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With regard to the further subdivision of the Pal®echinoidea, the subdivision pro-
posed by Zittel into Cystocidaridee, Bothriocidaridee, and Perischoechinide, seems to
represent well our present knowledge of the group. The further subdivision, how-
ever, of the Perischoechinid# into Lepidocentridee, Melonitidee and Archseocidaridee seems
somewhat doubtful. The Archeeocidaridee, at any rate, and the Palxechinide
(M‘Coy) appear to form most natural subdivisions. The Melonitide and Lepidocentridae
hardly seem to be sufficiently distinct to be separated into different groups; and the
Paleechinoidea, as a whole, can hardly be contrasted, after what has been said of the
structure of the test, to all the remaining types of Echinoidea, as is proposed by Zittel
and other palseontologists.

Both in the Desmosticha and in the Petalosticha the difficulties of properly combining
the subdivisions adopted on the one side by palazontologists, and on the other by those
who have mainly studied recent Echinids, are very great.

The groups recognised by both, and concerning which there seems to be but little
question, are the Cidarids, the Salenidee, and the Echinothuridee. The other subdivisions,
the Arbaciadee, the Diadematids, the Echinometradss, and the Echinids, which are in
addition recognised by writers on recent Echinids, are by palmzontologists limited to the
Diadematids and the Echinidse. This limitation seems scarcely warranted by our know-
ledge of the recent Echinids, while on the other hand our information regarding the
structure of the apical and of the actinal systems of the greater number of the fossil
genera is not accurate enough to enable us to place many of them with any certainty
into the families adopted by those who have limited their studies to recent species. But
such groups as the Arbaciade and Echinometrads, if not of the same systematic value as
the subdivisions Cidaridse, Diadematidese, and Echinidee, are certainly as important as the
Temnopleuride and Triplechinidse.

As regards the Clypeastroids, the agreement is quite close. We have only to add to
the families recognised by writers on recent species the Galeritidee and the Conocly-
peidse, which are represented by a single recent species only in each group, leaving the
following recognised among' the Clypeastroids—the Galeritide, the Conoclypeidee, the
Euclypeastride, and the Scutellidee. Among the Petalosticha the larger subdivisions of
the recent species are the Cassidulidse, still further subdivided into the Echinoneidae
and the Nucleolide; and the Spatangidse, with the Ananchytids, the Spatangina, the
Leskiadm, and the Brissina. The separation of the Holasteride, as contrasting with
the Spatangide as a distinct family by some palseontologists, seems hardly justified from
our present standpoint, and it certainly seems more natural to consider the
Dysasteridee and the Ananchytidse as sub-families of the Spatangidese ; the structure of
the Pourtalesi®e and of other recent Ananchytidse seeming to render a separation into
Holasteride and Spatangids unadvisable.
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