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The Editors would be very grateful if collectors would send to
them any observations of interest, notes of special captures, and
names of insects from particular districts. This information is
very much appreciated by our readers and your cordial co.
operation is requested.

The new collecting season is now in full swing and the Editors
hope their subscribers will keep the above request well in mind,
AUTHORS ARE REQUESTED TO SEND THEIR COMMUNICATIONS TO

: Dr. B. M. HOBBY, 7 THORNCLIFFE ROAD, OXFORD.

Subscribers are veminded that notices of exchanges, lists of duplicates and desideyatn ’
may be inserted in the Magazine free of charge. This facility should be particularly
wvaluable for those having specimens or books for disposal or those wishing to fill lacunae |
in their collections or libraries.

DESIDERATA.-—Bristor. Boarp Mounts. I shall be pleased to hear (rom anyone
having for disposal a quantity of mounts for Coleoptera, etc., as printed by the late J, H.
Keys.—C. Mackecuniz Jarvis, 16 Linden Road, Bedford.

\/V}\N-TF,D.HEnslin, E., 1912-17, Die Tentbredinoidea Mitteleuropas, Beih. Dtsch.
ent. Z. Please give condition and price.—L. H. WooLLATT, 64 The Quadrant, Wonford
Road, Exeter.
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of Mrcroscors SLipEs, Stains, aND RraGenTs.
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309 OXFORD ROAD, MANCHESTER, 13.
Established 1901. Mention this publication,
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(Contd. jronr p. xxiii of cover.)

One or two minor poiats may be noticed. Is there any definite evidence that, as is
stated on p. 18, the Large Copper occurred in ancient times at Wicken ? And is it certain
that the Mr, W. Wigan, of Canterbury, was merely My, Parry, dealer, of Canterbury,
under another name? This iy implied on p. 244, and much of the indictment of the dealers
depends upon it, but no proof is furnished. And there is probably no basis for the author’s
implication (p. 23%) that records of Pachetra leucophaea Vien. from the Canterbury distriet
in 1873 were fraudulent, for the moth is not uncommon within twenty miles of Canterbury
at the present time. Many dealers in the last century were no doubt very wicked, but real
difficulty in working out’ the past distribution of British Lepidoptera arises because an
unknown proportion of their wares were genuine.——R. F. BRETUERTON.
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© could be dealt with hefore publication or (2

~ some recent decisions of the Zoological Commission.

v_Baumhauer’s‘Introduction to this paper that Me;

L) 4 . o { . s X e o Vg 5 1
: ! , lished. - They did not* decide the issue raisec
Jcigen's paper had been published. They ¢ S
Mleé)lb'n';lgrilch (v. 1911, Canad; Ent!, 43; 35 and 108), and only md;cated
’by ; A L

PRELIMINARY NOTES:- ON .CAPT. GOFFE’S ‘ARTICLE ON 'I‘I'IvE"SYNONYM
OI* SOME GENERA OI* SYRPHIDAL, (I')IP'I‘ER;\) B |

; . : Y J. K. COLLIN, I'.R.E.S. . EE
... Three things are essential for. the correct elucidation of all problemg
Zoological_Nomen_c;lature: (1) A correct, k"nowl_edge of facts. (2)
interpretation of the Code of Rules. (3) Logically correc, 1 orm
application of the interpretations fo the facts., In any publication on %llc)h'
problems, a correct {and not misleading):stla,temenkt of all the facts jg ag
essential preliminary, but the preparation of such a statement is partidjs

larly difficult, involving as it does a close study of all the rel
Difliculfies also occur'in regard to the other two essentials. It was hecaygg,
of the knowledge of these difficulties, and the fact that this question of
Syrphid genera was under consideration by the Dipterologicat Subcommit
of the Royal Entomological Society’s-Committee on Generic Nomenc'latu‘r@,i:
that an effort was ‘made by the present writer; upon receiving a ‘ proofpf.
Goffe’s article (anteq, ppf,’Iog—II7), 'to artange for: either (1) immedigg

togy

-collaboration hétween ‘Goffe and ‘the present writer so that all criticist
! ' 2) collaboration between Goffy |
and the Diptérological Subcommittee mentioned above on all the proble‘m’}l
involved.. However neither of these offers was accepted P o

Only:those who have attempted to apply the Rules to the:many tentatj
proposals for a classification of the Diptéra ‘made b
appreciate the ohstaclas confronting Goffe on the ro
tread, and thesé difficuities have

ay
e
y early writers gy
ad he has ventured i
been enhanced ratHer ‘than ‘diminished -
Al scientific work s

a search for Truth by the aid of Reason, and as the personal element enters
into: nomenclature. ong must add Justice; when dealing with nomenclatugal
work. Justice to the first describer is the only logical reason for the law: of
priority. One thing is quite certain, that the only. decisions on questions in-:
nomenclature (as in all other scientific work) likely to he permanent, are.
those based upon this triple foundation, and, with the provision for applica.:
tions for suspension of the Rules, such decisions are always possible. S
St is unfortuna‘m that Goffe has worked at a di,sad_vantage in not having-
direct access to much of the literature. Thig probably accounts for g certaip
number of the incorrect, or rﬁiSleading, statements of fact and faulty CO‘I:I':-
clusions, found in his paper, which affect the use of some of the names. Ay
all these will be dealt with in a report by the Dipterological Subcommittee
mentioned above, it is proposed at the présent time to' offer only some very
‘ Introduction;” ‘and on the

necessary criticism of statements in Goffe’s
supposed identification of the genus Zelima, L :

Introduction (pp. 109, T10).  The "reason why little wasg heard - of ;
Meigen’s 1800 paper until the beginning of the
c#use it was then universally accepted- that

such generic names were un- 4
recognizable wntil validate by their author.

preseat century was be: §

It was indeed made clear in-

intended to be unrecognj
recognizable.

The full report of the discussion b
Opinion 28 shows that the only point considered by them was whether

zable, until such time as he decided to make them -

F

) .
gen’s generic names were

y the Zoological “Commission on ¥
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natural corollary -of publication) that thernamcs must.'be. ‘us‘e.(j mtlevte?ti
fas awh'ere they ‘are found valid under the Code,’ thus indicating tha
case . .

e T Ives
still necessary to test their-validity ; indeed the:Comrmission themse
Wwas !

A - Yt 6‘-

de-this obligatory two years later by the Plomulgat{on 0;1"0}11)1(? 101?1114 it

mac : disputed- that-Mcigen’s paper was published; ;

5-not - since been-disputed-tha g yaper g P AN

[t -has-no lel's e t' the identity of thic genera
L o . & ZUesSses a .

as been maintained that Hendel's g < in accordance with the Rl

ot 1')t be accepted as validating the names in ‘dccordance with the: Rules,

¢Anno

; i sogniza originally intended.
- and that the names must: remain- tinrecognizable as originally §
H [ 2F 4iid 8
ative literatypef 4

t be strictly followed in all cases may
Those who protest:that-the Rules must be strictly f

g \re‘ﬂ tonsider that‘iB'eZZl’S tacit ‘ddmlSSIOH that W e
AW

. . . - ‘e Nt Z.: 2Tiviacen
Héndel’s:interpretdtion of the 1860 names (19‘08,(T/Veu)L. Eglt'.s[fec)l - na?vg
- rtled point,. t hr Hendel subsequently (1gog)- published a
ettled the: point;. though { : ‘ .98} 26) a
S[etiial that. Bezzi ,rea-lly meant what he published (T/VllCIE En’I; Zd, ﬁésigh) ’aq
gentarinar Pus : ' -Aldrich- accepted Bezzi's adn

ial which- could deceive no:one: : ' i R
den-llﬂ} W1hl;; (Canad. Ent., 48: 432).  Evidence that the Zoological (ljoizr
y n . = te AL TEL,, . 3 . T e
ﬁl}a*i:)n hga(l come to the same conclusion: was: p'lo'vme.dv f.OUY. ye‘ilhsk jnlv
ml“5152) ‘when O‘p\i‘nio‘n 46 was: promulgated, an Opinion Jr.ldlcatmeg: ! lfch a,s
(Izaizs by which genotypes could be assigned to generic names
mean.

Y i pas i thlS p'irllon mn
‘ > L ¢:1s .10 mention ,Of
- lhOSe mn IVIelg ell’S 180() paper, et ther : O

3 S X ‘th (1942
Goffe’s -article though it has been recently’ analysed at. soine-length (10942,
nt. mon. Mag., 18:97-103), . <. "+ EE o P
EﬂtIL is evideit that in paragraph 4 -of his Introduction C.}oﬂ;e‘l'lla‘swmber
PO [ 1S R . [ JHaroe - ainst ar \
" uments -and made submissions:(including a Lhdl’.g&dgfdé e
aror C P . e Y ‘ | i .
d;%?ntomologists ') upon-an entirely. incorrect Lon\,clr)%(?n otten? o ety
; The:genus Zelima -Meigen 18ov (pp. 110, 11 1).4’1 ls.Zaeli,,nlf)is e
he un ilZl]led species originally- included in the genus Ze ma or hoeping
“C i)-le—of the fault in reasoning known as ,‘,:Petztzo piﬁwftf;e s
C,lxal ]ﬁestion > The whole-argument:is. based upon the ?B'nlc/ Thoaet
e q7 lina was:a genu\s. of -Syrphidae, and proves: nfo 1 g_.s apough
A . ’ e 1 atl 7 e
”/}ﬂ_t e’s 1800 paper was ¢alled a - Classification,” no 1(:I ere?i,? b
; ien ' i ' that - Me
) re'lg siven to families, -therefore ‘to state. categoz‘u.:all)-; .tmt o ’;ives i
s 1gthe number of Syrphid genera to twelve’ .in t]llfa,dpapne;(l lves the
i - 1 i S 5 o L e 3 {e
1‘“-‘?‘?(1 false impression that he stated. which were Syrphi be;be re,coghized
| 'ent'ul?}f ses the family to which any. genus: bel(?ngcd must ,~fé.vey i
from the bei : ic diagnosis only, and there is nothing w wat ¢
o o oy Senert? lz? to indicate that it was a Syrphid genus, i
. . . o ) ‘ :
riginal diagnosis of Zelima. ' . i rorac. Moén
Ol'lgluz l "ualfy well have been a-genus in the MuscmlaefALa.tlylsance eotgen
e ‘ i sra | i f families:; for ins ;al !
: enera in order o ; ; ’
did hot -even arrange his genera 11 ; 3 for T wener
. DOL i‘VTachinidg'lc is ‘placed :between: . the: two 1\11,k(:wn S}efrap Wei o
Chrrao pas 0 (5.1t would “aj pear that the:genera; ere p
Chnysogaster and“swphu‘sf. i/lt ; tievntionp indicated in Baumhauer's intro-
sely misplaced as part of the intention, nizuble /. This intention is now
Pose_ly lii:?tlfe paper, to-anake.them- unrecognizsuble . lhls]'::;ic owcrintions
~f: : B o1, I~ 7 © oor ’ crinti
a/utltl;n:o‘wn therefore it is-incorrect tovstate Llhat .’tha ge i
ell koown; 't . ¢ o e .
were ‘ditended to be: contrasted VVIPh one-.gn.ot i
 FEven if-the utter impossibility of rec,og?l-zmgl»)een e orignall
' ( is. could nog:have bee one the 0 :
-be overlooked, Xylota f;egmls Q,CterS' were give as: distinguishing the two
i | species. ly five chara e give as;
included species. Only

‘ Syrphid genus



, peculiar to, Zelima only. I

. (lpp\ at elltly m an af teH'LPt t [ OV h the were know 0] Me (&3 1
O pPr ¢ tha 3 1
t (,} nt g 11 e

154 - w . ]
) L 'Uu‘l}i

;Ei‘;‘f’; ;(:;{f;g’?l]); lflcluc!ci(l und’e‘r Zelimafrom-all other Diptera, and:
and (2) Hind fér(i]oei'i b :5(1.)‘ Vhird antennal joint “en palette oblongug
éntitlecl o claim t(; -r )a‘l m.cf:’s. d'un rang de piquans.’ One. is certainly nb‘t‘
they possess these (o %Logm‘? Species. ag belonging to this ‘genus . unlgg, |

Y. p 8. these two: characters exactly as:described. With regard to t}?: i

-first character, the mean; 3 i ¢ a
, e mea : C S
, leaning of Meigen $ “en palette oblongue ? ‘can on-]y:f S e e
is \i'h)’ all FS.Cieh:tiﬁ(‘, work i“nV(v)IviDg changes must he dilig ntly checked

pefore the conclusions are adopted. This ‘checki‘ﬁg is a duty (a disagrecable
duty when it means publicly correcting the mistakes of 'a persohal\fi‘iénd)
which' everyspecialist’ must undertake without Hesitation, otherwise con-

be deci >y S
o k(}le;’llfsd :I)e’ i;l;llog-y Wl»_"tlrlbothe,l‘ dg’Scriptions by him:in which his meariing:‘i
hird ante’nnal (.'Oinliof ell;trtled to place oi/i.r'own i1y1ferpretation\upon ity TR
sh',apeg to that ijll_~saél{]' Ot? »*X:ylota seguis and sylvarum is. very similar
joint in Syfﬁll’l'lé‘vulels (;;E:Libesdyll)l;hlc[sélé,m Slli[i'lli,lyé,I()l]g'ey than - wide; thig
vi . L S ‘ en-m the r8oo paper as:‘en e
1():113;;11’[ eql;zlllélsfiﬁlon%, :alld in )his 1803 . paper: as ‘vlé'llljgllich iTUI]ZI?’fpjlt‘ettej";
iﬁ‘ust ind‘igate a Jang ich 1‘1111(1; the'n the ‘en palette oblongue* of Z’éh h
cated by the “fas?fllnrt. .rnucI‘1 lyonggr ' proportion -to* its: width ;than isdh’dii
of the 1805 p ]er-(: e’;ll*und of l'.?uxmeros.'seg nis and’ HeliOPhilusrs:'ylé}d'rm",;
dentificatioo, :an% S. ) is dl(.)ne is .suﬂiment ‘to ‘malke : Gofte’s sLIggfes'tféd'-‘\
dence: segnis has‘f?z’o Orllymy mpossible, but it is supported: by other v |
hind femetn 23S 11 :r.gowg (alinost equal in length) of spines beneath gy |
second row., no‘tv entltleﬂ to ‘asswme that Meigen overlooked th) ‘
Fi - Go - Toa T
tribvutéljiy’e (';off’e states ‘tha't ‘A ylota segnis and’ sylvarum are-* widely dig -
pecies,’ the former abundant everywhere,” the latter COInl)]]Oﬂ?)
)

Sy

nature ’in the yedr: for [ thi
o i b }t/ec;r 1809, .f01 proof of this is just as neeessary- in the cas
of mhecies sc ected as0r1g1nallysvmc'luded‘,«vas'proof that they were natiy X
o Page, zlec;tluse of Meigen’s restriction of the included spécies in ‘t}‘(zs
7.1o: those possessin, g lificati \ A £
Molganb ot hase p o ng l‘)oth,th'ese qualifications, A reference tg
mogen’s if ’,s Of: these two species. in 1822 proves that. even  aftéy
re 1-22 years’ collecting he S onl; . s was. { nicht
! g he could only state that i i fni

ore ¢ " . ng . 3 ¢ that segnis wag.¢ (
T}l:éuﬁlg, and sylvarum - hier nicht gemeinsauf Bliiten o "‘ o
:hough syn¢ sel has i ) cenotyn:
bl g1 synonymy seldom: has any hearine: on: th st g c
fixation,  because synonyms -do net.dutomati b'11 I e the.same Conotype
, ; -Dot.automatically: have the:san
y-have the:same type,.ong -

cant h ) a \ d B y y
at
0 S S ! 1243
[ of ho 1est [ /omaintain t jﬂllﬂlel' S 1S a nonym ol 21611'771'( \VhCll ()[
- p

] I ! . ! ) ‘l ., : 1. . . l . l . l .
e Cll/ ) O 1 p ortant c aracters dis llg Uis nnb Zé ima, one-.1s Obvious )
not the same iy 1,[” oS dDd the Oth( 1 t y >V | u ‘J( 1 l’ 1‘ a;’ 0s .
h 1nerg » 1€ - 2 S not .even: lﬂ(,l d l
o o v € i ts I 5y
5 that thlS ldttel Chal acter ( '.llC, Slllg’l(;’ row : of .Spll]es)‘ 18 Plcsul‘nabl): ‘one ‘

Further mistak i o ) ’ ’
HSLAREs on p.irio include the imitaf . :
espéoes’ . A & -hmitation of Meigen’s 1i4g
ha_[‘)’e bs undu.Zell,.ma, to species * recognized: up to 1800 - e m{feﬁ s ' 2
dssur —i?n undescribed species known' to “Meigen. . ’J‘heifev'lr}; wi tfa‘ "
‘Ze'li,,;]p 10115;11 connection withi ‘the:dist:of ‘species ‘considerectl refgvobl e
ma Lo e o : - referable:
(2) that lflzst hat t.lt))tlare were twelve Syrphid -genera-in ‘the. 1800 paper int((l)
possible to apportion -species paper,. :
look : ’ ; o species to-all these gencrai- It is, overs
sy(:jl({)id Lhaif gS”’Phu§ annidatus- Pnz, was listed: by Megigen i,n’It815’OVC‘fi«
m of Eumeris tijo; . ' ' In 1822-.as.%
Euim.e-ryz o ?romuttr}zeruf.s tricolor, and why omit species: of Sphegina Ascia?:ﬁ:il
his 1803 paper ¢ edhst»? AIEO, ‘why assime! that Meigen includeci Zelima m
S 3 Ider another mame? : Even I i - e
IS o ame; en - Hendel  did R
all ’?;]e 1800 genera were redescribed in 1803 '¢ hot maintain that .
he question Fher i e ot : : N I
question whethér it s possible (or-'impossible) to recognize from

,1,9.44']
the -original generic publlication' any one of the-species originally included
ander Meigen’s 1800 generic names, and thus dedide, in accordance with
Opinion 46, whether any one of these generic names can be validated (or
must become a’ genus dubium), is not one to be settled by assumptions ‘such
as those initiated by Hendel, but by reason based on Lruth. :

fusion will only beconi¢
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" Everyone is liable to make mistakes, some more than others, and that

more confounded when the mistakes are ultimately

discovered. AR
i1t would not:be-correct for the present . writer to anticipate any decisions

on- the ‘generic names to be used in ‘the Syrphidaeswhich the British:Gori-
mittee on- Generic. Nomenclature may. finally. .agree to, adopt ; he: can ‘only
adyise students of British Diptera that they can avoid causing unnecessary
confusion by using the old names until the Committee’s report is published.

-‘v:,iRay,lzlnds‘, Newmarket, .,

June 15th, 1944.

Apamea (= Xylophasia) monoglypha Huifn. (Lep., Agrotidae) as prey of bats.—The note

by Prof. Heslop Harrison (antea, p. 120) recalled to me an observation which 1 wrote down
at the time but which has remained unpublished nearly fourteen years. On July 1oth, 1930,
when visiting the ancient church at the little village of Iden, near Rye, Sussex, I found the
floor. in several parts of the building, nave, aisles and chancel, -sprinkled with fragments,
mostly wings, of a large number of moths, and with excreta of bats. 1 also had little doubt
that I heard bats rustling and squeaking among the roof-timbers, where they were appa-
rently firmly established, though the' church was not in a neglected state. " All the moth-
fragments 1 could find . were put in a match-box and sent to Prof. Poulton, whose paper on
¢ British insectivorous hats and their prey ’ had been published the preceding year (Proc.
Zool. Soc.Lond., 1929 277-303). T thought that Prof. Poulton might include my record in
a supplement-to his paper, -but (so far as I know) none was written. I later recovered the
pieces, - whichi Mr. 'W. H, Tams kindly examined and pronounced to be nearly all referable
to one species, the Dark Arches (4. monoglypha). This moth is evidently eaten in great
numbers by British bats, for in the table of remains of specimens on pp. 284-5 of Prol.
Poulton’s .paper it has the second highest total, being exceeded only by the Large Yellow
Underwing (1'riphaena pronuba L.). 1 do not know what species of bat were present in
Iden church, and in many cases it is uncertain how far bats are selective, or which bat-
species devour any particular species of moth. ‘But A. monoglypha is mentioned in the
same paper (p. 297) as preyed on by the Greater Horseshoe Bat (Rhinolophus ferrum-
equinum Schreber) at the Cheddar Caves, and (p. z95) as being almost certainly eaten by
the Whiskered. Bat (Myotis mystacinus Kuhi).—Huen Scorr, Ancastle Cottage, Gravel

Hill, Henley-on-Thames: [une 16th, 1944.. B
ted from the British List.—
r, 1926. This’is the only
’ (Donisthorpe, 1939,

Owypoda pilosicollis Bernh. (Col., Staphulinidae) to be di
Taken by Dr. Joy in a log of wood in Wind'sor Forest, Ea
known  British specimen, and s now in the L\'afiqnal Collection
Prelim. List Col, Windsor Forest: 27) An examination of the specimen in question (which
bears a label with Bernhauer’s writing) shows it to be nothing more than a rather large
and brightly cololured»exax‘nple of ‘Ixclmoglqs&d prolixa Grav. Mr. Donisthorpe and Dr.
Blair agreed that this'was so. The species must therefore be erased both from theé- abeve
list and from thie British fauna.<=A. Al ALtuN, 27 Churchfield Path;’ Chéshunt, Herts. :

June 19th, 1944. ) ;



