
I accept the etiotogic assignment of 
many diseases characterized by patches 
{feature. ref. 17)- even if it  is uncertain 
whether the number be nine (ref. 4) or I7 
(ref. 3). In fact, this ent ire debate has been 
based upon the dogma of the early 1970s 
(ref. 41, which held that parches of the 
described type. and from which Fu~ariutn 
roseum or F. rric'incrum could be readily 
demonstrated, should be described as 
Fusarium blight. This, together with 
semantic arguments arising from the 
usage ofdifferent and updated taxonomic 
systems for Fusurirrm. became suppressive 
to progress in the science and practice of 
turfgrass pathology. My studies have 
unquestionably reopened the pursuit of 
knowledge. Although several errors were 
made along the way. they have been 
freely acknowledged (feature, p. 779: 
findings in Pfunt Disease R ~ p o r r e r  
61:484-488 reinterpreted in PLANT 
DISEASE 69:44-48). 1 welcome and 
encourage independent inquiry into 
concepts I have presented and I trust that 
the principles and most details will 
withstand serious inquiry. The resurgence 
of research in impartial laboratories will 
soon set this debate to rest. 

If Dr. Muchovej truly believes that my 
results are based upon a fungus that is 
only pathogenic to wheat and oats, he has 
had the misfortune of either not reading 
or not understanding the detail of key 
papers on summer patch of bluegrasses 
(PLANT DISEASE 681440-442; Phylo- 
parhology 75: 1 [60- 1 167). 1 encourage 
interested readers to examine the full 
context and detail of the paper from 
which he stlrgically removed the quote 
regarding Phialophora's effect on root 
cortical death. Dr. Muchovej is correct in 
criticizing me for  not publishing 
compfete descriptive details Tor summer 
p t ch .  My feeling at thetimewasthat this 
would be redundant. The newlr described 
etiology is readily linked td the well- 
accepted description of Fusarium blight 
sensu Couch (feature. ref. 4, 5, 15, and 
17). which 1 accept in most detaii except 
the earliest phase of the etiologic process. 

Although Dr. Muchovej's principal 
objection to this feature article appears to 
result from a philosophy he acquired 
while a graduate student of the other 
principal in this debate, I thank him for 
airing his feelings in the scientific media. 
It is through such dialogue that progress 
will be made in unveiling the etiologic 
dilemma concerning patch diseases of 
bluegrass turfs. 

Richard W. Srniley, Professor 
Oregon Srare University 
Pendleron 97801 

XiphSnema cali~~rnicum: 
Ta Be or Not to Be? 

We have read with interest the recent 
correspondence by Franco Lamberti and 
the reply by M .  V. McKenry (PLANT 
DISEASE 7 I:864, 1987) regarding the 
recognition and use, o r  nonuse. of 
Xipkinemo americanum sensu stricto 
and X. ralifornicum (Camberti and 
Bleve-Zacheo, Nematol. Mediterr. 7:s 1- 
106, 1979). Whilst having considerable 
sympathy with both authors, we believe 
that the reply by Dr. McKenry raises 
several issues of importance to our 
science. 

We do  not accept fully all new species 
claimed by Lamberti and Bleve-Zacheo, 
but differences between X. americanum 
and X, californicum are readily apparent 
in the nematodes' morphology and 
biornetrics. IF such differences are not 
accepted as the basis for separating these 
two forms, what are we to suppose is the 
fate of the widespread (?) acceptance of 
the two forms X. americanum and X. 
rives.? Differences between X. amer- 
icanum and X, rivesi are much less than 
those apparent between X, americanum 
and X. cal i~ornicum. Speciation in 
parthenogenetic groups such as X. 
americanum sensu lato is recognized as a 
problem, especially when based on only 
biometrical and small anatomical 
differences. Such differences may 
represent little more than extremes in an 
otherwise continuous varialion, with 
other populations subsequently being 
identified as intermediate forms, thus 
connecting these two extremes. Electro- 
phoretic techniques (especially two- 
dimensional) offer a means of determining 
the amount of genetic divergence 
between populations and. we suggest, 
offer a more objective basis for compar- 
ison between contentious "species." 

Trudgill, Brown, and McNamara 
(Rev. Nernatol. 6: 133-14 I ,  1983) listed 
procedures and criteria for assessing 
nematodes as virus-vector species. 
Correct identification of the nematode 
species being studied is a major requisite 
for such studies. However. the belief that 
serologically different viruses and strains 
of the same virus have exclusive specific 
rector nematode species is now recognized 
as requiring modification. Brown (Rev. 
Nernatol. 9:83-87, 1986; Nematol. 
Mediterr. t 3:2 17-223, 1985) has 
demonstrated differences in the efficiency 
and even the ability of populations of the 
same species, X. diversicuudotum. to 
t r ansmi t  viruses. Differences in the 
ability of a population of Longidorus 
artenuotus t o  transmit serologically 
indistinguishable isolates of tomato 
black ring virus have also been 
demonstrated (Brown, Murant, and 
Tsudgill, Rev. Nernatol. In press). With 
such differences now recognized, it  is 
unlikely that virus-vector studies. as 
suggested by Dr. McKenry, will shed 

light on the taxonomic relationship 
'between X. omerirhanum and X.  
ral fornicum. Indeed . X. americmanum 
and X. r i v ~ s i  transmit tomato ringspot 
virus; are we to assume that on this 
biological evidence Dr. McKenry would 
synonymize these two species? Dr. 
McKenry acknowledges X. cal~ornicurn, 
X, americanum sensu stricto, .and X. 
pachtaicum as being present in his area. 
Other workers in California reported X. 
calfornirum as a vector of severa! strains 
of tomato ringspot virus (Hoy and 
Mircetich, Phytopathology 74:272-276, 
I984; Woy, Mircetich, and Lownsbety, 
Phytopathology 74332-335, t984). It is 
surprising, therefore, that Dr. McKenry 
apparentfy is unwilling to use his 
identification of X.  californirurn, which 
must be considered an "economically 
important species." It seems a matter of 
pedantry if the real argument is whet her 
X .  americanum sensu stricto or X .  
ralfornicum is the dominant species in 
the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. 

Finally, a minor correction is required, 
as X. pachraicum (accepted correct 
spelling) has as a junior synonym X. 
medilerraneum (accepted correct spelling). 
However. authors may choose to useany 
spelling and indeed any name they wish. 
although they risk confusing or con- 
founding the reader. To prevent this 
happening, surely it is the responsibility 
of journals'edttorial boards and referees 
(peers!) to take the lead and attempt to 
standardize on acceptable nomenclature. 
The statement that published papers 
reflect the views only of the authors is an 
unuseiul avoidance of necessary and 
expected scientific leadership. One result 
of such a statement might be the 
adoption by authors of the anarchic 
philosophy of language as set forth by 
Humpty-Dumpty (Lewis CarroH, m r o u ~ h  
(he Lookinl: Glass): "When I use a word 
it means just what 1 chose it to mean, - 
neithcr more nor less." 

Derek J. E. Brown 
David L. Trudgill 
Zoology Deparlmenr 
Scot risk Crop Reseurch Insiirure 
Invergowrie, Dundee, Scorland 

Erratum. I n  the reply by C. L. Schoulties 
et al to the letter by C. I .  Hannoa 
regarding citrus canker in Florida 
( P L A N T  DISEASE 71 :956 ,  1987), the 
references to State Plant Board of 
Florida reports, 1927 and 1929, should 
read "6th Biennial Report, p. 28, and 7th 
Biennial Report. pp. 13-17." 
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