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If 64.6* is preferred, 64.7 would need to be altered to read:

“64.7*. If the application of 64.6 leads to undesirable changes because . . . [as in 64.7] . .. for con-
servation.”

[Acceptance of the proposal above (including the alternatives) will imply the need for an amended
introduction to Appendix IV, which contains at present only names rejected in connection with Art.
69. The Editorial Committee should be empowered to deal with this and amend the criteria listed in
Art. 64.6 if this should be indicated.]

Proposed by: Hansjoerg Eichler, Australian National Herbarium, CSIRO, G.P.O. Box 1600, Canberra,
A.C.T. 2601 Australia.

(202)-(203) Proposals concerning types of generic names.

(1). The wording of parts of Art. 10 has, perhaps surprisingly, been a subject of debate in the
Committee on Valid Publication. In this discussion I commented that I found the second and third
sentences of Art. 10.2 undesirable but would not make any new proposal unless others in the Committee
also agreed that these sentences should be changed. The two other members who have commented
since have both expressed disagreement with this part of the Article, but it has not been possible to
fit a suitable joint conclusion into the report of the Committee. I make an independent proposal below.
Its intention is not, of course, to reverse the major change in Art. 10 introduced at Sydney, but only
to remove what appears to be an absurdity in one small aspect.

I am in agreement with the perceptive arguments put forward on this matter by Gea Zijlstra (see
following paper), who in her work as compiler of Index Nominum Genericorum has perhaps had as
much experience of typifying generic names as anybody currently active in botanical nomenclature.
She shares my disapproval of the two sentences in Art. 10.2. Furthermore, although I have not
necessarily agreed with all the arguments and proposals put forward by Parkinson on typification of
generic names (Taxon 34: 322-332. 1985), I believe he has shown up some glaring illogicalities in the
wording of Art. 10, some of which have been taken up elsewhere by the Committee on Valid Pub-
lication. I suspect, however, that his complete re-wording of Art. 10 will not receive approval at Berlin,
and I here offer a simple alternative solution on the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 only. In
doing so I implicitly support also Proposal 100 in the Report of the Committee on Valid Publication.

1 believe many botanists who consult the Code for guidance, but who may not be too familiar with
the finer details, currently find the second and third sentences of Art. 10.2 vague and unhelpful.
However, when the provisions of the whole Article have been pieced together it becomes clear that
in cases where the protologue of a generic (or infrageneric) name does not include a binomial, one
has to first examine the material cited or examined by the author, then make a taxonomic decision
as to its correct name, and as a result cite the appropriate binomial as type of the name. It is implicit
that a taxonomic decision must be involved, for the third sentence allows that if you consider the
type of the selected binomial to be not conspecific with the publishing author’s material, then the
choice may be superseded and a taxonomically more acceptable type may be substituted.

In many cases this results in the type of a generic name being a specimen not included in the
protologue either directly or indirectly, and often not even collected when the genus was described
(as in Didymocarpus, see Taxon 30: 501. 1981). But more important than this is the obvious fact that
this specimen is not ‘“‘that element to which the name of a taxon is permanently attached” (definition
of ‘type’ in Art. 7.2) because it depends on one’s taxonomic judgement. The element to which the
name is permanently attached is the material described by the author of the name, as implicitly
recognised by the third sentence, and it seems to be very desirable that this be acknowledged in Art.
10, in names in Appendix 3 of the Code as noted by Zijlstra (following paper), and indeed in the
citation of the type of all names of genera where the protologue included no binomial. The present
wording of the Code on this point seems, as also noted by Zijlstra (following paper), to be a throw-
back to the old concept of ‘type species’ of previous Codes, where the correct binomial for a particular
taxonomic concept of a species was given as the type of a generic name. Having typification dependent
on a taxonomic decision is not acceptable to me.
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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 ‘Feuillé 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 reccommendation that the type of B. ceiba also be
indicated by inclusion of a reference to “Rheede, Hort. Malab. 3: 61, 5. 527, 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 reccommendation 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 4. 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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