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Abstract. In the present paper some taxonomical acts are proposed: Lycoides Montrouzier, 1855 valid genus 
(bonum genus) and belonging to the family Lycidae (new placement); Lycoides chrysomelas Montrouzier, 1855 
comb. rest.; Diaphanes vitrifer (Walker, 1859) comb. nov. (not formally combined before), decl. nov.; Aquilonia 
incerta (Boisduval, 1835) comb. nov. = Aquilonia bremeri (Le Guillou, 1844) comb. nov., syn. nov. = Aquilonia 
dejeani (Gemminger, 1870) comb. nov., syn. nov. [= Aquilonia apicalis (Boisduval, 1835) comb. nov.] = Aquilonia 
costata (Lea, 1921) syn. nov. Furthermore, to avoid the perpetuation of errors and confusion, it is reiterated that the 
author of the Tribe Pristolycini is J. R. Winkler, 1953 (nec Pristolycini Kazantsev, 2010 homonym). Also, Lampyris 
lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 a totally forgotten species cited only as a nomen nudum exclusively by Sherborn (1922-
32) and attribuited by him to Dejean, is in reality validly described (by Lacordaire), and nevertheless turned out to 
be a nomen dubium and incertae sedis. Nyctocharis Dejean, 1833 considered here as a nomen dubium, unlike what 
was believed in the world literature, has a species originally included: Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 that, 
therefore, is the type species by monotypy. Furthermore, some considerations on Lampyris macrophthalma [Drapiez, 
1820] and Lampyris tenebrosa [Drapiez, 1820], are reported of which the original descriptions are unknown (nomina 
nuda); the discovery of the exact location of the type locality of Luciola exigua (Gyllenhal, 1817); clarification 
on the type locality of Lampyris marginipennis Boisduval, 1835, and a curiosity about the type species of the 
genus Luciola made by Drapiez (1839). In recent literature Lampyris serraticornis Boisduval, 1835 and Lampyris 
haemorrhoidalis Boisduval, 1835 are considered incertae sedis in the family Lampyridae, however they are well-
known species and their position has been known since the late 1800s and therefore they should not be considered 
Lampyridae. Lastly, updates and information on Italian fireflies are provided, mainly: the invalidation of the neotype 
of Luciola pedemontana ([Curtis], 1843) proposed by Nunes et al. (2026); Lamprohiza splendidula (Linnaeus, 1767) 
= Lamprohiza foliacea Baudi, 1872 syn. nov.; highlighting the substantial differences and inconsistencies in DNA 
barcoding results; biogeography of Luciola and the Po River barrier; and Lampyris fuscata Geisthardt, 1987 new 
for Emilia-Romagna. Finally, it should be noted that Lampyris noctiluca (Linnaeus, 1758) is very common and has 
a very vast distribution range and does not fall into any category of threat. Considering it as “Near Threatened”, as 
the IUCN does (Macadam et al. 2024), distorts the reality and undermines conservation projects at a global level 
and for truly endangered species.

INTRODUCTION

The Lampyridae are a family of beetles well known for the ability of its members to emit 
light, called bioluminescence (Lloyd 1971, 1983, Gardiner 2011, Martin et al. 2016, Faust 
2017, Fanti 2022). In this paper, I focused on some species incertae sedis present in the 
various world catalogs and on some papers on the subfamily Luciolinae Lacordaire, 1857 
(Olivier 1907, 1910, McDermott 1966, Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016a, Ballantyne et al. 2019, 
Keller 2024). I searched for all the types of the taxa discussed here, which unfortunately 
now seem irretrievably lost. Therefore, the aim of this document is to provide all available 
information, and discuss the availability and synonymies of the taxa under consideration, to 
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contribute to the resolution of taxonomy, a crucial aspect in zoological and biological studies. 
Updates on Italian fireflies are also provided.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The taxa covered in this document include: 1) genera and species with author, publication 
date, original page number(s) including those of any reprints, and type locality with any 
notes; 2) synonyms (with the same data) listed according to the date of description; 3) 
all citations with author(s), date(s), and page(s), except for Luciola exigua and Lampyris 
marginipennis; 4) notes on the proposed taxonomical acts. This paper strictly follows the rules 
of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999), and all the bibliographic 
references on the topics covered have been reviewed.

RESULTS

Aquilonia incerta (Boisduval, 1835) comb. nov.

Lampyris incerta Boisduval, 1835: 124, 702 (reprint: 124, 691). Loc. typ.: “Nouvelle-Hollande” [= historical name 
of Australia, especially in 1800-1850 it indicated the Northern and Western part of Australia].

Colophotia Incerta Dejean, 1833: 104. Loc. typ.: “Oceania” [n. n.].
Colophotia Incerta Dejean, 1836: 116. Loc. typ.: “Oceania” [n. n.].

[Luciola incerta Gemminger & Harold 1869: 1651. Luciola incerta J. E. Olivier 1902: 80 (reprint: 12). Luciola 
incerta J. E. Olivier 1907: 52, 67. Luciola incerta J. E. Olivier 1910: 43, 61. Colophotia incerta Sherborn 1922-32: 
3156. Lampyris incerta Sherborn 1922-32: 3156. Luciola incerta McDermott 1966: 106, 136. Lampyris incerta 
Calder 1998: 173, 179 (incertae sedis). Luciola (Luciola) incerta Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000: 33, 73 (Species 
Incertae). Luciola incerta Ballantyne et al. 2013: 2 (Table 1). Luciola incerta Ballantyne et al. 2015: 83 (Appendix 
3: Species Incertae). Luciola incerta Ballantyne & Jusoh 2015: 9 (Species Incertae). Luciola incerta Ballantyne & 
Jusoh 2016a: 26-27 (Species Incertae). Luciola incerta Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016b: 17 (Species Incertae). Luciola 
incerta Ballantyne et al. 2016: 245 (Table 7). Luciola incerta Ballantyne et al. 2019: 6, 151 (Table 28), 156 (species 
incertae sedis). [Lampyris] incerta: Keller 2024].
= Aquilonia bremeri (Le Guillou, 1844) comb. nov., syn. nov.
Lampyris Bremeri Le Guillou, 1844: 223. Loc. typ.: “Australie sept.”.
[Lampyris Bremeri Erichson 1845: 92. Lampyris Bremeri Lacordaire 1857: 332 (an huj. gener?). Lampyris Bremeri 
J. E. Olivier 1907: 62 (incertae sedis; probably of the genus Luciola), 64. Lampyris Bremeri J. E. Olivier 1910: 53 
(incertae sedis), 58. Lampyris bremeri Sherborn 1922-32: 871. Lampyris bremeri McDermott 1966: 123 (incertae 
sedis; ? Luciola), 129. [Lampyris] bremeri Keller 2024].
= Aquilonia dejeani (Gemminger, 1870) comb. nov., syn. nov.
Luciola Dejeani Gemminger, 1870: 120. Loc. typ.: “Nov. Holland”.

Luciola Dejeani (Gemming.[er]) Gemminger & Harold, 1869: 1651 [n. n.]*.
= Aquilonia apicalis (Boisduval, 1835) comb. nov.
Lampyris apicalis Boisduval, 1835: 127, 702 (reprint: 127, 691). Loc. typ.: “Nouvelle-Hollande”. Homonym      

nec Eschscholtz, 1822: 58. Loc. typ.: “Insel Luzon, bei Manilla”.
Lampyris Apicalis Dejean, 1821: 36. Loc. typ.: “Nov.Holland” “Nouvelle Hollande” [n. n.].
Colophotia Apicalis Dejean, 1833: 104. Loc. typ.: “Nov. Holland” [n. n.].
Colophotia Apicalis Dejean, 1836: 116. Loc. typ.: “Nov. Holland” [n. n.].

[Luciola apicalis Gemminger & Harold 1869: 1651. Luciola apicalis J. E. Olivier 1902: 77 (reprint: 9). Luciola 
apicalis J. E. Olivier 1907: 51, 63. Luciola apicalis J. E. Olivier 1910: 42, 57. Lampyris apicalis Sherborn 1922-32: 
396 (Dejean, Eschscholtz and Boisduval). Luciola apicalis McDermott 1966: 103 (locality: “New Ireland”), 127. 
Luciola apicalis Ballantyne et al. 2013: 2 (Table 1). Luciola apicalis Ballantyne et al. 2019: 154. Luciola apicalis: 
Keller 2024. Luciola dejeani/apicalis Masters 1886: 289. Luciola dejeani/apicalis Olliff 1890: 652-653. Luciola 
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Dejeani J. E. Olivier 1902: 77 (reprint: 9). Luciola Dejeani J. E. Olivier 1907: 51, 65. Luciola dejeani/apicalis Lea 
1909: 108. Luciola Dejeani J. E. Olivier 1910: 42, 59. Luciola dejeani/apicalis Lea 1921a: 197. Luciola dejeani/
apicalis Lea 1921b: 66. Luciola dejeani McDermott 1966: 103, 131. Luciola dejeani/apicalis Calder 1998: 179. 
Luciola dejeani Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000: 33, 56, 57, 59 (also apicalis), 60, 61 (Fig. 19B), 64 (Fig. 21 L-N), 
73, 75, 79 (Table 1), 81 (Fig. 29), 82 (Fig. 30), 83, 84 (Fig. 32), 85 (Fig. 33), 86 (Fig. 34), 87 (Fig. 35), 88. Luciola 
dejeani Ballantyne & Lambkin 2001: 364 (Table 1) 374 (Fig. 20), 375, 376 (Fig. 21). Luciola dejeani Ballantyne 
& Lambkin 2006: 22, 43. Luciola dejeani Ballantyne & Lambkin 2009: 9, 10, 12, 13 and 15 (Table 1), 22 (Fig. 2), 
28, 30, 37 (Table 4). Luciola dejeani Ballantyne & Lambkin 2013: 12, 14, 16, 19, 21, 23 and 25 (Table 3), 36, 67. 
Luciola dejeani Ballantyne et al. 2013: 1, 2 (Table 1), 30, 32. Luciola dejeani Ballantyne & Jusoh 2015: 6. Luciola 
dejeani Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016a: 6, 27. Luciola dejeani Keller 2024. Abscondita perplexa (dejeani) Ballantyne 
et al. 2015: 69, 71, 73, 75, 77, 79, 81 (Appendix 2). Abscondita perplexa = dejeani Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016b: 5. 
Abscondita perplexa/Luciola dejeani Ballantyne et al. 2019: 26 (Table 1), 41, 154, 156].
= Aquilonia costata (Lea, 1921): 66. Loc. typ.: “Northern Territory : Flora River” syn. nov.

Lampyris bremeri

Note. The species probably belonged to the genus Luciola for two authors (Olivier 1907, 
McDermott 1966), while previously, Lacordaire (1857) did not know in which genus to place 
it. The type of L. bremeri has been lost, since no Le Guillou’s collection is present in Paris 
(A. Mantilleri pers. comm.), however the original description matches perfectly with the 
species now called Aquilonia costata (Lea, 1921), which is in fact quite common in the 
Northern Territory, Australia (Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000, 2009, Ballantyne et al. 2019), 
the type locality of L. bremeri. In fact, Aquilonia costata is the only species in all of Australia 
with a black head, brown (yellow-tawny) elytra with blackish tips and lighter central parts, 
and a blackish base of the abdomen (Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000, 2009, Ballantyne et al. 
2019). Based on the original description L. bremeri would only have the dimensions (6 mm) 
a little smaller than A. costata (7.7-9.7 mm), however the ancient measurements were rather 
staggered and in this case evidently taken on a dry specimen, in fact the yellow colour of the 
luminous organs of the last two ventrites is clear proof of this, which is a typical colour of old 
specimens with luminous parts subject to oxidation (Fanti 2020). However, I only tentatively 
exclude that it could be a Lycidae due to its small size and in particular due to the colour of 
the ventral part which in Lycidae tends to be completely black.

Lampyris incerta/apicalis

Note. The types of these two species have been lost, were not already found in Paris by 
Ballantyne in November 1993 (Calder 1998, Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000, Ballantyne et al. 
2016, 2019), and are not present in the Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences, Brussels, 
Belgium, where part of the Boisduval’s collection is preserved (Damoiseau 1967). However, 
these taxa are tendentially considered incertae sedis, as for Lampyris bremeri, based on the 
original descriptions are unequivocally similar to Aquilonia costata (Calder 1998, Ballantyne 
& Lambkin 2000, Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016a, Ballantyne et al. 2019), a well-known species 
from Australia.
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Luciola dejeani

Note. This species was redescribed by Ballantyne & Lambkin (2000) on the basis of two 
old specimens still preserved, however neither is clearly the type. Luciola dejeani is in fact 
a replacement name and according to the code (ICZN 1999), the two names (dejeani and 
apicalis) are objective synonyms, both the nominal taxa they denote have the same name-
bearing type despite any simultaneous restriction or application of the new replacement name 
to particular specimens or any contrary designation of type, or any different taxonomic usage 
of the new replacement name (ICZN 1999: Art. 72.7.). Therefore, since the specimens on 
which the redescription made by Ballantyne & Lambkin (2000) was based are of uncertain 
provenance (Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000), are mislabelled as Australia (Ballantyne & 
Lambkin 2000, Ballantyne et al. 2013, 2019) and above all none can be considered the type, 
Luciola dejeani Gemminger, 1870 cannot even be synonymised with Abscondita perplexa 
(Walker, 1858) from India and other Nations, as erroneously done by Ballantyne et al. (2013) 
and already hypothesized by Ballantyne & Lambkin (2000: probable synonym of Luciola 
dubia). Also Parvez et al. (2026) recently follow this incorrect taxonomy of Ballantyne & 
Lambkin (2000). According to the rules of the Code, therefore, any synonymy had to be 
made by looking at the type of Lampyris apicalis Boisduval, 1835 or on the basis of the 
original description (Boisduval 1835). The type of Lampyris apicalis Boisduval, 1835 has 
unfortunately been lost, and had not been found in Paris by Ballantyne in November 1993 
(Calder 1998, Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000, Ballantyne et al. 2013, 2019), but the description, 
as we have seen above, matches perfectly with that of Aquilonia costata.

Note*. Luciola dejeani Gemminger, 1870 nomen novum for Luciola apicalis (Boisduval, 
1835) primary homonym of Lampyris apicalis Eschscholtz, 1822 (Olivier 1902, 1907, Lea 
1909, 1921a, 1921b, McDermott 1966, Calder 1998, Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000, Keller 
2024). The previous name Luciola dejeani Gemminger & Harold, 1869 is not a replacement 
name, unlike what is indicated in Calder (1998), since for the code it must be “expressly” 
indicated (ICZN 1999: Art. 16.1., Recommendation 16A., Art. 67.8., Art. 72.7., Glossary), 
while the work of Gemminger & Harold (1869) is a catalogue, a list of taxa with synonyms, 
and the replacement name is not expressly indicated, although it is easily intuitable that it is 
a nomen novum.

Despite the lack of types, it is possible to make all the proposed synonymies based on the 
unequivocal descriptions. This serves to perpetuate a concept dear to the Code (ICZN 1999), 
namely the priority of a name, and also to streamline the taxonomy. This has often been done 
in the literature, and recently, for example, for Malthodes and Malthinus, representatives of 
the family Cantharidae (Kazantsev 2021). All the taxa considered here: incerta, apicalis, 
dejeani, bremeri, costata originate from North Australia and exhibit identical morphology 
and even the same coloration, a characteristic present in only one Australian species. The 
first taxon to be described, and therefore having priority, was found to be Aquilonia incerta 
(Boisduval, 1835).
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Lycoides Montrouzier, 1855 bonum genus

Lycoides Montrouzier, 1855: 78 (1856: cxii (by “editor” of Annales); reprint of 1857: 78, 3 of “Table méthodique et 
générale de l’essai sur la faune de l’ile de Voodlark”).
[Lycoides Lacordaire 1857: 341. Lycoides Gemminger & Harold 1869: 1655. Lycoides J. E. Olivier 1907: 68. 
Lycoïdes J. E. Olivier 1910: 55. Lycoides Neave ed. 1939: 1015. Lycoides McDermott 1966: 74 [not totally formal 
synonym of Pristolycus], 125].
Type species: Lycoides chrysomelas Montrouzier, 1855 by monotypy.

Lycoides chrysomelas Montrouzier, 1855 comb. rest.

Lycoides Chrysomelas Montrouzier, 1855: 78 (1856: cxii (by “editor” of Annales); reprint of 1857: 78, 3 of “Table 
méthodique et générale de l’essai sur la faune de l’ile de Voodlark”). Loc. typ.: “Woodlark” [= also called: Muyua 
(Papua New Guinea)].
[Lycoides chrysomelas Lacordaire 1857: 341. Lycoides chrysomelas Gemminger & Harold 1869: 1655. Lycoïdes 
chrysomelas J. E. Olivier 1907: 62 (incertae sedis), 64. Lycoïdes chrysomelas J. E. Olivier 1910: 53 (incertae sedis). 
Pristolycus chrysomelas McDermott 1964: 16 (comb. nov. for Lycoides chrysomelas). Pristolycus chrysomelas 
McDermott 1966: 74, 130. Pristolycus chrysomelas Kazantsev 1995: 61-62. Pristolycus chrysomelas Jeng et al. 
2002: 87, 88, 104. Pristolycus chrysomelas Keller 2024].

Note. The genus is considered synonymous with Pristolycus Gorham, 1883 (McDermott 
1966), over which it would have precedence (Kazantsev 1995). The synonymy was not 
entirely formalized in McDermott (1964, 1966), and already considered very doubtful, due 
to the differences in the length of antennomeres II-IV (Kazantsev 1995; Jeng et al. 2002). 
Therefore, I consider Lycoides Montrouzier, 1855 bonum genus for some important and 
substantial peculiarities compared to Pristolycus. Some, such as the antennal differences, 
were already identified by Kazantsev (1995).

Morphological differences: The genus Pristolycus has the third antennal joint flattened, 
much longer than second and similar in appearance to the fourth (Kazantsev 1995, Jeng et 
al. 2002), while Lycoides has the third antennal joint similar in length and appearance to the 
second, and very much shorter than the following ones (Montrouzier 1855, Kazantsev 1995, 
Jeng et al. 2002).

Coloration differences: The genus Pristolycus has a black head, pronotum dark brown-
black or pinkish red in the lateral sides, and the elytra red or red with some parts black: 
sutures, lateral margins and/or costal intervals (Pic 1928, Kazantsev 1995, Jeng et al. 2002), 
while Lycoides has a black head, antennae longer than the head and pronotum, elytra golden 
yellow with black apices, and the pronotum almost globose and golden yellow (Montrouzier 
1855).
Biogeographical differences: The genus Pristolycus inhabits the Kuril Islands (Russia), 
Japan, China, Taiwan, Myanmar, Vietnam and Laos (Jeng et al. 2002; Kazantsev 2010), while 
Lycoides inhabits only Woodlark (Papua New Guinea), an island east of Papua New Guinea.

On morphological-biogeographical grounds, there are strong doubts that Lycoides belongs 
to Lampyridae. Montrouzier (1855: 78) in the original description says that Lycoides has the 
general characters of the “Lampyrides,, but this is a heterogeneous group where, if we check 
the text (Montrouzier 1855: 16) and the index (Montrouzier 1857: 3 of the Table méthodique 
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et générale de l’essai sur la faune de l’ile de Voodlark), the author included species of the 
family Lampyridae and species belonging to the family Lycidae. We also note that in the 
original description, Montrouzier (1855: 78) says that Lycoides has a general appearance 
similar to Lycus (Coleoptera, Lycidae). Subsequently, Lacordaire also has no idea whether 
Lycoides belongs to the “Malacodermes” (essentially meaning the Lampyridae) or whether it 
could be a Lycidae (Lacordaire 1857: 340, 341). All the other subsequent authors, having seen 
“Lampyrides” in Montrouzier’s description, may simply have been misled and inserted it into 
the family Lampyridae, without Montrouzier having formally done so. Therefore, given that 
Montrouzier “inserted it into the Lycidae,” given that subsequently no one studied the type 
(including most probably also McDermott: see Kazantsev 1995), and that the morphology 
is well compatible, the genus Lycoides is here tentatively considered to belong to the family 
Lycidae (new placement).

Only the study of the type could definitively resolve this problem, however the holotype 
seems irretrievably lost. Unfortunately, most of the Montrouzier’s collection was lost upon 
his death, but some specimens may survive in the Pic or Perroud collections, now in the Paris 
Museum: MNHN (Jolivet et al. 2007), where the type is not present (Antoine Mantilleri pers. 
comm.), while there are no specimens in the Perroud collection in Lyon: the Linnean Society 
collections (Harold Labrique & Cédric Audibert pers. comm.).

Tribe Pristolycini J. R. Winkler, 1953

Tribe Pristolycini J. R. Winkler, 1953: 404, 405, 409 (Coleoptera, Lycidae).
= Tribe Pristolycini Kazantsev, 2010: 187-188 (188 also in the key), 205, 208 (Coleoptera, Lampyridae) [homonym].

Note. The genus Pristolycus Gorham, 1883 was included in the family Lycidae Laporte, 
1836 for a long time, and then Winkler (1953) established the Tribe Pristolycini J. R. Winkler, 
1953. In recent decades, however, the genus Pristolycus has been considered to be in the 
family Lampyridae Rafinesque, 1815, and Kazantsev established, again based on this genus 
Pristolycus, the new Tribe Pristolycini Kazantsev, 2010. Kazantsev evidently did not know 
that the tribe had already been established by Winkler in the Lycidae (Bouchard et al. 2011). 
In the latest world classifications, this precedence of Winkler was not noted and therefore the 
tribe is erroneously attributed to “Kazantsev, 2010” (e.g., Martin et al. 2019, Keller 2024). 
However, as mentioned above and as Bouchard et al. (2024) have already correctly noted, the 
real author of the Tribe Pristolycini is Winkler. It is also noteworthy that Kazantsev, only a 
year after establishing the Tribe Pristolycini, considered the author of this tribe to be Winkler 
and not himself (Kazantsev 2011: 392).

Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 nomen dubium, incertae sedis

Lampyris Lacordairei (Dejean) Lacordaire, 1830: 246. Loc. typ.: “Brésil”.
[Lampyris lacordairei Sherborn 1922-32: 3344 [n. n.].

Note. After the original description, this species has been entirely overlooked in all subsequent 
literature, including world catalogues (Olivier 1907, 1910, McDermott 1966, Keller 2024). It 
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is cited only by Sherborn (1922-1932), who regarded it as a nomen nudum and attributed it to 
Dejean. However, the work in which the species appears was in fact authored by Lacordaire, 
who explicitly cited numerous species named but never described by Dejean (see Dejean 
1833, 1836). Lacordaire (1830: 217) clearly indicated new species (“N. Sp., Nova Species”) 
and specified that these taxa were absent from the Dejean collection and had not yet been 
described by any author. The species Lampyris lacordairei, however, is accompanied by 
a description and must therefore be considered validly described under the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999: Art. 11., Art. 12.). In particular, while 
shared characters with related taxa are reported, the species is explicitly differentiated from 
all others by the presence of strongly pectinate antennae (“antennes fortement pectinées”), 
in contrast to the simple antennae (“antennes simples”) of the compared taxa (Lampyris 
albomarginata, L. infuscata, L. fuliginosa, L. pellucida, L. intermedia, L. sobrina). These 
compared taxa were themselves not described at the time of Lacordaire’s work and fall 
into different categories: remaining as  nomen nudum (L. sobrina Dejean = Pygolampis 
sobrina Dejean, 1833, 1836), whereas others were later formally described and can now 
be identified: e.g., Lampyris pellucida Dejean = Aspisoma pellucidum (Motschulsky, 1854), 
additional names can be tentatively associated with later taxa: e.g., L. albomarginata Dejean 
= Cratomorphus albomarginatus (Laporte, 1840) and L. intermedia Dejean = Pyrogaster 
telephorinus var. intermedius J. E. Olivier, 1911, while other taxa: L. infuscata Dejean, 
L. fuliginosa Dejean, remain ambiguous and may correspond to more than one species 
(McDermott 1966, Lima et al. 2024). Lampyris lacordairei is therefore best regarded as a 
nomen dubium and incertae sedis, as the type material is lost and its precise taxonomic 
identity cannot be determined (ICZN 1999). It can, however, be confidently excluded from 
the genus Lampyris Geoffroy, 1762 which is a genus that does not occur in South America.

Nyctocharis Dejean, 1833

Nyctocharis Dejean, 1833: 100.
[Nyctocharis Dejean 1836: 113. Nyctocharis Sherborn 1922-32: 4931. Nyctocharis Neave ed. 1940: 366 [n.n.]. 
Nyctocharis Bousquet & Bouchard 2013a: 26, 210].

Originally included available species. Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 (as 
“Nyctocharis Lacordairei Dejean”).

Type species. Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 by monotypy.

Current status. Nomen dubium. The type species is certainly not referable to Lampyris 
Geoffroy, 1762 therefore, Nyctocharis Dejean, 1833 must be regarded as a name of doubtful 
application (ICZN 1999: Glossary).

Note. Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 is treated here as a nomen dubium and species 
incertae sedis.
Because Lampyris lacordairei Lacordaire, 1830 has remained almost completely overlooked 
(see above), Neave (1940) and, in particular, Bousquet & Bouchard (2013a) considered that 
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the genus Nyctocharis originally included no available species. The other two nominal taxa: 
Nyctocharis pennicornis Dejean and Nyctocharis phyllogaster Lacordaire, are in fact nomina 
nuda (see Dejean 1833, 1836, Sherborn 1922-1932).

However, from the context of Dejean’s catalogues (1833, 1836), the name 
lacordairei can be unambiguously associated with the nominal species (ICZN 1999: Art. 
12.2.5), as it represents the only Lampyridae bearing this specific epithet. Furthermore, 
Lacordaire (1830) explicitly attributes the species to Dejean as its author. According to 
Bousquet & Bouchard (2013b: 223), this corresponds to the typical case in which a species 
originally included in Dejean’s catalogues may be considered available. Finally, no other 
Lampyris lacordairei is listed in world catalogues (Olivier 1907, 1910, McDermott 1966, 
Keller 2024).

Diaphanes vitrifer (Walker, 1859) comb. nov., declinatio nov.

Lampyris vitrifera Walker, 1859a: 259. Loc. typ.: “Ceylon” (from title).
Lampyris vitrifera Walker, 1859b: 277 (reprint of 1861: 450). Loc. typ.: “Ceylon” (from title) nomen nudum.
[Lampyris vitrifera Gemminger & Harold 1869: 1648. Lampyris vitrifera J. E. Olivier 1907: 62 (incertae sedis), 72. 
Lampyris vitrifera J. E. Olivier 1910: 54 (incertae sedis), 68. Lampyris vitrifera (? Lychnuris) McDermott 1966: 123 
(incertae sedis), 148. Diaphanes vitrifera/Lampyris vitrifera Wijekoon et al. 2016: 70 (Table 1), 71, 74 (Appendix1 
and Appendix 2 as Lampyris vitrifera). Diaphanes vitrifera Wijekoon et al. 2021: 13 (Table- 02), 14 (Table- 03), 17, 
20 (Appendix 01). Diaphanes vitrifera/Lampyris vitrifera De Silva et al. 2024: 36, 37 (is unclear who transferred 
this species to Diaphanes; it is probably not formally nomenclatural). [Lampyris] vitrifera Keller 2024. Diaphanes 
vitrifera/Lampyris vitrifera Wijekoon & Wegiriya 2024: 135 (taxonomic status is doubtful)].

Note. The types of the species described by Walker were dispersed in the collections of 
Templeton, Layard and other researchers and in the British Museum or in the Museum of the 
East India Company (Walker 1859b). The latter institution was dissolved and the collections 
were dispersed in 1879 among various museums, of which the zoological ones were 
transferred to the British Museum of Natural History (= Natural History Museum in London) 
and to the Manchester Museum. In this latter, MMUE, Entomology, Manchester Museum, 
The University of Manchester, is present only a specimen of Diaphanes vitrifera collected 
in Ceylon in 1936 (Diana Arzuza pers. comm.). However, the Natural History Museum 
of London holds 12 specimens (Figs. 1-2), one of which has the original label Lampyris 
vitrifera and the label “type”, while the other eleven are attributed to Diaphanes vitrifera, 
and therefore very likely collected after the type. Wijekoon et al. (2016, 2021) recently found 
a single specimen of this species also in the collection (Sri Lankan firefly collection) of 
the Department of National Museums, Colombo, Sri Lanka, labeled as Diaphanes vitrifera. 
Therefore, Wijekoon & Wegiriya (2024) consider this taxon to be of doubtful taxonomic 
status and also for De Silva et al. (2024) the specimen is doubtful because the species is not 
correctly labeled Lampyris vitrifera as in Walker’s original description, just as it is not clear 
who transferred it in the collection to the genus Diaphanes (De Silva et al. 2024). Furthermore, 
Lampyris / Diaphanes vitrifera is not mentioned in Haly (1890), a work focused on beetles 
preserved in the Colombo Museum, Ceylon. Walker (1858, 1859a) described the Lampyridae 
species of Ceylon as belonging to the genera Harmatelia, Colopothia and Lampyris. The 
latter genus, however, is not present on this island (McDermott 1966). However, based on 
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Fig. 1. Lampyris vitrifera Walker, 1859. Type.
Fig. 2. Box in the Natural History Museum, London, with specimens of Diaphanes vitrifera (Walker, 1859).

the size, color, and morphology cited in the original description and the type seen in London, 
the species Lampyris vitrifera is clearly to be attributed to the genus Diaphanes Motschulsky, 
1853: Diaphanes vitrifer (Walker, 1859) comb. nov. (not formally made before). Since 
Lampyris and vitrifera are feminine, while Diaphanes is masculine, the mandatory change 
to vitrifer is necessary here. Diaphanes lutescens (Walker, 1858) from Sri Lanka (Keller 
2024) is particularly similar to Diaphanes vitrifera, and only an in-depth study of the still 
little-known Sri Lankan fauna will be able to verify differences and affinities.   

Lampyris macrophthalma [Drapiez, 1820]

[Photinus Macrophthalmus Laporte 1833: 152. Lampyris macrophthalma Motschulsky 1854: 41 (doubt it is a 
Photinus). Lampyris macrophthalma J. E. Olivier 1907: 62 (incertae sedis), 68. Lampyris macrophthalma J. E. 
Olivier 1910: 54 (incertae sedis), 63].

Note. None of the authors citing the species quote the original description work, and I 
personally have not found this species in P.A.J. Drapiez’s works. Olivier (1907, 19010) then 
reports, again without mentioning the work, that the species is from 1820, while Laporte 
(1833) considered it to be a Photinus, so perhaps he must have read in Drapiez’s paper (or 
in the label of a specimen?) that it came from the Americas. The eventual discovery of the 
description will be crucial; to date it appears to be a nomen nudum.
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Lampyris tenebrosa [Drapiez, 1820]

[Photinus Tenebrosa Laporte 1833: 153. Lampyris tenebrosa Motschulsky 1854: 42 (doubt it is a Photinus). Lampyris 
tenebrosa J. E. Olivier 1907: 62 (incertae sedis), 72. Lampyris tenebrosa J. E. Olivier 1910: 54 (incertae sedis), 67].

Note. None of the authors citing the species quote the original description work, and I 
personally have not found this species in P.A.J. Drapiez’s works. Olivier (1907, 19010) then 
reports, again without mentioning the work, that the species is from 1820, while Laporte 
(1833) considered it to be a Photinus, so perhaps he must have read in Drapiez’s paper (or 
in the label of a specimen?) that it came from the Americas. The eventual discovery of the 
description will be crucial; to date it appears to be a nomen nudum.

Luciola exigua (Gyllenhal, 1817)

Lampyris exigua Gyllenhal, 1817: 22. Loc. typ.: “Insula Solo maris Pacifici”. [“Dom. Osbeck. Mus. Schönherr”].
[Lampyris exigua Boisduval 1835: 130, 702 (reprint: 130, 691). Loc. typ.: “Ile Solo, dans l’océan Pacifique” 
[ridescription].

Note. The type locality has not been well defined and understood until now. McDermott 
(1966) hypothesized with doubt that it was Sula in the Moluccas (Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016a; 
Ballantyne et al. 2019). The type has not been found and the species is now considered 
incertae sedis (e.g., Ballantyne & Jusoh 2015, 2016a, 2016b, Ballantyne et al. 2019, Keller 
2024), and based solely on coloration is similar to Luciola ochracea (Ballantyne & Jusoh 
2016a, Ballantyne et al. 2019).
However, the type locality is certainly identifiable as the Sulu Archipelago in the Philippines 
(between Borneo and Mindanao), which in “1750-1850” was called Sooloo Archipelago (and 
the “sea” in front of it was called Sooloo Sea). The specimen most likely came from Jolo 
Island (or at least from one of the other two large islands of the archipelago: Basilan Island 
and Tawi-Tawi Island). With this my discovery, studying the fauna of the islands, Luciola 
exigua will therefore be easily classified taxonomically, recognizing the belonging to one of 
the various genera similar to Luciola present in the area.

Lampyris marginipennis Boisduval, 1835

Lampyris marginipennis (d’Urville) Boisduval, 1835: 126, 702 (reprint: 126, 691). Loc. typ.: “ile Waigiou”.
Lampyris marginipennis Guérin-Méneville 1838: 74. Loc. typ.: “Offak, terre des Papous” [redescription].

Note. In the text of Guérin-Méneville (1838: 5, 53 etc.) it is clearly evident that the type 
locality of Lampyris marginipennis is Offak: havre Offak, baie d’Offack in the Waigeo Island 
(= Fofak Harbor, Fofak Bay, Waigeo, Southwest Papua Province, Indonesia), where Dumont 
d’Urville landed, and not Mt. Arfak, New Guinea or unclear locality as in recent literature 
(Ballantyne & Lambkin 2009, Ballantyne & Jusoh 2016a, Ballantyne et al. 2019).With this 
clarification, researchers who will study the fauna of the island and the Fofak Bay, will be 
able to find similar specimens to the description of Lampyris marginipennis and probably 
taxonomically classified it, verifying any synonymies etc.



277

Lampyris serraticornis Boisduval, 1835

Lampyris serraticornis Boisduval, 1835: 124, 702 (reprint: 124, 691). Loc. typ.: “Nouvelle-Hollande”.
[Lampyris serraticornis Sherborn 1922-32: 5907. Lampyris serraticornis McDermott 1966: 123 (incertae sedis; 
? Vesta; locality: “Pacific Islands”), 145. Lampyris serraticornis Calder 1998: 173, 179 (incertae sedis). Lampyris 
serraticornis Ballantyne & Lambkin 2000: 73 (Species Incertae). Lampyris serraticornis Ballantyne & Jusoh 
2016b: 16 (Species Incertae). Lampyris/Luciola serraticornis Ballantyne et al. 2019: 151 (Table 28), 153 (species 
incertae sedis). [Lampyris] serraticornis: Keller 2024].

Note: The description corresponds perfectly to that of Pyrochroa serraticornis Fabricius, 
1775 (Fabricius 1775: 203), an author cited by Boisduval himself. The synonymy with 
Fabricius’ species has therefore been well known since at least 1869 (Gemminger & Harold 
1869: 1628). The species is therefore not a Lampyridae but a Lycidae: Trichalus serraticornis 
(Fabricius, 1775). The same applies to Lampyris haemorrhoidalis Boisduval, 1835 (Boisduval 
1835: 125), which from the description cannot be considered a Lampyridae.

Type species of Luciola, curiosity

Note. Interesting and singular that for Drapiez (1839) the genus Lampyris has two type 
species, and he first cites Lampyris noctiluca Linnaeus and then Lampyris italica Linnaeus (= 
Luciola italica). Drapiez had probably realised that the two species were very different, but 
the genus Luciola Laporte, 1833 had just been described (Laporte 1833) and he probably did 
not yet know it, also considering that obviously the drafting of the substantial dictionary took 
place well before 1839, the year of publication (Drapiez 1839). The description of Lampyris 
italica provided by Drapiez (1839) speaks of a red pronotum and does not mention any 
black spot (typical of Luciola italica), however he might have ignored it and in any case in 
those periods it was thought that in Italy there was only one species of “Luciola,” given that 
Luciola pedemontana ([Curtis], 1843), a species without a black pronotal spot, had not yet 
been described. Therefore, in my opinion, that of Drapiez (1839) cannot be considered as a 
misidentification.
Drapiez (1839): 256-257. Type species: “Lampyre d'Italie. Lampyris Italica, Lin., Oliv., 
Col. II, 28, 12”.
This is therefore a particular, bizarre and unusual case. Even if officially Luciola italica 
(Linnaeus, 1758) was designated by Drapiez as the (second) type species for another genus 
(Lampyris) and therefore not be a valid fixation because for the Code (ICZN 1999) it must be 
expressly included in it, this denotes for the umpteenth time how this taxon has always been 
(from 1839 to 2024-2025, therefore for 185-186 years), and must be considered, the type 
species of the genus Luciola. As has already been demonstrated several times by Fanti (2022, 
2024, 2025) and, erroneously, not accepted or hypothesized by Ballantyne et al. (2025) 
and Bouchard et al. (2024). Also, Nunes et al. (2026) continue to perpetuate the error of 
considering L. lusitanica (Charpentier, 1825) the type species of Luciola. This, besides being 
taxonomically and scientifically incorrect, also deceives editors and journals, as well as any 
non-specialist reviewers, who are not firefly scientists, since firefly specialists should at least 
be able to disallow the presence of these type of errors.
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Updates and information on Italian fireflies

Note. As with the neotype of Luciola lusitanica (Charpentier, 1825), proposed by Ballantyne 
et al. (2025) which is inappropriate and invalid according to the Code (Fanti 2025), the 
neotype of Luciola pedemontana ([Curtis], 1843), proposed by Nunes et al. (2026) is also 
inappropriate and invalid because, as already indicated and warned by Fanti (2025), the 
specific conditions foreseen by ICZN (1999) do not apply. It should only be established in 
exceptional cases and in response to highly significant taxonomic problems (ICZN 1999: Art. 
75., 75.2., 75.3., Yanega et al. 2018), while the species is well known and has an isolated and 
distinct biogeographic distribution. The lack of the holotype alone is not sufficient reason to 
establish a neotype (Yanega et al. 2018). Therefore, the neotype of Luciola pedemontana is 
invalid, and moreover it was not made following the recommendation of the Code (ICZN 
1999: Recommendation 75B., Fanti 2025: page 9).

Note. Fanti (2022) was the first to propose the history of the name Luciola pedemontana, 
of the describer Curtis and of the total lack of the type (Fanti 2025). The specimens present 
at the National Museum of Ireland - Natural History (Ireland), although not belonging to 
Luciola pedemontana, unlike what is indicated in Nunes et al. (2026), are to all intents and 
purposes to be referred to the Curtis collection, given that the information comes from the 
collections manager (Fanti 2022).

Note. Unlike what was indicated in Lagrotteria et al. (2026), the taxonomy of Italian fireflies 
had already been extensively revised in detail, based on the knowledge available up to 
that point, by Fanti (2022) and in particular regarding Lampyris plurihomonyma Fabrizio 
Fanti, 2022 and Lampyris somnambula A. Costa, 1874 there is no nomenclatural confusion 
at all. Lagrotteria et al. (2026) use synonyms and therefore old specific names for these 
two species, only because they have not yet been integrated into the IUCN works, but then 
consider Nyctophila J. E. Olivier, 1884 a subgenus of Lampyris Geoffroy, 1762 as proposed 
by Fanti (2022). However, this taxonomic act is also not implemented by IUCN. This is 
therefore an incorrect use of the taxonomy, which is regulated by the provisions of the ICZN 
(1999) and certainly not by IUCN. Furthermore, the International Commission does not 
accept the taxonomic acts such as Lagrotteria et al. (2026) claim, but are eventually refuted 
by researchers on the rigorous basis of the Code rules (ICZN 1999). Furthermore, the other 
studies indicated by Lagrotteria et al. (2026) use the old specific names simply because they 
were published before the work of Fanti (2022).

Note. It is noteworthy and I find it particular, if not disconcerting, that when analyzing the 
DNA barcoding - COI (Cytochrome Oxidase I) of species of the genus Luciola Laporte, 
1833 in Italy and Europe, the various working groups obtain very different results. Mori 
et al. (2025) found a genetic distance between Luciola lusitanica (Charpentier, 1825) and 
Luciola italica (Linnaeus, 1758) of 4.0%; between Luciola pedemontana ([Curtis], 1843) 
and Luciola italica of 3.7%, 3.9%, and 4.0%, respectively (depending on the three groups of 
Luciola pedemontana they identified), a genetic distance between Luciola lusitanica and the 
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Luciola pedemontana groups of 2.2%, 2.7%, and 3.1% (which in the same working group: 
Baratti et al. 2025, later becomes 2%) and in one group of Luciola pedemontana the genetic 
distance with Luciola italica and Luciola lusitanica is 3.9% and 3.1%, respectively, with a 
gap of only 0.8%.

According to De Angelis (2006), Luciola italica has an evolutionary and origin history 
that is very different and separate from that of the Luciola lusitanica species complex.

While, Nunes (2024) with the same type of DNA barcoding: COI has instead identified an 
extraordinary and surprising genetic diversity among the species of the lusitanica group, of a 
good 16.6% compared to the 2-3% found by Mori et al. (2025) and Baratti et al. (2025: “low 
intraspecific genetic variation”). The same notable genetic distance between the species, with 
studies on the COI, majority of luciferase gene and a vast distributional sample of specimens, 
had also been identified by Day et al. (2014).

Subsequently, in Nunes et al. (2026), examining specimens of a wider range than Mori et 
al. (2025), the distance between the four species: Luciola italica and the Luciola lusitanica 
complex, is from the previous 16.6% (Nunes 2024) to a range between 10.6% and 15% (11.6-
17% in the supplemental material).
Baratti et al. (2025) in the abstract consider Luciola pedemontana a sister taxon of L. italica, 
while in the same work, but in the poster, they consider Luciola italica, Luciola pedemontana, 
and Luciola lusitanica to be the same species. Mori et al. (2025) also do not support a distinct 
identity of these three taxa on the basis of DNA barcoding.

It is now established beyond any doubt that Luciola lusitanica, Luciola pedemontana, 
and Luciola mingrelica are a group of species quite distinct morphologically, genetically, 
and biogeographically (e.g., De Angelis 2006: erroneously misinterpreted as Luciola italica, 
De Cock et al. 2010, Day et al. 2014, Novák & De Cock 2017, Fanti 2022, Nunes et al. 
2022, Nunes 2024, Ballantyne et al. 2025, Nunes et al. 2026). It has been highlighted several 
times that even in some American genera genetic analyses have provided problematic data. 
Therefore, applied in this way, genetics has significant limitations in solving taxonomic 
problems, which are often already clear from “traditional” studies, and highlights the 
absolute need for morphological, biogeographical, and paleontological integration, as well 
as a specialization on Lampyridae. Even for other groups, such as fishes (e.g., Italian Cobitis) 
or reptiles (e.g., Vipera walser), genetic characters appear to be of little use for taxonomic 
purposes (Zerunian 2025), creating, as the well-known ichthyologist Zerunian (2025) rightly 
observes, “a small short circuit of methods, which first create and then call into question the 
discovery of a new species.”

Note. Regarding Luciola italica and Luciola pedemontana, the Po River (at least from Pavia 
Province to the mouth) is and has been a huge biogeographic barrier, an aspect first identified 
by Camerini (2022). The populations of Luciola pedemontana north of the Po: Bosco Fontana 
(Bonaduce & Sabelli 2004, 2006), Cologno al Serio (Duchen et al. 2020), Como e Monte 
Bisbino (Nunes et al. 2026) are considered here to be an accidental introduction (perhaps 
even ancient) due to earthworks, nursery gardening, or human activity rather than a natural 
expansion. From the Mantua area, it then expanded naturally into the neighboring areas of 
Veneto (Bertolini 1904, Porta 1929, Fanti 2021) and also in Trentino: Storo (Nunes et al. 
2026) and other localities.
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While, Luciola italica south of the Po River is found at the Campotto of Argenta (Fabbri et 
al. 2005) and in the Po Valley and Mesola, given the land bridges created by the mouth of the 
Po River, it could also have arrived naturally (e.g., fluvial sedimentation), but an accidental 
introduction is still very likely. The reports for Bologna-Paderno, Bologna Villa Ghigi, 
Eremo of Tizzano (Branchini et al. 2006, De Angelis 2006), in the vicinity of Porretta (Baudi 
1873b), Bologna (Bugnion 1916, 1921, 1929), Modenese (Bargagli 1872: with doubts about 
the species), are to be considered erroneous and should be referred to Luciola pedemontana, 
as well as the reports for Forlì, Villanova, Bussecchio, Farazzano, Spinello and Passo della 
Calla (Zangheri 1969), since I was able to see the specimens thanks to the courtesy of the 
Museum of Natural History of Verona.

Luciola pedemontana is therefore certainly introduced in the islands: Corsica and Sardinia 
(Fanti 2022) and I doubt that in these two islands the occurrence is the result of accidental 
introductions from localities of the Central Po River Valley: Castelletto di Branduzzo as 
reported by Lagrotteria et al. (2026) and Nunes et al. (2026), given that they are distant 
localities and belong to two different nations (France and Italy). If they really came from the 
same locality of the Po, one could only think of a voluntary introduction. It is also introduced 
in Sicily (Fanti 2022) as further demonstrated by the occasional findings in the Messina area 
and near Piana degli Albanesi (Lagrotteria et al. 2026), which are evidently not the result of 
a late Pleistocene colonization via land bridges as hypothesized by Lagrotteria et al. (2026). 
Furthermore, even in some islands: Ischia, Ponza, Ventotene, Zannone (Lagrotteria et al., 
2026) these are accidental (more likely) or voluntary introductions.

About Luciola mingrelica (Ménétriés, 1832) in Italy (Mori et al., 2026: poster) 
and Friuli Venezia Giulia - San Giuseppe della Chiusa - ciclopedonale (= cycle/pedestrian 
path), 2 males, 6.vii.2020, C. M. Legittimo leg., coll. Fanti (present work), it is most likely 
an accidental, if not even voluntary introduction, rather than an unlikely natural expansion 
from Croatia, considering that it has only gained notable prominence and notoriety among 
the citizens and the community of Trieste and its surroundings in the last few years (less than 
a decade).

Note. IUCN considered L. noctiluca (Linnaeus, 1758) as Near Threatened (Macadam et al. 
2024), but the species is extremely common, ubiquitous in various environmental contexts, 
and has an extremely vast distributional range (Kazantsev 2010, Fanti 2022, Macadam 
et al. 2024), which is the largest among all Lampyris Geoffroy, 1762 species, even if for 
African taxa we do not have well-known distribution data (Fanti & Parisi 2024). It is clear 
that like all insects, except for parasites and commensals of humans that exploit trade and 
human activities or constructions, it is in decline at least numerically. Therefore, Lampyris 
noctiluca has lower numbers than decades ago and is undergoing contractions (Duchen et 
al. 2022, Macadam et al. 2024). However, it is a very resilient species, over the centuries it 
has already undergone contractions, in fact for Duchen et al. (2022) it had a population size 
of ca. 300,000 individuals around 3 mya, one million individuals around 560,000 years ago, 
30,000 individuals at around 10,000 years ago with some signal of a population expansion 
starting 10,000 years ago until the present. While, for Catalán et al. (2025) the population 
sizes over the past 100,000 years, ranging from a high of 6,3 million individuals to a low of 
7,000 individuals, most likely severely affected by the last ice age.
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To date, the number is certainly several million individuals, also considering that in Italian 
agricultural areas, which are therefore transformed by man and not totally natural, dozens and 
dozens of specimens, if not more, thrive every 100 hectares (Fanti pers. obs.). Therefore, the 
species, unlike what is stated by IUCN (Macadam et al. 2024), does not currently have any 
level of threat at a global level. Therefore, the IUCN threat levels for this and other Italian 
species are much less realistic than the first red list of Italian Lampyridae present in Fanti 
(2022). Science is about transparency, and altering data or making it unrealistic undermines 
other, more important and necessary conservation projects and undermines the credibility of 
scientists.

Note. Mori et al. (2025: page 526) consider the presence in Italy of three species of Luciola: 
Luciola pedemontana ([Curtis], 1843), which for the authors was erroneously described by 
Motschulsky in 1853; Luciola lusitanica (Charpentier, 1825), and Luciola italica (Linnaeus, 
1758) which for the authors was described in 1767. When in reality there are only two taxa 
(Fanti 2022), in fact after Fanti (2022) it is very clear that Luciola pedemontana is the name 
to be assigned to the Italian population previously known as L. lusitanica, which instead is a 
Portuguese endemic with few citations for Spain (Fanti 2022, Nunes et al. 2026).

Note. Lampyris noctiluca (Linnaeus, 1758) is well known to be absolutely identical 
morphologically throughout its vast range (Kazantsev 2010, Constantin 2014, Bezborodov 
& Koshkin 2018, Fanti 2022), and it is not, as Baratti et al. (2025) say, carrying out genetic 
analyses, a species-complex: with one taxon in Finland, one in Sweden, one with a wider 
range (Austria, Germany, Denmark, United Kingdom) and with a population, however 
genetically differentiated from the latter, present in Slovenia (for the latter it could also be a 
mistaken identification with Lampyris zenkeri Germar, 1817).

Note. Baratti et al. (2025) with genetic analyses consider that there are two species of 
Phosphaenus hemipterus (Goeze, 1777) in Europe: Phosphaenus hemipterus sp. 1 and 
Phosphaenus hemipterus sp. 2, one taxon of which is present in Germany and the other 
in Finland and Italy. This appears to be absolutely unsustainable from a biogeographical 
and morphological point of view. In fact, I have personally studied and extracted specimens 
of Phosphaenus hemipterus from Italy, Luxembourg and Germany and they are absolutely 
identical.

Note. Lamprohiza foliacea Baudi, 1872 is described on a male reported by Gené from 
Sardinia (Baudi 1872, 1873a, Fanti 2022). Subsequently, the species has not been found 
again (Fanti 2022, Lagrotteria et al. 2026). It should be noted that the genus Lamprohiza 
is also absent from nearby Corsica (Olivier 1884, Fanti 2022) and Sicily (Fanti 2022) and 
given the biology, biogeography and ecology of the genus, any future discovery on these 
islands, as with Luciola, should be considered an accidental or even deliberate introduction. 
Lagrotteria et al. (2026) consider the species probably extinct, but this is impossible since it is 
considered here to be an introduction or a labeling error and, in particular, other Lamprohiza 
species have not been significantly affected by climate change and human activity, and these 
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problems are not significantly encountered in Sardinia, particularly in its high-altitude areas, 
where some taxa of the genus Lamprohiza tend to occur. Giuseppe Gené visited Sardinia 
on four exploratory trips between 1833 and 1838 and was Professor of Zoology at the 
University of Turin and co-director of the Royal Museum of Natural History from 1831 
(the type of Lamprohiza foliacea is now preserved in Turin Museum of Natural History). 
Lamprohiza foliacea was described twenty-five years after Gené’s death, therefore a labeling 
error is extremely likely. The specific differences (Baudi 1872, 1873a, Porta 1929) in fact fall 
perfectly within the variability of Lamprohiza splendidula, of which Lamprohiza foliacea is 
here synonymized:
Lamprohiza splendidula (Linnaeus, 1767)
= Lamprohiza foliacea Baudi, 1872 syn. nov.

Note. Lampyris fuscata Geisthardt, 1987. New data. Emilia Romagna: San Benedetto in 
Alpe, 1 male and 2 larvae, coll Fanti; San Benedetto in Alpe - Rio Canetole with a label 
reporting Tuscany, coll. Bergamo Museum (Fanti 2022). Distribution. Emilia Romagna: at 
least part of the province of Forlì-Cesena and probably present in other provinces near the 
Tuscan border (present work), Tuscany, Marche, Umbria, Lazio, Abruzzo, Molise and Apulia 
(Fanti 2022), Basilicata (Fanti 2024).

Note. It’s difficult for me to trace the first “notti delle lucciole / lucciolate,” which were likely 
organized sporadically in the late 1980s and early 1990s by WWF Italy in various oases 
with dedicated evenings. The most reliable and consistent event so far, however, is the one 
begun in 1996 (with the environment already restored in the early 1990s) at Bosco della Bria 
(Binasco, MI), by the “Associazione Ambiente, Salute e Alimentazione, Binasco - Castello 
Visconteo” (D’Orsi 2019, Frost 2025, G. Camerini pers. comm.). Subsequently, from this 
and other initiatives, firefly nights followed one another and sprung up throughout the Italian 
peninsula.
While the first and most interesting national monitoring of Italian fireflies is, undoubtedly, 
the one proposed in May 2020 by Giuseppe Camerini on his website lampyridae.it, hoping 
that this beautiful initiative can receive funding and the right attention from the institutions.

DISCUSSION

An Australian species of firefly (family Lampyridae Rafinesque, 1815) currently known 
as Aquilonia costata (Lea, 1921) and characterised by brown elytra with blackish tips, had 
in fact already been described on the basis of specimens from various nineteenth-century 
scientific expeditions (Boisduval 1835, Guérin 1838, Le Guillou 1844). Boisduval (1835) 
described various species of Lampyridae from Oceania, on the basis of specimens present 
in the National Museum of Natural History (MNHN) of Paris, France, but also simply 
reporting the descriptions of previous authors. The lack of information on the types and 
old studies on these described species has led over the years to an inability to classify them 
taxonomically with precision. This paper resolves some of these cases and provides more 
detailed information for future new research, however there still remain some taxa to be 
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studied with new findings and with historical studies on the expeditions that collected these 
specimens. Furthermore, Boisduval (1835) “redescribes” in a less detailed way some of the 
species present in Guérin (1838), however his work, due to the various vicissitudes that were 
evidently the order of the day at that time, was published earlier. Finally, other taxonomical 
cases by Dejean, Montrouzier, Walker, Lacordaire, etc. and some updates on Italian fireflies 
have been resolved or given attention, in order to streamline and resolve the taxonomy, which 
had remained neglected for too long.
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