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Summary 

Three proposals on Article 48 are made: (i) to revise the text of the first paragraph, 
emphasizing explicit exclusion of types, rather than implicit exclusion by circumscription, 
(2) to transfer the first paragraph to Article 64 and (3) to transfer the second paragraph 
to Article 14. The principle of requiring explicit, rather than implicit, exclusion of a type 
leads to the conclusion that Mitracarpus hirtus (L.) DC. is the correct name for the taxon 
often called M. villosus (Sw.) DC. 

Dr. Luella Weresub created a jewel when she said, in effect, "Taxa have circumscrip- 
tions but no types while names have types but no circumscriptions." In her letter she was 

dealing with typification of generic names with misapplied type species names. This sub- 

ject is currently under study by two committees and is beyond the scope of this paper. 
However, the principle is pertinent to and contrary to the present Article 48 and the 

present conclusions on the Mitracarpus hirtus vs. M. villosus problem. The point is that 

existing names are sometimes misapplied to taxa with circumscriptions very different from 
those pertaining to the original names. In such a case there can be a strong temptation to 

typify the name in accordance with the circumscription of the later author, as a new 
name (sometimes a later homonym) for a new taxon, rather than in accordance with the 

type of the earlier name, as a name misapplied to a new taxon. In such a situation, if the 

type of the earlier name is not demonstrably excluded, I believe the type of the mis- 

applied name must be accepted, irrespective of the circumscription of the taxon to which 
the name was misapplied. It is not the taxon which is to be typified, even if new, but the 
name of the taxon which bears the type, even if misapplied. 

It is obvious that revision is needed of the present text of the first paragraph of Article 

48, regarding typification of a potential later homonym by using the later author's 

circumscription to judge exclusion of the type of an included earlier author's name. 
Various parts of the Code support a contrary general principle that a name, when a later 
author includes the type of an earlier name or makes a direct or indirect reference to an 
earlier name, must be typified on the type of the earlier name, irrespective of the circum- 
scription of the taxon to which the name was applied. This principle is seen in the last 

paragraph of Article 55 on misapplied new combinations, Article 63 on superfluous 
names, the tenth paragraph of Article 7 on automatic typification of superfluous names, 
and Articles 47 and y5 on alteration of the circumscription of a taxon. 

The only way such an apparently misapplied name can be typified on an element other 
than the type of an apparently included earlier name is for the later author to exclude 
the type of the earlier name, either by explicitly excluding it or explicitly including it 
elsewhere. The three examples cited at the end of Article 63 of "exclusion of the type 
by implication" are actually examples of explicit inclusion of the type elsewhere, not 
implicit exclusion by consideration of the circumscription of the taxon to which the later 
author applied the name. 
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In all of these Articles, consideration of the circumscription of the taxon to which 
the name was applied or misapplied is not involved. The principle of typifying names, 
irrespective of the circumscription of the taxon to which the name is applied, is partic- 
ularly evident in the example given for the last paragraph of Article 55. 

When Carriere transferred Pinus mertensiana Bongard to Tsuga, Carriere applied his 
binomial, T. mertensiana, to a taxon different from the one to which Bongard's name 
pertained. There was passionate debate whether Tsuga mertensiana should be typified in 
accordance with Carriere's circumscription (thus, a new species) or in accordance with the 
basionym which Carriere had misapplied to his taxon (thus, a new combination). The 
sixth Congress (I935) voted for the latter option, firmly supporting the principle that 
when an author includes the type of an existing name, his name or combination must take 
the type of the oldest included existing name, irrespective of the circumscription of the 
taxon to which the author applied or misapplied the name. 

This same principle lies behind Article 63 on superfluous names and Article 7, para- 
graph io, on automatic typification of superfluous names. These provide that when an 
author includes the type of a name which he ought to have adopted, he is considered to 
have created a superfluous name, irrespective of whether or not we consider that his 
circumscription defined a taxon which, by modern standards, excludes the taxon re- 
presented by the name which he ought to have adopted. 

Articles 47 and 5I also emphasize that alteration of diagnostic characters or the 
circumscription of a taxon without exclusion of the type warrants neither a change in 
the author's name (Article 47) nor the name of the taxon (Article 5I). 

The present first paragraph of Article 48 reads, "When an author circumscribes a taxon 
in such a way as to exclude the original type of the name he uses for it, he is considered 
to have published a later homonym that must be ascribed solely to him." This suggests 
that what are normally considered as misapplications could be regarded as validly 
published later homonyms because we are to consider implicit exclusion of the type 
revealed by the circumscription of the taxon to which the later author applies the name, 
not whether the later author explicitly excluded the original type of the name he adopted. 
Therefore I make the following proposal: 

i. PROPOSAL (2). Revise the text and example of the first paragraph of Article 48 
to read: "When a later author refers to and adopts an existing name but explicitly 
excludes the original type of the name, he is considered to have published a later 
homonym that must be ascribed solely to him. Explicit exclusion may be accomplished 
by explicit inclusion of the type in another taxon by the same author." 

"Example: Sirodot (1872) placed the type of Lemanea Bory (I808) in Sacheria Sirodot 
(I872), hence Lemanea, as treated by Sirodot (I872), is to be cited as Lemanea Sirodot 
and not Lemanea Bory emend. Sirodot." 

Discussion: The present paragraph i and its example date from a proposal by Silva 
(I959, p. io). Silva attempted to provide what I interpret as recognition of a later 
homonym when an author explicitly excludes the original type of the name. His wording 
was, "Publication of a treatment of a taxon which purposely excludes the original type is 
considered as publication of a new taxon..." This became the present wording which I 
interpret as, recognition of a later homonym by circumscription of a taxon in such a way 
as to implicitly exclude the original type of the name. 

It is possible that needless confusion could result if someone were to invoke the present 
text of the first paragraph of Article 48 to conclude that a simple misapplication of a 
name actually constituted valid publication of a later homonym. The taxon which Swartz 
(I791) called Spermacoce hirta represents a completely different taxon than Spermacoce 
hirta Linnaeus (1762, p. 148), to which Swartz indirectly refers. One could argue that 
Spermacoce hirta Swartz (I79I, p. 45) is a later homonym of S. hirta Linnaeus (1762, p. 
I48), simply because Swartz "circumscribes a taxon in such a way as to exclude the type 
of the name..." It is possible that the Swartz name is a later homonym but this should 
be judged on whether or not the original type was explicitly excluded, irrespective of the 
circumscription of the taxon to which Swartz applied the name. 

The Lemanea example involves explicit exclusion of the original type of the name, not 
implicit exclusion by circumscription of the taxon. The type of Lemanea Bory, nom. cons., 
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is L. corallina Bory, nom. illeg. Sirodot (I872) explicitly included this species in his "new" 

genus, Sacheria Sirodot (see Silva, I959, p. 62). It is not the circumscription of the taxon 
called Lemanea by Sirodot that causes us to recognize that Bory's type is excluded. It is 
the explicit inclusion of the type species of Lemanea Bory in Sacheria Sirodot that con- 
stitutes explicit exclusion of the type of Bory's generic name from Lemanea Sirodot 
(I872). 

I doubt that Article 48 was intended to allow recognition of later homonyms by implicit 
exclusion of the type. The purpose of my proposal is to eliminate consideration of 
"circumscription of the taxon" and specify explicit exclusion of the type in judging 
whether a name is a misapplication or a later homonym. It is my intention to emphasize 
present practice and eliminate potential mischief. 

2. PROPOSAL (3). Transfer the revised text of the first paragraph of Article 48 and 
its example to Article 64. 

Discussion: Article 48 is presently in Section 3 of the Code, Citation of authors' Names 
and of Literature for Purposes of Precision. The first paragraph of this Article is solely 
concerned with recognition of a later homonym when an author excludes the type of the 
name he adopts for it. I propose that it would be more appropriate to place this text in 
Section 6 on Rejection of Names and Epithets, specifically in Article 64 on Later 

Homonyms. Article 47 does deal with citation of authors' names when the type is not 
excluded and it would be appropriate to insert a cross reference there, "When the type of 
a name has been explicitly excluded by a later author, see Article 64." The cross reference 
seems an editorial decision, not requiring a proposal. 

3. PROPOSAL (4). Transfer the text of the second paragraph of Article 48 with its 

example and use it to replace the present text of Article 14, Note 6. 

Discussion: This text deals solely with a provision for conservation of a generic name 
in a sense excluding its original type. Article 14 is the principle article dealing with the 
conservation of generic names and Note 6 simply references this text. It seems more 

appropriate to have this text in Article 14 and a cross refence in Section 3 (say, Article 
47), than vice versa. However, I do not believe that a cross reference in Section 3 is 
needed. Once a generic name has been conserved, the citation of the author's name is 

precisely given in Appendix III and there is no need to explain, in Section 3, how to cite 
the author of a conserved name, whether it includes or excludes the original type of 
name. 

4. Mitracarpus hirtus vs. M. villosus. 

The problem of choosing the correct name for this taxon is of some general interest 
because the taxon is widespread and weedy. Steyermark (1972), Verdcourt (I975) and 
Ward (1976) have concluded that the correct name is Mitracarpus villosus. Citation of 
texts is minimized here because most of them are reproduced in Verdcourt's thorough 
treatment. Verdcourt, despite his cogent arguments for M. hirtus, rejects what seems the 

logical conclusion and abides by the decision of Mr. Dandy and Dr. Steam that M. 
villosus is the correct name. What follows here is a reconsideration of Verdcourt's 
arguments. An emphasis is placed on the principle that, when an existing name is applied 
to a taxon, the type of the name remains unchanged, irrespective of the circumscription 
of the taxon to which the name is applied, unless the author explicitly excludes the type 
of the name. 

In this controversy one must try to remember that one taxon was called Spermacoce 
hirta by Linnaeus in I762, Spermacoce villosa by Swartz in I788, and Mitracarpus villosus 

by A. P. de Candolle in I830. A second taxon was called Spermacoce hirta by Linnaeus 
in I767 and by Swartz in I791 and Mitracarpus hirtus by A. P. de Candolle in 1830. 
Technically it is possible that taxa circumscribed by Swartz in 1791 (called Spermacoce 
hirta) and by A. P. de Candolle in I830 (called Mitracarpus hirtus) are different, but it 
is rather academic. The problem is to decide whether Linnaeus (1767), Swartz (1791) 
and/or A. P. de Candolle (I830) excluded the type of Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1762) 
when they applied the name Spermacoce (Mitracarpus) hirta to a very different taxon 
from that of Linnaeus (I762). I argue that exclusion of the type cannot be judged by 
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implicit exclusion, based on the fact that the taxon to which the name is applied is 
different, but solely on whether or not the author explicitly excluded the type. In this 
case, since type specimens are not actually cited, I contend that explicit exclusion can 
only be demonstrated if an author explicitly treats the name Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus 
(1762) under another species. I find that such explicit exclusion cannot be demonstrated. 

4A. Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1762, p. I48). 
The first taxon, mentioned above, and the type of Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1762) is 

represented in the Herbarium of the Linnaean Society of London by specimen number 
I25.8, clearly the taxon commonly called Mitracarpus villosus. This specimen has several 
handwritings on it, Solander having first annotated it as "Spermacoce 3. Brown.," and 
"Spermacoce hispida? pubescens," Linnaeus next crossing out "hispida pubescens" and 
writing "3 hispida" and J. E. Smith finally annotating it as "villosa ? Swartz non 
hispida." It is believed that this specimen was collected by Patrick Browne during his stay 
in Jamaica (I746-1755), whose herbarium came to Linnaeus in I758. As such it represents 
Browne's "Spermacoce 3. Erecta subhirsuta..." which Browne misidentified with S. 
hispida Linnaeus, an asiatic species. Linnaeus (1762, p. 148), firmly associated his S. hirta 
with this material when he cited Spermacoce erecta subhirsuta... Brown jam. 4I1." in 
synonymy. All evidence agrees with Verdcourt's (I975, p. 318) conclusion, "This specimen 
[I25.8] is undoubtedly to be taken as the holotype of Spermacoce hirta L. I762 and is 
undoubtedly the same plant as Mitracarpus villosus (Sw.) DC." 

4B. Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1767, p. II5. 

The second taxon, mentioned above, as circumscribed by Linnaeus in 1767, is also 
represented in the Linnaean Herbarium by another specimen, no. I25.4. The identification 
of this specimen is recondite because it is in flower and fruits are important for definitive 
identification. Steyermark (I972, p. 782) says that this specimen "is a species of Borreria 
similar to B. laevis." Miss Dulcie Powell (US), working on herbaceous Rubiaceae of the 
West Indies, assures me that this is certainly a Diodia, probably D. sarmentosa Swartz. 
There is some question whether or not Diodia, Borreria and Spermacoce are generically 
distinct, but there seems no question that the Linnaean specimens I25.8, Mitracarpus, and 
I25.4, whether Diodia, Spermacoce, or Borreria, are generically different by modern 
standards. 

Linnaeus (1767, p. II5) makes no direct reference to his earlier Spermacoce hirta of 
1762. The abbreviated format used in his (1767) Systema Naturae typically excluded 
reference to the place of publication of a binomial or a synonym (S. erecta subhirsuta 
P. Browne), but typically referred to something concerning the generic name. In this case, 
under Spermacoce, there is a reference to p. I47, the page on which the generic name 

appears in the second edition of the Species Plantarum (Linnaeus, 1762). Granted that the 
format (1767) precluded direct reference to the previous publication (1762) of the 
binomial, there is substantial evidence of indirect reference: (i) the reference to page I47, 
(2) the fact that S. hirta is the third species of Spermacoce in 1762 and again in I767 
and (3) that the diagnostic polynomial used in 1767 is the same as the diagnostic poly- 
nomial used in 1762, except for one adjective which is changed from pubescens to scabra. 
A new and expanded species description is given in 1767, which substantially differs from 
the one of I762; the leaves are characterized as scabrous on both sides and subpetiolate, 
instead of pubescent below and sessile, and the flowers are described for the first time 
as white with exserted stamens and violet anthers. The description of flower and anther 
color strongly suggests that Linnaeus prepared his description from living material and 

pressed the flowering specimen for his herbarium (now I25.4). 
I grant that there is implicit exclusion of the type of S. hirta Linnaeus (1762) from 

S. hirta Linnaeus (1767), since the taxa circumscribed are clearly different, by modern 
standards. However, there seems sufficient evidence that Linnaeus was simply revising 
and expanding his earlier concept. There is no evidence that Linnaeus (1767) explicitly 
excluded the type of his 1762 name. By modern standards it appears that Linnaeus simply 
misidentified his new material, I25.4, with his earlier material, I25.8. Hence, S. hirta 
Linnaeus (1767) is not a later homonym of S. hirta Linnaeus (I762), although the taxon 
to which he applied the name is different. 
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4C. Spermacoce hirta Swartz (1791, p. 45). 
Swartz (I79I, p. 45) gives a revised diagnostic polynomial and another description of 

a taxon to which he applies the name, Spermacoce hirta, citing in synonymy the S. hirta 
of "Syst. P1. 291.3," a reference to the third species on p. 291 of Reichard's I779 edition 
of the Systema Plantarum. Reichard gives the same diagnostic polynomial as used by 
Linnaeus (1767, p. II5), attributing it to "Syst. Veg. I24," a reference to p. 124 in Mur- 

ray's I3th edition of the Systema Naturae of I774. In addition, Reichard (I779, p. 29I) 
also cites S. erecta subbirsuta "Brown, jam. I4I." The latter ties directly to Browne's 
collection in the Linnaean Herbarium, no. I25.8, the holotype of Spermacoce hirta 
Linnaeus (1762). Through his reference to Reichard, Swartz (I791) has included the type 
of S. hirta Linnaeus (1762). 

There is some question as to the identity of the taxon to which Swartz applied the 
name S. hirta. Verdcourt (I975, p. 320) says that he has not been able to find out what 
it is supposed to be. He reports "There are no specimens at the British Museum (Nat. 
Hist.) nor any at the herbarium in Stockholm labelled S. hirta Sw." Fosberg & Powell 
(paper in preparation) believe that Swartz (I79I) had in mind the second Linnaean 
taxon, represented by no. I25.4 which is identifiable as Diodia sarmentosa Swartz but 
doubt that Swartz would have failed to recognize his own species. Swartz's types are 
widely dispersed and further search may reveal a Swartz specimen which can be as- 
sociated with the taxon to which Swartz applied the name S. hirta in I79I. 

In Swartz's concluding Observation he says, "It is possible to suspect (suspicari licet) 
according to the diagnoses (specifica differentia), that Linnaeus perhaps (forte) confused 
and mixed [this S. hirta] with another and new species (S. villosa Prod. p. 29)..." 
Verdcourt (I975, p. 320) comments "Clearly Swartz considered S. hirta L. (1767) a dif- 
ferent species from S. hirta L. (I762) which he had later found to be the same as his 
own S. villosa; at this stage he should have used the name hirta instead of villosa and 
renamed the other species according to modern rules but at that time it was natural to 
accept the later edition of Linnaeus's work as the one to be followed." It would also be 
possible to suspect that Swartz's speaking of the specifica differentia of Linnaeus to be 
simply a reference to the specifica differentia appearing in Reichard's edition of Linnaeus, 
cited by Swartz, i.e., the one attributable to Linnaeus (I767) and the one attributed to 
Browne (I756). Even allowing for the diplomatic style of the period, it does not seem 
possible to conclude that Swartz (I79I) has actually placed Browne's name, and thus the 
type of S. hirta Linnaeus (1762), in synonymy of S. villosa Swartz (I788). This, although 
implicit, is not explicitly stated. What is stated is qualified by phrases like "it is to be 
suspected" and "perhaps." Thus, I conclude: 

Swartz (I79I) did not explicitly exclude the type of Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (I762), 
included by indirect reference through Reichard. Hence, Spermacoce hirta Swartz (1791) 
is not a later homonym of S. hirta Linnaeus (I762), although the taxon to which Swartz 
applied the name is different. 

4D. Mitracarpus hirtus A. P. de Candolle (I830, p. 572). 

When de Candolle established the binomial Mitracarpus hirtus he cited "Spermacoce 
hirta Swartz! obs. 45" (I79I). This reference, as explained above, leads through Reichard 
(I779) to Browne's specimen in the Linnaean Herbarium no. I25.8), the holotype of 
Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1762). Unless it can be demonstrated that de Candolle has 
explicitly excluded the Linnaean type, by including it elsewhere, it should be recognized 
de Candolle has made a new combination based on S. hirta Linnaeus (I762). 

Verdcourt (I975, p. 320), with typical thoroughness, has made an effort to determine 
the identity of the taxon to which de Candolle applied the name M. hirtus, "From the 
microfiche it could well be the Mitracarpus under consideration but the mention that the 
seeds lack the impressed ventral cross excludes it from the genus." A footnote reports that 
Dr. R. M. Polhill examined the specimens of Mitracarpus in the de Candolle herbarium 
(G) and "confirms that the specimens labelled 'Mitracarpum senegalense', 'M. villosum' 
and 'M. hirtum' are conspecific and also that the seeds of the latter do have 4 impressed 
lines ventrally despite de Candolle's statement." Thus, whatever the nomenclature tells 
us, it may be said that the taxa to which de Candolle applied the names M. villosus and 
M. hirtus are conspecific. 

NOVEMBER I977 573 



Under Mitracarpus villosus de Candolle cited "Sp. hirta Jacq. ic. rar. t. 308 et forte 
Linn." I presume that the latter phrase is to be understood as "and perhaps S. hirta 
Linnaeus (I762)." This is clearly a suggested possibility, paralleling the speculations of 
Swartz (179I) and, to my mind, cannot be interpreted as explicit exclusion of S. hirta 
Linnaeus (1762) under M. hirtus, nor specific inclusion of S. hirta Linnaeus (I762) under 
M. villosus. Yet, according to Verdcourt's last paragraph, Mr. Dandy and Dr. Steam 
"claim that de Candolle by his 'et forte Linn.' is expressly excluding the type of S. hirta 
from consideration under Mitracarpus hirtus..." 

For me, this seems a non sequitur and, with all respect, I must conclude that de Can- 
dolle did not explicitly exclude the type of S. hirta Linnaeus (1762) from M. hirtus, 
included by indirect reference from Swartz to Reichard. Hence, Mitracarpus hirtus (Lin- 
naeus) A. P. de Candolle is a new combination based on and including the type of 
Spermacoce hirta Linnaeus (1762), although the taxon to which de Candolle applied the 
name might be different. Surprisingly, according to Dr. Polhill's observations, the taxon 
to which de Candolle applied the name M. hirtus happens to be conspecific with Sperma- 
coce hirta Linnaeus (1762). 

I agree with and close with Verdcourt's (I975, p. 321) statement, "My own impressions 
have been that whatever misidentifications were made by Swartz and de Candolle [I 
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