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Abstract 

 

The genus Smeringopus Simon, 1890 is revised, with redescriptions of most previously known species and descriptions  

of 36 new species. With now 55 species, Smeringopus becomes the most species-rich pholcid genus in Africa. 

Smeringopus is largely restricted to central, southern, and eastern Africa, where it includes some of the largest and most 

conspicuous pholcid spiders in the region. A first cladistic analysis of Smeringopus, including outgroup representatives of 

all other genera of Smeringopinae, strongly suggests that the central and western African Smeringopina Kraus, 1957 is  

the sister taxon of Smeringopus. Smeringopus is here divided into twelve operational species groups, most of which are 

characterized by putative synapomorphies and by specific geographic distributions. Three species are newly synonymized 

with S. pallidus (Blackwall, 1858): S. excavatus (Simon, 1877); S. pholcicus Strand, 1907; and S. buehleri Schenkel, 1944. 

Smeringopus madagascariensis Millot, 1946 is newly synonymized with S. carli Lessert, 1915. Crossopriza 

cylindrogaster Simon, 1907 is transferred to Smeringopus. The following new species are described: S. badplaas; S. blyde; 

S. bujongolo; S. butare; S. bwindi; S. chibububo; S. chogoria; S. dehoop; S. dundo; S. florisbad; S. hanglip; S. harare; S. 

isangi; S. kalomo; S. katanga; S. koppies; S. lotzi; S. lubondai; S. luki; S. lydenberg; S. mayombe; S. mgahinga; S. mlilwane; 

S. moxico; S. mpanga; S. ndumo; S. ngangao; S. oromia; S. principe; S. ruhiza; S. saruanle; S. sederberg; S. tombua; S. 

turkana; S. ubicki; S. uisib. 

 

Key words: Pholcidae, Smeringopinae, Smeringopus, Africa, Madagascar, cladistic analysis, taxonomy 

 

Introduction  
 

Pholcids are among the dominant web-building spiders in tropical and subtropical regions around the world, 

occupying a wide variety of microhabitats from the leaf litter to tree canopies, and ranging from sea level to over 

4000 m. The concentration of pholcid diversity in tropical and subtropical countries has long slowed and 

handicapped progress in understanding fundamental aspects of relationships, distribution patterns, and species- 

level diversity. Only recently has the situation started to change. After more than a decade of concentrated effort 

towards all taxonomic levels from species to subfamily, using both morphological and molecular tools and  

including new material from numerous focused expeditions, a stable phylogeny is finally beginning to emerge and 

rough estimates of actual distribution patterns and species-level diversity can be provided (Huber 2011a). Even 

though species numbers have doubled during the last 12 years, several genera continue to be very poorly known, 

with numerous species ódescribedô but unidentifiable with the existing literature and thus basically unknown. This  

is particularly true of Smeringopus, one of the most species rich pholcid genera in Africa that includes relatively 

large and conspicuous species but that has received essentially no taxonomic attention for over five decades. 

While the type species of Smeringopus, the pantropical S. pallidus, is fairly well known, its many African 

cousins have remained very poorly studied. When Kraus (1957) published the only previous revision of the genus, 

only about 100 adult specimens (other than S. pallidus) were available to him, representing eight species. Several 

further nominal species were known at that time, but they were either not treated for lack of material or not even 

mentioned (e.g. S. thomensis Simon, 1907; S. natalensis Lawrence, 1947). Some species have never been  

illustrated (S. affinitatus Strand, 1906; S. lineiventris Simon, 1890; S. pholcicus Strand, 1907; S. rubrotinctus  

Strand, 1913; S. thomensis), and some were unidentifiable because of lost and/or juvenile type specimens (e.g. S. 

affinitatus; S. arambourgi Fage, 1936; S. peregrinus Strand, 1906; S. zonatus Strand, 1906), resulting in 

misidentification (e.g. in the case of S. peregrinus in Kraus 1957). Since then, intensive collecting in many African 

countries has increased the number of available specimens to over 3000, and in several cases it has become  

possible to reliably identify óoldô species even in problematic cases such as those with lost or juvenile types. 

However, not a single further species has been described since 1957 and with the exception of S. pallidus and S. 

natalensis, no taxonomic treatment nor even a single new record has been published. The present paper is intended 

to provide a long overdue update of Krausôs revision. It gives an overview of the genus, redescribes as many as 

possible of the óoldô species, and describes a large part of the new species available in collections. With 55 species, 

Smeringopus becomes the most species rich pholcid genus in Africa (followed by Pholcus with 47 African  

species). 

Together with seven other genera, Smeringopus constitutes the subfamily Smeringopinae which is 

geographically restricted to Africa, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East (Huber 2011a). The monophyly of the 

group has previously been supported both by morphological and molecular data (reviewed in Huber 2011a), but 
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previous studies never included more than four of the eight genera. As a result, relationships of Smeringopus to its 

closest relatives have remained unresolved. The present paper provides a first cladistic analysis of Smeringopus  

and of Smeringopinae, including representatives of all operational species groups of Smeringopus and of all other 

genera currently assigned to Smeringopinae. 

 

Material and methods 

 

This review is based on the study of about 3000 specimens deposited in the following 26 collections: American 

Museum of Natural History, New York (AMNH); Natural History Museum, London (BMNH); California  

Academy of Sciences, San Francisco (CAS); Collection John and Frances Murphy, Middlesex, England (CJFM); 

collection Peter Horak, Graz (CPH); Durban Natural Science Museum, Durban (DNSM); Museum of Comparative 

Zoology, Cambridge (MCZ); Mus®um dôhistoire naturelle, Gen¯ve (MHNG); Mus®um national d'Histoire  

naturelle, Paris (MNHN); Mus®e royal de lôAfrique Centrale, Tervuren (MRAC); Museo Zoologico de  

ñla Specolaò, Firenze (MZF); Museum of the Institute of Zoology, Polish Academy of Science, Warsaw (MZPW); 

National Collection, Pretoria (NCP); Naturhistorisches Museum, Basel (NHMB); Naturhistorisches Museum  

Wien, Vienna (NHMW); National Museum, Bloemfontein (NMBA); National Museum of Kenya, Nairobi  

(NMKE); Natal Museum, Pietermaritzburg (NMP); Forschungsinstitut und Naturmuseum Senckenberg, Frankfurt 

(SMF); Transvaal Museum, Pretoria (TMP); National Museum of Natural History, Washington D.C. (USNM); 

Zoologisches Forschungsmuseum Alexander Koenig, Bonn (ZFMK); Museum für Naturkunde, Berlin (ZMB); 

Zoologisches Institut und Zoologisches Museum, Hamburg (ZMH); Museum of Zoology, Turku (ZMT);  

Zoological Museum, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen (ZMUC). 

Methods and terminology are as in Huber (2000, 2011b). Measurements are in mm unless otherwise noted.  

Eye measurements are +/- 5 µm. Drawings were done with a camera lucida on a Leitz Dialux 20 compound 

microscope. Cleared epigyna were stained with chlorazol black. Photos were made with a Nikon Coolpix 995  

digital camera (2048 x 1536 pixels) mounted on a Nikon SMZ 1500 dissecting microscope. For SEM photos, 

specimens were dried in HMDS (Brown 1993), and photographed with a Hitachi S-2460 scanning electron 

microscope. SEM data are often not based on the specimen described (e.g., in the case of holotypes). 

Locality coordinates are in round brackets when copied from labels and original publications or when received 

directly from collectors, in square brackets when originating from some other source (such as online gazetteers, 

Google Earth, MRAC database, etc.). Distribution maps were generated with Arc View GIS 3.2. The numerical 

cladistic analyses were done using NONA, version 2 (Goloboff 1993), Pee-Wee, version 2.8 (Goloboff 1997), and 

TNT, version 1.1 (Goloboff et al. 2004, 2008). The matrix (66 taxa, 40 characters) is given in Appendix 1; terminal 

taxa and characters scored are given in Appendices 2 and 3. Of the 40 characters, 38 are binary, the other two are 

treated as nonadditive. Note that two characters are uninformative in the present dataset (1 and 12). They were left 

in the matrix because they will probably become informative when certain taxa are added in future versions. They 

were deactivated for the calculation of tree statistics. The final matrix can be downloaded at http://www.uni-

bonn.de/~bhuber1/matrices.html. Cladogram analysis was done with Winclada, version 1.00.08 (Nixon 2002). See 

Cladistic analysis section below for details of the analyses. 

 

Further abbreviations: 

 

ALE anterior lateral eye 

ALS anterior lateral spinneret 

AME anterior median eye 

e embolus 

p procursus 

PME posterior median eye 

PMS posterior median spinneret 

sd sperm duct (opening) 
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FIGURE 1. One of the four most parsimonious cladograms resulting from the analysis of the matrix in Appendix 1 using successive 

weighting in NONA. See Cladistic analysis for discussion. 

 

Cladistic analysis 
 

Using NONA with hold/100, mult*200 (or hold/10; mult*10.000), and amb- for the matrix in Appendix 1 and 

equal character weights resulted in six most parsimonious cladograms with a length of 81 (Ci = 51; Ri = 87). Using  
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TNT with various parameters in the New Technology search strategies resulted in the same most parsimonious 

cladograms. Successive weighting in NONA (with the consistency index as weighting function) resulted in very 

similar four most parsimonious cladograms, one of which is shown in Fig. 1 (L = 84; Ci = 52; Ri = 87). The other 

three successive weighting cladograms differed only with respect to the arambourgi species group, which was split 

into two to three groups, all originating from the same polytomy as S. ngangao. With respect to topology, the 

cladograms using equal character weights differed in three details from the cladogram shown in Fig. 1: (1) the  

sister group of Crossopriza varied, resulting in a tetrachotomy in the strict consensus including Cenemus, the two 

species of Holocnemus, and Crossopriza + Ceratopholcus; (2) the rubrotinctus group was either monophyletic (as  

in Fig. 1) or paraphyletic; (3) the arambourgi group consistently included S. ngangao but not S. lineiventris. Since 

this position of S. ngangao seems highly obscure for reasons discussed below, the cladogram shown in Fig. 1 is 

preferred to those of the analysis using equal character weights. 

Implied weighting in Pee-Wee (which resolves character conflict in favor of the characters that have less 

homoplasy) was used with all possible settings of the constant of concavity K (1ï6) to explore the stability of 

different clades under different weighting regimes. Most clades were entirely unaffected, except for two cases: (1)  

at K=1-5 the relationships among the species of the arambourgi group varied strongly, resulting in a large  

polytomy in the consensus cladograms, i.e. all five species included in the analysis originated from the same 

polytomy as S. ngangao. At K=6 the arambourgi group was resolved, but including S. ngangao and excluding S. 

lineiventris (as in the equal weighting trees above); (2) the rubrotinctus group was always monophyletic but with a 

basal trichotomy. The implications of these cladograms are discussed below (see Generic relationships and Specific 

relationships). 

 
Identification key 

 
This key is designed to identify the species groups of Smeringopus. Species within species groups are best  

identified by comparing diagnostic figures. Note that males and females must be present for this key to work. 

 
1 Male chelicerae with long distal lateral apophyses (Figs. 24-27); epigynum with distinct posterior indentation (Figs. 38-57) 

éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé...é rubrotinctus group 

- Male chelicerae with shorter distal apophyses; epigynum without posterior indentation ...ééééééééééééééé.. 2 

2 Male palpal cymbium with very long slender process near palpal tarsal organ (Figs. 131, 132) éééé..ééé chogoria group 

- Male palpal cymbium without or with much shorter process near palpal tarsal organ (e.g. Figs. 357, 367, 387) éé.....éé...é 3 

3 Epigynum without pair of pockets éééééééééééééééééééééééééé...ééééééééé...... 4 

- Epigynum with pair of pockets (e.g. Figs. 459, 542) ééééééééééééééééééééé...éééééé...é... 7 

4 Genital bulb with only one process (Fig. 151); cheliceral apophyses in relatively proximal position (Fig. 153)éé.... S. ngangao 

- Genital bulb with two or three processes ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.é.. 5 

5 Male palpal coxa with retrolateral apophysis (arrow in Fig. 379)ééééééééééééééééé..éééé. S. pallidus 

- Male palpal coxa without retrolateral apophysis ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé... 6 

6 Genital bulb with two processes ééééééééééééééééééééééé...é arambourgi group and S. ndumo 

- Genital bulb with three processes (or dorsal process clearly bifid, Figs. 338, 360, 364) é.... natalensis group (except S. ndumo) 

7 Male chelicerae with proximal frontal projections (Figs. 771, 779, 788) éééééééééééééé.é..é roeweri group 

- Male chelicerae without proximal frontal projections éééééééééééééééééééééééééé..éé.é 8 

8 Legs without curved hairs ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..ééé 9 

- Legs with curved hairs éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..é...é 10 

9 Abdomen without dorsal pattern (Figs. 530, 534); procursus without distal pointed apophysis (Figs. 533, 537); cymbium with 

elongation (Figs. 533, 537) éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé...é cylindrogaster group 

- Abdomen with distinct dorsal pattern (Figs. 699, 701, 703); procursus with long distal pointed apophysis (Figs. 706, 708); 

cymbium without elongation (Figs. 706, 708) éééééééééééééééééééééééééé. thomensis group 

10 Procursus with long and slender distal process (Figs. 402-404); bulb with long pointed dorsal process on embolus (Figs. 405, 

406) ééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé...é... S. lesserti 

- Procursus with shorter distal process (e.g. Figs. 487, 500, 609); bulb without or with shorter dorsal process on embolus (e.g. Figs. 

503, 658, 689) éééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééééé.. 11 

11 Procursus distally strongly bent towards prolateral (e.g., Figs. 484, 510); valve in internal female genitalia medially barely 

widened and not clearly divided (Figs. 460-474) ééééééééééééééééééééééé.é.é hypocrita group 

- Procursus distally not or only slightly bent towards prolateral (e.g., Figs. 651, 657, 675); valve in internal female genitalia 

medially strongly widened and divided (Figs. 593-607) éééééééééééééééééééééé peregrinus group 
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FIGURES 2ï13. Smeringopus, alive specimens in their natural habitats. 2. S. bwindi, female with eggsac (Uganda, Bwindi). 3ï4. S. 

chogoria, females with eggsac and spiderlings (Kenya, Mau Mau and Chogoria). 5. S. mpanga, female with spiderlings (Uganda,  

Kalinzu). 6ï7. S. ngangao, male and web with silk-balls (Kenya, Ngangao). 8ï10. S. peregrinus, web with silk-balls (Kenya,  

Gonkonyi), female (Kenya, Hellôs Gate), female with eggsac (Gonkonyi). 11. S. pallidus, female with eggsac (Uganda, Semuliki). 12.  

S. lesserti, male (Gabon, Mayebout). 13. S. cylindrogaster (Guinea, Dieke). 

 
Taxonomy 
 

Smeringopus Simon, 1890 
 

Smeringopus Simon 1890: 94; type species by original designation: Pholcus elongatus Vinson, 1863 = Pholcus 

pallidus Blackwall, 1858. Simon 1893: 476. Kraus 1957: 217. Timm 1976: 70ï72. 
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Diagnosis. Relatively large pholcids (body length usually about 5ï8 mm) with elongate abdomen (Figs. 2ï13), 

usually with vivid dark pattern, deep thoracic pit (Figs. 82, 414), male palpal femur usually with deep retrolateral 

furrow with distinct proximal rim (Figs. 344, 411; absent in S. mpanga, S. ruhiza, and chogoria group), cymbium 

with macrotrichia (Figs. 158, 797), legs usually with curved hairs on tibiae and metatarsi (absent in thomensis  

group and cylindrogaster group), without spines on male femora (present in S. saruanle). Distinguished from 

Smeringopina by absence of proximal lateral apophyses on male chelicerae, by barely modified male palpal 

trochanter, and by low number of modified hairs on male chelicerae (usually one on each side, rarely zero). 

Distinguished from other Smeringopinae genera by male gonopore with only two epiandrous spigots (Figs. 159, 

347) and by absence of stridulatory ridges on chelicerae. 

Description. Male: Total body length ~3.5ï10 (usually ~5ï8); carapace width 1.2ï3.3 (usually 1.5ï2.5). 

Carapace with deep pit; ocular area weakly raised, eye triads relatively close together (distance PME-PME usually 

about same as PME diameter), each secondary eye accompanied by more or less distinct elevation (Figs. 215, 539; 

ópseudo-lensesô; cf. Huber 2009), AME relatively large, in low position. Clypeus high, never modified, usually  

with pair of dark stripes (Figs. 179, 570). Chelicerae never with stridulatory ridges, usually with pair of small 

apophyses near fang-joints, each provided with one modified hair (Figs. 213, 417); representatives of the 

rubrotinctus group with larger apophyses and without modified hairs (Figs. 87, 106). Palpal coxa with or without 

retrolateral apophysis, trochanter barely modified, femur usually with deep retrolateral furrow with distinct  

proximal rim (Figs. 344, 411; absent in S. mpanga, S. ruhiza, and chogoria group), cymbium always with 

macrotrichia (Figs. 158, 797), sometimes with process near palpal tarsal organ (Figs. 357, 367; very long in S. 

chogoria and S. bujongolo: Figs. 131, 132), palpal, tarsal organ capsulate (Figs. 395, 421), procursus never with 

hinge, tip usually with spine-like process and membranous structures, bulb with usually rather complex embolus  

and one or two processes arising from embolus or fused proximally to embolus. 

Legs long and thin, leg 1 length ~25ï80 (usually ~35ï60), tibia 1 ~6ï20 (Fig. 14; usually ~7ï15), tibia 2  

usually shorter than tibia 4 (Fig. 16), especially in small species (S. saruanle, S. oromia). Tibia 1 L/d usually  

~40ï70, higher only in leaf-dwelling species (cylindrogaster group: ~80ï95). Legs usually without spines on  

femora (present in S. saruanle), with curved hairs on tibiae and metatarsi (absent in thomensis group and 

cylindrogaster group), retrolateral trichobothrium very proximal (at 1.5ï3.0%), prolateral trichobothrium always 

present (also on tibiae 1; Fig. 644). Tarsal pseudosegments very indistinct, apparently never regular rings but rather 

irregular platelets (Figs. 89, 346). 

Abdomen elongate, posteriorly rather pointed, never elevated above spinnerets, usually with distinct dark 

pattern dorsally, oblique lines or marks laterally, and distinctive ventral pattern usually consisting of dark epigastric 

area, two or three black lines in median part and two lines in posterior part (Figs. 559, 567). Male gonopore always 

with two spigots (Figs. 159, 347), each ALS with large widened spigot, pointed spigot, and 5ï6 cylindrically  

shaped spigots (Figs. 419, 665; S. thomensis with only two small cylindrically shaped spigots: Fig. 737; other 

species of the thomensis group also with reduced number but not studied with SEM). 

Female usually very similar to male, no sexual dimorphism in PME-PME distance, chelicerae unmodified, legs 

usually slightly shorter than in males, only in S. natalensis on average longer (Fig. 15). Epigynum either a simple 

plate (Figs. 168, 399) or provided with pair of pockets (Figs. 666, 672), very derived in S. isangi (with additional 

pair of pockets on lateral membranous processes; Fig. 542). Internal genitalia with frontal valve that is sometimes 

widened and divided medially (e.g. Figs. 616, 790); pores of pore plates either homogeneously distributed (Figs.  

99, 114) or in groups (Figs. 349, 397); rarely with internal pockets in female genitalia (Figs. 342, 361). 

Monophyly. In this monograph, I follow a conservative approach, keeping S. rubrotinctus and close relatives 

(the rubrotinctus species group) in Smeringopus even though preliminary molecular data (Dimitrov, Astrin & 

Huber, in press) suggest that these taxa (together with the two species comprising the chogoria group) may be more 

closely related with Smeringopina than with Smeringopus. Following this conservative delimitation of  

Smeringopus, all cladistic analyses above agree on two synapomorphies for the genus: (1) the presence of curved 

hairs on the legs (char. 20); and (2) the presence of macrotrichia on the male palpal cymbium (char. 24). The 

analyses using equal and implied character weighting at K=6 identify one or two further synapomorphies, none of 

them convincing (char. 25: presence of process on cymbium near palpal tarsal organ; char. 35: epigynum with large 

posterior indentation). A re-delimited Smeringopus (as suggested by molecular data, i.e. excluding the rubrotinctus 

group and the chogoria group) would also be supported by two morphological characters: (1) male palpal femur 

with retrolateral furrow (char. 23); and (2) pore plates in female internal genitalia with pores arranged in groups  
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FIGURES 14ï16. Scatter diagram and histograms of specific measurements in Smeringopus. 14. Representatives of the  

cylindrogaster group have relatively slender legs in relation to their length. 15. Of the 26 species with at least 5 males and 5 females 

measured, only S. natalensis has shorter male than female legs. 16. In most species, tibia 2 is shorter than tibia 4, which is unusual in 

long-legged pholcids; rather usual values are found in representatives of the cylindrogaster group (c) and the thomensis group (t). 

 
 

(char. 36). Further analyses (including a more complete sample of Smeringopina and DNA sequences of more 

species) are needed to decide if the rubrotinctus and chogoria groups belong either to Smeringopus or to 

Smeringopina. 

Generic relationships. All analyses, under all weighting regimes used, agree on a sister group relationship 

between Smeringopus and Smeringopina. Three morphological characters support this relationship: (1) an  

elongated abdomen (char. 3); (2) the unique (among Pholcidae) reduction of epiandrous spigots from 4 to 2 (char. 

8); (3) the loss of cheliceral stridulation (char. 9). Preliminary molecular data support this close relationship 

(Dimitrov, Astrin & Huber, in press), but the details need further investigation (especially regarding the positions  

of the rubrotinctus and chogoria groups; see Monophyly above). 
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The outgroup sample is too small to allow well-founded conclusions about relationships among the other 

Smeringopinae, but it is noteworthy that Cenemus (which is endemic to the Seychelles) consistently groups with 

these other genera (which are geographically restricted to northern Africa, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East) 

rather than with Smeringopus and Smeringopina (the two sub-Saharan genera). Cenemus shares with these northern 

genera the reduction of ALS spigots from 7ï8 to 2, but it also shares a derived character with the two sub-Saharan 

genera (the elongated abdomen, char. 3). 

Specific relationships. Based on the cladistic analyses above and partly also on superficial similarity and 

geographic closeness, Smeringopus is here divided into twelve operational species groups, three of them 

monospecific. Some of these groups are likely monophyletic (e.g., rubrotinctus group, chogoria group, 

cylindrogaster group, thomensis group), one may be monophyletic even though the cladograms suggest otherwise 

(hypocrita group), and at least one is very probably not monophyletic (peregrinus group). This grouping, even 

though preliminary and not strictly cladistic, structures the existing diversity and reflects biogeographic patterns. In 

the descriptive section below, species are ordered according to species groups in the order used here (which in turn 

is derived from the cladogram in Fig. 1). 

1. rubrotinctus group. This group includes five species (S. rubrotinctus, S. mgahinga, S. bwindi, S. ruhiza, S. 

mpanga) with an epigynum with posterior indentation (Figs. 38ï57; char. 35). In the analyses above, the group is 

always sister to all other Smeringopus, but molecular data (Dimitrov, Astrin & Huber, in press) suggest a closer 

relationship with the chogoria group than with other groups. These two groups also share a rather dark, almost 

purplish coloration (Figs. 18ï23, 115ï118) and the geographic distribution (Fig. 58). 

2. chogoria group. This group includes two species that are extremely similar in most respects and share a very 

long process on the male palpal cymbium (Figs. 131, 157; char. 26). 

3. S. ngangao. This species appears very isolated morphologically, especially by the absence of curved hairs on 

legs and by the absence of a distal apophysis on the procursus. 

4. arambourgi group. Three species (S. arambourgi, S. oromia, S. turkana) of this largely Ethiopian group  

share a transversal dark band ventrally on the abdomen (Figs. 170, 172, 174; char. 6). In two species (S.  

lineiventris, S. saruanle) the ventral abdominal pigment is largely or entirely reduced and the transversal band is 

thus barely visible or absent. Two further species are very likely part of this group but the types are lost and no new 

material is known to me (S. affinitatus, S. zonatus). 

5. natalensis group. Most species of this large southern African group (S. natalensis, S. koppies, S. badplaas, S. 

florisbad, S. lesnei, S. harare, S. blyde, S. hanglip, S. lydenberg) are characterized by three (rather than one or two) 

processes arising from the genital bulb (Figs. 302, 307; char. 32). Two species (S. mlilwane, S. ndumo) have only 

two processes arising from the genital bulb but are tentatively assigned to this group because of other specific 

similarities (e.g., ventrally strongly curved procursus; female genitalia) and geographic closeness. 

6. S. pallidus. The type species of the genus appears very similar to representatives of the arambourgi group 

above but shares with the following groups a distinct retrolateral apophysis on the male palpal coxa (Figs. 413,  

732, 802; char. 21). 

7. S. lesserti. This species shares with all the following groups the presence of epigynal pockets (Figs. 423,  

666, 672; char. 33) but otherwise (bulbal apophyses, procursus tip) it appears very isolated. 

8. hypocrita group. This group is restricted to southern Africa but in contrast to the natalensis group rather to 

the western than to the eastern side (Fig. 475). The cladistic analyses never resolved this group as monophyletic,  

but apart from their geographic distribution, the species share a procursus tip that is strongly bent towards  

prolateral (Figs. 477, 484; char. 18). The cladistic analyses separate the group into a more southern clade (S. 

hypocrita, S. sederberg, S. dehoop; probably also S. lotzi and S. ubicki that were not included in the matrix) and a 

more northern clade (S. atomarius, S. uisib, S. tombua). 

9. cylindrogaster group. This group is unique (among Smeringopus) in its pale coloration, resulting from its 

unique biology (high in the vegetation rather than near the ground; see Natural history below). The three species (S. 

luki, S. isangi, S. cylindrogaster) share a distinctive color pattern (abdomen dorsally monochromous, ventrally with 

black spots), an elongated cymbium, and a prominent proximal ventral process of the procursus. Two species occur 

in central Africa; the third is the only Smeringopus (other than S. pallidus) that also occurs in western Africa. 

10. peregrinus group. Representatives of this large group share with the two following groups a distinctive 

structure in the female internal genitalia (part of the valve appears medially widened and divided; Figs. 616, 790; 

char. 37) but the group itself is probably not monophyletic. It is widely distributed in central and eastern Africa (S. 

peregrinus, S. peregrinoides, S. katanga, S. butare, S. dundo) but reaches further south until Namibia (S. similis), 
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Zimbabwe, and Mozambique (S. kalomo, S. chibububo). S. moxico is tentatively assigned to this group even though 

the cladistic analysis suggests otherwise. 

11. thomensis group. The three species of this group (S. thomensis, S. principe, S. mayombe) share the loss of 

curved hairs on the legs (char. 20) and the reduction of ALS spigots (char. 7; in S. thomensis two tiny cylindrically 

shaped spigots are still present: Fig. 737; in the other two species the spinnerets were studied in the light  

microscope only and it remains unknown if the spigots are entirely reduced or if two tiny spigots are still present 

too). They also share a distinctive pattern dorsally on the abdomen (Figs. 699, 701, 703; not coded) and the 

geographic distribution (São Tomé and Príncipe Islands and western Congo D.R.). 

12. roeweri group. The four species of this group (S. roeweri, S. lubondai, S. carli, S. sambesicus) share 

rounded light projections proximally on the male chelicerae (Figs. 771, 779; char. 10). The group is widely 

distributed in central and eastern Africa. 

Natural history. Even though S. pallidus is a pantropical species, very few studies have been dedicated to 

exploring its biology in any detail. Jackson (1992) and Jackson et al. (1992) studied whirling behavior as a defense 

mechanism against predators such as web-invading jumping spiders. It is remarkable that in many places S.  

pallidus seems to have been largely replaced by other synanthropic species such a Physocyclus globosus. For 

example, Sánchez Roig (1911) cites S. pallidus (under Pholcus tipuloides) as ñuna de las especies m§s vulgares de 

Cubaò, but this does no longer seem to be the case (A. P®rez G. & B. A. Huber, unpubl. obs.); also, Mello-Leitão 

(1918, 1946) reports the species (under S. geniculatus) to occur in ñtodo o Brazil, no littoralò and to be ñmuito 

comum no interior das habita­»esò in Rio de Janeiro, but the species does no longer seem to be common along the 

Brazilian coast (B.A. Huber, unpubl. obs.). 

For most other species, label data and observations by the author in South Africa, Kenya, Uganda, Cameroon, 

Gabon, and Guinea are the only sources of information. Most species prefer the same type of shady, protected habitat 

that is typical for pholcid spiders: holes and caverns, undersides of overhangs, dark spaces under logs and rocks and 

between buttresses. Here the spiders build their sheet webs that are more or less domed, with the animal hanging 

from the apex of the dome. Unlike most other pholcids but like many other Smeringopinae, several species of 

Smeringopus seem to be fairly tolerant against aridity. This may explain to some degree the fact that several species 

have invaded human constructions and it is thus remarkable that only one species has spread all over the world. 

Smeringopus occurs from sea level to over 3700 m, but only representatives of the rubrotinctus species group 

have been found beyond 2300 m. Most species of the rubrotinctus group appear restricted to high altitudes, and S. 

bujongolo is currently the pholcid spider with the highest known record in Africa (at 3780 m). 

Most exceptional both in its morphology and behavior is S. cylindrogaster (its two close relatives share the 

morphology but their behavior has not been studied). Smeringopus cylindrogaster has shifted its microhabitat to  

the undersides of alive (green) leaves where it rests in an unusual lamp-shade web in an inverted position (Fig. 13; 

Huber 2009). The entire spider has changed to a pale whitish coloration with black spots that break the contours. 

Only the dorsal side of the abdomen (that is pressed against the leaf) is monochromous (cf. Figs. 530, 534). Unlike 

other Smeringopus species that whirl or vibrate their bodies when disturbed, S. cylindrogaster remains tightly 

pressed against the leaf. 

The facultative construction of silk balls that are attached to the domed webs appears to be plesiomorphic for 

Smeringopus (see Cladistic analysis, char. 40), but only in a few species have such silk balls actually been  

observed: in S. pallidus (Japyassú & Macagnan 2004), S. cylindrogaster (Huber 2009), S. peregrinus (Figs. 8,  

623ï625) and S. ngangao (Fig. 7). Silk balls also occur in other genera of Smeringopinae (Hoplopholcus, 

Holocnemus; Wiehle 1933; Sedey & Jakob 1998; J. &. F. Murphy, unpubl. obs.), but they have been studied in  

more detail in only two species (Hajer & řeh§kov§ 2003; Japyassú & Macagnan 2004). The conditions under  

which such structures are incorporated into the web seem to vary among taxa. 

Distribution. With the exception of the pantropical S. pallidus, Smeringopus is largely restricted to central, 

eastern, and southern Africa (Fig. 17). Other than S. pallidus, only two species occur outside Africa: (1) S. 

natalensis (originally from southern Africa) has been able to establish stable populations in Western Australia and 

New South Wales (Huber 2001); (2) S. lineiventris is only known from Yemen. Only two species occur in western 

Africa (S. pallidus and S. cylindrogaster), where Smeringopus is largely replaced by Smeringopina. The two genera 

have a wide range of overlap in central Africa. The same occurs with Crossopriza in the Sahel and in north-eastern 

Africa. At least four species occur on Madagascar (S. pallidus, S. carli, S. peregrinus, S. kalomo), but none of them 

is endemic to the island and it is likely that at least three of them are recent (possibly human) introductions. 
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FIGURE 17. Known distribution of Smeringopus. Excluded is Smeringopus pallidus which has a worldwide distribution and  

whose distribution in Africa is shown in Fig 386. 

 
 

 

Composition. As delimited here, Smeringopus now includes 55 described species, 36 of which are newly 

described below. The collections seen include about 20 further undescribed species that are not treated for various 

reasons: some are very similar to species treated herein; some are only represented by poorly preserved specimens; 

most are represented by only one sex. Considering the patchiness of collecting efforts and known distribution 

patterns in the genus, it appears likely that 50% of the actual species may remain undescribed. 

 

 

Smeringopus rubrotinctus Strand, 1913 

Figs. 18, 24, 28ï29, 38ï41, 59ï64 

 
Smeringopus rubrotinctus Strand 1913: 343ï344. 

 

Types. 1ǁ1ǀ syntypes from Rwanda, Rugege Forest [=Nyungwe Forest, 2Á29ôS, 29Á15ôE], 1800 m a.s.l., 

20.viii.1907 (not 1902 as on labels) (H. Schubotz, Expedition Adolf-Friedrich Herzog zu Mecklenburg), in ZMB 

(9866), examined. 

Diagnosis. Distinguished from similar congeners (other species of the rubrotinctus group) by shapes of 

procursus and embolus (Figs. 59ï63); from most (except S. bwindi) also by deeply indented epigynum (Figs.  

38ï41); from most other congeners by long apophyses on male chelicerae (Fig. 24; very similar S. ruhiza). 
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FIGURES 18ï27. Smeringopus rubrotinctus group, habitus and male prosomata, oblique frontal views. 18. S. rubrotinctus, female, 

ventral view. 19. S. bwindi, male, dorsal view. 20ï21. S. ruhiza, male and female, dorsal views. 22ï23. S. mpanga, male and female, 

dorsal views. 24. S. rubrotinctus. 25. S. mgahinga. 26. S. ruhiza. 27. S. mpanga. 
 

 

Male (syntype). Total body length 6.7, carapace width 2.3. Leg 1: 46.5 (11.9 + 0.8 + 12.0 + 18.7 + 3.1), tibia 2: 

9.1, tibia 3: 7.3, tibia 4: 9.9; tibia 1 L/d: 50. Habitus similar S. ruhiza (cf. Fig. 20). Syntype entirely pale; color 

pattern of male from Burundi: carapace mostly brown with darker margins and large whitish marks beside ocular 

area, clypeus with barely visible pair of darker lines, sternum dark brown, leg femora and tibiae with dark subdistal 

rings and light tips, abdomen dorsally with indistinct pattern, ventrally with three dark lines behind gonopore 

(median line narrow). Distance PME-PME 185 µm, diameter PME 185 µm, distance PME-ALE 125 µm, distance 

AME-AME 70 µm, diameter AME 135 Õm. Ocular area slightly elevated, secondary eyes with indistinct ópseudo-

lensesô; deep but small thoracic pit. Chelicerae as in Fig. 24 (very similar S. ruhiza). Palps as in Figs. 28 and 29, 

coxa with indistinct bulge, trochanter barely modified, femur with deep retrolateral furrow with distinct rim 

proximally, cymbium without projection near tarsal organ, procursus with distinctive tip with ventral bifid  

apophysis and whitish prolateral process (Figs. 59ï61), bulb with relatively simple branched embolus (Figs. 62,  

63). All hairs missing in syntype; retrolateral trichobothrium on tibia 1 at 2.5%; prolateral trichobothrium present  

on tibia 1; male from Burundi (legs 1 missing): legs without spines, few vertical hairs, with curved hairs on tibiae 

and metatarsi 2. 

Variation. The male from Burundi is smaller than the syntype (tibia 2: 6.9) but has identical palpal structures 

and chelicerae. 
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FIGURES 28ï37. Smeringopus rubrotinctus group, left male palps, prolateral and retrolateral views. 28ï29. S. rubrotinctus. 30ï31. S. 

bwindi. 32ï33. S. mgahinga. 34ï35. S. ruhiza. 36ï37. S. mpanga. 
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FIGURES 38ï57. Smeringopus rubrotinctus group, epigyna, ventral views (47: lateral view) and cleared female genitalia, ventral and 

dorsal views. 38ï41. S. rubrotinctus (38: syntype, 39: Karisimbi, 40ï41: Rwegura). 42ï45. S. bwindi (Buhoma). 46ï49. S. mgahinga 

(46ï47: Ruhiza, 48ï49: Mgahinga). 50ï53. S. ruhiza (50: Kitahurira, 51ï53: Buhoma). 54ï57. S. mpanga (Kanyanchu). 

 

Female. In general similar to male; tibia 1 in 3 females: 9.3, 10.8, 11.1. Epigynum anterior plate with large 

indentation (Figs. 38ï40; very similar S. bwindi), without pockets; posterior plate simple, not projecting; internal 

genitalia as in Figs. 41 and 64. 

Distribution. Known from Rwanda and northern Burundi (Fig. 58). 
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