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ABSTRACT
Scindapsus dilaceratus K. Koch & Sello is the basionym d¥lonstera dilacerata (K. Koch &
Sello) K. Koch, a name that was long accepted in taxonawisions and New World floristic accounts.
Recent work has established tHat dilaceratus and its homotypic synonyms apply correctly to a
widespread OIld World species with the prior naBgpremnum pinnatum (L.) Engl. The name
Scindapsus dilaceratus is here neotypified accordingly.

The nameScindapsus dilaceratus K. Koch & Sello was published in 1853 or 1854 in a seed
catalogue, with a brief Latin description and no illustred, based on sterile material then in
cultivation (under the never-published nanfhifodendron dilaceratum®) at or near the Sanssouci
Palace in Potsdam, Germany. The generic placemenapgasently prompted by a resemblance to
the South AmericaBcindapsus occidentalis Poepp. (now accommodated in the gefllisschemone),
to which the new species was compared. According toramlogue,S. dilaceratus originated "in
regionibus Americae tropicis," presaging its applicationuinsequent years to New World material.
Shortly after its publicatiors dilaceratus was transferred tMonstera (in 1855 or 1856) and later to
Tornelia (1860) andRhaphidophora (1864). Nowadays, the genesendapsus andRhaphidophora
are restricted to the Old World, aMbnstera (with Torndlia as a synonym) to the New World (see,
e.g., Mabberley 2017).

For more than 100 years, beginning in 1878 (Engler 1878) and extendingtuatibt 1993
(Brako & Croat 1993)Scindapsus dilaceratus throve as the basionym tonstera dilacerata (K.
Koch & Sello) K. Koch, an accepted name used regularlyaxonomic revisions and floristic
accounts for various neotropical regions. However, fitoerstart the nanmd. dilacerata was applied
very broadly. In particular, specimen citations in the ntesent revision oMonstera (Madison
1977) revealed that at least four distinct species were selswithin the concept d¥l. dilacerata
(Croat & Grayum 1987). Efforts to comprehend the correct it of the name with reference to
the protologue (ofScindapsus dilaceratus) and type material were stymied by the brevity and
inadequacy of the former, and the apparent absence ofttigre I€arl Koch's original material (i.e.,
the effective holotype) ofcindapsus dilaceratus has not been found and was presumably destroyed
(with most of the rest of the B herbarium) in a 1943 bomband) (see Merrill 1943). A photograph
of the presumptive holotype, taken by J.F. Macbride ca. 1929-18835(mé & Plowman 1986)
does exist (kttp://emuweb.fieldmuseum.org/botany/berDisplay.php?irn=224759&8@age=%2Fbotany%?2
Fsearch_berlin.php>)ith prints deposited in various herbaria (e.g., MO-1663837);elew this
image is of limited utility and could not be matchedatty material from Costa Rica (Grayum 1997),
a country to whiciM. dilacerata has been routinely attributed.
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For a time, it seemed as though the correct applicati®oiadapsus dilaceratus might never
be established conclusively (see Croat & Grayum 1987); howavereakthrough came with the
discovery (by the first author of this paper) of a handamitiote contained within a fragment folder
affixed toDonnell Smith 6808 (US), a Costa Rican specimen now determinell@sstera dissecta
(Schott) Croat & Grayum (one of the species that hauh ecluded inM. dilacerata). Said note,
dated May, 1898, was penned by British botanist (and somAtiaweae specialist) N.E. Brown, who
stated that he had "seen Koch's type"Smhdapsus dilaceratus) and possessed "drawings of it." On
that basis, Brown declared that he was "now fully persuadedt t}$. dilaceratus] is identical with"
Epipremnum mirabile Schott, now regarded as a synonyntopinnatum (L.) Schott, a widespread
Old World species (tropical Asia to Australasia d@deania). This information was immediately
communicated to Peter C. Boyce, a specialist on SoutAsém Araceae, who examined Brown's
drawings at K and endorsed his conclusion unreservedly. The symatipm of Scindapsus
dilaceratus (and its homotypic synonyms) undgpipremnum pinnatum was reported by Grayum
(1997) and formalized shortly thereafter in Boyce's (1998)i@viof Epipremnum for West and
Central Malesia. Boyce's (1998: 205) pointed observatiansdead the death knell f& dilaceratus
and its derivatives:

"...N.E. Brown prepared a drawing of the type (K) that shibws be an exact match for the
pre-adult stage d&. pinnatum, even to the pellucid dots next to the mid-rib. Further, on a copy (K)
of an article by Brown (1882) dealing with mirabile (= E. pinnatum) there is a note in the
margin adjacent to the discussionhdbnstera dilacerata, in Brown's hand and dated April 1885,
stating 'l now believe thatonstera dilacerata Koch is identified withEpipremnum mirabile
Schott"."

Brown (1882) had initially dismissed any connection betwEpipremnum mirabile and
Monstera dilacerata but reversed his position three years later, effectiredglving the true identity
of Scindapsus dilaceratus only seven years aftavl. dilacerata had been taken up as an accepted
species name; nonetheless, rampant misapplicatiovi. afilacerata would continue unabated for
more than a century. In recent years, however, the Monstera dilacerata has been abandoned in
most major floristic works (e.g., Croat 1999; CroatS§iebel 2001; Grayum 2003). Even so, it
appears that its basionyrcindapsus dilaceratus, has not yet been typified properly, so as to
guarantee its synonymy undEpipremnum pinnatum and banishment fronMonstera. Madison
(1977) neglected to typifys. dilaceratus, as did Croat and Grayum (1987) and Grayum (1997).
Boyce (1998) cited the type as followX ultivated Berlin Botanic Garden (Bf holo; K iso)"; the
dagger was clearly meant to acknowledge the demise of Karigpisal material at B, while "K iso"
suggests that Boyce was accepting some element at Ksatypei It seems most likely that Boyce's
intended "iso[type]" was the Brown drawing mentioned ingassage quoted above (there being no
actual duplicate of Koch's collection at K). The drawimguestion, currently on file at K, represents
an "Outline of [the] Type specimen! in C. Koch's Herbari and was executed by N.E. Brown on 3
Jul 1878. Its components concord exactly (even as to leaf doldgears) with those manifest in
Macbride's photo of the specimen itself, discussed previoudlite so-called "pellucid dots"
referenced by Boyce (1998: 205) are addressed in the following haedwjptesumably by Brown)
annotation:

"These rounded markings represent pellucid spots on therteaigad along both sides
of the midrib. They are not perforations but are spa@esffom parenchyma, being covered
by the two epidermal skins only."

Having said all of that, according to a strict intetatien of the International Code of
Nomenclature (ICN; Turland et al. 2018), photographs, and dravahgriginal material prepared
after the publication of the pertinent protologue do not thenmsejualify as original material (see
especially ICN Arts. 9.1 and 9.4; Ross 2002; Staples & Prado;20d8®ver insightful they may be,
such depictions are thus not eligible as holotypes or @atotypes (see ICN Art. 9.3) and certainly
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not as isotypes, which must always be specimens (IGN9&). This consideraton eliminates both
Brown's drawing and the Macbride photo as potential holo-, @olectotypes, and the apparent
absence of any material that may be construed as origanads neotypification as the only option for
Scindapsus dilaceratus.

It could be argued that, despite his clear misuse oftdima "iso[type]," Boyce may be
credited with having neotypifie®. dilaceratus inadvertently, inasmuch as the usage of terms or
phrases such as "neotypus” (ICN Art. 9.23) and "designated €N Art. 7.11) was not mandated
prior to 2001. However, we feel justified in rejecting thistion because Boyce's intended type
element was not "clearly indicated by direct citation,texpiired by ICN Art. 7.11. While it is true
that Brown's drawing is the only eligible element disealsin Boyce's (1998: 205) "Notes" under
Epipremnum pinnatum, it is not referred to there as a "type" (or any edaiMaterm) and is not
referenced at all in Boyce's type citation &wndapsus dilaceratus. Thus Boyce's intent must be
deemed conjectural, and his supposed "iso[type]" could caiugihave been some specimen or a
different drawing. Indeed, a second drawingsofiilaceratus does exist at K, labeled as a "Tracing
from C. KOCH's drawing. 1878." and also annotated (agatiesumably in Brown's hand) to
highlight "the dots on the surface" of the leaves. Both ithgavmust have been seen by Boyce,
though neither is annotated by him in any way. Clearly, Bsy@#intended) "typification" of
Scindapsus dilaceratus was ambiguous in every respect, and we thereforedmrisiat the name has
yet to be properly typified, according to the requiretaerf the Code. We proceed here to neotypify
it ourselves, and in so doing, prefer to eschew old illtistr& and photos of sterile material and
instead designate a good, fertile, modern collection (detedrasEpipremnum pinnatum by Peter
Boyce) as neotype (ICN Art. 9.8).

EPIPREMNUM PINNATUM (L.) Engl., Pflanzenr. 1V.23b (Heft 37): 60. 1908othos pinnatus L., Sp.
Pl. (ed. 2) 2: 1374. 1763Monstera pinnata (L.) Schott, Wiener Z. Kunst 1830(4): 1028.
1830. <cindapsus pinnatus (L.) Schott, in Schott & Endl.,, Melet. Bot. 1: 21. 1832.
Rhaphidophora pinnata (L.) Schott, Bonplandia (Hannover) 5: 45. 185FYPE: India. t.
183, f. 2 in Rumph., Herb. Amboin. 5. 1747 (lectotype, desidriageMerrill 1917: 127).
See Boyce (1998) for a comprehensive heterotypic synonynispipfemnum pinnatum,
including Scindapsus dilaceratus andEpipremnum mirabile and 10 others.

Scindapsus dilaceratus K. Koch & Sello, in A. Braun et al., Append. Sp. HdBerol. 1853: 6.
1853-1854. Monstera dilacerata (K. Koch & Sello) K. Koch, in A. Braun et al., Append.
Gen. Sp. Hort. Berol. 1855: 5. 1855-185%ornelia dilacerata (K. Koch & Sello) Schott,
Prodr. Syst. Aroid. 356. 1860Rhaphidophora dilacerata (K. Koch & Sello) K. Koch ex
Regel, Gartenflora 13: 5. 1864TYPE: Cult. Germany, "In regionibus Americae tropicis
indigenus" [fide protologue]K. Koch [s.n.] (holotype: B, destroyed; photo!)NEOTYPE
(here designategt Cultivated at Gemini Botanical Garden, Manalaparyi@i@o 11 Jun 1992.
T.B. Croat 73888 (MO-4076916!, -4211564!, -4211565!, -4211566!; isoneotypes F, non vidi,
US, non vidi).

Epipremnum mirabile Schott, Gen. Aroid., t. 79. 1858TYPE: Java Schott, Gen. Aroid., t. 79.
1858 (holotype).

The MO neotype ofcindapsus dilaceratus represents a single gathering, mounted on four
sheets that are clearly labeled ("Sheet 1 of 4," "Shesft £" etc.) as being parts of the same
specimen (see ICN Art. 8.3).

On a final note, the option of typifyingcindapsus dilaceratus in such a way as to maintain
Monstera dilacerata as an accepted name has been considered (see GrayumriPgjeeted — on
the grounds that the nanwk dilacerata has never been used consistently for any particular species
and has only been a source of confusion for the duratids keigthy tenure.
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