
various subspecies (Hunt & al., New Cactus Lexicon, Text.: 253.
2006, Illustr.: xi. 2013). In 1939, long before it was possible to con-
serve specific names, William Stearn (in Cactus J. (Croydon) 7:
107. 1939) combined the priorable Cassyta baccifera J.S. Muell.
(Ill. Syst. Sex. Linnaei: t. 29. 1771) into Rhipsalis, the species having
been previously known as Rhipsalis cassutha Gaertn. (Fruct. Sem.
Pl. 1: 137. 1788). Rhipsalis baccifera is probably the cactus most re-
presented in herbaria worldwide, since it is one of the easiest mem-
bers of this succulent family to collect and dry, most forms also
lacking spines. It is a conspicuous element of the Neotropical flora,
even colonizing older street trees in towns and being amongst the
commonest of pendent epiphytes, such as in the Brazilian city of
Belém do Pará, eastern Amazônia. The name Rhipsalis baccifera is
employed in many flora accounts and online checklists in countries
throughout its range and is in the living collection databases of bota-
nic gardens. An online search for the name Rhipsalis baccifera
between 1980 and 2020 has recovered 1100 records, of which
365 were retrieved when restricting the search for scientific papers
(341 for scientific articles). Recently, however, an older name, Cac-
tus parasiticus L. (Syst. Nat., ed. 10: 1054. 1759), based on a mixture
of the cactus and look-alike cylindrical-leaved orchids (Campylocen-
trum or Dendrophylax), has been resurrected and lectotypified by
Mottram&Hoxey (in Cactician 13: 91–92. 2020) with the cactus ele-
ment, using the cited illustration of a Caribbean plant discovered and
drawn by Charles Plumier in the 17th century. These authors argued
convincingly that in later publications Linnaeus restricted its applica-
tion to the cactus element. Their decision displaces the universally
used R. baccifera with a name that has hitherto never been in use,
no doubt because its mixture of typifiable elements has discouraged

authors from taking it up; indeed, earlier rules had required a name
derived from two or more discordant elements to be rejected. Cactus
parasiticus was cited in the synonymy of R. cassutha with a “?” by
the cactus monographer Karl Schumann (Gesamtbeschreib. Kakteen:
622. 1898). On the other hand, the subsequent American monogra-
phers, N.L. Britton & J.N. Rose (Cactaceae 4: 219. 1923), stated that
the type of Cactus parasiticus was “a species of Vanilla, probably
V. claviculata Swartz” (Orchidaceae). As reported by Jarvis (Order
out of Chaos: 372. 2007), Barthlott & Taylor (in Bradleya 13: 73.
1995), in a synopsis of Rhipsalideae, had earlier indicated their inten-
tion to formally reject the Linnaean name, but subsequently this
action was not taken in the belief that orchidologists were going to
lectotypify C. parasiticus in favour of one of the orchid elements,
thereby removing the threat to R. baccifera. For reasons now lost
sight of this did not happen, and so, in order to prevent undesirable
nomenclatural change, Cassyta baccifera, the basionym of R. bacci-
fera is here proposed for conservation against Cactus parasiticus.
Aymonin (in Humbert, Fl. Madagasc. 145: 114. 1983) lectotypified
Cassyta baccifera by the only surviving element, J.S. Mueller’s
(l.c.) detailed illustration.
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(2775) Lepidium pumilum Boiss. & Balansa in Boissier, Diagn.
Pl. Orient., ser. 2, 6: 21. Jul–Dec 1859 [Angiosp.: Cruc.],
nom. cons. prop.
Typus: [Turkey, Kayseri], “Terrains salés. − Bords des ma-
rais situés à l’ouest de Césarée (Cappadoce)”, 1107 m alt.,
23 Jul 1856, Balansa 448 (G-BOIS barcode G00150395; iso-
typi [exs. No. 999]: BM barcode BM001172145, BP, FI-W
No. 011176 [FI barcode FI005690], G barcodes G00446260
& G00446261, GOET, JE barcode JE00005905, K barcodes
K000642709 & K000642710, P barcodes P05444741,
P05444743 & P05444744, W Nos. 1889-0019374 & 1889-

0069354, Z barcode Z-000158309, ZT barcodes ZT-00078598
& ZT-00078599).

(=) Lepidium descemetii Rayneval in Bull. Soc. Bot. France 2:
738. Feb (sero)–Mar 1856, nom. rej. prop.
Holotypus: [Ukraine, Kherson prov.], “in salsuginosis insu-
lae Djarilgatsch [Dzharylgach Island] maris Nigri”, 22 Mai
1845, Descemet (K barcodes K000653993 & K000653994
[together on 1 sheet]).

The name Lepidium pumilum Boiss. & Balansa (in Boissier,
Diagn. Pl. Orient., ser. 2, 6: 21. 1859) has been widely applied since
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the time of its valid publication for the halophytic species of
the L. cartilagineum (J. Mayer) Thell. complex distributed in Turkey
(Inner Anatolia), Crimea and adjacent continental Ukraine, and
Russia. Thellung (in Neue Denkschr. Schweiz. Naturf. Ges. 41, Abh.
1: 153, 155. 1906), in his extremely – and in this case unjustifiably –
wide species concept treated L. pumilum as a variety of L. cartilagi-
neum subsp. crassifolium (Pall.) Thell., but this approach was only
shared by Busch, who validated the combination L. crassifolium var.
pumilum (Boiss. & Balansa) N. Busch (in Kuznetsov & al., Fl. Cauc.
Crit. 3(4): 111. 1907) and Latowski (Takson. Stud. Euraz. Lepidium
[in Ser. Biol., Poznan. 23]: 1–105. 1982), but did not get further recog-
nition. Probably under the influence of Thellung’s lowering the rank of
L. pumilum, the latterwas once unacceptably synonymizedwithL. car-
tilagineum subsp. cartilagineum by de Carvalho e Vasconcellos
(in Tutin & al., Fl. Europ. 1: 332. 1964), and this was followed by
others (e.g., Hedge in Davis, Fl. Turkey 1: 283. 1965; Jalas & al. in
Atlas Fl. Europ. 11: 214. 1996; Marhold in Euro+Med PlantBase.
2011, http://ww2.bgbm.org/EuroPlusMed/; and Mutlu in Güner,
Checkl. Fl. Turkey: 285. 2012). Unfortunately, this viewpoint is now-
adays the most represented in the global databases (Warwick & al. in
Pl. Syst. Evol. 259: 249–258. 2006; Global Biodiversity Information
Facility, https://gbif.org; Plants of the World Online, http://www.
plantsoftheworldonline.org; Species 2000 & ITIS Catalogue of Life,
https://www.catalogueoflife.org; The Plant List, http://www.theplantli
st.org; The World Checklist of Vascular Plants, https://wcvp.science.
kew.org; Tropicos.org, http://www.tropicos.org; World Flora Online,
http://www.worldfloraonline.org; all accessed Apr 2020). However,
that viewpoint was improved four years later by Hedge’s (in Rechin-
ger, Fl. Iranica 57: 67. 1968) combination L. cartilagineum subsp.
pumilum (Boiss. & Balansa) Hedge adopted by Zohary & al.
(Consp. Fl. Orient. 1: 46. 1980), Greuter & al. (Med-Checklist 3:
132. 1986), de Carvalho e Vasconcellos & al. (in Tutin & al.,
Fl. Europ., ed. 2, 1: 401. 1993), and Fakhr Ranjberi (in Assadi
& al., Fl. Iran 143: 117. 2017). The most widely used approach, how-
ever, is treating L. pumilum as a separate species, as done, except for
Busch (1.c. 1907), by all Russian/Soviet botanists (e.g., Busch & al.,
Sched. Fl. Cauc. 11–14: 9–10 [in Trudy Imp. S.-Peterburgsk. Bot.
Sada 28: 435–436]. 1909; Busch in Komarov, Fl. SSSR 8: 514.
1939; Stankov in Wulf, Fl. Kryma 2, 1: 240. 1947; Kotov in Klokov
& Visyulina, Fl. URSR 5: 404. 1953, in Fedorov, Fl. Evr. Chasti
SSSR 4: 60. 1979; Czerepanov, Pl. Vasc. URSS: 137. 1981; Kotov
in Prokudin, Opred. Vyssh. Rast. Ukrainy: 114. 1987) and post-
Soviet authors (Czerepanov, Vasc. Pl. Russia & Adjac. States
(Former USSR): 143. 1995; Dorofeyev, Crucif. European Russia
[in Turczaninowia 5, 3]: 87. 2002; Ilyinska & al., Ekofl. Ukrainy 5:
80. 2007; Dorofeyev in Bot. Zhurn. 93: 1961–1972. 2008, in Tzvelev,
Consp. Fl. Europae Or. 1: 425. 2012; Ilyinska in Biodiv. Res. Con-
serv. 35: 25–29. 2014). This last circumscription is becoming more
widespread elsewhere (e.g., Bona in J. Fac. Pharm. Istanbul Univ.
44: 31–62. 2014; Koch & al. in Trends Pl. Sci. 23: 4–6. 2018,
https://brassibase.cos.uni-heidelberg.de; Al-Shehbaz & Barriera
in Boissiera 72: 151. 2019). In summary, except for those works
that treat L. cartilagineum in an enormously wide sense, the taxon
is known in floristic and systematic sources under the epithet
“pumilum” either at subspecies or, most often, at species rank.

The application of the name L. descemetii Rayneval (in Bull.
Soc. Bot. France 2: 738. 1856) is just the opposite. As an object of
a critical taxonomic work, it was used, to our knowledge, only four

times: by Janka (in Természetrajzi Füz. 7: 122. 1883) in a key for sili-
culose European Cruciferae; by Jackson (in Index Kew. 2: 56. 1894),
who was apparently the first to list it as a synonym of L. crassifolium
Waldst. & Kit.; and by Nyman (Consp. Fl. Eur. 1: 64. 1878) and
Thellung (l.c.: 153, 156), who classified it as L. crassifolium subsp.
descemetii (Rayneval) Nyman and L. cartilagineum subsp. crassi-
folium var. descemetii (Rayneval) Thell., respectively. Otherwise,
L. descemetii was either uncritically indexed (Nyman, Suppl. Syll.
Fl. Eur.: 38. 1865; Gandoger in Bull. Soc. Bot. France 45: 228.
1898; Busch, l.c. 1907: 111; Latowski, l.c.: 55) or mentioned in a
note as an obscure taxon (Schmalhausen, Fl. Sredn. Yuzhn. Rossii
1: 98. 1895). Except for these few old publications, the name is
absent in relevant literature (e.g., in all other works cited here). As
a consequence, in the above databases, when indexed, L. descemetii
is given as an unplaced, unresolved, doubtful, or ambiguous name.

Nevertheless, there is adequate type material for Lepidium des-
cemetii at K (barcodes K000653993 & K000653994). The taxon
was described in a communication, dated 27 November 1855, to
the Société botanique de France from Alphonse de Rayneval that
was presented at the meeting of 14 December by Jacques Gay. As
apparent from the correspondence and notes attached to the K spec-
imen, Rayneval had previously sent the material comprising this
specimen to Gay on two occasions, the first part received on
17 November and the second on 8 December of 1855, and Gay likely
used it to refine the description and text of his published presentation.
There is no reason to doubt that the two parts were derived from a sin-
gle gathering made on 22 May 1845 on Dzharylgach Island by
Charles Descemet, and although apparently mounted separately in
Gay’s herbarium, when received at K via Hooker in February of
1868, they were mounted together on a single sheet, which is here
taken as the holotype of L. descemetii.

An independent study of this holotype by both of us led to the
same conclusion that it is conspecific with L. pumilum. Noteworthy,
the species is quite polymorphic, especially in terms of leaf width and
shape, ranging from lanceolate to linear-filiform, and the prior mor-
photype corresponds to L. pumilum, while the latter to L. descemetii.
Such polymorphism led to taxonomic confusion involving a related
but more distant L. caespitosum Desv. (for details, see German in
Phytotaxa 452: 33–45. 2020). However, in view of the distribution
of both morphotypes over nearly all the species range and availability
of a grade of intermediates, there seems to be no way to treat these
most likely ecological forms of the same entity as different species.
Under this approach, a totally neglected but three-year-older name,
L. descemetii, would have to replace the well-known and well-
established L. pumilum. A similar change would be necessary if the
taxon is treated as a subspecies of L. cartilagineum, in accordance
with the 90-year priority established by Nyman (l.c.) over Hedge’s
(l.c. 1968) combination at that rank, and creation of an additional
combination would be needed. It is obvious that application of Art.
11 of the Shenzhen Code (Turland & al. in Regnum Veg. 159.
2018) would not serve nomenclatural stability. Therefore, a limitation
of priority of the obscure L. descemetii appears appropriate. In view
of the above-mentioned variability and with the need for a thorough
revision of the whole L. cartilagineum complex (Al-Shehbaz & Bar-
riera, l.c.), it is safer to do this via conservation under Art. 14.1 and
not rejection under 56.1 in order to keep L. descemetii available for
the highly unlikely possibility that the broadly and narrowly leaved
morphotypes of L. pumilum are taxonomically recognized.
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(2776) Lunaria perennis Mill., Gard. Dict., ed. 8: Lunaria No. 4. 16
Apr 1768 [Angiosp.: Cruc.], nom. utique rej. prop.
Holotypus: “Herbar. Miller” (BM barcode BM000582910).

Philip Miller (Gard. Dict., ed. 8: LunariaNo. 4. 1768) described
Lunaria perennis based on cultivated plants grown from seeds col-
lected in Greece. The species is restricted to many Greek islands in
the south-east of the Aegean Sea. Despite being the earliest binomial
for the species, the name has since been largely neglected and never
accepted in subsequent works. However, it was placed in some earlier
literature, notably Candolle (Syst. Nat. 2: 288. 1821), Don (Gen. Hist.
1: 175. 1831), Steudel (Nomencl. Bot., ed. 2, 2: 77. 1841), and Jackson
(Index Kew. 2: 124. 1895), in the synonymy of Farsetia lunarioides
(Willd.) W.T. Aiton, but then had completely disappeared in subse-
quent taxonomic literature. Aiton’s account (Hort. Kew., ed. 2, 4: 96.
1812), which was the unacknowledged work of Robert Brown, was
based on Alyssum lunarioidesWilld. (Sp. Pl. 3: 461. 1800), the lecto-
type of which, “habitat in insulis Archipelagi Stenosa, Philocandro et
Anapho” [now the East Aegean Greek Islands Donousa, Folegandros,
and Anafi, respectively], is B-WNo. 11947 (selected by Phitos in Strid
& Tan, Fl. Hellen. 2: 225. 2002).

Since Candolle’s (l.c.) work first established conspecificity of
the two names, Alyssum lunarioides, as a basionym, continued to
replace the earlier-published Lunaria perennis until recently, though
under different generic names. Earlier authors such as Aiton, Can-
dolle, Don, Steudel, and Jackson (see above) as well as Nyman
(Consp. Fl. Eur.: 50. 1878), often placed the species in Farsetia Turra
(now tribe Anastaticeae DC.), though since the work of Sweet (Hort.
Brit.: 467. 1826), the general approach gradually switched to accept-
ing it as a member of Fibigia Medik. of Alysseae DC., viz. Fibigia
lunarioides (Willd.) Sweet, as done by Smith in Sibthorp & Smith
(Fl. Graec. 7: 22, t. 625. 1831), Fournier (in Bull. Soc. Bot. France
11: 61. 1864), Boissier (Fl. Orient. 1: 258. 1867), Halácsy (Consp.
Fl. Graec. 1: 83. 1900), Hayek (Prodr. Fl. Penins. Balcan. 1 [in Repert.
Spec. Nov. Regni Veg. Beih. 30]: 426. 1927), Schulz in Engler &
Harms (Nat. Pflanzenfam., ed. 2, 17B: 490. 1936), Cullen in Davis
(Fl. Turkey 1: 358. 1965), Greuter & al. (Med-Checklist 3: 116.
1986), Ball in Tutin & al. (Fl. Europ., ed. 2, 1: 369. 1993), Jalas &

al. (Atlas Fl. Europ. 11: 60. 1996), Phitos (l.c.), Çetin & al. (in African
J. Biotechnol. 11: 110. 2012), and Dimopoulos & al. (Vasc. Pl. Greece
[Englera 31]: 72. 2013). The same concept is adopted by the continu-
ously updated national database Flora of Greece web version III
(http://portal.cybertaxonomy.org/flora-greece/), and the global elec-
tronic resources Global Biodiversity Information Facility (https://gbif.
org), Species 2000 & ITIS Catalogue of Life (https://www.catalogue
oflife.org), The Plant List (http://www.theplantlist.org), and Tropicos.
org (http://tropicos.org), all accessed April 2020, as well as Warwick
& al. (in Pl. Syst. Evol. 259: 249–258. 2006).

Molecular phylogenetic studies by Rešetnik & al. (in Molec. Phy-
logen. Evol. 69: 772–787. 2013) strongly supported maintaining the
species in Alysseae but not in FibigiaMedik. Among the two available
generic names, Acuston Raf. (Sylva Tellur.: 131. 1838) and Pevalekia
Trinajstić (Suppl. Fl. Anal. Jugosl. 7: 10. 1980), the older one has been
resurrected by Španiel & al. (in Pl. Syst. Evol. 301: 2463–2491. 2015)
in a revised circumscription of the tribe, and the species, as A. lunari-
oides (Willd.) Raf., has been included in that work and thereafter in
specialized databases such as AlyBase (http://www.alysseae.sav.sk/)
and BrassiBase (http://www.brassibase.cos.uni-heidelberg.de/) as well
as in the Euro+Med PlantBase (http://ww2.bgbm.org/EuroPlusMed/
query.asp).

A recent rediscovery of the holotype of Lunaria perennis (Al-
Shehbaz & Mabberley in Novon 25: 414–418. 2017) resulted in
validation of the combinations Acuston perenne (Mill.) Mabb. & Al-
Shehbaz and A. perenne subsp. obovatum (Boiss. & Kotschy) Mabb.
& Al-Shehbaz. This approach, necessitated by the strict application of
the ICN (Turland & al. in Regnum Veg. 159. 2018), is currently only
adopted by a few publications (Mabberley, Mabberley’s Plant-book,
ed. 4: 13. 2017; Al-Shehbaz & Barriera in Boissiera 72: 1–192.
2019) and resources such as Plants of the World Online (http://
www.plantsoftheworldonline.org), The World Checklist of Vascular
Plants (https://wcvp.science.kew.org), World Flora Online (http://
www.worldfloraonline.org), and Francis & al. (Update Brassicaceae
Species Checklist v.1.2. 2020, http://ipt.pensoft.net/resource?r=aafc-
brassicaceae-checklist&v=1.2). Since then, the rank of A. perenne
subsp. obovatum has been revised, and the taxon was recognized as
A. petalodes (DC.) Al-Shehbaz (Al-Shehbaz & Barriera, l.c.: 86).
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