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PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE 

Edited by Dan H. Nicolson 

(66-81) Proposals to amend the Code and report of the Special Committee on 
Lectotypification 

Fred R. Barrie, Secretary' 

The Special Committee on Lectotypification (including Specimen Definition) was 
one of 6 special committees set up by the XV International Botanical Congress in 
Yokohama, Japan, in August 1993 (Nicolson in Taxon 43: 283-284. 1994). The 
issues referred to the Committee stemmed from proposals rejected by the Congress 
because the full implications of their acceptance were unclear. The two general is- 
sues were specimen definition and problems of lectotypification, the latter including 
formal typification statements, the priority of epitypes and possible mechanisms for 
their replacement, and the question of whether or not type designations on the Index 
nominum genericorum cards should be ruled as ineffective. The specific proposals 
referred to the committee were: Art. 8 Prop. J-M, P, Q, and T; Art. 9 Prop. A-B; and 
Rec. 9B (new) Prop. A (for the complete text of the proposals, see Greuter & 
McNeill in Taxon 42: 191-271. 1993). More recently, the Rapporteur suggested that 
the Committee might address the question of Art. 37, incorrect holotype designa- 
tions, ambiguously defined or labelled holotypes, and the potential impact on the 
validity of the names concerned. 

The original membership was: F. R. Barrie (MO, secretary), W. R. Buck (NY), P. 
F. Cannon (IMI), U. Eggli (ZSS), R. J. F. Henderson (BRI), P. Hiepko (B), P. Iso- 
viita (H), J. Luteyn (NY), D. H. Nicolson (US, convener), P. Perret (G), P. S. Short 
(DNA), and N. P. Taylor (K). Other responsibilities prevented several members 
from participating in the proceedings. However, C. E. Jarvis (BM) and T. Lammers 
(F) graciously consented to join. The final voting membership for most proposals 
was 8 (Barrie, Eggli, Hiepko, Isoviita, Jarvis, Lammers, Nicolson, and Short), when 
the 60 % majority required to recommend a proposal was of 5 positive votes; or 
sometimes 9 (the aforementioned, plus Henderson), when 6 yes votes were required. 
Abstentions were counted as negative votes. In the 16 proposals below, the votes are 
tabulated as (for: against: abstain). All proposed examples are intended as sugges- 
tions to the Editorial Committee, not as "voted examples". 

The convenor first initiated a discussion concerning the purpose of lectotypifica- 
tion. His position was that the purpose of lectotypification was to determine the 
application of a name if (and only if) that application was in question (i.e. the origi- 
nal material includes more than one taxon) and that no typification should be under- 
taken unless this was the case. The middle position would authorise a monographer 
or reviser, an author preparing a standard work on a taxon, to lectotypify even when 
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all potential types are conspecific and application of the name is not in question. The 
third position was that anyone working with a name, e.g. for a local flora or check- 
list, should be encouraged to typify any untypified name encountered. 

The Committee revealed itself to be, by and large, a group of solid middle-of-the- 
roaders. Most members believed that the purpose of lectotypification was to fix the 
application of a name regardless of whether or not that application was under dis- 
pute. True to Recommendation 9A.2, they also believed that "designation of a lec- 
totype should be undertaken only in the light of an understanding of the group con- 
cerned". Monographers, therefore, should be encouraged to examine type material 
and lectotypify any untypified names encountered. Those whose research did not 
involve revisionary work, however, were to be actively discouraged from designat- 
ing types. 

Definition of a specimen 
The definition of a specimen had to meet the following criteria. It had to be flexi- 

ble enough to meet the needs of all users of the Code, yet structured enough to pro- 
vide guidance in ambiguous situations. In most cases, all parts of a specimen should 
be collected at the same time, that is, in a single gathering. A specimen could not be 
defined by its preparation; it was independent of its mounting. It could be mounted 
as more than one preparation as long as the various preparations could be identified 
as holding a portion of that single specimen. A specimen had to be distiguishable 
from duplicate specimens of the same gathering. And, for types in particular, it was 
vital that all parts of a specimen be housed permanently in the same institution. 

The proposed definition considers a specimen to be a designated part of a single 
gathering (Prop. (68) below provides for an exception to this rule). The precise defi- 
nition is somewhat flexible; what comprises a specimen is left up to the collector or 
preparator, but if more than one preparation is involved, the components must be 
linked clearly through labelling. 

(66) Replace Art. 8.1 by the following text, and add four examples (8 : 1 : 0): 
"8.1. The type (holotype, lectotype or neotype) of a name of a species or infraspeci- 
fic taxon is a single specimen conserved in one herbarium or institution, or an illus- 
tration. A specimen is a gathering, or part of a gathering, of a single species or in- 
fraspecific taxon collected at one time. A specimen may consist of a single plant, 
parts of one or several plants, or of multiple small plants. A specimen is usually 
mounted on a single herbarium sheet or in an equivalent preparation, such as a box, 
packet, jar or microscope slide. It may be mounted as more than one preparation, as 
long as the parts are clearly labelled as being part of the same specimen. Multiple 
preparations from a single gathering which are not clearly labelled as being part of a 
single specimen are duplicates, irrespective of whether the source was one plant or 
more than one. 
"Ex. 1. The holotype of Cephaelis acanthacea Steyerm., Cuatrecasas 16752 (F), consists of a 
single specimen mounted on two herbarium sheets, labelled "sheet 1" and "sheet 2". Al- 
though the two sheets have separate herbarium accession numbers, F-1153741 and F- 
1153742 respectively, the cross-labelling indicates that a single specimen is represented. A 
third sheet of Cuatrecasas 16572, F-1153740, is not cross-labelled and is therefore a dupli- 
cate. 
"Ex 2. The holotype specimen of Delissea eleeleensis H. St. John, Christensen 261 (BISH), is 
mounted as two preparations, a herbarium sheet (BISH-519675) bearing the annotation "fl. 
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bottled" and an inflorescence preserved in alcohol in a jar labelled "Cyanea, Christensen 
261 ". The annotation indicates that the inflorescence is part of the holotype specimen and not 
a duplicate, nor is it part of the isotype specimen (BISH-519676), which is not labelled as 
including additional material preserved in a separate preparation. 
"Ex. 3. The holotype specimen of Johannesteijsmannia magnifica J. Dransf., Dransfield 862 
(K), consists of a leaf mounted on five herbarium sheets, an inflorescence and infructescence 
in a box, and spirit material preserved in a bottle. 
"Ex. 4. The holotype of Eugenia ceibensis Standl. is Yuncker & al. 8309 (F), a specimen 
mounted on a single herbarium sheet. A fragment was removed from the specimen subse- 
quent to its designation as holotype and is now conserved in LL. The fragment is mounted on 
a herbarium sheet along with a photograph of the holotype and is labelled "fragment of 
type!". The fragment is no longer part of the holotype specimen, however, because it is not 
permanently conserved in the same herbarium as the holotype. Such fragments have the 
status of a duplicate, i.e. an isotype." 

(67) Add the following recommendation after Rec. 8A.3 (6 : 1 : 1): 
"8A.4. When a single specimen is mounted as multiple preparations this should be 
stated in the protologue, if the specimen is designated as a type, and the preparations 
appropriately labelled." 

(68) Add a paragraph after Art. 8.1, and an example (6 : 3 : 0): 

"8.Ibis. Material collected from an individual plant at different times may be de- 
fined as a single specimen if mounted as a single preparation or as multiple prepara- 
tions labelled as being part of the same specimen. When such a specimen is desig- 
nated as the type of the name of a taxon, supplemental material may not be added 
subsequent to publication of the name. 
"Ex. 1. The holotype of Echinocereus sanpedroensis Raudonat & Rischer (in Echinocereen- 
freund 8(4): 88-97. 1995) consists of a complete plant with roots, a detached branch, an entire 
flower, a flower cut in halves, and two fruits, taken from the same cultivated individual at 
different times and preserved, in alcohol, in a single jar." 

The results of the Tokyo Congress mail vote for Prop. 9A and Prop. 9B (McNeill 
in Taxon 42: 907-922. 1993) suggested that many botanists support accepting 
specimens constructed by sampling material from the same individual at different 
times (e.g., flowers and fruits collected at different times and mounted on the same 
herbarium sheet). The Committee was willing to support this position, as long as 
supplemental material could not be added to a type specimen once the desigation 
was published. 

Lectotypification 

The proposals on lectotypification sent to the Committee addressed two main is- 
sues. The first was whether or not typification statements should be qualified to be 
effective. Four of the proposals submitted to the Tokyo Congress, Prop. J-M, ad- 
dressed this issue. The second was whether or not types designated on the original 
ING cards (1955-1971) should be ruled ineffective (Prop. P). 

With respect to the ING cards, the Committee decided that insufficient informa- 
tion was available for an informed decision. There was no reliable estimate of how 
many names were involved, nor of how many of the type designations would prove 
disruptive. The card sets may be hard to locate, but this is true of many important 
botanical works. Methods suggested for increasing their availability included pub- 
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lishing a microfiche edition of the cards or scanning them into a computer and 
making them available over the Internet. A less labour-intensive alternative would 
be to publish a list of institutions holding sets of the cards. 

The Tokyo proposals on Art. 8 that would have qualified effective typification 
statements fell into two groups. Prop. J and K split Art. 8.3 of the Berlin Code (To- 
kyo Code Art. 7.11). Prop. J would have required use of lectotype or neotype after 1 
January 1953 for names at the rank of species and below. Its companion, Prop. K, 
retained use of the term "type" or an equivalent for names above the rank of species. 
Prop. L requested a starting date of 1 January 1996 for required use of lectotype or 
neotype, but seemed to require usage of the terms even to typify a name above the 
rank of species. Prop. M was an editorial modification of Prop. L. 

The Committee agreed that requiring a more formal typification statement would 
be useful. However, back-dating the requirement to 1953 would result in the unnec- 
essary loss of many otherwise acceptable typifications. The resulting proposal would 
established a later starting date for the new requirement, as in Prop. L, while fol- 
lowing Prop. J in restricting application to names at or below the rank of species. 
The proposed provision would not supersede Art. 9.8, thus a misapplied term for a 
type would be correctable and the designation would remain effective. 

(69) Add a paragraph after Art. 9.14 (6 : 1 : 0): 
"9.14bis. On or after 1 January 2001, lectotypification or neotypification of a name 
of a species or infraspecific taxon is not effected unless indicated by use of the term 
lectotypus or neotypus, its abbreviation, or its equivalent in a modern language." 

In addition to obligating use of the formal term for the proposed type, the desig- 
nation of a new type would be made more obvious by requiring that the typification 
statement include the words "here designated" or equivalent wording. 

(70) Add a second paragraph after Art. 9.14 (7 : 0 : 0): 

"9.14ter. On or after 1 January 2001, lectotypification or neotypification of a name 
of a species or infraspecific taxon is not effected unless the typification statement 
includes the phrase "here designated", or equivalent wording." 

(71) Add a paragraph after Art. 7.11 (4 : 2 : 0): 
"7.11bis. For purposes of priority (Art. 9.13 and 10.5), on or after 1 January 2001, 
designation of a type for a name that is not typified by original designation or indi- 
cation is achieved only if the typification statement includes the phrase "here desig- 
nated", or equivalent wording." 

Proposal (71) was submitted by Isoviita, though unfortunately too late to receive a 
response from all Committee members. Presented as an alternative to Prop. (70); it 
covers much the same ground except that epitypes would be included as well. 

(72) Replace the last sentence ofArt. 9.9 by the following (6 : 1 : 1): 

"If no isotype, syntype or isosyntype (duplicate of syntype) is extant, the lectotype 
must be chosen from among the paratypes, if such exist. If no isotype, syntype, iso- 
syntype, paratype or isoparatype (duplicate of paratype) is extant, the lectotype must 
be chosen from among the uncited specimens and cited and uncited illustrations 
which comprise the remaining original material, if such exist. If no original material 
is extant, a neotype may be selected." 
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At the Tokyo Congress, illustrations were removed from the definition of para- 
type (Art. 9.5). It is therefore clear in the Tokyo Code that cited illustrations have the 
same status as uncited specimens and illustrations as potential lectotypes, and are not 
eligible if isotypes, syntypes, or paratypes - all defined to be specimens - exist. 
Article 9.9 may now be rewritten to describe unambigously the procedure for se- 
lecting a lectotype. The above proposal would not change the practice currently 
mandated by the Code. It merely commits all options to paper. 

(73) Delete Art. 9 Note 3 (8 : 0 : 0). 

Note 3 was considered by the Committee a redundant rephrasing of Art. 9.9's in- 
structions to select a lectotype from among the syntypes. The parenthetical comment 
"(e.g., male and female, flowering and fruiting, etc.)" could be interpreted as con- 
flicting with the definition for "specimen" proposed above. The proposal is similar 
to Tokyo Congress Prop. 161 (Malloy & al. in Taxon 41: 602. 1992; Art 7 Prop. Y, 
Greuter & McNeill in Taxon 42: 200. 1993). 

Epitypes 

Epitypes were introduced in the Tokyo Code to stabilise the application of any 
name for which the type was taxonomically ambiguous. However, the conditions 
under which they might be replaced or superseded were not defined. Art. 8 Prop. T 
would have permitted replacement of an epitype only if the original epitype speci- 
men were lost or destroyed. It also stated that a lectotype or neotype supported by an 
epitype could be superseded under what are now Art. 9.11 and 9.13. 

In Tokyo, objections were raised from the floor, fearing that Prop. T would give 
an epitype priority over the primary type which it supported. The objections seemed 
to stem from a misapprehension of the intended status and function of an epitype. 
The purpose of an epitype is to provide supplemental information, information ab- 
sent from the primary type. The two types are linked and stand or fall together. The 
intent of Prop. T was to permit a lectotype-epitype pair to be replaced under Art. 
9.13(a) or rejected under Art. 9.13(b) if the characters of either conflicted with the 
protologue, when a new lectotype, with or without a new epitype, would be desig- 
nated. A neotype-epitype pair could be replaced under Art. 9.13(a) or superseded 
under Art. 9.12 and a new neotype selected, certainly without a new epitype. 

At the Tokyo Congress, a particular worry was that at some time in the future it 
would be possible to identify precisely the primary type and thus discover that it and 
the epitype belonged to different taxa, yet there was no means of disposing of the 
epitype in such situations. This is undoubtably a possiblity, but what would be the 
consequences? In most cases, discovering a taxonomic conflict would require a 
change in the application of the name. Eliminating the epitype or replacing it with 
one taxonomically identical to the primary type would not remedy this. For holo- 
types and lectotypes, conservation with a conserved type would be unavoidable. A 
neotype could be replaced under Art. 9.12. 

The Committee could not devise a method by which epitypes might be super- 
seded that did not also diminish, if not trivialise, their function as a stabilising ele- 
ment. Consequently, it was decided that epitypes should not be replaced unless lost 
or destroyed. However, an epitype and the type it supports should be supersedable. 
Epitypes are designated with the intent of supplying characters to supplement an 
ambiguous type, thus the characters of the epitype may be used when considering 
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whether or not to supersede the primary type. If the type cannot be superseded but a 
demonstrable taxonomic conflict exists, the name may be proposed for conservation 
with a conserved type under Art. 14.9. Since conflict between a primary type and its 
epitype will almost inevitably result in a change in the application of the name, con- 
servation will be unavoidable if the primary type is a holotype. 

(74) Add a paragraph after Art. 9.13 (8 : 0 : 0): 

"9.13bis. The author who first designates an epitype must be followed; a different 
epitype may be designated only if the original epitype is lost or destroyed. A lecto- 
type or neotype supported by an epitype may be superseded in accordance with Art. 
9.13 or, in the case of a neotype, Art. 9.12. If it can be shown that an epitype and the 
type it supports differ taxonomically and that neither Art. 9.12 nor 9.13 apply, the 
name may be proposed for conservation with a conserved type (Art. 14.9; see also 
Art. 57)." 

(75) Add a Note, to follow the new Art. 9.13bis (8 : 0 : 0): 

"Note 1. An epitype supports only the type to which it is linked by the typifying 
author. If the supported type is superseded, the epitype has no standing with respect 
to the replacement type." 

(76) Add a paragraph after the new Art. 9.13bis (8 : 0 : 0): 

"9.13ter. Designation of an epitype is not effected unless the herbarium or institution 
in which the epitype is conserved is specified or, if the epitype is a published illus- 
tration, a full and direct bibliographic reference is provided." 

Proposal (76) would bring epitypes into line with lectotypes and neotypes (Art. 
9.14). Since the epitype concept is new, a starting date is unnecessary. 

Illustrations as types 

Art. 8.3 states that an illustration may be used as a type only if it is impossible to 
preserve a specimen. While sympathetic with the article's intent, the Committee 
found it confusing, unworkable in practice and potentially destabilising. Exactly 
what is meant by "impossible to preserve a type specimen" is unclear, nor is it clear 
who has the authority to decide when preservation is impossible. Under what cir- 
cumstances, if any, should a name be considered invalid if published with an illus- 
tration for a holotype? The article would appear to be retroactive, though for good 
reason no one treats it as such, given the number of names that might be threatened 
by a strict interpretation. 

If the primary objective of Article 8.3 is to encourage the designation of speci- 
mens as types, replacing the article with a recommendation will serve as well. In 
addition, a potential source of nomenclatural instability would be eliminated and 
students of groups such as certain microrganisms, where it is extremely difficult, 
though technically not impossible, to preserve a type specimen, could designate an 
illustration as a holotype without concern that the selection violated the Code. 

(77) Delete Art. 8.3, and add a Recommendation after Art. 8 (7 : 1 : 0): 

"8A.1. When selecting a type for a name of a species or infraspecific taxon of non- 
fossil plants, a specimen is to be preferred to an illustration." 
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(78) In Rec. 8A.2, delete the words "...it is impossible to preserve a type specimen 
and..." (7 : 1:0). 

Mechanical typification and the American Code 

Every Committee on Lectotypification formed since the Sydney Congress has ad- 
dressed the problem of typifications made under the American Code (Arthur & al. in 
Bull. Torrey Bot. Club 34: 167-178. 1907). Particular attention has been paid to the 
generic types designated by Britton and co-workers, especially when these choices 
conflicted with the types proposed for Linnaean generic names by Hitchcock & 
Green (in Nomencl. Prop. Brit. Botanists, 1929; and in Cambridge Rules, 1935). 
American Code typifications were often considered mechanical because of the "first 
species rule", which stated that, under certain conditions, the first species listed un- 
der a generic name was to be designated as the type. However, the report of the 
Committee on Lectotypification appointed in Sydney (McNeill in Taxon 35: 867- 
879. 1986) demonstrated that the "first species rule" was applied only as a last re- 
sort, and that most typifications made under the American Code were anything but 
mechanical. The Committee's recommended solution was to outlaw typifications 
published before 1 January 1935, which would have had the desired effect of pro- 
tecting the Hitchcock & Green typifications. The full consequences of banning all 
pre-1935 typifications were unclear to the attendees of the Nomenclature Sessions in 
Berlin, however, and they voted to study the problem further. 

The Committee on Lectotypification authorised by the Berlin Congress split into 
three subcommittees, 3A, 3B, and 3C. The American Code problem was assigned to 
Subcommittee 3A (Cannon & Isoviita in Taxon 41: 762-769. 1993). After consid- 
ering several options, including establishment of a starting point and eliminating the 
barrier to mechanical typification altogether, the Subcommittee settled upon retain- 
ing the ban on mechanical typificaton while deleting Art. 8 Ex. 1 (Art. 10 Ex. 6 of 
the Tokyo Code). The Nomenclature Section in Tokyo considered this option poten- 
tially chaotic (Greuter & al. in Englera 14: 60-61. 1994), initially rejecting it, then 
later referring it to the current Committee on Lectotypification. 

Approaching from a different angle, Berlin Subcommittee 3C examined the con- 
flict between the typifications of Linnaean generic names proposed by Britton and 
co-workers and Hitchcock & Green and the consequences of preferring one over the 
other. The Subcommittee then proposed that the types of 72 Linnaean generic names 
be conserved with conserved types (Jarvis in Taxon 41: 552-583. 1992). With two 
exceptions, Cacalia L. and Briza L., the Committee for Spermatophyta voted 
unanimously to recommend conservation of all listed names of Spermatophyta and 
their types (Brummitt in Taxon 44: 611. 1995). The list is currently under evaluation 
by the General Committee. At the time of the Tokyo Congress, the proposals were 
still under consideration and therefore were not a factor in the debate over Subcom- 
mittee 3A's proposal to delete Art. 8 Ex. 1. 

Among the members of the current Committee, there was a consensus that Art. 
10.5 and/or Ex. 6 need revision. The Sydney Committee had demonstrated that 
American Code typifications generally are not mechanical, thus there seemed little 
basis for rejecting them out of hand. The conservation proposals of Berlin Subcom- 
mittee 3C and their being recommended by the Committee for Spermatophyta had 
removed a major barrier to the rehabilitation of Britton & Brown typifications. 
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As for mechanical typification, members were unable to come up with a method 
of selecting types that would fit the definition, other than slavish adherence to the 
"first species rule". Furthermore, types selected mechanically were unlikely to be 
significantly more disruptive than those selected by other methods. Deleting Art. 
10.5(b), therefore, would scarcely result in a flow of proposals to conserve. Pre- 
sumably much more paper and mental energy had been expended in the continued 
discussion of this rule and its Delphinium (temporarily Elymus) example since 1969. 

In the Committee's opinion, the best option was to delete Art. 10.5(b), Art 10 Ex. 
5 and all references to mechanical typification from Art. 10. Ex. 6. The Delphinium 
example can be retained as a useful illustration of a typification which seemed to 
conflict with Art. 10.5(a), but which actually was not in serious conflict with the 
protologue. 

(79) Delete Art. 10.5(b) and Art. 8 Ex. 5, and revise Art. 8 Ex. 6 to read (8 : 0 : 0): 
"Ex. 6. Delphinium L. has been proposed for conservation with a conserved type, D. peregri- 
num L., which replaces D. consolida L., the type designated by Britton & Brown (Ill. Fl. N. 
U.S., ed 2, 2: 93. 1913). The unicarpellate D. consolida could not have been superseded as 
type by the tricarpellate D. peregrinum under Art. 10.5 because it is not in serious conflict 
with the generic protologue, which specifies "germina tria vel unum", the assignment of the 
genus to "Polyandria Trigyna" by Linnaeus notwithstanding." 

Article 37 

At the suggestion of the Rapporteur, the committee agreed to study the problem 
of dubious type citations for names published after 1958. The specific question con- 
cerned two Wimmer names, Laurentia mariae (in Engler, Pflanzenr. 108: 854. 1968: 
Esterhuysen 28132, Bol., W.) and L. frontidentata (l.c.: 855. 1968: Esterhuysen 
17070, Pret., Bol.), published posthumously from manuscripts written prior to 1958. 
For each name, two elements from a single collection were cited. 

The problem, stated by Greuter, was that Art. 37.3 requires citation of a "single 
element". The term element is defined in Art. 7.2 as that "thing" that may serve as a 
nomenclatural type, which means either a single specimen or an illustration (Art. 
8.1). When two duplicates of one collection are cited, there are two elements. Simi- 
larly if no herbarium but only a collection is cited and it later turns out that dupli- 
cates exist, the name in question becomes invalid. 

The proposed solution relaxes the wording of Art. 37.3, replacing "element" and 
"specimen" with "gathering", using "gathering" in the same sense as in the proposed 
Art. 8.1. The modifications will change Art. 37.3 only in so far as it applies to names 
published between 1958 and 1990 for which a single gathering is cited in the pro- 
tologue, no holotype is specified and several specimens exist. Post-1958 names 
published with multiple gatherings cited as the type would remain invalid. 

(80) In Art. 37.3, replace "element" with "gathering or illustration", "holotype" with 
"type" and "specimen" with "gathering", adding two examples (7 : 1 : 0): 

"37.3. For the name of a new species or infraspecific taxon, citation of a single gath- 
ering or illustration is acceptable as indication of the type (but see Art. 37.4). Mere 
citation of a locality without concrete reference to a gathering does not however 
constitute indication of a type. Citation of the collector's name and/or collecting 
number and/or date of collection and/or reference to any other detail of the type 
gathering is required." 
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"Ex. 1. The protologue of Laurentia frontidentata E. Wimm. (in Engler, Pflanzenr. 108: 854. 
1968) includes the type statement "E. Esterhuysen No. 17070! Typus-Pret., Bol." The name 
is validly published because a single gathering is cited, despite the citation of two specimens. 
"Ex. 2. Baloghia pininsularis Guillaumin (in Mem. Mus. Natl. Hist. Nat., B, Bot. 8: 260. 
1962) was published with two cited gatherings: Baumann 13813 and Baumann 13823. As the 
author failed to cite a single gathering, the name was not validly published. It was later vali- 
dated by McPherson & Tirel (in Fl. Nouv.-Caled. 14: 58 1987), who cited "Lectotype 
(design6 ici): Baumann-Bodenheim 13823 (P!; iso-, Z)." 

Should this proposal pass, names of species and infraspecific taxa published be- 
tween 1958 and 1990 with either a holotype or a certain kind of syntype - duplicates 
from among which no holotype has been chosen and from among which a lectotype 
can be selected - would be considered validly published. Laurentia frontidentata E. 
Wimm. would be validly published, despite the citation of two specimens, as would 
names for which a collector and number are indicated as the type, but no herbarium 
or institution is cited. Art. 37.4 and 37.5 ensure that validly published, post-1990 
names of species and infraspecific taxa have holotypes. 

(81) Add three sentences at the end of Art. 37.5 (7 : 1 : 1): 

"If two or more duplicate type elements are conserved in this herbarium or institu- 
tion and (a) none is explicitly labelled as "type" or "holotype" or (b) more than one 
is labelled "type" or "holotype", this is considered an error of curatorial practice, to 
be corrected. One of the elements is to be labelled as holotype, the remaining ele- 
ments as isotypes. Typification is ascribed to the validating author in the original 
publication." 

The problem addressed here is potentially more dangerous than that posed by 
names such as Laurentia frontidentata, and may be more common. It affects names 
published since 1990 with a proper holotype statement in the protologue, specifying 
a single specimen in one institution, for which it is later discovered that several 

specimens from the type gathering are housed in the home institution, with or with- 
out type labels. Though there may be a temptation to punish an author for such a 

transgression, this should be resisted. As often as not, the cause will be a curatorial 
error of which the author was unaware, particularly if the the holotype was sent, 
unmounted, to a distant institution. The biggest danger is that the error may lie hid- 
den for decades in a herbarium cabinet, while usage of the name becomes well es- 
tablished. 
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