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such be done; e. g., if Note 2 is deleted, it is entirely unnecessary to solicit and tabulate 
a mail vote instructing the Editorial Committee by formal proposal to renumber Notes 3 
and 4 or to eliminate a cross-reference to Note 2. The Committee is always charged with 
the responsibility to deal with such matters. 
(5) Proposals should state explicitly what change is proposed, e. g.: "Change Art. 30.4 to 
read as follows:" "Delete the second sentence of Art. 75 Note 2." "Reword the last line 
of Rec. 73M as follows:" "Add the following example to Rec. 29B." In other words, 
proposals should not consist simply of new text but should indicate exactly what passage 
is to be altered, deleted, or added. It may be helpful to call attention to additional passages 
affected by a change without making a separate formal proposal for each of them (see 
3 and 4 above). A clearly expressed, brief proposal is more likely to be read sym- 
pathetically than a long complex argument or a series of repetitive proposals. 

EDWARD G. Voss 
Secretary, Editorial Committee 

STARTING POINTS FOR NOMENCLATURE OF FUNGI: A PRIMER FOR IMC2 

Ronald H. Petersen': 

Summary 

The history of starting point philosophies for fungi are outlined, and a resume of 
proposals circulated within Subcommittee D is furnished within the context of discussion. 
The subjects covered are intended to serve as the basis for discussion at the Second Inter- 
national Mycological Congress, I977. 

Under a mandate from the First International Mycological Congress at Exeter, 1972, the 
International Mycological Association established a Nomenclature Committee, with Dr. 
R. P. Korf as Secretary. Subsequently, mycologists were offered the opportunity to serve on 
one or more subcommittees, each to deal with specific nomenclatural problems associated 
with fungi. One such subcommittee (Subcommittee D) was charged with examining and 
discussing the subject of starting points for fungi, and with formulating proposals for 
consideration by the Second International Mycological Congress (Tampa, Aug./Sept., 1977) 
and for possible adoption by the Special Committee for Fungi and Lichens (of IAPT), and 
possible inclusion into the ICBN (presumably the "Sydney Code"). 

For over two years opinions and proposals have been circulated within Subcommittee D, 
and discussion has been lively. Two facts emerge, however: a) a large number of 
mycologists still feel unheard and/or uninformed, in spite of efforts to involve as many 
individuals in the subcommittee structure as possible; and b) the necessary debate scheduled 
for Tampa will proceed with only the Subcommittee members in possession of all the 
relevant proposals and opinions - a regrettable situation. 

As Secretary to Subcommittee D, and in order to alleviate the stresses outlined above, 
I have attempted to draft a "primer" for interested mycologists, concerning the subject and 
the problems and advantages of the major emergent philosophies. It is hoped that this 
publication can serve as a basis for discussion at Tampa, so that those deliberations may 
be conducted in orderly fashion, and to constructive ends. 

HISTORY 

Evolution of the present system of nomenclatural starting points has undergone at least 
three mutations from the pre-codified era. These may be summarized as follows. 

I. DeCandolle's intent in I867, was to establish binary nomenclature with a minimum 
of complexity. His only reference to Linnaeus' binomial system was in Art. IS (Lois), 
but was oblique in that names were to be adopted regardless of whether they were 
Linnaean or were not, if they fulfilled other minimum requirements set down by DeCan- 
dolle himself. Stripped of its reference to Linnaeus, DeCandolle's Art. i5 reads: "Each... 
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group of plants can bear... but one valid designation, namely, the most ancient... 
provided it be consistent with essential rules of nomenclature." No official starting-point 
was offered, although plant taxonomists quickly separated into pro-I735 (Systema Naturae) 
and pro-I753 (Species Plantarum, Ed. i). 

With Kuntze's publication of a compendium of names dating from I735, many names 
which had become well ensconced in the growing taxonomic literature were replaced by 
earlier, less familiar names. Response to Kuntze came from two sources, primarily. First; 
Engler and coworkers had formulated proposals for changes in the Lois, including a 
starting point of "Genera Plantarum", I737. Second; American taxonomists had become 
disillusioned with the DeCandolle Lois, and had established the "Rochester Code" in 
1892, including a starting point of "Species Plantarum", I753. The German and American 
rules were presented to the Botanical Congress at Genoa in I892, where the Berlin 
proposals were adopted, but with the starting point as "Species Plantarum". Thus a year 
date was set, with a corresponding publication (Species Plantarum), although the concept 
of separation of starting date and starting publication was never entertained. Furthermore, 
the rules blatantly dealt chiefly with vascular plants (see title of Vienna Code, for 
example), and groups not well known by Linnaeus, and therefore not treated in depth, 
were subordinated in the discussion of starting points. 

Kuntze compromised in his final installments by adopting "Genera Plantarum" (I737) 
as starting point, but in spite of a flurry of editorial comment by European taxonomists 
to the contrary, the Vienna Congress of I9o5 confirmed "Species Plantarum" (1753) as 
the starting point, with the following language: "Article 19. Botanical nomenclature begins 
with the Species Plantarum of Linnaeus, Ed. I (1753), for all groups of vascular plants. 
It is agreed to associate genera, the names of which appear in this work, with the 
descriptions given of them in the Genera Plantarum, Ed. 5 (I754)." Again, no separation 
of starting date vs. starting publication was considered. Technically, of course, the 
establishment of the starting point for vascular plants had no bearing on cryptogamic 
plants, including fungi, for which no ostensible starting point was set until later. 

2. The Vienna Congress of 1905 specifically postponed consideration of multiple 
starting points for "cellular cryptogams" until the next Congress at Brussels in i9Io. No 
agreement was reached "out of court" between Congresses and the Brussels Congress faced 
the problem as though it were new. The report of the discussion (De Wildemann, I9I0) 
shows that selection of starting points for various "fungus" groups was anything but 
unanimous, and was accomplished during a recess of forty minutes after lunch. No account 
has been published of the intramural deliberations which formed the basis of the resultant 
proposal, but the people involved in the abbreviated debate surely included J. C. Arthur, 
G. F. Atkinson, J.-B. De Toni, E. de Wildemann, W. G. Farlow, P. Magnus, R. Maire, 
P. Vuillemin and A. Zahlbruckner.*' Individual influences and biases can be easily iden- 
tified by the exceptions stated within the proposal itself, which read (in full): 

"Mycological nomenclature begins with Fries, Systema Mycologicum, yrs. I821-32, 
with the exception of the Uredinales, Ustilaginales, and Gasteromycetes, for which the 
starting points fall to I8oI (Persoon, Synopsis Methodica Fungorum); below reserve a 
list of nomina generica conservanda for elaboration." 
Apparently the Committee vote was not unanimous, for Prof. Magnus felt compelled 

to defend the "minority opinion", namely conservation of I753, but the committee 
proposal was adopted I30 to 4, with applause, having been virtually guaranteed by its 
method of origin. 

Nevertheless, the intent of the proposal was quite clear: to establish Persoon's and 
Fries's books as the "starting points" for nomenclature of fungi. This intent never wavered 
over subsequent years, but, in fact, bore rather little controversy for 35 years. It must 
be emphasized that books were important in this and other proposals, not dates, and 
accurate dates were not entertained until pressure mounted much later. 

The appeal of this action, moreover, was anything but unanimous. In four separate 

* These names appear as part of the Commission for Cryptogamic Nomenclature, and these 
individuals were present at the Congress itself. Several of them also appear in the report of 
discussions on the floor of the sessions. 
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Codes, (Rochester, I892; Madison, I893; Philadelphia, I904; "American", I907), I753 had 
been used as starting date for all plants, including fungi, and this concept was not 
abandoned in the face of the action at Brussels. The Americans also were not satisfied 
with the treatment of homonyms in the European rules, and the strict adherence to the 

type method established in the American tradition was not adopted in the Brussels rules. 
The Americans continued to use their own code for many years, until a series of com- 
promises was made at Cambridge in I930. 

3. Accord on more precision of starting point dates was not reached until I950. Perhaps 
in order to save paper or money, the Codes issued after the Cambridge and Amsterdam 

Congresses had abbreviated the wording adopted at Brussels into the following form. (Art. 
20 of both Codes): 

"(e) Fungi: Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gasteromycetes. I80I. 
(Persoon. Synopsis methodica fungorum). 

(f) Fungi caeteri, I821-32 (Fries, Systema Mycologicum)." 
In order to prepare for the upcoming Stockholm Congress of I95o, a small group 

gathered at Utrecht to discuss various nomenclatural problems, and to frame proposals for 
passage at Stockholm. A discussion (cf. report of the Utrecht Conference), apparently 
precipitated by a proposal by van der Wijk ("All works published in the same year as 
that of the work adopted as the starting point, are treated as having been published 
before the latter work."), resulted in the reaffirmation that starting points were books, not 
dates, and that dates should be established for these books. Ramsbottom later suggested 
that because the starting points for fungi were a series of publications, specific dates should 
be legislated (preferably at year's end) for each volume, and thus for each fungus group, 
but here the point apparently was dropped. 

At Stockholm the subject was raised once more, but discussion was deferred until the 
Special Committees (on individual plant groups) could deliver their reports. When the 
report of the Committee for Fungi was delivered by Dr. D. P. Rogers, the Secretary, the 
Committee had voted the following language for Art. 2of (Amsterdam, to be incorporated 
into Art. 23 of Stockholm): 

"Fungi Caeteri, I82I (Fries, Systema Mycologicum Vol. I). Vol. i of the Systema is 
treated as having appeared Jan. I, I82I, and the Elenchus Fungorum 1828 is considered 
to be part of the Systema. Names of Fungi Caeteri published in other works between 
the dates of the first and last parts of the Systema which are synonyms or homonyms 
of names of any of the Fungi Caeteri included in the Systema do not affect the nomen- 
clatural status of names used by Fries in this work." 
The language of this proposal was changed somewhat, presumably by the Editorial 

Committee, and the resultant wording, virtually unchanged, has remained in the ICBN 
until the present (now as Art. I3e, f). 

The legislation determining the publication date of vol. i of Systema (and no other 
volume) as i Jan. 182I, was adopted before the number of other mycological works 
published during the same year was understood, and was accomplished during a short 

period when arbitrarily established dates for starting point books was thought highly 
desirable. In fact, a proposal to request Special Committees to arrive at either Dec. 31, 
or Jan. I as the date for their respective starting point books was passed, and "Species 
Plantarum" escaped these dates only because more precise information was available for 
it than for others. In fact, at the Utrecht Conference, Fosberg already noted that Vol. i 
of the Systema was published in 1820, not 1821, as previously assumed by mycological 
nomenclaturalists. 

In proposals submitted to the Montreal Congress, I959, two important controversies 

(among others) were uncovered. First: Hughes (I959) proposed that the starting point for 

Hyphomycetes be changed to Persoon's Synopsis. Although adopting the proposal, the 

Special Committee for Fungi, in camera at the Congress, modified the proposal to include 
all Fungi Imperfecti - a change not intended by the original author, and made without 
consulting the mycological community at large. Second: Donk (cf. I957) proposed to 

change Art. 7 (on typification) to insure the concept of typification of "devalidated" 
names (names properly introduced into the post-Linnaean literature, but deprived of 

validity by adoption of later starting points) by specimens from pre-starting point herbaria. 
Not only was the proposal defeated, but another substituted in camera, diametrically 
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opposed, and offered to the general session. The entire Special Committee report was 
eventually tabled, and neither proposal has been formally entertained again, although both 
have been adopted ex officio by some workers. 

More recently, dissatisfaction over the entire system of later starting points has been 
shown by some fungal taxonomists. There is surely no unity of opinion at this time about 
solutions to the several problems involved, but two major solutions have been espoused: 
(a) repair of the later starting point system; and (b) abandonment of the later starting 
point system and substitution of Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, I May I753, as the starting 
point for all fungi. Each solution brings advantages and disadvantages, and the remainder 
of this paper attempts to summarize each. 

I MAY I753 AS STARTING POINT FOR ALL FUNGI: 
ADVANTAGES (CF. NOTE I) 

Presumably, the philosophy of those botanists at Brussels who opted for later "starting 
points" for various groups of plants differed markedly from that of DeCandolle and sub- 
sequent vascular plant taxonomists. The emphasis behind vascular plant starting point 
establishment was to maintain and foster Linnaeus' binomial nomenclature, and the book 
in which that system was introduced on a large scale, Species Plantarum, was eminently 
logical in its adoption. The apparent governing philosophy was the establishment not of a 
"validation" point, at which time many names were already in place and common usage, 
but of a "starting" point, where few binomials were in use, and more could be added 
without unneeded bibliographic or ritualistic complexity. 

A return to I May I753 (Species Plantarum) for all fungi would restore mycology to 
the fold of botanists recognizing the true concept of starting point. This point is purely 
academic, however, if no additional advantages accrue. Several do, largely as follows. 

i) Uniformity. At this time, confusion is growing concerning starting points for 
organisms whose affinities are mixted or lie in more than one major group. Facultative 
lichen parasites (at infrageneric ranks) are difficult to cite for as lichens they assume a 
very different starting point than as fungi, and their names may vary accordingly. Other 
organisms are caught between the agarics and gastromycetes, depending on the definitions 
of these groups, and name changes because of starting point discrepancies are bound to 
occur. Various ascomycetes (present usage) are to be found in several volumes of Systema 
and Elenchus. Uniformity of starting point for all fungi as i May I753 would bring 
stability and end this confusion. 

2) Author citation. Several alternatives have prevailed for citation of authors of pre- 
and post-starting point names. "Ex," "per," "trans," square brackets, etc., have all been 
put forward, and most abandoned over the years. Adoption of i May I753 would bring 
conformity with well established vascular plant practice, with only "ex" as the generally 
accepted convention. 

3) Typification. As outlined below (see below under "Miscellaneous related topics"), 
at least two philosophies have prevailed concerning typification of pre-starting point 
names. Adoption of I May I753, while leaving generic typification still with possible 
problems, nevertheless dictates typification of virtually all specific and infraspecific names 
by post-starting point (i May I753) specimens, merely because no Linnaean binomials 
existed before Linnaeus' Species Plantarum, and because so few names appear in that 
volume. Again, simplicity and uniformity are attained. 

4) Literature. Although the literature post-I753 but pre-later starting point is not as 
well searched for fungus names as the post-later starting point, the origins of such names is 
now better understood, and much pre-later starting point literature now indexed (cf. 
Petersen, I975a, b, 1976a, b). These works, although hardly solving all the problems of 
changing starting points, have given a start to the task, and have made the consequences 
of such a change easier to predict. 

I MAY 1753: DISADVANTAGES 

I) Literature. One of the hidden problems in the adoption of I May I753, is the 
nagging thought that literature which appeared after I753 (but probably before I800) will 
be uncovered which will cause substantial names changes based on priority of the hitherto 
hidden names. This is surely the case at the generic level (cf. publications by Haller, 
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Browne, Ludwig and others), but generic names can be stabilized through conservation. 
Species epithets present more substantive problems, for no provision in the ICBN is made 
for nomina specifica conservanda. 

The post-I753 literature was heavily screened by Persoon and Fries. As a consequence 
of a I753 starting point, all of the names of Scopoli, Bulliard, Schaeffer, Wulfen, Swartz, 
Bolton, Batsch and others would compete for legitimacy, validity and correctness, not just 
those names selected by Persoon or Fries. How would they be typified; how accurate are 
their descriptions; how many would be nomina dubia; how many names changes would be 
necessary? No one seems to know, and almost no one has carefully explored the potential 
discomfort, especially those who have proposed I753 as starting point. One fragmentary 
survey indicates that in Peziza (as treated by Fries in Systema 2), of 321 names, 91 were 
"new" taxa, 55 would probably change and 230 would undergo authority change as a 

consequence of a starting point change. 
2) Typification. Although "paper" typification would be greatly simplified, most post- 

1753 writers kept no mycological herbaria, including Linnaeus himself. Contrary to an 

apparently European philosophy of using descriptions and/or plates as types, types of 

species ought to be specimens, and inaccuracy of post-1753 descriptions leads to massive 

neotypification, a task already well begun under the present system of later starting points. 
In short, while typification under the present system is fraught with difficulties, 1753 
would retrogressively substitute new difficulties for old. 

3) Credibility. With some justification, it could be said that mycological nomenclature 
has become so complex as to perplex some applied mycologists - physiologists, geneticists, 
plant and forest pathologists, etc. - who treat nomenclature with emotions ranging from 
humor to vindictiveness. It is also true that, up to this time, such workers, often reluc- 

tantly, have followed monographic treatments in the citation of fungus names and authors, 
and may well continue to do so. But the adoption of 1753, with the possibility that 
substantial numbers of names would be changed, might well cause a permanent schism 
between mycological taxonomists and their colleagues of more applied persuasion. If 
nomenclature is presently perceived (wrongly) as controlled by a small inner circle of 
taxonomists, such a view would not be diminished by radical changes in the present system. 

4) Nomina conservanda. Not only would the number of nomina generica conservanda 

substantially increase because of the resurrection of moribund post-I753 names, because all 
names on the present list are post-later starting point, the entire present list would require 
scrutiny and reconsideration in light of the "new" starting point. This would entail 
enormous work for some yet unnamed committee. 

LATER STARTING POINTS: THE PRESENT SYSTEM 

In addition to the present ICBN rules, recommendations and guides, two basic alter- 
natives to adoption of i May 1753 as starting point have been proposed, but both can 

justly be thought of as repair jobs on the present system, for both utilize the publications 
now considered as the starting point books. 

Unfortunately, before the advantages and disadvantages of the present system can be 
outlined, it must be stated that even present Article 13 is interpreted in at least three ways. 
So proposals to repair the present system must clarify even the status quo before improving 
on whichever philosophy prevails. 

INTERPRETING ARTICLE 13 
As shown above, the starting point for various fungal groups has been stated in various 

ways in the several Codes issued thus far. From the scanty information still obtainable, 
the intent of the original (Brussels, I9IO) proposal for later starting points was to preserve 
Fries' and Persoon's works as the most authoritative and comprehensive available, while 
nevertheless historically early. Yet in subsequent Codes, the dates of these volumes seem 
to take on additional importance (largely, I think, because verbiage was stripped from 
around them). Discussion of the subject of accurate dating of these important contributions 
surfaced when Seymour (I929) used a specific philosophy in listing parasitic fungi. Among 
other workers commenting subsequently, Ramsbottom (I934) and Dodge (1934) stated 

contradictory interpretations. In so far as I can identify them, three distinct interpretations 
of the present Article 13 exist in the literature. 
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Interpretation I. All volumes of the Systema and the Elenchus are to be considered, for 
the purposes of nomenclatural priority, as having appeared on i January 1821 (cf. note 2). 

While preserving the prime importance of the books, as originally intended, this inter- 
pretation violates historical chronology, and inexorably leads to difficulty in author 
citation (eg. "Persoon 1822 ex Fries 'I82I'"). 

Interpretation II. Only Vol. i of Systema must be considered as having appeared on 
I January I82I, the other volumes of Systema and Elenchus having appeared later, as 
reflected by their stated publication dates. The names which were adopted in all these 
volumes have priority over chronologically preceding homonyms and over names re- 
presenting taxonomically synonymous taxa (cf. note 3). 

The importance of the Systema is preserved and chronology is respected as far as 
possible. This interpretation is probably closest to the intent of the original proposal. Easily 
confused, however (cf. Ramsbottom, I934), is the idea that fungal groups adopt different 
starting points, when in fact it is various names, not taxonomic concepts, which are 
governed. 

Interpretation III. January I, 1821, is established as a "validitation" date, and because 
of prior legislation, the first publication to appear thereafter is Vol. I of the Systema. 
All subsequent publications (whether Friesian or not) are coequal, and must compete 
chronologically within the Code for the status of validator (cf. note 4). 

The chronology of Fries' publications (other than Systema I) is not questioned, but the 
nomen sacrum of these volumes is also dismissed. All authors (after i January 1821) 
become coequal in their name-giving potential. 

Because no controversy exists concerning the publication date for Persoon's Synopsis, 
no proposal has been made to sacrifice that publication in favor of I753 - at least by 
anyone using it as a starting point. Its demise would be required if I753 were adopted 
for all fungi, however. 

Conversely, in the wake of the unsuccessful attempt to extend the Synopsis - I80I - 
to serve as starting point for Hyphomycetes (see above), proposals to that effect have been 
forthcoming (cf. Note 5). 

LATER STARTING POINTS: ADVANTAGES 

Few mycologists will dispute the formative role in mycology played by Persoon and 
Fries. That the mycologists at Brussels selected these authors and their prime publications 
as starting points is no wonder. Especially Persoon screened the extant literature both from 
the English and continental schools, and selected from the myriad of names those thought 
to be most appropriate. The advantages of that selection can be summarized as follows. 

i) Stability. Occasionally neither Persoon nor Fries selected the earliest name for a 
given taxon, but what they considered the best, most appropriate, most descriptive name, 
as was the practice in the early Igth century. Therefore, dismissal of later starting points 
would entail not only a search for the earliest introduction of the name adopted by 
Persoon or Fries, but also the name(s) rejected for that taxon by Persoon or Fries. More- 
over, it is equally true that Bulliard, Batsch, Sowerby and Schaeffer (probably the most 
prolific pre-starting point name-givers) rejected names wholesale in favor of names they 
thought most appropriate. It is entirely within the realm of probability that although Fries 
attributed a name to Bolton, Bolton introduced it as an avowed substitute name for a taxon 
illustrated by Schaeffer but named by Scopoli. After 65 years in which the present system 
has allowed a growing stability in nomenclature, reversal of this system would bring on 
an enormous search for earlier, often obscure, seldom typifiable names. 

2) Literature. For many years mycologists have used the post-I8oI or post-I82I 
literature, and by now that mass of publications is relatively well understood. Recent 
articles (Petersen, I975a, b, i976a, b) have listed fungus names used in 1821, the I82I 
literature, and the sources of the names in pre-I82i publications. As similar efforts are 
made for near starting point years, even more thorough knowledge will be forthcoming. 

3) Credibility. As stated above (under "I753: disadvantages"), nomenclature retains 
credibility among the applied mycological disciplines, but a radical change in starting date 
may well induce workers in such disciplines to bridle at more than this change itself. 
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LATER STARTING POINTS: DISADVANTAGES 
The mycologists at Brussels violated the most basic premise of starting point philosophy 

by selecting a series of publications in which several thousand names were already in place. 
The error has been compounded over the years as new technical and substantive problems 
have been uncovered. Some of the disadvantages are as follows. 

i) Historical distortion. It must be stated again that any form of later starting points 
imposes an illogical, historically distorted stress on nomenclature and even on taxonomy. 
Granting the publications of Persoon and Fries nomina sacra interrupts the historical 
flow of literature and implies that these authors were somehow exalted or that other, 
pre-starting point authors were less important, less scientific or less imaginative. Actually, 
Fries was not an innovator, came under the spell of the prevailing romantic philosophies, 
and was a sloppy bibliographer. Almost any of the preceding "founding fathers", especially 
Persoon, would have been a better choice. 

2) Literature sequencing. If Fries (on "I January 1821") did not adopt a pre-existing 
name, which post-starting point author did so? When more than one author did so, which 
authority has priority over which other? In short, it would be most advantageous to 
sequence all the literature of 1821, and from I821 through I832, the period of Systema 
and Elenchus. This task, although perhaps considered trivial, is also nearly impossible. But 
correct author citation depends on this process. 

3) Typification. Although Persoon maintained a rather good herbarium (cf. Petersen, 
I975c), Fries did not. Specimens with which to typify Fries' names are very few and often 
not representative (and see below on controversy over typification of pre-starting point 
names), for Fries was reluctant to use lenses to enhance his field observations. While the 
process of neotypification can be employed, it requires long and tedious effort on an 
individual basis. Finally, that specimens to typify names in Systema I must come from 
southern Sweden (the book was written in Lund), but that names in later volumes were 
used to represent taxa seen both (or either) in southern and/or central Sweden, merely 
adds to the confusion over the complete set of Systema and Elenchus. 

4) Names versus taxonomy. A proposal to date nomenclature of Ascomycetes from 
31 December 1822 (Holm, I974) (Systema II, pt. I, thereby legislating the publication 
date of that volume) already has been defeated, but it points up a common association of 
taxonomy (Ascomycetes) versus nomenclature (starting point). To establish starting dates 
for groups of organisms is fraught with great confusion. To which book and date do the 
yeast-like fungi near the smuts conform - the Ascomycetes (I82I or later - Fungi Caeteri) 
or the smuts (I8oI)? What about the Filobasidiaceae, near the smuts and doubtfully in the 
Ustilaginales? Of course, the answer lies in the interpretation of the monographer, but the 
linking of "Ascomycetes" to a specific book and date points up the confusion when several 
books, purporting to cover specific groups (in their sense of I82I-I832) are used as starting 
points. 
MISCELLANEOUS RELATED TOPICS 

Typification. The topic, unfortunately, needs historical review. 
Even before the Stockholm Congress, questions concerning typification of names coined 

before I82I had been raised. At first, a single opinion (Rogers and Jackson, 1943) was 
forthcoming, and somewhat later additional comments (Rogers, 1949) on related matters 
appeared. This philosophy drew upon the literal wording of Art. 20, (Amsterdam, the 
code then prevailing); "Legitimate botanical nomenclature begins for the different groups 
of plants at the following dates:..." (Italics mine). In an account of the typification of 
a corticioid fungus falling within the I82I limitation of priority, it was said (Rogers and 
Jackson, I943: 283; cf. Donk, I957: 247-248); "...it is not allowable to define T[hele- 
phora] granulosa merely from Persoon's concept and his specimen; that species was 
'validated' (as some would have it) by publication in Fries' 'Systema,' and must forever 
be seen through Fries' eyes." Thus the specific name and the type specimen were totally 
linked; the concept that Fries could have validated the name without necessarily val- 
idating the species, was not raised. 

Likewise, at the generic level, this philosophy would be extrapolated to state that a type 
species must be selected from those included by the validating, or starting point author, 
with significantly less regard for those of the original, pre-Friesian author. I do not know 
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that this extension has been promoted. In fact, at the generic level, very nearly the opposite 
viewpoint has been widely supported: a type species for a generic name must be selected 
from those species originally included in the genus, even if pre-Friesian, and from those 
included by the validating, or starting-point author. 

In regard to type specimens for species names, the contrasting philosophy was published 
originally by Donk in I957, but arose somewhat earlier, as alluded to by Singer (1949: 
I23). Donk moved to make "legal" a concept apparently first put forward by Wakefield 
(I95I: I39; cf. Donk, I957: 248), that a specific name originated before the later starting 
date could be typified by specimens from the herbarium of the original, pre-Friesian author. 
In fact, in Donk's private file, there is even mention that such a recommendation was 
added to the Stockholm Code (as an addition to Recommendation VII of the Amsterdam 
Code), but I can find no such passage in the Stockholm Code, nor its fate in transit. This 
concept is particularly compelling in cases where Fries is known to have made a mis- 
application of a pre-Friesian name, giving the later investigator the obligation to typify 
the name with a specimen reflecting the "true" or "original" sense of the name (cf. Singer, 
I965). Such thinking, however, draws a sharp line between validation of the name, a 
nomenclatural matter, and typification of the name, a taxonomic concern. 

This latter philosophy was brought to the Montreal Congress of I959, by Donk, who 
made three proposals, the most important of which was the following: "18. Note 5 
[Article 13, Paris]. The starting dates for fungi later than i May I753 merely affect the 
dates of publication of names that would have been validly published if no later starting- 
points had been introduced: they do not change the type of these names, except when it 
can be shown that the type was definitely excluded on purpose by the author who validly 
published a name dating from before its starting-point in accordance to the present 
Article." This proposal was followed by two others bearing on the form of citation of 
pre-starting point authors. 

The thrust of the proposal was to direct the later investigator to seek type specimens 
representative of the original sense of the taxon, and not necessarily in the sense of the 
validating author. 

The preliminary mail vote on the proposal was exceedingly close, with many abstentions 
(probably on the part of nomenclaturalists of other plant groups), and the proposal was 
brought to discussion in the meeting of the Special Committee for Fungi. That Committee, 
in a 5: 2 vote (not representative of the full committee, but representing a quorum), 
rejected the proposal. Furthermore, the Committee originated counterproposals on the spot, 
the effect of which were to negate the thrust of Donk's proposal. The two most important 
counterproposals were as follows: "i.... the following provision (probably as an amend- 
ment to Art. 32, par. I; but the placing is left to the Editorial Committee): 'Names of 
fungi are not validly published by references to descriptions published before the starting- 
point of the group concerned." "2. The Committee recommends the rejection of Prop. A 
to Art. I3. The Committee approves and recommends for adoption Prop. F. to Art. 13:', 
with the following additional note: 'A new combination the basionym of which was first 
published in a pre-starting point work is considered as referring to the validated basionym 
even if there is no reference to the validating author.'" 

With the decision of the Committee quite clear, these proposals were submitted to the 
general nomenclature session for discussion. Donk made an empassioned plea for extended 
consideration of the Special Committee proposals, and after brief discussion, the entire 
subject was tabled for further consideration by the whole Committee for fungi, and resub- 
mitted to the subsequent Edinburgh Congress. 

* This refers to a proposal by Dostal et al. (I958) as follows: "Add [to Article 13, Paris]: 
'Note 5. In the case of taxa whose names were published before the date of the "starting 
point" and that were used in the "starting point" publication or later, it is necessary to 
choose lectotypes from the material that was at the disposal of the author who gave the 
name valid publication in the "starting point" work or later (in the case of taxa of higher 
rank than species according to Article 9). Only if there is no material available that was 
at the disposal of the author giving the name valid publication, and there is no contra- 
diction between his concept and that of the original author, may the material of the 
original be chosen as lectotype.'" 
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At the same time, another proposal by Bullock and Ross (I958) to change Art. 7 (Paris) 
had the same general effect as Donk's proposal to change Art. 13 (Paris). The Bullock 
and Ross proposal was as follows: 

"Add: 'Note 6. For those groups with nomenclatural starting-points later than I753 
(see Art. I3) the type is to be determined by the protologue given by the author validly 
publishing (see Art. 32 - 45) the name, or when valid publication is by reference to a 
pre-starting point protologue, the latter must be used as though newly published.'" 
Although intended as contrary to Donk's proposal, by opening the entire protologue of 

the validating author, including references to pre-starting point literature, the way was 
open to implement Donk's proposal even though it had been defeated. In fact, the proposal 
by Bullock and Ross was overwhelmingly accepted by the general session, and was in- 
corporated as Art. 7, note 7 (Montreal). The wording, however, was apparently changed 
by the Editorial Committee en route, to the following: ". . the type is to be determined 
in accordance with the indication or description and other matter accompanying its first 
valid publication.. ." By singling out "indication" and "description," and giving relatively 
less emphasis to all other accompanying material (including references to pre-starting point 
literature), the full impact of the Bullock & Ross proposal was diminished. With only a 
minor change, this wording has been retained in subsequent Codes. 

During Subcommittee D's deliberations proposals have been submitted both to make 
more rigid the typification process and to reinforce the concept of pre-starting point 
typification (cf. Note 6). 

Citation of pre-starting date authors. In vascular plant nomenclature only a single situation 
seems to exist, namely, the pre-starting point name (pre-I753) almost never conforms to 
the binomial system, and never to the Linnaean system of binomial nomenclature. In 

mycology, however, several situations occur, for many binomials were introduced before 
Persoon and/or Fries, and many of these were transferred or changed in rank by the 
starting point authors. Proposals to deal with these situations have been submitted (cf. 
Note 7). 

EPILOGUE 

In the deliberation of this subject at IMC2, three major questions will seek resolution. 
All mycologists should be vitally interested in at least the first two, for both may well 
have strong influence on future taxonomic and nomenclatural considerations in mycology. 
The three questions are as follows. 

i) Should Species Plantarum (i May I753) be adopted as starting point for nomen- 
clature of all fungi, or should some form of the present system be continued? 

2) Shall names be typified solely in their post-starting point sense, or may pre-starting 
point names be typified from pre-starting point concepts and/or specimens? 

3) How shall pre-starting point authors be cited, if at all? 
The opinions of all mycologists are solicited, whether in person at IMC2, in writing 

at IMC2 or by mail to the Secretary of the Subcommittee (RHP). Hopefully, ultimate 
decisions should reflect the majority opinion of all interested mycologists. 

Acknowledgements (or lack of same) 
The authors of the various proposals cited below are not named, for their reputations 

and nationalities vary considerably, and such circumstances cannot be considered here. My 
apologies if any proposal or concepts are distorted, for my best efforts have been reserved 
for an unbiased presentation. More details on any proposals, including copies of circulars 
to the Subcommittee, may be obtained from the Subcommittee Secretary (RHP). 

NOTES 

Note I. Proposals before the Subcommittee. 
Two rather different sets of proposals to adopt. 753 as starting point have been received. 

One is very simple, would include all fungi without exception, and reads as follows: 
"Art. I3d. Delete last sentence. 
Art. I3e. 'Fungi, I May 1753 (Linnaeus, Species Plantarum, ed. I).' 
Art. I3f. Delete." 

The second set of proposals establishes the following premise. a) A group of "basic 
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books" (the present later starting point volumes - Persoon, Fries) are established, the 
names within which carry priority over all preceding homonyms and all taxonomic and 
nomenclatural synonyms. b) Names not adopted in the "basic books" start with May i, 
I753. The core of this set of proposals follows, but appropriate proposals to bring other 
articles (Art. 7, note i; Arts. 8, 33, 64) into conformity with this principle have also been 
received. 

Art. I3f. "Fungi Caeteri, I May I753 (Linnaeus, Species Plantarum, ed. I)." 
"The status of names for Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gasteromycetes adopted in the 
basic book by Persoon (Synopsis Methodica Fungorum, considered as edited 31 Decem- 
ber I8oI) and for Fungi Caeteri (except Myxomycetes) adopted in the basic books by 
Fries (Systema Mycologicum, vols. I-3, including Elenchus Fungorum pts. I, 2, published 
in the years I821-1832) are unaffected by names published earlier. Priority is to be 
granted to names adopted in the basic books when these are found to be later synonyms 
or homonyms of names published earlier. No name adopted in a basic book may be 
considered illegitimate because superfluous when published (Arts. 63, 66(i) and 67)." 

Note 2. Proposal before the Subcommittee. 
A single proposal with this intent has been received: 
Art. I3f. "Fungi Caeteri, i January 1821 (Fries, Systema Mycologicum)." 

Note 3. Proposals before the Subcommittee. 
Proposals with this intent have taken two directions. First; the establishment of the 

present starting point volumes (Persoons, Fries) as "basic books" (cf. Note i above), but 
with names not adopted in the basic books starting with I753. 

Second; the present system can be restated in more explicit language. In one proposal 
this is done as follows: 

Art. I3f. "Fungi Caeteri, I January 1821. (Fries, Systema Mycologicum, vol. i - vol. 3, 
part 2 and index, and including Elenchus Fungorum (I828)). Within the Systema a 
chronology exists in order of appearance of volumes. Names of Fungi Caeteri published 
in other works between the dates of the first (Vol. i) and the last (Vol. 3, part 2 and 
index) parts of the Systema which are synonyms or homonyms of names of any Fungi 
Caeteri included in the Systema are superseded by names by Fries in these works." 
In another proposal, the status of names appearing in the later starting point volumes 

(Persoon, Fries) is seen as "conserved," and changes in Art. 14 are proposed accordingly: 
Art. I4. "In order to avoid disadvantageous changes in nomenclature as a consequence 
of the strict application of the rules, and especially of the principle of priority and 
starting points (Art. I3), this Code provides, in Appendices II and III, lists of names 
that are conserved (Nomina conservanda) and must be retained as useful exceptions. 
To these lists must be added all names of Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gastromycetes 
admitted by Persoon in his Synopsis methodica fungorum (I8oI) and all names of Fungi 
Caeteri (excluding Myxomycetes) admitted by Fries in his Systema mycologicum (in- 
cluding the Elenchus fungorum) (I821-I832). These fungal names are conserved against 
all earlier synonyms and are exempt from Arts. 63, 66 (I) and 67." 

Note I. "The list of conserved names in Appendices II and III will remain per- 
manently open for additions of names of genera, families and intermediate taxa." (the 
remainder to remain unchanged) 

Note 4. Proposal before the Subcommittee. 
A single comprehensive proposal with this intent has been received. 
Art. I3f. "Fungi Caeteri, i January 1821 (Fries, Systema mycologicum, Vol. i). Volume 
i of the Systema is treated as having appeared on I January I82I." 
In addition (Holm, 1974), a formal proposal was put forward to legislate the appear- 

ance of Systema Vol. 2 as 3I December I822, and to establish that date as the starting 
point for Ascomycetes. The proposal was defeated in the Special Committee for Fungi and 
Lichens of the IAPT. 

Note 5. Proposal before the Subcommittee. 
One proposal to this intent has been received: 
Art. I3e. "Fungi: Uredinales, Ustilaginales, Gasteromycetes and Hyphomycetes, 3I 
December I8oI (Persoon, Synopsis methodica fungorum)." 
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Note 6. Proposals before the Subcommittee. 
Two sets of proposals have been received concerning this subject. One is linked to the 

"basic books" concept (see above under "Miscellaneous related topics: typification," and 
Note i), and prohibits typification of pre-starting point names with pre-starting point 
concepts or specimens: 

Art. 7, Note i, paragraph II (text to read as follows:) "The type of a name of a taxon 
assigned to a group with a nomenclatural starting point later than I753 (see Art. 13, 
except for Uredinales, Ustilaginales, Gasteromycetes and Fungi Caeteri), is to be deter- 
mined in accordance with the indication or description..." 
(new paragraph after paragraph II) "The types of names of Uredinales, Ustilaginales, 
Gasteromycetes and Fungi Caeteri (see Art. I3f) which were validly published earlier 
but adopted in the basic book by Persoon (Synopsis Methodica Fungorum, I80I - 

Uredinales, Ustilaginales and Gasteromycetes) and the basic books by Fries (Systema 
Mycologicum Vols. I-3, I82I-I832, including Elenchus Fungorum, pts. I, 2, I828-I829 
- Fungi Caeteri except Myxomycetes) should be determined in accordance with the 
description, diagnosis or illustration accompanying the adoption of the name in the 
pertinent basic book." 

The second proposal reinforces the concept of pre-starting point typification. It is the 
only proposal approved by the Subcommittee thus far. 

Art. 7, Note i, paragraph II. "For those groups with nomenclatural starting point 
later than 1753 (see Art. I3) the type is to be determined by the protologue given by 
the author validly publishing (see Arts. 32-45) the name, or when valid publication is 
by reference to a pre-starting point protologue, the latter must be used as though newly 
published. In the fungi, nomenclatural validation of a pre-starting point name has no 
bearing on the taxonomy of the taxon represented by that name except as limited by 
the origin of the name as related in the protologue of the validating author in the 
validating publication. Typification of a pre-starting point name in the fungi should 
be accomplished in accordance with Art. 7, the Guide for the Determination of Types 
and other pertinent aids, and in agreement with the pre-starting point history of the 
name, unless limited by the protologue of the validating author in the validating 
publication." 
"Example: (i). In the protologue accompanying Fries' validation of the pre-starting 
point name Clavaria flava (Systema I: 467. I82I), it is clear that this name was con- 
sidered to represent the same organism and named first by Schaeffer (I774). Typification 
of the name must, therefore, comply with the Code, and with Schaeffer's basionymic 
protologue." 
"(2). Although Fries did not cite a previous use of the name Clavaria formosa in the 

protologue accompanying his validation of the name, his reference to Persoon's Com- 
mentatio leads to the first introduction of the name, the protologue of which must be 
considered in the typification of the name." 
"(3). (cf. Donk in Taxon 6 (I954: 254). In the protologue accompanying his val- 
idation of Hydnum cyathiforme, Fries cited Bulliard as the source of the name, but not 
Schaeffer, who first introduced it. Moreover, Schaeffer's name was listed in synonymy 
under Hydnum tomentosum. The type of H. cyathiforme, therefore, must conform to 
the Code and to the concept of Bulliard, and not necessarily to the concept of Schaeffer." 

Note 7. Proposals before the Subcommittee. 
Two proposals deal with the problem of author citation. One is specific, and reads as 

follows (the Boletus piperatus example seems destined to be deleted): 
Recommendation 46E (Replace the existing recommendation with the following): 
"The citation of the name of an author who published a taxon before the starting point 
date of the group concerned (see Art. 13) may by indicated, when such indication is 
considered useful or desirable, in one of two ways depending on the date of publication 
of the name. 
(i) For names not in the binomial system of nomenclature and published before i May 
I753, the name of the autor should be placed between square brackets. 
(2) For names published in the binomial system of nomenclature after i May I753 
but before the starting point date of the group concerned (see Art. 13) the name of the 
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author of the pre-starting point name should be connected with that of the validating 
author by means of the word "per" (when the name is used in the same rank and the 
same genus by the validating author) or "trans" (when the name is used in a different 
rank or under a different generic name by the validating author) as appropriate. 
EXAMPLES: Lupinus [Tourn., Inst.: 392, pl. 2I3. 1719] L., Sp. plant.: 72I. I753, 
or Lupinus [Tourn.] L. - Boletus piperatus Bulliard, Hist. Champ. Fr.: 318, pi. 45I, 
f.2. 1791-1812, per Fr., Syst. mycol. I: 388. 1821, or Boletus piperatus Bulliard per Fr. 
- Tulostoma squamosum J. F. Gmelin, Syst. nat. 2: 1463. I792, trans Pers., Syn. meth.: 
140. I8o0 (based on Lycoperdon squamosum J. P. Gmelin op. cit.), or Tulostoma 
squamosum J. F. Gmelin trans Pers." 

The second proposal presents various alternatives for a consensus, as follows: 
Recommendation 46E: 

Question a: 
"The citation of an author who published a name before the starting point of the group 
concerned (see Art. I3) should be connected with the citation of the author who validly 
published the name by 'a preposition to be determined by question b', except if there 
is an incompatibility between the concepts of the two authors. This recommendation is 
especially useful in mycology." 
Question b: 
For connecting the name of an author who published a name before the starting point 
of a group and the name of the author who validated it, do you prefer to use (ir- 
respective of the wording of Rec. 46E): 
I. "per" if the name is used with an identical status or "trans" if the status is altered 
in the ways described in Art. 49. 
2. "per" 
3. "ex" 
4. square brackets 
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