
(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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Herb. Linn. No. 26.52 (LINN) and Herb. Linn. No. 26.53
(LINN), both bearing the species number (i.e., “19”) of V.
latifolia in Species Plantarum. According to the interpreta-
tion of the Linnaean Plant Name Typification Project
(http://www.nhm.ac.uk/research-curation/projects/lin-
naean-typification/) the first one was selected as a lectotype
for the name by Webb (l.c.), in discussing the morphology
of the type from “All the specimens in the Linnaean herbar-
ium labelled V. latifolia”, by the statement “the first speci-
men, which would appear to be the type”. Taxonomically,
both specimens correspond to the species currently known
as V. teucrium.

We have looked for other possible original material and
have found a single specimen at Linnaeus’s herbarium in
Stockholm, IDC 5.13 (S-LINN) labelled V. latifolia with the
annotation “(= Jacq. misit.)” although this may have been
written much later. The sheet doubtless belongs to V. urtici-
folia as currently understood. No specimens relevant for the
typification of V. latifolia have been found either at the
Celsius herbarium in Uppsala-of relevance to names
described by Linnaeus, especially those described from
around Uppsala-or among the Linnean collections in UPS
or the associated collections discussed by Stearn (in
Linnaeus, Sp. Pl. facsimile ed., 1: 114–115. 1957) and Juel
(in Svenska Linné-Sällsk. Årsskr. 14: 12–16. 1931).

Additionally, Linnaeus cited three polynomial syn-
onyms: one from Adriaan Van Royen (Fl. Leyd. Prodr.: 303.
1740) where the page number in Hortus Cliffortianus is cor-
rectly transcribed, the second from Buxbaum (Pl. Min.
Cogn. Cent. 1: 23, t. 34. 1728), and the third from Bauhin
(Pinax: 248. 1623). In Buxbaum an iconography (t. 34) can
be found, but the identity of this illustration is not com-
pletely evident, as the detail is very poor. It certainly does
not correspond to V. urticifolia, but could represent a
Veronica either from V. subsect. Multiflorae Benth. (in
Candolle, Prodr. 10: 473. 1846), or from V. subsect.
Pentasepalae Benth. (l.c.: 469), the group to which V. teu-
crium belongs. A specimen in the Burser herbarium in
Uppsala associated with the synonym from the Pinax
(“Chamaedrys spuria major latifolia”) would have been
seen by Linnaeus and thus is also original material for the
typification of V. latifolia. The specimen, Herb. Burser
XIV(1): 51 (UPS), is V. urticifolia.

Therefore, the original material linked to this name is
either ambiguous, or can be assigned to V. teucrium or V.
urticifolia. The geographical indications in the protologue
(“Habitat in Helvetia, Bithynia”) give no additional clue as
to which plant Linnaeus was referring: both species (V.
urticifolia and V. teucrium) grow in Switzerland, but neither
of them in the Asiatic part of Turkey. In our opinion, and as
already stated by Webb (l.c.), it seems that Linnaeus
became, at least for some time, confused between the taxa
nowadays known as V. teucrium and V. urticifolia.

Regarding the interpretation of the name V. latifolia,
different possibilities have been adopted by different
authors. Some do not use the name V. latifolia and have
treated it in the synonymy of V. urticifolia, either in full,
e.g., Guinochet & Vilmorin (Fl. France 2: 636. 1975),
Hayek (in Repert. Spec. Nov. Regni Veg. Beih. 30(2): 170.

1929), Hegi (Ill. Fl. Mitt.-Eur. 6(1): 60. 1913), Kerner (in
Oesterr. Bot. Z. 23: 367–370. 1873), Koñuharov &
Kuzmanov (Fl. Nar. Republ. Balgarija 10: 164. 1995),
Römpp (in Repert. Spec. Nov. Regni Veg. Beih. 50: 135.
1928), and Watzl (in Abh. K.K. Zool.-Bot. Ges. Wien 5(5):
25–26. 1910); or in part, e.g., Coste (Fl. Descr. France 3: 34.
1904), Fiori (Nuov. Fl. Italia 2: 344. 1926), Goliašová (Fl.
Slov. 5(2): 178. 1997), and Pignatti (Fl. Italia 2: 570. 1982).
Others treat V. latifolia in the synonymy of V. teucrium,
either in full, e.g., Bentham (l.c.: 469), Elenevsky (in Byull.
Moskovsk. Obshch. Isp. Prir., Otd. Biol. 82(1): 154. 1977),
Elenevsky (Sist. Geogr. Veronik SSSR: 139. 1978),
Kamelin (Fl. Russ. Eur. 5: 335. 2001), Shishkin & Bobrov
(Fl. URSS 22: 434. 1955), and Stroh (in Beih. Bot.
Centralbl., Abt. 2, 61: 408. 1942); by indirect implication,
e.g., Walters & Webb (in Tutin & al., Fl. Eur. 3: 245. 1972);
or in part, e.g., Fiori (Nuov. Fl. Italia 2: 343. 1926). In other
cases V. latifolia has been accepted either in the sense of V.
teucrium, e.g., Pennell (in Rhodora 23: 32. 1921), or in the
sense of V. urticifolia, e.g., Halácsy (Consp. Fl. Graec. 2:
426. 1902), Hess & al. (Fl. Schweiz, ed. 2, 3: 190. 1980),
Rouy (Fl. France 11: 36. 1909), and Willkomm & Lange
(Prodr. Fl. Hispan. 2: 602. 1870).

In order to avoid displacing well-established names for
purely nomenclatural reasons and preserve nomenclatural
stability, we follow Webb (l.c.) in advocating the rejection
of V. latifolia because its past interpretation has been
ambiguous. If our proposal is not accepted the name V. lati-
folia, as currently lectotypified, would replace V. teucrium,
thus also requiring a number of new infraspecific combina-
tions for the taxonomically complicated group V. subsect.
Pentasepalae. The list of authors that have equated V. lati-
folia with V. urticifolia is so extensive that the correct appli-
cation of V. latifolia (in the sense of its lectotype) would
cause very serious confusion.
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