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TAXON VOLUME 41 

Problems of types with duplicate specimens 

S. M. Phillips', R. K. Brummitt2 & B. P. J. Molloy2 

Summary 

Phillips, S. M., Brummitt, R. K. & Molloy, B. P. J.: Problems of types with duplicate 
specimens. - Taxon 41: 728-730. 1992. - ISSN 0040-0262. 

The definitions of the various categories of types in the Code are somewhat ambiguous, and 
have been interpreted in conflicting ways by different authors. In particular, problems have 
arisen where a single type collection cited in the protologue consists of a series of duplicates. 
When is lectotypification necessary? How should the term 'syntype' be interpreted? 
Amendments to the wording of the Code are suggested with the aim of achieving uniformity 
of practice. 

Although the type method has been established in the Code for over half a century, 
problems are still frequently encountered concerning definitions of various categories 
of types, particularly in retrospective typification of old names. The problems 
discussed here relate to cases where a number of duplicates of a type collection are 
involved. At present there are differing interpretations of the Code in such cases, and 
the wording of some Articles appears inappropriate and confusing. It is desirable to 
achieve an unambiguous wording of the Code and a uniform approach to typifica- 
tion. Associated proposals are made in this issue (p. 770) 

Holotypes 

Problems have arisen in practice where the original material includes more than one 
specimen of a single collection but these are not specified in the protologue. For exam- 
ple, Pilger (Notizbl. Bot. Gart. Berlin-Dahlem 11: 805. 1933) described Eragrostis 
setulifera citing only Schlieben 2318 and not indicating where this collection was 
housed (there was no requirement to do so before 1990). The most common practice in 
such a situation is for some later author to conclude that the specimen bearing this 
collector's name and number which is housed at the institution where the author of 
the name (in this case Pilger) worked (in this case B) is the holotype. Duplicates of this 
in other herbaria are referred to as isotypes. An alternative viewpoint is that, in the 
absence of any indication in the protologue, it is not clear which of the various 
duplicates is the holotype, and that a lectotypification must be made. In this case the 
Berlin specimen might well be designated as the lectotype, not holotype, and other 
duplicates would be isolectotypes. 

The Code, Art. 7.3, says that "A holotype is the one specimen or illustration used by 
the author or designated by him as the nomenclatural type". In the example above of 
Eragrostis setulifera Pilger, the author did not designate a particular specimen in one 
herbarium as holotype, so the question arises as to whether the Berlin specimen was 
the only one used by Pilger or not. We now know that there is duplicate material at 

Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AE, U.K. 
2The Herbarium, Botany Institute, Department of Scientific and Industrial Research Land Resources, 

Private Bag, Christchurch, New Zealand. 
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least at Kew, and, for a Schlieben collection, it is likely that further duplicates exist in 
other herbaria. We have now no means of knowing how many duplicates Pilger saw, 
so we do not know whether there is a holotype or not. In practice many people, having 
established that Schlieben 2318 is represented at Berlin, where Pilger worked, would 
consider this as the holotype, but some might say that this is unacceptable and would 
prefer to call the Berlin specimen a lectotype. This is a very common situation which 
demonstrates that there is a very large grey area where, simply from reading the pro- 
tologue, it is impossible to know whether one should retrospectively recognize a 
holotype or designate a lectotype. We feel that current practice favours a holotype in 
such cases, and that a lectotype should be designated only when it can be positively 
shown that the original author saw more than the specimen in the herbarium where he 
worked. Our Prop. (201) to add a new recommendation after Art. 7 would help clarify 
acceptable practice for users of the Code. 

Lectotypes 

In most discussions of lectotypification this is thought of as a single act resulting in a 
single specimen being designated as lectotype. There are, however, situations where an 
intermediate stage occurs, in which one collection is designated as type (lectotype), 
including duplicates in different herbaria, but no one specimen is stipulated. 
Although Art. 7.5 says at present that "A lectotype is a specimen or illustration ..", it 
seems undesirable to rule that if a single specimen was not chosen the lectotypification 
is ineffective. In many cases one does not know whether there are duplicates or not. 
We should allow that we can have a lectotype collection, even if there is no single lec- 
totype specimen. It may then be necessary for somebody to make a second lec- 
totypification to designate the specimen of that collection in one herbarium as the one 
lectotype. What then is the status of the series of duplicates chosen in the first phase of 
lectotypification? It seems that they are all lectotypes, but this is not allowed for in the 
Code. Our Prop. (202) to change the opening of Art. 7.5 would permit this. 

We may note that a third stage of lectotypification may be required in some cir- 
cumstances. A lectotype of Dacrydium bidwillii Kirk (Trans. & Proc. New Zealand 
Inst. 10: 388. 1878) was designated by Allan (Fl. New Zealand 1: 110. 1961) who cited 
Bidwill 130 at Kew. But at Kew there are two sheets bearing this number, and a further 
lectotypification could be needed to specify which of these is the lectotype. It could 
even be necessary to go to a fourth stage of lectotypification, for there is more than 
one piece on both the Kew sheets of Bidwill 130, and, if taxonomic doubt arises, it 
might be necessary to choose one of these from among the material on one sheet. 

Isotypes and syntypes 

At present the Code defines an isotype as "any duplicate of the holotype". But if there 
was no holotype and the protologue cited one collection which may be represented in 
several herbaria, what is the status of each specimen? It is known that the Welwitsch 
herbarium was worked on as a whole at the British Museum towards the end of the last 
century, and material was only distributed after descriptions had been written. Com- 
monly there were about six sheets of each collection, all of which were worked on 
together, and no holotype can be designated. At present, in the absence of a holotype, 
these original specimens cannot be isotypes according to the Code, but they fall within 
the literal definition of syntype. But this would be contrary to universal understanding 
of the term syntype, which is intended to cover cases of different collections and not 
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duplicates of one collection. The same situation would arise in the case of Eragrostis 
setulifera Pilger cited above if it could be demonstrated that Pilger actually saw 
material of Schlieben 2318 in more than one herbarium. Predominant current practice 
would surely be to cite these as isotypes, not syntypes, but we have had the view 
strongly represented to us that under the present wording of the Code they are syn- 
types, all of which have the same collector's name and number. Our Prop. (203-204) to 
amend Art. 7.6 and 7.7 would overcome this difficulty and maintain current usage. 
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