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1:riersoii has slio\\~n that the original type named by 1,ea 

for his genus Symphynota was U~z io  nlntlrs Say and that con- 

sequcl~tly Symphynota becomes a s y i ~ o ~ ~ y ~ l l  of Proptera Raf. 

and that Lasi~ligo~la Raf. as the erlrliest available ilaille becoilles 

the geilci-ic type. 
Another consequence is that t l ~ c  group included by Sialp- 

son in the subgenus Symphynota is left without a name un- 

less Lymiladea Sw. (Treat. i\lal., 1840, 11. 379) is available. 

But I .do not think that it call be used. Swainson listed three 

species tunder his new genus :-L,. alnla Sw. ( U .  alnlz~s Say),  

I<. frngilis Sw. ( U .  grncilis Bar.) and "?L. cot~zfiressn Lea." 

111 his text where he discusses the systeinatic position of 

14yill~ladea (1. c. 11. 265) lie figures nlnta as the representative 

of the genus and in citing co~~zpressn  on 11. 379 prefixes it with 

an " ? "  s+wing that he was not certain that it really belotlged 

to the genus. 



Thc  Intcrilational Code (Art .  30-c) cspressly provides 

that in designating a type "sl~ecies \ \~hich the author of tlie 

g e n ~ ~ s  dottbtfully 1-cfcrred to it" are  excluded. 

I:or these 1-casoiis I a111 of tllc ol)i11io11 that the evideilt ill- 

telltion (11 the author \\rill I)c l ~ c s t  carried out and the provi- 

sions of the Code ol~cycd 11y coilsidering tllufrs as the generic 

type antl, to save any possil)lc q~~cs t io l l  hereafter, :I hereby 

tlcsigilatc Ly~irilrrtlcn nltrltr Snr. ( I / .  nlnl11.s Say)  a s  the typc 

of Lymnadea Sw. 
, , 1 o take the place ol tllc tmavai1al)lc Spmphynota Lea as 

a ilainc for  the st~l)gc~lus,  1 1)roposc to s~tbsti tutc Platynaias 

\\.it11 S?l~rrpl~yilofn colil~r.rs.sn 1,e :~  as the type. 'I'he arrnnge- 

tncnt p~-ol)ow"d 1)y (-)rtma1111 ( K a u t .  XST7 111, 1914, 1). 42) 
\\,ill still Iloltl good, 1)tit sho~lltl 1)c revc.rsctl as f o l l o ~ ~ ~ i  : 

111 1840 Sirnl)soil ill his 'l'rcatisc 011 .\l:llacolog)-, 1). 252, 
described a new genus of llis su1)f:lmily ~llasmotlontinx a s  

Calceola ant1 gave as the mo~lotypc, "C. angulata Sw. Am. 'l'r. 

I 2 j 1 .  3 1. 1.'' Uotll the gentts and sl)ecies secln to 11:lee 1)cerl 

overloolied l ~ y  both Lea and Simpso~l  in the preparation of 

their respective synopses. 

Swainson nevcr ;~ct i~al ly  t1cscril)ctl n sl)ccies as Ctrlccolo 

tr~lyrilrrttr, l ) u t  his relci-cnce is evitlrntly to tlie 'l'rans. Amer. 

I ' l i i l .  Soc. for  that year ant1 the sl>ccics f ig~~re t l  oil 131. 3, f. I is 

tllc [ l ~ l i o  rnlccol~rs Lca. I t  \\;o111tl seem tliat his generic name 

\\.as adapted fro111 the spccilic n;ume used ljy 1,ea. S\vainson 



Occasiogzal Papers of tlze Mz~sez~ilz of Zoology 3 

simply followed the coiilillon custoin of his time \vhich per- 

mitted the author of a new genus to reilaiue all the species of 
eai-lier authors that he included ill his new gi-OLI~I. 

I t  follows that Calceola Sw. is exactly the saille group as 

that subsequently described by Simpson as I'ressodonta' and 

has lxiority over it. 
111 

In  I 793 Spengler, who \I as a leadiiig S~\ledisI~ concholo- 

gist of that time, clescribed in the Slirivter af Naturliistorie- 

Selliskabet, 1 1 1 ,  1). 55, a sulq~osed ncw species of Unio fro111 

"North i-lmericr~" as Ulrio ;~iolacclr.s in the follo\\~ing 11 ords : 
' l *  fcsta crtrssa, oblo~iyn,  nflticc lzinc nllgl/losc pe.ca, ifrtcrlre 

i~iolacct~." 
r ,  1 his description described nothing and might apply to ally 

one of a very coilsiderablc nuiliber of Koi-th hillericail species. 

I3ut Lea in his Syilopsis referred it to Uuio c o ~ ~ z p l a ~ z n t ~ ~ s  and 

in this was doubtfully followed by Simpson. 

Ill 1913, Haas (I<obenl~avn Nath. AIedd. 65, 1111. 51-66) 
1)ublished a paper on Spengler's Unios and figured the type of 

his Uuio niolnccrrs, fro111 \vhich it would appear to be an ab- 

ilorillal specimen of the s\ ell lino\\ln Ugzio co 1 1  ~jlarlat 11s. The  

cl~~cst ioi~ is whether Spengler's name, his type having in 1913 

for the first time been adequately described and figured, 

should be givcn 111-eference over the definite descriptiol~ of 

llillwyn in 1817. 

The conclitio~is of a valid specific clescriptiotl are explicitly 

dcfined by the Code and have bee11 further coilstrued by 

Opinion I of thc Iiltei-national Committee, in ~vhich it is held 

that the "indication" required by thc rule does not include 
musetun spcciiliens. Dl-. I'ilsbry has aptly stated the proper 

construction of the recluirements of the Code in another con- 

nectioil (Pr .  11. N. s .  I?., 1915, 1). 549) a i ~ d  s~~bstantially as 



follows: the use of such a nai11e depends up011 whetl~er it 

could be identified by descriptioils published prior to ally other 

recogilizable name for the saille species. That it call be recog- 

nized froill the type or other speciilleils of the author does not 

entitle his ilaille to acceptance uilless the published descrip- 

tion is adequate. 

I t  xvoulcl seeill clear fro111 this that U~z io  i~iolncclrs Spcng. 

illust be coilsidered to date fro111 1913 a i ~ d  not fro111 J793 and 

th;~t  conseq~~cntly it is a syi~ollyil~ of U .  C O I I I ~ J ~ ~ L ~ ~ ~ ~ I L S  Dill. 

J lc~nilastcna \\:as proposed as a generic tcnn I)y f lgass i~  

in 1852, and the tylx is expressly stated to be U ~ l i o  dc l~iscc~ls  
Say ("earlier  r ell dcscril~ed as H c ~ ~ ~ i l n s l c ~ l a  lnltr. I)y l<afines- 
q ~ ~ c " ) ,  for this reasoil and not hccausc Hcmi5tena. l<af., 1820, 

is a contractioii of Ilemilastena, ~vhich is eiltircly iillillatcrial 

as the two ilaillcs arc quite dil7creilt, it is clearly a syilot1ym 

of las tcna l<af. as stated by l?i-ierson (Naut., XS\7Tl, 1914, 
1). X), and the gcnus of \\rhich Altrs~riotIoi~tn nr~rOi{~lrtr Say is 

the type will conrequently be I<no\\rn as Simpsoilicoilclla 

Frierson. 
v 

111 1831 Rafiilesque, in the Continuation of his hlonograpS1, 

1). 3, described a new specics of Unio froill the Cumberland 

River as follows: 
ii Unio 1-i11tosris, ( C l ~ r y ~ t i n  r i ~ l ~ o s n ,  1823). Shell elliptic, 

thicli, thitltler, l~roadcr a i d  riinose behiild ; surface olivaceous 

ilcarly s~ l~ooth ,  inside bluish white. Lei~gth 2/3, diameter I/G, 

axis of length. 

"In the Cuiuberlaild river, rare, si11all 1% iiich. Resem- 

Ming soille Amblemas, but evideiltly transversal, cardinal 

tooth crenulate, lainellar smooth, short, ileasly horizoiltal, but 
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a little curved towards the back. Perhaps a peculiar S. G. 
near to Epioplasi~la, it might be called Leiniox." 

This species was first identified with the well kilowi~ U~zio 
calntzls Con. by Friersoll (Naut. XXVIII, 1914, 11. 7), and 

the identification has beell accepted by Ortmail~l (Naut. XXX, 

1916, p. 39) who considers the species (calntus) worthy of 

generic rank on accouilt of its unique surface sculpture and 

certain ailatoillical pecularities. 

?'he validity of the use of Leiniox as the naine for this 

genus depends upoil the certaiilty of the identification of 

ri~rbosrls with calntlis. This approaimatioii rests wl~olly upon 

Rafinesque's use of the word, "rimose" as a descriptive terin, 

as aside from this the species would be wl~olly uilidetltifiable. 

Accordiilg to the Century Dictioilary riinose ineails "chinky, 

like the bark of a tree" and ill elltoillology the surface sculp- 

ture of insects sho~viilg "many minute, narrow and generally 

parallel excavations." \Vhile at first blush it illust be ad- 

mitted that this seeins quite an apt desci-iptioil of the peculiar 

surface sctllpture of calntus, it is not exactly correct and the 

remaining characters given by Rafinesque for his species do 

not at all apply. He  says that the shell of his species is nearly 

smooth, that it is broader and rilllose behind, and that it is one 

and one-half inches long, the altitude being 2/3 and the 

diaixeter 1/6 of the length. None of these are true of calntzls, 

the corrugations are not minute, but are very heavy and coarse, 

they are not confined to the posterior portion, but cover three- 

fourths of the entire shell, which is not wider behind, and the 

diaineter of a specimei~ of calatlts of the length given by Rafi11- 

esque is nearly one-half instead of one-sixth of the length. 

Rafiaesque's description ~vould apply much better to Me- 

dionidzu conl-ndicus Lea than it does to calatzu Con. The 



description of the latet-a1 tooth also agrees better with that of 

coilrtrtlic~~s. 

I n  short the pere~lnial question as to the adequacy of Iiafin- 

esque's descriptions again appears. 

If the idel~titicatioll of riiiioslls \\-it11 ccc~lnflls is revised or  

the desci-iptioil of riilios~/.s rejected ~ ~ ~ h o l l y ,  as it should be, for 

~ndelil~iteness, a n c v  nanlc !\.ill have to be found for the genus 

typiiicd by cclniils Con. and characterized 11)- 01-tmann. 






