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of publication of the works concerned can be summarized by citing them as follows 
"- A. Rich. in DC. Prodr. 4: - (Sept. 1830); A. Rich., Mem. Fam. Rubiac. - 
(Dec. 1830), reimpr. in Mem. Soc. Hist. Nat. Paris 5: - (1834)." 

The DeCandolles were equally liberal with their own work. Thus Alphonse DeCan- 
dolle placed his own and his father's manuscript on the families Bignoniaceae, 
Boraginaceae, Campanulaceae, Ericaceae, Pedaliaceae etc. at the disposal of Carl 
Friedrich Meisner when the latter was preparing his Plantarum vascularium Genera 
(1836-43) and a number of genera proposed by them and by Martius were 
accordingly published in Meisner's work, a fact partly overlooked by the compilers 
of the Index Kewensis. An enquiry into the issue of Meisner's Genera shows that this 
work appeared in 14 parts, each containing a section of the Tabulae diagnosticae 
and a corresponding section of the Commentarius. Part 7, containing Tab. diagn. 
221-256, Comm. 137-160 (Aug. 1839), antedates Prodromus 7 (Dec. 1839); part 8, 
containing Tab. diagn. 257-284, Comm. 161-192 (April 1840), and part 9, 
containing Tab. diagn. 285-312, Comm. 193-224 (Nov. 1840), antedate Prodromus 
9 (Jan. 1845) and 10 (April 1846). Among such genera first published by Meisner 
are Adenocalymna, Anemopaegmia, Antiphytum, Craterotecoma, Cybistax, Distictis, 
Edraianthus, Harpagophytum, Heterochaenia, Ischnia, Macrotomia, Moritzia, Oxyden- 
drum, Pectocarya, Pentacarya, Pithecoctenium, Sparattosperma and Suchtelenia. 
Lacking illustrations and of an awkward folio size Meisner's work, which provides 
the general keys lacking in DeCandolle's Prodromus, has been unduly overlooked and 
neglected and seems almost unknown to present-day systematists. 

THREE PROPOSALS TOWARD STABILIZATION OF 
BOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE 

Elbert L. Little, Jr. (Washington) 

Stabilization of botanical nomenclature will be one of the most important subjects 
for the Nomenclature Section of the Ninth International Botanical Congress at 
Montreal in 1959. I wish to offer three proposals for consideration as amendments 
to the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature of 1956: (1) nomina specifica 
conservanda; (2) rejection of obscure, ineffectively published names; (3) listing in 
Index Kewensis and Supplementa. These proposals are hereby submitted to the 
rapporteur-general for publication in Taxon and for presentation to the Montreal 
Congress in 1959 (Code, Division III). Adoption of these or other measures toward 
stabilization would result in greater cooperation and improved relationship between 
taxonomists and workers in other branches of plant sciences, would bring greater 
support for taxonomic work, and would really make the Code stronger. 

My first two proposals were submitted to and endorsed by Section 22 (Study of 
Forest Plants) of the International Union of Forest Research Organizations at its 
Twelfth Congress, Oxford, July 1956. An article on the second proposal was mimeo- 
graphed and given advance circulation and afterwards published (Scientific nomen- 
clature of forest trees. Unasylva 10: 183-185. 1956). These proposals are revisions 
of those submitted to the Stockholm Congress in 1950 (Phytologia 2: 451--456. 
1948; 3: 87-100. 1949; Synops. Proposals Seventh Internat. Bot. Congr. Stockholm 
40. 1950). The Society of American Foresters, with membership of more than 11,000 
professional foresters, through its Council has endorsed in principle these and other 
means toward stabilization of important tree nomenclature (Journ. Forestry 53: 55. 
1955; 54: 62. 1956; Taxon 4: 20. 1955; 5: 18. 1956). 
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At the Paris Congress in 1954, a Special Committee on Stabilization was elected 
(Taxon 3: 191, 214, 219-220. 1954; 4: 145. 1955). Also carried by a considerable 
majority was a resolution "that something should be done" to solve the present 
problems of nomenclatural instability, expressing the conviction that a change might 
be accepted but that up to now the right proposal had not yet been presented. Two 
proposals toward stabilization gained preliminary approval but were defeated by 
small margins in the final voting (Taxon 1: 78-80. 1952; 3: 149, 184-190, 
219-220. 1954; 4: 138-145. 1955; Regnum Vegetabile 4: 42, 90-91. 1954; 
5: 17-24. 1954). 

J. S. L. Gilmour, Director, University Botanic Garden, Cambridge, Great Britain, 
chairman of this Special Committee on Stabilization (Taxon 3: 243-244. 1954) 
listed five possible lines of approach discussed at Paris, from one or more of which 
acceptable proposals would seem likely to be evolved: (a) nomina specifica conser- 
vanda; (b) nomina specifica rejicienda; (c) banning of certain books; (d) banning 
of names not taken up after a certain date; (e) recognition in the rules of "economic 
names" in addition to the strictly correct "botanical names." 

The trend away from priority toward conservation or names on basis of usage 
was reviewed by H. W. Rickett (Expediency vs. priority in nomenclature. Taxon 2: 
117-124. 1953), who proposed that a name be rejected if it has no type (Taxon 2: 
213. 1953). H. W. Rickett and W. C. Camp (Toward nomenclatural stability. Taxon 4: 
37--40. 1955) discussed objections to all five lines of approach listed by Gilmour 
and proposed the following new article: "No name, even if prior, may displace a 
hitherto accepted name unless it is associated with a holotype cited in the original 
place of publication." Though also with objections, this proposal related to Art. 35 
might be clarified further and merits consideration. "Hitherto accepted" is vague 
and subject to different interpretations by those who wish to change a name and 
those who do not. Because the Rules are retroactive (Principle VI), this proposal 
when applied to long forgotten name changes of the past would increase confusion. 

NOMINA SPECIFICA CONSERVANDA 

Widely used names that under a strict application of the Code should be replaced 
by less known names could be retained by individual action according to their 
merits and degree of acceptance, either: (1) as nomina specifica conservanda through 
extending Art. 14 on conservation of names to species; or (2) by rejection of the 
less known names as nomina specifica rejicienda under an addition to Chapt. V, 
Sect. 6, on rejected names. 

The proposal for nomina specifica rejicienda (Art. 78 bis) was made and amended 
by British botanists before the Paris Congress (Dandy, J. E., Gilmour, J. S. L., 
Sprague, T. A., and Wakefield, E. M. Committee to deal with urgent nomenclatural 
needs. Memorandum by British members. Taxon 1: 78-80. 1952; Bullock, A. A., 
and others. Nomina specifica rejicienda. Taxon 3: 149. 1954; Rec. Synopt. Huit. 
Congr. Internat. Bot. Paris 90-91. 1954). Like many others, this proposal might 
be made clearer and simpler. As stated, it would apply only to certain limited 
conditions of overlooked or little-used earlier synonyms and names used for well- 
known species of Spermatophyta found on examination of type to apply to another 
species. In principle it would prevent future undesirable changes and not be retro- 
active, though as amended would permit rejection of names recently brought into 
use if not adopted in an important work. It would not apply to homonyms; indeed, 
the rejected names could cause rejection of any later homonyms. 

Advantages given for nomina specifica rejicienda over nomina specifica conser- 
vanda are: l) greater support at past Congresses and greater likelihood of adoption: 
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and (2) easier preparation of lists, because typification of names is not required 
(except under Art. 14, Note 2). However, the disadvantages are: (1) Stabilization 
by rejection of names individually is a negative, indirect approach and does not 
settle the nomenclature of any important species. (2) Rejection of more than one 
name might be necessary to retain another. (3) A rejected name later might be 
found to apply to a different species, possibly otherwise unnamed. (4) Lists of other 
rejected names provided for in the past, such as in the Rules of 1935, were never 
made and have been abandoned. In my opinion these disadvantages much outweigh 
the advantages mentioned. Besides, support for nomina specifica conservanda has 
also increased materially, and the principle of nomina conservanda (Art. 14) has 
been applied successfully to genera for more than half a century. 

The main argument against conservation or rejection of specific names, as sum- 
marized by Rickett and Camp, is that the proposal would be impractical and would 
necessitate a vast force of clerical botanists for the bibliographic research. Those 
taxonomists stated that perhaps if it were practicable to limit the number of conserved 
names in some way, the principle could be accepted. They feared that the list would 
be of indefinite length, exceeding proportionately the large number of conserved 
generic names. It would be difficult to limit the list to "economic plants," which 
cannot be rigidly defined and which are subject to change. 

Having previously discussed arguments for and against nomina specifica conser- 
vanda (Phytologia 3: 90-100. 1949), I shall reply briefly to these objections. 
Fortunately, proposals now are expedited through the permanent central office of 
the International Association for Plant Taxonomy, the International Bureau for 
Plant Taxonomy and Nomenclature, and the periodical Taxon. 

Both the number of names submitted and the amount of clerical work can be 
reduced by requiring the proposer to do the greater part of the work in presenting 
his "detailed statement" (Art. 14, Note 1) after "adequate taxonomic study" 
(Preamble) in accordance with instructions and within a specified time, such as a 
year in advance of a Botanical Congress. No complaints about the amount of work 
have come from the proposers. Photographs of the type specimen or substitute should 
be required, as I suggested in 1949. Proposals not properly submitted should be 
rejected automatically. 

The bibliographic research in conservation of names actually will save time by 
settling questions of nomenclature and typification and by eliminating repeated 
checking of the same names. For example, the published list of conserved generic 
names contains several for which conservation is unnecessary but which serve 
for reference. 

Examination and approval by the General Committee, other committees, and a 
later Botanical Congress would serve to keep the list within reasonable limits and 
to prevent any "flood" of conserved specific names. The number of proposals should 
diminish greatly after a few Congresses, as in generic names of Spermatophyta. 
For example, only 53 generic names of Spermatophyta have been conserved from 
those submitted at Stockholm (Taxon 3: 156, 233. 1954; 4: 118. 1955). Forty-four 
more were proposed at Paris in 1954, some of which will be rejected (Rec. Synopt. 
Huit. Congr. Internat. Bot. Paris 118-119. 1954; Taxon 3: 157. 1954). Now, the 
proportion of proposals rejected is high, as observed by F. A. Stafleu (Nomenclatural 
conservation in the phanerogams. Taxon 5: 85-95. 1956). 

The increased number of conserved generic names at the more recent Congresses 
has been mostly in lower plants not thoroughly checked earlier and in homonyms. 
Of the 845 nomi&na generica conservanda of Spermatophytes in the Code (p. 220-279. 
1956), approximately 285. or slightly more than one-third, are conserved because 
of earlier homonyms. Thus. one-third of the list is a result of the adoption of the 
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homonym rule in 1930. That change in the Code was made with the definite under- 
standing that all wellknown generic homonyms should, as far as possible, be adopted 
as nomina conservanda to reduce the number of changes in names (Rehder, A., 
Weatherby, C. A., Mansfeld, R., and Green, M. L. Conservation of later generic 
homonyms. Kew Roy. Bot. Gard. Bul. Misc. Inform. 1935: 341-544. 1935). Unless 
radical changes should be made in the Code, the number of specific names proposed 
for conservation should show a similar decline. 

The number of old publications with obscure names does have a limit. Few 
names will escape the better indexing and bibliographic services of the future, while 
most of those overlooked could be rejected by some other rule, such as lack of 
Latin diagnosis (Art. 34), failure to indicate type (Art. 35) or rank (Art. 44), or my 
second proposal for rejecting names not accepted or indexed within fifty years. 

Therefore, I propose to amend Art. 14 1) (International Code of Botanical Nomen- 
clature, 1956) to provide for nomina specifica conservanda (epitheta specifica con- 
servanda) or conserved specific epithets by inserting the word "species," before 
"genera" in the first sentence to read as follows: "However, in order to avoid 
disadvantageous changes in the nomenclature of species, genera, families, orders, 
and intermediate taxa entailed by the strict application of the rules, and especially 
of the principle of priority in starting from the dates given in Art. 13, this Code 
provides, in Appendix III, lists of names that are conserved 

(nominr 
conservanda) 

and must be retained as exceptions." 
After the second sentence of Art. 14, insert the following sentence: "Also, these 

specific names will be restricted to a limited number of species of outstanding 
economic importance and species otherwise widely known." 

After Art. 14, Note 2, add the following sentence: "Any proposal of a specific 
name must cite the holotype, lectotype, or neotype and must be accompanied by ten 
copies of a photograph of this specimen for study and distribution." 

After Art. 14, Note 6, add the following note: "Note 7. In nomina specifica 
conservanda (epitheta specifica conservanda) the specific epithet is conserved against 
other specific epithets for the same species. The binary combination and generic 
name are not conserved, but the generic name and specific epithet may be conserved 
independently." 

The following examples, subject to later formal proposal and acceptance, are 
suggested as additions to Art. 14 and meanwhile as illustrations: "The specific epithet 
of Picea excelsa (Lam.) Link (1841; otherwise illegitimate under Art. 64 as nomen- 
claturally superfluous when published) is conserved against Picea abies (L.) Karst. 
(1881) and against the basionym Pinus abies L. (1753). If Picea were reunited with 
Pinus, the binary name would be Pinus excelsa Lam. (1778; also nomenclaturilly 
superfluous when published). - Eucalyptus rostrata Schlecht. (1847) is conserved 
against E. camaldulensis Dehnh'. (1832) and against the earlier homonym E. rostrata 
Cav. (1797). - Sequoia gigantea (Lindl.) Decne. (1854) is conserved against the 
earlier homonym Sequoia gigantea Endl. (1847). If the genus Sequoia Endl., nom. 
conserv., is divided, the binary name for this species becomes Sequoiadendron 
giganteum (Lindl.) Buchholz. - Pseudotsuga taxifolia (Lamb.) Britton (1889) 
through its basionym Pinus taxifolia Lamb. (1803) is conserved against Pinus taxifolia 
Salisb. (1796)." 

Thus, relatively few changes would be needed to expand Art. 14 for specific 
names or more precisely specific epithets. Any questions about nomenclature, such 
as typification, would be settled officially, definitely, and finally when conservation 
is approved by a Botanical Congress. A central file of photographs of the type 

1) Proposal No. 1 submitted to the 9th International Botanical Congress, Montreal 1959. 
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specimens could be maintained with duplicates subject to loan. Copies would be 
distributed to representative botanical institutions, such as to committee members 
checking the proposals. The list of conserved names with types and photographs would 
be a useful reference. 

Under Art. 14, Note 3, a conserved specific epithet is conserved against all other 
specific epithets of species including the same type specimen. When a species with 
a conserved name is united with another bearing a legitimate name, the oldest 
legitimate specific epithet is retained for the species including the type specimen 
(Art. 57). When a species with a conserved name is divided, the conserved specific 
epithet is retained for the species including the type specimen (Art. 53). The con- 
served specific epithet will become a more or less fixed tool based upon a definite 
type, like a conserved generic name, and will be subject to change only if the species 
is divided or united with another species having an older name. 

There would be no advantage in conserving a binomial or binary name. To 
conserve combinations would be impractical, confusing, and unnecessary. Concepts 
of generic limits are not subject to regulation under Art. 14 nor any other articles. 
With at least a few conserved specific epithets there would be a choice of generic 
names accepted in use, depending upon the generic limits followed. If a genus con- 
taining a conserved specific epithet is divided and if the generic name for this 
species is changed, the old combination still would be in accord with the Code and 
probably would remain in use. If later discovered to be illegitimate, the generic 
name associated with a conserved specific epithet could be conserved also. 

Retroactive and not limited to synonyms, this proposal is flexible and could be 
applied individually to names affected by earlier homonyms or other rules or even 
by unforeseen future changes in the Code. For example, Pseudotsuga taxifolia (Lamb.) 
Britton and Sequoia gigantea (Lindl.) Decne., were made illegitimate by the changed 
homonym rule in 1930. A check of the nomenclature reveals that Betula lutea Michx. 
f. technically was superfluous when published (Art. 64). Several other familiar names 
of uncertain application, originally containing two elements both considered as types 
by different specialists or lacking a type specimen, could be typified under this 
proposal. 

REJECTION OF OBSCURE, INEFFECTIVELY PUBLISHED NAMES 

To prevent future revival of abandoned, overlooked names in obscure old publica- 
tions to upset names established in usage, I wish to propose the following new 
article as an amendment under Chapter IV, Section 1, Conditions and dates of 
effective publication: 

"Article 31 bis. 2) In Spermatophyta a generic or specific name more than fifty 
years old is rejected as not effectively published when it neither has been accepted 
by a second author nor has been cited in an index of scientific names within fifty 
years after publication or by 1 Jan. 1960, if published before 1910." 

This proposal provides for the automatic rejection of obscure old names more 
than fifty years old, as though they never had been published. Stressing effective 
publication rather than rejection of individual names, it is related also to Chapter V, 
Section 6, Rejection of names and epithets. Just as microfilm is not accepted (Art. 29), 
names in obscure or rare works not afterwards adopted or indexed likewise do not 
meet the conditions of effective publication. 

Under this proposal an obscure old scientific name of a species or genus could 
not be revived to upset usage unless it either has been accepted by a second author 
or listed in an index of scientific names before 1960. All names heretofore adopted 
by a second author and future names so recognized within fifty years after the first 

2) Proposal No. 2 submitted to the 9th International Botanical Congress, Montreal 1959. 
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publication would not be affected. Likewise, this proposal would not apply to all 
names already cited in Index Kewensis and Supplementa as well as all names in 
Gray Herbarium Card-index and other indexes of nomenclature. 

The date 1910 is added to prevent the rule from becoming retroactive. Names 
published between 1753 and 1910 have had from fifty to more than two hundred 
years for adoption. Every name published after 1910 would be granted fifty years 
time in which to be indexed or accepted by a second author before it could be 
rejected. Ambiguities of a proposal considered in 1954 about "currently accepted" 
names and those "not taken up in a botanical paper published since 1900" are avoided. 

The time interval of fifty years is believed to be the most satisfactory but could 
be changed if desired. As a precedent, names of genera, families, and orders to be 
conserved are preferably such as have come into general use in the fifty years 
following their publication (Art. 14). A few foresters have suggested a shorter 
period. However, a reasonable number of years is required for cataloguing and 
publishing indexes and for contemporary workers to become familiar with new 
names, evaluate them, and check the nomenclature and synonymy. Also, a name in 
print only a few years has not become widely established in usage and could be 
changed without much confusion. 

A desirable feature is placing the responsibility for the rejection of an obscure 
name upon its author for not publishing it effectively in a medium available to 
contemporary botanists. For practical purposes, an old name that has escaped all 
indexes and remained unrecognized by anybody has not been published. Certainly 
any scientific name of seed plants now more than fifty years old that cannot meet 
one of the two modest qualifications of either acceptance by a second author or 
discovery by a bibliographer for an index was not effectively published in the first 
place! Whether or not the work was rare or primarily for others, obviously something 
was wrong with the distribution or circulation of the original printed matter in its 
failure to reach the general botanical public (Art. 29 and Rec. 29A). Even where 
deliberately ignored by contemporary authors because of prejudice or other reasons, 
names in printed matter distributed to the general botanical public would have been 
picked up by later indexers before now. 

Under this proposal an obscure old name has no status in nomenclature but is 
simply ignored somewhat as a nomen nudum. It is unnecessary to deliberate upon 
whether to restore the newly discovered old name or even to establish its synonymy 
or type, though it could be cited as an ineffectively published synonym if desired. 
No list of these rejected names is needed. A taxonomist discovering a specific name 
more than fifty years old omitted from Index Kewensis and Supplementa is not 
required to make any further search of botanical literature to determine whether 
the name was used again or indexed elsewhere. There would be no need to conserve 
generic names upset by future discovery of earlier unindexed synonyms. 

The burden of proof is upon anyone wanting to revive an obscure old name. He 
could not resurrect the name to upset existing nomenclature unless by searching 
through botanical literature he could find the name listed in an index or accepted 
by a second author. If an author should revive an old name in violation, then this 
later publication would be the date of effective publication. 

It has been argued that second use of the name might eventually be found (for 
example, Rickett, H. W., and Camp, W. H. Taxon 4: 37-40. 1955). However, every 
name now accepted, except the conserved generic and family names, is subject to 
the risk of reduction to synonymy at any time through discovery of an old name 
in a rare work. This proposal would reduce the probability very significantly to 
the low frequency of two rare events instead of one. the original publication and 
a second acceptance or listing. 
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One question raised is that some names of taxonomic groups of small size or 
restricted geographic distribution might pass a half century known but dormant 
because later botanists might have no occasion to refer to them. However, these 
names would be protected merely by listing in Index Kewensis and Supplementa. 
The numerous unused names published by Constantine S. Rafinesque in rare works 
ignored by contemporaries would be exempted through listing in E. D. Merrill's 
Index Rafinesquianus (1949). 

Though restricted to Spermatophyta and to names of genera and species, where 
stabilization is most needed, this proposal could be extended to all plants and all 
categories if desired. However, names in most lower plant groups and in other 
categories, such as varieties, are less thoroughly indexed. A rule without restriction 
might cause automatic rejection of some old unused varietal names, but dropping 
of these old untypified varietal names might help clarify future nomenclature. 

This proposal should not be confused with those to conserve or reject specific 
names and should be acceptable even to taxonomists who oppose the latter. Con- 
servation or rejection of specific names could become of somewhat broader applica- 
tion and would require in each case special action individually by an International 
Botanical Congress. 

LISTING IN INDEX KEWENSIS AND SUPPLEMENTA 

Another line of approach would be to reject all old specific and generic names 
published before a certain date that have not been listed in Index Kewensis and 
Supplementa up to a certain volume. In 1950, H. A. Gleason offered amendment 
of this kind after proposals for the Stockholm Congress had already been printed. 
The third proposal is: 

Art. 31 ter.3) To be effectively published, a name of a genus or species of 
Spermatophyta published before 1900 must have been cited in Index Kewensis 
including Supplementa I to XI. 

As Supplementum XI printed in 1953 covered the period from 1941 to 1950, all 
names obscurely published before 1900 have had a 50-year period in which to be 
detected and indexed. This proposal is somewhat more restricted than the second, 
is included within the latter, and would be unnecessary with adoption of the latter. 
However, the third proposal alone would contribute significantly toward stabilization 
of nomenclature and may receive wider support because of its narrower application. 

This proposal has several obvious advantages. It is simple, definite, and easy to 
follow. Limited to names of Spermatophyta before 1900, it is neither retroactive nor 
applicable to names published after that date. No individual action or list of names 
is needed, and no typification is involved. 

A slight inconvenience is that before using an old name for the first time, one 
might wish to verify its listing in Index Kewensis and Supplementa. This might 
involve search in as many as 18 places, Index Kewensis, Supplementa I-XI, and 
6 lists of Addenda et Emendanda in volumes 1 and 2 and Supplementa I and II. 
However, nearly all names published before 1900 were accounted for by the end of 
Supplementum II covering that year. Only a few minutes of time well spent would 
be needed, less for most names. 

Indexing means protection against older unlisted names, though not against older 
listed names. Possibly a very few old names established in usage might have escaped 
indexing, even though overlooked names are added to later Supplementa promptly 
upon discovery. A few names upset by unlisted names since 1950 would be restored. 
If confusion might result, the date could be extended to 1955 by including Sup- 
plementum XII, not yet published. 

3) Proposal No. 3 submitted to the 9th International Botanical Congress, Montreal 1959. 
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