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CONCERNING THE TYPES OF GENERA 
C. X. Furtado (Singapore) 

In discussing the typification of Raphido- 
phora Hassk. and R. lacera Hassk., Bunting 
(Baileya 10: 23-29. 1962) raised a number of 
problems which, in my opinion, deserve a 
wider consideration by nomenclaturists, for, 
apart from the faulty application of the Code 
in a case, Bunting's treatment reveals that the 
Code would permit botanists to confuse no- 
menclature with taxonomy, creating thereby 
confusion in both. An attempt is made here 
to deal with some of the problems that seem 
to require an urgent consideration. 

A Faulty Ruling 

According to Bunting, Raphidophora Hassk. 
in Flora (25.2.Beibl.2: 11. 1842) is a nomen 
nudum for lack of generic description; and for 
this reason the species R. lacera Hassk. is re- 
jected as a nomen invalidum. Bunting accepted 
both the genus and the species as validly 
published for the first time in Hoeven en Vrie- 
se, Tijdschr. Nat. Gesch. Phys. (9: 168-169. 
1842) where, as Bunting noted, Pothos per- 
tusa Roxb. (1820) is quoted in the synonymy 
with a query mark; but disregarding this query 
mark, he decided that R. lacera Hassk. is a 

superfluous name for Pothos pertusa Roxb. to 
be rejected as illegitimate. He then typified 
both the species and the genus on Pothos per- 
tusa Roxb., a procedure that seems to be de- 
fensible in part under Arts. 10 and 63 of the 
1961-Code. In the end Bunting rejected the 
clear descriptions given by Hasskarl and Rox- 
burgh, and typified both R. lacera Hassk. and 
P. pertusa Roxb. and ultimately the genus Ra- 
phidophora Hassk. on an indifferent plate of 
a leaf in Rheede's Hortus Malabaricus which 
bears no flowering parts described by both 
Roxburgh and Hasskarl. Geograprically, we 
might note, Roxburgh described a plant from 
the Coromandel in the eastern part of India, 
and Hasskarl from Java, while the plate ir. 
Hortus Malabaricus is of a plant from the west- 
ern part of India. 

Through this typification Bunting attempted 
to settle the controversy over Hasskarl's genus, 
since there was the consideration that the 
actual plant Hasskarl described might not be 
conspecific or congeneric with Pothos pertusa 
Roxb. However, even after such a typification 
it is not possible to accept the genus Raphido- 
phora as currently interpreted unless conserved 
sensu Schott in Genera Aroidearum (1858). 
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But to my view, the query mark employed 
by Hasskarl in citing the synonym P. pertusa 
Roxb. is a matter of grave consequence in de- 
ciding the nomenclatural superfluousness of R. 
lacera Hassk., for this mark means that Hass- 
karl was not sure whether the Indian species 
described by Roxburgh was really conspecific 
or not, but that he was stating this in the synon- 
ymy for the purpose of focussing the attention 
of the botanists to this problem. This query 
mark could not have been merely a typograph- 
ical error as one might suggest; for looking at 
the original publication in Tijdschrift, it is 
noticed that Hasskarl not only placed the 
query mark at the end of the page reference 
of the synonym as indicated by Bunting, but 
in addition employed the Latin particle "an" 
before Pothos pertusa to make his doubts even 
more expressive. Under this circumscription 
there are no reasons why the Indian species 
should even be considered in typifying R. lacera 
Hassk. as instated in Tijdschrift. 

But, contrary to Bunting's view, the public- 
ation in Tijdschrift is not the earliest validation 
of the genus and the species; for it is issued in 
December, 1842, (might have been distributed 
late in November 1842). The earliest valid 
publication of Raphidophora and R. lacera is 
in Flora, which was issued in July 1842. Neither 
the genus nor the species may be rejected as 
a nomen nudum as has been done by Bunting; 
for the genus Raphidophora is described by 
Hasskarl by showing how the genus is disting- 
uished from Calla L., Monstera Adns. and 
Scindapsus Schtt. The synonym Pothos pertusa 
Roxb. is quoted without any query mark, so 
that the arguments applied by Bunting in 
typifying the genus and the species might be 
applied here. However, before going into this 
problem, it would be convenient to consider 
the type of Pothos pertusa Roxb. and then the 
regulation concerning the generic types. 

Pothos pertusa Roxb. 

Bunting has made much of the fact that 
neither Hasskarl nor Roxburgh cited specimens 
they studied. But this was a frequent practice 
with many authors a hundred years ago or 
more, specially when the authors were dealing 
with their own collections or specimens grow- 
ing in the gardens under their supervision. 
Further it is obvious that, in describing Pothos 
pertusa Roxb., Roxburgh had not relied on 
Rheede's Hortus Malabaricus but had used his 
own specimens; for he described many details 
of spathes and flowers which are not described 
or pictured in Rheede's Hortus. Moreover, 

Roxburgh stated that this plant was from "the 
mountainous parts of the Coast of Coroman- 
del", (east coast of India), whereas Rheede's 
Hortus depicted a plant from Malabar on the 
west coast of India, with a Malabar name. 
Often Roxburgh not only prepared herbarium 
specimens, but also had their drawings made. 
Wight in Icones Plantarum Indiae Orientalis 
(3: 5 t. 781. 1844) published a drawing of 
Pothos pertusa Roxb. indicating that it is a 
copy from Roxburghian collection. Hence, if 
the actual holotype cannot now be located, 
this plate, or its original in the British Museum, 
London, may be used in typifying the species 
and never Rheede's plates of the Malabar plant 
cited by Roxburgh, that is, if recent inter- 
pretations of Tryon (Taxon 11: 116-120. 1962) 
are not made obligatory, since Roxburgh also 
cited the type of an earlier validly published 
binomial (discussed below). 

The Type of a Genus 

So far the discussion has been limited to the 
actual typification of the species Pothos pertusa 
Roxb. However the issues raised by Bunting 
show that regulations regarding the typification 
of a genus or a species have sometimes confus- 
ed taxonomy with nomenclature. This confus- 
ion has been possible apparently because, in 
the past, false analogies had been assumed in 
several nomenclatural rules which the new 
Code has not managed entirely to eliminate, 
while the new rule of typification of super- 
fluous names seems to have accentuated some- 
what this confusion. 

Thus, though it is true that, when a genus 
is established, it is usually associated with a 
species caller the "nomenclatural type", taxon- 
omically this is not always the case; for to be 
universally true, the nomenclatural type species 
must always be anterior or simultaneous with 
the genus, whereas there are several genera 
that were established after the sudy of speci- 
mens only, and the "type species" have been 
named long after the genera. It is true that 
some nomenclaturists tried to give anterior 
validity to the specific epithets described mere- 
ly as biverbals or under invalid genera (Sprague 
& Hubbard in Kew Bull.: 15. 1933; Hubbard 
in Kew Bull.: 319. 1936; Furtado in Fedde, 
Repert: 24: 256-264. 1936); but the 1950- 
Congress decided against such specific epithets. 
(Cf. Art. 43 (1961). But because a supra-generic 
or infrageneric taxon referred to in Art. 10 
(1961) must indispensably be typified on a 
nomenclatural entity (a genus or a species as 
the case might be), the same analogy is assum- 
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ed in providing for the nomenclatural type of 
the genus. 

Because of such false analogies implied in 
several nomenclatural rules or congressional de- 
cisions in the past, an attempt was made by 
me to bring out certain intrinsic differences in 
the taxa of various categories and ranks - dif- 
ferences that require a separate basis for re- 
gulating their respective validity or priority 
under the Code (Furtado in Gard. Bull. Sing. 
12: 312-323. 1949). From this classification, it 
becomes obvious that in the binary, binomial 
system of nomenclature, only the genera and 
the species are fundamentally essential taxa 
to the system; and both these taxonomic units, 
being unique in themselves, have no analogy 
regarding priority and typification with other 
nomenclarural entities. This is the reason why 
the nomenclatural type of a supra-generic or 
infra-generic name is, or should be, older or 
contemporary to the taxon it typifies; whereas 
the nomenclatural type binomial in the case of 
the genus, and the "type trinomial" in the 
case of the species are generally younger or 
contemporary to the taxa they individually 
typify. And, since the approved nomenclatural 
system is binary, binomial for the species, it 
becomes necessary in the case of genera establ- 
ished merely on the specimens, to study these 
later and to name specifically the holotype or 
lectotype specimens to become, under the 
Code, the "nomenclatural types" of those 
genera. 

In the early literature, especially in the start- 
ing-point ones, where genera and species were 
taken in a very wide sense and not much im- 
portance was given to the type concept and 
where taxa were inadequately described, it has 
been found expedient to give precedence to the 
few actual specimens the authors had seen 
over the pictures, descriptions and references 
quoted by them. The genera and the species 
being usually new (the pre-starting point names 
being regarded as invalid), the most typical 
specimen that agreed best with the genus had a 
specific name to be idicated as "the type spe- 
cies", or one might perhaps more correctly say 
that the type specimen for which the generic 
name had to be retained and the type specimen 
of the type species of the genus had to be one 
and the same. Here, therefore, the rule based 
on expediency worked well. Further, since the- 
se authors had gained more information regard- 
ing the taxa they described from the actual 
specimens than from the older descriptions and 
drawings quoted, this procedure of interpreting 
the species by referring in preference to the 
specimens the authors had seen, was actually 

the best attempt, under the circumstances, to 
direct nomenclature to respect the taxonomic 
opinions of the authors of the species and 
genera. 

However, the Code has overlooked the fact 
that where a new genus has been based on a 
new specimen and an old species has been 
correctly or incorrectly identified with this new 
specimen, the new specific combination in- 
stated under the new genus has the type which, 
though regarded conspecific is not identical 
with the specimen that furnished the generic 
description. In such cases, therefore, the rule 
that makes the taxonomic type of the genus 
also the type specimen of the type species of 
the genus, does not work and, if enforced 
strictly, will not respect taxonomy as will be 
seen later, and might create confusion even in 
nomenclature. To make matters worse, the new 
rule for typifying superfluous names (Art. 7-4) 
would change the procedure hitherto followed 
and oblige taxonomists to give precedence to 
the most ancient synonym that is priorable in 
the given circumscription. This means taxon- 
omic descriptions and geography, however 
accurate they might be, are to be rejected 
merely because under a new generic taxon 
with a new name an older priorable binomial 
was cited to show, according to the customs in 
vogue, one or more syntypes or current mis- 
interpretations, or to indicate the probable 
identity of the plants represented by many 
binomials long regarded unidentifiable be- 
cause of insufficiency of descriptions and 
absence or imperfection of the types. 

Examples 
Example 1 

The case of Binghamia Britt. et Rose (Cact- 
aceae 2: 167. 1.920) serves to illustrate the 
distinction between the presumed nomen- 
clatural type of the genus and its actual taxon- 
omic type, which, owing to a false analogy, 
has been overlooked in the Code. The authors 
established this genus on a study of new spe- 
cimens, but they named the two species re- 
cognized under the genus by instating two new 
isonyms, Binghamia melanostele (Vaupel) Britt. 
et Rose and B. acrantha (Vaupel) Britt. et Rose 
derived respectively from Cephalocereus mela- 
nostele Vaupel (1913) and Cereus acranthus 
Vaupel (1913), the first mentioned species be- 
ing idicated as the "nomenclatural type" of the 
genus. But Bullock (Kew Bull.: 454-458. 1938) 
pointed out that the type material of Binghamia 
was new and, being from the type locality of 
C. melanostele Vaupel, it was misidentified 
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with this species to produce the new combin- 
ation B. melanostele (Vaupel) Britt. et Rose. 
According to Bullock, this Vaupel's species re- 
presents actually a species of Espostoa Britt. et 
Rose (Cactaceae 2: 60. 1920), and so the new 
combination, Espostoa melanostele (Vaupel) 
Bullock, is made. Bullock further points out 
that the taxonomic type of Binghamia is con- 
specific with Cereus pseudomelanostele We- 
derm. et Blackeb. (1931), and so he instates the 
new isonym Binghamia pseudomelanostele 
(Wederm. et Blackeb.) Bullock. But since the 
nomenclatural type of this species, though 
conspecific, is not identical with the taxonomic 
lectotype or holotype specimen of the genus 
Binghamia, it follows that the true nomen- 
clatural type of this genus should be a herbari- 
um specimen and not a species. 

Example 2 

In establishing the monotypic genus Actino- 
cheita, Barkley (Ann. Miss. Gard. 24: 1-10 et 
3 pl: 1937) supposed that the syntype Ic. 189 
of Rhus filicina DC (1825) was somewhat mis- 
drawn by the artist, but, because of the de- 
scription of the leaves and the fruit in the 
diagnosis (fruit not found in Ic. 189) he typified 
the species on the neotype Pringle 4752. From 
this neotype Barkley drew the principal charac- 
ters for his genus. Hence the genus should be 
typified on this specimen, and the "type spe- 
cies" should include that specimen. 

Now a good deal of controversy has been 
raised on the status of this well described genus 
because Barkley named the "type species" as 
Actinocheita filicina (DC) Barkley, with Rhus 
filicina DC as the basionym. Bullock (Kew 
Bull. 440-441. 1937 & 337-339. 1939) advocat- 
ed that the type of the genus should be identifi- 
ed with Rhus potentilifolia Turcz. and so made 
the combination A. potentilifolia (Turcz.) Bul- 
lock. To this Barkley and Reed (Amer. Midl. 
Nat. 21: 368-377. 1939) argued that the genus 
Actinocheita must be typified on R. filicina DC. 
with Ic. 189 as the lectotype and maintained 
that if the species is rejected, the genus should 
receive another name to include the new type 
species having a different type specimen. But 
how could a description based on one specimen 
and published under one name, be attributed 
to another name to be typified on another spe- 
cimen? They overlooked the fact that if Rhus 
filicina DC. were typified on Ic. 189, the 
generic description based on Pringle 4752 
would be wrong. Actually, as said above, the 
genus Actinocheita should be typified on the 
specimen, Pringle 4752, while the species Rhus 
filicina DC and its isonym A. filicina (DC) 

Barkley should be typified on the syntype Ic. 
217 which agrees with the description of the 
leaves and the fruit (not Ic. 189). Thus typified 
it is immaterial whether A. filicina is retained 
in the genus or not; but fortunately in this case 
A. filicina as typified on the syntype Ic. 217 
becomes conspecific with Pringle 4752, and 
remains as the "nomenclatural type" of the 
genus (Cf. Furtado in Gard. Bull. Sing. 12: 367 
& 369. 1949). The extisting uncertainty about 
the status of Actinocheita is wholly due to the 
lack of a provision in the Code to indicate the 
taxonomic type (specimen) of Actinocheita 
(Pringle 4752) as the nomenclatural type of the 
genus. 

Example 3 

Schizospatha Furtado (Gard. Bull. Sing. 14: 
325-359. 1955) was established entirely on a 
study of specimens in the herbarium of Singa- 
pore. But since the holotype of the generic de- 
scription bore the collection number of the 
holotype of Calamus setigerus Burret (Notizbl. 
Bot. Gart. Berl. 12: 320. 1936) the two types 
might have come from the same plant. Un- 
fortunately the Singapore collection was mixed 
and since the published description appeared 
rather vague in regard to many details and 
since there was no possibility for comparing the 
two specimens, the taxonomic holotype in- 
dicated for the genus was a specimen in the 
Singapore herbarium, while the only species 
recognized under the genus was named Schizo- 
spatha setigera (Burret) Furtado. This pro- 
cedure seemed necessary to warn the taxon- 
omists should they wish to distinguish, by 
names, the different variations noticed in the 
specimens on which the generic description 
was based and which was cited under the spe- 
cies Sch. setigera (Burret) Furtado. 

Example 4 

Cayratia Juss. (181.8) is a new generic name 
for Columella Lour. (1790) which is regarded 
as a later homonym of Columellia and, though 
it has an older priorable synonym Lagenula 
Lour. (1790), it has been conserved by the 
Cambridge Code. Its type is Columella pedata 
Lour. a species mentioned by Jussieu who, 
however, did not instate any new combination 
under Cayratia. The combination for the spe- 
cies was made by Gagnepain (1911) by citing 
two, independently published synonyms, both 
bearing the specific epithet pedata. Since the 
older priorable synonym is Cissus pedata Lam. 
(1783), the so-called "nomenclatural type spe- 
cies" should be known as Cayratia pedata 
(Lam.) Gagn. and not as indicated in the 1961 

240 

This content downloaded from 212.238.37.228 on Sat, 29 Mar 2014 10:07:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


Code which makes it as Cayratia pedata (Lour.) 
Gagn., an illegitimate and superfluous homon- 
ym used by some botanists. Yet, however, the 
latter, though not typifically identical with 
Lamarck's species, is the actual type species of 
the genus. 

Example 5 

Schismatoglottis calyptrata Zoll. et Mor. 
(Syst. Verz.: 83. 1846) was a monotypic genus 
established on Zollinger 318, with Calla ca- 
lyptrata Roxb. (= Homalonema? calyptrata 
Kth.) as a synonym. Hence the genus Schis- 
matoglottis should be typified on Zollinger 318, 
from which generic characters were drawn by 
comparing the two genera and Homalonema. 

However the species was validated by citing 
the synonym, C. calyptrata Roxb., the holotype 
of which is represented by a drawing in Wight's 
Ic.t. 799. It is, therefore, a new combination 
based on Roxburgh's species, and should be 
cited as Sch. calyptrata (Roxb.) Zoll., et Mor. 

Should in future any varietal, specific or 
generic differences be noticed between these 
two types, the generic name Schismatoglottis 
should be retained for Zollinger's specimen, 
and the species, or the variety under Sch. ca- 
lyptrata, should be named having Zollinger's 
specimens as the type. In such a case the name 
Sch. calyptrata (Roxb.) Zoll. et Mor. or Sch. 
calyptrata (Roxb.) Zoll. et Mor. var. calyptrata 
will either remain in the genus or be transferred 
to another, appropriate one. 

Superfluous Names 

In nomenclatural rules, reference to types 
should occur as sparingly as possible lest it 
leads nomenclature to invade into the realms of 
taxonomy and hinder its progress. References 
to types are permissible in order to oblige 
botanists to respect the opinion of the taxon- 
omist and associate a nomenclatural entity with 
the taxon in its most strict sense, leaving the 
limits of wider interpretations to taxonomists 
hemselves. When, therefore, the type concept 
was definitely adopted, the Code was justified 
in defining that the nomenclatural type of the 
species is the holotype or lectotype specimen 
which provided the main reason for the taxon- 
omist to establish his taxon. But the new Art. 
7 (4) para. 2 seems to invert this general pro- 
cedure. It is immaterial, for the purpose of this 
rule, if the new description is based on one or 
more good specimens; or if the priorable syn- 
onym cited was long regarded unidentifiable 
because of the imperfection or absence of its 
type, and so the author of the new taxon wish- 

ed to indicate its suspected identity; or still if 
the citation of the synonym was a mode em- 
ployed at the time for referring to one of its 
atypical syntypes or to the wrong usage of the 
binomial - cases where the modern procedure 
requires the addition of such words as partim, 
hort., auctt., etc. (cf. also Holttum in Taxon 
11 (7): 213-214. 1962). What matters under 
this rule is that the name has been instated 
by denying what appears to be the priority 
right of the synonym cited (Art. 63) and that 
out of one specimen or more used by the author 
to draw his new description, no holotype was 
explicitly or implicitly designated; and Art. 7 
(4) para. 2 obliges botanists to reject new de- 
scription and its syntypes and make the new 
name an isonym of the incriminating synonym! 

This way of citing was often adopted with 
the species of such authors as Loureiro and 
Blanco when the type specimens were not 
available; and for this procedure perhaps A. De 
Candolle himself was responsible, since he had 
considered the botanical names established by 
these priests as a nuisance and had maintained 
that it would have been better had they not 
gone beyond writing their sermons to delve into 
botany (La Phytographie: 141. 1880). Yet it 
has been found that in many cases this nuisance 
was due not merely to the imperfect descript- 
ions given by these authors but also to the in- 
adequate acquaintance of the European and 
American botanists with the plants from the 
remote East Asian tropics. In some cases the 
plants are not identifiable on botanical grounds, 
and if they have been given a definite botanical 
status now, and good names have been thrown 
out as superfluous, it is due to the recent col- 
lections made in the type localities and to their 
vernacular names - on non-botanical basis. I 
have given elsewhere the example of Gedner 
who, in revising Ficus spp. under the guidance 
of Thunberg established the new species "Ficus 
erecta Gedner" with a new description but in- 
cluding "Ficus pumila Linn. Syst. Veg. p. 922" 
in its synonymy. On the face of this circum- 
scription F. erecta Gedner appears to be a no- 
menclaturally superfluous name. But the fact 
that Gedner retained in the same paper "Ficus 
pumila Linn. Syst. Veg. p. 922" as a good 
species leads one to conclude that such words 
as "pro parte" or "sensu auctt." were under- 
stood after the cited synonym. 

The inversion in the rule, Art. 7 (4), to dis- 
regard the actual opinion of the taxonomist 
seems to be due to a consequence of the faulty 
definition of the "nomenclaturally superfluous 
name". Since the terms valid and legitimate 
and their antonyms were equivocally used and 
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faultily defined even in the 1956-Code, and 
since this was not entirely the fault of the edit- 
ors, there being ample rulings given at the 1950 
and 1955 Congresses, the priority rule itself 
was not clear; and so the word "type" was 
employed in defining the superfluous name. In 
order to eliminate these difficulties I suggested 
the use of the term priorable to designate the 
names and epithets that must be included in 
priority considerations in a given circumscript- 
ion, with impriorable as its antonym. (Furtado 
in Chronica Bot. 5: 214-215, 1939 & Gard. 
Bull. Sing. 12: 312-313. 1949 and Taxon 5 (7): 
148-153. 1956). For the commonly accepted 
sense of the rule from the time of its incorpor- 
ation in the Code in 1935 had nothing to do 
with types but was a decision made by a taxon- 
omist under the priority rule in a given circum- 
scription and so any violation of the priority 
should have made the name "incorrect" rather 
than "illegitimate". The rule could have been 
expressed in simpler terms thus: "A name is 
superfluous nomenclaturally if it has been 
instated in violation of the priority right of a 
synonym cited in the given circumscription." 
And to deal with such a name there is no need 
of Art. 63, for the principle of priority, em- 
bodied originally in Art. 60 (1) of De Candolle's 
Lois (1867) and incorporated substantially un- 
changed, in the Vienna Code (1905) and in the 
subsequent Codes together with the amend- 
ment that excludes later homonym, is adequate 
for the purpose (cf. Furtado in Taxon 9 (5): 
147-150. 1960 and Holttum in Taxon 10 (2): 
33-34. 1961, and 11 (7): 213-214. 1962). 

However, Tryon (Taxon 11 (4): 116-120. 
1962), impressed like many others by the faulty 
definition of superfluous names, has mistaken 
the allusion to type as the most important 
element in the definition. He assumes there- 
fore that the venerable old principle of priority, 
which is applied in determining the correctness 
of a name in a given circumscription was also 
intended originally to determine the legitimacy 
or priorability of names; and on this erroneous 
assumption he tries to justify the amplification 
of Art. 63 and Art. 7 (4) para. 2 in order to 
provide for nomenclature to intrude further 
into taxonomy and disregard taxonomist's 
opinion which the Code should seek to respect. 
Thus Pteris killipii Maxon (1933) is quoted as 
having been established on a new holotype 
(designated). This means that under Art. 7 and 
Note 2, the name Pteris killipii Maxon is per- 
manently attached to this holotype, even when 
the paratype is specifically or generically differ- 
ent. However, Tryon shows that a paratype 
quoted by Maxon is the holotype of an earlier 

species Pt. vestita Baker (1867), a fact not 
known to Maxon, and even if it were known 
it would not have mattered as long as he had 
not cited the earlier name in the synonymy. 
Since the identity of this paratype has now 
been made, Tryon proposes that Pt. killipii 
should be rejected as nomenclaturally super- 
fluous and impriorable, even when the two 
species are not conspecific! 

In general it is the practice of the taxonomist 
to devote much attention to the holotype spe- 
cimen, while the identification of the other syn- 
types of their duplicates is done hurriedly by 
comparing the material with the holotype. 
Hence the rule (Art. 7 and Note 2) that provides 
for a specific name to be permanently attached 
to the holotype, seeks to safeguard the opinion 
of the taxonomist. If, however, Tryon's proposal 
be accepted as a reasonable consequence of the 
old principle of priority, then taxonomists will 
be best advised not to bother to identify and 
cite paratypes and isotypes from different her- 
baria for fear of inadvertently including a spe- 
cimen which is the type of a previous taxon. In 
the case of botanists like King and Gamble 
who worked on Malaysian plants and who 
generally cited numbers of the collections with- 
out indicating in which herbarium the main 
types are, there has been difficulty to find out 
which is the holotype or lectotype, for often 
they named the duplicates of the syntypes, 
either simultaneously or subsequently with no 
clue as to which were earlier to their revisions 
and which later; and there have been some 
cases where types of older species have been 
inadvertently included in the citation. Perhaps 
the ideas such as those held by Tryon led one 
German botanist to cite only the type specimen 
under his species, relegating all the other spe- 
cimens which appeared conspecific to the ob- 
servations showing how each of these differed 
from the holotype specimen, without commit- 
ting himself that they were conspecific with the 
type or not. Such procedures might multiply 
if the proposals of Tryon were accepted. 

If, in Example 4 discussed above, the in 
dication given in the 1961-Code is accepted 
as correct and Cayratia pedata (1911) is taken 
as having been instated by Gagnepain definit- 
ely as the isonym of Columella pedata Lour. 
(1790) and in violation of the priority right of 
Cissus pedata Lam. (1783), certain anomalies 
arise not foreseen in the Code; for Cayratia 
pedata (Lour.) Gagn. would then be a nomen- 
claturally superfluous new combination and yet 
the correct name to the taxon even when the 
incriminating synonym Cissus pedata Lam. is 
retained in it. This last binomial would re- 
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present a permanent accusation against the 
author for having deprived the epithet pedata 
Lam. of its priority right under Cayratia in the 
very act of violating the rule. Yet the accept- 
ance of Cayratia pedata (Lour.) Gagn. as the 
correct name for the taxon would be contrary 
to Art. 63 Note, which implies that a nomenz 
claturally superfluous new combination can 
be correct only when the incriminating syno- 
nym has been removed from its circumscript- 
ion. This example serves to illustrate the con- 
fusion in the rule of superfluous names. The 
fundamental defect, as pointed out above, lies 
in classifying a name as illegitimate (imprior- 
able) when it has violated only a rule that de- 
termines the correctness or incorrectness of 
names, whereas the impriorability of names 
should be determined before the priority rule 
is applied. When circumscription changes or 
other factors start to operate concomitantly or 
later so as to render the priority claim of the 
incriminating synonym inoperative, the name 
incorrectly instated has to be accepted as cor- 
rect. 

Thus, in the case of Chloris radiatus (L.) Sw. 
(1788), an isonym of Agrostis radiata L. (1759), 
though incorrectly instated in violation of the 
priority right of Andropogon fasciculatus L. 
(1753), became the correct name for the taxon 
when the incriminating synonym was excluded 
from its circumscription. Serianthes grandi- 
flora Benth. (1844), instated in violation of the 
priority right of Acacia myriadenia Bert. (1837), 
became the correct name for the taxon when in 
1846 Bentham excluded from it the incrimin- 
ating synonym to make the new combination 
Serianthes myriadenia (Bert.) Benth. for a 
different taxon. Cayratia pedata (Lour.) Gagn. 
(as accepted in the 1961-Code), a superfluous 
new combination, is the correct name from the 
very date of its instatement because the priority 
right of Cissus pedata Lam. (1783) became 
concomitantly inoperative under Cayratia ex- 
cept to produce a later homonym. Each of these 
cases deals with a name that has been incorrect- 
ly adopted for taxon in violation of the priority 
right of the incriminating synonym cited, and 
so none of them should be classified as im- 
priorable since they can all be used as the 
correct names if circumstances change later or 
concomitantly (cf. also Furtado in Taxon (( (6): 
192-195. 1962). In the case of Serianthes 
grandiflora Benth. (1844) concomitant factor 
might have operated to deprive Acacia mnyria. 
denia Bert. (1837) of its priority right under 
Serianthes, had Bentham adopted the epithet 
for another new species. A genuinely imprior- 
able name like a later homonym can never be 

adopted as the correct name except through 
conservation and its illegitimacy is not depen. 
dent on the violation of the rule that determines 
the correctness or the incorrectness of names. 
The persistent confusion in the Code is no 
doubt a relict of the times when nomenclatu- 
rists applied the term "illegitimate" equivocally 
to mean incorrect, impriorable or even invalid 
(cf. Furtado in Taxon 5 (7): 149-153. 1956). 

Raphidophora lacera Hassk. 

Having discussed the problem of generic 
types and the relation of the rule of priority to 
the superfluous names, it would be easier to 
follow the typification of Raphidophora and R. 
lacera as instated by Hasskarl in Flora (25.2. 
Beibl. 2: 11. July 14, 1842). Since the argu- 
ments which Bunting applied erroneously to a 
later publication of the genus and species are 
actually applicable here, we would assume, for 
reasons of convenience, that Bunting was 
really dealing with the publication now under 
consideration. 

As said before, Raphidophora lacera was 
published in Flora as a monotypic genus, show- 
ing the characters that differentiated generic- 
ally from Calla L., Monstera Adns. and Scin- 
dapsus Schtt.; in addition Hasskarl mentioned 
Pothos pertusa 3oxb. as a synonym and a 
Javanese vernacular name of the plant, and 
gave the Greek derivation of the generic name, 
spelt as Rhaphidophora. It must be recalled that 
Hasskarl, who was then an assistant super- 
intendent of the Botanic Gardens, Bogor, was 
describing genera and species wild or cultivat- 
ed in the Gardens, and that his Raphidophora 
was based on a Javanese plant with a Javanese 
name, so that he was able to amend later his 
description about the ovary. The plant is men- 
tioned in Hasskarl's Catalogus of the plant~ 
growing in the Botanic Gardens, Bogor, where 
additional Javanese vernacular names of the 
plant are added; the descriptions and synony- 
my, though substantially the same, are re- 
arranged and the reference to the Endlicher's 
Genera Plantarum is omitted under it because 
the references to the genera involved are shown 
in their respective headings, the affinity of 
Raphidophora being further emphasized by the 
arrangements of the genera under 306a, b, & 
c. The title page of this Catalogus was issued 
obviously together with Index in 1844, that is, 
when the whole volume was completed; but 
there is evidence that the volume was issued 
at least partly in small fascicles, the first fascicle 
consisting of 12 pages. It is possible therefore 
that the fascicle containing the acconut of 
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Raphidophora lacera (p. 58) was printed after 
July 1842 but before December 1842, for in 
giving amplified description of R. lacera in 
Tijdschrift (5: 168. Dec. 1842), Hasskarl refers 
to the generic description of the Catalogus 
though a misprint has made the reference 306a 
instead of 306b. On the other hand Vriese in- 
dicated in a footnote in Tijdschrift (9.180. Dec. 
1842) that the Catalogus referred to by Hass- 
karl in the preceding pages did not appear to 
have been published, and later, in the same 
periodical (12: 60. 1845) he noted that the 
Catalogus was issued at Batavia in October 
1844, that is, some time after Hasskarl's retire- 
ment from Java. This means that, even if print- 
ed in parts in Java, it was not effectively pu- 
blished except when complete in 1844. 

There are in the Bogor herbarium two spe- 
cimens on which the botanists in Leiden and 
Bogor seem to disagree as to the collector: the 
handwriting seems to indicate either Hasskarl 
or Binnendijk. It must be recalled that prior to 
Hasskarl's arrival in Java in 1838, facilities for 
maintaining a herbarium in Bogor were very 
meagre, so that in 1837 the duplicate set that 
Blume had left in Bogor was offered for sale 
to Blume himself who was then working in 
Leiden. After long pleadings by Teijsman, her- 
barium facilities were provided in Bogor in 
1844, that is, nearly a year after Hasskarl had 
retired from Java. Presumably very few speci- 
mens were collected during the period (1838- 
43) by Hasskarl who was very busy then in 
arranging the cultivated plants systematically 
and in studying and naming them in living 
condition. Most of his herbarium collections 
were sent to Miquel in Holland or taken with 
him to Europe in 1843 for working them sy- 
stematically. However from 1844 Teijsman, 
and from 1850 onwards also Binnendijk, began 
to make extensive collections for the Bogor 
herbarium, specially from the plants grown in 
the Botanic Gardens, Bogor. So whether the 
collector of these two specimens be Hasskarl 
or Binnendijk, there is no reason to doubt that 
these specimens came from the type plant 
growing in the Gardens, and so they could be 
used in typifying the genus Raphidophora. 
There is a third specimen bearing the verna- 
cular name "Lolloh" but was collected by Kuiz 
apparently in 1859 or sometime later; it shows 
that the type plant was still in cultivation then 
with the vernacular name recorded by Hass- 
karl. It is labelled Scindapsus pertusus Schtt., 
obviously in deference to the priority of Pothos 
pertusa Roxb., cited by Hasskarl under R. 
lacera. 

It is obvious that the generic description 

given by Hasskarl is not generic-specific under 
Art. 42 (1) and the notes both in the original 
publication and the Catalogus show that Hass- 
karl intended his description to be only generic, 
characters that differentiate Raphidophora 
generically from other three genera mentioned. 
For the validation of the species he gave a 
reference to the description of Pothos pertusa 
Roxb. from which the characters of habit and 
leaves must be taken. The two binomials are, 
therefore, isonymous, and the rule of priority 
is sufficiently potent for discarding the later 
isonym as "incorrect" for the taxon without 
having recourse to the confusing Arts. 7 (4) and 
63. 

However, had the description been generic- 
specific, Bunting's arguments that R. lacera 
Hassk. should be typified on P. pertusa Roxb. 
would not have been valid, for then its type 
would have been the same specimen as formed 
the basis of the generic description. No doubt, 
under Art. 63, R. lacera would have been 
superfluous and illegitimate; but there is no 
need to extend Art. 7 (4) para. 2 (not invoked 
by Bunting) to make a nomenclaturally super- 
fluous name always typonymous or isonymous 
with the synonym that rendered the name 
superfluous. Hasskarl had indicated that his 
plants were from Java and also quoted its 
Javanese vernacular name, and, as said above, 
there are specimens for typifying the material. 
The authentic Javanese material from Bogor is 
identical with R. pinnata (L.) Schott, as are 
also those Javanese specimens which Engler 
(Pflanzer. iv. 23. B. Hf. 37: 47 & 60. 1908) 
had referred to R. pertusa (Roxb.) Schott, while 
the two isonymous names, R. lacera Hassk. and 
R. pertusa (Roxb.) Schott, should be referred to 
R. laciniata (Burm.f.) Merr. 

The fact that the Javanese plant on which 
Hasskarl's generic description was based is 
different individually from the type of Pothos 
pertusa Roxb. is important taxonomically, 
though in this case these two plants happen to 
be distinct specifically and some would con- 
sider them so even generically. Whether R. 
lacera is an isonym of P. pertusa or not, seems 
immaterial to Bunting. What is apparently im- 
portant to his view is that R. lacera is super- 
fluous nomenclaturally and therefore illegitim- 
ate. But is there a ruling that an illegitimate 
species could not accurately indicate the type 
specimen of a genus? In the 1961-Code the 
type of the conserved genus Cayratia Juss. is 
indicated by C. pedata (Lour.) Gagn. which is 
a nomenclaturally superfluous name and a later 
homonym of Cayratia pedata (Lam.) Gagn., 
the correct name for the species. But the basio- 
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nym Columella pedata Lour. (1790) indicates 
the actual type of the genus, while the type of 
Cissus pedata Lam. (1783) (basionym of the 
correct name) is totally different. But because 
R. lacera Hassk. is superfluous name nomen- 
claturally, Bunting rejects not only the specific 
name but, under the faulty definition of the 
generic type in Art. 10, also Hasskarl's original 
description of the genus Raphidophora in order 
to typify both Raphidophora and R. lacera on 
P. pertusa Roxb. 

An acceptance of such a decision would be 
tantamount to rejecting taxonomy and admit- 
ting validation of the monotypic genus by a 
reference to the specific description of P. per- 
tusa, a procedure wholly inadmissible under 
Art. 41 of the 1961 Code. It must be emphasiz- 
ed that what validated the genus Raphidophora 
is Hasskarl's generic description based on the 
Javanese material; and without it neither the 
genus nor the species would have had any 
nomenclatural status. This opposition of Art. 
41 to the current procedures of rejecting va- 
lidity-giving generic descriptions arises be- 
cause, in my opinion, nomenclature is being 
allowed to creep imperceptibly into the realms 
of pure taxonomy through the erroneous allu- 
sion to types in Art. 7 (4) & 63 and the false 
analogy in Art. 10. 

As shown in the earlier part of the paper, 
Pothos pertusa Roxb. has its own type later 
figured in Wight's Icones t. 781. But if Tryon's 
proposal were accepted, P. pertusa itself would 
be a "nomenclaturally superfluous name", for, 
apart from his implied holotype, Roxburgh had 
also quoted the figures from Rheede's Hortus 
Malabaricus (12: 41 tt 20 & 21. 1703); and 
these are the basis of Polypodium laciniatum 
Burm. f. (Fl. Ind.: 231. 1768) = Raphidophora 
laciniata (Burm. f.) Merr. (1921). 

Conclusions 
1. In actual practice the nomenclatural type 

of a genus is a specimen. Generally this type 

can be adequately indicated by specific bi- 
nomial called the "type species" of the genus. 
However, there are cases where this cannot be 
done with precision. Thus, where a genus has 
been established on a new specimen which has 
been referred either correctly to an old species 
(the type of which was sterile or too imperfect 
for any generic description), or erroneously to 
a misidentified species, the specimen that pro- 
vided the generic description cannot be ident- 
ical with the holotype or lectotype of the new 
combination instated under the new genus. 
Adequate provision has to be made to indicate 
such a type specimen which formed the basis 
of the new genus, so as to encourage its pre- 
servation with adequate care and also to warn 
taxonomists against erroneous interpretations 
of the genus and the species in case of some 
discrepancies between the two types. 

2. The word "type" should be sparingly 
used in a nomenclatural rule except to respect 
the opinion of the taxonomist. 

3. The definition of a nomenclaturally su- 
perfluous name is unnecessarily connected 
with "type". This faulty allusion to type has 
misled to faulty conclusions. 

4. As intended originally, a name is nomen- 
claturally superfluous if it base been instated 
in violation of the priority right of a synonym 
cited in a given circumscription. Such names 
are incorrect and can be rejected as such under 
the priority rule, without appealing to Arts. 
7 (4) and 63. 

5. Raphidophora Hassk. is a genus based on 
a Javanese plant. The current interpretation of 
the genus is different from the original and this 
can be retained through a conservation. Bun- 
ting's treatment of the case serves only to add 
to the difficulties of interpreting genera and 
species; for he rejects the taxonomist's descrip- 
tion of the genus and typifies the genus in a 
way that is tantamount to allowing validity to 
a genus by reference to a specific description 
and so in violation of Art. 41. 

NOMENCLATURAL NOTES ON THE ORCHIDACEAE II 
Robert L. Dressler (Balboa) 

The present paper is composed of several 
miscellaneous transfers and synonymies, most- 
ly in the subtribe Epidendrinae. In each case, 
materials are lacking for a complete revision of 
the genus in question at the present time. 

DOMINGOA Schltr. The genus Domingoa is 
characterized by one-leaved stems or pseudo- 
bulbs, fleshy leaves, racenmes in whicl the 
flowers tend to develop singly or over a long 
period, a broad column and four equal pollinia. 

245 

This content downloaded from 212.238.37.228 on Sat, 29 Mar 2014 10:07:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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

	Article Contents
	p. 237
	p. 238
	p. 239
	p. 240
	p. 241
	p. 242
	p. 243
	p. 244
	p. 245

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 13, No. 7 (Sep., 1964), pp. 221-256
	Charles Baehni, 1906 - 1964 [pp.  221 - 225]
	Specioid und subspecioid [pp.  226 - 232]
	Zur Nomenklatur der fossilen Holzgattung Dadoxylon Endlicher 1847 [pp.  233 - 237]
	Concerning the Types of Genera [pp.  237 - 245]
	Nomenclatural Notes on the Orchidaceae II [pp.  245 - 249]
	Reports I.A.P.T. 1959-1964 [pp.  249 - 254]
	News and Notes
	The Correct Name of the Chiclé [pp.  254 - 255]
	Catalogue Books British Museum (Nat. Hist.) [pp.  255 - 256]
	Correction: Wendell Holmes Camp, 1905 - 1963 [p.  256]




