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Abstract. In 2023, B. Kryštufek and G.I. Shenbrot published a paper in which they proposed to consider 
invalid 20 lectotype designations based on the specimens in the collection of mammals at the Zoologi-
cal Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (St Petersburg). They also designated a lectotype for 
Lemmus obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1926. We argue that the authors’ decision was based on an incorrect 
interpretation of Article 74.7.3 and some other Articles and Recommendations of the International Code 
of Zoological Nomenclature. The history of Article 74.7.3 is briefly reviewed to highlight its destabilising 
nature and to draw attention to this within the zootaxonomic community.

Резюме. В 2023 г. Б. Криштуфек и Г.И. Шенброт опубликовали статью, в которой предложили 
признать недействительными 20 лектотипов, хранящихся в коллекции млекопитающих Зоо-
логического института РАН (С.-Петербург) и предложили новое обозначение лектотипа для 
Lemmus obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1926. В данной статье показано, что решение этих авторов ос-
новано на неправильной интерпретации статьи 74.7.3 и некоторых других статей и рекоменда-
ций Международного кодекса зоологической номенклатуры. Кратко рассмотрена история ста-
тьи 74.7.3 с целью ещё раз обратить внимание зоологов-систематиков на её дестабилизирующий 
характер.
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Article 74.7.3 of the Code continues to destabilise zoological nomenclature: 
repeated lectotypification of Lemmus obensis bungei (Rodentia: Cricetidae)

Статья 74.7.3 Кодекса продолжает дестабилизировать зоологическую 
номенклатуру: повторная лектотификация Lemmus obensis bungei 
(Rodentia: Cricetidae)

Introduction

In 2023, B. Kryštufek and G.I. Shenbrot pub-
lished a paper in which they proposed to consider 
invalid 20 lectotype designations by Baranova & 

Gromov (2003) based on the specimens in the col-
lection of mammals at the Zoological Institute of 
the Russian Academy of Sciences, St Petersburg 
(ZISP). The nominal taxa involved are from the 
subfamilies Cricetinae and Arvicolinae: Arvico-
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la arvalis var. slowzowii Polyakov, 1881, A. ma
crotis Radde, 1861, A. middendorffii Polyakov, 
1881, Cricetulus barabensis ferrugineus Argyro-
pulo, 1941, C. dichrootis Satunin, 1903, Eremi-
omys przewalskii Büchner, 1889, Evotomys rutilus 
uralensis Kolyushev, 1936, Georychus rufescens 
Eversmann, 1850, Lemmus flavescens Vinogra-
dov, 1925, L. obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1924,  
L. obensis novosibiricus Vinogradov, 1924, Micro-
tus (Stenocranius) gregalis unguiculatus Vinogra-
dov, 1935, M. (S.) slowzovi var. revicauda Kastche
nko, 1901, M. hyperboreus Vinogradov, 1933,  
M. limnophilus Büchner, 1889, M. michnoi Ka
stschenko, 1910, M. middendorffii uralensis Ska-
lon, 1935, M. strauchi Büchner, 1889, M. strauchi 
var. fuscus Büchner, 1889, and M. tianschani-
cus Büchner, 1889. A number of other lectotype 
designations proposed by Baranova & Gromov 
(2003) for other nominal taxa of the family Cri-
cetidae, were not mentioned, although they were 
designated in exactly the same way as those listed 
above.

In two cases, Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023) are 
correct: the lectotype designations by Baranova 
& Gromov (2003) for Microtus strauchi and M. 
strauchi var. fuscus are invalid, but under Article 
74.1.1 rather than Article 74.7.3, as the lectotypes 
were already designated by Hoffmann (1996) 
(specimens ZIN 2080 and ZIN 1907, respective-
ly). Apparently, Hoffmann’s publication was un-
known to Baranova and Gromov, possibly because 
the book containing it is not in the library of ZISP.

In addition, Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023) des-
ignated a lectotype for Lemmus obensis bungei 
Vinogradov, 1926 (specimen No. 11025 from Sa-
gastyr’ Island), to replace the previously – and, 
in their opinion, invalidly – designated lectotype 
(specimen No. 11028 from “Mostakh” [Muostakh] 
Island). They argued that the lectotype designa-
tions in the publication by Baranova & Gromov 
(2003) violate the requirements of the amended 
Article 74.7.3 (Declaration 44; ICZN, 2003) of 
the International Code of Zoological Nomencla-
ture (hereinafter the Code) (ICZN, 1999), name-
ly, that the lectotypes were not accompanied by an 
express statement of deliberate designation. We 
do not agree with the interpretation of the Code 
by Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023) and provide our 
arguments in favour of the original lectotype des-
ignations by Baranova & Gromov (2003).

Lectotypification of Lemmus  
obensis bungei

In 2003, G.I. Baranova and I.M. Gromov pub-
lished “Catalogue of type specimens in the collec-
tion of the Zoological Institute. Mammalia. No. 
4. Rodentia” in Russian. In this publication, the 
authors designated the lectotypes for 42 nominal 
taxa represented in the collection as series of syn-
types. The authors did not provide an individual 
statement of intent for each lectotype designation. 
Instead, they provided a short statement in the 
introduction, also contained in the abstract, that, 
we believe, fulfill the requirement in the Code of 
an express statement of deliberate designation:  
“В случае наличия в коллекции серии син-
типов выделяется лектотип [If there is a se-
ries of syntypes in the collection, a lectotype is 
designated]”. In addition, the introduction states:  
“в случае лектотипа указывается публика-
ция, отсутствие ссылки означает, что лекто-
тип впервые выделен в настоящем каталоге 
[in the case of a lectotype, the publication is in-
dicated; the absence of a reference means that the 
lectotype was first designated in this catalogue]”, 
which makes it possible to identify all new cas-
es of lectotypification in the publication. We be-
lieve that these statements are fully consistent in 
meaning with the acceptable wording “lectotype 
hereby designated” provided as an example of de-
liberate action under Article 74.7.3 of the Code. 
The presence of such a statement in the introduc-
tion strongly suggests that the lectotypes were 
not accidentally or undeliberately designated, but 
that the act of designation was clearly intentional. 
The Code states that lectotypes cannot be desig-
nated collectively (Article 74.3). However, it does 
not specify that the statement of deliberate desig-
nation must be repeated for each lectotype desig-
nation within the publication and that it may not 
be provided only once for all lectotype designa-
tions, for example, in the preface or the “Material 
and methods” section, followed by the indication 
of the designated lectotype for each individual 
nominal taxon. This issue was widely discussed 
in the press after the release of the Fourth edition 
of the Code, and resulted in publication of Dec-
laration 44 (ICZN, 2003) by the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature with an 
amendment to Article 74.7.3 of the Code (online 
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version of the Code with all amendments includ-
ed: https://code.iczn.org/) (see below for details).

Additional arguments by Kryštufek & Shen-
brot (2023) also do not withstand criticism. Their 
claim that the subspecies was described in 1924 
is incorrect. In 1924, Vinogradov first mentioned 
the name L. obensis bungei as follows: “It is nec-
essary to say also that at the mouth of tile Lena 
River occurs a form of lemming (L. obenis bungei, 
Vinogr. in litt.) which has charactersintermedi-
ate between true Lemmus obensis and L. obensis 
novosibiricus. The above-described form of Lem-
mus has some superficial resemblance to Dicros-
tonyx” (Vinogradov, 1924: 189). Kryštufek & 
Shenbrot (2023) argue that this naming meets 
the requirements of Articles 11 and 12 of the 
Code, specifically, the name was published in a 
published work (as required by Article 8), in the 
Latin alphabet, as a trinomen (as per Article 11), 
and was accompanied by a definition (Article 12). 
However, according to the Glossary, which is an 
integral part of the Code, a definition is “A state-
ment in words that purports to give those charac-
ters which, in combination, uniquely distinguish 
a taxon”. In Vinogradov (1924), no characters 
of L. obensis bungei are provided, and the mere 
statement that the subspecies is an intermedi-
ate form between two other taxa and resembles 
a third taxon cannot be considered a definition. 
Therefore, according to Article 12.1, the name 
L. obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1924 is unavail-
able. In a later publication, Vinogradov made 
the name available by listing the distinguishing 
features of the corresponding nominal taxon 
(Vinogradov, 1926: 56). Therefore, according to 
Article 21, the date of publication of this name is 
1926. It is also worth noting that Kryštufek and 
Shenbrot incorrectly cited 1925 for this second 
paper by Vinogradov. The paper was published 
in Volume 26 of “Ezhegodnik Zoologichesko-
go muzeya Akademii nauk Soyuza Sovetskikh  
Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik” (“Annuaire du 
Musée Zoologique de l’Académie des Sciences 
de l’Union des Républiques Sovietiques Social-
istes”), on pages 51–73. Printed copies of this vol-
ume indicate the year 1925, but it was actually 
printed in April 1926 (Asanovich et al., 2006). 
According to Articles 21.3 and 21.4, the date of 
publication of this Vinogradov’ paper should be 
accepted as 30 April 1926.

Referring to the lectotype designation of Lem-
mus obensis bungei, Kryštufek and Shenbrot 
claimed that “Baranova and Gromov (2003) did 
not explain why they ignored the restriction of 
the type locality in Vinogradov (1925) which was 
otherwise accepted by subsequent authors”. They 
mean that Vinogradov designated the mouth of 
the Lena River as the type locality of this subspe-
cies in 1924, and allegedly limited the type locali-
ty to Sagastyr’ Island in 1926. 

Since the name L. obensis bungei Vinogradov, 
1924 is unavailable, it does not matter how exactly 
its type locality was delineated. The publication 
by Vinogradov (1926) includes a list of specimens 
examined for the description of the subspecies (see 
Fig. 1), which corresponds to all specimens listed 
in the catalogue by Baranova & Gromov (2003) 
as the lectotype and paralectotypes. In this pub-
lication, Vinogradov specified the type locality as 
“The lower course of the Lena River (Sagastyr’ Is-
land, Khara-Ulakh Range)”, not only Sagastyr’ Is-
land, as asserted by Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023). 
The misconception that the type locality was lim-
ited to Sagastyr’ Island probably originates from 
or is reinforced by a passage in a book by Ognev 
(1948: 465): “The place from which the type was 
described; where the type is stored: lower reaches 
of the r[iver]. Lena, Sagastyr’, Khara-Ulakh okr. 
[okrug – district?]; type in the collection of the 
Zoological Museum of the Academy of Sciences”. 
It may even seem that Ognev thereby designated 
a specimen from Sagastyr’ Island as a lectotype; 
however, the type locality he specified does not 
definitively specify a single specimen from the 
type series. Firstly, Sagastyr’ Island is situated to 
the west of the lower reaches of the Lena River, 
whereas the Khara-Ulakh Range (or District)* is 
located in the eastern part of this region. Second-
ly, the type series comprises not one but four speci-
mens from Sagastyr’ Island. According to Articles 
73.2.3 and 76.1, the type locality of a nominal spe-
cies-group taxon is the geographical location where 

* As far as we know, the Khara-Ulakh Okrug [District] did 
not exist; however, since 1929, there has been the Khara-
Ulakhsky Nasleg [an administrative division type of the 
Yakut ASSR and the Republic of Sakha], with its centre in 
the village of Nayba, which is located 170 km southeast of 
the town of Tiksi, the administrative centre of the Bulunskiy 
Ulus [District].

https://code.iczn.org/
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its name-bearing type was captured, collected, or 
observed; if the name-bearing type is composed of 
syntypes originating from two or more localities, 
then the type locality encompasses all of the plac-
es of origin. Consequently, it does not matter how 
the type locality was stated in the original publi-
cation; it is determined by all the localities from 
where syntypes were collected. A type locality 
restriction without expressly designating a lecto-
type is not compliant with the Code, and a nominal 
taxon cannot be taxonomically restricted by such 
a method. Finally, the discrepancies in this case 
pertain to Muostakh Island [the specimen from 
which is designated as a lectotype by Baranova 
& Gromov (2003)] and Bulun Village, listed for 
syntypes but not explicitly mentioned as part of 
the type locality by Vinogradov (1926). The omis-
sion of these references may be attributed to their 
close proximity to the Khara-Ulakh Range, which 
is specified as part of the type locality.

This also applies to Kryštufek & Shenbrot’s 
(2023) assertion that the authors did not follow 
Recommendation 74A, which states that the lec-
totype should give weight to previously accepted 

taxonomic restrictions of the application of the 
name, i.e. with restrictions of the taxon circum-
scription. There were no generally accepted taxo-
nomic restrictions on the application of the name 
L. obensis bungei before the designation of a lecto-
type for it by Baranova & Gromov (2003). Osten-
sibly accepted by subsequent authors, the restric-
tion of the type locality by Vinogradov (1926), as 
referenced in Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023), per-
tains to the book of Ognev (1948) mentioned ear-
lier, as well as to Pavlinov & Rossolimo (1987). In 
the latter publication, which is a catalog of mam-
mals of the Soviet Union, the type locality for L. 
obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1924 (nomen nudum), 
is given erroneously as the Yakut Autonomous 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Bulunskiy District, Sa-
gastyr’, and it is indicated that the type is stored 
in ZISP; for L. obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1926, 
data on the type locality and the type specimens 
are not given at all. The paper by Abramson et al. 
(2022), cited by Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023), 
stating that the Sagastyr’ and Muostakh islands 
are inhabited by different clades of L. sibiricus 
(Kerr, 1792), was published 19 years after the 
catalogue by Baranova & Gromov (2003), and its 
authors accept the lectotype of L. obensis bungei 
designated in this catalogue.

The same applies to the remark regarding Rec-
ommendation 74G (“The designation of lecto-
types should be done as part of a revisionary or 
other taxonomic work to enhance the stability of 
nomenclature, and not for mere curatorial con-
venience”). Not following this recommendation 
cannot be considered as a basis for invalidating 
the designation of the lectotypes, since according 
to Article 89.2, recommendations, examples, and 
all titles and appendices do not form a part of the 
legislative text of the Code. It also can hardly be 
accepted that catalogues of type specimens are 
compiled only for the convenience of collection 
curators. The designation of lectotypes in such 
catalogues serves a different purpose than merely 
providing convenience to curators; it aims to re-
duce the number of type specimens, which often 
exhibit a degree of variability. This enhances the 
certainty of the nomenclatural type. It should also 
be noted that one of the coauthors of the catalogue 
in question was I.M. Gromov, not just a curator of 
the collection, but a recognised authority in the 
field of rodent taxonomy. 

Fig. 1. Collecting localities of the type series of Lem-
mus obensis bungei Vinogradov, 1926. 1, Sagastyr’ 
Island; 2, Bulun Village; 3, Khara-Ulakh Range;  
4, Muostakh Island [lectotype designated by Barano-
va & Gromov (2003)].
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It is particularly surprising that Kryštufek and 
Shenbrot attempted to designate a new lectotype 
without having seen it at the time. They mention 
that they saw specimen ZIN “11,025” in October 
2014. However, it should be noted that in the near-
ly decade that has passed since then, this speci-
men may have been damaged or even lost. Article 
74.7.3 was intended precisely as an attempt (un-
fortunately, unsuccessful) to prevent such desig-
nations (see below), as a result of which damaged 
specimens being unsuitable for identification pur-
poses or specimens that alter the established spe-
cies concept sometimes become lectotypes.

As a result of the publication by Kryštufek & 
Shenbrot (2023), two alternative lectotype des-
ignations exist for Lemmus obensis bungei, and 
some zoologists have considered the lectotype 
designations by Baranova & Gromov (2003) as 
invalid (pers. comm. from some colleagues of the 
second author). This practice contradicts Article 
74.1.1, which states that the valid designation of 
a lectotype fixes the status of the specimen as the 
sole name-bearing type and no later designation 
of a lectotype has any validity. All this certainly 
creates confusion and contributes to the destabi-
lisation of nomenclature. This case is one of many 
troubles that have emerged from the “Pandora’s 
box” opened back in 1999 when Article 74.7.3 was 
introduced into the Code. 

We consider the lectotype proposal by 
Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023) as invalid, because 
the lectotype was validly designated by Baranova 
& Gromov (2003). This statement could close the 
issue, but it is crucial to comprehend why such an 
error could occur.

History of Article 74.7.3

In the Third edition of the Code (ICZN, 1985), 
Article 74 consisted of four sections: a, b, c, and d. 
In the Fourth edition, the numbering changes and 
the former Article 74a becomes Article 74.1 with 
some modifications; Article 74a(I) becomes 74.1.1; 
74a(II) – 74.1.2; 74a(III) – 76.2; 74a(IV) – 74.1.3; 
74a(V) – 74.2; Article 74b becomes modified Arti-
cle 74.6; 74b(I) – 74.6.1.1; 74b(II) – 74.6.1.2; 74(c) –  
74.4; 74(d) – 74.3, with the same example; recom-
mendations 74A–74F remain largely unchanged. 
Article 74.5 appears for the first time and is a more 
specific and expanded statement from the former 

Article 74a “... any author may designate one of the 
syntypes as the lectotype, by the use of that term 
or an equivalent expression (e.g., ‘the type’)”, it is 
now applicable to the designations of lectotypes 
made before 2000. Article 74.7 was also introduced 
in the Fourth edition of the Code. Article 74.7.1 re-
quires the use of the term “lectotype” or its exact 
translation but prohibits the use of the term “type”; 
Article 74.7.2 requires that the lectotype designa-
tion contain information sufficient to enable rec-
ognition of the designated specimen. The original 
version of Article 74.7.3 is as follows: “[74.7.] To 
be valid, a lectotype designation made after 1999 
must <…> [74.7.3.] contain an express statement of 
the taxonomic purpose of the designation”. 

In November 2000, shortly after the publica-
tion of the Code, W.J. Pulawski has addressed the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomen-
clature (hereinafter the Commission) with a pro-
posal to remove Article 74.7.3. He argued that the 
strict application of the Article, which requires jus-
tification for the obvious and repetitive statements 
when several lectotypes are designated within a 
single revisionary work, would destabilise zoolog-
ical nomenclature (ICZN, 2001). Following the 
initial proposal, W.J. Pulawski and I.M. Kerzhner 
submitted a formal proposal to delete the Article 
to the Commission Secretariat on 25 February 
2001. This proposal has been published along with 
the discussion in the journal “Bulletin of Zoolog-
ical Nomenclature” in a significantly abbreviated 
form, omitting some important arguments (Pu-
lawski & Kerzhner, 2001). A number of zoologists 
supported the proposal, while others strongly dis-
agreed with it (ICZN, 2001). This proposal was 
mainly opposed in the discussion by the members 
of the Editorial Committee of the Fourth edition 
of the Code O. Kraus, F.C. Thompson and R.K. 
Tubbs, and especially by the Committee Chairman 
W.D.L. Ride. The main point of this objection was 
the following statement: Article 74.7.3 provides 
some rigour in the lectotypification process to pre-
vent inappropriate designations made purely for 
curatorial purposes without proper knowledge of 
the taxonomic and nomenclatural consequences. 
In 2001, Pulawski and Kerzhner also published in 
the journal “Zoosystematica Rossica” an extended 
version of the proposal to remove the Article (Pu-
lawski & Kerzhner, 2001). The main points of this 
publication are as follows.
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In Article 74.3, it is unclear whether the state-
ment must be repeated for every lectotype desig-
nated or if it can be presented only once in a given 
work, as is the common practice for similar repet-
itive statements (e.g., “All lectotypes are depos-
ited...” or “...are provided with an additional red 
label...”). 

Article 74.7.3 requires substantiation of the ob-
vious. There is no mechanism to protect against 
inappropriate lectotype designation. For exam-
ple, specimens unsuitable for identification pur-
poses can be designated when better specimens 
are available, or a lectotype can be selected from 
a mixed series, changing the established idea of 
the species. The formal requirement of the Article 
adds nothing to the quality of the designation of 
lectotypes, and there is no need to further justi-
fy the usual typification process, the importance 
of which is already stated in Article 61.1. For the 
same reason and with the same effect, the Code 
might also require justification for the taxonom-
ic assignment of each new holotype and each new 
taxon.

Some believe that the intention of the Article 
is to prevent lectotype designations by non-spe-
cialists or for curatorial purposes. However, the 
Code does not specify that lectotypes should be 
designated by a specialist, nor does it prevent des-
ignations made for the sole purpose of increasing 
the number of lectotypes in an institutional or 
personal collection. (To this, we can add that, as 
a rule, the designation of lectotypes decreases the 
number of name-bearing types housed in a par-
ticular collection). A statement like “designated 
to increase stability of nomenclature” could easi-
ly be added in such cases. The Code, in fact, sup-
ports the publication of lists of types. Recommen-
dation 72.F.4 states “Every institution in which 
name-bearing types are deposited should ... pub-
lish lists of name-bearing types in its possession 
or custody”.

Pulawski and Kerzhner checked the volumes 
of the “Zoological Record” from 1978 to 2000 and 
found that it lists a total of 10,123 publications in 
which lectotypes were designated. The average 
annual number of these designations was calculat-
ed as 460, with a tendency to increase each year. 
They also scrutinised 60 papers that appeared be-
tween 2000 and January 2001 and found that 50 
(83%) of them did not contain a statement of tax-

onomic purpose. Extrapolating from these data, 
they concluded that in the year 2000 alone, at least 
600 publications and 1,600 lectotype designations 
did not comply with Article 74.7.3 (at a rate of 50 
publications and 130 designations per month).

Pulawski and Kerzhner have concluded that 
Article 74.7.3 contains nothing positive for no-
menclature and is destabilising. They concluded 
that this situation needed to be corrected urgent-
ly and that the elimination of the Article from 
the Code would be the only reasonable solution. 
This change would not affect any other part of the 
Code, including the Recommendations. If two-
thirds of the Commissioners agree that the de-
letion of the Article is not a major change to the 
Code, the Commission may immediately publish 
an appropriate Declaration (Code, Articles 78.3.2, 
80.1; Constitution, Article 16.1.1). This would 
eliminate the current chaos and save zoologists 
and the Commission unnecessary work.

They asked the Secretariat to organize a Com-
mission vote to determine whether the proposed 
deletion of Article 74.7.3 was a minor change. If 
this proposal is not supported by two-thirds of 
the Commission members, they requested that the 
procedure for making significant changes to the 
Code described in Article 16.1 of the Constitution 
be applied.

On 25 February 2001, the proposed amend-
ment to the Code was sent to the Commission. 
However, there was no vote that the proposed 
changes did not constitute a major change but 
merely clarified a provision of the Code. Pulawski 
& Kerzhner (2001) therefore called on all zoolo-
gists to send a short message to the Secretariat of 
the Commission indicating their views on the pro-
posal. Over 100 zoologists from around the World 
have sent responses to the Commission. An over-
whelming majority of them support the deletion of 
the Article (105 in favour of deletion, one against 
deletion).

Later on, W.J. Pulawski, I.M. Kerzhner, D.J. 
Brothers, and N.L. Evenhuis (ICZN, 2002), fear-
ing the risk that the Commission might not rec-
ognise the proposal as a minor change, suggested 
the following amendments: (1) that the wording 
of Article 74.7.3 be changed to: “contain an ex-
press statement of deliberate designation (merely 
citing a specimen as ‘lectotype’ is insufficient)”; 
(2) that the following Example be added directly  



D.A. Gapon & N.I. Abramson. Article 74.7.3 of the Code continues to destabilise zoological nomenclature

( Zoosystematica Rossica, Vol. 33, No. 2, pp. 228–236234

below Article 74.7.3: “Example: A statement 
such as ‘lectotype hereby designated’, ‘lectotype 
by present designation’, ‘I choose specimen X as 
lectotype’ would fulfil this requirement, but ‘lec-
totype: specimen X’ would not”; (3) add the fol-
lowing Recommendation: “Recommendation 74G: 
Not merely for curatorial purposes. The designa-
tion of lectotypes should be done as part of a revi-
sionary or other taxonomic work to enhance the 
stability of nomenclature, and not for mere cura-
torial convenience”; and (4) that these changes be 
backdated to include all publications after 31 De-
cember 1999. This draft proposal was sent to the 
Commissioners for their opinion on whether they 
considered the proposal to include a minor change 
to the Code or not. A count of votes on 22 August 
2002, revealed that 20 Commissioners supported 
the proposal, three opposed it, and five did not 
vote. Voted against: O. Kraus, H.G. Cogger, and 
S. Mawatari. Their objections and the draft were 
published in the “Bulletin of Zoological Nomen-
clature” (ICZN, 2002) to allow further comments 
from the Commission and the zoological commu-
nity at large before it is brought to a formal vote. 
Under Articles 78.3 and 80.1 of the Code, Decla-
ration 44 was drafted by the Executive Secretary 
and circulated to the Commission for approval on 
22 July 2003. The Declaration was approved and 
ratified on 13 May 2007 by the International Un-
ion of Biological Sciences (IUBS) (ICZN, 2003).

Discussion

It is difficult for us to conceive that contem-
porary authors can inadvertently designate lec-
totypes without intention and awareness of their 
actions. If any author in a publication uses the 
term “lectotype”, the meaning of which is now 
well known to all taxonomists, for a taxon whose 
type series was previously represented by syn-
types, then, from our point of view, this in itself 
means that the author deliberately chose one spec-
imen from among the syntypes and intended to 
designate it as the only nomenclatural type of the 
corresponding nominal taxon. It seems to us that 
no formalised rules, including the requirement of 
an express statement of deliberate designation, 
can ensure that the specimens that are most suit-
able for this in all senses are designated as lecto-
types. Requiring an express statement of delib-

erate designation is an unnecessary complication 
of lectotypification. The modern Code is a very 
complex document with many rules. Many taxon-
omists (as practice shows) find it challenging to 
remember all the rules. This also applies to the re-
quirement to use the phrase “lectotype designated 
here” when designating lectotypes. 

Furthermore, the current wording of Article 
74.7.3 is unclear in relation to Article 74.3. Article 
74.3 states that each designation must be individ-
ual; Article 74.7.3 requires that “[to be valid, a lec-
totype designation made after 1999 must] contain 
an express statement of deliberate designation”. 
Does this imply that an express statement of de-
liberate designation must be exclusively individ-
ual? One criticism of the original formulation of 
Article 74.7.3 was that if multiple lectotype desig-
nations were made in a single publication, a formal 
statement of the taxonomic purpose of the lecto-
type designation would have to be repeated each 
time (ICZN, 2001; Pulawski & Kerzhner, 2001). 
However, this aspect was not clearly worded in 
the new edition of the Article, which is now caus-
ing discrepancies. It is evident to us that Articles 
74.3 and 74.7.3 serve different purposes. Article 
74.3 states that “Lectotypes must not be designat-
ed collectively by a general statement; each desig-
nation must be made specifically for one nominal 
taxon”. The purpose of this Article is clearly stat-
ed: the designation of each lectotype “must have 
as its object the definition of that taxon”. The 
word “definition”, which is defined in the Glossary, 
might be misleading in this context. To compre-
hend this formulation, it is imperative to under-
take certain analytical actions. A lectotype must 
be designated for a nominal taxon whose name, as 
per Articles 12 and 13, is related to a specific de-
scription and diagnosis, i.e., “a statement in words 
that purports to give those characters which dif-
ferentiate the taxon from other taxa with which it 
is likely to be confused”. That is, a specific lecto-
type designation must have as its object (i.e., must 
be related to) the description or diagnosis of a spe-
cific nominal taxon. The stated purpose of Article 
74.7.3 (ICZN, 2001) is to discourage the acciden-
tal or inappropriate designation of lectotypes by 
requiring an express statement of deliberate desig-
nation. The direct association of a lectotype with 
the definition of a taxon and statement of a delib-
erate lectotype designation serve different and 
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non-subordinate purposes. Such a statement may 
well be collective to save the efforts of authors and 
space in publications. It is quite obvious that, by 
collectively expressing a statement of deliberate 
designation, the author knows which lectotypes 
he has designated in the publication and for what 
purpose. Likewise, Article 16.4.2 does not man-
date the separate statement of intent regarding the 
deposition of holotypes or syntypes in a collection, 
and a statement specifying the name and location 
of that collection. In practice, if there is only one 
collection, its name is collectively provided for all 
types in the publication. It is quite obvious that 
Pulawski and Kerzhner, the authors of the new 
edition of Article 74.7.3, did not intend for it to 
be subordinate to Article 74.3. This is also evident 
from the case considered in this paper. The editor 
of the catalogue by Baranova & Gromov (2003) 
was I.M. Kerzhner, who approved a collective ex-
press statement of deliberate designation of lecto-
types in the introduction to this catalogue. How-
ever, this meaning of Articles 74.3 and 74.7.3 is 
not obvious to everyone, as shown not only by the 
paper of Kryštufek & Shenbrot (2023) (although 
they may have missed the statement of deliberate 
designation in the introduction), but also by the 
review of this paper. According to an anonymous 
reviewer, “If the lectotype designations were in-
valid, then less because Art. 74.7.3 was violated, 
rather because Art. 74.3 was violated. This seems 
to move away from Art. 74.7.3, and from a need 
to reconsider the content of the legal text of this 
Article”. If we assume that Kryštufek & Shenbrot 
(2023) unintentionally omitted the statement of 
deliberate lectotypes designations that is essen-
tially repeated three times in the summary and 
introduction of the book by Baranova & Gromov 
(2003) (who really reads introductions?), then 
we still have to admit that the discussed case of 
repeated lectotypification would not have tak-
en place if Article 74.7.3 had not appeared in the 
Fourth edition of the Code.

We believe that there are two ways to correct 
the destabilising nature of Article 74.7.3: either to 
exclude it from the Code in accordance with the 
original proposal by Pulawski and Kerzhner and 
to the opinions expressed by the majority of zool-
ogists at that time (which we consider preferable), 
or to clearly indicate in Article 74.7.3 its connec-
tion with Article 74.3, i.e. the admissibility of a 

collective statement of intentional designation, 
which is deduced from the purposes and meaning 
of these Articles but is not apparent from their 
current wording.

Conclusions

In anticipation of the forthcoming Fifth edition 
of the Code, we would like to once again highlight 
the concern regarding the inclusion of Article 
74.7.3 as currently worded. This Article, which 
has remained in the Code due to the insistence of 
some former members of the Commission, despite 
the opinion of the zoological community, repre-
sents an unnecessary formalisation and complica-
tion of the Code. It does not prevent the careless 
designation of lectotypes because it only requires 
a simple formal phrase “lectotype hereby desig-
nated”, which by itself cannot serve as a guarantee 
of a nomenclatural act done consciously and inten-
tionally. Furthermore, Article 74.7.3 continues to 
cause instability in zoological nomenclature. The 
Article can serve as an ostensible justification for 
redesignating lectotypes when it is convenient 
for the authors or when they were unable to de-
tect a statement of deliberate designation, as ev-
idenced by the publication of Kryštufek & Shen-
brot (2023). If Article 74.7.3 is retained in the new 
edition of the Code, its wording should be made 
extremely clear regarding the cases of multiple 
designations of lectotypes. This clarity is essential 
to prevent instances of repeated lectotypification, 
similar to that discussed in this paper.
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