
25

Abstract: We designate a neotype specimen according ICZN 
(1999: Art. 75) to clarify and stabilize the identity and 
taxonomic status of the nominal taxon Parnassius phoe bus 
(Fabricius, 1793) (in the revised sense), since the name­
bearing type specimen of the Drury collection fig ur ed by 
Jones is evidently lost. The chosen male specimen was col­
lected by Artemiev near Ust­Kamenogorsk, close to the 
place visited by Sokolov in 1771. It looks very similar to the 
watercolour in Jones’ Icones. This neotype will be de po sited 
in the Hope Entomological Collections, Oxford Uni ver si ty 
Museum of Natural History, Oxford, U.K.

Nachträge zu „Parnassius phoebus (Fabricius, 1793), 
ei ne fehliden ti fi zierte Art” (Lepidoptera: Pa pi lio ni dae)

Zusammenfassung: Ein Neotypus für das nominelle Ta xon 
Parnassius phoe bus (Fabricius, 1793) (im revidierten Sinn) 
wird in Übereinstimmung mit Art. 75 des Code (ICZN 
1999) designiert, um die Identität und den ta xo no mi schen 
Status des Taxons permanent zu klären und fest zu le gen. 
Der namenstragende Typus aus der Sammlung Dru ry, der 
Jones zum Zeichnen vorlag, ist offensichtlich ver lo ren. Der 
ausgewählte männliche Falter wurde von Ar te miev bei Ust­
Kamenogorsk, in der Nähe des von So ko lov 1771 besuchten 
Originalfundorts, gefangen. Er ähnelt der Abbildung in den 
„Icones“ von Jones. Dieser Neotypus wird unmittenbar nach 
der vorliegenden Publikation in die Hope­Sammlungen 
der Entomologie des Oxforder Na tur his to rischen Uni ver si­
tätsmu se ums, Oxford, Groß bri tan ni en, ge lan gen.

Introduction

This is a supplement to Hanus & Theye (2010). In this 
publication the species “Parnassius phoebus (Fabricius, 
1793)” (sensu Bryk 1935) of all authors after 1793 was 
shown to be a misidentification. Parnassius phoebus 
(Fabricius, 1793) was originally described by Fabricius 
after a specimen in the Drury collection originating 
from “Siberia” figured by Jones in the so­called “Jones’ 
Ico nes”. From Jones’ watercolours, which were illus­
trat ed and published in print for the first time by Hanus 
& Theye (2010: 78), it can be seen that the taxon phoebus 
in tro duc ed by Fa bri ci us was later known as Doritis cla­
ri us Eversmann, 1843 and/or Doritis ariadne Lederer, 
1853. Recognizing this error means suppressing these 
two names, re plac ing them by Parnassius phoebus 
(Fa bri cius, 1793) (new and revised status, see in Hanus 
& Theye 2010). As for “Par nassius phoebus (Fabricius, 
1793)” (sensu Bryk 1935), it was replaced in the pub li ca­
tion by the oldest avail able name applicable to this ta xon, 
namely Par nas sius corybas Fischer von Wald heim, 1823 
(status chan ges see in Hanus & Theye 2010).

The problem now was that no name­bearing type spe­
ci men for Parnassius phoebus (Fabricius, 1793) (in the 
re vised sense) is believed to be extant. Drury received 

the specimen from Pallas in 1777; it had been caught 
by Sokolov in the West Altai closely to the east of Ust­
Ka menogorsk, between 15 and 25. vii. 1771. Drury died 
in 1803 and his collection came to auction on 23. v. 
1805. According to the auction sale catalogue, the phoe­
bus specimen was very likely included in Lot 33: “Pa pi­
lio Apollo and 14 Papiliones”, bought by Milne, or in 
Lot 34: “Papiliones of the Heliconii Family”, bought by 
La tham. Milne’s collection was partially auctioned in 
1824 and the remainder in 1839. The Natural History 
Mu se um, London (BMNH), purchased over 1700 spe ci­
mens from the latter sale, but no phoebus (sensu Fa bri­
ci us) specimen from Siberia is mentioned in any of the 
BMNH catalogues. Nothing could be found about the 
La tham collection. As for the possibility that Drury’s 
spe ci men were purchased by Alexander Macleay, whose 
collection is currently deposited at the Uni ver si ty of 
Sidney, Australia, no such specimen could be lo cat ed 
there so far (Jude Philp, Senior Curator of the Macleay 
Mu seum, Sidney, in an email of 28.  vi. 2011; they will 
go on searching, but a success is unlikely). There fore, 
the specimen being the model for the il lus tra tion and 
description of Par nas si us phoebus by Fa bri cius (1793) 
can be considered lost.

We thus decided to designate a neotype specimen to cla­
ri fy and stabilise the identity and taxonomic status of 
the nomin al taxon phoe bus Fa bri cius, 1793. We there fore 
search ed for Par nas si us specimens originating from the 
loca li ty of the lost type, that is the sur roun d ings of the 
Ab laï kit (Abla ket ka) fortified Kalmuck tem ple, where 
So ko lov spent a few days looking for na tur al science 
ele ments while his sket cher was drawing sket ches of the 
temple. Such spe ci mens should be truly re presentative 
of Parnassius phoebus (Fabricius, 1793) in the original 
sense. Through Roman Yakovlev we got in touch with 
Roman Artemiev, who had collected a few Parnassius 
from the close vicinity of Ust­Ka me no gorsk to the lower 
Ulba river, and provided us with a pair which is pre sen­
t ed below:

Fig. 1, ♂: Kazakhstan, Oriental Region, 25 km east of Ust­
Ka menogorsk: Gorno­Ulbinka village, 400 m, on the north 
slope of the Ulba Mountain, south of the Ulba river, vi. 1999, 
Roman Artemiev leg., coll. J. Hanus.
Fig. 2, ♀: Kazakhstan, Oriental Region, Irtysh River, Ab la­
ket ka (suburb of Ust­Kamenogorsk), 17.  vi. 2010, Roman 
Ar temiev leg., coll. J. Hanus.

Artemiev collected three more Parnassius specimens in 
the same area which, after photographs, look very si mi­
lar to the pair above: 1 ♀, same data as the ♀ above; 1 
♂, Lake Sibinsky, 60 km south of Ust­Kamenogorsk, vi. 
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1986; 1 ♂, Lake Shibinbi­Kol, 80 km south­east of Ust­Ka­
menogorsk, 20. vi. 2010, R. Artemiev leg., coll. R. Ar te­
miev. None of the 2 ♀♀ has a sphragis.

A quick comparison of these pictures to the Jones wa ter­
co lours clearly indicates that the specimen figured by 
Jones was a ♂.

Neotype by present designation: we select the ♂ pre sen­
t ed in Fig. 1, which originates from the same locality as 
the lost type. It can be described as follows:

Antennae dark. Fore wing upper side with sub­marginal 
inter­ner vular markings forming a band in the apex; 
veins of the hind wing underside dark, hind wing ante­
marginal band made of ar ches with external parts 

merging with the veins. No red spots at the anal angle of 
the hind wing underside. Two “square” orange/ red spots 
limited by the veins in spaces 5 and 7, a third well de ve­
lop ed anal­cubital orange spot heavily circled with black.

The designation of a neotype here is done in ac cord ance 
with the provisions of the Code (ICZN 1999: Art. 75); Art. 
75.3 requires:

75.3. Qualifying conditions. A neotype is validly designated 
when there is an exceptional need and only when that need 
is stated expressly and when the designation is published 
with the following particulars:

75.3.1. a statement that it is designated with the express 
purpose of clarifying the taxonomic status or the type 
locality of a no mi n al taxon;

Fig. 1: ♂ (1a ups., 1b uns.), Parnassius phoebus phoebus, Kazakhstan, Oriental Region, Gorno-Ulbinka Village, vi. 1999. leg. Roman Artemiev (wing-
span 6.2 cm). Neotype by present designation, deposited in OUMNH. Fig. 2: ♀ (2a ups., 2b uns.), Parnassius phoebus phoebus, Kazakhstan, Oriental 
Re gion, Ablaketka, 20. vi. 2010, leg. Roman Artemiev, coll. J. Hanus (wingspan 6.3 cm).
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© Entomologischer Verein Apollo e. V., Frankfurt am Main



27

75.3.2. a statement of the characters that the author regards 
as dif ferentiating from other taxa the nominal species­group 
taxon for which the neotype is designated, or a bibliographic 
reference to such a statement;

75.3.3. data and description sufficient to ensure recognition 
of the specimen designated;

75.3.4. the author’s reasons for believing the name­bearing 
type specimen(s) (i.e. holotype, or lectotype, or all syntypes, 
or prior neotype) to be lost or destroyed, and the steps that 
had been taken to trace it or them;

75.3.5. evidence that the neotype is consistent with what is 
known of the former name­bearing type from the original 
de scrip tion and from other sources; however, a neotype 
may be bas ed on a different sex or life stage, if necessary or 
desirable to se cure stability of nomenclature;

75.3.6. evidence that the neotype came as nearly as 
practicable from the original type locality [Art. 76.1] and, 
where relevant, from the same geological horizon or host 
species as the original na me­bearing type (see also Article 
76.3 and Recommendation 76A.1);

75.3.7. a statement that the neotype is, or immediately 
upon pub lication has become, the property of a recognized 
scientific or educational institution, cited by name, that 
maintains a re search collection, with proper facilities for 
preserving name­bear ing types, and that makes them 
accessible for study.

All these conditions are fulfilled, either already in Ha nus 
& Theye (2010) or in the present publication.

The figures presented in Figs. 1 & 2 compare well to the 
Jones watercolours of Papilio phoebus in the Jones’ Icones 
(compare Hanus & Theye 2010: fig. 1a, lower pic tures). 
They show the same markings on both the up perside 
and the underside, in particular the “three square red 
spots circled with black and without pupilla on the hind 
wings” noted by Fabricius (1793) in his de scrip tion. The 
drawings are somewhat schematic and ex ag gerate the 
characteristics of the different features. This can explain 
the only noticeable small difference: the anal­cubital spot 
is less “square” than the two other ones, and its orange 
centre more conspicuous. This com  parison confirms that 
the chosen neotype specimen be longs to a population 
very similar to that of the lost type caught by Sokolov on 
the same locality.

Immediately after publication, the ♂ specimen selected 
as neotype will be deposited in the Hope Entomological 
Collections, Oxford University Museum of Natural His­
to ry (OUMNH), U.K., which also houses the Jones’ Ico­
nes, still entirely un published (Vane­Wright 2010).

Note: Since the original description by Fabricius in 
1793, the taxon phoebus was rediscovered by Schrenk 
in the Tabargatai Mountains and described as Doritis 

clarius Eversmann, 1843. This name was invalid as being 
a homonym of Papilio clarius Hübner, [1806]. It was 
also collected by Kindermann in the Buchtarma river 
valley and named, without further description, Doritis 
ariadne Lederer, 1853. (Could this explain why ariadne 
was not really accepted and that the two names clarius 
and ariadne are still used today?). The species clarius 
Eversmann, 1843 was also found by Ha ber hau er at 
moderate elevations near Dschemine near Saisan. Stau­
dinger (1881: 258) says that the specimens of this place 
are not so strongly marked as those from the Altai and 
that one ♀ even has quite the ap pear ance of Par nas sius 
mnemosyne (Linné, 1758) which is not found fly ing with 
phoebus (Elwes 1886: 51).
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