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‘Epigyne’ vs. ‘epigynum’ revisited

‘Epigyne’ nan ‘epigynum’: Bo3BpaijeHne K AMCKYCCUU
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ABSTRACT. A discussion is continued on what
term is correct, ‘epigyne’ or ‘epigynum’, and what is a
correct grammatical gender of this word. New argu-
ments are provided in favour of the former variant.
Term ‘epigyne’ was used by classics of arachnology in
the texts published in Latin, and they considered this
word as belonging to feminine grammatical gender.
Same spelling was used in several other languages
(French, German, English, Swedish). The variant ‘epi-
gynum’ was first invented by an American author [Emer-
ton, 1875] in an English text. Neither Emerton [1875],
who considered it to be of neuter gender, nor his fol-
lowers have publications written in Latin.
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PE3IOME. IlponomkeHa qUCKyccHs O PaBUIBHOM
HalMCaHUM CJIOBa ‘epigyne’ WIIM ‘epigynum’, ¥ O TOM,
K KaKOMy TpaMMaTH4eCKOMY POJY MCXOIHO TPHHAM-
JIEKUT 3TOT TepMUH. [IpecTaBieHs! JOMOTHUTEIbHBIC
apryMeHThl B MOJb3y INEPBOTO BapuaHTa. TepMuH
‘epigyne’ MCIOJB30BAIHN KIIACCHKH apaxXHOJOTHH, KO-
TOpble MHUCANHM HA JIATBIHU U CUYUTAIHU 3TOT TEPMHH
CJIOBOM JKEHCKOT'O pOoja. DTOT K€ TEPMUH YHOTPeOIs-
M B JPYTHX S3BIKaX, Kak-TO: ()paHITy3CKOM, HEMEIl-
KOM, aHTJIMHACKOM, IIBEACKOM. Bapmant ‘epigynum’
ObLT BIIEPBBIE NCTIOJIB30BAH AMEPUKAHCKAM aBTOPOM B
AQHTJIMICKOM TEKCTe, HO KaK JIATUHCKOE CJIOBO, MpHU
TOM, 4TO HH y caMoro aBTopa, OmepToHa [Emerton,
1875], Hu y ero mocienoBaTesneil HET HU OJTHOTO TEK-
CTa Ha JaTBIHMU.

There are two different spellings of ending of the
morphological term referring to the female copulatory
organ in spiders: “epigyne” and ‘epigynum’. Marusik
[2021] provided a historical overview of use of the
term(s) and their modifications, arguing that the cor-
rect spelling of this term in many European languages

(English, German, French, Spanish, and also Latin) is
‘epigyne’. The statement was based on the ground that
the word ‘epigyne’ is a noun of the Greek origin con-
sisting of two words, éni (on or above) and yvvn (fe-
male or female sexual organ) and therefore has a femi-
nine gender. Marusik [2021] also provided historical
facts in support of his statements. Breitling [2022]
opposed Marusik’s arguments and provided very de-
tailed arguments based on an excellent knowledge of
Latin, French and other languages, arguing that term
“was derived from nominalization from French adjec-
tive épigyne, very widely used in French botanical
texts of the time and adopted in various forms in all
major European languages”. His conclusion was that
the neuter gender is actually correct and therefore term
should be spelled as ‘epigynum’.

Although the statement of Breitling [2022] on the
neuter gender of ‘epigynum’ is technically correct, it
contradicts several historical facts of scientific usage
of Latin in arachnological publications.

Most, if not all, morphological terms used as Latin
or Latinized in English text (e.g. seta, tarsus, bulbus,
tibia, patella, femur, coxa, cephalothorax, prosoma,
opisthosoma, chelicera, etc.) have the same grammatical
gender as the derived nouns in Greek or Latin. None of
them are derived from nominalization of French adjec-
tives or indeed those of other European languages.

Classical arachnological workers, who wrote de-
scriptions in Latin, used the word ‘epigyne’ exclusive-
ly. It appears that the first author who mentioned the
term epigyne in a Latin text description was Sundevall
[1833: p. 261] “apertura sexualis (epigyne Sav.)”.

Westring [1861: p. 13] also used the word ‘epigy-
ne’ in Latin. He defined the term in the glossary “Ter-
mini technici cum eorum explicatione™: “Epigyne (ovi-
ductus?), appendix vaginaformis, quee in pluribus fem-
inis ex apertura genital jam longius, jam brevius emi-
net. Apertura genitalis (vulva Walck.) ante medium
ventris, basin versus, sita est, in adultis conspicua, in
juniorbus occlusal”.
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Furthermore, Westring [1861] used the word epig-
yne throughout the whole text in all of his descriptions.
Ten years earlier, Westring [1851] used the same word
in a paper written in Swedish. It is worth noting that in
the 20™ century another Swedish arachnologist, Tullgren
[1946] used the word ‘epigyn’ [sic].

Kulczynski [1895a, b; 1898: p. 33; 1899, 1901]
and Chyzer & Kulczynski [1891, 1894, 1897] exclu-
sively used ‘epigyne’ in their Latin descriptions. Alex-
ander van Hasselt [1888] also used the word ‘epigyne’
in an article written in Latin.

Another doyen of arachnology, Thorell, used the
term ‘vulva’, in his descriptions written in Latin as a
synonym of epigyne. His considered ‘synonymy’ of the
two terms is evident in Thorell [1869: p. 84] in the
English textual discussion, but “epigyne” was placed in
quotes: “... with prediction to deduce the distinctions
of species from the almost endlessly varying forms of
the palpi of the males and the “epigyne” or vulva of the
females”.

The classic German arachnologist L. Koch [1867,
1868], who did not write his taxon descriptions in
Latin, also used the word ‘epigyne’ in his publications,
written in his native German.

The first author to introduce the word ‘epigynum’
— in an American English text — was Emerton [1875].
Emerton has at least 30 taxonomic publications on
spiders [WSC, 2023]. All of these publications are in
American English and Emerton never utilized Latin in
his species descriptions. This was contrary to the com-
mon practice in arachnological works in many other
countries at that time (as mentioned earlier), as well as
the present use of Latin in botanical literature. There-
fore, it is hard to believe that Sundevall, Westring,
Kulczynski, and van Hasselt, who published a number
of papers in Latin, were not familiar with Latin gram-
mar, but conversely that Emerton was expert in Latin.

Among European classics of arachnology, I found
that only Eugéne Simon [1892] used the word ‘epigy-
num’ as a synonym of the French ‘épigyne’ in the
introductory and discussion parts of his text, written in
French. However, it is important to note, however, that
his taxon descriptions were written in Latin, he exclu-
sively used the term ‘vulva’ and never employed ‘epig-
ynum’. It is worth noting that Simon was not proficient
in Latin and Greek grammar [Cameron, 2005].

My knowledge in Latin is very limited; however, my
argument in favour of ‘epigyne’ is based on three main
points: 1) all the so-called classical authors (see above)
who wrote in Latin only used the word ‘epigyne’ in their
Latin descriptions; 2) British authors used this term as a
word of English vocabulary, and 3) the word ‘epigy-
num’ was introduced in American English by Emerton
[1875], as a Latinized term with pluralization as ‘epig-
yna’, while he had no publications written in Latin.
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