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but always tentacles, the Cestide and Cydippide ; and 3°, those without lobes and
without tentacles, the Zeroidie.

Here, as everywhere in our science, the total absence of a principle in assigning
& rank to the divisions adopted by different anthors is painfully felt.  While
Eschscholtz considers the Beroids as an order, to which he first applied the name
of Crexoruor.g, Lesson considers the whole group simply as a family, with which
e unites most heterogencous animals, belonging to several  distinet elasses; and
Leuckart, whom Gegenbaur has followed in that vespeet. vegards them as a distinet
class,.  The three families distinguished by Ischscholtz coineide very closely with
the three more comprehiensive groups into which Gegenbaur arvanges the five
families which he admits.  Mertens, again, separates Cestum from Cydippe, as a
distinet family, unfortunately retaining the name Beroe for the family of the latter
genus, and applying that of Tdyia to the fmily ealled Beroidear by Eschscholtz
and that of Callianiva to the family called  Mnemiidie by FEschscholtz, who had
already used the name Callianividie for the family to which he refers the genera
Cestum, Cydippe, and Callianiva. It is in view ol this confusion, probably, that
Gegenbaur has again changed the Lmily name ol Mnemiidie Lysel. to Calymnide
Gegenb.; but in xo doing he hax only made the matter worse, sinee his family
Calymnidie again diflers from the tribe ealled Calvimmeny by Lesson.  This aflords
another evidence of the absolute necessity ol strietly adhering to the law of priority.
The fumily names first proposed by Eschscholtz cammot. he disearded =0 long  ax
there remains a natural group ol Ctenophorae to which they can be applied.  We
shall see presently what is the value of the cight tribes distinguished by Lesson.
The first question that should now engage our attention is, whether the [amilies
adopted by Eschscholtz and Gegenbaur bear family charvacters or not; since T have
already shown that the Ctenophovay, as a natural group, are neither o class, as
Leuckart and  Gegenbaur admit, nor a family, as Lesson would have it, but a
natural order of the eclass ol Acalephs.

Eschischoltz assigns the [ollowing characters to his three families off Ctenophorae:
Cullianiridie, with small digestive cavity and tentacles: Mnenuidee, with small digestive
cavity, hut without tentacles; Deroidew, with large cavity of the body acting ax
digestive cavity.  Gegenbaur characterizes his familiex as follows:  Culliuniride, with
lateral, winglike appendages supporting the locomotive flappers;  Culymnider, with
two lobedike appendages upon the sides of the mouth; Ceslide, hody riband-like,
expanding transversely ;  Cydippidee, body oval or rvounded; Beroide, hody ovally
clongated.  The characters assigned by Eschscholtz to his families are entively
derived from their structure, without reference to form: Gegenbaur, en the con-
trary, distinguishes some of his families by anatomical characters, others by their
form. Which of these two methods is correct ? for T mean, at present, only
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