
short antennal scapes and more extensive pilosity. The
aptly named subspecies L. humile arrogans Chopard,
described from introduced L. humile populations in
southern France, was probably inadvertently resur-
rected by Shattuck (1992) from an earlier synonymy.
Here, I return arrogans to synonymy because there is
no reason to view introduced Argentine ant popula-
tions as being heterospeciÞc.
Diagnosis. L. humile diagnosis is straightforward in

the male caste. The distinctive bulky males of humile
are not easily confused with males of any other spe-
cies. Males of closely related forms share structural
similarities with L. humile (e.g., the undescribed spe-
cies in Fig. 14) but are considerably smaller (Fig. 17)
with a much less developed mesosoma. The lack of
known intergrades strongly supports the speciÞc sta-
tus of L. humile. The only other congeneric males that
share the size of humile are montane Andean and
Caribbean forms associated with L. fuscum, but these

are unlikely to be confused with L. humile. Linepi-
thema fuscum-group males are structurally divergent
(Shattuck 1992), with an unusually elongate habitus,
a propodeum with a convex posterior face in lateral
view, two submarginal cells in the forewing, and con-
siderably longer wings relative to maximum mesoso-
mal length (Fig. 17).

Diagnosis is somewhat more problematic in work-
ers, as no single character serves to separate L. humile
from congeneric species. Table 2 provides a summary
of the minimum combination of three character states
that can diagnose nearly all L. humile worker speci-
mens over the full geographic distribution of Linepi-
thema. Figure 15 shows a consistent though not abso-
lutely diagnostic difference in eye size versus head
length between the large-eyed L. humile and all other
non-humile specimens. Figure 16 plots antennal scape
length versus head length in L. humile versus several
other species, excluding the distinct long-scaped spe-
cies L. oblongum, L. leucomelas, and ants of the L.
iniquum-complex. These species are readily recogniz-
able with other characters. SpeciÞcally, iniquum-com-
plex ants have a strongly impressed mesonotal dorsum
(Fig. 3), pronotal setae, and smaller eyes (ES � 2.0).
L. leucomelas has a distinct white/brown bicoloration
reminiscent of the antTapinomamelanocephalum (F.)
1793, standing setae on gastric tergites 1 and 2, and
smaller eyes (ES � 2.0).
L. oblongum (Fig. 6) is the species most similar toL.
humile. This poorly known ant seems to be conÞned
to the high Andes in northern Argentina and Bolivia.
Workers share the sparse pilosity and a similar meso-
somal proÞle with L. humile, but they are somewhat
more elongate (CI 81Ð88, mean � 84 in L. oblongum;
CI 84Ð93, mean � 90 in L. humile) and have relatively
smaller eyes (Fig. 18). Linepithema oblongumworkers
also have a noticeably smoother and shinier integu-
ment on the gastric dorsum than L. humile, and most
workers have only sparse pubescence on gastric ter-
gites 2 and 3, although some of the larger specimens

Fig. 15. Bivariate plot of eye size and head length in
worker Linepithema ants sampled from across the global
distribution of the genus. L. humile has larger eyes relative to
head length than other Linepithema species.

Fig. 16. Bivariate plot of antennal scape length and head
length in worker Linepithema ants sampled from across the
global distribution of the genus. Several species with long
antennal scapes, L. oblongum, L. leucomelas, and L. iniquum-
complex ants, were excluded.

Fig. 17. Bivariate plot of wing length and maximum me-
sosomal length in maleLinepithema ants sampled from across
the global distribution of the genus.
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