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The ever-increasing development of citizen science in the 21st cen-

tury, fostered by emerging technologies and ‘the internet of people’
(Bonney et al., 2014; Finger et al., 2023; Newman et al., 2011, 2017),

demonstrates that the participatory involvement of non-professional

volunteer citizens with an interest in natural history is often crucial for

the collection of large volumes of field data, particularly over wide

geographical regions (Nieto et al., 2018; Welvaert & Caley, 2016). In

addition, the social and educational challenges posed by the coronavi-

rus pandemic increased the use of online participation and engage-

ment of students and citizens in environmental education and

conservation initiatives (Lubicz-Nawrocka & Owen, 2022). When per-

formed collaboratively with or supervised by experts and/or scientists,

this can lead to significant boosts in the democratization of science

and access to knowledge, encouraging public awareness as well as

improving management and updating policies regarding major anthro-

pogenic environmental changes (Bonney et al., 2016; van de Gevel

et al., 2020). Such citizen science approaches are also known to have

the potential to improve scientific knowledge, particularly on the

distribution, ecology and behaviour of species, as well as the detection

of elusive (Vereecken et al., 2021) or (potentially invasive) taxa

(e.g., Vereecken & Barbier, 2009 on Megachile sculpturalis Smith

(Megachilidae) in Europe), with the goal of informing habitat manage-

ment and assessing changes in biodiversity trends (Calvente

et al., 2023; Chandler et al., 2016; Pocock, Chandler, et al., 2018;

Poisson et al., 2020). Finally, citizen science initiatives can build mean-

ingful bridges between institutional scientists and the interested pub-

lic by joining forces towards a common goal and can provide a

rewarding experience for any party involved (Pocock et al., 2023;

Pocock, Roy, et al., 2018).

All the statements above apply particularly well to the study of

bees and other floral visitors, an extremely active field of research

where reports on large-scale abundance and diversity are known, as

well as notable range expansions of individual species (Carvalheiro

et al., 2013; Dellicour et al., 2014; Nieto et al., 2014; Vereecken &

Barbier, 2009), even in poorly known regions (Warrit et al., 2023).

Some studies have utilized datasets in an unprecedented manner,
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including a considerable share of records stemming from citizen sci-

ence (e.g., Portman et al., 2023). These records have typically been

considered reliable because they were predominantly validated by

taxonomists (alpha or beta) and/or collected by trained and knowl-

edgeable volunteers who have built up their identification skills over

years of field and laboratory insect identification. These studies have

also been encouraged through the relatively recent development of

accessible bee identification keys, field guides, networks of citizen sci-

entists and community events such as BioBlitzes and social network-

ing projects (e.g., Bioblitz LATAM, 2023; Domroese & Johnson, 2017;

Falk & Lewington, 2015, 2020; Meeus et al., 2023; Michez

et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2014).

Despite these successes, there are several limitations to the

potential use of citizen science projects studying wild bees. These

include the fact that citizen science projects differ markedly in taxo-

nomic and scientific scope, spatial coverage and perspectives from

(standardized) field surveys conducted by professional researchers

(although they can complement the latter, see Vereecken et al. (2021)

on bees), yet for some areas, volunteers contribute much of the avail-

able data (Warrit et al., 2023). The world is buzzing with various stake-

holders eager to communicate on the topic of bees, resulting in

science communicators, citizen science project managers and even

editors of scientific outreach articles, posters and booklets, increas-

ingly prescribing the use of vernacular or common names for bees

(see Box 1). Over the past few years, we have witnessed this trend

sometimes leading to the exclusive use of vernacular or common

names (see colour plates in Kos et al., 2022). This is largely the out-

come of advertising campaigns, promoting the use of vernacular or

common names depicted as more accessible and understandable by

the general public than scientific names. A first obstacle to this new

wave of outreach initiatives that often strikes editors and science

communicators encountering this taxonomic group for the first time

has been the sheer absence of vernacular or common names for most

bee species until very recently and in most languages. This is in

marked contrast with what is observed in other insect taxonomic

groups (see Box 2). A second issue is the fact that some of the new

vernacular names coined ex nihilo and en masse over a short period of

time by only a few scientists are now increasingly used at the expense

of the original scientific names in online forums such as iNaturalist.

com, observations.org and other publications (see below). This trend

towards deliberately bypassing or simply overlooking the scientific

binomial nomenclature has triggered debates in online forums, which

motivated us to express a word of caution in the form of a list of five

good reasons to actively keep using scientific names in environmental

education and citizen science projects on wild bees, regardless of the

availability of ‘common names’ in one or several languages.

1. Stability and universality when naming organisms: pre-Linnaean

taxonomy versus scientific binomial nomenclature versus vernac-

ular names versus common names. Pre-Linnaean taxonomy took

many forms, including but not limited to (i) superficial binomial

expressions, (ii) linguistically complex expressions and

(iii) uninomials that are generic names (sometimes polysemous),

some of which are also prevalent in folk taxonomies (Berlin, 1992).

This largely unregulated and non-hierarchical naming system

prompted Carl von Linné to come up with a revolutionary solution

to the taxonomic crisis in the mid-18th century in his magnum

opus, Systema Naturae (1735) (Knapp, 2000). In the Linnaean taxo-

nomic system, different organisms called species—the main unit of

taxonomic classification and of biology—are grouped together in

higher rank categories (or taxa) including genera, families, super-

families, orders and so forth. Species are grouped in the same

genus based on shared observable or quantifiable traits, particu-

larly in their reproductive organs, genera are grouped in families,

and so on. This Latinized binomial nomenclature (i.e., the two-part

naming method for each organism) is the scientific standard guided

by rules and recommendations such as those published in the

BOX 1 Definition of the key concepts of vernacular versus
common names to designate living organisms and how these terms
are affected by the level of acceptance and usage in space and time.

Vernacular

name

• A vernacular name is a local or regional name given

to an organism by people in a particular area or

community.

• Vernacular names are often descriptive and may

vary widely from one region to another. They are

usually not standardized and can differ from one

language to another, even within the same country.

• Vernacular names are typically based on the

appearance, behaviour, habitat or other

characteristics of the species and may reflect the

cultural or historical context of the community

using them.

• Vernacular names can be used colloquially and may

be passed down through generations within a

particular community. They may not have any

scientific basis.

• A species-level example for bees is the ‘Brussels
Panda Bee’ (Andrena cineraria (L.)) (Andrenidae).

• A genus-level example for bees is the genus Bombus

(Apidae), whose vernacular names include ‘Foggie-
toddler’, ‘Dusty Miller’, or ‘Humble-bee’.

Common

name

• A common name is a vernacular name that has

gained widespread acceptance and usage beyond a

specific local or regional context. Common names

are often used by the broader public, including

scientists, researchers and the general population.

• To be considered a common name, a vernacular

name should have been adopted and recognized by

a significant portion of the population over time,

often across different regions or language groups.

• Common names can be used alongside scientific

names (binomial nomenclature) to make species

more accessible and understandable to the general

public. They are typically more stable and

standardized than vernacular names.

• A species-level example for bees is the ‘Honey bee’
(Apis mellifera L.).

• A genus-level example for bees is the genus Bombus

(Apidae), for which the standardized common name

in English is ‘bumble bee’, often spelled

‘bumblebee’.

2 VEREECKEN ET AL.

 13653113, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://resjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/syen.12636 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline Library on [26/04/2024]. See the Term

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline Library for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons License

http://inaturalist.com
http://inaturalist.com
http://observations.org


International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (1999) to promote

stability and universality while avoiding ambiguity when naming

organisms, that is, to ensure through a process of consensus within

the scientific community that each organismal name among

animals or plants is both unique in its formulation and applied

everywhere. This robust, unifying scientific framework and its

BOX 2 The prevalence of common names in insects, including those in use in well-studied and less-studied orders with a small series of
examples drawn from Naumann (1993), the Entomological Society of America’s Common Names database (ESA, 2024), the Entomological Society
of Canada list ‘common’ names of insects (ESC, 2024) and Frank (2008).

Common name usage in major orders

Lepidoptera Encompassing butterflies and moths, this order stands out for its widespread use of common names, a reflection of the group’s
visibility and appeal to both the public and scientific communities. This accessibility is greatly supported by numerous societies and

organizations dedicated to the study and conservation of these insects, such as the Butterfly Conservation Society and the

Lepidopterists’ Society. These groups often play a crucial role in promoting the understanding and appreciation of Lepidoptera

through publications, educational programmes and citizen science projects, making the common names of these insects familiar to

a broad audience. For example, species like the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus (L.)) and the Luna moth (Actias luna (L.)) are

widely recognized by their common names, which convey their beauty with a touch of mystery to the public.

Coleoptera Comprising the beetles, this is the largest of all insect orders, showcasing a remarkable diversity of species. Within this vast

assemblage, several groups are widely recognized by their common names, which often reflect their distinctive characteristics or

ecological roles. Notable examples include:

• Ladybugs (US) (or Ladybirds [UK]): Known for their rounded bodies and vivid coloration, ladybugs belong to the family

Coccinellidae and are celebrated in children’s books, educational materials, and scientific literature for their role in controlling aphid

populations in gardens and agricultural fields.

• Fireflies (or Lightning Bugs): Fireflies belong to the family Lampyridae and they are renowned for their bioluminescent abilities,

creating captivating light displays during twilight hours, symbolizing magical summer nights and fascinating the general public.

• Stag Beetles: Named for their large, antler-like mandibles, stag beetles belong to the family Lucanidae and they are a subject of

interest among entomologists and hobbyists, as well as targets of nature documentaries and conservation efforts.

• Weevils: Recognizable by their elongated snouts, weevils belong to the superfamily Curculionoidea which includes the family

Curculionidae. They are often associated with stored product pests or agricultural damage.

Hymenoptera This order is vast and diverse, encompassing not only bees but also ants, wasps, and many other lesser-known groups. Excluding bees,

the other members of this order, such as ants and wasps, also carry significant ecological roles and are subjects of both scientific

study and public interest, often identified by their common names:

• Ants are ubiquitous, found in nearly every terrestrial ecosystem. They are known for their complex social structures and behaviours,

which have fascinated scientists and the public alike. Common names like ‘fire ants’, known for their painful sting and aggressive

behaviour, and ‘leafcutter ants’, renowned for their ability to harvest foliage to cultivate fungi, highlight their diverse lifestyles and

ecological roles.

• Wasps are another diverse group within Hymenoptera, ranging from the solitary to the social. Their common names often reflect

their appearance or behaviour, such as ‘yellow jackets’, known for their yellow and black striped bodies and sometimes aggressive

nature, and ‘paper wasps’, which build nests from a paper-like material. While wasps generally have a less favourable reputation

among the public due to their stings, they play crucial roles in ecosystems as pollinators and as predators or parasitoids of pest

insects.

Common name usage in minor orders

Ephemeroptera This order encompasses aquatic insects commonly known as mayflies. They are known for their incredibly short adult lifespan,

often lasting just a few hours to a couple of days, which has fascinated both scientists and the general public. The common

name ‘mayflies’ is widely used across scientific studies and hobbyist literature, reflecting their emergence en masse in certain

seasons, particularly around May in many regions, although this can vary. Among hobbyists, particularly anglers and fly fishers,

mayflies hold a place of reverence due to their importance as fish prey and their role in fly-fishing culture. The common names

of specific mayfly species or genera, such as ‘Hendrickson’, ‘Sulphur’ or ‘Green Drake’ are well-known in the fly-fishing

community. These names are often derived from their appearance, the time of year they emerge, or the person who first

identified them as a key species for fishing. Hobbyist literature, including fishing guides, magazines and websites, frequently

discusses mayflies, offering insights into their life cycles, the best times for fishing during their hatches, and how to mimic their

appearance and behaviour with artificial flies.

Plecoptera This order encompasses insects known commonly as stoneflies. They belong to an order of insects that are less prominent in the

public eye compared with other insect groups but are of significant interest within academic and environmental circles. Their

common name, ‘stoneflies’, derives from their larval habitat preference for rocky, freshwater streams and rivers, where they

play crucial roles in aquatic ecosystems, particularly as indicators of water quality due to their sensitivity to pollution.

Embioptera This order encompasses insects referred to as webspinners: they represent a relatively obscure order of insects to the general

public, which contributes to the limited use of their common name. This obscurity can be attributed to several factors,

including their cryptic lifestyle, small size and the specialized habitats in which they live. Webspinners are known for their

unique ability to produce silk from structures on their front legs, which they use to construct elaborate tunnel systems that

protect them from predators and environmental extremes.
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hierarchical classification have the advantage of grouping species

sharing traits and common ancestry. In the case of bees, most

higher level taxonomic ranks delineated using morphological traits

have now been supported by increasingly sophisticated molecular

phylogenetic studies (Danforth et al., 2013; Henríquez-Piskulich

et al., 2023). In contrast, the unregulated, parallel emergence of

new vernacular names (see Box 1) sometimes requires the use

of lengthy tongue twisters to designate the species of interest,

similar to the pre-Linnean naming of species. Finally, we argue that

common names should be defined as vernacular names that have

evolved a common use in time and space by practitioners, and that

have experienced a genuine adoption by naturalists and different

groups of stakeholders. The transition from a vernacular name to a

common name is not a formal process with specific rules or cri-

teria, and the duration required for a vernacular name to be con-

sidered a common name is not strictly defined by a specific

timeframe. Overall, and in a similar way as nicknames might be

coined for people, the recognition of a common name in a broader

context generally depends on various factors, including the level of

adoption of an initial vernacular name by a small group of people,

followed by a wider acceptance and use of the name within the

community or region where it is used. This can ultimately lead to a

higher rate of use and consistent transmission across generations

of practitioners. Such is the case for the ‘honey bee’, the ‘honey-
bee’ or the more recently coined alternatives ‘Western Honey

Bee’ or ‘European Honey Bee’ (note the use of capital letters),

four common names that designate Apis mellifera L. (Apidae)

(Michener, 2007).

2. Ill-designed vernacular names add even more confusion. Vernacu-

lar names almost by definition usually have a local distribution,

such that (i) a given species may have several vernacular names

within a single language or that (ii) a single vernacular name can

apply to several different species: one example among many is Col-

letes cunicularius (L.) (Colletidae), the only spring-active member of

its genus in the United Kingdom where it is interchangeably called

the Early Colletes, the Vernal Colletes or the Spring Colletes; any of

these vernacular names could equally well but also confusingly

apply to any of the different early-emerging Colletes species in

Mediterranean Europe or North America. Likewise, ‘mason bees’
is commonly used to refer to species of bees in the genus Osmia

(Megachilidae), which use mud or other ‘masonry’ products to

build up their nests (Michener, 2007; Michez et al., 2019). How-

ever, the species-rich group of osmiine bees has also evolved

towards the use of a wide range of nesting materials by different

taxa, including leaf pulp, flower petals, resin and pebbles

(Müller, 2022; Müller et al., 2020; Sedivy et al., 2013). Other bee

species such as some members of the genus Megachile

(Megachilidae) also build their nests using mud, just like the so-

called ‘mason bees’ in the genus Osmia. Similarly, species in the

genus Megachile are predominantly referred to as ‘leaf-cutter
bees’. Still, not all Megachile species cut leaf fragments as lining

material for their brood cells. Some primarily use resin, while unre-

lated groups of wild bees (e.g., some members of the genus

Trachusa (Megachilidae)) have converged towards similar nesting

habits, including cutting leaf fragments for use as cell lining mate-

rial. Another example is the term ‘digger bees’ which is used in

North America to refer to species belonging to different families

(Andrena, Anthophora, Centris, and various other ground nesters

sometimes), and hence is a name so broad as to be unhelpful

(Figure 1). Local vernacular names can also create confusion and

misinformation relating further to apiculture and meliponiculture

practices. For example, in Thailand, the stingless bees of the much-

confused taxonomic group of the genus Tetragonula are called

inclusively the ‘silver-hair stingless bees’, despite vast species

diversity and population variations that should be recognized by

trained hands. Finally, uninformed and literal translations of the

scientific name (from Greek or Latin roots to any other language)

can also be confusing, somewhat vague or non-descriptive,

because the valid scientific name does not systematically capture

the morphology, ecology or distribution: some well-known taxo-

nomic mistakes that are scientifically valid but ecologically mislead-

ing include Andrena distans Provancher and A. geranii Robertson

(Andrenidae) (only A. distans is specialized on the collection of pol-

len from Geranium species (Geraniaceae); A. geranii is a specialist of

Hydrophyllum (Boraginaceae)), but also A. astragali Viereck & Cock-

erell (an oligolege of Toxicoscordion (Melanthiaceae)) and A. sardoa

Lepeletier (whose distribution is not restricted to island of Sardinia

in Italy) among many others. However, carefully crafted vernacular

names have the potential to ‘correct’ taxonomic mistakes that are

ingrained in the literature by considering a species with a particular

habitat or ecology, including its host plants. Such is the case for

A. florea Fabricius (Andrenidae), a vernal species found across

Western Europe whose specific epithet florea only vaguely reflects

its relationship with flowers, but whose vernacular (and now com-

mon) name much better reflects its status as an oligolectic bee on

Bryonia species (Cucurbitaceae) in several languages (Bryony Min-

ing Bee in English; l’Andrène de la Bryone in French).

3. Vernacular names and language barriers. Different languages use

local vernacular as well as common names that may be unintelligi-

ble to non-native speakers. For instance, the community of natu-

ralists and volunteers interested in wild bees in Flanders (Belgium)

and the Netherlands has erected its own new vernacular nomen-

clature in Dutch, which is now widely used in online forums, news-

letters, and sometimes even publications of regional interest

(e.g., Kos et al., 2022). In some instances, vernacular names are

even regulated by professional organizations: the Entomological

Society of America maintains a database of common insect names

(ESA, 2024: https://www.entsoc.org/publications/common-

names), which is populated by common names that have been

reviewed by a special committee on common names and have

been approved by an elected governing board. This three-step

approach has the advantage that the implemented vernacular

names are better regulated and provides transparency for the nam-

ing process. However, it does not overcome some critical issues

4 VEREECKEN ET AL.

 13653113, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://resjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/syen.12636 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline Library on [26/04/2024]. See the Term

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline Library for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons License

https://www.entsoc.org/publications/common-names
https://www.entsoc.org/publications/common-names


outlined above: (i) the English names are predominantly used by

English speakers, (ii) they might be sufficiently complex or rely on

such subtle distinctions to the point of representing an obstacle to

non-native speakers, (iii) they do not necessarily translate well into

other languages, and (iv) the names can still provide grounds for

confusion. For example, the vernacular name ‘Yellow Bumblebee’
refers to the North American Bombus fervidus (Fabricius), which

could easily be confused with the European ‘Great Yellow Bumble-

bee’ (Bombus distinguendus Morawitz), the Yellow Banded

Bumblebee (Bombus terricola Kirby) or any other bumblebee

F I GU R E 1 Examples of instances where vernacular and common names of wild bees can be misleading, either (i) because they represent
empty combinations of words without any relevance to the ecology, distribution, or life-history traits of the targeted species or (ii) because they
give a false impression of taxonomic relationships and end up representing paraphyletic groups (i.e., cross-group homonyms). (a) The so-called
‘Early Mining-bee’ (or ‘Red-Tailed Mining-bee’, Andrena haemorrhoa (Fabricius) (Andrenidae)), is not characterized by a particularly early
emergence during spring across Western Europe. Here, the term ‘Early’ would be a very good translation of ‘praecox’, a term that might have
been more suited to (b) Andrena praecox (Scopoli) (Andrenidae) at first glance, until one realizes that the latter was recently named the ‘Small
Sallow Mining Bee’ and is just one of the many inconspicuous, early-emerging wild bee species in the genus Andrena that are oligolectic on the
genus Salix (Salicaceae) in Europe (Falk & Lewington, 2015); (c) Amegilla (Zonamegilla) walkeri (Cockerell) (Apidae), a vivid ‘blue banded bee’
species, restricted to north-west Australia; (d) Amegilla (Notomegilla) chlorocyanea (Cockerell) (Apidae), one of the most common ‘blue banded bee’
species that occurs throughout Australia, yet whose bands are essentially white with an almost indiscernible touch of pale blue; (e) Nomia
rubroviridis Cockerell (Halictidae), another species with blue bands, but not a ‘blue banded bee’ in Australia, and instead a member of the
subfamily Nomiinae which are commonly and often falsely referred to as ‘pearly banded bees’; (f) Osmia cornuta (Latreille) (Megachilidae), a
‘mason bee’ which uses mud or other ‘masonry’ products to build its nests, just like (g) Megachile (Chalicodoma) rufescens (Pérez) (Megachilidae)
which is sometimes referred to instead as a ‘mud-dauber’; (h) Females of ‘the large leaf cutter bee’ Megachile willughbiella (Kirby) (Megachilidae)
with cut leaf fragments used as lining material for their brood cells, just like (i) Females of Trachusa byssina (Panzer) (Megachilidae, Anthidiini)
which additionally uses resin. All photographs by N.J. Vereecken, except (b) by B. Jacobi, (c) by T. Ratnayeke, (d) by J. Dorey, and (e) by
K.S. Prendergast.
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species that has a yellow characteristic as part of a vernacular

name. This, again, illustrates how the exclusive use of vernacular

names, that is, without a systematic reference to scientific names,

contributes to creating unnecessary barriers and reduces universal-

ity between the many naturalists and scientists from across linguis-

tic borders, particularly (but not exclusively) in relatively small

and/or linguistically diverse countries. Perhaps an even stronger

case for the rather impervious communication channel resulting

from the exclusive use of vernacular and/or common names is

China, where all species described by Chinese authors generally

have a vernacular and/or common name in Chinese characters and

where many workers, including resident taxonomists, use these

names rather than scientific names in colloquial contexts. This

issue is far from being of interest to small polyglot regions of the

world only: while the drive to unify common names for species at

a worldwide scale can—at least theoretically—be associated with

practical benefits in terms of scientific communication and conser-

vation efforts (something that should be backed up by evidence in

the bee world), it is important to consider the cultural, ecological,

ethical and practical implications of such an endeavour, as well as

the perspective of and for end users. While vernacular name stan-

dardization may be a goal for some, it can be challenging to

achieve in practice, given the diversity of languages and cultures

worldwide. Indeed, creating and maintaining a vast, unified data-

base of vernacular and common names in different languages

would be complex and resource-intensive, requiring guidance from

professionals and community leaders. Furthermore, forcing the use

of newly coined vernacular names, even well-crafted ones in a

top-down regulation attempt (see e.g., Andersen, 2002;

Tsukamoto et al., 2020; Walter, 2013), disregards the perspectives

and concerns of those with the most direct interactions with the

species in question. This might have undesired consequences if a

dominant scientific language like English typically associated with

more economically and politically powerful regions overrides and

eliminates the diversity of languages and cultures worldwide

(Eagles & Ceballos-Lascurain, 2009). Overall, if vernacular or com-

mon names are to be used at all to designate wild bee species

alongside the scientific names, we encourage more collaborative

and decentralized approaches that involve more local communities

and respect their input and perspectives, even if the outcome of

this process is centralized on an online portal (e.g., on iNaturalist.

com) at a later stage.

4. Conservation actions require scientific names. Scientific names

are key for assessing the conservation status of species

(e.g., through the International Union for the Conservation of

Nature [IUCN] Red List) and associated conservation actions since

they are the only way to consistently and transparently classify

and identify a species. Promoting the use of vernacular names

might heighten enthusiasm and awareness at the risk of discon-

necting the policy from conservation actions in the field. Conserva-

tion of species is an international concern, and scientific names are

the only way to engage widely with the scientific community

across borders, languages and cultures through their inherent

universality. Another issue is the social perception of vernacular

and/or common names and how it impacts conservation actions:

the general public seems more prone to engage in the conserva-

tion of species bearing appealing common names than for other

species with coined vernacular names that have more ‘negative/
aggressive/wild’ connotations, such as for the Murder Hornets

(Vespa mandarinia Smith (Vespidae), also known as the Asian giant

hornet), Fire Ants (genus Solenopsis, Formicidae) or Vampire Moths

(genus Calyptra, Erebidae) (see also Sarasa et al., 2012). Yet coining

a more appealing or likeable vernacular name for a species might

trigger undesirable effects such as increased capture rates in the

field by avid collectors, adding to existing threats and possibly driv-

ing some species closer to extinction (see e.g., references and dis-

cussion in Vereecken, 2018 on Wallace’s Giant Bee, Megachile

pluto Smith). When a vernacular name is available for a series of

cryptic taxa discriminated through a modern, comprehensive taxo-

nomic revision, the proliferation of new scientific names can also

reduce the cultural salience of the target taxa. The retention of the

vernacular name to designate what has then become a complex of

species with different ecologies and levels of conservation con-

cerns can ultimately create confusion, and mask species-specific

trends due to the mislabelling of the old versus new names used

for the target organisms (see e.g., Iglésias et al. (2010) on skate

fishes: genus Dipturus, family Rajidae).

5. Scientific names already boost the popularity of the target organ-

isms. Some people advocate that the popularity of birding lies in

part in the fact that birders have popularized the use of vernacular

names, many of which are now common names for species that

are regularly observed. However, this argument fails to take into

account the rather inconspicuous/secretive nature of bees com-

pared to birds, their small size and the often high speed at which

they patrol from one flower to the next, the current lack of avail-

ability of comprehensive identification resources for bees versus

the countless bird guides available on the market. One prime

example questioning the need to coin new vernacular names for all

species is the vast and ubiquitous bee genus Lasioglossum, which

comprises small, rather inconspicuous and phenotypically uniform

bee species that make up a large proportion of the global bee

fauna (probably around 10%). They appear largely indistinct in

form or colour, except to a minority of taxonomic experts who are

among the very few at the worldwide scale that will ever really

deal with the full diversity of these taxa. Some proponents of the

parallel erection of a vernacular name taxonomy have advocated

that having a vernacular name is less intimidating to those who are

not trained in taxonomy. Yet, it seems essential to remember that

a lot of people use scientific names of genera and sometimes even

species in their daily life, perhaps without even realizing it, and

sometimes since their childhood (e.g., Rhododendron, Forsythia,

Fuchsia and Tyrannosaurus rex) or even when playing video games

such as Nintendo’s hugely popular title Animal Crossing (Fischer

et al., 2021). We are confident that anyone can use and memorize

scientific names, provided one understands the meaning of scien-

tific names, how they should be pronounced or hear it pronounced
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beforehand. Promoting the use of scientific names is part of a

broader effort to encourage scientific education and communica-

tion; pretending that people cannot deal with scientific names in

Latin is both patronizing and infantilising. Finally, dismissing scien-

tific names altogether while promoting only a separate set of

names only reinforces the divisions between ‘scientists’ and ‘lay-
persons’, and the image of scientists as ‘elitists’.

By summarizing our concerns above, we want to clarify that we

do not advocate for the suppression of vernacular/common names.

They exist in all their diversity and imperfections across a multitude of

languages and cultures; anyone can make up new vernacular names;

some people use them, others do not, and whether or not these ver-

nacular names will eventually become common and more widely

accepted names is up to the end users who are most familiar with the

target organisms. If the de novo erection of vernacular names is

requested or imposed (e.g., by policymakers, popular book editors or

science communicators), they should ideally, where relevant and at

the very least, be fine-tuned and coined regarding the etymology,

meaning of Latin name, the type locality, and so on. In addition, the

teaching of native culture’s vernacular names may contribute to some

extent to conservation awareness and transdisciplinary research and

education goals. For instance, the world’s largest bumblebee Bombus

dahlbomii Guérin-Méneville (Apidae), a species endemic to southern

South America, is currently classified as an endangered species. Under

the Mapuche culture cosmovision, the most numerous native people

of the southern part of south America, this species is known as ‘diwl-

liñ’ or ‘pullomeñ’, a name referring to errant spirits from departed

family members trying to be close to their loved ones. This is sug-

gested to provide these threatened species with special consideration

under the Mapuche people’s cosmovision (Montalva et al., 2020), the

most influential native cultural background in Chile and Argentina

(Richards, 2007). Thus, incorporating this ethno-entomological back-

ground may enrich the outreach approach without replacing scientific

names’ relevance or their heuristic value in environmental education

and citizen science initiatives.

Our major concern is that as this unregulated, parallel taxonomy

gains momentum in different parts of the world and is pushed for-

ward, vernacular and common names are and will be increasingly used

in environmental outreach and citizen science initiatives. In an

increasing number of cases, vernacular or common names are also

given priority to scientific names (the latter written in smaller text

size) and in the most extreme cases, recent field guides include spec-

tacular illustrations of bees accompanied only by their vernacular

names (Kos et al., 2022): this phenomenon illustrates that by no lon-

ger prioritizing the scientific names, vernacular and common names

have the potential to obliterate scientific taxonomy to a point where

the latter is at risk of being dismissed altogether in books (e.g., Kos

et al., 2022), citizen science initiatives (e.g., Natuurpunt, 2023), and

local or regional policy making. It is a well-established fact that wild

bees are generally poorly known by the public (Wilson et al., 2017),

and we advocate that devoting time and energy to erect an entire

unregulated parallel system of vernacular nomenclature for the hun-

dreds to thousands of species in tens to hundreds of languages

around the globe, sometimes with different vernacular or common

names for the same species in the same and different languages,

should not come at the expense of firmly linking the species with the

unambiguous scientific name in all mentions. Besides, top–down

efforts by a few individuals to impose vernacular names may be

unproductive compared with harnessing and collaborating with pre-

existing vernacular name usage. Correia et al. (2017) advocated that

scientific name frequency was a reliable indicator of our global cultural

salience of biodiversity; therefore, we urge researchers and naturalists

first and foremost to collaborate and to keep using the scientific

names of species, irrespective of the availability of vernacular and/or

common names. Our community of naturalists and bee researchers

needs more field guides showcasing and advocating for the universal-

ity of the scientific binomial taxonomic approach, more accessible

identification keys and success stories from conservation actions to

highlight the diversity of wild bees, including their kaleidoscope of

body shapes, colours and behaviours, with the aim to broaden every-

one’s bee literacy. An exclusive withdrawal into one’s linguistic com-

munity by dismissing scientific names altogether is a denial of the

power and the beauty of our binomial classification system. We hope

that by promoting more inclusivity and taxonomic literacy, irrespec-

tive of which vernacular names are added to the established scientific

names in environmental outreach and citizen science initiatives, our

efforts will contribute to a better and unambiguous communication

and coordination of research and conservation actions among all

stakeholders across cultural and linguistic barriers. Only this way will

we all be able to contribute to documenting, monitoring and ulti-

mately safeguarding the biodiversity of wild bees and the services

they provide to ecosystems and society.
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