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OPINION 99

Endainocha Lianv, 1879, vs. Entamoeba Casagrandi and

Barbagallo, 1895

Summary.—Eutamocha 1895, with blattae as type by subsequent (1912)

designation, is absolute synonym of Endainocha Leidy, 1879a, p. 300, type

blattae, and invalidates Jiiitaiiiocba 1895, type by subsequent (1913) designa-

tion honiiiiis = coli.

Statement of case.—Dr. W. H. Taliaferro presents the follow-

ing case for (Jpinion :

Should the two generic names Endamoeba Leidy, 1879, and Entavioeba Casa-

grandi & Barbagallo, 1895, both be retained or should they be considered

homonyms? It is impossible to decide this question from the existing Inter-

national Rules. The spirit of Article 35, a-e, would point to the conclusion that

they were homonyms, but Article 36 (recommendations) would allow the

interpretation that both should be retained. In the past, authors have disagreed

in regard to tliis question. Dobell (1919, "The Amoebae Living in Man"),
for exanrple, advocates the retention of both names whereas others consider

them homonyms.

Discussion.—This is a case upon which legitimate difference of

opinion may arise. It has both its academic and its practical aspects.

The first point at issue is whether Endamoeba and Enfanioeba are

homonyms, or whether they come under the first recommendation of

Article 36 which reads as follows :

It is well to avoid the introduction of new generic names which differ from

generic names already in use only in termination or in a slight variation in

spelling which might lead to confusion. Rut when once introduced, such names

are not to be rejected on this account. Examples: Pit us, Pica; Polyodus,

Polyodon. Polyndonta. Polyndontas. Pnlyodniitiis.

Neither Leidy, 1879. nor Casagrandi & Barbagallo. 1895 and 1897.

gave the derivation of their generic name. Accordingly, the conceiv-

able possibilities as to etymology seem to lie in recommendations e

and k of Article 8 which read as follows :

The following words may be taken as generic names :

c. Greek or Latin derivatives expressing diniinution, comparison, resemblance,

or possession. Examples: Dolmni, Doliolum; Strongylus. Eustrongylus;

Liina.v, Limacella, Lim-acia, Limacina, Limacites, Limacula; Lingula, Lingulclla,

Lingulcpis, Lingulina, Lingulops, Lingulopsis: Neomema. Proneomenia; Butco,

Archibuteo; Gordius, Paragordius, Polygordius.

k. Words formed by an arbitrary combination of letters. Examples : Neda,

Clanculus, Salifa, Torix.
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In view of the history of the genus Aiuocha it would he difficult to

assume that recommendation A' ohtains in this case.

In attempting- to derive the two names from the Greek, it seems not

ahsolutely inconceivable that the authors might have united the Greek

words Iv and aixoifSy], Leidy using a d and Casagrandi & Barbagallo

using a t for sake of euphony. If this possil)ility were actually the

fact, the case would be somewhat similar to Microdon and Mikrodon,

but more similar to TacniarJiyncJnts Weinl., 1858a, and Tacniorhyn-

cliiis Arribalzaga, 1891, and etymologically [not necessarily taxo-

nomically] the words would be not only synonyms but, if used for

two dilTerent things, inrtiially homonyms.

Another, certainly more probable and more scholastic line of argu-

ment would be that while both names are based on u/xot/?^/, Leidy

derived his Greek prefix from h-^ov and Casagrandi &: Barbagallo

derived their prefix from ivT6<i.

Professor J. M. Campbell, of the Catholic L'niversity of America,

has kindly furnished the Secretary with the following memorandum
in regard to these two words

:

evbov, seen in our ordinary lexica, is derived from e'c 4- Indo-European -doin.

Its original signification is "in the liouse " {-dom. cf. Latin domus).

tvTos, of our lexica, is derived from eV -{- Indo-European -fos (meaning

"from"). Its original signification is "in from," i.e.. "from witliin."

The Indo-European -to.'! ("from") is seen in the Sanscrit imtklui-tah

(" fro)ii the nioutli") and in the Latin caeli/!r.y {" frotii heaven").

Both ei^dov and etros, according to Boisacq's " Dictionnaire etymologique de la

Langue greque " (Paris, 1910), are now synonymous, signifying " a I'interieur."

Their early confusion of meaning is indicated hy the career of eV5o;' in tlie

dialects. In Cretan, Megarian, and Syracusan, ei^dov became written evdos on

analogy with ivro's . .Such an analogical form proI)al)ly arose from the approxi-

mate similarity in siielling of evdov and (vtos and, wliat is of more interest to

us, from their similarity in meaning.

Accordingly, cndoii and ciilos are now synrniyms and from this

point of view Endmnocha and Eutauiocba are words of identical

meaning but of slightly different etymology in their historic develop-

ment, in that both of them liave in common the (ireek words Iv and

dfioL^y but dififer in the Indo-Euro]iean dom and tos.

Words of similar derivations as res])ects the oid and cut are well

known in terminology in zoology and are often interchangeable. For

instance, ciidoplasm is interchangeable with riitol^lasm, and cndodenn

with entoderm. Not only wotild the conctirrent use of these terms in

different senses Ije confusing but zoologists have come to use them as

absolute synonyms.
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Turning now to the more practical and less academic side of the

question we are faced by the following taxonomic situation.

Endamoeha Leidy, 1879a, p. 300, has for its monotype A-nweha

blattae. The generic name was emended by Chatton, 1910, Ann. Zool.

exp. gen.. 282/ and 1912, Bull. Soc. zool. France, p. 1 10, to read Enta-

moeba, and by Chatton and Lalung, 1912, BSPe, p. 142, in the same

sense. Accordingly, there is a generic name Endauwcha and one Enfa-

mocha with the same species {E. blattae) as type.

Entamoeba'^ Casagrandi & Barbagallo, 1895c, p. 18, contained

Amoeba coli and A. blattae without designation of type. Apparently

the first type designation in words was by Brumpt (1913, p. 21) as

Entamoeba hominis which is Amoeba coli renamed. It will be noted

that the type designation is three years later than Chatton's emendation

of Endainoeba to Entamoeba. It is also clear that Chatton (1912)

quotes the generic name Entamoeba Casagrandi & Barbagallo, 1897,

and invites attention to the fact that as early as 1910 he (Chatton,"

AZeg, 282) had shown that protozoologists had erroneously attributed

the parentage of the genus Entamoeba to Casagrandi & Barbagallo,

1897. Accordingly, for Chatton Endainoeba 1879 and Entamoeba

1897 were simple orthographic variants and it is not at all impossible

(renaming and cf. Opinion 6) to construe his papers (1910, 282, and

1912, no) as a designation of blattae as the type of Entamoeba Casa-

grandi & Barbagallo. 1897. This point of view receives support in the

fact that Chatton eliminated E. coli from Entamoeba and made it

type of LoscJiia. If this point of view be accepted, Endamoeba 1879

and Entamoeba 1895 are to be interpreted as having the same geno-

type, on the premise that Chatton in 191 2 determined the type of

Entamoeba Casagrandi & Barbagallo as blattae while Brumpt did not

make his determination ( hominis= coli) until 1913.

We are further faced by the complication that some authors con-

sider the species blattae and coli as congeneric, others as belonging to

two dififerent genera in the same family, and still others as belonging

to two different subgenera in the same eenus.

* It is obvious that Casagrandi & Barbagallo were discussing E. coli rather

than E. blattae, and that they cited only incidentally the latter species. To take

E. blattae as type of their Eutamocha is theoretically possible under the Rules,

but is contraindicated by Art. 30, 11, p, q, t, also by the obvious fact that Casa-

grandi & Barbagallo had E. coli especially in mind. The difficulty is solved

equally well by considering Entamoeba a variant of Endainoeba, as Chatton

(1910) did, before Chatton & Lalung, 1912, eliminated coli to Loschia.

'"Entamoeba Leidy, 1879" • • • •
" C'est a tort que Doflein (1909) attribue

la paternite du genre Entamoeba a Casagrandi & Barbagallo (1897)."
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The case has ah-eady i)roduce(l considerable confusion in hterature

and it seems obvious that unless the name Entamoeba is definitely

suppressed both the nomenclatorial and the taxonomic status of the

species which come into consideration will become even more con-

fused.

Accordingly,

(a) since the original authors did not give the derivation of the two

names in question,

(b) since C'hatton (1910. Ann. Zool. exp. gen., 282, and 191 2, Bull.

Soc. zool. France, p. 115) interpreted the two names as orthographic

variants, hence identical in origin, and therefore homonyms,

(c) since Chatton's action appears to be the earliest interpretation

available to the Secretary and therefore has priority,

(d) since (under Opinion 6) Chatton's paper (1912, Bull. Soc.

zool. France, p. 113) is to be interpreted as designating blattae as type

of " Entanwcha" 1897 ( = 1895), [emendation of Endamoeha, but

obviously construed as identical with Entamoeba^,

(e) since the concurrent use of the two generic names as closely

allied separate units has already given rise to a confusion which prom-

ises to increase rather than to decrease,

(f) since zoologists are accustomed to use words of similar deri-

vation as respects the c^id and ent interchangeably, and

(g) since, conceivably. Entamoeba and Endamoeba might have

been derived from Iv and d/xoifty with d and t for sake of euphony,

or still more probably, and more scholastically, derived from eVSov

or ei'To? and a/xot/Syj, the one or the other adverb being used as seemed

the better at the moment, whether for euphony's sake or for other

reason (that they have the same meaning, etc.) and since they are

therefore of the same meaning and practically, though not academic-

ally, of the same ultimate derivation iy (+ ios or -|- dom) and afioi/3T],

the Secretary recommends that the name Entamoeba 1895, either with

type Iwiiiiu{s = coIi as definitely designated by Brumpt, 1913. p. 21.

or with blattae as accepted by Chatton and Lalung (1912, in) and

as implied by Chatton (1910, 282), be definitely invalidated by Enda-

moeba Leidy, 1879a, p. 300, type blattae, irrespective of the point

whether the type of Entamoeba be considered blattae or coll.

The foregoing ()])inion was submitted to vote by mail and carried

as follows

:

Opinion concurred in by twelve {i2) Commissioners: Apstein,

Horvath, Jordan (D. S.), Kolbe, Foennberg, Monticelli, Neveu-

Femaire, Skinner, Stejneger, Stiles. Stone, Warren.
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Opinion dissented from by three (3) Commissioners: Bather,

Handlirsch, Jordan (K.)-

Not voting, two (2) Commissioners: Chapman, Hartert.

The points raised in the dissenting votes were sent to all Com-
missioners and a new ballot was taken with the following result

:

Concur with the original Opinion, eight (8) Commissioners : Hand-
lirsch, Jordan (D. S.), Jordan (K.), Neveu-Lemaire, Monticelli,

Stiles, Stone, and Warren.

Dissent from original Opinion, three (3) Commissioners: Apstein,

Bather, and Horvath.

Not voting, six (6) Commissioners: Chapman, Dabbene, Hartert,

Kolbe, Loennberg, and Stejneger.

All papers were tabled until the Budapest meeting of the Commis-
sion. Commissioner K. Jordan was appointed a committee of one to

restudy the case for the Commission. He reported as follows

:

Endamocba Lcidy. 1879 with hlattac as only species.

Entamoeba Casagrandi & Barbagallo, 1895, with two species, hlattac and coli,

none being designated as genotype.

When Casagrandi and Barbagallo proposed Entamoeba as a new genus they

were unaware of the existence of the name Endamocba Leidy, 1879.

Which spelling of the name should be used? The question can be decided

on nomenclatorial grounds and on philological grounds

:

A. Nomenclatorial Considerations

In 1912 Chatton separated from Entamoeba the species coli as genotype of

his new genus Loschia, leaving blattac as only original species in Entamoeba.

As nobody had dealt, nomenclatorially, with Entamoeba prior to 1912, Chat-

ton's action made blattac the type of Entamoeba. In 1912 the two concepts

stood like this

:

Endamocba Leidy, 1879, type blattac.

Entamoeba Casagrandi & Barbagallo, 1895, type blattac. That is to say, the

second name falls as a synonym of Endamocba.

B. Philological Considerations

In zoology the prefixes Ento- and Endo- are frequently interchanged. In

zoological terminology they are located as being identical. They come under the

category of names of which the spelling in Latin varied to a slight extent and

which the Rules of Nomenclature do not accept as different, such as auctum-

naU.<! and autumnalis (p. 87 of Rules). Entamoeba is philologically the same

as Endamocba.
^

On motion and second, the foregoing report was adoi)ted liy unani-

mous vote of those present, namely: Apstein. Bather, Hartert, He-

dicke, Jordan (K.), Muesebeck, Rothschild. Stejneger. and Stiles, and

authorized to be jjublished.


