http://www.geology.19thcenturyscience.org/books/1857-Agassiz-NatHist/README.htm

4 DISCOPIIOR.E. Parr 1IL

Eschscholtz has founded his subdivisions of the Phancrocarpre and Cryplocarp, truly
marks the limit between the primary subdivisions which ought to be admitted
among the Discophorze.

In the first place, the marginal veil exists in xome of' the Acraspeda of Gegen-
baur, as well as in his Craspedota: it is, for instance, well developed in the Medusa,
or Aurelin aurita, the most common of all the Turopean Discophoray, and has
already been deseribed and figured by Ehvenberg in his claborate paper upon that
specics. I have also found it in another species of the same genus, Aurelin flavi-
dule Pér. and LeS, which is quite as common upon the Atlmtic coast of Norvth
America, as the Awrelin aurita is along the shores of Furope.  As to the position
and structure of the eyes in Discopliore, there ix in that vespeet no essential
difference among them upon whiclt a primavy suldivision may he founded;  and
Gegenbaur, who has paid special attention to these orgms, has already heen led
to discard them as a test of their closer aflinitics.  Tndeed, while these organs are
altogether wanting in some of the Gymmophthalmata, others of the smme division
have quite as highly organized eyves as some ol the Steganophthalmata: and as 1o
the difference in their position, it is not essentially modified by the folds of the
marginal disk which generally protect  them, and these folds arve also wanting in
some ol them. Moreover, all the marginal organs of the Discophorie — these which
have been deseribed as eves as well as those which are considered as awlitive
sacs—are either simple or modified tentacles, and therefore strietly homologous with
one another, so much so (hat the differences whiclt exist among them constitute.
in my opinion, only generic differences, as the modifications, number, and  position
of the tentacles themselves, and can in no way he made the hasis ol w prineey
subdivision, as Forbes maintained.

The distinction introduced hy FEschscholtz scems to me ol higher importanee,
though the manner in which he has expressed the differences he perevived  does
not scem to have impressed other naturalists very foreibly 5 for all those who have
made a special study of the Acalephs since his time have discarded the characeters
upon which he subdivided the Discophore into Phanerocarpie amd Cryplocarpae, and
even gone g0 far as to consider the distinetion as erroncous, 1 is frue. Fsehe
scholtz did not know how the Cryptocarpre are reproduced: he did not even observe
their sexual organs, and therefore united  them together under that wune.  But
the discovery of ovaries and spermaries in the majority of the Crvptocarpae did
not increase the resemblanee of their veproductive organs to these ol the Phaneya-
carpe heyond what it really is: it only showed, that, like these, they also have
organs of the sexes.  Iad not the discovery ol their presence obliteraled  the dis

tinction made by Eschscholtz, it would have bheen vemembered that in the Plane-
rocarpee the ovaries as well as the spermaries ave complicated organs, contained in
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