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The infrafamilial classification of the Rubiaceae 1s in an unsettled state, with
solid answers awaiting accumulation and interpretation of data on some 500
genera. Schumann’s system, the only clear, comprehensive one, 1s followed 1n
the present account. This 1s not to say that 1t satisfactorily reflects natural
relationships, for it does not—1it rests upon heavy-handed application of a few
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characters, and students of the Rubilaceae have since stressed that it breaks
apart obvious alliances.

Even Schumann’s fundamental division of the Rubiaceae into two subfam-
1lies, the Cinchonoideae and the Rubioideae (Coffeoideae), 1s based on a single
character, the number of ovules in each locule of the ovary (multiple in the
former, solitary in the latter). His classification provides, nonetheless. a con-
venient and useful framework.

The two foremost students of the Rubiaceae since Schumann. Verdcourt
(1958 and later works; see especially 1976) and Bremekamp (particularly 1966).
have proposed reforms of the infrafamilial classification. Although neither
assembled a comprehensive new scheme, both have added new insights, and
both have laid out their concepts of the tribes and subfamilies with character-
1zations and discussion. Further, both have supplied thorough histories of the
subject. So that their contributions do not pass ignored, a summary of the
various dispositions of our genera in comparison with Schumann’s follows.

Bremekamp increased the number of subfamilies from Schumann’s two to
cight, ol which three concern us. He redefined the Rubioideae as members of
the Rubiaceae having raphides and generally valvate corollas. With emphasis
shifted to these characters (especially the former), the Hedyotideae (including
our Hedyotis L. sensu lato and Pentodon Hochst.) were moved from the Cin-
chonoideae to the Rubioideae. Also, Hamelia Jacq., which has raphides, was
transferred along with Hoffmannia Sw. from tribe Gardenieae in the Cincho-
noideae to the resurrected Hamelieae DC. in the Rubioideae (see generic treat-
ment).

Bremekamp did not leave the remainder of Schumann’s tribe Gardenieae
in the Cinchonoideae; instead, he transferred it (containing our Randia, Ca-
sasia, and Catesbaea) to the Ixoroideae Raf., a subfamily he composed of tribes
showing the “i1xoroid™ pollination mechanism (pollen deposited on the shaft
ol the style). My suspicion is that the ixoroid pollination mechanism is 100
widespread, either by convergence or by persistence from distant common
ancestry, to be a rehiable character in defining a subfamily of the Rubiaceae.
[t shows up 1n Pentodon, clearly a member of the Hedyotideae, and in such
other families as the Loganiaceae, Campanulaceae, and Compositae. Breme-
kamp was uncertain of the placement of Cephalanthus.

Verdcourt’s strong Old World emphasis makes 1t difficult to apply his ideas
to our genera. He recognized three subfamilies, including the Cinchonoideae
and the Rubioideae, defined primarily by the presence or absence of raphides.
Verdcourt (1958, 1976), ke Bremekamp, placed Hamelia and our genera of
Hedyotideae in the Rubioideae. He departed from Bremekamp and Schumann
by merging tribe Condamineeace (containing Pinckneya) with the Rondeleticae
(DC.) J. D. Hooker & Bentham (Fl. Nigritana, 378. 1849: note earlier au-
thorship than that given by Darwin). Verdcourt agreed with Schumann but
disagreed with Bremekamp, placing Cephalanthus in the Naucleeae and re-
taining the Gardenieae (minus Hamelia) in the Cinchonoideae. Among the
authors of interest, he 1s unique 1n segregating tribe Catesbaeeae J. D. Hooker
from the Gardenieae (see treatment of Catesbaea).

To summarize the present state of affairs, in my view the size of the family
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Rubiaceae forces botanists concerned with 1ts infrafamilial subunits to sub-
divide it “from the top down.” stressing differences found 1n a few characters.
Much discussion connected with the problem centers around the comparative
(not convincingly substantiated) “importance” of various characters for this
purpose. Only massive collection of new data and a new, more evolutionary
emphasis will eventually allow infrafamilial groups to be built “from the bottom

up,”” buttressed by shared derived similarities.
For those workers interested in determining the correct names of taxa of the

Rubiaceae above the rank of genus, S. P. Darwin’s thoroughly researched
nomenclator for subfamilies, tribes, and subtribes in the family 1s indispensable.

RUBIACEAE subfam. CINCHONOIDEAE Rafinesque, Ann. Gén. Sci. Phys.
6: 81 (p. 66 in reprint). 1820, “Cinchonaria.”

Trees or shrubs (except Hedyotis sensu lato and Pentodon) with usually
opposite, sometimes whorled or fascicled, leaves. Stipules interpetiolar, gen-
erally with 1 (sometimes bifid) lobe between adjacent petiole bases (to imbriate
in Hedyotis and Pentodon, becoming shredded in Randia), usually bearing
colleters on the adaxial side. Flowers pentamerous or tetramerous, with tubular
corollas. Ovary inferior, usually bilocular (but with up to 5 locules in Hamelia.
Casasia unilocular but appearing bi- or trilocular), the locules generally mul-
tiovular (uniovular in Cephalanthus; Randia sometimes with a single seed 1n
the fruit). Tyre GeNus: Cincnona L.
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Key TO THE GENERA OF CINCHONOIDEAE IN THE
SOUTHEASTERN UNITED STATES

A. Plants herbs or infrequently subshrubs; raphides present; placentae peltate; fruits dry
and less than 0.5 cm long.
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B. Flowers pentamerous; placentae bilobed apically; plants hygrophilous and fleshy.
........................................................... 3. Pentodon.
B. Flowers tetramerous; placentae entire apically; plants not hygrophilous. . ... ..
Y AN e Y S LB ey . O SO R S W DI R s 2
A. Plants shrubs or trees; raphides absent (except in Hamelia); placentae usually axile,
sometimes parietal (nearly peltate in Exostema), or the ovules pendulous: fruits fleshy
and/or over 0.5 cm long.
C. Flowers and fruits in globose heads; locules of ovary uniovular. ........... ..
....................................................... 5. Cephalanthus.
C. Flowers and fruits not in globose heads; locules of ovary usually multiovular
(Randia sometimes with only | seed in a fruit).
D. Plants armed with paired spines; leaves largely in fascicles clustered along
stems.
E. Flowers mostly tetramerous; aestivation of corolla valvate; stamens in-
serted at base of corolla; fruitca. Smmlong. .......... 9. Catesbaea.
E. Flowers pentamerous; aestivation of corolla imbricate-contorted: anthers
inserted 1n throat of corolla; fruit ca. 10 mm long. . ... ... .. 6. Randia
D. Plants unarmed; leaves decussate, whorled, or in terminal clusters.
F. Fruits dehiscent; seeds winged; anthers exserted.
G. Calyx lobes more or less uniform; seeds vertical or nearly so; flowers

B I L 0 oh 0 e b b e P P o e 8P i b e M o 4. Exostema.
G. Some calyx lobes expanded into leaflike pink to white *“flags™; seeds
horizontal or oblique; flowers in compound cymes. ... 1. Pinckneva.

F. Fruits indehiscent; seeds unwinged; anthers included or partly exserted.
H. Flowers perfect; corolla red or orange, lobes a small fraction of length

of tube; ovary usually 5-locular; plants pubescent; raphides present.
................................................. 8. Hamelia.

H. Flowers imperfect, plants dioecious; corolla white, lobes approxi-
mately as long as tube; ovary unilocular (or appearing bilocular); plants

mostly glabrous; raphides absent. ................... 7. Casasia.

Tribe CoNDAMINEEAE Bentham & Hooker, Gen. Pl. 2: 8. 12. 1873.
|. Pinckneya A. Michaux, Fl. Bor. Am. 1: 103. p/. 13. 1803.

Shrubs to small trees, sometimes in colonies from root suckers. Leaves de-
ciduous, opposite, the blades lanceolate or ovate to usually nearly elliptic,
obtuse or rounded to caudate at the base, acuminate or less often acute at the
apex, lateral nerves usually rather arcuate-ascending, the petiole and midrib
often reddish (color fading 1n pressed specimens); stipules narrowly deltoid to
lanceolate with acuminate apices, acting as bud scales, caducous, bearing col-
leters adaxially toward the base; abaxial side of blades of young leaves and the
petioles, young stems, inflorescence axes, ovaries, calyces, and corollas usually
abundantly provided with variably kinked to straight and spreading or parallel-
appressed, tawny to almost white, incompletely septate and nonseptate, uni-
seriate trichomes; adaxial side of leaf blades often strigose to glabrate. Inflo-
rescence a pyramidal or hemispheric compound cyme with a straight central
axis, the lateral units sometimes repeating the form of the main axis, the
branching opposite or distal pedicels alternate; distal bracts linear or greatly
expanded to resemble the flaglike sepals, the basal bracts often intergrading
with toliage leaves. Flowers fundamentally pentamerous, nearly actinomorphic






























































































































