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1. — INTRODUCTION

The Crustacea of the Mediterranean are among the
first ever that have been scientifically studied. Aristotle’s
researches on the Decapoda of the eastern Mediterra-
nean for a long time (until far into the Middle Ages)
formed the basis of the knowledge of that group. The
first printed works dealing with Crustacea (Belon, 1553,
1555; Rondelet, 1554; Aldrovandus, 1606, etc.) mainly
dealt with Mediterranean species. But it was not until
A. Risso in 1816 published his “Histoire Naturelle des
Crustacés des environs de Nice” that the knowledge
of the Mediterranean Crustacea obtained a firm basis.
After the publication of Linnaeus’s Systema Naturae and
before 1816, it is true, several publications appeared in
Which Mediterranean Crustacea were dealt with (Briin-
nich, 1768; Olivi, 1792; Tilesius, 1796; Rafinesque,
1814, etc.), but these works as a rule also covered other
groups and the Crustacea are usually treated rather
superficially or haphazardly.

In two large and two small publications, Risso (18186,
1822, 1827, 1827a) gave a thorough account of the
western Mediterranean Crustacea and described a wealth
of new taxa, To these four publications may be added

Risso’s 1841 and 1844 guides, which contain a simple
unannotated list of Crustacea found near Nice.

Most of Risso’s descriptions are quite satisfactory
and several species were figured by him. This caused
that most of his names were immediately accepted by
his contemporaries and a great number of them is dealt
with in handbooks like H. Milne Edwards (1834-1840)
“Histoire naturelle des Crustacés”, and Heller’s (1863)
“Die Crustaceen des siidlichen Europa”. This made that
Risso’s names at present are widely accepted, and that
his works are fundamental for a study of Mediterranean
Decapods.

Although most of Risso’s descriptions are readily
recognizable, there is a number that have caused later
authors much difficulty. In these cases the descriptions
were not sufficiently complete or partly erroneous, and
the names given by Risso were either interpreted in
different ways and so caused confusion, or were entirely
ignored.

It is a very fortunate circumstance that many of
Risso’s manuscripts and notes, at least a great part of
them, are still preserved and are held by the library
of the Muséum National d'Histoire Naturelle in Paris.
It was Monod (1931) who first directed the attention to
these manuscripts. Thanks to the help of Dr Th. Monod
and the late Dr M. André, both of the Paris Museum,
I was able to obtain photocopies of all of the pages
of these manuscripts dealing with Crustacea. Many
illustrations are present, among them several showing
species that had been insufficiently described by Risso.
In several instances they enabled the identification of
the dubious species.

In the present paper I have listed all species of
Decapod and Stomatopod Crustacea dealt with by Risso
in his various publications and in his manuscripts. These
species are placed in the order adopted by most modern
carcinologists and the names used for them are the
nomenclaturally valid ones. Under each species refe-
rences are given to [1] the places where Risso treated
these species in his publications, with the names that he
used there for them, and [2] the manuscripts in which
the species are mentioned, with the indication of whether
their names are just listed, a description is given, or a
figure is provided; the manuscripts are here indicated
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by the lettering given to them in the list in par. 5. Where
the species were mentioned by Hope (1851), or by
Monod (1931), references to those papers are included,
as are also references to papers listing or dealing with
Risso’s nomina nuda, nomina dubia, or unpublished
names. The first author to list unpublished manuscript
names by Risso is Hope (1851), who inserted them in
his list of Mediterranean Crustacea, without, however,
giving any details of the species; the names therefore
remain nomina nuda and are unavailable; their identity
is only interesting for historical purposes. Monod (1931)
extensively dealt with Risso’s manuscripts, giving a
complete inventory of them. In Monod’s paper also
several of Risso’s manuscript names are published for
the first time, or some of the names listed by Hope
were again mentioned: More important, Monod repro-
duced several of Risso’s unpublished Crustacea illustra-
tions in his paper.

Apart from the species dealt with by Risso, the new
genera of Decapoda proposed by that author are likewise
treated here (par. 4).

The treatment of the various species in the present
paper is rather heterogeneous as much more attention
is given to the little known species and those that so far
were considered dubious, than to those that have always
been correctly identified by subsequent authors.

I wish to express my deep gratitude to Dr. Th.
Monod, who, already a long time ago, awakened my
interest in Risso and the identity of the Crustacea
described by him. Dr. Monod generously placed all his
notes on Risso’s Crustacea at my disposal, brought some
overlooked publications (e.g. Risso, 1844) to my atten-
tion, and greatly assisted me in the present study. The
late Dr. Marc André was kind enough to help me in
obtaining the microfilm of the greater part of Risso’s
manuscripts.

2. — THE IMPORTANCE AND QUALITY
OF RISSO’s CARCINOLOGICAL WORK

In Risso’s time, the first half of the 19th century,
several authors devoted their attention to the fauna of
the western Mediterranean area. Most of these, like
Risso, were amateurs and worked in southern France
(e.g., A. Risso and J.B. Vérany in Nice, Polydore Roux
in Marseilles) and southern Ifaly (e.g., A. and O.G.
Costa in Naples, C.S. Rafinesque, A. Cocco, G. de
Natale, N. Prestandrea and A. Rizza in Sicily). Of all
these authors, Risso was the most influential, even
though not the most accomplished. Some of his descrip-
tions are incomplete, lack mention of important details,
or are inaccurate in places, while not all new species are
figured; hereby a, be it relatively small, numbzr of his
new species could not be recognized. In some respects
the descriptions given by several of the Sicilian authors
are of a higher quality, but they have almost consistently
been ignored, while those by Risso as a rule were
immediately tecognized. One of the reasons for this is
that the papers by the Sicilian authors were published
in very small editions, either privately printed or appear-
ing in local periodicals with a very limited distribution;
therefore most scientists of that time did not get
acquainted with them. The publications by P. Roux
and the two Costa’s received more attention from the
scientific public, not only because of their excellent
illustrations and good descriptions, which left no doubt

whatever as to the species meant by these authors, but
also because they had a rather wide distribution. Unfor-
tunately, neither the Costa’s nor Roux finished their
publications and only a part of the Decapoda that they
intended to treat were published.

It is Risso’s great merit that in both his 1816 and
1827 publications he covered the entire group of Deca-
poda known from the Nice area and in doing so he
provided a handbook for the zoologists working in the
western Mediterranean. Also his contacts with zoologists
like P. Roux and W.E. Leach, as well as with the carci-
nologists of the Muséum d'Histoire naturelle in Paris,
made that more attention was paid to his writings than
to those by several other, perhaps more competent, carci-
nologists of the time.

All this does not mean that his contemporaries were
not critical of Risso’s work and that all regarded it to
be of a very high standard. On the contrary, so Bour-
guignat (1861:6) characterized Risso as follows: « Ecri-
vain fécond, mais sans jugement, innovateur infatigable,
mais absurde, Risso a embrassé dans ses écrits presque
toutes les branches de lhistoire naturelle, sans en avoir
bien traité une seule ». Latreille (1819, Nouv. Dict.
Hist. Nat., ed. 2 vol. 30, pp. 69, 70), less extreme, re-
marked: « M. Risso..., dans son ouvrage sur les crus-
tacés de la riviere de Nice, a décrit un assez grand
nombre d’espéces inédites de salicoques. Mais en ren-
dant justice a son zele et & ses travaux, nous ne pouvons
nous empécher de dire qu’il n’a pas assez approfondi
son sujet; que sou- [p. 70:] vent 'on cherche en vain,
dans ses descriptions, des connoissances relatives aux
principaux organes sur lesquels repose la classification;
que plusieurs de ces espeéces sont mal placées, et que
leur détermination, & raison de ces lacunes, embarrassera
souvent les naturalistes. La science est si avancée et em-
brasse aujourd’hui tant de détails, que des descriptions
incomplétes ne font qwaccroitre ce chaos désigné sous
le nom d’incertae sedis. » The archives of the Rijksmu-
seum van Natuurlijke Historie at Leiden contain letters
of the well known Belgian malacologist F.J. Cantraine,
who from 1827 to 1833 collected for the Leiden Mu-
seum in Italy and the nearby Mediterranean area. In a
letter of 30 September 1827 Cantraine wrote that Risso’s
new book (i.e. Histoire naturelle de I'Europe méridio-
nale) was recently published and that it was « beaucoup
plus complet et aussi inexact dit-on» than his 1816
Crustacés des environs de Nice. Also A.G. Desmarest
and H. Milpe Edwards were quite critical of several of
Risso’s species and treated these as synonyms, species
inguirenda or entirely ignored them. Desmarest (1825:
421-425), for instance, in a separate appendix to his
well known « Considérations... » listed those species of
Crustacea described by Risso (among which 17 species
of Decapoda), which he (Desmarest) could not defini-
tely assign to their correct genera: he had « des doutes
sur I'exactitude de la détermination des genres auxquels
ont été rapportés la plupart d’entr'elles ». H. Milne
Edwards in his (1834-1840) « Histoire naturelle des
Crustacés », although adopting most of Risso’s species,
at several instances indicated that he could not recognize
a species of Risso’s because of the incomplete or confu-
sing description. Risso was evidently also criticized by
the zoologists of the Muséum d'Histoire naturelle in
Paris for making too many species. In a concept of a
letter written by Risso to P. Roux (Ms. d, no. 20) Risso
wrote: «Je m’étonne que vous ne faisiez que deux
espéces de Grapsus. Bien certain que nos naturalistes
de Paris, s’ils étoient témoin de la grande variabilité
de ces Crustacés, ne se contenteroient pas de les rep-




fermer tous dans une seule espéce comme je lai fait
pour ne pas faire crier trop haut Mr. Ferr‘us.ac, qui dit
que nous croyons avoir trouvé dans le mxd} le' centre
d’Afrique », and « Les Ligia est un genre tres rlche.en
espéces, que je m’ai pas voulu fouiller crainte dirriter
I’humeur de nos savants de la capitale ». Also in Risso’s
published papers some rather bitter remarks about the
Paris carcinologists can be found here and there.

Much milder was the opinion about Risso expressed
by zoologists who, like Risso, worked under difficult
conditions, far away from the centers of learning. Poly-
dore Roux, who was a far better worker than Risso,
wrote in the dedication of Amathia rissoana Roux (1828,
pl. 3) as follows: « C'est & M. Risso, justement célébre
par ses importants travaux sur les Animaux de la Médi-
terranée, que je dédie cette ... espéce ..., le priant de ne
voir dans ce souvenir de ma part qu'une faible expres-
sion de ma gratitude pour les secours scientifiques
quil veut bien me prodiguer ».

Without abundant material for comparison and
without library facilities, field workers like Risso were
greatly handicapped, a handicap not easily understood
by zoologists who worked in a more favorable environ-
ment. Risso’s fear to assign material incorrectly to a
previously described species is clearly shown in a re-
mark made by him in a letter to P. Roux (Ms. d. no.
20): «Soyez en garde mon cher Monsieur contre cet
écueil, de donner des noms des auteurs a des especes
qui paroissent Iui convenir et qui en sont vraiment
différentes. C’est un roc sur lequel jai fait plusieurs
naufrages, n’ayant ici ni collection ni livres pour me
servir de boussole ».

Even in recent times the situation, that zoologists in
the field and Museum specialists do not understand each
other too well, does occur and is not unusual: in the
middle of the present century father and son Zariquiey
of Barcelona had great trouble in convincing Museum
carcinologists of the validity of several of the species
that they recognized. Now that museum curators go out
on expeditions themselves and do their own collecting,
the situation has certainly improved. :

The interpretation of Risso’s descriptions nowadays
is more easy than it was 150 years ago, and several of
the forms that baffled Risso’s contemporaries can now
be recognized. This is mainly due to the fact that the
Mediterranean fauna is much better known now, so
that even poorly described species can often be easily
recognized. Thereby it is easier to spot the inaccuracies
in Risso’s descriptions and to recognize where such
descriptions have been based on faulty observations or
on incomplete, abnormal, or poorly preserved specimens.
Also the fact that now several unpublished illustrations
of Risso’s insufficiently known species have become
available, makes that most of the doubtful species can
be identified.

Looking back at the work of Risso’s in the field
of Decapod and Stomatopod carcinology one can only
be impressed by the enormous amount of pioneer labour
that has been produced by him in this field. His accom-
plishments become the more impressive when one consi-
ders that this work on Crustacea only formed a small
part of his zoological studies (he covered practically all
animal groups occuring in southern France), while he
was quite active in botany also. Furthermore one can
only be amazed by the wealth of material that he could
obtain for his studies. Especially striking in this connec-
tion is the fact that so many species from very deep
water were described by him, like those of the genera
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Avristeus, Aristaeomorpha, Funchalia, Acanthephyra,
Ligur, Paromola, and Geryon. He must have obtained
these (as he evidently did with most of his material)
from professional fishermen. In a few instances it is
known how the deep sea species were fished. Risso
(1827: 35) stated about Paromola that these were taken
with long lines «a la profondeur de mille meétres, ol
on la péche au palangre » and in Ms. d. no. 20 he said
«on en prend ... pourvu qu'on jette les hamegons dans
les grandes profondeurs ». Homola was taken with fine
meshed nets at « profondeurs de soixante & trois cents
meétres ... ou on les péche en jetant des filets serrés
pendant le calme de la mer » (Risso, 1827: 36). Aristeus
was obtained by Risso from fish stomachs: «On le
trouve parfois dans I'estomac du Lota elongata [= Mol-
va dipterygia macrophthalma (Rafinesque)] de mnos
mers » (Ms. b, see p. 43).

In all, Risso proposed (in print or in manuscript) at
least 110 new epithets for Decapoda and Stomatopoda.
Of these 28 are known only as nomina nuda or manus-
cript names, but 82 are duly described by Risso, and are
available names. Of these 82 names, 50 are at present
generally considered to be junior synonyms of other
specific names, 27 are in general use, one (Nika varie-
gata) has been suppressed by the International Commis-
sion on Zoological Nomenclature, three are valid but
not used at the moment (Nika sinuolata, Palemon mi-
croramphos, Maja crispata), and of one the identity is
uncertain (Galathea antigua). This means that Risso
introduced into science no less than 30 valid new spe-
cies of Decapoda and two of Stomatopoda, the far
greater majority of which was immediately accepted by
subsequent authors.

As to the quality of his work, this is often somewhat
superficial, and inaccuracies do not seldom occur; this
is not surprising considering the enormous territory that
Risso covered in his studies. Risso certainly cannot be
classed as a very good systematist, although most of the
species that he recognised are nowadays accepted (al-
though not under the same names). In a few cases Risso
confused several species under one species name, and
in some instances described the same species under
different specific and even generic names. His concept
of genera and higher taxa was quite hazy and his
genera often consist of a strange assemblage of species.
That Risso was not too critical is shown by his treat-
ment of Calypso periculosa (see under Galathea strigosa).
His descriptions usually are quite sufficient to reco-
gnise the species, but in several instances they are too
short or do not mention important characters. Risso’s
poor sense of what constitutes a genus made him assign
species to the wrong genus and in this way lead astray
other zoologists, who tried to recognize his species. As
to his indications about the habitat of the species, in
many cases he seems to have relied entirely, and uncri-
tically, on information provided by others, and in many
cases his decriptions of the habitats and habits are
wildly improbable (e.g., that of Calappa). His ecological
data therefore have to be treated with the utmost re-
serve.

Notwithstanding all this criticism of Risso’s work,
a surprisingly great number of his species were imme-
diately recognized by contemporary and later carcino-
logists, and his names therefore, from the beginning,
were widely used. Risso definitely laid the foundation
for the study of the Mediterranean Decapoda, something
which cannot be said of zoologists, like P. Roux, the
quality of whose was far superior to that by Risso.
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3. — LIST OF DECAPOD AND STOMATOPOD
SPECIES IN RISSO’S PUBLICATIONS
AND MANUSCRIPTS

Crustacea Decapoda
Penaeidea

Sergestidae
Sergestes arcticus Krgyer, 1855 (pl. 1, fig. a)

Nika Sinuolata Risso, 1816 : 87.

Nika sinuolata-Risso, 1827 : 72.

Sergestes edwardii Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).

Nika Serrulata-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Sergestes Edwardsii Hope, 1851 : 20 (nomen nudum).
Sergestes Edwardii Monod, 1931 : 122 (nommen nudum).
Decapode sans légende [? Sergestidé] Monod, 1931 : 123,
Nika sinuolata-Nouvel & Holthuis, 1957 : 6.

Sergestes edwardsi Risso, Ms., listed (b, €), description (b).
Sergestes Simiona Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Nika Sinuvolata Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Unnamed Risso, Ms., figure (f).

This is one of the species described by Risso, which
until now has remained an enigma to most carcinolo-
gists. Risso’s (1816: 87) original description of Nika
Sinuolata is as follows :

« N.[ika] Testa sinuolata alba, rubro punctata; manibus
aequalibus, dextra didactyla, sinistra monodactyla. N.

Le caractére que présente le corcelet de cette espéce d'étre
traversé par des sinuosités réguliéres, au milieu, et terminé
par trois pointes inégales, est suffisant pour la faire séparer
des deux précédentes [Nika edulis and N. variegatal. Son
corps est d’'un blanc transparent, couvert d’une infinité de
petits points d’'un rouge carmin. Ses [p. 88:] antennes
supérieures sont blanches, & deux filets inégaux, dont
lextérieur est deux fois plus long que le corps et I'intérieur
fort court : et tous les deux implantés sur un pédicule arrondi
garni de deux épines. Ses antennes inférieures sont assez
longues et soyeuses. Ses piéces latérales ovales et terminées
en pointe. Ses pattes de la premiére paire, sont égales,
la droite est didactyle, et la gauche monodactyle; les autres
sont assez longues et poilues. Le dernier segment de l'abdo-
men porte un aiguillon de chaque c6té. Les écailles caudales
sont lancéolées, et bordées de poils, elles adhérent & une
plaque solide qui est terminée par deux pointes. La femelle
ne présente aucune différence d’avec le maéle.

Dimens. long. 0,026 larg. 0,003. Séjour: dans les fucus
du rivage. »

Risso’s later (1827) description differs in some points
from the original:

« N. [ika]l Corpore albo, rubro punctato; manibus subae-
qualibus. Riss., Hist. nat. des crust., 87, 3.

Le corselet de cette espéce est traversé de sinuosités régu-
lidres au milieu, et terminé par trois pointes inégales; son
corps est d'un blanc transparent; couvert de petits points
carmins; les antennes intérieures ont un filet extrémement
long, Pantre fort court, tous les deux implantés sur un pédi-
cule cylindrique armé de deux pointes; les pitces latérales
sont ovales; les pieds méachoires assez longs; les pattes de la
premitre paire presque aussi longues que celles de la seconde;
les autres sont parsemées de poils; le dernier segment de
I'abdomen porte un ai- [p. 73 :] guillon de chaque cote; les
écailles caudales sont lancéolées, bordées de poils; la plague
du milieu terminée par deux pointes.

La femelle ne présente aucune différence. Long. 0,026,
larg. 0,003. Séj. Dans les fucus du rivage. App. Mai. »

The "« sinuosités réguliéres » on which Risso lays so
much stress and from which- he derived the specific
epithet sinuolata, evidently are artifacts, possibly caused

by desiccation or by preservation. In this connection it
is interesting that Riggio (1905: 185) when describing a
specimen of the present species (which he indicated as
Sergestes arachnipodus) from Messina, Sicily, noted :
« Esistono vari solchi nello scudo, ma non posso dire se
siano naturali o dovuti a contrazioni prodotte dall’alcool»
(there are various grooves over the carapace, but I
cannot say whether these are natural or due to contrac-
tion caused by the alcohol). Risso’s (1816) statement
that the right first leg is chelate and the left simple, is
not repeated in his 1827 description, so that he evidently
was not at all certain of the correctness of his original
observation.

The rest of Risso’s description checks very well with
Sergestes arcticus. The «trois pointes inégales » in
which the carapace ends, are formed by the rostrum and
the supra-orbital spines. Also the transparent body with
many very small red spots indicate Sergestes arcticus.
The antennular flagella, one of which is very short, the
other very long, the long antennal flagellum which is
provided with hairs, the oval and pointed scaphocerite,
the long and hairy pereiopods, and the description of the
tailfan, all agree quite well with Sergestes arcticus.
Sergestes corniculum, which also occurs in the Mediter-
ranean, and which resembles S. arcticus in the general
body shape and general coloration, differs from the
latter species, in that especially the dorsal part of the
carapace and the anterior half of the abdomen are
spotted, and the spots are usually rather large, conspi-
cuous and relatively few. In S. arcticus the spots are
many and very small. Furthermore, in S. arcticus the
supra-orbital spines are well developed, while in S.
corniculum they are visible as low carinae with or
without a small spinule. Therefore we can confidently
identify Nika sinuolata with Sergestes arcticus.

In his manuscripts Risso gave no description of Nika
sinuolata and listed it only once, but there is a figure
(without legend) of a species of Sergestes, which cannot
be anything but S. arcticus. Risso also provided a manus-
cript description (in Ms. b) of a Sergestes edwardsi,
which might belong to the unnamed figure. This des-
cription is as follows:

« S[ergestes]. edwardsi S[ergestes]. Edwards
Slergestes]. corpore rotundato, pellucido, lateraliter rubro
punctato.

Cette espéce méditerranéenne differe du Sergeste de
I’Atlantique observé par Mr. Milne Edwards, par son corps
arrondi, glabre, uni, transparent parsemé sur ses cOtés de
points carmin. Son corselet est comme tronqué, sur le devant
terminé de chaque c6té d’une petite dent; le rostre qu'on voit
au milieu est sessile & se prolongue jusqu’aux tiers de sa
longueur en arrieére. Les yeux sont grands, saillants, noirs.
Les antennes supérieures terminent par deux filets inégaux,
situés sur d’assez longs pédicules, les inférieures sont plus
subtiles. Les palpes, la bouche et la base de deux premieéres
paires des pattes sont pourpres & sont munies, ainsi que les
quatres autres paires des pattes d’un trés petit appendice
linéaire que l'animal développe avec vivacité, toutes sont
monodactyles. L'abdomen est arrondi, terminé par une plaque
solide, courte, bifide; les écailles caudales sont plus longues,
plus étroites, dentées 1égérement cobrées de rose.

La femelle est pleine de tout petits ceufs transparents en
aout.

Long. 00,30, Larg. 00,05. S’approche en été du rivage en
légions nombreuses. Ils sont phosphoriques pendant la nuit
et rejettés comme aliment. »

Here too the description and figure make it clear that
Sergestes arcticus is meant; the large supra-orbital spines,
and the size and arrangement of the red chromatophores
exclude any other species.



The name Nika sinuolata has been cited by several
later authors (Desmarest, 1823: 235; Desmarest, 1825:
231; Desmarest, 1830: 77; Lucas, 1838: 58; Carus,
1885: 479). All of these authors did neither see any
material nor added to a better understanding of the
species; they only cited Risso’s description. Hope (1851:
20) cited the name in the incorrect spelling Nika Ser-
rulata. White (1847 : 75) listed a specimen from Nice
as preserved in the British Museum. This specimen
which came from the Leach collection is still extant and
is kept in the Crustacea section of the British Museum
(Natural History). Through the kindness of Dr. R.W.
Ingle I was allowed to examine this specimen, but my
hope that it might finally show the identity of the
species was not fulfilled, as the specimen proved to be
of a species of Alpheus close to Alpheus bisincisus de
Haan, with a flattened triangular rostrum, which dorsally
was delimited by two deep lateral grooves, and with the
orbital hoods not armed. The specimen is too incomplete
to make its identity fully certain, but it clearly is not
a Mediterranean species, and has nothing to do with
Nika sinuolata.

One other record of material of « Nika sinuolata »
has been published. A specimen of this species is suppo-
sed to have been collected by a Mr. Linares near Va-
lencia, Spain, in the second half of last century (Buen,
1887: 421; Bolivar, 1892: 130; Boscd Seytre, 1916:
462). No descriptive data were given, so that nothing
can be said about the identity of this material.

Nouvel & Holthuis (1957: 6), with some doubt, iden-
tified Nika sinuolata with Sergestes arcticus.

Risso’s manuscript name Sergestes edwardsii has been
published by Hope (1851: 20) as a nomen nudum. It
thus is unavailable and neither invalidates Sergestes
arcticus, of which it is a senior synonym, nor Sergestes
edwardsii Krgyer, 1855, of which it is a senior homo-
nym.

The name Nika sinuolata Risso, 1816, is a perfectly
available name; since the epithet sinuolata Risso, 1816,
is older than that or arcticus Krgyer, 1855, it is the
valid epithet for the species in question, unless it is
suppressed by the International Commission on Zoolo-
gical Nomenclature., The combination Sergestes sinuo-
latus (Risso, 1816) so far has never been used for the
species.

There are other old descriptions of Mediterranean
species of Sergestes which have not been very well un-
derstood so far and have usually been ignored. So, Cocco
(1823: 204, pl. fig. 1) described and figured from
Messina, Sicily, under the name Acheles arachnipodus,
a new species which clearly is Sergestes corniculum
Krgyer, 1855. The species was redescribed and figured
by De Natale (1850: 19, pl. 2 fig. 1) and mentioned
by later authors (Hope, 1851: 20; Carus, 1885: 470),
who did not see actual material and did not add to our
knowledge of the species. Ostroumoff (1896: 67) repor-
ted « Sergestes arachnipodus De Nat. » from the Sea
of Marmara, without giving any morphological details
of his material. Riggio (1900: 20; 1905: 183, pl. 4
figs. 1-7) gave a description and figures of Sergestes
arachnipodus, but as shown by his account and especially
by his figure of the petasma, his material belongs to
Sergestes arcticus. Hansen (1922: 75) commented upon
Riggio’s specimens as probably being S. arcticus, judged
De Natale’s description insufficient, and without having
seen Cocco’s original publication, considered that «le
vieux nom S. arachnipodus doit &tre abandonné ». Holt-
huis & Gottlieb (1958: 111) mentioned Ostroumoff’s
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Sergestes arachnipodus and doubtfully placed it under
Sergestes arcticus.

The specific epithet arachnipodus Cocco, 1832, being
older than that of corniculum Krgyer, 1855, should be
used in the combination Sergestes arachnipodus (Cocco,
1832) instead of Sergestes corniculum Krgyer, 1855,
unless it be suppressed by the International Commission
on Zoological Nomenclature.

The generic name Acheles Cocco, 1832, falls as a
junior synonym of Sergestes H. Milne Edwards, 1830.

The name Sergestes Simiona is listed in one of Risso’s
manuscript lists (Ms. e) entitled « Distributio Crustaceo-
rum Salicoqui in mari Nicaense observavit ». No details
are given by Risso of this species, and it possibly 1s the
same as his Sergestes edwardsi.

Solenoceridae

Solenocera membranacea (Risso, 1816)

Peneus Membranaceus Risso, 1816 : 98.

Peneus membranaceus-Risso, 1827 : 68.

Penaeus Membranaceus-Hope, 1851 : 19.

Peneus membranaceus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Peneus membranaceus Risso Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, e).

Peneus membranaceus Risso, 1816, has been inter-
preted differently by different authors. Heller (1863:
296, pl. 10 fig. 11) identified Risso’s species incorrectly
with Parapenaeus longirostris (Lucas, 1846), and was
followed by several others in this. H. Milne Edwards
(1837: 417) interpreted the species correctly and gave
a good description of it; this species was indicated by
Heller (1863: 295, pl. 10 fig. 12) as Penaeus siphono-
cerus Philippi, 1840. The question was definitely solved
by the International Commission on Zoological Nomen-
clature (1961, Bull. zool. Nomencl.,, 18 (5): 306-311,
pl. 4) in their Opinion 611, in which a neotype for
Peneus membranaceus was selected in accordance with
the actual identity of Risso’s species. The epithet mem-
branacea now has to be used in the correct sense, as
adopted by H. Milne Edwards (1837), and given to the
Mediterranean species of the genus Solenocera.

In his manuscript notes Risso mentioned Perneus
membranaceus several times in lists, but gave no addi-
tional information of the species, and no illustrations
of it were found.

Aristeidae

Aristaeomorpha foliacea (Risso, 1827) (pl. 2, fig. b)

Peneus foliaceus Risso, 1827 : 69, pl. 2 fig. 6.

Peneus foliaceus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Penaeus Foliaceus-Hope, 1851 : 19.

Penaeus Meridionalis Hope, 1851 : 19 (nomen nudum).
Peneus meridionalis Monod, 1931 : 123 (nomen nudum).
Peneus foliaceus Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, 6 e).
Peneus meridionalis Risso, Ms., listed (b), figure (f).

Risso’s description and figure of Peneus foliaceus
leave not the least doubt as to the identity of his species,
and the epithet foliaceus has been widely accepted by
subsequent authors.

In Risso’s manuscripts there is a figure, evidently of
this species, with the name Peneus meridionalis. A note
written by Dr. Th. Monod, attached to the figure,
already identified it with A. foliacea. In the figure the
rostrum shows 6 dorsal teeth in the basal part, and
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none in the distal part. Evidently the distal dorsal teeth,
which in A. foliacea are much smaller than the proxi-
mal, have been overlooked by the artist. The second
maxillipeds and their long expods have been somewhat
exaggerated in size. There can be little doubt, however,
notwithstanding these inaccuracies, that the figure re-
presents Aristacomorpha foliacea. In only one place in
the text of Risso’s manuscripts Peneus meridionalis is
mentioned, viz., in a list (in Ms. b) containing also the
name P. foliaceus.

Aristeus antennatus (Risso, 1816) (pl. I, fig. b)

Peneus Antennatus Risso, 1816 : 96, pl. 2 fig. 6.

Peneus antennatus-Risso, 1827 : 68.

Sycionia duvernoii Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Aristeus antennatus-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Sicyonia Duvernoyi Hope, 1851 : 19 (nomen nudum).

Aristeus Antennatus-Hope, 1851 : 19.

Aristeus antennatus-Monod, 1931 : 122, 123.

Sicyonia Duvernoi Monod, 1931 : 122, 123 (nomen nudum).

Paeneus antennatus-Monod, 1931 : 133,

Paeneus Antennatus Risso, Ms., description (h).

Aristeus antennatus Risso, Ms., listed (b, €), description (b),
figure (f).

Peratus antennatus Risso, Ms., listed (e), description (b).

Peratus Duvernoi Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Sicyonia Duvernoi Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), description (b),
figure (f).

Peneus antennatus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2).

Like with the previous species, no doubt has ever
been attached to the identity of Peneus antennatus
Risso, and the epithet antennaius has been used by
practically all authors dealing with the species.

Risso, in manuscript h dating from 1811, gave an
extensive description of Paeneus Antenatus, which is
essentjally the same as the description published in
1816, although the exact wording often is different.

In his manuscript b Risso adopted the generic name
Aristens Duvernoy, 1840, for the present species; this
thus indicates that at least part of these notes date
from after 1840. Risso himself had already planned a
new genus Peratus for Peneus antennatus and two other,
new, species. In his manuscript notes he made the fol-
lowing remark:

« En méme tems que Mons". Duvernoy decouvroit la sin-
guliére structure de l'organisation wes branchies rameuses
du pennée a longues antennes, pour en former le genre
Aristée, j'avois réunis aprés des caractéres extérieurs pour
établir de mon cOté le genre Peratus avec les deux espéces
nouvelles que je vais décrire. »

A footnote explains Peratus as <« fils de Neptune ».
The two new species are those that later in the manus-
cript are placed by Risso in Sicyonia, viz §. Duvernoi
(see below) and S. Genyani (see Funchalia woodwardi,
p- 44).

Risso’s original description of Peratus, as far as this
can be deciphered runs as follows:

« Peratus N. Peratus. Rostre large, plus ou moins long,
comprimé, denté, 4 sommet recourbé. Pieds d’égale grosseur
et longueur. La premiére paire aussi longue que la seconde,
et celle ci que la troisitme. Corps lisse, abdomen caréné. »

The name Peratus, however, is struck out and repla-
ced by Aristeus, while also the description is corrected
and written out again on another page of the same
manuscript b:

« Rostre plus ou moins long & large, comprimé, denté,
3 pointe relevée ol courbée. Carapace mince. Antennes
externes trés longues, mandibule forte, premiére méchoire
4 deux lames prehensiles, seconde & quatre laniéres & bords

ciliés, pieds machoires de trois & cing articles, Uexterne gréle.
Corselet & bord inférieur baillant; branchies rameuses; les
trois premiéres paires de pattes didactyles, la premiére moins
longue que la seconde, & celle-ci que la troisitme. Abdomen
carené. »

A note in Ms. b gives a definition of Peratus rather
similar to the cited one; after that it gives a kind of
key:

« Rostre large, court, courbé en arc: [Peratus] Duvernoy,
[P.] Geny. Rostre alongé, aigu, recourbé, relevé aigu: [P.]
antennatus. »

In manuscript b Risso gave two descriptions of Aris-
teus antennatus which are practically identical:

Alristeus]. antennatus.N. Afristée]. aux longues antennes.
Testa ruberrima, compressa. Rostro elongato, acuto, supra
tridentato, infra piloso. Antennis inferioribus longissimis.

Le corps de cette espéce est long, comprimé, d'un rouge
vif, & carapace mince. Son corselet est gros, renflé, baillant
sur son bord inférieur, traversé latéralement par deux sutures,
muni sur le devant par quatre aiguillons & terminé par un
long rostre & trois dents en dessus, garni de quelques poils
en dessous. Les yeux sont gros, placés sur des courts pédon-
cules. Les antennes intermédiaires supérieures ont deux filets
articnlés, 1"un court, cilié, I'autre fort long, capillaire, trés
gréle, & pédoncule plus long que celui des antennes externes,
lesquelles ne portent chacune qu'un filet blanchitre trois fois
plus long que le corps. Les lames laterales sont grandes,
ovales, molles, membraneuses sur leur c6té interne, solides
sur leurs cotés externes qui terminent par une pointe.

Les trois paires de pattes antérieures ont de longues
pinces didactyles serrulées avec quelques faisceaux de soies
roides. Les deux derniéres paires sont plus minces, plus
longues, monodactyles. Les quatre premiers segments de
I'abdomen sont arrondis sur le dos, les trois derniers sont
carenés, terminés en pointe, adherent & la plaque intermé-
diaire qui est trés pointue, creusée en dessus d'un sillon
longitudinal. Les lames latérales de la nageoire caudale sont
inégales, l'externe est beaucoup plus grande, marquée i son
extrémité d'une I1égére suture transversale. Les fausses
pattes abdominales sont en forme de lames inégales, lan-
céolées, & ciliées. »

This description is excellent in characterizing the
species. Also Risso’'s manuscript figure of Aristeus
antennatus is quite good.

The description of Sicyonia Duvernoi, also in Ms. b,
is as follows:

« Sficyonia]. Duvernoi. N. Slicyone]. Duvernoi. S. testa
maxima, ruberrima, azureo variegata; rostro subulato supra
tridentato, infra glaberrimo ciliato.

Le corps de cette espéce est fort gros, d’un rouge carmin
4 différentes nuances d’azur pourpre. Son corselet est épais,
arrondi, silloné sur les cOtés, armé sur le devant de deux
pointes subtiles & terminé par un rostre fort long, subulé,
aign, armé en dessus de trois aiguillons relevés, glabre,
uni, & cilié en dessous. Les yeux sont globuleux, portés
sur des courts pédoncules. Les écailles latérales sont sub-
quadrangulaires, fort longues, membraneuses, garnies sur
le c6té externe dune forte [pointe] osselet cylindrigue,
aigne, coupée en ligne droite du c6té opposé & arrondies
4 leur sommité. Les deux antennes inférieures, moins
longues que le corps, sont situées au bas des écailles et
portées sur de longs supports & deux articles: le premier
renflé, le second plus long, cylindrique, le reste trés fine-
ment annelé. Les antennes supérieures, d’un rouge corail,
sont situdes sur «’assez longs supports & trois articles.
Le premier est long, creux, aiguilloné, sert de support aux
yeux, le second triangulaire, cilié, le dernier est muni de
deux filets inégaux, Pextérieur assez long, finement articulé,
Pintérieur trés court, épais, rudimentaire. Les organes mandi-
bulaires de différentes dimensions, sont anguleux, hérissés
de poils. Les trois premiéres paires de pattes sont presque
égales, profondément didactyles, dépourvus d’appendices.
Les deux derniéres sont fort longues, trés subtiles, fort




déliées, terminées en mince fonet 3 leur extrén}xté. L’abdqn1en
est composé de sept segments,’le’s deux premiers son§ arron-
dis, tous les autres sont carcnes, terminant en I.)Oll:lt'e au
milieu du dos, lisérés de cils sur leur,s Ibord.s glfeneur’s.
La plaque intermédiaire est courte, carence, aigué, bordée
d’aiguillons de chaque cote. Les pitces latérales sont fort
amples, ovales oblongues, poilues. ' )

La femelle est pleine d'ceufs d'un rouge brillant en aofit
et septembre. B

Dimlensions]. Long. 0200 id. vertic. 0030. Se')our
Grandes profondeurs rocailleuses. On le trouve parfois dans
Testomac du Lota elongata de nos mers ».

This description and the good figure clearly show that
Sicyonia Duvernoi is a synonym of Aristeus antennatus.
In a note attached to the figure Monod had also come
to this conclusion. The name Sicyonia Duvernoi has
never been described by Risso, but he (Risso, 1844),
Hope (1851: 19) and Monod (1931) published it as a
nomen nudum.

Penaeidae

Penaeus kerathurus (Forskal, 1775)
(pl. 1, fig. c; pl. 2, figs. a, d)

Alpheus Caramote Risso, 1816: 90.

Peneus Mars Risso, 1816: 97, pl. 2 fig. 5.

Alpheus puncrulatus Risso, 1822: 247,

Peneus caramote-Risso, 1827 : 67.

Peneus cristatus Risso, 1827 : 67.

Pandalus punctalus-Risso, 1827 : 80, pl. 2 fig. 7.

Alpheus punctularus-Risso, 1827 a: 820, pl. 42 fig. 3.

Peneus cristatus-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Penaeus Caramote-Hope, 1851: 19.

Penaeus Cristatus-Hope, 1851: 19 (P. Mars cited as a
synonym).

Penaeus Tigrinus-Hope, 1851: 19.

Penaeus Fasciatus Hope, 1851 : 19 (nomen nudum).

Ephyra Punctulata-Hope, 1851: 19.

Peneus tigrinus- Monod, 1931: 122, 123.

Peneus fasciatus Monod, 1931: 122, 123 (nomen nudum).

Alpheus martins-Monod, 1931: 123,

Penaes cristatus-Monod, 1931: 123.

Ephyra punctulata-Monod, 1931: 123.

Peneus tigrinus Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), description (b),
figure (f).

Peneus fasciatus Risso, Ms., listed (b), description (b),
figure (f).

Peneus cristatus Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), figure (f).

Alpheus Martius Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Peneus caramote Risso, Ms., listed (b e).

Pandalus punctulatus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2, 6).

Ephyra punctulata Risso, Ms., listed (e), figure (as Ephyra
punctata) (f).

In his published works Risso used the epithet cara-
mote for the well known commercially important
Penaeus of the Mediterranean. For a very long time
Penaeus caramote (Risso, 1816) was the best known
and most frequently used name for the species. But then
it was found that the species had been described several
times before the publication of Risso’s 1816 work
(viz., as Cancer kerathurus Forskal, 1775; Palaemon
suleatus Olivier, 1811; Alpheus trisulcatus Leach, 1814;
and Melicertus tigrinus Rafinesque, 1814). The oldest
of these names is currently adopted and the epithet
caramote has gradually become obsolete.

The species Peneus Mars Risso, 1816, has never
been well understood, although Risso gave an extensive
description and a figure. In his 1827 work Risso gave
the name Peneuts cristatus to the same species; he did
not refer here to his 1816 description, but the two

_descriptions are so similar that there can be no doubt
about the objective synonymy of the two names. In
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Risso’s manuscript notes « Alpheus Martius » is figured,
but nowhere mentioned, while Peneus cristatus is both
listed and figured; the two figures show clearly that
they are made after the same specimen, which undoub-
tedly belongs to Penaeus kerathurus. The specimen has
the rostrum quite abnormal, being evidently damaged
and partly regenerated. Risso (1816: 97, 98) described
it as follows : « Un cartilage, en forme de créte charnue
d’'un beau bleu celeste, se fait remarquer au sommet
du [p. 98:] petit rostre bidenté de ce pennée ». Apart
from this abnormality the figures in the manuscript
show a perfectly normal Penaeus kerathurus with its
characteristic coloration. The figure published by Risso
in 1816 is very poor, but evidently is made after the
same abnormal specimen. A handwritten note by Dr.
Monod attached to the figures in the manuscript indi-
cated them as « probablement exécrables figures de P.
trisulcatus Leach », actually the figures are not bad,
but only the specimen is abnormal. This abnormality
evidently led most authors, trying to identify the species,
astray. It shows the great qualities as a systematist of
H. Milne Edwards (1837: 419) that he suspected the
truth as he stated that the blue excrescence is a « dispo-
sition qui semble devoir &tre attribuée plutét a quelgue
circonstance accidentelle qu'a la conformation normale
de l'animal ». H. Milne FEdwards also pointed out that
P. mmars and P. cristatus are based on the same specimen.
Carus (1885: 471) under Penaeus cristatus, which he
indicated as « non determinanda species », gave as loca-
lities : « Nizza, Risso; Genova, Veranyi »; however, in
Véranyi’s (1846) list of the invertebrates of the Bay of
Genoa and Nice, the species is not mentioned. Vérany
(1862: 64) did mention the species (as Penaeus cristatus)
in his Zoologie des Alpes Maritimes, but this does not
include the fauna of Genoa.

Another species described by Risso and usually consi-
dered a species dubia is Alpheus punctulatus Risso,
1822. Risso described the species three times (once in
1822, twice in 1827) and published two figures of it
(both in 1827). The descriptions show that the species
cannot be anything but Penaeus kerathurus: Risso des-
cribed the characteristic coloration consisting of verti-
cal reddish brown bands, the rostrum, with 10 dorsal
and 1 ventral tooth, which is grooved at the base, the
abdomen, which bears a median carina in the posterior
part, etc. That only the first two pereiopods are shown
chelate evidently is an error of the artist; the published
figures are quite crude. The original figure in Risso’s
manuscript is only slightly better. I believe that one
can safely synonymize Alpheus (or Ephyra, or Pan-
dalus) punctulatus with Penaeus kerathurus. In the
literature the species has not only been mentioned in
the genera Alpheus, Ephyra, and Pandalus, as Risso did
himself, but it was also indicated as Pelias punctulatus
(by P. Roux, 1831: 26) and Miersia punctulata (by
Carus, 1885: 479 and Bolivar, 1916: 251). Most
authors evidently did not know what to make of the
species and eventually it was entirely forgotten. The only
record of specimens actually assigned to the species,
that I know of, is the one by Barcelé y Combis (1875:
65), who reported « Ephyra punctulata» from the
Balearic Islands, Spain. The identity of Barceld’s mate-
rial is not known. In later catalogues of Spanish or
Balearic Crustacea Barceld’s record was repeatedly cited,
but no new information was added (e.g., Buen, 1887:
410; Buen, 1916: 361; Bolivar, 1916: 251).

In the manuscript notes of Risso's there are two
excellent figures of the present species showing the
colour pattern and most taxonomically important details.
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One of these figures is labelled Peneus tigrinus, the other
Peneus fasciatus. Dr. Monod attached a note to both
drawings indicating their identity with the present spe-
cies. The epithet tigrinus evidently is not a new name
introduced by Risso, but is based on Melicertus tigrinus
Rafinesque, 1814, an early name for the species. Risso’s
manuscript (b) description of Peneus tigrinus runs as
follows:

« Pleneus]. Tigrinus. N [superposed over « Raf.» which
is struck out] Plenée]. Tigrin.

P. Testa solida luteo-iridescente picta punctis numero-
sissimis puniceis ornata. Rostra medio supra decemdento,
infra piloso uniaculeato.

Melicerte Tigrinus Raf.

Le genre Melicerte du savant Rafinesque doit 8tre sup-
primé puisque la seule espéce, tigrin, qui le constituait est
un vrai pennée.

Son corps est svelte arrondi, & dos obtus sur le devant,
caréné en arriére, coloré de jaune clair & diverses nuances
changeantes, finement pointillé de carmin, de jaune, de
brun, artistement dessiné, laissant emaner dans I’état de
vie toutes les nuances de I'arc en ciel.

Te corselet est plutdt court traversé de chaque cdté de
deux sutures terminés sur le devant par un aiguillon relevé
triangulaire. Le rosire, qui dépasse & peine les yeux est
placé au milieu de deux sillons profonds, muni de dix
pointes rougefitres, poilues & leur base en dessus & d’un
seul aiguillon entouré de poils en dessous. Les yeux sont
gros, globuleux, scintillants, pointillés de brun, placés sur
de pédoncules jaune rougeitre. Les antennes intermédiaires
intérieures sont courtes, bifides, ciliées, les extérieures sont
minces, finement articulées, un peu plus longues que le
corps. Les lames latérales sont oblongues, irisées, pointillées
de rouge, chacune munie dune pointe sur les cbtés latéraux
externes et ciliées en dessous. Les palpes sont assez longs,
poileuses, blanchitres, munis d’appendices rouges & leur
base qui est en forme de faulx. La premiére paire des
pattes est un peu plus renflée que la seconde, qui est plus
longue, la troisieéme les dépasse, toutes les trois sont didac-
tyles & les deux derniéres paires terminent par des simples
crochets.

L’abdomen est composé de sept segmens. L’antérieur est
fort court, les quatre gqui viennent ensuite sont tous dével-
lopés, terminent par un sinus. Les deux derniers sont
carénés & aiguillonés & leur extrémité. La plaque caudale
est solide, aigug, profondément sillonée en dessus, munie
sur son contour de six aiguillons. Les écailles, qui I’entourent
sont larges, lineolées, colorées des nuances de Dliris, ciliées
de carmin. Les fausses pattes abdominales sont médiocres,
a plusieurs teintes, se divisent chacune en deux parties iné-
gales,

La femelle m’est inconnue.

Diam. long. 0160 id. vertic. 0022. Séj. profondeurs cora-
lligénes. Apar. Septembre ».

Risso’s manuscript (b) contains two very similar
descriptions of Peneus fasciatus, the most complete of
these runs as follows:

« Pleneus]. Fasciatus. P. Fascié.

Son corps est un peu courbé, presque étendu en ligne
droite. 11 est coloré d’un blanc d’émail traversé sur le dos,
sur les flancs & sur les bords de I'abdomen de petits traits
inégaux violltres formés par des réunions de trés petits
points pourpres. Le corselet est arrondi, diversement sinué;
le rostre est court, commence au bout du corselet & sen
prolonge un peu au de la des yeux, il est muni de onze
dents rougeftres en dessus & dune seule vers lextrémité
en dessous, accompagné de chaque c6té d’'une suture assez
profonde. Les antennes supérieures sont fort courtes, a
peine de la longueur des pieces latérales qui présentent les
mémes nuances du corps. Les antennes inférieures sont
blanches, une fois et demie plus longue que le corps. Les
palpes sont fort minces, subtils. La premiére paire des
pattes courtes, la seconde un peu moins longue que la

troisi¢éme, toutes les six sont d’un blanc transparent, bifides.
Tes deux derniéres paires des pattes sont un peu longues.
L’abdomen est comprimé, les trois derniers segmens sont
carénés en dessus, ferminent en pointe; la plaque intermé-
dinire est longue, effilée, aigue, bordée de roux avec quel-
ques points jauntres. Les piéces latérales sont coloriés de
blanc, de pourpre, et de bleu céleste. Ses piéces abdominales
sont fort courtes.

Diam. Longun. 0114, id. vertic. 0013. Séj. Grandes pro-
fondeurs. Il est rejeté sur le rivage aprés des grandes
tempétes marines ».

The manuscript description and figure of Peneus
fasciatus are so unmistakably based on Penaeus kera-
thurus that it is difficult to see why Risso considered
this specimen to be a new species. The same is true
for Risso’s (or rather his conception of Rafinesque’s)
Peneus tigrinus. Interesting in this respect is a slip
among Risso’s papers (in Ms. b) bearing the following
enumeration:

« Peneus
Rostre court

P. Caramote,
P, cristatus n. fig.
Rostre alongé
P. tigrinus Raf. fig.
P. fasciatus n. fig.
P. meridionalis n. fig.
P

. foliaceus »

This note shows that Risso considered P. caramote,
P. cristatus, P. tigrinus, and P. fasciatus to be good
species, the former two differing from the Iatter pair in
having the rostrum shorter. In another note (in Ms. b)
Risso gave about the same division of Peneus but placed
in the second group P. tigrinus, P. foliaceus and P.
membranaceus.

Hope (1851 : 19) listed all the names used by Risso
for the present species, correctly indicating the syno-
nymy of Peneus mars and P. cristatus. As Hope did not
provide any data for the manuscript names they remain
nomina nuda; this also is true for Monod’s (1931) use
of these names.

Funchalia woodwardi Johnson, 1868 (pl. 7, fig. a)

Peneus Genianus Risso, 1841 : . (nomen nudum).

Sycionia geny Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Sicyonia Genyana Hope, 1851 : 19 (nomen nudum).

Sicyonin Gényi Gény, 1873 : 163, pl. A fig. 2.

Peneus genyanus Monod, 1931 107 (nomen nudum).

Sicyonia Genyani Mounod, 1931 : 122, 123 (nomen nudum).

Peneus Genyanus Risso, Ms., description (g).

Sicyonia Genyani Risso, Ms., listed (e), description (b),
figure (f).

Sicyonia Genianus Risso, Ms., listed (b, €).

Peratus Genyanus Risso, Ms., listed (e).

The description of this species has not been published
by Risso. His manuscript name was published as a
nomen nudum first by himself Risso (1841, as Peneus
Genianus; 1844, as Sycionia geny) then by Hope (1851,
as Sicyonia Genyana) and finally by Monod (1931, as
Peneus genyanus). Two good descriptions and an excel-
lent figure are present in Risso’s manuscripts. The
description in Ms. b runs as follows : ‘

« Sficyonia]. Genyani. N. S. Geny.

Sficyonia]. testa media, incarnata, rubro intense punctu-
fata. Rostro brevi, curvo, subulato, supra duodecim dentato,
infra glaberrimo, ciliato.

Ce Sicyone differe de ses congenéres par son corps svelte
solide, d’'une belle couleur de chair, couvert d'un duvet de
cils trés fins, qui en varie agréablement les nuances. Le




corselet est oblong, arrondi, un peu renflé, d’'un pourpre
violatre, terminé de chaque coté: d’une ligne relevé, bifur-
quée. qui se prolonge jusque pres des yeux, lgs quels sont
globuleux, d’'un brun mnoir, ayant tout a coté une pointe
aizue. Le rostre est court, semblable 2 une petite lame de
canif courbé, il est garni en dessus de dguze algmll'o.n,s
rélévés rapprochés, & en dessous il est uni, g}abre, cilié.
Les écailles latérales sont presque sernblablgs a cellqs de
I'espéce cy dessus [ = Sicyonia Duvernoyi, — Aristeus
antennatus] avec l'osselet épineux plus court. Les antennes
inférieures, deux fois plus longues que le corps, sqnt égale—
ment supportées par deux articles plus renflés, cylindriques.
Tes antennes supérieures servent par leur base creuse
anguleuse de support aux yeux, & terminent par deux
filets assez longs, effilés, & inégaux. Les organes mandibu-
laires sont trés longs, dilatés, ciliés. Les trois premiéres
paires des pattes sont courtes, minces, presque égales, didac-
tyles, les deux autres paires sont un peu plus longues, trés
subtiles, monodactyles a ongles crochues. L’abdomen est
peint sur chaque segment d’une tache rouge vermillon, les
trois derniéres sont carénés, sculptés, linéolés. La plaque
intermédiaire est courte, solide, aigue, garnie de chaque
coté de deux larges lames ciliées, armées d’'un aiguillon.

La femelle est moins brillante, les ceufs sont d’un rosé
tendre blancheatre.

Dim. Long. 0100 id. vertic. 0016. Séj.. moyenne pro-
fondeurs. Apar. été. ».

Under the name Peneus Genyanus Risso gave a
second description of the species, viz., in his manuscript
(no. g) entitled « Poissons, Crustacés, Radiaires & Vers
observés depuis la publication de I'histoire naturelle des
principales productions de I'Europe méridionale », dated
1840. This description runs as follows :

« Peneus. Pennée. P. Genyanus n. P. Geny. P. testa
membranacea, subsolida, carnea, rubro punctulata, rostro
brevi, curvo, supra duodecimdentata, infra ciliis elongatis
ornato, antennis inferioribus longissimis.

Ce pennée différe des cing espéces que j'ai décrites par
son test alongé, un peu courbé, membraneux, assez solide,
par son rostre court, en forme d’un petit sabre courbé, muni
en dessus de douze pointes aigus, lesquelles se prolongent
le long du corselet en une infinité de trés petites aiguillons
garni en dessous de longs cils soyeux. Les antennes anté-
rieures sont médiocres, couleur de chair, placées sur un
long support triarticulé, le premier est concave et sert a
recevoir les yeux, les deux autres sont moins épais, et
cerclés de rouge. Les yeux sont globuleux, d’un brun noir,
presque sessiles, accompagnés en dessous d’'une pointe roide
solide.. La bouche est entourée de deux rangées de longs
palpes plumeux, sur le second adherent des pieds machoires
fort développés, ciliés, & cing articulations. Les antennes
inférieures situées a4 cOté des lames sont deux fois plus
longues que le corps. Le corselet est dun pourpre violédtre
couvert de rugosités trés sensibles sans sillons ni duvet. Les
pattes sont minces, courtes, au nombre de cing paires
presque égales; les trois premiéres terminent par des mains
didactyles & peine aparentes, les deux derniéres sont crochues.
L’abdomen est composé de sept segmens arrondis & dos
d’ane, il est rugueux, couleur de chair, finement pointillé
de rouge, peint sur chaque articulation d'une bande rouge
vermillion, le dernier est muni au sommet de trois pointes,
celle du milieu est la plus longue. Il est garni en dessous de
cing paires de piéces abdominales assez longues, garnies
de cils, et terminé & lextrémité par cing écailles caudales
inégales; celle du milieu est la plus courte et la plus
solide. Les deux intermediaires sont un peu plus longues
et cartilagineuses, et les deux externes sont les plus devel-
loppées, armées d’un aiguillon assez fort. Long. 0100, larg.
0016. Séj. moyennes profondeurs. Aparit. été. Je ne connois
pas la femelle ».

Although both descriptions probably are based on the
- Same animal, it is interesting to see that they are in
Some respects in contradiction with each other: so the
first states that the body is covered with a down of
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very fine hairs, while the latter says that the carapace
shows neither grooves nor down. Apart from such
inaccuracies there can be no doubt that the specimen
figured and described by Risso as Peneus Genyanus
or Sicyonia Genyana is identical with Funchalia wood-
wardi Johnson, 1868, a species, the original description
of which is based on specimens from Madeira. Risso’s
(1841) nomen nudum Peneus genyanus is the first men-
tion of the species in the literature.

Dr. Monod drew my attention to the fact that a
description of Risso’s species actually has been pu-
blished, be it as late as 1873. Philippe Gény (1873 :
162-164), namely, gave a description of the species as
« Sicyonia Gényi Nobis », citing Peneus Gényanus Risso
as a synonym. The wording of Gény’s description differs
from that of both of Risso’s manuscript descriptions
cited above, and may be original; however, it clearly
pertains to Risso’s animal, which is furthermore con-
firmed by Gény’s illustration, which is practically iden-
tical to Risso’s unpublished figure (which is also painted
by Gény), and furthermore Gény’s remark (: 162):
« Cette espéce, citée par M. Risso, qui a bien voulu
me la dédier dans son guide des étrangers & Nice, et a
laquelle il avait consacré une description dans une
histoire naturelle des crustacés des Alpes-Maritimes, qui
malbheureusement n’a pas vu le jour, parait étre restée
inconnue jusqu’'a ce moment ». Sicyonia genyi Gény,
1873, falls as a junior synonym of Funchalia woodwardi
Johnson, 1868.

Gény (1873 : 162) also indicated that Risso (1841)
in the first edition of his Guide des étrangers 4 Nice,
had listed the species under the generic name Peneus.
Unfortunately 1 have not been able to consult this
publication by Risso.

As locality for the species Gény (1873 : 164) indi-
cated : « I'exemplaire unique que je posséde a été pris
a six kilométres environ au large du golfe de Nice,
parait habiter les grandes profondeurs pélagiennes ».

Risso’s find of Funchalia woodwardi preceded the
first publication of a description of the species by more
than 25 years, and it was not until 1923 that adult
specimens of the species were again reported from the
Mediterranean. Stephensen in that year (1923: 17),
namely, listed 8 specimens as collected in the Mediter-
ranean, most in the western basin, only two in the
central basin (34°31’N 18"40’E and 38°33’N 15°29’E).
Roger (1938 : 23, figs. 1-4) discussed two large speci-
mens in the collection of the zoological station of Ville-
franche-sur-Mer, one of which was taken off Nice.
According to Burkenroad (1936: 135) the larvae
described by Monticelli & Lo Bianco (1902 : 30) and
Lo Bianco (1903 : 184, pl. 7 fig. 12) as Aristeus anten-
natus from the Gulf of Naples, and those reported
upon by Stephensen (1923 : 15, fig. 6) as Aristeomorpha
foliacea from the central and eastern basin of the
Mediterranean, also belong to Funchalia woodwardi.
Stephensen (1923 : 26, fig. 10), moreover, also men-
tioned some larvae from the central and eastern basin
of the Mediterranean which he brought with some doubt
to Funchalia woodwardi.

The apparent rarity of the species in the Mediterra-
nean makes Risso’s early record still more interesting.

Sicyonidae

Sicyonia carinata (Briinnich, 1768)

Sicyonia Carinata-Hope, 1851: 19.
Sycionia exculpta Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).
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Astacus  squilln Risso, Ms., reference to Petagna, 1792
(d no. 33).

Among Risso’s manuscript notes there is a list (Ms d
no. 9) headed « Crustacés pour M. Risso ». This list
according to a note by Dr. Monod is written by Poly-
dore Roux (« de la main de Roux »), and evidently is of
a collection sent by Roux to Risso. It contains the
following item : « 135 Sycionia exculpta Milne Edwards
Sicile ». The word exculpta evidently is a lapsus for
sculpta.

It is interesting that Risso, who collected so many
rare Mediterranean species, never published on this
rather common and striking shrimp, and seemingly got
to know it only late in life through material sent by
Roux, and through Petagna’s publication.

Stenopodidea
Stenopodidae

Stenopus spinosus (Risso, 1827)

Stenopus spinosus Risso, 1827 : 66, pl. 3 fig. 8.

Peneus spinosus-Risso, 1827 a: 819, pl. 42 fig. 1.

Stenozoma spinosa-Risso, 1844 : 93,

Stenopus Spinosus-Hope, 1851 : 20.

Stenopus spinosus-Monod, 1931 : 123,

Stenopus spinosus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2, 6; e), figure
(f).

Stenozoma spinosus Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Risso (1827, 1827a) described and figured this species
very well, and there has never been any doubt as to its
identity. In the manuscripts the species is listed (twice
as Stenozoma spinosus, which evidently is a lapsus), but
not described. However, there is an excellent figure,
which evidently is the original of the 1827a figure; the
other published figure is of an even superior quality.

The lapsus Stenozoma for Stenopus was also published
by Risso (1844).

Caridea
Oplophoridae

Acanthephyra pelagica (Risso, 1816) (pl. 2, fig. ¢)

Alpheus Pelagicus Risso, 1816 : 91, pl. 2 fig. 7.

Pandalus pelagicus-Risso, 1827 : 79, pl. 2 fig. 5.

Alpheus pelagicus-Risso, 1827 a: 820, pl. 42 fig. 2.

Ephyra pelagica-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Ephyra Pelagica-Hope, 1851 : 19,

Ephyra pelagica-Monod, 1931 : 107, 123, fig. 1.
Acanthephyra pelagica-Holthuis, 1947 a : 315.

Pandalus pelagicus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2, 6).

Ephyra pelagica Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), generic diagnosis

(b}, 2 figures (f).

For a long time the identity of Risso’s 4Alpheus pela-
gicus has been considered uncertain. The three figures
that Risso published of the species all were based on the
same animal, which evidently had the rostrum broken.
In Risso’s manuscript notes there is a figure, which
perhaps is the original of the three published by him.
In addition, a second illustration is found in the ma-
nuscript, likewise labelled Ephyra pelagica, which pro-
vides an excellent figure of an Acanthephyra; both these
figures were republished by Monod (1931 : 107, fig. 1).
It is clear from the comparison of the two that the
first figure was made from a multilated specimen. A
study of the description and the two figures makes it
clear that the species before Risso was Acanthephyra
haeckeli (Von Martens, 1868). Holthuis (1947a: 315)
restored the name Acanthephyra pelagica (Risso, 1816)
to that species.

Pasiphaeidae
Pasiphaea sivado (Risso, 1816)

Alpheus Sivado Risso, 1816 : 93, pl. 3 fig. 4.

Pasiphae sivado-Risso, 1827 : 81.

Phasiphae sivado-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Pasiphaea Sivado-Hope, 1851 : 19.

Phasiphae sivado-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Phasiphae Sivado Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, e), generic
diagnosis (b), figure (f).

Pasiphaea sivado (Risso) is a well known species and
there never has been any doubt about its identity. The
manuscript figure is excellent and clearly shows the
species; it is far superior to the crude published figure.

Palaemonidae
Palaemoninae

Palaemon  serratus (Pennant, 1777) pl. 4, figs. a, b)

Melicerta Triliana Risso, 1816 : 111 pl. 3 fig. 6.

Palemon trilianus-Risso, 1827 : 61.

Palemon latreillii-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Palemon punctulaius Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Palaemon Treillianus-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Palaemon Latreillii-Hope, 1851 17,

? Palaemon Bipunciatus (Risso Ms.) Hope, 1851 : 17 (nomen
nudum).

Palemon trilianus-Monod, 1931 : 123,

Palemon punctulatus Monod, 1931: 122, 123 (nomen
nudum). :

Palemon Oratelli Monod, 1931 : 133 (nomen nudum).

7 Palemon Bipunctatus Holthuis, 1950: 21 (nomen nudum).

Palemon Oratelli Holthuis, 1950 : 22 (nomen nudum).

Palemon Oratelli Risso, Ms., description (h).

Palemon Trilianus Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, €), figure

.

Palemon Punctulatus Risso, Ms., listed (b), description (b),
figure (£).

Risso’s species Melicerta Triliana was named by him
in honour of P.A. Latreille. The specific epithet of the
name has been changed by subsequent authors to latreil-
lei, latreillianus, latreilli, treillanus, or treillianus, the
last spelling being the more common. At present the
name is generally considered a synonym of Palaemon
serratus (Pennant), but in the previous and the beginning
of the present century the epithet was often used for
a supposed Mediterranean subspecies of Palaenon
serratis.

Hope (1851) in his catalogue listed both « Palaemon
Treillianus, Risso » and <« Palaemon Latreillii, Risso »;
it is not clear whether these are just spelling variants,
or that actually two species are meant.

Risso’s description of Melicerta triliana and Palaemon
trilianus as well as his published and manuscript illus-
trations confirm the identity of that species with P.
serratus.

Under the name Palemon Punctulatus a species is
described and figured in Risso’s manuscripts (Ms. b, f).
Judging by the excellent figure, it cannot be anything
but the present species. Risso’s manuscript description
runs as follows :

« Plalemon]. Punctulatus, N. P[alemon]. Ponctulé.

Plalemon]. corpore rubro carneo fasciis, punctisque rubro-
purpureus picto.

Dans les différentes saisons & les divers états ou jlai
observé ce crustacé il a toujours été paré de la livrée sui- -
vante. Tout son corps est d’un rouge incarnat sur un fond
transparent traversés en divers sens par des bandes des
traits & d'une infinité de petits points rouge pourpre qui
en relévent 'éclat.

Le corselet est renfié, peint de lignes longitudinales régu-
lidres, qui s’étendent sur le devant armé de chaque cSté de




les piéces latérales sont grandes, oblongues,
de deux aiguillons chacune. Le rostre est
fort long, large, subtil, relevé,. a dix dents en dessu§ :& de
0 en dessous, terminé en pointe. Les antennes supérieures
igiu étroitement anne]}ées de rouge, ses Palpes sont longs,
poilus. La premiére paire des pattes est gréle, la seconde est
beancoup plus grosse, plus renflée, aussi longue que ]}es
deux derniers. La froisieme paire est un peu moins prolongée.
Toutes sont cerclées de jaune et de rougetre a chacune de
Jeur articulations.

1’abdomen est arrondi, traversé des bandes rouges &
jaundtres & chacune de ses articulations. Les écailles cau-
dales sont ovales oblongues pointillées de rouge & ciliées.
La plaque du milieu est courte, armée a sa base de qualre
points & terminée par deux aiguillons courts.

La femelle porte des ceufs rougefitres, au printemps, qui
changent de teinte & mesure qu’ils approchent de leur nais-
sance.

Diam. Long. 0112 id. vertic. 0012. Séj. moyenne profon-
deurs rocailleuses. Ap. automne, hyver ».

! deux pointes;
; ciliées, munies

The remarkable red colour described by Risso is either
an aberration or caused by preservation. The figure
shows a perfectly normal Palaemon serratus, and the
description (apart from the colour) also fits that species.

Risso did not publish a description of Palaemon
punctulatus, but the name was published as a nomen
nudum by Risso (1844) and Monod (1931).

Hope (1851) in his catalogue did not mention Palae-
mon punctulatus, but listed "Palaemon Bipunctatus,
Risso”. As the latter name does not appear in Risso’s
manuscripts nor in his published works, one wonders
whether "bipunctatus” might be an intentional or unin-
tentional variant of “puncrulatus”.

Monod labelled both Risso’s manuscript figures of
Palemon Trilianus and P. Punctulatus as Leander serra-
tus var. triliana (Risso).

Another manuscript name for this species is Palemon
Oratelli. Under that name Risso, in his manuscript no. h,
“Premier mémoire zoologique sur différentes espéces
d’étres organisés observés dans les environs de Nice”,
which is dated 1811, gave the following description of
that species :

« Palemon. Oratellien n. Palemon Oratelli n.

Cette espéce a le corps allongé d’un jaune rougeétre,
transparent, traversé par des lignes d'un rouge violet. Le
corselet est renflé, terminé par un rostre de trente milli-
métres de longueur, octodenté en dessus, quinquedenté en
dessous. Les yeux sont ronds, d’'un rouge noirtre, placés
sur des courts pédicules. Les antennes supérieures se divi-
sent en trois filets inégaux, situés sur un pédicule poileux,
dont la base est en forme d’écaille ornée de deux pointes.
Les inférieures sont plus longues, placées sur des pédicules
renflés. Les pitces latérales sont presque quarrées,ciliées
d'un cOté, uniépineuses de l'autre, insérées par un prolon-
gement épineux. Les palpes extérieures sont trés longs et
ciliées; les intérieurs fort courts. Les pinces sont épaisses,
et renflées & leur sommité. Les pattes sont longues, aranéi-
formes, crochues, annelées de blanc, de jaune, et de violet.
L’abdomen est composé de six segments, le dernier garni
de quatre protubérances épineuses. Les écailles caudales
sont ovales, pointillées de rouge, adhérentes & une plaque
cpineuse, qui se divise en deux au sommet. Ce palemon a
80 millimetres de longuenr sur 16 de largeur. La femelle
pond une grande quantité d’ceufs jaunétres en juillet ».

A comparison of this description with Risso’s (1816)
descr}ptlon of Melicerta Triliana shows that the two are
pract%ca_lly the‘same and are only variants of a single

_ description. Risso, before publishing the species, evi-
dently changed the specific epithet from Oratelli to Tri-
liana. So far the name Palemon Oratelli has only been
published twice, both times as a nomen nudum : Monod
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(1931) referred to this unpublished Risso manuscript,
and Holthuis (1950) referred to Monod’s use of the
name.

Palaemon xiphias (Risso, 1816) (pl. 3)

Palemon Xiphias Risso, 1816 : 102.

Palemon Trisetacens Risso, 1816 : 103.

Palemon trisetaceus-Risso, 1827 : 60.

Palemon xiphias-Risso, 1827 : 60.

Palemon crenulatus Risso, 1827 : 60.

Palemon crenulatus-Risso, 1827a 1 822,

Palemon xiphias-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Palemon trisetaceus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Palemon crenulatus-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Palaemon Xiphias-Hope, 1851 : 17,

Palaemon crenulatus-Hope, 1851: 17 (as a synonym of
P. xiphias).

Palaemon Trisetaceus-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Palemon crenulatus-Monod 1931 : 122, 123.

Palemon xiphias-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Palemon trisetaceus-Wionod, 1931 : 123,

Palemon Sogiontii Wionod, 1931 : 133 (nomen nudum).

Palemon crenulatus-Holthuis, 1950 : 21,

Palemon Trisetaceus-Holthuis, 1950 : 21.

Palemon Sogiontii Holthuis, 1950 : 22 (nomen nudum).

Palemon Sogiontii Risso, Ms., description (h).

Palemon Xiphias Risso, Ms., listed (b, ), figure (f).

Palemon Trisetaceus Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), 2 figures (f).

Palemon Crenulatus Risso, Ms., description (b, €), listed

(b), figure (f).

Palaemon xiphias is a well known species of prawn
from the eelgrass community of the Mediterranean. The
epithet xiphias has been used for it by practically all
authors. Risso’s published descriptions and the ma-
nuscript figure of the species fully confirm its identity.

Risso’s published descriptions of Palaemon trisetaceits
are insufficient for a certain recognition of the species,
which by subsequent authors was either considered a
species incerta (e.g., H. Milne Edwards, 1837: 401;
Holthuis, 1950: 21), or entirely ignored. Risso’s ma-
nuscripts do not contain a description of the species, but
there are two excellent figures, one of a male, the
other of a female, which clearly represent Palaemon
xiphias.

Risso, in manuscript h, which is dated 1811, and
entitled “Premier mémoire zoologique sur différentes
espeéces d’&tre organisés observés dans les environs de
Nice”, gave a description of Palemon Sogiontii, which
runs as follows :

« 26, Palemon Sogiuntien n. Palemon Sogiontii n.

Le corps de cet homardien est bombé, dun vert pile,
parsemé des petits points bruns. Le corselet est lisse ter-
miné par un rostre de vingt millimetres de longueur,
six denté en dessus, quinquedenté en dessous. Les yeux sont
ronds, noiritres. Les antennes supérieures ont trois filets
courts, et inégaux, situés sur un pédicule en forme d’écaille,
uniépineuse d'un cbté, ciliée de l'autre. Les inférieures sont
plus longues, annelées de rouge, placées sur un pédicule
lisse; les pieéces latérales sont oblongues ciliées d’une part,
unidentées de lautre. Les palpes extérieurs sont trés longs
et ciliés, les intérieurs courts. Les pinces courtes, les pattes
longues, aranéiformes, crochues. L’abdomen est composé
de six segmens dont le dernier a quatre épines. Les écailles
caudales sont ovales, oblongues, adhérentes & une plaque
uniépineuse qui se divise en trois soies raides a la sommité.
Sa longueur est de 50 millimétres, sur 12 de largeur. La
femelle est un peu plus grosse. Elle pond des ceufs verdétres
en avril ».

This description is practically identical with that of
Palemon trisetaceus Risso, 1816; and it is clear that
P. trisetaceus is nothing but a different name for the
unpublished P. sogiontii. So fas as I know the name
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Palemon Sogiontii has only twice appeared in print,
both times as a nomen nudum, viz., by Monod (1931)
who referred to the above manuscript description by
Risso, and by Holthuis (1950), who referred to Monod
(1931).

There can be little doubt that Risso’s (1816) state-
ment in the diagnosis of Palemon trisetaceus (but not in
the description) to the effect that the rostrum is small
(rostro parvo) is erroneous. In the description of P.
Sogiontii, namely, the species is said to have the rostrum
20 mm long, and also in the manuscript figures of
P. trisetaceus it is shown to be of normal size. This
error made that Risso’s P. trisetaceus was not recognized
by later authors, and that it remained a species incerta.

Palemon crenulatus was described by Risso in 1827
and 1827a. His manuscript description (in Ms b) is
slightly different and runs as follows:

« Plalemon]. Crenulatus. N. Pfalemon]. Crenulé. Plalemon].
corpore coerulescente, punctis minutissimis fusco-coeruleis
ornato; rostro medio, curvo, supra octodentato.

Le palémon crénulé se distingue par son corps moins
courbé d’un azuré clair sur un fond transparent couvert d’une
infinité de petits points bleu foncé dont quelques uns sont
pustulés.

Le corselet est lisse, transversé & sa base des lignes
espacés de petits points bruns qui se dirigent vers les quatre
pointes dont il est armé sur le devant. Les piéces latérales
sont oblongues, diaphanes, pointillées, armées & leur base
& vers extrémité extérieure d'une pointe aigue. Le rostre
est médiocre, relevé, muni de huit dents en dessus & de
cing en dessous, terminé en pointe. Le plus court filet des
antennes supérieures est profondément crénelé, presque ser-
rulé; tous les autres sont annélés de rouge. Les antennes
inférieures sont un peu plus longues que le corps. Les
pattes sont assez longues et poileux sur leur bords. La
premiere paire des pattes est plus mince que la seconde
qui est plus longue, plus renflée au sommet, & dents colorées
de rougeltre. Les auires pattes sont égales parsemées de
poils roides.

L’abdomen est arrondi, finement ponctué & tacheté de
jaune sur les bords. Les écailles caudales sont ovalaires
ciliées de rouge & de la plaque intermédiaire est presque
aussi longue, terminée par cing aiguillons, les deux du
milien sont les plus longs.

La femelle varie dans ses nuances, elle est pleine de
petits ceufs transparents vers la fin du printems & en été.

Diam. long. 0060 id. vertic. 0010. Séj. Régions des
Algues. Apar. Hyver, printems, été ».

Risso’s manuscript figure clearly shows that the
species is Palaemon xiphias, which is not in contradic-
tion to the descriptions. Roux (1830: texte to pi. 38)
already stated “Je rapporte au Palémon espadon [= P.
xiphias] que M. Risso nous a fait connaitre, le crénélé
[= P. crenulatus] du méme auteur, que je ne puis consi-
dérer que comme variant dans sa couleur et dans les
dentelures du rostre, caractéres qu'on sait &tre peu
constans dans ce genre”. Roux is followed in this by
H. Milne Edwards (1837 : 393), Hope (1851 : 17) and
other authors; Holthuis (1950) ranged the species among
the species incertae.

Pontoniinae
Periclimenes scriptus (Risso, 1822)

Alpheus scriptus Risso, 1822 : 247.
Alpheus scriptus-Risso, 1827 : 78.
Alpheus scriptus-Risso, 1827a: 821.
Pelias scriptus-Risso 1844 : 95,

Pelias Scriptus-Hope, 1851 : 18.
Pelias scriptus Risso, Ms., listed (g).
Alpheus scriptus Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Periclimenes scriptus is a well understood species and
the epithet scriptus is generally adopted for it. Risso’s
descriptions are quite straightforward.

Periclimenes amethysteus (Risso, 1827)

Alpheus ametliystea Risso, 1827 : 77, pl. 4 fig. 16.
Alpheus amethysta-Risso, 1827a: 821.

Alpheus amethisten-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Pelias Amethysteus-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Alpheus amethystea Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2, 6; ).

Like with Periclimenes scriptus, the identity of P.
amethysteus is well known and the name is used at
present in the correct semse. Some authors doubted
whether P. scriptus and P. amethysteus represent two
distinct species, but modern investigations showed that
Risso was perfectly correct in separating them.

Pontonia pinnophylax (Otto, 1821)

Alpheus Tyrhenus-Risso, 1816: 94, pl. 2 fig. 2 (not Asiacus
tyrrienus Petagna, 1792, and the references).

Callianassa tyrriiena-Risso, 1827 : 54 (not the references).

Calianassa tyrrliena-Risso 1844 : 94,

Pontonia Tyrrhena-Hope, 1851 : 16. .

Auntonomeg Olivi-Monod, 1931: 123, 124, fig. 8 (not
Autonomaea olivii Risso, 1816).

Autonomea Olivi Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, €), generic
diagnosis (b), figure (f).

Callianassa - tyrrhena Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s treatment of the present species is rather
muddled. He described it quite clearly in 1816 under
the name Alpheus Tyrhenus and published a reasonable
good figure of it. He even indicated that it lives with
Pinna. The name he used was based on Astacus tyrrhe-
nus Petagna, which is, as clearly shown by Petagna’s
(1792 : 418, pl. 5 fig. 3) description and excellent
figure, a species of Callianassa. Risso (1816) not only
referred to Petagna, but also to Olivi (1792), whose
Cancer candidus likewise distinctly is a Callianassa. In
1827 Risso changed the description slightly but it still
refers clearly to Pontonia pinnophylax; he stated further-
more that the species is found in the summer in Pinna
nobilis, but that fishermen assured him that it makes
narrow vertical burrows in muddy sand. Here too,
Risso got the two species mixed.

In his manuscript (d no. 6) a description is given of
“Callianassa tyrrhena”, which is practically identical
with his 1827 description. Surprisingly, among Risso’s
manuscripts there the figure that Risso published in
1816 as Alpheus Tyrhenus, but this time with the ins-
cription Autonomea Olivi. Also Risso’s generic diagnosis
of Autonomea as given in the manuscript fits Pontonia;
this diagnosis runs as follows; “Rostre court, en pointe
algu€ courbé; premiére paire des pattes trés petites
minces, subtiles; seconde paire trés épaisse, renflée,
toutes les deux didactyles”. No description of Autono-
mea Qlivii is given in the manuscripts. Risso’s (1816 :
166; 1827 : 73) published descriptions of Autonomaea
(or Autonomeq) olivii are clearly based on Alpheus
glaber (Olivi) (see p. 50). But Monod (1931) in referring
to the manuscript figure of Autonomea Olivi, thus
refers to the present species.

Pontonia flavomaculata Heller, 1864
Alciopes Heterochelus Risso, Ms., listed (e).
In one of his manuscript lists Risso mentioned the

name Alciopes heterachelus, evidently referring to
Alciope heterochelus Rafinesque (1814 : 24), a species,
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which Holthuis (1954 : 20) showed to be identical with
Pontonia flavomaculata, and which was suppressed by
the International Commission on Zoological Nomencla-
ture in their Opinion 522 (1958, Opin. Decl. Int. Comm.
zool. Nomencl., 19 (9): 211). The name appeared in
Risso’s list (Ms. e) entitled “Familia Crustaceae Sali-
coqui in mari Nicaeensi observavit ab A.R.”. There is,
however, no other indication that Risso ever saw a
species that he identified with Rafinesque’s.

Gnathophyllidae
Gnathophyllum elegans (Risso, 1816)

Alpheus Elegans Risso, 1816 : 92, pl. 2 fig. 4.

Drimo elegans-Risso, 1827 : 71, pl. 1 fig. 4.

Drimo elegans-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Gnathophyllum Elegans-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Drimo Elegans Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 6, e), generic
diagnosis (b).

Grimo elegans Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Doto Elegans Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2).

The specific epithet elegans has been consistently used
for this species by practically all authors dealing with it.
The generic name Drimo Risso, 1827, was accepted
by a few authors, but is not used anymore now, as it
is considered a junior synonym of Gnathophyllum La-
treille, 1819. Risso’s generic diagnosis of Drimo as
given in manuscript b is as follows: “Rostre petit,
denté; premiére paire des pattes courtes, plus minces,
plus subtiles que la seconde paire qui est fort longue,
renflée, épaisse, également didactyle”. The name Doto,
once used by Risso in his manuscript, evidently is a
lapsus for Drimo. The manuscript figure bears the pencil
legend Grimo elegans and clearly shows the present
species.

Alpheidae
Athanas nitescens (Leach, 1814)

Palemon Laevirhincus Risso, 1816 : 108.

Alpheus levirhincus-Risso, 1827 : 75.

Nauplius laevirhincus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Palaemon Laevirliynchus-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Nauplius laevirhinchus-Monod, 1931 : 122,

Nauplius laevirhinchus Risso Ms., description (b), listed
(also the spelling laevirhincus is used) (e).

The description in the manuscript runs as follows:

« N[auplius]. [The N is superposed over the A of Alpheus]
laevirhinchus n. N. Bec Lisse. N[auplius]. testa nigra, albo-
punctata. Manibus inaequalibus, primo pari tenuissimo, gla-
bro, secundo crasso.

Cette espéce [superposed over Le Nauplius bec lisse] fait
le passage des Nauplides aux Alpheides. Une teinte de noir
foncé parsemé de quelques points blanchétres couvre son
corps. Le corselet est muni sur le devant de trois pointes
dont I'intermédiaire forme le rostre aigu, subulé, également
uni & sans dents comme le précédent [= N. variegatus,
= Alpheus dentipes]. Les yeux sont brillants portés sur
des petits pédicules. Les antennes supérieures sont beaucoup
plus courtes que les extérieures; les pieces latérales sont
munies chacune d’une pointe aigue. La premiére paire des
pattes est courte. La seconde plus développée est colorée
de noirfitre, pointillée de gris. Toutes les deux sont didactyles.
Les autres trois paires sont minces, annellées de blanchitre
& de violet.

L’abdomen est arrondi, terminé au bout d'une pointe de
chaque c6té. La plaque du milieu est subarrondie, liserée
de blanchétre, armée de quatre pointes & de quatre filets
roides a son extrémité. Les écailles natatoires sont oblongues,
bordées de longs cils.

49

La femelle pond des ceufs noiritres au printems.

Diam. longit. 0034 id. vertic. 0006. Séj. Régions des
algues. Apar, chaque saison ».

This manuscript description comes very close to the
1827 published description by Risso.

Owing to some errors in Risso’s description, Pale-
mon (or Alpheus) laevirhincus has long remained a
species' of doubtful standing and has been ignored by
most zoologists of the 19th and first half of the 20th
centuries. Holthuis (1951 : 108, 109) showed that the
presence of a small unarmed rostrum and the dark
colour, among the Mediterranean shrimps, is only
found in Athanas nitescens. The only character described
by Risso, that does not fit that species, is the relative
size of the first and second legs. In A. nitescens the
first pair of pereiopods is decidedly larger and more
robust than the second; Risso’s description of the oppo-
site. must be a slip. Holthuis (1951) considered 4.
laevirhincus from the Mediterranean a species different
from A. nitescens from the Atlantic. In a later publi-
cation Holthuis & Gottlieb (1958: 27-32, figs. 2, 3)
showed that there are so many transitions between a
typical A. laevirhincus and a typical A. nitescens form,
that the two forms must be considered to belong to a
single species, for which the name A. nitescens (Leach)
should be used.

Alpheus dentipes Guérin, 1832

Nika Variegata Risso, 1816 : 86.

Hippolytes variegatus-Risso, 1827 : 78, pl. 4 fig. 13.

Nauplius variegatus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Alpheus Dentipes-Hope, 1851 : 16.

Nika Variegata-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Hippolytus Variegatus-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Nauplius variegarus-Monod, 1931 : 122, 123,

Hippolythes variegatus-Holthuis, 1947 : 24,

Virbius variegatus-Holthuis, 1947 : 25.

Nika variegata-Nouvel & Holthuis, 1957 : 5.

Hippolytes (and Hypolite) variegatus Risso, Ms., listed (d
no. 2, 6).

Nauplius variegatus Risso, Ms., listed (e), description (b),
generic diagnosis (b), figure (f).

Risso’s manuscript description of Nauplius variegatus
(Ms. b) is as follows :

« N[auplius]. testa griseo-virescente luteoque variegata; mani-
bus inaequalibus; primo pari crasso, inflato, piloso; secundo
tenuissimo.

Son corps est un peu renflé, arrondi, coloré de gris, de
vert, varié de jaune rougeftre avec une petite ligne longi-
tudinale au milien du dos. Son corselet est court, lisse,
terminé sur le devant par trois pointes dont celle du milieu,
qui forme le rostre, est un peu plus longue. Les yeux sont
placés sur un court pédicule, les antennes intérieures sont
verdétres, les inférieures sont beaucoup plus longues. Les
écailles latérales sont petites, oblongues, ciliées. Les palpes
externes sont épineux. La premiére paire de pattes est
inégale, épaisse, & quatriéme articulation renflée, aplatie,
armée de fortes dents entourées de poils. La seconde paire
est mince, gréle avec le carpe multiarticulée, subtile. Toutes
les deux sont didactyles. Les autres trois paires sont courtes,
effilées, parsemées de poils & crochues.

L’abdomen est arrondi, terminé au bout d’une longue
pointe de chaque c6té. La plaque du milieu est courte,
aplatie, armée en dessus de six aiguillons & des soies roides
a4 son extrémité. Les écailles natatoires sont oblongues,
inégales, ciliées.

La femelle dépose ses ceufs verditres au printems &
en été dans les fissures des roches du rivage, ou ces animaux
font leur demeure habituelle en faisant entendre le petit
bruit de leur doigt, quand la mer se retire.
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Diam. longit. 0026 id. vertic. 0008. Séj. roches du
littoral. Ap. toute l'année ».

Most subsequent authors were at a loss as to the
identity of Risso’s Nika (or Hippolytes) variegata. H.
Milne Edwards (1837 : 365) said on this account that
“les descriptions qu’il en a données me sont pas suffi-
samment détaillées pour que nous puissons nous former
une opinion & cet égard” (i.e. the status of the species).
The species therefore has been ignored by most subse-
quent authors. The only recent record of the species
based on actual material that I know of is Vatova’s
(1928 : 192) record of “Hippolyte variegatus Risso”
from Sant’ Andrea near Rovigno, Adriatic Sea. No
details are given by Vatova to make the identity of his
material clear.

Holthuis (1947 : 24) identified Hippolytes variegata
(Risso) with Arhanas nitescens. Later the same author
(Holthuis, 1951 : 72) changed his opinion and made
clear that Hippolytes variegatus (or Nika variegata)
could only be Alpheus dentipes. This was confirmed
when, in 1972, I was able to examine original material
of Risso’s species in the Natural History Museum in
Nice; the specimens actually proved to be Alpheus
dentipes Guérin. Risso’s unpublished figure of the
species, although better than the published one, is not
of too good quality.

As Risso’s name is much older than the one given
by Guérin to the same species, and as the latter is well
established, while the former has been a nomen dubium
for more than 100 years, the International Commission
on Zoological Nomenclature in their Opinion 606 (1961,
Bull. zool. Nomencl., 18 (4): 258, 259) suppressed the
epithet variegata Risso, 1816, so as to make Alpheus
dentipes Guérin, 1832 the valid name for the species.

P. Roux (1831 : 28) had already correctly placed the
species in the genus A/pheus, while Carus (1885 : 478)
assigned it to Virbius.

Alpheus glaber (Olivi, 1792)

Autononraea Olivii Risso, 1816 : 166.

Autonomea Olivii-Risso, 1827 : 73.

Autonomia olivii-Risso, 1844 : 935,

Alpheus Ruber-Hope, 1851 ; 16.

Autonomaea Olivii-Hope, 1851: 16 (A. glaber cited as
a synonym).
not Autonomea Olivi Monod, 1931 : 123 and Risso, Ms.
(see Pontonia pinnophylax).

Autonomaea Olivii Risso, 1816, was a new name
for Cancer glaber Olivi, 1792, as is clearly shown by
Risso’s reference to Olivi's description. Both Risso’s
1816 and 1827 descriptions are clearly based on material
of Alpheus glaber (Olivi). There can therefore be no
doubt about the identity of Autonomaea olivii, The
description and figure in Risso’s manuscript under
Autonomea Olivi, however, prove to represent Pontonia
pinnophylax (see there, p. 48). It is not clear why
Risso after 1827 switched the name from one species
to the other, Anyhow, the lectotype specimen of Auto-
nomaea olivii Risso, 1816, like that of Cancer glaber
Olivi, 1792, is the specimen figured by Olivi (1792,
pl. 3 fig. 4), and the two names are objective syno-
nyms.

Another synonym of Alpheus glaber (Olivi, 1792) is
Cryptophthalmus ruber Rafinesque (1814). Risso, in his
manuscript, however, used this name for an entirely
different species, viz., Ligur ensiferus (Risso) (vid. there
p. 52).

Hippolytidae
Ligur ensiferus (Risso, 1816) (pl. 7 fig. d)

Palemon Ensiferus Risso, 1816 : 106.

Alpheus ensiferus-Risso, 1827 : 76.

Hippolyte Carneus Roux, 1831 : 28.

Hippolites carneus-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Lybia ensifera-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Hippolytus Carneus-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Hippolytus Incarnatus Hope, 1851 : 18 (nomen nudum).
Lybia Ensifera-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Hippolytes incarnatus Monod, 1931: 107, 123 (nomen

nudum).

Hippolyte carneus-Monod, 1931: 122 (also as Hippolyfes
carneus).

Lybia ensiferus-Monod, 1931 : 122, 123.

Cryptophalmus ruber-Monod, 1931 : 123,

Palemon Vedianti Monod, 1931: 133 (nomen nudum).

Hippolyte carneus-Holthuis, 1947 : 24 (also as Hippolytes
carnets).

Hippolytes incarnatus Holthuis, 1947 : 24 (nomen nudum).

Ligur ensiferus-Holthuis, 1947 : 32,

Palemon Vedianti Holthuis, 1950: 22 (nomen nudum).

Palemon Vedianti Risso, Ms., description (h).

Lybia Ensifera Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), descriptions (b, d
no. 19), figure (f) (also as Libia and Ensiferus).

Hippolite (also Hippolytes and Hippolites) Carneus Risso,
Ms., descriptions (a, b), listed (d no. 39, e).

Hippolytes Incarnatus Risso, Ms., description (g), figure (f).

Cryptophalmus Ruber Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), generic
diagnosis (b), figure (f).

Mesapus fasciatus Risso, Ms., mentioned (b), generic dia-
gnosis (b).

Palemon ensiferus has been a puzzle to most subse-
quent authors. So far as I know, in the previous century
only a single author (Costa, 1838-1853, Fauna Regno
di Napoli, (Pandalus): 5 identified material with Pa-
laemon. ensiferus; judging by Costa’s generic diagnosis,
however, his specimens are true Palaecmonids. Holthuis
(1947 : 32, 33) identified Palemon ensiferus Risso, 1816,
with Ligur edwardsii Sarato, 1885, and used the name
Ligur ensiferus for the species. The manuscript descrip-~
tion and figure of Lybia ensifera confirm this identifi-
cation. The description in Ms. b is as follows (that in
Ms. d no. 19 is practicaly identical):

« L[ybial. Ensifera. n. L[ybie]. Porte Glaive.

Llybia]. rubro carnea, rostro longiore, supra quadriden-
tato, infra quinquedentato.

Alpheus Ensiferus Risso. Mesapus fasciatus Rafin.

Le corps de ce salicoque est alongé, rélevé en bosse
sur son troisigme segment dorsal. Il est coloré d’un beaun
rouge carmin uniforme luisant, sur un fond semitranspa-
rent. Le corselet est armé en devant de quatre longues
pointes inégales, aigues, surmonté au milieu dun rostre
qui ne dépasse pas les écailles latérales, qui est muni en
dessus de quatre dents en laissant un grand espace vuide
jusqua la pointe, et en dessous vers lextrémité on en
compte cing trés aigues. Les yeux sont noiritres, luisants,
presque sessiles. Les antennes extérieures sont deux fois
& demi plus longues que le corps. Les supérieures centrales
sont bifides, beaucoup moins longues & annelées. Les
écailles latérales sont ovales oblongues, ciliées d'un c6té,
unies & glabres de l'autre. Les palpes sont longs, hérissés
de poils d’'un rouge foncé. La premiere paire des paties
est plus €paisse, plus courte, & pinces didactyles plus longues,
que celles de la seconde paire qui est trés alongée & fort
mince a dernier carpe finement annellé, armé d’'unes pointe
droite au sommet & terminée par un crochet denticulé
comme didactyle. L’abdomen dans les deux sexes est muni
de trés longues lames ventrales ciliées. La plaque caudale
intermédiaire est fort courte, comique, termine€e pPar Quatre
pointes inégales ciliées. Les lames latérales sont garnieg deo
longs poils.




La femelle est pleine d’ccufs rougeédtres vers la fin du
printems & en été.

Diam. longit. 0115-0120 id. vertic.0020-0024. Séj. régions
profondes coralligénes. Apar. chacque saison ».

Risso, in his manuscripts, also dealt with the pre-
sent species under the names Hippolyte carneus, Hippo-
lyte incarnatus, Palemon Vedianti, Mesapus fasciatus, and
Cryptophthalmus ruber. The first three are manuscript
names by Risso, the fourth and fifth are species describ-
ed by Rafinesque. Of Hippolyte carneus (the generic
name of which is spelled in different ways, all incorrect)
Risso provided two descriptions the second of which
(Ms. b) runs as follows (if the first (of Ms. a) differs
essentially from it, the version of the first is indicated
in round brackets) :

« H[ippolite]. Carneus n. H. couleur de chair.

H. Corpore oblongo, armato, carneo, gibboso; rostro
brevis, utrinque quadridentato; manibus ineequalibus. (H.
testa oblonga, armata, carnea, gibbosa, brachiis equalibus).

Cette jolie espéce observée depuis long tems sur nos
cbtes (depuis plus de douze [originally it said depuis dix,
but dix is struck out and replaced by plus de douze] ans
sur nos bords) a le corps (présente un corps) alongé, courbé.
rélévé en bosse au milieu, aminci vers la queue, coloré
d’'une teinte rose couleur de chair, entouré dun cercle
rouge foncé sur les bords de chaque articulation.

Le corselet est glabre, terminé (sur le devant) par un
rostre court aigu, quadridenté, de chaque cdté accompagné
4 sa base de deux pointes (latérales). Les yeux sont noirétres
placés sur un pédicule rouge. Les antennes supérieures ont
leurs filets (Les antennes sont) extrémement longs (longues
et effilées). Les extérieures sont trois fois plus longues que
le corps. Les écailles latérales sont oblongues presque
quadrilatérales. Les palpes (pieds méchoires) sont longs,
épais, épineux, d'un rouge foncé. La premicre paire des
pattes est un peu moins longue & aussi grosse que les palpes
(organes) cy dessus, elle est didactyle. La seconde paire
est alongde, extrémement gréle, terminé par deux petits
crochets bien foibles; toutes les autres paires des pattes
sent subtiles, armées d'un seul crochet & la sommité (cro-
chues au sommet).

I’abdomen est arrondi en dessus, terminé par une plaque
solide garnie de quatre pointes a son extrémité (garnie
a la sommité de deux pointes). Les écailles caudales sont
oblongues, ciliées, les deux extérieures sont les plus longues.

La femelle porte des ccufs transparents rosacés vers la
fin du printems.

Dim. long. 0100 id. vertic. 0010 (0014). Sé&j. moyennes
profondeurs. Ap. mai, juin. (Rare) ».

The manuscript name Hippolyte carneus of Risso’s
was made available by Polydore Roux (1831 : 27, 28),
who divided the genus Hippolyte into two groups. His
group B was characterized as follows :

«B, un grand nombre de divisions annulaires & la deu-
Xiéme paire [p. 28:] de pattes qui est trés gréle et trés
longue; antennes trés longues.

Hippolyte Carneus, nouvelle espéce, de quatre pouces
de long, communiquée sous ce nom par M. Risso; Roux, pl.
54 ».

Roux evidently intended to figure the species in his
“Crustacés de la Méditerranée et de son littoral” (1828-
1830), but no plates after pl. 45 were published of
that work. Hippolyte carneus Roux, 1831, falls as a
junior synonym of Palemon ensiferus Risso, 1816, As
far as I know the epithet carneus has not been adopted
since for the present species neither has it been men-
tioned in check-lists.

Risso’s manuscript description of Hippolytes incar-
natus, given in his manuscript (g), dated 1840, is
practically identical with the first of the descriptions of

51

Hippolyte carneus, cited above, and there is no need
to quote it here. Before giving the description of H.
incarnatus, Risso made the following remark: « Aux
caractéres donné par Leach & ce genre [= Hippolytes]
on doit ajouter: la seconde paire des pattes longue,
gréle, les piéces qui la précédent multiarticulées. Les
trois autres paires de pattes monodactyles; pieds machoi-
res externes épineux; carapace courte, terminée par un
petit rostre comprimé, plus ou moins denté». The
figure of H. incarnatus in Risso’s manuscript clearly
shows the identity of the species. It is interesting that
Hope (1851) used both the names H. incarnatus and
H. carneus in his list. Apart from by Hope, the name
H. incarnatus has only been used by Monod, 1931,
and by Holthuis, 1947, in both cases as nomen nudum.

Of Palemon Vedianti Risso provided a description in
his manuscript (no. h, dated 1811) «Sur differentes
especes d’étres organisés, observés dans les environs de
Nice ». This description runs as follows:

« Palemon vediantien n. Palemon vedianti n.

Ce palemon va le corps alongé, d’'un rouge carmin, lui-
sant. Le corselet est orné vers sa partie antérieure de quatre
longues pointes, et terminé par un rostre de vingt quatre
millimétres de longueur, quinquedenté en dessus, quadridenté
en dessous. Les yeux sont ronds, noirfitres placés sur des
courts pédicules aplatis. Les piéces latérales sont ovales
oblongues, ciliées d’'un c6té, épineuses de I'autre. Les palpes
extérieurs sont longs, arrondis, poileux, les intérieurs courts,
aplatis et ciliés. Les antennes supérieures sont bifides, les
inférieures filiformes. Les pinces sont courtes, et épaisses.
Les pattes longues aranéiformes. L’abdomen a six segmens.
Les écailles caudales longues et unidentées & leur sommet.
Elles adherent & une plaque conique, ciliée sur ses bords.
Cette espéce fréquente les endroits rocailleux et parvient &
110 millimétres de longueur, sur 20 de largeur. La femelle
ne differe du méle que par ses larges appendices. Elle pond
environ quatre cent ceufs rougeétres dans le moi d’avril
et de juillet ».

This description is sufficiently like that of P. Ensiferus
to make the identify of the two beyond doubt. The
name Palemon vedianti has only been published as a
nomen nudum, viz., by Monod (1931: 133) and Holthuis
(1950: 22), who did not know the identity of the species.

As shown above, in the manuscript description of
Lybia ensifera, Risso gave as a synonym Mesapus fas-
ciatus Rafin[esque]. One of the pages in Risso’s manus-
cript (b) is headed « Mesapus Raf. Mesape », but the
rest of the page is blank. On another page (in Ms.
b) a similar heading is followed by the following dia-
gnosis:

« Premiére paire des pattes bien dévellopée, assez £paissz,
didactyle. Seconde paire fort longue, amincie, annelée,
terminée par un moignon tronquée; les trois derniéres
subtiles, filiformes, monodactyles. Rostre court, mince,
aigu, muni de chaque cOté de quatre aiguillons courbes,...

Ecailles de la base des antennes extérieures épineuses

M. fasciatus ? Raf. M. fascié ?

Le Mesape dont la description de Rafinesque est trés
insuffisante pour pouvoir le bien déterminer, présente un
corps alongé, arrondi, se pliant au milieu ».

In another part of manuscript b there is a remark
by Risso: « La Lybia Ensifera c’est le Mesapus fasciatus
de Rafinesque, qui n’ayant pas été bien caractérisé ...,
doit étre supprimé ». Risso’s short diagnosis of Mesapus,
the fact that he placed Mesapus fasciatus in the syno-
nymy of Ligur ensiferus, and the last cited remark, may
be accepted as sufficient evidence to consider the speci-
mens that Risso indicated as Mesapus fasciatus to be
L. ensiferus. Mesapus fasciatus Rafinesque, 1814, usually
is considered a synonym of Pontophilus fasciatus Risso
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(1816). Rafinesque’s names Mesapus and M. fasciatus
indeed are suppressed by the International Commission
on Zoological Nomenclature, viz. in Opinion 522 (1958,
Opin. Decl. Int. Comm. zool. Nomencl., 19 (9): 209-
248), more than 100 years after Risso’s advice to do so.

The present species is mentioned under a sixth name
in Risso’s manuscripts, viz. as Cryptophalinus ruber,
which is an erroneous spelling of Cryptophthalmus ru-
ber Rafinesque (= Alpheus glaber (Olivi)). Risso’s
excellent unpublished figure shows clearly that his
animal is not an Alpheus but clearly Ligur ensiferus. No
description is given by Risso of the species, but the
genus is diagnosed as follows: « Rostre médiocre, pre-
miére paire de pattes courte, épaisse, didactyle; seconde
paire filliforme, trés longue, & carpe divisé en articula-
tions annulaires ».

As the species is considered to be quite rare in the
Mediterranean, it is amazing that Risso had so much
material of it at his disposal.

Hippolyte inermis Leach, 1814

Palemon Olivieri Risso, 1816: 107.

Palemon Margaritaceus Risso, 1816 :108.
Alpheus margaritaceus-Risso, 1827 : 75.

Alpheus Olivieri-Risso, 1827 :75, pl. 4 figs. 17, 18.
Alpheus elongatus Risso, 1827: 77.

Alpheus margaritaceus-Risso, 1844 : 95.
Alpheus olivierii-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Alpheus elongatus-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Hippolytus Olivieri-Hope, 1851: 18.

Pelias Margaritaceus-Hope, 1851: 18.

Pelias Elongatus-Hope, 1851 : 18.

Palemon Margaritaceus-Holthuis, 1947 : 23.
Palemon Margaritaceus-Holthuis, 1950: 21.
Alpheus olivieri Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Alpheus margaritaceus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 6, e).
Alpheus elongatus Risso, Ms., listed (e).

The published descriptions and figures of Risso’s
Palemon (or Alpheus) Olivieri make the identity with
Hippolyte inermis perfectly clear.

Palemon margaritaceus Risso obviously is based on
the same species, but on a specimen in which the blue-
green chromatophores were contracted to « petits points
bleus ». The fact that the rostrum is longer than the
scaphocerites, and has no dorsal and two ventral teeth,
shows that no other Mediterranean species can have
been meant. Risso’s 1816 description shows no characters
that make it impossible to synonymize P. margaritaceus
with Hippolyte inermis. The 1827 description is some-
what more extensive and indicates that «la premiére
paire de pattes semblable & la seconde »; this, of course
must be due to an incorrect observation. Holthuis
(1947) already pointed to the probability that Risso’s
species belongs here.

Alpheus elongatus Risso, 1827, clearly also belongs
in the present species. Risso’s description of a « corps
mince, effilé, d’'une couleur verditre, couvert réguliere-
ment de petits points rouges » suggest Hippolyte iner-
mis, as does also the «rostre alongé, subtil, unidenté en
dessus, bidenté en dessous », «la premiere paire de
pattes est courte, plus renflée que la seconde », and
finally Risso’s qualified reference to Otto’s (1821: 12)
Virbius viridis. The size (total length 28 mm) also fits
the present species better than any other Hippolyte
species. In the manuscript notes of the species, no
details of it are given, it is just listed. H. Milne
Edwards (1837: 381) cited Alpheus elongatus among the
species that probably belong to Hippolyte but of which
too little was known to make its identity certain,

In his manuscripts Risso did not give any information
on A. olivieri and A. margaritaceus either, the names
are just listed there.

Thoralus cranchii (Leach, 1817)

Palemon Microramphos Risso, 1816: 104.
Palemon microrampos-Risso, 1827 : 59.
Palaemon Microramphus-Hope, 1851: 17.
Palemon Microramphos-Holthuis, 1947 : 23,
Palemon microramphos Risso, Ms., listed (e).

As Holthuis (1947) already pointed out, there can
be little doubt that Risso’s Palemon microramphos is
either Thoralus cranchii (Leach, 1817) or Eualus occul-
tus (Lebour, 1936). Both Risso’s 1816 and 1827 des-
criptions speak of a small species (total length 18 mm),
with the body somewhat swollen, uncoloured and with
scattered chromatophores. Also the description of the
very short rostrum with five dorsal and two ventral
teeth fits very well. In the 1827 description it is said
that the first pair of legs is « épaisse », a character
found in both species (as in all other Hippolytidae).

As Thoralus cranchii is the more common of the
two, it is most likely that Risso had that species before
him. It would be worth while to have the specific epithet
microramphos suppressed by the International Commis-
sion on Zoological Nomenclature, as it has not been
adopted for any species in the last 100 years and as it
is a senior synonym of either the well known and wide-
ly adopted epithet cranchii, or of the epithet occultus,
which by now also is generally accepted, although not
used as frequently as that of cranchii.

Lysmata seticaudata (Risso, 1816) (pl. 4 fig. d)

Palemon Cognetii Risso, 1816 : 106.

Melicerta Seti Caudata Risso, 1816: 110, pl. 2 fig. 1.

Lysmata Risso 1816 : 175.

Alpheus Cougneti-Risso, 1827 : 76.

Lysmata seticaudata-Risso, 1827 : 62.

Lysmata seticaudata-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Alpheus cougneti-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Lysmata Seticaudata-Hope, 1851 : 17.

Lysmata seticaudata-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Palemon Cognetii-Holthuis, 1950: 20.

Lysmata seticaudata Risso, Ms., listed (b, e), generic dia-
gnosis (b), figure (f).

Alpheus Cougneti (i) Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Lysmata Risso, Ms.,, listed (d no. 2).

Lysmata seticaudata is one of the best known shrimps
of the Mediterranean and there has never been any
problem about its name or identity. Practically all
authors immediately have adopted Risso’s epithet seti-
caudata for it. Risso’s published and manuscript figures
confirm the identity as usually understood.

On the other hand the species indicated by Risso
(1816, 1827) in his publications as Palemon Cognetii
and Alpheus Cougneti has puzzled many authors. H.
Milne Edwards (1837: 381) ranged it among the species
that, if better known, might have to be assigned to
Hippolyte (in the wide sense accepted by Milne Ed-
wards). Holthuis (1950) treated it as a species incerta.
Most other authors, even Roux (1831) and Hope (1851)
ignored it completely, and so far no satisfactory identi-
fication has been brought forth. However, Risso’s (1816)
description can hardly lead to any conclusion other
than that it is a Lysmata seticaudata:

«Le corps de ce palémon est d'un rouge corail pale,

traversé dans toute sa longueur, par des bandes blanches
qui en relévent 1'éclat, Le corselet est lisse, terminé prés




des yeux, par une pointe aigué. Le rostre trés-court a
sept dents en-dessus, et deux seulement en-dessous. Les
picces latérales ont deux aiguillons d’un c6té et sont ciliées
de l'autre; les antennes intérieures sont placées sur un
pédicule renflé. Le dernier segment de l’abdomen supporte
deux épines. Les écailles natatoires sont égales et ciliées:
les deux latérales sont dentées. La femelle porte des ceufs
jaunétres, en juin.

Dimens. long. 0,050 larg. 0,010. Séjour: dans la région
des madrépores ».

The 1827 description adds that «la premiere paire
de pattes plus courte que la seconde ». In all points these
descriptions fit Lysmata seticaudata and no other species
of Mediterranean shrimp; especially the colour pattern,
the size and dentition of the rostrum and the shape
of the first two pairs of legs are characteristic. Also the
total size (50 or 54 mm) fits Lysmata seticaudata. We
therefore can conveniently synonymize Palenmon Cogne-
tii with that species. As the two names are of the same
date, I take this opportunity as first reviser to give Meli-
certa Seti Caudata precedence over Palemon Cognetii.

Lysmata nilita Dohrn & Holthuis, 1950 (pl. 4 fig. ¢)

Lysmata nilita Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Lysmata Nilita Hope, 1851 : 17 (nomen nudum).

Lysmata nilita Monod, 1931: 123 (nomen nudum).

Lysmata nilita Holthuis, 1947 : 24 (nomen nudum).

Lysmata nilita Dohrn & Holthuis, 1950: 339, text-fig.
la-n, pl. 9.

Lysmata nilita Risso, Ms., listed (b, ¢), figure (f).

Lysmata linita Risso, Ms., listed (b).

Until 1950 the name Lysmata nilita was only known
as a nomen nudum: Risso (1844), Hope (1851), Monod
(1931) and Holthuis (1947) had mentioned it as a manus-
cript name of Risso’'s. When Dr. Peter Dohrn of the
Zoological Station at Naples discovered this all-red
Lysmata and sent me specimens for study, I had just
seen Risso’s manuscript in Paris and recognized the new
Lysmata from the Bay of Naples as identical with Risso’s
L. nilita. For that reason Dr. Dohrn and I decided
to employ Risso’s name for the species which we des-
cribed as new.

Risso’s manuscript contains a good figure of the spe-
cies, but no description. One page of the manuscript,
evidently intended for this description, bears the head-
ing: « 2. L. nilita n. L. nilite planch. figur. » but other-
wise is blank.

Lysmata nilita probably has been confused by most
authors with L. seticaudata to which it is very similar
in most morphological non-colour characters. It is not
surprising that Risso, who worked with living or fresh
specimens noticed this species, while subsequent mu-
seum specialists overlooked it.

Processidae
Processa edulis (Risso, 1816)

Thalassalpes Bosc, 1813 : 233.

Nika Edulis Risso, 1816: 85, pl. 3 fig. 3.

Nika edulis-Risso, 1827 : 72.

Nika cedulis-Risso, 1844 : 95.

Nika Edulis-Hope, 1851: 17.

Nika Edulis (or Aedulis) Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, e)
generic diagnosis (b).

The species name Nika edulis has been used very
frequently for the present species, especially during the
last century. Then for a long time the name disappeared
as a synonym of Processa canaliculata Leach, 1815. In
1936 Lebour (1936: 609-617) showed that, although the
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generic name Nika Risso, 1816, is a junior synonym of
Processa Leach, 1815, the species Processa edulis (Risso,
[816) is distinct from P. canaliculata Leach, 1815. In
a revision of the European Processa species Nouvel &
Holthuis (1957) confirmed this, and redescribed Risso’s
species.

In his manuscript Risso only listed the present species
and gave the following diagnosis of the genus Nika :
« Rostre trés court, en aiguillon; une patte de la pre-
miére paire simple, monodactyle, l'autre inégale, anne-
lée, didactyle ». This diagnosis is quite confused, the
words « inégale, annelée » should have been omited.

The generic name Thalassalpes Bosc, 1813, for this
genus, will be treated on p. 76.

Pandalidae
Parapandalus narval (Fabricius, 1787) (pl. 7 fig. c)

Palemon Pristis Risso, 1816: 105.

Ponthophilus pristis-Risso, 1827 : 63, pl. 4 fig. 14.

Ponthophyllus pristis-Risso, 1844: 93.

Nisea formosa Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Pandalus Narwal-Hope, 1851: 18 (P. pristis cited as a
synonym).

Pontophyllus (and Pontophilus) pristis-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Nisea formosa Monod, 1931 : 122, 123 (nomen nudum).

Pontophylus (or Pontophyllus, or Pontophilus) pristis Risso,
Ms., listed (b, d, no. 2, 6, e), generic diagnosis (b), 2
figures (f).

Pontophilus Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Nisea Formosa Risso, Ms., listed (e), description (b),
figures (f).

Pontophylle scie Risso, Ms., description (d no. 7).

Risso’s (1816 and 1827) descriptions, and especially
his 1827 illustration, are unmistakable and there has
never been any doubt about the identity of his species,
which until about the middle of this century was
usually indicated as Parapandalus pristis (Risso, 1816).
Holthuis (1947a: 316-318) pointed out, however, that
Astacus narval Fabricius, 1787, is conspecific with
Risso’s species and that therefore Fabricius’ name, the
older of the two, has to be used for it. Until then ano-
ther species was usually indicated with the name Para-
pandalus narval, it proved to have to be named Plesio-
nika edwardsii (Brandt, 1851).

Risso’s unpublished figures of « Pontophyllus Pristis »
confirm the identity of that species with the present.

In Risso’s manuscript b the present species is descri-
bed and figured also under the name Nisea Formosa.
The description of the genus Nisea and the species Nisea
Formosa being as follows:

« Les Niseides ont la premiére paire de pattes didactyles.

Nisea (1) N Nisée

Rostre trés long, serrulé, premiére paire des pattes un
peu renflée didactyle, toutes les autres terminées par un
crochet simple.

N. Formosa N N. Gentille

Ce crustacé doit &tre séparé du précédent [Nika cq’ulis]
par la regularité de ses organes de mouvement, qui ne
présentent aucune anomalie.

Son corps est svelte, lisse, coloré de rouge a plusieurs
nuances, traversé longitudinalement des bandes jaune-ver-
datre, dont une de chaque cdté est finement pointil}ée
de rougeftre. Le rostre est trés long, fortement serrulé, effilé,
il commence & Vextrémité du corselet & se prolonge en
fine pointe aigué. Le corselet est court, terminé sur le
devant par deux pointes. Les yeux sont noirs, saillants,

(1) Nymphe marine,
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portés sur d’assez longs pédicules. Les antennes supérieures
ont deux filets forts longs, inégaux. Les extérieures sont
presque deux fois la longueur du corps. Les palpes sont
courts, minces, sans aucun appendice. La premire paire
des pattes est la plus épaisse, la plus renflée, la plus courte
& 1a seule didactyle; toutes les autres sont minces, trés
délices, & seconde articulation armée d’une rangée de fines
pointes & terminées par un foible crochet.

L’abdomen est arqué, arrondi, & dernier segment alongé,
aigu de chaque cOté. La piéce intermédiaire est armée de
quatre fines aiguillons & sa base & termine par quatre pointes
dont deux plus longues. Elle est accompagnée des lames
natatoires ovales oblongues, ciliées & lextrémité, avec
les deux externes munies d'une pointe.

La femelle différe trés peu du méle par ses ieintes. Elle
est pleine de petits ceufs cendrés pointillés de noire, quelle
fraye pendant 1’été.

Diam. Long. 00 (sic) id. Vertic. 00 (sic) Séj. Régions
madréporiques. Apar. Chaque saison ».

The manuscript figure, like the description shows a
perfectly good Parapandalus narval, only the artist has
interchanged the first and second pair of legs: the first
being distinctly chelate, the second longer, thinner and
without chela. An error like that is easily made, and it
is possible that Risso made his description from the
figure. There can be not the least doubt that Nisea
formosa is a synonym of Parapandalus narval.

Plesionika edwardsii (Brandt, 1851) (pl. 7 fig. b)

Pandalus guerinii Risso, 1844 : 95 (nomen nudum).

Pandalus Guerinii Hope, 1851 : 18 (nomen nudum).

Pandalus Guerini Monod, 1931: 109, 122, 123, fig. 2.

Pandalus Guerini Risso, Ms., listed (e), description (b), 2
figures (f).

This is the only species that was placed in the genus
Pandalus by Risso. His definition of the genus was as
follows:

« Rostre mince, trés long & finement serrulé avec de
forts dents 4 sa base; premiére paire des pattes, courte,
ciliée & I'extrémité, petitement didactyle; seconde paire
allongée, plus dévellopée, didactyle ».

The species description is the following:
« P[andalus]. Guerini N. Plandale]. Guérin

Plandalus]. testa subrecta incarnata, fasciis longitudina-
libus punctulatis ornata; rostro elongato, serrulato, antennis
longissimis.

Ce singulier Crustacé qu’on ne peut pas insérer parmi
les pontophyles caracterisera peut étre mieux le genre pan-
dale de Latreille, qui ne devroit renfermer que les Salicoques
4 long rostre effilé, fortement denté a la base & serrulé
en suite jusqu’au sommet.

Le corps de cette espéce est alongé, presque droit, courbé
au milieu, d'une belle couleur de chair, traversé des bandes
longitudinales, blanchétres, finement pointillées de rose
clair; le corselet est un peu renflé, sinué, terminé de chaque
cOté par deux pointes; le rostre est fort long, relevé, aigu,
armé 4 sa base de sept grosses dents, minces, finement
serrnlé ensuite par trente un petits aiguillons; le dessous en
renferme quarante un. Les antennes supérieures sont éla-
gies A leur base, & deux longs filaments articulés, inégaux,
I'intérieure une fois et demie plus long que le corps. Les
inférieures sont plus gréle, également articulées, presque
trois fois plus longues. Les yeux sont gros, enfoncés. Les
piéces latérales oblongues ciliées, transparentes. Les palpes
sont longs, épais, munis & leur base d’un fort appendice
linéaire, d’un rouge vif. La premiére paire des pattes (mince,
gréle [both words struck out]) courte, assez renflé, terminées
par deux fins crochets entourés de cils. La seconde est mince,
aigue, fort longue, terminée didactyle en moignon. Les autres
trois paires sont fort longues, gréles, A troisitme article
épineux, & cilié sur chaque articulation,

L’abdomen est arrondi épais & segmens terminés en pointe.
Il est traversé longitudinalement des bandes blanchitres,
pointillées de rouge. Les pieéces natatoires sont simples,
articulées, un peu courbes. La plaque intermédiaire est
solide, armée de chaque coté de trois aiguillons & terminée
par deux longues pointes; les quatre piéces qui l'entourent
sont d'une teinte plus colorée, ovale oblongues, ciliées, les
deux externes munies d’une pointe.

La femelle depose les ceufs couleur indigo pale vers la
fin du printems.

Diam. long. 0164 Id. vertic. 0024 Séj. profondeurs rocail-
leuses. Apar. printems, automne, €té ».

Risso’s description and figures clearly show the iden-
tity of his Pandalus Guerini with Plesionika edwardsii
(Brandt, 1851). Monod (1931: 109, fig. 2) in publishing
the name Pandalus Guerini together with a reproduction
of one of Risso’s manuscript figures, made that name
available as of 1931. Pandalus guerini Monod, 1931,
however, disappears in the synonymy of Plesionika
edwardsii.

Crangonidae
Crangon crangon (Linnaeus, 1758)

Crangon Rubro punctatus Risso, 1816: 83.
Crangon rubro punctatus-Risso, 1827 : 65.
Crangon rubro punciatus-Risso, 1844 : 95,
Crangon Rubropunctatus-Hope 1851: 15.
Crangon Rubropunciatus Risso, Ms., listed (e).

Crangon rubropunctatus is generally considered a
synonym of Crangon crangon (L.), and the epithet ru-
bropunctatus has only been used by those authors, who
considered the Mediterranean Crangon a species or
subspecies different from the Atlantic form.

Pontophilus fasciatus (Risso, 1816)
Crangon Fasciatus Risso, 1816: 82, pl. 3 fig. 5.
Crangon fasciatus-Risso, 1827 : 64.
Crangon fasciatus-Risso, 1844 : 95.
Crangon Fasciatus-Hope, 1851: 15.
Crangon Fasciatus Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 2, 2),
generic diagnosis (b).
Mesapus Risso, Ms., listed (b).

There has hardly ever been any doubt as to the iden-
tity of Risso’s Crangon fasciatus and in all modern
handbooks it is used for the species which is well des-
cribed by Kemp (1910: 151, pl. 21 fig. 3) as Philocheras
fasciatus (Risso).

Although no doubt seems ever to have been attached
to Risso’s Crangon fasciatus, when one carefully reads
Risso’s description of that species it proves to differ in
several points from what is found in Philocheras fas-
ciatus sensu Kemp. In the latter species the carapace
is certainly not « parsemé de quelques pointes courbes »,
as it has a single spine on the carapace and actually is
the least spinous of all Pontophilus species. Also the
rostrum in Kemp’s species is broadly truncated ante-
riorly, and rather large for a Crangonid rostrum, it
certainly is not « un petit rostre arrondi ». The abdomen
has a conspicuous dark brown band in the middle of
its length (over the 4th abdominal somite), and one
would hardly describe this colouration as « fascié a sa
base de bleu noiritre ». Finally the size given by Risso
for this species (30 mm) is hardly ever if at all attained
by what at present usually is called Pontophilus fascia-
tus. Pesta (1918: 151) says on this account of Ponto-
philus fasciatus: « Die Lidngenangabe ... « 30 mm » ist
irrtlimlich ! ». Risso’s description actually would better
fit Pontophilus spinosus, which does have the carapace



with many forwards curved spines, with a small ante-
riorly rounded rostrum (which, however, is flanked by
two small teeth which Risso does not mention). As
to the colour, Pesta described that as « Cephalothorax
und Abdomen grosser Exemplare rotbraun gefleckt,
oberseits mit einigen bldulichen Makeln (hinter dem
Rostrum und auf den Abdominalsegmenten, Telson und
Uropoden) ». As to the size, Pesta (1918: 149) mentio-
ned an average size of 40 to 50 mm. Risso’s (1816, pl.
3 fig. 5) does not help in solving the problem of the
identity of Crangon fasciatus.

In view of the fact that the specific epithet fasciatus
has practically consistently been used for the species
which Kemp indicated as Philocheras fasciatus (Risso),
and as it is impossible to definitely prove that Risso
based his original description on a different species,
we do best to continue to use the name in its current
sense and to assume that the discrepancies in Risso’s
description are due to errors of observation or lapsus
calami. It might be a good solution to select a neotype
for Risso’s species in such a way as to legalize current
usage.

In Risso’s manuscript notes there is a definition of
the genus Crangon as follows: « Rostre trés court aigu,
lisse, premiére paire des pattes monodactyle, seconde
paire mince, effilée, didactyle ». Immediately below this
the heading « C. Fasciatus n. C. Fascié » is given but
the space for the description of the species is left blank.
Here too the characterization of the rostrum as « aigu »
does not fit at all P. fasciatus sensu Kemp.

Mesapus fasciatus Rafinesque, which usually is consi-
dered a synonym of Pontophilus fasciatus (Risso), was
treated by Risso in his manuscript as probably synony-
mous with Ligur ensiferus (see there, p. 51).

Pontocaris caz‘aphract%—(Olivi, 1792)

Egeon and Cancer cataphractus-Bosc, 1813 : 233,

Egeon Loricatus Risso, 1816: 100.

Egeon loricatus-Risso 1827 : 58, pl. 1 fig. 3.

Egeon loricatus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Egeon Cataphractus-Hope, 1851: 16 (E. carinatus [err. pro
loricatus] Risso, cited as synonym).

Egeon loricatus Risso, Ms., listed (b, d no. 6, e), generic
diagnosis (b), figure (f).

Egeon Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 2).

Risso’s description and his illustrations (both publis-
hed and unpublished) readily identify the species; no
subsequent author had ever any difficulty in identifying
it. That Egeon loricatus Risso, 1816, is a junior synonym
of Cancer caraphractus Olivi, 1792, has been shown al-
ready by authors like H. Milne Edwards (1837: 343),
who used Olivi’s name in preference to that of Risso.
Risso himself in both descriptions referred directly to
Olivi.

Hope used the name « Egeon carinatus, Risso » in the
synonymy of Egeon cataphractus. The word carinatus
evidently is an error for loricatus.

Macrura Reptantia

Palinuridae
Palinurus elephas (Fabricius, 1787)
Palinurus Vulgaris-Risso, 1816 : 64.

Palinurus vulgaris-Risso, 1827 : 435.
Palinurus Vulgaris-Hope, 1851: 14.
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Palinurus vulgaris Risso, Ms., description {d no. 6), generic
diagnosis (d no. 6).

No problems exist about the identity of this species,
the common Mediterranean spiny lobster.

Risso’s manuscript diagnosis of the genus Palinurus
is as follows:

« Antennes extérieures trés longues, sétacés, herissés des
piquants. Yeux saillans portés sur un support commun
transversal. Tronc cylindrique ».

And the species description:

" « Plalinurus]. vulgaris Llangouste]. Commune.

Plalinurus] spinis supraocularibus subtus dentatis, seg-
mentis abdominis sulcis transversis medio interrupta.

Plin. 4-16-11-20 Lat. 1-48-1 Rond. Linn. 30.

Cette espéce, extrémement abondante sur notre cbte est
d'un rouge de laque vif, varié de jaune. Le corselet épineux
hérissé de poils courts & roides. Le front & huit épines,
terminé de chaque c6té par un long aiguillon. Les pinces sont
courtes, renflés, épineuses vers le sommet. Les segmens de
Pabdomen sillonés, munis sur leurs bords dune pointe a
deux dents. Les écailles natatoires larges, ciliées. La femelle
retient les ceufs jaune rougeitres, qu'elle pond en avril &
en aout, en moyen des larges feuilles ciliés avec lesquels
elle est munie.

Long. 0600 larg. 0060. Séj. tous nos rochers. Ap. toute
l’année ».

Panulirus regius De Brito Capello, 1864
Palinurus Fasciatus-Risso, 1816 : 65 (not Palinurus fasciatus
Fabricius, 1798).
Palinurus Rissonii Desmarest, 1825 : 185.
Palinurus vulgaris var. I Risso, 1827 : 45.
Palinurus Rissonii-Hope, 1851: 14.
Palinurus vulgaris var. fasciata Risso, Ms., description (d no.

6).

This species, the distribution of which is mainly
West African (from Mauretania to Angola) has been re-
ported several times from the Mediterranean (Marseilles,
Darboux & Stephan, 1908; Salou, Tarragona, Spain,
Gibert y Olivé, 1920) but evidently is quite rare there.
The fact that nowadays specimens are captured in West
African waters and shipped to the Mediterranean coast
of Spain where they are kept in live storage tanks,
makes the chances that the species will be found more
often in the Mediterranean greater.

The first Mediterranean record of the species, defini-
tely is that by Risso. His description of the green colour
of the animal and of the abdomen which is « fascié de
blanc » leave little doubt as to the identity of his mate-
rial. Risso (1816) incorrectly identified the species with
Palinurus fasciarus Fabricius, 1798 (= the Indo-West
Pacific Panulirus polyphagus (Herbst, 1793)). Desmarest
(1825: 185) was the first to consider Risso’s species to
be specifically distinct from the known species of spiny
lobsters and proposed the name Palinurus rissonii for
it. In Opinion 507 of the International Commission on
Zoological Nomenclature (1958, Opin. Decl. Int. Comm.
zool. Nomencl.,, 18 (10): 197-210) the specific epithet
rissonii as published in the combination Palinurus rissonii
was suppressed, so that now the valid name for the
species is Panulirus regius de Brito Capello, 1864.

Risso, in his manuscript (d no. 6) gave the following
diagnosis of the present species: « var. Fasciata. Ayant
examiné une suite des langoustes, & ne pouvant attri-
buer qua linfluence des certaines localités quelques
uns des caractéres de la langouste fasciée des mers des
Indes, je range ce Crustacé parmi les variétés les plus
remarquable de notre mer ».
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Scyllaridae
Scyllarides latus (Latreille, 1803)

Scyllarus Orientalis-Risso, 1816: 60 (not Scyllarus orientalis
Lund, 1793).

Scyllarus latus-Risso, 1827 : 42.

Seyllarus Latus-Hope, 1851 : 14,

Scyllarus Orientalis-Hope, 1851 : 14.

Scyllarus Latus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso (1816) at first identified the present species
with Scyllarus orientalis Tund, 1793 (= the Indo-West
Pacific Thenus orientalis) but in 1827 he corrected his
identification.

The description in Risso’s manuscript is identical with
the one published by him in 1827.

Scyllarus arctus (Linnaeus, 1758)
Scyllarus Arctus-Risso, 1816 : 61.
Scyllarus Cicada Risso, 1816 : 61.
Scyllarus Cicada Var. A Risso, 1816 : 62.
Seyllarus arctus-Risso, 1827 : 43.
Scyllarus cicada-Risso, 1827 ; 43.
Scyllarus cicada var. I Risso, 1827 : 43.
Chirysoma mediterranea Risso, 1827 : 88, pl. 3 fig. 9.
Chrysoma mediterranea-Risso, 1844 : 96.
Scyllarus Arctus-Hope, 1851 : 14.
Scyllarus Cicada-Hope, 1851 ; 14.
Phyllosoma Mediterraneum-Hope, 1851 : 20.
Seyllarus Artus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6), citation of
the description by Petagna, 1792 (d no. 33).
Sceyllarus Arctus var. cicada Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).
Scyllarus Arctus var. lutea Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).
Chrysoma mediterranea Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 6).

Under Scyllarus arctus, Risso (1816, 1827) gave a
description which clearly shows that his material belon-
ged to the species that at present is still indicated by
that name. His manuscript description of S. arctus is
practically identical with that published in 1827,

But Risso (1816, 1827) also described a new species,
Scyllarus cicada, which in 1816 he defined as follows:
« S[eyllarus). Testa laevi, rubra; antennis exterioribus
quinquedentatis. N. Rond., p. 393, c. VI». Latreille
(1819) and Desmarest (1825: 424) criticized Risso for
erecting a new species for Rondelet’s specimen, which,
as shown by Rondelet’s good figure and his description,
is a typical Scyllarus arctus, even though Rondelet
(1554: 546) described it as « Squilla haec tota rubet ».
They also pointed to some inconsistencies in Risso’s
account: in the definition Risso indicated the body as
smooth, while in the more extensive description he
spoke of three rows of blunt points across the carapace.
It seems likely that Risso based most of his description
on Rondelet’s account, but added some observations of
his own, like the colour of the eggs, the presence of the
eggs in the spring, the measurements, as well as observa-
tions of the occurrence of the species. Risso’s 1827 des-
cription is practically identical to the one of 1816. In
his manuscript he treated S. cicada as a variety of S.
arctus and gave the following description: « var. Cicada.
Cette Squille est toute rouge dit Rondelet, & ce carac-
téere on peut ajouter que son corselet est plus lisse [que
Pespéce de Rondelet ?] traversé par trois rangées de
pointes obtuses, que son écaille natatoire intermédiaire
est courte, et que sa femelle pond des ceufs d’un rouge
vif ». The sentence in brackets is difficult to decipher.

It is possible that Risso’s specimens of Scyllarus cica-
da were juveniles (he indicated their length as half that
of S. arctus) of S. arctus or S. pygmaeus, and that S.
cicada is a composite species. In order to settle the

question of the identity of Risso’s species, I now select
as the lectotype of Scyllarus cicada Risso, 1816, the
specimen figured by Rondelet (1554: 546). In this way
S. cicada Risso, 1816 becomes a subjective junior syno-
nym of Cancer arctus Linnaeus, 1758, regardless of the
identity of Risso’s own material.

The variety of S. cicada, which Risso in 1816 named
Var. A, and in 1827 Var. 1, is indicated in his manus-
cript as Var. lutea. His manuscript description of this
form is as follows: « Var. Lutea. Je place également
comme variété un Scyllare a corps déprimé, pubescent,
d'un beau jaune doré, & écailles natatoires jaunes, pour
ne point encourir le blame des quelques naturalistes ».

This variety might be the « Nisto asper» stage of
Scyllarus arctus, but this is impossible to prove. Accor-
ding to Risso it measures 3/8 of the size of the adult
S. arctus specimen (46 mm), but is still too large com-
pared with the measurement of 15 mm given by Bouvier
(1922: 109) for that stage. As Scyllarus arctus is the
most common of the two species of Scyllarus found in
the Mediterranean, this variety is here synonymized
with it.

Evidently several carcinologists did not agree with
Risso as far as S. cicada and his variety were concer-
ned, and he defended himself in 1827 in his « Remar-
ques » on p. 44. The text in his manuscript is practically
identical with that of the 1827 edition, the only impor-
tant difference has been cited above.

The name Scyllarus cicada has been justly ignored
by the majority of zoologists.

Under the name Chrysoma mediterranea Risso (1827)
described and figured the Phyllosoma larva of the pre-
sent species.

Nephropidae
Nephrops norvegicus (Linnaeus, 1758)

Nephrops norvegicus ?-Risso, 1827 : 56.

Nephrops norwegicus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Nephrops Norvegicus-Hope, 1851 : 15.

Nephrops norvegicus-Monod 1931 : 123.

Nephrops norvegicus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6),
figure (f).

Risso’s description sufficiently characterizes the pre-
sent species. His manuscript description is almost iden-
tical with the one published in 1827. The manuscript
figure is excellent. The species has hardly ever been
indicated by an other name.

Homarus gammarus (Linnaeus, 1758)

Astacus Marinus-Risso, 1816 : 79.

Astacus marinus-Risso, 1827 : 55.

Astacus Marinus-Hope, 1851 : 15.

Homarus Vulgaris-Hope. 1851 : 15.

Astacus marinus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Another well known and well characterized species.
Although it has been cited under several different names,
there has never been any doubt as to its identity and
status. Risso’s manuscript description is practically the
same as the one published in 1827.

Astacidae
Austropotamobius pallipes (Lereboullet, 1858)

Astacus Fluviatilis-Risso, 1816 : 80.
Astacus fluviatilis-Risso, 1827 : 55.



Astacus Fluviatilis-Hope, 1851 : 15.
Astacus Fluviatilis Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s manuscript description is practically identical
with the one published by him in 1827, except for the
indication « Riviére de 1'Est » instead of « Riviére de
la Taggia ». Taggia lies in Italy near the French border
slightly east of San Remo. The only known crayfish
of this area is Austropotamobius pallipes, the species
Astacus astacus (L.) (= Astacus fluviatilis Fabr.) does
not occur here.

Callianassidae
Callianassa tyrrhena (Petagna, 1792)

Alpheus Tyrhenus p.p Risso, 1816 : 94 (only references), not
pl. 2 fig. 2.

Gebios Davianus Risso, 1822 : 243,

Gebios Davyanus-Risso, 1827 : 52.

Callianassa tyrrhena p.p. Risso, 1827: 54 (references to
Olivi, Petagna, and Otto only).

Gebios davianii-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Callianassa Laticauda-Hope, 1851 : 14.

Callianassa Candida-Hope, 1851 : 14.

Gebia Daviana-Hope, 1851 : 15.

Astacus tyrrhenus-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Astacus tyrrhenus Risso, Ms., citation of Petagna’s, 1792,
diagnosis (d no. 33), figure (f).

Gebios Davyanus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s (1816) description of Alpheus Tyrhenus shows
clearly that he had Pontonia pinnophylax before him.
His references, however, to Cancer candidus Olivi
(1792) and to « Astacus Tyrenus » Petagna (1792), show
that he is mistaken in his synonymy. Cancer candidus
and Astacus tyrrhenus both are based on a species of
Callianassa which at present is currently named C.
tyrrhena (Petagna), but which also has been indicated by
authors with the names C. laticauda Otto and C. steb-
bingi Borradaile.

How confused Risso was, is clearly shown by that in
1822 he described a new species, Gebios Davianus,
which, judging by the description, can hardly be anything
but a Callianassa. Risso’s description clearly indicates
the first pereiopods as being the second, but otherwise
it fits Callianassa quite well, also his remarks, that the
species lives in burrows in the mud and is used as bait
by fishermen, support this assumption.

In his manuscript (d no. 23) Risso listed references
to Petagna’s Crustacea, among which Astacus tyrrhenus
of which he copied Petagna’s diagnosis. There is also a
figure of the present species with the indication « Asta-
cus tyrrhenus », this figure proves to be a rough copy
of the one published by Petagna (1792, pl. 5 fig. 3).
Monod (1931: 123) referred to this figure.

Risso’s manuscript description of Gebios Davyanus is
practically identical with the description published in
1827. Interesting is the dedication of the specific epithet,
which is struck out in the manuscript and is not publis-
hed: Risso talks about the species « que je dédie au
savant Sir Humphrey Davis & son passage a4 Nice en
1814 ». Sir Humphrey Davy (Penzance, Cornwall, 17
December 1778 - Geneva, Switzerland, 29 May 1829)
was a famous English chemist. who also published on
agriculture, fishery and many other subjects, and was
the inventor of the Davy safety mining lamp. He made
a tour of the European Continent in 1813-1815, and
was one of the several foreign contacts that Risso had.

It impossible to make out which of the Mediterranean
species of Callianassa was meant by Risso with Gebios
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Davyanus, but as C. tyrrhena (Petagna) is the commo-
nest and best known, we do best to consider Risso’s
new name a synonym of that given by Petagna. The
selection of a neotype is desirable here.

Upogebiidae
Upogebia pusiila (Petagna, 1792)
Thalassina Littoralis Risso, 1816 : 76, pl. 3 fig. 2.
Gebios littoralis-Risso, 1827 : 51.
Gebios litoralis-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Gebia Littoralis-Hope 1851 : 15.
Gebios litoralis Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6), generic
diagnosis.
Astacus pusillus Risso, Ms., reference to Petagna, 1792 (d
no. 33).

Risso’s descriptions and figore of Thalassina littoralis
and Gebios littoralis are quite straightforward and have
always been correctly interpreted. The specific epithet
littoralis Risso has long been used for the species until
it was found that that of pusilla had priority.

Risso’s manuscript description of Gebios litoralis is
practically identical to his description published in 1827.
Among his notes is also a reference (d no. 33) to
Petagna’s description of Astacus pusillus with a full
transcript of that description.

The variety (Var. A in 1816; Var. I in 1827) des-
cribed by Risso (1816: 77; 1827: 52) as being of a
rather deep carmine red with a white abdomen, of
which he found a single specimen washed ashore near
Nice after a storm, may be just a specimen in which
the colour had changed post mortem. It may also be
that the specimen belongs to the next species. Too few
data are provided to make a definite conclusion possible.

Axiidae
Axius stirhynchus Leach, 1815 (pl. 5 fig. a)
Calianassa bisulcata Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).
Axius Stirliynchus-Hope, 1851 : 14.

Callianassa bisulcata Monod, 1931 : 119, 123, fig, 6E.
Callianassa Bisulcata Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Among the manuscript notes of Risso’s there is a
figure of the present species named Callianassa bisulcata.
Nowhere else in the manuscripts the name is given,
nor is any description provided, but Risso (1844) listed
the name without description. Monod (1931, fig. G6E)
reproduced Risso’s figure and remarked about it:
“? Axius styrhynchus leach 1815; s’il agit bien de
PAxius (déja signalé comme méditerranéen: Th. Bell,
British Stalk-eyed Crustacea, 1853, p. 230), le telson
est trés incorrect; mais la forme des pinces semble
devoir exclure tout rapprochement avec Calocaris ma-
candreae Bell, 1853”. T fully agree with Dr. Monod, but
believe the telson to be damaged, having the tip broken
off, whereby the posterior margin has become irregularly
broadly truncate instead of triangularly pointed. In
most other respects the similarity to Axius stirhynchus
is so great that the figure hardly can represent any other
species.

One wonders if perhaps this is not the variety describ-
ed by Risso under Thalassina (and Gebios) littoralis,
but lack of data make it impossible to decide that
question.

So far as is known to me the specific epithet bisul-
cata has only been listed in Risso’s (1844) paper but
no other authors, not even Hope, do mention it.
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Anomura

Diogenidae
Diogenes pugilator (Roux, 1829)

Pagurus Diogenes-Risso, 1816 : 57 (not Cancer diogenes L.,
1758).

Pagurus Diogenes-Risso, 1827 : 38.

Pagurus Diogenes-Hope, 1851: 12 (P. calidus erroneously
given as a synonym).

Pagurus Pugillator-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Pagurus pugilator-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Pagurus Diogenes Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (c, d no. 6).

Pagurus pugilator Risso, Ms., 2 figures (4 and 2) (f).

Risso’s (1816, 1827, and manuscript) descriptions of
what he assigned to Cancer diogenes Linnazus, 1758
(= Petrochirus diogenes (L.),) make it quite clear that
this material belonged to Diogenes pugilator (Roux).
His two manuscript descriptions are very similar to his
published descriptions, the most important difference
being that in both manuscript accounts Nassa mutabilis
(L.) is given as the species of which the empty shells
are inhabited by these hermit crabs. In the manuscript
there are also two figures of the present species indi-
cated as the male and female of “Pagurus pugilator”.

Paguristes oculatus (Fabricius, 1775)

Pagurus Oculatus-Risso, 1816 : 56.

Pagurus maculatus Risso, 1827 : 39.

Pagurus maculatus-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Pagurus Oculatus-Hope, 1851: 13.

Pagurus Maculatus-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Pagurus Eremita-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Pagurus sp. sans 1légende Monod, 1931 : 123.

Pagurus oculatus Risso, Ms., description (c), mention in
letter to P. Roux (d no. 20), figure (without name) (f).

Pagurus Eremita Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (c, d no. 6).

The 1816 description of Pagurus oculatus by Risso,
is rather vague and probably somewhat inaccurate (e.g.,
stating that the two chelae are of equal size), but can
hardly pertain to a species different from the present
species. Risso’s description of Pagurus maculatus, given
in 1827, does not leave any doubt that the species is
identical with Pagurus oculatus Fabr.

Manuscript (c) contains two descriptions, one is of
“Pagurus oculatus”, which is practically identical with
Risso’s description of that species published in 1816.
The other, given on the same page of the manuscript,
runs as follows :

« Plagure]. Hermite, P[aguro]. Hermita, P[agurus]. Eremita.
Plagurus]. chelis triangularibus, inaequalibus, muricatis, in-
terne macula purpurea, coeruleo cincta ornatis. Deux belles
tdches pourpres entourées d’un cercle d’azure changeant sont
empreintes sur la partie interne des pinces de ce pagure. Son
corselet uni, luisant est parsemé des petits points enfoncés.
Les yeux sont bleufitres portés sur des longs pédicules gréles.
Les antennes extérieures sont longues, coudées, placées au
dessous d'un petit prolongement épineux. Les antennes inté-
rieures surpassent & peine la longueur des yeux. Les pinces
sont subtriangulaires, granuleuses, un peu inégales. Les six
pattes du devant sont lisérées de poils courts; les deux
derniéres sont courtes. L’abdomen est mince, d'un rouge
jaunatre, terminé par des crochets inégaux. Diment. Long.
0060 Larg. 0010. Séjour dans Palcyon domoncule ».

This description is so close to the one published by
Risso in 1827 under the name Pagurus maculatus, that
the latter must have been based on the former. The

description in manuscript d of P. Eremita is verbally
the same as the one published in 1827. It is possible that
Risso realized that his Pagurus oculatus and P. Eremita
were identical and that therefore in the 1827 edition
he only treated a single species, which he named P.
maculatus nov. It is interesting, however, that in his
1827 description of P. maculatus he did not refer to his
1816 P. oculatus. Of some importance in this connection
is the following remark made by Risso in a concept of
a letter to Polydore Roux (Manuscript d no. 20): “j’ai
fait mention du tubularis et de T'oculatus dans mon
premier ouvrage sur les Crustacés et oublié au second
dans le dernier” (the last 7 words, however, are struck
out). This would point to the possibility that in 1827
Risso simply forgot to include Pagurus oculatus in his
book.

The figure of Paguristes oculatus among the manus-
cript notes (Ms. f) clearly shows the present species.
The figure has no legend.

The name Pagurus (or Paguristes) maculatus for
the present species has been used by many subsequent
authors, Paguristes maculatus (Risso) can be found in
many older and even more recent works. The name
Pagurus oculatus Fabricius, 1775, has priority, however.
But Fabricius’ name is not the oldest for the species:
the first available name given to the species is Cancer
Eremita Linnaeus (1767 : 1049). Linnaeus’ description
is rather short :

« Clancer]. macrourus parasiticus, chelis scabris subae-
qualibus : anterioribus sex-pollicatis.

Habitat in M. Italico intra tophum suberosum, subro-
tundum apertura transversa ovali, in cujus centro cochlea
latitat. D. Vandelli.

Similis Bernhardo s. Diogeni, sed minor. Chelae aequales
scabrae & praeterea Pedes utrinque 2 alii, porrecti extra
tophum ».

The fact that the chelipeds are “subaequalis” makes
the identity of the species with Paguristes oculatus quite
likely, and Linnaeus’s remark that the species lives
“intra tophum suberosum”, i.e. inside the sponge Su-
berites domuncula (Olivi) takes away the last doubt.
Paguristes, namely, is very often found in Suberites,
and certainly is the only pagurid with subequal chelae
found there (also Dardanus arrosor has been found in
Suberites). As Linnaeus pointed out already, the original
shell inhabited by Paguristes is found deep inside the
sponge. Risso (1827 : 40) also made mention of the
relation between Paguristes oculatus and Suberites; he
described the habitat as “Dans l'alcyon domoncale”. So
actually the species should be known as Paguristes ere-
mita (Linnaeus, 1767).

Clibanarius erythropus (Latreille, 1818)

Pagurus Tubularis-Risso, 1816 : 56 (not Cancer tubularis L.,
1758).

Pagurus misanthropus Risso, 1827 : 40.

Pagurus misanthropus-Risso, 1844 ; 94,

Pagurus Tubercularis-Hope, 1851 : 13 (P. misanthropus cited
as a synonym).

Pagurus tubularis Risso, Ms., mention in letter to P. Roux
(d no. 20).

Pagurus Misantropus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

The name Clibanarius misanthropus (Risso) has been
used for a very long time by most carcinologists for
this species. Recently Forest (1958 : 97) showed that
the specific epithet erythropus Latreille, 1818, has prio-
rity. Although under Pagurus misanthropus Risso (1827 :
40, 41) did not refer to his (1816: 56, 37) Pagurus



Tubularis, a comparison of the two descriptions clearly
shows that they are based on the same material. In
a concept of a letter of Risso to Roux, found among
his manuscript notes (Ms. d no. 20), Riszo says on this
account : “Mais ayant observé avec Leach le dit tubu-
laris, nous recconames que l'espéce que j'avois ainsi
nommée de notre Méditerranée n’étoit pas le tubularis
de Fabricius au quel il ressemble par plusieurs caractéres
et que je nommais pour cela misanthropus pour ne pas
les confondre”.

The manuscript description (in Ms. d no. 6) is very
similar to the one published in 1827.

The identity of the true Cancer tubularis Linnaeus,
1767, has not yet been solved. Linnaeus’s description can
fit practically any hermit crab: “Magnitudo & facies
Scolopendrae forficatae. Testa brevis subovata, punctis
excavatis, antice utrinque retusa. Pedes 4 utrinque primi
chelati; par Stum muticum, reliqua tantum rudimenta.
Cauda longa mollis”. The only indication given by
Linnaeus that might be of great value to identify the
species is “Habitat intra Serpulae glomeratae testam
maris Mediterranei”. The only Mediterranean species
that I know, that regularly inhabits worm tubes, is
Calcinus ornatus (Roux, 1830), so that the name Calci-
nus tubularis (L., 1767) should be used for that species.

Dardanus arrosor (Herbst, 1796)

Pagurus Striatus-Risso, 1816 : 54.

Pagurus striatus-Risso, 1827 : 38.

Pagurus Strigosus-Hope, 1851: 12 (P. striatus cited as a
synonym).

Pagurus striatus Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (c, d no. 6).

Pagurus striatus Latreille, 1803, of which, as Hope
(1851) pointed out correctly, Pagurus strigosus Bosc,
1802, is an older synonym, has been used by many
authors for the present species, especially in the 19th
century. The species belongs, however, in the genus
Dardanus and the oldest available specific epithet is
arrosor Herbst, 1796, The name Dardanus arrosor is
now generally adopted for it. Risso’s descriptions of his
material leave not the least doubt as to their identity.
The manuscript description (c) is not essentially diffe-
rent from the one published in 1816, while the descrip-
tion in Ms. d is closer to the one published in 1827.

Dardanus calidus (Risso, 1827)

Pagurus calidus Risso, 1827 : 39.

Pagurus calidus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Pagurus calidus Hope, 1851 : 12 (erroneously placed in the
synonymy of P. Diogenes).

Pagurus calidus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

There has never been any doubt as to the identity
of Pagurus calidus Risso, even if the description is not
too clear. This is mainly due to the fact that P. Roux
(1829, pl. 15), who was in close contact with Risso,
published a magnificent coloured figure of the species,
which showed all important details.

The only difference of opinion is about the spelling
of the specific epithet calidus. As Risso (and also Roux)
has used this spelling consistently, and also employed it
in his manuscript (except in one place where callidus
has been written and struck out), there seems no good
reason to change this spelling. The word “calidus”
means warm, while “callidus” means sly. Risso in giving
the French equivalent of Pagurus calidus as “Plagure]
rusé” (= the sly Pagurus), evidently made an error in
the latinization of the word sly by writing it with one
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instead of with 2 1's. According to Article 32a (ii) of
the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature a
name is not to be emended if its orthography is due to
an improper transliteration or improper latinization.
Therefore “calidus” should not be changed to “callidus”.

The manuscript description is practically identical with
the one published by Risso in 1827.

Paguridae
Pagurus cuanensis Bell, 1846

Pagurus Bernardus-Risso, 1816 : 55 (not Cancer bernhardus
L., 1758).

Pagurus Bernardus-Risso, 1827 : 37.

Pagurus Bernardus-Hope, 1851 : 12.

Pagurus Bernardus Risso, Ms., descriptions (c, d no. 6),
reference to Petagna (d no. 33).

Risso’s identification of his material with Pagurus
bernhardus (L., 1758) is certainly incorrect as that
species is not found in the Nice area (probably it does
not occur in the Mediterranean at all). The Mediterra-
nean species that is mostly confused with P. berhiardus
is P. prideaux Leach, but Risso’s specimens cannot
belong to Leach’s species, judging by his descriptions.
The fact that he described the right cheliped as being
the larger, while it furthermore is spined and hairy,
and has the hand subcordate, with broad fingers, makes
the identity of Risso’s material with Pagurus cuanensis
practically certain. He furthermore described the eyes
as “bleufitres”, while Zariquiey Alvarez (1968 : 247)
indicated the cornea as “azul verdoso”.

The two manuscript descriptions are very similar to
the ones published in 1816 and 1827. Risso in his ma-
nuscript (d no. 33) gave a list of the Crustacea men-
tioned by Petagna, among which Pagurus Bernardus of
Petagna, and in one of his manuscript descriptions Risso
referred to pl. 5 fig. 2 of Petagna’s. Petagna’s plate
indeed shows Pagurus cuanensis. The other authors
referred to by Risso, either in his published or unpu-
blished descriptions of Pagurus bernhardus, deal with
other species.

Pagurus alatus Fabricius, 1775
Pagurus Angulatus Risso, 1816 : 58, pl. 1 fig. 8.
Pagurus angulatus-Risso, 1827 : 39.
Pagurus Angulatus-Hope, 1851 : 12.
Pagurus angulatus-Monod, 1931 : 123.
Pagurus Angulatus Risso, Ms., description (c, d no 6), figure

®.

Risso’s descriptions are very straightforward and his
1816 illustration confirms the identity of the species.
The name Pagurus (or Eupagurus) angulatus has often
been used for the species. Later it was replaced by
Pagurus excavatus (Herbst, 1791) until in 1955 Forest
(1955 : 110) showed that Pagurus alatus Fabricius, 1775,
is the correct name for the species.

The manuscript descriptions by Risso are very similar
to the one published in 1827. His unpublished figure
is excellent.

Pagurus anachoretus Risso, 1827

Pagurus anachoretus Risso, 1827 : 41.
Pagurus anachoretus-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Pagurus Anachoretus-Hope, 1851 : 13.
Pagurus anachoretus Risso, Ms., descriptions (d no. 6).

Pagurus anachoretus is a well know species, and
during the last 100 years Risso’s name has been used
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for it by most authors. Risso’s description is not very
clear, but could quite well fit the present species. The
actual identity of the species was first definitely esta-
blished by Heller (1863 : 169) who wrote : “Im zoolog-
ischen Museum in Wien befinden sich mehrere von
Roux eingesendete und determinirte Exemplare von
Pagurus anachoretus, durch deren Untersuchung ich
die Ueberzeugung gewann, dass diese Art mit dem
P. annulicornis (Costa), und P. rubrovittatus (Lucas)
vollkommen identisch sei”. As Polydore Roux and
Risso had close contact about carcinological matters and
exchanged material, Roux’ identification of Risso’s
species can be quite well trusted.

Risso’s manuscript descriptions are practically iden-
tical to the one published in 1827; he only stated in
the first “les pinces sont rudes, tuberculées”. In the
second the word “tuberculées” is crossed out, and in
the published description it is altogether omitted. Risso
probably realized that the adjective used in the first
manuscript was incorrect.

It is interesting to see from the manuscript that Risso
first intented to name the species P. callidus and later
changed the epithet to anachoretus.

Pagurus prideaux Leach, 1815

Pagurus solitarius Risso, 1827 : 40.

Pagurus solitarius-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Pagurus Solitarius-Hope, 1851 : 12 (P. Prideauxii given as a
synonym).

? Pagurus Crenatus-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Pagurus solitarius Monod, 1931 : 123,

Pagurus Solitarius Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6) remark
in letter to Roux (d no. 20), figure (f).

Pagurus Erinaceus Risso, Ms., remark in letter to Roux (d
no. 20).

Risso’s description is rather vague, and his species
might not have been recognized had not Roux (1830 :
pl. 36), provided a good description and excellent illus-
tration of it. Roux correctly suspected that this species
is the same as the one described by Leach (1815, pl.
26 figs. 5, 6) as Pagurus prideaux. Leach’s name, being
by far the older, should be used, and has been accepted
by all modern authors. However, usually the specific
epithet is spelled prideauxi, but in the original descrip-
tion Leach consistently spelled the name Pagurus pri-
deaux, and under the present International Code of
Zoological Nomenclature this spelling must be retained.
The 1961 edition of the Code required (Art. 31) that
“a species-group name, if a noun formed from a modern
personal name, must end in -i if the personal name is
that of a man”, and under that Rule the name Pagurus
prideaux had to be automatically corrected to Pagurus
prideauxi. But the XVIth International Congress of
Zoology held in 1963 deleted this rule and replaced
it by a Recommendation in which the word “must” of
the above sentence is replaced by “should usually”. The
epithet prideaux therefore may not be changed to pri-
deauxi, as in the original description the former spelling
is consistently used and clearly not the result of an unin-
tentional error. Furthermore Leach preferred to give
the species that he dedicated to Mr. C. Prideaux either
the epithet Prideaux or Prideauxiana, but not prideauxi
or prideauxii (e.g. Modiola prideaux Leach, 1815; Pagu-
rus prideaux Leach, 1816; Hippolyte prideauxiana
Leach, 1817; Ortygia prideauxiana Leach, 1827; Scalaria
prideauxiana Leach, 1847; Sphaeroma prideauxianum
Leach, 1818; the only exception is Venus prideauxii
Leach, 1847, a nomen nudum published by J.E. Gray
long after Leach’s death.

Risso’s manuscript description of Pagurus solitarius
is very similar to the printed one. His manuscript figure
clearly shows the present species, but is quite inferior
to Roux’s magnificent illustration. That Roux at one
time intended to describe a Pagurus, possibly this
species, as new and wanted to give it the name Pagurus
erinaceus becomes clear from the following fragment
from a letter written by Risso to Roux and found among
the Risso manuscripts (Ms. d no. 20): “aussitot que
j’aurois regu votre Pagurus erinaceus je vous dirois si
c’est celui que j'ai appellé solitarius. Je n’ai jamais
rencontré de pridhauxianus ol bien je n'y ai pas fait
attention m’étant borné aux espéces les plus caracté-
risées”. This again shows the close cooperation between
Risso and Roux. It is possible that “Pagurus Crenatus”,
Risso” cited by Hope (1851 : 13} is an erroneous spelling
of Pagurus erinaceus. A P. crenatus is unknown to me,
and neither has, to my knowledge, the name P. erinaceus
been published.

Catapaguroides timidus (Roux, 1830)

Pagurus Timidus-Hope, 1851 : 13,
Pagurus timidus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

Among the papers of Risso’s manuscript collection is
one entitled (Ms. d no. 9) “Crustacés pour Mr. Risso”,
which according to a handwritten note attached to it
by Dr. Monod, is in the handwriting of Polydore Roux.
It is interesting to know that Risso did receive material
of this species from Roux; it even may have been type
material.

Galatheidae
Galathea strigosa (Linnaeus, 1767)

Galathea Strigosa-Risso, 1816 : 71.

Calypso Periculosa Risso, 1816 : 74, pl. 3 fig. 1.

Janira Risso, 1816: 175.

Galathea strigosa-Risso, 1827 : 47.

Janira periculosa-Risso, 1827 : 48.

Galathea Strigosa-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Galathea strigosa Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Calypso periculosa Risso, Ms., generic and specific diagnosis
and remarks (d no. 15).

Risso used the name Galathea strigosa in the correct
sense, and this is a straightforward case. The manuscript
description is almost exactly the same as the one pu-
blished in 1827.

Quite complicated is the problem concerning Calypso
periculosa which shows Risso at his worst. Risso (1816)
under that name gave the description of a new genus
and species, and a figure, at the same time providing
much information on the habitat, and also on the odour,
and supposed poisonous qualities. Risso’s illustration is
clearly copied from Rondelet’s (1555: 211) woodcut
of “Astacus parvus”, which is a rather crude figure of
Galathea strigosa. Desmarest (1825: 191-194) devoted
a very long footnote to discuss both Rondelet’s and
Risso’s accounts. He came to the conclusion that Ron-
delet’s species was either Galathea strigosa (L.) or G.
squamifera Leach. He cited Risso’s description in full
and in italics marked the sections that agreed with
Galathea; he wondered whether Risso had seen actual
specimens and concluded : “1" que le genre Calypso
est un genre“factice; 2" que UAstacus parvus marinus
de Rondelet, sur lequel il est établi, n’est autre qu’une
galathée, soit la spinigera [= G. strigosa], soit la squa-
mifera, qui habitent nos coOtes”. Risso (1827 : 49), who
still accepted the validity of the genus and species,
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which he then named Janira periculosa, defended himself
rather weakly and passed the burden of providing the
proof on to Leach: “Cette espéce, dont je n’ai vu
quun échantillon dégradé dans la collection de M. le
comte Audiberti, et quelques débris & demi consommeés
dans I'estomac d'un poisson pélagien, puissamment aidé
par la description et la figure quen donne Rondelet,
m’ont suffi dans le temps pour établir ce genre, qui
differe des galatées, avec lesquelles on voudrait le
confondre. Mon ami Leach en ayant trouvé une nouvelle
espece, il pourra mieux que moi en fixer les caractéres
précis, et trancher toutes les difficultés qui se sont
élevées sur l'existence de ce crustacé”. Among Risso’s
manuscript notes (d no. 15) is a definition of Calypso,
which is virtually the same as that given in 1827 for
Janira. The diagnosis of the species Calypso periculosa
as given in the manuscript is very short: “Clalypso]
testa rubra, violascente coeruleo variegata”. After that
follows immediately the passage cited above from the
1827 work, slight differences (e.g., instead of “qu’un
échantillon dégradé” it says “que des débords fort
dégradés”; the words “d’un poisson pélagien, puissam-
ment aidé par la description et la figure qu’en donne
Rondelet” are absent), while at the end of the sentence
Risso added in his manuscript: “d’ailleurs Rondelet
n'étant pas un de ces naturalistes & faconner un animal
qui n’existe pas d’une maniere précise”. The entire des-
cription is written in a very irregular manner with many
deletions and changes, and especially the last sentence
is difficult to decipher. It seems as if Risso was quite
upset by the criticism on his work.

Galathea squamifera Leach, 1814

Galathea Glabra Risso, 1816: 72,

Galathea glabra-Risso, 1827 : 47.

Galathea glabra-Risso, 1844 : 95,

Galathea Squamifera-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Galathea Glabra-Hope, 1851 : 13.

Galathea Glabra Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s Galathea glabra has been recognized by
contemparaneous authors (Desmarest, 1825: 190) as a
synonym of Galathea squamifera Leach, and has been
treated so since (e.g., by Heller, 1862: 190), even
though G. squamifera does not have the carapace
smooth but ridged like other Galathea’s species.

Risso’s manuscript description is practically identical
with his 1827 published account.

Galathea antiqua Risso, 1816
Galathea Antiqua Risso, 1816 : 73.

Galathea antiqua-Risso, 1827 : 48.
Galathea Antiqua Risso, Ms., description (d no. 31).

The manuscript description resembles most the one
published by Risso in 1816, but differs in some respects:
“Ce Crustacé que j’ai trouvé dans des excavations faites
dans le faubourg de Nice a le test un peu bombé, garni
en dessus de neuf lignes transversales qui forment autant
de segmens. La couleur est dun jaune ochracé, nulle
vestige de pattes si ce n’est la place de leur situation qui
se fait remarquer sur l'individu que je posséde. Son
abdomen est un peu renflé. Cette espéce fossile n’existe
plus vivant quoiqu’on le trouve a trés peu de distance
des bords actuels de la Méditerranée ». Risso had first
used the name Galathea antidiluviana, but crossed that
out and replaced the name by . antiqua.

The species has been neglected by subsequent authors.
Desmarest (1825 : 189) mentioned it briefly, but most
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others seem to have ignored it. Balss (1913 : 155, 156)
in his list of the known fossil Galatheidae did not
include Risso’s species. Glaessner (1929: 172) simply
listed the species.

It is probable that without re-examination of Risso’s
type specimen, or of topotypic material the identity of
Galathea antiqua will remain an enigma.

Munida rugosa (Fabricius, 1775)

Galathea Rugosa-Risso, 1816 : 70.

Galathea rugosa-Risso, 1827 : 46.

Numida Bamfia-Hope, 1851 :
synonym).

Galathea rugosa Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

14 (N. rugosa cited as a

Risso used the correct epithet for the present species.
The manuscript description is practically identical with
the one published in 1827.

Porcellanidae
Porcellana platycheles (Pennant, 1777)
Porcellana Platycheles-Risso, 1816 : 67.
Porcellana platycheles-Risso, 1827 . 50.

Porcellana Platycheles-Hope, 1851 : 12.
Porcellana platycheles Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s manuscript description is the same as the one
that he published in 1827, only the length is given as
0010 instead of 0016. The description is clear and there
is no doubt that Risso correctly applied the name that
he used.

Pisidia bluteli (Risso, 1816)
Porcellana Bluteli Risso, 1816 : 67, pl. 1 fig. 7.
Porcellana Bluteli-Risso, 1827 : 50.
Porcellana blutelli-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Pisidia Blutelii-Hope, 1851 : 12.
Porcellana Blutteli Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Most authors identified Porcellana bluteli Risso with
Pisidia longicornis (L.), until Zariquiey Alvarez (1952 :
132) showed that Risso’s species is distinct. Risso’s
manuscript description is practically identical with his
1827 published one.

Pisidia longimana (Risso, 1816)
Porcellana Longimana Risso, 1816 : 68.
Porcellana longimana-Risso, 1827 : 50.
Porcellana longimana-Risso, 1844 : 94.
Porcellana Longimana-Hope, 1851 : 12.
Porcellana longinrana Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Like Porcellana bluteli, the present species has been
synonymized with Pisidia longicornis by most authors.
Holthuis (1961 : 40) showed that this species of Risso’s
is distinct from P. longicornis and P. bluteli. Here too
the manuscript description is practically identical with
that published in 1827.

Albuneidae
Albunea carabus (Linnaeus, 1758)
Hippa Caerulea Risso, 1816 : 50.
Hippa caerulea-Risso, 1827 : 36.
Hippa coerulea-Risso, 1844 : 94.
Hippa Coerulea-Hope, 1851 : 12.
Hippa coerulea Risso, Ms., descriptions (c, d no. 6).

The description in Ms. ¢ agrees well with that pu-
blished in 1816, only as “Séjour” is given “dans les
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interstices du Spondyle Gaederope” instead of “dans les
interstices des huitres”. The manuscript description in
Ms. d agrees better with the 1827 version. Also the
“Remarques” added by Risso to the 1827 description
are found in the manuscript, but after the first words
“Cette hippe”... the manuscript continues “qui pourroit
bien étre le Cancer Carabus de Linné ce que je ne
puis assurer, ni contester faute de caractéres suffisants,
sans m’exposer d’étre contredit par quelques entomo-
logistes”, which is struck out and replaced by “ne vit
point...”.

Risso’s description is incomplete and has several
aspects which do not agree with the present species.
So he placed it in the first section of the Paguriens,
which he characterized as “Mains adactyles” (the section
containing the hermit crabs is headed “II Mains didac-
tyles”). Albunea, however, does, have the first legs
chelate. Also Risso’s description of the habitat of the
species among bivalves, does not hold for Albunea,
which lives burrowed in the sand. The morphological
description and the colour, however, fit rather well for
Albunea carabus, and therefore it seems best to syno-
nymize Risso’s species with the former, the more so as,
so far as I can see, no other species would fit Risso’s
description better.

Brachyura

Dromiidae
Dromia personata (Linnaeus, 1758)

Dromia Rhumphii-Risso, 1816 :
Fabricius, 1798).

Dromia Aegagropila-Risso, 1816 : 17 (not Cancer aegagropila
Fabricius, 1793).

Dromia Rhumphii-Risso, 1827 : 32.

Dromia Rumphii-Hope, 1851 : 11.

Dromia Aegagropila-Hope, 1851 : 11.

Dromia Rhumphii Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (¢, d no. 6).

Dromia Aegacrophila Risso, Ms., description (c).

Pagurus caput mortuum Risso, Ms., citation of description
by Petagna, 1792 (d no. 33).

16 (not Dromia rumphii

At present only a single species of Dromia, viz. D.
personata (L.), is known from the Mediterranean. Both
the forms indicated by Risso (1816) as Dromia Rhum-
phii and D. aegagropila belong to this one species; in
1827 Risso did not mention the second species anymore.

One of the descriptions in the Risso manuscript (d no.
6) resembles the one published in 1827 very much,
the other (Ms c) is somewhat different :

«un mélange de petits points rouges, blancs et obscurs
sur un fond brunitre, couvert de poils d'un fauve ferrugineux
forment la teinte générale de ce Crustacé. Son tet est
fbombé,] marqué par differents enfoncements, les bords
lateraux sont garnis de cing ou six proéminences [maigres et]
aigues [de chaque coté]. Le front a trois pointes obtuses,
celle du milieu petite, située en dessous. Les yeux d’un noir
rougeitre, placés sur de pédicules gris. Antennes extérieures
sétiformes, le premier article renflé, les intérieures petites,
coudées. [Palpes épais, ciliés. Méachoires.] L’abdomen sil-
lonné. Les pinces grosses, égales, troisiéme articulation tri-
dentée, la cinquidme ornée de longs poils soyeux internes,
terminant par des dents crochues couleur de rose. Les pattes
sont sub-triangulaires, [les antérieures armées d’un crochet
pointu d’un noir luisant. Les deux postérieures courtes ter-
minées par deux ongles crochues chacune.] La femelle est
teintée d’un roux oxide de fer, les pinces sont courtes, dépour-
vues de poils, 'abdomen est recouvert d'une large piéce
bombée ovale oblongue & six segmens, garnie de plusieurs

rangs d’appendices aplatis, ciliés avec les quels elle enveloppe
les ceufs dun rouge carmin gqu'elle dépose en juillet sous
les rochers.

Diment. Long. 0055-0070. Larg. 0065-0075. Sejour...».

The bracketed sections were crossed out in the ma-
nuscript.

It is interesting to note that Risso here in the heading
originally had three names : first the French (D[romie]}
de Rhumphius), than the Italian (Dfromia] di Rhumphio)
and finally the latin name (D[romia] Rhumphii fabr.).
This also occurs in other parts of the manuvscript, but
in the printed version the Italian names are omitted.

Risso’s manuscript description of Dromia aegagropila
is practically the same as the one that he published
in 1816. Only in the manuscript he added after the
description : “Malgré mes recherches, je n’ai pu me
procurer aucune individu de cette espece”. Evidently the
account of count Audiberti, on which Risso based his
assumption that the species occurred in Villefranche
harbor, is made after juvenile specimens of Dromia
personata. It is clear that Risso doubted the correctness
of the D. aegagropila record, as in the manuscript the
entire text dealing with this species is crossed out, while
the species did not appear in his 1827 publication.

The name Dromia rumphii Fabricius, 1798, was a
substitute name for, and thus is an objective synonym of,
Cancer dormia Linnaeus, 1758. Likewise, Cancer aega-
gropila Fabricius, 1793, was a substitute name for,
and thus is an objective synonym of Cancer caputmor-
tuum Linnaeus, 1767. These two species, which at
present are known as Dromidiopsis dormia (L.) and
Dromidiopsis caputmortuum (L.), both are confined
to the Indo-West Pacific area and do not occur in the
Mediterranean.

Homolidae
Paromola cuvieri (Risso, 1816) (pl. 5 fig. c)

Doripe & trois pointes Bosc, 1813 : 234.

Dorippe Cuvieri Risso, 1816 : 35.

Homola Cuvieri-Risso, 1827 : 34.

Homola cuvierii-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Homola Cuvierii-Hope, 1851 : 11.

Dorippe triaculeatus Monod, 1931 : 133 (nomen nudum).

Figure de Brachyoure sans légende Monod, 1931 : 123.

Dorippe Triaculeatus Risso, Ms., description (h).

Dorippe Cuvieri Risso, Ms., description (c), figure (f).

Le homole Cuvier Risso, Ms., mention in letter to Roux
(d no. 20).

Homola Cuvieri Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6)

The epithet cuvieri has practically always been used
for this conspicuous and characteristic species.

The manuscript descriptions are practically identical
with the published ones. In manuscript ¢ the description
of Dorippe Cuvieri is preceded by the following line:
« Il est singulier que ce Crustacé aussi remarquable par
ses fortes dimensions & par la délicatesse de sa chair ait
échappé jusqu’a ce jour & la recherche des auteurs qui
se sont occupé de I’histoire de ces animaux ». Further-
more the habitat is given here as «dans les abymes
pelagiques ». Risso’s unpublished figure of the species is
excellent; it bears no legend, but is provided with a
slip in the handwriting of Dr. Monod, giving the name.

In a letter to Polydore Roux found among the manus-
cript notes (d no. 20), Risso gave the following infor-
mation about this species:

«Le homole Cuvier est le plus gros Décapode de nos
rivages puisqu’il en a qui pésent plus de deux kilogrammes,
sa chair est tendre, on en prend en toute saison pourvu qu’on




jette les hamecons dans les grand profondeurs ou ils font
leur [demeure habituelle] résidence ordinaire. Je vous engage
4 donner toutes les dimentions de ce singulier animal, ou
bien, si vous voulez m'en charger le procurer...»

Risso originally had the intention to name this species
Dorippe triaculeatus, and under that name it figures in
manuscript h « Premier mémoire zoologique sur diffé-
rentes espéces d’étres organisés observés dans les en-
virons de Nice», dated 1811. This manuscript des-
cription runs as follows:

« Dorippe a trois pointes n. Dorippe Triaculeatus n.

Ce Dorippe a le tét rélévé, subguadrangulaire, avec
plusieurs enfoncements, couvert des pointes coniques, dont
celles des cOtés sont les plus élevées : les bords latéraux
antérieures sont ornés d’une bosse avec une longue pointe
an milien. Le front est terminé par trois longs aiguillons
droits, qui forment une espéce de triangle. La partie infé-
rieure du tét est échancrée. Les yeux sont gros, situés sur
des pédicules minces arrondis, poileux, Tiris émaillé, la
prunelle d'un rouge noirfitre. Les antennes extérieures sont
articulées, placées au milieu de deux pointes aigues, le
premier article subtriangulaire est tridenté d’un co6té, uni-
denté de l'autre et lisse en dessus; le second est moins épais,
plus long, et poileux, le troisiéme est court, sert de support
aux longs filaments rougeétres, qui les terminent. Les an-
tennes intérieures sont triarticulées, situées sur deux prolon-
gements renflés, épineux et poileux, lesquels sont séparés
par trois protubérances dentées en créte. Les palpes exté-
rieures sont trés longs, subtriangulaires, garnis de deux rangs
d’épines, hérissées des poils rudes. Les intérieures sont en
forme de cueilleron cilife. L'abdomen est épineux, couvert
d’'une piece bombée A cing divisions, la derniére, petite,
termine en pointe. Elle est garnie 4 sa base de deux long
appendices. Les pinces ont cing décimétres de longueur
chacune. Elles sont rondes, épaisses, hérissées d’épines, par-
semées de faisceaux de poils. Le troisieme article est trés
long, le cinquiéme d'un rouge obscur un peu renflé & sa
pointe, a laquelle adhérent deux longues dents noires, pus-
tulées, couvertes des poils. Les pattes ont cing articles de
quatre décimeétres de longueur, les trois premiers sont
arrondis et garnis d'épines de chaque cdté. Les autres aplatis,
couvert d’épines sur un seul c6té, lisses au milieu et terminés
par des crochets noirs & poileux. Les deux pattes postérieures
sont rondes trés courtes, attachées au dos, avec les deux
derniers articles trés petits. La couleur de ce Crustacé est
un rouge incarnat Iéger, qui passe au jaune ochracé, il habite
les rochers de nos mers de 1200 métres de profondeur, et
parvient & 160 millimétres de longueur sur 140 de largeur.
La femelle est un peu plus grosse et fraye dans le mois
d’aofit ».

This description leaves not the least doubt as to the
identity of <« Dorippe triaculeatus » with Paromola cu-
vieri. The name Dorippe triaculeatus has only once been
used in print, viz., by Monod (1931: 133) when he
referred to the above manuscript description. The ver-
nacular name was used by Bosc (1813: 234), who when
reviewing Risso’s manuscript « Essai historique sur les
crustacés de la mer de Nice », remarked: « Le Doripe
a trois pointes est l’espéce la plus grande, et celle qui
vit dans les eaux les plus profondes ».

(Maia dumerili Risso, 1816)

Maia Dumerili Risso, 1816 : 43,

Pisa Dumerili-Risso, 1827 : 23.

Pisa dumerilii-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Pisa Dumerilii-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Maia Dumerili Risso, Ms., description (c).

Pisa Dumeril Risso, Ms., mention and generic diagnosis
(d no. 21).

Maja dumerili Risso, 1816, forms one of the so far
unsolved problems among Risso’s Crustacea. Desmarest
(1825: 422) cited the description of the species, without
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any comment. H. Milne Edwards (1834: 309, 310) com-
mented: « Quant & la Pise de Duméril, elle n'est pas
décrite avec [p. 310:] assez de détail pour que nous
puissions avoir & son égard une opinion arrétée ». Most
subsequent authors ignored the species, although Carus
(1885: 507) made a suggestion as to its probable iden-
tity by stating under Maja squinado: « An Pisa Dumne-
rilii Risso (Maja Dumerilii Risso antea) huc pertinet ? ».

The manuscript description is practically the same as
the one published in 1816. Only the last sentence of the
descriptive part is as follows: « Cette espéce se distingue
de la Maia squinado par ses pinces couvertes des pointes
(longues herissées d’aiguillons) & ses pattes postérieures
pectinées, par son corps plus longue et moins large ».
It is possible that the words given above in brackets
are meant as a replacement for the three words prece-
ding them but this is not clear from the text.

The great size of the specimen (cl. 160 mm, cb. 120
mm), makes that among the Mediterranean spider crabs
it can only be compared with Maja squinado, while of
the other crabs only Paromola cuvieri and Cancer pagu-
rus reach this length. And actually, the description of
the carapace fits Maja squinado very well, as it has
the carapace almost heart-shaped, swollen, covered with
small spines, ending anteriorly in two long pointed teeth,
with seven to nine strong spines on the lateral margin
and two to four small spines posteriorly. Risso’s above
cited remark states that M. dumerili is more slender
than M. squinado, but this difference evidently falls
within the range of variation of the species: in the
Rijksmuseum van Natuurlijke Historie at Leiden there
is a female Maja squinado with carapace length of 164
mm and carapace width 137 mm, thus not too much
different from the measurements 160 mm cl. and 120
mm cb. given by Risso for M. dumerili.

The detailed description of the legs as given by Risso
for M. dumerili, however, is so different from that
of Maja squinado, that in no way can they be consi-
dered to belong to that species, even when one accepts
some inaccuracies in Risso’s description. Some of the
characters that he stresses are simply not found in
Maja. His description of the legs, however, fits very
well those of Paromola cuvieri, as in that species the
chelipeds are rather rounded, spiny, with the chela
somewhat swollen. The fingers of the chela (the « dents »
of Risso) are long, black and provided with scattered
tufts of stiff hairs. The other legs are long, flattened in
the distal part and spiny; the dactylus has its lower
margin provided with a comb-like, arranged row of
spines, which are most distinct in the posterior pairs of
legs.

Risso’s description of the carapace does not fit at all
that of Paromola, in the latter genus it ends anteriorly in
three large spines, not two, and there are no distinct
anterolateral teeth.

The oaly conclusion that I can arrive at is that Risso’s
specimen of Maja dumerili is a composite one: that a
carapace of Maja squinado was glued to the body of
a specimen of Paromola cuvieri without carapace, either
by mistake or as a practical joke. This has been done
before, e.g. in the case of Pactolus boscii Leach, the type
of which consisted of the carapace of Stenorhynchus
seticornis (Herbst) and the rest of the body of an
unknown crab, possibly Acanthonyx.

It seems best in the case of Maja dumerili to select
the lower part of the composite specimen, which in-
cludes the legs, to be the lectotype of the species.
Hereby Maja dumerili Risso, 1816, becomes a syno-
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nym of Dorippe cuvieri Risso, 1816. These two new
names were published simultaneously, and as the first
reviser I now select Dorippe cuvieri Risso, 1816, to
have precedence over Maja dumerili Risso, 1816.

Homola barbata (Fabricius, 1793)
Dorippe Spinosus Risso, 1816 : 34.
Homola spinifrons-Risso, 1827 : 34.
Homola Spinifrons-Hope, 1851 : 11.
Dorippe Spinosus Risso, Ms., description (c).
Homola spinifrons Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6).

Risso’s accounts leave not the least doubt that he
had the present species before him when drawing up
the descriptions of Dorippe spinosus and Homola spini-
frons. The manuscript descriptions are practically iden-
tical with the published ones. With the manuscript
description of Dorippe Spinosus there is a note in Risso’s
handwriting, evidently made later: «est un homole, ...
le homola spinifrons, Cancer Barbatus Lin. »

The name Homola spinifrons Leach, 1815, has been
used by several authors, but Homola barbata (Fabricius,
1793) is adopted by the majority of authors of the pre-
sent century. The name Cancer barbatus Fabricius, 1793,
is not the oldest available name for the species, the
names Cancer cubicus Forskdl, 1775, and Cancer no-
vemdecos Sulzer, 1776, both being older. In Opinion
522 (1958, Opin. Decl. Int. Comm. zool. Nomencl.,
19(9): 212), however, the International Commission on
Zoological Nomenclature has suppressed both the epi-
thets cubicus Forskél, 1775 and novemdecos Sulzer,
1776, so that barbarus Fabricius, 1793, is the valid
epithet for the present species.

The name Dorippe spinosus Risso, 1816, falls as a
junior subjective synonym of Cancer barbatus Fabricius,
1793. It is interesting to see that Risso’s specific epithet
spinosus has been ignored by practically all subsequent
authors, it is not even cited in synonymies. It seems
as if most authors did not realize that Risso actually did
propose a new species in 1816; this may have been
caused by the fact that spinosus and spinifrons resemble
each other so much.

Dorippidae
Ethusa mascarone (Herbst, 1785)

Dorippe Mascaronius-Risso, 1816 : 33.
Goneplax mascarone-Risso, 1827 : 13.
Aethusa mascarone-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Ethusa Mascarone-Hape, 1851 : 11.
Ocipode mascarone Risso, Ms., description (c).
Dorippe mascarone Risso, Ms., description (c).

Risso’s identification is correct. His manuscript des-
cription of Dorippe mascarone is practically identical
with the one that he published in 1816. The description
of Ocipode mascarone is slightly differently worded, but
gives nothing new.

Dorippe lanata (Linnaeus, 1767)

Dorippe Facchino-Risso, 1816 :
Herbst, 1785).

Doripe fachino-Risso, 1827 : 33.

Dorippe Lanata-Hope, 1851 : 11.

Dorippe Facchino Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (c, d no. 6).

34 (not Cancer facchino

There has never been any doubt as to the identity
of Risso’s specimens with the present species. The name
Dorippe facchino used by Risso is a new combination
of Cancer facchino Herbst, 1785. Cancer facchino was
based by Herbst on material from both the Mediterra-

nean (Dorippe lanata) and the Indo-West Pacific region.
Sergne & Romimohtarto (1969: 9) selected an Indo-
‘West Pacific specimen as the lectotype of Herbst’s spe-
cies, so that Dorippe facchino and D. lanata are now
names for different species.

Risso’s manuscript descriptions are practically identi-
cal with the published ones.

Calappidae
Calappa granulata (Linnaeus, 1767)

Calappa Granulata-Risso, 1816 : 18.

Calappa granulata-Risso, 1827 : 31.

Calappa webbii Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).

Calappa Granulata-Hope, 1851 : 10.

Calappa webbiana Monod, 1931 :
p. 122) (nomen nudum).

Calappa granulata Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (c, d no. 6).

Calappa Webbiana Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (a, g), listed
(d no. 39) (also as C. Webiana).

107, 122 (webiana on

The manuscript descriptions of Calappa granulata are
very similar to the published ones and obviously have
formed the base for these (Ms. ¢ for the 1816 edition,
Ms. d for the 1827 edition).

Calappa webbiana is the name that Risso in his ma-
nuscript gave to the form that in 1816(: 19) he indicated
as Var. A, and in 1827 (:31) just as Var. The description
that Risso gave in his manuscript g, « Poissons, Crusta-
cés, Radiaires & Vers observés depuis la publication de
I’histoire Naturelle des Principales productions de I'Eu-
rope méridionale », dated 1840, runs as follows:

« Clalappa). Webbiana n. M[igraine]. Webb.

Clalappa]. testa carnea verrucosa, bisulcata; Ilateribus
crenulatis ; angulis posticis sexdentatis.

Calap. Roux Crust. de la Medit. pl. 16 - 1 - 2,

Cette Calappe, que je n’avois considérée que comme
variété, ayant été admise parmi les especes par plusieurs
Naturalistes sans qu’on lui ait donné un nom, je la dédie au
savant auteur de Ihistoire naturelle des Canaries, avec
lequel je T'ai également observée sur nos rivages.

Elle différe de la Granulée [= Calappa granulata] par sa
teinte d'un rouge incarnat pale un peu plus prononcé vers
les parties inférieures par sa carapace terminée par six pro-
tuberances obtuses, dont deux forment le front; par les
petites ponctuations carminées vers les régions branchiales ;
par les bords latéraux crénélés, et la partie postérieure
terminée par six dentelures aigues ; par ses pinces plus petites
et moins granulées que dans I'espéce commune, couronnées
4 la sommité par six trés fortes dents aigues, disposées en
peigne avec des pinces brunes; par ses pattes jaunftres
& labdomen composé de six plaques, dont celle du sommet
triangulaire.

La femelle offre une tache rouge carmin sur le devant,
deux sur les parties latérales, et la quatriéme est située au
milieu du test.

Long. 0038. Larg. 0034. Sé&. Rochers profonds. Ap.
printems ».

The other manuscript description is very similar,
differing only in minor details.

Calappa webbiana, as is shown by Risso’s description
and by his reference to Roux’s (1830, pl. 16), is nothing
but a colour variety of C. granulata and correctly was
considered as such by Risso in 1816 and 1827.

Leucosiidae
Ilia nucleus (Linnaeus, 1758)

Leucos Nucleus-Risso, 1816 : 36 (Leucosia on p. 175).
Leucosia Leachii Risso, 1822 : 242.




[lia levigata Risso, 1827 : 20.

7lia rugulosa Risso, 1827 : 20.

Ilia rugulosa-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Ilia Nucleus and I. Rugulosa-Hope, 1851 : 6.

Ilia rugulosa Monod, 1931 : 123.

Cancer nucleus Risso, Ms., reference to Petagna (d no. 33).

Leucosia Nucleus Risso, Ms., description (c).

Leucosia Rugosa [Rugosa struck out and replaced by Leachi]
Risso, Ms., description (c).

[lia rugulosa Risso, Ms., listed (c), figure (f).

Ilia nucleus Risso, Ms., mention (d no. 20).

In 1816 Risso recognized a single species of Ilia,
which he named Leucos [error for Leucosia]l nucleus.
In 1827 he recognized a smooth and a rough form, both
of which he gave new names: Ilia levigata and I. rugu-
losa tespectively. The communis opinio nowadays is
that these two forms can only be considered infrasub-
specific forms of a single species: Ilia nucleus, and both
of Risso’s named are assigned to the synonymy of the
latter.

It is interesting to see that in 1822 Risso published
the rough form as a new species under the name Leu-
cosia Leachii, dedicated to the « célébre conservateur du
Muséum britannique, comme une marque distinguée
due aux travaux que cet habile naturaliste a publiés
sur les crustacés ». Why he changed the name later to
Ilia rugulosa is not quite clear. In his manuscript (c)
the species was originally named Leucosia rugosa, but
there the word rugosa was struck out and replaced by
Leachi.

In a letter to Roux (Ms. d no. 20) Risso wrote:
« J’approuve votre prudence de ne pas changer le nom
de Ullia nucleus, comme je I'ai fait; vous vous attirez
moins le courroux des zélateurs des noms ».

The manuscript descriptions by Risso are very simi-
lar to the published ones. The unpublished figure is quite
good. Risso also mentioned this species (as Cancer nu-
cleus) in a manuscript listing (d no. 33) of species trea-
ted by Petagna (1792).

Corystidae
Corystes cassivelaunus (Pennant, 1777)

Corystes Cassivelaunus-Hope, 1851 : 6.

Corystes dentatus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

Coriste denté Risso, Ms., mention in letter to P. Roux
(d no. 20).

In none of his publications does Risso mention the
present species. In a letter to P. Roux, found among his
manuscripts (d no. 20) he stated: « Je n’ai jamais trouvé
sur nos bords le Coriste denté. Il est possible qu’il
existe, mais je n’ai pas été assez heureux pour le ren-
contrer ». On a list of « Crustacés pour Mr. Risso »
(Ms. d no. 9), according to Dr. Monod in Roux’s hand-
writing, is mentioned a male specimen of « Corystes
dentatus », so that Roux evidently sent Risso a specimen
of this species, which the latter had not seen at that time.

Atelecyclidae
Atelecyclus undecimdentatus (Herbst, 1783)

Cancer Rotundatus-Risso, 1816 : 15, pl. 1 fig. 1 (not Cancer
rotundatus Olivi, 1792).

Atelecyclus omoiodon Risso, 1827 : 18.

Cancer rotundus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Atelecicle omoiodon-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Atelecyclus Omoiodon-Hope, 1851 : 6.

Cancer rotundatus Risso, Ms., description (c).

Atelecyclus omoiodon Risso, Ms., description (d no. 38).
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Forest (1957) has unraveled the complicated synony-
mies of the two European species of Afelecyclus, and
has shown that Risso’s (1816, 1827) material does not
belong to Atelecyclus rotundatus (Olivi, 1792), as sugges-
ted by Risso himself, but to A. undecimdentatus (Herbst,
1783).

Risso’s manuscript descriptions, apart from minor
differences (e.g., « mon ami Leach » instead of Leach)
are identical with the ones, published under the same
name. :

Thiidae

Thia scutellata (Fabricius, 1793)
Thia Blainvillii Risso, 1822 : 241.
Thia Blainvillia-Risso, 1827 : 19.
Thia blainvillii-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Thia Blainvillii-Hope, 1851 : 6.
Cancer Blainvillea Risso, Ms., description (c).
Thia Blanvillii Risso, Ms., description (d no. 38).

The two manuscript descriptions (one of which is
somewhat damaged) are both practically identical with
the 1827 description.

Thia blainvillii has been regarded by practically all
authors a synonym of Thia scutellata (also known as
Thia residua (Herbst, 1799) or Thia polita Leach, 1815)
and its identity has never given rise to any problem.

Cancridae
Cancer pagurus Linnaeus, 1758
Cancer fimbriatus-Risso, 1827 : 8.
Cancer Pagurus-Hope, 1851 : 3.
Cancer fimbriatus Risso, Ms., description (c).
Cancer Fimbriatus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 25).

There has never been any doubt about the correct
identification by Risso of his material with Cancer
fimbriatus Olivi, 1792, a species which by most authors
has been synonymized with Cancer pagurus L.

Both of Risso’s manuscript descriptions are practically
identical with the one that he published in 1827. In the
manuscript the words « ovata oblonga » and «ovale
oblong » are added in the description of the carapace.
In one of the manuscript descriptions (Ms c) Risso stated
« Je ne connois pas encore la femelle », while in the
other (like in the printed text) it is said that « La femelle
est pleine d’ceufs en mai». The words « Excil. Syn.»
in the published text are due to a printers error: it
should be «excl. Syn.» as it is in the description in
Ms d no 25; the one in Ms c gives: «exclusit syno-
nim. ».

Pirimelidae
Pirimela denticulata (Montagu, 1808)

Pirimela Denticulata-Hope, 1851 : 4,
Pirimela denticulaia Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

Risso did not report this species in any of his publi-
cations. In his manuscripts it is only mentioned in a list
headed « Crustacés pour M. Risso» (Ms. d no. 9),
being an enumeration of material sent by Polydore Roux
of Marseille to Risso.

Portunidae
Carcinus mediterraneus Czerniavsky, 1884

Cancer Maenas-Risso, 1816 :
1758).
Carcinus maenas-Risso, 1827 : 7.

12 (not Cancer maenas L.,




66

Carcinus Moenas-Hope, 1851 : 5.
Carcinides maenas-Monod, 1931 : 123,
Cancer Maenas Risso, Ms., description (c), figure (f).

Only quite recently it was shown that the Mediterra-
nean Carcinus belongs to a species different from
Carcinus maenas (L., 1758) from the Atlantic, and that
it should be known as Carcinus mediterraneus. Risso’s
descriptions of Carcinus (or Cancer) maenas clearly
pertain to Czerniavsky’s species.

Risso’s manuscript description is practically identical
with the one published in 1816. The figure is clearly
that of the present species, but bears no inscription.

Portumnus latipes (Pennant, 1777)

Portumnus variegatus Risso, 1827 : 7.
Platyonichus Latipes-Hope, 1851 : 5.

It is not clear why Risso introduced a new name for
this species, as he refers in its synonymy to Pennant’s
(1777) description of Cancer latipes.

The species is not mentioned in the manuscript notes.

Xaiva biguttata (Risso, 1816)
Portunus Biguttatus Risso, 1816 : 31, 175, pl. 1 fig. 2.
Portunus biguttatus-Risso, 1827 : 5.
Portunus biguttatus-Risso, 1844 : 94.
Portunus Biguttatus-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus Biguttatus Risso, Ms., description (c), listed (c).

Risso’s description and illustration make the identity
of his species perfectly clear and no doubt has ever
been attached to it.

The manuscript description is practically the same as
the one published in 1816.

Macropipus arcuatus (Leach, 1814)
Portunus Rondeleti Risso, 1816 : 26, pl. 1 fig. 3.
Portunus Guttatus Risso, 1816 : 29.
Portunus Rondeleti-Risso, 1827 : 2.
Portunus guttatus-Risso, 1827 : 4,
Portunus rondeletii-Risso, 1844 : 93,
Portunus guttatus-Risso, 1844 : 93,
Portunus Rondeletii-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus Guttatus-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus Rondeleti Risso, Ms., description (c).
Portunus Guttatus Risso, Ms., description (c).

Risso’s description and figure of Portunus rondeleti
show the identity of his species with Leach’s Portunus
arcuatus. This synonymy has been accepted by all mo-
dern authors. Zariquiey Alvarez (1968: 369) found
some differences between his Mediterranean and Atlan-
tic specimens of this species and suggested that the
Mediterranean form be named Macropipus arcuatis
rondeleti (Risso, 1816).

Portunus guttatus is a species that is entirely ignored
by H. Milne Edwards (1834), Heller (1863) and practi-
cally all other authors. Carus (1885: 517) listed it as
a dubious species. The fact that P. guttatus has the front
entire and the fifth pereiopod flattened, shows that it
cannot be anything but Macropipus arcuatus. Risso des-
cribed the carapace of P. guttatus as «lisse », this in
contrast to P. rondeleti where it is said to be « couvert
d’'un duvet ». It would be interesting to know whether
the typical form of Macropipus arcuatus, which has no
pubescence on the carapace, occurs in the Mediterranean
next to M. arcuatus rondeleti, in which the carapace
shows a short hair cover. If that were true the two
forms cannot be subspecies as was thought by Zari-
quiey Alvarez (1968).

Risso’s (1816) var. A is based on colour only, as are
his (1827) Var. I and II.

The manuscript descriptions are practically the same
as those published in 1816.

Macropipus corrugatus (Pennant, 1777)
Portunus Puber-Risso, 1816 : 28 (not Cancer puber L., 1758).
Portunus Leachi Risso, 1827 : 3. )

Portunus leachii-Risso, 1844 : 93.
Portunus Corrugatus-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus Leachianus-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus Leachi-Monod, 1931 : 123.
Portunus Puber Risso, Ms., description (c).
Portunus Leachi Risso, Ms., figure (f).
Portunus Leachianus Risso, Ms., listed (c).

The descriptions by Risso of his Portunus Leachi
leave not the least doubt as to its identity with Macro-
pipus corrugatus. Also his manuscript illustration con-
firms this. Carus (1885: 516) doubtfully synonymized
P. leachi with Macropipus puber (1..), and most authors
ignored Risso’s name.

Risso’s manuscript description of <« Portunus Puber »
is practically identical with the one published in 1816.

Risso’s (1816) Var. A and Var. B are not recognizable
as taxa different from the present species; they were
omitted in Risso’s publication of 1827.

Macropipus pusillus (Leach, 1816)

Portunus maculatus Risso, 1827 : 5, pl. 1 fig. 1.

Portunus maculatus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Portunus Pusillus-Hope, 1851 : 4.

Portunus Maculatus-Hope, 1851 : 4.

Portunus maculatus-Monod, 1931 : 123.

Parft)unus maculatus Risso, Ms., listed (c, d no. 6, 9), figure

.

Modern authors recognized the identity of Portunus
maculatus Risso, 1827 and P. pusillus Leach, 1816.
Risso’s description and figure are sufficiently detailed
to show that his species is different from the closely
related Macropipus zariquieyi Gordon, 1968.

In Risso’s manuscript notes Portunus maculatus is
mentioned in a list of Crustacea (« Crustacés pour M.
Risso ») sent by P. Roux to Risso (Ms. d no. 9). In this
list the name P. pusillus is already given as a synonym
of P. maculatus.

The unpublished manuscript figure is small and not
very detailed.

Macropipus bolivari (Zariquiey Alvarez, 1948)

Portunus tuberculatus Monod, 1931 : 123 (nomen nudum).
Portunus tuberculatus Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Among Risso’s manuscript notes there is a figure of
a Macropipus indicated as Portunus tuberculatus; this
figure has already been listed by Monod, 1931. The
drawing is clear enough to show that not Portunus tuber-
culatus P. Roux (= Macropipus tuberculatus) was meant
and the name probably is a new one that Risso intended
to propose. The shape of the carapace, the unevenness
of it (which perhaps was the reason for the name
tuberculatus) and the coloration of the legs, show
such a remarkable resemblance to those of Macropipus
bolivari that there can be little doubt that that species
is meant. The possibility remains that Risso’s specimen
is a juvenile M. depurator, but this seems unlikely. As
Risso’s specimen is no longer extant the question will
never be definitely solved. Risso did not use the name
in print, and in his manuscript notes it is found only
in the legend to the figure.




Macropipus depurator (Linnaeus, 1758)

Portunus Plicatus Risso, 1816 : 29.
Portunus plicatus-Risso, 1827 : 3.

Portunus plicatus-Risso, 1844 : 93,

Portunus Plicatus-Hope, 1851 : 4.

Portunus Plicatus Risso, Ms., description (c).

Hope (1851) already indicated Portunus plicatus as a
possible variety of M. depurator,” and subsequent au-
hors have usually, correctly, synonymized the two spe-
cies. The manuscript description by Risso is practically
identical with the one published in 1816. Risso’s (1816)
Var. A. is based only on colour, it is left out in his
1827 publication.

Macropipus vernalis (Risso, 1827)
Portunus Depurator-Risso, 1816 : 27 (not Cancer depurator
Linnaeus, 1758).
Portunus vernalis Risso, 1827 : 3.
Portunus vernalis-Risso, 1844 : 93.
Portunus Vernalis-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Portunus depurator Risso, Ms., description (c).

Carus (1885: 516) placed Portunus vernalis Risso with
some doubt in the synonymy of Macropipus depurator
(L.), but most later authors ignored the species alto-
gether. Only recently (Holthuis & Gottlieb, 1958: 86)
it was shown that Macropipus vernalis (Risso, 1827) is
a good species with as synonyms Portunus valentieni
Cocco, 1833, Portunus dubius Rathke, 1837, and P.
barbarus Lucas, 1846. It seems to replace Macropipus
holsatus (Fabr.) in the Mediterranean.

The manuscript description of P. depurator in Ms.
c, is very similar to the one published in 1816. Over
the name depurator the words « Vernalis Printannier »
are added.

Bathynectes longipes (Risso, 1816)
Portunus Longipes Risso, 1816 : 30, pl. 1 fig. 5.
Portunus longipes-Risso, 1827 : 4.
Portunus longipes-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Portunus Longipes-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Plortunus] sp. sans 1égende Monod, 1931 : 123.
Portunus longipedes-Monod, 1931 : 133,
Portunus Longipes Risso, Ms., description (c), figure (without
legend) (f).
Portunus Longipedes Risso Ms., description (h).

There has never been any doubt about the identity
of this species of Risso’s, and as far as I known, no
other epithets have ever been proposed for it.

The manuscript description of Portunus longipes (in
Ms. c) is practically identical with the one published in
1816. Among the figures in Risso’s manuscripts there
is one without other legend than « P[ortunus] »; it is
very crude and might represent a poor illustration of
the present species. A manuscript note in Dr. Monod’s
handwriting says « ? mauvaise figure de Bathynectes ? »,
and it seems best to leave it at that.

The manuscript (h) entitled « Premier mémoire zoo-
logique sur différentes espéces d’&tres organisés, obser-
vés dans les environs de Nice » and dated 1811, has the
following description of the present species:

« Portune longue patte N. Portunus Longipedes n. Ce
portune a le tét lisse, avec une ligne rélévée au milieu, et
un enfoncement en forme de Iyre dans sa partie inférieure :
il est garni de chaque c6té de cing dents inégales fort aigues
dont la premiére [the posterior is meant] trés longue. Le
front est ondulé. Ses yeux sont d’un brun rougeitre, placés
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sur des pédicules blancs. Les antennes extérieures sont trés
longues, soyeuses, le premier article renflé, les intérieures
plus petites et coudées. Les palpes sont aplatis et ciliés.
L'abdomen d’un blanc shle, les appendices de génération
courts et courbés. Les pinces sont lisses, bombées, leur
quatriéme articulation est unidentée en dessus, dents obscures
et obtuses. La pince droite est trois fois plus grosse, et un
peu plus longue que la gauche. Les pattes sont trés longues,
subtiles, nues, aplaties, terminées par un crochet jaundtre.
Les postérieures sont courtes, ciliées, lamiformes. La couleur
de cette nouvelle espéce est d'un rouge brillant, varié par
quelques points grisitres. Il parvient a 22 millimétres de
longueur sur 30 de largeur. La femelle ne différe du méle
que par la grosseur de la pince gauche. Elle fraye en juin
de 3 a 400 petits ceufs brunitres ».

Portunus hastatus (Linnaeus, 1767)

Eriphia prismaticus Risso, 1827 : 15.

Eriphia prismatica-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Eriphia Prismatica-Hope, 1851 : 4.

Lupa Hastata-Hope, 1851 : 5.

Cancer Prismaticus Risso, Ms., description (c).
Lupea dufourii Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

The description of Eriphia prismaticus Risso, 1827, is
such that later authors failed to recognize it. H. Milne
Edwards (1834: 427) wrote about it: « L’Eriphie prisma-
tique de M. Risso ... n'a pas été décrite avec assez de
détails pour que l'on puisse la rapporter avec certitude
4 ce genre». Most later authors completely ignored
the species.

Risso’s manuscript description of Cancer prismaticus
(which in his manuscript (¢) at first had been named
Cancer pelagicus L.) runs as follows:

« C. Prismaticus. C. thorace utrinque unispinoso, anterius
octodentato, fronte sexdentata, manibus multu angulo, pris-
maticis Fabr, Son test est bombé au milieu, inégal, d’'un gris
verdétre, pointillé [originally tacheté] de blanc et de brun
obscur, orné de trois petites taches oblongues d'un blanc
rosacé vers la partie postérieure, et de trois grandes taches
réguliéres de la méme couleur, (une au milieu), les deux
autres latérales presque sur le bord. Une proéminence externe
conique se trouve de chaque... (Les bords latéraux somnt)
arrondies et découpé chacun en quatre pointes. Le front et le
dessus des yeux sont garnies de... (huit aiguillons;) linter-
médiaire un peu plus long; les antennes extérieures sont
deux fois plus longues que les intérieures... (I'ceil petit,
noirétre ; 'abdomen est d’un gris sale, pointillé d’obscur) les
pinces sont courtes [or fortes], & plusieurs angles prismatiques
(terminées par de petites dents - les pattes sont aplaties,)
tachetées de brun, avec des ongles fort longs. (Long. 0,022,
larg. 0,023. Séj. Sous les cailloux couverts de fucus. Au
printemps.) »

The paper on which the description is written is in a
very poor condition being at the extreme lower part
of a sheet and folded, wrinkled and spotted, so that a
great part of it is illegible. As this description, so far
as readable, is practically identical with the published
description of Eriphia prismatica, I have substituted the
illegible parts with the, what I thought corresponding,
parts of the printed text and placed the latter in round
brackets. The noticeable differences between the written
and printed text are the following: (1) in the written text
the latin diagnosis is completely different and is followed
by the word «fabr.» This evidently is a reference to
Fabricius’s (1775: 404) Cancer pelagicus, where prac-
tically the identical diagnosis is given. The manuscript
description first was headed « Clancer] Pelagicus C.
Pelagice C. Pélagique », but this heading was struck
out and replaced by « C. Prismaticus », while, proba-
bly still later a word, which may have been « Eriphia »
was scribbled in front of C. Prismaticus. (2) between




68

« taches » and « oblongues » in the first line there is
another word in the manuscript, which, however, is
illegible. (3) the words «presque sur le bord. Une
proéminence externe conique se trouve de chaque [and
a few illegible words] » are entirely omitted in the prin-
ted text. (4) the word «simple » in the 6th line of the
printed description is not present in the manuscript text.

Risso’s (1827: 16) remarks about the two species of
« Eriphia » also have a counterpart in manusecript c.
The sentence concerning the present species is rather
confused with many deletions. At first it was written:
« Celui que je crois le C. Pelagicus de fabricius, est
beaucoup plus rare, & ne sort de sa retraite que vers
les crepuscules ou dans la nuit. Ces animaux offrent une
chair d’un assez bon gout». The word crois is struck
out, evidently replaced by «nomme prismatique dif
fere », but also that is struck out, while a new set of
words «ne puis confondre » finally was accepted as a
replacement for «crois ». Furthermore the following
sentence was added evidently to be inserted after the
word « Fabricius »: «et de rufopunctatus d’Herbest,
avec lesquels on doit le rapprocher », while after « rare »
the words «que le précédent» were added. Finally
« d’'un assez bon gout» is replaced by « assez bonne
pourquoi on les mange ».

The whole situation here is highly confused, and
there are several questions which cannot be answered.
In the first place, the original diagnosis « thorace
utrinque unispinoso, anterius octodentato, fronte sexden-
tata, manibus prismaticis » and the fact that the species
was first identified with Portunus pelagicus (L.), make
it practically certain that what Risso had before him
when drawing up this description was Portunus hastatus
(L.), the only Mediterranean species which fits the given
diagnosis perfectly, and at the same time the only spe-
cies resembling P. pelagicus to such an extent that a
confusion is not surprising. Why was it then that Risso
in the printed version, although (as far as we can ascer-
tain) sticking very close to the original description,
drastically changed the diagnosis ? It might be that at
the time he made the description ready for the press it
had already become illegible or almost illegible in seve-
ral places so that Risso, who may have lost the original
specimen, filled in the missing passages as well as he
could, and subsequently changed the diagnosis to fit the
incorrectly emended description. It seems best to accept
the written diagnosis as correct. The name Eriphia
prismatica Risso, 1827 thus falls as a junior subjective
synonym of Cancer hastatus Linnaeus, 1767. Later
authors cannot be blamed for not recognizing this spe-
cies, as Risso, himself, evidently did not do so either.

It is likely that Risso’s reference to « rufopunctatus
d’Herbest » actually was meant to refer to « Cancer
sanguinolentus Herbst », which is a Portunus, and not
to Cancer rufopunctatus Herbst, which is a Trapezia.

According to the manuscript note d no. 9, P. Roux
sent Risso a male and a female of the present species
from Sicily under the name Lupea dufourii.

Geryonidae
Geryon longipes A. Milne Edwards, 1881 (pl. 6 fig. a)

Cancer vagnerii Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).

Cancer Wagneri Hope, 1851 : 3 (nomen nudum).

Cancer Wagneri Monod, 1931 : 107, 113, 122, 123, fig. 3.
Geryon longipes-Monod, 1931 : 113, fig. 3.

Cancer purpuratus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 39).

Cancer Wagneri Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (a, g), figure (f).

Monod (1931) was the first to point out that the
deep sea crab Geryon longipes had been known to
Risso, who had described it in his manuscripts as
Cancer Wagneri, and given a good illustration of it.

Among Risso’s manuscripts there are two descriptions
of this species, which are practically identical. The one
cited here (from manuscript g) evidently was the one
ready to be sent to the printer. Where the text of the
other description (from manuscript a) is significantly
different it is added in round brackets:

« Clancer] Wagneri n., C. Wagner. pl. 1 fig. 3. C[ancer]
testa glaberrima, rubro lacca, lutescente picta, utrinque
triaculeata ; fronte bituberculata ; manibus inaequalibus.

Le nom de cette espéce de crabe rappellera aux natura-
listes celui du savant professeur Wagner, qui s'est si digne-
ment occupé de nous révéler tant des précieuses connois-
sances sur les animaux de nos bords.

Une teinte uniforme de rouge laque carminé sur un fond
jaunitre peint le corps de ce crustacé (est étendue sur tout
le corps de cette espéce). Son test est uni, glabre, fort lisse,
luisant, bombé, marqué d'un dessein et de quelques impres-
sions réguliéres trés diversifiées. 1 est subarrondi sur le
devant, coupé en angle sur les bords postérieurs ; tronqué en
arriére, et muni sur chaque bord antérieur lateral de trois
longues et fortes pointes aigues, inégales; avec un front &
trois sinus surmonté d’une pointe sur les cOtés des orbites et
d’une proéminence bituberculée au milieu. Les yeux sont
gros, d'un rouge foncé i prunelle noirftre. Les antennes
extérieures sont renflées & leur base, soyeuses ensuite. Les
intermédiaires sont épaisses, brisées, ciliées a la sommité.

Les mains sont grosses, épaisses, fortes. La droite plus
grande et plus renflée, que la gauche, a troisiéme articulation
triangulaire, armée d’un aiguillon en dessus, la quatriéme en
a une de chaque cdté (en a deux lateraux). Les pinces sont
noiritres au sommet, garnies de dents blanches émoussées.
Les pattes sont fort longues, déprimées, anguleuses, glabres,
parsemées de quelques poils et pustules. La piece inférieure,
qui recouvre 'abdomen est triangulaire & six segmens. Celui
(Tandis que celui) de la femelle est beaucoup plus devellopé
et arrondi.

Long. 0068. Larg. 0072. S¢&j. Abymes marins. Apar. aout
& septembre. Ce crustacé se laisse quelquefois (difficilement)
prendre & I’hamegon, qu’on jette pour pécher les merluches.
I différe des (de toute les) especes connues par les caractéres,
que je viens de signaler ».

The name, as Cancer vagnerii has been published as
a nomen nudum by Risso in 1844. Hope (1851) also
listed Risso’s manuscript name (but spelled correctly)
and added (Nov. Gen.); as he did not give any des-
cription either, the name remained a nomen nudum.
Only 30 years later a description of the species was
published and it then received its valid name, Geryon
longipes. Risso’s figure of the species was published by
Monod (1931).

In Risso’s manuscripts (d no. 39) there is a list of
names starting: Cancer purpuratus, Xantho sculptus,
Calappa Webbiana Hippolites carneus... which are
exactly the species described in his manuscript (g)
« Poissons, Crustacés, Radiaires & Vers observés depuis
la publication de I'histoire naturelle des principales pro-
ductions de 1'Burope méridionale », except that the
name Cancer purpuratus is used instead of C. wagneri.
This and the fact that in his description Risso stressed
the red colour of the species, makes it likely that C.
purpuratus was an earlier name for C. wagneri. Risso
did not use it anywhere else, and in the list there is no
indication with™the name apart from the word « Fig. »
indicating that it has been figured. We therefore confi-
dently can add both nomina nuda, Cancer wagneri
Risso and C. purpuratus Risso to the synonymy of
Geryon longipes A. Milne Edwards, 1881.




Potamidae
Potamon fluviatile (Herbst, 1785)
Potamobius fluviatilis-Risso, 1827 : 14,

Thelphusa Fluviatilis-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Telphusa fluviatilis Risso, Ms., listed (d. no. 9).

The European freshwater crab, which is found in
Italy and the Balkans, but does not occur in France,
was only mentioned by Risso (1827) « pour engager
les propriétaires du midi de la France qui ont dans leurs
jardins des ruisseaux ou des réservoirs d’eaux vives,
d’acclimater ces crabes, comme l’avait fait, il y a plu-
sieurs années, M. le comte Audiberti. Il les avait telle-
ment multipliés en peu d’années, qu'on en rencontrait
dans tous les environs de son jardin ». The animals from
count Audiberti evidently have not managed to establish
themselves, as Potamon fluviatile is still not a French
species.

It is interesting to see that Risso used the generic
name « Potamobius (Leach)» for the present genus.
Leach himself did not publish the name at all. The first
use of it (also attributed to Leach) is by Samouelle
(1819: 95), who used it for Astacus astacus (L.); and
Cancer astacus Linnaeus, 1758, is the type species of
Potamobius Samouelle, 1819, Later Desmarest (1823:
246; 1825: 127) in a footnote to the generic name
Thelphusa Latr., stated that it is « probable que ce genre
différe peu, ou ne differe pas de [celui nommé] ...
Potamobia par M. Leach ». Potamobia Leach appears
here for the first time in print, evidently meant for the
fresh water crab and not for the crayfish; the name,
however, is a nomen nudum. Later, Desmarest (1826:
97) again used the name Potamobia and stated « M.
Leach a ainsi modifié le nom de potamophilus, proposé
par M. Latreille, pour un genre de crustacés». The
generic name Potamophilus, however, was first used in
that form by Desmarest (1826a: 97) on the same page,
he stated « Potamophile, Potamophilus. (Crust.) M.
Latreille avoit d’abord donné ce nom au genre de crus-
tacés décapodes brachyures, que depuis il a appelé
Telphuse ». Actually Latreille (1816: 18) had used
the vernacular name « Les Potamophiles » for the genus
without giving a latin name. The name Thelphusa was
later given by Latreille because the name Potamophiles
« ayant déja été consacré a un genre de coléoptéres »
(Latreille, 1829: 42). Potamobia Desmarest, 1826, and
Potamophilus Desmarest, 1826, thus are available names
as they are replacement names for Thelphusa Latreille,
1819; all three are, however, invalid.

Risso (1827) is the first to use the name Potamobius
for the fresh water crab; the name Potamobius Risso,
1827, is a junior synonym of Potamon Savigny, 1816,
Thelphusa Latreille, 1819, Potamobia Dzsmarest, 1826,
and Potamophilus Desmarest, 1826, at the same time
it is a junior homonym of Potamobius Samouelle, 1819,

In manuscript d no. 9, being a list of species sent
I?Y P. Roux to Risso, a male and female of this species
from Sicily are mentioned.

Xanthidae
Xantho poressa (Olivi, 1792)

Cancer Rivulosus Risso, 1816 : 14.

Xantho rivulosus-Risso, 1827 : 9.

Xantho rivulosus-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Xantho rivulosa-Hope, 1851 : 3 (as synonym of « Xantho
Cinerea, Bosc »).

Xantho rivulosus Risso, Ms., descriptian (c),
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Xanthus rivulosus Risso, Ms., listed (c).
Cancer rivulosus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 25).

Drach & Forest (1953) revised the European species
of the genus Xantho and gave an excellent account of
the presznt species for which they employed Risso’s
name, Xantho rivulosus (Risso, 1816). Later, Holthuis
(1954a), pointed out that the correct name for the
species is Xantho poressa (Olivi, 1792), Olivi’s Cancer
Poressa being different from the species to which Risso
gave that name and it is identical with Risso’s Carncer
rivulosus. Risso’s Cancer Poressa, as will be shown
below is identical with Xantho granulicarpus Forest.

Risso’s two manuscript descriptions of Xantho (and
Cancer) rivulosus are practically identical with his
published description of 1816, one however, has been
altered subsequently so that it more resembles the 1827
description.

Risso’s 1816 Var. A, B and C of this species are just
colour variations, as are Vars. I to IV in his description
of 1827.

Xantho granulicarpus Forest, in Drach & Forest, 1953
Cancer Poressa-Risso, 1816 : 11 (not Cancer poressa Olivi,
1792).
Xantho poressa-Risso, 1827 : 9.
Xantho Poressa-Hope, 1851 : 3.
Xantho Poressa Risso, Ms., description (c).

The descriptions by Risso of what he considered to be
Cancer Poressa Olivi, 1792, are clearly based on speci-
mens of Xantho granulicarpus as shown by his mention
of a sculpted carapace, distinct anterolateral teeth, rough
chelipeds, and pereiopods, which have the upper margins
denticulated. The front can heardly be called four lobed
as Risso does in both his French descriptions and in the
lIatin diagnosis of 1827; the latin diagnosis « fronte
fissa » of his 1816 paper is more appropriate in this
respect.

Risso’s manuscript description (in Ms c) is practically
identical with the one that he published in 1816.

Pilumnus villosissimus (Rafinesque, 1814)

Cancer Hirtellus-Risso, 1816 : 12 (not Cancer hirtellus L.,
1758).

Pilumnus villosus Risso, 1827 : 10.

Pilumnus Villosus-Hope, 1851 : 3.

Pilumnus rufescens (Risso Ms.) Hope, 1851 : 3 (in synonymy
of « Pilumnus Villosus, Risso »).

Pilumnus (2 fig.) Monod, 1931 : 123.

Pilumnus Hirtellus Risso, Ms., description ().

Pilumnus Risso, Ms., 2 figures (f).

The status and the name of the present species has
been the subject of some controversy. Most early authors
accepted Pilumnus villosus as distinct from P. hirtellus
(L., 1758) (e.g., Heller, 1863: 73; Pesta, 1918: 417),
be it that some authors treated Risso’s form as a sub-
species of P. hirtellus. Bouvier (1940: 256) considered it
as belonging to « des variations locales ou accidentelles
de P. hirtellus ». Zariquiey Alvarez (1968: 392), basing
himself on his very rich private collection of Decapoda
and his thorough knowledge of the living animals, came
to the conclusion that Pilumnus hirtellus and P. villosus
are two distinct species, both occurring in the Mediter-
ranean. The name P. villosus Risso, 1816, for the spe-
cies, however, cannot be used as the name Pilumnus
villosissimus (Rafinesque, 1814) for it is older.

Risso’s manuscript description of Pilumnus hirtellus
is practically identical to the one that he published in
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1816, Among his manuscript notes there are two figu-
res (on one sheet) just labelled Pilumnus and clearly
depicting the present species. Hope (1851) reported in
the synonymy of P. villosus the name « Pilumnus ru-
fescens, Risso ». I have been unable to find this name
either in Risso’s published or in his unpublished writings.

Pilumnus hirtellus (Linnaeus, 1758)

Cancer Hirtellus Variété A Risso, 1816 : 13.
Pilumnus villosus Var. I Risso, 1827 : 11.

Pilumnus Hirtellus-Hope, 1851 : 3.

Pilumnus hirtellus Var. A Risso, Ms., description (c).

In both of Risso’s descriptions of Pilumnus villo-
sissimus, he recognized a variety, which in 1816 he
briefly diagnosed as follows: « On trouve une variété de
cette espéce dont le tét est glibre, dépourvu de poils, et
dont les pinces sont lisses et d’'un brun obscur ». In
1827 he changed this to « On trouve des individus dont
le test est presque glabre, dépourvu ordinairement de
poils, d'un brun ocracé, granulé de rouge, et tacheté de
blanc ». Risso’s manuscript description is identical to
the one published in 1816.

The fact that the carapace is less hairy than in P.
villosissimus, and that the (larger) cheliped is smooth,
makes it likely that these specimens actually belonged
to P. hirtellus, although they also could be P. aestuarii.
Nardo, 1869. The available data are insufficient to
decide this with any degree of certainty.

Eriphia verrucosa (Forskal, 1775)

Cancer Spinifrons-Risso, 1816 : 13.
Eriphia spinifrons-Risso, 1827 : 15.
Eriphia Spinifrons-Hope, 1851 : 4.
Cancer Spinifrons Risso, Ms., description (c).

There has never been any doubt as to the identity
of the specimens that Risso brought to Eriphia spini-
frons (Herbst, 1790). Later it has been shown that the
name Eriphia verrucosa (Forskal, 1775) is the valid one
for the species.

Risso’s manuscript description is practically identical
with the published one of 1816.

Zosimus aeneus (Linnaeus, 1758) (pl. 6 fig. b)

Xantho sculptus Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).

Xantho Sculpta Hope, 1851 : 3 (nomen nudum).

Xantho sculptus Monod, 1931 : 107, 117, 122, 123, fig. 5.

Xantho Sculptus Risso, Ms., 2 descriptions (a, g), listed (d
no. 39), 2 figures (f).

Xantho sculptus Holthnis & Gottlieb, 1956 : 288, 289, fig. 1.

Among Risso’s manuscripts there are two descriptions
(viz., in manuscripts a and g) of Xantho sculptus and
two figures. The descriptions are as follows (the most
complete (in MS g) is given, if the other draft differs
essentially, its version is given in square brackets) :

« X. testa ovata transversa, griseo fulvo brunneo [obscure
commixto] ; sulcis, tesselatisque impressis sculpta, manibus
equalibus tuberculatis.

Je n’en témoigne pas moins ici ma reconnaissance envers
la personne, qui m'a donné ce crustacé péché dans nos mers,
quoique je ne me rappelle plus de qui je le tiens & & qui
la science en est redevable. L’aspect de ce Xanthe est vrai-
ment singulier : son test est ovale en travers, tronqué sur les
cotés inférieurs, et en arriére, arqué [en demicercle] sur le
devant, assez relevé en dessus, d'un gris fauve mélé de
brunétre, profondement sculpté d’arabesques régulieres dis-
posés sous toutes sortes de forme, traversé en tous sens par
des sinus, dont les parties saillantes sont disposés comme en
recouvrement sur le devant. Le front est entier, uni, ployé

en arc entre les yeux; les bords latéraux sont ornés de
chaque coté de quatre espéces de festons irréguliérement
sinués. Les antennes sont peu développées, les extérieures
plus longues que les intérieures,

Les mains sont grandes, épaisses, renflées, travaillées en
relief, garnies en dessus des tubercules emoussés ou verrues
arrondies, obtuses, armées de fortes pinces noirétres, & dents
tranchantes. Les pattes sont aplaties, régulierement sinuées
en dessus amincies en lames sur les bords, garnies de poils
touffus avec les crochets aigus; la pidce qui recouvre 'abdo-
men présente également des segmens sculptés sous plusieurs
formes.

Long. 0062. Larg. 0080. Séj. grandes profondeurs. Apar.
été. L’individu observé est méle, je ne connois point la
femelle ».

In the second draft the following remark is crossed
out: .
« Ce Crustacé méile m’a été remis comme provenant des

rochers de la pointe du fanal St. Hospice [near Nicel, il est
fort rare ».

The only European Xanthid that somewhat resem-
bles the description and figure given by Risso of Xantho
sculptus is Actaea rufopunctata H. Milne Edwards, and
it is quite understandable therefore that Monod (1931)
identified Risso’s species with Actaea. However, a closer
study of Risso’s description and figures shows that he
must have been mistaken in considering the species as
originating from the Mediterranean. Both the description
and figures fit in all respects the Indo-West Pacific spe-
cies Zosimus aeneus (L., 1758). The size of the animal
(cb. 80 mm), the sculpturation of the carapace, the gra-
nulation of the chelae, and the presence of crests on
the pereiopods show the identity of the species very
distinctly, even the black colour of the inner surface
of the male chelipeds is clearly shown. The fact that
Risso did not remember who gave him the specimen
and that the original indication that it was obtained from
the rocks near the lighthouse at Cape St. Hospice near
Nice was later struck by Risso, indicate that he was not
very certain about the origin of the specimen.

The species is not described in Risso’s works, but
he listed the name in 1844 and also Hope did mention
Xantho sculpta as a nomen nudum. The identity of the
species has been discussed by Holthuis & Gottlieb (1956:
288, 289, fig. 1).

Zosimus aeneus has a wide distribution throughout
the Indo-West Pacific region, from the Red Sea and
Fast Africa to Japan and Polynesia. It does not occur
in the Mediterranean.

Pinnotheridae
Pinnotheres pinnotheres (Linnaeus, 1758)

Pinnotheres Mytilorum-Risso, 1816 : 23 (not Cancer mytilo-
rum Herbst, 1783).

Pinnotheres veterum-Risso, 1827 : 17.

Pinnotheres Montagui-Risso, 1827 : 17.

Pinnotheres Veterum-Hope, 1851 : 5.

Pinnotheres Montagui-Hope, 1851 : 5.

Pinnotheres mytilorum Risso, Ms., description (c).

Pinnotheres Montauui Risso, Ms., description (d no. 12).

Without name Risso Ms., figure (f).

Risso’s (1816) description of Pinnotheres mytilorum
clearly refers to P. pinnotheres, as is also shown by
Risso’s statement that the species lives in Pinna (« jam-
bonneau marin »). In 1827 Risso changed the specific
epithet to veterum (Pinnotheres veterum Bosc, 1802,
is a junior synonym of Cancer pinnotheres L., while
Cancer mytilorum Herbst, 1783, is a synonym of Can-




cer pisum L.). Pinnotheres montagui Leach, 1815, is
based on the male of the present species. Risso’s (1827:
17) reference to the long dactyli of the pereiopods
makes it very likely that his specimens of P. montagui
actually did belong to the present species.

Risso’s manuscript (Ms. c¢) description of Pinnotheres
mytilorum (which name is crossed out and replaced by
P. pinnophylax) is practically identical with his 1816
description. But in the manuscript he made the remark:
« La femelle est six fois plus grande que le male, elle est
pleine de petits ceufs d'un rouge violatre en juin ».
Risso’s unpublished figure does not show many details.
The manuscript description (MS. d no. 12) of P. Mon-
tagui is practically identical to the one published in
1827.

Pinnotheres pisum (Linnaeus, 1767)
Pinnotheres pisum-Risso, 1827 : 16.
Pinnotheres Latreilii-Risso, 1827 : 16.
Pinnotheres Pisum-Hope, 1851 : 5.
Pinnotheres Latreillii-Hope, 1851 : 3.

Risso’s identification of the species has never been
questioned. He gave the female the name Pinnotheres
pisum (L.), the male P. Latreilii Leach. The species is
not mentioned in the manuscript notes.

Palicidae
Palicus caronii (P. Roux, 1830)

Cymopolia Caronii-Hope, 1851 : 11.
Cymopolia Caronii Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

Risso did not mention this species in any of his publi-
cations, but among his manuscripts, in a list written by
Polydore Roux and entitled « Crustacés pour M. Risso »
(MS d no. 9), there is as no. « 131 Cymopolia Caronii
nob. - Sicile ». Risso, after his 1827 book had been
published, must therefore have become acquainted with
the species.

Goneplacidae
Goneplax rhomboides (Linnaeus, 1758)

Ocypode Longimana-Risso, 1816 : 20.

Goneplax rhomboidalis-Risso, 1827 : 13.

Gonoplax Rhomboides-Hope, 1851 : 7.

Goneplax Rhomboidalis Risso, Ms., description (¢) mentioned
(d no. 20).

Goneplax rhomboides is a well known and characte-
ristic species, and no difficulty is attached in recog-
nizing it from Risso’s descriptions.

The manuscript description, originally was entitled
Olcipode]. Longimana, but this name was replaced by
Goneplax rhomboidalis. Tt is somewhat longer than the
1816 description but contains all essential details of the
latter; afterwards parts were omitted and others added
and the new text comes very close to the 1827 version.
In a letter to P. Roux of which a concept is present
among Risso’s manuscript notes (MS d no. 20) he stated:
« Le Goneplax Rhomboidal est un joli Crustacé qui
varie des teintes & diverses époquzs de sa vie & est
fort brillant dans son état d’amour ».

Grapsidae
Pachygrapsus marmoratus (Fabricius, 1787)

Grapsus Varius-Risso, 1816 : 21,
Grapsus varius-Risso, 1827 : 11.
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Grapsus Marmoratus-Hope, 1851 : 6.
Grapsus cinereus-Hope, 1851 : 6.
Grapsus varius Risso, Ms., description (c).

The identity of Risso’s species was never in doubt.
Pachygrapsus marmoratus, a very common littoral spe-
cies in the Mediterranean, was well described by him.
The manuscript description is almost exactly the same
as the one published in 1816. Risso’s (1816) Var. A and
Var. B, which in 1827 he named Var. I and II respec-
tively, are just colour variations.

Hope (1851: 6) cited as a synonym of Grapsus mar-
moratus the name G. cinereus Risso. So far as I know
Risso has never described or mentioned a Grapsus
cinereus and Hope’s reference probably is a lapsus for
G. cinereus Bosc, 1802.

Planes minutus (Linnaeus, 1758)

Grapsus Pelagicus-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Nautilograpsus Testudinum-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Grapsus minutus Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

In none of his publications Risso dealt with the present
species. A list among his manuscript notes (Ms d no. 9)
written by P. Roux and entitled « Crustacés pour M.
Risso » shows that Roux sent Risso a male and a female
of « Grapsus minutus », evidently the present species,
although Roux himself described the species both under
the names Grapsus pelagicus and G. testudinum (cf.
Roux, 1828, pl. 6).

It is possible that Hope’s (1851) record of Nautilo-
grapsus testudinum actually refers to the next species.

Euchirograpsus liguricus H. Milne Edwards, 1853 (pl. 5
fig. b)
Grapsus testudinum-Monod, 1931 : 115, 123, fig 4 (not
Grapsus testudinum Roux, 1828).
Euchirograpsus liguricus-Monod, 1931 : 115, fig. 4.
Grapsus testudinum Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Risso did not publish on this species, and there is no
description or even mention of it in his handwritten
notes. There is, however, a beautiful figure of a speci-
men among the other carcinological illustrations in
Risso’s manuscripts. This figure bears. the legend Grap-
sus testudinum. Monod (1931: fig./4);Who reproduced
Risso’s figure, already pointed out that this represented
without any doubt Euchirograpsus liguricus. Risso thus
knew the species long before it was officially publis-
hed by H. Milne Edwards in 1853.

The name Grapsus testudinum used by Risso is not
a new name but evidently refers to Grapsus testudinum
P. Roux (1828, pl. 6 fig. 1-6), which is based on ma-
terial of Planes minutus (L.) found on a marine turtle
near Sicily. Risso thus made an incorrect identification.
See also under the previous species.

Brachynotus sexdentatus (Risso, 1827)

Goneplax sexdentatus Risso, 1827 : 13.
Goneplax sexdentatus-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Cleistotoma Gemellarii-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Ocypode Longimana Var. A. Risso, Ms., description.

The original description of the species is short, but
there is nothing in it that would not fit the present
species apart from the indication of the measurements:
« Long. 0,016, larg. 0,026 », which possibly is an error
for « Long. 0,016, larg. 0,020 ». The identity of the spe-
cies has never been questioned and the specific epithet
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has been regularly used for it. Recently Zariquiey Alva-
rez (1968: 431) described a second Mediterranean species
of the genus, B. foresti. Risso’s description would fit
either species and therefore it seems advisable that a
neotype be selected for the present species (the original
type material is lost) in order to settle its identity and
to protect the name.

In the manuscripts of Risso’s there is only a single
mention of the present species, viz., under Ocypode
Longimana (later changed to Goneplax rhomboidalis,
see above). Following the description of Ocypode Lon-
gimana the manuscript reads as follows: «var. A. On
trouve des individus [de cette espéce qui ont le] & tét
sexdenté postérieurement, d’une teinte rose pale [tous]
a pattes [sont] blanchitres & les ongles bruns» (the
words in brackets have been crossed out).

Parthenopidae
Parthenope macrochelos (Herbst, 1790)

Eurynome Aldrovandi Risso, 1827 : 22.

Eurynoma aldrovandii-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Lambrus Mediterraneus-Hope, 1851
given as a possible synonym).

Lambrus Aldrovandi-Monod, 1931 ; 123.

Parthenope Buffo Risso, Ms., description.

Parthenope Aldrovandi Risso, Ms., description (¢, d no. 6),
mention and generic diagnosis (d no. 21).

Lambrus Aldrovandi Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Lambrus mediterraneus Risso, Ms., figure (f).

10. (L. Aldrovandi

Eurynome Aldrovandi Risso has been identified by
practically all subsequent authors with Parthenope ma-
crochelos and there never was any problem about its
synonymy. The figures of this species among Risso’s
manuscripts fully confirm its identity with Herbst’s
species. One of the figures is provided with the legend
Lambrus mediterraneus. This name probably was used
under the influence of P. Roux, who described the
species as new under that name (Roux, 1828: pl. 1). The
epithet mediterraneus P. Roux, 1828, has been used
by many authors, notwithstanding both macrochelos
Herbst, 1790 and aldrovandi Risso, 1827 were older. In
the last decades, however, the epithet macrochelos has
become generally accepted.

The manuscript description (in Ms. ¢) is almost iden-
tical to the one publisfed in 1827. Risso first intended
to name the species « Parthenope Buffo, Parthénope
crapaud », but changed this in the manuscript to « Par-
thenope aldrovandi, Parthénope d’Aldrovande ».

Parthenope angulifrons Latreille, 1825

Lambrus Angulifrors-Hope, 1851 : 10,
Lambrus Montgrandis-Monod, 1931 : 123.
Lambrus Monigrandis Risso, Ms., figure (f).

This species has not been dealt with in any of Risso’s
publications. Also there are no handwritten notes about
it among his manuscripts, but there is a good figure
with the legend « Lambrus Montgrandis ». The name
Lambrus montgrandis was first used by P. Roux (1830:
pl. 23), and Risso evidently took this name from Roux.
It is interesting that the letter N. is placed by Risso after
the name Lambrus Montgrandis on the figure, indicating
thereby that he considered it a new species of himself.
The possibility that the plate was received from P. Roux
and that the inscription is his, does not hold, as on the
same plate the figure of « Lambrus Aldrovandi N. » is
given.

Majidae &

Maja squinado (Herbst, 1788)
Maia Squinado-Risso, 1816 : 44.
Maia Squinado-Risso, 1827 : 22.
Maja Squinado-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Maia squinado Risso, Ms., description (c).
Inachus Squinado Risso, Ms., description (d no. 26).

The name of this species has not been changed since
Risso’s time, and it is quite clear what species Risso
meant. The manuscript description (c) is practically
identical to that published in 1816; the description d
no. 26 resembles that published in 1827.

See also the discussion of Maia Dumerili for this spe-
cies (p. 63).

Maja crispata (Risso, 1827)
Maia crispata Risso, 1827 : 23.
Maia crispata-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Maja Crispata-Hope, 1851 : 7.
Maia crispata Risso, Ms., description (d no. 21).

Maja crispata is one of the forgotten species of Risso.
The original (1827) description runs as follows :

« Testa fusco-brunnea, pilosissima, spinulosa ; fronte spinis
quatuor anterioribus ad basim conjunctis, posterioribus
longioribus, divaricantibus.

Cette espece, d'un brun obscur, est bossue, parsemée de
pointes tuberculeuses, et couverte de petits poils nombreux,
ordinairement frisés; son front est muni de quatre pointes
sur le devant, réunies & leur base, les postérieures sont assez
longues et écartées ; les pattes son courtes.

La femelle porte des ceufs brun rougeétre. Long. 0,036,
larg. 0,036. Sé&j. Régions des algues. App. Printemps, été ».

The description leaves somewhat to be desired, but
as also indicated by all later authors it certainly is a
species of Maja. H. Milne Edwards (1834: 328) remar-
ked: « Il serait possible que le Maija crépu de M. Risso
(Hist. nat. de 'Eur. mérid., t. V, p. 23) ne f{it autre
que le M. verruqueux, mais les caractéres que cet auteur
y assigne ne sont pas suffisans pour résoudre la ques-
tion ». Hope (1851: 7) assigned Maja verrucosa H. Milne
Edwards definitely to the synonymy of Maja crispata.
Later authors either ignored Risso’s name or they (e.g.,
Carus, 1885: 507) referred it to the synonymy of M.
squinado (Herbst). Risso’s description is not very clear
and might refer to either of the Maja species. The four
anterior spines evidently are the two pseudorostral spi-
nes and the two preorbitals. Each pseudorostral is
indeed fused at the base with a preorbital; the latter,
however, is much shorter than the psendorostral spine,
therefore the sentence «les postérieures... » probably
refers to the lateral spines of the carapace, which in
M. verrucosa indeed are longer than in M. squinado.
Risso gave the length of M. crispata as 36 mm and the
carapace width as also 36 mm. He had an ovigerous
female. Now in M. squinado ovigerous females are
known from cl. 84 mm and more (cf. Zariquiey Alva-
rez, 1968 : 447), so that Risso’s specimen can impossibly
be M. squinado, but must be M. verrucosa as that spe-
cies does not grow larger than 50 mm carapace length
(Zariquiey Alvarez, 1968 : 447; Bouvier, 1940: 323,
gave the length as 38.5 mm). :

For these reasons Maja crispata Risso, 1827, has to be |
considered a senior subjective synonym of Maja verru-
cosa H. Milne Edwards, 1833, and should be used for |

the species.

In Risso’s manuscripts there are only two lines dealing

with this species; these are identical with the latin dia-




gnosis of the published description. See also under the
next species.

Pisa tetraodon (Pennant, 1777)

Maia Hirticornis-Risso, 1816 : 46 (not Cancer hirticornis
Herbst, 1804).

Inachus hirticornis-Risso, 1827 : 26.

Inachus hirticornis-Risso, 1844 ; 94,

Pisa Hirticornis-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Pisa Tetraodon-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Maia hirticornis Risso, Ms., description (c).

Inachus hirticornis Risso, Ms., description (d no. 26).

Risso’s description of this species is very clear and
subsequent authors recognized its identity with Pisa
tetraodon (e.g., H. Milne Edwards, 1834: 305). The
name Maia hirticornis was not intended by Risso as a
new name, but as a new combination of Cancer hirti-
cornis Herbst (1804). Herbst’s species, however, proves
to be synonymous with Cancer muscosus Linnaeus,
1758 (= Pisa muscosa).

Var. A and B mentioned by Risso (1816), and which
in 1827 were indicated by him as Var. I and II respec-
tively, evidently differ from the typical form only in
colour.

Risso’s two manuscript descriptions are very similar
to the text that he published in 1816. At the end of the
description in manuscript ¢ a note is added: « Nous
avons une petite Maia vert sale & tet arrondi avec des
poils frisés, qui différe assez de lirticorne... ». This
might refer to Maja crispata.

Pisa corallina (Risso, 1816)

Maia Corallina Risso, 1816 : 45, pl. 1 fig. 6.
Inachus corallinus-Risso, 1827 : 26.

Inachus corallinus-Risso, 1844 : 94,

Pisa Corallina-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Maia Corallina Risso, Ms., description (c).

Inachus Corallina Risso, Ms., description (d no. 26).

The status of the Pisa species of the tetraodon-group
has long been under discussion. Authors in the pre-
vious century (e.g. Heller, 1863: 44-46) recognized Pisa
tetraodon and P. corallina as two distinct species. Pesta
(1918: 338-342) gave a review of the problem and
concluded that only one species, Pisa tetraodon, occurs
in this group, and that the other so-called species were
just extreme variations. Zariquiey Alvarez (1968: 448-
453), however, after a prolonged study of living and
preserved material, arrived at the conclusion that in the
Mediterranean three distinct species of the Pisa tetrao-
don complex are represented: P. tetraodon (Pennant,
1777), P. corallina (Risso, 1816) and P. muscosa (Lin-
naeus, 1758). Zariquiey’s opinion is accepted here as
fully convincing.

Risso’s manuscript descriptions are practically the
same as the one published in 1816.

Pisa armata (Latreille, 1803)

Maia Armata-Risso, 1816 : 47.

Pisa armata-Risso, 1827 : 24.

Pisa Armata-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Maia Arnrata Risso, Ms., description (c).

Pisa armata Risso, Ms., mention and generic diagnosis (d
no. 21).

- Inachus armatus Risso, Ms., description (d no. 26).

The confusion that existed in the Pisa armata-group
was solved by the excellent stady of Pesta (1913), whose
conclusions have been accepted by all subsequent au-
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thors. That Risso’s Maia (or Pisa) armata indeed be-
longs to Latreille’s species is shown by his definition of
the species which describes the carapace as having
« angulis posticis mucronatis », a character which dis-
tinguishes Pisa armara from the closely related Pisa
nodipes (Leach, 1815).

Risso’s (1827: 24) remark that his Var. I, in which
the individuals have the colour mixed with reddish and
pale yellow, perhaps should be assigned to « 'Inachus
musirus de M. Otto » (= Inachus musivus Otto, 1821,
= Pisa nodipes (Leach, 1815)), gives too little informa-
tion about these specimens to make their status certain.
It is of course possible that Risso, under the name
Pisa armata confused the two species P. armata and
P. nodipes. His Var. I of 1827 is the same as his Var.
A of 1816.

The manuscript descriptions (in Ms. ¢ and d) are very
similar to the one published in 1816; the description of
Ms. d has been amended, so that it comes close to the
1827 version.

Herbstia condyliata (Fabricius, 1787)

Maia Condyliata-Risso, 1816 : 42,

Mithrax Herbsti Risso, 1827 : 25.

Mithrax herbestii-Risso, 1844 : 94.

Herbstia Condyliata-Hope, 1851 : 8.

Mithrax Herbesti Monod, 1931 : 123,

Maia condyliata Risso, Ms., description (c).

Mythrax Chondilyatus Risso, Ms., mention and generic
diagnosis (d no. 21).

Mithrax Herbesti Risso, Ms., figure (f).

In 1827, Risso, without giving his reasons, introduced
the new name Mithrax Herbsti for the species that in
1816 he had described under the name Maia condyliata,
and which indeed is identical with Cancer condyliatus
Fabricius, 1775. Later authors treated Mithrax herbsti
Risso as a synonym of Herbstia condyliata (Fabr.). The
published and manuscript descriptions, as well as the
unpublished figure, show that they are right in this.

Lissa chiragra (Fabricius, 1775)
Maia Chiragra-Risso, 1816 : 47.
Maia Lutea Risso, 1816 : 48.
Lissa chiragra-Risso, 1827 : 24,
Lisa Chiragra-Hope, 1851 : 8.
Lissa Lutea-Hope, 1851 : 8.
Maia Chiragra Risso, Ms., description (c).
Maia Lutea Risso, Ms., description (c).
Lissa chiragra Risso, Ms., description (d no. 26).

There are no problems about this species. Risso’s
descriptions are clear and have been accepted by all
authors. Maja lutea Risso, 1816, evidently is based on
a colour aberration, as was recognized by Risso him-
self, who in 1827 synonymized Maia Ilutea with Lissa
chiragra. The manuscript descriptions do not differ es-
sentially from the published ones.

Under Maia lutea Risso (1816: 48) referred to Dar-
luc’s mention of this species. The entire information
given by Darluc (1786: 192) consists of the following
two lines: « La Favouyo jauno, le Crabe jaune. Il n’est
pas commun ». Hope (1851: 8) even went so far as to
cite Darluc as the author of Lissa lutea.

Eurynome aspera (Pennant, 1777)

Eurynome scutelatus Risso, 1827 : 21, pl. 1 fig. 2.
Eurynoma scutellata-Risso, 1844 : 94,
Lambrus scutellatus-Monod, 1931 : 123,
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Eurynome Scutellatus Risso, Ms., 3 descriptions (¢, d no. 21;
one, as Eurinome S, in Ms. c), listed (d no. 6), figure (f).

Eurynome scutelatus was considered by H. Milne
Edwards (1834: 352) to be possibly identical with E.
aspera, but according to him Risso «ne 1'a pas fait
connaitre avec assez de détails pour que nous puissions
le rapporter avec certitude & ce genre [ = Eurynome),
ou le distinguer de I'Eurynome rugueux [ = E. aspera) ».
Heller (1863: 54) definitely synonymized the two and
has been followed by all subsequent authors.

Risso’s unpublished notes and figure provide no new
data about the species.

Anamathia rissoana (Roux, 1828)
? Amathia Genyana Hope, 1851 : 10 (nomen nudum).

Hope (1851: 10) in his catalogue mentioned two spe-
cies of Amathia Roux, 1828 (a preoccupied generic na-
me, which is now replaced by Anamathia S.I. Smith,
1885), viz., Amathia Rissoana Roux and Amathia Ge-
nyana Risso. Anamathia rissoana is a well known species
and at present is the only species of the genus Ana-
mathia known to occur in the Mediterranean. Amathia
Genyana, however, is a nomen nudum, which I have
been unable to find referred to anywhere else in the
literature, while it does not occur, so far as I can find,
in any of Risso’s publications or in his available manus-
cripts. It is possible that the name Amathia genyana is
based on a specimen of the Mediterranean species of
Anamathia, but lack of any information about Risso’s
supposed species, makes all speculation rathzr sterile.

Acanthonyx lunulatus (Risso, 1816)
Maia Lunulata Risso, 1816 : 49, pl. 1 fig. 4.
Libinia lunulata-Risso, 1827 : 29.
Libinia Iunulata-Risso, 1844 : 94.
Acanthonyx Lunulata-Hope, 1851 : 9.
Maia Lunulata Risso, Ms., description (c).
Libinia Lunulata Risso, Ms., mention and generic diagnosis
(d no. 21), description (d no. 26).
Inachus Lunulatus Risso Ms., description (d no. 26).
Without name Risso, Ms., figure (f}.

Risso’s descriptions and figures (both published and
unpublished) leave not the least doubt as to the iden-
tity of this species and it has been recognized by all
subsequent authors.

Inachus dorsettensis (Pennant, 1777)
Macropus Parvirostris Risso, 1816 : 39.
Doclea fabriciana Risso, 1827 : 28.
Macropus Parvirostris-Hope, 1851 : 10.
Macropus parvirostris-Monod, 1931 : 133.
Macropodia parvirostris Risso, Ms., description (c).
Macropus parvirostris Risso, Ms., description (h}.
Doclea Latrillia Risso, Ms., description (d no. 6, first as
Doclea Herbstii).

The species, that was described by Risso (1816) as
new under the name Macropus parvirostris and in 1827
was given by him the new name Doclea Fabriciana, is
generally considered a species dubia. H. Milne Edwards
(1834: 290) remarked: « Le Cancro brachichelo conge-
ner, figuré par Aldrovande, p. 204, appartient évidem-
ment au genre Inachus, mais ne peut &tre déterminé
spécifiquement. Il en est de méme du Cancre a court
bras de Rondelet (liv. 18, chap. 20, p. 408) et de la
Doclea Fabriciana de M. Risso (Hist. nat. de [I'Eur.
mérid., t. 5, p. 28), que cet auteur avait d’abord décrit

sous le nom de Macropus parvirostris (Crust. de Nice,
p- 39, et Blainville, Faune frangaise, Pl. 8, fig. 2), et a

laquelle il rapporte les figures précitées d’Aldrovande .

et de Rondelet ». As usual H. Milne Edwards’ remarks
are very much to the point. Risso’s two descriptions
show that he had a specimen of Inachus before him
when drawing these descriptions up, and his references
to Aldrovandus and Rondelet confirm this, but it is im-
possible to decide which species is meant. Aldrovandus
and Rondelet’s descriptions and figures are likewise in-
sufficient to identify their material beyond the genus.
Of the manuscript descriptions the one (in MS. ¢) under
Macropodia parvirostris is practically identical with the
1816 description, while the one named Doclea Latrillia
(which first was named Doclea Herbstii, but that name
is struck out) conforms quite well with the 1827 descrip-
tion. The manuscript description under the name Ma-
cropus parvirostris, which is dated 1811 (manuscript h),
is somewhat different; it rums as follows:

« Ce Macrope a le tét subcordiforme, garni de six longues
épines dont celles du milieu sont plus rélévées et coniques.
Les bords latéraux sont lisses, ornés d'une seule petite pointe
prés des yeux. Le front est court, terminé par deux petites
épines aigues. Les yeux peu proéminents sont rougeétres, et
situés dans deux fossules bombées. Les antennes extérieures
sont soyeuses, unies, renflées & leur base, les intérieures
coudées, d'un rouge vif, plus longues que le rostre. Les
palpes extérieurs sont aplatis, les intérieurs linéaires. L’abdo-
men est lisse, garnis de deux appendices. Les pinces sont
courtes, arrondies & cing articulations, terminées par des lon-
gues dents ouvertes. Le premier paire des pattes sont trés
longues, plus épaisses que les pinces, et couvertes des poils
rudes. Les autres sont petites, lisses, aranéiformes, terminées
par de fins crochets aigus. La couleur de ce Macrope est
d’'un rouge corail, avec un duvet rousseitre qui en ternit
Péclat. Sa longueur et largeur sont de 20 millimtres. »

The specimen described by Risso is a male, judging
by the « open » fingers of the chela and by the fact that
the abdomen has two appendages (evidently the male
gonopods). Of the Mediterranean species of Inachus
that can be excluded from the possibility of being the
same as Risso’s species are: (1) [Inachus phalangium
(Fabricius, 1775), which has no large intestinal spine and
in which the rostrum does not end in two sharp spines.
(2) Inachus thoracicus Roux, which has more than 6
long spines on the carapace, and in which the male has
the remarkable and conspicuous callosities on the tho-
racic sternum around the abdomen, which are so striking
that Risso in describing the abdomen could not have
overlooked them. (3) the same is true for Inachus
aguiarii Brito Capello, 1876. (4) Inachus leptochirus
Leach, 1817, which has in the male a single callosity on
the thoracic sternum at the tip of the abdomen; this
callosity, it is true, is smaller and easier to overlook
than the ones in the previous two species. Furthermore
the branchial region has two tubercles at each side, of
which only the posterior could be termed a long spine.
Also this species is one of the rarer Inachus species of
the Mediterranean. Though the process of elimination
only two species remain as candidates for Macropus
parvirostris, both being quite common in the Mediterra-
nean : Inachus dorsettensis (Pennant, 1777) and Inachus
communissimus Rizza, 1839. In both the mesogastric
and cardiac spines are long and conspicuous, while on
either branchial region there are two distinct but smaller
spines; the protogastric region has no spines at all but
just a transverse row of 4 small, be it distinct, tubercles.
Also in the other points, the descriptions given by
Risso agree well with these two species, and it seems
certain that Macropus parvirostris is identical with one




of -the two. The main difference between Inachus com-
munissimus and 1. dorsettensis is that the latter is
slenderer : the ratio between carapace length and cara-
pace width in I. communissimus is 0.9 in 1. dorsettensis
it is 1.1 Risso gave for Macropus parvirostris as cara-
pace length 20 mm and as carapace width also 20 mm.
Therefore, the known data of Risso’s species make it
impossible to decide whether it is conspecific with
1. dorsettensis or with I. communissimus. As the epithet
parvirostris (and also the epithet fabriciana) is older
than that of communissimus, it will remain a threat to
the latter and to the stability of the nomenclature of the
group. In order to definitely solve this problem there-
fore, a neotype for Macropus parvirostris Risso (1816)
and at the same time for Doclea fabriciana Risso (1827)
should be selected in such a way that both names fall
as junior subjective synonyms of Cancer dorsettensis
Pennant, 1777, and can do no nomenclatural harm.

Inachus thoracicus (Roux, 1830)

Inachus Thoracicus-Hope, 1851 : 9.
Inachus thoracicus-Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 9).

Risso has not published anything concerning this
species and there are no handwritten descriptions of it
by him. Among Risso’s papers, however, there is a list
written by P. Roux and entitled « Crustacés pour Mr.
Risso » (Ms. d no. 9) in which is mentioned « 130.
Inachus thoracicus & nob. », thus indicating that Risso
received a male specimen of this species from P. Roux.

Inachus phalangium (Fabricius, 1775)

Macropus Aracnides Risso, 1816 : 40.
Macropodes arachnides-Risso, 1827 : 27.

Inachus Dorynchus-Hope, 1851 : 9.

Macropus Arachnoides-Hope, 1851 : 10.
Macropodia Aracnides Risso, Ms., description (c).

Risso’s Macropus aracnides has been completely
ignored by subsequent authors. Neither H. Milne Ed-
wards (1834), Heller (1863), nor Carus (1885) even
mention the species. Hope (1851) emended the spelling
of the specific epithet to arachnoides and cited Lamarck
as the authority, but Lamarck has not described nor
even mentioned such a species in his works; Risso
found the name arachnides as a MS name by Lamarck
in the collection of the Paris Museum. In Risso’s manus-
cript there is a description of the species, which is
slightly different from the published accounts:

« M[acropodia]. Arachnide Lam. M[acropodes]. Aracnides
Lam. MJacropodia]. testa subtrigona, inzquali, glabra, postice
spinosa, rostro brevi. v. Lam. col. du Mus. d’hist. naturelle
de Paris.

Monsieur de Lamarck a distingué cette espece de Macrope
que je considerais comme une variété du précédent
[= Macropus parvirosiris}. Son test est presque triangulaire,
un peu bombé sur le devant, un peu- glabre, parsemé de
quelques pointes sur les angles postérieurs. Son front est peu
avancé presque arrondi. Les pinces sont grosses, grandes,
presque lisses, les pattes longues effilées, parsemées de poils.
La femelle porte des ceufs d'un rouge pale en May.

Diment. Long. 0036 larg. 0016. Séjour. Dans les Crypto-
games marines ».

The description given by Risso is quite meagre. The
fact that he considered it a variety only of Inachus
dorsettensis is an important indication. His statement
that the rostrum is « peu avancé, presque arrondie »
would fit well for Imachus phalangium, but not for any
of the other European species of Inachus or Macropodia,
in which the rostrum either ends in one or two sharp
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points and often is very long. The rest of the description
does fit Inachus phalangium rather well, except for the
measurements; carapace length 36 mm, carapace width
16 mm. As these measurements do not fit any spider
crab, they must, at least partly, be erroneous.

All in all it seems most likely that Macropus arachni-
des is a synonym of Inachus phalangium (Fabr.), but
see also under the next species.

Macropodia longirostris (Fabricius, 1775)
Macropus Longirostris-Risso, 1816 : 39.
Macropodes longirostris-Risso, 1827 @ 27.
Macropus Longirostris-Hope, 1851 : 9,
Macropodia Longirostris Risso, Ms., description (c).

Risso’s description of Macropus (or Macropodes)
longirostris is such that it fits practically any Macro-
podia, and it is very likely that more than one species
were confused by him under that name. Also his refe-
rences to previous literature point in that direction. His
manuscript description is very similar to the one pu-
blished in 1816.

In a concept of a letter (Ms. d no. 20) to Polydore
Roux, found among Risso’s manuscript notes, he wrote:
« Vous avez parfaitement raison [struck out and replaced
by: Il y a aucun inconveniant] de rapporter mes Macro-
podes aux Macropus tenuirostris & phalangium de
Leach. Le nom que je lui avais donné étoient ceux de la
collection du Muséum de Paris ». At that time (cf. H.
Milne Edwards, 1834: 279), the name Macropodia pha-
langium (sensu Leach) was used for M. rostrata (Lin-
naeus). As pointed out above, Risso’s (1827) two species
of Macropodes were M. longirostris and M. arachnides.
If Risso’s remark to Roux means that his Macropus
arachnides is identical with Macropodia rostrata, than
the interpretation given above is incorrect, and is also
Risso’s indication that the rostrum is « presque arrondi »
Erroneovus.

For the time being it seems best to accept Risso’s
identification of Macropus (or Macropodes) longiros-
tris with Macropodia longirostris (Fabr.) as correct and
to consider his Macropus arachnides a synonym of
Inachus phalangium (Fabr.).

Risso’s (1816) variety of Macropus Longirostris is
based only on colour.

Achaeus gordonae Forest & Zariquiey Alvarez, 1955
(pl. 6 fig. ¢)
Acheus gerbii Risso, 1844 : 94 (nomen nudum).
Achaeus Gerbe Hope, 1851 : 9 (nomen nudum).

Achaeus Gerbe Monod, 1931 : 123 (nomen nudum).
Achaeus Gerbe Risso, Ms., figure (f).

Among the manuscript notes of Risso’s there is a
figure of Achaeus gordonae with the legend Achaeus
Gerbe. 1t shows the animal in dorsal view with a sepa-
rate figure of the abdomen. The figure is accurate
enough to recognize the specific identity of the animal.
No descriptive notes on the species could be found in
Risso’s papers. The name Acheus gerbii has once been
published by Risso himself, viz., in 1844 as a nomen
nudum. Also Hope, who evidently had access to Risso’s
notes, listed the name Achaeus Gerbe in his list of Ita-
lian Crustacea, while Monod (1931) in his enumeration
of Risso’s manuscripts also mentioned the name. Neither
Risso, nor Hope, nor Monod provided any information
on the species so that in all three cases Achaeus Gerbe
is a nomen nudum.




Crustacea Stomatopoda
Squilla mantis (Linnaeus, 1758)

Squilla Mantis-Risso, 1816 113.
Squilla mantis-Risso, 1827 : 85.
Squilla Mantis-Hope, 1851 : 20.

Risso published good descriptions of the present spe-
cies. He left no manuscript notes on it.

Meiosquilla desmaresti (Risso, 1816)

Squilla Desmaresti Risso, 1816 : 114, pl. 2 fig. 8.
Squilla Desmaresti-Risso, 1827 : 86.

Squilla desmaresti-Risso, 1844 : 96.

Squilla Desmarestii-Hope, 1851 : 21.

Squilla maris Monod, 1931 : 133 (nomen nudum).
Squilla Mars Risso, Ms., description (h).

Meiosquilla desmaresti, better known as Squilla des-
maresti, is a well known species and there has never
been any doubt about its identity. In Risso’s manus-
cript (h), dating from 1811, there is a description of
Squilla Mars, which evidently is based on the present
species:

« Cette belle Squille a Ie corps oblong, d’'un marron clair,
pointillé, et nuancé de jaune. Le corselet est convexe, silloné,
sans épines. La téte est petite; les yeux pediculées, marbrés
de gris, prunelle noire. Les pitces latérales sont linéaires,
ciliées de rose. Les antennes extérieures sont longues,
soyeuses, les premiers articles courts. Les extérieures [should
be intérieures] ont trois filets, placés sur un long pédicule
quadriarticulé. Les palpes sont comprimés, inégaux, ter-
minés par un crochet aigu. Les pinces longues & six arti-
culations inégales, comprimées, la derniére armée de cing
pointes subtiles en forme de peigne. Les pattes sont courtes,
jaunitres, poileuses a leur sommet. L’abdomen est convexe,
arrondi, composé de dix segmens lisses et uni au milieu,
ornés sur leurs bords latéraux de trois lignes rélévées longi-
tudinales formant deux sillons de chaque coté. Les écailles
caudales sont composées de trois piéces, les extérieures liné-
aires, et aiguillonées. Les intermédiaires solides & deux
piquants presque égaux et les autres ciliées de rose. Plaque
du milieu terminée en pointe sans aucune tache, armée sur
ses bords de six grosses épines. Cette espéce parvient &
90 millimétres de longueur sur vingt de largeur. La femelle
a les appendices plus larges ».

So far as I know the epithet mars has never been
used in print for a stomatopod; only Monod (1931)
used it in the spelling maris. It seems probable that the
species was originally intended by Risso to be dedicated
to his friend the lawyer Mars (see under Peneus Mars,
Risso, 1816: 96).

Platysquilla eusebia (Risso, 1816)
Squilla Eusebia Risso, 1816 : 115.
Squilla eusebia-Risso, 1827 : 87, pl. 4 fig. 15.
Squilla eusebia-Risso, 1844 : 96.
Squilla Eusebia-Hope, 1851 : 21.
Squilla Eusebia Risso, Ms., listed (d no. 6).

As with the two other Stomatopods, there are no pro-
blems with the present species, which has been correctly
recognized and accepted by all subsequent authors. In
Risso’s manuscript notes the name Squilla eusebia is
only found in the MS of the explanation of the plates
of Risso’s 1827 paper.

4. NEW GENERA PROPOSED BY RISSO
(PUBLISHED AND UNPUBLISHED)

Risso introduced 18 new generic names in his papers,
17 of these have been published, one was found only

.in his manuscripts. Of all these names only a single

one, Lysmata, is accepted by modern authors, the others
are either nomina nuda, junior homonyms or junior
synonyms, or they are suppressed under the plenary
powers of the International Commission on Zoological
Nomenclature.

The 18 names are dealt with here under the valid
name of the genus to which they belong.

Aristeus Duvernoy, 1840

Peratus Risso, Ms. This name, which has never been
published by Risso, was intended by him for a group
of three species: Penaeus antennatus Risso, 1816, Si-
cyonia duvernoyi Risso, Ms., and Sicyonia genyani
Risso, Ms. The former two are synonyms of Aristeus
antennatus (Risso, 1816), the third is Funchalia wood-
wardi Johnson, 1868. Risso’s supposed new genus is
discussed on p. 42 above. Peratus Mulsant & Verreaux,
1877, for a genus of birds, is not invalidated by Risso’s
manuscript name.

Gnathophyllum Latreille, 1819

Drimo Risso, 1827: 70. Type species, by monotypy:
Alpheus elegans Risso, 1816. A junior objective syno-
nym of Gnathophyllum Latreille, 1819. See p. 49 abo-
ve. The names Grimo Risso, Ms., and Doto Risso, Ms.,
both are lapsus for Drimo.

Alpheus Fabricius, 1798

Autonomaea Risso, 1816: 166. Type species, by mo-
notypy: Auronomaea olivii Risso, 1816 (= Cancer
glaber Olivi, 1792). A junior subjective synonym of
Alpheus Fabricius, 1798.

Nauplius Risso, 1844: 95. Type species, by present
selection: Nika variegata Risso, 1816 (= Alpheus den-
tipes Guérin, 1832). A junior subjective synonym of
Alpheus Fabricius, 1798, and a junior homonym of
Nauplius O.F. Miiller, 1776.

Ligur Sarato, 1885

Lybia Risso, 1844: 95. Type species, by monotypy:
Palemon ensiferus Risso, 1816. A junior homonym of
Lybia H. Milne Edwards, 1834 (Brachyura).

Lysmata Risso, 1816

Melicerta Risso, 1816: 109. Type species, selected by
H. Milne Edwards, 1841, in: Cuvier, Régne Animal
(ed. 3, discip. ed.) 18(15): pl. 54 fig. 3 (for Lysmata):
Melicerta seticaudata Risso, 1816. A junior homonym
of Melicerta Schrank, 1803 (Vermes).

Lysmata Risso, 1816: 175. A replacement name for
the invalid Melicerta Risso, 1816.

Processa Leach, 1815

Thalassalpes (Risso, Ms) Bosc, 1813: 233. Type
species, selected by Holthuis, 1954, Bull. zool. Nomencl.,
9: 335: Nika edulis Risso, 1816. A name suppressed
under the plenary powers of the International Commis-
sion on Zoological Nomenclature in Opinion 434
(ICZN, 1956: 405).

The name Thalassalpes was used by Risso for the
present genus in the original manuscript of his « His-




toire naturelle des Crustacés des environs de Nice »
which he had submitted in 1812 to the Imstitut de
France in Paris. A reference report on this manuscript

was made to the Imstitut by L.A.G. Bosc. This report

was published (Bosc, 1813) and in it several of Risso’s
generic names were mentioned with enough characters
to make them available names. One of these names is
Thalassalpes, of which no species were mentioned, but
which, judging by Bosc’s remarks, cannot be anything
but the genus that Risso (1816) later named Nika.
Therefore Holthuis (1954 b: 335) selected Nika edulis
Risso to be the type species of Thalassalpes. Thalassalpes
has been entirely overlooked or ignored by contemporary
and subsequent authors (including Risso himself), and
although it is the oldest available name for the genus,
its reintroduction to replace the generic name Processa
Leach, 1814, would cause a great confusion in nomen-
clature. For this reason the International Commission
on Zoological Nomenclature decided to suppress this
name, at the same time as it did the generic name Ger-
bios Bosc (see below).

Nika Risso, 1816: 84. Type species, selected by H.
Milne Edwards, 1840, in Cuvier, Régne Animal, (ed. 3,
discip. ed.) 18(14): pl. 52 fig. 1: Nika edulis Risso,
1816. A junior subjective synonym of Processa Leach,
1815. The generic name Nika Risso, although accepted
by most authors in the previous century, had to give
way to its older synonym Processa Leach, which is now
in general use for the genus.

Parapandalus Borradaile, 1899

Nisea Risso, 1844: 95 (nomen nudum). Type species,
by monotypy: Nisea formosa Risso, 1844: 95 (nomen
nudum; = Parapandalus narval (Fabr.)). Both the ge-
neric name Nisea and the specific name Nisea formosa
are nomina nuda and thus unavailable. Nisea de Serres,
1840, for a genus of Mollusca is not invalidated by
Nisea Risso.

Pontocaris Bate, 1888

Egeon (Risso Ms) Bosc, 1813 : 233, Type species, by
monotypy: Cancer cataphractus Olivi, 1792. A junior
homonym of Egeon Montfort, 1808 (Protozoa).

The name Egeon as used by Risso in 1816 actually is
not a new name but just a later usage of Egeon Bosc,
1813.

Upogebia Leach, 1814

Gerbios (Risso Ms) Bosc, 1813 : 233. Type species,
by selection by Holthuis, 1954, Bull. zool. Nomencl.,
9: 335:. Thalassina littoralis Risso, 1816. The generic
name Gerbios, being overlooked by practically all carci-
nologists, formed a threat to the generally accepted
name Upogebia Leach, 1814, of which it is a senior
subjective synonym. Therefore it was suppressed under
the plenary powers of the International Commission on
Zoological Nomenclature, in its Opinion 434 (ICZN,
1956: 405).

Callianassa Leach, 1814

Gebios Risso, 1822 : 243. Type species, by monotypy :

Gebios davianus Risso, 1822: 243 (= Callianassa tyrr-
. hena (Petagna, 1796)). A junior subjective synonym of
| Callianassa Leach, 1814.
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Scyllarus Fabricius, 1775

Chrysoma Risso, 1827: 88. Type species, by mono-
typy: Chrysoma mediterranea Risso, 1827: 88 (= Scyl-
larus arctus (L.)). A junior subjective synonym of
Scyllarus Fabricius, 1775; based on a larval stage.

Galathea Fabricius, 1793

Melia (Risso Ms) Bosc, 1813 : 233. Type species,
selected by Holthuis, 1954, Bull. zool. Nomencl., 9: 33:
Cancer strigosus Linnaeus, 1761. An objective junior
synonym of Galathea Fabricius, 1793.

Calypso Risso, 1816 : 74. Type species, by monotypy :
Calypso periculosa Risso, 1816 : 74 (= Galathea strigosa
(L.)). A subjective junior synonym of Galathea Fabri-
cius, 1793. See above, p. 60.

Janira Risso, 1816: 175. Replacement name for
Calypso Risso, 1816. Junior subjective synonym of
Galathea Fabricius, 1793, and junior homonym of Jani-
ra Leach, 1814 (Isopoda). See above, p. 60.

Potamon Savigny, 1816

Potamobius (Leach Ms) Risso, 1827 : 14. Type spe-
cies, by monotypy: Cancer fluviatilis Herbst, 1785. A
junior objective synonym of Poramon Savigny, 1816,
and a junior homonym of Potamobius (Leach Ms) Sa-
mouelle, 1819 (Decapoda, Astacidae). See above, p. 69.

5. — LIST OF RISSO’S MANUSCRIPTS DEALING
WITH DECAPOD AND STOMATOPOD
CRUSTACEA

In the following list the eight manuscripts of Risso
which contain information on Decapod and Stomatopod
Crustacea are enumerated; they are indicated with the
letters a to h, and under these letters (as Ms. a, Ms. b,
etc.) they are referred to in the text of the present paper.
All these manuscripts are rather extensively dealt with
in Monod’s (1931) paper. As Monod treated all of
Risso’s available manuscripts, his numbering of them
of necessity had to be rather elaborate and is too cum-
bersome to be used in the present paper: our Ms. a to
Ms. ¢ are the manuscripts indicated by Monod as III E
1ato III E 1 e respectively; our Ms. f is Monod’s IIT E
2; our Ms. g is his I c; and our Ms. h is his IX 4.

a. A notebook (190 X 280 mm) of 10 pages, entit-
led « Enumeratio Crustaceorum in mari Nicaea obser-
vata ab A.R.», dating from after 1827, as the four
Decapoda treated in it (Cancer wagneri, Xantho sculp-
tus, Calappa webbiana and Hippolyte carneus) are not
mentioned in Risso’s 1827 paper. See Monod, 1931:
122, no. T E 1 a.

b. A notebook (125 X 175 mm) of 39 pages, entitled
« Famille des Salicoques » dating from after 1827, and
probably after 1840, containing descriptions of several
species of shrimps. It is evidently unfinished as some
pages carry only the name of a genus or species at the
top, the rest of these pages being blank. Monod, 1931:
122, no. IITE 1 b.
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c. A notebook (230 X 340 mm) of 36 pages, entitled
« Histoire naturelle des Crustacds des environs de
Nice », being an incomplete manuscript of Risso’s (1816)
publication. The descriptions are practically the same as
those published in 1816, some, through additions and
deletions, are made more similar to those of Risso’s
1827 paper. Monod, 1931: 122, no. IIT E 1 c.

d. A bundle of 42 miscellaneous pieces of various
sizes (scribbles, drafts of letters, diagnoses, descriptions,
lists, sketches, etc.), numbered by Dr. Monod as « piéce
1», «piéce 2 » etc. In the present paper these pieces
are indicated as Ms. d no. 1, Ms. d no. 2, etc. Monod,
1931: 122, no. IIT E 1 d.

e. Three pieces (6 pages in all) containing five at-
tempts to list in various tabular forms the Natantia of
the Nice area, indicating ordo (or legio), sectio, divisio,
genus and species. In some of these tables characters of
the divisions are indicated. These five lists are entitled
« Familia Crustacea Salicoqui in mari Nicaeensi obser-
vavit ab A.R. », « [Nova] Distributio Crustaceorum Sa-
licoqui in mari Nicaense observavit ab A.R. », or « Nou-
velle distribution des genres & espéces de Crustacés
Salicoques observés dans la Mer de Nice par A. Risso ».
These lists evidently date from after 1827 as they con-
tain species and genus names not included in Risso’s
(1827) book. Monod, 1931: 122, no. IIT E 1 e.

f. A hard cover notebook (200 X 250 mm) with 7
groups of coloured figures of Crustacea, the first five
dealing with Decapoda: (1) Penaeidae (7 pls.), Steno-
podidae (1 pl.) and Sergestidae (1 pl.); (2) Oplophoridae
(2 pls.), and Pandalidae (4 pls.); (3) Palaemonidae (3
pls.), Hippolytidae (4 pls.), miscellaneous Caridea (2
pls.); (4) Nephropidae (1 pl.), Axiidae (1 pl.), Paguridas
(2 pl); (5) Brachyura (12 pls.). In the sixth cahier,
dealing with Isopoda and Copepoda, a figure of Callia-
nassa tyrrhena is entered by accident. Monod, 1931:
123, no. III E 2. Monod listed by name all the species
shown on the illustrations. Many of these watercolours
seem to have been painted by Philippe Gény, cer-
tainly those numbered by Monod (1931: 123) as no.
5, 12, 14, 15, and 16, and most likely also those num-
bered 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 16-18, 20-22, 24 and 25.

g. A notebook (135 X 260 mm) of 60 pages entitled
« Poissons, Crustacés, Radiaires & Vers observés depuis
la publication de l'histoire naturelle des principales pro-
ductions de I'Europe méridionale. Par A.R. 1840 ».
In this manuscript the Crustacea occupy pp. 31-43; the
five species of Decapoda are Cancer wagneri (p. 31),
Xantho sculptus (p. 32), Calappa webbiana (p. 33),
Hippolytes incarnatus (p. 34), and Peneus genyanus (p.
34 bis). Of each species a neatly written full description
is provided. Monod, 1931: 106-107, no. Ic.

h. A notebook (250 X 200 mm) of 54 pages, entitled :
« Premier mémoire zoologique sur différentes espéces
d’étres organisés, observés dans les environs de Nice.
Par A. Risso, Membre associé de plusieurs Sociétés
Savantes. 1811 ». This was intended as a precursor to
Risso’s 1816 publication, as shown by Risso’s remark
on p. 30 of this manuscript: « Dans Phistoire naturelle
des Crustacés de nos mers que je me propose de pu-
blier... ». Crustacea are dealt with on pp. 29 to 44 (ths
Isopoda, pp. 38-44, are ranged under Insecta; only the
Decapoda and Stomatopoda are here indicated as Crus-
tacea and occupy pp. 29 to 37). Full and neatly written
descriptions are provided of each species: Portunus lon-
gipedes (p. 30), Dorippe triaculeatus (p. 31), Macropus
parvirostris (p. 32), Palemon vedianti and P. oratelli
(both on p. 33), P. sogiontii (p. 34), Squilla mars (p. 35),
Peneus antennatus (p. 36), Monod, 1931: 133, no. 4.
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PL 1.

Figures in Risso’s manuscripts

Fig. a, Sergestes arcticus Krgyer; b, Aristeus antennatus (Risso), as Sicyonia duvernoi; c, Penaceu
as Penaes cristatus.

s kerathurus (Forskél),
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PlL 6

Figures in Risso’s manuscripts

Fig. a, Geryon longipes A. Milne Edwards, as Cancer wagneri; b, Zosimus aeneus (L.), as Xantho sculptus; c, Achaeus
gordonae Forest & Zariquiey, as Achaeus gerbe.
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PL. 7
Figures in Risso's manuscripts
Funchalia woodwardi Johnson, as Sicyonia genvara: b, Plesionika’ edwardsii: (Brandt), as: Pandalus: guerini; - c, Para-
Fig. & pandalus narval (Fabrici a. isea formosa; d; Ligur ensiferus (Risso), as Cryptophalmus ruber.






