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the opportunity of becoming thoroughly acquainted 
with the ever-increasing literature in  the respective 
fields. 

The greatest burden to the research worker is the 
necessity of tracing a species through the maze of 
national, local and foreign literature bearing upon a 
particular subject. Only at  very large institutions is 
most of this literature available for  use. The worker 
in smaller institutions or re~note localities is handi- 
capped by not having thousands of publications read- 
ily accessible to him. 9step toward the solution of 
the problem was made by David TThite, who main- 
tained a private catalogue of paleobotanical nomen-
clature covering the Paleozoic E r a  during his lifetime. 
The work was never published; however, specialized 
catalogues of similar natures have been published by 
various authors in the past, but these soon become 
out of date. The time and cost of such mork does not 
allow for  private revision as often as desirable. 

I t  seeins that the establishment of a national or 
international bureau of registration for  nomenclature 
of biological and paleontological names is necessary 
for  the satisfactory conclusion of the problem. When 
once established, i t  should be made nlandatory for  
every author to register a t  this bureau his new species 
or generic changes, together with references to  the 
publications in  which they appear. Failure to regis- 
ter would invalidate the work. I n  this way, authors 
could continue to publish their works in various well- 
known or obscure publications, as a t  present, but all 
references to such works would become readily avail- 
able to other workers by reference to the central bureau 
acting as a "clearing house." Workers in remote 
localities, where vast aiilounts of literature are not 
available, could obtain pertinent references by appli- 
cation to the bureau; and on the other hand, work 
which they acconlplish would beco~ne recognized else- 
where immediately upon publication. Needless to 
say, countless hours of work would be saved the re- 
search worker who, under present conditions, must 
spend the greater par t  of his time tracking domn 
references. 
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of Put-in-Bay, and during this past summer I obtained 
additional specimens from the same locality. Since 
these worms have been found in both Lake Superior 
and Lake Erie, it is highly probable that they are quite 
generally distributed throughout the Great Lakes. 
Seedless to say, the occurrence of a polychaete annelid 
in these lakes is a matter of interest, since the Poly- 
chaeta compose a n  almost exclusively marine group, 
of which very few species have been reported from 
North American fresh waters. I n  1858, Leidy2 de- 
scribed a sabellid polychaete from the Schnylkill River 
at  Philadelphia, which he named 31nnayzcnkia speciosn. 
Later, with additional specimens from Egg Harbor 
River, N. J., he gave a more complete description. 
Early in  the present century, Johnson3 described 
nereids from California, and more recently Olga 
Hartman4 has added others from the same region. 

Comparison of my Lake Erie polychaetes with 
Meehean's description of his Lake Superior specimens 
leads me to think the wornls are the iame, a n  opinion 
with which Neehean agreed in conversation. H e  had 
previously referred his specimens tentatively and with 
some doubt to Leidy's species. The Lake Erie worms 
agree sufficiently with Leidy's description and figures 
to warrant placing them in the genus 31nwnyu~~k in ,  
but they differ so sharply in  certain i~nportant  features 
that it appears very doubtful whether they belong to 
the species Leidy described. F o r  instance, he men-
tions and figures a pair of haemal loops in each seg- 
ment which do not occur in the specimens from the 
Great Lakes. At the anterior end of these latter 
specimens there is an open collar which surrounds the 
base of the tentacles. Leidy states that the border of 
the head "projects dorsally into a rounded process," 
but he makes no mention of an open collar. The ar- 
rangement of the tentacles also differs. Leidy de-
scribes a pair of lateral lophophores, each of which 
bears a double ro\i7 of tentacles. I n  the Lake Erie 
specimens there is a pair of lateral lophophores on 
each side of the head, the tentacles of which are nod 
arranged in two regular rows in the manner described 
and shown by Leidy. 

Leidy's well-sustained reputation for  accuracy in 
observation and description lends weight to  the sig- 


