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conservation, and there will be many rebels in my generation; but innovation won 
out, and our children will know no better. 
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IN REPLY TO PROFESSOR LANJOUW 
B. G. Schubert (Cambridge, Mass.) 

It seems to me that the proposals by Lanjouw in Taxon (12:305-309. 1963) are 
made on a fallacious basis and that their acceptance would undermine the Code of 
Botanical Nomenclature to the extent that it would be impotent and nearly valueless. 

The principle of nomina specifica conservanda was defeated by an overwhelming 
majority at the Congress in Montreal. The compromise proposal (Lanjouw-McVaugh- 
Ross) was adopted only to determine what the scope of the problem of "stabiliza- 
tion" might be. It was made clear that the General Committee would receive lists 
of names "for which stabilization seems necessary," study the names, and report to 
the next Congress without making any recommendations. 

Professor Lanjouw is an ex officio member of the General Committee. He must 
now be completely aware of the size of the problem, although he has hesitated to 
state it, only suggesting that there might be beween one hundred and two thousand 
names to be conserved. He has made two proposals, one, to incorporate the principle 
of nomina specifica conservanda into the Code, and the second indicating the means 
for implementing this principle. By making these proposals at this time Professor 
Lanjouw is taking rather unfair advantage of his position as a member of the General 
Committee and also is acting in contravention of the wishes of the Congress at 
Montreal which made perfectly clear its desire to have the report of the General 
Committee presented without recommendations. Since, in spite of this, Professor 
Lanjouw has published his proposals in the pages of Taxon, it seems important to 
consider what effect they would have on the Code of Botanical Nomenclature, if 
accepted. 

The principle of nomina generica conservanda was accepted by the Congress at 
Vienna in 1905. From that time on the list of generic names proposed for conserva- 
tion has steadily increased and is still being enlarged. Up to the time of publication 
of the present Code (1961), in the Spermatophyta alone, 882 generic names had 
been conserved. The report of H. W. Rickett (Taxon 12:235. 1963) cites some of 
the difficulties of the members of the present Committee on Spermatophyta. It makes 
clear also that more names are conserved for the convenience of non-botanists than 
of botanists and that fewer names are conserved by unanimous action of the 
committee than by a majority, indicating basic differences in approach to the 
problem. There is no reason to think that the principle of nomina specifica con- 
servanda could be dealt with more simply; and it is unrealistic to imagine that the 
list would not be increased. 

It is true, as Professor Lanjouw points out, that "nomenclature is only a means, 
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not an end in itself." A corollary to his statement might be that the Code of 
Nomenclature is the tool with which clarity and order have been achieved out of a 
previous condition of considerable chaos. It is important, therefore, that we make 
every effort to continue clarification and simplification of the Code rather than 
encumber it with an increasing number of exceptions such as a long list of nomina 
specifica conservanda. 

The acceptance of the principle of nomina specifica conservanda as proposed by 
Professor Lanjouw would mean (1) disavowal of the principle of priority, (2) a 
completely new application of the type-method, reversing present understanding and 
procedure, and (3) a necessity for resorting to legislation and decision by committee 
on the use of epithets, rather than to the results of scientific studies by specialists. 

Since no Congress can legislate for future Congresses, even if the list to be 
proposed at Edinburgh were closed there would be no hindrance to the compilation 
of new lists by new workers in the years to come. In addition, no one can legislate 
what is an "important plant" and decide there will be no more. This would be a 
very naive procedure in view of the advances in phytochemistry and allied fields 
concerned with natural products. 

Moreover, it is very unlikely that capitulation by the Section on Nomenclature, 
and the Congress, to the pressure of extra-botanical groups will bring about the 
stabilization so strongly desired by them. It is more likely that acceptance of the two 
proposals of Professor Lanjouw will hinder precise monographic work by as many 
years as the Code has, up to now, advanced it. It would be well to reconsider the 
motion by A. C. Smith at Montreal (there proposed and tabled) and accept it as a 
working principle rather than to undermine the Code and work only on the basis 
of a series of exceptions. Dr. Smith's motion is: "The Section on Nomenclature 
believes that meticulous monographic and revisional studies of groups of plants, 
utilizing the principle of priority and its modifications as outlined in the 1956 
edition of the Code, offer the best means of achieving future stabilization of specific 
names." 

Among the botanists who, since before the Congress at Stockholm in 1950, have 
done most to aid in clarifying and stabilizing the Code of Nomenclature is Professor 
Lanjouw. His efforts in organizing and administering the Bureau of Nomenclature 
have been monumental and, without question, appreciated by all botanists working 
on taxonomic problems. He has been called upon for interpretation of questions 
concerning the Code and has been instrumental in formulating its structure. It is 
regrettable that he now finds it necessary to make two such radical proposals that his 
very significant contribution to botanical nomenclature will be largely negated. The 
principle of priority could not possibly be maintained for any names if we take serious- 
ly his statement in regard to "important names": "We wish to have names for our 
plant species which can be used with safety because we know to which species they 
apply. Whether these names have been formed according to the set of rules laid 
down in the code of nomenclature or according to a special rule which puts the other 
ones out of action, is after all of no importance. The only end we have in view is 
to provide names which can not be misunderstood, and if such a name is available, 
its conservation offers no difficulty and may have a distinct advantage. It frees us 
from the obligation to study in detail the correctness of other names which have 
been applied to the same species and by which it might eventually be replaced." 
This is scarcely a scientific approach to the problem. 

Note 1, under Article 7 of the Code, says, "The nomenclatural type is not 
necessarily the most typical or representative element of a taxon; it is merely that 
element with which the name is permanently associated." However, Professor 
Lanjouw would retypify his nomina specijica conservanda by new type specimens 
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which "should give a picture as complete as possible of the species, in the case of an 
Angiospermous plant, for instance, it should be provided with flowers and fruits, 
etc.", even though Article 7 further prescribes that two separate specimens (e.g. 
flowering and fruiting) cannot both be designated. Note 2, under the same article, 
says, "A holotype is the one specimen or other element used by the author or 
designated by him as the nomenclatural type. As long as a holotype is extant, it 
automatically fixes the application of the name concerned." 

But Professor Lanjouw states: "For each of the names that are to be conserved 
ten new type specimens should be selected which may differ only in minor points..." 

Article 46 of the Code states, "For the indication of the name of a taxon to be 
accurate and complete, and in order that the date may be readily verified, it is 
necessary to cite the name of the author who first validly published the name 
concerned.. ." But Professor Lanjouw says in Taxon: "It is not entirely excluded 
that some of the retypified names will at a later date prove to be applied in a sense 
which differs from that in which they were applied by the original author. In that 
case the name of the author attached to the specific name would be wrong. This 
would be unfortunate, but it can not be helped, and it does not seem to be a very 
serious drawback." 

There are other examples which could be taken from Professor Lanjouw's paper 
to show how the Code will be undermined if his proposals are accepted. Those 
cited here seem to be sufficient for the purpose except to note that nothing can be 
done by the Section on Nomenclature concerning such a bizarre suggestion as 
"ten new type specimens" for every name conserved until after hearing and acting 
on the report of the special Committee on Neotypes. 

The question of the feasibility of nomina specifica conservanda was very thorough- 
ly studied and discussed at Montreal. For taxonomists there seems to be only one 
logical procedure to follow. This is an acceptance of the motion of A. C. Smith which 
postulates stabilization of nomenclature by sound taxonomic research, and, as an 
aid to non-botanists, acceptance of the suggestion of Dr. Silva, for the preparation 
of lists of standard names by the people who want to use them, for their own use. 
Although plant taxonomy is a science basic to many applied fields and its workers 
spend much of their time providing service to those fields it is not necessary that 
they overthrow the framework of their own procedural methods for the convenience 
of groups who neither understand nor appreciate its value. 

THE STABILIZATION OF 

NAMES OF IMPORTANT PLANT SPECIES 

H. C. D. de Wit (Wageningcn) 

In Taxon 12(9): 305-309. 1963 the desirability of the stabilization of the names 
of important plant species is supported and explained in some detail by Lanjouw. 
A few comments and questions, and proposals, may be in place before embarking 
on this procedure, which attacks the heart of the Code: priority of specific epithets 
and the ultimate stabilization of a name because of established priority. 

It is announced that a list of specific names is to be submitted to the Edinburgh 
Congress. The names are of "important" species; it appears that "important" is 
more or less implying "economically important." 
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