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Abstract: Klára Verseghy used the term “Fragm. typi” in her catalogue of the type specimens de-
posited in BP. However, this status is in confl ict with the Code. “Fragm. typi” were replaced by 
lectotype and isolectotype of the following names: Buellia samothrakiana, Caloplaca servitiana, 
Catillaria servitii, Catillaria zsakii, Lecania nylanderiana var. ochracea, Lecanora atra var. aegaeica, 
L. cengiae-samboae, L. rhodi, Lecidea aegaeica f. acrustacea and Rinodina samothrakiana.
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INTRODUCTION

Verseghy (1964) compiled a catalogue of the type specimens deposited 
in BP, which was supplemented three times (Verseghy 1968, 1974, 1981). 
Ödön Szatala’s type specimens were among them. As stated in Şenkardeşler 
et al. (2014), some of those specimens were collected by several collectors for 
the Natural History Museum in Vienna (W), sent to Ödön Szatala for identi-
fi cation, and as a result of supposed agreements duplicates or pieces of many 
type specimens were retained in BP. Specimens retained in BP were labelled in 
Latin with handwriting, while collection dates were missed on labels. Contrary, 
all returned specimens to W were rewritten subsequently by a typewriter in 
German and the collecting dates were added during this postprocess. For this 
reason, the labels on specimens deposited in W must be tracked to determine 
their collecting date.

Verseghy listed some specimens under the informal status category “Fragm. 
typi”, perhaps meaning that the specimen in BP was a part of the material used 
for the description. Contrary to the meaning of the term “fragmentum”, our ex-
amination of these specimens has revealed that they represent more than small 
pieces of the type material. In most cases, specimens at BP listed as “Fragm. typi” 
by Verseghy are duplicated at W.
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Regardless, Verseghy’s usage of “Fragm. typi” cannot constitute lectotypi-
fi cation because the term is clearly intended to refer to a “fragment of the type” 
rather than the “holotype” or its equivalent. In this study, we will provide the 
correct type status for her “Fragm. typi”.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Type specimens of names in BP and W described by Ö dö n Szatala were ex-
haustively searched for during several projects, which had a main focus on fi nd-
ing taxa that had been reported from Turkey and Southwest Asia. Searching and 
analysing the material of both herbaria took fi ve months, and about 300,000 
specimens were checked envelope-by-envelope. Th e studies in Vienna were 
undertaken from May to September 2007 and February to March 2008, and in 
Budapest from November to December 2006, September 2008 and June to July 
2011. During this process, every type specimen was annotated as such and trans-
ferred to the type cabinets in the relevant institutions. All newly discovered types 
are cited here with their herbarium accession number.

Locality information is here provided in the same form as written on the 
original labels, with recent names added in square brackets; Abbott (2009) was 
used for Greek names, and Microsoft  Encarta Interactive World Atlas 2000 for 
other place names.

Specimens were studied by standard light microscopy.

RESULTS

1. Buellia samothrakiana Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 54 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece], Samothraki, 
Hagia Sophia [Agia Sophia], supra saxa, without date, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP 
No. 34009 [T No. 892]!).

Only one specimen was found in BP, which was listed by Verseghy (1964) 
as “Fragm. typi”, whereas none in W. Since the deposition of the type was not in-
dicated in the protologue, the only available specimen was designated as the lec-
totype in Şenkardeşler et al. (2014). However, the taxonomic status of Buellia 
samothrakiana remained still unresolved.
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2. Caloplaca servitiana Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 51 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Vondrák et al. 2010): [Greece], Samos, monte 
Kierki auf Kalk, 16–20. Juni 1932, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP No 34015 (T 865)!, 
isolectotype (in Vondrák et al. 2010): W No 1960-9203!).

Verseghy (1964) cited “Fragm. typi” for the material deposited in BP. 
Later, Vondrák et al. (2010), lectotypifi ed the specimen in BP and adopted iso-
lectotype for the material in W. Since an internal indication is missing in the 
whole protologue (Rechinger 1943, Szatala 1943), where all the specimens 
are deposited, the lectotypifi cation of Vondrák et al. (2010) is correct and ought 
to be followed. Th is species is a well-defi ned taxon (Vondrák et al. 2010).

3. Catillaria servitii Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 29 (1943)

Replacement lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece], 
Rhodos [Rhodes], Mt. Profeta [Mt. Profi tis Ilias], ca. 700 m, supra corticem Pini 
brutiae, without date, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP No. 34019 [T No. 238]!; iso-
lectotype: M, barcode M-0061228). Th e isolectotype was listed as isotype by 
Printzen (1995).

Th e deposition of the type of Catillaria servitii was not indicated in the pro-
tologue (Rechinger 1943, Szatala 1943); Verseghy (1964) listed the speci-
men in BP as a “Fragm. typi”, but this does not constitute lectotypifi cation. On the 
other hand, Printzen (1995) cited a specimen in W as the holotype of this name 
and specimens in BP and M as isotypes. Printzen’s usage of “holotype” would be 
treated as a lectotypifi cation, however, the specimen from W was not found dur-
ing our exhaustive searches. For this reason, the specimen in BP, which fi ts the 
protologue, was designated as the replacement lectotype in Şenkardeşler et al. 
(2014). Th is species is a well-accepted taxon, and C. praedicta was accepted as its 
synonym (Şenkardeşler et al. 2014).

4. Catillaria zsakii Szatala in Magyar Bot. Lapok 24 (1925): 108 (1926)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Hungary] Karczag 
[Karcag], a vasutá llomá stó l dé lre szikes legelő n (Papé r), 29 [“26”] Jul. 1926, Z. 
Zsá k s. n. (BP No. 8110 [T No. 239/a]!; isolectotypes: BP No. 8106!, BP No. 8112 
[T No. 239/b]!).
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Th e protologue of this name (Szatala 1926) did not indicate where the type 
was deposited and at least three specimens are extant. Among them, Verseghy 
(1964) categorised the specimen BP 8110 (T 239/a) as an isotype (its BP number 
mistyped as 9110 in the catalogue) and the specimen BP 8112 (T 239/b) as 
“Fragm. typi”, while the specimen BP 8106 was not included in her catalogue. 
Th e isotype of Verseghy was designated as lectotype in Şenkardeşler et al. 
(2014), and her “Fragm. typi” became an isolectotype. In addition, this name was 
regarded as a synonym of Micarea melaenida (Coppins 1983, Şenkardeşler et 
al. 2014).

5. Lecania nylanderiana var. ochracea Szatala in Ann. Naturhist. Mus. Wien 
50: 529 (1939)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Iran] Montes Elburs 
[Elburz] centr.: in montibus ad pagum Kalak [Kalā k], in ditione oppidi Keredj 
[Karaj], 19.V.1937, K. H. Rechinger fi l. no. 2499 (BP No. 34059 [T No. 483]!).

No original material was found in W aft er exhaustive searches, but one spec-
imen in BP. Th e latter specimen was selected as the lectotype by Şenkardeşler 
et al. (2014), which had been listed as “Fragm. typi” by Verseghy (1964). Th is 
variety is a synonym of Lecania nylanderiana A. Massal. (Şenkardeşler et al. 
2014).

6. Lecanora atra var. aegaeica Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 40 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece] Rhodos 
[Rhodes], M. Profeta [Mt. Profi tis Ilias], 700 m, Mai 1935, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. 
n. (W No. 1960-9475!; isolectotype: BP No. 34038 [T No. 315]!).

Th e specimen in W was designated as lectotype by Şenkardeşler et al. 
(2014), and the specimen listed in Verseghy (1964) as “Fragm. typi” became an 
isolectotype. Th e lectotype was accepted as a variant of Tephromela atra (Huds.) 
Hafellner in Şenkardeşler et al. (2014).

7. Lecanora cengiae-samboae Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 37 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece] Ins. Rhodos 
[Rhodes], Mt. Profeta [Mt. Profi tis Ilias], ca. 700 m, supra lignum, without date, 
K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP No. 34040 [T No. 319]!; isolectotype: W No. 1960-
9365!).
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Szatala (1943) and Rechinger (1943) did not indicate the deposition of 
the types of this name. Şenkardeşler et al. (2014) lectotypifi ed the specimen 
in BP, and the specimen in W became an isolectotype. While the material in W 
is a mixture with two other taxa, namely “Caloplaca salicina (Hoff m.) f. ligni-
cola (Somrft .)” and “Dirina repanda f. lignicola Harm.” according to the label, the 
specimen in BP contains only one species. Comparing the label texts “auf entrin-
deten Zweigen” was written instead of “supra lignum”, and the date was given as 
“Mai 1935” on the label of the isolectotype, while date was missing in the text 
on the lectotype. Th is name was accepted as a synonym of Lecanora lividocinerea 
(Şenkardeşler et al. 2014).

8. Lecanora rhodi Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 38 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece] Ins. Rhodos 
[Rhodes], Mt. Profeta [Mt. Profi tis Ilias], ca. 700 m, supra saxa arenacea, without 
date, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP No. 34044 [T No. 360]!; isolectotypes: M bar-
codes M-0063670, M-0063671, W No. 1960-9324!).

Th e deposition of the type material of this name was not indicated in the 
protologue (Rechinger 1943, Szatala 1943). Four specimens are known: the 
specimen BP 34044 (T 360), which was listed as “Fragm. typi” in Verseghy 
(1964), was designated as lectotype by Şenkardeşler et al. (2014). Th e la-
bel text of the isolectotypes diff ers from the lectotype in having a statement in 
German (“Rhodos, M. Profeta, 700 m, auf Sandstein”) and a date (“Mai 1935”), 
which was missed on lectotype’s label, as stated in the introduction of the present 
paper. Th is species is a well-accepted taxon (LaGreca & Lumbsch 2001, 
Şenkardeşler et al. 2014).

9. Lecidea aegaeica f. acrustacea Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 27 (1943)

Lectotype (designated in Şenkardeşler et al. 2014): [Greece], Ins. Simi 
[Symi], supra lignum Juniperi, without date, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. (BP No. 
34047 [T No. 198]!).

Two syntypes were reported, the one from Symi Island, which was listed in 
Verseghy (1964) as “Fragm. typi”, was designated as lectotype in Şenkardeşler 
et al. (2014), and the other one from Mt. Ataviros at Rhodes Island, which is de-
posited in W (W 1960-9347!) was left  as remaining syntype. Th e type specimens 
seem to belong to the Lecidella elaeochroma group (Şenkardeşler et al. 2014).
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10. Rinodina samothrakiana Szatala in Denkschr. Akad. Wiss. Wien, 
Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 105(1): 56 (1943)

Lectotype (designated as holotype in Mayrhofer & Poelt 1979): [Greece], 
Samothrake, Nordküste bei Paläopolis, 18–20. Juni 1936, K. H. Rechinger fi l. s. n. 
(W No. 1960-9580!; isolectotype: BP No. 34097 [T 911]!).

Two original samples have been seen. Th e material in W was listed as the 
holotype in the revision of Mayrhofer & Poelt (1979), while the material in 
BP was not included in this revision, even it was listed in Verseghy (1964) as 
“Fragm. typi”. Since no internal evidence of the deposition of this specimen is 
given in the protologue (Rechinger 1943, Szatala 1943), the holotype status 
cannot be applied to the original material in W. Th erefore, the holotype mate-
rial of Mayrhofer & Poelt (1979) should be named as lectotype, while the 
specimen BP 34097 (T 911) becomes isolectotype. “Samothraki, Palaeopolis, su-
pra saxa” is written on the label of isolectotype material instead of “Samothrake, 
Nordküste bei Paläopolis, 18–20. Juni 1936”. Th is species is accepted as a syno-
nym of Rinodina confr agosa (Ach.) Körb. by Mayrhofer & Poelt (1979).

DISCUSSION

Th e catalogue of the type specimens deposited in BP compiled by Verseghy 
(1964) was supplemented three times (Verseghy 1968, 1974, 1981). Here, she 
used the term “Fragm. typi” for 10 taxa. Th is status is not accepted in the code.

Among her “Fragm. typi”, seven, namely Buellia samothrakiana, Caloplaca 
servitiana, Catillaria servitii, Lecania nylanderiana var. ochracea, Lecanora cen-
giae-samboae, L. rhodi, and Lecidea aegaeica f. acrustacea were lectotypifi ed by 
Vondrák et al. (2010) and Şenkardeşler et al. (2014). Th e other three “Fragm. 
typi” (Catillaria zsakii, Lecanora atra var. aegaeica, and Rinodina samothrakiana) 
became isolectotype, since other type specimens were corrected to lectotype.
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Összefoglaló: A Magyar Természettudományi Múzeum Növénytára zuzmógyűjteményé-
nek típuspéldányait Verseghy Klára katalogizálta (Verseghy 1964), majd a katalógus több alka-
lommal kiegészítésre került (Verseghy 1968, 1974, 1981). Ezekben a munkákban 10 taxon ese-
tében alkalmazta a „Fragm. typi” megjelölést, mely kifejezés azonban nem szerepel a nevezéktani 
kódban. Mivel Verseghy „Fragm. typi” megjelölései nem tekinthetők érvényes (lekto)típus-kijelö-
léseknek, jelen munka sorra tárgyalja ezen – Görögországból, Magyarországról és Iránból leírt – 
taxonok érvényes típuskijelöléseit és ezzel együtt a „Fragm. typi” megjelölésű példányok státuszát.
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