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ENALLAGMA-AMPHITECNA-DENDROSICUS: A DIFFERENT VIEW OF 
PROPOSALS 46, 47 AND 48: 

Three proposals (46, 47, 48) to modify Article 14 of the Code were recently advanced 

by Greuter (I974). These proposals were expressly designed to deal with the "impossible" 
case of Amphitecna-Enallagma-Dendrosicus, previously discussed in Taxon (Gentry, 
I973). In my opinion, presentation of these proposals as clarifications of an existing 
rule is misleading; if adopted, they would significantly change the relevant provision 
of the Code. It is the purpose of this note to further emphasize the problem posed by 
such a case as Amphitecna-Enallagma-Dendrosicus and to point out that the value of 
these proposals is not predicated on Greuter's interpretation of the extant Code. The 

proposed changes in the Code are desirable, despite the misinterpretation of the present 
Code which accompanied their proposal. 

To recapitulate the problem, Enallagma (i888), the youngest of the three names, is 
conserved over Dendrosicus (I838) but now proves synonymous with Amphitecna (i868). 
Amphitecna should be adopted for the combined genus under Article 14 but becomes 
a junior and unconserved synonym of Dendrosicus. Which name should be applied to 
the composite genus? In this instance, the problem is dramatized by the choice of a 
different generic name by each of the three authors who independently and simul- 

taneously discovered the problem - Enallagma by Lundell (I97I), Amphitecna by Wil- 
liams (I973), and Dendrosicus by Gentry (I973). Greuter (I974) advances yet a fourth 
solution: his choice (Amphitecna) is based on entirely different grounds than that of 
Williams who chose Amphitecna as a result of his rejection of Miller's Crescentia 

latifolia upon which both Enallagma and Dendrosicus are based (see discussion in 

Gentry, 1973). 

Contrary to Greuter's contention, the present Code, in letter if not intent, mandates 
resurrection of the oldest name (i.e. Dendrosicus) in this situation. The pertinent 
provisions are those of Article 14, Note 3, and Article 57 of the Code. Article 14, Note 3 
specifies that "when a conserved name competes with one or more other names based 
on different types and against which it is not explicitly conserved, the earliest of the 

competing names is adopted in accordance with Art. 57." Under Article 57: "When two 
or more taxa of the same rank are united the oldest legitimate name or (for taxa below 
the rank of genus) the oldest legitimate epithet is retained, unless a later name or 

epithet must be accepted under the provisions of Arts. i3f, 22, 26, 58, or 59." I interpret 
Article 14, Note 3, to apply to the general case in which a conserved name is found to be 

congeneric with a name based on a different type; i.e. this note, as currently worded, 
merely eliminates special treatment of a conserved name when that name is considered 

against an older but unconserved name. In the case at hand Amphitecna (i868) would 
be chosen over the conserved name Enallagma (I888). But since Amphitecna becomes 
an unconserved junior synonym of Dendrosicus the latter must be re-instated under 
Article 57. In omitting Article 14 from the list of exceptions to the rules of priority, 
Article 57 explicitly mandates this unhappy procedure. On the other hand the implicit 
"limitation of priority by conservation" by Article II, noted by Greuter in defense of 
his position, must be presumed to apply only to the conserved name itself. 

This interpretation does not appear to involve any inherent inconsistency in the 
extant Code in contrast to that of Greuter. However, following the letter of the law 
in such a case seems to obviate the intent of conservation and may well conflict with 
the spirit of the Code. I think that the three proposals advanced by Greuter make the 

expressed provisions of the Code accord better with its intent and advocate their 

adoption. However, it must be noted that none of the three proposals can stand 

individually as implied in Greuter's discussion. To cite (proposal 46) Dendrosicus as 

implicitly rejected against Amphitecna would be to provide an example at variance 
with the actual Code unless Proposal 47 is added to Art. I4, Note 3: "A rejected name 

may not be resorted for a taxon which includes the type of the corresponding conserved 
name." And if Article 14 is not added to the list of exceptions under Art. 57 (proposal 
48) Proposal 47 introduces an inconsistency into the Code. 
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In similar cases conservation has often been invoked to sidestep such problems and 
Greuter hints that conservation of Enallagma over Amphitecna would have been 
desirable. A summary of the situation leading to the reluctant resurrection of Dendrosicus 
may help show the need for rewording the Code, rather than relying repeatedly on 
conservation and re-conservation. This situation, as I found it, was as follows: Enallagma 
had been conserved (Sandwith, 1961) with only three species - one well known (but 
best known as Crescentia!) and two very poorly known. Closely related Amphitecna had 
been considered monotypic. In preparation of a familial treatment of the family for 
Flora of Panama (Gentry, I974a), I discovered three new species of this alliance in 
Panama, bridging the supposed gap between the two genera, and concluded that 
Amphitecna and Enallagma must be united. Meanwhile Williams (I973) had also realized 
that Amphitecna and Enallagma should be united, chosen Amphitecna for the combined 
genus, and proposed four new species of this alliance under Amphitecna. Williams' 
choice of Amphitecna was based on rejection of the type species of Dendrosicus and 
Enallagma from the genus. With more species in Amphitecna than in Enallagma, the 
latter's conservation was hardly tenable. My original inclination (1972) was to propose 
Amphitecna for conservation over Dendrosicus, but the case for such a conservation 
proved weak and its outcome uncertain. In such a situation, given an imminent 
deadline for submission of the Flora of Panama treatment, I see no alternative to 
reviving Dendrosicus in accord with the literal provisions of the Code. Incidentally this 
interpretation was supported, albeit reluctantly, by all of the taxonomists with whom 
I discussed it, including no less an authority than the Chairman of the Editorial 
Committee of the Code (Stafleu, personal communication). 

This is not nearly such an uncommon situation as might be supposed. An exactly 
parallel case is at hand in the Bignoniaceae in which Phaedranthus Miers (i863), conserved 
against Sererea Raf. (1838), proves synonymous with Distictis Mart. ex Meisn. (I840). 
Luckily Sererea proves untenable on other grounds (Gentry, I974b). 

In summary, I strongly urge the early adoption of proposals 46, 47, and 48. Pending 
such action, Dendrosicus is the appropriate name for the disputed genus. 
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THE ORTHOGRAPHY OF CAMPANEA VERSUS CAPANEA (GESNERIACEAE) 

In Taxon, 22: 3I7. I973, the late C. V. Morton published a note on the lectotypification 
of a genus in the Gesneriaceae variously spelled Capanea and Campanea in the literature. 

Here he continued to maintain the spelling Campanea for the taxon even though he 

correctly recognized that both the names Capanea and Campanea, proposed by Decaisne 
in 1849, were invalidly published and that the first valid publication of a name for the 

genus was by Planchon later that year who spelled it Capanea. 
Article 73 provides that the spelling employed when a name was validly published is to 

be retained except for the correction of typographic or orthographic errors. In this case, 
the "original spelling" can only be Capanea, because this is the only spelling which 
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