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(2044) Agaricus tabescens Scop., Flora Carniol., ed. 2: 446. 1772, 
nom. cons. prop.
Neotypus (hic designatus): Slovenia, Panovec, 13°40′37.3″ E 
/ 45°57′08.9″ N, on Quercus petraea, 3 Sept. 2006, Gabrijel 
Seljak (Slovenian Forestry Institute, Ljubljana, Slovenia No. 
2856; isoneotypus: BRNM No. 737504).

(=) Agaricus socialis DC. in Candolle & Lamarck, Fl. Franç., 
ed. 3, 5/6: 48. 1815 : Fr., Syst. Mycol. 1: 251, 1821, nom. rej. 
prop.
Neotypus (hic designatus): Czech Republic, Moravia, Nové 
Mlýny, Křivé jezero National Nature Reserve, alt. 165 m, 
48°51′12.129″ N, 16°43′33.619″ E, on base of the living stem 
of Quercus robur, 8 Sept. 2005, leg. et det. V. Antonín 05.124 
(BRNM No. 695686).

Armillaria tabescens (Scop.) Emel (Genre Armillaria: 50. 1921) 
based upon Agaricus tabescens Scop. (l.c.), also called Armillariella 
tabescens (Scop.) Singer (in Lilloa 22: 216. 1951 [‘1949’]) is a well-
known species of agaric and a deciduous tree pathogen present in 
Eurasia and North America as recorded under this epithet in most 
field guides and mycotas (mycofloras) (e.g., Kühner & Romagnesi, 
Fl. Analytique Champ. Supér.: 140. 1953; Ito, Mycol. Fl. Japan 2(5): 
130–131. 1959; Tai, Syll. Fung. Sinicorum: 379. 1979; Phillips, Mushr. 
Great Brit. & Eur.: 32–33. 1981; Watling & al. in Trans. Brit. Mycol. 
Soc. 78: 275. 1982; Weber & Smith, Field Guide S. Mushr.: 186. 1985; 
Singer, Agaricales in Mod. Taxon., ed. 4: 264. 1986; Bon & al., Mushr. 
and Toadstools Brit. N.-W. Eur.: 142. 1987; McKnight & McKnight, 
Field Guide. Mushr.: 137. 1987; Imazeki & Hongo, Coloured Illus. 
Mushr. Japan 1: 80. 1987; Farr & al., Fungi on Pl. Plant Products U.S.: 
572. 1989; Kriegelsteiner, Verbreitung Großpilze Deutsch. (West) 1(b): 
495. 1991; Termorshuizen, Fl. Agaric. Neerl. 3: 334–39. 1995; Teng, 
Fungi China: 438–439. 1996; Bessette & al, Mushr. N.E. N. Amer.: 
70. 1997; Courtecuisse, Mushr. Brit. Eur.: 827. 1999; Pegler in Fox, 
Armillaria Root Rot: 81–93. 2000: Horak, Röhrlinge Blätterpilze Eur.: 
128–129. 2005; Legon & Henrici, Checkl. Brit. Irish Basidiomyc.: 
14. 2005; Roux, Mille et Un Champignons: 431. 2006). It is also fre-
quently cited as Armillaria tabescens in phytopathology literature and 
in modern phylogenetic studies (e.g., Schnabel & al. in Mycol. Res. 
109: 1208–1222. 2005; Kelly & al. in Forest Pathol. 39: 397–404. 2009; 
Cha & al. in J. Fac. Agric. Kyushu Univ. 54: 273–277. 2009; Lushaj & 
al. in Forest Pathol. 40: 485–499. 2010; Hasegawa & al. in Mycologia 
102: 898–910. 2010; Kim & al. in Pl. Dis.: 94: 784. 2010; Beckman 
in Acta Hort. 903: 215–220. 2011; Suyama in J. Jap. Forest. Soc. 93: 
14–20. 2011). In contrast to the complex of often confused annulate 

species in Armillaria sensu stricto, which were resolved from each 
other via matings and molecular phylogeny, A. tabescens has been 
readily distinguished by its absence of an annulus and its general habit. 
The only other nonannulate Armillaria in Europe is A. ectypa (Fr. : Fr.) 
Lamoure (in Compt. Rend. Séanc. Acad. Sci., Ser. 3, 260: 4562. 1965) 
which occurs in marshes and bogs. Consequently, A. tabescens has 
had a longer period of stable nomenclature than the annulate taxa.

Occasionally the name Armillaria socialis (DC. : Fr.) Fayod (in 
Ann. Sci. Nat. Bot. 9: 232. 1889) based upon the later published but 
sanctioned name Agaricus socialis is adopted (Herink in Hásek, Symp. 
Václ. Ob. Armillaria mellea: 44. 1973; Watling & al. in Armillaria 
Root Disease: 5. 1991; Antonín & al. in Czech Mycol. 58: 209–224. 
2006). As noted by Volk & Burdsall (in Syn. Fungorum 8: 105, 114. 
1995), Fries had at different times treated the name Agaricus socialis 
in different “tribes” each linked to different spore print colours and 
more specifically in 1821, Fries (l.c.) had it treated in a brown-spored 
group. Consequently there exists some doubt as to which taxon might 
be sampled to generate a type while not contradicting the sanction-
ing author’s treatment. Fries (Hymenomyc. Eur.: 111. 1874), in adopt-
ing Agaricus tabescens and listing A. socialis DC. in synonymy later 
explained that the lamellar colour suggested Agaricus (Flammula) 
while “Delile” documented white spores. Fries (Ic. Hymenomyc.: 47, 
tab. 49 fig. 2. 1871) proposed a new homonym, Agaricus socialis Fr. 
(nom. illeg.) for a different species that he personally had found as 
differentiated from A. socialis DC. which he had earlier indicated he 
had not seen (Fries, Epicr. Syst. Mycol.: 191. 1838). He (Fries, l.c. 1874: 
83) differentiated his A. socialis Fr. from A. socialis DC. which was 
listed in synonymy under A. tabescens on page 111. Undoubtedly this 
treatment by Fries had led to the preferred usage of A. tabescens for 
over a century. The current situation where an ambiguous sanctioned 
name trumps an ambiguous earlier name in wider usage has led to no-
menclatural instability. Therefore, conservation of Agaricus tabescens 
is proposed. Rejection of this proposal will lead to prolonged confu-
sion. The only benefit in doing so would be to uphold the sanctity of 
sanctioning even when the sanctioning author himself (Fries, ll.c. 1871, 
1874) later rejected the name. We note that conservation of these two 
European-based names would not affect the recognition of a separate 
North American species under the name Agaricus monadelphus Mor-
gan (in J. Cincinnati Soc. Nat. Hist. 6: 69. 1883) should it be recognized 
as a separate species as suggested as a possibility by Kile & al. (in 
Proc. 8th Int. Conf. Root & Butt Rots, Wik, Sweden: 411–436. 1993).

Giovanni Antonio Scopoli described Agaricus tabescens from 
Carniolia or the Kranjska region, a part of the Habsburg Empire at 
that time, now part of Slovenia. The locality was described relatively 
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(2045) Selaginella densa Rydb. in Mem. New York Bot. Gard. 1: 
7. 15 Feb 1900, nom. cons. prop.
Typus: U.S.A., Montana, Blaine Co., Little Rocky Moun-
tain, Fort Belknap Indian Reservation, Sep 1889, Havard 
(NY No. 144099; isotypus: US).

(H) Selaginella densa R. Sim, Cat. Brit. Ferns 6: 60. 1859, nom. 
rej. prop.
Typus: non designatus.

The name Selaginella densa was long used in the horticultural lit-
erature prior to 1900 when Rydberg proposed the name anew for a low, 
spreading member of the genus largely confined to the Rocky Moun-
tains region of southern Canada and the United States (Valdespino, 
Fl. N. Amer. 2: 56. 1993). The name was well known and it is hard to 
imagine that Rydberg was not aware of its prior use by gardeners for 
what is now known as S. apoda (L.) C. Morren (in Belgique Hort. 4: 70. 
1854—see below) as had been previously pointed out by Gray (Gray’s 
School Field Book Bot.: 373. 1877), Salomon (Nomencl. Gefässkrypt.: 
350. 1883), and Bailey (in A. Gray, Field, Forest Gard. Bot.: 503. 1895). 
This was certainly how Johnson & Hogg (in J. Hort. Cottage Gard. 3: 9. 
1862), Abbey (in J. Hort. Cottage Gard. 6: 411. 1864), and others (e.g., 
Turner, Floral Kingd.: 384. 1877; Nicholson, Ill. Dict. Gard. 7: 409. 
1887; Flagg & Burrill, Ninth Report Illinois Industrial Univ.: 287. 1878) 
applied the name. Likewise, S. densa was applied by Veitch (in Hort. 
& J. Rural Art Rural Taste 28: 38. 1873) in the same sense, although 
in citing Lycopodium densum Labill. (Nov. Holl. Pl. 2: 104. 1807, non 
Lam. 1779), he inadvertently created the replacement name S. densa 
A. Veitch, which is typified by the type of its replaced synonym under 
Art. 7.3 of the Vienna Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006). 
Veitch’s name was already an illegitimate later homonym, because as 
early as 1859 Sim, in his A priced catalogue, with brief descriptive 
and cultural remarks, of the extensive collection of stove, greenhouse, 
and hardy exotic and British ferns, had validly published S. densa R. 
Sim with a brief description.

Occasional references to S. densa hort. as a synonym of S. apoda 
continued even after Rydberg published his name (e.g., Bellair & 
Saint-Léger, Fl. Serre: 1472. 1900; Wright, Hand-list Ferns Fern Al-
lies, ed. 2: 151. 1906). Tryon (in Ann. Missouri Bot. Gard. 42: 66. 
1955) nevertheless failed to consider its impact on usage of S. densa 
Rydb., accepting the latter name for a species with three varieties in 
his revision of Selaginella sect. Tetragonostachys (A. Braun) Hieron. 
The first to recognize the homonymy of Rydberg’s name was Reed (in 
Phytologia 9: 497–500. 1964; Index Selaginellatum: 96. 1965), who 
indicated that S. densa R. Sim had been associated with a description. 
In lieu of S. densa Rydb., Reed (l.c. 1964) adopted S. engelmannii 
Hieron. (in Hedwigia 39: 294. 28 Dec 1900) var. engelmannii for 
Tryon’s typical variety and transferred both of Tryon’s other varieties 
to this species. This treatment of S. engelmannii was consistent with 
both Tryon’s (l.c.: 68) and Reed’s (l.c. 1964: 498) examination of type 
material for this name at B and US.

Although this modified nomenclature was followed by Munz 
(Suppl. Calif. Fl.: 3. 1968) and Petrik-Ott (in Rhodora 77: 505. 1975), 
Reed’s conclusion on the valid publication of S. densa R. Sim was ap-
parently overlooked by Cronquist (in Hitchcock & al. in Univ. Wash. 
Publ. Biol. 17[1]: 30. 1969) and later challenged by him (in Cronquist 
& al., Intermount. Fl. 1: 178–179. 1972), based on a communication 
from Tryon but without actually viewing Sim’s Catalogue himself. 
Cronquist’s retention of S. densa Rydb. has seemingly influenced 
later authors, as this name continues to be used in numerous Floras 
(Scoggan, Fl. Canada: 138. 1978; Martin & Hutchins, Fl. New Mexico 
1: 7. 1980; Packer in Moss, Fl. Alberta, ed. 2: 27. 1983; Dorn, Vasc. 
Pl. Montana: 28. 1984, Vasc. Pl. Wyoming: 27. 1988; Brooks, Fl. 
Great Plains: 40. 1986; Weber, Colorado Fl. Eastern Slope: 28. 1990; 
Valdespino, l.c.; Wilken in Hickman, Jepson Man.: 109. 1993; Welsh 
& al., Utah Fl.: 14. 1987, ed. 2: 14. 1993, ed. 3: 14. 2003; Allred, Fl. 
Neomexicana 1: 87. 2008) and current databases (GRIN, http://www
.ars-grin.gov/; PLANTS, http://plants.usda.gov/, 7 Sep 2011), most 
of these with no mention of S. engelmannii. A lectotype for S. densa 

imprecisely: circa Idriam, near Idrija, a small town in the western 
part of Slovenia where Scopoli was living and working from 1754 
to 1769. In the absence of original material (neither specimens nor 
illustrations), we hereby designate as neotype for Agaricus tabescens 
a specimen collected in nearby Panovec, Slovenia. Sequences, photo-
graphs and cultures are available and will be documented elsewhere. 
Original material is also lacking for Agaricus socialis DC. : Fr. Can-
dolle & Lamarck (l.c.) cited an illustration but questioned whether it 
was their fungus, viz. “Fungus. Clus. Hits. [sic] 2, p. 288. Ic. xxii ? 
nec Descr.” Presumably they meant illustration “XXII. Genus per-
niciosorum Fungorum 5. species” on page cclxxxv (Clusius, Rar. Pl. 

Hist., 1601) which Clusius (l.c.: cclxxxvi) described as a white fungus, 
hence their exclusion of the description and lack of confidence in the 
illustration. Because they did not accept the illustration fully, and 
in the absence of a specimen in the Candolle herbarium in Geneva 
(http://www.ville-ge.ch/musinfo/bd/cjb/chg/advanced.php?lang=en) 
we choose one of the specimens cited under this name by Antonín 
& al. (l.c.) for which descriptions, photographs and sequences are 
available. We also note that in the sanctioning work, Fries (l.c. 1821) 
did not cite any illustrations, not even that by Clusius (l.c.), and, as 
mentioned above, Fries (l.c. 1838) reported that he had not seen any 
material of the sanctioned name.


