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circle, whofe Cerrer was the Sun, pafling betwixt it
and the Zenith. This Appearance conunued sbout
balf an Hour.

Des Cartes inhis Book of Meteor, calls fuch Pheno-
mena Parbelia, or Mock Suns, and gives us the Hifto-
ry of Five fcen at Rome, in_the year 1629. March
the 2oth, and Demonfirates, that there may fome-
times, according to the Laws of Refraction and Re-
fleftion, appear Six at one time, viz. Five mock Suns,
and the true one.

I chanced to be at home alone, and faw no Body to
whom I could impart what If{aw, till after the Mock-
Suns vanithed, nor do I hear of any, but my felf,
that {faw them ; yet may vou be certain, that { have
not deccived my feli’ or you.

V. 4 Supplement to the Acconnt of a Scolopen-

dra Marina, & Defcribed N° 225. of

thefe Tranfattions. By Dr. Tho. Molyneux,
F. R, S.

Eﬁnd a Letier (Philofoph. Tranfait. Wumb, 249.) of
Mr. Dale’s to Dr. Liffer, wherein he meations the
Scolopendra Marina 1 gave an Account of, Numb. 225.
of the Tranfactions, as defcribed by Rendeletius, under
the Title of Phyfalus, in his Book, De Pifcibus ; but |
nuft crave leave to differ from him in Opinion as to
this Particular : For I conceive that Author could not
underftand by the Name of Phyfalus, whatl mean by
Scolopendra Marina, & mare Hybernico, &c. but fome

other
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other Marine Animal : For if we'll fuppole Ronde-
Jetius faw what he there deferibes, and exprefled bLis
words according to what he faw, [ think we cannot
imagine that he and T had the fame object before us,
or the fame Idea’s in our Thoughts; and this will ap-
pear evident, by comparing his words with mine, whicls
do not only difagree, but fcem in many Parriculars
down-right Coniradictory to onz another ; as where he
fays of hLis Animal (Lib 15° De Pilcibus, pag,
429.) Ore caret, whereas 1 fay, the mouth of mine was
a wery large patulous Opening for the Bulk of the Animal.
He fays, Inmedio latior €ff & Extremagracilefcunt, Pa-
dendi muliebris [peciem referens, whereas [ (ay, “twas
bigger at one end, and went taper or gradually, lefféning
towards the other ; he (ays, in Dorfo tumores parvi emi-
nent verracas Pifcatores noftri vocant, 1 am {ure I could
obferve none fuch, but fay, the Back was covered with a
Jhort foft fort of down, in Colonr, Texture and Subftance
like that which grows on the Leaf of Tuflilago : VPene-
natum effe experti fumus, {ays he, whereas I found two
of the Scolopendra’s 1 deferibed in the Stomach of an
Animal that had devoured theni, and Digefted one as
its natural Food and Suftenance ; from whence we may
conclude, they are not Poylonous; and befides Ronde-
letius his Icon agrees exaclly with his own Defcrip-
tion , whereas it neither agrees with my Defcription
nor my Figure. From all which | think ’tis very
plain, Rondeletius his Phyfalys, and the Scolopendra
Marina 1 Delcribed , are quite different Species of A-
nimals.

But I confcfs Mr. Dale was thus far inthe Right, thé
e {cems not to have known it himfelf, that the Scolo-
pendra Marina I mention, has been taken notice of by
others, before [ {poke of it ; for upon further Enqui-
ry, fince my Writing that Account, | meet in the
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Afla Medica & Philofophica Hafnienfia, of Thomas Bar
tholine, Vol. the 3d. pag. 87. the Figure of a Sea-Infel?
found at Xatwick-up-Zee in Holland upon the Strand ,
and Communicated tothe Publither by Oligerus Facobe-
us, who gives it the Name of Permis Aureus vel fpe-
cies Eruce Marine rarior ; which I am confident is the
fame withthe Scolopendra Marina é Mare Hibernico, &c.
in the Philofophical Tranfaltions ; tho’ Bartholine’s Fi-
gure is Faulty, and the Defcription fhort, falle, and
imperfect.

And T am likewife apt to think, that @/lyfes Aldro-
vandus in his Lib. 5. De Infeitis Cap. 15. pag. 636,
defign’d our Scolopendra by his firft Figure in that Chap-
ter, where he calls it Scolopendra Marina lato corpore
[ubcajtaneo velut pedibus innumeris longinfculis anrez Co-
loris , and fays no more of it; but his Jcor is much
warle than Bartholine’s, and requires fome ftrength of
Phanfy, to guefs whether or no our Scolopendra is
meant by it. And though it has been taken notice of
before , yet it may in fome f{enfe pafs for a Non-
Defcript, as I once thought it, the Accounts we have
had hitherto of it, being o very Lame and Imper-
fect.
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