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 (1985) Viola elatior Fries, Novit. Fl. Suec. Alt.: 277. 1828 [Dicot.: 
Viol.], nom. cons. prop.
Typus (vide Danihelka & al. in Taxon 59: 1877. 2010): [Sue-
cia], “Ölandia ad Allgutsrum 1824. E. Fries scripsit” (UPS 
No. 220505).

(=) Viola hornemanniana Schult. in Roem. & Schult., Syst. Veg., 
ed. 15 bis, 5: 370. 1819, nom. rej. prop.
Typus (vide Danihelka & al., l.c.: 1876): “Viola montana 
persicifolia ; “Ex Horto Botan. Haun. 1800.” “HB HORN”, 
Hornemann ? (C).

(=) Viola stipulacea Hartm., Handb. Skand. Fl.: 110. 1820, nom. 
rej. prop.
Typus (Danihelka & al., l.c.: 1876): “[Suecia, ins. Oelandia], 
Rstn [18]18”, “[Runsten] Ahlqvist” (UPS No. 220503!).

A nomenclatural and taxonomic analysis has shown that Viola 
elatior Fr. (l.c.) is a legitimate name and its type specimen taxonomi-
cally corresponds to the Euro-Siberian species usually referred to 
by this name (Danihelka & al., l.c: 1869–1878 – this issue). How-
ever, there exist four earlier legitimate names, V. montana L. (Sp. 
Pl.: 935. 1753), V. persicifolia Schreb. (Spic. Fl. Lips.: [163]. 1771), 
V. hornemanniana Schult. (l.c., 1819) and V. stipulacea Hartm. (l.c., 
1820), all of which apply with certainty, or with great likelihood, to 
the same taxon. Based upon the priority principle (McNeill & al. in 
Regnum Veg. 146. 2006), the earliest available of them should be 

Jonsell & Karlsson, l.c.: 37), Fischer (l.c.), Suda (l.c.), Mirek & al. (l.c.), 
Mereďa & al. (in Goliašová & Šípošová, l.c.: 133), Király (l.c.: 290), 
Ciocârlan (l.c.), Delipavlov & Češmedžiev (l.c.: 110. 2003), Kuusk & 
al. (l.c.: 193), and Zuev (in Peškova, l.c.).

This survey shows that the number of national floras using 
V. persicifolia and those using V. stagnina for the same species is 
approximately equal. However, there seems to be a certain trend in 
favour of the latter in recent floras of Germany, Austria and most 
recently in the Nordic countries. The options for a typification, nec-
essary to fix the use of the name, are discussed in a simultaneously 
published article (Danihelka & al., l.c.). However, we think that neo-
typification or even conservation with a conserved type referable to 
V. stagnina is a worse solution than the rejection proposed here. In the 
first case, a notoriously confused name (V. persicifolia) would replace 
another name that has never been misinterpreted (V. stagnina), and the 
extent of the accompanying nomenclatural change will be similar to 

that caused by the rejection. In contrast, the rejection of V. persicifo-
lia, informally proposed already by Koch (Syn. Fl. Germ. Helv.: 85. 
1836), will bring to an end a long-lasting and rather unproductive 
nomenclatural dispute. It will also stabilise nomenclature, and atten-
tion will be paid to taxonomy and conservation. We also believe that if 
the names V. montana and V. persicifolia are rejected, floristic records 
under these names would be interpreted with more care.
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accepted as correct name for the taxon concerned. We are proposing 
the former two for rejection (Van den Hof & al. in Taxon 59: 1900 – 
this issue), making them unavailable for use.

The name Viola hornemanniana Schult. was published as an 
avowed substitute for the illegitimate V. stricta Hornem. (Hort. Bot. 
Hafn.: 958. 1815), non (Vent.) Poir. (see Van den Hof & al., l.c.). It 
was only rarely accepted as referring to a separate species (e.g., Steu-
del, Nomencl. Bot.: 885. 1821). More frequently V. hornemanniana 
was correctly placed in the synonymy of V. persicifolia (in the sense 
of V. elatior ; e.g., Reichenbach, Iconogr. Bot. Pl. Crit. 1: 88. 1823; 
Rei chen bach, Fl. Germ. Excurs.: 708. 1832; Dietrich, Fl. Boruss. 5: 
species 357. 1837; Reichenbach, Deutschl. Fl. [3–4]: 47, 163. 1839–
1840). Later, to our knowledge, it disappeared from botanical writing 
and was replaced by the illegitimate V. stricta, treated as a synonym 
of V. ruppii All. (e.g., Koch, Syn. Fl. Germ. Helv.: 85. 1837) or as a 
species or subspecies of its own (e.g., Koch, Syn. Fl. Germ. Helv., 
ed. 2, 1: 93. 1843; Rouy & Foucaud, Fl. France 3: 8. 1896). Borbás 
(in Koch, Syn. Deut. Schweiz. Fl., ed. 3, 1: 209. 1890), in an account 
of central European species, included V. hornemanniana in the syn-
onymy of his V. persicifolia (in the sense of V. stagnina Schult.) while 
Halácsy (Fl. Niederösterreich: 80. 1896) considered it a variety of 
V. stagnina. It was Becker (Violae Eur.: 63. 1910) who tried to reintro-
duce the correct interpretation of V. stricta and V. hornemanniana as 
referring to V. elatior ; however, he retained V. elatior as an accepted 
name despite the priority principle. Gams (in Hegi, Ill. Fl. Mitt.-Eur. 
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(1986) Viscum serotinum Raf. in Ann. Gén. Sci. Phys. 5: 348. 1820 
[Dicot.: Visc.], nom. cons. prop.
Lectotypus (vide Reveal & Johnston in Taxon 38: 107. 1989): 
U.S.A., Arkansas, Rafinesque (G).

(=) Viscum leucarpum Raf., Fl. Ludov.: 79. Oct-Dec 1817, nom. 
rej. prop.
Lectotypus (vide Reveal & Johnston in Taxon 38: 107. 1989): 
[U.S.A.] Carolinas, Walter (BM [Herb. Walter p. 110-F]).

The nomenclature of the widespread American mistletoe has 
been complicated by errors, omissions and misinterpretations for 
nearly 200 years. We propose conserving the name Viscum serotinum 
Raf., the basionym of Phoradendron serotinum (Raf.) M.C. Johnst. 
(in S.W. Naturalist 2: 45. 1957) against the earlier name V. leucarpum 
Raf. (l.c.), transferred to Phoradendron as P. leucarpum (Raf.) Reveal 
& M.C. Johnst. (l.c.). A history of the events associated with naming 
this species, followed by our justification for conservation of the name 
P. serotinum, is given below.

Pursh (Fl. Amer. Sept. 1: 114. 1814) doubtfully referred the “mis-
seltoes” of North America to Viscum flavens Sw. (Prodr.: 32. 1788) 
of the West Indies. In his Flora, Pursh misspelled the specific epithet 
as “flavescens” and commented “It is doubtful whether this is truly 

5(1): 623. 1925) followed his view. A brief survey of Eurasian floras 
shows that V. hornemanniana is only rarely mentioned in the recent 
literature: it is then interpreted either as a synonym of V. elatior (e.g., 
Popescu & Sanda in Acta Bot. Horti Bucurestiensis, 1998: 124. 1998) 
or as a synonym of V. canina subsp. ruppii (All.) Schübler & Mart. 
(e.g., http://www.tela-botanica.org/eflore/BDNFF/4.02/nn/72293/
synonymie or http://www2.dijon.inra.fr/flore-france/vi-vz.htm, both 
accessed 22 Aug 2010).

The name Viola stipulacea Hartm. was most probably published 
by mistake rather than as an avowed substitute for the illegitimate 
V. stipularis Fr. (Danihelka & al., l.c.). It is neither included in Index 
Kewensis (Jackson, Index Kew. 2. 1893) nor in the IPNI (accessed on 
22 Aug 2010). Searching for it in literature, we have found only one 
instance of its use (Ahlquist in Kongl. Vetensk. Acad. Handl. 1821: 
303. 1821), where it is cited from its locus classicus.

As stated above, we consider both names legitimate, and conse-
quently, Viola hornemanniana as the earlier of both should replace 
the widely accepted V. elatior (for instances of its current applications 
see Van den Hof & al., l.c.) if the principle of priority is applied. How-
ever, the replacement of V. elatior by V. hornemanniana, in the past 
a repeatedly misapplied name, would be at the expense of clarity and 
would disturb nomenclatural stability for mere nomenclatural reasons, 
as would its replacement by the name V. stipulacea. Further, the latter 

name is very similar to V. stipularis Sw. (Prodr.: 117. 1788), a name in 
current use (e.g., Robyns in Ann. Missouri Bot. Gard. 54: 82. 1967; 
Gargiullo & al., Field Guide Pl. Costa Rica: 398. 2008) and referring 
to a member of V. sect. Leptidium native to South America. Though it 
is unlikely for geographic reasons that V. stipularis and V. stipulacea 
will ever be treated in the same flora apart from a world-wide Viola 
monograph, this similarity is prone to cause some confusion, as it did 
in the past (Danihelka & al., l.c.). For these reasons we are propos-
ing the conservation of Viola elatior against V. hornemanniana and 
V. stipulacea. A rejection under Art. 56 (McNeill & al., l.c.) would 
also well serve the purpose but as these names, in contrast to V. mon-
tana and V. persicifolia, have not been source of any serious confu-
sion recently, we decided to use the option provided by Art. 14. This 
would retain both names available for those who may have different 
taxonomic opinions; however, as there are no taxonomic difficulties 
connected with V. elatior, concerning either its circumscription or 
infraspecific classification, such a situation is very unlikely to occur.
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V. flavescens [sic]; but the specimens observed by me in the West In-
dies were exactly the same as those of North America.” Subsequently, 
Rafinesque (l.c.) gave the name V. leucarpum to plants from Louisiana 
previously described but unnamed by Robin (Voy. Int. Louisiane: 458. 
1807). Rafinesque associated his taxon with V. flavens sensu Pursh 
(“flavescens”) and with plants from the Carolinas questionably as-
signed by Walter (Fl. Carol.: 241. 1788) to V. album L., but effectively 
excluded the types of both Linnaeus’s and Swartz’s earlier names 
by his comment “Very different from the V. album of Europe, and 
the V. flavescens [sic] of South America, by its axillar few flowered 
glomerules.” An unnumbered specimen (on p. 110 of the bound folio 
Fraser/Walter Herbarium; Ward in J. Bot. Res. Inst. Texas 1: 420. 
2007) was designated as lectotype by Reveal & Johnston (l.c.). In 1820 
Rafinesque (in Ann. Gén. Sci. Phys. 5: 348. 1820) named V. serotinum 
without indicating a provenance for his species, although Trelease 
(Phoradendron: 33. 1916) later identified three Rafinesque specimens, 
from Pennsylvania and Arkansas (at G) and from Kentucky (at PH), 
that bore this name. The Arkansas specimen, from the Delessert her-
barium (G-DEL), was effectively designated as type for V. serotinum 
by Reveal & Johnston (l.c.) who, while erroneously attributed this act 
to Trelease, nonetheless accepted this specimen as “lectotype” thereby 
meeting the conditions of Art. 7.11 (McNeill & al. in Regnum. Veg. 
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