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Summary.—The flamingo Phoenicopterus jamesi, named for Henry Berkeley James 
and now usually placed in the genus Phoenicoparrus, became known to science as 
a result of collections made by Carlos Rahmer in the northern Chilean Andes in 
early 1886. For the past century, authorship has been almost invariably attributed 
to P. L. Sclater, writing in the Proceedings of the Zoological Society of London, despite 
that Rahmer published his own account in Spanish, in the Anales de la Universidad 
de Chile, in a paper that remained virtually unseen outside Chile for decades. 
Both manuscripts were ostensibly published in 1886, with Sclater’s now widely 
accepted as dating from October based on subsequent research, whereas Rahmer’s 
apparently appeared in August. Despite our extensive investigations, concrete 
evidence to precisely date the Anales paper has proved elusive. As a consequence, 
following the ICZN Code Art. 21 a specified date was available, which could be 
further narrowed to a precise day, 31 August 1886 (cf. Art. 21.3.1), thereby giving 
priority to Rahmer. Such treatment matches that afforded to other avian nomina 
authored in the same periodical. With respect to the type material, we show 
that the three specimens (an adult male and immatures of both sexes) sent to 
Sclater in London and now in the Natural History Museum, Tring, are syntypes 
(not holotype and paratypes) of Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, but that 
the adult male is also the holotype of Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 1886. Two 
specimens in the Museo Nacional de Historia Natural, Santiago, proposed as a 
lectotype and paralectotype are here determined to have no type status, although 
one from the type locality is topotypical and a probable paratype.

Authorship of the high-Andean James’s Flamingo Phoenicoparrus jamesi has almost 
universally been accorded to Sclater (1886) since the first installment of Peters’ (1931) 
benchmark world checklist and Hellmayr’s (1932) monograph on the Chilean avifauna (e.g., 
Hellmayr & Conover 1948, Johnson & Goodall 1965, Blake 1977, Kahl 1979, del Hoyo 1992), 
including all of the modern global checklists (Dickinson & Remsen 2013, del Hoyo & Collar 
2014, Clements et al. 2024, Gill et al. 2024). Seemingly the only exception to this occurs in a 
review of the avian type material held in the Museo Nacional de Historia Natural de Chile, 
Santiago, wherein authorship was assigned to Rahmer (1886) and the ‘type series’ was said 
to comprise two specimens (a lectotype and paralectotype) collected by Rahmer and held 
in the latter collection (Torres-Mura & Lemus 1989). Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, 
was reported to be based on a holotype also collected by Rahmer held in what is now the 
Natural History Museum, Tring (Warren 1966: 146).

What is clear from all of the available accounts is that the new species was discovered 
and collected by Carlos F. Rahmer (fl. 1880‒1912), a Chilean-German taxidermist and 

* Joint first authors.
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deputy director of the Museo Nacional de Historia Natural, Santiago, during an expedition 
in early 1886 to the Tarapacá region of northern Chile at least partially financed by Henry 
(Harry) Berkeley James (1846–91), an English entrepreneur then based in the country, and 
led by Rodolfo Amando Philippi (1808‒1904) (see also James 1892: v). Here, we revisit the 
available evidence to settle the issue of priority, as well as reviewing the type material 
associated with both names.

Which has priority? Phoenicopterus jamesi Rahmer, 1886 vs. 
Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886?

The two ‘competing’ descriptions were 
both ostensibly published in the second 
half of 1886. In the case of Sclater’s, in 
the Proceedings of the Zoological Society of 
London, we are fortunate to possess detailed 
reviews of this periodical’s publication 
dates (see Dickinson et al. 2011), but for 
Rahmer’s, which appeared in the Anales de la 
Universidad de Chile, we are unaware of any 
critical review of this journal’s publishing 
history, and data on this issue (based on our 
enquiries, see below) seem to be very few.

Rahmer’s original description can be 
cited thus: Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 
1886, Anales de la Universidad de Chile 69: 
753.—foot of Isluga volcano, 3,500 m, 
Tarapacá, Chile. Sclater’s thus: Phoenicopterus 
jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, Proceedings of the 
Zoological Society of London 1886: 399, Plate 36 
(Fig. 1) and fig. 3 [in text].—Sitana [= Sitani, 
c.3,700 m, 19o16’S, 68o42’W], foot of Tsluga [= 
Isluga] volcano, Tarapacá, Chile (see Paynter 
1988: 242). What is also clear is that Rahmer 
sent at least one additional notice of his 
discovery, including a colour illustration 
(Fig. 2), to the Journal für Ornithologie, in a 
communication dated 28 October 1886 that 
was published in April 1887.1

Although Philip Lutley Sclater’s 
(1829‒1913) original description was 
received on 25 June 1886, based on the 
review by Duncan (1937) the real date of 
its publication was 1 October 1886. It is pertinent to note that prior to this, in 1932, Carl 
Eduard Hellmayr (1878‒1944), without the benefit of Duncan’s research, seems to have used 
the date of the meeting where Sclater’s note was read, i.e. 25 June (Hellmayr 1932), as the 
publication date. Rahmer’s original description is said to have been published in August 

1  Multiple notices concerning new ‘species’ by a single author were not uncommon during the 19th century, 
e.g. see the examples noted by Kirwan & Kirkconnell (2022), McAllan (2016) and Rookmaaker (2016) for 
Cassin, E. P. Ramsay and A. Smith respectively.

Figure 1. Plate 36 in Sclater (1886) showing the 
adult male syntype (NHMUK 1912.10.17.1) of James’s 
Flamingo Phoenicoparrus jamesi (P. L. Sclater, 1886) 
and the holotype of Phoenicoparrus jamesi (Rahmer, 
1886) (courtesy of the Biodiversity Heritage Library)
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(Torres-Mura & Lemus 1989), presumably 
based on the page header date issued with 
his article in the Anales de la Universidad de 
Chile (V. Neira Barría in litt. March 2024, J. C. 
Torres-Mura in litt. June 2024), rather than 
the type of forensic investigation into the 
dates of publication of the Proceedings of the 
Zoological Society of London (PZS) undertaken 
by Duncan (1937). Hellmayr (1932) was 
basically opaque as to when Rahmer’s 
description had been issued, except to imply 
that it must have been published later than 
Sclater’s. This case contrasts with Hellmayr’s 
usual punctiliousness over a question of this 
sort, where priority was clearly ‘up for grabs’; 
it is surprising that he offered no explanatory 
footnote in either his Chile monograph or in 
the relevant volume of the Catalogue of 
birds of the Americas (Hellmayr & Conover 
1948: 278). That, around the same time as 
the first of these works was being finalised, 
Hellmayr read the proofs of Peters’ checklist 
(Peters 1931: vii) was perhaps significant in 
cementing the view that Sclater’s publication 
had priority.

Our enquiries in Chile, with the journal’s 
publisher, the Universidad de Chile (V. Neira 
Barría in litt. March 2024), the Biblioteca 
Científica Abate Juan Ignacio Molina, Museo 
Nacional de Historia Natural, Santiago (G. 
Riveros), and the country’s national library 
(Biblioteca Nacional de Santiago de Chile), 
have failed to yield any concrete information 
as to when the relevant part of the Anales 
appeared, or even how this periodical was 
published during the relevant period2—in 
parts or only when all parts comprising a 
volume were ready? Furthermore, the pre-
1900 volumes of the Anales de la Universidad 

2  Earlier in its history, until 1860, it was reported on the title page that each volume was ‘publicase por 
cuadernos o entregas mensuales, doce de las cuales forman un tomo al fin de cada año’ (‘published in 
papers or monthly instalments, twelve of which form a volume at the end of each year’). Thereafter, in most 
other years during the 1860s (except 1866, 1867 and 1869) two volumes per year were issued, but publication 
was still reported as ‘monthly’, with each volume thus comprising six parts. However, such information is 
not provided for the 1880s and, in any case, probably proves nothing more than the norm or the intention, 
and would not serve as proof of when a given part was published. The page headers with different month 
dates in the 1886 volume available on the Hathi Trust Digital Library website (https://www.hathitrust.
org/; see also the Santiago museum’s own website, where Anales articles are listed but no front and back 
matter from the journal volumes: http://anales.uchile.cl/index.php/ANUC/issue/archive) do suggest part 
publication, but we have no information to confirm that the pages were released in chronological order, or 
whether the dates were for grouping papers by chronology of receipt, despite being published collectively?

Figure 2. Plate 2 of Rahmer (1887) showing the bill 
shapes and patterns of (top to bottom) Phoenicopterus 
jamesi Rahmer, 1886; P. ignipalliatus I. Geoffroy St. 
Hilaire, 1829 [= Chilean Flamingo P. chilensis Molina, 
1782]; and P. andinus R. A. Philippi, 1854; note the 
dissimilarity between the bill pattern portrayed for 
P. jamesi with either specimen in the Museo Nacional 
de Historia Natural de Chile, Santiago (see Figs. 7‒8) 
but the much closer accord with that of Sclater’s adult 
male syntype in the Natural History Museum, Tring 
(Fig. 4) (courtesy of the Biodiversity Heritage Library)
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de Chile held at the Museo Nacional de Historia Natural de Chile were received only on 
the death of Philippi and so can provide nothing to assist. We also contacted relevant 
institutions outside Chile that possess runs of the Anales from the late 19th century. What 
is now the library at the Natural History Museum, London, lacks vol. 69 of the Anales, but 
provided scans of many other volumes from this period for use in the Biodiversity Heritage 
Library website; however, no information that can help is available (C. O’Carroll in litt. 
June 2024). Vol. 69 is held by the Princeton University Library, Princeton, NJ, but again an 
enquiry there failed to yield a date of receipt, any evidence of the original wrappers, or even 
whether the volume was published as a single or in multiple parts (J. Hunter in litt. to D. 
Wiles, October 2024). Finally, to eliminate the possibility that Rahmer might have published 
something about his discovery in a local newspaper prior to the Anales, LQF searched the 
Biblioteca Nacional de Santiago de Chile holdings of the major national title, El Mercurio 
de Valparaíso (which became simply El Mercurio in June 1900), published between 1 January 
and 31 December 1886 (a total of 309 issues; only 14 July was missing) for any evidence of 
this. This search also drew a blank. Rahmer was the museum’s Assistant Director and, as 
this was the only bird he named, it could have served as a suitable item of publicity for his 
institution.

We must now turn therefore to contemporary and near-contemporary sources, to see 
what light they might shed. From the card index of Charles Wallace Richmond (1868‒1932) 
(see Fig. 3) it is clear that Richmond had seen only Rahmer’s notice in the Journal für 
Ornithologie but had no access to the volume of the Anales de la Universidad de Chile 
containing the same author’s earlier description, despite both his own efforts and those 
of his colleague Hellmayr. However, via Philippi (1902), he was aware of it and, as can be 
seen on the front side of the card, he wondered whether it might antedate Sclater’s nomen. 
Unlike Hellmayr (1932), Richmond was aware that Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, 
had not been published until October—perhaps via correspondence with Sherborn or based 
on a receipt date for the volume at the Smithsonian—and could not be dated from June 
1886 (see Duncan 1937). Neither the Zoological Record nor the annual literature summaries 
in Archiv für Naturgeschichte for 1886 and 1887 made any mention of Rahmer’s 1886 name, 
but they did report his Journal für Ornithologie description.

Figure 3. Front and reverse of C. W. Richmond’s card entry for Phoenicopterus jamesi Rahmer, 1887. From this, 
it is clear that Richmond had seen only Rahmer’s notice in the Journal für Ornithologie, published in April 
1887, but (even as late as 1928) had no access to vol. 69 of the Anales de la Universidad de Chile containing 
Rahmer’s earlier description with a page header date of August 1886 (which we herein accept as the date of 
publication given the lack of evidence to the contrary; see main text and Art. 21.2). However, via Philippi’s 
(1902) paper Richmond knew of Rahmer’s earlier publication and, as can be seen on the front of the card, 
he wondered whether it might antedate Sclater’s nomen. Note that, unlike Hellmayr (1932), Richmond was 
aware that Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, had not been published until October of that year, and 
that the June date indicated by Hellmayr was therefore incorrect, if taken as a publication date (see Duncan 
1937). Reproduced from the card images available online at https://zoonomen.net/.
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Salvadori (1895: 22) cited the authority rather unusually as ‘Rahmer, in litt.; Sclat. P. 
Z. S. 1886’, without listing the Anales description in his synonymy, though he did include 
a footnote conceding that ‘Herr Rahmer’ had pointed out Phoenicopterus jamesi had been 
named in the Anales for 1886, but that he, Salvadori, had not seen this. Although Richmond 
reported Philippi (1902: 74) as dating Rahmer’s name to 1886, the latter listed first the 
PZS description (also credited to Rahmer by Philippi) then the description in the Anales. 
Doubtless also following Salvadori, Dubois (1904: 908) awarded the credit to Rahmer in the 
Anales but as ‘p. ?’, presumably because Philippi (1902) had listed only the volume number. 
In his paper on Rahmer’s collection, forwarded to him by Berkeley James, Sclater (1886) 
had mentioned Rahmer’s letter proposing to name the bird ‘jamesi’, which he adopted, 
and consequently Salvadori mentioned that Rahmer had coined the name3. Brabourne & 
Chubb (1912), who strictly followed decisions taken in the Catalogue of the birds in the British 
Museum, including Salvadori (1895), credited the name to Rahmer in Sclater, but James 
(1892) and Sharpe (1899) listed Sclater alone. Others to favour Sclater were Reed (1896) and 
von Berlepsch & Stolzmann (1906), whereas Ménégaux (1909) supported the Rahmer in 
Sclater option, and Albert (1901), Ménégaux (1910), Gigoux & Looser (1930) and Schumann 
(1930) all plumped for Rahmer.

There is a clear absence of contemporary and/or recoverable evidence to help date 
Rahmer’s paper in the Anales describing this flamingo. Even contemporaneous authors 
to varying degrees aware of the issue of priority were defeated in their efforts to locate 
the relevant volume, at least outside Chile. For many years, Philippi (1902) was probably 
unique among them in having seen Rahmer’s (1886) Spanish-language description. 
Hellmayr, perhaps to some extent urged on by Richmond (who evidently believed that 
Rahmer might have been first to publish), did not manage to access details until sometime 
between 1928 (when according to Richmond his searches had failed) and his 1932 
monograph (when he had). However, there is still no evidence that Hellmayr had by the 
latter date actually seen a copy of Rahmer’s original description, otherwise he would surely 
have noted the page header date of ‘August’. Rather, it seems likely that he had only been 
sent details of the paper, presumably via a correspondent in Chile. Nevertheless, in 1932, 
Hellmayr (unlike Richmond, who died the same year) was still under the misconception 
that Sclater’s description had been published in June, so he would have maintained the 
latter’s priority in any case. By 1931 he had returned to Vienna, where he remained busy 
with the outstanding volumes of Catalogue of birds of the Americas. However, the relevant 
part containing the flamingos was published only posthumously, under the co-authorship 
of Henry Boardman Conover (1892‒1950), with basically identical details to those presented 
in his Chile manuscript of 1932. Thus, if Hellmayr ever did uncover further information 
is a matter for speculation, e.g., notes he left behind when he had to leave Vienna in 1939 
(Zimmer 1944: 620, indicated to be in ‘safe storage’; see also Vuilleumier 2003: 582) if still 
extant might be revealing.

As a result, we refer to Arts. 21.2 and 21.3 (ICZN 1999, which also covers subsequent 
references to articles), accept the date specified, August 1886, ‘as correct in the absence of 

3  MDB conjectures that Rahmer must have known Sclater would publish a name and description, but he 
probably did not view publication in Chile as affecting what was done in Europe. Earlier, Claudio Gay 
published a review of Chilean birds as part of a broader coverage of the country’s natural history in a series 
of volumes intended to be published only in Chile. In the case of birds, this led Marc Des Murs to rename 
Gay’s new species in his own illustrated work published at the same time, which caused some confusion 
later with new names (cf. Bruce 2023: 42‒47). Rahmer therefore perhaps sent details to the Anales and, 
especially, to J. Orn., to ensure Berkeley James was suitably commemorated, at least in Chile, unsure as to 
whether Sclater would acquiesce to his request on this point. In opening the 1887 article, Rahmer reported 
that a description had already appeared in the Anales for 1886, thereby explaining one of Salvadori’s 
footnotes (1895: 22), and that the bird would also be covered by Sclater.
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evidence to the contrary’, and under Art. 21.3.1 ‘…when month and year, but not day, are 
specified…’ adopt 31 August 1886 as the date of publication. This establishes a degree of 
symmetry with another but quite different decision by Hellmayr (1932), namely to accept 
August 1854 as the correct date of publication for Phoenicopterus andinus R. A. Philippi, 
published in the Anales, seemingly based solely on the page header and a lack of evidence 
to the contrary.4,5 We thereby afford priority to Rahmer, demoting Phoenicopterus jamesi P. 
L. Sclater, 1886, to a junior objective synonym and homonym.

Which specimens are types and of which name?
There is universal agreement that the type material of this flamingo was collected by 

Rahmer, but the types listed of the two names need reappraisal. In respect of Sclater’s 
text, the author mentioned that Rahmer had obtained an ‘adult male in full dress and 
a male and female not in full dress’, although the Latin description, measurements, the 
accompanying plate (see Fig. 1) and his figure (on p. 400), illustrating differences in the 
bill between his jamesi and Phoenicopterus andinus, are all obviously based exclusively on 
the first of these specimens. He referred again to the young individuals only to confirm 
differences in wing structure from other species (Sclater 1886: 401). Warren (1966: 146), 
however, referred to a holotype, the adult male collected on an unspecified date that 
is held at the Natural History Museum, Tring (NHMUK 1912.10.17.1; Fig. 4) and is a 
basically perfect match for both Sclater’s description and the plate. Warren plainly took 
her cue from Salvadori (1895: 22), who mentioned the presence of the two non-adult 
specimens in the British Museum collection but did not indicate that they were ‘types’ 
and, in a footnote, stated that the adult male ‘type’ was still in the possession of Mrs 
Berkeley James. Thereafter, Sharpe (1906: 400) noted that between 1891 (the year of 
Berkeley James’s death) and 1898 the latter’s collection of almost 1,400 skin specimens 
of Chilean birds, among them the ‘type of Phoenicopterus jamesi’, had been presented 
to the museum by his widow. Sclater clearly used the adult male as his primary 
reference material in 1886, before it went to James’s own collection, probably on the 
understanding that it would ultimately come to the British Museum, which point 
Sclater is likely to have been particular about. Nevertheless, the two juveniles must 
be considered syntypes of Sclater’s nomen as they are unambiguously mentioned in 
the original description, as Richmond correctly noted on the relevant card in his index 
(https://zoonomen.net/cit/RI/SP/Phod/phod00046a.jpg). Both are still present in Tring, 
catalogued as NMHUK 1892.2.10.397 and NHMUK 1892.2.10.398, labelled male and 
female respectively, not in fully adult plumage, and collected by Rahmer at Sitani, 

4  Philippi also sent ‘duplicate’ descriptions of several of his new taxa including Phoenicopterus andinus 
(Philippi 1855) and several Buteo taxa (all now in synonymy) in the late 1890s to Arch. Naturgesch., and it 
was perhaps Philippi’s experience that influenced Rahmer to do likewise, in addition to the precedent set 
by Gay and Des Murs (see above).

5  One of our referees, Steven Gregory, felt that the indicated date of publication of Rahmer’s paper should 
be accepted only with more and better evidence. However, the most notable result of dating Phoenicopterus 
Jamesi Rahmer from August 1886 is that this name is thus treated in precisely the same way as all other avian 
names published in the same journal. For example, Philippi (sometimes in conjunction with Landbeck) 
introduced c.50 new nomina in the Anales (as captured in https://zoonomen.net/cit/RI/SP/RIspTotal.html). 
In all of these cases, it appears that the indicated date of publication has been accepted, without recourse to 
the level of investigation attempted here. Many of Philippi’s names are now in synonymy and/or were also 
published in Arch. Naturgesch. A detailed review of the dating of avian names published in the Anales, and 
the perceived priority of those descriptions in cases where duplicates were published elsewhere, would be 
of value, but in the interim treating Rahmer’s name in the same way as all others that have been subject to 
scrutiny is the only sensible course.
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Figure 4 (above and left). The adult male holotype 
(NHMUK 1912.10.17.1) of James’s Flamingo 
Phoenicoparrus jamesi (Rahmer, 1886) and one of three 
syntypes of Phoenicoparrus jamesi (P. L. Sclater, 1886), 
in the Natural History Museum, Tring, collected by 
Carlos Rahmer and presented by the widow of Henry 
Berkeley James, in dorsal (A) and ventral views (B), 
plus labels (C) (Guy M. Kirwan, © Trustees of the 
Natural History Museum, London)

Figures 5‒6. The young male (above; NMHUK 1892.2.10.397) and young female (NHMUK 1892.2.10.398) 
syntypes, respectively, of James’s Flamingo Phoenicoparrus jamesi (P. L. Sclater, 1886), in the Natural History 
Museum, Tring, collected by Carlos Rahmer on 15 January and 21 January 1886, respectively (Hein van 
Grouw, © Trustees of the Natural History Museum, London)

A B

C
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like the adult, on 15 January and 21 January 1886, respectively (GMK & HvG pers. 
obs., February 2024; Figs. 5‒6). Arts. 72.1.1 and 72.4.1 make clear that a type series 
consists of ‘all the specimens on which the author established a nominal species-group 
taxon…’.

On the other hand, Rahmer (1886) was not explicit in his original description about 
how many specimens he had, although he noted encountering a flock of 30 individuals 
and, from other sources, he evidently collected more than one (Sclater 1886, Johnson & 
Goodall 1965). However, he described only an ‘adult male’, traditionally all that was 
needed to establish the type of the species, if not referring to the specimen as the type, 
which was essentially implied. Gigoux & Looser (1930: 24) indicated that the ‘type’ of 
both descriptions was an adult male and that in all likelihood was the specimen that had 
been sent to London. The details presented by Rahmer are a very good match for the bird 
illustrated in Sclater’s (1886) paper (and thus also to NHMUK 1912.10.17.1). In his J. Orn. 
description, Rahmer (1887) published a German translation of his Anales paper, presaged 
by a paragraph of background information, which (in translation to English) reads ‘I 
described the bird in the Annals of the University of Santiago and also sent a short note 
about it to Mr Sclater in London, who also received all [our emphasis] the birds, including 
one old and two young specimens of the new species.’ This information can be taken into 
account to determine what constitutes a type series for a nomen established before 2000 
(Art. 72.4.1, 72.4.1.1).

Nevertheless, unlike Sclater’s description in the Proceedings, Rahmer’s makes no 
mention of the number of specimens he had available, but the only plumage described, and 
indeed mentioned, is the adult male. Neither of the other two specimens sent to Sclater is an 
adult, and two specimens (see below) that remained in Santiago (despite Rahmer’s German 
text) were not sexed. As the sole adult male collected by Rahmer was that subsequently 
sent to Sclater, under Arts. 72.4.1.1 (‘for a nominal species … established before 2000, 
any evidence, published or unpublished, may be taken into account to determine what 
specimens constitute the type series) and 73.1.2 (‘if the nominal species-group taxon is 
based on a single specimen, either so stated or implied in the original publication that 
specimen is the holotype fixed by monotypy’), we consider that the holotype of Rahmer’s 
Phoenicopterus Jamesi is NHMUK 1912.10.17.1.

Much later, in an inventory of avian type material held in the Museo Nacional 
de Historia Natural de Chile, Torres-Mura & Lemus (1989) listed MNHNCL 4786, an 
unsexed individual collected in the Andes of Tarapacá in January 1886, by Rahmer, as the 
lectotype of Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 1886, and MNHNCL 4787, another unsexed 
individual taken at Chilcaya, Salar de Surire, Putre, in January 1886, by Rahmer, as the 
paralectotype. Neither of these specimens (see Figs. 7‒8) is a good match for the bird 
Rahmer described.6 Furthermore, MNHNCL 4787 is from a locality that is not mentioned 

6  The original description reads: ‘Macho adulto; Plumaje rojizo mui pálido, la cabeza i el tercio superior del 
pescuezo rosado claro, el buche rayado rosado oscuro. Las plumas del dorso son largas de color escarlato. 
La cola blanca con un lijero tinte de rojizo. Cubiertas superiores de las alas color carmín pálido pasando a 
un rojizo vinoso. Remigias negras, cubiertas inferiores de las alas carmín oscuro. El pico dentado, más corto 
que el Phoenicopterus andinus i suavemente encorvado, aplastado en los dados, dorado claro; la punta de 
mandíbula superior i la base desnudo del pico purpureas, la punta de la mandíbula inferior es negra. Las 
piernas purpureas, patas con tres dedos, ojos pardos.’

Our translation: ‘Adult male; Very pale reddish plumage, the head and upper third of the neck light 
pink, the striped breast dark pink. The feathers on the back are long and scarlet. The tail is white with a 
slight reddish tint. Upperwing-coverts pale carmine changing to wine reddish. Remiges black, underwing-
coverts dark carmine. The toothed bill, shorter than in Phoenicopterus andinus and gently curved, flattened 
into “cubes”, light golden. The tip of the upper mandible and the bare base of the bill are purple, the tip of 
the lower mandible is black. Purple legs, three-toed feet, brown eyes.’
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by Rahmer in his original description. Irrespective of either specimen being a poor match 
for Rahmer’s description, the rationale for Torres-Mura & Lemus (1989) considering 
them to be the lectotype and paralectotype of Rahmer’s name is unknown (J. C. Torres-
Mura in litt. June 2024 could not recall any details), and it is notable that, in an earlier 
review of avian type specimens in Santiago, Gigoux & Looser (1930) admitted they were 
unsure as to the status of the same two specimens because neither of them was an adult 
male.7 The almost complete mismatch between the specimen data (only the locality 
for MNHNCL 4786 agrees) with the information presented by Rahmer (1886), and the 
fact that neither specimen’s plumage/bill pattern shows much approach to the latter’s 
plumage description or to the plate in Rahmer (1887; see Fig. 8), mean that the claim of 
either individual to have been used in the original description is at best exceptionally 
weak. As their status as syntypes is therefore unproven, the lectotype and paralectotype 
designations automatically fall away (Art. 74.2).

Conclusions

We propose that Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 1886, has priority over Phoenicopterus 
jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, in the absence of evidence to the contrary that Rahmer’s name 
was published in August and Sclater’s in October of that year (cf. Art. 21.2). Thus, NHMUK 
1912.10.17.1, one of the syntypes of Sclater’s name, is herewith proposed to be the holotype 

7  Contradictory evidence regarding the status of type material in MNHNCL between these two sources 
seems to be not infrequent. As just one example, Muscisaxicola flavivertex Philippi and Landbeck, 1864 (now 
in the synonymy of Ochre-naped Ground Tyrant M. flavinucha), was based on two adult males, two adult 
females and a young male, of which one of these was said to have been collected in February 1854 and 
another in December 1856, but no type was designated. Of this material, Gigoux and Looser (1930) stated 
that only an adult male collected at Las Condes in September 1863 survived (MNHNCL 395); however 
Torres-Mura & Lemus (1989) listed the same specimen as the ‘holotype’, which is patently incorrect, rather 
it seems to be the sole surviving syntype.

Figures 7‒8. Specimens of James’s Flamingo 
Phoenicoparrus jamesi held in the Museo Nacional de 
Historia Natural de Chile, Santiago, listed without 
rationale as the lectotype (MNHNCL 4786; left) and 
paralectotype (MNHNCL 4787; right) of Phoenicopterus 
jamesi Rahmer, 1886, by Torres-Mura & Lemus (1989); 
in reality, neither specimen is a name-bearing type 
(see text and Table 1) (© Bárbara Toro)
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of Rahmer’s name, based on its provenance, age/sex, plumage and bill patterns all closely 
according with the information and descriptions presented in Rahmer (1886, 1887) and the 
plate in the second of these works (cf. Art. 73.1.1, 72.4.1 and 72.4.1.1). The other syntypes 
of Sclater’s nomen, NMHUK 1892.2.10.397 and NHMUK 1892.2.10.398, were plainly also 
available to Rahmer prior to their being sent to Sclater, and therefore can be considered 
paratypes of Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 1886, based on the evidence in Rahmer (1887). 
Given its collection date and locality, MNHNCL 4786 might also qualify as a paratype 
of Rahmer’s name (but clearly not of Sclater’s). However, the case for MNHNCL 4787 to 
be part of the type material is discounted by its locality and the lack of any other specific 
reference to it in Rahmer (1886, 1887). Nevertheless, although Rahmer doubtless had other 
specimens available to him at the time he prepared his description, i.e., before the collection 
was dispatched to Sclater, the evidence of his published description concerns the adult male 
alone and there is no evidence that any of the other specimens mentioned forms part of 
Rahmer’s type series. Table 1 summarises our and previous treatments of all of the relevant 
specimens.

TABLE 1
Specimens of Phoenicopterus jamesi P. L. Sclater, 1886, and Phoenicopterus Jamesi Rahmer, 1886, mentioned as 
being types of either of the two names, or referred to in either of the two original descriptions. MNHNCL = 

Museo Nacional de Historia Natural de Chile, Santiago; NHMUK = Natural History Museum, Tring.

Specimen registration no. Previous type designation (if 
any)

Our treatment

NHMUK1912.10.17.1 Sclater’s holotype (Warren 1966) Rahmer’s holotype / one of Sclater’s syntypes

NHMUK.1892.2.10.397 One of Sclater’s syntypes

NHMUK.1892.2.10.398 One of Sclater’s syntypes

MNHNCL 4786 Rahmer’s lectotype (Torres-
Mura & Lemus 1989)

Not part of Rahmer’s type series but probably 
part of his original collection from January 1886, is 
certainly a topotype and very probably paratype

MNHNCL 4787 Rahmer’s paralectotype (Torres-
Mura & Lemus 1989)

Different locality, not part of type series, nor 
arguably topotypical
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