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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. 
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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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pecially Greuter and Voss, 1982, a publication that together with the report of the Special Committee 
on Autonyms, Brummitt, 1981, is surprisingly not cited by Reveal or Johnston) are led to believe, 
given the style of those authors that a disastrous upheaval of the code has been irresponsibly introduced 
by me. 

The truth is that autonyms always did create problems and many botanists found themselves unable 
or unwilling to apply rules concerning them. This led to the Brummitt and Chater proposal at Leningrad 
introducing priorability of autonyms. After a heated discussion the issue was referred to a committee 
to report at Sydney. From this committee however came out two sets of proposals one by Brummitt 
and Chater introducing priorability of autonyms and one by Greuter introducing the so-called coor- 
dinated status inspired from the Zoological Code. 

Autonyms were one of the issues most actively discussed at Sydney and a vote showed a clear cut 
majority wanted a departure from the previous system. The existence of two competing solutions 
however led the congress to be deadlocked. It is in order to reconcile partisans of the plain priorability 
of autonyms and of the coordinated status that Korf and I reformulated proposal 19C in what could 
be a compromise. It indeed turned out to be accepted by both parties. 

Without introducing such a major change as coordinated status (under which the existence of a 
species name would have immediately implied the existence of priorable autonyms at lower ranks) 
our proposal suppressed the objection to the Brummitt and Chater proposal that it would lead to 
tedious bibliographic searches for the first reviser to choose between competing synonyms. 

It is evident any change of rules implies some nomenclatural changes and participants of the Sydney 
Congress were aware of it. What Reveal and Johnston avoid to say is that maintaining the present 
rules would have meant more and especially very unsatisfactory, nomenclatural changes. A sample 
test by Greuter, for example, showed that the coordinated status which was much more radical than 
the adopted system would have implied 15-20% name changes against 30% for applying the previous 
rules. 

I am thus proud to have contributed to make possible a significant amelioration of the Code. It 
must however be clear I have only made a partial contribution, and this together with Korf to what 
has been essentially the work of a competent and hard working committee on autonyms. By calling 
the "Demoulin rule" what is known in the Sydney proceedings as the Demoulin-Korf proposal, 
enlarging its meaning and dropping all references to the committee work and conflict between plain 
priorability of autonyms and coordinated status, it is evident Reveal and Johnston play an elementary 
psychological warfare, trying to make people believe the present autonym rules are the product of an 
isolated person. It is especially anomalous to make me responsible of the new combinations introduced 
by Reveal whlile in only two out of seven is Art. 57.3 implied. In one case this corresponds to a very 
unusual behaviour for his time of Marcus Jones and the other to a recent application of the former 
much despised system. In every case what is essentially involved is the priorability of autonyms, an 
issue that in some form or another found wide support and for which I was but one supporter among 
others. 

Taxon should be a serious enough journal to let people know all the facts and judge on reasoned 
arguments as appear in the committee report (Brummitt, 1981) and Sydney proceedings (Greuter and 
Voss, 1982). 

Because of the existence of the Gray Index, North American phanerogamists have been able to cope 
with many difficulties of the nomenclature of infraspecific taxa. They however forget that their col- 
leagues working anywhere else in the world, as well as American cryptogamists, have not such a tool. 
It is totally paradoxical to see Reveal (1983b) call for the erection of a general index to infra-taxonomic 
entities, made necessary, according to him because of the new rules, while a major objective of most 
proposals made at Sydney was to make it less troublesome to work without such an index. Had he 
to work with Ascherson and Graebner or Rouy he would know how hopeless the completion of such 
an index is. 

The Johnston proposals are of course so caricatural they should not disquiet those who work for a 
reasonable nomenclature. That they are presented without any serious discussion of the issue nor 
reference to such discussions already published is however discouraging: we have more interesting 
things to do than repeat the same stories at every congress. 
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A further example of the operation of the autonym rules. 

Echinocereus dasyacanthus Engelm., 1848 is a well-known and very popular taxon among cactus 
hobbyists. However, it is not specifically distinct from E. pectinatus (Scheidw.) Engelm. (Echinocactus 
pectinatus Scheidw., 1838), meriting varietal status only. In 1944 Benson therefore sank E. dasy- 
acanthus into E. pectinatus but, due to the existence of Cereus dasyacanthus (Engelm.) Engelm. var. 
neomexicanus J. Coulter, 1896, a minor variant, he felt obliged to adopt the epithet neomexicanus 
as E. pectinatus var. neomexicanus (J. Coulter) L. Benson. The total disappearance of the epithet 
dasyacanthus was a serious disadvantage for cactus amateurs, who have generally ignored Benson's 
well founded taxonomic decision, and have continued to label their plants as E. dasyacanthus. Use 
of the epithet neomexicanus is doubly undesirable in this case, since there is also the very different 
E. neomexicanus Standley in cultivation (E. triglochidiatus Engelm. var. neomexicanus (Standley) W. 
T. Marsh.). The change in the autonym rule made at Sydney in 1981 now requires the combination 
E. pectinatus var. dasyacanthus (Engelm.) N. P. Taylor to be made, thus satisfying both taxonomic 
and horticultural schools (cf. Taylor in Kew Mag. 1(4): 176-179. 1984). 

N. P. Taylor, The Herbarium, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, U.K. 

Apologia: Dr. C. Kalkman's paper, "The Unchangeable Code" (Taxon 33: 534-535. 1984), was 
published with a numbered proposal (41) amend the Code by requiring broad authorship for proposals 
to amend the Code. The paper was submitted as a draft suggestion, as is evident from reading the 
text. I, editorially, carelessly changed it into a numbered proposal. In proof, Dr. Kalkman suggested 
changes that would make the paper internally consistent but, the proof was not received until long 
after proof changes were possible. 

Dr. Kalkman has agreed to let the proposal stand as published. I apologise for this editorial indignity 
and request readers to respond to his request, "I would like to have reactions from other users of the 
Code before framing a definitive [read 'revised'] proposal." [Dan H. Nicolson, Nomenclature Editor] 
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