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ABSTRACT

Documented here is a consistent pattern of lies, dishonesty and obvious theft of ideas by a group
of so-called herpetologists or reptile scientists, spanning more than ten years. Wolfgang Wister,
Donald Broadley, Van Wallach, Wulf Schleip and David John Williams in particular have engaged
in fraudulent and morally repugnant activity. This includes against the ICZN'’s published protocols.

Between them, they have used the internet, journals they exercise editorial control over and other
means to deliberately spread lies, false statements and censor the truth.

On 21 September 2009 (or thereabouts), in an audacious move, Wuster and two friends (Van
Wallach and Donald Broadley) falsely claimed in an online paper (Wallach, Wister and Broadley
2009), that seven earlier (2009) print publications by Raymond Hoser (this author), were not validly
published under the ICZN rules, known as “the code”. They simultaneously attempted to steal
naming rights for the Spitting Cobras (genus Spracklandus Hoser 2009), renaming the genus
Afronaja (as a subgenus) in their own online paper. The lie was then spread throughout the
internet and elsewhere to destabilize and confuse existing nomenclature for a wide diversity of
reptiles including rattlesnakes, cobras, pythons, elapids and skinks. To maintain stability of

nomenclature, this paper needed to be published.

Keywords: Spracklandus, Afronaja, Naja, Cobras, Hoser, Wallach, Wister, Broadley, taxonomy,

nomenclature.

INTRODUCTION

This paper is divided into two main sections. The
first section, is that which is of significance to
taxonomists. It details the original publications of
the first seven issues of Australasian Journal of
Herpetology (referred to herein as “AJH")(Hoser,
2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d, 2009e, 2009f, 2009h),
including why they fully complied with the ICZN'’s
rules, specifically in terms of being valid publications
under the code. More importantly it also deals with
the deliberate lies and false statements made in a
paper co-authored by Wolfgang Wister and two
others (Wallach, Wister and Broadley 2009),
repeated by close associates in at least two other
cited papers, namely Wister and Bérnils (2011) and
Schleip and O’Shea (2010) as well as numerous
internet sites. This paper shows that their central
claim of only one original copy of the seventh issue
of AJH (and all other issues of AJH) was false and
that all relevant people who peddled the lie were
aware that the claim was false at all materially
relevant times or alternatively, had at best chosen to
believe a lie through recklessly failing to investigate
the central claims.

This section, as well as published copies of relevant
documents herein, demonstrates that AJH Issues 1-
7 were validly published under the ICZN’s rules, due
to there being multiple identical originals (and
proven as such) and lodged at the most relevant
places, including Zoological Record, which was
clearly deliberately overlooked by the relevant
authors named herein. See for examples, Cumming
(2009), Currie (2009), Hua (2009), Zoological
Record (2009a, 2009b).

This paper therefore shows that the genus name
Afronajais a junior synonym for Spracklandus
Hoser 2009, as published in AJH Issue 7 and that all
other taxa first formally named in AJH issues 1-7 are
also available names as per the ICZN's current as of
2009 (1999/2000) rules.

As further background, AJH issue 7, split the true
Cobras into four genera (from the single Naja), with
it now noted that three of these groups had
“available names” predating AJH Issue 7. The only
unnamed group, the spitters, was named
Spracklandus by Hoser in 2009, and is therefore the
only name disputed by Wister and the others in
terms of their later papers.
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The latter part of this paper then gives a brief history
of criminal activities, frauds, lies and deception by
convicted wildlife smuggler David John Williams, his
associate Wolfgang Wiister in the period leading to
2012, as well as others who have also chosen to
peddle (related) lies and deception to further their
own agenda.

This paper was substantively written in September/
October 2009, but then left untouched to 2012, due
to several (time consuming) factors, including being
extremely busy managing the reptile display
enterprise Snakebusters, publication of AJH Issue 8
and the extensive “fall-out” from that (see summary
later this paper), extensive litigation ongoing
throughout the relevant period as part of the fall-out
from publication of AJH Issue 8 (Hoser 2010) and
also several time-consuming matters involving
infringement and use of my Australian registered
trademarks by various bootleggers.

AFRONAJA WALLACH ET. AL. 2009, THE
JUNIOR SYNONYM OF SPRACKLANDUS
HOSER 2009 AND THE VALIDITY OF OTHER
HOSER NAMED TAXA OF 2009.

In an online paper downloaded from http://
www.mapress.com/zootaxa/2009/f/zt02236p036.pdf
by Wallach, V., Wister, W. and Broadley, D. G.,
titted “In praise of subgenera: taxonomic status of
cobras of the genus Naja Laurenti (Serpentes:
Elapidae). Zootaxa 2236: 26—36 (2009)", dated 27
September, the authors made allegations against
Australasian Journal of Herpetology.

They alleged that all 2009 publications by Hoser in
the Australasian Journal of Herpetology (AJH),
issues 1-7 (Hoser 2009a, 2009b, 2009c¢, 2009d,
2009e, 2009f, 2009h), published between January
and March that year, were not in compliance with
the ICZN's current code (ICZN 1999).

They alleged that they were not originally published
as print and/or not published in print in numerous
identical copies.

They further asserted the publication was only
“online” or printed “on demand” and hence not
compliant with the ICZN rules.

On that basis they then effectively renamed the
genus Spracklandus Hoser 2009 as published in
AJH Issue 7. This Spitting Cobras genus was then
renamed as Afronaja, although they designated it as
a subgenus, also assigning three other subgenera
(with pre-existing names) in the “Naja” genus, which
they nominally retained.

At the same time, and for the first time, the claim
was raised that all other names first published in
AJH issues 1-7 were not valid or available under the
ICZN's rules. They then peddled this claim widely
through internet posts and submissions to places

such as Center for North American Herpetology
(CNAH) and later via at least two other papers,
namely Wister and Bérnils (2011) and Schleip and
O’Shea (2010).

What follows is an account showing why their claims
were false and why all the names in AJH issues 1-7
are valid and available under the ICZN's rules.

The importance of this paper is that the same false
claims have been raised in terms of destabilizing the
nomenclature of other relevant taxa in the form of
pythons and rattlesnakes via later papers by the
same or closely associated authors (Schleip and
O’Shea 2010 for pythons and Wiister and Bérnils
2011 for rattlesnakes).

THE PUBLICATION OF AUSTRALASIAN
JOURNAL OF HERPETOLOGY

As shown later in this paper, there has been a
campaign by Wolfgang Wuster, David John Williams
and associates against general adoption and usage
of so-called “Hoser names” for taxa commencing in
1998.

This was the date of the first Hoser papers naming
hitherto unnamed taxa (see Hoser 1998a and Hoser
1998b).

While there is nothing inherantly wrong with a
reasoned, rational scientific debate about the merits
of a given classification or naming system, this
campaign resembled nothing of the sort.

Instead, their campaign was dishonest, ruthless and
relentless.

It relied extensively on their practice of internet
“trolling”.

Trolling is defined as the practice of frequenting
websites and online forums with a view to making
trouble, often in the form of posting false and
defamatory material about a person and often under
a false or assumed ID.

Without exception, journal editors who published
Hoser papers were threatened and harassed by
Woiister and Williams and often pressured into not
printing Hoser material. Some editors complied
totally with the threats, while all were clearly
intimidated.

Over a period of some years, a number of editors
who had for decades actively solicited Hoser
papers, began to become reluctant to publish ones
submitted. This was a direct result of the threats
and harassment from Wiister and Williams.

Three journals that had published Hoser material,
including descriptions of new taxa, namely Monitor,
Litteratura Serpentium and Herptile, did succumb to
the threats, and refused to publish any papers by
myself on any subject, although in late 2011, the
editor of Litteratura Serpentium did write to me
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soliciting material!
Also see Wiuster et. al. 2001.

Editors of other journals that continued to publish
Hoser material would indicate a reluctance to
publish anything that could be deemed
“controversial”, including as a rule any material of a
taxonomic nature.

Secondarily, Wister, Williams and associates even
went so far as to pressure editors to publish
“retractions” or “disclaimers” of Hoser taxonomy
papers (in order to comply with articles 8.2 or 8.3 of
the ICZN code (1999 edition)), with the view to
making the names unavailable under the ICZN'’s
rules, the logical endpoint being that Wiister or
others could then rename those taxa, and effectively
steal naming rights.

No retractions or disclaimers were published, but
editors of at least three journals were approached to
print such disclaimers and to their credit they
refused. These were editors of Boydii, the
Macarthur Herpetological Society Newsletter and
Crocodilian. The same threat was made to then
editor of Litteratura Serpentium (Gijs van Aken), in
terms of the paper describing Pailsus rossignollii
Hoser 2000, where Wister and friends tried to have
this description disclaimed (see see van Aken
2001a, 2001b).

In order to prevent such theft of naming rights and
potential destabilizing of existing nomenclature and
also to prevent any further censorship of Hoser
papers in terms of new taxonomic papers and/or to
give the right of reply to false claims by Wister,
Williams and others, it became obvious that the best
course of action was to commence publication of a
journal that was effectively free from harassment
and interference by Wister, Williams and others.

Hence in 2008 it was decided to publish
Australasian Journal of Herpetology (AJH), over
which | had ultimate editorial control and would not
be bullied by threats and harassment by Williams,
Wister or agents.

Editorial control of such a publication also thwarted
the “disclaimer” option by Wiister and friends as it
gave me a vehicle to immediately republish any
“disclaimed” papers, if the need actually arose.

The first seven issues of AJH were published from
January to end March 2009. Each issue consisted
of a single paper, usually of large size, although one
issue had an obituary to a well-known and recently
deceased herpetologist, Les Williams, added to the
end. This same obituary was also published
elsewhere, including in a 2009 issue of Crocodilian.

Between the seven issues of AJH, they described
numerous taxa and also published serious rebuttals
of claims and papers made by Wiister, Williams and

an associate of theirs, an amateur snake keeper
named Wulf Schleip, who at end 2008 had
described without evidence three allegedly new
species of Leiopython (Schleip 2008).

Not all issues of AJH issues 1-7 were devoted to
taxonomic matters.

All issues of AJH were published in hard copy (over
100 originals of each) and later online, being posted
online on average 10 days after the print copies
were first received and distributed, by which stage
receipts from recipients had been received and
archived. The two publications (print and online)
had different ISSN numbers to show that they were
separate and while both were identical in all manner,
including font, words, pagination and the like, the
online versions were only uploaded to the internet
after receipts for hard copies had been received
from a number of sources, such as “Zoological
Record", legal deposit libraries (including those from
Canberra, ACT and Melbourne, Victoria) and other
recipients, including when relevant, persons after
whom taxa had been named.

The delay in uploading online copies, was based
also on a well-grounded fear, (based on past
experience), that Wuster, Williams or others may
rush into print similar material and backdate their
publications in order to claim “priority” under the
ICZN rules. Refer for example to the ill-fated papers
Williams and Starkey (1999, versions A, B, and C)
papers, cited herein as Williams and Starkey 1999a,
1999b and 1999c, that in later incarnations tried to
falsely assert naming rights over one or more
Pailsus species first described by myself. If such
false priority claims were to occur for the AJH
papers | could rely on receipt of publications by
libraries and the like to prove priority for
nomenclatural purposes.

Because the hard copy publications were different to
the online ones (they had a different ISSN number
for a start), there was no concern at all that any
reasonable person could misinterpret the online
papers as purporting to be originals for the purposes
of taxonomy and nomenclature.

Their sole purpose for online posting was to satisfy
recommendation 8A of the ICZN code which reads:

“Recommendation 8A. Wide dissemination.
Authors have a responsibility to ensure that
new scientific names, nomenclatural acts,
and information likely to affect nomenclature
are made widely known.”

Making it easy to download identical copies of
papers via the internet, after publication of hard copy
paper originals falls within this recommendation and
has for some years been standard practice for
authors and publishers, including for example
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Zootaxa, which has numerous papers downloadable
in “open access” and the rest behind a so-called
“pay wall”.

Wiister also posts most of his papers on his own
website as pdf's and no one has raised a claim
against him that the originals do not comply with the
ICZN's rules.

All hard copies of AJH (volumes 1-7) had minimum
print runs of at least 100 copies, printed on gloss
paper (2 sided print) and bound on the top left
corner with staples. When there were no more
originals available for distribution, photocopies or
print outs (identical) were sent out, but as a rule,
these were sent out as single-sided copies.

There was never any claim made that photocopies
or computer and/or internet generated print outs
were originals for the purposes of compliance with
article 8 of the ICZN rules.

The publication of the online version of AJH, is
significant as this has never been touted as a valid
publication under the ICZN rules (contrary to
assertions made by Wallach, Wuster and Broadley
in 2009), and cannot possibly be so, as it does not
list places of lodgment on the copy (article 8.6 of the
code).

However it is clear that these have been posted
online to comply with the ICZN recommendation of
wide dissemination of work (Recommendation 8A).

This has also been done by Wuster himself (as of
24 March 2012, the papers downloadable from:
http://pages.bangor.ac.uk/~bss166/Publications.htm)
(Wiuster 2012), and most other herpetologists who
have also posted pdf versions of their papers online
following hard copy publication in order to satisfy the
ICZN recommendation of wide dissemination.

The print copies of AJH do however comply with the
ICZN code as they were published on paper and
were identical copies and were made available free
of charge at the time of publication.

There is no claim, nor needs to be a claim that
photocopies later generated from these or print outs
made after publication, whether direct from the
internet or from a computer hard drive are valid
publications under the ICZN code, especially if these
material/s are produced after the original print run is
exhausted.

It is not uncommon for photocopies of published
papers to be made “on demand” when originals are
unavailable and this is allowable under the code and
widely practiced.

This applies to all other taxonomic papers similarly
generated after publication and also applies in terms
of abstracts, third party reviews and so on.

The original 100 (minimum) identical copy print run

was set at that level in order to comply with the
ICZN’s rule of “numerous” durable originals of the
said publications (articles 8.1.1., 8.1.2, 8.1.3 and
8.5.2 and 8.5.3).

In terms of articles 8.5.2 and 8.5.3, they are clearly
satisfied by the print in the box at the bottom of page
15 of AJH issue 7, similarly in all other published
issues and also on the AJH internet site, the latter of
which is not required under the code.

In terms of print publications, there is no
requirement under the ICZN'’s rules for authors to
publish a list of recipients of publications, be they
libraries, individuals, institutions or whatever, unless
the original publications are in electronic form such
as CD-rom, which AJH has never been (see article
8.6).

Hence no list of recipients was placed in any of the
AJH papers.

However the rules of the ICZN does give a
“recommendation” to send copies of all taxonomic
works to Zoological Record.

As for all Hoser taxonomic papers, extra care has
been taken to ensure correct nomenclature,
publishing criteria and the like. To this end, copies
of all 8 published to date editions of AJH have been
sent to Zoological Record, this being the only such
repository named in their rules document.

All were shortly after being sent, receipted by
Zoological Record, and these were archived as for
normal incoming mail or e-mail.

Noting previous attempts by Wiister and friends to
claim invalidity of “Hoser names”, it goes without
saying that these steps of the publishing and post
publication process were particularly important in
terms of rebutting any potential claims likely to be
raised by Wister in terms of arguments not to use
any Hoser names.

There is no requirement under the ICZN rules to
keep a record of recipients of any journals and/or
whether or not they received material sent.

As a matter of course, no such list was made or
kept, and this | am sure would be the case for most
other authors and publishers. They would not
expect some unscrupulous charlatans to make false
and unfounded claims of “non-publication” of their
papers.

At time of publication of the first seven issues of
AJH (early 2009), there was no indication or warning
from anyone that | would perhaps be called upon to
justify the publication or distribution of more than
one original copy of each issue of AJH, especially in
view of the fact that no such claim had been raised
in terms of other taxonomic papers by myself,
including my first ones in 1998, on Death Adders
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and Pailsus, in the journal Monitor (Hoser 1998a
and Hoser 1998b), which at the time | was editor of
and had total control of content of the magazine,
number printed, etc (as seen currently in AJH).

Fortunately the false claim by Wallach, Wuster and
Broadley in September 2009 that only one original of
each issue of AJH was produced is easily shown to
be false from the receipts received for originals sent
or distributed at the original time of publication and
predating their plans by some months.

While AJH is peer reviewed, it is not reviewed by
persons under control by Wuster or associates, so
in their view the journal would not be peer reviewed.

Notwithstanding this, there is no requirement under
the ICZN code for descriptions of taxa to be made
only in peer reviewed publications, or for a list of
reviewers to be published.

If peer review is raised as an issue for “quality
control” it is clear that Wuster regularly abuses the
process by publishing dishonest and substandard
papers, including most notably the relevant
September 2009 paper in Zootaxa, where through
various means he is clearly able to publish
unmitigated tripe.

Furthermore, the use of “peer review” as a form of
censorship as sought by Wallach, Wister and
Broadley, to stop myself or others publishing
taxonomic papers is actually shunned by the ICZN
and it's code which writes it's own code should be:

"compatible with the freedom of scientists to
classify animals according to taxonomic
judgments.”

That is the ICZN specifically opposes censorship of
differing viewpoints, including those opposed to
Wallach, Wiister and Broadley.

In the period immediately following publication of
issues 1-7 of AJH to September 2009 there was
never a question raised as to the validity of the
publications (publicly at least) under the ICZN rules.
Quite the contrary.

All debate, including by Wster himself seemed to
relate (mainly) to childish name-calling against the
author, that was contrary to the ICZN rules. See the
ICZN'’s code of ethics number five which reads:

“Intemperate language should not be used
in any discussion or writing which involves
zoological nomenclature, and all debates
should be conducted in a courteous and
friendly manner.”
Occasionally Wister argued on internet forums in
terms of whether the newly assigned names were
either appropriate or in one case, synonymous with
an earlier published name.

That case was the synonymy of Wellsus with (the

overlooked by Hoser) Uraeus as a genus group for
most of the African (non-spitting) Cobras.

The main argument peddled by all opposed to the
Hoser Cobra taxonomy, including Wiister himself,
was that it was unnecessary to split the relevant
groups of snakes as Hoser had done.

This included in the case of the true Cobras, with
Wiister repeatedly arguing in favour of all being
placed solely in the single genus “Naja’.

ISSUE 7 OF AJH

Published in hard copy on 23 March 2009, this
paper concerned the taxonomy of the True Cobras,
generally grouped by most authors into the
supergenus “Naja’. As it happened, Zoological
Record (ZR) and others were sent hard copies
before the cover date of 23 March 2009. This is
significant and routine in that it shows, | have been
mindful at all stages not to leave myself open to the
accusation of dishonest “back-dating” to claim
priority for nomenclatural acts, as would be likely
should Wiister or others ever become aware of an
inadvertent irregularity in terms of cover date and
actual printing and distribution.

The paper in issue 7 of AJH for the first time ever
split four ways the true Cobras into four new and in
my view, obvious and well-defined and delineated
genera, using the pre-existing Naja and
Boulengerina, for two groups and then naming the
others, Wellsus and Spracklandus respectively.

As pointed out soon after by Wister on an internet
forum on 29 March (Wuster 2009a), Wellsus Hoser
2009 was apparently a junior synonym for Uraeus
Wagler 1830, that had been overlooked. He wrote:

“Hoser’s genus Wellsus: Hoser overlooked
the existing genus Uraeus Wagler 1830,
type species Naja haje,”
However the name Spracklandus remained
available for the spitting cobras and it's validity in
terms of availability was not doubted.

The only question as of end March 2009, was
whether or not the split from Naja, was justified.

The purpose of this paper is not to reargue the
merits of the case for placing the relevant snakes in
four genera. The evidence is set out in the original
paper and has been agreed upon both before and
since by many authors, including now it seems,
Wallach, Wister and Broadley who in September
2009 published their own paper splitting the true
Cobras into exactly the same four groups, choosing
to place them in subgenera rather than full genera,
noting that Wister himself has often stated that
subgenera placement often precedes elevation to
full genus status (see Wuster 1999), meaning that
the Hoser 2009 position is probably actually correct
in their view.
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WUSTER'’S OPPOSITION TO THE HOSER
COBRA RECLASSIFICATION.

This was anticipated, as Wister automatically
opposes anything | say and do, no matter how
stupid the opposite position is (see for example,
Williams et. al. 2007).

In fact this opposition was accurately predicted in
the original Hoser 2009 Cobra paper.

It is so relevant to this paper and what actually
happened in the period to end 2009, | repeat the
relevant text in full.

“More insidious is the inevitable resistance
from a small group of so-called
herpetologists and others, who oppose
anything | do. Known generally as the “truth
haters”, they include individuals by the
names of Wulf Schleip, Wolfgang Wiister
and David Williams, who between them
have a consistent and long track record of
form including repeated scientific frauds,
plagiarisation, lies, misrepresentations,
convictions for wildlife smuggling, animal
cruelty, illegal rigging of online hotel
competitions and more.

If their past (last 10 years) performance is
anything to go by, you can expect them to
threaten journal editors who dare to publish
so-called “Hoser nomenclature”, and to
stalk and harass internet sites that use any
“Hoser names”.

For a better appraisal of the tactics of these
men see Hoser (2009a).

The warnings against these people and
their tactics apply here again.

While arguments with merit are always
worthwhile, | can’t recall seeing one from
any of these people (or their aliases and
assumed names they post under), at any
stage in the last ten years in terms of claims
against my papers and the like.

There is no doubt that this small group of
“truth haters” will present the greatest
resistance to the adoption of the taxonomy
and nomenclature within this paper.

However | liken their expected resistance to
that of a man trying to stop the tide from
coming in.

In fairness to Wuster, he has already
(predating this paper), decided that while
acknowledging the paraphyletic nature of
the True Cobras, based on a drawing of the
line past the 20 million year mark (his own),
he has decided to refer all to a single genus
(Wuster et. al. 2007).

| do not expect the paper of Kelly et. al.
(2009) or this paper to change his view on
this.

Furthermore, he is at liberty to push his line
further into the past and redefine the group
as monophyletic, which is clearly at odds
with my own position and based on the
same evidence.

Fortunately the ultimate test of science is
the truth and not which group of individuals
makes the most “noise”.

In terms of taxonomy and nomenclature the
end point should be the result of truth and
consistent application.”

Following publication of the paper by Wallach,
Wister and Broadley in 2009, Richard Wells pointed
out accurately, that my predictions in the Cobra
paper had been totally true and played out by
Wister in particular.

Following publication of the AJH Issue 7 in March
2009, Wiuster flooded internet forums condemning
the paper.

His claim that the paper was “evidence free
taxonomy” was strange as it had relied in part on his
own evidence as published in his earlier Cobra
papers.

In other words his criticism could be interpreted as
saying he himself had no evidence in terms of
Cobra taxonomy.

Most importantly, in the post AJH Issue 7 period,
Woiister consistently objected to the four-way split of
the true cobras, repeatedly arguing for a
monophyletic treatment of the group. This he did
with numerous posts on various internet forums.

For example on the internet forum at:

http://www.venomlist.com/forums/
index.php?showtopic=24325&st=20 (Wlster
2009b),

Woister and friends argued with a lot of smoke and
mirrors against the Hoser Cobra taxonomy, the main
arguments being along the lines Hoser has no right
to reclassify the Cobras.
| attempted with some success to draw attention to
the taxonomy as opposed to the person who wrote
the paper.
Wister then came up with his position response
which as written on 29 March 2009 was:

“Quote (from Hoser above)

The latter follows from the former.

Other than lumper vs splitter agruments or “I

hate Hoser” comments, there so far

appears to be little to rebut the central
conclusions in the paper and that is that
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greater Naja can (and in my view should) be
split four ways.”

The case for keeping it as a single
genus was made by Wister et al. 2007.

You can split it any number of ways if you so
desire - there are now 20-odd species in
Naja, so you could have a separate genus
for each - your call..”

Trying to keep things to the point (see Hoser 2009i),
| rebutted:

“WW,
You wrote:

“The case for keeping it as a single genus
was made by Wauster et al. 2007.”

Agreed! At least so far as “a case” was
made.

| disagree with your reasoning. | have set
the reasons out in my paper for which you
and others can again either agree or

disagree, as can others 200 years hence.

You wrote:

“You can split it any number of ways if you
so desire - there are now 20-odd species in
Naja, so you could have a separate genus
for each - your call.”

My call was four genera, not 20.
ALL THE BEST”

Wister’s 20 genera comment was a typical Wister
smokescreen to deride and make light of a serious
taxonomic paper and judgement on the snakes,
which as of September 2009, he has now apparently
come around to agreeing with (see Wallach, Wiister
and Broadley 2009).

Another of Wister’s close associates, Bryan Fry, is
a man who belts innocuous snakes around with
metal tongs. He also self promotes himself on snake
tormenting TV shows. Since about 2000, Bryan Fry
also attacks the Hoser position as an opposite, no
matter how ridiculous the opposite position is, and
even if his real view is logically the same as the
Hoser view.

This included the Cobras.

When he posted his inevitable attack on my Cobra
paper, shortly after it's publication on a forum at:
http://www.venomousreptiles.org/forums/Experts/
42293?page=2 on 29 March 2009 (Fry 2009), he
launched into his usual tirade of childish abuse and
name-calling. Between all this he effectively took
Woister’s words from the www.venomlist.com forum
and wrote:

“Wolfgang's 2007 paper already considered
the higher order taxonomy of cobras and
quite rightly lumped them into a single
genus.”

Wiister also continued to peddle this “single genus”
line for the true Cobras elsewhere and never was
there ever indication of movement from this position.

Also affirmed was that his 2007 paper said the last
and definitive word on Cobra taxonomy at the genus
level.

That the Hoser position of four genera of True
Cobras had merit came from several quarters,
including of all people the tong-grabbing Bryan Fry
who had less than 2 months earlier commented on
kingsnake.com that (South African) Cape Cobras
are “not a Naja".

The significance of this is to show that Fry is a liar
and a hypocrite, claiming a view that he thinks
Cobras are a single generic group, solely to attack
the Hoser position in March 2009, when in fact his
view is the same as that of Hoser!

On 6 February 2009, less than 8 weeks prior to his
claim that all Cobras should be Naja, Fry was being
guestioned by www.kingsnake.com hosts about his
experiences with Cobras (Fry et. al. 2009).

The transcript from the site at: http://
www.pethobbyist.com/articles/
ChatMonth11Transcripts/BryanGriegFry2009.html

runs thus:

"JayP: What studies have you done on cape
cobras.

Bryan Grieg Fry: Naja. Played with them but
haven’t done anything on the venoms
myself. They are the most toxic of the
African snakes (and likely the most mental
too). Fascinating snakes. They are not a
Naja at all (neither are forest cobras) as
they are genetically on the other side of the
tree and water cobras.”

However the taxonomic merits of the Hoser Cobra
paper are not relevant here. Rather it is that
Wiister, Fry and associates only criteria of view for
Cobra taxonomy or for that matter much else, stems
solely from a desire to oppose Hoser and with their
hatred, cause as much damage as possible to the
stability of any Hoser nomenclature.

If they cause chaos and confusion elsewhere, then
so be it!

DEMAND FOR AJH PAPERS AND JOSEPH
COLLINS.

Being of a taxonomic nature and the fact that most
dealt with well-known groups of snakes, it was
inevitable that demand for the papers would be
great.

Internet posting of copies after publication tends to
satisfy most demand for reprints, especially when
identical pdf's can be downloaded.
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It saves on postage and more importantly time spent
wrapping and sending photocopies and the like.

For the recipients, the advantage is that they don't
have to wait days or weeks for the hard copy of the
paper because they can either read it online or print
one out!

In terms of my earlier papers (over 150 and most
not of taxonomic nature), the internet has cut
demand for print/photocopies and the like by more
than 90 percent, saving me considerable time and
money, in terms of supplying papers dating as far
back as 1980.

However there remains a demand for print copies or
photocopies, from people, including those who read
abstracts and similar, including for example from
abstracts seen in Zoological Record.

Following posting of the rattlesnake paper (AJH
Issue 6) on the website controlled by Joseph Collins
at: http://www.cnah.org/ (Collins 2009b) with the
media release url of: http://www.cnah.org/
research.asp?id=92 (Collins 2009b) and the paper
downloadable from: http://www.cnah.org/pdf_files/
1182.pdf on 10 March 2009, demand for all Hoser
papers from AJH exhausted supplies almost
immediately. The March 2009 Cobra paper also had
all copies accounted for within days of being
published, even though it's publication post-dated
that of the Collins rattlesnake paper post on his
website.

When supplies of AJH originals ran out, photocopies
of originals were provided to people requesting
copies.

Interestingly however, was the first incoming e-mail |
received from Joe Collins, on or about 12 March
2009 (Collins 2009a), where he misquoted sections
of the ICZN rules and questioned whether or not
AJH was validly published according to the code.
The e-mail was obviously written in haste as it was
replete with errors, and is copied here:

It read (text in full):
“Hey Raymond

Article 8.1.3 of the International Code of
Zoological Nomenclature

requires that multiple identical and durable
copies be available. Is

AJZ available in a hard copy journal format?

Article 8.6 of the International Code of
Zoological Nomenclature

requires that the journal must contain a
statement that explicitly

reports the five publicly accessible libraries
into which the

identical and durable copies have been

placed. Did AJZ do that?

Let me know.

Cheers,

Joseph T. Collins

Herpetologist

Kansas Biological Survey - Higuchi Hall
The University of Kansas

2101 Constant Avenue
Lawrence, Kansas 66047-3729
(785) 393-4757 (cell)

email; jcollins@ku.edu

http://lwww.kbs.ku.edu/people/html/
profile_collins.htm”

The e-mail had not been expected, nor had | any
recall of there being a requirement for print
publications to list places of lodgment as quoted in
the e-mail by Collins.

Hence | quickly checked my hard copy and MS-word
versions of the International Code of Zoological
Nomenclature (current edition) and found that
Collins had got things mixed up.

Article 8.6 only related to non-print publications (as |
had thought), so | sent Collins a quick e-mail
clarifying the position from here.

That e-mail (also sent on 12 March) (Hoser 2009q)
read (text in full)

“Hi,
hope all's well, etc.

I am well aware of the code and yes the
publication complies with the

sections you've quoted. (Quoted exact at
rear of this e-mail letter)

Have you seen the journal yet?

Itis published in identical print and online
versions - see ISSN’s on

cover page of each edition.

Hard copies are available if you want them.
Let me know.

To date we have been posting hard copies
for free, but reserve right to

charge post/handling and always have.

We've have been inundated with hard copy
requests from purists and the

like, which | suppose is fair enough.

For more rapid dissemination, the online
version is available for free

at:
http://www.herp.net
or

Available online at www.herp.net

Copyright- Kotabi Publishing - All rights reserved




10 Australasian Journal of Herpetology

http://www.smuggled.com/AJHFP1.htm
ALL THE BEST

8.1.3. it must have been produced in an
edition containing

simultaneously obtainable copies by a
method that assures numerous

identical and durable copies.

8.6. Works produced after 1999 by a
method that does not employ printing

on paper. For a work produced after 1999
by a method other than printing

on paper to be accepted as published within
the meaning of the Code, it

must contain a statement that copies (in the
form in which it is

published) have been deposited in at least 5
major publicly accessible

libraries which are identified by name in the
work itself.”

There’s no doubt that Collins would have been
shocked that he’d been caught out misrepresenting
the text of the ICZN code, but from my perspective
that wasn’t a serious issue. The e-mail had been
private and he had not posted widely the same sort
of material casting doubt on the validity of the AJH
publication in terms of the ICZN rules. | also
attached a receipt (scanned as a pdf file) of a hard
copy of AJH, received prior from a public library
before my online posting of AJH, so he knew | was
serious about what | said and that | was aware of
the need for a paper to be published in numerous
durable identical print copies to qualify as published
under the ICZN rules.

Obviously relenting on the apparent query, he
accepted that the relevant paper/s had been
published in accordance with the code. He then
posted a pdf of the rattlesnake paper from AJH on
his website, linked from a “media release” (Collins
2009b) he placed prominently on the websites front
page.

From this release, similar advice of the paper was
posted on numerous internet forums worldwide.

Collins also amended other parts of his website that
had photos of rattlesnakes and the like to use the
new Hoser taxonomy and nomenclature, including
for example the webpage at:

http://www.naherpetology.org/detail.asp?id=68
(Collins 2009c), where for example he noted the
new genus Hoserea for the Western Diamondback
Rattlesnake.

Collins was also posted hard copies of the relevant
AJH issues, including notably issue 7 of AJH when it
was published.

All seven issues of AJH were also received by
Zoological Record (all acknowledged in writing as
received within 14 days of postage) and abstracts
posted widely via the internet on their RSS feed site
at:

http://www.organismnames.com/RSS/13669.xml
(Zoological Record (Anonymous) 2009c).

Although the taxonomic merits of the Hoser AJH
papers are not relevant here, it is worth noting that
outside the core group of people known as the
“Truth haters”, (yes Wister even signs on forums
using this name “Truth hater”), the Hoser positions
have been widely accepted.

In terms of the rattlesnakes paper, Joe Collins gave
his support.

On 12 March, | asked him what he thought (Hoser
2009g), to which he replied on the same date:

“Dear Raymond
| have no argument with your divisions.”
THE VAN WALLACH PAPER.

On 29 April 2009, | received an e-mail from Van
Wallach seeking copies of all published issues of
AJH (Wallach 2009a).

The request was on the surface no different to many
others received and dealt with in similar fashion.

He was posted (free of charge) photocopies as
originals available for dissemination had been
exhausted. A note enclosed also said, “these are
photocopies”.

On 9 May 2009 Van Wallach sent me an email
(Wallach 2009b) saying:

“Thank you kindly for reprints of your
papers, which arrived safely

today. Very much appreciated.”

Nothing further was heard from him and at no stage
did he enquire as to how many originals were
printed or where they went.

Significant in his reply is that he knew at all
materially relevant times, that he had not been sent
originals.

| was never approached or questioned by Wuster or
Donald Broadley in relation to what they were later
to raise as the salient questions of how many
original hard copies were printed or where they were
sent. These questions being salient in terms of the
paper they later published in Zootaxa in September
2009 and the claims raised therein.

At no stage prior to September 2009, did anyone
anywhere ask similar questions or raise the idea that
the AJH issues 1-7 may not have been published
according to the ICZN rules.

On 27 September 2009, | received a phone call from
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Scott Eipper who had been sent a broadcast e-mail
from Richard Wells (Wells 2009a) the day before
(also sent to myself, but at that stage unseen),
which read in part:

" Academic Thieves are at it Again ...
Hi all,

A quote from the above paper just published
in Zootaxa :

see Zootaxa 2236: 26-36 Accepted: 14 Aug.
200, Published 21 Sept, 2009

In praise of subgenera: taxonomic status of
cobras of the genus Naja Laurenti
(Serpentes: Elapidae)

VAN WALLACH (USA), WOLFGANG
WUSTER (UK) & DONALD G. BROADLEY

link http://www.mapress.com/zootaxa/2009/
f/zt02236p036.pdf

This latest paper by Van Wallach and that
imbecile Wiister is a clear case of academic
theft, as in my opinion, they have stolen
Hoser’s work. The swipe at Wells and
Wellington in the same paper also clearly
hints at things to come. The senior author
(Van Wallach) is guilty of academic theft in
regards to his earlier description of
Austrotyphlops over the earlier W & W
Sivadictus but who really seems to care?”

That Wells sent such an e-mail and that Eipper was
similarly enraged arose from the central and all
important claim in the paper.

The paper itself contained no new research or data
in any meaningful way. Nor did it present any new
findings or taxonomic arrangements (except the use
of subgenera as opposed to genera to spilt the true
Cobra group).

In summary it claimed that the Hoser Cobra paper in
AJH issue 7 was not published under the ICZN rules
and because the authors chose to divide the Cobras
along the same lines as Hoser 2009, they had
renamed Spracklandus Hoser 2009, Afronaja, going
so far as to use the same type species, namely Naja
nigricollis Reinhardt 1843.

The important claim in the paper was that Hoser had
fraudulently masqueraded AJH as validly published
as they claimed that no more than one single
original of each journal issue had been published.

Of course both Eipper and Wells were in possession
of multiple original copies of AJH and so they knew
the central claim in the paper had to be false.

The paper’s central claim was in effect a direct
attack on all Hoser names from all seven issues of
AJH and effectively invited others to revisit the
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taxonomy and usurp the Hoser names, or at least
attempt to.

The paragraphs of note in the paper read:

“While this paper was in preparation,
Raymond Hoser, one of several recent
amateur herpetologists who have chosen to
publish evidence-free taxonomic papers in
self-published outlets or in the unreviewed
hobbyist literature (see Williams et al., 20086,
for a review), named two new genera, for
the Naja haje group and the African spitting
cobras, in his privately edited, online
publication Australasian Journal of
Herpetology (Hoser, 2009). Hoser (2009)
provided no new data, and his generic
diagnoses and descriptions are replete with
errors: for instance, he overlooked the
existing name Uraeus Wagler 1830, which
takes precedence over his genus Wellsus;
Asian Naja have 15-25 midbody dorsal
scale rows (not 21-25), 19-37 scale rows
around the hood (not 25-35), 36-71
subcaudal scales (not 43-56), 153-210
ventral scales (not 164—-200) (Wuster, 1990;
Wiister & Thorpe, 1989, 1992a; Wster et
al, 1997); the fourth as well as the third
supralabial enter the eye; the solid maxillary
teeth number 0 or 1, not 1-3 (Bogert, 1943;
Szyndlar & Rage, 1990); many Asian Naja
have highly modified spitting fangs, just like
African spitting cobras (Bogert, 1943;
Woiister & Thorpe, 1992b; Wister et al.,
1997); and important skeletal characters
(Szyndlar & Rage, 1990) were ignored.
Other counts are confusing and difficult to
attribute to specific taxa recognized by
Hoser.

More importantly from the nomenclatural
point of view, this online publication does
not constitute a published work according to
Articles 8.1.3, 8.6, 9.7 and 9.8 of the
International Code of Zoological
Nomenclature (ICZN, 1999) (hereafter
referred to as “the Code). The new names
published therein are therefore unavailable
under the rules of the Code. Article 8.6
states that “For a work produced after 1999
by a method other than printing on paper to
be accepted as published under the
meaning of the Code, it must contain a
statement that copies (in the format that it is
published) have been deposited in at least
five major publicly accessible libraries which
are identified by name in the work itself.”
Although Hoser claims the existence of a
printed version of his journal, we have found
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evidence of only one single copy, deposited
in the Australian National Library (ANL).
Article 9 of the Code (What does not
constitute published work) includes:

“9.7 copies obtained on demand of an
unpublished work [Art. 8], even if previously
deposited in a library or other archive.” On 9
May 2009, one of us (VW) received printed
copies of all issues of the Australasian
Journal of Herpetology. Unlike the ANL copy
of Issue 7, all these issues are printed on
one side only, and give the appearance of
having been printed on demand at the same
time: all have a pair of longitudinal white
lines along the midline of the entire page:
issue 1 has the lines spaced about 2 mm
apart but all the other issues have the lines
spaced 5 mm apart, suggesting that they
were printed at the same time. These lines
are not present in the ANL copy of Issue 7.
All the issues received by us are bound by a
single large staple in the upper, left hand
corner. We conclude that the Australasian
Journal of Herpetology is an online
publication that fails to fulfill the
requirements of Articles 8.1.3 and 8.6, any
printed copies are printed on demand and
therefore do not constitute published work
under the provisions of Article 9.7, and the
electronic versions available from Hoser’s
website are not published under the
provisions of Article 9.8. The same almost
certainly applies to the previous six issues
of the journal published at the time of
writing. Since Hoser’s 2009 paper is
unavailable under the provisions of the
Code, we therefore propose the following
nomenclatural changes regarding the genus
Naja: the subgeneric name Naja must be
applied to the Asiatic cobras, whose type
species is Naja naja Linnaeus; the non-
spitting African cobras are assigned to the
subgenera Uraeus Wagler (1830), with Naja
haje as the type species, and Boulengerina
Dollo (1886), with Naja annulata as the type
species, while the African spitters are
placed in a new subgenus with Naja
nigricollis as the type species.”

The wording of the paragraphs themselves show
that Wallach, Wister and Broadley had deliberately
chosen to mislead and confuse readers about AJH
and to falsely state that the journal AJH was not
legitimately published according to the ICZN code.

In this they have been totally dishonest.

This is seen by the initial reference to the Hoser
Cobra paper being:

“in his privately edited, online publication
Australasian Journal of Herpetology (Hoser,
2009).”

As seen from all copies of AJH, it is published in
both print and online form and both have separate
ISSN'’s so that there can be no confusion between
the two.

Strangely, their own chosen journal, Zootaxa, does
things the exact same way!

As the ICZN rules do not allow for internet
publishing, the only relevant AJH (or Zootaxa) is the
print version, that Wallach, Wister and Broadley
have chosen to ignore in the first instance.

Notwithstanding this obvious fact, Wallach, Wister
and Broadley then wrote:

“More importantly from the nomenclatural
point of view, this online publication does
not constitute a published work according to
Articles 8.1.3, 8.6, 9.7 and 9.8 of the
International Code of Zoological
Nomenclature (ICZN, 1999) (hereafter
referred to as “the Code).”

The paragraph is meaningless as there has never
been pretence that online publications are published
works according to the code.

The following text:

“Article 8.6 states that “For a work produced
after 1999 by a method other than printing
on paper to be accepted as published under
the meaning of the Code, it must contain a
statement that copies (in the format that it is
published) have been deposited in at least
five major publicly accessible libraries which
are identified by name in the work itself.”

is again reference to their false claim that AJH is
exclusively an online publication or published in the
form iof a CD-rom or similar.

Noting that AJH’s online versions have never
claimed to be valid publications under the ICZN’s
code (and could not be)(same as for Zootaxa
incidentally), it can only be concluded that the
purpose of all the preceding paragraphs was to fool
and confuse readers into believing that AJH is not
validly published under the ICZN rules and only an
online publication.

The only part of the Wallach, Wister and Broadley
paper that needs to therefore be considered is that
which deals with the print publication of AJH, which
relates specifically to article 8.1.3 of the 1999 ICZN
rules which reads:

“8.1.3. it must have been produced in an
edition containing simultaneously obtainable
copies by a method that assures numerous
identical and durable copies.”
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or in layman’s terms multiple printed copies at time
of publication. Although even here Wallach, Wister
and Broadley deliberately and misleadingly
interpolate an irrelevant section of the code dealing
with non-print publications (namely 8.6).

The relevant section of the Wallach, Wiister and
Broadley paper reads:

“Although Hoser claims the existence of a
printed version of his journal, we have found
evidence of only one single copy, deposited
in the Australian National Library (ANL).
Article 9 of the Code (What does not
constitute published work) includes:

“9.7 copies obtained on demand of an
unpublished work [Art. 8], even if previously
deposited in a library or other archive.” On 9
May 2009, one of us (VW) received printed
copies of all issues of the Australasian
Journal of Herpetology. Unlike the ANL copy
of Issue 7, all these issues are printed on
one side only, and give the appearance of
having been printed on demand at the same
time: all have a pair of longitudinal white
lines along the midline of the entire page:
issue 1 has the lines spaced about 2 mm
apart but all the other issues have the lines
spaced 5 mm apart, suggesting that they
were printed at the same time. These lines
are not present in the ANL copy of Issue 7.
All the issues received by us are bound by a
single large staple in the upper, left hand

corner. We conclude that the Australasian
Journal of Herpetology is an online
publication that fails to fulfill the
requirements of Articles 8.1.3 and 8.6, any
printed copies are printed on demand and
therefore do not constitute published work
under the provisions of Article 9.7, and the
electronic versions available from Hoser’s
website are not published under the
provisions of Article 9.8. The same almost
certainly applies to the previous six issues
of the journal published at the time of
writing.”
In essence the claim of the Wallach, Wister and
Broadley paper is that the authors looked for original
print copies of AJH and only found one in a Library
and because 8.1.3 of the rules says there needs to
be more than one, the Hoser publication is not valid
under the rules.

The logical question to be asked would be:

"what searches exactly did you do for the
hard copies of AJH originals”

as written by Hoser 2009j, and it is also a question
that should have been answered by the authors in
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what they purport to be a scientific and investigative
paper.

For the record, at no stage did any of the three
authors ask me how many originals were printed, or
where they went. Nor have they answered the
repeated question since, the best result being their
claims as to where they say they did not find the
journals.

If they had asked that simple question, ("what
searches exactly did you do for the hard copies of
AJH originals”), they'd have been directed to
relevant places and found what they claimed to be
looking for, as in numerous identical original copies
of the relevant paper/s, printed double sided on
gloss paper.

Furthermore, in terms of where the men searched
(or chose not to), this also raises serious questions
about their bonafides.

Why they apparently chose to look in the Australian
National Library (ANL) is uncertain, but it appears
that they knew they'd have trouble denying those
publications, because of the “legal deposit”
requirements for such publications and reference to
these on the AJH internet site.

Had they bothered checking with the State Library of
Victoria, they’d also have found legal deposits there
as well!

Wister, the main driver behind this piece of fraud,
extended his claim against AJH on 28 September,
when on an online forum at:

http://www.sareptiles.co.za/forum/
viewtopic.php?f=83&t=17849
He wrote:

“Even the ANL, rather interestingly, only
seems to hold issue 7 (the cobra paper), not
any of the other issues of the journal.”

This claim is bizarre, as copies of all were sent to
and receipted from ANL.

Was Wister deliberately spreading more lies, had
himself or agents gone and willfully destroyed other
issues of AJH or had something else not yet
disclosed happened?

Then there’s the other logical place to look for
copies, namely Zoological Record. You see while
there’s nowhere in the ICZN's rules that demand
copies of publications be lodged with any given
library or person, there is the call for wide
dissemination (8A).
It reads:
“Recommendation 8A. Wide dissemination.
Authors have a responsibility to ensure that
new scientific names, nomenclatural acts,
and information likely to affect nomenclature
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are made widely known. This responsibility
is most easily discharged by publication in
appropriate scientific journals or well-known
monographic series and by ensuring that
new names proposed by them are entered
into the Zoological Record. This is most
easily achieved by sending a copy of the
work to the Zoological Record, published by
BIOSIS U.K.”

Now we know that Wallach, Wiister and Broadley
possess this code as they spend a lot of time
quoting from it, even if they deliberately mix up
which bits are relevant!

And yet they apparently didn’t enquire of the one
obvious place that a copy should have been sent!

The next question to ask is which is most likely.
Were all three of Wallach, Wister and Broadley too
stupid to realize that Zoological Record would or
should have been sent copies of the Hoser journal,
or were the three so-called scientists at all materially
relevant times fully aware that Zoological Record
had originals of AJH, or was likely to, and that they
didn’t want to disclose the fact as that would render
redundant the central claim that AJH was not validly
published under the ICZN rules in multiple identical
copies?

Based on the form of Wuster over the previous ten
years (see later this paper) with his effective “war”
on all Hoser names, the latter seems to be the
obvious alternative.

There is also a more serious issue of relevance and
that is when the Zoological Record itself disclosed
they had the relevant Hoser journals.

The online (internet) RSS feed for new publications
shows that the relevant Hoser Cobra paper was
logged and disseminated on or about 19 June 2009.
See Zoological Record (Anonymous) 2009), which
predates the Wallach, Wuster and Broadley
publication in Zootaxa by two months.

While it is entirely possible that all three authors of
Wallach, Wister and Broadley had “overlooked” the
earlier Zoological Record entries for the Hoser
paper/s, this must be doubted on the basis of their
continued claims of methodological superiority and
claims of doing their research properly.

Hence the only other explanation is that these men
fraudulently chose to ignore and overlook the
Zoological Record’s records of the Hoser paper to
give credence to their central false claim of only one
original of the Hoser Cobra paper (AJH issue 7),
and likewise for all other issues of AJH.

Then of course there’s the next most likely group of
recipients, namely those who had taxa named after
them. Were inquiries made of them?

Obviously not as most got 11 originals each!

Now in terms of establishing original print runs of
over 100 copies for each issue of AJH (versus as
few as just 25 originals for Zootaxa, see their
website at: http://www.mapress.com/zootaxa/
support/advantage.htm viewed in 2009), the ever
dishonest Wister will claim that any verification |
produce, or statements from recipients, will have
been generated as a response to their paper, and
then they'll again try to claim that there was only one
original copy of AJH issue 7 actually produced.

Or they may seek out originals to destroy them in
the same way their colleage David John Williams
attempted to do on 17 August 2001 (Williams 2001)
in terms of a paper in Boydii, describing new elapid
taxa.

On that date he sent an e-mail to the journal editor,
Paul Woolf, seeking that he recall and destroy all
copies of the July issue of Boydii. That issue had
Hoser descriptions in it and in that case his motive
was evidently the ethically repugnant aim to quash
and re-name the Hoser named taxa.

This objective was also made clear on various
internet forums at the time.

Clearly for Wuster, the truth should not get in the
way of the predetermined outcome or aim of Wuster
and friends in this current case, which is to both
steal naming rights for the spitting Cobras genus
Spracklandus and to further destabilize taxonomy
and nomenclature of a whole raft of taxa named by
myself in 2009.

However it is fortunate that there is a “paper trail”
showing the dissemination of originals at the time of
publication of all issues of AJH and well predating
the execution of the plot by Wallach, Wister and
Broadley to attempt to steal naming rights for the
spitting Cobras genus.

In accordance with the ICZN rules, copies of all
Hoser taxonomy papers (as in originals) have been
sent to Zoological Record, at whatever their current
address has been, commencing with the Death
Adder paper published in Monitorin 1998 (Hoser
1998a).

The people at Zoological Record, have as a rule,
acknowledged receipt and most but not all have
been indexed and listed in the paper (hard copy) of
Zoological Record.

Fortuitously this also happened with all AJH issues
that named new taxa, with all being reported via the
RSS feed and with equivalent Zoological Record
entries listed.

To totally destroy the deliberate false claim by
Wallach, Wiister and Broadley of there only being
one original of AJH (any given issue), | note that on
22 March 2009 | sent an original of AJH issue 7 to
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Zoological Record, and acknowledged as received
on 27 March 2009, which is in line with time of
receipt for other AJH issues sent, (issuesl-5 were
sent to them as a bundle, issue 6 on it's own).

All were duly archived by them and abstracted for
the later entries from the Zoological Record RSS
feed for subscribers, showing the Cobra entries
dated from 19 June 2009 (in line with March
Zootaxa papers that also appeared on the RSS feed
at the same time and were presumably sent to them
in hard copy at time of publication) and well before
the Wallach, Wuster and Broadley caper emerged.

Hence there can be no claims that this material has
been generated with a view to negate the false
claims by these three men.

Copies of a sample of receipts and similar
generated material, at the time of publication is
presented as appendices with this paper in this
journal issue to confirm the inescapable facts that:

1 — Wallach, Wister and Broadley have
knowingly lied in terms of their central claim
that only one original of each journal issue
of AJH was published and

2 — The secondary claim by Wister on the
internet about AJH is similarly false and
deceptive and again typical of Wister’s
modus operandi

While it would be unnecessarily tedious to produce
reams of evidence of distribution of originals of AJH
to various places, sufficient is reproduced here with
this paper to show wide distribution of originals of
AJH to negate claims of only one original of the key
Cobra, rattlesnake and other taxonomic
publications, using material generated by
independent third parties (that is, not generated by
myself), noting that the same sort of material was
generated for each issue of AJH and in terms of
each individual taxon or group named within.

As for the published forensic analysis of
photocopied papers, copied as a lot on demand,
well that's meaningless in terms of the ICZN code
as there was never any pretext that they were
originals, which is even conceded by Wallach in his
return e-mail to myself, which he has chosen not to
reproduce in his Zootaxa paper, for fear of it
destroying his central thesis!

Such a serious and deliberate omission of factual
material by Wallach should be punishable by
dismissal from his position by his university
employer as it is an act of gross dishonesty and
fraud and brings Harvard University into disrepute.

Also of note is that there is no claim by Van Wallach
that the copies he received, were in any way
different in terms of font, text, pagination or any
materially relevant way. There is no claim that so
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much as a single word, or position of them was
different to the originals of AJH!

You see as photocopies they were effectively
identical to the originals and in the important ways,
even though they weren’t originals or printed at time
of publication.

They do however directly satisfy the ICZN
recommendation of “wide dissemination”.

As for the lines he refers to on the pages as part of
a half-baked “forensic analysis”, that probably
reflects folding of paper or perhaps a toner cartridge
running out of ink at the time of photocopying.

More seriously however, this act of fraud and
deception by Wallach, Wister and Broadley, in
terms of trying to steal naming rights for a group of
reptiles, if allowed to succeed or even go
unchallenged is serious in that it may dissuade
taxonomists from sending photocopies or computer
generated pdf's of papers to other so-called
herpetologists for fear that the recipient may allege
the original wasn't properly published and that they
may then rename the taxa named in the sent paper!

As a rhetorical line and in the context of the alleged
investigations by Wallach, Wuster and Broadley
seeking originals of AJH Issues 1-7, it should be
pointed out that a (deliberate) absence of evidence,
cannot be taken as evidence of absence!

ZOOTAXA — SERIOUS QUESTIONS

The journal markets itself as a peer reviewed
“mega-journal for zoological taxonomists in the
world” and as the leading repository for species and
taxa descriptions claiming 14 per cent of all taxa
indexed in Zoological Record in 2007.

As of end 2009, the front page at:
http://www.mapress.com/zootaxa/
also read:

“Zootaxa publishes high quality
zootaxonomic papers regardless of the
length of each paper/monograph, All
manuscripts are peer-reviewed before
acceptance.”

The peer reviewed claim is that which causes alarm
here.

Without attacking other authors or papers published
in Zootaxa, many of which are of impeccably high
standard, the Wallach, Wiister, Broadley paper is
seriously amiss and should never have been
published in the form it was, due to the obvious
defects in presentation.

Peer review is touted as a form of “quality control”
but it clearly failed in this case.

Even the most basic of scientific papers has a
“materials and methods” or equivalent, enabling
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disinterested readers to be able to duplicate the
experiment and in theory get the same results or
conclusions.

These authors said they searched for originals of
AJH issue 7, and then claimed to have been unable
to find any. Yet they have not published any details
of their searches or who they enquired with.

The implication is of a wide search, but no evidence
is given.

Even post publication of the Wallach, Wuster,
Broadley paper, | put the same logical question to
Wister on a forum at:
http://www.sareptiles.co.za/forum/
viewtopic.php?f=83&t=17849, where | wrote:

"what searches exactly did you do for the
hard copies of AJH originals.”

and he refused to answer this most basic of
question.

His first post re-asserting the Wallach, Wuster and
Broadley paper’s claim of only one original copy of
AJH issue 7 was made on 28 Sept 09 and my
guestion to him was put on 3 Oct 09 and as of end
March 2012, Wuster who habitually stalks the web
on a daily basis had chosen not to reply.

Not only does this reveal poor quality control by the
“peers” or editors at Zootaxa in terms of a basic
failure to have authors detail their materials and
methods, but also dishonesty on the part of Wiister
in his refusal to answer this most basic of questions.

Put another way, there are a number of publications
that are NOT peer reviewed that have better quality
control than Zootaxa did in terms of the Wallach,
Woister and Broadley paper.

Attempts were made by myself to contact various
editors and staff from Zootaxa in the fortnight
following my becoming aware of the Wallach,
Woiister and Broadley paper with a view to having a
right of reply to the false claims and also to obtain
hard copy originals of the said paper.

| got no response from anyone, even though a
number of e-mails were acknowledged as received
by automated responses sent back to me and
received (see Bauer 2009a).

However, Bauer later responded on 8 October 2009,
(Bauer 2009b) with an appropriate response inviting
me to make a submission to the journal.

As mentioned already, other time stealing factors
arose leading this paper being placed on “ice”
intervened and | did not take up the invitation.

It was also not taken up on the basis | deemed it
unlikely that the journal would allow to be published
the secondary information relating to past conduct
by Wuster and others as detailed in the second part
of this paper, as it does not necessarily relate to

ongoing taxonomic matters.

However all the above raises serious questions as
to whether or not hard copies of Zootaxa are
actually produced and whether or not they may
comply with the ICZN rules.

Unlike Wallach, Wuster and Broadley, | have a
presumption that a taxonomic journal, including
Zootaxa would as a matter of course ensure that
they comply with the zoological rules. This s also in
spite of the fact that | have been unable to find a
single library in Australia with a single hard copy of
any of their papers or journals, a search being done
from Latrobe University’s linked libraries search
engines on Wednesday 30 September 2009 by a
member of the University’s own staff.

That is also why | cite Wallach, Wister and
Broadley 2009 as an “online paper”, because put
simply, | have never seen it in original hard copy
form.

More significantly, as the online copies of Zootaxa
do not list five or more places that their hard or
online copies go to, there is a possibility that authors
like Wallach, Wister and Broadley may invoke the
same arguments used against AJH to allege that
Zootaxa does not qualify as a publication under the
ICZN code and then try to redescribe taxa named
within the journal.

Based on Zootaxa’s claim of “12,744 new taxa in
123,019 pages by 6,238 authors worldwide since
2001" (at: http://www.mapress.com/zootaxa/ in
2009), a determination that these descriptions are
invalid could cause total taxonomic and
nomenclatural confusion and chaos.

While Wallach is listed as the senior author in the
Wallach, Wister and Broadley paper, it is clear that
Wiister is the apparent mastermind behind it and
without doubt the main proponent since publication.

The methodology and attacks on myself have been
typical of Wister for more than a decade now and
this paper represents his latest act of dishonesty
and a consistent pattern of dishonest behaviour.

More importantly, post publication, it has been
Woister and neither of the other two authors, who
have been stalking the internet and posting far and
wide the central claims in the paper with a view to
destabilizing nomenclature of all Hoser-named taxa
from AJH issues1-7.

Using search engines such as Google or Yahoo,
Wiister has successfully sought out most if not all
sites referring in any way to the Hoser AJH papers
and since 21 September, made posts asserting his
claim that the Hoser names have not been properly
published (as per the false claims in his paper) and
should not be used.
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Wiister has also approached most if not all online
reptile databases to list Hoser taxa, including those
published in AJH Issues 1-7 as “nomen nudem”.

Wiister and persons posting on his behalf,
identifying themselves as such, have also directed
viewers to the online paper of Wallach, Wister and
Broadley.

By force of “noise” Wuster has already created great
instability in nomenclature of well-known and
medically significant reptiles.

Examples of such posts made by Wister include
the following internet chat sites:

http://www.sareptiles.co.za/forum/
viewtopic.php?f=83&t=17849
and on 23 September 2009 on

http://herpetoblog.wordpress.com/2009/04/02/
taxonomic-traumas-for-cobras-and-rattlesnake

where Wister (Wiister 2009c) posted the following:

“Truth Hater (08:32:56) :

It may be of interest to readers to note that
a recently published paper in Zootaxa
provided evidence that neither the new
names for cobras nor those for rattlesnakes
are in fact validly published:
http://www.mapress.com/zootaxa/2009/f/
zt02236p036”

And a media release by Wiister posted on the web
at: http://www.cnah.org/research.asp?id=98 (cited
here as: Collins 2009d). See also changes made as
a result of the Wister claims, such as: http://
www.naherpetology.org/detail.asp?id=68 accessed 5
10 2009 (Collins 2009e).

Collins 2009d is significant as this hosts a long post
identified as being by Wiister detailing his view that
only one original copy of the Hoser papers was
produced.

It is/lwas also hosted on Joseph Collins’ own CNAH
site.

The significance is that the director of the site
Joseph Collins was sent and received hard copies
of all seven issues of AJH so he would have known
immediately that the central claim that there was
only one original of each issue of AJH was a lie.

The question then begs, why was Joseph Collins
peddling a statement he knew to be false?

An e-mail was sent to Collins asking him just that,
but no response was received.

Collins also changed his other webpages to
incorporate the claim that the Hoser names were not
to be used (e.g. Collins 2009¢).

| had intended pursuing Collins further for an answer
but this potential line of investigation ended when he
died suddenly on 14 January 2012 in Florida from a
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“heart attack” (Barringer 2012, Krull, 2012).

Woiister, and associates such as Wulf Schleip have
continued to post the false claims about AJH Issues
1-7 not being validly published both on the web and
in published papers, including for example in Wister
and Bérnils (2011) and Schleip and O’'Shea (2010).

Both these papers knowingly rehashed the same
false claims made in the Wallach, Wister and
Broadley paper of 2009, and re-affirming the
allegation that all issues of AJH were not validly
published according to the ICZN's rules.

We know the false statements were deliberate as on
the very online forums they frequent, it had been
pointed out by others that AJH Issues 1-7 were in
fact validly published, (e.g. see Wells 2009b, Hoser
20009j).

Both Wuster and Schleip “trolled” the internet on a
regular basis knowingly spreading lies and
misinformation on so-called “hate” websites.

Included was numderous hate posts on the facbook
page created in 2011 by trademark bootlegger Tony
Harrison, titled “Ray Hoser — Melbourne’s biggest
wanker” (Various authors 2011). Also included were
countless reptile “chat forums” and the like, which of
course is yet further violation of the ICZN'’s rules and
demonstrates the contempt these men had for these
rules.

By contrast, myself and others associated with me,
have never engaged in such disgraceful conduct,
name calling or similar, towards anyone else in the
field of reptile science, education or similar.

PEER REVIEW ERRORS AT ZOOTAXA

In terms of the alleged “peer review” at Zootaxa,
another more serious ethical issue arises.

The Wallach, Wister and Broadley paper details the
publication of the Hoser Cobra paper in AJH in
March 2009, the actual publication date not in
apparent dispute (and as shown in the documents at
the rear of this paper, being correct).

The central taxonomic and nomenclatural
judgements of that paper are detailed and with
reference to article 2 of the ICZN'’s code of ethics,
clearly the Wallach, Wiister and Broadley paper
should not have been allowed within the 12 month
window specified by the code.
More significantly, article 6 of the code of ethics puts
the editors of Zootaxa in direct breach of the rules.
It read