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The genus Desmidorchis was proposed in 1829 in a published letter
from EHRENBERG 10 SCHLECHTENDAL dealing mainly with anther and
pollinia structure in the Asclepiadacexr. Subsequent authors, most notably
Decasse (1844) and most recently Curopontis (1961) have regarded
Desmidorchis as a nomen nudum and have thus repected it in favour of
Bowcerosia (WiGHT & ArnotT, 1834) and used this fact 1o also reject the
binomial Desmidorchis retrospiciens upon which the very widespread and
well known Caralluma retrospiciens was based.

Desmidorchis has only been taken up once by Decasne (1B38). The
same author reversed this treatment 6 years later in his account of the
Asclepiadacexr for DE Canporre’s Prodromus and since then no author
appears to have regarded Desmidorchis as a valid genus, nor has the name
been used at any other rank. In contrast, Bowcerosia, with the exception
noted above., was used consistently from its inception in 1834 ull 1892
when N_E. Browx (1892) extended Caralluma to include Bowcerosia and
a number of . Africa stapeliads that had hitherto hovered between various
other genera, along with a wealth of new species. Major works that
accepied Bowcerosia in this period include BentHaM & HoOKER'S * Genera
Plantarum * and the * Flora of British India’. A few authors have kept
up Bowcerosia since then, e.g. DErLErs (1896) and SenGewick (1921), but
most have bowed to the massive authority of N.E. Brows combined with
the dificulties of generic delimitation around Caraflwma and Stapelia.
The name Bowcerosia, however, as apphied to a section within Caralluma
remains well known in contrast to the disappearance of Desmidorchis.
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Current studies of Caralfuma strongly suggest that this genus should be
divided up and the first segregate genera have already been erccted by
LeacH (1978) for certain of the southern species. The northern species
are clearly heterogencous and one of the groups most worthy of segrega-
tion is that including the types of Bowcerosia and Desmidorchis. The
familiarity of Bowcerosia is such that, when it was realised that Desmi-
dorchis was in fact valid, the first reaction was to consider conserving
Boucerosia against Desmidorchis. However, in view of the long disuse of
Boucerosia as a genus, it seems very unlikely that such a proposal would
be accepted and Desmidorchis will have 10 be revived.

In his letter, EHRENBERG states that he has some living plants from
* Dahlac Island " in the Red Sea (most likely Dahlac Kedir the main island
in the Dahlac Archipelago) which were similar to Siapelia quadranenia
Forsk. and together with which formed a genus distinct from Caralfuma
of Brown which he named Desmidorchis and for which he gave a diagnosis.
The meaning of the diagnosis is obscure and it is difficult to see how it
actually distinguished his plants from Caralfuma and other genera of
stapeliads. This must be the reason for Decasse (1838) stating tha
Desmidorchis was a momen mudum.  The relevant words are « Malheureuse-
ment M. EHRENBERG n'assigna pas de charactére & ces plantes ». However
the LC.B.N. clearly states * A diagnosis of a taxon is a staiement of
that which in the opinion of its author distinguishes the taxon from others .
On this criternion DECAISNE'S rejection of EHRENBERG'S name cannol now
be sustained and Desmidorchis must be regarded as validly described.

The next step is 1o investigate the status of Desmidorchis retrospiciens
as it is now clear that CuroposTis's (1961) grounds for rejecting this bino-
mial no longer apply. He rejected it as a * hinomem mudum ™ on the
basis that Desmidorchis was a momen mudum, 1aking up Boucerosia russel-
dana as the next available name, though noting that the relationship to
Desmidorchis acurangifa should be investigated. The binomial, the first
in Desmidorchis, was published in a later amplification (Enrexserc, 1831)
of the 1829 letter. One can use two lines of evidence to establish the
identity of what EnrexserG intended 1o call D. reirospiciens, one circum-
stantial which leads to the current popular interpretation, the other based
on what was actually published.

Circumstantially, the case depends primarily on the fact that
ExnrenserG was dealing with planis from Dahlac Island and N.E. Browx
(1904) cites a specimen “ Red Sea: Dahlac Island, Ehrenberg! ™ This
suggests that he saw something that could be interpreted as a type specimen
and thus his concept of the application of the name is correct.  Another
pointer (o support such a view is the epithet used, ** retrospiciens ™, which
is commonly supposed to apply to the more or less hooked tubercles of
the voung stems.
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When one comes to look at Enrenperc's 1829 and 1832 publications
one gets a very different impression. He writes that he has some living
plants that resemble very closely—* .ﬂ.mr.i.l'mm —Srapelia quadrangida.
There is no mention of D. rerrospiciens in 1829 whilst in 1832 the only
link between this binomial and any actual plant is a drawing of a translator
and it's associated pollinia. At no point is any attempt made to differen-
tiate between the Dahlac plants, 5. guadrangula or any other stapeliad.
Whilst a good drawing of the translator and pollinia is often diagnostic
to species group, that of EHrRENBERG is poor, barely differing from that of
a Stapelia on the same plate. Moreover Caralluma refrospiciens sensu N.E.
Brown and Stapelia guadrangula are both such very distinctive species
that the fact that EnreneerG makes no mention of any of the very striking
differences, in fact describing his plant as very similar to the latter, is suspi-
cious and one must question whether the live plant, mentioned in his letter
is the same as the dried specimen taken by M.E. BRowN to represent Desmi-
dorchis retrospiciens. Thus D. refrospiciens Ehrenb. must still be regarded
as a nomen macdum and the epithet attributed to N.E. Brown who effectively
validated it in 1904, With the non-acceptance of EMRENBERG'S species
name, typification of the genus becomes simple as there is only one legiti-
mate contender, Stapelia quadramgula. The fact that EMRENBERG did not
make any new combination is not relevant as he clearly indicates that n
belonged to his new genus and failed to differentiate any other possible
contender within his genus. It is interesting to note that thanks to the
nomenclatural irregularities of Decaisse and the (unjustified) rejection
of Desmidorchis, the combination of the type species in that genus has
still not been made.

With the non acceptance of [0, retrospiciens Ehrenb. one must reexamine
the choice of name of the plants placed by N.E. Brown in C. refrospiciens.
CuroponTis took up Boucerosia russeliana in preference to Desmidorchis
acutamgila, presumably because it was based on a type from the Red Sea
area and he was preparing an enumeration of Ethiopian and Somalian
plants whilst D. acurangula was based on a West African plant that TI'II.E|11
have been specifically distinct. However study of descriptions and speci-
mens shows that WHiTe & Svoaxe (1937, 236-242) were correct in regarding
Caralluna retrospiciens as a single species extending from Senegal to the
Red Sea Islands and thus D. acwtangufa (1838) must be taken up in prefe-
rence 1o B, russeliama (1860). The infraspecific names available within
this species are rather numerous but it scems clear that none belong to
taxa worthy of specific status. Plants from the extreme east of the range
have rather longer pedicels and therefore larger umbels than plants from
West Africa through to 5. Sudan, 5.E. Ethiopia and most of Kenya but
the variation appears more or less continuous. Other varieties are based
on variations in corolla size and indumentum but these probably represent
nothing more than local forms. 0. grwangula was oniginally likened to
Cactus triangufaris and later seperated from other taxa by having J-angled
stems. This would be quite unique amongst stapeliads as, except for the
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highly modified inflorescences of Caralluma sect. Caralliona, all others
have stems with 4 or more angles.  In view of this one is inclined to suggest
that the onginal comparison with Cacties triangularis was on the basis
of them both having prominently winged stems and the recording of 3-angled
stems in the Desmidorchis was the result of a later mistaken transposition
of ideas.  Unfortunately the only cited specimen was a PERROTTET specimen
conserved in spirit. This cannot be located in P and G and one must
presume that it no longer exists,  For this reason a nectype, de Wailly 4872,
is designated.

The taxonomic consequences of the above considerations can be
summarised as follows:

DESMIDORCHIS Ehrenberg

Linnma £ ; 94 (1E25),

- ﬁrﬂ'ﬂm“’unﬁﬂlm,ﬂmlrih. Baot, Ind. 34 (1834); tvpe @ Caralfwms umabeifarg
.

— Mufckima WionT & AmporT, Le (18M); type @ . fedies Wight & Armoil.

— r Mikan, Mov. Act, Mat. Car. 17 ; 3948 (1835); type ; A, pecisoncans Mikan

(= Swpelic curopra Guss. ),
— Frevea DALFELL, J. Linn. Soc. B @ 10 (IE7B); type : F. indira Dale.
— Sarcocodon M. E. Br., J. Linn. Soc. 17 : 170 (1878); type : 5. speciose M. E. Br,

Tves srocms | Desmidorchis guadrongwla (Forskal) M. Gilbert & J. Raynal.

Desmidorchis quadrangula (Forskal) M. Gilbert & J. Raynal, comb,

ar.

— Srapelia quadraoapwls Forsk., Flora Ag.~Arab., descr. @ 52 {1775

— Depwidorchiz forskalil Decxe., Ann. Sci. Mat. 9 : 265 (1838), mom. swperfl,
— Bowcerosia forskali Decse., i DC., Prodr. 8 @ 648 (1844), nowr. superfl.

— Bowcerosia quadrangwla (Forsk.) Decse., Le. @ 664 (1844).

— Coralluma quodranguls (Forsc.) M. E. Br., Gard. Cheon. 12 : 370 (189%2).
— Eckidwopily guadraapaly (Forsk.) Deroers, Ball. Soc. Bot. Fr. 43 @ 113 {1596).

Twre : Forskel sr., Arabin, Surdid,

Desmidorchis acutangula Decaisne

Ann, Sc. Mat, 9 ;265 (1R3R),
— T Dysmeldorchis reirospiciens Enprsn,, Ablhamdl, Kdaigl. Wiss. Berlmn 15 2 31, b, 2,
fiw. 8 (1832), mom, misd.
= Bpwcevoris arsfangpale (Decse.) Decse,, @ DO, Prodr, 8 ; 648 (1844),
== frrerosia rasseliona Couvmn, ex Broswos,, Bull, Soc. Bot. Fr, T ; 200 (1860],
== Carelivemy acwtasgrka (Decse.) M. E. Br., Gard, Chron, ser. 3, 12 ; 369 (1892),
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— Carallwma hirtiflora N. E. Br., Kew Bull. 1895 : 264 (1895),

— Bowcerosia tombuwciwensiz A, Coev,, Cong. Int, Bot, Paris : 371 (1500),

— Caralfwma rerrospiciens N. E, B, Fl. Trop. Afr, 4 (1) : 480 (1904} N. E, Ba., Gard.,
Chron., ser. 5, 12 : 370 (1892), nowr. mad).

—{‘nu.l‘nlunl rtm.lfr#m var, plobwa N. E. Ba, Le, @ 48] [1904).

— Caralluma tombuctwensis (A. Cugv.) N. E. Ba., Le. : 622 (1904),

— Caralluma retrospiciens var. irtiflora (M. E. Br.) Bemcer, Stapelsoen und Kleinleen :
T (190,

— Cavalluma retrospiciens subsp. fownbucrsensis (&, Cuev.) A. Caev., Rev. Bol, Appl,
14 (152 : 266 (19340

— ;:hrniﬁ.u-u-zm rtm.ﬂir#ﬂ’ﬂ subsp. fombuciwensts var, scwtanguls (Decwe,) A, Qv
i 8 il e

- [‘n‘dhum Hrm‘nﬂ-ﬁ'” . var, donbuctsensis (A, Ciev.)) WiiTe & SLoane, Stapelice
| B i 15

— Cavalluma refrogpiciens var, acutamguls (DeECNE.) WHITE & Swoane, Le, @ 242 (1937).

— Cavallurma russeliona (Covms. ex Brosoy.) Cur, Bull. Jard, Bot. Stai. Brux. 31 (4),
Suppl. : TIB {1961 ).

Tvre : Perroflet s, Senegambia, m pivier comseey. (holo-, P, delef. )

- P-I:I_mnr: » dy Wadlly 4872, Mali, brousse au bord du Miger, Gao vers Berra, 14,4,
1937, ™
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Buowws, M. E.. 1892, — Caralluma campanulata M. E. Br. (Boucerosia campanulbsta,
Wight), Gard. Cheon., ser. 3, 12 (2700) : 3689-370, fig. &/,

Beowe, M. E., 1'M2-03, — Asclepinder, fa Tumsporos-Dver, W, T., Flora of Tropicad
.-Iﬁ-h'u 4 00y : 23-50F (Caralluma : pp. 477-489, 1903).

Cupmss, G, l‘i'El —Erlmllu-ﬂlmm Eﬂmﬂml [.?JJ}J
Bull, fard. Bar, Er. Sruv. 31 {4), Soppl. = TO8-TT2 [fil‘l tLTI
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A, Sr Nar,, ser. 2, 9 : I5TL.27TE, 121-348. rab. 902,

Diucamse, 1., 1844, Athu:let. in DE CANDOULE, .A.H Hwi-mr Syatemaric maruralis

Regni wegpetabilis B : 490-665 (Caralluma :
Dieriemg, A B9, — Descr de guelques m':ll-ﬂ-:ruﬂu:'muﬂdc
I"Arabie meérndionale, . Soc. Boar. Fr. 43 @ 104-133,

Esmesnenc, G, G., 1829, — [:l: Aniheris e Fullm: Asclepindearum, Linnera 4 © 3497,

Essnesmerc, G, G., 1832, — Uber das Pollen der Asclepindeen; cin Beitrag rur Anfldsung
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Source

ML B8, Pors



ImEE BHL

Biodiversity Heritage Library

Gilbert, Michael George and Raynal, Jean. 1980. "The status and typification of
Desmidorchis Ehrenb. and D. acutangula (Asclepiadacea)." Adansonia 19(3),
319-323.

View This Item Online: https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/281171
Permalink: https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/partpdf/297181

Holding Institution
Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle

Sponsored by
Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle

Copyright & Reuse

Copyright Status: In copyright. Digitized with the permission of the rights holder.
Rights Holder: Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle

License: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/

Rights: http://biodiversitylibrary.org/permissions

This document was created from content at the Biodiversity Heritage Library, the world's
largest open access digital library for biodiversity literature and archives. Visit BHL at
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org.

This file was generated 19 October 2022 at 10:08 UTC


https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/281171
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/partpdf/297181
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
http://biodiversitylibrary.org/permissions
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org

