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Abstract 

Nomenclatural problems caused by type species designation in Gammaridae 
(Amphipoda). Recent phylogenetic studies of Gammaridae made evident some 
nomenclatural issues that should be addressed. We discuss the nomenclatural 
problems caused by the use of the unavailable name Neogammarus Ruffo, 
1937 and the designation of type species for Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 
and Neogammarus Karaman, 1969. Since the type species of these two last 
names is the same, Gammarus rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878, the ICZN requires 
that a new objective synonymy be established: Neogammarus Karaman, 1969 
= Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971, syn. nov. This synonymy changes the current 
general use of these two names, generating a new nomenclatural combination, 
Neogammarus karamani (Stock, 1971) n. comb. We provide a synonymic list of 
Neogammarus to facilitate its general application.

Key words: Rhipidogammarus, Neogammarus, New synonymy, Amphipoda, 
Nomenclature, Taxonomy

Resumen

Problemas nomenclaturales causados por la designación de las especies tipo en  
Gammaridae (Amphipoda). En recientes estudios filogenéticos de la familia Gam-
maridae se ha puesto de manifiesto la existencia de determinados aspectos 
nomenclaturales que han de ser abordados. En el presente artículo se examinan 
los problemas nomenclaturales causados por el uso de Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937, 
un nombre no disponible, y la designación de la especie tipo de Rhipidogammarus 
Stock, 1971 y Neogammarus Karaman, 1969. Debido a que la especie tipo desig-
nada para estos dos últimos nombres es la misma, Gammarus rhipidiophorus Catta, 
1878, el ICZN requiere que se establezca una nueva sinonimia: Neogammarus 
Karaman, 1969 = Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971, syn. nov. Esta sinonimia cambia 
el uso general que actualmente se hace de estos dos nombres, lo que da lugar 
a una nueva combinación nomenclatural: Neogammarus karamani (Stock, 1971) 
n. comb. Proporcionamos una lista de los sinónimos de Neogammarus para fa-
cilitar su aplicación.

Palabras clave: Rhipidogammarus, Neogammarus, Nueva sinonimia, Amphipoda, 
Nomenclatura, Taxonomía
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Introduction 

The recent phylogenetic synthesis of the family Gam-
maridae (Hou and Sket 2016, Sket and Hou 2018) 
provided a solid basis for the phylogenetic structure 
of the family, with definition of well-supported 
clades such as Echinogammarus Stebbing, 1899,  
Parhomoeogammarus Schellenberg, 1943, Relictogammarus 
Hou and Sket, 2016, and Marinogammarus Schellen-
berg, 1937. However, Hou and Sket's (2016) hypothesis 

put forward some nomenclatural problems, mostly re-
lated to the use of non-available generic names. Some 
of these problems were discussed in García-París et 
al (2023), but an additional overlooked nomenclatural 
problem implying type species designation requires 
further attention. 

The instance discussed here deals with the 
problem of the current use of the unavailable 
name Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937, the proper use 
of the name Neogammarus Karaman, 1969, and its 
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Discussion 

The unfortunate unintended misapplication of the 
International Code of Zoological Nomenclature 
(ICZN 1999) by not designating type species for the 
new genera described after 1930 (e.g., Ruffo 1937, 
Schellenberg 1937) and the coincidental designation 
of the same type species for two different generic 
conceptions (Karaman 1969, Stock 1971) is having 
a direct impact in the taxonomy of Gammaridae. 
This situation implies that some of the established 
generic conceptions needed to be reconsidered: see 
for example the problem of Homoegammarus Schel-
lenberg, 1937 (García-París et al 2023) or Neogam-
marus Ruffo, 1937. 

In some cases, the redefinition of genera is relatively 
simple when the type species of each new generic 
conception is included in a well-supported molecular 
phylogeny (Hou and Sket 2016), but it is still a prob-
lem when type species are not studied at molecular 
level and their phylogenetic placement is therefore 
unknown. Fortunately, the two species originally 
included by Ruffo (1937) in the original description 
of Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937, along with the type 
species selected by Karaman (1969) for Neogammarus 
Karaman, 1969, are included in sound molecular 
phylogenetic hypotheses (Hou and Sket 2016, Sket 
and Hou 2018).  

One of these two species, Gammarus festai Ruffo, 
1937, was placed in a diverse clade under the una-
vailable name Homoeogammarus Schellenberg, 1937 
(Hou and Sket 2016, Sket and Hou 2018). Gammarus 
festai Ruffo, 1937 was subsequently transferred to  
Pectenogammarus Reid, 1940 by García-París et al (2023), 
 because Pectenogammarus is the oldest available name 
for the 'Homoeogammarus' clade proposed by Sket and 
Hou (2018). Most of the species formerly included 
under the unavailable name Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937 
(not Neogammarus Karaman, 1969) are now part of 
the morphologically diverse clade Pectenogammarus. 
Pectenogammarus festai and P. nudus (Stock 1971), 
also formerly treated as part of Neogammarus 
Ruffo, 1937, are included in a relatively isolated clade 
of Pectenogammarus (Sket and Hou, 2018: supplemen-
tary material fig. 1, pag. 9) that, even if  recognized as 
an independent genus or subgenus, cannot take the 
unavailable name Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937.

The second species included by Ruffo (1937) in his 
original description of Neogammarus was Gammarus 
rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878, which according to Stock 
(1971), and confirmed with molecular data (Hou and 
Sket, 2016: supplementary material fig. S1 and table S1) 
is, together with N. karamani, sister to a clade includ-
ing Sarothrogammarus Martynov, 1935, Barnardiorum 
Iwan and Löbl, 2007 and Comatogammarus Stock, 
1971, and not closely related to Pectenogammarus 
(sensu García-París et al, 2023). The well-supported 
clade including N. rhipidiophorus and N. karamani (Hou 
and Sket, 2016; Sket and Hou, 2018) must retain 
the name Neogammarus Karaman, 1969 and not 
Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 as discussed above. 

Although all phylogenetic studies, including those 
based on molecular data, should be treated as work-

consequences for Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 a 
clade related to Sarothrogammarus Martynov, 1935, 
including R. rhipidiophorus (Catta, 1878) and R. 
karamani Stock, 1971.

Results

The name Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937 is unavailable 
for nomenclatural purposes because it was described 
without fixation of type species (Stock 1971, García-
París et al 2023). Dahl (1958) reserved Neogammarus 
for Gammarus festai Ruffo, 1937, but as expressed in 
article 67.5 of the International Code of Zoological 
Nomenclature (ICZN 1999, García-París et al 2023), 
this action does not constitute a designation of type 
species, and Neogammarus Dahl, 1958 is thus not an 
available name. Neogammarus was subsequently made 
available by Karaman (1969: p. 57; 1971: p. 206) who 
designated Gammarus rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 as 
its type species. 

A couple of years later, Stock (1971) erected the 
genus Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 designating G. 
rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 as its type species (by 
original designation). Therefore, the designation 
of G. rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 as type species of  
Rhipidogammarus, creates a problematic situation 
because Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 shares type 
species with Neogammarus Karaman, 1969. 

Since type species fixation by Karaman (1969) is in 
accordance with the International Code of Zoological 
Nomenclature (ICZN 1999), Neogammarus Karaman, 
1969 and Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 became objec-
tive synonyms by being defined by the same type spe-
cies. Neogammarus Karaman, 1969 has nomenclatural 
precedence over Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971, and 
consequently we are forced to propose the new synon-
ymy: Neogammarus Karaman, 1969 = Rhipidogammarus 
Stock, 1971. Therefore, the species included  to date 
within Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971 should be trans-
ferred to Neogammarus Karaman, 1969. Based on this 
information, the synonymic list of Neogammarus Kara-
man, 1969 (including unavailable names) remains as:

Neogammarus Karaman, 1969
Neogammarus Ruffo, 1937: p. 442 (described as sub-
genus of Gammarus) (unavailable name) 

Type species: none designated originally. Gammarus 
festai Ruffo, 1937 and G. rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 
were included originally in Neogammarus, but none of 
them was designated as type species (Ruffo, 1937). 

Neogammarus G. S. Karaman, 1969: p. 50 (stat. nov.)
Type species: G. rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 by 

original designation. 

Rhipidogammarus Stock, 1971: p. 114 (new synonymy) 
Type species: G. rhipidiophorus Catta, 1878 by 

original designation.
  

Species included in Neogammarus Karaman, 1969, 
based on Stock's (1971) proposal are: Neogammarus 
rhipidiophorus (Catta, 1878) and Neogammarus karamani 
(Stock, 1971) new combination.
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ing hypotheses (Fitzhugh 2006, Gonçalves et al 2007, 
Sánchez‐Vialas et al 2020), there are associated taxo-
nomic and nomenclatural issues that cannot be left 
unattended following their publication. It is true that 
some phylogenetic proposals might change in a short 
time, requiring a new taxonomic rearrangement, but 
in general many available genus level names remain 
stable over  time, only changing their applicability to a 
certain clade or to another, depending on the phyloge-
netic placement of their type species. Throughout the 
entire zoological systematics there are many examples 
of old names recovered after phylogenetic proposals 
showed the para or polyphyly of certain taxa (Sánchez-
Vialas et al 2021). We believe that in order to keep 
an active taxonomy that follows developments in the 
field of systematics, nomenclatural changes need to 
be adopted as rapidly as possible so that new gen-
erations of taxonomists will use the current proper 
name, even though it might be prone to change after 
a more complete analysis is performed, in exactly the 
same way as occurs with taxonomic changes based on 
hypotheses relying on morphological data (e.g., Myers 
and Lowry 2003, 2020, Marin and Palatov 2022). 

However, there are other cases in which nomen-
clatural changes are not imposed by a change in the 
taxonomy of a group. These other cases are a simple 
consequence of the reluctance of some authors to 
follow the regulations provided by the International 
Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999). The 
nomenclatural problems in Gammaridae shown in 
this and previous notes (García-París et al 2023) are 
not a direct consequence of phylogenetic results but 
a consequence of the misapplication of unavailable 
names to well-defined clades. And this situation is 
independent from the taxonomic or phylogenetic 
framework. In our case, the name Neogammarus Ruffo, 
1937 is unavailable according to the ICZN (ICZN 
1999), and therefore it cannot be applied under any 
circumstances, while the name Neogammarus Karaman, 
1969 is available and therefore should be applied to 
the clade in which its type species is included, unless 
an older available name exists for that clade. In order 
to revert the unavailability of Neogammarus Ruffo, 
1937, a proposal needs to be sent to the International 
Commission of Zoological Nomenclature, but we do 
not consider this is necessary, because after a few 
publications that correctly use  the name Neogammarus 
Karaman, 1969, not many researchers will remember 
the previous ascription of the species included under 
that name (as  has been the case for extensive changes 
in vertebrate genera following molecular hypotheses: 
see for example Faivovich et al (2005), Glaw and 
Vences (2006), de Sá et al (2012), Rovito et al (2015). 

As in many other aspects of taxonomy, what appears 
to be as an encumberment today will become the habit 
of tomorrow,  and therefore, in our opinion, it is wiser 
to correct nomenclatural errors immediately rather 
than to allow them to become a source of confusion 
for future generations.
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