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As noted in the report on the Special Committee on the No-
menclature of Fungi with a Pleomorphic Life Cycle (Redhead in 
Taxon 59: 1863–1866. 2010 – this issue), no consensus could be 
reached on reworking Art. 59. However, several themes arose that 
did have moderate support. Those supporting the retention of Art. 
59.7 that was introduced into the Vienna Code and that allowed for 
epitypification, felt that improvements should be made in the word-
ing. The current definition and rules regarding the term “epitype” 
prevent the usage of two epitypes for one nomenclatural type, and 
therefore epitypification with an epitype as allowed by Art. 59.7 
would be impossible if an earlier epitype with an anamorph was al-
ready designated (Art. 9.18). Consequently, the new term, ‘teleotype’ 
was suggested within the Committee. Since being introduced to the 
Committee this term has already proved to be useful and enjoyed 
informal adoption (Hawksworth in Mycol. Res. 111: 1363–1365. 
2007; Gams & al. in Taxon 59: 1197–1200. 2010; Norvell & al. in 
Mycotaxon 113: 503–511. 2010).

(294) Define the term ‘teleotype’ and modify other ar-
ticles of the Code accordingly:
“9.7bis. A teleotype is a specimen or illustration representing the 

teleomorph of a fungus (see Art. 59.1) and designated to serve as both 
an interpretive and a nomenclatural supplementary type for a name 
typified by an anamorphic type. When a teleotype is designated, the 
holotype, lectotype, or neotype that it supports must be explicitly 
cited. Designation of a teleotype imparts teleomorphic status to a 
name for purposes of priority under Art. 59.”

Following this paragraph in Art. 9, add the note:
“Note 3bis. Teleotypes were not distinguished from epitypes in 

the Vienna Code and therefore teleomorphic “epitypification” made 
under the provisions of Art. 59 in that Code are considered to be effec-
tive teleotypifications, and not epitypifications as currently defined.”

In Art. 9.7, delete “(but see also Art. 59.7)”.
In Art. 9, Note 5, add: “or teleotype” after each use of the word 

“epitype”.

Congress did not include Tryon’s provision cited above nor his ex-
ample. The Note in the Edinburgh Code reads: “The inclusion of a 
type (see Art. 7) is here understood to mean, the citation of a type 
specimen, the citation of the illustration of a type specimen, the 
citation of the type of a name, or the citation of the name itself, un-
less the type is at the same time excluded.” This with the addition 
of “either explicitly or by implication” after “excluded” became 
the second paragraph of Art. 63 of the Seattle Code and remained 
unchanged up until the Tokyo Code.

At the Berlin Congress Rauschert’s proposal (in Taxon 34: 
721–726. 1985) to replace “included the type of a name” in Art. 63.1 
with “included the holotype, or all the syntypes, or the previously 
designated lectotype of a name” was accepted so as to make it clear 
that a later lectotypification did not retroactively make a name ille-
gitimate. It was asserted at the Tokyo Congress that this change had 
made Art. 63 difficult to apply. Jeffrey (Greuter & al. in Englera 14: 
187–189. 1994) claimed that by “[a]ccepting the narrow definition of 
syntypes given in the Code, one could seldom say that a name was 
superfluous and illegitimate when the replaced name was based on 
original material, that was neither holotypic nor syntypic nor known 
to have been the subject of a prior lectotypification. […] There might 
also be the case in which all original material was included, none of 
which however was in the nature of syntypes. Apparently, as long as 
he did not mention ‘the name itself’, an author was free to publish a 
legitimate replacement name for a legitimate name […]”. This it was 
claimed was in conflict with current practice. It was further stated 
that “[e]ven citation of the original phrase name associated with the 
earlier name would not cause illegitimacy, since it was not a name in 
the sense of the Code.”

In response, the Rapporteur (Greuter & al. in Englera 14: 189–
190. 1994) indicated that most botanists had not interpreted the Ar-
ticle as was being suggested, as was evident by the acceptance of 
Rauschert’s proposal in Berlin. He did though acknowledge that there 
were some difficulties with the wording of the Article resulting from 
the definitions of the type categories for species and infraspecific 
names not being applicable to names of higher ranks but that this 
could be dealt with editorially. Following the Tokyo Congress Art. 63 
was renumbered as Art. 52. The wording of Art. 52.1 reverted to the 
pre-Berlin wording of “included the type of a name”, while Art. 63.2 
renumbered as Art. 52.2 was completely rewritten, so as to explicitly 
state how the inclusion of a type was effected for the purpose of Art. 
52.1. Nevertheless Art 52.2 is still often misunderstood and some 
continue to interpret it as was being suggested by Jeffrey, and so it 
is proposed that the following example be added to the Code so as to 
better illustrate how this Article should be interpreted.

(293) Add the following new example to Art. 52:
“Ex. 11bis. In publishing the name Matricaria suaveolens (1755), 

Linnaeus adopted both the phrase name and all the synonyms of 
M. recutita L. (1753) and so Applequist (in Taxon 51: 757. 2002) 
claimed that “all original elements of M. recutita are found in the in 
the protologue of M. suaveolens, making it illegitimate under Art. 
52”. However, as M. recutita has neither a holotype, nor any syntypes 
(cited specimens), nor, when M. suaveolens was published, a previ-
ously designated lectotype, or a conserved type and as neither M. 
recutita nor a name homotypic with it was cited in the protologue of 
M. suaveolens, the type of M. recutita was not included in M. sua-
veolens and so it is a legitimate name.”

(294–306) Proposals to define the new term ‘teleotype’, to rename Chapter VI, 
and to modify Article 59 to limit dual nomenclature and to remove conflicting 
examples and recommendations
Scott A. Redhead
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In Art. 9.19, add “or teleotype” after each use of the word “epi-
type”.

In Art. 9.19, add “or teleotype” after each use of the word “epi-
type”.

In Art. 59, replace “epitype” with “teleotype” and “epitypified” 
with “teleotypified”.

The following proposal is intended to provide an outline for 
handling mistakes in linking teleomorphs with anamorphs that would 
then create nomenclatural complications unforeseen by the authors of 
Art. 59.7. This idea received little comment in the Special Committee:

(295) After Art. 9.18, add a paragraph
“9.18bis. The author who first designates a teleotype must be 

followed unless new evidence establishes that the teleotype and the 
type it supports are not conspecific, in which case it may be super-
seded. Even if a teleotype is superseded, a name once teleotypified 
retains its holomorphic nomenclatural status and consequent priority 
under Art. 59.”

The Committee discussed proposal 183 by Hawksworth (in 
Taxon 53: 587. 2004) that would have prohibited future publication 
of dual nomenclature. This was presented to the Nomenclature Sec-
tion in Vienna as Art. 59 Prop. A (see McNeill & Turland in Taxon 
54: 241–242. 2005) and is referred to as such below. In discussions 
with David Hawksworth, who proposed the original Art. 59.7, it was 
noted that had his earlier complementary proposal (i.e., Art. 59 Prop. 
A) to prohibit new dual names been passed, it would have created an 
untenable situation when a new holomorphic name was proposed with 
a homonymous epithet. For example, for Neosartorya fumigata sp. 
nov. (O’Gorman & al. in Nature 457: 473. 2009) for the teleomorph 
of Aspergillus fumigatus, the name Neosartorya fumigata would have 
been declared to be illegitimate under Prop. A, which would have 
forced future mycologists who might split Aspergillus to coin a new 
species epithet for the fungus in Neosartorya because N. fumigata 
would have been validly published but illegitimate. It would also have 
blocked a subsequent combination with A. fumigatus as a basionym. 
Additionally, with the current Art. 59, if O’Gorman & al. (l.c.) had 
chosen a different final epithet, then mycologists would still be forced 
to adopt that new name, because Art. 59.7 as currently worded only 
allows for “epitypification” when “there is no existing legitimate 
name for the holomorph” in addition to being “previously known 
only as an anamorph”. Had O’Gorman & al. (l.c.) published using a 
different final epithet, they would have provided a “legitimate” name 
for the holomorph, and therefore subsequent “epitypification” by a 
teleomorph would not be allowed under Art. 59.7.

Had Art. 59 Prop. A been passed, a new name Neosartorya 
‘sexual-fumigatus’ would have been “illegitimate”, because by its 
publication, it established that a teleomorph was known, thereby in-
hibiting “epitypification” of Aspergillus fumigatus under Art. 59.7. It 
would be impossible to have a legitimate teleomorph-typified name.

Changing one word “and” to “or” in the second line breaks this 
endless loop. This proposal was supported in the Special Committee 
by David Hawksworth, the author of Art. 59.7.

(296) In Art. 59.7, replace “and” with “or”:
With regard to the Vienna Art. 59 Prop. A, itself, I noted to the 

Committee that the word “associated” appearing twice in the pro-
posed wording was too vague (“a separate name […] for an anamorph 
associated with a pre-existing named teleomorph, or for a teleomorph 
associated with a pre-existing named anamorph, is illegitimate”). “As-
sociated” could mean that at any time after publication, two names 

may be linked (by the same author or anyone else) and then the latter 
name could become “illegitimate” indefinitely any time after publi-
cation! Who would decide what names are linked? What happens if 
the linking is a mistake? Does the “illegitimate” name become “le-
gitimate” again if the synonym is questioned? This situation creates 
ambiguity and should be avoided. The wording could be changed to 
indicate “associated at the time of publication” and “by the author”.

Furthermore, what becomes of combinations based upon these 
names if they are sequentially declared illegitimate by one author 
or legitimate by another author? Such declarations will affect not 
only mycological nomenclature but also botanical nomenclature. It 
is questionable if database managers could keep up with such shifts? 
Currently both Index Fungorum and Mycobank list names as legiti-
mate or illegitimate. Any wording that creates so many nomenclatural 
problems should not be adopted.

Additionally, the wording of Prop. A did not take into account 
simultaneous publication of synonymous anamorph and teleomorph 
names for the same taxon as it only covered pre-existing names. 
Therefore it is here proposed that the wording of the Vienna Prop. 
A be modified and the proposal be reintroduced as two paragraphs:

(297) Add the following two paragraphs in Art. 59:
“59.6bis. A separate name, proposed on or after 1 January 2013, 

for an anamorph considered to belong to the same taxon as a pre-
viously legitimately named teleomorph or synanamorph, or for a 
teleomorph considered to belong to the same taxon as a pre-existing 
legitimately named anamorph, by the author at the time of publica-
tion, is illegitimate and to be rejected unless it was a nomen novum 
coined to avoid the creation of a later homonym. Where the earliest 
legitimate name is that of an anamorph, a teleotype is to be selected 
so that the anamorph name can be used as the name of the holomorph 
or as a replaced name for a nomen novum.

59.6ter. On or after 1 January 2013, when one or more separate 
anamorph names are published simultaneously with the publication 
of a teleomorph or other anamorph name at the same rank for what 
is considered at the time of publication to be the same taxon, the 
simultaneously published anamorph name or names are illegitimate.”

As corollaries, should these two proposals making alternate ana-
morph names illegitimate be adopted, various parts of the existing 
Art. 59 become contradictory or redundant. If Prop. 297 is accepted 
the following four proposals must, therefore, be made:

(298) delete Art. 59. 5, Art. 59 Note 1, and Art. 59 Ex. 3 and 
Ex. 4.

(299) In Art. 59, Ex. 2 replace the following text:
“Ravenelia cubensis is not available for use inclusive of the te-

leomorph.” with “Ravenelia cubensis would not be available for use 
inclusive of the teleomorph unless its type were teleotypified (Art. 
59.7).”

(300) In Art. 59.3 replace:
“that of a form-taxon and is applicable only to the anamorph 

represented by its type, as described or referred to in the protologue” 
with “anamorphic with restricted priority with regard to names for 
teleomorphic types or teleotypes (Art. 59.1)”.

(301) Reword Art. 59.2 as follows (new text in bold re-
places text struck-out):
“59.2. For a binary name published prior to 1 January 2013 to 
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Article 59 is now said to deal with pleomorphic fungi, but it 
equally affects the nomenclature of all anamorphic fungi (see Prop. 
306 by Redhead in Taxon 59: 1929. 2010b – this issue). Mycologists 
generally agree that the article conflicts with Principle IV of the 
Code, but the dual nomenclature recognized for anamorph-typified or 
teleomorph-typified taxa has advantages, at least to morphologically 
working mycologists, which have prevented any attempt to abolish 
the Article so far. We persist in not accepting names introduced for 
teleomorphic taxa and those for associated anamorphs (morphonyms) 
as each other’s synonyms. Redhead (l.c. 2010b) presents several pro-
posals which may clarify the situation. In one of his scenarios (Red-
head in Taxon 59: 1863–1866. 2010a and Prop. 297. 2010b – this 
issue), alternative names for different morphs of a fungus are declared 
synonyms, one of which will be illegitimate when introduced after 

qualify as a name of a holomorph, either not only must its type speci-
men, or its epitype specimen under Art. 59.7, must be teleomorphic, 
but also and the protologue must include a description or diagnosis 
of this morph (or be so phrased that the possibility of reference to the 
teleomorph cannot be excluded); or, if with an anamorphic type, it 
must be teleotypified (see also Art. 59.7).”

The following proposals are suggested changes to increase clar-
ity and improve understanding of the function of Art. 59.

(302) Add the following new Note ahead of Art. 59.1:
“Note 1. Previous editions of the Code allowed for the separate 

naming of anamorphs from teleomorphs in “ascomycetous and ba-
sidiomycetous fungi (including Ustilaginales)” and referred to such 
names typified by anamorphs as either ‘form taxa’ or ‘morphotaxa’. 
These provisions facilitated the description of fungi discovered as 
one morph or another in space or time in the absence of available 
methodologies and technology to reliably link the varying morphs. 
The Code no longer allows this for newly named fungi and all fungal 
names are now regarded as names of biological taxa.”

The following is a reworking of Art. 59.1 intended to introduce 
new terminology, to use standard phylum names, and to eliminate the 
recognition of parthenogenic ‘carpophores’ as anamorphs.

(303) Replace 59.1 with:
“59.1. In non lichen-forming Ascomycota and Basidiomycota 

with one or more mitotic asexual morphs (anamorphs) as well as a 
meiotic sexual morph (teleomorph), named prior to 1 January 2013, 
the correct name covering the holomorph (i.e. the species in all its 
morphs) is the earliest legitimate name typified, or teleotypified under 
Art. 59.7 (as restricted by Art. 59.4), by an element representing the 

teleomorph, i.e. a morph characterized by the production of asci/as-
cospores, basidia/basidiospores, including anatomically recognizable 
parthenogenic asci or basidia, teliospores, other basidium-bearing 
organs, or specialized cells differentiated from the vegetative thal-
lus and in which meiosis would normally occur (see Art. 59.8 when 
anatomical interpretation is ambiguous).”

The following proposal is made for the sake of applying the Code 
with regard to Art. 59 to empower a Committee with the ability to 
make a decision when ambiguity occurs. It would help eliminate end-
less arguments and counter arguments based upon differing opinions.

(304) Add the following new paragraph in Art. 59:
“59.8. In the case of doubt as to the interpretation of a type as a 

teleomorph or an anamorph, a formal proposal may be made to de-
clare the type to be conserved as one or the other for nomenclatural 
purposes.”

(305) Add the following new paragraph in Art. 14:
“14.9bis. The type of a name covered by Art. 59.1, may be con-

served as either anamorphic or teleomorphic for nomenclatural pur-
poses. Once conserved as such, errors in biological interpretation 
noted later would not affect the nomenclatural application.”

The following proposal is made because it has been argued that 
anamorphic fungi not known to have pleomorphic life cycles are not 
covered by Art. 59.

(306) Replace the title of Chapter VI with the following 
(new text in bold):
“NAMES OF ANAMORPHIC FUNGI OR FUNGI WITH A 

PLEOMORPHIC LIFE CYCLE”.

(307–313) Proposals to modify Article 59 in order to harmonize it with present 
practice
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a certain date, or both of them when published simultaneously. We 
object to this synonymy and wish to keep the application of generic 
names as far as possible in line with their teleomorphic or anamor-
phic type.

Rather than suppressing one of the two names applied to morphs 
of a fungus, we try to avoid usage of validly published though 
redundant dual names by attributing more weight to anamorph names 
so that they can be used in preference to teleomorph names when 
desired, without excluding the teleomorph element of the fungus 
from that name.

In view of the great progress in the taxonomy of anamorphic 
fungi it is no longer justified to regard their names as something 
preliminary and apostrophize them as form-taxa. The postulated 
precedence of teleomorph-typified names over anamorph-typified 
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