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(289) Proposal to amend Article 10

Onno Wijnandsl& Gea Zijlstra2

(289) In Art. 10.2, replace the second sentence with:

“If for a name of a genus or a subdivision of a genus published prior to 1 Jan. 1958
such a reference is lacking, and the original material includes one or more specimens
or illustrations that constitute the type of (a) species name(s), the type must be
chosen from among these elements. If no element is available that is the type of a
species name, another specimen or illustration must be selected from the original
material (if existing), to be cited with the correct name of the species to which it
belongs added in square brackets. If there is no original material, a neotype must be
chosen.”

Upon acceptance of this proposal, the following amendments would be needed:
(1) In Art. 10.1, the phrase in brackets is to be replaced with “‘(except as provided by
Art. 10.2 and 10.3)”’; (2) Art. 10.3 should be rephrased: By conservation (Art. 14.8)
the type of the name of a genus can be a specimen or illustration selected contrary to
the rules of Art. 10.2.”” (3) In Ex. 1 add at the end: “, even though this is not the type
of the name of an included species (and is different from the type designated by
Poelt).”” (4) Rec. 10A.1 can be deleted.

Art. 10.1 rules that the type of the name of a genus or of any subdivision of a
genus is the type of a name of a species. Only for conserved generic names is there a
possibility for the type to be a specimen or illustration that is not the type of a species
name. This rule presents problems in the cases in which the name of a new genus
was published, based on a specimen (or illustration) that never became the type of a
species name.

An example is provided by Agastache Gronovius (1762). The original material
consists of one specimen for which no one ever published a species name. It clearly
pertains to Agastache scrophulariifolia (Willd.) Kuntze. Under Art. 7.3 of the Code,
this specimen should be considered as the holotype of Agastache. On the other hand,
under Art. 10.1 it cannot be the type of the generic name.

The Code editors dealt with this problem for nomina rejicienda in Appendix IIIA
of the Berlin Code, and wrote guidelines (Nicolson & al., 1984). They decided to cite
the species name with which the non-binomial element is taxonomically identifiable.
This was done, as in the case of rejected Erebinthus Mitch. (= 3718 Tephrosia Pers.,
nom. cons.).

This solution creates another problem. The second sentence of Art. 10.1 states that
the citation of a species name is the full equivalent of the type of a generic name. We
suppose this is the reason why in several cases, such as the rejected Echyrospermum
Schott (= 3466 Plathymenia Benth., nom. cons.) and Orectospermum Schott (= 3500
Peltogyne Vogel, nom. cons.), the editors chose another solution: “T.: non desig-
natus”’. In the case of Echyrospermum, the inconsistency can easily be explained: the
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species name concerned provides the type of the corresponding conserved name, thus
strict application of the guidelines would suggest nomenclatural synonymy, i.e. (=)
instead of (=).

We dislike this solution, applied to Echyrospermum and Orectospermum. It seems
absurd to say ‘“T.: non designatus’’ in genera that were unispecific upon publication.
We cannot accept the compromise solution, suggested by Nicolson & al. (1984) and
applied in the entry of Erebinthus.

In the case of Agastache, application of the guideline would result in citation of A.
scrophulariifolia as the type. This solution is not only in conflict with the second
sentence of Art. 10.2, it would also make nomenclature dependent on taxonomy.
Problems arise as soon as there is taxonomic disagreement. This is the case in
Melanthera Rohr, discussed by Nicolson (1981: 491-492). Rohr’s specimen has been
variously identified as M. nivea, M. panduriformis and M. aspera. In the case of
Cleretum N. E. Br., different identifications of the original material even lead to
different genera, as demonstrated by Struck & Ihlenfeldt (1985).

We wish to solve the conflict between Art. 7.3 and 10.1 by allowing the citation of
a specimen or illustration for generic names that are not conserved, as Agastache for
which we prefer: “T.. Clayton 912 [=Agastache scrophulariifolia (Willdenow)
Kuntze, Hyssopus scrophulariifolius Willdenow].” (The square brackets indicate
taxonomic synonymy. This conforms with current usage, also applied in Appendix
HIA of the Code.) To achieve this, we make the above proposal.
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