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A TAXONOMIC REVISION OF THE PROCRYPTOCERUS

(HYMENOPTERA: FORMICIDAE) OF CENTRAL

AMERICA

JOHN T. LONGINO1 AND R. R. SNELLING2

ABSTRACT. The Central American species of the Neotropical ant genus Procryptocerus Emery, 1887
(Myrmicinae, Cephalotini), are revised, with a worker-based key to species and individual accounts for 14
species. Species accounts include distribution, habitat affinities, nesting habits, and, in some cases, descrip-
tions of nest contents. The following taxonomic changes are made: P. reichenspergeri Santschi, 1921, is
synonymized under P. mayri Forel, 1899; P. convexus Forel, 1904, is raised to species; P. impressus Forel,
1899, is removed from synonymy and raised to species; and P. laeviventris Forel, 1899, is transferred from
synonymy under P. carbonarius to synonymy under P. batesi. Four new species are described: P. eladio, P.
kempfi, P. nalini, and P. tortuguero.

RESUMEN. Las especies de América Central del género Neotropical de hormigas Procryptocerus Emery,
1887 (Myrmicinae, Cephalotini), son revisadas, con una clave de especies y citas de 14 especies. Las citas
de especies incluyen distribución, afinidades de hábitat, hábitos de anidamiento, y, en algunos casos, des-
criptiones del los contenidos del nido. Se hacen los siguientes cambios taxonómicos: P. reichenspergeri
Santschi, 1921 es sinonimizado con P. mayi Forel, 1899; P. convexus Forel, 1904 es elevado a especie; P.
impressus Forel, 1899 es retirado de sinonimia y elevado a especie; y P. laeviventris Forel, 1899 es trans-
ferido de sinonimia bajo P. carbonarius a sinonimia bajo P. batesi. Se describen cuatro especies nuevas: P.
eladio, P. kempfi, P. nalini, y P. tortuguero.

INTRODUCTION

The ant tribe Cephalotini, subfamily Myrmicinae,
is a group of Neotropical, stem-nesting ants. A
unique proventriculus (Emery, 1924) may be sup-
posed synapomorphic, establishing the tribe as a
monophyletic lineage. In addition, deep antennal
scrobes, nonpedunculate petiole, relatively large
size, and elaborate sculpture proffer a characteristic
habitus. Brown (1973) attempted to reduce the Ce-
phalotini to two genera, Procryptocerus Emery,
1887, and Cephalotes Latreille, 1802, but Kempf
(1973) persevered in the retention of four genera:
Procryptocerus, Cephalotes, Eucryptocerus Kempf,
1951, and Zacryptocerus Wheeler, 1911. Andrade
and Baroni Urbani (1999) recently evaluated the
monophyly of Cephalotes, Eucryptocerus, and Za-
cryptocerus and concluded that Brown’s proposal
was correct, and they formally synonymized Eu-
cryptocerus and Zacryptocerus under Cephalotes.
Thus, the Cephalotini now contains two genera,
Procryptocerus and Cephalotes, with Cephalotes
being demonstrably monophyletic.

The genus Procryptocerus can be separated from
Cephalotes (in the broad sense of Andrade and Bar-
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oni Urbani, 1999) by the combination of the fol-
lowing worker and queen characters: (1) antennal
scrobe extending almost to margin of vertex, (2)
eyes situated below the scrobe, (3) frontal carinae
not covering the genae from above, (4) pronotum
without spines or teeth, (5) metatarsus not com-
pressed, and (6) petiole and postpetiole without
projecting spines, teeth, or tubercles (Kempf, 1951).
Procryptocerus workers are strictly monomorphic
(Wheeler, 1984). The larvae of several species of
Procryptocerus have been described by Wheeler
and Wheeler (1954, 1973), but no features unique
to the genus have been identified. Although the
above characters allow a clean separation of Pro-
cryptocerus and Cephalotes, it remains unknown
whether any of them are synapomorphic. Thus it is
unknown whether Procryptocerus is monophyletic
or the paraphyletic remainder of the Cephalotini
after Cephalotes is removed.

Kempf (1951) revised the genus, and subsequent-
ly published short addenda describing new species,
making minor taxonomic changes, and providing
new locality data (Kempf, 1957, 1960, 1964a,
1964b, 1969). The treatment of the Central Amer-
ican region, in particular, suffered from a severe
paucity of material, and many of the taxa Kempf
treated were known to him only by the type series
(often a single specimen) or by brief published de-
scriptions. The accrual of new material from Cen-
tral America revealed problems in using Kempf’s
key to species (1951:19). Some of the characters to


