ZAMIACEAE

TYPIFICATION OF ENCEPHALARTOS

In 1926 Pilger lectotypified Encephalartos with E.
caffer (Typische Art: E. caffer (Thunb.) Lehm.’). This
was accepted in the paper edition of Farr, Leussink &
Stafleu (1979) as well as its updated electronic version
(2002). The syntype material of E. caffer is extant as
two sheets of leaves and parts of male and female cone
material, in the Thunberg Herbarium in UPS (Dyer
1966: 33).

In 1992 Stevenson again lectotypified Encephalartos.

but with E.friderici-guilielmi, claiming that Pilger's lec-
totypification was invalid because it was published
‘before and without a type concept’.

| dispute Stevenson’s interpretation, and submit that
Pilger’s lectotypification is perfectly in order and should
be upheld.

Stevenson’s (1992) claim that no type concept existed
in 1926, is unfounded. At the very first International
Botanical Congress (De Candolle 1867) it was defined in
article 54 of the Laws of Botanical Nomenclature: “If a
genus contains a section or some other division which,
judging by its name or by its species, is the type or ori-
gin of the group, the name is reserved for that part of it'.
It would appear that it was not generally applied in so
many words, but it would certainly seem that numerous
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practising taxonomists accepted the principle. Thus at a
meeting of the American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science held in Rochester, New York, in 1892, a
set of nomenclatural rules which included application of
the type method, was presented and discussed. These
were further refined at a meeting at Philadelphia in 1904
(Anon. 1904). It appears that the failure of the Inter-
national Botanical Congresses in Vienna (1905), Brus-
sels (1910), London (1924), and Ithaca (1926) to adopt
the type concept stemmed not so much from aversion to
the method as from anti-American sentiment. The type
method was widely applied, but its application was not com-
pulsory according to the International Rules of Botanical
Nomenclature. Between 1919 and 1926 Sprague in the UK
and Hitchcock in the USA. published a series of articles
on typification (Hitchcock 1919, 1925, 1926, 1929;
Sprague 1920, 1921, 1923, 1924, 1926). and this led to
the acceptance of the type principle at the International
Botanical Congress in Cambridge in 1930; and its inclu-
sion in the third edition of the International Rules of
Botanical Nomenclature (Briquet & Rendle 1935). The
history of the adoption of the type method into the Inter-
national Code of Botanical Nomenclature is admirably
related by Lawrence (1951).

Furthermore, the type concept is retroactive, and is
today applied to species described at the very starting
point of botanical nomenclature.

Its mention in the Laws accepted at the very First
International Botanical Congress in 1867 (De Candolle
1867) proves that European taxonomists were familiar
with the type method, and at the time of Pilger's publi-
cation, the publications cited above prove that taxono-
mists were beginning to accept the concept of type-based
taxa. Nevertheless Pilger's acceptance or otherwise of
the type concept is irrelevant, as the current edition of the
International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (Greuter
et al. 2000) clearly states (Art. 7.11) ‘designation of a
type is achieved ... if the type is definitely accepted as
such by the typifying author [and] if the type element is
clearly indicated by direct citation including the term
‘Type’ ... or an equivalent’. Pilger's citation of a ‘typis-
che Art’ can only be read as complying with these re-
quirements. Art. 9.17 then states ‘The author who first
designates a lectotype or neotype must be followed', and
no limiting starting date is stipulated. Stevenson's argu-
ment about the lack of a type concept at the time is irrel-
evant in terms of the Code. Pilger's action is in line with
the requirements of the Code, and must be followed. The
only permissible reason for rejecting Pilger's action
would be if it were in ‘serious conflict’ with the proto-
logue, which Stevenson hasn't proved.

113

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Drs R.K. Brummitt of the Royal Botanic Gardens. Kew;
H.F. Glen of the KwaZulu-Natal Herbarium. Durban: and
W. Greuter of the Botanischer Garten und Botanisches
Museum Berlin-Dahlem. are thanked for their opinions.

REFERENCES

ANON. 1904. Code of botanical nomenclature. Bulletin of the Torrey
Botanical Club 31: 249-290.

BRIQUET. J. & RENDLE. A.B. (eds). 1935. International Rules of
Botanical Nomenclature, edn 3. Jena.

DE CANDOLLE,A. 1867.Lois de la nomenclature botanique. Geneve.
English translation: Weddell. H.A. 1868. Laws of botanical
nomenclature, together with an historical introduction and a
commentary. London.

DYER. R.A. 1966. Cycadaceae. Zamiaceae. In L.E. Codd. B. de Winter
& H.B. Rycroft. Flora of southern Africa 1: 3-34 [33]. Botani-
cal Research Institute. Pretoria.

FARR. E-R..LEUSSINK.J.A.& STAFLEU, F.A. 1979. Index nominum
genericorum (plantamm) 1:611. Regnum vegetabile 100. Bohn,
Scheltema. & Holkema. Utrecht.

FARR. E.R.. LEUSSINK. JA. & STAFLEU, F.A. 2002.
nominum genericorum {plantarum).
httm://wwwxavenel .si.edu/botany/ing

GREUTER. W,, MCNEIL, J., BARRIE. F.R.. BURDET. H.M.. DE-
MOULIN. V.. FILGUEIRAS. T.S.. NICOLSON. D.H.. SILVA.
PC., SKOG. J.E.. TREHANE, P, TURLAND. NJ. &
HAWKSWORTH. D.L. 2000. International Code of Botanical
Nomenclature (Saint Louis Code). Regnum vegetabile 138.
Koeltz, Kénigstein.

HITCHCOCK, A.S. 1919. Type-basis code of botanical nomenclature.
Science 49: 333-336.

HITCHCOCK. A.S. 1925. Methods of descriptive botany. New York.

HITCHCOCK. A.S. 1926. A basis for agreement on nomenclature at
the Ithaca Congress. American Journal of Botany 13: 291-300.

HITCHCOCK. A.S. 1929. The relation of nomenclature to taxonomy.
Proceedings of the International Congress of Plant Science 2:
1434-1439.

LAW RENCE. G.H.M. 1951. Taxonomy of vascular plants. Macmillan,
New York.

PILGER. R. 1926. Cycadaceae. In A. Engler.D/> natiirlichen Pflanzen-
familien edn 2, 13: 4482 [79]. Engelmann. Leipzig.

SPRAGUE.T.A. 1920. Plant nomenclature: some suggestions. Journal
ofBotany (London)59: 153-160.

SPRAGUE. T.A. 1921 The nomenclature of plant families. Journal of
Botany(London)60: 69-73.

SPRAGUE. T.A. 1923. Suggestions for a World-Code of plant nomen-
clature. Science 57: 207.

SPRAGUE. T.A. 1924. Proposed changes in the International Rules.
Journal of Botany (London) 62: 196-198.

SPRAGUE. T.A. 1926. Standard-species. Kew Bulletin 1926: 96-100.

STEVENSON. D.W. 1992. A formal classification of the extant cycads.
Brittonia 44: 220-223.

Index

P. VORSTER*

* Department of Botany and Zoology. University of Stellenbosch.
Private Bag X 1.7602 Matieland. Stellenbosch. South Africa.
MS. received: 2004-05-25.



