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ON NOMENCLATURAL DIALECTICS, OR TWO BLATANTLY DIFFERENT
NAMES ARE NOT THE SAME NAME

Johannes Proskauer *

Summary

Issue is taken with the proposal by McVaugh and Bullock to deprive arbitrarily certain
substitute names of their status of valid publication. A proposal is made to correct misuse of
the word “orthographic” in the Code.

McVaugh and Bullock (1968) have just reoffered, with a slightly restyled hemline,
a proposal by Bullock (1963 ) concerning “orthographic variants”. That proposal went
down to defeat at the Edinburgh Congress (Stafleu, 1966, p. 58). I reiterate the objec-
tion to the proposal I made on the floor at that time (op. cit., p. 59): “What is relevant
to our purpose under the homonym rule is whether a name exists and can be confusing.
The proposal would remove validity from certain changed names and thus prevent
the operation of the homonym rule.” What the proposal intends is a conjuring trick.
Hey, presto! — and by sleight of hand the offending name has disappeared. Further,
in my note (Proskauer, 1961) which in part started this teapot tempest, I stated that
“The manipulation of a patently different name as not a new name somehow savors
more of theological than nomenclatural dialectics.”

This seems to be the time to take up the remarkable misuse (and I have sought the
advice of a colleague in linguistics) and resultant confusion of the term “orthography”
that has crept into our Code. If we shrive ourselves of this we should get rid of the
consequent mystique and may stand a chance to return to a more realistic vision.
Somehow “orthographic variant” gives us trouble: Such pairs as Thuje — Thuya,
sylvatica — silvatica, and, in a somewhat different sense, nepaulensis — nepalensis,
deserve this designation. But we are way off course when we thus call (Art. 75, exam-
ples) Astrostemma — Asterostemma, Pleuripetalum — Pleuropetalum, and Columella —
Columellia. We are on good ground when we call (Art. 73, examples) Gluta benghas
an “orthographic error” for G. renghas — the wrong letter was put down for denoting
the desired sound. But to call (Art. 73, Note 3) “The wrong use of the terminations i,
ii, ae, lae, anus, or lanus, . .. an orthographic error” is wrong. Involved are gramma-
tical, philological, or stylistic changes that go beyond mere orthography; they not
only alter the sound of the word but may even change its syllables. The results produce
different words. These may be related, and thus, at the best, we can have different but
related names. If we must insist on clinging to “‘orthography” we had better acquire
analyzing facilities. The I.A.P.T. should hire a native Italian speaker with a classical
education, make him repeatedly pronounce written name pairs into a sound analyzer,
computerize the impulses, and if the respective spread ranges agree, declare the name
pairs orthographic variants. On this score I make a simpler proposal:

Proposal 141. “The editorial Committee is charged with correcting misuse of the
words ““orthography” and “orthographic” throughout the Code. E.g., for Art. 73,
Note 3, “orthographic error” write “error to be corrected”, etc.”

To return to the McVaugh and Bullock (1968) proposal. They see (by implication
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in the text, although, possibly as a hedging precaution, it has been dropped from the
examples of the revised proposal) Monocarpia — Monocarpus as an “orthographic
correction”. I am sorry, fancied correction maybe, but the result yields two blatantly
different words. Both were validly published, hence they are “names” in our sense
(Art. 6, Note 1) and have to be considered individually. Sad experience teaches us
that changing the rules for some (dubious) convenience, as McVaugh and Bullock
propose, will lead to trouble requiring patchwork at other places in the Code.

Just in case the proposal is pruned of the “orthographic” bit and cast wider, permit
me to forestall by quoting as a warning a pet example of mine (there are numerous
invalid variants, full details in Proskauer, 1955). Montagne named a liverwort Riella.
Wrongly believing this to be a later homonym (a nomen nudum encyclopedia typogra-
phic error is involved), Bory and Montagne proposed the substitute name Duriaea.
Believing this to be a later homonym of the name Durieua, Trevisan in turn substituted
Maissonneuvea. The joke is that Riella (perfectly good and accepted) and its two ille-
gitimate substitutes Duriaea and Maissonneuvea are names (based on the same Type)
all derived from the same name in human nomenclature: M. C. DuRieu de Maisson-
neuve. But this fails to make them the “same” name, homonyms, orthographic vari-
ants, or what have you, although one might argue that they are plain “variants”. In
fact they are three different names validly proposed in good faith. They exist and
have been used. And we had better leave it at that. Yet consideration will show that
a logical extension of the train of thought pursued by McVaugh and Bullock would
turn two of them into “non-names”. To perpetrate an unnecessary name change is a
misdeed in nomenclature (verdict: what results is illegitimate). To legislate that a
misdeed did not happen because it should not have happened is a wondrous piece of
illogic.

References

Burrock, A. A. 1963 — Towards a consistent treatment of orthographic variance. Taxon 12:
289—290.

McVauch, R. & A. A. Burrock 1968 — A proposal to treat orthographic variants as not
validly published. Taxon 17: 55—57.

PROSKAUER, J. 1955 — The Sphaerocarpales of South Africa. Jrn. South Afr, Bot. 11: 63—75.

—— 1961. Our corpus and Carrpos. Taxon 10: 155—156,

StarLEy, F. A. 1966 — Tenth International Botanical Congress Edinburgh 1964. Nomenclature
Section. Regnum Vegetabile 44.

OCTOBER 1968 503

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.34 on Sat, 5 Apr 2014 09:27:59 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



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

	Article Contents
	p.502
	p.503

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 17, No. 5 (Oct., 1968), pp. 469-604
	Front Matter
	Richard Kräusel 1890-1966 [pp.469-478]
	A Computer System for Editing Diagnostic Keys for Flora North America [pp.479-483]
	Distribution des flavonoides chez les Bruniacées [pp.484-488]
	Distribution des flavonoides chez les Cunoniacées [pp.489-495]
	August Wilhelm Dennstedt's Schlüssel zum Hortus indicus malabaricus [pp.496-501]
	On Nomenclatural Dialectics, or Two Blatantly Different Names Are Not the Same Name [pp.502-503]
	What Is a New Taxon? [pp.504-506]
	The Problem of Typifying Certain Names in Linnaeus's Systema naturae ed. 10 [pp.507-513]
	Binomes méconnus de Gaterau (1789) [pp.514-517]
	An Examination of the Type Specimens of Some Species of Acrochaetium (Rhodophyceae) [pp.518-520]
	Typification of the Family Stilbellaceae [pp.521-527]
	Sur l'illégitimité du genre Phragmographium (Stilbellaceae) [p.528]
	Typification of the Generic Names Gymnocarpium and Phegopteris [pp.529-530]
	Some Nomenclatural Changes in Eriogonum (Polygonaceae) [pp.531-533]
	History and Typification of the Generic Name Cuphea (Lythraceae) [pp.534-536]
	Notes on Dipogon and Psophocarpus (Leguminosae) [pp.537-539]
	Typification of the Genus Medicago and Some of Its Linnaean Species [pp.540-541]
	Sedum sediforme est un nom correct [p.542]
	Cephalocereus versus Cephalophorus (Cactaceae) [pp.543-544]
	The Correct Varietal Names of Two Low-Growing European Forms of Juniperus communis L. [p.545]
	Typification of Sporadanthus (Restionaceae) [p.546]
	The Correct Name for Euphorbia Microphylla and a New Variety [p.547]
	Die Gattung Otozamites [pp.548-552]
	On the Typification of Doliostrobus, an Extinct Coniferous Genus [pp.553-556]
	On the Legitimate Name of the First of the Described Tertiary Species of the Genus Comptonia (Myricaceae) [pp.557-558]
	Taxonomic Literature
	Floras Galore II [pp.559-564]
	New Facsimile Editions [p.568]
	Notices of Books [pp.569-570]
	Announcements [p.571]
	New Microfiches [pp.571-572]

	Brief Reviews
	Ascobolus and Saccobolus [p.565]
	untitled [pp.565-567]
	untitled [p.567]

	IOPB Chromosome Number Reports. XIX [pp.573-577]
	Nomenclature
	Report of the Committee for Fungi and Lichens 1964-1969. Conservation of Generic Names [pp.578-581]
	Report of the Committee for Bryophytes. Conservation of Generic Names [p.582]
	General Committee on Botanical Nomenclature [p.582]
	Nomenclature Proposals to the Seattle Congress [pp.583-593]

	Nomina Conservanda Proposita
	(241) Proposal to Change the Listed Type of the Genus Neckera Hedw. (nom. cons.), Musci [pp.594-595]
	(242) Proposal for the Conservation of the Name Pilotrichum Brid., Musci. [pp.595-597]
	(243) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 902 Forrestia A. Rich. (1834) (Commelinaceae) against Forrestia Raf. (1806) (Rhamnaceae) [p.597]
	(244) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 2625 Haematocarpus Miers (Menispermaceae) [pp.597-598]
	(245) Publication, Conservation and Typification of the Name 3553. Pterolobium (Leguminosae-Caesalpinioideae) [pp.598-600]
	(246) Proposal to Conserve the Generic Name 5214 Doona Thwaites (Dipterocarpaceae) [p.600]
	(247) Proposal to Change the Conserved Type of 5588 Metrosideros Banks ex Gaertn. from M. scandens Sol. ex Gaertn. [syn. M. perforata (J. R. et G. Forst.) A. Rich.] to M. spectabilis Sol. ex Gaertn. [syn. M. collina (J. R. et G. Forst.) Gray] [pp.600-601]
	(248) Vorschlag zur Konserviering der Gattung 6997 Merremia Dennst. ex Hall. f. (1893) gegen Camonea Raf. (1838) [pp.601-604]

	Notes [p.604]
	Back Matter



