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Reptilia and Amphibia of British India. *

THE present volume is the second of the
four into which Dr. Smith planned to
divide the revision of the Reptilian and
Amphibian Fauna of British India. The first
volume, dealing with the Loricata (Crocodilia)
and Testudines (Chelonia), appeared in March,
1931. The third volume will deal with the
Snakes, and the fourth with the Amphibians.
Both the volumes so far published mark a
decided improvement over Boulenger’s work
“Reptilia and Batrachia” 1890, in this series.

As mentioned by the author in his preface
to the Iirst Volume, the region dealt with is
not precisely that forming the scope of
Boulenger’s work, but ‘ has been extended
to include the whole of the Indo-Chinese
sub-region, and is almost the same area as
that included by Giinther in his ‘‘ Reptiles
of British India,”” 1864. This extension in
the limits of the area dealt with is due to
the fact that the fauna of Siam, French
Indo-China and Southern China is so closely
allied to that of Burma that the author feels
it to be scientifically incorrect to separate
the two from each other. We trust that the
change is for the better, ag it makes it possible
to avoid the artificial division of this natural
sub-region and to congider it as a whole.
Altogether, the volume on Sauria (Lizards)
describes 297 species, of which 248 occur
in the Indian Empire; while Boulenger’s
work (1890) contained descriptions of 226
species of Lizards (including also the
Chamaleon), of which 17 were * included
upon incorrect data or have since been
placed as synonyms’”. This means that
Dr. Smith’s volume containg the descriptions
of 39 more species than Boulenger’s.

As in his descriptions of the orders Loricata
and Testudines in the First Volume, the author
begins his work on Sauria with an illuminat-
ing general Introduction, which deals with
Structure, Evolution, Devolution, Geogra-
phical Distribution, Economics,and Preserva-
tionand Examination of Specimens. Dr.Smith
possesses the knack  of clear and concise
expression and he has, in this Introduction,
condensed a great deal of scientific know-
ledge about this group of reptiles. In the
section on Evolution and Devolution, he
gives a valuable account of the evolution
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of the adhesive digital pad and the external
coverings of the eye, as also of the degenera-
tion of the eye, the ear and the limbs. The
remarks in this section, as pointed out in
the preface, are the ““ outcome of the study
of the structure of the Indian and Indo-
Chinese species”. But the author assures
us (pp. v, vi) that he has carried out his
researches much further afield and hag
studied the wholegroup from this standpoint.
We look forward eagerly to a fuller account
of these problems.

About femoral glands or organs (p. 4),
the author says, *° They are not true glands,
but tubular invaginations of the epithelium,
the opening of which, termed the pore, may
perforate a scale or lie between two or more
scales.” We are not in a position either to
endorse or to refute the author’s verdict
that these are not really glands; but cer-
tainly there are a great many workers who
have investigated these structures and are
inclined to regard them ag glands. Camp
(1923)r gives an excellent résumé of the
work done in this direction, and says:
“ Duvernoy, Wagler (1830),2 and Johannes
Muller first noted the glandular nature of the
femoral organs. The histology has heen
investigated by Leydig (1872), Schefer
(1902),> Cohn (1904),* To6lg (1903),5 I'élizet
(1911)% and others. Télizet remarks upon
the similarities with the mammalian seba-
ceous gland....... This was also partly the

view of Meissner (1832),” Leydig, and
Scheefer, and many later workers.......
Maurer. .. .believed that the proximity of

lymph spaces indicated a similarity to the
musk glands of crocodiles..... The glands
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are seemingly of functional significance and
not vestigial or rudimentary structures.”

Ag regards the evolution of the external
coverings of the eye (p. ¢), the author believes
that ‘ the simplest form of eye-covering is
to be found in the Geckoes ’ and that this
type has given rise to others by “ the dis-
appearance of the immovable transparent
dise, its function as a covering for the eye
belno now undertaken by the eyelids.
Whether it becomes thinned and so dis-
appears, or whether it becomes um‘red with
the cornea,” he is “‘unable to say”. May
we point out that some zoologists (e.g.,
Johnson, 1927),8 who have given thought to
this problem, regard the gecko type of
eye-covering as not simple, but specialised,
due to an ‘ excessive development and
specialisation of the nictitans, which
becomes quite transparent’?

Besides the Introduction, the volume on
Sauria contains excellent gsystematic de-
seriptions of the sub-order, families, genera
and species of the region dealt with; com-
plete synonymies of not only the generic
and specific names, but also of those of the
families and the sub-order; a glossary and
general index; and a fairly complete
bibliography. The author has examined
the types of almost all the species mentioned
and has taken great paing to make the work
as authoritative and helpful as possible.
He has followed the law of priority in
nomenclature rather rigidly, and has carried
it “into all groups, although the Rules of
Zoological Nomenclature do not, at pr esenf
require it to be carried higher thzm genera’’
For our part, we doub$ the u‘olhty ot chanomd
the nomenclature of zoological classification
at the cost of common usage, especially in
the case of groups higher than genera and
species.

In going through the Bibliography, one
observes the omission of several important
papers, referred to in the text. One looks
in vain, for example, for the papers of

§ Johnson, G. L., “ Contributions to the Comparative
Anatomy of the Reptilian and the Amphibian Eye, chiefly
basedd on Ophthalmological Examination,’” Pkil. 7'rans.
Roy. See., 1921, B 215, 319-320.
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Weekes, 1929 and 1930 (referred to on p. 6
of the volume), Hingston, 1933 (the same
page), Hewitt, 1929 (referred to on p. 3), ete.
Much of the value of a work like the present
one lies in directing our attention to the origi-
nal contributions on the subject and we hope
that Dr. Smith would give a more complete
list of references in the coming volumes on
Snakes and Amphibians.

Boulenger (1890) in his volume on “Reptilio
and Banrachio” preferred to divide I.izards
into two sub-orders: Lacertilia and Rhipto-
glossa, the latter consisting of a single
family, Chameleotide. Dr. Smith, however,
includes Chamceleotide along with the other
Indian families of Lizards in the same
synopsis (pp. 20-21) and places this family
just after Agamide. This is in accordance
with Cope’s opinion that the Chamaleons
are related to the Ao"aerds, an opinion
confirmed by Camp (1923).°

One might mention, perhaps, that in the
case of one genus at least (H emidactylus)
no mention of the size and nature of eggs is
made even though we have some records
about them. Baini Parshad’s article on
H. flaviviridis (Jour. Bom. Nai. Hist. Soc.,
1916, 24, pp. 834-838) has, app&rently,
not been available. It would probably
be better also to have the glossary of each
volume as complete as possible, irrespective
of the fact that some terms have been
explained in a previous volume. Such a
procedure would make cach volume of this
series so independent of others as to make
reference by a layman really easy and would
facilitate his understanding of the common
terms used in the text to a considerable
extent.

Dr. Smith is a well-known herpetologist,
and we are sure that his present work is
really the best introduction so far published
to the systematic study of Indian Lizards.
He has produced a volume of decidedly
high order, and Indian zoologists should be
particularly grateful to him for it.

B. C. M.

9 Camp, C. L., 0p. cit., 333.



