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collection(s) or institution(s) stated in the protologue im-
mediately after publication, if not already deposited, and 
that the curators of such herbaria or collections or institu-
tions ensure that incorporation of these types receives the 
highest priority.”

This new Recommendation, if followed sincerely, would 
surely help the researchers to locate type specimens more 
easily.
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do not deposit the type material(s) in the herbarium (-ia) or 
collection(s) or institution(s) stated in the protologue. Occa-
sionally due to a lapse on the part of curatorial staff the types 
are not promptly incorporated in appropriate places and after 
some time get misplaced and then it becomes very difficult 
to trace them. These circumstances cause extreme inconve-
nience to researchers who want to examine type material in 
order to reach a taxonomic conclusion. Thus we feel that a 
Recommendation is very much needed in this connection. 
We propose the following:

(005) Insert a new Rec. 37B.1:
“It is strongly recommended that authors publishing 

the name of a new species or infraspecific taxon submit 
the holotype and any isotypes to the herbarium (-ia) or 

(006–008) Proposals to amend the Code regarding orthographic 
conservation

Gerry Moore & Catherine Rushworth
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bbg.org (author for correspondence)

Besides conserving a name itself, Art. 14 of the ICBN 
(McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146: 29–32. 2006) also per-
mits the conservation of a name’s type (Art. 14.9), spelling 
(Art. 14.11), and gender (Art. 14.11). The Code is clear that the 
listed type of a conserved name may not be changed, except 
as outlined under Art. 14.12 (see Art. 14.8). Therefore, the 
type cited in the Code for a conserved name must be retained, 
even if it is determined that this type would not be the type 
under the rules of the Code. The “typ. cons.” designation 
given to some entries in Appendix III simply indicates the 
reason for the original conservation proposal.

The Code is less clear regarding the orthographic status 
of a conserved name. In cases where the spelling of a con-
served name is not the original spelling or might warrant 
correction under Arts. 60–62, is such correction permissible? 
Is an orthographia conservanda proposal needed to preserve 
the spelling given for the conserved name? The listing of 
“orth. cons.” for some names and not others may certainly 
lead some to conclude that the spelling of names without the 
“orth. cons.” listing can be subject to correction as required 
under Arts. 60–62. Unlike types, the lack of any explicit 
language in the rules or the appendices for orthography could 
give the impression that the spellings of conserved names 
are not conserved.

For example, Nuttall (Gen. N. Amer. Pl. 2: 115. 1818) 
published the genus name Wisteria in honour of Caspar 
Wistar “late professor of anatomy in the University of 
Pennsylvania and for many years president of the American 
Philosophical Society”. In the past, some have corrected 

this spelling to Wistaria, e.g., Smith (in Science 1: 77–78. 
1895), Halsted (in Bull. Torr. Bot. Club 24: 48–50. 1897), 
Sumner (in Science 29: 698–699. 1909), Bigelow (in Science 
46: 16–17. 1917), while others, such as Nicolson (Taxon 33: 
121–122. 1984), have argued against changing the original 
spelling. While the spelling Wisteria clearly has predominant 
usage, the Wisteria/Wistaria debate continues today. Valder’s 
(Wisterias Comprehensive Guide: 11–19. 1995) first chapter 
is entitled “Wisteria or Wistaria?”, even though the name is 
listed as Wisteria in Appendix III of the Code (McNeill & 
al. in Regnum Veg. 146: 414. 2006). In California there is 
also an annual Sierra Madre Wistaria Vine Festival (www
.sierramadrenews.net/wistaria.htm).

Given the problem of various interpretations of the ap-
plication of Arts. 60–62 as overviewed by Zijlstra (in Greuter 
& al. in Englera 20: 210. 2000), it makes sense to treat the 
spellings of conserved names as conserved, even when the 
original proposal was not an orthographia conservanda. 
Furthermore, it is understood by current plant nomencla-
turalists that the spellings of listed conserved names are 
indeed de facto conserved regardless of the original reasons 
for conservation (Richard Brummitt, Werner Greuter, John 
McNeill, Dan Nicolson, Nick Turland, pers. comm.). Further 
evidence of this understanding is that “orth. cons.” and “typ. 
cons.” have been added to existing entries without the publi-
cation and approval of additional orthographia conservanda 
and typus conservandus proposita.

The proposals here would prevent changing a conserved 
name’s spelling except by the procedure outlined in Art. 
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14.12. Therefore, like its type, a conserved name’s orthog-
raphy would be de facto conserved even when the name is 
not cited as “orth. cons.”

(006) Change Article 14.8 to read:
“14.8. The listed type and the spelling of a conserved 

name may not be changed except by the procedure outlined 
in Art. 14.12.”

(007) Add the following Example to Article 60:
“Ex. 8bis. Wisteria Nutt. 1818, nom. cons. is not to be 

‘corrected’ to Wistaria, although this species was named in 
honour of Caspar Wistar, since Wisteria is the spelling used 

in the listing of nomina generica conservanda et rejicienda 
in the appendix.”

(008) Add the following language to the first page of 
Appendix III at the end of the orth. cons. entry:
“; as by Art. 14.8, the spellings of conserved names may 

not be changed even if they are not explicitly designated as 
‘orth. cons.’  ”
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(009–011) Proposals to amend Art. 9 etc. to clarify the meaning of 
“protologue”

Josef Niederle
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I propose that a sentence be added to the footnote defin-
ing protologue on p. 13 of the Vienna Code, a new Note and 
Example be added following Art. 9.4 and a new Example 
following Art. 9.10. It was not clear to me whether or not 
the descriptions of infraspecific taxa accompanying the de-
scription of a species belong to the protologue of the species. 
The Nomenclature Editor demonstrated from the definition 
of protologue, the wording of Rec. 9A.3, and published Ex-
amples that implicitly the answer is positive. Nevertheless, I 
would prefer an explicit wording. My proposal merely clari-
fies existing codification without changing its meaning.

(009) Append the following to the footnote to 
Rec. 8A.4 on p. 13 of the Vienna Code defining 
protologue:
“This includes the description, etc., of any subdivision of 

a genus or infraspecific taxon accompanying the description 
of a genus or species respectively.”

(010) Insert the following Note and Example fol-
lowing Art. 9 Ex. 1:
“Note 2bis. If there is no holotype, specimens cited in all 

included infraspecific taxa, named or unnamed, in the pro-

tologue of the name of a species are syntypes. In particular, 
for Linnaean infraspecific taxa denoted β, γ, etc., in Sp. Pl., 
all the specimens cited in the main entry and sub β, γ, etc., 
if such exist, are syntypes of the Linnaean name.”

“Ex. 1bis. In the protologue of Anemone alpina L., Sp. 
Pl.: 539. 1753, no specimen is cited in the main entry for the 
species, but Burser, Hortus siccus IX: 80 is cited under β and 
Burser, Hortus siccus IX: 81 is cited under γ. Consequently, 
these specimens are the only syntypes of Anemone alpina L. 
See Jarvis, Order out of Chaos: 293–294. 2007.”

(011) Insert the following new Example after Art. 
9.10:
“Ex. 6bis. Although Burser, Hortus siccus IX: 80 and 

Burser, Hortus siccus IX: 81 are cited under infraspecific 
taxa of Anemone alpina L., Sp. Pl.: 539. 1753 (see Art. 9 Ex. 
1bis), a lectotype must be chosen from among them as there 
are no isotypes and these are the only syntypes.”
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