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(225) Proposal to expedite nomenclature.

The Preamble to the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature states ““This Code aims at the
provision of a stable method of naming taxonomic groups . . .” (emphasis ours). Principle III states
“The nomenclature of a taxonomic group is based upon priority of publication.” The implementation
of the latter does not always achieve the former. The continuous and slow searching of previously
never read papers for earlier names which then take priority over other names does not encourage
stability. The number of old seed catalogues, newspapers and the like which have yet to be found and
read for nomenclature is large compared with the number of persons able and willing to do that task.
As a result, there will still be many decades to come during which this task will continue to destabilize
nomenclature, for no or little gain to anyone.

The present Code provides little guidance on how to reconcile the issue. Stability of nomenclature
is taking on a new urgency and meaning, with a rapidly widening group of people taking an active
interest in using correct names, including their incorporation in formal legislation. Taxonomists clearly
have a responsibility to pursue real stability as vigorously as some pursue priority.

A way to achieve both stability and maintain the rule of priority is to draw a new time line similar
in some respects to that of Article 13.1. We propose that the General Committee take what steps are
necessary to develop a comprehensive Index of Names. Once complete, or reasonably so, the Index
should be ‘closed’. Any name not in the Index and published before the closing date, or some other
agreed date, would be deemed unavailable for nomenclatural purposes.

Careful consideration needs to be given to the procedures used to ensure reasonable completeness
and world-wide coverage of all plant groups. A large part of the work of such an Index is already being
done by existing institutions, but early indexes of names which were not prepared from original sources
could be used only as a guide to the literature. It is not unreasonable to expect that, given reasonable
resources, the task could be completed within 10 years, even from the essential original sources.

It is important not to confuse an Index of this nature, which would establish a new time line, with
proposals to register all names continuously in order to effect publication. The closed nature of the
Index is central to its purpose—even if it is repeated at long, e.g. 50-100 year, intervals. A major
strength of the present Code is that its function does not depend upon the day by day functioning of
a central authority. If no more International Botanic Congresses were held, the Code would still
operate. War between nations, or terrorists’ bombs directed at key centres will not necessarily stop
taxonomists from functioning under the Code.

The drawing of a new nomenclatural base line with an Index, would free the all too scarce and
valuable time of taxonomists so they can get on with the task of naming plants. It is wasteful of scarce
talent to insist that old catalogues and newspapers be checked for long forgotten names when the
pressing reality of late 20th century taxonomy is the dearth of taxonomic workers in tropical sper-
matophytes and most lower plant groups. There could also be significant time savings by reducing
the overheads of time spent on preparing and evaluating cases for conservation, noting changes in
authorities for earlier homonyms etc.

(225) Proposal that the XIV International Botanic Congress empower the General Committee to
develop a program to compile a world-wide Index of plant names to be completed by the year 2000,
and which will become the basis for limiting the rule of Priority for names published prior to that
date (or some other date such as 1990).

Proposed by: R. J. Hnatiuk and A. D. Chapman, Bureau of Flora and Fauna, G.P.O. Box 1383,
Canberra, Australia.

(226)-(228B) Proposals for a method of defining effective publication by means of approved publica-
tions.

Summary

Proposals developed from the concepts of Hnatiuk and West on effective publication are made. For
Spermatophyta, Pteridophyta, Bryophyta and Fungi provisions for a system of approved publications
are proposed based on documentation centres which already provide the basic indexing services for
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different groups. These proposals could be introduced quickly with minimal change to current practice
and little additional bureaucracy, would solve the problems of defining effective publication of names,
and could provide a comprehensive accurate dating mechanism.

In the absence of any proposal from the Committee on Effective Publication to help solve the ever
increasing problem of defining what is effectively published, Hnatiuk and West (Prop. 229) have put
forward a novel and practical solution by means of a Register of Publications. This has come to the
attention of the Committee for Registration of Plant Names, and the three present authors, all members
of that Committee, have taken up this idea and now expand it into the proposals presented here. In
our proposals we deliberately avoid use of the words “register”, “registration” or “registered”’, which
have a somewhat different connotation in the context of Registration of Plant Names, and prefer to
refer to “approved” publications. We provide practical details of how the proposed system would
operate, and offer alternatives on the critical questions of how restrictive the list of journal publications

should be and of dates of publication.

(226) Proposal to add a new Art. 29.6 reading ““On or after 1 January 1990 [date to be confirmed by
Editorial Committee] names published in Spermatophyta, Pteridophyta, Bryophyta and Fungi* (in-
cluding Myxomycetes and lichen-forming fungi) are effectively published only if they appear in pub-
lications approved by the General Committee (see Guide to Approved Publications).

*Further groups may be added at the discretion of the General Committee.
(227A) Proposal to insert in the Code a Guide to Approved Publications, as follows:

“The General Committee will appoint a Publications Committee which will (a) compile and maintain
lists of approved publications; (b) designate documenting centres for different major groups* (such
designations will be subject to review by the Committee at any time); and (c) approve publications
other than approved journals according to recommendations submitted by the documenting centres.”

*As from 1 January 1990 the documenting centre for Spermatophyta and Pteridophyta will be the
Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, for mosses the Missouri Botanical Garden, for hepatics the Field Museum
of Natural History and for fungi (including Myxomycetes and lichen-forming fungi) the CAB Inter-
national Mycological Institute.

A list of journals relevant to each major group will be drawn up and maintained by the Committee.
In order for a journal to be included in any or all of these lists, its editor (or publisher as appropriate)
must make an application to the Committee. All such submissions will be accepted by the Committee
on condition that copies of the journal are deposited at the appropriate documenting centre or centres
[for an alternative to the latter sentence, see Proposal 227B]. Such lists will be open for deletion or
addition of titles at any time.

For publications not included in the approved journal list for the appropriate documenting centre
(or centres), such as books, pamphlets or reprints from non-approved journals, copies must be deposited
at the appropriate centre with a request that included names be treated as effectively published. The
Publications Committee will delegate to the documenting centres authority to assess such publications,
and make recommendations to and seek decisions from the Committee. The Committee will then
rule certain publications as approved.

The documenting centres will be required to publish at least annually lists of new names appearing
in approved works. Currently these will be the Index Kewensis, Index Muscorum Supplementum,
Index Hepaticarum Supplementum and Index of Fungi for the appropriate groups.

(227B) Proposal the same as Prop. 227A but the third sentence of paragraph 2 (starting “All such
submissions . . ..”) replaced by “The Committee will use its discretion in deciding which journals
should appear on the lists.”

Proposal 227B is an alternative to Proposal 227A.

(228A) Proposal to add in Art. 30.1, at the end of the first sentence “except as required by Art. 30.3”
and to add a new Art. 30.3 reading “For names appearing in publications approved under Art. 29.6
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the date of effective publication is the date of receipt at the documenting centre (see Guide to Approved
Publications pp. . . .).

(228B) Proposal to make the same addition to Art. 30.1 as is proposed in Proposal 228A and to add
a new Art. 30.3 reading as in Proposal 228A but with the words “other than journals™ before “ap-
proved”.

Proposal 228B is an alternative to Proposal 228A.

Plans are already in hand to publish the Index Kewensis (including all new names in Pteridophytes)
as annual cumulations from 1986 onwards. The Index Filicum will continue to appear as periodic
cumulations of the Pteridophyte names published annually in Index Kewensis. The Index of Fungi
has been published twice yearly since 1941. The Index Muscorum Supplementum and Index Hepa-
ticarum Supplementum are currently published biannually in Taxon.

Ideally the proposals would cover names in all plant groups, but since there appear to be no direct
equivalents of the Index Kewensis and Index of Fungi for the Algae and Fossil Plants at this time
there are practical problems of implementing the proposals for these groups at present. It is estimated
that Index Kewensis and Index of Fungi between them will cover more than 80% of all currently
published new plant names, and it is undesirable that the lack of indexes for Algae and Fossil Plants
should inhibit adoption of the concept of approved publications for the others. In a footnote to Proposal
226 we allow for the idea to be extended to cover other groups as soon as that becomes practical.

The Publications Committee would invite editors (or publishers as appropriate), of journals to apply
for inclusion on the approved lists by means of letters and advertisements in appropriate journals. An
initial list of approved journals, indicating which groups each is approved for, would be published by
the Publications Committee on behalf of the General Committee. Additions and deletions to this
would be noted in regular reports of the Publications Committee, and cumulated up-to-date lists made
available at appropriate intervals.

It is implicit in our proposals that some journals would be on the “approved” lists for all groups.,
but many will appear only on one list. A purely mycological journal, for example, need only be on
the approved list for Fungi, and need not be deposited at the documentation centre for Spermatophyta.
A broadly based journal such as Taxon, however, would need to be on all the lists proposed here
and also on lists for any further groups which may be established later.

We leave it to the Berlin Congress to choose between Proposals 227A and 227B, the former (227A)
imposing no conditions for inclusion in the list beyond an assurance that copies would be deposited
at the appropriate documenting centres, but the other (227B) allowing the Publications Committee to
use some judgement as to the desirability of including certain journals. Factors influencing such a
judgement might be international availability of the journal, anticipated frequency of publication of
new names, and possibly even quality of production. We would note that such a restriction might be
very helpful to the documenting centres, which would then not have to scan many journals of marginal
relevance to taxonomic botany on the off-chance that a new name might be published there. And at
the same time we emphasise that authors would not necessarily be precluded from using these marginal
journals for publishing names, since relevant reprints or single parts of the journals could be submitted
as one-off publications to the documenting centres with specific requests that names included be
recorded.

In the case of publications not in approved journals, the procedure proposed would be quite different.
Authors, editors or publishers would be required to supply a copy of the work to the appropriate
documenting centre (or centres) with the request that the work be treated as effectively published. In
cases where the documenting centre had doubts as to whether the publication should or should not
be accepted as effectively published the details would be submitted to the Publications Committee
for a decision.

On the question of date of effective publication it would be imperative that for the one-off works
this would be the date of receipt of the work at the documenting centre. For the approved journals,
however, it would be possible to either continue the present practice of accepting apparent or stated
dates of actual publication or to adopt the date of receipt at the documenting centre, and Proposals
228A and 228B present both options for the Congress to decide. Where date of receipt is accepted
the relevant indexing publication (Index Kewensis, Index of Fungi, etc.) would enter the exact day for
each name, in the form “Planta americana Z. Q. Smith, Species Novae Americanae 1: 100 (1 April
1990)”. If this were adopted for approved journals as well as for other approved works, clearly the
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exact day of effective publication would be readily established for every name published from 1990
onwards.

We believe that these proposals could resolve the many problems surrounding effective publication
which exist at present and which seem to defy any other attempt to cope with them. Minimal changes
would be imposed on current practices in publishing botanical names, and little additional bureaucracy
or financial support would be required.

Proposed by: R. K. Brummitt, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AB, UK; D. L.
Hawksworth, CAB International Mycological Institute, Ferry Lane, Kew, Surrey TW9 3AF, UK and
J. McNeill, Department of Biology, University of Ottawa, 30 Somerset E, Ottawa KIN 6N5, Canada.

(229) Proposal to improve Art. 29 (effective publication).
(229) Proposal to add to Article 29 the following new paragraphs:

“29.6. For names to be effectively published on or after 1 Jan. 1990, the place of publication must
be listed in the Register of Publications maintained by the General Committee (Division III). The
cumulative list of registered publications to date appears as Appendix . . . of this Code.”

29.7. Any applications for registering publications must be submitted by the editors of the publication,
or their equivalent, to the General Committee.”

Comments: Complete literature searches for new names and the original descriptions of new taxa
for any systematic study are becoming increasingly difficult. The rapid development in modern printing
methods has led to the proliferation of places of publication. Ideally it would be convenient to have
all new names and descriptions published in one place, i.e. in one central register. However, to achieve
this seems to be impractical. The separate registration of all new names to make them effective would
be much more complicated than the system we propose. To set up a register of approved publications
as the only acceptable places for effective publication of any new names or descriptions of new taxa
should be feasible and seems to be a realistic compromise.

There has been much previous discussion concerning regulation of Effective Publication and on the
problems of interpretation and application of Article 29 (e.g. Weresub and McNeill, 1980; Brummitt,
1980; Dahlgren and Friis, 1981; Eichler, 1981). As with the earlier suggestions the purpose of our
proposal is to clarify the interpretation of the words ““distribution” and “printed matter” in Article
29. Our proposal places the responsibility for interpreting what will be considered to be “printed
matter” and “effective distribution” on the General Committee rather than on each taxonomist.

The approved publications listed in the register would be the only places where publication could
be effected under the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature. Such a register would a) ensure
that new names and descriptions of new taxa were readily available, and b) reduce the number of
publications which had to be searched for new names and descriptions of new taxa. In other words,
it would give taxonomists a known list of the only acceptable places to check for nomenclatural matters
relevant to the Code after the time line.

It is suggested that the register should apply to modern work on or after a given date, e.g. 1 Jan.
1990. The register would need to be regularly revised and to be published regularly (e.g. in Taxon
and as part of the Code).

Any proposal for registering a publication which may be used for the effective publication of new
names and the original descriptions of new taxa by inclusion in Appendix ... must be submitted to
the General Committee. Guidelines for criteria to be met by publications to be eligible for listing
should be issued by the General Committee. We do not envisage that there would be any maximum
limit to the number of publications which could be included in the Register.

There are of course two main forms of publication which would need to be dealt with: periodicals
and separate publications such as books and independently published monographs. The following
points should be included in the discussion of criteria for registration of publications.

We consider that the criteria for the registration of periodicals should require the editor to apply to
the General Committee for registration. Information to be supplied by editors should include the title,
publisher, place of publication, a statement that for each issue the date of publication can be determined,
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