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FTER the publieation, in 1895, of the Revision of the Papilios of the Eastern
[Hemisphere, exclusive of Africa, we iuntended to continue the work by
revising also the Papilios of the Aethiopian Region and of Amecriea. However,
we sooun fonnd that the material at onr disposal from these regions was not
extensive ewongh, and therefore postponed the researches. We knew onr task
to be specially difficult with some groups of American Papilios, which are either
so variable individnally or present such slight external specific differences that, in
the absence of breeding from the egg, a comparison of long series of specimens
appeared to us neeessary to render the couclusions rcliable. Since 1895 the
collection of Lepidoptera in the Tring Musenm has beeu steadily inereased, so
that, after the issne of the Revision of the Sphingidae in April 1903, we considered
the material large enongh to base upon it a Rewision of the American Papilios.
We nudertook the work the more readily, as we were assured of the kind assistance
of several friends who were willing to place the material in their ecollections at
our disposal for the purpose of this Revision. Many of the deficiencies in our
colleetion have thus been made good, and the number of specimens compared has
been rendered considerable in the ease of most species. We take this opportunity
of tendering our very best thanks to all who have so kindly assisted us.

The eollection of the British Museum, eontaining the types of the numerons
pames given to Papilios by Doubleday, Gray, Hewitson, and others, and the
collection of Mr. F. Dueane Godman, comprising not only a large Central American
material, but also many South American forms which are rare in eolleetions, have
been of the greatest help to us. We have also examined the specimens iu the
large collections of Messrs. H. Grose-Smith, H. Druee, and H. J, Adams, as well
as the Hopeian collection at Oxford, all of which contain material which it was
very important for us to see. Of Continental collections we have visited those
of Mousicar Panl Dognin, the Paris Museuun, aud Monsienr Charles Oberthiir ;
and Dr. Rebel has been kind enongh to send us some of the types of Kollar and
Felder eontained in the Hofmusenm at Vienna. The most valuable assistauce has
been reudered to us by Monsicur Charles Oberthiir, whose magnificent colleetion
comprises, in addition to the numerons specimens described by Boisduval, and
others described by Lucas, a very large recent material, among which there are
a number of forms which we have not seen in other collections, several beiug
undeseribed.

We have farther been assisted in our task of clearing np the synonymy by
Photographs of some Godartian types preserved in the Royal Scottish Museum
at Edinburgh, and of some Ilopfferiau specimens in the Berlin Museum, and we
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are also indebted to Herr G. Weymer for a sketch of P. orthosilaus. We have
uot had an opportunity of visiting for the purpose of this Revision the fine collection
of the late Dr. O. Staudinger. However, we do not thiuk that we have made a
mistake in regard to any of the forms of Papilio of which the name-type is
contained therein, nearly all the forms described by Dr. Staudinger being now
also in other collections.

The series of Papilios sent for inspection by Prof. Dr. Goeldi, the founder
of the well-known Goeldi Musenm at Pard, has Dbeen very serviceable. We were
the more pleased to have these specimens for examination, as our own material
from the Lower Amazons is very limited.

With the exeception of the North American forms, the literature on the
American Papilios is generally not very extensive. There are comparatively few
local lists of South aud Central American Lepidoptera, collectors of neotropical
butterflies apparently not being given to pnblishing lists of eaptures, as is so
frequently done with African Lepidoptera. We are not over-sorry that this is so;
for we have found some of the lists more a source of trouble than a help, on account
of the species being partly ennmerated under obviously wrong names.* In the
case of some diflicult species, sueh as . protesilaus and L. iphidamas, we have
been obliged to discard a nnmber of references, as we could not possibly ascertain
which of the numerons allied forms is ecoucealed nnder the name gnoted in the list.
Otherwise we have endeavoured to make the bibliography fairly complete. Most
of the works referred to are in the Tring Musenm, and those which are wanting
Lave been cousulted at the British Museum, very few books being quoted in this
Revision which we have not seen ourselves. We hope, thercfore, that we have not
missed auy observation of importance lLearing on our subject, or names proposed
for American Papilios.

However, although there is little written about the greater percentage of
American Swallowtails, the literature presents nevertheless a great deal of nomen-
clatorial intricacy, which it was one of the objects of this Revision to unravel.
Owing to a great looseness in the deseriptions published by some of the old authors,
and an equally great arbitrariness in the application of names, the nomeneclatorial
puzzles are numerons and partly diflicult to solve. This laborious researeh in
mere nomenclatorial matters might ecasily have been avoided for the greater part,
if a little more preeiseness had been exercised on the part of the authors of names.
We can only regret the nnnecessary burden uncouseiously pnt on the revisers by
former authors; but we express the hope that it will serve our contemporaries,
as it has served ns, as a warning not to be equally loose in matters nomeneclatorial
aud vague in the introduetion of new names. A name too many does not much
matter, it one knows to what it is meant to apply ; but a name which one does not
kuow where to place correctly is a great nuisauce.

It is now eclose on a century and a half since the publieation of Linné’s
Systema Naturae (1758), the starting-point in uomenclature. The knowledge of
American Papilios was extremely meagre at that time, only seven different species
(glaucas, philenor, thoas, acncas, anchises, and protesilausy being distinguished by a

* An crroncous name for a species is distinguished by us in the synonymy from the preoccupied
name by putting err. det. (error determinationis) after the anthor who misapplicd the name. For
instanee, Lapilio asterioides Staudinger (non Reakirt, 1863, err. det.) means that Standinger called an
inscct asterivides Reakirt which was not Reakirt's inscet; while Lapilio mentor Boisduval (non Dalman,

1823) means that Doisduval gave, in 1836, to a new species the name mentor which had alrcady been
employed in 1823 for another inscet,
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name in that fundamental work, an eighth name (antilochus) being proposed for
an exaggerated and partly fietitions fignre of the male of . gluucus. Small as
this number is, it presented a good deal of contentions matter for snbsequent
authors to write abont. Linné laboured nnder the great disadvantage that, as a
reformer of the methods in Natural History, he had to base his work not on actnal
specimens alone, but had also to include the recorded forms of animals which he
did not know authentically.

Since the pre-Linnean descriptions and figures are for the greater part
very poor produetions, Linné was frequently misled to quote these fignres aund
descriptions In a wrong place. Some of his erroneons qunotations, however,
are doubtless dune to mere oversight or absentmindedness—as, for instance, the
citation of Fiw. ar. 34% wnder Papilio ajax in 1758, under P. protesilaus in 1764,
and again under 7. ¢jar in 1767, Iidwards’s figure not agreeing in the least with
the other quotation given in 1738 and 1767, or with Linnés own deseription.
The citations nuder P. protesilaus comyprise several Nymphalidae and Papilionidar,
the references under P. anchises being also wild, Now, in decaling with snch
names, it is obvions that the description given by Linné must be the primary
guide in the application of the name; at least, so it appears to us, The three
Linnean names are good illnstrations of the different results one arrives at. In
the case of 1. anchises the description and the reference to the Mnseum Ludovicae
Ulricae (M. L. U.) leave no donbt that the insect figured by Clerck in 1764 is
the trme P°. anchises, though post-Linnean authors have often erred in the
application of the name. No such positive resnlt can possibly be arrived at in
the case of P. protesilaus. TFrom the descriptions given by Linné in 1755, 1764,
and 1767, we can only conelnde that P. protesiluus was one of the nnmerous
white neotropical species distantly related to P. podulivivs. Among the figures
referred to by Linné in 1758 there is only one which does not contradict Linnd’s
description, This fignre of Merian is nufortunately very incorrect. In 1764 Linné
gave a better description, which, taken in conjunction with Clerck’s fignre referred
to by Linné, applies best to that species to which we have restricted the name in
this Revision. Since neither the fignre nor the deseription is exact enongh [lor
absolutely certain identification, it is obvions that Linné’s specimen, it he had one,
may very well have belonged to oune of the other white Papilios. However, it
would ouly be possible to disprove the correctness of our application of the name
protesilaus, if the authentic specimen from which the deseription was presnmably
taken were preserved, and in a sufliciently good state of preservation to exhibit
those delicate differences by which the various species allied to 2. profesilans ave
distingnishable. Perhaps one might agree in this case with Mr. G. H. Verrall t that
it is fortunate there is no sueh Linnean specimen, since it is really very indifterent
which species bears the name protesiluus, as long as there is no possibility of our
application of the name being justly reversed.i Neverthieless, this case renders

* Bdw. av, p. 36.t. 226 is quoted_Ly Linné in 1767 on p. 756 under Lis Lapilio Lyues Heliconius
thallo, und again p, SO7 under Sphine pectinicornis.

T Presidentianl Address, in Lree. Faut. Soc. Lond. for 1900. p. 47.

I There are two specimens of this group of speeies in Linné's eollection preserved at the
Linnean Soeicty in London.  Oue specimen is similar to Clerek’s figure, while the othier is 2, telesilaus.
Unfortunately a former librarian, under whose eare (1) the colleetion was, thought fit to supplement the
cvllection by adding fresh specimens!! It is therefore hardly possible Lo say if these two Uapilios, or
one of thew, were originally in the Linnean collection. The one whicli agrees fairly well with €lerck’s
figure has no abdomen,
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it quite clear that, as the distingnishing characters of the varions species in
question have never been recognised, absolute eertainty as to the application of the
name protesilaus might ouly he arrived at by ourselves examining the original
specimen on which the description was based, or the “namec-type,” as such a
specimen may conveniently be called. 1In all instances where new distingnishing
characters are discovered between forms which were formerly considered the same,
it is nearly always indispensable for a conscientions reviser to examine the name-
type of each form. As long as the baptizers of new forms are not omniscient,
and hence are liable to pnblish descriptions and fignres which future discoveries
may render insuflicient, a great deal of instability in nomenelature and of haggling
about names, and therefore of waste of time, would be avoided, if every name
introdnced were made monotypical, aud the name-specimen carefully preserved.
Many systematists are fortnnately in the habit of doing this, thus saving futnre
classifiers much unnecessary labour. The habit of designating as type every
specimen of the series the deseriber had originally before him is not to the point,
since there is no guarantee that all these specimens are the same. The history
of American Papilios offers many examples of composite speeies, and not only
among those described in the eighteenth century, as will be seen in the body of
this Revision. If Lioné had been quite precise in the application of his names,
fixing each name to one particular specimen or a previously published fignre or
description, we should not now be in such a peculiar predicament with regard
to his Papilio ajaxr as we are placed in. As said above, the description of this
L. agjexr and the two references given beneath it contradiet one another, each
applying, without the slightest doubt, to a different insect. The description fits
the Papilio described Iater as polyrenes by Fabricius and as asterius by Cramer,
and does not agree with the species which is generally known as P. @jar. If
we had here to do with some little-known insects, we should hardly hesitate to
apply the name «jex L. to the insect figured as such by Clerck—namely,
polyxenes Fabr.

However, there is an eunormous literature on both these insccts, and the
replacement of the names polyrenes or asterius by «juxr would lead to endless
confusion. The whole mischief is occasioned by Linné's reference nnder 27, gjas
to Edwards’s figure. Now, this reference Linné himself removed to . protesiluus
in 1764, Under this same name profesiluxs we find in 1758, 1764, and 1767 a
reference to a fignre in Catesby which represents the same insect as Idwards's.
And in 1767 Linné deseribed Papilio wuthus as being similar to 2. ¢jax, which
would have been quite Indierous if Linnd’s «jax had been the inseet now so called.
There is a remote possibility that Linné described ajaz from a small male of
L. yluncus. For this reason we have thought it advisable to overcome the difticulty
by rejecting the name ajexr altogether on the ground of its being of donbtfal
application.

The name aqjer does not appear in Linnd's Museum Ludoricae Ulrieae ; this
is unfortunate, since the descriptions given in that work are far superior to those
of the Systema Naturae of 1755 and 17067,

The most famous and, at that time, the most important post-Linnean works
on Entomology were those of Liun's disciple Fabricius.  The Systeme Lntomologive
ol 1775, the Sprcies Inscctorum of 1751, ete., were conceived on the same lines
as Linné’s Systema Naturae. They gave a short, coucise elassification of all the
insccts known to the author cither from spechmens or previous publications, No
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entomologist has ever exercised so muelt inflnence on the works of others, and for
such a long time, as Fabricins. Nowadays the Fabrician works are rather a source
of trouble. The descriptions are no better than in the Systema Naturae, and the
frequent changing of names indulged in is most confusing. The nomenclatorial
errors of Fabricius have, unfortunately, been perpetuated by subsequent authors,
many of whom, as late as the middle of the last century, followed Fabricius blindly,
giving his names preference to older ones, and accepting his identifications even
it known to be erroucous.

The habit of supplanting the name of a species by a new one is bad ouly
in so far as it swells the synonymy unnecessarily ; but very pernicions it is to
transfer arbitrarily a name from one species to another. This is occasionally done
even nowadays, though not in so flagrant a way as by Fabricius. Some aunthors
appear to be of the opinion expressed by Boisduval in 1836—that & name which has
hecome a synonym on account of another name having priority, may be used again
in the same genus for another species which has no name. DBoisduval named
a Drazilian species P. mentor according to this prineiple, though the name had
already been employed for a closely allied species but become a synonym, stating :
“Dalman a donné le nom de menfor & un antre Papilio qni est le suivant, et
qu Hiibner avait fait connaitre avant lui sous le nom de lycoplron ; nous avons crn
pouvoir prendre sans inconvénient le nom de Dalman pour Pappliquer & eelui-ci
qui est nonvean.”* As this principle leads unavoidably to confusion, we are
strenuonsly opposed to it. We go even further, and maintain that a name should
not recur within the same genus even as a name for varieties.

A good many of the Fabrician descriptions were taken from specimens which
he had seen in England duaring his several visits to this island, and from the
unpublished drawings of Mr. Jones, of Chelsea. These drawings are now in the
possession of Dr. Drewitt, a descendant of Jones. Dr. Drewitt has kindly allowed
us to examine the drawings and to take photographs of some of the figures.
The two volumes are in the best state of preservation, while Jones’s collection
of insects bad much suffered before it cawe into Dr. Drewitt’s hands. The execution
ol the drawings is admirable. There are ten names for American Papilios char-
acterised by Fabricins from Jones’s drawings, respectively from specimens which
had served as originals for these drawings (pelaus, acamas, dardanus, tros,
zacynthus, dimas, idueeus, ilus, iphidamas, and fhomerus). The specimens were
in Drury’s collection, with the exception of Zomerus, which was contained in the
collection of Latham. Since the Fabrician descriptions are mostly rather meagre,
and as most of his types have disappeared, the preservation of Jones’s drawings
is a very fortunate circnmstance.

The bntterflies described by Fabricins were revised in 1869 by Batler; bnt
this revision was not so thorough as the subject requnired. With the help of
Jones’s drawings we have been able to identify all the Fabrician Papilios about
which there was some doubt.

In 1779 appeared the third volume of Goeze's FEntomologische Beytrige, which
is & kind of catalogus enumerating all the Lepidoptera known at that time. A few
critical remarks are offered by the author, often beside the mark ; and some new
names arc introdneed for some of Seba’s more or less bad figures, which might
with advantage have been left nnnamed.

The short descriptions of Linné and Fabricius being generally insuflicient for

* Spee. Gén. Lép. i. p. 362 (1836).
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precise identification, it was soon recognised that good illnstrations were a necessity.
The first iconographer producing figures which can bhe called good was Rosel,
The productions of the carlier aunthors (Petiver, Moffat, Merian, ete.) ,as well as
of some later ones, are much inferior to the plates in the /nsekten- Belustiqungen.
There are only a few fignres of Exotic Insects in Rosel.  The first iconography of
great importance for the nomenelatnre of Lepidoptera, however, were the Jeones
Tnsectorum of Clerck (1764), the figures of whieh were for the greater part taken
from specimens in the museum of the Queen Tmdoviea Ulrica, and hence may be
considered typical.

Shortly after the appearance of the twelfth edition of the Systema Neuturae,
the last edited by Linné himself (1767), Drnry published his Illustrations of
Natural IHistory, which is usnally quoted for the sake of convenience nnder its sub-
title as lllustrations of Exotic Inscets. 'The three volumes contain only inscets.
The plates are nearly all very good for that time. In using the work one should
bear in mind that in some cases the localitics are crroncouns, some North American
inseets being stated to have been received from Jamaica, and the reverse. However,
in respect to localities the work was a great improvement on former authors.

If we find the localities given in the works of the earlier writers often
deplorably vagne and frequently erroneons, we must remember that the majority
of the specimens were collected by people who did not take an actual interest
in Natural History, but bronght the specimens home as curiosities from forcign
conntries.  Onr forefathers in systematics had not the good opportunities we have
nowadays of obtaining correctly localised material. They had to be content with
what they got. The wrongly localised specimens misled them often to attribute a
mmnch wider distribution to many tropical species than they actnally have, it being
stated of many species that they oceur in all tropical countries. The knowledge
of the great importance of exact localisation has come very slowly; bnt we may
now fairly say that every serions stundent of some branch of systematics is aware
that specimens without exact loeality are of little value to the scientist.

Jeing acquainted with many large collections of Lepidoptera, we note that
the progress made during the last ten years in laubelling inscets is very marked.
While the labels, if there were any, were formerly usnally hand-written, bearing
mostly only such general localities as Brazil, Venezuela, West Africa, ete., we
find the labels of recent additions mostly printed, giving often, besides the exact
locality, the date or season of capture, altitude, name of collector, and even some
biological fact. No doubt we are on the right track, and there is hope that also
the general collecting publie, which depends to a large extent on dealers for
additions to the ecollection, will soon follow, rejecting with disgnst the specimens
offered with snch vagune localisation as East Africa, Australia, or Amazons. On
critically examining the geographical distribution of the American Papilios, we
Lave come across many errors. Localities mentioned in the literatnre on these
insects which are flagrantly wrong have been put by us between inverted commas
(“ ™) in the bibliography quoted in this Revision, and have further been designated
as false ov loc! error. In a few cases, however, where there is a possibility of
the insect being found in the district, we have referred to the record from that
locality as being doubtful or as reqniring confirmation.

How erroncons localities get into collections and hence into literatare is shown
by the following instrnetive instance, where we can trace the error to its sonrce.
Strecker fignred erronconsly as Pupilio asterioides Reak. a speeimen of Papilio
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polyxenes amerieus Koll., giving Costa Rica as locality. An itinerant German
dealer, Heyne, sold as P. asterioides specimens he had received from Messrs,
Standinger and Bang-Haas without locality labels. IHeyne, following a castom
of collectors and dealers, ticketed his specimens Costa Rica, the locality whence
asterioides had been recorded by Strecker (such specimens with a label in
Heyne's handwriting are in the Tring Musenm). ITlimer deseribed and figured as
P. asterioldes similar specimens, giving as locality Mexico, these specimens
having been received either from Heyne or direct from Standinger and Bang-Ilaas.
Now, all these individuals arc neither the asterioides ot Reakirt nor of Strecker,
bnt are nnmistakably Cuban specimens of P. polyzenes. The locality Costa
Rica and Mexico for them is “manufactnred.” We add that the error was not
made by Messrs. Standinger and Bang-Ilaxs; however, that firm is mueh to
blame in selling their specimens withont locality labels on the pins.

Fabrication of localities is even nowadays going on. We mention the following
instance as a warning to other lepidopterists. Two specimens of what was said
to be Lapilio oregonia were otfered to ns by an American dealer, who had received
them from a correspondent who apparently loves the dollar more than his hononr.
On receipt of the specimens we fonnd them to be Old World P. mackaon, one being
a Sikkim individoal, the other a British specimen! The specimens are labelled
“Plumas ('o., California, May ’03.” We are keeping them as a memento, an
additional label giving the necessary explanation.

With the publication of Cramer’s Papillons Frotiques the number of known
forms of exotic Lepidoptera increased enormonsly.* Thongh the descriptions are
useless and the fignres not always good, very few of the nnmerons new Papilios
are vot sufficiently well represented for identification. Only one of Cramer’s
American Papilios has remained doubtful to us. This is P. euristeus, the figure
of which does not agree with any specimen which we have seen. The fignre is
coarse, and may be crroneons, but it is also possible that the insect has not been
rediscovered, Some of Cramer’s American Papilios are very rare in collections,
his specimens being mostly from Suorinam, whence no extensive collections of
Intterflies have licen sent in recent years. Collecting in the French and Dutch
Guianas is diffienlt, we hear, owing to the extensive®forests withont roads and
the impenetrable swamps, the only means of exploring the interior being by
means of canoes. Moreover, the Dutterflies, some species excepted, do not appear
in such great nnmbers of individuals as clsewhere, having to be searched for,

Jablonsky’s Natursystem aller Inselkten, continned by Herbst, introduces in
the volames devoted to Lepidoptera some original matter and many copies from
Cramer, and contains also several artefacts. The figure which Esper named
later P. peleides, and usnally considered fictitions, may have been taken from
an actnal specimen ; but nothing of the kind exists now in eollections.

Far more critical than any of his predecessors and contemporaries was Esper,
in whose work Zsie Auslindischen Sehmetterlinge (1784—1801) all the species of
Papilio which he considered distinet are depicted. The dates of issue of the
work are given by Aarivillins in 1882.+ The lengthy text accompanying the
plates is difticnlt to understand for a non-German, being full of provincialisms
and now antiquated words, the mieaning of which the forcigner does not find

* The copy in the Tring Muscum contains the original covers bearing the ycars of issue. We obtained

this valuable copy from the library of 1he late J. H, Leech.
t_Leceusio Critica, in K, Sv, Vet, Ak, Handl, xix, 5. p. 182 (1882).
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in ordinary dictionaries. There are many remarks which have quite a modern
flavour.

The name aeneides on Lsper’s Plate 15 raises a point in nomenclature which
we think it is necessary to disenss here, since our decision with regard to this
name is opposed to that arrived at by most other anthors. Esper deseribed nnder
the name of I’. weneas Linné two males of two different species, believing these
males to be & and ? of weneas. These two specimens are figured on Plate 15.
Though the figures are referred to as aencas everywhere in the text, they stand
as aenides on the plate, a name which is nowhere mentioned in the text. The
name is doubtless due to a mistake on the part of the engraver, Bock. Ilowever
that may be, is the name aencides to be employed for the one of the two species
called «encas in the text which had no name at that time ? The facts put in a
formnla are these:

P. species indenominata &.
P acneas Linné 3.

In our opinion a new name proposed for a composite species sinks as a
synonym if a component part of this composite species had already a valid name.
In this instance, be the name weneides a mere lapsus of the engraver of the plate,
or a name intentionally given by Esper himself, there was no justification whatever
for a new name, since the supposed female of what Esper considered to be a species
had the valid name aencas. Similarly Swainson renamed Linnd’s Papilio
protesilaus, calling it Protesiluus letlus. The description and figure given by
Swainson are, however, those of the Brazilian insect, not the Surinam form of
Linné’s species. Therefore what Swainson considered to be one species /ledlus
consists of two forms, of which one had already the valid name protesilaus, leilus
sinking consequently as a synonym of the latter. In gencral terms, if an anthor
wishes to deal with A and B (individoals, varieties, species, genera, families) nader
one name, a new name is valid only if neither A nor B has already a valid name.*

Two of Esper’s Papilios have been said to be antedated by names given
in Martyn, P’syehe. We agree now with Mr. Sherborn f that 2’sycke shounld be
treated as non-published. There is one copy and portions of two others in the
Tring DMusenm, some plates being numbered and others not. The plates have
the appearanece of being nothing but printer’s proofs. Iowever that may be, in
the case of, the two American Papilios (aristodemus and kectorides) Martyn has no
priority over Esper, the latter having published a description and fignre three
years previons to Martyn in the Magazin der Neuesten Auslindisehen Inseeten
(1794), a rare work which has been overlooked by recent authors. Esper himself
quotes the Augazin, and it has also lheen mentioned by Donovan in Naturalist's
Repository, Lnt. ii, text for plate 177 (1827). It has not been consulted by
Sherborn.

In 1797 there appeared what is perhaps the best lepidopterological work of
the eighteenth century. 7he Natural Lhstory of the Rarer Lepidopterous Inscets
of Georgia, by Abbot & Smith, deviates entirely from the other iconographies
above referred to in illustrating the life history of the insects observed. Apart
from the pictores in Merian’s Znsecta Surinamensia, often fanciful and grossly
incorreet, and Seba’s worthless drawings of caterpillars and pupac in the Thesaurus,
Stoll’s Supplement to Cramer, Papillons Ezotiques, was practically the only work

* See also Nov, Zool. ix. Suppl. p, xxiv, (1903).
t Index Animalivn (1902), g

P. aeneas Lsper & 2 text = P aeneides in tab. =
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































