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Repatriating a lost name: notes on McClelland and Griffith’s Cobitis boutanensis
(Cypriniformes: Nemacheilidae)
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In 1842, a loach was described with great brevity in McClelland’s “On the freshwater fishes collected by William
Griffith during his travels from 1835 to 1842” (McClelland 1842). The species was named Cobitis boutanensis
McClelland and Griffith 1842, presumably after the country where it was collected. At that time, there was not a
consensus on the spelling of ‘Bhutan’, which appeared commonly as ‘Bhotan’, ‘Bootan’, or ‘Boutan’. The locality of
Cobitis boutanensis was described simply as “Boutan, on the Mishmee Mountains” (McClelland 1842). Hora (1928)
subsequently amended the locality of the specimen to ‘Bolan Pass’ in what was then Afghanistan (now Pakistan). This
amendment was based on the assumption that there was likely an error in spelling or interpreting the text in McClelland
(1842). As a result, Cobitis boutanensis, now Paracobitis boutanensis in Eschmeyer (2015), has been referred to as a
species endemic to Afghanistan for nearly 90 years.
Previous studies involving Paracobitis have indicated that Paracobitis boutanensis is a poorly understood taxon
(Mousavi-Sabet et al 2013, Esmaeili et al 2014). This lack of understanding is due to the apparently limited distribution
of the species and lack of collections beyond the holotype. However, after morphological examination of the holotype
(Fig. 1), analysis of written communications between McClelland and Griffith, and cross referencing the description
(McClelland 1842) with dates of Griffith’s travel itinerary and map (Griffith 1847, 1848; Fig. 2), we conclude that the
species in question was in fact collected in Bhutan and represents a population of a species recognized as Aborichthys
kempi Chaudhuri 1913. Consequently, Aborichthys kempi is a synonym of Aborichthys boutanensis (Griffith and
McClelland 1842).
Morphological characters of the holotype clearly support its placement in the genus Aborichthys as opposed to
Paracobitis. Both genera are elongate and have an outward tapering caudal peduncle (dorsoventral deepening of caudal
peduncle posteriorly). The deep caudal peduncle of Paracobitis is due to the presence of an adipose fin. The caudal
peduncle of Aborichthys gradually tapers outward posteriorly and lacks an adipose fin. Species of Paracobitis have
forked to truncate caudal fins. A rounded caudal fin is one of the most conspicuous diagnostic traits of Aborichthys.
Chaudhuri (1913) diagnosed Aborichthys based on three characters: 1) vent situated anteriorly, near mid-point of
body, 2) dorsal-fin origin situated posterior to vertical from pelvic-fin insertion, and 3) lateral line much higher on the
body than in other Cobitidae. All of these characters are present in Griffith’s specimen (Table 1). The description of A.
kempi can be seen in Chuadhuri (1913). As Aborichthys was a monotypic genus when described, the main diagnostic
traits for A. kempi were also diagnostic of the genus. Aborichthys boutanensis fits the major morphological dimensions of
A. kempi except for body depth, for which A. boutanensis appears to be slightly shallower-bodied than A. kempi (body
depth roughly 1/9 SL versus 1/7 SL). However, this difference could be attributed to the deterioration of Griffith’s
specimen, measurement error, or intraspecific variation. Body depth of the holotype was previously recorded as 1/6 SL
(Gunther 1868) and 1/11 SL (Day 1872).
A closer examination of McClelland’s (1842) original description of Cobitis boutanensis reveals that in addition to
being given the locality “Boutan, on Mishmee Mountains”, the specimen is also listed under the heading “Khasya,
Boutan, and Mishmee collections”, and is the only species with ‘Boutan’ as a locality (McClelland 1842, pg. 568). The
fact that ‘Boutan’ is a spelling of Bhutan is confirmed by multiple uses of that form in referring to McClelland’s 1836-8
travels northeast of Calcutta (McClelland 1842, pg. 560). Although southeastern Bhutan is separated from the Mishmi
Hills by the Assam Plain, Griffith’s trips were sequential, and he often referred to them together (Griffith 1847, 1848). It
seems evident that in giving this heading, locality, and name to Cobitis boutanensis, the intent was to group it among the
eastern collections, not with the Afghan collections made more than 1500 miles to the west.
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