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ABSTRACT –  The nomenclatural status of Phytosaurus Jæger is   here  analyzed  in   accordance  with   the   International  Code  of  Zoological
 Nomenclature.  In  the  past,  several  authors  have  interpreted  it  as  both  a  family-group  and/or  a  genus-group  name,  but  each  of  these

 
approaches

 fails  in  several  articles  of  the  Code.  Phytosaurus  Jæger  is  here  interpreted  as  originally  established  for  a  collective-group  and
 

cannot
 

be
 

used
 

as
 a  nominal  genus  in  binomina ,  but  takes  precedence  over  any  other  younger  homonym ,  and  the  first  available  one  is  Phytosaurus

 
Wagler .

 Being  an  invalid  junior  homonym ,  the  class-group  name  Phytosauria  Baur  and  the  family-group  name  Phytosauridae  Lydekker ,
 

which
 

are
 based  on  Phytosaurus  Wagler,  are  ultimately  rejected.  Conversely,  the  class-group  names  Parasuchia  Huxley  and  Belodontia

 
Brauns,

 
as

 
well

 as  the  family-group  name  Belodontidae  Cope,  are  older  but  have  some  taxonomic  restrictions  in  relation  to  Belodon
 

plieningeri
 

Meyer.
 

To
 avoid  proposing  new  names  for  old  ones,  the  solution  to  fix  the  higher-order  nomenclature  for  phytosaurs  is  to

 
designate

 
a

 
neotype

 
for

 
Belodon

 plieningeri  Meyer.
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RESUMO –  O status nomenclatural de  Phytosaurus Jæger  é  aqui   analisado de acordo  com  o  Código  Internacional  de  Nomenclatura  
Zoológica . No passado , vários autores o interpretaram como um nome de grupo -família e/ou de grupo -gênero , mas cada uma  dessas  
abordagens contraria vários artigos do Código . Phytosaurus Jæger é aqui  interpretado  como originalmente  estabelecido para um grupo-
coletivo e não pode ser usado  como um gênero  nominal  em binômios , mas tem prioridade  sobre qualquer outro homônimo mais novo, e o 
primeiro disponível é Phytosaurus Wagler. Sendo um homônimo júnior inválido, os nomes de grupo-classe Phytosauria Baur e grupo-família 
Phytosauridae Lydekker, que são baseados em Phytosaurus Wagler, acabam por serem rejeitados. Por outro lado, os nomes de grupo-classe 
Parasuchia Huxley e Belodontia Brauns, bem como o nome de grupo-família Belodontidae Cope, são mais antigos, mas possuem algumas 
restrições taxonômicas em relação a Belodon plieningeri Meyer. Para evitar propor novos nomes para aqueles antigos, a solução para corrigir 
a nomenclatura de  mais  alta  ordem  para  os  fitossauros  é  designar  um  neótipo  para  Belodon  plieningeri  Meyer.

Palavras-chave: parassúquios, fitossáurios, belodôncios, arcossauriformes, Triássico, grupo-coletivo.

INTRODUCTION

Phytosaurs are an extinct and well-defined Triassic group 
of the archosauriforms (Stocker & Butler, 2013). Their 
phylogenetic position as a basal archosauriform (Stocker et 
al., 2017) or as an early-branching clade of the crocodilian 
lineage of archosaurs (Ezcurra et al., 2020, 2021) is open to 
debate yet. They are mainly known from the Late Triassic 
of Laurasia in present-day Europe and North America, 
and also from the Late Triassic of the northern and eastern 
portions of Gondwana, on what it is today Africa, India, 
and Madagascar (see Stocker & Butler, 2013, for a review), 
with a report from western Gondwana, in South America 
(Kischlat & Lucas, 2003) and Africa (Barrett et al., 2020). 
Phytosaurs are longirostrine forms that show a very similar 
general morphology to extant crocodiles and had a supposed 
semi-aquatic lifestyle.

The higher nomenclature of the group is not well resolved. 
There are three competing class-group names which had been 
applied to phytosaurs (Parasuchia Huxley, 1875; Belodontia 
Brauns, 1890, and Phytosauria Baur, 1894) plus other three, 
based on coordination to such names (Parasuchoidea Nopcsa, 
1928; Phytosauriformes Hay, 1930; and Phytosauromorphi 
Hay, 1930).

The goal of this paper is to analyze which names are 
available and valid following the International Code of 
Zoological Nomenclature (I.C.Z.N., 1999; hereinafter 
referred to as the Code), and its consequences. Throughout 
the body of this paper, its articles are precisely cited when 
and where they are relevant. Availability and validity are 
different concepts. Briefly, an available zoological name 
is any that conforms to all mandatory provisions of the 
Code (I.C.Z.N., 1999:108), and an unavailable one is any 
that does not conform or is formally excluded (I.C.Z.N., 
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1999:110). Unavailable names are termed nomina nuda 
(I.C.Z.N., 1999:111, “nomen nudum”). A valid name is the 
correct available name for a taxon, potentially the oldest one 
(I.C.Z.N., 1999:110), and an invalid name is any available 
name that are a junior homonym/synonym or was formally 
rejected/suppressed (I.C.Z.N., 1999:109).

THE CLASS-GROUP NAMES

The Copenhagen Decisions (I.C.Z.N., 1957:38) called 
“‘Order/Class-Group’ of categories to denote all the categories 
from Sub-Order to Super-Class (both inclusive)” and was 
the intention extend the Principle of Coordination with a 
designation of “a type genus for every nominal unit in the 
group in question”. But this was not implemented (see 
Hemming, 1958) in the four following official editions of the 
Code (1961, 1964, 1985, 1999). Dubois (1984:8) propose to 
shorten the term “Order/Class-Group” names as only class-
group (“groupe-classe”) names. Today the Code partially rules 
the class-group names in Art. 1.2.2. that expressly notes that 
the “Articles 1-4, 7-10, 11.1-11.3, 14, 27, 28 and 32.5.2.5 
also regulate names of taxa at ranks above the family group”.

The importance of a type-genus for class-group names 
had been noted by some authors (e.g., Mayr, 1969:359; 
Dubois, 1984:8) and this idea returned with a new dressing 
in the Phylogenetic System when Padian et al. (1999:70) 
propose “anchoring clades with their eponymous genera” 
as a specifier in a clade definition (Sereno, 2005:598). The 
result is that the eponymous genus works as a type-genus. 
As every genus has type-species, there is no need to repeat 
the species name. For example, Crocodylia Loveridge, 1946 
(see Ross et al., 2010:25), has a non-sense usage if not 
including Crocodylus Laurenti, 1768, which is firmly tied 
to its type-species Crocodylus niloticus Laurenti, 1768. As a 
result, C. niloticus is the only nomenclatural true Crocodylus, 
and the currently remaining species included in this nominal 
genus are so included because of some subjective taxonomic 
convenience. There are six available and valid genus-group 
names (Oopholis Gray, 1844; Palinia Gray, 1844; Motinia 
Gray, 1844; Bombifrons Gray, 1862; Temsacus, Gray, 
1862; and Philas Gray, 1874) subsumed under the current 
taxonomic framework of the nominal genus Crocodylus 
(see Pan et al., 2020). However, some class-group names 
were proposed before a fake-eponymous genus-group name, 
only available later (e.g., Archosauria Cope, 1869, and 
Archosaurus Tatarinov, 1960; Dinosauria Owen, 1842, and 
Dinosaurus Fischer-von-Waldheim, 1847) and this is the case 
of Parasuchia Huxley, 1875, and Parasuchus Lydekker, 1883.

Parasuchia Huxley, 1875

Parasuchia was introduced by T.H. Huxley (1875:427, 
430; “suborder”) including Stagonolepis Agassiz, 1844, 
and Belodon Meyer, 1842, as a basal grade of crocodilian 
evolution. It must be noted that Parasuchus was not included, 
and it is a fake-eponymous name. It was cited in Huxley 

(1870:49) as a nomen nudum, and later in a transcription 
of the discussion after the presentation of T.H. Huxley at 
the Geological Society of London (Huxley, 1875:437), also 
as a nomen nudum. The genus name Parasuchus would be 
formally available later in Lydekker (1883:65, 1885:22).

Huxley (1875:429) divided the crocodilians into three 
grades of evolution. The most basal ones (Parasuchia), 
intermediate forms (Mesosuchia), and the most advanced 
ones, “the most Crocodilian of Crocodiles” (Eusuchia).

Although Stagonolepis was introduced to name supposed 
fish scales (Agassiz, 1844:139), additional material cleared 
its unambiguous nature as crocodilian relative (see Huxley, 
1859, 1875, 1877; Walker, 1961; Gower & Walker, 2002), 
but Belodon turned to be quite obscure among additional 
fragmentary material from different localities (Meyer, 1844, 
1847; Plieninger, 1857).

Nopcsa (1928:182) proposed the suborder Parasuchoidea 
also including aetosaurs (family “Aëtosauridae”) and 
phytosaurs (family Belodontidae) in a meaning virtually 
identical to Huxley (1875) as a group of archosaurs. We 
should note that Nopcsa (1928) did not mention Parasuchus 
Lydekker, 1883 (or 1885). Parasuchoidea Nopcsa, 1928, would 
be a junior homonym of the theoretical older superfamily 
name (Parasuchoidea) coordinated to Parasuchidae Lydekker, 
1885 (cf. Art. 29.2), and it is here proposed to not be used 
anytime. Although it is available (Arts. 1.2.2), as representing 
a junior homonymous name (Art. 10.6) of Parasuchoidea 
Lydekker, 1885, it is invalid.

Romer (1956:597) applied the name Parasuchia to 
Parasuchus Lydekker, 1883, and its allies (Belodon was 
included with doubts), in the exclusion of Stagonolepis. Later, 
Sereno (1991:15) defined Parasuchia as the clade comprising 
“Angistorhinus, Francosuchus, Mystriosuchus, Nicrosaurus, 
Parasuchus, Rutiodon, and all descendants of their common 
ancestor”. This nodal definition did not use Belodon as a 
specifier nor does its original phylogenetic extension include 
Stagonolepis, to the contrary, Stagonolepis was excluded as 
in Romer (1956). It also does not support the incorporation 
of newly discovered basal phytosaurian taxa, that will bridge 
the morphological gap with other groups.

The lectotype of Parasuchus hislopi Lydekker, 1883, is 
fragmentary (Chatterjee, 1974:252), and a neotype, described 
in Chatterjee (1978) and Kammerer et al. (2016), was recently 
proposed (Chatterjee, 2001:35; Hungerbühler, 2001:229; 
I.C.Z.N., 2003a:174).

Belodontia Brauns, 1890

Belodontia was introduced by Brauns (1890:202) citing 
Belodon Meyer, 1842 (page 160) as related to crocodilians, 
noting similar skull openings as figured in Nicholson (1879) 
and Hoernes (1884). So, Meyer’s (1842) authorship was 
indirectly referred. Brauns (1890) is an obscure paper and 
the only reference to it in the phytosaur literature was in 
Hay (1930:140). Baur (1894:317,322), when introducing 
Phytosauria, indicated Belodontia as an alternative name 
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(“Phytosauria (Belodontia)”) without any reference to Brauns 
(1890). On the other hand, Marsh (1895:485, 1896:232) cited 
Belodontia for “another group of extinct Reptiles, which may 
be termed the Belodontia”, again with no reference to Brauns 
(1890). Concerning the family-group name, Cope (1871:234) 
was the first to introduce “Belodontidæ”.

Belodontia Brauns, 1890, is a perfect name and any 
problem with its usage is related to its eponym Belodon Meyer, 
1842, which also has the same taxonomic limitations as one 
of the original specifiers of Parasuchia.

The type-species of Belodon is B. plieningeri Meyer, 1842. 
It was introduced (Meyer, 1842:302) in an abstract noting “a 
saur with a more common tooth structure, which I named 
Belodon plieningeri because of the arrow-shaped format of 
its teeth” (“ein Saurus mit gewöhnlicherer Zahn-Struktur, dem 
ich wegen der Pfeil-förmigen Gestalt seiner Zähne den Namen 
Belodon plieningeri gegeben habe”). The Code (Art. 12.1) 
asks that names published before 1931 “must be accompanied 
by a description or a definition of the taxon that it denotes”. 
Concerning this Art 12.1, it is only necessary the existence of a 
description or, alternatively, a definition, intending to separate 
the new taxon from its supposed kins. Hence any posterior 
subjective evaluation understanding this description/definition 
as complete or incomplete, good or bad, correct or wrong, 
clever or dumb, extensive or short, up-to-date or obsolete, is 
irrelevant. These are personal concepts that change in time. 
I accept Meyer’s (1842) description (contra Hungerbühler, 
1998:248), although very poor, almost an etymological 
explanation, it is still a description. The type-series came 
from Löwenstein (Stubensandstein, northern Württemberg, 
Germany), with doubts from Affaltrach (Hungerbühler, 
2002:377). The syntypes comprise two teeth with one in 
place in a fragment of a mandible (Meyer, 1844:43, pl. 12, 
figs. 20 & 21; 1847:148, plate 20, figs. 2 & 3; Hungerbühler, 
1998:248) and they are now probably lost (Hungerbühler, 
1998:375). As such, Belodon plieningeri had been considered 
a nomen dubium by many authors (e.g., McGregor, 1906:31; 
Westphal, 1963:161, 1976:111; Gregory, 1969:44; Gregory 
& Westphal, 1969:1296; Ballew, 1989:326; Hunt & Lucas, 
1989:340; Long & Murry, 1995:62; Hungerbühler, 1998:249; 
Hungerbühler & Hunt, 2000:475) but no one challenged 
its nature as a phytosaur (using Jæger’s, 1828, name in 
vernacular English, see ahead). As Belodon is a phytosaur, 
Belodontia Brauns, 1890, is an available formal name for the 
group. Therefore, Belodontia was phylogenetically defined 
by Kischlat (2002:283) as all the ancestry of Belodon and its 
descendants, not shared by Aetosaurus and/or Crocodylus 
(“toda a ancestralidade de Belodon e sua descendência, não 
compartilhada por Aetosaurus e/ou Crocodylus”).

Phytosauria Baur, 1894

Phytosauria has a competing usage with Parasuchia as 
a class-group name (e.g., Romer, 1956:597; Appleby et al., 
1967:709) for phytosaurs. The history of the name is complex, 
but it was introduced, as such, by Baur (1894:317, 322) 

giving “Phytosaurus oder Belodon” as examples. As a result, 
Phytosaurus is the eponym. Other class-group names were 
also introduced using the same eponym: Phytosauromorphi 
(“order”) and Phytosauriformes (“suborder”), both from Hay 
(1930:137, 140).

Jæger (1828:22) introduced Phytosaurus in an ambiguous 
way. First (page 22) he noted: “However, it would be quite 
possible that this bone belonged to one of the two following 
new genera of reptiles, which were only discovered in the 
same type of rock in Autumn 1826, and which I refer to 
under the common name Phytosaurus” (“Es wäre jedoch gar 
wohl möglich, daß dieser Knochen einer der zwei folgenden 
neuen Reptiliengattungen zugehörte, die erst im Herbst 
1826 in derselben Gebirgsart entdeckt wurden, und die ich 
voläufig mit dem gemeinschaftlichen Namen Phytosaurus 
bezeichne”, my bold). Here it is clear that he was not talking 
about the Gattung (= genus) Phytosaurus, but about two 
following new reptile genera (“neuen Reptiliengattungen”) 
that would be described on pages ahead as Cylindricodon 
and Cubicodon, and Phytosaurus would be some category 
above both.

On page 23 he continued: “This is particularly noticeable 
in the pieces which contained the remains of bones of the first 
species or genus of Phytosaurus, which I call Cylindricodon 
[…]” (“Dieß bemerkt man auch insbesondere an den Stücken, 
welche die nun zu beschreibende Ueberreste von Knochen 
der ersten Art oder Gattung von Phytosaurus, welche ich 
Cylindricodon nenne […]”, my bold).

On the same page: “The stone, in which teeth and remnants 
of the jaw of a second species or genus, which I would like 
to call Cubicodon, were found, showed almost the same 
quality […]” (“Dieselbe Beschaffenheit beinahe zeigte der 
Stein, in welchem sich Zähne und Ueberreste des Kiefers 
einer zweiten Art oder Gattung fanden, die ich Cubicodon 
nennen möchte [...]”, my bold).

On page 38, it was written: “The somewhat different 
manner in which the teeth are fastened seems to me to permit 
the association of this fossil reptile under the same genus or 
family Phytosaurus, and I have named the genus or species 
Cubicodon after the shape of the teeth, since the teeth in the 
nature of the outer surface many resemblances to those of 
the Cylindricodon […] (“Die etwas verschiedene Art der 
Befestigung der Zähne scheint mir doch die Vereinigung 
dieses Fossilen Reptils unter dieselbe Gattung oder Familie 
Phytosaurus zu gestatten, und ich habe die Gattung oder 
Art nach der Form der Zähne Cubicodon genannt, da zwar 
die Zähne in der Beschaffenheit der äußeren Oberfläche viele 
Aehnlichkeit mit denen des Cylindricodon […]”, my bold).

In the end, on page 44: “Only when several remains of 
these animals have been brought together will it be possible 
to decide whether the two species mentioned exist as 
separate genera or whether they can perhaps be united 
with the Iguanodon and several living reptiles to form 
a family of herbivorous reptiles, for which I propose 
the name Phytosaurus” (“Es wird sich wohl erst, wenn 
mehrere Ueberreste dieser Thiere zusammengebracht sind, 
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entscheiden lassen, ob die angeführte beide Arten als 
besondere Gattungen für sich bestehen oder vielleicht mit 
dem Iguanodon und mehreren lebenden Reptilien wenigstens 
zu einer Familie pflanzenfressender Reptilien vereinigt 
werden können, für welche ich den Namen Phytosaurus 
vorschlagen möchte”, my bold).

In Jæger’s (1828:48) “explanation of the images” 
(“Erklärung der Abbildungen”) these names were used 
in a uninominal nomenclature (i.e., “Phytosaurus”, 
“Cylindricodon” and “Cubicodon”), at the same time using 
several other binomina which were discussed in the text (e.g., 
“Crocodilus bollensis” and “Ichthyosaurus tenuirostris”).

In sum, Jæger (1828) introduced Phytosaurus as a family-
group name or, alternatively, a genus-group name, and not 
as a family-group name and a genus-group name. The names 
were not introduced simultaneously in both categories, 
and both categories mutually exclude each other (cf. Art. 
1.2.2). In the same way, Cylindricodon and Cubicodon were 
proposed as genus-group names or, alternatively, as species-
group names and not as genus-group names and species-group 
names. They also were not introduced simultaneously in 
both categories, and again, both categories are mutually 
exclusive (cf. Art. 1.2.2). And in the case of Phytosaurus 
being a family-group name, it could also include Iguanodon 
Mantell, 1825.

Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as a family-group name
Meyer (1861:253) was the first to accept Phytosaurus 

Jæger, 1828, as a family (“Familie der Phytosaurier”). He 
expressly noted (Meyer, 1861:294) that Jæger’s (1828) “own 
family of herbivorous saurs, the phytosaurs, of which he 
differentiates between two genera, Cylindricodon and 
Cubicodon” (“eigenen Familie pflanzenfressender Saurier, 
den Phytosauriern, beilegt, deren er zwei Gattungen, 
Cylindricodon und Cubicodon, unterscheidet”). Later, 
Lydekker (1888:123), proposed “family Phytosauridae” as 
an alternative name for Belodontidae Cope, 1871.

Concerning the Code, a family-group name must be first 
published as “a noun in the nominative plural formed from the 
stem of an available generic name […]; the generic name must 
be a name then used as valid in the new family-group taxon 
[…] (use of the stem alone in forming the name is accepted 
as evidence that the author used the generic name as valid in 
the new family-group taxon unless there is evidence to the 
contrary)” (Art. 11.7.1.1 [& Arts. 29, & 63, & 64]). As Jæger’s 
(1828) “Familie Phytosaurus” and “Gattung Phytosaurus” 
are mutually exclusive, the theoretical family Phytosaur[idae] 
will not include the genus Phytosaurus. But the genus-group 
names Cylindricodon und Cubicodon Jæger, 1828, even with 
no species associated (cf. Art. 67.2.2), would be available 
because “every new name published before 1931 must […] 
be accompanied by a description […]” (Art. 12.1, my italics). 
And this was originally done by Jæger (1828).

In sum, the putative family-group name Phytosaurus 
Jæger, 1828, is unavailable because it is not originally “in 
the nominative plural” (Art. 29) and “the generic name 
[Phytosaurus] must be a name then used as valid in the new 

family-group taxon” (Arts. 63, & 64). Alternatively, the now 
new name “Familie der Phytosaurier”, as used by Meyer 
(1861:253), is also unavailable because it has the same 
problems: not in the German nominative plural (cf. Art. 11.7.2, 
should be Familie der Phytosauriden, contra Doyle & Sues, 
1995:546) and Phytosaurus was not “used as valid in the new 
family-group taxon” (Arts. 63, & 64).

The conclusion is that:

(i) Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828; and “Familie der 
Phytosaurier” Meyer, 1861, are both unavailable 
(contra Doyle & Sues, 1995:546) as family-group 
names (Arts. 11.7.1.1, & 11.7.2, & 29, & 63, & 64); 

(ii) The family-group name Phytosauridae Lydekker, 
1888, is not a latinization of Meyer’s (1861), as such 
considered by Doyle & Sues (1995:546), but a new 
proposed name and the putative Phytosaurus Jæger, 
1828, is not its type-genus (see ahead);

(iii) The genus-group names Cylindricodon Jæger, 1828, 
and Cubicodon Jæger, 1828, are available (cf. Meyer, 
1860a:212; cf. Romer, 1956:598, 1966:368), even with 
no species associated, because they were originally 
described (Arts. 12.1, & 67.2.2).

Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as a genus-group name
The Code expressly asks for the “Principle of Binominal 

Nomenclature” where the “scientific name of a species, 
and not of a taxon of any other rank, is a combination of 
two names (a binomen), the first being the generic name 
and the second being the specific name” (Art. 5). As Jæger 
(1828) did not use in any place the binominal nomenclature 
concerning Phytosaurus associated with Cylindricodon, and 
Phytosaurus associated with Cubicodon, at the same time 
he used some other binomina in his text (e.g., “Crocodilus 
bollensis” and “Ichthyosaurus tenuirostris”), it is clear that 
was not his intention to propose “Phytosaurus cylindricodon” 
and “Phytosaurus cubicodon” (cf. Art. 11.4.1) as used by 
many later authors (e.g., Wagler, 1830:140; Meyer, 1832:114, 
222; Bronn, 1835:192; McGregor, 1906:93; Huene, 1911:38; 
Mehl, 1915:161; Camp, 1930:140; Gregory, 1962:679). In the 
absence of the binominal nomenclature the putative genus-
group name Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, is unavailable.

The Code also asks that “a species-group name must 
be published in unambiguous combination with a generic 
name (either explicit, or implicit by context)” (Art. 11.9.3) 
which is not originally the case in Jæger (1828). It must be 
noted that the usage of uninominal nomenclature by him 
where Phytosaurus could be a genus-group name or not, and 
Cylindricodon and Cubicodon could be species-group names, 
or not. The absence of combination, even implicit, of the 
names Cylindricodon and Cubicodon to Phytosaurus makes 
them unavailable as species-group names.

The first author who unambiguously accepted Phytosaurus 
as a genus-group name was Wagler (1830:140) who 
expressly wrote the binomina “Phytos[aurus] cubicodon” 
and “Phytos[aurus] cylindricodon”, indicating (cf. Art. 
12.2.1) both as from Jæger (1828). As the Code (Art. 50.1) 
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asks that the “author of a name or nomenclatural act is the 
person who first publishes it […] in a way that satisfies 
the criteria of availability […]” the binomina Phytosaurus 
cylindricodon and Phytosaurus cubicodon are from Wagler 
(1830). Or, in other words, the nominal genus Phytosaurus 
and the nominal species [Phytosaurus] cylindricodon and 
[Phytosaurus] cubicodon, have all the same authorship to be 
credited to Wagler (1830). Later, Lydekker (1888:124) fixed 
Phytosaurus cylindricodon Wagler, 1830, as the type-species 
of Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830.

In the unavailability of Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as a 
genus-group name, the family-group name Phytosauridae 
Lydekker, 1888, will have Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, as its 
type-genus (although wrongly credited to “Jäger”, 1828).

The conclusion is that:

(i) Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as a genus-group name, 
is unavailable (Art. 11.4.1), otherwise Phytosaurus 
Wagler, 1830, is available; 

(ii) The putative binomina Phytosaurus cylindricodon 
Jæger, 1828, and Phytosaurus cubicodon Jæger, 1828, 
are unavailable (Art. 11.9.3), otherwise the binomina 
Phytosaurus cylindricodon Wagler, 1830, and 
Phytosaurus cubicodon Wagler, 1830, are available;

(iii) The type-genus of Phytosauridae Lydekker, 1888, is 
Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830; 

(iv) The type-species of Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, is 
Phytosaurus cylindricodon Wagler, 1830.

Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as a collective-group name
“Collective-group” is textually cited in several articles 

of the four editions of the Code: First & Second Edition 
(I.C.Z.N., 1961 & 1964): Arts. 13(b)(i), 42(c), 42(c)(i), 56, 
57, 58, 66; Third Edition (I.C.Z.N., 1985): Arts. 1(d), 10(d), 
13(b), 23(g), 23(g)(i), 23(g)(ii), 42(b)(i), 56(a), 57(a), 58, 
66, 67(m); Fourth Edition (I.C.Z.N., 1999): Arts. 1.2.1, 10.3, 
13.3, 13.3.2, 16.3, 23.7, 23.7.1, 23.7.2, 35.1, 42.2.1, 42.3.1, 
56.1, 57.1, 58, 66, 67.14. In the glossaries “collective group” 
is defined as: First & Second Editions (I.C.Z.N., 1961:148, 
1964:148) “An assemblage of identifiable species of which the 
generic positions are uncertain; treated as a genus-group for 
taxonomic convenience”; Third Edition (I.C.Z.N., 1985:255) 
“An assemblage of nominal species that cannot be placed 
with certainty in known genera; names proposed expressly 
for collective groups are treated as generic names”; Fourth 
Edition (I.C.Z.N., 1999:105) “An assemblage of species, 
or stages of organisms (e.g., eggs or larvae), that cannot be 
allocated with confidence to nominal genera. Names proposed 
or used for collective groups are treated as genus-group names 
but special provisions apply to them”.

This concept was introduced in the parasitological 
literature by C.W. Stiles (1898:13, 28, 1902:25, 1904:12; 
Stiles & Hassall, 1905:55). It was proposed to be part of 
the Code also by C.W. Stiles in the Zoological International 
Congress in 1907 at Boston (Stiles, 1907:521, 1912:36) as 
a Recommendation defined as “Certain biological groups 
which have been proposed distinctly as collective groups, not 

as systematic units, may be treated for convenience as if they 
were genera, but they require no type species” (my italics) and 
this Recommendation was inserted in several early versions 
of the Code under Art. 8 (e.g., I.C.Z.N., 1912:41, 1914:896).

Collective-groups are “names established expressly for 
certain assemblages of taxonomic convenience” (Art. 42.2.1) 
and its application is also retroactive (cf. Art. 13.3.2, “any 
time”). When a name is “established expressly for a collective 
group [it] does not compete in priority with other genus-group 
names” (Art 23.7.1, my italics).

Moore & Sylvester-Bradley (1957:6–7) proposed the 
concept of “Parataxon” for a “nomenclature of fragments” 
which in Paleontology “are indispensable for correlations 
of many rock formations in the earth’s crust and for aid 
in establishing a trustworthy geochronology of the post-
Precambrian part of geological time”. And Moore (1957:117) 
raised the applicability of this concept in Vertebrate 
Paleontology to “isolated fragments of vertebrate skeletons 
(teeth, scutes or scales, otoliths, etc.) that are unidentifiable 
in terms of whole-animal taxa and in greatly varying manner 
some of these can be so identified reasonable”. Finally, “the 
problem facing parasitologists and that facing paleontologists 
seems fundamentally the same” (Bradley, 1957:167). 
These opinions were part of an extensive discussion on 
“Paranomenclature” reported by I.C.Z.N. (1979).

“Kollektivegruppe” (Kraus, 2000:39) is the nowadays 
German translation for “collective group” in the Internationale 
Regeln der Zoologischen Nomenklatur. But in the past, 
in the version approved in the International Zoological 
Congress in 1927 at Budapest, the German translation was 
“Sammelgruppe” (Heikertinger, 1930:3).

Jæger  (1828)  u sed  the  German  ve rnacu la r 
“gemeinschaftlich” (an adjective meaning common; 
Sporschil, 1830:265). Today, the adjective “kollektiv” is 
synonym of “gemeinschaftlich” (Drosdowski et al., 1989:860) 
and came from French (Kluge, 2011:514). In the past, 
“kollektiv” (or “collectif”) was not a German word (Sporschil, 
1830:139, 369; Kluge, 1899:69, 218), and the French adjective 
word “collectif” (from the Latin collectivus) was indicated 
as a translation of “gemeinschaftlich” (Schuster & Régnier, 
1870a:334, 1870b:242). In sum, Jæger (1828) did use the 
German adjective word “gemeinschaftlich” of his time as 
corresponding to the nowadays adjective word “kollektiv”.

There are provisions applying to the name Phytosaurus 
Jæger, 1828, as “established expressly for a collective group” 
(Art 23.7.1, my italics) because collective names have a suite 
of special properties: (1) they should be treated as a genus-
group name (Art. 10.3); (2) they compete in homonymy (Art. 
56.1); (3) but they never compete in priority (Art. 23.7.1); 
(4) they have no type-species (Arts. 13.3.2, & 42.3.1, & 66) 
and any type-species designation is disregarded (Art. 67.14). 
As a consequence (1) any younger available genus-group 
homonymous name of Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, is invalid 
and cannot be used (Arts. 23.7, & Art. 56.1); (2) any other 
younger available genus-group name is valid to use in the 
place of Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828 (Art. 23.7.1); (3) as a 
collective name, it cannot be the type of any family-group 
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name (I.C.Z.N., 1999:XIX-XX) because it does not follow the 
Principles of Coordination (Art. 43), Typification (Art. 61), 
and Binominal Nomenclature (Art. 5); and (4), by extension 
and analogy, it would also be rejected to serve formally as 
the eponym of any class-group name.

The conclusion is that:

(i) The availability of Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, as originally 
proposed as a collective name (“gemeinschaftliche 
Name”) is sustained, and any discussion about which 
category it pertains turns out to be irrelevant because 
it should be treated as a genus-group name (Art. 10.3);

(ii) The vernacular English phytosaur or its translation for 
other languages (phytosaure in French, Phytosaurier in 
German, fitossauro in Portuguese, fitosauro in Spanish, 
and so on) is a direct application of this name originally 
proposed in Latin (Phytosaurus);

(iii) The availability of the nominal genus Phytosaurus 
Wagler, 1830, is sustained, but it is invalid because 
it is a junior homonym of Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828 
(Art. 56.1);

(iv) As Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, is available as a 
collective-group, all coordinated names (e.g., 
Phytosauridae and, by extension, Phytosauria, 
Phytosauromorphi, and Phytosauriformes) are not 
coordinated to it (Art. 43), but to Phytosaurus Wagler, 
1830;

(v) As Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, is available but invalid 
due to be a junior homonym of Phytosaurus Jæger, 
1828, the coordinated names Phytosauridae (cf. Art. 
39, type-genus), Phytosauria, Phytosauromorphi, and 
Phytosauriformes (by extension and analogy to Art. 
39, eponym), are all available but invalid;

(vi) Concerning the two new genus-group names (“zwei 
[…] neuen Reptiliengattungen”) Cylindricodon and 
Cubicodon, both are available and valid originally as 
from Jæger (1828), even with no species associated, 
because they were originally described (cf. Arts. 12.1, 
& 67.2.2);

(vii) The species-group names [Phytosaurus] cylindricodon 
and [Phytosaurus] cubicodon, not more from Jæger 
(1828), but now from Wagler (1830), are available, 
even associated with an invalid generic name (cf. 
Art. 11.9.3.1);

(viii) It is necessary to associate both the available 
and valid genus-group names Cylindricodon and 
Cubicodon from Jæger (1828), respectively with both 
available and valid species-group homonymous names 
from Wagler (1830) as “Cylindricodon cylindricodon 
(Wagler, 1830)” and “Cubicodon cubicodon (Wagler, 
1830)” in absolute tautonymy (Art. 68.4);

(ix) The utility of Cylindricodon cylindricodon (Wagler, 
1830) and Cubicodon cubicodon (Wagler, 1830) 
should be properly evaluated under taxonomic 
purposes, but nomenclaturally they are in accordance 
with the Code (Art. 51.3).

DISCUSSION

Cylindricodon cylindricodon (Wagler, 1830) and 
Cubicodon cubicodon (Wagler, 1830), are based in the 
same individual specimen, but in different parts of this same 
specimen (Meyer, 1861:301; Huene, 1911:100; Hungerbühler, 
1998:246). So, both names are mutually objective synonyms 
of each other and Cylindricodon cylindricodon has priority 
of page. As Belodon plieningeri, both binomina were 
considered as nomina dubia by many authors (e.g., Westphal, 
1963:168; Gregory & Westphal, 1969:1296; Ballew, 
1989:325; Hungerbühler, 1998:139; Hungerbühler & Hunt, 
2000:471), but Hungerbühler (1998:246) rejected the idea of 
“invalidity” of Cylindricodon cylindricodon (as Phytosaurus 
cylindricodon) on the grounds of supposed poor preservation. 
The whole individual specimen was once identified as 
representing the same taxon named later as Nicrosaurus kapffi 
(Meyer, 1861:346; Huene, 1911:102) and, more recently, it 
was included in the new taxon introduced by Hungerbühler & 
Hunt (2000) as Nicrosaurus meyeri (Hungerbühler, 1998:139; 
Hungerbühler & Hunt, 2000:471).

In sum, Cylindricodon cylindricodon, Cubicodon 
cubicodon, and Belodon plieningeri had been considered as 
nomina dubia by many authors. Except for any declaration of 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 
(Art. 81) a nomen dubium cannot be suppressed (Art. 10.6). 
The Code (I.C.Z.N., 1999:111) defined nomen dubium as a 
“name of unknown or doubtful application”. As noted by 
Mones (1989:232), a “nomen dubium denotes ignorance, 
incapability to interpret the facts, insufficient diagnosis, 
or actual poorness of the type specimen”. Nomina dubia 
are ghosts wandering the nomenclatural eternity, haunting 
taxonomists and seeking their place in [paleo]zoology until a 
final judgment. In sum, nomen dubium has a stand-by status 
until clarification. It cannot be suppressed, disregarded, 
or ignored and all the passages of the Code dealing with a 
nomen dubium (I.C.Z.N., 1999:XXVII, Art. 75.5) are related 
to the designation of a neotype to replace an “unidentifiable 
name-bearing type”.

Additional material with a gracile, extremely long and 
narrow snouted (“lange schmale Schnautze”) was referred 
to Belodon plieningeri (Meyer, 1860a, 1861) and material 
with a robust tall rostral crest (“mehr noch durch Höhe als 
durch Breite”) was assigned to a new species called Belodon 
kapffi, honoring the collector Sixt Friedrich Jacob von Kapff 
(Meyer, 1860b, 1861, 1863, 1864, 1865a, 1865b, 1866). 
Recently it was suggested (Zeigler et al., 2002, 2003) that the 
gracile and robust morphotypes in phytosaurs are related to 
sexual dimorphism and plieningeri gracile morphotype would 
represent the female, while kapffi robust morphotype would 
be the male (Kimmings, 2009:20; Kimming & Spielman, 
2011:291). Both morphotypes came from the same locality 
(Meyer, 1861:256; Kapff, 1859:94, 1875:303) identified as 
probably Heslacher Wand (Hungerbühler, 1998:383).

Meanwhile, Fraas (1866:210) coined the genus-group 
name Nicrosaurus (the “Neckarsaur”, lizard from the Neckar) 
for B. kapffi (as “Kapffii”, from Kapffius, the Latinized form 
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for Kapff, cf. Arts. 31.1.1, & 33.4) giving a photograph of the 
skull (Fraas, 1866:209, fig. 75) and indicating Meyer (1863). 
“Kapffii” is an incorrect subsequent spelling, and it is not 
available (Art. 33.3) and should be automatically corrected 
to “kapffi”. Later, Mehl (1915:163) proposed Lophoprosopus 
also for Belodon kapffi (by monotypy, Belodon buceros Cope, 
1881, was included with doubts, see Arts. 67.2.5, & 68.3). 
More recently, Hungerbühler & Hunt (2000:471), introduced 
the binomen Nicrosaurus meyeri for the long and narrow 
snouted taxon, with the holotype coming from a locality 
(quarry “Weißer Steinbruch”, Pfaffenhofen; Hungerbühler 
& Hunt, 2000:474) which is not the same as Meyer’s (1861) 
additional specimens.

Belodon (= Nicrosaurus) kapffi Meyer, 1860b, does not 
have a formally fixed lectotype (cf. I.C.Z.N. 2003b, Art. 
74.7.3), but the specimen figured in Meyer (1861, plate 30) 
was improperly indicated as such (cf. Hungerbühler, 1998:35; 
Stocker & Butler, 2013:94). And it was noted (Hungerbühler 
& Hunt, 2000:475) that if a neotype is designated for Belodon 
plieningeri, the genus-group name Nicrosaurus Fraas, 1866, 
would turn to be a junior subjective synonym of Belodon 
Meyer, 1842, which does have priority.

Because Belodon Meyer, 1842, has priority over 
Nicrosaurus Fraas, 1866; the unavailability of Phytosaurus 
Jæger, 1828, as a genus-group name, and the invalidity 
of the junior homonym Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, all 
coordinated names (e.g., Phytosauria and Phytosauridae) 
should be rejected. Otherwise, Belodon Meyer, 1842, has 
its own coordinated names (Belodontia Brauns, 1890, 
and Belodontidae Cope, 1871) that should be used in 
taxonomy in the same places (clades) of the current usage of 
Phytosauria and Phytosauridae (see Stocker & Butler, 2013; 
and Kammerer et al., 2016) preventing the creation of new 
names for old ones.

At this point, it is good to remember J.C. Bradley’s preface 
of the First Edition of the Code (I.C.Z.N., 1961:IV) when 
he wrote that zoological nomenclature “has been the result 
of ignorance, of vanity, obstinate insistence on following 
individual predilections”. But going back to Strickland et al. 
(1843:107), the first Code proposition when regarding the 
confusion of nomenclature in Zoology, and, as a consequence, 
the communication: “the practice of gratifying individual 
vanity by attempting on the most frivolous pretexts to cancel 
the terms established by original discoverers, and to substitute 
a new and unauthorized nomenclature in their place”. Because 
of this, the “Law of Priority” was originally introduced 
(Strickland et al., 1843:108) to consider “those who are 
continually attempting to subvert the established language of 
zoology by substituting terms of their own coinage”.

Nomenclature is “a system of names, and provisions for 
their formation and use” (I.C.Z.N., 1999:111). Otherwise, 
Taxonomy is “the theory and practice of classifying 
organisms” (I.C.Z.N., 1999:119). Therefore, Nomenclature 
concerns with “implications of the taxonomic operations 
in question and not the operations themselves” (I.C.Z.N., 
1950:73-74). It “does not determine the inclusiveness or 
exclusiveness of any taxon, nor the rank to be accorded to 

any assemblage of animals, but, rather, provides the name 
that is to be used for a taxon whatever taxonomic limits and 
rank are given to it” and “the device of name-bearing types 
allows names to be applied to taxa without infringing upon 
taxonomic judgment” (I.C.Z.N., 1999:XIX).

Until now there was no consensus about the authorships 
of Phytosauria and Phytosauridae (see Huene, 1911:120, 
1922:158; Camp, 1930:139; Kuhn, 1933:17, 1961:93; 
Hofstetter, 1955:666; Gregory, 1962:653; Westphal, 
1963:168, 1976:108; Doyle & Sues, 1995:546; Hungerbühler, 
1998:17, 2002:380; Hungerbühler & Hunt, 2000:470). On the 
other hand, Belodontia was credited to Marsh (1896) by Kuhn 
(1961:93). In sum, there was a general preference in the usage 
of Phytosauria and Phytosauridae in the place of Belodontia 
and Belodontidae because Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, was older 
than Belodon Meyer, 1842. But this is not correct because 
Belodontia and Belodontidae (1890 and 1871, respectively) 
are both older than Phytosauria and Phytosauridae (1896 and 
1888, respectively), Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, is not available 
as a genus-group name, and Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, is 
invalid to be used.

Belodontia and Belodontidae, although older and 
nomenclaturally available and valid, are taxonomically 
weak as a representative of any group (or clade) because the 
type-material of Belodon plieningeri is undiagnostic inside 
phytosaurs. This problem was raised by Kammerer et al. 
(2016:18) when noting the nomenclatural application of the 
family-group name Phytosauridae in phylogenetic taxonomy. 
So, for nomenclatural stability in taxonomy, Belodon 
plieningeri should have a new and better type material.

CONCLUSIONS

Taxonomy is not the goal of the present paper but there are 
potentially five binomina (using the invalid junior homonym 
Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830) for the same phytosaur taxon 
present in the Löwenstein Formation (Stubensandstein) 
of Baden-Württemberg (southern Germany). The gracile 
morphotype has four binomina available: Phytosaurus (= 
Cylindricodon) cylindricodon Wagler, 1830; Phytosaurus 
(= Cubicodon) cubicodon Wagler, 1830; Belodon plieningeri 
Meyer, 1842, and the recently proposed Nicrosaurus meyeri 
Hungerbühler & Hunt, 2000; and the robust morphotype has 
the binomen Belodon (= Nicrosaurus) kapffi Meyer, 1860b, 
available. 

As shown, the name Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828, is not a 
genus-group name, and Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830, and its 
coordinated names Phytosauridae and Phytosauria, although 
available are all invalid in the light of the Code. Therefore, 
it is time to fix the higher-level taxonomy of phytosaurs. To 
complete this process, and using parsimony and the Principle 
of Priority, a request to the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature to set aside under its plenary 
power (Arts. 75.5, & 81) the original syntypes of Belodon 
plieningeri Meyer, 1842, is necessary. There is a general 
agreement that they are lost and all the available illustrations 
(Meyer, 1844:43, plate 12, figs. 20 & 21; 1847:148, plate 20, 
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figs. 2 & 3) of them are undiagnostic (e.g., Hungerbühler & 
Hunt, 2000:475). The neotype should be chosen among the 
assemblage of specimens described by Meyer (1861, 1865a), 
and the best specimen, as previously noted in Hungerbühler 
(1998:137) and Hungerbühler & Hunt (2000:475), will be 
that figured in Meyer (1861, plate 28; plate 29, figs. 1-5 & 
8-10; and plate 37, fig. 27) and in Hungerbühler (1998:432-
433, figs. 2.45 & 2.46). It came from the same locality as also 
the suggested lectotype of Belodon kapffi which is probably 
Heslacher Wand (Hungerbühler, 1998:383). So, both supposed 
female and male name-bearing specimens and morphotypes 
came from the same type-locality.

This request should also include the suppression of both 
nominal genera Cylindricodon Jæger, 1828, and Cubicodon 
Jæger, 1828, as well of both nominal species [Phytosaurus] 
cylindricodon Wagler, 1830, and [Phytosaurus] cubicodon 
Wagler, 1830, in the prevailing usage (cf. Art. 23.9.1.1, 
Recommendation 23A) of both younger nominal genera 
Belodon Meyer, 1842, and Nicrosaurus Fraas, 1866, and both 
younger nominal species [Belodon] plieningeri Meyer, 1842, 
and [Belodon] kapffi Meyer, 1860b.

The result is that the younger genus-group name 
Nicrosaurus Fraas, 1866, will be only subsumed under the 
older Belodon Meyer, 1842, if the hypothesis of sexual 
dimorphism for gracile and robust forms applies, or in the 
subjective approach in naming a clade with both full sister 
taxa plieningeri+kapffi under the same genus-group name 
(as in Hungerbühler & Hunt, 2000, and Hungerbühler, 2002).

With these nomenclatural adjustments, the class-
group name Parasuchia Huxley, 1875, could well be used 
taxonomically. I propose that this name remains to be linked 
to Huxley’s (1875) original phylogenetic hypothesis, naming 
a clade (stem) comprising the common ancestor of Belodon 
Meyer, 1842, and Stagonolepis Agassiz, 1844, which is not 
shared by Crocodylus Laurenti, 1768. So, this definition 
should be known as the “Parasuchian Hypothesis”.

A nomenclatural synopsis is provided in Appendix 1.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I wish to thank A.M. Ribeiro (Museu de Ciências Naturais, 
Porto Alegre, Brazil), who offer me the first phytosaur from 
Brazil to study in 1990’s, and for her unvaluable support in 
these several academic years when nobody believed that 
a phytosaur could be present in the Brazilian Triassic; R. 
Guzman-Gutierrez (Universidad Humanista de las Américas, 
Monterey, Mexico) and all the Wikipaleo community for 
several papers changed; and A.B. Heckert (Appalachian State 
University, Boone, U.S.A.) who provided a helpful review 
of an earlier version of the manuscript. This present subject 
was previously introduced in my doctoral thesis (Kischlat, 
1993:40-41).

REFERENCES

Agassiz, L. 1844. Monographie des poissons fossiles du vieux 
grés rouge ou système Dévonien (Old Red Sandstone) des 

Iles Britanniques et de Russie. Neuchatel, Soleure, 171 p. 
doi:10.5962/bhl.title.5752

Appleby, R.M.; Charig, A.J.; Cox, C.B.; Kermack, K.A. & Tarlo, 
L.B.H. 1967. Reptilia. Geological Society, London, Special 
Publications, 2:695–731. doi:10.1144/GSL.SP.1967.002.01.47

Ballew, K.L. 1989. A phylogenetic analysis of Phytosauria from the 
Late Triassic of the Western United States. In: S.G. Lucas & A.P. 
Hunt, A.P. (eds.) Dawn of the age of dinosaurs in the American 
southwest, New Mexico Museum of Natural History, p. 309–339.

Barrett, P.M. et al. 2020. The age of the Tashinga Formation (Karoo 
Supergroup) in the Mid-Zambezi Basin, Zimbabwe and the 
first phytosaur from mainland sub-Saharan Africa. Gondwana 
Research, 81:445–460. doi:10.1016/j.gr.2019.12.008

Baur, G. 1894. Bemerkungen über die Osteologie der Schläfengegend 
der höhoren Wirbeltiere. Anatomische Anzeiger, 10:315–330.

Bradley, J.C. 1957. Comment on the Moore/Sylvester-Bradley 
“Parataxa Plan”. The Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 
15:167–168.

Brauns, D. 1890. Ein Beitrag zu der Stammesgeschichte de 
Sauropsiden. Leopoldina, 26:147–152,160–164, 186–188, 
201–203.

Bronn, H.-G. 1835. Lethaea geognostica, oder Abbildungen 
und Beschreibungen der für die Gebirges-Formationen 
bezeichnendsten Versteinerungen. Erster Band. Stuttgart, 
Schweizerbart’s Verlagshandlung, p. 97–192. doi:10.5962/bhl.
title.59080

Camp, C.L. 1930. A study of the phytosaurs with description of new 
material from western North America. Memoirs of the University 
of California, 10:xi+174.

Chatterjee, S. 1974. A rhynchosaur from the Upper Triassic Maleri 
Formation of India. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Society of London (B. Biological Sciences), 267:209–261. 
doi:10.1098/rstb.1974.0001

Chatterjee, S. 1978. A primitive parasuchid (phytosaur) reptile from 
the Upper Triassic Maleri Formation of India. Palaeontology, 
21:83–127.

Chatterjee, S. 2001. Parasuchus hislopi Lydekker, 1885 (Reptilia, 
Archosauria): proposed replacement of the lectotype by a 
neotype. The Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 58:34–36.

Cope, E.D. 1869. Synopsis of the extinct Batrachia, Reptilia and Aves 
of North America. Transactions of the American Philosophical 
Society (New Series), 14:1–104.

Cope, E.D. 1871. On the Systematic Arrangement of the Reptilia. 
Proceedings of the American Association for the Advancement 
of Science, 19:226–238.

Cope, E.D. 1881. Belodon in New Mexico. The American Naturalist, 
15:922–923.

Doyle, K.D. & Sues, H.-D. 1995. Phytosaurs (Reptilia: Archosauria) 
from the Upper Triassic New Oxford Formation of York County, 
Pennsylvania. Journal of Vertebrate Paleontology, 15:545–553. 
doi:10.1080/02724634.1995.10011247

Drosdowski, G. et al. 1989. Duden Deutsches Universalwörterbuch. 
Mannheim, Wien, Zürich, Dudenverlag, 1816 p.

Dubois, A. 1984. La nomenclature supragénérique des amphibiens 
anoures. Mémoires du Muséum National d’histoire naturelle 
(Série A, Zoologie), 131:1–64.

Ezcurra, M.D.; Jones, A.S.; Gentil, A.R. & Butler, R.J. 2021. Early 
Archosauromorphs: The crocodile and dinosaur precursors. In: 
D. Alderton & S.A. Elias Encyclopedia of Geology, Second 
Edition, Academic Press, p. 175–185. doi:10.1016/B978-0-12-
409548-9.12439-X



46 Revista Brasileira de Paleontologia, 25(1), 2022

Ezcurra, M.D. et al. 2020. Enigmatic dinosaur precursors bridge 
the gap to the origin of Pterosauria. Nature, 588:445-449. 
doi:10.1038/s41586-020-3011-4

Fischer-von-Waldheim, G. 1847. Bemerkungen über das Schaedel-
Fragment, welches Herr Major Wangenheim von Qualen in 
dem West-Ural endecky und der Gesellschaft zur Beuertheilung 
vorgelegt hat. Bulletin de la Société impériale des naturalistes 
de Moscou, 20:263–267.

Fraas, O. 1866. Vor der Sündfluth! Eine Geschichte der Urwelt. 
Stuttgart, Hoffmann’sche Verlags-Buchhandlung, 516 p.

Gower, D.J. & Walker, A.D. 2002. New data on the braincase of 
the aetosaurian archosaur (Reptilia: Diapsida) Stagonolepis 
robertsoni Agassiz. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society, 
136:7–23. doi:10.1046/j.1096-3642.2002.00023.x

Gray, J.E. 1844. Catalogue of the tortoises, crocodiles, and 
amphisbaenians, in the collection of the British Museum. 
London, Trustees of the British Museum, viii+80 p.

Gray, J.E. 1862. A synopsis of the species of crocodiles. The Annals 
and Magazine of Natural History (Third Series), 10:265–274.

Gray, J.E. 1874. On Crocodilus johnstoni, Krefft. Proceedings of 
the Scientific Meetings of the Zoological Society of London, 
1874:177–178.

Gregory, J.T. 1962. The genera of phytosaurs. American Journal of 
Science, 260:652–690. doi:10.2475/ajs.260.9.652

Gregory, J.T. 1969. Evolution und interkontinentale Beziehungen der 
Phytosauria (Reptilia). Paläontologisch Zeitschrifft, 43:037–051. 
doi:10.1007/BF02987926

Gregory, J.T. & Westphal, F. 1969. Remarks on the phytosaur genera 
of the European Trias. Journal of Paleontology, 43:1296–1298.

Hay, O.P. 1930. Second bibliography and catalogue of the fossil 
Vertebrata of North America. Volumen II. Publication, Carnegie 
Institution, 390:xiv+1074.

Heikertinger, F. 1930. Internationale Regeln der Zoologischen 
Nomenklatur. Vorbemerkung zur Herausgabe. Koleopterologische 
Rundschau, 16:1–15.

Hemming, F. 1958. Problems involved in the stabilisation of the 
names for Orders, Classes and Taxa of Higher Rank. The Bulletin 
of Zoological Nomenclature, 15:489–496.

Hoernes, R. 1884. Elemente der Palaeontologie (Palaeozoologie). 
Leipzig, Verlag von Veit & Comp., xvi+594 p. doi:10.5962/
bhl.title.14950

Hofstetter, R. 1955. Thecodontia. In: J. Piveteau Traité de 
Paléontologie, Tome V, Masson et Cie, Éditeurs, p. 665–694.

Huene, F. von 1911. Beiträge zur Kenntnis und Beurteilung der 
Parasuchier. Geologische und Palæontologische Abhandlungen 
(Neue Folge), 10:65–122.

Huene, F. von 1922. Neue Beiträge zur Kenntnis der Parasuchier. 
Jahrbuch der Preußischen Geologischen Landesanstalt, 
42:59–160.

Hungerbühler, A. 1998. Cranial anatomy and diversity of the Norian 
phytosaurs of Southwestern Germany. Faculty of Science 
(Department of Earth Sciences), University of Bristol, D.Sc. 
thesis, 465 p.

Hungerbühler, A. 2001. Comment on the proposed designation of 
a neotype for Parasuchus hislopi Lydekker, 1885 (Reptilia, 
Archosauria). The Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 
58:228–229.

Hungerbühler, A. 2002. The Late Triassic phytosaur Mystriosuchus 
westphali, with a revision of the genus. Palaeontology, 45:377–
418. doi:10.1111/1475-4983.00242

Hungerbühler, A. & Hunt, A.P. 2000. Two new phytosaur 
species (Archosauria, Crurotarsi) from the Upper Triassic 

of southwest Germany. Neues Jahrbuch für Geologie und 
Paläontologie (Monatshefte), 2000:467–484. doi:10.1127/
njgpm/2000/2000/467

Hunt, A.P. & Lucas, S.G. 1989. New genotype designations for the 
phytosaurs Mystriosuchus and Rutiodon with a discussion of the 
taxonomic status of Mystriosuchus, Clepsysaurus and Rutiodon. 
In: S.G. Lucas & A.P. Hunt (eds.) Dawn of the Age of Dinosaurs 
in the American Southwest, New Mexico Museum of Natural 
History, p. 340–348.

Huxley, T.H. 1859. On the Stagonolepis robertsoni (Agassiz) of the 
Elgin sandstones; and on the recently discovered footmarks in 
the sandstones of Cummingstone. The Quarterly Journal of the 
Geological Society of London, 15:440–460. doi:10.1144/GSL.
JGS.1859.015.01-02.54

Huxley, T.H. 1870. On the Classification of the Dinosauria, with 
observations on the Dinosauria of the Trias. The Quarterly 
Journal of the Geological Society, 26:32–51. doi:10.1144/GSL.
JGS.1870.026.01-02.09

Huxley, T.H. 1875. On Stagonolepis Robertsoni, and the evolution 
of the Crocodilia. The Quarterly Journal of the Geological 
Society, 31:423–438. doi:10.1144/GSL.JGS.1875.031.01-04.29

Huxley, T.H. 1877. The Crocodilian remains found in the Elgin 
Sandstones with remarks on the ichnites of Cummingstone. 
Memoirs of the Geological Survey of the United Kingdom, 
3:1–58.

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1912. Règles internationales de la Nomenclature zoologique. 
In: INTERNATIONAL ZOÖLOGICAL CONGRESS, 7. 
Cambridge, Proceedings, The University Press, p. 39–53.

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1914. Règles internationales de la Nomenclature zoologique 
adoptées par les Congrès internationaux de Zoologie. In: 
CONGRÈS INTERNATIONAL DE ZOOLOGIE, 9. Rennes, 
Compte-Rendu, Imprimerie Oberthür, p. 895–915.

I.C.Z.N. (The International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature). 1950. The Official Record of Proceedings of 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature at 
its Session held in Paris in July 1948: Conclusions of Fourth 
Meeting (concluding portion). The Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature, 4:63–82.

I.C.Z.N. (The International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature). 1957. Copenhagen decisions on Zoological 
Nomenclature. Additions to, and modifications of, the Règles 
Internationales de la Nomenclature Zoologique. London, 
International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature, 135 p. 
doi:10.5962/bhl.title.50030

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1961. Code International de Nomenclature Zoologique adopté 
par le XVe Congrès International de Zoologie. International 
Code of Zoological Nomenclature adopted by the XV 
International Congress of Zoology. London, The International 
Trust for Zoological Nomenclature, 176 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.
title.50303

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1964. Code International de Nomenclature Zoologique adopté 
par le XVe Congrès International de Zoologie. International Code 
of Zoological Nomenclature adopted by the XV International 
Congress of Zoology. 2a ed. London, The International Trust for 
Zoological Nomenclature, 176 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.title.50606

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1979. Further proposed amendments to the International 



Kischlat – Parasuchia, Belodontia or Phytosauria? 47

Code of Zoological Nomenclature. The Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature, 36:1–64.

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1985. Code International de Nomenclature Zoologique adopté 
par la XXe Assemblee Generale de l’Union Internationale 
des Sciences Biologiques. International Code of Zoological 
Nomenclature adopted by the XX General Assembly of the 
International Union of Biological Sciences. 3a ed. London, 
The International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature, 338 p. 
doi:10.5962/bhl.title.50611

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
1999. International Code of Zoological Nomenclature adopted 
by the International Union of Biological Sciences. 4ª ed. London, 
International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature, The Natural 
History Museum, 306 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.title.50608

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
2003a. Parasuchus hislopi Lydekker, 1885 (Reptilia, 
Archosauria): lectotype replaced by a neotype. The Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature, 60:174–175.

I.C.Z.N. (International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature). 
2003b. Declaration 44. Amendment of Article 74.7.3. The 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 60:263.

Jæger, G.F. 1828. Über die fossile Reptilien, welche in Würtemberg 
aufgefunden worden sind. Stuttgart, J.B. Metzler’schen 
Buchhandlung, vi+48 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.title.4689

Kammerer, C.F.; Butler, R.J.; Bandyopadhyay, S. & Stocker, M.R. 
2016. Relationships of the Indian phytosaur Parasuchus hislopi 
Lydekker, 1885. Papers in Palaeontology, 2:1–23. doi:10.1002/
spp2.1022

Kapff, S.F.J. von 1859. Ueber einen Sauder des Stubensandsteins. 
Jahreshefte des Vereins für vaterländische Naturkunde in 
Württemberg, 15:93–96.

Kapff, S.F.J. von 1875. Ueber einen neuen Fund von Saurierresten 
im Stubensandstein. Verhandlungen der kaiserlich-königlichen 
geologischen Reichsanstalt, 1875:303–304.

Kimmig, J. 2009. Functional morphology and systematic 
palaeontology of the Phytosauria (Archosauria; Crurotarsi) 
and the development of their Late Triassic habitats. Imperial 
College of London, M.Sc. thesis, 118 p.

Kimmig, J. & Spielman, J. 2011. Biologic factors influencing 
phytosaur (Archosauria: Phytosauridae) taxonomy: a prospectus. 
New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science Bulletin, 
53:289–294.

Kischlat, E.-E. 2002. Tecodôncios: A Aurora dos Arcossáurios no 
Triássico. In: M. Holz & L.F. de Ros (eds.) Paleontologia do 
Rio Grande do Sul, Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do 
Sul, p. 246–272.

Kischlat, E.-E. 2003. Padrão muscular da coxa de arcossauromorfos 
fósseis. Aplicação do cladismo reverso e teste de hipóteses. 
Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, D.Sc. 
thesis, xii+332 p.

Kischlat, E.-E. & Lucas, L. 2003. A phytosaur from the Upper 
Triassic of Brazil. Journal of Vertebrate Paleontology, 
23:164–467. doi:10.1671/0272-4634(2003)023[0464:APFTU
T]2.0.CO;2

Kluge, F. 1899. Etymologisches Wörterbuch der deutschen Sprache. 
6a ed. Straßburg, Karl J. Trübner, 510 p.

Kluge, F. 2011. Etymologisches Wörterbuch der deutschen Sprache. 
25a ed. (E. Seebold). Berlin/Boston, Walter de Gruyter GmbH 
& Co., 1021 p.

Kraus, O. (ed.) 2000. Internationale Regeln für die Zoologische 
Nomenklatur. Angenommen von International Union of 

Biological Sciences. Offizieller deutscher Text. 4a ed. Keltern-
Weiler, Goecke & Evers, 232 p.

Kuhn, O. 1933. Pars 58. Thecodontia. In: W. Quenstedt (ed.) Fossilium 
Catalogus, I: Animalia, W. Junk, 32 p.

Kuhn, O. 1961. Pars 99. Reptilia, Supplementum I(2). Protosauria 
(Prolacertilia), Eosuchia, Proganosauria (Mesosuaria), 
Tri lophosauria,  Amphisbaenia,  Captorhinomorpha, 
Diadectomorpha, Pareiasauria, Procolophonia, Pterosauria, 
Rhynchocephalia, Thecodontia, Ichtyosauria, Pelycosauria. In: 
F. Westphal (ed.) Fossilium Catalogus, I: Animalia, Uitgeverij 
Dr. W. Junk, 163 p.

Laurenti, J.N. 1768. Specimen medicum, exhibens synopsin reptilium 
emendatam cum experimentis circa venena et antidota reptilium 
austriacorum. Viennæ, Aulæ Typographi, 217 p. doi:10.5962/
bhl.title.5108

Long, R.A. & Murry, P.A. 1995. Late Triassic (Carnian and Norian) 
tetrapods from the southwestern United States. Bulletin, New 
Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science, 4:v+254.

Loveridge, A. 1946. Reptiles of the Pacific World. 2a ed. New York, 
Macmillan, 259 p. 

Lydekker, R. 1883. Synopsis of the Fossil Vertebrata of India. 
Records of the Geological Survey of India, 16:61–93.

Lydekker, R. 1885. The Reptilia and Amphibia of the Maleri and 
Denwa groups. Palaeontologia Indica (Serie 4), 1:1–38.

Lydekker, R. 1888. Catalogue of the fossil Reptilia and Amphibia in 
the British Museum (Natural History). Part I. London, Trustees 
British Museum (Natural History), 309 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.
title.61848

Mantell, G.A. 1825. Notice on the Iguanodon, a newly discovered 
fossil reptile, from the sandstone of the Tilgate Forest, in Sussex. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, 115:179–186. 
doi:10.1098/rstl.1825.0010

Marsh, O.C. 1895. On the affinities and classification of the 
dinosaurian reptiles. The American Journal of Science (Third 
Series), 50:483–498. doi:10.2475/ajs.s3-50.300.483

Marsh, O.C. 1896. The dinosaurs of North America. United States 
Geological Survey Annual Report, 16:133–244. doi:10.5962/
bhl.title.60562

Mayr, E. 1969. Principles of Systematic Zoology. New York, 
McGraw-Hill Publishing Company Ltd., 428 p.

McGregor, J.H. 1906. The Phytosauria, with special reference 
to Mystriosuchus and Rhytidodon. Memoirs of the American 
Museum of Natural History, 9:29V101.

Mehl, M.G. 1915. The Phytosauria of the Trias. The Journal of 
Geology, 23:129–165.

Meyer, C.H. von 1832. Palaeologica zur Geschichte der Erde und 
ihrer Geschöpfe. Frankfurt am Main, Siegmund Schmerber, 560 
p. doi:10.3931/e-rara-14668

Meyer, C.H. von 1842. Labyrinthodonten-Genera: Mastodonsaurus, 
Capitosaurus und Metopias und deren Arten; Belosaurus 
Plieningeri im Keuper Württembergs; Simosaurus in 
Deutschland; Glaphyrorhynchus Aalensis im Untereisenoolith 
und Brachytaenius perenis im gelben Jurakalk Württembergs; 
Pterodactylus Meyeri von Kelheim; Prosopon undl Pithonoton-
Arten daselbst. Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie,Geognosie, 
Geologie und Petrefakten-Kunde, 1842:301–304.

Meyer, C.H. von 1844. Fossile Knochen aus dem Keuper. In: C.H. von 
Meyer & T. Plininger Beiträge zur Paläontologie Wüttemberg’s, 
enthaltend die fossilen Wirbeltierreste aus dem Triasgebilden mit 
besonderer Rücksicht auf die Labyrinthodonten des Keupers, E. 
Schweizerbart, p. 1–45.



48 Revista Brasileira de Paleontologia, 25(1), 2022

Meyer, C.H. von 1847. Die Saurier de Muschelkalkes mit Rucksicht 
auf die Saurier aus Buntem Sandstein und Keuper. In: C.H. von 
Meyer Zur Fauna der Vorwelt, Zweite Abtheilung, Heinrich 
Keller, viii+167 p.

Meyer, C.H. von 1860a. Über Rhamphorhynchus Gemmingi u. 
Chimaera (lschyodon) Quenstedti v. Solenhofen; Unterschiede 
zwischen älteren und jüngeren Panzer-Sauriern, Belodon etc.; 
tertiäre Eingeweide-Würmer, Mermis antiqua. Neues Jahrbuch 
für Mineralogie, Geognosie, Geologie und Petrefakten-Kunde, 
1860:210–212.

Meyer, C.H. von 1860b. Belodon im Stubensandstein von 
Stuttgart; Acteosaurus Tommasinii aus Neocomien? des 
Karstes; Rhinoceros Mercki bei Triest und im Mainzer Becken; 
Knochen-Höhlen an der Lahn von zweierlei Alter; Palaeomeryx 
pygmaeus und Sus Belsiacus von Günzburg; Trionyx-Eier im 
Mainzer Becken; Emys im diluvialen Kalke von Cannstadt; 
Unterabtheilung von Salamandra und Polysemia, Heliarchon 
etc.; Lamprosaurus Goepperti aus Muschelkalk Schlesiens; 
Phanerosaurus Naumanni im Rothliegenden von Zwickau. 
Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie, Geognosie, Geologie und 
Petrefakten-Kunde, 1860:556–560.

Meyer, C.H. von 1861. Reptilien aus dem Stubensandstein des oberen 
Keupers. Palæontographica, 7:253–346.

Meyer, C.H. von 1863. Der Schädel des Belodon aus dem 
Stubensandstein des oberen Keupers. Palæontographica, 
10:227–246.

Meyer, C.H. von 1864. Neue Schildkröte, Parachelys, Eichstättensis, 
aus dem lithographischen Schiefer; ein neuer Fisch, Archaeotylus 
ignotus; Prosopon Neuhausense aus dem weissen Jura von 
Amstetten; Prosopon Mitella aus dem weissen Jura der 
Geisslinger Steige; über eigenthümliche Knochen (Amphicyon?) 
von Flörsheim; genauere Angaben über den Kiefer von Belodon 
Plieningeri. Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie, Geologie und 
Palaeontologie, 1864:206–211.

Meyer, C.H. von 1865a. Reptilien aus dem Stubensandstein des 
oberen Keupers. Palaeontographica, 14:99–124.

Meyer, C.H. von 1865b. Über einen tertiären Thon bei Nierstein 
mit Resten von Meletta und Arnphisyle Heinrichi; über das 
Vorkommen ähnlicher Thone (Meletta-Schichten) an anderen 
Örten; Übersicht der in den Tertiär-Gebilden von Eggingen bei 
Ulm vorkommenden Wirbelthiere; über Prosoponiden aus dem 
weissen Jura Schwabens; über Belodon aus dem Stubensandstein 
bei Stuttgart. Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie, Geologie und 
Palaeontologie, 1865:215–221.

Meyer, C.H. von 1866. Über Belodon; über Rhinoceros- und 
Mastodon-Zähne; Cervus diluvianus im Sande von Mosbach; 
Riesensalamander und andere Thierreste aus der Molasse 
von Reisenberg; Palaeomeryx aus dem Süsswasserkalk von 
Steinheim; Pachydermen von Eggingen; über Cratylns truncatus, 
eine neue, zu den Prosoponiden gehörige Versteinerung aus dem 
weissen Jura von Einsingen. Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie, 
Geologie und Palaeontologie, 1866:575–378.

Mones, Á. 1989. Nomen dubium vs. nomen vanum. Journal of 
Vertebrate Paleontology, 9:232–234. doi:10.1080/02724634.
1989.10011757

Moore, R.C. 1957. Copy of a letter dated 13th July. The Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature, 15:116–117.

Moore, R.C. & Sylvester-Bradley, P.C. 1957. Proposed insertion in 
the “Règles” of provisions recognizing “Parataxa” as a special 
category for the classification and nomenclature of discrete 
fragments or of life-stages of animals which are inadequate for 
identification of whole-animal taxa, with proposals of procedure 

for the nomenclature of “Parataxa”. The Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature, 15:5–13.

Nicholson, H.A. 1879. A Manual of Palæontology for the use 
of students, with a general introduction on the Principles of 
Palæontology. Volumen 2. 2nd Edition. Edinburgh and London, 
William Blackwood and Sons, xiv+531 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.
title.19698

Nopcsa, F. von 1928. The genera of reptiles. Palaeobiologica, 
1:163–188.

Owen, R. 1842. Report on British fossil reptiles. Part II. Report of 
the British Association for Advancement of Science, 11:60–204.

Padian, K.; Hutchinson, J.R. & Holtz, T.R. Jr. 1999. Phylogenetic 
definitions and nomenclature of the major taxonomic categories 
of the carnivorous Dinosauria (Theropoda). Journal of Vertebrate 
Paleontology, 19:69–80. doi:10.1080/02724634.1999.10011123

Pan, T.; Miao, J.-S.; Zhang, H.-B.; Yan, P.; Lee, P.-S.; Jiang, X.-Y.; 
Ouyang, J.-H.; Deng, Y.-P.; Zhang, B.-W. & Wu, X.-B. 2020. 
Near-complete phylogeny of extant Crocodylia (Reptilia) using 
mitogenome-based data. Zoological Journal of the Linnean 
Society, 191:1075-1089. doi:10.1093/zoolinnean/zlaa074

Plieninger, T. 1857. Belodon plieningeri. H. v. Meyer. Ein Saurier 
der Keuperformation. Württembergische naturwissenschaftliche 
Jahreshefte, 8:389–524.

Romer, A.S. 1956. Osteology of reptiles. Chicago & London, 
University of Chicago Press, xxi+772 p.

Romer, A.S. 1966. Vertebrate paleontology. 3ª ed. Chicago and 
London, The University of Chicago Press, x+468 p.

Ross, F.D.; VanTomme, M. & Kischlat, E.-E. 2010. Order Crocodylia 
Loveridge, 1946, recommended. Crocodile Specialist Group 
Newsletter, 29:25–26.

Schuster, E.W.T. & Régnier, A. 1870a. Nouveau dictionnaire des 
langues Allemande et Française contenant, outre la definition 
des mots, l’indication de leur origine et de leurs affinités 
étimologiques, le génitif singulier et le pluriel des substantifs, les 
formes irrégulières des verbs et l’explication des terms techniques 
surtout de ceux qui sont propres aux sciences médicales et 
naturelles, a la jurisprudence, au commerce, aux chemins de 
fer, a la télégraphie, etc. etc. etc. Neues und Vollständiges 
Wörterbuch der Deutschen und Französichschen Sprache. Mit 
Rücksicht auf Bregriffsbestimmung, Arsprung, Verwandtschaft, 
Amendung und Amwandlung der Wörter, und mit besondere 
Bezugnahme auf die in der Arzneikunde, den Naturwissechaften, 
dem Handel, den Eisenbahnen, der Telegraphie u. üblichen 
Kunft- und Fachausdrücke. Tome premier/Erster Band. 
Allemand-Français/Deutsch-Französisch. 10a ed. Leipzig, J.J. 
Weber, Libraire-Éditeur/Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1044 p.

Schuster, E.W.T. & Régnier, A. 1870b. Nouveau dictionnaire des 
langues Allemande et Française contenant, outre la definition 
des mots, l’indication de leur origine et de leurs affinités 
étimologiques, le génitif singulier et le pluriel des substantifs, les 
formes irrégulières des verbs et l’explication des terms techniques 
surtout de ceux qui sont propres aux sciences médicales et 
naturelles, a la jurisprudence, au commerce, aux chemins de 
fer, a la télégraphie, etc. etc. etc. Neues und Vollständiges 
Wörterbuch der Deutschen und Französichschen Sprache. Mit 
Rücksicht auf Bregriffsbestimmung, Arsprung, Verwandtschaft, 
Amendung und Amwandlung der Wörter, und mit besondere 
Bezugnahme auf die in der Arzneikunde, den Naturwissechaften, 
dem Handel, den Eisenbahnen, der Telegraphie u. üblichen 
Kunft- und Fachausdrücke. Second Tome/Zweiter Band, 
Français-Allemand/Französisch-Deutsch. 10a ed. Leipzig, J.J. 
Weber, Libraire-Éditeur/Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1079 p.



Kischlat – Parasuchia, Belodontia or Phytosauria? 49

Sereno, P.C. 1991. Basal archosaurs: phylogenetic relationships 
and functional implications. Memoir, Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology, 2:1–53. doi:10.1080/02724634.1991.10011426

Sereno, P.C. 2005. The logical basis of Phylogenetic Taxonomy. 
Systematic Biology, 54:595–619. doi:10.1080/106351591007453

Sporschil, J. 1830. A complete dictionary of the English and German 
and German and English languages, containing all the words 
in general use. Vollständiges Englisch-Deutsches und Deutsch-
Englisches Wörterbuch, enthaltend alle im beiden Sprachen 
allgemein gebräuchliche Wörter. Volume/Theil 2. German and 
English/Deutsch und Englisch. Leipzig, A.G. Liebeskind, 799 p.

Stiles, C.W. 1898. Flukes and tapeworms of cattle, sheep, and swine, 
with special reference to the inspection of meats. Bulletin, Bureau 
of Animal Industry, 19:11–136.

Stiles, C.W. 1902. Two trematodes (Monostomulum lentis and 
Acumodistomum ophthalmobium) parasitic in the human eye. 
Bulletin, Bureau of Animal Industry, 35:24–35.

Stiles, C.W. 1904. Illustrated key to the Trematode parasites of man. 
Bulletin, Hygienic Laboratory, 17:1–66.

Stiles, C.W. 1907. Report of the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature. Science (New Series), 26:520-523. 
doi:10.1126/science.26.668.520

Stiles, C.W. 1912. Report of the International Commission 
on Zoölogical Nomenclature. In: INTERNATIONAL 
ZOÖLOGICAL CONGRESS, 7. Cambridge, Proceedings, 
The University Press, p. 35–53.

Stiles, C.W. & Hassall, A. 1905. The determination of generic types. 
And a list of roundworm genera, with their original and type 
species. Bulletin, Bureau of Animal Industry, 79:1–150.

Stocker, M.R. & Butler, R.J. 2013. Phytosauria. In: S.J. Nesbitt; 
J.B Desojo & R.B. Irmis (eds.) Anatomy, Phylogeny and 
Palaeobiology of early archosaurs and their kin, Geological 
Society of London, Special Publications, vol. 379, p. 91–117.

Stocker, M.R.; Zhao, L.-J.; Nesbitt, S.J.; Wu, X.-C & Li, C. 2017. A 
short-snouted, Middle Triassic phytosaur and its implications for 
the morphological evolution and biogeography of Phytosauria. 
Scientific Reports, 7:46028. doi:10.1038/Srep46028

Strickland, H.E.; Henslow, J.S.; Phillips, J.; Shuckard, W.E.; 
Richardson, J.; Waterhouse, G.R.; Owen, R.; Yarrell, W.; Jenyns, 
L.; Darwin, C.; Broderip, W.J. & Westwood, J.O. 1843. Report 
of a Committee appointed “to consider of the rules by which 
the Nomenclature of Zoology may be established on a uniform 
and permanent basis”. Report of the British Association for the 
Advancement of Science, 12:105–121.

Tatarinov, L.P. 1960. Otkrytiye psevdozukhiy v verkhney permi 
SSSR. Paleontologicheskii Zhurnal, 1960:74–80.

Wagler, J. 1830. Natürliches System der Amphibien, mit vorangehender 
Classification der Säugthiere und Vögel. München, J.G. 
Cotta’schen Buchhandlung, vi+354 p. doi:10.5962/bhl.
title.58730

Walker, A.D. 1961. Triassic reptiles from the Elgin area: Stagonolepis, 
Dasygnathus and their allies. Philosophical Transactions of the 
Royal Society of London (B. Biological Sciences), 244:103–204. 
doi:10.1098/rstb.1961.0007

Westphal, F. 1963. Phytosaurier-Gattungen und -arten aus dem 
südwestdeutschen Keuper (Reptilia, Thecodontia). Neues 
Jahrbuch für Geologie und Paläontologie (Abhandlungen), 
118:159–176.

Westphal, F. 1976. Phytosauria. In: O. Kuhn (ed.) Handbuch der 
Paläoherpetologie. Teil 13. Thecodontia. Gustav Fischer Verlag, 
p. 99–120.

Zeigler, K.E.; Lucas, S.G. & Heckert, A.B. 2002. The Late Triassic 
Canjilon Quarry (Upper Chinle Group, New Mexico) phytosaur 
skulls: evidence of sexual dimorphism in phytosaurs. New 
Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science Bulletin, 
21:179–88.

Zeigler, K.E.; Lucas, S.G. & Heckert, A.B. 2003. Variation in 
the Late Triassic Canjilon quarry (Upper Chinle Group, New 
Mexico) phytosaur skulls: a case for sexual dimorphism. 
Paläontologische Zeitschrift, 77:341–351.

Received in 25 May, 2021; accepted in 13 February, 2022.



50 Revista Brasileira de Paleontologia, 25(1), 2022

Appendix 1. Nomenclatural synopsis.

Collective-group name
Phytosaurus Jæger, 1828:22 (“gemeinschaftliche Name”). It could not be the type (eponym) of any name in any category (Art. 

43), nor type-species is required (Art. 42.3.1).

Class-Group names
Parasuchia Huxley, 1875:427 (“suborder”). No eponymous name included. Definition (herein): the clade (stem) comprising the 

common ancestry of Belodon Meyer, 1842, and Stagonolepis Agassiz, 1844, which is not shared by Crocodylus Laurenti, 1768.
Belodontia Brauns, 1890:202 (?Unterordnung). Eponym: Belodon Meyer, 1842. Definition: the ancestry (stem) of Belodon 

and its descendants, not shared by Aetosaurus and/or Crocodylus (cf. Kischlat, 2002:283).
Phytosauria Baur, 1894:322 (“Gruppe”). Eponym: Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830 (non Jæger, 1828). Rejected by junior homonymy 

of an older valid genus (collective) name (analogy to Art. 39).
Parasuchoidea Nopcsa, 1928:182 (“suborder”). No eponymous name included. Rejected by junior homonymy of the superfamily 

name Parasuchoidea Lydekker, 1885.
Phytosauromorphi Hay, 1930:137 (“order”). Eponym: Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830 (non Jæger, 1828). Rejected by junior 

homonymy of an older valid genus (collective) name (analogy to Art. 39).
Phytosauriformes Hay, 1930:140 (“suborder”). Eponym: Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830 (non Jæger, 1828). Rejected by junior 

homonymy of an older valid genus (collective) name (analogy to Art. 39).

Family-Group names
Belodontidae Cope, 1871:234. Type-genus: Belodon Meyer, 1842.
Parasuchidae Lydekker, 1885:22. Type-genus: Parasuchus Lydekker, 1883.
Phytosauridae Lyddeker, 1888:123. Type-genus: Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830 (non Jæger, 1828). Invalid by junior homonymy 

of an older valid genus (collective) name (Art. 39).

Genus-Group names
Cylindricodon Jæger, 1828:23. Type-species: Phytosaurus cylindricodon Wagler, 1830 (fixed by subsequent monotypy herein 

[Art. 69.3]).
Cubicodon Jæger, 1828:33. Type-species: Phytosaurus cubicodon Wagler, 1830 (fixed by subsequent monotypy herein [Art. 

69.3]).
Phytosaurus Wagler, 1830:140 (non Jæger, 1828). Type-species: Phytosaurus cylindricodon Wagler, 1830 (fixed by subsequent 

designation of Lydekker, 1888:124 [Art. 69.1]). Invalid by junior homonymy of an older valid genus (collective) name 
(Art. 56.1).

Belodon Meyer, 1842:302. Type-species: Belodon plieningeri Meyer, 1842 (fixed by monotypy [Art. 68.3]).
Nicrosaurus Meyer, 1860:556. Type-species: Belodon kapffi (as “kapffii”) Meyer, 1860 (fixed by monotypy [Art. 68.3]).
Lophoprosopus Mehl, 1915:163. Type-species: Belodon kapffi Meyer, 1860 (fixed by monotypy [Art. 68.3]).




