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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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names of large, widespread genera; the names of small genera (especially monotypic 
genera) may easily be changed without any ensuing mal de mer. 

Still others, among whom the present author would probably enroll himself, seek 
a more balanced attitude. Name-changing should not, if possible, inconvenience any 
users of names. To rename a small genus of no economic importance troubles no 
one; the few taxonomists or amateurs who are affected can take it in their stride. 
But some small genera - even monotypic ones - are of such importance that to 
change their names would confuse many persons who consult botanical manuals 
or textbooks of botany, horticulture, or forestry. And much the same considerations 
apply to large genera. In this view "disadvantageous" means "disadvantageous to 
a number of persons, botanists and/or others." 

Could we discuss this at the 10th Congress? 

NOMINA GENERICA CONSERVANDA 
ET REJICIENDA SPERMATOPHYTORUM IX* 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
H. W. Rickett (New York) and F. A. Stafleu (Utrecht) 

Palisot de Beauvois, Ambroise Marie 
Frangois Joseph, 1752-1820. 

FLORE/D'OWARE ET DE BENIN,/EN 
AFRIQUE./..../.... 
Fl. Oware (3792, 4623, 6562) 
Vol./Part Plates Dates 

1(1) 1-6 Jan 1805. 
(2) 7-12 Jan 1805. 
(3) 13-18 Mai 1805. 
(4) 19-24 Jun 1805. 
(5) 25-30 Oct 1805. 
(6) 31-36 Mai 1806. 
(7) 37-42 Sep 1806. 
(8) 43-48 Oct 1806. 
(9) 49-54 Jan 1807. 

(10) 55-60 Apr 1807. 
2(11) 61-66 Mai 1808. 

(12) 67-72 Sep 1810. 
(13) 73-78 1810. 
(14) 79-84 1816. 
(15) 85-90 1816. 
(16) 91-96 1818. 
(17) 97-102 1818. 
(18) 103-108 1819. 
(19) 109-114 1819. 
(20) 115-120 1820. 

The dates given for parts 1-12 are based on 
the reviews in the Journal G6neral de la 
Litterature Frangaise, those for parts 13-20 
are taken from the original wrappers. 
The discrepancy between the years stated on 
the wrappers and those found by Barnhart 

can now be solved in most cases. Apart from 
the copy in the original wrappers seen by 
Mr. Marshall at Kew, a copy was seen at 
Hamburg by E. D. Merrill with dates agree- 
ing fully with those of the Kew copy. The 
Journ. G6n. Lit. Fr. dates agree with those 
of the wrappers (except for part 6, wrapper 
1805), and, since this journal was usually 
very quick in reviewing, the first 12 issues 
may now be more precisely dated. 
Ref.: Kuntze, Rev. Gen. 3(2): 154. 1898. 

Barnhart, Proc. Am. Philos. Soc. 76: 914. 
1936. 
Marshall, Kew Bull. 1951: 43. 
v. Steenis-Kruseman, Fl. Males. 4(5): ccv. 
1954. 
Sayre, Dates of Publications 28, 59. 1959. 
Merrill, unpublished notes at The New 
York Botanical Garden. 

ESSAI/D'UNE NOUVELLE/ 
AGROSTOGRAPHIE;/. .... / 
Agrost. (134a, 171, 269, 356) 
Dec 1812 [reviewed in Bibliogr. Fr. 3: 
4 (2 Jan 1813) and Journ. G6n. Lit. Fr. 
1813: 4 (Jan 1813)]. 

There were 2 editions, 8vo (500 copies) and 
4to (100 copies) with the same pagination. 
Ref.: Niles, Contr. U.S. Nat. Herb. 24(6). 

1925. 

Palla, Eduard, 1864-1922. 
(468b) 

* Continued from Taxon 10: 121. 1961. 
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