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Dictionaries are always useful and always easily subjected to 
criticism as to the inclusion and exclusion of terms and to the 
format of their definitions. Few dictionaries attempt to cover the 
whole of the field of entomology; only the revised version of

Torre-Bueno’s (1937) edited by Nichols and Schuh (1989; Eng­
lish) as well as the unsurpassable German dictionary by Keler 
(1963) are in current use. The one I review here is badly con­
ceived and offers a plethora of terms unknown even to special­
ists. Who of my fellow heteropterists would know what 
adelocerous means and who among the present students of 
insect wings is aware that he is encroaching onto the art of 
horismology.
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The shortcomings of this Dictionary prevent its use as a reli­
able source of information. Several points of selfcriticism are 
clearly formulated in author’s introduction; they are quoted 
below, and accompanied by some random examples. “The title 
of this book implies an ambitious and ... pretentious (sic!) 
work”. The entries include terms pertaining to general and 
applied entomology, scientific and English common names of 
taxa, names of entomologists, and also terms from other bio­
logical sciences affecting entomology (nomenclature, evolu­
tionary biology, phylogenetics, genetics, molecular biology, 
etc.). The scope is undoubtedly too extensive, and the user is 
entitled to expect a certain degree of consistency in the selection 
of entries and in their treatment; I have tried hard but failed.

The descriptive anatomical terms are well covered, and usu­
ally simply and well defined. Coverage of morphological terms 
is mostly sensible, though often long descriptions loaded with 
inaccuracies (e.g., Abdomen) or oversimplified definitions (e.g., 
Ovipositor) are provided, and the author usually does not tell 
whose conception he is embracing (particularly noticeable in 
terms concerning wings and genitalia, where also many entries 
are missing). Terms concerning the detailed architecture of 
reproductive organs are for the most part missing (e.g. Trophar- 
ium, Trophic cord, Trophic core, Polyfusome).

Terms from insect development are sadly lacking. Many 
terms concerning kinds of insect metamorphosis currently used 
are missing (notably Neometaboly, Polymetaboly, Archi- 
metaboly), and those included are sometimes treated as 
concepts, sometimes as names of taxa. Developmental genetics, 
a field largely developed by study of Drosophila, is ignored, 
and even such familiar terms as Compartment and Parasegment 
are excluded.

Names of higher taxa: First, I should point out that “entomol­
ogy” in the sense of this Dictionary includes Chelicerata though 
their treatment is inconsistent (entry “Chelicerata” missing, 
names of chelicerate “orders” and many families of spiders [but 
not of other chelicerates] included, many terms of spiders’ 
anatomy and a few of that of mites as major entries); of the 
myriapods, only names of classes are given, crustaceans are 
ignored. Back to insects: I did not find Atelocerata, Dicondylia, 
Amyocerata, Ellipura, Parainsecta, Paraneoptera, Acercaria and 
many others; at the suborder or lower levels I missed Mixo- 
phaga, Coleorrhyncha, Fulgoromorpha, currently used names of 
infraorders of Heteroptera, Filipalpia, Annulipalpia, etc. An 
example of a pertinent definition follows: “Archiptera ... Neu- 
roptera with incomplete Metamorphosis ...”; “Pseudoneuroptera 
... Net-winged insects with incomplete Metamorphosis including 
Ephemeridae [sic!], Odonata, Plecoptera, Isoptera, Corrodentia 
and Archiptera [sic!].” Another one under “Articulata”: “... 
including the worms [sic!], crustaceans and insects”.

Entomologists included are mainly those from North 
America (inconsistently also few living ones); others were 
chosen mosaic-like from bibliographies available to the author 
(reference provided, field of study usually not stated). Immanuel 
Kant was granted 18 lines, Vincent B. Wigglesworth 3, Ryuichi 
Matsuda none.

I have not checked the entries concerning applied ento­
mology but have to question the utility of inclusion of commer­
cial names of insecticides.

“The diagnoses of ... [names of families] are variable ...”. 
Too much so. Some just state position in classification, others 
offer lengthy descriptions and data on bionomy, usually without 
reference (reviewer’s paper on the Australian family Hyo-

cephalidae is the only exception I found). Nearly complete and 
generally up to date lists of families are provided under entries 
of individual orders (suborders), but names of extinct taxa are 
usually omitted (e.g., in Odonata) or incomplete and incorrectly 
included (e.g., in Hemiptera: only three provided, two of them, 
the Thyreocoridae and Urostylididae modern, with no known 
fossils).

“Accuracy [of previously published Dictionaries] has been 
inconsistent, and no doubt that remains the case”. Search with 
me for Monophyly and related terms. Monophyletic is O.K., 
Monophyly includes two definitions, none of them hennigian; 
under Holophyly the reader is referred back to Monophyly; 
under Paraphyletic we find a badly formulated Oesterbroek's 
definition under which the reader could assess paraphyletic not 
only “Apterygota” but the excluded Pterygota as well; under 
Paraphyly and Polyphyly cross-references only; under Polyphy- 
letic complicated Oesterbroek’s definition starting by “A natural 
or genetically cohesive lineage of Taxa ...”. Imagine yourself a 
naive reader looking for enlightenment.

“Sadly, scholarship in classical languages is not well under­
stood by modern entomologists (including the present 
writers)...”. An honest statement in a book aiming to provide 
etymology of terms. Latin verbs are inflected, and, e.g., teneo 
means “I hold” rather than “to hold”. I have no comments upon 
barbaric entries like Species novum.

There are two appendices: (1) Journal Titles (mixed with 
books, outdated, country and place of publication usually not 
stated, changes of names not registered) - taking an example 
from Czech Republic: Sborník Přírodovědeckého klubu v 
Třebíči (regional) included, European Journal o f Entomology 
not. (2) Common Names References - a useful multilingual list 
of publications of this kind including also some taxonomic 
monographs (but not field guides). The latter is apparently taken 
without editing from a computerized search in some major 
library, since many unexplained attributes (such as Acsession 
No., Subfile/Locat., Descriptors, Control Number) are often 
included.

The reader is not distracted by such extraneous matter like 
illustrations, bibliography and tables (e.g., classification 
adopted).

I apologize for the occasionally sarcastic tone of my review. 
The authors are to be commended for the amount of work but 
the outcome is inadequate. I can recommend the Dictionary to 
anybody interested in words (adelocerous = pertaining to con­
cealed antennae; horismology = the art [sic!] of naming the 
venation of insect wings) but not to entomologists regarding 
their field of interest as a serious part of science.
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