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A. fol.-androsaemi in favour of the later A. androsaemifolium. But it has acquired a new, disturbing 
significance through the remodelling of Art. 10 by the Sydney Congress: it now overthrows the estab- 
lished lectotypification of the generic name Apocynum by A. androsaemifolium, since the latter name 
was not validly published before 1763. The obvious, elegant solution would be to delete the second 
sentence of Art. 23.6(c) and to treat 'fol. androsaemi' as a correctable orthographic error for 'andro- 
saemifolium,' possibly by citing it as a 'voted' example under Art. 73.1. Hopefully, the two standing 
committees on Orthography and on Valid Publication might come up with a proposal to that effect. 
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A recent paper by H. M. Burdet and P. Perret (Candollea 38: 699-707. 1983) has emphasised the 
difficulty of applying Art. 23.6(c) of the Code relating to works which do not consistently adopt binary 
nomenclature. They rightly point out that such well known authors as ForsskAl (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. 
1775) and Aublet (Hist. PI. Guiane-Francaise 1775) do not give a binomial for all of the species 
enumerated in these publications. They then go on to conclude logically that all the specific names 
given in these works are invalid under the present Code. 

The effect of this conclusion on nomenclatural stability would be disastrous, even if only applied 
to the two works quoted above. There must, however, be very many other works which could equally 
be upset by strict application of this rule. Also quoted by Burdet and Perret is Asso's Synopsis of 1779 
in which extremely few species, perhaps only one or two, are given polynomials. Are we to search 
through all currently accepted early works to see whether any of them contain the odd species without 
a binomial? Consider even such a recent work as Agnew's Upland Kenya Wild Flowers (1974), where 
new combinations are made but some little known species are simply referred to as sp. A, sp. B etc. 
These latter designations cannot be considered as binomials according to Art. 23.6(a) and therefore 
Agnew did not consistently adopt binary nomenclature. Are none of the names in the book then 
validly published? 

Burdet and Perret are clearly justified in their arguments if we read the Code literally. It seems 
essential therefore to propose some amendment to Art. 23.6(c) and we hope to join with Burdet and 
Perret in doing so. At present we are searching for a wording which would result in those works which 
have hitherto been generally accepted as sources of validly published specific names continuing to be 
accepted, while those works which have hitherto been proscribed would continue to be so. We should 
welcome comments from others on examples of works which may be problematic in this respect, and 
on an appropriate wording to be adopted in the Code. 

The present Art. 23.1, rules that "if an epithet consists of two or more words, these are to be united 
or hyphenated," and seems to be in conflict with Art. 23.6(c), for the Code gives no guidance on how 
to distinguish between phrases intended as single specific epithets but consisting of two or more words 
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when originally published, and the post-generic words of polynomials not intended as single specific 
epithets. This problem also needs to be solved before any satisfactory proposal on Art. 23.6(c) can be 
formulated. Again comments from others will be welcome. 

However, our immediate objective is to avoid the abandonment of names published by Forsskal 
and Aublet. In recent years a great deal of work has been done on names published by Forsskal, who 
was by far the earliest collector in tropical Arabia and whose publication greatly affects the nomenclature 
of many species in tropical Africa. A catalogue with identification of all specimens in the Forsskal 
Herbarium is currently being prepared by collaboration between Copenhagen and Kew. Recent vol- 
umes of Kew Bulletin have included many nomenclatural adjustments resulting from study of Forsskal 
material, and a Handbook of the Flora of the Yemen by J. R. I. Wood, incorporating the results of 
these studies, is now in press and will be published shortly. Similarly Aublet's names have recently 
been subjected to intensive analysis, as by Howard in J. Arnold Arbor. 64: 255-292 (1983) where 
references to many other recent publications are given. No action to replace any ForsskAl or Aublet 
names should be taken until the problem has been adequately considered. For the moment we continue 
to treat all binomials in these works as valid. 

We are grateful to Dr. Burdet and M. Perret (Geneva) for letting us see their paper before publication 
and for agreeing to collaborate in trying to find an acceptable solution to this problem. 

THE HIERARCHY OF TYPES-AGAIN 

Ole Seberg1 

The primary purpose of any key is to enable the potential user to categorize unknown entities, and 
secondarily it may, if proper conventions are used, convey information about the hierarchic structure 
imposed on the involved categories. 

In Faegri's short account in Taxon 32 (1983): 640-41 none of these purposes are fulfilled. 
Faegri's main mistake is a failure to differentiate between the various distinguishable starting points 

in the typification procedure. 
As to typification three different situations exist from the outset (However, see article 9.3 in the 

Code): 

A) The publishing author(s) indicated one, and only one, specimen or other element as the type, the 
holotype; duplicates of which are isotypes. All other specimens or other elements cited in the 
protologue are paratypes. 

B) The publishing author(s) selected simultaneously, though erroneously, two or more specimens or 
other elements (e.g. male and female specimen) to serve as types. These are syntypes in the narrow 
sense (with respect to C), duplicates hereof are isosyntypes. All other specimens or other elements 
cited in the protologue are paratypes. 

C) The publishing author(s) failed to select any type. All cited specimens or other elements are syntypes 
in the broad sense (with respect to B), duplicates hereof are isosyntypes. 

Cases A and B are similar as in both cases a type-specimen or other element or two or more type- 
specimens or other elements were designated as such by the publishing author(s). 

Cases B and C are similar as in both cases the Code prescribes that any subsequent author(s) must 
select a lectotype among the syntypes, or if these are lost or missing among the isosyntypes. 
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