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ESTUDOS SOBRE OPHIDIOS NEOTROPICOS

XXVIII. Commentarios a proposito de alguns boideos
POR

AFRANIO po AMARAL

Em um artigo publicado recentemente no Bulletin of the Antivenin Institute
of America (1), a distincta ophiologa, Olive G. Stull, criticou minha maneira
de encarar algumas formas neotropicas de Boideos, versadas em tres de minhas
ultimas publicagdes (2, 3, 4).

Embora limitado sobretudo ao genero Tropidophis e nelle directamente
interessado, o artigo de Stull contém certos reparos, particularmente a proposito
da synonymizagio por mim usada ao tratar da maioria das “formas das Indias
Occidentaes, que quasi nio se acham representadas nos museus sul-americanos”™
¢ “daquellas que se conhecem apenas pela literatura”, de sorte que me acho na
obrigaciip de examinar esses pontos antes de iniciar a analyse de seu trabalho.

Desde 1922, quando comecei meu estudo de revisio das serpentes neotro-
picas no Museu de Zoologia Comparada (Universidade de Harvard), gracas a
generosa hospitalidade do professor Thomas Barbour, até 1928 quando voltei
finalmente para o Brasil, tratei de aproveitar da melhor maneira 0 meu tempo
e a opportunidade que se me deparava, para examinar criticamente ¢ tomar notas
sobre grande numero de exemplares existentes na collecgiio daquella instituigio,
que ¢ bastante rica em material antilhano. Visitei igualmente, em varias occa-
sides, 0 Museu Nacional dos Estados Unidos (Instituicio Smithsoniana) e ali
examinei muitos exemplares, inclusive, naturalmente, numerosas especies ca-
raibas, nelle tio bem representadas; porisso, apresento aqui meus agradeci-
Mmentos ao dr. Leonhard Stejneger e sua assistente Doris Cochran, pelas fa-
cilidades de que cercaram o meu estudo. Ainda mais, antes de preparar minha
Lista Remissiva de Ophidios Neotropicos (publicada no t. IV destas Memo-
rias), consultei toda a bibliographia da materia e tive a rara felicidade de poder
completar a minha experiencia pelo exame, virtualmente, de todos os typos de
ophidios neotropicos contidos nos museus sul-americanos, norte-americanos e
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europeus; as unicas excep¢oes a essa regra eram representadas por aquelles
typos que, no momento de minhas visitas, estavam ausentes por emprestimo
ou nio puderam ser encontrados por motivos varios.

Por conseguinte, Stull estava enganada quando acrediton que a minha expe-
riencia dos ophidios antilhanos repousava em especimes porventura representados
“nos museus sul-americanos” ou, entdo, apenas em meu conhecimento da “lite-
ratura”. Apparentemente, Stull, ou n3o leu os trabalhos que citou, ou, si 05
leu, nio comprehendeu o que eu escrevi; do contrario, ella teria achado a sobre-
dita explicacio do plano que eu segui no meu trabalho de revisdo, na introducgao
mesma dos tres artigos que ella citou em sua nota (2, 3, 4).

Tratando agora da parte propriamente systematica de seu artigo, devo accen-
tuar desde logo que, embora dedicando metade do seu trabalho & discussio de
alguns pontos concernentes ao genero Tropidophis — talvez porque este ji fora
objecto de sua unica revisio (5), Stull affirmou que os erros menos justifi-
caveis e mais importantes por mim commettidos no tratamento dos Boideos
diziam respeito ao genero Epicrates, exemplificando essa sua affirmacio com
as especies . striatus Fischer, E. monensis Zenneck, E. subflavus Stejneger,
E. wieningeri Steindachner e E. sabogae Barbour,

Quanto a H. striatus Fischer, eu apenas segui o parecer de Meerwarth (6)
que, em 1901, mostrou ser esta uma variedade, especificamente synonyma de
E. angulifer Bibron. Ao que eu saiba, nenhum outro cspecialista desde entio
se occupou daquella forma e ninguem provou, por meio de uma revisio satis-
factoria, a incorrecgio do opinar de Meerwarth. Portanto, agi da maneira mais
sensata possivel em collocando H. striatus na synonymia de E. angulifer Bibron.

Sem duvida, entre diversos enganos commettidos na primeira edi¢io de
minha Lista Remissiva, o nome “Santo Domingo”, que representa seguramente
a localidade mais importante na distribuigio de angulifer, fo1 omittido em minha
correcgio de provas, na qual passaram sem emenda as graphias incorrectas
wrightun, em vez de wrighti, e semicincta, em logar de semicinctus. Cumpre-
me, pois, agradecer a Stull a indicagio destes enganos, coherente com um pedido
que fiz, na introducgio daquella minha monographia (4), aos meus collegas, para
que assignalassem quaesquer erros ou omissoes que encontrassem ny texto, con-
tribuindo, assim, para a melhora da L.ista Remissiva, em beneficio de todos os
especialistas.

Em seguida, Stull accentuou: “A forma c¢hrysogasier Cope, representada
por quatro exemplares do Museu de Zoologia Comparada de Harvard, e que
eu considero subespecie valida de striatus, nio é siquer mencionada”.

Em resposta devo dizer que, na synonymia de Epicrates fordii (Ginther),
citei sem restricdo o nome usado no tratado de Boulenger. Desde que eu nao
accrescentei uma nota “pro parte” ou “partim” aquelle nome, pensava que
todos os biologos comprehenderiam que eu havia concordado automaticamente
com a synonymia de fordu, constante do trabalho de Boulenger, inclusive, por-
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tanto, H. chrysogaster Cope. Assim sendo, deve-se concluir que Stull, ou nio
comprehende, ou nio segue, o systema universal de citagbes em materia de
nomenclatura. Igualmente quando terminei minha Lista Remissiva dos Ophidios
Neotropicos, em maio de 1930, nio poderia eu prever que chrysogaster viesse
a se tornar subespecie valida de striafus, porquanto Stull s6 emittiu sua opinido
a esse respeito em setembro de 1931. Todavia, mesmo que eu possuisse o
dom de adivinhar, eu nio estaria obrigado a concordar com o seu ponto de wvista,
si ella nio houvesse delle demonstrado a razio de ser de uma maneira satis-
factoria. Indiscutivelmente escapa as finalidades de qualquer lista remissiva
propor alteragdes ou mesmg seguir apressadamente modificagdes outras que nio
hajam ainda resistido 4 prova do tempo,

De referencia a E. monensis, Stull affirmou que: “A forma Epicrates
monensis Zenneck apparece na synonymia de E. fordii (Giinther), embora della
se possa distinguir, nio so pela coloragio, sobretudo pelp numero bem menor
de manchas dorsaes, mas tambem pelas differencas apparentemente constantes
no numero de escamas dorsaes, de ventraes e caudaes, o que pareceria justificar-
lhe pelo menos uma collocagdo subespecifica”.

Por consequencia, Stull ndo estava ainda bem segura, quer da constancia
dos caracteres differenciaes que indicou, quer da posicio systematica a ser
occupada pela forma cuja validez ella defende. Neste particular tambem acom-
panhei Meerwarth (loc. cit, p. 8), que considerou momensis apenas como va-
riedade de E. fordii. Desde que, por motivos obvios, ndo ¢ usual, nem acon-
selhavel, incluirem-se variedades em listas remissivas, aquella forma de Zenneck
foi posta na synonymia de fords, dada a inexistencia de qualquer revisao satis-
factoria a respeito. Ainda sobre este ponto eu deveria accentuar que o proprio
Schmidt (7), que acceita a validez de monensis, indicou recentemente que “o
esclarecimento do estado das relagies desta especie cabera a um revisor do genero,

que tenha 42 mio exemplares das varias especies dominicanas”.

No tocante a E. subflavus Stejneger, achei preferivel niio a reconhecer
como tal, para ndo precipitar 0 meu juizo, na falta de uma revisio, sobre a
sua validez, tanto mais quanto sio bem conhecidas as enormes variagoes apre-
sentadas pelas serpentes insulares, variagdes que explicam a extrema subd'visio
que a fauna ophiologica antilhana tem sofirido nas mios de varios herpetologos.

E’ certo haver Stejneger baseado a diagnose de swbflavus sobretudo no
intimo contacto das prefrontaes com a preocular; todavia, o material que teve
em mio pareceu-lhe insufficiente a uma completa verificagio diagnostica, con-
forme se deprehende da seguinte anmnotagio (8):

“A coloragio tambem € bastante differente e ha outros numerosos
caracteres na escutellagiio, cuja constancia s6 se pdéde demonstrar em face
de um material mais abundante do que o presente no momento”. Portanto,
a inclusio de subflavus na synonymia de imornmatus talvez tenha a vantagem
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real de provocar uma revisio meticulosa deste grupo, sobremodo confuso, de
serpentes e facilitar, assim, o trabalho de futuros especialistas.

A proposito de minha maneira de encarar E. wieningeri, eis o commentario
de Stull: *“Epicrates wwieningeri Steindachner, especie paraguaya conhecida so-
mente pelo typo, foi fundida com Eumectes motaens Cope simplesmente talvez
porque occorre na patria de nofaeus e apresenta um numero correspondente de
filas de escamas e um desenho algo semelhante”.

Ainda aqui, Stull, ou nio leu o que eu escrevi acerca de wiemimgeri, ou,
si 0 leu, nio poude ligar as 1déas por mim expostas. Embora E. wieningeri ndo
possa de maneira alguma ser incluida entre ““formas antilhanas que nio estio,
quasi inteiramente, representadas nos museus sul-americanos”, porquanto, pri-
meiro, ella procede do Paraguay (facto que Stull deve conhecer) e, segundo,
representa um estricto synonymo de E, notaeus Cope (forma relativamente com-
mum em nossas collecgoes), ainda assim nao posso deixar passar sem reparo O
facto de eu nio me ter referido a qualquer “desenho”, ao comparar wieningen
com. notaeus. Conseguintemente, a aifirmacio de Stull no particular é intei-
ramente gratuita. A opinido por mim emittida (p. 9) sobre E. wieningeri, em
meu trabalho (2), foi, textualmente, a seguinte: “Esta especie, baseada num
exemplar jovem procedente de Altos, no Paraguay, caracteriza-se principal-
mente pela presenca de 47 filas de escamas dorsaes. Trata-se, indiscutivelmente,
de um mero synonymo de Eumectes motacus, especie que é a representante
do genero no valle do Paraguay, enquanto E. murinus é propria dos valles do
Amazonas, Sio Francisco e Parana"”. Ao examinar o typo de wienngers no
Museu de Historia Natural de Vienna, em presenca de meus prezados collegas
Otto Wettstein ¢ Franz Werner, aos quaes demonstrei o engano commettido
por Steindachner, verifiquei com seguranca ser aquelle typo um estricto syno-
nymo de mofaeus. Esta foi realmente a idea que eu procurei justificar.

‘Desde que estou a occupar-me desta especie, devo aproveitar o ensejo
para dizer que a variacio de suas placas subcaudaes vae de 46 a 59, o numero
mais baixo tendo surgido a Serié (9, 10), em uma serie de exemplares por
elle examinada, ¢ o mais alto, em outra ora 4 minha disposi¢io e cujo nu-
mero de ventraes oscilla entre 218 e 244, Nestas condigbes, a variagio de-
finitiva de 55 a 59 para as subcaudaes e a de 218 a 231 para as ventraes,
ambas citadas por Stull, estio incorrectas. A pequena differenga encontrada
no numero das subcaudaes (64, inclusive diversas placas divididas, no typo de
Steindachner, a contrastar com 359, encontrado em duas series relativamente pe-
quenas de motacus) niao justifica a validez de wiemngeri, que nio se pode dis-
tinguir da typica mofacus por qualquer outrp caracter.

Stull considera que a inclusio de E. sabogae Barbour na synonymia de
Constrictor constrictor imperator esta em desaccordo com o meu reconhecimento
de subespecies brasileiras, baseadas apenas em cor, e isto porque: ‘‘Deve-s€
lembrar que nada menos de oito novas subespecies de Bothrops neuzviedii Wagles
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foram descriptas, em correspondencia com outros tantos Estados brasileiros,
no trabalho do doutor Amaral, relativo a envenenamento por accidentes, baseadas
em differencas de desenho e coloragio, e que todas ellas foram conservadas nos
artigos ora discutidos.”

Como resposta, devo dizer, em primeiro logar, que esta nota difficilmente
me é applicavel, pois presumo que uma analyse imparcial da moderna litera-
tura ophiologica mostraria, ndo somente que eu tenho sido um dos especia-
listas mais avessos a descripcdes baseadas apenas em coloracio — attitude essa
que tem até sido objecto de critica (11) —, sindo tambem que eu fui talvez
o primeiro ophiologo a recorrer a provas de precipitina e a estudos physio-immu-
nologicos de venenos, como auxilio ao estabelecmento da diagnose de serpentes
(12, 13 e 14). Em segundo logar, nio devo deixar passar esta opportu-
nidade para declarar que, ao me decidir a publicar a descripcio daquellas subes-
pecies de Bothrops neumviedss, eu ja havia tomado a precauciio de praticar provas
de soro-precipitagdo, para poder conferir as conclusdes a que chegara, ao exame
de uma grande serie de exemplares vivos daquellas formas. Este trabalho, por
mim iniciado em 1921-1922, esta sendo continuado em coliaboragio com um
dos assistentes (J. Travassos) deste Instituto e estd produzindo resultados bem
interessantes, cuja publicagdo reservamos para muito hreve.

Tendo até agora visto mais de cem mil serpentes vivas (50 este anno o
Instituto Butantan recebeu cerca de vinte mil exemplares nessas condigdes),
tornei-me tio sceptico a respeito do valor e caracteres chromaticos que, quando
possivel, recorro a quaesquer outros meios de identificacio. Sem duvida, fui
coherente ao synonymizar E. sabogae com C. comstricior imperator, da qual a
primeira ndo se pode distinguir: as variagdes encontradicas no colorido de
formas insulares sio tao profusas (capazes até de affectar, igualmente, certos
caracteres anatomicos de menor valia), que considero apenas natural que exem-
plares de smperator, procedentes da ilha Saboga, apresentem um colorido mais
mdefinido ou pallido do que os oriundos do continente.

Infelizmente, Stull estava tio compenetrada do valor de coloracio como
caracter distinctivo, que a elle recorreu como argumento em todo o seu trabalho,
confirmando, portanto, essa tendencia, ja bem demonstrada ao versar o genero
Tropidophis (5). Para provar esta minha affirmagio, devo lembrar o com-
Mmentario ja feito a proposito de haver-me a auctora imputado, no caso de
E. wieningeri, um argumento de ordem chromatica (differencas de desenho)
em que eu siquer jamais pensei; cabe-me, em seguida, convidar o leitor a ler
Criticamente a monographia da auctora, sobre Tropidophis, e a defesa por ella
apresentada (1) de todas as formas que reconheceu em 1928: basta isto para
convencer qualquer especialista do abuso, por ella praticado, de differencas
chromaticas na identificagio de serpentes insulares. :

Aos fins visados neste artigo resta-me agora declarar o meu scepticismo
quanto ao valor porventura apresentado pelos caracteres dos dentes e pela con-
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formagio dos hemipenes, na differenciacio, assim de serpentes tio nitidamente
atrophiadas como as Tropidophis, como de exemplares conservados, identicos
aos que Stull examinou para preparar a sua sobredita monographia,

Quanto aos caracteres dentarios, certamente todos os ophiologos experi-
mentados conhecem os innumeros erros commettidos em descripgdes e oriundos
das causas seguintes: dissecches imperfeitas de material improprio; esquecimento
das differencas decorrentes da idade e das faltas da dentigio devidas a luctas
ou a alimentacio; omissio de dentes nio desenvolvidos ou de falhas naturaes
na mandibula de exemplares estudados, etc.

No tocante aos caracteres hemipenianos, tenho encontrado differengas tio
nitidas, mesmo em material preparado de exemplores wvivos, que, por mais que
eu me sinta tentado pela abundancia de :spemmﬂ a mio, eu o5 tenho evitado
usar na differenciacio de serpentes. A essa variagio accresce a circunstancia
de serem muitas especies de ophidios conhecidas apenas pelo typo, que fre-
quentes vezes é uma femea ( i}: portanto, caso prevalecesse o criterio da
identificagio das especies pelos caracteres penianos, daquella circunstancia decor-
reria a impossibilidade da classifica¢ao definitiva de taes exemplares, a menos que
se estabelecesse e logo se generalizasse em herpetologia um processo seguro de des-
cripgio de “formas provisorias”, cuja incorporagio final em systematica fi-
casse a depender da applicagio daquelle criterio phallologico. O risco que s€
corre ¢ naturalmente muito ma'or quando se usa este caracter peniano & luz
da dissecgio de exemplares. conservados. Para provar esta minha affirmagio
eu poderia simplesmente aconselhar o leitor que procedesse a uma analyse critica
de certas gravuras constantes da monographia fundamental de Cope sobre
classificagio de serpentes de accordo com a sua estructura hemipeniana. Para
mostrar, com effeito, que, até em especies de grandes dimensdes, a conformagao
dos hemipenes representa um criterio bastante falho para a distincgio dellas,
eu indicaria uma comparagio, por exemplo, entre pl. XVI, fig. 7 ¢ pl. XXI
fig. 1 (da monographia de Cope), ambas pertencentes & mesma especie Chironins
fuscus (L.); entre pl. XVIII, fig. 2 e pl. XVIII, fig. 3, ambas concernentes
a Drymobius boddaertii (Sentzen) e, especialmente, entre pl. XVII, fig, 6 €
pl. XIX, fig. 2, ambas relativas 4 especie Drymobius dendrophis (Schlegel). .-
A precariedade de tal caracter ainda mais se revela em serpentes pequenas, con-
forme parece sempre acontecer com as do genero Tropidophis.

Finalmente, devo declarar que, ao ler a monographia de Stull, achei inaccei-
taveis os grupos basicos A e AA propostos em sua “Chave das especies €
subespecies do genero Tropidophis”, em virtude de haver ella baseado o pri-
meiro grupo na presenca de “escamas dorsaes lisas, hemipenes bifurcados” €
caracterizado o segundo pela presenca de “escamas dorsaes carinadas, pelo menos
nas filas vertebraes, hemipenes quadrifurcados”, isto apesar de nio ter exa"
minado hemipenis algum das especies paucisquamis e taczanowskyi, nem visto
um exemplar siquer de ambas, como, alids, francamente confessou. Pouco
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tempo depois de ter assim encarado o trabalho de Stull, deparou-se-me ensejo
de confirmar minha recusa a acceitagio daquella sua chave synoptica: ao
examinar um exemplar vivo de 7. paucisquamis, verifiquei positivamente (16)
que as escamas dorsaes desta especie sio de facto carinadas, ao contrario, pois,
do que a auctora havia antecipado. Nessa occasiio, eu escrevi: “Da revisio
de Stull resultou o esclarecimento de algumas questdes relativas, quer i dis-
tincgdo, quer i identidade de varias formas de Tropidophis. Infelizmente,
algumas conclusées de seu trabalho deram-me a impressio de ser demasiado
apressadas, a saber: a subdivisio extrema da especie pardalis, a descripgio de
wrighti como especie nova, baseada num unico exemplar que pode bem repre-
sentar uma variagio extrema de pardalis, e a separagio, em dois grupos, das
especies continentaes paucisquamis e taczanowskyi. Em sua opinido, esses dois
grupos, cujos typos sio, respectivamente, maculatus e pardalis, podiam caracre-
rizar-se da seguinte maneira:
A. Escamas dorsaes lisas; hemipenes bifurcados — grupo maculatus.

AA. Escamas dorsaes carinadas, pelo menos na fila vertebral; hemipenes

quadrifurcados — grupo pardalis,

“Desde que Stull declarou em seu trabalho nio haver visto exemplar al-
gum, seja de paucisquamis, seja de taczanowskyi, e desde que nenhum outro
auctor jamais descreveu os caracteres penianos de qualquer destas especies, a
separacio dellas 4 luz desses caracteres nio se justificaria de modo algum.
Estou certo igualmente de que, 4 luz da carinacio das escamas, paucisquamis e
taczanotwskyi nio se podem agrupar separadamente, porquanto ji verifiquei que
o exemplar de pamcisguamis, actualmente na collecgio do Instituto Butantan,
apresenta escamas carinadas sobre o dorso, justamente como acontece ocom
tacsanowskyi”.

Consequentemente, da revisio de Stull apenas restam as variagdes nume-
ricas das escamas para lhe confirmar as conclusdes relativas 4 subdivisio de
Tropidophis. Este € o ponto que eu, baseado no conhecimento que tenho do
genero, resolvi ndo acceitar, deixando-o primeiro resistir 4 prova do tempo.
Concluindo, direi que, antes de algum revisor confirmar as conclusdes de
Stull, tenho por perfeitamente justificada a deliberagio que tomei de omittir de
minha Lista Remissiva de Ophidios Neotropicos 0s novos nomes creados pela
auctora.
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STUDIES OF NEOTROPICAL OPHIDIA

XXVIIl. Remarks on some boid snakes

BY

AFRANIO po AMARAL

TRANSLATION

In a recent article published in the Bulletin of the Antivenin Institute of
America (1), the distinguished ophiologist, Olive G. Stull, criticized my views
on some of the neotropical forms of Boidae as set forth in three of my
‘latest publications (2, 3, 4). ‘

Although mainly confined to and directly interested in the genus Tropi-
dophis, Stull made some general critical statements particularly on my “ill-advised
synonymizing” in dealing with most of “the West-Indian forms, which are
almost unrepresented in the South American museums”, “as well as those
known only from the literature”. The accuracy of these statements merits
being examined before I enter into the analysis of her paper.

Since 1922, when 1 commenced my revisionary work on neotropical snakes
at the Museum of Comparative Zoology, thanks to Prof. Thomas Barbour’s
generous hospitality in his laboratory, until 1928, when I definitely returned
to Brazil, I made the best use of my time and the opportunity to examine
critically and to take notes on a great many specimens in the collection of that
institution, which is quite rich in Antillean material. On various occasions I
also visited the United States National Museum and examined many specimens,
including, of course, a great many West-Indian forms which are also well
represented there. I am grateful to Dr. Leonhard Stejneger and Miss Doris
Cochran for permission to do so. Moreover, before preparing my Check-list
of Neotropical Snakes, I was successful in gaining access to the complete bibliogra-
phy of the subject and to supplement my experience by the examination of
virtually all types of neotropical ophidia as contained in the South American,
North American and European museums, the only exceptions being those types
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which either were away on loan or could not be located at the time of my
visits.

Therefore, Stull misrepresented the matter when she thought my experience
of Antillean ophidia to be based on specimens perchance represented “in the
South American museums” or else on my knowledge of “the literature”.
Apparently Stull either did not read the papers she quoted, or, if she read
them, did not understand what I wrote, otherwise she would have found the
explanation I gave above of the plan I followed in my revisionary work, in
the very introduction of all of the three papers she cited in her article (2, 3, 4).

Turning now to the very scientific statements of her critical article, I may
first say that, although devoting half of her article to the discussion of some
points regarding the genus Tropidophis, perhaps because this had already been
reviewed by herself (5), Stull stated that the least justifiable and the greatest
errors I made in dealing with the Boidae are found in the genus Epicrates, a
statement she exemplified with the species H. striatus Fischer, E. monensis
Zenneck, E. subflavus Stejuneger, E. wieningeri Steindachner and E. sabogae
Barbour.

In regard to H. striatus Fischer I followed Meerwarth (6) who, in 1901,
showed that this is a variety and the name a synonym of Epicrates angulifer
Bibron. As far as I am aware no other specialist has since dealt with this
form, nor has anyone proved, through a satisfactory revision, Meerwarth’s
finding to be incorrect. Therefore, I followed the most sensible course in the
matter on placing H. stnatus in the synonymy of E. angulifer Bibron.

No doubt, among many slips found in my List, the name “Santo Domingo”,
which is of course the most important locality in the angulifer range, was omitted
in my proof-reading, in which the incorrect spellings mrightii (instead of
wnghti) and semicincla (instead of semicinctus) also passed unnoticed. I am
much indebted to Stull for pointing out these mistakes. As 1 wrote in the
introduction of the first edition of my monograph (4), I asked all my colleagues
the special favour of pointing out any errors or omissions they might find in
the text so as to help improve that List for the benefit of all

Stull next wrote: “The form chrysogaster Cope, represented by four
specimens in the Museum of Comparative Zoology at Harvard, and which 1
consider a valid subspecies of striatus, is not even mentioned”.

In dealing with the synonymy of Epicrates fordu (Ginther), 1 quoted
without restriction the name given it in Boulenger’s catalogue. Since I did not
add a “pro parte” or “partim” to the quotation of that name I thought that
every biologist would understand that I had automatically agreed with the
synonymy of fordii as recognized by Boulenger, including of course H.
chrysogaster Cope. Therefore, it is apparent that Stull either does not com-
prehend or does not follow the universal system of nomenclatorial quotations.
On the other hand, when I finished my check-list of neotropical ophidia in
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May, 1930, I could not foresee that chrysogasfer would ever become a valid
subspecies of strigtus, because Stull made her opinion known only in September,
1931. Even had I possessed such a divinatory instinct, I was not obliged to
agree with her if she had not proved the correctness of her standpoint in a
satisfactory manner. Indeed, it is not the scope of any check-list to initiate
or even to follow hastily any proposed modifications that have not yet stood
the test of time.

In reference to E. monensis, Stull stated that: “The form Epicrates mo-
nensis Zenneck is synonymized with E. fordii (Gunther), although it can be
distinguished from the latter not only by its coloration, particularly the consi-
derably smaller number of dorsal spots, but also by apparently constant
differences in the numbers of scale rows, ventrals, and caudals, which would
seem to entitle it to at least subspecific rank”,

Therefore, Stull was not yet sure about either the constancy of those
differences she indicated or the rank to be definitely assigned to the form
the validity of which she defended.

In this case I also followed Meerwarth (loc. cit., page 8) who considered
monensis but as a variety of E. fordi. Since, for obvious reasons, it is neither
customary nor advisable for check-lists to recognize varieties, Zenneck’s form
was included in the synonymy of fordis, in the absence of a satisfactory revision
of same. In this connexion I may as well point out that even Schmidt (7), who
accepts momensis as a good species, has recently indicated that “the clearing
up of the status of the relations of this species must be left to a reviser of
the genus, with specimens of the several Santo Domingan species at hand”.

In view of the well-known wide variations borne by island snakes, a fact
which seems to be responsible for the considerable splitting that the Antillean
ophiological fauna has undergone in the hands of several herpetologists, I found
it to be advisable not to accept E. subflovus Stejneger as a full species, pending
a revision that might prove its validity.

To be sure, Stejneger based the diagnosis of subflavus especially in the
broad contact of the prefrontal with the preocular, but the material he had at
hand appeared to be insufficient to any complete diagnostic verification for he
(8) clearly stated: “The coloration is also quite different, and there are nu-
merous other characters in the scutellation, the constancy of which can only be
demonstrated by a larger material than 1 have access to at present”. The
placing of subflavus in the synonymy of inormafus may have the real merit of
provoking a thorough revis‘on of this most confusing group of serpents so as
to facilitate the work of future specialists.

In relation to my treatment of E. wieningeri, Stull wrote: “Epicrates
wicningeri Steindachner, a species from Paraguay known only from the type,
is referred to Euncctes notaeus Cope, apparently simply because it occurs within
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the range of mofaeus and has a corresponding number of scale rows and a so-
mewhat similar pattern”. |

Here again Stull either did not read what I wrote about wieningeri or, if

she did, she could not make out my opinion. Although E. wieningeri could

not in any way be included among “West-Indian forms, which are almost
entirely’ unrepresented in South American museums” since it proceeds from
Paraguay—a fact of which Stull is aware—and is a strict synonym of E.
notacus Cope-—a form rather common in our collections—yet I cannot help
pointing out that in my text I did not mention any “pattern™ in the comparison
I made between wiemingers and notaeus. Therefore, Stull’s statement in this
regard is entirely gratuitous. Indeed, the opinion I rendered (page 9) on E.
wieningers i my paper (2) is the following in plain English: “This species,
as based on one voung specimen proceeding from Altos, in Paraguay, 18
characterized principally by the presence of 47 rows of dorsal scales, It is
undoubtedly a mere synonym of Eumecfes notaeus, which is the representative
of the genus in the Paraguay valley, whilst E. murinus is the one found in the
Amazon, the Sio Francisco and the Parana valleys”. Having examined the
type of wwieningeri in the Vienna Museum in the presence of my esteemed
colleagues Otto Wettstein and Franz Werner to whom I showed Steindachner’s
mistake, 1 positively verified that it was a strict synonym of motaeus. This is
the thought I really tried to convey.

Since I am dealing with this form it may be proper to point out that the
variation of its subcaudal count is 46-59, the former figure having been found
by Serié (9, 10) in a series he examined and the latter in another I have at
hand, the ventral count varying from 218 to 244. Therefore, Stull’s definite
figures 55-59 for the candals and 218-231 for the ventrals are not correct. The
slight difference noted in the number of subcaudals (64, including several divided
shields, in Steindachner’s type, as against 59 found in two by no means large
series of motaeus) does not justify the validity of wieningeri, which can not be
distinguished from typical notaens by any other character.

Stull considers the inclusion of E. sabogse Barbour in the synonymy of
Constrictor constrictor imperator to be highly inconsistent with my policy of
recognizing Brazilian subspecies only by colour and this because “It will be
remembered that no less than eight new subspecies of Bothrops meutwiedii
Wagler, conveniently corresponding to as many Brazilian states, are described
in Doctor Amaral’s paper on snake poisoning on the basis of differences n
pattern and coloration, and these are all recognized in the papers under
discussion™. |

In reply, may I say, first, that this remark is hardly applicable to me,
because I feel that an impartial analysis of the modern literature on snakes
would disclose not only that I have been one of those who have shown the
greatest dislike for descriptions of forms based only on colouration — an

14



AFRANIO DO AMARAL — Neolropical ophidia 187

attitude that has, as a matter of fact, been criticized (11), but also that I was
perhaps the first specialist to resort to precipitin tests and venom physio-immuno-
lical analysis as a help in the establishment of diagnosis of snmakes (11, 13, 14).
Second, I must take this opportunity to state that, when I decided to publish my
article on the subspecies of Bothrops newwiedii, I had already taken the precaution
of checking the conclusions I arrived at on the examination of fairly large
series of live specimens, with the necessary serum precipitin tests. This work,
which I started in 1921-1922, has of late been continued in collaboration with
one of my assistants (J. Travassos) at this Institute and is yielding very in-
teresting results, the publication of which we anticipate for the near future.

Having thus far seen over one hundred thousand live snakes (this year
alone the Instituto Butantan has received over 20,000 of such specimens), I
have become so skeptical about colour characters that whenever possible I resort
to some other means of identification. Therefore, T was consistent when I
synonymized E. sabogae with C. constrictor imperator, from which the former
can not be distinguished. The variations found in the colour of island forms
are so profound (they sometimes may affect certain minor anatomical characters
as well) that it is only natural that specimens of imperator taken on Saboga
Island bear a more indefinite or pallid shade than the mainland ones.

Unfortunately, Stull was so imbued with the idea of colouration as a
distinctive character, that she brought this forth as an argument throughout her
paper in the same way that she did in dealing with the genus Tropidophis (5).
To prove this point 1 have already commented on her having imputed to me,
in_regard to E. wieningeri, a pattern difference of which I even never thought.
The reader is now invited to criticaly examine her monograph on Tropidophis
and the defense she made (1) of all forms she recognized in 1928, to be con-
vinced of how much she abused of colour differences in separating island snakes.

For the purpose ot this article it seems to suffice now for me to state that,
in the case of such nitidly dwarfed snakes as the Tropidophes as well as in the
case of preserved material such as that Stull had access to in the preparation of
her monograph, I am sceptical also about differences in tooth characters and
hemipenial structure.

Indeed, in regard to tooth characters, all those who have sufficient experience
with snakes know that many errors have crept into descriptions from the following
causes: imperfect dissections of improper material; overlooking of age diffe-
rences as well as of losses of teeth due to fights or feeding: omission of
undeveloped teeth or else of natural gaps in both the maxillary and the mandible
of the specimens under consideration, etc..

As regards hemipenial characters, I have found such wide differences, even
in materiol mounted from live specimens, that much as I have been tempted
by the abundance of material I have at hand, I have refrained from using them
in the differentiation of snakes. To this variation I may add the fact of
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many species of serpents to be known only from the type, which oftentimes is
a i; therefore, should this criterion of identification of species in the light of
their penial characters prevail, it would be impossible definitely to classify those
type specimens unless a sound process of description of “provisional forms”
were established and generally accepted in herpetology, the final incorporation
of these forms into systematics remaining dependent on the application of that
phallological criterion.

The risk one takes in attempting to use this phallic character as revealed
by the dissection of preserved specimens is naturally much greater. To prove
th's contention I could refer the reader to a critical analysis of some of the
figures in Cope’s fundamental monograph (15) on the classification of snakes
of which belong to Drymobius boddaertii (Sentzen), and particularly between
pl. XVI, fig. 7 and pl. XXI, fig. 1, both of which belong to the same species
Chironius fuscus (L.); between pl. XVIII, fig. 2 and pl. XVIII, fig. 3, both
of which belong to Drymobius boddaertii (Sentzen), and particulary between
pl. XVII, fig. 6, and pl. XIX, fig. 2, both of which belong to Drymobius
dendrophis (Schlegel), are sufficient to show chat even in large forms as those
cited above, the hemipenis structure is a very uncertain criterion to be followed
in the distinction of snakes. The precariousness of this character is naturally
still more marked when one deals with small individuals as seems always to be
the case with those of the genus Tropidophis.

Finally, T am obliged to state that, upon reading Stull’s monograph, I could
not accept the main groups A and AA as proposed in her “Key to the species
and subspecies of the genus Tropidophis”, because she based the former in the
presence of “dorsal scales smooth, hemipenis bifurcate”, and the latter, in the
presence of “dorsal scales keeled, at least in the vertebral row, hemipenes qua-
drifurcate”, despite the fact that she had neither examined any hemipenis of
paucisquamis or of taczanowskyi nor seen one single spec:men of either, as she
frankly admitted. A later development proved that 1 was correct in refusing
to accept her synoptic key; it came about with the verification I made (16) that
the dorsal scales of paucisquamis are really carinated. Then I wrote: “In
consequence of Miss Stull’s revision, quite a few questions concerning either the
distinction or the identity of various forms of Tropidophis became settled.
Unfortunately, a few conclusions stated in her paper strike me as being perhaps
a little too hasty, to wit: the extreme subdivision of the species pardalis, the
description of wrighti as a new species based on a single specimen which may
as well represent an extreme variation of pardalis, and the separation of the
continental species paucisquamis and laczamowskyi into two groups. In her
opinion, these groups which bear maculatus and pardalis as their - respective
types, might be characterized as follows:

A. Dorsal scales smooth; hemipenes bifurcate — maculatus group
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AA. Dorsal scales keeled, at least in the vertebral row; hemipenes
quadrifurcate — pardalis group

“Since Stull wrote in her paper that she had not seen auy specimen of
either paucisquamis or taczamowskyi, and since nobody else has ever described
the penial character of either species, the separation of these forms in the light
of their penis formation appears to be entirely unwarranted. That paucisquamis
could not be separated from faczanmowsky: in the light of scale carination I am
also quite sure, because I have found that the specimen of paucisquamis, now in
the collection of the Instituto Butantan, bears keeled scales in the dorsum just as
1 the case with faczanotwskyi”.

Consequently there remain in Stull’s revision but the scale counts to
confirm her conclusions on the subdivision of Tropidophis. This 1 have
decided, on the knowledge I have of the genus, not to accept, but let it stand
the test of time. Before some reviser confirms her findings I feel that I am
Perfectly justified in the action I took when I omitted Stull’s new names from
my Check-list of Neotropical Ophidia.
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