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62. Crucirhabdus Prins (1969) ex Rood, Hay & Barnard (1973) emend. Bown (1987) 
 
Type species. Crucirhabdus primulus Prins ex Rood et al. (1973) 
Original diagnosis. 'Coccoliths with an eiffellithalid rim having a central structure in the 

form of a symmetrical cross in the major and minor axes of the ellipse, supported by 
one or more diagonal bars in each quadrant' (Rood et al. 1973, p. 367). 

Emended diagnosis. Protolith coccoliths with a relatively high, narrow distal shield 
composed of vertical to subvertical elements and a proximal shield which is a thin basal 
disc composed of rectangular elements with triangular distal extensions forming a 
tangential inner cycle to the distal shield. The central area is spanned by a cross, aligned 
along the principal axes of the ellipse, which may be supported by one or more 
diagonal bars in each quadrant. The centre of the cross supports a tall, hollow spine.  

Remarks. The genus Crucirhabdus was first used by Prins (1969) and included two species, 
C. primulus and C. expansus, with four additional 'varieties'. The lack of any formal 
description in the publication rendered these names invalid and in 1973, Rood et al. 
validated the genus and included two species, C. primulus and C. prinsii. The holotype 
proposed for the type species, C. primulus, is a narrow rimmed coccolith with a central 
cross and three diagonal bars in each quadrant. The paratype is a side view displaying 
the high rim composed of vertical to subvertical elements and a tall spine. Despite this 
the coccolith was described as possessing an eiffellithalid rim in which the outer wall is 
imbricating. Since 1973, C. primulus has been repeatedly used as a biostratigraphic 
marker and is well described and illustrated from the LM. e.g. Prins (1969), Thierstein 
(1976) and Jafar (1983). However, the species remained poorly illustrated via the SEM 
with only four micrographs published as C. primulus, two of these being the original 
holotype and paratype. In the present study C. primulus was easily recognizable in the 
LM but in the SEM, although a large number of specimens were observed, only very 
few possessed the supposedly diagnostic diagonal bars. These bars were present in 
three out of the five varieties of Crucirhabdus originally illustrated by Prins (1969) and 
were given generic significance by Rood et al. (1973). It is quite possible that the absence 
of these diagonal bars is due to preservation and/or original morphological variation. 
Thus an emended diagnosis is proposed which removes the restrictive need for one or 
more diagonal bars, to reflect the more usual modes of preservation. In addition, it 
includes more precise information concerning the rim structure.  

 
Bown, P.R., 1987. Taxonomy, evolution, and biostratigraphy of late Triassic-early Jurassic 

calcareous nannofossils. Special Papers in Palaeontology, 38: 1-118.  


	Crucirhabdus Prins (1969) ex Rood et al. (1973) emend. Bown (1987) [15062]

