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Some little known lycaenids from the Phang District of northern Thailand 
(Lepidoptera: Lycaenidae)

Stefan Schröder
Dr. Stefan Schröder, Auf dem Rosenhügel 15, D-50997 Köln, Deutschland; ste.schroeder@gmx.net 

Abstract: Some poorly known species of lycaenid butterflies 
[Tajuria illurgioides de Nicéville 1890, Heliophorus (Kulua) 
eventa Fruhstorfer 1918, Orthomiella pontis rovorea (Fruhs-
torfer 1918)] are recorded from northern Thailand, and 
their relation to allied taxa is discussed. Caerulea coeligena 
siamensis ssp. n. is described as new (holotype male in 
ZFMK, Bonn, Germany). 

Einige wenig bekannte Bläulinge vom Phang-Distrikt in 
Nordthailand (Lepidoptera: Lycaenidae)

Zusammenfassung: Aus dem Norden von Thailand wer-
den einige bisher unzureichend bekannte Lycaenidenarten 
beschrieben und im Zusammenhang mit verwandten Taxa 
diskutiert: Tajuria illurgioides de Nicéville 1890, Heliophorus 
(Kulua) eventa Fruhstorfer 1918, Orthomiella pontis rovorea 
(Fruhstorfer 1918). Caerulea coeligena siamensis ssp. n. 
wird als neue thailändische Unterart abgetrennt (Holotypus 
Männchen in coll. ZFMK, Bonn).

Introduction 

Thailand extends almost 1500 km in N–S direction, 
but lies entirely in the area between the Equator and 
the Tropic of Cancer, being thus completely within the 
tropical zone. Accordingly, it might be predicted that 
the butterfly fauna would be similar throughout the 
country, but in fact there are extreme differences in its 
composition. The fauna may be characterized by four 
different faunistic zones (Eliot in Pinratana 1981: vi): 
the Indo-Burmese, Kedawin, Malayan, and Indo-Chinese 
zones. These different zoogeographic regions illustrate 
that no uniform Siamese faunal zone exists, and that 
each area is characterized by the presence of “exotic” 
taxa basically ascribed to neighbouring regions. This is 
one reason for the extremely diverse butterfly fauna of 
the country (Lechner 2004). 

In particular, the northern part of Thailand, which is 
usually ascribed to the Indo-Burmese zone, is distingui-
shed by some “unusual” faunal elements. The region, 
formed predominantly by mountain ridges reaching 
a height of more than 2000 m, is known for the distri-
bution of numerous taxa that show a strong relation to 
forms occurring in the more temperate regions of Asia. 
As Eliot (1987: 24) has pointed out, faunal affinities of 
the Mekong Basin, which includes the boundaries of Thai-
land, Burma, Laos and China, clearly lie with those of 
Yunnan (China). A good example for such a mixed fauna 
is also noted in the northern Thai district of Phang at 
Mae Ai (Doi Pha Hom Pok) located northwest of Chiang 
Rai. It includes numerous typically montane taxa such 
as Bothrinia chennellii celastroides de Nicéville 1884, 
Celastrina argiolus iynteana (de Nicéville 1884) and 
Chrysozephyrus nigroapicalis philipi Eliot 1987. Other, 

less well known taxa of the genera Tajuria, Heliophorus, 
Orthomiella and Caerulea, are not included in current 
publications on the Thai lycaenid fauna and require a 
more detailed discussion.

Taxonomy

All specimens figured are deposited in the collection of 
Zoologisches Forschungsinstitut und Museum Alexander 
Koenig in Bonn, Germany (ZFMK).

Family Lycaenidae Leach 1815

Subfamily Theclinae Swainson 1831

Genus Tajuria Moore [1881]
Type-species (by original designation): Hesperia longinus 
Fabricius 1798.

Remarks: Tajuria is a large genus comprising about 
50 species almost entirely distributed in the Oriental 
tropics. A few taxa enter the more temperate zones of 
China or Pakistan. Pinratana (1981: 128) lists 8 species 
for Thailand, and again, some Indo-Burmese elements 
(e.g. T. diaeus Hewitson 1865 and T. culta de Nicéville 
1896) appear to be distributed in the northern part of 
the country. A species rarely recorded from Thailand is 
T. illurgioides, which is however widely distributed from 
N India and Nepal (Smith 1993) to Assam and Sikkim 
(d’Abrera 1986), also entering “Indochina” (Inayoshi 
2001 [internet]).

Tajuria illurgioides de Nicéville 1890 (Figs. 15–16)

Description of the ♀: Forewing length 17 mm. Upperside 
ground colour dark brown (as in the wet season form), 
with a wide extension of whitish patches and reduction 
of blue scales, which are almost completely restricted to 
the basal part of spaces 1a and 1b. White areas on the 
forewing extend from the upper part of space 1b to the 
lower half of space 3. As in the similar but allopatric T. 
illurgis (Hewitson 1869), the white area is widest in cell 
2, but does not enter the discal cell, which is brown. Basal 
part of space 1 and 1b faintly coloured with pale blue 
scales. Hindwing cells 6 to 8 brown with vein 6 marking 
a sharp boundary between spaces 4 and 5, which are 
whitish in median and marginal areas. Towards the basal 
area and the hindwing margin, as well as the hindwing 
tornus, the white gradually becomes pale blue. Black 
submarginal spots present. Underside wing markings 
typical for the species, ground colour greyish-white, 
with a series of fine angular shaped, black postmedian 
markings. 
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Remarks: T. illurgioides displays a considerable range 
of variation concerning geographical as well as seasonal 
variation. A ♀ specimen is figured here, since no illustra-
tion of the verso surface of this sex is known to me, in 
order to allow a more precise evaulation of its markings. 
The dry season form appears to have a generally wider 
extension of whitish scales, whereas the wing markings of 
the wet-season form are more restricted and are strongly 
suffused with bluish scales. Between these extreme 
phenotypes, intermediate forms are to be expected. 

Subfamily Lycaeninae Leach 1815

Genus Heliophorus Geyer [1832]
Type-species (by secondary designation by Scudder 1875): 
Heliophorus belenus Geyer [1832].

Subgenus Heliophorus (Kulua Zhdanko 1995)
Type-species (by original designation): Polyommatus tamu 
Kollar 1844.

Although Heliophorus includes some striking beautiful 
species which are brightly metallic coloured, the genus 
was poorly known until recently. Following revisions 
by Fruhstorfer (1918), Riley (1929) and Eliot (1963), 
fundamental new data were published by Zhdanko 
(1995), Huang (1999), Yago et al. (2000) and Yago 
(2002), collectively facilitating a more reliable classifica-
tion as well as a subgeneric grouping of this genus.

Heliophorus (Kulua) eventa Fruhstorfer 1918  
(Figs. 7–8)

Description: The available — exclusively ♂ — specimens 
are almost completely dark brown on the upperside of 
their wings. Only the basal area is very faintly powdered 
with metallic green scales. Hindwings are completely 
brown, tailed at vein 2, without any metallic scales, with 
the typical orange submarginal lunules extending from 
the tornus to space 2. The underside is characteristic of 
the species of the “tamu-group” as defined by Yago et al. 
(2000: 90): deep yellowish to pale golden brown with red 
submarginal borders. Forewing with a distinctive cell bar, 
and a continuous brown line reaching from the costa to 
vein 2. A small black spot is within the cell. A large black 
submarginal lunule in cell 1b; cell 1a + b whitish grey. 
Outer margin of forewing is weakly fringed by reddish 
scales. In the hindwing, discocellular bar, discal line 
and subbasal dots dark brownish; that in space 7 shaped 
as a bar; within the cell and space 1b as black spots. 
Red submarginal borders narrow, sometimes faintly 
developed, lined with a white marginal stripe at the 
outer margin and white submarginal lunules bordered 
with black. In the ♂ genitalia (Yago 2002: figs. 27–29), 
tegumen without lateral process and dorsal inner margin 
of valvae weakly serrated as in H. (Kulua) brahma Moore 
1858.

Remarks: Of the numerous described species of Helio
phorus, few taxa are distinguished by metallic green 
coloured wings in the ♂♂. According to recently proposed 

taxonomy of the genus Heliophorus, these species are 
included in the “tamu-group” of the subgenus Heliopho
rus (Kulua) (Zhdanko 1995). In addition to H. (K.) andro
cles Doubleday & Hewitson 1852, this includes H. (K.) 
tamu Kollar 1844, H. (K.) hybrida Tytler 1912, H. (K.) 
smaragdinus Yago & Monastyrskii 2002 (Figs. 9–10) and 
H. (K.) eventa.

The status of H. viridipunctata de Nicéville 1890 has been 
variously interpreted by different authors. Although 
Riley (1929: 399) recognized this species as synony-
mous with H. tamu, H. eventa was commonly misiden-
tified as H. viridipunctata in the literature (Yago 2002: 
158). Following this usage, the recently described H. 
viridipunctata naxi Yoshino 1997 was regarded as a syn-
onym of H. eventa by Bozano & Weidenhoffer (2001).

Comparison of genitalia structure is certainly the most 
reliable and simple way for separating the closely 
related taxa. All “green” species mentioned have — with 
the exception of H. eventa and H. smaragdinus — large 
spine like projections in the upper part of the tegumen. 
This character is clearly absent in the two latter species, 
suggesting a close relationship to sympatric H. brahma 
Moore 1857 (Figs. 5–6), ♂♂ of which are a golden cop-
pery colour. Differences in genitalia between H. eventa 
and H. smaragdinus are very slight, and may only repre-
sent separation at the level of subspecies. The upper half 
of the tegumen differs in being slightly more pointed 
in H. smaragdinus than in the Thai specimens belong-
ing to H. eventa, but there is never a pair of long lateral 
processi. However, compared to H. eventa, the valvae of H. 
smaragdinus have a more strongly serrated inner margin 
with a sharply pointed projection posteriorly (Yago et al. 
2002: 151, figs. 7, 28). There are no significant differences 
between the valvae of H. eventa from Jinkouhe, Sichuan, 
figured by Huang (1999), and the Thai specimens. The 
distribution of H. smaragdinus, previously restricted 
to central Vietnam (Kon Tum Province), can now be 
extended to northern Vietnam (Ta Fin near Lao Cai, Bac 
Bo; Figs. 9–10).

According to Huang (1999: 657), “H. (K.) tamu eventa 
ab. rufa Riley” is synonymous with H. viridipunctata naxi 
Yoshino 1997, and Bozano & Weidenhoffer (2001: 52) 
regard ab. rufa and f. verna of Riley as synonyms of H. 
(K.) eventa. These phenotypes correspond quite well to 
tamu as well as to eventa/smaragdinus, and differ only 
in having an orange discal patch on the upperside of 
the forewing in the ♂♂. Distribution of both forms is 
apparently restricted to western China. 

Distribution: H. (K.) eventa ranges from Myanmar 
(Kachin; Shan States), across N Thailand, and enters 
western China (Yunnan; Sichuan).

Subfamily Polyommatinae Swainson 1827

Genus Orthomiella de Nicéville 1890
Type-species (by original designation): Chilades pontis Elwes 
1887.
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Remarks: Orthomiella is a small, predominantly subtrop-
ical genus, distributed from the eastern Himalaya to 
Taiwan, and typically occurs in montane regions. The 
genus is particularly widely distributed in China, and 
also enters “Indo-China” (Inayoshi 1996–2001 [internet], 
Osada et al. 1999). However, since the works of Fruhs-
torfer (1918) and Forster (1941, 1942), little additional 
information on this group has been obtained, and the 
genus is generally regarded as poorly known. Recently, 
the ♂ genitalia for the Chinese taxa were figured by 
Wang & Fan (2002). It is remarkable that ♀ Orthomiella 
are only known from the type species O. pontis (Elwes 
1887), the recently described subspecies O. pontis khama 
Sugiyama 2004 from Yunnan, and O. ronkayana Balint 
1997, a Tibetan species only known from a solitary ♀ spe-
cimen. 

Taxonomic status of known specimens is highly disputed 
and there is no general agreement concerning the sta-
tus of the various taxa. Some authors, including Balint 
(1997), regard all described taxa as true species, whereas 
a more restricted approach was proposed by Forster, 
who preferred to separate several subspecies.

Based on their external appearance, Orthomiella may be 
placed in two different species groups, one — including 
the type species — with more or less complete blue wings, 
and a second group with completely brown forewings 
and hindwings that are blue only in an area between 
the costal margin and vein 5. Orthomiella pontis pontis 
belongs to the first group, and O. p. rovorea is regarded as 
a subspecies — despite being characterized by different 
colouration.

Orthomiella pontis rovorea (Fruhstorfer 1918) 
(Figs. 1–4)

Remarks: The series available conforms very well with 
the description given by Fruhstorfer (1918: 55) for spe-
cimens from the Chin Hills in northern Myanmar. The 
violet-blue area, restricted to the upper third of the 
hindwings, is highly characteristic of this species. O. ran
taizana (Wileman 1910), known from Taiwan, is very 
similar, as both are characterized by the dark violet-blue 
hindwing colouration extending from the costa into the 
hindwing-cell and space 5. 

Specimens from southern China, formerly regarded by 
Forster (1941: 627) as belonging to O. rantaizana, were 
subsequently — after a direct comparison with Taiwanese 
specimens — transferred to a new taxon, described as O. 
lucida (Forster 1942). They differ significantly from 
O. rantaizana in having a more restricted extension of 
shining blue (and not dark-violet) scales on the costal 
third of the hindwing. In spite of this obvious difference 
and the geographic separation of both taxa, Wang & Fan 
(2002: pl. 20, figs. 26–27) synonymized O. lucida with O. 
rantaizana, but figure a specimen from southern China 
that appears very similar to the holotype of O. lucida 
under the name of O. rantaizana.

Specimens from Laos figured as Orthomiella pontis from 

Lak Sao and Xam Neua by Osada et al. (1999: pl. 112) dif-
fer considerably from O. pontis rovorea figured here from 
northern Thailand. The ♂ corresponds very well to O. 
lucida in lacking the violet-blue scales of pontis s. str., and 
the ♀ specimen is distinguished by a very wide extension 
of light blue scales, almost reaching the postdiscal area 
on the upperside of both wings, rather than being as 
dark as in the figure provided by d’Abrera (1986: 637). 
Upperside wing colour of the ♀ of O. pontis rovorea from 
northern Thailand is almost uniformly dark brown, but 
with violet-blue scales basally, reaching the discal area in 
space 1b.

Distribution: Known from Myanmar and Thailand. Pin-
ratana (1981: 68) listed a record of a Orthomiella pontis 
subspecies from Chiang Mai.

Genus Caerulea Forster 1938
Type-species (by original designation): Lycaena coelestis 
Alphéraky 1897.

Remarks: According to the current taxonomic treat-
ment (Mattoni & Fiedler 1991, d’Abrera 1993, Wang 
& Fan 2002), Caerulea contains two species with a dis-
tribution restricted to China: C. coeligena (Oberthür 
1867) (Hunan, Shaanxi, Hubei, Sichuan, Yunnan) and 
C. coelestis (Alperaky 1897) (Sichuan, Henan, Yunnan, 
Xizang). Only Bridges (1988) regards the genus as mono-
typic, consisting only of C. coeligena. Originally descri-
bed as infrasubspecific form of C. coeligena, C. coelestis 
was raised to specific status by Forster (1938: 108) 
and simultaneously designated as type species of Cae
rulea, which was at that time regarded as subgenus of 
Glaucopsyche Scudder 1872. 

Even in recent literature, morphological characters and 
wing markings believed to be important in the sepa-
ration of the two species are equivocal. However, it 
becomes clear that the taxa cannot be separated by the 
development and number of forewing spots alone, and 
species separation based exclusively on this character 
must be rejected. More reliable seems to be a combina-
tion of characters discussed by Alpheraky (1897: 113). 
According to his description, C. coelestis is, in comparison 
to C. coeligena pratti, characterized as follows: “blue more 
brilliant, black border at apex very narrow, black spots on 
forewing underside very large, elongate and bordered by 
a very narrow white rim.” Wang & Fan (2002) suggested 
that the existence of a forewing spot in cell M1 (= 6) 
is a diagnostic character of C. coelestis. However, all 
specimens of C. coelestis figured by them are lacking these 
spots. Conversely, such spots are developed in specimens 
determined as C. coeligena (Wang & Fan 2002: pl. 24, figs. 
9–18), and Li & Hsiau (1996: 269) illustrate a ♂ specimen 
of C. coeligena with numerous forewing spots. Specimens 
of both species from Tibet (Xizang) display a more or 
less constant and identical development with regard to 
the number of spots (Mattoni & Fiedler 1991: fig. 1), 
although they appear slightly elongate in C. coelestis. 
It seems that C. coelestis usually has a more complete 
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development of the postdiscal spots than C. coeligena, 
a feature also recognizable in C. coelestis sora Sugiyama 
(1999: pl. 1 figs. 15–18). ♀♀ of C. coelestis are almost 
uniformly brownish on the upperside of the wings 
(especially so in C. coelestis sora), with only weak blue 
dusting basally, whilst the blue is much more extensive in 
C. coeligena ♀♀. Obviously d’Abrera (1993: 482) follows 
this treatment in his Palearctic volume. 

Genitalia structure is rather similar, but as Hemming 
(1931: 329) has pointed out, valvae show some slight 
differences between the species. Margins of the valvae 
are more parallel in C. coelestis and the terminal spine is 
thicker, more irregular and tapers more towards the tip 
(compare with Aoyama 1998: 351). 

The current taxonomic treatment of the genus is as fol-
lows: 

Caerulea coeligena (Oberthür 1876)
 C. coeligena coeligena (Oberthür 1876) [Hubei; Sichuan; Yun-

nan; Henan; Shaanxi]

 C. coeligena pratti (Hemming 1931) [Ichang and Chang-Yang, 
Hubei]

 C. coeligena siamensis ssp. n. [N Thailand]

Caerulea coelestis (Alpheraky, 1897)
 C. coelestis coelestis (Alpheraky, 1897) [Kham, W Sichuan; 

Xizang]

 C. coelestis dubernardi (Hemming 1931) [Tsekou, NW Yunnan]

 C. coelestis sora Sugiyama, 1999 [Qujing, E Kunming, E Yun-
nan]

Description of the new subspecies

Caerulea coeligena siamensis ssp. n. (Figs. 11–14)
Holotype ♂: Northern Thailand, Phang District, Doi Pha 
Hom Pok, Mae Ai, Chiang Mai, 2200 m, iii. 2003, leg. Ihle. In 
ZMFK, Bonn, Germany. Figs. 11, 12.
Paratypes: 5 ♂♂, 3 ♀♀, same data as holotype; deposited in 
ZFMK (3 ♂♂, 2 ♀♀) and in coll. S. Schröder (2 ♂♂, 1 ♀). 
Etymology: The new subspecies is named after the old 
name of Thailand: Siam. The taxon’s name is to be treated as 
a noun in apposition.

Diagnosis: Forewing length variable, maximally reaching 
20–22 mm. The new subspecies differs from its closest 
relative C. c. pratti especially in underside markings. The 
underside is uniformly warm brown, especially so in the 
♀♀. The row of black postdiscal spots on the forewing is 
complete (from space 1b to 5, sometimes even to space 
6). Cell end bar not differently coloured, but surrounded 
by white scales. On the hindwing postdiscal spots are not 

black as in C. coeligena pratti, but only slightly darker 
brown than the underside colour. Only spots in space 7 
are black, and all are only weakly outlined by light whitish 
scales. Discocellular bars brownish, not black. Upperside 
of ♂♂ similar to C. c. pratti, but with a black submarginal 
spot close to the apex in cell 6 of the hindwing. ♀♀ differ 
from pratti in having more extensive whitish/blue scaling 
which extends to the forewing costa. Black submarginal 
lunules on the hindwing prominent and, unlike pratti, 
open towards the outer margin. In the ♂ genitalia, valvae 
are more bulbuous with a long, very thin, spine like end 
when viewed laterally (Fig. 17).

Distribution: So far as it is presently known, restricted to 
northern Thailand (Phang District).
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Color plate: Lycaenidae from Thailand. All specimens northern Thailand, 
Phang District, Doi Pha Hom Pok, Mae Ai, Chiang Mai, 2200 m, iii. 2003; 
except Figs. 9–10: northern Vietnam, Ta Fin near Lao Cai, Song Nhi Ha 
valley, ix.–x. 2001. — Figs. 1–4: Orthomiella pontis rovorea (Fruhstorfer 
1918). Figs. 1, 2: ♂, Figs. 3, 4: ♀. — Figs. 5–6: Heliophorus (Kulua) brahma 
Moore 1857, ♂. Figs. 7–8: Heliophorus (Kulua) eventa Fruhstorfer 1918, 
♂. Figs. 9–10: Heliophorus (Kulua) smaragdinus Yago & Monastyrskii 
2002, ♂. — Figs. 11–14: Caerulea coeligena siamensis n. ssp. Figs. 11, 12: 
♂ holotype, Figs. 13, 14: ♀ paratype. — Figs. 15–16: Tajuria illurgioides de 
Nicéville 1890, ♀. — Magnification ×2. 

Fig. 17: ♂ genitalia of Caerulea coeligena siamensis ssp. n. (genitalia no. 
65/2004, from paratype) in lateral view and valve in dorsal view.
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