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BUTTERFLIES OF WEST TEXAS PARKS AND PRESERVES,
by Roland H. Wauer, 2002. Published by Texas Tech
University Press, Box 41037, Lubbock, Texas 79409-
1037 USA. xviii + 78 pp., 56 color photographs. Cloth,
ISBN: 0-89672-471-9, $29.95; paper, ISBN: 0-89672-
472-7, $17.95, available from the publisher.

I first met Ro Wauer more than forty years ago at
Ash Meadows in southwestern Nevada to assist him
with a Christmas bird count. At the time, he was the
park naturalist at the nearby Death Valley National
Monument (now National Park). We watched birds to-
gether over the years, even after he transferred to Zion
National Park. Sometime later, he again transferred
and we lost touch. We now meet again through his
work on butterflies.

Butterflies of West Texas Parks and Preserves is an
attractive small book that fills a niche for the casual
naturalist and beginning butterfly watcher. A short in-
troduction superficially covers general life history and
tips for watching these “creatures” (this word is appar-
ently a favorite Waunerism). Fifty of the common but-
terflies in the region extending from the Guadalupe
Mountains National Park on the New Mexican state
line southward to the Big Bend region on the Mexican
border are included. These are each illustrated with a
generally good to excellent color photograph by the
author. The butterflies are briefly described and com-
pared with similar species. A short summary is given
on their ecology, phenology, hostplants, nectar sources,
and behavior. These accounts are readable and gener-
ally useful, although the beginner may have a difficult
time distinguishing some of the skippers, especially
similar species that are not illustrated. In addition, a
brief description is given for eleven species that are
considered west Texan specialties of which six are il-
lustrated with photographs. Most of these latter suffer
in quality. The book concludes with a checklist of all
the butterflies of western Texas, a larval hostplant in-
dex, and an index to the butterflies.

One error in identification was encountered. The
butterfly illustrated above the account for the orange
sulphur (Colias eurytheme) is an undoubted southern
dogface (Colias cesonia). In addition, the Red Satyr
(Megisto rubricata) is said to have one large eyespot
on the ventral hindwing although two clearly are
shown in its photograph.

This book serves its purpose of introducing about a
quarter of the fascinating butterflies of western Texas.
Unfortunately its cost is a little steep, but perhaps

enough will be sold to interest a few in these “flying
gems” of our natural world. Thanks Ro.

GEORGE T. AUSTIN, Nevada State Museum and
Historical Society, 700 Twin Lakes Drive, Las Vegas,
Nevada 89107 USA
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PHOTOGRAPHIC GUIDE TO THE BUTTERFLIES OF
BRITAIN AND EUROPE, by Tom W. Tolman. 2001.
Publisher: Oxford University Press. Price: $29.95.
ISBN 0-198506066-6. 305 pp.

Anyone who wishes to identify a butterfly in Europe
faces a huge dilemma. What book? The long history of
intense interest in butterflies on that continent has led
to a succession of guides and other less portable books,
each with its own unique presentation. Even the pre-
sent author has two contemporary field guides com-
peting for space in the pocket or knapsack. While Tol-
man’s previous book (2001) includes unsurpassed
paintings of European butterflies, this guide contains
largely magnificent photographs of living butterflies
encompassing the vast majority of species inhabiting
the same area (Europe and some adjacent islands, but
excluding the eastern European countries of Bularus,
Moldova, and Ukraine).

The book begins with a brief introduction to set the
stage for its use and little else except for a conservation
plea. The species accounts are divided by family, each
introduced by a very brief synopsis. The accounts,
headed with both scientific and common names, are
efficiently formatted and include concise sections on
distribution, description, flight-period, habitat, behav-
ior in some instances as aids in identification, and con-
servation for threatened taxa. Also included are distri-
bution maps, shaded to depict the known range of the
species, and, for most species, at least one photograph.
For migratory species, the maps distinguish between
permanent and non-permanent distributions. Pho-
tographs may include upper and lower surfaces, males
and females of obviously dimorphic species, and occa-
sionally geographic variation. These are nearly univer-
sally excellent and are representative of how these
creatures appear in the field while they remain un-
worn. One of the ongoing conundrums of field identi-
fication is determination of older individuals that have
lost wing parts and scales. These, the ones that may
give butterfly watchers the most problems, have yet to
be adequately addressed. Some species are duly ac-
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knowledged as virtually impossible to identify in the
field. Similar species are also briefly noted, but are not
always cross-referenced.

While I am not fully current on taxonomic matters
relating to European butterflies, the taxonomy used
demonstrates a rather hard lean towards splitting at all
levels from families through species. The retention of
Libytheidae as a family or its recognition as a subfam-
ily of Nymphalidae is equivocal, yet there is nearly uni-
versal agreement that Tolmans Satyridae and
Danaidae are of subfamilial rank (de Jong et al. 1996,
Ackery et al. 1999). At the generic-level, the recogni-
tion of Aglais as separate from Nymphalis and Cynthia
from Vanessa are acceptable (Nylin et al. 2001), but
Roddia “vaualbum” is retained in Nymphalis although
it appears closer to Polygonia as suggested by
Niculescu (1985) and Layberry et al. (1998; see also
Nylin et al. 2001). Higgin’s (1978) generic names for
Euphydryas are not needed, even at the subgeneric
level (Britten et al. 1993, Wahlberg & Zimmermann
2000, Zimmermann et al. 2000). Mellicta, treated sep-
arately, is probably congeneric with Melitaea (Wahl-
berg & Zimmermann 2000). I am unaware of any de-
finitive decision on the status of the Pieris/Artogeia
complex of species, except that all “Pieris” are not
Pieris and the remainder are not all Artogeia (Geiger
& Scholl 1985, Geiger 1990). Proclossiana is probably
unnecessary (Grey 1989, Layberry et al. 1998, Guppy
& Sheppard 2001), although the need for Clossiana
remains contentious (Grey 1989, Troubridge and
Wood 1990, Bird et al. 1995, Layberry et al. 1998).
Aubert et al. (1996) found that Clossiana was distinc-
tive, but that Proclossiana had close affinities with
Boloria. The blues retain many of the generic divisions
used by Higgins (1975), but a more recent analysis
(Bdlint and Johnson 1997) was ignored or not con-
sulted. I am less conversant on Palearctic butterflies at
the species-level, yet again the trend in this book
seems to be more rather than less. For example, Pon-
tia daplidice and P. edusa are treated as separate
species (e.g., Geiger 1990, contra the suggestion of
Porter et al. 1997), but “Artogeia” bryoniae is consid-
ered as a species-level taxon (contra Geiger & Scholl
1985, Geiger 1990; see also Porter & Geiger 1995,
Porter 1997). Among Hipparchia, taxonomic recom-
mendations by Cesaroni et al. (1994) were not fol-
lowed.

There are, however, occasional swaggers in the
other direction. Thus, several hairstreaks are included
in Satyrium (e.g., Clench 1978) although, based on
their genitalia alone, they appear to belong to purely
Palearctic genera. Similarly, coppers are all included in
Lycaena despite well-marked differences in the geni-

JOURNAL OF THE LEPIDOPTERISTS’ SOCIETY

talia of various species groups regarded as genera by
others (e.g., Higgins 1975).

These comments are minor, perhaps need not apply
to a field guide, and demonstrate individual author’s
interpretations, prejudices, and preferences. It is a
good book and I found little else to critique.

At the beginning of this review, I asked what book to
choose. That may be more difficult than separating
species of Erebia. The purchase of the Photographic
Guide to the Butterflies of Britain and Europe, how-
ever, would not be an incorrect decision.
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THE CONCISE ATLAS OF BUTTERFLIES OF
THE WORLD, by Bernard d’Abrera. 2001. Hill
House Publishers, Melbourne and London. 353 pp.
ISBN 0-947-352-37-6. Price: US $99.50 plus shipping.

Bernard d’Abrera has produced nearly 20 renowned
books on butterflies. He is likely one of the best-
known Lepidopterists in the world, and therefore, an
eminence of all things butterfly. Like many butterfly
biologists, most of d’Abrera’s other works are in my
reference library and I was naturally chuffed to see the
publication of The Concise Atlas of Butterflies of the
World. In North America the book is distributed ex-
clusively by the entomological supply firm BioQuip
(Gardena, California).

The layout, design and high photographic quality of
The Concise Atlas of Butterflies of the World is in line
with d’Abrera’s previous works, with one difference.
This book is comprised of two parts. Part one com-
prises 95 pages of largely philosophical essay; a three-
part introduction interspersed with photographic im-
ages and many footnotes. Part two comprises 103
pages of captions (pp. 97-200) that support the subse-
quent 150 color plates depicting exemplar butterflies
from the five geographical regions treated in d’Abrera’s
previous series on butterflies. There is also an index.

7

From a practical standpoint the 150 color plates
would form the raison d’étre for acquiring this book.
The plates are amalgamated from d’Abrera’s previous
volumes, and they crisply render the butterflies against
a white background. They are very good. The plates will
be useful for identifying specimens to genus in the se-
lected geographical regions, and there should be little
ambiguity matching the illustration, the name pro-
vided, to a specimen in hand or one in a photograph.

The captions provide taxonomic and distributional
information taken from the previous voluines. In some
cases the captions also offer taxonomic corrections to
the previous volumes (e.g., Waigeum, Alanea lam-
bourni, Phasis, Memphis elina, Olynthus), or sugges-
tions for genera in need of revision (e.g., Spindasis,
Euptychia), and in other cases, rather strong critical
opinions (e.g., Libytheidae, Mallika, Karanasa, Ginzia,
Asterope). Finally, in an effort to solve the problem of
“Thecla” the captions also include descriptions of eight
new Neotropical lycaenid genera. There are also many
new taxonomic combinations.

Apart from a few minor spelling errors here and
there, I noted that the captions for plate 146 are out of
sync. To interpret them correctly the numerical quan-
tity of one needs to be subtracted from all figures start-
ing with Emesis fatima (labeled #4). The problem is
that Emesis lucinda is given numbers 1-3, but should
read 1-2 to correspond accurately to the plates. This
minor error affects the correspondence of all subse-
quent numerical entries to the figures in plate 146.
Presumably this could easily be corrected in subse-
quent printings.

Some aspects of the index make it difficult to use,
especially for the novice. All users are required to
know the generic names before the index will send one
to the plates; no species names are included in the in-
dex. This problem is most evident with the Neotropi-
cal lycaenids since the new generic names appear for
the first time in the Atlas. I think the utility of the book
could be improved by having a more thorough index
that includes species names. Once again, perhaps this
is something for future printings.

The Concise Atlas provides a valuable summary of
one man’s lifetime of work with butterflies and his per-
sonal perspective on their place in nature. Whether se-
lected for their beauty, endemism or ubiquity, the
species illustrated in this book can be used to further
our understanding of butterflies.

P. J. DEVRIES, Center for Biodiversity Studies, Mil-
waukee Public Museum, 800 West Wells Street, Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin 53233 USA
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