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ABSTRACT. In De generatione Animalium Aristotle proposes a theory of embryogenesis
and indicates its causes. An account of embryo’s animation plays an important role in
this theory. From the moment of conception foetus is generated as a living and animated
being, and its actual soul appears as a principle of its development and growth. However,
unless embryo comes to perfection its soul is also incomplete. The animation of the em-
bryo is a process which consists of successive actualization of its soul’s parts and powers.
Parts of the soul are both the causes of generation and the actuality of yet non-perfected
embryo. In this paper Aristotle’s conception of embryogenesis will be considered in the
context of his doctrine of soul-parts and organic composition.
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* The present study is a part of the project No 18-311-o0o0go “Soul and Semen as causes of
embryo’s development: the problem of physical substance unity in the process of genera-
tion,” implemented with a financial support of the Russian Foundation for Basic Re-
search.

1. Soul as an origin of life

In the De Anima 11, 1 Aristotle defines the soul as essence, form and actuality of a
natural body that is potentially alive (Arist. DA 412a 19-21). The soul as actuality is
a principle of organic unity and the origin of life (DA 411b 9-14; 412b 9-17). There-
fore, the soul animates only a certain kind of body, that is, one possessing a pos-
sibility (dynamis) of having namely a given actuality (DA 414a 19-28). What is this
corporeal dynamis? According to Aristotle, the body’s capacity for being ensouled
means a capacity for life, while by life he refers to self-nutrition, decay and
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growth, as well as perception, local movement, and thinking (DA 413a 22-2). Each
of these is a certain type of activity into which a material body is engaged,' there-
fore, for a body to be potentially alive means to have a capacity to perform natu-
ral movements.” The corporeal capacity for life is determined by its structure, that
is, by the fact that it has organs and parts required for nutrition, growth, percep-
tion, etc. That's why for Aristotle the soul is an entelechy of an organized body
(DA g12b 5-6). Different kinds of body, according to their own nature, have di-
verse organs and, correspondingly, are able to perform different kinds of activity
and do perform this activity in different ways, according to their own organic
structure. E. g., plants only have the ability for nutrition, growth, decay and re-
production, while animals also have sense perception and local movement. Some
animals as well as humans possess imagination (DA 428a 8-13), only a human be-
ing has a capacity for thinking.

According to its material structure, body may perform different functions, alt-
hough functions of each body correspond to the very soul present in this body as
an actuality, as a principle of organic unity and a cause of co-operation of all its
parts.’ The body becomes a whole united organism only by being ensouled.* The
entirety of the body is arranged not as a proportion of material parts—a corpse
may display this proportion until it is decomposed, though it is neither whole nor
united,—but is in fact a proportion of different movements and types of activity.

Thus, to be alive means to perform movements proper to the own nature of a
plant, an animal or a human being. Therefore, an organic body is matter or an
instrument of the soul (DA 412bg-413a3). Nevertheless, Aristotle attributes the
faculty of life not only to completed organic bodies, he also expands the concept
of life to the bodies still incomplete and insists that an embryo and a semen are
potentially alive (DA 412b 27). Once both an embryo and a semen are capable of
life, to some extent they have a soul (GA 737a 16-18). But to what extent a semen
could be capable of life, since it has no organs? How could an incomplete body of
an embryo have life, actuality and, therefore, unity? To get an answer to these
questions, I will consider Aristotle’s view on animation of an embryo in the con-
text of his theory of soul and its parts.

' I will not consider here véug as a part of the soul because its activity does not include
the body (DA 413b 24-27). In the De generatione animalium, Aristotle does not speak pre-
cisely of how the intellect appears in the body (GA 736b27-9), cf. Wilberding 2017, 27 n. 17.

* Johansen 2012, 15-18.

% Cf. Bos 2000, 29-30.

*Johansen 2012, 16.



96 On embryogenesis in Aristotle
2. Semen as a bearer of soul
In the De generatione animalium Aristotle exposes the causes of generation:

“How, we ask, is any plant formed out of the semen, or any animal out of the semen?
That which is formed by means of a process must of necessity be formed (a) out of
something (b) by something (c) into something (dvdyxy ydp 6 yvéuevov xai €x Tvog
yiveaOat xat Ho Tvog xat Ti)” (Arist. GA 733b 23-26, transl. by A.L. Peck).

The cause €x Twog is a matter which a female animal gives at conception and dur-
ing the growth of an embryo, the cause U6 Twog is a formal one due to which the
embryo becomes not only matter, but also a definite something, ti. The efficient
cause is either present in the semen and in the embryo or shall be external (GA
733b 26 ff.). Aristotle rejects the possibility of an external cause (GA 734a 2-9;
736b 22-24). Thus, there is a certain origin of the corporeal activity in the very
semen, which imparts movement to the matter of the embryo (GA 729b 1-21),
and due to that movement the matter becomes a living body. The movement
which semen imparts to an embryo is itself received from the father,” therefore, it
is not semen that appears to be the origin of birth, but it is the father himself who
delivers motion to the embryo through semen (GA 729b 12-14; 730b 19-24).

A semen does not have any organs, and it means that it can not stand as mat-
ter of soul or a substrate of that soul’s activity; although, it does in fact possess the
capacity for life (DA 412,27-28; GA 735a 4-9; 736a 33-35; 736b 8-11) and moreover,
Aristotle defines it as an organ or an instrument (dpydvov; GA 730b 19-21). Howev-
er, the semen is capable of life not in the sense identical to that of an organic
body. Aristotle postulates that the semen possesses a living soul potentially, but
this potentiality of soul can not become an actuality in the very semen for it

5 Devin Henry argues that the moving cause included in the semen could be consid-
ered in a twofold manner: on the one hand, the semen is moved by the male’s nature, on
the other it is moved by its proper motion (Henry 2005, 32). The father delivers motion to
the semen, but he is not moves the embryo in a proper sense, for the moving cause of an
embryo, although having been delivered from the father, becomes the internal cause of
embryonic development from the moment of conception.

% John M. Cooper shows that the semen receives this movement from the movable
blood. He also points out that there is not a single movement, but several ones, while a
number of movements are contained not only in the male semen, but also in the female
secretion. Cooper 1988, 15-16; 20-21.
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needs an organic matter.” Therefore, the semen is not an ensouled body but is
definitely a bearer of the soul.”

Thus, the semen is, on the one hand, an instrument to deliver motion, on the
other — a material bearer of potentiality of soul. The function of semen is to deliv-
er the soul to matter in the mother’s womb, while the matter of the male semen is
not involved in the embryonic development (GA 737a 12-16; 18-23).° In such a way,
the efficient cause unites with the formal one:™ the cause 07é Tvo¢ communicates
to the matter of an embryo through the semen and becomes a cause of its devel-
opment and growth. This cause Aristotle calls soul: “By what are they [parts of
embryo] formed? Either something external fashions them, or else something
present in semen or seminal fluid; and this is either some part of soul, or soul, or
something which possesses soul” (GA 733b31-734a1)". The semen could be an ef-
ficient cause because it potentially possesses soul.

3. Embryogenesis. Generation of parts and soul of non-completed body

Aristotle argues, that there is no offspring’s part present in the semen, but the
parts are formed after conception (GA 734a 36—734b3), not simultaneously, but
successively.” Therefore, a semen delivers motion not to the entire embryo, but
to the part that emerged first; it, in turn, imparts the motion to the next, etc.” The
question is how are the emerged parts connected? Is it possible to suppose that,
for example, the appearance and the shape of a liver are contained in the heart
(GA 734a 21-33)? Aristotle responds that just as no part of the future body is con-
tained in the semen, neither are the potentially nor actually; thus, no posterior
part of the embryo is contained in the prior one. Hence we couldn’t say that one
part is the cause of another, nevertheless, they appear one after another in a cer-

" Cf. Code 1987, 56.

® Abraham Bos suggests that, for the semen, to be semen means to contain in itself a
possibility of a soul, otherwise the semen is devoid of possibility to give birth and be-
comes semen in the same sense as a stone eye. Bos 2009, 386.

® Darovskikh 2017, 98.

' On the soul as formal and efficient cause, see Johansen 2012, 129 ff.; Code 1987, 54-
55; on the soul as an effective cause in embryology see Gotthelf 1987, 217; Whiting 1995,
94. James Wilberding supposes that it is the contest of formal and efficient causes since
although the semen contains a soul in possibility, it has its motion actually (GA 730b 15-
22), Wilberding 2017, 35; 27, n. 17.

" Cf. Henry 2006, 282, Cooper 1988, 15.

* Cf. Wilberding 2017, 14; 20.

¥ In the generation of animal the first generated part is a heart, and this part is the

starting point of growth. Bos 2009, 388.
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tain order. The cause of this successive generation is the moving principle, which
is transmitted from the father to the foetus through the semen. From the moment
of conception, this moving principle becomes an internal cause of the movement,
although it moves not the entire body (foetus is not yet an entire body), but each
of its parts.

To clarify the successive generation of the parts, Aristotle takes an example of
amazing self-moving automatons (té adtépata t@v Boavudtwv) (GA 734b 7-19):
when someone moves the first part of the device, the parts next to that are also
set in motion, however, not all at once, but sequentially, one after another, so the
movement is imparted from one part to another.” The parent, while staying in
actuality, imparts the semen some moving force, but it further operates with no
participation of the parent, being transmitted from one part to another. On the
analogy of automatons, it is impossible to say that the parts appear one out of
another, but they appear in a certain consequence due to the efficient cause
transmitted from the father to the embryo through the semen. So, the semen is a
bearer of the soul as an efficient cause and an instrument of nature.” It is also im-
portant that the semen, although possessing soul potentially, has the actual
movement in itself (GA 730b 19-21). Since the moving cause is the one by which
something potential (matter) becomes actual (bodily parts), it conveys a formal
principle of generation."

In this way, an embryo emerges not as an entire body, but as sequential parts,
while it becomes complete only at the end of development (GA 736b 1-5). At the
same time, Aristotle claims that the first part of an embryo is ensouled (GA 734b
22-27), and the sequential parts emerge and move as long as the soul operates
within that embryo. For this reason, matter of an embryo is organic, while the
embryo itself and its parts possess life: the embryo grows and takes on nutrition,
which specifies it as a living being.

The body of an embryo emerges part by part. Speaking of life and soul, Aristo-
tle draws an analogy with the emergence of a body: the soul of an embryo also
emerges part by part. Aristotle affirms that at first the foetus lives a vegetative life.
Thereafter, as the body of the embryo develops and becomes suitable for an ani-
mal soul, the animal soul emerges as actuality of the body (GA 736a35-736b1).

* For examination of the Aristotle’s automatons and other ancient devices as an ex-
ample for embryogenesis see: Henry 2005, 29 ff. He also notes that for Aristotle the ideal
example of embryogenesis would be a self-moving automaton, which has the prime
source of its movement in itself (Henry 2005, 39).

® As an efficient cause of embryogenesis the semen is equivalent to the nature. See
Henry 2005, 30.

' Darovskikh 2017, 106.
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Thus, in describing the animation of an embryo, Aristotle points out two im-
portant things: first, the embryo generates not as a whole, but as sequential parts,
and becomes an entire body only after the development is completed; second,
the embryo possesses life from the moment of conception, but it does not possess
an animal or human soul, but it receives a vegetative one. In the course of embry-
onic development, not only the body but also the soul emerges part by part.

4. Parts of the soul and unity of an emerging body

Here, it is important to return to the definition of soul as the cause of life as well
as of various types of corporeal activity. Aristotle explains corporeal activity, first,
as the actuality of parts or capacities of soul (Suvapelg g Puxng or wépla ™
Puxns) and, second, as the movement of an organic body. By that, the structure of
a body as well as that of a soul is determined by the nature of a living being. The
nature limits the set of capacities and functions which a creature of a given natu-
ral kind can have. For example, a tree can turn green and yellow, while a man can
walk, but not vice versa. The nature of the species limits the set of capacities and
functions which a creature of the given kind can have. Since the parts of soul are
the actuality of bodily functions, prior to speaking of the soul parts, I will briefly
describe Aristotle’s view on the composition of organic unity.

4.1. Unity of body. Types of composition of matter

In De partibus animalium Aristotle refers to three types of composition that
makes up organic matter: composition of homoeomerous things (blood, bones,
flesh) from elements; composition of organs and bodily parts from homoeomer-
ous things; composition of the whole body from organs and parts. Although Aris-
totle speaks of parts of animals, plants also have these levels of composition (PA
646a 12-23). All three levels of composition are organized so that the matter on
each level possesses its own form and actuality (there is the actuality of meat,
bone, blood, heart, eye and so on), but the actuality of each part is impossible
separately from the entire organism (Cf. PA 640a 18-19). In this way, blood, bones
and flesh have their own form and their own movement. The actuality of blood is
its motion in a body; while ceasing to be a part of the whole, blood not just loses
its motion, it stops being blood. The same occurs on a higher level. An eye devoid
of the faculty of seeing, or separated from the whole, is an eye only by name and
it is deprived not only of the motion proper to an eye, it is deprived of its essence.
The same is correct for any bodily part; e.g., a hand devoid of faculty to grip or
separated from the whole is a hand only by name. It is important that each bodily
part, whether blood, eye or hand are effective only as a part of the whole and only
while the whole itself is effective, that is, while it is alive. Each part itself bears its
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own essence and activity, but the activity of each part is a matter or possibility for
the actuality of an entire body. On the other hand, blood, heart and eye are the
matter of the entire organism only inasmuch as they themselves are in motion.
The total actuality of all bodily parts at all three levels of composition of matter is
called life, while a body having active parts has life potentially (for there are no
active parts in a corpse and it has no life at all). But this life as an activity of all the
bodily parts and organs exists as long as the entire organism is ensouled.”

This account allows us to understand more precisely the connection between
soul and body. Namely, the soul is not just a form of body on the analogy to that
of a table where we can simply distinguish between matter and form or actuality
(the last suggests that somebody seats, dines, reads etc. at the table), but it relates
to the body in a complicated way. While being the form and the actuality of body,
the soul is simultaneously the form and the actuality of all its parts and all levels
of its composition. That is, on the one hand, the soul as the essence of a body is
simple, nevertheless, as long as the soul is an actuality of a bodily structure which
organizes body into a living unity, the simplicity of essence is overturned onto the
material complexity and the soul itself acquires a certain structure. The structure
of a soul is described in the doctrine on parts or capacities of soul.

4.2. Parts of soul

Aristotle often takes “capacity” and “part” as synonyms, and speaks mostly of ca-
pacities, but it seems that it is possible to separate these two meanings. There are
three parts of soul: nutritive, sensitive and rational, with a number of capacities
in accordance with each part. The nutritive soul constitutes the first level of life,
for all the living things feed themselves. The nutritive soul is the entelechy of
plants, each plant has its organs whereby it is capable of nutrition, growth and
reproduction. Alongside that, the nutritive soul constitutes the basis without
which the being can not be called living, for all the living things feed themselves,
grow and are able to reproduce. For this reason, the capacities of the nutritive
soul are presented both in an animal and in a human being. The sensitive soul is
the actuality of an animal, but a human also has the capacities of a sensitive soul.
In the correlation of three parts of soul a higher part includes the lower one as
matter and potentiality and at the same time cannot exist without it. The nutri-
tive soul is able to act on itself, the sensitive soul does not act without the nutri-
tive one, etc. (DA 414b32—415a6). It is possible to draw a parallel with the three

" The body having no soul does not possess unity and life neither in possibility nor in
actuality and, then, it is a body just by name, like Aristotle speaks of corpse and eye. In
other words, being ensouled does not comes after the possibility of life in a body, but one
consist with the other. Cf. Whiting 1995, 94-95.
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levels of composition of matter: the higher level of bodily composition does not
exist without the lower one. In a living body, however, all three levels of material
composition should be represented at once, whereas it is enough but one capaci-
ty of soul for actual life (DA g14a 29-34; 415a 25-30). That means, actuality of any
capacity of soul, even if it is the only one, needs the organic complexity.

Therefore, the capacities of soul are not parts of soul as a form, but the capaci-
ties of an ensouled body. Accordingly, these are the principles of certain bodily
functions. The capacities of soul exist as a form of corporeal structure™ and as a
cause of activity of certain bodily parts.” Depending on the nature of species, the
same functions are performed differently by different organs, so the soul is con-
nected with a corporeal matter suitable for it, wherein, by the means of the very
soul, the organs are figured necessary for its motion.”” Depending on the nature of
species, the same bodily functions are performed differently by different organs,
so the soul belonging to this species, is connected with the corporeal matter suit-
able for it, wherein, by the means of the very soul, the organs are figured neces-
sary for its functioning.

4.3. Parts of soul as a cause of embryogenesis

Thus, the semen delivers motion to the first emerged part, then this part gives
motion to the next etc. Meanwhile, each of the parts generates as an ensouled
one (GA 734b 24-27). Generally, the body having life potentially should be en-
souled: for body without soul has not any life even in potentiality. The bodily
parts are composed of elements, but there is no principle of why one is flesh
while the other is bone in the matter itself. Flesh and bone are produced by the
movement coming from the begetter while the last exists in actuality. So, bodily
parts generate one after another in a certain consequence, but none of them is
contained in the other and does not emerge from the other (GA 734a 29-36). Simi-
larly, no part is a cause of generation of another part: it is not the heart that caus-
es the liver to be, but the efficient cause which is transmitted from one part to

* In the De motu Animalium (703a14-36), Aristotle affirms that the soul as a cause of
life is placed in the heart, while the remaining parts share life as long as they are con-
nected with the heart. Diana Quarantotto argues that the theory of the heart as a place
for the soul allows to consider the living body as an organic structure whose activity is
possible only when its parts are ordered to the center. The heart’s activity unifies the or-
ganism into one living entirety, nonetheless, the cause of the heart’s activity, as well as
activity of the other parts, is the soul. Quarantotto 2010, 52-53.

 That is why we are entitled to say that the capacities of a soul specify the soul as the
cause of life. See: Johnston 2011, 196.

** Cf. Quarantotto 2010, 52-53.
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another and the matter provided by the female. The soul is a totally different
case: the more perfect parts of it are potentially contained in the less perfect ones.
A more perfect soul “emerges” from a less perfect one, whereas the external mat-
ter, provided by the female, serves as an instrument to construct the body (GA
740b 24-36).

Each part of an embryo emerges as matter of the soul. The soul of an embryo is
both formal and effective cause of development, and the body develops stage by
stage under its effort. The nutritive soul is the actuality of all the parts of an em-
bryo until it did not receive the capacities of an animal. During this period of de-
velopment, the actual nutritive soul is the cause of unity and life of the embryo.
The embryo is not a whole thing, it is rather considered as a set of emerging parts,
along with that, as an ensouled being it has its actuality and unity, but at that
stage of development an embryo is united as a plant. This “plant”, i.e., the embryo
living as a plant, distinguishes from the real plant in that it is an animal or a hu-
man being in potentiality, which suggests that it has the nature of an animal or a
human being, and its body develops in accordance with its own nature.” Alth-
ough being in potentiality belongs to matter, the possibility for a higher life is
contained not in the body of the embryo, but in its soul, for the nutritive soul as
actuality of the embryo contains potentially the sensitive one. Upon a certain pe-
riod of growth, it acquires relative animal parts, its body also becomes the capaci-
ty for sense perception and, as the actuality of this corporeal matter, sensitive
soul emerges. Now the sensitive soul is an efficient cause of further development,
while the nutritive soul becomes a possibility: as actuality of certain parts and
functions responsible for nutrition and growth, it remains a part of ensouled or-
ganism, but already as a part, not as a whole.

5. Soul as an instrument and the End

Still there is a question on how a less perfect actuality like vegetative soul con-
tains within itself a possibility of a more perfect one. In order to answer the ques-
tion, one should turn to considering the End of generation. Aristotle says that
there are three causes of generation: “The End, which we describe as being that
for the sake of which <other things are>; the things which are for the sake of the

* It is more probable that also in the semen, just as in the foetus, not only vegetative,
but animal and human souls (if it is spoken of human semen) is potentially contained.
Cf. Henry 2006, 283-284; Wilberding 2017, 27 n. 17; Bos 2009, 390. Bos believes that the
semen contains in potentiality all the soul parts which successively become actual, while
the semen which does not include in potentiality the animal soul can not be the cause of
generation. See Bos 2009, 386.



Maria Varlamova / £XOAH Vol. 13.1 (2019) 103

End, viz., the activating and generative principle...; the things which are servicea-
ble, which can be and are employed by the End” (GA 742a 28-36).

Thus, Aristotle distinguishes the End of generation, the effective or activating
cause, which exists for the sake of the End and the instrument which is employed
by the End. The End is understood as an actuality and entirety of an animal and
the eternity of its natural kind* (DA 415a 29-30). The instrument is matter, how-
ever, not matter in general, but, on the one hand, the matter of a semen (GA 737a
7-8) whereby the moving cause is delivered to an embryo,” on the other hand, the
generated parts as the matter of its soul. The efficient cause is transmitted from
the father through his semen,” the movement of that semen results in emergence
of an ensouled part. With its emergence, this ensouled part immediately becomes
the part of the End (DA 415a 29-30): first, as a part of yet incomplete living being;
second, as something containing in itself a possibility of perfection, third, as
something containing in itself the movement from the father who has a nature of
its kind in actuality. Aristotle declares that the first part of embryo possesses a
nutritive life, but includes in itself the beginning and the End of the given na-
ture.”” For this reason the first part includes potentiality of the soul which ac-
complishes its nature, that is, the sensitive soul, once we speak of an animal, and
the rational soul, when we argue about a human being. The possibility of soul as a
formal principle is contained in the semen, then, at conception, this soul starts
acting as nutritive one and becomes the cause of movement, growth and devel-
opment of the foetus, while the ensouled parts of foetus include in itself a sensi-
tive soul in potentiality. When the body is grown to a certain level it receives the
sensitive soul, while the nutritive soul becomes its capacity or potentiality, that is,

** Cf. Preus 1977, 78.

* Sabina Foellinger accounts the semen as an instrument in correlation with an end
of generation. Though the semen is not an ensouled body, it differs from non-organic
matter, so it could be named living as distinct from, e. g., stone. Foellinger 2010, 231.

** The natural eidos of the father determinates the order of generation of an embryo
from beginning to the End. John Cooper suggests that the form of father is the cause of
both specific similarity and corporeal structure (Cooper 1988, 15 ff.). It could be suggested
that the actual nature of the parent is not just a moving and formal cause but also a par-
adigm for the development of an embryo. According to Simplicius, this is the way Alex-
ander reads Aristotle: the father contains within himself both the efficient cause and the
paradigm of generation. See Simpl. On Phys. 310,25-312,1.

* According to Devin Henry, Aristotle considers the generation of the embryo as a
single continued movement but not as a number of discrete movements, see Henry 2005,
36-37. He also understands the nature not as the End, but rather as a united possibility
lying in the fundament of a complicated process of generation. See Henry 2005, 40.
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it no longer exists as an actuality of the entire body, but as an action of the nutri-
tive organs.

The soul of the embryo is defined as a logos of emerging parts and an eidos of
its matter, and such definition concerns the soul both as an efficient cause and as
an essence of completed body (DA 415b 7-15). On the one hand, the soul is the
logos and actuality of the emerged parts, that is, the principle of life and move-
ment for unperfected body. As a moving cause the soul becomes also a formal
principle of generating parts and operates an order of corporeal development. On
the other hand, as a natural eidos and essence of entire animal the soul remains
potential during the development of an embryo. The End of embryonic develop-
ment is the actuality of its natural essence.”® The final cause determinates the or-
der of embryonic development and operates as a series of perfected activities,
while the ensouled parts of the embryo are considered as the instrument of that
cause. As for the very parts of the soul, they, being an actuality of each develop-
ment stage and a moving cause of the further generation, become a part of the
natural final cause, for they contain in themselves the End as a possibility.”

The soul as essence, entelechy and cause of the unity is a basis for capacities of
ensouled body,” while the parts of a soul relate to it not as parts, but as capaci-
ties, and due to that the soul of body is the entelechy of all its parts at once. The
same could be asserted on the body of the embryo: the soul is a cause of embry-
onic life because on any stage of its development the soul is the actuality of all its
generated parts at once, which means that it is the cause of unity of unperfected
body.

REFERENCES

Afonasin, E.V.,, trans. (2016) “Aristotle. On the movement of animals [Aristotel. O dvizhe-
nii zhivotnykh],” YHOAH (Schole) 10.2, 733—753 (in Russian).

Bos, A.P. (2000) “Why the Soul Needs an Instrumental Body According to Aristotle,”
Hermes, 128.1, 20-31.

Bos, A.P. (2009) “Aristotle on Soul and Soul “Parts” in Semen (GA 2.1, 735a4-22),” Mne-
mosyne 62, 378—400.

Code, A. (1987) “Soul as Efficient Cause in Aristotle's Embryology,” Philosophical topics
15.2, 51-59

Cooper, J. M. (1988) “Metaphysics in Aristotle’s embryology,” Proceedings of the Cam-
bridge philosophical society, vol. 34, 14-41.

* Cf. Gotthelf 1987, 225-226; Quarantotto 39, 43-44; Matthen 2010, 39; 43-44.

*7 Cf. Bos 2009, 392. Abraham Bos considers the parts of soul as stages of actualization
of the entire soul of body.

* Cf. Sorabji 1974, 64, Johnston 2011, 197.



Maria Varlamova / £XOAH Vol. 13.1 (2019) 105

Darovskikh, A. (2017) “The Power of Semen: Aristotle and some Galen’s Fallacies,”
ZHOAH (Schole) 1.1, 95-116.

Diels, H., ed. (1882) Simplicii in Aristotelis physicorum libros quattuar priores commen-
taria. CAG IX. Berlin.

Drosaart Lulofs, H.J., ed. (1965) Aristotelis de generatione animalium. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Foellinger, S. (2010) “Das Problem des Lebens in Aristoteles’ Embryologie,” S. Foellinger,
ed., Was ist Leben. Aristoteles’ Anschauungen zur Entstehung und Funktionsweise
von Leben. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 225-238.

Gotthelf, A. (1987) “Aristotle’s Conception of Final Causality,” A. Gotthelf, J.G. Lennox,
eds., Philosophical Issues in Aristotle’s Biology, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 204-242.

Henry, D. (2005) “Embryological Models in Ancient Philosophy,” Phronesis 50.1, 1-42.

Henry, D. (2006) “Understanding Aristotle’s Reproductive Hylomorphism,” Apeiron 39,
257—-88.

Jaeger, W,, ed. (1957) Aristotelis Metaphysica. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Johansen, K. T. (2012) The Powers of Aristotle’s Soul. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Johnston, R. (2011) “Aristotle’s De Anima. On Why the Soul is Not a Set of Capacities,”
British Journal for the History of Philosophy, 19.2, 185-200.

Matthen, M. (2007) “The four causes in Aristotle’s Embryology,” Apeiron 22, 159-179.

Louis, P. (1956) Aristote. Les parties des animaux. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Peck, A.L, trans. (1943) Aristotle. Generation of Animals. Harvard University Press.

Preus, A. (1977) “Galen’s Criticism of Aristotle’s Conception Theory,” Journal of the History
of Biology, 10.1, 65-85.

Quarantotto, D. (2010) “Aristotle on the Soul as Principle of Biological Unity”. S. Foellin-
ger, ed., Was ist Leben. Aristoteles’ Anschauungen zur Entstehung und Funktions-
weise von Leben. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 35-54.

Ross, W.D., ed. (1950), Aristotelis Physica. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ross, W.D., ed. (1956) Aristotelis de Anima. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sorabji, R. (1974) “Body and Soul in Aristotle,” Philosophy 49.187, 63—-89.

Whiting, J. (1995) “Living Bodies,” A. Rorty and M. Nussbaum, eds., Essays on Aristotle’s De
Anima. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2nd ed., 78-95.

Wilberding, J. (2017) Forms, Souls and Embryos. Neoplatonists on Human Reproduction.
Routledge: London / New York.



