ETJIl'ﬂFEE-

; Felnfs f 'M jL Dc;m; _ il sk S T %
i "::'_l_' A LHE*H‘I'I.IHm 'Engunm'ﬂ} ..' B s e A

e | : g
R C.hﬁ Focklaries ) 117 T

X .-:...-.I J .l = e I:E'll:lrﬂ, L&l&mﬁa : ': : .l'- i (i . h e : .5‘.;f
: H I .. Ty T b = : l.. e .:l' i g "r-'r

E i ¥ -'__ ) ! A 7

LR ,"_*.;'_"';EI__.'- TR A o e S SR e T "..;_._ 0
S b ot BB Jary A e L el e L
5 1 -._. o egetoalsnt in nﬂp-h,_ﬁ':ur H | =4 q ¥ . | : .-

T i 3 e T ' , b : I..

t_r'_ ; 5‘-" o i . Fuhfmhed LF. d. :.- hh i dl _.._. . 2 e W
ﬂEﬁBéRnum B#;:-Gﬂmgmgﬂ TRt e
KHBUHJ RM& ;r«imeﬁﬂam

i -\.rl 'I Wi :

|h| -..:I_: b % .- : , :. :




440
KEINWARDTIA

[VoL. 2

Wamiocora Tomasdlli in Archivio bot., Forli 26 (2)- 8 (reprint
paglnatlon) 1950; in Rev. bryol. lichen: Il 20: 213. 1961.-ETYMOLOGY »
K Au. Wamio (Vainio); the genus Cora. Gender: f. — TYPE SPECIES (only
original species) : Wainiocora ciferrii Tomaselli.-Dr. R. Santesson (ord
communication) thinks this might well be a synonym of Cora pavonia
(Sw.) Fr. = C. montana (Sw.) Santesson.

REINWARDTIA
Published by Herbarium Bogoriense, Kebun Raya Indonesia
Volume 2, Part 3 pp 441-493 (1954)

THE GENERIC NAMES PROPOSED FOR HYMENOMYCETES—III *

" Clavariaceae"
M. A. DONK **

SUMMARY

1. This third part deals with "Clavariaceae," a family designation used in a
traditional and descriptive, rather than a taxonomic, sanse.

2. Two of the author's previously published proposals for the conservation of
certain names are replaced by dightly altered ones. They am at the safeguarding
of the names Clavulinopsis Overeem, Lachnocladium. Lev., and Ramaria (Pr.) Bonord.
A proposal to conserve Pterula Fr. in its current sense is withdrawn as superfluous.

3. Some forgotten or neglected names are listed, eg. Scleroglossum Pers. and
Xyloglossum Pers. These two names are typified by a species that makes them
synonyms of Acrospermum Tode ex Fr. (Ascomycetes).

4. The following typifications, among others, deserve attention: Dendrocladium
Lloyd by Lachnocladium giganteum Pat., Holocoryne (Fr.) Bonord. by Clavaria falcata
Pers. ex Fr., and Ramaria S. F. Gray by Clavaria pratensis Pers.

5. One new combination is made: Pidtilliva typhae (Hohn) Donk (basinym,
Dacryopsis typhae Hohn.).

INTRODUCTION.—This paper forms the third part of a series planned
to give an annotated nomenclatorial enumeration of al generic names
proposed for Hymenomycetes.

DEFINITION.—"Clavariaceae” as understood in the present paper
covers al fungi belonging to the homobasidious Hymenomycetes that have
a mostly erect, either smple and more or less club-shaped to cylindrical,
or branched fruit-body, with the amphigenous hymenium smooth or some-
what rugose, the top of the fruit-body becoming fertile or remaining
sterile, being pointed or truncate, in the latter case without marginal
growth. Those basidiomycetes which look strikingly like "Clavariaceae,"
but are sterile (Deuteromycetes), are left out of account. All names based
on Heterobasidiae of clavarioid appearance, too, are not considered (but
cf. Polyozus). Thus defined, "Clavariaceae” do not include Cantharellus-
like plants. Some genera here included are clavarioid in appearance, but
may have their hymenium more or less unilateral rather than completely

* Part | of the present series ("Cyphelaceae’) was ubllshed in Reinwardtia
1: 199-220. 1951 Part 11 (Hymenolichenes), in Reinwardtia 440. 194.
* Keeper of Herbarium Bogoriense, Kebun Raya Indonesa.
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amphigencus: Lochaoclodium, Merizma Pore, ex 8, F, Gray, Segtinopogen
sl Sperassis (= Masseeols). ,

1 emphaticully do not regard the clavariaz as a nelural family but
use the term in & purely descriptive meaning,

ON THE CONSERVATION OF CERTAIK NAMES.—The publication of Corher'a
invaluable “A monograph of Claserie and allied gemern” C1950) has un-
doubtedly started a new epoch in the study of these fungi. Tt iz an
indispensable guide and will atimulate further research along the new
lines expounded by him, and will dominate the scene for many years Lo
c:_l;-me. Ewvery previous proposul for the conservation of peneric names
given to “Clavarisceze™ should be sericuzly reconsidered and tested in its
light, and new onea might be induced by it.

The genera adopted by Corner in his monograph are 27 in number,
Among these, there are B, each with thirty or more apecies (inclosive of
insuificiently known omes), Of these B at least 3 are likely to b considered
by aome authors as not bearing the correct nemes, an that the nsmes ss
uged hy Corner may be veplaced in the near future by different omes if
no apecial setion be taken, These names aro:

(i} Clerwlinopeis Overcem,—Endangered by Hamaoria 8. F. Grav: and
by the eventual typitication of Claderie Ritgen, which, if of the apecies
hitherlo proposed Clasvrie ecornieulote Schaetf. wers aecepted, would
becorme an esrlier tvponym. The rejection of Bewiarin 8, F. [irav agpinst
Rawarin (Fr.) Bonord., already proposed in another connectinn : and the
fixation of Clevarin botrypiis Pers. as the type specice of Cladario, by
listing that generic name as a nomen rejiciendum in the propoaal for
conservation of Basario (Fr) Bonord., would clear this situation,

() Loehnocladivim Lév.—Endangered by its bazinym, Eviscladuz
L., which ia the correcl name, Conservation of the currently used name
ig indicated in thiz ease,

({ii} Remarig (Fr.) Bonord—This i3 by far the largest gennz and ils
nume endangered by Lhe earlier hemonym Bamaria 3, F, Gray, which for
technival veasoms cannot be typified in such a manner as to hecnme g
motonym. If Cledorio Ritgen (zee also above) were to be typified by
Clovaria &ofryfis Pers, this name would turn into an earlier typonym.
By regiatering hoth Ramerie 3 F. Gray and Oledorio as nomina rej leienda,
the nume Hemaric (Fr) Bonord. could be saved in itz predeminant uze
{algo adopted by Corner) and Clooalinepsiz Oversem, too, would remain
unidigturbod,

Rejection of the (wo proposala tabulated below would load to the
following intolerahls situation ! "

1hEd) Dokk: Greaerde nomes (= Olava s nesee™ ) 440

Cleitedcenpas would  beeems  Pomeric 5. F. Gray,

faaslinaniading wolld  beeome  Eriecladsa, and

fowoeric (Fr) Boosd.,  might beeome Cloderic, or elge

wenld  beeome  Clevaserie P Karst,

I hope thet in the " Alphabetical enumerstion™ below T heve succeeded
in getting forth with sufficient clavity the argumentz of others and my-
self why certain typifications should not be accepted, Rejoetion of these
typificationz will undonbtedly contribute to a greater nomcoclalorial
atability, They are thoze of Helocoryna (Fr.) Bonewd, Iy Closarie rugoess
Bull. e¢x Fr, defended by Doty of Lachroeladinn Lév., by Cleverioe fir-
cellode Fr., previopzly defended by Domk; of Flerpde Fr, by Closaria
pendcilade Bull, ex Fr,, defended by Dety, Donk (who has changed hia
mind), and Rogerz; and of Faomario 8, F. Gray by Clevorin vigoso Bull
ex Fr., defended by Doty, The conziderable disturbances that these typifi-
cetions would ecause, if accepied, are reviewsd in commection with the
peneric names in queztion farther on in the present paper.

I kave not yvet made op my mind as to the typification of Pistilleric
Fr. There are two rivals here to aslect from, Pistidinrie micons (Para) ex
Fr. and P, quizsawitineiz (Fr.) ex Fr. An impartial decizion, hased if possible
on conziderations aoceptahla o all, is much wanted in thiz caae

PanPissals
Mamina eonservands Mamina rejizicndn

Lackrooladivm Liéwv, in DMet. oniv. Hist Reioclndue Teiw, fn Anm, Bed nat, Bat

pab. 8: ABT. 153d49; Consid, smyeol. 10, IIT 5: IS8, 1848, — T.: Eviocladus
1846, — T.: Rriceledus brasiliensis | brugilicneis Lévl
Ly 2 ] |

- Rasearde (Fe) Banerd, Handb, Mykol, | Boseeein S0 Fo Gray, Mal, Arcane, Bri
1@k, 151, — T.: Qieveric botrpdis Pl 1z 6hi, 1881, — T.: Clevarin gow-
Pepe, ez Fr fensin Ders.

Cladarie Ritpen & Sehr, Ges, Bafard,
Maoturw, Merburg 2: 24 15312 — T.:
Clnsarie bobepiis Pera?

ALPHABETICAL ENUMERATION

Allaminla Corner @8 Ann. of Bot. I1 16: 2700 1902 —ETYMOLOGY
widdy, - dvees, =ausage; -ula, auffix forming diminutives, Gender: £ —
TvPr PECIES (by origine] designetion and only original species) @ Allontalo
Firfuse Cornog,

1 .pmtr.innsl,\' publisbed proposal (refected) speeifiod Clevnedn fusceliote Fr.
2 Ropgers atated thee the date sheald be 1SE5.
14 previcusly published propusal irefected} sugpested COloverin sermienlode

Helnaft,
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Aphelaria Corner, Monogr., Clay, i Ann, of Bot Mem. 1:) 180, G,
1850, — ETYMOLOGY : dpwdds, plain. Gender: {. — TYPE SFECIER (by original
designation) : Claverie dendvaides Jungh, — So0rE. Introduced with 12
specied.

Araescorvne Corner, Monoor. Clav, (#n Ann. of Bot, Mem, 1:) 184,
G900, 1960, — ETYMOLOGY : dgamds, slender ; sopdy, club, Gender: f. — TYFE
SPECIES {only original species, and by oripinal desigmation on po 689
Arpesceryne eleguns Corner.

Brnwmoaiello—Bee Smweoomenielin,

Baumanniells T. Henn, o Bol, Jh, 23 543 1207, — Eryaonmsy: G.
Baumenn, Geonder: [, — TyrE 2rECIER {only origins] spocics) @ Bepded-
wielle fogoenns [N Henn—This 1= now sometimes cegerded, probably
eorrectly, ua a member of Physolesrie Peck ; Hennings himsell thowght It
related to that penus, I this were trae, Hennings's description must be
wrong in several peints; see also Von Hihnel (s Ann, myeol. 9:.174,
1911), Corper (15500 468) trapsferved this species to Physalocvie, —
VARIANT SPELLING: “ Bawtanislle™ | Theissen in Brotéria, Sér, bot. 10: 16,
1912; J. Rick #n Egates 16: 204, 1931, etc—An error.

Copiteclavaria “"MeGinty: Lleyd, Micol, Wril, T: 1107, 1922
(ot validy publizhed) ; see alao, Stevenzon & Cash dn Bull, Lloyd Libr.
Mo, 350 61, 1936, — A nat validly published name: not definitely aseepled
by the publizhing author and at the same time rather o nemen provisoriorm,
For some general considerationz on the Melzinty names, see Part T of
the present zeriez (in Reinwardtip 1: 205, 1951), — Daody (15350 126)
aceepbed Cupdtonlaserie az validly publizhed and legitimate (Lo, priorable),
an ingdmiszible conclusion. Thiz iz how Tdowd (in a note to Cladoesis
aogrifate Lloyd) introduced the name;

“The idea, howeyver, of & Clavaria nol haviog che hymeniom over slemse oF
brapehes, bt confined 0 terminal heads ja A new ane, T shink, in Clavariaz, hanee
comld bha made o ‘new genus’ (Capiteslovoscin sapiteto, MelEingyl o 0 "= Lioyd {La}.

The speciez was vedeseribed by 3. G, M. Faweett [#n Proc. roy. Soc.
Victoria TT 51: 276 Ff. IN; pl. I7 fe. I-8, &; pl. 20 f. 8. 1933, as Clovario
capitnta Tloyd ! see aleo Corner, I1850: BG6B, s Rawmorie sapitadn (Lloyd)
Corner].

Corinin 0K —32ee "Thelephoraceac."

Ceratella Pal,, Hvm, 'Eur. 167. 1887. — ETyMOLOGY: ceratellum,
amall horn. Gender: f. — TYPE sFRciEs (zelected) @ Pafillorie quelaiifi Fat.

lagd] LDoks s Feerde sanpee Y Clginedneene' | dda

— HcorE. Pulouillard made the pointed, sterile tip of the fruit-body the
legding feature of hiz gpenus and mentioned az exumples, “C, Chelelid,
O mewmenecdo, O cedlios, ete” — TYPIPICATION. The foenus was called
*Cerptelle (Quel).” whivh indicated that Patouwillurd hud Cleverie scel,
Ceratelly Quél, (Ench. FPung., 228, 1886) in miod as basinym, This latter
name originally covered seven species, the lirst of which is Cleearie
wncintis Grev. ex Fr., the second, O mactde (Pera.) ex Fr., and the third,
L newling Omél, The only species of this group retained by Petouillacd
was CF aewdina; it ia hardly acceptable as the type of the ‘basinym.'
Quelet’s deseription merely repds "Simplices, minutze. Lignatiles.” The
origing] deseription of O aendinvg (Quélet, C.R. Ass. frang. Avanc. Sei. 8:
GT0 pl. & F 17, 1H80 sfates that it waz found "Sur les jones pourriszants
des maraia,” which conflicts with one of the three words of the sectional
deseription. Subsequenl awthorz who retained an infrageneric faxon
Ceratslla (and at the same time aceepted Patouillard’s genus) excluded
Lhis fungus from Ouélet™s taxon, Thia was done, [or instance, by Bourdnot
& Galzin (Hym. de Francee 122 1928}, who made Quélet’z taxon a sub-
renus of Clovarie Fr. and emended it in suech a manner that it iz rather
obvious that they framed their group around another of Quélet's species,
L waeddn, which srowns on wood; that species iz here selected as the
type of Cloveria sect. Ceratelln Quél, Because O mucida waa not admilbed
arnong the original apecies of the gennz Ceradelln, the “basinym’ is Lo be
rejected ae such and the suthor': citation of the generic name should
Lecome “Pat) eather than (Quél) Pal’ — Afterwards Patouillard (Esani
taxon, Hym, 49, 1900y left O acoling out az an example and listed,
=0 geulests Paty, . Queleti Pal, ©, Helenae Pat., . mocrospora Pal,
O, meominnte (Fekl), ete” When EKonrad & Maublane renamed the genua,
they indicated Pistileein gueletii Pat. — Cerafelle gueletii (Pat.) Pat. as
the tipe apaciea of Cerelellopsiz Konr, & Maubl, g.v. It is one of the twn
epecies that figure among the cxamples liated by Patouillerd both in 1887
and 1900, the other one being Péstillaria aewminelie Fuek, This choiee 18
accepted here for Cerafella Pat, — HomoweyM: Ceratelle Hoole, [ (1843,
Compositae). — Isowym: Ceretellepsis Konr, & Maubl (1937), qv. —
BTaTys, Impriorsble on account of the earlier homonym,

Ceratellopsis Eonr, & Maubl, Teon, select, Fung &: HOZ, 1027, —
. ETYMOLOGY {Claoverie sect.) Cerafelln; dwyi;, appeirance. (Gender: £
— Type 4rECIEs by orviginal designation) @ Paslillers gquelefn Pat. —
BasinrM: Cerntelle Pat, (1887), g, — SeoPE. That of the genns Cere-
belfe Pat. ae treated by Bourdot & Gelzin (Hym. de France 140, 1828),
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with “2 espécea.” Ceratella queletis (Pat) Pat. and Cerntelin helenoe (Dal.)
Pat., Pistillaric aceleafa Pat, nol being definitely included? However, &8
a mere name change of Ceralelln, the original scope of Ceralellspss Is
Lechnically that of the generic basinym. — Vavi pURLICATION. Cerntel-
inpsie was introduced as s “nov, nom.” for Cerafella Pat., with a short
French (and no Latind description. There is a reference, " Cerntelin
(Guelet, p.p.), Patonillard (1887)." Thia is to Fatouillard's  deseriplion
rather than to Quélet's, sinee ‘Quélst, p.p.’ stands evidently for "Guélet,
with the exclugion of the typieal part, beeause the anthors maintained
Cleaparia aeet, Ceroatelle Quél, wa the correct name for o quite different
aroup of fungi {(alse in Bourdol & Galzin's circumscription), The work
in which Ceralellopsis was published contains an exlensive bibliography
which supplements the reference “Cerstelle . . . Patouillard (1257)1."
There 1s o donbt thal the anthora introduced & new name for Patoinillard’s
group. The reason for ac doing seems to have been that they reguarded
the use of the sectiom epithet ‘Ceratells’ misspplied in generic rank az
inadmissible. The authors were apperently unaware of the exiatence of
an carlier homonym. — REMARK. By indicating P, guelelil ag the type
speeice of the isonym, Wonrad & Maublane indirectly selected it aa the
iype of the businym, too, It is difficult to exchange that species for another
gne, Corner (1050: 85, 36, 198, 689) preferred such & gubatitution and
selected Fisftlloeie oewlealor

OTF [Dercbellopsin Queleti] has the seme sbructare s8 O eendewds Lheve will be
na difCienlty, bat if it is a Peevaln, then Cevaleliopsis will become merely B synoRym
of Plerein and a new pemeric name Wil have to be made for O ooulfsals, Thus I

congbder it preferable to change the lecto-type of Corebeilopeis 8o that the mame can
e nmaed with eertainty—Corper (1959 346).

This seleclion—unlockily—seema hardly permissible in view of the
ariginal designalion of P, gueletif; moreover Pistillari aculentn Pak, ia
neither among the examples listed by Patonillard when he introduesd his
genma Cerelslla,” nor is it one of the species definitely udmitted by Konrad
& Maublanc. (It i= not one of the eriginal specles of Claverie scet, Cera-
telln Quél. either.)

<SHpua nvons récolté , . . upe petite espiee répondant bien exaclement dux
dnseriptions de O cowmidnate Pak .., et da O pribeate Pat. . . o — Fkhﬂz_n elevules
. aver pointe sterile . . o— A la mofme pluce, Lo lendemain of jours swivants, les
pluvules étafens bien plus nombrenses; .. . I plupnrt dtaiont obbuges ad Bomimes,
suos prolongement dhyphes stéreiles o . . 11 o5t _;I.lm'hm.h'l.-l: que dlverses espiess de
Tipharis pewrent, prosenter leg caractires du geore Ceratellc dans lear jeunesse L L —
rdot & Galsin (Le). i
g L A Pniulfljlilm ‘g first example io 1800 wee ander Cevateiia.

1964] Dome: Genteitic memes (O Clevpiiaesas’ ) 447

Chaetotyphula Corner, Monogr, Clav. (in Ann. of Bot, Mem. 12} 207,
690, 1960, — ETYMOLOGY @ gofrg. hair; the genus Taphule, Gender: f, —
TYPE SFECIEE (by original designation) @ Typhiwls hyaline Jungh. — SO0PE.
Introdueed with two species.

Cladaria Ritgen, in Schr. Ges. Beford, Naturw, Merburg 2: 04, 1E3LS
— BTYMOLsGY @ sidder, branch. Gender: f. — TY¥rPE SPECIES {3elacied) .
Cloporis botrytis Pers. (in connection with o proposal for rejectiom} or
Clooprin corpiowlafn Schaefi.

VALY PUBLICATION. The deseripticn to which thiz gerneric name owag
it valid publication rung:

“Tin nstigen Clavarlen mbssan ahgetheilt woerden von der sinfachksulenfbirmigan,
welehes woler den Mamen Claderie geschehno kann (100-158) "—Ritgen (e,

Thiz has pol been contested as vet as ensuring the valid publication
nf the namae,

ScorE. Ritpen bazed hiz review of the fungl almost exclosively on
Mees's “Das Syetem der Pilze und Schwiimme" (1817); like in other
instances the numbers at the end of the sentence quoted above denote
illustrations in that work and it muat be sssumed that Cledaia ia a name
intreducsd for the branched species of Cloveric 88 treated by Nees (op. et
pp. 168 et agqy. & “Ucberblick™ pp. 42-42). This mekes the inadmizaible
denomination * Astschwiimme, Clavariae romuloses” (Nees, op. cit. p. 16E)
‘hazinym’ of Claderin,”

Neas (op. eit. “Ucberblick” pp. 42-48) divided these branched apecies
inta a subdivision “Traubenstengler. Botrpeidese,” and ancther one,
“Fweigatengler. Romalines” These two groups correspond to Persoon's
glready previously Introduced twe sohdivisions of “A. Coralloideae:
elavulia ramosis. (Fasaria Holmsk.),” viz., Nees's first group with “Caule
eragrissimo,” snd his second with “Canle tenui s, ramis omnibus simul
sumtis tenuior” {(Svi. Fung. 585, 528 1801).

Nees's exumples of his ‘Ratrpoidens’ are “Cliverie pomaees,” “noch
unbeschrichon,” Tollowed by Clesarin botrgils Pers, OF his “Romeliaee,
he remarked, “Die reinate und edelste Form des Astschwammea stellen dic
Familiengennszen der Clavarie profensiz, cmethyeting, cormicalelo Pers,

E -_-':h |

S Rogers (058: 130 concluded that the dale iz upgoesbionable 128, From hiz
reaparks ane would dedoce that Riteeas paper io guestion and aocther ooe by Le
pame nuther wore izzued atb this earlier dote ns o seperats installment of the wolume
of which it forms part; and Lhat these ]ﬁ;p-nrn hear their swn pagination (Cladaida,
. 54}, Tha m{y 1 had aseess tu (British Buseom, Nat, Hiat) conzislsd of the voluce
fasaed ms a whala; both Lhe original cover and the title-pape wers dabsd 1831

T4 A pteshwamme, Clovasine romeiosdd, o . o SWEyle Catlong, Stengelsehwomm.
[Ftengier] Closerie''—Noes {ep, ot p. 1630
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&rc., mit schimerem Verhdltnisse des Stammes und der oft regelmilsaig 2ich
spaltemde Aezte, dar”; follow the treatment with the apecific deseriptions
(all names pacribed to Pergoon), in this order, of Claverie emeffpstin,
O, palmete, O, corndowlafo, and, for instance, . corien, the latter already
making up parl of MNeea’s undivided zpecies.

Neea's illustrationg (as far as those ciled by Ritgen are concerned)
ropresent Clavere hetrytiz Pers, (Wees, l, 16 f, 150, copled from Schaeffer,
Fung, Ic. pl. 176) ; C. amethystine (Holmsk,) “Pers.” (Nees, £, 155 copied
from Holmskjold, Beata ror. pl. 28, a8 Roemaria gmotieefing Holmek, =
Clevarin “emathystes . . . Holmsk, coryph. p. 110 cum dc. eleganti,” of
Porsoon, Svn. Fung, 530 ¢ &7 palmato “Pers,” [Mees, F. 15TH; copied from
Holmeskjold, op. eit. pl. 27, Kemario pelmato [Seop) Holmeak., a different
fungus from O, pofmeta Pers.]: . corpicwlafo Bohasff, (Mees, f. 152;
copied from Schaeffer, ap. off. 5l 1700 and (. corren Batach {MNees,
§. 158).

TyPIFICATION. Corner (1955: 2000 correctly remarked that, Clodoma
“was made merely for branched speciea of Clovaria o o .0 As soch it s
o superfluous nome for Rowmerie Holmek, [non &5 T Gray], and 1 repsrd
il ms a clear syionym. Indeed the content of the genus, ss evidenced by
the illuatrations cited hy Ritgen, iz that of Holmakjold.” Bince Nees
divided his ‘Clavarize remwlosas” (which group became Ritgen’s Clodaria)
into fwo aubdivigions, 'Hofrpoidese’ and “Ramolinae,' it follows that the
moat eligible speciea to the type are two, one representative of esch of
the groups. These are for ‘Eofrypmdens’ undizputable Clovaris bolrpils
{which, for instance, inapired the neme of the sroup in which it was
Maced ) and for 'Bomelines rather O, corndonlode (see below) 2

The first author to select a type species Tor Cladnsin wazs Doty (1345
126), who propeaed " Clepario amethyating Frieg"” Bome years atberwards
Droty (1sse: 12) spgeested that his selection be recognized amd about
simultanecuszly Rogers (J050: 53) expressed as his opinion that Doty's
lectotype was acceptahle and “wvalid,” and that there was no place for
the substitution of an other by & subsaguent anthor. The species in question
iz not an original one: Ritgen did not refer back to Fries's funpus, What
Doty must have had in mind iz Nees's Clavaria ometbysling “Pere," (=
(7. arnthyafen Pera., a name change for Somerie soethyeting Holmalo),
which by Neess degeription and his illusteation copied from Holmakjold,
iz to he interpreted in secordance to Holmakjold and quite certainly not in

2Tt will be deronstrated nnder Romaés S, F. Gray [bon (Fr) Baoerd,] that
Gray rajaed the “‘Remalizee” Lo the vank of a genus; be apparently intanded fo do
the wame Lor Lhe 'Batrpoidene,” bub Uhis sesond wetis wes nob tocluded in bis beok,

1054] Doxg: Qdneric memes 1"'5.!::1111'.'.-:-5-&&-:-!-?"_] ENE]

accordance o Fries, the author to which Doty ascribed the name. Rather
than sugrgesting that Doty proposed g non-oviginal apecies (and thus did
not really (ypify Cledoria), T prefer Lo assume that he broadly interpreted
Fries's Cleworio smethyating, incluzive of Romavic cmeffigstinag Holmak.,
the latier speriea thua heing indivectly indiested by an incorrect name®
Even if thus corrected, Doiv'a choice ia nnt at all readily acceptable and,
moreover, & very embarrasaing one. Mees [op. cib. po 169) regarded
ainethystine intermediate betwean hiz two aubdivisions, resszon why he
mentioned it az the first example of hiz ‘Bomalivee’; “Muacht der Ueher-
gang zu den einfachern, dinpatimmigen Arlen [Rommebinee']” This
remark showa that this fungus ia not eligible for any of Mees's two sub-
divisgional namesa and should, therefore, oot be runked among the species
most eligible as the tyvpe of Clodosia. Nees"s German name for the
‘Romalines’ i Dweipstenpler (in contrast with Traubenztengler for the
‘Botrgotdeae’), which shows that be bad in mind zpecies with slender
atems snd slender branches, Wolmsjold®s illusteetion of Roseeile taoeethos
sftoe could hardly have acted as podmother, Tn gddition, Doty had ignored
that it was (and iz a3 vet) oot gquite eerlain what either Helmzkiold's
or Fries's fungus really represents. Doty {ef. 19500 12) interpreted the
apecies he selected in agresment with Coker, that i5, asz being the funpuz
now currently called Clovestn soliftngrer: Léw, (Corner, 13500 238-262 rs.
RELE, pl. 1 fa 1, 2). According to Corner {(J955) 290-201), " Remaria
amefigsting, a8 illustrated and described by Helmeskjold [and Meess], is
probably Clevarin zellingert, if one can judpe from ils breittle fexture and
manner of branching” As to Clovaris sviellgebivg Fr., Corper s con-
vinced that that name should be retsined for o zpecies of Clovediea J,
Behroet., thua az beloneing to a quite different genus, Retention of

- Ramorin omethysitne Holmak, would make Cloderiz a potential source

of moech confusion. If Cledara were to be Lepilicd by Doiyv's choice T
would most likely breat it as s pomen dubioer,

Donk (7959; 106), when still unaware of Doty's preferenee, sclocted
Cloparie cordicilobe “Pere” = C. cornicolele Scheolf* This was not
done withoul cure, one of Uhe object: being, Lor instance, o avold the Lrap
laid by Roeworic cmethyating; the gelection of that species would “meke
Cloddarvia virtually & nomen dubium, and & hotly debated one”™ (Donk, f950:;

9 Rogers (2850 88) appovently vecogmizmed ihis point, ton, for he slaled that
"Lty (p. 126) had esaclier selected Claw, epielbysting (Neess no. 1511, whick, of
course, was tol marelr a statement it 5.

i T would have preferved Closerie peotensia Pavs.: this species Weea mentioned
by oame, hat in eanirost with Clevoria sormizadeia € wae not sepavately desevibed
and illustrated, Tho twe ere coreentlr regarded n: sonspeeific.




45U EEINWARDTIA [viL. 2

10). The reason why Clopwrin botrptis was not selected was because he
thought himself bound to select from the species thal Nees mentioned as
representing “dis reinate und edelste Form des Astachwammes™ After
a careful restudy of Ness'z treatment | nmow feel that undue emphasis
was laid on thiz taxonomic (or what we would now eall, phrlogenstic)
rather than nomenclatoriz]l remark, snd that the Jesz noble form of O
bodrytiz did not necessarily exclude it from being nomenclaturally eligible.
Shovtly afterwards, when Corner’s monograph (72500 was published, it
appeared that Cloderie, if typified by Clovario eeimdeilatn, would beeoms
the eorrect name of Clavaliwepss Overcem as emended by Cornar, a very
regrettable situation. In the mesntime Clevarine corndeuints haa been made
the type of a new penus, Denkells Doty, q.v,; however, compare Corner
(1p53: 291.292) for some laxonomic remarks on this genua.

In eonclusion of this review of the typification of the name Clodari,
I would sugmest that Clevarin bedruliz be aclactad as the type species
{gee helow). If this were nol done the earlier selected Clovaria coridoulite
wonld doubtlessly be aecepted at least by some myeologiats in preference
of the still earlier selected, but less eligible, Ramarie sovethpaling,

Horowysl, Presumably Cloderis Bafin. (1838; Rutscoas) iz not to be
regrarded az a homonym.

TyponyMg. With Clovarie babratis az the type, Romerie (Fr.) Bonord.
(1851; propoged for conservalion) and Corefivem Hahz {18830 would
become typonsyma; with Clovarie eornieuinte, Romaerie B I'. Gray (1821
proposed for rejection), Coredcelerds Bonord. (1951; precceupied), and
Drenkelie Doty, q.v.

MOoMEK REJICIENDUM (proposed)., Orviginally, before koowing how it
might be typified, Donk (2941 : 1588, 178) propoged Cledario For rejection
sprainst Raesiorio (Fr.) Bonord., q.v., and later on proposed it again for
rejection, along with Remaric 3, F. Gray, q.v., as another nemen rejicien-
dum, this time specifring ©. corpiciletn as the suprested type species
(Donk, 19459: 108), Rogers (1949 4T3) thonght that Lhe propesal, in its
original formuolation of 1941, should be rejectad. and alterwarda con-
firmed his opinion in regard Lo the revised propossl (Rogers, 15500 33).
The E-]JUEi.H-I Commitbes fewr F“J]ﬂi rejﬂctﬂd it b;..' hallnt {-E-CE- i Taxon 2: 31,
1963 in Myeologia 45: 380, 1953).

Neverthelesa I herewith ones more move thal Cladarie be rejected
apsinst Ramoerie (Fr.) Bonord., g.v., this time with Caerie bofrylis Pere,
as the type species, Thiz would dispose of Claderin &8 a priovable name
altorether by making it o typonym of & conzerved name, which ia precisely
what it deserves ss o superfluens name publizhed in ignorgnee of the
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pre-existence of Romaerie Holmsk, Intreduced for exactly the same ides.
Moreover, lthe resemblance between Cledorin and Clotaric, az names
within one family, might lead to sonsiderzble confuzion. As the taxonomic
situation iz al present, Cladarin, if typified by Clowasie Dotrytis, wounld
endanger Fomeric (Fr) Bonord., and if typified by Closeeie sorndonlude,
Clovwlinopsis, the latter gemus as monographed by Corner another
extenzive penus of oo less then 63 species (combination all mede 1. (Moty'z
tvpification ie thought to be less tenable and confusing.) Taking into
pomsideration that Cloderin has a5 vet never been taken up and redefined
Moty hea formally made one, the first and only, combination with that
putne without redefining the genus), there are no obatacles to reach a
goal that wonld eonsidersbly conlribute to greater atability in the nomen-
clature of the elavariaa.

[Tiadosterigme Pat. apud Pal. & Lagerh. in Bull. Soe. mycol.
Frunce 3¢ 188, 1892, Type apeciea {only original apecies) : Clodesterigme
festspare Pat—Placed by ite anthor in Dewteromycetes (Tobercularis-
cepe), Von Hihnel (#n Oester. bot. 2. 57: 323, 1907 apud H. & F. Sydow
in. Ann, myeol, 5: 852, 190T) wmssigned it to Daeryomyeelinese, and it has

~ alse heen referred by the same guthor (Von Hiéhnel dn 3.B. Akad. Wize.

Wien, Math.-natorw. Kl 128 I: 535, 1919) to Cloverie; he identified it
fin 19190) with Misrocarn clerariello Bpeg. Afterwards Peteh (fn Trans,
Brit. myeol. Boc, #: 212, 1923) identified it accordingly but denied Its
busidiomyeetonz nature; he classed it among “Stilbacese.”]

Cleverin L—See under Clowaria Fro

Clavaria Fr., Sysl. mycol. 1: 465, 18281, — ETymoLocy: clava, club.
Gender: f. — TYIE SPECIES (selected) @ Clovaria frogifte Pers, ex Fr—Thiz
ia now often conaidered conspecilic with Clavario vermicaleris Fr.) ses,
for instance, Corner (1850: 262). — PRovoNyM @ Clarario Valll, Bot. paria.
30, 1727.—A name introduced in the Tournefortian system of nomen.
elature for three species, (1) Cleverio militors, erecea Vaill, (pl. ¥ 5. &) =
Cordyeepz militardy (L. cx Fr.) Link, (i) & alba, pistilliforme Vaill, (pl 7
1. 5), and (i) C. ephiogloaaoides, nigra Vaill. {pl. ¥ 7. 18) = Geogloasion
ap., thua all undivided species, the branched ones heing placed in a differ-
ent genus, Coralle-Fungus Vaill, Clomerie was aceopled by Micheli (Nov.
Pl Gen, 205, 1729) and already before 1708 by Linnasus (Gen. PLOSET.

- 17a7). — DEVALIDATED maME: Claverie L., Sp. PL 2: 1182, 1753.—In his

oeners Plantarum,” Linnaeus eited Vaillant as the auther of the name;

he extended the genuz so s to include also branched species: and in-
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corporated Vaillant's three species in Clevarfa group Iodivisse. Vaillant's
firsy species was the basis of ¢ mdildtaris L., hiz second was cited under
€, pistillariz L., and his third was the basziz of . ephioglessoides L, —
Score. Friea, who, too, ascribed hiz penus Clevarie to Vaillent, also in-
cluded undivided as well as branched speciest; of Vaillant’s species he
retained ome, the second, citing it a2 a synonsym of his Clowaedo Fragilis
var, b, cplindrien (Bull) ex Fr. — TyPIFICATION. Donk (7833 T4-Th)
selected (Movarie frogilis as the type apecies; he was followed by Doty
(fg4%r 126) snd Corner (i950: 38, 215, 689; “Donk hes chosen (0 wer-
widewlaria™) . — An earller selection, of “Clevaric Lotrytls Peral’ aa the
tvpe apecies of *Clevario (Vaill) L. .. . 1763 by Clements & Shear
iGen, of Fungi 345, 1931) is to be rejected (Donk, 1849 116}, That species
wag neither one of Vaillant's nor ons of Linnweus's, Moreover, it is
hranched, and historics] conziderations (for instanee, excluded from Clave-
vin with the introduction of Cledarin Ritren, g.v) in combination with
the meaning of the penerlc name require preforably an unbranched species,
Further, this choice would make (lewarin the correct name of Eomoris
{Fr} Bonord. emend, TDonk and would necessitale adoption of another
name for the present, restricted, genus Cloverie, — HoMonyed: Cloveris
Stgckhouse, Nereis brit, Ed. 2, x. 1816 {(Gelidiacese, Rhodophyta; starl-
ing-point date, 1758). — “Clewearia” of Steudel (Nomenecl, P1 pharer, 204,
1821) iz an error for Coalverie Geertn. as indieated by Stendel himselt
{(Nomenel, PL univ. 262, 372, 1840y, — NOMEN CONSERVANDUM, Donk (19587
T4, footnaote) drew attenlion to the existence of the earlisr homonym and
later on propesed it more explicitly for rejection {(Donlk, 73402 115-117).
The same proposal was moved by Doty (1848 127), and Rogers (7844
436) recommendsd its adoption, It has been approved by ballot by the

- @pecial Committee for Fungl (ef. Code 77. 1962; in Mycologin 45: 315

1053y

Cleverigehaeta “MeGinty™: Lloyd, Myeol. Wril, 7: 1111, 1922
inot validly published) ; see alzo, Btevenson & Cash i Bull. Lloyd Libr.
Mo, 85 62, 1988, — A not validly publizhed name: not definitely accepted

U Mpvarie Stackh, wes olao propased For pajaction againest Graladtioe Lampar. 1513
(Papenfuss it Madreiio 9: 12, 1947), Doty (20448 127) was in error when in eonmnezion
wilhl thiz proposal he indiesbed, amd giated that Papsnluss propascd, s the lectolype
af Tlaverie Blackh,, Gelidivm cornewm (Hude,) Lamoar, Papenfass ndoptes] 1hst spepeiss
[or Eeliding: Lomoor. in agvesment with Schndtz) for Clewnein Slackh. no type
spicivs wag indieated hy him, The covrect type species is Fluciuk oisatdtoiea Stackh, —

i pueiliym (3tackh) Le Joliz: zee Donk (rads 11V and Papenfuss (h: Hydro-
biolopin 2: 151, 18503, Thiz speeics = ales fnooyooiis with Faces slevafzs Lamoar.
which pare j2 less eorreetly mentioned fur the type species oo the propoeal g aditad
by Rogere.
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: by the publishing author. For seme general conaiderations on the MeGinty
. pames, see Part I of the prescot series (in Reinwardtia 1: 205, 1951).

Doty (1848 127) aeeepted the neme az *legitimate.” When ao doing he
| geither provided for s valid publication, nor made it clear that he defi-

gitely acceptad the nume as & correct one. Thas it would appear thal this

pame has not vet been validly publizhed. — Clreerieshacts was coined
'\ for Dendrocladive peckholti Lloyd (Lo : “A new genuz eould be based
" om it and my friend MoGinty propeses Clzearivehaetn.” The typs of this

species is in Lloyd®s herbariom, According to Killermann (after EBreaadola;
i Engl. & Pr., Nat, PfFam., 2. Aufl, 6: 160, 1928) D. peckholtét would
perhaps be Lachroclodivw brasilicnze (Léw.) Berlk, & O.; the two are
widely different however. — See alzo under Dendrocludivie. —— Claverie-
ehpete Corner, q.v., includes the type apecies of the present name, but was
ralidly publizhed as the name of o new genus and based on o different

RpEliE.

Clavariachaete Corner, Monogr. Clav, (fiz Ann. of Bot. Mem, 1:3 268,

881, 1950, — ETvmonocy: the genus Claveris geiy, hale. Gender: £3

names ending in -chacle are often treated &8 newter. — TYPE SPECIER (hy

original desigmation on p. 689) : Lachnoelodizon raliginosim Cooks. —
Score. Introduced with two speeivs, the type and Dendrocladivim peckhol

t Lioyd. — HEmMARE. This is Lo be interpreted as a different, though

‘perhapa homonymous, neme from the not validly published Clasarizchaete
s S

.~ Clavarindelphus Donl, Rev, niederl. Homob.-Aphyll. 2: T2 18933 (i
Elil::d. Wederl, myeol. Ver, 22 & in Meded, hot. Mus. Herb, Univ. Ulrecht
‘Na, 9, — ETryMoLocy : the genus Cleenrin;  ddelons, brother, Gender: o,
— TYPE SPECIES (hy original designation): Clovariz pis@illeris Fr. —
PR, Three spocics were ineluded.

L]
b

Clavariella P. Warat, #a Rev, myecl. 3 (Mo, 9) - 21, 1881, — ETYMOLOGY
ninutive of Clovaric., Gender: . — TYTE SPECIES (melected) ; Clzvarin
Inin Fr. — ScoPE. Introduced (with 15 speciea mentioned) for & part
' Cloperie Fr., the apecies whether or not branched and “receptaculum
Efax. Sporae ochracese (sromiium?)” Clzearie flove Scheeff. ex Fr.
_ Cloverie &ofrply Ters, ex Fr., considered by Fries (1574 666) und
Karaten us leneosporous, were not ineluoded. Clovaria pistillaris Fr,, Cliva-
i Lgole Schaeff. ex Fr., Clewarin pormdese P Karst, and Qlovaria

bulogn Holmsk., ex Fr, are among the examples and reprosent the
nbranched element; they ave the last foue mentioned, Thos Clavesiels
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was clearly instituted for Claveris trib. Ramaric B, Ochrozporae Fro
(Fries, 1574: 870) and the firsl part of Clowaria Lrib. Helocorgme Fr.
(group, “Colore mutabili, obscurato”; Frics, 1874: G78). ‘Clehroanorae
constitule the principal part (11 examples enumerated by Karsten). First
speciea, Clovarin auven, Schaeff. ex Fr. In the following wear Eursten
himself (#n Ridr. Kinn, Finl. Nat. Folk 37: xvii, 184, 1882) excluded the
nnbranched species, i.e. the ‘Holoearyne’ alement. — TYPIFICATION, Loty
(1948 127) proposed Cluvorio epiculefa Fr. as the type specics — REMARE.
See alao Ramaria 8. F. Gray under “MNomen rejiclendum {propescd).”

Clavicorona Doty dn Lloydia 10 38, 187, — ETyMoLosy : clava, club;
corong, whorl, Gender: f, — TyrR SPECIER (by original designation)
Craferciiug texophiln Thom (“forephilvs™). — Scork. Four species were
assigned o the genus,

Clavulina J. Schroaet, i Cohn, Krypt.-FL Schles. 3 (1)@ 442, 1888, —
EreMoLocy: clavule, small club, Gender: f. — TYPE SPECIES (selectad)
Cleonria eristaln (Holmealk) ex Fr. — ScorE. Introdueed with five apecias,
the first of which iz Clovorio rugose Bull, ex Fr, —— TYPIFICATION. The
apecies indicsted above was chozen by Donk (18822 16), alao proposed by
Doty (19487 129), and accepted by Corner (1250: 295, 689). — REMARK.
Doty hasz shown a pronounced, and in my epinion very regrettable, aver-
aion to Clavulina, one of the generie pames that are curvently used by
the [ew contemporary myeologists who divide Cloesrie into guite o
number of smallar genera, Thusz, he proposed species of this genus as
the tvpez of some earlier generic names which ineluded members of
Clavulfne gmong their original contents, even when the species chosen
were rather ineligible, For the earlier name Remaria 5. F. Gray, 4.v.,
{instituled for Frenched species, as is also plainly shown by the neme) he
choge the lesst branched, and therefore aboul the least eligible one,
Clemeling rugosn (Bull, ¢x Fr.) J. Behroet. | Normally this plant ofien has
gimple froit-bodies! Compare zlac in this connection Corner [1952: Z58-
286). For Holoeorpne Bunerd, q.v., he again propesed the same spocics
although in the original description it was mentioned clearly as an example
of a aomewhat sberrant group among the eriginal onea ! For Stichoramoerin
Ulhrich, too, the least branched species was proposed ss lectolype, again
Clnvaling rugoese. For Cladarvia Ritgen, g.v., he proposed a moest diversely
interproted one, *Clavaria pnethysting Fries” It would seem that in this
case he meant Ramoeris pmethyeting Holmal, (Clevoric omaethyeten Pera),
which might rather be the zame as Clowarin sobdoeri Lév., but on the
other hand might after all still belong to Clavuling, Nevertheless, 1 think
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that Cloveling has zurvived this Incomprehensible attack and still stands
ag the correcl name for those who recognize the genua, Doty's selectiona
for Romarie 8. F. Gray and Holacoryne being unacceptable and the one
he proposed for Cledario (if it has to be maintained) making the lulter
generic name rather o nemen dublum, if not a metonym of Claverie Fr.
emend. Corner. — TyPonyy ; Stickeramaria Ulbrich (1928), and compare
Famorio Holmsk, (1790 devalidated name).

Clavulinopsis Overeem in Bull. Jurd, bot, Boitenzory IIT 50 278, 19235,
— EryMovLocy: the genus Cloowline: Sy, appearance. Gender: [ — TYPE
gpRCIES {only original species) : Clavulinepsis suleefa Overesm.—Corner
{t@s0: 75, 379) reduced thia name lo the synonymy of Clavedinopsis
mimints (Berk,) Corner (Dieraria movadale Berk,), — BEMARE. 1f one
follwe Corner (1930 74, %42) in hi= emendation of the genna {(which
made it & =ubstantia] group with 63 species, inclugive of Clavaric eornici-
Intn Schzeff. ex Fr.), the generic name iz endangered by both Romorio
&, F. Gray (1821), g.v., and Cledaric Kitgen (1828), q.v. The propoasal to
comzerve Ramere (Fr) Bonowd, (see pp. 443, 478), if accepted, would
dizpose of both thess names!

Chazonaria Cords o Sturm, Deutschl, FL, Pilze HEL 70 25, 1820, —
ETYMOLOGY ; #edioy, pin, needle, Gonder: f. — TYPE 2PECIEE (only original
apeeies) : Clovarie setipes Grev.—Thiz species iz also koown as Taphado
gresillei Fr, ond T. candide Tr.

Corallium Hahn, Pilesammler 72, 1888 3. Antl., 150, 1903, — ETYMO-
LooY: corallium, coral. Gender: n. — TYPE SPECIEZ (zelected) : Claveriz
botrptis Pers, ex Fr. — Score. Introduced for the branched members of
Clovaria Fr.: eight species wera treated, seven of which wera illustrated.
The majority helong to Ramarie (Fr. Bonord. emend, Donk; the firat
- gpecies is “Clovasia flavn.” — TYPIFICATION. In selecting the Lype specices,
T carefully avoid the first apecies (dropped in the third edilion'®) and
- adopt Clovaria botrpfie Pers. ex Fr. (first species in the third edition).
It seems eapecially suitable for the type, it being sn unmistzkable, very
- well knovwn and favourite fungus from the mycophagizt’s point of viaw,

"EE_B-I'ﬁcl:llarlg.r emphasized in this popular booklel, Habhn's plate and deserip-

--_ﬁinn are unmistakeble, too. — TYPONYM : Eomeriy (Fr) Bonord, (1861),
;Fl'!li compate Cludnein Ritgen.

- Cerollo-Fungws Vaill, Bot. puris, 41 1727 {no generie description);
eh., Now, PL Gen. 208, 1720, — Intreduced for nine species of which

12 ‘i‘i."|~_-_:r.| writing this [ da not have the second edition at Fand,
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four where depleted ; twe of these are branched clavarias ) one {pl. & f. 1)
is o sterile, effused myealivm on which Kerdeia Aduanz. [DEHtBEﬂn’:}f{'&tﬂq},
q.¥., i# hased ; and one (pl & £. 8) has been identifiad with Clovaris w:m-i.::z:!:-
late Buoll {for which ses under Penieilinria Chev. and Fteruls 'Fr.}_ and is
presumably also a sterile, but erect, mycelinm. The two cim'.:l.j‘laﬁ. are
reeognizable a: Cloeulina rugose (Bull. ex Fr.) I Schroet. (ol & 7. 2) and
Clovwlinopeis corniewlate (Schacff. ex Fr.) Corner (pl. & f. 4). — Some-
Limes cited as “Corallafungis,"

Coralloiden Ronssel, Fl. Celvados, 2e Ed., 49. 1806 {devalidated
namel. — Introduced for the branched species of Clavarin L. (" Romorie
Holmskj.” eited ss & simonym), with the description: “tige charnue,
ramiense, rameaux terminé en masseites.” Ten original apecies mentioned:
e, Clovario formose Pers, (fivsl gpecies], C. ciera Bull,, &, pyxidets
Pera, (“pizidale”), . muscoides “FL dan.” Ulearly the same proup as
Olmeario A, Coralloideae Pers, (8yn. Fung, 585, 1801) as can be socn from
fhe species cited and their order, — I abatain from indicaling a type L
thiz devalidsted name. The preferable choice, in view of il2 being the
spmne taxon as Persocn's Cleenric A, Coralloidese (see under Cldaria),
would be Cloraria betrptiz Pers, but that species waz not mentionad.
One might perhaps choose in its place Clowerin formasc Pers, — Mot
validly re-publishad.

Ooralloides Toorn., Elem. de Bot, 442 pl 532, 1634 In=t, 1: G641
pl. 332, 1700; Mich,, Nov, PL Gen. 20% pl. &3, 1728, — Introduced for a
wide variety of planta; the two depicted by De Tournefort reprezented
branched clavarias. — Apparently never validly re-published sfter 1753
. F. Hoffmann (Pl licher, 2: pl. 81 /. 2, pl. 58 [. & 1704} desoribed two
speeies of lichens under this generic name, but gave no generic deseription.

Cornicularia Bonord,, Handb, Mykol. 186, 1851, —— ETYMOLOGY ; cor-
nicolum, small horn. Gender: f. — TYFE EFECIES iselected) : Closaria
sornieulofe Schaeff. ex Fr. — Scors & TYPIFICATION. Under the caption
aG[enua] Clewarie Valll. / Fries Epicrisie p. 571" DBenorden {liv[Eleu:l
Fries’s genus into three smaller ones: Holpcorime (Fr.) Bonord., "Ceor-
ricwlaria Fr.,” and Howmerio (Fr) Bonord. The citution of Friez after
the name Corndewlaria 1 am unable to explain. Bonorden does not cite any
apecies for Cornieulario, 20 & guess has to be made as to these, The poor
poneric deseription, the nsme ecined, and the _Im:’ﬁ that other branched
apeciga were included in Famaria, 411 make it probsble that at lesat
Clepario cormiculate Schaeff, ex Fr. waa intended ag & member of this
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. gomus. L oselected it as the type species, hoping my sssumptions to be
- eorrect, Corner (f550; 74, 889} adopted thiz chojee. — HOMONYM: Cor-
piculoria Acher. (1794 Parmeliacene, Lichenes), — TYPOKYM: Haomario
8. F. Gray {1821}, and compare Clednrin Ritgen, — STATIE. Impriorable
ot aceonnt of the earlier hamonym.

Corynaides 2, F, Grayv.—Ses Dacrymyceraceas,

[Crinila Fr., Svst. mycol. 1: 493. 1881, — Type species (only
original species) @ Cifnuln enfieiiforais Pr.—"This ia the conidial stale of

- Holwaye Sece. (Helotiaeeae, Diseomyeetea) according to Von Hihnel (i
%. (Erunpaphysiel, 1: 219, 1812). It ia entered here because Fries (1874;
§R1) in his last work still mentioned it among his Clavariei. — Originally
 called Oringom Fr., Movit, Fl, guec., Partic. ¥, Contin, 79 1819 {(n.v.}.]

Dacryopzella Hohn, & 5. B, Akad, Wiss, Wien, Math.-naf, KI, 124
1: 50, 1915, — EryMoLocy 2 diminative of Daeipopsiz, Gender: f, — TYPE
EFECIES (by original designation): Dperpopsis tyokoe Hihn—-T already
| pointed cut before (Donk, 7938 101-102) that thiz iz not a dacrymyceta-
- peous fungus gs Von Hihnel thought; compare alzo Martin & Fisher [in
_Il':ui'.'. Towsa Stud. nat Hiat 15 (1) 13, 19337, Mannfeldt {(in Svenak hot.
Tidulr, 41: 335, 19473, and Rogers (opwd Doby, 1548 130}, It belongs tn
oy nenr Plstilline Quél. and may be ealled Pistilling typhae (Hohn) Deonle,
egred, aow. (besingm, Daeryepsiz typhee Ilshn, @ 5. B, Aknd. Wiss.
Wien, Math-nat, KI. 118 I: 200, 1908). — Scope. Introduced with two
-~ apecies,

_ Deflexulas Corner. Monogr, Clav, (in Ann. of Bot. Mem. 1:) 394, 698,
1860, — EryMoLocy: defleclo, T bend dewnward. Gender: f. — TYrE
CAPBCIEZ (by originual desipnoetion) @ Plevida faseienleris Bres, & Pal. —
SCOPE, Introdueed with five species,

Dendrocladium (Pat) Llovd, Myeal. Writ, b 870, 1919, — ETYyWOLO-
GY: dfedoor, trea; widdoc, branch. Gender: n. — TYPE SPECIES (salocted) :
Lochnociediam  gigondewm Pat.—Corner (1850 568) has provisionelly
. ed thiz neme a2 a synonym under Bomarie eponocephols (Berle, & C)
Corner (Cleverin cyonosephale Berk, & C), with the annotation “an
Ramnrin Sippeli?

i ~ Bagiwym: Tachnoclaodiwm sect. Dendrocladium Pat. i J, Bat, (ed,
Moppt) 5: B3, 1580 Eesal luxon, Hyme 44, 1900, —Pstouillard introduced
‘hig soction with eighl speciea. (A few more apecies were menbioned
cuEnally, after the cnumeration of these eight representatives) Numbers
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1—3& wera already previonzly described speciea; of thege a few notes were
griven comcerning the spores of each of them. Numbers 4—3& were mew
specics and for that resson were more fully deacrined. Loshaocledium
piguptewm Pat (no. 6) ia the one meet fully illustrated; L. dasigre Pat,
ino, T comes next in thizs respect; while of L. pupanense 1_"&11:. (no. &),
L. puadolupense (Lév,) Pat. (no. 2), and L. fubulosuin (Fr.) Sscc (. 1}
only spores were drawn. First apecies, L. fubulogun,

scorE. The Tollowing quotation is Lleyd's note in which he raised
Patouillard®s zection to generic rank:

“Thers oocurs in Bhe fropies o group of Clavarizeese corresponding o Fevain
and Lochnociadiwm, but bowinge colored spores, It was called Tasinecludie by
Patouillapd, but for me thet iz a perversion of the owme both ns o s rL.rttl
application and decs not include the oviginal speeics oo wlhich it wus I‘.lH..EH?d.. Tt in-
clades Phaeepternde of Hemvings, As o usual thing I hardly upheld separaiing gensrs
on spore eolor alone in the small graups, bul eowe of thess plunts are se diflerent from
Pierein aod Lechnoniadivm in seperal features that there should be & gemus o inﬂ'ud!:
them leaviog out of consideration the spores. We adopl & pame [Dendroelodiwm]
propased by Patenillard as o seetion [of Loekwsslediem]. The following FPrerulo of
Zaceardo enter inte this group.

" Pepata Réveate, Tavie, Mot found by me, Spores recerdsd as elliprical, 4 < 0—2
probabiy smacth.

4 Phasepterida jereenats belongs bere and also meel of the species inchuded in
Patonillord’s syovpae as Doeebnoplodivm"—Llawd e,

Ag can eagily be seen from thia guotation, Dendroclodim Is a genus
introduesd for apeciea with colonred aporea, regardless of the fact whether
they wers smooth or roughencd (a2 is alen zhown by Lloyd'a later deter-
minatioms), It thuz matches exactly Lachrocladivig gect. Condecledinm
Pat. plus Lachnoclodius sect, Dendvocladivoe; the first has s “spores
gcracées pdiles, lisses” (Paloiuillerd, lLe., 1883), or *. . . brunes .. .
lizges" {(1900), and the setond, “spores brunes, échinées ou verrngquenses”
(1829 or “. . . échinulées™ (1900). The conclusion vhat Desdrostodise
Lloyd covers these two of Patouillard's three seetions is underlined by
Lioyd's own statements: . . . helongs here and also wost of the species
included tn Potowillard's synepsis [of 1889] a= Lachnoclodiuvm™ (italics
are ming) and “it was called Lockaocledinm by Patouillard . . " Patonil-
lard'a third section (Lechnoclodivm sect. Lackaocinditon Pat.) compriced
enly two specice [one of these is L. broliense (Lév.} Berk & C.] of which
the gporves were unknown; this seema the group to which Lloyd restricted
the name Lochocindizem Liév, Most of the white-spored apecies of Lachno-
cladivm were placed by Lloyd in Patonillurd’s ‘emendation’ of Thelephora
Ehrh, ex Fr. Conclusion: Dendrecledivm Lloyd must be tonzidered am

1954] Dose: fensiviz nemes £ Clivarisosas') 4456

isonym of Tachaocledivm sect, Dendroclodiwsm, the scope of whick was
cxtendad to cover also aection Condocledinm,

TYPIFICATION, Slevenson & Cash (e Bull. Lloyd Liby. No., 35: 62 1936)
indicated "I hivexlwn (P. Henn) Tloyd™ as the type species of the penaric

- name. Doty Q0450 1300 proposed the same apecies, T can't agree Lo this

Tor various reasons, Lloyd’s apecies are “most of the species included in

- Patouillard’s aynepaiz as Lechnocladivm,” plus Plerwla kirswlo P, Henn.
- gned Fhacopferule furwensiz P Henn. (zee quotation above), These latler

twin species were especially mentioned hy name because they were not

- found in Fatouillard's enumeration (being described afterwards), end

alsn because thoy were tsken from genera other than Lochnoelodiem:
they were purcly supplementary examples and not, to Lloyd, the most
prominent members of hiz penva. These were Pabouwillard’s, indicated

collectively, Morcover, Plerwle firsute waz evidently not known to Lloyd

- exeept from its descriplion. He certainly knew several other apecies which

he did not lisl by name. The giat of the preceding remarks was already

published by Corner (1250: 88) with whom T discussed these guestions.

Killermann (i Engl. & Pr., Nat, PflFam. 2. Aufl, 6: 150. 192§)
reatricted “ Deadreociodivm Pat.” to a single species, Dendroclodiem peek.-
holiif Lloyd, described 38 years after the introduction of Patomillard’s
pection, and some years after it was raized to generic rank. In addition,

‘Llogd himself did not regard it as quite typlcal, otherwiae he would not

have proposed for it under hiz nem de plume MeGinly, the generic name
Clavariachoeta, gv. Clements & Shear (Gen, of Fungd 346, 1981} augeested
t as the type specios of Dendroecladinm.

I think that we are folly justified {or rather, obliged) to look for
the type specics among the troe kernel of the penus: Patonillard's specles
5'1-'-' the basinym, Lachnocladium sect, Deadroclodium itzelf. Among those
there is one in partienlar which stands out, and which played at least
an important réle to the anthor of the avowed hazinvm, It is the one
most fully lustrated: L. gigonfewsm. The type of this name haz been

=)

Breserved,

. Dimerphocystis Corner, Monogr. Clav, {iw Ann, of Bot, Mem, 1 Ang,
BAE. 1950, — FErvyMoLosy : firg, Twdee; _ub-g',l.'-:lj, EJ:IEPE; svares, hlodder, Gen-

L. — TYFE 2PECIES (hy original designstion) Dimarphneyatils lneviz
Er, — BCOFE. Introdoeed with three species.

" Dunkella Doty in Lloydia 18: 14, 1850, — ETvMoiosy: M. A. Dook.

ler: . — TYPE SFECIES ﬂ:lF' I:Il"j,E'E]'_l[l.l d-BEiE‘tLﬂ.‘l.iun and ﬂl’l]]." E-P‘ﬂ"ifﬂ M-
e b R Chﬂ-‘ﬂ"‘iﬂ- ﬂﬂ?ﬂ{ﬁ-ﬂgﬂm [S‘:hﬂ.e{f. ER] FI'.. —_ TTPD_WHH; f{ﬂmﬂ';"{[ﬁ
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5. F. Gray (1821; proposed for rejection), Corrpiewdaric Bonord, (1251
preoceupied), and compare Cledorio Ritgen,

Evagaricus L. C. C. Krieger én Bull. Maryland Acad, Seci. 3: 8, 1023,
— ETyMOLOGY: d4cd:, dewn; the genus Agoricus, Gendsr: m, TYPR
BPECIES {zame as of bssinym) @ Phpeoleeric tnflete Peck. - BASINYM:
Plhasalosrie Teck (1882), qov.:

. . - I find it neccssary to transfer this mash-tronsferved plant from its present
poeition, in Uhe Clavariaeese, inle tae Apavieacsas . . o 0l gemorie pame [ chanpe
from Phkyaniasvin to Bongaricus, "—Rriegar (Lo

EEMARE. A superfluous mame,

Erioeladus Lév. ix Ann. Sci. pat, Bel, 110 5; 168, 1848, — ETYMOLOGY :
Focsr, wool; widdes, branch. Gender: m. — TYPE 2PECIES (sclectod) : Ehide-
eleulig brogiliensias Lév.—Better known under s currenl name Loacknoclo-
dizem Frogilionze {Lév.) Berk. & . — ZcorE. The genus was published
with seven apecies when Léveillé had to liat speeimens of only bwo species
in & regional enomeration. These two are Cloveris s ielosa Fr.” (no, 1;
arnl error for O fubulozo I'r) and Erioclades Drasiliensis Lév., a pew
speciez Mo, 7). Corner (10538 2H2-205) has reviewed the original species
ghd given important information aa to their identity. — TYPIFICATION.
Clements & Shear (lren. of Pungi 846, 19310 were the first to suggest o
twpe: they gelected Ciepnria furcellafo Fr. Deok (704570 178; 10409 100)
falt hound to adhere to it, not only because this was the [irst selection,
but alzo becanze ke belisvad that Léveillé took up an originally nameless
and provizional unit of Friea’s, afterwards called Closaris Leib, Bomerie
sect, Velubinage Fr. (Epicr. 376, 1888). Léveille’s observalion rufis:

“Oomme les Wevismeo [Pers.], eee Champigsnois sont rameny, de coneletanes
covtaes, el i surfaee compléterment tomentense, Ce carasctivrg, qai 66 d&ja saisi par le
preafeszenr Fries, lo portnit & eroire guon pourrait Pemplover pour en former on
genre partiealier, 87 se présenbail, di=ait-il, sur plosdeurs eapdees " —Téveilld (Le.

Wow Fries added the following comment to his deacription of Cleeasio
Fuvoellode, the zecond species snumerated by Léveilla,

*levneine tropicne, guarum wvers paweae  loocluerunt, ah Eoropasls hrmenio
voluting recedunt. guoasd momentom, #= in plavikos detegendis confivmetur, ens in
peruliarem seviem collepit.” —Fries (in Linnpsa 6 0E1. 1830

This pre-¢xizling taxon was originally institoted for . fireellote:
in 1838 Clrvevie tubuloss was definitely added by Fries. Both are among
Léveillé's original apecies; . tuhilesa was misinterprated by him {Corner,
russ: 202.298) and C. furcellate he had apparently not aeen. The choice

— .

La6=4] Dows: Generde names [0 avnrineene’ ) dfil
- of C. fureellata proved to be very unfortunate. Corner (1958: 203} reportad
that of Fries's three syntypes the only eollection in the Friesian herbarium
i3 labelled “Beyrich (Brazil, in truneiz arb. putr. Octobrod Cloperin FToR
eellata Koxh.” Presumahly, therefore, Koxburgh's eolleeiion from Guiana
ghould be taken as the selected type specimen of O, fureellote, and of this,
the first of the syntypes cited by Fries, its whereabouts, as well ar those
of the second syntype (Bourbon, Bory), are unknown, It ia by no means
sure that these collectiona ave conspecifie, Friez himself noting dis-
erepancies. Corner (fn Nature 168: 1081, 1951; 7953 293) identified
Beyrich’s apecimen with Olovaria syrewlus Berk, = Lewfaria sareuis
{Berl.) Corner. In view of our incomplete knowledge, O, farceliata not
only muat be held to be a nomen dubium, but 2lso & nomen ambiguum
‘Beeause of its having been extensively and erromecusly applied to various
ft‘uhm Fortunately Corner (see below) hss pointed oul that this CY T
i not reslly illegible. — Binger (i Mycologia 36 553 15344) sugpestad
‘anolher apecies: “The neme Leckoocladium should be reserved for fungi
ol the type of L. braeiliense, and the latter be made the Lype of the genus.™
N0 reasons were given for thiz selection. It has been adopted by Doty
i Bk 130-131) and, recently, by Corner, who defended it thys:
. “Whar did :!'T-IE'-.'ulel'.' make the penus? This is really the slgnifieant peint. Hao hag
ronaly deserited thieee of the speries [of Hrincludis = Lookwosludfiom] as Thele.
o, and left Lhree more in Olsveric where Fries and Bevkeley knd placed them,
I he came npon & new spoesies which hod characteristically lomentose berile
LT, ;[E was this species, Evisclodivs brgsilisaviv, which impreased him (far he
not himzalf aeen another Doehnoclndiam smman mikip, and which he strajghloway
acad in the new gemus, On this species he maode the generie eharaster, ned fonnd
FOrE, 28 _hE jJE_Hq.InEi-EEIi. i the cpinion of Fries, one of whoes Eperics tErne out fa
empenerie. Thiz {2 the resson why | consider, a prievi, Eeioelodus brosilienss Lo
l_:.? ;g];}:&un:lut.u.rn] type of the genas: @t refleets the author's procedime.”—Cornce
i Type material of E. brasiliensiz iz availabla at Eow and in Paris
Brner {n Nature 168: 1031, 1951); it proves that the gennus hps been
ectly interpreted by Cormer. — Nowme CONSERVANDUM  (Proposed).
ke {(71. ee) proposed Locknocladium Lév, for conzervalion in order tn
il tﬂhe resurrection of the priorable basinym Erigeladuz, rejoecled by
G L& himself in the same yvear of ils publication and never nsed wrain
n¥body, Tt is suspected that Léveillé sbandomned Eriveledus on pocount
the esrlier name Erioeladivm Lind., which according to the Code ia
to be conzidered o homonym, This propossl, indicating lavaria fur-
it a5 the type species, was rejected by ballot of the Special Crommittes
Fungi (ef. 4 Taxon 2: 81, 1985 ; in Mycologia 45 920, 1958). Accent-
Alice would have wwde Eviscladuz and Luchrockedivm nomina dubis or
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ambigua (see sbove) to many myeologials, Although the theoretical
posgibility still remaing open that the probuble tvpe apecimen (Roxburgh)
of O, Fureellato might repressnt Lachroelodive braziliense or a cloaely
related form, some aothors would perhaps assume its identity with
Clewario suvenlus and thue arrive at an earlice generie nams for Lenforix
Corner, or if that species were trunsferred to Remara (Fr) Bonord.
emend. Donk, at an earlier name for the latter genual This all would be
very deplorable, — A npew proposal {s herewith moved, this time wilh
Eriooladus brasiliensis g the type species, but otherwise unaltered, — T
know of no valid arguments against the conzervation of Lochwaoelmd e
having been publizhed. Doty was not in favenr of the original proposal,

“fSipee [the relention of Eeosledes] reqoimse no new combinations [43¢] and
affects inacfar as Enowm only ome spocics  [mie], there seemz Lo he te mecd 2o
canserve Loshnoelndios, As the other species [Chan L. bresiibense] new listed woder
Loshnivcladinm are peemioply for the mast part Prerslo speeles, synongmz of
hrgailivesis, or species belonping to other genwrs, actually, unless the sense of the
genas wers groatly broadsped [#ic] wich lictle smahasis being placed on Lhe nature
af the epores and the hymenis! eompeosision, beemuase of Lhe many  Deckneshediem
comhinRtions that must he discerded, the swee Dackaseledivm will beeome eonfnsing
[gic]'—Doly (in Llogdia 11: 181, 1i48]).

It looks as if Doty had in mind & moneotypic genua (Eriscladus
brastliensis) entirely his own, not vel clearly taxonomically outlined by
him,* which he thought acceptable to evervhody. Every statement in the
quoted antholopy of ineorreet information, ineluding the strictly personal
renerie concept, muat be called mislending. ' Firat, "unless the senze of
the genus were preatly broadened," must be altered inte the statement
that the original concept hss given rise {o g very large genus, every
restriction of which (apart from Duoty's) left a still very comsiderable
regidue. The moat draatic reatriction thus fer published and taking into
acconnt all described apecies s Cormer’s (0850} i resulted in o Llaxon
consigting of 19 speciea plus 17 speciocs ineertae =zedis. Even [lor this
strongly reduced group conservelion appears very much indicated!
Secondly, zfter the introduction of Erioelades no new names or recom-
binationa have been published under thiz generic name as far as T am
aware; the number of species published in combination with the name
Lochnocladiam is far in excess of the zeven oripins] combinationa with
FEriocladuz, OF the Lbwo generic names, only Lesfeecledivm has been taken
up. Thirdly, the replacement of that name by Eriveladuy will give risc
t0 more confusion than its relention would, Lockanclodiun has heen
proposed for eonservation in the first plece for the benifit of myeologiats

Ly Cum_paze alan under Sdelligéa. :
4 Dudy's conclesion was adopied by Rogers (72580 453, 18500 27),

B ; TipNK: Fenarie wimes ¢ ¥ Clomerivenne™ 463
] A

with & preference for & broad gencrie concepl, but those who do not
maintain the genus in Léwaillés and Bacearde’s inelugive circumseription,
too, will certzinly appreciate the retention of that name [for the semen-
dations, The point iz, what would happen if to the Saccardoan genus the
pame Erincieduvs weare restored (Donk, f250: ), or even Lo Corner's very
much restricted penua. The anawer is: many new combinations under
Frivaladus (i) for the numerous speciea placed in the genus after the few
ones originally included by Léveillé and atill retained in it, and (i) for
the many doubtful species that would have to be trapsferred (o Ericcladus
pecause they are not yet referahle to other peners. This wounld be a
sengeloss crention of new combinations. Laatly, Doly's last argument alao
pomflicts with the spirit of the Code, which emphetically forbids the
rejection of names of much restricted genera like Agaricws wnd Polyporus.

slioeoryne Maire aped Guinier & Maire in Bull. Boe, bot. France 55:
i, 1908, — ETYMOLOGY : siaais, Bticky substanee; sapdey. clib. Gender:
I — T¥rE 2PFECIEE (by original designation and only original speciea):
Cluporic uneialiy Grov, ox Fr--It seema likely thut Maire interpreted
Greville's and Prieg's lungus correctly.

Herictum Fr. 1825, not Hericiwom Pers. ex 8, F. Gray 1821, type
eries, Hudnum kpelriz (Pers) ex Fr., with fruit-bedies supposed to be
i, will be treated with “Hydneceae™

Hevingin Schw,—See “Thelephorscene.”

[Hirswtello Pat.in Hev. myeol, 14: 67, 1202 (original description
reproduced by Speare in Myeologin 12: 62, 1960)." — Type apecies:
Hirzsutelin entomophile Pat. — Thiz genua is not a basidigmyeetous one;
it belongs tn thoge Denteromyceles (Moniliales) that represent imperfect
. omyeetes ; compare Speare (ep. eff., pp. 62-76). Often classed, even

o-day among “Clavariaceae.™ ]

. Holocorvee (Fr.) Bonord., Handb, Mykol, 166, 1251, — ETyMoLoGy :
dog, entirely; wopdsy, club. — TYPE sPECIES (scloctod) @ Clovario feleats
cex Fr.—0dten called Cloworio acubs Fr, — Baginyms s Clovario zect.
locoryne Fro, BEpier. 573, 1838.—Bonorden indicated explicitly that the
[enva] Clewaria Vaeill, 7 Fries Epicrisis p 58717 wasg divided by him
0 three smuller peners:; Halocorpre (Fr) Bonord, " Coraiculore, r.”
i d Rameric (Fr.) Bonord. — SCoPE. Bonorden did not list apecies for
1 And compare i Grevillea 21: 47. 1382

110 Ag to this speeies, eempars absn FMolengon (& Buoll. Soe. mipcecl. Franoe 65:
M, 1805},
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these genera and one has to turn fo the cited work of Fl'.u::?, ’Ic:lu.:"?ﬂfezn.
There is one exception. Of Holaceryme one speies wm_menmu?te : ast::;
coryne, Fr./ Clopeeie im engern Sinne; hatluin L-iuuhges:, getten ! J:l :
E.trﬁma . . .. Einzalne Arten haben ein dstipges Etrnmft: hier =in % e
Apate aber steis keulenfirmig, =B, Clavaiia regosn.” — TYPIFICATION. It 18
svident that . rugose Bull, ex Fr, was mentioned as Al -e'.l:amp-]e of -u.“
wharrant gronp within the genus, rather thanrn,.-r_. a Lypicsal 1'&;:-1-2?-3':11:::;-.-&
of it! Though it iz the ooly speeles mentioned, it is hur_n left -::-ut“r_u fu ]re.r
conaideration. The remark (Doty 1548: 120, ELI.!:J Clrrfuialm].n thu'[ E-:-m;rr. EE
pven Jisted Cleworin rugose BE typical ﬂpeuwa"_ is umfltlrlu.-a]_'.- nnéehﬁﬁ
justice to the facts. LL is now aften included in Cloveline J. P roet.
[ Holacoryie was listed before (Donk, 1528 Td) 45 2 E.,‘,:'.['I.'I'.:'I'-IEI!'!'I. of f.-lfﬂ-*!-'jﬁl'l
Fr, and not of Cloeuline.] — As delimited in the das.r_nlfmn I,:::.r rB-::vninr B,
hia wenus Holosorpne represenis * Clonada i er-_gar:r: &_:-mm:. that i, tlhe
unhranched species in general. It gogala L‘i!ula:mm gt Haimmqirra plus
Olnwaria sect. Synearyne Fro So the attention is {!mwu af nnea Fu tha tvpe
specien of Clovadde, O fengitis Fr. That =pu:]-3q, however, n:-:z]-:ru_g:q ki
seetinn Simcoryne which is not the name-bringing nn.e- It is, therclfove,
passed over here and a gpecies of seelion Hpiucnwm&i is a.ﬁlmt-:::_l {alao as
the type of Clovavic seel, Holvagmme Fr). In gh-::-nmn;: _{J[m.-ur.ﬁa .;F.-xh:um
Pors, ax Fr., Fries's first few species were carefully aroided. r'hayf; WE:E
accluded by Karsten [fn Hev. myeol. 3 (No, 9): 21 ].Eﬂ_lj aud translere ;s
b Oleenriello P Earst, qv. Thay are now often considared [‘rlemham 0
clavariadelphys Donk, Corner (F850: a6, :‘E'ﬂ.:h E:EF!I]I udu*,:nj;ed thizs choiee,
calling the species Clavarig geado Fr. of which €. feleate is regardsd as &
synonym, — TYPONYM, Clatvatia foiecain Pers. ex Fr. aelnnu Juel, the tvpe
apecies of SHehaoramorio Ulbrich, q.v., i a different apecies from O, foleaio
ag eurrently interpreted.

Hormomitaria Corner, Monogr. Clav. {in Ann. of Bot. Mem. 13 10,
£96. 1950, — ETYMOLOGY : Sgpng, necklace; wires, Lhrv:.ﬂ_ﬂ. Ge_ul‘lﬂr: f— T‘!'PE_
spECIES {only criginal speciea, wnd by original desipnetiom on p. RED) -
Harmomitario sulphures Corner,

Fypolyssus " Bark.” —See “Thelephoraceae.

Lachnocladium Lév. in Orb., Diet, univ. Hist. na‘:.1E: 487, 13_-*:"’4”5
Consid, mayeol, 108, 1846, — Ervaonodi: lageltsstsepilonl: #iddos,

) ; ; i the dabs; Pleiffey gives 1549, The copy from
e ot e R ited baars beds, 1843 asd 184, ghe fira date, being 1he
one given cn the litle-page, the mecont, on the o ]

5541

[hamk: Gewerde s (“0laamreeae™ ) 4R
" pranch, Gender: n. — TYPE SPECIES {same az of basinym): Erinelids
Bpmiliensis Lév. — BASINYM: Svipeledur Lév. (1848}, gv. — VALID

FRLICATION, Lochoocledium was introduced in the most summary manner
eptubla: “Locknoclediim, Lév, = Krioclodus, Lév.” Compare Donk
ﬁyiﬂ; 1001, — REMARE. Streinz (Momencl. Fung. 2685, 3406 18¢62) listed
Eaehnobolue Brosifiereie Lév. in sched” sa a synonym of Erviselodus
-i-:ﬂaq:f-.:'u'r.:ai-ﬂ Lév., at the same time ascribing the generic name Leelfinobolus
o Fries: the latter generic name has nothing to do with Clavarisceae,
Morcover, Streinz (op. cif. p. 346} did not enomerate Léveillé™s meneric
nymn itaelf, but in place of it he listed *Laechnecizdivm Berk.” with a

ingle gpecies, L. hoakeil Berk. — NOMEN CONSERVANDUM {(propoged). See
o Erisclardus,

. Lentariw Corner, Monogr. Clav. {3 Ann, of Bot, Mem. 1:3 457, 894,
Q60 — Evymorocy: lentus, pliant, Gender: 7. — Tyee speciEg (by
oriring] desigration) : Claveris swecelus Berk. — Score. Introduced with
12 specics.

', Menina Adana., Fam. des PL 2: 5. 1763 (devalidated name). — Type
pecies {aelectad) | Corallotdes pp. Mich. pl. 82 §. 7 —For this plant Peracon
the name Cieparin dpnes Pers,; it mivht helong to 8emeris (Fr.)
paord. emend, Donk, Az has been remariked !

; *Adaneon publisleed the axae citing in connection aerewith “coredivides Micheli
r.o2 end 6t 18] Micheli's genos az shawn both b his deseription and figores
_"l:l'l'bd.-'.ll.ltll-udl}' the brmnched furms of cur pedern pepws Clevorin, Adansen’s reous,
fere, - . . wondld properly belang toe Phe family of the Clavarsiaceas |

, —DBanker
"' Feolowia 4: ETL 18LE),

The origins] apecies presumably represent membera of Clerulinopeiz
e, Heovnorin, Cloveling 1. Schroet., and Gumsosporesgien Hedw,
Lam., & DC. The first species rited by Adanzon {Mich., pl. &3 fig 2
e quite arbitrarily desipnated as the trpe species, For none of the
abed species Michell reported an [talian name that might have been
source of Adanson’s generic neme “Mantne. I8al.”). Althongh
son did not adopt Tinngevs's binomisl svstem of nomenclature, his
18Tie mames Tor fungi would have been regerded sa validly poblished,
< the slarting-point date for these plants had remained 1758 (devalidated

18], The nume has not been validly re-puhlizhad in its orision] sense,

=aning Banker (1912), g.v., it o genus of “Hydpaceze "
I

... Martele Adsns.—3ee Mortello Addans, ex 0.5,

C M Capreefly: CCovoiloides Mich, t B8 Lo oA 8o
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MHartelle BEodl, 18388, not Martelln Adans ex K. 1895, type species,
Moevtells eohdnns Scop. = Hydruts dchinus (Seop) ex Pr., with fruit-
bodies supposed Lo be erect, will be treated with “IIydpacess”

Mortelln Adans. ex QK. 1298, nol Martelfe Endl. 1336, type species,
Araricwor ap. Mich, pl. 72 F, 7 = Hericiwin Rystriz Pers, with fruit-bodies
supposed to he erect, will be trented with “Hydnaceae™

Mazseeols 0K, Rev. Gen, 'L 2: 8259, 1801, — FEevmolocy: . E.

Massee, Gonder: [0 — TypPe speciEs {only origing] species of bazinym) .

Spavaasis ertgpe (Wulll) ex Fro — Bazmiys; Sporessgiz Fr., q.v., which iz

by some authors considersd {o be prooceupied by Spavaric Ker-Gawl, —

VALID PUBLICATION. Muasseeoln owes its velid publication to a reference:

| “Eneeassis Friea 1819 . . o Die Arten sind sach Saceardo syl V1 68071

. van Sparassis Gbertrapen.” The dute “ 1819 refers to Fries’s " Novitatiag,™

| cited under Sparassis in the present peper. The application of Wassesaln
by Donk (7853: T0) ie sceompanied by o description.

[MatruchotioBoul in Rev. pén. Bot. 5: 401, 1883, — Type species
iomly original species) @ Wetrschatio variane Boul—Thers can be little
doukt that this 1= an imperfect fungus of aomewhat clavarioid appesrance
{just gs Hireutelln Pal. with which it has been combined). Burt (3n Ann.
Miszouri bot, Gdn 11; 27, 1924) “iz disposed o regard Maoirucholic as a
genus of the 'Stilbacese.” " Some years later Giumann (Vergl. Morph. Pilze
508, 1926) placed Hirswfella, inclusive of Motrschotin, in Corticiaceas;
and J. Rick (in Brotéria, Sér. Ci. nat. 3: 77. 1984) treated Motrwehotio
as g member of Thelephoraceac,]

Merigma Hill—8ee under Werizme Toers, ex 8, F. Gray.

Merisma Fore, sx 8, F. Gray, Mat. Arrang. Brit. F1, 1: 553, 1821, —

ETYMOLOGY: pepéz, portion, part Gender: f. — TYFE sPECIES (selected) !

Meriema foetiduon Pers, = Thelephorn palmoets (Beop) ex Fr., according

. to Persoomn himseld (Mveol, europ, 1: 155. 18322), — DProtonyM: Werizmao
_ Hill, (Gener. nat, Hist, 2: &0, 1761.—It ia likely thal Persoon borrowed
i the name from J. Hill, who cofned it for the branched clavarias {and
| ather fungi of similur appearance) in peneral. However, Perzoon gave it
a mew meaning: the true branched clavariaz be included in Cloveric

Vaill. ex L.: he did not refer to Hill, = DEVALIDATED NAME: Merismuw Pers.,

Tant. 74. 1797 Comm. Fung. clavaef, g2 1797 ; Svn. Fung 532 1801.—

In the first publieation cited Persoon did net mention any apecies, In

| the next one ten species were definitely ineluded, among which were
Merizma foctidum Pera. (fivst species) and M, eristatuine Pers. — BCopg,

IE————— T

Trpsk ;. Cleweric womes O Clemerivenes™) 407

When Gray re-published this generic name, hia apecies were the two jusl
h‘anhﬂ!tHd by mame, Merizrio erisfafion coming first, — TYPIFICATION.
T fully underline the following quotation:
Sivce the first of Graz® apecies “ks probably the some as Selesing S0 veions
CiPerz gx Fr) Tul, (of. Burt, Missouri Rot, Gard, Ann, 2@ 752, 1915; Boord. & falz,
- Hym, Fr. E31. [1928]), to adopl L as the tyvpe would maks necessary either discarding
 the geoeric pame Sebosing Tal. ov conserving Sebocia, [LE371], against Wesismem,
‘Therefore M. fostidem i bereby designoted sz the lectotype of Mevisno Pers. ex
I}mv- oo M feetidem iz probably Gke same as Theiephora palmaty [Scop] Froo ..
- T aveid ]}'J'n?ll'lu nomenclatorinl complexities that wmight arvise from the existense af
Retephore trib. Mevizme [Pere] Fr., Syst Mpe, 1@ 422, 188, 7. pubweste [Seop.]
Fr, is herely designated che lectotype of thal Friesion tribe"—Regers fin Myeolopla
iz T, 19440, The eguare brackets nea s in the original,
Doty {18448 132), Loo, proposed Merisma foetidum us the type apecies.
It may be remarked in this connection that Karsten [#a Rev, myeol 3
(Mo, 9) : 28, 13817 emended and restricted Merisme Pers, to the branched,
fararia-like spectes of Thelephora Fhrh, ex Fr. (the latter senua in the
ent eurrent delimitstion) ; ane of his three examples is Th, polmaeio, —
aRrps, Shortly after Gray the name wag alzo re-published by Persoon
Relf (Myool, europ. 1: 165, 1822), — MWerisma was temperarily taken
by Léveillé {in Ann, Sci. nat., Bot, III 5: 157, 1846} in a circumeeription
her closely apreeing with that of Plerils Fr. MoMorys 1 Merismn
) Gl (1878 “Polyporaceas™.

[Méicrocera Deam. in Ann. Seci. nat., Bot, TIT 10; 559, 1848, — Twpe
gpecies (only original speeies) : Micracern soceonhita Desm, — This Fenus
18 non-bazidiomycetous and belongs to Deuteromyeetes (Tuberculariaceas).
4 is mentioned. here because Fries (1874 689) listed il wmong his

Mueronalln Fr—8ee “Hydnacege,”
Mucronin Fr.—See *Hyrdnaceao,"

Myxomyeidium Mzss, fa Kew Bull 1809 179, Ho01, — ETyainnody -
s MUCNs; pusidor, amall fungus, Gender: n, — TYPE SPECIES {only
inal species) @ Myzompeidiiom pendulum Maza,

Parapteruliclum Corner & Ann, of Bol, II 16: 285, 1952 — ETvM0-
! mopd, next to; the penus Pleruliciunm, Gender: n. — TYPE SPECIES
origlonl designation) @ Pesaplersdicion subarbesenlum  Corner.
E. Intreduced with two gpecies,

- [Penicillaria Chev, Fl, Paris 1: 111 1826. — Type species: (only
riginal species) : Clovwriz p&nwalh:m Bull —This species has dropped
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ot of current lilerature; it iz doubiful whether iU represents o (perfect
atate of a) basidiomycete at gll, Tt may well be baszed on o sterile mycelium
(Depteromycetes), and in this case Pendeillorio would be & nomen ansmor-
phosis, See alzo ander Plevwla! Corner (78500 639, evidently by error,
listed Plerple mullifide T'r. as the type spevies of Penicilloria, — Typo-
nym: Plerule Fr, (1221, pomen proviaoriwm; ool Plecuda Fro 1825), q.v.
= Homonym: Perdedllosie Willd, (180%; Gramineac), — Impricrable oo
aecount of the carlicr homonym. ]

FPerone “Fr."—3ee "Thelephoraceas,”

Phacorhiza Pers, Myeol, eurvop, 1: 102, 1822, — EvyMOLOGY | masdg,
lentil; &iZn, root. Gender: f. — TYPE SPECIER {only original species) :
Phocorhize selerofinidez Pera. = Typhuln sclavotinides (Perz) Fr.—The
author emphatically stated that this was not Clovarie eelerefivides T, =
Pistillovie sclevatinides (D) ex Fr. e VARIANT SFELLING : “Phocorrhizn:
Brongn. #n Ddict. Sei. naf. 353: 075, 1824: Fr., Elench, 1: 286, 1828 (in
svnonymy)l ; Ainsworth & Bishy, Dict, Fungi, 24 Ed., 255, 1945 atc, —
Phocoviza Grev., Seoob, ceypi. FL 1@ pl, 43, 1825, —A misprint occurring
ance, the name in other ingtancss being zpallad Phosorhizo,

Phacoaphelaria Corner #n Anp, of Bot, IT 17 557, 1953, — ETyMOLO-
GY: pook, dusky; the penva Apkelorin, Gender: {. — T'YPE ZPECIES (by
original desippation sod ooly original species) : Phaeoophelorie axstro-
Hengis Curner.

Phoesseoryne Clem—Hea Phacoclovilinn,

Phoinclovwling —See Phosscinpulin,

Phaepelavulina W. Brinkm. & Jher, westfil. ProvVer, Wizs, Kunast,
Bot. Sect. 26 197, 1887, — ETYMOLOGY ¢ pacis, dusky; the genus Clavudined.
Gender: f. — TYPE EPECIES: [(only origingl zpecies): Phosockovibin
mpsvaspara W Brinkm., — REMARK. In an "attempt to anchor the genus
to a well-known apecies that sesma o preserve the original author's
conception of the genms” Doty (082 1532} proposed Clovaris Smoomeel
Cotton & Wakef. as the type species, Such a procedure seems unwarranted.
Claverin broomei has been identified with Claverie sigrezcens W, Brinkm.
(mame nof wvalidly publiched by Brinkmann}.'” — TSonyM & VARIANT
EPELLING : Pheeeooryne Clem. 4o Univ, Btud, Mebraska 3 (1): 72, 1902, —

M 1y Breswdola’s berbavivm (wow ac Stoekholm) fe & collectivn from Wessphalin
marked Claserie sigrescens Brinkomsan. Calear I:'f':ll_l‘-"- .3, and Can. 1EY. 1534} Wentilied
it with Cloenite feootnied, T made the slip in ealling the fungus * Bomese wigroscons
{Erinked Denk somb, naw, {= Clamerie Sreowmet Cotton ot Wakef ) (Donk 2082 104),
Coler sacribed four-spored bagidia to Qleveris breanied, while Phoeaslending wres intio-
dueesl Tor twn-spoved spooies, ag Lhe brown epornd sounterpaet of Cwanding T, Hehrost,

Daisk; GFeworic womged (5 Clovdsfnoone™) 4fim

A pame change introduced for linguistic reazonz as follows: “Fhoioolio-

i = Phasocorpne (pmds, dusky, seedes, 4, club).” This isonym e

rentlr not validly published as not even the awothor'a citation of the

ym was given. One might perhaps consider the new name to be

e mpanied by a valid description represanted by the ciymological ex-

ation, but I refusc (o confusge the etymology of 4 name with a
piption.® — Mole the creor in the spelling of the basinym,

Phaeopiernla (P. Henn} Suce. & I Sace. in Sace., Syll. 17: 201 1305,
= ETTMOLOGY: geawic, dusky; the genus Plerwla. Gender: £, — Tyre
2ciEs (only original speciea of basinym) @ Plerple hdrsuio P. lenn —
pr: Prerudo submen, Phagopferida T, Henn. én Warb., Monsunia 1:
09— Thiz subgenna was introduced for one apecies, Pleruln bivsudo
Henn., which, therefore, is the type of the subgeneric name: *Fleralo
. . . Bestiglich der hell-briunlichen Sporen und Pubescenz stellt
-.{Phumﬂiewi'a] hiveute P. Henn.] eine neue Untergattung, Plosople-
dar."—Hennings (Le). — VALID PUBLICATION & 2C0PE, Hermings
i mever validly publizhed the seneric narme, A fow vears after the
duetion of the aubgenerie nsme, the same auther (Hennings i
frle 43: 175, 1904) deseribed a second species, this time under the
pifie nume Phoeepteruln furuenziz P Henn., and only cesually men-
g the curlicr speciez ("Von Pk kirsedae B ITenn, ist die Art ganz
hieden . . b, Mo generic ecaption or deseriplion and net even a
pivee Lo the already publizhed subpeneric psme and degeription were
. The generle name was not properly estublished until Baceardo & 1.
Ao (T2} Turnished a description when adopting Phoespterule as u
including both species already mentioned; author’s citation, “P.
ingz.” T don't see why Saccardo should be credited with having
advertently”™ validiy puhlizshed Phoeoplerule, 83 has been remarked
Doty (7644 188), — TYPIFICATION. As the type species of the generie
that of its hazingm, Pieruln hirsulo, musl be appointed; it was
‘gupgpested for Y Phacoptervls Henn, . . . 19047 by Clementa &
{Gen, of Fungi 845, 1981) and also proposed by Doty {Le).

*hacofyphulo P. Henn. in Bot. Jb. 28: 320, 1901 (provizional
— Thia name war introduced as & provisions] one {and hence not
F publizhed) in an pbeervation under Typhulo phocsspering P Henn,

'-111.5 Sporen sind bravw, 20 dass die Avc mit kelner der beschrichenen Arsam

timmmt, wielleicht besser ale eine Galleog Phocctypbals alzutrennen sein
—Henninge (e,

B Ben alan under Pedestermddng Kunss (" Thelephorvaseas™l for o dizseussion o
cabe.
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T do not know of a valld publication of it

Fhyzalacria Peck 4n Bull Torrey bot. CL 9: 2, 1882 (reproduction of
deseription and figure {n Rev. myeol. 4: 127 pl. 26 f. 18 1882). — HTv-
MOLOGY : spoowiiic, Dladder; Sxpe, top. Gender: f. — TYPE 2PECIES {omly
arigringl apecies) : Physoleerde inflole Pecl—This species waa publizhed
as a new ong Therefore, Mitrule inflote Schw. should not be taken zs its
bazinym slthough it is nsnally considered conspecific. — IS0MYM 1 FKoago-
vicos L. O, O, Krieger, q.v,, o super{luous name.

Fistillaria Fr., Syvst. myeol. 1: 496, 1821, —— ETYMOLOGY: pistillum,
pegtle. Grender: f. — TYPE SPECIEZ (aelacted) : Pisfillivie micons (Pers)
ax Fr, oor P oguizgwilioris (Fr) ex Fr. — Sooee, Intreduced with seven
gpecies, OF these the author indiested to have seen freshly collectad
gpecimens of Plstillorin micons (Pere) ex Fr. (first speciea), P. guizgui-
Linriz, and P. puzille Pers. ex Fr.; of the ofher ones he saw dried specimena
of P, oeadn (Pers) ex Fr., P.oseseteols (Pers.) ex Fr, (renus Focronortiom
Atk,, Auriculariaceac), and P, diephana (Schum,) ex Fr.; P, selevotioides
(DC.) ex Fr, he knew only from ita description. — TYPIFICATION. Several
veara ago now Donle (19230 101-102) amended Pistillorie rether drastic-
ally, retaining in it, of the origing] apecies, only P. guisgicdlinriz (selectad
az the type; ressons steted). Perhaps, a restatement of the facts may b
useful, The principal srpument lies in the emphasi= on the nature of the
context given in the penerie deseription of the genus from 1855 onwards
by the author himself. Compare: “eeracec-torncus homogeneus” (Frics,
Fl. acan. 340, 1835); *. . . ceracececornens, laduratis . . . substantia
primo molll, subcarnoss™ (I'ries, Epier. 386, 1838); “Pistillaric quasi
Tremelling indurais™ (I'ries, Epicr. 632): “Fungl e coracen cornei,
rigentes™ (Fries, 18%4: 13), *. . . sicea indurate . . " (Fries, 1874 626).
The only original species known to Fries from material when estahlizhing
the genus that really meets theas requirements is Pistillodn qutaguiliaris,
Compare Dhonk (Le.; translated) @ “The froit-bodie: are membranona when
fresh with soft contents; after drying, however, the nueleus ia cartil-
agincous and remains tough even after prolonged scaking” Pistillorio
prdsguilingis was the firat of the species deseribed by Fries (Obs. moveol,
2: 304, 1218, under Clovarue). Doty (1548 133) proposed the aame species.
Tt may be pointed oul Lhet shorily after the publication of Pistillorio,
Graville excluded In o general manner all seleretin-producing species from
Pighillavia (and Typhule Fr. as well), referving them to Phoacorfizo Pers,

Y, . . Prosording upen the abeye geoonds, T kuve sxtended Pomoon®™s new penus
[Fhacoriize], and ineludod ol those Clevirios which bowve 5o slngulor 8 character s

1054 Dk Glemetic momas  Clisariaeaee™) 471

yedioufar faler—surely a mare afelking distinetion than s slight vaviatinn in the
af Lhe hpsedndaan, The [ructifiention iz similar in the wholse.
“Frica has formed severnl genera of Clevario, on which futore ebsersations
e mude, His Tppbalo and Piatillecds contain planls which 1 consider as coming
g naturally ander Plocorfize"—Greville {Rect, erypt, Fl, 13 toxt te pl, 43, 1525,
Bines no sclerolia of P quizguilioriz had been reported at that dime
they are hidden in the fern-atalks), one may conclude that Greville did
gxclude it from Portillorin. OFf coorse, this argument may also be
i the other way round. — Attemtion has to be drawn te an carlicr
etion. Clements & Shear (Gan, of Fuongi 545, 19310 2uggested Metila-
sieons, which dosa not become really typically horny upon deving
Ferred b Donk fo Crasorario Corda). Perhaps, thizs fungus con-
uted the words "Hporidia emergentia” of the origing] generic deserip-
Corner (2507 99) iz not in favour of P, gwdsguilingig because he does
ke the conasgquences ; he tranaferred it to Typhialy Fr., in view of its
tinm, and shrinks back from the accepiance of the name Chesonaids
for what he continues to call Pistidierie (o step alrendy token by
. Hiz choiee wonld rather be: “Lecto-type! P, gaeille or PP eicans
H Coge. &1t p. 473} and, of these two species, he evidently preleresd I
 poge. cif, o BBD), Compare alae Corner (i Meture 162 1031, 1951).
it difficwll Lo make up oo mind in this maller. — Tryrorys, Com-
Selevomidre Corde (1529}, based on s species (Plfillorn oocoinen
) Which i now currently identified with Pistillario mdoons,

- Pistillina Quél, in C.R, Ags, frang, Avanc, Sei. (Reimg) 9: 671. 1830
print: ‘10e Suppl, p. 11. 1830).2 — BETvMOLOGY : piatillum, pestlc.
1 £, — TYE gPRCIRS {only original speciea) @ Pisfilling hyaling Ghucl,

j :-‘Pﬂi&sﬂﬂmhiwm Kunze—8ee “Thelephoracesc.”
Fodasiiomium.—Ses Podostrombismn,
q#ﬂsi’MﬂMum.—ﬂEE Podoatrom b,

Talpories ——Fee Polyosis.

=

- Polyozes P. Karat. in Rev. mycol, 3 (Mo, 9): 22, 1881 (as Palyorus),

WTYMOLOGY : mobiy, many; dies, branch. Gender: m. — TYPE SPECTES
bty origingl species) : Thelephore conterta P, Karsl, = Merisma fahero-
ey, (Seol. erypl. FL 3: text to pl. 178, 1825) ox Fr. (Elench. 1: 187,
— REMARE. Pofyezus is included in thia enumerstion becaose only
idia have been reported for several collections of its type apecies,

Tt ie poesible chat the corvact date of publication is 1251, The * Revue mycologi-
1 Bd. lpﬁﬂ-ﬂj racntipmnes Queldls paper in ily isswe of JTannary 1, 1882, It TapFe] e
ganal deccription.
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and the plant haz been classified accordingly. In the BEuropean eolleetions
studied by me the hasidia shade—in varying degree—into basidis which
ure rather similar to thoze of Tremellacens (the variation ceeurring in
the hymeninm of one froit-body) ; this remarkable phenomenon wae Fivel
reeorded by Bourdot & Galzin (Hym. France 82, 1928, as Thelephors
pomlerts P, Karat.). Apart from the plasticity of the basidia, this species
is, I belicve, also reminescent of Tremellodendron in some olher leatures,
— STAMDARD SPRLLING. The oripinal spelling “Polyorue' ia doubtiessly an
unintentional (tvpographicsl) errer as becomes clear from Earsten's
suhsequent use of the name. — IloMoxyM: Polyosus Lour. (1780; Rubia-
pesa), also spelled Palyazus (by Willdeaow and Wittstein). — STATUS.
Impriorable on account of the earlier homonym.

Pzeudotyphula Corner o Ann. of Bot. 1T 17: 386, 1953, — ETVMOLO-
gy wevdis, false; the genus Typhule. Gender: £ — TYPE SPECIRS (by arig-
inal degignation) : Peendotpphalas sefivoeen Corner, — SCOFR. Introduced
with two species,

Ptevidivm Olam—Bee Plarulo,
FPrerulo 1821 (momen provigoriom).—oee Plerulo Fr, 1825,

Plerela Fr., Byst Orh. weg 90, 1825; in Linnaea 5: 531, 1830, —
ETyMOLOGY ¢ arepdr, Teather. Gender: £. — TYPE sPECIES (2clected) @ Clann-
rin plivmosa Bchw, — S00PE. When Pleride was validly published in 1325
Fries indicoted the confenis of the genus as 3 M. I, po 496 in obs, —
Specicbus adde: Pter. plumosem Schw, Car. no 1089, sub Claw.” The
reforonce to his “Systema” covers Cloverie pendcdinte Bull, [M{Alera
apecies C. penicillate Schum. Le. atrofusea,)*]. Thas, the contents in 1825
econsisted ab least of Clovaris pericillofe Duoll. and O plashose Schw, —
ProTonyM: Plevula Fr, Syst myeol. 1: 464, 406, 1821 (nomen proviso-
rium}.—Fries already poblished the name Pferidn before 1825, On page
464 one will find the remark, “Cleverie pendedicfa Bull. est typus novi
peneriz (Plerwla) . . '3 no description. On page 498, Cluvorin penicil-
fnte Bull, is mentioned (with dezeription) under its original name in amall

type, as a species Fries was not vet shle to place with eonfidence, with

the desipnation “genus inquirendom.” It iz curvently believed that in 1321
Prevuln was pyblighed merely as a provisionz] name as it was nol definite-
Iv accepted by the author on thel oceasion, — TrPIFICATION. Doty (J048:
128), Donk (1946: 146-148), and Rogers (19507 32} concluded that when
the peneric name was validly published in 1835, the reference Lo the pre-
vious publication of the name, where O pericillods Was the only “original’

105 Dok s Gonerio nimes (" Clovarioseas™ ) El]

‘_ aciey, made it sufficiently clear that that species had to be taken az
the type. Corner (19530 205-207) convincingly pointed ont the fallaey of
this conclusion and T now agree with him thet the correct type apscies
ghould be ©, plumosa, Fries's second species of 1825, — Fries only knew
geniciliote from Bulliard’s description and illustration and, with it
tated o establizh the genus in 1821 (“genus inguirendum") snd
cided to introduce it definitely (in 1525) only after he became acguainted
th Clewarin plwmess Schw,, for which he made the new combination
airhtaway, while ha did not at that time do the aame for . perieillota,
F the {wro ayntypes of 1825 the former was wndoubtedly the more im-
rtant funguz to the anthor at that time and Clevedis pendeflizfo “the
o and dizeordant element that cavsed Pries o alier hiz mind Cwiee,
fimalls to egtablish Pterels ar a penos of Hymenomyeetes by exclud-
P, pewicillafa” (Oorner 7258 297). In 1830 Pries (Le) made the
pination Pferude perdeillodte (Bull, ex Pr.) Fr, bub slready in 1832
val, mycol, & (2): 283], when reducing Plevuln in rank o Asdhiae
gen, Prerndo (Fr.) Fr., he listed P pesdeillote as doubdfully belonging
fo thiz taxon, mentioning that it micht be s true Awifdse, soch as A,
pien (Jungh.) ex Fr. From this publication it also becomes clegr that
tudied e Schweinits'z species from dried meteriel and we may assume
it waz zent to him by itz anthor himzelf, Still later P, perdediobe was
efintely exclinded :

"Ad anieum huwjos generiz [= Flepsine] typom enrvopaeam (P ambeinto Fries
Gimm. 182303 dubie enim sddita Clon. srmitkogedicides Bull, esbovers dswildoas!)
diunt muoltnn cxobicee: 26 (Clevre ) Merigpbaiies, Schwe! L, o P (Cioe) $orow
L o PO e detdeoddeg Jungh, . . - ek plores novae, P sagndtnrie ete —
2 [Bumm. Veg. Senrd. 2@ FG 18349).

- In commection with thia quotation it must be remembered thel Closario
ex was degeribed from North Ameries and that "Clow. orsdibopo-
2 Bull® iz an error for ‘Corello-Fungus svecews, srntihopoidioulss
Claverie pericillote Bull” Finally, in his last work when tresting
opean apecies of the genus, Fries (23740 681) did not even mention

bEricilladn

At the hends of Fries the penns haz evelved feem B, plusiosn, threongh [the
'EI-I'I'IJ'II-MJL specivs adied in 1530 and 18563 ], embrocing nemeraus exacie, or teopicsl
. The types of these three saceies arve in the Frieslan leckarion, and I have
ahle 1o scamioe Laen . . . All Chees are conpeneric in the sensc of Propeic sz
tged in my monceraph, fallowing the customery Friesinn teadition, P plureose
enrllazl gpecies and was for five pears the anly Rinomial in the genus, It mast,
ole, be the typs and lestotrpe in che madern nemenclatorial sense—Corner
35 207,
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Donk (1948: 146) alrepdy proposed Cloverie plumoze gz the tipe
gpecies of “Merwls Friea 18307 (sce below). — Clemantz & Shear {Gon.
of Fungd 345, 1981) suppested Plerwln soeltifide Fr. as the fipe species,
If iz uneecepioble, being added to genus az late az 1863, — Af firgt Corner
(fo50: 118, BOZ, &89} conzidered Pleywla subodole Fr. the fvpe species,
but on page 323 he remarked under P. subulote: “chosen az the fvpe-
species, I may be advisible o change the type of Plerals to P plisiesn.”
— ReEMaBE. When sUill convineed that Claporic penicillafo had 0 be taken
ag Lthe type species, Donk (293557 146-146) proposed the conservation of
Plavula sensu Fr. 1830 {type apecies, Clevorin plamoze) against Plevula
Fr, 1826 (lype spocics, Clovarie peareillalo Bull) 22 The resson for this
wig Lhal with O, periedlloda, Plerale would be 4 nomen dubivm, if aot a
nomen anamorphosis amd that, therefore, modern myeology be deprived
of the name of & considerable peons of Hymenomyeetez, There is avery
reason ko believe (a8 Fries did in 1549) that O, pentcdieta iz based on an
imperfect funpeus (sterile myeelium) amd with this speciea az the type,
Flevals would be unucceplable to moat moyeologpists. Bopera (39500 32)
concluded that the propose] should be rejected becavse he thought that
conservation of later applications of a name were inadmiszible, an opinion
he had to withdraw on a legal basis (Bogers, 1550e), although he shill
does not favour thiz kind of conssrved names=" In view of the altarad
typification defended bor Corner and accepted above, I, herewith, with-
draw the propozsal, feeling that the current appication of the name has
heen put on & aecure base. — [20MYM: Plavidium Clem, & Univ. Stod.
Waebrazska 3 (10 1 73, 1920 —Introduced az a correction, as follows: *Plerule
= Pleridivm ™ —nothing elag. Since not even the author of Pterwla waa
eited, this iaonym haa, 1 believe, to be regerded as not walidly poblished.
It would in any case be a later homonym of Pfevidium Scop. (1760 Filica-
les; nomen eomservandum].

Merabicium Corner, Monogr, Clav, e Ann, of Bot. Mem. 1:) 336,
G99, 1850, — BErymoLoty: The genus Pleviadiel; the penus {fCorl ifeiin.
Gender: n. — TYPE gPECIES (only original species, and boe oripinal desip-
nation on po 6397 5 Clovaria swlogens Berls, & Br,

22 Compure Penteiliscie Chey, ([1525).

2Ty, I, P, Tagers in his funetion of Sscretary of tha Speclal Commitses for
Turgi {im Taxon 25 859, 164, {1 Myeolngin 45: 515, 1%0E) E'-Etkl.me_d the propesal fom
a Lrial besouse he olwssed Qb owith these peoposole Tor eocnseevation of 8 name hat
woald be eetained without eonservalion against che nomina rejicienda proposita, He
never explained on what groonds Precodn [senoo] Feo 1830 sould by aby chonge be
tha eorreet mome agaiosl, Plerale Fro 18203 and I am uneble to inleem tha peader

abont them cicher.

- 1ond] Dok : Ceiisrie nawes [ Clevnricesse'’) 176

! Fagoerie Holmsl, (devalidated name) —Sec under Roseeie = F.
(Gray.
Pamerie Balin—3ce undar Bameric Holmeslk,

|
- Ramaria 5. F. Gray, Nat, Arcang, Brit. TL 1: 6585, 1821, — ErymoLo-
ax;: ramus, branch, Gender: 1,

- Type S°PECIRS (selected) @ Clovarin protensis Pers, = Ol cernienlole
Gehaelf, ex Fr—If a type apecimen had to be indicated it would be the
pepe of ©. pralensiz, preserved in Persoon’s herbariam at Levden, where
1 etudied it.

- Boope, Gray deliberately reatricted the name Raoneric Holmsk, to
ol a purl of the branched clavariag as iz testified by his species and in
rhicular by his peaeric deseription which reada:

*Thallna fleshy, exylindvicnl, brancbhed, generolly pipey, below slen-
der; eporidin sewttersd nn the unper parts af the thallue " —CGray {eb. Hpacing is

His genus rather compares with Persoon™s second subdivision of the
hed clavarias, “Caule tenoi g ramiz omnibus simul sumtiz tenoior,”
1 with Mees's Clivorios ramadosne group Ramelinae, discossed pnder
i Ditren, g.v. ! He apparently wantod 1o exelude from thiz emenda-
Persuon'a first subdivigion of the branched clavsrizs, which corpes-
& with Newa's Clevarine ramulosae group Bolrgeidess. For some reazon
13 setonl taxon {inclusive of Cloworin bofrilis Pera) did not find a place
L Gray's book. That anthor had twe bibles in relation to Fungi, Personm’s
.-':'DSEE" (1801} and Nees's “Das Svalem der Pilze und SchwiEmme”
BITI* and it is guite clear how he arrived at his conception of Femaria,
name of which he found cited by Persoon (Syn. Fung, 583, 1801),
headed the branched clavarias thus: “A. Coralloideac: clavulis
in (RaMarIs Holmak.).” Gray'z eight {British) species confirm his
¥ie descriplion. This eonclosion is al variance with Corner's (1955:
Who argusd that Gray, a8 the firsl author validly to publish Ramerin
nzk., did so under this very name and authorship, and naturally did
Btor to sich Danish apecies described by Holmskiold as had not been
@l for the British Lales (forgetting Clavarie botrutiz by an over-

T

B Compare Grax's * Preface™ [ jiEy =" i i

s 3 @ xiii} : "The denth of Siv Joseph Bankes, darin

nting, hed to my great regret, prevented e from [refurning my tﬁnku qu
asslabanee L heve ceeeived], a2 & alight ceturn fov the many advantags T

Feeoaved from cha nsa af his Lllira:_-r and Herboviwm: and has elss been o cause
-ﬂul:g. in being obliged bo wait the nerival of anclher copy of Esenbeclk's

from ermany, that thoss intcrescing plantz Lhe Tungi mL_gi,l;. Lags wrranged

Ling to the latest improvements,”
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=ipht), Gray, Corner atated, tonk Holmskjold's genus and deseription and
merely put in il those British species which he had to list, IT this had
indecd been the case T would not have Lol serionsly troublsd about Gray's
re-publication, bul, as demonslaied sbove the inevitgble conclusion is
thal Gray did gave the gpenus o new mesning, and this embareassing poinl
can nol well 2ummarily be pob aside, ™,

TyPiricaTion, Comparing Gray'a apecific descriptions ane by one with
his generic description (guoted above), Domk (18480 108 concluded thar
the species agresing hest with it was Claveiie prafensliz Pera. and it was
aecordingly selected az the type, This gelection would make it poasibie
(bul nol very advizable) fo maintain the connaction hefwaan Grav'a amd
Molmelkjold's wames in the author'zs citation, hecanze Clevaric prafensiz
ineludos Romavic mssesides Holmzak., which had been ecited hefora {ef.
Persoon, Svin Fung, 580, 1801} as a aynonym, correctly a0, as ia currently
seeamed. Corner (19500 T4} agresd: “Hamerio 5. F. Gray (1821) shoald
gtrictly have precedence over lavulinepsin Overeem, as it incluoded ©.
corndeulnte, bul the definition of Hamerie in thia sense would be highly
eonfoaing and . .. iz nol to be recommended.” Afterwards, when defend-
ing Clovario bofiplis as the tipe species and rejecting a choice by Doty,
Corner {1555: 288) thoupht that if Dotir's premias (not aceepted by
Corner) were tensble, ©. coricuinte (= €, pratenais) should have been
nzed as the type specigs of Reinorio as published by Gray.,

When choging the Lype, Donk was not yet aware of the lectotype
propoged hy Doty (1948: 134), who had selected Clovario rugosa Dull,
ghortly before. Donk, deliberately, did not pick out thia, Gray'a aecond,
species, for various ressons, a very obvicus ons being that Gray's de-
seription of it (“branches few, irregular™) compares unfavourably with
the generic one. (n the here aceeptod basis for selecting types, proseribing.
for instance, that a speciea agrecing very much better with the deseription
(Lo which the generic name owes it valid publication) iz preferable to
one which agrees decidedly less well, T eannot follow Doty. There ias
another unfortunate side to Doly’s choice: his selection (if sccepted) would
mulee Ramoein 5. F. Gray the correct name for the genus now known as
Clavuling J, Schroet, gov. Recently Corner (1055 Z86-290) hes put for-
ward zeveral reasons why he, loo, completely disugresd with Doty; one
of them is that Clevario regose as an almest unbranched species was not
admitted by Holmakjold himself!

a6 Doty {1m50: B10 stated that Dovle (FRE8) “saps Gray's genus wae patterpnd
after lﬂ'.'n:n:'l.:ﬁ'iei F;Im".}nm'l.." Thiz must be dus ta mo ercer he-:m_m ]_d.n:'E-:n.d.ud. an that
pecmsion the above apinion. 1L s the ooly pirint of agresioent in this mathber hebwern
Doty snd mie and al Lhie some Line the cnly point of disagreement with Corper (2953}

1951] Dork: Geicorie wowmes (“Clangrdanone’™ ) 477

Corner (1550 124, 548, G29) haa attempted to avoid the loas of the
, g famorio for the genug he ao called by seleeting Clavarie Dotrygii
:" grz. a8 the trpe specics of Romore 3 F. Gray, Recently he apsin con-
pluded that “the busis of Romarie awel. s Resario Holmsk, (1790),
Cyalidated by 5. F., Gray (1821)," and thul this genna az emended by Donk
and Corner should have Clivesio botrgtis Fr. as its lectotype (Corner,
JRES: 2EG-290). This indeed would be the ideal solution (see below), but
1 am afraid that this species cannot be gecepted for the peneric name
as published by Gray, for not only was it not mentioned by that suther,
aut even implicitly excluded from the genna by Gray'a generie deseription
and intenticns, as hes been cxplained above,
;. 0 Bantanta HoLuse, Gray gscribed the peneric name to Holmskjold
Cwithont supplring a bibliographic reference. [ auspect that he picked up
dhe name from Perscons “Synopaia” (585, 1801) rather than from the
origingl place of publicatlon, Tt is vsual to cite for Ramoerie Molmsk, as
Cjte place of publicelion: Beata rur. Otia Fung, dan. 1. 1790 (or reprint:

.-i oryph. Clav. Bam. 1797 #; and everbody has acted as if Lthe penus was

firat publizhed in that work, Toe 2]l porposes the genus must be interpreted
_’= ym Holmeljolds treatment of hiz genna in 179, His species on that
mainn are the Tollowing:

Calpeepa viacaan {(Pars. ox Fr) e

Calesera eidecse {according Lo Fries, 1880
1EG),

Digradien eriateda (. ex Fr) J. Behvast,
var. {or & clogely palated sposics] .

(1) Ramenein diedifleeia 1,
21 IE. pefetinora 0.

(A1 . ovepdthopadiniden TT,

(4} R, smwgenddea (1) H., e fMaiverdr emseiceiate Schoeff, ex B

(5 [B. fostipistn (L) H. —  Dievaric covediooiafe,

(G} it cirirforte H. = lgvedien cfalatbo,

(T} 12 focinsea T, 1780 = e forimese (L) ex I'r

fap R Fuedvinfe H. —  {Tiaverie byssieede “Pears”™ ex Fr, (neconid-
i to Fries, 2827 4708, o 5].|-uui.ﬂ. L
Hewarie (Fr) Bonord. <m. [kanlc ar
rather Leadarie Cornar,

1H} 2. cornteiden TL = Lostivie lepidews (Fr.) Fro{abocrmal feimg
app Fries, Epier. SET. 1E88},

I 2. palnoade [Secpd T = Thelephore polienle (Beop] ex Fr.
111} R, aeakhgeiien H. = [iogees solidgresd Léw ?, Clovodioin af
{12} B, coralisides (L] IL = Rawmoriz demu) spp. dive (mainlyl, eod one

Toim, Olewerin coralivides L. ex Fr.,
which (aecording o Frelea, 1825z 467)
wauld be Qlevelinn ecvtoela var.

26 A L e wariows editiona of this wark, 2ee Durand (é T, of Myeal, 13 141142,
1807 pnd Pelterean (o Boll Bae, myeol. Frapes d4: 37269, 1928
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IL may be indicated briefly that Holmskjold slready mentioned his
genus on an earlisr oceasion. In his “Afhandling on nogle Kryptogamer™
{in Bkr. Vidensk. Selelk. ny. Sarml, 1: 275302 wilk ph 1781) the generic
name sppeared for the first time in print, and one apaciea, “Den mesleds
Greensvamp. {Remaria Forinesa) " wae deseribed, discussed, and depicted
(pp. 298-301), clearly not ss a new genus based on o zingle apecies, but
rpther as one representing a gennz of wider acope and net yet formally
published, Compare also page 283, on which Reaworie fiobrictn Holmsk.
ia easually mentioned, Ramerio farinest ia beller known as Tepin Fayioi
{cf, Fries, Swst. mycol. 3: 271 1532) and beloggs to Deuleromyestes
(Monilizles) !

fetnarin Ratin (Anal. Nat. ou Takl, Univ. 211, 1815) was published
25 & nomen nudum in “Clavaridia.,” I believe from experience gained in
conmection with other generie fungus names publizhed by Bafineagque
‘hat he ao called Clesarie group A, Coralleideae . . . (RAMARIA Holmsk. )™
of Pergoon's (Byn. Fung BES, [80L).

VONADELFAGIS EOMONYS : Romerie Holmsk. ex Quél, FL el
Franee 462, 1888 —Introduced for all branched species of Cloverie Fr.,
apparently independently of Gray aml of Remorio (Fr)) Boonornd, o.v.
gmélet called the genus “Romarur, Holmak™ Dby (rogt: E2) lypified it
by Clovaria eristeta Fr,, but this cholee must be reconsidered, if o selection
iz thought of imporlance in this caze. It must be emphatically denied that
“Quélet (1888) did not recopnizc lavariells hofryhiz . . . a8 a distinel
apecies” (Doty, 1550 21). It must also be pointed out that there is no
indieation in Quilet’s “Flore" that Clesaric acreporphyren Behacff.
(Quélet took up an esrlier name for . botrpiis) and other spocies are
uol at least ss eligible as O, erizielo.

MomMErR REJICIERDUM (proposed), T¢ will be gathered from what is gaicl
under the present name and under Ramerie Benord., g, that at leasl
twrn validly publizhed homonyrs exist: Ramorig 8. F, Gray 1821 (gelacted
type speciea, Clovaris prolensis) snd Remaria (Fr.) Bonord, 1851
iaelected type speeicy, O bolrylis). Of these Donk (1949¢: L08) propoged
Haomorie (Fr.) Bopord. sa o nomen conzervandum againat Romeris
&, F. Gray and Clndarie Ritgen 1831 {or 18887, q.v., for the benefit of
those mycologists who prefer to spply the nume Ramaric to a segregate of
Oleaarin Fr, as delimited in a previous publication by Donk (1025 103,
and which is slso aometimes called at present Closariclla P, Karst. fand
of. Cladariz). Thoss mycologista who preferred a guite inclusive genus of
a1l the branched species of Clowario were supposed not To raidse objectiona

ag4] Dakk: Ceverie wewon [ “Clavarineeme® 179

aerainst the exchange of the author'a citations & F. Gray™ and “{Fr.)
I]ﬂrd-,mT

- Dty (39450 128} is of the opinion thal zinee Keswmda (Fr) Bonoesd,
“thiz clearly illegitimatel*®) name (s homonym) has not been widely u.s.-:;-jl
< the group, it seems inexcusable Lo conserve it The fact iz thai Tty
restimated the previnous nse of Rawario, Exeept by Gray, R[.!.-mﬂr-:'a.:r
beon taken up by Quélet (FL myeol, Franee 462, 1888; for nearly all
gpean epecies], by Ricken (Vademecum Pilefr. 2610 1915 and iutcr
i for mngt of the Furopean specics), and in zeveral later, more
Jezs popular, rerman booklets, for an inclusive genuz: by Donk
g 108) for the species of The MNetherlandzs and a few fnmjé’n Ones,
the restricted generic sense as indicabed sbove; and by Velenovsky
at, myeol. [61. 1830 ; Novit, myeol, nov, én Oper. bot. cech. 4@ 88, 1947},
Czech spécies, Maire [ Publ Insl. bol., Barcelona 3 {4): 31. 1887)]
iy exchanged Clepnricllo agoinst Romorio and Corner (13500 follow-
ol in hig comprehensive monograph, All these applications, when taken
i'b-E'l',, provide for numercus recombinations for species of Claperio
r fomarie: of the species of Roinorio as emended by Donk nof many
correct names can have escaped,

i - On the other hand Claveriells, q.v., was applied, except by its oripgi-
o, Karsten, by Patouillard (Hym, d'Eur. 155, 1887), by J. Schroeter
Cohn, Krypt-F1. Schlesien 3 (1) : 447. 1888] ; and by Malre (#a Bull.
tyeol. France 30: 216, 1914) und some later authors more or less
eiitully rather than in comprehensive treatmenta, The otal of ready
mbinutiona available under Clovariells iz very low and very much
: ﬂlan that under Ramerie, Of the two, Howmorie has {anui.}mrl in
: unqueationably attained a by far greater popularity., For these
g, }‘ath'ar than because of ‘having committed myaelf to Romerie,
atain the proposal for conservation of Romarie (Fr.) Bonord. In
B monograph Famarie is the bipgreat wenog, comprizing nearly one
il (Ad) speciea (recombinations all made!).

M The proposal discnsaed above waea rejected by ballol by the Special

mitlee for Fungi (ef. in Taxon 2: 31, 1962; in Mycologin 45: 220

I ma;,.r_h:} thut the disastrous consequencea of thiz decision 'n'r'l-_‘IE-

i I:.r re-allt:xed becpuse of the conflicting opinions expressed in its

fon. If no proposal of this kind were accepled, (i) Remarie 8. F

wonll become the correcl name for Clovelivapsis Overeem emém]:

i “ﬂ_ieragrnpmﬂ iTrapk, f420 138, 197), to eonserve Eemoric (Fr) Bonoed

tpen (o typs eelected), 1 ]
disapproved of by Ropers (2636 d.':':'EI-]"l:lrIlm replired byt s one hare mantitied.

“ -
= Miggitimate’ of Doty is the ssme a2 ‘Smpriorable’ in this paper.
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Corner (19250; 63 species), the large majorily of which comgigta ol ub-
hranched specics; and (i) Remario (Fr.) Bonord. (Curner, I.'J'Iﬁﬂ'.' 0d
species) would become perhaps Cloduiis Ritgen or else Clevariello T
Karst. In view of the chaotic situation thst would resulf, T wenture o
move a new proposal, very much lile the previous one, but altered _Ll_-.r
the selection of a different apecies a2 the type of Cledaria Ritgen, viz,
Cluvorin hotrytis Pers, This alse alma st meking Cliiduin, Qv & Lt -
pletely harmless name as a rejocted earlier typonym of Romerz (Fr)
Bonard,

Tt would be disturbing sfter ull to breathe new life into the still life-
less name Cloderin, new that an atfempt fo save it for a cerbpin group
has heen overtaken by the emendalion of Clavalinepsis Overeem by Corner
as a fait accempli. About the same can be said of Ramaerin 5. F. Gray.
If the proposal will be sanctioned, this latter name, too, will b cc_:-rnpletelg.-
auppressed a5 a rejected homenym, which is preferable to lelting these
fwo names ran wild, endangering not only Ratiorio (Fr) Bonord. ifuzni
also Clueulinopsiz, bolh latter names adopted in Corner’s outatanding
monopreph of the clavarias, whick is pndonbladly fundamental to our
umderstanding of the whole group.

Cray's “Natural arrangement of British plants” (vol. 1) had virtually
fallon into oblivion during shout a full century of the develnpmeni of
myeolngy and when it was faken into consideration in connection with
ihe clavariss it was not yet definitely known to be posl-Friesian. Al
Srockhinlm (19503, after prolonged discnssions by the Specis]l Commithes
for Fungi, it waa declded (after it hed alresdy been rejected) nol Lo alter
it statnz as 2 lepilimately published heok. As a matter of course one
may expect that ila precarious admittance implies facilities for I.'I}t'r'li.'l'l"'ln:“n.’.
from competition anch of Gray'a reneric names as are Telt to be Ei-::’r:ﬂ-
mental to nomenclatarial slability, one of the aims of Lhe Code. In seldition
to this rencrsl remark, it mey be pointed out that Romaiic & F. Gray
in particular was never taken up after ils publication exeept o, h!-’_
Doty (1048: 134) and that hiz tentative use of it ua & sihatitule of
Clavading J. Schroet. most be qualified not only as confusing but ulso as
a misapplication, becanse of the unaceeptable fype aplection.

Hamaria {Fr.) Bopowd, Handbk, Mykel 166. 18561, — Eryai0Loay
rarnug, branch. GGender: f. _

TYFE SFECIES (selected) ; Cleparie betryiis Pers ex Fe—Doty (1948:
198} thinks that *there is eonsiderable confusion in regard to ju:at which
entity among clavarioid fungl should go with [the name Clovasis Sofeg-
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fe]. The name could be considered az o nomen conlusum or & homen
ambiruum.’” Thiz supposed confusion dates from Coker (Clav, L3 and
gan. 111-114. 1823 ; and of, Coker in J. Mitchell sei, Soc. 63: 47, 1947).
I do not believe that Eurepean myeologiats, who have collected the fungus
themaelves, are willing to subseribe to Doty’s opininon. They are quite sure
which species Persoon and Fries callad Claperie batepting it iz one of the
known elavarioid fungl, (Thiz does net imply that ne errorz have
pten committed, lilke Coker’s; gome mesaure of confusion exista in relation
to practically every common fungus) Corner (1855: BRT-ZER), too, has
pxpresaed the opinion that there is nothing dubicua about the application
_'_’the name Clovarie kolrigfis,

. BasmyM: Clowarda tril, Reooodo Fr, Epier. 571 1888 —When
blishing hia genus, Bonorden culled it Bomarie “Fro™ and explicilly
S Clavarie, Vaill. / Fries Eplerisis p. 5717 28 the genus which he
ded into smaller genera,™ This leads to the inevitable eoncluzion that
pite trib. Bamerie Fr. (1858) is Lo be regarded as the correaponding
asinym. l'ries’s deacription of this taxon simply reads “Ramnsae™
Friea did not refer back to his Claverie trib. Romavies Fr, (1821:
$6E) and it iz guite clear why: in 1838 he ecompletely abandencd hia
prmer classification of the clavarias and substituted 8 new ome for il
[N 1821 he divided Clovavie Fr. into “Trik. I Betrysidens Nees™ “Trib.
 Romrrdme ™ and *Trib. 11 Corgioidene, Neea.™ The branched elavarias
grouped in accordance to Persoon (18010 and Nees (1817) and
g cupecially followed the latter sulhor (see under Clrdoried). He
el exchanped the name of the second subdivision 'Bomalines Nees®
frarine” (no author cited), or, whet i= not unlikely. committed an
tentional error, for hiz aveup zhould really kave been ealled “Hamali-
_HEEE--' It is ohvioualy erronesis Lo pasume thal Clavevis trib Beaswarioe
1821 and Clovaria 1. Ramaric Fr. 1838 should be interpreted as the
tamon {(Doty, 1050: 21), ‘Ramarie’ of 1832 correaponds to the com-
biom of the two tribus of branched clavarias of 1821, and this
nation in its turn anawers to Roswrrde Ielmsk. Friga in 1383
1 did not identify thiz taxon with ‘Reeearioe' of 1821, buot
ot afraid slfterwards of speaking of 6 as Clovarmae trib, Haoario
el (Fries, 1874: 666), which exprossed aftor all the true aitustion;
mipare alen Fries, Byst. myeol, 3 {Index): 151, 1832, where he atated
Bt Remoria Holmsk, = Clavavics remadssae,” and not that it would be

"-‘Hﬂh fmeetions®l Why thers would be "no obligate Besace Fries Epieriss
. phip™ is ancther onexpladoed remark by Dely {in o Ciredlar bo the Menglers
s Epaclal Committes for Pongi, dated Dhes, 11, 18515,
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(Havaria trib. Remariae Fr, 1821 | These {5 no indieation that in connection
with ‘Hamerize’ of 1821 he really meant Ravario Holmsk, ; what is clear
is that it corresponds to ‘Kemalines Nees,” that is, Lo only a part of
Romaria Holmsk, It ia a safe assumption that the infrageneric names of
1821 and 1838 are different names altogether. However, thiz point i3 of
negligible importance, Bonorden's generie name being accompanied both
hy a description of ita own and by an (indivect) reference to Cleaarie trib.
Fomavie Fr. 1838,

ScoPR. Bomorden did nol adopt Frieg's tribus (of 1832) unaltered
in circumseription. He excluded, first, apeciea with [ew, club-shaperd
branches, like Clepprie megose, which he tranaferred to Holecergne
Bonord., q.v., primarily founded for the unbranched specics, and gecondly,
Coriienloyie Bonord,, g, which he characterized thus:

*4, Glactung] Corveiowlevio, Fr ./ Dlese Groppe seichnet sich dadareh mas,

inss der Slamun pur io wenige kurse Acste sich theilt, welche an der Epitze blelpe
riaditnentire Aaste hahen. . . —TRenorden (Handh, Mykel. 166, 18555,

Thus he arrived at a genus (Romeiie) with the following description
{and no mention of specied by namea) :

“E. Galiung] Bewevie Pros Tee Stemm ist bald diinn, bald sebe dick anad
theilt sich corallensctle in vlele rondliche Asste ond Zweige. Die Lelzton eaniven oder
qusterndren Aeshe sind an den Bpitzen gewiihnlich wech eingelkerhs, | o . T Mekvzakl
der Rumurien wachsen in Waldern, im Bodew und bilden blumenkohlihnliche Gewiiclsae

o v wm—Benorden (Handb, Mypeol. 165 I351].

THE EARLY CLAREBIFICATION OF THE BRANCHED CLAVARIAS.—The lendency
taxonomically to sepurate the branched clavariag from the undivided ones
haz been evident since the times of De Tournefort; compare Covolloides
Toorn. (1606, 1T}, Cerele-Fungus Vaill (1723}, and Merizme Hill
{1751). The authority of Linnaeus (1753), who combined (bul maintained)
the two groupa under Clovaria, temporarily put & setop to their separatinn
on the generic level, but then Holmkjold (1790} introduced Roweein az &
genma for the branched forms, At fivst very unrelated clements wers
thrown together with the brapched clavarias, but these were eliminated
suecesaivaly, mainly already by Holmakjold and Persoon,

The essays at clazsification of the branched clavariaz may be divided
into four often cverlupping pericds: (i) ne subdivisiona were thameht
neceszary: (i} the shape of the fruit-bodies prompled the recognition of
Lern groups; {[:ii} the: eclour of the spores was eriphasized and Lwo groups
were distimgruished : lastly (iv) several characters were used to delimitate
many groups and in eertain cases the branched Torm waes conzidered
unimpartant,

1154] Dose: lemerie weoss O onrigecas ) B3

The second of these periods mav be reviewed sepuraledly here in
eonneclioh with questions ol fyrpification that have arisen aod are sow
e diseussed with some vigour among 8 smal]l group of myeologists,
o olmkkjold had admitted o distinet genoa for the branched cluvarins,
first author to divide thal laxon (as an infrageneric one) was Persoon
1y whe admitbed fwo gronps based on the shape of the feait-bodies,
q tried o distingnish betwesn compact forms and slender ones, To iz of
rae mob olr task to evaluate the merits of this subdivision; the only
towe arve concerned with here is that it had snormous impetus lasting
did for more than half & eenturs, Mo othar sat of characters had any
nflueuce on the publication of genera until lomg after the generic names:
nder digcizaion had heen published, not aven the divizion propossd hy
dea in 1852, which was hasad on the colonr of the spores. The influence
eranon's early treatment of the branched clavarias stopped sometime
1851 (Bonorden}, During that half century (1801—I1831), one line
thora thought one genus sufficient, but (f & subdivision was mention-
guhdivided it according to Peracon; snod another line considered the
om the reneric leval, the two taxs distingoished were the same bs
gwrn Buhdiviaions distinet enougrh to be evaluated ss genera, Whether or
aon'a. 1t would be erratic solely to depend on ineeszentiol hazards of
ation and to typify the several names given Lo these two Leaxa by
=nt apecies every time that they ot new nsmes, Whet T hove tried
18 b anchor the two sets of names ench to ooe Lype species and thus
enige the importance of Perscon’s indlusoes according to more
ifiu] values,
The Labulation on the next page pives o review of the ralevant deno-
tions published for the branched eluvuarins bofweesn 1800 and 1861,
THE: FIRET EMEKDATION OF DaMaria (Fr.} BognoRD—BRemembering
Fter the introduction of luter starting-points the first restriction of
i Holmsk,, by Gray (1821}, could not be taken into account for
time because it was not known to be definitely post-Friesian, it
e atipulated that () Romevie Holmek, waz an inclozive genus; that
Lar the introduction of later starting-pointz the taxon atarted a new
a8 Clowaria trib, Bomaria Fro (128381 ; that (¢) the first suthor to
the latter taxon (in the rank of a genus) was Bonorden (13510,
ecluded Clovere rugose (see under Helocoryene] aml o proup that
st cartainly comprised Clesorin eerrdenlode 00, pealonsizl and perhaps
1 Clewsorio evistode (aee Cormiealaria) 17 that (d) the next anthor o
and re-define Hoporin (Fr.y Bonoed., q.v., was Tonk (98520 1053,
1 gelocted Clowaode Deteptiz as the (obvious and onnescapsable) type
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17063 Liunweus Clararie Eroup Ramosac
1750 Halmakjalid Fomrie Holmsk.
Lael Perzcun Claeaiie A&, Ooralloideass [(Raewaise Holmsk)
¥ Caule crassigsimn. “4 Caule tenui s roamis oomi-
buz zimul somibla fennior.
18465 Bonaszel Coreflofdes Ranagel
1E17T HMers Clvapias pamuiosar Maes
Hotvgoifear Mess |.E|!ﬂ1||-:-:!i.r.uu Mooz
1521 Fries Clevoein o
Trib. ffotrioidess Mons Trih, Hanavios Fr, (= Roewws-
firotrs MNops)h
1521 Lrruy [MWet trosied.] Foiinein Haolmak, (ppd
1R28 Ritgen Clivaaiie Bilpon
1815 Fries Cinearie brile Remarvia Tr, [Helmsk.]
1561 Boncrden Ptagraein (Fr.] Bonerd, | (ler paarbs) Corvreiontarin Banerd.
Trpe speeies Clavgrieg botiglie Pers. Clevarie praotenais
ex Fro [feowrie eovaling- Pupa, —dor O, cormicuaiain
WEE VAL, GACi Mor s reig Fehneft, ax e, (Rownsin
Halmsk,) angedes Holmsk.)

apecies, before any other typifications of the generic name, or other con-
nected ones, had besn performed.

Tanks actad strictly logical and legal undar the thon prevailing Bules
gid poudd wof Follow gay siler eonrze, although thiz meant abandoning
Clavnslelin Po Warzt, (12811, a name he oviginally preferved (of. &1 Meadad,
Medar], mvecl. Ver, 18-20: 95, 1931). He did not want to propose Sl
riallo az @ nomen congservandum against Romerie (Fr) Bonord,, because
a careful examination of literature furnished evidence that Hawinein was
predominantly nzed (especially in rerman and French literature) by thoss
anthors wha deglt with the branched clavarias as generically district from
the nndivided ones,

Corner (1550, 1855) was convineod Lhet the above representation of
Tactz should be sccepbed as zound and even wenl [urther by interpolating
Rawarie 5. F. Gray between the devalidoted name Basdesio Holmsk, and
Haporie (Fr.) Boperd, sz a re-publication virtually covering the same
taxon and, therefore, correctly typifiabie by the aame type as had been
aelected for Heowario (Fr) Borord. As explained under Somearic 3, F.
Gray, I am unable to follow him in this cne rezpect.

On the other hand Doty completely disagreed. For inatanee, (i1 1
haligwe that it may be slated that he argued that Sesarie Holmsk, and
ite (direet or indirect) progeny were intringically coneeived as white-
spored genera (1956 21-22); he alse remarked (i) thal “the criginal
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of  Raworin Holmskjold © . . iz onderstood to be typified by
i eviztafn Holmakiold (pre-Friesian)™ (1942; 134); and he mores
vor sbated categorically fthal (i) the reatriction of the name Researia
go forms with generally yellow, dorsally-depressed, clongate spores was
nodipression Trom the original sense contrare Lo Becomitmendation V1 of
the Bules {of 1933).
It is easy to reject these opinions because they zimply do not cover
the facts. (i) The apore-colour plaved no part at all in the cases tabulated
ghove and Holmzakjold zet the expmple in this respect by including species
:"E__. white and with coloured spore-printe.®*® {ii) Nowhere zm [ ahle
b find that Holmakjolds renevic name, or any other nsme given 1o the
fehed elavarias, had been tvpified, or reslricled Lo & taxon, in such
anner that Bemaria Holmsk, muoat be understood o be Lrpified by
i eriztata, It was Doty himself who fivst typified Remarda Holmak.
Quel, (see under Romoeie 8. F. Gray) by Clavaria eriztata (1950: 28)
Fomeevin 5, F, Gray by ), fwgosr (18450 1541, There ia no room what-
‘1o suppose thet Komarie Holmel was the patural precursor of
miliva J. Bchroet. It could only be arbiteavily turned inte that genua
selecting a species of Clovuling as type and this was what Doty tried
o by selecting Clovaris rugosa Bull. ex Fr, for Remarin as re-published
Gray (1221). This altempl must be stamped as complete failure, not
weh sunelioned by the Code. As liaz been explained under Somarao 5. F,
aray. Clovaria vigesn was not sdmitbed to the senus by Holmakjoeld and
ptronE Gray’s apecies it represents about the lewst eligible one! (§if) See
@bove and Corner (1050 124; 1958: 286-200), From the standpoint of
TCaole there are at least three different names: Roserin Holmah
lidated name), Roverie 5. F, Gray, and Ramerle (Fr.) Bonord., and
was the [irst to typify Beoosio (Fr) Bonord, long before Doty
his hand. Finallv, it may be remarked that Donk acted precizely in
lanes with the spirit of Decomm, V1 when he proposad © botiadis
83 Lhe fvpe apacies.™

0T aeegns bhat Lo Doby ol species of lausliee T, Behroek are white-spoced,
fhich 18 not the ensc. — The lnrge brown-spored species of Boweric (Fr.) Bonoed,
Domk, Holmakjold treated se varvieties of Clevarin coralioides L. {8p. Fl.
« LTE4Y and in tklz ke fellowed Linmzeas. T IMolmskjold’s coneepl of that spacices
3 compiised white-spored forme ol which | &m nos yot aurc), this woeuld be Lhe
L demonstralion of the fast that sporve-colanr wes met im the least taken into
ni Gy him. — Daogy falled to sabstantiate hiz consention that O, ecvalloides Lo
Matiarie corafloides (L) Tolmelk.] sheald bo eibed ne e oymous with O srivimio.
¢ Torward with keen interesz to the resalis of his efferts to make gond for this

[T
41 Thiz Reccmoendation bas dizsppescal ag such from the Code,
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TYPIFICATION, When previcualy sslecting lhe Lype. Dok (25230 104)
took o species common to Holmakjold's genus™ snd Prics’s Cloeaein (rib.
RBomavie (1832, and at the zame time sgrecing well with—or al lewnst
ot eontradicting anvihing in—Bonorden's description; Cleeerin Tofrlis
Pera, ex Fr. T wonld rather aay that if one reads corefully Bonorden's
degeription one connot gvold thinking in the first place of this well
knowm fumgus “Bomenkohlihnlich Gewichse™), Covner (7950 543, G200
accepted thiz choice but ecalls the penus: “Romarie 3, F, Gray emend,
Donk s ., . 1831 .. . Bohordes . . . 1861 , . .: Donk . . . 1933 . . .
ef ... 1841, . . Maire . .. 1937 L L L7 Elsewhere (op, il p. 889 he
ligted ™ Boowde Bon, Quél" s o synonvm of Beoarin 5, F, Gray, both
with Clewarin bobteptis as tyvpe species. The typilicacicn of the generic
mame Bemerin Bonord, iz to be gwided by the description to which it owes
it valid publication and in agreemenl with the secompanying referenos to
the iribus name of 1233, bul in po way depends on the typification of the
name of Fries™s tribus ‘Reiearioe’ of 1821,

AnrHoR'z crrarion, Before Rogers had eoneluded that 3. F. ay's
fivet wolume of “A paturs] arrangement of British plants" was published
after the first volume of Fries's “Systema,” Denk (f232: 103) accepted as
the author citation “(Holmelj. ex Fr.) Boon' Alterwards he dropped the
aunthor's indicution “Holmslk)."” snd culled the senus “ Roserie (Fr.y Bon”
(Donl, ¥34r: 197), btause the eonpection of Holimlkjold's neme with
1hat of Bonorden uppeared problemabie aond alse beeausze he was st o losa
as o how Lo Lypify Romere ITolmeki, oo, oot haviog been able io
consull the presumably lirst use of that pame in 1781 (see po 478 of the
present peperd. Finally, he adopted the view pow made legal that Bameric
8. F, Gray (1821) was validly published and that Eoseriz (Fr.) Bonord.
(1851) was o laler homonym of i€ (Denk 7255 107),

TyronyMa: Corallium Hahn (1853], and compare Ronwrie 2 F, Gravy
and Cledaria Bitren. — HoMoMYM8: Hamerio Holmek, (1790; develidated
name; “Clavariacess™) and Kemaria 8. F. Gray (1821; “Clavariasceae”).
0.¥. — BTATUE, Impriovable on account of the validly publizhed homonym
of 1821, — NOMEN CONSERVANDUM (propoged). See under Ramerie 5. F.
Liray.

Ramariopzis (Donk) Corner, Monogr. Clav. (in Ann. of Bot. Mem, 11
G236, T00, 1950 (ax Ramoriopeiz Donk), — ETYMOLOGY : the menus Henuarda;
Bwrs, appearance. Gender: [ — TYPE BPRCIES (by original desicnstion,
both for basinym and isenym) : Cleverie buneel Fr. — BASINYM: Clovario

22 i eoraileides wor, apiethas g Falmak,
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Dk Femerie wowmed 4 Claeericeene™)

eubgen. fomarispss Donk, Revia. niederl, Homob-Aphyll 2: 89, 1933
{én Meded. Nederl. mycol. Ver. 22 & din Meded. bot. Mus. Herb. Univ.
Wtrecht Mo, ) —Introduced for the type specics and o pumber of other
species part of which was mentioned by name. — Score. The peneric name
aras applied to an emended proup.

[Eeleroglosewm Pers, apwd Moug, & Mestler, Stirp. Orypt, voge-
aorhen, Moo 671, 1820 (devalidated namey. — Type species (gelected for
‘basinym) @ Claverie herbarii Pevs, = Asvosperinnm compreazon Tode ox
Fr—2ee Xyioglogsum Fera. — Basinym: Xyloglossum Pers, {1818}, q.v.
—— Thiz izenym waz introduced on the lebel Lo Selerogploszwn neenlabunm
Pers, apud Moug, & MNestler (fvpe distribubiond, Le., as follows: " Namini

rico Xyioglogsum Pers, Champ. comest. po 144 aubstituit ol autor
progiaszim.” Thiz latter name seatmz nol o heve been wvalidly re-
plished after 1821, — This name is somelimes menbionsd a= 4 synonym
f Pistiliorie Fr., for instance by Baccarde & ' Bydow i Sace., Syvil
. 160 1282 1302 and by Aingworth & Bisky (Dicl, Fung 267 1048
Ed., 235. 1945) ; mare often it iz made 3 avnonym of Aeiospermum
e ex Fr,

I eomld trace che fellowing combinations poblizshed wnder Solorogpiovime -

il Solevoploinam leeeeedebose Pers, *in Lite"” epad Moug, & MNesller, Stirp.
Crypt, vopgezovhen. Moo 871 LEEDS —This is en avewed isonym of lovaria barberoa
which iz cited nz a spnonymw, The species should be kpown az Acrosperamam
pagpan Tals ex Pr. The generie names Seleropiswris was introdussd an tha Iahal
is distribution,

Iii} Soleraglossan comicem Pors, “in Litt" aped Meoug, & Mastler, Stirp. Crypt.
BEesarhien. Mo, 572 1880 (posner cudum; only the habitab is mentioned)24—4 few
luter Perzoon (Myeod, earvop, 1@ 206, 18223 mervely stabsd in sn chaervabion te
o gldrepgans ers, thas the lacter smorics wes found nssociated with S sonioos.
s Frics [Barst, mzeol, 3 (2): #2446, 1892] who [uenished & deseriplion of L under
neEe devoppermucs: eoniacs I'r., siting Perscon's figures & & 6 (MFeal, earvap, 1:
Ui, 110,

(i) Belevoploasem aceoannmmam W Pors"—Haccardo (8901, Fung, G: 762 1385
ed Fries (15F4: 880) io citing “Solevoglossem Asveaperimuem Pars, Che comest.
145, Mye Ear, T, 17, £ 5-4 ., 7 az 8 aycoenym of Makilasds selirotiofdes (D0
Fr. Mow, neither in Perscon’s ~“Troeité sur les champignons comastiblas" {15185,
i his “ Myeolopla eurepsea™ (L LE2E} one will find the name Soleroglowm ooro-
. [k bhe firss mentioned of Persaon's works one will encounter Cleuvasin
Sarieler THC, o the page citsd (po 145). {The pertinent prssags is guaced a0 the
B Mpagest added in ink on the lakels of {le eopies of the Brivish Musaomm (Mat,

and the Kaw Herhariom, "et Mye, Bur cab. XI, £ 8" After kind iolvrmaticn
i Mra, F, [ Baliour-Browne and Mige E. M. Welafiald.

';”- Muyageat added in ink an the lubels of che coples of tke British Museam (Mak.
aod the Eew Herbovium, “et Mye. Tour, tab, X1, S 8 & 9" and . . . ﬁf{'ﬁ'
ing

repectivedy, Aftor kind ioformotion fromn Mres, F. L. Bolfore-Brewns and
- M. Walefield:
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prezemt papey under X yploglesanaiy Im Perscon’s seecnd work mention=] above oo
cxplenation Lo plate 11, figures 3 apd 4 i8 to he found, bub Friee [Syst, myecl, 2 (2):
245, 1822] cited chem as pertaining to Aorodpscieei grebepatiodides (130, ex Fr)y Fr™
= Pintiliorin selveotioides, presumably an the acthority of Perzoon or of obe o Lhe
luttsr auLhor's eorrespendents, who may have communicated the maceseript-rape
Seteroplosanin perospormici Pers. to replace Claaerie selsrotioides DCM - One ol Lhe
tweo nriginal species of Xuleglossuie, the other being Clossiva deerbirran Pers,

The inevitable coneluzion iz that Seleroglossun: iz 4 mere name change
for Xyloglosson Pers, 0.7, & name to be excluded from “Clavariaceas”
on pecount of the pature of the type species selecled in the prezent paper
and synonymous with Acespermum. This was obviously also Friess
gonelugion [Syst. mycol. 3 (Tndex) : 154, 1832], “Sclevoplossum Pera, vide
Xyloglnaswn,” and (op, eit, p. 199), “Xyloglossum DPers, / herbariem Pers,
{Aerospermun compressvind  Selerofisides Pera, (Aerosp, Selevatinider) "
Moreovar, Fries [Syst, myveol. 2 (2): 244, 1822] cited “Xyleglnari apec.
Perz, Ch. Com.” under Aevaspsrinun Tode.™]

Seleromitra Corda i Sturm, Deutsehl. TL, Pilse HIt. 7T: 000 18520
— ETYMOLOGY ! wxinads hard: pige, turban, Gender: {, — TYPE SI'ECIES
{omly original species) ; Pisfillerie coccinen Fr.—Fries [Byat. myeol. 3
(Index) : 164, 1832] identified Corda’s plant with Pistillaria micans (Pers,)
ox Fr. —— REMARE. Crnazonario Corda and Seleromiiyg were simultaneously
published ; Donk (Rev. nleder]. Homoh-Aphyll. Z: D& 1985) listed the
letter name as a aynonym of the former, thus making it an ineorrect
name for a genna eelled Choganeiia.

Seviinopogon Singer i Lloydia §: 184, 1845, — BErymeLony:  mednrs,
made of leather; mwdpar, beard, Gender: m. — TyrPE srRcing (by original
dosismation) @ Locknocledivm pellegeens (Bres) Bres.—Regarded conape-
cifie with (lavaric angulispoere Pat. by Corner (12500 649), — BO0FE. A

seeond species was mentioned as probably belunging to the genus.

Sparassizs Fr. ex Fr., Svat mypeol. 1: 464, 1821, — ETYMOLOGY!
prapdora. T tear in pieees, Gender: f. — TYPE grECIRS (0nly oviginal spe-
cies) : Sporassiz crispo (Wulf) ex Fr. — DEVALIDATED NAME: Sparpssis
Tr., Movit, FL suee., Partic. V, Contin, 80, 1819 (n.v.). — HoMoriK, Some
authors conaider Spevaris Ker-Gawl, (1804; Iridaceas) an orthographic-

% For n while Fries thought that swo fungl were invelved, a s

and one of Acresperman [Syst. myeol, § (Index) : L 1882; Epier, !
i i imiuz 2ri: A3e), 3

e ”ﬁﬂ??ﬂu Lillsgi].n.;pli?-;:vll-[ijaulx‘h'lm a specimen labellid in Monpeol’s handwriting:

“ Folevogl g Badbogaan Pers, in Litt. Tera, HFI!_D]- Eurup. ti-'ll'l-'- X1, T R 4. £l vk

snlevotisides De Cund. ¥, Fr.( ln canlibus Gestienne futece™ After kind infermation

Ly Mizs E. 3, Wakefield,

ims of PHstiliovis
. THZA], bt lpter

- 1854] Diosi: femerie pemes T looa rizecas™ ) LT
“ally different homonym. — Tsonys: Mowseeolo 0K, qQ.v. — BTaTUs.
Ampriorable if considered a later homonsm, and, therefors, replaced by

;Mqraw-seu-[-:: 0K

! Sphaerula Fat,, Tab, ansl. Fung. 10 27, 1883 (description and figure
peproduced in Rew. mycol, 51 191 pl. 88 1. 4, 1883), — ErymoLoay : sphac-
qula, small ball. Gender: [ — TYPE SPECIEE (only origine]l species)
- Buhoeruln cepitate Pat,

Btelligera Heim ep Doty dn Llowdia 11 154, 1948, — ETyMoL0osY:
gtella, star; gero, T bear. Gender: T, — Tyee seecies (by originad desig-
‘pation and only original zpecies) : Stelligern membranocea Heim ex Doly.
— PROTONYM: Stelfigern Heim in C.R. Acad. Sci, Paris 206: 1922, 1938
{nomen nudum).—French deseriplio generico-speeifics: no Latin deserip-
lon, — VALID PUBLICATION. Doty furnighed Latin deacriptiona for Loth the
genus and the only apecies, and procesdad o accept Htetligere az a “legiti-
'at.n name in consideration of the diagnoaia and digcusaion™ publizhed for
AL by him, From his introductory discussion (Doty, op, af, pp. 184-1258) 1l
Becomes clear that in this caze flegitimate’ pgrees with what T prefer Lo
gall “pricrable. It is not at onee evident that he accoptod the genus wlso
drom a taxonomic point of view and considered Stelligers a “correct’ name,
not, even the Latin dezcription would not ensure the name the statoz
ot a validly published one; compare Art, 45 “A& name . . . which iz not
_E"-.I—' pted by the suthor who published it . . . 15 not validly publiahed.”
'y discussion summarizes his views about the penus as follows:
vipelndue [Loechneclediom] and Faoroeio differ in form of fruclifica-
Thivn ; Stmuigﬂm'd[ffers from these hy the posseasion of eystidia in addition
tn the more hizhly moditied zetas (asterophyzes),” Apart from thiz
shatement being correct or not, it may perhaps be taken az proof that
Doty pecepted the penus; alse because, when desling with Evisclrdus
(Dty, o b, p. 1210, he did not mention Stelligers and his characterisa-
Hon of Frioelndes would even seem to exclude Stelligera: ©. . . the penus
= - . is charvacterized hy the dichophyzes in the hymenial and subhymenial
diters,"” These quotations wenld be conclusive enly if one would believe
thut Dhoty seriougly thought the presence of cvatidia to be restricted to
@lligeig and that, in addition, he reslly rated the ‘asternsetpe’ of
wge s fundamentally different from Lhe “dichophyaes’ of Evioeledus
ineladizon ) | I is my tentative impresaion that Doly, besides furnizhe.
a Latin description, also taxonomically adopled the penna and thus
¥alidly published the name Steliger,
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Stichoclavaria Ulhrich i Tindau, EryptFl Anfanger, 5 Auofl., 1: B3
1928, — ETyMolocy @ sticholbasidinom) ; the genus Clovarin, Grendar: £, —
THFE SPECIES (omly original species): “8i foleato (Perz) Ulorich™
Clavavin falesta Fro sensu Juel—There s every reason to believe that
thiz iz a different gpecies from the true Clovavis foleafo Fr., the aelectad

tyvpe speciez of Holseoryne Bonord.

Slichoramaria Ulbrich a4 Lindau, KryptFl Antinger, 3. Aufl, 1: 3.
1928, — Erymovocy: sticho(basidium) @ the genua Hemorio. Gender £, —
TYPE SPECIES {=elecled) ; “8¢ cvisfodn (Holmek) Ulbrich” = Clovaling ori-
gfate (Holsmak, ex Fr.) J. 3chroet, — Sc0PE. Introduced for thoae apecies
of Cloviding J. Schroat. of which i1 had been eviologically demonatrated
that they had atichic basidia: Clovwline ewgese (Bull, ex Fr) 1, Schroet.
(firat apecies], Clomeling erafole, Chrvaling cneren (Boll. ex Fr) J.
Schroet,, and Cloperie griges Pers. ex Fro — TyeircaTion. Doty (72580
158), to whom Cladsading rugose seema to be the jdeal branched elavariofid
species,’? proposed this apecies as lectotype. In wiew of the original
deseription (% % korrallenartig versweigt™) and the popular nume ailrib-
uted to the penus (“Kerallenpilz™) it clearly iz pob the most eligible
species, — I prefer instead Cloveling evistole, selected here for the first
Hime — Tyronye : Clovwliee 1. Schroet, (1828, aond compare Haserin

Holmsk, (develidated name). -
Typhidinm Clem—Sese Typhuls.

Typhula (Pera.) Fr. ex F'r., Sysl. myool. 1: 494, 15821, — ETYMOLOAY:
diminulbive of Typhe, the resd-mace. Gender; [, — Tree sPEGIES (seleched) ©
Typhule phocerrhize (Heichard) ex Fr. — Basiwye: Clevarin sect
T'yphule Pers, 3yn. Fung, xviii. 1801 (develideted name)—Introduced
for six specieg of which Claverie svalo Pers. iz the first, Claveru
gyroing Batzch the third, and C. phatorrkize Reichard the last ome;
the latler species wasz apparently nol known to Peraoon exeept from
the existing deseriptions, — DEVALIDATED mamME: Typhwla (Pera) Fr.,
Obs, mycol. 2: 206, 1818 —0f the four speeles Fries included, Claworio
gyrans, O, erythropps Pers, and C. phecorekize ave oviginal apecies of
Peragson. — ScopE. In the atarting-point book Fries (f821: 4%4) ineluded

17 Pypisally it da often simple vaiber than hranched. Sve alse " HRemark” under
Ol vifia, i - 1
= ::-. Compare sise Persaun (0ba, myecl. 2: &l 1719y o oo observation appended
tn Cleuaria mascesle Perso: FPamillam gquandsm secuvolem eam lf?.'r:un-r:-q.ﬂwm;:g,
Evrgthropn ete, (vid, Comene de fung, clavae. oo RO—88) quidem efficdt ., " Persoon
waed Tamilia' for ‘section” at that bime.
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gight apecies, Tuphale lodel Fr being the first™ OFf the origing] species
o Peranon, Clavaria ceote Ters, and O, museicsle Pers, found a placs in
Piztitlarin Fr, instead of in Pyphule. — TYPIFICATION. Doty (1943 136)
‘has celled attention to what mixht be considered the first appointment of
p type species: “Ce genre est fondé sur le Cloveria gyeans, Pers., e
gur quelques anires espices voisines " Brognisrt (iw Dict. Sci. nat. 23:
595, 15324: Faspi Classif. nat. Chemp. B8, 1826). Actmallyr Brongniart
merely said that Taphale was based on a number of apeciza of which he
mentioned ome by name; all the same the manner of thix menlioning may
ba significant. — More recently (withont knewledge of Brongniart's
remark) Clovoein placorrkiza was selected by both Denk (#3137 93) and,
’ dependently, by Remsbury (@ Mycolopia 32: &5, 1040), Doty (o) pro-
paed the same species ag lectotype, and Corner (79502 147, 668, G897 alao
lopted it. — The zpecies suppeated as the type by Clements & Bhesr
en. of Fungl 345, 19310 for “Typhule Pers, . . . 1801; Fr. . . . 1218"
pplied az a generic named, vis, “Tyephule solerofioides Fe” cannot be
osly congidered s It Is nol an originel one, nelther of Persoon nor
Frieg. — TaoNv: Taphiddvm Clom, dn Univ, Stud. Nebraska 3 (10: T3,
W2 ~Thiz waz introduced Lor gramimatical reasons as followa: *“Tuphols
= Typhidivm”™—nothing elze. As not even an auther was cited for Tuwphule,

the new name zheuld apparently be valued as nol validly published.

& [Xyloglossum Pers. ex Link i Abh. Akad. Wiss, Berlin 1324:
170, 1826, — Type species (selected) : Clavaris Revlarwm Fers.,, Comment,
fung. clavaef, G8 pl, 2 7, 4 1797 = Acvospemim compressum Tode ex Fr,
a gperies of Acrosperaoon Tode ox Fr), — Dhevplidated name: Xplo-
ngsem Pers, Traild Champ. comest. 144, 1818.—The publication of
- aglaszum iy Porsoon runs os Tollows:

! “Quuiqun lea Clavers hovlaroem of Ciloe. acleratinides, Deeand. suppl. p, 29, niznk
. port dew champigonns due dixiéme ariee, ™ ils gfant ceperdact pas de gembrans
tilere o fycesdang, o ne soil pouesuy & Uevtévious de graines comme 1o sont
Clavaives; ils mont ne eomtraive de In noture des seldvotice, of dnfvent v &bre rmppor-
Wais sonz un getce parliculies (Sideslessmi) S—Pesopa (Traind Champ, comast.
] 144, 1RIR). Kytopiloama 18 alsa mentioned in the same waorls on prges &1 and 1530
Hame omly) .

Thia generic name was validly re-published br Lindk:

- M Xplagloagen elne ponderbarve Gallung von einer Gestall owelche sich Closairie
fuch ist =in wahrer Sprosstheil vorheoden—Link (Le).

: B This hag been snspected of heing & synonym of Fisdiioeia geivguiliveie Fr. {of.
Idey Pigfitlorie Fr), Bl ses alzgo OGorber's remarks ooder Piatdilerin foded {Fr.}
BE [1DG0: 40E). : ;

. M Rather: " denxiéme ordree,” o Fungi Hrmenomyed, page 83, Tamille des Helvel-
Bdes, pogee 75, inclosive of Clavierin (les Clovnives), pape 54,
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The next author to deal with the genos under this pame atter 1821
wos Laman (in Dict. Bei. nat. 59: 152, 1820) : he relained the earlier name,
rejected the isomym Neleroglossion Pera, q.ov., and lreated the apecies on
this eccaszion.

“Nainglozgeni, {Bet) Gomree de la famille dep champignons, établl pas Persscan,
dana zom Traitd des chompigoons comestibles, pog. Bl 143 I le range pres du
Selevatinm, et fait obeerver gutil différs du Clevoris par le défaot dane memlbrane
fepetifére ou hymérium, ei parce que les graines ne sonb peint b Pextérieur L
nuturaliste =e borne & o per de mots, ot il oile les clevnrin Aerboeem el solvoelinides,
Dec, FL fr., G pog. 20, comupe lee espiees de sen genre™—Letnan (Ged. Pollaws the
tresbment of both species. — Compare alée the entry of Scloroglozzam by Leman i
Thet, Sef. not, 45: 164, I8ET): " Seleroplowuwe. (Bot) MNom donné par Tersacn 4
grore Accospdryiics de Tode, quiil weoit d'abord appeld Xwdeglossuie”™

Compere alse Dierbach’s translation of Persoon's “Traile sur les
champignons comestibles” which appeared after 1821 (Pers. Abh, essh.
Schwiimmea RS, 1822). Later on Perason changed Xuloglozsum inti
Seleronlozsiwm Pera., gqv. — Typification, The two original apecles are
to-day interpreted as widely different fungi. The fivst, Cloveide Rerbarws.
hea been identified with Aevosperwiam asmpressum by Persoon himaslt
(Syn. Tung, 605, 1801) and Friea [Syst. myeol. 2 (2) ; 246, 1822] ; mndern
deseriptions were published under the latter name by Riddle (e Myvenloxin
12: 176-178 pl. 17 fe. 5-12 1920} and Brandrifl (in Miyeologia 25: 222-
285 fs. 114, 1988). It i3 a pyrenemyeetous fungus of still uncertain posi-
tiom. The second of Persoon's origina] species, Clavaita selerabtinides 1,
in Fries's Pistillaiia selevotioides (DC.} ex Fr. [not to be confused with
Tuphida sclerotisides (Pera) Fr., the type species of Phocovhiza Pers,
f.%.]. This is generally conzidered to be a elavariacenus plant. The selection
of Personms first species would make Xjploglossum o synetym of
Acrpgpermuwn, and of hiz gecomd species, o validly published same in
“(lavariaceae” 1 select the first speciea as the lype. o choice suggoested
by the generic name, this species being oflen compressed. — lsenym:
Selevoglusswm Pera., q.v.]

Brmark. Dierbach's translntion * Abhandlupgen aber die essbaren Ecinwimm_e"
{1622} of Fersoon's " Traité sur lee champignans comestibles” (131547 offers a peculiar
natmenclatural difficulty: s it o be taken as a ‘diffevent’ publicalion Jeom the ariginal
ane? T4 ik iz, Xulooloaanm, for instance, would be validly re-published after 12815 i
not, Aplogiossis:, as published Ly Persaon, remaing merely o devalidated name, Or, |1;:
ditfepent words, has ope to admit & name Xplagloeees Pers, ex Pers, !u:e_r‘h.] ]RE_:
in nddition to Xulngloasam Pers, 18187 (The starting-peint date for *Fangi caete
is 1E21.0

#1 My copy is dated 1815

18G64]
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The problen arises in o moch simpler form in cobnection with Friee®s *Obser-
sntiones.” Thiz work was published befure 1821, but o so-called second odition waz
Cjmamed dated 1E24. ALl the differences between these two ‘edilivos’ exisl in & new
:tiﬂE-l.lEIEE- tipped in the criginol fssue to replace the earlier citle-prgr: compore Ropers

i Myeologin 3 ET-507, 19390, T spgres with Rogers that this so-valled second
pdition ehould be dubed the same as ke oviginal issue. Only the new titlepage i3
Vpublication' of 1824,
i Dierbach’s transiotion iz pothking but g teaodlation, witheut alterations o Lhe
~griginal text; whal is new in it is to be found in his ohservations which he added
separately ("Aus dem Franzisizchen und mil elpigen Anmerkucgen begleitet von
J. H. Dierbach”}. The contenss was apparently not revised by Persoon hefore o after
the transinticn: it is & Taithful repeoduction of the oviginal text {inclusive of srrovs
af orinting in several names) in anetber language, net A new publicaticn. What s
Csiew [ this Gevman lssue are the * Anmerkunpen™ by Dierback; these, of eoure, son-
atituto u distinet pubklication fo Le dwted 13222 fhe translation isell, I weald conclude,
skl be Leeated as if it had appesred in 1815

BieLiacraEny

The follewing titlog haswe been cited by theiv dates printsl ie italies:

s, BT HL (195600 A swconograph of Cleencin and allicd genera, (Ansais of
] Bolany Memaoirs Mo, 10,
CEIGEY : dreoeric mumes in Clavariacess, fo Trans, Bris. mypcel, Hov. 45
AL (19931 Revision der plederlindizchen omobaeidiomyectae- Aphyilopho-
ravene IT. (Meded. Bot, Mus, Herl. Univ. Uereeht Moo % & Meded, Nedepl,
myeol, Yer, 22),
- (l8diy: Nomina penerica conservanion  and
(Fungil, f= Buoll. bot. Gdps Bullenzoery I 17,

—— {15dE: New and revised noming generica conssivanda proposed for Bazidio-
wyestes (Fungiy, Fe Ball, ot Gdos Buitenzevy TTT 13,

— (1500 ¢ Bumetary of proposals, Bopgoer, (Mimesosgraphed) .

o I B, (1848} : Prepozals and outes on some goncep of Clavavieid fungi and theip
trpes, fn Lloydia 11,
CERRN] : Momenclatural priceiples and eules o reforence to cortsin fongal
and aleal genevie pames, fe Lloydin 18,

ks, B M. (1827): Swstemn myeclogicum, Volowen 1 Lusd.

(1572) 1 Hymenemyosles curcpaei. 1Upsala,

BRE, In. B, {1081 Momina conservands proposita acd noming eonbusa—Fuangi.
L Farlowin 3,

.:1.“ B, M

confu=s  for  Bosidicmyeotes:

(12000 : Moming conzsivanda propusita and noming conluza—Fuog. Supples
Tent. in Faclowia 4.

- {1%00ak | One-paps anclosure ta reprint of abeve paper]. (Mineographed).
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