
Comments and Replies 

Australian material was not tied to Berkeley's type, however, but to van Overeem's 
sense of the species. I persist in that judgment but I no longer can support van 
Overeem's use of Berkeley's name. It may mean that van Overeem's circumscrip- 
tion requires a new name but I do not consider that the organism I described as 
Clavulina fusco-lilacina is conspecific with C. leveillei. 

Clavulina puiggarii. Corner is quite correct. I overlooked his reference to the 
type. 

Clavulina tasmanica. In an upcoming paper I revise my judgment on synonymy 
of C. tasmanica with C. geoglossoides. I now consider them to be separate taxa. 

Ciavuiina vinaceo-cervina. Corner's statements do not address specimens and 
observations, but only opinions, as do  his closing paragraphs. 
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Moving analysis of interspecific associations. 

R. T. Lunge and A. D. Sparrow 

p. 640, para 2, line 3 should read: ... , then that the block.. 
para 4, line 1: change fidelity to consistency. 
para 4, line 5: change infidelity to inconsistency. 
para 9, line 1: change 920 to 184. 

p. 641, Fig. 2 caption, line 4: change 54 to 54 HVF. 
p. 642, Table 1, col. 1, line 16: change caerulescens to coerulescens. 
p. 643, Fig. 3 caption, line 2: change Baeckia to Baeckea. 


