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The Presence of Uncinate Processes on the
Ribs of a Lacertilian.

UNCINATE processes are present in Birds,
in some Temnospondyli among Stegocephalia,
in the Rhynchocephalia, and in the Croco-
dilia.? Besides Sphenodon and crocodiles,
they have not been recorded so far in any
other living reptile. It is interesting,
therefore, to mention their presence in a
common Indian Lacertilian.

While making a detailed study of the
endoskeleton of the housegecko, Hemidac-
tylus flaviviridis Rippel, I found that four
anterior ribs bear such processes. These
ribs are borne on the fourth, fifth, sixth and
seventh cervical vertebre and are partially
hidden by the sternum and the pectoral
arches. The processes themselves are
extremely delicate and usually break off
in the common methods of the preparation
of skeleton. They, however, become quite
distinect in an alizarin-stained skeleton.

The point is an important one, as it adds
one more fact to the resemblances of some
of the least specialised Lacertilia to Sphenodon
and may  be significant in the diseussion
of the latter animal’s affinities. As is well
known, some authorities® regard Sphenodon
as the sole living representative of & primitive
order of the Reptilia and consider it to be
equal in rank fo the other orders of this
class. As opposed to this view, other
zoologists® think that the differences between
some Lacertilians and this animal are ‘not
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so great as to justify placing it in a separate
order, but, on the confrary, it should be
included in the TLacertilia.”™*

Incidentally, I might also take this
opportunity of mentioning that Bhatia and
Dayal® are wrong when they say, “The
vertebral column in Hemidactylus is com-
posed of 6 cervical, 5 thoracie, 15 lumber,
2 sacral, and large number of caudal verte-
bre.” Careful counting in alizarin-stained
skeletons shows that the cervical vertebra
are eight and the lumbars thirteen, the total
number of precaudal vertebra being 28,
These numbers also appear to tally remark-
ably with those of Sphenodon, as given by
Howes and Swinnerton,’ wviz., & cervieal,
3-4 thoracic, 13-14 lumbar, and 2 sacral
vertebrze, making a total of 26-28 precaudals.
The difference in the numbers of the thoracie
and the lumbar vertebrar of these two
animals can be explained by the facts that
the sternum in Sphenodon has no posterior
continuations like that of Hemidactylus and
that two of the thoracic ribs in the latter
animal are connected to these continuations.
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The Hosts of Tupelmus tachardicec How,

MAHDIHASSAN! under the heading ““Specificity
of parasiticism by FEublemma  amabilis”
raised several issues, but chielly accused
Glover for making “‘the glaring statement’”
that Eupelmus tachardice is “inimical to lac
itself,” and asserts that he has definitely
proved it to be a parasite of K. amabilis
caterpillars.

Replying to the above Glover and Negi?
stated that during the last eight years many
miles of lac encrustation and many thousands
of E. amabilis larva had been examined at
the Indian Lac Research Institute and that
in no instance had LK. tachardie been found



