Would a Lilac by Any Other Name Smell So Sweet?

A Search for Fragrance

John H. Alexander III

The quest for all-encompassing knowledge of his favorite genus has taken the
Arboretum’s plant propagator down many byways. This one required a cadre of

volunteers and a high-speed computer.

The perfect lilac should have flowers at eye and
nose level; the new growth should not obscure
the flowers; it should sucker enough to replace
old stems; it should not suffer from powdery
mildew or leafroll necrosis; it should be avail-
able in your favorite color, single- or double-
flowered; and it should be fragrant! For years
I've sought those perfect lilacs and the prospec-
tive parents of new perfect lilacs. I’ve made
many notes on flowers and collected years of
data on the susceptibility of different cultivars
to foliar diseases, but inevitably the question
arises, Is it fragrant?

It’s a question I often hear when I'm recom-
mending a lilac. My usual response is, “I'll show
you the plant and you can tell me.” The prob-
lem is that I am not very sensitive to fragrances.
I can usually detect them, but it seems that my
olfactories are quickly overwhelmed by strong
fragrances, and I am then unable to differentiate
or even notice them.

Wanting to fill out my knowledge of potential
lilac breeding stocks, I enlisted volunteers to
sniff in my stead. It would be a simple, informal
survey. I would act as clerk; all these self-
proclaimed “fragrance-oriented” people need do
was to sniff and assign a grade. We undertook
this task in 1982 and again in 1983. During
peak lilac bloom, two testers and I worked our
way through the Arnold Arboretum’s collec-
tions in Jamaica Plain and, in 1983, at the Case
Estates.

We began by sniffing a few lilacs, including
Syringa pubescens, which is widely considered
to be one of the most fragrant, although spicier

than the traditional lilac fragrance. We then
moved from plant to plant. They sniffed and
independently {without discussion) decided on a
rating from O to 3 with 0 having no fragrance
and 3 being the maximum. At first I doubted the
ability of the testers and so I tested them, steer-
ing them to different plants of the same cultivar
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and even, once or twice, repeating the very
same plant. Their ratings convinced me that
they could detect and grade with consistency.

The Results

The mean fragrance level of all 456 samples was
1.08. Of these, 195 plants were sampled in 1982
and 261 in 1983. The overall mean for 1982 was
0.78 whereas it was 1.3 for 1983. Of these, 112
plants were sampled both years; the mean fra-
grance level for these was 0.84 for 1982 and
almost twice as high in 1983 at 1.48. Why the
difference? Conjectures are many, but perhaps
the most plausible is that like the taste of wines,
the fragrance of lilacs is just better some years.
Certainly, few samples were taken for most
cultivars, and with more years of sampling the
results would be more accurate. I am less
confident of the negative results than the posi-
tive; I am reluctant to say that lilacs sampled
once or twice and found not to be fragrant are
never fragrant. Therefore, for the following
tables I have selected lilac cultivars that either
were sampled more than once or received higher
fragrance scores. The latter are included on the
conviction that a lilac with a grading higher
than the overall mean average can confidently
be considered fragrant.

When complaints are made that fragrance has
been bred out of lilacs, it is generally cultivars of
Syringa vulgaris that are targeted. In view of
that assertion, I included in our 1982 sampling
two specimens of S. vulgaris that were collected
in the wild in the Balkans. The testers gave
them grades of 1 and 0.5 (on the scale of 0 to 3),
which combines to give a mean of 0.75, a num-
ber very close to the overall mean for all plants
tested that year (0.84). Certainly it's fair to say
that the fragrance of these two specimens was
only average. Some of the cultivars sampled pos-
sessed more fragrance, just as some had less.
Undoubtedly, the same would be true of indi-
vidual plants in the wild.

The first table below lists selected cultivars
of the species Syringa vulgaris and S. x
hyacinthiflora, which is a hybrid of S. vulgaris
and the earlier blooming S. oblata. Cultivars
of S. vulgaris and S. x hyacinthiflora look and
smell much the same, the most obvious differ-
ence being that S. x hyacinthiflora bloom earlier
than S. vulgaris, as much as ten days earlier.

The fragrances of the species, hybrids, and
cultivars listed in the second table, while
generally thought pleasant, differ from the hall-
mark lilac fragrance. Instead, they are often
described as spicier and more pungent.

Table 1

The asterisks mark cultivars of the hybrid Syringa x hyacinthiflora, which is a hybrid of
S. vuigaris and the earlier blooming S oblata. All others are cultivars of S vulgaris.
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ADELAIDE DUNBAR D VII 2 I BoussINGAULT D \' 1 2
A1BA GRANDIFLORA S I 2 0.25 BurronN* S A" 2 1.75
A1BA VIRGINALIS S I 3 0.5 C. B. vaN NE&s S VII 2 1.25
ALINE MOCQUERIS S VII 1 2 CAPITAINE BALTET S VI 3 0.83
A1PHONSE LAVALLEE D v 3 I CARMEN D v 2 0.5
ASSESSIPPT* S v 5 1.6 CARMINE S VI 2 I.§
AZUREA PLENA D 11 2 0.5 CATINAT* S v 6 1.33
BELLE DE NANCY D v 2 1.25 CHARLES JoLY D VIiI 3 1.67
BERANGER S VI 1 2 CHARLOTTE MORGAN D VI 2 1.25
BERRYER™ D v 2 1.75 CHR1sTOPHE COLOMB S v 2 0.75§
BLEUATRE S III 2 1.25 Ci1TY OF LONGVIEW D )" 2 0.75§
BouNTIFUL S \" 2 1 CLAUDE DE LORRAIN S v 2 0.75
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COLBERT D VI 3 0.83 LAMARTINE* S v 4 1.87
ComTE HOrACE D \ 2 I LAURENTIAN™ S I 2 1.75

DE CHOISEUL LEON SIMON D v I 2
CONDORCET D VI 2 1 LINNE D VI 3 1
Conco S VI 2 L3 Louis HENRY D VI 2 075
CRrOIX DE BRAHY S A\ 2 1.75 Louvois* S I 3 0.83
DAME BLANCHE D I 2 05 Lucte BALTET S A 2 0.5
Dt Louvain S v 2 I MACROSTACHYA S A% 5 1.6
DESFONTAINES D VI 1 2 MARECHAL D VI 3 0.83
Deull D’EmMILE GALLE D v 2 1.25 DE BASSOMPIERRE
DiperoT S vl 2 0.5 MARIE LEGRAYE S I 3 0.67
DirLOMATE S 111 4 0.87 MARLYENSIS S v 4 1.5
DoveN KETELEER D v 3 1 MARLYENSIS PALLIDA S v 2 1.33
Dr. von REGEL S v 3 I Maup NotcutT S I 2 0.75
Duc pE Massa D I 2 I MAURICE DE VILMORIN D v I 2
EDOUARD ANDRE D v 2 1.25 MEecHTA S VI I 2
ExXENHOLM S v 2 0.75% Miss ELLEN WiLLmoTT D I 3 o]
EmiL LieBiG D il 2 I MME. ANTOINE D v 2 I
EmILE GENTIL D I 2 05 BUCHNER
EMILE LEMOINE D v I 2 MME. BrioT S VI 2 0.7§
FESTHER STALEY* S VI 2 1.25 MME. CASIMIR PERIER D I 2 0.75§
EVANGELINE* D VI 3 2.2 MME. CATHERINE D I 2 0.75
Excer* S v 2 2 BRUCHET
GaLiNa Uranova S I 1 2 MME. F. MOREL S VI 4 125
GENERAL SHERMAN S A 2 I.2§ MME. FALLIERES S v 5 o038
GIGANTEA S A 3 0.83 MME. FELIX S I 2 05
GLOIRE DE MOULINS S A% 3 1.33 MME. LEMOINE D I 4 025
GranD-Duc D I 2 T MME. LEON SIMON D v I 1.5

CONSTANTIN MoONGE S v 5 0.4
Guizot D v 2 1.25 Mons. MaxiME Cornu D v 2 1.25
Henrt MARTIN D v 2 2.5 NECKER® S A% 2 L§
HerMAN EILERS S \Y 3 0.83 Nokomis™ S v 21
HipPOLYTE MARINGER D v 2 0.2§ PascaL S v 2 2.5
Huco KosTEr S I\ 2 0.75 Paur HarioT D vl 2 0.75
JEAN BART D A% 2 I.25 PHILEMON S vl 2 0.75
JEAN MACE D v 4 1.25 Pink Croupn” S VI 2 1.75
JULES SIMON D 111 1 2 Pink Mist S A% 2 1
JusTII S i 2 1.5 PocaHONTAS™ S VI 3 I
Karriz D v I 1.5 PRESIDENT CARNOT D v 1 2
KATHERINE HAVEMEYER D v 4 1.25 PRESIDENT GREVY D 1 3 1.33

key:

flower type—D: double; S: single

color—I: white; II: violet; II: blue; IV: lilac; V: pink; VI. magenta, VII purple
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PRESIDENT LAMBEAU S \' I 2 SERENE S v 1 3
PRESIDENT LINCOLN S III 4 0.87 SouveNIR DE SIMONE D I 2 0.5
PRESIDENT POINCARE D VI 2 1.75 STADTGARTNER D VII 2 0.75
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT S VI 2 1.75 RoTHPLETZ
PRINCE IMPERIAL S VI 2 075 STEFAN MAKOWIECKI S VI 3 0.5
PRrINCE NOTGER S I 2 05 SUMIERKI S VII I Ig§
PRINCESSE MARIE S A 2 1.25 SUMMER SKIES* S VI 1 2
PRODIGE S viI 2 1 SUNSET” D VI 2 I
Proressor E. H. D I 2 05 SWEETHEART D VI 1 1.5

WiLsoN TANKMAN D v 2 0.75
PYRAMIDAL D v 3 1.67 THUNBERG D v 2 1.75
PyramiDALIS ALBA S 1 2 0.5 TrIOMPHE DE MouLINsS S v 3 1
REINE ELISABETH S I 2 0.5 TurcoT* S v 3 0.5
Ro1 ALBERT S VI 3 1.33 VAUBAN™ D \' 6 2
RONSARD S 1} 2 1.25 VESTALE S I 4 0.75
ROUGE DE TRIANON S VI 2 1.2§ VIVIAND-MOREL D v 1 2
RuBELLA PLENA D VI 2 0.5 WALDECK-ROUSSEAU D vV 4 0.75
RUuHM vON S VI 3 2 WiLLiam C. BARRY S v 2 1

HORSTENSTEIN WiLLiAM ROBINSON D v 2 0.75
SENATEUR VOLLAND D VI 2 1.5

Table 2

X CHINENSIS S v I 2 OBLATA SUBSP. OBLATA S v 1 3
— BicoLor S I I 2 — SUBSP. DILATATA S v 3 0.5
— METENSIS S I 2 2.25 PUBESCENS SUBSP. S v 4 3
— PrESIDENT HAYES S VI 2 1.5 PUBESCENS
— Rep RoTtHOMAGENSIS S VI 2 2 — SUBSP. JULIANAE S \' 1 3
— SAUGEANA S VI 4 2.2§ — SUBSP. MICROPHYLLA S vV 2 0.5
MEYERI S v I 1.5 SUPERBA

For Further Information on Lilacs

John H. Alexander, ITI. 1989. The Quest for the Perfect Lilac. Arnoldia 49(2}): 2-7. This article includes a list of the
fifty best lilacs for the gardens of New England plus an additional ten favorite uncommon lilacs.

. 1978. The Uncommon Lilacs—Something Old, Something New. Arnoldia 38(3): 65-81. This article discusses
some of the less common lilacs.
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The fascination that lilacs exert on the Plant Propagator of the Arnold Arboretum appears to have a genetic compo-
nent. His great-grandfather, The Dahlia King of East Bridgewater, Massachusetts, raised lilacs in his commercial
nursery. A generation later, his son, Jack’s grandfather, proprietor of Dahliatown 1n Middleborough, had made hilacs a
specialty of his nursery. Jack himself has long been active 1n many capacities in the International Lilac Society, which
has in turn bestowed on him their Director’s Award and Award of Mert.



