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NOVEMBER 1991 

(50-53) Proposals on registration of new names and combinations, and report of 
Special Committee 4 

The concept of Registration as a prerequisite for recognition of new names or com- 
binations has been discussed more or less formally at International Botanical Con- 
gresses since 1935 (Amsterdam). In Berlin, a somewhat hastily established committee 
presented a set of proposals with reference to this problem. The discussion that 
followed (Englera 9: 14-30, 76-77, 106-132. 1989) was confused by the existence of 
competing proposals with the same aim but not always with the same argumentation. 
This resulted in decisions to reject all proposals more or less conditionally, and 
establish a Special Committee 4 on Registration. This was finally established by letter 
of 17 December 1987 from the Secretary of the General Committee to the members 
(Taxon 37: 443. 1988). 

The Committee membership follows, members added after the original appoint- 
ments being marked with an asterisk (*): B. R. Baum (DAO, Canada), E A. Bisby 
(SPN, U.K.), W. A. Brandenburg (WAG, The Netherlands), H. Burdet (G, 
Switzerland), A. Cronquist (NY, U.S.A.), M. Crosby (MO, U.S.A), K. Faegri (BG, 
Norway), C. Feuillet (US, U.S.A.), G. E. Gibbs-Russell (PRE, South Africa), W. 
Greuter (B, Germany - ex officio), C. R. Gunn (BPI, U.S.A.), D. Hawksworth* (IMI, 
U.K. - ex officio), R. Hnatiuk (CBG, Australia), P. M. Kirk (IMI, U.K.), J. McNeill* 
(TRT, Canada - ex officio), N. Morin (MO, U.S.A.), D. H. Nicolson (US, U.S.A. - ex 
officio), C. H. Stirton (NU, South Africa), T. Stuessy (OS, U.S.A.), and R. H. Zander 
(BUF, U.S.A.). 

Due to the direction taken by the discussion in Berlin both the registration prob- 
lem(s) and the Committee were subdivided into two: Subcommittee 4A on the 
registration of Names and 4B on the registration of Publications. In the course of the 
work this polarization gradually blurred out, and has completely disappeared from 
the proposals as here presented. 

Subcommittee 4B was also to "consider media of effective publication". Again, this 
problem lost a great deal of its importance due to the way in which the registration 
proposals were eventually formulated. The thinking about registration of new names 
is related to the thinking about protecting names in current use, the NCU project, and 
there has, throughout the work, existed an intimate collaboration between our group 
and the NCU group, with partly overlapping membership, document circulation and 
meetings. The Special Committee is grateful to Professor David Hawksworth for 
making this possible. Registration of new names is a projection into the future of the 
NCU idea, and care has been taken to align the practical processes. It should be 
observed, though, that whereas the NCU project in some instances may clash with the 
priority principle, the idea of registration is to establish, in a simple and straightfor- 
ward way, an indisputable date of new names and combinations. The two proposals 
are completely independent of each other and the one can be accepted or rejected 
irrespective of what happens to the other. 

The arguments pro and contra registration were put forward by Greuter (Taxon 35: 
816-819. 1986), on behalf of the Committee reporting to the Berlin Congress (see 
above) and also with the other proposals (Taxon 35: 819-827. 1986) and shall not be 
reiterated here. Only the main points will be stated. 

The publication of new names is today so unstructured that it is difficult for a tax- 
onomist to be sure that he/she is following the Code, even when working in the largest 
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botanical establishments, and out of the question for those working at smaller institu- 
tions. The indexing authorities (Index kewensis and the cryptogam indexes) are 
fighting an uphill battle against the avalanche of new names (some 6000 per year in 
spermatophytes alone), and admit that they have no hope of being able to catch all. 
Registration is the only remedy proposed that can stem the tide of easily overlooked 
names. Good, thorough monographic work has again and again been advocated as 
the remedy. The reference is fully correct: nothing can replace such activity, but it is 
inadequate. There are major taxa that have not been monographed in this century, and 
names have proliferated in the meantime. There is no realistic hope that this situation 
will change materially. 

Also, the present wording of the Code does not prevent the existing malpractice of 
publishing names more or less clandestinely. Examples are known of authors produc- 
ing - while complying with Art. 29 - an extremely small number of copies (down to 
three is known) and placing a couple of them in a botanical library, keeping the rest for 
self and friends. This is effective publication under the Code! It may be asked why a 
person does a thing like that. Man's perversity is unpredictable, the fact is that it is 
done and that it is legal. Attempts to tighten Art. 29 and 30 sufficiently to prevent such 
malpractices would probably (1) be inefficient anyhow and (2) more restrictive in their 
effects than registration. 

The proposed additions to Art. 32 and 45 are to a certain extent blanket laws 
presuming that the International Association for Plant Taxonomy (IAPT) takes care 
of practical details, which must be left to a smaller and more effective body than a 
group of persons scattered in several continents. It has, however, had one overriding 
consideration: to avoid or prevent any possibility of censorship. The registration pro- 
cess is straightforward: just send the material to one (any) of several designated sta- 
tions, and the only thing that can disturb the process is a demand for additional data if 
some of those demanded by the Code are blatantly missing. The correctness of data is 
assumed. 

On the face of it, the procedure seems to be very similar to the indexing going on at 
present. However, there are two major differences. It is the responsibility of the author 
to see that the name is registered, indexers shall no longer be obliged to hunt for new 
names. Indexes will always be 100 ?7o complete, quite simply because unregistered 
names do not, nomenclaturally speaking, exist. Whether the publication media 
(periodicals etc.) submit the material or the author him/herself does so is a matter bet- 
ween those two parties. The registration process is the same. 

The second point is that clandestine publishing must be brought out into the 
daylight by registration, whatever the author may think about it. If not, it is, again, a 
case of non-existent nomenclature. And even more: anybody may register a name to 
save it. 

Registration is presumed to take place via a network of suboffices under the super- 
vision of a central IAPT office. The date of the name is unequivocally defined as the 
data of receipt of the full documentation at the (local) registering office. If the 
nomenclatural status of a registered name is contested, regular procedure will have to 
be followed. Registered material (or a copy if the original is requested back by the 
author) will be stored centrally and be available for consultation. 

The proposals, as presented here, were finally formulated at a meeting on the 
stabilization of nomenclature held at the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew and the Inter- 
national Mycological Institute on 20-23 February 1991. Seven voting members of the 
Special Committee were present at the final session on registration, viz. Burdet, Cron- 
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quist, Faegri, Hnatiuk, Nicolson, Stirton, Zander and Greuter (ex officio, not voting). 
In addition six other members were present at the meeting, but did not take part in the 
final session, viz. Bisby, Brandenburg, Crosby, Hawksworth, Kirk, and McNeill. 
Apologies were received from Gunn. The voting at the final session (accept: abstain: 
reject) is given after each proposal; the Committee members not taking part in the 
voting have since been contacted by correspondence and have expressed their 
agreement. 

(50) Add a new item at the end of Art. 32.1 (7: 0: 0) 

"(e) In addition, names (autonyms excepted) published on or after 1 Jan 1995 must 
be registered.' 

(51) Add a new Art. 32.1bis (7: 0: 0) 

"Registration is effected by sending to any registering office designated by the Inter- 
national Association for Plant Taxonomy the printed matter including the pro- 
tologue(s), with the name(s) to be registered clearly identified'" 

(52) Add a second sentence to the new Art. 32.1bis (6: 1: 0) 

"The date of registration is the date on which the requisite printed matter is received 
at the registering office?' 

(53) Add a new Art. 45.1bis (7: 0: 0) 

"After 1 Jan 1995, when not all the conditions of valid publication have been met 
prior to registration the name must be resubmitted for registration, these conditions 
having been met." 

Proposed by: Knut Faegri, Botanical Institute, University of Bergen, N-5007 Bergen, Norway, 
on behalf of the Special Committee 4 on Registration. 
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