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HUXLEY'S CLASSIFICATION OF THE SIPIIONOPIOR.E, 1839

HYDROZOA.

I. Carycoruonip.y.

Ist Family., Diphydas: Diphyes, Guleolavin, Abyla.

2d Fumily. Sphwronectida: Sphaeroneetes.

3 Family, Prayidor: Pruya.

Ath Family.  Ilippopodiida: Ilippopoadius, Vogtin.
II. Puysornonin.x.

Ist Family. Apolemiada:: Apolemia,

20 Tamily.  Stephanomiadae: Halistemma, Forskalia, Stephanomin, Agalma.

3 Fumily. TPhysopharinda: Physophora.

Ath Family.  Athorybiada s Athorybia,

Sth Family.,  Rhizophysinda : Rhizophysa.

Gth Family.,  Physalida: Physalia

7th Family.  Velellidie : Velelln, Torpita.

From the cireumstance that his last work embraces all the animals then referred
to the clasy, Lesson truly marks the close of a period in the history of the progress
of the classification of' Acalephs, From hix days forwand, the improvements bear
chiefly upon the arrangement of the IHydroids, first brought into the sphere of
attraction of the Medusie about that time.  Affinities, unsuspected helore, lead to new
combinations; and & move intimate acquaintance with the strueture of all these ani-
mals, by the very novelty of the disclosures, suggests comparisons with the remotest.
types, and mere analogies are exalted into real aflinitics.  But step by step, the test
of homological relationship Dbeing applied to these aberrations, and embryological
study adding its controlling intluence, the Acalephs are finally cireumseribed within
limits which would now scem natural, and =ubdivided into groups which are not
likely to undergo other than changes of secondary importance.

In concluding this rapid sketch of the classifications of the Acalephs I may
be permitted to remark, that a retrospective glance over the many attempts thus
far made to express the various degrees and diflerent kinds of affinitics of these
animals, in the shape of diagramg, should satisly any one how readily different
authors, approaching the study of these animals with a very different preparation,
have in the end agreed upon the natural limits of a larger and larger number
of their subordinate groups, in proportion as the information concerning these groups
has beecome more and more precise. The disagreement among authors has been
most persistent upon the classification of those animals only, respeeting the structure
of which our knowledge has also remained deficient for a longer period; and it is
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