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At present, more than 150 species and infraspe-
cific forms of Aenictus have been described, about 60 
of which are known from Africa, the others – from 
Asia and Australia. Only one species, A. rhodiensis, 
has been described from Europe (Rhode Island). In 
the Palaearctic more than 10 species are known, nine 
of which are distributed in the western part (from 
Morocco to Afghanistan), and only a few species pen-
etrate to the south-eastern part of Palaearctic.

A complete taxonomic revision of Aenictus has 
never been made, but recent investigations were pro-
vided for the Oriental Region (Wilson 1964, Terayama 
1984, Terayama and Yamane 1989, Terayama and 
Kubota 1993, Xu 1994, Zhang 1994, Hashimoto and 
Yamane, 1999, Zhou et al. 1999). A full revision will be 
quite difficult because about 80 species and subspe-
cies are described only from males: the reason for this 
is that males of Aenictus are very big (up to 25 mm) 
and robust, and at night often fly towards light making 
them much easier to collect compared to finding tem-
porary nests (bivouac) or even foraging workers.

MATERIAL

The types of Aenictus species investigated were:
A. rhodiensis Menozzi, 1936, syntypes, 3 workers, 

“Cottavia, Rhodi, 1.iv.1924, C. Menozzi” (Istituto di 
Entomologia, University di Bologna, Italy).

A. dlusskyi Arnoldi, 1968, paratypes, 6 workers, 
“Armenia, Dzhrvezh near Yerevan, 3.vi.1960, No. 1040, 
G. Dlussky” (Zoological Museum of the Moscow State 
University, Moscow, Russia).

For the comparison the following material was studied:
2 workers of A. vaucheri Emery, 1915 [workers 

described by Santschi (1936)] from Morocco, “Ito, 4 
Mai [19] 29, A. Thery”, “Typus”, “Aenictus vaucheri”, 
“Sammlung Dr. F. Santschi, Kairouan” (Naturhistorisches 
Museum Basel, Switzerland). This species was described 
by Emery from queens, and Santschi described workers; 
surely, Santschi’s “types” of workers mentioned above 
are not types according to the last editions of the Code 
of Zoological Nomenclature.

Holotype worker of A. maroccanus Santschi, 1936, 
“Maroc, Rabat, A. Thery”, “Aenictus sp. n. marocca-
nus”, “Type”, “Sammlung Dr. F. Santschi, Kairouan” 
(Naturhistorisches Museum Basel, Switzerland) (for 
this specimen see note below).

METHODS

Various morphometrics of a sample of the speci-
mens were measured (accurate 0.01 mm), and sev-
eral indices were calculated from these. The following 
abbreviations are used:

Morphometrics: HL – length of head in dorsal view, 
measured in a straight line from the anterior point of medi-
an clypeal margin to mid-point of the occipital margin; 
HW – maximum width of head in dorsal view; SL – maxi-
mum straight-line length of antennal scape seen in profile; 
AL – diagonal length of the alitrunk seen in profile, from 
the neck shield to the posterior margin of metapleural 
lobes; HTL – length of tibia of hind leg; PNW – maximum 
width of pronotum from above in dorsal view; PL – maxi-
mum length of petiole from above; PPL – same of post-
petiole; PW – maximum width of petiole from above; 
PPW – same of postpetiole; PH – maximum height of 
petiole in profile; PPH – same of postpetiole.

Indices: Cephalic (CI) = HL / HW; Scape (1) (SI1) = 
SL / HL; Scape (2) (SI2) = SL / HW; Petiole (1) (PI1) = PL 
/ PH; Petiole (2) (PI2) = PL / HW; Postpetiole (1) (PPI1) 
= PPL / PPH; Postpetiole (2) (PPI2) = PPL / PPW

RESULTS

Aenictus rhodiensis was found by the authors of this 
paper in Southern Turkey [Adana Province, Taurus Mts. 
(Bolkar Dagi), 7 km east of Pozanti, 37°26’ N, 34°52’ E, 
1240 m a.s.l. 29.vi.2001, coll. No. 01-0492 (NA), 64-01 
(AR). The bivouac of this species was under big stone 
in old mixed pine and Cedrus sp. forest; in total several 
hundred workers were collected.

Workers of A. rhodiensis and A. dlusskyi well differ 
from those of A. vaucheri by distinctly elongate post-
petiole (seen from above), which is transverse in the 
latter species (PPI2 > 1.10 versus < 0.90) (compare also 
Figs 2–7 and 8–10).

Generally, A. rhodiensis and A. dlusskyi are very simi-
lar, and separating them is quite difficult. Furthermore, 
males of both species and queens of A. rhodiensis are 
unknown, and additional material is required before 
one can form definitive opinions about relationships 
or even possible synonymy of these two species.

However, the majority of measurements and indices of 
A. rhodiensis and A. dlusskyi greatly overlapped (Table 1). 
We found only several more or less distinct differences 
between these species: A. rhodiensis has lower and nar-
rower postpetiole than A. dlusskyi (PPI1 0.95–1.06, mean 
= 0.99 versus 0.81–0.94, mean = 0.88; PPI2 1.24–1.36, mean 
= 1.31 versus 1.12–1.22, mean = 1.18), and differences in 
the shape of ventral petiolar processes. This process in A. 
dlusskyi is somewhat less developed and forming sharp 
teeth anteriorly while in A. rhodiensis it is somewhat 
wider and blunt anteriorly (compare Figs 2–4 and 5–7). 
The species also slightly differ by the density and length 
of body hairs, shape of head and alitrunk, colour, etc., but 
these features are quite variable and impossible to say this 
might be intra-, or interspecific variation.

A. dlusskyi is known only from the type locality 
(Armenia) in spite of many attempts by one of the 


