REV. WILLIAM JOSEPH HILL, O.P.

William Joseph Hill, former Editor-in-Chief of The Thomist
(1975-1983), passed away on October 12, 2001, in
Washington, D.C., at the age of 77. Fr. Hill entered the
Dominican Order in 1943 and became one of the
best-known theologians in the United States. He taught for
many vyears at the Dominican House of Studies in
Washington, D.C., and at The Catholic University of
America. In addition to his many editorial projects, he
published five books, including The Three-Personed God:
The Trinity as a Mystery of Salvation and Knowing the
Unknown God: An Essay in Theological Epistemology.

In this issue, we honor Fr. Hill and acknowledge his great
influence upon generations of students, Dominican and
non-Dominican alike. We begin with the homily delivered
at his funeral by his confrere Brian J. Shanley, O.P. We
follow this with a unpublished homily by Fr. Hill, on St.
Thomas Aquinas as teacher.
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was the one that we used when we celebrated Bill’s 50th

anniversary of ordination on June 10, 2000. It struck me
then as providentially provided to explore the mystery of Bill’s
priesthood, and it still strikes me now as the best way to articulate
the witness of his life. As the gospel reminds us, at the heart of
Christian discipleship is a response to the invitation from Jesus
Christ to follow him. It is an open-ended invitation to embark
upon a life-long journey where we do not always know where we
are going. The gospel tells us that there might be a marked
discrepancy between the way we follow Christ when we are young
and the way we might be compelled to follow him when we are
older. Bill knew this, for in a remarkable 1985 homily at the
Catholic Theological Society of America convention he began:

THE EASTER GOSPEL that we proclaim today (Jn 21:15-19)

“It is an awesome thing to fall into the hands of the living God.” . . . It may help
to note, in the face of the awesomeness of this task [the ministry of the Word],
that Christian existence is 2 pilgrimage, a matter of being “on the way,” that
Christianity and even Christ himself were once in ancient times referred to
simply as “the Way.” We set out, however, not alone but in the company of
Christ who is the Great Voyager. If we are indeed pilgrims of the Absolute,
Christ is the great Voyager, before us and ahead of us, showing the way. Turned
towards him, our life and our work finds its focus there, on He who is God’s
own Son. In him does there meet our faith and God’s faithfulness. In life we can
be aimlessly carried along, driven by forces beyond us—or we can deliberately
set out on a personal pilgrimage that is acknowledged and embraced. But this
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means undertaking an inner spiritual voyage with no set itinerary. And if we are
to tell God’s people of it—at least if we are to tell of that pilgrimage which
Christ himself undertook—we must travel it ourselves . . . and so this Christian
voyage takes us eventually (there is no escaping it) into uncharted waters, or to
change the image, into the wasteland, into the dark wood.'

Presciently, the journey did end there for Bill, as it had, he noted,
for Aquinas before him. But before it did, Bill had years like Peter
and like Aquinas, where he went about and did as he willed.

WHEN YOU WERE YOUNG . . .

Bill’s pastoral ministry, the way he fed Christ’s sheep when he
was young, was the ministry of the Word as a Dominican
theologian. He was a scholar, a teacher, and a preacher.

A) Scholar

At a Dominican conference on Thomism in the Third Mil-
lennium held in Chicago in April of 1999, there was a session
devoted to Bill’s intellectual accomplishments at which Cathy
Hilkert, Greg Rocca, and I spoke about Bill’s achievements. This
is not the place to rehearse Bill’s academic accomplishments;
rather, I would like to highlight the qualities of his mind that 1
admire most. Bill believed that Thomism must be capable of
absorbing, within the perspective of its own wisdom, insights into
truth originating elsewhere, but without violating its own inner
coherence and character. Thomism has to be open to truth,
wherever it is found, just as St. Thomas was; it needs to be self-
correcting in the face of truth claims made outside of Thomism.
If it is going to be viable as a contemporary mode of thought, a
living tradition, then Thomism must also consider and answer
contemporary questions. It would not be enough simply to repeat
Aquinas’s insights, but rather they must be re-thought, extended,
and stretched. Bill believed that the thought of St. Thomas had

! “The Theologian: On Pilgrimage with Christ,” Appendix B, Catholic Theological Society
of America Proceedings 40 (1985): 230, 231.
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latent depths that could be mined so as to address contemporary
concerns. If you look at a typical Bill Hill article, you will be
amazed at the number of dialogue partners that he had. Bill read
widely and sympathetically. His aim was not so much to refute
those he dialogued with as it was to learn their questions. He then
would articulate an alternative approach from out of the re-
sources of the Thomistic tradition. Bill did what Aquinas did.
Rester fidéle a ce qu’on fut, tout reprendre par le début, as he was
fond of quoting Merleau-Ponty. In this Bill was my intellectual
hero and model. I think his intellectual attitude is exactly that
which ought to mark a Dominican in the spirit of Thomas
Aquinas.

That same night in Chicago, Leonard Boyle gave an address
that was the highlight of the conference. A great man of Bill’s
generation, he reminded all of the Dominicans there of the
ultimate purpose of the study of theology in the Dominican
Order: cura animarum through preaching and hearing con-
fessions. We study the Word in order to preach it to others in
such a way as to lead them to conversion. Thomas Aquinas under-
stood this: all his study was at the service of the Order’s ministry
of the Word. And so was Bill Hill’s.

B) Teacher

One of the principal ways that Aquinas and Bill Hill served the
mission of the Order was through studium teaching. For almost
20 years Bill taught Dominican students here at the House of
Studies [in Washington, D.C.]. Like St. Thomas, Bill had a
tremendous intellectual concentration or abstractio mentis in the
classroom. Countless Dominicans remember his trademark way of
teaching: he would stare at a spot on the wall and then begin to
speak. Questions would bring him out of his thoughts and into an
absolute concentration on the query. His teaching has informed
literally hundreds of Dominican teachers and preachers. Even if
they have forgotten how analogy works, their preaching has been
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informed by the vision of God at the heart of sacra doctrina that
they learned from Bill.

Eventually, like Thomas Aquinas, Bill was called to university
teaching at the then contemporary American equivalent of the
University of Paris: The Catholic University of America. There Bill
really blossomed intellectually and again influenced scores of
students in both their preaching and their teaching. And if the
truth be told, I believe the ones whom Bill was most proud of
from those years are here among us: Cathy Hilkert and Kathleen
Cannon. Bill had a predilection for his women grad students; he
came alive among them. Try as we might, we male students could
never quite capture Bill’s attention in the same way. This ease
with women is a testimony to the formative influence of Bill’s
mother and his loving sisters here present.

C) Preacher

Bill’s theological interest in preaching has been under-
appreciated. The last three essays in Search for the Absent God are
about the theology of preaching and they are splendid. In the
Dorminican tradition, theology is for the purpose of preaching a
saving word. Cathy Hilkert articulates a common vision with Bill
when she describes preaching as “Naming Grace” in human
experience. Bill is remembered by the brethren as a theologically
thick preacher, but he was also enamored of poetry. I never recall
hearing him preach, but if the homily at the CTSA is any
indication, he could be inspired.

WHEN YOU ARE OLDER. ..

The Three-Personed God, Bill's magnum opus, derives its title
from one of the Holy Sonnets by John Donne. But if we look at
the opening lines of the poem, we can see that it also constitutes
a kind of prophetic articulation of the character of Bill’s final
voyage:
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Batter my heart, three-person’d God, for you

As yet but knock, breathe, shine, and seek to mend.
That I may rise and stand, o’erthrow me’nd bend
Your force to break, blow, burn, and make me new.

Be careful what you pray for. From 1983 onward, Bill was bent,
broken, and made new. He was bound, stretched out, and taken
where he would not go: Parkinson’s disease and the loss of
control over his own body. It was painful to watch. Bill fought it
valiantly. I remember especially accompanying him to a Wash-
ington Redskins game (one of his great passions) as he was
declining steeply; he was determined to go, even though the sub-
way ride, the walk to RFK Stadium, and the climb to our seats
was painfully difficult. Bill had entered into the wasteland, the
dark wood, the way of the Cross, just as Thomas Aquinas had,
only Bill’s time was longer. It was an extremely difficult period
for Bill. But he never complained, indulged in self-pity, or gave in
to bitterness. His was a kind of Christian stoicism.

Yet it was truly a dark night of the soul for him. Earlier, in the
1985 homily, he had described the pilgrimage of life as what
“takes place in the deep places of our spirit, in that country of the
heart whose native language is prayer. . . to not want to pray
anymore is to wither and die as a Christian.”* He was a man of
prayer. But as the illness bore in on him, prayer became harder
and harder. Occasionally [ would ask him whether he was able to
pray and he would reply, “It is very hard.” And it was. 1 think
what Bill experienced is what he himself described as God’s
presence in a mode of absence. Search for the Absent God, his
final work of collected essays, expresses Bill’s spiritual mood,
especially in the epigraph from Simone Weil: “It is when from the
uttermost depths of our being we need a sound which does mean
something—when we cry out for an answer and it is not
granted—that we touch the silence of God.” Bill touched that
silence. He traveled the failure and apparent absence of God with
Christ on Calvary.

* bid., 230.
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Bill’s lifeline through all that time was fidelity to the Eucharist.
It reminds me of Andre Dubus’s description of another horse
lover in “A Father’s Story”:

1 cannot achieve contemplation, as some can; and so, having to face and forgive
my own failures, I have learned from them both the necessity and wonder of
ritual. For ritual allows those who cannot will themselves out of the secular to
perform the spiritual, as dancing allows the tongue-tied man a ceremony of love.
And, while my mind dwells on breakfast, or Major or Duchess tethered under
the Church eave, there is, as I take the Host from Fr. Paul and place it on my
tongue and return to the pew, a feeling that I am thankful that I have not lost in
forty-eight years since my first communion. At its center is excitement; and
spreading out from it is the peace of certainty.?

The Eucharist that he used to celebrate here, later in the Dominic
Chapel with someone from the community when he could no
longer attend Community Mass, and finally at Carroll Manor
Nursing Home, was like this for Bill. When his tongue was tied by
Parkinson’s Disease and his spirit incapable of contemplation,
there was always the peace of the Eucharist. Like Aquinas, Bill’s
spiritual center was the Eucharist.

All through that time, Bill never wrote again and never
preached a homily, but his acceptance of the Cross of Christ in his
life was more eloquent witness and preaching to those of us who
saw him than anything he ever wrote. His suffering enriched the
community, it made us better; it was a privilege to take care of
him. All the theology he had studied, contemplated, and preached
came to a head in the great sermon that was his patient endurance
of suffering. It is a sermon that I shall never forget. Bill never
stopped preaching. And he never stopped feeding preachers.

At the end of his homily to the CTSA in 1985, Bill concluded:

Alan Jones concludes his little book on Christ [Journey into Christ] by recounting
a story from Mallory’s Morte d’Arthur: A group of pilgrims put up for the night
in an inn are awakened by peals of laughter coming from one of the rooms
occupied by a retired archbishop who is still asleep. When they awaken him he
tells them of his dream of Jesus handing men and women up a ladder into
heaven, among whom is Lancelot. And he exclaims: “Ah, Jesus mercy! Why did

3 Andre Dubus, Selected Stories (New York: Vintage Books, 1996), 460-61.
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you wake me?/I was never so merry and well at ease in all my life.” And he
laughed and laughed and langhed. And that is the way it will be at the end of the
pilgrimage. It all ends with laughter in heaven.*

I like to think of Bill laughing now in heaven; laughter was not
something that came easily in these last years. And I like to think
of one day laughing with him, and with all of you, in heaven. That
is the way that all our pilgrimages should end. Bill’s is over. Ours
is still ongoing. And until it is over, let us take to heart as our
pilgrim task the other epigraph to The Three-Personed God that
encapsulates the passion of Bill’s life:

Affairs are now soul size.
The enterprise
Is exploration into God.
—Christopher Fry
A Sleep of Prisoners

May we follow the Great Voyager who is Christ half so well as
Bill, until it all ends with laughter in heaven.

* “The Theologian: On Pilgrimmage with Christ,” 232,
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WILLIAM J. HILL, O.P.

we celebrate and strive to make our own, was (and is) many

things to many people. But in a particular sense, he was one
thing only: he was a teacher—something that should resonate for
an audience of university professors and students. He saw himself
single-mindedly as a “doctor veritatis”; he knew precisely what he
was doing, why he was doing it, and never seriously considered
abandoning teaching from the time he began in 1252 at the
University of Paris until 1273 in Naples, three months before his
death. He was not a parish priest, not an itinerant preacher, not
a retreat master, not a foreign missionary, not even an editor. He
refused the bishopric, and later when he heard rumors that he
would be made cardinal (along with Bonaventure) at the Council
of Lyons to which he had been summoned, he prayed that God
might let him die first; for, in his own words “this will mean an
end to my teaching”—and God took him at his word. He knew
something that those of us who teach know intimately—that
teaching is simultaneously two things: (1) it is utter joy, and (2) it
is constant martyrdom. The first means for some of us that we
could never do anything else even if we wished; the second means
that doing it fits the paradoxical purposes of God in his
mysterious work of human restoration. The true teacher knows
what Thomas knew, namely that he brings to the domain of
higher learning, in however frail a way, the life’s blood, the vital
spark that sets in motion and sustains that process of transcending

THE MAN WE HONOR today, St. Thomas Aquinas, whose spirit

! A homily given on the feast of Thomas Aquinas. While the date and place are not known
with certainty, it is highly probable that it was given at The Catholic University of America.

9
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one’s own limitations, of human flourishing, without which the
world is surely a poorer and darker place.

THE CHRISTIAN STORY

What then did he teach? Quite simply the Christian story. In
the sense that, in the ambiance of the university, he mediated it
according to the most rigorous critical standards of the human
intelligence, convinced that faith itself was a desire and a need to
understand, and that faith and reason, far from contending one
against the other, made common cause in the interest of human
flourishing.

The well-spring of this lay in that he was intoxicated by the
transcendent power of a universe touched by God. In Christian
iconography, he is represented holding a blazing sun in his hands
which flames through him, at once illuminating the mind and
inflaming the heart. It is really a double-edged vision of the
universe—marked on one side with stability and structure, calling
forth the demanding discipline of metaphysics, representing an
Archimedean point in reality where the center holds and things do
not fall apart, imaging the staying power of a God who is eternal.
On the other side, it is a vision open to history and to the sweet
contingencies of God’s love for us; here life is viewed as
adventure where nothing escapes change and everything is on the
verge of becoming new, under the guidance of a God who, in
Christ, has made our temporal order his own; this is a history
given to us by God to be at once our responsibility and our glory.

Aquinas was, in short, a man who stood in the very midst of
God’s creation, which he understood as summoned out of the
Void for no other reason than to make the human person—who
stands at its apex and gives it voice—the beneficiary of his love;
a cosmos on which Aquinas readily discerned God’s finger-prints.
At the same time, he was a Christian believer who heard that
Word, interpretive of the universe, which is derived neither from
nature nor from profane history, but is exclusively God’s self-
utterance and self-communication; a domain of saving history in
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which the very face of God lies revealed for us in the humanity of
Jesus the Christ.

ITS ORIGIN IN CONVERSION

But whence came this personal vision of the Christian story
that enabled Thomas to re-present it with such breadth, such
depth, such power? Ultimately, surely, from nothing less than
God’s unexacted grace. But grace means conversion, a surrender
to God’s love flooding the heart. Only thereby can one appro-
priate in a deeply personal way such truths as the folly of a God
who loves his creatures utterly. But such turning to God exacts its
price; it means giving oneself over into the hands of God and that
can mean a wrenching from everything in which one formerly
found security and comfort; in any encounter with the living God
the stakes are high and involve the taking of a great risk.

St. Thomas was large-souled enough to do so, but “he was
forced to enter a wasteland, a dark wood, the painful realm of
what the Bible calls ‘metanoia.” He came through to the other side
but was barely able to tell us something of his vision.”? On
Wednesday morning of December 6, 1273, Thomas celebrated
Mass and immediately afterward declared that he would never
again write or dictate a word. He underwent an experience of
which he would only say, in explanation: “I have been given to
understand things in such wise as to make everything else T have
written seem worthless by comparison.” And so his Summa
remained ever unfinished. In itself, what occurred was only the
final culmination of what had been gradually happening all his
life, of what his teaching had always sprung from.

OURSELVES AS HEIRS OF AQUINAS

What then of us who stand heir to Aquinas? For us, the
Christian story no longer seems able to bear the freight it once

% Alan Jones, Journey into Christ (New York: Seabury Press, 1977), 32; the play on the
words metanoia and paranoia is also owed to this work.
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did. We have rendered it trivial and banal, perhaps because we
have so devalued the secular and profane, rendering it neutral and
hollow, empty of all signs of the Transcendent. Even our human-
ized world has become not so much liberating as oppressive and
at cross-purposes with our deepest instincts. The culture lends
itself far less to that turning to God we call metanoia than it does
to something different by far—paranoia. Different in that the
latter brings forth, not mystics, but schizophrenics.

Now surely one must be loyal to one’s own age—just as to
one’s family, friends, nation, or church—if for no other reason
than that God’s Providence has put us here at this particular time;
it is after all our age. And so what is meant here is no blanket
condemnation of the contemporary world, but only a refusal of
its excesses and negativities. Yet there is a sense in which these
give to our times the contours of a vast wasteland, of a dark
wood. If so then perhaps those very negativities bring us face to
face with the need for conversion—not of hearts alone, but of
minds also—quite as was St. Thomas in his radically different
culture. The context of our conversion is more public and social
than was his, which appears confined to the interior of his spirit.
But it is no less a genuine summons to metanoia to reappropriate
the Christ story for our age somewhat as he did for us.

Perhaps, then, the very eclipse of God from culture will enable
us to grasp again certain truths obscured and covered over:

That there are dimensions of human existence wherein we
stand open to Transcendent Mystery;

Which Absolute Mystery is not unintelligibility but inexhaus-
tible depth, so that far from being a restriction on human freedom
it is its very basis and condition;

So that, in Christian life, we are pilgrims entered upon a
journey to the Absolute that is filled with adventure, creativity,
and discovery;

And that theology offers no final answers (as if nothing more
remains to be said) because it is a process and a quest rather than
a finished product.
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What a wonderful irony that a theology that proceeds entirely
by way of questions (as does Aquinas’s Summa) should never have
been finished—a double irony, really, in that it came to a halt in
the question on penance, on conversion. This means we cannot
content ourselves with what Thomas said and thought; it is rather
our task to creatively carry forward his project in the crisis of our
times; to dialogue with the subject matter through what he did
say, and perhaps to hear therein undertones that he did not.

Heidegger has written that “the light has gone out of the West”
and that Western culture can only await a new dawn—yet he
urges that now is the time to get “on the way,” to rejoin the path
that leads back to a recovery of the Being of the beings (a phrase
not terribly unlike some that we find in Thomas himself). That
Way leads into the future and so we in our time and place must
trace it out for ourselves. But it has been done before, and one of
the values of both the life and the work of this teacher, St.
Thomas Aquinas, is the assurance he gives us that down that path,
God’s truth, which is always gift and grace, lies in wait for us.
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AQUINAS’S REJECTION OF MIND, CONTRA KENNY

Joun P. O’CALLAGHAN

University of Portland
Portland, Oregon

4 HOMAS AQUINAS has no philosophy of mind, contrary to the
central thesis of Anthony Kenny’s recent Aquinas on Mind.'
.. My argument in this paper is that there is a shift in
Aqumas s discussion of cognition from an Augustinian philosophy
of mind toward a more full-blooded Aristotelian psychology.
Something like the account of mind that Kenny attributes to
Aquinas can be found in his very early work. But there is no
philosophy of mind in Aquinas precisely where Kenny says it is to
be found, in the first part of the Summa Theologiae in the
questions Kenny refers to as the “Treatise on Man.”? Aquinas has
no philosophy of mind, because he does not think there is any
such thing as the mind described by Kenny. The reasons for
denying the existence of this mind have to do with Aquinas’s
greater appropriation of Aristotle’s account of the soul in the
“Treatise on Man.” This Aristotelian emphasis on the soul is
perhaps the most important contribution that Thomists can make
to contemporary philosophy of mind.

I. KENNY’S MIND

The mind is a single joint power essentially constituted from
the subordinate and distinct powers of intellect and will. In

! Anthony Kenny, Aquinas on Mind (L.ondon: Routledge, 1993).

1 will address the Summa discussion because that is where Kenny says the philosophy of
mind is to be found. However, it is worth noting that the shift from earlier to later takes place
before the Summa. There is no discussion of ‘mind’ in Aquinas’s disputed question on the
soul, written just before he embarked upon the Sumima. The Summa contra Gentiles, written
several years earlier, is ambiguous.

15
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Agquinas on Mind, this is the account that Kenny provides of the
“Aristotelian” philosophy of mind that he argues is to be found in
the Summa Theologiae. He hopes to distance Aristotelians like
Aquinas from Cartesian accounts of the mind that he believes
place misguided emphasis upon consciousness as the fundamental
characteristic of mind, consciousness being understood as
immediate, privileged, and private accessibility to introspection.
According to Kenny, Aquinas’s philosophy of mind is to be found
primarily and in its most “mature and developed™ form in
questions 75-89 of the Prima pars. To justify this approach, he
writes:

of course since the greatest medieval philosophers were theologians first and

philosophers second, it is to their theological treatises rather than to their

commentaries on De anima that one turns for their insights into philosophy of
s 14

mind.

So, on the basis of the Summa Theologiae, considered apart from
and “rather than” the De Anima, Kenny attributes to Aquinas the
view that the mind is a joint power, other than the powers of
intellect and will alone, but one that combines the two. The
intellect is most helpfully thought of as the capacity for operation
with signs, and the will as the capacity for the pursuit of rational
goals.” Contrasting the Aristotelian view of the mind with what he
has identified as the Cartesian, he writes:

only human beings could think abstract thoughts and take rational decisions:
they are marked off from the other animals by the possession of intellect and
will, and it was these two faculties which essentially constituted the mind.®

3 Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, preface, unnumbered.

* Ibid., 20.

’ Tbid., 15. Many, though not all, reviewers have pointed to the oddity of Kenny’s
description of the intellect as the capacity to manipulate signs: Brian Davies, Religious
Studies 30 (1994): 128-30; James Ross, Philosophical Quarterly 43 (1993): 534-37; Deborah
Black, Journal of the History of Philosophy 33 (1995): 338-41; C. J. F. Williams, International
Philosophical Quaterly 34 (1994): 375-76; Robert Pasnau, The Philosophical Review 103, no.
1 (1994): 745-48; John Haldane, Philosophy 69 (1994): 242-44.

¢ Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 16, Also, “humans, in addition to the powers of animals, have
mind (which combines a cognitive power, the intellect, with an appetitive power, the will).
In Aquinas’s system the intellect and the will are the two great powers of the mind” (ibid., 59).
Alasdair MacIntyre has recently addressed Kenny’s emphasis upon mind as that which “marks
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And later:

Humans, in addition to the powers of animals, have mind (which combines a
cognitive power, the intellect, with an appetitive power, the will.)”

Thus, the ‘mind’ is “essentially constituted” from the two faculties
of intellect and will, and is a faculty other than each taken singly.
Notice also that this Aristotelian mind “marks [us] off from other
animals,” and it is understood to be a power “in addition to the
powers of animals.”

Kenny does use ‘mind’ to refer only to intellect, when he
writes, “for the Aristotelians what made [it] true that [mind is
what distinguishes] human beings from other animals was that
mind was restricted to intellect.”® However, almost immediately
he clarifies this statement:

the clearest insight into the nature of the mind is to be obtained from the
Aristotelian viewpoint. The mind is to be identified with the intellect, that is the
capacity for acquiring linguistic and symbolic abilities. The will, oo, is part of
the mind, as the Aristotelian tradition maintained, but that is because intellect
and will are two aspects of a single indivisible capacity.’

What is the relationship between the intellect and the mind? Do we have here
two words for the same thing? Following Augustine, Aquinas thinks of the mind
as consisting not just of intellect, but of intellect plus will.*°

Kenny never pursues this single reference to Augustine with a
general discussion of Augustine’s influence on Aquinas. Rather, in
general he identifies his account of mind in Aquinas as distinctly
Aristotelian.

The discrepancy involving intellect and will is easy to explain.
Animals without intellect have a desire for the good that is
appropriate to their form of life. In human beings the will is the
desire for the good appropriate to the specifically human form of

off” human beings from animals; see Dependent Rational Animals: Why Fuman Beings Need
the Virtues (Chicago: La Salle, 1999), 13, 53-61.

7 Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 32.

¥ Ibid., 17.

® Ibid., 18.

' Ibid., 42.
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life. But the desire for the good in human animals differs from the
desire for the good in nonhuman animals precisely because of the
way in which the desire is informed by gemeral intellectual
comprehension of the good, in addition to sense cognition of the
good, and the estimative reason that grasps the particularities of
the good here and now. It is no surprise that in Kenny’s account
the intellect is at times emphasized over the will. Desire for the
good is will in humans because of its association with intellect,
and it is intellect that human animals distinctively have. Non-
human animals have cognitive faculties short of intellect, so they
do not have will. Human beings alone have a mind on Kenny’s
account of Aquinas, because human beings alone have intellect,
and a desire that surpasses merely animal desire for the good, a
desire that comes together with intellect to essentially constitute
the ‘mind’. Kenny denies that ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ are two words
for the same thing. But he is not simply claiming that ‘mind’ refers
to the collection or set of two powers. He is claiming that it refers
to a power itself, essentially constituted from the two. It is a
“single indivisible capacity,” other than intellect or will taken
singly; the latter are the mind’s “two aspects.”

One feature of this account that stands out is the absence of the
cognitive powers of sensation. Descartes had included sensation
within the mind, which was tied up with his denial that animals
have minds; animals are mere res extensa. With Descartes, more
recent philosophy also tends to include sensation within the mind,
but rejects the metaphysical dualism of res cogitans and res
extensa. Sensation and intellection can then be classed generally
under the heading ‘cognition’, so that what becomes broadly
distinctive of mind is the capacity for cognition and desire
associated with cognition, thus opening the door to nonhuman
animals with minds."' One might think that on Kenny’s account
of Aquinas other animals could have something analogous to
mind, essentially constituted by their highest powers of cognition,
sensation, and the sensual desire for the good, even if they do not
have minds properly speaking because they lack the essential

! See the initial classification of mental terms in the Blackwell Companion to the
Philosophy of Mind (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994).
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constituents of the power of mind: intellect, and the desire for the
good that corresponds to it, will. But according to Kenny, Aquinas
will allow no such analogous use of ‘mind’ since, “for
Aristotelians before Descartes the mind was essentially the faculty,
or set of faculties, which set off human beings from other
animals.”*? Other animals are capable of sensation and sensation-
informed desire. However, according to Kenny they have no
minds; he agrees with Descartes at least in that judgment. Thus,
in order to preserve the strong distinction between human beings
and other animals, it is necessary to maintain a strong distinction
between the mind and those powers that Kenny calls “animal
powers.”

Kenny recognizes that Aquinas argues for only one soul in a
human being, unlike other mediaeval thinkers who argued for the
plurality of vegetative, sensitive, and rational principles. But
Kenny preserves that plurality in a weaker sense, by his emphasis
upon a strong distinction within the soul between the set of
powers of vegetative and sensitive life on the one hand, and mind
as a thoroughly different power of the soul on the other. It is for
this reason that the philosophy of mind is for Kenny himself, and
not just in his account of Aquinas, a distinct philosophical
discipline from whatever discipline(s) study the set of powers
constitutive of sensation, as he makes clear in his book The
Metaphysics of Mind. So, even though the “Treatise on Man”
starts with question 75 of the Prima pars, for Kenny Aquinas’s
philosophy of mind only starts at question 79 with the discussion
of intellect followed by the discussion of will, that is, only after
finishing the discussion of the sensitive powers of the soul in
question 78." And though Kenny does include a brief discussion
of Aquinas on sensation in Aquinas on Mind, it is not properly
speaking part of Aquinas’s philosophy of mind. The senses are
usefully considered as a precursor to, but not part of the subject
matter of, the philosophy of mind, “because when [Aquinas] goes
on to treat of intellectual knowledge itself he will often explain
what he has to say by making a contrast with his account of sense-

12 Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 16 (emphasis added).
Y Ibid., 41.
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perception.”'* Powers of sensation are not objects of study within
the philosophy of mind, but useful foils for getting at the object
of study, the joint power of intellect and will. Finally, the mind is
a power of the soul but is not identical with the soul, since the
soul possesses sensitive powers that are not part of the mind.”

In Aquinas on Mind Kenny provides only an exegetical account
of Aquinas on mind without advocating it. But in the aspects I
have summarized, it is almost identical to Kenny’s own account of
mind that he provides in The Metaphysics of Mind. For Kenny
himself the mind is supposed to function as what sets us apart
from animals. “Human beings . . . were marked off from the other
animals by the possession of intellect and will; and it was these
two faculties which essentially constituted the mind.”'® Again, he
identifies this position as the Aristotelian view, and he adopts it
for his own in The Metaphysics of Mind, including the exclusion
of the sense powers from the mind. The mind can be defined as
“the capacity for behavior of the complicated and symbolic kinds
which constitute the linguistic, social, moral, economic, scientific,
cultural and other characteristic activities of human beings in
society.”" So, he writes:

we may wish to have a word to refer to the cluster of sensory capacities in the
way in which ‘mind’, in my usage refers to the cluster of capacities whose major
members are the intellect and will. The most appropriate word seems to be
‘psyche’. If we adopt this usage we can say that whereas only humans have
minds, humans and other animals have psyches."

However, Kenny does not think the mind is just a “cluster of
capacities.” It is itself a capacity. We have to be careful to
understand Kenny’s use of terms. His own use of ‘psyche’ should
be distinguished from his use of ‘soul’ in his analysis of Aquinas.
When he argues that for Aquinas the mind is not identical to the
soul, by ‘soul’ he means the Aristotelian substantial first principle

“ Ibid., 31.

 Ibid., 31 and 42.

¢ Anthony Kenny, The Metaphysics of Mind (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 7
(emphasis added).

7 Tbid.

' Ibid., 19 (emphasis added).
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of life as Aquinas uses the Latin ‘anima’. But Kenny’s use of
‘psyche’ should not be confused with either Aquinas’s use of
‘anima’ or Kenny’s use of ‘soul’. In Kenny’s use, ‘psyche’ is no
more identical to anima or ‘soul’ than is ‘mind’, since there are
powers not contained within psyche, namely the mind and its
constituent parts. So, for Kenny ‘mind’ and ‘psyche’ mark the
major divisions of the powers within a human being.

Kenny is no substance dualist. “[Human beings] are bodies with
certain psychological capacities [minds].”" Still, his account
displays a strong residuum of Cartesian methodological dualism,
the dualism that separates the philosophical study of mind from
the scientific study of everything else, including the animal life of
the human body. It was clear in Kenny’s account of Aquinas that
‘mind’ and ‘psyche’ mark divisions within the human soul or
anima; but it is not so clear in Kenny himself, since he avoids talk
of the soul in contemporary philosophy.?’ Here Kenny departs
from Aquinas. One might ask, why, after all, are we looking at
Aquinas’s philosophy of mind, not soul? The reason for this is
rooted in the death of the Aristotelian soul in modern thought. As
Kenny describes the situation in Aquinas on Mind,* philosophers
still have something to do, since no matter how much the natural
sciences advance in their study of human life, the formal principle
of which used to be, but is no longer, called the soul, there will
always be the mind for philosophers to think about. Thus, there
will always be the philosophy of mind, if not soul, as an element
in the “irreducible core amenable only to philosophy.”” Kenny
then reads Aquinas in such a way that the latter can make an
important contribution to that core of today’s philosophy, even if
we must discard what he had to say about the soul.

Thus, Kenny resorts to his own use of ‘psyche’ to preserve the
clear distinction between the principle of animal life and the

¥ Ibid., 18 (emphasis added).

¥ Kenny himself avoids using the term ‘soul’ because he believes that in English it is
entirely too much caught up with the question of immortal Cartesian minds (cf. The
Metaphysics of Mind, 18-19). However, he does write “the mind—considered as intellect and
will together—is, if all goes well, supreme in the human soul” (ibid., 22).

2 See Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 3-5.

2 Ibid., 5.
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principle of distinctively human life; for all practical purposes, in
his own account of mind these principles are distinct, not parts of
the whole that Aquinas had called the soul.” If he did think that
they are parts of a larger whole, it is a major lacuna of his
philosophy of mind not to account for their place in the larger
whole, since, as Aquinas often remarked, a part qua part cannot
be understood apart from the whole of which it is a part. Kenny
does have a discussion of sensation in The Metaphysics of Mind,
but mostly for its contrast with intellect as a mental power. In his
own work, in order to emphasize the strong distinction between
sensitive animal life and mental life, he reintroduces the plurality
of principles within each human being that Aquinas was at pains
to deny, the principle that is the unity of the sensitive life of the
animal (psyche) and the principle that is the unity of the the
rational life of the human being (mind). As Kenny puts it,
“humans and other animals have psyches,” while “only humans
have minds.” The result is a clear distinction between the
philosophy of mind and whatever discipline or disciplines study
psyche as such. What is absent is any intimation of a philosophy
of soul or anima, the principle that is the unity of sensitive and
rational life in a human being. Against the background of Kenny’s
own philosophy of mind, Aquinas’s relevance is premised upon
divorcing his philosophy of mind from his philosophy of soul.

1. ABSENCE OF MIND IN AQUINAS

I maintain that Aquinas has no such philosophy of mind,
because for Aristotelian reasons he does not think that the term
Kenny has analyzed successfully refers. My argument is divided
into two parts. The first looks at Aquinas’s discussion of ‘mind’ in
the De Veritate. There he holds a view similar to the one Kenny
attributes to him, but it is Augustinian in form rather than
Aristotelian. Once we recognize this early view, we can better

1 am aware of but one instance in The Metaphysics of Mind in which Kenny refers to the
mind as a in a way a part of the soul, but he does so almost in a metwaphorical and romantic
way when he writes, “The mind—considered as intellect and will together—is, if all goes well,
supreme in the human soul; but neither intellect nor will is an autocratic emperor; rather, they
are joint counsuls on the model of the Roman Republic” (The Metapbysics of Mind, 22).
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understand his rejection of it in the Summa, under the influence
of his commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima. This is the subject of
the second part.

A) Augustine’s “De Trinitate” and the Early Thomistic Account of
Mind

The clearest Augustinian influence upon Aquinas in his early
discussion of mind is Augustine’s De Trinitate, particularly the last
half of the work where Augustine turns from biblical exegesis to
a systematic examination of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity.*
Augustine’s goal is to find in creation the most adequate image of
the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. In most of material
creation one finds traces or signs of God; but it is only by turning
away from sensible objects, and inward toward his own conscious
experience of himself as a spiritual, rational being, that Augustine
thinks he can find an adequate image of the Holy Trinity. This
movement is the transition from the ‘outer man’ to the ‘inner
man’. Success is guaranteed, because if the mind simply recalls
itself to itself from its alienation it “simply cannot not know
itself”;* all it need do is remember. The image must be adequate
to the doctrine Augustine holds by faith, namely, that there is but
one being, God, and three distinct Persons, who are yet each said
to be the one being that is God. After trying out a number of
possible images, each of which is found to be inadequate, he finds
the adequate image in the mind remembering itself, knowing
itself, and loving itself. The key triad is constituted by memory,
intellect, and will.

Augustine argues a number of theses about this trinity in the
mind. First, “love and knowledge are not in the mind as in a
subject, but they too are substantially, just as the mind itself is;
and even if they are posited relatively to each other, still each of

** ¥or a more detailed discussion of Aquinas’s relationship to Augustine’s De Trinitate than
I can present here, see D. Juvenal Merriell, To the Inage of the Trinity: A Study in the
Development of Aquinas’s Teaching (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1990).

¥ Augustine, The Trinsty, trans. Edmund Hill, O.P. (Brooklyn: New City Press, 1991),
291.
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them is its own substance.”* Indeed, “the mind therefore and its
love and knowledge are three somethings, and these three are one
thing, and when they are complete they are equal.”?” Finally,
“memory, understanding, and will are not three lives but one life,
nor three minds but one mind. So it follows of course that they
are not three substances but one substance.””® This substance is
the inner man, that part of the soul that is mind, as opposed to the
outer man, that part of the soul that involves sensation and bodily
life. Sensation is not part of the mind, even if it is part of the soul.
And the life of the mind is effectively distinguished and isolated
from what we share in common with animals. Echoing his analysis
of the Holy Trinity, Augustine says that ‘mind’, like ‘God’, is said
absolutely of memory, intellect, and will, and it signifies being or
substance; memory is mind, intellect is mind, and will is mind.
‘Memory’, ‘intellect’, and ‘will’, like ‘Father’, ‘Son’, and ‘Holy
Spirit” are said relatively, that is, with reference to another.
Augustine’s thesis is that memory, intellect, and will are not three
minds, but one; and these are not powers or faculties of the mind;
they are the three distinct acts of the one mind.

There are a number of points in Augustine’s analysis that need
to be noted before I move on to its influence on Aquinas. There
is the simple truism that one has a mind, as well as what it consists
in. Augustine asks rhetorically, “what after all is so intimately
known and so aware of its own existence as that by which things
enter into our awareness, namely the mind?”? There is also the
methodological move of turning within, and away from the body
and a presumed knowledge of sense objects. The methodological
focus upon the mind apart from the body and its acts finds its
justification in the major distinction within the soul between the
outer man and the inner man. The outer man is the soul focussed
upon its relation to body, while the inner man is the soul focussed
upon the spiritual and the inner presence of eternal truth. This is
not simply a nominal distinction, as if two words of different
sense are being applied to the same thing. It finds its justification

2 1bid., 273.
¥ Ibid.

% 1bid., 298.
2 1bid., 248.
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in a distinction within the soul between the mind and the
principle that Augustine speaks of enigmatically as “quickening”
the body. He writes:

Anything in our consciousness that we have in common with animals is rightly
said to be still part of the outer man. It is not just the body alone that is to be
reckoned as the outer man, but the body with its own kind of life attached,
which quickens the body’s structure and all the senses it is equipped with in
order to sense things outside.”

Is this “life” that “quickens the body’s structure” a principle
distinet from the soul, or is it a part within the soul? Augustine is
not clear. That it is not part of the soul is suggested when he
writes that it is the body’s “own kind of life attached.” That it is
a part of the soul is suggested when he writes “we observe that we
share even with animals those other parts of the soul which are
impressed with the likenesses of bodies”;’' whatever “quickens the
body’s structure and all the senses” is a part of the soul rather
than a distinct soul of the body; mind is another distinct part. But,
however the ambiguity might be resolved, it is clear that this
quickening principle is distinct from the mind, since it is not the
role of the mind to “quicken the body’s structure and all the
senses.” The mind itself has a special unity apart from the lower
powers of the soul associated with this “quickening” life.

The parallel is clear between Kenny’s ‘psyche’ and Augustine’s
“life which quickens the body’s structure and all the senses,” as is
the methodological turning away from the life of the body as part
of the philosophy of mind. The sensitive life of the body plays
roughly the same role in Augustine as it does in Kenny and
Kenny’s account of Aquinas, namely, as an external foil against
which to study the mind, as something to be turned away from to
reach a clearer, purer understanding of mind. If we look to
Augustine, Kenny seems to be right about how mind “sets [us]
off” from other animals, and with his ‘psyche’ and ‘mind’ he
effectively recapitulates Augustine’s ‘outer man’ and ‘inner man’.

0 [bid., 322.
 ibid., 293.
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B) The Augustinian Mind in Aquinas’s “Quaestiones Disputatae de
Veritate”

Aquinas devotes question 10 of the De Veritate to the mind.
This question was delivered in the second year of his first Parisian
regency (1257-58), more than a decade before he produced the
commentary on the De Anima and the “Treatise on Man.” The
theme of the question is Augustinian: “Concerning the mind, in
which there is an image of the Trinity, in the first article it is
asked, insofar as there is in the mind an image of the Trinity,
whether the mind is the essence of the soul, or some power of
it.”** Augustine is cited mostly in the objections, which establishes
him as the authority for the question at hand. All but one of the
citations come from books 9-14 of the De Trinitate, the source of
my discussion of Augustine. The structure of the question follows
Augustine’s plan of turning from the outer man to the inner, then
upward to God, as Aquinas asks about the mind’s cognition of
material things, then its knowledge of itself, then whether God
can be known in this life, ending with the question whether the
Trinity of Persons can be known in this life through natural
reason.

It would be a mistake to conclude that this Augustinian setting
excludes the very strong presence of Aristotelian themes through-
out the discussion, as if Aristotle were for all practical purposes
unknown. The issue at play throughout the question is how to
incorporate Aristotelian themes within Augustine’s discussion of
the mind as imago Dei. The tension shows itself in a number of
ways. Where Augustine refrained from calling memory, intellect,
and will “powers” of the soul, Aquinas does not hesitate to do so.
In the body of the response Aquinas affirms that the mind itself is
a power of the soul and not its essence. “The mind is said to be
the highest power in our soul.” But the image of God is said to be
in us according to what is highest in us, and so the image of God
is only in us insofar as it is in the mind. Aquinas introduces here
an Aristotelian theme that the soul itself is named from its highest

32 De Veritate, q. 10 (Turin: Marietti, 1949). Unless otherwise indicated, translations of
Aquinas are mine.
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power, which here he asserts is mind. The soul itself can be called
‘mind’, secondarily and by analogy. Augustine, on the other hand,
had been careful to avoid calling the human soul ‘mind’ because
of the soul’s function of “quickening” the body, a function that is
shared with animal souls. Aquinas has no such qualm.

This willingness to call the entire soul by its highest power
enables Aquinas to handle a distinct challenge from Augustine’s
authority. Augustine had written that memory, intellect, and will
are “one mind, one essence, one life.” It was clear that these are
not distinct powers of the soul, but three acts of the mind. But
there is an ambiguity in Augustine about the mind and the soul.
The mind seems to be what is essential to, and the substance of,
the soul; but Augustine did not identify the mind with the whole
soul, having made the distinction between the part of the soul that
is the mind and the sensitive part that “quickens” the body. The
problem, brought about by the Aristotelian analysis of powers, is
that against Augustine’s authority Aquinas has identified the mind
with a distinct power of the soul, not its “essence or substance.”
In the body of the response he makes no reference to memory,
intellect, and will, the Augustinian triad. He only writes of
understanding:

‘Mind’ or ‘mens’ is taken from the verb to measure (mensurando). . . . So, the
word mind is applied to the soul in the same way as understanding is. For
understanding knows about things only by measuring them.

It is on the basis of its being said in the same way as
‘understanding’ that mind is said to be the highest power of the
soul, such that the soul is appropriately called by the same name.

In the responses to the objections Aquinas does introduce the
trinity of memory, intellect, and will. In response to the fifth
objection, he takes up Augustine’s thesis about the unity of the
mind, only to reaffirm that these are three powers. Explaining
what Augustine meant, Aquinas writes,

these three are one essence insofar as they proceed from the one essence of the
mind, . . . one mind insofar as they fall under the one mind as parts under a
whole, just as sight and hearing fall under the sensitive part of the soul.
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Notice that he is using ‘mind’ in two senses here. When he says
“one essence insofar as they proceed from the one essence of the
mind,” ‘mind’ is used in the analogous sense applied to the soul,
since the powers flow from the essence of the soul. But when he
says that they are “one mind insofar as they fall under the one
mind as parts under a whole,” ‘mind’ is used in its proper sense
applied to the highest power of the soul, as the comparison to the
sense powers shows.

Aquinas also introduces an Aristotelian principle from De
Anima 2.4 (415a14-16), where Aristotle begins to discuss his
classifications of soul against the background of his predecessors,
namely, that souls are distinguished by their powers, powers are
distinguished by their acts, and acts are distinguished by their
objects. This principle is the cornerstone for a clear departure in
Aquinas from the Augustinian background of the De Trinitate
toward a distinctively Aristotelian position. He achieves this
departure by employing a second Aristotelian principle, namely,
that a thing is known only insofar as it is in act. The mind can
only be known from its powers. From the second principle, it
follows that the powers can only be known from their acts. Then
from the first principle it follows that the powers can only be
known by their objects, since their objects distinguish their acts.
But Aquinas argues that the proper object of the human intellect
is the understanding of material nature. Therefore, insofar as the
other powers of the mind come into act consequent upon the act
of intellect, it follows that the mind can only be known by
knowing how it engages the material world. But its engagement
with the material world presupposes acts of sensation. So it
follows that the study of the mind essentially involves a
consideration of the body and its sense powers, even though they
are not parts of the mind. This is a clear rejection of the
Augustinian methodological claim that the mind can only be
known clearly by turning away from its prior and alienating
engagement with the body and the sense powers. Study of the
sense powers is integral to the philosophy of mind for Aquinas in
the De Veritate, not a contrast or foil. For Augustine the mind
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separated from the world is transparent to itself, while for
Aquinas it is more or less opaque.

In answer to the question whether God can be known in this
life through His essence, Aquinas employs the distinction familiar
from the Posterior Analytics between demonstration quia that God
exists and demonstration propter quid about what God’s existence
consists in. Because of the orientation of the mind to material
nature the first is available to natural reason, while the second is
not. Even if Aquinas is following an Augustinian form of
movement from the outer man, to the inner, up to God, his
argument is also deeply Aristotelian insofar as the effects from
which God’s existence is demonstrated are not the eternal truths
that Augustine sees within but the material objects that Aquinas
sees around him.

Aristotle’s influence here is neither slight or occasional. It
permeates the discussion, and sets the stage for the dialectic with
Augustine, Still, the controlling theme is Augustine’s discussion in
the De Trinitate. All of the articles are about the mind, not the
soul. Despite the argument above about the need in the study of
the mind to understand how the body engages the material world
through the sense powers, in practice very little is said of the soul,
other than the discussion of how memory, intellect, and will flow
out of the essence of the soul. In effect, soul takes a back seat to
mind.

A difficulty begins to emerge here, Even if the soul can be
called ‘mind’ from its highest power, the mind is not identical
with the soul. I noted how Aquinas argues that memory, intellect,
and will are a unity by arguing that they are distinct powers
flowing from the essential unity of the soul. But if that is how they
are a unity, then for the same reason they form the same unity
with the powers of growth, nutrition, reproduction, all the powers
of sensation, and so on. All the powers of the human soul flow
from its essential unity. There appears to be no particular
philosophical reason for singling out memory, intellect, and will
for special consideration as the subject of a disputed question,
much less a philosophy. But from Augustine the mind is supposed
to be recognizable as a special unity of three, memory, intellect,
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and will, recognizable even to those who cannot recognize it as an
image of the Holy Trinity. What the light of faith adds is the
ability to see in it an #mago Dei, “as in a mirror darkly.”

The mind, rather than the soul, is singled out for special con-
sideration here because Aquinas is concerned with a theological
question the governing authority of which is Augustine’s dis-
cussion. Like Augustine before him, and unlike Aristotle, Aquinas
is pursuing a discussion of the image of God in the mind of man,
not the soul. However, if there were no unity of mind other than
the unity of the soul, there would be nothing to be discussed. The
key to understanding Aquinas’s disputed question is his ability to
find a special Augustinian unity in the mind that constitutes its
special status, other than the Aristotelian unity its powers share
with all the powers of the human soul as flowing from its essence.

It is in the response to the objections to the first article that
Aquinas finds just such a special unity. In response to the second
objection Aquinas argues that, considering intellect and will as
issuing from the essence of the soul, will is “on a par with
intellect,” unlike the other appetitive powers, which are inferior
to the intellect. This is an important point for him to make, since
in the body of the response he had not discussed the Trinitarian
character of the mind, but simply associated ‘mind’ verbally with
‘understanding’. Now in engaging the authority of Augustine he
develops what he had done in the body of the response. “Mind
includes within it will and intellect, without at the same time
being the essence of the soul, insofar as it names a certain class of
powers of the soul.”** However, all that is asserted here is that
‘mind’ denotes a collection of the highest powers of the soul. It
does not assert that there is a unity to those powers that goes
beyond the unity they possess as powers of the soul.

This response is important because it singles out will as “on a
par” with intellect. Augustine too had said that they are equal. A
year later Aquinas will reject this position in question 22 of the De

3 “in eadem coordinatione cum intellectu” (Aquinas, Truth, trans. Robert W. Mulligan,

S.J. [Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994]).
* De Verit., q. 10, a. 1, ad 2.
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Veritate, which is addressed to the will itself.”® In article 10 of
question 22, he argues that will and intellect are distinct powers
of the soul. Then, in article 11, he argues that taken simply
intellect is superior to will. Throughout question 22 ‘mind’ as a
relevant term disappears. The major terms used are ‘soul’,
‘intellect’, and ‘will’. ‘Mind’ occurs only twice, in both instances
within objections, one quoting Augustine’s De Trinitate on the
image of God (De Verit., q. 22, a. 11, obj. 1), and the other
paraphrasing Aristotle’s claim in the Metaphysics (1027b20-25)
that truth is “in the mind” (De Verit., q. 22, a. 5, obj. 8). In the
latter case, the objector uses ‘mind’ as a synonym for ‘intellect’;
but in his response Aquinas does not use ‘mind’ at all, but rather
‘intellect’. In the former case, the objection requires taking ‘mind’
as a synonym for intellect, since the objector argues that the will
is an inferior power to the intellect according to Augustine who
had said that man is an image of God according to his “reason,
mind, or intelligence.” In responding to this argument, Aquinas
substitutes intellective part of the soul for mind, and includes will
within it. This may just be a terminological shift, since intellective
part clearly includes intellect and will. And that use is not
inconsistent with, but rather reflects, the class of powers that
Aquinas had named as ‘mind’ back in question 10. Mind or the
intellective part of the soul may be nothing more than that class
of powers, which leaves unanswered the question whether they
possess any special unity beyond the unity they share with all of
the powers of the soul.

However, Aquinas finds just the special unity of intellect and
will required in the response to the seventh objection to article 1
of question 10. The objector argues that “acts that are specifically
different do not come from one power. Yet Augustine says that
[memory, understanding, and will] all come from the mind.

» It is important to keep in mind that these disputed questions were not delivered all at
once, but over a number of years. While they may have a certain thematic unity given their
overall subject matter, it would be a mistake to assume that $t. Thomas does not change his
mind about any number of subtopics and themes that may recur throughout. See M. D.
Chenu, O.P., Toward Understanding St. Thomas (Chicago: Regnery, 1964); Jean-Pierre
Torrell, O.P., St. Thomas Aquinas: The Person and His Work, trans. Robert Royal
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996).
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Therefore, [since these acts are specifically different], the mind is
not a power of the soul, but is the essence of the soul itself.”
Aquinas responds,

Just as the sensitive part of the soul is not understood to be some one power over
and above the particular powers contained within it, but is a certain potential
whole containing all of them as parts, so also the mind is not some one power
over and above memory, intellect, and will, but is a certain potential whole
containing these three, just as we see that the power to build homes contains the
power to cut stones, and erect walls.

Here Aquinas argues that the three form a potential whole,
distinct from that formed by the sensitive powers. The mind is a
distinct part of the soul, not simply a classification of its highest
powers, just as the sensitive part is not simply a classification of its
lower powers. The members of the mental class form a distinct
potential whole within the soul.

The character of that potential whole may still seem somewhat
ambiguous, since it is not a power “over and above” the other
powers. So what is it? It is a power of the soul, as the body of the
article and the response to the next objection (ad 8) inform us.
The objection argued that mind must be the essence of the soul,
since a power of the soul cannot be the subject of other powers.
But the mind, as Augustine had said, is the subject of the image of
the Trinity which is constituted from memory, intellect, and will.
Aquinas responds:

When ‘mind’ names the power itself, it is not compared to the understanding
and the will as subject, but more as whole to parts. But if ‘mind’ is taken for the
essence of the soul, according as it naturally flows as a power from the soul, then
it names the subject of the powers.

One of the results of Aquinas’s response in the body of the article
was that the soul could be named from its highest power, which
is mind. But ‘mind’ properly speaking names a potential whole
constituted by its parts, the powers of memory, intellect, and will.
And that potential whole, as this response tells us, is itself a
power, while the subject of any power is the soul.
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It appears that there is a conflict with the response to the
seventh objection, since Aquinas there had said that the mind s
not a power over and above the three powers, while the response
to the eighth objection suggests that it is. The mind is not identical
to memory, intellect, and will each taken singly. Since it contains
them, it seems it has to be a power over and above them. The
conflict is resolved in the response to objection 9, the last
objection and response. Objection: “no power includes within
itself many powers. But the mind includes intellect and will.
Therefore it cannot be a power, but is the essence of the soul.”
Response: “one particular power does not include under itself
many powers, but nothing prohibits many powers as parts from
being included under one general power, just as under one part of
the body are included many organic parts, the fingers under the
hand, for example.” The mind is a potential whole of three
powers that is itself a power, but it is a general power as opposed
to the particular powers that it unites. In the case of the mind, we
are to think that memory, intellect, and will are like the fingers of
the hand. We can analyze them in thought apart from the mind,
but they cannot exist as the powers that they are apart from the
power of the mind. They cannot do what particular powers do, if
they are not united as constituting the general power of the mind,
just as fingers cannot do what fingers do except as integral parts
of a hand. The general power of the mind just is the particular
powers of memory, intellect, and will; it is not a power over and
above them.

Here, in the Aristotelian language of powers, we see Aquinas
beautifully preserving Augustine’s strong emphasis upon the image
of the Trinity in the unity of the mind constituted from the three;
a unity of one thing absolutely, yet constituted from three
relatively. The mind as a part of the soul has its own special unity
beyond the unity of the soul, and is distinguished from the
sensitive part of the soul that we share in common with animals.
This is the philosophy of mind that Kenny had argued is to be
found in its most developed form only in the Summa Theologiae
written more than a decade later, the joint power essentially
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constituted from intellect and will.*® It is now appropriate to turn
to the Summa to see if Kenny is correct in his assessment of it.

C) Aguinas and the Summa Theologiae on Mind
1. The Semantic Claim

There are three parts to my argument about the Sumima, the
first semantic, the second systematic, and the third philosophical.
First, meaning becomes clear from use. Aquinas does use the Latin
term ‘mens’ in the first part of the Summa: 261 times according
to the Index Thomisticus (by comparison, he uses ‘intellectus’
1900 times, and ‘voluntas’ 904). But as Aquinas uses the term in
the first part of the Summa, ‘mens’ or ‘mind’ is simply a synonym
for ‘intellect’. This use is directly against what Kenny had
pointedly claimed, namely, that ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ are not two
words for the same thing. Often times Aquinas uses ‘mens’ in an
informal way to cite an authority, as for example when he writes,
“according to the mind of Augustine . . .” or “according to the
mind of Damascene . . .”, much as we might say, “according to
the mind of the framers. . . .” But at the beginning of the “Treatise
on Man” it is the soul that is under consideration, and now in a
formal sense Aquinas consistently calls the soul “intellect or
mind.” Other times the power of intellect itself is the subject
under consideration. In both sets of usages, the synonymy
between ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ is constant, even quasi-defined.

In his first reference to mind at the beginning of the “Treatise
on Man,” Aquinas argues that the intellectual principle is the
substantial form of the body, which is thus incorporeal and
subsistent:

therefore, the intellectual principle itself, which is called mind or intellect, has
a per se operation, which it does not communicate to the body. . . . It must be

% In the question St. Thomas argues that memory is in fact a mode of intellect, and thus
not itself a power distinct from it. But this complication does not materially bear upon my
argument here.
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concluded therefore that the human soul, which is called intellect or mind, is
something incorporeal and subsistent.”

Notice the use of ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ to refer indifferently to the
intellectual principle or soul. In the sed contra Aquinas had
quoted a passage from Augustine that asserted that the “human
mind” is a substance, from which the sed contra concluded,
“therefore the nature of the human mind is not only incorporeal,
but a substance, that is, something subsistent.”*® So, Aquinas calls
the soul “mind or intellect,” and interprets Augustine to that
effect, though Augustine avoids doing so in the De Trinitate.

Consider one instance of particular importance. In question
82, article 3, Aquinas raises the question whether the power of
intellect is a power higher than the will, the issue he raised in
question 22 of the De Veritate. There he argued that the intellect
is absolutely speaking a higher power, against the Augustinian
position that they are equal. In question 22, Aristotle’s
Metaphysics was quoted in one of the objections as saying that
truth is in the “mind,” one of the few instances of ‘mind’ as a term
in the question. But in his response, Aquinas made no use at all of
‘mind’, and confined himself to using only ‘intellect’. Here in the
Summa discussion, by contrast, Aquinas argues the same point
that intellect is a higher power than will. But the difference is that
now he paraphrases the same quotation from Aristotle in his own
response:

The philosopher says that good and evil which are the objects of the will, are in
things; the true and the false which are objects of the intellect, are in the mind.

‘Mind’ is a synonym for ‘intellect’ as distinguished from ‘will’.
This was how the objector in the earlier disputed question used it,
but not Aquinas; now Aquinas himself has adopted that use.

If we look at Aquinas’s commentary on the Metaphysics, we
repeatedly see the expression “in the mind, that is, in the

7 8Th 1, q. 75, a. 2 (Turin: Marietti, 1948; emphasis added).
* 1bid., sed contra.
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intellect.”®” The reason for this use of ‘mind’ seems to be that
while Aristotle’s Greek text had ‘dianoia’ or ‘thought’, so that the
sense of the text is that the true and the false are in thought, the
Latin translation that Aquinas had has ‘mente’ for ‘dianoia’, not
“intellecty’. So Aquinas is explaining that by ‘mente’ or ‘mind’ we
should understand ‘intellectw’ or ‘intellect.” The clarification is
his, not something in the Latin Metaphysics. The reason for this
clarification is straightfoward. Aquinas commented on the De
Anima three years earlier, in 1268. But the Latin De Anima very
rarely uses ‘mens’ (9 times), but rather ‘intellectus’ (630 times); in
the few instances in which ‘mens’ is used, it is a straightforward
synonym for ‘intellectus’. One important instance in his De Anima
commentary is this same Metaphysics passage, in the discussion of
the intellect’s acts of simple and complex understanding (Ill De
Anima, lect. 11). Throughout the discussion he had been using
‘intellectus’, not ‘mens’. ‘Mens’ only appears in the direct
quotation from Aristotle; indeed it is one of only two instances of
‘mens’ throughout the commentary on the third book of the De
Anima. So, in reading and in commenting upon the Metaphysics
passage three years later, when he writes “in the mind, that is, in
the intellect,” he is simply rendering it consistent with the De
Anima, which he knew well from his commentary. Question 82,
article 3 of the Prima pars, written at roughly the same time,
reflects that result, a result that was not reflected in question 22
of the De Veritate, written a decade earlier.

In the Summa calling the soul “intellect or mind” might appear
confusing, since intellect is but one power of the soul, not the soul
itself. Kenny argues that in Aquinas the mind is not identical with
the soul. If Kenny is right about the Summa, then Aquinas’s
discussion appears to be a mass of confusions. However, Aquinas
writes that the soul is called intellect or mind, not that it is
intellect or mind. Why does Aquinas call the soul “mind or
intellect”? He answers that question for us, and at the same time
interprets Augustine, when in question 79 he asks “whether the
intellect is a power of the soul.” He answers in the affirmative,

39 «;

in mente, idest in intellectu” (V1 Metaphys., lect. 4 [1027b20-25}; Turin: Marietti,
1950).



AQUINAS’S REJECTION OF MIND 37

that “it is necessary to say . . . that the intellect s a power of the
soul, and is not the essence of the soul itself.”*" Of particular
interest is his response to the first objection, which once again
cites Augustine’s authority that “mind and spirit are not spoken of
relatively, but show the essence.”®! Aquinas responds that just as
we speak of a sensitive soul of lower animals from its primary or
chief power of sensation:

similarly, the intellectual soul is at times called by the name ‘intellect’, as from
its highest power, as it is said in 1 de Anima, that intellect is a substance. And also
in this way Augustine says that mind is spirit or essence.*

This is just the principle Aquinas had used in the De Veritate. In
both discussions, calling the soul “intellect or mind” is merely a
way of speaking “at times,” a mere calling. It is a use of analogous
terms. In the Swmma we see Aquinas explicitly identifying
Augustine’s use of ‘mind” with his own use of ‘intellect’, with no
reference at all to memory or will. In the De Veritate, ‘mind’ was
not simply a synonym for ‘intellect’, but referred to a general
power essentially constituted from the particular powers of will
and intellect, akin to the way the hand is essentially constituted
from the fingers. In the Summa ‘mind’ is simply a synonym for
‘intellect’—two words for the same thing.

So, in the Summa the soul is called “intellect or mind”
analogously because of its highest power, intellect or mind in the
primary sense. Time and again, Augustine is interpreted by
Aquinas as maintaining roughly the same position. In the response
to the very next objection Aquinas writes:

the appetitive power is associated in part with the sensitive power and in part
with the intellectual, inasmuch as in its mode of operation it employs a corporeal
organ or does not, since appetite follows apprehension. And according to this,
Augustine puts will in mind, and the philosopher [Aristotle] in the reason.*

8Th1,q.79,a 1.
1 Ibid., obj. 1.

2 Ibid., ad 1.

+ Ibid., ad 2.
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This passage might appear to support Kenny’s reading if we did
not already know that Aquinas now treats ‘mind’ as a synonym for
‘intellect’. On the contrary, according to Aquinas, Augustine puts
will “in the mind,” not because it is a part of the mind, but
because of its association with the “intellect or mind.” Will is the
appetite that follows the apprehension of “intellect or mind.” By
this account he explains what we are to take Augustine to mean
when he “puts will in mind.” It is just another manner of speak-
ing. Aquinas’s practice is constant when Augustine’s authority is
now cited. The intellective part of the soul consists in the powers
closely associated with intellect or mind. No suggestion is made
that they form a potential whole that is itself a power, as was
argued in the De Veritate. Now ‘intellective part’ is nothing more
than a phrase for the classification of the powers associated with
the intellect. Most importantly, ‘mind’ is uniformly associated
with ‘intellect’ alone. In the “Treatise on Man,” and later in
question 93 in the discussion of the imago Dei itself, if Augustine
is quoted as asserting that mind is composed of intellect, memory,
and will, Aquinas will interpret that as the manner of speaking by
analogy in which ‘mind’ or ‘intellect’ applies to the soul, or where
will is associated with intellect or mind.** No suggestion is made
that there is a general power constituted from memory, intellect,
and will to which ‘mind’ refers.

The importance of comparing Aquinas’s analyses in the Summa
and the De Veritate is evident, since it makes clear that he now
avoids the general power he had called mind in the De Veritate.
Semantically this result is an embarrassment for Kenny’s reading
of the “Treatise on Man.” It suggests that if one continues to
speak of a “philosophy of mind” in the Summa one can only mean
one of two things. Either one intends to speak of a “philosophy of
soul” an option rejected by Kenny as anachronistic, or one intends
to speak of a “philosophy of intellect,” an option woefully
inadequate for both Aquinas and Kenny. It is inadequate for
Agquinas since it would be a philosophy built upon a power or

* I intend to argue at greater length elsewhere that this practice of interpreting Augustine
consistent with Aquinas’s new use of ‘mind’ changes his theology of the imago dei, as it occurs
outside of the “Treatise on Man” in question 93.
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capacity without taking into account what it is a power of. In the
De Veritate soul had taken a back seat to mind. Here in the
Summa “intellect or mind” must take a back seat to soul. It is
inadequate for Kenny, since a philosophy of intellect would not
capture the broad range of topics covered in the philosophy of
mind that he takes at face value from recent philosophy, the broad
range of “mentalistic concepts™ like belief, hope, desire of the
will, and so on, that “set us apart” from mere animals.

2. The Systematic Claim

Is this simply a semantic point? Even if Aquinas’s use of the
term ‘mind’ is not what Kenny’s analysis would suggest, isn’t it
possible that Aquinas is still committed to a single joint
“indivisible” power that combines intellect and will, and that
Kenny is substantively correct about the Summa? On the contrary,
there is no discussion of Kenny’s mind in the Summa, by any
name. In the Summa Aquinas discusses the soul (STh 1, g. 75) and
its union with body (STh I, g. 76). The powers are treated first in
general (STh I, g. 77), and then in particular (STh 1, qq. 78-82).
Intellect as a power is discussed separately in question 79 from
will in question 82. It is in this last question, specifically article 3,
that intellect and will are compared with one another, concerning
which is the higher power. But in all of these discussions, we look
in vain for a discussion of the power that Kenny attributes to
Aquinas, the single indivisible power essentially constituted from
intellect and will. If Kenny were substantively correct, we would
expect a discussion of this power once the discussions of intellect
and will are on the table. Certainly, one would expect it in those
articles where Aquinas compares intellect and will. We would
expect an account of how they form a “general power,” as we saw
in the De Veritate, or in Kenny’s words, how they are “two aspects

* Even a cursory examination of recent texts in the philosophy of mind will reveal the
difficulty that authors have in accurately describing their subject matter, apart from the broad
and amibiguous phrase “mentalistic concepts.” A good survey of the field can be found in the
editor’s introduction to A Companion to the Philosophy of Mind, ed. Samuel Guttenplan
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1995).
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of a single indivisible capacity.” There is no such discussion in the
“Treatise on Man.”

3. The Philosophical Claim

Granted that Aquinas does not use the term ‘mens’ to refer to
what Kenny describes, and granted that the Summa contains no
discussion, philosophical or otherwise, of what Kenny describes,
isn’t it still possible to mine the Summa for philosophical insights
that can be suitably extended and applied to what Kenny
describes? What would Aquinas have to say about what
philosophers like Kenny now call the mind, given what Aquinas
does write in the Summa? My claim is that Aquinas would deny
that there is any such thing as what Kenny describes.

There are two good Aristotelian reasons why there should be
no such philosophy of mind as described by Kenny. The first has
to do with the object and act of the mind. The acts of intellect and
will do not occur in isolation from one another; their interaction
is very intimate for Aquinas (STh L, g. 82, a. 4). The will like an
efficient cause moves the intellect to its act, while the intellect
provides the intelligible form of the will’s movement. But they do
not come together in a general power.

In question 77, article 3 Aquinas argues that powers of the soul
are distinguished from one another by their acts, which acts are in
turn distinguished by their objects. This principle from De Anima
2.4 was present in the De Veritate discussion; Kenny makes
extensive use of it throughout Aquinas on Mind (esp. in chaps. 10
and 12). ‘Object’ here does not have the current metaphysical
sense of “thing that exists” or “value of a bound variable,” but is
rather whatever affects a passive power, or whatever the goal is of
an active power. Aquinas uses color as the object of vision for an
example of an object of a passive power, and physical maturity as
the object of an active power like growth. We might say the object
of chess is to mate one’s opponent, without thereby positing some
thing in the world that is that object. Kenny summarizes Aquinas’s
discussion this way:
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Powers are specified by their exercises (S 1, 77, 3). That is to say, you can only
understand what the power to []is if you know what [Jing is. One power differs
from another if its exercises and its objects differ; for instance the ability to swim
is different from the ability to fly, because swimming is different from flying; and
the ability to bake bread is different from the ability to bake biscuits, because
bread is different from biscuits.*

Thus, the principle requires that one determine the powers of the
substance by an analysis of its acts. Unless one can say what the
power does, what it achieves, there is no reason for the
Aristotelian to posit the existence of a power. There is a danger,
as Kenny puts it, of “multiplying powers without multiplying their
exercises.”*’

However, even though Kenny applies the principle to the
intellect alone, and to the will alone, in his analysis of Aquinas on
mind he never asks “what does the mind do?” Intellect has its
object, namely, universal truth. Will has its object, namely,
universal good (STh 1, q. 82, a. 4, ad 1). But according to the
principle, if the mind is an “indivisible power” other than the
intellect alone, and other than the will alone, but “essentially
constituted” from them, it must have a determinate act that
distinguishes it from these powers. If we proceed according to the
principle, we must distinguish its specific act by its specific object.
So what is the specific object of mind? If it is a passive power,
what specifically affects it? If it is an active power, what does the
mind specifically achieve? Do the objects of intellect and will
combine to form a joint object of mind, the true-good, or the
good-truth, as opposed to the false-good, or the bad-truth? No;
according to Aquinas, the good and the true are found wherever
being is found. It is the act of intellect to respond to the truth of
being, while it is the act of will to move toward the good of being,.
The unity of truth and goodness that is found in all being is not
reflected in a joint indivisible power that essentially unites will
and intellect. That unity is to be found in the human soul, of
which intellect and will are powers, the soul that is the first

* Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 155.
¥ Ibid., 156-57.
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principle of life of a human being whose telos is to live the good
life of a rational animal informed by the truth of things.

If we look back at the De Veritate, it is clear that Aquinas takes
the existence of the mind for granted from Augustine’s discussion
in order to specify what it is, not that it is. Recall that Aquinas
uses house building as an example of a “general power” con-
stituted from the particular powers of stone cutting and raising
walls. In that example we can specify the object of the general
power, houses. And houses are other than, but constituted from,
the objects of the particular powers, cut stones and walls. But
Aquinas, like Kenny, only uses the principle in the De Veritate to
distinguish will from intellect, and both from the sense powers. It
is striking that he never actually applies it to the mind. In other
words, in the De Veritate Aquinas never tells us what the mind
does. Even if it is an imago Dei, that is not its act; consequently it
provides no philosophical warrant for thinking that there is a
mind, and a corresponding philosophy of mind. Later in the
Summa, Augustine’s ‘mind’ is absent precisely because it has
nothing to do.

In The Metaphysics of Mind, Kenny himself said that the mind
can be defined as “the capacity for behavior of the complicated
and symbolic kinds which constitute the linguistic, social, moral,
economic, scientific, cultural and other characteristic activities of
human beings in society.”® He offers no good argument that
there is any such capacity. At best he has given a nominal
definition of a term that might be used to argue that there is such
a capacity. Kenny takes ‘mind’ to be a successful referring term,
and attributes that commitment to Aquinas. Descartes thought
simple reflection upon oneself made it impossible to doubt that
one is a thinking thing. Kenny, avoiding Descartes’s private
introspection, still uses the same basic argument from reflection.
He thinks that simple reflection upon one’s activity of reading
makes it clear that one has a mind. He writes, “you have a mind,
as is proved by the fact that you read and understand what I have
written.”*” But the existence of the mind that Kenny has defined

* Kenny, The Metaphysics of Mind, 7.
* Ibid., 17.
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doesn’t follow from that. What follows, by his own analysis of the
terms, is that I have an intellect, since it is the intellect that is the
power to comprehend and manipulate symbols. It might follow
that I have a will, since presumably I want and have chosen to
engage in the act of reading. But it does not follow that in
addition 1 have an “indivisible power” that is essentially
constituted from intellect and will. As if sensing this failure,
Kenny quickly adds “that human beings in general have minds and
bodies . . . is simply a truism,”® which is to say, in no need of
proof (cf. Augustine’s rhetorical question, “what after all is so
intimately known and so aware of its own existence?”). There is
no reason for thinking that the term nominally defined by Kenny
connotes anything more than a complex of objects and acts united
by the principle of human life, the soul, not the mind, of a
rational, social, political animal.

The second reason for denying that there is a mind has to do
with the definition of man: man is a rational animal. Kenny
writes, “in the scholastic jargon, animal is the genus, man is the
species, and ‘rational’ indicates the specific difference which
marks out the species within the genus.””' Aquinas writes in the
Summa (STh 1, q. 76, a. 4, ad 4) that we can consider what is
common to man and other animals separately from that by which
they differ. Sensation is common, from which the genus animal is
taken. The difference is taken from the “something more” that a
man can do that other animals cannot, namely, reason in virtue of
his intellect. Though Kenny avoids Aquinas’s commentary, this is
the movement of Aristotle’s De Anima as it considers the
hierarchy of souls from the vegetative, through the sensitive, to
the rational, with each grade of soul including within itself the
powers of the one below it; it is here that the principle from the
De Anima that the soul is named from its highest power finds its
greatest application. Kenny goes on to note that “a specific
difference is, according to Aristotelian theory, a form. Therefore

50 Ihid., 18.
5! Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 145.
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the intellectual principle which is denoted by the word ‘rational’
must be the human being’s form.”*?

Kenny then identifies the highest power with the mind, the
joint power of intellect and will as he has analyzed it. If he is
right, we would expect that the specific difference would be taken
from mind. And in question 10 of the De Veritate Aquinas does
just that, when he replies to objection 6 of the first article. The
objection is that the mind is what distinguishes us from brute
animals, and since that distinction is a substantial distinction, it
cannot be grounded in a simple power of the soul, but must be the
essence of the soul itself. Aquinas responds by appealing to the
principle of naming the essence of the soul from its highest power.
He finishes by writing:

Hence sensible, according as it is the difference constitutive of an animal, is not
taken from sense as it names a power, but as it names the essence of the soul
itself, from which such a power flows. And it is similar for rational, or of that
which has a mind.*’

We know that in the De Veritate he means by ‘mind’ that which
has a special general power constituted from intellect and will.
But he returns to this same objection in the Swmma when
considering whether the essence of the soul is its power (STH I, .
77, a. 1). The repetition occurs in the seventh objection. His
response to the objection is almost identical to what it had been
in the De Veritate, except that now he makes no mention of mind.
Why not? Because there is no such thing as the mind essentially
constituted from intellect and will.

Aquinas’s negative position in the Summa on the plurality of
souls debate is crucial for understanding this absence of mind. I
claimed above that Kenny reintroduces this issue in his own
distinction between mind and psyche. “Humans and animals have
psyches,” while human beings have minds in addition. Aquinas
addresses the plurality argument in question 76. In the third
article he asks, “whether beyond the intellectual soul there are in
a man other souls essentially different from it?” His response is

52 Ibid.
53 De Verit., q. 10, a. 1, ad 6.
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no. But objection 4 raises the problem that man is taken to be in
the genus animal from his sensitive body, a “body animated by a
sensitive soul,” while rationality, taken from the “intellectual
soul,” is taken to be the specific difference or form that makes
man distinctive. The “intellectual soul” must therefore be really
distinct from the “sensitive soul” that animates the body.
Aquinas’s response is crucial for understanding his general
position:

From diverse intelligible characteristics or logical intentions, which follow upon
the mode of understanding, it is not necessary to posit a diversity in the natures

of things, since reason is able to apprehend one and the same thing in diverse

ways.”*

The “one and the same thing” he has in mind here is human
nature, the formal principle of which is the human soul. The
diverse intelligible characteristics are the nutritive, sensitive, and
rational features exhibited in human life. He argues in the body
of the response that the higher soul possesses “virtually” the
characteristics distinctive of lower classes of soul, sensitive or
nutritive as the case may be. He means nothing mysterious by this
“virtual” presence. He means that characteristics flow from a
single formal principle that are not distinctive of it but distinctive
of others, in addition to the characteristics that are distinctive of
it. The characteristics that are not distinctive give rise to the
“logical intention” of the genus, while the characteristic(s) that are
distinctive give rise to the specific difference. Thus the plurality
that is found in our understanding of X is not necessarily
grounded in a plurality of distinct principles in X. To fail to see
this fundamental point is what Aquinas identifies as the “error of
the Platonists,” to confuse, that is, the mode of knowing with the
thing known.

Insofar as Aquinas’s “philosophy of mind” only begins with
question 79, Kenny is not interested in question 76. A fortiori he
is not interested in the point of the response to objection 4, that
the duality of the notions does not reflect a duality in the thing
defined. Aquinas’s response is based upon the position that a

#STh1,q.76,a.3,ad 4.
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definition is only adequate if the unity of genus and specific
difference within it signifies an identity, the absolute unity of the
thing defined.” For man “rational animal” works, where “flying
animal” does not. However, the point is not that in defining a
species two features or properties are tied together in reality by
some metaphysical glue (i.e., the soul). It is that in defining a
species, man for example, neither notion in the definition,
rational or animal, is adequately understood without the other,
since they are diverse notions taken from “one and the same
thing.” We can think of animal apart from rational or any other
specific difference; but when we do, our thinking is inadequate to
reality until we specify the form that animality takes in actual
species of things like men, or horses, or bats.*® What Kenny misses
is that questions 79-89 are specifying the rational form that
animality takes in being human; our understanding of animal
applied to human beings is inadequate without being so specified
as rational.

Conversely, Kenny fails to recognize that our understanding of
what rationality consists in, as discussed in 79-89, is determined
by our sensitive animal natures. In question 79, article 8, Aquinas
asks whether reason is a power distinct from intellect. His answer
is negative; rationality is the form that understanding takes in us,
namely, to “move” discursively in our understanding from one
thing known to another. This rational form of understanding is
distinguished from the form that it takes in spiritual beings like
angels and God that do not move from one thing known to
another, but understand in one simple act the totality of what we
understand partially, discursively, and rationally. The reason why
(propter quid) our understanding must move from one thing
known to another is its abstractive character, that it arrives at
what it knows from its engagement with sensation, which
knowledge is always incomplete, and awaits completion in the
propositions we form, and the arguments we build from those
propositions.”” Consequently, even though the act of intellect is

5 Cf.STh1,q. 85,a. 5,ad 3.
6 CE STh 1, q. 85, a. 3.
7 See STh 1, q. 85, a. 35 1, q. 85, a. 4; and particularly I, g. 85, a. S.
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not the act of a bodily organ (STh I, q. 75, a. 2), the determinate
form it takes in being human, rationality, is determined by its
union in the soul with the sense powers of an animal. So, the very
notion or concept of rationality that Aquinas uses throughout his
“philosophy of mind” cannot be adequately understood apart
from its rootedness in the animal nature that it is identical with in
re. Thus, the actual discussion of the sense powers in the Summa
takes on a much greater material importance than it had in the De
Veritate. The greater importance reflects the importance given to
the discussion of sensation in Aquinas’s commentary on book 2 of
the De Anima, and the transition from sensation to reason in the
commentary on the initial chapters of book 3. If we are to
understand reason and rationality, we must understand it as
grounded in sensitive animal life; rationality is the form that
understanding takes in the sensitive life of a specific kind of
animal.”®

Aquinas argues for the unity of the vegetative, sensitive, and
rational principles in the human being, against those who would
assign a principle or principles for the vegetative and sensitive life
of the human being, and another distinct principle for the rational
or mental life of the human being, which second principle would
include within it the intellect and will. One can see the seed of
this thirteenth-century debate in the ambiguity of Augustine’s
treatment of the soul and mind. According to Augustine, the soul
quickens the body, and yet has a mental life clearly distinguished
from the life of the body, a mental life so distinct that he identifies
a part of the soul, the mind, with the substance and essence of the
soul, and speaks only fleetingly of the soul’s “quickening”
function of the body with “its own life attached.” It is ambiguous
whether the quickening principle is a part of the same soul of
which the mind is a part. The later plurality of souls position
clarifies Augustine’s ambiguity in favor of separating clearly the
animal life from the mental. In the thirteenth century, employing
the newly rediscovered Aristotelian terms and principles, itis clear

5% On these grounds, of course, consistent with the via negativa, Aquinas would deny that
God is rational while affirming that He understands, since reason is the form that
understanding takes in an animal.
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to almost everyone (the pluralists) that the human being, having
two principles of life, in effect lives two lives. He lives the life of
an animal animated by his animal soul, and he lives a distinct
mental life animated by his mental soul. So the definition “mental
or rational animal,” in its manifest complexity, tracks two distinct
forms of life, one higher and another lower. It distinguishes the
human species from the genus animal, in the sense of separating
or “setting off” rational life from animal life.

On the contrary, for Aquinas we live but one life, the life of a
rational animal. That is the point of his response to the fourth
objection. Aquinas argues that the principle of rational life just is
“one and the same thing” as the principle of animal life in the
human being. Thus the life of the mind or intellect is identically
the life of the animal that is human. In the body of the response,
he takes this position explicitly in order to preserve the integrity
and unity of human life.

If it were the case, therefore, that a man lives from one form, namely the
vegetative soul, is an animal from another form, namely the sensitive soul, and
is a man from another, namely the rational soul, it would follow that a man
would not be absolutely one thing.

And,

Therefore it is necessary that it is the same form through which a thing is an
animal, and through which it is 2 man; otherwise a man would not truly be an
animal, and so animal could not be predicated in the definition of man®

We see the fateful step taken by beginning Aquinas’s “philosophy
of mind” with question 79; it separates methodologically, and in
practice metaphysically, the mind from the soul. Aquinas leaves
no doubt about his desire to emphasize the absolute unity of
human life in all its manifestations; animal could not be included
in the definition of man, if the principle of animal life were not
“one and the same thing” as the principle of rational life in man.
The argument goes both ways: it follows that rational could not

¥ STh 1, q. 76, a. 3.
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be included in the definition of any animal; no animal could
“truly be” rational.

For Aquinas, to be an animal and to be rational is the same
form of life in a human being. The definition rational animal
provides an account of the species, not in the sense of separating
or “setting off” distinctively human mental life from animal life,
but rather in marking the form of life that being an animal takes
in being human. It displays the character of animal life in a human
being as rational, as an animal life that eats reasonably, reproduces
reasonably, grows reasonably, employs the senses reasonably, or
ought to given what he is; rational is not a distinct principle
preceding or following these bodily acts and interacting causally
with them, but the human form of them. Among the libraries,
concert halls, and stock markets that Kenny has in mind, one also
finds the economic transactions of grocery stores, the construction
of sewers, the licensing of sex, and the certification of birth.

It might be objected that Aquinas argues that the act of intellect
is not the act of a bodily organ, from which it follows that it is not
an animal act. However, that conclusion only follows if every act
of an animal is the act of a bodily organ. But that is the point at
issue when he argues that it is not the act of a bodily organ, and
yet is the act of the being that is a living body. He is not arguing
that there is a nonanimal act engaged in by human beings, but
simply that there is an animal act that is not the act of a bodily
organ. This thesis is reflected in the argument that it is precisely
because it is an act of an animal that intellect in human beings is
discursive and thus rational. Reason is the act of neither an angel
nor a god, but of an animal.

In question 10 of the De Veritate, Aquinas showed no concern
at all about the plurality of souls debate. He maintained the
special unity of the mind apart from all the other powers of the
soul in order to preserve Augustine’s analysis in Aristotelian
terms. But in the Sumima the plurality of souls debate is one of the
main topics. It is now clear that Aquinas drops the Augustinian
power of mind that he had argued for in the De Veritate precisely
because it left the door open for separating the mental life of a
man from his animal life almost exactly in the way that the
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plurality of souls position does. His opponents could very easily
argue on Aristotelian grounds that if the mental life of intellect
and will has the special unity that Aquinas attributes to it in the
De Veritate, other than the essential unity of the soul shared with
animals in the sensitive life, then such a special life can only be
justified by an essential principle of mental life (a mental soul)
distinct from the essential principle of animal life (an animal soul).
Resistance to that move could only be ad hoc on Aquinas’s part.
By eliminating Augustine’s mind in the Summa, Aquinas is
effectively eliminating any suggestion that to be human is to be
anything other than an animal whose form of life is rational. The
duality manifest in the definition rational animal does not
correspond to a duality in the thing defined. On the contrary, the
unity of the two elements of the definition corresponds to the
absolute unity of the form of human life. The unity of intellect
and will is not preserved in a special power that separates man
from animals. Rather, like all the other human powers, it is
preserved in the unity of the soul that unites man fo animals,
insofar as it specifies the form that animal life takes in being
human.

According to Kenny, the discussion of the sense powers in the
Summa is supposed to form a contrast by which to understand
better the distinctiveness of mind. On the contrary, nothing could
be further from Aquinas’s intent throughout the discussion.
Reason, and consequently will, are what they are because of the
way in which they are determined by their relationship to the
sense powers in the human soul. The discussion of the sense
powers is not a foil over against which to understand the mind,
but rather an integral condition for understanding the powers of
human intellect and will. In question 76 we see Aquinas arguing
that in a man the principle of intellectual and volitional life is
identically the principle of nutritive and sensitive life, a claim that
does not sit well with Kenny’s real dualism between psyche and
mind. Any philosophy of “intellect or mind” in Aquinas must be
a philosophical psychology.

Kenny does look at question 76 in the last chapter of Aquinas
on Mind. But the title of his chapter illustrates my point: “Mind
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and Body.” The question of mind and body is Descartes’s
question, not Aquinas’s. Aquinas’s question in his own words
“concerns the union of soul and body.” Aquinas’s first order of
business in article 1 is to establish the identity of the substantial
form of the human being, that is, whether the “principle by which
we primarily understand, whether it is called intellect or
intellectual soul, is the form of the body.” This is manifestly not
a question about how a single joint indivisible power essentially
constituted from intellect and will is related to a body. Indeed,
despite the title of his chapter, Kenny’s discussion of question 76
says next to nothing about the mind, as he raises problems for
Aquinas’s thesis in the response to the fifth objection in article 1
that the soul is a subsistent entity. Those problems are worthy of
separate consideration, but beside the point here. Kenny
recognizes Aquinas’s claim, “if there had been a plurality of forms
.. . one could not say that it was one and the same human being
who thought, loved, felt, heard, ate, drank, slept, and had a
certain weight and size.”®® What Kenny fails to do is examine
what the unity of substantial form implies for the “philosophy of
mind” that he finds only in, and subsequent to, question 79. It is
not only that the same being eats as thinks, with the soul
providing the metaphysical glue that makes them both the acts of
one and the same being. Rather, it is that reasonable is the formal
character of human eating, reproduction, and so on.

This is the point that Kenny fails to address in his own
Metaphysics of Mind, namely, how his two principles, mind and
psyche, can constitute the integral life of an animal whose form of
life is rational. Kenny had presented his account as the
Aristotelian account of the mind. If my analysis is correct, it is
clear that what he provided was actually much closer to St.
Thomas’s understanding of Augustine than of Aristotle, with mind
a match for Augustine’s inner man, and psyche a match for his
outer man. Indeed it is clear that Kenny’s own philosophy of mind
suffers from the same Augustinian ambiguity that the medieval
pluralists tried to clarify and solve. If mind has its own unity that
distinguishes human beings in the sense of “separating them off”

¢ Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, 152.
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from other animals, how are we to understand its relationship to
the unity of psyche that Kenny grants we share with animals? If
Kenny wants to deny that this is a substance dualism, the medieval
pluralists are certainly justified in asking him, just what sort of
dualism is it? Methodological dualism very easily becomes
metaphysical.

Kenny is really just providing us with a modified Cartesian
account of mind. After Descartes, the problem with Aristotelian-
ism, even for those like Kenny who eschew Cartesian metaphysics
and introspective philosophical psychology, is that Aristotle wrote
a De Anima, not a De Mente.®' What Kenny despairs of, in his
defense of the philosophy of mind, is any serious philosophical
study of the unity of human life. The life sciences study in an
empirical way how we are like animals (psyche), while philosophy
studies in a non-empirical way how we are “set off” from animals
(mind). But there is no discipline that studies what it is like to be
a human animal, an animal whose form of life is rational. Does
the mind distinguish us from animals, or does it distinguish us as
animals?

111, CARTESIAN PHILOSOPHY OF MIND VERSUS ARISTOTELIAN
PSYCHOLOGY

Kenny thinks Aquinas is important to contemporary
philosophy of mind. So do I, but for different reasons. Here I can
only make a suggestion. It is Aquinas’s commitment to the unity
of human life in the soul that philosophers working within the
Aristotelian tradition can contribute to the philosophy of mind.
Kenny correctly estimates the confusing set of ideas that come to
mind if one uses ‘soul’ in contemporary discourse.*” But that is no
reason to fail to argue for the Aristotelian principle it signifies,
even as one might avoid the term.

Kenny straightforwardly assumes the methodological dualism
that for all practical purposes is the soul of contemporary

¢! For an excellent treatment of this theme addressed directly to our understanding of
Aristotle, see Kathleen Wilkes, “Psuche versus the Mind,” in M. Nussbaum and A. O. Rorty,
eds., Essays in Aristotle’s De anima (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 109-27.

2 Cf. Kenny, The Metaphysics of Mind, 18-19.
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philosophy of mind. He describes how the progress of science has
carved away at the philosophical disciplines present in Aristotle’s
corpus. Still, the philosophy of mind is part of the “irreducible
core amenable only to philosophy.” The natural sciences describe
man empirically, while the philosophy of mind analyzes mind
nonempirically and philosophically. One does not have to
advocate the type-type identity theory of J. J. Smart and U. T.
Place to recognize the Cartesian methodological turn taken in the
philosophy of mind when it was rejected.®’ Hilary Putnam has
also recently described present-day philosophy of mind as
methodologically Cartesian.®* Despite the strong parallels with the
Augustinian account, it is Descartes who provides the proximate
setting for Kenny and recent philosophy, where Augustine had
provided it for Aquinas. Descartes’s heavy debt to Augustine for
the substance of his description of mind is well known.*’ Indeed,
it would be ironic if in the major arguments and controversies of
recent philosophy of mind one saw, “as in a mirror darkly,” the
far-off traces, likenesses, and shadows of Augustine’s search for
the adequate image of God. Kenny leaves us with a study of the
distinctively human, the mental that “sets us off” from other
animals, the “[thinking] thing that doubts, understands, affirms,
denies, is willing and unwilling.”*® The methodological dualism
very quickly becomes a quasi-metaphysical dualism, as reflected
in his distinction between psyche and mind, or leaves us with the
antinomy that animates recent philosophy of mind—how can the

% U. T. Place, “Is Consciousness a Brain Process?”, in Modern Philosophy of Mind, ed.
William Lyons (London: Everyman Library, 1995), 106-16; ]. J. Smart, “Sensations and Brain
Processes,” in ibid., 117-32.

¢ Hilary Putnam, The Threefold Cord: Mind, Body, and World (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2000}, 110 and 170.

¢ See for example Stephen Menn, Descartes and Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998). Mikko Yrjonsuuri, “The Scholastic Background of ‘Cogito ergo
sum,” Acta Philosophica Fennica 64 (1999): 47-70. John A. Mourant, “The ‘Cogitos’:
Augustinian and Cartesian,” Awgustinian Studies 10 (1979): 27-42. William Oneill,
“Augustine’s Influence Upon Descartes and the Mind-Body Problem” Revue des Etudes
Augustiniennes 12 (1966): 255-60.

% Rene Descartes, “Meditation IL,” in Meditations on First Philosophy, trans. John
Cottingham, Robert Stoothof, and Dugald Murdoch (New York:Cambridge University Press,
1984), 83.
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thing exhaustively described empirically be related to, or
identified with, the thing “irreducibly” analyzed philosophically.

Philosophers working in the tradition of Aquinas need to argue
that this Cartesian methodological dualism fails to capture either
human life empirically or the mind philosophically. We need
correctly to identify the problem—the loss of form, of substantial
form, of the soul—and remedy it. The temptation is to think that
the mind tacks some level of reality onto the biological life we
share with animals. That additional reality somehow engages
biological life, and explains it by providing some mysterious
causal relations. Here I think all the different varieties of
reductive materialism or physicalism in the philosophy of mind
have grasped a truth. They insist upon the unity of human life.
What these approaches lack is the natural principle of form, and,
in this case, soul. The problem is not with the unity of human
action, but the reductionist or eliminativist stance. We need to
recover the understanding of the plurality of the sciences as modes
of abstraction from the unity of being, rather than hermetically
sealed conceptual schemes that need to be identified with another,
reduced, or eliminated.

If we return to Kenny’s own description of mind, that it is “the
capacity for behavior of the complicated and symbolic kinds
which constitute the linguistic, social, moral, economic, scientific,
cultural and other characteristic activities of human beings in
society,” it should be clear that one cannot adequately reflect
upon that complex reality without taking into consideration that
we are living bodies. If that reflection is going to be well in-
formed, it must be informed by our scientific knowledge of
ourselves as living bodies. But we do not adequately understand
our human growth, nutrition, and reproduction, those charac-
teristics that at one level of description we share with animals and
plants, if we do not understand it as reasonable and chosen.

Consider the least obvious case, the power of growth. It is
surely conditioned and limited by the biological properties that at
one level of description we share with other animals, and even
with plants. Both Aristotle and St. Thomas say that reason and
choice play no part in the operation of the underlying chemical
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and biological processes involved in the move toward the “perfect
quantity” appropriate to human life.*” For this reason growth is
referred to as a “natural power” rather than a sensitive or a
rational one. Yet when I was 10 my parents would not let me
drink iced tea, because, they said, “it will stunt your growth.”
Perhaps that claim was empirically false, perhaps not. But my
knowledge of its truth or ignorance of its falsehood certainly had
a bearing upon the course that my growth took, insofar as it had
a bearing upon the form that my choices and eating habits took.
What is just as important is that the knowledge or ignorance did
not function as an efficient cause of my growth or lack thereof.
The tea functions in that way, if anything does. In general, we
certainly believe that our growth is determined by diet and
exercise as we pursue chosen goals, and the means necessary for
achieving them. For this reason, Aquinas holds that even though
it is a “natural power,” the power of growth or natural augmen-
tation takes place in a “higher way” insofar as it is a power of the
rational soul.®® In addition, the nutritive power, which in human
beings is informed by reason and choice, “ministers to” the power
of growth.®” Consequently, the power of growth does not operate
simply according to the underlying necessities of the biochemical
processes involved, but in human beings is informed by reason.
However, whatever causality our knowledge exhibits here, it is
something other than efficient. It functions as the form of our
subsequent actions, which affects our growth, as it is an aspect of
the substantial forms that animate our bodies.

Readers familiar with the debate in recent philosophy of mind
between reductive and nonreductive physicalists know that the
argument between them may be adequately described in terms of
the question whether the mind is something “over and above” the
living body exhaustively described by the natural sciences. The
problem of mental causation is perhaps the key problem for
delineating how the many answers to that question are mapped

7 See for example St. Thomas’s commentary on Aristotle in VI Nichomachean Ethics, lect.
10, no. 1269, as well as the general discussion of the power of growth throughout the second
book of Aristotle’s De Anima, and St. Thomas’s commentary on it.

# Q. D. de Anima, a.13, ad 14.

 Ibid., ad 15.































































































































































































































































































































































