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ABSTRACT: Since its original introduction, the name Lophorina superba (J.R. Forster,1 1781) has
been associated with the western, Vogelkop Peninsula, populations of a bird‐of‐paradise later
found to occur widely throughout the mountain ranges of New Guinea. Irestedt et al. (2017)
split this species into three, a revision which has been widely accepted. However, based largely
on a reassessment of a colourised, engraved plate by Martinet, these authors argued that the
name superba applied to populations from further east, in New Guinea’s Central Ranges, and
would therefore displace the subspecies name feminina Ogilvie‐Grant, 1915. To support this
claim they proposed a neotype to establish the name superba from the Kobowre Mts (Central
Ranges) and also proposed a new name, inopinata, for the Vogelkop taxon hitherto called
superba. Elliott et al. (2020) rebutted this nomenclatural interpretation based on a reassessment
of plumage characters and other details, and also proposed a revised, restricted type locality of
superba in the Tamrau Mts of the Vogelkop. Schodde et al. (2021), the same authors as Irestedt
et al. in a different sequence, reasserted their claims by once more reviewing the evidence for
the name and locality changes. However, using detailed visual aids which Schodde et al. failed
to supply, we show that all nine characters in Martinet’s illustration on which Schodde et al.
attempted to validate their re‐identification (shape of expanded cape, tip shape of cape plumes,
ciliate fringes of these tips, length of outermost cape plumes, length of closed cape, shape of tail,
length of tail, shape of breast‐shield and black spots on it) unarguably align with characters
shown by Vogelkop birds. Moreover, their claims and arguments for a long‐distance 18th‐
century trade in animals from the Central Ranges remain without foundation and manifestly
implausible. A series of technical points relating to the Code represent misreadings of the latter
and of our earlier arguments, and only serve to undermine fatally their own position.
Consequently their proposed switch in identity of Lophorina superba is wholly unjustified. We
therefore reject the proposed neotype of Irestedt et al. (2017) and, in consideration of the
confusion that has now arisen, designate a valid neotype based on the original identity of
superba, thereby also confirming our restricted type locality of the Tamrau Mts.
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identification, prevailing usage, New Guinea.
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INTRODUCTION

The Superb Bird‐of‐paradise Lophorina superba was long treated as consisting of several
widely accepted subspecies, usually five, their taxonomic sequence reflecting their west–east
1

The text that contains the original introduction of this name is of disputed authorship. Schodde et al. (2021)
ascribe the name to Pennant. For arguments in favour of the attribution to Forster, see Dickinson & Cheke
(2015) and Elliott (in prep.).
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distribution across upland New Guinea: nominate superba in the Vogelkop, niedda on the
Wandammen Peninsula, feminina in the western Central Ranges east to central New Guinea,
latipennis in the eastern Central Ranges (‘Central Highlands’) and Huon Peninsula, and minor in
south‐east New Guinea (e.g., Mayr 1962, Cooper & Forshaw 1977, Frith & Beehler 1998, Frith &
Frith 2009, Dickinson & Christidis 2014, Pratt & Beehler 2015, Beehler & Pratt 2016, del Hoyo &
Collar 2016, Gregory 2017). However, molecular and morphological evidence recently revealed
that this seemingly single species would be better considered as three, the two taxa on the
Vogelkop and Wandammen Peninsula forming one, the two taxa in central New Guinea
comprising another, and south‐eastern minor the third (Irestedt et al. 2017). Given, in particular,
the differences in male plumage structure and breast spotting between the first two pairs of taxa
and the (very surprising) evidence that these two are genetically closer to each other than either
is to minor, there has been solid support on world lists for this appreciable reshaping of the
taxonomy of the Lophorina superba species complex (Clements et al. 2018, Gill & Donsker 2018,
BirdLife International 2020).
However, Irestedt et al. (2017) also saw fit to visit the previously non‐existent issue of the
identity of the lost type specimen of nominate superba, concluding that an illustration of it by
F. N. Martinet—Plate 632 in Daubenton’s (1765–1781) Planches Enluminées—shows a bird
consistent with the features of populations from the centre of New Guinea and not from the
Vogelkop. Despite acknowledging that ‘elements of doubt and grounds for dispute’ surrounded
this judgement, and despite considerations of prevailing usage stretching back centuries, these
authors proceeded (1) to apply the name superba to the populations hitherto called feminina, (2)
to select a neotype for the newly circumscribed superba, (3) to propose the name inopinata for the
population hitherto represented by the name superba, and (4) to make niedda, with priority over
inopinata, the nominate form of the western (Vogelkop/Wandammen) species (see Table I).2
This re‐identification of the type specimen with its resulting rearrangement of names was
challenged by Elliott et al. (2020), who itemised nine points of morphology—including all
those claimed for their interpretation by Irestedt et al. (2017)—by which Martinet’s illustration
conforms with birds from the Vogelkop and not those from central New Guinea. Elliott et al.
(2020) further argued that circumstantial evidence relating to western contact with New
Guinea at the time the holotype of L. superba was acquired renders the notion of the specimen
being traded 600 km west to the Vogelkop wholly implausible.
Responding to this, Schodde et al. (2021)—the same authors as Irestedt et al. (2017) in a
different sequence—sought to defend their original position by reviewing again the
morphological features of the holotype in the Martinet plate plus those in a far inferior plate
of the same specimen by Sonnerat (1776), by arguing Code compliancy, and by elaborating
their case for the existence of trade from central New Guinea to the Vogelkop in the 18th
century. Here, we again consider their evidence and argument, and build the case further that
their actions in re‐identifying the lost holotype and in reassigning names to populations are
unjustifiable and mistaken.
IDENTITY OF THE HOLOTYPE

Schodde et al. (2021: 306) furnished their defence against Elliott et al. (2020) with a
summarising table, which listed nine morphological characters relevant to the identity of the
lost type of Lophorina superba, gauged from representations in Daubenton (1765–1781, Plate
2

Cracraft (1992) already sought to split Lophorina superba (sensu lato), proposing a western ‘Lophorina superba
species group’ and a central and eastern ‘Lophorina minor species group’. The distribution of his species
Lophorina superba (sensu stricto) was ‘The Vogelkop (Arfak and Tamrau Mountains)’.
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Table I. Recommended nomenclature of the genus Lophorina, accepting the split into three species as
proposed by Irestedt et al. (2017); reproduced, with authorities added, from Elliott et al. (2020). In the lists
of taxa, bold indicates the respective nominate subspecies, when accepting one or three species. In the
final two columns, the taxa placed within each of the three species are grouped using backgrounds of
white and two shades of grey for ease of discrimination. Note how completely column 4 echoes column 2.
A comment on the status of the form addenda appears below.

Location

Traditional

Irestedt et al. (2017)
Schodde et al. (2021)

Elliott et al. (2020)
and this paper

Vogelkop

L. s. superba
(J.R. Forster, 1781)

L. n. inopinata
Irestedt et al. (2017)

L. s. superba

Wandammen
(Wondiwoi)

L. s. niedda
Mayr, 1930

L. n. niedda

L. s. niedda

Central Ranges

L. s. feminina
Ogilvie‐Grant, 1915

L. s. superba

L. l. feminina

Mt Hagen

L. s. feminina
/ latipennis

L. s. addenda
Iredale, 1948

L. l. feminina / latipennis

E & NE New Guinea
/ Adelbert / Huon

L. s. latipennis
Rothschild, 1907

L. s. latipennis

L. l. latipennis

SE New Guinea
(Owen Stanley Range
and Papuan Peninsula)

L. s. minor
Ramsay, 1885

L. minor

L. minor

Taxonomic note: Irestedt et al. proposed resuscitating the long‐synonymised race addenda, citing what appears
to be a very weak DNA‐based case; Elliott et al. provisionally resisted this change to current usage, finding the
argument in its favour unconvincing. Iredale (1948) named addenda from a specimen taken on Mt Hagen in an
area that proved to be a contact zone of hybridisation between two Lophorina populations, feminina and
latipennis, as it was likewise between Astrapia stephaniae and A. mayeri, leading to the hybrid form named
‘Astrarchia barnesi’ Iredale, 1948 (Mayr & Gilliard, 1952). As a result, addenda has normally been included within
the synonymy of feminina (see also Longmore, 1991), with a hybrid origin (cf. Cracraft, 1992). Nevertheless,
Schodde et al. (p. 315) claimed their version to be the currently accepted taxonomic arrangement that should
stand until disproved. This is wholly inappropriate. As with the main issue in this paper, the generalised usage
in nomenclature of recent decades should stand until proven wrong, and the weak arguments (admitted to be
uncertain by Schodde et al., p. 315, point 6), published as recently as 2017, must themselves first be proven
convincingly before they can be claimed to constitute the status quo.

632 by Martinet, hereafter ‘632’) and Sonnerat (1776).3 They compared each of these characters
to taxa from the Vogelkop and the Central Ranges, resulting in a score, in their judgement, of
one unequivocal and one possible match for the Vogelkop, one unequivocal and five probable
matches for the Central Ranges, and one poor match for either. This manifestly inconclusive
analysis forms the basis of the claim in their abstract that ‘we show that the only two figures
of the perished male holotype of superba match the central cordillera [= Central Ranges] species
more closely than the Vogelkop’.
In reality, this claim is without merit: all nine characters align with Vogelkop birds, as
discussed below (Figures 1–13). To demonstrate this, access is needed to two 18th‐century
illustrations. As noted by Schodde et al. (2021), Plate 632 exists in two versions with somewhat
3

Note that at the point in the text where the name superba is introduced, 632 alone is cited by Forster; it is this
citation that serves as an indication (ICZN, 1999: Article 12) and makes the name available.
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differing coloration: the ‘greener’ one already appeared in Elliott et al. (2020: Figure 4, p. 66),
so for the current analysis we reproduce the ‘bluer’ version (see Figure 12). We also offer a
scan of Sonnerat’s (1776) Plate 96 from the account of his voyage (see below, Figure 11), as
Schodde et al. (2021) invoked it to defend some of their claims. These illustrations, which both
Irestedt et al. (2017) and Schodde et al. (2021) omitted to reproduce despite their centrality to
their arguments, can be compared with the neotype proposed in the present paper (Figure 14)
and that proposed by Irestedt et al. (2017) (Figure 15).
Hereafter the dates of Sonnerat (1776), Irestedt et al. (2017), Elliott et al. (2020) and Schodde
et al. (2021) are omitted, and we use the singular ‘Central Range’ adjectivally for birds from
the Central Ranges.
1. Shape of expanded cape
Schodde et al. made the valid point that in Vogelkop birds the longest plumes on the cape
are the outermost, but this circumstance evidently occurs only or mainly in sexually mature
birds in breeding condition, when the distinctive crescent shape of the cape in display is
created, with the long outermost feathers forming the bottom edge of the crescent. However,
in birds at varying stages of moult and cape development, these feathers may still be growing.
Of four adult Vogelkop males in NHMUK, two (NHMUK 1837.7.15.70 and 1938.5.15.2) exhibit
progressively shorter outermost feathers (Figure 1A). This is precisely what is shown by the
bird in 632 (Figure 1B). Moreover, the assertion by Schodde et al. (in their Table 1) that the cape
in 632 is ‘rounded’ (a word repeated later in the remark ‘we find in plate 632 a rounded cape’),
thereby supposedly matching Central Range birds, is irrelevant, because it is not being
deployed in display. On the other hand, it is obvious that the steeply arch‐topped and
relatively level‐bottomed cape of the bird in 632 would, when fully erected in display, be
crescent‐shaped rather than oval. The crenated (notched, scalloped) edges of the lower cape
at rest in 632 (Figure 2C) precisely match its lower extremities when forming the crescent
(Figure 2B), and are completely at variance with the shape formed by Central Range birds
(Figure 2A).
2. Tip shape of cape plumes
The longer feathers of the Vogelkop birds’ cape in Table 1 of Schodde et al. are described
as ‘attenuatedly narrowed …, with asymmetric broadening in subapical flange’, whereas those
of Central Range birds are ‘rather spathulate to broadened truncate …, symmetric on both
vanes’. Schodde et al.’s description of the cape in 632 is obscure and ambiguous, ending with
the inconsequential remark ‘position of rhachis relative to vane broadening unclear’. On this
unsatisfactory basis, the authors decided that 632 is ‘closer to central cordillera’ (i.e., Central
Ranges), adding later in the paper that the feathers are ‘only slightly out‐curved’. In reality,
however, their description of the Vogelkop feathers above exactly matches what is depicted
in 632 (Figure 3A). That the outer cape plumes of Central Range birds are indeed ‘rather
spathulate to broadened truncate …, symmetric on both vanes’, as shown in Figure 3B (blue
arrow), is further confirmed by Figure 4. The ‘asymmetric broadening’ of the tips in Vogelkop
birds, absent in those from the Central Ranges, is undeniable, as is the ‘attenuatedly narrowed’
shape of the long stems of these feathers and indeed their ‘out‐curved’ structure. Elliott et al.
demonstrated that these are clear fits for Vogelkop birds in their Figure 5, and Schodde et al.’s
assertions to the contrary (‘As for Elliott et al.’s elongate, out‐curved outer plumes distinctively
characteristic of the Vogelkop population, we see none’ and ‘Outer plume tipping in plate 632
… is … consistently broadly rounded and symmetrical’) are completely untenable (Figure 3).
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Figure 1A. Outermost feathers of cape of NHMUK 1938.5.15.2. (Photo: N. J. Collar / © Natural History
Museum, London).

Figure 1B. Detail from Daubenton 632.
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Figure 2A. Central Range male in display (erect cape oval). Figure 2B. Vogelkop male in display (erect
cape crescent‐shaped) (Figure 7 in Elliott et al.). Red rectangle indicates the similarity of the crenated edge
of the Vogelkop cape to that portrayed in Figure 2C. (Photos: Edwin Scholes (A) and Tim Laman (B)
Birds‐of‐Paradise Project).

Figure 2C. Detail of Daubenton 632. Red rectangle indicates the similarity of the crenated edge of the
cape to that visible in the Vogelkop bird in Figure 2B.

No less untenable is the proposition in Schodde et al. that the long feather of the Vogelkop
bird depicted in Fig. 5 in Elliott et al. (see Figure 3B; right end of double‐headed red arrow) is
worn. To the contrary, it is fresh: its unfrayed vanes and vestigial hair‐fringing indicate as
much. Nevertheless, by introducing this idea, Schodde et al. sought to diminish its significance
as a match for the longest feathers in 632 (‘Elliot [sic] et al. draw particular attention … to the
similarity of the tip of the longest cape plume in plate 632 to the apparently worn tip of the
longest plume in a cape of a Vogelkop specimen’). Schodde et al.’s commentary around this
issue results in the accusation that Martinet, who created plate 632, was guilty of ‘faulty
delineation’ by portraying vanes on the right (far) side of the portrait as having the same
structure as those on the left (near) side: ‘… the consequent flanging, where not symmetric, is
on the same right vane in both left and right tufts of plumes, resulting in an asymmetrically
margined cape which can only be put down to faulty delineation.’ By ‘left and right tufts’
Schodde et al. referred to the arrangement of cape plumes extruding from behind either ear of
ISSN 2051–4441
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Figure 3A. Detail from Daubenton 632. Figure 3B. Figure 5 in Elliott et al., with a double‐headed red
arrow indicating the precise equivalence of the out‐curved, asymmetrically broadened distal portion of
the longest cape feather of a Vogelkop bird and of the same in 632, in stark contrast to the ‘broadened
truncate’ symmetrical tips, with ciliate fringes, of the straight longest cape feathers of a Central Range
bird, indicated by the blue arrow.

Lophorina taxa, although the shafts of the feathers of the ‘two tufts’ actually form a continuous
nuchal ‘palisade’ of elongate feathers from behind one ear to behind the other, with a fan of
shorter central feathers at the base of the hindneck (Figure 5). In fact, however, the right (far)
side of the bird in 632 (Figure 12) cannot be seen. The imputation of ‘faulty delineation’ is based
solely on a faulty interpretation of the image.
3. Ciliate fringe to tips of cape plumes
Schodde et al.’s commentary on this character verges on the tendentious. In their Table 1,
they acknowledged that the cape fringes are ‘much reduced’ in Vogelkop birds and ‘well‐
developed’ in Central Range birds (for which see Figures 2A, 3B, 4 and 5), but by claiming that

Figure 4. Manually separated long cape feathers of a Central Range bird (NHMUK 1939.12.9.1550). Note
the obvious ciliate fringes. (Photo: N. J. Collar / © Natural History Museum, London).
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Figure 5. The ‘fan’ of short cape feathers (base of hindneck of a Central Range bird [note the obvious
ciliate fringes], NHMUK 1949.64.183). (Photo: N. J. Collar / © Natural History Museum, London).

they are ‘not indicated clearly’ in 632, Schodde et al. allowed themselves to contend that the
issue is inconclusive rather than favouring Vogelkop identity outright. They managed this by
asserting that ‘The tips of most plumes in plate 632 have blurred pale fringes’. However, a
screenshot of 632 (Figure 6A) shows, incontestably, the precise opposite, that there are no
blurred pale fringes. As Elliott et al. indicated, Martinet would have depicted them if they had
existed: given the extreme care with which he depicted pale fringes to the feathers on the
neckside of the bird in 632 (indicated in Figures 6A and 6B by the red arrows), it is obvious
that he could and would have added such ciliate fringes to the cape, had they been present.
With regard to the clear absence of such fringing in Sonnerat’s plate, Schodde et al. again
resorted to imputations of clarity. ‘Hair fringes to the plumes are not clear, and Sonnerat’s
artistic technique was almost certainly insufficient to show it.’ In reality, it is not at all that
such fringes are ‘not clear’; it is quite plainly that they are not there (Figure 11). Indeed, by

Figure 6A. Daubenton 632 depicts no blurred pale fringes to the tips of cape plumes, contra Schodde et al.
The red arrow indicates the artist’s careful depiction of pale fringes to the feathers of the neckside (see
also Figure 6B), from which one can justifiably judge that he would have attempted to depict any ciliate
fringes on the cape if they had been present.
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Figure 6B. Close‐up of Daubenton 632
revealing the artist’s careful depiction of
pale fringes to the feathers of the neckside.
Moreover, the red arrow indicates the
artist’s minute figuring of feather edging,
demonstrating beyond doubt that he could
and would have portrayed the obvious
ciliate fringing of the cape (see Figures 2A
and 4) if it had been present. This meticulous
attention to detail invalidates the argument
in Schodde et al. that the artist might have
‘overlooked’ the black breast spots that
would be present on the blue breast‐shield if
the bird in question was from anywhere
except the Vogelkop: the artist faithfully
reproduces the unmarked blue shield of
Vogelkop birds (see Figures 1B, 2C and 12;
also 14), as does Sonnerat in Figure 11
(clearly no breast spots).

merely turning one page to Sonnerat’s Plate 97, it is abundantly clear that, for all the
eccentricities of Plate 96 (outlined in Elliott et al. and some discussed below), he was perfectly
capable of depicting such fringes (Figures 7A, 7B).
4. Relative length of outermost cape plumes
This character, as listed by Schodde et al., compares the length of the outermost feathers
of the cape with those of the remainder of the cape, and as such it is essentially just a reworked
version of their first point (‘Shape of expanded cape’), which is based on the relative length of

B

C

Figure 7A. Sonnerat (1776) Plate 97 [Parotia sefilata], showing the artist’s ability to depict feather fringing,
contra the judgement in Schodde et al. Figure 7B. Detail from 7A. Figure 7C. Similar fringing on a
museum specimen of Parotia sefilata. (Photo: G. M. Kirwan / © Natural History Museum, London).
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Figure 8A. NHMUK 1837.7.15.70, lateral. Figure 8B. NHMUK 1837.7.15.70, dorsal, showing cape
emerging at the nape. (Photos: N. J. Collar / © Natural History Museum, London).

Figure 9. 632 detail, with nape marked as in Figure 8A. Schodde et al. remarked, most obscurely, that
‘If [the cape were] drawn to scale, it would be still shorter and fit even better with cape length in central
cordillera populations’. What they presumably meant here is ‘If the cape were drawn in the correct
position’, since there is no basis whatsoever for impugning Martinet’s draughtsmanship in relation to
scale. Either way, however, the entire commentary on cape length appears to represent a search for a
pretext to diminish the authenticity of the illustration.

these plumes. As laid out under point 1 above, the shorter outer plumes visible in 632 are a
perfect match for 50% of the Vogelkop skins at NHMUK (see Figure 1).
5. Relative length of closed cape
In males in completely developed display plumage, the longest cape feathers of Vogelkop
birds are generally a little longer than the wing feathers (not ‘extending well beyond tips of
wings’), whereas the opposite is generally true of Central Range birds. Schodde et al. cast
doubt on the length of the longest cape feather in 632 (which Elliott et al. contended is—and
which measures—longer than the depicted wing) by claiming that ‘One plume in a cape in
which all other plumes do not reach the wing tip hardly fits the multiple wing tip‐exceeding
plumes of the Vogelkop species’. To the contrary, although it may ‘hardly fit’ Vogelkop birds
in Schodde et al.’s view, it still fits—and Schodde et al. admitted as much; it does not fit Central
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Figure 10. Tail (left) of NHMUK uncatalogued (no breast spots, so Vogelkop) and tail of 632 (right).
(Photo: N. J. Collar / © Natural History Museum, London).

Range birds. Moreover (and as further refutation of Schodde et al.), on close inspection there
are several other cape feathers part‐covering the longest which are almost as long; as Elliott et
al. observed, the bird’s angle foreshortens the difference between cape length and wing length.
Schodde et al. argued that the cape looks as if it has been ‘cut off, then re‐fastened’ lower
down so that it is ‘figured emerging out of the mantle’, evidently (albeit not explicitly) seeking
to suggest that this contributes to the cape feathers appearing longer than the wing. However,
its position is correct, as confirmed by specimens: although in some the cape appears to emerge
from just behind the ears because the neck is so compacted by preparation style, it does in fact
emerge at the lower nape. This is apparent in NHMUK 1837.7.15.70, a Vogelkop bird (compare
Figures 8 and 9).
6. Shape of tail tip
Schodde et al. ‘disagree’ with Elliott et al. that 632 shows a bird with a slightly wedge‐
shaped tail. They claimed as new insight what Elliott et al. already had established, that 632
shows the upper surface of the nearest three rectrices, and on that basis asserted that this
means the tail is square, as in Central Range birds. This is an evidence‐free non‐sequitur. As
Schodde et al. noted, there are eight (of the 12 expected) rectrices showing in 632, and of the
eight visible the left‐hand five are R6,5,4,3,2 (right [= left as viewed]) and the other three must
be R6,5,4 (left [= right as viewed]). However, the rectrices furthest from the viewer (R6‒2 right)
show a clear inward progression of greater length with the exception of R5, which is tucked
next to R6; R4, R3 and R2 are each indisputably longer, indicating a wedge shape. The
perspective in 632 is such that the equivalent size progression on the left side of the tail is
largely masked by the ‘slight anhedral angle caused by the nestedness of the rectrices from
outermost to centre’ (Elliott et al.). A Vogelkop specimen held at the same angle as that in 632
and in the same proportion (on a laptop) precisely reproduces the shape (Figure 10).
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Figure 11. Sonnerat’s (1776) Plate 96 showing the holotype of Lophorina superba. Note the absence of
ciliate fringes to the cape feathers, which Schodde et al. attributed to his ‘artistic technique’ being ‘almost
certainly insufficient to show’; but see Figure 7A,B above for evidence to the contrary. Note also the
unspotted breast‐shield and the long tail; in addition, it should be pointed out that Sonnerat’s text
specifies that the cape feathers are ‘as long as the wings’ (Elliott et al: 69).
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Figure 12. The ratio of cape length to shield wing length in 632 is indisputably close to the ratio 4:7 found
in Vogelkop birds. When the illustration is expanded so that the upper red line is 8.5 cm, the lower red
line is 4 cm; this ratio of 4 : 8.5 is close to that found in AMNH 678254, an individual superba/niedda
specimen with a ratio of 4 : 8.3 (see Appendix in Elliott et al.).
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Sonnerat’s tail.—The illustration of Lophorina superba by Sonnerat is so anomalous (see
Figure 11) that its use in this debate is questionable. Nevertheless, Schodde et al. attempted to
claim that it depicts a bird whose tail is ‘indisputably square‐tipped’. They further claimed
that this tail is ‘drawn from the dorsal aspect … showing the central rectrices’ and that
Sonnerat’s ‘tail outlines are drawn with consistent accuracy’. This is at variance with the facts
that the lower body is disproportionately extended, that the tail has only four rectrices visible,
and that these are indeed seemingly viewed dorsally (fide Schodde et al.), i.e., the reverse of
what is physically feasible given the frontal position of the rest of the bird. All of this makes it
absurd to assert that it is the central rectrices that are depicted or that the representation is
accurate.
7. Relative length of tail
Schodde et al. only mentioned this character in their Table 1, which in turn merely
depends on the ratios of tail : wing that they gave in Irestedt et al. (‘Tail/wing ration [sic]
(mean)’, p. 447). They were content to regard this case as inconclusive. However, in view of
the title they gave to their point 7, it is worth stressing that tail length relative to position of
wing tip is obviously long in 632 and very long in Sonnerat, and that Figure 3 in Elliott et al.
clearly reveals that both illustrations are much closer to the Vogelkop form in this feature.
8. Shape of breast‐shield
In Vogelkop birds, the breast‐shield has a shorter lateral span than in Central Range birds.
This is because the lateral tips of the shield (‘shield wings’ or ‘ultra extensions’) are longer in
Central Range birds. Elliott et al. measured the length of these ‘wings/ultra extensions’ and the
length of the cape on both Vogelkop and Central Range birds, and determined that the ratio
(shorter shield wing : longer cape) in Vogelkop birds was a good match for the bird in 632.
Schodde et al. sought to discredit
this by claiming that ‘the
calculations are flawed because
measurements of cape and tail
length taken under feathers from
skins, and those from external
marks in an illustration, are not
from matched control points,
and so not validly comparable’.
This is manifestly factitious. As
reported in Elliott et al., the
shield wings were measured
Figure 13. NHMUK 1881.5.1.1748
(Vogelkop). The red box outlines the
‘shield wing’ and the red arrow
indicates its tip. The blue arrow
indicates position of thigh under the
feathers (this cannot be shown but is
easily inferred by the position of the
visible tarsus). (Photo: N. J. Collar /
© Natural History Museum,
London).
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from the upper mid‐point of the shield to the tip, and the cape from the nape to the tip of the
longest feather, ergo nothing was measured from under any feathers and the implication that
likes were not compared is baseless. The ratio of the means was then compared with the ratio
generated by measuring the equivalent distances between points on 632. In Vogelkop birds,
the mean measurements (in Elliott et al., Table 2) are 80 mm (shield) and 144 mm (cape), ratio
4 : 7, whereas in Central Range birds they are 102 mm (shield) and 129 mm (cape), ratio 4 : 5;
the ratio in 632 is 4 : 8∙5 (Figure 12). We therefore stand by our original assertion that 632
closely matches a Vogelkop bird and is not at all close to a Central Range bird. Indeed, a glance
at the displaying live birds in our Figure 2 immediately reveals that the distance from the tip
of the shield to the tip of the cape in Vogelkop birds (Figure 2B) is a good match for 632 (4 : 7
or 4 : 8) and quite the contrary for the displaying Central Range bird (Figure 2A) (close to 4 : 5).
Schodde et al. further attempted to defend their choice of a Central Range bird by arguing
that ‘… the tips of folded shield wings reach no further than the mid‐flanks in Vogelkop skins
but extend to the thighs in central cordillera superba’. This is not true, e.g., NHMUK
1881.5.1.1748 from the Vogelkop has shield wings that clearly reach the thighs (Figure 13),
matching the bird in 632.
9. Black spots on breast‐shield
Vogelkop birds lack black spots on the breast‐shield (see Figure 14) whereas Central
Range birds possess them (see Figure 15). There are no breast spots on Martinet’s illustration
632 (and none on Sonnerat’s Plate 96). To obviate these incontrovertible facts, Schodde et al.
did two things. First, they made various comments to suggest that the problem is not
significant to their argument. They stated: ‘Elliott et al. elevate the difference over all others as
a marker of differentiation between the two species, but it is probably minor.’ However, it
does not matter how minor this difference is: it exists—and indeed, until Irestedt et al. it was
the only way in which male Vogelkop and Central Range birds were differentiated (e.g., Mayr
1930, Beehler & Pratt 2016), so it cannot be used to insinuate an exaggeration on Elliott et al.’s
part. Second, Schodde et al. argued that ‘the possibility remains that, not being spectacularly
obvious …, [the spots] may have been overlooked or, more likely, seen as imperfections in a
glittering breast shield and intentionally omitted’. This attempt to assign fault to the artist is
in equal measure expedient and, dare we say, ignoble. There is no reason or evidence to
suppose that Martinet would or could have ‘overlooked’ a character such as a suite of black
breast spots or to believe that he would ever intentionally omit a character he happened not
to like. His attention to plumage detail was in truth remarkable, as particularly highlighted in
Figure 6B, in the caption to which the point about breast spots is further discussed.
PROVENANCE OF THE HOLOTYPE

Schodde et al. speculated at great length on potential internal trade routes that might have
brought Sonnerat’s 1772 holotype from the Central Ranges more than 600 km to the extreme
north‐west of the Vogelkop. As alleged supporting evidence of this possibility, they stated (p.
312) that ‘… the Weyland or Kobowre Mountains … are the accepted type locality for Parotia
carolae, Astrapia spendidissima [sic], Pteridophora alberti, Loboparadisea sericea and Amblyornis
macgregoriae mayri; and they are the established type locality of the neotype of Lophorina
superba.’ However, this list serves merely to illustrate that there are taxa endemic to the Central
Ranges; in no way does it bolster—to the contrary, it plainly subverts—the claim for a trade
route to the Vogelkop in the 1770s, because the first four taxa were not described until the mid‐
1890s, more than 120 years after Sonnerat’s visit, and the Amblyornis taxon dates to 1930.
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Indeed, the 1890s collections took place during the boom in European exploration of New
Guinea and the explosion of the plume trade (Swadling 2019), as already admitted by Schodde
et al., so these taxa merely reflect European penetration eastward a century after Sonnerat,
rather than an indigenous penetration westward in Sonnerat’s day. It must be stressed that
these mountains are certainly not the established type locality of Lophorina superba—they are
the collecting locality of Irestedt et al.’s proposed neotype, a proposal based on what is
demonstrably a misidentification.
Indeed, as noted by Elliott et al., the suggestion that traders from central New Guinea
would seek to trade bird specimens to the Vogelkop that were similar to those already found
there makes no sense and remains totally unfounded. If trading activities at the time of
Sonnerat’s visit to Gebe were little different from what went on much later, as claimed by
Schodde et al., it seems inconceivable that specimens of the remarkable Central Range
endemics they mention, notably Astrapia splendidissima and Pteridophora alberti, representing
ideal trading material for decorative purposes given their extravagant and novel plumages,
would not have turned up in New Guinea’s western entrepôts in the late 18th century; but
they did not, and remained unknown to scientists for more than a century after superba was
named.4
Otherwise, Schodde et al. offered only two instances as supposed evidence of internal
trade occurring earlier than the 1870s. The first was an 1871 cassowary away from its natural
range, to whose supposed date of transport they baselessly added ‘at least a decade or two’
presumably because the specimen was an adult and they speculated that it would have been
taken as a chick. However, even if it was, cassowaries can be sexually mature at 2.5–3 years
old, and are full‐sized at 1–2 years (Marchant & Higgins 1990, Pratt & Beehler 2015). But in
any case, cassowaries are in no way comparable to Sonnerat’s birds: cassowaries belonged to
tribal groups as valued possessions, like their pigs, and were traded live; being hardy birds,
they could survive long canoe voyages, and were thus transported as far afield as New Britain
and Seram, even reaching China during the Qing dynasty of 1660–1760 (Lai 2013). As a result
of extensive transportation by humans obscuring their origins, Mayr (1940, 1979) was reluctant
to define subspecies for the three cassowary species in New Guinea, a conclusion followed by
most subsequent authors.
Schodde et al.’s second instance involved a specimen of Black Sicklebill Epimachus fastosus
acquired by Salomon Müller (who was German, not Dutch) while at the short‐lived
(1828–1835) settlement he helped to establish at Lobo, on Triton Bay, in coastal south‐west
New Guinea. They mentioned that the nearest populations of the sicklebill were some distance
away (but closer to 100 km, rather than their claimed 150 km), which they cited as proof of
internal trading. Indeed, Lobo was the type locality of several taxa, including, for example,
three pigeon species all described in 1835. But the fact that a short‐lived settlement in an
unexplored area produced numerous new taxa merely highlights how limited internal
movement of bird skins within New Guinea then was. As part of an official enterprise, backed
by the colonial government, Müller’s remit, from C. J. Temminck, was to collect new species
of animal: good payment would have been widely announced for interesting specimens. Such
a set‐up bears no comparison with Sonnerat’s clandestine mission trying to slip past the
colonial powers undetected (see Elliott et al., p. 58). Schodde et al.’s proposal of a bird skin
4

Stresemann (1954: 283) noted that nothing at all was known of the family beyond the Vogelkop Peninsula until
1873, when DʹAlbertis received two mutilated skins of (what would be named) Paradisaea raggiana at Orangerie
Bay, in extreme south‐east New Guinea.
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having been transported over at least 600 km merely to provide a specimen broadly similar to
a bird found locally makes no sense.
An examination of ranges, type localities and years of description (based on del Hoyo &
Collar 2014, 2016) reveals that not a single bird species endemic to New Guinea’s Central
Ranges was described before the 1890s. Indeed, when extending the search to the subspecific
level, the vast majority of avian taxa endemic to the Central Ranges remained unknown to
science until the 20th century, in most cases the 1930s or later. Moreover, in polytypic species
ranging extensively across mainland New Guinea, we found not a single case of a species
being first described from the Central Ranges, nor any case of a subspecies from the Central
Ranges being championed as the true holotype of any species. This pattern of the Central
Ranges not being opened up to collectors until long after Sonnerat’s time is illustrated
perfectly by the fact that a group as visually distinctive as the satinbirds (Cnemophilidae)
remained undescribed until the 1890s.
NEOTYPIFICATION

There are problems of compliance with the Code (ICZN, 1999) for the proposed neotype
of Irestedt et al. at almost all stages (see Elliott et al.). Most importantly, the entire case of
Irestedt et al. in relation to the identity of the taxon superba was based on an erroneous re‐
appraisal of the lost holotype: not a single feature supports their re‐identification of it as a bird
from the Central Ranges, so there was never any genuine conflict of identity. In reality, the
subsequent arguments offered by Schodde et al. should be treated as extraneous because an
attempted switch in taxon identity needs to be properly justified at the time, not
retrospectively and only when challenged; nevertheless, these arguments have all been
refuted individually above. As a result of their misidentification, their proposed neotype was
based on the wrong biological taxon, which in turn means that it indubitably fails on Article
75.3.5 and 75.3.6. This underlines not only that there was no exceptional need (75.3) but that
there was no need at all, rendering their proposed designation liable to preliminary exclusion
under 75.2. A neotype serves to provide solidity in the objective definition of a taxon—it is not
a mechanism for attempting to impose a dubious subjective taxonomic change.
The unnecessary disruption and discordance arising from this case, including the
uncritical, precipitate adoption of the change by two world lists (Clements et al. 2018, Gill &
Donsker 2018), have now generated a genuine and exceptional need to settle the issue
definitively through the designation of an appropriate neotype, given that the one proposed
by Irestedt et al. refers to the wrong biological taxon. As already argued by Elliott et al. (p. 61),
the most appropriate locality to select is that of the population closest to the region described
in Sonnerat’s narrative, namely the Vogelkop Peninsula’s Tamrau Mountains, to which Elliott
et al. (2020: 61) have already restricted the type locality. To this end, below we select a specimen
from this locality and designate it as the neotype. In an Application to the International
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature (Case 3865) we have requested the Commission to
approve it formally as the valid neotype for this taxon.
Additional notes and responses to points raised by Schodde et al. can be found in the
Appendix.
The neotype
We now proceed to the neotype designation, dealing with each of the stipulated
qualifying conditions of Article 75 in turn:
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Figure 14A. The neotype of Paradisea superba J.R. Forster, 1781, proposed herein. Specimen from Tamrau
Mountains, with registration number ANSP 132327. Figure 14B. Close‐up of the breast‐shield. Note the
relatively long and wedge‐shaped tail, the unspotted breast‐shield with breast‐shield wings reaching
upper thighs, and the outcurved, asymmetrical cape plumes, with no ciliate fringes. (Photos: Nate Rice).

75.3.1 The purpose of this proposed neotype is to clarify the identity of Paradisea superba
J.R. Forster, 1781 [= Lophorina (s.) superba], and fix it formally on its long‐accepted identity.
75.3.2 Lophorina (s.) superba differs, in male plumage, from its congeners feminina, latipennis
and minor (see Table I) by, among other things, lacking black spots on the blue‐green breast‐
shield. Further differences from these three taxa are detailed by Elliott et al. and in the present
paper. It differs slightly from its closest relative, niedda, mainly in measurements (see
Appendix in Elliott et al.) and perhaps in a greener, less violet sheen to the area around the
eye, the ear‐coverts, the neck and the back (Mayr 1930). Females of all these taxa differ from
each other more than do males (for details of females see, e.g., Frith & Beehler 1998, pp. 345‒
356, Pl. 10; Gregory 2019, pp. 217–225, Pl. 11).
75.3.3 The neotype (see Figure 14) is housed in the Academy of Natural Sciences of Drexel
University, Philadelphia, PA, USA, with registration number ANSP 132327. It was collected
by Sidney Dillon Ripley on 22 March 1938 at Mt Bon Kourangen, 4400–5200 feet [c. 1340–1585 m],
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Figure 15A. The proposed neotype of Irestedt et al.
(Figure 2 in Elliott et al.). Specimen from Kobowre
Mountains, with registration number AMNH
302387. Figure 15B. Close‐up of the breast‐shield.
Note the black‐spotted breast‐shield, and the
relatively shorter tail. (Photos: N. J. Collar)

in the Tamrau Mountains of the Vogelkop (ANSP database and Mayr & Meyer de Schauensee,
1939; and see map in Elliott et al., p. 59).
75.3.4 For reasons to believe the holotype lost and the steps taken to check this, see Elliott
et al. (p. 62).
75.3.5 For evidence that the neotype is consistent with the original name‐bearing type, see
discussion and illustrations in Elliott et al. and the present paper.
75.3.6 For evidence that the neotype came from as near as practicable to the original type
locality, see Elliott et al. (especially p. 61) and the present paper.
75.3.7 For data on the location of the neotype, see above under 75.3.3.
In our opinion, it is unnecessary to invoke the provisions of Article 75.4, as the proposed
neotype of Irestedt et al., defended again by Schodde et al., was not introduced ‘in accordance
with the provisions of this Article [75]’ (see above). Nevertheless, we are requesting that the
Commission formally and expressly invalidate it for clarity and stability, on the basis of the
reasons discussed herein.
With notification of our Application to the Commission having been published (ICZN,
2022), any authors who may have been tempted to follow the arguments of Irestedt et al. and
Schodde et al. regarding the identity of the taxon superba should note that under Article 82 of
the Code, they are required to maintain prevailing usage (in this case ‘traditional’, as laid out
in Table I) until such time as the Commission’s ruling is published.
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Appendix
ADDITIONAL NOTES RESPONDING TO POINTS RAISED BY SCHODDE et al.
Proposed transfer of the name to a different biological taxon
Article 61.1.3 states:
‘Once fixed, name‐bearing types are stable and provide objective continuity in the
application of names. Thus the name‐bearing type of any nominal taxon, once fixed
in conformity with the provisions of the Code, is not subject to change except in the
case of nominal … species‐group taxa as provided in Articles 74 and 75, and by use
of the plenary power of the Commission [Article 81].’
The name‐bearing type for Paradisea superba was fixed by Forster ‘in conformity with the
provisions of the Code’, when he attached to his new name the indication of Daubenton’s Plate
632 and consequently Sonnerat’s holotype (see Elliott et al., pp. 58–59). The fact that not one of
the morphological features of the specimen illustrated in Plate 632 unambiguously supports
Irestedt et al.’s and Schodde et al.’s proposed re‐identification precludes changing the identity
of a long‐established nominal taxon and severing nomenclatural continuity.
When commenting on Elliott et al.’s discussion of Sonnerat’s specimen, Schodde et al.
remarked:
‘That it came from “Serghile”, near Sorong on the Vogelkop (Forster 1781), cannot be
affirmed because Forster’s information was drawn from Valentijn (1726: 307–313) and
concerns other specimens.’
However, what Elliott et al. claimed was not that the specimen came from Serghile but
rather that Forster believed the species to come from Serghile: he stated this to be the only area
from which the species was known, and thus in effect gave this location as the type locality,
in the sense customary in the 18th century.
Schodde et al. (p. 316) claimed that because Forster in his general text on birds‐of‐paradise
refers to this species as having long, pointed tail‐feathers that in reality superba does not have,
this is definite proof that ‘… superba of Forster was founded on more than one specimen
probably involving two species in different genera …’. On the contrary, superba of Forster was
indubitably based on a single specimen—the one presented to Sonnerat and portrayed in 632,
as confirmed by Buffon (see Elliott et al. 58–59); Plate 632 is the sole direct indication that makes
the name available (see above).5
As a result of this claim that superba was based on specimens of two different species,
Schodde et al. then concluded that ‘… lectotypification or neotypification to fix the name to
one or other taxon is inescapable.’ This, however, reflects a basic misunderstanding of the
Code: neotypification is a mechanism reserved for exceptional cases (Article 75.3) in which
there is a genuine and widely acknowledged doubt as to the identity of the taxon, not simply
whenever an author produces a tenuous and unconvincing claim by which to question the
long‐unchallenged identity of a taxon. With the numerous discrepancies present in the texts
of many of the pre‐Linnaean authors that frequently serve as indications, Schodde et al.’s
assertion would imply compulsory neotypification of an immense number of 18th‐century
taxa across many branches of zoology.

5

As discussed by Elliott et al. (2020: 60), it seems to have been a general belief at the time that all birds‐of‐
paradise had long tail streamers.
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Type locality restriction by Elliott et al. (2020)
Schodde et al. asserted that ‘Elliott et al.’s alternative to fix superba to the Vogelkop isolate
by type locality restriction is not Code‐compliant …’. Although this issue is rendered
inconsequential by our neotype proposed herein, their arguments merit detailed examination.
1. Schodde et al. stated:
‘In an attempt to fix superba to the Vogelkop species instead, Elliott et al. follow
Stresemann (1954) in restricting its type locality to the Tamrau Mountains. They quote
Recommendation 76A.1.2 of the Code in support. Yet not only is that
Recommendation inapplicable because there are no relevant ‘collector’s notes,
itineraries, or personal communications’, but it also has no regulatory authority (Article
89.2 of the Code).’
Elliott et al. did not quote 76A ‘in support’ but simply mentioned it in passing to say that
their action was guided by Art. 76, in particular this recommendation. The fact that it is not
regulatory does not mean that it is to be ignored.
Sonnerat’s itinerary is quite well known (as admitted by Schodde et al.; see Wichmann
1909), and his published account of the voyage might in a sense serve both as collector’s notes
and as a personal communication; that the light his account sheds on the issue is limited does
not invalidate it, and both Irestedt et al. and Schodde et al. already used these details in their
own narrative. No details of the collecting locality are known, but the most relevant point to
emerge, agreed by both sides in this debate (see Schodde et al., p. 311), is that Sonnerat received
this specimen on Gebe, probably from the Raja of Salawati (an island close to Sorong, off north‐
west New Guinea—see map, Elliott et al., p. 59), giving a starting point for determining the
most likely origin of the holotype.
By extension of Schodde et al.’s argument, all past type locality restrictions would have to
be reassessed to determine where additional neotypes might be required. Phillips (1991), for
example, put the role of type localities into their historical perspective and for several species
reviewed the identity and restriction of type localities based on historical and specimen
evidence, but found that neotypification was unnecessary.
2. Schodde et al. continued:
‘More seriously, the early 20th century practice of arbitrary restriction of type locality
is no longer recognized by the Code. The Code made passing reference to it in a non‐
binding Recommendation (72E) in early editions (Stoll et al. 1961, 1964), but it was
deleted altogether from editions 3 and 4 (ICZN 1985, 1999).’
As the Recommendation was non‐binding, presumably Schodde et al. would claim that
the practice was never formally recognised by the Code, so nothing of substance has
disappeared. The Code nowhere prohibits type locality restrictions, and where a type
specimen exists but its provenance is unclear, a neotype is not the solution. The practice of
‘arbitrary’ restriction of type localities is not an historical artefact of ‘the early 20th century’,
as implied by Schodde et al.; rather, it continues to be used today and not arbitrarily but by
assessing historical and specimen evidence, e.g. Scofield et al. (2021), Dean et al. (2022).
However, where a type specimen is lacking and the identity of the taxon is unclear, it is
preferable to provide a name‐bearing specimen when restricting a type locality. In the present
case, a valid neotype has now become necessary due to the persistence of Schodde et al. in
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reiterating their identity switch, in defiance of all the evidence. Herein we propose a neotype
to confirm our earlier type locality restriction to the Tamrau Mountains, thereby consolidating
the nomenclatural stability of Paradisea (= Lophorina) superba.
The content of the previous Recommendation (72E) was not ‘deleted altogether from
editions 3 and 4’. In the Third Edition of the Code (ICZN 1985), there was a new subclause (h)
of Article 72 covering type localities; and in the Fourth Edition (ICZN 1999) this became a new
article, Article 76. In both, the content of the old Recommendation 72E was repeated almost
verbatim. There are some small changes in order, but the only significant modifications in
wording are that ‘An author who either designates or restricts a type‐locality should …’
becomes ‘In ascertaining or clarifying a type locality … an author should …’ While the change
is undeniable and doubtless deliberate, the meaning is not very different: if ‘ascertaining or
clarifying’ does not refer to much the same action as restriction, it is difficult to see what else
it could mean.
3. Schodde et al. followed up:
‘The late W.D.L. Ride, chair of the Code’s editorial committee for editions 3 and 4,
explained the reason thus in past discussions with RS: arbitrary restriction of type
locality challenges one of the four pillars of scientific nomenclature: typification. For
establishing identity in species‐group taxa, it could be used to supplant or undermine
type specimens, a direct and objective name‐bearer, with selected type localities, an
indirect and subjective name‐bearer. This is just the effect that Elliott et al.’s action has
for Lophorina superba. It would leave Lophorina with a senior species name that has no
firmer basis for taxonomic identity than two 18th century figures of ordinary quality
and debatable diagnostics backed up by a type locality not supported by the Code.’
Conversations between two colleagues are irrelevant to what the Code stipulates. The
supposedly unacceptable scenario posited by Schodde et al. in the event of our restriction was
exactly the situation that had persisted without problem for more than 200 years. Type locality
restriction could indeed be at odds when confronting the evidence of an existing name‐bearing
specimen, but the Code is quite clear that the type has precedence (Article 76.1). However,
when no valid type specimen is extant—as in this case, where the newly proposed neotype of
Irestedt et al. is demonstrably not applicable to the correct biological taxon—there is no conflict
whatsoever. And if anyone were to consider the proposed neotype of Irestedt et al. to be
correctly introduced in formal terms, the Code clarifies that it ought still to be rejected (Article
75.6): ‘When an author discovers that the existing name‐bearing type [in this hypothetical case,
the proposed neotype of Irestedt et al.] of a nominal species‐group taxon is not in taxonomic
accord with the prevailing usage of names and stability or universality is threatened thereby,
he or she should maintain prevailing usage [Article 82] and request the Commission to set
aside under its plenary power [Article 81] the existing name‐bearing type and designate a
neotype.’
In their efforts to find ways to justify their untenable position, Schodde et al. illogically
seek to discredit the workmanship of the contemporaneous illustrations of the holotype (‘18th
century figures of ordinary quality’), momentarily forgetting that their entire case for re‐
identification depends inescapably on this same material: if the plate(s) cannot be trusted,
Schodde et al. have no case to make. Their final speculation that ‘the drawings are of yet
another species of Lophorina still unknown to ornithology’ is a remarkable admission which
has the effect of removing all possible grounds for attempting to attach the name to the form
in the Central Ranges. The very fact of making such speculation only reveals the terminal
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fragility that underlies Schodde et al.’s position, and on this basis alone we completely reject
their authority in re‐designating the provenance of Sonnerat’s type specimen.
4. They concluded:
‘To sum up, arbitrary restriction of type locality has no status or authority under the
Code. Neotypification, which is recognized by the Code, automatically trumps it.’
We welcome Schodde et al.’s rejection of subjective and arbitrary decisions in the field of
zoological nomenclature. However, it should be noted that it is not so much the result as the
decision itself that may be arbitrary. Schodde et al. attempted to use neotypification to lever
through their entirely arbitrary selection of a specimen from the Kobowre Mountains, having
based their proposed switch of identity on what is little more than an arbitrary re‐
identification. Ultimately there is no objective evidence to support their proposed re‐
identification and identity switch. Thus, their own action is arbitrary on two separate counts.
That our proposal of the Tamrau Mountains contains a subjective element is perfectly
clear, and the addition of a neotype makes our selection no less subjective. However, our
proposal of a neotype herein provides a benchmark for subsequent reference to this taxon that
agrees closely with the historical and specimen evidence (Stresemann 1954, and text herein).
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