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The name Carex muricata subsp. lamprocarpa “Celak.” (1879) is frequently used in floras for
C. pairae F. W. Schultz when it is treated as a subspecies of C. muricata L. However, the combination
C. muricata var. lamprocarpa was published by Wallroth in 1822. The corresponding specimen in
Wallroth’s collection in PR, studied by L. Celakovsky and designated here as a lectotype, is
C. muricata as it has the characteristic shiny utricles. So the combination C. muricata subsp. pairae
(F. W. Schultz) Celak. (1870) has to be used.
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Nomenclatural and historical circumstances

The name Carex muricata subsp. lamprocarpa “Celak.” was proposed by Celakovsky
(1879) for one of three subspecies of C. muricata L. given in his flora, to replace the older
combination C. muricata subsp. pairae (F. W. Schultz) Celak. (Celakovsky 1870). Ac-
cording to the recent Code (Greuter et al. 2000; Art. 52.3), the name C. muricata subsp.
lamprocarpa (in fact a combination based on an earlier variety name as shown below) is
nomenclaturaly superfluous, since Celakovsky (1879) cited “C. Pairaei F. Schultz” as its syn-
onym. In the fourth volume of Prodromus (Celakovsk)’/ 1881), the author returned to the com-
bination C. muricata subsp. pairae, whereas in the second and third edition of “Analyticka
kvétena” (Celakovsky 1887, 1897) he uses again Carex muricata subsp. lamprocarpa. This
combination than disappeared from botanical literature for almost a century.

The changes in L. Celakovsky’s understanding of the taxonomy and nomenclature of
Carex muricata agg. in his major works (Celakovsky 1867, 1868, 1870, 1879, 1881, 1883,
1887, 1897) are summarized in Table 1. Generally, he recognized three taxa, which are
treated as subspecies and correspond roughly to (i) C. contigua Hoppe, (ii) C. muricata
(incl. C. pairae?") and (iii) the species pair C. divulsa Stokes and C. chabertii F. W. Schultz
(incl. C. leersiana Rauschert?). This classification, accompanied by numerous nomencla-
tural changes, reflects the taxonomic difficulty of the group, general failure of contempo-

! Specimens of C. pairae and C. leersiana from that time are not present in PR, so L. Celakovsky had no

opportunity to study them.
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Table 1. — Celakovsky’s understanding of the taxonomy and nomenclature as published in his major works;
the names are cited as given by the author.

This study Celakovsky 1867, 1868 Celakovsky 1870
C. contigua Hoppe C. muricata b) virens C. muricata (L. part.) Duval Jouve
C. muricata L. C. muricata a) genuina C. muricata b) Carex Pairaei
F. Schultz (C. divulsa Duval Jouve
part.)
C. divulsa Stokes and C. muricata c) divulsa C. muricata c) Carex divulsa Good.
C. chabertii F. W. Schultz (C. divulsa Good.)

rary botanists to recognize taxonomically important characters” and nomenclatural confu-
sions due to the uncertainty over the type of C. muricata L. (see Nelmes 1959, David
1976).

It was probably J. Holub, regional advisor to the Flora Europaea Editorial Committee,
who drew A. O. Chater’s attention to the combination C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa,
which was accepted in Flora Europaea (Chater 1980) as the valid name for C. pairae, clas-
sified there as a subspecies of C. muricata. At present, this name is used in some western
and Central European floras (David & Kelcey 1985, Lambinon et al. 1992, Jermy et al.
1993, Sell & Murrel 1996, Stace 1997, Sebald et al. 1998). A recent taxonomic study
(Repka 2003) and the subsequent nomenclatural revision of the C. muricata group have
revealed some nomenclatural difficulties connected with this name. The purpose of this
paper is to examine whether the combination C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa is the cor-
rect name for C. pairae when it is treated as a subspecies of C. muricata.

A detailed study of old taxonomic literature has shown that the epithet lamprocarpa
was used for an infraspecific taxon of C. muricata, Carex muricata vy [var.] lamprocarpa,
by Wallroth (1822: 493). The original description reads as follows: “[...] spica subsimplici
pauciflora subterminali, capsulis demum nigro-castaneis nitidis. [...] in caeduis
Rosslebensibus passim. [...] Var. y capsulis nigro-castaneis splendentibus et spicula
solitaria terminali f. altera illi subjecta aucta valde singularis est.” A major part of
Wallroth’s herbarium is now kept in the herbarium of Botanical Department of the Na-
tional Museum in Prague (PR; Stafleu & Cowan 1988). A search there yielded two sheets
from Wallroth’s collection, numbered PR 124528 and PR 124529, with the latter probably
a later duplicate of the former (produced when Wallroth’s collection was sorted and
mounted; B. Skoc¢dopolova, pers. comm.). Both sheets bear slender specimens of C.
muricata s. str., which have inflorescences consisting of one or two spikelets with fully
mature and shiny utricles, as described in the protologue (Wallroth 1822). The plants, col-
lected “In sylv. caeduis ad RoB1.” (RoBleben in Thuringia, Germany) in summer 1817,
were later identified as “C. muricata y. lamprocarpa Wallr.”, and there is a direct reference
to page 493 of the book on the identification label. Wallroth might have sent this plant to

The note by D61l (1857) is a good example: “Fast alle Unterscheidungsmerkmale der beiden letzterwihnten
Arten habe ich unbestédndig gefunden, so sehr sie auch an den ihnen entsprechenden Localititen constant zu sein
scheinen. Nur hinsichtlich der Grosse und der Gestalt der Friichte scheint mehr Bestidndigkeit obzuwalten;
wenigstens kann ich bis jetzt in dieser Beziehung noch keine Uebergangsformen nachweisen und habe auch die
Exemplare des Carlsruhers botanischen Gartens seit einer Reihe von Jahren hierein bestdndig gefunden...”
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Celakovsky 1879 Celakovsky 1881, 1883 Celakovsky 1887, 1897

C. muricata a) virens (Lamk.) C. muricata a) genuina C. muricata a) genuina

(C. muricata Autt. rec.) (C. muricata Durieu et Autt. recent.) (C. muricata Autt. rec.)

C. muricata b) lamprocarpa C. muricata b) Pairaei (F. Schultzsp.) C. muricata b) lamprocarpa Cel.
(C. divulsa Autt., C. Pairaei (C. divulsa Dur. p. parte) (C. divulsa Autt., C. Pairaei F. Schultz)
F. Schultz)

C. muricata c) divulsa (Good.) C. muricata c) divulsa (Good. spec.) C. muricata c) divulsa (Good.)

D. H. Hoppe, who added another slip of paper stating that he had not been able to find this
species and it would be worth the effort to search for it again®. There is also another label
on the first herbarium sheet with handwritten note “Carex quo qualis!!! Carex
pyrenaica!l...”; it was probably L. Celakovsky who later ascribed it to K. B. Presl
(“Scriptum videtur a K. B. Presl!”’). We propose that the specimen no. PR 124528 (Fig. 1),
with a long history, be a lectotype.

The epithet lamprocarpa was used again later by Celakovsky (1879: 88). Within
C. muricata, he recognized three subspecies: (a) C. muricata subsp. “virens (Lamk.)”, (b)
C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa (with “C. divulsa Autt.” and “C. Pairaei F. Schultz” as
synonyms) and (c) C. muricata subsp. “divulsa (Good.)”. According to the descriptions,
the combination C. muricata subsp. virens was used for the taxon now known as
C. spicata Huds., whereas the name C. muricata subsp. divulsa referred to plants now
classified as C. divulsa Stokes and/or C. leersiana Rauschert. So the name C. muricata
subsp. lamprocarpa was probably intended to designate either C. pairae or more likely the
much more common C. muricata. Apart from the shiny utricles typical of C. muricata, the
description could be of either species. The search in PR yielded five herbarium sheets with
plants that L. Celakovsky had marked as “Carex lamprocarpa mihi” or “C. muricata a)
lamprocarpa”4 (PR 32414, 32415, 32416, 32417, 32424), all bearing rather slender speci-
mens of C. muricata with inflorescences of a few spikelets with shiny utricles projecting in
arather long beak and falling out of spikelets when ripe. Carex pairae, on the other hand,
was not found in the early collections. Strictly, Art. 33.2 of the Code (Greuter et al. 2000)
should be applied here, and the name considered as a new combination based on
C. muricata var. lamprocarpa Wallr., even though there is no reference to the basionym.
However, both requirements prescribed in the Art. 33.2 are met, as (i) the combination is
accompanied by a diagnosis and would be otherwise validly published as the name of
a new taxon, and (ii), as shown above, the name was applied to the same taxon. The other
option, to consider the name C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa Celak. as a later homonym
of C. muricata var. lamprocarpa Wallr. (cf. Greuter et al. 2000; Art. 53.4), is in our opin-
ion nomenclaturally incorrect.

3 “Diese, den Friichten nach, sehr ausgezeichnete Art vermag ich nicht aufzufinden und habe ich etwas

Aechnliches nicht gesehen. Es wire wohl der Miihe werth, diese Art wieder aufzusuchen und in vollstidndigeren

Exemplaren zu beobachten.”

4 Celakovsky’s opinions on the taxonomical rank of species and subspecies and his practices in this respect

were analysed by Holub (1979).
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Fig. 1. — Lectotype of Carex muricata var. lamprocarpa (PR 124528)
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Fig 2. — The label of specimen PR 32416 with the diagnosis of C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa written by L.
Celakovsky

EE TR

Apart from the strict interpretation of the code, we believe that our nomenclatural solu-
tion corresponds with Celakovsky’s taxonomic opinion, which is supported by indirect
evidence. (1) The specimen of C. muricata PR 32416, collected by L. Celakovsky near
Karl$tejn in Central Bohemia in July 1868 (‘“Karlstein: Pfaffenberg, Velika hora etc.”) was
identified by him as “C. muricata L. a) lamprocarpa Wallr. herb. (C. divulsa Duval Jouve,
Garcke, non Good.)”. The label (Fig. 2) contains a diagnosis’ similar to that he published
later (Celakovsky 1879: 88). (2) Ladislav Celakovsky was appointed as curator of the bo-
tanical collections of the National Museum in Prague in 1861, where he worked on
Wallroth’s herbarium, which was purchased in 1860 (B. Skoc¢dopolova, pers. comm.).
This assumption is supported by the note on the label attached to sheet PR 124528, as-
cribed to L. Celakovsky, by the reference to this specimen on the label attached to sheet PR
32416 described above and by at least another two references to Wallroth’s herbarium
found in the second volume of Prodromus (Celakovsky 1871°). (3) It could be argued that
Wallroth’s Schedulae criticae (Wallroth 1822) is not mentioned in the prefaces of
Prodromus (1867) and “Analyticka kvétena...” (Celakovsky 1879), which is taxonomi-

,.Blitter hellgriin, Scheidemiindung gerundet, Ligula sehr kurz, nicht emporgezogen. Schlduche breit oval,

kurz zugespitzt, glinzend, sparrig, am Grunde kaum schwammig verdickt.*

6 “Polygonum aviculare L. [...] B) nervosum (Wallr. in herb.! spec.)...” (0. c., p. 166); “Aster frutetorum Wimm.

[...] manche unserer Exempl. des letzteren, besonders aus dem Wallroth’schen Herbar, sind sicher mit unserer
Pflanze identisch, auch in den Beschreibungen ist kein Unterschied ersichtlich (o. c., p. 222)”.
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cally derived from the former’, and Wallroth is not cited in the text as the author of the
basionym, C. muricata var. lamprocarpa. Although L. Celakovsky was very consistent in
citing nomenclatural authorities in the way correct at that time, we found some exceptions
when comparing varietal names in floras by Neilreich (1859) and D&l (1843), both cited
in the preface of Prodromus as the source of some diagnoses (Celakovsky 1867: vii; “Die
beigefiigten Diagnosen sind stets nach der Natur mit Zugrundelegung der besten Quellen,
namentlich von Koch’s, Doll’s, Neilreich’s, Grenier’s u. A. Florenwerken gegeben worden.”)
used in the first and second volume of Prodromus (Celakovsk)’/ 1867, 1871)%. So the fact
that Wallroth is not cited as the author of the original name does not exclude that
Celakovsky (1879: 88) was inspired directly by Schedulae criticae’ (Walroth 1822).

Some doubts exist about the place of publication of the name C. pairae Schultz, which
was published twice in the same year (Schultz 1868a, b). According to Stafleu & Cowan
(1985) the booklet Etude sur quelques Carex (Schultz 1868b) appeared in October 1868,
presumably later than July issue of the journal Flora (David 1976). David (1976), however,
considers the first publication, announcing the description of a new species, invalid for two
reasons: (i) it lacks a description and (ii) the diagnostic quality of the plate in Schkuhr (1801:
plate Ee) Schultz (1868a: 302) refers to is unsatisfactory. In our opinion, some parts of the
text can by interpreted as a very brief diagnosis'® of the mostimportant morphological differ-
ences from similar species as required by the Code (Greuter et al. 2000; Art. 32.1 and 32.2).
Also the objection that the illustration is inaccurate and the origin of Schkuhr’s plants un-
known does not exclude the application of Art. 44 (Greuter 2000) as Schultz unambiguously
identified his Carex pairae using this illustration. For this reason, the name was validly pub-
lished even if the diagnosis is unsatisfactory. In both cases, the choice of no. 1160 of
Schultz’s exsiccate series Herbarium normale (David 1976) as a lectotype should be re-
tained because the plants are mentioned in the protologue (Schultz 1868a).

The fact that Chater (1980) and subsequently other western European authors preferred
C. muricata subsp. lamprocarpa to C. muricata subsp. pairae is because the latter was
cited as published in the forth volume of Prodromus (Celakovsk}? 1881; cf. David 1976,
David & Kelcey 1985), as stated also by Domin (1947). It is generally omitted that the
combination C. muricata subsp. pairae appeared in the Flora of Prague’s environs
(Celakovsky 1870). However, probably by mistake, it is not in the list of subspecies names
published in this work (see Hendrych 1958), which this might have been the reason why
J. Holub recommended the use of an apparently earlier but illegitimate name.

7 “This was written on the strength of Prodromus of the Czech flora [“Prodromus kvéteny ceské’]...

(Celakovskff 1879: VIII).

8 All three varieties recognized in Potamogeton pusillus (Celakovsky 1867: 23) were adopted from Neilreich

(1859: 218). Poa annua B) supina (éelakovsky 1867: 46) is based on P. supina Schrader; Juncus lamprocarpus o.)
adscendens (Celakovskff 1867: 80) on J. lamprocarpus ) adscendens (Neilreich 1859: 146); and Polycnemum
arvense a) [subsp.] minus (Celakovsk}? 1871: 156, 1879: 156) on P. arvense var. minus (D611 1843: 287).

The copy in the library of the Botanical department of the National Museum in Prague was donated by C.
Sternberg in 1823-1829. He kept his books probably until his death in 1838, but after that, they were placed in the
department’s library (B. Sko¢dopolova, in litt.).

10" “Ich erkannte sogleich, dass dieselbe [C. pairae] nur mit C. muricata L. [= C. contigua) und C. divulsa Good.
[=C. divulsa, C. leersiana] verglichen werden konne... [...] Die darin, Tafel Ee, No. 91 [Schkuhr 1801: plate Ee],
als C. loliacea abgebildete Pflanze entspricht volkommen der von Hrn. Paira erhaltenen Carex, nur ist die
vergrosserte Frucht fast ungeschnibelt abgebildet, wihrend sie an der lebenden Pflanze allerdings geschnébelt
ist, nur viel Kiirzer als bei C. muricata und C. divulsa.”
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Brief nomenclature of the species concerned

For the reasons presented above we suggest that the name C. muricata subsp.
lamprocarpa cannot be used for C. pairae when it is treated as a subspecies of C. muricata
and has to be replaced by the combination C. muricata subsp. pairae.

Carex muricata L., Sp. Plant.: 974. 1753. Lectotypus: LINN no. 1100.26, see Nelmes 1959: 74.

= Carex muricata 7y [var.] lamprocarpa Wallr., Sched. Crit.: 493. 1822. Lectotypus (hoc loco designatus):
“Carex muricata 'y [var.] lamprocarpa Wallr. Schd. cr. 493. In sylv. caeduis ad RoB31. Aestat. 177, Wallroth, PR
124528; isolectotypus: PR 124529.

Carex muricata b) [subsp.] lamprocarpa (Wallr.) Celak., Anal. Kvét. Ceské: 88. 1879.

Vignea muricata subsp. lamprocarpa (Wallr.) Sojék in Cas. Nér. Muz., ser. sci. natur., 148: 196. 1980 ut

“(Celak.) Sojak”.

—  Carex muricata a) [subsp.] genuina Celak., Prodr. FI. Bshm. 1: 60. 1867, nom. inval. (Greuter et al. 2000, Art. 24.3).

Carex pairae F. W. Schultz in Flora (Jena) 51: 303, 1868 [“Pairaei’’]; cf. etiam F. W. Schultz, Etude Carex: 9,
1868. Lectotypus: “Schultz Herb. Norm., no 1160, Dans les forets Brumath (Bas-Rhin, France), 1868, Paira”,
K, see David 1976: 61; isolectotypi: BRNM, BRNU 123789, PR, PRC.
= Carex muricata subsp. pairae (F. W. Schultz) Celak., Kvét. Okoli Praz.: 43. 1870 [“Pairaei”].

— Carex muricata subsp. lamprocarpa sensu Chater, Fl. Eur. 5: 298. 1980; Stace, New Fl. Brit. Isles, ed. 2, p. 811.
1997 et auct. al., non (Wallr.) Celak., Anal. Kv&t. Ceska: 88. 1879.
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Souhrn

Jméno Carex muricata subsp. lamprocarpa ,,Celak.“ (1879) se pouZiva zejména v zapadoevropskych kvétendch
aklic¢ich pro druh C. pairae F. W. Schultz, pokud se tento taxon povaZuje za subspecii druhu C. muricata L. Rost-
liny v herbari PR, které pfichdzeji v Givahu pro vybér lektotypu, patii v§echny k druhu C. muricata (s. str.). Kombi-
naci s tymz epitetem na Grovni variety, C. muricata var. lamprocarpa, v§ak uverejnil F. W. Wallroth jiZ v roce
1822. Pfislusny doklad z Wallrothova herbare, ktery zde ustanovujeme jako lektotyp jména, se nachdzi v PR: rost-
lina s lesklymi mosni¢kami a del§imi zobanky je C. muricata (s. str.) a od typickych exemplaft druhu se 1i§i pouze
chudymi kvétenstvimi, tvofenymi pouze jednim nebo dvéma klasky. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze se obé jména vztahuji
k tému? taxonu, je tieba podle Kodu povazovat Celakovského jméno za kombinaci star§iho jména Wallrothova.
Hodnotime-li druh C. pairae jako subspecii druhu C. muricata, je jak z divodu nomenklatorickych (priorita), tak
z ditvodii taxonomickych nutno pouZzit kombinaci C. muricata subsp. pairae (F. W. Schultz) Celak. (1870).
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