
Mycological Taxonomic Literature and Publication
Author(s): G. C. Ainsworth and R. Ciferri
Source: Taxon, Vol. 4, No. 1 (Feb., 1955), pp. 3-6
Published by: International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT)
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1216760 .

Accessed: 01/03/2014 09:15

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT) is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and
extend access to Taxon.

http://www.jstor.org 

This content downloaded from 212.238.12.29 on Sat, 1 Mar 2014 09:15:35 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=iapt
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1216760?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


MYCOLOGICAL TAXONOMIC LITERATURE AND PUBLICATION 
by 

G. C. Ainsworth (Exeter) & R. Ciferri (Pavia) 

Although nearly 10,000 genera and some 100,000 species of fungi have already 
been proposed new genera and new species are still being proposed at a high rate. 
During recent years 50 new genera and between 600 and 700 new spe6ies have been 
proposed annually and the only noticeable change during the past thirty years is the 
marked increase in the proportion of new combinations to new species since the 
recent war, a change that reflects an increasing interest in revision (for details see 
Taxon 3 : 77-79. 1954). 

An author who proposes a new fungus taxon implies that it is not one of the 
many thousands hitherto described and, unfortunately, he is often found to be mis- 
taken. Half the genera and more than half the species which have been proposed 
have already been reduced to synonymy and there is little evidence that modern 
students of systematic mycology will prove to have been much more successful than 
their predecessors in proposing acceptable taxa. The reasons for this lack of success 
are many and complex. One important factor is the extent, complexity, and in- 
accessibility of much of the literature and it is this aspect to which we wish to draw 
attention. 

Reproduction of taxonomic literature 

Today the literature of taxonomic mycology extends back for 150 years. Many 
of the older, out of print, publications are scarce and current taxonomic publication 
is scattered through an increasingly wide range of periodicals and books. An in- 
dication of the width of this scatter is given by the fact that although a thousand 
plant science journals are received by the Botanical Institute of the University of 
Pavia it is possible at that institute to see only about 70 per cent of the original 
descriptions of new fungus species. For workers at most other universities the 
position is much less satisfactory. 

In addition to the problem of scatter there is the problem of the accessibility of 
even the more important international mycological journals. During the past thirty 
years, 25-30 per cent of the new taxa have been published in four leading mycological 
journals - the Annales Mycologici (and its successor Sydowia) and the journals of 
the American, British and French mycological societies (see Taxon 3:79. 1954). 
Day to day access to these four periodic:als is, therefore, a very great convenience, 
if not, indeed, essential to all mycologists engaged in taxonomic work. Even in 
countries having many long established libraries this facility is of comparatively 
rare occurrence. In the British Isles, for example, complete or incomplete sets of 
one or more of these journals are contained in 40 of the 247 university, public, or 
institutional libraries, according to the 1952 edition of the World List of Scientific 
Periodicals. The number of complete and incomplete sets of the four journals is 
summarized in Table I from which it is evident that there is a marked concentration 

TABLE I 
Number of sets of four leading mycological journals in the libraries of the British Isles 

No. of libraries having: 
complete or complete sets 

incomplete sets total in 
Lord-Jon Annales Mycologici 18 12 8 

Mycologia 24 15 6 
Transactions of the British Mycological Society 32 18 5 
Bulletin de la Societ6 Mycologique de France 19 6 4 
(Data from World List of Scientific Periodicals, 1952) 
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of complete sets in London. In only one town (Cambridge) and in no institution 
outside London are complete sets of the four journals available. 

The British Isles are compact and densely populated and there is an efficient 
library exchange service so that provided a reference is known, the original journal 
or a copy of the paper can usually be obtained fairly quickly (but rarely under a 
week). In less densely populated regions many working mycologists are hundreds, 
or even thousands of miles from the nearest sets of these journals. Photo- 
graphic copying and air mail have to some extent alleviated the lot of such workers, 
who, however, often have the greatest difficulty in learning of the existence of 
papers relevant to their particular problem. The current literature is, with varying 
periods of delay, more or less adequately covered by abstracting journals and such 
publications as the Commonwealth Mycological Institute's annual bibliography of 
systematic mycology. Many important papers and books were, however, published 
before the initiation of abstracting journals. Increasing interest in mycology is having 
the effect of putting more and more mycological works into the 'rare book' class. 
This means that available copies are often offered at collectors' prices which are 
beyond the purse of working mycologists or even institutional libraries. New uni- 
versities and university colleges, such as those in tropical Africa, are being founded. 
More will follow and where are the botanists and mycologists at these institutions 
to obtain the journals and work books which they need? The only solution seems 
to be the reproduction in some form of a series of basic texts. 

The chief methods of doing this are to re-issue the works: 
(1) in a format similar to the originals by a photographic offset process, 
(2) as microfilm, or 
(3) as microcards (microprint). (There is also 
(4) the 'photostat' process which though very useful for single copies or small 

numbers of copies is unsuitable for larger editions.) 
A certain number of publications have already been reproduced by one or other 

of these processes. During the Second World War, Saccardo's Sylloge Fungorum 
was re-issued in the U.S.A. by the offset process at a price equal to approximately 
one-fifth of the current price of sets of the original volumes. Fries's Systema myco- 
logicum, 1821-32, has been made available by all three processes, and the relative 
prices are interesting: 

photo offset $ 60.0 (the approximate price at which the original edition is offered 
by second-hand booksellers); 

microfilm $ 10.1 (? 3.12.6); 
microcard $ 8.50. 

(The last two prices must be near the prevailing minimum for they are those of 
two non-profit making organisations). Persoon's Synopsis methodica fungorum, 
1801, is also available in two forms; offset ($ 25.0), and microfilm (? 1.5.0.- 
$ 3.50). 

Each of these methods of reproduction has its particular advantages and dis- 
advantages. A selection of works in constant use in the herbarium or laboratory 
merit re-issue in book form. Many of the mycological classics and most of the 
periodical literature is now 'reference material' and is needed by a working 
systematist for checking original descriptions, points of nomenclature, etc.; it is 
only the historian who usually needs to read such works for long periods. Re- 
publication of this literature in book form seems unjustified and microcards have, 
in the authors' opinion, much to recommend them. They are the cheapest method, 
there are no binding costs, microcards are much easier to handle and store than 
microfilm, there is a great saving of space (the microcard edition of Fries's Systema 
occupies less than 1/25th the volume of the original books), and the cards are easily 
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referred to in the laboratory by the use of a binocular microscope if no special 
reader is available. 

Publication and registration of new taxa 
There is another important aspect to the proposal of new taxa. The International 

Code of Botanical Nomenclature requires that a new name shall be validly published 
and the responsibility of an author is limited to seeing that he fulfils the prevailing 
requirements for valid publication. Having done this, other workers must search the 
literature for his proposals. The first large scale attempt to compile lists of fungus 
taxa was that of Saccardo and his collaborators in the twenty-five volumes of the 
Sylloge Fungorum. During the inter-war years Petrak made a single-handed attempt 
to list new genera, new species, and new combinations and since 1940 the Common- 
wealth Mycological Institute at Kew has issued twice-yearly lists of new genera, 
species and names. This last project does ensure that new taxa are eventually com- 
piled but the process is slow. Names are commonly not compiled until five years 
after publication and in the 1950 issues of the Index of Fungi taxa proposed in 1940 
were still being compiled because even the resources of the Institute's special library 
combined with those of Kew Herbarium and other London libraries and the help 
of various voluntary collaborators in different parts of the world have been in- 
sufficient to allow the compilers to see some of the more obscure publications which 
have finally often been noticed more by luck than cunning. While no one is anxious 
to introduce bureaucratic methods into taxonomy, anyone who proposes a new 
taxon has certain social obligaticns and it might eventually be desirable for the 
Rules to require that a new name published in accordance with the prevailing Code 
has to be validated by registration with a central authority which would at regular 
intervals issue lists of new taxa, an idea that has also occurred to phanerogamists 
(see The Geneve Conference, Regnum Vegetabile 5 : 47-48. 1954). Births, marriages 
and deaths have to be registered - why not new genera and species, new com- 
binations, and new synonyms? The date of registration might well be taken as the 
date to be considered in questions of priority. 

Such a procedure is probably too radical for immediate acceptance and its en- 
forcement would, at the present time, be difficult. There is, however, a most urgent 
need by mycologists for lists and standard descriptions of new taxa in some con- 
venient and accessible form. This need is not one restricted to academic and museum 
workers as is shown by the fact that the Commonwealth Mycological Institute, an 
institution whose main interest is in plant pathology, that is, in applied mycology, 
has felt it necessary to compile and issue the Index of Fungi *), which is the only 
publication which attempts to list all new genera and species of fungi. 

As already mentioned, Saccardo's Sylloge Fungorum was the first attempt to 
compile standardized descriptions of fungal taxa. What is now needed is the 
establishment of a new international Review devoted to the publications of 
lists of new combinations and possibly of new synonyms and of diagnoses 
of new mycological taxa proposed throughout the world, a kind of Sylloge Fungorum 
in periodical form. Such a Review would have to be supervised by an international 
editorial committee of specialists on different groups of fungi charged not only to 
translate diagnoses written in a national language into Latin but also, if necessary, 
to perfect and complete the diagnoses, by consultation with the authors of the taxa 
whenever possible. Authors wishing to propose new mycological taxa could be 
encouraged, and the advantages should soon become so apparent that finally authors 
might be required by the Code, to publish the new names in the Review when the 
proposals would automatically be examined by the specialists on the editorial cornm- 

*) Now being supplemented by copies of the original diagnoses of new species on microcards. 
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mittee before publication. This should ensure that adequate type material was 
preserved, etc. In addition, authors could publish descriptions in their own languages 
in other journals, books, etc. Detailed planning for such a Review would involve 
consultation with organizations likely to be interested, such as the Commonwealth 
Mycological Institute, Kew, and the International Bureau for Plant Taxonomy and 
Nomenclature, if wasteful duplication of effort is to be avoided. 

This article gives the substance of a paper read to Section 19 (General Mycology) 
of the VIIIth International Botanical Congress, Paris, on 7 July 1954. 

The need for exploration at an international level of the two topics discussed 
appears to be urgent and two resolutions were therefore proposed by the authors 
recommending the Section of Mycology, (1) to initiate appropriate action by which 
a selection of the mycological literature essential for the study of the taxonomy of 
fungi could be made available in a form which would ensure its widest possible 
distribution, and (2) to explore the possibilities for the establishment of a new 
international Review devoted to the publication of diagnoses of new mycological taxa. 

Both resolutions were unanimously accepted by the Section. Later they were 
examined by the Congress 'Commission des voeux' which, in view of the wider 
implications of these resolutions, decided to envisage a complete reform of taxonomic 
documentation before the next Congress. 

EPILOGIA PRO MONOGRAPHIA SUA 
by 

E. J. H. Corner (Cambridge, G.B.) 
On almost every page of my monograph of "Clavaria and Allied Genera" there are 

examples (not just one example), so I read in Taxon (Doty, 1954), of breaches of 
the rules of nomenclature. If this were true, I would apologise, but after turning hot 
and cold, I had a good laugh at the importance of being earnest. How very silly of 
men to quarrel over fungi! Nevertheless, they are the recreation of Dr Doty and 
myself, as well as of many others. Let us see therefore, what is amiss. 

1. Of the first 180 pages, nomenclature is considered on 28. Suppose they are 
full of mistakes, there are still 152 which escape, and no one else has been able to 
write so much on clavarias that was not systematic. I fear Dr Doty has been carried 
away by exaggeration. 

2. I am said not to distinguish taxonomy from nomenclature. Of course I do not. 
If you cannot distinguish species, you certainly cannot apply names. I have not 
breached the rules, but welded them with botany. 

3. I have overlooked about 70 valid specific names. I did and 1 didn't! Just 
after my monograph was published, the 7th International Botanical Congress 
published its decision to date Fries's Systema from 1st Jan. 1821. Thus, a few minor 
works which no mycologist had heeded for over a century were given notoriety and 
these names cropped up. It was bad luck for me, but not a breach of the rules on 
my part. Now, why doesn't Dr Doty tell us what these names are? I gave him a 
copy of my monograph four years ago, and this is what I get for it! What horrible 
things fungi must be to engender this discord! 

4. I am said to have by-passed rather consistently the rule of priority, but 
Dr Doty does not say where. I point to the lists of synonyms which are given 
chronologically. But, of course, there are doubts, not breaches of the rules. 

5. Because I did not see the type of Clavulinopsis sulcata v. Ov. I am supposed 
to have breached them again. But, Dr Doty has not seen the type either, so how can 
he condemn me? No type is known to exist. There is, however, a very good picture 
and description, and, having some acquaintance with the clavarias of South East 
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