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park near Dr. Hagerup's home where, by 
skillful calling, he coaxed a little owl from 
the dense forest to come and perch over our 
heads, all the while chuckling and saying 
how much Sidney Blake had enjoyed the 
same thing at the very same place some 
years before. Dr. Hagerup was truly a gentile 
man, who, by his having lived, makes one 
realize that there is still hope for the human 
race. DONOVAN S. CORRELL 

WHY ISN'T XEROX EFFECTIVE 
PUBLICATION? 

John H. Thomas (Taxon 9: 258. 1960) ques- 
tions the effectiveness of publication by 
xerox. He wrote: "The whole intent and pur- 
pose of University Microfilms is to make 
unpublished dissertations more available, not 
to publish them." The question under con- 
sideration is the intent of Article 29 of the 
International Code of Botanical Nomen- 
clature, not the intent of University Micro- 
films. Even so, Dr. Thomas himself quoted 
the agreement between the University Micro- 
films and the doctoral candidate as follows: 
"This is an agreement between the author 
and University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michi- 
gan, providing for the publication by micro- 
film of the submitted manuscript..." (italics 
mine). If University Microfilms had no intent 
to publish the dissertations, as Dr. Thomas 
would have us believe, then they would not 
have used that word in the agreement. 

Doctor Thomas stated: "The availability of 
a xerox copy of a dissertation does not con- 
stitute effective publication any more than 
does the availability of typescript copies in 

university libraries." He thus compared the 
two without considering that the former is 
deposited in the Library of Congress, is ab- 
stracted in Dissertation Abstracts, listed in 

Biological Abstracts, and is available "by 
distribution of printed matter (through sale, 
exchange, or gift) to the general public or at 
least to botanical institutions with libraries 
accessible to botanists generally," to quote 
Article 29, whereas the latter is on deposit 
in only one library, and frequently its exist- 
ence is not widely known. I think that the 
intent of Article 29, as stated in its first 
sentence, is to make certain that materials 
are available not just by virtue of their exist- 
ence, but also by virtue of the ease of 
learning of their existence. 

The above quotation from Article 29 refers 
to printed matter. Doctor Thomas apparently 
thinks that this excludes mechanically repro- 

duced copies of typescript. Yet Article 29 
excludes mechanical reproduction (lithography, 
offset, etc.) only of handwritten material. 
Would Dr. Thomas wish to consider as un- 
published, journals which are printed by 
lithography of typewritten material, such as 

Phytologia, the International Bulletin of Bac- 

teriological Nomenclature and Taxonomy, or 
the Plant Disease Reporter; or floras like 
"Vascular Plants of the Pacific Northwest," 
by Hitchcock, et al.? When Dr. Thomas 
stated: "A xerox copy is simply a mechanic- 
ally reproduced copy of a typescript, just 
as is microfilm," not only did he ignore the 
fact that Article 29 does not eliminate 

mechanically reproduced copies of typescript, 
but also he equated two things which are 
not equal. One is too small to read with the 
naked, eye, the other is as easily read as is 
his letter in Taxon. In the production of 
xerox copies, the microfilm is actually com- 
parable to the zinc plate in the lithograph 
process, a means of transferring the image 
from the original typescript to the printed 
page. 

He asked: "If xerox duplication constitutes 
publication, then why does not the mere 

binding of a typewritten manuscript?" The 
answer is not simply that Article 29 does not 
allow it, but rather because the latter does 
not meet the criterion for publication pre- 
sented in Article 29, "only by distribution 
of printed matter (through sale, exchange, or 
gift) to the general public", whereas the 
former does. 

His concluding paragraph stated: "The 
intent of Article 29 is quite clear. Must we 
add the word xerox and the names of all the 
still uninvented methods of reproducing 
typescript mechanically to the word micro- 
film in this article." I think that the intent 
of Article 29 is clearly not to restrict 
mechanical reproduction of typescript, but 

only mechanical reproduction of handwritten 
material, and microfilm of typescript. 

Like Dr. Thomas's doctoral dissertation, 
mine is available from University Microfilms. 

Although I would prefer to consider it not 
published, I believe that if it meets the cri- 
terion for publication given in Article 29, 
then it will be published when a xerox copy 
is made. (I hope that no one buys a xerox 
copy before I can publish the results of my 
research in regular channels). I have not 
communicated with Drs. D. F. M. Brown or 
R. F. Blasdell, and would not attempt to 
express their opinions on this matter. 

RICHARD L. HAUKE 
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