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A short biography of Reinhold Conrad (Reno) Muschler is provided, with emphasis on his botan
ical work and the scandal he caused in the botanical establishment of Berlin. A review of the
attempts to rectify the irregularities in his publications is also provided. The author agrees with
Muschler’s colleagues in Berlin that Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s (1913) publication on new species
of African plants purportedly collected in tropical Africa by the Duchess of Aosta is highly unreli
able with respect to the data on provenance and collector of the type plants. Many are now
believed to have in fact been collected by Schweinfurth in Eritrea and Yemen. However, in spite
of the irregularities, the author argues that the types in this article should be cited in accordance
with Muschler’s original species description. The following nine species, described in the abovementioned publication, and placed in Lamiaceae, are identified and found to be conspecific with
the following species of Lamiaceae or Scrophulariaceae: Coleus de-gasparisianus Buscal. & Muschl.
= Plectranthus igniarius Schweinf.; C. helenae Buscal. & Muschl. = Plectranthus lanuginosus (Höchst,
ex Benth.) Agnew; Geniosporum helenae Buscal. & Muschl. = Hebenstretia angolensis Rolfe; Lasiocorys
de-gasparisiana Buscal. & Muschl. = Leucas nyassae Giirke var. nyassar, Ocimum superbum Buscal. &
Muschl. = Ocimum spicatum Defiers; Orthosiphon de-gasparisianus Buscal. & Muschl. = Endostemon
tereticaulis (Poir.) M. Ashby; Orthosiphon helenae Buscal. & Muschl. = Endostemon gracilis (Benth.) M.
Ashby; Plectranthus emanueli Buscal. & Muschl. = Plectranthus longipes Baker; P. margeritae Buscal. &
Muschl. = Plectranthus prostratus Giirke. The names given after the equal-signs are to be used for
the combined taxa. Pycnostachys pseudospeciosa Buscal. & Muschl. is accepted as the correct name
of a species. The identity' of Sabaudia helenae Buscal. & Muschl. is discussed. Neotypes and lecto
types of Plectranthus igniarius and most of Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s names of labiates are desig
nated.
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Introduction
Reno Muschler, his life history
and botanical work
In his biography, Plesske (1957) mentioned
that Reinhold (Reno) Conrad Muschler was
born in 1882, and was the only son of two
singers at the Court Opera in Berlin. Initially,

he intended to work with music. When he was
20 years old it was discovered that he suffered
from lung tuberculosis. During the winters of
1902-1903, 1903-1904 and 1905-1906, he stayed
in Egypt in the hope that the dry desert air
would improve his health. During these jour
neys, he came in contact with the well-known
botanists Paul Ascherson and Georg Schwein-
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furth, who encouraged him to study the flora of
the country. In 1904, he started to study Botany
under Adolf Engler; and in 190S, he completed
his PhD in Berlin (on African Senecio species).
Immediately after his graduation, he was em
ployed as a scientific labourer and later as an as
sistant at the Botanical Garden and Herbarium
in Berlin (B). However, he had to leave his posi
tion in September 1913 (Zepernick & Tituler
1979). According to Plesske (1957), Reno
Muschler had a nervous breakdown caused by
overwork and lack of sleep, but there are also
other explanations for his resignation (see be
low) . He stayed in Egypt during the First World
War, later returning to Germany and earning
his living as a music reviewer at a newspaper and
later as author of novels, short stories and bio
graphies. Reno Muschler died in 1957 (Zeper
nick 8c Timler 1979).
Reno Muschler was indeed a very ambitious
and productive member of the staff at Herbar
ium and Botanical Garden in Berlin (B).
Between the years 1906 and 1914, he had writ
ten at least 18 botanical publications including
a Flora, alone and in co-operation with L. Buscalioni, E. De Wildeman, E.F. Gilg, O. Hoff
mann and G. Schweinfurth. According to
Plesske (1957), he wrote 65 scientific contribu
tions. Altogether, he and his co-authors have
described 10 new genera, about 380 new
species and many new taxa of lower ranks.
They also made about 50 new combinations on
species level. However, in 1913, the reliability
of Reno Muschler’s botanical work was seri
ously questioned by his colleagues in Berlin
(B). Schweinfurth (1915) and Engler et al.
(1915) examined some of his articles and
accused him of fraud. According to Schwein
furth (1915: 206) and Engler et al. (1915: 366),
Reno Muschler was brought to court, but the
law-suit against him was dismissed because he
was said to have been in a slate of unconscious
ness or mentally disturbed, and unable to con
trol his free will at the time of the deed.

BS 54
Seven months after Muschler had resigned
from his position in Bei lin, Moore (1914) pub
lished a description of a new genus of Asteraceae that he named Muschleria. Moore (1914)
wrote: “The generic name has been adopted in
recognition of the work, especially on Compositae, of Dr. Reno Muschler.’’ It would be
interesting to know whether Moore was
unaware of the scandal, regarded Muschler as
innocent, or wanted to honour Muschler in
spite of the irregularities.

Evaluations of Reno Muschler’s
botanical works; attempts to rectify his errors
and identify his taxa
Muschler’s (1906, 1907a, 1907-1908, 1911a,
1912b) early publications are not known to
contain falsifications, but comparatively many
of the new taxa described in these articles are
now placed in synonymy. According to Volkens
in Engler et al. (1915: 367), Muschler’s (1909,
1911b, 1911c, 1914) articles on Asteraceae con
tain many misidentifications and other types of
errors. Several of his new species could not be
evaluated as the types could not be found.
Volkens in Engler et al. (1915) also pointed out
that Reno Muschler had benefited from the
fact that the expert on the family Asteraceae in
Berlin (B), O. Hoffmann, had identified many
specimens in the herbarium as representatives
of new taxa, but had died without having pub
lished his findings. According to Täckholm 8c
Täckholm (1941), Muschler’s largest work, his
Egyptian Flora (1912a), has great deficiencies.
According to Schweinfurth (1915), Muschler’s
(1907b) Flora of El-Tor (on Sinai) is fraudu
lent. Whereas Muschler gave the impression
that some of the work was based on his own
observations, Schweinfurth (1915) claimed
that Muschler had never visited Sinai.
Buscalioni 8c Muschler (1913) is by far the
most problematic of Muschler’s contributions.
In this article, Muschler and his co-author
described a large number of new species on
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the basis of plants purportedly collected by the
Italian Elena de Francia, Duchess of Aosta, or
her travel companions during their journey in
tropical Africa in 1909-1911. The dates and
provenance of the cited type collections match
the itinerary of the Duchess of Aosta’s expedi
tion, but according to Engler et al. (1915), most
of these plants have in reality been collected
elsewhere and by others. Many of them are
believed to have been removed from Schwein
furt h’s herbarium and to have come from
Eritrea and Yemen. Engler et al. (1915: 368369) also pointed out that the species descrip
tions in this article (apart from those of the
legumes) in reality were written by Muschler
alone. Although Luigi Buscalioni stands as the
first author, there are no reasons to believe that
he had been involved in the falsifications. In
their joint article (Engler et al. 1915), several of
the botanists at the herbarium in Berlin (B)
evaluated or tried to trace the origin and rect
ify of the new taxa in Buscalioni’s &
Muschler’s (1913) article. The following
botanists treated the following families: F.L.E.
Diels (Iridaceae), A. Engler (Moraceae), E.F.
Gilg (Capparaceae, Vitaceae, Ochnaceae,
Melastomataceae and Cucurbitaceae), P.
Graebner
(Cyperaceae),
H.
Harms
(Fabaceae), G. Lindau (Acanthaceae), T. Loesener & R. Schlechter (Lamiaceae), R.
Schlechter (Scrophulariaceae) and G.E.A.
Volkens (Asteraceae). According to Harms in
Engler et al. (1915: 370), the descriptions of
new species of legumes in this article, that in
reality were written by Buscalioni, are unprob
lematic and really based on plants from the
Duchess of Aosta’s expedition. The same
apparently also applies to Dorstenia piscicelliana
Buscal. & Muschl. (see Engler in Engler et al.
1915: 370). The Orchids in the same article,
that have Buscal. & Schltr. as author are appar
ently also unproblematic (see Croix & Cribb
1998: 508). However, according to Friis 8c Jellis
(1984), the above-mentioned problems appar
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ently also apply to the Urticaceae in Bus
calioni’s 8c Muschler’s article; the new species
of that family were not investiged by Engler et
al. (1915).
With reference to some old nomenclature
rules, Engler et al. (1915: 366-367) claimed that
many of plant names in Buscalioni 8c Muschler
(1913) were invalid as they were meant to
cause confusion by containing deliberately
false data on collector and geographical origin.
In accordance with this interpretation of the
nomenclature rules, Gilg & Benedict (1915)
regarded Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s four new
species names of Capparaceae as invalid. How
ever, their interpretation of these rules was
questioned by Chiovenda (1916). Actually,
according to the current botanical code
(Greuter et al. 2000), plant names are not
invalid for the reason given by Engler et al.
( 1915), but it is possible to propose rejection of
these problematic names if they are found to
have priority over other names of the same
taxa. Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s plant names
have been treated as valid in recent systematic
works. The species names believed to have
been based on material from north-east trop
ical Africa were included in Cufodontis’ (1962,
1963, 1964, 1965, 1966, 1967) check-list.
According to White (1962: 184), some of the
Duchess of Aosta’s collections are preserved in
Florence (FI or FT), but they have never been
fully written up. He also mentioned that all but
seven of Buscalioni’s 8c Muschler’s type speci
mens were destroyed in Berlin during the sec
ond world war. Fortunately, the species de
scribed by Buscalioni 8c Muschler (1913) have
been illustrated, but many of the drawings are
rather crude. As mentioned by Schubert 8c
Troupin (1952, 1955), proofs of these drawings
are deposited at the herbarium BR (in Brussels,
now at Meise); most but not all of them were
published by Piscicelli (1913). Many of the
proofs (Fig. 1-5) carry the initials ‘G.B.’, but
these initials do not appear on the illustrations
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in Piscicelli (1913). On some labels attached to
the herbarium sheets on which proofs are
mounted, E. Robbrecht suggested that the
proofs may have been sent by L. Buscalioni who
corresponded with staff members at BR and
met one of them in Berlin. However, it does also
seem possible that the proofs have been re
ceived from Reno Muschler. The presence of an
article (De Wildeman & Muschler 1913) shows
that Reno Muschler co-operated with botanists
in Brussels (BR). Schubert & Troupin (1952)
were not able to identify the artist who had the
initials GB. It seems possible that this artist is a
woman called Miss Bartusch; she is mentioned
in a letter from H. Harms (in Berlin) to E. De
Wildeman (kept in the library at BR). Veldkamp (1968), Sebald (1980) and Friis &Jellis
(1984) have identified some of Buscalioni’s &
Muschler’s species of Oxalidaceae, Lamiaceae
and Ui ticaceae by help of the proofs in BR or
the illustrations in Piscicelli (1913). However,
Ortiz & Rodriguez-Oubina (1996) argued that
the illustration of Dicoma bangueolensis Buscal. &
Muschl. (Asteraceae) was not drawn from the
type of this species name.

The reliability of data in Buscalioni &
Muschler (1913)
As seen in the following examples, the proven
ance data of the labiates described by Bus
calioni & Muschler (1913) are in many cases
contradicted, not only by Loesener &
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915), but appar
ently also by an independent source of informa
tion, the known distributions of the taxa on the
proofs from BR (Figs. 1-5). If these illustrations
are based on Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s (1913)
type plants, and Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s data
on their provenance is correct, about nine out
of the 11 of their types were collected outside
the otherwise known distribution area and/or
altitudinal range of their species; five of these
represent isolated records in disjunct species

BS 54
distributions. These disjunct distributions do
not match White’s (1983) phytogeographical
regions. According to Friis & Jellis (1984) and
Ortiz & Rodriguez-Oubina ( 1996), the purported
types localities of Pouzolzia piscicelliana Buscal.
& Muschl. [= Australinia jlaccida (A. Rich.)
Wedd., Urticaceae] and Dicoma bangueolensis
Buscal. & Muschl. (Asteraceae) are widely sep
arated from the rest of the distribution area of
their species. Disjunct species distributions are
not very uncommon, but it is remarkable that
such a large proportion of the studied material
seems to constitute geographically marginal or
disjunct isolates. Moreover, most of the local
ities indicated by Buscalioni & Muschler (1913),
such as Broken Hill, have been visited by many
plant collectors. It seems unlikely that so many
plant collectors would have failed to find so
many of the species, if they really had been pres
ent in these areas. Hence, I agree with Engler et
al. (1915) and White (1962) that there are
strong reasons to distrust Buscalioni’s &
Muschler’s (1913) information on the proven
ance of their species.
There is also some disagreement between
the illustrations on the proofs from BR and
Loesener’s & Schlechter’s identifications in
Engler et al. (1915) which may be explained by
misidentifications. The possibly confused
species (Plectranthus longipes and P. hadiensis
plus Hebenstretia angolensis and H. oetesiï) are
superficially similar.

How should the types in Buscalioni &
Muschler (1913) be cited
Cufodontis (1963, 1964, 1965), Jeffrey (1995:
27, 52) and Ortiz & Rodriguez-Oubina (1996)
have regarded the type material cited by Bus
calioni & Muschler (1913) and the material to
which these plants are believed to have be
longed as parts of the same collections, al
though the two gatherings of plants have been
given different collector’s names and numbers.
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For example, although the von Aosta 515 is cited
as the type in the original description, Jeffrey
(1995: 27) cited Schweinfurth 582 as the type of
Melothria pulchra Buscal. & Muschl.; this was
made on the basis of Gilg’s correction in Engler
et al. (1915: 373). I disagree with the above-men
tioned authors’ concept of what is a collection. I
think that specimens with different collector’s
names and/or numbers should always be treated
as separate collections, although they may be
presumed to have belonged to the same ori
ginal collection. This is particularly important
as we cannot be completely sure that the Berlin
botanists have matched all of “the Duchess of
Aosta's" plants correctly when trying to trace
their origin with the help of comparisons.
Hence, despite the irregularities, we have to ac
cept Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s own circum
scriptions of their original material, and cite the
types of their species as if they had been col
lected by “von Aosta". In normal cases, the col
lections from which Muschler’s now destroyed
"von Aosta" types are believed to have been re
moved, constitutes the most suitable material to
serve as neotypes. However, under certain cir
cumstances (see under Coleus helenae and Plectranthus margeritae), other collections may be
more suitable as neotypes.

Identities of the labiates described in
Buscalioni 8c Muschler (1913)
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) described 11
new species and one new genus of Lamiaceae.
Loesener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915:
371-372) regarded most of these descriptions
as very problematic and tried to identify and
trace the origin of these plants. However, their
corrections do not seem to be unproblematic
either. As mentioned by Chiovenda (1916), sev
eral of the so-called correct names are unpub
lished, and were apparently only known from
the labels on some of Schweinfurth’s collec
tions. The labiates collected by Schweinfurth
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were destroyed in Berlin along with Muschler’s
types, but duplicates of some of these speci
mens have been preserved in Geneva (GBOIS). In some cases, Loesener’s &
Schlechter’s identifications in Engler et al.
(1915) do not match the descriptions in Bus
calioni 8c Muschler (1913) and/or the illustra
tions on the proofs from BR. Due to these
inconsistencies, it seems necessary to recon
sider Loesener’s & Schlechter’s identifications
with the help of the presently available sources
of information: Buscalioni’s 8c Muschler’s
(1913) descriptions, duplicates of some Schweinfurth’s collections in G-BOIS, and the illustra
tions on the proofs from BR.

1. Coleus de-gasparisianus (“C. De
Gasparisianus ”)
Buscalioni 8c Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of C. de-gasparisianus was collected at the
“Mbusi River” (the Buzi River in Mozambique),
and mentioned that the plant was a shrub that
lacked leaves at the flowering time. They
regarded it as closely related to Plectranthus
igniarius (Schweinf.) Agnew but differing by
lacking hairs and having 20-35 mm long petiolate leaves. However, according to Loesener 8c
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915), the type of C.
de-gasparisianus was removed from Schweinfurth
506 from the Haddes Valley in Eritrea, and
belonged to C. erythraeae Schweinf. However,
the latter name was never published. I have
found no duplicates of Schweinfurth’s collec
tion, but Gurke, who was at the Berlin Herbar
ium (B) before Schweinfurth’s herbarium was
destroyed, has identified two collections at FT
as C. erythraeae, these collections (Ruspoli &
Riva 323 and 799) belong to P. igniarius. Apart
from having leaves and Howers at the same
time, the plant on the proof in BR (Fig. 1 Left)
strongly resembles P. igniarius. P. igniarius is not
known in Mozambique or Zimbabwe, but
seems to be rather common in Eritrea. P.
igniarius has mostly the leaves pubescent with
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short hairs and less than 20 mm long pedicels,
but the collection Pappi 2993 (at FT) from Mt.
Dijot in Eritrea (not very far from the Fladdes
Valley) has very sparsely pubescent leaves with
np to over 20 mm long pedicels. Pappi’s collec
tion lacks flowers, and Schweinfurth & Riva
1398 from a place not very far from Mt. Dijot,
that has flowers but no leaves, is here chosen as
neotype of C. de-gasparisianus.
Typification of Plectranthus igniarius
Schweinfurth (1867) did not indicate the col
lector’s number of the type of Coleus igniarius
(= P. igniarius), and the same applies to the
other Schimper collections cited in his article.
The original material was probably destroyed
in Berlin. According to Cufodontis (1963),
Schimper 527 is the type of this name, but speci
mens with that collection number have not
been traced. The type of P malinvaldi is based
on material collected by the same collector
(Schimper), the same day and at the same
locality, but it has another collector’s number
(529). The same also applies to Schimper 1623,
and a collection in Paris (P) is unnumbered.
All this material may have belonged to the
same collection, and the different numbers
may have been added afterwards. Nevertheless,
I find it advisable to regard these specimens as
different collections. It cannot be decided
which one of these three Schimper collections
that is most close to the lost type in Berlin. Of
the three collections, it is Schimper 529 that is
the most widespread in the herbaria, but in
order to avoid having two names attached to
the same type collection, I designate Schimper
1623 as neotype of P. igniarius.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:

Plectranthus igniarius (Schweinf) Agnew,
Upland Kenya Wild Flowers: 638 (1974); Coleus
igniarius Schweinf., Beitr. Fl. Aethiopiens: 121
(1867). Type: Ethiopia, Gondar Region, “auf
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4000’ hohen Bergen bei Dehli-Dikeno”, 23 X
1854, Schimper (B holotype destroyed). Neo
type: Ethiopia, Gondar Region, “4000’ ... über
meer auf Bergen Dehli Dikeno”, 23 X 1854,
Schimper 1623 (P neotype designated here; C
photo of neotype).

£ malinvaldi Briq., Bull. Herb. Boissier 2: 125
(1894); Coleus malinvaldi (Briq.) Briq., Annu
aire Conserv. Jarcl. Bot. Genève 2: 240 (1898),
synon. nov. Type: Ethiopia, Gondar Region,
“Dehli Dikeno”, 23 X 1854, SchiniperT2D (G-DC
lectotype designated here; FT, P isotypes; C
photo of lectotype).

Coleus de-gasparisianus Buscal. & Muschl., Bot.
Jahrb. Syst. 49: 487 (1913), (as C. De Gasparisianus), synon. nov. Type: “Grassteppe am
Ufer des Mbusi” (Manica e Sofala in Mozam
bique; but in reality probably from Mahio in
Haddes Valley, Eritrea), “14 XII 1909”, von
Aosta 151 (B holotype destroyed). Neotype:
Eritrea, Vallé Arrot, au sud de Aidereso, 4 IV
1892, Schweinfurth & Riva 1398 (FT neotype
designated here; BR, G, P, S isoneotypes; C
photo of neotype).

Coleus erythraeae Schweinf. ex Loes. & Schltr.,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 53: 372 (1915), nom. nud.
Coleus guidottii Chiov., Atti Reale Accad. Italia,
Mem. Cl. Sei. Fis.l 1 (2): 54 (1940), synon. nov.
Type: Eritrea, “Habab, Cub-Cub presso Nacfa”,
III 1936, Guidottii IIÇ) (FT’ holotype; C photo.).

2. Coleus helenae
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of C. helenaewAS collected in the swamps at
Lake Bangweulu in Zambia, but only few Plec
tranthus species grow in this type of damp hab
itats. According to Loesener & Schlechter in
Engler et al. (1915), the plant was removed
from Schweinfurth & Riva 1182 (from near
Sageneti in Eritrea). They regarded this collec-
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Buscal. e Muschlet
Fig. 1. Published and unpublished proofs in the herbarium BR with illustrations of species described by Buscalioni &
Muschler (1913). Magnification: x 0.68. Left: Coleus de-gasparisianus. A: habit. B: Flower. C: Calyx. D: stamen. Right: C. helenae. A: habit. B. Hower. The illustration to the right was published by Piscicelli (1913).

tion as conspecific to P. ghindanus Schweinf. ex
Baker. This species is now commonly known
under the older name P. tenuiflorus (Vatke)
Agnew, but according to Ryding 8c Paton (sub
mitted), it should be known as P aegyptiacus
(Forssk.) C. Chr. The presently available material
of Schweinfurth’s & Riva’s collection (atG-BOIS)
is mixed, consisting of a flowering plant of P.
lanuginosus and some plants of P tenuiflorus
with mature fruiting calyces. Buscalioni’s 8c
Muschler’s (1913) description matches P

lanuginosus better than P tenuiflorus. It men
tions that the plant has long-petiolate leaves
and short pedicels, and does not mention the
hall-mark of P tenuiflorus, the long stamens
that protrude well beyond the lower lip of the
corolla. The plant on the proof in BR (Fig. 1
Right) is similar to P lanuginosus and rather
different from P tenuiflorus. Unlike P tenui
florus, its has long petioles, no peduncles in the
cymes, rather short pedicels and the stamens
not or only very slightly longer than the lower

1(52
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lip of the corolla. In the drawing, the corolla
tube appears to be straight and to have a hump
on the dorsal side. No Plectranthus are known
to have such a hump and the drawing is prob
ably slightly incorrect. However, the hump in
the drawing resembles the spur-like outgrowth
in the strongly bent corolla-tubes of P. lanugi
nosus. Neither, P tenuiflorus nor P. lanuginosus
are known from the area near Lake Bangweulu
in Zambia, and neither of the two species
grows in damp habitats. It remains uncertain
whether Muschler’s type of C. helenae consisted
of P lanuginosus, P tenuiflorus or was a mixture
of both these species. Fortunately, both the
species epithets “lanuginosus" and “tenuiflorus"
have priority to “helenae". Mixed collections,
such as Schweinfurth & Riva 1 182 (from which
Muschlet' is supposed to have removed his type
material) are not well suited to serve as neo
types. A collection of P. lanuginosus, Schwein
furth Cf Riva 1184, that was collected in a
neighbouring locality a few days later, is here
selected as neotype of P. helenae.
Conspectus of present taxonomy:

Plectranthus lanuginosus

(Höchst, ex

Ben th.) Agnew,
Fl. Upland Kenya: 638 (1974); Coleus lanugi
nosus Höchst, ex Benth. in DC., Prodr. 12: 79
(1848). Type: Ethiopia, Tigray Region, Adua,
N7z2w/wUI/1915 (Klectotype; BM, FI, KIEL, P,
UPS isolectotypes; C photo of the lectotype).

Coleus helenae Buscal. & Muschl., Bot. Jahrb.
Syst. 49: 487 (March 1913); Buscal. & Muschl.
in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equate. 124, Fig. at p.
125 (November 1913), synon. nov. Type:
“Sümpfe am Banguelo-See,” (Zambia, North
ern Region; but in reality probably from Mai
Colgol near Segencti in Eritrea), “8 III 1910”,
von Aosta 862 (B holotype destroyed). Neotype:
Eritrea, Sageneti, cote du nord vers Seiet, 12 III
1892, Schweinfurth & Riva 1184 (FT neotype

designated here; BR, K, P isoneotypes; C photo
of neotype).

There are additional synonyms in Ethiopia and
Somalia.
3. Geniosporum helenae
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) placed G. helenae
in Lamiaceae, but their description suggests
that it may belong to a different family. Loesener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915) identi
fied the plant as Hebenstretia polystachya I larv. ex
Rolle (Selaginaceae or Scroplmlariaceae s.
lat.). Roessler (1979) doesnot mention G. hele
nae in revision of Hebenstretia, but includes H.
polystachya in H. oetesii Rolfe subsp. oetesii. The
plant on the proof from BR (Fig. 2 Left) is def
initely a Hebenstretia, but it differs from the ser
rate-leaved Southern African H. oetesii by hav
ing remotely serrate to entire leaves. The illus
trated plant is definitely more similar to the
widespread tropical to Southern African H.
angolensis Rolfe that usually has a similar leaf
margin. According to Buscalioni & Muschler
(1913), G. helenae was collected near the Buzi
River (below 500 m in Mozambique). Loesener
& Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915) apparently
distrusted this information, perhaps because
the genus Hebenstretia is not known from such
low altitudes in tropical Africa, but they could
not establish its origin with certainty.
4. Lasiocorys de-gasparisiana (“L. De
Gasparisiana ”)
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of L. de-gasparisiana was collected at the
“Mbusi River” (the Buzi River in Mozambique).
Loesener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915)
apparently distrusted this information but
could not establish its origin with certainty.
They identified it as Leucas nyassae, and I agree
with Sebald (1980: 163-164) that the plant on
the proof from BR (Fig. 2 Right) belongs to the
same species (and to the var. nyassae). However,
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T av XLI.

Lasiocorys De Gasparisiana
Creniosporum Helenae Buscal.e Muschler.

Bu seal, e Muschler.

Fig. 2. Unpublished proofs in the herbarium BR with illustrations of species described by Buscalioni & Muschler (1913).
Magnification: x 0.68. Left: Geniosporum helenae. A: part of a shoot. B: habil . C: flower. D: corolla. E: anthers. Right: Lasioco
rys de-gasparisiana. A: habit. B: calyx.

Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s (1913) description
may match many Leucas species but hardly L.
nyassae. Whereas L. nyassae is an up to 1 m tall
herb with 40-80-flowered verticillasters, the
description mentions that L. de-gasparisiana is a
c. 1.5 m tall shrttb with 10-12-11 owe red verticil
lasters. There is obviously a conflict between
the different sources of information, but when
all the available data is taken into considera
tion, it seems more probable that the lost type
of L. de-gasparisiana belonged to L. nyassae than
that it belonged to the unknown species of the

description. Hence, Muschler may have con
fused the plant material. According to Sebald
(1980: 47, 163-165), L. nyassae is not known
from the Buzi River in Mozambique, but has
been recorded from neighbouring parts of
Zimbabwe, not very far from this river. In the
absence of more reliable sources of informa
tion on the provenance of the type material, I
have designated a collection from the latter
country as neotype of this name.
Conspectus of present taxonomy:
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Leiicas nyassae Gürke,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 22: 137 (1895); Sebald,
Stuttgarter Beitr. Naturk. Ser. A. 341: 163
( 1980). Type: Malawi, Southern Region, “Shire
Highlands”, Buchanan 255 (K syntype); “Shire
Highlands”, Buchanan 460 (K syntype).

var. nyassae

Lasiocorys de-gasparisiana (“L. De Gasparisiana"
Buscal. & Muschl., Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 49: 483
(1913). Type: “Steppe am Mbusi-Fluß
(Mossambik)” (Manica e Sofala Region in
Mozambique; but in reality probably from else
where), “7 VII 1909”, von Aosta 82 (B holotype
destroyed). Neotype: Zimbabwe, Central
Region, Salisbury District, Lake Mac Ilwaine
near Game Park, 21 III 1963, Loveridge 619 (K
neotype designated here; SRGII isoneotype
not seen; C photo of neotype).
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Muschler’s (1913) description, it has obtuse
leaves with a cuneate base. Whereas O. gratissi
mum has simple hairs only, the illustrations hint
that the type plant had branched hairs. The
very dense inflorescences, strongly recurved
calyces with the upper lip pointing straight
downwards are more typical of O. spicatum.
There is obviously a conflict between the dif
ferent sources of information, but when all the
available information is taken into considera
tion, it seems more probable that the lost type
of O. superbum belonged to O. spicatum than
that it belonged to O. gratissimum. If the latter
conclusion is correct, Muschler seems to have
confused the plant material. O. spicatum is not
known from Zambia, and a duplicate of the
collection from Yemen, from which the type
material was said to have been removed, is here
selected as a neotype of (). superbum.
Conspectus of present taxonomy:

A complete list of synonyms has been provided
by Sebald (1980).

5. Ocimum superbum
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of Ocimum superbum was collected in Zam
bia, and gave a description that matches ().
gratissimum, L. They mentioned that the plant
was 3 m tall, has hairs simple and leaves acute
or subacute at the apex and attenuate at the
base. On the basis of this evidence, Paton
( 1992) placed (). superbum as a synonym under
(). gratissimum. However, according to Loesener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915), the
plant was removed from the collection Schwein
furth 1199 from Yemen, and belonged to O.
cylindrostachys Schweinf. The latter name has
not been validly published, but Schweinfurth
1199 and other collections identified by that
name (e.g. by Schwartz 1939) belong to (). spi
catum. The plant on the proof from BR (Fig. 3
Left) is very similar to O. spicatum. Unlike O.
gratissimum and in conflict with Buscalioni’s &

Ocimum spicatum Defiers,
Bull. Soc. Bot. Fr. 43: 226 (1896). Type: Yemen,
Jabal Masna’ah, 17 IV 1890, Defiers 599 (K lec
totype, P isolectotype, C photo of isolectotype).

(). superbum Buscal. & Muschl., Bot. Jahrb. Syst.
49: 488 (March 1913); Buscal. & Muschl. in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equat. 134, Fig. at p. 135
(November 1913), synon. nov. Type: “Baumsteppe zwischen Buana Mukuba und Sekontui,
1200 m ü. M.” (Central Region in Zambia; but
in reality probably from Wabi Chnoiet in
Yemen), 26 I 1910, von Aosta 421 (B holotype
destroyed). Neotype: Yemen, Wadi Chnoiet,
1889, Schweinfurth 1 199 (G-BOIS neotype des
ignated here, C photo of neotype).
O. cylindrostachys Schweinf. ex Loes. & Schltr.,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 53: 372 (1915), nom. nud.; O.
Schwartz, Fl. trop. Arab.: 231 (1939), nom.
nud.
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Oci mum superbum Buse e Muschler.
Fig. 3. Proof's in the herbarium BR with illustrations of species described by Buscalioni & Muschler (1913). Magnification:
x 0.68. Left: Ocimum superbum. A: habit. B: corolla. C: dissected flower. D: fruiting? calyx. Right: Orthosiphon helenae. A: habit.
B: calyx. C: dissected flower. The two illustrations were published by Piscicelli (1913).

6. Orthosiphon helenae
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of O. helenae was collected at Broken-Hill
in Zambia, but according to Loesener &
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915), the plant was
removed from Schweinfurth 820 that was col
lected in Okeber (Yemen). Schweinfurth’s col
lection was identified as O. melhanensis Schweinf.,
but this name has not been validly published.
As mentioned by Wood (1997), the correct
name of this species is Endostemon gracilis. The
presently available material of Schweinfurth’s
collection belongs to the Arabian form of this

species, a form that is characterised by having
comparatively narrow leaves. The same appar
ently also applies to the illustration of O. hele
nae on the proof from BR (Fig. 3 Right). Buscalioni’s & Muschler’s (1913) statement that O.
helenae is annual or biennial, provides some
additional support to believe that it belonged
to E. gracilis. E. gracilis is not known from Zam
bia, and as far as known, the African material
of this species differs from the illustrated plant
in having broader leaves. Hence, a duplicate of
Schweinfurth’s Arabian collection, from which
Muschler is believed to have removed the type
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material, is here selected as neotype of 0. helenae.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:
Endostemongracilis (Benth.) M. Ashby,
J. Bot. 74: 127 (1936); A.J. Paton et al., Kew
Bull. 49: 701 ( 1994); J.R.I. Wood., A Handbook
of the Yemen Flora: 247 (1997); Ocimum gracile
Benth., Labiat. gen. spec.: 12 (1832). Type:
Zanzibar, Bojer s.n. (K lectotype).

Orthosiphon helenae Buscal. & Muschl., Bot.
Jahrb. Syst. 49: 490 (1913); Buscal. & Muschl.
in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equat.: 130, Fig. at p.
131 (1913), synon. nov. Type: “Steppe bei
Broken Hill" (Central Region in Zambia; but
in reality probably from Okeber in Yemen), “12
I 1910”, con Aosta 284 (B holotype destroyed).
Neotype: Yemen, Okeber, am Gebel Melhan,
28 I 1889, Schweinfurth 820 (G-BOIS neotype
designated here, B isoneotype destroyed, C
photo of neotype).
Orthosiphon melhanensis Schweinf. ex Loes. &
Schltr., Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 53: 372 (1915), nom.
nud.; O. Schwartz, Fl. trop. Arab.: 232 (1939),
nom. nud.
Additional synonyms have been given by Paton
et al. (1994: 701).

7. Orthosiphon de-gasparisianus (“O. De
Gasparisianum ”)
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of O. de-gasparisianus was collected in Zam
bia, but according to Loesener & Schlechter in
Engler et al. (1915), the plant was removed
from the collections Schweinfurth 244 and/or
278, both from Eritrea and identified as (). erythraeum Schweinf. However, the latter name
has not been validly published, and is not
known to have applied to other herbarium
specimens. No duplicates of these collections
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have been found, and the latter name was
never published or found on any herbarium
labels. Fortunately, the habit illustration (Fig. 4
Left) is unmistakable, showing a plant belong
ing to Endostemon tereticaulis', but the flower is
slightly atypical showing a divided upper lip.
The species is widespread in tropical Africa but
not known from Zambia. A neotype is here
selected among material of E. tereticaulis from
Eritrea, the country from which the original
material is believed to have originated.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:
Endostemon tereticaulis (Poir) M. Ashby,
J. Bot. 74: 129 (1936); A.J. Paton et al., Kew
Bull. 49: 711 (1994); J.R.I. Wood., A Handbook
of the Yemen Flora.: 247 (1997); Ocimum tereticaule Poir. in Lam., Encycl. suppl. 1: 592
(181 1 ). Type: West Tropical Africa, Herb. Desfontaines.

Orthosiphon de-gasparisianum Buscal. & Muschl.,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 49: 490 (March 1913); Buscal.
& Muschl. in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equat.: 132,
Fig. at p. 133 (November 1913), synon. nov.
Type: “Baumsteppe bei Broken Hill, 1000 m Ü.
M.” (Central Region in Zambia; but in reality
probably from near Ginda in Eritrea), “12 I
1910”, von Aosta 282 (B holotype destroyed).
Neotype: Eritrea, Nefasit, at the base of Mt.
Bizen, just above the town, 25 XI 1989, Ryding
et al. 2035 (UPS neotype designated here,
ASMU, ETH isoneotypes; C photo of neotype).
Orthosiphon erythraeum Schweinf. ex Loes. &
Schltr., Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 53: 372 (1915), nom.
nud.
Additional synonyms have been provided by
Paton et al. (1994: 771).

8. Plectranthus emanueli
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
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TavW/1.

Oithosiphon De Gasparisianum.
Buscal. e Muschler.

Plectranthus Kmanueli Buse, e Muschl.

Fig. 4. P roofs in the herbarium BR with illustrations of species described by Buscalioni & Muschler (1913). Magnification:
x 0.68. Left: Orthosiphon de-gasparisianus. A: habit. B: fruiting calyx. C. dissected flower. D: anther. E: pistil. Right: Plectranthus emanueli (right): A, leaf; B, part of shoot; C, inflorescence; D, flower. Slightly modified versions of the two illustrations
were published by Piscicelli (1913).

type of P. emanueli was collected in Kenya, but
Loesener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915)
stated that this plant was removed from Schweinfurth’s herbarium and is conspecific to P
hadiensis (Forssk.) Schweinf. ex Sprenger. How
ever, other information on this plant suggests
that it was more similar to P longipes than to P
hadiensis. The description in Buscalioni &
Muschler (1913) is rather uninformative, but

disagrees with P hadiensis in mentioning that P
emanueli has bracts. The drawing of P emanueli
(Fig. 4 Right) is more similar to P longipes than
to P. hadiensis. The illustrated plan! resembles
P longipes (at least the material from Eritrea) in
having both the upper and the lower lips of the
corolla rather long; the stamens much shorter
Ilian the lower lip; bracts persistent; and the
leaf blades being slightly notched at the peti-

1(58
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Fig. 5. Proofs in the herbarium BR with illustrations of species described by Buscalioni & Muschler (1913). Magnification:
x 0.68. Left: Plectranthus margeriatae. A: habit. B: flower. Right: Pycnostac.hys pseudospecoisa. A: habit. B: bract? C: corolla. D:
upper part of style. Slightly modified versions of the two illustrations were published by Piscicelli ( 1913).

ole. P. hadiensis has the tipper lip of the corolla
slightly shorter; the stamens tip to almost as
long as the lower lip of the corolla; bracts usu
ally early deciduous; and leaves slightly attenu
ate and not notched near the petiole. The
three collections Cufodontis 359, 417 and 712 at
FT, identified as P. emanueli by Lanza (1939),
belong to P longipes. However, it is uncertain
whether Lanza had seen the type of P. emanueli.
Lie might have compared his plants with the

illustration in Piscicelli (1913). P longipes is
known from Kenya, but if Loesener &
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915) are right in
that the plant comes from Schweinfurth’s
herbarium, it seems to be more probable that
the type material conies from Eritrea. Accord
ing to Cufodontis (19(53), the type was col
lected by Schweinfurth in Eritrea and cultiv
ated in Hortus Panormitano (in Palermo,
Italy), but this material has not been traced by
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the author. It might also have been removed
from the Berlin isotype of P. longipes (Schwein
furth 178). In order to avoid attaching two
names to the same collection, the neotype of P
emanueli has been selected among other mater
ial of 71 Zongv/jcs from Eritrea.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:
Plectranthus longipes Baker
in Dyer., Fl. trop. Afr. 5: 406 (1900). Type:
Eritrea, Ginda, 17 II 1891, Schweinfurth 178 (K
holotype; C photo.).
Coleus emanueli Buscal. & Muschl., Bot. Jahrb.
Syst. 49: 484 (March 1913); Buscal. & Muschl.
in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equat. 472, Fig. at p.
473 (November 1913), synon. nov. Type: “Tai
des Guasso Nyiro” (Kenya; but in reality per
haps from elsewhere), “22 XI 1910“, von Aosta
1558 (B holotype destroyed). Neotype: Eritrea,
Nefasit, at the base of Mt. Bizen, just above the
town, 25 XI 1989, Ryding et al. 2034 (UPS neo
type designated here; ASMU, ETH isoneotypes; C photo of neotype).
9. Plectranthus margeritae
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) c laimed that the
type of P. margeritaewas collected at Neumann’s
Camp NE of Mt Kenya, but in Piscicelli (1913)
it was stated that it comes from near Marsabit,
c. 200 km north of this site, and Loesener &
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915) stated that
the plant was removed from Schweinfurth 282
from Yemen, and identified as P. quadridentatus.
P. quadridentatus is conspecific to P. prostratus, a
species that is only known from Africa, but the
name has also been applied for the Arabic P.
arabicus E.A. Bruce. The collection Schweinfurth
282, that was identified as P. quadridentatus, is
sterile. Apart from having atypically large
leaves, it is very similar to P. arabicus, but due to
the absence of flowers and fruits I cannot con
firm the identification by Loesener’s &
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Schlechter (1915) with complete certainty. The
question of the identity of P. margerit ae seems to
be more complicated than suggested by Loe
sener & Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915). The
abundance of adventitious roots in the illus
trated plant (Fig. 5 Left) agrees better with the
prostrate P. prostratus than with the usually
more upright P. arabicus. Buscalioni &
Muschler (1913) claim that their species is het
erophyllous, and that also applies to the plant
on the proof from BR (Fig. 5 Left). One part of
the illustrated plant has large subsessile and
pinnatifidly lobecl leaves, and is very similar to
the collection Schweinfurth 282; the other part
has smaller petiolate and only shallowly cren
ate leaves, and is very similar to the character
istic African P. prostratus. P. arabicus and P. pros
tratus are closely related and perhaps not very
distinct, but as far as known, the leaves of the
two species are not very variable within the
same plants. However, according to A. Paton
(pers, corn.), a related species from coastal
Kenya seems to have the leaves larger on sterile
shoots, and heterophyly could perhaps occur
in P. prostratus as well. When all available in
formation is taken into consideration, it cannot
be decided whether the type of P. margeritae
belonged to P. arabicus, to P. prostratus, or was
mixed and contained material from both these
species. The species epithet margeritae is older
than arabicus but younger than prostratus. In
order to avoid unnecessary name changes, I
prefer to attach the name (P margeritae') to P.
prostratus. The latter species is known from
Kenya, but I have seen no material from the
localities mentioned by Buscalioni & Muschler
(1913) or in Piscicelli (1913). As many of
Muschler’s collections seem to have been
removed from Schweinfurth’s herbarium, it is
perhaps more probable that this part of the
type originates from Eritrea where Schwein
furth has collected the type of P. quadridentatus
(synonym of P. proslratus). In order not to
attach two names to the same collection, the
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neotype of P. margeritae has been selected
among other material of P. prostratus from
Eritrea.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:

Plectranthus prostratus Giirkc,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 19: 206 (1894). Types: Tanza
nia, Pare Distr., “Kilimandscharogebiet, am fuß
der Nashornhügel am Panganiübergang”,
Volkens 484 (B syntype destroyed); North Mara
Distr., Ukira, Fischer497 (B syntype destroyed).
P. quadridentatus Schweinf. ex Baker in Dyer.,
Fl. trop. Afr. 5: 409 (1900). Type: Eritrea, Mt.
Alam Kale, NW of Aidereso, 5 IV 1892, Schweinfurth & Riva 2086 (K holotype; FT, P isotypes).

P margeritae Buscal. & Muschl., Bot. Jahrb. Syst.
49: 485 (March 1913); Buscal. & Muschl. in Pis
cicelli, Reg. Laghi equat.: 470, Fig. at p. 471
(November 1913), synon. nov. Type: “Neu
mann-Camp” (Northern Frontier Region in
Kenya; but in reality probably mixed with one
part from E or NE Africa and one from Gebel
Bura in Yemen), “11 I 1911”, rvmAo.sta 1688 (B
holotype destroyed). Neotype: Eritrea, Nefasit,
at the base of Mt. Bizen, just above the town, 30
XII 1989, Ryding et al. 2095 (C neotype desig
nated here, ASMU, ETH, UPS isoneotypes).
10. Pycnostachys pseudospeciosa
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) claimed that the
type of P. pseudospeciosa was collected at Lake
Bangweulu in Zambia, and there is a fragment
from this plant in the Kew Herbarium (K).
Loesener & Schlechter in Engler el al. (1915)
did not include this species in their list of cor
rections. In her revision of Pycnostachys, Bruce
(1939) recognised P. pseudospeciosa as the cor
rect name of a distinct species. The plant on
the proof in BR (Fig. 5 Right) can be identified
as P. pseudospeciosa, and this confirms Bruce’s
(1939) application of the name. The species is
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indeed known from the area near Lake Bang
weulu, and the type plant may well have been
collected on the Duchess of Aosta’s expedition,
but the collection number (1002) was probably
added by Muschler. I Iowever, in the light of all
the irregularities, doubt may also be attached
to the provenance of this type collection.

Conspectus of present taxonomy:

Pycnostachyspseudospeciosa

Buscal. &

Muschl.,
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. 49: 486 (March 1913); Buscal.
& Muschl. in Piscicelli, Reg. Laghi equat.: 258,
Fig. at p. 259 (November 1913); Bruce, Bull.
Mise. Inform. 1939: 584 (1939). Type: Zambia,
Northern Region, “steppe, am Bangueolo-See,
1300 m ü. M.”, 23 III 1910, von Aosta 1002 (B
holotype destroyed, K lectotype, designated
here, C photo of lectotype).
11. Sabaudia Helen ae
Buscalioni & Muschler (1913) described the
new genus Sabaudia and claimed that the type
of the single species, .S. helenae, was collected in
Zambia, but according to Loesener &
Schlechter in Engler et al. (1915), the plant was
removed from the collection Schweinfurth 491
from Yemen. Chiovenda (1917) recognised
Sabaudia as a distinct genus, and included two
more species (S. atriplicifolia (Benth.) Chiov.
and S’. erythraeae Chiov.). He also recognised S.
helenae as distinctly differing from the other
two species by having bracteoles at the base of
the calyces. Apart from having bracteoles, the
illustration of S. helenae in Piscicelli (1913) is
very similar to the Arabian S. atriplicifolia and is
not very different from the .S’. erythraeae from
Eritrea. As there are no other records of Sabau
dia (and the related Lavandula) from Zambia
and the neighbouring countries, it seems
unlikely that the type of .S’, helenae should origin
ate from this part of Africa. It is also uncertain
whether the alleged difference between .S’, hele-
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nae and 5. atriplidfolia is consistent or signific
ant enough to justify the separation of S. helenae as a different species. In recent works, the
genus Sabaudia is included in Lavandula. A
decision on the systematic status of S. helenae
will be made by Dr. T. Upson (unpubl.) in con
nection with a revision of Lavandula.
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