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have these peculiar tufts of hairs on the club. I have no ripe speci-
men, but I think these tufts are the immature ostioles. The peculiar

crested branches at the top are conidial bearing only and do not

thwc:iﬁiialm
develop perithecia. I think this is a tropical plant only, although I
remember seeing in Peck’s collection a plant that reminds me of it,
which he had referred to Xylaria cornu-damae.

ISARIA FLABELLI FORMIS AGAIN.—In reading over our
article on page 12 of Xylaria Notes, we notice that we failed to record
the very point that we intended. While we think now that Xylaria
flabelliformis is a conidial form of Xylaria corniformis, we do not
believe that it transforms into the Xylaria condition as most conidial
Xylarias do. In other words, we believe that Xylaria corniformis
bears its conidial and asciferous spores on different stromata, as
Petch has demonstrated is the case with Xylaria nigripes. We also
have a letter from Professor Petch expressing the same view. He
states that from the wood bearing these Isaria forms he has grown
imperfect Xylarias, but has never succeeded in perfect development
Xylaria Thwaitesii.—We note that we gave this as a synonym for
Xylaria cubensis on pa 5 of our Xylaria Notes, and for Xylari
allantoidea (teste Miss akefield) or{‘?age 6. The latter is an erro
(of ours) as we are advised by Miss Wakefield, who considers Xylaris
Thwaitesii as a valid species.
Xylaria fragiliformis, page 11, is an error for Xylaria flagelliformi
32
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'LETTER No. 62.

Acknowledgment of specimens received since last report. My best
thanks are extended to those who favored me with specimens. Some of the
notes that will be illustrated with photographs will be published in future
issues of Mycological Notes.

In my printed letter I do not give authorities for names, believing that
the binomial should represent a plant name, hut in acknowledging the speci-
‘mens to my correspondents, I give the “authority” in event they desire to
use the same. All specimens are acknowledged by personal letter as soon as
they come into my hands. Foreign correspondents may send specimens to
my English address and they will reach me promptly, although in countries
which have direct parcel post arrangements with the United States, it is best
to send them by parcel post direct to me. Specimens may be sent to either of
the following addresses:

C. G. LLOYD, C. G. LLOYD,
224 West Court Street, 956 Cole Park Road,
Cincinnati, Ohio. Twickenham, England.

Cincinnati, Ohio, June, 1916.
AMES, FRANK H., New York:

Hypoxylon coccineum.—Tremellodendron pallidum.—Trametes malicola.
—Physalacria inflata. (Cfr. Myc. Notes. Old Species, page 4, fig. 216-218.)—
Peziza (Lachnea) hemispherica.—Poria subacida.—Polystictus cinnamomeus.
—Polyporus gilvus.

BARTHOLOMEW, E., Kansas:
Polyporus cuticularis.—Poria pulchella.—Lenzites trabea.—Polystictus
velutinus.

BENSON, BERRY, Georgia:
Laternea columnata, “fresh eggs.”

BEWLEY, MISS A. K., Pennsylvania:

Favolus europaeus.—Polystictus conchatus.—Geaster saceatus.—Polyp-
orus gilvus.—Schizophyllum commune.—Lenzites betulina.—Peziza floccosa.
—Polystictus cinnabarinus.—Tremellodendron pallidum.—Thelephora inty-
bacea.—Polystictus conchifer,

BIJL, VAN DER, P., South Africa:

Fomes rimosus.—Fomes McGregori.- -Fomes Robinsonise. (See Note
420.)—Lenzites betulina.—Polystictus zonatus.—Polystictus versicolor.—
Polystictus ochraceus.—Fomes connatus.—Stereum lcbatim. (See Note
421.)—Fomes Caryophylli—Fomes robustus.—Daedalea Eatonii. (See Note
422.)—Polystictus biformis. (To be published in Mycological Notes.)—
Trametes cingulatus.—Irpex vellereus. (To be published in
Notes.)—Gramnothele mappa? (To be published in Mycological Notes.)
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THE MYTHS OF MYCOLOGY

AS NOTED BY

C. G. LLOYD

. Part 1. )
CINCINNATI_, 0. ' DECEMBER/'1917
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It is my belief, and I think it will so impress anyone who investigates the history [ L&~

obably not been another subject that has been so
nd_inaccurately exploited as this subject,
expect to give a series of papers illustrating this, an o it, believing that the plain
situation should be set forth.
Outside of the early works of Persoon and Fries, there have been no racticable
bogks printed on the subject by which a Tocal worker could identify the iung: that
he meets. Fries menomycetes Europaei, completed on his eightieth birthday,
was the last w'orEaEie book issued, and t%at is of much service only in determining
the Agarics of Sweden. However, this is not Fries’ fault, but rather that of the
situation in Mycology. Y
Among all our modern books ] 1 The ]! <

of m)l'co!ogy, that there has pr

works of the English- mycologists, particularly Cooke, Massee, and Smith, are
simply cumulative publications, i i s. There has been

no real student of English mycology since the day of Berkeley. There is more
truth'in the old and original account in Berkeley's F:ungl, Volume 2 (Cryptogamic),
of Hooker's English Flora (1836) than there is in any book on the subject since -
issued in England.

In_this country. we have nothing whatever that is creditable. Hard's book
isag presentation of a few common species, but Hard never had any very

extensive, critical knowledge of the subject. Marshall's book presents some very

good photographs and figures, but the aythor ol the text was woefully lackin ’
1 iliarity with the plants. A number of years ago, Atkinson got a iltt[e pre-
mm?li'l‘?"i‘am

| subject by sending dried specimens to Bresadola and Morgan Y42
I am fi

but his book is more noteworthy for what it omits than what it includes.
told that Atkinson, in the years that have intervened since he wrote his book, has
steadily been working with the Agaric subject, and no doubt at the present time

. could make a better presentation of it. i sake,

lence, that he will not fail to do it. Mcllvaine's work was in the main a com-
pilation of Peck’s descriptions, and as nearly all compilations, it is of little practical

use. M%![vgme as a mFCOEhaEiSH not a mycologist.
Cogke's Handbook of Australian Tungi 1s perhaps the worst textbook i)
that was ever published. It is my beliel ti;at :i the species were critically examin

ope ha I of the book would Be found not true .ang not hall the recoraeﬁ specimens
correctly determined. That it is absolutely impracticable is evidenced irom the

results, ior while many specimens are received from Aust_ra]iar.: correspondents,
not a single Australian student has ever been able to determine his specimens even
approximately from the Handbook. Rarely is a specimen received from Australia
correctly determined. ) ] n 3
Sur ce sujet, un seul traité systématique a été publié en France, la Flore de .

Quélet, parue en 1888, mais dont I'édition est épuissée. Quglet en France, S_:rl;ltrc;it;e:r “

en Silésia, sont, si je ne me trompe, les deux seuls auteurs en Europe qui ai
. Pt
deS ouﬁggeg comcmgég de premiére main et basés sur observat es,
ce double point de vue leurs livres ont une vraie valeur. ais Quelet a gité un
; On

ouvrage, d'ailleurs excellent, en “créant” un systéme nouveau et tout A lui.

n'y peut rien trouver dans recherches excessives; le jeu n'en vaut pas la chandelle,
Tout y’est embrouillé; les noms génériques sont changés, 'ordre des genres est boule-
versé, l'ouvrage en est devenu un vrai fouillis, un tohu-bohu. !

Ses associés et collaborateurs en France, membres de la Société Mycologique,
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