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Publication of new names and typifications in electronic 
media has been the topic of much discussion in all biological 
circles in the last few years. Following on from a series of con-
tributions (Knapp & al., 2006, 2007; Knapp & Wright, 2010) 
in which some of the issues involved with e-publication were 
discussed and the establishment of new botanical journals using 
a mixed print/electronic model (e.g., Vulpia, Phytoneuron, Phy-
totaxa and the soon to be launched PhytoKeys), one of us (SK) 
decided to test the e-publication waters with a submission of 
new plant taxa to the open-access journal PLoS ONE (published 
by the Public Library of Science, PLoS) that is ONLY available 
electronically. If new names could be published validly and 
effectively in this way, problems with the medium and method 
could be explored and discussed more fully. It was worth the try!

One oft-cited advantage of e-publication is speed. The 
article was submitted to PLoS ONE on 3 November 2009 and 
accepted for publication 16 February 2010; time from accep-
tance to publication was an additional three months, but the 
delay was due in large part to the desire from PLoS editors 
to formulate robust and clear guidance for authors publish-
ing new botanical names (see http://www.plosone.org/static/
guidelines.action#requirements, and look for botanical names) 
and to making sure we got it right. Normally the time from 
acceptance to publication takes 30 days in PLoS ONE. Even 
this (slow by PLoS standards) six month turn-around is far 
faster than the year or sometimes longer that some journals 
in which new names are coined can take (for those to whom 
Impact Factors are relevant, the ISI impact factor for 2009 for 
PLoS ONE was 4.35).

In order to keep in step with developments in the zoological 
community and to anticipate future needs (see Remsen, 2010), 
we decided to imbed the International Plant Name Index (IPNI) 
globally unique identifier (GUID) numbers in the article itself 
as a route to structured metadata about the name as recorded 
in IPNI. Normal practice is to assign an IPNI GUID post-hoc, 
but at this stage in trying to advance electronic publication, and 
because we were working with an established peer-reviewed 
journal, an exception was made and names were entered into 
IPNI on acceptance of the paper (allowing assignment of an 
IPNI identifier, currently a Life Science Identifier: LSID), but 
suppressed from public view. On the day of publication itself, 
though, resolving the IPNI identifier showed metadata stating 
that the record was deleted rather than suppressed pending 
effective publication, causing much comment (http://iphylo
.blogspot.com/2010/05/linnaeus-meets-internet-plos-botany.
html) and subsequent discussion. The IPNI LSID metadata 
were modified to explain the reasons for suppression, one of 

which is that the name is pending effective publication. Perhaps 
we should have anticipated the expectations for a new publica-
tion of this sort and unsuppressed these names in IPNI at the 
time of effective publication, without the paper copy. However, 
previous experiences of people notifying IPNI that names had 
been effectively published, but this proving not to be the case, 
made us cautious in the first instance. In this case though, as 
soon as the paper copy was received at IPNI (see below for 
distribution issues), the names were available on-line. IPNI 
wanted to maintain the current practice of listing names for 
which we had hard copy evidence of them being effectively 
published. Depending on experiences we can adapt our prac-
tices, perhaps unsuppressing the name once a PDF (compliant 
with the relevant Code Articles, see below) has been received 
from the publisher or author on the day of effective publica-
tion; this is clearly an area for future development. Dynamic 
mapping and linking using semantic enhancement as has been 
demonstrated in ZooKeys (Penev & al., 2010) will also affect 
how the publication of new names and their appearance in 
indices are related.

According to the ICBN new names must be both validly 
and effectively published. Valid publication was easy and was 
assured by following Article 32 of the Code: assigning a type, 
diagnosis in Latin, etc. Effective publication, though, requires 
printed copies (Article 29). In the current wording of Article 
29 publication is effected through “distribution of printed mat-
ter (through sale, exchange, or gift) to the general public or 
at least to botanical institutions with libraries accessible to 
botanists generally” – copy number is not specified, nor is 
actual deposition or subsequent curation. The solution for this 
article was for the author (SK) to distribute the printed copies 
on the day of publication to at least two botanical libraries. 
Recommendations 29A and 30A were also followed: nomen-
clatural novelties were mentioned in the abstract, the electronic 
and printed versions were identical, and the electronic version 
was made publicly available (http://www.plosone.org/article/
info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0010502). In the 
International code for zoological nomenclature (see http://
www.nhm.ac.uk/hosted-sites/iczn/code/index.jsp, Article 8) 
the number of copies and an indication in the article where they 
were deposited (for non-print media) are both required. To this 
end, rather than just sending the hard copy of the paper to two 
botanical libraries, hard copies were printed and sent to eleven 
libraries, all mentioned in the text of the paper itself (following 
Recommendation 30A.2 and including the relevant indexing 
centre, in this case IPNI). Since PLoS ONE has a commenting 
facility associated with each article published, SK was able to 
post a comment to the effect that copies had been sent and at 
what time; this and any future comments will be permanently 
associated with the article on-line.

 “Run for your lives! End of the World!”* – Electronic publication 
of new plant names

LE T TER TO THE EDITOR

*  Title courtesy of Jim Croft (Australian National Botanic Garden) via 
Taxacom.
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“Proof” that the work had been distributed might perhaps 
be needed to ensure compliance with the Code; this could entail 
libraries keeping these print-outs, filing them in a retrievable 
fashion, referencing them as separates from a larger e-journal, 
and storing them indefinitely so that those needing to prove 
“distribution” can locate them in the future. In an attempt to 
avoid this problem, photographs of franked envelopes were 
taken as hard copies were posted for placing in the comments 
section of PLoS ONE, but these could not be uploaded – some-
thing for the future. This method of ensuring effective publi-
cation places the responsibility squarely on the shoulders of 
the author but is highly publisher-dependent; other publishers 
may want to take responsibility for distribution themselves. 
In addition, in this case, due to the publication of the article 
in the U.S.A. at 1700 EST (Eastern Standard Time, 1400 PST, 
Pacific Standard Time – PLoS offices are in California), SK 
had to receive a PDF ahead of publication in order to ensure 
distribution from London on 5 May 2010, the day of publica-
tion. Very convoluted, and a bit fraught!

The issue of retrievability is one of those previously iden-
tified as needing discussion (as archiving and accessibility in 
Knapp & al., 2006). Interestingly, however, correspondence 
received from librarians subsequent to publication of the article 
in PLoS ONE indicates to us that this community at least is 
ready to embrace e-publication, and ready to solve problems 
creatively. Susan Fraser (NY) suggested that perhaps the hard 
copy should be treated like a rare book with less than ten copies 
(pers. comm., 28 May 2010); Chris Freeland (MO) uploaded 
the article in CiteBank (http://www.citebank.org/node/82795) 
of the Biodiversity Heritage Library (BHL, http://www.bio
diversitylibrary.org/). This is in addition to the electronic ar-
chiving done by the publishers themselves. Entries for the hard 
copy and the URL link to the paper itself have been made 
in library catalogues of several institutions to which the hard 
copy was sent (e.g., Kew [http://epic.kew.org/cgi-bin/epic/lib
cat-redirect?id=165158], NYBG [http://tinyurl.com/3admwx8]). 
These public repositories were able to archive and ensure wider 
access to the electronic version of this article due to the open 
access “creative commons license” used by PLoS, which al-
lows users to reuse and distribute copies without permission, 
but with appropriate acknowledgment.

Date/time of publication was another issue highlighted 
in earlier discussions of new names in electronic media. In 
many journals with on-line early publication models, articles 
with nomenclatural novelties must be held back until print cop-
ies are distributed, due to potential ambiguities about date of 
publication and because the on-line early version usually does 
not have identical page numbers to the printed copy. In this 
case, PLoS ONE articles have a clear date stamp of day of 
publication; in addition, because the journal is not published 
as volumes but as individual articles only available on-line, the 
page number of the article is the same throughout (in this case 
e10502), but the pdf has pages numbers from 1–8. This has 
caused some discussion over the citation of the name – should 

the page number be “e10502 [2]” or should only the traditional 
page number be cited? Following much discussion, IPNI has 
plumped for the following format “Solanaceae Solanum asper-
sum S. Knapp – PLoS ONE 5(5): 2 (-3; fig. 1). 2010 [5 May 
2010] [Four new species of vining Solanum doi:10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0010502]” for now, as, at least for the moment, the 
hard copy is the effectively published work. But as we gain 
experience with this type of publication, this might change.

Despite a “minor wardrobe malfunction” of the IPNI 
identifiers not being resolvable at the instant of publication 
(see blog posts by R. Page at http://iphylo.blogspot.com/2010/
05/linnaeus-meets-internet-plos-botany.html and comments 
by J. Croft at http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%
2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0010502 and the convoluted fashion 
in which the printed article had to be distributed, we feel this 
test case for e-publication has been a success. We hope this 
concrete example of electronic publishing reassures the bo-
tanical community as to its usefulness if done in collaboration 
with reputable publishers, helps librarians to anticipate issues 
associated with archiving, and stimulates proposals to modify 
the Code for the future.

Sandra Knapp,1 Alan Paton,2 Katherine Challis2 
& Nicola Nicolson3

1 Department of Botany, The Natural History Museum, 
Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K

2 Department of Herbarium Library, Arts and Archives, 
Royal Botanic Gardens Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AB, 
U.K.

3 Science Applications (Information Technology), Royal 
Botanic Gardens Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AB, U.K.

LITERATURE CITED

Knapp, S. 2010. Four new species of vining Solanum (Solanaceae) 
from tropical America. PLoS One 5(5): e10502, doi:10.1371/jour
nalpone.0010502.

Knapp, S. & Wright, D. 2010. E-publish or perish? Pp. 83–93 in: Po-
laszek, A. (ed.) Systema Naturae 250: The Linnaean Ark. London: 
Taylor and Francis.

Knapp, S., Polaszek, A. & Watson, M. 2007. Spreading the word. 
Nature 446: 261–262.

Knapp, S., Wilson, K. & Watson, M. 2006. Electronic publication. 
Taxon 55: 2–3.

Penev, L., Agosti, D., Georgiev, T., Catapano, T., Miller, J., Blaga-
derov, V., Roberts, D., Smith, V., Brake, I., Rycroft, S., Scott, 
B., Johnson, N.F., Morris, R.A., Sautter, G., Chavin, V., Rob-
ertson, T., Remsen, D., Stoev, P., Parr, C., Knapp, S., Kress, 
W.J., Thompson, F.C. & Erwin, T. 2010. Semantic tagging of and 
semantic enhancements to systematics papers: ZooKeys working 
examples. ZooKeys 50: 1–16.

Remsen, D. 2010. The all genera index: Strategies for managing the 
BIG index of all scientific names. Pp. 149–162 in: Polaszek, A. 
(ed.), Systema Naturae 250: The Linnaean Ark. London: Taylor 
and Francis.

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0040-0262()55L.2[aid=7950043]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0028-0836()446L.261[aid=9290502]
http://www.citebank.org/node/82795
http://www.bio
http://epic.kew.org/cgi-bin/epic/lib
http://tinyurl.com/3admwx8]
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/jour
http://iphylo.blogspot.com/2010/05/linnaeus-meets-internet-plos-botany.html
http://iphylo.blogspot.com/2010/05/linnaeus-meets-internet-plos-botany.html
http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/jour

