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InTRoduCTIon

The genus Rubus	L.	(1753:	492)	is	distributed	worldwide.	Mem-
bers of the genus exhibit great morphological variation in habit, 
foliar	and	floral	structure	(Naruhashi	1980,	Kalkman	1993).	In	
the last revision of Rubus	in	an	Indian	context	(Hooker	1878),	
39	species	and	15	varieties	were	recorded	from	present-day	
India.	Since	Hooker’s	time,	few	species	have	been	added	to	
the	genus	from	India	(Kanjilal	et	al.	1922,	Sharma	&	Kachroo	
1981,	Chowdhery	&	Wadhwa	1984,	Long	1987,	Chowdhery	
et	al. 1996).	Current	estimates	show	more	 than	75	species	
of Rubus in India, distributed mainly in dense primary or sec-
ondary forests from tropical to temperate regions at altitudes 
ranging	from	300	to	3 500	m	(Gupta	&	Dash	2015).	The	great-
est	diversity	is	in	the	eastern	Himalayan	states	of	Arunachal	
Pradesh	and	Sikkim.
During	 identification	 of	 some	 recent	 collections,	we	 came	
across an interesting specimen of Rubus collected from the 
subtropical	 forests	of	 the	Dibang	Valley	district	of	Arunachal	
Pradesh,	India.	Based	on	the	literature	(Smith	1819,	Roxburgh	
1832,	Hooker	1878,	Kuntze	1879,	Focke	1910,	1911,	1914,	
Kalkman	1993,	Lu	&	Boufford	2003,	Boufford	et	al.	2011)	and	
a	comparison	of	specimens	from	many	herbaria	(A*,	BM*,	BSD,	
BSHC,	BSI,	CAL,	DD,	GH*,	K*,	L*,	LWG,	MH,	NY*,	P*,	PBL,	
PE*,	US*:	–	*	denotes	digital	images	seen	only),	the	plant	was	
determined to be Rubus lasiostylus Focke	(1891)	of	subgenus	
Idaeobatus (Focke	1874),	hitherto	not	reported	from	India.	We	
document this new range extension here, with a taxonomic and 
nomenclatural	note	about	the	infraspecific	taxa	along	with	an	
illustration	(Fig.1)	and	a	photograph	of	the	living	plant	taken	in	
the	field	(Fig.	2a).

MATERIAL And METHodS

This study is based on an examination of the relevant literature 
and	of	specimens	kept	in	several	herbaria	(acronyms	according	
to	Thiers	2016).	The	morphological	description	of	the	species	

newly recorded for India is based on the Indian specimen, M.K. 
Pathak 4099,	in	the	Central	National	Herbarium	(CAL)	and	on	
field	surveys.	For	the	selection	of	 lectotype,	the	protologues	
have been compared with original material and the most com-
plete	and	informative	specimens	were	selected	(Art.	9.3	of	the	
ICN,	McNeill	et	al.	2012).

Nomenclatural notes
Focke	(1891)	recognised	three	formae	under	Rubus lasiosty-
lus, the typical one and forma glabratus	(‘glabrata’)	and	forma	
glandulosus	(‘glandulosa’).	While	dealing	with	the	typical	one	
he	cited	a	single	type	collection	(A. Henry 5788A)	 for	 forma	
typica et tomentosa	(‘forma	typica	et	tomentosa: ramis petiolis 
pedunculis	sepalisque	dense	tomentosis,	District	Patung	Henry 
5788	A’).	The	word	 typica,	 importantly	 not	 in	 italics,	 clearly	
indicates that he is treating the typical form under the name 
‘tomentosa’.	Later,	Focke	(1911)	treated	forma	glandulosus as 
a new species, R. eucalyptus.	In	this	case	the	epithet	‘glandu-
losa’	could	not	be	used	due	to	precedence	of	R. glandulosus 
Bellardi	(1793).
Based	on	indument	and	fruit	characters,	Lu	&	Boufford	(2003)	
recognised	five	infraspecific	taxa	within	Rubus lasiostylus,	viz.,	
var.	lasiostylus;	var.	dizygos	Focke,	var.	eglandulosus Focke, 
var. hubeiensis	and	var.	tomentosus	Focke.	As	Lu	&	Boufford	
do	not	state	‘stat.	nov.’	for	their	varieties,	it	is	open	to	question	
whether they are properly made in such a recent publication 
(Art.32	of	ICN,	McNeill	et	al.	2012).	We	could	not	trace	the	name	
Rubus lasiostylus	var.	eglandulosus Focke from the reference 
provided	by	Lu	&	Boufford.	So	we	concluded	that	their	usage	
of	‘Rubus lasiostylus	var.	eglandulosus	Focke,	Hooker’s	Icon.	
Pl.,	ser.	3,	10:	t.	1951.	1891’,	is	a	typographical	error	for	Ru-
bus lasiostylus forma glandulosus	Focke.	Moreover,	this	plant	
is marked by its glandular nature which agrees with Rubus 
lasiostylus forma glandulosus	 Focke	 (1891).	Therefore	we	
exclude	the	name	‘eglandulosus’	from	the	infraspecific	taxa	of	 
R. lasiostylus.	We	note	with	 satisfaction	 that	 recently	 both	
names	var.	eglandulosus	and	var.	tomentosus have been de-
leted	from	the	online	version	of	the	Flora	of	China	(efloras.org).
Furthermore,	 Lu	&	Boufford	 (2003)	 included	R. lasiostylus 
forma glabrata Focke under R. lasiostylus	 var.	 lasiostylus. 
But examination of the original type images/material A.Henry 
5788A revealed that the branches, petioles, peduncles, pedicels 
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Abstract			A	revised	classification	of	 infraspecific	 taxa	of	Rubus lasiostylus (Rosaceae)	 is	presented	and	 three	
lectotypifications,	 i.e.,	Rubus lasiostylus, Rubus lasiostylus var. glabratus and Rubus eucalyptus	are	proposed.	
Rubus lasiostylus var.	 lasiostylus	 is	reported	for	 the	first	 time	from	Arunachal	Pradesh,	 India.	 It	was	previously	
known	only	from	China.	A	detailed	description	and	a	field	photograph	of	R. lasiostylus var.	lasiostylus is provided 
for	easy	identification.
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Fig. 1   Rubus lasiostylus Focke	var.	lasiostylus a.	Flowering	twig;	b.	lobe	of	
calyx;	c.	pistil	(M.K. Pathak 4099, CAL).

and calyx are densely tomentose, while the original/authentic 
type images/material A. Henry 5788 & 5788C (types	of	Rubus 
lasiostylus forma glabrata by	Focke) is	glabrous.	These	char-
acters	are	also	in	agreement	with	the	protologue.	Hence	we	
exclude forma glabrata from the typical variety and propose 
the name Rubus lasiostylus	 var.	glabratus	 (Focke)	Chand.
Gupta	&	S.S.Dash	 for	 this	plant	and	 lectotypify	 it	 to	ensure	
unambiguous	use.
Based	on	our	study,	the	following	infraspecific	rearrangement	
within Rubus lasiostylus	is	proposed.	

KEy To THE vARIETIES oF RubuS LASIoSTyLuS

1.	Branches,	petioles,	pedicels	and	abaxial	surface	of	calyx	
densely tomentose. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 	var.	lasiostylus

1.	Branches,	petioles,	pedicels	and	abaxial	surface	of	calyx	
glabrous or pubescent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

2.	Pedicels	and	abaxial	surface	of	calyx	glabrous . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . var.	glabratus

2.	Pedicels	and	abaxial	surface	of	calyx	pubescent	 . . . . . . 3
3.	 Leaves	3(–5)-foliolate,	stipules	and	bracts	ovate	to	subor-

bicular	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . var.	hubeiensis
3.	 Leaves	5(–7)-foliolate,	 stipules	 and	bracts	 ovate-lanceo-

late . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . var.	dizygos

TyPIFICATIon oF THE nAMES

Rubus lasiostylus Focke	(1891)	t.	1951

Rubus lasiostylus	Focke	var. lasiostylus.
Rubus lasiostylus forma tomentosus	Focke	(1891)	t.	1951	(as	forma	‘tomen-

tosa’),	nom.	inval.;	R. lasiostylus	var.	tomentosus	Focke	in	Lu	&	Boufford	
(2003)	232,	nom.	inval.

0.5 mm c
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 Type.	Augustine Henry 5788A (lectotype	 designated	 here	K*,	 http://
specimens.kew.org/herbarium/K000737817;	isolectotypes	BM*,	CAL,	GH*),	
China,	Hupeh	[Hubei],	Patung	[Badong],	Mar.	1889.	–	Fig.	2b.

Diagnostic	 characters	—	Branches,	 petioles,	 pedicels	 and	
abaxial	surface	of	calyx	densely	tomentose.	Leaves	3–5-foliol-
ate.	Stipules	and	bracts	linear-lanceolate.	Bracts	up	to	8	mm	
long.	Densely	 yellow	 tomentose	or	woolly	 drupelets.	Styles	
pubescent	that	tend	to	be	persistent.	Red	colour	of	drupelets	
(whitish,	tannish	when	dry).
 Distribution	—	India	 (Arunachal	 Pradesh),	China.	Rubus  
lasiostylus	has	been	assumed	to	be	endemic	to	China	(Hubei	
Province).	 However,	 the	 collection	 from	 Dibang	 Valley,	
Arunachal	Pradesh,	 confirms	 its	presence	 in	 India	and	also	
constitutes a new addition to Rubus	in	India. 

 Specimen examined.	IndIa,	Arunachal	Pradesh,	Dibang	Valley,	Pasopani	
–	Tahupani,	30	June	2002,	M.K. Pathak 4099	(CAL).

	 Notes	—	Focke	(1891)	described	R. lasiostylus on the basis 
of	specimens	collected	on	March	1889	by	Augustine	Henry	from	
Patung	[Badong],	Hupeh	[Hubei]	Province,	central	China.	We	
found	specimens	in	GH*,	K*	and	BM*	that	can	be	considered	
original	material.	The	single	herbarium	sheet	in	BM*	(barcodes	
BM000622276,	BM000622277)	has	specimens	with	two	differ-
ent	field	numbers	(upper	5788; lower 5788A).	The	specimen	
at	K*	(barcode	K000737817)	has	an	original	annotation	‘typica	
et	 tomentosa’	by	Focke	himself	and	 is	selected	here	as	 the	
lectotype	(Fig.	2a).	The	other	four	specimens,	no.	0000011654	
and	0000011657	(CAL);	no.	0040643	(GH*,	all	three	twigs)	and	
no.	BM000622277	(BM*)	are	considered	as	isolectotypes.

b c d

a

Fig. 2			a.	Field	photograph	of	Rubus lasiostylus Focke	var.	lasiostylus;	b.	lectotype	image	of	Rubus lasiostylus	Focke	var.	lasiostylus	(K);	c.	lectotype	image	
of Rubus lasiostylus Focke forma glabratus	Focke	(GH);	d.	lectotype	image	of	Rubus eucalyptus	Focke	(K).



124 Blumea	–	Volume	62	/	2,	2017

Rubus lasiostylus var. glabratus	(Focke)	Chand.Gupta	&	
	 S.S.Dash,	stat. nov.

 Basionym.	Rubus lasiostylus forma glabratus	Focke	in	Hooker’s	Icon.:	
pl.	20	(ser.	3,	10)	(1891)	t.	1951	(as	‘forma	glabrata’).

	 Type.	Augustine Henry 5788C (lectotype	designated	here:	GH	barcode	
00040646*,	https://s3.amazonaws.com/huhwebimages/A868B955383D4A3/
type/full/40646.jpg;	accessed	on	22	Apr.	2017;	isolectotypes	CAL),	China,	
Hupeh	[Hubei].	—	Fig.	2c.

Diagnostic	 characters	—	Branches,	 petioles,	 pedicels	 and	
abaxial	surface	of	calyx	glabrous.	Leaves	3–5-foliolate.	Stipules	
and	bracts	ovate-lanceolate.	Bracts	up	to	15	mm	long.
 Distribution	—	Known	only	 from	China	 (Hubei,	 Shaanxi,	
Sichuan,	Yunnan	provinces).	

 Additional specimens studied. ChIna,	Hupeh	[Hubei],	Mar.	1889,	Augustine 
Henry 5788 (A	barcodes	00277289*,	00040647*,	BM	barcode	000622276*,	
CAL	 barcodes	 0000011656,	 0000011659,	 0000011660,	 US	 barcode	
00097934*).

 Note	—	We	could	trace	four	specimens	in	A,	BM,	CAL,	GH	
and	US	which	can	be	considered	to	be	original	material.	On	ex-
amination, we found that Henry 5788C (GH	barcode	00040646,	
both	twigs)	has	all	the	distinct	characters	as	specified	in	the	
protologue and thus we selected it as the lectotype and the 
specimens	at	CAL	 (barcodes	0000011653,	0000011655)	as	
isolectotypes.

Rubus eucalyptus	Focke	(1911)	169
Rubus lasiostylus forma glandulosus Focke	 (1891)	 t.	 1951	 (as	 ‘forma	

glandulosa’).

	 Type.	Henry 5427	(lectotype	designated	here,	K	barcode	000737813*,	
http://specimens.kew.org/herbarium/K000737813;	isolectotypes	BM,	barcode	
000885494*,	P	 barcode	00755212*),	Central	China,	Hupeh,	So	Patung,	
March	1889.	—	Fig.	2d.

Diagnostic	characters	—	Stem,	branches,	petioles	and	pedicels	
glandular.	Leaves	rhombic-ovate,	thin	grey-tomentose	abaxi-
ally.	Flowers	white.
	 Distribution	—	This	 species	 is	 only	 reported	 from	China	
(Gansu,	Guizhou,	Hubei,	Shaanxi,	Sichuan).

 Additional specimens studied.	ChIna,	Central	China,	Hupeh,	Cheinshih,	
Henry 5872	 (CAL	 0000011658,	GH	 barcode	 00040580*,	 NY	 barcode	
00429691*,	US	00097935*);	Western	China,	Chienshi,	E.H. Wilson 950	(A	
barcode	00040584*,	NY	barcode	429677*).

 Notes	—	Focke	(1911)	while	describing	this	species	included	
the type specimen of Rubus lasiostylus forma glandulosus.	
Later,	Lu	&	Boufford	(2003)	also	synonymized	forma	glandu-
losus under R. eucalyptus	as	the	characters	are	overlapping.	
We	found	three	specimens	of	R. eucalyptus (A. Henry 5427) 
each	from	K*	(barcode	000737813),	BM*	(barcode	000885494)	
and	P*	(barcode	00755212).	The	specimen	at	K*	is	best	fitted	
to	the	protologue	and	it	also	bears	author’s	annotations	and	
hence	selected	here	as	lectotype	(Fig.	2d)	and	the	rest	of	the	
specimens	as	isolectotypes.	
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