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Dear Mr. d’Abrera 
 
As the initiator and senior author of the three papers 
in Metamorphosis that reviewed the nomenclature 
and taxonomy in your 2009 book on the Afrotropical 
Lycaenidae I have been tasked by my co-authors to 
coordinate a response to your letter. 
 
Names, authors and dates 
 
Most of the errors that appeared in your book 
occurred because you used outdated (Ackery et al., 
1995; Bridges, 1988) and unpublished (NHM 
Museum card index) sources. Ackery et al. is a 
magnificent work but was published five years after 
the last (1990) literature was perused by these 
authors. As the author of a major work on 
Afrotropical Lycaenidae it was your responsibility 
to ensure that you had an up-to-date list of the taxa 
you were dealing with. Your statement that “Most of 
your criticisms are very poorly researched in terms 
of references....” is not so. The ONLY valid source 
for the names, etc. is the PRIMARY published 
literature. This is what we have used. It is a great 
pity that you seem to be unaware of my (privately 
published) electronic encyclopaedia on Afrotropical 
Butterflies. All my co-authors (and many others) 
regularly use it and help to update it and purge it of 
errors. The encyclopaedia is intended as an aid and 
I would happily have supplied you with a copy if 
you had requested it. There is also an updated 
bibliography in the encyclopaedia – if you had had 
this you would not have left out so many validly 
described taxa. 
 
Taxonomic methodology 
 
As far as we understand you, the “Linnaean 
Taxonomy” that you use is based solely on empirical 
data garnered from visual inspection of the facies of 
the adult insect. This is indeed the scientific 
methodology employed by early taxonomists, but in 
the intervening 250 years science has not stood still. 
In every branch of science new methods are 
continually being invented – one has only to think 
of the telescope and microscope, not to mention the 
polymerase chain reaction used to help ‘read’ DNA. 
So too, taxonomy has acquired new methods to 
collect empirical data. Modern taxonomy is thus 
based on the analysis of data from multiple sources, 
including the facies of the adult, genitalia, 
morphology of the early stages, mitochondrial and 
nuclear genes, biogeography, autecology and 
synecology. The analysis of all of these (objective) 

data is complex but yields a more accurate (but 
never perfect) definition of a particular taxon. 
Finally, whether you are in agreement or not, this is 
the methodology employed by the vast majority of 
taxonomists, and is what all of the authors subscribe 
to. 
 
Your criticism of the ICZN 
 
While the ICZN is not perfect, its rules and rulings 
reflect majority opinion and provide for a reasonable 
degree of nomenclatorial stability. For you to state 
that it “is no longer the final scientific authority...” 
is less than helpful and it is a view which we do not 
share. 
 
Use of the words ‘omit’ and ‘aver’ 
 
According to the Standard South African Oxford 
English Dictionary the word ‘omit’ means “to leave 
out or exclude – fail to do”. We use the word to mean 
that the valid taxa were left out. Nowhere do we 
suggest or state that this was a deliberate act on your 
part nor do we wish to do so. No libel was 
committed and therefore no apology on our part is 
deemed necessary. 
 
According to the Standard South African Oxford 
English Dictionary the word ‘aver’, in its formal (as 
opposed to legal) sense means “state or assert to be 
the case”. We use the word to mean that you were 
asserting x, y or z to be the case. No libel was 
committed and therefore no apology on our part is 
deemed necessary. 
 
Actual errors made by us 
 
You are correct in saying (point “Second”) that our 
papers are not a ‘review’. We should have titled our 
papers “A review of the taxonomy....”. The scope of 
the review is, however, clearly stated in the 
Introduction and Abstract sections of the papers. 
 
You are correct in saying (point “E”): “There are no 
legal names in Taxonomy.” We should have used 
the word ‘valid’. 
 
Your point “(G)” is valid. Yes, we are guilty of using 
bad grammar. 
 
Your point “(H)” is valid. This entry was made by 
one of my co-authors, using an older version of my 
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encyclopaedia. I missed it, for which I apologize. 
 
Your point “(I)” is valid. It is 1847 as you say. Thank 
you for the correction. 
 
Issues and points which we do not concede 
 
You state: “Your three parts are jointly produced 
with no authoritative scientific mandate.” Scientific 
papers do not require a ‘mandate’ from any 
‘authority’. 
 
We are NOT ‘the Committee’, as you style us, we 
are co-authors. 
 
You say that you “.... reject sole reliance on genitalic 
dissections for taxonomic diagnoses.” Why then do 
you list as valid taxa in your book Leptotes babaulti, 
L. brevidentatus, L. jeanneli and L. pirithous, all of 
which can only be diagnosed with certainty on their 
genitalic morphology? 
 
Your point “First”. We are sorry that you feel this 
way. Nowhere do we castigate you for a claim to 
infallibility and we would certainly not make the 
same claim for ourselves. We have criticised your 
work. There was never any intention on my part as 
senior author to criticize you personally since I have 
not even met you. 
 
“Taxonomic changes since d’Abrera”. We believe 
that these are relevant to our papers. 
 
On the issues of yildizae/obscurus and 
kocak/permagnus we stand firm. You are at liberty, 
of course, to lodge an appeal to the ICZN for a 
ruling, should you so wish. 
 
Your point “A”. In regard to Ornipholidotos and 
Deudorigini, we stand by what we have said. 
 
Your point “J”. Bouyer, 1996 (Entomologia 
Africana 1: 25-28) formally (stat. rev.) raised 
williamsi to species level. 
 
Your point “K”. In regard to coetzeri you state: “The 
population from Nieuwoudtville has been 
(unjustifiably in my opinion) described as the race 
coetzeri Dickson & Wykeham, 1994.”. You provide 
no justification for this opinion and you fail to 
illustrate the taxon. We do not feel that such 
subjective, speculative taxonomy is helpful. 
 
Your point “L”. Capys bamendanus is treated as a 
valid species by Larsen, 2005: 232. He gives 
detailed, objective diagnostic features, based on the 
adult facies. 
 
Your point “M”. Eicochrysops pusillus (Ungemach, 
1932) was formally synonymized with 
Eicochrysops distractus (Joannis & Verity, 1913) by 
Kuhne, 2000 (Entomofauna 21(7): 213-226). 
 
 
Mark C. Williams 


