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Comments  on  the  proposed  revocation  of  Article  74.7.3  of  the  Code  (requirement  for
an  express  statement  of  the  taxonomic  purpose  of  a  lectotype  designation)
(See  BZN  58:  133-140)

(1)  Alexandr  P.  Rasnitsyn

Paleontological  Institute,  Russian  Academy  of  Sciences,  Profsoyuznaya  Str.  123,
117868  Moscow,  Russia

The  comments  on  Article  74.7.3  of  the  Code  published  in  BZN  58:  133-140  present
the  opinions  of  23  persons  who  propose  or  support  the  revocation  of  the  Article  and

of  only  seven  who  favour  its  retention.
One  of  the  latter  is  Dr  P.K.  Tubbs,  the  Executive  Secretary  of  the  Commission

(although  he  does  make  clear  that  the  views  he  has  expressed  are  personal  ones).  I
find  the  argument  in  his  penultimate  paragraph  especially  surprising:  “The  belief  that
lectotypes  should  be  designated  as  a  matter  of  ‘routine’  revisory  work  is  surely
mistaken.  Many  well  known  species  do  not  have  any  existing  type  material,  and  yet
their  names  are  of  undoubted  application;  in  other  instances  the  taxon  is  better
delineated  by  the  original  author’s  type  series  than  by  a  subsequent  author’s
arbitrary,  if  well  meaning,  restiction  to  a  single  specimen  ...’.

While  literally  correct  when  taken  in  isolation,  in  the  context  of  the  present
discussion  this  statement  implies  that  typification  has  only  ad  hoc  function:  the  type
is  necessary  only  when  the  application  of  the  name  presents  an  explicit  problem,  and
it  is  otherwise  redundant.  A  modest  extension  of  this  claim  uncovers  the  logic  behind
it,  and  would  be:  ‘The  belief  that  types  should  be  designated  as  a  matter  of  routine
work  is  surely  mistaken’.  To  be  consistent  with  this  view  and  with  Article  74.7.3  other
Articles  (those  dealing  with  the  designation  of  holotypes,  type  species  and  type
genera)  would  have  to  be  modified,  to  include  demands  that  an  author  of  any  name
must  make  an  ‘express  statement  of  taxonomic  purpose’.  However,  nobody  has
proposed  such  modifications.

(2)  P.K.  Tubbs
clo  The  Natural  History  Museum,  Cromwell  Road,  London  SW7  5BD,  London,  U.K.

I  continue  to  hold  the  view  which  I  mentioned  previously  about  ‘routine’  lectotype
designations  which  have  no  expressed  statement  of  taxonomic  purpose,  but  I
certainly  do  not  subscribe  to  the  ‘modest  extension’  of  logic  which  Prof  Rasnitsyn
describes  and  which  would  hold  that  typification  of  taxa  is  usually  redundant.  Nor  do
I  believe  that  all  type  designations,  including  those  by  the  original  authors  of  names,
should  be  invalid  unless  accompanied  by  statements  of  purpose.

In  practice  most  authors  rightly  explain  the  taxonomic  purpose  of  establishing
a  new  genus  and  why  they  are  selecting  a  particular  type  species  for  it;  the  same
applies  to  family-group  taxa  (in  which  the  type  genus  determines  the  name  itself).
Typification  has  been  mandatory  for  genus-group  taxa  since  1930,  but  the  current
Code  is  the  first  to  require  (Article  16.4)  the  explicit  fixation  of  name-bearing  types
for  new  species.  Typification  of  species  has  always  been  different  from  that  of  genera
or  families  because  the  name-bearing  type  consists  of  one  or  more  specimens,  and  is
not  a  necessarily  single  named  entity  (a  nominal  species  or  genus).  Because  the  author
may  consider  that  the  new  species  is  best  illustrated  by  a  series  of  specimens  (e.g.



Rasnit
︠
s
︡
yn, A. P. 2001. "Comments On The Proposed Revocation Of Article 74.7.3 Of
The Code Lectotype Designation)." The Bulletin of zoological nomenclature 58, 
300–300. 

View This Item Online: https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/105441
Permalink: https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/partpdf/41869

Holding Institution 
Harvard University, Museum of Comparative Zoology, Ernst Mayr Library

Sponsored by 
Harvard University, Museum of Comparative Zoology, Ernst Mayr Library

Copyright & Reuse 
Copyright Status: In copyright. Digitized with the permission of the rights holder.
Rights Holder: International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature
License: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/
Rights: https://biodiversitylibrary.org/permissions

This document was created from content at the Biodiversity Heritage Library, the world's
largest open access digital library for biodiversity literature and archives. Visit BHL at 
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org.

This file was generated 26 March 2024 at 13:03 UTC

https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/105441
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/partpdf/41869
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/
https://biodiversitylibrary.org/permissions
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org

