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(1726) Veronica allionii Vill., Prosp. Hist. Pl. Dauphiné:
20. 16 Apr 1779 [Dicot.: Scrophular.], nom. cons.
prop.
Neotypus (vide Bocquet & al. in Bauhinia 3: 238.
1967): [France] “Mt. Cenis”, Villars (GRM), typ.
cons. prop.

The French botanist Dominique Villars described
Veronica allionii in 1779 (l.c.) citing only a synonym from

Tournefort (in Hermann, Schola Bot.: 46. 1689) and a poly-
nomial synonym by himself. Both polynomials included a
brief description of the leaves, i.e., “foliis hirsutis” and
“folio rotundo, hirsuto”, respectively.

A few years later, the same author (Hist. Pl. Dauphiné
2: 8–9. 1787) changed the application of this name by an
alteration of the diagnostic characters (i.e., “foliis glabris”).
In this work three new synonyms were cited for V. allionii:
a polynomial from Gérard, Fl. Gallo-Prov.: 322. 1761
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of Minas Gerais, São Paulo, Paraná, Santa Catarina, Mato
Grosso do Sul and Rio Grande do Sul according to Legrand
& Klein (in Reitz, Fl. Ilustr. Catarin. Mirtáceas: 642. 1977)
and Romagnolo & Souza (in Acta Bot. Bras. 18: 617. 2004);
in the Argentinian provinces of Chaco, Corrientes, Entre
Ríos, Formosa, Misiones and Santa Fé according to Rotman
(in Zuloaga & Morrone, l.c.: 867); in Paraguay and
Uruguay in forests along the Uruguay River according to
Legrand (in Bol. Fac. Agron. Univ. Montevideo 101: 56.
1968); and in Bolivia according to Killeen & al. (Guia
Árbol. Bolívia: 583. 1993).

Hexachlamys edulis is known by many vernacular
names, such as ibahay, ubajai, and uva-jy by Rojas-Acosta
(Cat. Hist. Nat. Corrientes: 61. 1892); cereja-do-rio-grande,
cited by Lorenzi (in Árvor. Brasil. 1: 263. 1992); ocorocil-
lo, cited by Killeen & al. (l.c.); and cerejeira, ivaí, and
pessegueiro-bravo by Brandão & al. (Árvor. Nat. Exót. Est.
Minas Gerais: 339. 1999). Biloni (in Arbol. Autoct. Argent.
Selv. Bosq. Mont. Argentina: 222. 1990), commented that:
“although very ornamental when in full flower (spring) it is
little cultivated as an ornamental. The individuals which are
to be found growing near ranches and rural homes of the
Entre Ríos and Chaco region have not been planted by set-
tlers, but sprang up naturally and were allowed to grow”
(author’s translation). Lorenzi (l.c.) comments that the fruits
are used to make juice, jellies and compotes.

Hexachlamys edulis (O. Berg) Kausel & D. Legrand
was described by Berg (in Martius, Fl. Bras. 14(1): 353.
1857) as Myrcianthes edulis O. Berg. The holotype, a fruit-
ing Sellow specimen at B, is no longer extant and the name
has apparently not yet been lectotypified, but as I have seen
an image of a probable isotype from Vienna I am designat-
ing it here as lectotype. After Bentham and Hooker f. (Gen.
Pl. 1: 715. 1865) relegated this taxon to the synonymy of
Eugenia, the species became known as Eugenia edulis (O.
Berg) Benth. & Hook. f. ex Griseb. (l.c.: 126). Niedenzu (in
Engler & Prantl, Nat. Pflanzenfam. 3(7): 81. 1893) showed

that the epithet edulis was occupied in Eugenia, and intro-
duced a nomen novum, Eugenia myrcianthes Nied. The new
combination in Hexachlamys was published by Kausel &
Legrand (in Legrand, Darwiniana 9: 302. 1950). That the
species belongs to the genus Hexachlamys, closely allied to
Eugenia, is now accepted by most botanists, but see Sobral
(in Fam. Myrtaceae Rio Grande do Sul: 67. 2003) for a dif-
ferent opinion. Recent studies towards a molecular phy-
logeny of the Myrtaceae by Wilson & al. (in Pl. Syst. Evol.
251: 3–19. 2005) support recognition of Hexachlamys.

Since its publication in 1950, the name Hexachlamys
edulis has been used in floras, floristic studies, theses, and
other botanical publications, as by Legrand (in Sellowia 13:
345. 1961; l.c. 1962: 49; l.c. 1968), Kausel (l.c.: 334),
Legrand & Klein (l.c.), Marchiori & Sobral (Dendrol.
Angiosp. Myrtaceae: 59. 1997), Rotman (in Darwiniana 24.
175. 1982; in Zuloaga & Morrone, l.c.), and Romagnolo &
Souza (l.c.). It has also appeared in six illustrated books on
native trees, respectively by Lorenzi (l.c.), Brandão & al.
(l.c.), Backes & Irgang (Árvor. do Sul: 242. 2002), Durigan
& al. (Pl. Cerrado Paulista: 333. 2004), Biloni (l.c.), and
Killeen & al. (l.c.).

This appears to be a clear case for preservation of well-
known Hexachlamys edulis by conservation of its basionym
against Psidium amygdalinum, a name that apparently has
never been used except by the original authors. A new com-
bination in Hexachlamys, which strict application of the
principle of priority would require, would surely constitute
a disadvantageous change for purely nomenclatural reasons
(Article 14.1, Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000).
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(1727) Veronica latifolia L., Sp. Pl.: 13. 1 Mai 1753
[Dicot.: Scrophular.], nom. utique rej. prop.
Lectotypus (vide Webb in Bot. J. Linn. Soc. 65:
266. 1972): Herb. Linnaeus No. 26.52 (LINN).

The name V. latifolia L. has been in use since it was
published for the first time in 1753. Nevertheless, its appli-
cation is complicated due to the fact that-as already noted
by Webb (l.c.), who tried to promote the rejection of this
name-different authors have used it to name two clearly dis-

tinct species of Veronica: V. teucrium L. (Sp. Pl., ed. 2: 16.
1762) and V. urticifolia Jacq. (Fl. Austriac. 1: 37, t. 59.
1773).

Linnaeus in the protologue (Sp. Pl.: 13. 1753) cited a
phrase name from Hortus Cliffortianus: 8 (“9”). 1737, from
which a specimen labelled “Veronica latifolia” [Herb.
Clifford: 8; Veronica 6 (BM)] can be traced. For us, there is
no doubt that this specimen is V. urticifolia. 

As regards the Linnaean collections at LINN, there are
two relevant specimens for the typification of V. latifolia:
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(“foliis oppositis subrotundis glabris”), another from
Allioni, Rar. Pedem. Stirp.: 21. 1755 (“foliis rotundis, firmis
glabris, denticulatis”), and V. pyrenaica All. from Allioni,
Fl. Pedem. 1: 73. 1785. This V. pyrenaica had been
described with the citation of Allioni (l.c. 1755), Gérard
(l.c.), Villars (l.c. 1779) and Tournefort (Inst. Rei Herb. 1:
143. 1700), only Villars of which had described pubescent
leaves, but the leaves were indicated as glabrous (“apud nos
glabris non strigosus”). Thus, all synonyms in Villars (l.c.
1787), save V. allionii Vill. (1779) see below, clearly corre-
spond to a plant with glabrous leaves. Moreover, both orig-
inal elements of V. allionii Vill. (1779) were attributed at
that time (1787) to a variety (“variété B.”) of V. allionii-des-
ignated “B. VERONICA. Tournefortii” but to be interpreted
as “V. allionii var. tournefortii” (see Bocquet & al., l.c.:
239), which is not validly published under Art. 26.2 of the
ICBN (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000)-by the
explicit citation “Prosp. 20” (i.e., V. allionii Vill., 1779).
Additionally, Villars (l.c. 1787) cited Tournefort (in
Hermann, l.c.), and described in Latin (“foliis hirsutis”) and
in French (“feuilles... velues”) the pilosity of the leaves.
Therefore, there is no doubt that all original type elements,
with hirsute leaves, were excluded from the new circum-
scription of “typical” V. allionii, V. allionii var. allionii as it
would now be described, and included under “V. allionii var.
tournefortii”.

Since 1787, botanical tradition has used the name V.
allionii for a plant endemic to the south-western Alps,
which differs from V. officinalis L. by its glabrous or
glabrescent leaves, among other characters, see: Bonnier
(Fl. Ill. France 8: 57. 1926), Coste (Fl. Descr. France 3: 33.
1904), Fiori (Nuov. Fl. Italia 2: 345. 1926), Guinochet &
Vilmorin (Fl. France 2: 638. 1975), Hess & al. (Fl. Schweiz,
ed. 2, 3: 191. 1980), Pignatti (Fl. Italia 2: 571. 1982),
Walters & Webb (in Tutin & al., Fl. Eur. 3: 247. 1972), and
Zangheri (Fl. Ital. 1: 608. 1976). The name is also used in
that sense in electronic publications: a Google search on 13

October 2005 returned 269 hits for “Veronica allionii”,
which further demonstrates that the name is in use among
gardeners and pharmacists as well as the botanical commu-
nity.

The current use of V. allionii, as described in the previ-
ous paragraph, was seemingly fixed by Bocquet & al. (l.c.:
229–242) through the selection of a neotype for V. allionii
with glabrous leaves, in accordance with the traditional use
of the name. These authors delved deeper into the taxono-
my of the complex V. officinalis – V. allionii and demon-
strated the hybrid nature (V. allionii × V. officinalis) of a
plant from this group with hirsute leaves, V. ×tournefortii
Vill. ex F. W. Schmidt (Fl. Boëm. 1: 7. 1793, pro sp.), for
which a neotype has also been selected (Bocquet & al., l.c.:
238). According to Bocquet & al., the protologue of
Villars’s 1787 “V. allionii var. tournefortii” corresponds to
this hybrid taxon. As already pointed out, this also equates
to Villars original concept for V. allionii.

The problem is therefore that the current choice of neo-
type for V. allionii is contrary to the protologue of 1779 and
would be supersedable under ICBN Art. 9.17(b), with selec-
tion of an element matching V. ×tournefortii being appro-
priate, thereby jeopardizing current usage of both names. In
this situation, we propose here the conservation of the name
V. allionii with a conserved type, in order to fix the use of
the name according to the sense commonly accepted in flo-
ras, catalogues and other books on conservation, gardening,
etc.
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