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THE NAME LEPANTHES TURIALVAE: A SOURCE OF.
CONFUSION
Rrcuarp Lvans ScHULTES

Oue of the most puzzling concepts in the orchid genus Lepantfwg
%m.s been L. turialvae Rehb. fil,, deseribed from material cf.)llec}c
I Costa Rica. The binomial has been upp!lc‘zd to a bew:ld'eung
array of species which obviously represent different COllCG'plb'ELl'i‘
has, as a regult, become a rathor convenient, alheit an inexact,
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98 Rhodora [Vor. 60

receptacle to which are referred many Middle Ameriean coileetions
the identification of which might pose difficultics or doubts.
During my investigation of the species of Lepanthes known from
Mexico, the name Lepanthes turialvae, with its present vague
interpretation, continually confounded the study, Critical exam-
ination of what has been called Lepanthes turialvee in the literature
and herbaria convinees me that, whichever of the several concepts
is followed, it is not, represented in Mexico. N evertheless, it would
seem advisable to present the following notes which have grown

out of my study of Lepanthes turialvae, so that thoy may be made
available to future workers i the genus,

Lepanthes turialyae Reichenbach fil, in Bonpl. 3 (18565) 225.

Original deseription: “ Lepanthes Turiglyae (Effusac): similis L. eachleari-
Jormg Sw, vaginis arctis, ostio tantum angusto migroscopice murxcglatgs,
folio ovato acuto hene limboso, racemi Pectinati bracteis parvis muricatis,
sepalo inferiori alte bifido, tepalis incigione triangula extrorsn scuts
bilobis, Iabelli lobis ohtuse triangnlis, Stengel drei bis vier Zoll hoc}h
mit Einschluss deg zollangen Blatts. Bliithe nach Hrn, Dr. Oemt?ds
zeichnung beschreiben, Sepalen dreieckig fleischroth, Tepals gelblich,
obserseits mit Purpurroth guf Innenecke, Lippenlappen und Siule

purpurroth, Turialva in Costariea, 3000'. Qersted ”

In the same year, Reichenbach (Xen. Opeh, 1 (1855) 151, 1'?6’
t. 50, fig. v, 15-16) published g second (Latin) and a third
(German) deseription, differently worded but referring essentially
to the same eoneept.  In conneetion with these descriptions, he
published drawings showing (V) g, Jeaf (with its sheaths) and in-
ﬂm:eseence (with one flower), (15) a fiowey and (16) a bract.
Reichenbach intimated (Joo, ¢it. 151) that the description was

b‘i‘xse_d upon Qersted’s colleqtion in the Copenhagen Herbarium
(“Vid. sp. sice. in herbarjg I*Iafniensi”).

Through the kindneg of Dr. 0. Hagerup, director of this her-

arum, we weye able to borrow what is probably the type of
Lepant.hes turdalvae ang 4 Water-color of the flower made by Oer-
sted himself from e living plant iy the figlq, The binomial
. Lepa‘nthes Turialvae Rehp,» Is written wader the floral drawing
in R‘exchenbach’s oWl hand, There is no flower present on the
Specimen, Probehly fane was ever gygilghlo to Reichenbach, for
he stated clearly (Bonyy, 225) that his description of the flower was

based on Oersted’s drawin i ; - in-
g Certain] th’s rather 1p
adequate sketohes of the floy o, scichenbach's

vl . , Oe]’sted
Water-color & mateh very closely the
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We have also, thanks to the cooperation of Dr. K, 1. Rechinger,
borrowed for study from the Reichenbach Herbarium in Vienna
& sheet (No. 54553) on which there is a sterile specimen and a
colored sketch of the flower. This sheet from Vienna is likewise
labelled “Lepanthes Turialvae Rehb.”

The sterile collection from Vienna is said to represent Oersted’s
collection made in Turrialba, Costa Rica, at 3,000 feet altitude.
It is here, however, that confusion enters the picture. Neither the
two detached leaves nor the sheaths covering the secondary stem
represent, in my opinion, the same species as that which we have
thought to he the type. But the colored sketeh of the flower is
identical with that in the Copenhagen material and, accordingly,
corresponds to the floral diagram published by Reichenbach.

Reichenbach’s original description of the sterile parts seems not
to have been hased on the suborbicular-ovate and apically tri-
dentate leaf which is found in Copenhagen, but rather on the el-
liptie and very acute leaves attached to sheet No. 54553 from
Vienna. His second deseription (Xen. Orch. 151) definitely refers
to the Copenhagen material, for he stated that the leaf was “apice
sttenuato brevissimo tridentatum.”

There is in the Reichenbach Herbarium a sheet (No. 54553)
which Reichenbach himself labelled “Lepanthes Turialvae.” The
colleetion was made in Turrialba by Wendland: Wendland §49.
This sheet, has a habit sketch of the plant and a very careful draw-
ing of the flower. M. Elmer W. Smith recently prepared a larger
drawing from a flower taken from this collection, boiled and ﬂoa,t(,ad
out: in water; his drawing agrees in all essentials with Rgichenb&ch 8.
In Wendland 549, the anterior lobe of the petals is triangular, the
Posterior obliquely subquadrate; whereas the petals shown in the
type-drawing of the flower of Jepanthes turialvae have both lobes
elliptic-lanceolate, The petal-lobes in. the former are not spread-
Ing and, consequently, have no sinus between them; those of the
latter are shown as very spreading with a conspicuous sinus.

Reichenbach not only annotated Wendland 549 as Lepanthes
furialvae, Tn an article treating of the orchids collested by Oersted,
he (Beitriige zu einer Orchideenkunde Central Americas (186§)
57, 90, t. 10, figs. T1I, 16) illustrated as Lepanthes turialvae what is
obviously the ovchid represented in the eollection ]Vend{and 54.?.
This illustration is wholly distinet from that published in Xenia

rehidacea cleven years carlier.
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In view of 1) the apparent discrepaney in sterile parts between
the Copenhagen and the Vienna material collected by Oergted,
. both of which Reichenbach considered to represent Lepc_mthes
‘: o | turialvae and 2) his identification of Wendland é_w“.4.9 as L., mmalvalc,
| IR we must agree that Reichenbach himself had elther' an exti'en'{c?r
Bk ! vague or else a confused conception of the morphological characters
b on which L. iurialvae was based. -

P An examination of the Middle American material lahfailefi

I i Lepanthes turialvae in the Orehid Herbarium of Oakes Ames md.1-

i cates the extent of the confusion attendant upon the usc of t_hls
e binomial, for there are olearly several concepts involved which
- only & monogenphic study of the genus can clarify. Even in modern
{ taxonomic and flovistie treatments, one can sense this confusn?ﬂ
j end doubt. Schweinfurth (in Standley “Flora of Costa Rica” in
‘ Field Mus, Nat. Hist, Bot, Publ. 391 (1937) 245) followed what h'e
thought; to be Reichenbach's coneept of the species as shown by his
citation as basic materig] both the Oersted and the Wendland col-
loctions. - Pertinen 1o this point, perhaps, is Schweinfurth’s ob-
servation (loc, cit. 249) that he considered Lepanthes Brenesit
Schltr. t0 be “very clogo %o, if not the same as, L. turialvae.” In
1946, L. O, Wiliams {in Woodson & Schery “Flora of Panama”. in
Ana, Mo. Bot, Gard, 33 (1046) 84) stated that “Lepanthes turza€:
| 246, s now delimited, is Possibly an aggregate of several species.
Uxbreme confusion marks the treatment of Lepanthes turialvae by
Ames & Correll (“Orehids of Guatemala” in Ticldiana, Bot. 20
(1952) 106, 204). " Their deseription is so very broad that it would
ies, Ful't;hermore, there is a discrepancy

iliate apicule or pubeseent midlobe , . .”) and the
on of the coneept, (c.g. lip “with & minute pu-

In view of this extreme confugion which, as we have seen, goos
as far back as the original deseription, T suggest that the binom{al

Y O L
rench and the English versions, llhiérr‘:;’;ﬂ.
" ' - ) ""eonfusion” whory the T plish {nnd the Germant
;Jﬁ:‘;’ﬁ: 3 tft;:?l]?: :i: uo:;m;. +Un nom eyt o téfdter ., , g eat u:llo uoun:g do confuslon.” Lﬂ::-

rofac ; i e
clntura Soction} that, Bhoulg otfl the Inter, Aattonal Coge , , , that, “it was deoided [hy the Nom

N lere ba any ine ] . the Hnglish
\ one would be regardeq nrbitearily gy corrcot." enisteney hetweon tho vornens, ‘

version (ny woll ad the Bpanisl)
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Botanical Nomenclalure as adopted at Paris in 1954: (Article 63)
“A name must be rejected . . . if it is a source of error’ and (Article
65) “A name must be rejected if it is used in different senses and so
has become a long-persistent source of error.” It seems to me that
no purpose would be served by trying to retain a name which
apparently can never be clarified with satisfaction. However, in
view of the fact that monographic studies in Lepanthes will shorfly
be initiated, I merely offer this as a suggestion and leave formal
action to the monographer,

CHROMOSOME NUMBERS IN THE GENUS KRAMERIA:
EVIDENCE FOR FAMILIAL STATUS

B. I.. TunrNER

"The genus Krameria is composed of about 20 species of peren-
nial herbs and shrubs, most of which occupy the warmer desert
or semi-desert regions of North and South America (Britton,
1930). Since its initial description in 1762 the genus has been &
taxonomic “problem”, both as to rank and phyletic positic:n.
Some workers have recognized it as the single genus of the family
Krameriaceae (Chodat, 1890; Small, 1903; Britton, 1930; Abrams,
1944; Cronquist, 1957; ete.); other workers have assigned the
genus subfamilial rank within the Leguminosas (Benson and
Darrow, 1954; Benson, 1957) ; while still others heve relegated the
group to merely tribal status within the subfamil:v Cacsal-
m'm')oz'deae of the Leguminosae (Taubert, 1894; Capitaine, 1912;
ete.),

Such differing taxonomie treatments are not particularly dis-
turbing since most of the workers mentioned above are more or
less in agreement that the relationship of Krameria lies within or
closé to the Legumsnosae and in particular to the trllbe C’aesa.l-
Pinioideae. Flowever, thero are serious doubts as to 1ts ph}fletlc
position. Tt is interesting to note that while such an eminent
worker ag Taubert in Engler and Prantl’s PRLANZENPAMILIEN
treats the genus as a tribe within the subfamily Caesalpiniotdeac
of the order Rosales, Hutchinson (1926) pluces‘the genus in the
tamily Polygalaceac of the order Polygalales, quite removed from
the Leguminosae proper, Indeed, aubert had enough confidence
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