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Abstract

	 In the context of making a Catalog of World Opiliones accessible online, five vexing cases of 
incorrect authorship, dating and presumption of misidentification are herein treated, all in the suborder 
Laniatores. Pachylicus gracilis comb. nov. is proposed for Cerroa gracilis Roewer, 1928. 
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Introduction

	 The preparation of a Catalog of Opiliones of the World by the author (Kury 2016~), especially the 
online version, demands the publication of nomenclatural solutions which only then can be cited. In 
this work, I shall analyze five vexing cases (all in the suborder Laniatores) in which the most prolific 
author on harvestmen taxonomy, the German Carl-Friedrich Roewer, performed either splits in type 
series or introduced new (identical to old) nomina for misidentified specimens with unexpected turns, 
creating ambiguity.
	 When performing a taxonomic treatment of specimens, it is a routine procedure for researchers 
in museums to correct or refine previous identifications. A particular case of this is when someone 
discovers that the type series of a given species Xus aus is composed of a mix of different species 
Xus aus and non-Xus aus. The usual procedure is to designate a lectotype and paralectotypes. What 
happens when species non-Xus aus is undescribed and furthermore belongs to a different genus Yus? 
If the researcher desires, he/she may describe these non-Xus aus specimens as the new species Yus 
bus. But what happens when the researcher baptizes the new species Yus aus, using the same specific 
epithet and furthermore assigns the authorship and year to the original author, rather than to him/
herself? 
	 Any author is entitled to [1] choosing (almost) any species nomen or epithet that he/she likes, even 
repeating an epithet used for a species in another genus as a memento that these species were once 
considered to be the same, and to [2] ascribing any nomenclatural act contained in his/her work to 
someone else, and this is usually performed as a courtesy or part of some code of ethics (for example, 
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if someone else has priority in the discovery). However, the Code’s Art. 11.10 regulates the deliberate 
employment of misidentifications only in connection with the establishment of new genera.
	H erein, five vexing cases of incorrect authorship, dating and presumption of misidentification are 
analyzed, all in the suborder Laniatores. The formalization of nomenclatural acts follows, without 
questioning the rationale of the subjective synonymies proposed by former authors. Literature 
citations of taxa are here limited to the bare bones, including only nomina relevant to the purposes of 
this work (only some protonyms and aponyms and no chresonyms, sensu Dubois 2000). Exhaustive 
logonymic citations for everything will be featured in the above mentioned Catalog of Opiliones of 
the World. The International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (Anonymous 1999) is herein referred 
to as simply the Code, where Art. means Article and Rec. Recommendation.
	 Abbreviations are: 
	 OrTySp: original type specimens;
	 SubsMat, subsequent material;
	 aus, bus, cus: partial series representing different morphotypes as recognized by Roewer;
	 nomen between ʹʹ ʹʹsigns: nomenclaturally unavailable nomen;
	 ISER: Institutul Speologic Emil Racoviță, Bucharest, Romania;
	 NHMW: Naturhistorisches Museum Wien, Vienna, Austria;
	 SMF: Senckenberg Natur-Museum und Forschungsinstitut, Frankfurt, Germany;
	 ZMA: Zoological Museum Amsterdam, Intituut voor Taxonomische Zoologie, Amsterdam, 
Netherlands.

Case 1: Roewer changed his mind after studying further material (Cladonychiidae/
Phalangodidae; Palearctic)

	 [1] The Swiss anatomist and zoologist Maurice Jaquet (1861–1944) worked in Romania during the 
period 1895–1902 as an assistant at the Institute for topographic anatomy, experimental surgery, histo-
pathology and comparative anatomy in Bucharest (Marinescu 1997). On the turn of the 19th to the 
20th century, Jaquet collected insects, woodlice, mollusks and arachnids, which were sent to diverse 
specialists for study, aiming to organize a comprehensive work on the Romanian fauna. Starting in 
1897, Jaquet undertook expeditions, where he collected several specimens of arachnids. This material 
was initially sent to the Italian arachnologist Pietro Pavesi (1844–1907) in Pavia for study. Pavesi (in 
Jaquet 1898) published an initial list of 60 species and sent the rest to his assistant and student, Emilio 
Corti, for further study. 
	 [2] Corti (in Jaquet 1905: 224) described in the Phalangodidae the new species Phalangodes 
Jaqueti Corti, 1905, based on a single specimen collected by Jaquet in June 1899 in Azuga (Prahova 
County). The repository was not indicated, but chances are it was either ISER or in Pavia. 
	 [3] Roewer (1912: 140) placed the European species of Phalangodes in Scotolemon, including 
Corti’s species, newly combined as Scotolemon jaqueti. He also recorded several specimens from 
the Carpathians and “Hungary: Herculesbad” (which should be properly Herkulesbad, the German 
name of Băile Herculane, today a town in Caraș-Severin County, Romania). Among the records of 
Roewer, there is one male topotype from Azuga. He also stated that he had not examined Corti’s 
holotype. Roewer also made an interesting comment about the huge discrepancy between the tarsal 
counts given by Corti (6/11–12/5/5, distitarsi counts unknown) and those of the specimens he had 
in hand (3(2)/5(3)/5/5), concluding that either [a] his material was a different, undescribed species, 
S. jaqueti greatly deviating from the usual counts of Scotolemon, or [b] the counts reported by Corti 
were mistaken.
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	 [4] Roewer (1915: 8), after examining more abundant material from Transylvania, found specimens 
with high tarsal counts, matching Corti’s original reports, and concluded that there were two superficially 
similar species with an expressive disparity in tarsomere meristics: [a] the original Phalangodes 
jaqueti Corti, 1905, with high tarsal counts (6(3)/11–12(4)/5/5), that he placed in the new genus 
Metascotolemon, and [b] the misidentified material that he studied and had placed in Scotolemon, 
with low tarsal counts, and which he misleadingly also considered to be called “Scotolemon jaqueti 
Roewer, 1912 [nec Corti]”. He introduced the new genus Metascotolemon Roewer, 1915 with two 
species—Phalangodes jaqueti Corti, 1905 and the new species Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer, 
1915—without designating a type species among them. Metascotolemon, having been described 
before 1930, is available, but Scotolemon jaqueti was only made available in 1915, as the report of 
1912 was a misidentification.
	 [5] Roewer (1935) published an extensive review of the European Laniatores, mostly cave-
dwelling, for which he wrote a long-winded introduction in which he gave important data, otherwise 
absent from the formal descriptions of genera, dozens of pages ahead, inducing subsequent authors 
(such as Kury & Mendes 2007) to error (see Kury et al. 2014 for an example). On pages 19 to 
21 of his introduction, Roewer treated the specimens previously identified (some misidentified) as 
Phalangodes jaqueti, advancing various important conclusions:
	 [5a] Concerning Metascotolemon jaqueti (Corti, 1905), he mentioned that Corti’s type was probably 
lost, according to a communication from Dr. Antipa of Bucharest, therefore making impossible to check 
tarsal counts (given originally as 6/11–12/5/5) and the presence/absence of a peltonychium. Important 
and overlooked information was given on page 19, where Roewer clearly designated Phalangodes 
jaqueti Corti, 1905 as type species of Metascotolemon Roewer, 1915 (“so stellt diese Art (1 ♀) den 
Genotypus einer besonderen Gattung dar, die wir 1915 (p. 6) Metascotolemon benannten”), stated that 
the second species of this genus should go to a new genus (see below), and placed Metascotolemon 
in the Phalangodidae Tricommatinae.
	 [5b] A second species, misidentified by him in 1912 as Scotolemon jaqueti, was later (Roewer 
1915) called Metascotolemon jaqueti, with tarsal counts 4(2)/8–10(4)/4/4. He cited 11 ♂♀ as SMF 
232 (from Herculesbad) and a further ♂ SMF 243 (from Azuga, Romania). In the Phalangodidae 
Phalangodinae, he introduced the new genus Scotolemops Roewer, 1935 with the new type species 
Scotolemops dacicus Roewer, 1935 for this material. Roewer commented that his choice of a new 
specific epithet was to avoid confusion with the other jaqueti, entirely disregarding that he already 
had given a nomen to this species: “die wir Scotolemops dacicus n. g. n. sp. nennen, um den Namen 
‘jaqueti’ für das Corti’sche Tier zu reservieren und weitere Verwechselungen zu vermeiden”, but of 
course, the damage was already done.
	 [5c] A third species had been misidentified by him in 1915 as Scotolemon jaqueti, with tarsal counts 
5(2)/12(3)/4/5, based on 1 ♀ (SMF 226) from the Austrian Limestone Alps and additional material 
from Hoher Dachstein also in the Austrian Limestone Alps. He introduced in the Phalangodidae 
Phalangodinae the new genus Scotolemoniscus Roewer, 1935 with two included species—this third 
‘false jaqueti’, which he called Scotolemoniscus austriacus Roewer, 1935, and another new species, 
Scotolemoniscus styriacus Roewer, 1935 from Steiermark [Styria]. He did not choose one of those 
species as type, neither on page 20, nor on page 42, where the formal description appeared, nor did 
any subsequent author. Scotolemoniscus is therefore an unavailable nomen.
	 [5d] The animals from Kronstadt, previously identified as Metascotolemon jaqueti and M. 
granulatus by Roewer (1915 and 1923): respectively 5 ♂♀ (SMF RI 217) and 2 ♂ 3 ♀ (SMF RI 
1151), tarsal counts 5(3)/8–9(4)/4/ 4. These were included in the new genus Brigestus Roewer, 
1935 in the Phalangodidae Tricommatinae. Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer, 1915 was newly 
combined as Brigestus granulatus, while the other ‘false’ Metascotolemon jaqueti was described 
as the new species Brigestus robustus Roewer, 1935. The most noteworthy remark by Roewer was 
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an explanation that he had to change the epithet jaqueti to avoid more confusion with all the other 
jaqueti, as if having misidentified once any material as a species X would force all new species sorted 
from that to be also called X. Brigestus was then unavailable because described after 1930 without 
designation of a type species.
	 [6] Avram (1968) proposed the synonymies Brigestus Roewer, 1935 = Scotolemops Roewer 1935 
and Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer, 1915 = Brigestus robustus Roewer 1935 = Scotolemops 
dacicus Roewer, 1935. However, she apparently overlooked the clash between S. dacicus and S. 
jaqueti.
	 [7] Martens (1978) proposed a great number of synonymies (only the relevant for the discussion 
here are listed): Holoscotolemon Roewer, 1915 = Metascotolemon Roewer, 1915 = Scotolemoniscus 
Roewer, 1935 = Brigestus Roewer, 1935. These synonymies are not immediately obvious because 
there is no indication they are new synonymies, although Martens provided a rationale for establishing 
them. Martens also misspelled jaqueti as jaquetii in his key. And the circle was closed: what was a 
single species, after being called by a dozen nomina returned to being only one species.

Historical taxonomic and nomenclatural survey 

OrTySp(aus): Phalangodes jaqueti Corti, 1905 [Corti 1905].
SubsMat(aus) + SubsMat(bus): Scotolemon jaqueti (Corti, 1905), new combination [Roewer 1912].
SubsMat(aus): Metascotolemon jaqueti (Corti, 1905), new combination [Roewer 1915].
SubsMat(bus): “Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer, 1912 [nec Corti]” [Roewer 1915].
SubsMat(cus): Metascotolemon granulatus sp. nov. [Roewer 1915].
SubsMat(aus): Metascotolemon jaqueti (Corti, 1905) [Roewer 1935].
SubsMat(bus): Scotolemops dacicus Roewer, 1935 [Roewer 1935].
SubsMat(cus): Brigestus granulatus comb. nov. [Roewer 1935].
SubsMat(dus): Scotolemoniscus austriacus sp. nov. [Roewer 1935].
SubsMat(eus): Brigestus robustus sp. nov. [Roewer 1935].
SubsMat(bus): Scotolemops dacicus Roewer, 1935, junior subjective synonym of Brigestus granulatus 

[Avram 1968].
SubsMat(eus): Brigestus robustus Roewer, 1935, junior subjective synonym of Brigestus granulatus 

[Avram 1968].
SubsMat(aus): Holoscotolemon jaqueti (Corti, 1905) [Martens 1978].
SubsMat(bus): Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer, 1915, junior subjective synonym of Holoscotolemon 

jaqueti by Avram (1968) [this paper].
SubsMat(cus): Brigestus granulatus, new junior subjective synonym of Holoscotolemon jaqueti 

[Martens 1978].
SubsMat(dus): Scotolemoniscus austriacus, new junior subjective synonym of Holoscotolemon 

querilhaci [Martens 1978].

Conclusion

	 The morphotype [bus] was not recognized as a new species in 1912, but in 1915 it was named 
Scotolemon jaqueti as opposed to the morphotype [aus] which was called Metascotolemon jaqueti. 
The morphotype [bus] should have authority as of Roewer (1915), but neither as of Corti (1912) 
or Roewer (1912). Scotolemops dacicus, while being a welcome nomen to avoid the misleading 
repetition of jaqueti, came too late, becoming an objective synonym of Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer, 
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1915 [bus]. Over the years, more nomina have been added to complicate further this situation, only 
to be all synonymized.

Case 2: homonyms and synonyms at the same time (Epedanidae; Indo-Malayan)

	 [1] In 1911, the British arachnologist Arthur Hirst described the new species Pseudobiantes 
japonicus. 
	 [2] Roewer (1927) identified some material collected by Silvestri as Pseudobiantes japonicus 
Hirst, 1911. 
	 [3] Roewer (1938), having examined Hirst’s holotype, considered he had misidentified Silvestri’s 
material in 1927, and then proceeded to introduce the new species Ataminius japonicus “Roewer, 
1927”. 
	 [4] Cândido de Mello-Leitão (1944), without any explanation, gave a replacement nomen for 
Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938—Ataminius silvestrii Mello-Leitão, 1944—that is superfluous 
because the two species nomina japonicus were in two different genera. One may suppose he thought 
that Roewer could not use the same epithet for two different species.
	 [5] Seisho Suzuki (1985) simultaneously synonymized Ataminius with Pseudobiantes and 
Ataminius japonicus with Pseudobiantes japonicus.

Historical taxonomic and nomenclatural survey 

OrTySp(aus): Pseudobiantes japonicus sp. nov. [Hirst 1911].
SubsMat(bus): ʹṔseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911ʹʹ [Roewer 1927; misidentification].
SubsMat(bus): Ataminius japonicus “Roewer, 1927” [Roewer 1938].
SubsMat(bus): Ataminius silvestrii Mello-Leitão, 1944, replacement nomen for Ataminius japonicus 

Roewer 1938 [Mello-Leitão 1944].
OrTySp + SubsMat: Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911 + Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938 

[Suzuki 1985].

Conclusion

	 The introduction of a second species with the same specific epithet is likely to cause some confusion, 
but this is not a severe case. The replacement nomen introduced by Mello-Leitão could be used if the 
two species were considered congeneric but not conspecific. Roewer did not err in giving the same 
nomen to Ataminius japonicus, but he did so in considering the authority to be Roewer (1927). Suzuki 
(1985) got it right, by using Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938.

Case 3: Ibalonius impudens type series split into three “impudentes” (Podoctidae; Australasian)

	 [1] The Dutch zoologist Jan Loman (1906) described Ibalonius impudens based on four male 
specimens from Moso and Orum, Papua, which he deemed “typical”, with 5 spines (a pair of high 
spines on carapace, another at area IV and a high interocular spine). As Loman has not chosen a 
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holotype, these four specimens are syntypes. He also mentioned two further female specimens from 
Jamür and Manikion for which he cited some meaningful differences (including lack of interocular 
spine, a total of 4 spines), attributing them with doubt to sexual dimorphism. Finally he mentioned 
another male from Manokwari, listing other differences (including lack of spines on carapace, a 
total of 3 spines). He concluded stating that he was unable to determine if there were three species, 
or only one with wide variation, and also amusingly explained the species epithet by the fact that all 
specimens had everted genitalia.
	 [2] Roewer (1915: 123) described the 3-spined new species Ibalonius simoni from Papua, also 
ascribing the third morphotype of Loman (which he called “impudens var. 2”) to it. 
	 [3] Roewer (1923) considered three different species, the above mentioned I. simoni of which 
Loman’s material was not among the type specimens (Roewer 1923: 148) and two others which he 
called “impudens”, wrongly attributing the authorship of both to Loman. The 5-spined material from 
Moso/Orum was called Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 (Roewer 1923: 147) and later (Roewer 
1949) Ibaloniolus impudens (Loman, 1906). Both 4-spined females from Jamür/Manikion were called 
Ibalonianus impudens (Loman 1906) (Roewer 1923: 150), to which he later (Roewer 1949) gave the 
new nomen Ibalonianus venator.
	 [4] The specific nomen impudens as used by Roewer (1923) in combination with Ibalonianus 
(the 4-spined morph) should be considered as a new species nomen. Only to be noted here is the 
unfortunate use the same epithet as Loman, but with the authority Roewer (1923). The replacement 
epithet venator as used by Roewer (1949) is superfluous because both species were originally placed 
in different genera, and it should be considered a junior synonym of impudens Roewer, 1923 nec 
Loman, 1906.

Historical taxonomic and nomenclatural survey 

OrTySp(aus) + OrTySp(bus) + OrTySp(cus): Ibalonius impudens sp. nov. [Loman 1906].
OrTySp(aus) + OrTySp(bus): Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 [Roewer 1915].
OrTySp(cus): Ibalonius simoni Roewer, 1915 [Roewer 1915].
OrTySp(aus): Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 [Roewer 1923].
OrTySp(bus): Ibalonianus impudens (Loman, 1906) [Roewer 1923].
OrTySp(cus): Ibalonius simoni Roewer, 1915 [Roewer 1923].
OrTySp(aus): Ibaloniolus impudens (Loman, 1906) [Roewer 1949].
OrTySp(bus): Ibalonianus venator nomen novum [Roewer 1949].
OrTySp(cus): Ibaloniolus simoni (Roewer, 1915) [Roewer 1949].
OrTySp(aus): Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 [Suzuki 1977].
OrTySp(bus): not mentioned [Suzuki 1977].
OrTySp(cus): Ibalonius simoni Roewer, 1915 [Suzuki 1977].
OrTySp(aus): Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 [herein].
OrTySp(bus): Ibalonianus impudens Roewer, 1923 [herein].
OrTySp(cus): Ibalonius simoni Roewer, 1915 [herein].

Conclusion

	 The synonymy of Ibaloniolus with Ibalonius by Suzuki (1977) reinstated the original combinations 
appearing in Roewer (1923). As Ibalonianus is currently kept as a separate genus, Ibalonianus 
impudens should be conserved, and the replacement epithet venator given by Roewer is superfluous 
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because when given, both species called impudens were not in the same genus, and they are not so 
nowadays.

Case 4: Roewer recognized a previous misidentification, but chose to honor the original mis-
identificator, which went unnoticed (Zalmoxidae; Neotropical)

	 [1] The Russian arachnologist Alexander Petrunkevitch (1925) identified some specimens from 
Cerro Flores, Panama, as Metapachylus gracilis Pickard-Cambridge, 1905, a species previously 
known from Mexico. All subsequent authors agreed that this was a misidentification of an as yet 
undescribed species, but their actions caused some confusion.
	 [2] Roewer (1928a) recognized the misidentification of Petrunkevitch, listing a series of differences 
between the species aus (from Mexico) and bus (from Panama), and described the Cerro Flores 
material as the new genus Cerroa Roewer, 1928 along under the nomen Cerroa gracilis. However, 
Roewer rather misleadingly used the same epithet gracilis and attributed the authority of the species 
to Petrunkevitch, which confused subsequent authors.
	 [3] Mello-Leitão (1944) proposed Cerroa petrunkevitchi as a “nomen novum” for Metapachylus 
gracilis sensu Petrunkevitch (1925), an unavailable nomen. Actually Mello-Leitão was unaware that 
Roewer had already proposed a new species, and his replacement nomen was not justified because 
both species were neither primary nor secondary homonyms. Anyway, to be available a nomen 
novum must be proposed to replace an available nomen, which is not the case here, so this nomen is 
unavailable.
	 [4] Goodnight & Goodnight (1947) also considered the material of Petrunkevitch to be a new 
species and described it again as Cerroa floresia. 
	 [5] Kury (2003) did not either realize that Cerroa gracilis Roewer, 1928 was a new species but 
considered that Goodnight & Goodnight’s (1947) nomen was a superfluous replacement nomen, 
junior by three years to Mello-Leitão’s nomen. In spite of that, by a lapse, Kury kept Goodnight & 
Goodnight’s nomen. 
	 [6] Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga (2011) dealt with the problem, by recognizing that Mello-Leitão’s 
nomen had priority over that of Goodnight & Goodnight, but also failed to notice that Roewer has 
introduced a non-homonymous homographic epithet.

Historical taxonomic and nomenclatural survey 

OrTySp(aus): Metapachylus gracilis Pickard-Cambridge, 1905 [Pickard-Cambridge 1905; Mexico]. 
OrTySp(aus): ʹḾetapachylus gracilis Pickard-Cambridge, 1905ʹʹ [Petrunkevitch 1925; Panama; 

misidentification].
SubsMat(bus): Cerroa gracilis “(Petrunkevitch)” [Roewer 1928a; a valid species description, widely 

overlooked].
SubsMat(bus): ʹĆerroa petrunkevitchi Mello-Leitão, 1944ʹʹ, “nomen novum” for ʹḾetapachylus 

gracilis Pickard-Cambridge, 1905ʹʹ, an unavailable nomen, therefore unavailable itself [Mello-
Leitão 1944].

SubsMat(bus): Cerroa floresia Goodnight & Goodnight, 1947 “new species” [Goodnight & Goodnight 
1947, Kury 2003].

SubsMat(bus): ʹṔachylicus petrunkevitchi (Mello-Leitão, 1944)ʹʹ [Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga 2011].
SubsMat(bus): Cerroa gracilis Roewer, 1928, combined as Pachylicus gracilis [herein].
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Conclusion

	 Roewer fooled everybody by inappropriately using the same nomen as that of a misidentification 
for a new species, which was universally overlooked. Therefore, the correct nomen of this species is 
Cerroa gracilis Roewer, 1928, without using parentheses, because this species had not changed genera. 
Because of the subsequent synonymy of Cerroa with Pachylicus, the current combination should be 
Pachylicus gracilis (Roewer, 1928) comb. nov. One could argue that the nomen Cerroa gracilis is 
simply a misidentification by Roewer, but this is not supported, once Roewer made it abundantly 
clear that he understood the difference between both species, even placing them in different genera. 
His ‘sin’ was to make use of the same specific epithet.

Case 5: immense confusion in Discocyrtus (Gonyleptidae; Neotropical)

	 [1] The pioneer German arachnologist C. L. Koch (1839) examined a male among the Brazilian 
NHMW harvestman material previously studied by Kollar, and described the new species Gonyleptes 
curvipes.
	 [2] The Danish arachnologist W. Sørensen around 1891 studied material lodged in NHMW 
including the original type of G. curvipes (labeling it as Discocyrtus curvipes) and a second male 
which he identified as D. crenulatus W. S. [in schedula].
	 [3] Roewer (1913) studied this and other NHMW material, and recognized three species: (aus) 
Gonyleptes curvipes based on Koch’s type, (bus) Discocyrtus crenulatus new species, and (cus) 
Discocyrtus curvipes, based on Koch’s Gonyleptes curvipes but described upon another specimen.
	 [4] Kury et al. (2018) interpreted that Roewer simply forgot that he has transferred Gonyleptes 
curvipes to Discocyrtus and treated the same species twice, based on different specimens, and that 
therefore his Discocyrtus curvipes was simply a misidentification of Gonyleptes curvipes. Roewer 
never intended to recognize a second morphospecies, he just forgot he had mentioned Koch’s species 
before. They accordingly described (cus) as the new species Discocyrtus fenax Kury, Pinto-da-Rocha 
& Carvalho, 2018.

Historical taxonomic and nomenclatural survey 

OrTySp(aus): Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839 [Koch 1839].
OrTySp(aus): Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839 [Roewer 1913].
SubsMat(bus): Discocyrtus crenulatus Roewer, 1913, new species [Roewer 1913].
SubsMat(cus): ʹD́iscocyrtus curvipes (Kollar, 1839)ʹʹ, “new combination” [Roewer 1913; 

misidentification].
OrTySp(aus), SubsMat(aus): Discocyrtus flavigranulatus B. Soares, 1944, next older synonym 

available to replace Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839, nec Gonyleptes curvipes Guérin-Méneville, 
1837 [Kury et al. 2018].

SubsMat(bus): Discocyrtus crenulatus Roewer, 1913 [Kury et al. 2018].
SubsMat(cus): Discocyrtus fenax Kury, Pinto-da-Rocha & Carvalho, 2018, new species [Kury et al. 

2018].
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Conclusion

	 This case has many other ramifications not explained in this short summary, as they were so in 
great detail in Kury et al. (2018). This instance contrasts strongly with the situations above because 
Roewer never mentioned that the material was misidentified or should be split—if so, Discocyrtus 
curvipes Roewer, 1913 could be considered a valid species description, by using the same nomen as 
Koch (similarly to the cases related above).

Taxonomy

Laniatores

Cladonychiidae Hadži, 1935

Holoscotolemon Roewer, 1915

Holoscotolemon Roewer 1915: 5. • Type-species by monotypy: Holoscotolemon unicolor Roewer, 1915.
Metascotolemon Roewer 1915: 6. • Type-species by subsequent designation of Roewer (1935: 19): Phalangodes jaqueti 

Corti in Jaquet, 1905. • Junior subjective synonym of Holoscotolemon Roewer, 1915 according to Martens (1978: 
76). 

ʹB́rigestusʹʹ: Roewer 1935: 45. • Type species: not designated. Nomen therefore unavailable because published after 1930 
without designation of a type species among the originally included species (Art. 13.3). • Junior subjective synonym 
of Holoscotolemon Roewer, 1915 according to Martens (1978: 76).

Holoscotolemon jaqueti (Corti in Jaquet, 1905)

Phalangodes jaqueti Corti in Jaquet, 1905: 224.
Scotolemon jaqueti: Roewer 1912: 140.
Metascotolemon jaqueti: Roewer 1915: 8.
Holoscotolemon jaqueti: Martens 1978: 80, fig. 103–106.
ʹŚcotolemon jaquetiʹʹ: Roewer 1912: 140. • Non Phalangodes jaqueti Corti in Jaquet, 1905: misidentification of then 

undescribed Scotolemon jaqueti, then considered a different species, as noted by Roewer (1915).
Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer 1915: 7, fig. 2. • Junior subjective synonym of Phalangodes jaqueti Corti, 1905 

according to Martens (1978: 80)].
Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer 1915: 8. • Nomen made available by deliberate employment of Corti’s misidentification (Art. 

11.10 and 50.1), but originally mistakenly attributed to Roewer (1912). • Junior subjective synonym of Metascotolemon 
granulatus Roewer, 1915 according to Avram (1968: 648), who mistakenly used the nomen Scotolemops dacicus 
Roewer 1935. 

 Scotolemops dacicus Roewer 1935: 40. • Superfluous replacement name for Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer 1915, “to avoid 
confusion by using the same epithet jaqueti”. • Junior subjective synonym of Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer, 
1915 according to Avram (1968: 648); objective synonym of Scotolemon jaqueti Roewer 1915, as noted here. 

Brigestus robustus Roewer 1935: 46. • Junior subjective synonym of Metascotolemon granulatus Roewer, 1915 according 
to Avram (1968: 648).

Epedanidae Sørensen, 1886

Pseudobiantes Hirst, 1911

Pseudobiantes Hirst 1911: 632. • Type-species by original designation: Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst 1911.
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Strisilvea Rower 1927: 197. • Type-species by present designation: Strisilvea nipponensis Roewer, 1927. • Junior 
subjective synonym of Pseudobiantes Hirst, 1911 according to Suzuki (1985). 

Ataminius Roewer 1938: 93. • Type-species by monotypy: Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938. • Junior subjective synonym 
of Pseudobiantes Hirst, 1911 according to Suzuki (1985). 

Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911

Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst 1911: 633, fig. 3. • Senior secondary homonym of Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938.
ʹṔseudobiantes japonicusʹʹ: Roewer 1927: 196. • Non Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911: misidentification of then 

undescribed Ataminius japonicus Roewer, 1938, then considered to be a different species, as noted by Roewer 
(1938b).

Ataminius japonicus Roewer 1938: 94, fig. 13. • Nomen made available by deliberate employment of Roewer’s 
misidentification (Art. 11.10 and 50.1), but originally mistakenly attributed to Roewer, 1927. • Junior secondary 
homonym of Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911; junior subjective synonym of Pseudobiantes japonicus Hirst, 1911 
according to Suzuki (1985).

ʹÁtaminius silvestriiʹʹ: Mello-Leitão 1944: 3. • Superfluous replacement name for Pseudobiantes japonicus Roewer, 
1927.

Gonyleptidae Sundevall, 1833

Discocyrtus Holmberg, 1878

Discocyrtus Holmberg, 1878: 74. • Type-species by monotypy: Gonyleptes testudineus Holmberg, 1876.

Discocyrtus crenulatus Roewer, 1913

Discocyrtus crenulatus Roewer 1913: 111, fig. 51. 

Discocyrtus fenax Kury, Pinto-da-Rocha & Carvalho, 2018

ʹD́iscocyrtus curvipes Kollarʹʹ: Roewer 1913: 107, fig. 49. • Non Koch, 1839 (misidentification of then undescribed D. 
fenax).

Discocyrtus fenax Kury, Pinto-da-Rocha & Carvalho 2018: 367, fig. 4A, 10, 11, 12.

Discocyrtus flavigranulatus B. Soares, 1944

Gonyleptes curvipes C. L. Koch 1839: 36, pl. 224, fig. 555. • Junior primary homonym of Gonyleptes curvipes Guérin-
Méneville, 1837, first mentioned by Kury et al. (2018: 358). 

 ʹD́iscocyrtus curvipesʹʹ: Roewer 1913: 107, fig. 49. • Misidentification of then undescribed Discocyrtus fenax, specimens 
withdrawn from the type series of Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839. Leading to subsequent confusion because 
considered a different species, but with the same specific epithet.

Discocyrtus flavigranulatus B. Soares 1944: 165, fig. 11. • Junior subjective synonym of Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839 
according to Kury et al. (2018: 358)]. • By virtue of the homonymy of Gonyleptes curvipes Koch, 1839, Discocyrtus 
flavigranulatus B. Soares, 1944 is the next oldest nomen from amongst the available synonyms.

ʹD́iscocyrtus confususʹʹ Kury 2003: 161. • Unavailable name, proposed as a replacement name for “Discocyrtus curvipes” 
in Roewer (1913), another unavailable nomen.

Discocyrtus confusus Kury in Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga 2011: 56. • Junior subjective synonym of Discocyrtus 
flavigranulatus B. Soares, 1944 according to Kury et al. (2018: 358).
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Podoctidae Roewer, 1912

Ibalonianus Roewer, 1923

Ibalonianus Roewer 1923: 149. • Type species by subsequent designation of Roewer (1949c: 268): Ibalonius kueckenthali 
Hirst, 1912.

Ibalonianus impudens (Roewer, 1923)

Ibalonianus impudens Roewer 1923: 150, fig. 163. • Nomen made available by deliberate employment of Loman’s 
misidentification of Jamur and Manikion syntypes as Ibalonius impudens (Art 11.10 and 50.1), but authority originally 
mistakenly attributed to Loman (1906). • Type data: ♀ holotype, 1 ♀ paratype (ZMA) “Neu Guinea, Jamur; Manikion” 
[INDONESIA, Papua Barat, Manokwari, Saibouw]. Originally syntypes of Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906, now 
paralectotypes, herewith designated.

Ibalonianus venator Roewer 1949: 268, fig 52a–b. • Superfluous replacement name for Ibalonianus impudens Roewer, 
1923; to be used whenever this and Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906 are considered congeneric.

Ibalonius Karsch, 1880

Ibalonius Karsch 1880: 400. Type-species by subsequent designation of Roewer (1949c: 269): Ibalonius jagori Karsch, 
1880.

Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906

Ibalonius impudens Loman 1906: 3. • Type data: ♂ lectotype, 1 ♂ paralectotype, herewith designated (ZMA), PAPUA 
NEW GUINEA, Moso; 2 ♂ paralectotypes (ZMA), Orum.

Ibaloniolus impudens: Roewer 1949: 269, fig 58a–b. 

Ibalonius simoni Roewer, 1915

Ibalonius simoni Roewer 1915: 123, fig. 11. • Type data: 2 ♂♀ syntypes (MNHN and SMF), INDONESIA, Papua Barat, 
Dorei (“Dorey”). Originally syntypes of Ibalonius impudens Loman, 1906.

Zalmoxidae Sørensen, 1886

Pachylicus Roewer, 1923

Pachylicus Roewer 1923: 118. • Type-species by subsequent designation of Goodnight & Goodnight (1953b): Metapachylus 
rugosus Banks, 1909.

Cerroa Roewer 1928: 533 • Type-species by monotypy: Cerroa gracilis Roewer, 1928. • Junior subjective synonym of 
Pachylicus Roewer, 1923 according to Goodnight & Goodnight (1953b: 21). 

Pachylicus gracilis (Roewer, 1928) comb. nov.

ʹḾetapachylus gracilisʹʹ: Petrunkevitch 1925: 61. • Non Metapachylus gracilis Pickard-Cambridge, 1905: misidentification 
of then undescribed Cerroa gracilis, according to Roewer (1928).

Cerroa gracilis Roewer 1928: 533. • Nomen made available by deliberate employment of Petrunkevitch’s misidentification 
(Art. 11.10 and 50.1), but originally mistakenly attributed to Petrunkevitch (1925).
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ʹĆerroa petrunkevitchiʹʹ: Mello-Leitão 1944: 3. • Unavailable nomen, intended to be a nomen novum for Metapachylus 
gracilis Petrunkevitch, 1925, but a junior objective synonym of Cerroa gracilis.

ʹṔachylicus petrunkevitchiʹʹ: Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga 2011: 61.
Cerroa floresia Goodnight & Goodnight 1947: 1, fig 3–6.
Pachylicus floresius: Kury 2003: 247.

Pyropharynx Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga, 2011

Metapachylus Pickard-Cambridge 1905: 574. • Type-species by original designation: Metapachylus gracilis Pickard-
Cambridge, 1905. • Junior homonym of Metapachylus Bates, 1889 (Coleoptera).

Pyropharynx Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga 2011: 61. • Nomen novum for Metapachylus Pickard-Cambridge, 1905. 

Pyropharynx gracilis (Pickard-Cambridge, 1905)

Metapachylus gracilis Pickard-Cambridge 1905: 574, pl. 54, fig. 2, 2a–d.
Pyropharynx gracilis: Kury & Alonso-Zarazaga 2011: 61.
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