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The name Campanula polymorpha WITAS., usually treated as a specific one, is shown
to have been published in the rank of subspecies. At the species level it 18 preceded
by Campanula Tatrae BorBAs.
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Of the few Campanulas native in the Tatra Mountains, perhaps the most
controversial is Campanula polymorpha WiTAas. A perusal of the pertinent
literature reveals that little agreement has been reached as to its taxonomic
rank, origin, relationships and, last but not least, nomenclature. Early
explorers of the Tatra flora, misled by an overall resemblance, referred to it
erroneously as Campanula lmzfolm “JAacq.” (see for instance WAHLENBERG
1814) or as C. Scheuchzeri VitL. (see SroBoba 1852, Ruuss 1853, KoruLA
1889, SAGORSKI et SCHNEIDER 1891, and Pax 1898). In her comprehensive
monographic study of 1902, WiTAsER convincingly demonstrated that the
Tatra plant is not identical with the Alpine C.Scheuchzeri Virn. (of which
C. linifolia ““JacqQ.” seems to be a synonym) and reclassified it as belonging
to a newly established species Campanula kladniana (ScHur) WrTas. This is
a weak point of her fine monograph because C. kladniana, as broadly circum-
scribed by WrTAsER, is misunderstood from both the taxonomic and the
nomenclatural point of view. The epithet kladniana, honouring the Sibiu
druggist and botanist Friedrich Kladni, was first used for a variety of
C. Scheuchzert ViLL. by ScHUR in 1866. It is based on a saxicolous Campanula
of the Romanian Carpathians (defined by its caespitose growth, cordate basal
leaves, pendent stems, narrowly linear to setaceous cauline leaves and long,
deflexed calyx teeth) which is in all likelihood identical with what was
described as C. carnica Scuiepe from the SE. Alps (see PoprucH 1965).

Wirasek seriously misinterpreted ScHUR’s conecept, applying his varietal
epithet kladniana to C. Scheuchzeri VivL. from the Tatra as well and even
to plants of this name from the Sudeten Mountains; these plants are taxo-
nomically distinet from the Alpine C. Scheuchzeri VivLL. as well as from each
other. The author seems to have been aware of this shortcoming of her
concept of C. Fkladniana and, having received additional material from
Dr. Degen of Budapest a few years later, carried out a substantial revision.
In her subsequent paper (WiTasEg 1906) which is essentially a supplement
to her lengthy study of 1902, C. kladniana (Scrvr) WiTas. is found sub-
divided into four major segments: C. kladniana (ScHur) Wiras. s. str.
(Romania, Bihorului Mts.), C'. stenophylla (ScHUR) WiTAS. (Romania, Fagira-
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sului and Rodnei Mts.), C. polymorpha Wiras. (Czechoslovakia, Tatra Mts.)
and C. mentiens Wiras. (Czechoslovakia, Babia hora Mts.). This treatment
is important because it is here that the Tatra plant is separated from both
C. kladniana (ScHUR) WiTas. and C. Scheuchzeri auct. and is unambigously
treated as a distinet taxon. Also, SCHUR’s original circumscription of the
variety kladniana is restored. Nomenclaturally, the binomials C. kladniana
(ScruRr) Wiras. s. str., C. stenophylla (ScHUR) WITAS., C. polymorpha WITAS.
and C. mentiens Wiras. are of particular interest inasmuch as all four were
applied to taxa referred to as subspecies of C. kladniana (ScHuRr) WITas. s. 1.
The subspecific status of these taxa is clearly indicated (‘4 Typen, welche
ich als Subspecies der C. Kladniana auffassen moéchte””, WiTasek 1906 : 237),
so that the respective names cannot possibly be considered alternatives,
as proposed by Tacik (1971a, 1971b); for a discussion see also SHETLER
(1963). Under the provisions of the International Code of Botanical Nomen-
clature (Article 24), names like these may be altered to the proper form wit-
hout any change of authorship. Thus the above names are available at sub-
specific level and should be cited as C. kladniana (Scuur) Wrras. subsp.
kladniana, C. kladniane (ScHUR) WiTAS. subsp. stenophylla (Sciur) WITAs.,
C. kladniana (ScHUR) Witas. subsp. polymorpha Witas. and C. kladniana
(ScHur) Wiras. subsp. mentiens Witas. Combinations at specific level were
first made — perhaps unintentionally — in the Index Kewensis (Supple-
ment IV, 1913) where these subspecies are automatically treated as species,
making the compilers of the Index responsible for the combination. Therefore
the names of WITASER’s taxa at the rank of species are as follows: C. steno-
phylla (Scuur) PRAIN et al., C'. polymorpha (Wiras.) Prain et al., and C. men-
tiens (W1TAS.) PRAIN et al.

Wirrasex’s concept, though quite clear and consistent, has often been misunderstood. Students
of the Tatra flora have adhered to her 1902 study rather than to the 1906 supplement, or tried
to compromise between them. €. kladniana (ScaEUR) Wiras. has repeatedly been reported from
the Tatra Mts. (sce Pawrowskr 1923, SzarEr, KuLozyXskrI et PAwWrowsKT 1924, JAvorkaA 1925,
Domin 1935, Tacik 1971a, 1971b). Those accepting C. polymorpha WiTas. have usually treated
it as a species, attributing its authorship to Wirasek, apparently unaware of her true intention
(see Szarer, KunczyNskr et PAwrowskr 1953, PoprLecH 1965). It is interesting to note that
Hrusy (1930), in his otherwise unsuecessful and highly confusing monographic attempt, clearly
demonstrated that C. kladniana (Scmur) WiTas. is absent from the Tatra Mts.

This nomenclatural and taxonomic mess may be rectified if the oldest
valid name is taken into account. This is Campanula Tatrae BorBAS, first
published (as a nomen nudum) in a Hungarian floristic report of the Tatra
Mts. in June, 1902 (BorBAs 1902). A Latin diagnosis is provided in a German
extract of that paper which appeared in an editorial section of the Magyar
Botanikai Lapok titled “Hazai botanikai dolgozatok ismertetése. Referate
ither ungarische botanische Arbeiten™ in October, 1902. The extract is
initialled by Degen and the diagnosis of Campanula Tatrae runs as follows:

Campanula Tatrae “sive C. rotundifolia var. Tatrae BorB. Campanulae Kitaibelianae R. et
ScauLT. (C. microphylla Krr., non CAv.) proxima, sed laxe racemosa. Caulis usque ad apicem sat
aequaliter foliosus, glaber, foliis inferioribus lanceolato-linearibus, ceteris angustissime linearibus,
alabastris nutantibus, corolla sat magna C. Kitaibelianae, tubuloso campanulata.

Solo et caleareo ot granitico Tatrae.

N. B. Loco, ubi C. Kitaibeliana crescere dicitur (in Fatra maiore) forma Campanularum
affinium uniflora. praeter C. Kladniana ScHUR nulla, quare utramque conjunxi.” Borb. in litt.
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Admittedly, Bors4As’ Latin was somewhat peculiar, but these words indi-
cate beyond any doubt that the plant he was describing “‘en passant’ as a new
species was C'. Scheuchzeri of earlier students of the Tatra flora, which was to
be named C. polymorpha Wiras. only four years later. [C. kitaibeliana Rorm.
et ScauLT., alluded to in the diagnosis, is a dwarf form of C. serrata (Kit.
ex ScruLT.) HENDRYCH]. This is also evident from BorBAs’ authentic material
of his Campanula Tatrae, now deposited in the Herbarium of the L6tvos
Lorand University in Budapest. (The major part of his collections was
destroyed in World War II). The surviving material consists of four sheets,
of which three came from the vicinity of Tatranska Kotlina (‘“Barlang-
liget”’) and one from near Stary Smokovec (“Tatra-Fired™). The localities
of the collections are as follows:

1. “In alpibus calcareis Tatrae ad Barlangliget, 30004000’ alt. s. m., 24. VII. 1892
(No. 183770):

2. “Katzberg ad Barlangliget, 23. VITI. 1899 (No. 183771):

“In herbidis montis Katzberg ad Barlangliget, 23. VIII. 1899 (No. 183732);

4. “In saxosis ad ostium vallis Tarpatak (KKohlbach) Tatrae ad Tatra-Fiired, 16. VII. 1890
(No. 183769).

All this material was collected by BorBAs. No specimen is labelled as Campanula Tatrae in his
own hand, but each label is provided with a stamped note ‘“In Herb. Borb. apud” to which
“Campanula Tatrae BorB.” is added in ink by another hand. This note also appears on two other
sheets containing material collected in Transsylvania, one by Haynald and one by Richter.

Surprisingly enough, BorBAs’™ name, though published in the first volume
of what was to become a leading Hungarian botanical periodical, has been
almost completely ignored and is seldom cited in botanical literature, even

as a synonym. Exceptions include Domin (1925) who suggested that C'. Tatrae
BorBAs mwht be the correct name for the Tatra plant, and NovAk (1937)
who made use of the name to denote a superb plant portrait by Svolinsky;
in the accompanying text, however (p. XV), the name C. Tatrae is listed as
a synonym of C. kladniana subsp. polymorpha WiTas. and so it is in the last
edition of the book (NovAK 1963). JAvOorRKA (1925) applied this name (at the
level of forma) to few-flowered plants of C. kladniana (ScHur) Witas. and
Domin (1935) cites C. Tatrae BorBAs as a synonym of C. kladniana (SCHUR)
Wiras. There is no C. Tatrae in the Index Kewensis. Paradoxically, even
WirasER, publishing her “C. polymorpha” in the same journal only four
vears later, was apparently unconscious of BorBAs’ specific name. A Viennese
school teacher may perhaps be pardoned for being unfamiliar with botanical
development in the other part of the dual monarchy. 1t is tempting, however,
to speculate why the Editor of Magyar Botanikai Lapok (that is, Dr. Degen
who collected all the material on which C. pol ymorpha Wiras. was based
and prepared the German extract of BorBAs’ floristic report) did not inter-
vene and why all the Central European botanical community preferred
C. polymorpha Witas. [or C. kladniana (ScHUR) WI1TAS.] to the earlier correct
name C. Tatrae BorBAS. One reason may be that the names C. polymorpha
Wiras. and C. kladniana (ScHUR) WIiTas. were coined by a reputable Cam-
panula specialist who provided a careful analysis and a direct reference to
C. Scheuchzert Virn. which was familiar to both Austrian and Hungarian
botanists. BorBAs, on the other hand, was a versatile florist, with interests
ranging from algae to monocotyledons and including many difficult genera
of phanerogams such as Dianthus, Mentha, Hieracium, Potentilla, Rosa and
Rubus. He was often criticized — a]ready in his lifetime — for his taxonomie
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concepts (or for the lack of them) and a great many of the names proposed
by him (of which there are perhaps several hundreds) have been dropped into
synonymy. It is not to be wondered, therefore, that BorBAs’ Campanula
Tatrae, published shortly before his untlmolv death in 1905, failed to gain
any &])ple(‘l‘lblo recognitioin by his contemporaries. Also, the refercnce to
C. kitaibeliana RorM. et ScHULT. provided no clue to the identity of his new

species, and the principle of priority had not been firmly established at
that time.

The correct specific name of the plant under discussion is therefore as
follows:

Campanula Tatrae BorgAs Magy. Bot. Lap. 1 : 319, 1902

Syn.: C. kladniana (ScHur) WiTas. sensu Witas. Abh. Zool. Bot. Ges. Wien 1 : 39, 1902 (p. p.
min., non sensu orig. SCHUR). — C. kladniana (ScaURr) WITAS. subsp. polymorpha Witas. Magy.
Bot. Lap. 5:239, 1906. — C. polymorpha (Witas.) PraiN et al. Index Kewensis Suppl. 4 : 35,
1913. — C. kladniana (ScHUR) WITAS. var. polymorpha (Wiras.) PAwr. Acta Soe. Bot. Polon.
1:5, 1923. — C. rotundifolia L. subsp. polymorpha (WitTas.) TAcIk in JasiEwicz Monogr. Bot.
20 : 2564, 1965. — C. linifolia auct. non Jacq., e.g.: WanLENB. Fl. Carp. 59, 1814. — C. Scheuchzeri
auct. non VILL.,e.g.: REuss Kvétna Slovenska 278, 1853; SAcorsKI et SCHNEIDER F1. Centralkarp.
369, 1891.

A taxonomic study of Campanula Tatrae BorBAs and related taxa will be
published elsewhere.
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SOUHRN

V ¢élanku se poukazuje na skuteénost, e jméno tatranského zvonku Campanula polymorpha
Wiras., béZné povazované za jméno druhové, bylo ve skuteénosti publikovédno v hodnoté subspecie
jako CO. kladniana (ScHUR) WiTas. subsp. polymorpha Witas. Na trovni druhu mé prednost
stardi, dosud prehliZzené jmého C. Tatrae BorBAs.
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T. K. Weier, C. R. Stocking et M. GG. Barbour:

Botany

An Introduetion to Plant Biology. Fifth Edition. - John Wiley & Sons, New York-— London —
Sydney —Toronto 1974, (10) | 693 str., 582 obr. -|- 18 barev. tab., 36 ¢isl. tabulek, cena viaz.
£ 7.95. (Kniha je v knihovneé (SBS.)

Publikace je uvodni vysokoskolskou uc¢ebnici, kterd si klade za cil seznamit studenta se viemi
obory moderni botaniky. véetné systematiky. O jejim druhém a tretim vydani prinesl nas ¢asopis
jiz diive recenze (Preslia 30 : 94, 1958 et vol. 37 : 114115, 1965). Ve srovnani se zminénymi
vydanimi se nové vydani lisi uz v autorském kolektivu a v podtitulu (rostlinnd biologie), ale
také ve vétsim strankovém rozsahu, ve zvétseném poctu obrazku, jez jsou zéasti na barevnych
tabulich, a zejména v prepracovaném textu.

Pocet kapitol je stejny jako ve 3. vydani, avsak nékteré kapitoly jsou jinak vymezeny. Nové
je zafazena tabulka metrickyeh ekvivalent(i a misto pavodné jediného rejstriku jsou na konei
knihy indexy dva, a to véeny a rodovy. Znacné nebo zeela prepracovany jsou zejména kapitoly
o déliei se bunce, o fotosyntéze a dychani, o rastu a vyvinu rostlin, o ekologii. o bakteriich, virech
a houbdch a koneénd zavéreéna kapitola o evoluci rostlin, Casteénd prepracované jsou i jiné partie
knihy. Pfepracovanim se autorum za pomoei dalsich odborniki podatilo priblizit text sou-
Gasnému stavu poznani v jednotlivych botanickyceh oborech. Text provazeji opravdu vybrané,
instruktivni obrazky (vedle starych mnoho novyeh ilustraei), z nichz ¢tendfe zvIlasté upoutévaji
snimky 7 elektronového mikroskopu, véetnd rastrovaciho (prostorové pohledy). Pozornost
vyvolavaji i perokresby a rizna schémata, v nichz se b&zné pouziva — podobné jako pii grafické
tupravé knihy — zelené barvy v jednom nebo ve dvou odstinech (- ev. Seda v jednom nebo dvou
tonech). Tato zelen sice pomahd zdaraznit nékterd struktury nebo jevy, popi. rozdily mezi nimi,
ale mnohdy (hlavné v morfologickych obrazeich) miize u studenta vyvolat ehybnou piedstavu,
ze je zelend zobrazend struktura vidy zelena také ve skuteénosti.

Drobnd nedopatieni. na néz podepsany upozornil v recenzi 3. vydani, odstranili autori v nové
knize témér viechna. Zbyva naddle napi. na str. 17 species novam (misto sprav. species nova)
a v obr. 5.10 na str. 63 chybi opét ve strukturni formuli chlorofylu @ u IV. pyrolového jadra
jeden atom H. Tiskové chyby, pokud jsem mohl zjistit, jsou necetné.

Je to zdatilé didaktické dilo, na jehoz nejnovéjsi vydani rad ¢tendie Preslie upozornuji.

Zd. Cernohorsky





