
ZooBank Committee
At the meeting of the International Union of Biological Sciences (IUBS) in 2007,

a meeting of Commissioners voted unanimously to pursue ZooBank as an activity of
the ICZN, and an initial ZooBank Committee was established with an explicit
statement that Commissioners and outside observers not present at the meeting
would be allowed to join the Committee subsequently. However, the vote was never
formalised, and thus needed to be formalised in this session. The ZooBank
Committee established at the 2007 IUBS meeting was amended as indicated in
Summary of Decisions & Committees. The Commission then voted to pursue the
exploration of ZooBank and potential registration, and refer these items to the
Editorial and ZooBank Committees.
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Abstract. The purpose of this paper is to suggest reinstating the wording of the third
edition of the Code for Recommendation 72A: ‘The term ‘allotype’ may be used to
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designate among paratypes a specimen of opposite sex to the holotype. Authors are
recommended to avoid using the term ‘allotype’ for specimens other than paratypes.’
The Glossary in the next edition of the Code should change accordingly. This is to
assure that allotypes always have unequivocal status as paratypes and, thus, are
covered by Recommendation 75A as potential reserve name-bearers. Only type
specimens should bear the root ‘–type’.

Introduction
Non-name-bearing specimens of the original type series are often considered

nomenclaturally irrelevant (e.g. Simpson, 1960; Blackwelder, 1967; Fricke, 1985),
being merely of taxonomic interest indicating the species concept of the original
author. However, the Code recommends considering paratypes or paralectotypes as
the first choice if a neotype needs to be designated (Recommendation 75A). They are
potential or reserve name-bearers (Smith, 1983) in case the original name-bearers are
lost or destroyed. As such, they are potentially relevant for nomenclatural purposes.
Although Recommendation 75A recognises this potential relevance of paratypes, the
current Code is unclear about the status of allotypes, a frequently used term in
taxonomic literature in groups with sexual dimorphism. It is defined in Recommen-
dation 72A: ‘The term ‘‘allotype’’ may be used to indicate a specimen of opposite sex
to the holotype’. This wording allows designation of allotypes subsequently to the
original description and even from non-type material. According to the Glossary of
the Code, the term allotype is not regulated by the Code, but Recommendation 72A
is dedicated purely to allotypes and defines this term. Since allotype is a widely used
term and covered by a Recommendation of the Code, its ambiguous definition and
unclear status is undesirable. Defining allotype as a paratype of a different sex from
the holotype would clarify its status as a paratype and, thus, as reserve name-bearer
covered by Recommendation 75A.

History
As originally proposed by Muttkowski (1910, p. 10) and occasionally adopted by

others (e.g. Fernald, 1939; Viette, 1951; Gloyd, 1982; ICZN, 1999), an ‘allotype’ was
considered to be the first specimen of the opposite sex from the holotype and was
conceived as a useful tool for documenting sexual dimorphism. Banks & Caudell
(1912) seem to be the first to have limited the use of the term ‘allotype’ as a paratype
of the opposite sex from the holotype, thus from the original type series. This usage
was promulgated by Durrant et al. (1921), Frizzell (1933), Mayr et al. (1953),
Torre-Bueno (1962), Blackwelder (1967), ICZN (1985), and has been generally widely
accepted amongst taxonomists (Smith, 1984).

However, several authors, recognising the value of limiting the application of the
term ‘allotype’ to a member of the original type series, have introduced new terms for
specimens of the opposite sex designated or described after the original description:
‘neallotype’ (Talbot, 1921), ‘metallotype’ (Munro, 1957; Smith, 1983), ‘neoallotype’
(Séguy, 1967). Dechambre (2001), in an attempt to avoid using the inappropriate
root ‘type’ for non-type material, proposed the term ‘alloréférent’. As is often the case
for many new words coined for a special scientific use, none of these new terms have
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gained broad acceptance. Additionally, they are nomenclaturally irrelevant and
misleading, since they do not refer to type material.

The term allotype is not mentioned in the 1964 second edition of Code (ICZN,
1964). The 1985 third edition of the Code recommends (Rec. 72A) that ‘The term
‘allotype’ may be used to designate among paratypes a specimen of the opposite sex
to the holotype’, and that ‘Authors are recommended to avoid using the term
‘allotype’ for specimens other than paratypes’. The 1999 fourth edition of the Code
simply recommends (Rec. 72A) that the term ‘allotype’ may be used to indicate a
specimen of opposite sex of the holotype. An important difference between the 1985
and 1999 Codes is that the term allotype is a paratype in the third edition and simply
a specimen of the opposite sex (with no type status) in the fourth edition.

By explicitly allowing the use of such a broadly defined ‘allotype’, it is possible for
an author to designate, after the original description of the taxon in question, an
allotype (or as called by some, a neoallotype) for the first representative of the
opposite sex from the holotype. Examples of these are DeLong (1953) and DeLong
& Martinson (1973) who described allotypes for previously described species of
cicadellid leafhoppers; Brookhart & Muma (1981) who designated three ‘allotypes’
for previously described species of solifugids; Maes (1990) who designated six
‘allotypes’ for previously described species of stag beetles (Coleoptera: LUCANIDAE);
Soula (1999, 2002) who designated 33 ‘neoallotypes’ in the genus Macraspis
MacLeay, 1819 and 46 ‘neoallotypes’ in other genera of RUTELINAE (Coleoptera:
SCARABAEIDAE); Alexis and Delpont (2001a, 2001b) who designated various ‘neoallo-
types’ for species of CETONIINAE (Coleoptera: SCARABAEIDAE); Sanborn & Phillips
(2004) who designated an ‘allotype’ to accompany a neotype of a cicada; and
Özdikmen et al. (2007) who designated an ‘allotype’ for a leaf beetle (Coleoptera:
CHRYSOMELIDAE) more than 30 years after its original description. Also, the term
‘alloréférent’ was used by Alexis & Delpont (2002) for a female paratype of a new
species of cetoniine scarab they described and by Soula (2006) for previously
described species of ruteline scarab beetles. Thus, the term ‘alloréférent’, even when
used, is not being applied consistently. None of these authors violated the Code,
because the term ‘allotype’ was not regulated by Articles of the Code but only by a
Recommendation. Maes (1990) and Soula (1999) did not follow Recommendation
72A in force at the time. Clearly, this broad array of designations is inconsistent and
confusing.

Fig. 1. The holotype and allotype of a sexually dimorphic dung beetle species, with labels.
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Proposal
In order to promote stability and consistency in the use of terms containing the

root ‘type’ for types, we suggest that the Commission consider for the fifth edition of
the Code restricting the application of the widely used term ‘allotype’ to a specimen
taken from the original type series and to return to the language of the third edition
of the Code, to wit Recommendation 72A: ‘The term ‘allotype’ may be used to
designate among paratypes a specimen of the opposite sex to the holotype. Authors
are recommended to avoid using the term ‘allotype’ for specimens other than
paratypes.’ The definition of allotype in the Glossary of the Code should be changed
to: ‘A term for a designated specimen amongst the paratypes of the opposite sex to
the holotype [Recommendation 72A].’ We further suggest that the terms ‘neoallo-
type’, ‘neallotype’ and ‘metallotype’ (or any other similarly intended word employing
the root ‘–type’) not be used, since they denote a non-type specimen. Authors
interested in keeping a record of important specimens subsequent to the type series,
such as the first member of the opposite sex, are encouraged to deposit them, as
‘vouchers’, in well-curated, accessible collections as defined in Recommendation 72F.
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