Introduction

The firsk bwo editions of this dictionary were written as attempts at filling the gap felt by both
professional and amatewr botanisks, hortoulturtsts, ecologists and all those journalists and
other writers who needed a replacement for the early editions of |L.C. Willis's Dictiomary of te
fiowering plants and ferns. Those early ‘Willis® editions had been called ‘the most remarkable
Patanical works of reference ever written — true pade-mecums for every botandst’s pocket’
{the late Professor PV, Richards in journal of Ecolegy 63(1975)366), but the last one in the
l,']g of the original was Ful:!'|i.*hl3d in 1931. As Professor Richards continued, Today it
& probably impossible to compile such a useful single volume'. My book was thenefon:
merely an attenpt to provide a handy text covering the vascular plants, their botany and
telationahips, their uses and their common names.

Sinee then, popular intenest in plants, and environmental matters generally, has grown
encrmously in an increasingly ‘globalized’ world. People are interested in {or alarmed
by) organic food, herbal remedies, exotie fruits, aromatherapy, a wider range of garden-
plants, genetically modified organisms, and invasive species; travel overseas is unabated
aned ecctourism Aourishes. Cookery books, documentary films and even popular novels
feg. Vikram Seth's best-seller, A suitable boy, 1993) are full of plant-names unfamiliar o
international audiences. The Internet ks stuffed with information, much of it uncritical,
cantradictory, out of date or of dubious value. It seems to me that, as a first port of call
fior the inquirer, my litthe book still has a role to play in helping people understand the
plant-dominated world of which we are part.

1 have gathered information fram modern Floras, handbooks, monographs and periodi-
cals, particularly dwelling on the literature published since 1970: indeed, as comprehensive
a scan of the germane botanical literature {and appropriate websites) of this period as could
bemade by one man has been attempted. Tt would be impossible to cite all sources of infor-
mation, but the major ones are listed under ‘Acknowledgement of sources’ on p. 53 A
major departure from the pattern in the entries in Willis's book goes a litthe way, | hope, to
sompensate for the impossibility of inclwding modern tribal and subfamilial positions of all
{hut see below) individual genera in this handbook. Where a revision of a genus has been
published in recent years, or an older one is still widely quoted, | have indicated the place
o publication in a very abbreviated form, It has always seemed to me that this would give
the reader with a need to follow up the literature a valuable start, and that this device was
an omission from Willis's book. Since the publication of the second edition of The Plant-baak,
it has been possible to examine and now dite very many hundreds more such. [ fully nealize
that in providing mere of this information, I am denying my host institutions scores in kit-
erature citation indices, a regrettable obsession with which (by bean-counting bureaucrats)
& the bane of civilized endeavour in scicnoe. The abbreviations used in the references are
gxplained, as are others found in the entries, on p. 957

| have maintained a cross-refesence file from genera to families so that the estimated size
 of families in terms of numbers of genera and species more exactly reflects the information
actually set cut in the text under the constituent generic headings. Readers who compare
E.‘i‘dn edition with the first two will see that in a world threatened with major extinctions

threagh our own actions —a world yet without an inventory of living things - there has been
' an encouraging international laxonomic effort (notably insightiul are the revelations from
 molecular work) but that this effort has sometimes had the apparently detrimental effect of
- the changing of names of plants well known in commerce: food-plants, timber, drugs, fibres
g-'md ornamentals. There can be few academic disciplines in which advances have such an

unfortunate drawhack: there is in consequence a real economic cost to some sectors (see .
 Walleau (2004) ‘Plant name changes: good science, angry growers and confused gardeners’,
- Proceeding of the XXVI IHC — IVth Infermational Symposiien on Toonowy of Caltioated Plants,
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eds. C.G. Davidson and P Trehane, pp. 63-6 (although Vallean's notion that there hive
been ‘three hundred years of relative peace in the world of tasonoamy® is illusory - as an
exarnination of any nineteenth-century horticultural encyclopaedia will demaonstrate)),

Becnuse of provisions in the Frfervational Code of Botamical Mosmencliefure, names can be pro-
tected from upset due merely to the unearthing of eatlier valid ones so that the lay person's
cavil against the scholastic principles of the Code are now redundant, and thus, for exam-
ple, the correct generic name for the chrysanthemum is indeed Chrysanthenn (although in
ensuring that, it now means that the annual ‘chrysanthemums’, being generically distinet,
have to take the unfamiliar name Glebionis), Nonetheless, recent taxonomic advances, langely
the result of mobecular analyses, often reinforcing the findings from classical work (notably
that af the intricate structure of seeds brought together in the late EJ.H. Corner’s classic
Seeds of dicobyledons (197603, have led in this edition not only to dlarification of the domest-
cated history of, for example, dahlias, flowering cherries and citrus fruit on the one hand,
but also to the changing (and often changing back} of the Latin names of cascara sagrada,
comich grass Lagain], esparto grass, gum tragacanth (again), hebes, ipecacuanha (again], ley-
Lanadil, mahonias, michaelmas daisies, okra, strawberry, tomalto and tree-tomate, tuberose,
wisabi and watercress (again), for example, on the other. It is tempting to deprecate such
marne charges, but when these are based on a sound advance in sdentific understanding, if
is perhaps unreasonable o angue for the outmoded. An example of econemic importance
fram my own work should suffice to explain the significance: until recently the specles
of orange-like frult-trees native to Australia were in endemic (Eremocitrus) or subendemic
[Microvitrus) ‘genera’, but intensive recent analysis has shown that they fall under the genus
Citrus so that, contrary to received wisdom, Australia has more native Citrus species. than
does any other country. The importance of grasping this information in terms of hybridiz-
ing, rootstocks and other concerns for new crops, of breeding in pest-resistance, and of
germplasm conservation and so forth is obvious.

For cogent discussions of the general issues here, see CJ. Humphries “The implica-
tion of pragmatism for systematics’, Regann oegetabile 123 (hmproving b stabitity of e
needs and options) {1991) 313-22 and A Minelli, “The changing paradigms. of biological
systematics . .., Buil. Zool. Mosercletire (1995052; 303-9. Monethebess, it is clear that names
of mamy familiar plants, names still effectively stuck in the thinking of pre-Linnaean folk-
taxomomy (see below) will have to be changed if such are to reflect their modemn relation-
ahips, as inconvenient as this may be in the short term. These things ane not academic caprice.
Fevent genetic and developmental studies have shown that the genetic bases for what o
humrans may appear to be great differences in terms of, say flower colour and shape or fruli
form, features previously used to distinguish genera (particalary if it meant one was edible;
the other, not), are often slight. Very often the differences reflect evolutionary pressares in
pollination or dispersal ecology. It has long been recognized that o genus such as Linum has
spircies with white, vellow, red or blue flowers and that within a genus such as Labefia, there
are transitions between dry fruits with wind-dispersed seeds to fleshy fruits with animal-
dispersed ones. Because we, too, are animals that use sight and scent to distinguish plants,
these differences figure large in our perceptions of the natural world, Work on the genus
Mimmilus shows that a single gene change can switch a species from bird-pollinated (red) to
bee-pollinated and, in Aguilegia, slight differences govern the switch between hummingbird
aned maoth pollination (see DA, Levin, ‘Eeological speciation: crossing the divide' in Systen-
atic: Hobary ZHANIE07-16). That these shifts readily take place accounts for the enormous
amsunt of parallel evolution in plants - parallelism that has made the understanding of the
inter-relationships of vascular plants so difficuls.

Soas to reflect the true affinities in terms of genealogy, species with different pallination
symdromes and therefore floral monphology are correctly accommaodated in the same genus:
Zatischmeria in Epilotin, Willdompia in Swainsons, Gaurs in Oenothera, Antialyzs in Gladiolus,
Rigidella in Tigridio and so forth (see also Erice, Ormithogalus, Sinmingi). Again, cortain life
forms have arisen repeatedly (e.g. rheophytes within many unnelated genera); it becomes
clear then that Knfale nepresents merely a rheophyviric Ehrette, just as Lemnaceas are froe-
ﬂuﬂhng Araceae. Mycotrophism in its varying dependence on fungal symbionts has arisen
many times, and the transition to complete reliance is seen in the amalgamating of Lishers
i1 Kottia, for example. Cammivory has arisen in different unrelated lines. The parasitic habit
hiss arisen mepestedly too - within Podocarpaceae in conifers but especially in angiosperms.
For example, in 1810, Robert Brown cormectly referred the parasitic Cissytha to Laumoeae;
Cuscute has long been in Convolvalaceae, and now the hemiparasitic members of former
Sernphulariacene go with parasitic Orobanchaceae.
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Tomaintain these and similar examples as separate penera or families, effectively picking
Iwdes in the {monophyletic) generic fabric and denying us the framework within which we
ecannot only begin to understand ecological-evolutionary shifts but also marvel at the woek-
ings of evolution itself, is to maintin the holey redic as paraphyletic, The controversy over
the retention of such generie (and indeed family) concepls effectively requiring the main-
tenance of paraphyletic groups continues to rage and, although there are many adherents
in the trade (1. Nordal and B. Stedje, co-ordinators, Paraphyletic taxa should be accepted”,
Teon 54(200515-8), the fact remains that the bulk of new work, which this book attempts to
mirros, has in general moved on (see C. Jeffrey, Phylogenetic trees are not for chopping', in
Batmnicheskil Zhearna! 88, 2(003)1; D, Potter and .V, Freadenstein, ‘Character-based phyloge-
netic classafication: taxa should be both ranked and monophyletic', Tavon 5420051 1033=35),
The continuing debate about maintaining the older systems for conwvenience is redolent of
that of two centuries ago when Linnaeus's sexual system, which was based on the number
of male and female organs in the flower and which Linnaeus devised for convenience - fully
realizing that most of such groupings did not reflect ‘natural” affinities - was moved aside
foe the natural systems proposed by the French and championed in the English-speaking
world by Robert Brown (1773-1858; see D). Mabberbey (1985), fupiter bobericus: Robert Broum
of the Brittsh Museus (ch. 9), and PF. Stevens (1994), The develogrnent of ological systematics
{gh. 331, Many familiar-sounding arguments were adduced then by those defending the ald
systern, which, ii must be said, was used in some Floras because of its convenience almost
up until the end of the nineteenth century. But now, the sexual system is largely seen as &
somewhat quaint part of the history of biology.

Today's ‘revolution’ isin reality far less shocking than what happened 200 vears ago, and
itis a remarkable fact that the general sweep of the modern classification based on DNA
analysis reflects the one laboriously developed over centuries of scrutiny of cellulose and
lignin attached to sheets of herbarium paper. In other words, the features we perceive by
#ye = morphelogical features, have, on the whole, been a remarkably helpful guide not enly
in identifying plants but also in classifving them in a way that reflects their evolutionary
nelationships. With the general public familiar with the valwe of DNA in forensic work and
the modern fascination with human genealogy, | belisve that somewhat cond escoending, tut-
futting scientists and others are seriously underestimating the intellect of the restof society’s
building on these bases to appreciate and assimilate the results from modermn work. As Diar-
win predicted, ‘Cur classifications will come to be, so far as they can be made, genealogies’.

~ In this book, an effort is therefore made to recognize monophyletic groups, whene pos-
fible, and to point out paraphyly where it has been identified; some striling examples,
including genera such as Brassica, awail the braveheart to bring the logical scientific pro-
&8s o fruition. And so, Hebe is already back in Vieronics (whence many gardeners had not
- moved ith, Hermodiachhus and Belomosndo are (hackh in fris, Hepation and Pielsatilla are (back) in
Aremare, Mahoris is (back) in Berberis, Michelia is in Magrolia, Chrysalidacarpus is in Dypsis,
~ Abetnroschus is in Hibiscus and Galtonar is in Ormthogalum, Nonetheless, for practical rea-
sans, there is value in recognizing some of the formerly distinguished subdivisions within
~ such genera and this is readily and achieved informally by writing (e.g. *hebes’, “hepaticas”,
‘mahonias’ etc.), although some would wish to name such (and other) clades formally in an
 entirely new system of classification. The proposition that the attempt bo recognize mono-
philetic groups would lead to o collapsing of the whole Linnacan’ system: for example, in
- discussing the uniting of Eucalyprtus, Angophora and Corymiva (Myrtaceac) which they keep
distinet, K.D. Hill and L.A.S. Johnson (Telopet 6019951188) commented, ‘it could be argued
- onsucha basis that the whaole of the Myttaceae, or the Anthophyta [angiosperms], or even
all lifie, should be in one genus’, has not been vindicated.
- Beunification and realignment at the family level, eg. Acer is back in Sapindaceae {as
 In masy nineteenth-century Floras), ame likely o lead to improved understanding biit less
F.ﬂliﬂupaﬂ Readers will not be surprised, perhaps, to see Amaranthaceae now including
ceae or Asclepiadaceac (onginally separated becavse of their singulas palli-
- nmation systems) back in Apocynaceae, for example, Where there remains disagreenmvent,
- [have taken the broad view, which is generally that in Professor Kubitzki's mde-mecine:
&0 Epacridacene in greater Ericaceae, Tiliaceas, Bombacacess and Sterculiaceas are part of
 mreater Malvaceas; Myrsrinaceae are part of greater Primulacess; much of Flacourtiacese is
- naw in expanded Salicaceas; consadened in the broad sense are Asparagacese (a5 is likely for
- other monocot groups disintegrated by the overzealous late-twentieth-century shattering
ol the former heterogensous Liliscese), Caprifoliacess, Celastraceas, Papaveraceae, Passi-
- Roracese, Santalacen and so on; e Appendiz. On the other hand, work on cther families
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hag led to the re-definition of so-calbed family pairs (sce W.S. Judd ef al., “Angiosperm family
pairs: prelitninary phylogenetic analyses”, Haroard Pap. Bat, 5019941513, so that, through
the recognition of new small families, well-known ones (e.g. Umbelliferae), largely tem-
parate and therefore first bo be described, can be clearly separated from their more diver-
sified, largely tropical family allivs (in this cse Araliaceae, through recognition of Myo-
docarpaceae); other examples include Cruciferae and Capparaceae, through recognition of
Cleomaceae. Sometimes, however, monophyletic groups ane established when temperate
and tropical groups are (releombined, but because the older name is usually that applied
to the temperate elemvent, the whobe will therefore bear the namee that is based on European
plants (an odd quirk of the colondal legacy; see also below).

s in the earlier editions, | have been conservative in the splitting of families and genera.
This has generally been the philosophy at the family level in both Kubiteki’s and Cromquist's
work and is corvincingly argued by the late Professor C.G.G . van Steenis in his ‘Doubtiul
virtue of splitting families’ (Botfualia 12(19FBM25-427; sev also WK, Philipson, The treatment
of isolated genera’, in Botarical Jeicrial of the Linrcan Sociehy 95(1987119-25); nevertheless,
where there is good evidence, families are sphit hens as foreshadowed in the last edition
for Loganiaceae and Eupherbiaceae, and also for Flacourtiscemse and especially Cormocae,
Saxifragaceae and Scrophulaniacess, for example. All those original family concepts have
long been knowm (ko the cognoscenti, although perhaps less often communicated o the
publich to be “unsatisfactory’, and now there are better schemes mone comprehensible by
the lavperson (although schemes some of those same cognoscenti now wish not to cspouse).
Mevertheless, in this edition | have so arranged the text that those wishing to keep a broad
or classical view of such families can do so with the help of this book.

Although attempting to mirror current epinion at the generic bevel, | have, when faced
with comlicting views, taken the conservative line in maintaiming larger genera, From a
fiddworker's point of view this §s more satisfackory in any case — the Gestalt of a fig is
wsually unmistakable, but to split the genus Ficus into several on the basis of characters
revealed only by lenses seems academic self-indulgence. | entirely agree with PH. Davis
and V.H. Heywood {Principlesof angivsperm taxomomy (19630, p. 106); When in doubg whether
Lo pecord generic rank to a group, there is much to be said for the subgens ag a snitable
category; it draws attention to the group in the classification and at the same time allows
pecple to continue to use the old binomial”. Such could be referred to the debated splitting
up of Dendrobim, although a greater D would probably absorb ather curnently aocephod
Eﬂﬂl‘lﬁl.

By comparison with many wholly tropical groups, however, many families commonly
represented in the north temperate zone comprise large numbers of small genera: the Cro-
ciferae and LUimbelliferae are notable. This splitting is in pant due to pre-Linnasan folk
taxonumy in Europe and is explained in the late Max Walters's masterly The shaping of
anginaperm taxonomy’, Mew Phyfologist 60(1961)74-84. Starting afresh today, many gen-
era might be swept into a small number of large genera, and although the fashion until
lately had been to split even further, molecular work and the realization that recognition
of monophyletic groups is scentifically more meaningful has led to some merciful recon-
solidations of genera such as Vermmics and Hiliscus, On the other hand, a number of other
genera (and families) had grown, and grown by ‘chaining’ and, although some are still het-
erageneus, such behemoths as Acacw, Asfer, Opeortin, Senecio and Flipa are being divided
up ik sound axonomic chunks. Molecular work has confirmed the earlier splitting of
some genera such as in the cese of Semma being segregated from Cassin and the shattering
of Chrysanthenim, Eunpatoriion, Helfckrysim, Senecio and Vernomia, while now Ficarfa is (ra-)
segregated fronn Ranwnculis, Acis from Leucopum and Morells from Muyrice. Perhaps the mone
common finding however is thal leading to the (re-Juniting of small genera in larger ones,
such as Agwve, Arlemisia, Asplenium, Astragalus, Berberis, Dypsis, Erice, Gladiolus, Hibiscus
{probably [pomeea), Justicia, Mesembrignrthemun, Moraes, Chrnithogalum, Silene, Solanem, Stro-
bilwritfees, Syzyginem and Tabernasmontara or, less spectacularly, in recent floristic treatments
of penera in Cruciferae, Labiatae and Umbelliferac, and cases such as Actase, Brachyglottis,
Gloriasr, Homeria and Colchicum for example. Resolubion has also removed many “anoma-
lous” geographical distributions of earlier editions (e.g. Alfhara, Laoafera and Malva, Dis-
tlivem, Macrostelia) (compare this and the second editions); others le.g. Meconopsis, Mirghilis,
Physalis and Tarbina) clearly now meed similar attention.

With all these advances, there are still few genera with Large mumbers of (o 5004 ) species
icf. PG, Frodin, "History and concepts of big plant geners’, Tazon S320MI753-76); Aca-
ein, Aichemilfs {muostly apomicts), Alifus, Awtherium, Ardisda, Asplenium, Astragolus (largest),
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Begoria, Berberis, Bulbopfnillum (second largest), Carex, Cenbinurea, Cousingg, Crotwlarie, Cro-

- fan, Cyathea, Cycloserus, Cyperus, Cyrtsindra, Dendrobiumr, Divscoren, Divspiros, Elapfaglossiem,

Epidendriem, Erica, Escolypdus, Evgenia, Euphorlia, Ficus, Hobenaria, Helichrysum, Hilwscus,
dpetiess, lndigofera, lponoe, [xova, Justicia, Lepenthes, Mixillari, Micowiz, Mimosa, Orcaidisin,
Lhealis, Pardaniis, Paliculans, Peperoma, Phdleinthus, Pilea, Piper, Meurothallis, Pog, Psychidréa,
Cuiercws, Ranunculis, Riododendrov, Salvia, Schefflera, Sedum s.1., Selaginella, Semnecio, Silene,
Solamum, Syzygiim and Vernonia, Nonetheless, most of these and other large penera have no
modern monographs (making attempts at calculating accurately the numbser of plant species
inthe world somewhat fraught - for example, are there 1120 or 2500 species of Plenrathal-
lis?). Rarely does the modern scientific miliew permit grappling with the basic taxonomy of

- such groups of this size, although the trend has been to have multinational teams working

fegether on aspects of such groups - but few of those mentioned have received this atten-
fion with regard to the basic ‘alpha’ taxonomy, despite the international brouhaha about
bindiversity and inventory of the planet’s plant resourees, Withaout critical monographic (as

j oppesed to fdoristich work, many of these numbers are at best approximations,

. Morecver, the fact that angicsperms are remarkable for the very high frequency of
hyyridizations and polbyploidy (perhaps 50% of species have such in theirancestry) may well
aonfound simplistic DN A-cladistic analyses, as persuasively argued by C.A. Stace (Tlant
taxonomy and biosystematics = does DMNA provide all the answers?’, Tayonr 5402005959
L) because such analyses (cf. Polentills / Fragaraa) can sometimes be severcly at odds with
ayfogenetic evidenoe and breeding experiments. That polyploid ‘races’ within particular
spucies effectively behave as biological species (see DUE. Soltis et al., “Autopelyploidy in
anginsperms: have we grossly underestimated the number of species?, Tavan 560075 3-

- 3 suggests that there may well be more (crypto-tspecies in any case, Our understanding of

the vascular plants is still imperfoct. And it is likely that with the imminent destruction of so
mich remaining “wild’ habitat and concomitant extinctions, exacerbated by global warm-
ing, we will never know = just as we will never know all that came before the extinctions of

 the past. Nonetheless, like the guardians of human artifacts in museums, we owe it to the

coming generations fo at least try to collect and describe what remains, We can carry on with

 much of teday's mone fashionable biology after ‘Bome burmns', but the basics of systematics

il just be impossible in the future.

i

 This new edition

Far the first two editions of this book, | decided to follow the syatern of Crongpuist, An ik

X grathed gyetem of classification of fowering plants (1981) as modified by Kubitzki (see below), for

it hid fresh descriptions with valuable bibliographies, Indeed, it represented a land mark
in angiosperm systematics, For this edition, the published volumes (up to 2005 kindly pre-
gented by the author) of K. Kubitzki's The families and genera of vascular pleets has remained
thestandard to which other literature is compared. [t is sinceredy to be hoped that the remain-
ling volumes of this monumental endeavour, a new ‘Genera Plantarum’ will be published

- wilth all speed. Subsequent molecular work has, however, shown that some family accounts

in the earlier volumes need updating, and it 18 particularly good to have, at last, & robust
new lassification of the ferns in this regard (see Appendix),

A plance at the concordance in the Appendix will show how revalublonary solecular
~ ahedies have been in bringing order to the arrangements of families and orders within
- the vascular planis. For those of us who teach, the new findings have come as both a
: revelation and a godsend, as it all makes so much sense of other information - notably with

to the seed-anatomy work of Commer (the great dissenter of the ‘consensus’ systems

of the 19705}, while others in disciplines such as wood anatomy have now found their
- observations congruent with modern arrangements. Thus, current textbooks in the United
States and new editions of long-lived classics, such as Strasburger's Texthook of bodmny in

Europe use this information (see also Appendix), as do authors of recent Floras of sowthern

 Afriea, Madagascar and tropical Australia, for example. S0 we have cohorts of students
~ being educated with the ideas that seem so different from those that older generations

received as gospel. It would be irresponsible of me Lo ignore this, Kindly do ot shoot e

| MmEEsenger.

 In deference o continuity where scientifically possible, however, 1, like Kubitzki, have
maintained the older of the permitted altermate names for the families Compositae,
Crociferae, Gramineae, Labiatae, Leguminosac, Palmae, Umbelliferne and others, rather

* than the later-coined Asteraceae, Brassicaceae, Poacene, Lamiaceas, Fabaceae, Amcaceac,
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Aplaceae found in some works and websites. Besides the continuity argument, there are
athers for, a3 Peter Valder (The gerden plats of Ching (1999, p. 15) notes, the original namaes
‘ame familiar, have historical associations, and are descriptive’. Such are largely names of
large ‘natural’ families (including those of fundamental human conoermn, the grasses and the
pulses], whose circumscription was very early recognised and which concepts have been
largely unchanged over hundreds of years = such names are therefore pointers to this con-
oeptual robustness. Pl'ﬂﬂ‘h"-l'lﬁ taxomomists in Leguminosae have strongly argued for use of
that name over Fabacess - and laypeople are familiar with ‘crucifers’ as well as legumes’,
far example {the adious abbreviations such as bignaoms, bromels, ele. derived from Latin
family names, would in that case logically lead to “fabs’l; we still have the International
Compaositae Alliance and Composifae Newsletter. More fundamentally, the type genera of all
but Arecaceae (an almost exclusively tropical group in any case) of the standardized (later)
names are lemperate — Aster, Brasaos, Poa, Lo, Faba Ca narme long-lost in the synomymy
of Vicit) and Apiur are frequently not only small and herbaceous, reflecting the depauper-
abe nature of the fora of the north rather than the magnificence of the tropics (see B H.
Comer in typically expansive mode, ‘On thinking big’, Phiptosmorphalogy 1701968124-28), but
also represent an almost colonial infliction of northern pre-occupations on tropical peoples
and the rich loras they steward for us all: not surprisingly the younger names ane les
popular in tropical countries (see K. Kiew, “Family names for plants’, Gardesoise [ Singapore]
25(2005)26). For those whao care for regimented uniformity for its own sake, desplte all this
{and the general principle of priority in plant nomenclature), the option to wse the stan-
dardized later names is legal (i confusing to the layperson) under the Intermational Code of
Botawical Momenclatiore,

In this edition, | have greatly increased the number of vernacular names (notably these
non-English names used in modern English literature as well as in the trade for dmbers
and other products) as more and mone are coming into widespread use. Some of the new
ones include some Thook” names for common wild plants, names that have begun to become
estahlished in the English language. Where possible, the use of these, as oppesed Lo names
with a genuine vernacular pedigree, should be resistied, however. Furthermore, a number of
Latin names are used in the vernacular in a sense that is different from their current technical
ones. Some are taxonomically or nomenclaturally outmoded, some ane misidentificatbons,
somae are pre-Linnaean and some are spelling ermors or even specific epithets (again, some
cutmodid). Such include acidanthera, afrormosia, alvssum, amaryllis, arum, aster. aurl,
nzalea, aubretia, bartonia, calla, clreraria, croton, coleus, dimorphotheca, dipladenia, epi-
phylham, eulalia, fremontia, funkias, geranium, glovinia, godetia, gold fussia, horlensia, ilox,
kentia, lasiandra, Lurostinus, leylandii, lppia, isianthus, macrocarpa, mesembryanthe-
mum, mespilus, mimoss, moluccana, montana, monthretia, nastertium, poincana, poln-
settia, pyrethrum, retinespora, robusta, roches, stilax, spinifex, statice, stephanctis, stevia,
syringa, trifoliata, tuberose, utile, verbena and wellingtonia. Many are used in hortiouure
or for imiser and the like: unlike the ‘book’ vernacular names, these words are genuinely
part of current English and no amount of insistence by academic botanists will remove them,
They are thesefore in this volume.

The text of this edition is over 20% longer than that of the second, and includes more than
1650 additional new entrics. Almost every one of the orginal entries has had to be updated
in the light of nesly published work, so that this edition is a much greater advance on the
second, than that was on the first, Where major overhauls of Families such as Rubiaceae and
Camnpositae, for example, are in progress, | have amended the text to show where things
are moving, so that there is continuity with the last edition of this boak. Wheene genera are
monospedific, | have indicated the name of the sole species. | have also used boldfaced type
for currently aceepted specific epithets in all generic entries, which should make hunting for
names in e longer entries casier. This edition also differs from the first twoin that itincludes
names of ecologically or economically significant mosses and also the stoneworts, which are
now known to be closely allied to land plants (as was suspected in the nineteenth century),
A comprehensive listing of bryophytes is bevond the scope of this book and, as impoertant
g they are, &5 a whole they are of litte economic use and (4.0, Crundwell, ‘Infraspecific
eategories in Bryophyta', Biologicnl Jourmal of the Linnen Soctety 2019700221-224), '[elhey are
the wreng size. .. If human beings were the size of, say, cockroaches the taxonomy of a
meadow wotld present problems of the sort that we meet now in tropical rain fonest, while
many briophytes that are now distinguished with diffioulty or not at all by the specialist
woild be easily recognized and even given vernacular names by the eockroach in the strect’,
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Introduction

Az anaid tounderstanding the developmental sequences leading to the matare struchumes
of plants (their ‘architecture’), | have incuded, whene possible, the architectural ‘model’ =
effectively a developmental bluepring = to which swch seem to conform. These models ane
nol invarant and within species thene can be variations inclsding anchitectural mutants (see
Halbé et al. 1978), but they ame often useful reference points for comparing the structures of
different taxa. (See Figure 1.)

In this edition, | have abandomed the use of ‘subsp.” for cultivated relations of wild plants
amd ﬁrmalH!EIIl:ly wsed ':ullivnrp-u-up' instead. This makes greater bialogical sensein leaving
subspecies as ecologically or grographically morphologically distinctive subdivisions of
‘wild' plants. However, in an increasingly urbanizing world, the definition of “wild® s a
moot point and, in any case, tends to support the haughty notion that the human milien
i distinet from {fand superior to) the ‘environment’. Indeed, the weeds in our gardens and
fields are as much under evolutionary pressunes imposed by cultivation as are our crops.,
Many of them like rice, cats and rye began as ‘weeds’ - when did they become “cultivated'?
(See [1]. Mabberbey, “Whene are the Wild Things™, in Paradisies: Haroaiian pliuet antheroolors
ey Geralidisne King Tam (1999, "1996° )k Logically many localized ‘ecotypes’ of ‘wild' species
wiould appear to have much in common with ‘cultivars’ arranged in cultivar groups.

Finally, because the name ‘TPlant-book’ has been hijacked by anotler publication, | have
been persuaded (rather reluctantly) to make the title of this work less sulnerable, In any
cnse, T am told that most pesple refer to my book as ‘Mabberley',

In the preparation of this few edition, | am indebted once again o Professor Kubitzki,
and to many ather people, notably the librarians at the Mationaal Herbarium MNederland
(Leiden), Linnean Society of London, Royal Botanic Gardens Kew, The Natural History
Museum London, Royal Botanic Gardens Sydney, El Béal Jardin Betanico Madrid, Lab-
oratoire de Fhandrogamie (Museum National dHistoire Maturelle, Paris), University of
Washingbon at Seatthe (especially University of Washington Botanic Gardens), Harvard Uni-
versity Herbaria, and Missouri Botanical Garden in St Lowis. Michsel van Winkle (Seattle)
went through the whole text checking for inconsistencies and pointing out scores af liber-
ature citations worth adding. | am astonished at the sharp eves and diligence of Eduand
Pards (Barcelona) who sent dozens of suggestions from his close analysis of cross-references
to vernacular names and many other matters. The Internet and, partcularly, e-mail have
made communication and checking of databases so0 much easier than anvthing imagined
when [ started writing the first edition of this book (1973),

Generally through e-mail, then, many kind users of the book have suggested amend-
ments, additions or improvements or have generously answened my guestions. The fol-
bowing have been especially helpful: Frédéric Achille, Frits Adema, Rebecea Alexander,
Dan Austin, Pieter Baas, Bill Baker, Henk den Bakker, Bill Barker, Robyn Barker,
Clemens Bayer, Randy Bayer, Barbara Briggs, Theodore Butterfass, Jane and Marty Calin,
the late Jo Castle, Katherine Challis, Carrick Chambers, Mark Chase, Wayne Cherry,
Maarten Christenhusz, Richard Chung. John Clarkson, Lyn Craven, Mike Crisp, Klaus
Danderstide, M. [ Dassanayake, Rosemary Davies, Wendy DesCamp, Gina Douglas,
John Diransfield, Stefan Dressler, James Drinnan, Andrew Drummond, lan Dosmmond,
Aljos Farjon, Manfred Fischer, Elvin Fist, Michael Fleming, Jacques Florence, Vincent
Flonens, David Frodin, Kanchi Gandhi, Rhys Gardner, Paul Goetghebeur, Jason Grant,
Wermer Greuter, Miklos Grof, Francis Halké (ko whom | am greatly indetded for permis-
sion to reproduce Fig. 1), Steven Hammer, Geoffrey Hannam, Dennis Hansen, Alistair
Hiay, Wilbert Hetterscheid, Peter Hind, Petra Hoffmann, Arthur Hollman, Steve Hopper,
Matthins Iwarsson, Surrey Jacobs, Charlie Jarvis, Peter Jobson, Dale Johnson, Carolyn Jones,
Ken Karol, David Karp, Jirgen Kellermann, Ruth Kiew, Robert Kiger, Bogier de Kok, Luis
Ramiin Laca, Walter Lack, Mark Large, Pauline Ladiges, Gwilym Lewis, Walter Lewts,
Lucia Lohmann, Jim Luby, the late Elsie Mabberley, Laura Mabberley, Marous Mabberley,
Rund van der Medjden, David Middleton, Michael Moeller, Dan Moerman, Johan Maols,
feremy Montagu, Armaud Mouly, Tom Neales, Francis Ng, Dan Nicolson, Henry Moltie,
Hans Mooteboom, Dick Olmatead, Saidl Alcintara Onofre, Caroline Pannell, Joan Pereira,
Fieter Pelser, Toby Pennington, Syd Pinner, Karl Fred De Polo, André van Prosdij, Pelr Pysek,
Feter Raven, Sarah Reichard, Zachary Rogers, Steve Ross, Rudi Schmid, André Schulteman,
Anne Sing, BM.F. Singhakumara, Alan Smith, Engkik Soepadmo, Soh Wuu Kuang, Clive
Stace, Georpe Staples, Sasa Stefanovic, Tod Stuessy, David Symon, John Tan, David Tank,
Jahn Thomson, Fred Topliffe, Arthur Tucker, Mick Turland, Lan Turner, Liz Van Volkenburgh,
Fevy Vickery, Domald Voss, Steve Wagstaff, Tamothy Walker, Anton Weber, Peter Weston, Johao
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Whitehead, Barbara Wiccek, Karen Wilson, Peter Wilson, Jun Wen, Yuan Yaowu, Diansdang
Zhang and Scott Zona. Particularly genenous with their Hme and expertise were Steven
tckay, Peter Stevens and those who volunteered to check all entries related to their spe-

 cialities (any residual errors are my ownk lhsan Al-Shehbaz (Cruciferae), Pater Goldblant
(Iridaceas), Rick Peterson and Richie Steffen (Rindmdesdron), Warren Wagner and Peter Floch
Dnagraceae), George Weiblen (Ficies) and Jean Wikt (fris).

1 would also like to acknowledje the enthusiasm, interest and intellect of my students,
undergraduate and graduate - throwghout moee than 35 years on five continents — who have
Enught me so much. Above all, T am indebied o my family — my partner, my daughter and
my son, who gave me the motivation to complete this revision despite very long periods
af separation and many other trying circumstances. | would alse like to acknowledge the
distribuators of recordings made in the 19508 of the greal Maria Callas (1923-1977) as well
o= the major advances made by the Avstralian wine industry - without these twin efforts
this new edition could not have been written.

Some reviewers - including Tim Flannery (Macquarie Liniversity, Sydney), and partic-
wlasly perspiceciously, B.L. Burtt (Roval Botanic Garden Edinburgh) = of earlier editions
found that there were some jokes hidden in the text, Like the great Samuel Johnson (1708
17840 when be compiled his A dictionany of the English language (1735; in the context of
this book, his famous entry on ‘ocals’ is a case in point), this much mone lowly author also
found solace in inserting some humour during the tedious preparation of this book. In
this edition, there are, including this one, 169 such joles. In conclusion, | would yet again
offer the levicographer's lament, following Dr Johnson, whao pointed ot that readers only
semark on o dictionary when what they seek cannot be found, but would add that any
suggestions for additions, improvements or emendations, hacked by reference to published
materials, whers appropriate, will be gratefully received (and acknowledged in print - see
abave) in the hope that future editions of my book might more nearly meet the necds of its
=TS,

b Seattle®, March 2007

. Tws delighted to discover (Linnean Society of London Archives [CW 2/9/3 £ 45 recently that, almest
100 years ago (in 1905, [.C. Willis, an inveterate traveller dsee Preface to The Pleat-hook, first edition), no
Jess, visdted Seattle, ‘the best-buiilt place in the States bar Washington®.
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