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INVALIDITY OF NAMES PUBLISHED IN SECRETAN'S MYCOGRAPHIE 
SUISSE AND SOME REMARKS ON THE PROBLEM OF PUBLICATION 
BY REFERENCE. 

V. Demoulin* 

Summary 
In the application of Art. 23 and 32 no valid publication can be found in Secretan's 

'Mycographie Suisse' (1833). The total outlawing of the 591 usually forgotten new names 
of this work is highly satisfactory for nomenclatural stability. Some comments and 
proposals for modification of the code are expressed on the problem of publication by 
reference and incidental mention. 

Resume 

En application des Art. 23 et 32 aucune publication valide ne peut &tre trouvee dans la 
Mycographie Suisse de Secretan (1833). L'exclusion totale des 591 nouveaux noms de cet 
ouvrage, qui 6taient generalement oubli6s, est tres satisfaisante pour la stabilit6 de la 
nomenclature. Quelques commentaires et propositions de modification du code sont ex- 
primes sur le problkme de la publication par reference et la mention incidente. 

Published in 1833, one year after the completion of Fries' "Systema mycolo- 
gicum", Secretan's "Mycographie Suisse" is a curious work. Two aspects separate 
it from contemporary mycological literature: a very narrow species concept and 
the use of a multiverbal, mostly trinomial1, nomenclature. 

In the introduction to his "Epicrisis Systematis Mycologici" (1838), Fries 
expressed the opinion that Secretan's splitting was exagerated and reduced into 
synonymy most of Secretan's new names in the Hymenomycetes. The opinion of 
Fries seems to have been accepted by all contemporary mycologists and Secretan 
was almost completely forgotten for more than a century. 

A few names however found their ways into the literature dealing with 
Agaricales. Some of those names are inadmissible for various reasons as Donk 
(1962) already pointed out. Reexamining the "Mycographie Suisse" I however 
come to the conclusion that not only are many individual new names to be 
rejected but that no valid publication can be found in this work in application 
of art. 23 and 32 of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature. 

Art. 23 states that specific epithets are not to be accepted when "published 
in works in which the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature for species is not 
consistently employed" and Art. 32 that to be validly published, the name of a 
taxon must "have a form which complies with the provisions of Arts. 16-27". 

To decide if Secretan was consistently Linnaean I first made a count of 
binomial versus polynomial names and of new versus literature-drawn names 
(combinations of infraspecific taxa at the specific rank and "validation" of 
prestarting point names, were not counted as new names). 

The results are as follow: 
1649 binomials were drawn from the literature 
267 binomials are new 
324 trinomials are new with the exception of Amanita volvacea minor (Vol. I, 

p. 38) borrowed from Bulliard. 
In the formation of his new names Secretan had a definite preference for 

: Charg6 de Recherches du F. N.R.S., D6partement de Botanique, Universit6 de Liege, 
Sart Tilman, B-4ooo Liege, Belgium. 
I. One should remember the difference between multiverbal and multinomial. A multi- 
verbal name is composed of several words; in a multinomial the generic name is followed 
by several epithets. In binomial (• binary) nomenclature only a single epithet can be 
used but the code tolerates it as multiverbal. 
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using two epithets which gave as much as possible a characterisation of the fungus. 
Many times the species named are new but sometimes there is a renaming of an 
older species like Agaricus arvensis totus albus (Vol. I, p. 100) adapted from 
Vaillant's Fungus totus albus edulis, or Agaricus flexipes violascens (Vol. I, p. 
138) which is A. flexipes of Albertini and Schweinitz to which an additional 
epithet drawn from the diagnosis has been added as in A. flexipes apice violaceus 
(Vol. I, p. 139) where the same treatment has been applied to A. flexipes in the 
sense of Fries. 

Another situation where he used preexisting epithets consists of the simultaneous 
employment of two supposedly synonymous names as in Agaricus fulvens 
lactifluus (Vol. I, p. 450) and A. ruber lactifluus (Vol. I, p. 451). This latter 
case is interesting because it shows that Secretan's trinomials do not originate, as 
sometimes occurs, by the insertion between the generic and specific names of the 
name of an infrageneric taxon. Persoon in his "Synopsis fungorum" (1801) used 
such a nomenclature for the Russulaceae where the name of the section Lactifluus 
and Russula are inserted abbreviated as Lactifl. and Russ. between Ag. and the 
specific epithet. Persoon (p. 433) called A. Lactifl. ruber the fungus that Secretan 
calls A. ruber lactifluus. The change in the order of epithets comes certainly 
from Secretan's lack of concern with Persoon's nomenclature and consideration 
of the colour as more diagnostic in the case of his Fam. XLIX Lactiflui aurantii 
(he used the name family for an infrageneric category): the species in this 
"family" all receive a colour name in French and mostly also in Latin except 
when Secretan did not want to change what he apparently considered a name 
too well established. Lactifluus also is added only as an additional diagnostic 
epithet for two species. 

A third category where Secretan used previously known epithets in a trinomial 
is when he raises an infraspecific taxon to specific rank and calls it by both the 
previous specific and infraspecific epithets. Examples in this category are 
Agaricus pluteus rigens (Vol. II, p. 5) for A. pluteus 3 rigens of Persoon or 
A conigenus porcinus (Vol. II, p. 8) for A. conigenus f3 porcinus of Fries. It has 
already been demonstrated by Donk (1962) that these trinomials are not the 
enumeration of an infraspecific epithet after the specific one. I will not discuss 
this again but must just add to Donk's examples that in the case just cited, 
A. pluteus rigens (no. 542) is described with just the same status as A. pluteus 
(no 540) from which it is separated by A. atricapillus (no. 541). In the case of 
A. conigenus porcinus there is simply no A. conigenus. Secretan's infraspecific 
units are varieties which are unnamed and are lettered A,B,C... A name like 
A. pluteus rigens is a new name with two epithets. 

Examples of trinomials introduced for new species are Amanita vaginata major 
(Vol. I, p. 27), Agaricus campestris lignorum (Vol. I, p. 98), Agaricus sinensis 
longipes (Vol. II, p. 212; sinensis refers to the yellowish colour of the cap!), 
Agaricus campanula fagi (Vol. II, p. 348; as shown by the French name "A. 
cloche du hetre" this is a double epithet and not a biverbal single epithet of the 
speculum veneris type), Polyporus papilio melanopus (Vol. III, p. 62), Thelephora 
hirsuta variegata (Vol. III, p. 185). 

It is thus clear that Secretan used trinomials frequently and in different 
situations. 

Another non Linnaean aspect of his nomenclature in an opposite direction 
is the tendency to use uninomial nomenclature for monospecific genera. This is 
apparently the case for Azygites (Vol. III, p. 512) and Guttaria (Vol. III, p. 556) 
while for our Schizophyllum commune he seems to hesitate between calling it 
Agaricus schizophyllus and simply Schizophyllus (Vol. II, p. 460, index, vol. 
III, p. 73). 

The Schizophyllum case is one of those where it is difficult to figure what 
name Secretan was willing to use. A similar case is that of Amanita already 
discussed by Donk. Donk's discussion should be expanded to show the inconsis- 
tency of Secretan. In the "Liste des champignons comestibles ou vkn~neux" at the 
end of vol. III, for the edibles, amanites are treated as in the rest of the book as 
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a subdivision of "Agaric" (p. 729) while for the poisonous (p. 744) "Amanite" 
is put on the same rank as "Agaric"! 

In conclusion, one can guess that Secretan personally objected to the Linnaean 
system of which he disliked probably the non-descriptive nature of the specific 
epithet and the obligation to use a single specific epithet [a single word in fact 
if one follows the first ideas of Linnaeus: "Nomina trivalia ... constarent haec 
Vocabulo unico; Vocabulo libere undequaque desumto" (1751, p. 202)]. The 
fact that 324 (or more than one out of two) new names Secretan introduced have 
double epithets clearly shows that this was no fortuitous mistake and that there 
is a consistent trend to depart from the binary system. 

Secretan would thus place himself among those authors like Hill who were 
reluctant to adopt the Linnaean system and his case is certainly very similar 
to that of Gilbert analysed by McVaugh (1949). The peculiarity of Secretan is 
that he was probably the last of those non-Linnaean authors and the fact he lived 
in an already universally Linnaean environment certainly explains that while 
looking for descriptive epithets he refrained from using more than two epithets 
and three words: the mnemotechnic advantage of a short name was then too 
evident to revert to lenghty phrases. 

That Secretan published in 1833 also explains why his non-Linnaean character 
was overlooked: mycology had developed very much in the late 18th century 
and early 19th. While almost no polynomial pre-Linnaean names were available 
a very great number of binomials were already proposed for fungi. Secretan 
did respect many of those names he found in Fries and Persoon and since those 
names drawn from the literature make up a great part of the book they mask 
the polynomials used by Secretan when he wished to introduce a new name: 
trinomials make up only about 150/% of the total names in the book but about 
550/o of the new names. This latter percentage is certainly the most significant to 
take in consideration when evaluating the nomenclatural system of the author. 

Consequences of Secretan's rejection 
It is important to assess the impact of Secretan's rejection on current nomen- 

clature. If it is found to lead to a situation contrary to the aims of a stable and 
unambiguous nomenclature as defined in the preamble of the code, one could 
take into consideration a revision of Art. 23. 

While Secretan introduced new names in all groups of fungi, as far as I am 
aware, only agaricologists have used a few. Outside this group they do not even 
seem to be cited as synonyms. For example, while there are about 113 new 
names for Aphyllophorales, only a single one is cited as a synonym by Bourdot 
and Galzin (1927) and one by Donk (1933). 

To assess the number of Agaricales names used I have checked their insertion in 
Moser (1967) the most recent and complete flora for the group. Of Secretan's 
approximately 401 new names in the Agaricales, only 17 are cited by Moser. 
Their cases will be individually examined: 

i. Amanita umbrinolutea. As already shown by Donk (1962) all amanites of Secretan are 
invalid. An available synonym is Amanita Battarae Boud. 

2. Amanita inaurata. The same remark as in I applies. Amanita strangulata Fr. is the 
correct name of this fungus. 

3. Agaricus demisannulus. The new combination Chamaemyces demisannula is introduced 
by Moser. This is an obscure species for which renaming is no bother. At any rate 
validation is always possible. 

4. Agaricus vitellinopes as Cortinarius v. (Secr.) Schroet. This is probably better known 
as Cortinarius cliduchus Fr. and there is every interest in restoring the Friesian name. 

5. Agaricus roseo limbatus as Cortinarius roseolimbatus (Secr.) J. Schaeff. A boreo- 
montane species which is already invalid for those who like Donk (1962) hold a 
restrictive interpretation of Art. 34 (5). Validation can be considered. 

6. Agaricus auro-turbinatus as Cortinarius auroturbinatus (Secr.) Lange. While the 
synonymy of this species is rather lengthy (Moser, I960) it does not include any valid 
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name. Renaming could be by validation of auroturbinatus or of C. elegantissimus R. 
Henry (cf. infra), well known in the French mycological literature. 

7. 'Russula densifolia Secr.'. This is an extremely well known name, but a constantly in- 
correctly cited one. There is nothing like a Russula densifolia in Secretan but an Agaricus 
adustus densifolius (Vol. I, p. 476) which is a name with two epithets. One must 
consider the first person to have published a Russula densifolia, as apparently Gillet 
(1874). One should so cite Russula densifolia Gillet. Since there are apparently no 
synonyms published between Secretan's work and that of Gillet there is no real 
nomenclatural change. 

8. Agaricus exalbicans Pers. 'trans' Secr. This is a 'validation' and combination at 
specific rank of Agaricus rosaceus / exalbicans of Persoon. Moser cites it as Russula 
exalbicans (Secr.) Melz., a synonym of R. pulchella Borszcow. Romagnesi (1967), how- 
ever, uses Russula exalbicans Pers. ex Secr. While it is unclear why Moser already used 
it, since he admits Secretan's names, and those are anterior to Borszcow, it seems that 
R. pulchella is the correct name. 

9. Agaricus fumato-foetens as Lyophyllum fumatofoetens (Secr.) J. Schaeff. If Agaricus 
canus Schum. has been validated between 1821 and 1833 Secretan's name would 
be superfluous. Lyophyllum leucophaeatum (Karst.) Karst. seems to be the correct name 
if one holds that Agaricus gangraenosus Fr. is different. 

Io. Agaricus albus corticis as Marasmiellus albus-corticis (Secr.) Sing. This is a double 
epithet. Marasmiellus candidus (Bolt. trans Fr.) Sing. is the correct name and is far 
more satisfactory. 

11. Agaricus pithyophilus as Clitocybe pithyophila (Secr.) Gill. There exists a synonym, 
Clitocybe nivalis Vel., but the adoption by Fries in the 'Epicrisis' can be considered a 
validation and the name should then be cited Clitocybe pithyophila (Fr.) Gillet. 

12. Agaricus applanatus as Clitocybe applanata (Secr.). No author is indicated for the 
combination. Agaricus applanatus Secr. is a later homonym for Agaricus applanatus 
Pers. per Pers., the well known Crepidotus, and as such unpriorable. If no other name 
is available one can still validate the name in Clitocybe. 

13. Agaricus nigro-punctatus as Armillariella nigropunctata (Secr.) Sing. A rare species. 
One can consider the adoption by Fries in the 'Epicrisis' as a validation and cite 
the name Armillariella nigropunctata (Fr.) Sing. 

14. Boletus Aeruginascens as Suillus aeruginascens (Secr.) Snell. The dropping of Secre- 
tan's name would allow the reintroduction of the well known Friesian name Boletus 
viscidus. 

I1. Boletus testaceus scaber as Leccinum testaceo-scabrum (Secr.) Sing. Again a double 
epithet. The specialist of Leccinum, R. Watling, has already replaced it by Leccinum 
versipelle (Fr. et HAk.) Snell. (1970). 

i6. Boletus pseudo-scaber as Porphyrellus pseudoscaber (Secr.) Sing. The dropping of 
Secretan's name would allow the reintroduction of the well known Friesian name 
Boletus porphyrosporus. 

17. Boletus cramesinus as Pulveroboletus cramesinus (Secr.) Sing. Boletus gentilis (Quel.) 
Big. et Guill. previously combined in Pulveroboletus by Singer and in Aureoboletus 
by Pouzar is a well known available synonym. 

Agaricus atricapillus Batsch 'per Secr.' should also be mentioned, for while this is not 
a new name of Secretan, it is that of a very common fungus cited as Pluteus atricapillus 
(Secr.) Sing. by Moser, while the more common name is Pluteus cervinus (Schaeff. per Fr.) 
Kummer. The nomenclature of this fungus is however quite complicated and should be 
studied by a specialist of Pluteus. At first glance, it seems, however, not to be possible 
to easily reinstore Pluteus cervinus, for Agaricus cervinus Schaeff. per Fr. (1838) is a later 
homonym of A. cervinus Hoffm. per Pers. (1821). 

In conclusion 5 and maybe 6 of the 17 Secretan's names in current use are 
already invalid for individual reasons and one (maybe two) is illegitimate. 
For most names, well known synonyms - many of them Friesian - exist and one 
could rejoice to see those names reintroduced. When no synonyms are available 
one can still consider that Secretan's names have been validated when adopted by 
another author or proceed to such a validation. 
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The total exclusion of Secretan's work is therefore without disagreable con- 
sequences. On the contrary, it is in the interest of nomenclatural stability. As 
already stated, very few of Secretan's names have been considered by modern 
authors and the distribution of the names used is apparently linked to a transient 
interest by a few specialists (boletes by Singer, Phlegmacium by Moser). Even if 
one automatically rules out the trinomials there remain in Secretan's work 267 
new names not counting possible validations of pre-Friesian names and numerous 
combinations at specific rank of infraspecific taxa (almost all varieties of former 
authors were treated as species by Secretan), which may represent a Damocles 
sword for many names which have been adopted in groups where a more 
restricted specific concept than that of Fries has been used (which is the 
general tendency nowadays). A number of those names may turn out to be 
invalid or illegitimate for various reasons as shown by Donk (1962). However 
some of the arguments raised by Donk might not be admitted by others like the 
use of Art. 32 and 34 (5) to rule out names published with the description of 
var. A, B, C... a use not exceptional in the early 19th century. Art. 34 (5) 
states that a name is not validly published "by the mere mention of the sub- 
ordinate taxa included in the taxon concerned". One can hold that when the 
included taxa are described, this is no longer a "mere mention" and the sum of 
their descriptions makes up the description required by Art. 32. In the case of 
Secretan one can also conclude var. A is the type variety from cases like 
Agaricus vitellinopes (Vol. I, p. 206) where there is a description unlettered and 
then a var. B, Merulius cantharellus (Vol. II, p. 462), where all bibliographic 
citations for this classical name stand in var. A while var. B and C are obviously 
less important variants. Again, in Sphaeria circumvallata (Vol. III, p. 435), where 
under var. B it is stated "Cette varite6 ne differe guere que par le lieu natal" 

The total rejection of Secretan therefore extinguishes possible controversies on 
delicate individual cases. 

Were it not outlawed by Art. 23 the "Mycographie Suisse" would in fact be 
one of those books for which the drawing of a list of excluded books as envisaged 
years ago should have been reconsidered. 

One problem met in the course of this study is that of publication by reference 
for which I have the impression the code is not fully satisfactory. 

It seems that while the code puts a number of requirements for a name to be 
admitted, it is far more lenient on the description of a taxon. All that is asked 
from a description is to be effectively published (Art. 32), there is nothing like 
a validly published description. Furtado (1937) already developed this question 
and held the view that one should distinguish between valid and invalid literature 
and that valid publication should not be allowed by reference to invalid 
literature. With the actual wording of the code, if Secretan's names are not valid, 
his descriptions are so, and the simple use by Fries, Gillet or any other author of 
one of his names constitutes a validation by indirect reference in the terms of Art. 
32. This is the same situation as with pre-starting point names. One could of 
course use art. 34 (3) and the note 2 that states that incidental mention is 
"mention by an author who does not intend to introduce the new name". This 
wording, however, is in need of revision because with such an interpretation the 
whole system of later starting point is impossible to use: Fries nor any other 
validating authors never intended to introduce as new names the names of 
Bulliard, Schaeffer, Persoon, etc. he is considered to validate. 

This should not be taken, however, as an additional argument to suppress 
Art. 34 (3) and note 2 as already proposed by Brummitt (1969): the special case 
of groups with a later starting point make it in fact very important that some 
limitation exist on the place where a validation by indirect reference can be found. 
Without such a limitation the amount of literature potentially holding validations 
is enormous (medical and pharmaceutical books, school books, geography 
books...) uncovered and uncoverable by any indexing tool. I would so suggest 
that Note 2 should be modified in order to outlaw names cited outside a formal 
taxonomic treatment, with possible inclusion of floristic lists. While I think the 

840 TAXON VOLUME 23 

This content downloaded from 212.238.43.46 on Sun, 13 Apr 2014 09:23:17 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


idea of outlawing validation by a reference to a description in a book not 
consistently Linnaean (modification of Rec. 32 A and inclusion in the article) 
is interesting, a careful appraisal of its implications in various fields of botany 
would be necessary. 

For Cortinarius elegantissimus Henry a name that could have replaced C. 
auro-turbinatus (Secr.) J. Lange, another problem already discussed by Furtado is 
met, that of new names given to misapplications. Furtado believed certainly 
correctly that one should describe a new species when one spots a misapplication 
of a name, not create a new name which would be simply validated by reference 
to the description where the name is misapplied. Unfortunately for a rapid reader 
the actual wording of the code might be interpreted as allowing this practice 
which has some absurd consequences. 

All revolves around the interpretation of what is "a new name for a previously 
recognised taxon" in Art. 33. 

The correct interpretation is certainly that a previously recognized taxon is 
one that has already been described as new, but one can also maintain that as 
far as a description of the taxon exists, even under a misapplied name, this is a 
previous recognition. This line of argumentation would be consistent with the 
trend inherent in the code to separate as much as possible taxonomy and nomen- 
clature: the recognition of a taxon is the act of separating it from others and this 
is a taxonomic action independent of the choice of the name for it. Art. 48 
could also be understood as equating misapplications to homonyms. 

The consequence of such an interpretation, however, is that one can short- 
circuit the requirements for valid publication set by the code: if one admits that 
renaming a taxon previously described under a wrong name depends on Art. 33, 
a description not in Latin and without type designation could, even nowadays, 
serve as the basis for a valid new name. 

One can of course show that a misapplication is not a synonym (Rec. 50 D) and 
that the mention of "the replaced synonym" in Art. 33 implies that only synonyms 
and not misapplications are eligible to serve as a basis for new names. Since this 
may escape a reader not extremly attentive I suggest that Art. 33 be made more 
explicit. It should remind that a new name can only be introduced to replace a 
name recognised by the code (Art. 12), that is, a valid name. This could be 
performed by replacing the ambiguous expression "a previously recognized taxon" 
by "a taxon previously described as new but whose name is valid but illegitimate" 
or add a Note 3 defining the concept of a new name. This will also be helpful for 
understanding Art. 7 and 72 and stressing the distinction between a new name 
and the name of a new taxon (as used for example in Art. 36). 

Note 3 could read: 'A new name (nomen novum) is an avowed substitute for a name 
that had previously been published for what was considered a new taxon. A new name can 
only be valid if the synonym which it replaces is valid and is only legitimate when it is 
introduced in application of Art. 72. Naming of a taxon that was previously known 
under a misapplied name is equivalent to the description of a new taxon not to the 
introduction of a new name'. 

The following example can be added: 
Cortinarius elegantissimus R. Henry, Rev. Mycol., VIII (2), Suppl.: 25 (1943) introduced 
as 'C. elegantissimus (n.n.) = C. elegantior (Fr.) ss. Henry, in B.S.M. Fr. 94' is not validly 
published. The author should have considered this the name of a new taxon, to be provided 
with a Latin diagnosis, instead of a new name. 

Art. 48 should be sharpened in the way art. 63 has been. This could simply 
be done by adding, as in the example cited, the word "explicitly" in the article. 
".. . in such a way as to exclude explicitly the original type.. .". In my opinion, 
however, it would be better to use the adjective "deliberately" because in the 
case of the misapplication of a specific epithet one could hold that the citation of 
a character that does not fit a type, and which may have been designed a 
posteriori, is an explicit exclusion. 
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Proposals for modification of the Code to be submitted to the XIIth Botanical Congress 

Proposal 97. I consider all names introduced by Secretan in his 'Mycographie Suisse' 
invalid and that this situation is highly satisfactory from the standpoint of nomenclatural 
stability. The case of Secretan being not immediately evident and being an interesting 
one, as one of the last non-Linnaean authors, I would suggest his inclusion as an example 
in Art. 23 (3). The example could read: 

'Secretan, in his 'Mycographie Suisse' (1833) introduced a large number of new specific 
names, more than half of them of a trinomial type like Agaricus albus corticis, Boletus 
testaceus scaber, Boletus aereus carne lutea. He is therefore not considered to have con- 
sistently used the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature and even his univerbal epithets 
are not considered validly published'. 

Another suggestion to the Editorial Committee is in case of rejection of my proposal 
cited infra, to examine the rewording of Art. 33 and the inclusion of the cited example. 

Proposal 98. Art. 33. Add the following new Note 3 after Note 2: 
'A new name (nomen novum) is an avowed substitute for a name that had previously 

been published for what was considered a new taxon. A new name can only be valid if the 
synonym which it replaces is valid and is only legitimate when it is introduced in ap- 
plication of Art. 72. Naming of a taxon that was previously known under a misapplied 
name is equivalent to the description of a new taxon, not the introduction of a new name. 
Example: Cortinarius elegantissimus R. Henry, Rev. Mycol., VIII(2), Suppl.: 25 (0943) 
introduced as 'C. elegantissimus (n.n.) = C. elegantior (Fr.) ss. Henry in B.S.M. Fr. 94' 
is not validly published. The author should have considered this the name of a new taxon 
to be provided with a Latin diagnosis instead of a new name'. 

Proposal 99. Art. 34. Modify Note 2 so as to read: 
'By "incidental mention" of a new name or combination is meant mention in the course 

of a text and not as head of a section of a taxonomic or floristic work, by an author 
who does not intend to introduce the new name or combination concerned. A simple entry 
on a list of taxonomical nature (index to a flora or work of Steudel's Nomenclator 
botanicus type) can act as a valid publication if the requirements of Art. 32-45 are 
satisfied (attention should specially be drawn on Art. 32, 33 and various provisions of 
this Art.)'. 

Proposal ioo. Art. 48. Add 'deliberately' between 'to exclude' and 'the original type'. 
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ORTHOGRAPHY OF NAMES AND EPITHETS: The i/j and u/v problem 

Dan H. Nicolson' 

Summary 

An analysis is made of the use of i, j, u, and v respectively as vowels, semivowels and 
fricative consonants. It is concluded that there are three problems: first, the present 
paragraph 5 of Article 73 is not being applied and its deletion is proposed; second, the 
only major problem is the early use of v as a pure vowel and a proposal to correct this is 
made; third, there is no provision in the Code for choosing between alternative ortho- 
graphies in an original publication and a proposal is made covering this with reference 
to the letters i vs. i and u vs. v. 

1. Introduction 

The International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (Stafleu et al., 1972) is 
ambivalent regarding original vs. correct spellings of names and epithets. On one 
hand, Articles 20 and 23 state that the name of a genus or species "may be taken 
from any source whatever, and may even be composed arbitrarily." This clearly 
authorizes artificial neologisms such as anagrams. Some workers consider that this 
authorizes any original spelling. On the other hand, Article 73 states that "the 
original spelling of a name or epithet is to be retained, except for correction of 
typographic or orthographic errors." 

Even with Article 73 there is some tempering of the force of the first paragraph 
(ambivalence). Note 2 states that "the liberty of correcting a name is to be used 
with reserve, especially if the change affects the first syllable and, above all, 
the first letter of a name." 

Some authors take the authority to correct errors broadly and will "correct" 
anything which seems an error. Other authors tend to ignore the authority to 
correct errors and insist on the original spelling. One reason for using original 
spelling, besides the emphasis of the Code, is that the original spelling is objecti- 
vely determinable, while judgment on the existence of a correctable error often is 
subjective and few botanists have had sufficient experience in classical languages 
and linguistics to recognize such errors. 

Nonetheless, there are four errors specifically cited in the main body of 
Article 73 that currently should be corrected when they appear in an original 
spelling: (1) the letters j and v must be used as consonants while i and u can only 
be used as vowels, (2) cited diacritic signs are to be deleted or transcribed as 
specified, (3) "connecting" vowels must be correct (see Nicolson and Brooks, 
1974), (4) terminations of epithets based on personal names must be correct (see 
Nicolson, 1974). 

This paper is concerned with the first error, use of i and u as consonant or i 
and v as vowels. The Code states, "The letters j and v are to be changed to i 
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