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(1490) Proposal to reject the name Silene polyphylla L. 1753 (Caryophyllaceae) 

Steve Cafferty1, Bengt Oxelman2 & Frida Eggens2 

(1490) Silene polyphylla L., Sp. PL: 420. 1 May 1753 [Caryoph.], nom. utique rej. 
prop. Typus: non designatus. 

Silene portensis Linnaeus (Sp. Pl. ed. 2: 600. 1762), for which a type is 
designated here, is currently in use for a well-known Western Mediterranean plant 
found throughout Spain and Portugal and also known to occur in France, and 
represented by a separate subspecies (ssp. maura Emberger & Maire) in Morocco 
(Greuter & al. in Med-Checklist 1: 268. 1984). This name, however, is now 
threatened by an obscure senior synonym, Silene polyphylla L. (Sp. PL: 420. 1753). 
This latter name was described by Linnaeus with the statement of provenance 
"Habitat in Pannonia, Austria, Bohemia", and Linnaeus took his phrase name from 
van Royen (Fl. Leyd. Prodr: 447. 1740), citing two further synonyms, from Bauhin 
(Pinax Theatr. Bot.: 205. 1623) and Clusius (Rar. Pl. Hist. 1: 290. 1601), res-
pectively. There are no extant specimens in either the van Royen Herbarium in 
Leiden or the Burser Herbarium in Uppsala pertinent to this name which would have 
been seen and studied by Linnaeus. Neither are there any extant specimens relevant 
to this name in any of the Linnaean herbaria. Consequently the sole original element 
for the name is a plate in Clusius (l.c.) bearing the polynomial cited in the 
protologue "Lychnis sylvestris VIIF. 

We have studied the plate in Clusius and believe the characters there represented 
correspond to a member of Silene sect. Rigidulae (Boiss.) Schischkin. This section, 
to which 5. portensis belongs, is characterised by plants of annual habit which are 
multi-branched, often have linear stem leaves and many-flowered dichasia with 
usually nocturnal flowers with bifid petals. All of these characters are represented in 
the Clusius plate, a combination not found anywhere else in tribe Sileneae. Also 
present are the fasciculate leaves which diagnose S. portensis. This determination is 
further supported by the general habit of the plant represented in the plate, together 
with the relative size and morphology of the calyx, petals and stamens. 

However, the habitat statement given by Linnaeus is incongruous with the 
distribution of S. portensis, found only in Portugal, Spain, France, and Morocco. We 
believe Linnaeus took this directly from Clusius's text, which we believe itself to 
have been in error. This is supported by Neilreich (in Fl. von Niederösterreich 2: 
972. 1859) who stated that the provenance given by Clusius was a mistake and that 
the plant represented by him was not to be found in Austria. 

We have also looked at other members of the genus Silene whose distribution 
overlaps with that circumscribed by the statement of provenance given by Clusius 
and Linnaeus. No member of Sileneae has a distribution matching that given by 
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them, but of all those that overlap with it, the best match to the Clusius plate is 
probably Silene saxifraga L. However, this is a perennial plant with rhizomatous 
growth and Clusius's plate suggests a plant of annual habit and, both in this regard 
and in its general appearance, is, we believe, a much better representation of S. 
portensis. 

Silene portensis is a name very much in current use, e.g., by Franco (Nova Fl. De 
Portugal 1: 148. 1971), Greuter & al. (Med. Checklist 1: 269. 1984), Rollan [Claves 
Fl. Espaiia (ed. 2) 1: 187. 1985], Talavera [in Valdés, Talavera & Galiano (ed.) Fl. 
Vasc. Andalucfa Occ. 1: 261. 1987], Bobos & Vigo (Fl. Paisos Catalans 2: 722. 
1990), Fournier (Quatre Fl. France. Nouveau tirage: 319. 1990), Talavera [in 
Castroviego & al. (ed.), Fl. Iberica 2: 357. 1990], Chater [in Tutin & al. (eds.) Fl. 
Eur., ed. 2, 1: 212. 1993] and Alcaraz (Veg. Fl. Extremadura: 275. 1995). Despite 
that some of the above authors wrongly cite Linnaeus (Sp. PL: 420. 1753) as the 
place of publication for the name, there is no doubt that they are all referring to the 
same Western Mediterranean plant. Although Linnaeus apparently described the 
name there in the Errata of the same work, he indicated it as a synonym of S. 
inaperta L. Consequently the name 5. portensis L. (1753) is not a validly published 
name (Art. 32.1), and valid publication of the binomial dates from the second edition 
of Species Plantarum in 1762. Talavera & Munoz Garmendia (in Anal. Jard. Bot. 
Madrid 45: 435. 1989) attempted unsuccessfully to lectotypify 5. portensis by 
material from the Linnaean herbarium in Stockholm, unannotated by Linnaeus; 
moreover as they did not refer to 5. portenis L. (1762) but only cited the 1753 usage 
that was not a validly published name, this action was not effective. 

None of the works listed above refers to Silene polyphylla and indeed the use of 
the name in the literature has been at best sporadic. Schultes (in Österreichs Fl. 1: 
680. 1814) cited the name, although as mentioned above, according to Neilreich 
(l.c.) it was not present in Austria. By 1869 it was being treated as a synonym of 5. 
portensis, e.g., by Rohrbach (Monographie Gattung Silene: 160. 1869). However, 
the name appears to have dropped out of use subsequently and was not referred to by 
either Nyman (Consp. Fl. Eur.: 88-98. 1878) or Williams (J. Linn. Soc. Bot. 32: 1-
196. 1896) in his revision of the genus. Richter (Fl. Eur. 2: 306. 1897) and 
Ascherson & Graebner (Syn. Mitt. Fl. Eur. 5: 164. 1929) both cite the name in the 
synonymy of S. portensis. The only recent citation of 5. polyphylla appears to be by 
Kerguélen (1999) in his Index Synonymique de la Flora de France (http:// 
www.inra.fr/ Internet/Centres/Dijon/malherbo/fdf/accueill.htm) where he lists it as a 
synonym of S. portensis. 

Lectotypification of the name S. polyphylla on the only available element, the 
Clusius plate, would therefore displace the well-known and established name S. 
portensis, neotype (designated here): Buchtien s.n. (Baenitz Herbarium Euroapeum 
No. 7257), "Porto; auf sandigen Hiigeln. 6.91" (UPS). Such a disruption would not 
we believe, serve the interests of the botanical community, and we therefore propose 
the name S. polyphylla for rejection under Art. 14.1 of the Code. 
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