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of the wasps of the genus Pepsis is apt to deceive the col
especially during flight.

lector

Alcathoe pepsioides atra n. sub-sp,

Male.  Antenna  black above, fuscous
thorax, abdomen, caudal appendage and |
hyaline patch at th
panse, 29 mm.

Female. Like the male, but lackin
Alar expanse, 32 mm.

Habitat.  Jemez Springs, N. M.,

Types.. Holot
Engelhardt, B
Museum.

below.  Head,
egs black. A round
¢ anal margin of the hindwings. Alar ex

g the caudal appendage’

7,000 feet, August. ;
ype male and allotype female, collection G. P
rooklin Museum.

Paratype male, U. S. National

Described from three specimens collected by J. Woodgate i1
the mountains near Jemes Springs, N. M., at altitude of 7,000
feet. Other specimens from the same source taken at Fort Win
gate at 6,000 feet or less are typical A, pepsioides and so also
are specimens collected by Prof. I, I1. Snow in Oak Creek Can
yon, Ariz., at 6,000 feet. This difference of 1,000 fect in eleva-
tion throughout the southern part of the Rocky Mountain system -
is accompanied by important floral and faunal changes, as, for
example, the transition from cedar and pifion pine to yellow pine:
forests. Among insects the effect of altitude frequently is ex-
pressed by intensification in coloration and it seems plausible to
explain the occurrence of the black form of A pepsioides as due
to such causes. The black form ““rwalberi ” of A. caudata, of
which only occasional specimens restricted to the male sex have
been found, quite properly has been placed as a variety.” The
form atra of A. pepsioides, on the other hand, occurs in both:
sexes and as it appears to replace the parent race at high alti
tudes, it has been given the rank of a sub-species.
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ON THE “ANNECTANT BUGS” OF MESSRS. McATEE
AND MALLOCH.

In Vol. XIX of this Buirerin, McAtee and Malloch lmvu_*

published a paper under the heading ** Some annectant bugs of
the superfamily Cimicoideae.” This paper requires some cont-
ments, lest some tyro in hemipterology may be misled by it.
. After reading the pompous and self-sufficient introduct{on to
the paper with all that big talk of the “ defects,” “ errors,” * con-
fusion,” and “flaws ” in the writings of previous authors, one
might really expect the quality of the paper to be somewhat dif-
ferent from what it proves to be.

The authors begin with a kev to the groups treated in their
paper, these " groups” consisting of four Lllﬁ(ﬁ: Idio-
tropus Tieb., gen. Peritropis UhL, gen. Diphleps Bergr., and the
subfamily Isometopinae. As will be shown below, there are sev-
cral errors in this key of a few lines. The authors then give a
ription of what they call [diotropus Fich. Al
15 has two-segmented tarvsi the joint authors

By Il Berarorir, Ekenis, Finland.

gen.

new gener
o

o)

though the gem
assign it to the family Anthocoridac “ because of prq‘)ondcr‘ance
of the evidence,” adding that “if the genus be referred to I\‘IICI'()'—‘
physidae, it does still more violence to diagnoses of t.hat group.
In their descriptions of Idiotropus the authors (ICSCI‘II:)G the ros-
trum as three-segmented in spite of the fact that Fieber, the
founder of the genus, expressly states that it is fom'»segx'nentcd,
and figures it so. The joint authors do not clearly state in what
respects their Zdiotropus doces violence to diagnoses of that- group
and whose diagnoses they have used, but they have apparently
stared their eves out at the three-jointed rostrum. This char-
acter is of little consequence, for Schioedte has shown long ago
that an anatomical investigation proves the rostrum of all [eter-
optera, even those with apparently only three rostral segments,
to be four-segmented, although basal segment is more or less
shortened or rudimentary in many forms. Idioiropus as de-
scribed by McA. and M. is no more an “anncctant bug” or a
“ connecting link ” than the Nabidid genus Scotomedes Stal with
its apparently three-jointed rostrum is a connecting link between
the Nabididae and the Reduviidae. It is in every respect {ex-
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cept the beak) a quite typical Microphysid; to refer it to the An-
thocotidae is little short of absurd. The venation of both th
fore and the hind wing in the Microphysidae is very character-
istic of this family and quite different from that of the Antho-
coridae. As the joint authors give a figure of both wings of .
their Idiotropus and of the fore wing of a male AMicrophysa
tenella, it is strange that they did not see that these two insects
belong to the same family. As to this Microphysa tenella, some!
parts of which are figured on the plate, I suppose it is a new
species with this name, but it is not mentioned at all in the text !
These figures (18, 19, 20) much resemble the corresponding:
parts of Myrihedobia tenella Zell, but if thev arc taken from%
this Ifuropean species, it remains for the authors to explain the®
reasons why they have transferrved it to the genus AMicrophysa
Of all the literature concerning Anthocoridae and Microphysi
dae the joint authors scem to have known almost nothing except;
a small good but antiquated paper by Tieber printed 65 yearss
ago. Had the authors known Reuter’s excellent Monographia
Anthocoridarum (which also comprises the Microphysidae), o
Saunders’ Hem. Heteropt. of the British Tslands, or the Cata
logue of Lethicrry and Severin, or that of Oshanin, it would
have been clear to them that it is a well known fact since nearl;

genus Myrmedobia Baer., which was based on females and of
which it thus is a synonym, the males of this genus being mac’
ropterous, the females always brachypterous. Trom the first-
mentioned work they would have seen that the genus Idiotropus
McA. Mall. (nec Fieb.) has all characters of the family Micro:

rostrum which is three-segmented as in another Microphy&dif

genus (Nabidormorpha Popp.).

To anyone acquainted with the sexes of M yrmedobia Baer.
(Idiotropus Tieb.) it is clear that /diotropus McA. Mall. is a
quite distinct genus for which I propose the name Mallochiold!
Uhler had correctly designated it in his collection as a new genus;

That authors writing anno mundi 1924 and living in a city s
. . . . : 2y
with excellent libraries proceed to describe a remarkable new
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it belongs to or other modern works manifests a carelessness
almost unprecedented in the writings of American entomologists.

The authors then speak of the genus Perttropis, which in their
kev 1s said to have two closed cells, although Poppius in his 1m-
portant paper on the Cylapinae (apparently unknown to McA.
and ML) states that some species of this genus have only one
cell.  The authors contend that the grounds for placing Peri-
tropis in the Miridae and in the subfam, Cylapinae of that fam-
ily “indeed could not have been well considered,” because the
genus has two-jointed tarsi. The observation that the tarsi in
Peritropis are two-jointed is correct (the fact was overlooked
by Poppius), but this is barely a generic character, even if it
proves to be constant, and does not prevent it being a typical
member of the Cylapinae. Tn the Pentatomidae there m‘c,';\pnrt
‘from the Acanthosominae, some genern ofsvarious groups—Jfor
mstance Wealgria Beverv MCompastes Stl, Lhalaccus Stal, Shive-
lersuy Bergr, and Platytarus* Bergr-—that have two-jointed
tarsi.  None of the above genera are related infer se, nor are
they connecting links hetween the groups thev helong to and the
Acanthosominae.  Likewise we have 3 few RC(IU\‘H(IVQ‘(:HCI‘&, for
ingnnco Diarthrotarsus Pergr. and Leptolestes [':(‘l')\"l‘.; with two-
jointed tarsi, being however typical Reduviidae and in no way
connecting links between this family and some other one haviné{
l\\'o-jo.in.ted tarsi. In the genus Reduwins all tarsi are normally
t‘lll‘eg—~101xqte(] as in the allied forms, but there is one species with
two-jointed hind tarsi and another in which the front tarsi have
a single segment. In the Aleocharinae among the Coleoptera
we find several wery closely allied forms with a different number
of tarsal joints. \Why should not the Miridae occasionally have
two-jointed farsi? TIn the majority of Miridae the tarsi are con-
Struc'ted in such a way that the apex of the two first joints is
as thick as the base of the following joint or nearly so and that
ILas produced on its underside over (he base of the next joint.
;Thc tarsal segments are thus practically inflexible and separated
rom each other not by a true articulation but by a more or less
long and always oblique suture, which sometimes 15 50 weak
qlzlt the.use of potassium hydrate is necessary to make it clis-
ety visible. In a lefter to Knight several years ago I called
theze Mirids leaf-walkers in opposition to the true Mirinae which
are straw-climbers with properly articulated flexible tarsi If
I a Mirid tarsus of the inflexible type the suture between two
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adjacent segments is entirely obliterated, as the case is in P
tropis, this is only what might be expected to occasionally oc¢
and is of still less systematic importance than in the Pentatom;
and Reduviid genera with two-jointed tarsi. Peritropis, there
fore, cannot be said to “go far toward bridging the gap betwee
mirid and isometopid forms,” it is no more an “annectant bug
or a “connecting link” than Mallochiola is. It is a true Miri
and I agree with Poppius that its place is in the subfamily Cyl3
pinae.  Writers who, like McAtee and Malloch, feel a callin
ior systematic reformatory work in Hemiptera will have to use
other characters than the number of rostral and tarsal jointsk
and, above all, should not draw conclusions from a single_‘ e
tached characte™ unsupported by others. B
The joint authors give a new description of the genus Diphle
Bergr. and their description and figure of the head are very di
ferent from the ones given by me. This is due to the fact thaf
in my type-specimen, when still fresh, the head by some accide
had been crushed back from in front. Several American hemip
terists, who have seen the type, agree in this. As the head also
in the injured specimen is quite svmmetrical and identical on}
either side, T was misled as to its real strocture. An examingaz s
tion by transmitted light proves the venation of the membrane
to be as figured by McA. and M. These authors do not include;
Diphleps in the Isometopidae, because it “‘resembles Peritropisy
so much so that the presence of ocelli loses its impressiveness
a primary character segregating mirid from non-mirid form
This seems to me to be a great exaggeration, and I think thg
every unbiased hemipterist having a Diphleps and a Pcrih’?’/{}
before him side by side must admit after a careful comparisg
that the resemblance is only superficial—a parallelism or cong
vergence in certain characters—and that the differences are mug
more obvious and salient. This does not preclude the probabil
that the Miridae in a measure are of polyphyletic origin and thi
Peritropis and other Cylapinac descend from one branch ofth
Isometopidae. As I have remarked in another place, T regard
the Mirids of the division Halticaria as more or less direct]
descendent from certain Isometopidae, but the latter, still larg
undescribed, are much more polymorphous than has heretof
heen surmised, and after a study of them all it will by and& ]
be clearer from what groups of Isometopidae the different groyl
of the Miridae have their source. It would be premature;hels

to dilate further upon this subject. I will only set forth that in
my opinion it is not Peritropis and its allies, but the Bryocorinae
that ought to be derived from Diphleps-like ancestors. Only
among them we find forms with a cuneus similar to that of
Diphiepy and in the venation of the membrane approaching it
I can see no “annectant bug” in Diphleps; it belongs to the Iso-
nictopidae, although forming a distinet subfamily. In the opin-
jon of the American authors Teratodia Sergr. is the male of
Diphleps.  'This seems to wme highly improbable. My figures
{rand 3) of the pronotum are correct. In Diphleps the anterior
pronotal angles are projecting in the form of a large interiorly
sinuate, exteriorly rounded lobe touching a large part of the cve,
in Teratodia these angles are only slightly produced, not nearly
plibe touching the eye. There is no sexual difference of this kind n
: any other fsometopid or Mirid.  The black median annulation
o the seeond antennal joint, so conspicuous in Diphicps, is lack-
ing m Teratodia. Unfortunately the type of the latter is the
only male of the subfamily Diphlebinac hitherto found. Unul
Diphleps and Teratodia have been found in copulo or at least
= together on the same tree, I regard them as distinet. ,
"~ The [sometopidae are considered only a subfamilv by AcA.
and M., and in the key to the groups they are said v have one
losed cell in the membrane, although there are two cells in some
-genera, the other cell being particularly well developed in fso-
melopidea Popp. The joint authors give a key to eight of the Iso-
metopid genera, but as they in their descriptions of the new cen-
era leecoris and Wetmorea and of Lidopus Gibs. have omitted
the most fmportant generic characters—the shape anid length of
the clavus and the presence or absence of a claval commissure—
it is impossible to know from the descriptions in what groups of
the family these genera should be placed in the systematic ar-
fangement outlined by me (Not. Iont. IV, pp. 4-5). As T hap-
Pen to know two undeseribed species of wlcecoris, a genus easily
'_TCCOgni;:c(l by the unusual structure of the two first antennal
joints, I can here state that this genus belongs to the division
My‘iommnria. Reuter, who well knew both Myiompia Put. and
Heidemannia Uhl, has long ago stated that he had carefully com-
pered them, that they are perfectly identical, there being no
generic difference, and that Poppius also had examined them
tih the same result. He also expressly stated that the differ-
fices in the structure of the head, which seem to be present in
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the figures, should be ascribed to the drawer and do not ex; THE NEUROPTERA AND MECOPTERA OF KANSAS.

in the specimens themselves. In spite of all these emphatic staf
ments of Reuter, which the authors say they “are not unmindfgi3
of,” they have not relied on them, but dismiss them with the ré
marks that the " almost holoptic condition |of Heidemannia] is®
sufficient to distinguish it from A/yiomma and that they think
they “can rely on the figure prepared by Puton.” The quot
remarks show how little attention they have paid to Puto
paper, for these figures were not prepared by Puton, who €
pressly states that they were drawn and painted by IFieber a few?
days before his death. Also on the plate Fieber is clearly indi
cated as the drawer. From Fieber’s many figures in Reute
Hem. Gymn. Eur. we know that they, though beautifully draw

By Rocer C. Sanrrm, Kansas State Agricultural College.

Kansas has a good representation of Neuroptera and Mecop-
tern, and several species among those listed may be appropri-
ately classed as common insects. This list is of especial interest
in that 1t shows a blending of the eastern and western species,
and of northern and southern ones.

Several lists of the Kansas species of these two orders have
been published, the most important one being Tucker (35).2

* Numbers in parentheses refer to the bibliography.

Other lists somewhat less complete have been published by
Banks (1) and Tucker (4).

The Tist here given includes those taken by the writer in five
summers’ collecting in Riley County, those in the collection of
the Department of Entomology of the Kansas State Agricultural
College, and those in the collection of Kansas University supplied
through the courtesy of Professors S. J. Hunter and H. B, Hun-
gerford. A list of the identified specimens of these srders now
in the Kansas University collection was furnished the writer
also with the locality and name of the identifier. Parts of these
data have been included in this paper in an effort to make the
list as nearly complete as is possible at this time.

Specimens of nearly all of the species listed have been sent to
Dr. Nathan Banks for determination or verification, and the
writer is pleased to acknowledge this valuable and authoritative
ments in all points. The interocular space immediately beforft "‘55‘5:[?““)@‘- Species marked with an asterisk (*) were verified
the ocelli is in Myiomma one-fourth the width of an eye/ ing by Dr. L;mks,. otherwise, L}ﬂl@S§ Fre(‘hte(l fo 11111'1 or to somceone
Heidemannia about the same, in front of that place it is justfa else, the Specimens were 1(.!011t1he(l by the writer. \Vhere no
trifle narrower in Heidemannia than in Myionma, the mesog CO]_IeCtOI' 1s named, thﬁ“ specimens were USUHH')' collected by the

: wnter.  The names of collectors have been given except where
the species is rather common and many specimens have been
tuken.

rect.  Puton says in his description: “Yeux énormes, occupant
tout le dessus de la téte et ne laissant entre eux qu 'un étroit
espace rectangulaire.” This description ought to have been suffi
cient to dispel every doubt concerning Reuter’s statements, it;
correct and alse fite Heidemannia perfectly, but ic totally
variance with Fieber’s figures, which represent the interocula
space as subequal in width to an c¢ye and the posterior parts of
the ocular orbitae as strongly divergent backward.  McA. andg
M. have either not understood the above sentence or (whatsis
more probable) thev have not found it worth the trouble to r%ad
the description at all. I have carefully compared some specimen

of Myionuna and Heidemannia and can verifv Reuter’s stated

with exactly the same oblique lateral ridges, etc.  Af. ci'xiifor
UhL is closely alhied to A7, fiecbery Tut., the chicf dlﬁexe%’
being in the sculpture of the corium. The outcome of McAtegs

In the listing of species, Comstock’s classification as to families
. . N f.',,‘,
and Malloch's setting-aside of Puton’s and Reuter’s statemchispy

has heen followed.

—

* Contribution No. 346 from the Lintomological TLaboratory,

. : 4 wie Kansas State Agricultural College. This paper embodies some

are also to be found in the paper, as might be expected whe of the results obtained in the prosecution of State Project No.
- 115 of the Agricultural Fxperiment Station,

terology T am well acquainted with. .




