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Abstract — Brief comments referring to corrections and additions to the text of the second
g :

volume of ,,Flora Kuropaeca'* are given. The following eight new nomenclatural combinations are

proposed: Aphanes bonifaciensis; A. minutiflora; Crataegus laevigata subsp. walokochiana; Mercu-

rialis longistipes; Padus avium subsp. borealis; Seseli elatum subsp. heterophyllum; Tithymalus

brittingery; T'. serrulatus. Special notice is devoted to the nomenclature of T'rinia Litaibelii auct. =

T. ramosissima auct., the correct name of that species is 7. ucrainica SISKIN 1950.

In the second volume of “Flora Europaea” (1968) some statements are
given which need to be corrected or supplemented, especially with reference
to nomenclatural and distributional data, and amendments are accordingly
proposed in the following text. In addition to these corrections some taxo-
nomic opinions of the present author which differ from these accepted by the
authors of “Flora Europaea’ are also mentioned. These result in the proposal
of several new nomenclatural combinations, which are given in an Appendix
to this paper. Comments on individual taxa are arranged according to their
sequence in the volume under discussion.

P. 5: The combination Spiraea media subsp. polonica was first used by Domin (Veéda Prirod.
17 : 254, 1936) but was not validly published by him sinece in the taxonomie classification accepted
there the taxon was given the rank of variety. However, the combination was later validly
published by DosTAL (1948), which predates the publication in 1968 by PawrowskI. The correct
citation of this name is therefore Spiraea media Franz Scumint subsp. polonica (Brockr) DosTAL
Kvétena CSR, 566, 1948,

P. 14 —25: On the basis of references given in literature Rubus quadicus (p. 14) and . erythro-
stachys (p. 25) should also be recorded from Czechoslovakia; the indication Cz is omitted for these
species. Similarly the distribution given for Rubus podophyllos (p. 17) and R. rubiginosus (p. 25)
should be corrected to include Czechoslovakia with certainty rather than only with a question
mark.

P. 35: Geum < sudeticum is known also from Sudeten Mountains — the Giant Mountains, from
where this hybrid was originally described by TAvuscH, as indicated by its name .

P. 44: According to SoJAk (1960) an older legitimate name Potentilla neumanniana REICHENB.
Fl. Germ. Excurs., 592, 1832, amplif. SogAx Preshia 32 : 377, 1960 exists for . tabernaemontani
AscuiErsoN 1891, and should be used for that species, provided it should not be found useful to
return to the name I’. verna L. with an amended circumseription.

P. 59: Alchemilla tirolensis occurs also in Italy; even with its original description a locality
from Ttaly is given (St. Vito di Cadore). Later PampraniNi (1958) mentioned about 9 localities of
this species in his local flora of the territory Cadore.

P. 64: Apart from the type taxon the Aphanes microcarpa-complex is represented in the Medi-
terranean region by two further taxa which, in my opinion, should be regarded as separate species
under the names Aphanes minutiflora (Aznav.) HoLus and A. bonifaciensis (Buser) Horun
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validated in the Appendix below. A. minutiflora has been known only from Turkey-in-Europe
up to the present time. Tt is noted for its small fruiting hypanthia which are of a size which
is not known in plants of A. microcarpa s. s. from the western part of the Mediterranean region
or especially from West Kurope. A. bonifaciensis occurs in Corsica, Sardinia, Central Italy, Sicily
and in adjacent parts of North Africa. It differs from normal plants of 4. microcarpaless markedly
in the size of fruiting hypanthia than does A. minutiflora (even when sometimes the hypanthia
may be less than those of A. microcarpa s. s.), but is distinguished mainly by the form of the
lobes of stipules; in A. microcarpa they are always long, - parallel-sided, while in A. bonifaciensis
they are short, triangular (i.e. with converging sides), and so of the form which is characte-
ristic of A. arvensis L.

. 68: The name Sorbus aria subsp. lanifera cannot be attributed to JAvVorka (1924) since
he published only a trinomial for an infraspecific taxon without any indication of its taxonomic
rank. Such an evaluation must be accepted for most of the names of infraspecific taxa, included
in that work by JAvorka, for which no clear designation of their taxonomic rank was given;
exceptions oceur only rarely, these being the names, mentioned with the Hungarian term
“alfaj” (i.e. subspecies) and such names will be enumerated in my “Index of subspecies of
Central Kuropean species’ (in preparation). The reason for rejecting such names as names of
subsgpecies 15 clear from the text of JAvorka’s introduction to the book (1924—1925, p. IX),
where he allowed later authors the choice of which rank they might assign to the taxa in question.
Attention to this problem has already been directed by me elsewhere (Horus, 1964, 1966: cfr.
etiam WIDDER Phyton 11 : 242, 1966). The correct citation of the name concerned is, as far
as I am aware, that given in the study of KarrATr (1960): Sorbus aria (1..) Cr. subsp. lanifera
(A. KErNER ap. BorB.) Karrirt Fedde Rep. 62 : 166, 1960.

P. 68: According to some authors Sorbus domestica oceurs as a native tree also in Czechoslo-
vakia, in warm promontories of the Slovak Carpathians (efr. KarrArr 1960; Micuarko 1961).

. 74: In the Crataegus laevigata-complex a new taxon was deseribed recently by HranfiTOvA —
C. oxyacantha L. subsp. walokochiana HiraBlirovA 1968 — too late for inclusion in this volume of
“Flora Europaea”. T accept this subspeeies from taxonomie point of view, both as to its rank and its
position. However, the correet name of the species in question is now known to be C. laevigata
(Porr.) DC. (== . oxyacantha auct., non L. orig.). The new subspecific combination necessary is
proposed in the Appendix below.

P. 75: Fusion of Crataegus calycina (auct.!) and C. curvisepala to one species is not considered
by the present author to be justifiable from the taxonomic point of view. Both taxa are so distinet
in both their morphology and their distribution that they should be regarded as separate species.
Use of the name Crataegus calycina PETErRMANN is not justifiable for the taxon under considera-
tion since according to Hranirova (1968) the name proposed by PETERMANN refers to a different
speeies (C. macrocarpa). The name was mis-used by LiINpDMAN, whose coneept has generally been
accepted in later literature, and C. calycina sensu LINDM. is now named (. lindmanii HRABETOVA
1968. 1f the unnaturally broad taxonomic concept adopted in “Flora Europaca’ is accepted
the name (. curvisepala must be accepted as the correet name of the speeies i question, and a new
subspecific name must be proposed for the subspecies “calycina’.

P. 80: If Padus is accepted as a genus distinet from Prunus, which is here considered as justi-
fied, the correct name of the mountain and subaretic taxon of Prunus padus = Padus avium is
Padus avium Mivn. subsp. borealis (ScuinrLer) Horus (efr. Appendix), since the epithet “bo-
realis” was used at the rank of subspecies by NymMax in 1878 in the combination Prunus padus
L. subsp. borealis (ScutinrLER) NyMaAN (efr. Appendix). This is earlier than both the same combi-
nation proposed by Casanpur in 1906 and the nse of the epithet “petracum’ at subspecific rank,
and must therefore replaco CAJANDER’s name used in “Flora Kuropaea’.

P. 86: Laburnum anagyroides and L. alpinum may scarcely be taken as native species in the
(zechoslovak flora. Both speeies are most probably only naturalized in Czechoslovakia.

P.100: Lupinus perennis is not naturalized in Czechoslovakia and occeurs there only as a culti-
vated plant; similarly also Lathyrus sativus (p. 142) is only cultivated.

P.131: The distribution of Vicia incana may scarcely be characterized as “Mountains of Central
and South Europe”, as this North Mediterranean species reaches Central Europe only in isolated
localities, where it occurs in lower altitudes of warmer regions. A distribution map of this species
was given by Zrrrovi (Biologia, Bratislava, 17 : 572, 1962).

P. 138: Lathyrus laevigatus subsp. occidentalis oceurs also in the Appenines (cfr. HENDRYCH,
Preslia 31 : 196, 1959).

P. 142: Lathyrus hirsutus occurs also in Rs (W) — cfr. FL. Ukraj. RSR 6 : 545, 1954.

P. 143: Lathyrus aphaca oceurs as a naturalized species also in Czechoslovakia.

P. 165: Trifolium fragiferum subsp. bonannii was found out by me in 1966 as a new taxon for
the flora of Gireat Britain in the southern part of England where it occurs both as a native and as

91



an introduced plant. The indication in “Flora Europaea’ of its occurrence in England is based
on this finding, details of which will be published elsewhere.

P. 168: Trifolium incarnatum is not for certainty a native species in Czechoslovakia; it is
cultivated there and occurs sometimes as an escape from cultivation. Its status is similar in the
greater part of the countries mentioned in the data on its distribution in “Flora Europaea’.

P. 169: The subspecies of T'rifolium medium given in “Flora Europaea’ differ one from another
very substantially in their morphology, phytogeography, phytocoenology and partly also in
their karyology. It seems therefore to be more appropriate to regard them all (or at least three
of them, excl. subsp. banaticum) as separate species of an aggregate. The correct names of these
species are then the following:
subsp. medium = Trifolium medium GRUFB. in L. (ed.) Amoen. Bot. 4 : 105, 1759;
subsp. banaticum = ? T. haynaldianum PaNTOCcsEK Oesterr. Bot. Zeitschr. 28 : 382, 1878 (the

identity is not quite certain and must be studied in future);
subsp. sarosiense = T. sarosiense Hazst. Bjszaki Magyar Virdnya, 76, 1864;
subsp. balcanicum = T. pseudomedium Havsskn. Mitteil. Geogr. Ges. Thiringen 5 : 70, 1887.

P. 173: Doryenium pentaphyllum occurs also in Rs (W), both in the Transcarpathian Ukraine
(F1. Ukraj. RSR 6 : 425, 1954) and in the Moldavian SSR (GripEman Opred. Rast. Moldav. SSR,
76, 1954).

P. 183: The record of Coronilla elegans from Austria must be revised as the occurrence of this
relic species there would be very surprising and has not been mentioned in the summarising works
on the flora of Austria published recently (JancuHEN Catalogus; EHRENDORFER Liste).

P. 212: Mercurialis longistipes (BorB.) BARSAY, arosen very probably as an allopolyploid from
the hybridisation of M. perennis and M. ovata, i1s completely missing in “Flora Europaea’.
BAKsay’s combination was not validly published; the combination is therefore proposed newly
in the Appendix below.

P. 225: The inclusion of Kuphorbia virgata WaLDsT. et Kir. in K. esula seems scarcely justi-
fiable taxonomically. Both taxa are very clearly delimitated morphologically and geographically
and also in other ways such as in their phenology. Likewise the similar broad circumseriptions
of E. villosa (p. 217) and K. nicaensis (p. 223) do not seem to satisfactorily reflect the relationships
in that groups. The exclusion of most European species of the broad concept of Euphorbia to
a separate genus Tithymalus such as was proposed by A. et D. Love (1961) is here considered
desiderable, and new combinations for two species which have no validly published name under
this generic name are proposed in the Appendix.

P. 232: The occurrence of Polygala chamaebuxus in Hungary, given as doubtful, is quite un-
certain. The species is not mentioned in the recent work on the flora of Hungary at all (So0 1966).

P. 250: The occurrence of Malva moschata as a native in Czechoslovakia is uncertain; it is more
probable that it has been originally introduced and then naturalized.

P. 336: The concept of the species Seseli elatum in “‘Flora Europaea’ is very broad in compa-
rison with that normally adopted in this taxonomic group, and each of the four subspecies given
there may rightfully be considered as a separate species. But if we accopt the broad circum-
scription used in ‘“Flora Europaea’, then the use of the name Seseli elatum L. subsp. osseum (CRr.)
P. W. BarL appears for two reasons to be incorrect: 1. According to the study of SErrrIED (1908)
the name Seseli osseum CRr. refers more probably to the taxon given in. “‘Flora Europaea’ as subsp.
austriacum (Beck) P. W. BALL than to the taxon for which it is used there (i.e. in the sense of
S. devenyense SIMONK.); and 2. Other subspecific names for this taxon have been published validly
earlier than the name proposed by P. W. BaLL and the epithet of the oldest of these will have to
be used in the correct name of this taxon. S. osseum CRr. subsp. devenyense (SIMONK.) THELL.
ex DosTAL 1949 and the much earlier S. osseum Cr. subsp. heterophyllum (JANKA) STMONK. 1886
are both older names for this taxon in the rank of subspecies. The new combination proposed in
the Appendix below adopts the oldest known subspecific epithet, that used by SimonkAa1.

P. 337: An isolated occurrence of Seseli rigidum was recently discovered in Czechoslovakia
in West Slovakia. It is probably introduced there but has been well-established in this locality
since the beginning of the last century (cfr. SLavix 1968).

P. 351: The name T'rinia ramosissima (TrEvV.) KocH is not, in my opinion, valid from the no-
menclatural point of view. In publishing the name Kocn gave neither a description nor any
indication of a valid name or description published earlier; he published only the name T'rinia
ramosissima FiscHER with mention of the origin of the seeds he got from a botanic garden
(““3. T'. ramosissima FiscHER. Ex horto Schwetzingensi habeo.”). This cannot be regarded as an
indirect reference to the earlier name Pimpinella ramosissima TrEVIR. 1819, even though TrEVI-
RANUS also cited the invalid name T'rinia ramosissima FiscHER; reference to the same invalid name
(very probably independently) by both authors cannot be taken as an indirect reference in the
sense of the Code. F1scHER’s name very probably came into use by various botanists through the
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distribution of seeds by botanic gardens. As no conclusive connection between the name validly
published by TrREVIRANUS and the name used by Kocn exists, Kocu’s use of the name T'rinia ramo-
sissima FI1sCHER must be considered as a ‘“‘nomen nudum”, and so as an invalid name. A further
name applying certainly to the taxon discussed here is represented by the same combination
T'. ramosissima (TrEV.) REICHENB. 1832, which was validly published. This name cannot, howe-
ver, be used since it is illegitimate as a later homonym, because Lepesour (F1. Alt. 1 : 357, 1829)
had earlier validly published the name 7'. ramosissima “Fiscu. ex Kocu” but with a description
referring to a quite different plant, namely to T'. polyclada S18x1N 1950. T. ramosissima LEDEB.
1829 is therefore the correct name for SISKIN’s species. A further name certainly applied to the
taxon studied here is Pimpinella dichotoma (sensu) SPRENG. Syst. Veget. 1 : 883, 1825, but since
this is a later homonym (or a different usage) of LiNNAEUS’s P. dichotoma L. Mantissa 1 : 58, 1767
(referring to a quite different taxon) it is illegitimate. The name Pimpinella multicaulis Poir. 1810,
sometimes applied to our plant, was recently identified by Si$kin (Flora SSSR 16 : 352, 1950)
with T'. henningii Horrm. The description given by Porrer gives little evidence as to the taxo-
nomic position of the species, but the origin of the plant from Siberia even taking into account
the possibility of a different concept of that region in those times, also suggests that this name
does not belong to the species discussed here. Conelusive evidence, however, can only be obtained
by a study of the original material of this species, which should be kept in herbarium of Drsron-
TAINES. The name Trinia longipes Bors. 1882 has sometimes also been applied to the species
under discussion. The taxon so named was described from Croatia — but on account of the very
short description its identity was not clear to later authors. Some authors (e.g. Worrr 1910,
So00 1958) identified it with 7'. kitaibeliz auct. == T. ramosissima auct., while others (e.g. JAVORKA
1924 —1925, DeEceN 1936) placed it within the 7'. glauca-complex. As demonstrated by Drcex
(1936), BorBAg’s name cannot be used for the species discussed here, and my own study also
concludes that 7'. longipes Bors. is a separate taxon in the group of 7. glauca. Fmallv the name
Trinia ucrainica SISKIN 1950 certainly refers to 7'. ramosissima sensu “Flora Europaea’” and in my
opinion, this is the correct name for that species. However, the taxonomic relations of plants of
this species from the Pontic and Pannonian regions require further study.

P. 351: The distribution of Apium nodiflorum may scarcely be designated as ‘““Much of Europe™;
“South and West Europe’” would express the distribution more exactly.

P. 356: The indication of Ligusticum mutellinoides from Sudeten Mountainsg is incorrect; this
species occurs in (zechoslovakia only in the alpine belt at the highest altitudes of the West
Carpathians.
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Summary

(‘omments on some data included in the second volume of , Flora Euro-
paea’ concerning taxonomy, nomenclature and distribution are given in this
paper. Different taxonomic concepts are presented by the present author
in the Aphanes microcarpa, Crataegus calycina, Mercurialis perennis and Tri-
SJolium medium complexes and in some groups of the broadly circumseribed
genus Kuphorbia. Nomenclatural corrections are given for following taxa:
Crataegus calycina, Potentilla tabernaemontant, Prunus padus, Seselv elatum,
Sorbus aria, Spirea media and Trinia ramosissima. Supplements and cor-
rections to the distributional data and to problems of primary and secondary
occurrence are given for the following taxa: Alchemilla tirolensis, Apiuwm
nodiflorum, Coronilla elegans, Dorycnium pentaphyllum, Gewm sudeticum, La-
burnum (both species), Lathyrus aphaca, L. hirsutus, L. laevigatus, L. sativus,
Ligusticum mutellinoides, Lupinus perennis, Malva moschata, Polygala cha-
maebuxus, Seselv rigidum, Sorbus domestica, Trifolium fragiferum, T. incar-
natum, Viecia incana and some species of Rubus. Attention is drawn to
Cmtaequs laevigata subsp. walokochiana (HRABF'I‘OVA) Horus described so
recently so that it was not possible to include it in “Flora Europaea”. 1t is
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pointed out that the so-called “subspecific” names in JAVORKA’s Magyar
Fléra, 19241925, cannot be accepted as such. Eight new nomenclatural
combinations are proposed in the Appendix.

Souhrn

V élanku jsou obsazeny poznamky k nékterym udajinm, uvedenym v druhém svazku ,,Flora
Europaea‘‘,vztahujici se k taxonomické, nomenklatorické a fytogeografické problematice. Autor
zastiva taxonomicky odlidné nézory na klasifikaci nékteryeh taxonomickych okruhi, jako jsou
Aphanes microcarpa, Crataegus calycina, Mercurialis perennis, Trifolium medium a nékteréd
skupiny prilis Siroce pojatého rodu Huphorbia. Nomenklatorické zmény a opravy jsou navrzeny
pro taxony téchto druhiti: Crataequs calycina, Potentilla tabernaemontant, Prunus padus, Seseli
elatum, Sorbus aria, Spiraea media a 1T'rinia ramosissima. Doplnky a opravy tdaja o rozsireni
a puvodnosti jsou zmineny u nasledujicich taxont: Alchemilla tirolensis, Apium nodiflorum,
Coronilla elegans, Dorycenium pentaphyllum, Geum x sudeticum, Laburnum (oba druhy), Lathyrus
aphaca, L. hirsutus, L. laevigatus, L. sativus, Ligusticum mutellinoides, Lupinus perennis, Malva
moschata, Polygala chamaebuwus, Seseli rigidum, Sorbus domestica, Trifolium fragiferum, T'. in-
carnatum, Vicia incana a nékolika druht rodu Rubus. Autor upozornuje také na taxon Crataegus
laevigata subsp. walokochiana (HrastrovA) HoLUB, jenz byl popsan nedavno, takze nemohl byt
jiz zarazen do ,,Flora Europaea‘. Dale autor poukazuje na neopravnénost prejimani jmen sub-
specii z Javorkova dila , Magyar Flora* (1924—1925). V piipojeném Appendixu je navrieno
8 novych nomenklatorickych kombinaci.

Appendix

Aphanes bonifaciensis (Buser ap. BriourTr) HoLug, status novus et comb.
nova

Basionym: Alchemilla microcarpa Boiss. et REUT. var. bonifaciensis (Buser ap.) Briquur Prodr.
F1. Corse 2/1 : 203, 1913.
Aphanes minutiflora (Azxav.) HoLus, comb. nova
Basionym: Alchemilla minutiflora Aznavour Bull. Soc. Bot. France 46 : 141, Paris 1899,
Crataegus laevigata (Porr.) DC. subsp. walokochiana (HraBitovi) Hornus,
comb. nova

Basionym: Crataegus oxyacantha 1. subsp. walokochiana HrapiTovA Preslia 40 : 198, Praha 1968.

Mercurialis longistipes (Bors.) HoLus, status novus
Basionym: Mercurialis ovata Sterxs. et Hopre var. longistipes BoreAs Fl. Balaton., 406, Budae-
pest 1900.

Padus avium MiLL. subsp. borealis (ScutBrLER) HoLus, comb. nova

Basionym: Prunus padus L. var. borealis ScatBrrLEr Pflanzenw. Norweg., 369, 1873 —1875.
Syn.: Prunus padus L. subsp. borealis (ScuiisELER) NyMan Consp. Fl. Europ., 212, 1878.

Seseli elatum 1. subsp. heterophyllum (Jaxka) HoLus, comb. nova

Basionym: Seseli heterophyllum JANKA Linnaea 30 : 572, Halle 1859 1860.

Syn.: Seseli osseum Cr. subsp. heterophyllum (Jawka) SimonNk. Enum. Fl. Transsilv., 258, Buda-
pest 1886 (? 1887).

Tithymalus britlingery (Sampe.) HoLus, comb. nova
Basionym: Euphorbia brittingeri OPiz ex SAMPAI0 List. Esp. Herb. Port. Ap. 2 : 5, 1914.

Tithymalus serrulatus (THUILL.) HOLUB, comb. nova
Basionym: Huphorbia serrulate TaUTLL. F1. Paris., ed. 2., 237, Paris 1799.
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Recensent: R. Hendrych

J. Poelt:

Bestimmungsschliissel europidischer Flechten

Verlag von J. Cramer, Lehre 1969, (71) -} 757 str., 68 obr., cena broz. 48, — DM. (Kniha je
v knihovné CSBS.)

Autor publikoval pired sedmi lety svaj kli¢ Bestimmungssehliissel der hoheren Flechten von
Europa (Mitt. bot. Staatssamml. 4 : 301 —571, 1962; recenzi viz Preslia 36 : 213 —214, 1964),
ktery patii nespornd k nejéastéji citovanym pracim v lichenologické literature posledni doby.
Recenzovany novy kli¢ ma podobny cil a podobné zpracovéni, je vsak podstatné roziiren.
Obsahuje navic zdkladni literaturu, terminologicky slovnik s obrazky, kli¢ k uréovani dalezi-
téjsich fykobiontt, klice k urtovani evropskych lisejnikovych rodua (s vyjimkou napf. roda
Moriola a Spheconisca, stejné jako pochybného rodu Kolichen), déale index, opravy a doplnky,
jakoz i prehled novych taxoénii a koneéné novych kombinaci s plnou citaci basionymu. T&zidté
prace tvori klice k uréovani evropskych druht podle abecedné serazenych roda, v nichz jsou
uvedeny nejen znadmé druhy vyssich lisejnikii, podobnd jako v drivéjsi citované publikaci, ovsem
prepracované, nybrz i druhy korovité, pokud mél autor k dispozici potiebné klice nebo pokud
se mu podarilo s pouZitim rozptylené literatury a herbarového materidlu urcovaci klice viibec
sestavit. Proto je zpracovani nékterych roda (napk. Verrucaria, Lecidea, Lecanora, Caloplaca
a Buellia) neplné, podobné jako zpracovani skupiny Cyanophili. Pii psani rukopisu byla autoru
napomocna fada lichenologt, z nasich autorii A. Viizpa.

Prestoze se J. PorrT sém k nové publikaci stavi velmi kriticky a zada lichenology o zaslani
pripominek, je nutno fiei, Ze je jeho kniha, tisténa fotoofsetem, velmi zasluznym dilem zakladniho
vyznamu a Ze autor za daného stavu lichenologie vykonal opravdu maximum. Jsem predem
presvédéen, %e bude tento uréovaci kli¢c nejéastéji citovanou praci v lichenologické literature
pristich let.

Zd. Cernohorsky
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