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by the specimen sent from Wilhelms to Koch (B) was most 
likely destroyed. A duplicate kept in LE is designated here 
as the lectotype.

Euphorbia densifolia is a synonym of E. stricta L. Bois-
sier (1862, 1879) placed in a group of obscure species and 
suggested that it is close to E. stricta (“An E. stricta”), 
but did not make any formal synonymization.

Euphorbia repens K. Koch, Linnaea, 21: 728 (1849) 
№ Tithymalus repens (K. Koch) Klotzsch & Garcke, Abh. 
königl. Akad. Wiss. Berlin 1859: 96 (1860).

Neotype (designated here): [Armenia], Ararat district, 
grassy slopes in the vicinity of Lake Karakhar, 1750—1950 
m, northern slope, B. Manakyan s.n., 18 VI 1977 (LE, iso. 
ERE).

Unfortunately Koch (1849) did not cite any material 
when he described this species. He placed it between E. 
lucida Waldst. et Kit. and E. virgata Waldst. et Kit. It is 
quite probable that Koch’s “E. lucida” belongs in fact to E. 
iberica Boiss., a very common Caucasian species. Accord-
ing to Koch’s description, E. repens has linear-oblong or 
linear-lanceolate leaves, characters which are very similar to 
E. virgata. Such individuals (usually they have also wider 
leaves) are found amongst E. virgata and could represent 
the result of occasional introgression with E. iberica. For 
these reasons, E. repens is treated here as a synomym of a 
broadly defined E. virgata. 

I cannot find any specimens of the original material of 
E. repens, although there are some of Koch’s duplicates of 
E. virgata in LE. Therefore, the selection of a neotype is 
required. The proposed neotype fits the original description 
and was collected in the area which was visited by Koch 
during his trip to the Caucasus and Asia Minor.

Acknowledgements

The work was partly supported by NSF Planetary Biodi-
versity Inventory award (DEB 0616533). I am very grateful 
to Paul Berry for useful remarks and linguistic editing of 
the manuscript.

references

Boissier E. 1862. Euphorbiaceae — Euphorbieae // Candolle 
A. P. de. Prodromus systematis naturalis regni vegetabilis. 
15(2): 3—188. Parisiis.

Boissier E. 1879. Flora Orientalis. 4. Genevae et Basileae. 1276 
p.

Geltman D. V. 1998. Typification of some Euphorbia (Euphor-
biaceae) names // Novosti Sist. Vyssh. Rast. 31: 198—202 
[In Russ.]. 

Govaerts R., Frodin D., Radcliffe-Smith A. 2000. World checklist 
and bibliography of Euphorbiaceae (with Pandaceae). 2: 
417—921. Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. 2000.

Koch K. 1849. Euphorbiaceae. Beitr�ge zu einer Flora des Orients 
// Linnaea. 21: 717—733.

Lipsky V. I. 1899. Flora of the Caucasus. St. Petersburg. 584 p. 
(Trudy Tiflissk. Bot. Sada: 4) [In Russ.].

Komarov Botanical Institute of RAS,  
Prof. Popov street, 2, St. Petersburg, 197376, Russia 

geltman@binran.ru

d. V. GElTman

ON THrEE FOrGOTTEN SpEcIFIc NAMES  
OF EuPHorbia L. (EuPHorbiacEaE)  

FrOM THE cAUcASUS 

Lectotypes and a neotype have been selected for three forgotten 
Euphorbia L. names described from the Caucasus: E. chimaera Lipsky 
var. kimmerica Lipsky, E. densiflora K. Koch and E. repens K. Koch. 
These names are synonymized with E. sareptana A. Beck., E. stricta 
L. and E. virgata Waldst. et Kit. respectively.
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¶»ÉïÙ³Ý ̧ . ì. ÎáíÏ³ëÇó ÝÏ³ñ³·ñí³Í Euphorbia L. (Euphorbia ceae) 

ó»ÕÇ »ñ»ù Ùáé³óí³Í ï»ë³ÏÝ»ñÇ ³Ýí³ÝáõÙÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÇÝ: ÀÝïñí³Í »Ý 
ÎáíÏ³ëÇó ÝÏ³ñ³·ñí³Í Euphorbia ó»ÕÇ »ñ»ù Ùáé³óí³Í ³Ýí³ÝáõÙ Ý»-
ñÇ É»ÏïáïÇå»ñÝ áõ Ý»áïÇåÁ. E. chimaera Lipsky var. kimmerica Lipsky, 
E. densiflora k. koch, E. repens k. koch. ²Ûë ³Ýí³ÝáõÙÝ»ñÁ ¹³ñÓí»É »Ý 
ëÇÝáÝÇÙÝ»ñ Ñ³Ù³å³ï³ëË³Ý³µ³ñ E. sareptana a. Beck., E. stricta L., E. 
vir gata Waldst. et kit.

Euphorbia, Ï³ñ·³µ³ÝáõÃÛáõÝ, É»ÏïáïÇå, Ý»áïÇå, ÎáíÏ³ë
Гельтман Д. В. О трех забытых видовых названиях Eu

phor bia L. (Euphorbiaceae), описанных с Кавказа. Ëåктотипы 
и íåотип âыбðàíы для тðåõ зàбытыõ âидоâыõ íàзâàíий ðодà Eu-
phorbia, описàííыõ с Êàâкàзà: E. chimaera Lipsky var. kimmerica 
Lipsky, E. den siflora K. Koch and E. repens K. Koch. Эти íàзâàíия 
сиíоíимизиðоâàíы соотâåтстâåííо с E. sareptana A. Beck., E. stricta 
L. и E. virgata Waldst. et Kit.

Euphorbia, тàксоíомия, лåктотип, íåотип, Êàâкàз

While working on the comprehensive checklist of Euphor-
bia L. subgenus Esula Pers. (Euphorbiaceae), my colleague 
Paul Berry drew my attention to three specific names de-
scribed from the Caucasus: E. kimmerica (Lipsky) Grossh., 
E. densiflora K. Koch and E. repens K. Koch. They were 
registered in the World Euphorbiaceae Checklist (Govaerts 
et al., 2000) and in its updated Internet version, but were 
neither accepted nor synonymized in the recent checklists 
of regional floras, and taxonomic papers. The aim of this 
paper is to provide a formal typification and to clarify the 
status of these names.

Typification and discussion

Euphorbia chimaera Lipsky var. kimmerica Lipsky, 
Trudy Tifl. Bot. Sada, 4: 444 (1899) № E. kimmerica (Lipsky) 
Grossh., Fl. Kavkaza, 3: 39 (1932). 

Lectotype (designated here): [Caucasus] Chernomor-
sky okrug [Black Sea District], Novorossiysk, 18 V 1892, 
V. Lipsky s.n. (LE).

The basionym of E. kimmerica is E. chimaera Lipsky var. 
kimmerica Lipsky, which was published simultaneously with 
E. chimaera (Lipsky, 1899). The latter name is a synomym 
of E. sareptana A. Beck., which is distributed in the steppes 
of south European Russia, the Ukraine, and the northern 
Caucasus (Geltman, 1998). Euphorbia kimmerica should 
also be treated as a synonym of E. sareptana.

Euphorbia densifolia K. Koch, Linnaea, 21: 722 
(1849). 

Lectotype (designated here): Caucasus, Wilhelms 
s.n. (LE).

This species was described by Koch (1849) from Georgia 
using Wilhelms material (“aus Grusien von Wilhelms erh-
alten”). The original material which was likely represented 


