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AbstractiCamel spiders (ArachnidaiSolifugae) are one of the arachnid groups characterised by a prosomal dorsal

shield composed of three distinct elements:the pro-, meso- and metapeltidium.These are associated respectively

with prosomal appendages one to four, five, and six. What is less well known, although noted in the historical

literature, is that the coxae of the 4^*^ and 5^^ prosomal segments (i.e. walking legs 2 and 3) of camel spiders are

also separated ventrally by a distinct membranous region, which is absent between the coxae of the other legs.

We suggest that this essentially ventral division of the prosoma specifically between coxae 2 and 3 is homolo-

gous with the so-called sejugal furrow (the sejugal interval sensu van der Hammen). This division constitutes a

fundamental part of the body plan in acariform mites (Arachnida:Acariformes).lf homologous, this sejugal furrow

could represent a further potential synapomorphy for (Solifugae -h Acariformes); a relationship with increasing

morphological and molecular support. Alternatively, outgroup comparison with sea spiders (Pycnogonida) and

certain early Palaeozoic fossils could imply that the sejugal furrow defines an older tagma, derived from a more

basal grade of organisation. In this scenario the (still) divided prosoma of acariform mites and camel spiders would

be plesiomorphic.This interpretation challenges the textbook arachnid character of a peltidium (or 'carapace')

covering an undivided prosoma.
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Camel spiders (Arachnida, Solifugae) are a fascinating

group ofarachnids which, as their name implies, pre-

dominantly occur in arid habitats. These fast-moving

and voracious predators are also sometimes referred

to as wind scorpions or sun spiders. Over a thousand

living species are known (HARVEY 2003) and they

occur in suitable environments in all subtropical to

tropical zones, with the curious exception ofAustralia.

For a summary of their biology see PUNZO (1998).

Camel spiders are morphologically and phyloge-

netically of interest in that they differ in certain key

aspects from the typical arachnid groundplan. The
best example of this is that the prosoma is not cov-

ered by a single dorsal shield. This structure is widely

referred to in the arachnid taxonomic literature as the

carapace. Strictly speaking - from the perspective

of comparative arthropod morphology - the term

‘carapace’ should be restricted to crustaceans and the

arachnid structure is better referred to as a prosomal

dorsal shield, or (sensu BÖRNER 1904) a peltidium.
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In camel spiders, schizomids (Schizomida) and pal-

pigrades (Palpigradi) the peltidium is not a single

plate, but is divided into a series of discrete dorsal

sclerites. These are conventionally referred to as the

pro-, meso- and metapeltidium. In fact the camel

spider propeltidium seems to be even more complex

and composed ofmultiple elements (KÄSTNER 1932,

ROEWER 1932).

Authors such as BERNARD (1896, 1897) and

Kästner (1932) interpreted this basic tagmosis pat-

tern in camel spiders as plesiomorphic, presumably

reflecting a grade of organisation which predates the

traditional arachnid prosoma. Other workers explicitly

treated a ‘divided carapace’ as a derived character state

(WEYGOLDT &PAULUS 1979, SHULTZ 1990, 2007).

Irrespective ofpolarity, the camel spider condition has

interesting parallels with certain mites (Acari), which

also express a dorsal sclerite again associated with the

chelicerae, pedipalps and the first two pairs ofwalk-

ing legs (COINEAU 1974, EVANS 1992, ALBERTI &
Coons 1999, WeigMANN 2001). This whole body

region down to the second pair oflegs has been termed

the proterosoma and the dorsal sclerite covering it

is usually called the prodorsum (e.g. WEIGMANN
2001). The name ‘aspidosoma’ can also be found in

the literature but, as discussed by WEIGMANN, this

term should refer to tergites explicitly associated with

the gnathosoma, and there is no evidence that these

structures have overgrown the rest ofthe proterosoma

as per the evolutionary scenarios proposed by authors
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such as Grandjean (1969), Coineau (1974) and

VAN DER Hammen (1989). In general, issues remain

among mites with respect to questions of segmental

homology and the use of a standard terminology.

These observations also reflect two recurrent prob-

lems in arachnid comparative morphology (see e.g.

Dunlop 2000). The first is the use of divergent ter-

minologies for essentially the same structures in mites

and non-mite taxa. The second is the use of the same

term, e.g. carapace’, for non-homologous structures

across different arthropod groups. Such discrepancies

in nomenclature can mask potential synapomorphies.

Here, we draw attention to an older - albeit largely

overlooked - observation that camel spiders not only

have an obvious dorsal division of the prosoma, but

also express a distinct ventral division (Fig. 1), specifi-

cally between the coxae of the second and third pair

ofwalking legs (BERNARD 1896, ROEWER 1932, VAN

DER Hammen 1989).We believe this character to be

ofsome significance and potentially homologous with

the so-called sejugal furrow, which also runs between

legs two and three in certain lineages of mites (Figs

2-4).

Several studies either proposed that mites should

be split into two distinct clades (e.g. VAN DER HAM-
MEN 1989, Alberti 2006) or did not recovered

these two lineages as sister taxa in their cladograms

(DABERT et al. 2010, PEPATO et al. 2010, REGIER et

al. 2010). These groups are here termed Acariformes

and Parasitiformes (= Actinotrichida and Anactinot-

richida) and these publications imply that Acari, in its

traditional sense, may not be monophyletic. The seju-

gal furrow is widely cited as a fundamental part ofthe

body plan in numerous acariform lineages only (e.g.

Coineau 1974, Alberti &Coons 1999, Alberti

2006, Dunlop & Alberti 2008). We argue here

that it is present in camel spiders too, and should be

scored as such in future cladistic analyses. The sejugal

furrow may therefore contribute towards a larger set of

morphological and molecular data (AlBERTI & PE-

RETTI 2002, DABERT et al. 2010, PepATO et al. 2010,

and references therein) explicitly supporting a novel

(Solifugae + Acariformes) clade. However, as noted

by Bernard and Kästner above (see also Discussion),

an alternative interpretation would be that the body

region defined by the propeltidium/sejugal furrow

is part of an older arthropod groundplan. If so, this

would raise questions about the original pattern of

anterior tagmosis among arachnids: namely did the

first arachnids have a prosoma or a proterosoma?

Historically, KiTTARY (1848) differentiated the camel

spider prosoma into a ‘head’ (the propeltidium) and

‘thorax’ (meso- and metapeltidium) and observed

paired spiracles opening ventrally on a membrane

between them.The comprehensive study ofBERNARD

(1896, p. 308) stated that “The Galeodidae show the

primitive metamerism of the body more markedly

than any other Arachnid“. He added (p. 308) “The

Galeodidae can bend the body not only between the

6th and 7th segments (at the waist), but also between

the 4th and 5th”. While Bernard did not explicitly

describe the ventral membrane between segments

4 and 5, its presence can be easily inferred from his

illustrations (pi. 27, fig. 15, pi. 29, fig. 6). RoeWER

Fig.1 : Camel spider {SoWfugae: Galeodes sp.) in ventral view.

Prosomal region artificially bent slightly backwards to

tease out a natural, membranous division (arrowed)

between the second and third leg coxae. Abbreviations:

ch = chelicerae, mb = membrane (interpreted here as

homologous with the sejugal furrow), op = opisthosoma,

leg coxae numbered from 1-4.
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(1932: 43, fig. 33) explicitly stated for the coxae that

“Only these of the 2nd and 3rd walking legs are di-

vided by a wide, soft membrane.” [our translation].

KÄSTNER (1932) did not explicitly mention a ventral

division, but seems to have been more concerned

with the composition of the dorsal prosoma. He did,

however, mention structures (also noted by BERNARD

1896) which partly divide the body internally and

further help to define and offset this anterior body

region. KÄSTNER (1952: fig. 9) seemed to indicate

this ventral membrane in a lateral view of a late-stage

camel spider embryo. He labelled

the region between coxae two and

three ‘G’, but did not define this in

the figure legend. It may refer to

“Gelenkhaut” [= membrane]. Most

recently, VAN DER HAMMEN (1986,

1989: 249), formally stated that

for camel spiders “The coxisternal

regions of legs II and III (epimera 2

and 3) are transversely separated by

the sejugal interval (an intersegmen-

tal area of soft skin, which allows

of prosomatic articulation).” Here,

we confirm these observations and

further discuss their potential phy-

logenetic significance.

Material and Methods

Camel spider gross morphology was

examined under a dissecting micro-

scope. Specimens were carefully

bent backwards and/or manipulated

with tweezers to investigate where

the basic division(s) in the ventral

body surface lay. To determine

whether the resulting observations

were typical for the whole order,

representatives of nine of the twelve

currently recognised families (cf.

Harvey 2003) were examined based

on alcohol-preserved specimens in

the Museum für Naturkunde, Ber-

lin. Specimens of Melanoblossidae,

Mummuciidae and Eremobatidae

were not available, but all other

families revealed a consistent mor-

phology which we thus presume

to be the groundplan character for

Solifugae. The ventral prosomal

anatomy is easier to resolve in larger

specimens, six of which are illustrated here (Figs.

5—10). Specimens were photographed using a Canon
Eos digital camera with either a xl or a x3 macro lens.

The resulting images were cleaned and assembled in

Adobe Photoshop. Comparative scanning electron

micrographs (Figs. 2-4) of representative acariform

mites were produced by GA.

Results

In ventral view, the prosoma of camel spiders from a

range ofdifferent families (Figs 5-10) presents a fairly

Figs. 2-4: Comparative scanning electron micrographs of selected acariform

mites. Note again the principal division between the second and third pair

of leg coxae (arrowed); specifically formed here by the so-called sejugal fur-

row. 2 - Neonanorchestes ammolitoreus McDaniel & Bolen, 1 981 (Endeostigmata:

Nanorchestidae). 3 - Micropsammus littoralis Theron & Coineau, 1 983 (Endeosti-

gata: Micropsammidae).4 - Epilohmannia cylindrica (Berlese, 1905) (Oribatida:

Epilohmannidae). Not to scale.
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compact series of pedipalp and limb coxae. There is

no plate-like sternum between the leg coxae, as in

spiders (Araneae) for example, nor is there a series of

ventral sclerites between the coxae as per Palpigradi.

Furthermore, there is no superficial evidence of a

‘break’ between the successive coxal pairs. In fact the

dividing line elaborated here is best revealed by simply

taking a specimen and gently bending the prosoma

backwards or sideways. The ventral surface naturally

opens up between the second and third pair of leg

coxae (Fig. 1); precisely because they are separated by

a pale, flexible membrane; superficially similar to the

pedicel (or petiolus) of a spider. In gross morphology

this membrane is similar in form to an arthrodial

membrane between adjacent limb articles and does

not reveal any embedded sclerites. It forms a distinct

narrowing, with a maximum width about a third ofthe

width ofthe adjacent coxal pairs, and can be followed

as a dividing line up the lateral sides of the animal -

where it merges smoothly into the dorsal membrane

dividing the propeltidium from the mesopeltidium.

Significantly, physical manipulation of the prosoma

reveals that none ofthe other coxal pairs can be teased

apart in this way to the same extent. In other words,

the coxae ofthe pedipalps, plus legs 1 and 2, essentially

form an anterior functional unit. The coxae of legs

3 and 4 form a corresponding posterior functional

unit. We interpret this as clear ventral evidence of

tagmosis; whereby the soft, membranous suture (Fig.

1: mb) defines an anterior body region bearing the

chelicerae, pedipalps and first two pairs of walking

legs: the same body region that is dorsally associated

with the propeltidium.

Discussion

Here we confirm and illustrate previous observations

about the flexibility of the camel spider body be-

tween the second and third pair ofwalking legs. The

body region defined dorsally by the propeltidium in

Solifugae is also delimited ventrally by a membranous

region (Fig. 1), which essentially continues laterally

and forms a flexible ring around the animal more or

less in the middle of its prosoma. This membrane is,

incidentally, also the place where a pair of spiracles

opens on the lateral sides ofthe body. In searching for

comparable tagmosis features among other arachnids

the most obvious candidate is the sejugal furrow of

acariform mites; a character which we reiterate does

not occur in the parasitiform lineage. Precise defini-

tions of this character in the literature vary slightly,

but to quote some recent authors the sejugal (or

dorsosejugal) furrow:

1) is “Pertaining to the furrow or interval separating, in

Actinotrichida, propodosoma and metapodosoma.”

(VAN DER Hammen 1980: 140),

2) is “a transverse furrow running between legs II and

III and separating them. This furrow [...] extends

dorsally and thus divides the body into an anterior

part, the proterosoma and a posterior part the hys-

terosoma.” (AlberTI 2006: 327),

3) is a “circumferential zone of body flexibility that

passes between the coxae of legs 2 and 3” (SHULTZ

2007: character 7).

We argue here that on all these criteria a sejugal fur-

row can reasonably be scored as present for Solifugae

too. Van der Hammen (1989: 249) came closest to

this by recognising (and naming) a ‘sejugal interval’

in camel spiders, but idiosyncrasies in his work have

limited the impact of his views. First, he frequently

referred to the coxae as ‘epimera’, as part of a novel

hypothesis about coxal origins and evolution. The use

ofthe term epimera - and his general habit ofdescrib-

ing all arachnids using mite terminology - tended

to marginalise his work. Second, van der Hammen
rejected cladistics, and his (sometimes detailed and

accurate) observations have been largely overlooked

by later authors scoring characters for phylogenetic

analyses.

Poecilophysidea

The presence ofwhat we interpret as a sejugal furrow

in camel spiders further emphasises their morpho-

logical similarity to certain mites (Figs. 2-5) (see also

Dunlop 1999, 2000). Specifically, the sejugal furrow

is another potential synapomorphy for a relationship

of the form (Solifugae + Acariformes). Most authors

have recovered camel spiders as the sister group of

pseudoscorpiones (WEYGOLDT &c PAULUS 1979,

VAN DER Hammen 1989, Shultz 1990, 2007). Basal

(i.e. chthoniid) pseudoscorpions do indeed resemble

camel spiders quite closely and this traditional Hap-

locnemata clade (BÖRNER 1904) is supported by a

range ofcharacters such as legs with a very short femur

and a correspondingly long patella, two-segmented

and chelate chelicerae, and tracheal spiracles opening

on the and 4^^ opisthosomal segments.

Nevertheless, there is also evidence linking

mites and camel spiders; a hypothesis with histori-

cal precedent (BANKS 1915). Mites, solifuges (and

also pseudoscorpions) have a mouth on a projecting

‘beak’, or rostrum in some terminologies, and also
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Galeodidae Solipugidae Daesidae

Rhagodidae Hexisopodidae Ammotrechidae

Figs. 5-10: Ventral prosomal region in six of the twelve currently recognised camel spider families. Note again in all

cases the principal division between the second and third pair of coxae (arrowed); in larger specimens a pedicel-like

membranous region here is clearly evident. 5 - Galeodes armeniacus Birula, 1929 (Galeodidae: ZMB ] 797 2). 6 - Zeria keyser-

lingi (Pocock, 1895) (Solpugidae:ZMB 15646). 7 - Biton {Biton) kolbei (Purcell, 1899) (Daesiidae:ZMB 1551 7). 8 - Rhagodoca

termes (Karsch, 1885) (Rhagodidae: ZMB 15642). 9 - Chelypus barberi Purcell, 1902 (Hexisopodidae: ZMB 48436). 10 - Pseudo-

deobis andinus (Pocock, 1 899) (Ammotrechidae: ZMB 1 5634). Not to scale.

have chelicerae in which the movable digit articulates

ventrally relative to the fixed digit (BERNARD 1896,

Dunlop 2000). Two characters of the reproductive

system have been elucidated exclusively for Solifu-

gae and Acariformes (cf AlberTI 1980a, b, 2000,

Alberti & Peretti 2002, Klann et ah 2009):

namely simple, aflagellate sperm and a large glandular

area of the testis producing secretions. The present

tagmosis character of a propeltidium/proterosoma/

propodosoma/aspidosoma/sejugal furrow can now
potentially be added to this list; although we should

caution against the risk of character duplication. For
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example SHULTZ (2007) scored the ‘divided carapace’

and the sejugal furrow as two separate characters.

However, but it may be better to treat them as parts

of a single character complex relating to tagmosis.

In addition to this morphological data, recent

molecular (DABERT et al. 2010) and combined (Pe-

PATO et al. 2010) studies have also picked up a strong

molecular signal for (Solifugae + Acariformes). It will

be interesting to see whether further investigations of

this nature continue to support these results. Pepato

et al. (2010) even went so far as to recognise a clade

Poecilophysidea for camel spiders and acariform mites

- and a clade Cephalosomata for poecilophysids plus

palpigrades. The latter group potentially share the

character of a ‘cephalosoma; a discrete anterior body

region (see above) covered by the propeltidium and

bearing the first four pairs of appendages.

In this context, we should briefly consider whether

a sejugal furrow/interval occurs in the other arachnids

with a divided peltidium. VAN DER HAMMEN’s
(1989) account of palpigrade morphology does not

explicitly mention such a furrow between leg coxae 2

and 3, and this character is probably hard to test here

since the highly flexible body of these animals is only

weakly sclerotised. In palpigrades the coxae of the

pedipalps and first walking limbs are associated with a

sclerite, and each ofthe successive pairs oflimb coxae

are associated with a corresponding separate plate (see

e.g. Börner 1904: %. 4). Or to quote ROWLAND &c

SiSSOM (1980: 76), “Following the deutotritosternum

and lying between the second, third, and fourth pair

of walking legs are the tetrasternum, pentasternum,

and metasternum, respectively.” Thus in palpigrades

leg coxae 2, 3 and 4 are all to a certain extent ‘free’.

For schizomids, there is again no mention of a specific

furrow between legs 2 and 3 in VAN DER HAMMEN
(1989). The classic and detailed study of BÖRNER
(1904: fig. 2) is likewise circumspect about a specific

zone of flexibility here.

A cephalosoma or a divided carapace?

But is ‘Cephalosomata’ a clade or a grade?We suggest

that both acariform mites and camel spiders share an

anterior tagma bearing four pairs ofappendages which

is essentially separated from the rest of the body by

a membranous zone for which the mite term ‘sejugal

furrow’ is available and appropriate. WeYGOLDT &
Paulus (1979) and Shultz (2007: characters 6-7)

interpreted both a divided carapace (in camel spiders,

palpigrades and schizomids) and the presence of a

sejugal furrow (in acariform mites) as derived condi-

tions; justifying polarity by using Limulus (Xipho-

sura) - with its large, unitary prosomal dorsal shield

and lack ofventral segmental differentiation - as the

outgroup.

Further down the euarthropod tree we encounter

alternative outgroups such as sea spiders (Pycnogo-

nida) in which the fundamental tagmosis is between

a so-called cephalosoma, bearing four pairs of ap-

pendages (ViLPOUX & WALOSZEK 2003: Fig. 13),

and the successive separate segments of the trunk.

This cephalosoma is segmentally homologous to the

anterior tagma of camel spiders, acariform mites and

palpigrades (DUNLOP & ArANGO 2005: Fig. 5).

Adopt sea spiders as the outgroup and the ‘divided

carapace’ / sejugal furrow could be interpreted as a

plesiomorphic state; retained from an earlier grade

of organisation. This is essentially the argument put

forwards by BERNARD (1886) and KÄSTNER (1932,

1952) who thought that the divided camel spider

prosoma revealed the original arachnid morphology.

Authors such as RemANE (1962: 214) have argued

that the arachnid prosoma fundamentally consists ofa

four-segmented head region - bearing the chelicerae,

palps and legs 1 and 2 - plus two additional seg-

ments bearing leg pairs 3 and 4 respectively. Further

discussion can be found in KRAUS (1976), who again

favoured the idea that separate prosomal elements

reflect a ‘4+2’ arachnid groundplan, or WEYGOLDT
8c Paulus (1979) who preferred instead to interpret

these divisions as derived and homoplastic features,

possibly adapted for increasing prosomal mobility.

Finally, we should mention a series ofearly Palaeo-

zoic arthropods expressing raptorial anterior limbs

- the ‘great appendage’ arthropods, or Megacheira

in some schemes - which some authors interpret as

stem-group Chelicerata (CHEN et al. 2004). These

fossils also appear to preserve an anterior body tagma

bearing four pairs of appendages which authors such

as Waloszek and co-workers have termed the ‘euar-

thropod head’ (see also ReMANE‘s 1962 hypothesis)

and which they interpret as a fundamental part ofthe

body plan in early arthropods (cf Chen 2009: Fig.

11). Using megacheirans as an outgroup would again

polarise the tagmosis pattern of mites, camel spiders

(and palpigrades?) as a plesiomorphic, groundplan,

character state for arachnids. In this scenario, a uni-

tary prosomal dorsal shield (or peltidium) emerges as

a derived character state; perhaps even homoplastic

across Arachnida.

© Biodiversity Heritage Library, http://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/;



Sejugol furrow in camel spiders

Acknowledgements
We thank Anna Blanke for help with macrophotography,

David Russell for advice on mite taxonomic nomenclature,

and Ariel Chipman and an anonymous reviewer for com-

ments on the typescript.

References

Alberti G. (1980a): Zur Feinstruktur des Hodenepithels

und der Spermien von Eusimonia mirabilis Roewer,

1934 (Solifugae, Arachnida). - Zoologischer Anzeiger

204: 345-352

Alberti G. (1980b): Zur Feinstruktur der Spermien und

Spermiocytogenese der Milben (Acari). II. Actinotrich-

ida.- ZoologischerJahrbücher, Anatomie 104: 144-203

Alberti G. (2000): Chelicerata. In: JAMIESON B.G.M.

(Ed.): Progress in male gamete ultrastructure and phy-

logeny. In: AdIYODI K.G. & R.G. AdIYODI (Eds.):

Reproductive biology of the invertebrates. Vol. 9, p.B.

IBH Publishing / Wiley, New Delhi, Oxford, N.Y. etc.

pp. 311-388

Alberti G. (2006): On some fundamental characteristics

in acarine morphology. - Atti della Accademia Nazionale

Italiana di Entomologia. Rendiconti 53(2005): 315-360

Alberti G. & L.B. Coons (1999): Acari - Mites. In:

Harrison F.W. (Ed.): Microscopic anatomy of inver-

tebrates. Vol. 8c. New York, Wiley-Liss. pp. 515-1265

Alberti G. & A.V. PeRETTI (2002): Fine structure of

male genital system and sperm in Solifugae does not

support a sister-group relationship with Pseudoscor-

piones (Arachnda). - Journal of Arachnology 30: 268-

274-doi:10.1636/0161-8202(2002)030[0268:FSOM-

GS]2.0.CO;2

Banks N. (1915): The Acarina or mites. A review of the

group for the use of economic entomologists. - Reports

of the US Department of Agriculture 108: 1-142

Bernard H.M. (1896): The comparative morphology of

the Galeodidae. - Transactions of the Linnean Society

ofLondon 6: 305-417 -doi: lO.llll/j.1096-3642.1896.

tb00393a.x

Bernard H.M. (1897): Wind-scorpions. A brief account

of the Galeodidae. - Science Progress, new series 1(3):

1-27

Börner C. (1904): Beitrag zur Morphologie der Arthro-

poden. I. Ein Beitrag zur Kenntnis der Pedipalpen. -

Zoologica 42: 1-174

Chen J.-Y. (2009): The sudden appearance ofdiverse body

plans during the Cambrian explosion. - International

Journal of Developmental Biology 53: 733-751 - doi:

10.1387/ijdb.072513cj

Chen J.-Y., D. Waloszek & A. Maas (2004): A new
great-appendage’ arthropod from the Lower Cambrian

of China and homology of chelicerate chelicerae and

raptorial antero-ventral appendages. - Lethaia 37: 3-20

- doi: 10.1080/00241160410004764

35

COINEAU Y. (1974): Elements pour une monographie

morphologique, ecologique et biologique des Caeculidae

(Acariens). - Memoires du Museum national d'histoire

naturelle 81: 1-299

DABERT M., W. WITALINSKI, a. Kazmierski, Z. Ol-
SZANOWSKI, &J. DABERT (2010): Molecular phylogeny

of acariform mites (Acari, Arachnida): strong conflict

between phylogenetic signal and long-branch attraction

artifacts. - Molecular Phylogeny and Evolution 56: 222-

241 - doi: 10.1016/j.ympev.2009.12.020

Dunlop J.A. (1999): Poecilophysidea: a forgotten arachnid

order illustrating a forgotten phylogenetic hypothesis. -

Newsletter ofthe British arachnological Society 85: 4-6

Dunlop J.A. (2000): The epistomo-labral plate and lateral

lips in solifuges, pseudoscorpions and mites. In: GAJDOS
P. & S. PekAR (Eds): Proceedings of the 18th Euro-

pean Colloquium of Arachnology, Stara Lesna, 1999.

- Ekologia (Bratislavia) 19 (supplement 3/2000): 67-78

Dunlop J.A. & G. Alberti (2008): The affinities of

mites and ticks: a review. - Journal of Zoological Sys-

tematics and Evolutionary Research: 46: 1-18 - doi:

10. 1 1 1 1/j . 1439-0469.2007.00429.

X

Dunlop J.A. &C.P. Arango (2005): Pycnogonid affini-

ties: a review. - Journal of Zoological Systematics and

Evolutionary Research 43: 8-21 - doi: 10.1111/j.l439-

0469.2004.00284.x

Evans G.O. (1992): Principles of acarology. C.A.B. Inter-

national, Wallingford, xviii + 563 pp.

GRANDJEAN F. (1969): Stases. Actinopiline. Rappel de

ma classification des Acariens en 3 groupes majeurs.

Terminologie en soma. - Acarologia 11: 796-827

Harvey M.S. (2003): Catalogue of the smaller arachnid

orders of the world. CSIRO Publishing, Collingwood.

xi + 385 pp.

Hammen L. van der (1980): Glossary of acarological

terminology. Vol. 1. General terminology. Dr.W Junk

B.V.,The Hague. 244 pp.

HtAMMEN L. van der (1986): Comparative studies in

Chelicerata IV. Apatellata, Arachnida, Scorpionida,

Xiphosura. - Zoologische Verhandelingen, Leiden

226: 1-52

Hammen L. van der (1989): An introduction to com-

parative arachnology. SPB Academic Publishing bv.,

Amsterdam, x + 576 pp.

Kästner A. (1932): Über die Gliederung der Solifugae

(Arachnida). - Zeitschrift fiir Morphologie und Ökolo-

gie der Tiere 24: 34-358

Kästner A. (1952): Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des

Prosoma der Solifugen. - Zoologischer Anzeiger 148:

156-168

KITTARY M. (1848): Anatomische Untersuchung der ge-

meinen {Galeodes aranoides) und der furchtlosen {Galeodes

intrepida) Solipuga. - Bulletin de la Societe Imperiale

des Naturalistes de Moscou 21: 307-371

© Biodiversity Heritage Library, http://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/;



36 JA. Dunlop, J. Krüger & G. Alberti

Klann A.E., T. Bird, A. V. Peretti, A.V. Gromov &
G. Alberti (2009): Ultrastructure of spermatozoa of

solifuges (Arachnida, Solifiigae): Possible characters for

their phylogeny? - Tissue and Cell 41: 91-103 - doi:

10.1016/j.tice.2008.07.003

Kraus O. (1976): Zur phylogenetischen Stellung und

Evolution der Chelicerata. - Entomologica Germanica

3: 1-12

PUNZO F. (1998): The biology ofcamel spiders (Arachnida,

Solifugae). Kluwer Academic Publishers, Norwell MA.
301 pp.

Pepato A.R., C.E.F. Rocha, &J.A. Dunlop (2010):

Phylogenetic position of the actinotrichid mites: sen-

sitivity to homology assessment under total evidence.

- BMC Evolutionary Biology 10:235: 1-23 - doi:

10.1186/1471-2148-10-235

Regier J.C., J.W. Shultz, A. Zwick, A. Hussey, B.

Ball, R. Wetzer,J.W. Martin& C. Cunningham
(2010): Arthropod relationships revealed by phylog-

enomic analysis of nuclear protein-coding sequences.

- Nature 463: 1079-1084 - doi: 10.1038/nature08742

Remane A. (1962): Arthropoda-Gliedertiere. In: BerTA-

LANFFY L. VON & F. GeSSNER (Eds.): Handbuch der

Biologie 6. Akademische Verlagsgesellschaft Athenaion,

Konstanz, pp. 209-310

ROEWER C.-F. (1932): Solifugae, Palpigradi. Dr H. G.

Bronns Klassen und Ordnungen des Tierreichs 5. IV.4.

320 pp.

Rowland J.M. &W.D. SISSOM (1980): Report on a fossil

palpigrade from the Tertiary ofArizona, and a review of

the morphology and systematics ofthe order (Arachnida:

Palpigradida). - Journal ofArachnology 8: 69-86.

Shultz J.W. (1990): Evolutionary morphology and

phylogeny of Arachnida. - Cladistics 6: 1-31 - doi:

10.1111/j. 1096-0031. 1990.tb00523.x

ShultzJ.W. (2007):A phylogenetic analysis ofthe arach-

nid orders based on morphological characters. - Zoologi-

cal Journal of the Linnean Society 150: 221-265 - doi:

10.1111/j. 1096-3642.2007.00284.x

ViLPOUX K. & D. WALOSZEK (2003): Larval develop-

ment and morphogenesis of the sea spider Pycnogonum

litorale (Ström, 1762) and the tagmosis of the body of

Pantopoda. - Arthropod Structure and Development 32:

349-383 - doi: 10.1016/j.asd.2003.09.004

WEIGMANN G. (2001): The body segmentation oforibatid

mites from a phylogenetic perspective. In HALLIDAY
R.B., D.E. Walter, H.C. Proctor, R.A. Norton
& M.J. COLLOFF (Eds.): Acarology: Proceedings of

the 10th International Congress. CSIRO Publishing

Melbourne, pp. 43-49

WeyGOLDT P. & H.F Paulus (1979): Untersuchungen

zur Morphologie, Taxonomie und Phylogenie der

Chelicerata. - Zeitschrift für zoologische Systematik

und Evolutionsforschung 17: 85-116, 177-200 - doi:

10.1111/j. 1439-0469. 1979.tb00694.x & 10.1111/

j.l439-0469.1979.tb00699.x

© Biodiversity Heritage Library, http://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/;



ZOBODAT - www.zobodat.at
Zoologisch-Botanische Datenbank/Zoological-Botanical Database

Digitale Literatur/Digital Literature

Zeitschrift/Journal: Arachnologische Mitteilungen

Jahr/Year: 2012

Band/Volume: 43

Autor(en)/Author(s): Dunlop Jason A., Krüger Jessica, Alberti Gerd

Artikel/Article: The sejugal furrow in camel spiders and acariform mites 29-36

https://www.zobodat.at/publikation_series.php?id=20890
https://www.zobodat.at/publikation_volumes.php?id=49567
https://www.zobodat.at/publikation_articles.php?id=289323

