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(202) Proposal to replace the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 by "If no species name is included 
in the protologue, either directly or indirectly, the type of a name of a genus or subdivision of a genus 
may be a specimen or other element used by the author in the preparation of the protologue". 
(Acceptance of Proposal 100 in the Report of the Committee on Valid Publication will achieve the 
associated necessary amendment in Art. 10.1.) 

In the cases discussed by Zijlstra (following paper) the type of Japarandiba Adanson would be given 
as 'Marcg. 109' [syn. tax. Gustavia marcgraaviana Miers ...], as in the Leningrad Code, and the type 
of Tekel Adanson would be given as 'Feuill6 t. 4'. If it happened that the element cited in the protologue 
has elsewhere been made the type of a binomial, as in many other Adanson examples, that binomial 
may of course be cited as the nomenclatural (not taxonomic) equivalent of the generic or infrageneric 
type as allowed for by the second sentence of Art. 10.1. This would overcome the objection to Proposal 
100 (requiring deletion of the highly ambiguous word 'reference') raised by Greuter in the Report of 
the Committee on Valid Publication. 

(2). Another problem concerning types of generic names has arisen in the particular cases of Bombax 
L. and Amaryllis L., where the question is not which binomial should be cited as the generic type but 
what is the type of these binomials. 

Bombax was proposed for conservation by Nicolson in Taxon 28: 371 (1979) with B. ceiba L. as 
its type, but the latter name has been variously interpreted as either a New World species (otherwise 
referable to Bombacopsis Pittier) or as an Old World species (otherwise referable to Salmalia Schott 
& Endl.). Conservation of Bombax as proposed was recommended by the Committee for Sperma- 
tophyta in Taxon 32: 623 (1983) with a further recommendation that the type of B. ceiba also be 
indicated by inclusion of a reference to "Rheede, Hort. Malab. 3: 61, 5. 52", i.e. the Old World species. 
However, objections have been raised to this in the General Committee on the grounds that there is 
no provision in the Code for indicating in Appendix 3 types of binomials which are given as types of 
generic names. Despite the counter-argument that there is nothing in the Code to say that one can 
not indicate the type of a binomial in Appendix 3, the recommendation of the Committee for Sper- 
matophyta has been rejected by the General Committee by a vote of 2-15 and the case is now deferred 
pending clarification at the Berlin Congress. 

The case of Amaryllis, proposed for conservation by Goldblatt in Taxon 33: 511 (1984), still under 
consideration by the Committee for Spermatophyta at the time of writing, is very similar. The type 
of the generic name must be A. belladonna L., but there has been dispute as to whether the type of 
this binomial is a South African plant or is referable to the New World genus alternatively known as 
Hippeastrum. 

It seems very desirable that in cases like these it should be possible to specify the type of the binomial 
and put application of the generic name beyond doubt. That is the objective of conservation. To 
overcome the problem it seems necessary to put forward the following proposal. 

(203) Proposal to add to Art. 14 (perhaps as a second sentence of Art. 14.3) the following: "When 
typification of the binomial given as the type of a conserved generic name is in dispute, the type of 
that binomial may be stated in Appendix 3 so that application of the generic name is not in doubt". 

Proposed by: R. K. Brummitt, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AE, UK. 

The typification of generic names that were published without binomials. 

Summary 
In Sydney the possibility that a specimen (or other element) which is not the type of a species name, 

can be the type of a generic name, was discussed only in the context of the idealistic approach to 
generic names with so-called misapplied type species names. The idealistic approach involved taxo- 
nomic judgement, and Sydney rightly rejected it. The possibility of "unnamed types" (in Sydney 
accepted for nom. gen. cons. only) appears to be quite superfluous for conserved names, but it would 
be most valuable for the remaining generic names. Thus it has to be reconsidered, now outside that 
context. 
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The Sydney Change: From "Type Species" to 
"Type Specimen" Concept 

In Sydney a new text for Art. 10 ICBN was accepted. The decision was taken after a deliberate 
discussion of several proposals. The discussions (as reflected in the Committee report, Taxon 30: 200- 
207. 1981) concerned the so-called "idealistic" and "pragmatic" approach and a compromise between 
these, to the typification of generic names with "misapplied type species names". 

Basic to each of the approaches was a change from the "type species" concept to typification of a 
generic name by a specimen (or equivalent element); a change which was considered to be necessary 
as well with regards to the application of Art. 63. In this way a precise reference point was taken to 
serve as type, while at the same time the long-established practice was maintained of citing a species, 
by name, as the type of a generic name. 

During the past five years many taxonomists, including myself, recognized these Sydney decisions 
as a large step forward. There is one aspect of the whole matter, however, which causes problems: 
The requirement that the type specimen (or other element) is the type of a specific name, exceptions 
being allowed by conservation only. 

This requisite had been scarcely discussed in the Committee report nor in the Sydney meeting: In 
the report, the alternative of type specimens not needing a specific name, was suggested in the context 
of the idealistic approach only (under Proposal 115 = F), and the suggestion was rejected easily (below 
I shall discuss the argument, used to reject it). With regards to the Sydney meeting, it is quite remarkable 
that during the discussions of Proposal 111 = B (which comprised the phrase "... is the type of a 
name of an included species"), people again and again got off the point, already discussing what to 
do with a misapplied name used for a "type species" (the theme of next Proposals, 112-114). Insofar 
as they did discuss Proposal 111, this only concerned the controversy: species or specimen as the type 
of a generic name? (see Englera 2: 40-45. 1982). 

The requirement that the type specimen (or other element) is the type of a species name, apparently 
was not considered to be problematic. In my opinion, however, it is, namely with respect to genera 
which were published without binomials. 

This became manifest when the editors prepared Appendix III for the new edition of the Code. In 
an article (Taxon 33: 310-316. 1984) they explained their policy, and from the notes in square brackets 
(p. 312) it is evident that they were not unanimous in how to treat a number of rejected names. Some 
of their decisions are disputable, as I will demonstrate below, by discussing several examples. 

In the Committee for Valid Publication, in the context of typification (Art. 37), we came to discuss 
Art. 10. Proposals have been made to adjust it, to allow for generic names which are not conserved 
the possibility of types which are not the type of a species name. There was not time to discuss items 
of Appendix III in the Committee for Valid Publication. Moreover, its report includes many proposals, 
thus for each of them there is a limited space for explanation only. This Article aims to give additional 
arguments to make a good decision. 

The Application of Art. 10.1 and 10.2 to Nom. Gen. Rej. 
I shall first discuss a few cases of rejected names, cases which illustrate how the Sydney definition 

of a type of a generic name works, and how the Code Editors obtained compromises. 
For genera with non-binomial type information, the Code Editors designed three options: 

(1) "If the non-binomial element is or became the type of a species name, this name is cited as 
type." This is not a new policy, many of the names concerned were treated so since Rickett and 
Stafleu's revision of Appendix III already. (Up to and including the Leningrad Code, however, the 
non-binomial information was added in parentheses; this was now deleted, but a Note in square 
brackets explains that some felt that this information should have been retained to signify nomencla- 
tural synonymy.) I can agree with this policy (even with deletion of that information); this in contrast 
to both remaining options. 

(2) "If the non-binomial element is taxonomically identified with a named species, the name of that 
species is cited with a parenthetic reference to the author and place of publication of the identification, 
if available." The example of Japarandiba Adanson 1763 is given. This is a rejected name, based on 
"Marcg. 109". Miers 1874 identified this with Gustavia marcgraaviana, which was based on a specimen 
from Gardner (and described by Miers in the same publication. The fact that identification and 
description of the species with which it is identified, are on subsequent pages of the same publication, 
seems to be a pecularity of this example, not an essential feature of (2)). 
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The Leningrad Code showed the situation clearly, giving the type entry of Japarandiba as following: 
"T.: 'Marcg. 109' [syn. tax. Gustavia marcgraaviana Miers (vide Miers, Trans. Linn. Soc. 30: 183. 
1874)]." The Sydney Code presents it as: "T.: Gustavia marcgraviana Miers (vide Miers, Trans. Linn. 
Soc. 30: 183. 1874)." In the article in Taxon, there is again a Note in square brackets, telling us that 
some felt that the non-binomial information should have been retained and put in square brackets, 
to signify taxonomic synonymy. 

In this case I have to make a strong protest! The new format suggests nomenclatural synonymy! 
Please remember Art. 10.1, second sentence: "For purposes of designation or citation of a type, the 
species name alone suffices, ... ." In my opinion, this is violated if, to indicate the type, a species 
name is mentioned whose type is not the type of the generic name! 

The addition of the word "vide" with a reference does not help me: it suggests lectotypification; 
and since lectotypes of generic names in the right hand column of the Code are indicated by LT., I 
would then start to suppose it would concern a lectotypification of the species name. It is not, however, 
thus the "vide" is misleading. In fact, even though the Sydney change in Art. 10 is an attempt to 
dispose of the "type species" concept, through a back-door it is introduced here again! Unacceptable. 

Please also note the last two words in the sentence cited above, at the beginning of (2): "..., if 
available." Should I conclude that only the binomial is cited, and even the slightest indication that it 
is not a nomenclatural synonym will be absent, if the place of publication of the identification is not 
available? 

(3) "If the non-binomial element is not known to be taxonomically identifiable with a species name, 
the type was cited as non designatus and, in square brackets and single quotes, the non-binomial 
information, as printed in the previous editions of the Code, was added." The example of Tekel 
Adanson 1763 is given, for which our Code now has: "T.: non designatus ['Feuill6 t. 4']." 

In this case the article in Taxon does not inform us of different opinions in the Editorial Committee. 
I would not be surprised if the result was a compromise between those who were consistent and thus 
wished to delete the non-binomial information, and those who felt this could not be done. The retention 
of the information of these references is fine in the light of Art. 7.2 and 7.3, but it is threatened by 
Art. 10.1! 

In fact the "T.: non designatus ['...']" is monstrous. Although it is understandable that this was 
created in the light of Art. 14.3, which states that the application of both conserved and rejected names 
is determined by nomenclatural types. Apparently the editors felt that they could not declare to be 
untypified so many names which until then have been considered as typified by a non-binomial 
element. (In fact there was not a complete change of concept in Sydney, see also Greuter, Englera 2: 
43.) 

The Application of Art. 10.3 and Rec. 10A.1 
The three kinds of solutions for rejected names are even more remarkable when compared with the 

solutions, achieved for conserved names which were in the debate: 

(a) Didymocarpus was an example under Proposal 115. It was a case of a generic name whose type 
appeared not to be the type of any species name (see Taxon 30: 502). Because it was a conserved 
name before Sydney already, for a while I supposed that the specimen concerned now would have 
been mentioned as the type, this case thus constituting the first example of the application of Art. 
10.3 + Rec. 10A. 1, second sentence; this supposition appeared to be wrong! (I went through Appendix 
III of the Code, to find another example: there is not! Until now, there is no conserved name whose 
type does not have any binomial (yes, there are a number of them with types which were named in 
later publications only, i.e. cases comparable to the option (1) cases for rejected names).) 

It is remarkable that in a case in which it was permitted to include an "unnamed type", this was 
not done! The procedure carried out here, namely correction of the type paragraph with continued use 
of "typ. cons.", was quite correct. As soon as you realize this, however, it becomes clear that for 
conserved names the possibility to have "unnamed types" is quite superfluous! A solution with "typ. 
cons." will be possible in every case! 

(b) Podospora was not mentioned in the Art. 10 discussions, but the editors explained why it was 
changed (Taxon 33: 314. 1984): The type entry of the Leningrad Code, "T.: P. Jimicola sensu Cesati" 
was untenable under the new Art. 10. The new entry, "T.: Rabenhorst, Klotzschii Herb. Mycol. ed. 
2. n. 259 (S), type of P. fimiseda (Cesati et De Notaris) Niessl" (provided by the Special Committee) 
does not pose serious problems to me, even though I would have given another sequence: "T.: P. 
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Jimiseda (Cesati et De Notaris) Niessl [Rabenhorst, Klotzschii Herb. Mycol. ed. 2. n. 259 (S)]." More- 
over, under Art. 10.1, second sentence, the mentioning of the non-binomial information is not strictly 
necessary, I would have deleted it (cf. option (1) for rejected names, above). 

The precision in the type entry of Podospora, a case of nomenclatural synonymy, is in a violent 
contrast to the type entry of Japarandiba, where non-binomial information was deleted, and only a 
taxonomic synonym of the type of the generic name cited. (A minor question in Podospora: is it a 
"typ. cons." case? The authors of the Taxon paper suggest it is: ". .. that the new Art. 10.3 ... not 
the type of an included species name, is ... Rec. 10A. 1 .. ." (p. 314-315, italics by me). Indeed, the 

species name was not included by Rabenhorst; but this is not relevant for Art. 10.3! The latter has 
"... other than the type of a name of an included species.", and this certainly is the case, even though 
the species was wrongly named by Rabenhorst. Thus I can agree with the way in which it appeared 
in the Code: no "typ. cons.") 

The authors of the Taxon paper state that Podospora provides a good example of Rec. 10 OA. 1. It is 
an illustration of the first sentence of that Rec. indeed; but this sentence does not add something new 
to the second sentence of Art. 10.1 ("For purposes .. ."). 

Considering all these examples, I conclude it is absurd to have the possibility of "unnamed types" 
for a category of cases for which always another solution is possible as well (namely with "typ. cons.", 
see Didymocarpus), but not to have this possibility for unconserved names, for a number of which it 
would be quite useful. 

"Unnamed Types": Requiring the Designation of 
ca. 2500 Generic Lectotypes? 

It seems that the Committee on Generic Typification in its decision to admit only named specimens 
(or other elements) as types of generic names, had guided itself more by the wish to maintain "the 
long-established practice of citing a species by name, as the type of a generic name" (report, p. 203), 
than by serious reflections. In Sydney, the possibility that a specimen (or other element) which is not 
the type of a species name, can be the type of a generic name, was discussed only in the context of a 
purely idealistic approach to cases with so-called misapplied type species names; an approach which 
involved taxonomic judgement, and thus correctly was rejected in Sydney. The possibility now should 
be considered outside that context. 

In my opinion, the argument that was used to decline this possibility, was incorrect: The Committee 
put forward the suggestion that under this proposal "type specimens will require to be designated for 
all genera that were published without cited species names." It was estimated that ca. 2500 generic 
names are in this category (report, p. 204; McNeill, Taxon 30: 459. 1981 repeated this). I cannot 
believe, however, that these typifications would become necessary: 

A number of these generic names are typified already, e.g. Didymocarpus and other conserved 
names, rejected names which are typified already under application of option (1), and option (3) cases 
in which there is only one element available for typification, e.g. "Feuill6 t. 4" in the case of Tekel 
Adanson 1763. Would ever anybody want these typifications to be changed? I cannot imagine this. 

Other generic names are out of use, because they are taxonomic synonyms of older names. An 
example (chosen quite arbitrarily): Leontopetalon Miller 1754. In the main volume of the Index 
Kewensis (1894), this was given as a synonym of Leontice Linnaeus 1753 already, and Dandy as well 
as ING treat it as a nomenclatural synonym; no binomial exists under it. Miller's name is based on 
a Tournefort phrase, which is one of several phrases, cited under Leontice leontopetalum, which 
provides the lectotype of Leontice L. 1753. I do not know if a Miller specimen of Leontopetalon exists, 
nor did I try to find out which is the lectotype of Leontice leontopetalum L. Should ever anybody 
need it to typify Leontopetalon Miller on a Miller specimen or illustration? I cannot imagine it. 

Still other generic names are out of use, without it being known with which generic names they 
might be synonymous. Please let those names sleep. 

For other generic names, typification does not seem to be problematical, see Steam's remark on 
generic names of Bentham and Hooker, and of Rafinesque (Englera 2: 44). 

If Art. 10 is not to be revised, I see only one solution to the problem of "unnamed types": the 
publication of specific names, e.g. for "Feuill6 t. 4", to retain this as the type of Tekel Adanson, so 
that this name can be treated under option (1). I do not consider this to be an elegant solution, however, 
thus I would strongly recommend acceptance of the Proposals 100 and 202 of the Committee for 
Valid Publication. Moreover, Proposal 46 by Parkinson should be accepted: the superfluity of Rec. 
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10A. 1 is demonstrated in the discussions of Podospora (b) and Didymocarpus (a), covering the first 
and the second sentence of this Recommendation, respectively. 

Submitted by: Gea Zijlstra, Institute of Systematic Botany, Heidelberglaan 2, 3584 CS, Utrecht, The 
Netherlands. 

(204)-(213) Alternative proposals for the amendment of Art. 46. 

Two proposals affecting Rec. 46E. 1 were published in Taxon 34: 333, 1985, one of which (Laundon, 
Prop. 48) appears to me unnecessary and the other (Guides, Prop. 49), undesirable. 

According to Laundon, some writers attribute Lichen debilis to "Turner & Borrer ex Smith" because, 
when Smith published the name, he cited the synonym Calicium debile Turn. and Borr. Mss. There 
is no basis for doing this in Rec. 46E. 1 since Smith did not ascribe the name that he published (i.e. 
Calicium debile) to another person. I do not think the Recommendation should be tinkered with 
merely to deal with casual errors, though I would be prepared to put in a Note using this as an example 
of an error that should not occur; my Prop. (205), below, would do this. I also do not agree that the 
second example provided by Laundon requires an alteration to Rec. 46E.1, but would like to deal 
with it in another way which will be explained later. 

The proposal by Gude's would reverse a change introduced into the Seattle Code as a result of my 
Prop. 281 to the Seattle Congress (Yeo, 1969). This proposal was supported by E. G. Voss (pers. 
comm.) who had himself also published a discussion of the subject (Voss, 1965). My case was based 
on a perceived need to relate the correct author citation to what had appeared at the time of publication. 
The name Penstemon speciosus was published by Lindley (Bot. Reg. t. 1270, 1829) and attributed to 
'Douglas in herb. Hort. Soc.'. From later citations it appears to be accepted that Douglas provided 
only the name and that Lindley provided the description. The full author citation is thus 'Douglas ex 
Lindley'. If Lindley's attribution of the name to Douglas had been proved erroneous, then under 
Guides' proposal the only correct citation would be 'Lindley'. Thus, the author citation originally 
given and that which is correct would have nothing in common, and if both were used subsequently 
it might appear that two homonyms existed, though this would not be the case. A reviser could 
doubtless make clear what had actually happened, but much the simplest way of doing this is to allow 
the citation 'Douglas ex Lindley', regardless of the correctness of Lindley's attribution of the name to 
Douglas. When I was working on Ruscus I found in J. G. Baker's work (1875) the combination R. 
hypophyllum var. hypoglossum Lam. I was unable to find that Lamarck had ever made this combi- 
nation, and I thought it was probably attributed to Lamarck by Baker merely (and quite unreasonably) 
on the basis of a statement in Lamarck and De Candolle's Flore Franqaise (1815) that R. hypoglossum 
L. does not appear to differ from R. hypophyllum L. By citing the name as R. hypophyllum var. 
hypoglossum Lam. ex Baker I am able to show that I have investigated the question whether Lamarck 
ever made this combination and that my answer is in the negative. I believe that the advantage of 
being able to do this outweighs the disadvantage of permitting the absurdity of a present-day author's 
publishing a new name but attributing it to, say, Linnaeus. What Baker did in the example I have just 
given was nearly as bad. 

The above cases are different from the second example cited by Laundon in support of Proposal 
(48), i.e. the name published as Tephrosia interrupta subsp. elongata Harms ex Gillett. In the former 
there may be no indication that the name has not been published previously by the author to whom 
the name is attributed and the reviser must, as I indicated, satisfy himself of this. Once this has been 
done it seems sensible to permit this to be expressed by the use of an 'ex' citation (as in Rec. 46E). 
In the latter, the publishing author has identified himself and indicated (in this case incorrectly) that 
he is taking up someone else's unpublished name. This is usually done for the sake of acknowledging 
the involvement of a previous worker on the group. However, it brings with it the possibility of 
erroneous and misleading contraction (to which all 'ex' citations are subject). It makes the author 
citation more cumbersome but does not add any nomenclaturally important information. As I have 
pointed out (Yeo, 1969), one can acknowledge the earlier worker without citing him as authority for 
the name. When a name has been published in this way there is no need whatever to cite the author 
whose name comes before the 'ex'. My Prop. (207) is to add to the Code a Recommendation (a) 
against attributing a new name to another author either as sole authority or followed by 'ex' and the 
name of the publishing author and (b), when the citation is of the latter type, against citing the 'ex' 
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