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The Name Constrictores Oppel, “1810”, 1811, Originally 
Proposed for a Family of Snakes (Squamata: Serpentes),  
is not an Ordinal-group Name

In a recent issue of the present journal, I reviewed the 
contributions of Nicolaus Michael Oppel (1782–1820) to 
systematic herpetology (Savage 2020). Subsequently, my attention 
was called to a paper by Georgalis and Smith (2020) that asserts 
that the family-group name Constrictores Oppel, “1810”, 1811 
had been proposed, not as a family-group name, but for an order-
group.

The history of the name Constrictores is briefly summarized 
below. Constrictores is first used for a group of snakes by Oppel 
(“1810”, 1811b, “1810”, 1811d, e, f). In this series of papers Oppel 
first presents his classification of “Ord. III. Ophidii” (“1810”, 1811b) 
including characterization of seven groups of snakes (A–F). This 
paper contains a description of “B. Constrictores” for the genera 
“4. Eryx”, and “5. Boa” (pp. 382–83) and a list of included species. 
Oppel (“1810”, 1811d) contains this same text. In Oppel’s (“1810”, 
1811e) major monograph, the same seven groups of snakes, 
including Constrictores, are listed, described, and denoted as 
Familias. Oppel (1811f) briefly diagnoses as “familles” the same 
seven as in his 1811e monograph as well. Note that Oppel’s first 
paper (“1810”, 1811a) is a historical summary of previous major 
studies on snake systematics and is only relevant to the issue 
treated here in that he lists and describes the genus Constrictor 
Laurenti, 1758 (p. 272). Additionally, also note that Georgalis and 
Smith (2020) refer to only two of Oppel’s four papers, as 1811a and 
1811b equal to “1810”, 1811b and 1811e, respectively, in the present 
account. There is a slight difference in the names Oppel used for 
Group D (1811b), or Familia 7 (1811e), or famille 4 (1811f), as 
“Variantes,” “Pseudo-viparae”, or “Varientes ou Pseudo-Viparae,” 
respectively. These variations have no bearing on the present 
issue. They are mentioned only for the sake of completeness.

Oppel’s family names.—Art. 11.7.1 of the International Code 
of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999), hereafter “the Code”, 
specifies that a family-group name must be formed from the stem 
of an available generic name by the addition of an appropriate 
suffix (-oidea, -idae, -inae, -ini, or -ina). However, as in the cases 
of some of Oppel’s names, Art. 11.7.1.3, requires that names with 

incorrect family suffixes, when first described, have the suffixes 
corrected and retain their original author and date but with the 
corrected suffix. Thus, Hydri (type-genus Hydrus Schneider, 
1799) must be corrected to Hydridae, Constrictores (type genus 
Constrictor Oppel, 1811) to Constrictoridae, and Anguiformes 
(type genus Anguis Linnaeus, 1758) to Anguidae.

There is no evidence that Oppel ever used or intended to use 
the family name Constrictores as an order-group name. Georgalis 
and Smith (2020) make the argument (p. 292): “however, besides 
the mentioned species in the text, he also inserted ‘etc.’, thus 
making it clear that he did not intend to list all known taxa…
It thus appears that Oppel (1811a, b) intended his Constrictores 
to encompass all large taxa recognized as booids and pythons 
today…” They claim this means Oppel was proposing a higher 
category taxon. As part of their argument these authors (p. 295) 
state “Namely, even though Oppel (1811a) did not mention the 
genus name Constrictor Laurenti, 1768, one could hypothesize 
that it could be the type genus of the family Constrictoridae.” This 
statement is in error as Oppel (1811a) was well aware of Laurenti’s 
1758 monograph and specifically refers to Laurenti’s original 
description of the genus Constrictor (p. 272), and its detailed 
description (p. 278).

It is always tricky to determine someone’s intentions. However, 
Oppel consistently placed Constrictores as a lower taxon in 
Section II. Ophidiens, and Ord. III Ophidii (1811b), Section II. 
Ophidii (1811d, e) or Ophidiens (1811f) and it seems illogical to 
conclude that he intended to use the name Constrictores as an 
order-group name. To further confirm this conclusion, note that I 
have not been able to find any author prior to Georgalis and Smith 
(2020), using Constrictores as an order-group name. In all cases it 
is used as Famille, Familia, or Family Constrictores (e.g., Duméril 
and Bibron 1834, pp. 260–261; Gray 1849, p. 82; Duméril and 
Bibron, 1844 pp. 35–36; Boulenger 1893, p. 71). In these, and most 
other works, it is listed as a junior synonym of Boidae Linnaeus, 
1758, because its type genus, Constrictor Laurenti, 1768 is a junior 
synonym of Boa Linnaeus, 1758.

In this regard, it is well to remember that a family-group 
name is based not on the content of taxa included in it when first 
proposed, but solely on the name of its type genus per Arts. 29 and 
63 of the Code. Oppel, “1810”, 1811a (p. 278) cites “par example, 
boa regia etc.” (sic), for the content of Constrictores. In Oppel 
“1810”, 1811b (p. 382–383) the following species are listed: Eryx 
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jaculus, E. turcicus, Boa constrictor, B. cenchris, [etc.], B. hypnale, 
B. merremii, B. hortulana, [etc.], and B. regia, [etc.], as members of 
Constrictores. These assignments of species to Constrictores have 
no effect on the nomenclatorial availability of the family-group 
name, which is based on the generic name Constrictor Laurenti, 
1768, a junior synonym of Boa Linnaeus, 1758. Note that, per 
Art. 11.7.1.3 of the Code, the corrected spelling for Oppel’s family 
name is Constrictoridae.

There is a complication in this case, as it was not until 1825 
that Gray proposed the family name Boidae (type genus Boa 
Linnaeus, 1758). So Constrictoridae Oppel is an earlier name for 
Gray’s family taxon. Fortunately, Arts. 40.1 and 40.2 of the Code 
cover this situation:

“Art. 40.1. Validity of family group names are not affected. 
When the name of a type genus of a nominal family-group taxon 
is considered to be a junior synonym of the name of another 
nominal genus, the family-group name is not to be replaced on 
that account alone.”

“Art. 40.2. Names replaced before 1961. If, however, a family-
group name was replaced before 1961 because of the synonymy 
of the type genus, the substitute name is to be maintained if it is 
in prevailing usage. Art. 40.2.1. A name maintained by virtue of 
this Article retains its own author and date but takes the priority of 
the replaced name of which it is deemed to be a senior synonym.”

These Arts. protect the authorship of three family-group 
names: Boidae Gray, 1825, Anguidae Fitzinger, 1826, and 
Hydrophinae F. Boie, 1827. These taxa were originally described 
as Constrictores, Anguiformes, and Hydri, respectively by Oppel 
(1811e). Consequently, these names are to be treated as junior 
synonyms of Boidae Gray, 1825 (1811), Anguidae Fitzinger, 1826 
(1811), and Hydrophinae F. Boie, 1827 (1811). In these cases, the 
names are dated for purposes of priority from Oppel (1811e). 
This analysis confirms that the requirements of the Code 
protect Gray’s name and that Oppel’s family name Constrictores 
(Constrictoridae) remains a junior synonym of Boidae Gray, 1825 
(1811).

This conclusion leaves open the question of whether an order-
group taxon containing the superfamilies Booidea Gray, 1825 
(1811) and Pythonoidea Fitzinger, 1826 should be recognized. 
Georgalis and Smith (2020; p. 298) provide a list of all candidate 
names that might be considered as applicable to such a taxon. They 
conclude that none is available for that purpose. As demonstrated 
above, neither is the family-group name Constrictoridae. It is my 
recommendation that these authors consider proposing a new 
order-group name for their “Constrictores”, with a statement of its 
rank within the order-group series (e.g., infraorder or parvorder). 
There are complications with this suggestion as it seems clear 
that the taxon Serpentes Linnaeus, 1758, is a clade deeply nested 
within the putative suborder Sauria Macartney, 1802, per Vidal 
and Hedges (2009), Pyron et al. (2013), and Burbrink et. al. (2020), 
and is not itself a valid order-group name.
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when the volume of a periodical indicates the year in which various papers 

were presented at meetings but brought together and published in the follow-

ing year. It also occurs when the last number of a particular volume was pub-

lished early in the following year. In some instances, the reverse is the case. 

The publisher, anxious to have the work appear as current as possible, placed 

a later date on the work’s title page when it was published in the previous year.
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Sanctioned Nomenclature for Triploid Parthenogenetic 
Colorado Checkered Whiptail and for Other Taxa of the  
Lizard Genus Aspidoscelis (Family Teiidae)

We use the teiid lizard species Aspidoscelis neotesselatus 
(Colorado Checkered Whiptail) as a case study to emphasize the 
need for International Commission of Zoological Nomenclature 
(ICZN) sanctioned scientific names, as recent references to this 
parthenogen exemplify the extent of flux in name usage for many 
taxa in the genus Aspidoscelis (family Teiidae). This species (Fig. 
1) holds several distinctions that make it of special interest in 
herpetology in particular and evolutionary biology in general: 
1) it is the most thoroughly studied hybrid derived triploid 
parthenogenetic tetrapod in North America with verified and 
extant maternal (diploid A. tesselatus = Common Checkered 
Whiptail) and paternal (gonochoristic A. sexlineatus viridis = 
Prairie Racerunner) progenitors (Parker and Selander 1976; 
Walker et al. 1997); 2) it is the only naturally occurring triploid 
parthenogenetic tetrapod that can be found in syntopy at some 
sites with both progenitor species (Walker et al. 1997; Taylor et 
al. 2015a); 3) it consists of four distinctive and mostly allopatric 
dorsal color pattern classes (Walker et al. 1997, 2012; Taylor 
et al. 2015a); 4) it has an unusually small natural geographic 
distribution (Fig. 2) that is limited to parts of an eight-county 
area in southeastern Colorado, USA (Walker et al. 1997; Taylor 
et al. 2015b; Livo et al. 2019; Livo and Hibbitts 2020; Warfel et 
al. 2021); 5) it has become inadvertently anthropogenically 
established in metropolitan Denver in both Adams and Denver 
counties, Colorado (Fig. 2), ca. 125-km north of previous 
records in the state (Livo et al. 2019); 6) it possesses astonishing 
adaptability as it has also become inadvertently established 
in Grant County, Washington, ca. 1600-km northwest of its 
natural range in southeastern Colorado (Weaver et al. 2011; 
Fig. 2); and 7) it has been disconcertingly referenced as either 
A. neotesselata or A. neotesselatus in the literature since Tucker 
et al. (2016) clarified that the grammatical gender of the genus 
Aspidoscelis is masculine.

A substantial part of the natural distribution of A. neotesselatus 
is within the vast 55,000-ha Fort Carson (FC) military installation 
in parts of El Paso, Fremont, and Pueblo counties, Colorado. 
Because of the mistaken presumption that FC was off limits 
to researchers, arrays of A. neotesselatus in this area had been 
little-studied until recently. However, as clarified by R. E. 
Lovich (pers. comm.) access to parts of this military installation 

can be granted through the Integrated Natural Resource 
Management Plan mandated by the Sikes Act, a United States 
Law. Consequently, the gap in knowledge for A. neotesselatus in 
FC has been partly filled by a recent flurry of research projects 
conducted there initially based on conservation concerns for the 
species in military training areas, but expanded by researchers 
to include many other aspects of its biology. These studies began 
with Taylor et al. (2015b) who emphasized northern aspects of 
distribution and color pattern variation in A. neotesselata (= A. 
neotesselatus), with sampling in FC led by D. J. Martin. Aubry 
et al. (2019) conducted the first demographic assessment using 
arrays of A. neotesselatus at the northern edge of its natural range 
in FC. Aubry et al. (2020) also studied competing reproductive 
and physiological investments in the species in FC. Utsumi et al. 
(2020) statistically analyzed habitat-dependent search behaviors 
in A. neotesselatus in different habitats in FC. Hudson et al. (2020) 
measured variability of steroid hormones, energetic state, and 
immunocompetence across reproductive contexts in the species 
in the military installation.

The latest edition of the Society for the Study of Amphibian 
and Reptiles (SSAR) checklist of scientific and standard English 
names of amphibians and reptiles of North America north of 
Mexico (Crother 2017) perpetuated erroneous emendations 
for numerous taxa of Aspidoscelis. These emendations were 
proposed by Reeder et al. (2002) based on misinterpretation of 
the grammatical gender of Aspidoscelis. Although a number of 
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Fig. 1. Adult of triploid parthenogenetic referenced as either Aspidos-
celis neotesselata or Aspidoscelis neotesselatus (Colorado Checkered 
Whiptail) pattern class A in the recent literature, photographed by 
L. J. Livo (posted image University of Colorado Museum AC-304) on 
25 August 2020 at 1.35 km E and 0.7 km S of Swissvale (38.47633°N, 
105.88142°W; NAD83; 2070 m elev.), a significant range extension for 
the species in Fremont County, Colorado, reported by Livo and Hib-
bitts (2020).
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subsequent works strongly supported the proposals of Reeder 
et al. (2002), mostly notably Crother et al. (2003), and Reeder 
and Cole (2005), and most of us followed their lead, Tucker et 
al. (2016) identified these incorrect emendations and listed 
appropriate corrections. Nonetheless, the biological significance 
and recency of the aforementioned publications conducted 
on Colorado Checkered Whiptail in FC in recent years will 
presumably influence others to continue to use an erroneous 
nomenclature for it and many other taxa of Aspidoscelis. 
Subsequent to publication of Tucker et al. (2016; Appendix D), 
Utsumi et al. (2020), Hudson et al. (2020), and Aubry et al. (2020) 
used the epithet A. neotesselata. It is likely that some or all these 
preceding usages were suggested to authors by uninformed, if 
well-intentioned, editors or peer reviewers who were either 
following Reeder et al. (2002), Crother et al. (2003), Reeder and 
Cole (2005) or the SSAR checklist of Crother (2017). By contrast, 
Aubry et al. (2019), Livo et al. (2019), Livo and Hibbitts (2020), 
Kusaka et al. (2021), and Warfel et al. (2021) used the correct 
binomial nomenclature (i.e., Aspidoscelis neotesselatus) and 
standard English name (i.e., Colorado Checkered Whiptail) for 
this species. 

As explained by Tucker et al. (2016), and based in part on 
Steyskal’s (1971) prior interpretation, ICZN (1999) Article 30.1.4.2 
amplifies that the arcane circumstances pertaining to formation 
of generic names such as Aspidoscelis and Pholidoscelis erected 
by Fitzinger (1843) renders them grammatically masculine, not 
feminine as treated by Reeder et al. (2002), Crother et al. (2003), 
Reeder and Cole (2005), and Crother (2017). Based on ICZN (1999) 
Article 30.1.4.2 pertaining to names formed with –scelus, –sceles, 
–scelis, etc. (also see Steyskal 1971), the corresponding species or 
subspecies name that “is or ends in a Latin or latinized adjective 
or participle in the nominative singular” (ICZN 1999, Article 
31.2) must agree in gender. Thus, suffixes changed from -us to 
-a for names of species and subspecies of Aspidoscelis by Reeder 
et al. (2002), Crother et al. (2003), Crother (2017), and others 
who have followed their lead must be reversed as specifically 
noted for the teiid lizard genera Aspidoscelis and Pholidoscelis by 

Tucker et al. (2016; Appendix D). Species and subspecies names 
that are nouns in apposition, such as flagellicaudus do not have 
to agree with the genus name but have to remain unaltered 
from their original spelling (ICZN 1999, Article 32.3). Thus, the 
emendation of flagellicaudus to flagellicauda by Reeder et al. 
(2002) constituted an incorrect subsequent spelling according to 
Article 33.3 (ICZN 1999). However, Reeder et al. (2002) correctly 
refrained from emending the trinomials in A. gularis colossus 
and A. inornatus juniperus which are also nouns in apposition, 
though Crother et al. (2003) incorrectly emended juniperus to 
junipera.

To emphasize this necessity of a more broadly available 
source than Tucker et al. (2016), we make corrections of names 
of species and subspecies in the genus Aspidoscelis available 
to readers of Herpetological Review as follows: Table 1 includes 
correctable names in Reeder et al. (2002), Crother et al. (2003), 
Reeder and Cole (2005), and Crother (2017). We also provide 
an up-to-date nomenclatural guide for recognized taxa in all 
species groups in Aspidoscelis that includes all names in use, 
but not all names available (e.g., A sackii bocourti and A. sackii 
australis; see Tucker et al. 2016; Appendix D) for species and 
subspecies in the genus. Thus, Table 2 is in part the antithesis 
of the Aspidoscelis section of Reeder et al (2002) and Crother et 
al. (2003), and its content of species and subspecies should be 
regarded as our understanding at a point in time rather than 
a final systematic prediction as we are entering an era fueled 
by revisionary studies (e.g., Taylor et al. 2018; Cole et al. 2019), 
genetic studies (e.g., Sullivan et al. 2014; Tucker et al. 2016; 
Barley et al. 2019; Esquivel-Ramírez et al. 2020), and production 
of laboratory-sustained lineages (Cole et al. 2014, 2017). There 
also remain separate undescribed gonochoristic (e.g., Barley et 
al. 2019) populations and naturally occurring parthenogenetic 
arrays (e.g., Moritz et al. 1992; Abuhteba et al. (2001); JMW, pers. 
obser.; JMW and JEC, pers. obser.; Barley et al., pers. comm.) in 
the genus Aspidoscelis. Table 2 also includes correctable names 
understandably included in the Reptile Database (Utez et al. 
2021), some used by several authors including Liner and Casas-
Andreu (2008) and Jones and Lovich (2009). Significantly, we 
did not find Maslin and Secoy (1986), Wright (1993), or Grismer 
(2002) to be determinant in this endeavor, particularly the latter 
two with reference to the A. tigris species group. It is noteworthy 
that Oliver and Wright (2007) report of the introduction of New 
Mexico Whiptail in Utah as Cnemidophorus neomexicanus did 
not accept resurrection of Aspidoscelis from the synonymy of 
Cnemidophorus, as was also true of Axtell (2003).

We note that there are differences in our list compared with 
Tucker et al. (2016; Appendix D (e.g., A. carmenensis, either as 
a specific or subspecific name, is actually a replacement for 
A. caeruleus; see Maslin and Secoy 1986). Moreover, A. sackii 
bocourti and A. sackii australis were included in Tucker et al. 
(2016; Appendix D); however, they were treated as synonyms of 
Cnemidophorus = Aspidoscelis motaguae and A. sacki sacki = A. 
sackii sackii, respectively, by Duellman and Zweifel (1962). To 
our knowledge, these names had not been used since 1962 for 
any species or subspecies of Cnemidophorus = Aspidoscelis prior 
to the report of Tucker et al. (2016). Also, many complexes of 
closely related taxa will likely continue to be variously treated by 
different authors either as a single polytypic species with many 
subspecies or as a cohort of closely related evolutionary species 
(e. g., A. hyperythrus, A. burti, A. inornatus, A. gularis, A. costatus, 
and A. tigris complexes in Table 2). The recommendations of 
Barley et al. (2021) pertaining to the A. inornatus, A. burti, and A. 

Fig. 2. The natural distribution of Aspidoscelis neotesselatus (Colo-
rado Checkered Whiptail) is restricted to parts of an eight-county 
area in Colorado (Crowley, El Paso, Fremont, Huerfano, Las Animas, 
Otero, Pueblo, and Teller; in green); it has been introduced to two 
counties in Colorado (Adams and Denver; in red) and introduced to 
one county in Washington (Grant; in red).
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table 1. Corrections (column 1) prescribed by ICZN (1999) Article 30.1.4 as clarified by Steyskal (1971) and applied by Tucker et al. 
(2016) for the list of whiptail lizard names erroneously emended (column 2) by Reeder et al. (2002) and perpetuated (column 3) by 
Crother et al. (2003) and Crother (2017) pertaining to the SSAR checklist of amphibians and reptiles of North America north of Mexico. 
Some of these erroneous emendations for these taxa are also included in The Reptile Database.

Nomenclature based on ICZN Erroneous spellings of names in  Erroneous spellings of names in
(1999) Article 30.1.4.2 Reeder et al. (2002) and as far as Crother et al. (2003) and Crother (2017)
 they appear in The Reptile Database     
    
Aspidoscelis Fitzinger, 1843 Aspidoselis Fitzinger, 1843 Aspidoselis Fitzinger, 1843
Aspidoscelis cozumelus Group Aspidoscelis cozumela Group
A. cozumelus A. cozumela
Aspidoscelis deppii Group Aspidoscelis deppii Group
A. deppii schizophorus A. deppii schizophora
A. guttatus A. guttata
A. guttatus guttatus A. guttata guttata
A. guttatus immutabilis A. guttata immutabilis
A. guttatus flavilineatus A. guttata flavilineata
A. hyperythrus A. hyperythra A. hyperythra
A. hyperythrus hyperythrus A. hyperythra hyperythra
A. hyperythrus beldingi A. hyperythra beldingi A. hyperythra beldingi
A. lineatissimus A. lineatissima
A. lineatissimus lineatissimus A. lineatissima lineatissima
A. lineatissimus duodecemlineatus A. lineatissima duodecemlineata
A. lineatissimus exoristus A. lineatissima exorista
A. lineatissimus lividus A. lineatissima livida
A. pictus A. picta
Aspidoscelis sexlineatus Group Aspidoscelis sexlineata Group
A. burti stictogrammus A. burti stictogramma A. stictogramma 
A. burti xanthanotus A. burti xanthanota A. xanthonota
A. costatus A. costata
A. costatus costatus A. costata costata
A. costatus barrancorum = barrancarum A. costata barrancorum
A. costatus griseocephalus A. costata griseocephala
A. costatus huico A. costata huico
A. costatus mazatlanensis A. costata mazatlanensis
A. costatus nigrigularis A. costata nigrigularis
A. costatus occidentalis A. costata occidentalis
A. costatus zweifeli A. costata zweifeli
A. flagellicaudus A. flagellicauda Aspidoscelis flagellicauda
A. gularis colossus A. gularis colossus
A. gularis pallidus A. gularis pallida
A. gularis semiannulatus A. gularis semiannulata
A. gularis semifasciatus A. gularis semifasciata
A. gularis septemvittatus A. gularis septemvittata A. scalaris septemvittata
A. innotatus A. innotata*
A. inornatus A. inornata A. inornata
A. inornatus inornatus A. inornata inornata
A. inornatus arizonae A. inornata arizonae A. inornata arizonae
A. inornatus cienegae A. inornata cienegae
A. inornatus chihuahuae A. inornata chihuahuae
A. inornatus gypsi A. inornata gypsi A. inornata gypsi
A. inornatus heptagrammus A. inornata heptagramma A. inornata heptagramma
A. inornatus juniperus A. inornata juniperus A. inornata junipera
A. inornatus llanuras A. inornata llanuras
A. inornatus octolineatus A. inornata octolineata
A. inornatus pai A. inornata pai A. inornata pai
A. inornata paululus A. inornata paulula
A. mexicanus A. mexicana
A. parvisocius A. parvisocia
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table 1. Continued

Nomenclature based on ICZN Erroneous spellings of names in  Erroneous spellings of names in
(1999) Article 30.1.4.2 Reeder et al. (2002) and as far as Crother et al. (2003) and Crother (2017)
 they appear in The Reptile Database     
    
A. sexlineatus A. sexlineata A. sexlineata
A. sexlineatus sexlineatus A. sexlineata sexlineata A. sexlineata sexlineata
A. sexlineatus stephensae  A. sexlineata stephensae
A. sexlineatus viridis A. sexlineata viridis A. sexlineata viridis
Aspidoscelis tesselatus Group Aspidoscelis tesselata Group
A. neomexicanus A. neomexicanus A. neomexicana
A. neotesselatus A. neotesselata A. neotesselata
A. tesselatus A. tesselata A. tesselata
Aspidoscelis tigris Group Aspidoscelis tigris Group
  A. marmorata
A. tigris marmoratus A. tigris marmorata A. marmorata marmorata
A. tigris maximus A. tigris maxima
A. tigris multiscutatus A. tigris multiscutata
A. tigris mundus A. tigris undulata A. tigris munda
A. tigris pulcher A. tigris pulchra
  A. marmorata reticuloriens
A. tigris rubidus A. tigris rubida 
A. tigris undulatus A. tigris undulata 
A. tigris variolosus A. tigris variolosa

table 2. Nomenclature for whiptail lizard taxa variously recognized as species and subspecies in the genus Aspidoscelis 
(family Teiidae) based on ICZN (1999) Article 30.1.4 (see Steyskal 1971 and Tucker et al. 2016); taxa are listed by five spe-
cies groups (sensu Burt 1931; Walker and Maslin 1969; Lowe et al. 1970; Reeder et al. 2002) and then alphabetically by 
species and within each complex (defined as closely related allopatric taxa treated as either species or subspecies by 
various authors). We acknowledge that there are well-considered differences of opinion on the systematics of lizards of 
this genus (e.g., species versus subspecies) and that the status of some of these (e.g., followed by a superscripted num-
ber) have been questioned in the literature. Some of the most extreme reallocations are suggested in Barley et al. (2021).

Species Groups, Variously Treated Complexes, and Generally Accepted Taxa

Genus Aspidoscelis1 (Family Teiidae)
Aspidoscelis cozumelus Group2 (Diploid Parthengenetic Species)
 1. Aspidoscelis cozumelus (Gadow, 1906)

 2. Aspidoscelis maslini (Fritts, 1969)

 3. Aspidoscelis rodecki (McCoy and Maslin, 1962)

Aspidoscelis deppii Group3,4 (Gonochoristic Species)
 1. Aspidoscelis ceralbensis (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 2. Aspidoscelis deppii deppii (Wiegmann, 1834)

 3. Aspidoscelis deppii infernalis (Duellman and Wellman, 1960)

 4. Aspidoscelis deppii schizophorus (Smith and Brandon, 1968)

 5. Aspidoscelis guttatus guttatus (Wiegmann, 1834)

 6. Aspidoscelis guttatus flavilineatus (Duellman and Wellman, 1960)

 7. Aspidoscelis guttatus immutabilis (Cope, 1878)

Aspidoscelis hyperythrus Complex5 (8–14) Variously Treated
 8. Aspidoscelis carmenensis (Maslin and Secoy, 1986)

 9. Aspidoscelis danheimae (Burt, 1929)

 10. Aspidoscelis espiritensis (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 11. Aspidoscelis franciscensis (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 12. Aspidoscelis pictus (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 13. Aspidoscelis hyperythrus hyperythrus (Cope, 1863)

 14. Aspidoscelis hyperythrus beldingi (Stejneger, 1894)

 15. Aspidoscelis lineatissimus lineatissimus (Cope, 1878)

 16. Aspidoscelis lineatissimus duodecemlineatus (Lewis, 1956)

 17. Aspidoscelis lineatissimus exoristus (Duellman and Wellman, 1960)

 18. Aspidoscelis lineatissimus lividus (Duellman and Wellman, 1960) 
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table 2. Continued.

Species Groups, Variously Treated Complexes, and Generally Accepted Taxa

Aspidoscelis sexlineatus Group1,4 (Diploid, Triploid, and Tetraploid Parthenogenetic and Gonochoristic Species)
 1. Aspidoscelis angusticeps angusticeps (Cope, 1877)

 2. Aspidoscelis angusticeps petenensis (Beargie and McCoy, 1964)

Aspidoscelis burti Complex6 (3–6) Variously Treated
 3. Aspidoscelis burti burti (Taylor, 1938)

 4. Aspidoscelis burti griseocephalus (Zweifel, 1959)

 5. Aspidoscelis stictogrammus (Burger, 1950)

 6. Aspidoscelis xanthanotus (Duellman and Lowe, 1953)

 7. Aspidoscelis calidipes (Duellman, 1955)

 8. Aspidoscelis communis communis (Cope, 1878)

 9. Aspidoscelis communis mariarum (Günther, 1885)

Aspidoscelis costatus Complex7,8 (10–15) Variously Treated 

 10. Aspidoscelis alpinus (Maslin and Walker, 1965)7 

 11. Aspidoscelis costatus costatus (Cope, 1878)

 12. Aspidoscelis costatus barrancorum (Zweifel, 1959)

 13. Aspidoscelis costatus huico (Zweifel, 1959)

 14. Aspidoscelis costatus mazatlanensis (Zweifel, 1959)

 15. Aspidoscelis costatus nigrigularis (Zweifel, 1959)

 16. Aspidoscelis costatus occidentalis (Gadow, 1906)

 17. Aspidoscelis costatus zweifeli (Zweifel, 1960)6

 18. Aspidoscelis exsanguis (Lowe, 1956)

         19. Aspidoscelis flagellicaudus (Lowe and Wright, 1964)9

Aspidoscelis gularis Complex10 (20–27) Variously Treated

 20. Aspidoscelis gularis gularis (Baird and Girard, 1852)

 21. Aspidoscelis gularis colossus (Dixon, Lieb, and Ketchersid, 1971)

 22. Aspidoscelis gularis pallidus (Duellman and Zweifel, 1962)

 23. Aspidoscelis gularis rauni (Walker, 1966)11

 24. Aspidoscelis gularis scalaris (Cope, 1892)10

 25. Aspidoscelis gularis semiannulatus (Walker, 1981)

 26. Aspidoscelis gularis semifasciatus (Cope, 1892)

 27. Aspidoscelis gularis septemvittatus (Cope, 1892)

 28. Aspidoscelis innotatus (Burger, 1950)12

Aspidoscelis inornatus Complex13 (29–39) Variously Treated 

 29. Aspidoscelis inornatus inornatus (Baird, 1858) 

 30. Aspidoscelis inornatus arizonae (Van Denburgh, 1896)

 31. Aspidoscelis inornatus chihuahuae (Wright and Lowe, 1993) 

 32. Aspidoscelis inornatus cienegae (Wright and Lowe, 1993) 

 33. Aspidoscelis inornatus gypsi (Wright and Lowe, 1993) 

 34. Aspidoscelis inornatus heptagrammus (Axtell, 1961) 

 35. Aspidoscelis inornatus juniperus (Wright and Lowe, 1993)

 36. Aspidoscelis inornatus llanuras (Wright and Lowe, 1993) 

 37. Aspidoscelis inornatus octolineatus (Baird, 1859)

 38. Aspidoscelis inornatus pai (Wright and Lowe, 1993) 

 39. Aspidoscelis inornatus paululus (Williams, 1968)

 40. Aspidoscelis laredoensis (McKinney, Kay, and Anderson, 1973)

 41. Aspidoscelis mexicanus (Peters, 1869)

 42. Aspidoscelis motaguae (Sackett, 1941)14

 43. Aspidoscelis neavesi Cole, Taylor, Baumann, and Baumann, 201415

 44. Aspidoscelis opatae (Wright, 1967)

 45. Aspidoscelis parvisocius (Zweifel, 1960)

 46. Aspidoscelis preopatae Barley, Reeder, Nieto-Montes de Oca, Cole, and Thomson, 2021

 47. Aspidoscelis priscillae Cole, Taylor, Neaves, Baumann, Newton, Schnittker, and Baumann, 201715

 48. Aspidoscelis sackii sackii (Wiegmann, 1834)14
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table 2. Continued.

Species Groups, Variously Treated Complexes, and Generally Accepted Taxa

                49. Aspidoscelis sackii gigas (Davis and Smith, 1952)

 50. Aspidoscelis sexlineatus sexlineatus (Linnaeus, 1766)

 51. Aspidoscelis sexlineatus stephensae (Trauth, 1992)

 52. Aspidoscelis sexlineatus viridis (Lowe, 1966)

 53. Aspidoscelis sonorae (Lowe and Wright, 1964)9

 54. Aspidoscelis uniparens (Wright and Lowe, 1965)

 55. Aspidoscelis velox (Springer, 1928)

Aspidoscelis tesselatus Group3 (Parthenogenetic 2n and 3n Species)

 1. Aspidoscelis dixoni (Scudday, 1973)16

 2. Aspidoscelis neomexicanus (Lowe and Zweifel, 1952)

 3. Aspidoscelis neotesselatus (Walker, Cordes, and Taylor, 1997)

 4. Aspidoscelis tesselatus (Say, 1823)16

Aspidoscelis tigris Species Group and/or Complex4,17 (Treated as a Polytypic or several Gonochoristic Species)

 1. Aspidoscelis bacatus (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 2. Aspidoscelis canus (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 3. Aspidoscelis catalinensis (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 4. Aspidoscelis celeripes (Dickerson, 1919)

 5. Aspidoscelis estebanensis (Dickerson, 1919)

 6. Aspidoscelis martyris (Stejneger, 1892)

 7. Aspidoscelis maximus (Cope, 1863) 

 8. Aspidoscelis marmoratus marmoratus (Baird and Girard, 1852)

 9. Aspidoscelis marmoratus nigroriens (Hendricks and Dixon, 1986)

                10. Aspidoscelis marmoratus pulcher (Williams, Smith, and Chrapliwy, 1960)

                11. Aspidoscelis marmoratus reticuloriens (Hendricks and Dixon, 1986)

 12. Aspidoscelis marmoratus variolosus (Cope, 1892)

 13. Aspidoscelis tigris tigris (Baird and Girard, 1852)

 14. Aspidoscelis tigris aethiops (Cope, 1900)

 15. Aspidoscelis tigris dickersonae (Van Denburgh and Slevin, 1921)

 16. Aspidoscelis tigris disparilis (Dickerson, 1919)

 17. Aspidoscelis tigris multiscutatus (Cope, 1892)

 18. Aspidoscelis tigris mundus (Camp, 1916)

 19. Aspidoscelis tigris punctatus (Walker and Maslin, 1965)

 20. Aspidoscelis tigris punctilinealis (Dickerson, 1919)

 21. Aspidoscelis tigris rubidus (Cope, 1892)

 22. Aspidoscelis tigris septentrionalis (Burger, 1950)

 23. Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri (Van Denburgh, 1894)

 24. Aspidoscelis tigris vandenburgi (Dickerson, 1919)

 25. Aspidoscelis tigris vividus (Walker, 1981)

Misspellings, Omitting Erroneous Emendations Excepting (e.g., A. flagellicaudus), Without Nomenclatural Status18

 1. Cnemidophorus = Aspidoscelis baccatus (Walker et al. 1996) for A. bacatus

 2. Cnemidophorus = Aspidoscelis univalens (Kraemer 1996) for A. uniparens

 3. Aspidoscelis flagellicauda (Reeder et al. 2002) for A. flagellicaudus

 4. Aspidoscelis tigris punctilineatus (Funk 2020) for A. tigris punctilinealis

The foregoing corrections are reflected in The Reptile Database for recognized taxa; other examples of emendations 

are reflected in synonymies19

 1. Aspidoscelis bacata for Aspidoscelis bacatus

 2. Aspidoscelis cana for Aspidoscelis canus

 3. Aspidoscelis tigris punctata for Aspidoscelis tigris punctatus

 4. Aspidoscelis tigris livida for Aspidoscelis tigris lividus
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costatus complexes based on genetic analyses are not reflected 
in our listing as our primary intent is nomenclature rather than 
entering the perpetually controversial phylogeny fray. 
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