NOTES AND COMMENTS

TWINS AS MONSTERS: ALBERTUS MAGNUS’S

THEORY OF THE GENERATION OF TWINS AND ITS
PHILOSOPHICAL CONTEXT*

J. M. Thijssen

1t has often been observed that medieval theoretical medicine and biol-

ogy derive much of their conceptual apparatus from Aristotle’s natural
philosophy.! It may even be stated that in some cases a thorough under-
standing of the medieval theories is not possible without

a knowledge of
this philosophical background. This is especially true for the medieval
theory which gives an explanation for multiple births, and which thus per-
tains 1o the field of embryology. As will be shown below, this embryological
theory is part of a broader philosophical theory which wies to explain mon-
strosities in Nature,

In this paper my interest will be focused on Albertus Magnus (Albert
the Great, ¢. 1200—1280). Although he was not a physician, Albert holds an
important place in the history of mediev

4l medical learning? In his De Ari-
malibus, he presents an explanation of the procreation of twins which pro-
vides answers to questions left unanswered by Aristotle’s theory.? In ordcr~
to appreciate the medieval contribution to the theory of the conception of
twins, as well as Albert’s specific contribution to that theory, it will be neces-

sary first to explore Aristotle’s embryological theory of twins and its philo-
sophical background.

*Research for this paper was made possible by financial support from the Net
Pure Scientific Research (ZW.0. doss. nr, 22-102).
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Aristotle mentions multiple offspring in his /Historia animeliiom W e
generatione animalivm. The relevant passages in these works reveal yoar
the concept of superfoetation plays a basic role in his theory of twins, \\'hic-h
may best be illustrated by the legend of the conception of Hercule and
Iphicles.* According to this legend, Alemene, once upon a time,
seduced by Zeus, who on this occasion had disguised himself as A[Canc'ﬁ
husband, Amphitryon. The next day Amphitryon returned home ang aleo
paid a visit to his wife. Both “visits” resulted in conception, and ’*1“)1{1\'
afterwards Alemene gave birth to twins: Hercules, son of Zeus, -
Iphicles, son of Amphitryon.’ This legend is an example of successful g, ol
foetation, that is, where a woman is impregnated more than once iy the
same cycle. Another instance of superfoetation reported by Aristotle jg st
of the adulterous wife who gave birth to twins, one resembling her hu;'f
band, the other her lover 6 For superfoetation to be successful, the intey,,|
between the first and the second conception should not be too long; Other-
wise the second embryo will be aborted.” )

Of course, the development of more than one fetus may alsg ke
induced by one partner, or even after one mating. The description
p()lycr1'1l')ry()ny resulting from the last circumstance conforms most to M-
ern ideas and forms the central part of Aristotle’s theory.®

According to Aristotle, all natural generation involves form (eidos)
matter.? The specific form which the offspring is to have is contributeq |y
the male, and in this way the male acts as the formal cause in the procegg
generation. The female provides the raw material which is capable of hcinq
the vehicle of this specific form, and in this way she acts as the matepy,|
cause. The male and female contributions are the semen and the Menstry,|
blood or Rettamenia ( menstruet). The semen, being a “residue”™ of e
blood, contains the form which shapes the female matter. The semen (e
not itself become part of the offspring, but evaporates. It only acts 45
medium to transfer the form into the matter. In this context, Aristotle copy-
pares the generation of offspring with the production of artifacts by a ¢y

was

) For the survey of Aristorle’s theory of wwins, 1 used the following editions: Fistora animalivim, s,
DArey Wenworth Thompson (London: Oxford University Press, 1956); De gererdtione ditinmalivnm, irgs
'\.”hm Plat (London: Oxford University Press, 1958): De /}urtibm‘ animaliveon [ and De generatione aniyg
/un‘u £, rans. and annotaed by David M. Balme (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1972); and De Bereratio e
antmalivon: Translatio Guillehni de Moerbelea, ed. 11). Drossaart Lulofs in Aristoteles Latipues (Bruges
Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1968), , -

" In Hist. animal, 7.5840.13-15, Aristote refers 1o this legend.

“Ihid. 58501217,
N ’r\lic'r L‘Ul'{CC]nign, du‘ring, the period of gesttion, the uerus is supposed o close. CE De gen. ,(,,(-,,l,,/
773515 and following, In 71y, d@nime,, Aristote reports thar the firs, and not the second, embryo wil] be
destroyed. He adds that if a pregnant woman cohabits after the eighth mont, the child born will in most
cases be covered with a slimy fluid (cf. 585423 25),

Bl fact it is only one of the possible varimtions of superfoetation. The discussion of twins in Fist cninal
74 s limited o superfoction due o different copulations. In De gen. arimal. 773b.6 and following, super
foetation by one single act of sexual imercourse is discusscel.

? Aristotle, Metaphysice, wans, William D, Ross, 2d ed. (London: Oxford University Press, 1928) 1034421
b1 1044032 1044D.1.
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Twins as Monsters 239

penter. The male’s role in generation is like that of a carpenter who uses
tols to shape the raw material into a product.!® At other places the forma-
tion of an embryo is compared with the process of making cheese: the
spermatic secretion acts upon the female menstrual blood like the rennet
acts upon the milk.!!

An embryo is conceived when the proper proportions of the male and
the female contributions are present. A shortage or excess of one or b})th
liquids prevents conception. Animals produce many young after one conus
when there is an abundance of male sperm and female matter. At this point
in the theory, the comparison between the seed and the rennet is no longer
valid, as Aristotle himself points out.!? More rennet does not make two
cheeses out of one. There also is a qualitative component in the semen, th.at
is to say, the setting agent, which is indivisibly and completely pl‘eSL‘fm i
each parcel of semen after the physical semen has been divided.?? So,
two factors play a role in the process of generating twins: abundance L
division.

The Aristotelian explanation of the generation of twins s C()mP]@[dY
different from the one presented in De natura pueri of the Hippocralic
corpus. There, the generation of manifold offspring is related O Lllc“man‘x’—,
fold structure of the womb: during one single coitus the different .ccllf,-‘
(receptacula/cellulae) of the uterus are filled with male semen, which l.‘i
emitted during successive spasms.!* The text remains silent on the nurnlj)L?I.
of cells in the womb, but there exists a tradition in which this numl')q 1:2
seven: three cells for the generation of girls, three for boys, and one, in the
middle of the womb, for hermaphrodites.'®

This, then, is the medical part of Aristotle’s theory. Let us m‘o i
the philosophical component, which proved so influential in medieval med-
icine and biology.

ve on o

:?ﬁo qen. cmgnu[ 1.730b.1-25. . . e refued the theory that not only the
e gen. arimal. 1.7292.10-15 and 4.771b.15 and following, A1 istotle reft . lucid commentary of
male, but also the female, contributes seed (cf. De gen. animeal. 7294 .Z_”j,ﬁ :md.lhg “‘] L i i) s
Balme, in the Oxford University Press edition [1972], p. 151). A short disc:usg.mn t‘)l r\l‘lhll,l)l fl['n-n]-ll; ’,11%-[) =
two-seed theory is given in Needham, Eistory of Entbryology, pp. '_‘2*"v)" '”'?‘ m,""‘"y :,l.]‘“ {[ TL.(,,L,-(- :!}7“(’(‘1!;'\&\' "OJ-I
seed may be found in Hippocrates' On Generation, chap. 5. Cl. {ain Lonie, .IZJ("I 11,’.?:?JT') s ]~‘)-HI‘J i
Generaiton,” "On the Natwoe of the Child,” “Diseases 1V": A Commentary (Berlin: Wa [LF.I ;: f]] srhom Brers
3, and his commentary on p. 123. A summary of Aristotle’s embryological theory 15 P(]L’l £ L; 6 ;n‘)h'mm‘“;
science and Philosophy in Aristotle’s Biological Works (Hildesheim: Georg ()]'.”’“ 1975), !jl)'I'f‘, - )l 'l,l:% of
Morsink, Aristotle on the Generation of Animals: A Philosophical Struely (V\\Z‘J?L“hl“?‘“ n, ”(“I 1}1\-%;.‘,\[1]'3 [l‘CL'iliﬂCH
America, 1982) interprets De gen. animal. as being in dinlectical opposition 10 the two HIppocr ot
On Semen and On the Natwre of the Child.

2 De gen. animal 772a.1-3%7. On 774b.1-3. Aristotle observe
given 1o sexual intercourse and have much semen.

1 See Wolfgang Kullmann, Die Teleologie in der aristotelischen Biolc
sitiitsverlag, 1979), pp. 5657, for a good summary of the problem anc
theory in De gen. animal. 7280.32-7292.20, Cf. also the commentary ©
Aristotle developed this theory within a controversy over the pangenesis theory.

Y Lonie, Hippocratic Treatises, pp. 21 and 253-54. . ) e

15 5¢e Fridolf Kudlien, “The seven cells of the uterus: the doctrine and its roots,” Bl Hist. Med, 1965, 49:
415-23, for the sources of the radition of the seven-celled uterus

s that hairy men more than smooth men are

yaie (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Univer-
| its context. Aristotle developed his
{ Balme, p. 151, on this passage.
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240 J. M. 'HH_]SSEN

Surprising from a modern point of view is that, in De generatione ¢ ng
malivm, Aristotle presents his theory of the generation of twins against the
background of an exposition of the generation of monstra in general, The
implication made here is clear: twins are some kind of monsters.' By Moy,
sters, Aristotle does not just mean creatures which, due to some padl()lo\(\,i\
cal process, are misshapen, but, much more generally, all creatures whigy,
are out of the ordinary in the sense that they are not the result of the
common course of Nature. To use medieval terminology, monsters are
creatures beyond the range of Nature (praeter naturam). They are the f"‘”lts
of nature (peccata naturae).

The notion of monstrum has a place within the context of Aristot]e
teleology: Nature always acts for the sake of ends (causa finalis). This Pluﬂ
posiveness of Nature is manifest when animals like spiders build webs an
swallows build nests as if their doing so were the work of reason. In realip,
these actions are the manifestations of the final cause which is at work 111’
Nature. Sometimes, however, the purposiveness of Nature may be fauly,.
then, due to certain causes, the intended end (fizis) may not be uchieved’
and in that case the outcome of a narural process is called a monster.’?

Aristotle’s teleology depends upon the observed regularity of Nature, If
something irregular happens, that is, something outside the COMMOy,
course of Nature, we know that the purpose was not achieved. The commoy,
course of Nature is identified with those occurrences which, according i,
observation, are most frequent. So, a monster is not only the outcome of a
corrupted natural process, but also an outcome which does not occur very
often. From the thirteenth century onward, after Aristotle’s works became
known in the West, this view of the natural order of the world was the
accepted view., The medieval expressions praeter naturam (outside
Nature’s common course) and praeter ut in pluribus (outside that which
occurs frequently) are mutually interchangeable, 8

Against this background it is clear why twins are considered to be mor.
sters. The birth of twins is something exceptional. It is a phenomenon much
like the birth of an infant who has eleven fingers. Nearly always (ut iz pli-
ribres) a human being has ten fingers, but sometimes (24 7 pauicioribus) o
human being may have eleven fingers. In the latter case, however, some-
thing has gone wrong in the common course of the causal nexus.

:“Ifg 8en. animal. 771a.15 and following, . e )

7 Cf. Aristotle, Physica, rans, Robert P, Hardie and R K. Gaye (London: Oxford University Press, 1930), 2.8,
and especially 199433199127,

B De gen. animal. 770b,9- 11, “Est autem monstrum aliquid eorum que preter nawram, preter natram
auem non omnem, sed eam que ut in pluribus.” Cf also 772a.35-772b.1. For a discussion of Aristotle’s
teleology I refer the reader 1o Balme, pp. 93-98; Kullmann, Die Teleologie; Preus, Science and Philosophy, pp.
183-221; and Richard Sorabji, Necessity, Cause, aned Blame: Perspectives on Aristotle’s Theory (London: Duck-
worth; Ithaca, New York: Cornel] Unfversity Press, 1980), pp. 143-85. See Anneliese Maier, Die Vorlatifer
Gedileis im 14, Jabrbundert: Studien zur Naturphilosophie der Speitscholastie (Rome: Edizioni di storia e
leweretura, 1949), pp. 223-29, for the related medieval theory of necessity and contingency in works not
biological.
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Twins as Monsters 241

Aristotle even argues that both the unnatural multiplication of body
parts (like fingers) and the birth of twins are caused by an abundance of
matter.)? The only difference is that in the case of twins, there is also a
division of that matter. He remains silent on the causes of that division.*

It is at this point that Albert the Great makes his contribution to the
theory of the generation of twins. In De animalibus 18.2.2, which is a com-
mentary on Aristotle’s theory of twins as explained in De generatione dni-
malium, Albert in fact summarizes his own theory of twins.?! Like Aristotle,
he is of the opinion that the generation of twins is caused by abundance
(superfluitas) and division (divisio) of matter. Unlike Aristotle, however, he
briefly enumerates the causes of the division of the martter before referring
his readers to another part of his work, where he has treated this subject
more completely (sicut in antebabitis buius scientiae determinaliim est a
nobis). Without doubt, Albert is referring here to De animalibus 9.2.6. This
chapter, a digression within Albert’s commentary on Aristotle’s Historia ani-
malivm, is devoted to a causal explanation of the division of the matter.

My exposition of Albert’s theory of twins will concentrate on De ani-
malibus 9.2.6 for two reasons: (1) the theory expounded in this digression
is a genuine contribution to Aristotle’s theory, and (2) this text provides an
opportunity to clarify its philosophical background, especially in connection
with Albert’s notion of monsters.22 First I will discuss the embryological part
of Albert’s theory.

In his theory of twins, Albert attributes an important role to the d
of matter, or, perhaps better, the division of the generative material
(materia generationis). The materia generationis is the mixture of th? male
and female contributions to the product of conception. This mixture is also
called sperma by Albert. Note, however, that in the text I am using, _the t.crm
sperma is used interchangeably for the mixture ( zygote) as well as for either
the male or the female contribution. In De animalibus 9.2.6, Albert enumer-
ates the causes for this division. He distinguishes between causes which
originate with the male and causes which originate with the female.

The first cause of the division of the generative material is the fact that

ivision

Y De gen. animal. 772b.13-17.

D 1hid. 773a.1-3.

A Albert's De aviimalibus is @ running commentary
paraphrase of Aristotle’s [Historia animalitm; books 11-14 of Al
15-19 of Aristotle’s De generatione animativm. Books 20—206 are Al
treatises were, before 1220, ranslated from the Arabic into Latin by Michacl ;
into Latin by William of Moerbeke. Albert used the Scot ranslation. For the history of the l,il[il]'f\l'l.‘il()llc, see
Bernard Dod, “Aristoteles Latinus,” in The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Phifosophy, ed. N){'m:m Kretz-
mann, Anthony Kenny, and Jan Pinborg (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. ‘58”9' 03, 67;

We also possess Albertus Magnus, Quaestiones super de animalibus, ed. Ephrem Filthaut in Opera omid,
12 (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1951-). In this work no mention is made of Albert’s theory of twins. The work is a
report (reportatio) made by Conrad of Austria and probably was not authorized by Albert.

22 Of course Albert was also familiar with Aristotle’s theory of superfoetation. According ©© this lhccmf the
generation of twins is due 1o successive conceptions (inipregnart una anpregnatione post (l/i{lrri), Cf. De
animal. 9.1.5. As 1 have already indicated, superfoetation is only one aspect of the explanation of the genera-
tion of twins.

on Aristotle’s biological corpus. Books 1-10 are a
istotle’s De partibus animaliuni, books
bert's own additions. Aristotle’s biological
Scot and, in 1260, from the Greek
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242 J. M. THIJSSEN

the male sperm is not emitted in a continuous flow, but in successive
impulses (impulsiones) which diminish in force; in this way, sperm reaches
different parts of the womb. The “impulses™ of male sperm are atributed to
“interruptions of the spirit,” which are due to the fact that the “spirit” has to
come from different parts of the body. From other texts it is clear that Albert
conceives spiritus as an instrument which conveys the biologically essential
virtues from the principal parts of the body (heart, liver, and brain) to the
rest of the body. The “spirit” is separated from the soul only in a functional
sense, not ontologically.® In our context, the operation of the “spirit” is
necessary to animate the embryo. If the vagina is too long, impregnation
may be impeded by the fact that the “spirit” of the semen has evaporated en
route,?4

The three other factors which contribute to the separation of generative
matter are brought about by the female. The first is analogous to the cause
of the division of the male sperm. The female liquid, which the physicians
call sperma mudieris, is also sent out in successive parcels. By “female
sperm,” Albert probably means the vaginal secretion. Note that Albert, in
contradistinction to Aristotle, is of the opinion that the female does contrib-
ute “semen” to the embryo, although this semen has no formative virtue 25

Secondly, the division is caused by the way the male sperm is “sucked
in” by the uterus (ghutitio matricis). Sometimes the male sperm is taken in
by the womb in successive turns, and then each quantity of sperm absorbed
may reach a different part of the womb.

Finally, the sperm (here in the sense of the male and female contribu-
tions to the zygote) may be divided by the way the female, during coitus,
moves her uterus for her delectation. Albert informs us that the causes of
enjoyment of the female during sexual intercourse are threefold: the secre-
tion of the female sperm (projectio); the absorption of the male semen
(glutitio); and, finally, the movements of the womb. This last kind of enjoy-
ment is induced by the fact that the glans penis (collum vesicae) is grasped
by the womb (vulva).

It is remarkable that the projectio and the gluttitio, which are here enu-
merated among the sources of sexual pleasure for the female, are precisely
the two other causes of the division of the spermet (zygote). So, to summa-
rize Albert’s position, it is mainly due to the delectation of the female that
the division of the sperm, that is, of the generative material, and thus the
generation of twins, is brought about.

Other passages in De animealibues give the impression that Albert has

S.r.n James Bono, “"Medical spirits and the medieval language of life,” Tracitio, 1984, 40: 11920, for an
extensive discussion of Albert's notion of spiritus and its historical background. See also Demaitre and Travill,

Human Embryology,” pp. 42224, for some observations on Albert's theory of animation within the confines
of embryology.

e atimal 16,21 anel 2,

“5ce also Demaitre and Travill, “Human Embryology,” pp. 417-19, for other passages in the work of
,\Il)c:r-l_ which suggest that Albert distinguishes components in the female contribution which Aristotle had left
undifferentiated as the catumenia,
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Twins as Monsters 243
developed a theory of “the mechanism™ of sexual delight for the female.
Albert relates the female delectation during intercourse with the anatomical
structure of the vagina. The vagina consists of muscular tissue (caro ner-
vosa), and for this reason it is perceptive to delight (sensibilis dilecta-
tionis).2° The delight is induced by the fact that the sinews of the womb are
prickled by the sperm (male and female) which is poured over them.?” The
state of sexual arousal may even reach such a level that the accompanying
movements of the womb tear loose a fetus from its roots and membranes.
At the moment that the womb opens itself to “suck in" (sugit) the new
sperm, the former fetus is aborted.?® Here the movements of the womb are
again associated with female sexual delight
Before turning to the sources of Albert’s
twins in De animalibus 9.2.6, 1 shall elaborate on it philosophical back-
1g to the Aristotelian theory,
hing out of the

theory of the generation of

ground. We have already noted that, accordir
twins fall within the category of monsters: they are somet
ordinary. Twins are the result of a corruption of a natural process. The
tendency, already perceptible in Aristotle, to attribute this corruption to the
matter which is involved in the generation of twins becomes very distinct in
Albert’s theory. The fact that Albert, in his embryological theory, works out
this particular aspect is bound to be illuminated by a discussion of his
theory of monsters in general.

The most profound exposition on monsters may
commentary on book 2 of Aristotle’s Physics. Book 2 contains, among other
things, the well-known discussion concerning whether Nature acts for an
end. One of the “proofs” that Nature does act for a purpose is the fact that
otherwise one could not speak about the fauls of Nature: “For, everything
which happens in the correct way, possesses this correctness with regard o
an end it is due to accomplish, and when it fails, its failure is attributable to
the fact that, due to the corruption of a natural 1)1‘inciplc, it has not accom-
plished its end.” The failures of natural processes which are for a purpose
but which do not accomplish this purpose are in this context considered
monsters.??

After presenting this definition, Albert surveys the causes of the failure
of a natural process. He distinguishes four main categories of causes—and
subdivides each—all of which have something to do with the disposition of
the matter on which an agent acts. Diminution of mater Onateriae diminii-
1io), abundance of matter (materiae superfluitas), disproportion of matter
ight have no counterpart in

he found in Albert’s

% De animel. 2.2.4. Albert's observations on the intricacies of female sexual del
text of Aristotle, Cf st animead. 3.5100.13.
i”)" aninel. 9.1.5. This information is not to be found
;: I\)JL animal. 9.1.5. This passage also has no counterpat o ) . —
Albertus Magnus, Physica 2.3.3.; Opera oniiid, 3. ed. A Borgnet (Paris: Vives, 1890-99), p. 166: "Simi-
liter utique fiet in physicis: quia quidguid ibi recte fit, non habet rectitudinem, nisi ex proportione ad finem
debitum quem atingit: et cum peccat, peccaum suim perpenditur ex hoe quod finem illum non attingit
propter corruptionem alicuius principii naturalis, Monstra enim sunt peccarum illius quod in natura est
propter aliquid.” On p. 168: "Omnia enim haec monstra peccald natrac sunt intendentis finem aliquem
quem attingere non valet propter corruptionen alicuius principii naturalis.”

the

=

in Aristotle, CL [fist. covimerl. 3.510b.13.
© in Aristotle,
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J. M. THIJSSEN

with regard to the qualities conveyed upon it (qualitatum disproportionabi-
litas ad materiam), and a deficiency of the container (continentis malitia)
—all may prevent the achievement of the purpose of a natural process.

In his discussion of the category “monsters due to abundance—in

nu_mber and in magnitude—of matter,” we encounter Albert’s theory of
s as an illustration. Abundance and division of sperm in the womb

causes the birth of twins. The division of the sperm, that is, the matter from
Wl}wb the pro‘duct of conception is made, is induced by the movements
:}1;16(-11;] I:Z ;l:; Lt(c)g;nllc c}u1‘ilig Il’li.lt‘ilwlg. ‘Albert :1(?(1{% tmioif the (‘livisi()n of the
ofi the Physics illf §}tc1j the thl}s wll .be Con]omcd:. Alb(.fl"[ $ commentary
P i - .sltl ates [hf@ place of hl§ theory of twins within the broader
Srd § theory of teratogenesis,
" Wiislallrlnllz(g)lr(tj?f to st’res\s: that Albert considers monsters to be phenom-
Biis attinde tow'lrélt'o[ n‘tt}ual p_h1losophy: they have a natural cxplap:\tlon.-
Francis Bacop ():1 tk ‘i)?m mal births resembles very much the reflections of
place withir e 1@) ?Lucly (.)f monsters, Bacon gave the study of MONSLETS A
The A dbwlcenzé il ;()gam f()ll th;:l reform of human knowledge, developed in
T s l s of Leamz-ng,
VO lyed rcijrzlliflhf)&()j‘?‘upnf)n‘ of‘a lllltlll’fll process is caused by the matter
Rimalipys 18A Ve mnl.c;j\f(.)‘xks of Al\bert‘s. It is most boldly stated in Dﬁ
(Goitieg f'IOizst;;ztl(;;l'g I‘x‘ug is n‘o C.Z‘lg&ft: of n‘l().ﬂSt'I;;)Slty other thz_m matter
SCemS 16 blagne n;aétnztsfrzf)rlz fM )msz in materia): Although Aristotle also
the ey 25 filly 5 Lit .)(.n n-c gt(l’ﬁe’r’atlon of m.onstc-rs, he do_es not devcl(.)p
Cussed as does Albert® The extensive etiology of monsters dis-

above is lacking fo A ) ‘ 1
i Ve is lacking in Aristotle’s text of the Physics.
1S possib] ;

€n

Cause of ¢ that Aristotle’s belief that the male semen cannot be the
birth Istrosities induced Albert to develop his etiology of abnormal

(769|: 1m the wuy indicate
il 0-7702,10), Aristotl
\Istotle informs g th
tes o the fact thy
Parts gre

d above. In De generatione animalium 4.4
¢ attacks Democritus’s theory of teratogenesis.
at Democritus atributes the generation of monstrosi-
At two emissions of semen meet. Not only embryos whose
i : = 2 ; |
ik l& OWn together, but also man-headed calves and other things
o ’¢ explained in this way by

"Mal births of the c
_oPring can
Species 1,

Democritus. Aristotle ripostes that
ategory where several species are mixed in one
1 never be caused by a mixing of seminal fluids, because each
4515 own period of gestation.

()ﬂ‘SDrin

30 lk'l] g
JENNfer gy .
YN Calagan. “The conmio: i {95,” i | 150-5
draws attenjoy, o wh,i! 180, “The conjoined wwins born near Worms, 1495," J. Hist. Med,, 1983, 38: 450-51,
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Twins as Monsters 245

It is remarkable that Albert, in all those passages where he insists that
the mater is responsible for monstrosities, cites with approval this opinion
of Aristotle?* The purport of the citations seems to be that a mixing of
semen (commixtio spermatum) from animals of different species is not pos-
sible, and that for this reason the male semen alone cannot be the cause of
an abnormal birth.

perhaps it is useful at this point to compare this notion of monsters with
the idea of monsters which was dominant in seventeenth-century New
England. In a very interesting article which treats homosexuality an.d bestial-
ity in Puritan New England, the author examines, among other thmgs, WO
cases where people were executed on the evidence of buggery.® In both
cases the evidence consisted of a deformed fetus of an animal, “a prodi-
oious monster.” Unfortunately, some people saw a resemblanlce betweep
the fetuses and the poor suspects. Apparently the Puritans believed that it
was possible for a man to impregnate an animal. This opinion was not

shared by Albert.36 £
Albert’s theory of monstrous births clearly forms the backbone of his
theory of twins. I shall now return to the later, and shall discuss the ques-
tion of its sources, especially those developed in De animalibus 9.2.§. We
already observed that Albert’s source certainly was not Aristotle, for Am:%totl.e
fcmuiﬁs silent regarding the causes of the division of the mater, which is
fundamental to the process of generating twins. Are Albert's obsmyations on
the “technical” sexual details of the generation of twins derived from some
other source, or are they another instance of his much-appreciated empiri-
cal approach?’ s .

[ think the former is the case. From the footnotes of Stadler’s ec-lmon L?f
De animalibus, it is abundantly clear that Albert constantly used Av1cenna_ S
De natura animalium and the Liber Canonis. According to one equ‘t in
the field of medieval medical learning, Albert was one of the pioneers in the
[atin West in the use of Avicenna as a medical authority.*® Al[hough‘ Albert,
in his digression on twins, does not refer to Avicenna (neither does bu}dle.r),
it is highly probable that he derived the essentials of his thcow' of twu?s
from Avicenna. The De natura animalium and the Liber Canonis comam‘
remarks on the generation of twins which are very similar 10 those of

HCE Phys. 2.3., p. 168; Sent. 2. dist7.F.art9, p. 158; De animal. 18.1.6. S gk

3 Robert Oaks, * “Things fearful to name': sodomy and buggery in seventeenth-century New England,” /.
Soc, Hist, 1978, 12: 268-81. o

3 Ouks assumes, however incorrectly, that the Puritans, with their man-like creawres, were not m_n.
removed from the Middle Ages. 1 hope that my discussion of teratogenesis has made it clear that, on this
evidence, these two people would never have been accused of buggery in the Middle Ages. . ‘

¥ James Rochester Shaw, “Albertus Magnus and the Rise of an Empirical Approach in Mcdicvn! Philosophy
and Science,” in By Things Seen: Reference and Recognition in Medieval Thought, ed. David Jeffrey (Ouawa:
University of Ouawa Press, 1979), discusses some aspects of Albertus Magnus's cmpﬁiu\l approach s%'xuul
anatomy and physiology. This contribution is an almost verbatim reproduction of James Ro‘c"m_’s:.[cr 511’.‘1\\',
“Scientific empiricism in the Middle Ages: Albertus Magnus on sexual anatomy and physiology,” Clio Medica,
1975, 10: 53-64.

¥This is the opinion of Siraisi, "Medical Learning,” pp. 392-93.
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is own expetl

Albert. Thus, | doubt that Albert’s observations stem f‘ron‘l‘hllfm‘l‘
ence. Rather, this is another instance of Albert’s use of AVICCI.qbundzmce of
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