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up, and the resulting reduction in size would help to contain its ever spiralling costs. Unfortunately, 
it would be impractical nowadays to choose a politically neutral language like Latin. As the position 
of English as "primus inter pares" has now been established in the Code for about half a century, it 
should henceforth be regarded as sufficient by itself and the apparent western European bias would 
be reduced as a consequence. At the same time, the I.B.C. organizers should encourage or sponsor- 
perhaps even initiate-translations of the Code into other languages. In practice this could be arranged 
by the I.U.B.S., probably through the offices of the I.A.P.T. Those 'unofficial' editions that have been 
produced up to now through national initiatives only, could be enhanced by the imprimatur of an 
international body. The answer to the question in the title above should not be a simple unqualified 
choice between the two options. 

Proposals concerningfuture issues of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature 

It is proposed that: 

(86) The following paragraph be included in the Preamble: "The text of the Code is initially written 
in English and this wording is ruled correct should there be any effective difference with translations." 
N.B. Acceptance of this proposal would make the relevant statement in the Preface redundant. 

(87) The International Botanical Congress in 1987 consider official publication of the Code in English 
only. 

(88) Publication of the principal text of the Code in other languages be sponsored and the necessary 
machinery for this be created by the appropriate bodies. 

The three proposals are evidently related, but are not mutually exclusive and should be voted upon 
independently. Note: See also Jansonius and Pocock 'Publication and Distribution of the ICBN' in 
'Points-of-View' column. 

Proposed by: A. Kanis, Australian National Herbarium, Division of Plant Industry, CSIRO, G.P.O. 
Box 1600, Canberra, A.C.T. 2601, Australia. 

(89)-(90) Problems with the nomenclature of nothotaxa in the Sydney Code: A reconsideration with 
two proposals to amend and the withdrawal of two previous proposals. 

Appendix I of the Sydney Code (1983) introduced the possibility of naming infraspecific nothotaxa 
when the parental infraspecific taxa belonged to different species (nothotaxa are assemblages of hybrid 
plants corresponding to a particular hybrid formula). It also introduced a rule that a nothotaxon has 
the same rank as its parental taxa or, if these differ in rank, the lower rank (Art. H.5). This rule is a 
necessary corollary of the rule 'one formula, one name' which has long been part of the Code, Appendix 
I, though expressed only in its application to hybrids of specific rank (nothospecies) (e.g., Leningrad 
Code, 1978, Art. H.3.2). 

Recently, Parkinson (1985), noting that Art. H.5 of the Sydney Code indicates that the rank of a 
nothotaxon is determined by the rank of one or both of the parental taxa, has raised the question of 
the treatment of names which have a form which is incorrect for a taxon whose rank is determined 
in this way. For example, the taxon corresponding to the formula Polypodium vulgare subsp. vulgare x 
P. vulgare subsp. prionodes is a nothosubspecies; however, a nothospecific name, P. x mantoniae, was 
published for it by Rothmaler (Rothmaler and Schneider, 1962). Rothmaler's work also provides a 
case where a name of incorrect form has been used when two species are involved: P. x shivasiae 
Rothmaler (l.c.) was published for P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes. In this instance the name 
P. xfont-queri Rothmaler dating from 1936 was available for P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. vulgare 
(Rothmaler and Schneider, 1962), although the original statement of parentage was simply P. aus- 
trale x P. vulgare. Parkinson (1985) argued that names which contravene Art. H.5 are not validly 
published, and proposed amending the Code to make this quite clear. In a simultaneously published 
article (Yeo, 1985) I proposed that this should not apply when a binary name was published corre- 
sponding to a hybrid formula which indicated that the nothotaxon was infraspecific and in which the 
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names of two species were included. This would mean that though P. x mantoniae would not be 
validly published, P. x shivasiae would, though it was incorrect on publication. 

There were three reasons for my modification of Parkinson's proposal: (1) difficulties could arise in 
determining whether material in the protologue relating to parentage did or did not invalidate the 
name, and if it did, in detecting a subsequent validation arising from a modified statement of parentage, 
(2) past practice was normally to take up the earliest binary name and treat it as applying to the whole 
of the nothospecies concerned and (3) nothospecific names are going to be needed more often than 
names for infraspecific nothotaxa, and in any case the latter are combinations of infraspecific epithets 
with the names of nothospecies, and the latter must exist in order that the infraspecific nothotaxa can 
be named. A rule which allows validity of publication to a binary name when a binary name is in any 
case needed thus seems a more practical solution. (For a fuller statement, see Parkinson (1985) and 
Yeo (1985).) 

An additional problem arises from the following two cases: (1) Ophrys xadelphica Renz & Tau- 
benheim, Notes Royal Botanic Garden, Edinburgh, 41: 275 (1983). Parentage: 0. bombyliflora Link x 
0. umbilicata Desf. subsp. umbilicata. (2) Elymus x laxus (Fries) Melderis & D. McClintock, Watsonia 
14: 394 (1983). Basionym: Triticum laxum Fries (1842), pro spec. Parentage: E.farctus (Viv.) Melderis 
subsp. boreo-atlanticus (Simonet & Guinochet) Melderis x E. repens (L.) Gould. 

Article H.5 of the Code indicates that each of these nothotaxa is a nothosubspecies; each therefore 
requires a ternary name. But 0. x adelphica nothosubsp. adelphica cannot be provided with a de- 
scription in its own right; its description is that of 0. x adelphica. It can only acquire its own description 
when hybrids between 0. bombyliflora and another subspecies of 0. umbilicata are described. The 
autonymic nothotaxon will then exist and will be diagnosed by the points in which the description of 
the nothospecies differs from the description of the new nothosubspecies. The same applies to Elymus 
x laxus. The case for accepting the validity of the binary name is reinforced by these examples. Indeed, 
it seems necessary to propose that the Code, instead of saying that these taxa are infraspecific nothotaxa, 
should prohibit the restriction of the application of such binary names in the way implied by the 
statement of parentage. 

The case of Elymus x laxus provides a general argument for not introducing conditions for valid 
publication into Appendix I. The basionym Triticum laxum Fries was published as the name of a 
species. Two steps were required to bring its epithet into the form shown in example (2) above, namely 
transfer from Triticum to Elymus and designation as a nothotaxon (as permitted by Art. 50). If 
infringements of Art. H.5 are penalised by invalidity, the new combination might be held to be not 
validly published. If, however, designation as a nothotaxon had taken place separately and subsequently 
to the generic transfer, one wonders whether merely adding the multiplication sign could retrospectively 
invalidate the name. This would be an absurdity which I am sure nomenclaturists would not accept. 
In fact it is now apparent to me that the existence of Art. 50 makes it undesirable to have more than 
the absolute minimum of special requirements for valid publication in Appendix I. 

I therefore now propose new texts for Art. H.5 and Art. H. 11.2, an additional paragraph, H. 11.3, 
and an additional recommendation H. 11 .A. It will be noted that the wording of the present H.5.2 has 
disappeared but the practice which it enjoins is shown to be retained by the examples to H. 11. Proposals 
57 and 58 (Yeo, 1985) are withdrawn. A second proposal would alter the authorities in example 1 to 
Art. H. 11.1, taking into account the discussion by Yeo (1985, p. 340). 

(89A-D) Proposals to replace Art. H.5(A), replace Art. H. 11.2(B), add new Art. H. 11.3(E) and add 
new Rec. H. 11.A(D). 

(89A) Article H.5 to read: 

A nothotaxon has the same rank as its postulated or known parent taxa. The manner in which the 
ranks of parental taxa determine the form of the name of the nothotaxon is, however, subject to the 
provisions of Art. H. 11.2-3. 

(89B) Replace Art. H. 11.2 with the following: 

The name of a nothotaxon, at the rank of species and below, must be published in the highest-ranking 
category (up to that of species) at which the named parent taxa differ and in which a name is not 
already available. The application of such a name is not restricted by the mention of any lower-ranking 
taxa in the statement of parentage. 
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Ex. 3. For hybrids between Ophrys bombyliflora Link and 0. umbilicata Desf. subsp. umbilicata, 
Renz and Taubenheim (1983) published the name 0. xadelphica. This name is applicable to all 
hybrids between 0. bombyliflora and 0. umbilicata. 

Ex. 4. Mentha xpiperita L. is considered to represent hybrids between M. aquatica L. and M. 
spicata L. subsp. spicata. Mentha pyramidalis Ten., pro spec., is considered to apply to M. aquatica x 
M. spicata subsp. tomentosa (Briq.) R. Harley. The name M. xpiperita being already available for 
M. aquatica x M. spicata, M. pyramidalis was used at the next rank at which the parent taxa differ 
as a basionym in the combination M. xpiperita L. nothosubsp. pyramidalis (Ten.) R. Harley. The 
publication of this combination generated the autonym M. xpiperita L. nothosubsp. piperita which, 
unlike the binary name M. xpiperita, is restricted in application to plants assignable to the parentage 
M. aquatica x M. spicata subsp. spicata. 

Ex. 5. For hybrids between Elymus farctus (Viv.) Melderis subsp. boreoatlanticus (Simonet & 
Guinochet) Melderis and E. repens (L.) Gould, the combination E. x laxus (Fries) Melderis & D. 
McClintock, based on Triticum laxum Fries (1848, pro spec.), has been published. The name E. 
x laxus is applicable to all hybrids between E. farctus and E. repens. Melderis (Flora Europaea 5: 
198. 1980) has noted the occurrence of E. farctus subsp. farctus x E. repens; the name for this taxon 
would consist of a nothosubspecific epithet in combination with the name E. x laxus. Publication of 
such a name would generate the autonym E. x laxus nothosubsp. laxus, corresponding to the non- 
autonymic hybrid formula originally associated with the name E. x laxus. 

Note 1. In cases such as those in Example 3 and 5, the infraspecific nothotaxon whose existence is 
implied by each statement of parentage cannot be described separately from the named nothospecies 
and the rules therefore make no provision for naming them unless other nothotaxa of appropriate 
rank are described within the same nothospecies (as has happened in the case described in Ex. 4, 
where Mentha xpiperita nothosubsp. pyramidalis is recognized). 

(89C) Add new H. 11.3 as follows: 

Names published at higher or lower ranks than required by this article are incorrect but may become 
correct by alterations to the ranks of the parent taxa. 

Ex. 6. Polypodium xfont-queri Rothmaler (1936) was published for P. australe Fee x P. vulgare 
L. In 1962 Rothmaler and U. Schneider (Die Kulturpflanze 3) stated that the parentage was P. australe 
x P. vulgare subsp. vulgare and in the same place P. x shivasiae Rothmaler was published for P. 
australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes (Ascherson) Rothmaler. The name P. xfont-queri being already 
available at the highest-ranking category in which the parents differ, P. x shivasiae is incorrect; pub- 
lication of the combination P. xfont-queri nothosubsp. shivasiae would provide a correct name. 
However, when P. vulgare subsp. prionodes is treated as a species, P. interjectum Shivas, P. x shivasiae 
is the correct name for P. australe x P. interjectum. 

Ex. 7. The name Polypodium x mantoniae Rothmaler (in W. Rothmaler and U. Schneider, Die 
Kulturpflanze 3: 246. 1962) was published for P. vulgare L. subsp. prionodes (Ascherson) Rothmaler x 
P. vulgare L. subsp. vulgare, and is at a higher rank than required by this article and therefore incorrect; 
the combination P. vulgare L. nothosubsp. mantoniae (Rothmaler) Schidlay corresponds to this hybrid 
formula. When P. vulgare subsp. prionodes is treated as a species, P. interjectum Shivas, P. x mantoniae 
is the correct name for P. interjectum x P. vulgare. 

(89D) Add new Rec. H. 11.A as follows: 

The author of the name of a nothotaxon at the rank of species or below should furnish any available 
information on the taxonomic identity at lower ranks of the parent plants of the type of the name. 

(90) Revise Art. H. 11.1, to add authorities to plant names in Ex. 1, now to read as follows: 

x Heucherella tiarelloides (Lemoine) Wehrh. ex Steam (considered to be Heuchera x brizoides hort. x 
Tiarella cordifolia L., for which Heuchera x tiarelloides Lemoine is incorrect). 

Action Pending Modification of the Code 
In a case like that of Ophrys x adelphica, authors should state a parentage at the appropriate rank, 

i.e. 0. bombyliflora x 0. umbilicata, and then add a separate statement that the type represents or 
appears to represent (in this case) 0. bombyliflora x 0. umbilicata subsp. umbilicata. If this is not 
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done, and a single statement of parentage involving infraspecific taxa is provided, secondary authors 
should interpret the name as nothospecific, on the ground that the nothosubspecies cannot be differ- 
entiated from any other nothosubspecies. 

There are many cases where nothosubspecies are differentiated but Arts. H.4 and H.5 are infringed; 
these can be corrected by publishing new taxa, new names or, more simply, new combinations. Thus: 

Ophrys x liceana Renz & Taubenheim, Notes R. B. G. Edinb. 41: 275 (1983) (parentage: 0. born- 
muelleri M. Schulze subsp. bornmuelleri x 0. umbilicata Desf. subsp. khuzestanica Renz & Tau- 

benheim), and Ophrys x macrostachys Renz & Taubenheim l.c. (parentage: 0. bornmuelleri subsp. 
carduchorum Renz & Taubenheim x 0. umbilicata subsp. umbilicata), apply to the same nothospecies; 
a new name is needed and could be supplied by combining the epithet of one name with the other 
name. And again, Euphorbia x cornubiensis A. Radcliffe-Smith, Kew Bull. 40: 445 (1985) (parentage: 
E. amygdaloides L. x E. characias L. subsp. wulfenii (Koch) A. R. Sm.) should best become the 

basionym of a new combination under Euphorbia x martinii Rouy, Flore Fr. 12:159 (1900) (parentage: 
E. amygdaloides x E. characias subsp. characias). A further binary name Euphorbia x malahidensis 
A. Radcliffe-Smith, Kew Bull. 40: 445 (1985) (parentage: E. amygdaloides 'Purpurea' x E. characias 

subsp. characias), is a synonym of E. x martinii and will be a synonym of E. x martinii nothosubsp. 
martinii when that name becomes available; the plant to which it applies could be distinguished as a 
cultivar. 

My recommendations for the publication of new combinations should not, however, be followed 
if the arguments of Parkinson (1985) are upheld, for it follows from them that the binary names just 
mentioned are invalidly published, except for Euphorbia x martinii, which was proposed for E. 

amygdaloides x E. characias, and perhaps 0. x adelphica. However, I find it very difficult to accept 
that, on the one hand, Mentha pyramidalis is available as the basionym for the epithet of a notho- 

subspecific name, while on the other, Ophrys x macrostachys and 0. x liceana are not. I am forced 
to the view that binary names published in such circumstances are the names of nothospecies. Ophrys 
x macrostachys is the name of the same nothospecies as that named 0. x liceana, but has a different 

type. As the names of nothospecies their validity of publication is secure and their epithets are available 
as basionyms. 

Professor Werner Greuter (in litt. 3 Jan. 1984) takes the view that an author determines the rank 
of a taxon, if not explicitly by use of an expression such as "sp. nov.", then implicitly by publishing 
a name the form of which indicates its rank. He considers that Art. H.5 concerns only "appropriate 
rank" and correctness of names, and that this is deducible from the second sentence of Art. H.4. 1. 
The inference is that if correctness is in question, validity of publication cannot be. This interpretation 
is contrary to Parkinson's, but acceptance of it would justify the conclusion I have arrived at in the 

preceding paragraph. 
My proposal to amend Art. H.5 is in fact based on the Parkinson interpretation, which I consider 

is the more obvious one, and it seeks to amend the consequences of the existing wording, so interpreted. 
If Greuter's interpretation is accepted, it might be found that what is needed is not a change in the 

rules, but a clarification. 
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