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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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63.4 and an alternative proposal for Art. H.10, in the hope that we may draw out helpful opinions 
and comments from the nomenclatural public. 

Article 63.4 
The wording "A statement of parentage accompanying the publication of a name for a hybrid cannot 

make that name superfluous" was intended to be interpreted as "In any circumstances under which 
a statement of parentage might appear to render a name superfluous, such a name is to be deemed 
not superfluous." It appeared to me that the material in the Leningrad Code, Art. H.3.2 and the 
Sydney Code Art. H.4.1 could result in superfluity of certain names. My proposal 73 (Yeo, 1974, p. 
683) to include in Art. 63 this paragraph (para. 4) was by no means for the reasons given by Parkinson. 
On the contrary, I considered that until the time I raised the matter, no-one had considered whether 
the wording of Art. 63 should take into account the consequences of the paragraph now numbered 
H.4. 1, and that had they done so, Art. 63 might have been differently worded; I further considered 
that the circumscription rule inevitably overrode any considerations based on types! However, though 
the omission from Art. 63.2 of any mention of Art. H.4.1 is apparently an oversight, one can use this 
to make a distinction between names which are logically superfluous under Art. H.4.1, and those 
which are technically and legally superfluous under Art. 63.2. To exploit this I sent a draft proposal 
to Parkinson which now appears (with slight changes) as Proposal 51 in his paper, with an indication 
that I support it. 

A particular point about Parkinson's Proposal 51 is that the example is omitted. This will be referred 
to later. 

Names Published at the Wrong Rank 
The problem is well stated by Parkinson. I accept the logic of his argument, and agree that the 

simplicity of Proposal 54 is attractive, but it would mean that certain names regarded as validly 
published in the past would be denied validity, and it will bring into being an area of dubiety and 
ambiguity that did not previously exist. It is true that a name which is not validly published can be 
validated by publication in accordance with the Code, so that the epithets in the examples cited by 
Parkinson could be 'rescued' by this means. Thus, provided the necessary action is taken many of the 
epithets involved could continue to be used. The other problems seem much harder to deal with. 

Although Art. H.5 (Sydney Code) lays down the only correct and logical way to proceed when 
describing nothotaxa, and is therefore necessary, past practice has not been in conformity with it. 
Binary names were regularly applied to distinguish taxa which are infranothospecific; one example is 
provided by Polypodium x shivasiae Rothmaler, used as an example in Art. 63.4; another is that of 
Geranium x lindavicum SUindermann ex Knuth (G. argenteum x G. cinereum var. subcaulescens), 
which was published simultaneously with G. x intermedium Siindermann ex Knuth (non Colla) for 
G. argenteum x G. cinereum var. cinereum. Another aspect of past practice is that it has been cus- 
tomary to take up the earliest of such binary names and apply them to the nothospecies concerned, 
thus G. x lindavicum would apply to the entire nothospecies designated by the formula G. argenteum x 
G. cinereum (and it is the only available name since G. x intermedium Knuth is an illegitimate later 
homonym). G. D. Rowley (1959, p. 209) took up Rosa xpteragonis for R. hugonis x R. sericea, 
though it was proposed for R. omeiensis var. pteracantha x R. hugonis (the former parent being 
included by Rowley in R. sericea). Indeed, this practice was enforced by Art. H.3.2 of the Leningrad 
Code, which says that 'Where binary names of Latin form are used in the naming of hybrids, all 
descendents (whether F, or succeeding generations) of crosses between individuals of the same parent 
species receive the same name.' ('Same parent species' means 'same set of parent species).' Parkinson 
(1985) takes the view that the names for hybrids in these examples could not be validly published in 
binary form because they fail to conform to Art. 40. Actually, there is no example of this type in Art. 
40 and the situation seems to be a case of unresolved conflict within the Leningrad Code and its 
precursors. However, the change in wording from Leningrad Code, Art. H.3.2, to Sydney Code, Art. 
H.4.1 I, removes the conflict, so that Art. 40 prevails. 

As Parkinson says, one must, before providing or adopting a name for a taxon, determine its rank; 
then, a name in the correct form for the rank concerned may be applied. Determination of rank is a 
subjective process. In the case of nothotaxa, however, it takes place at one remove, by the subjective 
determination of the ranks of the known or putative parental taxa (Art. H.5). This facilitates the 
occurrence of a kind of error which is rare in the nomenclature of non-hybrid taxa. 

Under the Leningrad Code, a conflict between the form of a binary name and the rank of the taxon 
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implied by the stated parentage was, at least under Art. H.3.2, resolved by giving priority to the form 
of the name. Under the Sydney Code priority is given to the parentage in determining the form of 
the name that ought to be given. When I was involved in drafting H.4 and H.5 for presentation to 
the Sydney Congress I was not conscious that this change was implicit, and it seems unlikely that the 
Nomenclature Section of the Congress was aware of it when it adopted these articles at Sydney. 

I shall now point to the continuing difficulties that would follow from the adoption of Parkinson's 
Proposal 54. An author might publish a name for a nothospecies, mentioning at the same time that 
a particular infraspecific taxon of one parent (or both) was involved in giving rise to the plant or plants 
for which the name was being proposed. If the author was not careful with his wording, the provision 
of this circumstantial information might render the publication of the name invalid. In some cases, 
there might be doubt and disagreement as to whether or not the name was invalidated. Secondly, in 
the case of a name like G. x lindavicum, the first author who, however casually, gave a reference to 
the name and its place of publication but referred to its parents as G. argenteum and G. cinereum or 
G. argenteum and G. subcaulescens (accepting the latter at specific rank) could validate it. There would 
inevitably be difficulties in tracing such occurrences and therefore establishing the place and date of 
first valid publication. (Dr Werner Greuter kindly pointed out these difficulties, the second of which 
I had not noticed, in correspondence.) 

Bearing in mind that in the past authors have failed to comply with the Code as it is now, I think 
we have the option of decreeing how particular infringements are to be treated; thus we may, if we 
so decide, decree that although the indications are that the taxon being described was, for example, 
a nothovariety, we shall conclude from the use of a binary name that the author was describing a 
nothospecies. 

The reasonableness of doing this is that in these cases the binary name is necessarily accompanied 
by the names of two species involved in giving rise to the nothotaxon, and the infraspecific nothotaxon 
cannot be correctly named until the nothospecies to which it is subordinate has been named. The 
binary name might as well, therefore, be taken up for the nothospecies, especially as binary names 
will be needed for nothotaxa much more often than ternary names. 

Other aberrations also occur in this field. One of them provides Ex. I to Art. H. 11. The nothospecies 
resulting from the cross Heuchera x brizoides x Tiarella cordifolia was first published as Heuchera 
x tiarelloides Lemoine. It could not be properly named until a nothogeneric name was published, and 
this appeared later as x Heucherella Wehrhahn. The correct combination, x Heucherella tiarelloides, 
for which the authority is either (Lemoine) Steam or Steam, depending on whether Heuchera x ti- 
arelloides was or was not validly published, came later still. Rowley (1959) published Rosa x pteragonis 
Krause forma canatabrigiensis (Weaver) Rowley with the parentage R. hugonis x R. sericea var. 
sericea (perhaps fortunately, under Art. 36. 1 neither R. x pteragonis Krause nor R. x cantabrigiensis 
Weaver is validly published). Another mistake sometimes made in the past was to name a nothospecies 
as a variety under the name of one of the parent species. 

It seems to me that these cases are relatively uncommon and unimportant, whereas many rather 
well known binary names will, under H.5, lose validity in their original place of publication, and any 
subsequent inadvertent validations may be difficult to find. I therefore propose below that a requirement 
for valid publication be included in Art. H. 10 on the lines proposed by Parkinson, but that a special 
exception be made for nothotaxa given binary names but accompanied by a statement of parentage 
which includes taxa of lower rank than species. It will be seen that under this proposal Polypodium 
x shivasiae (P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes) is, after all, a synonym of P. xfont-queri (P. 
australe x P. vulgare), and is suitable as an example of a validly published name under Art. H. 10, 
and as an example for Art. 63.4. Under the proposed wording, Polypodium x mantoniae is not affected 
by the special exception and is therefore not validly published. 

Proposal (57) Replace Art. H. 10.1 with the following: 

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) in Art. H.3.2, Art. H.5 and Art. H. 11. However, an exception is made for binary names for which 
the parentage stated by the publishing author included more than one species and an infraspecific 
taxon of at least one of them; in this case the binary name is regarded as a nothospecific name for 
hybrids between the species included in the parentage and the infraspecific parental name or names 
are regarded as irrelevant in relation to Arts. H.4 and H.5. 
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(A suitable first example would be an interspecific hybrid published as a variety of one of the parent 
species, thus infringing Art. H.5.) 

Ex. 2. Heuchera x tiarelloides Lemoine, published as a name for Heuchera x brizoides x Tiarella 
cordifolia, is in conflict with Art. H. 11. 1 and is therefore not validly published; the first validly published 
name for the nothospecies is x Heucherella tiarelloides Wehrhahn ex Steam. 

Ex. 3. The hybrid formula supplied by the publishing author for Polypodium x shivasiae Rothmaler 
was P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes. The binary name P. x shivasiae is regarded as a no- 
thospecific name for P. australe x P. vulgare and is therefore a synonym of P. xfont-queri, which has 
priority. The epithet shivasiae is available as the basis of a possible new combination at (notho)subspecific 
rank which would fit the hybrid formula proposed by Rothmaler. When P. vulgare subsp. prionodes 
is treated as a species (P. interjectum Shivas) P. x shivasiae is the correct name for P. vulgare x P. 

interjectum. 
Delete text of Art. H. 11, Ex. 1, and substitute a simple correct example, e.g. from Cactaceae. 

Proposal 58. In Art. H.5.2 replace 'must have' with 'has.' This is a matter of logic and can be treated 
as editorial. 

Note on the Publication of x Heucherella tiarelloides 
The history of the names x Heucherella and x Heucherella tiarelloides has been documented by 

Steam (1944, 1948). x Heucherella Wehrhahn was validly published in H. R. Wehrhahn's Garten- 
stauden, 1: 545 (1930). The text in this reads: "Heucherella tiarelloides Whn. (Heuchera tiarelloides 
hort.) ist eine Hybride wahrscheinlich zwischen Heuchera sanguinea alba und Tiarella macrophylla. 
Bliten weiss. Ziemlich selten in Kultur, aber interessant." This description is clearly not adequate for 
valid publication of the nothospecific epithet. However, the plant had been provided with a good 
description under the name Heuchera x tiarelloides by Lemoine (Cat. 182: 3, 1912, of which the 
description in Gamier (1912) is a reprint (Steam, 1948)). Wehrhahn would have validated publication 
of the name x Heucherella tiarelloides had he cited the description in either of these places; as the 
description was so good and so clearly attributable to an author (Lemoine) it appears that he did not 
know that the description had been published; he certainly did not indicate 'that a previously and 
effectively published description or diagnosis applies' (Art. 32.4). I therefore consider that the pub- 
lishing author of the combination is Steam (1944, p. 216) though he attributed it to Wehrhahn, so 
the citation (in its expanded form, Rec. 46E) will be "Wehrhahn ex Steam." Lemoine should be cited 
as parenthetic author, but if Parkinson's proposal 54 or my proposal 57 is passed this will disappear. 
In either case the validating description remains that of the Lemoine Catalogue for 1912. 

Note on the Authorship of Geranium x lindavicum 
Geranium x lindavicum was first published by Knuth (1912, p. 220). The hybrid formula was printed 

first, then the binary name, ascribed to "Siindermann in litt." After the Latin description there was 
added "(sec. Stindermann in litt.)." From this it appears that Knuth compiled a Latin description 
from information supplied by Siindermann. It therefore seems better to attribute the name to "Stin- 
dermann ex Knuth" rather than "Siindermann in Knuth." This has the advantage that we know the 
parentage attributed to the nothotaxon by the publishing author, whereas Siindermann might, for all 
we know, have thought of the parents as G. argenteum and G. subcaulescens. G. x intermedium was 
published in the same place in the same way. The only difference is that this name had been published 
earlier as a nomen nudum by Siindermann. 
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Incidental mention: For example ... 

In a report of the "Floral 
Committee.-- 

W. Marshall, Esq., in the chair.," published in the "Societies" 
column of the Gardners' Chronicle for November 1871 (p. 1425); "First-Class Certificates were 
awarded ... to Mr. Green, gr. to W.W. Saunders, Esq., for Lomatophyllum Sandersii, a green leaved 
species, margined with reddish spines; and Billbergia chlorosticta, a beautifully marked species from 
Brasil, the leaves being of a deep bronzy hue, spotted and mottled with green. Special Certificates 
were voted to Mr. Chaff, gr. to A. Smee, Esq.," etc. 

Lomatophyllum "Sandersii" may quite possibly be synonymous with L. borbonicum Willd. (1811) 
which has green leaves with a horny-toothed red border (cf. Roy. Hort. Soc. Dict. Gard. III: 1201. 
1956), but I cannot find L. sandersii in Index Kewensis, or anywhere else for that matter. I feel that 
it probably is considered an invalid publication and has been ignored. Billbergia chlorosticta, on the 
other hand, recently has been picked up and used to displace a formerly widely accepted name. There 
is still some question regarding taxonomic identification, but aside from that, these two names, are 
excellent examples of invalidly published names that fulfill all conditions of valid publication (including 
a description) that can be said to be by an author who does not intend to introduce the new name. 

Incidental mention, under Article 34.1 of the ICBN (1983) is defined in Art. 34.3 as "mention by 
an author [in this case anonymous] who does not intend to introduce the new name .... " There is 
no cited example of such a condition. It is perfectly clear that these names were used merely to cite 
awarded plants in an exhibition with no intention whatsoever of introducing a new name. I am in 
perfect accord with all who chose to ignore Lomatophyllum sandersii hort. as an invalid publication, 
and I hope to set the record straight regarding the same fate for Billbergia chlorosticta hort. ex Floral 
Committee Report, Gard. Chron. 1871: 1425. 1871. 

Much has been said, in committee and in print, regarding the lack of a "good example" of 'incidental 
mention,' with considerable pressure to have the provision deleted from the Code. Webster's New 
International Dictionary, 2nd ed. Unabridged (1959), defines incidental as "Happening as a chance 
or undesigned feature of something else, ... ." It also uses the words "casual, not of prime concern, 
subordinate ..." but it is undoubtedly the first definition that concerns us and probably was the one 
intended by the designers of this provision in the Code. There certainly is a possibility of misinter- 
pretation, lacking a clear example, but in the horticultural literature such as the examples above, the 
definition of 'incidental' would seem to be perfectly clear. The fact that Billbergia chlorosticta has 
recently been promoted as an acceptable validly published name from such a situation, demonstrates 
the need for retaining the provision and presenting a "good example" to clarify it once and for all. 
Recent examination of some of the older horticultural literature suggests that many similar cases exist 
that could be taken up, further destabilizing nomenclature, if the provision of 'incidental mention' is 
not clarified by example. 

It is very difficult to agree with Brummitt (198 1) that 'Publication of a name which fulfils the other 
requirements for valid publication cannot be only "mentioned incidentally."' A name published (even 
with a short descriptive phrase) as that of a plant winning a certificate of horticultural recognition is 
mentioned incidentally by the first definition mentioned above. I am unaware of "continued misuse" 
of the 'incidental mention' provision of the Code, but I do see a problem in taking up names that are 
published in lists or notes about winners of horticultural awards, as opposed to unintentionally, but 
validly, introducing a new name to science in a footnote, or wherever. 

No doubt many examples of "unintentional" publications of new names are widely accepted, but 
the citation of an example of a name being introduced simply as having been awarded a flower show 
certificate (including a descriptive phrase), clearly illustrates the difference between "unintentional" 
and "incidental." It may perhaps be necessary to make a distinction between incidental and intentional 
(but casual) introduction of new names, in footnotes or inserted casually in travel books, textbooks 
or whatever. Greuter's idea (1982) that "by not being applicable to a concrete case; it (the rule) was 
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