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J. R. SWALLEN 

WHAT IS A TYPE? 
A. A. Bullock (Kew) and R. Ross (London) 

In Article 7 of the current Code the following appears: 
"A nomenclatural type (typus) is that constituent element of a taxon to which the 

name of the taxon is permanently attached, whether as an accepted name or as 
a synonym. 

"Note 1. The nomenclatural type is not necessarily the most typical or re- 
presentative element of a taxon: it is merely that element with which the name is 
permanently associated. 

"Note 2. A holotype ('type') is the one specimen or other element used by the 
author or designated by him as the nomenclatural type.... 

"Note 3 . 
"A lectotype is a specimen or other element selected from the original material 

to serve as nomenclatural type ..." 
Article 8, which is also relevant, reads: 
"The choice of a lectotype .... is superseded . . . . if it can be shown that the 

choice was based upon a misinterpretation of the original description." 
This latter article and the extracts quoted from Art. 7, Notes 2 and 3 are the 

only indication in the Code itself of how a specimen I or other element becomes 
permanently associated with a name. The only interpretation that they will bear, 
however, is that the permanent association stems from the use of the specimen or 
other element in the preparation of the indication of the characters of the taxon 
to which the name is applied. As we see from Chap. IV, Sect. 2, that indication 
may be a description 2 or, in certain special cases, either an illustration or both 

1 "Specimen" is not defined in the Code. We take it to mean in this context a plant 
or part of a plant, whether preserved or not. 

2 In the Code, and throughout this paper, the term "description" refers not only to a full 
description but also to a definition or a diagnostic phrase-name for a species, although early 
writers, including Linnaeus, would have regarded the two as distinct. 
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an illustration and a description, and it may have been prepared by the author of the 
name for publication with the name, or it may have been published previously and 
only referred to by the author of the name. This interpretation is reinforced by 
Appendix IV, the guide to the determination of types. 

The type method was, and is, designed to provide a machinery to eliminate 
arbitrary and subjective judgments as to the taxon to which a name should be 
applied. Unless a name is attached to an effectively published indication (description 
or illustration or both) of the characters of the taxon to which it is applied, it has 
no status in botanical nomenclature. This indication is normally based on one 
specimen or a number of specimens, and the type method consists of using this 
specimen or a particular one of these specimens as the standard by which the 
indication is clarified, supplemented, or even amended, when there is any doubt 
about what is indicated. This specimen is the type, and it must clearly have been 
before the original author as he prepared the indication 3; there cannot otherwise 
be any certainty that the indication, and the name, apply to it. 

In the case of taxa of a rank higher than species, the types are, according to the 
definition in the Code, not specimens but taxa of lower rank, but this does not 
affect the argument of the previous paragraph, for they are in effect specimens at 
one or more removes. However, when the descriptions which are attached to and 
validate the publication of some names were drawn up, the material was not, or 
was not only, plant specimens. Often Linnaeus and various of his successors compiled 
descriptions from an account or accounts in earlier literature in which there are 
no names with a status in botanical nomenclature, or from an illustration, or from 
a combination of both, with or without plant specimens in addition. When there 
was no specimen, the pieviously published account or the illustration, or one of 
these, is the type, for it is on this, and not on any actual specimen, that the validating 
description is based. Similarly, even when the elements on which the description 
was based include a specimen or specimens in addition to a previously published 
account or an illustration, the latter may be taken as the type if it was the most 
important element used in the drafting of the description (cf. e.g. Euadenia ? kirkii 
Oliv., Flor. Trop. Afr. 1: 91. 1868, where the main part of the description is based 
on a drawing and field notes, not on the fruiting specimen which Oliver had before 
him also). It is because there are a number of such cases that Silva's proposed 
amendment to Art. 10, (Syn. Prop. Montreal, Art. 10, Prop. B) acceptance of which 
would result in the article stating that only a specimen could be the type of a 
species, cannot, consistently with the facts, be assented to. The descriptions or figures 
that are the types of such names are, however, to be interpreted. like those that 
validate names, by reference to the specimens on which they were based, and hence 
these specimens (for which J. E. Dandy has coined the term "typotype", cf. Stearn. 
Intr. Linn., Sp. PI., Facs. Ed. Ray Soc.: 129. 1957) act as types just as if they had 
actually been used in preparing the validating description. 

In early works, and very often in Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, the description 
attached to a binomial name was not drawn up when the work was being prepared 
but is a diagnostic phrase taken unaltered, or virtually so, from a previously published 
work to which a reference is given. In such cases the author of the name may or 
may not have had a specimen as well as the earlier literature before him, but whether 
he did or not the description was not in any way based on that specimen, and such 
a specimen cannot be the type. As A. S. Hitchcock, who was primarily responsible 
for the introduction of the modern type method into botanical nomenclature, said 
(Methods descr. syst. Bot.: 141. 1925): "It is clear that a specimen received after 

3 Except in the rare cases where descriptions were written from memory or hearsay. 
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the description [n.b. not the name] was published can not be the type even though 
the sheet may bear the name in the author's hand." The type must be a specimen 
used in the preparation of the description in the earlier work referred to. 

It might be thought that all this exposition is unnecessary, being no more than a 
statement of what is generally accepted. However, thinking it would be well to make 
explicit what is implicit in the Code, we proposed the following addition to Art. 7, 
Note 1 (Syn. Prop. Montreal, Art. 7, Prop. F): "It is the element or one of the 
elements upon which the description (and/or illustration) giving the name valid 
publication is based." (Second thoughts suggest that this addition would be better 
placed as the last sentence of the article proper, i.e. after "as a synonym"). On this 
proposal the Rapporteur (op. cit.) made the following comment: 

"The adoption of proposal F is not recommended. Where for instance Linnaeus 
validates a name by reference to a pre-linnean description and supplies no description 
of his own, but at the same time had a type specimen himself, this type specimen 
will always prevail over the pre-linnean description and even over the type-specimen 
of that description if it exists. The wording of the proposal is, therefore, too ample." 

As will be realised, that statement, literally interpreted, is in contradiction with 
what has been said above about the application of the type method, and one wonders 
whether it accurately represents his opinions. In such a case the specimen Linnaeus 
had could not be a type specimen unless the earlier "pre-linnean" description, e.g. 
in Flora Suecica, was also based on it. We presume that the Rapporteur is only 
considering cases where Linnaeus had a specimen before him when writing the work 
in which the binomial name appears but nevertheless identified it with a description 
in an earlier work, perhaps one of his own published before 1753, and merely cited 
that description without preparing a new one; no-one would consider as type any- 
thing that came into his hands after the name was published. It might be held that 
in such cases, if there be any, Linnaeus, having ascertained that a particular descrip- 
tion fitted his specimen, took it over for that specimen and did not bother to write 
another. This is, however, too specious an argument to prevail against the general 
principles of the type method as set out above. All the evidence suggests, moreover, 
that when Linnaeus had a specimen before him he wrote a new description based 
on it or so considerably amended or supplemented a previously published one that 
it in effect became a new one. There may be occasional exceptions but, if there 
are any, they are very few and the work copied from was one of his own or one 
with which he had been closely concerned. He was only prepared to accept descriptive 
specific names prepared according to his own methods, e.g. by Gronovius, Royen, 
and Sauvages, and normally wrote new ones to replace those of authors who had 
not been his associates or accepted his ideas, even when he had no other material 
than their illustration or description (cf. Aspalathus astroites, A. chenopoda, etc., 
Sp. Pl. 2: 711) 4. The Rapporteur's objection to our proposal thus refers to a 
hypothetical case not known with certainty to exist. 

In many cases all the specimens upon which the indication attached to a name 
was based have been lost or were never preserved. It is then necessary, in a critical 
consideration of the application of the name, to interpret the protologue (cf. Stearn, 
op. cit.: 126, adnot. and Syn. Prop. Montreal, Art. 17, Prop. G, adnot.) as best one 

4 Note by W. T. Stearn: Linnaean diagnoses (phrase-names) are designed to function 
like the contrasts of modern keys; each one is carefully and concisely phrased to contrast 
with diagnoses before and after. Hence Linnaeus could rarely have adopted the diagnoses 
of other authors even if he had wished to do so because they would not have fitted into 
this system, and he was therefore under the necessity of drafting his own, which he had 
to do from specimens, figures, or descriptions. 
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may, paying particular attention to further specimens from the type locality, if 
available. The botanist who does this will normally select a particular specimen and 
designate it as a standard of his application of the name, just as nowadays the 
author of a new name designates a specimen from amongst his original material 
as the type. This standard specimen, however, has none of the authority that attaches 
to a part of the original material, for it does no more than exemplify the later 
botanist's opinion about the original application of the name; the name is in no 
way permanently attached to it, and any further student of the group concerned 
must review critically the correctness of his predecessor's judgment and is free to 
differ from it. It is in our view unfortunate and misleading that specimens of this 
sort are called neotypes, for that suggests that they have the same sort of authority 
as a part of the original material has. They should rather be designated by some 
such term as standard specimens, or exemplars, that does not carry such an im- 
plication. This line of reasoning is the basis of our Art. 7, Prop. H, the rejection 
of which is also recommended by the Rapporteur. 

In conclusion, we wish to thank our colleagues Messrs. J. E. Dandy, A. W. Exell, 
and W. T. Stearn for assistance and advice in the drafting of this note. 

NOMINA FAMILIARUM CONSERVANDA PROPOSITA 
A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

I have to thank many correspondents for references and suggestions following 
the publication in Taxon of my provisional list of family names. Very brief examina- 
tion of that list shows that there is a considerable overlap of names if one takes 
into account the circumscription of each of them and it is also clear that the 
application of the type method renders accurate citation a major undertaking. 

Following conversations with Dr. H. W. Rickett and Dr. F. A. Stafleu during 
their visit to Kew in the summer of 1958 I have prepared an arbitrary list of names 
which botanists may feel disposed to accept for conservation. It includes the families 
accepted by Hutchinson in the second (1959) edition of his "Families of Flowering 
Plants", with the addition of a number of families which he has not, for one reason 
or another, accepted. The delimitation of families will always depend upon the 
relative weight given to the various differential criteria available and is a taxonomic 
consideration. For the purpose of this list, the objective considerations of nomen- 
clature have been given first place. 

It was not thought to be necessary to give corresponding nomina rejicienda. Any 
name which is not included in this list, and which competes for priority by either 
nomenclatural or taxonomic synonymy, is to be regarded as rejected. Also, any 
earlier publication of the same name (by correction, if necessary, in accordance 
with Art. 18, note 1 of the Paris Code) is to be regarded as a rejected homonym. 
On the other hand, certain names that are included in the list may be regarded as 
synonymous under some classifications. These will compete with each other on a 
simple basis of priority. Thus if Ericaceae and Vacciniaceae are united, the correct 
name for the combined family will be Ericaceae. An exception to this rule is 
proposed in order to retain the name Celastraceae when that family is united with 
Hippocrateaceae, as well as a provision to ensure the retention of Clusiaceae when 
that family (alt. name Guttiferae) is united with Hypericaceae. 

If names not included in the list are required in certain classifications, the simple 
application of the Code will be sufficient to ensure correct usage. Most of such 
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