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Abstract
The genera Chambersiella and Geraldius (Nematoda) are nearly 
morphologically identical, differing primarily in female ovary number: 
Chambersiella was described as monodelphic, while Geraldius 
was diagnosed as didelphic. This note reevaluates the validity of 
that distinction, incorporating original descriptions and a previously 
overlooked archival note from N. A. Cobb. Field observations failed to 
recover monodelphic specimens, even in type localities. We propose 
synonymizing Geraldius with Chambersiella, supported by Cobb’s 
archived observations and consistent morphological evidence.
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Accurate delimitation of nematode genera is 
essential for biodiversity assessments and ecological 
studies. Chambersiella (Cobb, 1920) and Geraldius 
(Sanwal, 1971) are two morphologically similar 
genera within the family Chambersiellidae. Their 
distinction is based solely on the number of ovaries 
in females – a character whose diagnostic value is 
here reconsidered. This note integrates classical 
descriptions, field collections, and archival notes from 
Cobb to reexamine the status of these genera.

Materials and Methods

We reviewed the original descriptions of Chambersiella 
rodens Cobb, 1920 (Cobb, 1920) and Geraldius 
bakeri Sanwal, 1971 (Sanwal, 1971), and a typewritten 
note by N. A. Cobb preserved in the USDA Nematode 
Collection, Beltsville, MD (Fig. 1). Unfortunately, the 
type specimen could not be found. Comparisons 
focused on ovary number, the sole feature used to 
differentiate the genera. Morphological data were 

compiled from published illustrations, morphometrics, 
and direct field observations.

Additionally, specimens were collected from the 
tree bark of pine (Pinus spp.) and oak (Quercus spp.), 
and Spanish moss, Tillandsia usneoides (L.) L. in 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Maine, New Hampshire, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont, 
and Virginia.

Results and Discussion

Cobb’s original description includes the phrase, “The 
gently tapering ovary contains 50–100 ova; reflexed 
to near anus,” suggesting a posteriorly reflexed 
second ovary. This interpretation is confirmed by a 
note from Cobb stating, “Examination of a young, but 
mature, stained female Chambersiella showed about 
32 spermatozoa in the two uteri, somewhat more 
in one than the other” (Fig. 1A). If Cobb observed 
“spermatozoa in two uteri,” this suggests that either 
the female was didelphic (most likely), or the second 
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Figure 1: (A) Typewritten note by N. A. Cobb and filed with the type specimen of Chambersiella 
rodens Cobb, 1920 pointing out that the specimen had two uteri. (B) Photomicrograph of a 
female of Chambersiella sp. from entry number 11034, slide G-1671, from the USDANC, 
collected by J. Saunders via Gerald Thorne or Mae Noffsinger from the beetle gallery of Scolytus 
mutistriatus Marsham, 1802 showing a didephic ovary. (C) Photomicrograph of a female of 
Chambersiella rodens Cobb, 1920 collected from a seed cone of Japanese cedar, Cryptomeria 
japonica (L. f.) D. Don.
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undermined by Cobb’s archived notes and extensive 
field observations. We propose that Geraldius is a 
junior synonym of Chambersiella, and we formally 
transfer the following species: Geraldius bakeri;  
G. galapagoensis Cid del Prado, 2012; G. inserrai; 
and G. jejuensis to Chambersiella.

Proposed Taxonomic Changes

Chambersiella Cobb, 1920 syn. Geraldius Sanwal, 1971

Type species: Chambersiella rodens

Chambersiella bakeri Sanwal, 1957

Chambersiella galapagoensis. (Cid del Prado, 2012) 
n. comb.

Chambersiella inserrai (Cid del Prado et al., 2021) 
n. comb.

Chambersiella jejuensis (Mwamula et al., 2025)  
n. comb.
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