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Abstract 

T h e current status of family Hygrophoraceae Lotsy is d iscussed and br ief compar i sons m a d e wi th 
the family Tr icho lomataceae R. H e i m ex Pouzar . Future poss ib le deve lopments wi th respect to the 
two families are indicated. 

A M . Y o u n g (2002) [2003] . Br ief notes on the status of Fami ly Hygrophoraceae Lotsy. Australasian Mycologist 
21 (3): 1 1 4 - 1 1 6 . 

Introduct ion 

T h e author has been researching the Austra l ian species of family Hygrophoraceae since 1988 and is current ly 
involved in the prepara t ion of a vo lume on that family for the Fungi of Australia series. A s a consequence , any 
i tems w h i c h suggest that the cont inued use of the family n a m e of Hygrophoraceae is incorrect are a lways given 
serious at tent ion and invest igated immediate ly because they m a y have repercuss ions on the research or editorial 
work present ly in progress . T w o such items have presented themselves recent ly and in re t rospect they p rov ided 
the author wi th an excellent opportuni ty to invest igate more fully the present nomencla tura l and t axonomic status 
of family Hygrophoraceae . 

T h e first i t em of interest was that the N e w Zea land LandCare w e b site had listed family Hygrophoraceae as an 
invalid n a m e cit ing I C B N Article 32.1(b) as the reason. This sugges ted that Lotsy (1907) had poss ib ly not used 
the correct Lat in version of the name as required b y the botanical code . T h e second i tem occurred in a report o n 
mycologis t s and bryophytes , where Lepp (2002) m a d e the fol lowing statement: and the " H y g r o p h o r a c e a e " (a 
useful te rm, even if no longer warranted as a separate family) ' . Poss ib le inferences from this s ta tement are ei ther 
that Hygrophoraceae is no longer accepted as a family because its species have b e e n transferred into other 
families or that the family itself has been m a d e synonymous with an a l ready existing agar ic family. A s a result o f 
bo th of these i tems, considerable effort was m a d e to ascertain the correct status o f the Hygrophoraceae in the 
accepted t axonomic h ierarchy of bo th the I C B N and the world macro fungal communi ty . T h e ou tcomes shed light 
on var ious aspects o f the botanical code , especial ly as it applies to conserved names , and also on current trends in 
genet ic analysis of the agaric taxa. 

Discussion 

T h e val idat ion of the family n a m e of Hygrophoraceae was rapidly resolved. A facsimile copy of the precise page 
wi thin the original publ ica t ion (Lotsy 1907) was obtained and the proto logue for the Hygrophoraceae w a s 
examined. This conf i rmed that Lotsy had correct ly publ ished his n a m e as ' H y g r o p h o r a c e a e ' together wi th 
suppor t ing details in G e r m a n which is a l lowed under the rules of the code of nomenc la tu re for family n a m e s 
ra ised dur ing this earlier per iod. It has also b e e n discovered that the N e w Zea land w e b site was in error 
(Dr L indy Cayzer , pers . comm. ) and so there can b e no doubt that the family n a m e of Hygrophoraceae is val idly 
publ ished. T h e validity of the family n a m e Hygrophoraceae has also b e e n independent ly conf i rmed b y several 
other mycologis t s e i ther work ing on the family or macrofungal systemat ics . (D. Boer tmann , D.J. Lodge , 
S. Redhead , pers . comms. ) . 

It is wor th not ing that confusion over the validity of the n a m e 'Hygropho raceae ' has occurred in the pas t because 
Roze (1876) was first to publ i sh the n a m e as 'Hygrophorees ' . For this reason, many impor tan t publ icat ions such 
as Singer (1986) still use 'Hygrophoraceae R o z e ' which is incorrect, because Roze used the F rench ending for 

B R I E F N O T E S O N T H E S T A T U S O F FAMILY H Y G R O P H O R A C E A E L O T S Y 

mailto:tyoung@bigpond.com


his n a m e . Whi ls t there is no doubt of R o z e ' s intention, his invalid n a m e (Art. 18.4 & 18 Ex . 7) requi red 
val idat ion wi th the correct Lat in ending if it was to b e correctly applied and this was eventual ly done b y L o t s y 
(1907) . Similar c i rcumstances have arisen for other families first p roposed b y Roze , for example ' M y c e n e e s ' and 
T r i c h o l o m a t e e s ' . It r ema ined for Ove reem (1926) and Pouzar (1983) to val idate each respect ively us ing the 
criteria of their day. 

T h e p resen t t axonomic status of family Hygrophoraceae is somewhat more fluid and to resolve the second i tem, 
considerable d iscuss ion has taken place be tween myself, D r Jean Lodge and D r Scot t Redhead . M u c h o f the 
uncer ta in ty is caused b y the fact that both the Hygrophoraceae and the Tr icho lomataceae are k n o w n to b e 
polyphyle t ic and difficult to separate on the basis of their macro-characters . In addit ion, large scale genet ic 
analysis o f the agarics is n o w taking place for the first t ime (Moncalvo et al. 2002) and considerable changes wi l l 
occur to the Tr icho lomataceae (and p robab ly the Hygrophoraceae) a l though m u c h m o r e w o r k on genet ic analys is 
r emains to be done. 

Several areas require commen t . First, there is a movemen t to m a k e the Hygrophoraceae synonymous wi th the 
Tr icholomataceae . This was d o n e b y Bas (1990) and also appears to have been done b y the latest edi t ion (9 t h ) o f 
the Dictionary of Fungi. Unfortunately, the re-val idat ion of the n a m e Tr icholomataceae b y Pouza r in 1983 is 
p reda ted b y the Hygrophoraceae and so, currently, the synonymy p roposed b y either B a s or the Dictionary of 
Fungi automat ical ly m e a n s that all the taxa in the Tr icholomataceae should go into the Hygrophoraceae . Th i s 
result is no t a surprise, it is mere ly the correct conclus ion to be m a d e from strict appl icat ion of the botanica l 
code : conservat ion of the Tr icholomataceae against the Hygrophoraceae has never been p roposed and accepted. 

One ex t remely useful o u t c o m e of the discussions noted above is that there is n o w a proposa l be ing p laced wh ich 
wil l conserve the Tr i cho lomataceae against the Hygrophoraceae (S. Redhead , pers . comm.) . W h e n accepted, this 
conservat ion will no t al ter the val idi ty or use of the Hygrophoraceae ; its effect is s imply to ensure that if a 
mycolog is t considers that the families of the Hygrophoraceae and Tr icholomataceae are synonymous , then the 
n a m e of Tr icho lomataceae mus t b e used. 

A s s u m i n g that the family n a m e o f Tr icholomataceae is conserved against that o f Hygrophoraceae , the nex t s tep 
is to consider if the two families should b e combined . There is very good reason for stating that this wou ld be a 
re t rograde step. There is no doubt that like family Hygrophoraceae , family Tr icho lomataceae is polyphyle t ic if 
not even m o r e so. Recen t gene analysis (Monca lvo et al. 2002) indicates that the Tr icho lomataceae shou ld b e 
split into a number of famil ies and transferal of a polyphylet ic family such as the Hygrophoraceae into an even 
b igger polyphyle t ic ' m u d d l e ' solves nothing. Such a transferal suggests a mos t undes i rable cont inuat ion of the 
ve ry outda ted Friesian concept : if a species has whi te spores then it goes into Tr icholomataceae . The genet ic 
analysis of M o n c a l v o et al. (2002) also a l lows a further very simple conclus ion to b e m a d e : the two families of 
Hygrophoraceae and Tr icho lomataceae are not directly equivalent. Al though the recent publ icat ion of the 
9 t h edi t ion o f the Dictionary of Fungi shows the Tr icholomataceae and Hygrophoraceae as synonymous , this 
cannot b e the case g iven the results of the genet ic analyses indicated above. 

Interest ingly, a l though the results of Monca lvo et al. (2002) indicate family Hygrophoraceae is polyphyle t ic , 
they also indicate that there is some evidence of a cluster of taxa within the tradit ional genera of Hygrophorus 
Fr., Hygrocybe (Fr.) P . K u m m . , Humidicutis Singer and Cuphophyllus (Donk) B o n which in turn supports the 
use o f family Hygrophoraceae in a restricted sense. If these restricted condi t ions p rove consis tent and acceptable 
systematical ly , then family Hygrophoraceae will cont inue to have full applicat ion for the foreseeable future. O n e 
can on ly infer that cons iderab le analysis remains before this part icular family is unders tood from a phylogenet ic 
perspect ive . 

S u m m a r y 

There is little doubt that family Hygrophoraceae as it is currently k n o w n will eventual ly change bu t direct 
s y n o n y m y wi th the Tr icho lomataceae is bo th unl ikely and undesirable . This is because family Tr icho lomataceae 
itself is n o w under comple te review and will eventual ly be split into a series of families that more correc t ly 
d isplay the genetic re la t ionships of the taxa. A n y changes to family Hygrophoraceae are mos t unl ikely to occur 
soon and will p robab ly take p lace in the m e d i u m to long-term future. However , two possible ou tcomes are 
readi ly suggested. T h e first ou tcome is that family Hygrophoraceae will remain part ial ly intact wi th s o m e 
unre la ted taxa m o v e d into other families as well as other taxa poss ib ly transferred into it. T h e second (and 



probab ly less likely) ou tcome is that family Hygrophoraceae will comple te ly d isappear because all of its taxa 
have b e e n dispersed amongs t other families. Exact ly what will happen cannot be precise ly defined because 
considerable uncer ta inty as to the relat ionships be tween the present taxa of the Hygrophoraceae and other 
families of macrofungi still remains . Fo r the moment , family Hygrophoraceae cont inues to b e the best and mos t 
convenien t w a y o f handl ing the taxa tradit ionally p laced within it. T h e family n a m e of Hygrophoraceae is fully 
valid and can b e used wi thout any detr iment either to the mycologis t or the currently accepted wor ld taxonomic 
hierarchy. Even w h e n the Tr icholomataceae is conserved against the Hygrophoraceae , the val idi ty and use of the 
Hygrophoraceae cont inue to be un impeded unless the part icular mycologis t wishes to combine the two families. 
T o quote Scott Redhead : ' I t is p remature to announce the death of Hygrophoraceae and the Tr icholomataceae is 
itself not who l ly reso lved ' . 
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