THE HYBRID DETECTIVE ( Part 2 )   by Derek Butcher, in Bromeletter 28(6):8-9. 1990

( with thanks to Peter Johnston )

We know that the parentage of Billbergia 'Kahibah' was given as (B. saundersii  x  B. amoena)  x B. nutans  in 1963.

Later on in 1967 we found that the seed parent was that plant called B. glimiana, so how did the confusion start ? 

In Bromeletter Vol.1 July/Aug 1963, which was before the date of registration there was an article by Bob Agnew. Anyone who has read the early Bromeletters will realize how astute Bob Agnew was . What did happen to him ? He and I would have had marvellous discussions! 

“ NOTES ON A PLANT  KNOWN AS BILLBERGIA GLYMIANA
For some time now this plant has been seen in limited numbers in a few collections, and is prized as an attractive specimen. This plant grows  well  but not overly fast, in an acid, open mix, and shows creamy spots on a medium green leaf. The leaf edges are serrated, the plant rather openly tubular, and does not appear to grow much more than 10-12ins high. Light, and moving air seem to have a direct relationship to the intensity of the pink to reddish overcast seen on the few plants available. Some  interesting facts have been unearthed about this plant which are worth noting.. and further illustrate the the need for more enquiry and less acceptance. The chase began in March 1962 with an enquiry addressed to Lyman B. Smith re B. glimiana.  Soon after a reply was received pointing out that B. glimiana  was a synonym for B. morelii  and was spelt with a "y" anyway! Reference to Smith's "Bromeliaceae of Brazil" quickly showed something was amiss, since the plant here certainly did not tally with the reference - i.e. "Inflorescence densely covered with scurfy scales.. except the petals" and further.. "Lower floral bracts bright red,  large, ample,  concealing most of the inflorescence, leaves concolorous". A flower was obtained in April 1963 and forwarded to the United States. The results justified the

original doubts since the plant is now known to be a hybrid with at least one part B. saundersii  but the other part, or parts,  vaguely like B. amoena.​

It is all
too frequently that hybrids, made "Heaven knows where" without any published records, go under an astonishing number of names, and in truth remaining in part unknown. It is suggested in the light of this new information that members having this plant in their collections alter the name to Billbergia saundersii X”

This undoubtedly was the reason for
the name Billbergia saundersii x B. amoena being used by Win Reid because the article appeared before her registration . I think that I laid to rest the problem of B. glymiana/ B. saundersii X  by calling the plant Billbergia ‘Gem’.  At least it isolates the clone concemed. Secondly we don't have to worry too much about B. saundersii  being really B. chlorosticta !

Further notes

Bromeletter 4(4): 13. 1967

From Mrs A Abendroth

Billbergia glymiana – your description fits a plant I have in cultivation. From a good picture in Exotica p.420 and from L B Smith’s Bromeliads in Brazil, I identified it as B. distachia v. maculata. Miss Padilla and Walter Richter also give a brief description under this name. It checks with mine.

From Dr. Johnston

This shows the difficulty of trying to identify plants from written descriptions – or even from illustrations. The plant Bob Agnew referred to is certainly not B. distachia v. maculata although there are several points of similarity. This assumes that the plant known here as B. distachia v. maculata is correctly identified. as the original note pointed out, the name B. glymiana is a synonym of B. morelii and so cannot  be applied to a plant we know by this name. Lyman Smith’s determination that it is a hybrid of saundersii, possibly with B. amoena fits what we know of the plant. (Inflorescence and leaf were sent to L B Smith for identification by Bob Agnew)

Comment by Butcher 10/1993

This was also called ‘Gemiana’ but because this is Latinised it was decided to use ‘Gem’.

