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SECTION V.

FAMILY OF CHELYOIDZ.

The family of Chelyoidem, as characterized below, embraces only one genus, the
Chelys of South America. As limited by former observers, the type of Pleuro-
ddres, to which Chelys belongs, combines features which are parallel to those that
characterize the families of Trionychid®, Chelydroide, Cinosternoide, and Emydoide.
These peculiarities would seem to be remarkably blended here, if this type were

to constitute o single family.

I believe, however, thut this is not the case! I

have, at least, satisfied myself already, that the Chelyoidm are very different from
the other Pleurod®res, as the following description may show.
The dorsal part of the vertebral column, from the first dorsal vertebra back-

1 OF all the types of Testudinata, that of Chely-
dina is the only one, for the examination of which I
have not been able to secure nmple materinls, Iuv-
ing Lowever mysclf, when student in the Univer-
gity of Miinich, made most of the skelctons which
are figured in the Atlas to Wagler’s Natliv. System
Amphibien, 1830, I have derived sufficient informn-
tion from his illustrations of this subject to satisfy
myscll that several funilies are still included uuder
the group called Elodites Pleurodires, by Duméril
and Bibron, (Erpét. génér., 1835.) The first allusion
to the propriety of considoring them as u distinct
group may be found in J. E. Gray's Synopsis of the
Genera of Reptiles, (Ann. of Philos., 1825,) wlere
they nre enumerated ns o sub-family of the Emy-
dvidny, under the name of Chlelidina. Soon after-
wards Fitzinger considered them as a distinet family,
wiler the nume of Chelydoidea, (Neue Classif., 1826.)
This family wus afterwnrds adopted by Wiegmonn,
under the nnwe Chelyde, (Hundb. d. Zool., 1832,)
then suldivided into two sub-families by Canino,
under the names of ITydruspiding and Cheliun, (Che-
lontorum, Tub. Aunl, 1836)  These twoe divisions
are vomsidered nz fimnilies by Fitzinger, in his latest
work, (Syst. Amph., 1841,) under the numes of’ ly-
draspides and Chelydie. Gy, however, considers
thew etill ns one fumily, under the name of’ Chelidide,

-

(Cat. Brit. Mas,, 1844.) I lold that the separation
of the Chelyoidn from the Hydrnspides, as a distinct
family, is founded in nature. From the examination
of severnl specimens in the Muscum of the Essex
Iustitute in Salem. I have satisfied mysell that the
genus Chelys of Dumdéril truly constitutes of itself o
naturul family. But I am by no means convinced
that the genera referred to the family of Hydraspides
are so closely allied to one another a8 to form one nut-
vral family. There are those among them which re-
eall the Cinvsternoids, while others resemble more the
Enydvids. Tam, therefore, inclined to beliove, though
I have not the means to show, that as Chelys consti-
tutes u natural family among the Pleuroddres, analo-
gous to tho Chelydroidic among the Cryptodérces, so
does Sternothaerus correspond to the Cinosternoids,
while the other genern correspond fo the bulk of the
Emydoids, thus forming two natural families, which
may be called Sternothreroidm and Iydrnspides. It
may bLe, however, that several of the genera of the
Hydraspides differ still more from the others than the
sub-families of Emydvidm among themselves, ns, for
instanee, Podornemis asd Chelodinn.  ‘Chia type of
Pleurodires requires yet to be thoroughly studied, in
all its rumifieations, and minutely compared with the
correaponding types of Cryptodires, cinrncterized in
the following pages ns distinet fwmilies.
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