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Identification of Red-mantled
Rosefinch and Blyth’s Rosefinch

Raffael Ayé & Manuel Schweizer

Until very recently, Blyth’s Rosefinch Carpodacus
grandis (hereafter grandis) was considered a sub-
species of Red-mantled Rosefinch C rhodochlamys
(hereafter rhodochlamys) by most authors (eg, Demen-
tiev & Gladkov 1954, Ali & Ripley 1974, Clement et al
1993, Grimmett et al 1998). Some early authors, like
Zarudnyi (1913) and Korovin (1934), treated them as
separate species, a view recently also supported by
Stepanyan (2003) and Rasmussen & Anderton (2005).
The decision to lump the two taxa was based on their
strong similarity, on some birds with apparently inter-
mediate characters and on their (presumed) allopatric
distribution. Grandis is distributed from the western
Himalayas to the vicinity of the Fergana valley in the
border area of Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan,
while rhodochlamys is distributed from the Fergana
region and the Kashgar region, western China, to
Mongolia. The exact distribution of the two taxa in
several regions, especially around Fergana is disputed
and it is not known whether they occur sympatrically

in that region. In the absence of reliable data on sym-
patric occurrence and in view of the rather distinct
morphology and differences in vocalizations, we fol-
low Stepanyan (2003; followed by Dickinson 2003) as
well as Rasmussen & Anderton (2005) and treat them
as separate species.

The differences between the two species have been
poorly represented in the identification literature.
Descriptions are apparently mainly based on skins al-
though, unfortunately, differences most obvious in the
field are difficult to see on skins. Most authors focused
on differences in general plumage tone and in the
intensity of streaking — both in adult males. However,
both characters are individually variable and highly
dependent on the stage of plumage wear and of light
conditions in the field. Furthermore, many authors fail-
ed to make clear which colour standard they applied, if
they applied any at all. Most authors claimed that
females and first-year males of these species are very
similar and inseparable on plumage characters and can

284 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, adult male, Greater Almaty Lake, Trans-Ili
Alatau, Kazakhstan, 31 May 2003 (Aurélien Audevard). Adult male rhodochlamys typically shows only faint super-
cilium joining glossy forehead.

[Dutch Birding 28: 201-213, 2006]
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Identification of Red-mantled Rosefinch and Blyth’s Rosefinch

only be identified by structure and measurements. To
our knowledge, Rasmussen & Anderton (2005) were
the first to point out that also female-type birds differ in
plumage.

The poor descriptions and illustrations of both spe-
cies (but especially of rhodochlamys) made it impos-
sible to separate them and led to confusion with other
species as well. Spotted Great Rosefinch C severtzovi
occurs sympatrically with both species and is a poten-
tial pitfall, especially for rhodochlamys. White-browed
Rosefinch C thura and Streaked Great Rosefinch
C rubicilloides also occur in the same region as
grandis. In this paper, we describe the appearance of
rhodochlamys and grandis under field conditions. We
focus on the separation of these two similar taxa but
also provide clues to differentiate them from other spe-
cies. We hope that this will help to solve the many
open questions on their distribution outlined below.
A better understanding of the identification of the two
taxa will also contribute to clarify the potential inter-
breeding in the regions where their distribution ranges
meet or overlap, and ultimately their taxonomic status.

Material and methods

This paper is based on studies of rhodochlamys in
Kyrgyzstan in July 2004 (Ala Archa in the Kyrgyz range,
Ktingoj-Alatoo and Alai range, by Raffael Ayé and
Manuel Schweizer) and in Kazakhstan in June 2005
(Trans-1li Alatau in the Almaty region, by RA and MS),
of grandis in Tajikistan in January, May and December
2005 (two sites in the Hissar — or Gissar — range, by
RA) and June 2005 (Turkestan range, by RA and MS),
and in Uzbekistan in May 2006 (Zaamain National
Park, Turkestan range, by MS), as well as on the study
of numerous photographs. In addition, a few 100 skins
were examined in the collections of the Zoological
Institute in Almaty, Kazakhstan, the Zoological Institute
of Tashkent, Uzbekistan, and of the Natural History
Museum (NHM) in Tring, England. Differences observ-
ed in the field were cross-checked on the skins, first on
those collected in the centres of the respective ranges
during the breeding season and only later on speci-
mens from the region of potential contact. For colour
descriptions, we used Smithe (1975).

Recordings for the sonagrams were made with a
Telinga Pro 5 microphone coupled with a parabolic
reflector and a Sharp MD recorder. Sonagrams were
produced with the Software Raven 1.2.1 (Cornell Lab
of Ornithology, Bioacoustics Research Program, Ithaca,
New York). We were able to compare our own record-
ings with recordings from northern Pakistan provided
by Ben King.

Identification

Structure and bare parts

Grandis has a longer wing and a shorter tail than rho-
dochlamys (Gavrilov 1974). The longer wing of grandis
results in a longer primary projection (75% compared
with 60% in rhodochlamys — see plate 289, 291, 293
and 298), which can be assessed under field conditions

202

with some experience. However, variation urges a lot
of caution with this character.

The two taxa differ in bill shape. Rhodochlamys has
a slightly deeper and shorter bill on average, although
this is subject to variation (Gavrilov 1974, Roberts
1992). Because the bill is deeper and shorter, it is clear
that the culmen must be steeper, on average, as well; in
extreme rhodochlamys, the culmen is almost equally
convex all over its length (see plate 295). A majority of
rhodochlamys, however, has the central area only
slightly convex (plate 293). In grandis, the bill is
straighter, more conical. In the central part, the culmen
is completely straight in typical birds or may even have
a narrow concave area which gives a straight impres-
sion overall (plate 285). On other birds, it is slightly
convex all over the length and, in one bird from
Baluchistan, the bill was as strongly convex as on typi-
cal rhodochlamys. We have not encountered any rho-
dochlamys with a completely straight or even concave
culmen. With the necessary care, bill shape is a useful
identification clue for the two taxa, in combination
with other features.

Rasmussen (2005) pointed out that grandis has a
stronger contrast between the pale lower and the dark
horn-coloured upper mandible. To us, these differences
did not seem obvious or consistent enough to be useful
for identification.

Plumage

Adult male

The most consistent differences between the two taxa
are found in the head pattern. Grandis has a slightly
narrower and more whitish supercilium (not as pinkish
or even with a hue of wine-red as in some rhodochla-
mys — see plate 285 and 290-293). The difference is
slight but, still, grandis shows an appreciably more
contrasting supercilium. There are four reasons why the
supercilium is less clear-cut in rhodochlamys: 1 there is
a band of silvery-white feather tips across the forehead
(see below), joining the supercilia in front of the eye;
2 the supercilium is broader and the border to the
crown is therefore normally seen from a flatter angle in
the field and therefore appears less clear-cut; 3 the
supercilium is more pinkish than whitish; and 4 the
supercilium matches the vinaceous gloss on the crown
quite well in colour. These differences are at times con-
cealed by large light-dependent (but less individual)
variation. In both species, the supercilium is less pro-
nounced when the head is in shadow compared with
direct sunlight. However, if the bird has been seen well
and under different angles, then the features are very
useful for identification, because there is hardly any
individual variation. In both taxa, the supercilium is
more easily seen behind the eye than in front of the
eye. Under some light conditions (especially in frontal
view), the supercilium in grandis is well set-off in front
of the eye, and a narrow central crown-stripe reaching
down to the base of the bill can be seen — a pattern
never observed in rhodochlamys because it has a band
of silvery-white feather tips across the whole forehead



Identification of Red-mantled Rosefinch and Blyth’s Rosefinch

rhodochlamys

grandis

ot A i o

FIGURE 1 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys and Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths
Roodmus C grandis (Manuel Schweizer). Top left male rhodochlamys, top right female rhodochlamys. Bottom left
male grandis, bottom right female grandis.
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Identification of Red-mantled Rosefinch and Blyth’s Rosefinch

(compare plate 287-288 and 292). This band typically L g
is ¢ 0.5 cm broad but can be narrower. However, a few
grandis show a narrow (less than 2 mm) and weak
band of silvery-white just above the bill also in the
centre of the forehead. Single whitish feathers higher
on the forehead also occurred in one grandis in the
skin collection of the NHM in Tring.

The crown of both species is overall warm sepia
(colour 221A in Smithe 1975) — in rhodochlamys with
a tendency to maroon (colour 31 in Smithe 1975), and
in grandis with a tendency to natal brown (colour 219A
in Smithe 1975). However, there is not much difference
in colour although, as mentioned above, the feathers
have a strong vinaceous gloss (colour 3 in Smithe
1975) in rhodochlamys. Therefore, they may seem
bright vinaceous in this taxon, whereas grandis — lack-
ing this gloss almost completely — seems much drabber
and often slightly darker on the crown.

Similar to the supercilium, also the silvery-white
feather tips on the cheek are slightly more pink or
vinaceous and slightly less obvious in rhodochlamys
(compare plate 286-287 with 289 and 292). The more
pronounced gloss on the crown in rhodochlamys is
also present on the eye-stripe. Together this results in a
less contrasting head pattern.

Numerous slight differences in basic colour have
been described between the two taxa. In absence of a
colour standard, however, these specifications do often
not become very clear and even seem contradictory.

291 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus

We think that calling rhodochlamys ‘brighter’ is mis-
leading, because grandis can be quite pale and inten-
sively coloured in pinkish and even visibly orange

grandis, adult male, Ladakh, India, July 2004 (Daniel
Matti). Typical bird showing strong and sharply demar-
cated supercilium, strong white marking on cheek and

colour tones. In the numerous skins, we found extra-
ordinary variation in underpart coloration of both taxa
and, also in the field, we could not detect any con-
sistent differences. As far as the upperparts are con-
cerned, we prefer to call male rhodochlamys ‘richer’

rather long primary projection.

285 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus grandis, adult male, Takob, Hissar range, Tajikistan, May 2005
(Raffael Ayé). Separated from rhodochlamys by conspicuous supercilium well demarcated from very dark central
crown and by culmen being slightly concave on this bird.

286 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus grandis, adult male, with Common Rosefinch / Roodmus
C erythrinus, adult male, Obburdan pass, Turkestan range, northern Tajikistan, June 2005 (Raffael Ayé). Common
Rosefinch is clearly smaller and has different colour tone. Prominence of supercilium is somewhat light dependent
also in grandis but much less so than in rhodochlamys. It is weaker than in typical grandis but still stronger than
normally seen on rhodochlamys.

287 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus grandis, adult male, Obburdan pass, Turkestan range, northern
Tajikistan, June 2005 (Raffael Ayé). Adult male grandis in front view shows strong contrast between glossy silvery-
pink supercilium and central forehead which is hardly glossy.

288 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, adult male, Greater Almaty Lake, Trans-Ili
Alatau, Kazakhstan, June 2005 (Raffael Ayé). Typical bird, showing hardly discernible contrast between supercilium
and central crown, which is appreciably glossy. Forecrown concolorous with supercilium. In grandis, supercilium
is sharply demarcated from crown.

289 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, adult male, Ala Archa, Kyrgyz range,
Kyrgyzstan, July 2003 (Tobias Roth). Rhodochlamys typically has rather uniform vinaceous face lacking con-
spicuous supercilium and has, on average, shorter primary projection than grandis.

290 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, adult male, Ala Archa, Kyrgyz range,
Kyrgyzstan, July 2005 (Tom Lindroos). Rhodochlamys hardly shows discernible supercilium if face is in shadow
(cf plate 285). Culmen on this bird not as convex as on most rhodochlamys.
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292-293 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, adult male, Greater Almaty Lake, Trans-
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Ili Alatau, Kazakhstan, June 2005 (Raffael Ayé). Depending on light conditions, male rhodochlamys can show rather

strong supercilium. However, it is poorly set off against glossy-vinaceous crown and joins area of silvery-white feather

tips on forecrown. Note relatively short primary projection. Comparison of both plates demonstrates strong light
dependence of visibility of supercilium. Seen in profile, this bird also illustrates convex shape of culmen (plate 293).

vinaceous, rather than brighter. More specifically, it has
a rich vinaceous-pink hue (colour 212C in Smithe
1975) to the army-brown mantle (colour 219B in
Smithe 1975), whereas in grandis, this hue is rather
cinnamon-drab (colour 219C in Smithe 1975). Thus,
the mantle seems more brownish (slightly rufous-
brown) in the latter taxon, and, in some individuals, the
lower nape and upper mantle show obvious orange
feather edges, which we never observed in rhodochla-
mys. In fresh plumage (moult is in August-September
on the skins in Almaty and Tring), greyish fringes to
these feathers make the birds seem much drabber and
colder in coloration. Therefore, only birds in a similar
stage of plumage wear should be compared. On skins,
the dark shaft-streaks on mantle and crown are clearly
more blackish, on average narrower, and a bit more
sharply set off the peripheral part of the feathers in rho-
dochlamys compared with grandis, where the streaking
is more brownish and diffuse. However, we have been
unable to recognize these differences under field con-
ditions. The rump and lower back are unmarked
vinaceous in rhodochlamys. In grandis, these areas are
very variable — either paler with a slight tinge of
orange, or visibly brownish (again a slightly rufous tone
of brown) and then rather darker than in rhodo-
chlamys.
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Female and immature

In contradiction to the published information, females
of the two taxa are not more difficult to identify than
males. Female-type rhodochlamys are rather dark,
drab, and uniformly streaked birds. The head in parti-
cular is dark ashy-brown and featureless (plate 294-
295). Grandis has a paler head and shows a conspi-
cuous whitish supercilium streaked very finely dark
and reaching from close to the bill base to far behind
the eye (plate 298). This supercilium can be seen from
far away and its appearance is — in contrast with the
supercilium of males — hardly light dependent. In all
the skins we studied, we did not find a single one
showing a head pattern similar to the other taxon. It is
therefore surprising that this difference remained unde-
scribed for so long.

The underparts are a bit paler and slightly more con-
trastingly streaked in grandis, on average, but the differ-
ence is slight. Towards the throat, the more diffuse dark
streaks on pale background of rhodochlamys often look
like narrow whitish streaks on grey-brown background
(plate 294), an impression only sometimes seen in
grandis. In this taxon, however, the streaks can be
stronger in the malar region forming a hint of a malar
stripe, an impression more rarely seen in rhodochla-
mys.
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Separation from other Carpodacus species

The head pattern and especially the supercilium can be
so inconspicuous in male rhodochlamys that some
observers have misidentified it as male Spotted Great
Rosefinch, something we have witnessed twice.
Whoever is familiar with either of the two species, will
probably not make this error, though. lIllustrations of
male rhodochlamys are rare in the literature, however.
Most concern grandis showing a very strong super-
cilium and generally a strong head pattern (eg, Grim-

mett et al 1998, Kazmierczak & van Perlo 2000) and
the male rhodochlamys depicted in Clement et al
(1993) shows a supercilium which is atypically con-
spicuous. Male Spotted Great, however, never shows
even a trace of a supercilium and the head is heavily
spotted white with spotting even obvious in worn
plumage. From behind, the uniformly beige-brown
mantle also easily identifies Spotted Great from the
streaked and discernibly vinaceous-brown rhodochla-
mys. Be aware that Caucasian Great Rosefinch C rubi-

294 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, female-type, Ala Archa, Kyrgyz range,
Kyrgyzstan, July 2005 (Kari Hataja). Female-type rhodochlamys is identified primarily by complete lack of super-
cilium on uniformly dark grey-brown head. Note that throat seems dark with pale streaking rather than the reverse,
and also note short-winged and long-tailed impression. 295 Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus
rhodochlamys, female-type, Greater Almaty Lake, Trans-Ili Alatau, Kazakhstan, August 2005 (Tobias Roth). Female-
type rhodochlamys showing typical uniform dark head side and strikingly decurved bill. 296 Red-mantled
Rosefinch / Roze Roodmus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, female-type, Greater Almaty Lake, Trans-li Alatau,
Kazakhstan, August 2005 (Tobias Roth). Female-type rhodochlamys is identified from Spotted Great Rosefinch
C severtzovi by much shorter primary projection, strong and contrasting streaking on flanks and mantle and even
less visible supercilium.
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cilla (formerly lumped with Spotted Great Rosefinch,
but see Rasmussen (2005) and Rasmussen & Anderton
(2005)) lacks whitish spots on the crown and can show
reddish-toned upperparts (see, eg, Dutch Birding 27:
246, plate 302-303, 2005).

Females rhodochlamys are also rather similar to
females of Spotted Great Rosefinch. However, female
Spotted Great has the mantle only very faintly streaked,
not with coarse and black-brown streaks as rhodochla-
mys (cf plate 296 and 300). Also the flank is more finely
and more diffusely streaked in Spotted Great, and can
give an impression of being generally whitish from a
distance (plate 299). In fact, Spotted Great can — unlike
rhodochlamys — show a faint supercilium, which is nar-
row, pale brownish rather than whitish as in grandis,
and mostly only visible behind the eye (plate 300). Most
importantly, Spotted Great shows a primary projection
of almost 100% while in rhodochlamys it is ¢ 60%
(plate 296 and 299-300). The closed wing is more con-
trastingly patterned in Spotted Great with a pale wing-
panel on the basal half of the secondaries and a second
one on the primaries (next to the emarginations). In rho-
dochlamys, only the latter panel is present.

Females grandis are very similar to females of the
sympatric Himalayan subspecies of Streaked Great
Rosefinch C rubicilloides lucifer. The latter, however,
have a weaker supercilium, the cheek is more strongly
streaked and the legs are darker (Rasmussen &
Anderton 2005).

Females of the western subspecies of Himalayan
White-browed Rosefinch C thura blythi are superficially
similar to female grandis but are smaller, with a much
narrower bill. The supercilium is more contrastingly toned
buffish, the lower throat and the breast have a buffish
wash and the blackish-streaked rump is yellowish-olive.

297 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus

grandis, female-type, Ladakh, India, July 2004 (Daniel

Matti). Like in adult males, supercilium of female-type

grandis is rather long. Note distinct dark streaking on
underparts.

298 Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus Carpodacus grandis, female-type, Obburdan pass, Turkestan range, north-

ern Tajikistan, June 2005 (Raffael Ayé). Very much as adult male, female-type grandis also shows conspicuous and

well demarcated pale supercilium. This is the most important plumage feature in female-type birds, with other

differences compared with rhodochlamys being very slight and variable, like the slightly paler base colour and
seemingly more blackish streaking on underparts.
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299 Spotted Great Rosefinch / Severtzovs Grote
Roodmus Carpodacus severtzovi, female-type, Bash
Gumbez, eastern Pamir, Tajikistan, July 2004 (Raffael
Ayé). Female-type Spotted Great Rosefinch has long
primary projection and only faint streaking on mantle
and flank. Also note strong pale wing-panel on bases of
secondaries.

Females Himalayan Beautiful Rosefinch C pulcherri-
mus could potentially also be confused with female
grandis but the former is much smaller (even smaller
than Himalayan White-browed Rosefinch) and relative-
ly longer tailed, smaller billed and more prominently
streaked overall, especially on the upperparts (Rasmus-
sen & Anderton 2005).

Presumed intermediates

Vaurie (1956) reported that six of the 25 males of rho-
dochlamys available to him from Russian Turkestan
lacked the band of silvery-white feather tips on the
forehead or had only a suggestion of it, while three of
the 12 males of grandis available showed a suggestion
of it (the other nine were not mentioned and presum-
ably typical regarding forehead coloration). He further
explained that he did not consider these individuals as
intermediate in a strict sense but that they still suggest-
ed interbreeding. We have not seen any specimens that
we consider intermediate between the two species,
neither in the field nor in the collections in Almaty and
Tring.

300 Spotted Great Rosefinch / Severtzovs Grote

Roodmus Carpodacus severtzovi, female-type, Jelondy,

western Pamir, Tajikistan, July 2005 (Raffael Ayé).

Female-type Spotted Great Rosefinch shows faint,

beige supercilium behind eye, primary projection

almost equalling visible length of tertials, and obvious
pale wing-panel on bases of secondaries.

Vocalizations

Call

Further important differences between the two taxa
exist in vocalizations. Rhodochlamys has a nasal,
downslurred and then upslurred call described as
jeEawEEt by Rasmussen & Anderton (2005). The exist-
ence of a second nasal call was pointed out to us by
Magnus Robb of The Sound Approach (in litt). It starts
slightly falling, then rises to a peak and falls rapidly at
the end. The final downslur can be missing, however.
Such calls have not been described for grandis. A third
call of rhodochlamys is a rather short and squeezed
kweeo, slightly upslurred at the beginning, then slightly
falling towards the end with rather strong overtones
(figure 2). A similar call could be heard from grandis
both in flight and from perched birds. In addition, gran-
dis has a characteristic much longer and to our ear
higher-pitched whistling call, which is described by
Rasmussen & Anderton (2005) as a wheezy, upslurred
then downslurred skWEEUuu that dies away. This
description is based on a recording by Ben King from
Pakistan and we have heard the same call in Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan both in winter and spring (figure 3).
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FIGURE 2 Call of Red-mantled Rosefinch / Roze Rood-
mus Carpodacus rhodochlamys, male, Greater Almaty
Lake, Trans-lli Alatau, Kazakhstan, 7 June 2005 (Manuel
Schweizer). Rather short and nasal kweeo, slightly
upslurred at beginning, then slightly falling towards end.

Such a call is not known from rhodochlamys (pers obs;
Poleg Belyalov pers comm, Edward Gavrilov pers
comm, Fiodor Karpov pers comm, Ikar Borodikhin pers
comm). Furthermore, Roberts (1992), supposedly refer-
ring to grandis, describes a flight call: ‘Flight call is a
rather metallic toned twitter or bi-syllabic twit-twit'.
Whether a similar or identical call exists in rhodochla-
mys is not known to us.

Song: do grandis and rhodochlamys have one?

A controversy surrounds the question of song in grandis
and rhodochlamys. Some Carpodacus rosefinches are
persistent singers with attractive songs (eg, Common
Rosefinch C erythrinus), others sing only infrequently
or apparently have no true song or only simple notes
which may serve as song (Clement et al 1993,
Rasmussen & Anderton 2005). Defining song is rather
difficult as there can be a continuum of increasing
complexity between calls and songs (Langmore 1998).
If complexity is regarded as the key factor for defining
the differences between song and calls, then both —
grandis and rhodochlamys — probably lack a song.
Even very simple vocalizations, however, can adopt the
classical functions of a song, ie, mate attraction or dis-
crimination, mate guarding and territory defence.
Therefore, it seems to us a matter of definitions whether
grandis and rhodochlamys really lack a song. Even if
song is defined through its complexity, both species
actually might have a song. Roberts (1992) referring to
grandis writes: ‘The song is rather feeble for the size of
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FIGURE 3 Call of Blyth’s Rosefinch / Blyths Roodmus

Carpodacus grandis, female-type, Obburdan pass,

Turkestan range, Tajikistan, 16 June 2005 (Manuel

Schweizer). Rather long and high-pitched whistling

call, wheezy and upslurred at beginning, then down-
slurred and dying away.

the bird both in volume and variety and consists of a
series of rather short wheezy chirps and twits inter-
spersed with single noted squeaky whistles’. Demen-
tiev & Gladkov (1954) write: ‘Spring songs of males,
still within zone of winter quarters, were first recorded
by Dolgushin on February 20’. Fiodor Karpov (pers
comm) and lkar Borodikhin (pers comm) both reported
having heard a rather complex and pleasant, subdued
warble from rhodochlamys on one occasion each in
mid March (on wintering grounds) and mid May (in the
breeding area). The low volume of these vocalizations
and the winter context suggest it is a subsong. Clearly,
the question whether the two species have a true song
is not solved definitely yet.

Distribution

World distribution
The distribution of the two species is poorly known.
Both are rather local or scarce birds in their distribution
range, restricted to mountain habitats during the breed-
ing season and performing only limited (altitudinal)
migration (Dementiev & Gladkov 1954, Ali & Ripley
1974, Gavrilov 2000). Rhodochlamys breeds from
northern Mongolia west-south-west over the Tarbagatai
and Dzungarian ranges to the Tien Shan as well as
from the Kashgar region to the western Kunlun Shan
(Dementiev & Gladkov 1954, Vaurie 1956, Gavrilov
1974). Whether it occurs in the Russian and Kazakh
Altai is disputed. The type locality was placed in the
Altai by its finder von Brandt (von Brandt 1843) — but
this is now mostly considered erroneous (Dementiev &
Gladkov 1954, Vaurie 1956, Gavrilov 1974). There do
not seem to be any definite breeding-season records
from this area (Oleg Belyalov pers comm, Edward
Gavrilov pers comm).

Grandis occurs in the western Himalayas (where it
was first described in the region of Simla by Blyth
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(1849)), in the Karakoram, in the Hindu Kush and
Bend-i Turkestan in Afghanistan, and in the Pamir and
its foothills.

Sympatry or allopatry?

It is still unclear where the divide is between the ranges
of the two taxa. Vaurie (1956) indicates that the two
taxa ‘approach each other ... in the mountains which
surround the Ferghana valley, nominate rhodochlamys
breeding in the mountains to the northwest (Chatkal
Tau), north (Talas Ala Tau), and northeast (Ferghana
range) of the valley and grandis in the mountains that
close the valley in the south (Alai range)’ (cf figure 4).
However, reality seems to be more complicated and
several authors have given conflicting information.
Korovin (1934) described the subspecies ‘obscurata’
(later synonymized with rhodochlamys by Dementiev
& Gladkov (1954)) based on a type from Dzhabagly,
southern Kazakhstan, in the Talasskiy Alatau (= Talas
Ala Tau), a mountain range in the westernmost Tien
Shan on the border of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan. Gavrilov (1974), however, incorporates the
Talasskiy Alatau in the range of grandis and three skins
as well as observations by Victoria Kovshar (in litt) of
grandis from Uzbekistan near the Kazakh border region
in the Talasskiy Alatau in the collection of the Zoo-
logical Institute in Almaty support this. Similarly con-
fusing situations are found for other mountain ranges in
the area. In the Hissar range, western Tajikistan, north
of the capital Dushanbe, Hartert (1921) found birds he
first attributed to rhodochlamys but later considered the
possibility that they belonged to grandis. Also,

Dementiev & Gladkov (1954) disagree with Vaurie
(1956) when they say that grandis and not rhodochla-
mys may breed in the Chatkal Tau in the south-western
Tien Shan (east of Tashkent, Uzbekistan). Questions
arise for the Alai range (situated mainly in southern
Kyrgyzstan) as well, which Vaurie (1956) and later
Gavrilov (1974) incorporate in the range of grandis,
whereas Korovin (as cited in Vaurie 1956) states that at
least locally rhodochlamys occurs there. lvanov (1969)
even considers breeding of this taxon possible in the
Tajik (ie, the very south-western) part of the Alai range,
and Dementiev & Gladkov (1954) assign this mountain
range to the distribution area of rhodochlamys exclu-
sively.

The distribution ranges of the two taxa also ap-
proach each other near the western border of China.
For Uighur province, only rhodochlamys is known. It
occurs as far west as the Kashgar region and as far
south as the western Kunlun Shan. However, across the
border in Tajikistan and Pakistan are the Pamir and
Karakoram mountain ranges — both firmly attributed to
the distribution area of grandis.

At least in winter, grandis and rhodochlamys can
occur in the same area, namely in the region of
Tashkent (Garvrilov 1999); this is confirmed by skins of
both taxa from the winter labelled with 'Tashkent’ in
the collection of Tashkent.

New insight into distribution

It is beyond the scope of this paper to conclusively an-
swer the questions regarding the breeding of the two
taxa in the disputed areas around the Fergana valley

FIGURE 4 Mountain ranges in the vicinity of the Fergana valley mentioned in the text. 1 Kiingoj-Alatoo, 2 Trans-lli
Alatau, 3 Kyrgyz range, 4 Fergana range, 5 Talas Ala Tau, 6 Chatkal range, 7 Alai range, 8 Turkestan range,
9 Zeravshan range, 10 Hissar range

Uzbekistan

T h "
l/,j Afghanistan

Kazakhstan
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and the more pressing question whether they occur
sympatrically. We can however contribute our own
observations made in the field and in the collections. In
the Turkestan range in Tajikistan and Uzbekistan and in
the Hissar range in Tajikistan, we only found grandis,
and also the specimens in the collection of the NHM in
Tring coming from the Hissar range are of this species,
with the exception of a female-type rhodochlamys col-
lected in December. Two rhodochlamys labelled ‘Yang-
i Hissar’ initially caused some confusion, until this
locality was identified as a place near Yarkant (=
Shache), Kashgar region (Biddulph 1881). It is therefore
clear that grandis is the predominant species in the
Hissar range and there is no firm suggestion of breed-
ing of rhodochlamys.

In the Alai range, we observed only one pair of rose-
finches of the taxa treated here: two typical rhodochla-
mys near Gulcha, Osh oblast, Kyrgyzstan, in July 2004.
Korovin (1934) also mentioned Gulcha as one of the
places where he found rhodochlamys. These facts, of
course, do not exclude that grandis also breeds in these
mountains. In fact, if the species do occur sympatrical-
ly, we consider the Alai one of the more probable
areas. Birders visiting any of the mountains around the
Fergana valley are urged to search thoroughly for the
two taxa described here and identify them with care.

Concerning the Russian and Kazakh Altai, we be-
lieve that rhodochlamys is absent there — contra
Clement et al (1993) — on the basis that the species has
not been recorded there during the breeding season.
The statement in Clement et al (1993) that the sub-
species ‘kotschubeii’ (included in grandis here, see
below) occurs from the Altai range south to the north-
ern Pamir is probably a typing error and should say
‘Alai’ rather than ‘Altai’.

Taxonomy and specific status

It is not clear whether grandis and rhodochlamys occur
sympatrically. However, it can be assumed that their
ranges are parapatric given the close proximity of some
parts of their distribution range.

Interbreeding has been suggested by Vaurie (1956)
on the basis of individuals which potentially show
intermediate characters (see above). The form ‘kotschu-
beii* was described by Zarudnyi (1913) from the moun-
tains south of Fergana, the Alai and the Pamir, and was
described as intermediate between rhodochlamys and
grandis in some features. It is separated from rhodo-
chlamys by ‘larger size [longer wing] and lack of sil-
very pink patches on the forehead, from grandis by
smaller size [shorter wing] and coloration of the back,
which is as in rhodochlamys’ (Hartert 1921). In Tring,
there are three males grandis collected in the range of
‘kotschubeii’ during the breeding season (all from the
Hissar range). We could not see any difference, neither
in upperpart nor in underpart coloration, bill shape or
head pattern between these and grandis from further
south, and it seems to us that this form is not different
from grandis based on plumage characters. Vaurie
(1956) considered ‘kotschubeii’ as being close to gran-
dis, and Stepanyan (2003) synonymises ‘kotschubeii’
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with grandis. Note that Dickinson (2003) places ‘kot-
schubeii” under rhodochlamys.

We found no single bird in the collections either at
Tring or Almaty that, from our point of view, could be
argued to be intermediate between grandis and rho-
dochlamys. We conclude that, if interbreeding really
existed, its frequency would be very low or there would
be only a very small hybrid zone of which no birds are
represented in these collections. In addition, introgres-
sion is not likely to occur because the two taxa show
consistent differences in morphology and vocalizations
even in adjacent mountain ranges. Following Helbig et
al (2002), grandis and rhodochlamys should be treated
as ‘semispecies’, if such a small hybrid zone exists, and
as different species if they are strictly parapatric. As
definite hybrids have to be found yet and sympatric
occurrence has not been proven, we favour the latter
option. Grandis and rhodochlamys seem to have very
similar habitat requirements and, as a result, they prob-
ably have not evolved sufficient ecological differences
to occur sympatrically. Their differences in morphology
and vocalizations, however, could well act as intrinsic
isolation mechanisms preventing interbreeding.

Only studies in the areas where the ranges of grandis
and rhodochlamys meet can clarify the exact relation-
ships between the two and the potential occurrence of
interbreeding.
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Samenvatting

HERKENNING VAN ROZE ROODMUS EN BLYTHS Roopmus Blyths
Roodmus Carpodacus grandis werd veelal als een ondersoort
van Roze Roodmus C rhodochlamys beschouwd. Beide taxa
vertonen echter verschillen in morfologie en geluiden en wor-
den in verschillende recente publicaties als twee soorten opge-
vat. Grandis komt voor vanaf de westelijke Himalaya tot in de
omgeving van de Ferganavallei in het grensgebied van Kirgiz-
stan, Oezbekistan en Tadzjikistan. Rhodochlamys komt voor
vanaf de Ferganaregio en het Kunlungebergte tot Mongolié. De
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precieze verspreiding van beide taxa in verschillende gebie-
den, vooral rond Fergana, staat ter discussie en het is onbekend
of beide sympatrisch voorkomen. Een belangrijke oorzaak voor
deze onduidelijkheid is het ontbreken van goede determinatie-
literatuur voor deze taxa. Dit artikel bespreekt de veldherken-
ning van beide soorten en hun verspreiding, en is gebaseerd op
veldwaarnemingen van beide soorten in Kazachstan, Kirgiz-
stan, Oezbekistan en Tadzjikistan en op onderzoek aan balgen
in zovlogische musea in Tring, Engeland, Almaty, Kazachstan,
en Tashkent, Oezbekistan.

Grandis en rhodochlamys verschillen in structuur. Grandis
heeft een langere vleugel en een kortere staart. De snavelvorm
verschilt ook, hoewel hier de variatie groter is: rhodochlamys
heeft meestal een kortere en hogere snavel; het culmen is con-
vex, terwijl deze bij grandis rechter is en de snavel daardoor
meer kegelvormig.

Adulte mannetjes verschillen voornamelijk in koppatroon.
Grandis heeft een wittere, meer contrasterende wenkbrauw-
streep. Deze is bij rhodochlamys minder duidelijk door een
band van zilverwitte veren over het voorhoofd. Bij grandis reikt
de kleur van de kruin als een smalle centrale streep tot aan de
basis van de bovensnavel. De duidelijkheid van de wenkbrauw-
streep is sterk afhankelijk van de lichtomstandigheden en bij
beide soorten is de wenkbrauwstreep veel minder opvallend
wanneer de kop zich in de schaduw bevindt. Algemene kleur-
verschillen in het verenkleed, zoals beschreven door andere
auteurs, zijn gering en van weinig waarde bij veldherkenning.

Vrouwtjes en onvolwassen mannetjes werden meestal onde-
termineerbaar geacht op grond van kleedverschillen. Grandiis is
echter bleker en heeft een duidelijke wenkbrauwstreep welke
ontbreekt op de donkerdere en egaal gekleurde kop van rho-
dochlamys.

Rhodochlamys heeft twee nasaal klinkende roepen welke
van grandis onbekend zijn. Grandis heeft een fluitende roep,
sterk verschillend van de geluiden van rhodochlamys. Beide
soorten hebben een gelijkende korte geknepen roep. Of beide
soorten een duidelijke zang hebben staat ter discussie.

De verspreiding van beide soorten is niet goed bekend en
het is nog altijd onduidelijk waar de scheiding tussen de ver-
spreidingsgebieden zich bevindt. Beide naderen elkaar in de
bergen rond de Ferganavallei, waarbij rhodochlamys geacht
wordt te broeden in de bergen aan de noordkant en grandis in
de bergen die de vallei aan de zuidkant afsluiten. Er zijn echter
waarnemingen en balgen van grandis bekend van de meest
westelijke bergen van de Tien Shan en in het Alai-gebied werd
in deze studie slechts één paar van rhodochlamys gevonden.

Hybridisatie tussen beide taxa is verondersteld maar hier-
voor kon in deze studie geen overtuigend bewijs worden
gevonden. Geconcludeerd wordt dat, indien hybridisatie voor-
komt, de frequentie ervan laag is of slechts voorkomt in een
kleine hybridisatiezone van waaruit geen balgen in de bezoch-
te museumcollecties aanwezig zijn. Introgressie is onwaar-
schijnlijk aangezien de taxa consistente verschillen vertonen in
morfologie en geluiden, zelfs in aangrenzende berggebieden.
Grandis en rhodochlamys moeten als ‘semispecies’ worden
beschouwd indien een dergelijke kleine hybridisatiezone
bestaat en als verschillende soorten als ze strikt parapatrisch
zijn. Aangezien duidelijke hybriden nog onbekend zijn, heb-
ben de auteurs voorkeur voor het laatste.
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African Darter in Israel in May 2004
and its WP occurrence

Gert Ottens

n the afternoon of 31 May 2004 after swimming in

Lake Kinneret (Tiberias) at the beach of kibbutz
Ginnosar, northern Israel, Gert Ottens decided to have
a look at the local mixed breeding colony of Pygmy
Cormorants  Phalacrocorax pygmeus and egrets
Ardeidae. This colony, the largest of its kind in Israel, is
situated in a flooded tamarisk Tamarix ‘grove