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POINTS OF VIEW 

Edited by M. Roos1 

On the nomenclature of lichen phototypes 

Per M. Jorgensen2 

Laundon (1995) has brought up for discussion the rather difficult situation arising 
from the fact that the same fungus, when associating with different photobionts, may 
form very different-looking lichens, previously named as separate species or even 

placed in different genera. While I agree that this problem needs to be clarified, I 

disagree with the solution suggested by Laundon: to classify correlated photobionts 
as forms of the same species. 

To me this is not a question of classification, only of nomenclature. It is quite clear 
that a lichen is classified according to its mycobiont. In mycology there is no tradi- 
tion to classify, at a specified taxonomic rank, different-looking infections by the 
same fungus, e.g. different growth forms induced on different hosts. In parasitic 
fungi there has been a tradition to designate as formae speciales taxa which are 
characterized by their physiological adaptation to different hosts, being morphologi- 
cally identical or nearly so, but this is an informal system without nomenclatural 
status (Code, Art. 4, Note 3). 

The situation for lichen phototypes is rather similar to and actually parallels that of 

fungi which show different morphological expressions during their life cycle, and 

accordingly have been given different names (Jorgensen, 1991), which are acceptable 
under the dual naming system provided for in Art. 59. Unfortunately the phototypes 
of lichens are not covered by that Article, not only because it excepts lichens, but 
because this kind of variation is not expression of a pleomorphic life cycle. I have 

previously (Jorgensen, 1991) argued that we need a similar system for phototypes, 
and Greuter (pers. comm.) has suggested that this would find its logical place among 
the exceptions mentioned in Art. 11.1, referring to names of form-taxa. A formal 

proposal for the emendation of that Article has not, however, been made, as opinions 
among lichenologists are rather divided in this respect, as recognized by Laundon 

(1994). 
The nomenclatural difficulties in handling this situation are clear from the 

examples chosen by Laundon (1995). I am sure that both Galloway (1988) and White 
& James (1988) felt a need to name the two phototypes of one species since they 
occur separately, having a different ecology and distribution, but they ran into 
nomenclatural difficulties which were not solved in a satisfactory way. Galloway 
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(1988) misinterpreted the Code and in some cases actually created what must be 
regarded as alternative names for the same taxon, both being invalid. White & James 
(1988) stated very clearly, for purely nomenclatural reasons I suspect, that they 
regarded their phototypes as distinct taxa, though James in the classic paper on 
phototypes (James & Henssen, 1976) had proven that this is not so! 

Another problem case worth attention is that of the "imperfect" genus Dendrisco- 
caulon, in which many fruticose blue-green expressions of green members of the 
Lobariaceae and Stictaceae have been hiding. The nomenclatural type, D. um- 
hausense (Auersw.) Degel., is identical with the cephalodia of Lobaria amplissima 
(Scop.) Forssell; therefore Dendriscocaulon Nyl. (1885) is a synonym of Lobaria 
(Schreb.) Hoffm. (1796). Accordingly those fruticose, blue-green morphotypes that 
have not yet been linked to their green counterparts are without correct names. They 
can of course be transferred to, for example, Lobaria or Sticta, but the scientific basis 
for so doing would be insufficient, so one might need to describe a new genus to 
accommodate them, creating a generic name that automatically would become a 
synonym as soon as the correct biological relationship is established. 

In addition to these formal questions requiring a solution there is a practical one. 
Nomenclature should provide a simple system for communication. It is confusing to 
state that Lobaria amplissima grows at Dovre (Central Norway) when only the 
fruticose blue-green phototype is found there, far outside the range of its green 
counterpart. One might say "the blue-green morphotype of Lobaria amplissima", 
which gives the necessary information, but this is very clumsy in running texts and 
awkward in phytosociological tables. If it is impossible to find a formal solution 
within Art. 11, the only possibility I can see at the moment, one should perhaps just 
informally record this and similar expressions in the format "Dendriscocaulon um- 
hausense ". As long as all agree there would be no trouble, though newly discovered 
cases would have to be given new "informal" names, avoiding by hypocrisy, if 
necessary, the pitfalls of the nomencaltural rules (e.g. Art. 34.2 on alternative 
names). 

As may have been noted I maintained the term phototype, which I believe Laun- 
don (1995) has mistakenly credited to me, because it is in good agreement with the 

long-established terms morphotype and chemotype. There has never been a serious 
problem related to this use along with that of the nomenclatural term type. The term 
phototype also exists in printing technology, but such dual use, again, will hardly 
cause confusion. 
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