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Venezuelais con-
sidered the ninth
most diverse coun-
try on earth in rep-
tile diversity
(Aguilera et al.
2003) but, asin al
tropical countries,
much research re-
mains to be done.
Venezuela is also
one of the most di-
verse countrieswith
respect to
bioregions, having
seven (Barrio-
Amorés 1998), one
of which is the
Andes, which in
Venezuela reach
their northernmost
extent. The Venezuelan Andes are approximately 450 km long by
80 km wide in a northeasterly direction, with many peaks reach-
ing almost 5000 m.

Herpetological investigation in this area began in the 19" cen-
tury, and has continued slowly to the present day. The Venezuelan
Andesarein general considered depauperate, especially compared
with their southern counterpart in Colombia, which may harbor
the most diverse herpetofauna on earth (particularly with respect
to amphibians), and is not yet completely studied. The Venezu-
elan Andes consist of three main ranges (four if the Coastal Range
is considered part of the Andes, see Duellman 1999). The princi-
pal oneiscalled the Cordillerade Mérida, and is the branch going
northeast from the Cordillera Oriental de Colombia. A small part
of the Cordillera Oriental de Colombiais also present in Venezu-

15 AMDES DE VENEZLIELA

.I.

480

ela, whereitiscaled the TamaMassif. Thelast rangeisthe Serrania
de Perijé, another branch of the Cordillera Oriental which extends
northwards. Itswatershed constitutes the political border between
Venezuela and Colombia. Neither of these two last ranges of the
Venezuelan Andes are, however, treated in this book; despite its
al inclusive title, the authors considered only the Cordillera de
Mérida. Only very briefly, in Appendix 1l (Registros
complementarios de la Sierra de Perij4, el Macizo de Tamay de
bajas elevaciones. “ Complemetary records form Sierra de Perija,
Tamé Massif, and lowlands’) are some additional species from
these areas commented upon.

Thebook startswith ageneral physiographic map of northwest-
ern Venezuela and northeastern Colombia. Thisis followed by a
prologue by J. Celsa Sefiaris, and a presentation by the authors.
The introduction discusses the Reptilia as a class, with some ge-
neric details. There the authors explain that only reptiles occur-
ring above 1000 m are considered Andean, and thus, treated in the
book. Thus, the Andean foothills, with canyons, deep creeks, wa-
terfalls, and other typically montane habitats are excluded. To us,
acrystalline, rocky stream, at even 200 m, surrounded by hillsand
covered by lush forest, where it is possible to find such Andean
elements as the dendrobatid frog Mannophryne collaris, isindeed
part of the Andes, but this definition is up to each author. As a
result of this restrictive definition used in the book, many species
that are known to inhabit the Andes are not represented in the
book. However, strangely, some speciesthat are only known from
below 1000 m in the Andes have their own account, like
Hemidactylus palaichthus, Bachia heteropa, Ameiva ameiva, and
Liophis reginae zweifeli.

Next follows a chapter on ecological units of the Andes, by M.
Ataroff and L. Sarmiento, which explainsthe situation of the area,
provides abrief geological history, and formally presents the dif-
ferent ecological units, such as humid submontane forest, dry
montane forest, cloud forest, P&ramos, dry evergreen montane
forest, and thorny shrub. Thereafter follows the section contain-
ing the species accounts, beginning with Amphisbaeniaand Sauria
The use of dichotomous keys is explained and the accounts fol-
lowsinthefamilial order: Amphisbaenidae, Gekkonidae, | guanidae
(we are not sure if they regard Iguanidae in the same sense as
Schulte et al. (2003), as they do not recognize the families
Polychrotidae and Corytophanidae (sensu Frost et al. 2001); when
alternative classificationsarein use the authors should justify their
usages), Gymnophthalmidae, Teiidae and Scincidae. Snakes fol-
low, in the order: Boidae, Colubridae, Anomalepididae,
L eptotyphlopidae, Elapidae, and Viperidae. A very short literature
section of just 37 titles, without any link to the principal text, but
rather chosen subjectively as the best references for Andean rep-
tiles, is given. Finally, there are three appendices: one on snake
venomsand their treatment (very basic and obsolete), with no men-
tion of the particular venomous species that can be a problem in
the Andes!; the above mentioned appendix |l on complementary
species form Perija, Taméand the lowlands (we will treat this be-
low); and a short glossary of technical terminology.

We found a variety of inconsistencies in the species accounts.
Treating Anolis jacare, the authors say that it is known from Co-
lombig; this is possible, but we are not aware of any published
records. They may be refering to specimens found in the Tama
Massif and earlier considered to be Phenacosaurus nicefori (La
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Marca 1995). Information on color change and altitudinal range
inthistaxonisalsolacking. When treating Polychrus marmoratus,
the text claims that its change of color isin consonance with the
color of the substratum, which obviously is false. The Andean
Chamaleon (Polychrus sp.) cannot change the color to match its
substrate, but rather does so in relation to emotional state, from
the original emerald green to dark brown or gray.

In the introductory text to the family Gymnophthal midae three
genera are mentioned, whilein the account and key there are four
(Anadia, Bachia, Gymnophthalmus and Proctoporus). Bachia
heteropa does not live exclusively in the Sierrade Perijaand Cor-
dillera Oriental de Colombia; Dixon (1973) reported it from
Grenada |sland, Trinidad and Tobago, and from the northern Ven-
ezuelan coast to the Andean Piedmont. Proctoporusinanis (Doan
and Schargel 2003) is a species from 1450 min the Cordillerade
Mérida, clearly described and stated to be an Andean species.
However, the authors treated this species with only a short com-
ment. Ameiva provitaae (sic!) is a typica case of homenclatural
confusion. The first use of the name was in Rodriguez and Rojas-
Suarez (1995), as A. provitai sp. nov., and a beautiful color draw-
ing accompanied the text. Thus the authors should be Rodriguez
and Rojas-Suarez (1995) and not Garcia-Pérez (1995). LaMarca
and Soriano incorrectly spell the specific epithet provitaae and
provitae. In any case, further investigations must be donein com-
parison with A. bifrontata.

A more extended comment on the Cnemidophor us lemniscatus
complex, especially about the apparently parthenogenetic Andean
populations is lacking and would have been appropriate. We do
not understand why the authors state that Atractus univittatus is
similar to A. badius, as the two have proved to be quite different
(see Hoogmoed 1980; Starace 2000).

The real local name for Chironius monticola in the Andes is
“perica.” The names presented in this book (lora, verdegallo, ma-
chete) are perhaps applicable in other regions or to other green
snakes. The authors claim that the type locality of Dipsas
latifrontalisis the only record known from Venezuela (Aricagua,
M érida state, Venezuelan Andes), although their close collabora-
tors recently published several new localities (Manzanilla et a.
2001) and Fig. 46 shows a specimen of D. “latifrontalis’ from
Cerro Platillon, Guarico (central coastal range). More investiga-
tion is needed to clarify the taxonomic status of this snake. We do
not know any reference to a Drymarchon melanurus of 4 m. The
record for the species is 2950 mm (Duellman 1960). If such a
reference does exist, it would be valuable to cite it explicitly.

Thekey for Erythrolampus iswrong as the term “triad” is used
improperly. A triad-type coloration consists of set of three black
rings separated by white-yellow, usually narrower, rings; each triad
is separated from the following by ared band (Roze 1996). Both
species of Erytholampus in the Andes lack triads, and while E.
pseudocorallus hasblack singlerings surrounded by narrow white
rings and separated from the next white-black-white set by awide
red band, E. bizona has the contrary coloration, white singlerings
surrounded by black narrow rings and equally separated from the
next set by awide red band (Roze 1966; see picturesin Campbell
and Lamar (2004) and Murphy (1997), for example). The E.
“bizona” photographed by them is, in fact, an E. pseudocorallus.

In the genericinformation about I mantodes, the authors say that
thereisonly one speciesin Venezuela (1. cenchoa); they must not
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be aware of thecitation of I. lentiferusby McDiarmid and Paolillo
(1988) from Neblina, and by Donnelly and Myers (1991) from
Guaiquinima. Contrary to what the authors state, Lampropeltis
triangulum andesiana (as all speciesin the genus) are aglyphous
snakes, not opistoglyphous (e.g., Williams 1988). On the other
hand, the authors neglect to mention that Liophis is capable of
causing severe envenomations (e.g., Barrio-Amorés 2003 for a
case or an envenomation by Liophis poecilogyrus in Venezuelg;
Salom&o et a. 2003 and Santos Costaand Di Bernardo 2001 about
envenomation by L. miliarisin Brazil), stating that Liophisis un-
able to bhite. Not to mention a subject so important in a popular
book, addressed to people who could be attracted to handling
snakes (including children), shows a grave lack of judgement.

Thekey for Liophisisuseless; the dorsolateral linein the poste-
rior part of the body mentioned is present in L. melanotus (de-
pending how one defines this character) and is not present in
2weifeli (not the contrary, as stated); one of the important charac-
ters to separate species is the immaculate venter of females, but
they do not specify how to distinguish between sexes! Although
the authors state that L. reginae zweifeli can be present at 1000 m,
there are no published references to support this.

Later the authors state that there is no information about feed-
ing habits of the speciesin the genus Oxyrhopus. However, Cunha
and Nascimento (1993), Duellman (1978) and Murphy (1997),
among others, report lizards and small mammals in the diet of
snakes of this genus.

Regarding Liotyphlops albirostris, in the text the authors say
(our trandation): “The aspect of thisanimal isvery similar to the
previous species’. The previous species in the book is Tantilla
semicincta, aspecieswith no similaritiesto L. albirostris. Perhaps
“the next” species, which is Leptothyphlops affinis, was intended.

They also seem to defend the old interpretation of not accepting
the genus Leptomicrurus (see a modern view in Campbell and
Lamar 2004). In another coral snake account they state that Mi-
crurus mipartitus anomalus ranges in atitude from 500 to 2000
m, athough Barrio-Amorés and Calcafio (2003) previously re-
ported three specimens from 250 m agl.

Bothrops asper just reaches central Mexico, not northern, asthe
authors state (Campbell and Lamar 2004). L astly, asurprising spe-
cies to comment on is Crotalus maricelae, which was synony-
mized with C. durissus cumanensis by the first author and col-
laborators recently (Esqueda et al. 2001); furthermore, in the in-
troductory text about the genus Crotal us, the authors say that there
isonly one species of rattlesnakein South America; thus, wedon't
understand why they recognize the specific status of a “subspe-
cies’ that hwas already be to relegated to synonymy. We note the
absence of at least three species: Leptophis ahaetulla, a species
known to inhabit both slopes of the Andes, up to 1400 m,
Thamnodyastes sp, which occursin the Lagunillas area (about 1000
m) and Typhlops reticulatus, known from the area of LaAzulita,
at 1400 m. Norops biporcatus, mentioned from the Andes of
Téchiraand Sierrade Perija(Williams 1966), and recently reported
from the Cordillera de Mérida (Rivas and Barrio-Amorés 2003),
was not even mentioned in the lowland section.

In several placesthe authors repeatedly state that data on repro-
duction do not exist for some species, such asLeptodeira annulata
ashmeadi, Liophis reginae zweifeli, Masticophis mentovarius
suborbitalis, Ninia atrata, Tantilla melanocephala and Epicrates
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maurus, even though that information (hatchling periods and re-
production in captivity) is well known in the literature for Ven-
ezuelan populations of these species (Battiston 1996; Silva and
Valdez 1989; Mufioz et al 1997), and for others species outside
the country (e.g., Censky and McCoy [1988] for Oxybelis aeneus
and Savage [2002] for Gonatodes albogularis).

A book about Andean reptiles would be much more useful if
altitudinal ranges for all species are provided (with referencesto
vouchers). A last incongruence we found isthe photo of an Ameiva
a. ameiva from Suriname, although this subspeciesis very abun-
dant in many parts of Venezuela. Although the use of photos of
extralimital specimensof rare or difficult to find animalsisunder-
standable, it is strange that alocal guide would not use photos of
common species from the area covered.

After all these errorsand evidence of misinformation (we could
be even more critical!) we doubt that this book accomplishesits
aims. Perhapsit isagood introduction for non- professionals, stu-
dents and the general public, but it is of amost no interest for
professionals. In some cases, the authors give some advice about
captive feeding, and almost always animals (especialy lizards)
are fed with Tenebrio mollitor larvae, which are known to be a
very poor food source.

A major highlight (perhaps the only origina highlight) of the
book are the pictures, some of very good quality, others not so
good, but enough for avisual recognition. We think that a price of
about US $35 (plus shipping) is not justified, given the end prod-
uct. In the future, if these authors want to work on other projects,
we suggest that they acknowledge and incorporate a good dedl
more of the relevant information available in the literature.
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The Honduran
department of
Islas de la Bahia
consists of two
groups of is- pummam R
lands—the Bay
Islands (258 km?)
and Cayos
Cochinos (2.28
km?), both of
which lie just
north of the
northern coast of
Honduras. The
authors of Am-
phibians and
Reptiles of the
Bay Islands and
Cayos Cochinos,
Honduras (here-
after abbreviated
as BICC) discuss
55 species, of
which 12 are endemic to the islands. The main goal of the book is
to increase local understanding and awareness about the ecol ogi-
cal vaue of the amphibians and reptiles that occur on theislands.
Written in the style of afield guide, the authors explain that, “the
descriptions we provide are as untechnical as possible” to allow
lay readers to understand and use the book to identify species.
Because tourism, devel opment, and the human population are in-
creasing on the islands, all of the endemic species are potentially
threatened with extinction. The authors bring decades of expertise
with the Honduran herpetofauna(e.g., M cCranie and Wil son 2002)
to an informative and well-illustrated book that showcases the
beauty of the animals with a simultaneous plea for measures to
conserve them.

Following a brief foreword by John Meyer, who accompanied
Larry David Wilson on hisfirst trip to the Bay I1slandsin 1967, the
book begins with two brief (1-2 pages) Introduction and Materi-
alsand Methods sections. These sections arefollowed by 18 pages
of brief descriptions of theislands (with excellent maps), climate,
habitats, and very interesting social history. Archaeological sites
suggest the islands were first inhabited in pre-Columbian times,

AMPHIBIAMNS & REPTILES

OF THE BAY ISLAMNDS AMD
CaYDs COCHINDS, HONDURAS

and subseguent occupantsincluded Columbus (1502), slave-raid-
ing Spaniards (1516), French, English and Dutch raiders (starting
in 1536), British pirates (ca. 1640), British military (1742), and
4000 “Black Caribs’ (marooned in 1797) whose English-speak-
ing descendants live on the islands to this day. In 1872, the Islas
delaBahiaofficialy became adepartment of Honduras, but many
residents continued to claim British nationality asrecently as 1955.

A six-page section with two tables entitled “ The Herpetofauna’
summarizes the taxonomic and geographic composition of the 55
species. The following 136 pagesinclude general information for
classes, orders and families, keys to major groups (e.g., lizards),
and speciesaccountsfor the herpetofauna, including seven anurans,
one crocodile, five turtles (of which three are marine), 23 lizards
(of which seven are endemic), and 19 snakes (of which five are
endemic). Thekeys utilize excellent line drawings and photographs
to illustrate specific morphological features used for identifice
tions. Because the University of Kansas collection has numerous
specimens from Islas de la Bahia (many collected by Larry David
Wilson), | was able to successfully test the keys with the follow-
ing 25 species: Hyla microcephala, Smilisca baudinii,
Leptodactylus melanonotus, Rana berlandieri, Kinosternon
leucostomum, Phyllodactylus palmeus, Sphaerodactylus
millepunctatus, S. rosaurae, Anolis allisoni, Norops sagrei, N.
lemurinus, Basiliscus vittatus, Ctenosaura oedirhina, C. similis,
Gymnophthalmus speciosus, Cnemidophorus Iemniscatus,
Leptotyphlops goudotii, Boa constrictor, Coniophanes bipunctatus,
C. imperialis, Mastigodryas melanolomus, Oxybelis wilsoni,
Pseudelaphe flavirufa, Tretanorhinus nigroluteus, and Micrurus
ruatanus.

Each species account is 1-2 pages long and includes subhead-
ingsfor common names, description, similar species, general geo-
graphic distribution, distribution on Las Islas de laBahia, natural
history comments, and remarks. The descriptions are one para-
graph inlength, and include sufficient detail (e.g., moda webbing
formulas and scale counts) to be useful to professional herpetolo-
gists. The natural history commentsinvolve observations of breed-
ing, diet, predation, and habitat preference from Islas delaBahia,
and the remarks sections include comments about introductions
and exploitation by humans, recent taxonomic changes, and local
myths—my personal favorite is that Micrurus ruatanus will be-
come venomous only after eating toads. Although they are not
necessarily incorrect, two taxonomic recognitions in the species
accounts require some comments. First, on pg. 138, no citation is
provided for the recent recognition of Drymarchon melanurus,
but it is consistent with taxonomic changes suggested by Wister
et a. (2001). Based on a Principal Components Analysis that in-
cluded eight Central American specimens (one from Honduras),
these authors recognized D. corais melanurus as a distinct spe-
cies. This change was not recognized by Kéhler (2003). Second,
Dixon and Tipton (2004) recognized Mastigodryas as the valid
genus for all species of Dryadophis, but this change was not in-
corporated into the BICC; perhaps the authors do not agree with
this change, or the paper was not published in time to be incorpo-
rated into the book.

The species accounts are followed by several short sections (2—
6 pages each) that explore the geographic distribution, habitat pref-
erence, conservation status, and future of theislands’ herpetofauna
The first section, entitled Ecological Distribution and Relation-
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ships of the Herpetofauna, includes a table that lists each species
with respect to the following habitats: hardwood forest, pine for-
est, mangroveforest, coconut groves, ironshore formation, swamps
and marshes, estuaries, marine, and urban. A second table uses a
Coefficient of Habitat Resemblance (CHR) to compare these ma-
jor habitats. In the section on Biogeographic Relationships and
Significance, athird tableis used to compare Coefficients of Bio-
geographic Resemblance (CBR) among the Bay Islands, Cayos
Cochinos, and mainland Honduras. The authors do a good job of
discussing trends in similarity among the islands and mainland
Honduras, although some biol ogists might question whether other
variables such as the target area effect, rescue effect, and small
island effect could also influence island diversity and endemism
(Brown and Lomolino 1998). In this same section, the authors
point out aclose affinity to mainland Hondurasin their discussion
of the " closest relationships’ of the 12 endemic species of theis-
lands, but at least some of these hypotheses have not been sub-
jected to amodern phylogenetic analysis and statements that sug-
gest sister relationships should be interpreted with caution. In the
next section on Conservation Status, the authors use the environ-
mental vulnerability score of Wilson and McCranie (2004) to cat-
egorize each species as low, medium, or high vulnerability. Their
results are mostly consistent with threat classifications of the Glo-
bal Amphibian Assessment (IUCN et a. 2004) and IUCN Red
List for Honduras (IUCN 2004). It was alarming to seethat all 12
endemic reptile species were listed in BICC as “high vulnerabil -
ity,” afact that is made moretroubling by thelack of management
plans, personnel, and research in most protected areas of the is-
lands. An additional high-vulnerability species, Ctenosaura
melanosterna, has a limited distribution on mainland Honduras.
The Conservation Efforts section describes the formidable chal-
lengesfaced by proponents of functioning protected areas, although
some private landowners have managed to preserve crucia hard-
wood forest habitats. Two sections entitled Conservation Project
Utilalguanaand Cayos Cochinos Biological Reserve explain con-
servation efforts to protect Ctenosaura bakeri and the Cayos
Cochinos archipel ago, respectively. The last section on the future
of the herpetofauna involves a sobering discussion of unchecked
human population growth on theislands and Honduras asawhole,
and the inevitable effects on natural habitats and the animals that
need them to survive. Tourism, land speculation, and transmigra-
tion from mainland Honduras are putting increasing pressure on
existing protected areas. The ten-page glossary preceding the in-
dex is an excellent source for explanations of terms that may be
unfamiliar to non-biologists. All citations in the 14-page index
were cross-referenced to the text.

My overall impression of the book is very positive. However, |
would be remiss if | didn't mention a few minor problems and
errors. Severa of the photographs are fuzzy, accompanied by cap-
tionsin colors that make them difficult to read, and the color cor-
rection is off in some places, resulting in adark bluish hue. | no-
ticed some color ink smudging on the text and edges of some pho-
tos on my copy. On page 128, pythons are listed as members of
thefamily Boidae. Although the authors do not provide acitation,
this view is shared by Pough et al. (2004), who considered
Phythoninae as a subfamily of Boidae. However, the BICC au-
thors list ten genera (41 species) for Boidae and cite McDiarmid
et al. (1999), who considered Boidae (8 genera, 41 species) and
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Pythonidae (8 genera, 26 species) as separate families. Grammati-
cal errors and typos were difficult to find, but | noticed afew: pg.
5: “The group consist of two magjor islands...”; pg. 15: “without
monuments, are almost always are found on”; pg. 105: “Norops
lemurinus a diurnal species...”; lower caption on pg. 81 says S
millipunctatusinstead of S. millepunctatus; and pg. 165 “ swamps
and marches.” InTable4, | believetheN symbol should be Coef-
ficient of Habitat Resemblance (not Coefficient of Biogeographic
Resemblance) to make it consistent with the table legend. How-
ever, the CHR is based on the CBR formula.

These minor problems aside, Amphibians and Reptiles of the
Bay Islands and Cayos Cochinos, Honduras is reasonably priced
for the excellent information and wonderful illustrations (over 200
color photos). The sturdy binding and small size (6.25 x 9.25in)
makeitideal for usein thefield. Thisbook will make afine addi-
tionto thelibrariesof herpetologistsinterestedin Central America
and island biogeography. With luck, the book will generate re-
newed interest in conserving the Bay Islands, which arein need of
urgent protection if their endemic species are to survive.

LiteraTure CITED

Brown, J. H., anp M. V. LomoLino. 1998. Biogeography. 2™ Ed. Sinauer
Associates, Inc., Sunderland, Massachusetts. xii + 691 pp.

Dixon, J. R., AnD B. L. Tipron. 2004. Dryadophis versus Mastigodryas
(Ophidia: Colubridae): a proposed solution. Herpetol. Rev. 35:347—
349.

IUCN. 2004. 2004 IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. www.redlist.org.
Downloaded 13 September 2005.

IUCN, ConservATION INTERNATIONAL AND NATURESERVE. 2004. Global
Amphibian Assessment. www.globalamphibians.org. Accessed 13 Sep-
tember 2005.

KoHLER, G. 2003. Reptiles of Central America. Herpeton Verlag,
Offenbach, Germany. 368 pp.

McCraNIE, J. R, AnD L. D. WiLson. 2002. The Amphibians of Honduras.
Society for the Study of Amphibiansand Reptiles, Ithaca, New York. x
+ 625 pp.

McDiarmip, R. W., J. A. CamPBELL, AND T. A. Toure (Eps.). 1999. Snake
Species of the World: A Taxonomic and Geographic Reference. Vol. 1.
The Herpetologists' League, Washington, D.C. xi + 511 pp.

PoucH, F. H., R. M. AnDREWS, J. E. CaDLE, M. L. Crump, A. H. SaviTzKy,
aND K. D. WELLs. 2004. Herpetology. 3¢ Ed. Pearson Prentice Hall,
Upper Saddle River, New Jersey. ix + 726 pp.

WiLson, L. D., anp J. R. McCranike. 2004. The conservation status of the
herpetofauna of Honduras. Amphibian and Reptile Conservation 3:6—
33.

Wouster, W., J. L. YRAaUsQUIN, AND A. Misares-UrruTIA. 2001. A new
species of indigo snake from north-western VVenezuela (Serpentes:
Colubridae: Drymarchon). Herpetol. J. 11:157-165.

Herpetological Review 36(4), 2005



Herpetological Review, 2005, 36(4), 485.
© 2005 by Society for the Study of Amphibians and Reptiles
Les Tortues de I'Indochine avec une Note sur la Peche et
I’Elevage des Tortues de Mer par F. Le Poulain [Facsimile
Reprint], by René Leon Bourret, with an Introduction by Indraneil
Das. 2005. Society for the Study of Amphibians and Reptiles
(www.herplit.com/SSARY/). i-xiv + 1-235 pp., 48 black and white
pls., 6 color pls. Hardcover. US $65.00. ISBN 0-91684-64-8.

CHARLESR. CRUMLY
Museum of Paleontology, University of California
Berkeley, California 94720, USA
e-mail: chuck.crumly@ucpress.edu

By the stan-
dards of today,
Bourret'sbook is

LES TORTUES DE

odd. It might

have been odd CINDOCHIMNE
evenwhenitwas - o
originally pub- T Mgl
lished over 60 o

years ago. And Fent oo Bt

yet thereismuch
to recommend
the book. Fur-
thermore, be-
cause of the cri-
sis now facing
the turtles of

Torianed v By smmasem, s

SoutheastAsig, it —
is especialy ap- $|
propriatethatitis L
reprinted now. Sy v o Sy o A o Heenes

The well-inten-
tioned descrip-
tion of new spe-
ciesthat are now known to be hybrids provides another rationale
for reprinting Bourret’sidiosyncratic volume (Parham et al. 2001;
Dalton 2003).

What makes this book odd? Most obvious is its organization,
beginning with the position of the table of contents at the end of
the book. Strange choi ces and redundancy provide the reader with
all the different ways that information on turtles could be orga-
nized. Thus, when identification keys could be providein oneform,
Bourret provided keysin at least five different contexts—overkill,
but still useful. This redundancy would be eliminated today.

The first half of the volume is a review of the turtle fauna of
southeastern Asia. The historical introduction isamaostly chrono-
logical recitation of names from relevant sources. The literature
section for the entire work appears next. The third chapter is a
morphological description of turtles customized by reference to
the particular turtles under consideration. More on skullsand limbs
isincluded than in most other studies of thisvintage. Next, Bourret
included a short chapter that today would be entitled “ Distribu-
tion.” This peculiar chapter startswith description in outline form
appended by three tables differently describing the distribution of
the same species. Another table summarizes the regional compo-
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sition of the fauna. A tabulation of the altitudinal distribution of
turtlesin northern and southern Indochinaendsthe chapter. Bourret
ends the first section with dichotomous keys. Separate keys are
provided for external characters, heads and limbs, carapaces,
plastra, and skulls.

The second major section of the book is arranged species by
species. All the accounts are numbered but the system of number-
ing is hard to discern and on the surface seems both inconsistent
and unnecessary. The accounts themselves are loaded with infor-
mation that is, to this day, very useful. Although museum speci-
men numbers are lacking, Bourret often provides locality infor-
mation on the specimens he examined and identifies the ingtitu-
tion from whence they came. Each account includes a synonymy,
adescription, measurements taken (usually from a specimen with
a known locality), and information on the location of the type(s)
and other specimens figured or referenced by earlier authors. A
plate was provided for all speciesincluding line drawings of the
animal in life, the plastron with and without scutes, the dorsum of
the manus, adorsal and lateral view of the head, alateral view of
the skull and mandible, aventral view of the cranium, and adorsal
view of the carapace without scutes. Scale bars are provided for
the shell drawings, but not for other figures. A dotted line indi-
cates the position of the orbitsin the drawings of the ventral cra-
nium.

A short note by Poulain on seaturtlesis appended to Bourret's
main work, followed by a systematic index, alist of figures and,
finaly — I said the book was odd, atable of contents. | have taken
more trouble than usual to describe the contents of this volume
even though the strangeness of the book isonly partly revealed in
description. Theintroduction by Dasindulgesin some of the same
description, but in agentlemanly way, he avoids calling Bourret's
book strange. Das has kindly included a table that provides cur-
rent namesfor all the names used by Bourret. | hope | amrightin
noting that Das and | share an admiration for what Bourret did.

Critically speaking, this book could be significantly shorter if
various redundancies were omitted and if the data were reported
in amore economical layout. But the book would lose its unique
gualities and some of its quaint charm (which | believe it had the
day it was published). Even someof its scientific importancewould
have been dissipated if it had been a bit more critically crafted.
Thisbook is so useful partly and precisely becauseit isan anach-
ronism. It isfor thisreason that the SSAR should be congratul ated
and the sponsors and patron thanked for bringing Bourret’s work
toa21% century audience. It will benefit all those interested in the
turtles of Southeast Asiato obtain and refer to Bourett’s odd book.
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