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ABSTRACT – Contemporary fragments from newspapers and books around the time of Gregor
J. Mendel’s famous experiments and lectures in Brno (Brünn) provide new evidence on the early
beginnings of his experiments and experimental design. The fragments show that his early
efforts were strongly focussed on plant breeding of varieties and at the time particularly
discussed in the context of acclimatization experiments. Further newly found sources highlight
that Mendel’s 22 pea varieties might have been already presented to the public at exhibitions
at the early beginning of his experiments in 1855. While Mendel was convinced that those
experiments had economical relevance, contemporaries anonymously expressed doubts on this
point. Criticism on his analysis in Brno also continued after the conclusion and presentation of
his experiments. Johann Nepomuk Bayer (1802–1870), a railway expeditor and botanist for
example doubted Mendel’s concept of dominant and recessive traits and published a sharp
comment in his final book on results of his own field trip. This previously unknown early
citation of Mendel’s article from 1866 is a particular oddity in the history of Genetics, because
there is a huge likelihood that it might be a missing link in the early citation network of
Mendel’s work in the 19th century that eventually ensured that it could be rediscovered in 1900.
The citation though also raises the question if this remark was only the tip of the iceberg in
a longer and continuing discourse between the two researchers. 

When we started to work on our upcoming new critically commented edition
Mendel’s scientific paper “Versuche über Pflanzen-Hybriden” we were confronted, as likely
many editors before, with several open questions on the early origins of Gregor J. Mendel’s
experiments.1 On these beginnings practically nothing is known with certainty beside the
fact that already in the 1840s there was a small garden in the abbey that was maintained by
the monks and later especially by Mendel’s close friend František Matouš Klácel
(1808–1882).2 In 1848, during the revolution, Klácel had to leave Brno for longer periods
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of time and thus he ordered the younger friar Gregor to further care for his garden.3 It is
not unlikely that peas and beans were grown there already at that time, yet not within
a specific research program.4 Different authors have tried to reconstruct the timeline of
Mendel’s hybridization experiments with peas and experiments during the last century.5

However, those re-calculations are limited to some extent on Mendel’s articles and the few
snippets of information that can be extracted from the few surviving letters of Gregor
J. Mendel and they are particularly thin in information. According to those recalculations,
it is most commonly assumed that in 1854 or 1855 Mendel started to grow 34 different pea
varieties. During this time, he wrote a first small article on the pea weevil Bruchus pisi and
performed some pre-experiments with different pea varieties. In the following year 1856
Mendel then selected 22 pea varieties for further investigation on which he also performed
first crossings of individuals differing in regard of one essential pair of traits (see also
Figure 1).6 In the autumn of 1856, he thus could have obtained the first uniform generation
(F1) of seeds. Those crossing experiments were then continued over several generations as
described by Mendel in his 1866 paper for seven years until the pea experiments were
mostly terminated in 1863.7 According to CETL (1973) most experiments with other plant
species were performed from 1864 onwards. 

NEW INSIGHTS ON THE EARLY BEGINNINGS 
OF MENDEL’S PEA EXPERIMENTS

New primary sources from the time of the experiments now provide some further
insights to the early origins of Mendel’s pea experiments. First, we found another reference
to “22 pea varieties” in a newspaper article from Brno that was published in 1855. The 22
varieties there were listed in the context of a report from an Industrial- and Agricultural
exhibition in Paris at the time.8 The varieties of peas as those of other plant species such

Fig. 1: Some of traits and pairs of traits in peas that Mendel investigated have been long known as a taxonomical
markers. The difference of pea plants with normal height and those of dwarfed pea plants for example was
already shown in the 16th century herbal of Jacobus Theodorus Tabernaemontanus (1525–1590).



as maize had been prepared by the local Chamber of Commerce in Brno on request of the
Austrian Imperial Ministry of Trade to provide the exhibition with agricultural products
from Moravia. Due to the direct relation of this article to Brno and Moravia, it seems
almost certain that those 22 pea varieties must have been the same ones that were studied
by Gregor J. Mendel as it is the only other time exactly 22 varieties were discussed in the
19th century literature corpus before 1866. It is also likely they were previously presented
in another agricultural exhibition in Brno shortly before. For the reconstruction this has
several consequences. First of all, the 12 additional varieties must have been already
discarded in 1855 and not, as discussed currently by VAN DIJK et al. 2022 in 1856. In fact,
it would be plausible, too, that the first crossing experiments might have been initiated in
the same year. Second, considering also the passive construct in phrasing in Mendel’s
original paper when he described the pre-experimental stage, it can no longer be safely
assumed that this first pre-processing was executed by Mendel himself. As Mendel is
actually not mentioned in the newspaper article, it is well possible that the collection of
peas then was a joint project of the Moravian Chamber of Commerce, the Moravian and
Silesian Agricultural Society and the local Business Society9, especially as Mendel was
a member at the time in both societies. A possible explanation is that Mendel at the time
was investigating different pea charges of different origins for his article on Bruchus pisi10

and afterwards became access to the different varieties of peas. If one agrees with the
conclusion that those 22 varieties were the same as those used by Gregor J. Mendel in his
experiments, further details given in the small article are of great importance in extracting
evidence on the pea varieties he had actually used. The small news-paper article explicitly
cites individual traits such as colour, size, quality and time of ripening of “early, late, yellow,
green, grey, sugar- and sweet-peas”.11 Especially the traits of flowering- and ripening-time are
quite remarkable, and they raise the question if it was one of the original traits Mendel
might have been potentially interested in. The latter reading differs from other
reconstructions of Mendel’s experiments. Mendel himself mentions differences in
flowering time as an eight trait only in a passing remark in his paper from 1866 and in his
letters to Carl W. Nägeli (1817–1891) in which he mentioned that this was the sole
experiment on pea traits that was continued at least until 1864. 

PLANT BREEDING AND ACCLIMATIZATION EXPERIMENTS AS POSSIBLE
INFLUENCES FOR MENDEL’S EXPERIMENTS

Both in the popular and scientific literature on Mendel, he is often depicted as an
“isolated” figure12 who carefully and stubbornly worked to untangle the mysterious
arithmetic rules of heredity. However, biographers of Gregor J. Mendel knew for a long
time, that he was deeply embedded and interacting within an extensive social network.13 It
will probably remain forever a mystery what he exactly had in mind when he started his
experiments. Mendel’s biography, however, highlights, that his work was influenced and
inspired by numerous different sources. In his paper from 1866 he already intensely cited
a few of the most well-known links to earlier hybridization studies including those from
GÄRTNER (1849) and then recent studies on willow hybrids (WICHURA 1865). 

Another early influence for Mendel’s hybridization experiments might have come
from his interest in plant breeding. Two recently discovered contemporary newspaper
articles from 1861 mentioned Mendel’s crossing experiments directly and highlight that he
had a specific vegetable breeding focus in mind.14 Unfortunately, the articles, published 4
years before he first presented results of his hybridization experiments at two sessions of
the Natural History Society (Naturforschender Verein; hereinafter NHS) in Brno, and
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provide very few additional details on his experimental design. They though highlight that
he did not only perform experiments on beans and peas at the time, but also grew other
vegetables such as New Zealand spinach, cucumbers and potatoes. The newspaper articles
are very illustrative, as they provide proof that Mendel’s experiments were already critically
discussed while they were still undertaken. Furthermore, the criticism embedded in one of
the articles also underlines that Mendel was particularly interested in economically
relevant topics, which is in line with a similar focus in his two early articles on two
insects.15 The most remarkable information contained in the two rediscovered newspaper-
articles, however, is the fact, that they were considered as acclimatization experiment,
a term not well defined, yet popular as kind of a catch phrase during the time.16 Especially
Mendel’s work with an additional eighth trait flowering time in peas would fall well within
a closer type of experiment. In general, it is though difficult to assess what Mendel and
others in Brno at the time understood under ‘acclimatization experiments’. The term
acclimatization itself can be occasionally found in the botanical literature of the first
decades of the 19th century. It was most commonly used for the acclimatization of foreign
tree species and when discussing geographical distributions of plants.17 However, during
the mid-19th century there was a slow transition towards a different perspective seeing
acclimatisation rather as a generational than geographical problem.18 This understanding
might have originated partially from plant acclimatisation experiments, in which foreign
seeds were used for cultivation.19 However, during the mid-1850s and early 1860s, also
driven by colonialization and scientific botanical expeditions, it soon became a buzzword
which reached a first hight in the short time span in the first half of the 1860s. In the
Austrian, Bohemian, and Moravian context it was though originally used quite earlier.
Franz Diebl (1770–1858), who was then Professor for agriculture at the Philosophical
institute in Brno and later one of Mendel’s teachers, for example described in 1840 an
excursion to the Moravian towns of Blansko and Raitz. Visiting the Moravian towns of
Blansko and Raitz and the local farms of Reichenbach he described several unusual plant
cultivations including “acclimatisation experiments” with rice and/or “peruvian rice”
whereby some of them where the germination process was even supported by an early
steam driven heating grid.20 Moravia therefore can be considered as an early centre for
acclimatization-experiments linked to the Moravian- and Silesian Agricultural Society.
Comparably there were also other cultivation experiments in the 1840s in which by use of
chemicals changes in germination time were examined. Acclimatization experiments in its
most basic form thus simply could mean cultivation experiments with foreign seeds
samples, but there was also an interest in more complex considerations that discussed
climatic conditions of seed origins or complex experiments with “controlled climate”.
From this perspective it is an interesting question when and why and to which extent
Gregor Mendel considered his cultivation experiments as kind of acclimatization
experiment. As he was cultivating over the years several kinds of foreign plant species,
including probable pea varieties from differing European origins, his crossing experiments
and other plant species described in the mentioned two newspaper articles would have
clearly met the original very broad definition of acclimatization experiments. What is much
more difficult though is to define when those kinds of experiments have started. One
possibility is that Gregor Mendel indeed considered all of his experiments as such kind of
cultivations as acclimatization experiments. What would support this hypothesis is the
construction of the glass houses during the mid-1850s (see Figure 2 & 3). Alternatively it
is possible that acclimatization-experiments as used in the newspaper articles only
concerned the specific cultivation of plant species that were discussed. If this is true it
seems a logical assumption that particularly his experiments with New Zealand spinach
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Fig. 2: Depiction of the glasshouse in the monastry in the 1850s.

Fig. 3: Photograph of the glasshouse
in the monastry together
with the monks around
1900.



likely may not have started before 1860s. The reason is that even though New Zealand
spinach as mentioned in the newspaper articles was first imported and cultivated much
earlier into Europe, Mendel might have obtained his seeds from the Austrian Novara
expedition21 which had just returned from its circumnavigation of the globe on which it
had also visited New-Zealand.22 Mendel thus might have obtained this kind of seeds
indirectly from Vienna or from the Agricultural Society. One historical fact, that would
support this kind of reading is that rare foreign seeds that had been collected on the Novara
expedition were indeed distributed by the Imperial Ministry of Finance and for example
given to the Economical Society in Bohemia.23 The named society was especially asked to
perform cultivation and acclimatization experiments with the acquired seeds.24 In any
case, some of the plant species discussed in the two newspaper articles were not previously
not known to have been investigated by Mendel. They thus seem to have been addition to
his later crossing experiments with other plant species that he discussed in some detail in
his letters to the botanist Carl Wilhelm Nägeli.25 It yet remains unclear if all his
acclimatization experiments, then necessarily included crossing studies. 

Gregor Mendel’s interest in acclimatization experiments did not cease with his plant
experiments anyhow. Even though from the early 1870s he had less time for such time-
consuming studies after he became abbot of the monastery, he performed several studies
in bees, whereby he also worked an probably crossed several foreign bee species. This
experiments also were described by contemporary authors as acclimatization studies
then.26

Knowledge of those Mendelian studies on bees is particularly limited, as he never
published full accounts of those experiments.27 Some information though can be gained
from descriptions of other authors such as those of Anton Tomaschek who collaborated
with Gregor Mendel directly and published an extended account on the acclimatization of
a tropical stingless bee species that by chance had come into Mendel’s possession.28

Surprisingly the relation between Anton Tomaschek and Gregor Mendel has rarely been
discussed and as far as we know never outside the context of Mendel’s agricultural studies.
This relation however is quite important in regard if Mendel’s studies had any direct
contemporary followers. It has been generally assumed that this was not the case. Historic
newspapers however show that Tomaschek also was quite interested in similar scientific
topics as those that interested Mendel. He briefly worked in Vienna as an assistant at the
Meteorological Institute before he became eventually a teacher in Brno himself. His main
studies then became the investigation of climatic influences on plant growth and the
seasonal development of vegetation. Obviously inspired by earlier works Tomaschek
worked on a model system to describe species dependent constants of thermal time.29 For
at least some of those analyses it can be shown that he used meteorological data that had
been provided by Gregor Mendel.30 Contemporary sources so far however do not provide
any further prove for cooperations with Mendel before. However, it is quite interesting to
note that Tomaschek himself continued to work with peas and other legumes and especially
asked the Agricultural Ministry in 1874 during the World Exhibition held in Brno for
foreign seeds that could be used in “acclimatization experiments”.31 In May 1874 such seeds
were indeed send by the Ministry to the imperial Moravian and Silesian Society of
Agriculture and those seeds were distributed among the societies members.32 Some of
those seeds were also given to Tomaschek. From this perspective a further collaboration
between Mendel and Tomaschek seem to be very possible especially before the background
on their shared interest in meteorology, phenology, acclimatization and plant development.
Unfortunately, Tomaschek’s own experiments with legumes seem to have been not fully
published. 
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Beside this there is also a second tradition of acclimatization in Brno, which needs
to be mentioned, as it was first used in a key lecture at an international conference by one
of Gregor Mendel’s mentors – Friedrich Anton Kolenati (1812–1864) in the post-
revolutionary year 1849. Kolenati, in his lecture at the «Versammlung Deutscher
Naturforscher und Ärzte» discussed rather the human aspects of acclimatization for people
emigrating to foreign countries. While the later was certainly not a main influence on
Mendel’s experiments, the topic of emigration in the late 1840 and early 1850s was
obviously an important topic among the friars at the monastery and particularly for his
close friend Matouš Klácel, who later in 1869 himself emigrated to the US and already
before supported and motivated several Moravian emigrants. The unusual lecture held by
Kolenati, however, provides an interesting crosslink to the earliest time of Mendel’s
experiments when he just took over the oversight of the monastery garden. 

THE FOUNDATION OF NATURAL HISTORY SOCIETIES 
AND THEIR POTENTIAL INFLUENCE ON MENDEL  

One particular route of influence on the early phase of Mendel’s experiments,
though, is rarely if ever mentioned: The impact of the revolution and the Prague natural
history society called Lotos. This is quite understandable, as Gregor J. Mendel himself was,
as far as we are aware, not a member of the society. Nevertheless, the society was a quite
important building block in the development of scientific societies in the Habsburg
Empire. The Lotos society was founded in 1848 as a student fraternity by Prague scientist
F. A. Kolenati, who later would become a teacher in Brno and a mentor of Gregor
J. Mendel and at least once supported him with an expertise to gain a teaching position.33

During the first years the society met irregularly, and lectures were presented, however, not
much is known of those early years as the society did not publish an own journal. This only
changed in 1851 when Johann Nepomuk Bayer (1802–1870), a railway expeditor from
Prague, became the first editor in chief.34, 35 The society soon became a new centre of
expertise, and lectures were briefly afterwards also presented in print as well. One of those
lectures marked a turning point for the further establishment of scientific societies in the
Habsburg Empire. In a lecture the then director of the Prague university observatory Karl
Kreil (1798–1862) discussed his ideas for the foundation of new Natural History
Societies.36 Kreil’s ideas at the time were rather radical in such as he was suggesting that
liberalizing scientific societies was a way to broaden access to knowledge and science for
new parts of the society while improving the amount of knowledge that could be generated
in a short amount of time. What makes the text so interesting in a modern context,
however, was his specific view on the possibility of such societies regarding the special
fields of meteorology and climatology. In his lecture Kreil, more or less, presented the idea
of a Citizen Science, in which individual scientists and hobbyist could work together on
larger topics collectively acquiring data. The ideas presented then did not directly turn into
projects and they had been probably discussed by Kreil already earlier in Brno during his
stay during the revolutionary years of 1848/1849. The idea was not an immediate success,
but it laid kind of a starting point. In July 1851 Kreil was called to Vienna, where he
became director of the newly found Central Institute for Meteorology and Earth
Magnetism.37 The goal was to establish a national institute that would organize a network
of measurement stations throughout the country. In Brno the idea of a Natural History
Society did not manifest immediately, but as a first start the Moravian and Silesian
Agricultural Society was partially reformed allowing new members to participate. Over the
years individual sections were formed and the section of Natural Sciences became the
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founding stone of discussions to establish an independent NHS in Brno, which eventually
was founded in 1861 after years of discussions. The NHS subsequently became the place
where Gregor J. Mendel presented the results of his plant-hybridization experiments in two
lectures in February and March 1865. Meanwhile in the mid-1850s, however, the NHS was
the place where discussions on new ideas were presented. At that time the idea of
meteorological weather stations became imminent in Brno again after it was repeatedly
promoted by Alexander J. A. Zawadzki (1798–1868), a teacher at the Oberrealschule,
where Mendel was working. Subsequently it was decided to collate measurements that had
been already made over several years in Brno.38 Mendel eventually would collate results
from Moravia and in this followed a tradition of his colleague Antonin Alt, who already
had collated earlier meteorological measurements. Mendel himself, around the time when
he started his experimental pea crossings, also seems to have published his first
meteorological work, which has only been discovered recently.39 The meteorological
compilations of Moravia and Brno though were only published after the NHS was officially
founded in Brno with Mendel. 

GREGOR MENDEL AND HIS RELATION TO JOHANN NEPOMUK BAYER 

To our best knowledge the potential relationship between J. N. Bayer and Gregor
J. Mendel so far has never been discussed in detail. As they were both members of the NHS
in Brno and the Botanical and Zoological Society in Vienna and before in the Agricultural
Society in Brno it is though obvious that they must have known each other for more than
two decades. It is even possible that both men knew each other before. Mendel’s friend the
Augustinian friar F. M. Klácel and J. N. Bayer were both founding members of the Lotos
society and Bayer himself was living in the mid-1840s for some time in Brno where he
participated in many botanical excursions. When J. N. Bayer was called from Prague to
Vienna in 1851, Friedrich Graf von Berchtold (1781–876) became his successor as the
editor in chief of the journal Lotos.40 Bayer though went for some time to work in Vienna
and later Pesth but remained in contact with the NHS in Brno in general and with his
members. It is known for example, that Mendel’s friend Alexander Makowsky (1833–1908)
visited Bayer there to participate in botanical excursions.41 Bayer’s focus though changed
to actively work in the Botanical and Zoological Society in Vienna, where he several times
was nominated for important positions. Perhaps most notably around 1861 he became
responsible to reorganize and sort the society library. Furthermore, Bayer at the time
organized funding support for the Society in Vienna by the ministry for botanical
excursions by subsidies for train tickets. A similar funding was also provided to the NHS
in Brno and was most likely also organized by Bayer. During this time, Bayer also lectured
on his main work on the genus Tilia, which he presented on the 4th December 1861 at
a session in Vienna. The latter work, published unusual for the time completely in Latin,
introduced a new artificial taxonomic system for the genus, for which he used a letter
system. While the system was quite different from the one used by Mendel for the
presentation of his studies only a few years later, it shared a similarity. Bayer thereby, as
Mendel later, selected individual dichotomous traits, that he found to be most important
in regard to classification (see Figure 4). Based on the nine different observed traits and
their dichotomous counterparts the nine letter system thus could describe 512 varieties42,
which Bayer then called “mutationes”. While it is quite possible that Mendel took direct
inspiration from Bayer in this regard, there is no direct proof for this. Nevertheless, it is
most likely that Mendel at least read the paper published in the Vienna society in which he
then was an active member. What is interesting though is the fact, that Bayer in his paper
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explicitly already mentioned the influence of Charles Darwin (1809–1882) on his ideas. In
his published article he argued as follows: 

“If from a series of transitive forms only one sample, borders it meets the eyes of the
unknown, and the appearance is recognized as good; but the lakes were filled and the whole
series being made, the species fall apart. While these things are so, it does not follow that forms
and variations should be neglected: the science of labour and study does not stop at the end.

If forms were born infinite in number, and without order and law, every species would be
a false image. And when, according to cl. Darwin all forms are born from the variation of the
partial shapes of one organism, their number is defined, and they are subject to order and law:
therefore also to order they can be reduced.

Those parts, therefore, whose shape is more constant, are to be sought, and by the
exchange of which a particular form is constituted. There are six parts of the linden tree, by
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Fig. 4: Letter system first
introduced by J. N. Bayer in
1860 and eventually published
in 1862 for the classification
of Tilia varieties according to 9
main traits with the opposite
traits (marked by asterisk)
thus forming different traits
describing the different genus
whereby overall 512 varieties,
which he called “mutationes”
could be described.   



which its species and forms are distinguished: Leaves, branches with petioles, bracts, flowers,
style, fruits. In these six parts of each species are observed the peculiar properties, which can be
considered as normal or fundamental [...]”.43

The text thereby provides an interesting contemporary reading of Darwin’s work,
which might be similar to the one that influenced Mendel around 1862 in his own
interpretation of Darwin’s work. 

In any case reports in the Proceedings (Verhandlungen) and session reports of the
NHS in Brno make it clear that Bayer remained in contact with the NHS and also
supported it with numerous books sent in as presents. The most interesting fact however is
that J. N. Bayer apparently read Mendel’s paper on his pea experiments from 1866. In his
own work that he published shortly before his death he briefly mentioned and cited
Mendel’s paper, criticizing it for its concept of dominant and recessive plants:44 Bayer
there wrote “The greatest mistrust deserve those, who claim to be able to differentiate from
a hybrid the dominating seed- or pollen plant, or claim to be able to differentiate them from
a herbarium specimen (Gr. Mendel, in the Proceedings of the Natural History Society in Brno,
1865, Vol. 4).” It remains unknown if J. N. Bayer was also the one who criticized Mendel
in the two recently found newspaper articles from Brno from 1862 in which Mendel’s
experiments were described as acclimatisation experiments. 

ODDITIES IN THE ‘REDISCOVERY’

Recent studies45 have provided new insights in the early phase of the ‘rediscovery’ of
Mendel’s work in 1900 by Erich von Tschermak (1871–1962), Carl Correns (1864–1933)
and Hugo de Vries (1848–1935). Beside the three rediscoverers and William Bateson
(1861–1926), who heavily promoted Mendel and the Mendelian Laws in the English
Literature after 1900, it was found that the ‘rediscovery’ did not occur as parallel as
originally described while there were many more people involved who actively promoted
Mendel’s experiments shortly after 1900. Notably Erich von Tschermak’s brother Armin
(1870–1952) supported his brother intensely and discussed with him many aspects of
Mendel’s work.

As Mendel’s work and the citations of his paper before and after 1900 have been long
used as prominent examples for the usage of citation networks as proxies for the history of
ideas46, there had been some interest in the route how the rediscoverers eventually found
Mendel’s article in the Proceedings of the NHS in Brno. It has been long known the book
“Pflanzenmischlinge” by Wilhelm Olbers Focke (1834–1922) played a prominent role in
this transfer of knowledge.47 Mendel’s crossings and experiments are mentioned in this
book at several occasions, including the systematic parts of the book on Hieracium, Pisum
and Phaseolus. Focke there even mentioned the “constant numerical relations” and
compared Mendel’s experiments with those of Thomas A. Knight (1759–1838), which he
otherwise found very similar. Thus, from the details, Focke apparently must have read
Mendel’s original article.  

It though remained an ongoing mystery how W. O. Focke discovered Mendel’s work
himself. When asked after the rediscovery he could only remember that he was referred to
Mendel’s work by other literature from the 1870s.48 Many authors have therefore believed,
that even though slightly off in time Focke might have referred to a book by the botanist
Herrmann Hoffmann (1819–1891)49, which also mentioned Mendel’s work on several
pages.50 More recently it was though highlighted that there were also other possible routes
for example by early literature lists citing Mendel.51 The newly found citation of Mendel’s
article by J.N. Bayer from 1869 though now provides a completely different plausible route.
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Bayer interestingly mentions Mendel’s work on hybridization at a very unusual place where
he discusses hybrids in the Rubus family.52 Focke, a particular specialist for this type of
hybrids in Rubus thus might have looked up Mendel directly. If this is true, J. N. Bayer
might have had an unusual and long overlooked influence on the reception of Mendel’s
work. First, and as a matter of fact, he is the only contemporary critic of Mendel’s work
with a direct relation to Brno and Prague who has become known by name. Second, his
own work on Tilia in which he used an own letter system to describe individual discrete
traits in Tilia might have been a direct influence of Mendel’s paper of 1866. Third,
ironically and despite his own scepticism on Mendel’s work there might have never been
a rediscovery at all without Bayer’s publications.
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South America and thus gained the support of Archduke Maximilian, who would later become the emperor
of Mexico. Those expeditions allowed Wawra to visit many foreign countries and continue to follow his botan-
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ready had finished its circumnavigation of the globe and was destined to bring archduke Max, the new em-
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Akklimatisation in Deutschland zu Berlin” which started in 1859 and was edited by v. Buvry. In 1863 it was
renamed into “Zeitschrift für Akklimatisation” which appeared in 10 volumes until 1873. 

17 See for example the use by Mendel’s university teacher Franz Unger in his overview of horticultural plants
(UNGER 1857, p. 30).

18 See for example the letter of the botanist Franz Georg Phillip Buchenau (1831–1906), written shortly after
the publication of Mendel’s experiments on peas, on the 24th April 1867 to his colleague Anton Kerner
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genden Generationen) uns doch doch naturgemäß auf den Versuch der Abgrenzung hinzuweisen, […]“, as reprint-
ed in Kronfeld 1908, p. 299–300. Notably the letter was orginally published by Kerners biographer Ernst
Moriz Kronfeld (1865–1942) at a peculiar position between a letter from Gregor Mendel to Anton Kerner
and another letter from J. N. Bayer to Kerner, presumably already then to indicate the question if there had
been discussions following Mendel’s publication.  

19 For a detailed account of acclimatisation experiments in Moravia see ZLIK 1864.
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erzeugt wurden, erwärmen zu können. Zufolge erhaltener Auskünfte werden diese Kultur- und Akklimatisirungs-
Versuche bereits im dritten Jahre beharrlich fortgesetzt.» (Underlined by the authors). 

21 The Novara expedition was the first circumnavigation of the globe by the Austrian Marine with its flagship
SMS Novara. The expedition lasted from 1857–1859 and started in spring 1857 in Trieste. Sailing from there
to Gibraltar, South America, passing the Cape of Good Hope it sailed into the Indian Ocean. Visiting many
cities along the South Asian and Southeast Asian coast the expedition eventually arrived in Australia and
New Zealand before the journey was continued crossing the Pacific, passing Cape Hoorn and returning via
the Azores to Europe. The expedition had primarily a scientific focus and as such already in its planning was
supported by other European Scientists, including Charles Darwin. For a detailed account on the expedition
see for example BASCH-RITTER R. 2008.  

22 The original newspaper articles (see the full translations in VAN DIJK 2020) might give a small clue for this
reading as the anonymous critique of Mendel´s work seems to have been well-informed on earlier expedi-
tions. While the author of the second newspaper article criticizing Mendel´s work is not especially named,
he must have been a local native closely linked to Old-Brno: “Concerning the cultivation of New Zealand
spinach Tetragonia expansa Murr; its cultivation and use as a vegetable is not new because it was already intro-
duced from New Zealand into Europe in 1772. Mister Schebanek, head gardener of the city of Brünn, has culti-
vated it for several years in the small plots near the greenhouses, like we ourselves.” (VAN DIJK 2020, p. 349). 

23 See for example the newspaper report in the Innsbrucker Nachrichten, 10. April 1860, p. 5. Similar consider-
ations following the Novara expedition can be found also in other places. Notably archduke Ferdinand Max
was said to have acquired the island of Croma (Lacroma) opposite of the dalmatian port city of Ragusa to
start acclimatization experiments with foreign crop plants such as Chinese sugar cane which had been col-
lected during the Novara expedition (see for example a short report from Triest in the Salzburger Zeitung, 7.
10. 1859, Nr. 227, p. [2]). 

24 IBID.
25 See CORRENS 1924.
26 See for example MIELEWCZIK 2017, MIELEWCZIK et al. 2022a. For Mendel’s experiments with bees see also

ILTIS 1924.
27 For Mendel’s experiments of bees see also ILTIS 1924; BERÁNEK & OREL 1988; MIELEWCZIK 2017.
28 IBID.
29 The concept of thermal time, and related concepts such as growing degree days has long been remained an

important question among agronomists and inside plant physiology. For an historical overview see Parent et
al. 2019.

30 TOMASCHEK 1878. See also MIELEWCZIK et al. 2022a.
31 See Brünner Zeitung 7. 11. 1874, p. 1023).
32 IBID.
33 RICHTER 1943.
34 Johann Nepomuk Bayer (1802–1870) was born in Gross-Kroose in Austrian Silesia (today Velká Kraš, CZ).

Bayer first completed his philosophical studies in Olomouc. Afterwards he went to Vienna where he visited
technical and medical lectures though without obtaining a degree. In 1838 he became employed as an expe-
ditor for the Kaiser-Ferdinands-Nordbahn railway. In 1845 he became the main-expeditor director for the rail-
way and relocated to Prague. In 1851 he returned to Vienna. Biographical details of Bayer are given accord-
ing to MAIWALD 1904, p. 182; SVOJTKA 2016. 

30



35 The role of J. N. Bayer as the editor in chief of Lotos so far seems to have been only noted in passing remarks
in the literature MAIWALD 1904, p. 129 & 182, particularly because he took over the position for a very short
time. It is so directly evident from the editorial pages of the first volume of the Lotos journal.

36 KREIL 1851, p. 81–91. The lecture was held on the society meeting on the 4. April 1851. In a footnote Kreil
however underlined that he had written down his lecture already 10 years earlier in March 1841. 
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38 See the article MIELEWCZIK et al. 2022b in the present issue on an early unknown meteorological article of
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39 IBID.
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quam normales seu fundamentales considerari possunt, videlicet: »

44 BAYER 1869: „Das grösste Misstrauen verdienen Jene, welche an einer Hybride sogar die dominirenden Samen-
od. Pollenpflanze unterscheiden wollen, od. an einem Herbarexemplare zu erkennen glauben (Gr. Mendel, in den
Verhndlgen [sic] des naturf. Vereins in Brünn, 1865, IV. Bd.)“. See also MIELEWCZIK et al. 2022a, 2022b &
2022d.
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