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Bidens laevis (Linnaeus) Britton, Stern & Poggenb. At present, under the Sydney version of Art. 10, 
Heliopsis is a synonym of Bidens, and the genus of twelve species currently called Heliopsis should 
be called Kallias (Cassini) Cassini under which only two specific combinations have ever been pub- 
lished. Conservation as proposed is unanimously recommended. 
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WILL WE EVER ACHIEVE STABILITY OF NOMENCLATURE? 

R. K. Brummitt 

Summary 
Long-term ideas for achieving greater stability of names of plants are reviewed. It is suggested that 

lists of recommended names covering the whole flora of the world, which would take precedence over 
any names not so listed, might become an attractive proposition in the future. However, this would 
not solve problems arising from typification difficulties, which might currently be responsible for about 
half the upsets of established names. 

The main task of most of the standing committees for nomenclature appointed by the International 
Botanical Congresses is to approve proposals for the stability of individual plant names. I sometimes 
find it necessary to remind people of this when I am castigated for being a nomenclaturist with the 
attendant implied accusation of being responsible for changing names. Indeed as secretary of one of 
these committees, the Committee for Spermatophyta, I seem to find myself in the direct firing line 
for a fair amount of the verbal flak which flies about in botanical and horticultural circles concerning 
stability of nomenclature. Letters referring to the fury of gardeners when a well-known name is changed 
are an occupational hazard and must be seriously considered. Sometimes the comments are naive 
and ill-informed, but this is not always the case. A respected senior colleague recently wrote to me 
about "the abominable rule of priority", and I found the letter which is now reproduced in Rhododen- 
dron Notes & Records 1: 17-26 (1984) to be helpful and constructive as well as fairly forceful. It is 
appropiate that those who are responsible for applying the International Code should look at their 
own actions from time to time and assess whether they support the statement in its preamble that 
"This Code aims at the provision of a stable method of naming taxonomic groups .. .". 

Certainly one hopes that a hundred years from now our botanical successors will not still be troubled 
by long-lost names being exhumed from eighteenth and ninteenth century literature and springing to 
life again to upset well established names. We may hope that either the present system will have 
achieved its goal of stability by then or that at some point botanists will cry 'Enough is enough' and 
opt for some new legislative measures. If the latter, the questions to be asked are 'When will this 
happen, and what can be agreed?' 

It is very easy to be critical of the present situation, although some might argue that it is not as bad 
as others would make out. It is, however, much more difficult to come up with a practical alternative. 
One of the most important things which can be said in favour of our present Code is that, despite 
one or two mildly dissenting voices and the apparent inability of a few to follow some fairly simple 
rules, its authority is recognised virtually throughout the world. Our concern perhaps above all else 
should be to maintain this remarkable level of international agreement on plant nomenclature. So if 
the time comes to scrap, or at least severely restrict, the priority rule, we must have some alternative 
arrangement which will both ensure stability and continue to command world-wide respect. 

If new legislation to restrict priority is required, there may be three possible paths we could follow 
in our effort to reach Utopia: 

1) We could aim to put every threatened name to a committee, which would make a decision in 
each individual case on whether the threat should be lifted. It has been possible to conserve generic 
names since 1905. Conservation of specific names was always resisted until 1981 when the Sydney 
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Congress allowed for the first time (through an extremely close vote) that names of species may be 
conserved, but only if they are "of major economic importance". Will we ever go all the way and 
agree that any threatened name may be proposed for conservation? Botanists have often said that this 
is how our zoological friends have always operated and we should look at the administrative and 
financial problems they have got into. However, the fallacy of this argument has been emphasised in 
the careful assessment by David Ride in Taxon 33: 240-246 (1984) who has shown that botanists 
already put up more proposals on individual cases than zoologists do (222 versus 185 over the same 
period) despite the fact that there are about ten times as many species of animals as of plants. The 
botanists' secret seem to lie in a de-centralised committee structure. Even so, there is a strong body 
of opinion in botany against opening conservation to all plant species names. The main argument 
against such action has been the amount and cost of bureaucracy involved in publishing proposals 
(and sometimes counter-proposals), in having committee members debate the pros and cons instead 
of getting on with their own taxonomic work, and then in publishing and listing the resulting decisions. 
The time factor may be even more significant, for while a taxonomist encountering a problem while 
preparing his or her revision may reach a conclusion on a correct name according to the Code in a 
few minutes, it may take an average of perhaps two years to get the committee decision if he or she 
proposes conservation. This can cause major inconvenience in publishing revisions. We may also 
wonder whether, although the present committees function reasonably smoothly under their present 
work-load, any further marked increase in their work would overload the system and cause the whole 
process to grind to a halt. 

2) A different approach has been suggested by those proposing that names not included in basic 
indices such as Index Kewensis for vascular plants (see for example Cronquist and Gleason in Taxon 
17: 459-460. 1968), or not taken up by other authors for a certain lengthy period after their original 
publication, should be ruled out of consideration. Such proposals may be impractical and have never 
found general favour. It is quite likely that many names which are in current use have not been listed 
in Index Kewensis or have been incorrectly listed there, while proving that a name has never been 
used in fifty or a hundred years is usually impossible. An interesting and more clearly defined new 
proposal along these lines has very recently been made by Hnatiuk and Chapman in Taxon 35: 823 
(1986), which I have been privileged to see before publication, who ask the Berlin Congress to set up 
a program to compile a new world-wide index of plant names to be completed by the year 2000 which 
would become the basis for limiting the rule of priority for names published before that or some other 
such date. Perhaps a similar idea might appeal to a Committee for Registration of Plant Names (see 
Greuter in Taxon 35: 816-819. 1986) if that is set up at Berlin and if it opts for retroactive Registration. 
Such a project would of course largely duplicate the enormous amount of bibliographic research which 
has already been put into compiling the present basic indices, and it may be questioned whether the 
botanical community can and should afford such a luxury. It is commonly estimated that there are 
five synonyms to every accepted name, so that over 80 per cent of the effort would be spent on checking 
useless names. And even if the job were completed I question whether it would have a significant 
beneficial effect on stability of nomenclature. Taxonomists would still have to check on the application 
of all these names, and the net result might merely be that even more synonyms would come to light 
which would have to be accounted for. Indeed, publications in Taxon in the last decade which have 
reported large numbers of hitherto totally overlooked names in obscure literature have served only 
to promote instability of established names and should certainly be discouraged. I believe that purely 
bibliographic projects will not in themselves solve the problem of old names displacing those in current 
use. Until the taxonomy is done the correct application of names will remain in doubt, and bibliography 
alone is no substitute for taxonomy. 

3) There remains a third possibility, which would concentrate on the taxonomic work needing to 
be done and reduce to a minimum the problem of endless currently unadopted names existing in the 
literature which constitute potential nomenclatural upsets. What we ideally need is a list of currently 
accepted names of the world's flora which could be recommended to be preserved over any potential 
threat from names not on that list. Unlike the present conservation procedure, this would not involve 
specifying rejected names, and could be done initially without reference to typification of the names. 
Instead of being carefully resurrected and brought to the notice oftaxonomists, most long-lost synonyms 
and earlier homonyms could be consigned to limbo at a stroke. 

The principle of conserving against all unlisted names is already embodied in the Code in Art. 14.5 
and Appendix 2 which sanction conservation of family names in this way, effectively adopted since 

FEBRUARY 1987 79 



1935. Why should we not extend this idea gradually to cover generic and specific names? Note that 
such lists of recommended names would not be a standard list of families, genera and species which 
everyone would be required to follow. One can conserve or preserve names but not taxonomic opinions. 
But names on such recommended lists would be put beyond most threats from purely nomenclatural 
causes such as priority or homonymy and would also settle orthographic problems. The process of 
inclusion of names on such lists would differ significantly from the present process of conservation of 
generic or specific names, and I would prefer to avoid referring to these as lists of'conserved' names; 
to maintain the distinction I have here adopted the word 'recommended'. It might indeed be desirable 
to have both categories of names side by side, with an instruction given to relevant committees that 
any name on a 'recommended' list which appeared threatened should be automatically conserved in 
the normal way and listed with full bibliographic details and typification. This would eliminate most 
of the bureaucratic procedure in voting for conservation of names and would avoid the average two 
year delay in obtaining a decision which is referred to above. 

Since such lists would constitute merely a nomenclatural device not a definitive taxonomy, it would 
not be necessary to continually up-date them. If two listed names were found, through a change of 
taxonomy or investigation of type specimens, to refer to the same taxon, the present rules of priority 
would apply. Similarly if an unlisted name were found to apply to a good taxon with no other name, 
then of course it would be adopted. To allow for transfers of species from one genus to another, all 
names with the same epithet in the same rank with the same type should also be automatically 
preserved, except that provision should be made to allow for situations like Polygonum cuspidatum 
and Reynoutria japonica, currently both correct names for the same plant (dependent on your taxo- 
nomic concept of Polygonum). There would be problems in producing the right wording for the 
legislation, but these are not insuperable. The main problem of course would be in producing lists of 
generally accepted names of the world's flora, and this requires some further consideration. 

I do not see any prospect of getting international agreement on any partial lists on a national or 
even regional basis. The only acceptable list or lists should be compiled on a world basis after reasonable 
taxonomic study. The use of computers for data handling greatly facilitates compilation and enables 
work to proceed piecemeal. At least two projects are currently in operation on generic names of 
vascular plants which could be developed towards international agreement of a recommended list 
within a time-scale of perhaps ten years. If it can be done for vascular plants it can be done for others 
also. To extend this idea to specific level would be a longer term idea, but it should be noted that we 
need not wait until the whole of the world's flora is included. Family lists could be agreed as and 
when the work is done. A recommended list of species names for the Duckeodendraceae could be 
agreed very quickly, but the same for Compositae would take rather longer. But if it might take 25 
or 50 years, the sooner botanists organise themselves the better. I believe a first moder world check 
list, at least for vascular plants, to be completed by the year 2015 but perhaps adopted in parts even 
before then, would be at least as realistic a project as a world index of all published plant names by 
the year 2000, and would be a far greater boost to stability of nomenclature. 

While it will be clear from the above that I believe that the idea of recommended lists is one which 
deserves serious consideration, I would not claim that it would solve all problems of stability. Because 
one can never conserve taxonomy, the type method must be retained. This unfortunately has an inbuilt 
element of instability, for many type specimens have not been critically examined in modem times. 
To assess this factor I have made an analysis of all proposals considered by the Committee for 
Spermatophyta from mid 1975 to mid 1986. There have been 130 cases involving generic names, of 
which 10 have been merely to correct existing information in Appendix 3 and can be discounted, 
leaving 120 cases of proposals for conservation. Names threatened because another name had priority 
account for 54 of these. In 7 of these 54 both the proposed conserved and rejected names were in 
current use (as in the proposal to conserve Vigna with 150 species over Voandzeia with only one), so 
only 47 could have been resolved by recommended lists. A further 16 proposals resulted from problems 
of homonymy, 11 from problems of spelling names, and 1 from simple illegitimacy not involving 
typification, giving a total of 47 + 16 + 11 + 1 = 75 of 120 where recommended lists would have 
provided an immediate decision. The remaining 38 cases all arose from typification problems where 
such lists would be of no assistance. In the same period 49 specific cases have been considered, most 
of which arise from typification problems, but since the range of specific names which can be proposed 
for conservation or rejection under the present Code is severely restricted it is not meaningful to use 
this figure to attempt to estimate the effect which recommended lists would have. As a very rough 
guess, perhaps about half the current upsets of established names, including generic and specific, might 
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arise from typification problems and so be unresolved by the idea put forward above. Continuation 
of the present committee system of considering individual cases seems therefore essential as a parallel 
operation to any blanket approach involving recommended lists. 

Finally, there is of course a considerable body of opinion in botany which holds that stability will 
be best achieved by avoiding any conservation or rejection of names and letting the rules of the Code 
other than Arts. 14 and 69 operate naturally. Those promoting this view point to the vast number of 
names which have been stable for a long period already, and argue that the occasional change of an 
established name is a small price to pay for avoiding the committee system and international bu- 
reaucratic projects. At present we operate a compromise between this view and the opposite extreme 
which wants to conserve everything. No doubt this present system will continue for a decade or two 
more at least, with only minor adjustments being made at forthcoming Congresses. My own forecast 
for the longer term is that some form of recommended lists will become increasingly attractive. 

A first draft of this article was circulated among colleagues in 1984, and I am grateful to all those 
who commented constructively at that time. I am also grateful to Roger Hnatiuk and Arthur Chapman 
(Canberra) for sending me a copy of their proposal, referred to above, before publication. 

ADANSON'S GENERIC NAMES FOR SEED PLANTS: VALIDATION AND 
TYPIFICATION. PART 1, NOMINA CONSERVANDA AND 
NOMINA CONSERVANDA PROPOSITA 

P. G. Parkinson' 

In another paper (Parkinson, 1987) I have discussed the legal status of Adanson's generic names 
for plants published in his "Familles des Plantes" (Adanson, 1763), and concluded that Art. 20 of the 
Code rules that these names are all invalid because they are identical to and used simultaneously as 
unitary designations of species. In the same paper I summarised the legal effects of this conclusion 
for the few names of lower plants with Adansonian attributions which are still retained. 

In this paper I summarise the effects of the conclusion on the names of seed plants with Adansonian 
attributions which are still in use. I have investigated the real date of validation for each name and 
checked the protologue in order to establish an historically valid typification. On account of Art. 43 
of the Code the latest date at which an Adansonian generic name can have been validated is the date 
at which a valid species name was published under it. It is theoretically possible for a generic name 
to be validly published without a species name being published. This has happened in the case of 
Loasa which, along with several other Adansonian names was validated by Scopoli (1777) although 
it was not used to form valid species names until Desrousseaux adopted it in 1792. 

The typification of a valid generic name under which no species names were made by the validating 
author is problematic under Art. 10 of the Sydney Code, but a solution has been suggested in another 
paper (Parkinson, 1985, p. 328). 

Because Adanson established new generic names for over five hundred genera of seed plants I have 
not attempted to investigate all of them. There isn't much point in doing so as most of these names 
have been universally regarded as still-born. Working from Dandy's list (Dandy, 1967) I eliminated 
all the names which he recorded as synonyms of earlier names (unless the Adansonian name had been 
conserved), as well as all the homonymous and synonymous nomina rejicienda. I added to my list 
the Adansonian names against which apparent orthographic variants had been conserved, and this 
produced a list of the Adansonian names for seed plants, fifty-four names out of the original five 
hundred and twenty odd. I have investigated these fifty-four names. One of them seems never to have 
been adopted by later authors, but the other fifty-three were validated between 1767 (when Linnaeus 
adopted Abrus) and 1968 (when P. E. Gibbs adopted Chamaespartium), all but five of them before 
1840. 

Fifteen of the names had already been conserved, but nine of them unnecessarily. A further seven 
appear to be in need of conservation to protect them against earlier synonyms or homonyms. In a 
couple of cases it might be preferable to drop the Adanson name and retain an older synonym: 
conservation has not been suggested in these cases. A change of validation date has no effect whatsoever 
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