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The current provisions of Art. 7.7 demand that a name validated 
by reference to a previously published description be typified from 
the context of that description, in conformity with the idea that the 
original material is necessarily that on which the validating descrip-
tion was based (Art. 9, Note 2).

This provision is restricted if the type designation is already made 
by the validating author. This restriction is justified because “the ap-
plication of names of taxa of the rank of family or below is determined 
by means of nomenclatural types” (Art. 7.1), and “any designation 
made by the original author, if definitely expressed at the time of the 
original publication of the name of the taxon, is final” (Art. 9, Note 1).

When no holotype was designated by the original author, and the 
original material consists of more than a single element, the name is 
open to lectotypification. In cases when the validating author used 
a previously published description, examined that original material 
and explicitly excluded part as inapplicable to the concept of the new 
species, it is illogical to allow those excluded elements to be formally 
eligible for lectotypification.

For this reason, another restriction to the application of Art. 7.7 
is proposed here. It is exemplified by an example, when a name was 
validly published without descriptive matter but with reference to a 
previously published validating description of another name.

Hieracium saxifragum subsp. oreinum Dahlst. ex Brenner was 
validly published by M. Brenner (in Meddel. Soc. Fauna Fl. Fenn. 18: 89. 
1892). Brenner described mostly his own plants from Finland but bor-
rowed the unpublished name from H. Dahlstedt who originally coined 
it for the Swedish plants distributed in his Hieracia Scandinavica Ex-
siccata. These exsiccata were directly cited by Brenner, therefore be-
ing syntypes of this name. Some years later Brenner decided that the 
Swedish and Finnish plants were taxonomically different. He left the 
original name for the Swedish plants, and coined a “substitute” name 
for the Finnish material, Hieracium oribates Brenner (in Meddel. Soc. 
Fauna Fl. Fenn. 30: 142. 1904). No descriptive matter was associated 
with this name in 1904, so that it is to be treated as the name of a new 
species validly published with reference to the description of Hiera-
cium saxifragum subsp. oreinum. Hieracium oribates is different in 
circumscription from Hieracium saxifragum subsp. oreinum, because 
the Swedish syntype and the earlier name itself were explicitly ex-
cluded from the circumscription of the later name, although no type 
designation was made by Brenner, the validating author, in 1892 or 
1904. Article 41.3 requires that a name of a species or infraspecific 
taxon should be accompanied by a description of the taxon, and this 
was the case in 1892. Then, a name may be accompanied by reference 
to a previously published description of a taxon, and this was the case 
in 1904. Nothing is specified that it may not be the same description!

The two names discussed here are not necessarily homotypic be-
cause the earlier name itself was explicitly excluded from the concept 
of the later name (Brenner stated that the Swedish plants were taxo-
nomically different from the Finnish ones, the name H. saxifragum 

subsp. oreinum was not cited as a synonym as provided by Art. 52.2(e), 
and the later name was not based on the earlier name as required by 
Art. 7.4).

Under the current wording of Art. 7.7, any element associated 
with the original description of Hieracium saxifragum subsp. oreinum 
can be selected as the lectotype of this name and of Hieracium orib-
ates, contrary to the intention of the original author. The new restric-
tion proposed here provides a logical solution to this case without 
contradiction to the principles already in the Code.

Another small change in Art. 7.7 is desirable to otherwise refer to 
the material to be used when a name is validated by reference to a previ-
ously published description. Instead of a rather loose “context” of the 
validating description, it could be more explicitly said “material associ-
ated with” the validating description. The intended meaning is same.

() Amend Art. . as follows:

Replace “context of ” by “material associated with”.

() Expand Art. . as follows (new text in bold):

“7.7. A name validly published by reference to a previously and 
effectively published description or diagnosis (Art. 32.1(d)) is to be 
typified by an element selected from the entire context of the validat-
ing description or diagnosis, unless the validating author has definitely 
designated a different type or explicitly excluded part of the material 
associated with the validating description or diagnosis (but see Art. 
10.2). However, the type of a name of a taxon assigned to a group with 
a nomenclatural starting-point later than 1 May 1753 (see Art. 13.1) is 
to be determined in accordance with the indication or descriptive and 
other matter accompanying its valid publication (see Art. 32, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45).”

If Prop. 155 is accepted, “entire context of” would be replaced by 
“material associated with”.

() Add a new example to Art.  after Ex. :

“Ex. 8 bis. Brenner (in Meddel. Soc. Fauna Fl. Fenn. 30: 142. 
1904) validly published Hieracium oribates Brenner without accom-
panying descriptive matter but with reference to the validating de-
scription of Hieracium saxifragum subsp. oreinum Dahlst. ex Brenner 
(in Meddel. Soc. Fauna Fl. Fenn. 18: 89. 1892), another validly pub-
lished name. In 1904 Brenner definitely excluded the earlier name 
itself and part of its original material, making the two names different 
in circumscription. As provided in Art. 7.7, both names are to be typi-
fied from the material associated with the same description, except 
for the part excluded from the circumscription of the later name.”

Acknowledgements

I am grateful to Werner Greuter for earlier discussions on the 
application of Art. 41.3. The proposal benefited from critical com-
ments and corrections of John McNeill.

(155–157) Proposals to amend Article 7.7 and add a new example to Article 7
Alexander Sennikov

Botanical Museum, Finnish Museum of Natural History, P.O. Box 7, 00014 University of Helsinki, Finland; and Herbarium, Komarov 
Botanical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences, Prof. Popov str. 2, 197376 St. Petersburg, Russia. alexander.sennikov@helsinki.fi


