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On the systematie status
ol Pipistrellus annectans Dobson. 1871
and Myotis primula Thomas. 1920 (Mammalia)

By Gy. ToriL. Budapest

The so-called Intermediale Bal, known even today in the single hololype speci-
men only, was described by Dossox under the name Pipisirellus annectans in 1871;
the specimen originated from the Naga Hills, formerly a part of the Indian provinee
Assam, now a federate state (Nagaland, India). In 1876, the same author (4) wrote
as follows, referring to it under the name Vesperugo annectens: “This species unites
the external appearance of a Vespertilio to the dentition of Vesperugo. In the form of
the ear and tragus and elevation of the roof of the skull above the face, it very closely
resembles some species of the former genus.” It could hardly be decided by now
whether, in using the synonym of the genus Pipistrellus, this change of the specific
name was a typographical error or a deliberate act (and if so, why?) of the author?
In my opinion, the original spelling should be adhered to, regardless of the fact that
later workers —after returning in general to the use of the generic name Pipisirellus —
listed the species as Pipisirellus anneclens (Dosson, 1876) (TArE, 8; ELLERMANN el
Morrisox-Scorr, 3). Though well-known, 1 should like to note that the majority of
the Vespertilio species belong, since this generic name is now again used in the
Linnean sense, to the genus Myofis. Owing to the relative unavailability of the holo-
Lype specimen and the presumable lack of further exemplars, nothing could be said
on the nearer relationship and systematic position of Pipistrellus annectans. Despite
this fact, Biancur established the subgenus Megapipistrellus for Dossox’s species
(2), while Tate (8) assigned it, principally in view of its great dimensions, to a special
group (the “Pipistrellus anneetens group’), distinet from all other Pipisirellus
species.

In 196667, 1 had occasion to study in the course of my trip to India in the
frame of the Indo-Hungarian Cultural Exchange Programme, the Pipistrellus
material preserved in the Mammal Section, Zoological Survey of India (formerly
Indian Museum). Calcutta, and also to examine in detail the holotype in alcohol
of Dossox’s Pipistrellus annectans (Number 155 a in Axperson’s Catalogue (1);
the recent inventory reference is Register Number 15595). The external features,
described also by Dossox and referring indubitably to a Myolis taxon, are conspic-
uous at the first glance. A preparation and thorough study of the skull had even
more confirmed my view that we have to do with a true Myotis species in spite of
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its dental formula, namely i %:34, agreeing with that of a Pipistrellus and
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not with that of a Myetis taxon [~——=38 . It is rather well known that in

many genera of the Microchiroptera (e.g. Rhinolophus, Myolis, Eplesicus, Pipi-
strellus) and in species where, as a specific character, the upper and lower small
premolars (therefore in some cases P* and P, or in other cases P? and P,) are
minute, there occur individuals in which these teeth are absent from one or both




374 Gvy. ToriL

sides, from above or below. Obviously Dossox’s specimen exhibits a similarly
abnormal dentition, an exemplar in which the development of the minute
middle premolars (P* and P,) failed to occur not only on both sides but also
above and below.

Concerning the Oriental Myotis species, I first suspected species whose specific
characteristics involve minute P? and P, premolars. One of these species is Myotis
primula TroMas, 1920, described from Pashok (Darjeeling District, West Bengal,
India), therefore from an area zoogeographically agreeing with that of Dosson’s
species (THOMAS, 10). For comparison, I had available a photograph made of the
skull of the holotype of Myotis primula. (Inventory Number 16. 3. 25. 30, British
Museum [Nat. Hist.]). TaTE (7), ELLERMAN et MorRrISON-ScorT (D), and HiLL (6)
discussed THOMAS’s species also under this name. Since, owing to Dr. J. E. Hirr’s
extensive help (letter communication), I am now in the possession of the detailed
measurement data of not only the holotype but all other specimens preserved in
the British Museum (Nat. Hist.), and having studied also the exemplars deposited
in the several collections in India, I can safely state that Pipistrellus annectans
and Myotis primula are subjective synonyms, hence the valid name of Dosson’s
taxon is Myotis annectans (Dosox, 1871), having priority over the junior subjective
synonyms Vesperugo annecfens DorsoN, 1876, Pipistrellus annectens (DoBsow,
1876), and Myetis primula TroMmAs, 1920. The nominal subgeneric taxon Mega-
pipistrellus Biaxcur, 1916, is hereby considered also a junior subjective synonym
of Myotis Kavp, 1829; furthermore, TATE’s (8) grouping and all of his respective
remarks made without cognizance of the actual holotype specimen become now
also irrelevant.

In studying the problem, however, it was found that a part of the Muyofis
annectans specimens preserved in Indian collections (Inventory Numbers 3804
and 3806, Bombay Natural History Society) have been listed as Myolis sicarius
Tuomas, 1915, whereas a true Myotis sicarius exemplar (Registration Number
17429, Zoological Survey of India) has been identified as Muyotis “primula’”.
According to Dr. B. Biswas (personal communication), these animals, being the
property of the Bombay Natural History Society (Mammal Survey of India, Burma
and Ceylon), had at that time probably been identified in the British Museum
(Nat. Hist.), indeed, a part of them perchance by O. TrRomas himself. These errors
in identification might be due to the fact that the heretofore known specimens of the
two rather closely related species had been captured partly in the same localities
and partly by the same collectors; furthermore the holotype of M. sicarius is a
subadult individual so that, comparing it with M. “primula”, THoMAS himself
might not have perceived the relevant differences satisfactorily. Thomas’s descrip-
tion of M. sicarius, “The small middle premolar . . . crowded inwards above and
in the toothrow, though crushed below . ..”, is, so to speak, overly compact. His
comparison (10) between M. “primula” and M. sicarius, namely “small premolar
(of primula) even smaller in proportion to the anterior one quite internal to the
toothrow. Below, this difference is accentuated, for the middle lower premolar is
in sicarius in the toothrow and of about one third the area in cross section of the
anterior tooth . ..” does not, as will be discussed in detail below, hold equally for
all specimens. TATE (7) committed several errors in discussing M. “primula” and
M. sicarius. He states for instance (p. 546) that P 3/3 of “primula” is in the axis
of the toothrow. This is an obvious mistake. Nor is it true that “primula” is closely
related to M. emarginatus, but then TaTe (p. 548) states rightly that “Primula
appears to be even further specialized than sicarius in degree of reduction of P 3/3”.







