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NOMENCLATURE AT EDINBURGH 
F. A. Stafleu (Utrecht) 

"The dogs bark but the caravan goes on". 
Harry Godwin ["old Chinese proverb"] at 
the Edinburgh celebration dinner. 

It seems almost inevitable to repeat in each survey of the work of the Nomenclature 
Section of an International Botanical Congress that only relatively few of the great 
many proposals that had been submitted were accepted, that the question of stabiliza. 
tion of specific names was one of the main issues (- that no ultimate short-cut 
solution of that problem was arrived at - ) and that the atmosphere of the meetings 
was friendly and full of good-will, notwithstanding the always equally hard wooden 
benches which seem to be an international necessity for teaching botany. 

The Edinburgh sessions on Nomenclature were held, as usual, before the Congress 
itself, i.e. from 29 July until 1 August. Because of a conflict of organizational neces- 
cities, these days were separated from the Congress itself by a Sunday, a circum- 
stance which may have kept away some botanists who would otherwise have attended 

273 

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.211 on Thu, 27 Mar 2014 11:37:32 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


at any rate part of the sessions. This circumstance was later discussed during the 
Congress itself and resulted in a Congress resolution in which botanists were again 
notified of the fact that the Nomenclature sessions are open to everybody and in 
which the next Congress was requested to provide an opportunity to hold one special 
session of the Nomenclature Section on the opening day of the Congress itself in 
order to give as many botanists as possible the opportunity to hear a report, with 
comments, on the discussions and decisions of the previous days. It is traditional that 
the final plenary session of the Congress accepts the nomenclature decisions en bloc; 
by doing so many people vote for them who have not the faintest notice of what it is 
all about. This resolution, by again inviting all botanists to attend and by providing 
an extra opportunity to obtain information at the beginning of the Congress, should 
ensure that no interested botanist will have reason to complain in future that he lacks 
the requisite information. This improvement of communication between the Congress 
participants and the Nomenclature Section has particular relevance for problems like 
that of the stabilization of specific names, which arouse a widespread interest among 
botanists who would not be willing to face four extra days of pre-Congress discussions. 
Amusing as they may be at times, it must be said in all fairness that for those less well 
acquainted with the intricacies of nomenclature, these discussions may sometimes 
seem to be incongruously long. 

The Edinburgh meetings on nomenclature were attended by nearly 170 botanists, 
a record attendance. 

The sessions were gently led by Dr. Reed Rollins, the president of the Bureau of 
Nomenclature, whose guidance was extremely effective and very rightly inconspicuous. 
Two of the vice-presidents, Dr. W. Robyns and Mr. R. Ross, each conducted part 
of one of the sessions. The section was greatly honored by the presence of Mrs. 
Sprague whose services to botanical nomenclature between 1928 and 1950 are so 
well-known that they need scarcely be mentioned. The sessions were opened by the 
President of the Congress, Professor Harry Godwin, whose untraditional presence 
- as he himself put it - was greatly appreciated. Dr. Baehni's sudden death was 
recalled to the audience: his deeply devoted attitude towards nomenclature had en- 
deared him to many of those present. 

The standard total of seven sessions was again necessary to deal with the 337 pro- 
posals that had been submitted. It is of some interest to make a comparison between 
the three last Congresses with respect to the numbers of proposals dealt with and 
their fate. The all-time record of Stockholm (550 proposals) still stands isolated and 
we now seem stuck in the three hundreds, although the table below shows a definite 
decrease in the useful effect of making nomenclature proposals: this time 52Vo of 
them were rejected and only 9% accepted right-away. The Editorial Committee will 
have to deal with 28% of the proposals, which shows that proposers tend now to go 
more into editorial minutiae rather than to suggest sweeping reforms. 

Edinburgh Montreal Paris 

1964 1959 1954 

Accepted (%) ......... 9 27 24 
Rejected (%) .. ....... 52 42 57 
Editorial Committee (%) . 28 23 15 
Special Committees (%) . . . 2 5 3 
Otherwise disposed of (%) . 9 3 1 

Total number of proposals . . 337 333 387 
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The diminishing return upon nomenclature proposals shows that we have reached 
a stage where we have a good and workable set of rules, and also that botanists are 
increasingly reluctant to accept changes. At Montreal we still passed a few changes 
having far-reaching effect (e.g. no priority above rank of family, outlawing of Necker) 
but at Edinburgh not a single major change was accepted. The Code remains essen- 
tially as it stands: the 29 proposals that were accepted were either simple clarifications, 
improvements with respect to names of fossil plants and hybrids, or, lastly, con- 
sequences of set procedures like nomenclatural conservation. This result, however, 
does not mean that the sessions on nomenclature have become superfluous: there 
are always problems that need to be discussed and even if no positive action is taken 
with regard to them, the discussions are invaluable as a means of clearing the air. 
Problems of this nature discussed at Edinburgh were first of course the stabilization 
of specific names, but furthermore the questions of superfluous names, ambiguous 
names (Article 69) and neotypes. These subjects received adequate attention, although 
this may not seem to be the case when one looks only at the result of the debates. 

Procedure, or the optimism of a nomenclature committee 

The Editorial Committee, presumably in a fit of rare and scarcely warranted op- 
timism, had proposed in 1961 that the Section of Nomenclature at the Edinburgh 
Congress should limit its discussions to stabilization, neotypes and other subjects left 
over from Montreal, and that it should not consider new proposals to change the 
rules not dealing with these particular subjects. It had already become clear long 
before Edinburgh that this would not work: the authors of the 337 proposals were 
evidently not dissuaded from making them by the possibility that the Congress would 
accept the Editorial Committee's motion. Since all the work had been started, the 
Section decided not to stop half-way but to finish the job: the voting was 122 in favour 
and 144 against. This narrow margin indicates that there was after all considerable 
support for the ideas of damming the everlasting stream of proposals. 

Another proposal by the Editorial Committee was to recommend to future Con- 
gresses that they should discuss modifications of the rules themselves only at alternate 
Congresses. This proposal was also rejected by the Section, mainly on the grounds 
that discussion of the Code every five or six years is a wholesome necessity. Such a 
discussion need not necessarily lead to any great changes, as is evident from the 
results of the Edinburgh meetings. 

A proposal to write into the Code a provision that a majority of 60% is necessary 
for amendments was defeated, but for the present sessions it was decided that such 
a majority of 60% would be required for the acceptance of any proposal concerning 
the rules themselves. It so turned out that practically no proposal was rejected by 
having more than fifty but less than sixty percent of the votes. All questions of proce- 
dure were voted upon by simple majority. 

The perennial problem: Stabilization 

The main topic at Edinburgh was of course the question of the stabilization of 
specific names of plants of economic importance. The history of this question, so far 
as it was of importance for the Edinburgh meetings, is given in the preface to the 
"Preliminary report on the stabilization of names of plants of economic importance" 
This is the so-called Punt report, named after Dr. W. Punt from Utrecht, who devoted 
four years to the nomenclatural checking of some 1800 specific names submitted by 
representatives from agriculture, forestry and horticulture. The Punt report served 
as a basis for assessing the magnitude of the problem of stabilization at this level. At 
previous Congresses there had always been two conflicting opinions: some held that 
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any legal measure for stabilization, such as conservation, would unleash a stream of 
proposals; others held that the number of cases would be very limited. From the Punt 
report it became probable that from the 1800 "cases" studied by him, thirty to sixty 
would perhaps require specific legislative action. A few of these cases are rather 
conspicuous: Viburnum fragrans Bunge 1835 has an earlier homonym (Loiseleur 
1824) but no substitute name seems to be available. Another example is Primula 
sinensis Lindley 1821 (non Loureiro 1790) for which a substitute name is available 
(Primula praenitens Ker-Gawler) that has never yet been taken up by any subsequent 
author. The main protagonist of some legislative action, Mr. J. S. L. Gilmour, strong- 
ly emphasized in the debate that cases like Primula sinensis should also be taken into 
consideration for possible legislative action. He and several other speakers strongly 
urged the Section to set up a list of some sort with authority under the Code, by 
which these well-known names could be kept. The nature of these lists was hardly 
discussed, but it was clear that they could either be lists of conserved specific names 
or of rejected names only. The discussions showed, however, that the great majority 
of those present were reluctant to settle for such lists on the basis of the Punt report. 
Several speakers emphasized the circumstance that apparently only a few names of 
real importance were in danger and advocated faithful adherence to the present Code 
as the best means of achieving stability. The stand of those against specific action 
was considerably strengthened by the views expressed by Dr. Linehan, of the Inter- 
national Seed Testing Association, and by Dr. Little, representing fifteen thousand 
foresters in the United States. Both these speakers would have been happy with 
definite lists required under the Code, but they also expressed their satisfaction with 
the work that had already been done and with the attention given by taxonomists to 
their problems. The existence of a list like the Punt report was considered by them, 
as well as by others, of great use, provided it could be kept up-to-date and its errors 
corrected. The debate did not reveal any really new arguments either in favour of or 
against special action and when Dr. Cowan put forward a motion which called es- 
sentially for a continuation of the status quo with the provision of a powerful stand- 
ing Committee on Stabilization, the debate soon shifted to modification of the word- 
ing of this motion and the role of this Committee. The resolution as it was ultimately 
accepted, had been amended by Dr. Lange in such a way that the Committee had to 
present a definite list of studied cases to the next Congress. The Cowan-Lange reso- 
lution was accepted by an overwhelming majority (270 yes, 15 no), a majority which 
shows that the motion expressed the feelings on this matter of almost the entire 
group. The text was as follows: 

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

"The Section further recognizes its responsibility to cooperate with users of plant 
names in arriving at correct nomenclature. 

"It proposes, therefore, that a standing committee be established to assist organiza- 
tions in determining the correct names, in accordance with the Code, for plants with 
which they are concerned. This committee will be composed of taxonomists experienced 
in nomenclatural procedures and it is expected that the committee will consult spe- 
cialists whenever appropriate. The Committee is invited to set up a list of names of 
plants of economic importance, and to submit this list to a coming session of the 
nomenclature section of the International Botanical Congress". 

Dr. Little also proposed a motion, which was accepted almost unanimously (2 against) 
and which ran as follows: 

"The Nomenclature Section affirms its ardent desire for stable nomenclature, to 
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be employed by all who use scientific botanical names. Over the years, the Inter- 
national Botanical Congresses have carefully dealt with improvements and clarifi- 
cations of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature. With such stabilization 
in view, the Section appeals to all to adhere carefully to this Code". 

The Committee on Stabilization, of which the members will be appointed by the 
General Committee, will use as a basis the documentation assembled by Dr. Punt. It 
will receive and study cases of instability of specific names of important plants by 
having them studied by its members and by asking the advice of specialists. The 
Committee will also help interested groups which are willing to employ scientific per- 
sonnel to deal with their nomenclatural problems, and will generally act as a clearing 
house for information and study. One of its first tasks will be the study of the disputed 
cases of the Punt report: the results of the Committee's study will be published with 
full argumentation, and a summary of its findings will constitute the list to be presented 
to the next Congress.1) 

It is also hoped that other interested organizations will follow the example of the 
American foresters, who have had the great benefit of Dr. Little's expert nomen- 
clatural guidance for many years. 

Notwithstanding the overwhelming majority with which the Cowan-Lange motion 
was accepted, it cannot be denied that a few members of the nomenclature section 
thought that the motion gave too little. Since most of these members represent wide 
groups of users of plant names it is hoped that by 1969 the activities of the Standing 
Committee on Stabilization will have convinced them that at any rate some progress 
towards their ends has been made. The conflict between the users of names who 
protest against any name-changes of whatever nature they may be, and those profes- 
sional taxonomists who are convinced that the Code itself as it stands to-day is a good 
instrument for achieving stability, has not been solved. The one party looks at a 
restricted number of names and asks "why cannot they do something about it", the 
other party does not want to introduce an elaborate mechanism for what it sees as a 
problem that can best be solved under the present Code. One thing should be clear, 
however, to any observer of the Edinburgh discussions on stabilization: all are agreed 
on the need of stability, although the opinions on the way of achieving it are still 
divided. The present Standing Committee on Stabilization faces a difficult task and 
it should receive the hearty co-operation of all concerned to achieve its goals. 

Article 69, a story of perseverance 
Article 69, reading "A name must be rejected if it is used in different senses and 

so has become a long persistent source of error" deals with what used to be called 
nomina ambigua. The Article was written into the Code at the Cambridge Congress 
of 1930 on the proposal of a group of British botanists. The text as adopted in 1930 
contained a second sentence: "A list of names to be abandoned for this reason (Nomina 
ambigua) will form Appendix IV". This Appendix IV was never actually introduced, 
although some work towards it was done at the time, and at the Amsterdam Congress 
a proposal by Sprague and Green was accepted by which the reference to Appendix IV 
was deleted. The more rigorous application of the type method as implied by the 
various changes adopted in Stockholm in 1950 has given rise to repeated attempts 
to delete Article 69 altogether. The main argument for such a proposed deletion is 

1) The next Congress will be held in August 1969 in Seattle, Washington, U.S.A. An in- 
vitation from the United States to this effect was gratefully accepted by the final plenary ses- 
sion of the Edinburgh Congress. 
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that the Article does not fit the type method, and that a name has to be interpreted 
by its type and not by its use. Hitherto no such attempted deletion has been success- 
ful: at Montreal it was argued by a group of workers on the European flora that the 
Article was invaluable to them because it enabled them to dispose of a certain num- 
ber of very troublesome cases concerning well-known European plants. The deletion 
of the Article was again proposed at Edinburgh and again defeated (109 in favour of 
deletion, 177 against). This defeat was followed by a proposal from the floor made 
by Bullock and Dandy which in fact aimed at a reinstatement of the old Cambridge 
Appendix IV: a list of names to be rejected under Article 69 was to be inserted in 
the Code. This list was to contain mainly cases in which the correct typification of a 
well-known name proved to have disastrous consequences. The Ulmus example given 
by Mr. Gilmour at the Amsterdam Congress was again quoted, as well as an example 
of a very well-known Cerastium species of which the type has now been shown to 
belong to an equally well-known different species, a discovery that could lead to the 
change of the names of two common European species, of which the second will con- 
fusingly bear the name of the first. Under the present Article 69, however, it is pos- 
sible to retain the status quo, but since there is no definite list, the possibility always 
exists of some botanist not playing the game and effecting the changes. It was with 
such cases in mind that Mr. Bullock and Mr. Dandy proposed the reincorporation 
of a provision for a list. It is regrettable that this proposal was made from the floor 
and had not been published in advance in the regular way. The wording as sub- 
mitted was far more elaborate than the concise Cambridge text and failed to inspire 
the necessary confidence that undesirable side-effects were excluded. The wording 
perhaps also reminded others too much - although nothing was said in this respect - 
of the principle of nomina specifica rejicienda and its history. The Dandy-Bullock 
proposal was defeated by an ample majority (yes: 133; no: 199) but a proposal by 
Dr. Faegri that a special committee be charged with the study of this particular 
problem and report to the next Congress was unanimously accepted. The members 
of this Committee will be appointed by the General Committee. A second proposal 
to request botanists to abstain from effecting changes of this kind in the next few 
years was rejected, because, after all, the Article itself still stands and should be 
applied where necessary. 

Superfluous names or "Donk the ripper" 
Much was written before the Congress on the question of superfluous names. Ar- 

ticle 63 provides that "a name is illegitimate and must be rejected if it was nomen- 
claturally superfluous when published, i.e. if the taxon to which it was applied, as 
circumscribed by its author, included the type of a name or epithet which ought to 
have been adopted under the rules". It was maintained by several authors that this 
rule favoured the unnecessary creation of new names and that its rigid application 
- at any rate in certain groups of cryptogams - would lead to a great many name- 
changes. When a name is a straightforward substitute for an other name that ought 
to have been used there is no problem. The difficulty lies with cases where an author 
includes in his circumscription of a taxon the type of an older name which is not the 
same as the type that he himself indicates for his later name. These two types may 
later be thought to be applicable to different taxa and in that case the 'superfluous 
name' - not really superfluous in the opinion of a later author - cannot be used. 

An ad hoc committee was appointed in the first session which was charged with 
the study of the various proposals. The committee consisted of R. Ross as convener, 
and S. T. Blake, M. A. Donk, R. Fosberg, R. E. Holttum, H. W. Rickett and R. Tryon 
as members. The committee presented its report later during the meetings, but - 
understandably if the composition is taken into account - was unable to come for- 
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ward with a solution that had received unanimous approval. Two different solutions 
had been proposed: Weresub and Hennebert wanted to stipulate that superfluous 
names published with an explicitly designated type other than that of the older name 
that ought to have been adopted were incorrect, but legitimate and thus available for 
possible later use. Donk had proposed that all names that were superfluous when 
published should be declared incorrect but legitimate. In its well presented report, 
which will be reproduced verbatim in the proceedings of the Edinburgh meetings, the 
committee outlined the position, gave the arguments in favour of maintaining the 
present position as well as of adopting either of the two changes, and proposed steps 
to be taken in each case if the Section decided to make a choice. The Section heard 
additional comments, among which those by Drs Holttum and Donk were most note- 
worthy. Holttum surprised the audience by an athletic performance of the first order 
in order to find foot-room in front of the meeting; his comment was that common 
sense required typification of names in accordance with the author's concepts, and 
that the automatic typification of the superfluous name by the type of the name that 
ought to have been adopted instead was contrary to sound practice. Why waste 
names? Donk delivered the speech of the meeting: he had been greatly concerned 
with the application of this rule and was afraid that faithful adherence to it would 
lead to a disastrously high number of name-changes in the Fungi, name-changes 
which would have to be effected in the near future if the rule was to stand as it is 
now. Was he to do this and make himself unpopular? Was he to murder old friends 
by declaring them to have been still-born a hundred years ago? "I do not want to go 
down in history as bloody Donk, Donk the Ripper". He received an ovation, but it 
did not help; the Section agreed with the majority of the ad hoc committee that the 
consequences of a change as proposed by Donk were obscure. It might be that the 
rule had been greatly ignored by mycologists, but what about the fate of the names 
now accepted in other groups on the basis of the present rule? The problem was 
obviously difficult to solve one way or another and rather than make a change now 
which would almost certainly lead to a reversal of the now correct nomenclature in 
many groups, it was again decided to leave the rules as they stand (with the ex- 
ception of a minor clarification) and to appoint another special committee (the mem- 
bers to be appointed by the General Committee) to report on the problem to the next 
Congress, studying its magnitude and the consequences of possible changes. 

Veotypes: much ado about no types 

The Special Committee on Neotypes appointed by the Montreal Congress (F. R. Fos- 
berg, chairman) had published its report well in advance of the Congress in this 
year's Taxon (pp. 110-114). The report was presented by its secretary, R. Ross, who 
emphasized that the word "type", even in combination, indicated greater authority 
for such a specimen than was justified. The committee proposed to substitute the 
phrase "standard specimen" in a new Recommendation 9A and to bring about a few 
other changes as a consequence of this modification. The discussion centred mainly 
on the phrase "standard specimen" which was generally felt to be unsatisfactory: it 
was difficult to translate, it had been used in another connection, it would replace a 
term already in common use. It was maintained by members of the committee that 
the use of the term neotype led to confusion, but no example of such confusion could 
be extricated from the audience: Stearn stated that he could give examples, but that 
he preferred not to pillory the authors concerned. A vote was taken on the new Recom- 
mendation 9A and it was rejected by a show of cards. This implied that the other 
changes proposed by the Neotypes Committee were also to be rejected. 
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Orthography: right or wrong, my Grammar 

Another ad hoc committee had been appointed at the first session: a committee to 
study the proposals concerning orthography, mainly those made in connection with 
Articles 73 and 74 and their Recommendations. This committee (convener: van Stee- 
nis, members: Bonner, Christensen, Dandy, McVaugh and Schultze) stressed the dif- 
ficulty of providing some guidance in this respect in the rules without making them 
too unwieldy. Botanists less acquainted with the refinements of latin and greek gram- 
mar ought still be able to do botany without becoming philological experts. The 
inclusion of a latin grammar in the Code should be avoided, said the committee in 
its very straightforward report: stability is important and precise grammatical cor- 
rectness is not a primary aim. It was the unanimous opinion of the committee that 
the present rule works well and that most of the proposals on Articles 73 and 74 had 
better be rejected. The Section so did, without even setting up another special com- 
mittee. 

Names of orders: chaos or order? 

The Montreal Congress, after hearing the reports of the various nomenclature com- 
mittees on the names of taxa above the rank of family, decided that such names 
should not be subject to the rules of priority and typification. The question goes back 
to the Paris Congress where the nomenclature committees for the various groups 
were instructed to study the advisability of applying priority and typification to names 
of higher taxa. At Montreal these committees were remarkably unanimous in declaring 
that names of such taxa should not be subject to these basic tenets of nomenclatural 
stability. It was not clear whether it was at all possible, in the absence of relevant 
indices, to apply such rules at all, e.g. for ordinal names, and it was equally uncertain 
what the consequences would be. Names of orders have no bearing upon the stability 
of the names of the taxa included in the orders, they are often mainly used for 
didactical purposes, and - in some groups - are still in a state of flux; in short: 
nobody seemed to be willing to go to the trouble of assessing the nomenclaturally 
correct names for orders under the rule of priority. Many ordinal names were not 
based on generic names, but were still in wide-spread use: why change them? Stability 
would best be achieved by keeping the traditional names, at any rate for the moment. 
Contrary to family nomenclature therefore, which was set in order at Montreal for 
the Spermatophyta by conservation (at Edinburgh it was decided also to include 
the recent Gymnosperms), that Congress freed the names of taxa above family from 
the bonds of priority and typification. Dr. Papenfuss made a plea at Edinburgh to 
reverse this decision: in his opinion order could be achieved more readily in the 
Algae by duly following the ordinary rules. Not all phycologists seemed to share this 
opinion, but anyhow for several other groups the members of the Section were ob- 
viously reluctant to go back to priority and typification and the rules were again left 
unchanged. 

Intergeneric hybrids: names or formulae? 
The Committee for Hybrids certainly had had its share in the work before the 

Congress. A wholesale revision of all rules pertaining to hybrids had been proposed 
by Grassl. One of the main points in Grassl's proposals was to indicate hybrids by 
formulae only and no longer, if necessary, by names. As a consequence many well- 
known and generally used hybrid specific names would be outlawed and would have 
to be replaced by longer formulae. The committee was unanimously opposed to such 
a sweeping reform and the Section followed in its wake. 

An unsolved difficulty left over from the Paris Congress was that of the naming 
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of intergeneric hybrids. The committee put forward revised texts for Articles H3 
and H4 in which the following important new principles are embodied (quote from 
committee report): "(1) that 'generic names' of hybrid genera should be regarded 
as condensed formulae and should be validly published by an accompanying state- 
ment of their parentage, without any latin diagnosis or other description, and (2) that 
as a consequence, such 'generic names' should be applicable only to the plants which 
are accepted taxonomically as derived from the parent genera named". The 'generic 
name' of a bigeneric hybrid is now formed by combining the names or parts of them 
of the two parent genera (x Agropogon), 'generic names' of intergeneric hybrids 
derived from four or more genera are formed from a personal name (grower, col- 
lector, etc.) with the termination -ara (x Potinara) whereas "trigeneric hybrid names" 
may be formed in either way. These rules constitute a very welcome and necessary 
simplification of "bi- and multigeneric hybrid nomenclature" and conform as closely 
as possible to established practice. 

The abandoning of the requirements of typification and latin diagnoses saves a 
great many such names in actual use. This addition to our Code is completely in con- 
formity with the tradition that the rules should reflect current practice. 

Nomenclatural terminology: a glossary committee 

Several proposals to the Edinburgh Congress requested a further precision of 
nomenclatural terminology. In the discussions on these proposals the idea was put 
forward that we should follow the Zoological Code at any rate in one respect by add- 
ing a glossary to the Code in which the main terms were defined or explained. After 
some discussion it was decided that such a glossary could be very useful but should 
not form part of the Code. An independently published glossary could go into more 
detail and would not necessarily have to meet the very exacting standards of being 
part of a code of nomenclature. It was decided to let the General Committee set up 
a small committee composed of botanists having had experience in trying to be ter- 
minologically correct, and to instruct it to publish its glossary before the next Con- 
gress in one of the publications of the I.A.P.T. Several proposals were then referred 
to this committee. 

Nomenclature at its best: a true symposion 
The Edinburgh organizers had put forward the brilliant idea of letting the mem- 

bers of the nomenclature section meet for cocktails and a dinner at the end of their 
labours. For practical reasons this dinner had to be held on the Friday evening, but 
this did not detract from its success: it was very gratifying to see that several late- 
comers who had not even formally inscribed as members of the section mixed with 
the die-hards who had sat through all of it. Not less than 150 botanists and their 
associates (in congress terminology) attended. The dinner provided a wonderful 
occasion for tributes to be paid to a number of botanists who had rendered special 
services to nomenclature. First to be mentioned was of course Mrs. Sprague, who, 
with her fondly remembered husband, had put a stamp on a whole period in botanical 
nomenclature. For Dr. Lanjouw this Congress was the last at which he served as rap- 
porteur-g6neral. His nomenclatural task is not over yet: he is still chairman of the 
Editorial Committee which has to bring out the Edinburgh Code, but in public this 
was his last appearance as rapporteur. The president of the Section and the rappor- 
teur-elect addressed Lanjouw and stressed the great services rendered by him to nomen- 
clature. The tremendous work done by him before and at the Stockholm Congress 
was especially mentioned: fifteen years of irregularity in international affairs had 
then resulted in a stupendous number of proposals and even in some wholesale revi- 
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sions of the Code. With the Edinburgh Code Lanjouw will have been the chairman of 
the editorial committees of four editions of the Code, and under his leadership the 
Code has indisputably gained considerably in stability and general acceptance. 

The Edinburgh organizers were mentioned at the dinner with gratitude, and these 
thanks should be repeated here. Dr. Harold Fletcher, Dr. B. L. Burtt, Mr. L. A. Laue- 
ner and Mr. R. Watling made their best efforts to see to it that the meeting was a 
success. 

TENTH INTERNATIONAL BOTANICAL CONGRESS 

EDINBURGH - AUGUST 1964 

RESOLUTIONS 

The following resolutions were accepted by the Final Plenary Session of the Tenth 
International Botanical Congress: 

(1) The Tenth International Botanical Congress recognises the increasing im- 
portance of the service provided by culture collections of algae and protozoa to biolo- 
gical teaching and research and to bio-assay in the medical field. 

It regrets that inadequate financial support is seriously restricting the proper func- 
tioning of these collections and urges that appropriate continuing support be given 
to them. 

(2) The Tenth International Botanical Congress, recognising the increasing role 
of botanic gardens and arboreta in supplying materials and information for research 
in all botanical disciplines recommends the expansion of such activities and the deve- 
lopment of documented collections of authenticated taxa in Botanic Gardens through- 
out the world. 

The Congress further recommends that those responsible for the financing and 
staffing of Botanic Gardens should ensure that adequate provision is made for this 
expansion and development. 

(3) This Congress takes note of the present unsatisfactory state of abstracting and 
retrieval of botanical information, and recommends that the I.U.B.S. gives serious con- 
sideration to this matter. 

(4) The Tenth International Botanical Congress, noting with satisfaction the work 
that the International Union for the Conservation of Nature has accomplished for the 
conservation of the world fauna, urges I.U.C.N. to give its attention with all possible 
vigour to the conservation of the vegetation-cover with its constituent species, upon 
which the fauna and man himself depend together with the soil and water-resources. 
The Congress urges this, in particular, in view of the increasing population of the 
world to which attention was drawn in the Presidential Address. 

(5) The Tenth International Botanical Congress, Recognising the value of inter- 
national co-operation in scientific research and the urgent need to increase substantially 
the amount of basic biological research, particularly in relation to the needs of deve- 
loping countries and to the food requirements of all mankind, Warmly welcomes the 
decision of the International Council of Scientific Unions (I.C.S.U.), recently endorsed 
by an international meeting of biologists from some 35 nations and 10 international 
scientific unions and organisations, held in Paris from 23 to 25 July 1964, to formulate 
and launch an International Biological Programme (I.B.P.), Notes that this Programme 
is entitled "The Biological Basis of Productivity and Human Welfare", and is to be 
a world-wide study of (a) organic production on the land, in freshwater and in the 
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