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The name Campanula polymorpha WITAS., usually treated as a specific one, is shmvn 
to have been published in the rank of subspecies. At the species level it is 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 WITAS. 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 linifolia ''JAcQ.'' (see for instance WAHLENBERG 
1814) or as C. Scheuchzeri VrLL. (see SLOBODA 1852, REUSS 1853, KOTULA 
1889, SAGORSKI et SCHNEIDER 1891, and PAX 1898). In her comprehensive 
monographic study of 1902, WrTASEK convincingly demonstrated that the 
Tatra plant is not identical with the Alpine C. Scheuchzeri VrLL. (of which 
C. linifolia " .JAcQ." seems to be a synonym) and reclassified it as belonging 
to a newly established species Campanula lcladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. This is 
a weak point of her fine monograph because C. kladniana, as broadly circum­
scribed by WrTASEK, 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. Scheuchzeri VrLL. 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 SCI-IIEDE from the SE. Alps (see PoDLECH 1965). 

WrTASEK seriously misinterpret ed ScHuR's concept, applying his varietal 
epithet kladniana to C. Scheuchzeri VrLL. from the Tatra as well and even 
to plants of this name from the Sudeten Mountains; these plants are taxo­
nomically distinct from the Alpine C. Scheuchzeri VILL. as well as from each 
other. The author seems to have been aware of this shortcoming of her 
concept of C. kladniana and, having received additional material from 
Dr. Degen of Budapest a few years later, carried out a substantial revision. 
In her subsequent paper (WITASEK J 906) which is essentially a supplement 
to her lengthy study of 1902, C. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. is found sub­
divided into four major segments: C. kladniana (SCHUR) WITAS. s. str. 
(Romania, Bihorului Mts .), C. stenophylla (SCHUR) WrTAS. (Romania, Fagara-
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~ului and Rodnei Mts.), 0 . polymorpha WrrAs. (Czechoslovakia, Tatra Mts.) 
and 0. mentiens WrTAS. (Czechoslovakia, Babia hora Mts.). This treatment 
is important because it is here that the Tatra plant is separated from both 
0. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. and 0. Scheuchzeri auct. and is unambigously 
treated as a distinct taxon. Also, ScHuR's original circumscription of the 
variety kladniana is restored. Nomenclaturally, the binomials 0. kladn·iana 
(SCHUR) WrTAS. s. str., 0. stenophylla (SCHUR) WITAS., 0. polymorpha WrTAS. 
and 0. mentiens WrTAS. are of particular interest inasmuch as all four were 
applied to taxa referred to as subspecies of 0. kladniana (SCHUR) WITAS. s. 1. 
The subspecific status of these taxa is clearly indicated ("4 Typen, welche 
ich als Subspecies der 0. Kladniana auffassen mochte", WrTASEK 1906 : 237), 
so that the respective names cannot possibly be considered alternatives, 
as proposed by TACIK (197la, 197lb); 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 0. kladniana (SCHUR) WITAS. subsp. 
kladniana, 0. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. subsp. stenophylla (SCHUR) WrTAS., 
0. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. subsp. polymorpha WrTAS. and 0. kladniana 
(SCHUR) WrTAS. 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 WrrASEK's taxa at the rank of species are as follows: 0. steno­
phylla (SCHUR) PRAIN et al., 0. polymorpha (WITAS.) PRAIN et al., and 0. men­
tiens (WITAS.) PRAIN et al. 

WrrASJ<JK'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. a. lcladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. has repeatedly been reported from 
the Tatra Mts. (soo PAwr..owsKr 1923, f3zAFER, KuLCZYNSKI et PAWLOWSKI 1924, JA.voRKA 1925, 
DOMIN 1935, TACIK 197la, 197lb). Those accepting C. polymorpha WITAS. have usually treated 
it as a species, attributing its authorship to WrTASEK, apparently unaware of her true intention 
(soo SzAFKR, KuLCZYNSKI et PA\nowsKr 1953, PoDLECH 1965). It is interesting to note that 
HRUBY (1930), in his otherwise unsuccessful and highly confusing monographic attempt, clearly 
demonstrated that C. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. is absent from the Tatra Mts. 

This nomenclatural and taxonomic m oss may be rectified if the oldest 
valid name is taken into account. This is Oampanula Tatrae Bo11n.As, 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 ismertetese. R eferate 
iiber ungarische botanische Arbeiten" in October, l 902. The extract is 
initialled by Degen and the diagnosis of Oampanula Tatrae runs as follows: 

Oampanula Tatrae "sive C. rotwidifolia var. Tatrae BoRB. Campanulae Kitaibelianae R. et 
SCHULT. (0. microphylla KIT., non CAv.) proxima, sed laxe racemosa. Caulis usque ad apicem sat 
aeqnaliter foliosus, glaber, foliis inforioribus lanceolato-linearibus, ceteris angustissime linearibus, 
a]abastris nutantibns, corolla sat magna C. Kitaibelianae, tubuloso campanulata. 

Solo et calcareo et grani.tico Tatrae. 
N. B. Loco, ubi C. Kitaibeliana crescere dicitur (in Fatra maiore) forma Campanularum 

offinium uniflora praeter 0. Kladniana SCHUR nulla, quare utramque conjunxi." Borb. in litt. 
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Admittedly, BoRBA.s' 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 WITAS. only four years later. [C. kitaibeliana RoEM. 
et SCHULT., alluded to in the diagnosis, is a dwarf form of 0. serrata (KIT. 
ex SCHULT.) HENDRYCH] . This is also evident from BoRBAS' authentic material 
of his Campanula Tatrae, now deposited in the H erbarium of the Eotvos 
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-Fiired" ). The localities 
of t he collections are as follows: 

1. ''In a lpibus calcare is Tatrae ad Barlangliget, 3000 - 4000' alt. s . m., 24. VII . 1892" 
(No. 183770); 

2. "Katzberg au Barlangliget, 23. VIII. 1899" (No. 183771); 
3. " In herbidis mantis Katzberg ad Barlangliget, 23. VIII. 1899" (No. 183732); 
4. " In sa.xosis ad ostium vallis Tarpatak (Kohlbach) Tatrae ad Tatra-Fiired, 16. VII. 1890" 

(No. 183769). 
All this material was collected by BoRBAS. No specimen is labelled as Oampanula Tatrae in his 

own hand, but each label is provided with a stamped note " In H erb. Borb. apud" to which 
" Oampanula Tatrae BoRB." is added in ink by another hand. This note also appears on two other 
sheets containing material collected in Transsylvania, one by Hayna.ld 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 might be the correct name for the Tatra plant, and Nov AK (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 R~monym of C. kladniana subsp. polymorpha WITAS. and so it is in the last 
edition of the book (NOVAK 1963). J.AvoRKA (1925) applied this name (at the 
1evel 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) 
WITAS. There is no 0. Tatrae in the Index Kewensis. Paradoxically, even 
WITASEK, publishing her "O. polymorpha" in the same journal only four 
years 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. It is tempting, however, 
to speculate why the Editor of Magyar Botanikai Lapok (that is , Dr. Degen 
who collected all the material on which C. polymorpha WITAS. was based 
<md prepared the German extract of BoRBAS' floristic report) did not inter­
vene and why all the Central European botanical community preferred 
0. polymorpha WITAS. [or 0. kladniana (SmrnR) WITAS.] to the earlier correct 
name C. Tatrae BoRBAS. One reason may be that the names C. polymorpha 
WITAS. and 0. lcladniana (SCHUR) WITAS. were coined by a reputable Oam­
panula specialist who provided a careful analysis and a direct reference to 
0. Scheuchzeri VILL. which was familiar to both Austrian and Hungarian 
botanists. BoRBAS, on the other hancl, was a versatile florist , with interest s 
ranging from algae to monocotyledons and including many difficult genera 
of phanerogams such as Dianthus, Mentha , Hieracium, Potentilla, Rosa and 
Rubus. H e was often criticized - already in his lifetime - for his taxonomi<' 
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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 BoRB.As' Campanula 
Tatrae, published shortly before his untimely death in 1905, failed to gain 
any apprecitible recognitioin by his contemporaries. Also, the reference to 
C. kitaibeliana RoEM. 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 BoRBAS Magy. Bot. Lap. 1 : 319, 1902 

Syn.: C. lcladniana (SCHUH.) WrTAS. sensu WITAS. Abh. Zool. Bot. Ges. Wien 1 : 39, 1902 (p. p. 
min., non sensu orig. SCHlTR). - C. kladniana (SCHUR) VVITAS. subsp. polymorpha '"'' rTAS. l\iagy. 
Bot. Lap. 5: 239, 1906. - C. polymorpha (WITAS.) PRAIN et al. Index Kewensis Suppl. 4: 35, 
1913. - C. kladn,iana (SCHUR) WITAS. var. polymorpha (WITAS.) PAWL. Acta Soc. B ot. Polon. 
1: 5, 1923. - C. rotundifolia L. subsp. polymorpha (WITAS.) TACIK in JASIEWICZ Monogr. Bot. 
20: 254, 1965. - C. linifolia auct. non JACQ., e.g.: WAHLENB. F l. Carp. 59, 1814. - C. Scheuchzeri 
auct. non VILL., e.g.: REUSS Kvetna Slovenska 278, 1853; SAGORSKI et SCHNEIDER Fl. Centralkarp. 
::l69, 1891. 

A taxonomic study of Campanula Tatrae Bon,n.As and related taxa wi ll be 
published elsewhere. 
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SOUHRN 

V clanku se poukazuje na skutecnost, Z0 jmeno tatranskeho zvonku Campanula polymorpha 
WITAS., bezne povafovane za jmeno druhove, bylo ve skutecnosti publikovano v hodnote subspecie 
jako a. kladniana (SCHUR) WrTAS. subsp . polymorpha WITAS. Na urovni druhu ma pfednost 
star8i, dosud pfehlfzene jmeho C. Tatrae BoLiBA.s. 
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T. E. ·weier, C.R. Stocking et M. G. Barbour: 

Botany 
An Introduction to Plant Biology. Fifth Edition. - John Wiley & Sons, New York - London ­
Sydney - Toronto 1974, (10) + 69~ str., 582 obr. + 18 barev. tab., 36 Cfsl. tabulek, cena vaz. 
£ 7. 95. (Kniha je v knih ovn{1 CSBS. ) 

Publikace je uvodni vysokoskolskou ucebnici, l<tora Ri klade za cil seznamit studenta se vse mi 
obory moderni botaniky, vcetne systematiky . 0 jejim <Lrnhem a tfotim vydanf prinesl nas easopis 
jiz di'lve recenze ( Preslia 30 : 94, 1958 et vul. 37 : 114 -- 115, 1965). v(~ srovnanf se zmfnenymi 
vydanimi se nove vydani lisi uz v autor;;kem kolektivu a v po<ltitulu (rostlinna bio lo g ie ), a le 
take ve vots im strankovem rozsahu, ve zvetsenem poctu o brazki'.1, jez jsou zcasti na barevnych 
t,abulich, a zejm6na v pfopracovanem t<~xtu. 

Pocet kapitol jo stojny jako ve 3. vydanf, avsak noktore kapitoly jsou jinak vymezeny. Nove 
je zafazena tabulka metrickych ekvi,-alenti'.1 a misto puvoclnc jedineho rojsthku jsou na lrnnci 
knihy inclexy dva, a to vecny a rodovy. Znacno n ebo zcola p!·opracovany jsou zejmena kapito ly 
o clOlicf se bui'ice, o fotosynteze a dychanf, o ruRtu a vyvinu rostlin, o eko logii, o bakteriich, virech 
a houbach a konecne zaverecna kapitola o ovoluci rostlin. Castecne propracovane jsou i jine partie 
knihy. Pfopracovanfm so autorum za pomoci dalsich odborniku podai'.·ilo p.fiblizit text Ro u ­
i'\asnernu stavu poznanf v jednotlivych botanickych oborech . Text provazoji opravdu v:vbrane, 
instruktivni obrazky (veclle s tarych mnoho novych ihtstraci}, z nichz ctcnafo zvlaste upoutavaji 
snfmky z elektronov6ho mikroskopu, vcetne rastrovaciho (prostorove pohledy). Pozornost 
vyvolavaji i perokrosby a rihna Rchemata, v nichz se bezno pouZivii - podobne jako ph graficke 
upravo knihy - zelene barvy v jodnom nebo ve dvou oclstinech ( -1 · ev. seda v jeclnom nebo clvou 
t6nech). Tato zelen sico pomaha zclUraznit nekter6 struktury nebo jevy, popf. rozdily mezi nimi, 
alo rnnohdy (hlavne v morfologickych obrazcich) mute u studenta vyvolat chybnou pfoclstavu, 
Ze je ze lene zobrazena strnktura vzcly zelena tak6 ve skutecnosti. 

Drobna nedopatfenf, na nez poclepsan.y upozornil v recen:zi 3. vydani, odstranili autofi v nove 
knize temer vsechna. Zbyva nadale napr. na str. 17 species novum (misto sprav. species nova) 
a v obr . 5.10 na str. 63 chybi opet ve s trukturni formuli chlorofylu a u IV. pyroloveho j i'.trlra 
jetlen atom H. 'I'iskove chyby, polrncl jRem mohl zjistit, jsou nccotne. 

,Je to zdafi le didakticke dilo, na jeh oz nejnovejsf vyclani rad ctena:I·e Preslio upozorltuji. 

Z d. Corn oho r s ky 
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