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their opinion the taxon quite legally became the species A ex B, even though nobody had questioned 
that it had never at any time anywhere been a species to A. 

Such a stand seems indeed possible under the present Code. Rec. 46E 1 provides that ex may be 
used when an author publishes a name ascribing it to another author. No proof whatever is requested 
as to the correctness of the ascription, which might thus be totally arbitrary: I know that A never 
thought of it as a species, but nonetheless I publish a species name that I attribute to A, and so the 
taxon will be the species A ex me. By the same token, for instance, any name may now be published 
attributing it to Linnaeus. 

To the general biologist such situations appear far too reminiscent of Lewis Carroll, tending to make 
a mockery of nomenclature and even taxonomy. So I suggest that Rec. 46E. 1 be amended as follows: 

When the author B that publishes a name ascribes it to another author A, and provided he at the 
same time publishes proper documentation to make clear that this name had been suggested by A for 
the taxon under consideration at the now published rank, the latter author may be quoted in the first 
place with his name followed by ex and the name of the publishing author: A ex B. If the rank is 
changed by the publishing author (B), the original rank must be mentioned by him and the original 
author A may only be quoted in the form (A ex B) B. 

Proposed by: Michel Gu6d~s, Laboratoire de Phan6rogamie, Mus6um d'Histoire naturelle, F-75005 
Paris, France. 

(50) Proposal to amend Division III. 

The Code has become the main or only source of nomenclatural instability, so I am delighted to 
learn that colleagues are devising means, unfortunately not of stabilizing it, but at least of bringing 
restraint to its unended emendation (Taxon 33: 532-535. 1984). On these proposals, however, emen- 
dations would become harder to enact, but once enacted would retain the same deleterious effects as 
disparaged by the authors. 

This is because most of them would no doubt be retroactive. Retroactivity was a necessity in the 
original Code for choices to be made between conflicting names of taxa, but it became self-destructive 
when a Code designed to stabilize nomenclature began to be restlessly and retroactively modified. 

I suggest a very simple provision to Division III: 

(50) Proposal to add provision to Division III. 

"Starting from [as soon as possible] no Congress shall enact any retroactive emendation to the Code." 

If for instance the starting point of the nomenclature of a group is changed, this will apply to the 
choice of names that will come to be needed after the change, and will not alter the names that were 
valid before it. If it is decided that some author did not use the binary nomenclature after all, this 
will prevent taking further epithets from his work, but will leave in place those already in use. 

Proposed by: Michel Gu6d6s, Mus6um d'Histoire naturelle, 16, rue Buffon, Paris 5, France. 

(51)-(56) Problems with the nomenclature of nothotaxa in the Sydney Code with six proposals to 
amend. 

Article 63.4 
Art. 63.4 of the Sydney Code has turned out to be a nonsense. It says "A statement of parentage 

accompanying the publication of a name for a hybrid cannot make that name superfluous." What the 
rule appears to mean is that e.g. the name Polypodium xfont-queri Rothmaler, 1937 ('1936') was not 
made superfluous by the statement or parentage accompanying it (P. australe x P. vulgare). There is 
no reason to think that such a name would be superfluous. A statement of parentage is obviously not 
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a statement of synonymy, and the types of the names of the putative parents cannot, logically, be 
included in the hybrid taxon. Therefore the test for nomenclatural superfluity (Art. 63.2) is simply 
not met. 

However, what the rule was supposed to mean was that "A name for a nothotaxon is not superfluous 
merely because another name for a hybrid with the same hybrid formula exists." For example, if a 
name Polypodium x something were to be published for a nothotaxon with the hybrid formula P. 
vulgare x P. australe (the reciprocal cross ofP. xfont-queri) such a name would not be nomenclaturally 
superfluous by the operation of Art. 63.2 unless the type of the name P. xfont-queri was explicitly 
included in the taxon with the new name. Implicitly the type is included since P. x something and P. 
xfont-queri have precisely the same circumscription. But the application of names is now determined 
by types, not by circumscriptions, and so the hybrid formula is secondary to the nomenclatural type 
of the name P. x something in determining the application of that name. This realisation appears to 
have been what prompted Yeo to propose a change to Art. 63 at the Leningrad Congress (Yeo, 1974, 
p. 683). Three proposals were made (73-75). Prop. 73 was to say "An indication of the parents of a 
hybrid is not to be regarded as a citation of synonymy." This is true, but also self-evident and 
unnecessary. The proposal was rejected. Prop. 74 was to add to Art. 63 the following; "A type may 
also be included through the automatic circumscription of an interspecific hybrid by the operation of 
Art. H.3 para 2 [Art. H.4.1 in the Sydney Code]." The rejection of this proposal suggests that the 
Congress did not want to extend the effects of nomenclatural superfluity in this way. That is, they did 
not consider that what is now Art. H.4.1 should result in nomenclatural superfluity. The example 
used to illustrate the proposal was Polypodium x shivasiae, but the example is quite inappropriate, 
for reasons which are explained further on. Prop. 75 was intended as "an alternative proposal to 74, 
embodying the opposite intention." Although Yeo is nominally its author he himself opposed it; he 
favoured Prop. 74. It is necessary to note that the example to Prop. 75 rested on the unstated assumption 
that the intention of Prop. 74 was accepted; it then contradicts the position. This was by far the worst 
of the three proposals and Little rightly called it unnecessary and confusing. It seems to have confused 
the Congress, which adopted it. The major revision of Appendix I carried out at the Sydney Congress 
resulted in the problem being handled in a slightly different way in Art. H.4.1. I therefore propose to 
change Art. 63.4 to make it say what it should have said all along, and to delete a complex and 
misleading example. 

Proposal (51) Replace Art. 63.4 with the following Note; "Note. When different names are proposed 
which are synonymous by the operation of Art. H.4.1 (having identical or reciprocal hybrid formulae), 
the nothotaxon designated by each name includes, logically, all the material (and therefore the type) 
of that designated by the other. However since such inclusion of a type is achieved by the citation of 
a hybrid formula and not by the citation of the type itself or a name based on it, the later of any two 
such names does not fulfill the conditions laid down in Art. 63.2, and is therefore exempt from the 
effects of Art. 63.1." 

Proposal (52) If the previous proposal is adopted, transfer the note to Article H.4. 1. 

Proposal (53) If Proposal 51 is adopted and the series of proposals by Parkinson (1984) for reform of 
Art. 63 are adopted, change "Art. 63.1" and "Art. 63.2" in Proposal 51 respectively to "Art. 63bis. 1" 
and "Art.63bis.2" (or whatever they are called in the following edition of the Code), and add the Note 
to Article H.4.1. Peter Yeo (see the following paper) has indicated his support for Proposal (51). 
Proposals (52) and (53) are editorial. 

Name Published at the Wrong Rank 
Art. H.5.1 of the Sydney Code states that "a nothotaxon has the same rank as its postulated parent 

taxa .... If the postulated or known parent taxa are of unequal rank the nothotaxon must have the 
lower rank." So the nothotaxon P. australe x P. vulgare is a nothospecies and it bears a nothospecific 
name P. xfont-queri. However the nothotaxon P. vulgare subsp. vulgare x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes 
is a nothosubspecies. Unfortunately the name bestowed on this nothosubspecies by Rothmaler ("Poly- 
podium x mantoniae") has nothospecific form. Worse, the nothotaxon P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. 
prionodes is also a nothosubspecies but it also bears a name ("P. x shivasiae") of nothospecific form. 
Something is obviously wrong. These names are used as examples in the Code (P. x mantoniae, in 
Art. H. 3 appears as P. vulgare nothosubsp. mantoniae Rothm. ex Schidlay, implying that the name 
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used by Rothmaler was invalid; P. x shivasiae as an implicitly valid name in the example to Art. 
63.4). What is the status of these names? 

"Art. 63.4 is concerned to allow the second of these two names (P. x shivasiae) to escape superfluity 
under new H.4.1. To myself, to Miss Shivas (Brit. Fern. Gaz. 10: 152, 1970) and to other colleagues 
who wrote to me around 1970 it was self-evident that a name which infringed the Code as P. x shivasiae 
did was superfluous .... In correspondence with Brummitt in 1972 I obtained agreement from him 
and his colleagues Jeffrey and Miekle that P. x shivasiae was both superfluous and illegitimate .... I 
proposed adding what is now 63.4 to the Code." (PFY to PGP, pers. comm., 5/11/82) 

The problem is simply that names have been published for taxa with stipulated ranks (the effect of 
Art. H.5) and the rank of the name is different from the rank of the taxon to which it has been applied 
by its author. Normally the status of a name published with a form wrong for its intended rank and 
incapable of correction is that the name is not validly published. Art. 24 states that "The name of an 
infraspecific taxon is a combination of the name of a species and one or more infraspecific epithets 
connected by a term or terms denoting their rank .. ." and Art. 32.1 states "in order to be validly 
published a name of a taxon must ... (b) have a form which complies with the provisions of Arts. 
16-27 .... " 

Art. 33.1 states that "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." 

Art. 33 precludes the possibility of "correcting" the name "P. x mantoniae" to P. vulgarenothosubsp. 
mantoniae (the name it should have received), just as it precludes the "correcting" of "P. x shivasiae" 
to P. xfont-queri nothosubsp. shivasiae (the name it should have received). The legal position resulting 
from Arts. H.5, 24.1 and 32.1 is that the names P. x shivasiae and P. x mantoniae are both invalid 
for identical reasons. This does not seem to be at all obvious to most people, and some people were 
unhappy when Barbara Parris decided that these names were invalid and dropped them from the 
current supplement to Index Filicum in 1982. 

Certainly there is no basis on which it can be argued that the name P. x shivasiae is valid but 
illegitimate (because superfluous). This position depends on the erroneous premise that P. x shivasiae 
is a name for a nothospecies with the hybrid formula P. australe x P. vulgare, and hence a superfluous 
substitute for the name P. xfont-queri, which does have that formula. In fact Art. H.5 unequivocally 
rules that "P. x shivasiae" (the taxon) is a nothosubspecies. There are other examples; the name 
Geranium x lindavicum Sunderman ex Knuth (1912), published for G. argenteum x G. cinereum var. 
subcaulescens (see the remarks by Yeo in the following paper). Even if this was normal practice in the 
past it is not acceptable now, and unless we wish to introduce yet another date into the Code to tolerate 
the practice of the past but proscribe it for the future, we must accept the present legal position, more 
or less accidentally arrived at, that all of these names are simply invalid. Peter Yeo and I have discussed 
the matter at length in a series of letters, but we do not quite agree on what should be done about it; 
hence we are making separate proposals, similar in principle but different in effect. 

Since the matter has taken a great deal of correspondence to resolve itself thus far, it is desirable 
that the present legal position be clarified by an emendation of Art. H. 10, which is still rather vague 
on the status of hybrid names. 

Proposal (54) Replace Art. H.10.1 with the following: 

H. 10.1 In order to be validly published names of nothotaxa at the rank of nothospecies and below 
must conform to the provisions (a) in the Code applicable to the same specific and infraspecific ranks 
and (b) Art. H.3.2, Art. H.5 and Art. H. 11. Examples: the name Polypodium x shivasiae Rothmaler, 
1962 was published with a statement of parentage (P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes which 
requires it to have nothosubspecific rank (Art. H.5.2). Since the name employed has the form appro- 
priate to a nothospecies it is not validly published (Art. 24.1, Art. 32.1). The name Polypodium 
x mantoniae Rothmaler was published with a statement of parentage (P. vulgare subsp. vulgare x P. 
vulgare subsp. prionodes) which requires the taxon to have nothosubspecific rank (Art. H.5.2). Since 
the name employed has nothospecific form it is not validly published (Art. 24.1, Art. 32.1). The name 
was validated subsequently in the appropriate form for its rank as P. vulgare nothosubsp. mantoniae 
Schidlay." 

Species and Nothospecies; The "Same" Rank? 
There is some confusion in the Code over the relationship of the ranks of taxa and nothotaxa. 
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Whereas Art. 3 defines the "principal ranks of taxa" and Art. 4.1 defines the "subordinate ranks of 
taxa," Art. 3 Note 1 states in part "For ranks of hybrid taxa see ...," implying that somehow the 
ranks of hybrid taxa are "different" from the ranks of taxa. Art. H. 1.1 in the Leningrad Code reinforced 
this by saying that "Hybrids are assigned to taxa of two principal ranks; interspecific hybrid and 
intergeneric hybrid. These ranks are equivalent to species and genus respectively." On the other hand 
Art. H.5.1 in the Sydney Code states "A nothotaxon has the same rank as its postulated or known 
parent taxa" and this is supported by the new Art. H.8.1 "The names of nothotaxa with the rank of 
genus or subdivision of a genus .... " This appears to be the intent of the new appendix; to treat ranks 
of taxa and ranks of nothotaxa as identical. 

The same situation is seen in Art. 40, and this rule seems to settle the matter of the invalidity of 
such names as P. x shivasiae beyond doubt; "In order to be validly published, names of hybrids of 
specific or lower rank with Latin epithets must comply with the same rules as names of non-hybrid 
taxa of the same rank." This establishes that a nothosubspecific name must have ternary form in order 
to be validly published, and it also states that nothosubspecies and subspecies are the same rank. 
However when Art. 50 was altered slightly at Sydney, the new text reads "When the status of a taxon 
of the rank of species or below is altered to the hybrid category ... of corresponding rank ... " The 
following proposals are intended to consistently treat species and nothospecies etc as "same" rank, 
rather than "equivalent" or "corresponding rank." 

Proposal (55) Change Art. 50 to read: 

"Art. 50. When a taxon in a category having the rank of species or below is transferred to the hybrid 
category of the same rank (Art. H. 10.2), or vice versa, the author citation is unchanged but may be 
followed by an indication in parentheses of the category in which the name of the taxon was originally 
published." Examples unchanged, except that in the Salix x glaucops example, change "altered the 
status of the taxon to that of a" to "considered the taxon to be." 

Peter Yeo has indicated his support for this proposal. 

Proposal (56) Change Art. 3 Note 1 "For the ranks of hybrid taxa see Art.H. 1.1" to read: 

"H.3.3 The principal ranks of nothotaxa (hybrid taxa) are nothospecies and nothogenus; these are the 
same rank as species and genus respectively, only the terms denoting the ranks differing in order to 
indicate the hybrid character. The subordinate ranks of nothotaxa are the same as the subordinate 
ranks of taxa, except that nothosubgenus is the highest rank permitted (see Art. 4.1)." 
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(57)-(58) Problems with the nomenclature of nothotaxa in the Sydney Code: alternative viewpoints 
and two proposals to amend. 

In the preceding paper, Phil Parkinson (1985) has made an important contribution in clarifying the 
meaning of the Code, Article 63.4, and in recognizing the consequences of the new material constituting 
Art. H.5 (Sydney Code). The proposals 51 and 55 in his paper have my support. However, despite 
much correspondence, we are still not in total agreement, and I give here some comments on Art. 
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