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ADENANTHERA BICOLOR MOON AND THE OPERATION OF ARTICLE 32 ADENANTHERA BICOLOR MOON AND THE OPERATION OF ARTICLE 32 

W. L. Tjaden 

Summary 

The proposal by R. D. Meikle to amend Article 32 (Taxon 28(5/6): 600-601, 1979) should be 

rejected. It has an arbitrary purpose in intending to validate a name in a sense contrary to what 
its author arguably intended, and contrary to general usage of that name. Further, it does not 
achieve the intended result, although it may be mistakenly held to do so. 

Argument. Article 32 as it stands, and also as it is proposed to be amended, deals with the 
name of a, that is, one taxon, not with a name which an author has inadvertently made to 
cover two or more taxa. The purpose of the Article is not to resolve such ambiguities. If it 
were, to be explicit it would have to say that an author including two or more taxa in the 

protologue accompanying a name, must be deemed to have named only that taxon of which 
he has quoted a previously and effectively published description. Such a special provision 
would, in the example quoted, render valid the name in the sense directly contrary to the 
author, Moon's, prime intention. It would have the effect of elevating what can be shown to 
have been an error, his reference to a Rumphius taxon, into his prime meaning. The nomen- 
claturists implied to be in a majority, and for whom the proposed amendment is intended, have 
failed to take the first step in considering the validity or otherwise of a name not published in 
accordance with the requirements of the modern Code. That must be to ask whether the name 
has had a consistent usage. It is made clear in the argument supporting the proposal that this 
is so for the name in question, Adenanthera bicolor, and further that it has a well-chosen 
epithet for the Sri Lanka (Ceylon) taxon in question. The next step must be to ask whether as 
published by its first author the protologue is defective in meeting the requirements of the 
Code as a whole so as to require rejection of the name with that author as authority. The 
contention by Meikle that Moon's publication was defective can also be accepted. Hence the 
original publication can be held to be invalid, and the name can be attributed to its next author 
Thwaites, thus preserving its original intended sense, without any reference to particular Ar- 
ticles of the Code. 

SHOULD WE REJECT CAREX ROSEA AND CAREX RADIATA 

Bernard Boivin2 

A case for rejecting Carex rosea Schkuhr and C. radiata (Wahl.) Small was presented in 
Taxon 28: 611-6. 1979. Obviously this rejection is of interest to those who prefer Mackenzie's 
taxonomy and recognize three specific taxa within what was earlier called C. rosea. 

For those who prefer to recognize here only one taxon, or may be three taxa but at the 
infraspecific level, C. rosea is quite satisfactory as a species name. The rejection of the latter 
would be quite a nuisance to a large number of taxonomists, as can be seen by the list of recent 
major manuals on p. 612. 

In short, said proposal is not acceptable because it is needed only for the convenience of a 
particular taxonomy which is far from being generally accepted. Further the interpretation of 
C. rosea in the sense of C. convoluta is not a new one: according to the text at the bottom of 
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