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12, On Pant of the Penvis of Vorscanmnus, By R. Tanminxer, Bsq.,
BA, TGS, (Read December 28vd, 1891.)

Anong the specimens lately acquired by the British Muscum from
the eollection of the late Mr. Beckles, of astings, is one to which
my sltention has been diveeted by my friend Mr. A. Smith Wood-
ward. 1t bears the number R. 1926 in the Muscumn Register; and,
like the majority of Mr. Beckles’s specimens, is cvidently from the
Woalden.  Mr. Charles Dawson, who has had so much experience
in Wealden fossils, has been good cnough to examiue the specimen,
and considers that it is almost certainly from the Isle of Wight, and
not from Hastings.

Ono glunee ab the specimen is sufficiont to show that it is the

central part of a Dinesaurian ilivim, with portions of the sacral

ribs still attached to its inner surface. Tt belongs to tho right side,
as proved by tho position of the ischial tuberosity ; and while hoth
extremities of the ilium aro wantiug, the acetabular region is fairly
well preserved.  The pre-acetabular portion of the ilinm forms a
voof-like expansion ; while the post-acetabular process is compressed
and comparatively thin.  The upper border of the iliwn is straight.
The broken portions of tho sacral ribs (five in number) are tri-
angular in seclion, and have deep indentatious between them; so
that they form Dbuttress-liko structures of great strength. The
whole contour of the iliwm and sacral ribs is quite unlike that
obtaining i Jquanodon and its allies. It appears most Yikoly that
the pre-ucetabular portion of the iliunmi when entire was greatly
expanded laterally, ag is the case in Stegosturus.

The point of cspeeial interest connected with the specimen is,
however, the presence of a large flab plate of bone, somewhat more
than 1 juch in thickness, resting on the upper border of the ilium,

from which ib 1s separated by the intervention of a thin layer of

matrix.  This hony plate is evidently a portion of a dermal armour,
and thus suggests comparison of the speciwen with the dorsal shicld
of the Dinosaur from the Wealden of the Isle of Wight described by
Mur, Tlulke as Policanthus Foxia!

Such a comparison shows that the present specimen undoubtedly
belonged to a closely allicd, if not specifically identical Dinosaur.
1t is true, indeed, that in the specimen deseribed by My, Hulke what
remaing of the pelvis and sacrn is crushed almost flat on to the
under surface of the dorsal shicld.  Still, however, there is sufficient
preserved in the former to show that the ilium and saeral ribs are
of the same type asin the specimen nnder consideration ; the tri-
angular cross-section of tho sacral ribs Dbeing especially noticed in
Mr. Hulke's description of hisspecimen.  Morcover, when compared
with the pelvis and sacrum of the mueh larger Kimeridgian Dino-
saur deseribed by Sir R, Owen as Omosawrus, which belongs to tho
same group as Polucanthus, the present specimen again presents a

' Thil. Trans. for 1887 (), p. 169, pl. viii.  |The name Polacanthus (ITulke,

1881, cr Owen). as has been pointed out to e, s preoernpied by Po/yacantkaus,
Kulil, 1831, and ought, thevefore, fo be changed.-—Feb. 1892, ]
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POLACANTHUS, sp.
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closc general resewblance, especially as regards the form of the
sacral ribs, and the deop pits by which they are separated from one
another; theso pils being: apparently roofed over by an inwaxd
extension of the upper part of the ilinm. The sane fealures are

noticoablo in the apparently generically identical American Dinosaunr .

of which the pelvis and sacrum arc figured by Irof. Marsh as
Stegosaurus.,

The chief characteristics of the specimen under consideration ure
shown in the accompanying figurcs.

As tho rosult, then, of my study of this speciinen, it appears that
it indicates a Dinosaur which may be reforred to Polacanthus: und
tho question then arises whether or no it is specifically identical
with the typical P. Fowii,

Now, so far as tho erushed condition of the pelvis and sacrum of
tho latter admits of forming a definite opinion, the corresponding
portions of the present specimen appear at first sight to bo of a
decidedly moro massive type. It is quite possible, however, that the
crushing and maceration which these bones have evidently undergone
in Mr. Hulke’s specimon may have somewhat exaggerated these
apparent points of difference, and that the two ilia are not very
different.

A morcimportant point of distinction remains to be noticed.  As
is beautifully shown in Mr, Hulke’s plate, the upper surface of the
dorsal shield of P. Foxii carrics a number of bosses for the articula-
tion of tho large spinos found in association with the figured
specimen.  In Mr. Beckles’s specinien, on the contrary, the
corresponding surface of the dermal armour is perfeetly flat, without
the faintest trace of such bosses. It might be urged that the
absence of thesc bosses is duc to the effects of rolling on the shore ;
but tho other parts of tho specimen do not show signs of cxcessive
rolling, and it would surcly require a great deal of such action to
remove all traces of these bosses if they cver existed.

It appears, however, impossible to be absolutely certain m regard
to this point; but if subsequent ©finds’ should prove that in this
Dinosaur the dermal armour was smooth, I would suggest that the
species might be appropriately named after its discoverer, Mar.
Beckles.

1t is unfortunate that both extremities of the ilium of this
specimen aro broken away, so that we cannot detormine the relative
lengths of its pre- and post-acetabular processes ; but in spite of this
deficiency the specimen itself is of importance, as showing more
clearly than hitherto the close affinity existing between Polacanthus
and the larger Dinosanrs doscribed as Omosaurus and Stegosaurus.'
The remarkable character of the dermal armour of the latler, as
lately restored by Prof. Marsh, amply serves, however, to cstablish
its generic distinctness from Polacanilus.

! [Sinee this paper was sent in to the Society Prof. Seeley (supra, pp. 81-85)
has moro fully described the ilimw of Polecanthus, and indicated the relation-
ship of tho genus to Stegosanrus and the so-called Omosarrus. 1 doubt, how-
over, whether he hasallowed sufliciently for the effect of crushing. Ile considers
the present specimen (supra, p. 84) as generically distinct from P. Jorii.—Teb.
1892.] ‘




