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(264-266) Three proposals dealing with lectotypification

Paul C. Silva'

Although Art. 6 of the Code is congruent with Chapter II, Section 1, Definitions,
Art. 7 of Section 2, Typification, also contains definitions. Art. 7.9 is a definition of a
neotype, not a rule, and yet Art. 7.4 refers to it as if it were a rule explaining the
circumstances under which the designation of a neotype is permissible. In fact, these
circumstances, which are only obliquely given in the definition, are spelled out in the
last sentence of Art. 7.4 itself, namely, “If neither an isotype nor a syntype nor any
of the original material is extant, a neotype may be selected.” The controversial
words here are “‘original material”’, which, according to a footnote, “‘includes illus-
trations examined by an author prior to publication of a name and associated by the
author with the concept of the named taxon”. (The footnote, however, does not
define “‘original material”.)

The question has arisen whether these illustrations include those that were pre-
pared for or by the author especially for the protologue. When typifying a name for
which no original specimens are extant but the protologue of which included one or
more illustrations, is it permissible to designate a neotype or must an illustration
published with the protologue serve as lectotype? If these newly prepared illustra-
tions are not included in ‘“‘original material”, then a neotype may be designated. To
judge from the definition of neotype (Art. 7.9), which specifies the qualifying cir-
cumstance that all of the original material is missing, one might think that
illustrations published with the protologue are not considered part of the original
material since they can never be missing.

Because this footnote originated in the special committee for lectotypification
appointed at Sydney in 1981, I looked for clarification in the report of that committee
(Taxon 35: 872. 1986), the synopsis of proposals (Taxon 36: 196-197. 1987), and the
proceedings of the Nomenclature Section at Berlin (Englera 9: 57-60. 1989), all to no
avail. I then sought the opinion of three members of the Editorial Committee.
McNeill, the convener of the Committee on Lectotypification, had not thought of the
possibility of including newly prepared illustrations in the definition of ‘“‘original
material”’. On the other hand, both Greuter and Voss saw no difficulty in accepting
such illustrations as ‘‘original material”. It seems, therefore, that a definition of
“‘original material” is needed. The following two proposals are alternatives:

(264) Amend the footnote to Art. 7.4, to read:

“I For the purposes of this Code, ‘“‘original material” comprises all specimens and
illustrations, both published and unpublished, examined by an author prior to pub-
lication of a name and associated by the author with the concept of the named taxon.
It does not include illustrations published with the protologue.”
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(265) Amend the footnote to Art. 7.4, to read:

“I For the purposes of this Code, “original material” comprises all specimens and
illustrations, both published and unpublished, examined by an author prior to pub-
lication of a name and associated by the author with the concept of the named taxon
as well as illustrations published with the protologue.”

(266) Amend Art. 9.3, to read:

“9.3. If it is impossible to preserve a specimen as the type of a name of a species or
infraspecific taxon of non-fossil plants, or if a validating description is based solely
on one or more previously published illustrations, or if a validating description is
based solely on one or more unpublished illustrations that are extant, or if a validat-
ing description is based on both specimens and previously published illustrations and
the specimens are lost or destroyed, an illustration must be chosen as type.”

The present wording, “‘if such a name is without a type specimen”, causes users to
ponder appropriate circumstances, mostly with incomplete success.

It should be pointed out that a relatively few names have been validated by
descriptions based solely on second-hand information (for example, information sent
to the author by a correspondent or information previously published by other
authors). These names cannot be typified, but their fate is no worse than that of
thousands of other names for which original material is lacking and no clues to
proper selection of a neotype exist.

It may also be mentioned that names validated solely by an illustration with
analysis (Art. 42.2 and 44) are to be typified by the specimen or specimens illustrated
rather than by the illustration, which is a validating element taking the place of a
description. If these specimens are missing, the illustration may serve as lectotype
only if “‘original material” is defined as including illustrations published with the
protologue. If the alternative definition is adopted, the illustration may not serve as
lectotype and a neotype must be chosen.

I am pleased to acknowledge that my focus on the foregoing aspects of lectotypifi-
cation was sharpened by Robert Ross, who has also given serious thought to these
problems.
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