


deposits) are provided with complete species lists, whereas others (Baltic, Rovno, Canadian, Spanish deposits) list families only. It is
a bit unfortunate that in the latter case no references to the main sources from which species lists can be obtained were given, and
thus the reader is to seek them through the main text and reference lists of particular chapters. Although the Baltic amber
checklist is limited to families, it contains exact counts of genera and species described from each order. The chapter devoted to the
Austarlian Cape York amber has no checklist at all, though in the text (p. 69) it is said that at least 25 families of terrestrial
arthropods have been recorded. However, as noted, this is a newly discovered deposit and only one fossil species has been formally

described.

In most deposits, the highest palacodiversity relates to the Diptera, followed by the Hymenoptera. Yet, sometimes the
Coleoptera (in Burmese amber, p. 211) or even Araneae (in Baltic amber, p. 100) can be the second richest group. A notable
disadvantage of the reviewed volume, to my mind, is the absence of a general chapter summarizing the existing data on amber
palaeodiversity and/or presenting a general overview of the current state of knowledge of the amber Arthropods from various
deposits. Based on the figures extracted from the reviewed book, here T'have produced a comparative table giving an indication of
the comparative arthropod palaeodiversity of the 13 amber deposits.

Amber deposit Age Orders Families Species
1 Dominican Early-Middle Miocene (15-20 mya) 35 | 296 1,000+
2 Mexican Early-Middle Miocene (15-20 mya) 23 195 120
3 German (Bitterfeld) Late Oligocene (23.8-25.3 mya) 28 160 ?
4 Australian Cape York Late Miocene (12 mya) 11 25 133
5 Baltic Late Oligocene-Middle Eocene (44-49 mya) 44 539 3,068
6 Ukrainian (Rovno) Late Eocene (44-49 mya) 32 296 ~2,000
7 French (Oise) Early Eocene (53 mya) 14 64 ~300
8 Canadian Late Cretaceous (78-79 mya) 23 130 132
9 | American (New Jersey) Late Cretaceous (90-94 mya) 15 61 ~250
10 | French (Charéntese) Eatly Cretaceous (c. 100 mya) 28 85 ~1,500
11 Burmese . Middle Cretaceous (100-106 mya) 36 216 228
12 Spanish Early Cretaceous {120 mya) 22 82 57
13 Lebanese Early Crétaceous (125-130 mya) 19 127 164

Obviously, the comparative figures given in the table actually reflect the current state of knowledge of each deposit rather than
its real diversity. The best studied are the Baltic and Dominican amber deposits; the most promising of the recently discovered
deposits, in terms of its potential palaeodiversity, is the Rovno one in Ukraine. The oldest amber deposits presented in the book are
those from France (Charentese), Myanmar, Spain and Lebanon. While reading this book, I got the feeling that there is great
potential for any active entomologist, myself included, to become involved in the study of amber arthropod taxonomy and
diversity.

Overall, the volume makes a very good impression with regard to its comprehensiveness and clarity, and I wish to congratulate
the authors and editor for such fine work. For this impressive book constitutes a reliable source of information on the
palaeodiversity of amber arthropods, it will beyond doubts become a reference handbook for all amber students and general
entomologists. It is a must-have for all entomological libraries. I recommend this book to both amateur and professional
entomologists alike.

Dmitri V. Logunov
Curator of Arthropods
The Manchester Museum
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