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Hermann herbarium, and this specimen is a sterile frond from an immature plant. 
Beside it in the Hermann herbarium is a fertile frond of the same species; to this 
fertile frond Linnaeus gave the name 0. scandens. This is a situation which can only 
be understood if one knows the species at all its stages of development, something 
impossible for both Linnaeus and Cavanilles. Cavanilles supplied a name, a descrip- 
tion and an illustration of an undoubted new species; how then can his name be 
said to be superfluous? To say it is superfluous is a perversion of Art. 63. If Art. 63 
were abolished, no such perversion would be possible. 

Art. 7, note 4, provides an important qualification of Art. 63, and it is strange 
that Art. 63 contains no reference to this qualification (neither is Art. 7 mentioned 
in the Index under Superfluous names). The second sentence of Art. 7, note 4, is 
as follows: "A name or epithet which was nomenclaturally superfluous when published 
(see Art. 63) is automatically typified by the type of the name or epithet which 
ought to have been adopted under the rules, unless the author of a superfluous name 
or epithet has indicated a definite type". So that even if Dr. Tryon regards the 
name Ugena semihastata Cav. as superfluous, it must be typified by the specimen 
mentioned by Cavanilles; then Ugena semihastata becomes a new species, being 
distinct from the older one cited in synonymy, and so after all it is not superfluous. 
This indicates the kind of confusion of thought engendered by Art. 63. 

COMMENTS ON "A PROPOSAL ON THE TRANSLITERATION 
OF SLAVONIC AUTHORS' NAMES" 

J. F. Rigby and S. Dobrianskyj (Shortland, N.S.W., Australia) 

While we are in complete agreement with the need for uniformity in the trans- 
literation of authors' names from the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet, we consider that 
the proposal of KOTLABA and POUZAR (1962) contains one unfortunate feature. 

They proposed the use of the Hussite diacritics of the Czech alphabet. In their third 
paragraph they say that it is a lesser error "if the diacritical marks are omitted than 
when the names of authors become disfigured monstrosities by the addition of 
letters used to produce a phonetic equivalent of the name". We disagree with this as 
it should be possible to transliterate back to the Cyrillic from the Latin script when 
necessary. If the diacritical mark is an essential part of the transliteration of the 
Cyrillic letter, then its omission amounts to a mis-spelling of the word, even if it 
cannot be reproduced on the typewriter or in the printing house. The only way to 
avoid this is to use a transliteration that avoids the use of diacritical marks altogether 
such as the British standard. 

If a scientist were to read a work in which an author's name appeared against a 
taxon, and his name were a transliteration, then, unless the author were known to 
the reader, the reader would have to transliterate the author's name back to Cyrillic 
before undertaking a bibliographical search. If even one diacritical mark had been 
omitted, then the reader may be involved in a waste of much time before he realized 
what had happened. An example KOTLABA and POUZAR give of a transliteration into 
Czech is of lUIlmKIHH as !ilkin. If the diacritical marks were omitted, this would 
become Siskin. A scientist wanting to check this reference in a bibliography would 
involve himself in a fruitless search as he would transliterate it back into Cyrillic as 
CIICKIH. 

If a Slavonic language written in the Latin script were to be used, it would appear 
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that Polish would be more practical than Czech, as the necessity to use diacritical 
marks other than 2 for >K would be unnecessary in the transliteration of Cyrillic 
letters. 

The writers favour the use of the British system which avoids the use of diacritical 
marks, even though it is artificial. 

It appears to us that there is also a need to adopt a standard transliteration of 
names from Latin script into Cyrillic. Frequently the translator of a paper written in 
Cyrillic script finds himself with an unrecognizable name. This is because the author 
had tried to give a phonetic representation in Cyrillic of the name originally written 
in Latin script. 
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A PROPOSAL FOR THE CONSERVATION 
OF THE GENERIC NAME CLAVICEPS TUL. (1853) 

Vladimir Skalicky and Frantisek Stary (Praha) 

When examining the taxonomic problems regarding the genus Claviceps Tul. (1853 
in our work (Skalicky et Stary 1962) we found the generic name to be illegitimate. 

Fries (Fries 1823) had arranged the species of the genus Claviceps Tul. in the 
genus Sphaeria Fr. subsect. (- tribus) Cordyceps Fr., and later other authors 
placed them in the genera Cordyceps (Fr.) Link and Kentrosporium Wallr. The type 
of the genus Kentrosporium Wallr. is Kentrosporium militare (Fr.) Wallr., i.e. a 
type identical with the genus Cordyceps (Fr.) Link (see Skalicky et Stary 1962). 
The generic name Kentrosporium Wallr. is accordingly illegitimate under ? 64 (1) of 
the Code as a nomen superfluum. Until Corda's emendation of the genus Cordyceps 
(Fr.) Link the species now placed in Claviceps Tul. were arranged in that genus. 
Link (1833: 347) and after him Berkeley (Outl. Brit. fungol. p. 381, 1860) use the 
orthographic variant form, Cordiceps, and similarly later Tulasne (1851: 646) uses 
Cordyliceps. The generic name Cordyceps (Fr.) Link does not need to be protected 
against the name Cordylia Fr. ex Fic. et Schub., as Rogers (1954) supposes errone- 
ously (see Skalicky et Stary, 1962). 

The generic names Spermoedia Fr. (sclerotium stage) and Sphacelia Lev. (conidial 
stage) refer only to imperfect stages in the ontogenesis of Claviceps purpurea and 
therefore are not valid for the whole development of ergot. Therefore Seaver's (1912) 
or Podzimek's (1932) application of these names to the sporogenous stage of develop- 
ment, which according to ? 59 of the Code determines the names of fungi with a 
pleomorphic life-cycle, is mistaken. 

The name Claviceps Tul. was used as a substitute for the name Cordyceps (Fr.) 
Link, and for its orthographic variant Cordyliceps Tul. Tulasne did not like the 
name Cordyceps as a compound of a Greek and of a Latin word and substituted 
for it a compound of two Latin words of the identical meaning. In this way the 
name Claviceps Tul. (1851) retained not only the nomenclatural type (Cordyceps 
militaris (L. ex Fr.) Link), but also the whole taxonomic content and extent of 
Cordyceps (Fr.) Link in the extended conception of Fries (Fries 1846), as is proved 
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