












Subsequently, Niepelt compared the dorsal and ventral
patterns. it should be emphasised that the staudingeri
male had been collected 54 years before the niepelti
specimens. However, NiePeLT noted in staudingeri a darker
ground colour (,,Grundfarbe dunkler als bei niepelti”) 
on the dorsal surface, with a light blue-violet (,,hellblau-
violett”) tint spreading on. Today, 90 years after, the
ground colour is paler in the staudingeri male (fig. 2e)

than in the FoUrNier’s paralectotype of niepelti (fig. 2b),
but the particular blue-violet tint is still obvious. Therefore,
it is possible that this colour should have a diagnostic
value. NiePeLT also noted that the blue-violet tint covers
the forewing cell. Consequently, the black area at the
extremity of the cell is isolated, while it is connected to 
the black costal part of the cell in all niepelti specimens.
This is probably an important difference.
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FiG. 3. — Morpho niepelti males, ventral surfaces. a, Chuchuvi, esmeraldas, 500-800 m, X-2013, équateur (MNHN, coll. Blandin, PBM 2616).
– b, Paralectotype niepelti; West Columbien, altaquer 500 m, März-Juni 1927 (MNHN, coll. Fournier). – c, West-Columbien, rio Micay, Febr.-april
1928 (MNHN, coll. Fournier). – d, San José del Palmar, Chocó, 900 m, 20-vii-91, J. SaLaZar leg. (JFL). – e, Holotype staudingeri; Manizales/
Cauca. Sthl. (MNHU). – f, Holotype antioquiensis; Colombia, departamento de antioquia, amalfi, 1800 m, 14.iv.2005, G. rodriGUeZ leg. (Gr).



on the black and white picture of the staudingeri
holotype (NiePeLT, 1927: fig. 1), five more or less blurred,
pupillary marks are visible (they are difficult to see, as small,
whitish points, on our figure 2e). in niepelti speci mens,
pupillary marks are absent. The staudingeri holotype
also has a relatively large, orange-yellow submarginal
mark in the r5-M1 space (fig. 2e), which is more often
absent, or very small and blurred, in niepelti specimens
(fig. 2a, b, c, d). 

on the ventral surface (fig. 3e), the forewing submar-
ginal area forms a wider line, with a proximal limit more
undulated, than in niepelti. Towards the apex, there are
few whitish scales on this line. The hindwing submarginal
area is also wider, and it is covered with more whitish
scales. These differences, which were not indicated by
NiePeLT (1927), give support to his taxonomic decision.

Is antioquiensis different from niepelti?
rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ (2014: 239) wrote that

the forewing apex, in antioquiensis, is more protruding
and acute than in niepelti. However, as figures 2a and 
2f show, the apex of an ecuadorian niepelti is more
protru ding and acute than the apex of the antioquiensis
holotype. Moreover, the two antioquiensis paratypes we
know have less acute forewings and are similar for
example to a niepelti specimen from valle del Cauca
(fig. 2c). Therefore, the shape of the forewings does not
provide a diagnostic character. 

in the three specimens of antioquiensis we have
studied, the distal edge of hindwings forms points at the
ends of veins r, M1 and M2 that are more pronounced
than in niepelti, and the caudal appendage at vein M3
is more elongated. There is some variation from one
specimen to the other, but we guess that these differences
could be diagnostic.

rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ (2014: 239) noted that 
“la nueva subespecie presenta en la cara dorsal una colo-
ración azul pálido con tinte de color lila claro constante
en todos los especimenes“. on the photographs provided
by Gabriel rodríGUeZ, this light lilac tinge is perceptible
notably on the distal half of the blue zone on forewings
and hindwings. in niepelti specimens, the corresponding
areas more often present a slightly deeper blue than the
basal areas, but a weak violet tinge may exist. These 
subtle diffe rences are difficult to appreciate on photo-
graphs that have been taken in different conditions, and
we can not affirm that they have a diagnostic value. 

in the holotype and one paratype of antioquiensis,
the blue tint reaches the submarginal marks and covers 
several of them, its distal limit thus forming a zigzag line.
in the second paratype we have seen, more submarginal
marks remain isolated. in the three specimens, there is 
a relatively large submarginal mark in the r5-M1 space
(fig. 2f), as in staudingeri. This difference with niepelti
could be diagnostic.

rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ (2014) noted that the 
submarginal marks have an orange-yellow colour in 
antioquiensis. More precisely, yellow-orange scales are
dominant in the three or two foremost marks. in niepelti
such scales more often exist only in the M1-M2 mark, but

in some specimens they also exist, in decreasing proportion,
in the M2-M3 and M3-Cu1 marks (fig. 2a). Therefore, it is
likely that the colour of the forewing submarginal marks
has no diagnostic value. on the hindwings, the premarginal
orange marks are more important in antioquiensis than in
most niepelti specimens. along the edge, there is a narrow
line that is orange in niepelti (with sometimes a mixture
of white scales; see fig. 2a); in antioquiensis specimens
this line is more white and stronger between the M3 and
pCu veins.

Finally, on the dorsal surface, the more important
diffe rence between antioquiensis and niepelti is the
extent of the blue tint on the forewings: it covers the whole
cell and more or less the dark area at its distal end in 
antioquiensis. Moreover, it spreads more towards the apex
than in niepelti. 

on the ventral surface (fig. 3f), there are the same
major differences between antioquiensis and niepelti as
between staudingeri and niepelti: (i) – the forewing 
submarginal line is wider, its proximal limit is more
undulated, and there are few whitish scales towards the
apex in antioquiensis; (ii) – the hindwing submarginal line
is wider than in niepelti, and covered with more whitish
scales. These differences were noted by rodríGUeZ &
rodríGUeZ (2014). Moreover, in the forewing cell, the
cellular area draws a transversal whitish line that forms a
different angle with the the costal edge of the wing in
antioquiensis and niepelti. 

Is antioquiensis different from staudingeri?
The staudingeri holotype has a more protruding

forewing apex and more triangular hindwings than 
antioquiensis specimens. We do not exclude the possibi lity
that these shape differences have a diagnostic value. We also
believe that the light blue-violet tint of the staudingeri
holotype actually differs from the deeper blue of the
antioquiensis specimens, despite the fact that they were
collected more than one century later. anyhow, in antio-
quiensis, the dark area at the distal end of the forewing
cell is covered by blue scales, while it remains dark in
staudingeri. 

otherwise, both taxa share some important characters:
(i) – the presence of a submarginal mark in the r5-M1
space on the forewings; (ii) – on the ventral surface of
forewings, a wide, more or less undulated light brown
premarginal line, with few white scales towards the apex;
(iii) – on the ventral surface of hindwings, a wide pre-
marginal line covered with white scales except towards
the apex.

Discussion

There are no convincing arguments supporting the
idea that M. niepelti populations differ along the
ecuadorian and Colombian Pacific slopes. Consequently,
we do not follow NeiLd (2001) who suggested the exis-
tence of a southern subspecies, M. niepelti niepelti, and of
a northern subspecies, M. niepelti staudingeri. on the 
contrary, there are few but important differences between
the unique male of staudingeri and specimens from the

76 alexanor, 24 (1), 2009 (2010) : 76



Pacific slopes. Therefore, the name staudingeri should
not be applied to populations for example from Chocó, as
SaLaZar did (2001). Moreover, there is no reason to 
consider that the geographical origin of the holotype of
staudingeri (area of Manizales, Colombian central
cordillera) is false. it is possible that the natural habitat
where STeiNHeiL collected this specimen has been
destroyed since the end of the XiXth century, as people
were already burning forests at that time (STeiNHeiL,
1876-1977). Thus, we confirm that SCHäFFLer &
FraNKeNBaCH (2009) were right in resto ring staudingeri
as a distinct subspecies.

Some of the differences between antioquiensis types
and specimens from the Pacific slopes that were empha-
sized by rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ (2014) are pro bably
insigni ficant, but others clearly support their decision to
create a distinct subspecies. The holotype of staudingeri
shares some of these diagnostic characters with antio-
quiensis specimens. There are some diffe rences, however,
and we prefer to maintain antioquiensis as a distinct 
subspecies, waiting for the discovery of a staudingeri
population allowing to compare several specimens. 

When röBer (1927: 197) described M. niepelti, he
compa red it with juturna Butler, 1870. This other
Colombian taxon had been created without information
on the number of studied specimens, and NeiLd (2001:
442) designated as lectotype a specimen in the BMNH
labelled as “M. juturna Butler type”, with “New Granada”

as geographical – imprecise! – origin. The staudingeri
holotype, collected a few years after the description of
juturna, had been first labelled “Morpho juturna Btl var”
(fig. 1). However, NiePeLT (1927) only compared it with
M. niepelti, and considered both taxa to be subspecies of
M. theseus. 

Like M. niepelti with its distinctive blue colour,
juturna, with its chalky white colour, weakly tinged with
blue, is an “odd” Morpho (fig. 4a). Presently, it is known
from the eastern side of the Colombian Cordillera
oriental, eastern ecuador and northern Peru (BLaNdiN,
2007a). at first glance, it differs from niepelti in the colour
of its dorsal surface. However, there are important simi-
larities with antioquiensis and staudingeri on the ventral
surface (fig. 4b): (i) – juturna also has wide, undulated,
light brown premarginal lines on forewings, sometimes
divided in more or less separated patches; (ii) – on hind-
wings, the corresponding premarginal lines are widely
covered with whitish scales. in other words, considering
these diagnostic characters, antioquiensis and staudingeri
are closer to juturna than niepelti populations from the
Pacific side. 

Morpho niepelti has been considered as a species
distinct from Morpho theseus, while juturna has been
considered as a subspecies of the latter (BLaNdiN, 1988;
NeiLd, 2001; LaMaS, 2004). Phylogenetic information,
based on the analysis of two mitochondrial genes, support
this taxonomic arrangement (CaSSiLdé et al., 2012: 180).
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FiG. 4. — dorsal (a) and ventral (b) surfaces of a male of Morpho theseus juturna Butler, 1870, collected in the area of villavicencio, eastern
side of the Cordillera oriental, Colombia (MNHN, coll. Fournier).



in this study on the phylogeny of the genus Morpho, 
the authors compared an ecuadorian male of M. niepelti,
a male of M. theseus theseus from the Magdalena valley
(Colombia), and four males of M. theseus juturna from
northern Peru: in the resulting tree, theseus theseus and
juturna formed a clade which had diverged from the 
niepelti sister clade. However, the discovery of antioquiensis
and the “rediscovery” of staudingeri, that share important
diagnostic characters with juturna, invite further phylo -
genetical researches. Microstructural studies of the scales
that produce the original chalky white and blue colours
in juturna and niepelti should also provide inte resting

arguments on their relationships. Moreover, antioquiensis
lives in the Cordillera Central between 1,400 and 1,800 m
a.s.l. (rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ, 2014), therefore within
the known altitudinal range (900-2,200 m) of juturna in
the eastern slopes of the Cordillera oriental (BLaNdiN,
2007a). on the contrary, western niepelti populations are
distributed at lower elevations, between approximately
200 and 1,500 m (rodríGUeZ & rodríGUeZ, 2014).
Therefore, the ecology of the different taxa should be
investigated to understand better the phylogenetic and
biogeographic history of this fascinating Morpho group.
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