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Abstract – Taxonomical and biogeographical results on Campopleginae (Hymenoptera: 
Ichneumonidae) from the Palaearctic, Oriental, Australasian and Neotropical regions are 
presented. Casinaria molnari sp. nov. is described from Brazil, Hyposoter jolanae sp. nov. from 
Paraguay. New subjective synonymies proposed: Breviterebra laticlypeata Kusigemati, 1982 
= Breviterebra apicocrinis Han, van Achterberg et Chen, 2022, syn. nov.; Melalophacharops 
tamanukii Uchida, 1928 = Microcharops ussuriensis Kasparyan, 1985, syn. nov.; Limnerium 
bombycivorum Cameron, 1911 = Eriborus biroi Vas, 2023, syn. nov.; problems in the generic 
diagnoses and identification of Eriborus Förster, 1869 and Hyposoter Förster, 1869 in the 
Australasian and Oriental regions are highlighted. New combination proposed: Melalophacharops 
australis (Kusigemati, 1981), comb. nov., transferred from Microcharops Roman, 1910. New 
country records: Campoplex rufocingulatus Horstmann et Yu, 1999, Dusona bicoloripes (Ashmead, 
1906), and Hyposoter virginalis (Gravenhorst, 1829) for Hungary, Enytus apostatus (Gravenhorst, 
1829) for North Macedonia and Algeria, Hyposoter caedator (Gravenhorst, 1829) for Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and Tranosema latiusculum Thomson, 1887 for China, the latter representing the 
first report of the species from the Eastern Palaearctic Region.

Key words – species description, synonymy, distribution, Gábor Molnár, Breviterebra, Campoplex, 
Casinaria, Dusona, Hyposoter, Enytus, Eriborus, Melalophacharops, Microcharops, Tranosema

 
INTRODUCTION

Recent results of the ongoing taxonomical and biogeographical work on 
Campopleginae (Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae) in the Hungarian National 
Museum Public Collection Centre – Hungarian Natural History Museum, 
Budapest (HNHM) are presented in this paper, concerning the genera  
Breviterebra Kusigemati, 1982, Campoplex Gravenhorst, 1829, Casinaria 
Holmgren, 1859, Dusona Cameron, 1901, Hyposoter Förster, 1869, Enytus 



Z. Vas58

Folia ent. hung. 87, 2026

Cameron, 1905, Eriborus Förster, 1869, Melalophacharops Uchida, 1928, 
Microcharops Roman, 1910, and Tranosema Förster, 1869. Two new species 
are described from the Neotropical Region (Brazil and Paraguay), three new  
subjective synonymies and a new combination are proposed, and new country 
records are presented for six species. Problems in the generic diagnoses and 
identification of Eriborus Förster, 1869 and Hyposoter Förster, 1869 in the 
Australasian and Oriental regions are highlighted.

Taxonomy and nomenclature follow Yu & Horstmann (1997) and Yu et 
al. (2016). Morphological terminology follows Gauld (1991) and Gauld et al. 
(1997); however, for wing venation the corresponding terminology of Townes 
(1969) is also used. Terminology of body surface sculpturing follows Harris 
(1979). Identifications were based on the works of Say (1835), Cresson (1865, 
1872, 1874), Schrottky (1902), Tosquinet (1903), Cameron (1911), Viereck 
(1925, 1926), Brethes (1927), Uchida (1928), Sonan (1929), Blanchard 
(1947), López Cristóbal (1947), Walley (1947), Horstmann (1969, 1978, 
1985, 1987, 2009), Townes (1970), Gupta & Maheshwary (1977), Kusigemati 
(1981, 1982), Gauld (1984), Kasparyan & Dbar (1985), Gupta (1987a, b) 
Jerman & Gauld (1988), Riedel (2018), Vas (2019, 2020, 2021, 2023a, b, c, 
2024), Han et al. (2022), Klopfstein et al. (2022), Galsworthy et al. (2023), 
Haraldseide (2023), and on examination of adequate type materials (at least 
from photos of scientific quality). The specimens were identified by the author 
using a Nikon SMZ645 stereoscopic microscope. Label data of type specimens are 
given verbatim, with additions and explanations in square brackets if necessary. 
Photos were taken with a Nikon-D7200 camera, equipped with Nikon AF-S 
Micro Nikkor 105mm objective and DCR-150 Raynox Macro Conversion lens, 
managed by Helicon Remote, stacked by Helicon Focus.

 
TAXONOMY

Breviterebra laticlypeata Kusigemati, 1982

Breviterebra laticlypeata Kusigemati, 1982. Original description: Kusigemati 
(1982: 623); holotype: [Japan:] Muine-yama, Sapporo, Hokkaido; Hokkaido 
University, Sapporo.

Breviterebra apicocrinis Han, van Achterberg et Chen, 2022, syn. nov. Original 
description: Han et al. (2022: 529); holotype: [China:] Sichuan, Luhuo 
Zhuweixiang; Zhejiang University, Hangzhou.

Remarks – Han et al. (2022) distinguished Breviterebra apicocrinis 
(described from China) from Breviterebra laticlypeata (described from Japan 
and subsequently reported from the Russian Far East, North Korea, and 
Germany) primarily by the surface structure of metapleuron, stating that it is 
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“rugulose between punctures” in Breviterebra laticlypeata, but “smooth between  
punctures” in Breviterebra apicocrinis. However, while it is indeed “rugulose” 
(more precisely rugose, since the rugae are large and prominent) in the examined 
holotype of Breviterebra laticlypeata, it is not smooth but rather rugose in 
Breviterebra apicocrinis, as it is evident from additional photos of the holotype 
provided by Y.-Y. Han. This character is not clear in illustrations accompanying 
the original description (Han et al. 2022). The respective holotypes of the two 
species do not differ in this character. Additional diagnostic characters of the 
two species proposed by Han et al. (2022) are either invalid (such as the posterior 
corner of pronotum, which is in fact dark in both species), or insignificant and 
subject of notable intraspecific variability (such as the colouration of the apices 
of fore and middle coxae, or very small differences in the ratios of ocular-
ocellar distance and ocellus diameter), or have little if any taxonomical value 
in Campopleginae (such as minor differences in the density of fine pilosity on 
the metasomal tergites). As for the latter trait, it is also worth noting that the 
metasomal pilosity of the holotype and additional North Korean material of 
Breviterebra laticlypeata, both examined in course of the present study, is about 
evenly distributed, and no significant difference between the basal and apical 
tergites can be observed in respect of its density (see also Vas (2023c)). Han et al. 
(2022) likely based their comparison on the partly inaccurate original description 
of Breviterebra laticlypeata (Kusigemati 1982) rather than an examination of 
the holotype. In non-type specimens examined in course of the present study  
(five females from North Korea) the colouration of the hind femur exhibited 
various shades from chestnut-brown to orange-brown (see also Vas (2023c)), 
indicating that this trait is not only insufficient in itself but inadequate for  
species level differentiation. For the above, Breviterebra apicocrinis is hereby 
downgraded to a junior subjective synonym of Breviterebra laticlypeata.

The broad Transpalaearctic distribution of Breviterebra laticlypeata, with 
published records from the Eastern Palaearctic part of Japan (Kusigemati 1982), 
the Russian Far East (Kasparyan & Dbar 1985), North Korea (Vas 2023c), and 
most recently from the Western Palaearctic (Germany) (Haraldseide 2023), 
seems to indicate that records of Breviterebra apicocrinis from China (Han et al. 
2022) pertain to the Eastern Palaearctic population of Breviterebra laticlypeata. 
This distribution pattern is common in the subfamily Campopleginae (see e.g., 
Vas (2019, 2020, 2023c), present study).

 
Casinaria molnari sp. nov. 

(Figs 1–2)

Type material – Holotype: female, “Brasilia, Manaos [= Brazil, Amazonas 
State, Manaus], 1930.VII.25. [leg. Gábor] Molnár”; card-mounted, id. HNHM-
HYM 155388, deposited in the HNHM.
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Figs 1–2. Casinaria molnari sp. nov., 1 = habitus, holotype, 2 = propodeum, surface sculpture  
not indicated (photo by Zoltán Vas, drawing by Viktória Szőke)

Diagnosis – The new species is readily distinguished from all known 
congeners by the following combination of character states: antenna with 
a conspicuous, contrasting, long whitish band on flagellomeres 3–12; head 
lenticular; occipital carina reaching hypostomal carina at base of mandible; 
face narrow; mesopleuron granulate, impunctate, with strong wrinkles around 
the granulate, matt speculum; propodeum moderately elongate, lateromedian 
and lateral longitudinal carinae anterior to costulae strong, posterior to costulae 
weaker but discernible; anterior transverse carina strong; area superomedia 
predominantly granulate, hexagonal, 1.5× as long as wide, its lateral sides 
convergent posterior to costulae, posteriorly opened; second recurrent vein  
(2m-cu) at middle of areolet; nervellus (cu-a + abscissa of Cu1 between M and  
cu-a) not intercepted; tegula pale yellow; metasoma extensively reddish brown; 
fore and middle coxae pale yellow, hind coxa black, apically narrowly yellowish; 
all trochanters and trochantelli pale yellow; hind femur orange-brown, basally 
and apically slightly darkened; hind tibia orange-brown, basally with a pale 
yellowish spot, subbasally and apically brownish.

1

2
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Description – Female (Figs 1–2). Body length 4 mm, fore wing length 3 mm.
Head: Antenna with 27 flagellomeres, first flagellomere 4× as long as its 

apical width, preapical flagellomeres quadrate. Head lenticular, transverse, 
matt, with short, dense hairs. Ocular-ocellar distance 0.7× as long as ocellus 
diameter, distance between lateral ocelli as long as ocellus diameter. Inner eye 
orbits moderately indented, slightly convergent ventrad. Gena finely coriaceous, 
very short, strongly narrowed behind eye. Occipital carina complete, moderately  
bent out ventrally, reaching hypostomal carina at base of mandible; hypostomal 
carina slightly elevated. Frons finely granulate with weak, indistinct wrinkles, 
impressed above toruli, median longitudinal carina absent. Face and clypeus 
almost flat in profile, granulate with weak, indistinct rugulosity; face narrow, 
minimal width of face ca. 0.45× as long as eye length in frontal view; clypeus 
small, its apical margin weakly convex, sharp. Malar space 0.5× as long as 
basal width of mandible. Mandible short, wide, lower margin with wide flange 
from base towards teeth, flange gradually, obliquely narrowed at teeth, upper 
mandibular tooth slightly longer than lower tooth.

Mesosoma: Mesosoma granulate, matt, at most with weak, indistinct traces 
of punctures, and with dense, short hairs. Ventral half of pronotum almost 
smooth with strong, diagonal wrinkles; epomia distinct. Mesoscutum strongly 
convex in profile, about as long as wide, notaulus not developed. Scuto-scutellar 
groove deep and wide. Scutellum convex in profile, medially not impressed,  
lateral carinae developed only at the extreme base. Mesopleuron granulate, 
virtually impunctate, with strong transverse and diagonal wrinkles around 
speculum; speculum granulate, matt; mesopleural suture impressed. Epicnemial 
carina complete, strong, pleural part bent to anterior margin of mesopleuron 
reaching it at about its middle height, transversal part (i.e., part at level of 
sternaulus running through epicnemium to ventral edge of pronotum) not 
developed, ventral part (behind fore coxae) complete, slightly elevated. Sternaulus 
indistinct. Posterior transverse carina of mesosternum complete, slightly elevated, 
medially not excised. Metanotum ca. 0.5× as long as scutellum. Metapleuron 
granulate, impunctate; juxtacoxal carina not developed; submetapleural carina 
complete, strong, elevated. Pleural carina of propodeum complete; propodeal 
spiracle small, oval, separated from pleural carina by slightly more than its  
length, connected to pleural carina by a distinct ridge. Propodeum long, its apex 
reaching basal third of length of hind coxa in dorsal view, rugose on granulate 
background, rugosity stronger in posterior half than in anterior half. Propodeal 
carinae relatively well developed: lateromedian and lateral longitudinal carinae 
anterior to costulae strong, posterior to costulae significantly weaker but 
discernible; anterior transverse carina, including costulae, strong; posterior 
transverse carina medially absent, laterally discernible. Area basalis trapezoid, 
slightly longer than its anterior width. Area superomedia predominantly 
granulate, transversely rugose at its apex, hexagonal, 1.5× as long as wide, its 
lateral carinae convergent behind costulae, posteriorly opened. Area petiolaris 



Z. Vas62

Folia ent. hung. 87, 2026

confluent with area superomedia, their junction discernible, transversely rugose, 
medially weakly, widely impressed. Fore wing with short-stalked, quadrate 
areolet, 3rs-m present, second recurrent vein (2m-cu) at about middle of areolet; 
distal abscissa of Rs slightly bent towards wing margin; nervulus (cu-a) interstitial, 
strongly inclivous; postnervulus (abscissa of Cu1 between 1m-cu and Cu1a + 
Cu1b) intercepted at about its middle by Cu1a; lower external angle of second 
discal cell acute. Hind wing with nervellus (cu-a + abscissa of Cu1 between M 
and cu-a) reclivous, not broken, not intercepted by discoidella (distal abscissa of 
Cu1); discoidella spectral, proximally not connected to nervellus. Coxae finely 
granulate. Hind femur 5.5× as long as high. Inner spur of hind tibia ca. 0.65× 
as long as first tarsomere of hind tarsus. Tarsal claws small and short, as long as 
arolium, basal pectines indistinct.

Metasoma: Metasoma moderately compressed, finely granulate to 
shagreened with dense, short hairs. First tergite long and slender, ca. 4.5× as 
long as its posterior width, 1.3× as long as second tergite, 0.8× as long as hind 
femur, without glymma; dorsomedian carina of first tergite absent; postpetiolus 
moderately bulging, its lateral sides curved in dorsal view. Suture separating 
first tergite from first sternite situated strongly above mid-height at basal third 
of first metasomal segment. Second tergite slender, 1.7× as long as its posterior 
width; thyridium elongate oval, its distance from basal margin of tergite ca. 0.5× 
as long as its length, connected to basal margin of tergite by a weak, superficial 
groove. Posterior margins of apical tergites medially slightly and widely concave. 
Ovipositor sheath about as long as apical depth of metasoma; ovipositor straight.

Colour: Scapus and pedicellus pale yellow with narrow, blackish stripes on 
outer sides; flagellum blackish with a conspicuous, contrasting, long whitish 
band on inner sides of flagellomeres 3–12. Head black, except palpi and 
mandible yellow, and mandibular teeth reddish brown. Mesosoma black, tegula 
pale yellow. Metasoma: first tergite and sternite black; second tergite blackish 
with an orange band on its posterior third; third tergite blackish, posteriorly 
suffused with reddish brown; following tergites reddish brown, dorsally more 
or less darkened. Wings hyaline, wing veins and pterostigma brown. Fore and 
middle legs: coxae, trochanters and trochantelli pale yellow; femora, tibiae and 
tarsi orange, apical tarsomeres darkened. Hind leg: coxa black, apically narrowly 
yellowish; trochanter and trochantellus pale yellow; femur orange-brown, basally 
and apically slightly darkened; tibia orange-brown, basally with a distinct, pale 
yellowish spot, subbasally and apically brownish; tarsus brownish, except extreme 
base of first tarsomere with a narrow, pale ring.

Male: Unknown.
Distribution – Brazil.
Etymology – The new species is dedicated to the memory of Gábor Molnár 

(1908–1980), Hungarian traveller, hunter, collector and writer, who collected the 
holotype during his expedition to Brazil; the specific epithet is a proper noun in 
the genitive case.
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Remarks on identification – The only other described Casinaria species that 
possesses a contrasting, whitish band on the flagellum of the female is Casinaria 
affinis Tschek, 1871, distributed in Europe. The white band in this species, 
however, is distinctly shorter than in the new species, starting from flagellomeres 
9–10, and ending on 12–15 (Riedel 2018). Casinaria affinis is otherwise 
distinctly different from the new species and they are unlikely to be confused;  
the contrasting, long whitish band of the new species and the other character 
states given the Diagnosis allow an unambiguous identification. The presence of a 
conspicuous whitish band on the flagellum is quite rare in Campopleginae, but is 
known to occur in females of a few species of the genera Venturia Schrottky, 1902, 
Cymodusa Holmgren, 1859, Callidora Förster, 1869, Hyposoter, and Casinaria 
(Townes 1970, Gupta & Maheshwary 1977, Dbar 1984, 1985, Riedel 
2018, Klopfstein et al. 2022, Vas 2023a). As males in these species usually do 
not have this trait, it is assumed that it is also missing in the yet unknown male 
of the new species.

 
Hyposoter bombycivorus (Cameron, 1911)

Limnerium bombycivorum Cameron, 1911. Original description: Cameron 
(1911: 335); holotype: [Australia:] Tasmania; Natural History Museum, 
London

Hyposoter bombycivorus: Townes et al. (1961: 240) (new combination).
Eriborus biroi Vas, 2023, syn. nov. Original description: Vas (2023a: 78); 

holotype: Australia, N. S. Wales, Mt. Victoria; HNHM.

Remarks – In the time of the description of Eriborus biroi (Vas 2023a), 
I was unaware that the diagnostic characters widely used for distinguishing 
Hyposoter and Eriborus are apparently reliable for Holarctic species, but fail for 
the Australasian and Oriental materials. In Eriborus the hind tarsus is provided 
with a midventral row of closely spaced, short hairs, appearing as a darker, 
somewhat scaly line, which is clearly discernible with experience; it is, however, 
always lacking in Hyposoter species (Townes 1970). This trait was similarly used 
by Klopfstein et al. (2022) to differentiate European species of Eriborus and 
Hyposoter, despite their caveat that it is subtle and requires experience to discern. 
The most recent comprehensive work on European Hyposoter (Galsworthy et 
al. 2023) did not mention this trait for any European species of this genus. Given 
the presence of a distinct midventral row of closely spaced, short hairs on its hind 
tarsus, the specimen later designated as holotype of Eriborus biroi was readily 
sorted into Eriborus in 2023, recognised as different from other described species 
of this genus, and described as new. 

However, Vas (2024) discovered that Hyposoter species from the Oriental 
Region might possess a quite distinct midventral row of closely spaced, short 
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hairs on the hind tarsus, very much like that of Eriborus, as it was documented 
and discussed for the Bornean species Hyposoter ara Vas, 2024 by Vas (2024). 
Hence, the presence or absence of this character state is now considered as less 
diagnostically reliable. Other supporting characters given by Townes (1970) 
are also of insufficient diagnostic value: in many Eriborus species the ovipositor 
is as short as in Hyposoter (in the latter always short by the generic definition); 
Eriborus species always lack an areolet of the fore wing (by the generic definition) 
while Hyposoter species usually have one (it is almost always present in species 
known from Europe except two (Galsworthy et al. (2023), while it is frequently 
lacking in Australasian and Oriental species (Sonan 1929, Vas 2023a)); the 
mesopleuron (including speculum) is usually matt, granulate in Hyposoter, while 
in Eriborus at least the speculum is often more or less smooth and polished. 
Therefore, specimens with a combination of having a more or less distinct 
midventral row of closely spaced, short hairs on hind tarsus, a short ovipositor, 
and a lack of areolet, can be easily misidentified; in such species, the morphology 
of the clypeus and mandibles remains the most reliable character to distinguish 
Eriborus from Hyposoter. In Eriborus, the clypeus is weakly convex in profile, its 
margin is not impressed, usually blunt, it is evenly, weakly convex, the mandibles 
are often relatively long with a narrower lower carina, while in Hyposoter the 
clypeus is smaller, more convex in profile, its apical margin is convex, more or 
less impressed and sharp, and the mandibles are always relatively short with a 
wide lower carina or flange (Townes 1970). While the above differences of the 
clypeus and mandibles still seem reliable, they require considerable experience 
and examination of comparative materials to avoid misidentifications.

To address these uncertainties, the Oriental and Australasian Eriborus and 
Hyposoter materials in the HNHM were re-examined. It was concluded that 
the holotype of Eriborus biroi, while having a distinct midventral row of closely 
spaced, short hairs on hind tarsus and lacking an areolet (both indicating a 
placement into Eriborus!) should rather be classified as a Hyposoter based on the 
morphology of the clypeus and mandibles. A comparison of the type specimens 
revealed that Eriborus biroi (described from Australia, New South Wales) and 
Hyposoter bombycivorus (described as Limnerium bombycivorum from Australia, 
Tasmania) are conspecific, thus Eriborus biroi is a junior subjective synonym of 
Limnerium bombycivorum. Although the holotype of Limnerium bombycivorum 
(deposited in the Natural History Museum, London) is in poor condition, lacking 
its head and all legs, the remaining parts retain enough morphological details to 
identify it to species and to establish its conspecificity with Eriborus biroi.

It is worth noting that, besides the already mentioned Hyposoter ara, 
Hyposoter posticae Sonan, 1929, described from Taiwan (Sonan 1929), also 
possesses a distinct midventral row of closely spaced, short hairs on its hind 
tarsus, moreover it lacks an areolet and has a short ovipositor, thus it could easily 
be misidentified as Eriborus. 
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Hyposoter is suspected to be polyphyletic, intermingled with other 
genera such as Olesicampe Förster, 1869 or Diadegma Förster, 1869, making 
generic assignment of several species challenging (Galsworthy et al. 2023, 
Vas 2023a). This renders the status of Eriborus ambiguous, as most of the 
characters proposed to define the genus have proven inconsistent, at least in the 
Australasian and Oriental regions (Vas 2023a, 2024, present study); similarly, 
some of the diagnostic characters proposed for Hyposoter might be unreliable 
as well (Townes 1970, Galsworthy et al. 2023, Vas 2024). Phylogenetic  
studies are needed to resolve the status and relationship of Hyposoter, Eriborus,  
and other morphologically similar and potentially related campoplegine genera,  
in order to propose their unambiguous definitions and stabilise their classification 
and nomenclature.

 
Hyposoter jolanae sp. nov. 

(Figs 3–4)

Type material – Holotype: female, “Paraguay, S. Bernardino [= Cordillera 
Department, San Bernardino], [1905–1906], [leg.] Babarczy [= Mrs. Jenő 
Babarczy, née Jolán Jósa]”; specimen pinned, id. HNHM-HYM 155389, deposited 
in the HNHM.

Diagnosis – The new species can be distinguished from its congeners by 
the following character states in combination: clypeus almost flat in profile; 
mesopleuron granulate, impunctate, speculum mostly smooth, subpolished; 
propodeum moderately long, convex in profile, posteriorly not produced, on 
granulate background weakly rugulose in anterior half, distinctly rugose in 
posterior half; propodeal carinae distinct except median part of posterior 
transverse carina absent; area basalis triangular; area superomedia pentagonal, 
1.3× as long as wide, its lateral carinae weakly convergent behind costulae, 
posteriorly opened; area petiolaris strongly rugose; areolet subsessile, second 
recurrent vein (2m-cu) distal to middle of areolet; nervulus (cu-a) strongly 
postfurcal; second tergite 1.2× as long as its posterior width; posterior margins 
of apical tergites straight; ovipositor sheath distinctly longer than apical depth of 
metasoma, clearly protruding beyond apex of metasoma; scapus and pedicellus 
blackish; tegula yellowish to brownish; metasoma black, second and third tergites 
posteriorly suffused with orange-brown, second and following sternites orange-
brown with darker patches; wings hyaline, pterostigma pale ochre; fore and 
middle coxae basally black, apically yellowish, hind coxa black; hind femur dark 
brown; hind tibia basally and apically widely dark brown, medially pale yellowish.

Description – Female (Figs 3–4). Body length 4 mm, fore wing length  
3.5 mm.
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Figs 3–4. Hyposoter jolanae sp. nov., 3 = habitus, holotype, 4 = propodeum, surface sculpture not 
indicated (photo by Zoltán Vas, drawing by Viktória Szőke)

Head: First flagellomere 4× as long as its apical width. Head transverse, 
matt, granulate, virtually impunctate except clypeus with a few, weak traces 
of punctures, and with dense, short hairs. Ocular-ocellar distance as long as 
ocellus diameter, distance between lateral ocelli 1.2× as long as ocellus diameter. 
Inner eye orbits weakly indented, slightly convergent ventrad. Gena in dorsal 
view 0.45× as long as eye width, strongly but roundly narrowed behind eyes. 
Occipital carina complete, reaching hypostomal carina before base of mandible; 
hypostomal carina slightly elevated. Frons weakly convex, distinctly impressed 
above toruli, median longitudinal carina absent. Face and clypeus almost flat in 
profile, clypeus small, its apical margin weakly convex, impressed, sharp. Malar 

3

4
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space 0.7× as long as basal width of mandible. Mandible short and wide, lower 
margin of mandible with a quite wide flange from base towards teeth, flange 
moderately abruptly narrowed before teeth; mandibular teeth subequal.

Mesosoma: Mesosoma matt, granulate, virtually impunctate, and with 
dense, short hairs. Pronotum with weak, transverse wrinkles on lower half; 
epomia weak. Mesoscutum slightly wider than long, convex in profile; notaulus 
not developed. Scutellum convex in profile, lateral carinae not developed. 
Mesopleuron granulate, matt, impunctate; speculum partly very finely granulate 
but mostly smooth, subpolished. Epicnemial carina complete, strong, pleural 
part bent to anterior margin of mesopleuron reaching it below its middle  
height, ventral part not elevated. Sternaulus indistinct. Posterior transverse 
carina of mesosternum complete, slightly elevated. Metanotum ca. 0.5× as long as 
scutellum, anteriorly with a pair of deep foveae. Metapleuron without juxtacoxal 
carina; submetapleural carina complete, elevated. Pleural carina of propodeum 
complete, distinct; propodeal spiracle circular, almost adjacent to pleural carina, 
connected to pleural carina by conspicuously wide ridge. Propodeum moderately 
long, convex in profile, posteriorly not produced, on granulate background weakly 
rugulose in anterior half, distinctly rugose in posterior half. Propodeal carinae 
distinct except median part of posterior transverse carina absent. Area basalis 
triangular, slightly longer than its anterior width. Area superomedia granulate 
with at most weak rugulosity, pentagonal, 1.3× as long as wide, its lateral carinae 
weakly convergent behind costulae, posteriorly opened (but may appear weakly 
closed due to rugae of area petiolaris). Area petiolaris strongly rugose, confluent 
with area superomedia, their junction distinct. Fore wing with subsessile, 
quadrate areolet, 3rs-m present, second recurrent vein (2m-cu) distal to middle 
of areolet; distal abscissa of Rs straight; nervulus (cu-a) postfurcal by ca. 0.2× its 
length, moderately inclivous; postnervulus (abscissa of Cu1 between 1m-cu and 
Cu1a + Cu1b) intercepted at about its middle by Cu1a; lower external angle of 
second discal cell weakly acute. Hind wing with nervellus (cu-a + abscissa of Cu1 
between M and cu-a) vertical, not intercepted by discoidella (Cu1); discoidella 
spectral, proximally not connected to nervellus. Coxae granulate. Hind femur 5× 
as long as high. Inner spur of hind tibia 0.6× as long as first tarsomere of hind 
tarsus. Hind tarsus without a distinct midventral row of closely spaced, short 
hairs. Tarsal claws small, about as long as arolium, basally weakly pectinate.

Metasoma: Metasoma short, moderately compressed, granulate to 
shagreened, and with moderately dense, short hairs. First tergite slender, 
3× as long as its posterior width, 1.25× as long as second tergite; glymma 
distinct; dorsomedian carina of first tergite indistinct. Second tergite 1.2× as 
long as its posterior width; thyridium subcircular, its distance from anterior 
margin of tergite about as long as its length. Third tergite quadrate, following 
tergites transverse. Posterior margins of sixth and seventh tergites straight, not  
excised. Ovipositor sheath distinctly longer than apical depth of metasoma, 
conspicuously protruding beyond apex of metasoma.
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Colour: Antenna, including scapus and pedicellus, blackish to dark brown. 
Head black, palpi pale orange, mandible yellow, mandibular teeth brownish. 
Mesosoma black, tegula proximally yellowish, distally more or less extensively 
brown (most probably a variable character, as left tegula of the holotype distinctly 
darker than right one). Metasoma black, second and third tergites posteriorly 
suffused with orange-brown, second and following sternites orange-brown with 
darker patches. Wings hyaline, wing veins brown, pterostigma pale ochre. Fore 
and middle legs: coxae basally black, apically extensively (fore coxa) or narrowly 
(middle coxa) yellowish; rest of legs orange, apical tarsomeres brownish. Hind leg: 
coxa black; trochanter black, apically narrowly yellowish; trochantellus orange; 
femur dark brown, at extreme base and extreme apex narrowly paler; tibia basally 
and apically widely dark brown, medially pale yellowish; tibial spurs bicoloured, 
basally pale yellowish, apically dark brownish; tarsus brown, extreme base of first 
tarsomere narrowly pale yellowish.

Male: Unknown.
Distribution – Paraguay.
Etymology – The new species is dedicated to the memory of Mrs. Jenő 

Babarczy, née Jolán Jósa (1881–1950), Hungarian teacher, writer, and, during  
the years she spent in South America (1905–1906), a collector for the HNHM; 
the specific epithet is a proper noun in the genitive case.

Remarks on identification – Due to its relatively long ovipositor sheath 
conspicuously protruding beyond apex of metasoma, the new species cannot 
be confused with any known Neotropical species of the genus. Hyposoter 
vittatus Vas, 2025, a species recently described from Argentina (Vas 2025), is  
superficially similar to the Hyposoter jolanae sp. nov., however, it can be easily 
distinguished from the new species by its short ovipositor sheath (shorter 
than apical depth of metasoma, not protruding beyond apex of metasoma), 
its conspicuously convex, almost nose-like clypeus (in profile), its much more 
extensively reddish metasoma, orange hind femur, and its hind tibia being 
provided with a distinct, yellowish spot at base. The new species is also somewhat 
similar to the dark form of Hyposoter caedator (Gravenhorst, 1829), a Palaearctic 
species; however, the latter species can be readily separated from the new species 
by its short ovipositor sheath (shorter than apical depth of metasoma, not 
protruding beyond apex of metasoma) and orange hind femur.

 
Melalophacharops australis (Kusigemati, 1981), comb. nov.

Microcharops australis Kusigemati, 1981. Original description: Kusigemati 
(1981: 127); holotype: [Japan:] Hyakuna, Tamagusuku, Okinawa-ken; 
Hokkaido University, Sapporo.

Eriborus australis: Gupta (1987a: 445) (new combination).
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Remarks – This species, described from Japan, was originally placed into 
the genus Microcharops (Kusigemati 1981), and later transferred to Eriborus 
(Gupta 1987). A re-examination of its holotype revealed that it possesses the 
combination of character states that conflict with both of these placements: 
apical margin of clypeus is sharp, distinctly impressed (not impressed, more 
or less blunt in Eriborus); the midventral row of the hind tarsus is strongly 
developed, raised carina-like (less developed in Eriborus); glymma is small, 
weak, barely discernible (usually distinct, stronger in Eriborus); the subbasal cell 
of the hind wing is conspicuously narrow, less than half width of basal cell (not 
conspicuously narrow, more than half width of basal cell in Eriborus); axillus 
vein of fore wing present (absent in Microcharops); scutellum convex in profile, 
its lateral carinae at most basally discernible (scutellum flat in profile, its lateral 
carinae fully developed in Microcharops). These clearly indicate that this species 
pertains to the genus Melalophacharops (Townes 1970, Gauld 1984, Gupta 
1987b, Vas 2023b). Thus, the new combination Melalophacharops australis is 
proposed.

Among the known Melalophacharops species, Melalophacharops australis 
is similar to Melalophacharops nitens Vas, 2023, described from Taiwan (Vas 
2023b); however, it can be readily distinguished from the latter species by the 
following character states: lateral carinae of area superomedia behind costulae 
distinctly divergent (subparallel to slightly convergent in Melalophacharops 
nitens); hind tibia basally and apically only slightly infuscate (basally and apically 
extensively dark brown in Melalophacharops nitens) (Kusigemati 1981, Vas 
2023b).

 
Melalophacharops tamanukii Uchida, 1928

Melalophacharops tamanukii Uchida, 1928. Original description: Uchida (1928: 
280); lectotype (Townes et al. 1965: 305): [Japan:] Hokkaido, Sapporo; 
Hokkaido University, Sapporo.

Microcharops ussuriensis Kasparyan, 1985, syn. nov. Original description: 
Kasparyan & Dbar (1985: 45); holotype: [Russia:] хабаровск, хехцир; 
Zoological Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg.

Remarks – The examination of the holotype of Microcharops ussuriensis 
(described from Russia, Khabarovsk Krai) revealed that this species possesses 
the combination of the following character states, conflicting with its current 
placement in Microcharops: axillus vein of fore wing present (absent in 
Microcharops); scutellum convex in profile, its lateral carinae at most basally 
discernible (scutellum flat in profile, its lateral carinae fully developed in 
Microcharops). These characters clearly place the species into the genus 
Melalophacharops (Gupta 1987b). Its propodeal carination, dark hind femur and 
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dark metasoma unambiguously confirm its conspecificity with Melalophacharops 
tamanukii (described from Japan), the holotype of which has also been re-
examined in course of the present study. Accordingly, Microcharops ussuriensis 
is downgraded to a junior subjective synonym of Melalophacharops tamanukii.

By removing this species from Microcharops, this genus is again considered 
as endemic to the New World, distributed mostly in the Neotropical Region 
(Townes 1970, Gupta 1987b).

BIOGEOGRAPHY

Campoplex rufocingulatus Horstmann et Yu, 1999

Material examined – Hungary: Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County, 
Bodrogolaszi, 11–18.VII.2025, leg. B. P. Schlitt, V. Gecseg, M. Bernát & D. 
Balatoni, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 159682.

Remarks – First record from Hungary. This species has been known from 
Germany, Poland, and Norway so far (Yu et al. 2016, Riedel 2019). 

 
Dusona bicoloripes (Ashmead, 1906)

Material examined – Hungary: Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County, Lillafüred, 
Sátai-lápa, 3.VI.2025, leg. G. Katona, B. Tóth, T. Korompai & Á. Horváth, at 
light, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 159681.

Remarks – First record from Hungary. This species is widely distributed in 
the Palaearctic Region (Yu et al. 2016).

 
Enytus apostatus (Gravenhorst, 1829)

Material examined – Algeria: Médéa Province, Ouzera, 30.IV.1990, leg. I. 
Rozner, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 111492. North Macedonia: Polog Region, 
Mavrovo and Rostuša Municipality, Bistra, Mavrovo, spring brooks above the 
village, 1285 m, 27.IV.2021, leg. T. Kovács, D. Murányi & P. Olajos, one female, 
id. HNHM-HYM 158030.

Remarks – First records from Algeria and from North Macedonia. This 
species is widely distributed in the Palaearctic Region, also occurring in the 
Oriental, Afrotropical and Nearctic Regions (Yu et al. 2016).

 
Hyposoter caedator (Gravenhorst, 1829)

Material examined – Bosnia and Herzegovina: Jablanica, 20–21.VI.1911, 
leg. unknown, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 158023.
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Remarks – First record from Bosnia and Herzegovina. This species is widely 
distributed in the Western Palaearctic Region (Yu et al. 2016).

 
Hyposoter virginalis (Gravenhorst, 1829)

Material examined – Hungary: Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County, Komlóska, 
Szarka-kút, 14–15.VII.2025, leg. B. P. Schlitt, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 
159699.

Remarks – First record from Hungary. This species is widely distributed in 
the Western Palaearctic Region (Yu et al. 2016).

 
Tranosema latiusculum Thomson, 1887

Material examined – China: Beijing, Fragrant Hills Park, 1.VI.1992, leg. L. 
Papp, one female, id. HNHM-HYM 159646.

Remarks – First record from China. This species is widely distributed in the 
Western Palaearctic Region (Yu et al. 2016), and is reported here for the first time 
from the Eastern Palaearctic Region.
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