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dangerous," demonstrates a necessity for a "good example" in order to prevent such extreme inter- 
pretations as have been suggested. 

It is possible that everyone has been looking in the wrong place. The case of Billbergia chlorosticta 
is quite different from those cited as reasons for deleting this provision from the Code. It is not a case 
of casual or unintentional (or accidental) introduction. 

To the Editorial Committee, who I understand has not "been presented with a single case of a name 
rejected solely on the basis of this rule," I submit the above example. I reject the name Billbergia 
chlorosticta hort. ex Floral Committee as invalidly published, because it clearly exemplifies what was 
originally intended by the writers of the original provision as 'incidental mention' (Art. 34.1). 
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The autonym rules: A plea for stability. 

Some of the changes concerning autonyms made in the International Code at the 1981 Sydney 
Congress have prompted some adverse comments recently. Reveal (1983) has considered that the 
changes made constitute an occasion when the Code has been "wrenched by unforeseen ramifications 
of well-meaning modifications to existing provisions," but he has provided a service by giving useful 
examples of how the new rules work. Johnston (1984) has also provided examples, but has registered 
his criticism of the new rules more strongly, to the point of proposing their deletion at the next 
Congress. Hardin (1984) has given more examples and has supported Johnston's proposal. I fear that 
reversing the Sydney decisions at Berlin in 1987 would only promote the instability which Reveal, 
Hardin and Johnston criticise. 

It is easy to demonstrate that Johnston's opinion that the new rules "without exception run counter 
to the goal of stabilization" is at least an over-statement. In the first example which he himself quotes, 
the correct name under the Sydney Code is Heracleum sphondylium subsp. sibiricum which was 
published in 1887 and is now in common use, while the name which would be correct under the rules 
which he proposes is H. sphondylium subsp. lecokii which has never even been validly published, as 
emphasised by Johnston's omission of a combining author in his example. Such cases are, I suspect, 
common, at least in Europe where nomenclatural traditions run back for more than 200 years. For 
most of this period it would have appeared nonsensical to have displaced the epithet sibiricum, 
universally applied since 1753 to the widespread taxon concerned, by the epithet lecokii which had 
been applied only to a minor local population of it. At last the Sydney Code rules in favour of what 
has always been regarded as common sense. It forces us to adopt the epithet which was originally 
applied to the taxon, instead of having to adopt a different epithet and simultaneously greatly expand 
the circumscription of the taxon to which it has always been applied. At least in this case, and I believe 
also in many others, Johnston's proposal is a threat to stability. 

For those who have followed the arguments over the years and are weary of Heracleum sphondylium, 
the example of Bauhinia petersiana subsp. macrantha given in Kew Bull. 37: 236 (1982), relating 
back to Kew Bull. 30: 593-595 (1975), will also demonstrate the advantage of the Sydney decision. 
My colleague N. P. Taylor provides an additional example in a note accompanying this, and assures 
me that similar cases abound in the Cactaceae. 

But the situation is certainly complex, and Reveal is right in pointing out that the rules will have 
different effects in different cases. We have no way of telling which rule would upset or preserve the 
greater number of names in current use. In the absence of any guide to overall practical effects on 
current names, the Sydney Congress was faced in its final vote with two conflicting possibilities, judged 
the issues on their inherent merits, and voted for the ruling which is to my mind logically much the 
most acceptable. In Reveal's Carya example, the Sydney Code opts for retention of the well-known 
(see for example Radford, Ahles and Bell, Man. Vasc. Fl. Carolinas: 365. 1968) epithet carolinae- 
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septentrionalis for the Carolina Hickory, as originally proposed for it by Ashe in 1896, instead of the 
epithet australis which was applied by Ashe to a minor variant of this taxon but was taken up by 
Little in 1969 for the whole taxon. And in the case of Hardin's Calycanthus example it seems very 
relevant to point out that the combination which he now finds has to replace others published in 
1965 and 1981 had already been made by Torrey and Gray in 1840! It seems to me that the eventual 
vote at Sydney on the amendment proposed by Korf and Demoulin was a vote for stability in 
application of names. 

In practice it is clear that previous Codes have been interpreted (or ignored) with differing results 
by differing people. My own personal opinion is still that the compromise solution contained in 
proposal 87 put forward by the Committee on Autonyms with a 3-2 recommendation (Taxon 30: 
191. 1981), which would have allowed the autonym and the name creating it to have equal priority, 
would have avoided all the objections raised by Reveal and Johnston without going to the opposite 
extreme, and would have solved more problems than it created. In my opinion this is what the Code 
allowed before the 1969 Seattle Congress, but, to my regret, this was not accepted at Sydney. The 
argument against it was that the correct name would be determined by whoever first sank one epithet 
into the other, which might involve difficult searching of the literature, but, while I accept that this 
would be so, I do not think that in practice it would cause too much trouble. Now, however, a decision 
has been taken, after arguments covering fifteen years, three Congresses, one Special Committee, and 
considerable debate at Sydney. No decision would have pleased everybody, and it is important that 
we all accept the decision which has been taken. As Johnston himself says (l.c., p. 125), only if the 
Code is stable can nomenclature approach some degree of stability. Although the decision taken at 
Sydney was not the outcome which I favoured, I see no point at all in reversing it now. 

The other major issue on autonyms at Sydney was whether the 'typical variety' under an 'atypical 
subspecies' of a species (and comparable situations at generic and family rank) must always repeat 
the epithet of the subspecies under which it is taxonomically placed. There is a conflict here between 
our taxonomic system, which is a strictly hierarchical one, and our nomenclatural system which is 
not strictly hierarchical since all infraspecific taxa of whatever rank relate directly to the specific name 
and not to any intermediate rank (with, again, comparable situations under genera and families). The 
question was whether our nomenclatural procedure for autonyms should be made to fit our taxonomic 
system or our nomenclatural system. I voted for the solution ruling that names of autonyms should 
reflect our taxonomy rather than be adapted to our existing nomenclatural peculiarities. This would 
have avoided situations where publication of a name of one variety automatically establishes the name 
of another variety which does not exist (Tephrosia purpurea example in Taxon 30: 188. 1981). There 
are, however, arguments on both sides, and on this issue (as also on generic typification in Art. 10) 
the nomenclatural arguments prevailed against the taxonomic. So be it. The issues have been well 
debated and we must stick to the decisions taken. 

My thanks are due to John McNeill and Arthur Cronquist for constructive comments. 

References 
Hardin, J. W. 1984. The Demoulin rule in nomenclature. Sida 10: 252. 
Johnston, M. C. 1984. New combinations in Rhamnaceae made necessary by the "Demoulin" rule 

with two proposals to stabilize botanical nomenclature. Taxon 33: 124-125. 
Reveal, J. L. 1983. The Demoulin rule and newly mandated combinations in Eriogonum (Polygona- 

ceae). Taxon 32: 292-295. 

R. K. Brummitt, The Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, U.K. 

The Demoulin rule: A comment by Demoulin. 

Reveal (1983a) has coined the expression "Demoulin Rule" for Art. 57.3 resulting from the adoption 
at the last IBC (Sydney 1981) of proposal 19C revised from the floor. In that publication and in a 
further note (Reveal, 1983b) as well as in recent contributions by Johnston (1984) and Hardin (1984) 
the expression "Demoulin rule" seems however to cover the whole revised autonym status adopted 
at Sydney. Persons who did not attentively follow the debate on autonym status of the last ten years 
and especially did not attend the Leningrad and Sydney Congresses nor read their proceedings (es- 
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