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Taxon Number Origin and voucher Reported by 

pansus (Blake) 2n = 10 Manitoba: prairie on old L6ve & L6ve. 
Cronqu. railway bank between 
(= ericoides auct.) Delta and Oakland, 17/8, 

1951, L6ve & ULve 
5198. MAN. 

ptarmicoides (Nees) 2n = 18 Manitoba: near Langruth, L6ve & L6ve. 
T. & G. 24/7, 1952, Live & 

Li.ve 5664. MAN. 

puniceus L. 2n = 16 Minnesota: Calloway, L6ve & Lve. 
10/8, 1955, Lbve & Lbve 
6863. MAN. 

umbellatus Mill. 2n = 18 Manitoba: Indian Reserve Lve & LUve. 
var. pubens A. Gray 2A, near Roseau River, 

23/8, 1953, Live & Llvoe 
6222. MAN. 

Bidens 

cernua L. 2n = 24 Manitoba: Pine Ridge, Lve & Lve. 
13/8, 1955, L6ve & Lhve 
6904. MAN. 

frondosa L. 2n = 48 Manitoba: Fort Garry, 
L8,ve 

& Lbve. 
Univ. of Manitoba 
Campus, 25/7, 1951, 
Lbve & Lbve 5139. MAN. 

hyperborea Greene 2n = 36 Quebec: Berthier-en-bas, Lve & Li6ve. 
31/8, 1955, Lo-ve & Live 
7018 and 7021. MAN. 

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON NEOTYPES 

The Nomenclature Section of the IXth In- 
ternational Botanical Congress appointed a 
Special Committee on Neotypes with the 
following membership: 

F. R. FOSBERG, Washington D.C. (chair- 
man); R. Ross, London (secretary); G. 
AYMONIN, Paris; M. A. DONK, Leiden; J. W. 
FUNKHOUSER, Tulsa; R. McVAUGH, Ann 
Arbor; R. PATRICK, Philadelphia. 

Dr. AYMONIN resigned from the committee 
in the autumn of 1959. 

The committee was instructed to study the 
question of neotyes and to report to the 
Nomenclature Section of the Xth Interna- 
tional Botanical Congress. It was also re- 

quested to consider whether the Editorial 
Committee could be instructed to insert in 
the Code a statement that it is not permissible 
to have a description or figure as a type of 

a species or infraspecific taxon unless it is 
impossible to preserve a satisfactory type 
specimen. The Committee reports: 

NEOTYPES 

The discussion in the Nomenclature Sec- 
tion that preceded the decision to set up the 
committee causes us to interpret our terms 
of reference as being to study the problems 
which arise when the designated type of the 
name of a new taxon of specific or lower 
rank, or, where no type was designated, all 
the material on which the protologue was 
based, has been lost or destroyed, and to 
make recommendations. These recommenda- 
tions must clearly be so formulated as to 
be consonant with the principles and purposes 
of the type method, and we therefore begin 
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our report by setting out what we conceive 
these to be. 

The type method is based on the principle 
that a name should be used for the taxon to 
which its original author applied it. The 
author of the name of a new taxon is now- 
adays required to designate a particular 
specimen as the type of the name and the 
name must be applied to the taxon to which 
that specimen is assigned. In the past, how- 
ever, the protologue accompanying the name 
of a new taxon was often based on a number 
of specimens and, in some cases, published 
descriptions and figures without any par- 
ticular one being designated as type. Provision 
is made in the Code for one of these elements 
to be designated later as lectotype, pre- 
ference always being given to a specimen 
actually studied by the author whilst prepar- 
ing the diagnosis rather than to a previous 
description or figure cited by him but based 
on specimens not seen by him. The elements 
included in a protologue may represent what 
are currently regarded as different taxa, and 
sometimes the specimens on which the diag- 
nosis was primarily based are now lost. In 
these cases it is not in accordance with the 
principle on which the type method is based 
to choose as lectotype a specimen that is the 
basis of one of the other elements in the 
protologue; such names should be treated 
like those of which the designated type or 
all the original material is lost. Anthericum 
calyculatum L. (Sp. PI.: 311. 1753) is a case 
in point (cf. W. T. Steam, Introd. Linn. Sp. 
PL., Ray Soc. Facsimile ed.: 130. 1957). The 
committee would point out, however, that 
Art. 7, Note 3, prescribes the selection of a 
lectotype from elements cited in the proto- 
logue even in such a case. Whilst it is strict- 
ly outside our terms of reference to comment 
on this point, we would draw the attention 
of the section to the fact that this provision 
may be too mechanical. 

The type method thus ensures that a name 
is applied in the sense of its original author, 
at least as long as the type material is pre- 
served. At the same time, it gives a perma- 
nent point of reference in the application of a 
name and results in stability in nomenclature, 
at least in theory. In practice, the location 
and examination of types, which has been 
carried on very actively in the last few 
decades, has resulted in many changes in the 
application of names. For any one name, 
however, this will be a once-for-all process 
resulting in future stability, provided that 

the specimen taken as type is correctly chosen 
in the light of all the facts and its examination 
is careful and thorough. 

When considering what is the proper 
method of dealing with those cases where all 
the original material on which a name is 
based has been lost or destroyed, one reaches 
fundamentally different conclusions according 
to whether one regards the primary purpose 
of the type method in botanical nomenclature 
as ensuring that names are applied in the 
sense of their original author or as providing 
for stability in their current application. The 
committee believes that botanists in general 
are of the opinion that faithfulness to the 
original application of a name should over- 
ride considerations of stability in current 
nomenclature. If this were not so, some 
method for preserving long-established usage 
in cases where the type is found to be 
at variance with this usage would have been 
written into the Code. 

When a botanist engaged on a taxonomic 
revision has to take into consideration a name 
for which no type material survives, he has 
to form his own judgement about the taxon 
to which the name applies in the light of 
all the available information. The protologue 
is, of course, the most important, but he 
should also take into account the opinion of 
others who have studied the subject. It 
follows, however, from the conclusion reached 
in the previous paragraph that he should 
reject the interpretations of his predecessors 
if he considers that the reasons on which 
they were based are insufficiently cogent. 
If he is able to decide what is the proper 
application of the name in question, he 
should designate a particular specimen as 
exemplifying it, thus assisting future workers 
to ascertain with certainty the sense in which 
he thought the name should be used. This 
should not only be in agreement with the 
original diagnosis but should also, where 
possible, come from the original locality and, 
for fossils, geological horizon. A specimen 
so designated can be treated as if it were a 
type by all subsequent workers who accept 
this interpretation, and in the committee's 
opinion no other exemplifying specimen 
should be designated by a future worker 
unless he rejects the interpretation on which 
the original designation was based. Never- 
theless the authority which attaches to a true 
type can never be accorded to such a 
specimen. 

In some cases a botanist may find it im- 
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possible to arrive at an opinion about the 
proper application of a name. In such cases, 
he should treat it as a nomen dubium and 
not use it. 

The articles and recommendations dealing 
with neotypes in the current Code provide 
that cases where the type material of a name 
has been lost or destroyed shall be treated, in 
general, in the way outlined above. The 
committee's principal criticisms of the present 
provisions are: 

1. The regulations dealing with the desig- 
nation of a specimen to exemplify the 

application of a name all of whose type 
material is lost or destroyed, and the obli- 
gation to follow this designation unless 
the original material is rediscovered or the 
choice can be shown to be based on a 
misinterpretation are included in articles. 
Since such designations ought not to be 
binding on future workers, provisions 
dealing with them should be recom- 
mendations. 

2. The term "neotype" suggests that what 
we have called above an exemplifying 
specimen carries the same sort of authority 
as a type. We consider that the term 
"standard specimen" should be used 
instead. The committee therefore re- 
commends the following amendments to 
the Code: 

Article 7, Note 3; first para. to read "If no 
holotype was indicated by the author who 
described a taxon, or when the holotype 
has been lost or destroyed, a lectotype as 
a substitute for it may be designated. 
An isotype, if such exists, must be chosen 
as the lectotype. If no isotype exists, 
the lectotype must be chosen from among 
the syntypes, if such exist." (This is the 
same wording as the current Code, but 
with all references to neotypes deleted. 
The committee consider, however, that 
this note may prescribe too mechanical 
a procedure.) 
Delete last para. 

Article 8: delete "or a neotype'. and "or, in 
the case of a neotype, any of the original 
material." 

Article 9: for "(holotype, lectotype, or neo- 
type)" read "(holotype or lectotype)". 

Guide for the Determination of Types; 
delete the last sentence of section 4, 
para. c., and section 5. 

Insert the following new recommendation 
9A: 

"When the holotype or the syntypes 
and all other specimens that might 
properly be chosen as lectotype of the 
name of a species or infraspecific taxon 
have been lost or destroyed, the botanist 
who treats the name as correct should 
designate a standard specimen to exem- 
plify his opinion of the true application 
of the name when publishing his reasons 
for so applying it. The standard specimen 
should, as far as possible, come from the 
same locality as the lost type, in the case 
of fossils from the same geological horizon, 
and in the case of parasites from the 
same host. A subsequent author should 
not designate a different standard speci- 
men unless he considers that the one 
previously designated does not belong 
to the taxon to which the name applies. 
"Note. The term neotype has in the past 
been used for standard specimens, and 
the designation of a neotype should be 
treated as the designation of a standard 
specimen. The term neotype should not 
be used, since such a specimen is not a 

type•" 

It should be noted that the provisions in 
the Zoological Code relating to neotypes 
are based on the principle that stability in 
nomenclature is more important than faith- 
fulness to the original application of names, 
although the regulations in that Code 
restrict the number of cases when a sub- 
stitute for a type carrying the authority of 
a true type can be designated, and provided 
as far as possible that the substitute shall 
be consonant with the original application 
of the name. Even if the principle on which 
these provisions are based were accepted by 
botanists, the form of the regulations in the 
botanical code would necessarily be very 
different. The Zoological Commission has 
the power to make final pronouncements 
on how the rules of that code apply to par- 
ticular cases, and also has considerable 
discretionary powers. Botanists, however, 
have always considered that their code should 
be capable of being applied with certainty 
in all cases without a ruling from a body 
acting like a court of law, and that all 
decisions to amend the code or permit excep- 
tions should be made by the Nomenclature 
Section of an International Botanical Con- 
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gress. The problem of drafting provisions 
that could be applied with certainty but 
that would at the same time ensure that 
only suitable specimens were designated 
would have to be solved before irrevocable 
designation of neotypes could be written into 
the botanical code. The majority of the com- 
mittee consider that it would not be desirable 
to write such a provision into the Code, but 
Dr. Funkhouser suggests that an official list 
of irrevocable neotypes whose designation 
had been approved by the General Com- 
mittee might be valuable. 

DESCRIPTIONS AND FIGURES AS 
TYPES 

The question of the circumstances in which 
a description or figure ought to be regarded 
as the type of a species or infraspecific 
taxon has also been considered by the com- 
mittee. In our view, Art. 9, Note 1, deals 
with two quite different cases without distin- 
guishing adequately between them, and 
discussion of it has been confused by this. 
There is the case where, at the time the 
validating diagnosis was drafted, its author 
had in front of him only a description or a 
figure. Such a name has no type specimen 
and the description or figure is its type. 
Thus, the type of Allium chinense G. Don 
(in Mem. Werner. Nat. Hist. Soc. 6: 83. 
1827) is the description under the misapplied 
name Allium triquetrum L. in Loureiro's 
Flora Cochinchinensis (:202.1790) (cf. L. K. 
Mann & W. T. Steam in Econ. Bot. 14: 79. 
1960); similarly the type of Acrostichum 
dichotomum L. (Sp. P1. 2: 1068. 1753) is 
the figure cited by Linnaeus in his proto- 
logue, viz. Filix cochine Pet. gaz. t. 70, f. 12 
(cf. W. T. Steam, Introd. Linn. Sp. PI., Ray 
Soc. Facsimile ed.: 129. 1957). In some such 
cases typotype (for definition see Steam, loc. 
cit.) material exists, and the application of 
the name should be fixed by this as if it 
were holotype or syntypes. If no typotype 
material is extant the name should be 
regarded as one whose type material has 
been lost or destroyed, and a standard 
specimen should be designated by any 
botanist publishing a revision in which it is 
treated as a correct name. 

The other case is that in which it is im- 
possible to preserve a specimen; this is still 
true of some of the algae and fungi. Strictly 
speaking the specimen or specimens which 

were examined as the protologue was drawn 
up are the type material of such names, and 
these are ab initio names whose types are 
lost or destroyed. A substitute for the type, 
however, is needed if Art. 37 is to be com- 
plied with; a statement such as "Holotype: 
the specimen I was examining at 11.15 a.m. 
on May 16, 1963; this could not be preserved" 
would scarcely be satisfactory. The commit- 
tee considers that the Committees for Algae 
and Fungi are better qualified to suggest 
what should be the substitute for the type 
in such cases. We therefore recommend that 
these committees be asked to examine this 
problem. 

When they have a suitable proposal to 
put forward, but not before, a proposal should 
also be put to the nomenclature section that 
Art. 9, Note 1, be amended to read as 
follows: 

"The type of the name of a new species 
or infraspecific taxon the diagnosis of which 
is based on a previous description or figure 
and not on a specimen or specimens is that 

description or figure. Such a name is to be 

applied as if the specimen or specimens 
on which the type description or figure are 
based (the typotypes) were its holotype or 
syntypes." 

At that stage it will be necessary to 
consider whether it should still be possible to 
base taxa not on specimens but on previous- 
ly published descriptions or figures and to 
cite these as types. Dr. Funkhouser drew 
the attention of the committee to the fact that 
the insertion of "recent" into Art. 9, Note 1, 
was to prevent this being done currently in 

palynology; there had been at least one 
recent case and there was every reason to 
suppose that the typotypes had not been 
preserved. In the committee's opinion there 
is nowadays no justification for an author's 
publishing a new taxon of which he has 
seen no specimen but only some-one else's 
description or figure. 

The other reason for the insertion of 
"recent" into Art. 9, Note 1, was to ensure 
as far as possible that paleobotanists, and 
particularly palynologists, should conserve 
their types and not base new taxa on speci- 
mens in temporary mounts that were 
destroyed. If the provision about type sub- 
stitutes put forward by the committees for 
algae and fungi is so worded as to apply 
only to taxa specimens of which cannot be 
preserved it will automatically exclude 
fossils, for these have already been preserved, 
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naturally. The committee nevertheless 
considers that any proposals to amend Art. 9, 
Note 1, should be referred to the Committee 

for Palaeobotanical Nomenclature so that 
they may consider whether any special 
treatment of fossils is required. 

DIAGNOSEN VON NEUEN KAKTEEN* 

F. Ritter (Olmue, Chile) 

51. Cleistocactus variispinus Ritter, sp. 
nova, a C. ritteri Back. (Kakt. und andere 
Sukk. 1959: 163) differt: corpore medio 
prolificante; costis 14-18, obscure crenatis; 
areolis 2,5-3,5 mm longis, 2-2,5 mm latis, 
3-4 mm inter se remotis, albo-tomentosis; 
spinis 30-40, pallide luteis vel aureis vel 
brunneo-luteis, superioribus ad 10 mm longis, 
nonnullis (1-2) ad 2-4 cm longis; floribus 
actinomorphis, 35-48 mm longis; ovario 
rubello, squamulis multis angustis, rubellis 
vel viridulis, albo-floccosis obsito; tubo florali 
7,5-10 mm diam., carminato vel aurantiaco, 
sicut ovarium vestito; tepalis albis, apice 
pallide viridibus; camera nectarifera 5-7 mm 
longa, 4-8 mm lata, basi luteola vel rubella, 
demum lutea, tubo florali crassiore, fauce semi- 
aperta, sine diaphragmate; fructu globoso, 
1,5-2 cm diam., violaceo-rubro, sicut ova- 
rium vestito; seminibus 1,2 mm longis, 0,7 
mm latis, nigris, lucidis, glabris, dorso valde 
convexis. 

Habitat: Mine Cascabel, Prov. Lareca, 
Dept. La Paz, Bolivien, in ca. 2000 m 
H6he; Gesammelt als FR 108. 

52. Cleistocactus glaucus Ritter, sp. 
nova, corpus distincte griseo-viride, basi 
prolificans, 1-2 m longum, 3-4 cm diam.; 
costae (12) 13-17 (18), 3-5 mm altae, obtusae, 
crenatae; areolis 2,5-4 mm diam., 4-6 mm 
inter se remotis, albis vel brunnescentibus; 
spinae castaneae, radiales 7-9, 4-7 mm 
longae, aciculares, inferiores longissimae, 
superiores absentes, centrales 1-3, rectae, 
rigidae quam radiales paulo fortiores atque 
vixdum longiores, 1(2) multo fortiores et ad 
5 cm longae; flores actinomorphi, 3,2-4,2 cm 
longi; ovarium breve, rubellum, squamulis 
multis angustis, rubellis vel viridulis, albo- 
floccosulis obsitum; camera nectarifera 
2-3 mm longa, 3-4 mm lata, pallidissima, 
diaphragmate clausa; tubus floralis 17,5-27,5 

mm longus, 7,5-10 mm diam., cylindricus, 
ad cameram nectariferam leviter decurvatus, 
cinnabarinus, squamulis minutis, triangulari- 
bus, luteolis vel rubellis atque floccis paucis- 
simis albis vel brunneis vestitus; tepala 6-9 
mm longa, 2-4 mm lata, cinnabarina vel 
aurantiaca, apice viridia vel viridi-brunnes- 
centia; stamina alba, biseriata, cum 3-6 mm 
supra cameram nectariferam tum in fauce 
inserta, antheris albidis; stylus 25-35 mm 
longus, albus, stigmatibus 6-7, viridibus, 
antheras superantibus; fructus 10-15 mm 
diam., globosus, rubellus, sicut ovarium 
vestitus; semina 1,25 mm longa, 0,75 mm 
lata, nigra, lucida, tuberculosa, dorso valde 
convexa, hilo elliptico, albo. 

Habitat: Tirata, Prov. Murillo, Dept. La 
Paz, Bolivien; gesammelt als FR 112. 
var. plurispinus Ritter, var. nova, a var. 
glauco recedit: corporibus paulo altioribus; 
costis 15-20; spinis paulo tenuioribus, radia- 
libus 10-15, centralibus semper longis; tepalis 
minoribus, 4-7 mm longis, 1-2 mm latis, 
apice rotundatis vel breviter acuminatis. 

Habitat: Grenzen der Provinzen Murillo 
und Loayza, Dept. La Paz, Bolivien. Ge- 
sammelt als FR 112a. 

53. Cleistocactus muyurinensis Ritter, 
sp. nova, corpus basi proliferum, 0,5-1,5 m 
longum, 2-3 cm diam., costae 10-13, 3-5 mm 
altae, crenatae, areolis 2-3 mm diam., 3-4 
mm inter se remotis, atro-brunneis; spinae 
radiales 3-5, capillaceae, albae, 3-5 mm 
longae, mediae paulo fortiores, superiores 
sicut centrales; centrales 1-2, 2-4 cm longae, 
luteo-brunneae; flores actinomorphi, 3,5 cm 
longi, fere recti; ovarium 

-?_ 
4 cm longum, 

5 mm diam., brunneo-viride vel brunneo- 
carminatum, squamulis angustis 2/3 mm 
longis rubris et flocculis albis paucis vesti- 
tum; camera nectarifera alba vel brunnescens, 
basi pallide rosea vel carminata, 1,5-2,5 mm 
longa, 2 mm lata, diaphragmate clausa; tubus 
floralis 2,5 mm longus, 5 mm diam., pur- 
pureus (interdum pallidior), haud constric- 

* Continued from Taxon 12: 125. See Taxon 
12: 28 for indication of location of holotypes. 
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