
Several inconsistencies and grey areas occur in

Several inconsistencies and grey areas occur in Article 9
of the Code dealing with typification. In order to rectify
these, the following amendments are proposed.

(068) Amend Art. 9 Note 2:
“Note 2. For the purposes of this Code, the original

material comprises those specimens and illustrations,
cited or uncited, both unpublished and published either
prior to or together with the protologue, upon which it
can be shown that the description or diagnosis validating
the name was based, including the indicated type, holo-
type, isotype(s), paratype(s), or syntype(s) (see also Rec.
9A); however, any duplicates of such elements, contrary
to the evidence of their use for valid publication, are to
be excluded from being considered as original material”.

The current Art. 9 Note 2 appears faulty in clarifying
the meaning of “original material”. The phrases “even if
not seen by the author” and “irrespective of whether such
specimens were seen by ...” contradict what is stated in
Note 2(a) and provide for violation of Art. 8.3 Footnote
1 and Rec. 9A in future selection of a lectotype. Unless
an author actually sees a specimen, how can the validat-
ing description or diagnosis be based on it or it be desig-
nated as the type? It would be like working mechanical-
ly on hearsay. Duplicates of original material not seen by
the author of a name and contrary to indication thereof,
even if taxonomically the same, should not be considered
as original material. Such duplicate material might have
been distributed before or after the valid publication of a
name and the designation of the type. The original mate-
rial is that for which there is some indication that it was
definitely studied for naming and valid publication.

(069) Amend Art. 9.2:
“9.2. A lectotype is a specimen or illustration desig-

nated from the original material as the nomenclatural
type, in conformity with Art. 9.9 and 9.10, if no holotype
was indicated at the time of publication, or if it is lost, or
as long as it is missing, or if it is found to belong to more
than one taxon (see also Art. 9.13), or if it is demonstra-
bly ambiguous and cannot be critically identified for the
purposes of the precise application of the name”.

This proposal is consistent with Art. 9.9.

(070) Amend Art. 9.3:
“9.3. An isotype is any duplicate of the holotype that

is part of the original material; it is always a specimen.”

The required amendment takes into consideration

The required amendment takes into consideration that an
isotype should be a part of the original material as
explained above, whereas in the present Code it is
ambiguous.

(071) Amend Art. 9.4:
“9.4. A syntype is any element of the original mate-

rial when no holotype was designated, or any one of two
or more elements simultaneously designated as types”.

The present Art. 9.4 restricts syntypes to specimens.
This proposal intends to extend the definition to include
illustrations.

(072) Amend Art. 9.5:
“9.5. A paratype is an element of the original materi-

al other than the holotype, isotype(s), or the subsequent-
ly designated lectotype and taxonomically similar to
them”.

A paratype cannot occur when only a single speci-
men has been cited in the protologue or when no holo-
type has been designated. Further, subsequent to the
selection of a lectotype from among the syntypes or
paratypes, the remaining material (except duplicates of
the lectotype, if any) are to be termed paratypes if the
concept of lectotype is held to serve as the nomenclatur-
al type, provided of course any or all of this remaining
material conforms to the validating description or diag-
nosis and is taxonomically similar to the lectotype. Astep
in change of status with the selection of lectotype should
have an appropriate cascading effect on the remaining
original material.

The terms paratype and syntype logically should be
mutually exclusive, related to the presence or absence,
respectively, of the holotype or lectotype.

(073) Amend Art. 9 Note 3:
“Note 3. In most cases in which no holotype or lec-

totype was designated there will also be no paratypes,
since all the cited specimens, even when two or more
specimens were simultaneously designated as types, are
syntypes”.

(074) Amend Art. 9.6 and delete the first
sentence of Art. 9.11 (“If no …. be selected”):

“9.6. A neotype is a specimen or illustration to serve
as the nomenclatural type if no original material is extant
or so long as it is missing (see also Art. 9.15)”.
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This proposal consolidates the meaning of neotype
by inclusion of a part from Art. 9.11 and is consistent
with the definition of “original material” in proposal 068.

(075) Amend Art. 9.7:
“9.7. An epitype is a specimen or illustration select-

ed to serve as an interpretative type when all original
material (Art. 9 Note 2) associated with a validly pub-
lished name and conforming with the validating descrip-
tion or diagnosis, including the holotype, lectotype, or
previously designated neotype, is demonstrably ambigu-
ous and cannot be critically identified for the purposes of
the precise application of the name. When an epitype is
designated, all the original material or the neotype that
the epitype supports must be explicitly cited (see Art.
9.18).”

This proposal transposes the position of “all original
material” vis-à-vis “holotype, lectotype, or previously
designated neotype” to place the stress on all original
material, of which the holotype or lectotype is a part. If
the holotype or lectotype is found to be demonstrably
ambiguous, one can fall back on any of the original mate-
rial, i.e., isotypes or paratypes, if they exist, for selection
of the lectotype (see Art. 9.2 and 9.10). The possibility of
ambiguity with the syntype(s) cannot be ruled out alto-
gether. Further, when it is possible to select a lectotype,
the simultaneous selection of an epitype cannot be
advised.

(076) Amend Art. 9.10 merging it with Art.
9.12:

“9.10. When the holotype is missing or is demon-
strably ambiguous for precise application of the name
(see also Art. 9.7), a lectotype should be selected from
among the isotypes if such exist; otherwise it should be
selected from among the paratypes if such exist. When
the author of a name of a species or infraspecific taxon
indicated no holotype, a lectotype must be chosen from
among the syntypes if such exist. When the material des-
ignated as type is found to belong to more than one
taxon, a lectotype must be chosen from that part which
corresponds with the validating description or diagnosis.
When choosing a lectotype from among paratypes or
syntypes, an unambiguous specimen may be given pref-
erence (cited over uncited) over an illustration if such
exists.”

This proposed amendment takes into consideration
the three situations when selection of a lectotype is nec-
essary and combines them into one. Further, it is made
consistent with Art. 9.7 as proposed here (proposal 075).

The inclusion in the present Art. 9.10 of the term
“isosyntype” in the list of choices for selection of lecto-
type seems unfortunate. If the term is intended to mean a
duplicate of a syntype, how is a duplicate of an isotype,
paratype or subsequently designated lectotype, neotype
or epitype to be termed? Obviously, each of the above

kinds may occur in multiples and frequently at different
herbaria. Acceptance of these as part of the original
material, contrary to the evidence of their use by the
author, would be a mechanical process and cautioned by
Art. 8 Footnote 1 and Rec. 9A. If a duplicate of an iso-
type remains an isotype, parallel treatment should be
given to a duplicate of a syntype, paratype or the other
kinds of type.

As an editorial note, if the above proposal passes,
Art. 9.12 will become redundant and should be deleted;
also, at the end of Art. 9.17, “Art. 9.12” should be
replaced by “Art. 9.10”.

(077) In Art. 9.15 replace “all the other
original material differs” with “the isotype(s)
and paratype(s), if such exist, differ”:

This proposal intends to accommodate the concept
of the change in status of the remaining original material
subsequent to selection of a lectotype.

(078) Amend Art. 9.16:
“9.16. The author who first designates a neotype

must be followed, but the choice is superseded if: (a) it
was selected under Art. 9.6 and any of the original mate-
rial agreeing to the validating description or diagnosis of
the name is subsequently rediscovered; or (b) it was
selected under Art. 9.15 and it can be shown to differ tax-
onomically from the holotype, lectotype and all other
taxonomically similar original material that it substitut-
ed”.

(079) Amend Art. 9.17:
“9.17. The author who first designates a lectotype

must be followed, but the choice is superseded if: (a) the
holotype or any of the original material agreeing to the
validating description or diagnosis of the name is redis-
covered; or (b) it is in serious conflict with the validating
description or diagnosis, and another element is available
that is not in such conflict; or (c) it is contrary to Art.
9.10”.

The above two amendments deal individually with
the mechanisms for superseding a designation of a neo-
type and a lectotype respectively. This is also consistent
with Art. 9.18.

(080) In Art. 9 Note 4 replace “supported
type” in the second sentence with “lectotype or
neotype”:

The word “type” may mean either the holotype or
the lectotype or the neotype. As a holotype can never be
superseded, it is better specifically to state lectotype or
neotype.
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