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lectotypification, because prior to lectotypification both syntypes and "paratypes" have distinct value 
for typification purposes as the source for lectotypes. In cases where "paratypes" are recognized it 
implies that material was singled out for typification purposes, and it would be preferable to call them 
"cited specimens" rather than "paratypes." 
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THE HOMEOTYPE: A PLEA FOR RESPECTABILITY 

Alasdair G. Burman1 

Summary 
In view of increasing difficulty of access to type material and the problems of sending type material 

through the mail, use of correctly prepared homeotypes is suggested as a possible aid to taxonomists. 

Introduction 
It is perhaps one of the misfortunes of the type system that the later 18th and the entire 19th 

centuries-an age in which a codified formalization of such a system could hardly have been predicted- 
was also the age in which so many of the great pioneer collections in the Old and New World tropics 
were made. Reference through the literature to the wealth of what is now type material in these 
collections is a daily matter to botanists working with tropical and subtropical plants. It was a natural 
consequence of such collections, organized and financed in Europe, Russia, and the U.S.A., that the 
accumulated plant material should be deposited in European, Russian and American herbaria, par- 
ticularly at a time when developing countries had few scientists and fewer scientific establishments. 
The present proposal-which, it should be made clear, is purely taxonomical in its intentions-derives 
from a series of coincidental factors, and attempts at least to initiate changes in a paradoxical situation 
where, although developing countries have more and better taxonomists than ever before, it is becoming 
increasingly difficult for them to work effectively. 

It will hardly be contested, for so long as the type system persists as a useful means of relating a 
name to an entity, that "the type is the objective basis to which a given name is permanently linked 
and it is by the type method that the correct application of names to taxa is objectively and unequiv- 
ocally determined however much classification may change" (Jeffrey, 1978). For those without direct 
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access to herbaria holding the type material essential to sound taxonomic work, a number of alternatives 
have been traditionally available. Distribution of duplicate material, dependent in any case on the 
size of the original collection, has filled a small part of a very large gap. Loans have been permitted 
through the generous, and sometimes heroic, determination of an ever decreasing number of herbaria. 
More or less limited visits to major herbaria were made. Phototypes have become increasingly avail- 
able. Great credit is due to herbaria and curators who have worked strenuously, and with little hope 
of return, to making effective taxonomic research possible. Nonetheless, certain practical and functional 
problems persist. 

The Type System: Some Practical Aspects 
It will nevertheless be recognized that substantial changes have occurred in the circumstances in 

which such research must take place. Attention may be drawn to a number of key points. 

1. The extreme value of such material as Martius collections at M, or the types in LINN, indeed 
makes it desirable that such collections should not be loaned. Art galleries do not loan paintings on 
demand. The increasing fragility of this material with the passage of time only reinforces the thesis 
that it needs increased protection. Yet the kindly humour of a recent Linnean Society publication at 
the expense of a Spanish botanist who requested LINN material on loan underlines a more serious 
problem. If the type cannot go to the taxonomist, and the taxonomist cannot go to the type, then 
either taxonomy will become the preserve of the privileged, or it will tend to assume independence 
from the type system on the grounds that the material basic to the system is inaccessible. 

2. More and more herbaria are, excusably, reluctant to send type material to countries where the 
efficiency of the postal service is in doubt. 

3. Third World institutions are, more than is commonly admitted, unable to guarantee punctual 
return of material through lack of funds for mailing, and are thus taxed with accusations of individual 
or corporate irresponsibility. 

4. Herbaria which have been victims of genuine individual or corporate irresponsibility are naturally 
unwilling to be caught twice. 

5. The results of successive petroleum crises, together with galloping inflation and government 
protectionism regarding air fares make it quite simply impossible for many scientists in developing 
countries to visit herbaria by which the type material essential to their work is held. 

6. Phototypes, though often generously ceded at considerable expense to the supplier, are no sub- 
stitute for the real thing, especially in families (e.g., the Gramineae) where the study of detail is of 
primary importance. 

It is fully realized that most of the points mentioned have a potential ideological content for those 
who wish to seek ideological implications. Anyone wishing to see the type method as a restrictive 
system for concentrating research capacity, and the possible economic gains which may follow on 
taxonomic foundations, in the elitist hands of developed nations, can hardly be prevented from doing 
so. Accusations of 'phyto-imperialism'-the attitude that "they haven't got the money or the means 
to do their own flora, so we'll have to do it for them" are easy to make (though this attitude is not 
unknown). These points are raised only to protect the author against charges of ideological ingen- 
uousness, though charges of sticking his neck out may be made; it must be stressed that the proposals 
to be formulated in this paper are exclusively concerned with the practical interests of the taxonomists 
who need types and the herbaria which hold them. 

The Homeotype 
Type holdings in developing countries tend to fall into a small number of categories. These are: 

holotypes (usually fairly recent) of species described by native or resident scientists; holotypes of 
species described by foreign scientists who for one reason or another deposit the holotype in the 
country of origin; isotypes relating to types in foreign herbaria; material from type collections dis- 
tributed simply as duplicates but not formally designated as isotypes. These categories may include 
isosyntypes and isoparatypes, but lectotypes and neotypes are more elusive. A number of countries 
demand the deposit of holotypes in herbaria within the country, but obviously legislation is not 
applicable to holotypes of species described from collections deposited elsewhere. The greatest problem 
arises with type material from historical collections, and from more recent collections made before 
developing countries awoke to their responsibility to themselves and began to accumulate adequate 
type holdings relevant to their own flora. 
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Any potential solution should clearly aim at: 

1. Providing the taxonomist, irrespective of his geographical whereabouts or economic situation, 
with the valid bases for comparison necessary to his work. 

2. Providing maximum protection for existing holotype (etc.) material, especially in historical col- 
lections. This is in full accordance with Recommendation 7A of the ICBN: "It is strongly recommended 
that the material on which the name of a taxon is based, especially the holotype, be deposited in a 
permanent, responsible institution and that it be scrupulously conserved." 

3. Relieving curators of the choice between saying 'no' and saying 'yes' to requests for loans of type 
material, when a decision in either direction may have regrettable consequences. 

4. Interfering as little as possible with the principles underlying the type method, while rendering 
it more accessible in practice. 

Every taxonomist will be familiar with the sense of qualified relief provided by the opinion of 
someone who has seen a type which he or she has not, and who can offer a detailed and considered 
judgment. This relief is offset by the fact that other people's opinions have no formal taxonomic value. 
The late Mrs. Agnes Chase had the useful habit of writing remarks such as "exact match for type" on 
material which she had compared with types in, for example, the Trinius herbarium in the unstormable 
fortress of knowledge which is LE. Yet such valuable observations would be of even greater value if 
a greater degree of formality could be conferred on the judgments they contain. 

The International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (Chapter II, Section 2, Article 7.2) states un- 
equivocally that "A nomenclatural type (typus) is that element to which the name of a taxon is 
permanently attached, whether as a correct name or as a synonym," and includes holotype, isotype, 
syntype, lectotype, and neotype. The "Guide for the Determination of Types" also cites (4c and 
footnote) the paratype, not included in Chapter II. Practice, rather than legislation, has resulted in a 
type terminology which lies outside the provisions of the Code and is essentially concerned with the 
pragmatics of recognition rather than purely nomenclature (see e.g., Featherly, 1954, pp. 106-107, 
though some of the terms included are arguable). Within this terminology, 'Icotype' and 'Metatype' 
are good examples. Most familiar is the phototype, on which no name is directly based but which is 
a tool in the process of determination; certain usages such as 'Agrotype' and 'Ecotype' refer to forms 
rather than to nomenclatural types in a strict sense. 

Of greater practical interest in what might be called a 'black-market terminology' are homeotypes, 
icotypes, ideotypes, and metatypes (or, rather less pronouncably, ideotopotypes). Were these permitted 
a greater degree of formal recognition as valid exemplars for taxonomic work, they could go a long 
way towards resolving the problems already outlined. Closer examination suggests that only the 
homeotype is entirely satisfactory in this context, though all the types cited contain the notion of 
comparison, and several that of competent authority. 

The ideotype is described by Frizzell (1933) as "a specimen examined by the nomenclator himself, 
but not a topotype." Font Quer (1965) enlarges this to "A specimen examined by the author of the 
species, variety etc., and considered by him to be in complete accordance with the nomenclatural type" 
thus incorporating the principles of comparison and authority. The metatype corresponds partially to 
the ideotype, though in providing two descriptions Frizzell (loc. cit.) admits that a metatype may or 
not be a topotype, and adds the important proviso that comparison is "subsequent to publication." 
The limitations of ideotype and metatype are obvious, in that both demand the observation of the 
author of species or variety. Living authors might, however, be encouraged to make a habit of adding 
their comments to herbarium specimens of species described by themselves, above all when such 
specimens are deposited in foreign herbaria. The icotype is described (Frizzell, 1933; followed by 
Featherly, 1954) as "a specimen not necessarily used in literature but nevertheless serving a purpose 
in identification." This definition errs on the side of vagueness, and is somewhat confused by the fact 
that Font Quer (1965) regards "ic6tipo" as a synonym for iconotype, which in its turn is presented 
as "A specimen, not from the type locality, of which the characteristics conform to those of the 
recognized type of the species, variety, etc."--in effect, a partial ideotype. Frizzell, on the other hand, 
recognizes the pictorial implications of iconotype, "a drawing or photograph of a type," a partial 
synonym for phototype, and a long way from Font Quer's definition. 

The basic concept of the homeotype avoids the pitfalls of ideotype, metatype and icotype, and offers 
the taxonomist an instrument of considerable potential value. Lexically the word "homoeotype" is 
considered correct by Frizzell (1933, while "homeotype" is a variant. The form "homeotype" is 
retained here for ease of spelling and pronunciation. Frizzell (loc. cit.) defines the homeotype as "a 
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specimen compared by a competent observer with the holotype, lectotype, or other primary type of 
a species. "Homoeotype" was proposed to replace "homotype" which is preoccupied in biology." The 
(often impossible) participation of the author in comparison is substituted by the more accessible 
"competent observer." Doubts as to whether a metatype should also be a topotype are eliminated, as 
are doubts about the real nature of the icotype. The following proposal is, in the terms of the title, a 
plea for the taxonomic respectability of properly designated homeotypes, and should be seen as a 
stimulant to argument and negotiation rather than the formalization of a rigid structure. 

1. The homeotype is a specimen which, after direct comparison with holotype, syntype, lectotype, 
or neotype, and with the relevant facts of the protologue, may be declared to conform closely enough 
to the type material as to make it a valid model for use by taxonomists. 

2. The direct physical comparison of homeotype with nomenclatural type (made by the author in 
the case of an ideotype or metatype) should be made by a specialist, or preferably more than one 
specialist. 

3. Homeotypes may be designated only from holotypes (syntypes, lectotypes, or neotypes), and not 
from other homeotypes. 

4. Homeotypes should be clearly marked as such, with the name(s) of the specialist(s) responsible, 
and any comments relevant to the choice. 

5. Homeotypes should be prepared by request, and deposited in "permanent and responsible in- 
stitutions" in those countries where they will be of direct value to research. 

Conclusions 
The advantages of the proposal are clear: it reduces the presssure on valuable material and provides 

more taxonomists with more direct contact with essential material, without compromising the basic 
values of the system. Most people are happy to use rulers which they buy on the assumption that they 
are a good match for the metric standard; they do not have to go to Paris every time measurement 
is necessary. The key factor is responsibility in the manufacture of rulers. Or the designation of adequate 
homeotypes. 

The most immediate objections may perhaps partially be foreseen. It will cause work. This should 
perhaps be compensated for by Recommendation 7A; scrupulous preservation may reasonably be 
seen to involve the responsibility of providing alternative methodological aid. The question of who 
provides material for designation of iconotypes, and how, would prove a bone of contention, though 
it is presumably not insoluble. The question of how/if homeotypes are to be designated from frankly 
inadequate holotypes (etc.) is open to discussion. It may be claimed that the introduction of an extra 
'step' between holotype (etc.) and material to be determined is likely to result in 'dilution' of standards 
of comparison. But as the ICBN itself clearly states that "The nomenclatural type is not necessarily 
the most typical or representative element of a taxon" (Chap. II, Sect. 2, 7.2), the risk of minor 
'dilution' is presumably preferable to that saddest of all taxonomic statements, "Type not seen," with 
its underlying non-taxonomic implications. Objection may be raised to modification of a strict code 
of comparison for merely pragmatic reasons, though conservation of valuable type material and more 
accessible standards for many taxonomists will appear to some botanists as forms of pragmatism with 
which compromise is possible. 

It is once more emphasized that the intentions of this paper are not ideological, nor do they constitute 
an inflexible proposal. It is hoped that some degree of attention may be drawn to a serious problem, 
and that resulting objectivity of attitude may help to clear a major obstacle at relatively minor expense. 
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ON THE USE AND CITATION OF TRUE AND FALSE HOMONYMS 

Paul Goetghebeur1 and Dominique Vande Plassche' 

Summary 
Here is a plea for a more unambiguous citation of misidentifications; they should not be confused 

with homonyms. Second, for homonymic basionyms and names based on them, should they be saved 
or rather abolished once and forever? 

A. The Citation of Misidentifications and of Homonyms 
Although the Code stipulates very clear provisions for the citation of homonyms (Art. 50. Rec. C) 

and of published misidentifications (Art. 50. Rec. D), these logical recommendations are not always 
observed. Especially the older literature swarms with misidentifications or sensus obviously presented 
as homonyms, but even today similar confusing citation is used. Since the checking of these false 
homonyms is terribly time consuming, we are wondering whether the recommendations should not 
be made obligatory, e.g., as Art. 50.2 resp. 50.3. Or might there be other solutions of which we are 
not aware to counter this careless usage? 

Example 1. In their recently published cyperaceous flora, Haines and Lye (1983) cite misidentifi- 
cations as homonyms on several occasions, and often in a careless, even cryptic way. For instance, 
to Cyperus atroviridis C. B. Clarke is added the following synonym: "Cyperus aterrimus Steudel in 
Cyp. E. Afr. IX" (o.c.: 199). What is meant here, is: Cyperus aterrimus auct., non Steudel: D. M. 
Napper, J. E. Afr. Nat. Hist. Soc. 26: 11 (1967). 

Example 2. In the same work, under Cyperus maderaspatanus Willd. (o.c.: 253) is mentioned a.o. 
the following synonym: "Mariscus squarrosus C. B. Cl. in F.T.A.," where actually should figure, I 
suppose: Mariscus squarrosus auct., non (L.) C. B. Clarke: C. B. Clarke in W. T. Thiselton-Dyer, Fl. 
Trop. Afr. 8: 400 (1902), p.p. 

Example 3. Henrard (1950: 26) cited a Panicum debile Philippi, (.. .) non Poir., what actually should 
be: Panicum debile auct., non Poir.: Philippi, Anal. Univ. Chile 93: 713 (1896). 

Example 4. Another published misidentification is referred to as Panicum leucophaeum Bentham, 
(...) non Humb. Bonpl. Kunth (Henrard 1950: 96). After checking one can correct this entry as: 
Panicum leucophaeum auct., non Kunth: G. Bentham, Fl. Austr. 7: 472 (1878). 

B. Saving or Abolishing Homonyms and Names Based on Them 
A later homonym is an illegitimate name (unless conserved) and must be rejected, according to the 

quite unambiguous Article 64.1 (with examples of generic and specific names). For generic names no 
obvious problems seem to exist, with the exception of nomina similissima (Art. 64.2). Concerning 
specific names, however, a loophole was provided, due to Art. 72, Note 1: new combinations based 
on an illegitimate name (in this case, a later homonym of a previously validly published name) are 
treated as names of new taxa or as nomina nova, even without the explicit knowledge or intention of 
the newly combining author .... This was argued at length by Nicolson (1978), but without pointing 
out what appears to us as a contradiction with Art. 11.3: "the correct name is the combination of the 
final epithet of the earliest legitimate name of the taxon in the same rank, with the correct name of 
the genus ... to which it is assigned." A few exceptions are mentioned, but not Art. 72, Note 1! When 
we consider the Talinum polyandrum example, the new combination Calandrinia polyandra (Hooker) 
Bentham is not the correct name (according to Art. 11.3), but Calandrinia polyandra Bentham is the 
correct name (according to Art. 72, Note 1). 

' Leerstoel voor Morfologie, Systematiek en Ecologie van de Planten, K. L. Ledeganckstraat, 35, 
B.9000, Gent, Belgium. 
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Bentham is not the correct name (according to Art. 11.3), but Calandrinia polyandra Bentham is the 
correct name (according to Art. 72, Note 1). 

' Leerstoel voor Morfologie, Systematiek en Ecologie van de Planten, K. L. Ledeganckstraat, 35, 
B.9000, Gent, Belgium. 
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