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Abstract
Advancing our current knowledge on floristic richness in Mexico requires access to different sources, including published and unpublished 
inventories, fascicles of ongoing floristic projects, and publicly available online databases. The evaluation of these sources reveals how ex-
tensive the information available on the country’s floristic diversity is, its heterogeneity, and the lack of protocols and standards for its proper 
organization, analysis, and synthesis. This review addresses the extent to which these sources of information provide the basis to achieve the 
long-awaited goal of completing the Flora of Mexico, and how traditional outputs of taxonomic work (Floras and checklists) are useful to other 
fields of biological research. We identified major knowledge gaps, as well as actual and potential uses by other scholars and the public. Although 
all reviewed sources focus on a better knowledge of the Mexican plant species, each one has its own approach, geographic coverage, and objec-
tives, producing incompatibilities that hamper their integration for rapid and efficient synthesis and analysis. Such integration should offer an 
updated scenario of its taxonomic and geographical coverage, setting the foundations for organized protocols and strategies aimed to complete 
the Flora of Mexico in the short term. Floristic knowledge for the country continues to advance actively, as indicated by the growing number of 
floristic inventories and the buildup of online databases. This synthesis shows how much we know today about Mexico’s vascular plant richness 
and highlights the relevance of this knowledge to other fields of study of nature, particularly those related to its plant component.
Keywords: Biomes, Checklists, Biodiversity, Databases, Floristic richness, Vascular plants

Resumen
Para que nuestro conocimiento actual sobre la riqueza florística en México siga avanzando, se requiere acceso a diferentes fuentes, incluidos 
inventarios publicados y no publicados, fascículos de proyectos florísticos en curso y bases de datos en línea disponibles públicamente. La 
evaluación de estas fuentes revela la magnitud de la información existente sobre la diversidad florística del país, su heterogeneidad y la falta 
de protocolos y estándares para su adecuada organización, análisis y síntesis. En esta revisión se analiza cómo estas fuentes de información 
brindan bases para poder finalizar la tan ansiada Flora de México, pero también cómo el trabajo taxonómico tradicional (Floras y listados 
florísticos) apoyan otros campos de investigación biológica. Identificamos lagunas de conocimiento y usos reales y potenciales para otros aca-
démicos y el público. Las fuentes revisadas se enfocan en un mejor conocimiento de las plantas mexicanas, pero difieren en enfoque, cobertura 
geográfica y objetivos; estas incompatibilidades dificultan su integración, síntesis y análisis. Tal integración deberá construir escenarios actua
lizados de su cobertura taxonómica y geográfica, así como sentar las bases para protocolos organizados y estrategias que permitan culminar la 
Flora de México en un plazo breve. El conocimiento florístico del país avanza activamente, como lo indica el creciente número de inventarios 
y la acumulación de bases de datos en línea. Esta síntesis muestra cuánto sabemos sobre la riqueza de plantas vasculares de México y destaca 
la relevancia de este conocimiento para otros campos de estudio de la naturaleza, particularmente los relacionados con su componente vegetal.
Palabras clave: Biomas, Bases de datos, Biodiversidad, Listados florísticos, Plantas vasculares, Riqueza florística
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The publication of a Flora is perhaps one of the most universal aspirations among botanists. Lawrence 
(1951) defined Flora as “an inventory of the plants of a definite area”. Such inventory derives from the 
study and examination of a set of herbarium specimens collected in localities or stations within the area un-
der study. Floristic studies, as conceived at present, are considered to have begun in 1778 with Lamarck’s 

study on the French flora; among other innovations, his work provided the first dichotomous keys to identify species 
and proposed recommendations and objectives that should be common to all Floras (Miller et al. 2015). From that 
year onwards, virtually all taxonomists around the World have followed a common route in preparing a Flora (Figure 
1, upper branch).

Despite the universal acceptance and use among botanists, the term ‘flora’ is not completely free of ambiguity as 
it actually refers to different things. In its more general sense, flora denotes the total set of plant species occurring in 
an area. When narrowing down the concept to the academic works prepared by botanists engaged in its study, Palmer 
et al. (1995) point out that some authors use the term flora (not capitalized) to refer to a checklist or inventory for the 
studied area, while the term Flora (capitalized) is applied to a more comprehensive published work where descrip-
tions and identification keys are provided. Although these authors highlight the wealth of information contained in 
both Floras and floras, they also recognize the importance of related publications with different characteristics that 
cannot be precisely classified as either one (e.g., field guides, manuals, keys to identification, etc.).

The main goals of a Flora are three-fold: (1) to document (inventory) the species richness of the study region; (2) 
to provide tools for the proper identification and correct naming of the taxa occurring in the region, and (3) to provide 
data on their morphological features, geographic ranges, ecological relationships, and more recently, conservation 
status. The first goal is fully achieved with the completion of the floristic inventory (checklist), while the other two 
require extra activities including the preparation of identification keys, descriptions varying in length, contents, and 
detail, taxonomic discussions, and sometimes illustrations. Given the large differences in time and effort required in 
pursuing these goals, it is not surprising that there are many more products corresponding to the first objective. In-
deed, the completion of a Flora requires accomplishing all facets of the floristic study, which often is extremely time 
demanding. This is the reason why complete and ongoing Floras are rather scarce, especially in countries like Mexico, 
where little attention is paid to the training of taxonomists (Paknia et al. 2015, Villaseñor 2015, Engel et al. 2021).

There is extensive literature dealing with the goals and methods of a Flora so no further consideration is offered 
here. Most Taxonomy textbooks include chapters on these topics and the many routes to achieve them (e.g., Law-
rence 1951, Radford 1986). Other publications concentrate on more practical aspects of the floristic work, including 
collecting specimens and the taxonomic process necessary to conclude a Flora (e.g., Lot & Chiang 1986, Winston 
1999, Borsch et al. 2020, Lagomarsino & Frost 2020, Miralles et al. 2020). In this contribution, we analyze the value 
and potential of traditional academic outputs of taxonomists (Floras and checklists, as well as taxonomic revisions or 
monographs) because they are increasingly influential in many other fields of biological research such as biodiversity 
assessment and its uses, biogeography, conservation, evolution, impact assessments or restoration (Dubois 2003, 
Funk 2006, Tahseen 2014, Thomson et al. 2018).

Geographic context and sources of information

This review deals with floristic information for Mexico; although fragmentary, it covers most of its territory. With a 
total terrestrial surface of almost two million kilometers squared, the country encompasses a broad elevational gradi-
ent, from very high mountains (the tallest being Citlaltépetl volcano, also known as Pico de Orizaba, with 5,610 m at 
the summit) to extensive coastal plains bordering both the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. The climatic, geologic, and 
topographic complexity of the country provides a scenario conducive to the existence of an astonishing vegetational 
mosaic almost unrivaled. For this reason, different authors have recognized a varying number of vegetation types 
for this country, ranging from six (Shelford 1926), through ten (Rzedowski 1978, Meave et al. 2016), 12 (Leopold 
1950), 32 (Miranda & Hernández-X. 1963), to as many as 53 (González Medrano 2003) or 71 (COTECOCA 1994). 
However, for the purpose of this review, the recognition of five main biomes (humid mountain forests, humid tropical 
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forests, seasonally dry tropical forests, temperate forests, and xerophilous scrubs) provides an adequate vegetational 
framework to discuss floristic research. Villaseñor & Ortiz (2014) describe these biomes and include the synonymy 
related to each one used in papers as those cited before.

Floristic information compiled from many sources over several decades was published previously (Villaseñor 
2016) and important diagnoses for some regions in the country have since discussed their floristic knowledge (e.g., 
González-Elizondo et al. 2017, Pérez-Sarabia et al. 2017, De Nova 2018, Duno-de Stefano et al. 2018, León de la 
Luz et al. 2018). Hence, this review focuses exclusively on information published in the last five years and is supple-
mented with an extensive albeit non-exhaustive evaluation of the information from the digitized collections in two 
data banks: the Mexican Biodiversity Information System (Sistema Nacional de Información sobre Biodiversidad de 
México, SNIB: www.snib.mx), a database managed by the Mexican Biodiversity Commission (Comisión Nacional 
para el Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad, CONABIO), and IBdata (www.ibdata.abaco3.org), the web system 
that contains digitized records of Mexico’s National Herbarium at the Institute of Biology, National Autonomous 
University of Mexico (MEXU-UNAM). Some databases do allow recovering information from herbarium speci-
mens in a floristic list format and thus indeed function as information systems. At the time of consultation, these data 
banks comprised some three million records of vascular plants, of which just over one and half million have been 
validated already in their taxonomic and geographic information. Data for records from both collections were reclas-
sified in a database containing specific fields for specific analyzes.

Figure 1. Flowchart depicting the common sequence of main activities followed in preparing Floras, including checklists (right-hand side, bottom part), 
and the applications of this activity to other fields of biological research (right-hand side, lower branch).

An update of floristic research conducted in Mexico

Palmer et al. (1995) estimated that about 8,000 floristic studies have been carried out in North America north of Mex-
ico and showed that their information extends far beyond simple academic uses. Compared to the 284 inventories 
for Mexico reported by Villaseñor (2016), this figure implies that at the end of the 20th century nearly 30 times more 
floristic studies had been conducted in North America beyond Mexico. Because Mexico hosts almost 40 % more 
vascular plant species than the United States and Canada together, local inventories reflect several shortfalls that will 
be discussed more deeply later. The huge difference in inventoried species between Mexico and the rest of North 
America may be significantly reduced with the review of unpublished (gray) literature that documents species rich-
ness for a multitude of specific locations. For example, a recent inventory of the vascular plant species diversity in 
the State of Mexico based on literature (both published and unpublished) revealed that almost 30 % of the consulted 
sources represented gray literature (Martínez-De la Cruz et al. 2018). The corollary is that an important fraction of 
the available information on the occurrence and distribution of Mexico’s flora is reported in many works that may 
never get published (especially undergraduate thesis).

Currently, not only the information reported in the literature (either gray or scholarly) provides information on the 
richness and distribution of the flora of Mexico. In recent decades, especially since 1992, the year when CONABIO 

http://www.snib.mx
https://www.ibdata.abaco3.org


S17

Villaseñor and Meave / Botanical Sciences 100 (Special Issue): S14-S33. 2022

was founded, intense efforts have been made to retrieve label information from specimens deposited in Mexican and 
foreign herbaria. This has led to the creation of different bodies of information besides that reported in the literature 
that is useful in evaluating Mexico’s plant species diversity. One of the main results of this effort was CONABIO’s 
publication of one of the most complete inventories of this country’s floristic richness (Llorente-Bousquets & Oceg-
ueda 2008). Later, Villaseñor (2016) synthesized and updated this knowledge on Mexican vascular plants; underlying 
his summary there is a vast body of floristic/taxonomic information that supports his conclusions.

The first published checklist of vascular plants of Mexico (Villaseñor 2016) was incorporated into an account of 
the floristic diversity of the Americas a year later (Ulloa-Ulloa et al. 2017). Among other things, this made it possible 
to determine the country’s ranking regarding its floristic richness in these two continents; for example, the Mexican 
flora ranks third in terms of the number of species, only surpassed by Brazil and Colombia, and second by its number 
of endemic species, only after Brazil.

Since 2016, almost 400 new taxa have been added to the national checklist, and some 190 additional species have 
undergone nomenclatural changes. On average, in the last five years, 117 additions or nomenclatural changes per 
year have been recorded. This average is less than the 158 records per year reported by Villaseñor (2016) for the 
2006-2015 period; however, this search was not exhaustive, and the figures suggest that the rate of addition of new 
species is still significant (see for example Alvarado-Cárdenas et al. 2021). In addition to the events discussed so far, 
in the last decades’ important contributions have been made, both by ongoing floristic projects and the descriptions of 
new taxa. As an example of this situation, Table 1 synthesizes the scientific production of the most important ongo-
ing floristic projects in the last decades in Mexico. All these projects combined have reviewed and discussed totally 
or partly around 249 out of the 306 families recorded so far in Mexico. Collectively, all issues or fascicles produced 
by them provide an important amount of taxonomic literature for anyone interested in the topic. Nonetheless, it is 
noteworthy that there are still 57 families which have not yet been covered by any single project, so today they still 
lack sound reports of their taxonomy, at least in some parts of Mexico; among them Amaranthaceae, Euphorbiaceae, 
Loranthaceae, Oxalidaceae, or Ranunculaceae can be cited.

In addition to the floristic/taxonomic issues published by the studies in Table 1, in the last five years, important 
checklists have been published for many regions across the country, documenting new records to the floras of some 
Mexican states, and even to the entire country (see Table 2). Several examples from the following areas may be 
cited: Baja California peninsula (Rebman et al. 2016), Campeche Municipio (municipios -abbreviated Mun.- are ter-
ritorial units in which the Mexican states are divided and thus equivalent to counties in other countries), Campeche 
(Gutiérrez-Báez et al. 2016), San Cristóbal de Las Casas Mun., Chiapas (Beutelspacher et al. 2017), Tacaná-Bo-
querón Conservation Priority Region, Chiapas (Martínez-Camilo et al. 2019), Sierra Azul, Chihuahua (Vega-Mares 
et al. 2020), Zapalinamé Mountain Range, Coahuila (Encina-Domínguez et al. 2016), Hidalgo State (Villaseñor et 
al. 2022), Sayula River basin, Jalisco (Macías-Rodríguez et al. 2018), State of Mexico (Martínez-De La Cruz et 
al. 2018), Zicuirán-Infiernillo Biosphere Reserve, Michoacán (Steinmann 2021), La Cantera and Delgado Hills, 
Jantetelco Mun., Morelos (Cerros-Tlatilpa et al. 2020), Chinantla Region, Oaxaca (Meave et al. 2017), El Pelado 
Range, Acatlán Mun., Puebla (Rojas-Martínez & Flores-Olvera 2019), Sierra del Abra-Tanchipa Biosphere Reserve, 
San Luis Potosí (De-Nova et al. 2019), El Palmito Sanctuary, Sinaloa (Ávila-González et al. 2019), Guaymas region, 
Sonora (Felger et al. 2017), Pantanos de Centla Biosphere Reserve, Tabasco (López-Jiménez et al. 2020), Los Tux-
tlas Region, Veracruz (Villaseñor et al. 2018), and Mesa Alta, Jerez Mun., Zacatecas (Ramírez-Prieto et al. 2016). 
Without being exhaustive, during the last five years around 118 inventories have been completed (Supplementary 
material, Table S1), a figure that represents almost half of the inventories reported by Villaseñor (2016), conducted 
over a much longer period. Therefore, such efforts provide evidence for the growing interest to continue inventory-
ing the floristic diversity of Mexico, despite a worrisome shortage in the number of taxonomists (Villaseñor 2015).

Combining inventory information, the advances of floristic projects (Table 1), and the partial analyses of public da-
tabases, a total of 25,077 species (both native and naturalized) have been scored to date, distributed in 3,231 genera and 
306 families. The dissection of this total richness by major plant groups is shown in Table 2, where these updated figures 
are also compared with those previously reported by Villaseñor (2016), although this author includes native species only.

https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.3050
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.3050
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In a critique of an important floristic contribution from the Neotropics, Kress (2004) underscored the relevance 
of having data organized according to updated classification systems. Although it may be confusing for many us-
ers of floristic information, it is imperative that new inventories reflect recent changes in plant systematics (see for 
example Villaseñor 2016). Table 3 shows the Angiosperm data from Table 2 adjusted to the classification criteria of 
APG IV (2016). The numbers shown in Tables 2 and 3 include 1,071 alien (introduced) species, most of which are 
fully naturalized so that they already are integrated into the Mexican plant species diversity.

Floristic project Publication date
of the first issue

Number of issues
published to date

Families included*

Flora de Veracruz1 1978
Flora Novo-Galiciana2 1983
Flora de Jalisco3 1986
Flora de Guerrero4 1989
Flora del Bajío y regiones adyacentes5 1991
Flora del Valle de Tehuacán-Cuicatlán6 1993
Flora Mesoamericana7 1994

* Several families are only partially covered.
1. http://www1.inecol.edu.mx/publicaciones/LISTADO_FLOVER.htm
2. https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/1596984
3. http://www.cucba.udg.mx/documento/publicaciones-del-cucba
4. http://biologia.fciencias.unam.mx/plantasvasculares/publicaciones.html 
5. http://inecolbajio.inecol.mx/floradelbajio/index.php/fasciculos/publicados
6. http://www.ibiologia.unam.mx/barra/publicaciones/floras_tehuacan/florastehucan.htm
7. http://legacy.tropicos.org/Project/FM 

Table 1. Scientific production of the most important ongoing floristic projects in Mexico. In the footnote the links are provided to the 
websites where the fascicles published to date are available for consultation. 

Vascular plants Species Species reported
by Villaseñor (2016)

Ferns and Monilophytes 1,083
Gymnosperms 170
Angiosperms 23,824
Total 25,077

Table 2. Taxonomic distribution of the native and naturalized vascular flora of Mexico. Figures in Villaseñor (2016) do not include the 
608 exotic species recorded by that time. 

Shortfalls in the knowledge of the floristic diversity of Mexico

Various authors have identified several shortfalls in biodiversity knowledge (e.g., Hortal et al. 2015, Oliveira et al. 
2016), among which the following three can be highlighted: (1) the Linnean deficit, which is related to a large num-
ber of unknown or undescribed species in a country or region; (2) the Wallacean deficit, which refers to insufficient 
knowledge on the geographic distribution of species; and (3) the Hutchinsonian deficit, which refers to the poor 
understanding on the climatic and other abiotic factors that determine ecological tolerances.

Floristic studies and the review of herbarium specimens digitized in two databases enable the assessment, at least 
in part, of the floristic richness of Mexico, as they provide insight into these three shortfalls. For example, Table 4 
shows the frequency distribution of the number of species by state and by grid cells (1° latitude and longitude in size) 
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used to assess geographic distribution patterns. Species incidences are shown according to the canonical distribution 
discussed by Preston (1962a, b), which corresponds to a normal distribution of log2 transformed data (log-normal 
distribution).

According to updated information, 4,898 native species have been recorded in just one state and 4,633 in one 
grid cell (singletons); in turn, 3,943 species have been scored in two states and 3,061 in two grid cells (double-
tons). Using the Chao2 equation (Sest = Q12 / 2Q2, where Q1 is the singletons and Q2 the doubletons (Chao & Chiu 
2016), we can estimate the expected richness that could still be added to the known richness (Villaseñor 2003). 
The expected addition of unknown species was estimated at about 3,018 species based on state distribution data, 
and at about 3,340 species based on grid cell distribution. These calculations suggest that the Linnean deficit in the 
flora of Mexico may range between 12.6 and 14 %, with the total flora likely reaching figures between 27,024 to 
27,346 species. These new figures are lower than older estimates, which were as high as 29,000 to 30,000 species 
(Villaseñor 2003).

Table 3. Major Angiosperm clades following the APG IV (2016) scheme and its taxonomic diversity in Mexico

Log2 Class Mexican states Grid squares

No information
1

2-3
4-7
8-15
16-31
32-63
64-127

128-253

Plant group Orders Families Genera Species

Basal Angiosperms (Austrobaileyales and Nymphaeales)
Magnoliids (including Chloranthales)
Monocots
Eudicots (including Ceratophyllales)
Rosids (including Dilleniales and Saxifragales)
Asterids (including Caryophyllales and Santalales)

Table 4. Log2 frequency distribution of the number of species by number of Mexican states (N = 32) and grid cells (N = 253) where 
they occur.

Counteracting the Wallacean deficit (ignorance about the geographic distribution of species) requires specific 
information on the locations where populations of the different species are present. Point distributions of a species al-
low distribution map production with known information, estimating areas of distribution (either Area of occupancy 
[AOO] or Extent of Occurrence [EOO], IUCN 2012), or more recently, developing potential distribution models. 
It is common practice among taxonomists to include dot maps in Floras or taxonomic revisions to illustrate broad 
species distributions. Based on floristic information and databases, conservationists define AOO or EEO to evaluate 
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distribution areas and thus assess the risk status of species. Potential distribution models, on the other hand, are being 
widely used to assess many aspects of the ecology and natural history of species (Araújo & Guisan 2006, Marcer 
et al. 2013). The main source of data used in building these models is the records of species collected mainly for 
floristic studies.

To provide a geographical context to this analysis, Figure 2 shows the known spatial distribution of the floristic 
diversity documented to date (Table 2) in the territory of Mexico.  Figure 2A depicts floristic richness (alpha diver-
sity) in squares of 1° latitude and longitude, whereas Figure 2B shows the estimated richness from 2A using a Kriging 
interpolation method (ESRI 2013). On these figures, diversity gradients become apparent from south to north, with 
a noticeable decrease in richness north of the Tropic of Cancer. Figure 2 illustrates how floristic information contrib-
utes to minimizing the Wallacean deficit in our knowledge of the Mexican flora.

The Hutchinsonian shortfall (i.e., poor knowledge of the ecological tolerances and requirements of species) 
may be minimized by collating information on the environmental factors related to species distributions. It is com-
mon for Floras and inventories to include some pieces of this type of information, for example, elevational range, 
vegetation type, or soil characteristics. Villaseñor & Ortiz (2014) assessed the distribution of the flowering plants 
(Magnoliophyta) of Mexico using the biome concept (Krebs 1978, Gurevitch et al. 2002), defined according to 
climate, substrate (both geological and edaphic), and floristic richness. These authors considered five major biomes 
(Table 5) and discussed the characteristics of each one and their floristic richness. Table 5 updates this information, 
arranging the richness data according to major taxonomic groups (Table 2), and classifying Angiosperms according 
to APG IV (2016).

Table 5 demonstrates how some biomes concentrate an important species richness for some taxonomic groups. 
The Humid Montane Forest (HMF), for example, is the main habitat for most ferns and allies and shares with the 
Humid Tropical Forest (HTF) the largest number of Magnoliids. Likewise, HTF is the main habitat for basal Angio-
sperms and Rosids. By contrast, Gymnosperms, Monocots, and Asterids are best represented in the Temperate Forest 
(TEMF).

Users of floristic studies from other disciplines

Plant taxonomists, conservationists, ecologists, policy advisors, students, and non-specialists at large constantly use 
published results from floristic studies (Thomson et al. 2018, Hobern et al. 2021). For the species occurring in each 
area, users may seek information related to aspects as dissimilar as growth forms, geographical distribution, flower 
color, uses, or common names, among many others. All these users require updated and complete information, but 
large inconsistencies in the sources pose difficulties that may discourage them. Common problems faced when con-
sulting floristic reports may include information incompleteness or inaccuracy, which are mostly due to the constant 
taxonomic changes, additions of new species, transfer of species between genera (for example, the status change of 
species of Cryptantha Lehm. ex G. Don to Johnstonella Brand in Boraginaceae), transfer of genera to other families 
(for example, Penstemon Schmidel formerly in Scrophulariaceae, now in Plantaginaceae), or synonymy updates (for 
example, Eupatorium odoratum L. is now a synonym of Chromolaena odorata (L.) R.M. King & H. Rob.). As said, 
in the last five years about 190 species names underwent taxonomic changes not reported in previous studies of the 
Mexican flora.

Well-structured Floras are the main or even the only source of biological information for many species. Unfortu-
nately, there is no single protocol guiding standardized morphological descriptions of species or the organization of 
the additional information provided in descriptions. This causes disappointment or delay in recovering the required 
data; once these data have been organized, a large array of information contained in floristic studies becomes ap-
parent. Table 6 exemplifies some plant groups defined by different traits commonly sought after by specialists. For 
example, biogeographers generally investigate floras for information on endemic taxa, those interested in invasive 
plants require data on which species are native and which are exotic, ecologists require information on growth forms 
(e.g., trees) or fruit size, and ethnobotanists search for remarks on plant uses.
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Being in possession of broad floristic knowledge, taxonomists are capable of synthesizing useful information for 
other specialists (e.g., Pendry et al. 2007, Hobern et al. 2021) in the form of inventories that are specific to the trait 
of interest. For example, in the case of Mexican plants there are checklists for endemic species (e.g., Rzedowski 
2015, Villaseñor 2016, Salinas-Rodríguez et al. 2017, Villarreal-Quintanilla et al. 2017), alien species (Villaseñor 
& Espinosa-García 2004, Espinosa-García & Villaseñor 2017), trees (e.g., Villaseñor et al. 2012, Ricker et al. 2013, 
2016, Steinmann & Ricker 2020), woody vines (Ibarra-Manríquez et al. 2015), strict aquatics (Mora-Olivo et al. 
2013), epiphytes (Espejo-Serna et al. 2021) or useful plants (J.L. Villaseñor, unpublished data).

The usefulness of floristic research for other biological disciplines

Plants are the key elements of primary productivity in terrestrial communities (Gurevitch et al. 2002). For this rea-
son, many researchers view them as the main source of ecological information; for example, plants are consumed 
by herbivores and pollinated by many insects, birds, and mammals. Therefore, ecologists who study plant-animal 
interactions require reliable information on the plants associated with these phenomena, for example, growth form, 
flower color, phenology, fruit type and size, etc. Similarly, scholars like biogeographers, conservationists, and model-
ers of the spatial distribution of species require reliable data on species, including morphology, geographic distribu-
tion, habitat preferences, or risk status (Thomson et al. 2018, Hobern et al. 2021). Floras and inventories have always 
been sources of this kind of information, in addition to the fact that they assist with the identification of unidentified 
material in collections. Biologists, foresters, chemists, medical researchers, and scholars from many other disciplines 
are in constant demand of reliable information on plant species. Villaseñor (2015) provides examples of situations in 

Figure 2. Geographic richness patterns of vascular plant species in grid cells of 1° latitude and 1° longitude in size. A. Alpha diversity per grid cell.  B. 
Estimated smoothed richness based on A using a Kriging interpolation method. 
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which this information is required. For one, international commitments made by most countries, including Mexico 
(e.g., CITES, the Nagoya Protocol or the Mexican National Strategy on Biodiversity (CONABIO 2016) require reli-
able information on the plant species occurring in their focal territories.

Using the correct name of an organism underpins many areas of research (ecology, biodiversity conservation, 
ethnobotany, etc.) and is key to the literature on the various aspects of its biology and natural history (Tahseen 2014). 
Control of weeds and invasive plants, for example, requires using the same scientific name for the same organisms 
across their geographical ranges. Likewise, ecologists, managers of natural protected areas, or those interested in 
modeling species’ potential distributions require detailed data on morphology, geographic distribution, preferred 
vegetation types, etc., for the species of interest.

Taxonomic group HMF HTF STF TEMF XER

Ferns and Monilophytes 717 485 214 538 194
Gymnosperms 70 31 22 103 46
Basal Angiosperms (Austrobaileyales and Nymphaeales) 3 7 1 1 3
Magnoliids (including Chloranthales) 348 353 150 219 31
Monocots 1,802 1,494 1,402 2,163 1,153
Eudicots (including Ceratophyllales) 86 47 46 107 85
Rosids (including Dilleniales and Saxifragales) 2,233 2,918 2,219 2,684 2,250
Asterids (including Caryophyllales and Santalales) 3,120 2,254 2,949 4,854 4,023

Table 5. Number of vascular plant species in Mexico dissected by major taxonomic groups, recorded in the five main biomes recognized 
by Villaseñor & Ortiz (2014). HMF = Humid Montane Forest, HTF = Humid Tropical Forest, TEMF = Temperate Forest, STF = Season-
ally Dry Tropical Forest, XER = Xerophytic Scrub.

Illustrated floras

Floras and, recently, specimen image databases available on the internet have become important tools to confront the 
biodiversity crisis; each of these tools provides basic information for many potential users (Mayo et al. 2018). Digital 
images are non-traditional resources in identification whose use is witnessing a recent increase (see Andleeb et al. 
2021 for an application in earthworm taxonomy). However, little has been discussed about the potential of includ-
ing color images in floras, which is perhaps due to high printing costs, although this problem is dwindling with the 
growth of electronic publications. Morphological characters shown as images offer a better understanding that per-
mits more concise descriptions and facilitates the correct identification of plant specimens (Pendry et al. 2007, Cope 
et al. 2012). Often, published floras include drawings of some or most species to accompany descriptions, but few 
authors have included photographs of specimens or characters. Fortunately, this situation is changing, and at pres-
ent, the inclusion of photographs in descriptions of new species, in addition to the use of traditional line drawings, is 
becoming increasingly frequent. The ease of posting electronic publications online has facilitated the use of images 
to supplement descriptions. Consequently, one may foresee in the near future an increasingly common practice of 
producing illustrated floras that include high-resolution images of plant traits in taxonomic discussions.

Interesting examples of this trend in the Mexican context are some illustrated monographs for different groups 
that are part of the Flora of Morelos (Cuevas-Ríos 2020, Soriano-Pantaleón 2020), with plates that synthesize key 
morphological information and depict the variability of a given taxon. Figure 3 shows an example of such a plate 
that will be incorporated into the printed publication for the Asteraceae family in the Huautla Biosphere Reserve 
(Soriano-Pantaleón 2020). This image includes important structures that make it possible to distinguish the species 
from other related species and genera, thus facilitating botanical identification.
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Endemics Alien species Trees Woody vines Strict aquatics Epiphytes Useful plants

Basal Angiosperms -

Magnoliids
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Current problems faced by the production of Floras

Floras and checklists are conceived as an end in themselves; once assembled and published they are hardly ever 
subjected to periodical updating (but see for example Pérez-García et al. 2001 and 2010, Céspedes et al. 2018). The 
discouragement for those who must rely on obsolete information adds to the confusion caused by the large variety 
of names for the same species in different publications, online databases, or herbarium specimens. To inexperi-
enced readers, the inability to integrate the information reported under different names in all these sources makes its 
study difficult. The retrieval of taxonomic or geographic information for a species from these sources is often slow, 
burdensome, and impractical for a meaningful analysis. A great challenge is to develop strategies that allow flora 
users to have up-to-date information from all sources consulted. In this context, automatized algorithms that allow 
homogenizing of large numbers of species in a short time have become valuable tools (Cayuela et al. 2012, Boyle 
et al. 2013).

The preparation of Floras and inventories is a time-consuming task, rarely acknowledged in fair terms but always 
in demand (Tahseen 2014). It is perhaps the time to assess whether the traditional way of producing Floras and check-
lists is one of the causes, if not the main one of a widely noted taxonomic impediment. Tools and protocols should be 
developed to accelerate their production, in particular those related to the description of species and the construction 
of keys for their identification. Currently, changes in floristic diversity are taking place forced by climate change and 
human interference in primary vegetation (Correa-Metrio et al. 2012, D’Amen et al. 2017), species are experiencing 
morphological variations in shorter times (Hairston et al. 2005, Anderson & Song 2020), as well as changes in their 
geographical distribution (Kelly & Goulden 2008). For these reasons, Floras should become more dynamic, as only 
in this way they will allow documenting changes in zones for which published studies are available (e.g., Castillo-
Argüero et al. 2004, Céspedes et al. 2018). This will require new approaches and procedures like those being cur-
rently developed on the internet, such as that for the flora of Brazil (BFG 2015, BFG 2022, reflora.jbrj.gov.br), Flora 
of China (Brach & Song 2006) or World Flora Online (Borsch et al. 2020).

Herbarium specimens and databases

Herbarium specimens bearing correct identifications are the most important source of information to produce check-
lists, Floras, and databases (Figure 1). However, it must be emphasized that not all herbarium specimens are collected 
with these objectives in mind. Although all specimens may look similar in the collection, for a long time and depend-
ing on the goals, collecting specimens in the field has been made in different ways (Knapp 2015). For example, a col-

Table 6. Numeric distribution of species among groups representing some traits of Mexican Angiosperms commonly sought after by 
specialists in floristic studies.
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lector associated with a herbarium herbarium may focus on studying poorly explored regions, covering large areas, 
and usually never collecting the same species more than once in the same expedition (ter Steege et al. 2011). In con-
trast, a taxonomist preparing the revision of a genus may attempt to collect numerous samples of the same species in 
nearby or previously collected localities. Likewise, a botanist carrying out a floristic inventory for a particular region 
can collect numerous samples of the same species to document as amply as possible its distribution within the area of 
interest. Consequently, specimens collected opportunistically can be mixed in herbarium collections with others that 
constitute the basis for systematic or floristic studies carried out in a completely non-opportunistic way. Even now, 
collections include vouchers backing up anatomical, molecular, or phytochemical studies, whose purpose was clearly 
unrelated to the support of floristic or taxonomic research (Besnard et al. 2018). Because of this not-so-obvious di-
versity of specimens, the information contained in them can be highly heterogeneous in accuracy and completeness.

Currently, databases containing information retrieved from herbarium specimens provide many of the details 
required by researchers other than taxonomists. Because of Taxonomy’s dynamism, generic reviews, as well as no-
menclatural changes in species are published frequently. New, useful, and reliable information demands checklists 
and databases to be constantly updated; among other things, this task allows fine-tuning the known geographical 
distribution of plant species and conducting better-informed studies on the regional patterns of the distribution of 
plant diversity (Domínguez-Lozano et al. 2007).

Databases play an increasingly important role in organizing and analyzing information on collected specimens 
and their provenance. Customarily, checklists and Floras have been produced mainly based on specimens collected 
directly by the authors involved in the project, plus using additional material housed at their institution. If resources 
are available, sometimes one or two additional herbaria are consulted. At present, many more specimens available 
online from numerous institutions can be examined, either as databases only or as good resolution photographs (see 
for example Villaseñor et al. 2018, 2022, Martínez-Camilo et al. 2019). 

Funk (2006) argues that online databases lack reliability because of numerous mistakes, especially on identifica-
tions. Although this statement is true in general, it must be noted that a printed checklist is not necessarily free from 
misidentifications. In fact, many mistakes contained in online databases are the result of the same mistakes reported 
in the printed inventories simply because they use the same sources of information, namely herbarium specimens. 
Such mistakes are now brought to a minimum with the inclusion of specimen images linked to several online data-
bases (see for example IBdata (www.ibdata.abaco3.org)

Identification keys and the advancement of floristic knowledge

Ecologists and many other scholars engaged in the study of nature are in contact with plants in their study sites that 
are in the vegetative phase, i.e., lacking the reproductive structures commonly used in identification keys. These 
researchers require identification resources that go beyond the use of characteristics only relevant to the taxonomist. 
Hence, taxonomists should be committed to constructing keys also useful to other users. To this end, the challenge 
is to produce reliable taxonomic information for those who need access to it in an easier and more efficient way; in 
particular, identification keys to be used by the broader public need to be prepared urgently (see Gentry 1996 for a 
good example of identification keys based on vegetative plant features). This issue is a matter of increasing interest 
since the biodiversity crisis requires immediate actions based on solid scientific evidence; much of this information 
may only be obtained from a reliable and rapid identification process. Urgent measures to protect biodiversity are 
needed due to the intense reduction in the natural vegetation cover and overexploitation of resources, especially 
in countries like Mexico and other nations in tropical regions where deforestation rates are still very high (www.
globalforestwatch.org). We are still at a stage characterized by low information availability to achieve efficient con-
servation strategies. Regrettably, in this enterprise taxonomic identification continues to be a major bottleneck (Kim 
& Byrne 2006).

Good identification keys must be clear and user-friendly, regardless of whether the user is a trained botanist, or 
a non-specialist interested in the subject. Completed print Floras and the published fascicles of Floras in progress, 

https://www.ibdata.abaco3.org/web/
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/
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Figure 3. Example of a plate included in an illustrated monograph that forms part of the Flora of Morelos (in preparation). The illustrated species is 
Montanoa grandiflora Alamán ex DC. (Asteraceae). A, branch. B, leaves. C, petioles. D, head, E, phyllaries. F, receptacle. G, radiate floret in lateral view. 
H, radiate floret in adaxial view. I, tubular floret. J, cypsela. Reproduced with permission from Soriano-Pantaleón (2020).
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although especially important, are sometimes difficult to consult by non-botanists and their information is mostly 
aimed at experienced botanists and thus difficult to use by non-specialists for identification purposes. In addition, 
print Floras are usually quite expensive, and downright prohibitive for many people (especially students). Fascicles 
of floristic projects are especially useful for the groups studied, but the number of species and their geographic scope 
is necessarily limited; consequently, its relevance decreases as one moves away from its area of influence. The lack 
of botanical experience in the identification of species that prevails among many local and regional researchers con-
stitutes a great hurdle in the crusade against the taxonomic impediment, namely the lack of taxonomic resources and 
expertise, both regarding the knowledge of the species (Linnean deficiency) and their geographical distribution (Wal-
lacean deficiency). The internet provides a great opportunity to do away with identification deficiencies by providing 
friendly tools (see Murguía-Romero et al. 2021, for a review).

Concluding remarks 

The preparation of Floras and checklists is and will continue to be a fundamental task in the daily work of taxono-
mists (Brach & Song 2006). Especially now, because of the biodiversity and climate change crises, we face the need 
more than ever to count on precise information about the natural history of species, their ecological requirements, 
and their distribution areas. A great deal of this information is included in the results of floristic studies, necessary 
by many other specialists.

Although inadequately valued, the relevance of floristic studies has been repeatedly emphasized (e.g., Sosa & 
Dávila 1994, Krishnamurthy et al. 1995, Heywood 2004, Prather et al. 2004, Funk 2006, Pendry et al. 2007, Mar-
tínez-Camilo et al. 2019, Cutts et al. 2021). Luckily, in Mexico studies of this kind are still underway, apparently 
with increasing activity, despite insufficient academic and economic support, two conditions sadly shared with many 
developing countries of high diversity (Britz et al. 2020). It is not surprising, for example, that only two of ten ran-
domly reviewed checklists received external funding in addition to their institutional support. By contrast, among 
10 randomly selected ecological studies and 10 studies on molecular phylogenies, every one of them acknowledged 
financial support from some source external to their institution, and most of them used one way or another informa-
tion derived from floristic studies, either by recovering the information provided on the label or by taking samples 
from the specimens and used as a source of material or identification.

The specimens kept in herbaria, many of which have their associated information currently digitized, are mostly 
material collected for floristic inventories. These specimens constitute the raw material for multiple biodiversity, bio-
geography, and macroecology studies, as well as a sound foundation to define conservation and ecological restoration 
strategies (see the lower branch on the right-hand side of Figure 1). Without inventories, critical information required 
by such investigations would be lacking. Undoubtedly, only with the continued inventory and production of Floras 
will we be able to transit from models and estimations to the real evaluation of our knowledge, hence alleviating our 
Linnean, Wallacean, and Hutchinsonian shortfalls, and ultimately producing the Flora of Mexico.

Acknowledgments

As it has been for many years, the skilled technical support provided by Enrique Ortiz is again appreciated. The as-
sistance of Guadalupe Segura in searching for information and managing databases is also appreciated. We thank the 
organizers of this special issue for their invitation to contribute and share these ideas on the current status of floristics 
in Mexico. Special thanks to CONABIO and the Instituto de Biología, UNAM for access to the information stored 
in the SNIB-REMIB and IBData databases, respectively, which formed a fundamental part of the analysis presented 
here. We are grateful to Claudio Delgadillo for reading a preliminary version of this essay; his comments were very 
enriching. Lizbeth Soriano kindly authorized the use of one of her plates to illustrate the flora of the state of Morelos 
(in preparation).



S27

Villaseñor and Meave / Botanical Sciences 100 (Special Issue): S14-S33. 2022

Supplementary material

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed here: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.3050

Literature cited

Alvarado-Cárdenas LO, Sánchez-Sánchez C, Chávez-Hernández MG, Cortez-Castro EB. 2021. Especies nuevas de 
plantas vasculares mexicanas. En el 2020 no todo fue para el olvido. Macpalxóchitl 2021(1): 26-34. 

Anderson JT, Song BH. 2020. Plant adaptation to climate change-Where are we? Journal of Systematics and Evolu-
tion 58: 533-545. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jse.12649 

Andleeb S, Abbasi WA, Ghulam Mustafa R, Islam GU, Naseer A, Shafique I, Parween A, Shaheen B, Shafiq M, Al-
taf M, Ali Abbas S. 2021. ESIDE: A computationally intelligent method to identify earthworm species (E. fetida) 
from digital images: application in taxonomy. PloS One 16: p.e0255674. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0255674 

APG IV (The Angiosperm Phylogeny Group). 2016. An update of the Angiosperm Phylogeny Group classification 
for the orders and families of flowering plants: APG IV. Botanical Journal of the Linnean Society 181: 1-20. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1111/boj.12385 

Araújo MB, Guisan A. 2006. Five (or so) challenges for species distribution modelling. Journal of Biogeography 33: 
1677-1688. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2006.01584.x 

Ávila-González H, González-Gallegos JG, López-Enríquez IL, Ruacho-González L, Rubio-Cardoza J, Castro-Cas-
tro A. 2019. Inventario de las plantas vasculares y tipos de vegetación del Santuario El Palmito, Sinaloa, México. 
Botanical Sciences 97: 789-820. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2356 

Besnard G, Gaudeul M, Lavergne S, Muller S, Rouhan G, Sukhorukov AP, Vanderpoorten A, Jabbour F. 2018. 
Herbarium-based science in the twenty-first century. Botany Letters 165: 323-327. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/
23818107.2018.1482783 

Beutelspacher CR, Villaseñor JL, Gómez-López A, García-Martínez R., Martínez-Icó M. 2017. Flora vascular del 
municipio de San Cristóbal de Las Casas, Chiapas, México. Lacandonia 11: 21-139.

Borsch T, Berendsohn W, Dalcin E, Delmas M, Demissew S, Elliott A, Fritsch P, Fuchs A, Geltman D, Güner A, Hae-
vermans T, Knapp S, le Roux MM, Loizeau PA, Miller C, Miller J, Miller JT, Palese R, Paton A, Parnell J, Pendry 
C, Qin HN, Sosa V, Sosef M, Raab-Straube E von, Ranwashe F, Raz L, Salimov R, Smets E, Thiers B, Thomas 
W, Tulig M, Ulate W, Ung V, Watson M, Jackson PW, Zamora N. 2020. World Flora Online: placing taxonomists 
at the heart of a definitive and comprehensive global resource on the world’s plants. Taxon 69: 1311-1341. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12373 

Boyle B, Hopkins N, Lu Z, Raygoza Garay JA, Mozzherin D, Rees T, Matasci N, Narro ML, Piel WH, Mckay SJ, 
Lowry S, Freeland C, Peet RK, Enquist BJ. 2013. The taxonomic name resolution service: an online tool for auto-
mated standardization of plant names. BMC Bioinformatics 14: 16. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-14-16

BFG [Brazil Flora Group] 2015. Growing knowledge: An overview of seed plant diversity in Brazil. Rodriguesia 66: 
1085–1113. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1590/2175-7860201566411 

BFG [Brazil Flora Group]. 2022. Brazilian Flora 2020: leveraging the power of a collaborative scientific network. 
Taxon 71: 178-198. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12640 

Brach AR, Song H. 2006. eFloras: new directions for online floras exemplified by the flora of China project. Taxon 
55: 188-192. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/25065540 

Britz R, Hundsdörfer A, Fritz U. 2020. Funding, training, permits—the three big challenges of taxonomy. Megataxa 
1: 49-52. DOI: https://doi.org/10.11646/MEGATAXA.1.1.10 

Castillo-Argüero S, Montes-Cartas G, Romero-Romero MA, Martínez-Orea Y, Guadarrama-Chávez P, Sánchez- 
Gallen I, Núñez-Castillo O. 2004. Dinámica y conservación de la flora del matorral xerófilo de la Reserva Ecológica 
del Pedregal de San Ángel (D.F., México). Botanical Sciences 74: 51-75. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1686 

https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.3050
https://doi.org/10.1111/jse.12649
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255674
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255674
https://doi.org/10.1111/boj.12385
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2006.01584.x
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2356
https://doi.org/10.1080/23818107.2018.1482783
https://doi.org/10.1080/23818107.2018.1482783
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12373
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-14-16
https://doi.org/10.1590/2175-7860201566411
https://doi.org/10.1002/tax.12640
https://doi.org/10.2307/25065540
https://doi.org/10.11646/MEGATAXA.1.1.10
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1686


Floristics in Mexico

S28

Cayuela L, Granzow-de la Cerda Í, Albuquerque FS, Golicher DJ. 2012. Taxonstand: An R package for species 
names standardization in vegetation databases. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 3: 1078-1083. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00232.x 

Cerros-Tlatilpa R, Ceja-Romero J, Mendoza-Ruiz A, Flores-Morales A, Jaramillo-Sánchez M. 2020. Inventario flo-
rístico de los cerros La Cantera y Delgado, Jantetelco, Morelos, México. Acta Botanica Mexicana 127: e1565. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.21829/abm127.2020.1565 

Céspedes L, Ortiz E, Villaseñor JL. 2018. La familia Asteraceae en la Reserva Ecológica del Pedregal de San Angel, 
Ciudad de México, México. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 89: 193-207. DOI: https://doi.org/10.22201/
ib.20078706e.2018.1.2203 

Chao A, Chiu CH. 2016. Species richness: estimation and comparison. Wiley StatsRef: Statistics Reference Online 1: 
26. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118445112.stat03432.pub2 

CONABIO [Comisión Nacional para el Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad]. 2016. Estrategia Nacional sobre 
Biodiversidad de México (ENBioMex) y Plan de Acción 2016 - 2030. Mexico City: Comisión Nacional para el 
Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad. ISBN: 978-607-8328-76-5

Cope JS, Corney D, Clark JY, Remagnino P, Wilkin P. 2012. Plant species identification using digital morphometrics: 
a review. Expert Systems with Applications 39: 7562-7573. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2012.01.073 

Correa-Metrio A, Bush MB, Cabrera KR, Sully S, Brenner M, Hodell DA, Escobar J, Guilderson T. 2012. Rapid 
climate change and no-analog vegetation in lowland Central America during the last 86,000 years: Quaternary 
Science Reviews 38: 63-75. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2012.01.025 

COTECOCA [Comisión Técnica Consultiva de Coeficientes de Agostadero]. 1994. Revegetación y Reforestación 
de las Áreas Ganaderas en las Zonas Áridas y Semiáridas de México. Mexico City: Secretaría de Agricultura y 
Recursos Hidráulicos.

Cuevas-Ríos G. 2020. El género Dalea (Fabaceae: Amorpheae) en el estado de Morelos. MSc Thesis, Universidad 
Autónoma del Estado de Morelos.

Cutts V, Hanz DM, Barajas-Barbosa MP, Algar AC, Steinbauer MJ, Irl SDH, Kreft H, Weigelt P, Fernandez-Palacios 
JM, Field R. 2021. Scientific floras can be reliable sources for some trait data in a system with poor coverage in 
global trait databases. Journal of Vegetation Science 32: e12996. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12996 

D’Amen M, Rahbek C, Zimmermann NE, Guisan A. 2017. Spatial predictions at the community level: from current 
approaches to future frameworks. Biological Reviews 92: 169-187. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12222 

De-Nova JA, González-Trujillo R, Castillo-Lara P, Fortanelli-Martínez J, Mora-Olivo A, Salinas-Rodríguez MM. 
2019. Inventario florístico de la Reserva de la Biosfera Sierra del Abra Tanchipa, San Luis Potosí, México. Botani-
cal Sciences 97: 761-788. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2285 

De-Nova Vázquez JA. 2018. La diversidad florística potosina, un patrimonio que debemos conservar. Universitarios 
Potosinos 223: 4-10.

Domínguez-Lozano F, Moreno Saiz JC, Sainz Ollero H, Schwatz MW. 2007. Effects of dynamic taxonomy on rare 
species and conservation listing: insights from the Iberian vascular flora. Biodiversity and Conservation 16: 4039-
4050. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-007-9206-2 

Dubois A. 2003. The relationships between taxonomy and conservation biology in the century of extinctions. Compt-
es Rendues Biologies 326: 9-21. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S1631-0691(03)00022-2 

Duno-de Stefano R, Ramírez-Morillo I, Tapia-Muñoz JL, Hernández-Aguilar S, Can LL, Cetzal W, Méndez-Jiménez N, 
Zamora-Crescencio P, Gutiérrez-Báez C, Carnevali-Fernández-Concha G. 2018. Aspectos generales de la flora vascu-
lar de la Península de Yucatán Mexicana. Botanical Sciences 96: 515-532. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1868 

Encina-Domínguez JA, Estrada-Castillón E, Villarreal-Quintanilla JA, Villaseñor JL, Cantú-Ayala CM, Arévalo JR. 
2016. Floristic richness of the Sierra de Zapalinamé, Coahuila, Mexico. Phytotaxa 283: 1-42. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.11646/phytotaxa.283.1.1 

Engel MS, Ceríaco LMP, Daniel GM, Dellapé PM, Löbl I, Marinov M, Reis RE, Young MT, Dubois A, Agarwal I, 
Lehmann AP, Alvarado M, Alvarez N, Andreone F, Araujo-Vieira K, Ascher JS, Baêta D, Baldo D, Bandeira SA, 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00232.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00232.x
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm127.2020.1565
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2018.1.2203
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2018.1.2203
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118445112.stat03432.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2012.01.073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2012.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12996
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12222
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2285
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-007-9206-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1631-0691(03)00022-2
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1868
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.283.1.1
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.283.1.1


S29

Villaseñor and Meave / Botanical Sciences 100 (Special Issue): S14-S33. 2022

Barden P, Barrasso DA, Bendifallah L, Bockmann FA, Böhme W, Borkent A, Brandão CRF, Busack SD, Bybee 
SM, Channing A, Chatzimanolis S, Christenhusz MJM, Crisci JV, D’elía G, Da Costa LM, Davis SR, De Lucena 
CAS, Deuve T, Fernandes Elizalde S, Faivovich J, Farooq H, Ferguson AW, Gippoliti S, Gonçalves FMP, Gonza-
lez VH, Greenbaum E, Hinojosa-Díaz IA, Ineich I, Jiang J, Kahono S, Kury AB, Lucinda PHF, Lynch JD, Malécot 
V, Marques MP, Marris JWM, Mckellar RC, Mendes LF, Nihei SS, Nishikawa K, Ohler A, Orrico VGD, Ota H, 
Paiva J, Parrinha D, Pauwels OSG, Pereyra MO, Pestana LB, Pinheiro PDP, Prendini L, Prokop J, Rasmussen C, 
Rödel M-O, Rodrigues MT, Rodríguez SM, Salatnaya HS, Sampaio Í, Sánchez-García A, Shebl MA, Santos BS, 
Solórzano-Kraemer MM, Sousa ACA, Stoev P, Teta P, Trape J-F, Dos Santos CVD, Vasudevan K, Vink CJ, Vogel 
G, Wagner P, Wappler T, Ware JL, Wedmann S, Zacharie CK. 2021. The taxonomic impediment: a shortage of 
taxonomists, not the lack of technical approaches. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society 193: 381-387. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlab072 

Espejo-Serna A, López-Ferrari AR, Mendoza-Ruiz A, García-Cruz J, Ceja-Romero J, Pérez-García B. 2021. Mexi-
can vascular epiphytes: richness and distribution. Phytotaxa 503: 1-124. DOI: https://doi.org/10.11646/phyto-
taxa.503.1.1 

Espinosa-García FJ, Villaseñor JL. 2017. Biodiversity, distribution, ecology and management of non-native 
weeds in Mexico: a review. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 88: 76-96. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
rmb.2017.10.010 

ESRI [Environmental Systems Research Institute]. 2013. ArcGIS: Redlands, California, USA. https://www.esri.com/
es-es/home 

Felger RS, Carnahan SD, Sánchez-Escalante JJ. 2017. The desert edge: flora of the Guaymas region of Sonora, 
Mexico. Part 1: the checklist. Desert Plants 33: 19-36.

Funk VA. 2006. Floras: a model for biodiversity studies or a thing of the past? Taxon 55: 581-588. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2307/25065635 

Gentry AH. 1996. A Field Guide to the Families and Genera of Woody Plants of Northwest South America (Co-
lombia, Ecuador, Peru), with Supplementary Notes on Herbaceous Taxa. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
ISBN-10: 1881173011

González-Elizondo MS, González-Elizondo M, López-Enríquez IL, Tena-Flores JA, González-Gallegos JG, Ruacho-
González L, Melgoza-Castillo A, Villarreal-Quintanilla JA, Estrada-Castillón AE. 2017. Diagnóstico del cono-
cimiento taxonómico y florístico de las plantas vasculares del norte de México. Botanical Sciences 95: 760-779. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1865 

González Medrano F. 2003. Las Comunidades Vegetales de México: Propuesta para la Unificación de la Clasifi-
cación y Nomenclatura de la Vegetación de México. Mexico City: Secretaría de Medio Ambiente y Recursos 
Naturales, Instituto Nacional de Ecología. ISBN: 968-817-611-7 

Gutiérrez-Báez C, Zamora-Crescencio P, Pascale P. 2016. Listado florístico del municipio de Campeche, Campeche, 
México. Foresta Veracruzana 18: 1-16.

Gurevitch J, Scheiner SM, Fox GA. 2002. The Ecology of Plants. Sunderland, Massachusetts: Sinauer. ISBN: 
0-87893-291-7 

Hairston Jr NG, Ellner SP, Geber MA, Yoshida T, Fox JA. 2005. Rapid evolution and the convergence of ecological 
and evolutionary time. Ecology Letters 8: 114-1127. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00812.x 

Heywood V. 2004. Modern approaches to floristics and their impact on the region of SW Asia. Turkish Journal of 
Botany 28: 7-16.

Hobern D, Barik SK, Christidis L, Garnett ST, Kirk P, Orrell TM, Pape T, Pyle RL, Thiele KR, Zachos FE, Bánki 
O. 2021. Towards a global list of accepted species VI: The Catalogue of Life checklist. Organisms Diversity & 
Evolution 21: 677-690. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13127-021-00516-w 

Hortal J, de Bello F, Diniz-Filho JAF, Lewinsohn TM, Lobo JM, Ladle RJ. 2015. Seven shortfalls that beset large-
scale knowledge of biodiversity. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 46: 523-549. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-112414-054400 

https://doi.org/10.1093/zoolinnean/zlab072
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.503.1.1
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.503.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2017.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2017.10.010
https://www.esri.com/es-es/home
https://www.esri.com/es-es/home
https://doi.org/10.2307/25065635
https://doi.org/10.2307/25065635
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1865
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00812.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13127-021-00516-w
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-112414-054400
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-112414-054400


Floristics in Mexico

S30

Ibarra-Manríquez G, Rendón-Sandoval FJ, Cornejo-Tenorio G, Carrillo-Reyes P. 2015. Lianas of Mexico. Botanical 
Sciences 93: 365-417. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.123 

IUCN [International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources]. 2012. IUCN Red List Categories and 
Criteria: Version 3.1. Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK: International Union for Conservation of Nature 
and Natural Resources. http://jr.iucnredlist.org/documents/redlist_cats_crit_en.pdf 

Kelly AE, Goulden ML. 2008. Rapid shifts in plant distribution with recent climate change. Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences 105: 11823-11826. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802891105 

Kim KC, Byrne LB. 2006. Biodiversity loss and the taxonomic bottleneck: emerging biodiversity science. Ecologi-
cal Research 21: 794-806. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11284-006-0035-7 

Knapp S. 2015. The changing role of collections and field research. In: Watson MF, Lyal CHC, Pendry CA, eds. 
Descriptive Taxonomy: The Foundations of Biodiversity Research. The Systematics Association Special Vol. 84. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. pp. 181-189. ISBN: 978-0-521-76107-9 

Krebs CJ. 1978. Ecology: the Experimental Analysis of Distribution and Abundance. New York, New York: Harper 
& Row. ISBN: 0-06-043771-5 

Kress WJ. 2004. Paper floras: how long will they last? A review of Flowering Plants of the Neotropics. American 
Journal of Botany 91: 2124-2127. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.91.12.2124 

Krishnamurthy KV, Jumar TS, Nandagoplan V. 1995. Floristics for the 21st century. In: Pandey AK, ed. Taxonomy 
and Biodiversity. Delhi: CBS Publishers & Distributors. pp 73-80.

Lagomarsino LP, Frost LA. 2020. The central role of Taxonomy in the study of Neotropical biodiversity. Annals of 
the Missouri Botanical Garden 105: 405-421. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3417/2020601 

Lawrence GHM. 1951. Taxonomy of Vascular Plants. New York: MacMillan Company. 
León de la Luz JL, Rebman JP, Van Devender TR, Sánchez-Escalante JJ, Delgadillo-Rodríguez J, Medel-Narváez A. 

2018. El conocimiento florístico actual del Noroeste de México: desarrollo, recuento y análisis del endemismo. 
Botanical Sciences 96: 555-568. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1885 

Leopold AS. 1950. Vegetation zones of Mexico. Ecology 31: 507-518. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/1931569 
Llorente-Bousquets J, Ocegueda S. 2008. Estado del conocimiento de la biota. In: Soberón J, Halffter G, Llorente-

Bousquets J, comps. Capital Natural de México. Conocimiento Actual de la Biodiversidad. Vol. I. Mexico City: 
Comisión Nacional para el Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad. pp. 283-322. ISBN: 978-607-7607-03-8 

López-Jiménez LN, Jiménez-López DA, Castillo-Acosta O, Gallardo-Cruz JA, Fernández-Montes de Oca AI. 2020. 
Plantas vasculares de la Reserva de la Biosfera Pantanos de Centla, México. Botanical Sciences 98: 159-204. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2279 

Lot A, Chiang F. 1986. Manual de Herbario: Administración y Manejo de Colecciones, Técnicas de Recolección y 
Preparación de Ejemplares Botánicos. Mexico City: Consejo Nacional de la Flora de México. ISBN 968-6144-00-5 

Macías-Rodríguez MA, Frías-Ureña HG, Contreras-Rodríguez SH, Frías-Castro A. 2018. Vascular plants and veg-
etation of the Sayula sub-basin, Jalisco, Mexico. Botanical Sciences 96: 103-137. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/
botsci.1030 

Marcer A, Sáez L, Molowny-Horas R, Pons X, Pino J. 2013. Using species distribution modeling to disentangle 
realized versus potential distributions for rare species conservation. Biological Conservation 166: 221-230. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.07.001 

Martínez-Camilo R, Martínez-Meléndez N, Martínez-Meléndez M, Pérez-Farrera MA, Jiménez-López DA. 2019. 
Why continue with floristic checklists in Mexico? The case of the Tacaná-Boquerón Priority Terrestrial Region, in 
the Mexican state of Chiapas. Botanical Sciences 97: 741-753. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2174 

Martínez-De La Cruz I, Villaseñor JL, Aguilera GLI, Rubí AM. 2018. Angiospermas nativas documentadas en la lit-
eratura para el Estado de México, México. Acta Botanica Mexicana 124: 135-217. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21829/
abm124.2018.1273 

Mayo SJ, Allkin R, Baker W, Blagoderov V, Brake I, Clark B, Govaerts R, Godfray C, Haigh A, Hand R, Harman K, 
Jackson M, Kilian N, Kirkup DW, Kitching I, Knapp S, Lewis GP, Malcolm P, von Raab-Straube E, Roberts DM, 

https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.123
http://jr.iucnredlist.org/documents/redlist_cats_crit_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802891105
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11284-006-0035-7
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.91.12.2124
https://doi.org/10.3417/2020601
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1885
https://doi.org/10.2307/1931569
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2279
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1030
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2174
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm124.2018.1273
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm124.2018.1273


S31

Villaseñor and Meave / Botanical Sciences 100 (Special Issue): S14-S33. 2022

Scoble M, Simpson DA, Smith C, Smith V, Villalba S, Walley L, Wilkin P. 2008. Alpha e-taxonomy: responses 
from the systematics community to the biodiversity crisis. Kew Bulletin 63: 1-16. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12225-008-9014-1 

Meave JA, Ibarra-Manríquez G, Larson-Guerra J. 2016. Vegetación: panorama histórico, rasgos generales y patrones 
de pérdida. In: Moncaya Maya JO, López López A, eds. Geografía de México: Una Reflexión Espacial Contem-
poránea. Mexico City: Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México. pp. 216-234. ISBN: 978-607-02-8276-8 

Meave JA, Rincón-Gutiérrez A, Ibarra-Manríquez G, Gallardo-Hernández C, Romero-Romero MA. 2017. Checklist 
of the vascular flora of a portion of the hyper-humid region of La Chinantla, northern Oaxaca range, Mexico. Bo-
tanical Sciences 95: 1-38. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1812 

Miller AG, Hall M, Watson MF, Knees SG, Pendry CA, Pullan MR. 2015. Floras yesterday, today, and tomorrow. In: Wat-
son MF, Lyal CHC, Pendry CA, eds. Descriptive Taxonomy: the Foundations of Biodiversity Research. The Systemat-
ics Association Special Vol. 84. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. pp. 11-23. ISBN 978-0-521-76107-9 

Miralles A, Bruy T, Wolcott K, Scherz MD, Begerow D, Beszteri B, Bonkowski M, Felden J, Gemeinholzer B, Glaw 
F, Glöckner FO, Hawlitschek O, Kostadinov I, Natikemper TW, Printzen C, Renz J, Rybalka N, Stadler M, Wei-
ulat T, Wilke T, Renner SS, Vences M. 2020. Repositories for taxonomic data: where we are and what is missing. 
Systematic Biology 69: 1231-1253. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/syaa026 

Miranda F, Hernández-X E. 1963. Los tipos de vegetación de México y su clasificación. Botanical Sciences 28: 29-
179. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1084 

Mora-Olivo A, Villaseñor JL, Martínez M. 2013. Las plantas vasculares acuáticas estrictas y su conservación en 
México. Acta Botanica Mexicana 103: 27-63. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21829/abm103.2013.50 

Murguía-Romero M, Serrano-Estrada B, Ortiz E, Villaseñor JL. 2021. Taxonomic identification keys on the web: 
tools for better knowledge of biodiversity. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 92: e923592. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2021.92.3592 

Oliveira U, Paglia AP, Brescovit AD, Carvalho CJB, Silva DP, Rezende DT, Leite FSF, Batista JAN, Barbosa JPPP, 
Stehmann JR, Ascher JS, Vasconcelos MF, De Marco Jr. P, Neto PL, Dias PG, Ferro VG, Santos AJ. 2016. The 
strong influence of collection bias on biodiversity knowledge shortfalls of Brazilian terrestrial biodiversity. Diver-
sity and Distributions 22: 1232-1244. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12489 

Paknia O, Rajaei SH, Koch A. 2015. Lack of well-maintained natural history collections and taxonomists in mega-
diverse developing countries hampers global biodiversity exploration. Organisms Diversity and Evolution 15: 
619-629. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13127-015-0202-1 

Palmer MW, Wade GL, Neal P. 1995. Standards for the writing of floras. BioScience 45: 339-345. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2307/1312495 

Pendry CA, Dick J, Pullan MR, Knees SG, Miller AG, Neale S, Watson MF. 2007. In search of a functional flora‒to-
wards a greater integration of ecology and taxonomy. Plant Ecology 192: 161-167. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11258-007-9304-y 

Pérez-García EA, Meave J, Gallardo C. 2001. Vegetación y flora de la región de Nizanda, Istmo de Tehuantepec, 
Oaxaca, México. Acta Botanica Mexicana 56: 19-88. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21829/abm56.2001.879 

Pérez-García EA, Meave JA, Villaseñor JL, Gallardo-Cruz JA, Lebrija-Trejos EE. 2010. Vegetation heterogeneity 
and life-strategy diversity in the flora of the heterogeneous landscape of Nizanda, Oaxaca, Mexico. Folia Geobo-
tanica 45: 143-161. DOI https://doi.org/10.1007/s12224-010-9064-7 

Pérez-Sarabia JE, Duno de Stefano R, Carnevali Fernández-Concha G, Ramírez-Morillo I, Méndez-Jiménez N, 
Zamora-Crescencio P, Gutiérrez-Báez C, Cetzal-Ix W. 2017. El conocimiento florístico de la península de Yuca-
tán, México. Polibotánica 44: 39-49. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18387/polibotanica.44.3 

Prather LA, Alvarez-Fuentes O, Mayfield MH, Ferguson CJ. 2004. Implications of the decline in plant collecting for sys-
tematics and floristic research. Systematic Botany 29: 216-220. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1600/036364404772974347 

Preston FW. 1962a. The canonical distribution of commonness and rarity: Part I. Ecology 43: 185-215. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.2307/1931976 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12225-008-9014-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12225-008-9014-1
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1812
https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/syaa026
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.1084
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm103.2013.50
http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2021.92.3592
http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2021.92.3592
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12489
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13127-015-0202-1
https://doi.org/10.2307/1312495
https://doi.org/10.2307/1312495
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-007-9304-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-007-9304-y
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm56.2001.879
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12224-010-9064-7
https://doi.org/10.18387/polibotanica.44.3
https://doi.org/10.1600/036364404772974347
https://doi.org/10.2307/1931976
https://doi.org/10.2307/1931976


Floristics in Mexico

S32

Preston FW. 1962b. The canonical distribution of commonness and rarity: Part II. Ecology 43: 410-432. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.2307/1933371 

Radford AE. 1986. Fundamentals of Plant Systematics. New York: Harper & Row. ISBN: 0-06-045305-2 
Ramírez-Prieto J., Koch-Olt S, Balleza-Cadengo JJ, Adame-González M, Romero-Nápoles J. 2016. Flora de la cima de 

la Mesa Alta, Jerez, Zacatecas, México. Botanical Sciences 94: 357-375. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.246 
Rebman JP, Gibson J, Rich K. 2016. Annotated checklist of the vascular plants of Baja California, Mexico. Proceed-

ings of the San Diego Society of Natural History 45: 1-352.
Ricker M, Hernández HM, Sousa M, Ochoterena H. 2013. Tree and tree-like species of Mexico: Asteraceae, Legumi-

nosae, and Rubiaceae. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 84: 439-470. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7550/rmb.32013 
Ricker M, Valencia-Avalos S, Hernández HM, Gómez-Hinostrosa C, Martínez-Salas EM, Alvarado-Cárdenas LO, 

Wallnöfer B, Ramos CH, Mendoza PE. 2016. Tree and tree-like species of Mexico: Apocynaceae, Cactaceae, 
Ebenaceae, Fagaceae, and Sapotaceae. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 87: 1189-1202. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rmb.2016.07.018 

Rojas-Martínez C, Flores-Olvera H. 2019. Florística de la sierra El Pelado, Acatlán, Puebla, México. Revista Mexi-
cana de Biodiversidad 90: e902694. DOI: https://10.22201/ib.20078706e.2019.90.2694 

Rzedowski J. 1978. Vegetación de México. Mexico City: Limusa. ISBN: 968-18-0002-8 
Rzedowski J. 2015. Catálogo preliminar de plantas vasculares de distribución restringida a la Sierra Madre Orien-

tal. Flora del Bajío y de Regiones Adyacentes. Fascículo complementario XXXI. Xalapa, Veracruz: Instituto de 
Ecología AC.

Salinas-Rodríguez MM, Estrada-Castillón E, Villarreal-Quintanilla JA. 2017. Endemic vascular plants of the Sierra 
Madre Oriental, Mexico. Phytotaxa 328: 1-52. DOI: https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.328.1.1 

Shelford VE, ed. 1926. Naturalist’s Guide to the Americas: Prepared by the Committee for the Preservation of Natu-
ral Conditions of the Ecological Society of America. Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins.

Soriano-Pantaleón L. 2020. La familia Asteraceae en la reserva de la Biosfera Sierra de Huautla, Morelos. BSc The-
sis. Universidad Autónoma del estado de Morelos.

Sosa V, Dávila P. 1994. Una evaluación del conocimiento florístico de México. Annals of the Missouri Botanical 
Garden 81: 749-757. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/2399919 

Steinmann VW. 2021. Flora y vegetación de la reserva de la Biosfera Zicuirán-Infiernillo, Michoacán, México. Bo-
tanical Sciences 99: 661-707. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2706 

Steinmann VW, Ricker M. 2020. Tree and tree-like species of Mexico: Euphorbiaceae, Peraceae, Phyllanthaceae, 
Picrodendraceae, Putranjivaceae, and Urticaceae. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 91: e913339. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2020.91.3339 

Tahseen Q. 2014. Taxonomy-the crucial yet misunderstood and disregarded tool for studying biodiversity. Journal of 
Biodiversity & Endangered Species 2: 128. DOI: https://doi.org/10.4172/2332-2543.1000128 

Ter Steege H, Haripersaud PP, Bánki OS, Schieving F. 2011. A model of botanical collectors’ behavior in the 
field: never the same species twice. American Journal of Botany 9881: 31-37. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3732/
ajb.1000215 

Thomson SA, Pyle RL, Ahyong ST, Alonso-Zarazaga M, Ammirati J, Araya JF, Ascher JS, Audisio TL, Azevedo-
Santos VM, Bailly N, Baker WJ, Balke M, Barclay MVL, Barrett RL, Benine RC, Bickerstaff JRM, Bouchard P, 
Bour R, Bourgoin T, Boyko CB, Breure ASH, Brothers DJ, Byng JW, Campbell D, Ceríaco LMP, Cernák I, Cer-
retti P, Chang C-H, Cho S, Copus JM, Costello MJ, Cseh A, Csuzdi C, Culham A, D’Elía G, d’Udekem d’Acoz 
C, Daneliya ME, Dekker R, Dickinson EC, Dickinson TA, van Dijk PP, Dijkstra K-DB, Dima B, Dmitriev DA, 
Duistermaat L, Dumbacher JP, Eiserhardt WL, Ekrem T, Evenhuis NL, Faille A, Fernández-Triana JL, Fiesler E, 
Fishbein M, Fordham BG, Freitas AVL, Friol NR, Fritz U, Frøslev T, Funk VA, Gaimari SD, Garbino GST, Gar-
raffoni ARS, Geml J, Gill AC, Gray A, Grazziotin FG, Greenslade P, Gutiérrez EE, Harvey MS, Hazevoet CS, He 
K, He X, Helfer S, Helgen KM, van Heteren AH, Garcia FH, Holstein N, Horváth MK, Hovenkamp PH, Hwang 
WS, Hyvönen J, Islam MB, Iverson JB, Ivie MA, Jaafar Z, Jackson MD, Jayat JP, Johnson NF, Kaiser H, Klit-

https://doi.org/10.2307/1933371
https://doi.org/10.2307/1933371
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.246
https://doi.org/10.7550/rmb.32013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2016.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2016.07.018
https://10.22201/ib.20078706e.2019.90.2694
https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.328.1.1
https://doi.org/10.2307/2399919
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2706
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2020.91.3339
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2020.91.3339
https://doi.org/10.4172/2332-2543.1000128
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1000215
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1000215


S33

Villaseñor and Meave / Botanical Sciences 100 (Special Issue): S14-S33. 2022

gård BB, Knapp DG, Kojima J-i, Kõljalg U, Kontschán J, Krell F-T, Krisai-Greilhuber I, Kullander S, Latella L, 
Lattke JE, Lencioni V, Lewis GP, Lhano MG, Lujan NK, Luksenburg JA, Mariaux J, Marinho-Filho J, Marshall 
CJ, Mate JF, McDonough MM, Michel E, Miranda VFO, Mitroiu M-D, Molinari J, Monks S, Moore AJ, Moratelli 
R, Murányi D, Nakano T, Nikolaeva S, Noyes J, Ohl M, Oleas NH, Orrell T, Páll-Gergely B, Pape T, Papp V, 
Parenti LR, Patterson D, Pavlinov IY, Pine RH, Poczai P, Prado J, Prathapan D, Rabeler RK, Randall JE, Rheindt 
FE, Rhodin AGJ, Rodríguez SM, Rogers DC, Roque FO, Rowe KC Ruedas LA, Salazar-Bravo J, Salvador RB, 
Sangster G, Sarmiento CE, Schigel DS, Schmidt S, Schueler FW, Segers H, Snow N, Souza-Dias PGB, Stals R, 
Stenroos S, Stone RD, Sturm CF, Štys P, Teta P, Thomas DC, Timm RM, Tindall BJ, Todd JA, Triebel D, Valde-
casas AG, Vizzini A, Vorontsova MS, de Vos JM, Wagner P, Watling L, Weakley A, Welter-Schultes F, Whitmore 
D, Wilding N, Will K, Williams J, Wilson K, Winston JE, Wüster W, Yanega D, Yeates DK, Zaher H, Zhang G, 
Zhang Z-Q, Zhou H-Z. 2018. Taxonomy based on science is necessary for global conservation. Plos Biology 16: 
e2005075. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2005075 

Ulloa-Ulloa C, Acevedo-Rodríguez P, Beck S, Belgrano MJ, Bernal R, Berry PE, Brako L, Celis M, Davidse G, 
Forzza RC, Gradstein SR, Hokche O, León B, León-Yánez S, Magill RE, Neill DA, Nee M, Raven PH, Stimmel 
H, Strong MT, Villaseñor JL, Zarucchi JL, Zuloaga FO, Jørgensen PM. 2017. An integrated assessment of the 
vascular plant species of the Americas. Science 358: 1614-1617. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aao0398 

Vega-Mares JH, Rivero-Hernández O, Martínez-Salvador M, Melgoza-Castillo A. 2020. Análisis de la flora vascular 
de la Sierra Azul, Chihuahua, México. Botanical Sciences 98: 618-652. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2565 

Villarreal-Quintanilla JA, Bartolomé-Hernández JA, Estrada-Castillón E, Ramírez-Rodríguez H, Martínez-Amador 
SJ. 2017. El elemento endémico de la flora vascular del Desierto Chihuahuense. Acta Botanica Mexicana 118: 
65-96. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.21829/abm118. 2017.1201 

Villaseñor JL. 2003. Diversidad y distribución de las Magnoliophyta de México. Interciencia 28: 160-186.
Villaseñor JL. 2015. ¿La crisis de la biodiversidad es la crisis de la taxonomía? Botanical Sciences 93: 3-14. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.456 
Villaseñor JL. 2016. Checklist of the native vascular plants of Mexico. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 87: 559-

902. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2016.06.017 
Villaseñor JL, Espinosa-García FJ. 2004. The alien flowering plants of Mexico. Diversity and Distributions 10: 113-

123. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1366-9516.2004.00059.x 
Villaseñor JL, Ortiz E. 2014. Biodiversidad de las plantas con flores (División Magnoliophyta) en México. Revista 

Mexicana de Biodiversidad S85: S134-S142. DOI: http://doi.org/10.7557/rmb.31987 
Villaseñor JL, Ortiz E, Alvarado L, Mora M, Segura G. 2012. Catálogo florístico taxonómico de los árboles de Méxi-

co. Final report for Project Conabio JE012 (unpublished). Mexico City. http://www.conabio.gob.mx/institucion/
proyectos/resultados/InfJE012.pdf 

Villaseñor JL, Ortiz E, Campos-Villanueva A. 2018. High richness of vascular plants in the tropical Los Tuxtlas re-
gion, Mexico. Tropical Conservation Science 11: 1-12. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082918764259 

Villaseñor JL, Ortiz E, Sánchez-González A. 2022. Riqueza y distribución de la flora vascular del esta-
do de Hidalgo, México. Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad 93: e933920. DOI: https://doi.org/10.22201/
ib.20078706e.2022.93.3920 

Winston JE. 1999. Describing Species: Practical Taxonomic Procedure for Biologists. New York, New York: Colum-
bia University Press. ISBN-13: 978-0231068253 

Guest editor: Victoria Sosa.
Author contributions: JLV developed the original idea and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. JAM commented on it and provided further 
input. Both authors edited the final manuscript.
Conflict of interest: JAM is a member of the Editorial Board of Botanical Sciences and a member of the team of Guest Editors for this special 
issue but took no part in the peer review and decision-making processes for this paper.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2005075
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aao0398
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.2565
http://dx.doi.org/10.21829/abm118.%202017.1201
https://doi.org/10.17129/botsci.456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2016.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1366-9516.2004.00059.x
http://doi.org/10.7557/rmb.31987
http://www.conabio.gob.mx/institucion/proyectos/resultados/InfJE012.pdf
http://www.conabio.gob.mx/institucion/proyectos/resultados/InfJE012.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082918764259
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2022.93.3920
https://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2022.93.3920

	Geographic context and sources of information
	An update of floristic research conducted in Mexico
	Shortfalls in the knowledge of the floristic diversity of Mexico
	Users of floristic studies from other disciplines
	The usefulness of floristic research for other biological disciplines
	Illustrated floras
	Current problems faced by the production of Floras
	Herbarium specimens and databases
	Identification keys and the advancement of floristic knowledge
	Concluding remarks



