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President’s Message Summer 2021

Nate Bremer, APS President and Director – Reedsville, Wisconsin
What’s on my mind? Getting outside and
working with peonies! At the time of this
message (late March,) we are completing our
“month of mud” which prohibits garden work
as the ground thaws here in northeast Wisconsin. The woody peonies are beginning to
break dormancy and there is much promise for
a beautiful bloom season, but also reservation
due to fickle weather patterns. In a short couple
of weeks we’ll begin to see the herbaceous “noses” pop out of the ground and then the fields
will have a color other than brown. I can’t wait!
The past couple of months have been busy
ones considering most of my time has been
spent behind a computer readying for bloom
season, an American Peony Society Virtual Convention offering and looking
forward to the coming year’s APS events. The pandemic may have slowed the
appearance of activity within APS; however, Society volunteers have been very
busy. Membership has increased with more people looking to spend time in their
gardens, keeping our Membership Chair and Treasurer extremely busy. The APS
Seed Distribution Program has been running full speed with many orders with
people looking to the future.
The Peony Registry is being updated and saw more than 30,000 visits in January. Conventions in Michigan and New York are being planned (they are looking
really good). Our members are submitting articles and images for the Bulletin
at record pace, which our Editor loves! Peony questions and Society inquiries
through our Corresponding Secretary have seen break neck pace. New peony cultivar registrations continue to be submitted by hybridizers. Awards planning and
nominations for the Gold Medal Peony and Personal recognition are being made
by members and the Awards Committee is working to organize them for 2021.
Many other activities and programs continue their quiet and behind the scene’s
work – all pointing to a fantastic year ahead of us!
As we move into the 2021 peony season I invite all members to become more
involved in your society – I believe you will enjoy the camaraderie and find fulfillment!
All the Best,
Nate Bremer
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Bulletin Board
1) Since the in-person convention in Minnesota was cancelled this
year due to the Covid-19 Pandemic, APS has been working on an
exciting alternative/Virtual Convention for members. Details may
be found on the APS website: https://americanpeonysociety.org/
news-events/if-peonies-were-wishes/.
2) The Peony Registry has been undergoing some
work to improve details. When looking at the
Registry you may see an icon like the one at right.
This icon marks cultivars in which APS does not
have an image for on file. Many are older cultivars
which may no longer exist in commerce, but may
reside in a member garden. APS is hoping our
members may be able to assist with cultivars which are missing an
image by donating a copy to the Registry. Images may be easily
uploaded through the Membership Portal under the “Contribute”
link at: https://americanpeonysociety.org/member-portal/pages/
contribute/submit-photos/.
3) The 2021 Seed Distribution Program Seed List is posted for Members interested in ordering and growing peonies from seed. Scott
Parker, the SDP Program Chair, wishes to thank all donors for this
popular APS program. Further details may be found on the APS
website at: https://americanpeonysociety.org/seed-program/
seed-list/. As peony bloom season will be arriving shortly, please
consider making some cross pollinations to share seeds with
Membership through the SDP in 2022. The SDP welcomes all donations and it’s a great way to share your enthusiasm for peonies.
4) APS is aware some of our overseas members have experienced
delays or difficulties with the delivery of The Bulletin. The Editor
is investigating this issue with our publisher’s international mail
house. The latest information we have is permit bulk mail (The
Bulletin) is likely delayed due to pandemic impacts on postal services worldwide. Please be patient, as we believe Bulletins may
arrive soon. If you are anxious to read the latest Bulletin, please
remember it is available to all Members online through the Member Portal.
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NOMENCLATURE
Reiner Jakubowski, APS Registrar — Waterloo, Ontario, Canada
The American Peony Society serves as the International Cultivar Registration Authority for Peonies and follows the rules set forth by the International Code of Nomenclature for Cultivated Plants in the registration of new varieties.
Photographs and full descriptions can be found in the official Peony Registry, maintained on the American Peony Society Website at americanpeonysociety.org/cul
tivars/peony-registry.
APS publishes a separate, Annual Registry Directory with parentage, full descriptions
and photos, which will be mailed to all current members in late December.
'Spring Sun' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Don Hollingsworth, Maryville MO,
USA.
'Imperial Fuchsia' (Lactiflora Group) — Don Hollingsworth, Maryville, MO,
USA.
'Sentry' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Don Hollingsworth, Maryville, MO, USA.
'Enchanted' – [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Don Hollingsworth, Maryville, MO,
USA.
'OSIRIS Mariette Pelland' (Lactiflora Group) — Serge Fafard, Saint-Thomas
de Joliette, QC, Canada.
'Sandra L. Anderson' (Itoh Group) — Roger F. Anderson / David Cartwright,
Whitewater, WI, USA.
'Schopenhauer' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Roger Anderson / David Cartwright,
Whitewater, WI USA.
'Rockin’ the Spirit' (Suffruticosa Group) — Roger F. Anderson / David Cartwright, Whitewater, WI, USA.
'Good Karma' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Roger F. Anderson / David Cartwright,
Whitewater, WI, USA.
'Abbess Roothing' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Harald W. Fawkner, Falköping,
Sweden.
'Khuit' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Harald W. Fawkner, Falköping, Sweden.
'Ossora' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Harald W. Fawkner, Falköping, Sweden.
'Patience Spokoyny' [Herbaceous Hybrid] — Harald W. Fawkner, Falköping,
Sweden.

398-6

What Works for Us
Jim Sampson - Mt. Hood, Oregon

For me, ‘dirt’ is the debris on my
trousers and under my nails,
while ‘SOIL’ is the living, breathing, miraculous substance supporting plant life itself. Its scientific management is deeply
challenged by the intricately
complex interactions of chemical,
physical, biological, and environmental factors. I am not a “soils”
expert and do not presume such.
Upon request I share the following thoughts on soil testing, fertilizing and management practices.
Superb information and tutorials
are available online from state
extension services, fertilizer industry consortiums, YouTube videos, etc. Some gardening blogs
provide valuable advice, while
others seem to me questionable.
Seventeen essential elements are
required for plant growth and reproduction. Three are fundamental, free, mostly ubiquitous, and
provided by air and water: Carbon, Hydrogen, Oxygen, (C-H-O).
These eponymous essentials of
carbohydrates include the sugars, starches and cellulose being

neither “dust to dust nor ashes
to ashes,” but in this case mostly
cycling as “gases to gases.” Considering the sources it’s not surprising that a cord of firewood
recycles almost entirely into carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide,
and water vapor (CO, CO2 & H2O).
Easy come, easy go! It is the 14
other elements that challenge us
as growers.
Three are the familiar ‘Macronutrients’ nitrogen, phosphorous,
and potassium shown as the
N-P-K percentages on fertilizer
packages. Three more rank as the
‘Secondary Nutrients’ calcium,
magnesium, and sulfur (Ca, Mg,
S). Finally, there are eight ‘Micronutrients’ (aka ‘trace elements’)
including boron, chlorine, manganese, iron, nickel, copper, zinc,
and molybdenum (B, Cl, Mn, Fe,
Ni, Cu, Zn, Mo). These rankings
are based on greatest use by
plants, not by most essential.
Alternatively, an excess supply,
especially for the micronutrients,
can easily be phytotoxic.
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Beyond nutrient needs, abiotic
factors including soil temperature, texture, parent minerals,
water holding capacity and
drainage, gas exchange, organic
matter, and pH (acidity/alkalinity) play equally critical roles in
the plant’s rhizosphere.
When applied to plants, Liebig’s
Law of the Minimum states that
“growth is restricted to by the
most limited [nutrient] factor.”
Commonly illustrated with a water barrel and staves analogy, the
maximum water volume (representing cumulative plant growth)
cannot exceed the shortest stave
(limiting nutrient) regardless of
the height (abundance) of any
other stave (nutrient). Implied is
that rectifying this nutrient shortage will advance growth but only
up to the level of the next limiting nutrient. Further, inputs of
any non-limiting nutrients won’t
improve yield but pointlessly
increase costs of production.
Herein lies the value of soil testing. Finding a testing lab is easily done with an online search or
request to the state university extension service. Two items need
consideration: sampling method and interpretation of results.
Both are well addressed online.
Sampling for soil analyses presents the typical sampling challenges. How many samples are
necessary and how/where shall

samples be taken? I rarely soil
sample here. My testing is limited to ground that has been fallow pasture land, uncropped for
several years and being used for
peonies for the first time. My goal
is to establish the baseline of nutrients present so as to amend
the soil for the new peony plantings. Initially I sampled both the
top eight inch profile (0 to 8 inch
depth) and the next eight inches (8 to 16 inch depth). Results
didn’t show significant difference
between the two horizons in our
clay loam soil and my frugal side
couldn’t justify doubling the cost.
Although I subsoil and deep till
the ground before planting I’m
assuming the affect on nutrient
mixing is minimal. Admittedly,
it would be better to sample after the finish tilling especially in
terms of knowing the levels of the
soil’s less mobile nutrients like
phosphorus, potash and lime.
Constituting 100% of our labor
force, I don’t always get everything done on time or in proper
order.
My practice is to scalp each sample site about a ½ inch down to
mineral soil, removing identifiable plant debris, then using a
soil probe to remove an eight
inch core. About 20 cores are randomly collected into a stainless
steel dishpan, (Don’t tell Mom!),
then left covered to dry, sifted
through a ¼ inch or smaller sieve,
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thoroughly mixed, and a lab defined volume sent for analysis.
My homemade probe was made
from a couple feet of thin-wall
chrome plated tubing from a
mop handle. (Again, don’t tell you
know who!) A short length of PVC
pipe with a tee handle drives the
tubing into the soil, and a longer
length of PVC is used to eject the
cores into the dishpan. Absent a
probe, samples can be taken with
a clean (rust free) spade or shovel
by removing a soil slice, then cutting an 8” vertical column from
the slice. Care should be taken to
create uniform columns from site
to site.

I always request the lab’s option
of graphically displayed results
in addition to the regular tabular
data. These bar charts plotted
against recommended ranges
are very useful in visualizing the
degree of excess or deficiency for
each nutrient. Once again, self
education online is essential in
understanding the test results
and planning remediation.
While lab tests drive our initial
field management, much of our
ongoing practice is based on experience and common sense.
What follows is a “seat of the
pants” philosophy that works
well for us.

• Nature is benevolent. Even without intervention plants grow,

soils produce, fertility exists. Plants, especially peonies, have
evolved superb abilities to scavenge nutrients within their rhizosphere. For us it is not entirely necessary to achieve 100% growth
potential. Do what works, don’t get greedy.

• Recognize the TWO soil types. Soil mixes in potted stock are crit-

ically different than the soils of field grown plants. With all of
their roots in a pot, there is no escape for mistakes made. Field
grown stock is more forgiving of poor decisions. (All comments
in this article are applicable to field growing. Watch for an upcoming article on potting soils.)

• Many off the shelf (home gardener) proprietary fertilizers recommend rates that approach near toxic levels. Less is more! When
lacking a lab-based soil test, use the Rule of Half. You can always
apply a second ½ dose later.

• Know some Chemistry. It’s FUN! Begin by memorizing about 35

of the most familiar atomic symbols from the first four rows (Periods) on the Periodic Table especially those in the first and sec398-9

ond columns (Groups/Families) and within the four same periods
for Groups 13-17. Ignore all of groups 3-12 and group 18. This is
the lexicon for thinking chemically about nutrients. Don’t memorize any of the data. (It’s on the #*%$ table and you won’t need
it anyway!) Next, learn the essence of ionic bonded salts (i.e. fertilizers), positively charged cations (from groups 1 or 2) held to
negatively charged anions (from groups 16 or 17). This will help
make sense of the Cation Exchange Capacity (CEC) on soil tests.
Likely you’re familiar with most of this already.

• Learn to recognize visual (foliage) symptoms from online photo
libraries.

Keep in mind the following nutrient features when adjusting
fertility:
Nitrogen: N is typically the first
and most limiting nutrient in
temperate soils due to it easily
leaching beyond the root zone.
Irrigation and precipitation exacerbate this. Lacking a positive charge in most forms, it is
not attracted to soil particles.
Some forms such as ammonium
NH4+ and nitrate NO3- (the forms
plants can immediately use) do
have electrical charges. Soil organisms use (sequester) N when
they feed on carbon. Higher
levels of organic matter in soils
helps retain N in the bodies of
microfauna. Farm them by splitting N applications as soil warms
in the Spring.
Historically, ammonium nitrate,
NH4NO3 (34-0-0) was a prevailing
commercial N source and was
useful in that both halves are

N sources. More recently, urea,
CO(NH2)2 (46-0-0), has nearly replaced ammonium nitrate. Both
(and other ammonia/ammonium types) tend to drive down soil
pH with repeated use. Nitrogen
strongly promotes vegetative
growth and plant juvenility. Careless or excessive applications of
N can ‘burn’ plant tissues by salt
desiccation. Ammonium forms
within the plant need sunlight to
break down. Low levels of light
in greenhouses, especially in
the short days of spring, may result in toxic accumulations from
this form. Growers prefer nitrate
forms at this time of year.
Phosphorus: P is in many ways
the antithesis of N. It drives plants
towards maturity and reproductive phases for flowering, seed,
fruit and root production and is
valuable to work into soils before
planting. It tends to be tightly
held to soil particles, especially
in clay soils with high cation ex-
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change capacity, CEC. As a result
P leaching is minor from precipitation and irrigation. On the other hand, top-dressing P is less effective than incorporating it into
the root zone because it tends to
stay where you put it.
Compared to N it is very safe
regarding toxicity to the plant.
Bonemeal, and rock phosphate
are moderate sources of phosphorus and are often used as
bulb fertilizers. Treble superphosphate (0-45-0), is a high
phosphorus form, and our favorite for fall incorporation at planting time due to its high P and
lack of N which would mostly be
leached out over winter. We also
use monoammonium phosphate
or “MAP” (11-52-0), in spring, as
its easier to obtain in our area
than superphosphate and a
moderate source of N. There is
also double ammonium phosphate “DAP” but less commonly
available (for us) than MAP.
Potassium: K (from the neo-latin
“Kalium”), is the underappreciated stage manager, excluded from
the curtain call. K is not a major
component of plant tissues but
is the catalyst for a multitude of
physiological actions and chemical reactions. It is a Group 1 cation, well held or exchanged by
high CEC soils. Although more
soil mobile than phosphorous, it
is beneficial to also incorporate

K at planting time. Procuring K
in other than triple NPK formulations (10-10-10 or 12-12-12 or
16-16-16) is a challenge for us.
Locally, “K-Mag” (aka SulPoMag
when I knew it in Michigan) is
nearly the exclusive form available here in orchard country.
Sulfate of Potash Magnesia is
0-0-21+21S+10 Mg, and is only
partially soluble in water. It does
not affect soil pH. Potassium Nitrate, KNO3 (13-0-44) is entirely
utilized for both its K+ cation and
NO3- anion. Completely soluble,
useable for foliar application, it
is expensive and mostly used as
a glasshouse fertilizer.
Historically a major component
of colonial gunpowder, it became
nearly impossible to source after
9/11. Most economical and available is Muriate of Potash “MOP”
Potassium Chloride, KCl (0-0-60),
the most widely used K fertilizer.
Its chlorine may be detrimental
especially in soils already high
in chlorine or in areas with high
chlorine irrigation water. Typically it is generally not a concern except for chlorine sensitive
crops. Another K source is Sulfate
of Potash, ”SOP” K2SO4 0-0-50,
which provides sulfur in addition to its K and is good for chlorine-sensitive crops, but is more
expensive. Importantly, the “Salt
Index” for MOP is 116 but for SOP
only 46. Nonetheless, the salinity
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risk is low for almost all crops under normal irrigation.
pH: Acidity vs. Alkalinity. Nutrients are most available when
soil pH is between roughly 5.5 to
7.5 moderately acidic to nearly
neutral/slightly alkaline. Garden
vegetables prefer a higher near
neutral 7.0 pH soil while many
landscape species trend towards
moderately to slightly acidic,
5.5 to 6.5. Lactiflora type Paeonia do well in this range but will
maximize growth in the nearly
neutral 6.5 range. The Ericaceae
family, Heaths, Heathers, Rhododendrons etc., are famous acid
lovers having evolved to thrive at
the lower pH of peat soils. Each
whole pH number is an order of
magnitude (10 X) greater or lesser than the next whole number.
The most significant effect of
extreme pH is the reduced availability of soil held nutrients and
the increased release of toxic elements.

your soil will require to provide a
long term effect. Swatting a mosquito solves an immediate problem. Knowing how many more
are coming out of the woods enables long term strategy.
Quick Lime, Calcium Oxide,
CaO: This is the brilliant white
lime powder used cautiously in
masonry to make mortar. It is
very caustic (the opposite of “corrosive”). “Quick” is the colloquial
term for alive, as in “the quick
and the dead” or the “quick” of
a fingernail. It’s hard on tools,
sinuses, skin and plants. Adding
water must be done carefully as
the exothermic reaction releases intense heat. The pH raising
power of liming materials is due
to the anion, in this case the oxygen in Quick Lime. (CCE about
175%.)
Slaked Lime, Calcium Hydroxide, Ca(OH)2: Also quite bright
looking, this form is less caustic or dangerous to handle than
Quick Lime. Slaked, as in slaking
one’s thirst, refers to the addition
of water to Quick Lime. This hydrates the lime converting CaO
to Ca(OH)2. Again, it’s the anions,
two hydroxide OH’s that provides
the pH increase. (CCE about
135%.)

Lime and Liming: This term is
about as specific as “sandwich”.
The main role of liming is to raise
the pH of acidic soil thereby making nutrients more available. A
secondary goal can be to supply
extra calcium, Ca (or sometimes
magnesium Mg as well). Several
distinct chemicals are termed
“lime.” The “pH buffer capacity” Ground Limestone: primarily
on a soil test is essential to un- Calcium Carbonate: CaCO3 is
‘Duchesse de Nemours’ after frost; not much cansourced
be done about
the unsightly
unsightly oceleaf
from
sedimentary
derstanding
themay
degree
distortion. Disease
set in. of liming
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anic rock and can vary in color from slightly tan to gray. It is
very mild compared to Quick or
Slaked Limes. CCE is theoretically 100%, but varies from 75-95%.
The most commonly sold garden
lime, it is often misrepresented
as Dolomite or Dolomitic Limestone (and vice versa).
Dolomite strictly refers to the
mineral Calcium Magnesium
Carbonate: CaMg(CO3)2 and contains two anions of carbonate
plus magnesium Mg as well as
calcium. Seldom available, but
often misspoken for Dolomitic
Limestone.
Dolomitic Limestone is a variable mixture of both CaCO3 and
CaMg(CO3)2. The packaging gives
the percentage of each. It is often

easier to find than ground limestone. (CCE about 75-105%.)
Lime Score: The pH raising abilities of limes are quantified based
on calcium carbonate equivalent, CCE. Pure calcite mineral
CaCO3 is set as 100%. Several other systems exist which include
the effect of moisture content
and particle size of the material.
Fine particles raise pH faster, but
persist less than coarse particles.
Lime, like phosphorus, is much
more effective when incorporated into the top 6 to 8 inches
of soil. Again, excellent resources are available through online
state extension websites.
This just scratches the surface,
but I hope is a useful beginning.

To find soil testing services by state, visit:
gardeningproductsreview.com/state-by-state-list-soil-testing-labscooperative-extension-offices/
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If Wishes Were Peonies

The APS’ 2021 Virtual+ Convention

Throughout the past year, the wish of the American Peony Society has
been to hold our 2021 convention live in Minnesota. So we are particularly saddened to cancel this year’s event due to COVID -19 pandemic
precautions, especially knowing so many members have worked hours
planning the convention and preparing tour gardens.
Thanks go to David and Linette Sorrentino, and the Minnesota Peony Society, for all of their efforts to provide Membership with an outstanding
convention experience. APS is hopeful their plans may be put to use for
a future event in Minnesota!
Plan B’s a Little “Un-Conventional”
Knowing our members need a “PEONY FIX” more than ever, the APS has
put together an online convention line-up of tours, seminars, meetings
and a virtual peony show! This year’s virtual convention is titled “IF
WISHES WERE PEONIES”. If wishes were peonies, we’d probably all need
to buy more property, but the online options should help to alleviate this
possibility!
We’re learning new ways to host a convention, revealing many silver linings to the initial cloud. The virtual format allows us to extend activities
through spring and summer, and make the experience available to members around the world. Our virtual APS Convention now is more open,
more accessible, and more affordable than ever (most activities are free).
There’s also a regional “live” twist: we’ve connected with our commercial
and other members to highlight live in-person tours and garden events.
Find Details & Dates on the APS Website
Convention activities begin in mid-May and proceed through mid-August. Public options may be found on the APS website’s public pages at:
https://americanpeonysociety.org/news-events/if-wishes-were-peonies/
or under the News and Events tab. Member only options (you will need
login) can be accessed on the Member Portal by clicking on If Wishes…
in the Portal’s main navigation and selecting a detail tab. Signup and
submission for Member offerings can only be made through the Member
Portal.
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Three Months of Amazing Peony Experiences
1) The Photo Contest & Virtual Show. Join us for a virtual photo contest/flower show, which allows any Member to make submissions of
peony related images to the website for display in an online gallery,
showcasing a number of classes. Share your love of peonies through
submitting images for the world to see and enjoy “light” competition
with fellow Members. Winning entries will be featured in the APS Bulletin, social media and other outlets.
2) Virtual Seminars. Our popular seminars will now be offered through
Zoom and will surely be of interest to those who enjoy hybridizing,
historic peonies of Minnesota, cut flower production or simply want
to know the basics! APS has elected to make these “member only” as
the format is new to us.
3) Live Tours. Tours of gardens and commercial growers’ operations are
available for the general public and are listed on the public side of the
APS website. Additionally a number of Member gardens in the Minnesota-Wisconsin area will be open for APS members only. These member gardens require signup through the Member Portal. Join in the
beauty of live peonies if you are able. These Member gardens would
have been on tour for the cancelled convention and the owners are
looking forward to showing off their work.
4) Video Tours. Share your gardens with a video tour! APS would love to
make your gardens available through the Member Portal: submit your
video throughout the spring and summer months.
5) The Annual General Membership Meeting. Our annual meeting will
be held via Zoom, and include the “State of Union”, Personal and Gold
Medal Peony Award announcements, election conclusion and basic
Society Information.
6) SPONSORSHIP! If you are able to contribute to help defray costs
with “If Wishes Were Peonies” APS would appreciate your generosity.
Sponsorship has a number of giving level and APS will gladly list you
as a donor.

Join us! You’ll find all the Convention activities
and information at
americanpeonysociety.org/news-events/if-wishes-were-peonies/
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Paeonia ssp. veitchii 'alba'

Paeonia arientina 'dark'

Paeonia banatica

Paeonia intermedia

Paeonia mairei
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Paeonia peregrina

Paeonia ostii

Paeonia potaninii v. trolliodes
Paeonia potaninii

Paeonia qiui

Paeonia tenuifolia
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The Language of Peonies

Carpel [kär-p

l]

e

Originating from the Greek word Karpos, meaning “fruit”, the word
carpel is used in peonies to describe the female flower structure
enclosing the ovules which may later become seed. Carpels, finger-like structures, grow in size as they mature and may number
from one to many depending upon genetic origins of the plant.
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The 2021 Photo Contest & Virtual Exhibition
Share, Display and Enjoy Your Blooms in a Stunning Virtual Gallery

Cate Crawford - Exhibition Co-Chair
Though our Annual APS’ convention is online this year, APS isn’t letting
that stop us from celebrating the exquisite beauty of the peony!
The APS is thrilled to announce the first-ever APS Photo Contest & Virtual Exhibition.
As part of the 2021 APS convention - “If Wishes Were Peonies” - the Virtual Exhibition will provide all APS members a chance to showcase our
beautiful gardens and highlight the special love we share for our peonies.
As part of the exhibition, we invite all APS members to submit peony and
garden photos in a broad range of categories including but not limited to:
Cultivars
Arrangements and Bouquets
Full Plant
Many More!
APS will display these member photos on their website for all to appreciate. APS is also assembling a Member Judging Panel who will pick their
favorites and assign awards!
Photo submission kicks off May 15 and extends through August 1. Submissions can be uploaded via the APS Member Portal. Judging will run
Aug 15 - Aug 31, with winners,
awards and Court of Honor announcements to follow on Sept
10. Photos of particular merit
will also be showcased in APS
publications and events going
forward.
All APS members will receive a
kick off email just prior to the
Virtual Exhibit opening. The
kick off will make sure members
have all the logistical informa-

'Magical Mystery Tour'
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tion required to submit photos. APS will also announce the start of the
competition via social media.
We are still assembling the Virtual Exhibition Judging Teams. So, if
you’re interested in participating please shoot an email to Cate Crawford
at info@lyndakerfarms.com.
Given the gardening prowess we know exists within the APS membership, we look forward to a bounty of stunning images we can all enjoy.
In a time defined by separation and struggle, our sincerest hope is that
the Virtual Exhibition provides a beautiful, immersive experience connecting us to peonies and to each other.

Photos, Nick Maycher

'Rose Heart'

'White Innocence'

Learn more at:
americanpeonysociety.org/news-events/if-wishes-were-peonies/
#virtual-show

Submit Photos via the APS Member Portal at:
americanpeonysociety.org
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Leena Liljestrand, APS Director, President of the Swedish Peony Society Mariestad, Sweden

What happens, when a peony
enthusiast's garden gets far too
full of all kinds of shrubs, trees,
and perennials, not to mention
hundreds of peonies? She enjoys
it all wholeheartedly for a while,
but then her eyes start to wander to the other side of the fence,
where a 1.5-acre communal
wasteland, covered with couch
grass, screams for TLC. This was
in 2017, and in 2018 she went to
meet the decision-makers in the
town hall, and both described

and showed them her plans to
create a peony park of this forgotten area in the middle of this
small town. After an all-positive
meeting, the only thing left was
to roll up the sleeves and start!
This is the story of The Village
Park in the small municipality
of Mynämäki in southern Finland, half an hours’ drive from
the city of Turku. In this park the
peonies are the stars, and the
enthusiasts giving them perfect
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surroundings to shine are Sari
Kantelo, a board member of The
Finnish Peonists, and her husband Juha Laine. The goal is to
create an experience for all visitors, whether they are town residents, hobby gardeners, tourists, or garden professionals; to
show everyone the diversity of
peonies, how they grow in different locations and soils, and how
they match and thrive with other perennials, trees, and shrubs,
creating pleasant entireties.
The whole project was so
mind-blowing that it took some
time for everyone around Sari to
understand that she was quite
serious. The residents around
the area were first confused,
then overjoyed realizing how
much beauty would be growing
in the unexploited area. People
passing by have already noticed
that there are so many more butterflies and bees around, thanks
to the park. Some have followed
the activities from their apartment buildings, saying that they
broke in sweat just watching the
amount of work the enthusiasts
were doing daily. They added
that it is like watching a mix of an
action movie and a documentary – the garden being built plant
by plant, stone by stone, and
that it is very inspiring!
The work started three years ago.
The excavator and its owner, the

kind-hearted and effective Kauko Kylänpää have been at work,
making it possible to start building the flowerbeds and planting
the trees, which will give some
well-needed shade when the hot
summer sun is shining.
Everything is done with sustainable development in mind,
using recycled and eco-friendly
material, not only because of
the planet but also the wallet,
as Sari and Juha pay the costs
from their own pockets. The peonies are divisions of Sari’s own
plants, as well as donations from
friends and fellow members.
Young trees have been donated
by a local nursery, the Municipality of Mynämäki has donated
water posts and material for the
many paths in the garden. And
of course, The Finnish Peonists
support the project in various
ways.
Today more than 300 different
peonies have been planted, and
when everything is finished, the
number will be around a thousand. It is not the number that is
important, but the quality, says
Sari. There are to be species,
hybrids, lactifloras and intersectional peonies, maybe some
hardy wooden ones as well. The
fenced-in park will have specific
opening hours and will be not
only a feast for the eyes but also
a place for studies, contempla-
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tion, to enjoy a moment of peace
and harmony amidst all asphalt.
Lectures about peonies – free
from charge – are planned when
everything is ready, and we are
quite certain that this lovely, versatile Village Park will be a source
of inspiration for every visitor
and will increase the knowledge
of the different peony species
and cultivars, how to plant and
care for them. As Sari and Juha
say: Shared joy is a double joy.
We will follow the development
and tell you more about this fantastic project in the future.
More photos can be seen on Instagram: https://www.instagram.
com/pionipuisto/

going project in Finland, in the
city of Kotka, about a 1½ hours'
drive to the east from Helsinki,
in a city-owned and maintained
park. This fall approximately
200 peonies were planted, 15 of
each cultivar. The plan is to plant
around a thousand peonies in
the City Park of Kotka in cooperation with The Finnish Peony
Society. The peonies are donated by the members and a peony
nursery in Holland. The members are to take care of the maintenance of the peony park. More
about this you can see here:
https://www.facebook.com/pe
onyparkkotkafinland/
Photos: Sari Kantelo, Board Member,
the Finnish Peonists

More peony news from Finland:
There is also a newer (2020), on-
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PART ONE
Donald R. Smith – Fairfield, Connecticut

The history of Pæonia is a very
long one, with some recent estimates placing the origin of the
genus in the Cretaceous period
of the Mesozoic era between 80
and 110 million years ago (mya).
Until quite recently, little was
known about the evolutionary
history of the genus. However,
recent DNA sequence studies of
Pæonia have provided the first
significant information from
which reasonable estimates of
some of the major evolutionary
events of the genus could be
made. One example is the approximate timing of the first major evolutionary divide, the split
of section Onaepia from the remainder of the genus, which is
estimated to have occurred in
the middle of the Miocene epoch of the Tertiary period during
the Cenozoic era somewhere
between 15 and 20 mya.
The first written records of the
genus date back to the first
century A.D., but the first thorough study devoted entirely to
Pæonia was a monograph by

George Anderson presented to
the Linnaean Society of London in 1818, which described 13
species of Pæonia. This was followed by a more comprehensive
study published in 1890 by Richard Lynch, which recognized
25 species and was the first to
divide the genus into 3 subgenera. This classification stood
until 1946 when Frederick Stern
published his seminal study on
the genus, “A Study of the Genus Pæonia”, which described
33 separate species. Stern’s taxonomy system was long considered the definitive work on the
genus Pæonia and as such has
stood relatively unchallenged
for more than 50 years.
This situation began to change
in 1997 with the publication of
the first of a series of landmark
papers by Tao Sang et al. reporting on the results of DNA sequence analysis of 32 species of
Pæonia. These studies revealed
numerous surprising discoveries that laid the foundation for
a greatly improved re-classifica-
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tion of the genus. The two most
significant findings of these
seminal studies are summarized below.
Perhaps the most important
finding of this series of studies was that the majority of the
species in section Pæonia were
determined to be of hybrid origin, a conclusion that has major
implications for the classification of the genus. However, the
biggest surprise to come from
these studies was the unexpected discovery that many of these
hybrid species had speciated
without elevating to the tetraploid level as is usually the case
in most other genera.
Creation of new species (speciation) through natural hybridization, especially when combined
with polyploidization, is an important mechanism in plants
and it has made the science of
classifying plants (taxonomy) a
very challenging field of study.
This mechanism is known as
reticulate evolution as it is best
described as a network rather
than as a branching tree.
Until quite recently, nearly all
plant classifications were based
solely on careful examination
of morphological characteristics and differences. As a result, taxonomy has remained a
relatively inexact science, with

considerable room for differences of opinion and frequent
debates among taxonomical
experts. Classification has been
particularly difficult in peonies
and other plant groups which
have undergone extensive reticulate evolution. These difficulties have resulted in numerous adjustments, changes, and
reclassifications over the years.
Recent advances in modern genetics, however, have made taxonomy a much more precise science with significantly less room
for error and ambiguities. For
example, the recent application
of molecular markers has greatly facilitated the detection of hybridization and the recognition
of allopolyploids (having two or
more sets of chromosomes from
different species) in many plant
groups. This is especially true in
Pæonia, where the recent landmark studies of Dr. Tao Sang
and his colleagues have clearly established that reticulate
evolution (hybridization) has
played a primary role in speciation in peonies. Starting in 1995
with his doctoral dissertation at
Ohio State University entitled
“Phylogeny and Biogeography
of Pæonia (Pæoniaceae)”, Dr.
Sang has laid the foundation
for a completely new and much
more accurate reclassification
of genus Pæonia, and especially section Pæonia (i.e., Pæon),
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where natural hybridization
has been particularly prevalent.
Although the details of the science and methods used in these
studies are extremely complex
and technical, the results and
conclusions can be more easily
summarized and described in
laymen’s terms. Thus, I will attempt to do this here, in the next
few paragraphs.
The analysis of DNA sequences
can be an extremely powerful
tool in reconstructing reticulate evolution. Sang analyzed
two different types of DNA sequence data to help reconstruct
the very complex pattern of
reticulate evolution in section
Pæonia. First, he analyzed nucleotide additivity detected by
directly sequencing PCR products of internal transcribed
spacers (ITS) of nuclear ribosomal DNA. This method can be
highly informative and accurate
in detecting hybridization in
cases where parental sequences are maintained in the hybrid
species, which is the case in
peonies due to the slowing of
concerted evolution caused by
the long generation time of peonies. Next, Sang analyzed the
rapidly evolving (maternally inherited) chloroplast gene, matK.
This technique can identify the
maternal parent of a hybrid species (and thus when combined
with ITS sequence data, also the

paternal parent by the process
of elimination).
By analyzing both nuclear and
chloroplast DNA sequences,
Sang and his colleagues were
able to accurately reconstruct
the complex reticulate evolution
patterns within section Pæonia.
However, they also emphasized
that this reconstruction may
still be an underestimate of the
natural hybridization which has
occurred in this group. Yet, as
mentioned earlier, the most surprising conclusion from these
remarkable studies was, undoubtedly, the high proportion
of diploids seen among the hybrid species. Although the tetraploid species have often been
suggested to be allotetraploids
(thus indicating hybrid origin),
none of the diploid species of
this section had ever previously
been considered to be of hybrid
origin.
A summary of the major capabilities of this technique are given
below. They can:
1. Detect hybridization events
(including relatively ancient
events and multiple hybridization events in the same lineage).
2. Identify the parent species of
each hybrid species.
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3. Identify the maternal and
paternal parents (including
extinct species and ancient
ancestors) of many hybrid
species.
4. Identify closely related species that share a common parentage, thus forming a sister
group.
5. Determine the relative order
in which various hybridization
events occurred.
6. Determine the approximate
time when a certain hybridization event took place (i.e.,
determine the time of origin
of the new species).
By applying these state-of-theart techniques to the study of
the Genus Pæonia, Sang and his
colleagues were able to make a
number of significant discoveries concerning the evolution of
Pæonia. A summary of the most
important conclusions from
these studies are listed below.
• The majority of the species in
section Pæonia are of hybrid
origin.
• The proportion of diploids
among the hybrid species is
surprisingly high, suggesting
that hybrid speciation at the
diploid level has been quite
successful in peonies.
• Only four species in section
Pæonia: P. lactiflora, P. tenuifo-

lia, P. veitchii and P. intermedia,
are not derived from hybridization.
• The existence of three extinct
ancient species in section
Pæonia was determined from
their DNA sequences observed
in their extant hybrid descendants, which have supplanted
them.
• Extensive reticulate evolution
in section Pæonia has made
classification of this section
extremely difficult.
• Most hybrid species are found
in the Mediterranean region,
whereas their parental species
are presently restricted to Asia.
• The earliest evolutionary split
in genus Pæonia probably occurred between section Onaepia and the rest of the genus,
thus making Onaepia the oldest section. It is estimated
that this split occurred approximately 15 million years ago.
The results of Sang’s phylogenetic analysis of section Pæonia are summarized in Figure 1,
(which is an updated and rearranged version of figure 7 from
the initial published paper by
Sang et al.1 in 1997). By examining this figure, it is possible
to trace the reticulate evolution
within section Pæonia by following the evolutionary tree from
left to right.
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Figure 1. An updated phylogeny chart for section Pæonia, based on the DNA sequence studies of Sang et al.1,2,3

In ancient times, following the
initial split of section Onaepia
from the rest of the genus and
the subsequent split of sections
Moutan and Pæonia (which are
not shown in the figure), section
Pæonia evolved into two distinct
clades, a large clade (top of figure) and a small clade (bottom).
The original ancestors of these
two clades hybridized to create
a new hybrid species, which in
turn, replaced its paternal parent to become the only surviving ancestor of the small clade.
After this, extensive hybridization occurred between various
members of the two clades and

also between members within the large clade. Many of the
resulting hybrids survived and
evolved into new species, which
in a few cases replaced one of
their parental species. Some
accomplished this through polyploidization, while others managed to survive by remaining at
the diploid level. This probably occurred through extensive
vegetative reproduction by rhizomes which facilitated survival
of the initial diploid populations
of hybrids until they became fertile or underwent polyploidization.
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Figure 2a. The initial classification of the Genus Pæonia based solely on the DNA
sequence studies of Sang et al. 123.

After careful review of the various papers mentioned above, I
was able to construct a preliminary new classification of Pæonia which incorporated all of the
essential conclusions and results
of the DNA studies described

above (see Figure 2a). This material was first described in a
number of articles in the Pæonia newsletter (Pæonia, V30N3,
V30N4 and V31N1), beginning in
the summer of 2000.
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Figure 2b. The classification from the recent book “Peonies of the World, Taxonomy
and Phytogeography” by D-Y Hong 4.

In 2004, the results of a new
comprehensive
taxonomical
study on peonies by Josef Halda were published in the book,
The Genus Pæonia, which also
contained a new classification of

the genus. At the time, this book
was thought of by many (including myself) as a possible replacement for the famous Stern
monograph discussed earlier. I
reviewed this book in an article
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in the December 2004 issue of
the APS Bulletin (No. 332, p.224227), in which I compared Halda’s new classification with that
of Stern and also with my preliminary classification based on the
DNA studies mentioned above.
Based on this comparison, I was
compelled to reject this new
classification by Halda, because
it was in serious disagreement
with both the DNA results as well
as with the long-standing classification of Stern. In May of 2005,
I presented these results and
comparisons at the International Peony Symposium in Munich,
Germany. Then, in the spring of
2010, came the long-anticipated book by De-Yuan Hong summarizing the results of a 25-year
study of the genus, that was the
most comprehensive and thorough study ever conducted of
the genus Pæonia. After a quick
review of this book, it appeared
to be the long-awaited replacement for the Stern monograph.
However, a more extensive and
detailed review of this book revealed that, although Hong was
aware of the DNA studies of Sang
et al., he did not use or incorporate any of the findings into his
analysis and classification. Unfortunately, no explanation or
reason was given for this crucial
decision. As a result, his published classification (see Figure
2b) was based solely on the anal-

ysis of his own morphological
data. Although this new classification appeared to be a clear improvement over the earlier Stern
classification, there were several
differences and inconsistencies
with my classification based primarily on the DNA results of Sang
et al. Thus, we were left with the
dilemma of having two new classifications of Pæonia based on
two comprehensive and equally
credible studies using two completely different scientific techniques that were not in complete
agreement. And, unfortunately,
some of these differences and
inconsistencies were fairly significant and, therefore, could not
simply be ignored.
Thus, I began a new study specifically directed towards identifying and resolving these inconsistencies. My initial approach
was to give a much higher credibility to the DNA results, since
DNA analysis is known to be a
very “exact” science compared
to the more subjective science of
taxonomy. Therefore, whenever
the two results were in obvious
conflict, I would simply choose
the more precise (DNA) result
over the inherently less accurate
one. It took me several years to
get off this track and to finally realize that both techniques have
their separate advantages and
also, more importantly, share a
few common potential sources
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of error that are completely independent of the inherent accuracy of the technique or method
employed. It is this latter point
which eventually brought me to
a satisfactory resolution of this
problem.
Although DNA sequence analysis is an extremely precise science, problems can arise from
mis-identified or mis-labeled
samples, just as in any field of
science. For this reason, it is very
important that the precise location of the collection site for each
sample is accurately known and
recorded. Taxonomic studies are
needed to identify the species to
be studied and where to collect
them. Even then, the geographical distributions of species
sometimes overlap each other.
Therefore, the morphological
characteristics of each sample
need to be carefully checked
to assure proper identification.
Many closely related species are
quite similar in appearance, and
thus, can easily be mixed-up or
mis-identified.
This problem was first brought
to my attention by an email I received from John Hudson, (the
editor of the Newsletter of the
Peony Group of the Hardy Plants
Society, UK), informing me he
was convinced that one of the
samples measured in the Sang et
al. studies was probably mis-la-

beled. His argument and supporting evidence seemed compelling, so I quickly looked into
this matter and came away convinced he was probably right.
His claim was that the sample
identified in the Sang study as
(P. russi) P. russoi was probably
mis-labeled and was instead actually P. corsica, since P. russoi is
not known to grow in the region
of the western Mediterranean islands, listed as the collection site
of the study sample. The only
peonies known to inhabit these
islands (Sardinia and Corsica)
are a species known as P. corsica, which is closely related to P.
cambessedesii. P. russoi, on the
other hand, is only found in Sicily
and the southern part of Italy. P.
russoi is considered a subspecies
of P. mascula to which it is closely related. In addition, it was
quite apparent that making this
change would also eliminate one
of the more troubling discrepancies between the two classifications. This knowledge sent me in
a new direction in search of possible solutions to other disagreements in these classifications.
Sometime after the publication
of Hong’s book, I became aware
of a paper by Pan, Zhang and
Sang7 published in 2007 in the
American Journal of Botany,
presenting evidence for the origin of a diploid hybrid species
in Pæonia. In a note under the
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section “plant materials” the authors pointed out several recent
nomenclature changes affecting
the four Pæonia species investigated in their study. One of these
changes was that P. sinjiangensis
(which is sometimes spelled as
P. xinjiangensis) had been renamed P. anomala. It was clear
after reading this article that the
main species (P. anomala) they
were studying was the same species, which Sang et al. had studied previously under the name
P. xinjiangensis. Except now, it
was being called P. anomala. It
seemed very simple to correct
this problem by simply changing the label on my charts to
reflect this change in nomenclature. However, doing so would
create a much larger problem,
since there was already another sample included in the study
that was labeled P. anomala.
Moreover, since these two samples gave very different DNA sequence results, they were clearly
not the same species. Thus, if
P. xinjiangensis was actually P.
anomala, then the sample originally labeled P. anomala had
to be something else. This led
me back to the original paper
by Sang et al.1 to check for the
collection site locations for the
measured samples and then to
the geographical distribution
maps of the various species in
Hong’s book to see if there could

have been a mix-up in the identification of any of the samples
used in the DNA sequence study,
but especially with the one identified as P. anomala.
Unfortunately, there were no
precise coordinates provided
for the samples studied. The
only type of information given
on the location of the collection site was the county and the
province. Although this type of
information is generally sufficient to unambiguously identify
most species, in this case it was
not. Nonetheless, it quickly became apparent that there are
two fairly similar species which
have distribution ranges that
partially overlap, where a collected sample might easily be
mis-identified. These two species are P. anomala and P. intermedia, both of which are native
to and widely distributed in the
Altai area of Xinjiang province in
northwestern China. Since the
exact locations of the collection
sites of the samples were not
provided in the published paper,
I used the approximate locations
given in order to assess the likelihood of an identification problem. It soon became clear from
a careful examination of these
distribution maps that both of
the samples in question (P. xinjiangensis and P. anomala) were
collected from sites that were
located in or near the edge of an

398-34

overlap region in the distribution ranges of P. anomala and P.
intermedia. The collection site
for P. xinjiangensis (XIN) was in
the middle of a large area of the
known distribution range of P.
anomala, but also near the edge
of the known distribution range
of intermedia. The collection
site for P. anomala (ANO) was
in the middle of a known distribution area for P. intermedia,
but also close to the edge of the
known distribution area for P.
anomala. Therefore, the identity
of these two samples could not
be unambiguously determined
based solely on their collection
site locations, even if these sites
were precisely known. However, in either case, there are only
two possible choices, P. anomala or P. intermedia, since there
are no other species of peonies
known to populate these two
regions. However, since the DNA
sequence signatures for these
two samples were distinctively different, they cannot be the
same species. Therefore, one of
these samples must have been P.
anomala and the other was then
P. intermedia. The paper by Pan
et al. clearly established that P.
anomala is the hybrid species
that resulted from a natural
cross between P. veitchii and P.
lactiflora, thereby also establishing that the other sample was

P. intermedia, which was simply
mis-labeled as P. anomala.
Once these two important
changes/corrections were made
to the initial version of the phylogeny chart derived from the
DNA studies, all of the most troubling discrepancies between
these two different methods
were eliminated, leaving only a
few relatively minor issues to be
resolved.
These remaining issues are summarized and discussed below:
1) Is P. veitchii an original ancient
(non-hybrid) species (Sang)
or a sub-species of P. anomala
(Hong)?
2) What is the proper placement
of P. sterniana and P. banatica?
3) What is the proper species status and placement of P. humilis?
4) Are P. mlokosewitschii, P. russoi, P. wittmanania, P. banatica, etc. separate species
(Sang) or subspecies (Hong)?
5) How many sub-sections are
necessary to classify section
Pæonia? 2 or 3?
Although there were a number of
different considerations which
factored into the final resolution
of these remaining discrepancies, there was a single overrid-
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ing principal which was invoked.
Since I have no further evidence
or suspicions that any other samples may have been incorrectly
identified or labeled, I chose to
use DNA results, whenever they
were available, over morphological data. On the other hand, the
morphological data were invaluable for determining the proper
placement of all of the newly discovered species or other species
or subspecies not included in
the DNA study. With this general
guideline in mind, the resolution
of each of these five remaining
issues is discussed below.
1) The DNA data indicates that
P. veitchii is one of only four
non-hybrid species in section
Pæonia and that P. anomala is
a hybrid species from a natural
cross with P. veitchii being one
of the parent species. Therefore, there is no DNA support for
Hong’s conclusion that P. veitchii
should be considered as a subspecies of P. anomala. In fact,
it would seem more appropriate and justifiable to consider
P. anomala as a subspecies of P.
veitchii rather than the other way
around. This is especially true in
light of the suggestion by Pan et
al. that P. anomala may actually
be a second-generation hybrid
species (resulting from a further
back-cross with P. veitchii), thus
explaining its high level of mor-

phological similarity to P. veitchii
(see Figure 1 and Table 1).
2a) There is a good case to be
made for placing P. sterniana
with P. emodi (which is its maternal parent) as Hong has done.
However, I believe that there is a
more compelling case for placing P. sterniana with its paternal
parent, P. mairei, and alongside
P. banatica which also shares the
same paternal relationship with
mairei.
2b) Likewise, although the DNA
data indicates that P. banatica
and P. officinalis share one parent (Ari-Par Group), P. banatica also shares a parent with
P. sterniana and the Cam-Cor
sister group and thus a strong
argument can be made for placing P. banatica with these other
species and its paternal parent,
P. mairei, because they are all
interclade hybrids as shown in
Table 1.
3) Hong lists P. humilis as a subspecies of P. officinalis. However, based on the DNA analysis
of Sang et al., P. humilis has the
same parentage as P. arietina
and P. parnassica (and not P. officinalis) and therefore, should
be grouped together with these
other two species as the third
member of the Ari-Par sister
group. P. officinalis, on the other
hand, was determined to be the
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progeny of a natural cross between P. peregrina and a member of the Ari-Par sister group,
which includes P. humilis. This
DNA data also suggest that P. humilis might be both a grandparent and a parent of P. officinalis
which supports Hong’s conclusion that these two species are
closely related (see figure 1), but
not his determination that P. humilis is a subspecies of P. officinalis.
4) Based on the DNA results,
P. mlokosewitschii is a hybrid
species, which has the same
parentage as five other hybrid
species, including P. mascula,
P. clusii, etc. Therefore, these
six hybrid species form a large
“sister group” based on their
common parentage and must
all be grouped together with the
other members of their group.
The idea that some in this sister group have higher or lower
species status than others in
the group seems completely artificial. The question of whether
they are species or subspecies
in this group seems like a minor
point. P. banatica, on the other
hand, has unique parentage not
shared by any other species and
thus should clearly be considered to have full species status.
Its placement has already been
discussed above. P. wittmanniana is a rare second-generation
hybrid species with four differ-

ent grandparents including two
that are now extinct. Although
P. daurica might well be one of
its parents, P. wittmanniana’s
unique parentage places it midway between P. obovata and
the clusii – mascula sister group
(which probably includes P. daurica) and clearly justifies its status as a unique species.
5) Hong supports his decision
to divide section Pæonia into 3
sub-sections with the statement
that three sections are “implied”
by the DNA studies of Sang et al.
My analysis of Sang’s results indicates that there is very strong
justification for dividing section
Pæonia into only two sub-sections based on the separate
evolutionary paths of the two
ancient clades within section
Pæonia. The rationale for this
conclusion can best be understood by examining Table 1.
Considering the complexity of
the evolutionary history of section Pæonia caused by extensive
natural hybridization, it seems
quite remarkable that this complexity can be captured in the
simple grouping scheme shown
in Table 1, which consists of only
two sub-sections. The philosophy for constructing this table
was dominated by the single
overriding principal that parents
and their offspring are closely related, and thus, must be grouped
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Table 1. The proposed grouping of the 19 hybrid species in section Pæonia and the
percent contribution which comes from each of their ancient ancestors.

together. Applying this philosophy to section Pæonia, results in
only two groups or sub-sections.
The first sub-section (Group
1) consists of the five ancient
(non-hybrid) species from Clade
1 (and includes the extinct species, ES-C1) and all of the (7) intraclade hybrid species that are
derived from the various natural
crosses between these (5) ancient species. Therefore, Group
1 is a pure group with all of its
members carrying only Clade 1
genealogy. The second sub-section (Group2) is composed of P.
mairei (the only existing ancient
species from Clade 2) and the
extinct species, ES-C2-2, as well
as the other remaining hybrid

species, all of which are derived
from various interclade crosses.
This group is special because
it contains all of the remaining
species that are carrying the
genes of the two ancient ancestors from Clade 2 that are now
extinct, ES1 and ES3 (see Figure
1). It should also be noted that
all of the members of this group
are of hybrid origin, including
P. mairei. Thus, this group is a
mixed group with all of its members containing genes from both
clades. For the most part, the
genealogy of the hybrid species
in Group 2 is equally divided between Clade 1 and Clade 2, with
50% coming from each clade. In
fact, P. wittmanniana is the only
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Figure 3. The Scientist’s Version of the proposed new unified classification for the
genus Pæonia based on the recently updated phylogeny from the DNA sequence
studies of Sang et al.1,2,3 and the recent taxonomical study of Hong4.
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exception, thus making it a little
more difficult to properly classify.
In my view, there is no clear
need, benefit or justification for
any further division of this section. Thus, sub-section Group 1
relates only to Clade 1, whereas sub-section Group 2 relates
equally to both Clade 1 and
Clade 2). These relationships
are immediately obvious from
Table 1. This table also provides
the percent contribution of each
of the seven ancient species to
each of the nineteen hybrid species in section Pæonia. It is also
important to note that the species on both axes of this table are
intentionally arranged according
to increasing degree of foliage
dissection, going from right to
left on the horizontal axis and
from bottom to top on the vertical axis. Thus, the same is also
true going along the diagonal
from the lower right corner to
the upper left corner. As a result,
the same approximate foliage
dissection variation is also seen
in the classification chart which
results in large part directly from
this table. This classification
chart is shown in Figure 3.
I believe there is a certain simplistic elegance to this grouping
system which seems to indicate
that foliage type (degree of dissection) is probably the single

best characteristic for determining the taxonomical relationships between various species
and thus may also explains why
the classification of Stern remained the standard for such a
long period of time. As a result,
I have arranged the species and
sister groups of species in each
sub-section approximately according to their degree of foliage dissection, with the species
exhibiting the highest degree of
foliage dissection at the top and
those with the least dissection at
the bottom.
The only important classification issues remaining at this
time are the proper placement of
P. russoi and the five new species
recognized by Hong for which
there is no DNA sequence data
available. For now, I have placed
these species according to the
groupings and relationships established by Hong. I have high
confidence that these placements will be confirmed once
the DNA sequence data is available for these species. The same
is also true for the recently discovered and newly recognized
yellow peony, P. wendelboi, from
the mountains of Iran, which
seems to be closely related to P.
mlokosewitschii.
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Minnesota Peony Society

www.mnpeony.org – Todd O’Halloran - President

Good day Fellow APS Members!
Here in Minnesota, we have recently seen some sure signs of spring: warming temperatures, melting snow replaced by rains and even a tornado watch
here in Southeastern Minnesota (on the same day it was snowing in Northern Minnesota.) They say if you don't like the weather we're having, just wait
a few hours, or apparently just drive a few hours away!
We are disappointed that the APS Convention won't be held in-person in
Minneapolis, but we are excited for the upcoming plans for online meetings.
We also cancelled our usual Winter Educational meeting, and so far are taking a "wait and see" attitude toward the near future, but are hopeful that, as
the Governor continues to lift restrictions , we will be able to have an in-person flower show and exhibition this June. Fingers crossed! We will be having
a Board of Directors meeting shortly to discuss our plans, tentative as they
may be.
We wish you all a beautiful, warm and early spring in your gardens and lots
of beautiful peony blooms!
Looking forward to seeing you online soon!

Duluth Peony Society
Elizabeth Donley - President

Hello from Duluth: sunny and snow covered, as we got 6 new inches last
week. We are looking forward to returning to some of our usual peony celebrations and neighborhood garden tours (maybe even, weather permitting,
an outdoor meeting. Masked still. )
Our Leif Erickson Park garden, overlooking Lake Superior, was spectacular
last season. You are all welcome to stop if you are headed up the north shore
the end of June.
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Wisconsin Peony Society

www.wipeonysociety.org
Cory Tischman, President – contact at wipeonysociety.president@gmail.com

With the early warm-up here in Wisconsin it’s hard not to think about peonies emerging from the ground. I have to stop myself from digging around and
checking to see if they made it, as they usually are fine and I just end up breaking off emerging buds. It’s hard to narrow down my favorite peonies as each one
brings its own beauty and personality. Some of the cultivars that I am excited
to see emerge is the ever handsome foliage and flower of 'Nosegay', the stout
and punchy red color of 'Burma Ruby', the mesmerizing color combination and
flower form of 'Perfection', and the sweet lemon fragrance from 'Bartzella'.
We recently had our spring educational meeting and biennial elections. We
have a great crop of new members to the Board of Directors, and I want to
give a special thanks to Jeff Delaney, Helen Finazzo, and Tracey Nelson, for the
years and dedication as Treasurer, Newsletter Editor, and Recording Secretary,
respectively. For our educational portion, we had an excellent online Q&A panel with notable peony experts: Don Hollingsworth, Harvey Buchite, and Nate
Bremer, with the special guest appearDurable, affordable
ance by Martin Page! It was a rare treat
& made in the USA!
to have all these people in one place to
• Now with rounded corners •
share their knowledge and experience
with peonies.
We are finalizing our upcoming events
for members and will be announcing
the details in our newsletter and website.
If you’re interested to volunteer or be
in a leadership position in one of our
committees, you can contact me using
the email address above. Most of the
positions can be done remotely. If you
want to find out about what we are doing here in Wisconsin, check out our
website or visit us on Facebook: ‘Wisconsin Peony Society Group’.
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INTRODUCTORY OFFER
Sample pack of 8 styles
plus a marking pencil

just $7.50

EverlastLabel.com

Premium Peony Roots for
All Gardens Big & Small
Looking for elegance, drama, or simply a cheerful garden
makeover? Peony USA is your source. With over 100 peony
cultivars from which to choose, and the vast array of rich colors,
sizes, and shapes, the possibilities for your vision are limitless!

• Family Owned Business for Over 60 Years
• Over 100 Beautiful Varieties & Colors
• Superior Dutch Roots - Minimum 3-5 Eyes

peonyusa.com • info@peonyusa.com • 540-422-3134

Gold City Flower Gardens

––

Peonies & Daylilies
6298 Gold City Road
Franklin, Kentucky 42134
(270) 776-6584

––

goldcityflowergardens.com

APS BOOKS
Save on a broad selection of
APS books and publications.
Place a secure online order today!
www. americanpeonysociety.org/shop
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site: www.wipeonysociety.org or visit us on Facebook: ‘Wisconsin Peony
Society Group’. v
F
FR
RE
EE
E C
C ATA
ATA L
LO
OG
G || O
OR
RD
DE
ER
R O
ON
NL
L II N
NE
E

Advertise in The
APS Bulletin!
ADELMAN

Fina
Gardens
Durable, affordable
& made in the USA!
•• Now
Now with
with rounded
rounded corners
corners ••
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fine peonies for garden and vase

Commercial members of the

Field grown peonies:
lactiflora, hybrids, intersectional
and fern leaf.

American Peony Society are
invited to advertise in The Bulletin.
For rates and details please contact

See our catalog at

editor@americanpeonysociety.org

www.finagardenspeonies.com
or

new
new hybrids
hybrids || award
award winners
winners || heritage
heritage
intersectionals
intersectionals || rare
rare || herbaceous
herbaceous
5690
5690 Brooklake
Brooklake Rd.
Rd. NE
NE •• Salem,
Salem, OR
OR 97305
97305

503-393-6185

www.peonyparadise.com

Call 715.837.1147
Offer
toIntroductory
request a catalog
Sample
Sample pack
pack of
of 88 styles
styles
plus
plus aa marking
marking pencil
pencil

JUST $$6

www.EverlastLabel.com
www.EverlastLabel.com
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Europe’s Largest Collection of
PEONIES!
•• R2 Flowers B.V. is a worldwide
R2 Flowers B.V. is a worldwide

broker
broker in
in Peonies.
Peonies.

•• Import and Export of Peonies.
Import and Export of Peonies.
•• Buying of Peony seeds and

Buying of Peony seeds and
Seedlings.
Seedlings.
•• European distribution of
European distribution of
Peonies.
Peonies.
•• We are founder of the Peony
We are founder of the Peony
Showgarden
Showgarden Holland.
Holland.
•• The largest collection of
The largest collection of
Peonies
Peonies in
in Europe.
Europe.
•• We receive hundreds of
We receive hundreds of
visitors
visitors per
per season
season from
from all
all
over
over the
the world.
world.

Peony
Peony Showgarden
Showgarden Holland
Holland

Peony
Peony Showgarden
Showgarden Holland
Holland

R2
R2 Flowers
Flowers B.V.
B.V. // Peony
Peony Showgarden
Showgarden Holland
Holland
For
For information:
information: r.jong@r2flowers.nl
r.jong@r2flowers.nl
www.peonyshowgarden.com
www.peonyshowgarden.com
www.r2peony.com
www.r2peony.com
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Peony
Peony Showgarden
Showgarden Holland
Holland

Earth
Friendly
Garden
Markers

Quality
Herbaceous Peonies
Grown in rich Iowa soil.

The ORIGINAL 100% Stainless
Steel Plant Markers
Signature - Collector - Garden
- Designer Series Markers

Free list of varieties.
— Wholesale Only —

Brother P-Touch Products

W12925 Mielke Rd
A-1 Nursery
Marion,
WI 54950
2842 Fremont Avenue
920-858-7020
Shenandoah,
IA 51601
ohmypeonies.com

Everything you need
Durable
to
label your garden

Recyclable
Now
offering
Sustainably
Made

Custom Engraving
MADE IN USA • PATENTED

& Label Printing

NEW!
Add Custom
www.kincaidplantmarkers.com
Engraved
Plastic Labels

3-year Herbaceous and
ITOH peonies
a1nurseryshenandoah@gmail.com

support@kincaidgardens.com
3 sizes/4 colors
816-324-4931

Use code PEONY-GYR at checkout
to receive discount on plant markers

phone (712) 534-2595

info @ mcgbiomarkers.com
319-378-0077

TM

Advanced Generation
Hybrid Woody &
Herbaceous Peonies

Browse & Order Online
7510 Pinesva Rd., Reedsville, WI 54230
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solarisfarms.com

i n f o @ s o l a r i s f a r m s. c o m

Announcing

the APS 2021 PHOTO
CONTEST & VIRTUAL SHOW

Ready, Set, Exhibit in Our Online Gallery!
Now’s your chance to enter the American
Peony Society’s Photo Contest and Flower
Show - the ultimate online peony experience.
Member-submitted entries are eligible from
May 15th through August 1, 2021! All photos
will be featured in our online gallery on the
APS Public site, and winners will be featured
in the APS Bulletin, social media, the website
and more.
Six Great Categories
r Cultivars
r Arrangements and Bouquets
r Full Plant
r Garden
r Human Interest
r Artistic
r Outside the Box
r Classic Covers (APS Bulletin Cover)
SEE CONTEST INFORMATION ON
THE APS WEBSITE
americanpeonysociety.org/news-events/
if-wishes-were-peonies/#virtual-show

The wind upon its way
whispered the boughs of May,
And touched the nodding peony
flowers to bid them waken.
—Siegfried Sassoon

