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(190) Add a new paragraph after Art. 9.3 with three new 
Examples: 
“9.3bis. If the description or diagnosis validating the name 

was reproduced, literally or with modifications, from a previously 

published work of the same or another author, elements upon which 
either of the two descriptive statements was based can be considered 
as original material.” 

“Ex. 2bis. Sorbus aucuparia L. (Sp. Pl.: 477. 1753) was published 
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with the validating diagnosis copied almost literally from the account 
of Sorbus species 1 in Haller (Enum. Meth. Stirp. Helv. 1: 350. 1742), 
with a reference to the source. Although Haller’s original plant 
was believed to be taxonomically different from the material used 
by Linnaeus, Sennikov (in Taxon 65: 364. 2016) designated Herb. 
Linnaeus No. 644.1 as the lectotype of the name.” 

“Ex. 2ter. Portulaca officinarum Crantz (Inst. Rei Herb. 2: 428. 
1766) was published with the validating diagnosis copied literally 
from the protologue of P. oleracea L. (Sp. Pl.: 445. 1753), although 
without mention of that name. Because of this diagnosis Uotila & al. 
(in Willdenowia 42: 26. 2012) treated P. officinarum as based on the 
type of P. oleracea.” 

“Ex. 2quater. Erigeron acris L. (Sp. Pl.: 863. 1753) was validly 
published with a diagnosis reproduced verbatim from Linnaeus, Hor-
tus cliffortianus (1738). Although the material that was the original 
basis for this diagnosis is preserved in the collection of Clifford at 
BM, the lectotype of this name was designated by Huber (in Veröff. 
Geobot. Inst. E.T.H. Stiftung Rübel Zürich 114: 44. 1993) from the 
collection of Linnaeus at LINN.”

When Perry (in Taxon 41: 599. 1992) proposed the current defini-
tion of original material, she intended this wording to apply also to 
cases where the validating description was written by one author but 
published by another author. In such cases, the original material is that 
on which the validating description was based, even if that material 
was not seen by the validating author. 

Applying the same logic, Heath (in Calyx 4: 113–114. 1994) stated 
that the type of Rosa cinnamomea L. (1753), similarly validated with 
the diagnostic phrase-name copied from Haller (Enum. Meth. Stirp. 
Helv. 1: 348. 1742), should be selected from the context of Haller 
(1742), not from the material used by Linnaeus. This interpretation 
of the rules assumes that if the validating description was reproduced 
(minor alterations notwithstanding) from a work of a previous author, 
the material of the validating author may not be used in typification 
because, strictly speaking, the original basis of the validating descrip-
tion was the material used by the original author, not by the author 
who adopted the description in his publication. 

While this “historical” interpretation seems to be logically cor-
rect, it is not reflected by the practice of taxonomic work. Should 
it be followed, dozens of adequate Linnaean types would have to 
be replaced by more obscure material of pre-Linnaean authors; and 
such material may no longer be in existence (if it ever had been pre-
served). Besides, Linnaean interpretation of taxonomic legacy was 
not always correct, and his misinterpretations can be seen in both 
examples quoted above, of Rosa cinnamomea and Sorbus aucuparia. 
The common assumption is that the elements used by the validating 

author may be original material even if the validating statement was 
reproduced from previous works (e.g., the lectotypification of R. cin-
namomea by Rowley in Taxon 41: 568. 1992). 

Although the common interpretation is also accepted in most 
influencing indices of Linnaean typifications (e.g., Jarvis & al., A 
List of Linnaean Generic Names and their Types. 1993; Jarvis, Order 
out of Chaos. 2007), it is not directly reflected in the letter of the 
rules. The proposed addition is intended to explicitly treat descriptions 
reproduced from previously published works as if they belonged also 
to the authors who adopted them in protologues. 

If this proposal is accepted, a reference to this provision will be 
needed in Art. 9.3. 

(191) Revise Art. 7.7 to read (new text in bold), with cross 
reference to new Art. 9.3bis added if Prop. 190 is adopted: 
“7.7. A name of a new taxon validly published, not by the repro-

duction of (see Art. 9.3bis), but solely by reference to a previously 
and effectively published description or diagnosis (Art. 38.1(a)) is 
to be typified by an element selected from the entire context of the 
validating description or diagnosis, unless the validating author has 
definitely designated a different type, but not by an element explicitly 
excluded by the validating author (see also Art. 7.8).” 

I suggest to reword the first part of this provision to say more 
explicitly to which cases it applies and to which cases it does not. 

(192) Revise Ex. 10 under Art. 9.9 as follows (new text in bold): 
“Ex. 10. Borssum Waalkes (in Blumea 14: 198. 1966) cited Herb. 

Linnaeus No. 866.7 (LINN) as the holotype of Sida retusa L. 1763. 
However, illustrations in Plukenet (Phytographia: t. 9, fig. 2. 1691) 
and Rumphius (Herb. Amboin. 6: t. 19. 1750) were cited by Linnaeus 
in the protologue and evidently used by him in preparation of the 
validating description. Therefore the original material of S. retusa 
comprises three elements (Art. 9.3), and Borssum Waalkes’s use of 
holotype is an error to be corrected to lectotype.” 

I take an opportunity to bring this example closer to the wording 
of Art. 9.3, which requires that in order to be recognised as part of 
the original material, an illustration should have been used, not just 
cited by the author of the protologue. 
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