wording, personal opinion decides whether or not 
to regard epithets as so similar that they are likely to be confused, and, consequently, 
to treat the resulting combinations as homonyms. This, however, seems to be less 
harmful for names of taxa of lower rank than it is for generic names. The examples 
given in Article 75, to which reference is made in the proposed text, will give a 
suitable guide on how to proceed in many of the critical cases. The retentions of 
the footnote will help those who do not want to rely on their personal judgement. 
Exclusion of personal opinion in this matter - essential as it is for generic names 
- seems less important for names of infrageneric taxa, and a strict regulation might 
probably be of serious consequences as for such names no exceptions by conservation 
are possible. 

Proposal 6. Insert as a new note in Article 73 after Note 1: 
Note .... The correct orthography of a generic name is its original spelling, 

unless it is altered in accordance with Art. 73 Note 4. In this instance the altered 
spelling is the correct orthography. In the rare cases in which various spellings were 
employed when the generic name was validly published, the correct orthography is 
determined by the spelling in the next subsequent publication in which only one 
of the original spellings is employed. A special treatment of Linnaean generic names 
is governed by Art. 74. Earlier spellings of a name than its 'original spelling' have 
no bearing on correct orthography. 

Comments. The insertion of this note should guarantee that for generic names, 
unless another spelling is conserved or clearly prescribed by the Code, the original 
spelling is, a priori, correct and must be retained even if it appears to be linguistically 
wrong. Only by introduction of such a regulation the distinction of similar names 
is secured. It seems to be the simplest and possibly the only safeguard against con- 
fusing future alterations which would continue with advances in etymological and 
philological knowledge and would make correct spellings of names dependent on 
results of linguistic research. Interesting as such research can be, its results should 
have as little influence on nomenclature as possible for the sake of simplicity. 
Languages undergo changes; plant names should undergo no changes. Mere lin- 
guistic reasons for alterations, at least of generic names, should be excluded. This is 
in agreement with Articles 20 and 62. 

The exclusion of 'unacceptable' generic names by conservation of substitute names 
(or spellings) still remains (see Art. 14 Note 1). 

Although unnecessary, the statement on earlier spellings than that of the valid 
publication of a name may be welcome in order to exclude any doubt (see Art. 12). 

Proposal 7. Insert in Article 73 Note 2 after 'name' the words ", other than 
that of a genus,". 

Comment. The exclusion of generic names is proposed to make insufficiently 
justified alterations of such names illicit. 

Proposal 8. Add to Article 73 Note 4 the following sentence: 
Alteration ('correction') of the spelling of generic names can be effected legiti- 

mately only by conservation of the altered ('corrected') spelling, unless it concerns 
diacritic signs (regulated above), the letters i, j, u and v (regulated by Note 6), or 
is in accordance with Article 74 (see Art. 14). 
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Comment. The addition of the proposed sentence, also, should secure the retention 
of generic names in their original spelling and not allow for so-called 'correction of 
orthographic errors' which lead to much confusion in the past and is designed to 
increase the number of orthographic variants. 

Proposal 9. Delete the example Hexagona from the examples of orthographic 
errors in Article 73. 

Comment. The deletion of the example Hexagona becomes necessary if Proposals 
6 and 8 are accepted. The valid publication of the genus Hexagona is Fries, Epicr. 
496. 1836-38. A reference to Pollinius (Hort. Prov. Veron. P1. Nov. 1: 35. 1816) 
is given but the name Hexagonia Pollin. used there is illegitimate as prior to the 
starting point for Polyporaceae. In 1821 Fries cited Hexagona Pollin. only as a 
synonym. Fries retained the spelling Hexagona in Nov. Act. Soc. Sc. Upsal. III. 
1: 100. 1855. Hexagona is correct unless Hexagonia is conserved. 

Proposal 10. Alter Article 75 to read as follows: 
Article 75 

When in validly published combinations, which are based on different types, two 
(or more) specific epithets whithin the same genus, or two (or more) infraspecific 
epithets whithin the same species, are so similar that they are likely to be confused *, 
the combinations are treated as if they were homonyms (see Art. 64). 
*[Retain the footnote to Art. 75 from Code, but replace 'names' by 'combinations'.] 

Note. When two (or more) generic names, which are based on different types, 
differ only slightly in their spellings, they are not to be treated as homonyms. (See 
Art. 62 and new Rec. 75A). 

Examples of epithets likely to be confused: chinensis and sinensis; .... (from 
Code, 1961). 

Examples of epithets not likely to be confused: Senecio napaeifolius (DC.) Schultz- 
Bip .... (from Code, 1961). 

Examples of similar generic names: Rubia and Rubus; .... (from Code, 1961). 

[new] Recommendation 75A 
When two (or more) generic names, which are based on different types, are so 

similar that they may give rise to considerable confusion, it is recommended, that 
conservation (see Art. 14 Note 1) of either one of the paranyms against the other 
name(s); or, the earliest validly published nomenclatural synonym of one of the 
paranyms against its confusing earlier synonym; or, if no suitable nomenclatural 
synonym is available, the earliest validly published taxonomic synonym of one of 
the paranyms against its confusing earlier synonym, should be proposed. 

That proposal should be made which is at the same time least disturbing to 
common usage and most effective in the elimination of possible confusion. 

Examples of similar generic names of which one is rejected by conservation of 
another name: 

Ventenata Koeler (1802) [Poac.] is conserved against the earlier paranym Vente- 
natia Cavanilles (1797) [Epacridac.] which became illegitimate by being listed as 
nomen rejiciendum. - Pollichia Aiton (1789) [Caryophyllac.] is conserved against 
Polichia Schrank (1781) [Lamiac.]. - Haplophyllum Jussieu (1825) [Rutac.] is 
coniserved against its orthographic variant Aplophyllum Jussieu (1825) (original 
spelling) and against the earlier similar name Aplophylluun Cass;ni (1824) [Asterac.]. 

- For further examples see Appendix III). 
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Comments. Article 75 of the present Code needs an overhaul as it contains an 
emendation of the definition of the term 'homonym' such as to include names which 
are differently spelt. This, and the consequences hereof have been explained in the 
comment to Proposal 4. The proposed new Article 75 is superfluous as its meaning 
is included in Article 64 if emended as suggested in Proposals 4 and 5. Nevertheless, 
it seems desirable to keep an Art. 75 in the proposed form in order to maintain 
the present arrangement of Code. The new Article 75 with the examples will make 
some parts of Article 64 more easily understood (see comment to Prop. 5). The 
new Recommendation 75A will direct how to proceed when the elimination of 

paranyms is desired. 

Proposal 11. Incorporate the names given in Article 75 as 'examples of names 
treated as orthographic variants' in Appendix III 'Nomina Generica Conservanda 
et Rejicienda' in the most suitable manner. 

Comment. The examples of names treated as orthographic variants must be 
eliminated if the restricted definition of the terms 'homonym' and 'orthographic 
variant', used here, is accepted. It appears that at least some of the similar names 
listed would become legitimate, and their rejection will be necessary. As they have 
been used as examples for confusing names in the present edition of the Code their 
revival would, indeed, be confusing. (The necessary proposals are in preparation). 

Proposal 12. Alter the numbers of the present Recommendations 75A and 75B 
into 75B and 75C. 

Comment. If Proposal 10, which contains a new Recommendation 75A, is 

accepted, the new numbers for the present Recommendations 75A and 75B become 

necessary. 

Proposal 13. Insert in the introduction of Appendix III between 'H' and 'E': 
P = Paranym. 

Proposal 14. Replace in Appendix III the designation '(H)' by '(P)' in all those 
cases in which the name after '(H)' differs in its spelling from that of the corres- 

ponding conserved name. 

Comment to Proposals 13 and 14. The approval of such an alteration becomes 

necessary if the proposed alterations in Articles 64, 73 and 75 are accepted in order 
to effect the restriction of the definition of the term 'homonym'. 

ORGAN AND FORM GENERA: 
SIGNIFICANCE AND NOMENCLATURAL TREATMENT 

Knut Faegri (Bergen, Norway)* 

Very rarely does a palaeobotanist find a whole plant. In practically all instances, 
detached organs: impressions of leaves, casts of stems, compressions of fructifications, 
etc. constitute the material. If the whole plant is known there is no nomenclatural 

difficulty in naming parts: terms are obvious whether the plant fragment in question is 
fossil or living: Acer campestre leaf, Pinus silvestris pollen, etc. However, if there is no 

undisputable indication as to where a detached plant fragment belongs, it is necessary 

* The author has had the inestimable advantage of discussing this article with Professor 
Tom M. Harris, of Reading. It should, however, be ulnderstood that Professor Harris is in no way 
responsible for the views expressed herein, nor does he necessarily agree with them. 
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