
258 TUE CAMADIAN ENONOLOGIST

The author here reviewed commit@ ail these errors, and hi. book wouldhave been better without them. As examples of mistakes in observation, wemay point out the following: April Insect Chart., Fig. 1. The figure is said to
represent one of the Trichoptera, which it illustrates with a caudal appendage
having two pairs of branches, eomething no North American insect of anycrder ha. May Insect Chart, Fig. 14. A crane-fiy is drawn with netted venation
a character which the artiet should have restricted to hi. browno, dune anddr4kes, August Ineect Chart, Fig. 14. This "fluffy spinner," .aid to be oneof the Diptera, but is drawn with only four legs (ail insecte having six). Theoriginal of this sketch probably was a Picrophorid math. The author speak. anumber of times of hi, faithful representations of the insecte and especially ofgetting the colours true, but ta those accustomed ta good entomologic1 illu,.tratians, these are crude, and the colours, as reproduced unsatiefactory.

New, as to resons for nat adopting the classification of scientiste Mr.Rhead Baye: "European entomologists have divided insecte into variou, orders;each season finds them making new classifications so confiicting as to bewilderthe lay mmd," (p. XVII). Taxonomy ha. had tg bear many reproache., butthis in the first we recaîl, to the effect that the in.ect orders are changed eachseason. Other reasons given by the author for disregarding ucientific classi-fications are expressed in the following sentences: "I1 wa. a.ked by an anglingexpert who was examining my drawings, "Why don't you give the properLatin naines to each fiy?" My an.wer was, "I wauld do se, but no enta.mologiat has yet made any effort te classify American trout insects into ordersor divisions, families and species as ha. been done in France and England."
(p. 102).

It appeaua, therefore, that the works of Hagen and of Banks, cuiminatingin the latter', catalogue of the Neuropteroid Insects (1907), which inciodes ailthe browns, duns and drakes of Rhead, go for nothing, s0 far a. thie 4tuthor i.concerned. Similarly, the works of O.ten-Sacken, and of Alexander and theAldrich Catalogue of Diptera (1906) take c4re of ail of his spinners and other
fies, but he knows it nat.

Our author makes the remarlcable statement aloo that "Inquiries fromvarious State entomologiste failed ta locate a single volume or treatise on trout-stream insecte" (p. VII). He surely-did not inquire of hi. own State ente-mologiet, for the fact i., that New York State is.ued long before .the date ofRhead's work twoý very valuable and well illustrated reports on thi. very sub-ject. These are Needham and Betten'. "Aquatic Insecte in the Adirondaks* (1901), and "Aquatic Insects in New York State," by Needham, MacGillivray,Johann.en and Davis (1903). Th~e shorter papers bearing more or less ontrout .tream in.ects, and publication, on kindred topica are numerous.
Anether work entitled "Fishing with floeting flies" <S. G. Camp, 1913),* varies aoniewhat frôm the book reviewed in nomenclature of insecte, callingthe May-flies duns and the caddis-diaeu sedges. It ha. the comndable feature,however, of quoting mo.t of its entomological "àterial front a elndr work,namely KèlIog'. 'American Insecte" (1905).-W. L. McA=z.


