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Abstract

Crataegus (+Crataegomespilus) ‘Kokhno’ is a new graft chimera originated from the junction where Crataegus 
germanica (= Mespilus germanica) scion was top-grafted onto a stock Crataegus sp. In 1993, in the arboretum 
of one of the forestry-division offices in the Volhynia region, Vladyslav Oleshko found a putative hybrid 
between hawthorn and medlar, which was named in honor of well-known Ukrainian dendrologist Mykola 
Kokhno. He believed this plant was the result of a crossing between Mespilus germanica and Crataegus 
ucrainica because it was characterized by heterophylly having a mixture of both medlar and hawthorn 
leaves. The flowers of this plant are not solitary but placed in corymbs. The fruits are not aligned in size 
and range from 0.5–5.0 cm in diameter. The study of this hawthorn-medlar in the dendrological collection 
of the M.M. Hryshko National Botanical Garden (Kyiv, Ukraine) led to the conclusion that it is a graft 
chimera, not a hawthorn-medlar sexual hybrid. This hawthorn-medlar cultivar is morphologically similar 
to medlar but differs in the arrangement of flowers and fruits. The fruits typical for varietal medlar develop 
from solitary flowers, whereas atypical small fruits are located in groups. Both types of fruits have no 
germs in the stones. The cultivar ‘Kokhno’ is adapted to the Forest-Steppe of Ukraine and performs well 
as an ornamental and fruit plant. An outline of the history and nomenclature of graft hybrids (chimeras) 
between Crataegus and Mespilus is given.
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Introduction

Plant chimeras are organisms composed of 
cells of more than one plant genotype. In the 
middle of the XVII century, the first plant 

chimera was discovered from the graft junction 
between sour orange and citron. This sectorial 
chimera was fittingly named the ‘Bizzaria’ 
(Frank & Chitwood, 2016). Later, plant chimeras 
of similar origin were found in other taxonomic 
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groups. In particular, there are two taxonomic 
groups of plants that are intermediate between 
Crataegus L. and Mespilus L.: ×Crataemespilus 
E.G. Camus, a sexual intergeneric hybrid, and 
+Crataegomespilus Simon-Louis ex Bellair, 
which is a graft chimera (Byatt et al., 1977).

In the Mr. Dardar’s garden at Bronvaux 
near Metz (France), there was century-old 
tree medlar (Mespilus germanica L.) that most 
likely had been grafted on a stock of common 
hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna L.). The 
remarkable branches on this Bronvaux medlar 
were noticed originating from just beneath 
the graft about 1885 (Daniel, 1898; Simon-
Louis, 1899; Jouin, 1899; Elwes & Henry, 2013). 
French nurseryman Leon Simon-Louis from 
Plantières near Metz propagated these unusual 
shoots that resulted from grafting medlar 
on hawthorn. The name +Crataegomespilus 
dardari Simon-Louis was proposed for the 
part of the plant with leaves and fruit like a 
medlar but with inflorescence and thorns like 
a hawthorn. Other abnormal shoots are more 
reminiscent of hawthorn; its leaves are almost 
lobed (a few, however, are not at all), and 
frankly stipulated; the flowers form a corymb 
(Bellair, 1899). It was named ‘Jules d’Asnieres’ 
by Simon-Louis or botanically +C.  dardari f. 
asnieresii Koehne (Koehne, 1901; here and 
below, the rank of this taxon is indicated 
following the opinion of the cited authors). 
These graft-hybrids are periclinal chimeras 
with the outer tissues of the shoot produced 
by grafting belong to one parent while the 
inner tissue is those of the other (von  Baur, 
1910; Bean, 1911; von  Meyer, 1915; Haberlandt, 
1930; Byatt et al., 1977). There are cultivars of 
Bronvaux medlar, depending on the number 
of epidermal layers. These are ‘Dardari’ like 
medlar and also ‘Jules d’Asnieres’ and ‘Jouinii’ 
resembling hawthorn. The derivative varieties 
gave other chimeras with intermediate signs 
between medlar and hawthorn, including one 
named +Crataegomespilus langei Seeliger. It 
was discovered at Anzig, also near Metz, in 
1913 by Ludwig Lange (Seeliger, 1926).

In 1902, a similar case of a medlar grafted 
on hawthorn was found at La Grange in 
Saujon (France). The Saujon medlar, like 
the Bronvaux medlar, gave an extensive 
range of morphologically different chimeras 
(Guillaumin, 1949). The chimeras obtained on 
this tree were described as +Crataegomespilus 
bonnieri Daniel, +C. brunii Daniel, +C.  lotsyi 

Daniel, and +C.  rivieri Daniel (Daniel, 1909, 
1914). A new form that grew up as +C. dardari 
sport was named +C. batesonii Daniel (Daniel, 
1924). Unfortunately, not all of them have 
survived our times (Bourlès, 2022).

Angelo Manaresi (1915) reported about a 
new hawthorn-medlar graft hybrid in Tomba 
(Italy). It is known as +Crataegomespilus 
manaresii Lopriore. Its entirely pubescent 
leaves are similar to +C. dardari var. asnieresii 
(C.K.  Schned.) Rehder, and the flowers are 
similar to hawthorn, but the fruits are large 
and brown (Hjelmqvist, 1937; Guillaumin, 1949).

Original hawthorn-medlar chimeras were 
developed by Friedrich von Bergann (Bergann 
& Bergann, 1984; von Bergann, 1989) in 
Hamburg (Germany). Crataegus ×media Bechst. 
took part in forming these chimeras named 
+Crataegomespilus potsdamiensis Bergann & 
L. Bergann ‘Diekto’ and ‘Monekto’.

Material and methods

The study was conducted in collection sites 
of the Department of Dendrology of the 
M.M.  Hryshko National Botanical Garden 
in Kyiv in 2021–2022. Two adult hawthorn-
medlar trees, grafted on a hawthorn probably 
by V.  Oleshko, as well as their shoots, leaves, 
flowers, and fruits were examined. The 
repositories of the Biodiversity Heritage 
Library (BHL, 2023) and the Digital Library 
of the National Library of France (Gallica, 
2023) were used to access old papers. Both 
nomenclature codes: the International Code of 
Nomenclature for algae, fungi, and plants (ICN 
– Turland et  al., 2018) and the International 
Code of Nomenclature for Cultivated Plants 
(ICNCP – Brickell et  al., 2016) were used as 
rulebooks for nomenclature of sex hybrids and 
chimeras between hawthorn and medlar.

Results and discussion

Origin of ‘Kokhno’
According to Kokhno & Kurdyuk (1994) and 
Kokhno & Trofimenko (2005), the only sexual 
hybrid between Crataegus and Mespilus 
(×Crataemespilus grandiflora (Sm.) E.G. Camus) 
is hosted at the dendrological collections of 
V.I. Lipsky Botanical Garden of I.I. Mechnikov 
Odesa National University, but there is no 
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known +Crataegomespilus in Ukraine. This is 
not totally true because +Crataegomespilus 
dardari ‘Asnieresii’ was introduced in 1991 
in the former Donetsk Experimental Station 
of Horticulture by one of the authors of this 
paper. The scions of +C.  dardari ‘Asnieresii’ 
were obtained from the Central Botanical 
Garden of the Academy of Sciences of Belarus 
(Mezhenskyj, 2006; Mezhenska & Mezhenskyj, 
2013). No other cases of +Crataegomespilus 
introduction in Ukraine have been recorded.

At the site of M.M.  Hryshko National 
Botanical Garden, where the collection of 
hawthorn species is located, there are two 
hawthorn trees grafted by a medlar (Fig.  1 A). 
Our attention was attracted by the unusual 
appearance of these plants due to heterocarpy 
– the single large fruits (like in ordinary 
medlar) occurred alternately with small and 
very small medlar-like fruits. We believe these 
grafts were made by Vladyslav Oleshko, using 
found a new plant intermediate between 
medlar and hawthorn.

Vladyslav Oleshko worked in the 
Department of Dendrology of the 
M.M.  Gryshko National Botanical Garden in 
2005–2015. He had earlier written his Ph.D. 
thesis on medlar. Later he described a putative 
hybrid between hawthorn and medlar in one 
of his works (Oleshko, 2009). Here we provide 
the corresponding paragraph from his 
article: “During expeditions to the Volhynia, 
we repeatedly had to encounter hybrid 
woody plants. In 1993, on the territory of the 
arboretum of one of the forestry-division 
offices, we selected a new hybrid species not 
described in the literature, which had signs of 
two genera: Crataegus L. and Mespilus L. This 
is a tree with weeping branches up to 5  m 
high. Trunks (2) rustling, dirty-brown. The 
branches are thick, dirty gray. Young shoots 
are densely pubescent. Thorns are few. These 
plants are characterized by pronounced 
heterophylly. A mixture of both medlar and 
hawthorn leaves (Crataegus ucrainica Pojark.) 
are found in the crowns. The latter, in size, 
approaches the cultural forms of the medlar 
(14 cm long and 5.6 cm wide). The flowers are 
not solitary (at the ends of the shoots), like in 
the common medlar (Mespilus germanica L.), 
but they are placed in racemes, and they are 
much larger (6  cm). The same goes for the 
fruits. They are not aligned in size and range 
from 0.5 to 5  cm in diameter. The seeds are 

sterile. Hybrid plants we called Kokhno’s 
hawthorn-medlar (Crataegomespilus 
×kochnovii Oleshko)”.

The discovery of regrafted trees in the 
depths of the forest plantations became a 
little sensation due to the unusualness of the 
case. Since their appearance coincides with 
Oleshko’s description, they can be assumed to 
be the respective plant.

Morphology
A deciduous tree, 3  m high. Shoots are 
sometimes thorny, with thorns 1–2  cm long. 
Leaves simple, usually elliptic or oblong, 
up to 12  cm long, 3.5–4.5  cm wide, entire 
or finely serrate, softly pubescent on both 
surfaces; stalk 5  mm long, hairy. Remarkably, 
the leaves of most branches in the crowns 
are like in medlar, and only one branch on the 
top of the tree carried hawthorn-like leaves 
(Fig.  1  B). Inflorescences are terminal at the 
top of extension shoots and leafy short ones, 
one–two-flowered or three–five-flowered in 
corymb; axes canescent; flowers pentamerous, 
4–5 cm across, pure white; styles five (Fig. 1 C 
& D). Flowering occurs in the first half of 
May, fruiting – at the end of October or in 
November. Fruits are pomes, globular, and 
brown. Fruits are of two types – large varietal 
medlar and medlar-like, but small or very small 
(Fig.  1 E & F). Pyrenes have neither seeds nor 
inner chambers.

Following our observations, the discovered 
plant is well adapted to the climatic conditions 
of Forest-Steppe of Ukraine and performs 
nicely as an ornamental and fruit cultivar.

Taxonomy and nomenclature
Chimeras between hawthorn and medlar are 
known to have originated by grafting Mespilus 
germanica onto Crataegus ssp. Usually, 
Crataegus oxyacantha L. (épine blanche 
in French) is listed as a rootstock for both 
Bronvaux medlar (Bellair, 1899; Jouin, 1899; 
Simon-Louis, 1899; Koehne, 1901) and Saujon 
medlar (Daniel, 1909, 1914, 1924). Carl Linnaeus 
something confused subsequent generations 
of botanists regarding C.  oxyacantha 
because under this name, he placed in his 
herbarium morphologically distinct plants 
(Dandy, 1943), which now are recognized 
as independent species – C.  rhipidohylla 
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Figure 1. Crataegus (+Crataegomespilus) ‘Kokhno’: A – trees of medlar-hawthorn chimera; B – hawthorn-like 
leaves at the top of the branch; C – branch in the blooming; D – multiflowered inflorescence; E – branch in 
the fruiting stage; F – variation of fruits.
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Gand. (Christensen,  1992) and C. monogyna 
Jacq. Since the name C.  oxyacantha became 
a source of confusion, it was rejected 
(Lambinon, 1981; Brummitt, 1986).

Crataegus oxyacantha was popular in 
horticulture as a rootstock for quince, 
medlar, pear, etc. This name has been used 
in historical times for two-styled C.  laevigata 
(Poir.) DC., as well as for one-styled species 
(Byatt, 1974). Some botanists applied this name 
to C.  monogyna. Many botanists believe that 
C.  monogyna is a component of Bronvoux 
medlar (Jouin, 1899; Noll, 1905; Weiss, 1930; 
Phipps et al., 2003; Fichtner & Wissemann, 
2021). Both Bronvaux medlar and Saujon medlar 
are unstable graft-chimeras forming shoots of 
various intermediate structures in different 
proportions between parental species and, by 
bud variation, may give rise to pure hawthorn 
or pure medlar branches (Koehne, 1901; 
Noll, 1905; Daniel, 1919, 1924; Swingle, 1927; 
Weiss, 1930; Guillaumin, 1949). Concerning 
+Crataegomespilus langei, there are references 
that initially medlar was grafted on C. laevigata 
(Weiss, 1930; Byatt et al., 1977) on the one hand 
or it is considered as a bud sport of ‘Jules 
d’Asnières’ (Guillaumin, 1949) on the other 
hand. The leaves of +C. langei have many more 
hairs than the medlar, while +C. dardari and 
+C. asnieresii C.K. Schned have approximately 
the same number of hairs (Weiss, 1930). 
There are events of dechimerization of ‘Jules 
d’Asnières’ with a return to the pure parental 
state of C. monogyna. In the case of +C. langei, 
shoot of C. monogyna var. lanigera Beck 
can develop (Guillaumin, 1949). It should be 
noted that misidentifications are possible for 
C.  monogyna in horticultural practice due 
to numerous intermediate forms of hybrid 
origin, especially since there are many similar-
looking one-styled species of C. rhipidophylla 
Gand.  s.l. and C. ×subsphaerica Gand.  s.l. 
complexes (Fichtner & Wissemann, 2021).

A component of the chimera developed 
by Bergann is Crataegus ×media ‘Paulii’, 
which originated from the crossing between 
C.  monogyna and C. laevigata. According to 
Oleshko (2009), C. ucrainica is one of the 
species that took part in forming the Volhynian 
medlar mentioned above. Considering that 
several species of hawthorn combined 
with medlar took part in chimeras’ origin, 
different species names could be applied, not 
only +Crataegomespilus dardari. However, 

according to current ideas, the species name 
+C.  dardari is incorrect. Now it is written 
as +Crataegomespilus ‘Dardari’. The graft 
chimeras cannot have species names because 
they simultaneously combine genotypes of 
two species (Brickell et al., 2016). However, if 
graft chimeras are intergeneric, they can be 
given the new genus name.

In the present work, the original spelling of 
the specific epithet, formed from the surname 
with the ending ‘-i’ instead of ‘-ii’ and with a 
capital letter, has been corrected following 
Art.  60.1, Rec. 60C.1, Rec. 60F.1, Ex. 24 of the 
ICN (Turland et al., 2018). The material studied 
by Oleshko and named Crataegomespilus 
×kochnovii, nom. nudum is a graft-hybrid, but 
Oleshko believed it to be a sexual hybrid and, 
accordingly, he published it as a nothospecies.

In general, 13 +Crataegomespilus forms 
were named and reported by the date (Simon-
Louis, 1899; Noll, 1905; Schneider, 1906; Daniel, 
1914, 1919, 1924; Lopriore, 1921; Seeliger, 1926; 
Bergann & Bergann, 1984; Oleshko, 2009):

1. +Crataegomespilus asnieresii C.K. Schned. 
(syn.: +C.  dardari var. crataegoides Zabel.; 
+C.  dardari var. asnieresii (C.K.  Schned.) 
Rehder; +C.  dardari f. asnieresii 
Koehne; +Crataegomespilus ‘Asnieresii’; 
+Crataegomespilus ‘Jules d’Asnières’)

2. +Crataegomespilus batesonii Daniel
3. +Crataegomespilus bonnieri Daniel
4. +Crataegomespilus brunii Daniel
5. +Crataegomespilus dardari Simon-Louis 

(syn.: +C. dardari var. mespilioides Zabel)
6. +Crataegomespilus jouinii Noll
7. +Crataegomespilus kochnoi Oleshko
8. +Crataegomespilus langei Seeliger
9. +Crataegomespilus lotsyi Daniel
10. +Crataegomespilus manaresii Lopriore
11. +Crataegomespilus potsdamiensis Bergann 

& L. Bergann ‘Diekto’
12. +Crataegomespilus potsdamiensis Bergann 

& L. Bergann ‘Monekto’
13. +Crataegomespilus rivieri Daniel

Regarding the spelling of the generic name, 
Simon-Louis gave the name Crataegо-Mespilus 
through a hyphen. According to Art. 20.3 of the 
ICN (Turland et al., 2018), the name of a genus 
may not consist of two words unless a hyphen 
joins these words, and the hyphenated generic 
name should be retained (Art. 60, Note  6). 
However, following Art. 20.3, Note 3, the names 
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of intergeneric hybrids are formed according 
to the provisions of Art. H.6. Consequently, 
according to Art. H.6.2, Ex. 5, using a hyphen is 
treated as an error and should be corrected by 
deleting the hyphen. The formation of ‘generic’ 
names of grafts-chimeras is the same way as 
intergeneric hybrids; therefore, the correct 
spelling should be Crataegоmespilus (McNeill 
et al., 2016).

Plants in cultivation may be named 
following the ICN (Turland et al., 2018), but 
there is an except for graft-chimeric genera, 
which are governed by the ICNCP (Brickell 
et al., 2016). According to Art. 24 of the ICNCP, 
a graft-chimera can be indicated by a formula 
with the names of both parents in alphabetical 
order, which are joined by a plus sign (+), e.g., 
Crataegus + Mespilus (Art. 24.2, Ex.  1) or by 
a combined name, e.g., +Crataegomespilus 
(Art. 24.3, Ex. 2). The name +Crataegomespilus, 
which is a graft chimera is different from 
×Crataemespilus, which is a true hybrid 
between the same genera, Crataegus and 
Mespilus. However, for some reason, certain 
authors applied the name Crataegomespilus for 
both sexual hybrids and graft chimeras (Bean, 
1914; Rehder, 1940; Kokhno & Trofimenko, 
2005).

Crataegus and Mespilus were recognized 
as phylogenetically distinct genera in Maleae, 
showing Mespilus as a sister genus to 
Crataegus (Campbell et al., 1995, 2007; Potter et 
al., 2007). However, due to the lack of a single 
character by which Mespilus germanica can be 
distinguished from any species of Crataegus, it 
was proposed to combine these two genera (Lo 
et al., 2007). Uniting Mespilus with Crataegus 
was then facilitated by Talent et al. (2008), who 
proposed to conserve the name Crataegus for 
nomenclatural stability. Mespilus has been 
merged with Crataegus (Turland et  al., 2018; 
Ufimov & Dickinson, 2020), and M. germanica 
obtained the new name Crataegus germanica 
(L.) O.  Kuntze. However, Phipps (2014, 2016) 
argued the differences between Mespilus and 
Crataegus and regarded the merging of these 
two genera as optional or unnecessary.

As a result, there are differences between 
the ICN (Turland et  al., 2018) and ICNCP 
(Brickell et al., 2016) in treating these genera. 
According to the ICN, Mespilus is treated as 
a taxonomic synonym of Crataegus, while 
ICNCP considers them as separate genera and 
widely cites the name +Crataegomespilus in its 

articles. Nonetheless, when the component 
taxa of a graft chimera belong to the same 
genus, the name of the graft chimera is the 
name of the genus followed by a cultivar 
epithet (ICNCP, Art. 24.5)

The graft chimera might be given a cultivar 
name if both ‘parents’ belong to the same 
genus. The cultivar is a basic category for plants 
used in agriculture, forestry, and horticulture, 
and epithets in names are retained as cultivar 
epithets (ICNCP, Art. 28, Note 2, Note 4). 
Therefore all +Crataegomespilus ‘species’ may 
be and must be treated as the cultivars, e.g., 
+C. dardari = +Crataegomespilus ‘Dardari’, 
+C. rivieri = +Crataegomespilus ‘Rivieri’, +C. 
potsdamiensis ‘Diekto’ = +Crataegomespilus 
‘Diekto’, etc. The cultivar epithet ‘Jules 
d’Asnières’ is preferable for +C. asnieresii, not 
‘Asnieresii’ (ICNCP, Art. 24. Ex. 5). Since the 
name C. ×kochnovii proposed by Oleshko for 
putative sexual hybris without diagnosis is a 
nomen nudum and mistaken, there is no reason 
to use its specific epithet in the Latinized 
form for cultivar name. Therefore, we give 
this chimera a cultivar epithet ‘Kokhno’ under 
the original spelling of the name of famous 
Ukrainian dendrologist Mykola Kokhno. 
Considering Mespilus merging within the 
genus Crataegus, this chimera is named here 
Crataegus ‘Kokhno’.

Conclusions

The studied tree in the M.M. Hryshko National 
Botanical Garden dendrological collection 
with features intermediate between medlar 
and hawthorn species is a graft chimera. Since 
Mespilus germanica is transferred to Crataegus 
as Crataegus germanica, the graft chimera 
taxonomically belongs to the genus Crataegus, 
not +Crataegomespilus in the recommendation 
of ICNCP; therefore a name Crataegus ‘Kokhno’ 
for this chimera has been proposed. The new 
chimera is adapted to the climatic conditions 
of Forest-Steppe of Ukraine and performs well 
as an ornamental and fruit cultivar.

Acknowledgements

We thank BScPhD James B. Phipps (Canada) for 
comments on the chimeras.



Plant Introduction • 99/100 9

Notice of a new Crataegus ‘Kokhno’ and +Crataegomespilus

References

Bean, W.J. (1911). Graft hybrids. Bulletin of 
Miscellaneous Information, Royal Gardens, Kew, 
1911(6), 267. https://doi.org/10.2307/4114991

Bean, W.J. (1914). Trees and shrubs hardy in the British 
Isles. Vol. 1. J. Murray.

Bellair, G. (1899). Hybrides anormaux. Revue 
Horticole, 71, 482–484.

Bergann, F., & Bergann, L. (1984). Gelungene 
experimentelle Synthese zweier neuer 
Pfropfchimären – die Rotdornmispeln von Potsdam: 
+Crataegomespilus potsdamiensis cv. ‘Diekto’, cv. 
‘Monekto’. Biologisches Zentralblatt, 103, 283–293.

BHL. (2023). Biodiversity Heritage Library. https://
biodiversitylibrary.org/

Bourlès, J.-F. (2022). Graft hybrids found in France. 
https://www.greffer.com/chimera/

Brickell, C.D., Alexander, C., Cubey, J.J., David, J.C., 
Hoffman, M.H.A., Leslie, A.C., Malécot,  V., 
& Jin,  X.B. (2016). International code of 
nomenclature for cultivated plants (ICNCP or 
Cultivated Plant Code), ninth edition. Scripta 
Horticulturae, 18, 1–190.

Brummitt, R.K. (1986). Report of the Committee 
for Spermatophyta: 30. Taxon, 35(3), 557–563. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1221918

Byatt, J.I. (1974). Application of the names Crataegus 
calycina Peterm. and C. oxyacantha L. Journal of the 
Linnean Botanical Society, 69, 15–21. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1974.tb01610.x

Byatt, J.I., Ferguson, I.K., & Murray, B.G. (1977). 
Intergeneric hybrids between Crataegus L. and 
Mespilus L.: a fresh look at an old problem. Botanical 
Journal of the Linnean Society, 74(4), 329–343. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1977.tb01185.x

Campbell, C.S., Donoghue, M.J., Baldwin, B.G., 
& Wojciechowski, M.F. (1995). Phylogenetic 
relationships in Maloideae (Rosaceae): evidence 
from sequences of the internal transcribed spacers 
of nuclear ribosomal DNA and its congruence 
with morphology. American Journal of Botany, 82, 
903–918. https://doi.org/10.2307/2445977

Campbell, C.S., Evans, R.C., Morgan, D.R., 
Dickinson, T.A., & Arsenault, M.P. (2007). 
Phylogeny of subtribe Pyrinae (formerly the 
Maloideae, Rosaceae): limited resolution of a 
complex evolutionary history. Plant Systematics 
and Evolution, 266, 119–145. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00606-007-0545-y

Christensen, K.I. (1992). Revision of Crataegus 
sect. Crataegus and nothosect. Crataeguineae 
(Rosaceae – Maloideae) in the Old World. 
Systematic Botany Monographs, 35, 1–199. https://
doi.org/10.2307/25027810

Dandy, J.E. (1943). The typification of Crataegus 
oxyacantha L. Report / Botanical Society Exchange 
Club of the British Isles, 12(6), 867–868.

Daniel, L. (1898). La variation dans la greffe et 
l’hérédité des caractères acquis. Annales des 
Sciences Naturelles. Botanique, 8(1–3), 1–226.

Daniel, L. (1909). Sur un nouvel hybride de greffe 
entre Aubépine et Néflier. Comptes Rendus de 
l’Académie des Sciences, 149, 1008–1010.

Daniel, L. (1914). L`hybridation asexuelle ou 
variation spécifique chez les plantes greffées. 
Revue Générale de Botanique, 26, 305–341.

Daniel, L. (1919). Sur la stabilité et l’hérédité 
des Crataegomespilus et des Pirocydonia. Revue 
Bretonne de Botanique, 14, 21–24.

Daniel, L. (1924). Nouvelles observations sur les 
Hybrides de Greïîe et l’hérédité chez les plantes 
greffées. Revue Bretonne de Botanique Pure et 
Appliquée, 19, 1–240.

Elwes, H.J., & Henry, A. (2013). The trees of Great Britain 
and Ireland. Vol. 7. Cambridge University Press.

Fichtner, A., & Wissemann, V. (2021). Biological 
flora of the British Isles: Crataegus monogyna. 
Journal of Ecology, 109(1), 541–571. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2745.13554

Frank, M.H., & Chitwood, D.H. (2016). Plant 
chimeras: the good, the bad, and the ‘Bizzaria’. 
Developmental Biology, 419(1), 41–53. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ydbio.2016.07.003

Gallica. (2023). La bibliothèque numérique de la 
Bibliothèque nationale de France (BnF). https://
gallica.bnf.fr/

Guillaumin, A. (1949). A propos des chiméres. 
Annales des Sciences Naturelles. Botanique et Biologie 
Végétale, 10, 1–19.

Haberlandt, G. (1930). Das Wesen der 
Crataegomespili. Sitzungsberichte der Königlich 
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
Physikalisch-Mathematische Klasse, 1930, 374–394.

Hjelmqvist, H. (1937). Ein paar neue Crataegomespili. 
Hereditas, 22(3), 376–394.

Jouin, E. (1899). Peut-on obtenir des hybrides par 
le greffage? Le Neflier de Bronvaux. Le Jardin, 13, 
22–24.

Koehne, E. (1901). Zwei Pfropfbastarde von 
Crataegus monogyna und Mespilus germanica. 
Gartenflora, 50, 628–633.

Kokhno, M.A., & Trofimenko, N.M. (Eds.). (2005). 
Dendroflora of Ukraine. Phytosociocenter. 
(in Ukrainian)

Kokhno, N.A., & Kurdyuk, A.M. (1994). Theoretical 
foundations and experience of the introduction 
of woody plants in Ukraine. Naukova Dumka. 
(in Russian)

https://doi.org/10.2307/4114991
https://biodiversitylibrary.org/
https://biodiversitylibrary.org/
https://www.greffer.com/chimera/
https://doi.org/10.2307/1221918
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1974.tb01610.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1974.tb01610.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1977.tb01185.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1977.tb01185.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2445977
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00606-007-0545-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00606-007-0545-y
https://doi.org/10.2307/25027810
https://doi.org/10.2307/25027810
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13554
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ydbio.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ydbio.2016.07.003
https://gallica.bnf.fr/
https://gallica.bnf.fr/


10 Plant Introduction • 99/100

Mezhenskyi & Klymenko

Lambinon, J. (1981). Proposition de rejet 
Crataegus oxyacantha L., Sp. Pl., ed. 1: 477. 
1753 (Malaceae). Taxon, 30(1), 362. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1219416

Lo, E.E.Y., Stefanovic, S., & Dickinson, T.A. 
(2007). Molecular reappraisal of the 
relationship between Crataegus and Mespilus 
(Rosaceae, Pyreae) – two genera or one? 
Systematic Botany, 32, 596–616. https://doi.
org/10.1600/036364407782250562

Lopriore, G. (1921). Graft hybrids. L`Italia Agricola, 
58(6), 172–175.

Manaresi, A. (1915). Un nuovo ibrido d’innesto. Le 
Stazioni Sperimentali Agrarie Italiane, 48, 513–524.

McNeill, J., Shaw, J.M.H., & Wiersema, J.H. (2016). 
(390) Proposal to preclude homonymy of generic 
names with names of intergeneric graft-hybrids 
(chimeras). Taxon, 65, 1198–1199. https://doi.
org/10.12705/655.39

Mezhenska, L.O, & Mezhenskyj, V.M. (2013). Genus 
hawtorn (Crataegus L.) in Ukraine: introduction, 
breeding, and eco-biological characteristics. 
Comprint. (in Ukrainian)

Mezhenskyj, V.M. (2006). Catalog of the collection of 
unusual fruit crops, ornamental trees, and shrubs. 
Artemivska Doslidna Stantsiia Rozsadnytstva. 
(in Ukrainian)

Noll, F. (1905). Blütenzweige zweier Bastarde von 
Crataegus monogyna und Mespilus germanica. 
Sitzungsberichte der Niederrheinischen Gesellschaft 
für Natur- und Heilkunde zu Bonn, 1905, 20–53.

Oleshko, V.V. (2009). Breeding as a means of 
enriching ornamental woody plants. Naukovyi 
Visnyk NUBiP Ukrainy, 135, Unpaginated Article. 
(in Ukrainian)

Phipps, J.B. (2014). Mespilus Linnaeus. In Flora of 
North America Editorial Committee (Eds.), Flora of 
North America. Vol. 9. Magnoliophyta: Picramniaceae 
to Rosaceae. Oxford University Press. http://www.
efloras.org/florataxon.aspx?flora_id=1&taxon_
id=120360

Phipps, J.B. (2016). Studies in Mespilus, Crataegus, 
and ×Crataemespilus (Rosaceae). I. Differentiation 
of Mespilus and Crataegus, expansion of 
×Crataemespilus, with supplementary observations 
on differences between the Crataegus and 
Amelanchier clades. Phytotaxa, 257(3), 201–229 
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.257.3.1

Phipps, J.B., O’Kennon, R.J., & Lance, R. (2003). 
Hawthorns and medlars. Timber Press.

Potter, D., Eriksson, T., Evans, R.C., Oh, S.-H., 
Smedmark, J.E.E., Morgan, D.R., Kerr,  M.S., & 
Campbel, C.S. (2007). Phylogeny and classification 
of Rosaceae. Plant Systematics and Evolution, 66, 
5–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00606-007-0539-9

Rehder, A. (1940). Manual of cultivated trees and 
shrubs hardy in North America. Macmillan.

Schneider, C.K. (1906). Illustriertes Handbuch der 
Laubholzkunde. Bd. 1. Verlag of Gustav Fisher.

Seeliger, R. (1926). Die Weissdornmispel von Anzig. 
Berichte der Deutschen Botanischen Gesellschaft, 44, 
506.

Simon-Louis, L. (1899). Crataego-Mespilus Dardari. 
Revue Horticole, 71, 403–404.

Swingle, C.F. (1927). Graft hybrids in plants. Journal 
of Heredity, 18(2), 73–94.

Talent, N., Eckenwalder, J.E., Lo, E., Christensen, K.I., 
& Dickinson, T.A. (2008). (1847). Proposal to 
conserve the name Crataegus against Mespilus 
(Rosaceae). Taxon, 57(3), 1007–1008. https://doi.
org/10.1002/tax.573042

Turland, N.J., Wiersema, J.H., Barrie, F.R., 
Greuter, W., Hawksworth, D.L., Herendeen, P.S., 
Knapp, S., Kusber, W.-H., Li, D.-Z., Marhold, K., 
May, T.W., McNeill, J., Monro, A.M., Prado,  J., 
Price, M.J., & Smith, G.F. (Eds.). (2018). 
International Code of Nomenclature for algae, 
fungi, and plants (Shenzhen Code) adopted by 
the Nineteenth International Botanical Congress 
Shenzhen, China, July 2017. Regnum Vegetabile, 
159, 1–254. https://doi.org/10.12705/Code.2018

Ufimov, R.A., & Dickinson, T.A. (2020). Infrageneric 
nomenclature adjustments in Crataegus  L. (Maleae, 
Rosaceae). Phytologia, 102(3), 177–199. https://www.
phytologia.org/uploads/2/3/4/2/23422706/102_3_177-
199ufimov_and_dickinsoncratageus9-2-20.pdf

von Baur, E. (1910). Pfropfbastarde. Biologisches 
Centalblatt, 30(15), 497–514.

von Bergann, F. (1989). Zwei dendrologische 
Neuheiten – die Rotdornmispeln von Potsdam: 
+Crataegomespilus potsdamiensis cv. ‘Diekto’, 
cv. ‘Monekto’. Mitteilungen der Deutschen 
Dendrologischen Gesellschaft, 79, 115–116.

von Meyer, J. (1915). Die Crataegomespili von 
Bronvaux. Zeitschrift fur Induktive Abstammungsuns- 
und Vererbungslehre, 13(3/4), 193–233.

Weiss, F.E. (1930). The problem of graft hybrids and 
chimeras. Biological Reviews, 5(3), 231–271. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.1930.tb00618.x

https://doi.org/10.2307/1219416
https://doi.org/10.2307/1219416
https://doi.org/10.1600/036364407782250562
https://doi.org/10.1600/036364407782250562
https://doi.org/10.12705/655.39
https://doi.org/10.12705/655.39
http://www.efloras.org/florataxon.aspx?flora_id=1&taxon_id=120360
http://www.efloras.org/florataxon.aspx?flora_id=1&taxon_id=120360
http://www.efloras.org/florataxon.aspx?flora_id=1&taxon_id=120360
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.257.3.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00606-007-0539-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.573042
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.573042
https://doi.org/10.12705/Code.2018
https://www.phytologia.org/uploads/2/3/4/2/23422706/102_3_177-199ufimov_and_dickinsoncratageus9-2-20
https://www.phytologia.org/uploads/2/3/4/2/23422706/102_3_177-199ufimov_and_dickinsoncratageus9-2-20
https://www.phytologia.org/uploads/2/3/4/2/23422706/102_3_177-199ufimov_and_dickinsoncratageus9-2-20
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.1930.tb00618.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.1930.tb00618.x


Plant Introduction • 99/100 11

Notice of a new Crataegus ‘Kokhno’ and +Crataegomespilus

Повідомлення про новий сорт Crataegus ‘Kokhno’ та +Crataegomespilus

Володимир Меженський 1, Юрій Клименко 2

1 Національний університет біоресурсів та природокористування України, вул. Героїв Оборони, 15, 
Київ, 03041, Україна; mezh1956@ukr.net
2 Національний ботанічний сад ім. М.М. Гришка Національної академії наук України, вул. Садово-
Ботанічна, 1, Київ, 01014, Україна; klimenco109@ukr.net

Crataegus (+Crataegomespilus) ‘Kokhno’ – це нова прищеплена химера, що виникла з місця з’єднання 
Crataegus germanica (= Mespilus germanica) прищепленого на Crataegus sp. У 1993 році Владислав Олешко 
в дендропарку одного з лісгоспів Волинської області знайшов вірогідний гібрид глоду з мушмулою, 
який назвав на честь відомого українського дендролога Миколи Кохна. Він вважав, що ця рослина 
є результатом схрещування Mespilus germanica з Crataegus ucrainica, оскільки характеризується 
гетерофілією, маючи суміш листків мушмули та глоду; не поодинокі, а розташовані в щитках квітки; 
його плоди не вирівняні за розмірами й коливаються від 0,5 до 5,0 см в діаметрі. Вивчення цієї 
глодомушмули в дендрологічній колекції Національного ботанічного саду ім. М.М. Гришка дозволило 
зробити висновок, що вона є прищепленою химерою, а не статевим гібридом глоду з мушмулою. 
Цей сорт глодомушмули морфологічно схожий з мушмулою, але відрізняється розташуванням 
квіток і плодів. Плоди подібні до плодів сортової мушмули розвиваються з поодиноких квіток, тоді 
як нетипові дрібні плоди скупчені групами. Плоди обох типів не містять насінин у кісточках. Сорт 
‘Kokhno’ адаптований до умов Лісостепу України і демонструє хороші показники як декоративна і 
плодова культура. Подано нарис історії та номенклатури прищеплених гібридів (химер) між Crataegus 
і Mespilus.

Ключові слова: Crataegus, Mespilus, +Crataegomespilus, ×Crataemespilus, химера, МКН, МКНКР, інтродукція, таксономія


