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Bernard d’Abrera 
137 Ridge Road, Mount Dandenong, Victoria 3767, Australia. Email: bfly@clara.co.uk 
 
Please note:  Your three parts are jointly produced 
with no authoritative scientific mandate.  Further 
(A) the opinions expressed by ‘the Committee’ are 
based on ‘Molecular Phylogeny’, not on objective 
Linnaean taxonomy.  Phylogenetics is not science. 
It is a speculative Ideology of modal logic 
constructed on Presumption, Conjecture and 
Inference.  (See also N. Kluge (2000) Modern 
Systematics of Insects 1.3.2.).  (B) I reject sole 
reliance on genitalic dissections for taxonomic 
diagnoses.  [See my Sat. Mund. II (2012:121-125) 
incl. discussions on The Cline.]  
 
Your critique is divisible into two sections which I 
am forced to treat briefly. 
 
(1) Opinions based on an ideology which is not 

scientifically demonstrable; and 
(2) Facts, or errors of fact easily rectified.   
 
Opinions.  All of the opinions in the three papers are 
scientifically null and void because their 
fundamental premise is not Linnaean.  I stress, I am 
exclusively a Linnaean Morphotaxonomist. I deal in 
observable and measurable scientific reality.  
Consequently the ‘ICZN’ you cite (1996) is no 
longer (if it ever lawfully was) ‘The Final Scientific 
Authority’ because it has now openly admitted 
‘Phylogeny’ into its rationale, and because it fails as 
a quasi-legal body to define the taxonomic terms 
over which it claims jurisdiction, principally the 
primordial/terminal taxon, THE SPECIES, thereby 
breaking the bond between Necessity and 
Sufficiency. 
 
Facts.  Most of your criticisms are very poorly 
researched in terms of references, attributions, 
spellings, dates etc., and show evidence of personal 
bias leading to demonstrable examples of libel.   
 
I refer to: 
(a) Bálint (2000. Lep. News (Gainsville): 9) has 

already pointed out that d’Abrera’s 
nomenclature was based on the then BMNH 
Card Index System, long before computer 
lists. 

(b) In Part 1, they do not cite Ackery et al. (1995. 
Catalogue of Carcasson’s African Butterflies), 
an official BMNH/CSIRO publication, 
congruent with BMNH Card Index, containing 
most of the long established spelling errors 

attributed to d’Abrera.   
(c) Significantly missing as a primary reference 

source, is the most important modern 
taxonomic and nomenclatural reference work, 
Catalogue of Lycaenidae and Riodinidae 
(Lep. Rhop.) by Charles A. Bridges (1988).  
The absence of this work from a critical review 
of Lycaenid nomenclature indicates appalling 
scholarship and culpable ignorance, especially 
since I have already cited Bridges myself in 
Afrotropical III. 

 
First: I have never claimed nor implied nor 
insinuated infallibility or indefectibility in my work.  
Your three responses treat me and my work as if I 
had.  Beware also that in your own criticisms you do 
not claim for yourselves the infallible and final word 
of which you subtly accuse d’Abrera. 
 
Second: Your work is by no means a ‘Review’.  A 
‘Review’ is usually by a competent authority or 
peer, of the entire work of an author or painter or 
photographer.  That is to say, the text, the pictures, 
the production, and most importantly, the 
philosophy of the author.  Your work is no more than 
‘annotations’ of some aspects of d’Abrera’s work.   
 
So here goes: 
 
Spelling errors (pp. 25–26) 
Most if not all of these (with the exception of the 
first two, A.  bjornstadti and T. transverstigma) can 
be found already published as misspellings in 
Ackery et al. (1995). Yet, that volume is 
conspicuously absent from your literature cited on 
page 32. Why?  Protocol demands that you refer to 
Ackery et al. (and anyone else previous to d’Abrera) 
in an objective attempt at explaining nomenclatural 
history, especially when you are making a 
nomenclatural or bibliographic correction. 
 
Misattribution of authorship 
The same generally applies to that section. 
 
Errors of date of authorship – a few examples 
Erroneous dates previously occurred as such in 
Ackery et al. (op.cit.)  For instance, L. yakadumae 
Schultz, 1917 (Ackery et al.: 510), E. hewitsoni 
Aurivillius, 1898 (Ackery et al.: 534), A. oberthuri 
Aurivillius, 1898 (Ackery et al.: 474), P. nyassana 
Aurivillius, 1898 (Ackery et al.: 478), T. laplumei 
de Vos, 1917 (Ackery et al.: 482), etc. etc. etc., ad 
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nauseum!  There are several - P. abraxas, P. 
cloetensi, P. glagoessa, T. rufilla, T. rothi, for which 
I take full blame.  But if you removed the card index 
errors, you are left with significantly less genuine 
d’Abrera lacunae. 
 
On the matter of errors of date of publication, you 
should know that very often a date printed on the 
journal was sometimes earlier than the date of 
receipt by subscribers, including BM Library, who 
noted date of receipt as date of issue, and entered 
card indexes appropriately.  You might have 
checked these before whacking d’Abrera over the 
head. 
 
Valid taxa omitted from d’Abrera 
The word ‘omitted’ is a verb indicating a deliberate 
act.  This would impute to the omitter (in this case, 
d’Abrera) an act of wilfull malice aforethought.  
That constitutes a libel.  It must be withdrawn 
forthwith, in print, with apology.   
 
Taxonomic changes since d’Abrera 
These are irrelevant and nothing to do with a Review 
or a Critique of my work of 2009, Libert’s work, you 
admit, makes it redundant to review what has been 
published post factum d’Abrera.  So why mention it 
in a work which is allegedly a ‘Review’ of 
d’Abrera? 
 
Thestor yldizae Kocak, 1983 
My actions are based on the earlier 1985 Code and 
its spirit, especially the Law of Priority.  I have 
explained epistemologically what the Law of 
Priority means.  Heath & Pringle (2011) clearly do 
not understand the argument.  I stand by my decision 
with that and with L. permagnus d’Abrera.   
 
One or two other little matters – a few egregious 
examples 
(Your three papers contain far too much to be treated 
here – space forbids) 
 
(A) Ornipholidotos and Deudorigini.  

My professional view is that Libert and his 
colleagues are objectively wrong on all counts 
(pp. 45–49). With Ornipholidotos in 
particular, Libert appears to have gone stamp 
collecting. I repeat, male genitalia are not a 
scientifically infallible way for taxonomic 
diagnoses. [You claim otherwise at your peril 
– see d’Abrera Sat. Mund. II (2012: 121-125).] 
The act of dissection in which microscopic 
tissues are torn apart, coupled with human 
error or differences in drawing skill, not to 
mention insufficient attention being paid to the 
individuated structural differences between 
specimens from the same brood, all make this 
medium utterly unreliable. The only scientific 
way to diagnose taxa as being related or 
otherwise, is in the actual business of breeding 
through, thereby demonstrating a shared 
genome, itself the only guarantee of specific 
integrity. Further, it is quite clear that Libert 

and most of his colleagues in this trade, are still 
not fully comprehending of the demonstrable 
phenomenon of The Cline in Nature. Distance 
is no barrier to The Cline.  But The Cline is the 
single barrier to ‘the splitter’.  Further, the 
most reliable sign of the gene vigour of a 
species is variety, also known as (phenotypic) 
polymorphism. 
On the Deudorigini, pages 111–114 are 
irrelevant.  My works are not ‘Revisions’ as 
such, but sometimes I am compelled to revise, 
and do so now.  In this case (pp.774–784) 
Libert leaves me no choice.  Further, in 
addition to Article 23(a)(d) (Principle of 
Priority), I should have claimed (but do so 
now) Article 24(a)(b) (Principle of the First 
Reviser), who has made a final decision on 
determining the precedence of the chosen 
name etc.  Further, your statement (p.112) that 
“Rubrokopelates differs only in the coloration 
of the male upperside” is an astonishing 
nonsense.  Read again my scientifically 
precise generic description (p.780) and also 
my scientific description of the genus 
Strongylates (p.777).  Your rejection of both is 
not based on demonstrable science.  Therefore 
it fails. 

 
(B) Your pages 49 to 55 

These contain much valid criticism that could 
have been resolved better by mutual 
discussion.  However, your work as now 
published rests for its validity on an underlying 
false premise – molecular phylogeny.  There is 
also a great deal of apparent ignorance (again) 
that most of the ‘species’ proffered most 
probably all share a common genome.  My 
‘fault’ was not to have spelled this out on each 
and every entry in my book. 
 

(C) Your point about d’Abrera “invalidly” 
raising Virachola Moore, 1881 to generic 
level. 
This is an obtuse nonsense.  Virachola is an 
established pan-regional genus.  [See (1) 
Stempffer (1967. Gen. Afr. Lyc. BMNH:107) 
and (2) Eliot (1973. Higher Class. Lyc. 
BMNH:439).]  It cannot be a ‘natural’ genus in 
one region and a subgenus in another.  It 
doesn’t even make ‘Phylogenetic’ sense!  

 
(D) Page 832.  Lepidopchrysops australis 

What, pray tell, is an “invalid” illustration?  
You clearly haven’t understood my text to that 
species. 

 
(E) Page 834  “Legal” names 

There are no “legal” names in Taxonomy.  
Names are either ‘valid’ or ‘invalid’; 
‘available’ or ‘unavailable’.  I have never had 
“full knowledge that kocak is a legal name”.  
You cannot prove otherwise. Therefore it is a 
presumptuous libel. It must be withdrawn 
immediately, in print, with apology. On the 
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contrary, I have demonstrated that according 
to the Code, it becomes at best a nomen 
dubium. 

 
(F) More libels 

Nowhere in my speculations do I ever “aver” 
anything.  You repeat this libel 30 times!!!  To 
‘aver’ is to “declare to be true; to affirm or 
declare positively – (law) to prove or justify” 
(Chambers Dictionary).  I do none of these 
things.  A question mark before a taxon is not 
an ‘averral’.  It is a legitimate enquiry.  You 
must withdraw the libel immediately, in print, 
with apology. 

 
(G) Part II: 46, para 4.   

The plural of nomen dubium is nomina dubia.  
You may not refer to “both the latter two 
species” in the singular form of that term. 

 
(H) Page 630 Mimacraea dohertyi Rothschild, 

1901 
In 2009 I wrote that I was following Libert’s 
revision of the genus.  This included the 
recognition of dohertyi as a bon. sp.  I 
mentioned nothing about it being related to 
marshalli Trimen.  So what is Dr. Williams’s 
point?   

 
(I) Page 702 Cigaritis Donzel, 1847  

Not ‘1848’ as claimed by you!  [See Bridges 
(1988, I.376, II.26, V.3, b1142)] 

 
(J) Page 702 Aphnaeus flavescens williamsi 

Carcasson, 1964 
Note: d’Abrera followed Ackery et al. 
(1995:555). 
 

(K) Page 728 Chrysoritis coetzeri Dickson & 
Wykeham, 1994 
d’Abrera is accused of treating “coetzeri as a 
synonym of zonarius (Riley, 1938), without 
substantiation…”, and not  “formally 
emend(ing) its taxonomic status”.   
Neither of those statements is true.  They 
constitute a libel against my reputation.  I 
legitimately speculated as to its status by 
placing a question mark before it – especially 
since I was not revising the genus. 
 

(L) Page 784.  Capys disjunctus bamendanus 
Schultze, 1909 
d’Abrera followed Ackery et al. (1995:617), 
who followed R.H. Carcasson (M/S). The taxon 
is confirmed as a race of disjunctus in Bridges 
(1988 I.46.). 

 
(M) Double standards p.818.  Eichochrysops 

pusillus Ungemach, 1932 
Typical of the selective extraction of the motes 
from d’Abrera’s eye by those with beams in 
their own, is the fact that the name pusillus was 
supplied to me, without question, by ABRI, 

together with their figures appearing on p. 818!   
 
(N) Afriodinia d’Abrera 
How dare you?  I have used my own considerable 
experience, authority and a clear and unambiguous 
description of the genitalia of the both Asiatic and 
Afrotropical Riodinids superficially related to each 
other, but markedly different enough, in my 
professional opinion, to erect a new genus for the 
Afrotropical taxa.  Why do you make the libellous 
statement “d’Abrera’s treatment needs the attention 
of a Riodinid specialist…”  Who do you suggest?  
For instance, Dr. Callaghan (2003:128), whom you 
subtly endorse, has already (? unethically) followed 
d’Abrera (1980:576), without formal 
acknowledgement (as required by protocol), while 
at the same time citing d’Abrera’s work! 
 
Conclusion.   
Naturally I am quite angry.  Your three papers are 
not a homogeneous whole.  They were written by 
five people of differing abilities and knowledge. 
Ironically you also insult me by suggesting 
repeatedly that my work should be subjected “to a 
higher authority”.  I will remind you that as a 
Linnaean Morphotaxonomist, I already have the 
protection of The Highest Authority!  I just wish that 
for the sake of science, you had all communicated 
with me as a colleague and not treated me as an 
ideological foe, and therefore a victim of your 
Darwinian Collective.  Hoc opus, hic labor est 


