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These reviews make clear that the monthly scheme of publication, announced in 
various journals (e.g. Flora (Regensburg) 8: 192; 28 March 1826), -was more or 
less adhered to, except for the last part. 

The page numbers 347-355 appear twice, the first with text on the Hedysarees, 
the second with text on the Vici6es and Phaseolees. 

On the inside of the wrappers the publisher issued the following statement: 
'Pour eviter les plus longs retards de la part des graveurs, les planches des Legumi- 
neuses paraitront sans observer l'ordre de leurs numeros'. This irregularity is con- 
firmed by Raspail's reviews of parts 1-4, wherein the plate-numbers are listed, and 
by Cowan's information on the contents of parts 1-7. Whereas, however, Cowan's 
copy of part 1 contains plate 42, Raspail lists this part as containing plate 44 
(apparently a misprint for 42). Plate 36 seems to have been issued twice. 

In many works of this period - cf. Steam in J. Soc. Bibl. Nat. Hist. 1: 55 (1937), 
J. Arnold Arb. 24: 484 (1943), Fl. Males. I. 4: ccx (1953), Taxon 5: 155 (1956) - 
the numbering of the plates bears little relation to their sequence of issue. Citation 
of a given plate by a contemporary does not necessarily mean that the next relevant 
to it had been published at the same time. It is also unwise in the absence of other 
evidence, to affirm dogmatically, for example, that part 1 of a work contained 
plates 1-8 from a statement that this part contained 8 plates. Botanical bibliography 
is pitted with such traps for the inexperienced. 

According to the evidence above the issue of plates ran as follows: 
1 (pt. 1), 2 (pt. 3), 3 (pt. 4), 4 (pt. 1), 5 (pt. 1), 6 (pt. 5), 7 (pt. 5-6), 8 (pt. 2), 
9 (pt. 1), 10 (pt. 2), 11 (pt. 4), 12 (pt. 3), 13 (pt. 3), 14 (pt. 3), 15 (pt. 5), 
16 (pt. 5), 17 (pt. 5), 18 (pt. 4), 19 (pt. 2), 20 (pt. 4), 21 (pt. 2), 21bis (pt. 3), 
22 (pt. 4), 23 (pt. 5), 24 (pt. 5), 25 (pt. 4), 26 (pt. 5), 27 (pt. 5), 28 (pt. 7), 
29 (pt. 5), 30 (pt. 4), 31 (pt. 3), 32 (pt. 8), 33 (pt. 8), 34 (pt. 8), 35 (pt. 3), 
36 (pt. 1, 5-6), 37 (pt. 3), 38 (pt. 7.), 39 (pt. 4), 40 (pt. 1), 41 (pt. 6), 42 (pt. 1), 
43 (pt. 6), 44 (pt. 7), 45 (pt. 7), 46 (pt. 1), 47 (pt. 6), 48 (pt. 7), 49 (pt. 7), 
50 (pt. 2), 51 (pt. 7), 52 (pt. 6), 53 (pt. 8), 54 (pt. 6), 55 (pt. 8), 56 (pt. 2), 
57 (pt. 8), 58 (pt. 8), 59 (pt. 2), 60 (pt. 8), 61 (pt. 8), 62 (pt. 8), 63 (pt. 8), 64 
(pt. 8), 65 (pt. 8), 66 (pt. 2), 67 (pt. 7), 68 (pt. 8), 69 (pt. 8), 70 (pt. 8). 

ON NOMINA ANAMORPHOSIUM-I 
M. A. Donk (The Hague)* 

Many fungus species may develop more than one 'state'. In the Asco- and 
Basidiomycetes each of the states of a single species may bear a name of its own. 
In species of these two classes with a 'complete' and completely known 'life cycle' 
of more than one state, the state bearing asci or basidia is referred to as the perfect, 
in contrast to the other(s) commonly called the imperfect state(s). If we term the 
latter anamorph oses, the names given to them may be known as n o m ina 
a n a m o r p h o s i u m (singular, nomen anamorphosis). 

As soon as the connection of one or more states with the perfect one is known, 
the main reason for admitting nomina anamorphosium is removed and the logical 
act is to call them all together, henceforward, by a single name. The Code (Art. 59) 
prescribes that this 'collective' name must be the correct name given to the perfect 
state, even if one or more of the nomina anamorphosium are of prior date. This 
is the on ly character in which nomina anamorphosium differ technically from 

* Rijksherbarium, Leiden. 
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other names: their priorability (legitimacy) is restricted vis-a-vis the name(s) of the 
perfect state of the same taxon. If a choice has to be made they automatically 
become nomina rejicienda in respect to the name(s) given to the perfect state. 

Yet, it should be stipulated that the Code expressly tolerates the 
use of nomina anamorphosium even if the corresponding 
p e r f e c t s t a te is k n o w n. It follows that in such cases they must be applied 
exclusive of the perfect state. Usually no difficulties arise in this connection, bat 
this is not always so as is clear from the discussion which follows. In any case 
the strange situation exists that one fungus species may legally bear more than one 
correct specific name at the same time. Obviously, in these instances, we are, in 
fact, dealing with one true specific name and one or more p s e u d o - s p e c i f i c 
ones. The latter belong to the c o n v e n t i o n a 1 system of nomenclature for 
imperfect fungi (cf. Donk, 1960). 

As stated above, it is only in one regard that nomina anamorphosium are not 
on a par with other names. They are otherwise not excepted from any rules of 
nomenclature. For example, if a nomen anamorphosis is a validly published earlier 
homonym, the homonym of a later date is impriorable (illegitimate), even if it is 
the name of a 'complete' taxon (of whatever phyllum of plants) and based on a 
perfect state. 

EXAMPLE 1.--The name Rhizoctonia solani Kuhn (1858) is a nomen anamorphosis based 
on the so-called rhizoctonia state of a species the perfect state of which was later called 
Hypochnus solani Prill. & Delacr. (1891), a name introduced quite independently of R. solani. 
If one combines the two states as a consequence of the conviction that they belong to the 
same species, and if one prefers to apply a single denomination to that species, the earlier 
one of the two names (Rhizoctonia solani) drops out of competition and the correct name for 
the 'complete' species is Hypochnus solani, or a recombination based on that name-unless 
another name like Hypochnus cucumeris Frank (1883) is regarded as an earlier synonym of 
Hypochnus solani. The original description accompanying the latter name covers the 'com- 
plete' fungus, that is, both the perfect and the rhizoctonia state. 

Recombinations of a nomen anamorphosis are of course also nomina anamor- 

phosium, because recombining does not change the type (Arts. 54-56). The type in 
these instances is an imperfect state, and it remains unaltered even if an author 
makes a recombination with a 'perfect' generic name. The same applies to mere 
name changes. 

EXAMPLE 2.-Rhizoctonia microsclerotia Matz (1917) is based on a rhizoctonia state 
and was introduced without the knowledge of the basidial (i.e. perfect) state. When Weber 
(1939: 565) established the existence of the latter he proceeded to introduce the recom- 
bination "Corticium microsclerotia (Matz), n. comb. / Syn. Rhizoctonia microsclerotia Matz / 
Phytopath. 7: 110-117. 1917", quoting Matz's original description and continuing to add, 
"This should be amended to include the following. .. . [follow additional characters, inter 
alia of the basidiospores]."1 It is quite clear in this case, in my opinion, that only a new 
combination was introduced, Corticium microsclerotia (Matz) G. F. Weber (1939), and that 
Weber did not succeed in giving the 'complete' species a correct name, since he did not 
take up a name based on the perfect state, or on that state plus the imperfect one(s). The 
combination 'Corticium microsclerotia' is nothing but another nomen anamorphosis. 

Further developments in connection with this second example are as follows. 
Some years later Rogers (1943: 113, 115) listed Corticium microsclerotia (Matz) 
G. F. Weber as "Corticium microsclerotia Weber . . . 1939, nomen nudum", and 
asserted that "since [Weber's] account of Corticium microsclerotia lacks the validat- 

ing Latin diagnosis, Weber's name must technically be accounted a nomen nudum." 

1 Rhizoctonia DC. per Fr. is a generic nomen anamorphosis, while Corticium Fr. is based 
on a perfect state. 
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This view induced Weber (1951: 728) to supply a Latin description in order to 
validate the name "Corticium microsclerotia (Matz) n. comb." [!], and also to 
indicate a type specimen. 

What happened must, in my opinion, be interpreted as follows. Weber (1939) 
published the recombination 'Corticium microsclerotia' as a new combination with 
Rhizoctonia microsclerotia as basionym. The new combination was undoubtedly 
validly published by the reference to the description of the validly published basionym 
(Arts. 32, 42): it certainly is not a nomen nudum. As concluded above under 
Example 2 another nomen anamorphosis was published and the 'complete' fungus 
did not receive a correct name. Neither was this situation improved in 1951 when 
the Latin description was supplied: the latter is to be regarded as a purely sup- 
plementary one, that might have been written in any language. The indication of a 
type is to be valued as an erroneous statement, if Weber's cited specimen is not 
one of Matz's original specimens. 

Weber should not have published a new combination, but a new name altogether, 
for a new taxon: he might have chosen 'Corticium microsclerotia G. F. Weber', a 
mode especially mentioned in Art. 59; he also might have chosen an epithet other 
than 'microsclerotia'. It is too late now to make up for it by proposing the name 
'Corticium microsclerotia John Doe', for that would merely introduce a later homo- 
nym of Weber's recombination and hence would be illegitimate. Therefore the 
'complete' fungus, which I believe to be a good species, is still in need of a correct 
name. 

The way in which the preceding example and many other ones as well have been 
treated supports the thesis that a current opinion is that when somebody supplies 
a description of (or inclusive of) the perfect state while introducing a recombination 
with a 'perfect' generic name, the recombination amounts to the introduction of a 
new name for a new taxon. The basis for this view is apparently the following 
sentence of Art. 59: 

"The author who first describes a perfect state may adopt the specific epithet applied 
to the corresponding imperfect state, but his binomial for the perfect state is to be attributed 
to him alone, and is not be regarded as a transfer." 

One should be careful here not to confuse recombinations (or isonyms in general, 
that is, new names for old taxa) and new names for new taxa. In my opinion we' 
are definitely not allowed to interpret retroactively the undoubted recombination 
'Corticium microsclerotia (Matz) G. F. Weber' as a new name for a new taxon 
merely because the taxon was extended to cover also the basidiferous state on the 
basis of the quoted provision, if the latter is not reworded to include that aim: 
technically Weber 'misapplied' the recombination when including the perfect state. 
What the quoted part of Art. 59 conveys is, rather, that if Weber had introduced 
a new name like 'Corticium microsclerotia G. F. Weber, sp. nov.' he would have 
failed to validate it in 1939 only because no Latin description was supplied. The 
following are examples of what I think is the correct application of the above 

quotation from Art. 59 in order to remain consistent with the Code as it stands. 

EXAMPLE 3.-For some time the perfect state of Candelospora ilicicola Hawley apud 
Rea & Hawley was not known. Then it was obtained by Boedijn & Reitsma (1950: 57) in 
the form of perithecia in culture and this perfect state got a new name, "Calonectria ilicicola 
Boedijn & Reitsma nov. spec." It may be pointed out that the two authors at the same time 
introduced as well the correct name for the imperfect state alone, "Cylindrocladium ilicicola 
(Hawley) Boedijn & Reitsma nov. comb." They were quite free to choose an epithet other 
than 'ilicicola' for the perfect state, but apparently they felt bound by the suggestion quoted 
above and laid down in Art. 59. 

The type of the nomen anamorphosis was found in Ireland on Ilex; the type of the 

173 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 10:05:55 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


name given to the perfect state was isolated from "cultures ... isolated from potato 
tubers ... [at] Bogor [Java]". Personally I would not have used the epithet 'ilicicola' for 
a name based on this particular type, but this is purely a matter of taste. 

EXAMPLE 4.- Heliscus lugdunensis Sacc. & Therry is the name of an imperfect state of 
an aquatic fungus from which Webster (1959) was able to obtain the perfect state. The 
latter he described as a new species, Nectria lugdunensis J. Webster ("sp. nov."); he did 
not recombine the specific epithet of the name given to the imperfect state. 

The other interpretation has been defended by Bisby (1944: 282-283; 1945: 88) 
who presumably gave the impuls to the incorporation of the above quoted provision 
of Art. 59. 

"If for example, a perfect state is described and named 'Mycosphaerella Aleuritidis 
(Miyake) Ou ..., syn. [the imperfect state] Cercospora Aleuritis Miyake ...' I take it that 
the binomial should be cited 'M. Aleuritidis Ou ...', since the type specimen of the name 
of a Cercospora cannot (or at least should not) be made the type specimen of the name of 
a Mycosphaerella unless the specimen is shown to bear the perfect state." 1-Bisby (1944: 
282-283). All the same Bisby (1945: 88) conceded that, "Some, however, hold that M. Aleuri- 
tidis (Miyake) Ou is the correct citation, since Ou definitely based his name on Miyake's 
type, the ascigerous state of which he thought he had found." 

Finally, attention is drawn to the fact that a provision, proposed by Bisby & 
Stevenson (1950) to introduce the reverse of the already quoted provision, will also 
be found in the Code (Art. 59): 

"When not already available, binomials for imperfect states may be proposed at the time 
of publication of [the name of] a perfect state or later, and may contain either the specific 
epithet [of the name] applied to the perfect stage or any other epithet available." 

I hardly can imagine that the publishing of a 'perfect' name as a counterpart to 
an 'imperfect' one (or the reverse) is best performed in the cumbersome manner 
advocated by Bisby and others. Given the name of an imperfect state, let us say, 
Cercospora aleuritidis Miyake, one will have, first to make a recombination, 
Mycosphaerella aleuritidis (Miyake) Ou; then, secondly, reject it and its type, to 
introduce the new name Mycosphaerella aleuritidis Ou [non M. aleuritidis (Miyake) 
Ou], based on a new type; and thirdly, because the new name is illegitimate as a later 

homonym, declare the new name legitimate on the basis of some ruling in the Code 

(still to be incorporated, if really wanted). It would have been more straight- 
forward if 'Mycosphaerella aleuritidis Ou, sp. nov.' had at once been published as 
a counterpart to 'Cercospora aleuritidis Miyake'. 

The aim of the present paper is to demonstrate that two interpretations exist 

regarding the subject discussed, and that only one of these interpretations is really 
fully backed by the Code as it stands. If mycologists definitely want to admit both 

interpretations, a change in the present formulation of Art. 59 (accompanied with 

examples) will be needed. I understand that Mr. C. F. Deighton, Kew, will take 

up the subject in this connection. 
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