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8 DISCOPIIOR . Parr IIL

characters thus far assigned to the Rhizostomew, the Cephewr, and the Cassioper,
they differ most strikingly in their form, and especially in the lorm ol their oral
appendages; that similar differences exist in the form ol the Aurelin, the Pelagia,
and the Cyanere; and that the Charybdem arve still further removed from these two
groups by their peculinr form,— the question at ouce arises, What are the characters
which bind the Rbizostomewn, the Cephea, and the Cassiopewe xo closely that Esch-
scholtz should have wunmited them as one natwral group, even though he himsell
never had an opportunity of examining any ol their number? and what arve the
characters which justified Tilesius in dividing them into three families?  On the
contrary, What ave the characters which led Eschscholtz to umite the Aureliwe, {he
Pelugize, and the Cyancxe into one group. which is natural, even though the attempts
of recent writers to subdivide them into several fhmilies be equally justifiable ?
and what, finally, ave the reasons which could satisfy Gegenbaur that (he Bginidw
arc the most aberrant type among the Craspedota. though among themselves they
are very closely linked together?

I Dbelieve that these questions are not diflieult to answer, it" we apply to their
solution the tests which T have proposed in analyzing the different eategories of
structure upon which different Kinds ol natural divisions may be l[owwded in the
animal kingdom. The Rhizostomewny, the Cepher, and the Cassiopere may e dis
tinguished as natural families beeause their form s different: they may be united
into one natural group because they agree in certain complications ol their structure,
by which they at the same time difler lrom the Aurelive, the Pelagi, and the
Cyaneax.  These again agree with one another in some other complieations of strue-
ture as much as they difler from one another in their form; and this is also true
of the Charybder and ‘Eginida, which, as I shall show herealter, ought to be united
into one and the same group, on account of (he peeuliar complication ol their
structure, though they also constitute distinet families, charvacterized by their form.
We have thus among Discophora proper, two categorvies of chavacters thus far not
sufticiently distinguished, which, when properly analyzed, lead to the recognition off
a greater number of natural families than are generally admitted among these Aei-
lepbs, and at the same time point out the manner in which these Fimilies may
be combined into higher groups. Dut what are these higher groups?  Can they
be orders?

We have already seen that the class of Avalephs contains only three natural
orders,— the Ctenophor, the Discophore proper, and the Iydroiday, — chavacterized
by the complication of their strueture, and occupying vespeetively the rank in which
they are here enumerated, the Ctenopliorae being the highest and the Hydroidee
the lowest. I, then, there are among (he Discophorae natural groups ol a higher
rank than families, and yet not entitled to he considered as distinet orders, they
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