




















hybrida. Mezi skutetnou P. digenea a mlyiianskym stromem neni prakticky
shody, s vyjimkou promé&nlivého znaku poétu pryskyti¢nych kanalka. Naproti
tomu je napadna shoda s druhem P. silvestris ve vét§ing znakd a s jeji var.
uncinata D. DoN. je shoda tak¥ka plné, téméf 90 9.

Na zakladé podrobného morfologického i anatomického rozboru a srovnéni
mozno uzav¥iti, Ze mlynansky strom neni pravou Pinus digenea BECK. S nej-
vétsi pravdépodobnosti nejde vibec o hybridni strom, nybrz o vzrastovou
formu druhu Pinus silvestris L. nejblize k popsané var. uncinatea D. Don.
Jediny rozdil — totiz v poétu pryskyfi¢nych kanalki — mohl by jesté svadét
k moznému piedpokladu, Ze mlynansky strom je produktem zpétného kiizeni
gvrchu uvedené formy borovice lesni a né&jakého hybrida mezi nf a nékterou
z forem P. mugo ssp. uncinata. Konetné rozhodnuti neni podle dosud posuzo-
vanych znaktt mozné, lze viak doufat, Ze se k nému dosp&je provedenim
karyologického rozboru, stanovenim chromosomového idiogramu, nebof
u jednotlivych druht borovie jsou zietelné morfologické rozdily chromosomit
(sekundarni konstrikce), jak bylo v nedavné dobé zjisténo (MEHRA et KHos-
HO0, 1956; NATARAJAN, OHBA et SIMAEK, 1961). Na této karyologické analyse se
pracuje.
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Zdenka Pazourkova and Karel Hrub y:
What is Pinus digenea in the Mlyfiany Arboretum?

Among many other interesting species there is in the famous Arboretum at Mlynany (South-
Western Slovakia) also a tree labelled as Pinus digenea WETTsT. Correctly the author of denomin-
ation must be BECk, not WETTSTEIN. Pinus digenea BECK is a hybrid between the Scotch Pine,
Pinus silvestris L. and the peatland species P. mugo TURRA ssp. uncinata (ANT.) Dom. var.
rotundata (LINK) DoM. But the tree of Mlytany differs from descriptions and figures of the true
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P. digenea so markedly that it engaged the authors® attention. Therefore they carried out morpho-
logical and anatomical analysis of this tree and the true Pinus digenea, as well as its parental
species. The following characters were compared: the appearance of the whole tree, characteristics
of the buds, morphological characteristics of the cones and morphological and anatomical charac-
ters of the leaves, particularly their epidermal cells, type and number of resin ducts, endodermal
sheath shape on the cross-section, distance of vascular bundle branches and amount of scleren-
chymatic cells. Some of these characters are extremely variable, cannot be therefore taken as
discriminating. The size and type of buds, the leaf sheath and the epidermal cells of the le-
aves showed to be as least variable, thus most appropriate for discrimination. According to
concordance or discordance in these and other characters the authors came to a conclusion
that the tree, labelled Pinus digenea at Mlytiany Arboretum is by no means the hybrid concerned.
Most probably it is not a hybrid at all, but a peculiar growth form of the species Pinus silvestris L.,
closely related to its var. uncinata D. Don. The final decision will be perhaps possible as a result
of the karyological investigation which is being carried out at the present time.
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