CONTRIBUTION
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No. IL—_THE MELBOURNE FISH MARKET.

My intention is, if circumstances allow me, to submit to the
public a succession of papers on the fishes of Australia. This
first one is devoted to the description of the different sorts I
have observed at Melbourne, alive or in a fresh state, during more
than a year, and which almost all come from the Fish Market.
The number of sorts (142) is very limited, compared with what
could be collected during the same period in other countries,
such as India or South America; but, if many of the South
Australian forms indicate their %abitat in a semi-tropical climate,
the diversity of species is not so great as in most regions equally
situated. This seems to be the rule with the Antarctic Seas, as
at the Cape of Good Hope, after several years’ researches, I
could only obtain 157 sorts (with ossified skeletons oxr Zeleostei,
Gunther), many of which came from distant parts, such as Lake
N’gami, Natal, &e. Since then, many sorts have been indicated
as from South Africa, and their number is so considerable in the
Catalogues of the British Museum as to make me, in many cases,
doubt of the exactness of the assigned locality. All the fishes of
Sir A. Smith’s collection have been inscribed as coming from the
Cape sea, while I believe that many were obtained at very distant
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localities. During several years, not only did I visit several times
a day the Fish Market of Cape Town, but the Malay fishermen
were most active in endeavouring to obtain specimens for me.
Sir A. Smith himself, in his “Illustrations of South Australian
Zoology,” mentions a number of sorts of fishes much smaller
even than the one I obtained myself (about 40); and Dr. Pappe,
after ten years’ study of the fishes of the Cape, only mentions
45 sorts of edible ones. (“ Synopsis of the Edible Fishes of the
Cape of Good Hope.” Cape Town, 1853.) As a general rule,
I believe that the great Antarctic Sea will be found to con-
tain less sorts of fishes than most others, and that this will
also be the case with the rivers and lakes of the same regions.
‘With few exceptions, the fishes of the southern parts of Aus-
tralia are peculiar to the region they inhabit, as of 142 sorts
(exclusive of a doubtful sort of cyprinide), 11 only are found in
other regions, that is, 5 of the 123 sorts of Zeleostei, and 6 of the
19 species of cartillaginous fishes. The five of the first are—
1. Temnodon Saltator, which is very widely spread over almost
all the tropical and temperate seas of the globe. 2. Thyrsites
Atum, found also at the Cape of Good Hope. 3. Zetraodon
Hispidus, found in the Red Sea and all over the Indian Ocean.
4. Diodon Spinosissimus, from the Cape of Good Hope and the
Indian Sea. 5. Orthagoriscus Blola, from the European seas.
To this I ought, perhaps, to add JMugil Waigiensis, first dis-
covered in New Guinea ; but this large island may be considered
as belonging to the Australian zoological zona.

Amongst the cartillaginous fishes, we find Sygena Malleus,
Galeus Canis, Rhina Squatina, Rayo Oxyrhynchus, and Myliobates
Agquila, all found in the European seas ; and Chimeera Aniarctica,
from the Cape of Good Hope. It would seem as if the more the
bones take a cartillaginous nature, the more the animal would
be able to support the changes of climate, &e. ; but it must alse
be observed that some of these last sorts have not been suffi-
ciently well compared with European specimens.

The fact that not one single true Serranus seems to inhabit
the southern shores of Australia (S. Rasor being very distinet in
general appearance) isalso remarkable, as I had already observed
the same fact at Table Bay; and here also, on the eastern coast, as
at Natal and Algoa Bay, several sorts of real Serranus are found.
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I certainly do not mean to give to these observations an exagge-
rated importance, as I am well convinced that I have not yet
seen one-half, perhaps not one-third, of the sorts that inhabit
the Bass Straits, and even Hobson’s Bay. Very little interest
has been, till this time, felt in the Australian Colonies, on sub-
jeets of natural seience, and I have found it impossible to get the
fishermen to collect for me the sorts that are not usually
considered as edible, and they almost always prefer throwing away
specimens valuable for science, and for which they might obtain
a remuneration larger than the one they get for eatable fishes,
sooner than take the trouble of bringing them to the market.
This indifference extends to all classes, and though the Acclima-
tisation Society has requested, several times, in the public news-
papers, persons desirous of helping it in the task of making
better known the zoology of Victoria, to send any specimens
they may obtain, no answers have been received. It is singular
to remark that not one of the Australian Colonies has a particular
work on one single branch of its zoology, whereas every State
of North America has a complete series of valuable works
on each branch of that science. In this the Australian
Democracy seems to be far behind its American sister. The
only, very scanty, materials published on the fishes of
Victoria consist—Ist. Of a paper of W. Blandowski on the
sorts he had collected in the interior of the Colony, and
particularly in the Murray River. This paper was to be inserted
in the “ Transactions of the Philosophical Institute of Vietoria,”
vol. 2, pages 124 to 182. It was accompanied by four plates,
representing in a rough way nineteen sorts of fishes, many of
which are unknown fo me. A rather curious anecdote is told
of this production: The author had, according to the custom of
naturalists, dedicated several of the sorts to leading members of
the Society ; but some of these gentlemen are said to have taken
as an insult what was most probably intended as a compliment,
and the letterpress and plates already engraved were withdrawn
and destroyed before distribution. I must own that I cannot
say much for the scientific value of the paper, but T have found
in it a few observations on the habits of several sorts of the
interior rivers.
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2nd. Of a short notice on the fishes of Vietoria in Professor
M<Coy’s Report on the Zoology of the Colony, in the * Inter-
colonial Exhibition Essays, 1866-1867.” In this paper the
learned author has endeavoured to give the scientific names of
the common fishes of the market, and in this he has, in general,
well succeeded. There are also to be found some interesting
observations on several sorts in this essay.

3rd. A short paper by Dr. Gunther on a few Victorian sorts
in the “Annals and Magazine of Natural History, 1863.”

4rth. Several papers of Sir J. Richardson in the “ Transac-
tions of the Zoological Society” (vol. iil.); the Proceedings of
the same, 1839-1840;” and in the “ Annals and Magazine of
Natural History, 1842-1843.”

But if the materials on Australian fishes, published in works
particularly devoted to them, are few, on the other hand all
the publications made on the Scientific Expeditions sent by
England, France, and other countries contain numerous descrip-
tions and plates of Australian sorts, and Sir J. Richardson, in
the “Ichthyology of the Voyage of the Krebus and Zerror,” has
given a most valuable account of the sorts brought by that
expedition from the Antarctic Seas. The work of this celebrated
Ichthyologist forms the most valuable contribution to Australian
Ichthyology ever published.

Of the general works on the science, two deserve a special
notice. The first is the great “ Histoire Naturelle des Poissons”
of Cuvier and Valenciennes, which was left incomplete at its
22nd volume by the death of the first of its illustrious authors,
This work is the base of the science, and not ouly recapitulates in
an admirable manner all that had previously been published on it,
but describes an immense number of new sorts. It is in this
magnificent work that the great Cuvier gives the details of the
system of which he had published the outlines in his “ Reégne
Animal.”

The second is Dr. Gunther’s ¢ Catalogue of the Fishes of the
British Museum,” complete in eight volumes. This work is one
of the most remarkable productions of modern science, and
places its author high amongst zoologists. Dr. Gunther follows

\ Cuovier’s system, but amends it considerably, and it must be
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owned that most of his changes are improvements on it, and in
conformity with the natural arrangement of beings. The labour,
patience, and science shown by the author are deserving of the
greatest praise. After having said all the good I think of this
great work, I must also submit a few critical observations on it.
Many of Dr. Gunther’s superior divisions are established only
on anatomical characters, and I think this most objectionable, as
it would exclude from the study of science all those who would
not have at their entire disposition one of the large museums of
Burope, and even the fortunate zoologists who are so situated
can only, in comparatively few instances, sacrifice valuable
specimens. I think that anatomiecal characters ought only to be
used ts confirm zoological ones.

Dr. Gunther, in most cases, prefers describing the colours
from the discoloured specimens he has at his disposition sooner
than adopting the description of travellers who have seen the
sorts alive, and in many cases have made drawings from speci-
mens so taken. For instance, Phractocephalus Hemiliopterus is
described as a fish of obscure tinges, when he had my plate
upder his eyes, showing its beautiful colours, drawn from the
living specimen.

He changes the names, derived from Greek or Latin, that he
considers badly composed, and this I think useless, as it only
increases synonymy unnecessarily. If men with the high literary
acquirements of Lacepede and Cuvier have committed such mis-
takes, no one can expect to be exempt from them, and as names
without any meaning are just as good, if not better, than those
which pretend to have one. If aname is not well made, it is
more simple, I think, to consider it as having no meaning at all,
than to introduce a new one into the nomenclature.

Dr. Gunther divides the species admitted by his predecessors
into two classes—those that he considers well characterized, and
those that he regards as doubtful; he only gives descriptions
of the first, which have almost all been seen by himself; and as
to the others, it is necessary to resort to the original works, as
amongst them a very large proportion have just as good a right
to be maintained as those he admits. He must be approved
of for rejecting, till further examination, all sorts establishel.
ou figures and drawings only. Lacepede was the first " to
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introduce into the science numerous sorts founded on these
materialy, and he went so far as to consider as sufficient docu-
ments rough paintings due to Chinese and Japanese dranghtsmen.
‘When he only used materials due to such men as Commerson,
Forster, &c., he was pretty safe; but even then, it 1s well known
that a naturalist, travelling in little known countries, is often so
pressed for time as to necessarily neglect in his drawings many
characters that will be found necessary when they will be sub-
mitted to the scrutiny of modern science. Putting these aside,
there remains in his so-called wncharacterized sorés—an immense
number that have been seen by his predecessors; and I think
that when such authorities as Cuavier, Valenciennes, Richardson,
Bleeker, Kaup, Ruppell, &c., admit them as distinct species, after
having studied them, they are at least as much entitled to be
believed as the zoologist who has not even seen them.

Taken, for example, the sorts brought back by myself from
the central parts of South America, and deposited at the Garden
of Plants of Paris, we find that Dr. Gunther considers many of
them as identified with species of Cuvier and Valenciennes,
when, in the Ichthyological part of my Travels, I give them
as distinct. Perhaps the imperfection of my descriptions
may have led him to believe in their identity ; but it must
be remembered that those specimens were all compared with
Cuvier and Valenciennes’ types, aside of which they are
placed in the Museum, and that this examination was not
only done by myself, but in many cases by DMessrs. Valen-
ciennes and Dumeril, and in all cases by Mr. Guichenot. On
the other hand Dr. Gunther appears not to have examined the
Parisian collection, which is certainly the most important in the
world, on account of the immense quantity of typical specimens
it contains.

I also think that Dr. Gunther carries too far the modern
tendency of uniting sorts that were considered as distinct, and,
misled by this principle, he has formed a certain number of
artificial species which do not exist in nature. It is well known
that in the class of fishes colours are, in general, subject to such
\altelations as not to afford, as a general rule, specific characters,
, s they do in almost all the other divisions of the animal king-
dom, mnd that these characters must be looked for in the forms
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and sometimes in the distribution of bands, stripes, &. In
many cases, the learned doctor goes much further, and supposes
even these forms to be subject to such variations as no specific
characters would remain, and so, only to quote one example, to
have the satisfaction of uniting the gonorkynchus of the Cape
with those of Japan and of Australia, he is obliged to suppose a
sort whose proportions vary according to age, which sort does
not exist.

I also think that Dr. Gunther shows too little attention to
the geographical distribution of fishes. He delights in stating
that a sort from the Northern Sea is found at the Cape of Good
Hope ; that anothor from the coast of Senegal inhabits also the
Antarctic Sea. Even fresh-water fishes, whose habitat had, till
now, been considered as very limited, are submitted by him to
the same process, and sorts from the rivers of Chili are united
with those of Tasmania, or English sorts are said to be found in
New Zealand. In many cases he asserts that they are not entirely
similar, and even goes so far as to propose names for those
varieties, but nevertheless they must be included under the same
specific names. He seems to admit too easily new localities,
and so, to give one example, the largest of all fresh-water
fishes, the Pirarucw (sudis vastres), is said, on the authority
of a dealer, to inhabit Bahia, without telling wus what
river of that locality is capable of feeding such a giant.
The truth is, that it is restricted to the Amazonas and to its
northern branches. It is also found in those of the rivers of
Guyana, whose head waters, during a part of the year, or at least
in floods, communicate with the branches I have just mentioned.

The old authors, such as Bloch, Lacepede, &c., never hesi-
tated to state that a species inhabited Greenland and India;
but under the scrutiny of Cuvier and Valenciennes these sweep-
ing assertions generally proved incorrect, and new ideas were
introduced on the distribution of sorts in the waters of the world.
But after having studied Dr. Gunther’s work with the attention
it so well deserves, one finds onself once more wandering in a
complete sea of uncertainty, and it will take years of careful
study to re-establish some rules in this part of geographical
zoology. 'This T consider as the greatest fault in Dr. Gunther’s
most valuable work.



36

It is also to be regretted that the learned doctor does not
add to his qualities a little more indulgence towards other
naturalists, often his predecessors in the science. He has placed
himself, by his works, quite high enough not to be quite so bitter
towards those who have not, like himself, the privilege of never
being mistaken. Even in speaking of Curvier, the master of all
modern naturalists, he cannot refrain from this habit of
 rude criticism, which so often becomes offensive. It is to
be regretted that he has not, with so many other things,
learned from the great man I have just mentioned to cor-
rect with urbanity the mistakes of others. If Cuvier was
obliged to rectify a traveller or a little known naturalist,
he would do it in such an indulgent way as to encourage him
to pursue his labours; and if he had to correct a man high
in science, Linneus for instance, he was always disposed to add
that a little inattention was well excusable in the man of
genius who had imposed on himself the task of describing the
immengity of Nature. It is evident that Dr. Gunther’s greatest
delight is to find fault with everyone and with everything.
When he mentions a plate, he must almost always add one of the
following epithets :—*“ Not good.” “Bad.” “Very bad.” And
in many cases he has never seen the fish in question, and the
drawing is due to one of those artists who, having devoted the
labours of their lives to zoology, have become naturalists of
no small merit themselves. His love for criticism is such
ag to make him point out mistakes that have been already
corrected by the author himself. For example, in describing
my Holacanthus Formosus, he says in a note that the
number of the fins are entirely wrong as I have stated them,
when, in the Errata of the work (“Fishes of South America ),
in the Zoological part of my Expedition (p. 112), I myself cor-
rected the mistake, and re-established the real numbers.

One of the greatest beauties of the study of Nature is gene-
rally considered to reside in the brotherly feeling it establishes
between men of all nations, of all ages, of all ranks. It is the
greatest boon of sufferance, and often the only consolation in
misfortune ; but if it was to be followedi n the spirit with which
some modern naturalists seem to be imbued, it would soon
change these kind and generous sentiments into feelings of spite,
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msult, and revenge. Instead of being a boon of peace and a
comfort to men of quiet and studious habits, it would degenerate
into a state of continual warfare, and few men of science would
like to spend their lives on such a field of battle.

To put an end to these remarks, I will only add that I think
that when zoologists have long resided in a locality, and have
made its productions the object of a particular study, such as
Ruppell, Bleeker, Day, &c, their opinion is of greater value
than that of a man, whatever may he his scientific acquirements,
who remains in his study in Europe. ~ A visit to a fish market,
in bringing under your eyes thousands of specimens of a sort,
will certainly lead you to a more correct idea of its variations
than ean be obtained by the residing zoologist, who only has at
his disposition one, or in all cases, a very few specimens, having
lost their colours, and more or less their form, by dessication or
preservation in spirits.

The study of Ichthyology has been with me, for many years,
the object of a particular predilection. When in my youth, I
spent nearly five years in the United States and Canada. 1
collected a considerable number of fishes on the demand of
Baron Cuvier. Later, when I was the Director of the Scientific
Expedition sent by the King of the French, Louis Philippe, to
South America, I devoted much attention to this subject, and the
specimens collected on my return, by the Amazonas River, are in
the Parisian Museum ; but the greatest part of the vast collec-
tion T had formed during the first three years overland, from Rio
Janeiro to Lima, was lost. A few of the dried specimens were
saved, but all those put in spirits were destroyed, probably by
the liquor beccming too weak, and also by the other incidents
inherent to a two or three years’ trip on the backs of mules and
horses. When the Relation of this Expedition was published, after
afew years’ delay caused by the political events which had agitated
my country, I reserved for myself the Ichthyological part of the
work. Having, after the Revolution of 1848, been appointed
French Consul at Bahia, I continued my researches in the
northern parts of Brazil, and I was enabled to insert the results
I obtained, by reason of the delay I have just explained, in
the Relation of my Expedition. Sent afterwards to the Cape
of Good Hope, where I remained three years, during which
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I travelled over Caffraria and several of the most remote
parts of the Colony, I not only actively collected all the fishes
I could observe, but I wrote detailed descriptions, and made
drawings of every sort, with their natural colours; but, charged
by my Government to establish a French Consulate at Siam, I
extracted, before I left the Cape Colony, a short notice from my
manuscript, and sent it for publication in June, 1858, to my
late friend, Professor August Dumeril. Different circumstances
delayed, during my absence, the printing of my * Alémoire
Sur les Poissons de L’ Afrique Australe,” which only appeared
at the beginning of 1861. Itis in his seventh volume (1868)
that Dr. Gunther quotes for the first time this publication, and
does it in his usual style. I must say that I still believe that
the study, during several years, of the fishes of a distant region
cannot be entirely useless to science. In India, I continued my
ichthyological labours. At Banglkock I collected the sorts of the
great Mainam River; at Saigon, those of the DMeklong; and,
during a more or less lengthened stay at Malacca, Sumatra Java,
Ceylon, and Singapore, I described and sketched from nature over
750 sorts. On my return to Europe, I began to put in order my
voluminous notes, but having been obliged, on account of sickness,
to interrupt my work, I was, on my recovery, struck with a most
disagreeable surprise, in discovering that my servant had, for
more than one month, used the sheets of paper on which I had
bestowed so much time and labour to light the fires, and other
parts of my learned lucubrations were discovered in the last
place in the world where an author would be proud of finding
his works. Totally disheartened, I disposed of my collection and
drawings in favour of Professor Lacordaire, of the Liege
University, another of my old friends, who has also lately been
swept away before he could complete his great work on the
Coleoptera Insects, and once more I devoted the whole of my time
to Entomological researches.

I had always since my arrival in the Colony, nine years ago,
been struck by the want of a work on the fishes of Australia,
and of Victoria in particular. In such a new country, vernacular
names are far from possessing the same degree of fixity as they
do in Europe; and putting aside a dozen or two very common
sorts, every fishmonger gives a different name to the same







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































