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(1927) noted that 'A serious problem arises from the virtual disappearance of Latin from the curricula 
of many schools, more especially in the Dominions and the United States of America'. The author 
then gave an extensive list of standard works in Latin, then went on to state: 'It is evident that without 
a good working knowledge of botanical Latin a systematic botanist is so badly handicapped that he 
cannot be regarded as really efficient. It is incumbent on every professional systematist who at the 
commencement of his career is without such knowledge to acquire it without delay, so that he may 
be able to profit by the works of his predecessors and to check moder identifications by comparison 
with the original descriptions'. That remains true. 

Nevertheless, a great number of taxa native to the United States and Canada having been first 
described in English, it was to be expected that there should be proposals from North America to 
replace the compulsory botanical Latin description or diagnosis by one in English on the grounds that 
this in its various forms is the nearest approach now to an international language as well as the one 
most convenient for English speakers. Such a proposal in the past to allow English has been met by 
the objection that large groups of people use German, French, Spanish, Portuguese and Russian and 
these languages should also be permitted; thereby botanists would lose the convenience of having one 
international and politically neutral language. 

A serious objection to English alone is that it is not the most suitable and precise language for 
recording the characters of new taxa. Over the past 50 years I have translated many English descriptions 
into botanical Latin for fellow botanists. Almost invariably I have had to see either a specimen or an 
illustration in order to ascertain what the English description was supposed to mean. As I stated in 
1966, 'the care needed to draw up a description in Latin is often in itself an aid to description in the 
writer's mother tongue, wherein an expression may possibly bear several meanings each with a different 
Latin equivalent; the act of translation reveals ambiguities and forces the writer to become clear in 
his own mind as to what the original means'. Thus, apart from its international convenience, the 
retention of botanical Latin for descriptions of new taxa promotes scientific precision. It restrains 
hasty and careless publication. To abandon botanical Latin as the obligatory language, however much 
favoured by English speakers, would be a loss to taxonomy. Ideally each Latin account of a new taxon 
should be accompanied by a description in a moder language, a photograph of the type-specimen 
and an accurate drawing of significant parts enlarged, but this is rarely achieved. The argument, at 
one time valid, that there existed no guide to botanical Latin has been made obsolete by four moder 
works: Baranov, A. 1968. Basic Latin for Plant Taxonomists. New Delhi; Petit, E. 1979. Grammaire 
Latine pour servir aux travaux de phytographie et de nomenclature botanique. Meise (Jardin botanique 
nationale de Belgique); and Steam, W. T. 1983. Botanical Latin. 3rd ed. Newton Abbot (David & 
Charles). Rizzini, C. T. 1978. Latim para biologista. Rio de Janeiro. 

[Nom. Ed. note: This paper opposes Proposal 316 by McNeill et al. (Taxon 35: 882. 1986), to be 
voted upon as Art. 36 Prop. A. D.H.N.] 

ON PARALECTOTYPES AND LECTOPARATYPES 

Duncan M. Porter' 

Hansen and Seberg (1984a) have done Peter Sell and me a disservice by ending their otherwise 
useful discussion of paralectotypes with the sentence (p. 709): "It should be added that the term has 
been used once in botany, namely by Porter (1980), who however attributed it to Sell." This implies 
that the term was used in a rather offhanded way. However, what I wrote in 1980 (p. 92) was, 

Although the term isolectotype (Blake, 1956) does not appear in the taxonomist's lexicon (McVaugh, 
Ross, & Stafleu, 1968), its denotation of the duplicate of a lectotype makes it quite useful. Likewise, 
when a lectotype is chosen from among syntypes, it is useful to refer to the remaining syntypes as 
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paralectotypes (Sell, personal communication, 1979), rather than as paratypes (cf. McVaugh et al., 
1968). 

I then went on to choose 55 lectotypes and to indicate a number of instances where syntypes thence 
became paralectotypes, as Hansen and Seberg exemplify in the appendix to their paper. Thus, it is 

hardly correct for them to claim (p. 707) that, "In order to clarify the terminology used in typification 
a new term, namely the paralectotype, is proposed to cover the group of types which remains when 
a lectotype (and isolectotype(s)) has been selected from the syntypes." 

At the time I introduced the paralectotype into botanical literature, I was unaware of Exell and 
Stace's (1963) or Brummitt's (1968) and later use of the synonymous "lectoparatype" (see Brummitt, 
1985). Vorster's (1986, p. 316) comment that, "The proposal of these terms apparently stems from a 
desire to equalize botanical and zoological nomenclatural terms" is nonsense. No one has argued this 

point, save Vorster. After all, Principle I of the ICBN begins (Voss et al., 1983, p. 3): "Botanical 
nomenclature is independent of zoological nomenclature." 

Paralectotype and lectoparatype are terms coined to fill a lacuna in the fabric of lectotypification. 
A need was perceived, and solutions presented. Whichever term one prefers, and good arguments 
have been made for each, I heartily endorse Hansen and Seberg's (1984b) proposals to amend the 
Code to help make more precise the process and results of lectotypification. 
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THE NEED FOR CARE IN ATTRIBUTING LECTOTYPIFICATION 

Duncan M. Porter' 

Rollins (1972, 1980) has reminded us to use care in choosing lectotypes. In pursuing research on a 
recent paper in which I had to verify the types of a large number of names (Porter, 1986), I found 
some instances where care was not used in attributing lectotypification. In these instances, a later 
author cited an earlier author as having chosen an element as a lectotype, when all the earlier author 
had done was to indicate that this element is the "type." No indication was given as to what kind of 

type the element represented. This is not choosing a lectotype as directed in the Code's "Guide for 
the determination of types." 

In a recent paper in Taxon, Reveal et al. (1982) attribute to Wherry (1955) the choosing ofa Plukenet 
illustration as the lectotype of Phlox ovata L. They state (p. 733): "The lectotype of Phlox ovata L., 
a Plukenet illustration proposed by Wherry (1955), is shown to be based on a specimen of Ruellia 
caroliniensis (Walter) Steudel (Acanthaceae). This lectotypification must stand even though specimens 
of P. ovata were present in the Linnacan ierbbarium." 

' Department of Biology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University, Blacksburg, VA 24061, 
U.S.A. 

paralectotypes (Sell, personal communication, 1979), rather than as paratypes (cf. McVaugh et al., 
1968). 

I then went on to choose 55 lectotypes and to indicate a number of instances where syntypes thence 
became paralectotypes, as Hansen and Seberg exemplify in the appendix to their paper. Thus, it is 

hardly correct for them to claim (p. 707) that, "In order to clarify the terminology used in typification 
a new term, namely the paralectotype, is proposed to cover the group of types which remains when 
a lectotype (and isolectotype(s)) has been selected from the syntypes." 

At the time I introduced the paralectotype into botanical literature, I was unaware of Exell and 
Stace's (1963) or Brummitt's (1968) and later use of the synonymous "lectoparatype" (see Brummitt, 
1985). Vorster's (1986, p. 316) comment that, "The proposal of these terms apparently stems from a 
desire to equalize botanical and zoological nomenclatural terms" is nonsense. No one has argued this 

point, save Vorster. After all, Principle I of the ICBN begins (Voss et al., 1983, p. 3): "Botanical 
nomenclature is independent of zoological nomenclature." 

Paralectotype and lectoparatype are terms coined to fill a lacuna in the fabric of lectotypification. 
A need was perceived, and solutions presented. Whichever term one prefers, and good arguments 
have been made for each, I heartily endorse Hansen and Seberg's (1984b) proposals to amend the 
Code to help make more precise the process and results of lectotypification. 

Literature Cited 
Blake, S. F. 1956. Terms used to designate type material. Madroho 13: 207. 

Brummitt, R. K. 1985. Lectoparatypes? Taxon 34: 501-502. 

Hansen, H. V. and 0. Seberg. 1984a. Paralectotype, a new type term in botany. Taxon 33: 707- 
711. 
and . 1984b. Proposals to amend Art. 7 regarding para- and paralectotypes. Taxon 

33: 745. 
McVaugh, R., R. Ross and F. A. Stafleu. 1968. An annotated glossary of botanical nomenclature. 

Regnum Veg. 56: 1-31. 
Porter, D. M. 1980. The vascular plants of Joseph Dalton Hooker's An enumeration of the plants 

of the Galapagos Archipelago; with descriptions of those which are new. J. Linn. Soc., Bot. 81: 
79-134. 

Vorster, P. 1986. Use of the term paralectotype/lectoparatype. Taxon 35: 316-317. 

Voss, E. G. et al. 1983. International code of botanical nomenclature. Bohn, Scheltema & Holkema, 
Utrecht & Antwerp. 

THE NEED FOR CARE IN ATTRIBUTING LECTOTYPIFICATION 

Duncan M. Porter' 

Rollins (1972, 1980) has reminded us to use care in choosing lectotypes. In pursuing research on a 
recent paper in which I had to verify the types of a large number of names (Porter, 1986), I found 
some instances where care was not used in attributing lectotypification. In these instances, a later 
author cited an earlier author as having chosen an element as a lectotype, when all the earlier author 
had done was to indicate that this element is the "type." No indication was given as to what kind of 

type the element represented. This is not choosing a lectotype as directed in the Code's "Guide for 
the determination of types." 

In a recent paper in Taxon, Reveal et al. (1982) attribute to Wherry (1955) the choosing ofa Plukenet 
illustration as the lectotype of Phlox ovata L. They state (p. 733): "The lectotype of Phlox ovata L., 
a Plukenet illustration proposed by Wherry (1955), is shown to be based on a specimen of Ruellia 
caroliniensis (Walter) Steudel (Acanthaceae). This lectotypification must stand even though specimens 
of P. ovata were present in the Linnacan ierbbarium." 

' Department of Biology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University, Blacksburg, VA 24061, 
U.S.A. 

436 436 TAXON VOLUME 36 TAXON VOLUME 36 


	Article Contents
	p.435
	p.436

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 36, No. 2 (May, 1987), pp. 339-558
	Front Matter
	On Cladistic Relationships in Green Plants [pp.339-349]
	American Code and Later Lectotypifications of Linnaean Generic Names Dating from 1753: A Case Study of Discrepancies [pp.350-401]
	Edmund Carroll Jaeger (1887-1983), Dave Keck's California Mentor [pp.402-404]
	Antonio Bertoloni's Herbarium (Bologna), a Rectification [pp.405-407]
	A Report on the Renovation of Herbarium Pacificum (BISH) [pp.408-412]
	State-of-the-Art Herbarium Compactor Systems for DAO and DAOM [pp.413-421]
	The South Pacific Regional Herbarium [pp.422-424]
	Short Communications
	Type Photographs at the Field Museum of Natural History [pp.425-426]
	H. W. Schott's Personal Herbarium in BP [pp.427-428]

	Nomenclature
	General Committee Report 1986 [p.429]
	Report of the Committee for Bryophyta [pp.429-431]
	Report of the Committee for Spermatophyta: 32 [pp.432-434]
	Retention of Botanical Latin for Description of New Taxa [pp.434-435]
	On Paralectotypes and Lectoparatypes [pp.435-436]
	The Need for Care in Attributing Lectotypification [pp.436-437]
	Thrypticosphaera, New Name for a Prasinophycean Algal Genus from the Eocene of China [pp.437-438]
	Transfer of Pilinia Kuetzing from Chlorophyceae with Waerniella Kylin in Synonymy [pp.439-440]
	Typification of Juniperus barbadensis L. and J. bermudiana L. and Rediscovery of J. barbadensis from St. Lucia, BWI (Cupressaceae) [pp.441-445]
	Triticale: A Case of Nomenclatural Mistreatment [pp.445-452]
	Lectotypification of Cowania subintegra Kearney, Basionym of Purshia subintegra (Kearney) Henrickson (Rosaceae) [pp.452-454]
	Typification of Stylosanthes (Leguminosae) and Its Sections [pp.455-458]
	On the Identity and Recognition of the Genus Pochota Ramirez Goyena (Bombacaceae) [pp.458-464]
	Echites antidysenterica (L.) Roxb. ex Fleming and Holarrhena antidysenterica (L.) Wall., Validly Published Synonyms of Wallida antidysenterica [pp.464-467]
	Sobre la tipificación de Teucrium capitatum L. (Lamiaceae) [pp.467-470]
	Teucrium doumerguei Sennen, nombre correcto de Teucrium mairei (Sennen ex Maire) Sauvage et Vindt, nomen illegit. (Lamiaceae) [pp.470-473]

	Proposals to Conserve or Reject
	(871) Proposal to Conserve Buellia De Not. against Gassicurtia Fée (Lichenized Fungi, Pyxinaceae) [p.474]
	(872) Proposal to Conserve Physconia Poelt (Fungi) with a Conserved Type Specimen [pp.475-476]
	(873) Proposal to Conserve 9341 Prolongoa Boissier with a Conserved Type Specimen (Asteraceae: Anthemideae) [pp.476-477]
	(874) Proposal to Reject the Name Silene rubella L. (Caryophyllaceae) [pp.477-478]
	(875) Proposal to Reject the Name Trigonella hamosa L. (Leguminosae) [pp.478-479]
	(876) Proposal to Conserve Erica carnea L. against E. herbacea L. (Ericaceae) [pp.479-481]
	(877) Proposal to Reject the Name Centaurium minus Moench (Gentianaceae) [pp.482-483]
	(878) Proposal to Reject the Name Echium lycopsis L. (Boraginaceae) with Notes on the Correct Name for the Weed Paterson's Curse (Purple Viper's Bugloss) [pp.483-492]

	Chromosome Number Reports XCV [pp.493-498]
	Correction: Chromosome Number Reports XCIII [p.498]
	Index Herbariorum: Additions to Index Herbariorum, Part I, The Herbaria of the World, Edition 7(IV) [pp.499-501]
	Index Muscorum Supplementum: 1984-1985 [pp.502-527]
	Reviews and Notices of Publications
	untitled [p.528]
	untitled [pp.528-550]
	untitled [p.529]
	untitled [pp.529-530]
	untitled [p.530]
	untitled [pp.530-531]
	untitled [p.531]
	untitled [p.531]
	untitled [pp.531-532]
	untitled [p.532]
	untitled [p.533]
	untitled [pp.533-534]
	untitled [p.534]
	untitled [p.534]
	untitled [pp.534-535]
	Notices [pp.535-550]

	Correction: [Notices] [p.550]
	News and Notes [pp.551-554]
	Deaths
	Wilfrid Blunt (1901-1987) [p.554]
	S. M. H. Jafri (1927-1986) [p.555]
	Hiroshi Hara (1911-1986) [pp.555-556]
	Eduardo A. Quisumbing [p.557]
	Walter Robyns (1901-1986) [p.557]
	R. Gordon Wasson (1898-1986) [pp.557-558]

	Addendum: ISBN 0040-0262, Dates of Publication of the Four Issues of Volume 35 [p.558]
	Back Matter



