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The eleven names of Spermatophyta already rejected or recommended for rejection are Bromus 
purgans L., Scabiosa papposa L., Alternanthera ficoidea (L.) Beauv., Solanum indicum L., Solanum 
sodomeum L., Lupinus hirsutus L., Stipa columbiana Macoun, Rotala decussata DC., Crataegus 
oxyacantha L., Anthospermum ciliare L. and Ononis spinosa L. Perhaps between five and seven more 
are likely to be recommended for rejection by the Committee for Spermatophyta before the Berlin 
Congress, and a small number of names in other groups will be in the same position. (We apologise 
for not providing details for groups other than Spermatophyta, but we do not have up-to-date infor- 
mation at the time of writing of this proposal.) Clearly it would be necessary to reconsider these names, 
and then two options are available. Firstly, conservation of these names could be effected with new 
types so that they could in future be used in their traditional sense, despite the fact that committees 
have already recommended their rejection and in most cases committee decisions are already pub- 
lished. Or secondly, if it is felt desirable in the interest of stability to reinforce the committee decisions 
already taken, conservation could be effected of the names of the species to which the types of these 
rejected names are correctly referred, and the hitherto rejected names would appear opposite them as 
nomina rejicienda. For example, under the first option Solanum indicum L. would be conserved with 
a new type which would allow usage of the name in its traditional sense of over 200 years, or under 
the second option Solanum ferox L. (to which the type of S. indicum is actually referable) would be 
conserved and S. indicum would be rejected against it. Acceptance of the following proposal would 
require the relevant committees to reconsider each case and make recommendations to the General 
Committee for inclusion of appropriate names in an Appendix of the Berlin Code. 

(223) Proposal that names rejected, or recommended for rejection, under Art. 69 prior to the Berlin 
Congress are to be reconsidered by relevant committees, which are instructed to recommend for each 
case conservation of that name which will best serve stability, such names to be listed as an Appendix 
of the Berlin Code. 

Proposed by: W. Greuter, Botanischer Garten und Botanisches Museum, K6nigin-Luise-Strasse 6-8, 
D-1000 Berlin 33, Germany; J. McNeill, Department of Biology, University of Ottawa, Ottawa KIN 
6N5, Canada and R. K. Brummitt, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AE, UK. 

(224) Proposal on the application of Art. 69. 

Article 69 of the Code, allowing rejection of what have often been called nomina ambigua (see 
McVaugh, Ross and Stafleu in Regn. Veg. 56: 18. 1968), has been in the Code in various forms for 
many years. The essential parts of its present wording date from the Leningrad Congress of 1975, 
although the substitution of "may" for "must" made at Sydney in 1981 is also significant. The 
Leningrad re-wording was introduced largely as - result of proposals by Faegri (Taxon 23: 824-828. 
1974) who was charged with convening a Special Committee on the subject at Seattle in 1969. He 
found that his attempts at correspondence with members produced few constructive replies, and ended 
up by valiantly submitting a one-man committee report himself. The resulting change was certainly 
an improvement on the previous wording, and may be quite unambiguous to some, but doubts about 
its application linger on. 

In the ten years following the 1975 Leningrad Congress, 45 proposals for rejection of specific names 
under Art. 69 have been presented to the Committee for Spermatophyta, and of these, 11 have been 
accepted, 24 have been rejected for various reasons, and 10 still await a decision. In all the 11 cases 
accepted (enumerated in the preceding paper) the name concerned has been more or less exclusively 
misapplied since its original publication, and so have been equivalent to Faegri's Iris ensata example. 
There is no ambiguity or confusion over Art. 69 in such cases. In a number of other cases, such as 
those of Dipsacus fullonum, Carex muricata and Potamogeton pusillus (Taxon 30: 362-363. 1981, 
reported on in Taxon 35: 558-561. 1986) the name has been widely used in two or more conflicting 
senses of which one is now considered correct and the other(s) incorrect, and in all such cases the 
Committee has rejected the proposal, sometimes by a 0-12 vote. This has raised questions in the 
Committee as to whether members are applying the Article in the way it was intended, and the most 
recent report comments (Taxon 35: 557. 1986) that the Committee "now feels the need for clarification 
of Art. 69". In a recent questionnaire put to members the results showed almost as many different 
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opinions on how the Article should be applied as there were members. As Secretary of the Committee, 
but unable to obtain the required two-thirds majority vote for corporate action, I feel obliged to 
attempt to resolve our confusion and self-doubts by submitting a proposal myself. 

It has been pointed out several times in correspondence that Art. 69 refers to a name being persistently 
(i.e. over a long period of time) misapplied, not consistently (i.e. exclusively). Certainly it is clear from 
Faegri's comments with his Leningrad proposal that he did not intend the Article to be restricted to 
cases where a name has been exclusively misapplied. One of his examples was Betula alba L., which 
in earlier literature was more or less equally applied to two common North European species now 
called B. pubescens Ehrh. and B. pendula Roth. The name, having become a source of confusion, has 
been rejected in recent years, but it can be readily typified and could be correctly applied to one of 
the two species. It is quite clear that Faegri did intend his wording of Art. 69 to allow the name B. 
alba to be formally rejected, though no proposal for this has yet been submitted. It seems, however, 
from the discussion of the matter at Leningrad (see Voss in Proc. XII Internat. Bot. Congr. Leningrad 
1975: 167-169. 1979) that the subtle distinction between 'persistently' and 'consistently' was not 
adequately considered, and so it seems appropriate to seek clarification now. A majority of the 
Committee for Spermatophyta have recommended that a proposal for a change in the Code be 
submitted to the Berlin Congress, and the fate of many names may depend on it. 

In the Committee's questionnaire referred to, nine out of 11 members who replied thought the 
Article could be applied to Betula alba (a name which has now been dropped from usage) and two 
thought it could not, while eight members thought it should be applied and three thought it should 
not. Perhaps a significant point is that the Article now says that a name may be ruled as rejected, not 
must, apparently giving the Committee leave to use discretion in individual cases. In contrast nine 
members (but not the same nine!) thought the present Article could be applied to Dipsacus fullonum 
(which differs from Betula alba in being a name in current use), but only five thought it should (and 
only three had actually voted for the published proposal!) while five thought it should not (one 
abstaining). 

It is surely significant when half the members of one of the main committees charged with putting 
Art. 69 into practice do not think it should be applied in cases like Dipsacusfullonum where the name 
has been used about equally in right and wrong senses. The literal interpretation of the word 'persis- 
tently' would allow the present Article to be applied in such cases. For the other interpretation of the 
Article to be correct it should include the words 'consistently' or 'exclusively'. The proposal made 
below is submitted with the intention of requiring the Berlin Congress to give the relevant committees 
a clearer mandate concerning which names may be considered under Art. 69. If the Congress rejects 
the proposal then names like Dipsacusfullonum may be considered under this Article. If the Congress 
accepts the proposal it will preclude application of the Article to names like Dipsacus fullonum, and 
these might form a significant proportion of potential candidate names at present. 

In favour of accepting the proposal is the argument that those cases where a name has been equally 
used in two (or more) senses of which one must be correct are exactly those situations for which the 
type method was introduced. Why should those who have used the name in its correct sense be 
deprived of it simply because others have misused it for something else? At least in Spermatophyta, 
acceptance of the proposal would not conflict with any decisions taken since 1975. The particular case 
of Betula alba might be best dealt with under the present Art. 14 by conservation of the currently 
used name as a name of a species of major economic importance. Against acceptance is the desire to 
reject names which have become so mixed in application that they are a source of confusion. Fur- 
thermore, committees have power of discretion (conferred by the word 'may') as to whether they 
actually do recommend rejection of these names or not, so a negative vote on this proposal would 
not necessarily force a decision one way or the other on particular names. 

(224) Proposal to amend the first sentence of Art. 69 to read "A name may be ruled as rejected if it 
has been widely, consistently and persistently used for a taxon or taxa not including its type". 

If Proposal 221 should be adopted the same change should be made in the new Article 69 proposed 
there. As noted in discussion of the latter proposal, acceptance of the above might make acceptance 
of that proposal more desirable in the eyes of some. 

Proposed by: R. K. Brummitt, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3AB, UK. 
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