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A RECONSIDERATION OF AUTONYMS IN THE INTERNATIONAL 
CODE 

R. K. Brummitt' and A. 0. Chater'** 

Summary 

Changes in the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature approved at the Seattle 
(1969) Congress affecting autonyms (automatically established names) are considered to 
have been retrograde steps. Proposals are made to reverse these decisions, thus again al- 
lowing autonyms to be considered for purposes of priority, and requiring autonyms to be 
used for all names of taxa at infraspecific, infrageneric and infrafamilial rank which 
include the type of the correct name of the next higher taxon (except for subsections and 
lower infrageneric ranks previously already excluded from this requirement). A proposal 
is also made that the word 'autonym' should be more clearly defined. 

The term "autonym" has been introduced into the latest edition of the Inter- 
national Code of Botanical Nomenclature (1972) for names automatically 
established by the publication of a different name. The example quoted is 
Lycopodium inundatum var. inundatum, which was automatically established 
by the publication of L. inundatum var. bigelovii. This new term seems to be 
useful and could simplify nomenclatural discussions, though we point out below 
that its exact definition may need amendment to avoid ambiguity. 

At the same time, however, two important changes in connection with such 
names have appeared in the 1972 Code which seem to us to be somewhat serious 
retrograde steps. These are the introduction of two new rulings, firstly that 
autonyms are not to be taken into consideration for purposes of priority, and 
secondly that in certain circumstances (in addition to names of subsections and 
lower infrageneric ranks already referred to in Art. 22, line 1) autonyms should 
not necessarily be used for taxa which include the type of the correct name 
of the next higher taxon. In our opinion these are undesirable reversals of well 
established practice, resulting in many names which were when published being 
now retrospectively made incorrect, and enforcing adoption of names often 
undesirable from a practical point of view. 

Although it would aopear from the Report on Botanical Nomenclature, Seattle, 
1969, (Regnum Vegetabile 81), pp. 47-58, that the first of the two issues was the 
subject of protracted discussion at the Seattle Congress (which we were unfortunately 
unable to attend), the second seems to have stimulated no discussion at all. In 
neither issue does it seem to us that the practical effects of the new changes have 
been fully appreciated, and we have been urged by colleagues to raise both issues 
again for possible reconsideration at the Leningrad Congress. Similar dissatis- 
faction has already been expressed by L. K. Weresub in Taxon 19(5): 787-788 
(1970), who has also recommended reconsideration of both problems. Although 
we feel that it is now too late for botanists to adopt the principle of co-ordinate 
status of names at different ranks, Dr. Weresub's comments are very pertinent 
and should be read in conjunction with our own comments here. 

We appreciate that, other things being equal, stability of the Code is a desirable 
end in itself and proposals to the next Congress immediately to nullify actions 
taken at the last Congress may be controversial. Nonetheless, we feel strongly 
that two bad decisions were taken at Seattle and that now is the time to correct 
them. It seems to us that nearly everybody was happy with the rules on 
autonyms in the previous Code, and the changes introduced at Seattle will be 
widely regretted. We hope that the Leningrad Congress will revert to the position 
on autonyms which had become familiar over the previous 20 years rather than 
leave us with the unfortunate rulings which have been inflicted on us in the 
1972 Code. 

* Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. 
*" University of Leicester. 

852 TAXON VOLUME 23 

This content downloaded from 212.238.43.46 on Sun, 13 Apr 2014 09:24:09 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


I. On priorability of autonyms 

The Seattle Congress was faced with two opposing sets of proposals, the first published 
by the late Dr C. V. Morton in Taxon 17(2): 236-237 (1968) and later becoming proposal 
A under Art. 26 (Regnum Vegetabile 60: 20-21. 1969), and the second proposed by us in 
Taxon 17(6): 656-658 (1968) and later becoming proposals G under Art. 19, E under Art. 
22, and C under Art. 25. On the afternoon of the second day the first of our proposals 
was considered and accepted (Regnum Vegetabile 81: 48), but on the following day this 
principle was reconsidered and rejected (l.c.: 58) in favour of the opposite view. Our 
reasons now for feeling that some further reconsideration of the matter is justifiable may 
be summarised as follows: 
(a) The practical effects of the new ruling are to require adoption of a name or epithet 
other than that by which the taxon has previously been known, to enforce a major 
change of circumscription in the application of that epithet, and in many cases to enforce 
adoption of a highly inappropriate name or epithet. 
(b) The preliminary postal vote before the last Congress was strongly in favour of 
priorability of autonyms. 
(c) The discussion at the Seattle Congress as reported in Regnum Vegetabile 8i fails to 
reveal any arguments against priorability of autonyms, and suggests that there may have 
been some misunderstanding of what was being proposed. 
(d) In our view the new ruling is contrary to the logical interpretation of former Codes, 
so that names originally correctly published are now made incorrect, and though we 
concede that the other interpretation of former Codes may have had some support the 
available examples of actual practice quoted so far have all been in favour of our view. 
(e) Return to the former position (i.e. allowing priority of autonyms) now will not result in 
any names published according to the 1972 Code becoming retrospectively incorrect. 
(f) Since publication of the 1972 Code it has become apparent to us that the operation of 
the wording now introduced is ambiguous, and that the example given is not a good one, 
so that some rewording seems necessary anyway. 
Some amplification of these arguments is given below. 

The over-rinding reason for our objection to the new ruling is that it is very undesirable 
from a practical point of view, since it promotes instability of names. Whereas in our 
interpretation of the 1966 Code an author had a choice between two epithets, the autonym 
and the name of the atypical taxon having been 'established' simultaneously, the 1972 
Code forces one to adopt the epithet of the latter with a completely new circumscription. 
To illustrate the point we return to the example in Heracleum which we quoted previously. 
The two Linnaean species H. sphondylium and H. sibricum, widespread in western and 
eastern Europe respectively, are now considered to be only subspecifically distinct. Before 
the combination H. sphondylium subsp. sibiricum had been published a minor local 
variant had been named as H. sibiricum subsp. lecokii, and therefore the name H. sibiricum 
subsp. sibiricum had also been 'established' simultaneously. Prior to the 1972 Code, 
therefore, when H. sibiricum in the broad sense was later sunk as a subspecies of H. 
sphondylium, we maintain that there was a possible choice of two epithets, sibiricum or 
lecokii. Not unexpectedly, the name H. sphondylium subsp. sibiricum has been widely 
used, while H. sphondylium subsp. lecokii has never been validly published. Under the 
1972 Code, however, the epithet sibiricum cannot be used for this taxon at subspecific 
rank, and the name H. sphondylium subsp. lecokii becomes obligatory. Note that not only 
does the well-known epithet have to be dropped but the circumscription of lecokii has to 
be greatly expanded from that of a local variant to cover a taxon of a morphologically 
and geographically much wider circumscription. How ridiculous this all seems when a 
perfectly straightforward alternative was available with none of these disadvantages. 
What possible advantage can this decision taken at Seattle have? 

In proposing the non-priorability of autonyms Dr Morton confessed that he had no 
actual example of a case where his view had been put into practice, but he quoted a 
theoretical example in Campanula. This has now been given in the 1972 Code, Art. 26, 
as the only example of how the new ruling works in practice, as follows: 'If Campanula 
gieseckiana subsp. groenlandica (Berlin) Bicher and C. gieseckiana subsp. gieseckiana are 
united as a subspecies of C. rotundifolia L., the correct name is C. rotundifolia subsp. 
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groenlandica (Berlin) L6ve & LSve, since the subspecific epithet gieseckiana is not to 
be taken into consideration for purposes of priority'. It is, however, not a good example, 
as Dr Morton was presumably aware, for the combination C. rotundifolia subsp. groen- 
landica was published by A. & D. LSve in Univ. Colorado Stud., Biol. 24: 52 (1966) when 
C. gieseckiana was clearly maintained on the same page for a separate species, so that 
the epithet gieseckiana could not possibly have competed with groenlandica. The question 
of a choice of epithet at subspecific rank did not arise at all. The new ruling could not 
operate in such a case, and were it to stand in future Codes this example should be 
deleted and replaced by another. 

In support of our opposing view, however, we were able to quote (Taxon 17(6): 657) 
five recent examples at infraspecific level of cases where this had been put into practice. 
These were: the Heracleum example given above; Pittosporum mannii subsp. ripicola (J. 
Leonard) Cufodontis which includes P. ripicola subsp. katangensis; Indigofera welwitschii 
var. remotiflora (Taub. ex Bak. f.) J. B. Gillett including I. remotiflora var. angolensis; 
Bersama abyssinica var. ugandensis (Sprague) Verdcourt including B. ugandensis var. ser- 
rata; and Utricularia inflexa var. stellaris (L. fil.) P. Taylor including U. stellaris var. 
coromandeliana. All of the names adopted in these examples have now been made in- 
correct by the new ruling, and in every case a new combination still needs to be published. 
We also quoted examples at infrageneric and infrafamilial ranks where the same argument 
would apply (l.c. 658). We now add to these another good infraspecific example recently 
published according to the logical interpretation of the 1966 Code without any prompting 
from either of us. The name Solanum americanum var. nodiflorum (Jacq.) Edmonds was 

published in Journ. Arnold Arbor. 52: 634 (1971) despite the fact that under S. nodiflorum 
three varieties, acuminatum, macrophyllum and petiolastrum, had been published by 
Dunal in 1852 (see Kew Bull. 27: 103. 1972), the author assuming that S. nodiflorum var. 
nodiflorum was 'automatically established' at the same time and so had equal priority. 
Now, however, the taxon long known as Solanum nodiflorum cannot under the 1972 
Code be known as S. americanum var. nodiflorum but must become S. americanum var. 
acuminatum or macrophyllum or petiolastrum. Again, at infrageneric level, as we pointed 
out earlier, if the genus Celsia is regarded as a section of Verbascum it apparently now 
would have to be known not as sect. Celsia but as sect. Arcturus because of the new 

ruling. 
In a further very recent example in a paper submitted to Kew Bull. an author, against 

his natural inclination, changed his manuscript when the 1972 ruling was pointed out 
to him, and adopted a little-known epithet, which is now correct, rather than the well- 
known but now incorrect epithet. It should be noted that this name published in accor- 
dance with the 1972 Code will not become incorrect if our views should be adopted and 
the ruling reversed at Leningrad, for the procedure we recommend allows a choice 
between the two competing epithets. 

In older literature the course of action which we advocate has probably been un- 

consciously put into practice many times, simply because it would seem to be the sensible 

thing to do. An example is that of Asperula humifusa var. pycnantha (Boiss.) Boiss., Fl. 
Or. 3: 45 (1875) based on A. pycnantha Boiss., Diagn. ser. I, io: 64 (1849), under 
which var. leiocarpa Boiss. and var. lasiocarpa Boiss. appeared in the original protologue. 
In sinking the species to varietal rank in I875 Boissier would never have thought to call it 

anything but var. pycnantha, but under the 1972 Code it should be called either var. leio- 
carpa or var. lasiocarpa, neither of which appears to have been published. How many 
more such examples lie buried in the literature? 

In every case it will be seen that the well-known epithet has to be dropped and re- 

placed by an epithet orginally coined for an atypical variant of the taxon. Not sur- 

prisingly, therefore, the epithet is, almost by definition, often inappropriate to the taxon 
to which it becomes applied. If we consider a species normally with coloured flowers 
under which a white-flowered var. albiflorum has been described, we can see the ludicrous 

consequence of the new ruling of the Code when that species is considered to be only 
varietally distinct from another and has to be known as var. albiflorum. Certainly a name 
is only a name, but while such absurdities could, in our view, be avoided under previous 
Codes, they become obligatory under the latest edition. 

Although the interpretation of previous Codes is now to a large extent irrelevant, and 
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certainly it has become clear to us that two opposing views were probably both quite 
widely held, it is of some interest to examine the position before 1972. In our view, even 
if the wording was not as explicit as it might have been, the implications of the 1966 
Code (and predecessors) were perfectly clear. Articles 22 and 26 stated that publication 
of a name of an atypical subordinate taxon 'automatically establishes the name of a 
second taxon...' (i.e. automatically establishes what we now call an autonym). The word 
'establishes' was not qualified in any way and there is no justification for any supposition 
that such names should be regarded as different from any names given status by the 
Code. Indeed, Art. 6 Note I clearly stated that 'unless otherwise indicated, the word 
name means a name that has been validly published'. Nothing was said of autonyms 
being not validly published or inoperative in questions of priority. Section 4 of the 
1966 Code, which is entitled 'Limitation of the Principle of Priority', in fact enumerates 
those situations where this principle is inoperative, but no mention of automatically 
established names was made either there or under Section 3 entitled 'Priority'. In the 
absence of any such limitations one is surely bound to assume that in questions of priority 
autonyms could be as operative as any other validly published and legitimate name. The 
statement introduced into the 1972 Code 'Such autonyms (automatically established names) 
are not to be taken into consideration for purposes of priority' seems to us therefore to be 
an entirely new principle which contradicts former Codes. If others have not held the 
same view, we hope that they will concede that our view (which is also that of many 
others) is at very least a possible interpretation of a somewhat obscure part of previous 
Codes. But argument about what the Code did say, or was intended to say, is of minor 
importance compared with what the Code should say. 

We are led to believe that our point of view may have widespread acceptance since 
the postal votes on our three relevant proposals were in favour by 85: 34, by 87: 33 and 
by 88: 37 respectively, while Dr Morton's proposal received a negative vote of 21: 110 

(Taxon 18(4): 473-476. 1969). Our view was also initially accepted at the Seattle Congress, 
but on reconsideration was later rejected after what appears from Regnum Vegetabile 81 
to have been a long and involved discussion in which numerous 'red herrings' arose but in 
which the essential arguments in favour were totally lacking. In particular we should now 
point out: (a) that the date from which priority would apply was clearly explained in our 
proposals and should not have been in doubt, (b) that our proposals were quite in- 
dependent of, and in no way contradictory to, the proposals of Drs Wood and Webster 
which we discuss below, except insofar as they affect the wording of the same articles, 
and (c) that the last sentence of Art. 26 of the 1966 Code has nothing at all to do with 
the matter under discussion. It seems most unfortunate that the practical effects of the 
two opposing views seem not to have entered into the discussion at all. 

The wording of the newly introduced ruling has already given rise to conflicting inter- 
pretations owing to the ambiguity of the word 'autonym'. Art. 26 now states that 
'autonyms (automatically established names) are not to be taken into consideration for 
purposes of priority', and it has very recently been suggested to us that this does not 
apply to those names repeating the epithet of the next higher taxon which were actually 
correctly published in that form. For example, if the name Heracleum sibiricum subsp. 
sibiricum had actually appeared in print as such when the name H. sibiricum subsp. 
lecokii had been published then it would not be automatically established but would be 
a validly published name in its own right. Would it then be an autonym and would it 
be considered for purposes of priority? It would seem sensible to us to answer that it 
should be operative in questions of priority, though the apparent intention of the i972 
Code might seem to be to rule it out. Whether or not the present wording is to be allowed 
to stand, some clarification of the definition of the word 'autonym' should be introduced, 
and we append a proposal to this effect. 

Finally we may say that we fail to see the point of the sentence 'However, when no 
earlier name is available, they may be adopted as new in another position' introduced 
by the Editorial Committee into Arts. 19 and 22, or the equivalent sentence in Art. 26. The 
fact seems self-evident and it is suprefluous and even confusing to make this statement, 
even if non-priorability of autonyms is to be retained. 

Although three Articles of the I972 Code are affected it seems more convenient to 
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submit a single simple proposal to cover all three than to make three separate proposals, 
for the whole must be considered as one 'package' requiring only one decision. 

Proposal 1o3. In Articles 19, 22 and 26 delete the word 'not' preceding the words 'to be 
taken into consideration for purposes of priority' and delete the sentence following this 
phrase. Add to each Article the sentence 'The date of publication of an autonym is ac- 
cepted as that of the first valid publication of a name of another taxon at the same 
rank under the same next higher taxon, whether or not the autonym appeared in print as 
such at that time'. Also delete the Campanula example in Art. 26. 

Proposal Io04. The Editorial Committee should reconsider the definition of the word 
'autonym' in Articles 19, 22 and 26. 

2. Limitation of the use of autonyms for names including the type of the next higher 
taxon. 

The changes in this respect in the 1972 Code arise from acceptance of the proposals 
made by Dr C. E. Wood and Dr G. L. Webster in Taxon 17(6): 645-65I (1968), which are 
quite independent of the above considerations and on which we have not previously 
expressed any opinion. Although the proposals were intended by their authors to reduce 
name-changing, now that their practical effects are apparent it seems that the opposite 
result obtains, and a number of people to our knowledge find the ruling of previous 
Codes much more acceptable. While there may certainly be arguments both for and against 
the newly introduced ruling, in our opinion the advantages of the new situation are 
heavily out-weighed by the disadvantages. Our reasons for this view may be summarised 
as follows:- 

(a) The main motivation of the proposals, a belief that certain provisions of Articles 
19, 22 and 26 were in direct contradiction to Principle IV of the Code, is open to question. 
(b) The changes of name which the proposals are designed to eliminate seem to us to 
be merely the expected consequences of a change in the taxonomy of the group concerned. 
At the same time, in circumstances apparently not foreseen by the authors of the proposals, 
the new ruling of the Code actually enforces changes of name which were not necessary 
under the previous Code (see the Senecio example below). 
(c) The practical effect of the new ruling is to introduce a dual system, requiring use of 

autonyms in certain cases but not in other largely comparable situations, which we consider 
will cause confusion. 

(d) The I972 Code is now contrary to previous Codes in this respect, so that names 

originally correctly published are retrospectively made incorrect. 

(e) The new ruling is an additional complication to the Code and is already proving 
difficult for many competent taxonomists to understand. 

To recapitulate the arguments we may refer to the example in Phyllanthus quoted in 
the original proposal. Within this genus a subgenus Phyllanthus and subgenus Kirganelia 
may be recognised, and under the 1966 Code when sections were also recognised the section 

including the type of subgenus Kirganelia had to be known as sect. Kirganelia. If, how- 
ever, a classification were adopted in which subgenera were not recognised then this 
section would have had to be known by the earliest name at this rank, sect. Anisonema. 
Under the new ruling of the 1972 Code, when subgen. Kirganelia is recognised its typical 
section does not obligatorily become sect. Kirganelia but must take the earliest sectional epithet 
available. Since sect. Anisonema in fact has priority it is correct, and under subgen. 
Kirganelia there is no section named sect. Kirganelia. Clearly, as pointed out by the 
authors, similar situations may also occur in sub-divisions of families and of species. At 
each level the nomenclaturally typical element of an atypical taxon may or may not 

repeat the epithet of the higher taxon. 
The authors of the proposals accepted at Seattle have maintained that in the above 

example under the 1966 Code two sectional names were equally correct, in contradiction 
of Principle IV of the Code which states that 'Each taxonomic group with a particular 
circumscription, position and rank can bear only one correct name, the earliest that is 
in accordance with the Rules, except in specified cases'. But we would argue that although 
the circumscription and rank of sect. Kirganelia and sect. Anisonema are identical, their 
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position is certainly not identical. In the first case the section is subordinate to subgenus 
Kirganelia, while in the second it is subordinate directly to the genus, or, if other sub- 
genera are recognised, to subgenus Phyllanthus. If one interpolates a subgenus into a clas- 
sification one is altering at least the relative taxonomic position of the lower taxa. The 
main premise on which the proposals were based therefore seems to us to be unsound. 

However, in case some botanists remain unconvinced by this argument, and in case 
this minor contradiction of a Principle weighs so heavily on our consciences that we feel 
we cannot continue to ignore it in the way we have for the last twenty years, we 
suggest that a minor re-wording of the Principle would be much preferable to up- 
setting the actual working of the rules and consequent retrospective changing of correct 
names. Our Proposal io6 below is intended to remove any possible conflict between 
established practice and the Principles by means of a slight rewording of Principle IV. 
But, we re-iterate, in the cases in question we feel that the present Principle is not con- 
tradicted. Certainly the spirit of the Code is not contradicted, for it seems to be inherent 
in our nomenclatural procedure that if one changes one's taxonomy one usually has to 
change the names of the taxa concerned. 

But more important than this matter of principle is the practical effect which the new 
ruling has. Under the 1972 Code, at infraspecific rank, the subspecies, variety, form etc 
which includes the type of the species must always repeat the specific epithet, but a 
variety or form etc which includes the type of an atypical subspecies may or may not 
repeat the epithet of the subspecies, depending on whether or not the autonym is pre- 
dated by another name at the same rank (see Dichrostachys and Senecio examples quoted 
below). Thus if under an atypical subspecies one finds two varieties neither of which 
repeats the subspecific epithet as its varietal epithet, one cannot be sure whether there is a 
third variety which does repeat the epithet or whether there are only two varieties al- 
together, nor can one tell which variety contains the type of the subspecies. Under the old 
system of always having an autonym at the next rank down there were no such 
uncertainties. Most people who use plant names are unlikely to be switching from one 
infrageneric classification to another with any frequency, and so are scarcely likely to 
appreciate the marginal advantages offered by the new Code. We suggest that the old 
system of using an autonym for every taxon which includes the type of the name of the 
next higher taxon is likely to be less confusing and much more acceptable to a majority 
of people than the messy new system of sometimes using an autonym and sometimes not. 

As in the question of priorability of autonyms, it seems most unfortunate that a 
retroactive change in the Code should have been made - inevitably making many names 
which were correct when published now incorrect - unless a very strong case exists for 
such a change. As one example of a name originally correct being retroactively made 
incorrect we may quote Dichrostachys cinerea (L.) Wight & Arn. subsp. africana Brenan 
& Brummitt var. africana, published in Bol. Soc. Brot. II, 39: 78 (1966). Included in this 
variety was Cailliea dichrostachys var. leptostachys so that the correct name for var. 
africana, which was itself correct under the Code when published, is var. leptostachys 
under the new Code (again, a combination which has never been published). It may 
seem particularly incongruous that in the same paper under the same species, Dichrostachys 
cinerea, subsp. platycarpa should have a subordinate var. platycarpa and subsp. argillicola 
should have a var. argillicola, and yet subsp. africana should not include a var. africana. 

Furthermore, it seems ridiculous for the new Recommendation 26A, second sentence, 
to imply that the widespread subsp. africana should have been called subsp. leptostachys 
just because one of its subordinate varieties must be called var. leptostachys. Using an 
example we have already quoted above, one can foresee a situation in which a subspecies 
is recommended to be called subsp. albiflora simply it includes a white-flowered variety 
called var. albiflora. This is just nonsense. 

An even more undesirable effect of the new ruling is found in an example in D. J. Mab- 
berley's revision of the African 'Dendrosenecio' species, where in Kew Bull. 28: 82 (1973) 
Senecio johnstonii Oliv. subsp. refractisquamatus (De Wild.) Mabberley var. refractis- 
quamatus includes two earlier varieties, S. alticola var. oligochaeta and var. subcalvescens 
of Hauman (I935), so that the name var. refractisquamatus is now unfortunately incorrect. 
The subsp. refractisquamatus had hitherto been regarded as a species, S. refractisquamatus, 
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and it seems entirely appropriate that the typical part of this taxon should continue to 
be called var. refractisquamatus, as it was before, rather than have to take the epithet 
oligochaeta or subcalvescens, both of which were originally given to minor variants of it. 
In this situation the new ruling of the Code is clearly seen to enforce, not prevent, a 

change of name which was not necessary under the previous Code. Note again that the 
new Recommendation 26A implies that the former species S. refractisquamatus should, 
when reduced to subspecific rank, also have taken the epithet oligochaeta or subcalvescens 
instead of being called subsp. refractisquamatus! Such recommendations appear senseless 
from a practical point of view, and certainly suggest that the full implications of the 

proposals adopted at Seattle were not adequately appreciated before the proposals were 
accepted. Just as in the question of priorability of autonyms discussed above, the new 

ruling may often require one to drop a well-known epithet and adopt in its place, for 
the same taxon, an epithet formerly applied to only an atypical variant of it. This seems 
to be inherently wrong. 

Finally there is the not unimportant point that this latest change makes the Code even 
more difficult to follow for many taxonomists who do not make a particular study of the 
intricacies of nomenclature. The idea that one must always have an autonym when one 
subdivides any taxon had become familiar to most, but the idea that in some situations 
one must have an autonym, while in other situations one may or may not have an 

autonym, has already caused more than one botanist to turn away from the Code in 

despair. To those who have to use plant names but are not taxonomists at all the new 
situation will be even more baffling. 

In view of the various changes to the relevant Articles which are being proposed to 
the Leningrad Congress it is difficult to predict exactly what wording the Editorial Com- 
mittee should eventually adopt if our views are accepted. We therefore make a single 
proposal covering the principle involved, lest clear discussion of this important matter 
be clouded by minor concerns about wording. 

Proposal Io5. Amend Articles 19, 22 and 26 to eliminate the changes brought about by 
acceptance of proposals i8i-i88 at the Seattle Congress. 

If the above proposal should gain favour, some botanists may feel that a slight 
modification of Principle IV at the same time would be desirable, and we therefore offer 
the following proposal. This is intimately connected with Proposal Io5 above and should 
be considered jointly with it, and not before it, at Leningrad. 

Proposal ro6. Reword Principle IV as follows: 'Each taxonomic group with a particular 
circumscription and rank can, in any one taxonomic situation, bear only one correct name, 
the earliest that is in accordance with the Rules, except in specified cases'. 

We have sought opinions on the above paper from numerous colleagues at our own 
and neighbouring institutions before submitting it for publication, as we had been prepared 
to drop our proposals if our views were generally unpopular. Not all have agreed with 

every detail of the arguments, but we have not received any direct opposition to the 
main principles of our proposals and the great majority were firmly in favour. Three or 
four, including R. Ross and B. L. Burtt, have disagreed with our interpretation of the 1966 
Code on the question of priorability of autonyms, but at the same time have expressed 
possible support of our present proposal on this point. Among those who have expressed 
firm, and sometimes vigorous, support for both our major proposals have been J. P. M. 
Brenan, J. E. Dandy, P. S. Green, C. Jeffrey, J. Lewis, R. D. Meikle, N. K. B. Robson, 
P. D. Sell, W. T. Steam, T. G. Tutin and P. F. Yeo. 
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