Towards a Rational Nomenclature of Hybrid Cutlery  
One of the first challenges of a young discipline is to establish terminology.  The twin nomenclatural ideals of usability and accuracy are inevitably at odds, and satisfactory compromises are only achieved through prolonged and sometimes heated debate in professional circles. 
The situation of contemporary culinary technoanthropology is in many ways analogous to that of organic chemistry in 19XX—a burgeoning field ripe with fresh discoveries and bright young researchers clamoring, like the stonewrights of Babel, in a thousand different tongues,  desperate for a common language.  Organic chemistry provides an instructive historical example, and one which, frankly, has as much bad about it as good.  Admittedly, the nomenclatural problem of organic chemistry is huge:  to produce a systematic language which perfectly maps the infinite number of possible molecules onto the infinite number of possible names, and to do so using rules which can be easily remembered and quickly implemented by anyone who might need to go from name to structure or from structure to name.  This perfect one-to-one correspondence is what is meant by “rational” nomenclature, and this is the challenge to which culinary technoanthropology must now rise.  

The purpose of this document is to propose a system of rational nomenclature for standardization of our field.  It begins with a brief historical overview of the discipline with an emphasis on emergent linguistics, moves on to discuss the advantages and drawbacks of the various common naming systems, and proceeds finally to synthesize and defend a new system which, it is argued, represents the optimum compromise.  Specific procedural recommendations are then put forward together with a rough timeline.      
History

Evolution of western and eastern eating utensils glossed.  

Etymology of “primitive” names considered.  Political correctness of “chopstick” considered.  

Are IUPAC names always in “English”?  If not, are there German and French rules as well?  Consider this issue for CTA.  

Origin of hybrid cutlery and initial terms, c.f. Ballard, “Spork” Wikipedia

Issues

Boundaries of discipline.  No drinking straws, no folding or nesting polyutensils.  

Standardization of primitives

Functional Requirement

Redundancy proscription

Thankfully, the universe of possible hybrid culinary implements is considerably smaller, at least for practical purposes, that that of possible molecules.  To begin with, the elements of hybrid cutlery are only four in number, rather than the hundred-plus chemical elements of the periodic table.  These cutlery elements, known as “primitives,” are derived from hundreds of years of anthropological observation and have been established as comprehensive, which is to say that any eating utensil in common use today can be adequately described in terms of the four primitives.  Note that the drinking straw is traditionally excluded from cutlery studies.  Note, moreover, that while it may be possible to manufacture useful eating utensils that introduce new primitives (“tweezers” have often been suggested in this capacity, although many have argued they are subsumed under “chopsticks”), to date these exist only as curiosities.  The standing blahblah committee of the ACRONYM meets annually to review developments in the field, and although the recognition of a fifth primitive (the so-called “Ethereal Utensil”) has been the subject of much hype for the past decade, the committee has continually deferred its introduction.  In his introductory remarks at the 28th annual ACRONYM conference, committee president blahblah explained that “the committee is determined not to succumb to fads.  We are not concerned about theoretical curiosities from the obscure corners of the World Wide Web; we are concerned about what our descendants will be eating with a hundred years from now.”  Barring unprecedented sweeping cultural changes, then, it seems very likely that the cutlery primitives will remain four in number for the foreseeable future.

Besides radically fewer elements, at least two more factors exist which simplify the problem of cutlery nomenclature over that of chemical nomenclature.  First and foremost, there is the requirement of functionality.  While molecules may have functions and are often designed with particular functions in mind, they exist and operate in nature quite independently of human intentionality.  Cutlery, however, is distinctly man-made        
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Figure 1.  The four cutlery primitives, with Ballard hybridizations.

Reimagine as tetrahedron, provide cut-out model.  ( Leads to Somebody’s “Semiquantitative” approach using tetrahedral coordinates.  
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Figure 2.  Tetrahedral model of Ballard hybridization.

Notion of secondary, tertiary, and quaternary hybrids.  

The question of forbidden hybrids.  Forbidden hybrids are traditionally considered to be those which destroy the functional character of one of the hybridized primitives.  Others rightly observe that the function of nomenclature should be wholly descriptive, rather than analytical, at least to the extant that ideal is possible, and point out that while forbidden hydrocarbons are never to be found in nature, so called “forbidden” utensils are readily manufactured and probably exist somewhere in the world today.  
Convergent versus divergent hybrids.  The “Tire Iron” configuration.  

Terms apply only to static implements and do not describe polyutensils that fold or nest for storage.  
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