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Introduction 

Pioneering work on Dutch Diptera was done 

by F. M. van der Wulp in the last century and 

resulted in the “Nieuwe naamlijst van Neder- 

landsche Diptera” [New checklist of Dutch 

Diptera] by Van der Wulp & De Meijere 

(1898). J. C. H. de Meijere continued working 

on the Dutch Diptera and compiled the most 

recent checklist (De Meijere, 1939). In the 

course of years De Meijere built up what is 

probably the most important collection of 

Dutch Diptera. This collection is now part of 

the collections of the Zoological Museum of 

the University of Amsterdam (ZMA). 

Since 1939 only parts of De Meijere’s 

checklist have been updated. One of the fami¬ 

lies badly in need of an update is the 

Empididae sensu Chvâla (1983). The Dutch 

species of the genus Empis Linnaeus were re¬ 

viewed by Van der Goot (1989). A review of 

the next large genus, Rhamphomyia Meigen, 

is undertaken by the author. 

The genus Rhamphomyia is a genus with 

about 550 described species worldwide. It is 

mainly distributed in the Holarctic region 

(Bartâk, 1982). The size of the flies varies 

from about 2 mm to almost 10 mm. The males 

of most species show a predatory behaviour as 

part of their mating behaviour and the females 

of a number of species are predacious but 

otherwise the flies appear to be nectar feeders 

(Chvâla, 1990). Little is known about the early 

stages. 

So far 26 species of Rhamphomyia were re¬ 

corded from The Netherlands, 22 of which 

were already mentioned by De Meijere 

(1939). One species not recorded by De 

Meijere (R. longipes) was found in his collec¬ 

tion, but was already recorded from The 

Netherlands by Meuffels (1970). Beuk (1992) 

added R. obscuripennis Meigen, R. pi lifer 

Meigen and R. argentata von Röder. 

All material from De Meijere’s collection 

was now examined. In all 25 species were 

present in De Meijere’s collection. In the spe¬ 

cies account below the species are treated in 

alphabetical order. All names mentioned by 

De Meijere (1939) are given in the account 

and are marked with an asterisk (*). The sub¬ 

generic division and nomenclature follow the 

catalogue by Chvâla & Wagner (1989). 

Unless stated otherwise all material was col¬ 

lected by De Meijere himself. 

Not necessarily all specimens under a 

wrong name in the collection of the Zoologi¬ 

cal Museum at Amsterdam were a result of a 

misidentification by De Meijere. His collec¬ 

tion was transferred from its original drawers 

and incorporated in the Museum collection. It 

is very likely that some specimens were mis¬ 

placed while this was done. In the collection 
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of unidentified Empididae at the Zoological 

Museum at Amsterdam are still Rhamphomyia 

specimens collected by De Meijere. These 

specimens used to be in the so-called “stu¬ 

dents collection” and were not taken into ac¬ 

count for this publication. 

Species account 

Rhamphomyia (Aclonempis) longipes 

(Meigen) 

* Rhamphomyia aethiops non Zetterstedt: misidentifica- 

tion 

* Empis pulicaria Loew: synonym 

Material examined: Nederland (1 9: no date; 1 9: 1904); 

Limburg; Bunde (7 3, 2 9: 16.vi. 1919), Epen (1 3: 

vi. 1911 ), Houthem (2 3: 8.vi.l903; 6 3, 15 9; ca 

20.vi.1904; 2 3, 1 9: 16.vi.1909, Valkenburg 1 3,2 9: 

14.vi.1919), Vlodrop (1 3: 9.vi. 1903), Zuid-Limburg (5 

d,3 9: no date); Overijssel: Ommen (1 d: 25.vi.1916). 

All specimens preserved under Rhamphomyia 

aethiops in De Meijere’s collection belong to 

R. longipes, a species recorded from The 

Netherlands by Meuffels (1970). De Meijere 

clearly had problems to identify this species 

and asked two other specialists for their opin¬ 

ion. G. Strobl examined a male and a female 

from Houthem (Limburg) collected on 8 June 

1903 and returned the specimens with the la¬ 

bels: “/?/?. aethiops Ztt d 9” and “Strobl / det. 

03”. Apparently the female was lost after¬ 

wards. Th. Becker also examined a male and a 

female from Houthem but those specimens 

were collected round 20 June 1904. He re¬ 

turned the specimens with the labels “Rhamp. 

/ sp. aff. aethiops” and “/?/?. n.sp. / det. 

Becker”. De Meijere still was not convinced 

that this species indeed was R. aethiops since 

he labelled the specimen identified by Strobl: 

“/?/?. sp. niet [not] / aethiops” and “Frey / Mitt. 

Fini. / 1909”. The latter label refers to the pub¬ 

lication by Frey (1909) on Finnish Diptera, in 

which a short description of R. aethiops is giv¬ 

en that apparently did not fit De Meijere’s 

specimens. 

De Meijere (1907) already mentioned these 

specimens of R. aethiops but he did not put the 

species on the Dutch list because of uncertain 

identification. Yet, in the second supplement 

(De Meijere, 1916) he recorded it from three 

localities: Vlodrop, Ommen and Houthem. 

The specimen from Ommen was later [by mis¬ 

take?] placed in the collection under R. gihba 

(Fallén). 

Empis pulicaria was recorded by De 

Meijere (1907) but this is a junior synonym of 

R. longipes. It was described as a species of 

Empis on the basis of aberrant specimens lack¬ 

ing the fork in vein R4+v De Meijere also had 

problems identifying his specimen from 

Houthem (Limburg) as the identification label 

shows: “£. pulicarius / Loew?” M. Chvâla re¬ 

identified the specimen as R. longipes (see 

Van der Goot, 1989). See also below under R. 

aethiops. 

Rhamphomyia (Amydroneura) 

erythrophthalma Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia crassicauda non Strobl: misidentifica- 

tion 

* Rhamphomyia erythrophthalma Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia serotina Oldenberg: synonym 

* Rhamphomyia serotina De Meijere: synonym 

Material examined: Noord-Holland: Diemen (1 <3, 1 9: 

6.x.1919; 1 3: 9.x.1919), Hilversum (12 3, 1 9: 
9.x. 1904; 2 9: 2.X.1910; 3 3, 2 9: 16.x. 1910; 1?: 

13.x. 1912; 1 3: 17.x. 1916); Utrecht: Baarn (1 3: 
29.ix.1906) 

The only Dutch record of Rhamphomyia cras¬ 

sicauda is that in the 1939 list of De Meijere. 

This Central European species could not be 

found among the Dutch material in De 

Meijere’s collection. Neither was it mentioned 

in one of the supplements to the Dutch check¬ 

list of Van der Wulp & De Meijere ( 1898). As 

shown below, there is cause for its erroneous 

inclusion on the Dutch list. 

De Meijere first did not recognise Rham¬ 

phomyia erythrophthalma and sent specimens 

to Th. Becker for identification. Becker identi¬ 

fied two males as R. crassicauda and his iden¬ 

tification labels are still attached to the speci¬ 

mens. De Meijere must not have been satisfied 

with the identification since he described the 

species involved as R. serotina (De Meijere, 

1918). One year later he already noticed that 
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R. serotina De Meijere is a junior synonym of 

R. serotina Oldenberg (De Meijere, 1919). 

The synonymy of R. serotina with R. eryth- 

rophthalma was established by Collin (1926) 

and this was followed by De Meijere (1939). 

Rhamphomyia serotina was described by 

De Meijere on the basis of specimens collected 

at Hilversum (Noord-Holland), where he col¬ 

lected it on several occasions. The genitalia of 

one male from this locality were dissected and 

figured in the description of R. serotina. This 

specimen was mounted with four other males 

on one pin but these have now been remounted 

on separate pins. The specimens represent part 

of the type-series of R. serotina but a holotype 

was not designated. I hereby designate the 

male with the dissected genitalia bearing the 

label “Hilversum / 9.X.04 / de Meijere” as the 

lectotype and have labelled it: “Rhamphomyia 

(Am.) / erythrophthalma 6 / Meigen, 1830 / 

Det P L Th Beuk, 1992” and “LECTOTYPE / 

Rhamphomyia serotina / de Meijere,- 1918 / 

des. P. L. Th. Beuk, 1995”. The other four 

males are labelled as paralectotypes. 

Even though the misidentification as R. 

crassicauda was recognised, it was erroneous¬ 

ly added to the Dutch list, from which it is now 

removed. 

Rhamphomyia (Amydroneura) gihha (Fallén) 

* Rhamphomyia gihha (Fallén) 

Material examined: Limburg: Valkenburg (2 9: vi. 1911); 

Noord-Holland: Hilversum (1 3 : no date; 1 3 : 

7.vi. 1904); Utrecht: Baam (1 9: 28.vii.1910), de Grebbe 

(1 9: 30.vii.1892, leg. Jaspers). 

One specimen under this name belonged to 

Rhamphomyia longipes. A female(?) collected 

by De Meijere at Baam on 25.vii.1908 prob¬ 

ably also belongs to this species. The specimen 

from De Grebbe was found under Microphor 

holosericeus (Meigen) (family Microphoridae). 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) caliginosa Collin 

* Rhamphomyia nigripennis (non Fabricius): partly, mis¬ 
identification 

Material examined: Zuid-Holland: Leimuiden (2 9: ± 
29.viii.1918; 1 3, 1 9: 16.vii.1920). 

Rhamphomyia caliginosa closely resembles 

R. nigripennis. It can be distinguished from all 

other species of the R. nigripennis group by its 

yellow instead of black palps. De Meijere rec¬ 

ognised the specimens collected in 1918 as be¬ 

longing to another species than R. nigripennis, 

but could not identify them. The male and the 

female collected in 1920 were placed under/?. 

nigripennis. Rhamphomyia caliginosa is here 

recorded for the first time from The Nether¬ 

lands. 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) flava (Fallén) 

* Rhamphomyiaßava (Fallén) 

Material examined: Limburg: Bunde (2 9: 27.vii.1907); 

Gronsveld (1 9: 29.vii.1907), Houthem (1 3, 1 9: 
16.vi. 1907), Valkenburg (1 3:vi.l911;2 9: 13.vi.1919; 

1 9: 14.vi.1919; 1 9: 15.vi. 1919), Zuid-Limburg (1 9: 
no date). 

All specimens under this name in the collec¬ 

tion were identified correctly. Although De 

Meijere (1916) recorded this species from 

both Bunde and Epen in Limburg, the speci¬ 

mens from Epen are missing from the collec¬ 

tion. The only two Rhamphomyia specimens 

from Epen found in the collection are males of 

R. longipes and R. nigripennis. It is highly un¬ 

likely that De Meijere should have confused 

either species with R. flava, but he may have 

mixed up some of the locality names. 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) nigripennis 

(Fabricius) 

* Rhamphomyia nigripennis (Fabricius): partly 

Material examined: Nederland (2 <5, 1 9: no date); 

Gelderland: Leuvenum (1 3: 8.vi. 1913); Limburg: Bunde 

( 1 (3,1 9: 16.vi.1919), Epen (1 3: vi. 1911), Houthem ( 1 

3: vi.1895, leg. Versluys; 2 3, 1 9: 8.vi.l903; 1 9: ca 

20.vi. 1904), Valkenburg (1 3: 15.vi. 1919); Noord- 

Holland: Haarlem (1 3, 1 9: 20.V.1920; 1 3: 

14.viii. 1920), Velsen (1 9: 10.vi. 1916); Overijssel: 

Denekamp (13: 18.v. 1918); Utrecht: Linschoten (9 3,5 

9: 3.vi.l920; 2 9:21 .v. 1919); Zeeland: Walcheren (13: 

18.vi, leg. Van der Wulp); Zuid-Holland: Den Haag (> 20 

3, >5 9: vi.1902) 

Only part of the material under Rhamphomyia 



108 Ent. Ber., Amst. 55 (1995) 

nigripennis did in fact belong to this species. 

Other species represented under this name 

were R. caliginosa, R. trigemina Oldenberg 

and R. umbripennis Meigen. 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) trigemina 

Oldenberg 

* Rhamphomyia nigripennis (non Fabricius): partly, mis- 

identification 

Material examined: Gelderland: Oosterbeek (1 9: 

vi.1900) 

Rhamphomyia trigemina is again a typical 

representative of the R. nigripennis group. The 

males can easily be identified using the geni¬ 

talia, but the females are difficult to identify. 

The latter closely resemble those of R. umbri¬ 

pennis and the main differences are found in 

the shape of the frons: parallel-sided in R. um¬ 

bripennis and somewhat divergent dorsally in 

R. trigemina. The only specimen of R. trigemi¬ 

na in De Meijere’s collection was found under 

R. nigripennis. It was identified by G. Strobl 

in 1901 as R. umbripennis “defect 9”. 

Rhamphomyia trigemina is here recorded for 

the first time from the Netherlands. 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) umbripennis 

Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia nigripennis (non Fabricius): partly, mis- 

identification 

Material examined: Limburg: Bunde (1 9: vi.1902 [an¬ 

other female with the same label probably belongs to this 

species as well]), Valkenburg (1 9: 13.vi.1919; 2 9: 
15.vi. 1919). 

Rhamphomyia umbripennis also closely resem¬ 

bles R. nigripennis but the male genitalia are 

very distinct. The female can easily be distin¬ 

guished from the female of R. nigripennis be¬ 

cause it has a glossy black frons instead of a matt 

one. Rhamphomyia umbripennis is here record¬ 

ed for the first time from The Netherlands. 

Rhamphomyia (Holoclera) variabilis (Fallén) 

* Rhamphomyia variabilis (Fallén) 

Material examined: Nederland (4 9: no date); Gelder¬ 

land: Arnhem (1 3: 1905, leg. Bierman); Noord-Holland: 

Hilversum (6 3, 2 9: no date; 4 3, 1 9: 28.viii.1904; 8 

3, 1 9: Fix.1904; 1 3,2 9: ll.ix.1904; 1 9: 23.ix.1904; 

2 9: 30.viii. 1907; 3 9: 9.ix.l907; 1 9: 19.ix.1907; 1 9: 

26.ix.1907; 1 <3: 17.viii. 1908; 1 9: 28.viii.1909; 3 3, 1 

9: 31.viii.[ 1909?]; 2 3, 1 9: 5.ix.l909; 2 9: 22.ix.1912); 

Utrecht: Baarn (2 9: 27.ix.1908); Zuid-Holland: Den 

Haag (1 9 : ix, leg. Van der Wulp). 

Rhamphomyia variabilis is represented in De 

Meijere’s collection by 52 specimens and no 

misidentifications were found. 

Rhamphomyia (Megacyttarus) crassirostris 

(Fallén) 

* Rhamphomyia nigripes (auct., non Fabricius): misinter¬ 

pretation 

Material examined: Nederland (1 <3,1 9 : no date); Noord- 

Holland: Amsterdam (1 9: 1 l.v.1904; 1 <3: 21.v. 1916; 1 

9: 29.V.1920), Bussum (3 3, 1 9: l.v.1894), Haarlem (1 

3, 1 9; 20.V.1920), Hilversum (1 3: 12.V.1904); 

Overijssel: Denekamp (1 3, 6 9: 17.v. 1918); Utrecht: 

Baarn (1 3: v. 1891); Zuid-Holland: Den Haag (1 3: v, no 

leg.; 2 3,2 9: v. 1902; 1 3: v.1903; 2 3: v.l911,no leg.), 

Leiden ( 1 9 : no further information) 

In De Meijere’s days the species described as 

Empis nigripes Fabricius and Empis crassi¬ 

rostris Fallén were thought to apply to the 

same species of Rhamphomyia, but Collin 

(1961) pointed out that could not be the case. 

He concluded that E. nigripes was in fact a 

senior synonym of E. vernalis Meigen, and 

that the correct name for the Rhamphomyia 

species involved should be R. crassirostris. 

Indeed, all specimens under the name R. ni¬ 

gripes in De Meijere’s collection belong to R. 

crassirostris. 

Rhamphomyia (Megacyttarus) maculipennis 

Zetterstedt 

Rhamphomyia nodipes (non Fallén): misidentification 

Material examined: Noord-Holland: Amsterdam 

[Amsterdamse Weg] (19: 22.iv.1920). 

The single specimen under the name 

Rhamphomyia nodipes in De Meijere’s collec¬ 

tion does in fact belong to R. maculipennis. 

This species is here recorded for the first time 

from The Netherlands. 
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Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) aethiops 

Zetterstedt 

Material examined: Gelderland: Doorwerth (1 9; coll. 

Beuk), 't Harde (4 6, 17 9; coll, van Aartsen, Beuk and 

ZMA), Tongeren (3 <3, 6 9 ; coll, van Aartsen), Wolfheze 

(1 <3 ; coll, van Steenis); Limburg: Colmont (1 9; coll. 

van Aartsen). 

Although this species was listed by De 

Meijere (see under/?, longipes), it was not rep- 

resented in De Meijere’s collection. It is nev¬ 

ertheless maintained on the list because it was 

collected since 1939 (see above). All speci¬ 

mens were collected in May. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) atra 

(Meigen) 

* Rhamphomyia atra (Meigen) 

Material examined: Limburg: Houthem (1 9 : no date; 1 <3 : 

8.vi.l903); Noord-Holland: Amsterdam (1 3: 3.vi.l945), 

Haarlem (1 3: 20.v. 1920), Velsen (1 3: 30.V.1918). 

Under the name Rhamphomyia atra seven 

specimens were present in De Meijere’s col¬ 

lection. One of these belongs to R. tar sat a and 

another specimen, a male bearing the same la¬ 

bel as the male from Houthem, is too heavily 

damaged to allow certain identification. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) harhata 

(Macquart) 

* Rhamphomyia harhata (Macquart) 

* Rhamphomyia penna ta Macquart: synonym 

Material examined: Nederland (1 9 : no date); 

Gelderland: Oosterbeek (1 3, 1 9; i. 1900); Noord- 

Holland: Amsterdam (1 9: 26.V.1866, leg. Kinker); 

Haarlem (1 9: 9.vi, coll. Van der Wulp; 1 9: 20.v. 1920); 

Utrecht: Utrecht (1 9: no date, leg. Six); Zuid-Holland: 

Den Haag (1 9 : no date, leg. Van der Wulp; 2 3 : v. 1902). 

The ten specimens under this name were all 

correctly identified. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) caesia 

Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia filata Zetterstedt: synonym 

Material examined; Overijssel: Denekamp (1 3, 1 9: 
17.v.1916) 

Bartâk (1982) compared the holotype (a fe¬ 

male) of Rhamphomyia caesia with the re¬ 

description by Collin (1961) of R. filata. He 

concluded that both species are identical 

and that R. filata is a junior synonym of R. 

caesia. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) 

geniculata Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia geniculata Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia plumipes (auctt., non Meigen): misinter¬ 

pretation by Fallén and Lundbeck 

* Rhamphomyia simplex non Zetterstedt: partly, misiden- 

tification 

Material examined: Nederland (1 3: no date); Noord- 

Holland: Hilversum (1 3: v.1901); Zuid-Holland: Den 

Haag (2 3 : v.1902; 1 9 : no date, leg. Van der Wulp). 

In De Meijere’s collection four correctly iden¬ 

tified specimens of Rhamphomyia geniculata 

were found. A fifth specimen (the male from 

Hilversum) was misidentified and listed as R. 

simplex (De Meijere, 1916). 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) 

marginata (Fabricius) 

* Rhamphomyia platyptera (Panzer): synonym 

Material examined: Gelderland: Nijmegen (1 9: 

23.v. 1909, leg. Schuyt); Limburg: Valkenburg (2 9: 

1 .v. 1913, leg. Kiene); Noord-Holland: Hilversum (1 9: 

26.V.1894, no leg.). 

Rhamphomyia platyptera is a junior synonym 

of R. marginata but both names were used by 

different authors. This is probably due to dif¬ 

ferent dating of the name R. marginata: both 

Panzer and Fabricius published descriptions 

of this species in 1794 but an earlier descrip¬ 

tion of R. marginata was published in 1787 by 

Fabricius. Rhamphomyia marginata is thus a 

senior synonym of R. platyptera (see 

Melander, 1928). 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) 

physoprocta Frey 

* Rhamphomyia niveipennis non Zetterstedt: misidentifi- 

cation 
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Material examined: Overijssel: Ommen (2 9: 25.vi. 1916; 

1 9: 26.vi.1918, all. leg. De Meijere). 

De Meijere (1916) recorded Rhamphomyia ni- 

veipennis from Ommen and it was never re¬ 

corded afterwards. However, the specimens in 

De Meijere’s collection do not belong to R. ni- 

veipennis but to R. physoprocta. The species 

are quite similar, both having milky white 

wings and a light grey body with white hairs. 

However, in R. physoprocta the proboscis is 

shorter than the head is high, whereas in R. ni- 

veipennis the proboscis is longer than the head 

is high. 

Since the record of R. niveipennis was 

based on a misidentification, R. niveipennis is 

herewith deleted from the Dutch list. 

Rhamphomyia physoprocta is here recorded 

for the first time from The Netherlands. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) simplex 

Zetterstedt 

* Rhamphomyia simplex Zetterstedt: partly 

Material examined: Noord-Holland: Amsterdam (1 9: 

vi. 1898; 2 3: ll.v.1919; 1 3,1 9: 15.V.1919; 1 3,7 9: 

18.V.1919; 1 3: 22.iv.1920), Diemen (1 9: v.1892; 3 3, 

4 9: 11.V.1916), Hilversum (1 9: 25.V.1905). 

Under this name 24 specimens were included 

of which only one was misidentified (a male 

of R. geniculata from Hilversum). 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) tarsata 

Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia tarsata Meigen 

Material examined: Gelderland: Laag Soeren (1 <3: 

8.vi. 1917); Noord-Holland: Amsterdam (1 <3: v.1907), 

Bloemendaal (1 <3: 20.V.1920), Hilversum (6 3, 2 9: 

22.V.1910; 1 3: 12.v.1912); Overijssel: Denekamp (6 3: 

17.V.1918; 2 3: 19.V.1918); Zuid-Holland: Den Haag (1 

3: 20.V, no leg.; 1 3: 22.v, coll. Van der Wulp; 1 3: 25.v, 

no leg.; 1 3: 26.v, no leg.; vi, no leg.; 1 3: 24.v. 1904). 

The 25 specimens placed under this name 

were all identified correctly. A male from Den 

Haag was found under R. atra. 

Rhamphomyia (Pararhamphomyia) tihiella 

(Zetterstedt) 

Material examined; Overijssel: Denekamp (1 3: 

18.v.1909). 

De Meijere collected one male of this species 

at Denekamp but could not identify it and la¬ 

belled it “sp. n.” without ever describing it. 

Rhamphomyia tihiella is here reported for the 

first time from The Netherlands. 

Rhamphomyia (Rhamphomyia) einerascens 

(Meigen) 

* Rhamphomyia cinerascens Meigen 

Material examined: Nederland (1 9 : no date, leg. Kinker; 

I 3, 1 cf 3, no date); Gelderland: Wamel (3 3,3 9 : no 

date, leg. Schuyt); Limburg: Venlo (1 3,2 9 : no further 

information [probably leg. Van den Brandt]; 2 9 : no date, 

leg. Van den Brandt); Noord-Holland: no further locality 

label (4 3, 2 9,4 puparia: e.p. 1915), Amsterdam (1 9: 

iv; 1 9: V.1916; 1 9: 16.v. 1917; 1 3: 3.V.1919; 1 9: 

10.V.1919; 4 3, 1 9: ll.v.1919; 1 9: 13.iv.1920, 4 3,3 

9: 22.iv.1920; 2 9: 29.iv.1920, all leg. De Meijere; 1 3: 

26.iv.1914, leg. Mac Gillavry), Ankeveen (3 3, 13 9: 

II .v. 1905): Bussum (1 cf 3: 30.iv.1908), Diemen (1 9: 

v.1916; 2 9:11.v.1916), Diemerbrug (1 3,2 9: v.1917; 

9 3, 1 9: 10.v.1917), Hilversum (1 9: v.1900; 1 9: 

6.V.1906); Koenenkade [Amsterdam] (13: 15.V.1908, no 

leg. but labels in De Meijere’s handwriting), Sloterdijk (1 

9: 9.V.1908, leg. Koomneef), Zeeburg (1 9: lO.v.1914, 

leg. Mac Gillavry); Zuid-Holland: Bodegraven (2 3,1 9 : 

7.iv.l893), Leiden (1 9: no date, leg. De Graaf), 

Zwammerdam ( 1 3,2 9: v.1900). 

Two specimens of Rhamphomyia cinerascens 

were found under R. sulcata but those two 

specimens, although collected by De Meijere, 

at one time were deposited in the Zoological 

Museum of the University of Utrecht. After 

that Museum closed the specimens were re¬ 

turned to the Zoological Museum at Amster¬ 

dam, but were erroneously placed under R. 

sulcata. Furthermore, a female of R. cineras¬ 

cens was found under/?, spinipes. 

Rhamphomyia (Rhamphomyia) laevipes 

(Fallén) 

Material examined: Gelderland: Leuvenum (2 3; coll, 

van Aartsen), Wissel (1 9; coll, van Aartsen): Noord- 

Brabant: Udenhout (88 3, 18 9; several collections). 

Although listed (see under Rhamphomyia stig- 
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mosa) this species is not represented in De 

Meijere’s collection. It is nevertheless main¬ 

tained on the list because it was collected 

since 1939. The collecting dates range from 

half April to late May. 

Rhamphomyia spinipes (Fallén) 

* Rhamphomyia spinipes Fallén 

Material examined: Gelderland: Putten (1 <3: 25.ix.1916, 

leg. Oudemans). 

The specimen from Putten recorded by De 

Meijere ( 1919) is still present in the collection. 

A female of Rhamphomyia cinerascens from 

Zwammerdam was (probably by mistake) also 

placed under this name but not recorded from 

this locality. 

Rhamphomyia (Rhamphomyia) stigmosa 

Meigen 

* Rhamphomyia stigmosa Macquart 

* Rhamphomyia laevipes (non Fallén): misidentification 

* Rhamphomyia conformis Kowarz: synonym of R. laevi- 

pes 

Material examined: Friesland: Beetsterzwaag (1 <3:8- 

ll.vi.1922); Limburg: Venlo (1 $ : v, leg. Van den 

Brandt), Vlodrop (3 $ : 7.vi. 1903). 

Only the male from Beetsterzwaag was 

present under the name Rhamphomyia stigmo¬ 

sa in De Meijere’s collection, but there were 

also four females included under the name R. 

laevipes. These females were first recorded as 

R. stigmosa Meigen by De Meijere (1907), but 

later they were re-identified by L. Oldenberg 

as R. laevipes. This was reported by De 

Meijere (1928) and the specimens were put in 

the collection under this name. 

It is likely this misidentification was caused 

by a misinterpretation of R. conformis in 

literature: Rhamphomyia stigmosa was inclu¬ 

ded in Lundbeck’s treatment of the Danish 

Empididae (1910) under the name R. confor¬ 

mis. Rhamphomyia conformis is in fact a 

junior synonym of R. laevipes (see Collin, 

1926) and not the same species as R. stigmosa. 

Oldenberg may well have used Lundbeck’s 

key and identified the specimens as R. confor¬ 

mis, since there is an identification label with 

this name on one of the pins. De Meijere may 

have applied Collin’s synonymisation of R. 

conformis with R. laevipes. 

Rhamphomyia (Rhamphomyia) sulcata 

(Meigen) 

* Rhamphomyia sulcata Meigen sensu Collin 

* Rhamphomyia propinqua De Meijere: synonym 

Material examined: Nederland (1 <3, 1 9: no date); 

Noord-Holland: Bussum (1 <3: iv.1894). Koenenkade 

[Amsterdam] (1 <3: 17.V.1908, no leg. but labels in De 

Meijere’s handwriting); Overijssel: Denekamp (2 <3,2 $ : 

17.V.1918; 1 ?9: 19.v.1918); Zuid-Holland: Zwammer¬ 

dam (1 c3,l 9 : V.1900). 

Rhamphomyia propinqua was described by 

De Meijere (1918) to separate two closely re¬ 

lated species of the R. sulcata group. De 

Meijere did not see the type of R. sulcata and 

does not make clear why he chose to describe 

this species as R. propinqua and to use the 

name R. sulcata for the species now known as 

R. sulcatella Collin. 

Collin (1926) did study the specimens 

under the name Rhamphomyia sulcata in 

Meigen’s collection. He found a series of three 

specimens: a male of R. cinerascens and two 

females belonging to other species. One fe¬ 

male was from Paris and “almost certainly re¬ 

ceived by Meigen from Macquart long after he 

described his sulcata, this is my sulcatella 

(sulcata Meij.)”. This made him “decide” on 

the other female “as the ‘type’” of R. sulcata 

but he did not designate it as a lectotype. 

Collin (1926) states that the specimen he de¬ 

cided on as the type of R. sulcata is conspeci- 

fic with De Meijere’s R. propinqua and that R. 

sulcata is thus a senior synonym of R. propin¬ 

qua. 

Bartâk (1989) re-examined the series in 

Meigen’s collection and found only two spec¬ 

imens: the male of R. cinerascens and the fe¬ 

male of Rhamphomyia sulcata sensu Collin. 

He did not designate the female as lectotype 

because he could not be certain that the female 

does indeed belong to R. sulcata sensu 

Meigen, and not to R. sulcatina Collin, an¬ 

other closely related species. For nomenclato- 
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ry stability he also decided against designating 
the male of R. cinerascens as lectotype. 

Rhamphomyia propinqua was described by 
De Meijere (1918) on the basis of specimens 
from Bussum (Noord-Holland), Zwammer- 
dam and Bodegraven (Zuid-Holland). In De 
Meijere’s collection are at present a male and 
a female labelled “Zwammer/dam V. 1900 / de 
M.” and one male labelled “Bussum / IV 94 / 
de M.”. These specimens belong to the type 
series of R. propinqua but De Meijere did not 
designate a holotype. The genitalia of both 
males were dissected by De Meijere and 
mounted in Canada Balsam. Figures of the 
genitalia were included in the original descrip¬ 
tion of R. propinqua. I hereby designate the 
specimen from Bussum as lectotype and have 
labelled it: 4Rhamphomyia (R.) / sulcata 8 / 
(Meigen, 1804) / Det P L Th Beuk, 1991” and 
“LECTOTYPE / Rhamphomyia propinqua / 
de Meijere, 1918 / des. P. L. Th. Beuk, 1995”. 

Rhamphomyia (Rhamphomyia) sulcatella 
Collin 

* Rhamphomyia sulcatella Collin 

* Rhamphomyia sulcata Meigen sensu De Meijere 

Material examined: Nederland (2 6, 1 $ : no further in¬ 

formation); Limburg: Venlo (1 2: no leg. [probably leg. 

Van den Brandt]); Noord-Holland: no further locality la¬ 

bel (1 6,2 2, 1 puparium: e.p. 1915), Ankeveen (1 2: 

V. 1901); Overijssel: Denekamp ( 1 6,2 2: 17.V.1918). 

Collin (1926) synonymised Rhamphomyia 
sulcata Meigen sensu De Meijere with R. sul¬ 
catella (see quote under R. sulcata above). All 
specimens under R. sulcatella were identified 
correctly. 

Final remarks 

De Meijere listed twenty-two species of 
Rhamphomyia, eighteen of which could be 
confirmed on the basis of material from his 
collection. Two species De Meijere included 
in his list are deleted (R. crassicauda and R. 
niveipennis). Another two species were not 
found in his collection either but remained on 
the Dutch list because recent material was 
available (R. aethiops and R. laevipes). Six 

species (R. caliginosa, R. maculipennis, R. 
physoprocta, R. tibiella, R. trigemina and R. 
umbripennis) are added to the Dutch list. So at 
present 30 species of Rhamphomyia are 
known from The Netherlands. 
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