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ERRATUM AND ADDENDUM 

Page 9 ,  l i n e  9 ... - 18'12 for 1912 

10, line 9 Insert marmosets after colon 

11, last . . , i t a l i c i z e  Branf sel la  

1 2 ,  legend ... - t o  for a t  

13, Hil l ,  1957-1962 . . .Do77chocebus Is mispelled 

13, Slmons, 1972 ... end of c l a s s f f i c a t f o n  should read-- 
Call i t r f c h f  dae 

Call i thrix, Sagujnus 
Xenothri c i  dae 

Xenot h r i  x 
Ceboidea? 

Brani  sel l a  

14,  tabrera 1958 . . , l i n e  gaps below - Cebus i n  unintentional 

1 4 ,  Hershkovitz 1977 ..tine gaps below Tremacebfnae u n i n t e n t i o n a l  - .  
15 ,  AND SUCCESSIVE PAGES . .. Figures 1 and 2 (bu t  not t h e  legends) are  transposed. 

For  F i g .  I see Fig. 2 and v i c e  versa,  

21, 9 from b o t t m  ... - of  for or 

2 2 ,  23 .,.a colon for the  hyphen 

22, 9 from b o t t m  ... add a cmmb af ter  parenthesis 

23, 7 ... f e w  for  A - 
24, 2 4  ... e t  a l ,  1975 f o r  1976 -- - 
26, 12 f rom bottom . . . Joysey f o r  Loysey 

Rose, K .  0. and Fleagle, J. G., 1981, The fossf  1 h i s t o r y  of nonhuman primates  
i n  the Pmericas. In: 
A. F. Coimbra-Fi lho and 
C ienc ias ,  Rio de  Janeira, pp. 111-167. 

Rosenberger,  A.  t. , 1980, G r a d i s t i c  views and a d a p t i v e  radi a t i  on o f  platyrrhine 
pr imates .  2 .  Horph, Anthrop. ,  71:157-163. 



Systematics: The Higher Taxa 

To molnreln Rrratett utcfi1lnrs1, chr~ificorlon mtrsr be 
mnsirrrnr not uuirk k n m u l ~ & t  of some fixed 

timr In thr port. hilt an nearly as may hr with  rhr ronsranrly 
rhuwinn k n o a , l r r i ~ t  of tn lov  It i~ rhrrefore, drrirahle 

that chtrifirirarion$ should nor wmain static 
hrr t rlrorrld rkmn~t mn$ranrly a$ 
p~rrittrtr t k nowlrd~r c rpnds 

~listnrical reviews of the higher classification nf thc living iu'ew World 
monkeys have rcccntly bcen prcscnted by C m r  Lima (1945). ilill ( 1  957. 1960). 
Napicr (1976) and IIcrshknvitt. ( I  9771, and Tllorin~tan ( 1976) has also asxsscd the 
"state of thc art" of platyrrhine c l a s ~ i r ~ a t h n  at its various taxonomic levels. The 
purpose of this paper is  to prcscnt a bricf historical accmlnt Crom a snrncwhat 
different pcrspwtive, and also to provide a synopsis of snme oC ~k morc inllu~nt ial 
or hislorically reprcscntat ive arran~emcnts that have appcarcd sincr the first 
supragencric clnssificatiort or the ptatyrrhines was introdrlced by E. Geoffroy in , 

1912. Pcruaal nf thrsc, as well as the many relatively standardized classificrtinns 
offered by current s t~~dents ,  sr~ggcsts that vcry little has chanpd since t hr middle 
of the t 9t h cer,:*-~ry. This dramatically contrasts with the siluatinn of lowr level, 
alpha taxnnoir,;~, wi~ich has improved substantialiy in recent decades (sec 
Mittermeier and Coimbra-Filho, this volarne) and has undrrgone many 
rnodifwatinns. If higher lcwl classificaticn, beta taxonomy, is  to keep pace with 
alpha taxonomy, with ncw data and ideas on the systematics OF I he plat yrrhines 
and with modern evotut ionary principles, then a revised srr pragneric classification 
wo111d appear long overdue. 



Along with a rcvicw ni' cullvtntional irrrang~nents, I suacst in this p a p  
an dtern~t ive  guneric cl~rsi l '~cir i iun bascd upon, arid consistcni w i ~ h ,  a general 
t ~ y  pothesis of tlir pbylupcny of Nrw World alur~btys illrrl thcir ad~latne radiation. 
Some of the evider~cc for t i i t  latrcr h3s illrcady b c e ~ ~  prescntcd (Uosc~ibergcr. 1977, 
19793, 1979b), and a comprchcauve rcvlew is JIOW being prcparcd. A vcrslon of 
the cliiwilication offered hcre, der iviug from that wort .  was givelh by Szillrly mid 
Delsori (1 979). Shrwe the t c n n ~ r ~ l l o g y  of my arrangenlerlt ddfurs so~ucwtul  fro111 
that c u r ~ c ~ l t l y  in use, I avoid us~ng tnxonon~ic nunrs for sul~r~gcncric groups b 
tlie first pami of  this paper. Instead, t l i t  following verrlacular rcrlhls are defined: 
(Lalitlrrir. Leot~ropi:J~~cu~, S U ~ U I I I U S ,  Cal1;tttico); rlml-r~~armoscts (all the 
remaul ic~~ iiving platyrthines); saki-uakaris (l'irlrrcia, C!t~rtqn~trs. CUCUMU); 
spider-waollys ( A  ~eles.  Bmct~yrrles. Lugorkrir). Exccpt for incluJ ~ n g  1 he pygmy 
lllarmosct 'Tebuclla py~tnaea" in the gcnus Cullirhrir (because I believe tlwt the 
juccirus-proup i s  probably more closely related lo pygtwerr than to the kumc-tulife~ 
atgaltitla group), I accept tihe same Irvurg genera rccoglhktd by such authorities as 

Cabrera (1958). Napier (1976) and Iiersllkouitz (1977), and the fossil genera 
recognized by Rose and Flmglt talus volume). 

11. HISTORICAL REVIEW 

By convention, the sysiern or hierarcttical classification dates back to the 
tenth edition or Llnnatus' Sysletnn ffutusae (ITS$), nltlluugh be did nu1 usr such 
conirn on laxononlic lev~ls as the family and subfamily. Linnaeus includcd sevtu 
platy rrhine sprcles toget l~ r i  with ut her anrhropoids in one gcnus, ' S ~ l l l ~ w  ", of hls 
Order l'ru~la~es. 'Thew were i a t t ~  allocated to five distinct genes (CuHvbri*. 
Sugtii~lus, Saitt~iri, cebur, A I P ~ S )  by various students, beginning with Erxlrbtn 
(1777) who mitia~cd the farma1 generic xgregat ion of Linnaeus' nclahuman 
primate species. Except for Coll~nrico, wllich was discovered in 1934, esscutiaUy 
all af the currently uccpttd living genera were recogllized as distinct atid f o r l n d y  
named by the mlddle 01 thc 19th century. Howevcr. sum (t.g. Cullidrtix. Callice- 
bur; set Thomas, 1903) presented nomenclalurial problcms for more than a ccrllury 
after theu orig~nal d~scovcty. New World monkey fossils have only become 
adequately known in the part thirty years, lhough they wcrt first found near the 
turn of the century. 

Accordl~rg to  Htrsltkovitz (1977) and others, Duffon in 1767 was the rust 
lo distinguish belwtcn the Old and New World anthropoid prunatcs. Ikwever, it 
w;ls nut until the works of E. Ceoffroy (1812) a110 Cray (1821, 1825) that this 
distbction, as well as htn-platynhine suprqetleri divisions, b e c m c  codefied and 
found widesprtad usage in clasifwations. As dirussed below, the influence of 
CcoIFroy i s  pailicularly significant in this rcgard. but nlosi of t l ~ c  early at tcnhptr at 
Iligher ckss~fication (c.g. CeoCftoy, 181 2; Cray, 1112 1 ; Spix, 1823 ; Lcsson, 1830) 
drc w heavily Crolti tlhe vernacular grouplrlgs of stil l earlicr students lrkt Buion.  



Taxonon~ically. ~ h c  New Wt~rld  ~ ~ ~ u n k e y s  arc usually urlircd as a s i ~ ~ g l c  group. tllc 
Phtyrrll iai, lulluwiug tltc t u rn~ i~~o lugy  or GcoTCruy, and rartktd as  an inrraordcr 
of IIIC subotdcr Atht hropoidca. Sir~lpwn ( 1945), on the ut l l t r  Iland. suggeslcd 
Illat bcttcr laxonorilic halancc arnollg tllc antllropnids would be aclticvcd i f  !he 

, New and Old World n~onkeys and apes wcre tach rar~kcd as suprrfainilics. In placc 
of  tlte plat yrrli inecatar~llinc dir'holu~uy he uscd thc terms Cebr)idc;l. 
Ccrcop~~l rcu idra  atld Ilnnlithoidca, rtspectively, for the three groups. The lerrns 
Platy rrluni and Ccbuidea hdve  strict been used essentially synon y~~lously by i11ti l t  

workcis. 

. A) GoCfroy , 181 2 - The Cornerstone o l  Suprageneric Clarrrifica tiun 

1 

Most aut horr (see Tablcs 1, 11) havc divided the plaiyrrtunts in to IWO n~il jor 
groups. the "Callitrichidae" (mannosets) and I he "Cebidae" (non-rnarmosctb). 
In accordance wi~h the rules of zoolopcat nomcnckatute, !he authorship OC r these 
names dates back to Thomas ( I  903) and to b n a p a n t  (1 83 I ) ,  respcctivcly, 
al[l~ough the ded of employing two family groups apparently began with (;ray 
(1 821) who, uaCurtunately, assigned each of his famiiics taxononlic names wlhhcl~ 
proved to bc nonwnulatoriaUy "dlegal". llowcver, it semis that Gray's hicrarchtal 
co~lcepls wcrc quite dillerclit from those current in the later 1800's. and drcr from 
those of modcrn workers. I irlfer this because Cray classified his Iwo platyrrlunc 
hr~ul ics in en t i~ r i y  different 'a~rden", ptacing tlu marmowts in an exclusive group 
and the non-marmoxts in a collectian that also includrd !)he catarrlune rnorlkey~ 
and apes, except for Homo. Like most subsequent authors, Cray distinyishud 
nhannoxts frorn non-marmoscts by diiCcrences in body s i x ,  dental formula, nlolar 
dupe and the presence or absence of digital claws. 

h r i n g  tllc 19th ccntury, Ilapahdae was the name most frequently uscd for 
the asser~blage uf marmorels. Ctbirtat was almost univcrully employed for non- 
nlarrnosets. The senior synonym CaUit rict~idae, speUcd in many dilfercnt ways, war 
shown b i  Thomas (1903) to have ptiuri ty wcr Ilapalidae and has evientially 
replaced it. Many other names havc becn proposed for subhmllits of non- 
marmosets but Ctw have been elevated t o  family rank. (The classirrcaticrns of M~ller, 
e.g. 1924, prwdt notable exceptions. tie employed five famijics for the six 
platyrrllinc species inhahitirig Central America and no doubt would have been 
cornforlablc with oevtral more if only others wtrt nbk to cross the boundarks he 
dcfi~red for North America). With the discovery of Callinrim early in the 20th 
ceatury, and the addition of fossils to tlw known platyrrhnc t u n a .  the distinction 
between marmosets a d  non.msrmmts became much less clearcut and the 
rationale for nwinta hing Gray's two-fmdy arrangement cant  into quedion. Wlult 
most workers adhered to it,  several hav t  opted for multifamilial schemes. 
Herdlkovitz (1 977), for examplc, employed no less than five fanlilies. I hrce for  lie 
living spccics and two for the fossil Conns (with an additional family for the fossil 
BraniuUa, whose taxonomic stat us he considered indetenninatt). 



TABLE I 

A synopsis of platyrrhinc fanlily-group clwificaticms and systcmaiia 
at tile wneric level' 

E GEOFFROY. 181 2 MlVAbtT. IMS 

GRAY, 1610 

SPIK 1633 
Cymnura 

Myuc~lna 

T~ichuri Alourrria 
Ctbur, Chirtrpotcr, Carwo, P~rhrria. L ~ u t r ~ c l ~ t n a  
Cnllicebu~. Ib#u~nur. Amus. C U I I I I ~ * .  Ateks, Brochyltks, h g o ~ h r u  

Gyrnnur~ Trichiura 
Arckl, &dchyrtk#. uwhr l * .  A h o r r r  Ccb~na 

Ccbus 
GRAY, 1823 Calll~l~ch~na 

Linlwi, CaUkebus 
h~guldac  Ny ciip~Ulccina 

Mycrt~ru Aolut 
A tomla  Pithcvrnr 

AUllnr 
Air&#. BrncJIYI~lta, LPfDlhlU Athrrra 

Bnwhyurrna 
Cdl t lh r~ l tu  Chrroprts .  

Crhus (~ncludin# Soinhi?) Haprlinr 
S.lu~n~nr CaLihr*.. Leanropirhccus. w i n u s  

"S@Inu~" ( h c t  deb ; = CaUktbu~ ?), 
Aotu,, P i r L d t r .  &m,mm 

HmphLiru 
POCOCK, I925 

CaU~hrlr. Sruim# Ctbidae 
Aotinae 

LESSDN, 1130 Aolus. CuUi~bus 
Pithcctinac 

Htlop~thtpusm h i h r c l ,  Ch-let. Cac4ioo 
Cyrnnurh Gbbn~z 

Abuorra. Alrkt. Bmchyrck~. .Wmki, Ceh4 
Lagorbix A t t l ~ ~ u e  

Trirhurl h g o r h r i t ,  Brachy~akr. A rckr 
C c k t  Alouallinrr 

Ceo ~lhrques A hwt~a 
&op~thecur Hmpallddc 

PrmLI. CBUaccbu~. Aorur, f u h ~ i ,  Haprllnac 
Chboporr~. &t@o CuNirhrix. *iw. Lmnropithtcur 

hrclr~p~lhtcus G l l m a ~ c u n ~ w  
CoU~thrix. S w i n u a .  L c o n t ~ r h r w r  C I I ~ i c a  

=' T h ~ r  may rllo iwludc S u i M  Voyl, 1 B3 1 tcont.) 



Table I (Cont.) 

- .  
Pitl~cciinae 

Pir hct i~~ CacijM. Chimpole1 
Alouut linac 

Alowtla 

cebld#lt 
Aoriwr 

/iom~ncukrs. A otu1. CaUiccbv~ 
Pitl~rciinat 

Cncapo. Pirhrcd. Chirop~f ct  
Alw8trinae 

Abuatla 
Ccbinac 

Cebuf. S a h i i  
Atelinac 

Arrtrr. Brachyrtka, m h r h  
Callimiconbnae 

Gll~rnico 
Cdlitr~cl~idae 

GUirhrix. hguims 

Hapdidac 
Hnpalinae 

i3U~rhrix 
Leontwcblnae 

&guirrur. LrontopIlhcrvr 
Callim~coninae 

CsMirn Lo 
I laprl id~e inual4c d l 1  

Dolicebur 
Cebidhc 

CuHiccbi~~ae 
K~lliccbur 

hutinre 
Antus 

Pi~tarciinae 
Prrhcrb, C h h p o r t ~ .  Cac4uo. 
Ccbup W ccd 

Cc binae 
E i m  si, Neomuniti. Ctbur 

Alouatt~nae 
Alwdrta, Homunmlut {incl. 
S f i ~ u n b .  ?Itmacebus) 

A tclinre 
1.a~olhrrx. Btachy~elcs. Rtrkt  

Ctbrdae inccrrar sdir 
Xrrrorhru 

ROMER. 1966 
(a 'Yossil classification) 

Calli~richtdrc 
Coll~rrrchin~e 

Calltthru, Pguinur. Lmnropirht: .. 
Cnllini tconinrc 

Call~nlrro 
Ccbldae 

Aolinac 
Aorur. CaNircbut 

P~thrciime 
Plrhrcia. Chiroporer. fit- 

Alouatt~nae 
A lwal r# 

Cebinae 
Crhus, himiri 

Aiel~nar 
A~clcr,  Brarhylclc~, i ~ g o t h r ~ *  

Ct bidae 
Aolinac 

Homunmlus. AOM, GUicrbur. 
Dolic hoccbur 

Pithcci~nae 
Car quo, Pithrcm. Chimpoft# 

Aloua t rinae 

Ctbinae 
Cehur. Saimvi. Ncouimiri Srinonh 

Ccbupithccinat 
Cc hupirhcciP 

Atelinac 
Arclcs. Brachy~rkr.  &gorhrir 

Clllimiconinae 
QNrntico 

Callittich~dar: 
Call~t hrir, w i n u ~  
Xrnorhru 
Branrselb 

For cluity. tht pncric names listed arc the senior narnrr, not nccerwrily tho* of the orig~nat 
rcfercna. In sonic caws the spclling of family-group nanacs arc alrornlrndrd 8 0  cunrorm ~ t h  
rht ~ k 4  oi  touluglcal nommrlaiure. The tisling shown tor lflil. 1957-1962 i r  a compilnrton 
rhat l~hcludrs h15 revlied clrsrifbcaiion of marmoats which did not appar in his relics on 
p ~ i m a i e  mnalomy and sysiemalrr (see Hill, 1959). Sce Table I1 lor rdduional clas~ificrtions. 



TABLE It 

A contparisoa of the classificarion propospd hem w i h  two importarlt 
clwilicatiuhr of recent JrcaJes 

CAUKEHA 1958 HtllSI1);OVI'TZ 1911 RC)SI;Ntll:KLt R I I'luh Study) 

Supcrfsm~ly f'laly rrhmi lniratrrdur Platy r r h ~ n i  ]nfraorrltr Plrtyrthlni 
Fsrl~tly Ctb1J3c Fmll ty rs l l~ l~whidar  Fanlily ('cb~dae 

Subhmdy Autin*c Cthucll# Subfaindy C'cb~n~e 
Aorur Q N t r h t u  Tr~bc  C-cbrnl 
CaUictbus &guinu r <+thus 

Su L[ru111y P~ihrc-hnx Lcur~rupifhccus Ttrhc Y ~ ~ n l i r i ~ n ~  
Coca~ao Fanlily C a l l m ~ ~ u u d a e  Surrrlirr 
L'huuprrs Callmrro "Sarmui" Ibcmmnsis) 
P~rhrrw Farnlly ilumunculidar Hrunrur~rri 

Subfrmdy Atourlt~nac Dolithoctbuy Ilolu-hucrhus 
A luuatla IIomunt-ulus Subfamtly C. l l~~r ich~nu 

Subfamily CeMnac FalndY Ccbidht Tribu C ~ l l l r ~ ~ u h l n l  
Urbus Subram~ly 1 irmuccbin~c CnUtrhru 

(bhuluditig Ctburllo) 
Ssmui T~tmerebus Lnrr t rup~~h~cus  

Su l~l;rrnll y A tel~nrc Subl'hmily S t u ~ o n ~ ~ n r e  Sugu~nus 
Atcler  Sirrranw Trltw I'~l11mlconin1 
Brrlch,yrt&~ SutrT~rt~jly Srrmhunat CkNlnrtu 
Lv#o!hrir Iyruwimiri Fam~ly  At r l l Jw 

Suhlrrluly Cdlirn~onmac hsnrr ;  Sublullily A lclbnrc 
Cull~mico Subfmtly Aounre Tribc Al t l lnt  

Fmrly  I ' r l l~ rhr~ch~r lo t  Aurlrr Atckr 
CaU~rhrur Sublani~ly Cdliccbinue Brat,hyrrlrs 
l'rhueUa Lillrcrbus Lagorkrix 
Lcunracebur Sulrlsmily Albualtinae Tr~bc Alouihtt~ni 
Su bgcnu~ Lcontorcbu~ A luwr fa AIr~uurra 
Sulr&cnus Dtrlrpumubr Su blarnlly Cebup~thrctinac Srvrur~u 
Sulrgenuh hhr l l ,w  I'tbuprrhccro Sub fu r~~ l y  Pitherunre 

Leuntvlru~ Sub1 ~ n i ~ l y  P~lhtcainuc T r i h  PII~CFIKII 
Pdthrrio Su trlr ILI: P~lhcchna 
C X i r o ~ i t #  Pirhrrw 
L'UC~IIU Chiruimrcr 

Subl-~mi ly Ctb~nae G CUJPO 

C:hur Ccbvpirllccm 
Subfam~ly Alelime Sub~rrbe C~l l~mbmu 

l a g o r h r u  Callrcrbu~ 
A Irks Xcrrur hr IX 

$*achy#rlt~ Suburbr tlomunculink 
Family Xcnou~chidae tlunrunculur 

X e n a ~ h r i r  Tribt  AQHII~ 
Su bo#dcr inccrlac r d b  A o r u ~  

Panlily Brdniwllirl-rc Ttrrrrnrrhur 
&aairel  Family incertuc r d i r  

B~onrwlb 

Note thal Cabrera't urangenitnt did nut ~ncludr: fossils. "'~aimW"lbcr~cnus} I r  lnclvdcd In my 
lcneric c l ~ ~ i f ~ c n u o n  bcca:iw 1 bclievt that i f  WILI prwc ro lx p n c r + ~ r l l y  rl~sr~nct. CaN~~hrir 
lncludt8 tht apccler 'CrburLh"p)gnwm A& wcll ss (he prrdorth~nalllly t l r ~ z b l ~ n  Corms. (Set Jso 
Table I). 



Even bcfore Cny's ( I  821 ) Firs4 bifamilial classificatiw~. E. Ceoffroy (1 81 ij 
tud ideiltificd tllt t h e e  major supragcsleric grvupirlgs tlrat arc stiU considered to 

be basic cliraifiiatory units. CtoCf~ny rtcognittd t ht Arctopitheci, comprivd 
erclusivety of tl~c clawed, t wo-molarcd rnatmoscts; the I tebpitl~eci, including 
the larger species l~aving p~elrcnsilc lads, Ccbus. A l r w e t ~ a  a d  the spsder-wontlys: 
and llie Gcopit l~eci , cmbracir~g Il~c rcmainLlg plat yrrhirlcs and t ypifled by their 
Lack uf a prehcnde ta i l  arid t l ~ e u  rclention of ttucc molar tetlh.  Of these 
amrirntnis, tlu union of rhc rnamlolct genera (except for CgUhicu), h u  been 
unanimously accepted. The cbssilicatory a m i a t  tons of other genera, howevrr, 
h w  varicd consikrably over the years, particularly as newly acccptcd genera were 
being added tn the systern. Nrvent~eleso, rile devtlopn~enr of our current 
dasrifications may be viewed as raxono~nic ~cfincmcnt of Ceuffroy's fundmcntal 
arrangmcnt t e e  Fig 1, Tablc 1). Apart from the division of the n?nrmoscts, two 

other higher taxa emerged from his lIutt groups as central fmi of platyrrhinc 
classilicat ions, the ipider-woollys ("Atclinae') and the saki-uahis ('Yitheciinae"). 

Fin. I - f h e  drnbpmrnt of plaiyrrhlnc ~upra~ncricclsssrf~utronr Irmn E. Geoffrey's 
concepts. Scc tea l  for txplanlrilon rid Tahkj 1 and tl €01 thc usual gencttc composilions of 
hmhy and subl'amily Iroupr. L)ouhlc+lrndrd ltaritonral arrows ~ndlcatc somt of lhc alternative 
pbct.rhrnlr of ms*. tr k. rncluljun at & i r ~ r i  in Ihc Crb~rut, inrluhn of & @ i r ~ r  in llrr 
C ~ l l ~ l r  irlunic). C~llrrnlccl a1r.m 1% Jad-ted bccilur 11 war unknown to CcoHroy . 
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As with Geoffrey's approach, inany systelllatists liavc telicd Featr~rcs of 
rhc tai l  For diagrlosing gcncric groups. Soltbc (c.g. S p l ~ ,  1823; Lesson, 1830) divided 
t11e platyrrhines as a wl~olc into rwo groups. unc l~avi l ig  a prchensiic tail and the 
otl~cr Iackirlg i t ,  wllcreas others (eg. Gray, 1870; Dollman, 1933) cr~~ployed the 
grasping tail as a taxonomic cllaractcr at a lower Icvrl, as within fan~ilies. Thus in 
spite of some controversy over the alliatlce of Aluuarta alidlor Crhrrs will! the 
spider-wnoUys, bot h of which appeared in Ceoffroy's I lelopitheci, at  lcast onc of 
these genera were usually alligried with Areks, Brucl~ytcks and Irnt l rr i r  in many 
19th century classilica~ions (Fig. 2; Table 1). Until i t  ticcanit clcar in the liliddle 
1 800's (c.g. C ray, 1 849; Mivart , 1 865) that the Ceopitlicci sllarcd l i l t  lc in common 
3ther tlrm the absence of features which cllaracterizcd otller groups, i l l i s  
issemblage was r standard taxmlonlic division (e.g. Gray, : 1125; Burnst t , 1828; 
k s o n ,  1830). I t  has cwnt ially been aba~tdoned during thus c c n t q  as views on 
lie affu~ities of Sair#lirr, L'allicebus and Avtus became rlr~sticaUy revised (Fig. 2). 

: a contrast, the diagnostic f c a t ~ ~ r e s  of Arctopitl~cci continue to be useful, although 
here has been much controvcr sy over their biological inlplications. In addition, 

: here fids been much debate wtr their u x  in classifying Cuilu~~ico, wl~jch prexnls 
mosaic of mamwet and oon.mannosel morphology. 

I 

Fig. 2 - Taxonnniic asmria11on8 of (9th J I I ~  201h rvntury cla~s~llr;ltions. Vcrl~r;ll arlr 
iHtwntr the number o l  c lasr~l i~al ions in wh~ch cvch ~L'IIIIF or w t  of gcncra indiurlrd in ~ h c  

olumnr, was allotatcd lo an cwrluqivl: hidher lanon conla~ninp: jirrjup.i or p n c r a  ~+lilccd d l  lllc 
~p row. The spider-woolly proup includcr Arrlrs, Bra<*c.hyr~It-s and I.agot11rix; ui;rk~-u;~k~tt 
r w p  includes Pi~brcL. Chwoptes  and Cacwo. Nolc 1l1nt C'~llitt~ico w4.r no1 J iwwc~cd  until 
904. 

This breakdown of the Geopithoci resultcd in delineation of  i l ic  s&i-uakari 
,:crup, a comparatively stabk taxonomic unit during this century dcfincd by a fully 



uniqac sct of dcnlal cl~aractcrs (c.g. I'ocouk, I925 ; I lcrslkr>vit~, 1'177; Roserihcrt:cr, 

1977). I t  also led to tlhe rccrbgnition oi arlulhcr suprage~icric group 01 non- 
lnamltjscts that i s  st11 an impxtant co~iccptual focus, t l ~ c  Nycrip~~l~cci~l;lc (Mivart, 
18651, a!rhr>ugl~ the Iattcr's modern constituents gc~tcr~lty difrcr rrotn tlhc origirlal 

vcrsion wliicll ilicludcd Aoh~s (scnior sy notlym of N y r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ h c ~ u s ) ,  falliccb~rs and 
Sainriri. Iluwcvcr, 1iLe tile lictrrogcneous Gcopitlwci, i t  loo provcd difficult Io 

define on rnorpltological grounds. 
Subsequent rnudifications of l t l i s  new 1axn11 wcrc Iargcty ~ h c  result or 

alternative platerncnts or Saiurvi. Most rcccnt workcrs (c.g. I'ocock, 1 925; 
Simpsr~n, 1945; Cabrera, 1 958) wcre C O I I I C I I ~  with maintai~ieg Cbilir~lnrr and 
A ~ ~ t r i s  in a distincl suhfamiIly, and placcd Sair~riri with C t b t r s .  Fewer ( e . ~ .  I l i l ,  
1%0; ficrslikovitz, :977) oplcd to classify each of  thcst genera in separsic 
mbfarnilics. Tllc former approacl~, nf course, was only possihk if CeIjus was scvcrcd 
from the lielopitheci, a move that scliievcd broad acceptalec o111y during tllc 20th 
century. 

Thus, cxcept for thc much reviscd concept of thc Ccupitl~eci, the systematic 
arraogcment of Geotiroy ( 1  81 2) w! innst of tlbc inrportnnt prccedents for later 
classificatin~~s of the platyrrhinc primatca. By lhe n~iddlc I8GO's. the fort~lat of 
platyrrhine classification was basic:hll y similar to thc arraogcrncnts that arc now 
gcncrally acceptcd (eg. Simpson, 1945; Cabreta, 1958; Napicr and Napier, 1967; 
Napkr, 1976; Ibrdikovitz, 1977). Tlie major orgal~itational components, rnannnsrt 

and nm-n~nmoscts a l  one Icvel, saki-uakaris and spider-woollys a t  anorhcr, wrrc 

,iullv sorted out atld equally rankcd as families and sublanlitics. Mivart ( 1  8651, lor 

example, clnpluyed two ramilks aT pla tyrr tunes, wit 11 h i s  "Ccbirlae" subdividrd 
into four subfamilies (Table I). Althougli tllerc has bccn some reshuffling nf cl~e 
gencra between these and additional sl ~bfamilies, the framework or platyrr [line 
higher classifica(ion has essenlidly remained thc sane for Innre than a ccntury- 
and-a ha1 f. 

Vestiges of Ceoffroy's ( I  8 t 2) tripartite divisions are still apparent in 
discussions of plat yrrhine evolution, altl~ough his dircct influence OII classification 
now seem less obvious. For example, tlershko~itz (1 977) explairls the  adaptive 
radiation of the pIafyrrlunes in terms of  a scries of gradcs of  organization which 
correspnd r a ~ l ~ r  closcly with tlie Arctopithcci, Ccopithcci and I klopit licci. 
Togetlicr with a basic intra-platyrrlhe contrast or nlarnloset vcrnds nonmarmusct 
gradcs, he also recognizes a group characterized by relatively largc sixe and 

prellerlsile tails (Ccbus, Alouorto and spider-wwllys); a "mannosct-like ccbid" 
group (Suittriri. Aottrs, Cullicebus) ; and a pit hec iine group (IJitl~c!chia, Chimpotes, 
Uuco/uo). i i c  implies that the latter is closc to lhe mam~usct-likt cebids (cf. 
Ceopi~heci) and or lower grade than tlie prel~ensile-lailcd Forms (sce 1972, Fig. 1 1 ; 
1977, Fig. 111.4). 



0)  Thc Importance of Callirnico 

The discovery of Collirnico had an important impact not only upon higher 
level classif-at ion but on the general interpretalion of platyrrhirit evolutionary 
history as well. Callrmico combined in a single species the principle taxonomic 
characters that had been used for more than a century to distinguish (he mannosets 
and the non-marmosets: clawed digits and three molar teeth. Since i strictly 
empirical dcflnit ion of the marmoset and non.marmoset fanlilies could not be 
modified to acconlmodnte Callinlico and st i l l  maintain these a t  paired "natural" 
taxa, systemalists were forced to reassess the basis of their clnssif~ations. 
Character weighting (see Sunpson, 196 1 ; Moyr, 1969), ie.. judging the phyletic 
signrficanct of rnorpbolog~cd ieatures, bccarne a more important part of the 
clasification process, a11 hough mast authors rarely made rhtir interpretations 
explicit. 

At the heart of the Calli~nko question i s  the controversy over whether tht 
clawed digi~s and tricuspid molars of marrnosels are primitive or dcrived fcaturts. 
These issues have been reviewed recently by I lershkovitz ( 1977) and Rostnbcrger 
(1 977, 1979b). Pocock ( I  920, 1 9 2 5 ;  see also Crcgory, 1922) cogently argued that 
the chwcd marmosets were a rathcr derivcd branch of platyrrtiines and that 
Callirnko, despite its presumably more primitive molars. i s  brst alignctl with 
mnnnoscts but rankcd as a scparale 5ubF~rnily. Napier md Napicr (t%7), 
anong otlicrs, have also placcd C'al1itt;icv with t hc marnloscts but cclnsidered cllws 
to bc r primitive fearurt. On the olller hand. Tllonlas ( 191 3), Simpson (1945) 
and Cabrcra (1958) l~cavily weighted tlw dcn~al sirnihrilin sbrcd by Co1limir.o 
and Itre non-marmosrls and assigned the genus to a subfamily of Lttc latter. They 
cvll lently regarded marmwt  claws as primitive fea~urts ltss indica~ive of 
phylogenrtic relationsldps illan dental features, and were perh~pa willing to 
cxpand tlic conccpt of the  "Cebidac", an already diverst axwntblage, but unwrlling 
lo disturb rhc classic hornqencity or the 'CalIilrichidau". S~mpson ( 1  969) later 
concluded that t l ~ c  intermediate morphology of foflitnico suggested illat rnarntnsets 
and non-marmosets were more closely related to onc another than was implied by 
their placcmer~t ia two famdies. l l e  grouped all platyrrl~ines into a single family 
and gave Lkllimico scparate subhn~ilial status. Dollman (193 1) took the 
cornplctcly opposite posilion. placing Cullit~rirtl in a mmotypic family, This was 
ful luwcd by ilersl~kovitz (1977), who considered Cotlimico to be a very distinct 
lincagc lacking ho~nologous diagnostic cl laractcrs of either the  marmosets or the 
not)-marmosets (sce pp. 4 12,867). 11111 ( 1959) hirnxlr alkred iwo different 
inlcrpretations and artanymcnts, rust employing a unique family for the genus 
and later settling on subkim6al rank withirl his marrnoxt family taxon. 

Taxonon~icdly, IliH's (1959) final xhcme Cor Lirllitt~ict~ and the other 
tnarmoscts also eslablishcd a formal basis for a distinction that dates back to the 
191h century but wlhicl~ had been exprcsscd only in vernacular tcrms. "hl~rmorts", 
specks of the genus l;rllrrlirix, were oflcn wparatcd from 'Yanlarius", ,C(~mritrus and 



Lrontoplthrms (and ruflimko. =cording lo  some) on thc basis of the differ@ 
crown height of (Ileir crnlne and incisor teeth. Marmorcts were tcprded u shoa- 
tusked, with !ittic difference betwctn the projection of the canines and incisors, 
and tamari~~s wtrr: tcmcl l  Img-tuskrd, with strongly projecting canines md 
relalivrly k w  incisors. t ti!) allocated mamoscls to ~ h c  flapali~~ae and tamwins ta 
the Leuntacrbinac, rtwning Callirnicuninae for Callimrt-o. 

Aside Crom I11ese taxonomic debates, the Grltimim conlrwcny mows lhmt 
some of the classir~ations of the 20111 century were based upon r cu~sidcration a i  
phylobtnctic rchtionships. This cont rafts w i th  the apprmchcr generally !akm f-  
(la prcrious century, wtcn z ~ l o g i c a )  classif~ations served more as I (dia~nof icl 
"key" (Sinpan, 196 1 ) than rs nn "tvoluiionary clrairxalion" meant to cnprcsl 
evubtionary ideas. I! was tile assessmen! of the taxonomic distribution of 
mnqtholqicd fenturcs mong the pls!yrrhiws. as well as the mosaically primillvt 
and dcrivcd morpllology cxhibitrd by Cailitt~ico, which Itd many sysicnlat ist s to 
the canclusion ihat rnarnlosct3 mnd non-msrmoscts were not so dbtatltly retattd 
after all (t.g. 'nlonlas, 1913; Pocuck, 1925; Ilill, 1959; Simpson, I%P, 
Rosrnbcqer, 1979b; runrra tlcrshkovi!~, 19771, This view dirrercd from thc 
hislorical trtatlncnt OC mrrrntlsets which ort tn found thtm ranked 4s r separatt 
bnl i ly  of plat yrrhine or cvcn as a sparale OrJcr of the primatrs. A sbnitar line o, 
phylc~cnrt iclctrssificatory reasoning led first to Iht division of C;coTfroy' 
Ceopithcci, which apyarcd to be phylctically hcteropmtmrs, then to thc rrwt ior 
of a nnvcl family far Chllicehvs and A ~ n r s .  which wcre thouphl lo bc relativel:. 
close relativcs, and finally to !he association of  Sainriri with CZhrr;. As with thc 
Callirnico-marmoset affiliation. the lalt er grouping unilrd specits wluch wtrt  
disparafe morpbologicaliy but potcntiaVy closc phylqtnct icdy.  

In summary, i t  appears that in the second century of phtynhln 
classifkatinn. systematists sucll as Pmock (l925), lliU (1959), S i m p m  (1969) In! 
ilersl~kovitz ( 1  977) brgan to ct~lbract I modernistic, evolutionary approach i 
develrlping classikalions. much bccause of the controversy sparked by Cal/imicc) 
tiowcvcr, thcir major concerns dealt with Intrrcsting individual gnera, not wit' 
the more gcncral question of generic ond supragneric phy lctic  lat ti on ship 
T h i s  !esullcd in a rincr dissection of  he fundarncnial arrsngcments of Ceoffro\ 
(1811), Grey (1821, 1875) and Mivart (l%5), but it  did not yr~?3ce a m m  
run~~~chcnsivc cvaluat ion of t l ~ c  basic framework or that systcm. Conxqutnl lj 
rnt~st  of the cllrrcntly accrpled classifications of the platyrrhines (stc tabfes I. li 
employ a large number or subfanlily Ima, cnmpartd with other primate group 
as well as othcr rnarl~rnalial~ orden or similar ge~~cric diversity. Furt krmort. 
bceausc so many of tl~cse equaly ranked higher taxa ere monnspcific or rtprrxn! 
only srnall groups of clowly rclaled spccits, lhcre i s  no clear phylogenctic nltsugc 
embodied in any of IBtnr, in spite ni Napier's (1976) crrmnlcnt ~ht (he rcfcrbb 
ptalifcration of subfamilies ". . . rcflccts an incrrax in knowlcdgt o f  the Nta 
World mallkeys and tllcit pl~ylopeny" (p. I). It appears lhat this organkation 
is brcornirl~ unwtisfactory 1 0  some workers, t.g. Gnodrnar~ (l975), Moynihan 




















