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(175-187) Thirteen proposals to amend the Code regarding its references to
cultivated plants and hybrids

Piers Trehane'

Introduction

The following proposals are made to bring the two Codes of nomenclature for
plants into harmony and to account for the names of hybrids in both naturally occur-
ring and cultivated plants. The author of these proposals is currently chief editor of a
new edition of the International code of nomenclature for cultivated plants (“culti-
vated plant Code”) which is due to be published at the same time as the next edition
of the International code of botanical nomenclature (“botanical Code”). It is hoped
that the two Codes will operate in harmony into the future, each within its obvious
area of authority.

The current author was also appointed as convenor for the Special Committee on
Hybrids (SCH) set up at the last botanical congress in Yokohama. These proposals
have not yet been formally circulated within that Committee, but wide consultation
has taken place amongst individuals and those user-groups with a tradition of using
hybrid nomenclature. None of the following proposals were thought to be liable to
cause disruption with respect to existing nomenclatural practice.

Hybridity among plants occurs prevalently in cultivation, since individual plants
brought together artificially in gardens may give rise to progeny that, for geographi-
cal reasons, would not normally occur in nature. Although some would suggest that
cultigenic hybridity should logically be dealt with by the cultivated plant Code, that
Code only regulates the use and formation of names for specified categories such as
the cultivar and cultivar-group and relies upon the botanical Code to provide for the
names to which these special categories are attached.

It is therefore felt that the botanical Code should be responsible for all names at
the rank of genus to avoid any homonomy across the Codes, and with this in mind
the International Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants (ICNCP)
wishes the botanical Code to provide for “generic” names of graft-chimaeras as well
as of intergeneric hybrids.

Following the last meeting of the ICNCP in Edinburgh at the end of August 1998,
a subgroup meeting was convened by the current author to which the following at-
tendees of the Third Symposium on the Taxonomy of Cultivated Plants were in-
vited: B. Baum (ICNCP), W. L. A. Hetterscheid (ICNCP & SCH), A. C. Leslie
(ICNCP & SCH), J. McNeill (ICNCP & SCH), and W. T. Stearn (SCH). The sub-
group was particularly pleased that Professor Stearn was present and willing to share
his great experience on the naming of both hybrids and cultivated plants.

The meeting was in agreement with the proposals given below, subject to confir-
mation from a number of user groups, especially orchid specialists, that current
practice would not be jeopardised. In particular, the subgroup was anxious to ensure
that names already in use would not be displaced, and indeed these proposals ensure
that such names of the past may be considered valid and will not require any acts of
formal conservation. Whilst the constraints of time have not permitted full consulta-
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tion of a few members of the SCH, the proposals here presented are the result of a
wide informal consultation process.

Rationale of the proposals

Attention to the rules for naming hybrids has been scant in recent years, yet some
of the current provisions cause confusion — especially those dealing with ranks be-
low species.

The very existence of the “hybrid appendix” (App. I) may give the impression
that hybrids are second-class taxa and that their names are marginalised. Conversely,
it could also be argued that by giving special space to a hybrid appendix, the impor-
tance of hybrid names is overemphasised. A similar appendix for fossil plants was
abandoned many years ago, some of its provisions being incorporated into the main
body of the Code. The following proposals, similarly, would do away with App. I
and incorporate nomenclatural acts for hybrids into the main body of the Code.

The proposals are based on the concept that all names of hybrid taxa can be typi-
fied in the same way as those of non-hybrid taxa, so extending the type method of
Principle II of the botanical Code to all names in the ranks of family and below.

The term nothotaxon, and any other word prefixed by notho-, would be aban-
doned. The word “hybrid” has a perfectly clear meaning, whereas the classical pre-
fix is not used or understood by many dealing with hybrid plants.

The multiplication sign would remain the indicator of hybridity, but its use would
be optional (as it is not a nomenclatural device but a taxonomic indicator).

Names of hybrid genera would no longer have to be condensed formulae, but
could be formed in the same arbitrary way as other generic names and be subject to
the same conditions of valid publication. The condensed formulae, first used by
Masters (in Gard. Chron. 1872: 358. 1872) have fallen into disrepute: Ampelocissus
Planch. might well designate a hybrid genus between Ampelopsis Michx. and Cissus
L., and Sorbaria (Ser. ex DC.) A. Braun evokes a hybrid between Sorbus L. and
Aria (Pers.) Host. The present provisions mandate a name change when the name of
one of the parental genera is changed, resulting in name changes for all subordinate
taxa. Thus any one of the formulae xCoromelandrium Asch. & Graebner (Coronaria
Guett. x Melandrium Rohl.), xLychnicucubalus Kolr. (Cucubalus L. x Lychnis L.)
and xLychnisilene Cif. & Giacom. (Lychnis L. x Silene L.) might be the accepted
name of the same intergeneric hybrid, depending solely on one’s taxonomic treat-
ment of one or more species. Even the convention of using the -ara termination to
indicate multigeneric hybrids (first proposed at the Brussels Congress of 1910) fails
us: an electronic search through Names in current use for extant plant genera (NCU-
3) reveals a total of 27 names of non-hybrid genera ending in -ara.

Existing condensed formulae will not be displaced as names of hybrid genera if
they meet the requirements for valid publication, including typification. The propos-
als make provision for the retention of such names even though there was no man-
datory provision for a description (or diagnosis) or nomination of a nomenclatural
type on original publication.

By abandoning the dictate that parental taxa must be known or postulated at least
in part, an author is free to add the multiplication sign as a flag to indicate hybridity
to the name of any taxon that she or he may consider to represent a hybrid.

Nothing in these proposals is intended to impinge on scientific freedom of
thought or action — but see Prop. (185).



946 TAXON 47 - NOVEMBER 1998

The current provisions of the hybrid appendix

Below is a summary of the proposed fate of the Articles and Recommendations
now in App. [, to illustrate the effects of abandoning that Appendix.

Art. H.1.1. — To be merged with H.3 into new Art 27.2, omitting the prefix “notho-".

Art. H2.1. — To become new Art 27.1, without change in wording.

Rec. H.2A.1. — Modified to become new Rec 27A.1, omitting reference to direc-
tion of the cross, which is irrelevant for purposes of nomenclature.

Art. H3.1. — To be merged with H.1 into new Art 27.2, the concept of “notho-
taxon” being deleted.

Art. H.3.2. — To be deleted, indication of hybridity now being optional.

Art. H3.3. — To be deleted: as all names are “collective”, the term “collective
epithet” is misleading.

Art. H.3.4. — Modified without change in meaning, to become new Art 27.4

Art. H.3 Note 1. — To be deleted (see Art. H.3.2, above).

Art. H.3 Note 2. — To be deleted, as the term “collective epithet” no longer ap-
pears in the cultivated plant Code.

Rec. H.3A.1. — Modified without change in meaning, to become new Rec 27B.1

Art. H4. —To be deleted, as the circumscription rationale no longer applies under
these proposals.

Art. H5. — To be deleted, as the “competition” between nothotaxa and taxa is be-
ing removed.

Rec. H.5A.1. — To be deleted, being unnecessary.

Art. H.6. — To be deleted, being no longer required.

Rec. H.6A.1. - To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.7. - To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.8. — To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.9. — To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.10. — To be deleted in part, reference to Art 50 (author citations in hybrids)
now being made in the proposed Art. 35.3bis. Other examples could be used to il-
lustrate various provisions of the Code that may apply in the case of hybrid plants.

Rec. H.10B.1. — To become new Rec 27C.1, without change in meaning.

Art. H.11. - To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.12.1. - To be deleted, being no longer required.

Art. H.12.2. — To be moved to new Art. 35.3bis, as clarification of the present
rank of nothomorphs published under previous editions of the Code is still required.

The proposals

Upon acceptance of the following proposals, the Editorial Committee will have to
check and replace cross-references in other places in the Code. The proposals do not
include examples, which the Editorial Committee is encouraged to provide, drawing
freely on existing examples in App. 1 so as to incorporate these and others into the
body of the Code.

(175) Replace the beginning of Preamble 8, up to the semicolon, with:

“8. The International code of nomenclature for cultivated plants is prepared under
the authority of the International Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated
Plants and deals with the use and formation of names for special categories in agri-
cultural, forestry and horticultural plant nomenclature.”
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(176) Delete the end of Preamble 8, after the semicolon, as well as Art. 3.2, 4.4,
11.8, 20 Note 1, Rec. 20A.1(j), and the whole of App. 1.

(177) In Art. 4 Note 2, replace “variants of species in cultivation” with “categories
of plants used in agriculture, forestry and horticulture”.

(178) Add a paragraph and a Note after Art. 10.4:

“10.4bis. The type of a name of a genus or subdivision of a genus which, on its pub-
lication, is postulated to be a graft chimaera or hybrid between different genera or
subdivisions of a genus may be a designated standard specimen or illustration of a
cultivar (see Note 2bis), provided that no named species was simultaneously in-
cluded in that genus or subdivision of a genus.

“Note 2bis. The nomenclature of cultivars is governed by the provisions of the In-
ternational code of nomenclature for cultivated plants (see Pre. 8); under the provi-
sions of that Code, cultivars do not have nomenclatural types but may have “stan-
dard specimens” which, when designated, are considered to be equivalent to nomen-
clatural types for the purposes of Art. 10.4bis.”

(179) Add paragraphs at the end of Art. 20 and Art. 43, and after Art. 42.2; and at
the end of Art. 43.1, add “(but see Art. 43.2)”.

“20.5. Designations for hybrid taxa in supraspecific ranks that are condensed for-
mulae, or have a condensed formula as their epithet, and are determined by a state-
ment of parentage under previous editions of this Code, are not considered as names
under this Code unless all conditions for their valid publication are fulfilled (but see
Art. 42.2bis & 43.2).

“42.2bis. Prior to 1 January 2001, a statement of parental taxa for a name which is a
condensed formula (Art. 20.5) is acceptable in place of a description or diagnosis.
“43.2. However, names of species in which the epithet is combined with a con-
densed formula (Art. 20.5) instead of a generic name are validly published under this
Code, so long as all other conditions for valid publication are fulfilled.”

(180) Transfer Art. 27 to the end of Art. 26, to be followed by a new Section 5bis
“Designation and names of hybrids and graft chimaeras”, with an additional Article:
“27.1. A hybrid between named taxa may be indicated by placing the multiplication

sign “x” between the names of the taxa; the whole expression is termed a hybrid
formula.

“27.2. Hybrids between representatives of two or more named taxa of generic or
lower rank (and arising either in nature or cultivation) may receive a name. The
hybrid nature of a such a taxon may be indicated by placing the multiplication sign
“x” in front of the name of a hybrid genus or, in the case of a hybrid of lower rank,
in front of the final epithet.

“27.3. Graft chimaeras between representatives of two or more named genera may
receive a name. The graft-chimaeral nature of such a taxon may be indicated by
placing the addition sign “+” against the initial letter of the generic name.

“Note 1. Designations for certain categories of plants used in agriculture, forestry
and horticulture (e.g., cultivars and cultivar-groups) are not covered by this Code,
but fall under the provisions of the International code of nomenclature for cultivated
plants (see Pre. 8).
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“27.4. For the purposes of homonymy and synonymy, the multiplication or addition
sign is disregarded.”

(181) Add a Recommendation after Art. 27:

“27A.1. The names of taxa in a hybrid formula should be placed in alphabetical or-
der, unless a different rationale is explicitly stated.”

(182) Add a second Recommendation after Art. 27:

“27B.1. The multiplication sign denoting hybridity in the name of a taxon should be
placed against the initial letter of the epithet or, in hybrid genera, of the name. How-
ever, if the symbol “x” is not available and the letter “x” is used instead, a single
space may be left between it and the epithet of the name if this helps avoid ambigu-

ity. The letter “x” should be in lower case.”

(183) Add a third Recommendation after Art.. 27:

“27C.1. When contemplating the publication of new names for hybrids between
taxa, authors should carefully consider whether they are really needed, bearing in
mind that hybrid formulae (Art. 27.1), although more cumbersome, are more infor-
mative.”

(184) Delete Art. 28.2.
Art 28.2 is covered by Art. 27.2 under proposal (180).

(185) In Art. 28 Note 1, delete the last sentence.

This sentence is controversial. A number of people consulted do not like the fact
that categories of cultivated plants can still be named using the provisions of this
Code. Deletion of this part of the Note would remove a perceived encouragement for
the practice of giving hierarchical names to cultigenic taxa and would promote the
feeling that such taxa should only be named under the provisions of the cultivated
plant Code. Not everyone shares this view, and this proposal is made to test whether
or not the botanical community wishes the practice to continue under the provisions
of the Code.

(186) In Art. 28 Note 2, delete “1980” in the first sentence and the whole second
sentence.

The Note refers to a now out-of-date edition of the cultivated plant Code, and its
second sentence is no longer strictly true. Current proposals for the cultivated plant
Code will, if adopted, allow for considerable deregulation in the formation of culti-
var epithets. Although the sentence is informative, the botanical Code should not, as
a matter of principle, detail Articles in another Code over which it has no regulatory
or editorial control.

(187) Move Art H.12.2 to Art. 35, to follow Art. 35.3; and in Art. 50.1 replace “(Art.
H.10.2)” with “(Art. 27.2)".
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