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Every year, at winter aconite time, the same discussion crops up among
friends as to what is ‘the true’ Erdnthis x tubergenii (E. hyemalis X E.

cilicica) and what is the correct spelling, for one of us, who shall be

nameless but has the initials BM, caused consternation some years ago by
referring to it -— in print of all things! - as E. x tubergeniana. The correct

spelling is tubergenii(‘the Eranthis of Tubergen’) since that was the way it

was first used; tubergeniana would not be grammatically incorrect, but

that was not the form in which the author (sometimes attributed to E. A.

Bowles, sometimes to H009) published it, so if it must be. it is worth

reading what the firm of Van Tubergen [i.e. the Hoog family] had to say
on the matter of this attractive plant in New Bulbs and Tuberous Rooted

Plants Introduced into Cultivation by C. G. Van Tubergen Ltd. (1 947):

”We succeeded in making a cross between Eranthis cilicicct and E.

lriemelis [correctly liyemalis] the result being a very vigorous
growing, very large flowering Winter Aconile, especially suited

for rock gardens because the flowers are sterile and never bear

seed. In some gardens Winter Aconites propagate so freely from

seed as to become troublesome weeds. If our hybrid is left alone

for a few years it will grow into a handsome specimen, bearing a

number of large clear yellow flowers in early Spring. The foliage,
owing to the influence of Brenthis cilicice, has a bronze tinge”.
”Out of the said cross two distinct varieties appeared, the one

which we called Tubergeniiand another somewhat later flowering
variety the flowers of which are coloured a much deeper yellow.
We call the latter E. Tubergenii Guinea Gold.”

The question is, are these hybrids at all? The Flora of Turkey Vol. 1 (i 965)
and the 2nd edition of Vol. 1 of Flora European (1993) regarded the

southern European E. hyemdlis and the Turkish E. cilicico as variants of

one species, on the basis that there were intermediates which broke down

the distinguishing characteristics based largely on the degree of division

of the ieaves. In fact this View was based on some earlier work,
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acknowledged in Flora of Turkey as follows: “We agree with Blakelock

(Kew Bulletin 1948: 378, 1949) in regarding E. rIyemalis and E. cilicicusi’

as conspecific. Characters used to distinguish them (depth of division of

the leaf segments, number of segments) vary continuously, and are not

well correlated with geography.”
If this is correct, that all the representatives belong to the one species,

then it follows that one cannot have an inter—specific hybrid; in which

case, the name E. x tubergenii has no meaning and any “hybrids” between

different variants of the species should be named as cultivars of E.

riyernniis - for example E. hyema/is ‘Cuinea Gold’. If, on the other hand,
there are in fact two distinct species, E. hyerriaiis and E. ciiicico, then E. X

tubergeriii is the correct name for all hybrids between them, and out of

the resulting range of hybrids one can name individual clones - such as

‘Cuinea Gold’.

if there i_s only one species involved it is a little odd that tubergenii
appears to have hybrid vigour and is sterile (although reports vary about

this). Unfortunately there is no straightforward answer at present. Maybe
detailed chromosome studies would enlighten us, or perhaps, at a more

expensive level, genetic ‘fingerprinting’ might settle things once and for

all. In the meantime I suppose we could just enjoy them and stop worrying
about it?
“‘

W.T.Stearn, in his Dictionary of Piant Names for Gardeners (1992)
advises us that ErarItrIis is feminine, in which case ciiicica is correct, not

ci/icicus as written in Flora of Turkey and Flora Europaea; other epithets
published in the genus show that their authors agreed with this view:

iongistipitato, stel/ata, pinnotifida, etc.

Whilst checking various facts about the above tWo Eranthis, we came
across another name which obviously applied to a Turkish species, E.

isaurica. This was described by Charles Simon in Bauhinia 7(1): 5(1980)
from southern Turkey from the pass between Stileymaniye and Seydesehir
on the border between the vilayets (provinces) of Antalya and Konya in a

discussion about the separation or merging of E. hyemaiis and E. cilicica,
Simon suggests, in agreement with Blakelock and the Flora of Turkey,
that they cannot be distinguished. However, he goes on to say that “an

aberrant population of Eranthis was found in South-West Anatolia,
differing from E. ci/icica by the number and shape of the seeds per

capsule, the number being i doubled and the diameter half of [the length]
of those of E. ciiicico. Clearly this is not of earth—shattering importance
from the ornamental point-of-view, but it is yet another aspect of Eranthis

taxonomy which needs checking.
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The taxonomicrevision of Calanthus by AaronDavis is eagerlyawaited
is to be published as one of Kew’ s Botanical Magazine Monographs in late

1997 or early 1998 and will be illustrated with colour plates by Christabel

King“. Undoubtedly there will be some surprises for hardened

Galanthophiles and we will have to wait a while longer to see what they
are, but Aaron has given us a preview of one of the changes which will
affect those who think that they know their snowdrops. This concerns the

frequently—cultivated “G. caucasicus”. in a paper entitled the Taxonomic
Status of Three Caucasian Snow/drops: Calanthus alpinus Sosa, C.
bortkewitschianus K055 and C. caucasicus (Baker) Crossh. by AP. Davis,
H. Mordak & S.L. Jury in Kew Bulletin 5i(4): 74i—752 (i 996), we find that
the name C. caucasicus disappears, as a synonym of C. alpinus subsp.
alpinus. The Caucasian G. alpinus is recognised as having two subspecies:
ssp. alpinus and ssp. bortkewitschianus. The former subspecies is quite
widespread in the Caucasus and Transcaucasus, southwards into north—

eastern Turkey, while the latter is known only from the type locality in the
northern Caucasus. Most of the plants cultivated as “C. caucasicus” in

gardens appear to be variants of the Balkan and Turkish 6. elwesii.

fir-firut‘k'k'k'k'k*‘k'kdrkkkit‘k'fi‘wskwk'k'k'kkfi'fi-

"‘
As soon as we have firm information about the publication of The Genus

Calanthus by Aaron P. Davis we will pass on all the details of publisher
and price for 8N subscribers.

The Herb re

The number of herbs traded in the Middle East is considerableand it is no

great surprise that F. Bingol managed to purchase 132 samples on a

shopping expedition to the herbal markets of Ankara, Turkey. In The Herb

journal of Systematic Botany (OT Sistematik Botanic Dergisr) Vol. 2, part
2 (i 995), Dr. Bingo! lists these samples with their Latin and Turkish drug
names, botanical names, a brief description of each of the samples, their

chemical constituents and usage. There are few ‘bulbs’, even in the

broadest sense, and most of these are members of the ginger family,
Zingiberaceae: Alpinia officinarum, Zingiber officinale (ginger), Curcuma

zea’oaria, Carcuma longa and Elettaria cardamomum (cardamom). The

nonegingers are Aloe vera, Polygonatum multiflorurn (Solomon’s seal) and

Orchis anatolica, from which the drink salep is obtained.



Colchicum pamassrcum and

Jerry Flintoff, a Seattle— based bulb fanatic With a splendid collection wrote

earlier this year asking if we could comment on the differences between
these two Greek species of Colchicum. The best thing we can do is to

quote Karin Persson of Goteborg Botanic Garden, Sweden, since she has
been researching the Greek colchicums and has published an account of

the higher-altitude species in The Mountain Flora of Greece Vol. 2 by Arne

Strid and Kit Tan (editors), published by Edinburgh University Press

(i 991).
In the key to the species, Karin distinguishes C. parnossicum from

C. autumna/e and C. graecum by the corm tunics being membranous and

yellowish—brown to dark reddish-brown, and the perianth segments always
tessellated. in the other two species, the tunics are sub~membranous to

coriaceous (tough and leathery) and dark reddish~ to blackish-brown, and

the segments are not, or at most only obscurely, tessellated; C. outumnole

and C. graecum are then again distinguished by their corms tunics:

consisting of only a few layers and subsmembranous to coriaceous in the

former and thick and stiffly coriaceous with several layers in the latter; the

anthers also tend to be longer in C. groecum, although there is an overlap
in measurements (6—10 mm in C. gmecum, 4.5-7 mm in C. autumna/e). As

far as the habitat is concerned, the widespread European C. autumnale is

described as a plant of damp meadows and woodland clearings whereas

C. graecum inhabits dry, stony or rocky mountain slopes in Greece.

Turning to the description of C. groecum, we find that Dr. Persson

provides some useful observations concerning the relationship between it

and C. pornossicum:

”C. graecum differs primarily [i.e. from C. parnassz’cum]in

being a more robust plant, the corm tunics are stouter and

darker, the perianth segments are not distinctly
tessellated, the leaves are often more numerous, larger
and of a duller green colour, and the chromosome number

is different (2n e 44, occasionally 42 or 43) [C. pornassicum,
2n 3 54]. The species is rather variable, e.g. plants from

Kavki are exceptionally large, and flowers from Sterea

Ellas are often more deeply coloured”

Our thanks to Karin Persson for publishing the results of her studies for

the benefit of bulb enthusiasts such as us.
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__,Sohtzost‘ihs versus Hesfierantha.
I suspectthat there will be some - perhaps many! — gardeners who Wlll dig
their heels in to the heaviest patch of clay they can find and refuse to budge
over Peter Goldblatt’s latest findings: thatSchizostylis is not separable as a

genus from Hespemntha and, because of priority, the latter name takes

precedence. Hesperanthas mostly grow in dryer habitats than Schizostylis
and have small corms whereas the latter has rhizomes, but Peter regards this
is as an adaptation to the wet environment in which it occurs rather than an

indication of a fundamental difference in ancestry. Similarly, the [normally
red] flowers of Schizostylis are considered not to be of significance in terms

of origin, but an adaptation to attract certain pollinators (possibly a

butterfly).So, if these recommendations are followed, Schizostylis coccinea,
the only species, becomes Hespemntha coccinea. The paper by Peter

Goldblatt and John Manning can be found in Novon 6: 262-264 (1 996).

Robert Pardo is seeking the tuberous—rooted Anemone

tschemjaewii, one of the A. biflom relatives which has
white or pale pink flowers with a dark central ‘eye’ of stamens. It is not

long ago that this was quite easy to acquire, for it was being sent out

from Kashmir nurseries as A. biflom [this should not be taken as a

complainti]. These two highly desirable species belong to a whole complex
from lran, Afghanistan and the Central Asiatic Republics which includes
A. eranthioides, A. gortschakowii,
A. petiolulosa and A. bucharica.

We have some of these growing here

in Claygate and they do reasonably
well, although it is difficult to keep
them compact; in the wild, they nestle
down almost sternless amongst the
rocks but here the flowers are often
smaller and are carried on stems up
to 10 cm tall.

In the event of anyone having a

spare tuber of A. tschemjaewif,
please contact Robert Pardo,
Coupigny, Marcilly la Campaigne,
27320 Nonancourt, France.

And if you have another spare one, 53,...
. -. ..

-

the BN team would be only too "Mrs Macqmrles Road,Sydney
pleased to help you out with your iNSW2000,Aust1alxa.
problemi



just when we thoughtthat Leucryum was a genus fairly well known to us,

another name became apparent while searching the literature for

something else - usually the way of things. Leucojum fabrei is a L.

nicaeense relative from the Vaucluse region of southern France; in fact, it

was first collected way back in 1880 byJ.H.Fabre and was assumed to be

an outlying population of L. nicaeense, but it was not seen again in the

locality and it was eventually thought that the record may have been an

error. Then in 1978, Nicole Chiron of Avignon re—found it but, not

realising the significance of her find, did not note the precise details of the

locality. After several years of searching in vain by members of the

Botanical Society of Vaucluse, the plant was eventually tracked down by
the botanistjean Pierre Roux, who found two small populations consisting
of less than 100 individuals each. Studies by two eminent French

botanists, Pierre Quezel and Bernard Girerd, revealed that there were

significant differences between the Vaucluse plant and L. nicaeense, which

is endemic to a small area of the southern Maritime Alps, much farther

east, so they have described it and named it after its original discoverer*.

Although similar to L. nicaeense, the authors have identified several

distinguishing features:

> the flowering stems of L. fabrei are 5-7 cm tall and always l-flowered,
but often have 2 or more in L. nicaeense and are up to 15 cm tall.

> the individual flowers are larger in L. fabrei, with outer perianth
segments 12-14 mm long (only 742 mm in L. nicaeense), inner 8-12 mm

long and 4.5—5.5 mm wide with a rounded apex (69 mm long, 3—4 mm

wide and bluntly triangular in L. nicaeense).
> the stamens have filaments only 0.5-0.8 mm long (1 mm or more in L.

nicneense).
> the tiny disc which is present at the base of the stamens has six much

larger lobes in L. fabrei (0.5-0.8 mm long and more or less equal in

length to the filaments) than in L. nicaeense (in which they are no more

than 6 minute scales less than 0.3 mm long, much shorter than the

filaments).
> the ovary and outer perianth segments are minutely hairy in L. fabrei, at

least when the flowers first Open.
> the flowering time (in the wild) is the end of April—earlyMay in L. fabrei,

February-early April in the case of L. m’caeense.

"‘The full paper from which this extract is taken is in the Bu”. 50c. Bot.

France137, Lettres Bot. (1), 7781 (l 990).
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Georgia Kamari, in her continuing studies of the genus Fritillaria, has

produced an account of all those species having yellow or yellow-green
flowers occurring in Greece, including all the islands. Seven species are

idenfified:

F. conica ————— South~west Peloponnese & ls. of Sapientza
F. euboeica ~~ Euboea 8; Mt. Athos

F. pelinaea East Aegean Is. (Chios)
F. bithynicn -- East Aegean ls. (Samos <3: lkaria) 8: western Turkey
F. carica ~~~~~~ East Aegean ls. (Sarnos 8: Chios) 84 western Turkey
F. Media ~~~~~~ Rhodes

F. forbesii ~~~~~ East Aegean Is. (Samos) & south-western Turkey
The absence of various other names in this list is explained by the fact

that they are regarded by the author as synonyms (most of these were

‘sunk’ by Martyn Rix in his papers of the 19705 and in Flora of Turkey
Vol. 8): .

F. dasyphylla = F. bithynica
F. schliemannii = F. bithynica
F. pineticola a F. bithynica
F. rixii = F. euboeica

The species in the above list which may be unfamiliar to many is

F. pelinaea. This is because it is newly described by Kamari, an endemic of

the island of Chios. it is a plant of about 20-25 cm in height with 742

rather broad glaucous leaves, the lowest broadly elliptic or ovate and the

upper lanceolate, arranged alternately or in a whorl of three. The i or 2

flowers are narrowly bell-shaped, yellow or golden-yellow, about 1.7-2.2

cm long, and have lanceolate nectaries and a slender undivided style.
Whether or not the seed pod has wings at the corners is considered an

important point in the classification of these fritillaries and in the case of

F. pelinaea the capsule is smooth, without wings.
in this paper (Bocconea 5:221-238, i996) Kamari provides a useful

identification key to the seven species. Two species, F. conica and

F. euboeica, have styles which are divided into 3 branches quite deeply
(branches iAS mm long) and these two can be distinguished from each

other by their foliage: bright/deep green in the former, grey-green in the

latter. The five remaining species have the styles undivided, or with

minute lobes less than i mm long.
F. bithynica is identified as the only species having strongly winged
capsules.
F. forbesii and F. rhodia have narrowly linear leaves and are separated
from each other using features of the flowers: the inner perianth
segments narrower than the outer and the style papillose (minutely hairy)
in F. forbesii, inner segments wider than outer, style glabrous in F. rhodia.
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