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S. Carol. 5. 2007); since they contravene one Article of the Code, are 
these typifications validly published?

This proposal would correct that inconsistency by adding the 
phrase from Art. 7.11 to Art. 9.21 as well as adding a direct reference 
to both Arts. 9.20 and 9.21 into Art. 7.11
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ideas to include amending Art. 7.11.

During a taxonomic revision of the fern genus Megalastrum 
(Dryopteridaceae), we encountered a problem with Recommendation 
9A.4 of the Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006). This 
Recommendation concerns the citation of a holotype when a single 
gathering was cited in the protologue and a particular herbarium 
housing that gathering was not designated. In such cases, the Rec-
ommendation says that the specimen housed in the institution where 
the author worked should be assumed to be the holotype, unless evi-
dence suggests otherwise. This Recommendation now runs contrary 
to changes that have occurred to the Code over the past 20 years, 
especially those changes concerning the definitions of types and of 
certain practices of typification. Before suggesting a re-wording for 
Recommendation 9A.4, we think it helpful to give a historical review 
of changes to the Code that have made this re-wording necessary.

On or after 1 January 1958, the indication of a type was made 
mandatory in the Code for valid publication of a name at the rank of 
genus or below. The type could consist of an entire gathering or part 
thereof, or consist of two or more specimens of a single gathering 
as defined in Art. 8 of the current Code (see also Art. 37.2). Before 
1 January 1958, it was not necessary to cite the particular herbarium 
where the type was housed, and what constituted a “specimen” was 
not precisely defined.

Since mandating indication of a type for valid publication of a 
name, there have been three important changes to the Code concern-
ing the selection of type specimens. First, the Tokyo Code (Greuter 
& al. in Regnum Veg. 131. 1994, footnote 1 of Art. 9.7) introduced 
a definition of “original material” that included duplicates of speci-
mens cited in the protologue, even if those duplicates were not seen 
by the describing author (now Art. 9 Note 2 of the Vienna Code). 
This definition of “original material” is broader than that presumed 
by many previously. Commonly, only those specimens seen by the 
describing author were thought to qualify as original material from 
which a type could be selected; nowadays, any duplicate specimen of 
the type, even if not seen by the describing author, qualifies as origi-
nal material from which the nomenclatural type may be designated.

Second, the St. Louis Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 
2000) defined a “specimen” as “a gathering, or part of a gathering, of 
a single species or infraspecific taxon made at one time, disregarding 
admixtures (see Art. 9.12). It may consist of a single plant, parts of 
one or several plants, or of multiple small plants. A specimen is usu-
ally mounted on a single herbarium sheet or in an equivalent prepa-
ration, such as a box, packet, jar or microscope slide.” The related 
Art. 8.3 stated that “a specimen may be mounted as more than one 

preparation, as long as the parts are clearly labelled as being that same 
specimen. Multiple preparations from a single gathering that are not 
clearly labelled as being part of a single specimen are duplicates, 
irrespective of whether the source was one plant or more than one 
(but see Art. 8.5).” Thus, for example, three herbarium sheets of the 
same collection qualify as a single specimen if they are numbered on 
each sheet “1 of 3,” “2 of 3,” “3 of 3.” These sheets, however, would 
not qualify as one specimen if they were not numbered as such; they 
would be considered three separate specimens, or duplicates of the 
same collection. The distinction is important because a nomenclatu-
ral type, by definition, can only consist of a single specimen.

Third, the Tokyo Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 131. 
1994) also required that on or after 1 January 1990, the herbarium 
or collection in which the holotype was preserved must be speci-
fied (Art. 37.5 of that Code; Art. 37.7 of the Vienna Code). Thus, 
on or after 1 January 1990, a name at the rank of genus or below 
cannot be validly published unless a single holotype specimen and 
the herbarium in which it is housed is indicated. The implication of 
this change is that, before 1990, a holotype could exist only if either 
of two conditions are met: either (1) a single gathering was cited in 
the protologue along with the particular herbarium housing a single 
specimen of that gathering; or (2) if a single gathering was cited in 
the protologue and no duplicates of it exist (i.e., the only specimen 
that exists is that seen by the describing author). In the second case, 
the single specimen studied by the author is usually the one housed 
in the herbarium where the author worked (Recommendation 9A.4). 
This second situation often applies to names published before 1958, 
the date after which a type must be indicated. For many of these 
names, the only original material known to exist is the one specimen 
in the herbarium where the author worked. As specified in Art. 9.1, 
that specimen is the “holotype.”

If, however, duplicates are later found of a supposed holotype 
identified under this second condition, then a problem arises. The 
“holotype” and its duplicates must now be considered syntypes (Art. 
37 Note 1). They cannot, as was formerly done, be considered a 
holotype with isotypes. It is this difference that needs to be taken 
into account in the wording of Recommendation 9A.4.

The problem with Recommendation 9A.4 is illustrated by the 
following hypothetical example. If, say, French pteridologist A.A. 
Fée, working in the middle of the 19th century, cited only Glaziou 
5128 in the protologue and did not cite a herbarium in which that 
specimen was housed, then Recommendation 9A.4 says we should 
assume that Glaziou 5128 at P is the holotype (although Fée worked 
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in Strasbourg none of his collections survive there and P is where his 
main collection is now housed). If two duplicates of Glaziou 5128 are 
later found in two separate herbaria, then by extension these should 
be called “isotypes” because they are duplicates of the holotype at 
P. Yet given current definitions in the Code, the P specimen and its 
duplicates are syntypes, not holotype and isotypes. The situation is 
exacerbated if, from among the syntypes, a lectotype is designated. 
If lectotypification occurs, then we are dealing with a lectotype and 
its two duplicates, not a holotype and isotypes. In this example with 
Glaziou 5128, using the term “holotype” as specified in Recom-
mendation 9A.4 is contrary to the current definitions elsewhere in 
the Code of “holotype,” “isotype,” “lectotype,” and “syntype.” This 
contradiction has resulted from the changes to the Code over the past 
20 years as outline above.

According to John McNeill (pers. comm.): “… at the time of the 
Tokyo Congress, Rec. 9A.4 should have been editorially removed 
from the Code because it is unnecessary and contradictory to the 
definition and practice of holotypes, isotypes, and lectotypes.” Be-
cause Recommendation 9A.4 is still in the Vienna Code, taxonomists 

sometimes are uncertain whether a particular specimen in one her-
barium is the holotype (see Art. 9 for more details) or lectotype. Some 
express this doubt by citing the type as “lectotype, designated here ? 
or perhaps holotype ?” This contradictory and confusing situation 
can be avoided by a minor re-wording of Recommendation 9A.4:

(088) Amend the text of Recommendation Rec. 9A.4 to 
read (changes appear in italic):
9A.4. When a single gathering is cited in the protologue, but a 

particular institution housing it is not designated, it should be as-
sumed is recommended that the specimen housed in the institution 
where the author is known to have worked is the holotype be selected 
as the lectotype, unless there is evidence that further other material 
of the same gathering was primarily used (see also Art. 9.8).”
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This proposal contributes to the discussion started by the discov-
ery of the nomenclatural impact of a German translation of a work 
by Vaillant posthumously published after the nomenclatural starting-
point date for valid publication of Spermatophyta (see Greuter & al. in 
Taxon 54: 149–174. 2005). As noted by Greuter & al. (l.c.), Vaillant’s 
publication had been dismissed from nomenclatural consideration 
by Stafleu & Cowan (in Regnum Veg. 115 [TL-2 vol. 6]: 636. 1986), 
whose statement, however, has no standing because of the lack of due 
provisions in the Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006).

On or after the thorough nomenclatural treatment of Vaillant’s 
Compositae translation by Greuter & al. (l.c.), there followed six 
proposals to remove the disadvantages of accepting Vaillant’s names 
(Greuter & al. in Taxon 54: 196–198. 2005) and four proposals to 
patch up losses caused by possible discarding of those names (Greuter 
in Taxon 57: 1001. 2008). As evident from these proposals, the gain 
of such discoveries is hardly greater than the possible side effects, 
and both acceptance of or discarding such a publication requires 
separate nomenclatural actions dealing with some critical names.

As noticed by Greuter (in Taxon 57: 1015–1016. 2008), Vaillant’s 
Compositae translation is not the only botanical contribution in that 
old German periodical (Phys. Abh. Königl. Akad. Wiss. Paris) that 
has potential nomenclatural impact and may contain still untraced 
but validly published plant names. Moreover, such translations and 
plain reprints of pre-Linnaean authors are predicted to be discov-
ered or re-evaluated in the future. The best known example of such 
publications is the Linnaean Opera varia (the pirated edition dated 

1758, including pre-1753 works), which has been comprehensively 
treated by Dandy (in Regnum Veg. 51: 1–130. 1967). Some names not 
accepted by Linnaeus in or after his Species plantarum of 1753, but 
effectively published in reprints of his early works (even without his 
consent!), are to be accepted as validly published under the current 
Code, and some of them are already listed in Appendix III of the 
Code either as conserved or rejected names.

The debates that originated from the case of Vaillant clearly 
show that discovering such publications makes a significant threat 
to nomenclatural stability, whereas leaving them in peace would not 
cause greater disadvantages than ordinary nomenclatural routine. 
To prevent future debates, I propose adding a new article covering 
these situations in general and dismissing all such publications from 
nomenclatural consideration.

(089) Proposal to discard nomenclatural value of reprints 
and translations of botanical publications first printed 
before the relevant nomenclatural starting-point date by 
adding a new Art. 13.6:
“13.6. For nomenclatural purposes, all original texts and transla-

tions thereof (either separate or in composite works) first published be-
fore, but reprinted after, the relevant nomenclatural starting-point date 
are regarded as being published on the original date, with none of the 
names included therein being validly published. This provision does 
not apply to quotations in post-starting-point works from pre-starting-
point authors or to revised editions of pre-starting-point works.”
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