
 
 
 
 
 

METAMORPHOSIS 
 

LEPIDOPTERISTS’ SOCIETY OF AFRICA 
 

  

Volume 24: 44–56 
 

ISSN   1018–6490  (PRINT) 
ISSN 2307–5031  (ONLINE) 

 

A review of d’Abrera’s Butterflies of the Afrotropical Region – Part III 
(second edition), 2009 – Part 2 (Miletinae and Poritiinae) 
Published online: 18 December 2013 
 

Steve C. Collins1, T. Colin E. Congdon2 , Graham A. Henning3 , Torben B. Larsen4 &  Mark C. Williams5 

 

1African Butterfly Research Institute, P O Box 14308, Nairobi 0800, Kenya. E-mail: scollins@iconnect.co.ke 
2African Butterfly Research Institute, P O Box 14308, Nairobi 0800, Kenya. Email: colin.congdon@gmail.com 
(corresponding author) 
317 Sonderend Street, Helderkruin 1724, Gauteng, South Africa. Email: safshenn@mweb.co.za 
4Jacobys alle 2, DK 1806 Fredriksberg, Denmark. Email: torbenlarsen@btinternet.com 
5University of Pretoria, Gauteng, South Africa. Email: mark.williams@up.ac.za 
 
Copyright © Lepidopterists’ Society of Africa 
 

Abstract:  Part III of the Butterflies of the Afrotropical Region, dealing with the Lycaenidae and Riodinidae, was 
published by d’Abrera in 2009. The text of this work has been reviewed in detail and in this part of the 
review the taxonomic changes implemented or suggested by the author in the subfamilies Miletinae and 
Poritiinae are assessed, and whilst many are accepted, others are reversed or revised. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This is the second part of a review of  Bernard 
d’Abrera’s Butterflies of the Afrotropical Region – 
Part III (second edition), 2009. The first part of the 
review (Collins et al. 2013) dealt with errors and 
omissions in the text. In this second part of the review 
the taxonomic changes (both formal and informal) 
made by d’Abrera in the subfamilies Miletinae and 
Poritiinae are assessed, and either accepted or 
reversed. 
 
Taxonomic hypotheses evolve as better evidence and 
methodology (for example molecular phylogenies), 
becomes available and some of the changes made 
herein may be subject to revision by future authors 
with access to such information. This article presents 
the taxonomic judgements of the present authors based 
on a careful review of all the published literature and 
other evidence to hand. In many instances d’Abrera 
produced no sound evidence to support his taxonomic 
views, and relied on his own personal judgement. 
However where he did produce evidence, this is 
examined and given full consideration. 
 

FORMAL (VALID) TAXONOMIC CHANGES 
MADE BY D’ABRERA (2009) 
 
The notes under this heading refer to formal 
taxonomic changes made by d’Abrera (2009). They 
are considered in the order in which they appear in the 
book, and for ease of reference, each entry is preceded 
by the page number(s) on which it appears. 
 
Miletinae: Liphyrini 
 
Aslauga Kirby, 1890  
 
600, 602  D’Abrera formally reinstated the 
genera Egumbia Bethune-Baker, 1924 and Paraslauga 
Bethune-Baker, 1925, which Libert had previously 
synonymised with Aslauga Kirby (Libert, 1994: 412). 
D’Abrera gave no reason for his decision, although he 
suggested that Aslauga pandora might be placed in 
Paraslauga on the grounds of the large androconial 
patch on the hindwing of that species. Libert, on the 
other hand, considered the evidence in detail. Based 
on venation, and male and female genitalia, he 
proposed a phylogeny in which both both Paraslauga 
and Egumbia nest comfortably between A. bitjensis as 
the most primitive and the A. lamborni group as the 
most specialised members of the genus. The authors 
are satisfied that Libert’s reasons are sound, and have 
no hesitation in reversing d’Abrera’s arrangements. 
 
600 Egumbia Bethune-Baker, 1924 was 
synonymised with Aslauga Kirby, 1890 by Libert 
(ibid.).  D’Abrera formally reinstated it as a valid 
genus, but this is now reversed: 
 

Received: 28 June 2013 
Accepted: 18 December 2013 
 
Copyright: This work is licensed under the Creative Commons 
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 Unported License. 
To view a copy of this license, send a letter to Creative 
Commons, Second Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, California, 
94105, USA, or visit: http://creative commons.org/licenses/by-
nc-nd/3.0/ 

 

mailto:scollins@iconnect.co.ke
mailto:colin.congdon@gmail.com
mailto:safshenn@mweb.co.za
mailto:torbenlarsen@btinternet.com
mailto:mark.williams@up.ac.za


Collins et al./ Metamorphosis 24: 44–56 
 

45 

Egumbia Bethune-Baker, 1924 is synonymised with 
Aslauga Kirby, 1890 – syn. nov. 
 
600 Egumbia ernesti (Karsch, 1895) was 
recombined as Aslauga ernesti (Karsch, 1895) by 
Libert (ibid.).  D’Abrera formally reversed this to 
Egumbia ernesti Karsch, 1895. This taxon is now 
reinstated as: 
 
Aslauga ernesti (Karsch, 1895) – stat. rev. 
 
600 Egumbia karamoja Libert, 1994 was 
recombined as Aslauga karamoja (Libert, 1994) by 
Libert (op. cit.).  D’Abrera formally reversed this to 
Egumbia karamoja Libert, 1994. This taxon is now 
reinstated as:  
 
Aslauga karamoja (Libert, 1994) – stat. rev. 
 
600 Egumbia febe Libert, 1994 was recombined 
as Aslauga febe (Libert, 1994) by Libert (op. cit.).  
D’Abrera formally reversed this to Egumbia febe 
Libert, 1994. This taxon is now reinstated as: 
 
Aslauga febe (Libert, 1994) – stat. rev. 
 
600 Egumbia katangana (Romieux, 1937) was 
recombined as Aslauga katangana (Romieux, 1937) 
by Libert (op. cit.)  D’Abrera formally reversed this to 
Egumbia katangana Romieux, 1937. This taxon is 
now reinstated as: 
 
Aslauga katangana (Romieux, 1937) – stat. rev. 
 
602 Paraslauga Bethune-Baker, 1925 was 
synonymised with Aslauga Kirby, 1890 by Libert (op 
cit.).  D’Abrera formally reinstated Paraslauga as a 
valid genus, but this is now reversed: 
 
Paraslauga Bethune-Baker, 1925 is synonymised with 
Aslauga Kirby, 1890 – syn. nov. 
 
602  
Aslauga kallimoides Schultze, 1912 was recombined 
as Paraslauga kallimoides (Schultze, 1912) by 
Bethune-Baker (1925).  It was recombined as Aslauga 
kallimoides Schultze, 1912 by Libert (op. cit.).  
D’Abrera formally recombined it as Paraslauga 
kallimoides Schultze, 1912. The taxon is now 
reinstated as: 
 
Aslauga kallimoides Schultze, 1912 – stat. rev. 
 
Poritiinae: Liptenini 
 
Alaena Boisduval, 1847 
 
606 D’Abrera (op. cit.) formally reinstated 
Alaena interposita hauttecoeuri Oberthür, 1888 as a 
full species. This taxon was described from Tabora 
(southwest Tanzania) whereas the Alaena interposita 
Butler, 1883 came from Victoria Nyanza in northwest 
Tanzania. The whereabouts of Butler’s unique type of 
interposita is unknown, but it can be safely assumed 
that Oberthür was aware of and had seen Butler’s 
specimen when making his description. The only 
doubt arises from the name interposita, which 
suggests an intermediate position between the white 

species of Alaena and the red ones, a description 
which also fits hauttecoeuri. In the absence of 
evidence to the contrary (or fresh material of 
interposita), the authors support d’Abrera’s separation 
of these two taxa at species level. 
 
Telipna Aurivillius, 1895 
 
618 Telipna sanguinea kigoma Kielland, 1978 
was upgraded to Telipna kigoma Kielland, 1978 by 
Libert (2005a).  D’Abrera formally downgraded it 
again to Telipna sanguinea kigoma Kielland, 1978, 
stating that: “Libert (op. cit.: 54) elevates this taxon to 
species rank.  I consider this unjustified.”  No 
explanation for this statement is offered. Libert (op. 
cit.) on the other hand gives good reasons for 
separating kigoma from sanguinea. The nominate 
subspecies of T. sanguinea occupies a wide range 
from Nigeria and Cameroon across DRC and CAR to 
the Albertine Rift in western Uganda, with subspecies 
depuncta Talbot, 1937 in Uganda and extreme 
northern Tanzania, in the Nile drainage basin. Telipna 
kigoma flies in a restricted area some 600 km to the 
south, in the Congo drainage basin. Libert cites this 
disjunction, the sexual dimorphism in kigoma 
(virtually absent in sanguinea) and the marked 
difference in appearance between kigoma and the 
eastern subspecies of sanguinea.    Pending molecular 
work on the group, the authors judge that Libert’s 
reasoning is sound, and the taxon is therefore 
reinstated: 
 
Telipna kigoma Kielland, 1978 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos Bethune-Baker, 1914 
 
621 D’Abrera states “... I have examined Prof. 
Libert’s works on the Ornipholidotos of the 
Afrotropical Region. His systematics relying almost 
entirely and solely on prepared genitalic dissections 
are at best treated as scientifically inconclusive. His 
very clear colour figures of all the taxa (many types) 
only reveal a few genuine species among an enormous 
array of similar-looking phenotypes…..Therefore 
most reluctantly I have no choice but simply to list 
below, merely as a record of names, those taxa 
contrived by Prof. Libert. ... Therefore, in this work, 
the following names are treated as doubtful names.” 
He goes on to list Ornipholidotos maesseni Libert, 
2005; Ornipholidotos boormani Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos ugandae goodi Libert, 2001; 
Ornipholidotos tessmani Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos 
ginettae Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos abriana Libert, 
2005; Ornipholidotos jolyana Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos ayissii Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos 
kivu Collins & Larsen, 2000; Ornipholidotos francisci 
Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos annae Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos sylviae Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos 
amieti Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos amieti angulata 
Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos evoei Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos dowsetti Collins & Larsen, 2000; 
Ornipholidotos gemina Libert, 2001; Ornipholidotos 
gemina fournierae Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos 
oremansi Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos michelae 
Libert, 2001; Ornipholidotos josianae Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos dargei Libert, 2001; Ornipholidotos 
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goodgerae Libert, 2001; Ornipholidotos ivoiriensis 
Libert, 2005; Ornipholidotos ntebi Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos ducarmei Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos ghesquierei Libert, 2005; 
Ornipholidotos henrii Libert, 2001. (D’Abrera (op. 
cit.: 622) also states that it is possibly a synonym of 
Ornipholidotos jacksoni Stempffer, 1961). 
 
D’Abrera’s taxonomic changes are evaluated in more 
detail below. 
 
As already quoted, d’Abrera states, “[Libert’s] very 
clear colour figures of all the taxa (many types) only 
reveal a few genuine species among an enormous 
array of similar-looking phenotypes.” In this, d’Abrera 
is correct. Only O. marginata, peucetia and nguru can 
be distinguished at a glance. It is apparent from his 
remarks that he does not accept what he considers to 
be minor genitalic differences as grounds for 
separating species of similar appearance. 
Ornipholidotos is an assemblage of species of very 
similar appearance, but in which the facies of 
individual species are constant. (Libert 2005b: 48) 
states “Comme les deux forms sont largement 
sympatriques et qu’il faut écarter l’hypothèse de deux 
sous-espèce unique qui présenterait une variabilité 
sans équivalent dans le genre et deux espèces pas 
toujours separable”. Since many species are of 
generally similar appearance, it is very probable that 
the genus will be found to contain cryptic species. In 
this context, small and consistent differences in the 
genitalia are important. This approach is in accord 
with modern taxonomic practice in the Lepidoptera 
and other insect groups, which often relies on 
consistent morphological differences in the genitalia 
to distinguish between species. 
 
Libert’s (op. cit.) illustrations of the genitalia are 
somewhat stylised, and are no doubt designed to 
highlight important aspects of the taxa he is 
describing. It is a criticism of Libert’s work that 
although in total he has dissected the male genitalia of 
1056 specimens, and female genitalia of 766 females, 
for a number of species he dissects only one or two 
specimens. Given the similarity of the facies of the 
taxa in the genus, this is not surprising. In fact several 
of the new taxa he described were only confirmed 
through dissection. In these circumstances rare species 
would rarely be dissected. Libert illustrates the male 
genitalia of nearly all the species. He also gives 
distribution maps for each species, to support his 
biogeographical analyses.  
 
Ornipholidotos kirbyi species subgroup 
 
Libert (ibid.) defined this subgroup of O. kirbyi 
Aurivillius, 1895, O. boormani Libert, 2005 and 
O.maesseni Libert, 2005. D’Abrera treated both the 
latter two species as nomen dubium.  Libert (ibid.: 34 
& Fig. 15) illustrates the uncus of both kirbyi and 
maesseni, and they are markedly different. The 
distribution map shows that they are allopatric. 
 
O. boormani Libert, 2005 is the third member of the 
subgroup. Libert does not illustrate the genitalia, but 
describes in detail the differences between those of 

boormani and its sister species. O. boormani is only 
known from around Lagos, Nigeria, and from just a 
handful of specimens (3♂, 1♀). Libert illustrates the 
male holotype of maesseni and the female allotype of 
boormani (ibid.: Plate 1). Both have been dissected, 
and differences between their facies are apparent. 
Pending a molecular phylogeny of the genus, the 
authors judge that both species should be reinstated:  
 
Ornipholidotos maesseni Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos boormani Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos ugandae Stempffer, 1947  
 
Libert (2000a) described O. goodi as a valid species. 
Subsequently he sank goodi into ugandae as a 
subspecies, on the grounds that upon mature reflection 
the differences in the male genitalia did not support 
their separation as full species. Libert (2005b: Plate 1) 
illustrates both taxa. There are clear differences, as 
described in the text. The distribution map also shows 
a clear separation between them, and it is more than 
probable that they do indeed represent two subspecies. 
D’Abrera’s decision to sink goodi may stem from his 
aversion to subspecies in general, but in this case it 
would seem unjustified. Again, pending a molecular 
phylogeny of the genus, the authors believe that goodi 
should be reinstated as a subspecies of ugandae: 
 
Ornipholidotos ugandae goodi Libert, 2000 – stat. 
rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos gabonensis species complex 
 
According to Libert (2005b), this species complex 
consists of eight species. D’Abrera (op. cit.) does not 
agree, and dismisses O. tessmani Libert, 2005, O. 
ginettae Libert, 2005, O. abriana Libert, 2005, O. 
jolyana Libert, 2005 and O. ayissii Libert, 2005, 
leaving only O. gabonensis Stempffer, 1947, 
O.teroensis Stempffer, 1957 and O. bakotae 
Stempffer, 1962. Libert’s distribution map (op. cit.: 
47) shows gabonensis as a largely coastal species, 
from Gabon to Angola, with a few records up the 
Congo River. O. teroensis is clustered around the 
western shore of Lake Victoria, with its sister species, 
O. ginettae, in the Oriental Province of DRC. O. 
jolyana is known with certainty only from a short 
series of females from Equatorial Province, DRC, with 
O. abriana from Bangui (RCA) and in DRC ‘100Km 
SW of Kisangani’. (Note that Libert’s distribution 
map shows the symbols for these two species 
transposed, and the DRC locality for abriana is north 
east of Kisangani, not south west.) O. tessmani is 
confined to the island of Bioko. Given the vast area in 
which this group of butterflies is found, and the 
paucity of specimens, it is very likely that many more 
species await discovery. In the case of the gabonensis 
species complex, the great distributional disjunctions 
and the differences in the genitalia argue for species 
status for the members of the group. It must inevitably 
be the case that when a long-neglected group is 
carefully scrutinised, many new taxa will be 
discovered and described. Pending a molecular 
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phylogeny of the genus, the authors believe that 
Libert’s (op. cit.) treatment should be reinstated: 
 
Ornipholidotos tessmani Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos ginettae Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornopholidotos abriana Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornopholidotos jolyana Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos ayissii Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Remaining with the gabonensis complex, 
Ornipholidotos ayissii is closest to its sister species O. 
bakotae. They fly sympatrically and in numbers in 
Cameroon and Gabon (50+ bakotae, 40 ayissii 
examined). These species have similar genitalia, but 
can be separated by the extent of the black borders of 
the hindwing, narrower and better defined in ayissii 
(ibid.: Plate 1). They presented Libert with a problem. 
In the genus as a whole, there is very little variation 
within species (see Libert’s remarks, above). Thus 
bakotae either had to represent an exception to the 
rule, or it had to be divided into two species, since two 
subspecies do not normally fly sympatrically and 
maintain their separate identities. In the event, Libert 
decided that the two species solution was most likely 
to represent reality. Again, pending a molecular 
phylogeny, this seems the best solution: 
 
Ornipholidotos bakotae Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Species not attached to any specific group 
 
O. kivu Collins & Larsen, 2000 and O. francisci 
Libert, 2005 cannot be separated on the male genitalia, 
which are clearly different from other species. Both 
occur in the highlands west of the Albertine Rift. 
Libert was certain that they were separate species, 
based on the size difference. However in other 
instances, the same species is known to differ in size 
between localities (cf. O. emarginata). Based on the 
genitalia, it is certain that O. kivu should be restored: 
 
Ornipholidotos kivu Collins & Larsen, 2000 – stat. 
rev. 
 
However, pending a molecular phylogeny of the 
genus, d’Abrera’s decision to regard O. francisci as 
nomen dubium can be accepted. 
 
Ornipholidotos nigeriae Stempffer, 1964 species 
complex  
 
This complex includes O. annae Libert, 2005 and 
O. sylviae Libert, 2005, both of which were dismissed 
in d’Abrera (op. cit.). O. nigeriae is known from 
Nigeria, with the majority of records from Cameroon. 
O. annae flies sympatrically with nigeriae in 
Cameroon, but with a range extending southwards to 
the mouth of the Congo River. O. sylviae occurs far to 
the west, in Ghana and Ivory Coast, where it is known 
from a handful of specimens. Libert’s illustrations of 
the genitalia (op. cit.: 63 & Fig. 25) are unhelpful, but 
he bases his determinations on consistent differences 
in the subscaphium. Thus pending a molecular 

phylogeny of the genus, the authors believe that 
Libert’s judgements should be reinstated: 
 
Ornipholidotos annae Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos sylviae Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos amieti Libert, 2005 species group  
 
In this group, Libert lists O. amieti amieti, 
O. a. angulata Libert, 2005, O. evoei Libert, 2005 and 
O. dowsetti Libert, 2005. D’Abrera (op. cit.: 621) 
dismisses the entire group. 
 
O. amieti was for many years confused with O. kirbyi. 
However, a comparison between the male genitalia of 
O. kirbyi (Libert op. cit.: Fig. 15a) and those of 
O. amieti (ibid.: Fig. 26a) show them to be completely 
different. Libert (ibid. Fig. 26) also shows convincing 
differences between O. amieti, O. dowsetti and 
O. evoei. In the case of amieti, the nominate 
subspecies occupies a range including Cameroon, 
southern CAR, Congo Brazzaville and most of central 
DRC. The eastern subspecies occurs from eastern 
DRC into Uganda, western Kenya and north eastern 
Tanzania. O. evoei occurs in Cameroon, southwards to 
Gabon, while O. dowsetti is so far known only from a 
comparatively small area around Etoumbi in Congo 
Brazzaville. Libert’s genitalia drawings make an 
excellent case for restoring O. amieti, and a good one 
for O. evoei and O. dowsetti. Once again, pending a 
molecular phylogeny, Libert’s treatment should be 
restored: 
 
Ornipholidotos amieti Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos dowsetti Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos evoei Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos overlaeti species group 
 
This group consists of two species, O. overlaeti 
Stempffer, 1947 with three subspecies and O. gemina 
Libert, 2000 with two. D’Abrera dismisses O. gemina. 
Libert (op. cit.) figures the male genitalia of both 
species (overlaeti Fig. 27, gemina Fig. 28). There are 
very clear differences between them. In fact, the male 
genitalia of O. o. overlaeti from the south of the range 
of that species differ so strongly from those of 
O. o. fontainei from further north as almost to suggest 
separation at species level. However on the basis of 
the male genitalia there can be no doubt that 
O. gemina should be reinstated. The nominate 
subspecies flies in Cameroon, with a single record 
from Lake Ntomba in western DRC. O. g. fournierae 
has a generally more eastern distribution, as far as 
Uganda and Tanzania. Libert (ibid.: Fig. 28) illustrates 
the male genitalia of both subspecies, and there are 
sufficient differences to justify the retention of 
fournierae  as a valid subspecies: 
 
Ornipholidotos gemina gemina Libert, 2000 – stat. 
rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos gemina fournierae Libert, 2005 – stat. 
rev.  
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Ornipholidotos congoensis species complex 
Ornipholidotos congoensis subgroup 
 
In this subgroup Libert lists O. congoensis Stempffer, 
1964, O. oremansi Libert, 2005, O. michelae Libert, 
2000, O. josianae Libert, 2005, O. dargei Libert, 2000 
and O. likouala Stempffer, 1969. D’Abrera dismisses 
oremansi, michaeli, josianae, dargei. Libert (ibid.: 
Fig. 30) shows clear and compelling differences 
between the genitalia of congoensis and oremansi. 
The distribution of congoensis is from Cameroon 
southwards into Gabon and eastwards right across 
Africa to extreme eastern DRC. That of oremansi is 
up along the Congo River from around Lac Ntomba as 
far as Kisangani. The male genitalia of michelae and 
josianae differ from those of the previous two species 
and from each other (ibid.: Fig. 31). O. michelae has a 
narrow distribution in Cameroon, while O. josianae is 
known from a handful of specimens from Uganda. In 
appearance, josianae is indistinguishable from 
congoensis, but is outside the range of that species, 
and the genitalia differ strongly. The distribution of 
O. dargei more or less coincides with that of 
O. michelae but the genitalia are quite different (ibid.: 
Fig. 32). O. likouala is found in north western Congo 
Brazzaville. The male genitalia are of the same 
general pattern as those of dargei, but are sufficiently 
different to justify separation at species level (ibid.: 
Fig. 33). Therefore, pending a molecular phylogeny of 
the genus, the following taxa are restored:  
 
Ornipholidotos oremansi Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos michelae Libert, 2000 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos josianae Libert, 2005 - stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos dargei Libert, 2000 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos jacksoni species group 
 
In this group Libert (ibid.) lists O. jacksoni Stempffer, 
1961 with two subspecies, O. issia Stempffer, 1969, 
O. goodgerae Libert, 2000 and O. ivoiriensis Libert, 
2005. D’Abrera (op. cit.) dismisses goodgerae and 
ivoiriensis. Libert illustrates the male genitalia of the 
unique type of goodgerae, demonstrating that they are 
completely different from those of the western 
subspecies of jacksoni, with which it flies in 
Cameroon. O. ivoiriensis on the other hand, flies in 
coastal Ivory Coast. 
 
Libert (op. cit.) states, “Le patron alaire 
d’O. ivoiriensis est si different de celui d’O. issia que, 
on dépit de la similitude de leurs genitalia (que ne sont 
pas redécrits), il est certain qu’il s’agit d’une espéce 
distinct. On ne connaît que deux femelles, le type et 
une de Tiassalé, depourvue d’abdomen (coll. 
N.M.K.)” 
 
Libert (ibid.: Plate III) shows that the female of 
O. ivoirensis is unusual in completely lacking a dark 
border to the hindwing upperside. Taking these factors 
into account, and pending a molecular phylogeny for 
the genus, both the species sunk by d’Abrera are 
restored:  
 

Ornipholidotos goodgerae Libert, 2000 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos ivoiriensis Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos sylpha species group 
O. sylpha subgroup 
 
Libert lists the following in this subgroup: O. sylpha 
(Kirby, 1890), O. ntebi (Bethune-Baker, 1906), 
O. nbeti Libert, 2005, O. ducarmei Libert, 2005 and 
O. ghesquierei Libert, 2005. Of these, d’Abrera 
dismisses O. nbeti, O. ducarmei and O. ghesquierei. 
O. sylpha is largely confined to Cameroon, mostly but 
not exclusively on the coastal plain. Libert (ibid.: Fig. 
36) shows the male and female genitalia. The male 
genitalia of O. ntebi and O. ducarmei are shown in 
Libert (ibid.: Fig. 37), and it is at once obvious that 
they differ strongly from sylpha and from each other. 
O. ntebi is almost confined to Uganda (ibid.: Map 23) 
but just extends into Kenya and Tanzania. O. 
ducarmei flies to the west of ntebi, in eastern DRC, 
while O. nbeti is shown as having a very wide 
distribution further west, in CAR, western and central 
DRC, Congo Brazzaville, and Cameroon. Libert 
differentiates nbeti mainly on the female genitalia, 
which he states are the most distinctive of the three in 
the ntebi complex. Unfortunately his illustrations do 
not allow of a comparison, and on that basis it might 
be better to allow d’Abrera’s treatment to stand. 
However, the considerable distributional disjunction, 
with ducarmei supervening, argues for Libert’s 
original treatment. Pending a molecular phylogeny of 
the genus, the authors believe that on balance Libert’s 
treatment should be reinstated: 
 
Ornipholidotos nbeti Libert, 2005 – stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos ducarmei Libert, 2005 – stat. rev 
 
The unique type of O. ghesquierei was collected near 
Eala on the Congo River in 1936. It was figured by 
Berger as O. tirza and was subsequently designated as 
a paratype of O. nancy by Collins & Larsen (2000). 
However, when Libert re-prepared the genitalia 
originally dissected by Stempffer, he discovered it to 
be a completely new species. It is a large species, 
considerably larger than either ntebi or nbeti, and with 
reduced black in the forewing apex. According to 
Libert (op. cit.: 101), the genitalia clearly show that 
ghesquierei belongs in the sylpha group, not the tirza 
group. So far ghesquierei is known from the female 
type only, but on the basis of the facies it may well 
represent a valid species. Pending a molecular 
phylogeny of the genus, the authors believe that 
Libert’s interpretation should be restored:  
 
Ornipholidotos ghesquierei Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Libert (ibid.: 111) places O. henrii Libert, 2000 in a 
group of its own, due to its highly distinct genitalia. It 
is known from two males from widely separated 
localities (ibid.: Map 27), but with identical genitalia, 
ruling out the possibility of an aberration. It is not 
clear why d’Abrera saw fit to dismiss it, suggesting 
that it might be synonymous with O. jacksoni, which 
is in a different group and with entirely different 
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genitalia (O. jacksoni Fig. 34a, O. henrii Fig. 43a). 
Pending a molecular phylogeny of the genus, the 
authors assert that O. henrii is a good species: 
 
Ornipholidotos henrii Libert, 2000 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos tirza species group 
O. perfragilis subgroup  
 
In this subgroup Libert lists O. perfragilis (Holland, 
1890), O. sylphida (Staudinger, 1892), O. nympha 
Libert, 2000, O. mathildae Libert, 2000, with two 
subspecies, and O. carolinae Libert, 2005. D’Abrera 
recognises only perfragilis, with the other taxa as 
synonyms. It might be reasonable to suppose that if 
indeed these taxa were just one variable species, the 
various forms might be found randomly within the 
overall distribution of perfragilis. This is not the case. 
O. m. mathildae is confined to Cameroon, while 
O. m. uniformis is found in a small area above Bangui 
in CAR. O. sylphida is virtually confined to coastal 
Cameroon, with single records from Gabon and 
Angola. O. nympha extends from Nigeria westwards 
to Ghana and eastern Ivory Coast. O. carolinae is 
known with certainty only from extreme western Ivory 
Coast (ibid.: Map 30). Taken together with the 
differences in male genitalia (ibid.: Fig. 46) and 
female genitalia (ibid. Fig. 47), there can be little 
doubt that separate taxa are involved. Their exact 
relationships must await a molecular phylogeny of the 
genus, pending which it is safe to reinstate Libert’s 
treatment: 
 
Ornipholidotos sylphida (Staudinger, 1892) – stat. 
rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos nympha Libert, 2005 – stat . rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos mathildae mathildae Libert, 2000 – 
stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos mathildae uniformis Libert, 2005 – 
stat. rev.  
 
Ornipholidotos carolinae Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 
Ornipholidotos ackeryi species group 
 
Ornipholidotos ackeryi Libert, 2000 is known from 
the unique holotype male from northern Cameroon. In 
his ackeryi group Libert also lists O. kennedyi Libert, 
2005 from southern Cameroon. D’Abrera 
synonymises kennedyi with ackeryi, stating that 
Libert’s illustrations of the male genitalia “unwittingly 
demonstrate all the points I have been making in this 
section concerning the inherent perils of artificial 
manipulations of soft and delicate natural structures.” 
(D’Abrera op. cit.: 625). Equally it could be held that 
the illustrations show very different sets of genitalia, 
to deny which is to deny the utility of genitalia in 
butterfly taxonomy. Libert’s genitalia drawings are 
shown below (Figs 1 & 2).  
 
There can be no doubt that the two taxa are related, 
and this is acknowledged by Libert in placing them 
together in a group of their own. The question then is 
the nature of that relationship. Based on the male 

genitalia, and the size difference of the butterflies, and 
once again pending a molecular phylogeny of the 
genus, Libert’s treatment should be reinstated: 
 
Ornipholidotos kennedyi Libert, 2005 – stat. rev. 
 

 
 

Figure 1 – Male genitalia of Ornopholidotos ackeryi 
a. lateral left; b. lateral right; c. face of the uncus lobes 

 

 
 

Figure 2 – Male genitalia of Ornopholidotos kennedyi 
e. lateral left; f. lateral right 

 
 
Mimeresia Stempffer, 1961 
 
632 D’Abrera’s (2009) separation of Mimeresia 
unyoro Stempffer, 1961 from Mimeresia russulus 
(Druce, 1910) is correct. The former is a smaller 
insect, and the undersides are completely different. 
 
Teriomima Kirby, 1887 
 
636 The Teriomima group of genera was 
reviewed by Henning & Henning (2004). The authors 
recognise that further research is needed on this group 
employing DNA analysis or rearing from early stages. 
However, Teriomima williami Henning & Henning, 
2004 (misspelt by d’Abrera as williamsi) was 
synonymised with Teriomima puellaris (Trimen, 
1894) by d’Abrera (op. cit.) without adequate 
explanation. T. puellaris and T. williami differ in their 
genitalia which clearly show them to be separate 
species. The upperside and underside patterns also 
differ (Figs 3–6). 
 

   
 
Figures 3 & 4 – Teriomima puellaris: ♂ recto & verso (Marabwani, 
Mozambique) 
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Figures 5 & 6 – Teriomima williami: ♂ recto & verso (Mabu, 
Mozambique) 
 
T. williami is therefore reinstated as a full species: 
 
Teriomima williami Henning & Henning, 2004 – stat. 
rev. 
 
Baliochila Stempffer & Bennett, 1953 
 
638 Baliochila fusca Henning & Henning, 2004 
(p. 45) was synonymised with Baliochila stygia 
(Talbot, 1935) by d’Abrera (op. cit.) without adequate 
explanation. The genitalia differences and upperside 
appearance show this to be a separate species (see Figs 
7–14), and it is hereby reinstated as a full species: 
 

   
 
Figures 7 & 8 – Baliochila fusca: ♂ recto & verso (Rondo Plateau, 
SE Tanzania) 
 

  
Figures 9 & 10 – Baliochila stygia: ♂ recto & verso (Shima Hills, 
E Kenya) 
 

   
 
Figures 11 & 12 – Baliochila fusca: ♀ recto & verso (Rondo 
Plateau, SE Tanzania) 
 

   
 
Figures 13 & 14 – Baliochila stygia: ♀ recto & verso (Shima Hills, 
E Kenya) 
 
Baliochila fusca Henning & Henning, 2004 – stat. 
rev. 
 
639 Baliochila woodi mwanihanae Congdon, 
Kielland & Collins, 1998 was raised to Baliochila 

mwanihanae Congdon, Kielland & Collins, 1998 by 
Henning & Henning (op. cit.) but was formally again 
downgraded to Baliochila woodi mwanihanae 
Congdon, Kielland & Collins, 1998 by d’Abrera. 
 
The woodi group of Baliochila is in need of revision, 
following the discovery of two more members of the 
group on separate mountains in Mozambique. 
Nevertheless d’Abrera’s decision to synonymise 
mwanihanae from southern Tanzania with woodi from 
southern Malawi is not justified (see Figs 15–22).  
 

   
 
Figures 15 & 16 – Baliochila  mwanihanae: ♂ recto & verso 
(Udzunga Mountains, Tanzania) 
 

   
 
Figures 17 & 18 – Baliochila  woodi: ♂ recto & verso (Mulanje 
Mountain, Malawi) 
 

    
 
Figures 19 & 20 – Baliochila  mwanihanae: ♀ recto & verso 
(Udzunga Mountains, Tanzania) 
 

    
 
Figures 21 & 22 – Baliochila  woodi: ♀ recto & verso (Mulanje 
Mountain, Malawi) 
 
Based on the upper surfaces of the males, mwanihanae 
would be nearer to pringlei from north eastern 
Tanzania. Pending a full revision of the group, the 
treatment by Henning & Henning (op. cit.) is 
preferred, and this taxon is therefore reinstated: 
 
Baliochila mwanihanae Congdon, Kielland & Collins, 
1998 – stat. rev. 
 
 
Liptena Westwood, 1851 
 
649 Liptena seyboui Warren-Gash & Larsen, 
2003 was formally downgraded to Liptena eketi 
seyboui Warren-Gash & Larsen, 2003 by d’Abrera 
(op. cit.). L. seyboui (Figs 23 & 24) is a larger, more 
heavily marked species than eketi (Figs 25 & 26). 
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Figures 23 & 24 – Liptena seyboui: ♂ recto & verso (Alepe, Ivory 
Coast) 
 

    
 
Figures 25 & 26 – Liptena eketi: ♂ recto & verso (Cross River, 
Nigeria) 
 
The underside pale markings are whitish rather than 
ochreous, and differ in pattern from those of eketi. It 
does not vary between the two known localities, in 
Ivory Coast and Ghana, and is therefore reinstated as a 
full species: 
 
Liptena seyboui Warren-Gash & Larsen, 2003 – stat. 
rev. 
 
650 Pentila praestans Grose-Smith, 1901 was 
formally recombined as Liptena praestans Grose-
Smith, 1901 by d’Abrera (op. cit.). This treatment is in 
the view of the authors correct. 
 
650 Liptena praestans congoensis Schultze, 1923 
was formally synonymised with Liptena praestans 
Grose-Smith, 1901 by d’Abrera (ibid.), quoting 
Larsen, who pointed out that congoensis may be a 
junior synonym of nominate praestans. The authors 
agree with d’Abrera’s assessment. 
 
650 D’Abrera (ibid.) illustrates L. praestans and 
Liptena fulvicans Hawker-Smith, 1933, and there are 
differences between nominate praestans and fulvicans, 
the latter from Katera Forest in Uganda. Nevertheless 
d’Abrera synonymised L. fulvicans with L praestans, 
and pending molecular work on this group d’Abrera’s 
treatment appears justifiable. 
 
650 D’Abrera’s separation of Liptena hulstaerti 
Hawker-Smith, 1926 from L. sauberi Schultze, 1912 
appears completely justified on the basis of the 
specimens he illustrates. 
 
652 D’Abrera synonymised Liptena rubromacula 
Hawker-Smith, 1933 with Kakumia ferruginea 
(Schultze, 1923), and moved L. rubromacula jacksoni 
Carpenter, 1934 to a subspecies of Kakumia 
ferruginea Schultze, 1923, both changes without good 
reason.  
 
The uppersides of males of rubromacula and jacksoni 
(Figs 27 & 28), and the upper and undersides of male 
and female ferruginea (Figs 29–32) are illustrated 
below. It is clear that rubromacula and jacksoni are 
not even in the same genus as ferruginea. 

   
 
Figures 27 & 28 – L. r. rubromacula ♂ recto (Gunia, DRC); 
Liptena rubromacula jacksoni: ♂ recto (Minziro, Tanzania) 
 

    
 
Figures 29 & 30 – Kakumia ferruginea: ♂ recto & verso (Nyong R 
Ebogo, Cameroon) 
 

    
 
Figures 31 & 32 – Kakumia ferruginea: ♀ recto & verso 
(Sangmelima S C, Cameroon) 
 
The following changes are therefore formally made: 
 
Liptena rubromacula Hawker-Smith, 1933 is 
reinstated as a species – stat. rev. 
 
Liptena rubromacula jacksoni Carpenter, 1934 is 
reinstated as a subspecies of L. rubromacula – stat. 
rev. 
 
Falcuna Stempffer & Bennett, 1963 
 
654 Falcuna semliki Stempffer & Bennett, 1963 
was formally synonymised with Falcuna iturina 
Stempffer & Bennett, 1963 by d’Abrera (ibid.). The 
authors have examined material of both, and they are 
indeed very similar. 
 
Cephetola Libert, 1999 
 
682 D’Abrera synonymised Cephetola collinsi 
Libert & Larsen, 1999 with Cephetola sublustris 
(Bethune-Baker, 1904).  Libert (1999: 181) described 
the differences between sublustris and collinsi. The 
large series of both species in ABRI (23 sublustris and 
200 collinsi) amply demonstrate those differences (see 
Figs 33 & 34).  
 

   
 
Figures 33 & 34 – Cephetola sublustris ♂ recto (Sangmelima S C, 
Cameroon); Cephetola collinsi ♂ recto (Aburi, Ghana)  
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The species is therefore reinstated: 
 
Cephetola collinsi Libert, 1999 – stat . rev. 
 
Hewitsonia Kirby, 1871 
 
666 D’Abrera (op. cit.) synonymised Hewitsonia 
borealis Schultze, 1916 with Hewitsonia boisduvali 
(Hewitson, 1869), a treatment that appears reasonable. 
 
666 Hewitsonia boisduvalii congoensis Joicey & 
Talbot, 1921 was raised to Hewitsonia congoensis 
Joicey & Talbot, 1921 by Bouyer (1997: 84).  
D’Abrera formally synonymised it again with 
Hewitsonia boisduvalii Hewitson, 1869. Bouyer (op. 
cit.: 85) points out that boisduvalii and congoensis are 
sympatric in part of the range of the former, and 
describes in detail the differences between them (Figs 
35 & 36). The most obvious difference is in the blue 
colouration of the males. In boisduvalii this is a 
powder blue with a slight greenish tinge, while in 
congoensis the colour is a rich, deeper blue. On the 
forewing upperside of boisduvalii the blue patch in 
spaces 1 to 4 is rounded, while in congoensis the 
upper edge of it is flatter, reaching only to space 3. 
Basally, the patch in boisduvalii is interrupted, making 
a separate blue spot, while in congoensis the patch is 
continuous. 
 

     
 
Figures 35 & 36 – Hewitsonia boisduvali ♂ recto (Kivu, DRC); 
Hewitsonia congoensis ♂ recto (Botambi, Cameroon) 
 
The authors judge that there is ample evidence to 
restore H. congoensis to a full species: 
 
Hewitsonia congoensis Joicey & Talbot, 1921 – stat . 
rev. 
 
INFORMAL (INVALID) TAXONOMIC 
CHANGES 
 
These changes were made informally (invalidly) by 
d’Abrera (2009), and should therefore be ignored 
when establishing the correct names of the taxa 
concerned. The changes are listed in the order in 
which they appear in d’Abrera, and for ease of 
reference, each entry is preceded by the page 
number(s) on which it appears. 
 
600 Euliphyrodes Romieux, 1937 was informally 
synonymised with Egumbia Bethune-Baker. 
 
600 Aslauga bella Bethune-Baker, 1914 is treated 
as specifically distinct from Aslauga aura Druce, 1913 
by Libert (1997).  Aslauga bella and Aslauga aura 
have been taken sympatrically in Cameroon by 
Bouyer (Larsen, 2005).  D’Abrera treats bella as a 
synonym of aura but does not formally place it in 
synonymy and, in addition, fails to comment on Libert 

(op. cit.) or Larsen (op. cit.), both of whom treat bella 
and aura as valid species. 
 
600 D’Abrera states that Aslauga camerunica 
Stempffer, 1969 is a synonym of Aslauga vininga 
(Hewitson, 1875) but does not formally place it in 
synonymy. 
 
602 D’Abrera informally treats Aslauga bouyeri 
congdoni Libert & Collins, 1997 as a synonym of 
Aslauga bouyeri Libert, 1994. 
 
604 Alaena aurantiaca Butler, 1895 and Alaena 
unimaculosa Hawker-Smith, 1926 were illustrated by 
d’Abrera (1980: 414), and they appeared to be 
identical. D’Abrera (op. cit.) states that: “Congdon 
(pers. comm.) has confirmed that [Alaena] 
unimaculosa [Hawker-Smith, 1926] is a junior 
synonym of [Alaena] aurantiaca Butler [1895].”  
However, d’Abrera did not formally synonymise these 
taxa. A. aurantiaca occurs in the west of Tanzania, 
with a known distribution extending westwards across 
northern Zambia to 10km west of Solwezi (Figs 37 & 
38).  
 

   
 
Figures 37 & 38 – Alaena aurantiaca: ♂ recto & verso (Mutinondo 
Wilderness, Mpika, Zambia) 
 
The type locality of unimaculosa was Sandoa, DRC. 
Material in the ABRI collection from ‘Mwera, Shaba 
Province, DRC’ (not found on Google Earth) appears 
identical with aurantiaca. The authors are not aware 
of any specimens purporting to be unimaculosa that 
are not identical with aurantiaca. 
 
Consequently Alaena unimaculosa Hawker-Smith, 
1926 is synonymised with Alaena aurantiaca Butler, 
1895 – syn. nov. 
 
608 Ptelina parva (Kirby, 1887) was 
synonymised with Ptelina carnuta (Hewitson, 1873) 
by Larsen (op. cit.). D’Abrera, without reference to 
Larsen (op. cit.) informally downgrades it to Ptelina 
carnuta parva Kirby, 1887. 
 
612 D’Abrera informally treats Pentila maculata 
(Kirby, 1887) as a subspecies of Pentila abraxas 
(Westwood, 1851), being either unaware of, or 
ignoring, Larsen (op. cit.), who raised it to species 
level from Pentila abraxas maculata (Kirby, 1887). 
 
612 D’Abrera informally treats Pentila pardalena 
Druce, 1910 as a subspecies of Pentila abraxas 
(Westwood, 1851), being either unaware of, or 
ignoring, Larsen (op. cit.), who treated it as a 
subspecies of Pentila maculata (Kirby, 1887). 
 
612 D’Abrera informally treats Pentila 
subochracea Hawker-Smith, 1933 as a subspecies of 
Pentila abraxas (Westwood, 1851), being either 
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unaware of, or ignoring, Larsen (op. cit.), who treated 
it as a subspecies of Pentila maculata (Kirby, 1887). 
613 D’Abrera informally treats Pentila limbata 
(Holland, 1893) as a synonym of Pentila hewitsoni 
(Grose-Smith & Kirby, 1887), without reference to 
Larsen (op. cit.), who treated it as Pentila hewitsoni 
limbata (Holland, 1893). 
 
614 Telipna bimacula Plötz, 1880 was given as a 
nomen dubium by Libert (2005a: 16). Treated 
(informally) as a valid subspecies of Telipna acraea 
(Westwood, 1851) by d’Abrera, without reference to 
Libert (op. cit.). 
 
614 Telipna acraea conjuncta (Jackson, 1969) 
was synonymised with Telipna acraea acraea 
(Westwood, 1851) by Libert (op. cit.).  Treated 
(informally) as a valid subspecies of Telipna acraea 
(Westwood, 1851) by d’Abrera, without reference to 
Libert (op. cit.). 
 
614 Telipna angustifascia Joicey & Talbot, 1921 
is informally treated as a subspecies of citrimaculata 
Schultze, 1916 by d’Abrera, without reference to 
Libert (op. cit.), who synonymised angustifascia with 
citrimaculata. 
 
614 Telipna maesseni Stempffer, 1970.  Treated 
by Larsen (op. cit.: 126) as a valid species but 
synonymised with Telipna semirufa (Grose-Smith & 
Kirby, 1899) by Libert (op. cit.: 25).  Larsen does not 
list Libert’s (op. cit.) publication and d’Abrera 
erroneously follows Larsen’s treatment of maesseni as 
a valid species. 
 
614 D’Abrera appears to believe that Telipna 
semirufa ivoiriensis Libert, 2005 is a synonym of 
Telipna semirufa (Grose-Smith & Kirby, 1889) but 
does not formally sink it.  He states: “… apart from 
the slightly larger size of the Ivory Coast population 
(probably a seasonal difference), the specimens I have 
seen fit in well to the observable range of variations of 
typical semirufa from elsewhere in West Africa.” 
 
616 D’Abrera treats Telipna ja Bethune- Baker, 
1926 as a synonym of Telipna atrinervis Hulstaert, 
1924 but does not formally emend its status and makes 
no reference to Libert (op. cit.), who treats ja as a 
valid species. 
 
616 Despite the respective dates of publication, 
d’Abrera, without explanation (and informally), 
incorrectly treats Telipna medjensis Holland, 1920 as 
a junior synonym of Telipna plagiata Joicey & Talbot, 
1921. 
 
622 D’Abrera informally treats Ornipholidotos 
issia Stempffer, 1969 as a synonym of Ornipholidotos 
jacksoni Stempffer, 1961. 
 
622 D’Abrera suggests that Ornipholidotos 
aureliae Libert, 2005 is a synonym of Ornipholidotos 
emarginata Hawker-Smith, 1933, but makes no 
formal taxonomic changes. 

624 D’Abrera informally treats Ornipholidotos 
irwini Collins & Larsen, 1998 as a synonym of 
Ornipholidotos tanganyikae Kielland, 1983. 
 
624 Ornipholidotos mathildae uniformis Libert, 
2005 was synonymised, by implication but not 
formally, with Ornipholidotos perfragilis (Holland, 
1890) by d’Abrera because he, formally, synonymised 
Ornipholidotos mathildae Libert, 2001 with 
Ornipholidotos perfragilis (Holland, 1890). 
 
634 D’Abrera informally treats Eresiomera 
magnimacula (Rebel, 1914) as Eresiomera isca 
magnimacula (Rebel, 1914), making no mention of 
Collins & Larsen (2000: 62), who formally raised it to 
Eresiomera magnimacula (Rebel, 1914). 
 
630 Williams (2012) notes that d’Abrera (2009) 
(informally) treats (Mimacraea) dohertyi Rothschild, 
1901 as a full species. D’Abrera states, “My original 
treatment of this genus (1980: 429–431) was based 
solely on Carcasson’s draft... Carcasson listed 15 
species. By 1995 the list had risen to 23 species 
(Ackery et al. 1995: 490–492). Recently Libert 
(2000[b]) had revised the list down to 20 species and 7 
distinct races. Prof. Libert’s revision of Mimacraea... 
is a fine and reliable work. I shall therefore adapt my 
original text appropriately in what follows here.” Thus 
d’Abrera is following Libert (2000b) in recognising 
dohertyi as a good species, and not as a subspecies of 
Mimacraea marshalli Trimen, 1898. 
 
634 Eresiomera beni (Stempffer, 1961) was 
synonymised with Eresiomera magnimacula (Rebel, 
1914) by Collins & Larsen (op. cit.). D’Abrera 
informally treats beni (Stempffer, 1961) as a valid 
species, ignoring Collins & Larsen (op. cit.). 
 
646 Liptena decipiens etoumbi Stempffer, 
Bennett & May, 1974 was formally renamed as 
Liptena decipiens stebema Lamas, 2007 by Lamas 
(2007: 128).  Given, erroneously, as Liptena decipiens 
etoumbi Stempffer, Bennett & May, 1974 by 
d’Abrera. Apparently d’Abrera was not aware of the 
publication by Lamas (op. cit.). 
 
648 Liptena evanescens xanthis (Holland, 1890) 
was synonymised with Liptena evanescens (Kirby, 
1887) by Larsen (op. cit.: 146).  D’Abrera, ignoring 
Larsen (op. cit.) informally, and erroneously, gives it 
as Liptena xanthis Holland, 1890. 
 
654 Falcuna dilatata (Schultze, 1923) was 
synonymised with Falcuna campimus (Holland, 1890) 
by Larsen (op. cit.). D’Abrera treats Falcuna dilatata 
(Schultze, 1923) as a subspecies of Falcuna campimus 
(Holland, 1890) without formally removing it from 
synonymy. 
 
658 D’Abrera treats Tetrarhanis laminifer 
Clench, 1965 as a synonym of Tetrarhanis nubifera 
(Druce, 1910), but does not make any formal 
taxonomic changes. 
 
659 D’Abrera treats Tetrarhanis schoutedeni 
(Berger, 1954) as a synonym of Tetrarhanis stempfferi 
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(Berger, 1954), but does not make any formal 
taxonomic changes. 
 
662 Larsen (op cit.: 159) regards Teratoneura 
congoensis Stempffer, 1954 to be a valid species, 
while D’Abrera considers it to be a subspecies of 
Teratoneura isabellae Dudgeon, 1909.  Neither 
author, however, formalises their taxonomic position.  
 
666 Epitola urania tanganikensis Joicey & 
Talbot, 1921 was synonymised with Epitola urania 
Kirby, 1887 by Libert (1999: 39).  D’Abrera 
informally treats tanganikensis as a subspecies of 
urania, ignoring Libert (op. cit.). 
 
666 Hewitsonia similis ugandae Jackson, 1962 
was raised to Hewitsonia ugandae Jackson, 1962 by 
Bouyer (1997: 86). D’Abrera disagrees with Bouyer 
(op. cit,) and treats Hewitsonia ugandae Jackson, 1962 
as a subspecies of Hewitsonia similis Aurivillius, 1891 
but does not formally change its status. 
 
666 D’Abrera treats Hewitsonia ugandae jolyana 
Bouyer, 1997 as a synonym of Hewitsonia similis 
Aurivillius, 1891 but does not formally sink it. 
 
672 Stempfferia convexa (Roche, 1954) was 
synonymised with Stempfferia insulana (Aurivillius, 
1923) by Libert (1998: 108) [in the Supplement to 
Kielland’s butterflies of Tanzania]. Given, without 
explanation, and informally, as a valid species 
(Stempfferia convexa Roche, 1954) by d’Abrera. 
 
672 Stempfferia intermedia (Roche, 1954) was 
synonymised with Stempfferia insulana (Aurivillius, 
1923) by Libert (op. cit.: 108) [in the Supplement to 
Kielland’s butterflies of Tanzania]. Given, without 
explanation, and informally, as a valid species 
(Stempfferia intermedia Roche, 1954) by d’Abrera. 
 
674 D’Abrera treats Stempfferia ciconia mongiro 
(Jackson, 1968) as a valid species (Stempfferia 
mongiro) without formally changing its status from 
that assigned by Libert (op. cit.). Libert states: “Some 
workers treat mongiro Jackson as a race of ciconia 
Grose-Smith & Kirby. But I am not so sure. The 
principal reason for my doubt is that the f.w.r. of 
mongiro has a single trans-cellular androconial mark 
as opposed to three on ciconia.” 
 
678 D’Abrera informally treats Geritola zelica 
(Kirby, 1890) as a synonym of Geritola gerina 
(Hewitson, 1878), stating that “Jackson (1962: 138) 
regards zelica Kirby as being a junior synonym of 
gerina Hewitson.”  He ignores Libert’s (1999) 
treatment, in which zelica was given as a valid 
species. 
 
680 D’Abrera informally treats Cephetola 
mercedes dejeani Libert, 1999 as a synonym of 
Cephetola mercedes (Suffert, 1904). 
 
680 D’Abrera informally treats Cephetola 
mercedes ivoiensis Jackson, 1967 [misspelt as 
ivoriensis] as a synonym of Cephetola mercedes 
(Suffert, 1904). 
 

680 Cephetola viridana radiata (Bethune-Baker, 
1926) was synonymised with Cephetola viridana 
(Joicey & Talbot, 1921) by Libert (op. cit.: 150).  
Treated, informally, and without explanation, as a 
subspecies of viridana by d’Abrera. 
 
684 Epitola pulverulentula Dufrane, 1953 is 
given by Libert (op. cit.) as a nomen dubium.  
D’Abrera informally treats pulverulentula 
(erroneously as pulverulenta) as a valid species, 
ignoring Libert’s (op. cit.) taxonomic treatment. 
 
686 D’Abrera avers that Megalopalpus simplex 
Röber, 1886 may be a synonym of Megalopalpus 
zymna (Westwood, 1851), but does not formally place 
it in synonymy.  
 
688 Lachnocnema makakensis Birket-Smith, 
1960 was given as a good species by Ackery et al., 
(1995). Libert (1996c: 479-500) synonymised it with 
Lachnocnema reutlingeri Holland, 1892. D’Abrera, 
without refering to Libert’s (op. cit.) taxonomic 
treatment, treats it as a valid species. 
 
692 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor dukei van 
Son, 1951 as a valid species, apparently being 
unaware of the generic revision published by Heath & 
Pringle (2004) in which it was downgraded to a 
subspecies of Thestor brachycerus (Trimen, 1883). 
 
693 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor tempe 
Pennington, 1962 (erroneously as 1963 in d’Abrera) 
as a valid species, apparently being unaware of the 
generic revision published by Heath & Pringle (op. 
cit.) in which it was downgraded to a subspecies of 
Thestor petra Pennington, 1962. 
 
694 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor 
terblanchei Henning & Henning, 1993 as a valid 
species (with misattributed authorship), and as a 
synonym of Thestor protumnus aridus van Son, 1941, 
apparently being unaware of the generic revision 
published by Heath & Pringle (2004) in which 
terblanchei was formally downgraded to Thestor 
protumnus terblanchei Henning & Henning, 1993. 
 
694 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor malagas 
Dickson & Wykeham, 1994 as a valid species, 
apparently being unaware of Heath & Pringle (op. cit.) 
in which malagas was formally downgraded to 
Thestor dicksoni malagas Dickson & Wykeham, 
1994. 
 
694 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor calviniae 
Riley, 1954 as a subspecies of Thestor dicksoni Riley, 
1954, apparently being unaware of Heath & Pringle 
(op. cit.) in which it was raised to species rank. 
 
694 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor pictus van 
Son, 1941 as a subspecies of Thestor montanus van 
Son, 1941, apparently being unaware of Heath (1994), 
who raised it to species rank. 
 
694 D’Abrera informally treats Thestor 
swanepoeli Pennington, 1971 as a valid species, 
apparently being unaware of Heath & Pringle (op. cit.) 
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in which it was formally synonymised with Thestor 
rossouwi Dickson, 1971. 
 
SUGGESTED TAXONOMIC CHANGES (NOT 
IMPLEMENTED) 
 
In this section the taxonomic changes suggested by 
d’Abrera (op. cit.), but not implemented, are listed. 
These changes should also be ignored when 
establishing the correct names for the taxa concerned. 
The changes are listed in the order in which they 
appear in d’Abrera (op. cit.) and for ease of reference 
each entry is preceded by the page number(s) on 
which it appears. 
 
602 D’Abrera avers that Aslauga orientalis 
Cottrell, 1981 may be conspecific with Aslauga 
latifurca Cottrell, 1981 but makes no formal 
taxonomic changes and lists it in his book as a valid 
taxon. 
 
602 D’Abrera states that Aslauga pandora Druce, 
1913 may belong in the genus Paraslauga Bethune-
Baker, 1925 or may require the erection of a new 
genus.  This is on account of the large androconial 
patches on the recto of the male hindwing.  However, 
he makes no taxonomic changes and includes it in his 
book as Aslauga pandora Druce, 1913. 
 
602 D’Abrera implies that Aslauga tanga Libert 
& Collins, 1997 may be a synonym of Aslauga 
purpurascens Holland, 1890.  However, he makes no 
taxonomic changes and includes it in his book as a 
valid taxon. 
 
608 D’Abrera states that Pentila umbra Holland, 
1892 is possibly a synonym of Pentila rotha 
Hewitson, 1873, on the authority of Carcasson (M/S 
unpubl.). However, he does not formally synonymise 
umbra with rotha and includes it in his book as a valid 
taxon. 
 
648 D’Abrera avers that Liptena bia Larsen & 
Warren-Gash, 2008 is a junior synonym of Liptena 
rochei Stempffer, 1951 but makes no formal 
taxonomic changes and includes it in his book as a 
valid taxon. 
 
656 D’Abrera suggests that Micropentila bitjeana 
Stempffer & Bennett, 1965 may be a synonym of 
Micropentila dorothea Bethune-Baker, 1903, makes 
no formal taxonomic changes and includes it in his 
book as a valid taxon. 
 
660 D’Abrera states: “It is possible that marina is 
synonymous with I. perdita Kirby, or at least a race of 
that species.”  He, however, includes Iridana marina 
Talbot, 1935 in his book and makes no formal 
taxonomic changes. 
 
662 D’Abrera states:  “I suggest that bwamba is 
synonymous with I. katera Stempffer.”  He does, 
however, include Iridana bwamba Stempffer, 1964 in 
his book and does not make any formal taxonomic 
changes. 
 

672 D’Abrera believes that Stempfferia 
subtumescens Libert, 1999 is a synonym of 
Stempfferia moyambina (Bethune-Baker, 1903) but 
makes no taxonomic changes and includes it in his 
book as a valid taxon. 
 
688 D’Abrera avers that Lachnocnema laches 
(Fabricius, 1793) may be a synonym of Lachnocnema 
bibulus (Fabricius, 1793) but makes no formal 
taxonomic changes and includes it in his book as a 
valid taxon. 
 
690 D’Abrera avers that Lachnocnema 
intermedia Libert, 1996 may be a synonym of 
Lachnocnema tanzaniensis Libert, 1996 but makes no 
formal taxonomic changes and includes it in his book 
as a valid taxon. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
All images in this article were photographed from 
ABRI specimens. 
The authors are grateful to Michel Libert, whose 
major revisions of important groups of Lycaenidae 
were invaluable for assessing the taxonomic issues. 
They also wish to thank the reviewers and the Editor 
for their input, which has markedly improved the 
original text. 
 
LITERATURE CITED 
 
ACKERY, P.R., SMITH, C.R., VANE-WRIGHT, R.I. 

[eds.] 1995. Carcasson's African Butterflies: An 
annotated Catalogue of the Papilionoidea and 
Hesperioidea of the Afrotropical Region.  British 
Museum (Natural History), London: i–xi, 1–803.  

BOUYER, T. 1997. Contribution a la révision du 
genre Hewitsonia avec description d’une sous-
espèce et de la 4 espèces nouvelles.  Études sur les 
Lycaenidae: no. 4. (Lepidoptera, Lycaenidae).  
Lambillionea 97(1) (Tome II): 82–98. 

COLLINS, S.C., CONGDON, T.C.E., HENNING, 
G.A., LARSEN, T.B. & WILLIAMS. M.C. 2013. 
A review of d’Abrera’s Butterflies of the 
Afrotropical Region – Part III (second edition), 
2009 – Part 1. Metamorphosis 24: 25–38. 

COLLINS, S.C., & LARSEN, T.B. 2000. Eight new 
species and five new subspecies of African 
butterflies (Rhopalocera) – an ABRI research 
paper.  Metamorphosis 11(2): 57–75. 

D’ABRERA, B.L. 1980. Butterflies of the 
Afrotropical Region. Lansdowne, Melbourne. 

D’ABRERA, B.L. 2009. Butterflies of the 
Afrotropical Region – Part III: Lycaenidae, 
Riodinidae. New and revised edition. Hill House 
Publishers, Melbourne and London: i–xxvi, 531–
880. 

HEATH, A., & PRINGLE, E.L. 2004.  A review of 
the southern African genus Thestor Hübner 
(Lepidoptera: Lycaenidae: Miletinae).  
Metamorphosis 15(3): 91–151. 

HENNING, G.A., & HENNING, S.F. 2004.  A review 
of the liptenid Teriomima Kirby genus group 
(Lepidoptera: Lycaenidae: Poritiinae) with 
descriptions of a new genus, a new subgenus, ten 



Collins et al./ Metamorphosis 24: 44–56 
 

56 

new species and four new subspecies.  
Metamorphosis 15(1): 3–61. 

LAMAS, G. 2007. Four new names for Afrotropical 
Lycaenidae.  Metamorphosis 18(4): 128–130. 

LARSEN, T.B. 2005. Butterflies of West Africa.  
Apollo Books, Svendborg, Denmark: 1–595, 1–
270. 

LIBERT, M. 1994. Contribution à l’étude des 
Lycaenidae africains: mise au point sur le genre 
Aslauga Kirby. Lambillionea 94(3) (Tome II): 
411–434. 

LIBERT, M. 1996. Contribution à l'etude des 
Lycaenidae africains: révision du genre 
Lachnocnema Trimen, troisième partie. 
(Lepidoptera Lycaenidae).  Lambillionea 96(3) 
(Tome III): 479–500. 

LIBERT, M. 1997. Contribution à l’étude des 
Lycaenidae Africains: deuxième note sur le genre 
Aslauga Kirby (Lepidoptera Lycaenidae).  
Lambillionea 97(4) (Tome I): 543–556. 

LIBERT, M. 1998.  [In memory of Jan 
Kielland].  Description of six new species of the 
genus Epitola Westwood (Lepidoptera, 
Lycaenidae).  In: Congdon, C., and Collins, S. 
1998.  Kielland’s butterflies of 
Tanzania.  Supplement. African Butterfly 
Research Institute & Union des Entomologistes 
Belges, Nairobi & Tervuren, 143 pp. 

LIBERT, M. 1999. Révision des genres Epitola 
Westwood, Hypophytala Clench et Stempfferia 
Jackson, et description de trois nouveaux genres 
(Lepidoptera Lycaenidae).  A.B.R.I., Nairobi and 
Lambillionea, Tervuren, February, 1999, 219 pp. 

LIBERT, M. 2000a. Le genre Ornipholidotos 
Bethune-Baker au Cameroun.  Descriptions du 
genre Torbenia n. gen. et de onze nouvelles 
espèces (Lepidoptera, Lycaenidae).  Bulletin de la 
Société Entomologique de France 105(5): 433–
466. 

LIBERT, M. 2000b. Révision du genre Mimacraea 
Butler avec description de quatre nouvelles 
espèces et deux nouvelles sous-espèces.  A.B.R.I., 
Nairobi and Lambillionea, Tervuren, May, 2000: 
1–72. 

LIBERT, M. 2005a. Révision du genre Telipna 
Aurivillius (Lepidoptera, Lycaenidae).  A.B.R.I., 
Nairobi, Kenya and Lambillionea, Tervuren, 
Belgium. 

LIBERT, M. 2005b. Révision des Ornipholidotos et 
Torbenia (Lepidoptera, Lycaenidae).  A.B.R.I., 
Nairobi, Kenya and Lambillionea, Tervuren, 
Belgium. 

WILLIAMS, M.C. 2012. Butterflies and skippers of 
the Afrotropical Region. CD, approx. 5000 pp.  
Available from the author 
(mark.williams@up.ac.za). 

 
APPENDIX 

 
Summary of taxonomic changes made in this article 

 
Taxonomic change Type of 

change 
Page 
no. 

d’Abrera 
(2009) page(s) 

Justification of changes 

Egumbia = Aslauga syn. nov. 45 600 Libert, 1994: 412 
Aslauga ernesti stat. rev. 45 600 Libert, 1994 
Aslauga  karamoja stat. rev. 45 600 Libert, 1994 
Aslauga  febe stat. rev. 45 600 Libert, 1994 
Aslauga  katangana stat. rev. 45 600 Libert, 1994 
Paraslauga = Aslauga stat. rev. 45 602 Libert, 1994: 412 
Aslauga  kallimoides stat. rev. 45 602 Libert, 1994 
Telipna sanguinea kigoma = T. kigoma stat. rev. 45 618 Libert, 2005a: 54 
Ornipholidotos (33 taxa) stat. rev. 46–49 621–625 Libert, 2005b 
Teriomima williami stat. rev. 50 636 Henning & Henning, 2004 
Baliochila fusca stat. rev. 50 638 Henning & Henning, 2004 
Baliochila mwanihanae stat. rev. 50 639 Henning & Henning, 2004 
Liptena seyboui stat. rev. 51 649 Warren-Gash & Larsen, 2003 
Liptena rubromacula stat. rev. 51 652 Figs 27–32 
Liptena rubromacula jacksoni stat. rev. 51 652 Figs 27–32 
Cephetola collinsi stat. rev. 52 682 Libert, 1999: 181 
Hewitsonia congoensis stat. rev. 52 666 Bouyer, 1997: 85 
Alaena unimaculosa = aurantiaca syn. nov. 52 604 d’Abrera, 1980: 414 
 

mailto:mark.williams@up.ac.za

