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POINTS OF VIEW 

Edited by John McNeill (TRT) 

Lichen phototypes, nature's unmanageable misprints? 

Per M. Jorgensen1 

It is obvious that Jack Laundon and myself feel that there is a need to give and use 
separate names for morphologically recognizable, different lichen specimens, that 
contain the same mycobiont, but different phototypes. Our disagreement is based on 
the fact that Laundon (1996) insists on giving them a taxonomic rank (as formae), 
while this to me, as already stated (Jorgensen, 1996), is not a question of classifica- 
tion, but of finding a practical way of expressing that a particular growth form of a 
species is present. It is, of course possible, that Laundon adheres to the long aban- 
doned tradition, particularly common in lichenology, of using the rank of forma for 
any deviating form, including environmentally induced ones. 

I agree, however, that it would be ideal if it would be possible to find a system 
which also expresses the biological relationship, but I have failed to find an easy way 
of doing this. Surely one should not be forced to accept these growth-forms as taxa to 
be able to do so (the consequence of Laundon's view.) This situation is so unusual 
that it requires an untraditional solution, either through an exception to the Code 
(Greuter & al., 1994) or as a solution outside it (Jorgensen, 1996). We need untradi- 
tional thinking and solutions, not running around in traditional circles. Surely there is 
someone with a fresher mind than Jack's and mine who can help to cut this particular 
Gordian knot of biology, taxonomy, and nomenclature. 

It appears more difficult to solve the less important problem of photo-type/-morph 
terminology. It would be better to find another term rather than spend the time on 
hair-splitting (see below). As Laundon may find in any dictionary under very many 
entries other than phototype, a word may have more than one meaning and still 
continue to be used in all of them without difficulty. Indeed, according to the Concise 
Oxford dictionary (Sykes, 1976), the word "type" has seven different main 
meanings: "1. Person, thing, event serving as illustration, symbol, prophetic simili- 
tude, or characteristic specimen of another thing or of a class... 7. (Print.) Piece of 
metal or wood having on its upper surface a raised letter or character for use in 
printing, a kind or size of such pieces, (collect sing.) set or supply of these..." Should 
we, because of that last meaning, give up the term type in the very special way we 
use it in nomenclature? Of course not, simply because the world of printing is so far 
away from that of botanical nomenclature that these two different meanings hardly 
meet, and when that happens (when printing nomenclatural papers) it is evident from 

Department of Botany, University of Bergen, All1gaten 41, N-5007 Bergen, Norway. 

721 



TAXON 46 - NOVEMBER 1997 

the context what is what; in the same way, its dual meaning is not a good reason to 
abandon the well-known term phototype in lichenology. 

A more serious argument for doing so is related to the etymological meaning of 
the word which does not reflect the subject for which it is used. Phototype simply 
means "kind of light" (from Greek phos = light and typos = type, kind). Photomorph 
is in this respect no improvement, on the contrary, it means "shape of light" (from 
phos and morphe = shape). 

The problem arose when the generally accepted term phycobiont had to be given 
up when it was discovered that "bluegreen algae" were not, in fact, algae, but were 
prokaryotic and thus recognized as cyanobacteria. I believe the best solution is to 
continue to use the term phycobiont when the photosynthetic partner is an alga, and 
the term cyanobiont when it is a cyanobacterium; when a term is needed to cover 
both, "photosynthetic partner" appears to be acceptable. 
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