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In citing synonyms the bibliographic aspect is more important than transforming synonymous names 
into the form required by the rules. Thus we do not think that citing a synonym in the following way 
makes sense: "Rubus plicatus Weihe et Nees (R. plicatus f. planifolius Lindeberg, Herb. Rub. Scand. 
28. 1885, 'planifolia')." What other purpose does such a citation serve than proving the author's 
ability to change "planifolia" to "planifolius"?. This seems to be a superfluous piece of information 
that could be left out also in order to save space. 

An example of how much space can be wasted is the following one: Rubus histrix Weihe in Bluff 
et Fingerhuth, Comp. fI. Germ. 1: 687. 1825 (R. hystrix Weihe et Nees, Rubi germ. 92, t. 41. 1827. 
-R. radula [var.] hystrix (Weihe) Babington, Man. Brit. bot. 96. 1843. -R. glandulosus var. histrix 
(Weihe) Brebisson, Fl. Normandie. ed. 3. 101. 1859. -R. horridus [var.] hystrix (Weihe) Dumortier, 
Bull. Soc. Roy. Bot. Belgique 2: 235. 1863. -R. fruticosus ssp. hystrix (Weihe) Syme in Smith et 
Sowerby, Engl. bot. ed. 3. 3: 181. 1864. -R. rosaceus [ssp.] hystrix (Weihe) Nyman, Consp. fI. eur. 
1: 220. 1878. -R. rosaceus var. hystrix (Weihe) Ley, Add. fl. Herefordsh. 81. 1894). Would it not be 
ridiculous to change all spellings of hystrix into histrix with 'hystrix' added? 

Another example for citing a synonym (in the manner we propose) might be: "Rubus polyanthemus 
P. J. Miiller (R. neumani Focke in Potinie, Ill. Fl. ed. 1. 257. 1885)" instead of "R. neumanii" with 
the addition 'neumani'. The original use of a small or capital initial letter (here Rubus Neumani Focke) 
may be regarded as typographic in synonyms and correct names as well (Art. 73.2) and does not affect 
our proposal. Not to be regarded as typographic is the use of diacritic signs that could be maintained 
in synonyms for bibliographic reasons. Example: "Rubus camptostachys G. Braun (R. ciliatus var. 
liibeckii Lindeberg, Herb. Rub. Scand. 51. 1885)." 

The intention of our proposal is to allow the citation of synonyms in the original spelling which is 
important for bibliographic reasons. We do not think that it is necessary to apply the orthography 
rules with names that are regarded as superfluous and out of use. Those who want to, however, may 
change the spelling of a synonym according to the rules but in doing so should preferably cite the 
original spelling between quotation marks as is done with accepted names if the original spelling has 
been changed. 

Acknowledgment 
We are indebted to D. H. Nicolson for helpful comments. 

Proposed by: H. E. Weber, University of Osnabriick, Dep. Vechta, Driverstrasse 22, D-2848 Vechta, 
FRG, and K. Adolphi, Kolpingstrasse 36, D-5461, Rossbach, FRG. 

(201A)-(201B) Proposals on confusingly similar names. 

The Sydney Code has incorporated a definition of 'orthographic variants' in Art. 75 Note 1 and 
thereby eliminated a longstanding source of ambiguity and confusion. Orthographic variants of a name 
are different spelling forms of one name based on one nomenclatural type. Of the orthographic variants 
of one name only one is to be regarded as validly published. The nomenclatural treatment of ortho- 
graphic variants is now ruled unambiguously, and further discussion here is unnecessary. 

The following consideration is concerned only with validly published names. 
Different names may be based on one or several types. If they are based on the same type, they are 

nomenclatural synonyms which, when similarly spelled are best regarded as orthographic variants of 
one name. If they are based on different types, they may refer to different taxa or be taxonomic 
synonyms. Different names based on different types may be identical in spelling and, therefore, be 
indistinguishable unless their authors and/or their types are indicated. They are termed 'homonyms', 
and their nomenclatural treatment is unambiguously ruled by Art. 64.1, 64.3 and 64.4. They also are 
of no concern here. 

This communication is concerned with names based on different types (i.e., different names) which 
are similar but not identical. When two or more generic, specific or infraspecific names based on 
different types are so similar that they are likely to be confused, they are to be treated, following Art. 
64.2, as homonyms, i.e., unless conserved, the later names are illegitimate. 

The present wording of Art. 64.2 thus expands and blurs the definition of 'homonym' beyond that 
of identically spelled names. In order to restrict the term 'homonym' to names which are identically 
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spelled but have different nomenclatural types, it is suggested that at the end of Art. 2 the words "are 
to be treated as homonyms" should read "are to be treated as if they were homonyms". This would 
make it clear that confusingly similar names are not homonyms. 

The remaining difficulty in applying Art. 64.2 is to decide when names are so similar that they are 
likely to be confused. 

One can hardly expect that different botanists could independently come to the same conclusion as 
to whether similar names are sufficiently confusingly similar to be treated as if they were homonyms. 
The subjective judgement involved must necessarily lead to different results in individual cases. 

An attempt is made here to clarify the meaning of 'confusingly similar names' in such a manner 
that the inherent subjectivity in deciding how to treat similar names can be excluded, or is reduced 
to a minimum. 

Satisfactory agreement appears to have been reached by those concerned with this problem (e.g., 
members of the Committee for Spermatophyta) that illegitimate names do not cause confusion for 
the reason of similarity. Botanists who have to evaluate the degree of similarity of different names 
can be expected to determine the legitimacy status of the names as a first step in their assessment of 
confusability. Thus the names to be considered as possibly having to be treated as if they were 
homonyms can be limited objectively to the legitimate names only. Even if one agrees that, for reasons 
of similarity, only legitimate names can be confusing, and illegitimate similar names need not be 
considered, there still remains much room for subjective decision-making in the present wording of 
the Code. 

A further restriction of confusingly similar generic names to those currently in use seems to be 
desirable. This is feasible if the wording proposed below for Art. 64.5 is accepted. Should a generic 
name not in current use come into use later and threaten to cause confusion because of the existence 
of another currently used legitimate similar name, then the time may be appropriate to invoke Art. 
64.5. 

In order to overcome the inherent ambiguity of the Code as to the treatment of confusingly similar 
names, the following options are offered for consideration: 

(1) legitimate names that are originally spelled differently and based on different types are different 
names which must be treated as different regardless of their possibly confusing similarity; 

(2) similar names based on different types which are not illegitimate for other reasons must meet 
certain prescribed criteria to be regarded as sufficiently confusing to be treated as if they were 
homonyms; all similar legitimate names not meeting these criteria are to be regarded as not 
confusing and must be treated as different names; 

(3) those similar legitimate names based on different types which are not illegitimate for other reasons 
and which do not meet the prescribed criteria for confusing similarity, but which nevertheless are 
regarded as confusing, must be referred to the General Committee for a decision whether they are 
to be treated as if they were homonyms; 

(4) different legitimate names which are regarded as so similar that they cause, or are likely to cause, 
confusion must be referred to the General Committee for a decision whether they are to be treated 
as if they were homonyms before any of them can be rejected. 

My comments on these options are as follows: 

Comment on option 1: This solution is simple (in fact the simplest I can think of) and would work 
well for generic names. If two or more legitimate generic names are so similar that they cause, or are 
likely to cause, confusion, conservation of the one desired to be retained will eliminate confusion 
provided that the wording of the Code is altered so that it no longer allows such names to be treated 
as if they were homonyms (either following personal opinion or that expressed by committees). 

Such a ruling is in line with the growing awareness that original spellings of generic names should 
be retained and not altered ('corrected') for philological or any other reason. The tendency to retain 
original spellings as correct, even if linguistically unpleasant or wrongly formed, can easily be justified 
by Art. 20.1 and Art. 23.2, which allow for the arbitrary formation of names and epithets. (Names 
are names only!) 

This may cause some names to be placed on the list of nomina generica conservanda which in the 
past have been excluded from use following personal or committee opinion that they are to be treated 
as if they were homonyms. However this augmentation of the list (which is already unfortunately long 
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and inevitably still growing, albeit at a diminishing rate) will raise no problems and would eliminate 
persistent doubt on whether to use certain names or their substitutes. 

For similar legitimate names of taxa of ranks lower than that of genus (i.e., for combinations) option 
1 will not be workable because there is no generally applicable machinery for the conservation or 
rejection of such names. For legitimate combinations which are confusing because of the similarity 
of the epithets options 2-4 should be considered. 

Comment on option 2: The difficulty here lies in prescribing the criteria for confusing similarity. 
Such criteria have been listed in Prop. 75.C(a)-(h) for the Sydney Congress after careful consideration 
by the Committee for Spermatophyta. They were intended for names generally and could be proposed 
again; however it may be unwise to regard originally differently spelled generic names as ever similar 
enough to cause confusion and to treat them as if they were homonyms. If for the names of genera 
option 1 is applied, then criteria to cover confusing similarity of the combinations which differ only 
in their epithets are needed. The criteria listed in the Sydney Prop. 75.C(a)-(h) may be applied. However 
these were drawn up to cover names generally, and for epithets some additional ones should be added. 
An attempt has been made here to account for most of them. When these have been applied, there 
will still remain some legitimate names which are not covered by the criteria listed but which, never- 
theless, will cause confusion for the reason of similarity. Therefore, option 2 on its own seems un- 
satisfactory. Option 3 is designed to overcome this shortcoming. 

Comment on option 3: This requires, like option 2, a list of criteria to decide on the similarity of 
the legitimate names to be treated as if they were homonyms. The residue, i.e., those names which 
do not meet these criteria but are, nevertheless, regarded as so similar and confusing, that one or 
several of them should be rejected, is to be referred (with the proper documentation of each individual 
case) to the General Committee for a decision which should be published in Taxon and be regarded 
as binding if, following ratification by an International Botanical Congress, the rejected names are 
listed as nom. rej. in Appendix IV of the Code. 

Comment on option 4: Implementation of this option would probably cause an unpredictably large 
and unnecessary burden on the General Committee and the Special Committeesto which the individual 
cases may be referred, unless botanists will generally refrain from regarding similar names as potentially 
confusable. It is unlikely that this could be achieved. All decisions would have to be published. Option 
4 can be dismised as impracticable. 

A proposal to amend Art. 64 has been prepared, mainly based on options 1 and 3. It is inevitably 
rather long, but I believe its acceptance would give a clear guide to users of the Code on how to 
proceed with similar names which may cause confusion to some. It would restrict necessary Committtee 
involvement to a minimum. 

Because the present Art. 64.2 deals with similar names, whereas the other paragraphs of Art. 64 
deal with identically spelled names (i.e., true homonyms), a rearrangement and numbering is suggested, 
and it is proposed that the present Art. 64.2 be divided into several newly numbered paragraphs. 

A draft of the proposal was circulated to members of the Orthography Committee appointed at the 
Sydney Congress in 1981 too late to be discussed before submission of the Committee's Report, but 
some members (K. Adolphi, L. A. S. Johnson, D. Nicolson, and P. G. Parkinson) made useful 
comments in time for their incorporation. I gratefully acknowledge their speedy replies. 

(201A) Proposal to amend Art. 64 as follows: 

Renumber and rearrange accordingly: 
64.3 to become 64.2, and 64.4 to become 64.3; 
Replace the old 64.2 by the following paragraphs 64.4-64.8: 
"64.4. When two or more legitimate names based on different types are so similar that they are likely 
to be confused, some or all of them can be rejected by applying the procedures prescribed in Art. 
64.5-64.8. (The various forms of one name as a result of different spellings, only one nomenclatural 
type being involved, are dealt with in Art. 75; they are orthographic variants of one name which are 
not affected by Art. 64.)" 
"Note: Similar illegitimate names and generic names not in current use are considered not to cause 
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confusion for reasons of similarity. When similar generic names now not in use come into use later, 
they may cause confusion and Art. 64.5 becomes applicable." 
"64.5. When two or more legitimate currently used names of genera based on different types are so 
similar that they are likely to be confused, and elimination from use of one or more of them is required, 
conservation (Art. 14) is necessary." 
"64.6. When the epithets in two or more otherwise legitimate names, based on different types, of 
subdivisions of one genus, or of species within one genus, or of infraspecific taxa within one species 
are so similar that the combinations are likely to be confused, they are treated as if they were homonyms 
(i.e., the later names are rendered illegitimate) if the epithets differ only in one of the following (but 
see also Art. 64.7):" 
"(a) interchange between the terminal inflexions -us, -a, and -um;" 
"(b) interchange of the terminal inflexions -on and -um, or -e and -a, or -os, -us, and -as, or -us, -es, 
and -e respectively;" 
"(c) interchange between the terminations in a genitive based on the name of a person -i, -ae, -ii, and 
-iae;" 
"(d) interchange between the terminations of adjectives with alternative masculine forms, such as in 
the following pairs: acer, acris; campester, campestris; paluster, palustris; silvester, silvestris; triqueter, 
triquetrus;" 
"(e) interchange of the suffixes -ites and -itis, or -opis and -opsis, or -oides and -odes, or -fer and -ferus, 
or -ger and -gerus;" 
"(f) interchange of the prefix 'mc' and 'mac';" 
"(g) interchange of 'c' with 'k'; 'v' with 'u' or 'w'; 'ph' with 'f; 'i' with 'j' or 'ei'; 'y' with 'i', 'j', 'e', 
'ej', 'ij' or 'u'; or 'ae' with 'oe' or 'e';" 
"(h) having either a single or a double consonant;" 
"(i) presence or absence of a connecting vowel, or in having a different connecting vowel, or in 
substitution of more than one connecting vowel or diphthong for a single vowel, between two syllables;" 
"(k) presence or absence of the letter 'h', except when 'h' is the initial or follows 's';" 
"(1) presence or absence of 'c' before 'k' or 't', or 't' before 'z', or after a consonant and before 'r';" 
"(m) presence or absence of 'r' before 'rh;" 
"(n) presence or absence of a hyphen; or" 
"(o) if they belong to one of the following pairs or triplets of geographical epithets: caspicus and caspius, 
ceylanicus, ceylonicus and zeylanicus, chinensis and sinensis, dahuricus and davuricus, genavensis and 
genevensis, napaulensis, nepalensis and nipalensis, saghalinensis and sakhalinensis, sibericus and si- 
biricus, or tianshanicus and tianschanicus; or" 
"(p) if they are derived from orthographic variants of one generic name and differ only in the difference 
in spelling of these variants." 
"64.7. If the application of the criteria laid down in 64.6 leads to undesirable name changes because 
a well-established name has to be treated as if it were a later homonym, the similar earlier (little-used) 
name(s) can be rendered illegitimate by listing in Appendix IV as nom. rej. following the procedures 
prescribed in Art. 14.11 for the listing of names for conservation." 
"64.8. When two or more legitimate names of taxa of ranks lower than that of genus are so similar 
that they cause confusion but are not covered by Art. 64.6, some or all can be rendered illegitimate 
and placed on the list of nomina rejicienda in Appendix IV following the procedures prescribed in 
Art. 14.11 for the listing of names for conservation." 

As the listing of the many individual criteria under 64.6 above may appear too elaborate an 
alternative for this paragraph is offered for consideration. The wording is simpler, but its application 
may not be quite as unambiguous as that of 64.6: 

(201 B) Alternative proposal: 

"64.6*. When the epithets in two or more otherwise legitimate names, based on different types, of 
subdivisions of one genus, or of species within one genus, or of infraspecific taxa within one species 
are so similar that the combinations would be regarded as orthographic variants were they based on 
the same type and are likely to be confused, the names are treated as if they were homonyms." 
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If 64.6* is preferred, 64.7 would need to be altered to read: 

"64.7*. If the application of 64.6 leads to undesirable changes because ... [as in 64.7] ... for con- 
servation." 

[Acceptance of the proposal above (including the alternatives) will imply the need for an amended 
introduction to Appendix IV, which contains at present only names rejected in connection with Art. 
69. The Editorial Committee should be empowered to deal with this and amend the criteria listed in 
Art. 64.6 if this should be indicated.] 

Proposed by: Hansjoerg Eichler, Australian National Herbarium, CSIRO, G.P.O. Box 1600, Canberra, 
A.C.T. 2601 Australia. 

(202)-(203) Proposals concerning types of generic names. 

(1). The wording of parts of Art. 10 has, perhaps surprisingly, been a subject of debate in the 
Committee on Valid Publication. In this discussion I commented that I found the second and third 
sentences of Art. 10.2 undesirable but would not make any new proposal unless others in the Committee 
also agreed that these sentences should be changed. The two other members who have commented 
since have both expressed disagreement with this part of the Article, but it has not been possible to 
fit a suitable joint conclusion into the report of the Committee. I make an independent proposal below. 
Its intention is not, of course, to reverse the major change in Art. 10 introduced at Sydney, but only 
to remove what appears to be an absurdity in one small aspect. 

I am in agreement with the perceptive arguments put forward on this matter by Gea Zijlstra (see 
following paper), who in her work as compiler of Index Nominum Genericorum has perhaps had as 
much experience of typifying generic names as anybody currently active in botanical nomenclature. 
She shares my disapproval of the two sentences in Art. 10.2. Furthermore, although I have not 
necessarily agreed with all the arguments and proposals put forward by Parkinson on typification of 
generic names (Taxon 34: 322-332. 1985), I believe he has shown up some glaring illogicalities in the 
wording of Art. 10, some of which have been taken up elsewhere by the Committee on Valid Pub- 
lication. I suspect, however, that his complete re-wording of Art. 10 will not receive approval at Berlin, 
and I here offer a simple alternative solution on the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 only. In 
doing so I implicitly support also Proposal 100 in the Report of the Committee on Valid Publication. 

I believe many botanists who consult the Code for guidance, but who may not be too familiar with 
the finer details, currently find the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 vague and unhelpful. 
However, when the provisions of the whole Article have been pieced together it becomes clear that 
in cases where the protologue of a generic (or infrageneric) name does not include a binomial, one 
has to first examine the material cited or examined by the author, then make a taxonomic decision 
as to its correct name, and as a result cite the appropriate binomial as type of the name. It is implicit 
that a taxonomic decision must be involved, for the third sentence allows that if you consider the 
type of the selected binomial to be not conspecific with the publishing author's material, then the 
choice may be superseded and a taxonomically more acceptable type may be substituted. 

In many cases this results in the type of a generic name being a specimen not included in the 
protologue either directly or indirectly, and often not even collected when the genus was described 
(as in Didymocarpus, see Taxon 30: 501. 1981). But more important than this is the obvious fact that 
this specimen is not "that element to which the name of a taxon is permanently attached" (definition 
of 'type' in Art. 7.2) because it depends on one's taxonomic judgement. The element to which the 
name is permanently attached is the material described by the author of the name, as implicitly 
recognised by the third sentence, and it seems to be very desirable that this be acknowledged in Art. 
10, in names in Appendix 3 of the Code as noted by Zijlstra (following paper), and indeed in the 
citation of the type of all names of genera where the protologue included no binomial. The present 
wording of the Code on this point seems, as also noted by Zijlstra (following paper), to be a throw- 
back to the old concept of 'type species' of previous Codes, where the correct binomial for a particular 
taxonomic concept of a species was given as the type of a generic name. Having typification dependent 
on a taxonomic decision is not acceptable to me. 
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