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Abstract : The status of Tropinota vittula Reiche & Saulcy, 1856 is clarified using large
material from Tel Aviv University Museum and private collections. Tropinota vittula has to be
considered a good species well differentiated morphologically, ecologically and geographically
from T. squalida Scopoli, 1763 and in particular from ssp. pilosa Brullé, 1832.

Résumé : Le statut de Tropinota vittula Reiche & Saulcy, 1856 est précisé a partir d’un abondant
matériel provenant du muséum de I’Université de Tel Aviv et de collections privées. Tropinota
vittula doit étre considérée comme une bonne espéce bien différenciée aux plans morphologique,
écologique et géographique de T. squalida Scopoli, 1763 et plus particuliérement de sa sous-
espece pilosa Brullé, 1832.
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Introduction

Tropinota vittula was described by REICHE & SAULCY in 1856 on specimens
from « Beirut». Both REITTER (1898) and SCHENKLING (1921) continued to consider
T. vittula as a good species recorded generically as «from Syria» when Syria had a
much larger geopolitical extension than now.

Doubts on the validity of the status of 7. vitrula started to be expressed by
MEDVEDEV (1964) who, while treating 7. vittula as a species, stated : «the validity
of this specie is questionable and it may be an aberration of T. squalida» (translated
from Russian). MIKSIC (1982) followed Medvedev’s opinion and degraded vittula to a
subspecies of 7. squalida.

This status was rejected by BARAUD (1984) who wrote : «It does not appear
possible to admit that 7. virtula Rche [sic] is considered as subspecies of 7. squalida
(Scop.) as Miksic proposes (1982). This species indeed coexists in all its area of
distribution with 7. squalida ssp. pilosa (Brullé). T. vittula Rche [sic] must therefore be
considered as & distinct species, in spite of similarity of the edeagus» (translated from
French). He further confirmed his opinion in 1985 and 1992.

Surprisingly, in two recently catalogues (KRAJCIK, 1998; SMETANA, 2006) the
taxon vittula is again considered as a subspecies of 7. squalida Scopoli, 1763 similar to
T. squalida ssp. canariensis Lindberg, 1950 and T. squalida ssp. pilosa Brullé, 1832.

We found therefore of interest to clarify the status of 7. vittula through a
morphological, biological and geographical analysis using the large collection of the Tel
Aviv University Museum and specimens gathered from private collections or collected
by the Authors between 2006 and 2009.

Material examined
Tropinota vittula Reiche & Saulcy, 1856 (161 exx.)

Israél : Upper Galilee : Zefat, 10.iv.1976, leg. D. Simon (1 ex.). Northern Coastal
Plain : Liman, 15.ii.1997, leg. R. Hoffman (I ex.); Haifa Bay (near Haifa airport),
8.111.2001, E. Orbach (1 ex.). Central Coastal Plain : Hadera 20.11i.1927, leg. O. T. H.
(1 ex.), 2.iii.1946, leg. Bytinski-Salz (5 exx); Binyamina, 28.i.1976, leg. M. Kaplan
(1 ex.); Coastal Plain, 2 km E. Mikhmoret, 4.iv.2009, leg. E. Orbach (1 ex.); Netanya,
16.111.1952 (1 ex.); Nahal Poleg, 15.11.1997, leg. R. Hoffman (1 ex.); Even Yehuda,
25.111.1935, leg. Hecht (2 exx); Yaqum 12.11.1983, leg. E. Shney-Dor (1 ex.); Ramot



























