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The provision in the Code to allow for the naming of
different stages in the life-histories of certain groups of
fungi has been in existence since 1905. The Article, now
Art. 59, has undergone drastic revisions at various times
over the last century, and some authors preferred to drop
the usage of binomials for asexual stages when their sex-
ual ones were known (e.g., Ellis, Demat. Hyphom.
1971). The Article as it existed in the 1970s did not cover
all situations and could be, and was being, interpreted in
different ways by different authors. In order to end this
confusion, the Article was changed radically at the 1981
Sydney Congress. This revision followed extensive
debates amongst the mycological community
(Hawksworth & Sutton in Taxon 23: 563–568, 659–661.
1974; Weresub & al. in Taxon 23: 569–578. 1974;
Kendrick, ed., The Whole Fungus. 1979) and had already
been endorsed by the 2nd International Mycological
Congress (IMC2) at Tampa, Florida, in 1977 (van
Warmelo in Taxon 28: 424–431. 1979). The 1981 version
of Art. 59 adopted the anamorph, teleomorph and holo-
morph terminology proposed by Hennebert & Weresub
(in Mycotaxon 6: 207–211. 1977), and led to numerous
name changes in Aspergillus and Penicillium in particu-
lar. While in widespread use, the full impact of the
change has not yet been fully worked out in all groups,
especially coelomycetes with basionyms in Sphaeria (a
teleomorph name) that were previously ruled illegitimate
but became legitimate under the 1981 revision.

Pleomorphic ascomycetes and basidiomycetes are
the only organisms in biological nomenclature as a whole
(excluding fossils) where there is a departure from
Principle IV of the Code, whereby “each taxonomic
group with a particular circumscription, position, and
rank can bear only one correct name”. The dual system
had its origins in times when in many cases the links
between anamorphs and teleomorphs had not been
observed or proved by pure culture. The circumstantial
evidence of co-occurrence also sometimes misled where
fungicolous fungi or mixtures were involved. However,
with the advent of molecular systematics in the early
1990s, it was realized that anamorphs could be confi-
dently classified within the teleomorphic system without
any sexual structures being found. There was also the
illogicality of having to change a name because a teleo-
morph had been discovered; for instance the conidial

Marchandiomyces aurantiacus was known from molec-
ular and ultrastructural studies to be a basidiomycete, but
when a sexual stage was found, the current Art. 59
required a new generic and species name to be intro-
duced, Marchandiobasidium aurantiacum (Diederich &
al. in Mycol. Res. 107: 523–527. 2003).

Such inflation of names and the resultant name
changes were soon recognized as unnecessary and
against the spirit of the Code in the molecular age. The
issue was debated by Reynolds and Taylor (Reynolds &
Taylor in Regnum Veg. 123: 171–177. 1991; in Taxon
41: 91–98. 1992; Reynolds & Taylor, eds., The Fungal
Holomorph. 1993) who proposed various options,
including the deletion of the entire Art. 59. But this was
considered too drastic; of 26 mycologists meeting in
Newport, Oregon, in 1992, 19 wished to retain the dual
system, yet 17 wished to integrate mitotic and meiotic
fungi into the same genera, but only five would go along
with a teleomorph name being used for both morphs
(Reynolds & Taylor, l.c. 1993: 61). Thinking was starting
to get confused, but no proposals to change the Code
were put to the Tokyo Congress in 1993.

Through the 1990s more and more evidence of the
power of molecular methods to integrate anamorphic
fungi into a general teleomorphic system grew. At the St.
Louis Congress in 1999, a new Rec. 59A.3 was added to
discourage the publication and use of binary names for
anamorphs when the teleomorph connection was firmly
established. A symposium at that Congress and a work-
shop at the IUMS Congress in Sydney the same year
looked in depth at issues of integration (Seifert & al., eds.
in Stud. Mycol. 45: 1–230. 2000). The use of non-itali-
cized lower-case anamorphic names was recommended
where such “genera” were para- or polyphyletic (e.g.,
acremonium, penicillium), and some contributors again
called for the deletion of Art. 59 (Cannon & Kirk, l.c.:
19–25). Stimulated by these debates, I sought to devise a
series of proposals not to delete the Article, but to limit
its future use, wherever possible facilitating the mainte-
nance of the familiar name when teleomorphs were dis-
covered for already describe anamorphs, and permitting
authors to describe mitotic fungi in meiotic genera with-
out exposing themselves to a future name-change were a
teleomorph to be discovered. In March 2001 these pro-
posals were circulated to a wide range of mycologists by
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e-mail with the aim of stimulating further debate. They
did, including a two-team 1½ hour formal debate “Has
dual nomenclature for fungi run is course?” following a
symposium on the topic during the 7th International
Mycological Congress in Oslo in 2002, the transcript of
which is available (Gams & al. in Mycotaxon 88:
493–508. 2003). In the final ballot, 121 votes were cast
for the continued use of dual nomenclature, but 84 for a
teleomorph-based system, especially one in which
anamorph names could continue to be allowed in some
way, and an intensive debate ensued. The same questions
were voted on in one of the sessions of the 8th
International Congress of Plant Pathology in
Christchurch, New Zealand in February 2003, where 83
were for the status quo and 64 for change on the lines
favoured by the Oslo audience (Gams & al., l.c.: 508). As
an addendum to a debate on the use of molecular vs.
morphological characters in taxonomy organized jointly
by the British Mycological Society and the British
Society for Medical Mycology in Manchester the next
month, that audience was adamant that there was a need
to get away from the dual naming system (Whalley in
Mycol. Res. 107: 642–643, 2003). 

It is clear from these debates that there is a move
towards change in the provisions of Art. 59 amongst
mycologists in general, and that this movement has
gained significantly increased support since the early
1990s. In the case of the rust fungi, Cummins &
Hiratsuka (Illustr. Gen. Rust Fungi, ed. 3: 36. 2003) went
so far as to state that the introduction of separate
anamorph names “adds confusion and unnecessary
names” and instead recommend the use of expressions
such as “aecia Uredo-type” in descriptions. The momen-
tum for change  can be expected to swell further during
the period to the 2011 Congress as molecular approach-
es become even more readily accessible and routine. The
situation does nevertheless vary between different user
groups as well as in different fungi, especially where
divergent traditions have become established. The rate of
progress towards a one-name system is, for example,
likely to be quicker amongst both medical mycologists
and zymologists (yeast specialists) than amongst plant
pathologists, and to be immediately welcomed by molec-
ular systematists and indexers. Independently from that
rate of progress, the Code could, however, provide
immediate mechanisms by which systematists who wish
to adopted a one-name per fungus system can do so in a
way which results in no or minimal changes in names,
notably through an extension of the epitype provisions.
The set of proposals made here endeavours to take note
of both longer-term aims and immediate concerns.

In refining my original informal proposals into those
presented here, I have benefited from the issues and
debates held during the last years, and believe that they

now provide a framework for the future naming of pleo-
morphic fungi which is compatible with the molecular
age and the spirit of Principle IV of  the Code, while
avoiding wholesale and destabilizing retroactive change.

(183) Proposal to prohibit the introduction of new
formal dual nomenclature in pleomorphic fungi  from
1 January 2008

Add a new Art. 59.7:
“59.7. A separate name, proposed on or after 1

January 2008, for an anamorph associated with a pre-
existing named teleomorph, or for a teleomorph associat-
ed with a pre-existing named anamorph, is illegitimate
(Art. 52.1) and to be rejected. Where the earliest legiti-
mate name is that of an anamorph, an epitype exhibiting
the teleomorphic state is to be selected so that the
anamorph name can be used as the name of the holo-
morph (see Art. 59.8)”. 

The following proposals are necessary corollaries to
the above; in each, instead of repeating the date each
time, the form “(but see Art. 59.7)” could be used if con-
sidered editorially neater.

Add after “(teleomorph)” in Art. 59.1 line 3 “prior to
1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add after “binary name” in Art. 59.2 “published
before 1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add after “the name” in Art. 59.3 line 1 “if published
before 1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add after “type” in Art. 59.4 line 1 “published before
1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add after “names” in Art. 59.5 line 1 “introduced
before 1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add after “available” in Art. 59 Note 1 “and prior to
1 January 2008 (see Art. 59.7)”.

Add at the start of Art. 59.6 “prior to 1 January 2008
(see Art. 59.7)”.

Delete Rec. 59A.2 and 59A.3.
This last is consequent on the acceptance of the new

Art. 59.7.
This proposal will limit the spread of new instances

of dual nomenclature amongst pleomorphic fungi, with-
out prohibiting the maintenance of the practice for cases
where both anamorph and teleomorph names are avail-
able. To make the proposal retroactive would be too
destabilizing at this time, but in the interim see the pro-
cedure advocated in Props. 185–186. The 2008 date (i.e.,
an extra year beyond the 18 months lead time adopted in
the St. Louis Code) is chosen to allow sufficient time for
the revision to the Code to become widely disseminated
and known amongst medical and food mycologists and
plant pathologists.

(184) Provision to avoid the introduction of
unnecessary teleomorph names, by designation of



epitypes
Add a new Art. 59.8:
“59.8 Where a teleomorph has been discovered for a

fungus previously known only as an anamorph and for
which there is no available name for the holomorph, an
epitype exhibiting the teleomorph stage may be desig-
nated for the hitherto anamorphic name even when there
is no hint of the teleomorph in the protologue of that
name.

The following proposals are necessary corollaries to
the above:

Add “and Art. 59.8” after “see also Art. 10.4” in Art.
14.9.

Add to the end of Art. 59.1:  “except where an epi-
type has been designated under Art. 59.8”.

Add to the end of Art. 59.2:  “(but see Art. 59.8.)”
Add after “... not fulfilled” in the first line of  Art.

59.3:  “and Art. 59.8 does not apply”.
Add after “...teleomorphic type” in Art. 59.4:  “or

epitype (Art. 59.8)”.

This proposal is independent of the proposed new
Art. 59.7 and would have immediate benefit in preclud-
ing the need for new names to be introduced in such
cases. It is made to avoid the necessity of introducing
new names for holomorphs at the generic and specific
levels when a teleomorph is discovered for the first time,
such as in the Marchandiomyces example mentioned
above (p. 000), and that of Ascohansfordiellopsis
(Hawksworth in Bull. Br. Mus. (Nat. Hist.) Bot. 6: 221.
1979).

The provision in Proposal 184 could also be extend-
ed through conservation to the names of the species that
indicate the types of names of anamorphic genera to
enable them to be used in preference to the teleomorphic
generic names where those are less familiar (e.g.,
Aspergillus). This is not a step individual mycologists
would be expected to take, but it would empower sub-
commissions of the International Committee on the
Nomenclature of Fungi (ICTF) and also the Committee
for Fungi (CF) to be more flexible.

(185) Provision for the use of informal designa-
tions for anamorphs

Add a new Note 2 below Art. 59.8:
“Note 2. Where it is considered useful or desirable to

refer to an anamorph alone in cases covered by Art. 59.7,
this provision is not to be construed as preventing the use
of designations not regulated by this Code (see Rec.
59A.1)”.

This Note and the following proposal make clear that
those wishing to refer to anamorphs of pleomorphic
fungi can continue to do so in an unambiguous way with-
out the current nomenclatural constraints.

(186) Recommendations on the use of informal
designations for anamorphs

Reword Rec. 59A.1 and add two examples:
“59A.1. Where it is considered desirable, anamorphs

of known teleomorphs should be referred to by informal
designations based on the names of anamorphic genera
rather than binary scientific names.”

“Ex. 1. It is desirable that the Stemphylium anamorph
of Pleospora herbarum (Fr.) Rabenh. ex Ces. & De Not.
1863 not be referred to as Stemphylium botryosum Wallr.
1833, but in one of the following ways: Pleospora
herbarum (Stemphylium anamorph), P. herbarum
(Stemphyllium state), Stemphyllium anamorph of P.
herbarum, or stemphylium anamorph of P. herbarum”.

“Ex. 2. Although there is no obstacle under the Code
to the use of the binary name Penicillium dodgei Pitt
1980 for the anamorph of Eupenicillium brefeldianum
(B.O. Dodge) Stolk & D.B. Scott 1967, it is desirable
that it be referred to as, for example, E. brefeldianum
(Penicillium anamorph).”

This Recommendation provides examples of metho-
ds of informal designation of anamorphs that have
already been used or recommended by mycologists (see
references in introduction.

(187) Authorize the Editorial Committee to
amend cross-references in the Code to conform to any
revisions approved in Art. 59.
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