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Ever since sanctioning was introduced into the Code at the Syd-
ney Congress there has been a controversy over how sanctioned names 
should be typified. Despite the seemingly explicit wording of Art. 7.8 
some mycologists still seem reluctant to refer to an element associated 
with the name in the sanctioning work as the lectotype of a species 
name or the type of a generic name when that element is not also an el-
ement associated with the protologue. This has resulted in the bizarre 
situation of authors first designating an element only associated with 
the name in the sanctioning work as the type and then arguing that the 
name must be conserved with the same element as the conserved type 
(see Redhead & al. in Taxon 59: 1910–1913. 2010). This is likely due, at 
least in part, to other Articles of the Code not having been modified to 
take account of the special circumstance of sanctioning, particularly 
in relation to typification, which would appear to have resulted in the 
perception that there is a conflict between Art. 7.8 and other Articles. 
Thus Redhead & al. (l.c.) maintain that Art. 7.8 “is ambiguous and 
open to differing interpretations because it may be thought to conflict 
with aspects of Arts. 9.1–9.12 and 10.1–10.5, which dictate what mate-
rials are available for typification at specific and infraspecific ranks 
and at the ranks of genus and generic subdivisions, respectively” and 
that “it is apparent that any ‘lectotypification’ of a sanctioned name by 
an element that was not included in the original protologue corrupts 
the definition of ‘lectotype’ ”. They further claim that “Article 7.8 
does not explicitly allow for lectotypification of materials not avail-
able when the protologue was published, and therefore Art. 7.8 does 
not explicitly override Arts. 9.2 and 10.2.” They also identified Art. 9 
Note 2 as the reason why an element chosen from material associated 
with the sanctioning treatment but not with the protologue should not 
be referred to as the lectotype, claiming that Art. 9.2 “indicates that 
lectotypes may be chosen only from ‘original material’ ” and that Art. 
9 Note 2 “defines ‘original material’ as excluding materials examined 
after publication of the protologue, but it also ambiguously either (1) 
hints at possible deviation from this interpretation or (2) restricts it 
further via the phrase ‘(but see also Art. […] 7.8).’”

Two sets of proposals to be presented to the Melbourne Congress 
address the issue of the typification of sanctioned names. The first 
(Perry in Taxon 59: 1909–1910. 2010) forms part of a set of proposals 
dealing primarily with original material, and of necessity included 
proposals dealing with the original material of sanctioned names and 
some associated matters concerning their typification. The other set 
(Redhead & al., l.c.) addressed a number of problems specifically 
associated with sanctioning. These two sets of proposals took com-
pletely different approaches to the problem. Perry (l.c.) considered 
that the perceived problem could be solved simply by clarifying what 
is the original material of a sanctioned name and by making a number 
of editorial changes that would make it evident that for a sanctioned 
name it is the sanctioning author’s treatment that determines the type 
not the protologue. Redhead & al. (l.c.) on the other hand preferred to 
solve the problem by introducing a new term, sanctiotype, to refer to 

a type selected from amongst the elements associated with the name 
in the sanctioning work irrespective of whether or not the selected 
element was also associated with the protologue, so as “not to corrupt 
the definition of either a lectotype or a neotype”. In order to imple-
ment this concept they proposed modification of Art. 7.8 “to allow for 
unambiguous typification (sanctiotypification) of sanctioned names 
by elements not necessarily present in the protologue”, and to Art. 10.5 
to prevent supersession when the designated type is in conflict with 
the protologue but not to prevent supersession if the type is based on 
a largely mechanical method of selection, together with a number of 
basically editorial changes.

There are a number of significant errors in the proposals pre-
sented by Redhead & al. For example in Art. 7 Prop. I (McNeill & 
Turland in Taxon 61: 246–254. 2011) (224 in Redhead & al., l.c.) the 
use of the terms “holotype” and “sanctiotypification” is not appro-
priate in an Article dealing with typifications at all ranks. Also the 
suggested rewording “based on any element” implies that the type 
of the name of a genus may be any specimen or illustration cited in 
the sanctioning work, something that would be in conflict with Art. 
10.4. The wording of this proposal together with the assumption that 
Art. 9 Note 2 dictates that the original material must be associated 
with the protologue would mean that the holotype must be as defined 
in Art. 9.1, i.e., the one specimen or illustration used by the author 
of the validating description or diagnosis. This would mean that the 
holotype could be an element not associated with the name in the 
sanctioning work. So the acceptance of this proposal would result in 
a major change to the principle of sanctioning, which has been that 
the type of a sanctioned name must always be an element associated 
with the name in the sanctioning work. It would mean that some 
names that in the past were lectotypified on an element associated 
with the sanctioning work would be found to have a holotype and 
in some cases this would likely result in a change in the application 
of the name. Also, it may not be realised that as the proposed new 
wording of Art. 7.8 refers to “lacking a holotype” and as a generic 
name does not have a holotype, the original type of a generic name 
would still be dependent on the elements associated with the name 
in the sanctioning work. Both Art. 9 Prop. J (225) defining the pro-
posed new term, sanctiotype, and Art. 9 Prop. M (226) discussing 
the conditions under which a sanctiotype may be superseded, appear 
to have been intended to apply to all sanctioned names at the rank of 
genus and below. This overlooks the fact that Art. 9 deals only with 
the typification of a name of a species or infraspecific taxon and 
that the term sanctiotype like lectotype would not be applicable to 
the type of a sanctioned generic name (Art. 10 Note 1). This mistake 
also means that the changes that need to be made to Art. 10 to take 
account of sanctioning have not been proposed. In addition to the 
changes listed in Art. 9 Prop. K (228), amendments would also be 
required to Art. 7.10, 7.11, 9.8, 9.9, 9.12, 9.18, 9.20, 9.21, 59.2, 59.3, 
& 59.7 and Rec. 9A.1, 9A.2, 9A.3, 9A.4, 9A.5, & 9B.1. Unfortunately 
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none of the above discrepancies were identified by the Rapporteurs 
and it is clear that these proposals could not achieve the desired aim 
without considerable additional work and even then it would likely 
make the Code even more complicated. The question must therefore 
be asked whether the typification of sanctioned names is so differ-
ent from other names as to warrant a new term, sanctiotype, and so 
many associated changes to the Code, or if there is not an easier way 
to achieve the desired aim.

Redhead & al.’s assumption that because of Art. 9 Note 2 the 
term lectotype should not be applied to the type of a sanctioned name 
unless the type element was also associated with the protologue would 
appear to be based on a misunderstanding. For the vast majority of 
names the original material is as stated in that Note, but for names 
falling under the provisions of Art. 7.7 (i.e., those validated by refer-
ence to a previously published description or diagnosis and those in 
groups with a later starting date than 1753) and Art. 7.8 (i.e., those that 
are sanctioned), the original material must be as indicated in those 
Articles and not as stated in the Note. It is unfortunate that this was 
not made evident when the Note, as a footnote, entered the Code in 
Tokyo (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 131: 11. 1994). This discrep-
ancy was, however, corrected in the Vienna Code (McNeill & al. in 
Regnum Veg. 146: 14. 2006) for sanctioned names (and later starting 
point names) by the addition of “(but see Art. 7.7, second sentence 
and 7.8)” to the end of Art. 9 Note 2. However, a Note adds nothing 
new, it only explains something that might not be obvious, and so the 
material available to typify a sanctioned name is and always has been 
as indicated in Art. 7.8.

Although original material is usually associated with the vali-
dating description or diagnosis this is not always the case for names 
published under the provisions of Art. 7.7 second sentence (those in 
groups with a starting date later than 1753). Moreover, in the case of 
names published under the provision of Art. 7.7 first sentence it is not 
the material directly associated with the protologue that is original 
material but the material associated with the validating description or 
diagnosis referred to in the protologue. Sanctioning therefore repre-
sents one of a number of situations in which there is no requirement 
that original material be made up only of specimens or illustrations 
included in the protologue, or available to the author of the validating 
description or diagnosis. Neither does Art. 9 Note 2 indicate, as sug-
gested by Redhead & al., that only material examined by the author 
prior to the publication of the protologue can be original material. 
A syntype is a specimen cited in the protologue (Art. 9.4) and an 
isotype is a duplicate of the holotype (Art. 9.3) and in neither case is 
there any requirement that the specimen concerned be seen by the 
author of the validating description or diagnosis or by the author of 
the name if different.

Clearly then original material it is not, as might be thought, only 
the specimens and illustrations on which the validating description 
or diagnosis was based but it is the specimens and illustrations from 
which, in the absence of a holotype, a lectotype may be designated. 
On this basis there never was any impediment to regarding all the 
specimens and illustrations associated with the sanctioning author’s 
treatment, even those not included in the protologue, as original ma-
terial and to refer to the type designated from them as a lectotype 
and that seems to be exactly what Art. 7.8 has ruled from beginning.

Similarly Art. 7.8 indicates that the type of the sanctioned name 
of a genus or subdivision of a genus is to be chosen from the types of 
species names associated with the name in the sanctioning work in 
accordance with Art 10.2 and Art. 10.3. Although it is true that the 
necessary modification of a number of Articles to take sanctioning 

into account have not been made, these Articles all predate Art. 7.8 
and so the latter must logically take precedence over them, and the 
fact that these Articles have not been modified was an Editorial Com-
mittee oversight. It is therefore considered that the aim of Redhead 
& al.’s proposals, which was to clarify that the type element of a 
sanctioned name need not necessarily be an element associated with 
the protologue, could be achieved simply by the addition of the two 
Notes proposed by Perry (l.c.).

The first Note (see Art. 9 Prop. I (220)) to follow Art. 9 Note 2 
would make it clear that for a sanctioned name of a species or infra-
specific taxon “the original material comprises only those specimens 
and illustrations associated with the name in the sanctioning work 
and can be an element [or perhaps better “elements”] not associated 
with the protologue”. The second Note (see Art. 7 Prop. J (221)) to 
be added after Art. 7.8 would further clarify that “[f]or sanctioned 
names all references to ‘protologue’ (cf. Art. 9.4, 9.5, 9.17, 10.2, 10.5, 
10.4, 59.2, 59.3 & 59.7 and Rec. 9A.2, 9A.3, 9A.4, 9B.1) are taken as 
referring to everything associated with the name in the sanctioning 
work”. This would make it clear that for all sanctioned names at the 
rank of genus and below, except for the rare situations in which there 
is a holotype (see below), the treatment associated with the name in 
the sanctioning work is to be treated, for typification purposes, as 
though it were the protologue. This would appear to be what was 
intended by the proposal “Typification of such names is based on the 
protologue of the adopting author”, moved from the floor by Korf 
at the Sydney Congress and accepted by the Section (Korf in Taxon 
30: 472–473. 1981; Greuter & Voss in Englera 2: 50–51. 1982). The 
actual protologue though, as defined in the Code, remains in the 
publication where the name was validly published and not where it 
was sanctioned. It should be noted that both proposals are Notes and 
so say nothing new but only clarify what the Code has said ever since 
sanctioning entered the Code in Sydney.

Although the matter of the typification of sanctioned names 
would be adequately covered simply by the addition of the two Notes, 
there are a few issues that were not addressed and could be made more 
explicit. The most important of these is to clarify what is the holotype 
of a sanctioned name. Under the present Code, and this would not 
change if Art. 7 Prop. J (221) were accepted, the type of a sanctioned 
name must under Art. 7.8 be a specimen or illustration associated 
with the name in the sanctioning work and under Art. 9.1 a name 
has a holotype only when the author of the validating description or 
diagnosis used one specimen or illustration only and so a choice is 
not possible. So a sanctioned name can have a holotype only when 
the sanctioning author had only one specimen or illustration available 
to him and that element is also the only element used by the original 
author. As noted earlier acceptance of Art. 7 Prop. I (224) would 
result in a major change to the principle of sanctioning as it would 
dictate that the holotype must be as defined in Art. 9.1, and so need 
not be an element associated with the name in the sanctioning work.

If the core Redhead & al. proposal (Art. 7 Prop. I—224) is not 
accepted an additional Note following Art. 9.1 would clarify the pres-
ent situation:

“Note 1bis. A sanctioned name (Art. 7.8 and 15) has a holotype 
only when the one specimen or illustration available to the sanctioning 
author was the one specimen or illustration used by the author of the 
validating description or diagnosis.”

It would appear that the Redhead & al. proposals were written 
on the assumption that terms such as holotype, lectotype and lecto-
typification apply to all names at least at the rank of genus and below. 
As this is a common misconception the Editorial Committee might 
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consider rewording Art. 10 Note 1 to make it evident that the Code 
does not endorse the use of these terms for names above the rank of 
species. A possible rewording might be:

“Note 1. Terms such as “holotype”, “syntype”, and “lectotype”, as 
defined in Art. 9, are not applicable, strictly speaking, to the types of 
names in ranks higher than species. Although often used, by analogy, 
to names above the rank of species, this use is not authorised by the 
Code.”

Although Art. 7 Prop. J (221) does satisfactorily indicate the way 
the listed Articles must be adapted to take account of sanctioning it 
would be easier to follow if Art. 7.8 were rewritten to incorporate the 
thrust of the proposed Note, something that, if Art. 7 Prop. J is accepted, 
the Editorial Committee might consider. Possible wording would be:

“7.8. For names adopted in one of the works specified in Art. 
13.1(d), and thereby sanctioned (Art. 15), the treatment associated with 
the name in the sanctioning work is, for typification purposes (cf. Art. 
9.4, 9.5, 9.17, 10.2, 10.5, 10.4, 59.2, 59.3 & 59.7 and Rec. 9A.2, 9A.3, 
9A.4, 9B.1), to be treated as though it were the protologue.”

Although the Code does not indicate that Art. 9.10 is not meant 
to apply to sanctioned names, common practice, as indicated by the 
omission of a proposal to impose similar restrictions on the des-
ignation of a sanctiotype in Redhead & al., has been not to apply 
the rigours imposed by Art. 9.10 on the designation of the type of a 
sanctioned name. This would be made more explicit by the follow-
ing proposal that could be made from the floor at the Nomenclature 
Section in Melbourne:

In the first line of Art. 9.10 insert “(sanctioned names excepted)” 
after “In lectotype designation”.

In addition it is also recommended that the Editorial Committee 
make the necessary changes in Art. 9.12 and Rec. 9A.5 to indicate that 
for a sanctioned name, the descriptive statement of the sanctioning 
author takes the place of the original description or diagnosis.

The intent of Art. 15 Prop. C (230) and Rec. 9C Prop. A (231) 
proposed by Redhead & al. (l.c.) is desirable and if proposals Art. 7 
Prop. J (221) and Art. 9 Prop. I (220) were accepted they could be 
adopted with the following amendments (new text given in bold):

Art. 15 Prop. C (230) “Note 2. The type of a sanctioned name that 
is conserved need not be a sanctiotype an element associated with 
the name in the sanctioning work (cf. Art. 15.6).”

Rec. 9C Prop. A (231) “9C.1. It is recommended that, when not 
nomenclaturally destabilizing and not in conflict with the sanctioning 
treatment, a sanctiotype the lectotype of a sanctioned name (Art. 15) 
be selected from original materials elements associated with both 
the protologue and the sanctioning treatment.” (But the Recom-
mendation could now be included as Rec. 9A.6.)

Redhead & al. (l.c.) included a number of examples to illustrate 
the effect of their proposed new Articles and many of these would 
also be useful additions to the Code regardless of whether or not their 
proposed new Articles are accepted by the Congress. These examples 
have been rewritten below to show what changes would be required 
if Art. 7 Prop. J (221) and Art. 9 Prop. I (220) were accepted rather 
than the Redhead & al. proposals. In these rewordings, except for 
Art. 9 Prop. J (225) Ex. 3ter, no attempt was made to verify any of 
the factual basis of the Redhead & al. examples but in some cases the 
wording has been slightly modified so as to reflect better the style 
adopted for Examples already published in the Code.

Art. 9 Prop. J (225):
“Ex. 3bis. Clements & Shear (Gen. Fung.: 348. 1931), the first to 

designate a type not using a largely mechanical method of selection, 

chose Agaricus infundibuliformis Schaeff. : Fr. (‘C. infundibulis 
(Schaeff.) Fr.’) as ‘type’ of Agaricus ‘trib.’ Clitocybe Fr. (Syst. Mycol. 1: 
78. 1821) (‘Clitocybe Fr.’), thus effectively typifying both that Friesian 
subdivision of Agaricus and Clitocybe (Fr.) Staude by A. infundibu-
liformis.” — This example belongs, however, in Art. 10, not Art. 9.

Ex. 3ter could not be used in its present form as it assumes that 
the Persoon name sanctioned by Fries had a basionym. The supposed 
basionym, Patella stercorea Wigg., was nomenclaturally superfluous 
and illegitimate when published and was not, as would appear to be 
assumed, the basionym of Peziza stercorea. An illegitimate name 
cannot be a basionym, and Patella stercorea is not made legitimate 
(under Art. 6.4 and 15.1) by Fries’s sanctioning of Peziza stercorea. 
The proposed change to Art. 7.5 (included in Redhead & al.’s “corol-
lary changes”—Art. 9 Prop. K, 228) to add “, nor to their basionyms.” 
after the phrase “does not apply to names sanctioned under Art. 15.” 
may have been intended to endorse the view taken in this example 
but it does not do so as an illegitimate name cannot be a basionym 
(Art. 49.1 & Glossary).

“Ex. 3ter. Fries (Syst. Mycol. 2(1): 87. 1822) accepted Peziza ster-
corea, citing Persoon’s (Observ. Mycol. 2: 89. 1800) P. stercorea as the 
earliest treatment under the binomial, and thereby sanctioned Peziza 
stercorea Pers. : Fr. Denison (in Mycologia 56: 727. 1964) proposed as 
‘lectotype’ of ‘Peziza stercorea Persoon ex Fries’ a Persoon specimen, 
linked to Persoon’s publication of the name but not associated with the 
name in the sanctioning work, and so it must be treated as a neotypi-
fication under Art. 9.6 and 9.8. Later Moravec (in Czech. Mycol. 47: 
11. 1993) designated the illustration of ‘P. ciliata’ in Bulliard, Herb. 
France: t. 438, f. 2. 1790, cited both by Fries in the sanctioning work 
and by Persoon in the protologue, as the lectotype. This is an effective 
lectotypification (Art. 7.8 and Art. 10.2) and so supersedes Denison’s 
typification (Art. 9.17(a)). Moravec (l.c.) also epitypified the lectotype.”

Art. 9 Prop. M (226):
“Ex. 8bis. Seaver (in Mycologia 19: 88. 1927 and in N. Amer. 

Cup-Fung., Operc.: 219. 1928) chose Peziza cochleata L. : Fr. as type 
of ‘Peziza (Dill.) L.’ However, as he specifically followed the “Ameri-
can Code of Botanical Nomenclature” his designation is considered to 
have been based on a largely mechanical method of selection and his 
choice, although of a species name included in the protologue, may be 
superseded under Art. 10.5. This was achieved by Clements & Shear 
(Gen. Fung.: 328. 1931), who chose P. vesiculosa Bull. : Fr., a species 
name not included in the protologue but associated with Peziza in 
the sanctioning work (Fries in Syst. Mycol. 2(1): 40. 1822) (Art. 7.8 
and Art. 10.2).” — This example also belongs, in Art. 10, not Art. 9.

Art. 9 Prop. K (228):
Art. 10: “Ex. 2bis. Clements & Shear (Gen. Fung.: 328. 1931) se-

lected as ‘type’ of the sanctioned name, Peziza Dill. ex L. : Fr. [‘Peziza 
(Dill.) L.’] (Sp. Pl.: 1180. 1753; Syst. Mycol. 2: 40. 1822), Peziza ve-
siculosa Bull. : Fr. (Herb. France: t. 457, f. 1. 1790; Syst. Mycol. 2: 52. 
1822). Even though P. vesiculosa was not a species name included in 
the protologue and several of the species names included there were 
also associated with the name in the sanctioning work, Clements & 
Shear’s selection is in accord with Art. 7.8 and Art. 10.2 and so their 
typification must be accepted. The date of priority of Peziza Dill. ex 
L. : Fr. is 1753.”

Art. 15 Prop. B (229):
“Ex. 4bis. Tode (in Schriften Berlin. Ges. Naturf. Freunde 5: 53. 

1784) published the generic name Hysterium Tode including only one 
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Summary The following two proposals for modification of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature that relate particularly 
to algae are recommended for acceptance: Rec. 8B Prop. A (Taxon Prop. 138), Art. 9 Prop. H (219), and the following two are not 
recommended for acceptance: Art. 13 Prop. B (165), Art. 36 Prop. B (170). The Committee was undecided on Art. 45 Prop. A (150). 
In addition the Committee did not recommended acceptance of Gen. Prop. Prop. A (016). The Committee also recommended that 
the ICBN continues to be published in its entirely as a printed book (cf. Art. 14 Prop. G–I (098–100)).

The Nomenclature Committee for Algae (previous Report num-
ber 12 in this issue Taxon 60: 899–900. 2011) reports here on 
proposals to amend the Code that have particular relevance to algae.

The membership of fifteen is unchanged from Report 12, but 
only thirteen have expressed their votes on most of the recommenda-
tions in this report. The votes of the non-voting members are recorded 
as abstentions, while also other members abstained voting on some 
of the proposals. Under the 60% rule, nine “yes” votes are necessary 
for a proposal to be recommended and also nine for rejection. The 
vote is recorded in the order: yes : no : abstention.

Proposals to amend the Code referred to the Nomencla-
ture Committee for Algae by the Rapporteur-général of 
the Nomenclature Section, IBC2011

Rec. 8B Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 138 by Nakada). Votes 12 : 1 : 2 
(recommended).

The author proposed to add a new Rec. 8B.3 to read: “8B.3. 
When a culture is designated as a type, the status of the culture 
should be indicated, including the phrase ‘permanently preserved 

in a metabolically inactive state’ or an equivalent.” Several voting 
members suggested a change in the wording [changed phrase in 
bold] to “8B.3. When a culture is intended to serve as a type under 
Art. 8.4, the status of the culture should be indicated, including the 
phrase ‘permanently preserved in a metabolically inactive state’ or 
an equivalent.” One member, however, who has much experience 
with the use of cryopreserved material as type material, did not ac-
cept that the cryopreservation method has been described in such 
a way that it can be considered as unnecessarily vague and open to 
misunderstanding. “The crucial point for permanently preserved 
in a metabolically inactive state means what? If one cannot define 
and interpret the meaning of permanently preserved in a metaboli-
cally inactive state, then there is little reason to keep adding pages 
to the Code by repeating the statement.” Other members, however, 
suggest that the phrase did not aim at cryoconservation only, but 
was written in a rather vague way intentionally, in order that other 
possible (or future) means of preservation not be excluded. Some 
members thought that a special committee should be established to 
examine the issue.

Prud’homme van Reine • Report of the Committee for Algae

species name, H. quadrilabiatum Tode, which is therefore its original 
type (Art. 10.2). Tode (in Fung. Mecklenb. Sel. 2: V–VI, 4. 1791) again 
adopted the name Hysterium, published a new generic description 
and excluded H. quadrilabiatum, and so created a later homonym 
(Art. 48.1). Fries (in Syst. Mycol. 2: 594. 1823) also excluded H. 
quadrilabiatum and specifically cited Tode’s 1791 publication and 
so sanctioned Hysterium Tode 1791, non Tode 1784, which otherwise 
would have been illegitimate. Bisby (in Trans. Brit. Mycol. Soc. 8: 
186. 1923) designated Hysterium pulicare (Lightf. : Fr.) Pers. (in Mag. 
Bot. 1: 85. 1794), a species included by Fries in the sanctioning work, 
as ‘type’ of ‘Hysterium Fries’, an effective typification (Art. 7.8 and 
10.2) of Hysterium Tode (1791) : Fr. (1823), non Hysterium Tode 1784.”

Art. 9 Prop. L (232):
“Ex. 6bis. Rossman & al. (in Stud. Mycol. 42: 86. 1999) effec-

tively lectotypified the name Sphaeria rufa Pers. : Fr. (Persoon, Ob-
serv. Mycol. 1: 20. 1796; Fries, Syst. Mycol. 2(2): 335. 1823) when 
they designated the exsiccatum Fries Scler. n. 303 (UPS) cited by 
Fries (l.c.) to be the ‘neotype’ (see Art. 9.8).”

“Ex. 8ter. Hallenberg (in Mycotaxon 18: 182. 1983) proposed as 
a ‘neotype’ a modern specimen for Hericium coralloides (Scop. : Fr.) 
Pers. Illustrations published by Micheli (1729) and Schaeffer (1762) 

cited in the protologue of the basionym, Hydnum coralloides Scop.: 
Fr. (Fl. Carniol., ed. 2, 2: 472. 1772) and other illustrations cited by 
Fries (Syst. Mycol. 1: 408–409. 1821) eligible to serve as a lectotype 
were overlooked. The designation of a ‘neotype’ contravened Art. 9.6 
and so has no standing under the Code.”

From the rewordings of the Redhead & al. examples given above 
it can be seen that accepting Art. 7 Prop. J (221) and Art. 9 Prop. I 
(220), rather than Art. 7 Prop. I (224), Art. 9 Prop. J (225) and asso-
ciated proposals by Redhead & al., would not materially change the 
examples, as in all cases the same element would be designated as 
the type. The only change that would be required if these proposals 
were accepted would be the substitution of terms such as “lectotype” 
and “lectotypified” for “sanctiotype” and “sanctiotypified” in Art. 9 
Prop. J (225) “Ex. 3ter.”, Art. 9 Prop. L (232) “Ex. 6bis.”, Art. 9 Prop. 
L (232) “Ex. 8ter.” The use of such terms in the examples dealing with 
generic names (Art. 9 Prop. J (225) “Ex. 3bis.”, Art. 9 Prop. K (228) 
“Ex. 2bis.” and Art. 15 Prop. B (229) “Ex. 4bis.”) was not appropriate 
anyway as the Code only uses “type” and “typification” when refer-
ring to generic names. This would seem to support the conclusion that 
the problems surrounding the typification of sanctioned names can 
be resolved without the introduction of a new term.


