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The need to change Article 8.3 of the Code 

Fred R. Barrie1, Charles E. Jarvis2 & James L. Reveal3 

Summary 

Barrie, F. R., Jarvis, C. E. & Reveal, J. L.: The need to change Article 8.3 of the Code. - 
Taxon 41: 508-512. 1992. - ISSN 0040-0262. 

Art. 8.3 was added to the International code of botanical nomenclature at the Berlin Con- 

gress to establish the minimum requirements for the formal designation of a lectotype or 

neotype and to invalidate the practice of residual typification. Although it effectively 
stabilizes generic typifications, the wording of Art. 8.3 forces the acceptance of any use of 
the term "type" or its equivalent to be an effective lectotypification or neotypification and 
this can have unforeseen, destabilizing consequences for species and infraspecific names. 

Art. 8 of the International code of botanical nomenclature was modified extensively at 
the Berlin Congress in 1987 (Greuter & al., 1988). In addition to revising the wording 
of Art. 8.1, four new sections were added. 

The proposal which became Art. 8.3 was put forward by the Committee on Lec- 
totypification (McNeill, 1986: 873) as a means of clarifying the minimum 
requirements for formal designation of a lectotype or neotype. Art. 8.3 states "For 
purposes of priority under Art. 8.1, designation of a type is achieved only if the type is 
definitely accepted as such by the typifying author, and if the type element is clearly 
indicated by direct citation including the term 'type' or an equivalent.' 

The primary objective of the proposal was to invalidate the practice of residual 
typification. This is clear from the Committee's comments on the original proposal, 
as well as from the comments of the rapporteurs in the synopsis of proposed amend- 
ments (Greuter & McNeill, 1987) and from the discussion from the floor (Greuter & 
al., 1989). Significantly, the discussion, at least as far as it was published, focused 
exclusively on the implications for generic names rather than for the names of species 
or infraspecific taxa, and the two examples in the Code duly address problems with 
generic names. As residual typification presents more problems for names above the 
rank of species, this is perhaps not too surprising. 

However useful it may be for defining the minimal requirements for the typification 
of generic names, the current wording of Art. 8.3 presents several serious and 
unintended problems for the typification of species names. The most far-reaching is 
the obligatory acceptance, in the absence of a qualifying statement, of any citation of 
original material as "type" to mean "lectotype" or "neotype" regardless of the intent 
of the author. 

The problem revolves around the word "type" and how it has come to be used in the 
literature, particularly over the past 40 years. Its usage for generic names is unam- 
biguous; "type" (or any equivalent acceptable under Art. 8.3) invariably applies to the 
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species name the typifying author considers the type of the generic name. Infre- 
quently, the type of the species name, which is technically the type of the generic name 
(Art. 10.1), is also cited. 

However, for species and infraspecific names the working definition of "type" has 
been far more ambiguous, particularly since the Stockholm Congress in 1950, when 
definitions were incorporated into the Code for the six kinds of types currently 
recognized formally - holotype, -isotype, lectotype, neotype, paratype and syntype 
(Lanjouw & al., 1952; see Art. 18 and 19). Though the word is rarely defined explicitly, 
authors generally apply "type" in one of two ways. In the strict sense, "type" refers 
solely to the holotype; in the broad sense, it is used for any one of the group of 
elements that are original material for a name. An element cited as "type" may qualify 
as one of the six kinds of types, but an author may, for one reason or another, choose 
not to classify it more precisely. Type sensu lato is commonly employed in regional 
floras with editorial policies requiring the citation of type material, where the large 
number of taxa treated requires authors to find a practical compromise between 
nomenclatural thoroughness and a publication schedule, often externally imposed. 

In a few publications, explicit definitions are provided. The introduction to the 
Flora of Turkey (Davis, 1965: 9) stated "When holotypes or isotypes are not specified, 
no inference should be drawn as to the status of the "type" in the herbarium cited", 
and for Linnaean names, that "we have frequently cited specimens... which agree 
with our use of the name. This by no means implies that such a specimen should be 
accepted as the type'' The term is therefore applied in the general sense. In the 
introduction to the volume covering the Leguminosae for Flora novo-galiciana, 
McVaugh (1987) changed the working definition for the series, from "type = 
holotype" to "type = original material". On page five, he wrote, "In the present 
volume ... when I have not been sure of the existence of a holotype, or how to choose 
a lectotype or when I have been ignorant of the location of possible type-material, or 
even the existence of such material, I have fallen back upon the use of the word "type" 
as a non-specific reference'' Moreover, as he had never expressly defined the term in 
the first three volumes published in the series, "The reader was left to assume that a 
citation like 'Rose 2079, US!, the type: meant that I had seen the holotype of the 
name.. 9' (p. 4). 

In works without an explicit definition of "type", each type statement must be 
evaluated separately. The wording of Art. 8.3 does not permit interpretation based on 
usage elsewhere within a work. This forces an interpretation which may be at odds 
with the author's intent. 

The six examples of type statements listed below are from the volume covering the 
Boraginaceae in the Flora of Pakistan (Nasir, 1989). The author appears to define 
"type" in the sense of original material, using more precise terms when he is confident 
of the application. The multiplicity of type statements is not unusual. It is, in fact, 
typical of many recent, multi-volume floras (e.g., Flora of the Lesser Antilles, Flora of 
Libya, Flora iranica, A revised handbook to the flora of Ceylon), where authors con- 
front the same difficulties listed by McVaugh when searching for type material. 

1. Arnebia hispidissima (Lehm.) A. DC. Type: ... Sieber, s.n. (BM; GH; W). (p. 65). 
2. Echium plantagineum L. Type: Barrelier, P1. Gall. Hisp. Ital. p. 145, t. 1025. 1714 

(Lectotype). (p. 71). 
3. Ehretia serrata Roxb. Type: ... Roxburgh, s.n. (CAL). (p. 14). 
4. Nonea turcomana M. Popov. Type: ... Nikitin 3575 (isotype LE). (p. 74). 
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5. Sericostoma pauciflorum Stocks ex Wight. Type: ... Stocks, s.n. (K; isotypes GH; 
W). (p. 86). 

6. Trichodesma indicum (L.) R. Br. Type: Herb. Linn 188.2 (LINN). (p. 88). 

Examples 2 and 4 are straightforward citations of the lectotype and an isotype, 
respectively. Example 1 cites duplicates of the type collection. Example 3 may or may 
not represent a unicate. If so, "type" is the citation of a holotype. If not, it is an 
obligate lectotypification under Art. 8.3, for the authors definitely accept the 
specimen as a type. What kind of type is not clear but, as currently written, Art. 8.3 
does not permit interpretation. Example 5 is clearly a lectotypification under Art. 8.3. 
A further original element for Sericostoma pauciflorum is the illustration published 
with the original description (Wight, 1848: t. 1377). 

For Borago indicum L., the basionym of Trichodesma indicum (Example 6), there 
are three additional original elements along with Herb. Linn. 188.2 (LINN): a 
specimen in the Clifford Herbarium (BM) and two illustrations cited by Linnaeus in 
the original protologue. Nasir's statement would be an obligate lectotypification, 
except that the specimen has been cited as "type" twice before (Kazmi, 1971; Banerjee 
& Pramanik, 1978). All three precede the explicit designation of Herb. Linn. 188.2 as 
lectotype by Verdcourt (1989: 701). Verdcourt described the staminal characters that 
distinguish T indicum from T inaequale Edgew., and discussed in detail the four 
elements comprising the original material for the name. Only then did he select the 
Linnaean herbarium specimen, the only element which unquestionably represents the 
species always known as T indicum, as the lectotype. He rejected the argument that 
the earlier citations of "type" constitute lectotypification because the original 
material was neither examined nor discussed: "Kazmi (1971) and Banerjee & 
Pramanik (1978) have indeed already cited this specimen as the type but could only 
examine the microfiche which is not clear enough to show the anther cone; they do not 
discuss the other syntypes' (Verdcourt, 1989: 701). 

Verdcourt's practice follows Rec. 7B of the Code, which states that lectotypification 
should only be undertaken in the light of an understanding of the group concerned 
and of the original material for a name. The internal evidence suggests that neither 
Banerjee & Pramanik (1978) nor Nasir (1989) would object, for in both works types 
are precisely defined when the authors felt confident in doing so, and "type" is applied 
in the general sense. 

Much more serious are situations where unintended but, under Art. 8.3, effective 
lectotypifications cause the disruption of well-established names. For example, Grier- 
son (1980: 141) cited an original element of the pan-tropical weed Ageratum cony- 
zoides L. as "Type: Herb. Hort. Cliff. (BM)", which constitutes a formal choice of 
lectotype under Art. 8.3. The specimen associated with this name in the Clifford Her- 
barium unfortunately belongs to Eclipta prostrata (L.) L. The typification cannot be 
rejected under Art. 8.1 because the specimen is original material and does not conflict 
with Linnaeus's (1753) protologue of A. conyzoides. According to Grierson (in lit., 
1989), authors of accounts for the Revised handbook to the flora of Ceylon were asked 
to indicate a type for each adopted species name, but this was, almost inevitably, done 
mostly from the literature. Linnaeus cited the name from Hortus cliffortianus (Lin- 
naeus, 1738) in 1753 and, as material was thought to exist in the Clifford herbarium, 
Grierson assumed it was a type, but did not examine the specimen. Grierson (in lit.) 
concluded "It was certainly not my intention to formally lectotypify the [name of the] 
species, i.e., Ageratum conyzoides' 



AUGUST 1992 511 

Acceptance of this typification makes Ageratum conyzoides, the type of Ageratum, 
a taxonomic synonym of Verbesina prostrata L. (1753), the basionym of Eclipta pro- 
strata (L.) L. (1771). The names have apparently not been treated previously as tax- 
onomic synonyms, thus neither has priority. In this case two generic names are jeopar- 
dized, so there would fortunately be a basis for conservation under Art. 14. However, 
had A. conyzoides not been a generic type, the name of this widespread, well-known 
plant could have been lost. 

Other examples of names destabilized by the strict application of Art. 8.3 include 
Saccharum officinarum L. and Impatiens noli-tangere L. Sherif & Siddiqi (1988: 328) 
designated Herb. Linn. 77.2 (LINN), a specimen of Miscanthus floridulus (Labill.) 
Warb. ex Schum. & Lander, as "type" of Saccharum officinarum. This has priority 
over the formal lectotypification by Reveal & al. (1989: 98) on Sloane, Voy. Jamaica 1: 
t. 66. 1707 (voucher BM-SL 2:15), which represents sugarcane. Grey-Wilson's (1979: 4) 
citation of Herb. Linn. 1053.6 (LINN), a specimen of Impatiens capensis Meerb., as 
"typus" of I. noli-tangere appears to preclude any attempt to lectotypify the name 
using the original element in the Clifford Herbarium (BM), material that belongs to 
the taxon to which the Linnaean name is currently applied. 

Individual conservation proposals could be submitted every time similar situations 
are discovered if the threatened name qualifies for conservation (and many would 
not). Simpler still would be the modification of Art. 8.3 so that typifications such as 
this, not intended by their authors, need not be treated as having priority under the 
Code. Our proposed amendments are published elsewhere in this issue (Barrie & al., 
1992: 600-601). 
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