[While adding additional examples of mechanisms to restrict the application of a name with respect to particular hypotheses of relationship or clade composition, we decided it was best to expand the original article (11.12) into three articles dealing with three different mechanisms.]


11.12. In order to prevent use of a name under certain hypotheses of relationships, clade composition, or both, phylogenetic definitions may include qualifying clauses specifying conditions under which the name cannot be applied to any clade (see Examples 1 and 2). 
Note 11.12.1. The following conventions are adopted for abbreviated qualifying clauses such as those in Examples 1 and 2: | = on the condition that; ~ = it does not; () = contain; ( = or; anc = the ancestor in which the clade originated.  See Note 9.4.1 for the other abbreviations used in these examples.

Example 1. The name Pinnipedia is traditionally applied to a group composed of sea lions (Otariidae), walruses (Odobenidae), and seals (Phocidae).  However, under some phylogenetic hypotheses, the sister group of one or more of these taxa is a group of terrestrial carnivorans (e.g., Ursidae, Procyonidae, Mustelidae).  If the name Pinnipedia were to be defined as “the clade originating with the most recent common ancestor of Otaria byronia de Blainville 1820, Odobenus rosmarus Linnaeus 1758, and Phoca vitulina Linnaeus 1758, provided that it does not include Ursus arctos Linnaeus 1758 or Procyon lotor (Linnaeus 1758) or Mustela erminea Linnaeus 1758”, then the name would not be applicable to any clade in the context of phylogenetic hypotheses in which the most recent common ancestor of Otaria byronia, Odobenus rosmarus, and Phoca vitulina was also inferred to be an ancestor of Ursus arctos or Procyon lotor or Mustela erminea.  The phrase “provided that it does not include Ursus arctos Linnaeus 1758 (Ursidae) or Procyon lotor (Linnaeus 1758) (Procyonidae) or Mustela erminea Linnaeus 1758 (Multelidae)” is a qualifying clause.  This definition may be abbreviated min ( (Otaria byronia de Blainville 1820 & Odobenus rosmarus Linnaeus 1758 & Phoca vitulina Linnaeus 1758) | ~ (Ursus arctos Linnaeus 1758 ( Procyon lotor (Linnaeus 1758) ( Mustela erminea Linnaeus 1758) (see Note 11.12.1).
Example 2. The name Pinnipedia is traditionally applied to a group composed of sea lions (Otariidae), walruses (Odobenidae), and seals (Phocidae).  However, under some phylogenetic hypotheses, the sister group of one or more of these taxa is a group of terrestrial carnivorans.  If the name Pinnipedia were to be defined as "the clade originating in the most recent common ancestor of Otaria byronia de Blainville 1820, Odobenus rosmarus Linnaeus 1758, and Phoca vitulina Linnaeus 1758, provided that the ancestor in which the clade originated possessed flippers homologous with those in the aforementioned species," then the name would not be applicable to any clade in the context of phylogenetic hypotheses in which the most recent common ancestor of these species was inferred not to have had flippers.  The phrase "provided that it possessed flippers homologous with those in the aforementioned species" is a qualifying clause.  (However, the apomorphy "flippers" should be illustrated or described because it is a complex apomorphy (see Recs. 9D, 9E).)  This definition may be abbreviated min ( (Otaria byronia de Blainville 1820 & Odobenus rosmarus Linnaeus 1758 & Phoca vitulina Linnaeus 1758) | anc possessed flippers synapomorphic with those in the aforementioned species (see Note 11.12.1).
11.13.  The use of a name under certain hypotheses of relationships, clade composition, or both can also be prevented by using a minimum-clade definition with external specifiers (Example 1) or a maximum-clade definition with more than one internal specifier (Example 2) or an apomorphy-based definition with more than one internal specifier (Example 3).  These definitions have the same effect as qualifying clauses (Art. 11.12) in that under some phylogenetic hypotheses, the name cannot be applied to any clade.
Example 1. If a name is defined through a minimum-clade definition (or a minimum-crown-clade definition) with an external specifier, and one internal specifier is later found to share a more recent common ancestor with the external specifier than with the other internal specifier, the definition does not apply to any clade.  For example, suppose the name Halecostomi had been defined as referring to the smallest clade containing Amia calva Linnaeus 1766 and Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus 1758 but not Lepisosteus osseus Linnaeus 1758.  And suppose that subsequent analyses indicated that Lepisosteus osseus and Perca fluviatilis share a more recent common ancestor with one another than either does with Amia calva.  If so, then there would be no clade that fits the definition of Halecostomi (because there would be no clade that includes both Amia calva and Perca fluviatilis but not Lepisosteus osseus), and that name could not be used in the context of that hypothesis.

Example 2. If a name is defined through a maximum-clade definition (or a maximum-crown-clade definition) with more than one internal specifier, and one internal specifier is later found to share a more recent common ancestor with the external specifier than with the other internal specifier, the definition does not apply to any clade.  For example, suppose the name Halecostomi had been defined as referring to the largest clade containing Amia calva Linnaeus 1766 and Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus 1758 but not Lepisosteus osseus Linnaeus 1758.  And suppose that subsequent analyses indicated that Lepisosteus osseus and Perca fluviatilis share a more recent common ancestor with one another than either does with Amia calva.  If so, then there would be no clade that fits the definition of Halecostomi (because there would be no clade that includes both Amia calva and Perca fluviatilis but not Lepisosteus osseus), and that name could not be used in the context of that hypothesis. 
Example 3.  If a name is defined through an apomorphy-based definition with multiple internal specifiers, and it is later found that the apomorphy is not homologous in all of the internal specifiers, the definition does not apply to any clade.  For example, Cantino, Doyle and Donoghue defined Apo-Spermatophyta in Phylonyms as the clade characterized by seeds as inherited by Magnolia tripetala Linnaeus (Linnaeus) 1759, Podocarpus macrophyllus (Thunberg) Sweet, Ginkgo biloba Linnaeus 1771, Cycas revoluta Thunberg 1782, and Gnetum gnemon Linnaeus 1767.  Suppose that subsequent analyses indicated that the seeds of cycads arose separately from those of the other specifiers (though this hypothesis is not supported by any modern analysis).  If so, then there would be no clade that fits the definition, and the name Apo-Spermatophyta could not be used in the context of that hypothesis.
11.14.  The application of a name with respect to clade composition under alternative hypotheses of relationship can be restricted by defining it relative to the name of another clade (Example 1).  However, unlike the mechanisms described in Arts. 11.12 and 11.13, the name does not become inapplicable under the alternative phylogenetic hypothesis.
Example 1. Gauthier et al. (1988) proposed the name Lepidosauriformes (max ( (Lacerta agilis Linnaeus 1758 ~ Youngina capensis Broom 1914) for a subclade of Lepidosauromorpha (max ( (Lacerta agilis Linnaeus 1758 ~ Crocodylus niloticus Laurenti 1768)), which was itself proposed for a subclade of Sauria (min ( (Lacerta agilis & Crocodylus niloticus)).  If Youngina capensis turned out to be outside of the clade originating in the most recent common ancestor of Lacerta agilis and Crocodylus niloticus (i.e., Sauria), then the name Lepidosauriformes would refer to a larger clade than Lepidosauromorpha, reversing the former hierarchical relationships of the clades designated by those names.  To prevent that reversal, the name Lepidosauriformes could have been defined as “the largest clade within Sauria containing Lacerta agilis but not Youngina capensis,” in which case Lepidosauriformes would become a synonym of Lepidosauromorpha (rather than the name of a larger clade) in the context of the new phylogenetic hypothesis.  In contrast to the original definition, the addition of “within Sauria” in the alternative definition restricts application of the name to a subclade of Sauria.  (Note that a similar restriction could be achieved by using Crocodylus niloticus as an additional external specifier).

