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Evidence is presented that the name Campanula corcontica SoUREK 1953 is synonymous
with Campanula bohemica HruBy 1928. The latter name is shown to have been validly
published two years earlier than hitherto assumed.
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The heterophyllous Campanula of the Krkonose Mountains, described as
Campanula corcontica SOUREK in this Journal 22 years ago (see SOUREK
1953), has been challenging Central European botanists since the end of the
18th century. Early authors of Silesian floras (MAaTTUSCHEA 1776, KROCKER
1787) did not recognize it. It entered botanical literature in the two earliest
floras of Bohemia (ScamipT 1793, PRESL et PrRESL 1819), where it is referred
to as C. linifolia Jacq. This doubtful name has been successively applied
to no less than four different taxa within the subsection Heterophylla of the
genus Campanula. Tn JAcQUIN’s circumscription (or, in fact, HAENKE's,
who was the author of the name) it appears referable to the Alpine C. Scheuch-
zert VILL. Descriptions provided by ScamipT (1793) and PrEsSL et PrESL
(1819) may well refer to C. rotundifolia var. sudetica HRUBY also; this variety
is taxonomically distinct from C. corcontica. Indeed, in herbarium material
from that period these two taxa are invariably named C. linifolia Jacq. even
though they are readily recognized by the type of hairiness and other cha-
racters. Still, the brothers Presl (or at least one of them) seem to have been
aware of these differences and intended to separate the present C. corcontica
at species level. One sheet deposited in the Herbarium of the Charles Univer-
sity in Prague is labelled as follows:

“Campanula sudetica PresL. C. linifolia PrEsL Fl. ¢ech. Habitat in Sudetis ad Rennerbaude.
Jul. 1810,

The collection is a typical C. corcontica and is the oldest one seen by the
present author. The name does not appear to have been validly published
and has never been used by later authors. HruBy (1930), apparently un-
conscious of PRESL’s concept, applied the epithet sudefica to a variety which
he considered closely related to C. rotundifolia.

The first authors to distinguish between these two taxa were WIMMER et GRABOWSKI (1827);
their C. rotundifolia B linifolia HauNge, though vaguely diagnosed (‘“‘caule firmo subunifloro,
flore multo majore, foliis caulinis lato-lanceolatis”), clearly refers to the later C. corcontica.
WimmeR (1840) renamed this taxon C. rotundifolia 8 grandiflora WimmuRr but also failed to pro-
vide an accurate deseription. His classification has never been accepted but is crucial because it
is here that the Campanula in question is directly linked to the Alpine . Scheuchzeri VILL.
which is listed as a synonym. Subsequent authors unanimously preferred the rank of species to
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that of variety and referred to the Krkonose plant as C. Scheuchzer: ViLL. (see for instance OrTT
1851, Op1z 1852, WirLkouym 1863, Cerakovsky 1871, 1879, Frex 1881, Porivka 1901, 1912,
ScuuBE 1904, Laus 1908, Havex 1918). It is interesting to note that none of these authors
contrived to render the distinguishing characters exactly. CELARKOVSKY (1871) noticed only the
broadened calyx teeth and Porivia (1912) the stiff, often one-flowered stem. However, charac-
ters separating this taxon from the Alpine C. Scheuchzeri VILL. passed unnoticed until recently.

The well known Brno florist Johann Hruby (1882—1964) tried to rectify
this evident error of earlier authors and reclassified C. Scheuchzeri of the
Krkonose Mts. as a new species C. bokhemica HrRuBYy. His concept seems to
have developed gradually and might be difficult to interpret solely on the
basis of the published evidence. It becomes quite clear and consistent, how-
ever, if the pertinent herbarium material is consulted.

The name is usually cited as C. bohemica HrRuBY in Magy. Bot. Lap. 29 : 221,
1930. However, on examination it proved to have been validly published in
the first excursion flora of Czechoslovakia (DomIN et PopPira 1928 : 534).
The Czech description provided [Translation: “Plants with a rich, though lax
raceme; corollas broad and open (similar to those of C. rotundifolia), dark
violet. Leaves mostly falcately secund, distinctly petiolate, slightly denti-
culate. Calyx teeth often as long as corollas, relatively broad. Plant up to
1/, m tall”’] was apparently compiled by Domin and Podpéra from data
supplied by Hruby. No synonymy is provided. Oddly enough, the name
C. Scheuchzeri is here transferred to the variety of C. rotundifolia.

A more detailed description of C. bohemica is found in Hruby’s subsequent
monographic study (HruBy 1930). It runs as follows:

“Stengel sehr kriftig, steif, 20 em bis 1/3 m lang (und dartiber), scharfkantig, im oberen Teile
(manchmal schon im unteren Drittel) reich und weitschweifig verzweigt (gegabelt). Grund-
blitter nierenherzformig, fast ausgebissen gezihnt, bald zugrunde gehend. Stengelbliatter be-
gsonders unten am Stengel stark genihert (bis geh#uft), lanzettlichlineal (1 bis 2 em breit), in
den (deutlichen) Blattstiel verschmilert, z. T. deutlich entfernt gezihnt. Oberste Stengel-
bliatter schmallineal. Kelchzipfel fast so lang als die Blumenkrone, ziemlich breit und kriftig.
Bliten dunkelviolet, mittelgross, meist in einer reichbliitigen zusammengesetzten Traube, oft
einseitswendig’’.

There follow observations on taxonomic relationships (somewhat con-
fused, though), variation and infraspecific taxonomy. Three new forms are
described, of which two, f. genuina and f. humsilis, are said to be widespread.
The third, f. eaaltata (including subf. flexuosa) is localized and is clearly based
upon aberrant plants (““Abnormale Exemplare, HruBy l.c.). No synonyms
nor distinguishing characters of the new species are given but the two wide-
spread varieties are identified with C. Scheuchzeri of earlier authors.

It would appear that Hruby’s taxonomic intention was clear enough to
gain immediate recognition. Such was not the case, however. Both the
descriptions are vague to such a degree that they might well be applied,
partly or totally, to a wide variety of Campanulas. This holds true particularly
of the second description which indubitably came from Hruby’s pen. It is
not only inaccurate but entirely wrong in a number of features, such as the
height and branching of stem, width of cauline leaves, shape and size of
inflorescence and length of calyx teeth. These characters, as defined by
Hruby, do not normally occur in natural populations of the Krkonose plant.
Stems profusely branched in the lower part and broadened cauline leaves are
occasionally found in C. rotundifolia 1. and some other species, especially
in shady and/or moist habitats, but are extremely rare in “C. Scheuchzer:”
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of the Krkonose Mts. Hruby’s f. exaltata is obviously based upon this modi-
fication and it is perhaps most unfortunate that its characters were com-
prised in the second description of the new species and even prevailed. The
characteristic features of the two other varieties are virtually ignored in the
description. Hruby’s improbable data on secund inflorescence and calyx
teeth almost equalling corollas may refer to hastily prepared herbarium
specimens.

Inevitably, florists attempting to make use of Hruby’s two descriptions to
identify the Krkonose material ran into trouble. Indeed, they could hardly
fail to do so, because a plant matching either of these descriptions is most
unlikely to occur in those mountains. Few only of the post-1928 collections
are labelled Campanula bohemica HrRUBY, even though this name has been
accepted in floras and manuals (see DoMIN et PopPERA 1928, DomIN 1935,
HeNDRYCH 1950, SZAFER, KULCZYNSKT et PAWEOWSKI 1953).

It was these glaring discrepancies that made the ardent explorer of the
Krkonoge flora, Colonel Josef Sourek (1891 —1968) come out against C. bo-
hemica HRUBY in 1953. In his sweeping criticism of HRUBY's 1930 account
he totally rejects C. bokemica as doubtful and unidentifiable and redescribes
the plant as C. corcontica SOUREK, His main argument is the blunders in the
second description, which make it impossible for the plant to be recognized
in nature; he also objects to the absence of a type specimen designated as
such by Hruby.

As far as taxonomy is concerned, Sourek’ study is extremely useful,
providing not only the first accurate description of the species but also
a survey of morphological characters and important information on varia-
tion, hybridization, ecology and geographical distribution. Hruby’s descrip-
tion is meticulously analyzed and an attempt is made to account for all its
inaccuracies. Indeed, few plant species have been described in more detail
by their authors. But alas, Sourek’s proposals concerning nomenclature are
fallacious, being at variance with the provisions of the Code. It is deplorable
that his C. corcontica was accepted by DostAn (1954, 1958; for a discussion,
see also DosTAL 1957) and has been in common use among Czech botanists
for the past 20 years, even though PopLecu (1965) attempted to resurrect
Hruby’s correct name.

Irrespective of the fact that Sourek failed to distinguish between taxonomy
and nomenclature (it is actually the species, not the name, which is being
assailed), the following objections must be raised:

1. The criticism is directed against the 1930 description which is irrelevant
for nomenclatural purposes, the name having been validly published in 1928.

2. The inaccuracy of a description or diagnosis cannot invalidate the
publication of a name. Should this criterion of validity be adopted, most
present nomenclature would probably collapse inasmuch as a great many
plant species cannot be at all recognized on their original descriptions.

3. Nothing whatever obliged an author describing a new species in 1930
to designate the type, the type method having not been established until
the 1935 Code.

4. Sourek’s assertion that Hruby’s C. hohemica cannot be identified is not
entirely fair. Herbarium material revised by Hruby has survived in BRNM,
PR, PRC and other Central European herbaria and indicates beyond any
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doubt that the name C. bohemica HRUBY was proposed to accommodate
C. Scheuchzeri of earlier students of the Krkonose flora. [This does not
necessarily follow from the text provided in the Excursion Flora (Domin
et PopPErA 1928) but might be inferred, though with some difficulty, from
the 1930 account.] Sourek himself saw the BRNM specimens named C. bo-
hemica by Hruby and labelled all of them as . corcontica SOUREK, thus
contradicting his own statements.

This last point alone makes Sourek’s specific name superfluous, relegating
it to the synonymy of C. bokemica HrUBY. The correct name of the Krkonose
plant is therefore as follows:

Campanula bohemica HRUBY in DomiN et Poprira, Kli¢ uplné kvét. Rep.
¢eskosl. 534, 1928

Syn.: C. rotundifolia L. 8 grandiflora WimmeRr, F1. Schles. 241, 1840. — (. corcontica SOUREK,
Preslia 25 : 8, 1953. — C. linifolia auct. non HAENKE, e.g.: F. W. Scamipt, Fl. boém. 2 : 66,
1793; PrusL et PrEsL, FL. ¢ech. 49, 1819. — C. Scheuchzeri auct. non VILL., e.g.: CELAKOVSKY,
Prodr. F1. Bohm. 2 : 183, 1871.

The above account ensued from my taxonomic and nomenclatural revision
made in 1967 but remained unpublished, in view of Colonel Sourek’s condi-
tion. The name C. bokhemica HrRuBY has however been preferred in my paper
on polyploidy and variation in the Campanula rotundifolia species aggregate
(sce Kovanpa 1970). A taxonomic study of C. bohemica will follow.

SOUHRN

Krkonossky zvonek z pribuzenstva alpského druhu Campanule Scheuchzert Vivn. odlisil
brnénsky botanik J. Hruby pod jménem C. bohemica HruBy. Jmého bylo platné publikovéno
v knize DomMiN et PopprEra: Kli¢ k uplné kvétend Republiky ¢eskoslovenské v roce 1928, nikoliv
jak se az dosud soudilo v casopise Magyar Botanikai Lapok roku 1930. Oba publikované popisy
jsou nevystizné (druhy z nich dokonce prihlizi spise k odchylkam vyvolanym prostiedim nez
k typickym rostlinam), takze novy druh nebylo mozno v priirodé jednoznacéné identifikovat.
Tuto skutetnost povazoval J. Sourck za dikaz dubiosni povahy jména C. bohemica HruBY
a zavedl proto v roce 1953 nové pojmenovani C. corcontica Sourek. Jeho price je taxonomicky
velice cennd, protoze prinasi vibee prvni presny popis tohoto taxonu a dalezité tdaje o jeho
ekologii, rozsiteni, variabilité a hybridizaci, po strance nomenklatorické je vSsak v rozporu
s platnym kodem botanické nomenklatury. Hrubym revidovany herbatovy materidl totiz jasné
nasvédeuje, ze jméno C. bohemica se vztahuje k rostliné povazované stardimi autory za C. Scheuch-
zeri, nikoliv k abnormité, jak by bylo mozno usuzovat z druhého popisu. Sourek sam revidoval
Hrubyho material ulozeny v herbairi Moravského muzea v Brné jako C. corcontica. Proto je jim
navrzené jméno C. corcontica SOUREK nadbyteéné a je nutno je povazovat za synonymum jména,
C. bohemica HrRUBY.
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Second edition. — E. Arnold, London 1974, 181 str., 58 obr., 12 &isel. tabulek, 16 fotogr. tabuli,
cena £2.75, véz. £5.50. (Kniha je v knihovn& ('SBS.)

Tato publikace je druhym vydanim stejnojmenné knizky, vy8lé od téhoz autora v témze na-
kladatelstvir. 1967 a v dotisku r. 1970 jako jeden z titul shirky Contemporary Biology. Poslanim
uvedené sbirky, kterou rediguji profesoti Barrington a Willis, je poskytnout studenttim moderni
texty z ruznych biologickyeh diseiplin, takze sbirka vlastn® predstavuje sérii modernich uéebnic
(nikoliv prirucek).

Mél jsem prilezitost uzivat ve své didaktické praci na prirodovédecké fakulté UK v Praze
prvniho vydéani recenzované ucebnice. Ucebnice se mi velmi dobte osvédéila. Také studenti ji
hodnotili vysoce kladné, a to hlavné z toho diuvodu, Ze je pomérné& struéna, pritom se velmi dobte
¢te (a také studuje), mé cetné ilustrace a pojednavé o liSejnicich z nejruznéjsich hledisek. Druhé
vydani mé stejnou koncepei jako vydani prvni; jeji text se rovnéz ¢leni na 11 kapitol. Respektuje
viak navic 50 pozdé&jsich publikaei, prindsi nové ilustrace (véetnd snimku z elektronového
a rastrovaciho mikroskopu), mé prepracované partie jednajici o ekologii, o fytocenologii, o ultra-
strukture a hlavné o chemii lidejniki, jakoz i o vlivu znediSténého ovzdusi na tyto komplexni
organismy. Zachovava si své vyluéné postaveni mezi obecnou lichenologickou literaturou,
prestoze vysly pozdéji dalsi prace s timto Sirokym zaméfenim (srov. napf. Preslia 46 : 378, 1974).
Vrele ji ¢tenéftum Preslie doporucuji, pokud se o liSejniky zajimaji.

Zd. Cernohorsky
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