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THF. BEE GENUS EMPHOR IN SOUTH AMERICA.

BW C. SCHROTTKY,
Pto. Bertoni, Paraguay.

Mr. J. Vachal (Rev. En%. Caen., Vol. XXVIII, p). 23, 24> cites 3 species ofrniphor from Argentina: l, E. fructifer (Hnlmbg.); 2, E. tricohr (Friese>, and3~. E. bijx Vach. The fi rst is at the saine time the type of the genus TeulemneslaHolmbhg., and the second was described as an Ancylo"celis. Vachal hiniselfregards Ernphor as a su bgenus of Ancyloscelis; but ihis standpoint is not to be.discusse<l here. Changing his terni "subgenus" into "genus," the question isleft open whether he was correct iu synonymiziîîg Teleutemnnesla with Emphor,or flot. As 1 had the occasion to see some specimens of a represenr.îtivt. of thisgroup in the collection of Mr. A. de Winkelried, Bertoni, 1 think il useful togiveletailed description of thern as well as some renîarks on the group ;iý a veliole.For, if Nir. Vachal's v'iews are correct, the genus would have a sijîgular distribution: a few specie, iii Argentina and one in the Eastern Unitedl States. Thespecirnens meiohionc<î aboive came from Santa Fé, Argentina, and cannot bcreferreci t0 an), of the three species cited by Vachal. *rhere is a dlescriptioni ofPlilolhrix tricolor (Friese) gi'.en by Brèthes* (Anal. Mus. Buenos Aires, Vol.- , pl. 1t0, p. 295o), based apparently on the saine insect as the Santa Fé bees,but, as ilseems, not on that described by Friese as A ncyloscelis tricolor. Therearc toi) nuany differences betwccn the description of the latter and the SautaFé becs, so these are treated here as a new species: EmPhor opuntie. Surelythyare at least congeneric and with the saine habits as tricolo r. Mr. A. C.MJensent Ha-tarup states that tricolor "is rarer than the preceding" -AncyoscelisPiizerrirnia "a'nd similarly a cactus-insect" (FMora og Fauna, 1908, p. 1t03).Accor<ling t<, Mr. Joergensen who observed both tricolor aud nigerrima atMendoza, Argeutina, they are one and the same species; the few rcd hairs onthe segmenîts of tricolor are soon lost or decoloured and thus the insct becomesnigerrirna. Thère are no plastic differeuces hetween themi (Zool. Jahrb., Vol.XXIX, 1912, Abt. f. Syst. p. 157).joergensen savs that the bee provides ils nest with a tube above the sou, abehav iour flot observed of auy other bec front Mendoza. Anîong the flowersvisited lie likewise cites an Opuntia (I. c.). The North Amierican species, E.honibiformis (Cress.), on the contrary, mas fouild on tiowers of lpomoea andHlibiscus, as far as I know.
The. species described by E. . Hoîmberg as Tekeutemnesta fructifera is surelyalso congeneric, although there seem to exist slight differences in the venationof the wings. Holmberg says that the second cubital celI is smaller than theflrst or third, with the flrst recuirreut nervure a trie behiud its mniddle. Vachalstate.. that the second cubital celI is almost as large as the first or third, withthe first recurreut nervure between its n.iddle and apex, nearer to its middle,h'w%%e-,er. In opuntioe the second cubital celI is scarcely haîf the leugth of thefirst aitd not more than %~ of the third; the first recurreut nervure enters iu thefemnale almost in the middle of the cell, in the male betweeu middle and apex.u bombiformis fially, the second cubital cel is described as about the legth*Brèthes considers Erpc n f ýluýn-.as ýymsY of ns Smthr.1 Btil. Soc. St Fare, 90 porc.21) ear certainly related but net identicat if the figuresgiven by F. eyit ararrct
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