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Proposal. A nomen specificum conservandum after its admittance to the official 
list, is to remain without a type if no type exists, and if a type is available, it will 
not be considered for purposes of typification. 

6. I wish to stress the fact that the problem of stabilizing specific names of 
economic (important) species, has been brought up again and again. The Congresses 
have repeatedly rejected the proposals, not by a whim or at the spur of the moment 
but after repeated discussions, long meetings, critical studies, exchange of opinions, 
and close scrutiny. It was certainly not a light-hearted refusal. A special committee 
could not reach a solution. Why insist on bringing up a problem that has been 
rejected so consistently and so frequently? 

The only confessed reason is that certain economic botanists wish no change in 
the names they happen to be familiar with and are particularly interested in. 

In spite of the fact that new names, which met at their introduction with much 
opposition, have been adopted generally and rapidly, and although the majority 
of economic botanists do not even realize how much they profit from the Code in 
regard to many names which did not change and cannot be changed just because 
of the Code, nevertheless their outcry is a source of constant anxiety among kind- 
hearted taxonomists. 

There is, however, no sound reason to overthrow what has been gained and 
constructed in so many years and after so much experience. The Code is a good 
guide. There remain-and always will remain-some details which need a polish 
or a small rectification, but taxonomists have arrived at a serviceable set of laws 
for the stabilization of specific names: the Code as it is. Name-changes made in 
the past by applying the Code, have caused the establishment of thousands of 

unambiguous, well-founded, and stable names. 
1 wish to express my concern about the policy of incessantly bringing up the 

same subject, in spite of repeated and emphatic rejections, in the hope that one day 
the Congress may happen to be so composed and minded that the principle of 

conserving specific names inadvertently is adopted. On the very long run ... who 
knows? 

The Congress, I sincerely hope, will again stand firm and reject emphatically 
proposals 87 and 88 (and in consequence both my proposals as superfluous). The 

proposed conservation of specific names heralds the undoing of the most valuable 
and satisfactory elements in the Code. 

IN REPLY TO MY OPPONENTS 

J. Lanjouw (Utrecht) 

In the preface to the recently published Synopsis of Proposals for the Edinburgh 
Congress I have withdrawn my proposals for "Nomina Specifica Conservanda." I 
did this because of Miss Schubert's opinion that I had taken unfair advantage of 

my position as a member of the General Committee. Apparently she has got the 

wrong idea that I am completely aware of the size of the problem, but do not 
disclose it and was suggesting only that the number of names lies between 100 and 
2000. Though Dr Punt, who is preparing the list for the Congress, is a member 
of my staff I can assure Miss Schubert that I know as much about this list as she 
and everyone else, that is nothing at all. I felt extremely embarrassed to discover 
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that something like that was thought and when it was openly expressed I could not 
do anything other than withdraw my proposals. On purpose I had not talked to 
Dr Punt about this question, because I wanted to give an unprejudiced opinion. 
Punt never knew that I had written a paper on the subject. 

Coming to the real facts about my paper I have to make a statement in advance. 
On what I wrote about the ten type specimens Miss Schubert rightly criticized me. 
In the form it was presented it was more or less nonsense. That it crept in in this 
form was due to a series of circumstances with a rather unlucky result, at least 
for me. I wrote the article shortly before my trip to South Africa, rather hastily 
and in Dutch. It was translated for me and published (my own fault!) without my 
seeing it myself again. When I saw it printed I was really shocked. What was meant 
was not the distribution of type-specimens but of specimens, judged by an expert 
on the genus, which could serve as standards. I really meant that these standard- 
specimens should be either based on the original type or in quite a number of 
cases on a new type. The procedure for selecting the neotype has to be done, of 
course, in accordance with the Code. I apologize for this rather clumsy statement 
in my article and I am fully aware that it caused some embarrassment. One should 
not write such things in a hurry and without reading them again before they go 
to the press. 

As to the criticism on the principle of my proposals, the "Nomina Specifica Con- 
servanda," I have to be short. De Wit's arguments are for the greater part outside 
the problem. It was duly stated in Montreal that the persons or organizations dealing 
with "important plants" could send in their lists. They have done so. The congress 
can see the size of the problem and can take all kinds of decisions. Questions like 
"Is Lawsonia inermis important?" are in my opinion completely outside the problem 
at this stage. The same is true for such cases as are put forward by de Wit for the 
tomato. It is a taxonomic question to which genus it belongs. But it is a question 
for those who are dealing with the tomato in which genus they want its name 
conserved. It is their choice not ours. De Wit's statement that he wants the names 
of economically important plants to have no type at all is perhaps also something 
for a cartoonist. 

As to Miss Schubert's arguments, I fail completely to see that acceptance of nomina 
specifica conservanda will hinder precise monographic work. During the past half 
century we have had nomina generica conservanda but I have never heard that 
anyone was hindered by that from doing precise monographic work. One need not 
wonder about that, because it has nothing to do with it. I completely fail to see also 
that my statement which she cites is "scarcely a scientific approach to the problem." 
I stated that it frees us from the obligation to study the correctness of other 
names for the same species. I did not say that it frees us from the obligation to 
study in advance the taxa meant by those names, in order to ascertain if they 
really belong to the same species. If I had stated the latter it would indeed not be 
scientific. Miss Schubert's remark about the nomina generica conservanda list that 
more names are conserved for the convenience of non-botanists than of botanists I 
rather doubt. I have often had the unpleasant feeling that most generic names are 
proposed for conservation by taxonomists. I would have felt happy if it was the 
other way round because the only real reason for conservation must in my opinion 
come from a strong wish outside the circle of taxonomists. As a taxonomist 
I believe we all don't bother too much about name changes and if plant names were 
only used by us I should think we ought to stick to priority both for species and 
genera. 

To end my remarks, a few words about the paper by Shetler. I have read it with 
much pleasure and with admiration. Most of his arguments are well put and in 
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most cases he duly acknowledges the point of view of the other side. I am much 
pleased with his statement "The taxonomist's own discretion and judicious use of 
silence are perhaps his ultimate weapon in this whole matter." It comes to the 
same effect as what Gleason once wrote and to which I referred in my preface to 
the Synopsis for the Stockholm Congress. I do not agree with all Shetler's arguments 
but he would hardly expect that. He underestimates I think the "non taxonomist 
public" where he states that they have always lived more or less outside the rule of 
law in nomenclature. I really feel that much could be gained if we "empower them 
to treat only these black-and-white cases." But as a whole, however, I am much in 
favour of Shetler's opinion and I am happy that such a fine judgment of this 
problem comes from the younger generation of the plant taxonomists. And for 
the rest I look forward with much expectation to the discussions at Edinburgh. 

COMMENTS ON "SEED LISTS" 

R. A. Howard, P. S. Green, H. G. Baker and P. F. Yeo * 

The publication of a "Seed List" (Index Seminum) of seeds, spores or other 
reproductive structures available for distribution from botanical gardens or arboreta 
has been of long practice and entails a commendable and generous action. There is 
no question but that a seed list represents a considerable expenditure of money: in 
the labor of gathering the seeds and storing them, in the preparation and distribution 
of the list itself, and in receiving and filling requests or acknowledging an ex- 
hausted supply. On the basis of the cost alone, this activity should be of the 
highest quality and offer the greatest value in direct relationship to the effort 
involved. 

Regrettably, many of the seed lists distributed today fail to justify the expense 
involved, let alone meet the modern requirements of accuracy, efficiency and horti- 
cultural value. 

A consideration of this topic was requested of the International Association of 
Botanic Gardens by Dr. H. G. Baker of the University of California Botanic Garden, 
Berkeley, and Mr. J. W. Stephenson of San Jose, California. A discussion of seed 
lists was held at the 16th International Horticultural Congress in Belgium in August 
1962, and subsequently a considerable correspondence has resulted in comments 
from botanists and horticulturists representing botanic gardens of all sizes in many 
parts of the world. We offer here a review of the suggestions we have received in 
criticism and for improvement of seed lists and the efforts associated with them. 
Additional discussion will be welcomed during the meeting of the I.A.B.G. at the 
International Botanical Congress in Edinburgh in August 1964. We value the many 
suggestions we have received and request forgiveness if, in the course of brevity, 
we have failed to paraphrase them correctly. 

THE FORMAT OF SEED LISTS 

Printing methods: Many types of seed lists are distributed, ranging from mimeo- 
graphed sheets to those printed on glossy paper with colored covers, illustrations or 
even glued-in photographs (commonly of plants not offered in the list). All that 

* The Arnold Arboretum, Jamaica Plain, Mass., U.S.A.; University Botanical Garden, 
Berkeley, Calif., U.S.A.; University Botanic Garden, Cambridge, England. 
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