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(288)-(290) Proposals to amend the Code with regard to lectotypification. 

Summary 
It looks as if the example of Art. 8 ICBN declares all choices of lectotypes made under the (ideas 

of the) American Code can be easily superseded. I tried to find out in which way it can be established 
if a certain designation of a type was 'largely mechanical'. This investigation revealed that many 
lectotypifications, made under the American Code, were not at all mechanical. Moreover, it is probably 
impossible to set up a starting date for American Code ideas, and it is certainly impossible to determine 
a closing date. 

The main root of all conflicting Britton and Brown/Hitchcock and Green choices seems to be the 
fact that Britton and Brown (and others) chose the historical type, even in cases in which this concerned 
a species that had been split off from the genus concerned already, while in the latter kind of cases 
Hitchcock and Green designated a 'substitute species', to retain the current concept of the genus. 

There is one conclusion possible only: the 'largely mechanical' criterion has to be deleted from Art. 
8. The Seattle change in Art. 8 seems to have been made overhastily, without careful checking of the 
data, probably based upon bad reminiscence of the data. 

For cases in which acceptance of the Britton and Brown lectotype (or any other by an American 
author) would imply a change in the current concept of a genus, a solution might be found in two 
ways: In a number of cases, there is an earlier residue lectotype which retains the current concept of 
the generic name. It seems that at least for generic names, formal acceptance of the residue method 
would be very welcome. In other cases of conflicting lectotypifications, the addition of a Note in Art. 
8 would give a way out. 

There is no communis opinio as to the question if Andrews in his 'Index of generic names of fossil 
plants' (1955, 1970), by simply mentioning "a type or representative species" (according to p. 5 of 
the Introduction of both editions) lectotypified many genera. In my opinion, it does not constitute 
lectotypification in the sense of the present Code. To settle once and for all with the idea that Andrews 
lectotypified all those genera, in Art. 8 a Note should be included, stating that only definite choices 
constitute lectotypification. This would solve the problem of different interpretations of other categories 
of doubtful lectotypification as well. 

Introductory Remarks on the 'Largely Mechanical' Criterion 
Art. 8 of the Sydney Code presents many problems. Its example (!) declares all the types indicated 

according to the American Code (1907) to be supersedable, as they are said to be 'largely mechanical'. 
It appears that many people interpret this (as well as the Seattle/Leningrad wording on 'arbitrary' 

choices already) as 'American Code lectotypifications' being supersedable anyhow, supersedable as 
soon as anybody else later on had indicated another type, irrespective of the reasons for later lecto- 
typification. I think the "it may also be superseded" (Art. 8) gives this possibility indeed. This 
conclusion brought me to several questions: (1) Besides with names of extant phanerogams, I am also 
working with names of hepatics and of fossil plants, so I soon wondered which lectotypifications of 
generic names in this scope are 'largely mechanical'. Among the people of the nomenclature Committee 
of the American Code are Evans (hepaticologist) and Knowlton and D. White (palaeobotanists). Thus 
I supposed it should concern e.g. Evans' lectotypifications as well. (2) From which date on did this 
kind of lectotypification appear? (3) Until when did (a number of) taxonomists apply that 'largely 
mechanical method'? 

The American Code: As It Is Said to Be, and As It Is in Reality 
Before the above questions can be considered in more detail, it should be clear which is the meaning 

of the words 'largely mechanical'. The present wording was proposed by Stirton et al. (1981), and 
their argument seems clear: "Because the American Code which Britton & Brown followed was not 
entirely a mechanical system, several qualifying conditions being attached to the main directive of 
choosing the first species given in the protologue, we have preferred in our proposal to suggest 'largely 
mechanical system'." (italics by me, G.Z.). 

The accent laid down in this wording (not entirely a mechanical system) is a nuance of the ideas 
that until then existed on American Code typifications. These ideas had been firmly laid down by 
McVaugh. In Seattle he stated in his plea for introduction of a phrase on those lectotypifications: 
"their typifications were based upon priority of position, i.e. following American practice of the period, 
they chose as type of each Linnaean genus the first species listed in Species Plantarum. The system 
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followed by Britton and Brown is explained in the introduction to their Illustrated Flora of the Northern 
United States, etc., ed. 2., pp. ix-x. 1913. In effect it is a "mechanical system", proscribed in the 
Guide for the Determination of Types as "unscientific and productive of possible future confusion 
and further change"." (Stafleu and Voss, 1972). 

This more or less corresponds with the idea that I had of those lectotypifications since I started in 
nomenclature in 1972: I thought it was a procedure that (apart from a very few exceptions) resulted 
in the first of the original species to provide the lectotype of a generic name. This notion was scarcely 
adjusted by the wording of the example. 

It appears, however, that Canon 15 of the American Code (1907) (which treats typification of genera 
and subgenera) has quite a set of provisions, the 'first binomial species in order' to be chosen only if 
all other things are equal: 

CANON 15. The nomenclatorial type of a genus or subgenus is the species originally named or designated 
by the author of the name. If no species was designated, the type is the first binomial species in 
order eligible under the following provisions: 

(a) The type is to be selected from a subgenus, section or other list of species originally designated 
as typical. The publication of a new generic name as an avowed substitute for an earlier invalid 
one does not change the type of a genus. 

(b) A figured species is to be selected rather than an unfigured species in the same work. In the 
absence of a figure, preference is to be given to the first species accompanied by the citation of 
a specimen in a regularly published series of exsiccatae. In the case of genera adopted from 
prebinomial authors (with or without change of name), a species figured by the author from whom 
the genus is adopted should be selected. 

(c) The application to a genus of a former specific name of one of the included species, designates 
the type. 

(d) Where economic or indigenous species are included in the same genus with foreign species, the 
type is to be selected from (1) the economic species or (2) those indigenous from the standpoint 
of the original author of the genus. 

(e) The types of genera adopted through citations of nonbinomial literature (with or without change 
of name), are to be selected from those of the original species which receive names in the first 
binomial publication. The genera of Linnaeus' Species Plantarum (1753) are to be typified through 
the citations given in his Genera Plantarum (1754). 

The Range of the American Code 
There is a world of difference between this Canon (I deleted its examples) and the suggestion, given 

by McVaugh. Now the question becomes urgent: Was the American Code a nice theory only, the 
practice almost always resulting in the first species indicated? A random sample from the literature 
revealed the following data: 

Evans made a number of lectotypifications in revisions of Lejeuneaceae genera, published mainly 
in the Bull. Torrey Bot. Club, 1903-1908. These choices have been made clearly "in the light of an 
understanding of the group concerned" (to cite the Guide, T. 4). As Evans was an all-around hepa- 
ticologist, one can even expect this to have been the case with his lectotype choices in several floras, 
e.g. in Britton (1918) and in Britton and Millspaugh (1920). The Bulletin choices are accepted by 
everybody, the flora choices have been overlooked long since, and recently discovered by Isoviita. I 
checked a number of lectotypifications, as follows. 

As for five genera in the Bulletin: in four cases the first of the original species was chosen (in one 
of these cases with an argument: the first of the original species; this in 1908), in the fifth the third of 
22 original species. As for 11 genera in those floras: two of them did not concern the first binomial 
in order. I conclude Evans often, but not always, chose the first species. At any case, his choices are 
not purely mechanical. Moreover, of the remaining nine genera from those floras, the first species in 
order was designated in the majority of later lectotypifications (e.g. in 1948, 1963 and 1966) as well! 

Miller (1889) was the first author who (in his North American Geology and Palaeontology) system- 
atically indicated a type for a large number of genera of fossil plants. He often, but not invariably, 
designated the first species. Miller simply stated: "Type . . ." (for examples, see p. 864), he did not 
mention any criterion for his choices-except possibly in Pecopteris! In this case he wrote: "Type, P. 
longifolia is the first species mentioned in the Prodr. d. Hist. d. Veg. Foss., and the first mentioned 
in the Coal Flora of Pa. is P. unita, while P. penniformis is a representative species." 
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(This remark is partly incorrect, and it is doubtful if this should be taken as a lectotypification; it 
goes too far to explain this here.) Miller's types give the impression that the denounced 'first binomial 
species in order' criterion played a role as early as 1889 already! 

The remaining question, on the upper boundary in time, is still more difficult to answer: In very 
few flora's the criteria for the selection of types are mentioned in the introduction--in fact I only know 
this of Britton and Brown (1913)! In the precursor of the Type-basis Code (Hitchcock, 1919), in the 
Rule of Art. 6(c), the 'conflict with protologue' criterion appeared in its first form already; but in the 
Recommendation of Art. 7(g), the 'first species' criterion still is mentioned. This Code still is an 
American affair, but it constitutes a transition to modern Codes. Hitchcock (1923), in his typification 
of the first 100 genera of Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, applied this Code (its definitive, 1921 ed.). 
Moreover, on p. 512 he already mentioned a residue criterion--only to be applied, however, if all 
other criteria had not yet resulted in the selection of one species only. If after this still more than one 
species was left over, the first of equally eligible species should be taken. 

Soon afterwards the concept of 'standard-species' was developed in Kew. Sprague (1926) explained 
that "two different methods of applying generic names are widely adopted, namely, the 'residue- 
method' and the 'type-method'." After a discussion of both methods he concluded that neither of 
them is wholly satisfactory. Therefore he proposed the 'standard-method', which combined the ad- 
vantages of both, without their defects. Five rules were suggested as a guide to the selection of standard 
species. The fourth Rule more or less is a residue criterion: "If there is no such typical species or 
subdivision the standard-species is selected from among the original species in such a way as to 
conserve the generic name, if possible, in its generally current application." 

Green (1925a, b) published standard species for the 31 Linnean genera of Tetradynamia (Cruciferae 
and Cleome). In fact she designated a type species for each of those genera, and suggested a 'substitute- 
species' in five of the six cases in which acceptance of the type species as nomenclatural type of the 
genus would cause changes in nomenclature (for the sixth case, Vella, see p. 859 below). 

Thus for every generic name a standard species was provided: the type, except in cases in which a 
substitute species was designated to replace it. 

With the knowledge of this development in the background, the question arises which is the status 
of the Type-basis Code. It is the successor of the American Code (1907), as well as the precursor of 
Sprague's Rules (1926). Britton was a member of the Committee of the Type-basis Code- should we 
e.g. consider his lectotypes in the Flora of Bermuda (1918) as 'largely mechanical' and those from the 
Bahama Flora (1920) not? This really would be arbitrary! And what about Britton and Wilson (1923- 
1926) Porto Rico, and about later issues of the North American Flora (whose first series was published 
1905-1957)? 

Especially with regard to fossil plants, I have the impression that the 'American Code method' was 
applied during many decades, and then in a degenerate, really'largely mechanical' form (for explanation 
of this 'really', see below my evaluation of (1) Britton and Brown (1913) and (2) Andrews' Index 
(1955, 1970). 

Conclusion: It is impossible to indicate an upper boundary in time with regards to application of 
the American Code. 

In Which Degree Are American Code Lectotypifications 
Largely Mechanical? 

Although the 'first binomial species in order' criterion was not mentioned by Sprague (1926), it was 
applied by Green (1925a, b) and Hitchcock and Green (1929)! Thus the question becomes relevant: 
in which degree are the Britton and Brown choices mechanical? Are they more strongly so than 
Hitchcock and Green choices? 

I checked several groups, and concluded: the choices of lectotypes in Britton and Brown are not at 
all mechanical! To give a few examples (3/5 means: the third of five original species was chosen): 
1. Ferns of Linnaeus 1753: 

In Ophioglossum, they chose 0. vulgare = 1/6 (as did Smith, 1875; Maxon, 1926; Underwood, 
1899; Copeland, 1947) (these books are mentioned in the Appendix to the Ray Society facsimile, 
1959, of Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, 1753, p. 105). 

In Osmunda (12/17), Asplenium (10/20), Polypodium (13/58), Adiantum (10/15) and Trichomanes 
(2/11), they did not choose the first species! They chose the same species as was chosen by Smith, 
except in Asplenium (Smith: 12/20) and in Trichomanes (Smith: 8/11). 
2. In the Tetradynamia of Linnaeus 1753: 
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a. In Myagrum (5/8), Lepidium (8/14), Thlaspi (2/9), Cochlearia (1/7), Dentaria (3/3), Cardamine 
(11/15), Hesperis (2/7), Arabis (1/7), Brassica (5/9), Sinapis (2/5) and Raphanus (1/3), Britton and 
Brown chose the same species as Green (1925a, b) did (Green used the 1921 version of the Type- 
basis Code). 

b. In Draba (2/6), Sisymbrium (1/16), Erysimum (1/4) and Cleome (2/8), Britton and Brown and 
Green again chose the same species as type. In these cases, however, Green also proposed a 'substitute- 
species' to retain the current concept of those genera (e.g. in Erysimum, 1925a: 55: "In this case it 
seems desirable to follow the method of residue."). 

c. In Alyssum (2/11 and 5/11 resp.) and Lunaria (2/2 and 1/2 resp.), Britton and Brown and Green 
respectively chose different species as the type. 

d. As for the genera which have not been lectotypified by Britton and Brown, nor in later Britton 
Floras, the type as indicated by Green (1925a, b) (in all those cases mentioned as the standard species 
in Hitchcock and Green, 1929) concerns: Vella (1/2), Iberis (1/9), Clypeola (1/4), Biscutella (2/2), 
Cheiranthus (2/9), Turritis (1/2), Bunias (2/4), Isatis (1/4) and Crambe (1/3). This does not seem to 
be free from selection of "the first binomial species in order, eligible under certain provisions"! 

3. I also had a look at a number of lectotypes in the North American Flora, mainly in 22(1-4), 
1905-1908 and in 17(1), 1909. I have the impression that in post-1753 genera more often the first 
species was chosen, but I can imagine in those genera there are less often other criteria to make a 
choice. As for Linnaean- 1753-genera, there are several cases in which not the first species was chosen, 
though in this sample check 1/. .. occurred in the majority of the cases, this contrary to the samples, 
mentioned under 1 and 2a, b, c above; but compare 2d above. 

Conclusion: If one really should wish to dispose of the Britton and Brown lectotypes, one should 
look for another argument. One should say that they are worthless because Britton and Brown attached 
too much value to the original concept of the genus concerned, the 'historical type', and did not yet 
apply residue criteria. They can also be criticized for failing to consider the protologue, but so can 
Hitchcock and Green. American Code lectotypifications should be accepted to the same degree as all 
other lectotypifications. 

The Seattle change in Art. 8 was made, based on a proposal from the floor-this implies there have 
not been ideal circumstances for careful checking of data, nor for a deliberate judgement. The change 
has been made overhastily, and it was based on a misrepresentation of the facts. The phrase is causing 
endless confusion; moreover, its range (in time) cannot be determined. There is one good solution 
only: that phrase has to be deleted [see Prop. 297]. 

Conflicting Lectotypifications: Towards a Solution 
I realize that acceptance of the American Code lectotypifications will leave us with a number of 

conflicting Britton and Brown/Hitchcock and Green lectotypifications (mainly the cases where Hitch- 
cock and Green decided to indicate a substitute species to replace the type species). Probably there 
are also different lectotypifications of other American Code users/taxonomists following Hitchcock 
and Green, made in the first few decades of this century. 

If we consider the Tetradynamia, discussed above, five genera have conflicting choices of lectotype: 
the four under 2b (Draba, Sisymbrium, Erysimum and Cleome) and Lunaria under 2c. (In Alyssum, 
Britton and Brown's type species was chosen as the substitute species by Green.) 

The number of conflicting cases can be reduced if the residue method will be formally incorporated 
in Art. 8. This was the intention of Leach (1981) with his Proposal 122 for Sydney. (Below I shall 
define and discuss this method in some detail.) Applying the residue method, one can say that 
Erysimum was lectotypified by Scopoli (1772): Scopoli transferred three of the four original species 
of Erysimum to Sisymbrium, retaining the fourth one only in Erysimum. Thus in ING, Rollins 
considered Scopoli (1772) to have lectotypified Erysimum. (By the way, Green, 1925a, when making 
her choice, referred to Scopoli already!) 

For Draba, Sisymbrium and Cleome, however, residue criteria are not yet enough: the residue 
arguments, used by Green, resulted in a group of original species out of which the substitute species 
was chosen. In each of these cases, the Britton and Brown lectotype is the type of another generic 
name, that is a nom. cons.: Erophila, Nasturtium and Gynandropsis respectively. Green again already 
mentioned these three names, arguing why she needed a substitute species in these cases. 

There are two possibilities to solve the problems which would remain even after formal acceptance 
of the residue method: 
(1) A proposal to conserve a name with a later lectotype, for each individual case. 
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(2) Treatment of a large number of gene by a general measure. 
Green (1925a: 50) stated "The proportion of cases calling for exceptional treatment (i.e. needing a 

'substitute-' or 'standard-species', G.Z.) is much lower in other families than in Cruciferae." Even if 
this is true (I did not check it with the 1929 Hitchcock and Green publication), yet surely a considerable 
number of cases have to be solved. Therefore I would prefer a general measure. Of the Note, proposed 
below, I think it will solve the large majority of conflicts in phanerograms, because these mainly are 
conflicts of Britton and Brown (or other American authors)/Hitchcock and Green. (In several cases, 
Hitchcock and Green already referred to other early lectotypifications, e.g. in the case of Sisymbrium.) 

(288) Proposal to add a Note in Art. 8 as follows: 

"A designation of a lectotype for a generic name of a phanerogam from Linnaeus' Species Plantarum 
(1753), published under the American Code, is superseded if it concerns a species name that provides 
the type of a conserved generic name." 

Add the following example: "Sisymbrium nasturtium-aquaticum L., chosen as the lectotype of 
Sisymbrium L. by Britton and Brown (Ill. Fl. N.U.S. ed. 2, 2: 162. 1913), is the type of Nasturtium 
R. Brown 1812 (nom. cons.). Thus Britton and Brown's lectotypification is superseded by the choice 
of S. altissimum L. by Payson (Univ. Wyoming Publ. Sci. Bot. 1: 6. 1922)." 

In the Tetradynamia, Draba, Sisymbrium and Cleome can be "saved" by this Note. Lunaria 
would remain, but here both original species still are considered to belong to one and the same genus 
(at least, at present in Europe this is the opinion), so a shift in lectotype does not seem dramatic. 

Sisymbrium played a role in the Seattle discussions. So did Delphinium, but in this case we do not 
need a special measure to supersede the Britton and Brown choice of D. consolida: this choice was 
contrary to the protologue of Delphinium, thus it is superseded under the present Art. 8 already. 

It might appear necessary to have a general measure for a much larger group of generic names. I 
shall not yet formally propose this, because it is unknown to which extent it would be necessary. 
Moreover, I am not sure if the solution, suggested below, would be reasonably easy to establish. 

Suggestion of what might constitute a more general solution: "A designation of a lectotype for a 
generic name, published under the American Code from 1900 up to and including 1920 (?, 1925?, 
1930, the Cambridge year?) is superseded if the species that was designated, at that time had been 
transferred to another genus already." 

For my work in ING, I shall appreciate it if you can inform us of any conflicting couple of lectotypes 
that is not yet recognizable as such in the present ING text. If the phrase on American Code lecto- 
typifications indeed becomes deleted in Berlin, I would like it to hear your experience with the 
suggestion, given above: would it be necessary? does it work? 

The Residue Method 
Leach (1981) tried to have the residue method formally accepted. In this respect, his proposed 

addition of the words "either directly or indirectly" (italics by me, G.Z.) was crucial. His proposed 
dropping of the words "or was made arbitrarily" had the same intention, because in the Stapelia case 
(Leach's example) Hunt had argued that Haworth's 'residue choice' was made arbitrarily. 

Leach's proposal had one serious flaw: it also implied deletion of the whole ruling on neotypes. I 
suppose this was an important reason for many taxonomists to reject Leach's proposal: it received a 
strongly negative mail vote. 

For Seattle, Korf and Rogers (1967) already tried to get the residue method formally accepted. Their 
proposal comprised, besides a rather clear definition, also a new term, 'schizotype'. The Comments 
Rapporteurs remarked that this proposal "deals with a well known phenomenon in the nomenclature 
of types and it will be interesting to see in the mail vote an opinion on introducing a special word." 
The Seattle Congress decided to include the basic material of the proposal in the Guide; without use 
of the word schizotype. In doing so, however, they mixed up (1) the residue method, sensu schizotype 
Korf and Rogers, and (2) the method of application of residue criteria in a broader sense, which is 
often (part of) the procedure, followed by an author who tries to establish which of the original species 
of a genus would be the most appropriate to provide the lectotype of the generic name. This (2) is 
circumscribed in the Guide, under T.4(e); this procedure was applied by Sprague and Green already. 
The application of residue criteria is well-established. Acceptance of the residue method as constituting 
definite lectotypification goes further, and is the theme of this chapter. 
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Before we decide on this, it should be properly defined: A residue lectotype is the one specimen or 
other element from the original material retained in a taxon by an author who has treated in a single 
publication all of the syntypes of a taxon and had specifically excluded from the taxon each of the 
other eligible syntypes. This definition is based on Korf and Rogers' wording. 

In the preceding chapter formal acceptance of the residue method is mentioned already as providing 
a partial solution to replace undesirable American Code lectotypifications of generic names by ones 
that allow us to retain the present concept of the genera concerned; as an example Erysimum was 
mentioned. 

Another example is provided by Korf and Rogers: Plectania Fuckel 1870 with two syntypes: P. 
coccinea and P. melastoma. Seaver (1927) designated P. coccinea as the [lecto]type of Plectania. Korf 
and Rogers argue this "was undoubtedly a 'first species' automatic typification under the American 
Code". Clements and Shear (1931) listed P. melastoma as the [lecto]type of Plectania. This type can 
be retained if Saccardo (1889) can be considered as to have indicated the lectotype: Saccardo included 
P. melastoma (and seven other species) in Plectania, and in the same volume he placed P. coccinea 
in his n.g. Sarcoscypha. 

One more example in favour of acceptance of the residue method: In the case of Vella Green took 
the position of American Code authors. (The Mediterranean genus was not lectotypified by American 
botanists.) Vella L. 1753 was published with two species, V. annua and V. pseudocytisus respectively. 
Green and Sprague considered V. annua to be the type, as it was "the nucleus of Vella L." (Hort. 
Cliff. 1738). Green and Sprague both mention the fact that De Candolle (1821) separated V. annua 
as the type of his n.g. Carrichtera, retaining the name Vella for V. pseudocytisus. Green gave arguments 
why she accepted the type species as the standard species in this case, and did not propose a substitute 
species: "As regards Vella, the number of species involved is so small (one now under Carrichtera 
and three under Vella), that it hardly seems worthwhile to make an 

exception,...." 
(p. 50). Carrichtera 

DC. 1821 is a nom. cons. (against Carrichtera Adanson 1763, which has Vella pseudocytisus L. as its 
type!), and holding to Green's lectotypification would imply that a new generic name would be necessary 
for Vella as restricted by De Candolle (1821). In ING (again by Rollins) Vella is considered as having 
been lectotypified by De Candolle (1821) with V. pseudocytisus--now there are no problems. ( Vella 
and Carrichtera are commonly kept apart, so e.g. in Flora Europaea 1: 342. 1964.) 

The above definition of the residue lectotype does not include everything that has been treated by 
some people as lectotypes: Korf and Rogers argue that when a later author takes up a generic name 
pro parte, including only one of the two original species, this should not be treated as lectotypification, 
if that later author does not mention the second species. One must be extremely careful in any implicit 
typification not to make an author say more or less than he has actually stated. I agree; in their 
Plectania example this means that we should not consider Saccardo (1884) as to have lectotypified 
the generic name (even though this has been accepted as such in ING). Another example is Asterella 
P.B. 1805, based on Marchantia tenella L. and M. hemisphaerica L. Grolle (1983) considered Raddi 
(1818), who founded his n.g. Reboullia on M. hemisphaerica, as to have lectotypified Asterella on M. 
tenella. I agree with Dr. P. Isoviita (in lit.) that this is untenable: Raddi did not mention Asterella, its 
publication even might have been unknown to him. Moreover, Raddi's publication only concerned 
Italian hepatics, he did not at all mention the American M. tenella. 

Stirton et al. (1981) bring several objections against having the residue method explicitly accepted 
in the Code. I agree with several points in their article, and certainly with their statement (p. 252, 
third paragraph): "But it is not always clear what is meant by 'the author who first designates a 
lectotype'. It is necessary to .. ." The chapters on generic names of fossil plants (see below) illustrate 
how big the problems can be. I cannot agree with their objections against the residue method, however, 
I do not think they are so severe as they appear at first glance. 

Stirton et al. state that explicit citation of a type is easier to determine than lectotypification by the 
residue method. I agree this often is the case, but not invariably: 1. There are quite a number of old 
typifications that are not easy to find, especially from the period when authors used the word 'type' 
in the sense of typical species. An example of this kind of lectotypification by Rafinesque is discussed 
(and accepted) by Gornall (1985). There are also typifications of this kind in e.g. the Compositae, by 
Cassini 18 16-1832. I agree with Gornall we should accept such lectotypifications, I hope the Committee 
on Lectotypification also does. 2. Many residue lectotypes are mentioned in ING already. 3. In many 
cases Pfeiffer's Nom. Bot. (1871-1875) can be of great help to find residue lectotypifications. E.g. in 
Vella Pfeiffer has a reference to Vella sensu DC. (1821), including: "... g. Vellear. restrict. (Vella 
pseudocytisus L.)..." 
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Apart from cases, covered by 2 or 3, a number of cases will remain in which an author will have 
to do much research to find if all except one of the original species ever had been removed. But is 
not this sensible work? Too often generic names have been lectotypified and (in the sarpe publication 
or later on) new genera containing (a.o.) old species have been described, whilst still later on it was 
found that generic names for those supposed new genera existed already. The easiest solution need 
not be the best solution. 

In my opinion there could be one reason only not to accept lectotypification by the residue method 
as real lectotypification: if it would produce many changes in taxonomy. I have no indication it would, 
certainly not with both examples of which Stirton et al. state that one of them might be added to Art. 
8, to illustrate rejection of the residue method: Stapelia and Psoralea. In Stapelia, Leach would be 
happy with the residue method. As for Psoralea, I always found these species included in Psoralea: 
P. pinnata (LT. in Hitchcock and Green, 1929; Africa), P. americana (probably LT. Medikus, 1787, 
but I could not check Medikus; a.o. S. Europe) and P. bituminosa (LT. Britton and Brown, 1913; 
distribution globally the same as P. americana). Thus acceptance of P. americana as the lectotype of 
Psoralea L. 1753, instead of P. bituminosa (or even P. pinnata) would not disturb generic taxonomy. 
[In Psoralea, Medikus' lectotypification again can be found with Pfeiffer's book, in which the following 
reference occurs: "Medic. (Vorles. II. p. 381) 1789. Phil. Bot. I. p. 208. Sejungitur Ruteria, etc." (=split 
off Ruteria etc.). The remark of Stirton et al., that Medikus retained two original species, P. americana 
and P. glandulosa in Psoralea L. (1753), cannot be correct: P. glandulosa is of Linnaeus (1763). I 
cannot get Medikus' Vorlesungen (1787), but I suppose it would leave us with P. americana as the 
type.] 

Until now, the discussion on the residue method has been restricted almost completely to typification 
of generic names. I do not know of any publication discussing the method with respect to typification 
of specific or infraspecific names. Dr. P. Isoviita (in lit.) suggests there would be additional problems 
if we would use the method in that field. As long as there is no evidence in favour of or against 
application of the method on specific and infraspecific names, it might be safer not yet to take a 
decision to formally accept or reject the method for these names. 

Only if the report of the Committee on Lectotypification would include a proposal to reject the 
residue method (thus following the suggestion of Stirton et al.), the following proposal should be 
considered as an alternative: 

(289) Proposal to add a Note in Art. 8: 

"If an author before 1 Jan. 1953 in a single publication explicitly retained one of the original elements 
of a certain taxon, and specifically excluded from this taxon each of the other eligible syntypes, his 
action constituted lectotypification of the taxon concerned, even if he did not use the word (lecto)type." 

The date of 1 Jan. 1953 should be replaced if the Committee on Lectotypification would propose 
another starting date for the requirement that the word 'type' or 'lectotype' has to be used; unless they 
would propose for this a date earlier than 1935. 

If the discussion on the residue method can be postponed, the above proposal should be in the next 
Congress after Berlin, unless in the meantime it would become clear that formal acceptance of the 
method would be undesirable. 

Lectotypes in Andrews' Index? 
When I started my work for ING in 1972, my first task was to do generic names of fossil plants, 

of which about 50% was not yet done. I used Andrews' "Index of Generic Names of Fossil Plants, 
1820-1965" (1970) as a source in which could be found the original place of publication. I was told 
(by Dr. J. A. Leussink and Dr. F. A. Stafleu) not to consider Andrews' mentioning of a representative 
species as a lectotypification; and after having read the Introduction of this book I could agree: 

Under the heading "Plan of the Generic Index" it is stated (pp. 5-6; italics by me, G.Z.): 

Several very important points should be understood by those using this index. The Generic Index 
is not offered as a critical treatment. The primary objective has been to cite for each genus a type or 
representative species that will serve as a basic reference for paleobotanical taxonomy. Two points 
may be stressed: First, no official authority stands behind the proposed type. Where an author has 
designated the type species for a genus, that species is so designated here. In many of the older works, 
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as well as modem ones, where a type species has not been indicated, thefirst described species is taken 
as the type. Second, the type species given in the Compendium Index is invalid or meaningless in 
many cases; it is necessary to explain this in some detail. 

It has been my intention to cite useful basic information concerning the names for all fossil plant 
genera, but the "type slip" in the Compendium Index does not always offer this. The type slip nearly 
always leads one to the original citation of the first binomial published for the genus. A great many 
of these are of no real value for the following reasons: Hundreds of names are nomina nuda that may 
or may not have been followed by valid descriptions in later publications; in many instances the 
original descriptions are so brief as to be of no real use, or no illustrations are given, or only illustrations 
are given. It is, of course, understood that illustrations were not required for valid publication before 
1912, yet a reference to an illustration is necessary or highly desirable for a satisfactory understanding 
of any fossil. 

(The Compendium Index was a large data file on fossil plant names, started + 1880, on which the 
Generic Index was based.) 

Under the heading "Problems of Nomenclature" there are several more remarks on typification, 
especially the following being relevant in this context (p. 8; italics by me): 

Quite a few genera of fossil plants are not natural, and it is my impression that most paleobotanists 
agree that they cannot be typified in the usual way. For example, Bennetticarpus Harris, T. M., 1932b, 
is presumed to be a bennittatalean fruit, but its exact affinities are not known, and Harris (1932b, p. 
101) stated "Bennetticarpus not being a natural genus, has no Type-species." For such genera I have 
simply cited the first species described or one that is especially well described and illustrated. It thus 
serves as an informational source to the original treatment of the genus. 

The first edition of the Generic Index (1955) has the same plan, but in its Introduction the wording 
is slightly different here and there. Compare the two points of the fragment of p. 5 and the last sentences 
of the fragment of p. 8 (1955 fragments of pp. 5 and 7-8 following now; italics by me; note the " " 
for "types" here): 

Two points may be stressed here. First, it should be noted that no botanical authority stands back 
of these proposed "types." The species cited here are mostly the ones that are, on somewhat casual 
inspection, presumed to be the types for the genera. For only a few species has critical opinion been 
available. Many revisions will be necessary because of initial errors or mistakes in subsequent inter- 
pretation. Second, the question will certainly be raised concerning the necessity of detailed editing if, 
indeed, the type species is already noted in the Compendium Index. This second point must be 
considered in some detail. 

For such genera I have simply cited the first species described or one that is especially well described 
and illustrated. It thus serves, if not as a type species, as an informational source to the original 
treatment of the genus. Acceptance or rejection of Harris' philosophy in this and like cases is not a 
concern of the present work. 

The differences in the Introduction certainly reflect the development of the Code. Compare Stockholm 
(1952): 

Recommendation 54A 
The name of a new taxon should not be published without indication of its type and, if possible, 

the place where the type is preserved (see Recommendation 19B). 

with Paris (1956) (italics by me): 

Article 35 
Publication on or after 1 Jan. 1958 of the name of a new taxon of recent plants of the rank of order 

or below is valid only when the nomenclatural type is indicated (see Arts. 7-10). 

and this again with Montreal (1961) Art. 37 (which is basically the same as our present Art. 37): only 
since Montreal the Code requires that for names of fossil plants a type is indicated! Compare also 
Stockholm and Paris (italics by me): 
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Article PB.4 
The type of a genus of fossil plants is the first described species which shows such characters as are 

necessary for distinguishing the genus from other taxa. The type of a species of fossil plants is the first 
described and figured specimen showing such characters as are necessary for distinguishing the species 
from other species. 

with Montreal, from Art. 7 (this is our present Art. 7.15): 

Note 6. The type of the name of a taxon of fossil plants of the rank of species or below is the 
specimen whose figure accompanies or is cited in the valid publication of the name (see Art. 38). If 
figures of more than one specimen were given or cited when the name was validly published, one of 
those specimens must be chosen as type. 

After I had done most of those generic names for ING, I noticed there are people who consider 
Andrews (1955, 1970) to have lectotypified many generic names in this Index. (Some people only 
mention 1970; this because they do not know the first edition? or because they noted the differences 
in the Introduction?) 

I could not agree with those people, not only because of the Introduction, but also in connection 
with the remarks which are made in the entries of several generic names: 
1. There are a few cases in which Andrews explicitly proposed a type, e.g. in Medullosa and in 
Palaeostachya: 

MEDULLOSA Cotta, 1832. 1955: 186. PALAEOSTACHYA C. E. Weiss, 1876. 
Medullosa stellata Cotta, 1932, p. 65, 1970: 151. The following is suggested as the type 

pl. 13; petrified stem with polycyclic in view of the clearcut diagnostic 
stelar system; Permian; Chemnitz, characters displayed: Palaeostachya 
Germany. Of the species described elongata (Presl) C. E. Weiss, 1876, 
by Cotta this one is proposed as the p. 108, pl. 15; articulate cone; Upper 
type, for it is the first in order of Carboniferous; Swina near Radnitz, 
description which clearly displays the Bohemia. 
characteristic stelar pattern. For lat- PALAEOSTIGMA Krdiusel and Dolian- 
er accounts, see Scott, 1899; Baxter, iti, 1957. 
1948; Andrews, 1945. Palaeostigma sewardi Kriiusel and Do- 

MEDULLOSITES Bureau, 1914. lianiti, 1957, p. 10, pls. 1, 2; stem 
Medullosites mammiger Bureau, 1914, impression; Lower Devonian; 

p. 288, pl. 27, fig. 6; fern stem?; Car- Steytherville, South Africa. 
boniferous; Loire, France. 

In several of those cases, however, Andrews' designations cannot be accepted, e.g. because the 
species concerned did not belong to the original species; this is the case with a.o. Myeloxylon, Poacites 
and Zamites (the first two even originally had been published as monotypic genera). This kind of 
wrong lectotypification occurred more often in palaeobotany; I think Art. PB.4 (1952, 1956, see above) 
can even be interpreted to say it was o.k.! 

MYELOXYLON Brongniart, 1849. 1955: 192. 

Myeloxylon elegans (Cotta) Bron- 
gniart, 1849, p. 109. For Medullosa 
elegans Cotta, 1832, p. 61, pl. 12, 
figs. 1-5. These illustrations actually 
convey little information. The fol- 
lowing is suggested as a more suit- 
able type species: Myeloxylon radia- 
tum (Renault) Schenk, see Zeiller, 
1890, p. 290, pl. 27, fig. 1. 
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From the fact there are a few explicit lectotypifications, I conclude in the remaining cases the species 
concerned are not intended as definite lectotypes, but merely as representative species. Note also the 
typography of the Generic Index: the species paragraphs do not begin with "T.:", but simply with the 
specific name. 

2. There are several cases in which Andrews mentioned a species, but yet remarked a type species 
in this genus is of little or no significance. See e.g. Filicites and Phyllites: 

FILICITES Schlotheim, 1820. 1955: 158. PHYLLITES Adolphe Brongniart, 
Filicites cyatheus Schlotheim, 1820, p. 1970: 161. 1822. 

403; for illustrations, see Schlot- Phyllites populina Adolphe Bron- 
heim, 1804, pl. 7, fig. 11. A genus of gniart, 1822, p. 237, pl. 14, fig. 4; 
miscellaneous fern foliage frag- leaf, dicotyledon; Miocene; Oenin- 
ments; a type species seems mean- gen, Switzerland. Brongniart's genus 
ingless because of the diversity of is based on this species. However, 
fossils assigned to it; compare, for including as it does a miscellaneous 
example, Berry, 1922e, p. 162, pl. 6, assemblage of leaves of doubtful af- 
fig. 4, and Crepin, 1875, pl. 6. finity, a type species has little or no 

real significance. 

Almost all cases with a remark on the type are (nearly) identical in the 1955 and 1970 editions. 
My refusal to accept Andrews' Index as a source of lectotypifications concerns the big majority of 

cases in which there is no remark on typification in the species paragraph, see the examples of 
Medullosites and Palaeostigma, above. 

To mention a few examples of taxonomists who considered Andrews to have typified the genera 
concerned: Grolle (1983) in Jungermannites; Storch (1981) in Lycopodiolithes; and Takhtajan and 
Zhilin (1976) in Ptilophyton. 

On the other hand, Matten and Schweitzer (1982) and Bonamo (1983), both on Ptilophyton, consider 
the typification concerned (which they reject on substantial grounds) as done by Takhtajan and Zhilin 
(1976). The "Genera file of fossil spores" by Jansonius and Hills (1976-) provides another example 
of a work in which Andrews is considered not to have lectotypified all those genera. 

In the light of Art. PB.4 (see above) it is understandable that some people consider(ed) Andrews' 
mentioning of a representative species as typification--but Art. PB.4 is at the same time largely 
mechanical (". .. the first described species .. .", ". .. the first described and figured specimen .. .") 
and of a very subjective kind ("... showing such characters as are necessary for distinguishing ..."). 
The subjectivity is still stronger in the precursor of the fossil Code Appendix, see in the unofficial 
1947 Code: 

The following proposals were made for rules to determine the types of fossil plants. No action was 
taken by the Congress.] 

Art. 18 bis. In fossil plants the types are determined according to the following rules (a--c): 
c. If it is shown (by subsequent re-description or re-figuring) that the first description or figure of 

the type specimen of a species is incorrect or indistinct, the name attached to that specimen is not 
valid. By correct re-description or refiguring the name is validated but takes the date (and the author) 
of the correct description or figure. 

That mechanical aspect is considered to be a remnant of the American Code ideas. 
I admit there are a few sentences in the Introduction of Andrews' Index that, if taken isolated, could 

be used to argue that Andrews lectotypified so many generic names. If taken in the whole context, 
however, it becomes clear that he did not. Andrews did not give any authority to the representative 
species that he mentioned, and apart from a few exceptional cases (Medullosa etc.) he did not indicate 
them as types. He even stated that these 'types' (his quotation marks in 1955: 5!) are invalid in many 
cases. 

I conclude it does not concern lectotypification in the sense of the present Code. I consider it useful 
to have a statement in the Code that makes this explicit. A proposal is in a chapter below, in connection 
with other doubtful cases of lectotypification. Acceptance of that proposal will allow us to reject 
Andrews' Index as a source of many lectotypifications, using the argument that Andrews did not make 
a definite choice. 
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On Largely Mechanical Choices of Lectotypes in Palaeobotany 
Some may wonder why in a preceding chapter I proposed to delete the phrase on "a largely mechanical 

method of selection", while this phrase could constitute an additional argument to get rid of Andrews' 
putative "lectotypifications". To explain this, a little bit more on lectotypification in palaeobotany. 
This will be useful as well with respect to the proposals that will be published in the report of the 
Committee on Lectotypification. The text of these proposals is not yet available at this moment (when 
I am writing this), but the Committee's secretary gave me the opportunity to take note of the Com- 
mittee's circulars. In these, the question "what constitutes first lectotypification?" is discussed, with 
distinction of several interacting elements, a.o. degree of precision and degree of definiteness. Quite 
a lot of lectotypifications of generic names of fossil plants have been made in handbooks. Until now 
I have the impression that this handbook portion is relatively large in palaeobotany, compared to e.g. 
taxonomy of extant phanerogams. A brief survey: 

1. Miller (1889) was mentioned already. His typifications have been overlooked by the big majority 
of palaeobotanists, even by Andrews, I suppose. (Though Andrews has Miller's book in his bibliog- 
raphy, he does not mention Miller's typifications, i.e. he does not make a remark in generic entries 
in which he mentions another species as Miller did.) Miller often, but not always, indicated the first 
of the original species. He never gave arguments. Examples: 

ALETHOPTERIS, Sternberg, 1825, Vers. Darst. Flora the same species mentioned by Andrews, 1/3. 
der Vorwelt. p. 21. [Ety. alethos, true; pteris, 
fern.] Fronds polypinnate; 

marginal. Type A. lonchitica. 
acuta, see Pecopteris acuta. 
ambigua, Lesquereux, 1880, Coal Flora of 

BECHERA, Sternberg, 1824, Vers. Darst. Flora der B. grandis is 4/11; Andrews mentions B. cerato- 
Vorwelt, p. 30. [Ety. proper name.] Like As- phylloides, 1/11. 
terophyllites in its verticillate leaves, but dis- 
tinguished by its tumid joints and deeply and 
widely furrowed stems. Type B. grandis. 

grandis, Sternberg, 1824, Vers. Darst. Flora der 
Vorwelt, fasc. 4, p. 30, and Coal Flora of Pa., 
p. 41. Coal Meas. 

2. There is a Russian handbook by Orlov et al., Osnovy Paleontologii, two volumes (1963), in which 
for every genus which is treated, the type is mentioned, in general clearly without arguments given. 
Often, but not always, mentioning the same species as Andrews did. Examples from the volume on 
algae etc., from a chapter by Abramov and Savi&-Ljubickaja, p. 373 (Tip roda = type of the genus): 

Jungermanites Goeppert, 1845 emend. Hepaticites Walton, 1925 (Marchantites 
Steere, 1946. THn poga - J. cretaceus Berry, Brongniart, 1845, ex parte). THn poga - Hepa- 
1919; B. Men, CIIIA. BxIiiotIaeT nPH3HaKH noA- ticites kidstoni Walton, 1925; B. Kap6oH, AHrJIH. 
nopAcaxa Jungermaniales (Akrogynineae), npHBe- 
geHHbIe Bbllne. CTHp (Steere, 1946) 

H13 3TOro po- 
ga - B IIOHHMaHHH Filnnepra (Goeppert u. Beh- 
rendt, 1845) - HclolIHln HcKxonaeMbie aHaxpo- 
FHHHbIe IOHrepMaHHeBbIe, OTHeCeHHbIe HM K p. 

Metzgeriites Steere, H ocTaBHJI TOJIbKo.... 

J. cretaceus cannot be the type of Jungermannites: it was not one of the original species. For Hepaticites, 
the same species is mentioned in Andrews (1955, 1970), as well as by Jovet-Ast in Boureau (1967); 
Schuster (1966), however, designated another species. 

3. a. There is a series of handbooks, edited by Boureau: Trait6 de Palkobotanique (vol. 2, 3, 4(1) and 
4(2), 1964-1967 appeared), in which for every generic name a type species is mentioned in a typo- 
graphical conspicuous way, e.g. by Jovet-Ast in vol. 2: 61: 
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GENRE JUNGERMANNITES GOEPPERT, 1845, 
EMEND. STEERE, 1946 

(= Jungermanniopsis Howe et Hollick, 1922). 

Espece-type : Jungermannites neesianus 
Goeppert in Behrendt, 1845. 

b. In Remy and Remy, Die Floren des Erdaltertums (1977), every generic description is followed by 
a mention of the type, e.g. for Macrostachya Schimper (1869): "Typus-Species: Macrostachya infun- 
dibuliformis Schimp. 1869." 

In the books of group 3, never arguments are given. I have the impression the authors concerned 
always mentioned the same species as Andrews did (but I did not check every generic name). Maybe 
they thought they simply mentioned the type, 'indicated' by Andrews. I suspect the choices in these 
books to be largely (or even completely) mechanical. But contrary to Andrews' Index, in these books 
it is evident it concerns types in the sense of the Code. Compare e.g. among extant phanerogams: 
There are generic names which were lectotypified for the first time in e.g. Phillips (1951) (which was 
mentioned in the 1959 Appendix to the facsimile of Species Plantarum, cf. p. 856), e.g. Euryops (Cass.) 
Cass. 1820. I think people never wondered if Phillips' choices might have been 'largely mechanical'. 

This small survey of lectotypification in palaeobotany thus results in affirmation of my earlier 
conclusion: the phrase on "a largely mechanical method of selection" has to be deleted from Art. 8. 

May I end this paragraph with a request: As the survey above shows, there is a large gap between 
Miller (1889) and the sixties of this century. Occasionally I come across a designation of the lectotype 
of a generic name of fossil plants, done in this period; then I add this information in the ING entry 
of the generic name concerned. I am sure that many still are unnoticed. If anybody knows about such 
lectotypification, please inform me of the data. 

Choices Should Be Definite 
In a preceding chapter it was concluded that only definite choices should constitute lectotypification. 

The insertion of a relevant phrase in Art. 8 would solve still more categories of vague lectotypification: 
1. Cases with some expression of doubt: Keil (1985) considers Cassini (1817) as to have lectotypified 

Pectis on P. linifolia (residue method). To demonstrate this, Keil cites a few sentences from Cassini, 
in which Cassini states that Pectis ciliaris probably belongs to his n.g. Chthonia. Because of the word 
'probably', I cannot accept this as lectotypification. In the same category I classify the following kind 
of cases (example fictitious): Psoralea had eight species in Linnaeus (1753). An 1770 author in an 
article on all Psoralea's of the whole world included only this in Psoralea: (1) P. bituminosa L. (1753) 
and (2) ? P. americana L. (1753). I would not accept this as lectotypification, because P. americana 
is not definitely excluded. 

2. Evans in Britton (1918), in a number of cases states: "Type species: .. .". In a few cases, however, 
he makes another kind of remark, e.g. in Cephaloziella: "About 50 species, ..., the following typical." 
In my opinion this 'typical' only means 'representative', this need not be the nomenclatural type. 
(Thus I consider this as quite different from authors who used the word 'typical' before the concept 
of nomenclatural type existed, e.g. Rafinesque, mentioned above under 1 on p. 859.) 

(290) Proposal to add a Note in Art. 8: "Only definite choices of one element constitute lectotypifi- 
cation." 
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Proposed by: Gea Zijlstra, Institute of Systematic Botany, Heidelberglaan 2, 3584 CS Utrecht, The 
Netherlands. 

Added in proof: A recent checking of Medikus (1787, 1789) revealed that his "lectotypification" does 
not meet the criteria of Prop. 289: four of Linnaeus' eight original species are not mentioned. 

(291)-(312) Proposals on lectotypification and the report of the Committee on Lectotypification. 

The Committee on Lectotypification is one of four special committees set up by the XIII International 
Botanical Congress in Sydney, Australia in August 1981 (cf. Greuter and Voss, 1982, pp. 37-39). It 
was given the broad mandate to consider "lectotypification (Art. 8, 72, Guide Types)" (Greuter, 1981), 
and instructed to report to the Nomenclature Section of the XIV IBC to be held in Berlin from July 
20-24, 1987. The Committee was originally constituted with seven members as follows: J. McNeill 
(U. Ottawa, Canada), Convener, A. B. Court (Nat. Bot. Gard., Canberra, Australia), R. J. Henderson 
(Queensland Herb., Indooroopilly, Australia), S. A. Redhead (Biosystematics Res. Inst., Ottawa, Can- 
ada), W. T. Steam (Richmond, Surrey, U.K.), C. H. Stirton (RBG, Kew, U.K.) and A. Traverse (Penn. 
State U., University Park, PA, U.S.A.). Dr. Scott A. Redhead was elected Secretary and has organised 
most of the correspondence of the Committee; C. H. Stirton was obliged to resign from the Committee 
in October 1985 because of other duties and two other members did not participate in its proceedings. 
This left four active voting members. 

In addition to the regular membership, the 193 pages of Committee documentation have been 
distributed to about 30 other interested botanists and very valuable comments have been received 
from most of them. Those from Baum (Ottawa), Isoviita (Helsinki), Kanis (Canberra), Nicolson 
(Washington), Parkinson (Wellington, N.Z.), Pichi-Sermolli (Firenze), Rauschert (Halle), and Zijlstra 
(Utrecht) have been particularly detailed and helpful. Indeed, the written contributions of non-members 
have vastly exceeded those of the Committee membership. As a result, the consensus which this report 
tries to express, is that of the wider body of interested botanists rather than just the four active members 
of the Committee. This has presented some problems with the proposals for amendment to the Code, 
which do not all necessarily have the support of three Committee members (the standard two-thirds 
majority-cf. Voss, 1982). 

The Proposals are appended to the report, with the Committee votes indicated; also indicated are 
the number of other botanists who have endorsed the proposal concerned relative to the number 
consulted (e.g. 15/18, implies fifteen endorsing out of eighteen non-members commenting). 
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