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Authors should also avoid publishing new names and descriptions in popular periodicals, in 
abstracting journals or on correction slips. 

This proposal unfortunately was made too late for the August 1980 deadline, but it can 
hopefully be brought to the floor of the Nomenclatural Section at the Sydney Congress. 

Until Article 29 has been dealt with in detail this extended Recommendation will serve a 
useful purpose. 

Proposed by: Rolf Dahlgren, Botanical Museum of the University of Copenhagen, Gothersgade 
130, DK 1123, Copenhagen, Denmark, and Ib Friis, Institute of Systematic Botany of the 
University of Copenhagen, Gothersgade 140, DK 1123, Copenhagen, Denmark. 

A FURTHER NOTE ON EFFECTIVE PUBLICATION 

Following the above "A note on effective publication" by R. Dahlgren and I. Friis and 
assuming that the proposals for the appointment of a Special Committee for Article 29 and for 
the new Recommendation 29A (proposed by Dahlgren and Friis) are accepted, I propose the 
following note (or an editorial modification of it) be added to Article 29: 

New "Note 1. Article 29 is under review, and it is likely that, in view of modern printing 
techniques the requirements for effective publication will be tightened rather than relaxed, 
especially as regards to permitted printed matter. It is, therefore, possible that the publication 
of new names in contravention of Recommendation 29A.2 will retroactively be ruled ineffec- 
tive." 

Proposed by: Hj. Eichler, Herbarium Australiense, CSIRO, P.O. Box 1600, Canberra, A.C.T. 
2601, Australia. 

A FURTHER PROPOSAL ON TYPIFICATION OF GENERIC NAMES 

R. D. Meikle and R. K. Brummitt' 

A special Committee on Generic Typification was set up by the Nomenclature Section of 
Leningrad Congress in 1975, and the admirably clear report of this Committee has recently 
been submitted for consideration by the Sydney Congress in August 1981 (McNeill, 1981). We 
are very grateful to Dr. J. McNeill, Secretary of this Committee, for having let us see, and 
even participate in, the correspondence of the Committee over the last two years, and for 
letting us see the eventual report before publication. Even after submission of the report Dr. 
McNeill has kindly continued to enter into correspondence and has given positive constructive 
assistance in formulating the proposal which we here present, even though it may not represent 
his own views. This proposal may be seen as supplementary to those included in the report of 
the Committee, and although it has been submitted too late to be considered by the Rapporteurs 
or to be included in the postal ballot, we hope that it may nonetheless be considered by the 
Nomenclature Section at Sydney. We attempt below to show why we consider change of the 
present Code is necessary and why we believe our present proposal is the nearest to maintaining 
existing practice. 

We are in agreement with the Special Committee in wishing to abandon the idea at present 
embodied in Art. 10 that the type of a generic name is a species. A species is a collection of 
individual plants, and the number of plants included in it may vary according to the various 
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taxonomic views of different botanists. Even when there is little or no disagreement among 
botanists as to the circumscription of a particular species, this concept of the type of a generic 
name runs into problems in connection with definition of nomenclatural superfluity, and so 
illegitimacy, under Art. 63. If the plants which make up a certain species together form the 
type of one generic name, and then later the same group of plants form the type of another 
generic name, the latter name is illegitimate, even though the earlier name was not mentioned, 
since the circumscription of the later one includes the type of the earlier one. For example 
Calanda K. Schum. was described from Angola in 1903 with one species, C. rubricaulis K. 
Schum., while Otocephalus Chiov. was described from Angola quite independently in 1924 
with one species, 0. umbelliferus Chiov.; C. rubricaulis and 0. umbelliferus are now consid- 
ered to be conspecific (Verdcourt in Bull. Jard. Bot. Brux. 28: 225. 1958), which makes the 
generic name Otocephalus illegitimate (based on the same type species as the earlier Calanda). 
This approach to defining illegitimacy of generic names is necessary under the present wording 
of Art. 10, but we suspect that it has never actually been adopted in practice, for names 
comparable nomenclaturally with Otocephalus seem to be universally regarded as legitimate. 
There are further difficulties, however, for if somebody were to find that C. rubricaulis and 
0. umbelliferus are not the same species, then Otocephalus would revert to being legitimate. 
It is clearly undesirable to have legitimacy or illegitimacy dependent on a taxonomic decision, 
and it seems necessary to define the type of a generic name more narrowly and as a clearly 
defined element. All proposals contained in the Special Committee report do in fact aim to 
define the type of a generic name as a specimen (or similar element), not a species. 

Which specimen, then, should be designated as the type of a generic name in order to upset 
as little as possible the present working of the Code? There are two possible approaches; either 
one can take the type specimen of one of the specific names used by the author of the generic 
name, or one can take one of the specimens on which the author based his description. In the 
great majority of cases the practical effect on application of the generic name would be the 
same, and it is only in an extremely small minority of generic names where some problem 
arises. One problem is that sometimes genera have been described without any species being 
indicated, so the type of a specific name is not included in the generic protologue; the other 
problem arises when the type of the specific name used by the author is found to be specifically, 
or even generically, different from the material on which the author actually based his generic 
description. 

An example of a generic name published with no included species indicated is Didymocarpus 
Wallich 1819. There is no doubt what the generic description was based on, for Wallich actually 
wrote the description on the specimen now at the British Museum. For many years this spec- 
imen was identified as D. aromaticus Wallich ex D. Don 1825, and since the generic name is 
conserved this specific name is given for the type species in Appendix III of the present Code. 
However, Hara (1977) has pointed out that this specimen is not in fact referable to D. aro- 
maticus but to D. primulifolius Wallich ex D. Don 1825, and the Committee for Spermatophyta 
has unanimously recommended that the citation of the type species be changed accordingly. 
This seems to acknowledge acceptance of the fact that the element to which the generic name 
is permanently attached, i.e. its type, is the one specimen at BM on which the generic de- 
scription was written. The new Art. 10.2 in Proposal 112 of the Committee report would insist, 
however, that the type of Didymocarpus is the type of a species not described and named until 
six years after the genus, and in many such cases the type of a generic name could well be a 
specimen which was not even in existence when the generic name was published. This seems 
to us to be quite illogical. Certainly the new Art. 10.3 (second sentence) of Proposal 112 seems 
to allow correction of the citation of the type of the generic name from the type of D. aro- 
maticus 1825 to that of D. primulifolius 1825, but this only emphasizes that the essential 
element in the typification is the BM specimen, which is not the type of any specific name. If 
this is so, we might as well say so and designate this as type of the generic name. 

From the numerous known examples of generic names published with a specific name typ- 
ified by an element generically different from the plant on which the generic description was 
based we select Picrodendron Planchon to illustrate the problem. The case has been clearly 
set out by Hayden and Reveal (1980). The generic description was based (in part) on a collection 
by Macfadyen from Jamaica, now at Kew, which had been totally misidentified by Macfadyen 
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as Rhus arborea (Miller) DC., which led Planchon to mistakenly publish the specific name 
Picrodendron arboreum (Miller) Planchon. The type of the latter is now referable to Allophylus 
cobbe (L.) Raeuschel in Sapindaceae, whereas the plant actually described by Planchon as 
Picrodendron is in a different family, usually now referred to Euphorbiaceae. The present 
Code says that the type of a generic name is a species, not the name of a species. It is therefore, 
in our opinion, illogical to argue that the type of Picrodendron is the type specimen of any 
specific name. A species has no type, for only names have types. We identify the species 
which Planchon described as Picrodendron not by any application of the type method, since 

species have no types, but by going to the material he used, i.e. the Macfadyen specimen, 
which is in fact the plant which has been known as Picrodendron for nearly a century and a 
half. We see no justification under the present Code for arguing that the type of Picrodendron 
is the type specimen of the name Rhus arborea. Therefore, if we now wish to re-define 'the 
type of a generic name' as a single element but maintain the existing meaning of the Code, we 
cannot insist that it must always be the type of a specific name as Proposal 112 does. In our 
opinion acceptance of Proposal 112 or 113 would be a departure from the present ruling of the 
Code. 

It might then seem logical to advocate that the type of a generic name should always be a 
specimen on which the generic description was based, but this would be a major departure 
from current practice and would involve botanists in a great deal of historical and bibliograph- 
ical work with very little advantage to be gained. When we know that in the great majority of 
generic names no problem is likely to arise, there seems to be no need to disturb existing 
practice in these cases, and we propose that here botanical literature continues to indicate the 
type of a generic name simply by a specific binomial. The changes we propose, which would 
allow one to cite a specimen as the type in certain circumstances, would mean a change of 
practice in only a very small number of cases. The following proposal is thus an admitted 
compromise between what is logically needed and what it is desirable to impose in practice. 
In effect it would be very similar to Proposal 115 of the Special Committee report (which one 
of us was originally responsible for) but has a better wording. It also incorporates what we see 
as the better features of Proposal 114. 

Proposal to the Sydney Congress: Alter Art. 10 to read: 

10.1 The type of a name of a genus is the type of the name of a species so long as this type 
was included expressly or by implication in the genus at the time of publication and so long 
as this type is not superseded as type of the generic name under Art.8.1 (see 10.2 below). 
Where the type specimen of a name of a species is expressly cited as the type of a generic 
name it is to be regarded as the holotype of that name; if not expressly cited, such a specimen 
may be selected as a lectotype subject to the considerations of Art.8.1. 

10.2 Where no type of a specific name was included expressly or by implication in a genus, or 
where designation of any of the types of the names of the included species would be superced- 
able under Art.8.1, a specimen or other element used by the author in describing the genus 
may be selected as the lectotype of its name. If no such specimen or other element is extant, 
a neotype may be designated. 

10.3 Where the type of a generic name is also the type of a specific name, the type of the 
generic name may be indicated simply by citation of the appropriate specific name, without 
specifying the exact specimen or other element which typifies the specific name. 

10.4 The type of a name of a subdivision of a genus is determined as for the type of a generic 
name in 10.1-10.3 above. 

The present 10.2 and 10.3 should then be re-numbered as appropriate, and other minor 
editorial changes such as are indicated under Proposal 111 should be made. 

Suggested Examples: 
1. Linnaeus included in the protologue of the name Hydrophyllum only one species, H. 

virginianum Linnaeus. The type of this specific name is also the lectotype of the generic name 
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Hydrophyllum, chosen by Hitchcock in 1929 when he cited the specific name for the standard 
species. The type of the generic name may be indicated in the following form "Hydrophyllum 
Linnaeus. Type: H. virginianum Linnaeus (lectotype)." 

2. Example 2 of Proposal 115 of the Special Committee report (Didymocarpus). 
3. In the protologue of the name Picrodendron Planchon included one species which he 

mistakenly called P. arboreum (Miller) Planchon based on Toxicodendron arboreum Miller, 
which is now considered synonymous with Allophylus cobbe (L.) Raeusch. The type of the 
name P. arboreum may be rejected as the lectotype of the name Picrodendron since it is 
contrary to the protologue, despite the fact that the name P. arboreum was (mistakenly) 
published in the protologue. 

We are particularly grateful to Dr. J. McNeill (Ottawa), Dr. D. H. Nicolson (Washington) 
and Dr. L. C. Holm (Uppsala) for discussion leading to the above. 

References 
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PROPOSAL TO CHANGE ONE OF THE EXAMPLES IN ARTICLE 57 

Summary 

Eclipta alba (L.) Hassk. and E. prostrata (L.) L. appear to represent extremes of a single, 
highly variable taxon. The name E. prostrata (L.) L. was first used by Roxburgh (1832) when 
he combined E. alba and E. prostrata. The example given under Article 57 of the International 
Code of Botanical Nomenclature states that Hasskarl (1848) was the first to unite these two 
taxa and that his choice of E. alba for the combined taxon must be followed. However, 
Roxburgh's choice of E. prostrata predates Hasskarl by 16 years and is the correct name when 
the two taxa are united. 

The names Eclipta alba (L.) Hassk. and E. prostrata (L.) L. have been a source of confusion 
since their application by Linnaeus in 1753. An examination of specimens at A, CM, GA, GH, 
KYO, NCU, NY and US reveals that the use of these names has either been based on extremes 
of a single, highly variable taxon, or geographically assigned to plants from widely separated 
parts of the world. Linnaeus (1753) first described erect plants from the New World as Ver- 
besina alba and procumbent plants from the Old World as V. prostrata. It is apparent from 
label data that this geographic separation continutes to be followed by many botanists. 

Linnaeus (1771) later tranferred both to Eclipta and changed the name of Verbesina alba to 

Eclipta erecta. Hasskarl (1848) correctly reinstated the specific epithet alba and he has gen- 
erally been followed to the present. 

From the specimens we have examined we find that there is no clear break in characters 
between Eclipta prostrata and E. alba, but that the habit of these plants is greatly influenced 

by habitat. The single name which has priority when E. alba and E. prostrata are combined 
is E. prostrata (L.) L., first used by Roxburgh (1832) when he pointed out that the two taxa 
could not be maintained. His choice predates Hasskarl by 16 years, and according to the Rules 
of Nomenclature, must be followed when the two taxa are merged. 

Roxburgh's statement ". .. Verbesina prostrata and alba Sp. PI. 1272 and I suspect E. 

erecta, punctata and prostrata, are only one and the same species, or at most but accidental 
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