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Hymenoptila CHOPARD, 1943

Petaloptila Pantel, 1890 (part); BOLIVAR, 1914: 217; CAPRA, 1937: 289, 295; CHOPARD,
1939: 112, 113; CAPRA, 1940: 45, 48.
Hymenoptila CHOPARD, 1943: 172, 173, 217; MORALES AGACINO, 1947: 257,
BACCETTI, 1960: 5, 6, 11, 12; CHOPARD, 1967: 150; HARZ, 1976: 56; BACCETTI,
1979: 5, 14, 15; OTTE & ALEXANDER, 1983: 72; GOROKHOV, 1984a: 15, 17; OTTE,
1988: 282; ASHMOLE & ASHMOLE, 1988: 82, 86, 88.

Type-species (by original designation, CHOPARD, 1943: 217): Petaloptila
rotundipennis Chopard, 1939 = Hymenoptila rotundipennis (Chopard, 1939).

The genus was erected by CHOPARD (1943) to accommodate two Moroccan species
previously assigned to Petaloptila Pantel, 1890, originally described as a subgenus of
Gryllomorpha Fieber, 1853. The latter became the type-genus of the subfamily
Gryllomorphinae, though CHOPARD (1943) did not recognize the subfamily when he
erected Hymenoptila. The two included species were Petaloptila panteli Bolivar, 1914, and
P. rotundipennis Chopard, 1939, the latter being designated as type species - which MO-
RALES AGACINO (1947) did not consider appropriate, though there was nothing he could
do about it! Hymenoptila was said to differ from Petaloptila in that the tegminal vestiges of
the male are less thickened and with more distinct venation, and that there is a lack of
“différentiation™ at the base of the abdomen. In his key to genera (which did not include
Petaloptila, since that genus is not North African), Hymenoptila is distinguished from
Gryllomorpha by having wings (meaning tegmina) in the males (as with Discoptila Pantel,
1890); no means of distinguishing the females was given. From Discoptila, Hymenoptila
was distinguished by having flat, elongate tegmina [vestiges only], not convex, rounded
ones, and four [but see comment later], instead of three, terminal spurs on the middle tibiae.
In the text, it is also noted that females of Discoptila possess very small tegmina [vestiges],
wheras those of Hymenoptila are [entirely] apterous.

It is apparent that the whole subfamily needs revision and that the genera should be
redefined, but this cannot be attempted here. All that may be said for the present is that,
although Petaloptila can be distinguished by the presence and form of the tegmina in both
sexes (those of the males being broader, more heavily sclerotized and meeting or overlap-
ping dorsally), the characters that have been used to differentiate Hymenoptila from
Gryllomorpha are unsatisfactory when only females are available. Acroneuroptila has dis-
tinctive tegminal vestiges in the male (see BACCETTI, 1960) and, though the female is
unknown (at least to us), it, too, has three, not four, terminal spurs on the middle tibiae.

As regards the number of mid-tibial terminal spurs in Hymenoptila, it may be noted
that BOLIVAR (1914), in describing H. panteli (as Petaloptila), wrote “calcaribus tantum
duabus™ (i.e., with only two spurs), so that CAPRA (1937) also noted two mid-tibial spurs
for the species. On the other hand, CHOPARD (1939) indicated four mid-tibial spurs for
Pelaloptila (now H.) rotundipennis, but that the two outer ones were shorter than the inner
ones. When he erected Hymenoptila, however, CHOPARD (1943) gave four spurs as a
generic character, again mentioning them in his redescription of H. rotundipennis, but
failing to refer to them for H. panteli! In fact, the short, outer mid-tibial spurs of that species
are difficult to see, and BOLIVAR (1914) may have missed them. They are present on all the











































































































































































































































































