RICHARD J. NEVES

s pnesh on the Paint Rook

»; whorls a little
Poreth 275, dians 20,5
frenn Dongrherty, Georgia,

lots from the Whestley

der ab the shoulder
ed by many
thy conde, the

shoulder
: lrge,

i

neirl.

Lip s SR TON,

wviaris 178

cf areriure THC .

Ereck ;e Branch, Ca-

RIS ?51‘,-'{';«: Fa278l AL N.UB, P
g and distinet striation.

S STV T o8

in color and sculpture, but
ated, and the whorls have a

e owhich the wall s nearly
Vi {\(‘(‘E}t‘:ld) b differs from
the mouth and on the eroded

fenplh of 'x;'n'*r‘?m'o 16,8 mom.
4 AL NS

Y

{as synonym of C. Hmum),
“'u)rnf'M‘y of Netaral History,
T (May, 1880),

; name under Compeloma
» bad not geen the true

THE NaUPILUL, (é\}f{ A 43

Patuding lima Ant
partly drawn from §
Aunthony.

The shell hag a mt‘hm\ghort spire ai/d large aperture, it varies
on diffevent parts of the <~§i;me spﬂ}mm, and in different speci-
meny frora dark citrine al{!uh brown. The @derior i3
choeolate, chestrnd-brmen or rhr w{mw red ; the invariably dark
color being highly characte The surfuce has unequal,
minute, spaml strim, Th(:fﬂi@t wherl is somewhat compressed
Lelow the narrow subsatufd shoudder.  Columella rather heavy,
nearly white. A large spemmcn‘“p}m ures, length 84,6, diam,
22, S, aperture 19.8 méz 4 whorls'remaining.

So far as knowny thm species Igyrestricted to the St Johns
River and tnbutapé creeks, in Florifla. Mr. Johnson and the
writer dredged 1t in Take County. Tfis one of the most distinct
-spomm owing tc) itg color, X\

ampelome if?mum {Anth.) is a mm}é stender, green species
w&th a smadlet mouth, bluish within, m‘qﬁd a more or less dis-
tinetly Lubanguiar pcnphel v, Melontho decampr W. G. Bioney
is a synonyn of C. limwn. )
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v Florida species, partly compiled from
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THEE RAFINESQUE-FOULSON UNIOS.

BY BRYANT WALKER.

In publishing the complete list of the Rafinesquean Unios in
the Poulson collection with their modern equivalents, Mr,
Vanaita has rendered a distinet service to all students of the
American Naiades, Now, for the first time, we, to whom the
specimens are inaccessible, are informed exactly as to which of
the species familiar to us under Simpsonian designations are
represented in that famous collection and their names as iden-
tified by Rafinesque himsgeli,

While, with a single exception, it is not claimed that these
are yhe original types of Rafinesque’s species, and it is explicitly
gtated that the ultimate recognition of any of Rafinesque’s
apecics ¢ depends upon whether it could be identified by de-
seriptions published prior to any other recognizable name fox
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44 THE NAUTILUS,

the sumo spesies,”’ novertheless 1t in a distinet advaniage to
know exactly what Rafinesque in 1851 understood or claimed
to be the specics that he had described in 1820,

The anthor has presented a tentative synonymy of the speeies
represented in the Poulson eollection, “if they were recopized
and the names dated from 18207 In this suggested arrange-
ment, Rafinesque’s genera and subgenera are ignored and all of
hie specics are treated as Unios and synonymy s based entirely
on the gupposition that they were described ag Unios.

fn this, the author seems to have overlocked Rafinesque’s
explicit statement, (p. 2983, as to his method of compiling his
Monograph.

In 1819, Rafinesque had propesed to divide the North Amer-
jean Unios, ‘‘provisionally,”” into eight subgenera. In 1820,
in his ¢ Monographie,’’ aifer veferring to this fact he says:

¢ Gince then, having increased my species and verified their
characters, it appears to me to be proper 1o make from them
many genera and subgenera, but to humor (< pour complaire’’)
naturalists, who might hesitate to adopt the changes in nomen-
ciature that the discoveries necessitate, I will give the pame
of Undo in the second place to all new species, observing to those,
who would assign them all to the genus Unio, which therely
yould contain more than seventy species, that 1t would he
rjecessary in the description of the specific characters to repeat
those of my new genera, thia would render the definitions of the
species long and prolix.”’

Tn accordance with this statement, throughout the Mono-
graphie he first prints his name for the species i italics and
then, *f pour complaire,’ adds in parenthesis and in Romantype
the popular or conventional pame.

It, instead of adopting this system, he had in every ingtance
gtated in his explanatory remarks that for those whe did not
adopt his new genera the species would be an Uhio, thers

could be no possible doubt of his intention to unse his new gen-
eric terms. And, in view of his explicit statement, 1 do nob
see how any other inference can be properly drawn from the
method that he did adopt, = There is not to be found anywhere
in the Monographie the siightest intiraation that he had ever
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any doubt as to the correciness of his new classification or that
i any degree he inlended {o impugn its validity,

If I am right in this contention, much of the tentative syno-
nymy proposed by My, Vanatta will have to be reviewed.

Iy view of the fact that the adeguacy of Rafinesque’s original
deseriptions is exypressly left in abeyance, it would seem o be
better to retain the Bimpsonian names until all of those ques-
tions can be definitely determined.

Hxpressly reserving, therefore, all questions relating to the
adequacy of Rafinesque’s original descriptions and simply to
determine ©* the effect on nomenclatare if they were recognized
and the pames daded from 182077 taking the gpecies in the
order given by Vanatta, it wonld appear to be necessary to make
the following changes

Fruncilla brevidens Lea,

Deseribed by Rafinesque as Obliguaria interrupta. It s vot,
therefore, preoccupied by Unio solenoides interrupla and, if
identiinble, would take precedence over Lea’s name,

Truneille sulfeate (Lea).

Unio suleatus Tea (1830) is not preoccupied by Pleursbema
amytiloides suleate Raf, (1820%.  But Obliquaria obliguata Raf,, i
identifiable, would have priority.

Dlagiota secwris (Lea).

Obtiquaria depressa Raf. {1820) Is not precccupied by the
Unio depressa Lam, (1819). But both Say (1834) and Conrad
(1834} have given preference Lo lineolatn Raf. over depressa Raf.,
although the latter has page precedence. This they had the
right to do under the Code and, if identifiable, Rafinesque’s
name will tuke precedence over Lea’s.

Plagioln elegans (Lea).

Truneilla trweacata Rafl (1820) iz not preoccupied by Unio
truncada Bpengl, (1793}, If identifiable, Rafinesque’s name has
priority over Lega’s.  Metaplate Raf. Is subsequent to both.

Tritegonia tubereulata Bar,

Unio fuberewjata Bar. (1828) is not preoccupied by either
Obfiquaria fubereulaia Raf, or Obovarie stricia tuberculala Raf.
(1820). But Obliguaria verrucosa Raf,, if identifiable, has
priority for the species.
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Cyprogands trroveda (Lea).

Obovaria siegaria twberculuto, Raf. is not precccupied by
Obliquaria tbereulate Rat. But Obovaria striata tuberculatn has
page precedence. If identifiable, stegaria Raf. (1820) has
priority over drrorate Lea (1830) as the specific name.

{nie gibhosus Dar,
name (1823} is not preoccupied by Amblema gibbosa
Raf. (1820), But Unio dilataic Raf, (1820}, if identifiable,
hiag priority.

Barney’

Ehido prasilies Lea.

Obliguaria pusille Raf. (1820) did not prevent the use of
of pusillus for a Undo by Lea in 1840,  Lea’s name will, there-
fore, stand,

Guadide lochrymosa (Tea).

Simpson did not separate asperrima Lea varietally from
lachrymosa as Vanatta’s remark would indicate. If identifiable,
Rafinesque’s name, quadrula, has priority and would become
the specific name and, if separable varietally, lachrymosa Lea
would become a variety.

Quadrule pusiulosa (Lea).

Obliguaria remss Raf. (1820) is not preoccupied by Unio
refusa Lam. (1819). If identifiable, Rafinesque’s name would
have priority over Lea’s,

tuadruln subrotunda { Lea),

Unio sulrotunda Lea (1881) is not preoccupied by Obliquaria
subrotunde. Raf. (1820). However, sintomic Raf, (1820), if
identifiable, has precedence over subrotunda Lea.

The statemens that ““ many of Rafinesque’s species have been
eredited to Conrad by Mr. C. T. Simpson’’ is hardly fair to the
latter.  Conyad did sufficiently describe and figure a consider-
able number of species in his ““ Monography "’ of 1836, which
he credited fo Rafinesque. At least one of these, U, cordatus,
does not agree with the specimen under that name in the Poul-
son collection as identified by Vanatia. Simpson states ex-
presaiy that he had made careful and repeated attemipts to
identify Rafinesque’s species and that, while he found quite a
number that should be recognized and which he did recognize,
as to the remainder he was ‘““utterly unable to make anything
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aut of them.”  Having reached this conclusion, the only thing
that he could do wae to credit the specles described in the
Monegraphy under there indolermirable names to Conrad.

The list of names proposed by Rafinesque and not mentioned
in Qimpeon’s Synopsis is also mislending.  Of the twenty-three
“Unios 7 Yated, only three were described ag distinct spreies of
Unio by Rafinesque : eight are varieties of certain species of
Unip, while the yemaining twelve are made up of one species
and cleven varieties described under varfous different generic
pames. 8 wonld certainly bawve been better if Bimpson had
given a complete list of all of the species named by Rafinesque
as Tong a8 he atteinpted to compile such a list at all.  But the
value of quoting indeterminable species is questionable and go
far as nomenclatoral purposes are concerned, they are practically
nomina mud.

In conclusion, Mr. Vanatta proposes new names for three
species described Ly Lea and Conrad under names supposed to
be preoceupied by Rafinesque.

(ne of them, Picurobema simpsoni, proposed for Uniso striatus
Tea seems pmnecepsary as Rafinesque’s striata was deecribed as
an Dbovaria and not ag an Undo.

If Rafinesque’s Unio nigra and Undo viridis are identifiable,
the other two charnges proposed axe proper under the Code.

These changes are but a foretaste of what is likely to happen
to very many of the familiar names used for our American
specics, when the thankless and interminable task of collating
all of the varietal mames used for the Unionidae from the begin-
ning has been comypleted and the unnecessary and vicious pro-
vigions of the Code in regaxrd to the standing of varietal pames
i8 enforced according to the letter of the law.

& WEW TEREDO PROY THE WEST COAST OF AMERICA.

BY PAUL BARTSCH.

In looking over the West American Teredinidae in the collec-
tion of the U. 8. National Museum, I find an undescribed
species from the Ban Diego region which may be called :



