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LIVING TYPES 

R. E. Buchanan (Ames, Iowa) 

The Nomenclature Section of the IX International Botanical Congress considered 
the definite recognition of "living specimens as nomenclatural types." Dr. Stafleu 
reported (p. 106) the results of a poll of the members of the several Nomenclature 
Committees on the question "are you or are you not in favour of designating living 
specimens as nomenclatural types." This poll was the result of a directive from the 
Paris Congress. The results of the questionnaire seem to require some comment 
from the point of view of botany as a discipline and more particularly relative to 
their implications in microbiology. The first statement of the report reads: 

"Committee for Spermatophyta: unanimously opposed to having living specimens 
as types." 
The only reasonable interpretation is that a type specimen to be recognized as 

such must be dead even though derived in most cases from living material. The 
statement as given is quite unrealistic, in some respects quite inconsistent with actual 
findings. There are many herbarium specimens that are acceptable as types which 
are living in whole or in part. The statement quite ignores dormancy: Must a desert 
plant highly resistant to extreme desiccation be refused acceptance as a type until 
after it has been definitely killed? The seeds of many Spermatophyta remain viable 
for long periods of time. In fact, the identity (or non-identity) of two species 
described and named as distinct has been determined by the morphology of the 
plants grown from seed removed from herbarium specimens. It seems illogical to 
equate dormancy with death. Certainly a new look should be taken at the phraseology 
of this statement that the evident ambiguity may be corrected. 

"Committee for Pteridophyta" and "Committee for Bryophyta" - "same answer 
and recommendation." 
The same comment applies. The statement is not factually true, and should be 

revised. To assume that all Lycopodia and mosses and the spores of type specimens 
in our herbaria must be dead is not always in accord with the facts. Consideration 
of these Committee statements seems to indicate that what is really intended is not 
"non-living" but some such phrase as "dried or otherwise preserved in such condition 
as to be prevented from showing ordinary signs of growth." 

"Committee for Algae" likewise "unanimously in favour of an article forbidding 
living types." 
However, it is pointed out that typification can be by a preserved specimen or 

alternatively by an illustration, a description or a combination of the two. Many 
algae are regularly preserved by desiccation. Rarely there may be difficulty, some 
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taxonomic problem may arise because, in many cases, the larger algae are more or 
less covered by epiphytic algae. Article 60 of the Botanical Code makes clear that 
when a name is based on a type "consisting of two or more entirely discordant 
elements" it must be rejected "unless it is possible to select one of these elements 
as a satisfactory type." This seems to apply satisfactorily to species of such genera 
as Fucus or Chara. But many of the microscopic algae are highly resistant to desic- 
cation. How is the phycologist to know that his herbarium specimens are dead? How 
about the longevity of desiccated Nostoches and the spores and fruiting bodies of 
Spirogyra and Nitella? Free living unicellular algae may be difficult or impossible 
to identify when dried in mixtures. The attempt more accurately to delineate is 
evidenced by three (not two as stated) additional "method of typification"; 1) by 
illustration, 2) by description or 3) by a combination of both. Phycologists adept 
in algal taxonomy may be able to see why any one or all of the four "methods of 
typification" of algae are superior to recognition of living cultures, maintained by 
modern techniques quite consistently without significant variation. The microbiologist 
maintains pure cultures of algae in the laboratory and has the right to demand 
criteria and techniques that will enable him to use cultures originating from or 
identical in characters with the standards which we designate as types. Furthermore, 
some species of algae are described that have never been identified or observed in 
their native habitat, they have been isolated initially in pure culture, and the 
descriptions are based upon the organisms thus grown. To say that a killed or 
preserved specimen of such an organism is superior in usefulness as a type to the 
original culture is certainly often unrealistic. 

Miss van Beverwijk stated in the course of the Montreal conference that "the very 
purpose of a type was to have something fixed." A true statement, but one which 
should be supplemented by another, "and which may be used satisfactorily for 
comparison in the identification of related organisms." Certainly a pure culture of 
a unicellular alga in a suitable environment is far more usable than any or all of the 
four acceptable "methods of typification" specified. Dr. van Beverwijk defends the 
traditional position in the statement "A living culture will always vary." Perhaps 
there is here the failure to recognize that there are many examples of pure cultures 
of microorganisms which have been maintained quite unaltered for long periods. 
The technique of lyophilization is appropriately emphasized. But more recent develop- 
ments with the very low temperatures of liquid nitrogen indicate that probably in 
most cases induced cold dormancy maintains viability and does not encourage 
variability. Pure cultures of certain algae have become essential in the study of 
photosynthesis and of plant metabolism in general. Culture collections are increas- 
ingly including cultures of many algae. Inevitably they will be designated in some 
cases correctly or incorrectly as type cultures. 

The action taken by the Special Committee for Fungi and Lichenes is, from the 
microbiological point of view in conformity with what is becoming accepted practice. 
The statement approved would amend Article 10, part 1 of the Botanical Code by 
the following additional definition of a type: 

".... or for microscopic organisms, the type may consist of living cells so 
maintained that their characteristics are not altered." 
Approval of this emendation by the Bureau of Nomenclature would make botanic- 

ally acceptable the many "type cultures" of fungi in the numerous "type" culture 
collections of the world. However, Dr. Stafleu appropriately pointed out a serious 
defect in the definition as approved. He noted that "the Report speaks of micro- 
scopic organisms in general and that, therefore, in the present formulation, myco- 
logists would seem not to be qualified to decide on the matter for the Code as a 
whole." In other words, the mycologists vote yes and the phycologists vote no. 
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In summary, it seems unfortunate that the Committees on Spermatophyta, Pterido- 
phyta, Bryophyta and Algae have apparently failed accurately to define what is 
meant by "non-living." Probably "dried or otherwise preserved so as to prevent 
growth" might be preferable. The arguments that make desirable recognition of 
living cultures of fungi as types are equally valid for the algae. 

It is regrettable that the statement on Living Types in the Nomenclature Section 
should end with the contrasting statements: 

"For Bacteria and Fungi, the possibility of having living types should be left open. 
For the other groups this possibility has to be abolished." 
"Abolished" seems to indicate unfortunate finality and end of the debate. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF CONSERVATION? 

H. W. Rickett (New York) 

When conservation of the generic name of a flowering plant is proposed in the 
pages of Taxon, it is assigned for study to a member of the Committee for Sper- 
matophyta. The mimeographed report that embodies the result of his investigation 
is distributed to all members of the Committee, and they are invited to submit their 
comments and opinions, and any further information or considerations that may 
be relevant. All this material is before each member when he votes for or against 
the proposal. 

From time to time, of course, differences of opinion appear among the members 
of the Committee. One in particular has become evident several times recently. The 
name Juliania furnishes an example. Schlechtendahl in 1843 gave this name to a new 
genus, although he knew that it had been previously used for a genus of Rutaceae 
by La Llave in 1825. This was permissible in the nomenclatural practice of the 
time, since Juliania La Llave was found to be a synonym of Choisya, published two 
years earlier. By our rules, however, Juliania Schlechtendahl is an illegitimate later 
homonym. Accordingly, in 1923 Standley took up the name Amphipterygium for 
the genus, and made all necessary transfers. (This was a manuscript name of 
Schiede, not previously validly published.) But the name Juliania is found in an 
extensive literature which includes standard text-books and such works as Die Natiir- 
liche Pflanzenjamilien. To abandon the name now would be highly inconvenient to 
users of such works - particularly to persons not trained in taxonomy. On the other 
hand, the genus contains only four species, restricted to Mexico and Central America, 
and of no economic importance. Accordingly, it may be supposed that few persons 
will be interested in looking for the name in the literature, and those few will be 
mostly taxonomists, by whom nomenclatural changes can be easily assimilated. 

Conservation is resorted to "in order to avoid disadvantageous changes ... 
entailed by the strict application of the rules .. ." The question is, disadvantageous 
to whom? One member of the Committee for Spermatophyta writes, "In my opinion 
conservation is against priority, so I reject all conservation made only for taxon- 
omists. These may learn the new names created by their own laws. I agree only 
with conservation of plant names much used by non-botanists." This is one point 
of view: conservation is for those who are not botanists. Others would reject this, 
denying that taxonomists must cater to the convenience of those who are not 
botanists but use botanical names (horticulturists, foresters, nurserymen, etc.). On 
this view the only value of conservation is its contribution to the stability of the 
nomenclatural vessel. This boat can be rocked only by changing the established 
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