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INTRODUCTION 

The heterogeneous assemblage of species that makes up the unwieldy family 
Xanthidae MacLeay, 1838, has proved to be taxonomically problematic at all 
levels. Indeed, the easiest way to establish the identity of many xanthids is first 
to determine the species and then to search the literature for their currently ac­
cepted generic placement. This difficulty is the result of two factors: (1) the ex­
treme morphological similarity of so many xanthid species and (2) the lack of 
established criteria upon which generic distinctions are based. Although 
nothing can be done about the former, the latter has been the subject of several 
carcinological studies. Major works containing keys to or descriptions of xan­
thid genera include Alcock (1895), Guinot (1967a, b; 1978), Manning & 
Holthuis (1981), A. Milne Edwards (1880), Monod (1956), and Rathbun 
(1930). 

Most of the characters employed in generic distinction are based on carapace 
and/or cheliped morphology and are distressingly vague. Carapace mor­
phology often can be explained as adaptation to habitat and probably should 
not be considered a conservative character. Cryptic xanthids such as 
Eurypanopeus depressus (Smith) have flattened carapaces, which allow movement 
among oyster clumps; burrowing xanthids such as Eurytium limosum (Say) have 
rounded, smooth carapaces with reduced or rounded anterolateral teeth. Yet 
these two species are closely related by both zoeal and pleopodal characters. 
Similarly, cheliped armature, including form of the fingers, may reflect adap­
tation to different foods and not phylogenetic distance. 

Guinot's approach dealt with several characters including placement of the 
male genital openings, structure of the male first pleopod, and characters of the 
sternal plastron, endophragmal system, and "bouton-pression" apparatus. 
The resulting classification given by Guinot (1978) is a superfamily, Xan-
thoidea, containing 8 families (Panopeidae, Pilumnidae, Menippidae, Xan­
thidae, Carpiliidae, Platyxanthidae, Trapeziidae, and Geryonidae). Because 
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first pleopod armature is unlikely to reflect adaptation to habitat, we agree with 
Guinot (1967a, b) in placing emphasis on the male first pleopod (hereafter 
referred to simply as pleopod) as a generic character in the Xanthidae (sensu 
lato). Unfortunately, this approach necessitates major changes in the currently 
accepted taxonomy of adults (see Historical Summary). Before accepting such 
an ambitious revision, we feel it is necessary to examine closely the characters 
upon which Guinot's Panopeidae is based. In this paper, we examine male 
pleopod morphology in the family Panopeidae sensu Guinot (1978) and in 
possibly related genera that Guinot excluded from the assemblage and com­
ment on the generic placement of those species in which the pleopod is known. 
In addition, we remove two species from the genus Neopampe and place them in 
a new genus on the basis of pleopod morphology. 

HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

Systematically, the genus Panopeus H . Milne Edwards has a long-standing 
reputation as a problem group. The type-species selected by Desmarest (1852) 
is actually a member of the genus Sphaenzius Stimpson; Panopeus herbstii H. 
Milne Edwards became the type-species only after Holthuis (1979) recognized 
the errors of several earlier workers (see Manning & Holthuis, 1981). Erected 
by H. Milne Edwards (1834) to accommodate one new species, P. herbstii, and 
one new combination, P. limosus [originally Cancer limosa Say, now Eurytium 
limosum (Say)], the genus contained some 38 species by the time it was re­
viewed by Benedict & Rathbun (1891), but only 24 of those species were 
available for examination by them at that time. Benedict & Rathbun did not ac­
cept either the genus Eurypanopeus A. Milne Edwards, 1880, or Eurytium Stimp­
son, 1859, treating species earlier consigned to those genera as true Panopeus. 
Shortly thereafter, the species treated therein as Panopeus were reassigned to a 
variety of genera, and by the time of Rathbun's (1930) monograph the 
American species of the group had been placed in the following genera: 
Eurypanopeus A. Milne Edwards (8 species, 1 subspecies); Hexapanopeus 
Rathbun, 1898 (9 species); Rithropanopeus Rathbun, 1898 (1 species); Eurytium 
Stimpson (3 species); Neopanope A. Milne Edwards, 1880 (2 species, 1 
subspecies); Panopeus H. Milne Edwards, 1834 (11 species, 6 forms). Many of 
these species have subsequently been referred to an assortment of genera, as 
various workers have attempted to reorder the assemblage (e.g., Menzies, 
1948; Guinot, 1967a; Manning & Holthuis, 1981). 

Guinot (1978) stated that the genus Panopeus and its allies "constituent une 
famille distinct, les Panopeidea," and thus elevated the subfamily Panopeinae 
Ortmann, 1893. Guinot's Panopeidae is a larger, more inclusive grouping 
than Ortmann's subfamily and consists of the following genera from the sub­
family Xanthinae of Balss (1957): Eurypanopeus A. Milne Edwards, 1880, Hex­
apanopeus Rathbun, 1898, Lophopanopeus Rathbun, 1898, Metopocarcinus Stimp-


