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er-rors as to vi//ula and d1odçci are repeatcd. 1 do not find in the Iist niy
A. enimuda (also omnitted in nmy late Clheck List) nor Dr. Harvey's D.
pal/juis. Hiibner's conjusa and inucezs are rnuch like Ifyomigýes, and I
so referred theiii in my Check List, 1875-6. Otlierwvise the species of
Northi Amierican AéJ/mes/,-a and -Diaini/zoecia kntowni to me seem to be ail
inchîded in thc IRevision, w'hich credits me ivith thirty-three species and
twvo varieties. I xvould, correct this so far that lubens shouild be restored
and thiat or-egonica should be added as a variety of tri/olii. Three iveli-
niarked species, su/r-ina, f-err-ea/is and .Diiiiizoclkz, are unknown to the
author of the Revision. l'le latter should be recognizable siiice it is a
l)ectlliar forin, and the type wvas in my collection, ivhich latter oughit ratier
to have been preserved as I left it, intact, in the true interests of science.
\Vhat I mnust hiave suffered. at hiaving rny Noctuidoe overhauled by Mr.
B3utler niay be iniagined.

MVR. WALKER'S TYPES.
DY A. R. GROTE, A. M., BREMEN, GEWMANV.

In the CAN. E",'r., p). r-6, Prof. Smnith says that our reference of
Edenia? ransversa/a, WaIk., iii i 868, to linc/ris an error. 111 other
cases e. g.Apantesis radians, etc., our testirnony is borne onit, and non,
cornes iip the question of a changingt i specimens sixice 1 868. Mr.
Walker's specirnens are not rnarked type, but placed rnerely above the
label. They caîi have been changed, and the question is, whether a naine
of Xalker's can be ernployed wvhicli iii any Nvay contradicts in its descrip-
tion the supposed species. In rny Revised Check List 4, I say: 1-Clearly
there is roorn for misappreliension of wvhat specirnens are really types hiad
wve flot a check for the reference. This is the criterion for types, that
they do not contradict the original description," CAN. ENT., XX., 75. If
the description of JZdeia ? /r-ansveersata contradicts iZilida g'elidla in anly
IJarticular it shiould not be accepted. If it agrees well with lkrnicolor-, our
original reference is probably correct. I do not now recali this particular
reference, and a possible error in our notes, or their transcriptions, rnighit
have occurred. But wve knewv lignicolor- very vieil, and I arn the first to
restore and interpret this narne, reducing viiga»(ta to a synonyni and giving
the correct synonymy of the species. I do not object to as rigorous a use
of Mr. WValker's namies as is consistent with the laiv of priority. But I
object to, the putting forivard, of this or that supposcd type of Mr. Walker's
without reference to the description. The proposai by Stal and others to
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