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XII. Flagellates. 

Eight gencric names. of flagellates wcre 
proposcd for conservalion by Senn (in Brique!, 
Hcc. Syn. V" Congr. Int. Bot. 128. 1930), hut 
these proposals have not been acted upon 
hy any Congress. They are hcrein reyiewed, 
tagether with certain other problematical 
gencric names. 

(64) Nomen conserwndum propositum: 
Phacus Dujardin, Hist. Nat. Zooph. 334. 1841. 
Euglenaceae (Euglenuphyta). Species lecto­
typica: P. longicauda (Ehrenb.) Dujardin 
(Euglena longicauda Ehrenberg, Abh. K. 
Akad. \Viss. Berlin, Phys. KI. 1830: 83. 1830; 
ibid. 1831: 72, ,pl. I, fig. VI. 1832; Infusions­
thierchcn 111, pl. VII, fig. XIII. 1838). 

Nomen rCJiiciendum propositum: 
Nitzsch in Ersch et Gru her, A lig. 
Wiss. Küustc, scct. l. Hl: Of). 1827. 
lcclulypica: Cercaria JJleurouectes 
Mueller. 

Phacus 
Encycl. 
Species 
0. F. 

The genus eercaria ·was established hy 
0. F. Mueller (1773, p. 64) on the basis of 
eight species, namely, e. gyrinus, e. catellu.f, 
e. podura, e. lupus, e. lemna, e. cyclidium, 
e. tenax, and e. pleuronectes. Mueller later 
(1776, 1786) added fourtcen species, including 
C. dÏJ<cus, e. tripos, e. turbo, and e. dridis. 
The first attempt to divide the species of 
eercaria among several smaller genera was 
made by Nitzsch. In a footnote on page 4 
of his paper, "Beitrag zur Infusorienkunde 
oder Naturbeschreibung der Zerkarien und 
Bazillarien," published in Neue Schriften der 
naturforschenden Ceselischaft zu Halle, Dril­
ter Band, Heft I, 1817 **), Nitzsch proposed 
the recognition of twelve genera, mentioning 
included species but failing to give narnes or 
diagnoses for ncw genera. In 1823 Bory de 
Saint-Vinccnt (pp. 355, 356) named aud 
characterizcd six genera, which he grouped 
iulo Lho 11ew family Ccrcariées. 11~ese gcucru 
were treated individually and assigned species 

*) I am grateful to Professor G. F. Papen­
fuss for critically reading this manuscript. 

**) In a footnote on page 67 of volume 16 

in various articles in the Dictionnaire Classi­
que and in the Encyclopédie Méthodique 
during the years 1823 and 1824. In 1827 (in 
the artiele entitled "Cercaria" in Ersch and 
Gruhcr's cncyclopediu) Nilzsch vulidntcd his 
prcviously suggcsled taxonomie Lrcatment 
with n!ltlles and diagnoses. Thus originated 
two partially competitive systems. Bory' s 
Tripo.y (1823, p. 356; 1824, pp. 526, 753) was 
based on eercaria tripos Mueller, which had 
previously (and correctly) been assigned to 
eeratium Schrank (1793) by Nitzsch (1816). 
Bory's Turbinilla (1823, p. 356; 1824, pp. 525, 
760, 'Turbinella') was based on eercaria turbo 
Mueller, which is also the type of Urocen­
trum Nitzsch (1827), currently recognized as 
a genus of holotrichous ciliates. To his genus 
Virguliua, Bory (1823, p. 350) firs.t assigncd 
(1824, p. 526) eercaria pleuraneeles Mueller 
and e. cyclidium Mueller, later (1824, p. 781) 
nelding e. dLYcus Mucllcr mul e. teru1x Muel­
lcr. Nilzsch (1827) rcferrcd e. cyclldlum and 
e. discus to the genus eyclidlum Mueller 
(1.773) and established the genus Plwcus on 
the ba.~is of e. pleuraneeles and e. tenax. 
Thus PIUleus is an illegitimate name inas­
much as it was superfluons at the time it 
was proposed, Nitzsch heing ohliged to retain 
Virgulina in some circumscription. While 
there is. undoubtedly slrong sentiment for 
conserving the name Plwcus, there are eer­
taio technica! difficulties which should he 
carefully considered. In determining the type 
of Plwcus, we should note thnt of the two 
original species, eercarla terwx is believed 
by Dubeli (1939) to he referable lo Tricho­
monas Donné (1836). The identity of eer­
caria pleuraneefes seems to he much in douht. 
The des.cription " ... alhida ... Mortua com­
planata virentem colorem induit" is puzzling 
and suggests that if Mueller really had Phacus 
in hand, it wns a hynlino form. ·n10 taxonomie 
disposition of these colorless forms. of Phacus, 
many of which hnve the general cell form 
of l'. JJleuronecles, varics. 1n the boiclest 
treatment, Pringsheim (1936, p. 58) refers 
them to a separate genus, Hyalophycus. 
Ehrenherg (1838) douhted that either Mueller, 
Bory, or Nitzsch had in hand what he called 
Euglena pleuraneeles (and what 

of the fitst sectlon of Etsch and OIObet,-- -tr:rp~r--mos1~tax:on:onm~-er7m:ido~~r'be~>.---'i 
Allg(.'Jncine Em:yclopädie der Wissen~chaften 
und Künste, Nitzsch stales that this paper 
appeared in 1816, despite the 1817 date on 
the title page. 
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pleuronectes). Ehrenberg did not recognlze 
Plwcus, however, and the first workor after 
Nitzsch to employ the name was Dujardin 
(1841), who expressed nu doub~ that his 

(ohviously Phacus, to judge from 
was at least in part the same 

Mueller's and Nitzsch's eercaria 
and Bory's Virgulina pleuro­

Thus, while it seems safer to propose 
for conservalion as of Dujardin rather 

than as of Nitzsch, thcre is still the qucstion 
of the type. Innsmuch us Dujardin citcd 

pleurouectes Mudier ns n syuouym 
Plwcus pleuronectes, retention of this his­

torically correct type would argue for con­
servation of Phacus as of Nitzsch. A salution 
. the dilemma, which I hereby propose, 

he to select as. the type of the con­
genus P. longicauda (Ehrenb.) Dujar­

din (Euglena longicauda Ehrenberg), whose 
identity as a species of Plwcus is beyoud 
reasonable doubt. lt should he noted that 

is almast always attributed to Dujar-
even though Dujardin bimself attributed 

to Nitzsch. 

Euglena (Euglenaceae, Euglenophyta). This 
genus was established hy Ehrcnbcrg (1830a, 
p. 508) to accummodate those euglenoid 

that have eyespots. Five species 
originally assigned to Euglena, namely, 

Cercaria viridis Mueller, e. pleuronectes 
'Mueller, Vibrlo acus Mueller, Euglerw spiro­

Ehrenh. (uomer' nuclum), and E. scm­
Ehrenb. (nomen nudum, non E. san­
(Nees et Coldf.) Ehrenh.). Dujardin 
pp. 349, 358) lectotypified Euglena 

eercaria viridis. 
gencric narnes to he considered in 

;Cillll111ection with Euglena iuclude Haenwto­
C. Ag., Amblyopllis Ehl't'nb., Lucri­

Bory, F.urcocerca Lnmnrck, und 
RaJllltlnellcl Bot·y. 

t;'tllaematoc,occ:us C. Agardh (Icon. Alg. Eur. 
1828) originally comprised three 
noltii C. Ag., usually considered 

~represeE<tative H. grevillii C. Ag., 
and H. sanguinea 

to Gloeocapsa Knelzing 
Mag. Nulurv. 41: !l7. l!lU3), in 
with the principle of residue, 

as lectotype H. grevil/11, which he 

considered conspecific with H. pluvialis Flo­
tow. This lectotypification overlooks an ear­
lier oue by Trevisan (Alg. Coccot. 3S. 1S4S), 
who selected H. noltii. Euglena is thus seen 
to he in need of conservatiun; but if Droop's 
propos.al (Rev. Alg. n.s. 2: 182-192. 1956) for 
the conservalion of Hoenwtococcus Flotow 
1844 vs. IlaemcJiococcu.• C. Aganlh l82S is 
uct•t•pled, Euglc·ncl will remnin tlll' corrt•l't 
name for its genus. *) 

Amblyophls was established by Eluenberg 
(1832, p. 73) to accummodate those euglenoid 
organisms with an eyespot but without a tail. 
The single species, A dridis, was rcferred 
to Eugleua by Klebs in 1883 (as E. eliren­
bergii, the binomial E. vlriclis being pre­
occupied). 

Lacrimaloria Bory (1824, p. 479; 1826, p. 
158, 'Lacrymatoria') originally comprised s.ix 
species of diverse relationships, including 
Vibrlo acus Mueller, which was referred to 
Euglena by Ehrenberg in bis original treat­
ment of that genus. Ehrenberg (1830h, p. 42) 
chungotl tho spelling to Locrym<lrio, later 
(1S38, p. 309) conuuenting that this nam<> was 
"spracblich vorzuziehende." Previously (1832, 
p. 105) he had indirectly lectotypified the 
genus by retaining in it only Vibrio olor 
Mueller (a ciliate) of the six original species. 
In 1834 (p. 316) he established the genus 
Trachelocerca to eneurnpass three species, 
including Vibrio olor. Protozoologists currently 
refer this species to either LcJcrynu~rio or 
Trachelocerco, both of which narnes would 
be illegitimate in accordance with the Bota­
nical Code. lt is sufHeient for our purpose, 
howover. to note that I.acrynuJtorlo npplies 
to a genus of cilintes ruther than to euglenids. 

Furcocerca Lamarek (1815, p. 446) origin­
ally comprised eight species, including eer­
caria viridis Mueller. lt was emended with 
the exclusion of e. viridis by Bory in 1824 
(p. 424), who (1824, p. 665) included this 
species logether with six other species of 
diverse n•lationships in his Ill'W gt•nus llaplw-

*) Ou Lhe basis of tlw iuclusion of Cer­
caria pleuronectes Mueller in the original 
treatmeut of Euglena, it cuuld he contended 
that this generic name, like Pliacus, is a 
superfluons suhstitute for Virgulina. How­

(1838, p. 111) expression 

pleuronecles Bory and Plracus pleuraneeles 
Nitzsch (us distiuguislwd from Cercaric1 pleu­
rouectes Mut>ller) would seem to weaken, if 
nut nullify, this argument. 
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nella. Cercaria viridis was soon afterward 
re~wed ~". Euglena by Ehrenberg (1830a, 
P· . .,()8) .. 1'\ct!IJCr Furcocerca nor Ilalilwuella 
appears m recent protozoological literature; 
for our purpose, howevcr, i! is sufficicnt to 
nolc !hal with thc rcmoval of Cercaria drielis 
to Euglena these generic narnes renmin to 
apjlly to preSt1111ably Ilou-algal orgauisms, 
f"obai,Jy cilia!l!s. 

(fJ.5). Nr~men crmsenwrdum propositum: 
Lepocmchs Perty, Mitt. Naturf. Ges. Bern 
1849: 28, adnot. 1849. Euglenaeeae (Eugleno­
phyta). Species leelotypiea: L. glohulus 
l'erly, loc. cit. 

Nm>wn re;iciendum l'"'l'"situ.m: Crumenu/a 
Dujarclin, Ann. Sc. Nat. Zool. ser. 2 . .5: 204 
<;crumenule:); 205.' explanation to plat<· 
( Crumenula ). Spectes typica: C. texta Dujar­
din, !.list. Nat. Zooplt. 339, pl. V, fig. 8. 1841. 

Thts proposal was made by Senrt. There is 
eonstderable oouht, howcvcr, that the two 
narnes apply to the samc genus. Skuja (1948, 
P; 193) gives scveral reasons for consiclering 
Crurnenu.la texta a species of F.uglena, hut 
one whtclt approaches Lepocinclis. 11tis 
opinion is shared by Pringsheim (19.56, p. 
139), a.lthough nat by ~ojdics (1953, p. HJ7). 
Even tf the two narnes were eonsidered to 
apply to the same genus, LeJ'OCÎnclis would 
not be universally aecepted as its name. 
Cunha (1914, p. 170), Deflandre (1928, p. 
138), and others have chosen to use Crume­
nula ra!l1er than LeJ'ocinclis. Titus conserva­
lion would appear to he inadvisable. 

bc notcd that Astasia is oftcn aseribcd to that 
author. 

Astasia wo~ld seem lo meet the require­
ments of ArtiCle 14 for eonscrvation. It is a 
mode.rately lar~c genus (at least 30 spcci<'s) 
mul IS wHlcsprcad. 1t is !he type of a eur­
rcntly acceptcd faruily. Ar~uuu•u!s u~aiusl 
cpnsurvalion, in addilion lo rl'lndanep (o 
lr·~islati~•g !!Xc<'plion~ ~o !he rulc of priority, 
mtght meimie unw1llmgness to conserve a 
name with allered circumseription and type. 

(?7J Nomrm ccmsert)(uulum J!Topositum: 
Amsonema Dujardin, Bist. Nat. Zooph. 344. 
1~41. Peran~mataeeae. (Euglenophyta). Spe­
etes lectotyptea: A. acuws Dujardin, op. eit. 
345, pl. 4, fig. 27. 

Nomen reiiciendum propositum: Auisonema 
A: Jussicu, Euphorh. HJ. 1824. Euphorhiaccae 
(Spermatophyta). Species holotypiea: A. reti­
culatum (Poiret) A. J ussieu (Phyllanthus 
reticulatus Poiret). 

J?ujardin origin.ally includcd two species in 
Amso~ema, A. acmus and A. sulcalfl Dujardin 
(op. ett. 344, pl. 4, fig. 28). llc indicated that 
the latter species shoulcl prohahly constitute 
a. distinet genus, and Stein (1878, pl. XXIV, 
ftgs. 17-2.5) estahlished Entosil'lum to accum­
modate it, thus lectotypifying Anisrmema with 
A. acinus. 

also preoccupied in thc animal kin~dom hy 
a genus of Colcoplcra (/Jin<'lllll Fainnairl', 
Rev. Mag. Zool. ser. 2. 1 : 4.57. 1849). 

Dinema Perty seems too small and nol 
suffieiently widcspr<'ml in lilt'ralnn' lo war­
rant conservation. 

(68) Nouu•11 r·ousr'ITIIIIrlum proposilum: 
Notosolenus A. C. Stok<•s. Au1. lomn. St·. 
128{164): 1.58. Aug. 1884. l'enm~malaceae 
(Euglenophyta). Species typica: N. "l'ocamp­
tus (Stokes) Stokes (Solenotus "l'"camptus 
Stokes). 

Nomen reiicietulum JlmJwsitum: Solerwtus 
A. C. Stokes, Am. Journ. Sc. 121!(163): .J8. 
July 1884. Species typica: S. apocaml'tus 
Stokes, loc. cit. (type indicated by author). 

lmmediately after establishing the genus 
Solenotus, Stokes realized that this name was 
preoccupied (in the :mimal kingdom) mul 
substituted the name Notosolenus. According 
to the Botanical Code, the correct nanll' is 
Solenotus. However, inasmuch as this wieie­
spread genus of ahout thir!Pen spt>ci<•s has 
exclusrvely gone under the name Notosolenus 
for 74 years and has b<•en tn•a!t>d in num<'r­
ous monographs and texts, it would seem 
appropriate to conserve this name. The pro­
posul was made hy Senu. Arguments against 
conservalion would inclll(le the undesirability 
of legislating exceptions to the rule of priority. The earlier homonym for the past century 

has been considered a taxonomie synonym of 
Phyllanthus Linnaeus (17.53). Peranema (Pt>rnlll'matae<'a<'. Eu~IPnophyta). 

Anisonema Duj. is a widespread genus of This genus was originally namcd Pyront'lll<' 
( ) a?out e~ghteen species. Throughout its long by Dujardin {1836, p. 203), hut the question 
66 . Nomen consen;andum propositum: Instory 1t has gone solcly undcr ils present whether this should he considerccl valid pub-

Astasla Dujardin, llist. Nat. Zooph. 3.56. name. Arguments against conservation, in lication in view of the Freneh form of the 
1841. Astasiaecae (EugiPnophyta). Species aclditir~n to thc undcsirahility of legislnting name is obviated hy tlw cxistence of au 
lcelotypica: A. limpida Dujarclin, op cit. 3.57, cxce[>hons t tl 1 f · · 1 earlier Pyronema, at>J>lied to a "<mus of fun"i pl. v, fig. 12. · o te ru e o pnonty, mig 1l ,.., ,.., 

include unwillingness to preclude the possible by Carus in 1835. Dujardin (1841, p. 353) 
Nornen rejiciendum J'ropositum: Astasia future us.e of this name in the Euphorbiaceae. changed the name to Peranema for etymo-

Ehrenberg, Annalen der Physik 94: .508. 1830. Metanema (Klebs) Senn (1900, p. 184) is a logica! reasons, but this name had been 
Species .leetotypica: A. haenwtodes Ehrenberg. taxonomie synonym of Anisonema Duj. applied previously by Don (182.5, p. 12) to 
. Asta.sw was established by Ehrenberg to a genus of ferns which is still considered 
mclude those euglenoid organisms that Jack Dinematomonas nom. nov. Dinema Perty, autonomous. Conservalion thus being pre-
"". "Y'"'J>"!. "J1~rr·c SJWr:i<•s wr•m originully Kcnnln. Kl<dnsl. Lnh<'nsf. f!J!J. 111:.2. l'orn- cludcd, nn nwkWJml silnn!ion nrisPS in tlmt 
''."'gucd l<~ tlw gL11UH, JHuncly, A. fuwumtm/".~ '"""'tlnceuo (Jo:nglt•nophytu). Non /)/nt'lll<l proto:wologlsts wiJl <'on!hnu' tn npply tin• 
Eltrenb., Enchelys sanguinea Nees et Gold- Limlley, Oreh. Seel. Hi. 1826. Orehidaceae name PerliiiCIIltl lo this small, though wide-
fuss, and Volcox lacustris Girod Chantrans (Spermatophyta). Lectotype species: Dine- spread and well-known, genus, while phyco-
(thc latter ~ith a query). Ehrenberg (1838, matomonas griscola (Perty) comb. nov. logists must seek another name. In searching 
PP· 101, lOa) lectotypified Astasla with A. (Dinema griseolum l'crty, loc. ei!.). Other for legitimate synonyms, l'eranemol'sis comes 
h.aematodes by removing the other two spe- species: Dinematomonas Jitoralis (Skuja) into consideration. This genus was established 
ctes to the synonymy of Euglena sanguinea comb. nov. (Dinema litorale Acta Horti by Lackey (1940, p. 467) to receive a Pera-
(Nees et Geldf.) Elnenh. Hot A lmernatodes ----~~~Mo.~~~~#:Sb+f~ffi~F.------------~~~--~eaWI-Uk--mad-'-'~~isl<~>r-hJII.t---'!'----".it~ 
i~ al•n rcf.,rahlo to F.ugltma. T}.., fint circum­
scriplio~l to indude tlte cltaraelcr of apo­
ehlorosls was that of Dujardin, and i! should 
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Tlm holotyp" of /Jimmra Liurll<'y, I~J11tlrm­
~ruu: r)(Jlyhulhrm ~wartz, is usually retained 
m l~pidendrum Lumaeus (1753). Dinema is 

only one fingelhun :uul on<' pharyu~cal rod. 
Skujn (Hl48, p. 231) lwli<·vt's that tht' spel'Ït'S 
which is u..•unlly considcrml lo he tlw type of 
Peranema, P. trichoJJiwrum (Ehrenb.) Stein. 

may normall~· hm·e onk om• fla):l'llum. de>pit<· 
S<'\'l'ral n'ports lo !he conlrary by othn 
investigators. Skuja therpfore reduces l'era­
nemopsis to the synonymy of Peranema. Any 
tieeision r!'~anlin): tht' correct n:lllll' of this 
p;e11Us o),,·i<,uslv nutst await furtlu:r ta:xono1nie 
sturly. · 

I•t~tnhnnonns {l'c.·ntiH.'tttatm·t•m•. Eu~h'IH)­

phyta). This gpnus was established by Skin 
(1859, p. 76, adnot.) on the basis of Cyclidium 
abscissum Dujardin. Conservalion of Petalo­
monas against "Cyclidium Dujardin"' has '"'"" 
proposed hy Senn, but this proposal is grouud­
lt•ss inasmuch as CrJclidium was founded h\' 
0. F. 1\lueller (1773) and as used by Dujanli;t 
was accredited to that author. It is tlll' 
accepted name for a genus of holotrichous 
cilintes. 

J.Uonas (i\lonaclaceal'. Ochromonadalt's. 
Chrysoph) ceae). This genus as attributed to 
"Ehrenberg emencl. Stein"' (1878) was pro­
posed for conS<'n·ation against Spume/la Cil'n­
kowsky (1870, p. 432) by Semi. lllonas was 
established hy 0. F. l\luelll'r (1 773. p. :!5) 
and originally included three species, namely, 
ilf. tenno, M. lens, and ilf. mica. The first 
two species are consillered by some workNs 
to be conspecific with the organisms now 
usually known as Oikomonas tenno (Oiko­
monadaceae) and Bodo lens (Bodonaceae), 
n•spectiwly. Kent (lSSO) remowd tlwst' !wo 
sp<'l'Ï<'S from lllonas (lo Oikomrmas mul llete­
rr>mila, respectively), thereby leclotypifying 
the genus with ilf. mica. The id<•ntily of this 
species is problematical. Ehrenberg in various 
puhlications ad deel 2.J species to 111 <lii<IS. 

including two. ilf. gultu/a mul i\1. ddpara. 
which Stein (1878. pl. I, Abt. VI; pl. 11, Aht. 
I) illustrated to the exclusion of all other 
species of the genus. Slein's treatment was 
considered an emendation by Senn (1900, p. 
131), who attributed the genus directly to 
Stein. lt was this circumscription that Senn 
had Î1\ ttlitHI wlwn lH.' }'nlpnsc.'d l\ftllldS f~lf 
t'OUSl'rvatiou a~aiust SJillUiclfa, whoS\' typt' 
spt•dt•s. S. I'Uigaris. is usually eonsh.lt·rt·(lt..·on· 
generic with l\louas vivil'ara. Upon thpse !wo 
species Faseher (1912, p. 190) established th<' 
gt>nus Heteroclrromomrs, which he considen'd 
a colorless counterpart of Ochromouas. Bour­
relly (19.57, p. 142) designated H. t:ici!'ara as 
lectotype. _____ n ____________ _ 

Considering til(' faets that tlw idpntit,· of 
1\lolWS mica: tlu' lt·etut~ pt• of its g.t·nu~ as 
nriginally t•stahlisht'tl. is not known :uHI that 
!Iw namt• :tlouas has bt>t•n applil'd toa diH'fSt' 
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~rray of. organisms, there seems little if any 
jUslifJCatiOn for conserving it, regardless of 
thc circumscription selected for conservation. 
Therc also seerns liltie justification for retain­
ing tbc name lleteruchronumas in view of 
the availability of Spumella. Bourrelly restricts 
the genus to those organisms which reveal 
tlwir rclaliouship lo Ochrottwtta.Y hy thc 
formation of endogen<JUS cysts, among other 
criteria. '!nis circumscriplion includes three 
species: Spumella vulgoris Cienk., s.~vivipara 
(Ehrenb.) Kent, and S. beauchampii (Ho­
vasse) comb. nov. (Oicomonay beauchampi 
Hovasse, Arch. Zool. Expér. Génér. 83 (Notes 
et Revue): 47. 1943). 

Oikomonas (Oikomonadac<•ac, Protomasti­
gineae). This genus was established by Kent 
(1880, p. 250) to receive six species of uni­
flagellate Mongs-like organisrru, of which 0. 
mutabilis Kent was designated the type. It 
is rctaincd in current protozoological litera­
ture largely on the basis of 0. termu (0. F. 
~ucllcr) Clark, ouc of thc original species. 
Senn proposcd lhe conservalion of Oikumonas 
(as Oicomonas) against Cercomonas Dujardin 
(1841, p. 287) pro parte. but this proposal is 
groundless inasmuch as Cercomonas is ac­
cepted by many workers as the name of a 
genus of biflagellate organisms in the Bodona­
ceae (Protomastigineae) which includes at 
least !wo of the original Dujardin species 
(C. criJJisicauda and C. longicauda). Somc 
authors refer these two species to Cercobodo 
Krassilstschik (1886). Certain species referred 
to Oikomonas by authors other than Kent are 
now generally believed to be colorless 
counterparts of Chrumulina Cienkowsky (1870), 
and for these species Pascher (1912, p. 190) 
erected the genus Heterochromulina (type: 
Oikomonas ocellata Scherffel), which Bour­
relly (1957, p. 252) places in the Chromulina­
ceae. It is. possible that one or more of the 
original species of Oikomonas may prove 
to !ie within Pascher' s circumscriptiou of 
Heterochromulina. 

work (April and August compared with 
November), there is no need for conservation. 

Bodo (llodonaceae, l'rotomastigineae). This 
genus as attributed to "Ehrenberg emend 
Stein" (1878) was proposcel for conscrvatio~ 
~gainst lleteromila Dujardin (1H41, p. 207) by 
Scnn. Budo was described by Ehrenbcrg 
(1830b, p. 3~) und :tssigncd three species, 
namely. B. d&dymus, B. viridis, and B. vorti­
cellaris, .all nomina nuda. These were validal­
ed logether with two additional species, B. 
salt.ans. and B. sucialis, in 1832 (p. 65). 
DuJardm (1~41, p. 298, adnot.) did not adopt 
the genus masmuch as he considercd thc 
various species of Ehrenbcrg to be poorly 
observ~d memhers of three of his new genera, 
AmpliLIIIl.mas, Cerconumas, and lleterumila. 
Stein (1878, pl. Il) illustrated five species of 
Bodo, of which only B. saltwis is an original 
Ehrenbcrg species. Slein's treatment was con­
sidered an omendation by Senu (1000, p. 134), 
who had this circumscription in mind when 
ho prop?scd /Judo for conservalion uguinst 
Ileteronuta, IJ. ovaltl having been referred 
to Bodo by Stein. Senn might have cited 
Amphimonas Dujardin as a nomen reiicien­
dum equally well, inasmuch as A. eaudata 
was also referred to Bodo by Stein. However, 
so long as B. saltatlS is retained in the genus 
Bodo is attributable to Ehrenberg (1830) and 
therefore has priority over Dujardin's genera. 

Ulplomltella nom. nov. Diplomi/a Kent, 
Man. Infus. 1: 289. 1881. Amphimonadaceae 
(Protomastigineae). Non Diplomita Fromentel 
I::tud. Microz. 209. 1874. PeranemataceaeP 
Type (and only) species: Diplomitella socialis 
(Kent) comb. nov. (Bicosreca sociolis Kent, 
Monthly Mier. Joum. 6: 263. 1871). 

~ro~e~tel. described under the name Diplo­
m&ta ms&gms a biflagellate colorless monad 
which Bütschli (1884, p. 829) referred to 
Anisonema Dujardin (1841). 

Desmarelia (Craspedomonadaccae, l'rolo­
rnastigineae). Senn proposed Desmarelia Kent 
(1878a, p. 130, pl. III, fig. 23; 1878b, p. 147, 

VII, 9) for conservalion against "? 
(1852, 178) and Codono-

9. 

Megastoma (Distomatnccne, Distomn-
lincac), Smm proposcd "Megt~slolllll Grnssl, 
Atti Soc. Hal. Sc. nat. (1881) 167" for con­
sc.rvation against "Cercomonas Lambl, Prager 
V~erteljahrsschr. f. d. prakt. Heilkunde (1859) 
51 p[ro]p[arte]" and "Lamblia Blanchard 
Zoologie médicale (1886)." The nomenclatural 
(as well as taxonomie) history of this group of 

p. 126) admits the 
idcntification of Desmarelia with llirmidium 
"ist zu hypothelisch", and inasmuch as Kent's 
papers appeared several months befure Slein's 
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organism was described 
frorn various species of and plal"Cd in 
its own genus Diuwrphus (as D. muris). 
Awkwardly, Grassi first erected the •ubgenus 

Dimorphus in the genus Dicercomonas (p. 
and later (p. 448) considcred it of generic 

·rank. Because this gencric name "potrebbe 
dar luogo ad un equivoco" and the epithet 

·: "è diventata insufficente," Grassi (1881a, 
1881b, 1882) change<! the hinominl to lilega­
atoma euterlc11111. lliilsd•li (lllll·l, p. 8·13. 
legend to pl. XLVI, fig. 3), hclicving thnt this 
organism was the same as onc described in 
1859 by Lambl (p. 51, pl. I, fig. 2 z) under 
the name Cercomonas intestinalis, made the 
combination Megastonw intestinalis. Blanchard 

·(in Railliet 1886, p. 1004; Blanchard 1888), 
realizing that both Dimorplws and Mega­
atoma were preoccupied (in the animal king­
dom), changed the name to La111bli11 (L. 
inteatinalis), In the meanwhile, Künstler 
(1882) proposed a new genus of intcstinal 
parasites, Giardia (G. agilis), which is now 
generally considered to be congenerio with 
Lamblia. A further consideration was intro­

. duced by Hartmmm (1909, p. 302), who 
. believes that Lamblia is the sexual phase of 
·Hexamita lutestbwlL• Dujardin (1H41). In nny 
.case, Senn's proposal is technically ineorrect: 
.there is no such genus as "Cerconwnas 
· Lambl," Lambl correctly ha ving attributed 
Cercomonas to Dujardin without excluding 
the original species; Blanchard proposed 

· Lamblia not in his Traité de zoologie médi­
cale, but rather in Railliefs I::léments de 

· zoologie médicale et ngricole; nnd, most 
important, DiiiWrJIIws dm•s not luwe 11ll 

earlier homonym among pluuts and thus this 
name, rather than Lamblia, which is au 

· illegitimate substitute name in botanical 
nomenclature, should be cited as the 110111en 

reilciendum of Megasto111a. llowever, the fact 
that M egastouw has all but disappeared from 
the literature of the past half century would 
disqualify it from consideration as a nomen 
conservandum. 

Porotheca nom. nov. Porelia Schiller, Arch. 
Protistenk. 61: 54. Hl28. 1'roroccntract•:w 
(Pyrrophyta). Non l'orcl/11 Linnacus. Sp. 1'1. 
2: 1106. 1753. l'urcllaceac (I h•paticnc). Leeto­
type species: Porotheca globulus (Schiller) 

· comb. nov. (Porella globulus Schiller, op. cit. 
56). Other species: Porotheca adriatica 
(Schiller) comb. nov. (Porella adriatica Schil-
ler, loc. cit.). Porotheca asymmetrica 

comb. nov. 

Porotheca bisimpressa (SchillPr) 
comb. nov. (Bxrwil!lltl bisiiiiJ>r<'ssa Schillt'l", 
Arch. Protistenk. 38: 258. 1018). Porotheca 
pedorata (Gran) comb. nov. (Exuviaella 

perforata Gran, Cons. PPnn. Int. Explor. Mer, 
Bull. Plank!. 1912: 99. 1915). 

Erythropsidinium nom. UO\', Erythropsis 
Hertwig, Morph. Jahrb. 10: 2W. 1884. War­
nowmceae (Pyrrophyta). Non Erythropsis 
Linlil<'y, Qnart. Jonm. St'. Lit. Art. S<'f, 2. 
2: 111. 1827. Stt•reuliat•eat• (Spt•nnatophyta). 
Type spt•cics: Erythropsidiulum agile (Hert­
wig) comb. nov. (Erythropsis agilis Hertwig. 
loc. cit.). Other species: Erythropsidinium 
cochlea (Schuett) comb. no,·. (Pouchetia 
cochlea Schuett, Ergebnisse der Plankton­
Expooition der Humboldt-Stiftung IV (M.a.A.): 
169, pl. 26, fig. 95. 1895). Erythropsidinium 
cornutum (Schuctt) comb. nov. (Pouchetia 
conwta Schuett, op. cit. 169, pl. 26, fig. 96). 
Erythropsidinium extrudens (Kofoid PI 
Swezy) comb. nov. (Erythropsis extrudens 
Kofoid et Swezy, Mem. Univ. Calif. 5: 494. 
1921). Erythropsidlnium hispidum (Kofoid 
et Swezy) comb. nov. (Erythropsis hlspit/a 
Kofoid et Swezy, op. ei!. 499). Erythropsldi­
nium labrum (Kofoid et Swczy) comb. nov. 
(Erythropsis labrwn Kofoid et Swezy, op. cit. 
501). Erythropsidinium minor (Kofoid et 
Swezy) comb. nov. (Erythropsis minor Kofoid 
et Swezy, op. cit. 503). Erythropsidinlum 
pavillardii (Kofoid et Swezy) comb. nov. 
(Erythropsis pavillardi Kofoid et Swezy, op. 
cit. 505). Erythropsidinium richardli (Ko­
foid et Swezy) comb. UO\', (Erythrvpsis 
riclumli Kofoid t•t Swt•zy, up. cit. 508). 

Erythropsidinium scarlatinum (Kofoid et 
Swezy) comb. nov. (Erythropsis scarlatina 
Kofoid et Swezy, op. cit. 510). 

Erythropsis Lindley is a currt•ntly ncccpted 
genus of flowering plants. 
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THE STATUS OI<' AGYNEIA AND GLOCHIDION 
(EUPHORBIACEAE)* 

Grudy L, W cbster (Lafayette, Ind.) 

In their extensive revisions of the family 
· Euphorbiaceae in the 'Pflanzenreich', Pax 
and Hoffmann treated most of the genera 
except those in the Phyllantlws-complex. For 
Phyllantlius and ils allics, which inclmle at 
least 1,000 species, no general revision has 
been made since that of Mueller Argoviensis 
in De Candolle's 'Prodromus' (1866). A 
survey of the taxa in the subtribe Phyllan­
thinae (s. lat.), made in conneetion with a 
revision of the West Indian species of Phyl­
lanthus (Jour. Arnold Arb., 1956-58), has 
shown that extcnsivo taxonomie nnd nomen­

.- clatural changes are needed to bring the 
· classification up to date. lt is the aim of the 

present artiele to review the nomenclatural 
problems in the Phyllanthinne which may 
affect studcuts of tho flora of the Old World 
tropics. 

St. John (Taxon 6: 198-199. 1957) has 
· already pointed out that the genus Breynia 

Forst. is a latter homonym of the Cappari­
daceous Breynia L.; he has consequently 
proposed that Breynia he placed on the list 

. of concerned gencric na mes. Although Brey­
nla is a rclatively small gcnns of nhout 30 
species aud is only wenkly differeutintcd 
from Sauropus, its conservalion appears 
warranted, as a cultivar of tho type species 
B. disticha is rather well knowu ns au omu­
mental, and several species are common in 
soulhem and castem Asia. 

in tho Euphorbincenl', Phylluu-

dion Forst. (Cbar. Gen. Pl. 113. pl. 5i. 1776), 
which is represented hy more tban 200 
species in the tropics of Asin and Oceania. 
Gloclliclion has been generally accepted as 
gcuerically distinct from Pliylltmtlws siuce 
the dispositions of Hooker (FI. Br. lnd. 5: 
306. 1887) and Pnx (Naturl. Pflanzenfam. 
ed. 1, 3(5): 23. 1890), and will surely be so 
treated in the future. Unfortunately, all recent 
workers appear to have overlooked tbe fact 
that Glochicli01~ Forst. is a taxonomie syno­
nym of the earlier Agyneitl L. (1\laut. Alt. 161. 
1771). Linnueus lmscd his genus on two 
Chinese plauts whicb are now considered a 
single species, Glachidion puberurn (L.) 
Hutch. The type species of Glochidion, G. 
rmniflorum Forst. f., helongs in the samc 
sect. (lle.m.igloclliclion) ns G. puberum, and 
tbere seems no douht that they are in fact 
congeneric. Mueller (in DC. Prodr. 15[2]: 
238. 1866) pointed out that Agyneia L. is 
synonymous with Glochidion, but upheld 
Agyneia in the completely different applica­
tion given that name by Ventenat. This latter 
nuthor (Descr. pl. nouv. jard. Cels. 23. pl. 23. 
11!00) mistook for Limllll'liS's Agynl'i<l im· 
Jlllbcs 1\11 entirely different plant alrendy 
described hy Linnaeus (Syst. ed. 13. 707. 
1774) as Phyllantlws bacciformis. This com­
pletely altered usage of the name Agyneia 
bas been perpetrated by Mueller and later 
authors up to the present time, altbough 
is of course indefensible 

Siuco lcss thnn 10 of thc species of Glochi­
climl have received valid names in L\gyneia. 
failure to conSN\'l' the foruwr would necessi­
tate at least 200 new combinations. In view 
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