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AUTONYMS AND NEW CONFUSION IN THE INTERNATIONAL CODE 

James L. Reveal and C. Rose Broome' 

Summary 

Under the present provision of Article 33 of the International Code of Botanical Nomencla- 
ture, automatic autonyms, for taxonomic ranks of certain categories mandated by past editions 
of the Code, can be considered as validly published and must be taken into consideration for 
nomenclatural purposes in some specific instances. As the Codes under which this provision 
was allowed implied that such autonyms were to be automatically established and were not to 
be taken into consideration for purposes of priority, nor were authorships assigned to such 
autonyms, it is suggested that the present Code be modified so as to exclude previously man- 
dated autonyms from considerations of priority. 

For a period of time, dating from 1950 to 1969, automatic autonyms were mandated by the 
International Code in certain taxonomic ranks. This was first introduced at the specific level 
(Stockholm, 1950), then the generic level (Paris, 1954), and finally the family level (Montreal, 
1959). Wood and Webster (Taxon 17: 645-651. 1968) challenged this practice, and at the Seattle 
Congress (1969) it was halted in all but the typical or name-bearing line. 

When the Code was published in 1966, all three levels had autonym provisions worded 
approximately the same. The pertinent portions of Articles 19, 22, and 26 are quoted below: 

Art. 19, paragraph 3: 
"The name of any taxon of a rank below family and above genus which includes the type of 
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the next higher taxon must be based on the same stem as the name of the next higher taxon, but 
without citation of an author's name (see Art. 46)." 

Art. 22, paragraphs 1 and 2: 
"The subgenus or section including the type species of the correct name of the genus to which 

it is assigned bears that name unaltered as its epithet, but without citation of an author's name 
(see Art. 46). 

"Similarly, a section including the type species of any subgenus must bear as its epithet the 
correct epithet of the subgenus." 

Art. 26: 
"In the name of an infraspecific taxon which includes the nomenclatural type of the epithet of 

the next higher taxon, the epithet of this higher taxon must be repeated unaltered but without 
citation of an author's name (see Art. 46). This epithet can no longer be used if that of the next 
higher taxon is changed." 

Under the Code published in 1972, following the 1969 Seattle Congress, these provisions were 
modified, and are quoted below: 

Art. 19, paragraph 3: 
"The name of any taxon of a rank below family and above genus which includes the type 

genus of the correct name of the family to which it is assigned is to be based on the name of that 

genus, but without the citation of an author's name (see Art. 46). This provision applies only to 
the names of those taxa which include the type of the correct name of the family; the type of the 
correct name of each such taxon is the same as that of the correct name of the family." 

Art. 22, paragraph 1: 
"The subgenus or section (but not subsection or lower subdivision) including the type species 

of the correct name of the genus to which it is assigned bears that generic name unaltered as its 

epithet, but without citation of an author's name (see Art. 46). The type of the correct name of 
each such subgenus or section is the same as that of the generic name. This provision does not 

apply to sections which include the type species of the names of other subgenera of the genus. 
The names of such sections are subject to the provisions of priority; they may repeat the name 
of the subgenus if no other epithet is available (see Rec. 22A)." 

Art. 26, paragraph 1: 
"The name of an infraspecific taxon which includes the type of the correct name of the 

species has as its final epithet the same epithet, unaltered, as that of the correct name of the 

species, but without citation of an author's name (see Art. 46). The type of the correct name of 
each such infraspecific taxon is the same as that of the correct name of the species. If the epithet 
of the species is changed, the names of those infraspecific taxa which include the type of the 
name of the species are changed accordingly." 

For the most part, the use of the autonym rule was applied to those taxonomic ranks im- 

mediately below the family, the genus, or the species. Thus, Ericaceae Juss. subf. Ericoideae, 
Erica L. subg. Erica, and Erica scoparia L. subsp. scoparia. Such autonyms are not to be taken 
into consideration for purposes of priority, and have not. However, when one uses two or more 
levels of rank to denote, nomenclaturally, relationships, the principles of priority are often in 

operation even in instances not originally anticipated by Wood and Webster (1968), nor consid- 
ered in Article 33 of the present Code. 

As quoted from the present Code, Article 33 says, in part: 

"A combination is not validly published unless the author definitely indicates that the epithet 
or epithets concerned are to be used in that particular combination. 

"A new combination, or an avowed substitute (nomen novum), published on or after 1 Jan. 
1953, for a previously and validly published name is not validly published unless its basionym 
(name-bearing or epithet-bearing synonym) or the replaced synonym (when a new name or 
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epithet is proposed) is clearly indicated and a full and direct reference given to its author and 
original publication with page or plate reference and date." 

A portion of Article 34 is important to our discussions as well. It is quoted from the present 
Code: 

"A name is not validly published (a) when it is not accepted by the author in the original 
publication; (b) when it is merely proposed in anticipation of the future acceptance of the group 
concerned, or of a particular circumscription, position, or rank of the group (so-called 
provisional name); (c) when it is merely mentioned incidentally; (d) when it is merely cited as a 
synonym; (e) by the mere mention of the subordinate taxa included in the taxon concerned." 

During the period from 1950 to 1969, various authors proposed autonyms for taxa which did 
not include the type of the correct name of the family, genus, or species. Such autonyms in the 
"non-typical" line, if the provisions of articles 33 and 34 are fulfilled, can be considered to be 
valid, new combinations by today's Code, even though such names were never intended by the 
authors, who were merely following the rules then in effect, to be validly published. 

In Barneby's (1964) monograph on the North American species of Astragalus, this is fre- 
quently seen. The majority of North American species do not belong to the subg. Astragalus, 
but to other subgenera. Thus, when Astragalus sect. Reventi-arrecti M. E. Jones was divided 
into six subsections by Barneby, one of them was called, automatically, subsect. Reventi- 
arrecti. Barneby did not propose a new combination for the subsection, as now required by the 
Code, but merely made the automatic tautonym as required by the Code then in force. If one 
wishes to follow Barneby's taxonomic arrangement, the question becomes this: If Barneby 
fulfilled all provisions of articles 33 and 34 (which he did), then should one consider Barneby 
(Mem. New York Bot. Gard. 13: 517. 1964) the author of the subsection or should one make a 
new combination? 

As such automatic tautonyms were mandated by the Code, and were not considered to be 
"new combinations" by those same editions of the Code, one can argue that the intent of the 
author was not to propose a new combination. On the other hand, Articles 33 and 34 do not 
discuss intent, and in fact take quite the opposite tack. Combinations made, but by some set of 
circumstances, made in error, are still considered valid if all provisions of the Code are fulfilled. 
Barneby's typical subsection, subsect. Reventi-arrecti, and all other typical subsections pro- 
posed by him in such "non-typical" lines, are valid according to the present Code. Barneby 
fulfilled the requirements by citing the basionym, its place of publication, and specifically gave 
the intended rank, but he did not actually intend to make a new combination because the Code 
he was working under strictly forbid him from doing so. 

In Hitchcock's (1964) treatment of Eriogonum strictum Benth., under the "non-typical" 
subspecies, subsp. proliferum (Torr. & Gray) S. Stokes, he mentions, in the key, "var. pro- 
liferum." The name is cited, without author, as then mandated. The basinoym is cited, this rank 
was intended, and all provisions of Articles 33 and 34 fulfilled for making a new combination. 
Still, Hitchcock did not intend to make a "new combination" for he was forbidden to do so by 
the Code then in force. Thus, should Hitchcock (Univ. Wash. Publ. Bot. 17(2): 132. 1964) be 
considered the author of the combination or should the authorship be var. proliferum (Torr. & 
Gray) Reveal (Phytologia 40: 467. 1978)? 

There are numerous examples of autonyms made in the "non-typical" line, during the 1950s 
and 1960s throughout the botanical literature. Some are with full and direct indication of the 
basionym, and some without and only the incidental mention of the autonym. If such names 
were considered as validly published, as they must be according to the present Code, the 
bibliographic problems would be enormous. Each example would have to be evaluated to see if 
provisions of Articles 33 and 34 were fulfilled before the autonym could be considered as valid. 
As many such names were only incidentally proposed (yet with all the required information 
necessary for validation of the name in that rank), finding the first instance when all conditions 
were fulfilled, or merely finding all the instances the autonym was used (with or without all the 
required information), would be a time consuming problem that can be simply avoided. 

To avoid this possibility, we would like to suggest to the Special Committee on Autonyms, 
appointed at the last International Botanical Congress held in Leningrad in 1975, that appropri- 
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ate articles be included within their report to the next Congress dealing with this problem. As we 
do not wish to anticipate the report of this Committee, and thus do not wish to make formal 
proposals at this time which might otherwise be included within an overall set of uniform 
recommendations, we would like the Committee to consider our wording as merely suggestions 
which might assist them in their task. Additionally, we would like to make these suggestions 
available now to our colleagues so that comments and ideas might be sent to the Committee on 
this matter. The Secretary of the Special Committee is Dr. R. K. Brummitt, The Herbarium, 
Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, U.K. 

We suggest that a note be added to Article 19.4 which might read as follows: 
Autonyms made for names of taxa of a rank below family and above genus which do not 

include the type of the correct name of the family from 1 January 1960 to 31 December 1969 are 
not to be considered as valid, new combinations, and are not subject to the provisions of 
priority. 

To Article 22.2, the wording of a note might be: 
Autonyms made for names of taxa of a rank below the genus and above species which do not 

include the type of the correct name of the genus from 1 January 1955 to 31 December 1969 are 
not to be considered as valid, new combinations, and are not subject to the provisions of 
priority. 

Article 26.2 might be annotated to read: 
Autonyms made for names of taxa of a rank below species which do not include the type of 

the correct name of the species from 1 January 1951 to 31 December 1969 are not to be 
considered as valid, new combinations, and are not subject to the provisions of priority. 

We can suggest two examples which illustrate the difficulties such wording would overcome. 
For Article 22.2; such wording might be as follows: 

The autonym, Astragalus L. subg. Homalobiis (Nutt.) Benth. & Hook. sect. Reveneti-arrecti 
M. E. Jones subsect. Reienti-arrecti proposed by Barneby (Mem. New York Bot. Gard. 13: 
517. 1964), is not to be considered as validly published here at this rank as the name was 
automatically proposed in accordance with provisions of the Code then in effect, and such 
names were not considered at that time to be new combinations. 

For Article 26.2, an example might be: 
The autonym, Eriogonum strictulm Benth. ssp. proliferium (Torr. & Gray) S. Stokes var. 

proliferum proposed by Hitchcock (Univ. Wash. Publ. Biol. 17(2): 132. 1964), is not to be 
considered as validly published here at this rank as the name was automatically proposed in 
accordance with provisions of the Code then in effect, and such names were not considered at 
that time to be new combinations. The combination was validly proposed later by Reveal 
(Phytologia 40: 467. 1978). 
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