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Article 46 Example 10, following Art. 46.2 in the Vienna Code 
(McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006), is intended to illustrate 
the principle that when, in a publication by some author A, both the 
name of a new taxon and the description of that taxon are ascribed 
to some other person B, the correct author citation for the taxon is 
“B”, not “B ex A”. It uses the example of Verrucaria aethiobola, 
and concludes that “The name is therefore appropriately cited as V. 
aethiobola Wahlenb. … and certainly not as V. aethiobola Wahlenb. 
ex Ach.”. Unfortunately, the protologue for Verrucaria aethiobola 
has a complication that makes it a poor choice for such an Example. 
In fact, as shown below, a logical application of the Rules to this 
unusual case leads to the conclusion that the correct author citation 
is Wahlenb. ex Ach.

The name Verrucaria aethiobola was published in Acharius, 
Methodus, Supplementum: 17–18 (1803). In this Supplementum, 
Acharius presented results from the travels of his pupil Wahlenberg; 
these results had become available to him too late to be included 
in the main body of Methodus. The full protologue for Verrucaria 
aethiobola reads as follows:

VERRUCARIA aethiobola: crusta tenui subeffusa sub-
contigua tenuissime elevato-punctata umbrina; tuberculis hemi-
sphaerico-subglobosis turgidis umbilicatis atris nitidis.

Verrucaria (ACH.) aethiobola: crustacea subtenuis elevato-
punctulata umbrina solida, thalamis elevatis superne subglobosis 
turgidis umbilicatis nigerrimis nitidis. WAHLENB. Msc.

Habitat Finmarkiae Norvegicae in lateribus rupium aqua 
nivali saepe madefactis sparsim. Wahlenberg.

Obs. Variat crusta rufescente. Varietatem esse Verrucariae 
aractinae omnino nego. Differentia essentialis consistit in thal-
amorum forma. W.

Crusta tenuis solida subcontigua tenuissime rimosa opaca, 
et perfecta saepissime punctis elevatis minutissimis subrugosa, 
passim etiam cinerascens, laeviuscula, punctis elevatis vix dis-
cernendis. Tubercula sparsa turgida nitida subconica vel etiam 
hemisphaerico-subglobosa supra umbilicata et impressa. A.

Mycological Congress” to “International Botanical Congress” in the 
proposed Art. 37bis.3 should Props 016–020 (Hawksworth & al. in 
Taxon 58: 658–659. 2009; Hawksworth & al. in Mycotaxon 108: 1–4. 
2009) not be accepted by the Nomenclature Section; and (2) revise 
the wording of the proposed footnote as necessary to take account of 
any decisions on repositories made by the Committee for Fungi prior 
to the publication of the Melbourne Code.

() Insert a new Recommendation bisA.:
“37bisA.1. Authors of names of organisms treated as fungi under 

this Code are encouraged to: (a) deposit minimal elements of informa-
tion in relation to the names in a recognized repository, and obtain ac-
cession identifiers, as soon as possible after their papers are accepted for 
publication; and (b) after the effective publication of the name, inform 

the recognized repository of the complete bibliographical details, 
including for example, the volume, part number, page number, date 
of publication, and (for books) the publisher and place of publication.”

() Insert a new paragraph Art. .bis:
“33.1bis. On or after 1 January 2013, in the case of organisms 

treated as fungi under this Code, the citation of a repository identifier 
(Art. 37bis.1) for the new combination or new name in the publication 
in which it is introduced is required for valid publication.”
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Paragraph 1 of the protologue is not explicitly ascribed to anyone, 
so must be assumed to have been written by Acharius. Paragraph 2 
is stated to be from Wahlenberg’s manuscript. In accordance with 
Acharius’s normal practice, the ascription to “WAHLENB. Msc.” 
at the end of paragraph 2 covers only that paragraph. Its scope does 
not include paragraph 1. (If its scope did include paragraph 1, that 
would imply that Wahlenberg had written two entirely separate de-
scriptions in his manuscript and that Acharius had seen fit to print 
both of them—a most implausible situation.) Paragraph 3 deals only 
with habitat and locality, and is not relevant here. Paragraph 4 was 
written by Wahlenberg, as indicated by the letter “W.” at the end, 
and paragraph 5 was written by Acharius, as indicated by the letter 
“A.” at the end.

Paragraph 2 makes it clear that the name Verrucaria aethiobola 
came from Wahlenberg’s manuscript. This is confirmed on p. 392 
of the Index in the main part of Methodus, where the name is cited 
as Verrucaria aethiobola Wahlenb. In other words, Acharius does 
ascribe the name to Wahlenberg. Descriptive information, however, 
is contained in paragraphs 1 and 2 (which have different authors), 
with further descriptive remarks in paragraphs 4 and 5 (which also 
have different authors). The question that arises is the following. 
When a protologue contains separate descriptions written by sepa-
rate authors, what is “the validating description” for the purposes 
of Art. 46.2?

The most natural answer to this question is that the validating de-
scription consists of all the descriptive information in the protologue. 
This is consistent with the usage of the word “description” suggested 
in the Glossary: a description is “a written statement of a feature or 
features of a taxon required for valid publication of its name”. Any 
other answer would not be consistent with this usage. Suppose, for 
example, that the validating description was presumed to be only 
those descriptive parts of the protologue ascribed to Wahlenberg. It 
is not the case that those parts are “required for valid publication of 
the name”, because if they were deleted from the protologue the name 
would still be validly published because of the descriptive information 
supplied by Acharius.

(120) Proposal to replace Article 46 Example 10 with a more appropriate example
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In the course of preparing the multi-authored overview of ac-
cepted taxa of Fungi in the rank of order and above (Hibbett & al. 
in Mycol. Res. 111: 509–547. 2007), there were extensive and some-
times emotional exchanges over the appropriate author citation to 
be used in the publication for several names of higher taxa. Several 
instances came to light where, in validating a designation already 
in widespread use amongst mycologists, the validating author(s) did 
not use an “ex” attribution, even though work(s) using what became 
the validly published name with an identical spelling, and identical 
suggested rank were either cited in the bibliography or would have 
been familiar to the validating author(s). Names affected included 
Ascomycota, Basidiomycota, Chytridiomycota, Chytridiomycetes, 
Zygomycetes, and even Fungi itself. As recorded in Hibbett & al. 
(l.c.: 513), I undertook to prepare a proposal to enable appropriate at-
tributions to be made in such circumstances so that due credit could 
be accorded to the person who first proposed the designation that 
became a validly published name.

Wahlenberg’s description may have been written at an earlier 
date than that of Acharius, but that is not sufficient reason to regard 
it as the validating description. For nomenclatural purposes it is the 
date of publication, not the date of writing, that matters, and both 
descriptions were published simultaneously.

Acharius’s descriptive information can not be rejected as merely 
a repetition or duplication of what Wahlenberg wrote—because it 
isn’t. The two descriptions are, plainly, different. There are some 
points of resemblance, but that is not surprising since they were de-
scribing the same lichen. Acharius must have considered his own 
description superior to, and thus different from, Wahlenberg’s or 
he would not have gone to the trouble of publishing it. (We can only 
speculate as to why Acharius chose also to include Wahlenberg’s 
description; perhaps matters of courtesy were involved.)

The validating description must therefore be taken to be all the 
descriptive information in the protologue, i.e., paragraphs 1, 2, part 
of 4, and 5. It is not the case that Acharius ascribed the validating 
description to Wahlenberg. He only ascribed to Wahlenberg part of 
the validating description. In other words, Acharius did not ascribe 
the validating description to Wahlenberg.

To claim that Acharius ascribed the validating description to 
Wahlenberg because he ascribed part of it to Wahlenberg would be 
like claiming that the present author wrote this volume of Taxon be-
cause she wrote part of it. Such a claim would not merely be illogical, 
it would be absurd.

Since Acharius ascribed the name Verrucaria aethiobola to 
Wahlenberg, but did not ascribe the validating description to Wahl-
enberg, the correct author citation is Wahlenb. ex Ach.

Example 10 of Art. 46.2 should therefore be removed from the 
Code or replaced with a different example. We suggest that it be 
replaced by the example below. In the spirit of the original Example 
10, the suggested replacement also uses the name of a lichen.

Protologues containing descriptive information by more than 
one author are not common. However, the Code could be amended 
to address these cases explicitly, and I am informed (J. McNeill, pers. 
comm.) that proposals to that effect are under consideration by some 
botanists. If any such proposals are made and accepted, the resulting 
changes to the Code might render the present proposal superfluous.

() Replace Art.  Ex.  by the following:
Ex. 10. The name Physma arnoldianum was published in a paper 

authored by F.C.G. Arnold (in Flora 41: 94. 1858). Arnold introduced 
the name as “Ph. Arnoldianum Hepp. lit. 12. Decbr. 1857”, and the 
description is immediately followed by the phrase “Hepp. in lit.”. 
The name is therefore appropriately cited as P. arnoldianum Hepp, 
better not as P. arnoldianum “Hepp in Arnold” (unless followed by 
a bibliographic citation of the place of publication), and certainly not 
as P. arnoldianum “Hepp ex Arnold”.

() Add an additional sentence to Art. .:
“Where there is internal evidence that an author knowingly vali-

dated a name not ascribed to any author (or only to the validating 
author) in the same rank and with the same orthography as a desig-
nation in current use that had been introduced by another author, the 
name of that author followed by ‘ex’ may also be inserted even if no 
direct ascription to that author is given.”

The word “knowingly” is critical to the intent of this proposal, 
which as worded does not therefore apply to cases where author(s) have 
validly published a name which they were not aware had previously 
appeared in print, although not as a validly published name. We had 
extended correspondence with the Rapporteur-géneral over using the 
Ascomycota as an example, but that now seems not to be appropriate as 
it is proposed to be cited in a different context in the Code (Redhead in 
Taxon 59: 308–309. 2010). We failed to find a non-controversial exam-
ple to propose, but consider that the issue is one that should be covered 
by the Code. Consequently, if the proposal is approved, we request the 
Editorial Committee to seek an alternative non-controversial example. 

(121) Proposal to permit acknowledgement to be given to an author whose 
designation is validated by another without ascription
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