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1988 &£ 1 A VERTEBRATA PALASIATICA tigs. 1—3, pl. I—II

B e RL B K — S R —— DA BB
T # A

(SR B B R 5575 AKHRIEAT)
X@IA N PHES EEHE RERER SUERR

A B R E
ASGER T RERBETHHFEN LEHERKZIY —FE—DERRE  (Distylomys)
HIBIANF D. tedfordi F1 D. gianlishanensis, C1R—RRFFRIAIMI, T REAR THIREER
R A AHE D SERR Distylomyidae, o R TRERBM BERZE, URES5
hystricognaths 3% Ro

1978 FEZHERNFHEBRXFRBEE TR ISR ZBEN, £ LEFFSFrmhmhigd
&I T FTRE A E—/MERW ST A B TR BRNBEESRER , REL hxt
Lb G RERETHNDRTE, THTEHEMESRREZEN—FER Cephadomys,
BRAOENFHTHNXRERARRE THARS, EFLEE-FHECIERER
ZIEIHIR FRo 1984 £, %%Uilﬂ?ﬂ?’\]%@ﬁ%ﬁjf@%ﬁﬁa RUEXELE=h I %%
Bl 1928 SEREMIRAT , BHE RSN K THE. ERENFR TR E/RBX g
SGEHRE, XURAHTRET THAER, ARITMRXEEESIMO RS BIR
T RBRR I, XIERAX RIS Cephalomys BT AREINZ FRo BATRIH
KT EMNITRERRFOMASE. TREP, R EHXEMETTRE F Crenodactylo.
idea BAH— MU D T, X—AKIKI Ctenodactyloidea FERLGRBFFS R L
ELEETEMNESE #

KEBARHLEMER R H. Tedford BLHTEES HHAOME, IFRXEH
B, R FTHIRAME A EE TR EEMBHER2EM L. J. Flynn LB Cepha-
lomys B 1A FESEEE ,2E Amherst #8% M. C. Coombs {@1TFRHEE Plata
B KFH M. G. Vucetich -+ RIRFRGREIRATEY, SR EEFKERFHE
PITERS A. Mores LR T HAME B, IR ERELE,BPHER EBEH 158
FAE AL IR AR IRAR , 3 3 — H R R s

— R & MR

o {ltEB 8% oCtenodactyloidea Simpson, 1945

WA B E (FH#) Distylomyidae fam. nov.
WHEBE(HBR) Distylomys gen. nov.

Vgﬂﬂi Distylomys tedfordi %ih,
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RERE JUNEREE . THEREL, WAL T R EE R4 VLR

RIE A P T H L EMBRE THiflo iR 1013, P HEtit, SHEKGLTEX, BEET
ZHE, BREE, TER: BEER=AEE; = ABEESREEERELRE, A T
HS s TR T AMT AR 3K L, R IR, AR T , i A R F A R T R,
BB EMUMABERRENESEERT MR, NEBERRAE RGN,

BI¥EF  Distylomys gianlishanensis Hifho

HAFBESS FENSEHBREH T — g it

HBFRER Ditstylo+mys (F): W+, ZREDHERBELOH E

ecfld d

\ pre hyd
“ ]

\

\ ,.
i \ et A
msfld  miftd | TN

B 1 Dialomys bkt 275

Fig. 1 Terminology of the lower cheek teeth of Distylomys

ecfld. ectoflexid F4p4ff; end. entoconid FPHZL; hyd. hypoconid T yRZR; msfld. mesoflexid
FefT; mtd. metaconid Ff54L; mtfld. metaflexid FfH#r; pld. posterolophid TFHiL¥#;
prd. protoconid TF[EHZL; tad. talonid T PREE; trid. trigonid T =fREE

BENER () Distylomys tedfordi sp. nov.
(BRI, 3—6, @ 2)

EREE ATHEEI f1P—M (EEEHRAGEEMESRS : AMNH no.114262)

EHRERAS AFHEHRERESERAEBE/RM X Tairum Nor & #; ¥
g, Bl RA

BE TEEEMH: BIRRRERA LREE; PARRR; TEREPBAE, AR
B.EMAREREDLE M B2 %

BEER Tedford, A& ,FLIM R. H. Tedford E1+%&E,

#BE THIEEE N, EEMW, TE&ESsSEEH. JMILA T HRPEE gt
RS TRLBIEE KK, BRI, M P FHARE T A T M. LRARHKL
=R, THAKRESHR,NRET THAET. THAMTI TEEE T, BTRE
BN R

TI ARG HIE My T MIEEEE A= A, BIRBRREICHE . TTHE L.

Mk AETEE, LR SMEHHRANET M= AEER. REERITIRES
= ARNREDREE, EBLMRAE, THRFMT/MTELE . BRE, BFHERRK
B Bh"BENH B, AMNH no. 114262 BiikMBE LB MG BB MIIMNE, KELR
H&EWH. BRBRRESARNRENSRE, FRESZHBEHE, RETLH K.
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P ZABETHREAZFI=AF, . ANRRAE, EEHAZMWA,BEMM. RE K
R.BRER,ER TARLHEES, BEA—MENTHWRE, A TELENN
Sn. HEARR TR, BMREK. ‘

M, 1 M, R/ NI R IRIE. = MBI AR 5, H 38 AT IR 5 IR BE RO AR , B 2 AT
FERKN=AKE, BREBRRER. TEITE M R, M 22K

2mm
e—

B 2 Distylomys tedfordi F@ Fifh LERFRAK. A TEE Po—M,, (AMNH no. 114262)
1. WEM, 2. HEM, 3. BEIAM 4. BEEH
Fig. 2 Distylomys tedfordi gen. et sp. nov. Holotype: right lower jaw with P,—M, (AMNH

no. 114262) 1. occlusal view, 2, lingual view, 3, labial view and 4, ventral view
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FB MR (T Distylomys gianlishanensis sp. nov.
(BT, 1-2, BRI @3)

EBGE TREAR—MEWE P—M, AIM ZABNE M E MR P—Ms /Y
LB (EERIM SN ARTRF AR T: V7961), ,

FRARME AL EEEBLRES AR, RERERE LGSR EEA
RTINS 4T 79017 Mo LG, B S A RIS 4o

2mm

Bl 3 Distylomys gianlisharensis ¥
ERPRA: FTREAE—MEAREE TR (V7961), 1. £ P—M, M1 M; =Rk
WE; 2.4 THAFR P—M, 22. BEN, 20 BEW, 2c. FEM
Yig. 3 Distylomys qianlishanensis sp. nov.
Holotype: right and lelt lower jaws which may be the same individual (Vv 7961).
1. left P,—M, and trigonid of M,, occlusal viaw; 2, right lowsr jaw with P,—M,,

2a. occlusal view, 2b. labial view and 3c. lingual view



1 1 T AEERELE R —FR — R 39

BE RYE D. redfordi 24K %o THRBEL. MNEENERE, Mk, FiE

PR AR B2 Ko Py = BRI Sh e BUATTAEM TR HTRYRZ.

E#HEF  Qienlishan FTH, ALK

BAR SR TR Distylomys redfordi g¥ith, BE BN, HEMARE. 4
AL EE D. tedfordi H3fKo

T HE M, T, EEEARK G, EBRMERK . BRARE. BRREREE. %
IRARAZE R SE R (muliserial) BRIRFERLY 0.132 2K, HNEERFELR.
SNRIRAB R, NARRREREN 12%. NERRENFAR 55° Hife BFWF
HHL 0.0168 ZA i 3—5 AN,

BREL D. sedfordi K, BRIEMEN BB Ko Ps M TEAHTEM FRFTHIRD. Py
R, HTREES=AERERNETIENRE. M REL= A%,

F® 1 Distylomys FFIRRB(H: 2XK)

D. gianlishanensis

D. tedfordi
AMNH no. v 7961
114262
426 (right) . (left)
P.—M, ¥ (L.) 4.64 6.24 6.32
¥ (LD 1.6 2.16 2.16
P, SHER (W. of trid.) 0.88 1.28 1.28
BREETE (W. of tad.) 1.12 1.44 1.44
¥ (L) \ 1.76 2.08 2.08
M, SHBE (W. of trid.) 1.2 1.76 1.6
BB (W. of tad.) 1.36 1.76 1.76
£ (L) 1.68 1.92 2.0
M, SRER (W. of trid.) 1.36 1.76 1.76
BREEE (W. of tad.) 1.44 1.76 1.6
M, ZEBE (W. of trid.) 1.76
FREEE (W. of tad.) 1.6
I BamE (L) 1,28 1.68
BE (W) 1.2 1.28

=W B
(=) 3%F Distylomys MRS
Distylomys HIURTE AREA. ¥BERNK, CHRETE LR SEEKREQRE
o BXEL (Caviomorpha) pyf3 75 (IR T RISk, R A RB AR LMAZHEA THA, &

BHRENRT BEH Hiilo Distylomys WHETEA S THRE R H LA Cephalo-
mys (Wood, 1959, 339 T, (& 19) #BIAEM, MRER TG0 1013; FHHH
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PR AR, = A SRR B R A, ArTHAMEE, TR TIMT IR
P, Ak, = EERFHTN=AE, REET=/AE; NEERRAERS, BE,
Distylomys [ TEUAM T IEEE T MM, M BAERE T M. M Cephadomys RN
BN AAL. BRI T EUAM TR . X—XBIAREXE Distylomys 5 Cephalomys
MBRAEESFFT i B WEE Distylomys REEVIA Caviomorpha X—KI, Xk, Distyl-
omys 5 Cephalomys LR LML RERVTHARERET,

FERRBE THE Wk S, TR 1013 5% & 15 0 H Aplodontoidea,
Theridomyoidea, Heteromyidae, Geomyidae, Anomaluridae, Pedetidae 1 Ctenodacty-
loidea %5, (HETHERAYIRIERTLE W AR R (uniserial) B AR (pauciserial), ifii B
BB FEWRFITES Distylomys X B BAAE, HR7A Pedetidae A1 Ctenodactylo-
idea REA (multiserial) BRBRLEMIYI ko Distylomys £ Py FALR AL RIBth K W H T
HI¥F RS Pedetidae FUMNL,(EFE BRI HE MR T AR,

Distylomys 5 Ctenodactyloidea [h&R, BWLLEE 42, Ctenodactyloidea HEIHE 1E
PAFl: Ctenodactylidae Zittel, 1893, Cocomyidae Dawson et al., 1984, Yuomyidae
Dawson et al., 1984 A1 Chapattimyidae Hussain et al., 1978, 3&T Ctenodactyloidea
T REBRMEEXR, Dawson % (1984, 149 10) IA4 Ctenodactyloidea 7ZEI8HHHEIE 4
i, Cocomyidae fF —F ,X—DFXHTEFSE P dEFA#{k, Ctenodactylidae
AREARFE Cocomyidae {fFH, Yuomyidae fFFH—43K, EH (1984, 46 1) Hik—
# et Chapattimyidae 5 Yuomyidae BEF—4 3, BRI RIFMRE Py (kE Ki{ko
Flynn %5 (1986, 42 () t3iA 25 Chapattimyidae 1 Yuomyidae RH#RZH, i Hiiam
T Cocomyidae b\ Ctenodactyloidea FIHERRERVENBARRIIHA Ctenodactyloidea ##
Bo

¥¢ Distylomys 5 Ctenodactyloidea &-FILbEE, Distylomys £ TEUE A BY — &
KR L 53 ctenodactylids RUBARML, B2 HURR LR B RIRT {4, LI RA & , B B
A ATCEA B B S R i SR LM HTHE Y ctenodactylids 21 Woodomys, Karako-
romys Tatdromys K1 Leprotataromys UL, HERBEHLXEBNESBE, S
FIZ, Distylomys BBURTER , WM B & i, FHRITA T IMTRSRE , I, B
NETETEE, BEHBMGEEE, LRATMENERERAERESRGRHN., I4EN
ctenodactylids, 1 Pectinator, Ctenodactylus. Felovia, Massouteria, Irhoudia F Pellegrinia
FORBAEL, R 1fiT Distylomys W FERB RN EXERNAH. ATHERBILIES THIMA A
%, MEZENS THBEES, 15, Ctenodactyloidae g P, EE 1L, ifi A B#E/L
BN, EEERWERNBE Y, Tl Distylomys [ Py Ak, RYS5HEENHEL, EX—A
F, Distylomys @$%5 Chapattimyidae F1 Yuomyidae f—%, HEGHEH FTEEFR
R S EB S Distylomys (9AHEE, BB EIE1E %, Distylomys 5 Cocomyidae [y
XHEMHT, B EEWLLRATUEM, BIEER Disylomys )3 A Ctenodactyloidea, ‘&
WARF—FHULARL BRI Z AW Distylomyidae,

B &8 Distylomyidae JH A Ctenodactyloidea {9EWEEHNIE, BAESZAF
HHEMAEROXA, BEAEGOMEE, UTFFERM R MRMRE P EEAR
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A, Distylomyidae 5 Chapattimyidae 1 Yuomyidae X—ZHIRIEHX A MERAT
SRR AT A LB 48 {l, Distylomyidae W] 5 Cocomyidae F1 Ctenodactylidae & T
Al—X %o

E B X B R RT Bk O AR, RATREBIEE R T P4 BHA{L AU Mol ZBEH NG P4 E
FALG b 2 K 1 8 B RF Pl 2 —o Wood (1962,139—147 T) ¥ 2%k 5 28 4H Sy P4 B
RIEH KL Dawson & (1984,146—147 T1) R4 (F5TF) R 4E Heomys Fi Cocomys i
P4 R S IA GBI LA B BT A B MG I R B R S 2 —o {HJE Butler (1941,
444 TGN “ESEEeEED, T LEEENTRERESN,MPELER
HEARTE AT E A EL kTR S EMRE” BITEH Cocomys X—IH H AT
EMx PR ERIEFRKLEN P4, HER DM 2 KK, (i H. Ctenodactylidae
WA BUNIHR, B0 DP* 1 DP, B ke S, Chapattimyidae, Yuomyidae #0
Paramyidae HEIE ARy DP} AR H h{bH. R Butler P RWFEREHNIE, L
RIEMREA P4 FIGLRE B E R MIEERARN P4 HFRRERM GRS
HEIE , M —MES R, BL b, Cocomys {J Py II= MR E TR, BREMHR
AT FRoR P4 JER LAY TP B, BhAh, MEEHERBRM BRI ESMENEARE
HIRE 2R, LR BTG deritoparamys [y P* HRERMURE , X—HiE HESEK.

IREHAR P4 ARG RNRBFIENE LR EVRIE, Cocomyidae F1 Cte-
nodactylidae FYIEFIRILAY P4 AR FURKHE, MRS R1E. MM, Distylomyidae,
Chapattimyidae H1 Yuomyidae #HRHE THRBH. Bk P4, X #: Cocomyidae 1
Ctenodactylidae DIEFIR/LE P4 EA KRB M ER=ZRMNEEL ST T, X#E—
%, Distylomyidae 5 Ctenodactylidae ZESiIGFI TEUE LAOMEIRIERE 17 #E /L O &5
Ro Hit,EHHEE Distylomyidae #JfER Chapattimyidae-Yuomyidae FUMHEREE, {HE
Chapattimyidae-Yuomyidae X —4HRARIHEMLE D, EHMEN THEEE LBRFET
W EFIAHHE, 0 Distylomyidae RESRIE, KB THLRIRIE, NMEEONER
W, AR E R ARNREIES, WREP4 LSS, Pedetidae A BB
Distylomyidae ZERER—F% R, _

f£ Distylomys |B1, D. tedfordi pyAN KB/, ifiH Py FI M, #BRE T, i D.
qianlishanensis B9 REB R BIRRRE TRITHALMED, EX8kHE L, D. tedfordi .
Btk D. qianlishanensis BFIE, {8 D. tedfordi P=HIRHhhrit, 38 D. gianlish-
anensis (MRH#rHTHE) = N iR, BTEXHMHRERANZ R

(Z) XTREBERT SRS RMELR A

SHELTAENEARTHAMNTTREEMIME, REEYETHEN KM
(Hystricognathi) HaiZE /D4 #E Hystricidae, Caviomorpha, Thryonomyoidea I Bath-
yergoidea, XRTEMMWREMEEXR—HRANRENIE, REFXFEE A
G Caviomorpha 53EHEY Thryonomyoidea ZEE A LIRAM, HXTENW &
R HEXAMIESRESFEARNESE, LR RET. RARKKBEE=ME
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o Bl Wood XHRRIINM A E Hystricognathi B3 HE fIA 9 R #4500 B A RO MK o
Ehi Franimorpha, ffi\>% hystricognaths 2 H franimorphs &2, HETH &
SRR BFEHAR, I0EEER Caviomorpha AT ER franimorphs BB, [H KGR
Hystricidae F1IEME) Thryonomyoidea FYh 7MiM B ST AHEIFF franimorphs
BERANE. BIHERELRERATHRIMRNE R, ML ctenodactylids 5 hystricognaths
BE BEENFEE R R Lavocat IMESE Wood WEARE, Ml hystricognaths &
HIEME RN, JRHBH Phiomorpha K= —3RIEMEY Phiomorpha (H FE
Thryonomyoidea F1 Bathyergoidea B E!); B—F 4IAXKHR Hystricidae; fisE= X%
B KPEH , #EA R £, R R4 Caviomorpha, =M mZE Hussain F(1978)EH iR H
o MBITIAANME) Chapattimyidae w]§EfF Caviomorpha F1 Phiomorpha ZfJ3k[E
FIHH%E R, BEfG, Jaeger (1985) MRAELEFILAEFI/R KA EiAFE R I KIFLE 1Y
Phiomyidae {LF Protophiomys, iA5JEMEY Phiomyidae f& W # Chapattimyidae By —
HXEANFWE FRELH, B 5 Chapattimyidae HARRIAKH, Flynn % (1986, 48 T1,24 &)
N B ctenodactyloids 1 hystricognaths ZiHEkH, XFE=FWEHE Wood FFEEHK
Hystricognathi MALKIREREM AIREN, M5 Lavocat By hystricognaths fibIiER
BRI A AR, (HRM11EmIAYIEME Phiomorpha 5F%R Caviomorpha A Hil
HISRG R Ro X — R L, MIX 5 Lavocat —BL,

- ZFHIANA Chapattimyidae f9%it5 Thryonomyoidea WIRGBRRIAL, %51k 7 4F
WEEF G R IIG Protophiomys WZF HRFERE—HIERT Thryonomyoidea T &8 &2 i
Chapattimyidae Hrf=4:fi), H#4h, Chapattimyidae 5325 caviomorphs K1 hystricids £
Bk b RAEM, HEEFM caviomorphs H R REHK chapattmyids i TR F&
¥ HIBEIITEHEG LARLUEER L2 & thryonomyoids, caviomorphs F hystricids
% hystricognaths #JFXT chapattimyids FOBHERH, (HEXEEREIBIIETE —HE B
HXBETEANEARIE, hystricognaths BB T A , i 2 &IRY chapattimyids
THUARSHMEA ctenodactyloids [{—F ,EREMBER T, EHIANAMBER A
REEFAERY, BV THARERRESNEL, GERBIELENLRER, Al
R EBTHATENNIE LR ETREIEFEKME PAR Cocomys 1534k, BREKLE?
B Cocomys Hy P4 AEFARMIS L BT S TEHRAMNER, i ERBRKEER
THRRA R HEMT chapattimyids fy—3X R EKHMRFIRE chapattimyids BiRE LiRFRL
hystricognaths BfHikH, FEXFE R T 3% Chapattimyidae fFEZE Ctenodactyloidea
1,884 Ctenodactyloidea $iEHARA 4T, Hith, HfE¥% Chapattimyidae M Ctenoda-
ctyloidea IRk, WMRZHUTHATENNEERS, FIMBTRIEEHGHAP4H
Cocomys 434k, XFE, 1RX43REHE, TAANWX AN BELT K ERNBUEESRE,
AUTHRANER ARERD REE, AREHEANE Chapattimyidae, MEDR B
Chapattimyidae 7¢Nfj#& /]~ Ctenodactyloidea ##} 5 hystricognaths #ERIE R4,

#& Distylomyidae 5 Cephalomys {35 H EWEERDIWRIE, MRZHEE T A
REHINBIEEHE, Distylomyidae 5 Cephalomys fE8ith LAt ARRILR R BN H &
ERRER A, T REA BRI AR B BERF R E ik, JBA A% Distylomyidae M
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Ctenodactyloidea HHERS, JFRIR BARTAI Distylomyidae B Ar B MEBIHE—F%
P, chapattimyids FEEIATHEMEXKAE(REBI T hiBH ), 7 distylomyids
BERBNZHEIN( BT RA DRI THRER ), X5 IAE LN I6I7 Kbk L0 24
FEIH KKER hystricognaths (MEEER Cephalomys) HIMGEEIMELE, XEEH RN
hystricognaths A2 H WM KRR ER? BEx—F, CAKRF R TEHHHH distylo-
myids 75 Y7 3K B 1o B BRI eh T BIRE 3 B 5 Y K B A AR 88 /5 el TR vk oK B B 2R RL T
chapattimyids BB % BEFALHH, BECASREFET L2 X &R BEE BRTER
520 2 =N By NG K373 40

(1987 £ 4 H7 HWH)

2 X X M

FH, BT, ZREOES, 1981 ARETHLUMRD, EHEFENEAREE . HH¥EDIwSHTAL:
19(1),26—34,

etigE, 1975 IR REEBTHMERAG. HEESYSEHAL, 13(1),58—70,

R, 1985 RNEEMIA RS EHGR/R I EE ARIRR S, SR EDWER 23(1),27—38,
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DISTYLOMYIDAE FAM. NOV. (:.CTENODACTYLOIDEA,
RODENTIA) FROM NEI MONGOL, CHINA

Wang Banyue

(Instisute of Verscbrate Paleontology and Paleoanihropology, Academia Sinica)

Key words Nei Mongol; Upper Oligocene; Middle Miocene; Ctenodactyloidea;
Distylomyidae

Summary

Introduction

A pair of rodent lower jaws believed belonging to one and the same individual were col-
lected by the present author from Upper Oligocene Yikebulage Formation in Qianlishan district,
Ih Ju League (=Yih Ju Meng), Nei Mongol, in 1978. The affinity searching of the lower
jaws has really been a brain-racking one. At first glance I was struck by the similarity between
their teeth and those of Cephalomys, a caviomorph of Deseadan Oligocene of Patagonia, South
America. However, the lack of angular process in the Mongolian specimens hindered the au-
thor from drawing any conclusion as to the phylogenetic relationships between the two. During
her visit to the American Museum of Natural History in 1984, the author found unexpectedly
a similar lower jaw in the museum’s collection of the third Central Asiatic Expedition. The
latter was collected from Middle Miocene Tunggur Formation, Nei Mongol. The sciurogna-
thous angular process of the Tunggur specimen enabled the author finally to separate the Chi-
nese form from the South American Cepkalomys on subordinal level and set up a new {amily
for the former: Distylomyidae, which are arranged in the Ctenodactyloidea temporarily.

The author is very indebted to Dr. R. H. Tedford, the American Museum of Natural His-
tory, USA, for his kindness in allowing her study of the above mentioned specimen and for
bis manifold help. The author is grateful to Dr. L. J. Flynn, Harvard University, USA, for
providing the SEM photos of the incisor enamel of Cephalomys, Dr. M. G. Coombs, Amberst
College, USA and Dr. M. G. Vucetich, Universidad Nacional de la Plata, Argentina, for
sending specimens and casts of Cephalomys, Dr. A. Mores, Museo Nacional de Historia Na-
tural, Uruguay for the useful information. The author thanks Mrs. Hu Huiqing for her dra-
wing, Mrs. Ouyang Lian for the SEM photos of incisor and Mr. Du Zhi for the other pho-

tos.
Systematics

?Ctenodactyloidea Simpson, 1945
Distylomyidae fam. nov.
Distylomys gen. nov.

Type species Distylomys tedfordi sp. nov.

Diagnosis of genus Middle sized ctenodactyloid, lower jaw thick, mental foramen
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near upper margin of middle of diastem, distinct masseteric crest extends anteriorly to below
P., sciurognathous angular process; dental formula TB, P, molariform, with wide talonid;
cheek teeth hypsodont, root-less and composed of two prisms; the bridge connecting the two
prisms narrow; mesoflexid and ectoflexid deep and wide, opposite to each other and covered
by cement; worn occlusal surface of cheek teeth smooth and concave; on posterior side enamel
thin or interrupted.

Included species Distylomys gianlishanensis nov. sp.

Etymology  di+stylo+mys, Greek, referring to two-prism pattern of its cheek teeth.

Distylomys tedfordi sp. nov.

Holotype Right lower jaw with I and P+—M. (AMNH, no. 114262).

Locality and horizon Tairum Nor Basin, Tunggur district, Sonid Left Banner, Xilin
Gol Leaque, Nei Mongol, China; Middle Miocene, Tunggur Formation.

Diagnosis Lower jaw thick, talonid of check teeth relatively wide and short, anterior
end of P, pointed, metaflexid distinct on Pi, vestigial on M; and disappears on M..

Etymeology In honour of Dr. R. H. Tedford, an eminent vertebrate palaeontologist of
USA.

Description  The horizontal part of the lower jaw is concave lingually and convex
labially. The ventral border is S-shaped. The mental foramen is located near the upper mar-
gin of the middle of the diastem. The masseteric crest is very developed and extends from
angular to below Ps. The basal part of angular process rises anteriorly from the ventral part
of the alveolus. Therefore it is sciurognathous. v

Incisor extends below M:. The cross section is triangular. The surface of the enamel is
smooth and does not show any ornament.

Cheek teeth are hypsodont and rootless, and composed of two prisms of triangular-shape.
‘The bridge connecting trigonid with talonid is very narrow. The mesoflexid and  ectoflexid
are deep and wide, and opposite to each other. Both are covered by cement. Their occlusal
surface are bi-lophed. After wearing they are smooth and slight concave, without any struc-
ture. The enamel on the posterior wall is thinner than that on the anterior wall or interrup-
ted.

Pi: The trigonid is roughly equilaterally triangular in form, with a anterior apex poin-
ted, but lingual and labial sides concave. The talonid is wide and short, with compressed
lingual end and a round labial one. The metaflexid is ‘distinct, but shallow.

M; and M: are about the same in size and shape. The trigonid is as wide as the talonid.
Both trigonid and talonid are flat triangular. The metaflexid is vestigial on M, and disappears
on M.

Distylomys qgianlishanensis sp. nov.

Holotype A left lower jaw with P—M. and anterior part of Ms and a right lower
jaw with P+—Ms, which may belong to an individual. (IVPP: 7961).

Locality and horizon Loc. 79017, Yikebulage Otog Banner, Ih Ju League {=Yih
Ju Meng), Nei Mongol, China; Upper Oligacene, Yikebulage Formation.

Diagnosis About one-fourth larger than D. redfordi; lower jaw thick; incisor narrow;
cheek teeth with narrower 1alonid but without any vestige of metaflexid, anterior end of P4 is ro-
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unded.

Etymology The name of the district where the fossils were collected.

Description and comparison The lower jaw is thicker than that of D. zedfordi.
The mental foramen is located near the upper margin of the middle of the diastem and a
Little lower than that in D. zedfordi.

Incisor extends below Me.  Its cross section is rectangular. The enamel surface smooth
and multiserial in microstructure. The total enamel thickness is 0.132 mm. The external ena-
mel layer is very thin. The external index is 12%. The band of the inner enamel layer is
composed of 3—5 prisms. The mean band width is 0.0168 mm. Inclination of bands is about
55°.

Cheek teeth are larger than those of D. tedfordi. Talonid is relatively narrow and long,
and without any vestige of metaflexid. The bridge connecting trigonid and talonid is short.

On M; talonid is narrower than trigonid.

Discussion

1. Phylogenetic status of Diszylomys

At the first glance, Distylomvs seemed similar to Cephkalomys, a caviomorph of Deseadan

Oligocene of Patagonia, South America. They share a series of features in tooth structure:

both have the same dental formula 1013; cheek teeth are composed of two prisms, possess de-
veloped and opposite situated mesoflexid and ectoflexid and smooth occlusal surface; Pa is mo-
lariform; incisor has a multiserial enamel layer. However, Cephalomys has hystricognath-
ous angular process, while Distylomys has a sciurognathous one. It shows that the above listed
similarities could only be evolved by parallelism.

Among the rodents with sc—iurognathous lower jaw, 1013 dental formula and hypsodonty,
only Pedetidae and Ctenodactyloidea have incisors with multiserial enamels. Although Diszy-
lomys is similar to Pedetidae in having molariform Py and bi-lophed cheek teeth, the other
dental features of Distylomys are quite different from those in Pedetidae.

The comparision of Distylomys with the Ctenodactyloidea 1is rather complicated. The
Ctenodactyloidea are now composed of four families: Ctenodactylidae Zittle, 1893, Cocomyi-
dae Dawson et al, 1984, Yuomyidae Dawson et al., 1984 and Chapattimyidae Hussain et al.,
1978. Based on the structure of P4 the Ctenodactyloidea can be divided into two distinct
groups. One is represented by Cocomyidae and Ctenodactylidae. Its main characteristic is a
non-molariform P4. The other group includes Yuomyidae and Chapattimyidae, which are cha-
racterized by having molariform P4, Diszylomys resembles some Oligocene ctenodactylids, such
as Woodomys, Karakoromys, Tataromys and Leptotataromys in its mandible morphology: ha-
ving heavy ventral masseteric crest, but lacking dorsal masseteric crest, while in its dental
features, such” as hypsodont and bi-lophed cheek teeth, opposite situated and equally developed
mesoflexid and ectoflexid and smooth occlusal surface, Distylomys is more similar to the late
ctenodactylids: Pectinator, Ctenodactylus, Felovia, Massoutiera, Pellegrinia and Irkoudia. Ho-
wever, P4 in Ctenodactylidae is non-molariform and tends to be reduced or even lost, while
Distylomys has a molariform P.. Meanwhile, Chapattimyidae and Yuomyidae have molari-
form P.. However, in other characteristics Diszylomys is different from the latter. The forego-
ing comparison seems to show that Diszylomys is distinctive enough to warrant a family sepa-
ration. We will call it Distylomyidae and temrporarily arrange it in the Ctenodactyloidea.
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As far as phylogenetical status of the Distylomyidae concerned there rnight be two possi-
bilities, if it is true that the Distylomyidae is a member of the Ctenodactyloidea. According
to its molariform P, Distylomyidae are likely to be linked with Yuomyidae and Chapattimy-
idae, while the other dental and mandible features seem to support a close affinity between
Distylomyidae and Ctenodactylidae.

It seems to the author that the key problem here is the correct interpretation of the mo-
lariform P4 versus non-molariform P4 in the rodent phylogeny. Wood (1962, p. 139—147)
considered non-molariform P* of Framimys amberstensis as primitive for rodents and hypothe-
sized that P4 of the ancestral rodent must be non-molariform. Dawson et al. (1984, 146—147)
concurred with Wood, saying “The evidence from Heomys and Cocomys suggests that primi-
tive dental characters for rodents include non-molariform premolars...” Li et al. (in press)
seem to favor this viewpoint as well. However, Butler (1941, p. 444) stated: “In the evolution
of the dentition the teeth that are functionally the most important have been the most progres-
sive, while the anterior premolars and milk molars, which are functionally the least impor-
tant, have tended to retain archaic characters.” It is known that Cocomys possesses molariform
DP*, although the P* is non-molariform. The other ctenodactyloids, such as Ctenodactylidae,
Chapattimyidae and Yuomyidae, all have molariform DPs*. Moreever, all known DP.* of the
Paramyidae are molariform as well. According to Butler’s view it seems that molariform P4
represents a primitive character in the rodent evolution, while non-molariform P4 may be ad-
vanced. In fact, in Cocomys the trigonid of P, is only slightly wider than its talonid. It seems
to mean that the Cocomys’ P. represent the very beginning of the non-molariform process. It
is interesting that the earliest known Paleoncene rodent, Acritoparamys, has a molariform P?
indeed. Besides, the dental evolutionary tendency of the rodents coincides with this inference
as well.

If the inference is true, non-molariform P4 of the Cocomyidae and Ctenodactylidae must
be an advanced rather than a primitive character. On the contrary, Distylomyidae, Chapatti-
myidae and Yuomyidae retain a primitive molariform P4. Sharing non-molariform P4 Coco-
myidae and Ctenodactylidae may split from Distylomyidae, Chapattimyidae and Yuomyidae ear-
lier than we have so far expected. In this case, it is better to consider Distylomyidae the sis-
ter group of Chapattimyidae-Yuomyidae. Comparison with known forms of Chapattimyidae-
Yvomyidae made it clear that Distylomyidae are further deviated from their common ancestor.
Based on molariform P4 Pedetidae rhay be included in the same group as Distylomyidae.

By the dental features, such as smaller size and retaining metaflexid on Ps—Mi, Diszy-
lomys tedfordi seems more primitive than D. gianlishanensis. However, the former is found in
later deposits (Middle Miocene) than the latter (Upper Oligocene). The discrepancy could
only be dispelled if we consider the two species belong to different branches.

+2: Affinity of Hystricognathi

The Hystricognathi are a group of rodents in which the angular process of the lower jaw
rises from the lateral surface of the incisor alveolus. Concerning their crigin and relation with
other rodent groups there has been heated debate among paleontologists. Wood thought that
the Hystricognathi included five groups: Hystricidae, Thryonomyoidea, Bathyergoidea, Cavi-
omorpha and Franimorpha. He believes that hystricids and thryonomyoids were derived from

still ‘unknown Asian franimorphs, while caviomorphs originated from Middle American Eo-
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cene franimorphs and bathyergoids were derived from Asian cylindrodontids. According to
him, “Ctenodactyloidea are members of sciurognathous that have retained many ancestral ro-
dent characteristics from a time prior to the hystricognath-sciurognath split” (Wood, 1986, p.
496). In contrast to Wood’s opinion Lavocat thought the Hystricognathi compesed of African
Phiomorpha (including Thryonomyoidea and Bathyergoidea), Asian Hystricidae and  South
American Caviomorpha. They were all derived from African primitive Phiomorpha. The third
opinion was first proposed by Hussain et al. in 1978.  According to theirs the Chapattimyidae
may represent a candidate of the common ancestor of the hystricognaths. Jeager et al. (1985)
supported that Chapattimyidae may be the sister group to Phiomyidae. Flynn et al. (1986, p.
48, fig. 24) suggested that Ctenodactyloidea and Pedetidae constitute the sister group of the
Hystricognathi (including Bathyergoidea).

It is obvious that the chapattimyid cheek teeth resemble those of the thryonomyoids. The
evidnece of the dental features of Protophiomys from Eocene of Africa suggests further that
thryonomyoids may be derived from chapattimyids. Besides, in the dental features chapattimy-
ids are also similar to some caviomorphs and hystricids. The lophodont caviomorphs could
be derived from the chapattimyid cusp pattern. It is possible that the hystricognaths (including
thryonomyoids, caviomorphs and hystricids, at least,) may constitute the sister group of the
chapattimyids in the light of their dental similarities. The problem is that they have different
kinds of angular process. It is known that hystricognaths possess hystricognathous angular
process, while chapattimyids as well as other ctenodactyloids have sciurognathous ome. It is
believed that the sciurognathous lower jaw is primitive for rodents and the hystricognathous
is advanced and the latter may be derived from the former. Then, when did the hystricogna-
thous-sciurognathous split take place? Is it prior to the time when Cocomyidae possessing non-
molariform P4 split from ancestral rodent stem? "Or later? If the hystricognathous origina-
ted from the chapattimyid-like animals, chapattimyids may be the sister group of the hystrico-
gnaths. However, Chapattimyidae are considered belonging to the Ctenodactyloidea. Recog-
nition of ‘the sister-group relationships between chapattimyids and hystricognaths would inevi-
tably mean paraphyletic composition of the Ctenodactyloidea. In accordance with the forego-
ing arguments the Chapattimyidae are to be excluded from the Ctenodactyloidea. If the se-
paration of the hystricognathous is earlier, say, earlier than the split of Cocomys, then the dif-
ference in the angular morphology would be much more important that the tooth similarities.
Based on the morphology of the lower jaw it occurs that Ctenodactyloidea including Chapatti-
myidae as a whole are to be taken as a sister group of the hystricognaths.

The same holds true for the relationships between Distylomyidae and Cephalomys. If the
hystricognathous occurs later, the dental similarities may show that Distylomyidae and Cepka-
" lomys have close relationships. They may have close common ancestry. However, the conclu-
sion will give rise a series of bio-geographical problems to be solved. It is known that the
Chapattimyidae were mainly found in the Indian subcontinent. While the Distylomyidae were
discovered in Nei Mongol, China. It seems that in East Asia existed once a group of rodents
which resembled hystricognaths of the southern continent. In this case, is it possible that hystri-
cognaths directly originated from Asia continent? Furthermore, where did Distylomyidae
come from? Were distylomyids derived from chpattimyid-like animals and immigrated from
the Indian subcontinent? Or did distylomyids originate in Eastern Asia?... Of course, it is
impossible to solve those problems right now. However, they are very interesting and give
one much food for thought.
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