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Response:

It is unfortunate to see the response of
Kuromoto and Joshy to our critique of
the description of a new species of Philautus
from the Western Ghats. Instead of taking
the issues raised by us as a valid criticism,
they contest the same with frivolous argu-
ments. Interestingly, they rebut that our
‘arguments were based on misunder-
standing, groundless doubt, and excessive
demands, which are practically impossible
to fulfil due to the serious lack of compa-
rable data’, but end up providing new in-
formation in their response in support of
the species described by them. This clearly
establishes that there were inadequacies
in their earlier descriptions of the new
species and that our comments were not
based on groundless doubts. Demands on
scientific rigour by peers are only to en-
hance the quality of scientific output.
This becomes more important when deal-
ing with tough problems, such as the

complex anuran taxonomy, where there
is a real need of high standards of report-
ing with reliable and accurate data.
Through our comments' we hoped that in
future, reviewers, authors and readers will
exercise more caution and care while as-
sessing new frog species descriptions;
and definitely not to discourage the fu-
ture studies as implied by Joshy and
Kuramoto in their response.

Kuromoto and Joshy provide addi-
tional information on the validity of the
species, which should have rightfully
found its place in the original descrip-
tions of P. luteolus and P. tuberohume-
rus”. Even this new information is full of
ambiguity. It is mentioned that ‘the range
of colour variation in P. luteolus was
rather narrow’, exemplifying two colour
morphs. Such a judgment can only be made
if a number of individuals have been ex-
amined, but again there is no mention of
how many individuals were examined to
arrive at this finding. They provide a
clarification that the calls were described
based on the specimens that were later
assigned as types of P. luteolus. If this
information had been incorporated in the
description itself, it would have avoided
some of the concerns in our commentary.
Similarly, their argument that ‘practically
there were no other molecular data avail-
able for comparison’ is rather preposterous,
because a number of sequences existed in
the NCBI GenBank database, which has
now grown to >300 (GenBank release 158
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov) for Philau-
tus alone.

Further, they rebut that comparisons
with all extant-type specimens are not
only impossible but also unnecessary,
which only reinforces our concerns about
the poor-quality control in reporting and
eagerness on the parts of authors to pub-
lish even partly validated inferences.
Such mindset only weakens the cause of
taxonomy, and rather gives an impres-
sion that it is an esoteric subject pursued
by impulsive biologists. We have sug-
gested methods that bring robustness to
taxonomic work, wherein any new spe-
cies once described, can be verified un-
ambiguously by other investigators.

While we agree that researchers dealing
with the taxonomy of Philautus should
be encouraged to publish, their mistakes
should also be pointed out, so that they
refrain from erroneous and inaccurate re-
porting. It is a well-known fact that there are
more undescribed species than described

ones>*. Therefore, it is not surprising that
many frogs from the Western Ghats are
being described. But we are of the strong
opinion that progress in Philautus taxon-
omy should not be merely measured as the
number of new species described, but
measured as the sum of information that
has been collected, the number of young
biologists inducted to deal with the task,
the number of successful collaborations,
the number of commentaries and finally the
number of species described. These are
the thoughts that motivated us to write
the critique, and we sincerely hope that it
would help strengthen the taxonomy of
the group.

Kuramoto and Joshy question, ‘When
will the work finish? Who judges the
completeness or validity of the revision
work?” At this point in time it is not pos-
sible for us to comment on how long it
would take to finish the work for a com-
prehensive review, but we can certainly
say that this task would take much longer
if erroneous and incomplete descriptions
continue to trickle in the group. Further, to
our understanding, the judge(s) of com-
pleteness or validity of the revision work
should first be the authors themselves,
followed by peers who review the manu-
scripts, and then the final adjudicators
will be the researchers who would use
the descriptions. Lastly, in our perception,
even our critique of species descriptions
and this present debate is indeed an indi-
cation of the progress in Philautus taxo-
nomy.
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