Appendix 2. Supertree based on the tree by Frost et al. (2006).

The lissamphibian fossils are inserted according to the references of Appendix 1; the nomenclature by Frost et al. (2006) is used. In cases where it is unclear how Frost et al. (2006) use a name, we have labeled all possibilities with that name followed by a question mark. Names that are not used by Frost et al. but could be added to their classification without disrupting it, such as Albanerpetontidae, are marked by parentheses to facilitate comparison to our main tree (Figs. 3–7).

Batrachia occurs only once in our tree, but nevertheless bears a question mark. This is because Frost et al. discuss the name Paratoidia but do not decide whether it should be used (they do not use it in their classification, but this may simply be because all albanerpetontids are extinct); it remains unclear if they intend Batrachia to be a crown-group, excluding Albanerpetontidae, or a total group, including Albanerpetontidae. (In the latter case Paratoidia would be a junior synonym of Batrachia according to the rationale used elsewhere by Frost et al. [2006].)

The position of name labels with respect to nodes or internodes is purely due to reasons of aesthetics and legibility, not, for example, the different types of phylogenetic definitions.

Because our sampling of extant taxa is much smaller than that of Frost et al. (2006), and because Frost et al. (2006) have named every clade that is not identical in known extant content to any other (in their tree), several of the names they use are synonyms on our tree. In such cases, these names are put in the same place on the tree, separated by slashes, and arranged from most to least inclusive (left to right). For example, in “Cladophrynia/Tinctanura/Athespatanura”, Athespatanura includes Hylidae and Leptodactyliformes (as well as an unclear number of their last few common ancestors), Tinctanura includes Athespatanura and Amphignathodontidae (not shown), and Cladophrynia includes Tinctanura and Cryptobatrachidae (not shown).

Frost et al. (2006) split the traditionally huge genera Rana and Bufo into many smaller genera. The names of these genera (and those of the two subgenera of the revised Rana) are written on the tree as clade names, but to facilitate comparison with the literature (especially Sanchíz, 1998) and with our main tree (Figs. 3–7), we have kept the traditional subgenera of Rana and species groups of Bufo in the names of the terminal taxa. As an example, the traditional Rana (Pelophylax) ridibunda is called Pelophylax ridibundus by Frost et al. (2006).

Species names followed by “1” or “2” mark first and last occurrences of certain long-lived species, often the first occurrence of an extant species. Species names marked with an asterisk indicate that the range of the species is known to extend into at least the following geological stage (sometimes more).

Polytomies and stratigraphic uncertainties are treated as in the main tree.

Note

The figure was produced before we got a hold of the article by Evans and McGowan (2002). Therefore, Apricosiren and the “Utah scapherpetontid” are missing; they should have the same (range of possible) phylogenetic positions in this tree as in our main tree (Figs. 3–7). Also note that the “Purbeck batrachosauroidid” is Berriasian rather than Tithonian in age, that an unmentioned species of Marmorerpeton occurs in the Oxfordian of an unmentioned locality in Portugal together with “salamander A” , and that the age of Hylaeobatrachus is given as Barremian rather than Hauterivian by Evans and McGowan (2002).


The Permian is treated according to a timescale older than that by Gradstein et al. (2004); this is irrelevant because no Permian lissamphibians are known. The “Kazanian” comprises the Wordian and the earlier half of the Capitanian, the “Tatarian” consists of the later half of the Capitanian, the Wujiapingian, and the Changxingian.
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