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Abstract: This paper deals with nomenclatural proposals by the 
recent Austrian phytosociological survey “Die Wälder und 
Gebüsche Österreichs” (WILLNER et al. 2007). In respect of the 
International Code of Phytosociological Nomenclature, we re- 
-evaluate the authors’ approach to syntaxa names. An explanation 
is given of names assigned to the class Piceetea excelsae Klika 
1948 referred to in that study, in rank of class (Vaccinio-Piceetea), 
order (Piceetalia excelsae, Vaccinio-Piceetalia, Athyrio-Piceetalia), 
alliance (Abieti-Piceion, Vaccinio-Piceion, Piceion excelsae), asso- 
ciation (Homogyno alpinae-Piceetum, Adenostylo alliariae- 
-Piceetum, Equiseto sylvatici-Piceetum, Calamagrostio villosae- 
-Piceetum, Laricetum deciduae, Pinetum cembrae) and subasso-
ciation (automatic epithet typicum). We emphasize careful 
consideration of the rules of the ICPN and relevant literature, 
irrespective of the specific syntaxonomical approach adopted. The 
associations Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Hartmann 1953 and 
Fago-Piceetum Hartmann 1953 are lectotypified.  
 
Keywords: Austrian forests, International Code of Phytosociological 
Nomenclature, Picea abies, Vaccinio-Piceetea, syntaxonomy.  

Introduction 

An extensive and detailed survey of Austrian forest and scrub plant 
communities was published in 2007 thanks to comprehensive work by Austrian 
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phytosociologists (WILLNER et al. 2007). With phytocosiological tables included, 
the publication is a considerable breakthrough/progress in comparison with an 
earlier version of a syntaxonomical overview of the forests and scrub of Austria 
(MUCINA et al. 1993). 

Particular attention was devoted to the nomenclatural evaluation of syntaxa 
names (cf. WILLNER 2007). However, some of the nomenclatural proposals 
included seem to be questionable in the view of the International Code of 
Phytosociological Nomenclature (WEBER et al. 2000). The goal of this paper is to 
comment on the problematic issues with emphasis on the Picea abies syntaxa 
and related communities. Several syntaxonomical notes are also added. 

Methods 

Comments on nomenclatural proposals and syntaxonomical evaluation are 
arranged in descending order by nomenclatural rank of particular syntaxa of the 
class Piceetea excelsae Klika 1948 (syn.: Vaccinio-Piceetea Br.-Bl. in Br.-Bl. et 
al. 1939 p. p. min., nom. inval.). Author citations of specified syntaxa names from 
the survey by WILLNER et al. (2007) are not attached: name forms and contents 
are adopted as they are in that study. Otherwise, author citations are attached. 
Citation of the third edition of the International Code of Phytosociological 
Nomenclature (WEBER et al. 2000) is abbreviated as ICPN. 

Results and discussion 

Rank of class 

Under the name of the class Vaccinio-Piceetea (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 
2007, p. 237), it is indicated that the nomenclatural type (lectotype) of the class 
was designated by JIRÁSEK (2002). Original diagnosis of the class, as given by 
BRAUN-BLANQUET et al. (1939), involves two subordinate units: orders Vaccinio- 
-Piceetalia and Gaultherio-Piceetalia. The latter is a nomen nudum (ICPN Art. 2b 
→ Art. 8), so Vaccinio-Piceetalia Br.-Bl. in Br.-Bl. et al. 1939 might be labelled as 
a holotype or automatic lectotype in the terms of Art. 20 of the ICPN. However, 
the order Vaccinio-Piceetalia Br.-Bl. in Br.-Bl. et al. 1939 was not validly 
published (nom. inval., Art. 2b), as the manner of the creation of the name does 
not correspond to the rules of the ICPN (Art. 3m → Art. 25, paragraph 1) (cf. 
KUČERA 2010a). Consequently, the class name Vaccinio-Piceetea Br.-Bl. in  
Br.-Bl. et al. 1939 was not published validly (Art. 2b). It is proposed that the name 
Piceetea excelsae Klika 1948 should come into use instead. 

Rank of order 

Similar to the above is the situation with the order Piceetalia excelsae 
(WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 237). One of two subordinated alliances, 
Piceion excelsae (cf. PAWŁOWSKI et al. 1928), should be treated as an automatic 
lectotype according to ICPN Art. 20, not as the lectotype chosen by JIRÁSEK 
(2002). The order Vaccinio-Piceetalia (EXNER 2007, p. 184) should be listed 
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instead as a nomen invalidum (Art. 2b; see above). Likewise, the preferred valid 
form of the order name Athyrio-Piceetalia (EXNER 2007, p. 184) is Athyrio filicis- 
-feminae-Piceetalia Hadač ex Hadač et al. 1969 (KUČERA 2010a). 

Rank of alliance 

(1) The alliance name Abieti-Piceion (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 237) 
was proposed as a nomen conservandum, namely against the unknown and 
unused name Abietion albae Issler 1931. As one can see from the 
syntaxonomical evaluation of “coniferous” Abies alba communities in a recent 
Austrian survey (EXNER 2007), the authors follow the concept of their inclusion 
among (or into) Picea abies syntaxa. However, this is not case of some other 
European classifications (RIVAS-MARTÍNEZ 1987, HUSOVÁ 2000, HUSOVÁ & 
MORAVEC 2000, JIRÁSEK 2002): syntaxonomical evaluation of Abies syntaxa has 
still not yet been settled. Therefore it is questionable whether the proposal to 
conserve the name Abieti-Piceion (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 237) is 
premature, even though Abietion albae Issler 1931 should ideally not be used.  

Moreover, (Abies-)Picea forests of the montane zone of the Alps, separated 
by BRAUN-BLANQUET et al. (1939) into suballiance Abieti-Piceenion Br.-Bl. in Br.-
Bl. et al. 1939, should not be easily associated with so-called Abies communities 
outside the Alps. As concerns the examples of German Picea-Abies syntaxa (cf. 
OBERDORFER 1957), it can be seen that they contain more rather than less Fagus 
sylvatica, as rendered by OBERDORFER (1957, p. 507) in the chapter subtitle: 
“Tannenwälder (Fichten-Buchen-Tannenwälder)”. Accordingly, some Western 
Carpathian Abies stands were differentiated as separate associations (cf. 
MUCINA et al. 1985, JAROLÍMEK et al. 2008). Recent field research has proved 
that their “beechless” character (often with abundant Picea abies) is artificial, and 
secondary (KUČERA 2008a, 2009a, b, 2010b). Consequently, it should be made 
clear whether natural Abies alba stands not allied with Abies-Fagus communities 
of the class Carpino-Fagetea (Br.-Bl. et Vlieger in Vlieger 1937) Passarge et 
Hoffman 1968 (syn. Querco-Fagetea Br.-Bl. et Vlieger in Vlieger 1937 p. p.) are 
found in Slovakia at all.  

Unlike the Austrian authors, we do not consider suballiances Abieti-Piceenion 
and Galio-Abietenion (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 238) as extensively 
identical, namely for differences of the original authors’ concept (cf. KUČERA 
2008b) and content of those syntaxa and their subordinated units as given by 
BRAUN-BLANQUET et al. (1939) and OBERDORFER (1957). In terms of the case of 
Western Carpathian’s secondary Abies stands (see above), the idea of recent 
field research on German Picea-Fagus-Abies mixed forests (cf. OBERDORFER 
1957, 1962), with emphasis on the original occurrence and abundance of Fagus 
sylvatica, is attractive. As proposed by KUČERA (2008b), suballiance Galio-
Abietenion Oberdorfer 1962 should be evaluated as a nomen invalidum (ICPN 
Art. 2b). RIVAS-MARTÍNEZ (1987, p. 148) proposed raising the suballiance to an 
alliance as “Galio rotundifolii-Abietion albae (Oberdorfer 1962) Rivas-Martínez 
1987”. Unfortunately (or fortunately?), reference to Oberdorfer’s work was not 
made, and the declared “typus” of the alliance, i.e., the association name Pyrolo-
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Abietetum Oberdorfer 1957 (RIVAS-MARTÍNEZ 1987, p. 148), is a nomen 
invalidum (Art. 2b). The remaining possibility of a valid description of the new 
alliance Galio rotundifolii-Abietion Rivas-Martínez 1987 resides in the fulfilment of 
the rules of the ICPN (especially Art. 2b, Art. 3f). Such a syntaxon, comprising 
“Abetales altimontanos alipino-pirenaicos” (RIVAS-MARTÍNEZ 1987, p. 148), would 
have a limited connection with OBERDORFER’s (1957, 1962) “mixed Picea-Fagus-
Abies forests”. 

(2) The alliance Vaccinio-Piceion was proposed by the Austrian authors as  
a nomen conservandum and at the same time the name Piceion excelsae 
(WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 237) was assessed as misleading for the 
contemporary syntaxonomy of Picea abies communities, being created of one 
species name only. This proposed approach was explained in more detail in the 
chapter “Nomenklatorischer Anhang” (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 220) 
and applied, for example, to the association name Pinetum cembrae (WILLNER in 
WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 241) as well. We suggest that this approach gives strong 
(and undeserved) emphasis to the form of name. “Names are only labels and, as 
such, they can never be wholly adequate… It is far more important to know 
exactly what is meant by a name than to find one that seems in every respect to 
be characteristic.” (ICPN, p. 740). Although one-species formation of syntaxa 
names for floristically and physiognomically more complex plant communities 
(especially forests) was used above all in the dawning of phytosociology, such 
formation is still acceptable today (ICPN, Art. 10). Application of such names is 
determined by their respective nomenclatural types only (ICPN, Art. 15),  
not by various authors’ intentions of later syntaxonomical revisions/overviews  
[cf. WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 239, paragraph 1]. Use of one-species 
syntaxa names in respect of the original concept, content and diagnosis cannot 
be the reason of the presupposed ambiguity arising from the form of their name, 
viewed as insufficient, misleading (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 239), or 
senseless within particular syntaxonomical changes (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 
2007, p. 20). Thus, Piceion excelsae Pawłowski ex Pawłowski et al. 1928 is 
inseparably united with its holotype association and its lectotypificated relevé  
(cf. WALLNÖFER 1993, p. 287). Moreover, the above-mentioned approach is at 
variance with one of the major principles of the ICPN – stability of nomenclature. 

Rank of association 

(1) Similarly, the ICPN principle of priority was not taken into consideration 
within the association Homogyno alpinae-Piceetum, by authors considered as 
syntaxonomically synonymous with Luzulo sylvaticae-Piceetum Wraber 1963. 
The latter name was rejected (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 239) as “too 
similar” to the name Luzulo nemorosae-Piceetum (Schmid et Gaisberg 1936) 
Br.-Bl. et Sissingh in Br.-Bl. et al. 1939 [= Fago-Piceetum Oberdorfer 1938?]. 
ICPN Recommendation 10C is a confirmation that such “similarities” are not to 
be banned from use. 

(2) Another example of a questionable proposal for nomina conservanda is 
the case of Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Zukrigl 1973, which has been 
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suggested for conservation against: Adenostylo alliariae Kuoch 1954, Asplenio- 
-Piceetum Kuoch 1954 and Adenostylo glabrae-Abietetum Mayer et Hoffmann 
1969 (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 238). 

We maintain that this kind of proposal has its origin in the methodical 
approach of the authors (WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 38), who divide synonymous 
names into the categories “Syn.” and “Inkl.”. Although explication of the content 
of the latter category (WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 38) – limited to syntaxonomical 
synonyms – is correct, application of the “Inkl.” category (EXNER 2007, p. 197, 
WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 238) seems to leave scope for selection of 
“wider” syntaxa names. This is against the rules of the ICPN (e.g. Art. 22): “Each 
syntaxon with a particular circumscription, position and rank has only one correct 
name, namely the earliest validly published one that is in accordance with the 
Rules.” With fundamental regard of the stability of nomenclature, the oldest 
name is preferred, irrespective of its position (cf. ICPN Definition X), or its 
phytosociological (wide or narrow) range. Only exceptional nomina conservanda 
(Art. 52) are meant to preserve the stability of nomenclature as well, to avoid 
replacing well known validly published names in favour of long forgotten, 
unknown names published albeit validly, but never used, and discovered only 
from a detailed survey of literature sources. 

However, this approach does not need to be applied in such basic works as 
those of KUOCH (1954) or BRAUN-BLANQUET et al. (1939; the case of Soldanello- 
-Piceetum: WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 240). On the contrary, it seems 
that the authors (W ILLNER et al. 2007) have proposed a rather larger number of 
nomina conservanda. The question of conservation of Equiseto sylvatici- 
-Piceetum Šmarda 1950 against Soldanello montanae-Piceetum Volk in Br.-Bl. et 
al. 1939, or Calamagrostio villosae-Piceetum Hartmann et Jahn 1967, nom. 
inval. (Art. 25) against Lophozio-Piceetum Volk in Br.-Bl. et al. 1939 is 
commented upon in detail by KUČERA (2010a, 2011). 

We see proper use of the category “Inkl.” in the older overview of Austrian 
forests and scrub (MUCINA et al. 1993: cf. MUCINA 1993): i.e., in the sense of the 
ICPN’s “corresponding names”; cf. “Nom. corresp.” of WILLNER et al. (2007: 38). 
Synonymy categories of MUCINA (1993) were followed also in a series of 
monographs “Plant communities of Slovakia” (cf. VALACHOVIČ 1995), namely in 
the differentiation of “Syn.” [= nomenclatural, homotypical synonyms] and 
“Syntax. syn.” [= syntaxonomical, heterotypical synonyms]. However, such 
denomination is questionable by reason that both syntaxonomical and 
nomenclatural synonyms are only subgroups of “synonyms” in general. The label 
“Syn.” for nomenclatural synonyms only (MUCINA 1993, VALACHOVIČ 1995, 
WILLNER et al. 2007) is not in accordance with the given restriction and should be 
replaced by the clearer direct denomination “Nomencl. syn.”. 

(3) The name Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Zukrigl 1973 was proposed for 
conservation against the homonymous name Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum 
Hartmann 1953 (WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 238). Assumption of content 
homonymy would be correct when one takes into consideration two later 
publications by Hartmann (HARTMANN 1959, HARTMANN & JAHN 1967). By 
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contrast, an earlier monograph by this author (HARTMANN 1953: Anhang, p. XIII) 
also specified relevé material included in the association Adenostylo alliariae- 
-Piceetum Hartmann 1953, i.e., Luzula sylvatica facies of the association Luzulo 
nemorosae-Piceetum (Schmid et Gaisberg 1936) Br.-Bl. et Sissingh in Br.-Bl. et 
al. 1939 (cf. KUČERA 2011). For nomenclatural purposes, a nomenclatural type 
should be set: 

Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Hartmann 1953 
Nomenclatural type: BARTSCH & BARTSCH (1940), p. 126, tab. 21, rel. 11, 

lectotypus hoc loco. 

There is no need for conservation of the name Athyrio alpestris-Piceetum 
Hartmann ex Hartmann et Jahn 1967 against Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum 
Hartmann 1953 (cf. WILLNER in WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 240). However, the name 
Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Zukrigl 1973 is a later homonym of the association 
name Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum excelsae Březina et Hadač in Hadač et al. 
1969 from one of the well-known basic vegetation studies of the Western 
Carpathians written by HADAČ et al. (1969) in German. We do not consider the 
proposed conservation of Adenostylo alliariae-Piceetum Zukrigl 1973 to be 
adequate. 

Similarly, the statement by KUČERA (2009b, p. 26) on the name “Fago-Abieti- 
-Piceetum/Fago-Piceetum Hartmann 1953” should also be corrected. The latter 
form of the name was used in the final part of the overview (i.e. HARTMANN 1953: 
Anhang, p. XII): it is not a nomen nudum as the name was accompanied there by 
a reference to sufficient original diagnosis: 

Fago-Piceetum Hartmann 1953, nom. illeg. (Art. 31) 
Nomenclatural type: OBERDORFER (1938), p. 244, tab. 24, rel. 4, lectotypus 

hoc loco. 

(4) The proposal of Laricetum deciduae for a nomen ambiguum (WILLNER in 
WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 241) should be considered a premature decision as one 
work of false application was listed. The verdict of a nomen ambiguum should be 
expressed only when all the available ways to make proper use of the name 
have been exhausted. 

Rank of subassociation 

The proposal of the automatic subassociation epithet “typicum” (WILLNER in 
WILLNER et al. 2007, p. 220) is in principle correct, however, in terms of the 
stability of nomenclature when applied to recent names only. A definite term (not 
earlier than 2007?) should be given in a future edition of the ICPN. 

Finally, we would like to stress the immense importance of “Die Wälder und 
Gebüsche Österreichs” (WILLNER et al. 2007). The monograph shows what 
Austrian forests and scrub look like “in numbers” as well. The comments made 
above are intended only to draw attention to minor problematic issues proposed 
by the authors. 
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