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HE more eminently a naturalift has diftinguifhed himfelf by

his accuracy and judgment, the more dangerous to pofterity
are any errors he may commit in the fequel of his enquiries. I
hope therefore it will not appear altogether unimportant to the Lin-
nean Society, if I lay before them a few remarks on fome unaccount-
able botanical miftakes in a paper of the juftly celebrated Wulfen,
entitled Planta Rariores Carinthiacz, publifhed by Profeffor Jacquin
in the fecond volume of his Collettanea, in 1788, Still lefs furely
fhall I be in danger of cenfure for prefuming to point out defeéts
in the works of fuch able men, for it is only authors of authority
whofe errors are worth pointing out.

The miftakes alluded to chiefly regard the Lichens defcribed and
figured in the volume above mentioned ; and thefe I beg leave briefly

" to notice, taking the plants in the order in which they prefent
them{elves.

No. 175. Lichen tauricusy, p. 1775

is L. vermicularis, Linn. fil. meth. mufc. 37. 1 have found it on’
the alps of Switzerland.
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No. 176. L. marmoreus. p. 178.

~ This plant being unknown to me, I fhall not prefume to make
any farther remarks upon it, than to obferve in general, that a
red or purple colour is often not natural to cruftaceous Lichens,
but occafioned by the urine of fome animal falling upon them,
to which I fufpeét the colour of Lichen Oederi to be owing.

- No. 177. L. corallinus. p. 180.

This appears by the defcription to be the true Linnean plant,
although the author has not noticed the foliaceous margin {o re-
markable in this fpecies, by which it is proved to belong to the
cruftaceous Lichens, and which no writer has yet remarked. The
figure is very bad, and reprefents an imbricated Lichen.

No. 178. L. pertufus. p. 181.

The plant here figured and defcribed is the L. /fcrupofius of
Schreber and Dickfon, totally different from persafus in all its ftates:
indeed the figure is more like a variety of L. parellus which I have
often found at Edinburgh, very diftinét from both the above.

No. 179. L. cinereus. p. 183.

This is a {pecies about which I could never fatisfy myfelf. If this
figure be right, it is a valuable acquifition to botany; but I am in-
clined to doubt it, becaufe it more refembles ater of Hudfon, and
Linnzus defcribes the margin of his Lichen cinereus as black.

No. 180. Lichen albo-cerulefcens. p. 184.

This beautiful Lichen is probably new, if {ufficiently diftinét
from L. immerfus of Weber.

No.
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No. 181. L. atro-albus. p. 183.

The figure of this refembles L. ceruleo-nigricans, more than
L. atro-albus, but the defcription does not accord well with either.

No. 182. L. atro-virens. p. 186.

I have the plant here defcribed for the L. fpheroides of Mr.
Dickfon. It by no means agrees with the characters of the true
atro-virens. 'The latter is generally fuppofed a variety of L. geo-
graphicus, but I know not on what grounds, nor can I quite re-
move the difficulty, as afro-virens is not in the Linnean Herbarium.

No. 183. L. virid; ater. p. 186.
This {feems to be really new, but there is no figure of it.

_ No. 184. L. rigidus, p. 187,
is nothing elfe than L. cormiculatus of Lightfoot, radiatus of
Hudfon, #riftis of Weber. The figure is unworthy the works of
a Jacquin, and far inferior to that of Dillenius or even Weber.
The name given by Lightfoot is beft worth retaining, and has
the right of priority.

No. 185. L. reticulatus. p. 187.

I can fcarcely agree with the ingenious author in making this
fpecifically different from L. /anatus, merely becaufe the ramuli
adhere together. Thefe kind of adhefions are common in L. #/lan-
dicus and other {pecies, and fhew their approach to the nature
of Fungi.

No. 186. L. puftulatus. p. 188.
About this there is no doubt or difficulty.
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No. 187. L. polyphylius. p. 190
Certainly not {o, nor in any manner refembling it, but the
molt common appearance of L. mimzatus Linn. juft as I have found

it in Scotland and Derbyfhire, and as it is publifhed by Mr. Dick-
fon in his Collection of Dried Plants.

~ No. 188. L. cchroleucus. p. 192.
We have here a good figure of L. muralis of Schreber and Dick-

fon, faxicola of Pollich. There is no reafon why the name muralis
fhould be changed, although not very good, efpecially as that of

ochroleucus has been given with more propriety to another fpecies
by Ehrhart.

No. 189. L. olvaceus. p. ’194.

In this the author is certainly right, and his remarks on it are
very juft. :

No. 190. L. omphalodes. p. 196.

I am forry I cannot fay the {ame of this. It is by no means the
omphalodes of Linn. and all authors, which is nearly allied to farvarifss,
and perhaps not {pecifically diftinét from that fpecies. The plant
here defcribed by Mr. Wulfen is the variety of L. fellaris men-
tioned by Hudfon and Lightfoot; probably a diftinét {pecies from
the common Je/laris, and totally different from o/fvaceus, to which
Mr. Wulfen thinks it allied.

In the quotation of Micheli he is totally wrong, and correéts
Linnazus extremely mal a propos; for this author rightly quotes
Micheli #ab. 49. f. 2. for real L. omphalodes in Flora Lapponica
and Flo. Suecica; and the reafon he omitted to cite him in the
Species Plantarum was that he preferred the figures of Dillenius
and Vaillant, efpecially as Micheli did not find the plant himfelf,

but
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but received it from the laft-mentioned author, and confequently
his own information is lefs original.

No. 191. L. pulehellus. p. 199.

This appears to be the L. zenellus of Weber, fo common on
trees and buthes in England, and confounded by Linnazus with L.
ciliaris ; except that the author fays it always grows on ftones, and
never on trees. 'The citation of Micheli is probably wrong, as he
does not mention the cilie of the leaves.

The multitude of errors I have taken the liberty to notice, ought
by no means to detraét from the credit of this able and candid bo-
tanift, whofe accuracy and care are fo well known, that {uch errors
can only be attributed to his labouring alone in the ftudy of thefe
very difficult plants, without the helps which converfation with
others would have afforded him. Of the moft eminent botanifts
with whom it has been my fortune to converfe, {carcely more than
three or four have attended carefully to Lichens; and the greater
part, even of thofe who have written on the fubjeét, are very
much miftaken in determining the Linnean fpecies, though af-
fifted by Dillenius’s matchlefs work.

5 DE 3
Ny 18>







