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TAXON VOLUME 41 

PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE 

Edited by Dan H. Nicolson' 

(185-200) Sixteen proposals to amend the Code, and report of Subcommittee 3A on 
Lectotypification 

The Subcommittee was set up following the Berlin Congress to consider various 
aspects of the rules in the Code governing lectotypification. Most of these issues had 
been raised through proposals to the Berlin Congress, rejected and thereby referred to 
this Subcommittee (e.g. Taxon 37: 442-443. 1988). The problems in point were those 
caused by the so-called mechanical method of typification. 

The original membership was: P. F. Cannon (IMI, Secretary), K. E. Holsinger 
(CONN), P. Isoviita (H, Convener of Committee 3), C. E. Jarvis (BM), C. Jeffrey (K), 
and G. Perry (PERTH). Three members were co-opted subsequently: J. Kirschner 
(PR), S. Renner (AAU), and G. Zijlstra (U). Ex officio members were W. Greuter (B) 
and D. H. Nicolson (US). Valuable contributions were also received from W. R. 
Barker (AD) and F. R. Fosberg (US). 

The Secretary's "Proceedings" consisted of 23 pages and relevant parts of the Con- 
vener's "Correspondence" of 58 pages. In addition to the discussions summarized 
below, other matters dealt with included the necessity of specifying reasons for choos- 
ing lectotypes, the importance of a register of lectotypes, the problems caused when 
lectotypes conflict with the protologue, and "residue method" lectotypifications. 

All 9 members participated in voting on the proposals put to vote by the Secretary 
(including Prop. 189), 8 voted on those later offered by the Convener; there were c. 50 
such proposals altogether. Depending on the number of abstentions, 4 to 6 positive 
votes constituted the 2/3 support needed for formal presentation of a proposal by the 
Subcommittee. Below, the votes are given in the customary way (for : against; absten- 
tions have been omitted). 

Lectotypification in lower ranks' the concepts of syntype andparatype 

Since the publication of the 1961 Code, it has been clear that, when lectotypes are 
designated, (1) apart from isotypes, specimens cited in the protologue take precedence 
over uncited original specimens (Art. 7.4), and (2) such cited specimens, but not 
illustrations, can be termed syntypes (Art. 7.7). The priority of specimens over 
illustrations is further emphasized by Art. 9.3. 

However, there may be many who have accepted the broad concept of syntype that 
could be derived from the definition of lectotype (Art. 7.5: "a specimen or illustration 
selected from the original material") or relied on the definition given by McVaugh & 
al. (Regnum Veg. 56: 25. 1968) whose concept included uncited original specimens. 
Some confusion may have resulted from the Code's organization: the act of lec- 
totypification is defined or explained in three different paragraphs and ways (Art. 7.4, 
7.5, and Rec. 7B.1). 

I Department of Botany, NHB-166, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A. 

762 



NOVEMBER 1992 

A broad concept might be practical: the less flexibility allowed in making lec- 
totypifications, the more changes of names are to be expected. Also, not infrequently 
choice of an illustration as type would be stabilizing. In the Subcommittee, however, 
there was insufficient support for proposals to amend the definition of syntype 
editorially (3 : 6), or to include uncited original specimens (5 : 4) and/or illustrations 

(4 : 5/5:3). 
Several arguments speak in favour of retaining the thrust of Art. 7.4 and 7.7: (1) the 

intention of a describing author is most reliably documented by his or her citation of 
specimens; (2) the validating description is normally drawn from the specimens cited; 
(3) the present provisions provide easier access to material essential for typification; 
and (4) they cover usage by the assumed majority of typifying authors. Concerning 
illustrations, especially in many cryptogamic groups they are unsatisfactory or useless 
as types; and, in view of the development of taxonomic investigation methods, doubt 

may be expressed that the situation in vascular plants will ultimately be different. 

(185) In Art. 7.4, replace "If neither an isotype nor a syntype" by "If neither an isotype 
nor a syntype nor an isosyntype (duplicate of syntype)"; and delete Rec. 7B.1 (6: 1). 

The proposal is a compromise between two extremes: to retain the supplementary 
matter as a Recommendation, or to specify that isosyntypes take precedence over 

original material (illustrations and uncited specimens). No mention is made of 

paratypes (or isoparatypes, or duplicates of uncited original specimens); the rule can- 
not and should not cover everything. Paratypes (specifically mentioned in Rec. 7B.1) 
are adequately covered by the concept of "original material" (present in Art. 7.4 but 
absent in Rec. 7B.1). Whether ultimately so, may depend on the fate of Prop. (187). 

As a corollary to this proposal, the Subcommittee suggests (6 : 1) that the Editorial 
Committee reorganize Art. 7.4 and 7.5, by transferring the last three clauses of Art. 7.4 
to Art. 7.5 (after its first clause; the second clause could be separated as Art. 7.5bis). 
Then the essential information on lectotypification would be found in a single 
paragraph (7.5). Art. 7.4 would be generally applicable, whereas Art. 7.5 (like the 
other definition paragraphs: 7.3, 7.6-7.9) and 7.5bis would be relevant for the ranks of 

species and below only. 

(186) In Art. 7.5, replace "selected from the original material to serve as a 
nomenclatural type" by "selected as the nomenclatural type (in accordance with Art. 
7.4 and Rec. 7B.1)" (6: 1). 

This has three purposes: (1) to connect three important provisions; (2) to remove the 

present conflict with Art. 7.4 (isotypes may not belong to original material); (3) to 

clarify the status of lectotypes when compared to neotypes: real types as opposed to 
substitutes (Art. 7.4) that just serve as types (Art. 7.9), yet have about the same force in 

practice. 
Depending on the fate of Prop. (185), the cross-reference to Rec. 7B must, or might, 

be deleted. Similar "backdoor policy" in Art. 73.8 and 73.10, which depend on 
Recommendations, has caused problems. However, this actual "backdoor" has been 
opened long ago, in Art. 52.1 and 53.1 which now state: "a type must be chosen (see 
Rec. 7B)". 

(187) In Art. 7.8, delete the words "or illustration" (5: 1). 

As a result of a move taken by the Editorial Committee, a paratype is now defined as 
"a specimen or illustration cited" (Art. 7.8; "a specimen cited" still in the footnote to 
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T.4(c) of the Sydney Code). It seems illogical and confusing for a concept that differs 
from that used for syntype (always a specimen; Art. 7.7) to be used for paratype. 

(188) Add a Note after Art. 7.8 (4: 2): 

"Note Ibis. In most cases where no holotype was designated there will also be no 
paratypes, since all the cited specimens will be syntypes. However, in cases where an 
author designated two or more specimens as types (Art. 7.5) the remaining cited 
specimens are paratypes and not syntypes"' 

Addition of this matter (last clause of the second footnote to T.4(c) in the Guide of 
the Sydney Code), in Berlin accepted to be transferred to Art. 7, is proposed. In the 
absence of explanation (cross-referencing to Art. 7.5), the concept of paratype may 
remain obscure. 

Lectotypification and the American Code 

The main remit given to the Subcommittee was to re-examine the rules governing the 
status of lectotypifications made under the so-called American Code, where under 
certain circumstances the "first-species rule" was invoked, producing an at least par- 
tially mechanical method of selection (Art. 8.1). Discussions at the Sydney Congress 
resulted in the appointing of a Committee on Lectotypification charged with report- 
ing to the Berlin Congress, dealing with this and other matters. The Committee's 
report was published by McNeill (Taxon 35: 867-880. 1986). Prior to these delibera- 
tions, many botanists were under the impression that such lectotypifications could be 
arbitrarily dismissed. However, it emerged that the American Code sanctioned using 
the first species as type only as a last resort, and that many botanists working under 
those rules made lectotypifications which were quite in order under the current Code. 
Wholesale acceptance of these choices would result in a number of unfortunate 
changes in the application of generic names, not least in the case of discrepancies be- 
tween the lectotypifications of Linnaean genera listed by Britton and co-workers (e.g. 
Britton & Brown, Ill. Fl. N. U.S., 1913; Britton & Millspaugh, Bahama Fl., 1920), and 
by Hitchcock & Green (Nomencl. Prop. Brit. Botanists, 1929; Cambridge Rules, 
1935). The proposals submitted to the Berlin Congress by McNeill's Committee 
involved the creation of a starting-point date for lectotypifications, before which 
choices would have been outlawed. Despite the work of McNeill & al. (Taxon 36: 
350-401. 1987), the Congress decided that the consequences of selecting the date that 
they preferred (1935) had not been sufficiently studied. 

In order to overcome the problems of interpreting American Code lectotypifica- 
tions, six options were considered and three analogous proposals voted upon, as 
follows. 

1. Outlawing choices made in specified publications (2: 5). 
2. Rendering inoperative lectotypifications made under the American Code between 

specified dates. 
3. Sanctioning the lectotypifications made by Hitchcock & Green over earlier ones 

(1: 7). 
4. Introducing a starting-point date for lectotypifications. 
5. Treating individual problems with conservation proposals under the current rules 

(5 : 3). 
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6. Removing the barrier to mechanical selection altogether (two members spon- 
taneously favoured this option). 

So option five (preserving the status quo) is preferred by default. Accepting that, at 
least, many lectotypifications made under the American Code were not mechanical, 
the logical conclusion is to modify Art. 8 by removing the Delphinium example. 

(189) Delete Art. 8 Ex. 1 (6: 1). 

No replacement example highlighting an unequivocal mechanical lectotypification 
has been forthcoming. A suggestion specifically to legislate against treating 
"pseudotypes" (e.g. Nannfeldt, Nova Acta Regiae Soc. Sci. Upsal., ser. 4, 8(2): 312. 
1932), denoting mechanical lectotypifications, as genuine lectotypes received 
noticeable support (5 : 3). 

Strictness and regulation of typification 

Typification forms the basis of nomenclatural usage and necessarily affects all 
nomenclatural philosophy and practices. Surprisingly, however, the first real steps to 
define the limits of an acceptable act of typification were taken by the Berlin Congress 
only (Art. 8.2-8.4, 37.2-37.5). It is commonly felt that Art. 8 should be rigorously 
enforced. A reasonable rationale is that flexibility is necessary in those rules which are 
retroactive while stricter criteria are needed in the future. 

Due to the partially overlapping remits of the various Subcommittees, some related 
aspects and proposals were under discussion in Subcommittee 3B. They resulted from 
the Secretary's (C. Jeffrey) thoroughly consulting the entire Code, and specifically 
everything associated with typification and therefore germane to the problems of 
retroactivity of typification and illegitimacy of names. Four of the issues concerned 
were referred to and voted upon by Subcommittee 3A. It was agreed that the resultant 
Prop. (190-193), approved by both Subcommittees, should be published in the present 
report (see Taxon 41: 154-155. 1992). 

(190) Add a second sentence to Art. 8.2 (4: 2): 

"Errors or defects in bibliographic citation or author attribution do not in themselves 
render an act of typification ineffective.' 

Supported by Subcommittee 3B (4: 1, out of 6 voting), slightly modified. Problems 
are sometimes met in the application of Art. 33.2, last clause, providing that such 
errors do not invalidate publication of new names. However, the rule is useful, and 
comparable errors frequently occur in typification as well, especially in groups with a 
later starting-point. It seems that there is a tradition to accept such designations 
irrespective of their deficiencies, even though there is no guidance in the Code. 

(191) Add a new paragraph to Art. 8 (7: 1): 

"8.2bis. Only a definite designation of one element constitutes an act of lectotypifica- 
tion or neotypification" 

Supported by Subcommittee 3B (4: 1). This proposal is a slightly modified form of 
Art. 8 Prop. Q (Taxon 36: 194. 1987). It might seem redundant consequent upon the 
acceptance at Berlin of Art. 8 Prop. C (now Art. 8.3), but unlike that, it emphasizes 
the definiteness of a single choice, rather than the terminology employed in making a 
"definitely accepted" choice. 
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(192) Add a second paragraph to Art. 8.3 (6: 1): 

"On or after 1 January 1996, an act of lectotypification or neotypification is effective 
only if the word lectotypus or neotypus, its abbreviation, or its equivalent in a modern 
language is used respectively to designate the chosen element' 

Supported by Subcommittee 3B (5 : 0), slightly modified. Even in the recent 
literature, it is sometimes unclear whether or not an author actually understood that 
he or she was choosing a type. Mere use of words such as "type" or "is typified by" is 
quite inadequate an indication of the author's intention and possible definite accep- 
tance (Art. 8.3) of a choice. If accepted, the provision would form a parallel to Art. 
37.4. One may wonder whether addition of words such as "here designated" or 
"novus" should be required (a good practice already followed by numerous authors 
and editors). 

The number of different cutoff dates in the Code, and especially in one Article, 
should be kept to a minimum. There was noticeable support (5 : 3) for a proposal to 
require that in typification after the above date a full reference ought to be given to the 
valid publication of the name(s) involved. 

(193) Add a new provision to Art. 8 (7 : 0): 

"8.3bis. The use of a term denoting a type in a sense other than that in which it is 
defined by the Code is to be treated as an error to be corrected (for example, the use of 
the term lectotype to denote what actually is a neotype)' 

Supported by Subcommittee 3B (4 : 0). For several reasons, it is often impossible to 
draw a sharp line between holotypes and lectotypes or even lectotypes and neotypes: 
(1) incomplete documentation of specimens (the interpretation and terminology may 
even depend on evidence found after the designation was made); (2) different inter- 
pretations of various type categories, in part resulting from changes made in Art. 7; 
(3) specific terminological problems commonly met in the typification of names with 
combined (in/ex) and joint (et) authorship. There are similar difficulties in the 
supraspecific ranks too (see discussion on Art. 10 below); for example, lectotypes 
designated before 1981, if falling under the second clause of Art. 10.2, are now often 
being called neotypes. To some extent, this and Prop. (192) are competing with each 
other and, were that accepted, the present one should begin: "Notwithstanding Art. 
8.3bis,'. 

(194) Add a Note after Art. 8.3 (5 : 2): 

"Note 1. Designations published in the Index Nominum Genericorum (Plantarum), 
Regnum Veg. 100-102, 113 (1979, 1986; further Supplements to be published) and the 
original ING Cards (1955-1971) are not to be regarded as effective lectotypifications. 
In the Introduction (Regnum Veg. 100: xxiv) it is explicitly stated that "the ING is not 
intended as a place to publish new combinations or lectotypes", and the intention of 
the editors of the card version did not differ in this respect.' 

Besides the card version of the ING, Pfeiffer's Nomenclator botanicus, 1871-1875, 
was mentioned as an example of a major source whose typifications (clear from the 
preface that is present in rare copies only) have so far been harvested only somewhat 
occasionally. 
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Illustrations as types and the status of typotype specimens 

Several decades have elapsed since Dandy's introduction of the term "typotype" and 
Steam's (Intr. Linn. Spec. P1. Facs.: 128-129. 1957) elegant and inspiring presentation 
of the concept. In cryptogamic taxonomy, the importance of typotypes has been com- 

monly accepted, long before the term was introduced. Even J. E. Smith, who pur- 
chased the main Linnaean herbarium in 1784, compared Linnaeus's specimens and 
citations with Dillenius's (Hist. Musc., 1742) plates and, apparently, specimens at 
OXF and provided Linnaeus's specimens with annotations such as "Herb. Dill", 
"Herb. Dill. 20", and "non Herb. Dill. No. 27" (see Savage, Cat. Linn. Herb., 1945). 

Like many contemporary and subsequent authors, Linnaeus heavily relied on 
Dillenius's opus. There are hundreds of early cryptogam names traditionally inter- 
preted through and now typified by Dillenius's plates but applicable solely from his 
specimens. Good examples are Linnaeus's, Hudson's, Scopoli's and Withering's 
names of peat-mosses, lichens, liverworts and algae. Not infrequently, all the descrip- 
tive matter that validates a name was modified from Dillenius's treatment. Two of the 
three oldest binomials of peat-mosses may illustrate the situation: Sphagnum palustre 
L. and S. capillifolium (Ehrh.) Hedwig (based on Linnaeus's S. palustre var. B), both in 
current use. Linnaeus must have seen both species in the field, but in the absence of 

original specimens the names are typified by Dillenius's illustrations. However, they 
are useless as types since microscopic and other characters that are necessary for 

species identification are not visible but are provided only by the typotype specimens. 
There is nothing about typotypes in the Code, and in vascular plant nomenclature 

the recent trend seems to be to regard cited and/or examined illustrations themselves 
as adequate holotypes or lectotypes, whereas their typotypes, if not seen by the author 
of the name, have a status comparable to neotypes only. 

The problem is not a minor one, and McNeill's Committee attempted to solve it. In 
the present Subcommittee, several modified proposals were voted upon, and a con- 
sensus was reached that the status of demonstrable typotypes should be formalized 

(7:0). 

(195) Add a new provision to Art. 9 (6: 1): 

"9.3bis. When an element of the original material eligible as a lectotype is an illustra- 
tion, the specimen or a specimen, if extant, upon which that illustration is based is to 
be used to help determine the application of the name." 

Modified from Art. 9 Prop. E (Taxon 36: 196. 1987) of McNeill's Committee on 

Lectotypification. Two proposals directly to provide that a "typotype" is eligible for 
lectotypification failed (4 : 4 and 5 : 3). 

(196) Add another sentence to Art. 9.3bis (7: 1): 

"If the material upon which an illustration is based is not extant and the illustration 
itself is considered inadequate for identification, and no other original material eligi- 
ble for typification exists, a neotype may be designated:' 

The proposal is derived from the rest of Art. 9 Prop. E to the Berlin Congress (and 
would provide a logical continuation to the strategy begun by the widening of Art. 
7.10 in Berlin). It can stand independently of Prop. (195). 
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(197) Add a new Recommendation after Art. 9 (6: 2): 

"Rec. 9A.1. When a holotype, a lectotype or a neotype is an illustration, the specimen 
or specimens upon which that illustration is based should be used to help determine 
the application of the name" 

Two draft proposals for new Recommendations, to prefer specimens to illustrations 
when lectotypes/neotypes are selected (cf. Guide T.4(b) of the Sydney Code), were 
approved (6: 2/ 6: 1) but withdrawn as superfluous in view of what the current Art. 
9.3 mandates. There was little support for again allowing descriptions as lectotypes, 
directly (1: 8) or using "typotypes" (3: 3). 

Typification of supraspecific names 

Since the radical changes of Art. 10 in 1981 there has been an intensive debate on its 
interpretation. One major reasons is that the logic underlying the current provisions 
(resulting in a rather mechanical typification) differs fundamentally from the 
"idealistic" logic and method applied in the ranks of species and below. The defini- 
tions in Art. 7.3 and 7.5-7.9 have been written with the names of lower ranks in mind. 
Yet, the generally applicable Art. 63.1 of the Berlin Code presumes that there ought to 
be, for example, syntypes in the supraspecific ranks. 

Assuming that any attempt radically to change Art. 10.2 is likely to fail (not least 
because such a change might be destabilizing, hence undesirable), clarifications in the 
present provision were suggested. A proposal to write in the terms lectotype and syn- 
type, in the first clause of Art. 10.2, and neotype ("If such a reference is lacking, a 
neotype may be chosen"), in the second clause, gained little support (2 : 5). This latter 
amendment would specifically have provided what many assume the second clause 
implies (e.g. Greuter & McNeill, Taxon 36: 200. 1987). However, the rule covers very 
different cases and collective adoption of the term neotype for all would scarcely be 
logical. For example, it would be strange to use it in Lorentzia Hampe 1867, based on 
and typified by what the author himself five years later described as L. longirostris 
Hampe (lectotype according to Isoviita & Koponen, Taxon 39: 352. 1990). Art. 10.2 
and 37.2 notwithstanding, some argue that a holotype is involved; Jeffrey (Taxon 41: 
154. 1992) suggested a new term, "homotype". 

In the proposals below, no change in the logic of the first clause of Art. 10.2 is 
intended. The following rationales, not infrequently overlooked, are implicitly if not 
explicitly clear. 

1. Under the post-1981 concept of supraspecific types, the "reference ... to the 
name(s) of one or more definitely included species" obviously means definite inclu- 
sion of a reference to one or more names (explicit in the Sydney Article). 

2. Citation of a name and citation of its type are full equivalents (Art. 10.1). Hence, 
citation of the type of a species name can be considered for typification even if the 
binomial itself were not cited. Art. 37.2 provides this for holotypes; logically, 
similar "inclusion of reference (direct or indirect) to a single type of a name of 
species" should be "acceptable as indication" of an element eligible for lec- 
totypification in the supraspecific ranks. 

3. Names not validly published previously or simultaneously do not have any status 
or type (Art. 6.6 and 12.1). Under the provision concerned, the type of a species 
name is inoperative before the date of valid publication of the binomial. 
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4. The act of typification should remain independent of the subjective taxonomic 
decision made by an author who accepted one species name and placed the other 
into synonymy; two heterotypic names can represent two distinct species, both 
equally well "definitely included". Thus, binomials that the protologue cited as 
synonyms may also be considered. Art. 10 Prop. I, to provide the opposite, was 
discarded in Berlin, as were two related proposals (1 : 4, 0 : 5) in the present Sub- 
committee 3B (Taxon 41: 154. 1992). 

(198) Rewrite the first clause of Art. 10.2 as follows; and delete Art. 10 Note 1 (6: 1): 

"If in the protologue of the name of a genus or of any subdivision of a genus the 
holotype or lectotype of one or more previously or simultaneously published species 
name(s) is definitely included (see Art. 10.2bis), the type must be chosen from among 
these types unless the holotype was indicated (see Art. 37.2) or designated by the 
author of the name or is determined by application of Art. 22.4"' 

It seems important to include in the Article proper references to Art. 37.2 as well as 
22.4. 

(199) Add a new provision after Art. 10.2 (6: 2): 

"10.2bis. For the purposes of Art. 10.2, inclusion of the type of a name of a species is 
effected by citation of, or reference (direct or indirect) to, a validly published name, 
whether accepted or synonymized by the author, or by citation of the holotype or lec- 
totype of a previously or simultaneously published name of a species" 

To avoid inconsistency, the following proposal is presented. 

(200) Rewrite Art. 37.2 asfollows (5 : 2): 

"For the name of a new genus or subdivision of a genus, reference (direct or indirect) 
to one species name only, or the citation of the holotype or lectotype of one previously 
or simultaneously published species name only, constitutes indication of the holotype 
(see also Art. 22.4; but see Art. 37.4)" 

The current provision determines the minimum required in the indication of a 
supraspecific holotype but fails to give a complete definition. Whether or not lec- 
totypification is considered retroactive, the words "single type" seem unnecessary and 
misleading; logically, inclusion of "all syntypes" also should be acceptable (cf. Art. 
63.1). 

As the primary importance of Art. 37.2-37.5 plus Note 1 lies in matters of typifica- 
tion, the Editorial Committee might consider whether they more appropriately should 
be placed in Art. 8-10. 
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