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TAXON 30(2): 457-463. MAY 1981 

TYPIFICATION OF GENERIC NAMES1 

J. McNeill2 

Summary 

The recently published Report of the Committee on Generic Typification did not deal ade- 
quately with the case for abandoning that part of Art. 10 of the Code that reads "the type of 
the name of a genus ... is a species" nor did it provide examples of the effect of its various 
Proposals to amend the Code. This paper attempts to deal with this inadequacy and meet this 
omission. 

The distribution of pre-publication copies of The Report of the Committee on 
Generic Typification (Taxon 30: 200-207. 1981) had generated extensive debate and 
raised issues that seem relevant to the decisions that must be made on this subject 
at the Nomenclature Section of the XIII International Botanical Congress to be held 
in Sydney in August 1981. Two aspects seem of sufficient import to deserve pub- 
lished comment prior to the Congress. In the first place, disappointment has been 
expressed that the Committee has made no proposals that would retain "a species" 
as the type of a generic name; secondly the practical implications of the various 
proposals were not spelled out in the Committee Report and as Wilbur (1977) has 
said "a unified treatment . . . will not come from repeated polemics on a few over- 
worked nomenclatural uncertainties but by an intensive study of a much larger 
number of cases." 

It seems to me that the implications of the present wording of Art. 10, "the type 
of a name of a genus . . . is a species" are best summarized by Bullock and Hunt 
(1966) who wrote: "There is thus a fundamental difference between the typification 
of specific names and the typification of generic names in that the type in the former 
case is objective and may be a specimen, figure, or published description whilst in 
the latter it is a more subjectively circumscribed species to which a name is applied." 
The problem with the present wording, then, rests on this matter of subjective 
circumscription. 

The problem exists, in theory, with all generic names but only becomes important 
when the original author's circumscription includes material that contemporary tax- 
onomists would place in different genera. Principle II of the ICBN establishes that 
"the application of names is determined by means of nomenclatural types" and Art. 
7.2 states that "a nomenclatural type is that element to which the name of a taxon 
is permanently attached" (my italics). How can something which depends on "sub- 
jective circumscription" be a single element? Obviously it cannot, unless the sub- 
jectivity is tempered by the belief that there are "true species" that have an objective 
reality outside of taxonomy and taxonomists. Many taxonomists do believe this, but 
not all of us have such faith; moreover contemporary evidence from studies in 

1 Nom. ed. note: Readers comparing the proposal numbers discussed here (111-115) with the 
system used in the Synopsis of Proposals, Comments Rapporteurs, and the Mail Ballot will 
find that Prop. 111 = Art. 10, Prop. B, 112 = Art. 10, Prop. C, 113 = Art. 10, Prop. D, 114 = 
Art. 10, Prop. E, and 115 = Art. 10, Prop. F. 
2 Biosystematics Research Institute, Agriculture Canada, Ottawa K1A 0C6, Canada. 
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population biology suggests that our agnosticism is well-founded (Levin, 1979 and 
other references in McNeill, 1976, 1981). I cannot do better than to quote Cronquist 
(1978) on the subject of the reality of species: "The distribution of diversity in nature 
... is such that the number of potentially satisfying mental organizations is not 
infinite or even large, but always very small. Very often there is only one ... at the 
species level . . . [and] to that extent, species exist in nature and are merely rec- 
ognized by taxonomists. On the other hand, sometimes there are . . . different or- 
ganizations of a small group that might be seriously entertained. One such organi- 
zation might appeal to one taxonomist and a different one ... to another. To that 
extent, the species is merely a creation of the mind." 

Where species are "a creation of the mind," we are left with the question of 
whose mind-a matter of taxonomic judgement that should not be involved in de- 
termining a nomenclatural type. The only objective solution is to accept the species 
as circumscribed by the original author, and where this is considered to-day to be 
heterogeneous, to determine the application of the generic name by the identity of 
the type of its name. In cases where the generic description is at variance with the 
type of the name of the species, this leads to the pragmatic approach as enunciated 
by Moore (1966) for Pseudolarix and Isely (1970) for Leucaena. To me, this seems 
the only interpretation of Art. 10 that is in accord with the spirit of the Code (e.g. 
as expressed in Principle II and Arts. 7.2 & 53.1) but others believe differently (e.g. 
Bullock and Hunt, 1966; Wilbur, 1977), highlighting the inadequacy of the present 
wording of the article. 

In practice, of course, nomenclaturalists have not usually regarded the "unre- 
stricted species" or the "species sensu variabilissimo" (Nicolson, in litt.) as the 
type of a generic name but instead a species as restricted to a specimen, usually the 
type of its name (species sensu strictissimo). For example, the type of Codonium 
Rohr (1792) (Olacaceae) is C. arborescens Vahl (1792), generally regarded as a 
taxonomic synonym of Schoepfia schreberi Gmelin (1791), the type species of 
Schoepfia Schreber (1789). The species were described quite independently with 
different types, and few would argue that Codonium was anything other than a 
taxonomic synonym of Schoepfia, yet, if the unrestricted species were really the 
type, Codonium would be a superfluous name under Art. 63, a situation which would 
even change according to taxonomic judgements on the conspecificity of C. arbo- 
rescens and S. schreberi! A nomenclatural type does not, or should not, change with 
changing taxonomic opinions. The type of Queria L. remains Q. hispanica L. even 
although the correct name for this species is generally considered to be Minuartia 
hamata (Hausskn.) Mattf. (McNeill, 1962, 1963). 

So long as the Code talked loosely about the "type of a genus" being a species 
and about the "type of a species" (Arts. 10 & 9, Edinburgh Code, Lanjouw et al., 
1966), it was easy to think of a type species as restricted (where necessary because 
of heterogeneity) to a type specimen. But since Seattle the Code has spelled out the 
fact that only names have types; species do not and so some change is needed in 
Art. 10 if we are to avoid the impracticability of Nicolson's species sensu variabi- 
lissimo. 

Greuter proposed at Leningrad that the type be the "name of a species"; this was 
rejected and although it meets the logical requirements, many find it inherently 
unsatisfactory to have as a type something as intangible as a name. The only alter- 
native is a specimen (or other comparable element as provided for species names in 
Art. 9.1). All the Committee proposals take this approach, although it is only spelled 
out in the heading to Proposal 115. The differences between the three strategies 
proposed by the Committee lie in the way in which this specimen is determined. The 
first (Proposals 111, 112 & 113) and second (Proposals 111 & 114) require that this 
will be the type specimen of the name of a species, except where the conservation 
provisions of Proposal 113 are invoked, whereas the third (Proposal 115) allows any 
specimen to be a generitype, although most generic names will be typified by the 
type of the name of the existing type species. 
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Choice of approach should be made, I believe, on the basis of the efficacy of each 
in handling those cases in which there is disagreement as to the correct type under 
the present rules. Two factors are involved: one is the extent to which the application 
of the proposals is unambiguous; the other is their nomenclatural effects in terms of 
name changes, conservation proposals or lengthy and otherwise unnecessary re- 
search on historic material. 

An analysis of seven such cases is appended. The most obvious result of these 
analyses is that, in almost every case, Proposal 114 fails to achieve the intent of the 
member of the Committee who favoured this approach, or at least fails to do so 
unambiguously. This stems from the fact that for most of those genera types have 
already been designated and it does not appear that these can be superseded under 
the present wording of Art. 8. For example, when Moore (1965) typified Pseudolarix 
he interpreted the protologue correctly, but chose the cited element, P. kaempferi, 
in preference to that upon which the description was primarily based. Although the 
idea of lectotypifying seems attractive, the approach does not appear to be readily 
compatible with having, as generitype, the type of the name of a species, or for that 
matter a species itself. Heavy reliance on lectotypification seems to be an effective 
approach only with major changes in Art. 8 or under conditions such as those out- 
lined in Proposal 115. 

The approaches characterised by Proposals 112 and 115, respectively, are in gen- 
eral unambiguous in their application, although, under Proposal 115, more research 
on Nelitris and Odontonema is needed to determine if suitable types exist and in 
the rather special case of Seetzenia, Proposal 115 will not have the effect desired 
b'y its proponents or else will conflict with Art. 42. The case of Seetzenia is, in fact, 
an interesting illustration of the tangles that can arise when an attempt is made to 
apply a name on the basis of later taxonomic judgements rather than on that of the 
original author (see Notes to Seetzenia in Appendix below). 

The overall nomenclatural effects on the seven analysed examples appear fairly 
representative of cases in which the type of the name(s) of the included species does 
not fit the generic description. Under Proposal 112, conservation would be required 
to maintain widespread existing usage in four cases, whereas under Proposal 115, 
two of these would immediately retain this usage and two could do so if appropriate 
lectotypification were possible. But, it should be noted that in each case this usage 
is not that indicated by ING and the entries in ING would, therefore, be incorrect 
if Proposal 115 were accepted. Two of the required conservation proposals have 
already been made. In one case (Nelitris), Proposal 112 would preserve existing 
usage, but under Proposal 115 this name would have to be added to the list of those 
against which Timonius is already conserved. In another case (Seetzenia), no no- 
menclatural changes are involved at the generic level whichever proposal is adopted 
and in the seventh, the two alternative names, Oudneya (Prop. 115) and Henophyton 
(Prop. 112) have both been used in recent years for this genus of one or two species. 

As predicted in the Committee report, Proposal 112 is likely to lead to a greater 
number of conservation proposals and 115 to somewhat more research on locating 
and determining potential generitype specimens. There will, of course, be other 
cases in which it is Proposal 115 that would lead to a conservation proposal to 
maintain widespread usage (e.g. Rhaphidophora Hassk., a genus of about 100 
species in the Araceae, Nicolson in litt.), but these seem to be the minority and the 
main drawback to Proposal 115 still appears to be the fact, alluded to in the Com- 
mittee report, that acceptance of the proposal will immediately cause a large number 
of genera to be without a designated type: the estimated 2500 that were published 
without inclusion of a named species. In each of these cases a potential type spec- 
imen would have to be searched for from among the material that was available to 
the original author. Under Proposals 111-113, all existing typification stands unless 
it can be shown that the type is not conspecific with any of the material included in 
the protologue. 

In summary, I believe that the change made at Seattle to the Code in referring to 
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"the type of the name of a species" rather than to "the type of a species" prevents 
us from fixing the application of a heterogeneous generitype species by its type: it 
no longer has one. Some change or clarification in the wording of Art. 10 from "the 
type of the name of a genus . . . is a species" is, therefore, essential if we are to 
deal unambiguously with cases in which the type species, as circumscribed by the 
author of the genus, is heterogeneous. Two of the three approaches (Proposals 111, 
112 and 113 and Proposal 115) suggested by the Committee on Generic Typification 
do this unambiguously and either would resolve the problem of "genera with mis- 
applied type species names." My personal preference is for Proposals 111, 112 and 
113 because these seem to involve least change in the practice of generic typification, 
but I very much hope that the Nomenclature Section will make a positive decision 
to remove the causes of disagreement on the interpretation of Art. 10. 
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Appendix 

Nelitris Gaertner, Fruct. sem. pl. 1: 134 t. 27 (1789). 
112: Type: N. jambosella Gaertner (nom. illeg.: Art. 63) = Decaspermum fruticosum J. R. 

and G. Forster (1776). 
-Decaspermum J. R. and G. Forster (1776) (Myrtaceae). 
Other element: =Timonius iambosella Thwaites, Enum. PI. Zeyl. 153, 1859 (non N. jam- 

bosella Gaertner) = Eupyrena glabra Wight and Arnott (1834) (Rubiaceae) (fide Brummitt, 
in litt.), generally treated as a species of Timonius. 

114: Lectotype: ING gives "T.: N. jambosella J. Gaertner, nom illeg. .. " which probably 
meets requirements for lectotypification under Art. 8. If so, effect of Prop. is as 112. If 
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not, Thwaites' or Wight and Arott's type specimens could be selected as lectotype but 

presumably neither had material that was also available to Gaertner. 
115: Type: Gaertner's material (if any exists) or his illustration (not good) could be selected as 

lectotype. 
Effectiveness: Props. 112 & 115 unambiguous; Prop. 114 probably results as 112, but depends 

on interpretation of Art. 8. 
Nomenclatural results: Under Prop. 112, Nelitris, a name that is not in current use, becomes 

a synonym of Decaspermum (Myrtaceae); under 115 it displaces Timonius DC. (1830) 
(Rubiaceae), nom. cons., a genus of about 150 species (incl. Eupyrena Wight and Arnott), 
unless a new conservation proposal is approved to add Nelitris Gaertner to the list of 
names against which Timonius is conserved. [See note end of article.] 

Odontonema Nees ex Endlicher, Gen. P1. Suppl. 2: 63. 1842. 
112: Type: Justicia lucida Andrews (1803) =J. secunda Vahl (1791) (fide Baum and Reveal, 

Taxon 29: 334-337. 1980). 
=Justicia 
Other element: =J. bracteolata Jacq. = 0. bracteolatum (Jacq.) Kuntze. 

114: Lectotype: ING gives "T. 0. lucidum (Andrews) Nees (Justicia lucida Andrews)"; Baum 
and Reveal (l.c.) say "Typus: Justicia lucida Andr .. ."; both probably meet the re- 

quirements for lectotypification under Art. 8 and as there is no "misinterpretation of the 

protologue" in Baum and Reveal's paper, their choice does not appear to be supersedable. 
Effect is, therefore, as 112. 

115: Type: According to Baum and Reveal (I.c.), Nees "was working with garden specimens 
at Wroclaw" and a potential lectotype may be extant. The only material referred to in 

print, "Justicia lucida h. hort. berol." (Nees in DC., Prodr. 11: 729. 1847), apparently 
belongs to 0. nitidum (Jacq.) Kuntze, which is not the species which Baum and Reveal 
consider forms the basis of Endlicher's (and Nees's) description. 

Effectiveness: Prop. 112 and probably(!) 114 unambiguous; Prop. 115 would also be unambig- 
uous if suitable lectotype material exists, but further research is probably necessary as 
there seems to be some confusion as to whether material of 0. nitidum was involved with 
that of 0. bracteolatum in the original description. 

Nomenclatural results: Under Props. 112 & 114, retention of Odontonema (a New World genus 
of about 40 species some of which are cultivated) in its current sense could be achieved 

by the conservation, under existing Art. 48.2, of Odontonema Nees ex Kuntze (1891) over 
Odontonema Nees ex Endlicher (1842); this is proposed by Baum and Reveal (l.c.). Under 

Prop. 115, the name could be retained by suitable lectotypification or neotypification. 

Okamurina Zinova, Nov. Sist. Nizsh. Rast. 9: 70 (1972). 
112: Type: 0. pacifica (Yamada) Zinova (=Congregatocarpus pacificus (Yamada) Makimi) 

=Congregatocarpus Makimi (1971) 
Other element: in unnamed genus typifiable by 0. rigida Zinova, Nov. Sist. Nizsh. Rast. 

13: 9 (1976). 
114: As 112. 
115: Lectotype: "specimen with tetraspores from Iturup Island" [Zinova ?]. (Type of 0. rigida 

Zinova) (Zinova I.c., 1976). 
Notes: Okamurina Zinova I.c. (1976) (T. = 0. rigida Zinova) could be proposed for conser- 

vation over Okamurina Zinova (1972) under existing Art. 48.2. 
Effectiveness: All Props. unambiguous. 
Nomenclatural results: Under 112 & 113 a new name or an apparently straightforward con- 

servation proposal would be needed for this monotypic genus; under 114 a new name 
would be needed, whereas under 115 Okamurina could be used in the sense of Zinova 

(1976) without conservation. [See note end of article.] 

Oudneya R. Br. in Denham and Clapperton, Narr. Travels Africa 219 (1826). 
112: Type: O. africana R. Br. (nom. illeg.: Art. 63) =Hesperis nitens Viv. (1824) =Moricandia 

suffruticosa (Desf.) Cosson and Durieu (fide Trimen, J. Linn. Soc. Bot. 17: 328. 1879; 
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Bullock, Kew Bull. 19: 201. 1965) =M. arvensis subsp. nitens (Viv.) Maire (fide Maire, 
Fl. Afr. Nord. 13: 35-42. 1967). 

=Moricandia DC. (1821), fide Trimen and Bullock I.c. 
Other element: =Henophyton deserti (Cosson and Durieu) Cosson and Durieu (=0. deserti 

(Cosson and Durieu) Bullock). 
114: Lectotype: None apparently yet designated; one of the specimens cited by Cosson and 

Durieu (Bull. Soc. Bot. Fr. 2: 246-247. 1855) in describing Henonia deserti, could be so 
designated under these proposals. 

115: Lectotype: "between Tripoli and Murzuk," Oudney. (=0. deserti (Cosson and Durieu) 
Bullock). (Bullock l.c., 1965). 

Notes: As the Oudney collections are not apparently the type of any species name, none is 
eligible as a lectotype under Prop. 114; the material that is eligible was not, however, seen 
by the original author. Under Prop. 113, Oudneya could be conserved with the Oudney 
material as type. 

Effectiveness: Props. 112 & 115 unambiguous; a lectotype, that many would regard as unsuit- 
able, is needed under Prop. 114. 

Nomenclatural results: Under 112, the genus, which has 1, or possibly 2, species, would be 
called Henophyton, the name already adopted in Willis, Dict. ed. 8 (1973); under 115 it 
would be called Oudneya, the more widely used name. 

Other references: Moore (1966: 263-264). 

Picrodendron Planchon, London J. Bot. 5: 579 (1846). 
112: Type: P. arboreum (Miller) Planchon =Toxicodendron arboreum Miller (1768) = Allo- 

phylus cobbe (L.) Raeusch. (fide Hayden and Reveal, Taxon 29: 507-511. 1980). 
=Allophylus L. (1753) (Sapindaceae). 
Other element: =P. juglans Griseb. =P. baccatum (L.) Krug and Urban (Euphorbiaceae/ 

Picrodendraceae) 
114: Lectotype: ING gives "T.: =P. arboreum (P. Miller) Planchon ..."; Hayden and Reveal 

(1980) say "Typus: P. arboreum (Miller) Planchon .. ."; both probably meet the require- 
ments for lectotypification under Art. 8. If so, effect of Prop. is as 112. If not, the Sloane 
plate that typifies P. baccatum (Hayden and Reveal, l.c.) could be designated lectotype 
even although Planchon did not refer to this plate. 

115: Type: A Macfadyen specimen at K, the basis of Planchon's description, could be desig- 
nated lectotype. 

Effectiveness: Props. 112 & 115 unambiguous; Prop. 114 probably results as 112, but depends 
on interpretation of Art. 8. 

Nomenclatural results: Under Prop. 112, the name Picrodendron could be retained for the 
genus of 3 species, for which the family name Picrodendraceae was proposed, only by 
acceptance of Hayden and Reveal's proposal, under existing Art. 48.2, to conserve Pic- 
rodendron Griseb. (1859) (T.: P. juglans) over Picrodendron Planchon. Under 115 this 
usage could be retained by appropriate lectotypification. 

Pseudolarix Gordon, Pinetum 292 (1858). 
112: Type: P. kaempferi (Lambert) Gordon -Larix kaempferi (Lambert) Carriere. This as- 

sumes acceptance of the plausible arguments by Hara and Brummitt (Taxon 29: 315-317. 
1980) that P. kaempferi is a new combination and not a new name as has been argued by 
Moore (Taxon 22: 587-589. 1973) and Tjaden (Taxon 29: 314-315. 1980). 

=Larix L. 
Other element: Apparently without a name; it has usually been called P. amabilis (J. Nelson) 

H. E. Moore, but this appears to be a superfluous name for P. kaempferi; see details in 
Moore (Taxon 15: 258-264. 1966), who was arguing the reverse. 

114: Lectotype: P. kaempferi (Lambert) Gordon, designated by Moore (Baileya 13: 132. 1965: 
"the type species of Pseudolarix is Pseudolarix kaempferi") 

115: Lectotype: "herb. Gordon s.n." (K); designated in the Proposal (and hence in the Code, 
if 115 is accepted). 

Effectiveness: Disagreements on facts lead to differences of interpretation under all proposals. 
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Otherwise all are unambiguous, but Pseudolarix can be conserved under 112 & 113 which 
does not appear possible under 114 & Art. 48.2 (if it is accepted that P. amabilis P. 

kaempferi). 
Nomenclatural results: Under 112 & 113 the name Pseudolarix could be conserved for this 

well-known monotypic genus; under 115 it would be the correct name. Otherwise a new 
name would be needed, as Chrysolarix H. E. Moore (T.: C. amabilis) seems, contrary to 
Moore's intention, a superfluous name for Pseudolarix. 

Seetzenia R. Br. in Denham and Clapperton, Narr. Travels Africa 231 (1826) 
112: Type: S. africana R. Br. (nom. illeg.: Art. 63). Zygophyllum lanatum Willd. (1799) 

S. lanata (Willd.) Bullock 
Name applicable in usual sense. 
Other element: =S. orientalis Decaisne (fide Bullock, Kew Bull. 19: 203-204. 1965). 

114: As 112 (see notes). 
115: As 112 (see notes). 
Notes: Seetzenia is validated only by the description of S. africana (Art. 42.2). This seems to 

meet the requirement for designation of a holotype under Prop. 114, but if the contrary is 
argued and another type chosen then Seetzenia R. Br. ceases to be monotypic and hence 
was not validly published. Robert Brown's "intention" seems to have been to describe 
a single species occurring in South Africa as well as northern Africa; hence there seems 
to be no grounds for designating another type under Prop. 115. In fact Bullock's (l.c. 1965) 
typification of Seetzenia by S. orientalis Decaisne (S. africana R. Br. pro parte, typo 
excl.), if acceptable, would invalidate the name under Art. 42. Either it is monotypic (T. = 

S. africana - S. lanata), or else Bullock's view prevails that Brown's material represents 
two species and the one he described should be chosen as type, in which case Art. 42.2 
no longer applies, and there is no generic description. 

Effectiveness: Props. 112 and 115 (probably!) unambiguous; wording of Prop. 114 on desig- 
nation of a holotype could be ambiguous and would be, if Prop. 114A was also accepted; 
indeed acceptance of these two proposals could be held to conflict with the intent of Art. 
42 in a case such as this. 

Nomenclatural results: None, apparently, beyond the designation of the type and the possible 
implications in Props. 114 and 115 that Seetzenia was not monotypic when published. 

Note added in proof: In the cases of Nelitris and Okamurina, the publishing authors, by 
citing "Decaspermum fruticosum Forst." and "Laingia pacifica" (=Congregatocarpus 
pacificus), respectively, include the types of earlier and available generic names and hence 
these generic names are illegitimate under Art. 63. Moreover, if it is thought that no definite 

type was indicated (as seems necessary for Proposals 114 and 115 to apply), Art. 7.11 
automatically fixes the same type as would be the case under proposal 112. 
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