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TAXON 33(3): 493-506. AUGUST 1984 

NOMENCLATURE 

WARNING AGAINST MISINTERPRETING THE RULE ON 
"NON-LINNEAN" WORKS (ART. 23.6(c)) 

Werner Greuter1 

Summary 
Contrary to what has been asserted in a recent paper, the works of Asso, Aublet, Grimm, and 

Forsskal remain sources of valid binomials and are not to be rejected as "non-Linnean," although the 
latter's 'Flora aegyptiaco-arabica' poses indeed some problems yet to be resolved. The second sentence 
of Art. 23.6(c) is inappropriate and misleading, and should better be deleted. 

In a recent paper, Burdet and Perret (1983) have rejected specific names first published in works of 
Asso, Aublet, Forsskal, and Grimm, as being invalid under Art. 23.6(c) of the Botanical Code (Voss 
et al., 1983). They claim that the wording of this rule, and the correlated examples, demonstrate that 
"all such works are to be rejected as 'non-Linnean' in which at least one species, while recognized, 
listed or considered by the author, is not provided with a binomial designation (nomen triviale) but 
is designated by a polynomial (nomen specificum legitimum), by a reference number to Haller, or by 
any other term or formula used instead of a Linnean binomial" (in translation). 

If Burdet and Perret were right, they could justifiably claim that they have brought up one of the 
most disturbing cases that have ever been made in botanical nomenclature since the times of Otto 
Kuntze. Not only are at least two of the works they are dealing with (Aublet's and Forsskal's) major 
sources of early binomials but, worse, a great number of other equally or even more important books 
could doubtless be found that could be ruled out on exactly the same grounds. Dick Brummitt has 
pointed out to me the example of Agnew's 'Upland Kenya wild flowers,' published as recently as 
1974, where some little known species are simply referred to as 'sp. A,' 'sp. B,' etc. I did not attempt 
a thorough search myself, but eventually few of the famous works of botany might be found that 
conform to the rigorous principles of Burdet and Perret. 

In view of the importance of the issue involved, and because of the danger that some might be 

misguided into following Burdet and Perret, I feel that an early rebuttal of their arguments is appro- 
priate. The 'Code' is not quite as carelessly worded as to permit such an out-of-the-way interpretation 
as theirs (if it were, nomenclature would become the laughing stock of the botanical world). 

Art. 23.6(c) rules that "Epithets published in works in which the Linnean system of binary nomen- 
clature of species is not consistently employed" are not to be regarded as specific epithets. Burdet and 
Perret apparently read this as: "Epithets published in works in which the Linnean system of binary 
nomenclature is not consistently employed for (each and every) species." Such a rule would of course 
be intolerable. It would deprive authors of the freedom to mention unnamed species, which they 
definitely accept as such but are for some reason unwilling to name and describe as new, the penalty 
being invalidity for all other specific names newly proposed in that work. It would virtually force 
taxonomists to do sloppy work by describing as new any species they recognize as distinct but cannot 

properly identify! 
What, then, does Art. 23.6(c) mean? The relevant examples fall into two quite distinct categories. 

The first consists of works in which the Linnean system of binary nomenclature is not employed at 
all. The quoted works of Hill, Miller, and Kramer belong here. They refer to species by descriptive 
or diagnostic phrases (nomina specifica legitima) which may sometimes, accidentally, be reduced to 
a single word but cannot of course be accepted, even so, as epithets of valid binomials. (Since they 
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are not "words intended as epithets," they are ruled out anyway under Art. 23.6(a) so that the listing 
of such works as examples under Art. 23.6(c) may not be quite appropriate.) 

The second category is of works in which specific names (as independent from descriptive matter) 
are used, consisting of a generic name and an epithet, but where the formation of these epithets is 
often anomalous in that they consist of two or more words none of which is in the nominative or 
genitive case. Such is the case of the titles of Gilibert and of Secretan quoted in the examples. They 
are works where the Linnean system of binary nomenclature is not consistently employed. 

It is important to realize that the last mentioned are not the normal kind of examples that are found 
in the Code, which are inserted at the discretion of the Editorial Committee in order to illustrate how 
the rules are to work: They are 'voted' examples that have been proposed to, and accepted by, a 
Nomenclature Section at an International Botanical Congress. The Editorial Committee is not, as 
normally with examples, free to remove them, or to add other ones. This is so because these specified 
cases are exceptions to another rule (in Art. 23.1) stipulating that epithets consisting of more than one 
word are admissible, but are to be united or hyphened. One may legitimately conclude that, of the 
works potentially falling within the second of our categories, only those may be considered to be 
rejected as sources of specific names that are explicitly cited as examples of works thus rejected. 

The works dealt with in the paper by Burdet and Perret belong to neither of the above categories, 
but to a third and a fourth. The third is of works in which the Linnean system of binary nomenclature 
is consistently employed for all named species, but is not constantly employed because not all the 
species mentioned are named. (Frans Stafleu pointed out to me that this subtle difference between 
'consistently' and 'constantly'- easily overlooked by the non-English speaking, and indeed not rendered 
correctly in the French translation of the Code-is by no means a new argument, but has been made 
clear many years ago in discussions on the application of Art. 23.) It is the main purpose of this short 
note to make it absolutely clear that, contrary to what Burdet and Perret pretend, such works do not 
fall under Art. 23.6(c) but remain perfectly good sources of validly published binomials. The writings 
of Asso, Aublet, and Grimm are under no real threat. 

Forsskal's 'Flora aegyptiaco-arabica' belongs to a fourth, somewhat more disturbing category. Insofar 
as anything at all is consistent in this appallingly edited posthumous book, it is the use of Linnaeus's 
binary system of specific nomenclature. In its first portion (the 'Florulae,' with Roman pagination), 
however, no clear typographical distinction is made between epithets of true binomials (nomina 
trivialia), uni- or pluriverbal diagnostic phrases (nomina specifica legitima), vernaculars and other 
words not intended as epithets. This is a situation that is nowhere explicitly covered by the provisions 
of the Code. As far as I can tell, Art. 23.6(c) does not apply (certainly none of the examples there 
parallels the Forsskal case). The nomenclatural status of the book as a whole does not, therefore, 
appear to be under threat. It would however seem a logical conclusion that the new names published 
in the 'Florulae' are not acceptable as validly published binomials, since in that portion true epithets 
cannot be safely and objectively told apart from non-epithets. There would also be some justification 
for only recognizing as validly published, in the 'Florulae,' those binomials that are cross-referenced 
by means of an asterisk to the second portion of the book (the 'Centuriae,' with Arab pagination), 
where no such ambiguity exists. The matter is intricate enough, and should be left for discussion 
within the Special Committee on Valid Publication. Until they come up with some concrete proposal, 
one should refrain from introducing nomenclatural changes by either abandoning or newly taking up 
specific names from the 'Florulae.' (I gratefully acknowledge verbal and written discussion of this 
topic with Dick Brummitt and Charles Jeffrey at Kew, and Ib Friis in Copenhagen.) 

Burdet and Perret have apparently been misled to their erroneous interpretation of Art. 23.6(c) by 
relying on its defective French version, and also by uncritically accepting the earlier, erroneous decision, 
by Rauschert (1973), to reject Grimm's 'Synopsis methodica .. .' under that article. Furthermore, they 
were confused-and understandably so-by the awkward second sentence of Art. 23.6(c): "Linnaeus 
is regarded as having used binary nomenclature for species consistently from 1753 onwards, although 
there are exceptions, e.g. Apocynumfol. androsaemi L. (Sp. P1. 213. 1753 - Apocynum androsae- 

mifolium L. Sp. P1. ed. 2. 311. 1762)." 
The inference, in this statement, is that Linnaeus did not in fact use binary species nomenclature 

consistently in the first edition of his 'Species plantarum'-which is simply untrue. Without this 
sentence in the Code, Apocynumfol. androsaemi would be a validly published binomial, to be hyphened 
under Art. 23.1 (and which tradition and current use would make us spell out Apocynum folium- 
androsaemi-although surprisingly there is nothing in the Code to support, or indeed to permit, such 
a procedure). The only effect and purpose of this provision, therefore, appears to be the rejection of 

TAXON VOLUME 33 494 



A. fol.-androsaemi in favour of the later A. androsaemifolium. But it has acquired a new, disturbing 
significance through the remodelling of Art. 10 by the Sydney Congress: it now overthrows the estab- 
lished lectotypification of the generic name Apocynum by A. androsaemifolium, since the latter name 
was not validly published before 1763. The obvious, elegant solution would be to delete the second 
sentence of Art. 23.6(c) and to treat 'fol. androsaemi' as a correctable orthographic error for 'andro- 
saemifolium,' possibly by citing it as a 'voted' example under Art. 73.1. Hopefully, the two standing 
committees on Orthography and on Valid Publication might come up with a proposal to that effect. 
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VALIDITY OF SPECIES NAMES PUBLISHED BY 
FORSSKAL AND AUBLET 

I. Friis,1 R. K. Brummitt, F. N. Hepper, C. Jeffrey, N. P. Taylor, B. Verdcourt, 
R. A. Howard3 and D. H. Nicolson4 

A recent paper by H. M. Burdet and P. Perret (Candollea 38: 699-707. 1983) has emphasised the 
difficulty of applying Art. 23.6(c) of the Code relating to works which do not consistently adopt binary 
nomenclature. They rightly point out that such well known authors as ForsskAl (Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. 
1775) and Aublet (Hist. PI. Guiane-Francaise 1775) do not give a binomial for all of the species 
enumerated in these publications. They then go on to conclude logically that all the specific names 
given in these works are invalid under the present Code. 

The effect of this conclusion on nomenclatural stability would be disastrous, even if only applied 
to the two works quoted above. There must, however, be very many other works which could equally 
be upset by strict application of this rule. Also quoted by Burdet and Perret is Asso's Synopsis of 1779 
in which extremely few species, perhaps only one or two, are given polynomials. Are we to search 
through all currently accepted early works to see whether any of them contain the odd species without 
a binomial? Consider even such a recent work as Agnew's Upland Kenya Wild Flowers (1974), where 
new combinations are made but some little known species are simply referred to as sp. A, sp. B etc. 
These latter designations cannot be considered as binomials according to Art. 23.6(a) and therefore 
Agnew did not consistently adopt binary nomenclature. Are none of the names in the book then 
validly published? 

Burdet and Perret are clearly justified in their arguments if we read the Code literally. It seems 
essential therefore to propose some amendment to Art. 23.6(c) and we hope to join with Burdet and 
Perret in doing so. At present we are searching for a wording which would result in those works which 
have hitherto been generally accepted as sources of validly published specific names continuing to be 
accepted, while those works which have hitherto been proscribed would continue to be so. We should 
welcome comments from others on examples of works which may be problematic in this respect, and 
on an appropriate wording to be adopted in the Code. 

The present Art. 23.1, rules that "if an epithet consists of two or more words, these are to be united 
or hyphenated," and 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 words 
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