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STABILIZATION AT MONTREAL 

John S. L. Gilmour (Cambridge, U.K.) 

The Editors of Taxon have asked me to give, very briefly, my impressions of the 
discussions that took place during the sessions of the Nomenclature Section at Mon- 
treal on the stabilization of specific names, in the hope that they may be of some 
interest to those botanists who were not present at the Congress. I should make it 
clear that what I am going to say is purely personal, written as a supporter of 
stabilization by conservation or rejection, and not as Chairman of the Committee 
for Stabilization. 

I should begin, perhaps, with a very brief account of what took place; a full 
and official report will, of course, appear in due course. When the subject of 
stabilization came up, the proceedings were opened by the presentation, by myself 
as Chairman, of the Report of the Committee for Stab:l:zation that had been set 
up by the Section at Paris in 1954 (see Taxon 8: 19. 1959). I made two main points: 
first, that, of the twelve members, ten had voted for either conservation or rejection 
(later, one member withdrew his support for both), and second, that I was convinced 
that, if some definite step towards stabilization could be taken by the Section at 
Montreal, it would be a major contribution towards better relations between taxon- 
omists and other users of plant names. Immediately after the presentation of the 
Report, Dr. A. C. Smith proposed the following motion: 

The Section on Nomenclature believes that meticulous monographic and 
revisional studies of groups of plants, utilizing the principle of priority and 
its modifications as outlined in the 1956 edition of the Code, offer the best 
means of achieving future stabilization of specific names. 

The Chairman, Dr. Rollins, then opened the subject to debate and a full and free 
discussion took place lasting about an hour and a quarter. Speakers were fairly 
evenly divided between those supporting Dr. Smith's motion and those who 
urged that the Section should adopt either conservation or rejection. The following 
is, I hope, a fair summary of the main arguments put forward by each 'side'. Sup- 
porters of Dr. Smith's motion (a) pointed out that no information was available 
on the number of names that would be involved if conservation or rejection was 
adopted, and referred to the very long lists of Nomina Generica Conservanda that 
had grown up during the last fifty years; and (b) made a plea that no alteration to 
the Code should be considered unless the Section had reliable information on this 
point. Supporters of conservation or rejection felt that this difficulty was being 
overstressed and that, having regard to the number of name-changes that had already 
been made, it was unlikely that large numbers of widely used names were still 
incorrect nomenclaturally; even if the numbers were considerable, however, they 
felt that it would be worth while undertaking the work involved in their stabilization, 
in order to avoid the great inconvenience caused to many thousands of name-users 
by continual changes in the names of widely grown plants. 

At the close of the discussion, a card vote was taken and Dr. Smith's motion was 
carried by 278 votes to 100. Professor Lanjouw then presented the following motion, 
which was carried, on a show of hands, by a large majority. 

Whereas the Nomenclature Section of the IXth International Botanical Con- 
gress is aware of the inconvenience to a large number of users of plant names 
caused by changes in the nomenclature of a number of species which are 
important economic plants, plants often used as test-book examples, and plants 
that have been the subject of important scientific work; and whereas this 
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Section is therefore willing to co-operate with all those interested in bringing 
about the stabilization of these plant names; and whereas, in order that the 
Section may ascertain the number and identity of the species involved, all 
organizations and all persons are invited to send to the General Committee 
lists of plant names for which stabilization seems important, whether or not 
these names are now threatened, each name appearing on these lists being 
accompanied by a statement of the general importance of the species; and 
whereas the Committee will set up an organization to study these lists and 
will report to the next International Botanical Congress, the IXth International 
Botanical Congress expresses the hope that all those concerned will give 
scientific and financial support for this important and difficult task. 

As a strong supporter of either conservation or rejection, I cannot, of course, help 
feeling disappointed that the Section did not feel able to adopt one or other of these 
methods of Stabilization at Montreal. I fully appreciate, however, the force and 
sincerity of the views of those who demand further information before any alteration 
is made to the Code, and I welcome Professor Lanjouw's motion as a means of 
obtaining such information. I hope that the International Commission for the Nomen- 
clature of Cultivated Plants will agree to undertake the compiling of the lists involved 
and that the various bodies concerned with the use of plant names will co-operate 
in financing the study of these lists. If the programme outlined in the motion is 
successfully carried out, the Nomenclature Section at the next Congress will have 
before it all the information that it could wish and will thus be in a position to decide 
how it can best implement the decision at Montreal "to co-operate with all those 
interested in bringing about the stabilization of [specific] names". I feel convinced 
that the adoption of Professor Lanjouw's motion has removed one of the great barriers 
to agreement on this difficult and ever-recurring issue and that, at the next Congress, 
the Section will be able to face it -- and solve it - in that spirit of common sense 
and "sweet reasonableness" that we would all like to see prevail. 
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