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ABSTRACT

Re-evaluation and recombination of old and new characters obtained from extensive field

and herbarium research. show that the two hitherto known. not reliably separable species of

Rhizanthes actually consist of at least four species: zippelii (Blume) Spach from Java. lowii

(Beccari) Harms from Borneo, deceptor sp. n. from Sumatra. and infanticida sp. n. from South

Thailand, West Malaysia and Sumatra. All are described, illustrated, keyed, and provided with

data on habitat, parasitized hosts and pollination.

INTRODUCTION

Rowers of the parasitic genus Rhizallthes Dumortier 1829 are deceptive in more than
one way, Their medusa-like appearance, hairiness, colour, odour and exudations elicit very
contrasting behaviours in visitors. For pollinating carrion flies they dissimulate a corpse on
which they are tricked into laying in-fated eggs; for bees, wasps, alJts, and butterflies they
are a place to steal nectar; to certain male flies they are a vantage ground to lurk for
females; to biologists, a source of frequent disagreement.

In the first taxonomic revision MEIJER & VELDKAMP(1988) comprehensively
summarized what was then known of Rhizallthes. New biological and ecological data,
including pollination, as well as details of the parasitized lianas, were given by BANZIGER
(1995, 1996).

MEIJER & VELDKAMP'S (1988) taxonomic circumscription and identification key for
the two known species, R. zippelii (Blume) Spach and R. lowii (Beccari) Harms, were later
reas.sessed by MEllER (1997). Unfortunately, neither treatment is reliable. For instance, .one
of the main characters for species distinction was strongly branched ramenta in his lowii
and once or twice branched ramenta in his zippelii, but the Thai-Malayan taxon, which he
corrected to zippelii and back to lowii. has variably non- to multi-branched ramenta, while
zippelii from the type locality in Java lacks the ramenta altogether.

In fairness, a revision of such a rare, morphologically reduced parasite is an arduous
and tricky undertaking since crucial old material has not preserved well, or is lost; field
notes on colour, made by various authors, are generally inadequate and often contradicting,
and the original collecting localities are now mostly destroyed.

Nevertheless, one problem is Meijer's over-emphasis on one particular character, the
shape of the tip of the antler hairs or ramenta. Unfortunately. the ramenta can be extremely
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variable and, as pointed out by MEIJER& ELLIOTI (1990) in a study of Rafj1esia  kerrii
Meijer. the ramenta and the white dots on the diaphragma are derived from the same
structUres and represent extreme variations of them, Such "ariable structures need careful
evaluation and their significance put in proper relation to other characters. For instance,
other hair formations, such as the furry hairs and the bristles (e.g. Figs. 13, 18), are
fundamental and readily recognizeable characters even by the naked eye.

The other major problem is the colour in vivo. While this may vary, as in other
RaffIesiaceae, due to age and external factors such as weather. a feature particular to
Rhizanthes may have led to discrepant colour assessments: densely hairy taxa tend to be
assessed according to hair colour (generally brownish), and sparsely hairy ones according
to colour of the surface on which the hairs are set (generally white to yellowish to brownish).

Furthermore, perhaps induced by notes from Bartel (in HEI:-\RICHER.1905) and WII\CKEL
(1918), MEIJER& VELDKAMP(1988) stated that after the initial brief white stage, the
flowers always turn to various shades of red and brown. This lead BANZIGER(1995) to
assume that the colour difference between white zippelii and brown lowii is due to differing
development stages and therefore not taxonomically significant. especially since he found
that buds, up to a relatively late stage, are white inside also in the brown-flowering taxon.
In reality, the white colour was recently discovered to be consistent throughout the flowering
period in W Sumatran flowers (pers. observation by HB). requiring a thorough re-evaluation
of this character.

It is not surprising, therefore, that HOOKER(1873) sank   lowii  into a variety of zippelii
although this was not widely.adopted. In order to identify Thai-Malayan Rhizamhes,
BANZIGER (1995) carried out a detailed analysis of the characters used in various publications
for separating the two species. No one had yet mentioned the striking difference between
the furry hairs and the bristles, and identification proved impossible. He concluded that the
characters occur in various combinations and sometimes with transitions and proposed that
the two species be merged. Since zippelii had priority, and because MEIJER& VELDKAMP
(1988) had re-identified the taxon from the same area in Malaysia as zippelii, BANZIGER
(1995. 1996) opted for this name.

One of us (HB) carried out new field research in all main distribution areas of
R!uzamhes, viz. the Thai-Malay Peninsula, the. islands of Sumatra! Java and Borneo.
Unfortunately, none were found in Java where, according to MEIJER(1997), no sightings
have been made since 1940. HB also studied the Rhi:amhes material preserved in the
Herbarium Bogoriense (BO). Brunei Forestry Center (BFC). Andalas University (AU)
(Padang. Sumatra). and Universities of Innsbruck (UI) and Zurich (UZ). while BH did so
with material from Leiden (L).

As a result, by critically re-evaluating and recombining old and new characters, and
comparing the geographical distribution, four character groups ha\'e been found, one each
in Borneo and Java. and two in Sumatra, one of which is shared with the Malay Peninsula.
A fifth group, from Sumatra, is incompletely known and is thus excluded from taxonomic
recognition at this stage.

The four groups can be neatly distinguished, but the differences between them are
relatively small-only hairiness, colour, size of nower, and minor differences in column
structure, etc. This, and slightly overlapping characters in a few specimens-the status of
their preservation does not allow us to be sure-would indicate that Rhizanthes is best
regarded as having a single species with several infraspecific taxa.




















































