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ON TYPIFYING NAMES VALIDATED BY TEXT ACCOMPANIED BY A PLATE 

P. V. Heath' 

Cheek (1989) has demonstrated that when a name was validated by a plate unaccompanied by text, 
then that plate is necessarily the holotype. However, even if the plate is accompanied by text, if no 
other element is definitely included, then the plate must be the holotype. It is not the absence of text 
which is decisive, but the absence of other cited elements. Where the plate is not automatically the 
holotype, because other elements were cited, it may be the only element available for selection as the 
lectotype, if it is the only surviving included element. 

The status of the plate is dependent upon the wording of the text, and each case must be considered 
separately. However, in the following discussion, a number of individual cases are examined, and 
some tentative conclusions are offered in the form of a key. 

It has been necessary to make two assumptions. The first assumption concerns the word "included" 
in Article 7.3 Note 1; it is assumed that this means "cited in the protologue" (cf. Articles 7.7 and 
10.2). The second assumption concerns the word "specimens" in Article 7.7; it is assumed that this 
means "specimens or illustrations" (cf. Articles 7.3, 7.5, 7.8, 7.9 and 9.3). 

Cactus ackermannii Lindley 
Lindley (1830) did not mention any preserved specimen, but he utilized a description by Haworth 

(1829), which was based on a living specimen, "examined ... at Mr. Tate's choice nursery". Lindley's 

1 9 Hazeldene Meads, Brighton BN1 5LR, U.K. 
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plate was based on the same living specimen: "The original stem was given to Mr. Tate, in whose 
nursery it flowered in June of last year; and at that time our drawing was made". Consequently, 
Lindley's plate is the holotype. The plant is now Nopalxochia ackermannii (Lindley) Kunth. 

Cactus speciosissimus var. lateritius Lindley 
Lindley (1833) did not cite any previous description or illustration, nor did he mention any preserved 

specimens. The plate is therefore the holotype. The plant is referable to x Heliochia hybrida (Grel) 
Heath. 

Cactus speciosus var. lateritius Henslow 
Henslow (1837) did not definitely include any previous description or illustration, nor did he mention 

any preserved specimens. The plate is therefore the holotype. Maund observed "This plant is evidently 
most closely allied to Cereus speciosissimus var. lateritius figured in No. 1596 of the Botanical Register", 
a statement which indicates that the two names were not based on the same type. The plant is referable 
to x Heliochia hybrida (G~el) Heath. 

Cereus fulgidus Hooker 
The protologue contains no reference to any previous descriptions and no mention of any preserved 

specimens. The plate is therefore automatically the holotype. This is now x Seleliocereus fulgidus 
(Hooker) Rowley. 

Cereus grandiflorus var. maynardiae Paxton 
The drawing was taken from a living specimen: "For our drawing we are indebted to Messrs. Hugh 

Lowe and Co., nurserymen, Clapton; in whose collection of greenhouse plants it flowered early last 
spring". The protologue contains no mention of any preserved specimens. The plate is therefore the 
holotype. The current name is x Seleliocereus maynardiae (Paxton) Rowley. 

Cereus speciosissimus var. hybridus Hooker 
There is no mention of any preserved specimens, but an earlier illustration and two previous 

descriptions are cited. The name was an avowed substitute for Cereus smithii Pfeiffer; hence Article 
7.11 applies. The correct name is x Aporoheliocereus mallisonii f. smithii (Pfeiffer) Heath. 

Echinocactus emoryi Engelmann 
This name is based entirely upon a sketch made by J. M. Stanly, which is therefore the holotype. 

Engelmann had seen no specimens and he stated that the cactus was "probably undescribed". Stanly's 
plates also provide the holotypes for the following: Mammillaria aggregata, M. fasciculata, M. mi- 
crocarpa, Opuntia californica, 0. microcarpa, 0. stanlyi, and 0. violacea. For each of these taxa, 
Engelmann's descriptions were based on the sketches and notes posted to him by Emory. Mottram 
(1980) correctly identified the figures of Mammillaria fasciculata and M. microcarpa as the types of 
those names. Engelmann's reply to Emory included one further new name, Cereus giganteus, but that 
plant was featured in several plates, referred to collectively by Engelmann, any one of which could be 
selected as lectotype. In addition to the sketches and notes, Engelmann also received seeds of Echi- 
nocactus emoryi and Cereus giganteus, but it would appear that they were not preserved. 

Taylor (1985) has argued that all these names are invalid under Article 31.1(b), because Engelmann 
(1848) commented "my descriptions, however, and the names given by me, must remain doubtful 
till we are able to obtain some more data to characterize the species". But Article 34.2 expressly 
prevents an expression of doubt from rendering a name invalid. Furthermore Engelmann's new names 
were clearly accepted by him and intended for publication. This is undeniably indicated by statements 
such as: "I therefore propose the name Opuntia Stanlyi". 

The neotypes selected by Benson (1969, 1982) for Cereus giganteus, Mammillaria aggregata, M. 
fasciculata, Opuntia californica, O. microcarpa, O. stanlyi, and O. violacea are superfluous and must 
be disregarded. 

Epiphyllum splendidum Paxton 
The drawing was taken from a living specimen: "its flowers were stated to be ten inches broad, 

which we feel not a shadow of doubt about, as ours, though a very small plant, measured when in 
full blow eight inches in diameter". The protologue contains no mention of any preserved specimens; 
the plate is therefore the holotype. The plant is referable to x Heliochia hybrida (Grel) Heath. 
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Mammillaria lasiacantha var. denudata Engelmann 
In addition to the plate, Engelmann (1859) mentioned specimens collected by Wright, one of which 

Mottram (1980) has cited as the "type", hence it is the lectotype. Benson (1982) has superfluously 
selected the same material as lectotype. Hunt (1983-1987) incorrectly cited this specimen as the 
holotype of M. denudata (Engelmann) Berger, whereas it can only be a lectotype. This is one of only 
three taxa validated in the superbly illustrated Cactaceae of the Boundary. Ironically, the preparation 
of the plates took so long that by the time the report was published all the species novae had already 
been validated in unillustrated journal articles with shortened synopses (Craig, 1945). Only three 
varieties were actually new by the time the volume eventually appeared. 

Mammillaria pusilla var. texana Engelmann 
In addition to the plate, Engelmann (1859) mentioned specimens collected by Bigelow and Poselger, 

one of which Mottram (1980) cited as the "type", hence it is the lectotype. Benson (1982) has 
erroneously selected as lectotype a specimen of Mammillaria multiceps received by Engelmann from 
Salm-Dyck. That specimen may be eligible for consideration as neotype of Mammillaria multiceps, 
but it is quite irrelevant to the typification of Mammillaria pusilla var. texana, as Engelmann neither 
mentioned the specimen nor Salm-Dyck's earlier synonym. 

Opuntia schottii var. greggii Engelmann 
The figure consists merely of "a bunch of spines, with part magnified four times" (Engelmann, 

1856). Engelmann described the plant from a specimen sent to him by Gregg. It is presumably that 
specimen which Britton and Rose (1919-1923) referred to when they stated "no specimens have been 
examined except the type, which is fragmentary". The figure and the specimen presumably constitute 
the syntypes, and Britton and Rose, in effect, selected the specimen as lectotype. 

Benson (1982) rejects this as a "nom. nud." Is it possible that he has overlooked the four line 
description on page 55 of the report? Curiously, the name does not occur on that page, only on the 
plate and in the index. But the index cites that page and the description includes a direct reference to 
the figure, so the name is doubly linked to the description. 

Rosa acicularis Lindley 
This was described and figured by Lindley from living material introduced by Bell from Siberia. 

The protologue does not mention any preserved specimens. The plate is therefore the holotype. Lewis 
(1959-1965) incorrectly cited a preserved specimen as holotype. 

Rosa brunonis Lindley 
Lindley (1820) based both his plate and his description upon dried specimens received by Sir Joseph 

Banks from Wallich and by Lambert from Buchanan. The specimens and the plate are therefore 

syntypes (assuming that a plate can be a syntype). 

Rosa caesia Smith 
Smith (1790-1814) cited "Rosa canina, pubescens Afzel. in Ann. of Bot. v. 2. 211." as a synonym. 

If that name had been validly published, then Article 7.11 would apply, but the name does not occur 
in the reprint referred to (nor in the original dissertation), although a pubescent leaved species pre- 
viously confused with Rosa canina was differentiated but not named. 

The protologue asserts "Found by Mr. W. Borrer in the highland valleys of Perthshire and Argy- 
leshire". Smith also mentioned specimens received from Afzelius and Swartz, but in a later publication 
Smith (1824-1928) stated that the material received from Swartz was R. collina. 

Boulenger (1927) observed that while the text and figure refer to "une vari6t6 du R. canina", Smith's 
specimens are R. coriifolia. Nevertheless, Boulenger referred to the specimens as "6chantillons types", 
and Wolley-Dod (1924) actually mentioned "the type-specimen", but neither seems to have used the 
word type in its current sense. Graham and Primavesi (In press) have designated one of Smith's 
specimens as "lectotype", without explanation. 

The specimens mentioned in the protologue, together with Sowerby's plate, presumably constitute 
the syntypes, although the selection of a specimen received from Swartz would be contrary to Rec- 
ommendation 7B.5. 
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Rosa hibernica Templeton 
Templeton (1803) did not cite any previous description or illustration, nor did he mention any 

preserved specimens. The plate is therefore the holotype. The plant is a hybrid with the parentage R. 
canina x R. spinosissima, and is thus now Rosa x hibernica Templeton. 

Rosa hystrix Lindley 
Lindley (1820) commented "I have only been fortunate enough to examine two specimens; one 

with fruit, from which the figure is taken, in the herbarium of Sir Joseph Banks; and the other in 
flower, but in a very imperfect state, in the possession of Mr. Lambert, who obtained it, with a 
considerable number of other Japan plants, from a Dutch prize taken in the course of the last war". 
Thus there are three included elements, the plate and two cited specimens, and all three are probably 
syntypes. The name is a later homonym of R. histrix LUman. 

Rosa laxa Lindley 
The name was published as an avowed substitute for Rosa carolina var. pimpinellifolia Andrews, 

and the type is therefore the same as the type of the replaced name (Article 7.11). Hence Lindley's 
plate is not a holotype. The name Rosa laxa Lindley is a later homonym of R. laxa Retzius; the plant 
commonly cultivated as Rosa laxa is a third plant, Rosa laxa Froebel, correctly R. canina var. froebelii 
Christ. 

Rosa macrophylla Lindley 
Lindley (1820) based both his plate and his description upon a dried specimen sent to Sir Joseph 

Banks by Wallich from "Gossam Than" [Gossain Kund]. The specimen and the plate are therefore 
probably syntypes. 

Rosa micrantha Smith 
Smith (1790-1814) reported that "Mr. W. Borrer has communicated to us the present rose"; pre- 

sumably the syntypes are Sowerby's plate together with any specimens which Smith received from 
Borrer. 

Rosa microcarpa Lindley 
Lindley (1820) cited a figure by Petiver, which is the holotype ofRosa indica Linnaeus. Consequently, 

Petiver's illustration is also the type of Rosa microcarpa Lindley (Article 7.13); Lindley's own plate 
is disregarded. 

Rosa mollis Smith 
Sowerby's plate of R. mollis was based upon plants which had recently blossomed in the garden of 

James Vere. This living material was collected by George Jackson "between Edinburgh and Ravelston 
wood" (Smith, 1790-1814). However, the situation is complicated by the citation of earlier descrip- 
tions, including that of Rosa sylvestris, folio molliter hirsuto, fructu rotundo glabro, calyce et pediculo 
hispidis Dillenius, described from a plant found by James Sherard near Kingston-upon-Thames, and 
upon which Rosa sherardii Davies was partly based a few months later. Dillenius (1724) did not 
mention any specimens. Smith also cited "Rosa villosa 3. Sm. Fl. Brit. 538" and "Relh. 193". The 
former is another reference to James Sherard's plant. The latter is a reference to Richard Relhan's 
Flora Cantabrigiensis, a catalogue of plants grown at Cambridge (the correct page number is 194). 
Rehlan's account includes the type of R. villosa Linnaeus, but no atypical variety was differentiated, 
and Smith's concept of R. mollis certainly excluded the type of R. villosa. 

Wolley-Dod (1924) referred to Smith's specimens collectively as "type-specimens", but no preserved 
specimens are mentioned in the protologue. Woods (1817) concluded that the text and plate are 
referable to R. villosa, but commented "On examination of the original specimens of R. mollis in the 
Herbarium of Sir J. E. Smith, it appears to me that, of the places of growth mentioned in Engl. Bot., 
Mr. Jackson's only can be safely quoted for this species, and that the others belong to R. tomentosa". 
It should be noted that Woods included R. sherardii within his concept of R. tomentosa, while R. 
villosa sensu Woods was R. mollis Smith, and conversely R. gracilis Woods was mainly founded upon 
Sowerby's plate of R. villosa, "excl. Syn. et Fig. fructus". 

As Smith's protologue did not cite any preserved specimens, Sowerby's plate is the holotype of R. 
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mollis. The Dillenian phrase name was subsequently excluded by Smith (1824-1828), and referred 
instead to R. subglobosa Smith (which is an illegitimate name, as Smith included all the syntypes of 
R. sherardii Davies). 

Rosa rubifolia var. fenestralis Lindley 
This name was published as an avowed substitute for Rosa fenestrata Pursh. Assuming that the 

earlier name was validly published, the two names have the same type (Article 7.11), and Lindley's 
plate is disregarded. 

Rosa scabriuscula Smith 
Smith (1790-1814) stated that he had received specimens from Winch, and he also mentioned that 

he had himself "noticed it flowering in hedges to the north of Bury, Suffolk", a phrase which might 
be interpreted as citation of specimens collected at that locality. Subsequently, Smith (1824-1828) 
stated that the description had been based on the Suffolk plants but "the figure was drawn from a 
plant of Mr. Winch's, then considered the same". Hence Wolley-Dod (1924) commented "Smith was 
confused by specimens supplied by Winch for him to describe his var. scabriuscula, which were mollis 
forms, but I think he saw the mistake". Similarly, Baker (1869) stated "This is a widely dispersed 
variety; but many of Winch's specimens, and the plant described by Woods, do not belong to it". 
Likewise, Graham (1988), while discussing R. mollis var. relicta Heslop Harrison, stated: "This variety 
seems to the writer, from a comparison of specimens, to be identical with the R. scabriuscula of 

Woods, which caused so much confusion when it was sent to Sir J. E. Smith to represent R. tomentosa 
for his English Botany". 

The specimens mentioned in the protologue, together with Sowerby's plate, presumably constitute 
the syntypes. The selection of an element other than a preserved specimen derived from the Bury St. 
Edmunds plants would seem contrary to Recommendation 7B.5, but, unfortunately, no such specimen 
is explicitly cited in the protologue, only the location is mentioned, which might be regarded as failing 
to satisfy the requirements of Article 7.7. Nevertheless, Graham and Primavesi (In press) have selected 
one of Smith's Bury St. Edmunds specimens as lectotype. It should be noted that R. scabriuscula sensu 
Woods may prove to be a later homonym, as Woods (1817) stated "I have reason to believe that the 

plants gathered by Sir J. E. Smith near St. Edmund's Bury, which in Engl. Bot. are attributed to this 

species, rather belong to R. tomentosa v of this essay". Significantly, Woods did not exclude Sowerby's 
plate. 

Rosa semperflorens Curtis 
There is no mention in the text of any specimens (either living or preserved), and no reference to 

any earlier descriptions. The plate is therefore the holotype. The name is a later synonym of Rosa 
chinensis Jacquin. 

Rosa sericea Lindley 
Lindley (1820) based both his plate and his description upon a dried specimen received by Sir 

Joseph Banks from Wallich. The specimen and the plate are presumably syntypes. 

Rosa sinica Lindley 
Lindley (1820) cited living and dried specimens and six previous descriptions; therefore his plate 

is neither a holotype nor a syntype, as Article 7.13 applies. The name is an awowed homonym of 
Rosa sinica Linnaeus, which, according to Lindley, was based on a specimen in the Linnaean Herbarium 

(now LINN 652.37). 

Sedum suaveolens Kimnach 
This one example can be taken to stand for the majority of modern cases; although the protologue 

includes a colour plate, the holotype is explicitly stated to be a preserved specimen. Article 7.3 therefore 
applies. 

Tentative Key to the Status of Included Illustrations 
1. If the name was an avowed substitute, a new combination, or was superfluous, then it has 

the same type as the replaced name (Article 7.11-13). Examples: Cereus speciosissimus var. 
hybridus Hooker, R. laxa Lindley, R. microcarpa Lindley, R. rubifolia var.fenestralis Lindley, 
and R. sinica Lindley. 
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1'. If the name was not an avowed substitute or new combination. 
2. If a holotype was designated. 

3. If the specimen is extant, then it remains the holotype (Article 7.3). Example: Sedum 
suaveolens Kimnach. 

3'. If the specimen is lost, then a lectotype or neotype must be selected (Article 7.5 & 
7.9). 

2'. If no holotype was designated. 
4. If no preserved specimens were mentioned. 

5. If only one illustration was included, then that illustration is the holotype (Article 
7.3 Note 1). Examples: Echinocactus emoryi Engelmann, Rosa mollis Smith, and 
R. semperflorens Curtis. 

5'. If more than more illustration was included, then one must be selected as lectotype 
(Article 7.4). Example: Cereus giganteus Engelmann (cf. sub Echinocactus emoryi 
Engelmann). 

4'. If specimens are mentioned. 
6. If the specimens are preserved, then the specimens and the illustration are the 

syntypes, and a lectotype must be selected (Article 7.4). Examples: Mammillaria 
lasiacantha var. denudata Engelmann, M. pusilla var. texana Engelmann, Opun- 
tia schottii var. greggii Engelmann, Rosa brunonis Lindley, R. caesia Smith, R. 
hystrix Lindley, R. macrophylla Lindley, R. micrantha Smith, R. scabriuscula 
Smith, and R. sericea Lindley. 

6'. If the description and illustration were based upon living material, then the illus- 
tration is the holotype (Article 7.3 Note 1). Examples: Cactus ackermannii Lindley, 
C. speciosissimus var. lateritius Lindley, C. speciosus var. lateritius Henslow, Ce- 
reusfulgidus Hooker, C. grandiflorus var. maynardiae Paxton, Epiphyllum splen- 
didum Paxton, Rosa acicularis Lindley, and R. hibernica Templeton. 
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VERRUCOSPORA HORAK OR HORAKIA OBERWINKLER (FUNGI)? 

Thomas W. Kuyper',2 

There has been controversy regarding whether Verrucospora Horak or Horakia Oberwinkler must 
be considered the correct name for a small genus of agarics with characters that are suggestive of a 
relationship with the Thelephorales. I herewith intend to put an end to this controversy. 

Horak (1967) described the new genus Verrucospora, based on Lepiota verrucospora, and also 
introduced the new combination Verrucospora verrucospora (Beeli) Horak. There can be no doubt 
that this combination is contrary to Art. 23.4, which forbids the creation of tautonyms and considers 
such names as invalid, i.e., nomenclaturally non-existent. 

Oberwinkler (1976) declared the name Verrucospora as invalid, but did not provide arguments why 
this should be so. He introduced the new name Horakia, but did not publish this name as a genus 
novum, but solely as a nomen novum in conformance with Art. 33.2. If Verrucospora was invalidly 
published, is Horakia also invalid? 

Jiilich (1982) also discussed this nomenclatural problem, but his comments are easily overlooked, 
not only because they appeared in a taxonomic treatment of the higher taxa of Basidiomycetes, but 
also because the mention of the name Verrucospora in this nomenclatural discussion was not indexed. 
Jiilich correctly concluded that Horak's creation of a tautonym does not make the generic name 
invalid, but only the specific combination. For that reason he declared Horakia illegitimate, which 
can only be correct if Oberwinkler's name is a nomen novum and not a genus novum. 

Both Oberwinkler and Jiilich overlooked the existence of the genus name Verrucispora Shaw & 
Alcorn, a genus of Hyphomycetes. According to Example 5 in Art. 64.2 (Pleuripetalum versus Pleu- 
ropetalum) there can be no doubt that such names are likely to be confused and must be considered 
homonyms (parahomonyms). Dr. Dan H. Nicolson informs me, however, that the example is badly 
chosen, because Pleuripetalum is a nomen superfluum and hence an illegitimate name. A better ratifying 
Example in this article could be Peltiphyllum versus Peltophyllum. 

It is therefore important to determine the exact dates of publication of both names, in order to find 
out which name is a later homonym and hence illegitimate. Verrucispora Shaw & Alcorn appeared in 
an issue that bears 22 December 1967 as its date of publication. The issue was received at the 
Rijksherbarium, Leiden on 7 March 1968. Verrucospora Horak appeared in the sole issue of a volume 
that bears only December 1967 as the month of publication. The volume was received at the Rijksher- 
barium in September 1968. I was informed that that volume was received at Geneva on 25 March 

Biological Station of the Agricultural University, Kampsweg 27, 9418 PD Wijster, The Netherlands. 
2 Communication 394 of the Biological Station, Wijster. 
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