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faint to distinctly impressed. Genitalia, notably
exserted. Wings venation as gyne.

Carebara, as conceived here, appears to be a
broad and heterogeneous genus, with some
species placed in Oligomyrmex clearly
different from Carebara s. str. In
Oligomyrmex, there are unambiguously two
castes, major and minor worker, whose sizes
and forms are obviously different. Wilson
(1971, 1985b) and Hölldobler and Wilson (1990)
reviewed the evolution of ant castes and
suggested that in Oligomyrmex, as well as in
Acanthomyrmex and some Pheidole and other
groups, the “intermediate” worker caste
disappeared at some point during their
evolution. This implies that the ancestral forms
of these groups were probably polymorphic.
With this line of reasoning, it seems possible
that the disappearance of the intermediate
worker is an evolutionary advance that might
have occurred in the Carebara + Paedalgus
+ Afroxyidris lineage.

In a study of the tribe “Pheidologetonini”
(=Carebara genus group sensu Bolton 2003,
Fernández, unpublished) the genera
Pheidologeton, Oligomyrmex and Carebara
s.l. form a compact group, defined, in part, by
the configuration of clypeus, palps and
antennae. The groups in question appear to
be a polymorphic-dimorphic-monomorphic
cline corresponding to Pheidologeton –
Oligomyrmex – Carebara + Paedalgus (and
probably Afroxyidris). There are no
morphological characters that can clearly
separate these groups. The Carebara +
Paedalgus clade appears to be monophyletic,
but Oligomyrmex still remains paraphyletic.
Furthermore, the Oligomyrmex + Carebara
group (which can be defined by the loss of
the intermediate caste) still leaves
Pheidologeton as a paraphyletic. Kugler
(1986) in his study of the sting apparatus in
the Pheidologetonini, affirmed that
“Pheidologeton and Oligomyrmex are closely

related, Pheidologeton pygmaeus is closer to
Oligomyrmex than to Pheidologeton”.
Although Kugler did not include Carebara
or Paedalgus in his analysis, it is probable
that the sting apparatus of these ants is
included in the definition given for
Pheidologeton and Oligomyrmex. The
observation that P. pygmaeus is closer to
Oligomyrmex than to other Pheidologeton is
interesting. Synonymy of Pheidologeton and
Carebara appears inevitable.

The genus Oligomyrmex might be
maintained for practical reasons. These
species can be visually distinguished from
Carebara and Paedalgus. The “typical”
minor workers have eyes, sculptured
mesosoma, and propodeum with teeth or
marked angles [In Carebara: eyes absent,
sculpturing absent or greatly reduced,
propodeum simple]. Nevertheless, there is a
group of Oligomyrmex whose minor workers
are indistinguishable from Carebara:
Oligomyrmex panamensis, O. bruchi, and
the species described here as coeca, which
might be considered Oligomyrmex following
the limits proposed by Ettershank (1966) for
the genus. These species are characterized
by 9-segmented antennae, major workers with
typical Oligomyrmex major worker
modifications and minor workers that are
eyeless and lacking typical Oligomyrmex
sculpturing or pilosity; these minor workers
are indistinguishable from typical Carebara.
This group of species thus comprises a
natural bridge between Carebara and
Oligomyrmex, in which it is difficult to point
to a clear limit between the two genera. On
the basis of solely minor workers, any of
these species would be identified as
Carebara; on the basis of just soldiers, the
identification would be Oligomyrmex. The
new species C. intermedia (see description
and comments under this species) is
remarkable by the posession of mixed traits
of Oligomyrmex and Paedalgus workers.


