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FORSSKAL AND THE INTERPRETATION OF ARTICLE 23 

C. Jeffrey' 

Summary 
Article 23 is shown to be equivocal with respect to the validity of specific names published in the 

'Flora Aegyptiaco-Arabica' of ForsskAl (1775) and similar works. 

Burdet and Perret (1983) have concluded that, under the provisions ofArt. 23.6(c) of the International 
Code of Botanical Nomenclature (Voss et al., 1983), all the specific names first published in certain 
works of Asso, Aublet, Forsskil and Grimm must be regarded as not validly published, on the grounds 
that these are works in which the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature for species is not consistently 
employed. Their interpretation of this Article is supported by Friis et al. (1984), who rightly emphasize 
the undesirable nomenclatural consequences of such a conclusion and invite comments as to how 
they might best be avoided. Greuter (1984) however disagrees with the conclusions of these authors, 
arguing that it is neither the intention, nor the implication, of Art. 23.6(c) that all the species in a 
work must be designated by Linnaean binomials, but that only the named species need be. 

We are thus confronted with two different interpretations of Art. 23.6(c), and it is necessary therefore 
to examine Art. 23 to identify the features responsible for such equivocation. 

Study of the papers of Burdet and Perret, Friis et al. and Greuter reveals that there are three areas 
of doubt with respect to Art. 23 and that they concern the terms 'name', 'epithet' and 'consistently'. 
These will therefore be examined in turn. 

The Meaning of 'Name' 
Art. 6.6 states that, unless otherwise indicated, the word 'name' as employed in the Code means a 

name that has been validly published. Unfortunately, the Code largely ignores this provision of 
otherwise indication; for example, the word 'name' in Art. 32 cannot be interpreted as 'a name that 
has been validly published' without making nonsense of the whole Article. Friis et al. conclude that 
Art. 6.6 implies that names may be either validly published or invalidly published and that therefore 
a species may be 'named' in a work irrespective of whether or not the name of the species has a form 
which complies with the provisions of Art. 23. This conclusion is certainly supported by the broad 
sense in which we must interpret the word name as being employed in Art. 32. They thus conclude 
that, under the Code, the fact that a species is not binary-named in a work does not imply that it is 
un-named. Friis et al., like Burdet & Perret, therefore consider that if a published work includes even 
only one name that is not binary (and which is therefore invalid under Art. 32.1), then all the names 
in that work are to be regarded as not validly published under Art. 23.6(c). 

On the other hand, Art. 23.1 defines the name of a species as a binary combination consisting of 
the name of the genus followed by a single specific epithet. Leaving aside for the moment what is 
meant by 'a single epithet', we may conclude that it follows therefore that any other kind of designation 
of a species is not to be regarded as a name in the sense of Art. 23.1, but must be regarded as a means 
of reference to an un-named species in the sense of the Code. Therefore any species so designated 
must be considered to be an un-named species in the sense of Art. 23.1, its designation to consist of 
words not intended as "names" under Art. 23.6(a), and therefore its post-initial terms not to be 
regarded as specific epithets under Art. 23.6. On this interpretation, which is the one implicit in the 
argument of Greuter, the cases falling under Art. 23.6(c) are either works in which all species are un- 
named in the sense of Art. 23.1 or works in which there is a mixture of binary-named species and 
un-named species otherwise designated. It follows that in the latter, insofar as the named species in 
this sense are concerned, the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature must be regarded as consistently 
employed. Thus any work in which even only one species is given a proper Linnaean binomial, and 
the rest designated in other ways, must be regarded as consistently using the Linnaean system of binary 
nomenclature for the species it did in fact name. 

Thus we have two conflicting interpretations of Art. 23.6(c), one, that a work in which only one 
species designation is not binary cannot be regarded as a vehicle of valid publication of specific names, 
the other, that a work in which at least one name is binary can be regarded as a vehicle of valid 
publication of the binary specific names it does contain. Either Burdet and Perret and Friis et al. are 
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right, in which case, as Greuter points out, the nomenclatural consequences would be disastrous, or 
Greuter is right, in which case the Article is virtually meaningless. There is no logical half-way house 
(Greuter, to his credit, tries to inhabit a commonsensical one!). The only unequivocal conclusion is 
that the present wording of the Article is unsatisfactory. 

The Meaning of 'Epithet' 
This conclusion is reinforced by consideration of the use of the term epithet in Art. 23. As Friis et 

al. point out, Art. 23.1 rules that if an epithet consists of one or more words, these are to be united 
or hyphenated, and this seems to be in conflict with Art. 23.6(c), for the Code gives no guidance on 
how to distinguish between phrases intended as single specific epithets but consisting of two or more 
separate words when originally published, and the post-generic terms of other designations not intended 
as specific epithets. Example 1 of Art. 23 makes it seem that by epithet, it is the equivalent of a 
Linnaean nomen triviale that is implied. Also, Art. 23.6 rules that words not intended [by their authors] 
as epithets are not to be regarded as specific epithets. Together, these two provisions imply that 
designations of species consisting of a generic name followed by one or more words not intended as 
specific epithets (such as provisional designations of species by numbers, letters, vernaculars or de- 
scriptive phrases, and Linnaean nomina specifica legitima and comparable polynomials, consisting of 
a generic name followed by a descriptive phrase of one or more words) are not to be regarded as 
specific names. Furthermore, Example 10 implies that designations of species consisting of a generic 
name followed by a double or multiple epithet of two or more separate words that have no mutual 
relationship (other than grammatical) are also not to be regarded as specific epithets, though as Donk 
(1962) points out, they are not to be confused with biverbal or multiverbal epithets which, as Example 
1 makes clear, are to be regarded as specific epithets and are, under Art. 23. 1, to be united or hyphenated 
(as appropriate to the provisions of Art. 73). 

It is clear that the distinctions between these different categories of designations are important, and 
they could with advantage be set out more explicitly in the Article. As shown below, they are particularly 
relevant to any consideration of the work of ForsskAl (1775). 

The Meaning of 'Consistently' 
Murray (1893) gives three senses in which the word consistently can correctly be used -in accordance 

or compatibly with something; in accordance with itself; or uniformly, with persistent uniformity. 
Clearly, in Art. 23.6(c), it cannot be understood as being employed in either of the first two senses; 
otherwise, I could consistently employ Linnaean binary nomenclature if I used it for every other 
species, or every tenth species, or for species occurring in Africa, in any account I wrote, provided 
only that I pointed out in the work that I intended to do so. It can be taken as employed in only the 
third sense, i.e., constantly, exclusively, without exception. Thus, in contrast to what Greuter concludes, 
the French version of the Code does render the intended meaning accurately ('d'une fagon constante'), 
and the works of Asso, Aublet, Forsskil and Grimm cannot be excluded from the category of works 
not consistently employing Linnaean binary nomenclature on such semantic grounds. In view of the 
uncertainty generated, however, it would perhaps be better to revise the wording of the Article such 
that the word consistently need no longer be employed. 

The Work of Forsskdl (1775) 
It would also be an improvement if the Article distinguished more clearly, and dealt with in separate 

sections, the different categories of works to which Art. 23.6(c) applies, and which were distinguished 
by Greuter. The first category consists of works Pre-Linnaean in the sense that they do not have a set 
of Linnaean binary names but only descriptive polynomials or nomina specifica legitima, amongst 
which, by chance, one or more may be reduced to a single word. As Greuter states, these are ruled 
out under Art. 23.6(a). The second category consists of works that do employ Linnaean binary no- 
menclature but in which there is a frequent use of multiple epithets in the sense of Donk. As Greuter 
again correctly states, such works can be unequivocally rejected only by explicit mention in the Code. 
The third category distinguished by Greuter consists of works like those dealt with by Burdet and 
Perret, in which the Linnaean system of binary nomenclature is employed for many species, but in 
which some of the species are otherwise designated. It is works in this category the validity of which 
as vehicles of the publication of specific names is open to question, as Burdet and Perret have 
demonstrated; Greuter is too sanguine in his conclusion that the works of Asso, Aublet and Grimm 
are under no real threat. 

Unlike Greuter, I conclude that Forsskil's work also belongs in this category, and not to a further 
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category, of works like those of category three, but in which the sets of binary-named and otherwise- 
designated species cannot be objectively distinguished from each other. In the case of ForsskAl's work, 
this is just not true. While Greuter is correct that in the Florulae of this work, with Roman pagination, 
there is no typographical distinction between epithets and non-epithets, there are rules by which they 
can be told apart. The very fact that we know that there are different kinds of nomenclatural entities 
in this part of ForsskAl's work in itself demonstrates that they can be distinguished; otherwise, we 
would not be aware of their existence! They can be distinguished, for example, as follows: for pp. i- 
xiv, non-epithets not in italics; for pp. xviii-xxxvi, non-epithets not in italics, or if in italics then in 
the ablative case; for pp. LI-LVIII, epithets in Roman or if in italics, then of only one word; for pp. 
LIX-LXXVII, non-epithets not in italics or if in italics, then in the ablative case or vernacular in 
form; pp. XCI-CXXXI, non-epithets not in italics (not in Roman in Sect. VII), or if in italics (Roman 
in Sect. VII), then in the ablative case or vernacular in form; and pp. 1-219, non-epithets not in small 
upper case letters. In all cases, 'dubia' and a few similar words implying doubt and not intended as 
epithets are to be excluded as such. 

On this basis, the following distinct categories are to be found in the Florulae part of ForsskAl's 
work: 

1. binomially named species (some with biverbal epithets to be hyphenated); 
2. un-named species without any adjunct to the generic name; 
3. un-named species with an epithet-like vernacular; 
4. un-named species with a polynomial ablative descriptive phrase; 
5. un-named species with 'dubia' or other adjunct signifying doubt; 
6. un-named subordinate taxa (conventionally treated as varietates), with or without a vernacular 

adjunct and/or an ablative polynomial adjunct; and 
7. trinomially-named subordinate taxa. 

The only real difficulty concerns categories 1 and 3. ForsskAl, as a good Linnaean, would not have 
used what were obviously intended as provisional distinguishing vernaculars as epithets--this is made 
clear by comparison between the Florulae and the Centuriae, for in the latter are examples of replace- 
ment of the provisional vernaculars by proper epithets (Heine, 1968). Unfortunately, ForsskAl's editor, 
when publishing the work, also adopted some of his vernaculars as epithets in the Centuriae so that 
in this, unlike in the Florulae, vernaculars are used as intended epithets and being thus presented with 
a nomenclatural fait accompli, we must accept them as such. On account of this discrepancy, I feel 
we have no alternative to treating all such vernaculars as epithets in both sections of the work; at least 
this removes the need for making the fine distinction between categories 1 and 3. 

Thus in ForsskAl's work, it is always possible to distinguish between named species, for which 
Forsskil did consistently use Linnaean binary nomenclature, and un-named species, to which he gave 
ablative polynomials not intended as single specific epithets, or gave terms indicative of doubt, or 
listed without any adjunct to the generic name. 

I therefore conclude that in substance, ForsskAl's work is in no way different from those of Asso, 
Aublet and Grimm. There does not appear to be any justification, either, for any attempt to treat the 
Florulae separately from the Centuriae. As 'works' is not defined in Art. 23.6(c), in the case of ForsskAl 
we must accept the whole volume together as a work in the sense of the Article, since it is established 
custom to refer to the whole as ForsskAl's 'work' (Preamble, 9). 

The Case of Linnaeus 
Greuter is right in stating that the inference in the second sentence of Art. 23.6(c), that Linnaeus 

did not in fact consistently use binary species nomenclature in the Species Plantarum (Linnaeus, 1753), 
is not correct. What is correct is that in about 70 species, the nomen triviale consists of two unconnected 
words. Most of them are biverbal epithets to be hyphenated or combined under Art. 23.1. Of the few 
remainder, to treat the Apocynum case as an orthographic error to be corrected would, as Greuter 
suggests, be the obvious, elegant solution to its special problem. An appropriate provision could be 
incorporated into the Article. It is likely that the form used on p. 213 of the Species Plantarum (1753), 
'fol. androsaemi', is a direct abbreviated quote of 'foliis androsaemi' as cited from Boccone and a 
mere lapsus calami on the part of Linnaeus. The cases in Salvia, Asplenium and Melilotus (Sprague, 
1924) may continue to be treated in accordance with established custom. 

146 TAXON VOLUME 34 



References 
Burdet, H. M. and P. Perret. 1983. Grimm, Asso, Aublet et ForsskAl sont-ils "linn~ens"? ou la ported 

de l'article 23.6(c) du Code International de la Nomenclature Botanique. Candollea 38: 699- 
707. 

Donk, M. A. 1962. On Secretan's fungus names. Taxon 11: 170-173. 
ForsskAl, P. 1775. Flora aegyptiaco-arabica. Copenhagen. 
Friis, I., R. K. Brummitt, F. N. Hepper, C. Jeffrey, N. P. Taylor, B. Verdcourt, R. A. Howard and D. 

H. Nicolson. 1984. Validity of names published by Forsskil and Aublet. Taxon 33: 495-496. 
Greuter, W. 1984. Warning against misinterpreting the Rule on "non-Linnean" works (Art. 23.6(c)). 

Taxon 33: 493-495. 
Heine, H. 1968. A propos de la nomenclature d'un sebestier de l'ancien monde. Adansonia ser. 2, 

8: 181-187. 
Linnaeus, C. 1753. Species plantarum. Stockholm. 
Murray, J. A. H. 1893. A new English dictionary, Vol. 2. Oxford. 
Sprague, T. A. 1924. Trinominals. Journ. Bot. 62: 178-180. 
Voss, E. G. et al. (eds.) 1983. International code of botanical nomenclature, adopted by the Thirteenth 

International Botanical Congress, Sydney, August 1981. Regnum Veg. 111. 

LECTOTYPIFICATION OF ENCELIOPSIS COVILLEI (A. NELSON) 
S. F. BLAKE (ASTERACEAE: HELIANTHEAE) AND A 
CONSIDERATION OF ITS CORRECT NAME 

Curtis Clark and Donald L. Sanders' 

Summary 
Encelia grandiflora M. E. Jones, nom. illeg., was published without clear reference to a type, an 

omission that was apparently overlooked by subsequent workers seeking to deal with the generic 
position of the species and the illegitimacy of its name. Seeming inconsistency in the treatment of the 
epithet stems from the differing rules concerning homonymy in the American and International codes 
of nomenclature at that time. A lectotype is provided. 

In the course of a revision of Enceliopsis, we have found it necessary to resolve the nomenclatural 
ambiguities associated with: 

Enceliopsis covillei (A. Nelson) S. F. Blake, J. Washington Acad. Sci. 21(14): 334. 1931. Type: CAL- 
IFORNIA. [Inyo Co.]: Hall Canyon, Panamint Mountains, elev. 750 m, 18 April 1891, Coville & 
Funston 698 (Lectotype US! isotypes DS! GH! MO! NY!). 

Encelia grandiflora M. E. Jones, Proc. Calif. Acad. Sci. 5(n.s.): 702. 1895. non Encelia grandiflora 
(Bentham) Hemsley, Biologia Centrali-Americana 2: 184. 1881. 

Helianthella covillei A. Nelson, Bot. Gaz. 37: 273. 1904. (Basionym) 
Enceliopsis grandiflora A. Nelson, Bot. Gaz. 47: 433. 1909, nom. superfl. illeg. 
Enceliopsis argophylla (D. C. Eaton) A. Nelson var. grandiflora Jepson, Man. Fl. P1. Calif., p. 1081. 

1925. 

Coville (1893) emended, based on two collections that he had made, the description of Helianthella 
argophylla (D. C. Eaton) A. Gray (Tithonia argophylla D. C. Eaton), a species up until then represented 
only by a fragmentary type (GH!; of "a tuft of radical leaves and a single head" mentioned in Eaton's 
description (Watson, 1871), only two leaves and one achene remain). Jones, in his diagnosis of Encelia 
grandiflora, cited Coville's description, contending that it represented a new species distinct from H. 
argophylla. Of Coville's two collections, one, 414, does indeed represent Helianthella (now Enceliopsis) 
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