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ART. XX.-Briif Contributions to Zoology from the Museum of 
Yale Oollege. No. XXXI.-The G£gantic Cephalopods of the 
SOl'th Atlantic,. by A. E. VERRILL. 

(Continued from page 130.) 

ACCOUNTS of an attack made upon two men b'y another 
gigantic cephalopod, in Conception Bay, Oct. 27, 1873, have 
been published in this Journal,* and in many other magazines, 
as well as in the newspapers. In the encounter the monster 
lost two of his arms by amputation with a hatchet. A portion 
of one of these arms, measuring nineteen feet in length, was 
preserved by Rev. M. Harvey and Mr. Alexander Murray for 
the museum at St. John's, Newfoundland. It has been photo. 
graphed, and cuts copied from the photograph have been pub· 

* See vol. vii, p. 158, 1874; and American Naturalist, vol. viii, No.2, p. 120, 
February, 1874, in a letter from Mr . .Alexander Murray. 
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lished in some of the Englisb magazines. * Before it was 
secured for preservation it had been considerably injured, many 
of the larger suckers baving been torn off or mutilated. Owing 
to this fact they were originally described by Mr. Harvey as 
destitute of marginal denticulations, but he has recently re­
examined the specimen, at my request, and now informs me 
that he is satisfied that they were all originally denticulated. 
Of this specimen I have seen only tbe photograph and some 
of the smaller suckers. 

It is stated that six feet of this arm had been destroved 
before it was preserved, and the captors estimated that they 
left from six to ten feet attached to the creature, which would 
make the total length between 31 and 35 feet. According to 
Mr. Murray, the portion preserved measured but 17 feet in 
length, when he examined it, Oct. 31, 1873, after it had been 
a few days in strong brine; the circumference of the slender 
portion was 3'5 to 4 inches; of the enlarged sucker-bearing 
part, 6 inches; length of the part bearing suckers, 30 inches; 
diameter of largest sucker, 1'25 inches. Calculating from the 
photograph, the portion bearing the larger suckers wafl about 
18 inches in length, and about 2'4 inches broad, across the 
face; distance between attachments of large suckers, 1'68; 
outside diameter of larger suckers, 1'16 to 1'28; inside diame­
ter, '74 to 1 inch; diameter of small suckers of tbe outside 
rows, '40 to '48 of an inch. Mr. Harvey has recently sent to 
me a full series of measurements of this arm, as now pre­
served. It has contracted excessively in the alcohol, and is now 
only 13 feet and one inch in length (instead of 19 feet, its 
original length), the enlarged sucker-bearing portion being 27 
inches; the large suckers occupy 12 inches; the terminal part 
bearing small suckers, 9 inches; circumference of slender por­
tion 3'5 to 4'25 inches; of largest part 6 inches; breadth of 
face, among large suckers, 2 -5 inches; from face to back, 1'62, 
inches; diameter of largest suckers outside, '75 of an inch; 
inside, '63 of an inch. It will be evident from these measure­
ments, when compared with tbose made wbile fresh and from 
tbe pbotograph, that tbe shrinkage has been chiefly in lengtb, 
tbe thickness remaining about the same, but the suckers are 
considerably smaller than the dimensions previously given. 
Comparing all these dimensions witb those of the Logie Bay 
specimen, and calculating the proportions as nearly as possible, 
it follows that this specimen was very nearly one-third larger 
than the latter, but the large suckers appear to have been rela­
tively smaller, for they were hardly one-twelfth larger than in 

* See Annals and Magazine of Natural History, IV, xiii, p. 68; and "The 
Field," Dec. 13, 1873. The central line of this photograph is reduced four and a 
quarter times, while the front part is reduced about four times. 
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the Logie Bay specimen. As the relative size of the large 
suckers is a good sexual character among squids, it is probable 
that tbis individual was a female. In form, proportions and 
structure, it agrees very closely with the specimen first described, 
and therefore I do not hesitate to refer it to the same species. 
The fishermen estimated the body of this individual to have 
been about 60 feet in length and 5 feet in diameter; but if 
the above proportions be correct, as I believe, then the body 
could not have been more than about 10 feet long, and 2'5 
in diameter, and the long arms should have been about 32 feet 
in length. Allowing two feet for the head, the total length 
would, therefore, be about 44 feet. 

Another specimen (No.3), probably of the same species, and 
similar in size to the last, was captured at Coombs' Cove, New­
foundland. The following account has been taken from a news­
paper article of which I do not know the precise date, forwarded 
to me by Professor Baird, together with a letter, dated June 15, 
1873, from T. R. Bennett, Esq., of English Harbor, N. F., who 
states that he wrote the article, and that the measurements were 
made by him, and are pelfectly reliable. 

"Three days ago, there was quite a large squid run almost 
ashore at Coombs' Cove, and some of the inhabitants secured it. 
The body measured 10 feet in length and was nearly as large 
round as a hogshead. One arm was about the size of a man's 
wrist, and measured 42 feet in length; the other arms were 
only 6 feet in length, but about 9 inches in diameter, very stout 
and strong. The skin and flesh were 2'25 inches thick, and 
reddish inside as well as out. The suction Cll ps were an dus­
tered togethel', near the extremit.y of the long arm, and each cup 
was surrounded by a serrated edge, almost like the teeth of a 
hand-saw. I presume it made use of this arm for a cable, and 
the cn ps for anchors, when it wanted to come to, as wen as to 
secure its prey, for this individual, finding a heavy sea was 
driving it ashore, tail first, seized hold of a rock and moored it­
self quite safely until the men pulled it on shore." 

It would appear from this description that one of the long 
arms had been lost before the eaptnre. The large diameter of 
the short arms, compared with their length, and with the size 
of the long arms, is the only point in which this specimen 
apparently differed essentially from those described above. 
Possibly the circu1l~ference was intended,* which would make 
the proportions agree well with those of the other specimens. 

In a letter from Mr. Harvey, dated Dec. 10, 1873, he says 
that the Speaker of the House of Assembly stated to him that 

* A. similar mistake actually occurred in the description of the long arms, in the 
letter from Mr. Murray, published in the A.merican Naturalist for February, 18~3, 
p. 122, referred to above, but in that instance the error was very obvious. 
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he had measured a specimen cast ashore in Fortune Bay, which 
was between 42 and 43 feet in length, the body and head to­
gether being between 12 and 13 feet, and the 'two long arms 
each 30 feet. This we may designate as No.6. 

Dr. Honeyman, geologist of Nova Scotia, has published, in a 
Halifax paper, a statement made to him by a gentleman who 
claims to have been present at the capture of another specimen 
(No.7) in the Straits of Belle Isle, at West St. Modent, on the 
Labrador side. "It was lying peacefully in the water when it 
was provoked by the push of an oar. It looked fierce and 
ejected much water from its funnel; it did not seem to consider 
it necessary to discharge its sepia, as mollusca of this kind gen­
erally do, in order to cover their escape." * * * * "The 
length of its longest arm was 37 feet; the length of the body 
15 feet; whole length 52 feet. The bill was very large. The 
suckers of its arms or feet, by which it lays hold, about 2 inches 
in diameter. The monster was cut up, salted, and barrelled for 
dog's meat." In this account the length given for the" body" 
evidently includes the head also. This creature was probably 
disabled, and perhaps nearly dead, when discovered at the sur­
face, and this seems to have been the case with most of the 
specimens hitherto seen living. Animals of this sort probably 
never float or lie quietly at the surface when in good health. 

Mr. Harvey also refel's to a statement. made to him by a 
clergyman, Rev. M. Gabriel, that two specimens (Nos. 8 and 9), 
measuring respectively 40 and 45 feet in total length, were cast 
ashore at Lamaline, on the southern coast of Newfouudland, in 
the winter of 1870-71. 'Phese may also have been of the same 
species as those described above, all of which I now refer to 
A rchiteuthis monachus of Steenstru p. 

Mr. Harvey also mentions, in a recent letter, that a specimen 
was cast ashore at Bonavista Bay, December, 1872, and his 
informant says that the long arms measured 32 feet in length, 
and the short arms about ten feet in length, and were "thicker 
than a man's thigh." The body was not measured, but he 
thinks it was about fourteen feet long, and very stout. and that 
the largest suckers were 2'5 inches iu diameter. The size of 
the suckers is probably exaggerated. and most likely the length 
of the body also. It IS even possible that this was the same 
Elpecimen from which the beak and suckers described in my 
last article, as No.4, from Bonavista Bay, were derived, fOl,the 
date of capture of that specimen is unknown to me. The 
latter, however, was much smaller than the above measure­
ments, and it will, therefore, be desirable to give a specialnum­
bel' (11) to the former. 

Another specimen, which we may designate as No. 12, was 
cast ashore this winter, near Harbor Grace, but was destroyed 
before its value became known, and no measurements are given. 
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Architeuthis princeps VerriU. Plate v, figures 14, 15, 16.­
This species is based on the lower jaw mentioned as No.1 in 
my former papers, and on the upper and lower jaws designated 
as No. 10, in the first part or this article; besides these jaws 
we only have the 'rough measurements of the body of No.1, 
and an estimate of the diameter of the sessile arms. The jaws 
of No. 10 were obtained from the stomach of a sperm whale 
taken in the N. Atlantic, and were presented to the Essex 
Institute by Capt. N. E. Atwood, of Provincetown, Mass., but 
the date and precise locality or the capture are unknown. The 
form of these jaws is well shown in figures 14 and 15. The 
total length of the upper jaw (fig. 14) is 5 inches; greatest 
breadth, 1'45; front to back, 3'0 inches; width of palatine 
lamina, 2'32. The frontal portion is considerably broken, but 
the dorsal portion appears to extend nearly to the posterior end, 
the length from the point of the beak to the posterior edge 
being 3'4 inches. The texture is firmer and the lamina are 
relatively thicker than in A. monachus. The rostrum and 
most of the frontal regions are black and· polished, gradually 
becoming orange-brown and translucent toward the posterior 
border, and marked with faint strire radiating from the tip of 
the beak, and by faint ridges or lines of growth paranel with 
the posterior margin; a slight but sharp ridge extends back­
ward fmm the notch at the base of the cutting edge, and other 
less marked ones from the anterior border of the alre. The tip 
of the beak is quite strongly curved forward, and acute, with 
a slight shallow groove, commencing just below the tip, on 
each side, and extending backward only a short distance and 
gradually fading out. The cutting edge is nearly smooth and 
well curved, the curvature being greatest toward the tip; at its 
base there is a broad angular notch, deepest externally. The 
inner face of the rostrum is convex in the middle and concave 
or excavated toward the margins, which are, therefore, rather 
sharp. rrhe anterior borders of the alre are convex, or rise into 
a broad, hut low, lobe or tooth beyond the notch, but beyond 
this they are nearly straight, but with slight, irregular lobes, 
which do not correspond on the two sides. The anterior edges 
of the alre make nearly a right angle with the cutting edgea of 
the rostrum. The palatine lamina is broad, thin, and dark 
brown, becoming reddish brown and translucent posteriorly, 
with a thin, whitish border. The surface is marked with 
unequal divergent strire and ridges, some of which, especially 
neal' the dorsal part, are quite prominent and irregular; the 
posterior border has a broad emargination in the middle, but 
the two sides do not exactly correspond. The lower jaw 
(plate v, fig. 15) was badly broken. and l,Ilany of the pieces, 
especially of the alre, are lost, but all that remain have been 
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fitted together. The extreme length is 3'63 inches; the total 
breadth, and the distance from front to back, cannot be ascer­
tained, owing to the absence of the more prominent parts of 
the alre; from tip of beak to posterior dorsal border of mentum, 
1'68; from tip of beak to posterior lateral border of alre, 2'20; 
from tip of beak to posterior dorsal border of gular lamina, 
2'37; from tip of beak to bottom of notch at its base, '80; tip 
of beak to inner angle of gulat· lamina, 1'85; height of tooth 
from bottom of notch, '25; breadth between teeth of opposite 
sides, '60; from front to back of' gu lar lamina, in middle, 1'75. 
The rostrum is black, with taint radiating strire, and with slight 
undulations parallel with the posterior border; the beak is 
acute, slightly incurved, with a notch near the tip, from which 
a very evident groove runs back for a short distance, while a 
well marked, angular ridge starts from just below the notch, 
and descends in a curve to the ala, opposite the large tooth, 
defining a roughened or slightly corrugated and decidedly 
excavated area between it and the cutting edges; the cutting 
edge below this ridge is nearly stl'aight, or slightly convex; 
the notch at its base is rounded and deep and strongly ex­
cavated at bottom; the tooth is broad, stout, obtusely rounded 
at summit, sloping abruptly on the sid.e of the notch, and 
gradually to the alar edge. The anterIOr edge of the alre, 
beyond the tooth, is rounded and strongly obliquely striated; 
it makes, with the cutting edge, an angle of about 110°. The 
inner surfaces of the two sides of the internal plate of the 
rostrum form an angle 01 about 45°. 

The lower jaw of No.1 (plate v, fig. 16) is represented only 
by its anterior part, the alre and gular laminoo having been cut 
away by the person who removed it. It agrees very well in 
form and color with the corresponding parts of the one just de­
scribed, but, is somewhat smaller. The lateral ridges of the 
rostrum are rather more prominent, alld the area within it is 
narrower and more deeply excavated, especially at the base of 
the notch, where the excavation goes considerably lower than 
the inner margin. The notch is narrower and not so much 
rounded at its bottom. The tooth is about the same in size as 
that of No. 10, and appears to be even more prominent, be­
cause the edge of the alre is more concave at its outer base; 
it is also more compressed and less regularly rounded at sum­
mit. This jaw measures 1'30 inches from the tip to the pos­
terior dorsal border of mentum; '65 from tip to the bottom of 
the notch; '16 from bottom of notch to tip of the tooth. 

Both these lower jaws agree in having a very prominent 
tooth on the alar edge, with a large and deeply excavated 
notch between it and the cutting edge, and in this respect differ 
from the two lower jaws of A. monachus in my possession, for 
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in the latter the tooth or lobe is low and broad, and scarcely 
prominent, while the notch is narrow and shallow. This seems 
to be the best character for distinguishing the jaws of the two 
species. But they also differ in the angle between the alar 
edge and the cutting edge of the rostrum, especially of the 
lower jaw, for while in A. monachus this is hardly more than a 
right angle, in A. princeps it is about 110°. Moreover, the 
darker color and firmer texture of the jaws of the latter seem 
to be characteristic. 

The proportions of the body seem to be quite different, if we 
can judge by the measurements given of the specimen (No.1) 
which was found dead and floating at the surface of the water, 
at the Banks of Newfoundland, by Capt. Campbell, of the 
schooner B. D. Haskins, from Gloucester, Mass., in October, 
1871. * It is stated that this specimen was measured, and that 
the body was 15 feet long and 4 feet and 8 inches in circum­
ference. The arms were badly mutilated, but the portions re­
maining were estimated to be 9 or 10 feet long and about 22 
inches in circumference, two being shorter than the others. 
This would indicate a much more elongated form of body than 
that of A. monachus. If these proportions be COI'rect, the body 
of No. 10 must have been about 19 feet in length and 5 feet 
9 inches in circumference. 

This specimen is probably the largest invertebrate hitherto 
actually examined by any naturalist. 

Notes on specimens described by other writers.-Weare mainly 
indebted to Professor Steenstrup and to Dr. Harting for our 
knowledge of the specimens preserved in European museums, 
or cast ashore on the European coasts. Professor Steenstrup 
has given interesting acc'ounts, compiled from contemporary 
documents, of a specimen taken in 1546, and of two specimens 
of huge cephalopods cast ashore at Iceland in 1639 and 1790, 
and has also described and figuredt the jaws of another speci­
men of A. monachus, obtained at Jutland in 1853. In the 
same memoir, of which I have seen only the first part, there 
are references to a description and figures of A. Titan, obtained 
in 1855, by Capt. H.ygom, in N. lat. 31°, W. long. 76°. The 
latter speClmen appears to be the same that Harting:l: men­
tioned, under the name of "Architeuthis dux Steenstrup," as 
collected at the same time and place, and of which he pub-

* See the American Naturalist, vol. vii, p. 91, Feb., 1813. 
t In a paper of which I have only seen some proof.sheets, given by him to Dr. 

Packard, entitled" Spolia Atlantica." Whether this memoir has been published I 
do not know. The plate (I) that I have seen is marked "Vid. Selsk. Skrifter, V. 
Rrekke, naturv.og mathem. Md. iv Bind j" and there are references to three 
other plates illustrating A. Titan, etc. 

t Description de quelques fragments de deux Cephalopodes gigantesques. Pub· 
liees par l'Academie Royale des Sciences a Amsterdam. 1860. 4to, with three 
plates. 
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Hshed an outline figure of the lower jaw, copied from a draw­
Ing furnished to him by SteenRtrup. Harting states that the 
pen or "gladius" of this specimen is six feet long. Many im­
portant parts of this specimen were secured, and I regret that 
I have been unable to see the figures and description of it, re­
ferred to by Harting as forming part of Prof: Steenstl'Up's me­
moir, then unpublished. But to judge by the ontline figure 
given by Harting, it is a species quite distinct from those de­
scribed above. The lower jaw resembles that of A. monachus 
more than A. princeps, and is a little larger than that of our 
No.5. The beak is more rounded dorsally, less acute, and 
scarcely incurved, the notch is narrow, and the alar tooth is 
not prominent. 

Harting, in the import9.ut memoir referred to, describes 
specimens of two species, both of which are evidently quite 
distinct from all those enumerated above. 

The first of these (his plate I) is represented by the jaws and 
buccal mass, with the lingual dentition, and some detached 
suckers, preserved in the mUReum of the Univet'sity of Utrecht, 
but from an nnknown locality. These parts are wen figured 
and described, and were referred to A1'chiteuthis dux by Hart­
ing. But the character of the dentition (plate IV, fig. 8) is so 
totally different from what I have fonnd in A. mOllachus that 
it will be necessary to refer this species to a different genns, if 
not to a distinct family .. The form of the lower jaw is quite 
nnlike that of A. dux, for the beak is very acute, the cutting 
edge is concave, the notch shallow and broad, and the alar 
tooth is somewhat prominent. 'l'he size is about the same as 
our No.5. The suckers figured are from the sessile arms, and 
agree pretty nearly with those of A. monachus. The edge is 
strengthened by an oblique, strongly denticulated ring. The 
internal diameter of the largest of these suckers is '75 of an 
inch; the external. 1'05 inches. The.y were furnished with 
slender pedicels, attached obliquely on one side. The lingual 
teeth (see fig. 8, copied from Harting) are in seven regular 
rows, and resemble closely those of Lol£go (fig. 7). In fact, I 
cannot find, in the figures and description, any character by 
which this species can be separated from Loligo, and at the same 
time it is evident that it is a specit:s distinct from all others 
known. I wonld, therefore, propose to designate it by the 
name of Loligo Hartirzgii. 

The other species described by Harting was from the Indian 
Ocean, and belongs to the genus Enoploteuthis. 

Mr. Kent, in the article already referred to,* mentions a 
sessile arm of a giant cephalopod, which has been long pre­
served in the British Museum, but of which the origin is 

* Proceedings Zoological Society of London for 18~4, p. 1 ~8. 
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unknown. He states that it is 9 feet long; 11 inches in cir­
cumference at the base, tapering off to a fine point. There are 
from 145 to 150 suckers, in two alternating rows, those at the 
base being half an inch in diameter. The relatively small size 
of the suckers and great length of the arms show that this arm 
cannot belong to the same species as our Architeuth£s monachus, 
which Mr. Kent thought probable. But as the arms of A. 
princeps and Lol~"go Hartingii are still unknown, it might belong 
to one of those species; or it ma.y belong to the species 
observed, but not captured, by the officers of the" Alecton," in 
1861, near Teneriffe, and named Lob"go Bouyeri by Crosse and 
Fischer, but known only from the imperfect descriptions of it 
given by the officers, and a sketch of it prepared while the 
crew were making unsuccessful attempts to get it on board. 

The body of this one was estimated at 15 to 18 feet in length, 
with the arms somewhat shorter. 

EXPLANATION OF PLATE. 

Plate v.-Figure 14. Upper jaw of Architeuthis princeps V. (No. III) j natural size. 
Figure 15. Lower jaw of the same. The dotted line shows the parts that 

are present on the opposite side. 
Figure 16. Part of lower jaw of Architeuthis princeps (No.1); natural size. 
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