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A few comments on a recent ‘Guide to the
Orchids of Europe…’

par Pierre DELFORGE (*)

Abstract. DELFORGE, P. - A few comments on a recent ‘Guide to the Orchids of Europe…’ .
K. KREUTZ recently published a voluminous guide to the Orchids of Europe (KREUTZ 2024).
However, this work is only a summary of a forthcoming six-volume work which, accord-
ing to KREUTZ, will be a comprehensive and definitive treatise on the subject. KREUTZ has
been periodically announcing the publication of this definitive work for more than twenty
years now. As there are many errors in the guide he has just published, here is a list of
those that concern only the taxa I have described or worked on. Other authors have
already begun this process for the species they themselves have described. The aim is to
enable KREUTZ to make the necessary corrections in his forthcoming ‘Magnum Opus’

My comments are classified into six topics: (1) photographs that do not represent the
species or variety they are supposed to illustrate, (2) curious position of certain species
within their genus, (3) errors and oddities in nomenclature, (4) contradictions in the phe-
nology of species, (5) contradictions and mistakes in the distribution of species, and finally
(6) other errors and mistakes, particularly those that are very numerous in the captions of
the photographs.

Furthermore, in a highly unusual move, KREUTZ gives in the introduction to his guide his
generally negative opinion of the guides to European orchids published shortly before his
own. As two of my guides are among the works criticised, this note begins with a reflection
on what KREUTZ says in this regard.
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Résumé. P. DELFORGE. - Quelques remarques sur un récent “Guide des Orchidées d’Europe…”.
K. KREUTZ a récemment publié un volumineux guide des Orchidées d’Europe (KREUTZ

2024). Cet ouvrage n’est cependant que le résumé d’un travail à paraître, en six volumes,
qui, selon KREUTZ, sera une somme complète et indépassable sur le sujet. KREUTZ a péri-
odiquement annoncé la parution de cet ouvrage définitif depuis plus de vingt ans main-
tenant. Comme il y a beaucoup d’erreurs dans le guide qu’il vient de publier, est présentée
ici  une  liste  d’ erreurs qui concernent uniquement des taxons que j’ai décrits ou sur
lesquels j’ai travaillé. D’autres auteurs ont déjà entamé cette démarche pour les espèces
qu’ils ont eux-mêmes décrites. Le but est de permettre à KREUTZ de faire les corrections
nécessaires dans son ‘Magnum Opus’ à paraître. 

Mes remarques sont classées en six rubriques: (1) photographies ne représentant pas
l’espèce ou la variété qu’elles sont censées illustrer, (2) position curieuse de certaines
espèces à l’intérieur de leur genre, (3) fautes et bizarreries dans la nomenclature, (4) contra-
dictions dans la phénologie des taxons, (5) contradictions et fautes dans la distribution des
taxons et enfin (6) autres fautes et erreurs, notamment celles, très nombreuses dans les
légendes des photographies.

Par ailleurs, de manière très inhabituelle, KREUTZ donne, dans l’introduction de son guide,
son opinion, généralement négative, sur les guides des Orchidées d’Europe publiés un peu
avant le sien. Comme deux de mes guides font partie des ouvrages critiqués, la présente
note commence par une réflexion sur ce que KREUTZ affirme à ce propos.

(*) www.orchidelforge.eu
Communication mise en ligne le 9.XI.2025.

DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.2.1834238728

Orchidelforge.eu. Communication 11 (2025): 1-14

Copyright © 2025 P. Delforge. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author is credited and that the original publication is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practi-
ce. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

www.orchidelforge.eu

Comm11  9.11.25  16:16  Page 1



2

Karel KREUTZ has accumulated an enormous amount of documentation on
European orchids over half a century of travel and research. He has been
announcing regularly for the past twenty years that he would publish a
‘definitive’ work on European orchids, his ‘Magnum Opus’ (e.g. KREUTZ

2004, 2017). At the end of 2024, he published what he considers to be a field
guide (1,200 pages, almost 4,000 images, 2.9 kg), summarising his future
‘Magnum Opus’ (KREUTZ 2024).
Usually, in the introduction to a botanical guide, the author explain the main
characteristics and lifestyles of the plants covered, as well as how to use the
book. But in his introduction, KREUTZ also repeatedly gives his opinion, gen-
erally negative, on guides already published by his colleagues. As two of my
works are among those criticised by Kreutz in his introduction, I would like
to share my views on this matter. 
Two authors recently pointed out that several photographs of Epipactis pub-
lished by KREUTZ in his guide did not represent the species they had
described (HERTEL & PRESSER 2025: 250). They added that they would not
comment on the other clearly erroneous illustrations in the KREUTZ’s guide
because they did not concern taxa that they themselves had published. In the
same vein, I have compiled below some of the errors I have noticed that con-
cern only taxa that I have described or worked on. As KREUTZ states that his
guide is only a summary of a larger, six-volume work that he will soon be
publishing, I hope that my present note will enable him to make the neces-
sary corrections in the larger work he has announced. 

KREUTZ’s critiques of guides published shortly before his own
p. 3. «Unlike the Guides by BAUMANN et al. (2006), DELFORGE (2016), KÜHN et al. (2019) GRIEBL

& PRESSER (2021), HENNECKE (2021), this guide is the first comprehensive overview of all distin-
guishable taxa of Europe, North-Africa and the Middle-East». 
This self-promotional assertion is not right notably because:

(i) many earlier works were complete for the Euro-Mediterranean territo-
ry they covered at the time of publication (e.g. REICHENBACH fil. 1851; CAMUS

1908; KELLER et al. 1930-1940; LANDWEHR 1977; SUNDERMANN 1980; BUTTLER

1986; DELFORGE 2005A); 
(ii) the KREUTZ’s guide is far from complete: after an initial review, I found

around fifty taxa described recently or in the past, missing from this guide if
I follow KREUTZ’s own criteria; 

(iii) many taxa in the KREUTZ’s guide are not distinguishable. As there is
no key in the guide, it is very difficult to separate taxa that are so similar in
morphology that their description sheets and illustrations seem almost iden-
tical.

p. 9. «No identification key is included here. Such keys are also conspicuously absent from other
guides such as […] the latest edition of DELFORGE (2016) […] » .

This statement is false. In all my guides, there is a key to genera, and, within
genera, if applicable, a key to groups, and finally a key to species. In the
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fourth edition of the guide to European orchids (DELFORGE 2016), contrary to
what KREUTZ claims, there is indeed a key to genera and keys to groups for
large genera that contain them. For editorial reasons, I unfortunately had to
abandon the keys to species, because this would have exceeded the number
of pages agreed with the publisher. So, contrary to what KREUTZ asserts,
there are indeed keys in this fourth edition of my guide, as well as in its
Spanish version (DELFORGE 2018) and in all others guides I have published
(DELFORGE 1994-2021). 

With his false statement, KREUTZ attempts to justify the total absence of
keys in his work. This lack is unacceptable for a 1,200-page field guide.
Indeed, the more taxa you present in a guide or monography, the more keys
are needed. For example, if you want to identify an Ophrys with the KREUTZ’s
guide, you will have to flip through some 500 pages, with no indication of
how to look. This is obviously not very practical.

p. 14. «DELFORGE (2005) has done very good work with the third edition of his [guide]. But in the
fourth edition (DELFORGE 2016), there is simply too many taxa missing; besides, many species (e.g.
from Iran) have not been considered at all». 
My guides (DELFORGE 1994, 1995A, B, 2001, 2002, 2005A, 2006A, B, 2016, 2018)
cover the orchids of the Western Palaearctic, so without Iran to the east.
KREUTZ’s guide includes Iran, country which is not, however, part of Europe
nor of the Western Palearctic in the geographical and botanical senses of the
term. There are therefore additional Iranian species that KREUTZ considers,
which does not make my guides incomplete. 

The same applies to Greenland in the west, until now an autonomous
Danish island which is not part of the European continent in the geographi-
cal and botanical senses of the term, but which KREUTZ has included in his
guide. With such reasoning, why not include the orchids of the French
departments Guadeloupe, La Réunion or Polynésie in a guide to the orchids
of Europe ? And can we then write that the other guides to European
orchids are incomplete because they do not consider the species of these exo-
tic French departments ?

p. 15. «Classifying all or most of the taxa in well-defined groups, as DELFORGE (2005, 2016)
attempted, seems highly problematic. To many taxa are simply impossible to pigeonholed in this
way.» and «new groups (alliances) are proposed here […] but not formally described».  

In fact, the concept of species group is best used in conjunction with the phy-
logenetic and evolutionary concepts of species, as in DELFORGE’s works (since
e.g. DELFORGE 1989, 1990A) and guides (since 1994), and in DEVILLERS and
DEVILLERS-TERSCHUREN’s works (e.g. 1994). A group is then a clade, a branch,
generally terminal, of the phylogenetical tree. But KREUTZ doesn’t use the
results of genetic and cladistic analyses to establish his groups. Indeed, he
relies solely on global morphology and ecology to delimit and classify taxa:
p. 14 «For the time being, the line of a morphological and ecological characterization of the taxa,
which have been followed in this work, seems the most practical one». Therefore, it is inap-
propriate to use the concept of a group in this context.
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Furthermore, KREUTZ writes several times that he does not really know
what a species is, which, in his opinion, is of no importance. He therefore
only presents taxa, i.e. entities of indeterminate rank: p. 12: «In my view, it does
not matter very much wich taxonomic status is given to a taxon» and «It is often almost impos-
sible to classify a taxon at the correct rank» and p. 16: «This work describes only taxa […] thus
no species». 

With this kind of “species no-concept”, the delimitation of species, which
is however the basis of a taxonomy (1), is very imprecise and dependent on a
set of morphological characteristics that are, in the author’s opinion, suffi-
cient to be distinguished. This systematics is necessary subjective and arbi-
trary, even more so because the characters that lead to taxonomic decisions
are never specified by KREUTZ.

As the concept of species used by KREUTZ is very imprecise, species grou-
pings seem inevitably difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. As a result, in
the KREUTZ’s guide, these are not groups in the scientific sense of the term,
but in the everyday, non-scientific sense. It is a grouping of taxa that appear
to be morphologically close in the author’s eyes, without the particularities
that allow the groupings being explained or the genealogical tree being set
out. 

On the other hand, if the diagnostic characteristics that define a group are
specified, as I have always done in my guides, it is then fairly easy to deter-
mine which species belong to that group. The same process is used to inclu-
de species in a genus. As KREUTZ defines genera and specifies their characte-
ristics, he can integrate into them the species that constitute them. He should
be able to do the same for species groups as well, but since he does not speci-
fy the characteristics that delimit the groups he creates, it is obviously diffi-
cult for him to know which species should be integrated into these entities.

Anomalies and errors that concern taxa that I have described or worked on

1. Photos not representing the described taxon

p. 123. Epipactis leptochila (GODFERY) GODFERY var. dinarica (S. HERTEL & RIECHELMANN)
P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Epipactis dinarica (S. HERTEL & RIECHELMANN)
KREUTZ. 
Photo A represents a hypochromatic Epipactis helleborine s.l. (shorter leaves
than E. dinarica). This photo was also placed for a moment as E. dinarica on
AHO Bayern Epipactis website, then removed because of its bad identifica-
tion. The epichile lenght, proportion, ornamentation, the hypochile/epichile
junction, the column and the too well developed viscidium, nothing of these
fits to E. dinarica. Photo B: flower too colored for E. dinarica. (R. ČIČMIR in
litt.).

(1) Shenghen Code and Madrid Code (TURLAND et al. 2018, 2025): «Art. 2.1. Every indivi-
dual organism is treated as belonging to an indefinite number of taxa at consecutively
subordinate ranks, among which the rank of species is basic».
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p. 314. Gymnadenia corneliana (BEAUVERD) TEPPNER & KLEIN f. vesubiana (G. KELLER)
P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Nigritella corneliana (BEAUVERD) GÖLZ

& H.R. REINHARD var. vesubiana (G. KELLER) G. FOELSCHE & W. FOELSCHE.

The three photos represent Gymnadenia corneliana f. corneliana with flowers of
normal colour from the locus typicus (France, Isère, Col du Galibier).
Gymnadenia corneliana f. vesubiana is a hypochromatic form with totally white
flowers (not represented in the KREUTZ’s guide). Furthermore, p. 15, KREUTZ

write: «A variety is a taxon that differs in only one feature from the nominate type» but «Taxa
that only differ in colour are here regarded as forms, not varieties». KREUTZ did not apply
this rule here.

p. 730. Ophrys gackiae P. DELFORGE (DELFORGE 2004A). 
Photo A (from Algeria) doesn’t represent Ophrys gackiae (e.g. basal longitudi-
nal ridges of the labellum too prominent, sinuses too closed, no yellow mar-
gin surrounding the labellum). O. gackiae seems endemic to Sicily.

p. 736. Ophrys forestieri (REICHENBACH fil.) LOJACONO (s. str.) (cf. DELFORGE 1999,
2021; DEVILLERS & DEVILLERS-TERSCHUREN 2006). 
Photos do not represent Ophrys forestieri. Photos are from Sicily and
Andalusia (Spain, Malaga), not from France (departments Gers, Hautes-
Pyrénées, Pyrénées-Orientales). As KREUTZ takes into account e.g. O. luper-
calis, O. bilunulata, O. sulcata, and O. malacitana, then O. forestieri is a narrow
endemic from French departments Gers, Hautes-Pyrénées, and Pyrénées-
Orientales. See his remarks p. 738: «O. forestieri does not grow in southern France but in
the central southern part from Hautes-Pyrénées to Pyrénées-Orientales». So neither in Sicily
nor in Andalusia.

p. 755. Ophrys sancti-isidorii (A. SALIARIS, P.A. SALIARIS & A. ALIBERTIS) P. DELFORGE.

Photo C (Greece, Lesbos) represents Ophrys pelinaea P. DELFORGE (obs. pers. et
O. HIRSCHY in litt.).

p. 845. Ophrys aegirtica P. DELFORGE (DELFORGE 1996). 
Photos do not represent Ophrys aegirtica. O. aegirtica very generally possess-
es an entire, fucifloroid labellum. Photos A & C represent certainly hybrids
O. aegirtica × O. apifera. Photos A & C show trilobed labellum with a fairly
narrow median lobe; in addition, the apex of the gynostemium is elongated
and still slightly undulate, a characteristic frequently seen in hybrids with
O. apifera, whose gynostemium possesses this characteristic. Photo B: repre-
sents very probably also O. aegirtica × O. apifera or O. aegirtica × O. scolopax.

p. 862. Ophrys villosa var. sanctae-marcellae (P.A. SALIARIS, A. SALIARIS & A. ALIBERTIS)
P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Ophrys sanctae-marcellae (P.A. SALIARIS, A. SALIARIS

& A. ALIBERTIS) KREUTZ.
«Flowering: Early February to late March». 
Photos B-C: 16 and 17 April which is contradictory in relation to the speci-
fied phenology and too late for this species. Furthermore, these two pho-
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tographs were taken at Tholopotami (Aegean island of Chios, Greece, site
491 in DELFORGE & SALIARIS 2007), where there was only O. leochroma.
Effectively, photos B-C show O. leochroma (Peripheral pilosity of labellum
large, buff, tassels on both sides of appendix, labellum large compared to
sepals, place, dates, therefore late flowering).

p. 866. Ophrys lychnitis H.F. PAULUS & M. HIRTH.

Photo A, from Paros (Greece, Cyclades) is correct. Photos B-C represent
Ophrys leochroma P. DELFORGE from Agh. Pantelimon (Greece, Dodecanese,
Astypalaia, cf. DELFORGE 2005B: sites 54-55). This misidentifications lead to an
erroneous description of O. lychnitis, which is not particularly a species with
flowers that can be very colourful, as also indicated by KREUTZ in his
remarks. 

p. 889. Ophrys untchjii (M. SCHULZE) P. DELFORGE.

Photo C (Italy) don’t represent Ophrys untchjii (Labellum shape, size and
port of the horns, petals do not fit). (R. ČIČMIR in litt.).

p. 924. Ophrys brachyotus REICHENBACH pat.

The three photos were taken on 14 June 2013 in San Damiano Macra
(Liguria, Italy), which is very late for a species whose optimum flowering
period is in mid-May, even at fairly high altitudes in mountains known for
their coolness (cf. e.g. DELFORGE 2022, 2023, 2024B). The photos therefore very
probably do not show Ophrys brachyotus, but a much later fucifloroid taxon.
Furthermore, the labellum morphology shown in the three photos does not
correspond well with O. brachyotus, particularly because the labellum is too
large in relation to the sepals and because the light-coloured submarginal
pilosity does not appear in the distal half of the labellum. This submarginal
pilosity is not complete, as it is in O. brachyotus.

p. 952. Ophrys calypsus var. pseudoapulica (P. DELFORGE) P. DELFORGE, treated by
KREUTZ as Ophrys pseudoapulica (P. DELFORGE) KREUTZ. 

Photo C represents Ophrys colossaea P. DELFORGE (e.g. small triangular petals
and much bigger, darker basal field; O. [calypsus var.] pseudoapulica possesses
long petals and small redish basal field; see also his remarks and the late
date of photo C).

p. 991. Ophrys stavri (E. KALOGEROPOULOS, DELIPETROU & A. ALIBERTIS) P. DELFORGE

(DELFORGE 2014B).

Photos A-B do not represent Ophrys stavri. In particular, the lateral lobes of
the labellum are much too elongated and tapered, whereas KREUTZ writes in
his remarks that this species is distinguished by its «very small horn-like protuber-
ances».
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p. 1070. Ophrys arachnitiformis [var. arachnitiformis] GRENIER & M. PHILIPPE. 
Photos A-B represent Ophrys arachnitiformis GRENIER & M. PHILIPPE var. passionis
(SENNEN) P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Ophrys passionis SENNEN (labellum
morphology and places: Catalonia, not Provence.). O. arachnitiformis [var.
arachnitiformis] is not present in Catalonia (cf. e.g. DELFORGE 2024 and his ref-
erences).

p. 1185. Ophrys drumana P. DELFORGE.

Photos A-B do not represent Ophrys drumana but O. saratoi E.G. CAMUS pro hybr.
(e.g. size of labellum versus dorsal sepal, place, date, cf. DELFORGE 2013A:
41-46; 2021).

2. Curious positions of some species in their genus (Some examples)
p. 8. «The individual taxa are grouped and discussed with their closely relative taxa».

p. 845. Ophrys aegirtica P. DELFORGE ( Southern France) is positioned between
O. apifera (Europe + Mediterranean) and O. schulzei (Turkey-Iran). 
Because he did not correctly identify the plants he photographed (they are
Ophrys aegirtica × O. apifera hybrids and not O. aegirtica, cf. supra), KREUTZ

placed O. aegirtica in his O. apifera group. O. aegirtica should be placed in the
O. fuciflora group. (i.e. his « Holosericeae» nom. nud.), right next to O. mon-
tis-aviarii (p. 882) and O. aestuariensis (p. 881), both also from South France,
frequently identified O. aegirtica and very probably conspecific with it
(cf. e.g. DELFORGE 2021: 246-247).

p. 911. Ophrys chiosica P. DELFORGE, C. ONCKELINX & P.A. SALIARIS.

Last sentence on the page: «Ophrys chiosica P. DELFORGE, C. ONCKELINX & P.A. SALIARIS

[Greece, East Aegaean islands, Chios] is similar to O. untchjii (M. SCHULZE) P. DELFORGE

[Croatia, North-Eastern Italy]».
Closely relative taxa ? But positioned p. 911 and p. 889 respectively.

3. Mistakes and oddities in nomenclature (some examples)
p. 166. Epipactis exilis P. DELFORGE. 
«Accepted name: Epipactis exilis P. DELFORGE, Natural. belges 85 (Orchid. 17): 246 (2. Dec. 2004)»
and «Synonyms: Epipactis persica subsp. gracilis (B. & H. BAUMANN) ROSSI […] Epipactis baumannio-
rum STRÖHLE J. Eur. Orch. 36 (4): 1044 (8. Dec. 2004) nom. illeg.» 
At least three mistakes:

(i) Epipactis exilis P. DELFORGE was effectively published on 18 November
2004, as indicated on cover IV of the revue Les Naturalistes belges (vol. 85,
Orchid. 17). This is the date when the brochures effectively arrived in the
libraries of major European botanical gardens and botanical societies, which
are the places where publication dates are validated (cf. e.g. Madrid Code,
Art. 29.1., TURLAND et al. 2025). Individual orders were sent by Les Natura-
listes belges to private buyers as and when their payments were received. It
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was on 2 December 2004 for KREUTZ. So, 2 December 2004 is not the effective
date of publication of the brochure and therefore of E. exilis, as claimed by
KREUTZ.

(ii) The correct synonym is Epipactis persica subsp. gracilis W. ROSSI nomen
novum, not E. persica subsp. gracilis (B. & H. BAUMANN) ROSSI. E. persica subsp. gra-
cilis (B. & H. BAUMANN) ROSSI is illegitimate because the basionym is illegitimate.

(iii) Epipactis baumanniorum STRÖHLE nomen novum, effectively published on
8 December 2004, is a later synonym of E. exilis, not a nomen illegitimum.

p. 182. Limodorum var. trabutianum f. brulloi (BARTOLO & PULVIRENTI) P. DELFORGE,
treated by KREUTZ as Limodorum brulloi BARTOLO & PULVIRENTI. 
«Remarks: The variety differs from the nominate type in the slighly bipartite lip […]. L. brulloi has
nothing in common with L. trabutianum». 
Species or variety ? And L. trabutianum and L. brulloi really have nothing in
common ? 

p. 498. Serapias aphroditae P. DELFORGE (DELFORGE 1990B). 
Synonym: «Serapias aphroditae (P. DELFORGE) KREUTZ». 
It is Serapias bergonii subsp. aphroditae (P. DELFORGE) KREUTZ.

p. 563. Paludorchis palustris var. elegans (HEUFFEL) P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ

as Paludorchis elegans (HEUFFEL) KREUTZ. 
Synonyms: «Orchis palustris var. elegans P. DELFORGE […] nom. illeg.». 
Three mistakes: in fact it is not Orchis but Paludorchis palustris var. elegans
(HEUFFEL) P. DELFORGE and that name is legitime (DELFORGE 2009: 29).

p. 587. Vermeulenia papilonacea (L.) A. LÖVE & D. LÖVE var. aegaea P. DELFORGE, trea-
ted by KREUTZ as Vermeulenia heroica (E.D. Clarke) KREUTZ.
Orchis heroica E.D. Clarke is definitely a later synonym of Orchis laxiflora
LAMARCK (ECCARIUS 2010: 219). It is not, as has long been interpreted, a taxon of
the Vermeulenia papilionacea group (DELFORGE 2010; LEWIS & KREUTZ 2013). The
correct name for that taxon should be Vermeulenia aegaea (P. DELFORGE) KREUTZ in
the current KREUTZ’s taxonomy and nomenclature.

pp. 740-741. Ophrys caesiella P. DELFORGE and O. gazella DEVILLERS & DEVILLERS-
TERSCHUREN. 
Remarks: «Both taxa are probably conspecific. Since both species were published simultane-
ously, in the same periodical, they have equal priority under the Code of Nomenclature». 
Shenzhen Code and Madrid Code (TURLAND et al. 2018, 2025), Article 11.5.:
«When, for any taxon at the rank of family or below, a choice is possible between legitimate names
of equal priority at the corresponding rank, or between available final epithets of names of equal
priority at the corresponding rank, the first such choice to be effectively published establishes the
priority of the chosen name». PAULUS (in PAULUS & HIRTH 2014: 272) as first review-
er, chose O. caesiella and considered O. gazella to be a synonym. Therefore
caesiella has priority at species rank, contrary to what KREUTZ asserts.
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p. 747. Ophrys dianica M.R. LOWE, PIERA, M.B. CRESPO & J.E. ARNOLD. 
Ophrys dianica M.R. LOWE, PIERA, M.B. CRESPO & J.E. ARNOLD, published in 2001, is a
later synonym of Ophrys lucentina P. DELFORGE, published in 1999 (cf. DELFORGE

1999B, 2004B).

p. 776. Ophrys cythnia: not Ophrys cythnia P. DEVILLERS & C. ONCKELINX, as indica-
ted by KREUTZ, but Ophrys cythnia P. DELFORGE & C. ONCKELINX. (cf. DELFORGE

& DELFORGE-ONCKELINX 2014).

p. 869. Ophrys bombyliflora LINK.
«Etymology: From the latin Bombyx and flora, probably referring to the bee/bumblebee-like shape
of the flower».
In fact, bombyxes are moths, not bees or bumbles. The correct etymology is
the latin Bombylius, a reference to bombyles (Diptera) (cf. e.g. DELFORGE 2019).

p. 911. O. chiosica P. DELFORGE, C. ONCKELINX & P.A. SALIARIS.

«Etymology: from the Greek chiosicus, the historical name of Chios»
Incorrect explanation. This large eastern Aegean island was called χιος
(Khios) in ancient Greek, then Chios or Chius in Latin. chiosicus (= from
Chios, a geographical indication) is a Latin adjective created by the species
describers (DELFORGE & SALIARIS 2007: 178) in accordance with Recommen-
dation 60D of the Nomenclature Codes (e.g. TURLAND et al. 2018, 2025).

p. 924. Ophrys brachyotus REICHENBACH pat.

«Etymology: from the Latin Brachy (short) and otes (ears)».
Two mistakes. These two elements, brachy and otes, are not Latin, but Greek.
Furthermore, the classical transliteration of the Greek oûs, otos (= ear) is otus,
as REICHENBACH writes, and not otes, as KREUTZ writes. (cf. DELFORGE 2022: 18).

p. 1071. Ophrys arachnitiformis GRENIER & M. PHILIPPE var. occidentalis (SCAPPATICCI)
P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Ophrys occidentalis (SCAPPATICCI) SCAPPATICCI

& M. DEMANGE. 
It is Ophrys occidentalis (SCAPPATICCI) M. DEMANGE & SCAPPATICCI (in AMARDEILH et al.
2005)

4. Contradictions in phenology (Flowering versus dates of photos)
p. 860. Ophrys leochroma P. DELFORGE. 
Flowering: «Early April to early May, late species».
Photos B-C: 28 & 23 March. Contradictory.

p. 1180. Ophrys aurelia P. DELFORGE, J. DEVILLERS-TERSCHUREN & P. DEVILLERS.

Flowering: «Mid-March to Mid-April, slightly earlier than O. bertolonii, almost one month earlier
than O. saratoi». 
Photos for Ophrys aurelia: 13 May & 16 June. But for O. bertolonii photos: 3, 6
& 7 May, for O. saratoi photos: 5 & 17 May. Totally contradictory.
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5. Contradictions and mistakes in distribution
p. 501. Serapias azorica SCHLECHTER. 
«Remarks: in the Azores, the genus Serapias is represented only by one species from the
Serapias cordigera group». 
Mistake. In addition to Serapias azorica, S. parviflora has been also found on
two of the Azores Islands (cf. e.g. SCHÄFER 2003, 2005; DELFORGE 2014A).

p. 572. Herorchis picta var. skorpilii (VELENOVSKI) P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as
Herorchis skorpilii (VELENOVSKI) KREUTZ. 
«Distribution: Southern Croatia, Serbia, Kosovo, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Albania, Bulgaria, Romania
(Carpathians), North Macedonia, and Northern Greece. Furthermore, on the Ionian and Dalmatian
islands.» but «Remarks: Herorchis skorpilii is locally common and occurs in large populations in
Türkiye […]. In Azerbaijan, this species is particularly threatened by overgrazing». 
Totally contradictory (R. ČIČMIR in litt.).

p. 740. Ophrys caesiella P. DELFORGE (DELFORGE 2000A). 
«Remarks: […] This species belongs to the most problematic Pseudophrys taxa, which is why
only images from Malta, from where the species was described, are shown here.». 
Photo C: from Sicily. Contradictory.

p. 865. Ophrys lycomedis P. DELFORGE (DELFORGE 2013B). 
«Distribution: Greece: Skyros (Sporades) and Kythnos (Cyclades). Also on the Methana Peninsula
(Attica)» but «Remarks: This species is so far only known from the island of Skyros (Sporades)». 
Contradictory.

p. 924. Ophrys brachyotus REICHENBACH pat.

Remarks (last sentence) «The distribution area covers the Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur
region (Var and Alpes-Maritimes). From there throught northern Italy to the region Veneto».
Mistake. The currently known and published distribution of Ophrys brachy-
otus in France also includes the departments Alpes-de-Haute-Provence,
Bouches-du-Rhône, and Vaucluse in the Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur
region, and the departments Ain, Drôme, Isère, and Savoie in the Auvergne-
Rhône-Alpes region (DELFORGE 2023).

6. Other kind of mistakes (some examples)
p. 315. Gymnadenia corneliana (BEAUVERD) TEPPNER & KLEIN f. bourneriasii (E. BREINER

& R. BREINER) P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Nigritella corneliana (BEAUVERD) GÖLZ

& H.R. REINHARD var. bourneriasii (E. BREINER & R. BREINER) E. KLEIN.
Captions photos B-D: «Italy (Isère) Col de Sarenne». 
It is: France (Isère), Col de Sarenne, not Italy. (Same mistake p. 314).

p. 738. Ophrys delforgei J. DEVILLERS-TERCHUREN & P. DEVILLERS

Photos captions: Photos A-C: «France (Bouches-du-Rhône) Martiques»
It is Martigues.
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p. 860. Ophrys leochroma P. DELFORGE. 
«Pollinator: Eucera kullenbergii».
It is kullenbergi.

p. 880. Ophrys druentica P. DELFORGE & J. VIGLIONE.

Photos captions, Photo C: «France (Alpes-Côte d’Azur) Gigors-et-Lozeron» 
It is France (Drôme), Gigors-et-Lozeron. Furthermore, Gigors-et-Lozeron
and the Drôme department are in the region Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes, not in
the region Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur and a region “Alpes-Côte d’Azur”
does not exist.

p. 1071. Ophrys arachnitiformis GRENIER & M. PHILIPPE var. occidentalis (SCAPPATICCI)
P. DELFORGE, treated by KREUTZ as Ophrys occidentalis (SCAPPATICCI) SCAPPATICCI

& M. DEMANGE (mistake, it is  M. DEMANGE & SCAPPATICCI, cf. supra). 
Photo captions, Photos A&C: «France (Vienne) Chanas». 
In fact, the commune of Chanas is effectively located in the arrondissement
of Vienne (it is a district, an administrative division that KREUTZ does not use
in the captions), but in the department of Isère in region Auvergne-Rhône-
Alpes. There is a real confusion here between the town of Vienne, south of
Lyon (region Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes), and the department of Vienne
(region Nouvelle-Aquitaine). 
Photo B: «France (Vienne) Bérianne» 
Bérianne is not a commune, it is a street in the commune of Les Tourrettes.
The commune of Les Tourrettes, north of Montélimar, is not in the depart-
ment of Vienne (region Nouvelle-Aquitaine) but in the department of Drôme
(region Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes) (O. HIRSCHY in litt. et obs. pers).

Unfortunately, there are many spelling mistakes and localisation errors of
this kind in numerous other photo captions.
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