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a. a report of the resolutions concerning 
nomina generica conservanda proposita 
adopted by the Committee at Stockholm. 

b. a list of proposals to be voted on; and 
c. a blank ballot, to be marked as 

completely as the information and 
convictions of the individual members 
will permit, and to he returned to the 

secretary. 
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PROF. H. DES ABBAYES (France). 
DR C. W. DODGE (U.S.A.). 
DR V. J. GRUMMAN (Germany). 
DR J. MACKENZIE LAMB (Great Britain). 
DR J. NMOTYKA. 
DR R. A. MAAS GEESTERANUS (Holland). 
MR R. SANTESSON (Sweden). 

12. Committee for Bacteria. 

Secretary: PROF. O. N. ALLEN -- Dept. 
Agric. Bact., University of Wisconsin, 
Madison 6, Wis. - U.S.A. 
DR R. S. BREED (U.S.A.). 
DR ST JOHN BROOKS (U.S.A.). 

A report about the work of this committee 
has been (or is to be) published in the 
International Bulletin of Bacteriological 
Nomenclature and Taxonomy. 

13. Special Committee for Algae. 

Secretary: DR TORE LEVRING -Botaniska 

Tradgarden, GiCteborg - Siweden. 
DR BOURRELLY (France). 
DR F. DROUET (U.S.A.). 
PROF, J. FLEDMAN (France). 
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1. The opinion of Prof. Merrill (Harvard). 
I do not believe, personally, that anything 

can or should be done about the points 
raised until the next Congress in 1954, which 
is not so far off after all. No interim group 
has the right to make regulations or rules 
of its own regarding nomenclatural matters. 
If we had an interim commission, with 

power, perhaps something could be done. 
But we have no such a commission. The 

point at issue is a very simple one. I 

support, without question, the principle of 
nomina generica conservanda, but for potent 
reasons I am strongly opposed to any list 
of nomina specifica conservanda. In my 
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opinion such a regulation is unnecessary and 
uncalled for. The rules, as they are now, 
certainly are not mandatory. Were I a 
horticulturist and I did not like an older 
resurrected name, I would continue to use 
the one with which I was familiar .... it 
is as simple as that! I, as a botanist, try to 
follow the rules of nomenclature. But if we 
let down the bars and set up a list of 
conserved specific names, the flood will 
become overwhelming. Consider for a 
moment those names which were proposed 
anterior to the last Congress ... the total 
must have been large. There would be no 
limits, for if Fulano de Tal was accustomed 
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to this or that binomial, and for valid 
reasons the names were changed, all he has 
to do is to protest and recommend that the 
name he is accustomed to be conserved. If 
some of our best botanists proceed to publish 
new binomials under officially rejected 
generic names what may we expect from an 
indefinite and rapidly increasing list of 
conserved specific names? I say leave the 
rules as they are and do not let us get our 

fingers burnt by relenting in favor of a few 

agressive horticulturists. 
The average horticulturist won't pay any 

attention to the rules anyway, especially if 
he wants to describe and name a new 

cultigen. Pat him on the back and tell him. 
to go his way and use whatever name or 
names he may wish to accept (which would 
be those with which he is familiar). I insist 
that Cedrus libani would serve any horti- 
culturist or dendrologist as well as if he had 
used the recently resurrected and older 
C. libanotica (or whatever it is). 

Consider for a moment Cypripedium 
versus Paphiopedilum. Botanically all the 
cultivated forms by which orchidologists set 
such great store belong in Paphiopedilum. 
But no self-respective orchid grower would 
ever accept the latter name. To him they 
are all species or varieties of Cypripedium 
and to him they will be "cyps." to the end 
of time, no matter what the rules of botanical 
nomenclature prescribe. In all the flower 
shows I have attended I do not remember 
a single case where Cypripedium was 

replaced by the botanically correct Paphio- 
pedilum for these attractive plants, and yet 
the botanists and the horticulturists remain 
on speaking terms! 

2. The opinion of Prof. Skottsberg. 
I dare say that many taxonomists who 

rarely if ever work with cultivated species 
lhave found that they are burdened with 
endless name-changes that are obviously 
harmful. I fail to see why only names of 

economically important species need protec- 
tion. 

1. Everybody who believes that a list of 
nomina specifica conservanda would mean 
an advantage, bases his opinion on experience 
gained during his own work. The arguments 
raised against such measures are vague, "a 

general feeling", a talk of "far-reaching 
consequences", and so forth. But of what 
kind? The fear of a long list? Used with 
critic I cannot see why the list would grow 

to any frightful length, because it goes 
without saying that, if in certain cases we 
reject a name-change otherwise in accordance 
with the Rules, we must adopt fixed 
principles for so doing. Just as in the 
grammar of a language, the Rule remains 
a rule, even if there are exceptions. 

These exceptions would be of two kinds. 
a. Protected names of economically im- 

portant plants such as Ananas satious 
and Artocarpus incisa. In addition, names 
of geographically important species 
which for a very long time have been 
in general use - practically without 
exception - in floristic and sociological 
literature, even to designate plant 
communities; to take one example: 
Carex rigida Good. 1794, should not be 
renamed bigelowii Torr. only because 
there is one rigida Schrad. 1789, which 
was forgotten and ought to rest in 

peace. 
b. As another exception from the rule of 

the oldest legitimate combinationi a 

change of epithet, which obviously 
causes confusion, must not be sanctioned; 
that is, a change which drags along with 
it one or more further changes, in 
other words, a chain reaction. Take as 
example Carex norvegica, used for 150 
years in a certain sense in hundreds of 
papers and now applied to a quite 
different plant. Will a coming generation 
of botanists, familiar only with the name 
in its new sense, remember that it used 
to mean something else and in dealing 
with distribution etc. avoid mistakes 
easily made when, as often happens, the 
author's name has been omitted? 
If the Congresses hadi followed the road 
indicated by Handel-Mazetti, who was 
an eminent and widely experienced 
taxonomist and a wise man, we would 
have been on the safe side. 

2. I cannot see how we are able to yield 
to the wishes of agriculturists and horti- 
culturists, nor of other equally respectable 
workers who object to the digging-up of 
obsolete names for common, leading species, 
without conserving a number of younger 
specific epithets. After all, were or were not 
the Rules made for the benefit of those who 
have to use them? 

3. Memorandum by Dr T. A. Sprague. 
The following suggestions are put forward 

for consideration in the first place by the 
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other British members of the Committee *), 
and failing agreement by the British members 
on a particular set of recommendations, for 
consideration by the Committee as a whole. 

1. There can be no doubt that changes 
in well-established names of economic plants 
(sensu lato) cause grave inconvenience to 
non-taxonomists, such as foresters and horti- 
culturists. If proof is needed of this state- 
ment, the repeated attempts to establish 
'nomina specifica conservanda' should be 
sufficient. I feel that some attempt ought to 
,e made to meet the requirements of such 

vorkers in applied botany. 

2. In my opinion a set of 'noomina specifica 
conservanda' is highly undesirable. The 

following objections may be mentioned: 

a. Though the proposers of 'nomina 

specifica conservanda' generally state 
that the list should be strictly limited, 

say to 100 names, examination of the 
lists proposed at various Congresses 
suggests that such limitation would be 

impracticable. As a member of the 
British Sub-Committee on Nomenclature 

appointed by the Imperial Botanical 
Conference, London, 1924, I supported 
a proposal for 'nomina specifica conser- 
vanda' which was brought forward by 
that Sub-Committee at the Cambridge 
Congress, 1930 (British Proposals, p. 10, 
Art. 22, and p. 34 App. IV). The nature 
of the lists proposed by various botanists 
to the Cambridge Congress (Briquet, 
Rec. Syn. p. 135-138), and the remarks 
of the Rapporteur (Rec. Syn. p. 138) 
convinced me, however, that the estab- 
lishment of a list of 'nomina specifica 
conservanda' would raise more difficul- 
ties than it removed and I withdrew my 
support of the proposal (Cambridge Rep. 
p. 571). Altogether over 100 specific 
names were proposed for conservation in 
the three lists submitted to the Cam- 

bridge Congress. Among them were two 
new combinations, which would have 
introduced the principle of 'epitheta 
specifica conservanda', and at least one 
later hoinonym. One of the new com- 
binations violated Art. 58 of the Inter- 
national Rules (Rec. Syn. p. 135, Motion 
A). The correct names proposed for 
rejection in Motions B and C were very 
widely used by contemporary taxonomists. 

b. If 'nomina specifica conservanda' were 

accepted there would be continual 
additions to the list, so that no botanist 

applying the Rules of Nomenclature 
could be certain that the correct names 
ascertained and used by him would not 
be rejected in the future. 

c. Apart from the intrinsic disadvantages 
of recognizing 'nomina specifica conser- 
canda' there is clearly no foreseeable 

prospect of any International Botanical 

Congress accepting such a list. The 

Cambridge Congress rejected Art. B 20 

proposing it by a very large majority by 
show of hands (Rep. p. 575). The 
Amsterdam Congress rejected Art. 21 bis 

proposing it by 208 votes to 61 (Proc. 
Amsterdam Congress, vol. 1, pp. 342, 
343). The Stockholm Congress rejected a 

proposal for 'nomina specifica conser- 
vanda' by 320 votes to 40. 

3. A possible alternative method of dealing 
with the problem is by means of 'nomina spe- 
cifica rejicienda' (or 'excludenda', 'proscripta' 
or 'praetereunda') - see New Article 61 quin- 
quies (Lanjouw, Synopsis, p. 179). This would 
make it possible to prevent the relatively few 
changes of names of well-known plants 
which may be entailed in the future owing to 
the discovery of an earlier and overlooked 
name for the same species. If such a provision 
had been contained in the Rules at the time 
it was discovered that Quercus petraea was 
an earlier name for Q. sessiliflora, it would 
have been possible to retain the latter name 
by placing Q. petraea on the list of 'nomina 

specifica rejicienda'. In all such cases it would 
be necessary to decide promptly for or 

against rejection. The establishment of an 
International Bureau of Plant Taxonomy will 
afford the necessary machinery for submitting 
each case to the appropriate Committee and 

securing a prompt decision. In course of time 
horticulturists and foresters will become 

thoroughly familiar with the changes already 
made under the Rules in the names of well- 
known plants. The establishment of a list of 
'nomina specifica rejicienda' would make it 
possible in the future to prevent such 
inconvenient changes. 

It should be emphasized that the placing of 
a name on the list of 'nomina specifica 
rejicienda' is only an act of conditional 
rejection. If, owing to investigation of types, 
etc., it is found to apply to a different species, 
its rejection is automatically cancelled. 

*) Committee for Urgent Nomenclatural Needs. 
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4. I think that the case for 'nomina 

specifica rejicienda' was prejudiced by its 
association at Stockholm with 'nomina 

specifica conservanda'. The case for it was 
not adequately put forward in advance. Even 
so, the vote against it was only 242 to 116, 
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specifica rejicienda' was prejudiced by its 
association at Stockholm with 'nomina 

specifica conservanda'. The case for it was 
not adequately put forward in advance. Even 
so, the vote against it was only 242 to 116, 

or roughly 2:1, as compared with that 
against 'nomina specifica conservanda', which 
was 320 to 40, or 8 :1. It seems possible that 
if the case for 'nomina specifica rejicienda' 
were adequately presented, it might secure 
acceptance of the next Congress. 

or roughly 2:1, as compared with that 
against 'nomina specifica conservanda', which 
was 320 to 40, or 8 :1. It seems possible that 
if the case for 'nomina specifica rejicienda' 
were adequately presented, it might secure 
acceptance of the next Congress. 

REGULATIONS FOR THE SELECTION OF GENERIC 
NAMES FOR CONSERVATION 

At the Stockholm meeting Dr Sprague was invited to draw up a set of regulations for 
the selection of generic names for conservation. 

Below follow the set of regulations prepared by Dr Sprague. Dr Fosberg, unaware of 
the fact that Dr Sprague was working on such a set, drew up another set of regulations. 
Dr Fosberg's account too is published in this issue. All taxonomists are invited to send 
us their remarks. 
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1. Reasons should be stated both for and 

against conservation. 

2. Both the number of species in the genus, 
and their general distribution should be 

given. 
The occurrence of a genus in more than 
one continent is important. 

3. The adoption of a generic name by 
authors of the following Genera Planta- 
rum etc. should be mentioned: Endlicher, 
Genera Plantarum; DC. Prodomus; Bent- 
ham & Hooker, Genera Plantarum; Eng- 
ler & Prantl, Die Natiirlichen Pflanzen- 
familien; Dalla Torre & Harms, Genera 

Siphonogamarum. 

4. The adoption of a generic name in the 
principal floras concerned should be 
mentioned. 

5. The adoption of a generic name in mono- 

graphs of the family concerned or re- 
visions of the genus should be mentioned, 
e.g. DC. Monogr. Phan.; Engl. Pflanzen- 
reich. 

6. The economic importance of the genus, 
if any, should be stated, with references 
to the principal works on economic bo- 
tany in which the name is adopted. 

7. The horticultural importance, if any, of 
the genus should be indicated, with re- 
ferences to the horticultural works, such 
as encyclopaedias, in which the name is 

adopted. 
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which the generic name is used. 

9. The number of illustrations under the 

generic names concerned, if considerable, 
should be stated. 

10. Any special reasons for conservation 
should be pointed out, such as very 
undesirable consequences if the name is 
not conserved. Bowiea Harv. ex. Hook. f. 
(1867) is a later homonym of Bowiea 
Haw. (1824). Non conservation of the 
former would have resulted in the trans.- 
ference of the name Bowiea from one 
South African genus of Liliaceae to an- 
other South African genus of Liliaceae, 
which would have caused lasting con- 
fusion. 

11. The cases for retention of the proposed 
nomina generica rejicienda should be 

given just as fully on the same lines, In 
fact the aim of a proposer should be to 
give an impartial statement of the rea- 
sons for and against conservation, so that 
the Committee concerned may have all 
the necessary data for reaching a decision. 

12. Examples of cases for conservation may 
be found in "Proposals by British Bota- 
nists, International Botanical Congress, 
Cambridge (England), 1930"; and in Kew 
Bull. 1935, pp. 341-544. 

8. The morphological, ecological or phyto- 
geographical importance or interest of 

any species of the genus should be indi- 
cated with reference to the principal 
works dealing with these subjects, in 
which the generic name is used. 

9. The number of illustrations under the 

generic names concerned, if considerable, 
should be stated. 

10. Any special reasons for conservation 
should be pointed out, such as very 
undesirable consequences if the name is 
not conserved. Bowiea Harv. ex. Hook. f. 
(1867) is a later homonym of Bowiea 
Haw. (1824). Non conservation of the 
former would have resulted in the trans.- 
ference of the name Bowiea from one 
South African genus of Liliaceae to an- 
other South African genus of Liliaceae, 
which would have caused lasting con- 
fusion. 

11. The cases for retention of the proposed 
nomina generica rejicienda should be 

given just as fully on the same lines, In 
fact the aim of a proposer should be to 
give an impartial statement of the rea- 
sons for and against conservation, so that 
the Committee concerned may have all 
the necessary data for reaching a decision. 

12. Examples of cases for conservation may 
be found in "Proposals by British Bota- 
nists, International Botanical Congress, 
Cambridge (England), 1930"; and in Kew 
Bull. 1935, pp. 341-544. 

14 14 


	Article Contents
	p.11
	p.12
	p.13
	p.14

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Sep., 1951), pp. 1-16
	Front Matter
	L'avenir de "Taxon" est entre les mains de ses lecteurs [p.1]
	Editor's Introduction [p.2]
	In Memoriam: Prof. Dr. Johannes Mattfeld [p.2]
	The End of a Generation of Harvard Botanists [pp.3-5]
	International Association for Plant Taxonomy [pp.5-6]
	The Stockholm 1950 Rules of Botanical Nomenclature [pp.7-8]
	Nomenclature Committees Appointed at Stockholm [pp.9-11]
	Conserving Names of Species [pp.11-14]
	Regulations for the Selection of Generic Names for Conservation
	Suggestions by T. A. Sprague [p.14]
	Suggestions by F. R. Fosberg [p.15]

	Personalia [p.16]
	Problems of Terminology [p.16]



