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 Hesperiidae
Thymelicus leoninus leoninus  (Butler, 1878)

Parnara guttata  guttata  (Bremer et Grey, 1852)
Notocrypta curvifascia curvifascia  (C. et R.Felder, 1862)

 Papilionidae
Byasa alcinous alcinous (Klug, 1836)

Graphium  sarpedon nipponum  (Fruhstorfer, 1903) 2
Papilio machaon hippocrates C. et R.Felder, 1864 2

Papilio xuthus Linnaeus, 1767 1
Papilio demetrius Stoll, [1782] 2

Papilio memnon thunbergii von  Siebold, 1824 1
Papilio helenus nicconicolens  Butler, 1881 3

Papilio bianor dehaanii C. et R.Felder, 1864 3
Papilio maackii Menetries, 1858 3

  Pieridae
Eurema mandarina  (de l'Orza, 1869) 2

Eurema laeta betheseba  (Janson, 1878) 1
Colias erate poliographus Motschulsky, 1860 2

Anthocharis scolymus  Butler, 1866 2
Pieris (Artogeia) rapae crucivora Boisduval, 1836 1

Pieris (Artogeia) melete melete  Menetries, 1857 2
Lycaenidae

Narathura japonica (Murray, 1875) 2
Lycaena phlaeas  daimio  (Matsumura, 1919) 1

Zizeeria maha argia (Menetries, 1857) 1
Celastrina argiolus ladonides  (de l'Orza, 1869) 2

Everes argiades hellotia (Menetries, 1857) 2
Curetis acuta paracuta de  Niceville, 1901 2

 Libytheinae
Libythea celtis celtoides Fruhstorfer, [1909] 2

 Nymphalidae
Argyreus hyperbius hyperbius  (Linnaeus, 1763) 1

Neptis sappho intermedia  W.B.Pryer, 1877 2
Araschnia burejana strigosa  Butler, 1866 2

Polygonia c-aureum c-aureum (Linnaeus, 1758) 2
Kaniska canace nojaponicum  (vonSiebold, 1824) 2

Cynthia cardui (Linnaeus, 1758) 2
Vanessa indica  (Herbst, 1794) 2

Cyrestis thyodamas mabella  Fruhstorfer, 1898 2
Apatura metis substituta  Butler, 1873 2

Satyrinae
Ypthima argus Butler, 1866 2

Ypthima motschulskyi niphonica  Murayama, 1969 3
Minois dryas bipunctata  (Motschulsky, 1860) 2

Lethe diana diana  (Butler, 1866) 3
Melanitis phedima oitensis Matsumura, 1919 3
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Environmental Evaluation by Butterfly Communities     
in and around Oita University 

NAGANO, Masahiro and NAKASHIMA, Kentaro 

Abstract 

To evaluate the natural environment of Dannoharu campus of Oita 
University, we investigated butterfly communities by route census 
surveys in and around the University from April to November in 2011. 
Eighteen census routes were in the university grounds where there were 
buildings, parking lots, sports grounds, grass-land and forest. A further 
four routes were in the Sumitoko district, a  traditional rural landscape 
with paddy fields, vegetable farms and forest. Five more routes were in 
the Takae district, an emergent residential area with some mini parks. 
After some analysis, Three to six adjoining routes were treated as one 
site on account of similarity of landscape and distance from forest.  

In the total survey, 39 species and 1402 individuals were recorded. 
The dominant species in all routes was one of Lycaena phlaeas daimio or 
Zizeeria maha argia or Eurema hecabe. These species indicate urban or 
residential areas which are affected strongly by humans. As a result of 
analysis by Scheffe’s test, the Sumitoko site is significantly higher in the 
number of individuals, species richness and environmental index 
(Sunose,1993) than other sites. No significant difference was shown 
between every other site. The environmental index value indicated that 
the Sumitoko site was rural, but the environments of the other sites 
were indicated as residential areas or parks. 

Therefore, although Oita University has large green areas and 
seemed to be a good natural environment, it is hard to conclude from the 
analysis of butterfly communities that it is a good natural environment. 
Probably, the causes of this can be attributed to increase of invasive 
plants and the decrease of native plants. Thus, we need integrated 
management of the natural environment; in particular, we need to 
attach importance to the expulsion of invasive plants, the conservation 
of native plants, and the revivification and utilization of traditional 
rural ecosystems. 

  
Key words Butterfly, Biological indicator, Biological diversity, 

Environmental evaluation, Environmental education 




