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ON SOME CONTROVERSIAL ITEMS CONCERNING
. A TEW HEMIPTERA

by BE. $Bergroth
In my pakper on Colobathristidee in these « Annales » 1910, p. 293
wrote : « For Colobathristida DisTant later (1903) mistook a genus
f the Myodochid subfamilies Malcine and Heterogastirine respec-
ively.». Mr. Distaxt (Ann. Soc. Ent. Relg., 1910, p. 418) cannot
eny the fact, but finds fault with this stalement and « to make the
iscussion clearer », he points cuat, wuter alia, that « the objeclion
vas 1'eaylly made by BreppiN (10807) though now repeated by Bunr-
roTiI ». The fact is, however, that orvAri three years before
SREpDIN pointed out that Malcus forms a distinet subfamily and
hat Avéemidorus belongs to the Heterogastrine. It is thus to
Dr. Horvarn rather than to me Mr. DistaxT ought to have addressed
his aﬁti-criticism, for in giving a brief historical review of what
had been wrilten on the Colobathristide I had, of course, simply
1o x‘epéat’fHonvh‘n’s statement, the correciness of which I do not
oubt fora moment. Mr. DisTANT says that it would perhaps have
een better for me 1o mention the fact that the subfamily Malcidee
roposed by Stir (1865) was subsequently discarded by StiAL
unselfm his En. Hem. IV, p. 170 (1874), where he places Malcus
nder « genem et species Lygeidarum incerti loci systematici ».
cou!d not mention such a « fact» because it would have been a
lberate misstatement. If STAL in his Knum. Hem. IV had placed
Talcus i in any of his other subfamilies, I had had the right to say
at he had discarded his subfamily Malcidie. But the type of Malcus
as destroyed or mislaid in 1874 (which is clearly indicated by the
bsence ol the words « Mus. Holm. » afler the name) and thus
nknown Lo ST&L hxmseli \vho consu{uuxl y could not locate it

ow, alcus /Icwulepw STAL (smtellatus le’l‘) and qLute agree
ith HORVA Tl aml BREDDIN in regm‘dmn the Ma cinm a well founded

toArlcnmlmus Mr. DIs]A‘\’I‘ says he is «still a heretxc ». In
 Distant placed Colobrathristes BURM. (sensu lato STALy ;—

rupzm DisT. in the Funily Coreide, and Artemidorus Dist. in the
olobathristine of the fumily Lygeeidee. The logical consequence of
{r. DisTanT’s ¢ heresy » is that he now has to show : 1) that and
vhy. Colobathwstes and Artemidorus, far from belonging to different

are xeallv near I\ re;atud genera;2)that.and why Hoavirh
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- paper on this genus (Deutsche ent. Zeitschr., 1907, pp.
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was wrong in placing Arteniddorus in the Heterogastrinee, Until he
has done so, his opinion of drtemidorus cannot be laken senouslv ‘

As 1o Eumeuolc obscura Westw. T had already staled in my
483-301)
both that all the three figures published of Hlla ingsect are faulty and
defective, and in what particular points they are so. In spite of the
discrepancies in the figures 1 have uo doubl that they all refer:to
the same species. I have scen numerous specimens of it from
Burma and many different islands of the Malayan archipelago, and
may now add that the neuration of the menmbrane is very variable,
scarcely any two specimens being alike in this respect, although
it is always move or less reliculated. When Stin wrote his
«tnumeratio» vol. I, he did not know the insect, but, as Mr. Distaxt
correctlystates, I had overlooked that he mentions it in a subsequent
paper, placing it in the Dinidorinwe. Ie had apparentl y not noticed
the posilion of the spiracles of the first abdominal segment, and
['still regard the genus as forming a distinet division of the Tessara-
tominee,

n 1904 Distaxt deseribed a new genus Dandinus, placing it in
the subfamily Penlatomine. I have an undescribed Australian genus
allied to Dandinus and it is quite possible that Dandinus was
correctly placed by Disraxr, aithough it is a rather ambiguous
form. DistaANT has recently, following ScHoUTEDEN, transferved the
genus to the Graphosomatine and says: « \\’hen the wings of
many Pentatomine are examined we may excepi more inclusions
into the Graphosomatinwe, which is at present, with many genera,
a somewhal difficult problem, if the wing-neuration is to be the
dominant factor. » As the wing-neuration is practically identical in
the Graphosomalinwe and the Pentalomine, and as it in consequence
never hitherto has entered anyvbody’s mind to consider the wing-
neuration a factor (still less w dominant one) in distinguishing these
subfamilies, I fail to grasp the funciful suggestion just cited. 1f
Mr. Drstant has detected some chavacter in the wing-neuration,
by which a Graphosomatin can be distinguished from a Pentatomin,
such a fact will forsooth be highly appreciated by all hummterbta
and it is to be regretted that Mr. DistanNt puts his light under :a
bushel. By all means, let us kncw all about xt, Mr. DisTaxt.




