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The Humboldt & Bonpland type collection of the name Phaedranassa multiflora (now Rauhia

multiflora) from Peru, located only in the general herbarium at Berlin-Dahlem, is notable for the

presence of two field labels and various annotations. New insight in its history of identification and

publication is provided by comparison with Bonpland’s field book entry and Kunth’s protologue.

Further notes on the genus Rauhia are presented.
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Introduction

Rauhia is a small genus of Amaryllidaceae proposed by Traub (1957) with R. peruviana Traub as

type. The name honours the German botanist Werner Rauh (1913-2000), one of the world’s most

prolific authors of succulent plants and bromeliads. Ravenna (1969) recognized that Rauhia

peruviana is conspecific with Phaedranassa multiflora Kunth (1850) and validated the combina-

tion Rauhia multiflora (Kunth) Ravenna. Further species have been described by Ravenna (1978,

1981, 2002), all from the same area in N Peru. The genus is characterised by its carnose, ovate to

oblong, shortly petiolate, slightly glaucous leaves and stout inflorescences with numerous pedi-

cellate, tubular to funnel-shaped, green flowers with free stamens inserted in the throat of the

tube. It is closely related to Phaedranassa but maintained as distinct by Meerow (1989) and

Meerow & Snijman (1998).

The type specimen of the name Rauhia multiflora, Humboldt & Bonpland 3582, is (like the

type specimen of its synonym Phaedranassa megistophylla Kraenzlin, Weberbauer 6225) among

the scarce material that fortunately escaped destruction in 1943 in the Botanical Museum at
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Berlin-Dahlem (Hiepko 1978, 1987). It is included in a list of extant neotropical type material of

Amaryllidaceae in the general herbarium at Berlin-Dahlem (B and B-W) by Arroyo-Leuenberger

& Leuenberger (1996) as “ex herb. Humboldt 3582 (holotype)” and belongs to a collection num-

ber of Humboldt & Bonpland neither extant in the Willdenow herbarium (B-W) nor at Paris (P

and P-Bonpl) (Poncy, pers. comm.).

Relevant details on the fate of the Humboldt & Bonpland herbarium collections in Paris and

Berlin, and especially on Humboldt & Bonpland’s field notes have been published. Mentioned

first by Lourteig (1977), the field notes, the so called “Journal Botanique”, deposited in the Bib-

liothèque Centrale du Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle in Paris (with a copy recently de-

posited at Berlin-Dahlem), have been brought to the closer attention of botanists and historians

more recently by Lack (2001, 2003, 2004a-b). The “Journal Botanique” contains the original

field notes mostly prepared by Bonpland and to a lesser degree by Humboldt. Comparisons of la-

bels, field book entries and protologues have since provided valuable information for proper in-

terpretation of the labels and for typification (Rankin Rodríguez & Greuter 2001, Leuenberger

2002a-b). This stimulated us to have a closer look at the labels and a piece of paper with notes

mounted on the type sheet of Rauhia multiflora, and to compare them with the field book entries,

the protologue, and with other Humboldt & Bonpland collections.

Results and discussion

The labels. – The sheet (Fig. 1) contains two small field labels with number and locality, i.e.,

“No. 3582”, “6 ria” (= hexandria), ”Colazi", in Bonpland’s hand. In specimens not identified to

genus, Bonpland used to indicate only the Linnean classification, e.g. “hexandria”, sometimes in

abbreviated form, with “hexand” abbreviated to “6" and ”ria" with the first letter “r” modified to

a different symbol resembling a “�” (Fig. 2, 3).

Later additions on both labels are in different hands. The provisional identification “Cri-

num ?” on the left label (Fig. 2) could, doubtfully, be by Willdenow (as compared with “Cri-

num” written by Willdenow in B-W), on the right label (Fig. 3) it is definitely by Kunth, in the

same hand as the addition “Ex herb. Humb.”. The word “omittendum!” (Fig. 2) is probably also

by Kunth, indicating that it was to be omitted from the treatment in the “Nova genera et species”

(Humboldt & al. 1815-25).

Further annotations, clearly in the hand of Kunth, are “Phaedranassa multiflora Kth” and “af-

finis P. obtusae Benth ?”. This seems to refer to P. obtusa Herb. (in Bot. Reg. 1845: sub t. 17),

mentioned 1846 by Bentham (1839-57).

These undated annotations reflect Kunth’s doubts about the identification of the specimen.

He described the new species formally only in 1850, many years after the publication of most of

the Humboldt & Bonpland Amaryllidaceae in the “Nova genera et species” (Kunth in Humboldt

& al. 1815).

A third, larger piece of paper above the labels gives additional information on the history of

examination of this specimen (Fig. 4). It contains a text under the heading “Bonpl. mss. no.

3582", copied almost word for word by Kunth from the Journal Botanique, with some German

script added at the end containing a comment on the ovules in the immature capsules. The very

different aspect of Kunth’s neatly written names as compared to the quick notes found on this

herbarium sheet matches well the similarly diverging samples published by Burdet (1979).

Further annotations added on this piece of paper give tentative identifications to genus read-

ing “Urceolaria Herb., Collania Schef, huc pertinet” (= belongs in this direction). Urceolaria

Herb. and Collania Schult. f. are today synonyms of Urceolina Rchb., a genus published in 1828.

It can be assumed that this undated annotation was made by Kunth in Berlin and that it is anterior

to the identification of the specimen as Phaedranassa multiflora.

Kunth had the Journal Botanique at hand during his work both in Paris and in Berlin (Lack

2004b). Therefore one would not expect a text copy from the “Journal” kept with the specimen.

Very probably, the text copy was written in Paris. The fact that the note remained with the speci-
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Fig. 1. Phaedranassa multiflora Kunth (≡ Rauhia multiflora (Kunth) Ravenna) – holotype sheet at B: Hum-

boldt & Bonpland 3582.
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Fig. 2. Left field label (bottom left on Fig. 1) with original text by Bonpland “N° 3582.” “6.ria” “Colazi.”, addi-

tions by Kunth “Phaedranassa multiflora Kth affinis P. obtusa Benth? omittendum !” and doubtfully by

Willdenow “Crinum?”.

Fig. 3. Right field label (bottom centre on Fig. 1) with identical original text by Bonpland and additions by

Kunth “Crinum ?” “Ex herb. Humb.”.
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Fig. 4. Notes by Kunth, mostly copied from Bonpland’s notes in the Journal botanique, but at bottom three

lines in German (and German script) and tentative identifications.



men, inadvertently or unintentionally, can tell something about the working process and seems to

indicate that this specimen was a special challenge.

The comparison of the copy with the original entry in the field notes on p. 210 in MS53, copy

at B (Fig. 5), shows minor differences. Kunth partly translated the text into his own style and ter-

minology, e.g., “Spatha 5-8-phylla foliolis lineari-lanceolatis caducis” for Bonpland’s original

text “Spatha poliph., foliol. 5-8 lineari lanceolat. caducis”.

The specimen. – The material consists of four scapes with flowers, some fallen flowers and

young capsules. Since flowers in this species normally appear at the same time as the leaves and

were described in the “Journal” by Bonpland, the lack of leaves in the herbarium specimen is at

first surprising. However, the large succulent leaves may have been difficult to dry or were for

that reason not collected. The same happened with succulent plants and plant parts in other fami-

lies, e.g., Cactaceae (Leuenberger 2002a-b).

The protologue. – In the same manner as in his earlier treatment in the Nova genera et species

(Humboldt & al. 1815-25), Kunth (1850) distinguished in the protologue of Phaedranassa mul-

tiflora between characters observed by himself and those found only in the field notes (Fig. 6). De-

tails taken from Bonpland’s field notes were carefully and cautiously referenced, e.g., “Foliis

ovalibus (ex Bonpl.)” and “Folia (a me haud visa) ovalia, convoluta, crassiuscula (Bonpl.)” (Kunth

1850: 502).

Conclusions

The presence on this herbarium sheet of two original field labels together with the text copied

from the “Journal” is particularly noteworthy. It is best considered as an indication that the mate-
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Fig. 5. Part of page in the Journal botanique (MS53: 210) with entry no. 3582 by Bonpland (Bibliothèque

Centrale du Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle Paris, copy at B).



rial remained unidentified for a long time. The complete material including the duplicate was ap-

parently taken by Kunth to Berlin. After Kunth’s death, his herbarium was acquired by and

finally incorporated in the general herbarium at Berlin (Lack 2003). This explains why a Hum-

boldt & Bonpland holotype is present in the general herbarium at B and no material is found at

P-Bonpl and B-W.

Additional remarks

The precise geographical origin of the Humboldt & Bonpland specimen (“Colazi” in the field

notes, “Colasey” in the protologue, “Colasay” today) is in the Huancabamba valley in N Peru, in

the Department of Cajamarca, Province of Jaén, District of Colasay.

Traub (1957) did not know this specimen, when he established the new genus Rauhia, based on

a single specimen, R. peruviana, Traub 535a (MO 3468277), originally collected by Rauh under

the number “P 329” on 25 October 1956 according to the image of the specimen accessible in

TROPICOS (see References). No original material is extant at HEID (Dobes, pers. comm. 30.9.

2005).

Ravenna (1969) based his synonymisation of Phaedranassa megistophylla and Rauhia peru-

viana with R. multiflora exclusively on the descriptions. The examination of the Humboldt &

Bonpland specimen allows confirmation of the synonymy.

Three further names in Rauhia were proposed by Ravenna, all from the provinces of Caja-

marca and Amazonas in N Peru: R. staminosa Ravenna (1978), R. decora Ravenna (1981) and R.

occidentalis (Ravenna 2002). Excepting the well distinguished R. decora, with isotype material

at K, these names are based each on a single specimen kept in the private herbarium of P. F.

Ravenna and remain insufficiently known.
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Fig. 6. Protologue of Phaedranassa multiflora Kunth, Enumeratio plantarum 5: 502. 1850.



The excellent and well documented material of the Humboldt & Bonpland collections is of

permanent importance in the context of current tropical biodiversity studies. The type specimen

of the name Rauhia multiflora is a good example for the value and importance of such historical

material, too often overlooked or ignored. Increasing accessibility of type specimens and other

material in digitised form helps to facilitate such studies globally. This particular specimen is

available online (see BGBM 2000-).
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