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ABSTRACT: Zanotti et al. (2022a) lectotypified Gnaphalium viravira Feuillée ex Molina with its 

illustration in Feuillée (1725). They concluded that this illustration qualified as original material  

seen by Molina (1782). However, Hershkovitz (2020a, b) had concluded that Molina had not seen 

any of the illustrations in Feuillée (1725), thus none qualify as original material for taxa he validly 

published. 
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Zanotti  et al. (2022a) lectotypified Gnaphalium viravira Feuillée ex Molina [≡ 

Pseudognaphalium viravira (Feuillée ex Molina) Anderb.] with Feuillée’s illustration of this plant 

(Feuillée, 1725: tab. 13). Molina’s (1782) account of the species included the text “Elichrysum 

Americanim latifolium, vulgò Viravira I. R. H.,” which is inscribed in Feuillée’s illustration. Thus, 

Zanotti et al. (2022a) reasoned that Molina (1782) had seen the illustration and that it was “original 

material” per Article 9.4(a) of the ICN (Turland et al., 2018). However, the same text appears in 

Feuillée’s (1725: 18) account of the medicinal properties of this plant. Thus, Molina (1782) could 

have copied the text from Feuillée (1725: 18) without having seen the illustration, which he did not 

cite. 

 

The point may seem moot, except that Hershkovitz (2020a; cf. 2020b) concluded that Molina 

did not see any of the illustrations of Feuillée (1725). This conclusion emerged from an analysis of 

the identity of Tutuca Molina (Molina, 1810), which Molina based on the designation “Tutuca 

Feuillée.” Hence, as in the case of Gnapahlium viravira, Molina’s taxon may be written as Tutuca 

Feuillée ex Molina (but see below). 

 

Hershkovitz (2020a, b) determined that Tutuca Molina refers to Chusquea Kunth (Poaceae), 

the largest genus of bamboo. This identity also was surmised by Philippi (1864: 8). Molina (1810) 

noted that the plant had hollow stems, which native people of southern Chile used to make flutes. In 

fact, the indigenous name for bamboo and apparently also flute is the onomonopic “tutuca” or 

“trutruca.” This name apparently extends to other materials hollowed out to make flutes, such as 

bones. In Chile to this day, chicken legs are referred to and marketed as “trutros.” 

 

However, Feuillée’s (1725: tab. 41) illustration of his “Tutuca” is not a bamboo, but an 

annual species of Calandrinia Kunth (Hershkovitz, 2020a, b). Philippi (1867) reported that he had 

not seen Feuillée’s (1725) work when he made his earlier diagnosis (Philippi, 1864) of Tutuca 

Molina as a bamboo. He changed his diagnosis to Calandrinia, and he mocked Molina for believing 

that that an annual Calandrinia species could be used to make a flute. He ought to have wondered, 

as well, why Feuillée (1725) used the indigenous word for flute to name an annual calandrinia. 

 

So how did Molina (1810) confuse an annual calandrinia with a bamboo? Simple. 

Hershkovitz (2020a) noted that Molina (1810) cited illustrations from the first two volumes of 

Feuillée’s work (Feuillée, 1714a, b), but not the third (Feuillée, 1725). He also noted that the 

illustrations in the first two volumes were intercalated with the text, whereas in the third volume, 

they were collated and bound at the end. It seems unlikely that Molina (1810) would not have cited 
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these illustrations if he had seen them. It seems even more unlikely that, having seen the illustration 

of “Tutuca Feuillée,” he would have confused this with a bamboo. This suggests that Molina’s copy 

of Feuillée (1725) did not include the separately collated illustrations. 

 

The final piece of the puzzle is that bamboos are monocarpic. Hershkovitz (2020a) calculated 

that Molina did not see flowers of Tutuca Molina. Even without seeing Feuillée’s (1725) 

illustration, Molina would have appreciated that bamboo flowers are very different from the 

dichlamydious flowers described by Feuillée (1725). At the same time, Feuillée’s (1725) 

description of the leaves of “Tutuca Feuillée” was not completely incompatible with bamboo leaf 

morphology. Thus, Molina (1810), not having seen Feuillée’s illustration nor the bamboo flowers, 

concluded that his Tutuca and that of Feuillée were the same, and he co-opted Feuillée’s (1725) 

description of the flowers of an annual calandrinia into his description of a sterile bamboo.  

 

In summary, there seems to be no positive evidence that Molina saw the illustrations of 

Feuillée (1725). But there is strong circumstantial evidence that he did not, most significantly the 

irreconcilable discordance between Feuillée’s (1725) illustration of “Tutuca Feuillée” and Molina’s 

(1810) description of Tutuca Feuillée ex Molina. Thus, a strong case can be made for retraction of 

the typification designated in Zanotti et al. (2022) and restoration of the neotypification of 

Gnaphalium viravira designated by Freire et al. (2014). However, the latter specimen is a Carlo 

Bertero collection, which itself may raise different issues (Hershkovitz, 2020c; cf. Zanotti et al. 

2022b). 
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