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RESUME

Cette dissertation rend compte de la théorie desniers principes de la
connaissance de Thomas Reid (1710-1796), pluscpbétiement, de la théorie des
premiers principes de la philosophie de I'espgtJalmorale et de la politique. Dans le
premier chapitre, je discute des engagements famoalistes de Reid dans la
philosophie de I'esprit, de la morale et de latpple. Je soutiens qu'il est clairement un
fondationnaliste en ce qui concerne la connaissapéeulative et morale, mais qu'il
n'‘est pas clair qu'il conserve les engagementsdimuhalistes en matiére de savoir
politique - les premiers principes de la politiquesont pas des croyances évidentes en
soi: ils ne sont pas justifiés depuis le débutadeetherche. Par conséquent, ils n'ont pas
ce gu'il faut pour étre une croyance fondamentafesdine vision fondationnaliste de la
structure de la connaissance. Dans le deuxiemetmhgp discute la compréhension de
Reid des sources de la connaissance, a savoiente ®mmun et la connaissance de
I'hnumanité. Je soutiens que si la philosophie espltit et de la morale repose sur les
premiers principes du sens commun (croyances inatexliet irrésistibles dues a la
constitution originelle de I'esprit), la politiquepose sur les premiers principes de la
connaissance de I'humanité (croyances dues a uang®&lde la sagacité et de
I'expérience du philosophe politique qui vit pales étres humains dans une société
politique). Dans le troisieme chapitre, j'essagxplliquer la compréhension de Reid des
premiers principes de la philosophie de I'espr#t,lal morale et de la politique. Je
m’efforce de répondre a ces questions: Qu'estiCangprincipe premier de la
connaissance? Comment expliquer la distinction eeréis principes des vérités
contingentes et les principes des vérités nécessaiQuelles sont les moyens que nous
avons pour identifier les premiers principes dedanaissance ? Le quatriéme et dernier
chapitre est entierement consacré a la discussian sdns commun. Plus
particulierement, je discute la maniere dont Reitedd les premiers principes du sens

commun contre l'attaque sceptique.

Les mots clés ppremiers principes, sens commun, connaissancéuaadnite,

philosophie de I'esprit, morale, politique



ABSTRACT

This thesis aims to discuss Thomas Reid’'s (171@)JL78eory of the first
principles of knowledge, more particularly, thesfiprinciples of philosophy of mind,
morals and politics. In the first chapter, | dissleid’s foundationalist commitments in
philosophy of mind, morals and politics. | arguattime is clearly a foundationalist
about speculative and moral knowledge, but it is alear if he keeps foundationalist
commitments with regard to political knowledge < first principles of politics are not
self-evident beliefs: they are not justified fronetstart and, therefore, they do not have
what is needed for being basic beliefs in a fouodatist view of the structure of
knowledge. In the second chapter, | discuss Raidderstanding of the sources of
speculative, moral and political knowledge, namelymmon sense and knowledge of
mankind. | argue that while philosophy of mind amdrals are based upon the first
principles of common sense — immediate and irnbsgsbeliefs due to the original
constitution of mind, politics is based upon fipsinciples of the knowledge of mankind
— beliefs that are due to a mixture of the sagaaitgt the experience of the political
scientist who lives among other human beings iolaigal society. In the third chapter,
| try to explain Reid’s comprehension on the fipsinciples of philosophy of mind,
morals and politics. | try to explain what a figstinciple of knowledge is, how to
understand the distinction between the principfesoatingent and necessary truths and
what the means we have to identify the first ppres of knowledge are. The fourth and
last chapter is entirely dedicated to common sel&ee particularly, | discuss how

Reid defends the first principles of common sensmfthe skeptical attack.

Keywords: first principles, common sense, knowledge of madkiphilosophy

of mind, morals, politics
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INTRODUCTION

| would like to propose the following separationTdfomas Reid’s (1710-1796)
philosophy in order to delineate the aims of thissis. For didactic purposes, | separate
Reid’s thought in anegative / deconstructivendpositive / constructivaspect. | think
that the first aspect comprehends, for instancejrtiention of criticizing the thoughts
of authors like Descartes, Malebranche, Locke, 8eskand Hume, mainly due to their
acceptance of theommon theory of idejsand the skeptical consequences of their
systemé Reid attempts to show all the problems this comrtwory of ideas has
brought to philosophyand how pernicious it could be to philosophicaleistigation.
The second aspect of Reid’s philosophy comprehbarglsmany positive / constructive

efforts to present his own view on human knowledge,instance, by presenting an

Y In theInquiry, Reid explains the basic principle of this thedhe ideal hypothesisas follows: “[...]
that nothing is perceived but what is in the mirfdck perceives it: That we do not really perceviags
that are external, but only certain images andupgst of them imprinted upon the mind, which aréechl
impressionsand ideas (IHM, Dedication p. 04). In thelntellectual Powersin turn: “for they all
[philosophers] suppose that we perceive not extaijacts immediately, and that the immediate disjec
of perception are only certain shadows of the esepbjects. Those shadows or images, which we
immediately perceive, were by the ancients callgeciesforms phantasmsSince the time of Descartes,
they have commonly been calletbas and by Mr. HumémpressionsBut all Philosophers, from Plato
to Mr. Hume, agree on this, that we do not perceixternal objects immediately, and that the immiedia
object of perception must be some image presehetmind” EIP, II, VII, p. 105).

2 Reid observes about the consequences of thisytiedhe Inquiry: “ideas seem to have something in
their nature unfriendly to other existences. Thegrenfirst introduced into philosophy, in the humble
character of images or representatives of thingst ia this character they seemed not only to be
inoffensive, but to serve admirably well for expliaig the operations of the understanding. But simee
began to reason clearly and distinctly about théey have by degrees supplanted their constituants,
undermined the existence of every thing but themes&I(HM, IlI, VI. p. 33-4). The common theory of
ideas leads philosophers to doubt the existencevefything else: “first, they [Descartes and Locke]
discard all secondary qualities of bodies; andédsviound out by their means, that fire is not Imaf;
snow cold, nor honey sweet; and, in a word, thait laed cold, sound, colour, taste, and smell, are
nothing but ideas or impressions. Bishop Berkeldyaaced them a step higher, and found out, by just
reasoning, from the same principles, that extensohdity, space, figure, and body, are ideas, thadl
there is nothing in nature but ideas and spiritg. tBe triumph of ideas was completed by Theatise of
human naturewhich discards spirits also, and leaves ideasieupdessions as the sole existence in the
universe”(HM, II, VI. p. 34). In the end, on Reid’s view, plslaphers cannot accept the existence of
anything else but ideas in mind.

®In the Inquiry, Reid enunciates that the common theory of ideasemts two main problems, namely,
that its very parodoxal skeptical conclusions caditt the common sense of humankind and that the
authors have never presented one proof of theeexist of ideas. He claims: “we shall afterwards
examine this system of ideas, and endeavour to nitakppear, that no solid proof has ever been
advanced in the existence of ideas; that they amee fiction and hypothesis, contrived to solve th
phenomena of the human understanding; that theyotlat all answer this end; and that this hypothesi
of ideas or images of things in the mind, or in femsorium, is the parent of those many paradoxes s
shocking to common sense, and of that scepticidmghadisgrace our philosophy of the mind, and have
brought upon it the ridicule and contempt of selesihen” (HM, I, Ill. p. 28). Despite the enunciation
of the task of criticizing the common theory of ade Reid does not develop its critic throughout the
Inquiry. In thelntellectual PowersReid discusses in more details why the ideal thgsis should be
eliminated from philosophy. In order to do this, presents five reflections on the common theory of
ideas EIP, I, XIV, p. 171-87).

9



alternative explanation of the operations of thevg@s of mind—a psychology which
sets aside the ideal hypothesis— and by identifyimg true principles of human
knowledge.

In the light of this didactic separation, | clailmt | concentrate my attention on
that constructive aspect of Reid’s philosophy, engwositive efforts to lay down a solid
foundation upon which human knowledge should bé.duvant to understand how he
intends to establish reliable knowledge aboutjristance, our own minds, the right and
wrong in actions and the conduct of human beingsnamited into a political society.
In other words, | am interested in Reid’s viewtbre foundations of human knowledge
The main goal of this thesis is to explain his tiyenf the first principles, in particular,
his theory of the first principles of philosophy wfind—which | generally call, with
some cautionspeculative knowled§emorals and politics. With this general purpose in
sight, | intend to discuss at least three partictiiases.

Firstly, | want to explain Reid’s foundationalisews on speculative and moral
knowledge and claim that it is not clear if he b@understood as a foundationalist with
regard to political knowledge. The main ideas dcftandard foundationalist theory of
epistemic justification can be found in his diseosson the first principles of
speculative and moral knowledge. In politics, canly, these ideas are not presented.
For instance, it is not clear if Reid sees thet fimsnciples of politics as self-evident
principles of knowledge, that is, principles juigtif from the start. Difficulties like this
make me doubt if it is possible to claim that Risideally a foundationalist with regard
to politics.

Secondly, | want to discuss the idea that commarsese- as the original
constitution of mind which provides us with our irediate and irresistible beliefs — is
the foundation of many branches of knowledge, antbieg, philosophy of mind and
morals, but it is not the foundation upon which slkeeence of politics is built. According
to Reid, as | understand him, science of politesbased upon thknowledge of
mankind which is the knowledge of the principles of hunations and the general
inclination of human conduct when human beingsuaiited into a political society. As
| argue throughout this thesis, the first princgpte political knowledge do not come
from the original constitution of mind; they aretrdictated by common sense, the

immediate and irresistible judgments of our nattmallties shared by the greatest part

* See pages 17-18.
10



of humankind. For this reason, there is a senskeitthe possible to say they are not

results of common sense. The first principles cérsme of politics are due to a mixture

of experience and sagacity of the political scentl have come to this thesis by

striving to explain how those first principles ablpics enumerated by Reid could be

understood as first principles of common senseavkehunderstood that the difficulty to

explain the first principles of politics as resuttscommon sense was due to the fact
that they could not be understood as immediateiaadistible beliefs shared by the

greatest part of humankind, that is, they are notroon sense beliefs.

Thirdly, I want to offer my own view on how Reidfdads the truth of the first
principles of common sense from the skeptical ktthantend to show that Reid goes
beyond the mere psychological description of commsemse beliefs—that is, that they
are immediate and irresistible beliefs shared leygieatest part of humankind — in this
defense. | believe Reid has a set of argumentshwdrie presented in order to show the
skeptic—who doubts our common beliefs in the light doubt upon the reliability of
the powers of mind — why we are legitimate in assgnthem as true beliefs. Firstly,
Reid shows why it is impossible to prove the raligbof the power of mind and why,
for that reason, philosophers should start theiestigations by accepting the truth of
all beliefs due to those powers. Secondly, he shbuaisit is inconsistent to choose one
of the powers of mind as if it were the only souofetrue beliefs. This is arbitrary.
Those who choose consciousness as a source dedtiowledge only strengthen the
argument that all mental powers are equally rediabke consciousness, all of them
yield immediate beliefs and irresistible beliefir@ly, if the powers of mind properly
operates, that is, when the human mind is not tteby any disorder or disease, there
are no good reasons to put into question the ikfialmf them and, therefore, to
question the truth of the beliefs due to them. Niswon this point is mainly based
upon other commentaries on Reid’s philosophy —iqadarly, William Alston, Alvin
Plantinga, Philip de Bary and John Greco. Howeldrelieve the way | concatenate

those commentaries is completely original.

About the sources to which | appeal to understandi@Rs philosophy

In general, | appeal to thewquiry into Human Mind on the Principles of
Common Sens@d764) and to thé&ssays on the Intellectual Powers of Ma785) as
the main sources of Reid’s view on philosophy ohdniMy efforts to comprehend his

11



view on the speculative knowledge are mainly bagaoh the interpretation of these
two works. | confess that | do not intend to disctige question of knowing if there is a
significant change of view from thiequiry to the Intellectual Powerson how Reid
understands the theory of the first principles méWledge. Most of the time, | appeal to
the text of thelnquiry to reinforce an argument or a point of view présénn the
Intellectual PowersHowever, | assume | take for granted that bothke/@resent a
similar view at least with regard to the main psihtreat on this thesis. For instance, |
hold Reid maintains similar views on what commonsseis - the original constitution
of human mind or what is dictated by the originahstitution of mind; on common
sense as the foundation of speculative knowledgeahe value of the irresistible and
immediate beliefs of common sense for knowledgeistuss these points in more
details throughout this thesis and | accept thaleast on these points, | can appeal to
one or another work to do it.

In the discussion of moral matters, | mainly appgealheEssays on the Active
Powers of Man(1789). Essays |, Ill and V are the most significemm my task of
understanding his view on moral knowledge. To disciReid’s political thought,
however, it is necessary to appeal to other soutdesas not published a book about
politics. In order to understand his political viewt is possible to appeal to one or
another passage of both theguiry and thelntellectual PowersIn the latter work, |
underline two main occasions: Reid’s discussiontioa evidence of the political
reasonings EIP, VII, lll, p. 559) and his comments on the elevemrinciple of
contingent truth EIP, VI, V, p. 488-9) which have a close relation wiplolitical
discussions. | return to these topics later in tihesis. It is more significant, in my view,
Reid’s theory of the principles of human actiongemrged in the Essay Il of thctive
Powers Why do | suppose this have importance to Reidigipal thought? On the one
hand, this essay presents a philosophical invegimgaf the principles which motivate
human actions. By means of the reflection upomtbéves to act within his own mind
and the observation of the conduct of other humgings, Reid intends to determine
and classify the several principles which are ablenotivate human action. This is
clearly a project of a philosopher of mind. Butsthnvestigation also matters for
politics. | claim that Essay Il presents a poltimvestigation in which Reid deals with
matters related to human actions, in other wordsgdmals with the source of the first
principles of the science of politics. | hope th@nt becomes clearer subsequently, but,

in advance, as Reid argues, the source of thepfinstiples of politics is th&nowledge

12



of mankind the knowledge of the character of human beingsoénthe principles which
motivate their actions. To know the principles ofhtan action is an important task of
the political scientist. For this reason, | dedkicat section of this chapter to discuss
Essay Il of theActive Powers

| turn my attention to the major source of Reidslifcal thought: his
manuscripts on political matters that are gatharedhomas Reid on society and
politics, a volume organized by Knud Haakonssen and PaubdWa@his volume

presents:

(1) The manuscripts of Reid’s notes on politicaotial / economical books.
Among these notes, it is possible to find, foranse, Reid’s notes on Martin Folkes’
Table of English Silver Coind745), on Ange Goudarlses Intéréts de la France Mal
Entendug1756) and on Jean-Louis de Loumé&le Constitution of England 771);

(2) The manuscripts of Reid’s notes on lecturegy&iee at the University of
Glasgow between the years of 1764 and 1780. Thisme presents, for instance,
Reid’s lectures on the first principles of polititsectures on Politics2015, p. 22-34)
and on three forms of constitutialepublican monarchicanddespotie-and their effects
upon political societied ectures on Politics2015, p. 34-47);

(3) The manuscripts of Reid’s papers presentedi¢oAberdeen Philosophical
society and the Glasgow Literary Society. It is g9oke to find Reid’s paper on the

benefits on paper credit, on the rise of the sanages and the population growth.

The second set of manuscripts, of Reid’s lecturepaditics, constitute the basic textual
ground to which | appealed to understand Reid’stipal thought. | mainly base my

interpretation of Reid’s science of politics upbrsttext.

The first challenge in the writing of this thesiseparating the chapters

| would like to explain some important decisionsave made in the writing of
this thesis. My first challenge in the process eiting this work was related to the
problem of knowing how to separate its chaptersthin first version of this thesis, |
tried to follow the most obvious division of chatethat is, | tried to divide them in
accordance with the branch of knowledge | treatedhapter about Reid’s philosophy

of mind, a chapter about Reid’s morals and a chapb®ut Reid's politics. This

13



separation, however, faced a problem of imbalatiere was too much to say about
philosophy of mind and, for that reason, the chagb®ut philosophy of mind was too
extent when compared to the other two. Moreoves,nfain hypothesis of this thesis—
the science of politics is not based upon commaseséat least not upon common sense
as | understand it, the original constitution oindj, such as philosophy of mind and
morals, was treated only in the last pages of Hesis. These two difficulties had
motivated me to find another way of separatingdhapters. In the process of writing
the second version of this thesis, | tried to fellanother criterion: | followed Reid’s
distinction between the intellectupbwers—philosophy of mind—and the active powers
of mind—morals and politics. This version facedtaeo problem: the sources of the first
principles of morals and politics are different. iMdis is based upon the first principles
of common sense and politics, upon the first pples of the knowledge of mankind.
This separation obligated me to treat common seradeers twice, one in the context of
the intellectual powers—philosophy of mind, anotimethe context of the active powers
- morals. | disliked this imbalance as well.

Therefore, in what follows, | present the third sien of my thesis. | opted to
separate the chapters in accordance with theirgeenot in accordance with the branch
of knowledge | treated. In the first chapter, | adiss Reid’s foundationalist
commitments in philosophy of mind, morals and padit | argue that he is clearly a
foundationalist about speculative and moral knogéedout it is not clear if he keeps
foundationalist commitments with regard to politikaowledge—the first principles of
politics are not self-evident beliefs: they are justified from the start and, therefore,
they do not have what is needed for being basiefseh a foundationalist view of the
structure of knowledge. In the second chapter,stus Reid’s understanding of the
sources of speculative, moral and political knowkdnamely, common sense and
knowledge of mankind. | argue that while philosogifymind and morals are based
upon the first principles of common sense—-immedasaue irresistible beliefs due to the
original constitution of mind, politics is basedampfirst principles of the knowledge of
mankind—beliefs that are due to a mixture of thgasdy and the experience of the
political scientist. In the third chapter, | try éxplain Reid’s understanding of the first
principles of philosophy of mind, morals and pakti what a first principle is, the
distinction between the principles of contingendl ax@cessary truths and the means we

have to identify the first principles of knowleddgéhe fourth and last chapter, however,
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is entirely dedicated to common sense. More pdatilyy | discuss Reid’s defense of
the first principles of common sense from the skaphattack.

| hope the general scheme presented above is le@hapter 1, | try to explain
Reid’s general view on the structure of human kealge—paying special attention to
his conception of science and his foundationalistvs. In Chapter 2, | discuss his
views on the sources of the principles of some d¢iras of knowledge—common sense
and knowledge of mankind, the origin of the primespof philosophy of mind, morals
and politics. In Chapter 3, | treat the first prples of knowledge in details. Finally, in
Chapter 4, | focus on common sense, trying to explaw Reid argues in the favor of

the truth of the first principles of common sense.

The second challenge in the writing of this thesithe place of philosophy of

mind in moral and political matters

| have to confess that | had some difficulties e tattempt of dealing with
philosophy of mind, morals and politics in a separaway. The difficulty concerns
mainly to the fact that much of what Reid has tp alaout moral and political matters
may be better understood in the context of theogbjphy of mind. | open a small
parenthesis to explain this point in more detdsid holds that human knowledge may
be separated into two large branches, distinguiblgetie object to which they refer. On
the one hand, human beings are able to know mibetiiags, the objects of the physical
world; on the other hand, they are able to knowliectual beings-their own minds,
other minds, the mind of other animals and the nohdhe Creator (at least God’s
purposes in relation to creaturgdReid grounds this distinction upon the metaptalsic
thesis according to which the universe—at leastt\laan beings are able to know

about it—is composed by material beings, charawdrby their extension and inactivity,

® Reid states about this separation: “the wholeesysif bodies in the Universe, of which we know aut
very small part, may be called the Material Wotlte whole system of minds, from the infinite Creato
to the meanest creature endowed with thought, neagalied the Intellectual World. These are the two
great kingdoms of nature that fall within our netiand about the one, or the other, or things ipéntato
them, every art, every science, and every humaingtitas employed”EIP, Preface p.11).

® Reid claims in a passage of timtellectual Powers“every man is conscious of a thinking principle o
mind in himself, and we have sufficient evidenceadfke principle in other men. The actions of lerut
animals show that they have some thinking prin¢iffleugh of a nature far inferior to human mind.dAn
every thing about us may convince us of the excgtef a supreme mind, the Maker and Governor of the
Universe. These are all the minds of which reasongive us any certain knowledgeIP, Preface p.
12).
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and intellectual beings, characterized by theiellitfence and activity Reid admits he
follows Descartes in this dualistic view of the werisé. The distinction between
material and intellectual worlds is the ground upehich Reid bases the division
between the two domains of philosophical knowlédg@n Reid’s view, natural
philosophy and pneumatology—philosophy of mindsuch as he usually refers to the
science which investigates mental phenomena—hgvepmedeutic rolewith regard to

other sciences and arts:

The sciences may be distinguished into two classegrding as they
pertain to the material or to the intellectual woiThe various parts of
Natural Philosophy, the mechanical Arts, Chemisigdicine, and
Agriculture, belong to the first; but, to the lasigelong Grammar,
Logic, Rhetoric, Natural Theology, Morals; Jurispence, Law,
Politics, and the fine Art(P, Preface p. 14).

About the relation between philosophy of mind ahdse particular sciences which
depend upon it, Reid argues: “the knowledge of hummnd is the root from which

these grow, and draw their nourishmenE&IR, Preface p. 14-5). This latter

consideration justifies his intention of undertakirthe investigation of mental
phenomena before any other exam:

In the arts and sciences which have least conmegtith the mind, its
faculties are the engines which we must employ; tedbetter we
understand their nature and use, their defectsdawiders, the more
skillfully we shall apply them, and with the greaseiccess. But in the
noblest arts, the mind is also the subject uporchvine operate. The
painter, the poet, the actor, the orator, the nxirand the statesman,
attempt to operate upon the mind in different waysj for different
ends; and they succeed, according as they tougepyahe strings of
the human frame. Nor can their several arts ewandsbn asolid
foundation or rise to the dignity of science, until they &rélt on the
principles of the human constitutiofHM, 1, I, p. 13, emphasis
added).

" Reid claims in thdntellectual Powers“whether there be in the Universe, beings, whica neither
extend, solid and inert, like body, nor active amelligent, like mind, seems to be beyond the heaic
our knowledge” EIP, Preface p. 11).

® Reid states about this influence: “Des Cartes rhastllowed the honour of being the first who dieew
distinct line between the material and intellectwakld, which, in all the old systems, were so e
together, that it was impossible to say where thee@énds and the other begins. How much this diftimc
hath contributed to the improvements of modern sinmethe philosophy both of body and of mind, @ n
easy to say”EIP, Il, VIII, p. 118).

° “The properties of body, and the laws that obiairthe material system, are the objectsnafural
philosophy as that word is now used. The branch which trefitee nature and operations of minds has
by some been calld@neumatologyAnd to the one or the other of these branchesptimciples of all the
sciences belong'H|P, Preface p. 12, emphasis added).

16



Reid intends to think philosophy of mind beforedbmther particular branches
of knowledge, in particular, morals and politics1 Reid’s view, philosophy of mind is
a preliminary study, @ropaedeutic sciencé&Jnderstanding the operations of mind is a
necessary condition for the development of humawkedge, among them, morals and
science of politics. For this reason, matters afogbphy of mind are deeply involved
in the discussion of moral and political mattersm the one hand, Reid’s moral and
political discussions depend on the philosophicakstigation of mind, such as, for
instance, when it is necessary to understand thecesoof moral approval and
disapproval-according to Reid, this branch of nwralcalledtheory of moralsand to
determine the principles which govern human act®ed’'s psychology of the
principles of human action. On the other hand,rdfie philosophical investigation of
those mental phenomena related to moral and mlititatters, Reid undertakes the
project of establishing a science of morals—acogydd Reid, asystem of moralsand a
science of politics, an investigation of the selve@ts of constitutions, the several
disorders which may affect a society and the card@Hose disorders. In brief, it is not
always clear when Reid plays the role of the plojd®r of mind, the moral scientist
and the political scientist. | shall endeavor tokmalear when Reid plays each one of
these roles in the development of this thesis.

| also use this opportunity to explain my employinaitwo words in this thesis,
namely, the wordspeculativeandfaculty. Firstly, in order to refer to the knowledge we
have in philosophy of mind, | employ the expressspeculative knowledgd his use
deserves some observations. Reid uses the dpeculativeto refer to the intellectual
powers of mind, such as, for instance, the powdrscansciousness, memory,
perception, taste and reasorfthgTherefore, speculative knowledge does not only
concern the knowledge obtained in philosophy of dniMathematics and natural
philosophy, for instance, are speculative knowledag well. |1 ask permition to restrain
the meaning of this term to mean only the knowledfighe philosophy of mind,
contrasting it with moral and political knowledg8econdly, | follow Reid in the
employment of the term@owerandfaculty, whichare not interchangeable words. If all

the operations of mind come from the exertion ov@s, not all the powers imply the

19 For instance, this use of the term is presentedlmsvs, in theActive Powers“the term active power

is used, | conceive, to distinguish it from spetiuapowers. As all languages distinguish acticonfr
speculation, the same distinction is applied to gbevers by which they are produced. The powers of
seeing, hearing, remembering, distinguishing, juggreasoning, are speculative powers the power of
executing any work of art or labour is active poW&AP, I, I, p. 12).
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operation of a faculty. There is a distinction bedwfaculties and habits of mind
Faculties and habits come from the exertion ofwagypbut:

| apprehend that the worfdculty is most properly applied to those
powers of the mind which are original and natuaal] which make a
part of the constitution of the mind. There areeothowers which are
acquired by use, exercise, or study, which arecal¢d faculties, but
habits There must be something in the constitution a thind
necessary to our being able to acquire habits,thisdis commonly
calledcapacity(EIP, I, I, p. 21).
The original operations of mind are called facaltin general, | employ this term to
refer to the powers of consciousness, memory, peate taste and conscience. Reid
calls the other operations—which exist originalty Gapacities to be developédbits
The powers of reflectionElP, I, I, p. 56-9), imitation EIP, IV, IV, p. 341) and

invention EIP, I, I, p. 342) are examples of mental capacities.
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CHAPTER 1) UNDERSTANDING REID’S FOUNDATIONALISM

| dedicate this chapter to explain the reasonslétame to understand Reid as a
foundationalist philosopher. In the first sectidnpresent some notions which are
important to comprehend what a foundationalist thexd epistemic justification is. In
the second section, | discuss Reid’'s conception soience and his general
foundationalist commitments, as well as his fouimatatiism in philosophy of mind and
morals. | claim that we do not have textual grotmdtate that Reid is a foundationalist
with regard to political knowledge, however. Iretthird section, | discuss and try to
point the difficulties of three different interpagions of Reid’s view on knowledge,
namely, the interpretations which state that Reicam antifoundationalistNicholas
Wolterstorff, acoherentistKeith Lehrer and John-Cristian Smith—ofoandationalist /
coherentistGregory Poore.

1.1) What is a foundationalist theory of epistemigustification?

| discuss in this section what a foundationaligtotly of epistemic justification
is. | intend firstly to discuss the conceptegistemic justificatiorand how it may be
understood from the perspective of the epistemgress problem. | present some
observations on what a foundationalist theory advidedge is and also consider three
forms of foundationalism. In this presentation,olldw some texts of contemporary
epistemology of authors like Laurecence Bonjoumeks Van Cleve and Michael
DePaul. In my view, this section is important asda it allows me to show why Reid
keeps a foundationalist view with regard to phifasp of mind and morals. Moreover,
it allows me to explain some fundamental concdps ttintend to employ in Chapter 4,

when | discuss Reid’s defense of the first prirespbf common sense.
1.1.1) The notion ofepistemic justification
In brief, a theory of epistemic justification igphilosophical theory which has in

sight to account for the legitimacy of a belief,explain why we would be justified in

assuming it as a true belief, as knowle€dgé The structure of empirical knowledge

™ In Is justified true belief knowledgg2963), Edmund Gettier has shown why a true jestifbelief
could not be assumed as knowledge in all caseg-theuld be circumstances in which a person actually
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(1985), Laurence Bonjour explains when a theoryth# epistemic justification is

relevant for the discussion on knowledge:

What makes us cognitive beings at all is our capdor belief, and
the goal of our distinctively cognitive endeavas#ruth: we want our
beliefs to correctly and accurately depict the dodf truth were
somehow immediately and unproblematic ally accés<#s it is, on
some accounts, for God) so that one could in aésapt simply to
believe the truth, then the concept of justificativould be of little
significance and would play no independent role dognition

(BONJOUR, 1985, p. 07).

This ideal epistemic situation described by Bonjsunot available for human beings.
We are not able to reach the truth iniemmediateand non-problematiovay. For this
reason, a theory of epistemic justification mayunelerstood as an attempt to explain
when we can be sure about the truth of our beliefs:

The basic role of justification is that of meansto truth, a more
directly attainable mediating link between our sghiye starting point
and our objective goal. We cannot, in most caseleast, bring it
about directly that our beliefs are true, but we peesumably bring it
about directly (though perhaps only in the long)rtimat they are
epistemically justified (BONJOUR, 1985, p. 07-8).

The epistemic justification is provided asrrants proofs or signsthat some of our
beliefs may lead us to truth, it indicates the proway to achieve truth and avoid
falsehood: the justification of a belief allows reclaim “I know that P”. Therefore,

guoting Bonjour in his defense of the good readorsearch for a theory of this sort:

If epistemic justification were not conducive taittr in this way, if
finding epistemically justified beliefs did not stbntially increase the
likelihood of finding true ones, then epistemictifisation would be
irrelevant to our main cognitive goal and of dulsiauorth. It is only if
we have some reason for thinking that epistemidificetion
constitutes a path to truth that we as cognitivedgehave any motive
for preferring epistemically justified beliefs to pistemically
unjustified ones (BONJOUR, 1985, p. 08).

Epistemic justification, therefore, may be undesst@as a path by means of which we
would be able to find true beliefs with more cartgi And, as Bonjour shows, we have

good reasons to prefer justified beliefs insteadrgéistified ones.

have a true justified belief and she still does Imm¢e knowledge. In this thesis, | do not consithés
problem. However, | am committed to the thesis,tbatReid’s view, a justified belief (based upoe th
evidence of the original constitution of mind) itrae belief and it is indeed knowledge.
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| ask permission for discussing what a theory atification is in a different
perspective, namely, in the light of tlepistemic regress problerihe search for the
reasons which justify our beliefs implies a regrbsd may remain, if not interrupted, to
infinity: the belief B justifies the belief A, theelief C, in turn, justifies the belief B, the
belief D is the warrant for the belief C, and sotlo In case of an infinity chain of
justifying beliefs, it is impossible to indicate aite the knowledge rests. In the view of
the possibility of a regresad infinitum some authors may suggest that none of our
beliefs is ultimately justified and, consequentyowledge would be impossible. In
short, this would be the argument of the episteragress, traditionally attributed to
Aristotle'?.

In the light of the epistemic regress problem,sitppssible to understand the
purposes of a theory of epistemic justification aas attempt to indicate, as far as
possible, when human beings are authorized to at&mg for reasons to justify their
beliefs. James Van Cleve, based upon a four proposscheme, shows some of the
possibilities we have to try to justify our beligfs the face of the epistemic regress
problem (VAN CLEVE, 2005, p. 168). The four progasis are:

(1) Some beliefs are justified.
(2) No belief is justified unless some other besiefves as a reason for it.
(3) One belief cannot serve as a reason justifgimgther unless the first is itself
justified.
(4) If A serves as a reason justifying B, then Bruat serve (directly or indirectly) as a

reason justifying B.

Firstly, skepticsare those who deny the proposition (1), holdirag titone of our beliefs
Is justified; secondlyfoundationalistsare those who deny the proposition (2), holding
that some of our beliefs are justified; thirdlgpsitists are those who deny the

proposition (3), holding that chains of justifi@ats may end in justifications which are

12 A passage of th@osterior AnalyticsBook I, Part 3, is usually quoted as illustratihis targument:
“some people think that because you must understamdgrimitives there is no understanding at all;
others that there is, but that there are demormtsabf everything. Neither of these views is aittnae or
necessary. The one party, supposing that you camusrstand in any other way, claim that we are led
back ad infinitum on the ground that we shall notlerstand the posterior items because of the prior
items if there are no primitives [...]. The other tyasigrees about understanding, which they sayesris
only through demonstration. But they argue thathimgt prevents there being demonstrations of
everything; for it is possible for demonstrationsproceed in a circle or reciprocally” (ARISTOTLE,
2002, p. 04-5).
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not themselves justified; fourthlgoherentistsare those who deny the proposition (4),
holding that our beliefs may be justified in virtaesome mutual relations among them;
finally, infinitists are those philosophers who accept the four prapasitconsequently,

they admit the regress epistemic. Subsequentiynsider some sorts of foundationalist

theories of justification.

1.1.2) Foundationalist theories of epistemic justiation

A foundationalist theory of epistemic justificatithas two major principles: (1)
there is a set of beliefs which are self-evideninemediately justified, that is, a set of
beliefs that do not depend on other beliefs tauséfjed; (2) there is a set of beliefs that
are justified in virtue of their relations with the self-evident or immediately justified
beliefs, that is, a set of beliefs that depend treobeliefs to be justified. Michael

DePaul presents the following explanation of a ftationalist theory:

Foundationalists about an epistemic property hblat the beliefs

having that property are structured like the bladcka building. Thus,

e.g., foundationalists regarding justification rgaize that many of
our justified beliefs depend for their justification other justified

beliefs we hold. But they also insist that somewf justified beliefs

do not depend for their justification on any otlestified beliefs.

These beliefs arbasicor foundational Finally, such foundationalists
hold that every one of our justified beliefs isheit basic or part of the
superstructure, with all superstructure beliefsntvally justified by

one or more basic beliefs (DePAUL, 2011, p. 236).

An important aspect of a foundationalist theorythe distinction betweemasic /
foundational beliefsand non-basic/ non-foundational beliefsin short, an epistemic
foundationalist holds that non-foundational beliafs justified as far as they are based
upon foundational beliefs, which are justified ipdadently of any other belief.

Basic / foundational beliefs have a certepistemic propertghat allows us to
assume them as justified by themselves: theynameediately justifiedthey argustified
from the startIn virtue of this property, basic beliefs mayv&as the foundation upon
which thesuperstructureof knowledge is built. As DePaul states, thera tauilding

metaphomwhich illustrates very clearly a foundationalistwi of knowledge:

In a building constructed of blocks, many blocke aupported by
other blocks, but some blocks are not supportedriyyother blocks.
Blocks that are not supported by other blocks fohm foundation,
supporting the rest of the structure, i.e., all skiperstructure blocks.
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Every block in the structure is either part of tbandation or part of
the superstructure. Hence, the weight of everyrstiqeture block is
eventually carried by one or more foundation blo@ePAUL, 2011,
p. 236).

Basic beliefs are the blocks which do not dependronother block to be firmly based.
That foundational blocks support all the weightttod superstructure that is built upon
it.

Laurence Bonjour suggests there would be at Idaste possible sorts of
foundationalism. Firstly, there is &trong sort of foundationalism: “historical
foundationalist positions, typically make stronged more ambitious claims on behalf
of their chosen class of basic beliefs. Thus swaiets have been claimed to be not just
adequately justified, but alsonfallible, certain indubitable or incorrigible”
(BONJOUR, 1985, p. 26). Inmoderatesort, the basic beliefs do not have that absolute
certitude which characterizes the basic beliefthen stronger sort of foundationalism:
they do not have any privileged status of justtfma such as infallibility, indubitability
and incorrigibility. According to a moderate foutidaalist, fallible, doubtful and
corrigible beliefs may be a solid foundation foe tsuperstructure of knowledge. In the

third sort of foundationalism, theeakerone,

Basic beliefs possess only a very low degree ofteymic justification
on their own, a degree of justification insufficidoy itself either to
satisfy the adequate-justification condition foolutedge or to qualify
them as acceptable justifying premises for furthediefs. Such beliefs
are only ‘initially credible’, rather than fully gtified (BONJOUR,
1985, p. 26).

In the following, | discuss Reid’s foundationalismthe light of the concepts presented

in this subsection.

1.2) Reid’s foundationalist commitments discussed

| claim that Reid is a foundationalist philosophkibegin by explaining the
general traces of a foundationalist theory of epmst justification in Reid’s philosophy
—explaining Reid’'s conception of scientific knowded discussing his distinction
betweenintuitive propositionsandpropositions based upon argumentd his view on
the self-evidence of the first principles. | alsgadiss in more details why Reid is a

foundationalist with regards to speculative andahknowledge and | also point out the
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reasons | have to claim that we do not have texgwmalind to state that he keeps

foundationalist commitments with regard to politikaowledge.

1.2.1) A conception of science x a foundationalisiew of the structure of

knowledge

| begin this discussion by presenting Reid’s cotioapof science. On his view,
all scientific knowledgeshould be built in accordance with th&omatic systenof
mathematics proposed by Euclid. In brief, an aximmsystem in mathematics begins
by the establishment of a set of axioms from whighreasonings of the mathematician
should be extracted. Mathematical knowledge isvedrifrom these axioms. What
matters for Reid, thus, is the very conception @&rsce, the very model of scientific
knowledge: in order to have scientific knowledgesomething—the physical world, in
natural philosophy, the mental phenomena, in pbpbg of mind, it is necessary to
appeal to this axiomatic system of knowledge: a cfetaxioms from which the
reasonings will be extracted, upon which scientififowledge is built. | agree with
Haakonseen and Wood when they observe in the unttmoh of Thomas Reid on
society and politics|...] he argued that the feature which made ietetllal endeavours
into philosophical disciplines, or ‘sciences’, wasself-conscious dependence upon a
common set of ‘axioms or common notions’ in argutagan” (HAAKONSSEN &
WOOD, 2015, p. xliv). Scientific knowledge is knaslge based upon axioms. This
model of science is what | have in mind when IrédeReid’s conception of science.

| think Reid presents at least two reasons to Wollois conception of science in
epistemological matters. Firstly, according to hitns really a matter of necessity to
assume this conception of science when engagedhilospphical investigations.
Indeed, philosophers have to appeal to axiomsrst firinciples from which their
reasonings will be extracted and upon which knogdedill be built: “[...] | hold it to
be certain, and evetemonstrablethat all knowledge got by reasoning must be built
upon first principles” EIP, VI, IV, p. 454, emphasis added). It is the veogsbility of
reasoning / knowledge that depends on the existeharioms or first principles. Both
analytical and synthetic reasonings depend on tieralysis could not come to an end
if there are not first principles which prevent thegressad infinitum Synthetic

reasonings, in turn:

24



Let us again consider a synthetical proof of amdkiwhere we begin
with the premises, and pursue a train of consegsgnmtil we come
to the last conclusion, or thing to be proved. Hem must begin
either with self-evident propositions, or with suels have been
already proved. When the last is the case, the fpajothe
propositions, thus assumed, is a part of our praof the proof is
deficient without it. Suppose then the deficiencypied, and the
proof completed, is it not evident that it musttrgson them [the first
principles] EIP, VI, IV, p. 455)?

Analytical and synthetical reasonings depend onetkistence of some fundamental
beliefs. Without them, the analytical reasoningsldmot have an end and the synthetic
reasonings could not have a beginning.

Secondly, beyond the fact that it is necessaryolowW this conception of
science in philosophical investigations, Reid alegplains the good reasons
philosophers have to do so: the success of thisehindoth mathematics and natural
philosophy. Mathematicians and natural philosophesase had the precaution of
establishing the axioms and first principles ofitleziences before the beginning of
their investigations and this way of proceeding piagluced good consequences in both
branches of knowledge. Reid states about the ssicfeéke establishment of the axioms

in mathematicians:

[...]J[the axioms have been laid down] in mathenstis far back as
we have books. It is in this science only, that, ficore than two
thousand years since it began to be cultivatedfimee no sects, no
contrary systems, and hardly any disputes; orhéré have been
disputes, they have ended as soon as the aninodggrties subsided,
and have never been again revived. The sciencege dmmly
stablished upon the foundation of a few axioms definitions, as
upon a rock, has grown from age to age, so asdonbe the loftiest
and the most solid fabric that human reason castifgt, VI, 1V, p.
457).

Natural philosophy has escaped from those endlessgrements and from that
fluctuating statein which it has remained over the centuries in uwartof the

establishment of its principles, such as Reid iaigis in this passage:

Lord Bacon first delineated the only solid foundaton which natural
philosophy can be built; and Sir Isaac Newton reduthe principles

laid down by Bacon into three or four axioms, whieh callsregulae
philosophandi From these, together with the phaenomena observed
by the senses, which he likewise lays down as firsiciples, he
deduces, by strict reasoning, the propositionsatoed in the third
book of his Principia, and in his Optics; and big tmeans has raised a
fabric in those two branches of natural philosophlyich is not liable
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to be shaken by doubtful disputation, but standeawveable upon the
basis of self-evident principleEP, VI, IV, p. 457).

This conception of science has enabled the progrfessathematics and natural
philosophy, eliminating all the sophisms and catitrimry opinions of their interior and
giving stability to them. There are no sects, wotary systems and not so many
disputes in both branches of knowledge. Accordiaghow Reid understands the
development of mathematics and natural philosotihg,axiomatic model has brought
them to theirstate of maturity Such as | understand Reid on this point, matusity
almost a matter o$tability. It is possible to see this identification in botte tnquiry
and thelntellectual Powersin thelnquiry, Reid notes about the sciences of mechanics,
astronomy, and optics: “there are really scienteslt upon laws of nature which
universally obtain. What is discovered in themnds longer matter of dispute: future
ages may add to it, but till the course of natuecbanged, what is already established
can never be overturnedfHM, | lll, p. 16). Once again, he seems to identhg t

notions ofmaturity andstability in thelntellectual Powers

The maturity of a science may be judged by this: When it costa
system of principles, and conclusions drawn froemthwhich are so
firmly established, that, among thinking and intglht men, there
remains no doubt or dispute about them; so thaethdho come after
may raise the superstructure higher, but shallmieee@ble to overturn
what is already built, in order to begin on a newrfdation EIP, I,
VI, p. 62, emphasis added).

A mature science is one whose conclusions are ereitliget of endless disputes nor
target of frequent doubts. Moreover, it is expedteat there will be no revolution in a
branch of knowledge which has reached the condiioa mature science: knowledge
will always be increased but never decreased. Anceach this state of maturity, to
reach the stability necessary in a science, phlesis should follow that model of
thinking scientific knowledge. This is not only mssary; the history of human
knowledge shows us the success of this way of pding: it may guide a science to its
maturity.

| want to claim that Reid’s foundationalist comménts are beyond this
engagement with a certain conception of scienceo/ling to how | understand Reid’s
philosophy, his distinction betweentuitive propositionsand propositions based upon
argumentsand his view on the self-evidence of the first piphes of knowledgés what

makes him a foundationalist philosopher par exoebe That distinction, presented in
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the chapteOf first principles in generain theIntellectual Powerscorresponds to the
foundationalist distinction between basic / founai#l beliefs and non-basic / non-
foundational beliefs. Reid not only acknowledgeg tbpistemic regress problem,
resulting from the search for the foundations obwledge, but he also acknowledges
the necessity of a distinction between two sorts befiefs, beliefs which are
foundational and beliefs which are based upon dlbedational ones. The settlement of
foundational propositions is what prevents the esgad infinitum in philosophical
inquiry:
When we examine, in the way of analysis, the ewidenf any
proposition, either we find gelf-evidentor it rests upon one or more
propositions that support it. The same thing mayshe& of the
propositions that support it; and of those thajpsupthem, as far back
as we can go. But we cannot go back in this tradkfinity. Where
then must this analysis stop? It is evident thatust stop only when
we come to propositions which support all that lamét upon them,

but are themselves supported by ndBH( VI, IV, p. 455, emphasis
added).

Therefore, just as Reid claims: (1) there is adfebeliefs that are self-evident or
immediately justified, that is, beliefs which aretrbased upon any other belief; (2)
there is another set of beliefs that are justifredirtue of the relation they have with
those self-evident immediately justified beliefsattis, beliefs that are based upon other
beliefs. The former are expressed ibiuitive propositionsthe latter, bypropositions

based upon argumentReid claims about the propositions based uponraegts:

[...] some are of such a nature that a man of uipgerstanding may
apprehend them distinctly, and perfectly understtmadr meaning
without finding himself under any necessity of dagfig them to be
true or false, probable or improbableThe judgment remains in
suspense, until it is inclined to one side or aeothy reasons or
argumentsglIP, VI, IV, p. 452, emphasis added).

Propositions based upon arguments are proposiubiase assent, the belief about the
truth or falsehood of what they affirm or denymediate, once they depend on some
argument—an argument that help us recognize thvadleece. The belief is produced

only after the presentation of some argument thadld the mind to judge the truth or
falsehood of the proposition. In other words, ip@ssible to hold our assent until the

recognition of the evidence. Reid claims aboutititive propositions, in turn:

But there are other propositions which are no soanderstood than
they are believed. The judgment follows the appmstom of them
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necessarily, and both are equally the work of matand the result of
our original powers. There is no searching for emitk, no weighing
of arguments; the proposition is not deduced ariefd from another;
it has the light of truth in itself, and has no asion to borrow it from
another EIP, VI, IV, p. 452).

Intuitive propositions are those propositions whassent, the belief about the truth or
falsehood about what it affirms or denies, is imiaed we immediately discover its
evidence in a non-inferential way. The belief, e ttase of the intuitive propositions,
does not depend on any sort of argument. Thesegitams carry the light of truth in
themselves, they areelf-evident and for this reason, the mind assent to themnin a
immediate and irresistible manner. As a foundatien@hilosopher claims, they are
immediately justified beliefs; they are justifiedofn the start. Those self-evident
propositions are the first principles upon whick ttuman knowledge should be built:
“propositions of the last kind, when they are usethatters of science, have commonly
been callecaxioms and on whatever occasion they are used, areddake principles
principles of common senswmmon notionself-evident trutis(EIP, VI, IV, p. 452).

As | argue later—Chapter 4, the epistemic proprdy make those foundational
beliefs justified from the start, on Reid's views the evidence of the original
constitution of mind: they are due to a set ofal@ie powers of mind, such as, for
instance, consciousness, memory, perception andégcemte which make us to
immediately and irresistibly accept them as trudiefe Therefore, beyond the
engagement with a certain conception of scien@rethre cases in which Reid presents
foundationalist commitments with regard to knowledg distinction between basic /
foundational beliefs and non-basic / non-foundatidreliefs and the idea that the basic

/ foundational beliefs are immediately justifiedsiified from the start.
1.2.2) Foundationalism in the philosophy of mind

Reid shows concern for the problem of the founaatibphilosophy of mind in
both thelnquiry and thelntellectual PowersOn Reid’s view, a foundational problem is
what has prevented the development of philosophyiofl over the centuries, what has
prevented it from achieving the state of a maturewkedge. Philosophy of mind, he
argues, has not achieved the status s€iance it is not ascientific knowledgefree
from obscurities and endless debates. Reid’s resratohut the progress of philosophy
of mind, in particular, about its development ie th?" and 18 centuries, are actually
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very negative. When compared to the progress afralaphilosophy, for instance, the
development of philosophy of mind seems to be yealiserable. The supposed
knowledge of mind is filled with fantastic princgd where philosophers should find

only asolid foundation

It is genius, and not the want of it, that adultesaphilosophy, and
fills it with error and false theory. A creative agination disdains the
mean offices of digging for a foundation, of remmuyirubbish, and
carrying materials: leaving these servile employimea thedrudges

in science, it plans a design, and raises a fabrm@ntion supplies
materials where they are wanting, and fancy ad@isidag, and every
befitting ornament. The work pleases the eye, aadtsvnothing but
solidity and agood foundatior{IHM, 1, Il. p. 15, emphasis added).

Reid’s critique of the authors who intend to invgste the human mind is severe:
despite their genius, some of them have deniedliabenging task of searching for the
foundation, for something which could be employsdaabase for the philosophical
knowledge of mind. Instead, they have chosen tdyme fantastic principles where true
principles were necessary, adorning them as theg maanted. In this regard, Reid
proposes to bedrudge he intends to dig for a foundation, to removertiigbish and to

eliminate all the fantastic materials which filketknowledge of mind. It is necessary to
find a solid foundation upon which philosophy ofnahishould be settled. We find the
same observations on the foundational problem afogdphy of mind in the

Intellectual Powers

It may happen in science, as in building, that arorein the
foundation shall weaken the whole; and the fartiher building is
carried on, this weakness shall become the morarappand more
threatening. Something of this kind seems to haagpéned in our
systems concerning the min@8lP, 1, VI, p. 63).

Philosophy of mind suffers from a foundational peob, in such a way that the whole
of the building of knowledge is threatened by tleditity of its foundation. The modern
skepticism of authors like Berkeley and Hume maybeéerstood as a consequence of

this lack of foundation:

The accession they have received by modern disesyeéhough very
important in itself, has thrown darkness and obiscupon the whole,
and has led men rather to skepticism than to krag@eThis must be
owing to some fundamental errors that have not lmserved; and
when these are corrected, it is to be hoped, flgaimprovements that
have been made will have their due eff&df I, VI, p. 63).
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Reid claims that the foundation of philosophy ofthis a set of beliefs that are
self-evident or immediately justified and that e¢bing else, the superstructure of the

knowledge on the mental phenomena, should be dqalh them:

There are, therefore, common principles, whichtheefoundation of
all reasoning, and of all science. Such commoncjpies seldom
admit of direct proof, nor do they need it. Men ch@®t to be taught
them; for they are such as all men of common unaeding know; or
such, at least, @bey give a ready assenttteem as soon as they are
proposed and understoddlP, I, Il, p. 39, emphasis added).

They are self-evident principles of knowledge, sihciman beinggive a ready
assent to themAccording to Reid, it is the vemyriginal constitution of human mind
that dictates us the first principles of philosomfymind. They are theommon opinion
of humankind, theuniversal agreemenof people about self-evident beliefs. The
common opinion or the universal agreement of hutyaings is the result of the very
original constitution of human mind, the foundatigmon which not only philosophy of
mind but many other branches of knowledge shoulthlok. They are results of the

original constitution of mind, thieatural result of the human faculties

Where there is such universal consent in thingsdeep nor intricate,
but which lie, on the surface, there is the gregiessumption that can
be, that it is the natural result of the human lées; and it must have
great authority with every sober mind that lovashrEIP, I, I, p.
45).

They are the foundation upon which gwerstructuref human knowledge:

| acknowledge, that if we were to rest in thosegjudnts of Nature of
which we now speak, without building others upoenth they would
not entitle us to the denomination of reasonabladgse But yet they
ought not to be despised, ftirey are the foundation upon which the
grand superstructure of human knowledge must seddEIP, VI, |,

p. 412, emphasis added).

Therefore, on Reid’s view: (1) there is a set didfg that are self-evident or
immediately justified, that is, beliefs which aret thased upon any other belief—the first
principles of philosophy of mind; (2) there is dmat set of beliefs that are justified in
virtue of their relation with those self-evident ionmediately justified beliefs, that is,
beliefs that are based upon other beliefs. Beydngl distinction, Reid’s statements

about the self-evidence of the first principlegpbflosophy of mind, about how they are
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justified from the start motivate me to think Rea&b keeping foundationalist

commitments with regard to speculative knowledge.

1.2.3) Foundationalism in the system of morals

Reid maintains a foundationalist view concerning rahoknowledge, our
knowledge of how to act in accordance with our dutybegin by presenting an
important distinction to understand Reid’s viewraral knowledge. According to him,
a system of morala system of rules which help us in recognizindntrignd wrong,
virtuous and vicious conduct—does not embratieeary of morals“by the theory of
morals is meant a just account of the structurewfmoral powers; that is, of those
powers of the mind by which we have our moral cptioas, and distinguish right from
wrong in human actions’'HAP, V, I, p. 282). Such as | understand this passkgel
claims that the investigation of the powers of mindolved in moral approval and
disapproval, the investigation of the mental pheeoarelated to the moral appreciation
of human conduct—in brief, philosophy of mind, does integrate a system of morals.
There would not be room for a psychology of consoéein a system of rules of
conduct. An anatomy of conscience could not deelgicontribute to the identification
of moral obligation. It could not help us recognigkat action is right, what is wrong,
what are the virtuous and what are the vicious oRed illustrates this by an analogy:
one may certainly be a good judge of the colors @nthe other qualities of external
objects without knowing anything about the anatarhyhe eye or knowing anything
about the theory of vision. In a similar mannere anay be a good judge of the right
and wrong in conduct without knowing anything abthé anatomy of the conscience.

Thus, a theory of morals could not help in the ioy@ment of the moral belief:

I mean not to depreciate this branch of knowledges a very
important part of the philosophy of the human miadg ought to be
considered as such, but not as any part of maBglshe name we
give to it, and by the custom of making it a pdriegery system of
morals, men may be led into this gross mistake,ciwHi wish to
obviate, That in order to understand his duty, & maist needs be a
philosopher and a metaphysici&AP, V, I, p. 283).

It is worth to note, Reid observes, that althoudie tanatomists—“moral
theorists’—diverge on anatomical matters, for inséa on the powers involved in the

recognition of the moral obligation and in the apyal and disapproval of actions, they
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generally agree with regard to what our duties dre.other words, theoretical
disagreement does not imply practical disagreemembral matters:

In the former, the Epicurean, the Peripatetic dred $toic, had each
different system of old; and almost every moderthauof reputation
has a system of his own. At the same time, theneoidranch of
human knowledge, in which there is so general agee¢ among
ancients and moderns, learned and unlearned, the ipractical rules
of morals EAP, V, IV, p. 290).

In general, philosophers are unanimous concermagules of morals. Reid believes he

can explain this phenomenon:

From this discord in the theory, and harmony inghectical part, we
may judge, that the rules of morality stand upoatlaer and a firmer
foundation than the theory. And of this it is edsyperceive the
reason.

For, in order to know what is right and what is mgoin human
conduct, we need only listen to the dictates of @anscience, when
the mind is calm and unruffled, or attend to thégiment we form of
others in like circumstances. But, to judge of Hiaeious theories of
morals, we must be able to analyze and dissedtveere, the active
powers of the human mind, and especially to anahcrirately that
conscience or moral power by which we discern righin wrong

(EAP, V, IV, p. 290).

The source of moral beliefs is a moral faculty skdpy the greatest part of humankind.
This common moral faculty explains this generakagnent about the moral obligation.
Anatomical investigations, on the other hand, ddpgreatly upon other factors, such
as, for instance, the capacity of performing anueate and detailed examination of
mind. This accounts for the disagreements on arniesbmmatters. Between the moral
rule laid down by conscience and the theory of imspiaeid claims, it is necessary to

conform to the former:

That wherever we find any disagreement betweempthetical rules
of morality, which have been received in all age®] the principles of
any of the theories advanced upon this subject,ptiaetical rules
ought to be the standard by which the theory ibaaorrected, and
that it is both unsafe and unphilosophical to wig practical rules,
in order to make them tally with a favourite thedBAP, V, IV, p.
291).

To return to the main subject of this subsectioaidR view on a system of
morals is mainly based upon the distinction betwegsic / foundational moral beliefs—
the first principles of morals—and non-basic / fiomadational moral beliefs. Non-
foundational moral beliefs are justified in virtwé their relation with foundational
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moral beliefs, which are justified independentlyasfy other belief-they are justified
once they are dictates of the original constitunémind. A system of morals depends
on self-evident first principles—beliefs justifiidm the start, which are the foundation
upon which the superstructure of our moral knowéedtpould be built. It is up to

philosophers to search for the first principlesnarals:

All reasoning must be grounded on first principld$is holds in
moral reasoning, as in all other kinds. There nihistefore be in
morals, as in all other sciences, first or selfewnt principles, on
which all moral reasoning is grounded, and on whichltimately
rests EAP, III, 1ll, VI, p. 177).

According to Reid, conscience is not only the sewtour moral conceptions but it is

also the source of our moral beliefs:

[...] by an original power of the mind, which wdlogonsciencgor the
moral faculty we have the conceptions of right and wrong in &mm
conduct, of merit and demerit, of duty and mordigattion, and our
other moral conceptions; and that, by the sameltjgowe perceive
some things in human conduct to be right, and stteebe wrong; that
the first principles of morals are dictates of tiaisulty; [...] (EAP, 1,
1, VI, p. 180).

Our immediate and irresistible moral beliefs are #elf-evident first principles of
morals, so that moral reasonings should be exttdoden them: “the truths immediately
testified by our moral faculty, are the first pripples of all moral reasoning, from which
all our knowledge of our duty must be deducdgAP, Ill, 111, VI, p. 176-7). These self-

evident principles are the real foundation of msral

From such self-evident principles, conclusions mg drawn

synthetically with regard to moral conduct of litmd particular duties
or virtues may be traced back to such principles|yaically. But,

without such principles, we can no more establisi @nclusion in
morals, than we can build a castle in the air, sithanyfoundation

(EAP, 111, 11, VI, p. 177, emphasis added).

On the one hand, there are cases in which we caw lour moral obligation by
deducting it from a first principle (syntheticalas®oning). A system of morals, by
presenting us a set of self-evident first prin@plmay help us to know how to act in
certain circumstances: we would deliberate in tglet lof those first principles. On the
other hand, our particular moral beliefs, when walgze them, can be traced back to

those first principles (analytical reasoning).
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As Reid states, everything which is built upon ttwgndation, upon those self-
evident first principles of conscience, constitutee superstructureof our moral
knowledge: “and this indeed is common to every tnanf human knowledge that
deserves the name of science. There must be firgtigles proper to that science, by
which the wholesuperstructureis supported” EAP, 111, lll, VI, p. 178, emphasis
added). When based upon this foundation, the supetsre of moral knowledge is no

less stable than the superstructure of other botidches of knowledge:

In every branch of knowledge, where disputes haanlraised, it is
useful to distinguish the first principles from theperstructure. They
are the foundation on which the whole fabric of $beence leans; and
whatever is not supported by this foundation cawehao stability
(EAP, V, |, p. 270, emphasis added).

Therefore, on Reid’s view: (1) there is a set ofahbeliefs that are self-evident
or immediately justified, that is, beliefs whicheamot based upon any other belief-the
first principles of morals; (2) there is anothet sEmoral beliefs that are justified in
virtue of their relation with those self-evident ionmediately justified beliefs, that is,
beliefs that are based upon other beliefs—our quaati moral beliefs on how to act in
certain circumstances. Beyond this distinction, dReistatements about the self-
evidence of the first principles of morals, abooththey are justified from the start
motivate me to think Reid as keeping foundation@&mnmitments with regard to moral

knowledge.

1.2.4) Foundationalism in the science of politics?

| have to confess that | am not sure if Reid mansta foundationalist view with
regard to political knowledge. The textual grourad think his foundationalism in
political science is at least inconclusive. Baspdruthe text of théectures on Politics
it is possible to suppose that Reid understand#tig®olin accordance with that
conception of science presented above, but ittipossible to conclusively state he is a
foundationalist in politics. | try to explain thed#ficulties subsequently.

The Lectures on Politicgive us the grounds to understand Reid’s most basic
distinction in the field of political knowledge,dfdistinction between politics ast and
politics asscience,a distinctionpresented in the introductory lesson of his pdalltic

course. In brief, this distinction may be underdtaas the distinction between the
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exercise of politicand atheory of politics Firstly, Reid defines the art of politics as
follows: “if we consider it as an Art it may be defd to be The Art of Modeling &
Governing a State so as to answer the End intelogl@t (Lectures on Politics2015, p.
25). The art of politics is the practice of poktiperformed by the individual who
governs a political society. The politician shoblve an end in sight and, about it, Reid

states:

It is very obvious that the end of Government oughbe the good
and happiness of the Governed: And therefore eMagel or Form
of Government, if we judge of it by the moral Stardlis to be more
or less approved according as it tends more ortéegromote this end
(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 25).

To master the art of politics, in this sense, lategl to the knowledge of the means to
promote the good and the happiness of the indilgdumaited into a political society.

The good politician should be able to identify best means to promote this end:

The business of the politician is either to frameMadel of
Government for a larger or lesser political Socigdy to preserve
repair alter or amend a Government already forrieddiscover the
latent seeds of those diseases, which if not curedime are
destructive of the political Union, & bring it tasgolution at last, & to
be able to find out and apply the proper Remedigxt(ires on
Politics, 2015, p. 25).

Secondly, in Reid’s very words: “Politicks consieéras a Science is the Knowledge of

those principles by which we may Judge of the Gtuigin and Effects of

Government” Lectures on Politics2015, p. 26). Moreover:

In Politicks we do not enquire what is Right or wgo but what are
the Causes that produce such or such Events iretgpar on the
other had what are the Effects and consequenceftioav from such
or Such Constitutiond.éctures on Politics2015, p. 71-2).

The science of politics, in its strict sense, doaisconcern the knowledge of the
right or wrong. This is up to the moral philosopHhers up to political scientists instead
to account for the causes of the political eventeuman societies; it is up to them to
investigate the effects of certain kinds of consitsn upon the political societies. Reid’s
Lectures on Politics have presented the study m@etliorms of constitution and their
effects: republican constitution(Lectures on Politics 2015, p. 38-44)monarchic
constitution(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 44-7) andespotic constitutioLectures on
Politics, 2015, p. 34-8). Reid also considers the mixetidBriconstitution I(ectures on
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Politics, 2015, p. 47-54). The starting point of the sceent politics, however, is the
establishment of the first principles from whicle gholitical scientist reasonings should
be extractedlt is up to the political scientist to settle theufidations of the political

knowledge, the first principles of the science olitics:

Every science must be grounded on certain prirgiglef Politicks
can be at all reduced to a Science, as | doulibutdt may, there must
be certain Principles from which all our Reasoning$oliticks are
deduced — as there are certain first Principles Agioms in
Mathematicks upon which all our Reasonings in Mathticks are
built, and and as there are in Morals certain fitghciples, as we
have had occasion to shew upon which our Reasomitite Science
of Morals are builtliectures on Politics2015, p. 26-7).

In politics, there are first principles from whiah reasonings are extracted, upon which
all the political knowledge is built. However, inet text of the_ecture on Politicswe
cannot find a passage in which Reid states thathéle is a set of beliefs that are self-
evident or immediately justified, that is, beliefdhich are not based upon any other
belief. It is not clear, therefore, if Reid sebs first principles of politics as beliefs
justified from the start. It is not possible to iolathat they have what is needed for
being basic beliefs in a foundationalist view & 8tructure of knowledge.

Such as | understand a foundationalist theory aftemic justification, basic /
foundational belief should have the characteristicbeing immediately justified,
independently of any other belief. It is necesdaryave this set of justified from the
start beliefs. This is one of the basic ideas fafumdationalist theory. The possibility of
a science of politics depends upon the possibilitydentifying the first principles or
axioms upon which the reasonings of the politicamstist can be developed. However,
the text of the_ectures on Politicss not clear if Reid is a foundationalist with aed to
political knowledge. | do not claim, therefore, tthiais indisputable that Reid keeps

foundationalist commitments in politics.

1.3) Discussing some opposing interpretations

1.3.1) Wolterstorff's antifoundationalist interpretation

Nicholas Wolterstorff is one of the authors whorad accept the foundationalist
interpretation of Reid’s philosophy. Indeed, thethau argues that Reid is an

antifoundationalist philosopher. According to him, Thomas Reid and the story of
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epistemology(2001), Reid would not have developed a foundatisingheory of

epistemic justification: he should be understooaasetaphysical realist who was also, in
his own way, arantifoundationalist ( WOLTERSTORFF, 2001, p. X, emphasis added).
Reid would have abandoned the problem of justifygsegnmon sense beliefs, unlike

many interpreters are tempted to think about hemitons:

Beliefs come with a variety of distinct truth-regext merits and
demerits. They areavarranted reliably, formed entitled, justified
rational, cases of knowledgét for inclusion within scienceand so
forth. Contemporary epistemology in the analytadttion has been
preoccupied, in recent years, with the attempffier analyses of such
merits as these, and criteria for their applicatidrperson trained in
this tradition will naturally assume that Reid isgaged in the same
enterprise. She will be inclined to extract fromidR@ theory of
warrant, a theory of entittement, a theory of fiisdition, or whatever
(WOLTERSTORFF, 2001, p. 02, emphasis added).

Reid would not be interested by the problem of id@ng the criteria by means of
which we would be able to recognize true beliefeowhere in Reid does one find a
general theory of any doxastic merntoka = belief, in Greek)” (WOLTERSTORFF,
2001, p. 02). There are certainly many passagdé®eid’s works that may lead us to
believe that the author is interested by the prablef epistemic justification.
Nevertheless, Wolterstorff states, this would nettlhe main intention of his project:
“he clearly indicates an interest in developingeaayal theory of ‘good evidence’, of
‘just ground [s] of belief. But he found his intetestymied” (WOLTERSTORFF, 2001,
p. 03). On Wolterstorff view, Reid would have lieit his philosophical investigation to
a descriptive project. Reid would never have hdduadationalist project in sight: he
would intend to describe the process involved e dbperations of the powers of mind.
The first of Reid’s interests would be related t&cdvering how the mind conceives the

external objects:

What accounts for the fact that we get entitiegmimd in such a
manner as to be able to form beliefs and other siofléhought about
them, and so to speak about them. In particulaat\abcounts for the
fact that we gehonmentalentities in mind in such a manner, and
experienced events from past (WOLTERSTORFF, 20004}y

The second one would be related to the nature ladfb&and secondly, what accounts
for the fact that often we do not merewgtertain thoughtsbout the entities we have in
mind butform beliefsabout them” (WOLTERSTORFF, 2001, p. 04)? Thisnsshort,

Wolterstorff's antifoundationalist interpretatiohReid’s philosophy.

37



As | argue before, Reid’s distinction between itnei propositions and
propositions based upon argumeiatsd his view on the self-evidence of the first
principles of knowledgemakes him a foundationalist philosopher par exneke
Differently from what Wolterstorff argues, Reidiigerested in the question of how our
beliefs are epistemically justified. His projechist merely descriptive: Reid really goes
beyond the simple psychological description of timental processes of belief
formation. Unfortunately, | cannot clarify this pbinow, | cannot argue in favor of my
view, since | discuss Reid’s arguments in favothef truth of the first principles later—
Reid does not prove the truth of the first prineglbut he presents some arguments in
order to make their evidenaaore apparerif. | intend to explain Reid’s theory of
epistemic justification in Chapter 4, more partasty, | intend to discuss his view on
the epistemic justification of the first principleé common sense, that is, the basic /
foundational beliefs of speculative and moral kremige. On Reid’s view, the first
principles of common sense are really true belidigy are results of the original
constitution of mind; they are due to reliable posvef mind and, for this reason,

human beings are justified in assuming them aslieliefs.

1.3.2) Lehrer and Smith’s coherentist interpretation

There are also some authors who understand Readcakerentist philosopher,
instead of a foundationalist one. Indeed, accgrdinKeith Lehrer and John-Cristian
Smith (1985), for instance, there are some passafdsoth thelnquiry and the
Intellectual Powerswhich may lead us to understand Reid’s theory o finst
principles as a sort of coherentism. They have dothree passages to base their

interpretation. The first one appears in lihguiry:

There is a much greater similitude than is commoinfagined,

between the testimony of nature given by our senses the

testimony given by language. The credit we givédth is at first the
effect of instinct only. When we grow up, and betyinreason about
them, the credit given to human testimony is rasdd and

weakened, by the experience we have of ded&itt the credit given
to the testimony of our senses, is established camfirmed by the
uniformity and constancy of the laws of NatdieM, VI, XX, p. 171,

emphasis added).

¥ See p. 172-3.
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On their view, this passage is important in thauggests the testimony of senses may
be confirmed. In other words, that the coherencergmperceptual beliefs would
confirm the first principles about the reliabilinf perception (LEHRER & SMITH,

1985, p. 26). The second passage is presented sathe work:

Common sense and reason have both one author;Athaghty
author, in all whose other works we observe a at@iscy, uniformity,
and beauty, which charm and delight the understandhere must
therefore be somerder and consistencin the human faculties, as
well as in other parts of his workmanshiHM, V, VII, p. 69,
emphasis added).

According to the authors, the order and consistaidye faculties of mind may be a
sign of Reid’s coherentist commitments. Finallythe Intellectual Powerswe find the
third passage—according to Lehrer and Smith, tmengést indication of Reid’s
coherentism view (LEHRER & SMITH, 1985, p. 37): étle is hardly any proposition,
especially of those that may claim the charactdirstf principles, that stands alone and
unconnected. It draws many others along with & chain that cannot be brokerZIP,

VI, IV, p. 464). Those three passages would sugtiedtReid in fact keeps a sort of
coherentist theory of epistemic justification. OridRs view, the truth of our beliefs
“[...] is a consequence of the coherence of the syqtd our beliefs] (LEHRER &
SMITH, 1985, p. 37).

Despite what Lehrer and Smith claim, Reid actuagumes a foundationalist
view with regard to knowledge. Reid’s foundatioslssumptions are quite extensive
to abandon them in favor of a coherentist integireh, an interpretation that, after all,
does not find much textual ground. | do not ageealbandon all those concepts to
which Reid appeals—very important to foundatiomnafisthors, such afoundation
superstructure intuitive propositions(basic / foundational beliefs) angropositions
based upon argumeni®on-basic / non-foundational beliefs), immednatgistified
beliefs and the building metaphor—in favor of thiterpretation fundamentally based
upon three passages. As shown above, Reid claehshibre are first principles—basic /
foundational beliefs which are justified from thars-that are the foundation of many
branches of knowledge, among them, philosophy afdnand morals. They are self-
evident principles whose truth is immediately jfist: they do not depend on anything
else, not even on the coherence of our beliefs.cbierence of the beliefs due to the
faculties of mind is not an element of their jusation.
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1.3.3) Poore’s foundationalist / coherentist intergetation

Recently, Gregory Poore presents an interestirgypretation of Reid’s theory
of the first principles. According to him, a mixéuof foundationalism and coherentism
is present in Reid’s philosopHy “I argue that Reid’s epistemology, while primgril
foundationalist, is not simply foundationalist bedntains coherentist strands: [...]
While such boosted justification is not generalgcessary for knowledge, it can be

valuable” (POORE, 2015, p. 213). He explains hisrpretation in more details:

By arguing that Reid’s epistemology contains cohtsen strands, |
do not wish to suggest that coherence is the pyirlat alone the
only, source of justification. By itself, the justation supplied by
coherence is not sufficient to justify a beliefth® level required for
knowledge, nor is it necessary for knowledge, astién normal, non-
skeptical contexts. | wish to argue merely thatRaid, the value of
coherence is not simply the absence of defeatesighthe value of
consistency. Coherence has positive epistemic Vialu®eid andit
can boost though not supplant, the justification of belidsgmed
according to his externalist criteria (POORE, 2015223, emphasis
added).

There is another element in Poore’s interpretatidmnch | do not intend to
consider now, namely, the idea that God could glaye epistemological role in this
context of foundationalism and coherenttdml believe it is sufficient, in the
appreciation of this interpretation, to have inhsighe assumption of aadditional
justification or further justificationby means of the coherence of the system of beliefs.
At first, this interpretation does not seem to presany difficulty, since coherence, as
Poore puts it, is only a way of adding truth valoi¢he first principles—which constitute,
after all, the foundation of human knowledge. Hoarewthis assumption may imply a
difficulty if it is not better explained. | appet Bonjour in order to throw light on this
possible difficulty which may strikes Reid’s viewn dhe first principles in Poore’s

interpretation:

* Susan Hack (1993) calls this mixtdceindherentismPoore does not use this term, however.

!> This passage summarizes Poore’s understandingi©pdint: “Reid’s belief in a beneficent God is, a
he states here, ‘grounded upon the experiencesgbdternal care and goodness’ — in other wordsy upo
Reid’s experiences via his perceptual facultieac&iReid elsewhere gives arguments for the existenc
and perfections of God, his ‘confidence and trasa ifaithful and beneficent Monitor’ is also groenad
upon theistic reasons for trusting his perceptuglefs are circular: based on perceptual belieés, h
believes in God's existence and goodness, andélisf gives him further justification for his peqtual
beliefs. This inference is circular — viciouslyaitar, if Reid were a simple foundationalist, birtuously
circular since his epistemology contains coherestisinds and these circles are coherence-buiklnayg
hence justification-generating” (POORE, 2015, [5)22
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The weak foundationalist solution to this problespiftemic regress]
is to attempt to augment the justification of bbtsic and nonbasic
beliefs by appealing to theoncept of coherenc&/ery roughly, if a
suitably large, suitably coherent system can bdt,beontaining a
reasonably high proportion of one's initially ctadi basic beliefs
together with nonbasic beliefs, then it is claimd justification of
all the beliefs in the system, basic and nonbasay be increased to
the point of being adequate for knowledge, whereieaing high
enough degree of coherence may necessitate tratioajef some of
one's basic beliefs (BONJOUR, 1985, p. 28-9, eniplzkied).

To suppose that basic / foundational beliefs nesdeshing more than themselves—that
they can be boosted by the coherence of the doxagiem they yield—is to suppose a
weak sort of foundationalist theory of epistemistiication. In this weak sort of
foundationalism, the supposition of an additionadtification may imply the decrease
of the truth of the first principles of knowledg€&hat is, Reid’s first principles of
knowledge would not be able to play the epistemobdgole that Reid holds they do:
they are not as true as the philosopher thought.

| do not believe Poore supposes Reid maintainsak wert of foundationalism.
He clearly admits that this epistemic booster it mecessary for the truth of the first
principles. However, it is necessary to recogn@aething odd in the supposition of an
additional justification: how to understand in wisgnse “self-evident” principles of
knowledge can become more justified than theyalitiare? Such as Reid understands
the first principles, they are self-evident prirlegpand to suppose that there are ways to
make them more justified is to suppose that theyaatually “partially self-evident”. As
Reid explains, the proposition which expressessa firinciple of knowledge “[...] has
the light of truth in itself, and has no occasiorbbrrow it from another [proposition]”
(EIP, VI, IV, p. 452). Poore’s interpretation, if it s not lessen the importance of the
first principles and their self-evidence, would Bde explain what does it mean to add
justification to self-evident principles. Of courBeid presents some arguments in order
to show that philosophers have good reasons toresswmmon sense beliefs, first
principles of knowledge, as true beliefs. As hdnata “there are ways by which the
evidence of first principles may be made more agpi#f. However, | am far from
thinking that these arguments provide angitional justificationfor the first principles.
The first principles of philosophy of mind and misrare entirely justified from the

start.

18| discuss this point in chapter 4.
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Conclusion

| have tried to explain the main reasons that leel tm think Reid as a
foundationalist philosopher. | have shown whateotly of epistemic justification is, as
well as the main assumptions of a foundationahsbty of epistemic justification. |
have also shown the main aspects of Reid’'s philogopvhich make him a
foundationalist philosopher in my view: his distion between basic / foundational
beliefs and non-basic / non-foundational belie$swall as his understanding that basic /
foundational beliefs have the characteristic ofngeimmediately justified, justified
from the start. | have also shown why | supposel Reia foundationalist with regard to
speculative and moral knowledge and the difficaltief knowing if he keeps
foundationalist commitments in politics. Finally,have presented three different
interpretations of Reid’s philosophy, the antifoafidnalist, the coherentist and the
foundationalist / coherentist interpretation, anguwhy | suppose they are not right in

denying Reid’s foundationalist commitments.
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CHAPTER 2) UNDERSTANDING REID ON THE SOURCES OF THE
FIRST PRINCIPLES

| consider, in the second chapter of this thesesd®R remarks on the sources of
the first principles of human knowledge. In part&uyl intend to consider two sources
of human knowledge, namely, common sense and kugelef mankind. In the first
section, | discuss Reid’s view on the powers ofgjudnt and belief and the role of
evidence in their operations. Both notions are éaycepts to understand Reid’s view
on the first principles. | consider, in the seca®dtion, the problem of understanding
Reid’s notion ofcommon sensand | try to present his psychology of the powafrs
mind to which common sense beliefs are due. Comseonse is the source of the first
principles of philosophy of mind and morals. In tterd section, | consider Reid’'s
notion of knowledge of mankindnd | present the psychology of the principles of
human action. Knowledge of mankind is the sourceheffirst principles of politics,
which are not results of the original constitutimhmind, in other words, they are not
common sense beliefs. They cannot be found amoagnimediate and irresistible

beliefs of common sense.

2.1) Reid on judgement / belief, evidence and knoedge

In this section, | would like to consider how Raigisychology of the powers of
judgment and belief, how he describes the operstminthese powers and the role
played by evidence in the operations of both ofth&he notions ofudgmentand
belief are key concepts to understand Reid’s view on Inukmawledge, in particular,
the sources of our knowledge, common sense andl&dger of mankind. Indeed, such
as | understand them, the first principles of m@olohy of mind, morals or politics are
judgments and beliefs of two different sources. |Aargue later, common sense
judgments / beliefs are the foundations of phildgopf mind and morals, as well as the
judgments and beliefs of the knowledge of mankirelthe foundations of the science

of politics.

2.1.1) Reid on judgment, belief and knowledge
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Firstly, |1 consider Reid’s view on the power of guag. | believe the clearest of
Reid’s consideration on this notion appears onftlewing passage, in the chapter
Sentiments of Philosophers concerning judgrenthe context of a discussion on

Locke’s notion ofudgment”:

| understand by it [judgment] that operation of dhilby which we
determine, concerning any thing that may be expresby a
proposition, whether it be true or false. Everygasition is either true
or false; so is every judgment. A proposition maysbnply conceived
without judging of it. But when there is not onlycanception of the
proposition, but a mental affirmation or negatian,assent or dissent
of the understanding, whether weak or strong, isvgidgment EIP,
VI, 1, p. 435).

Judgment is the power of stating if somethingue tor false by means of an affirmation
or negation, and its form of expression is a prdfrs A proposition is true or false in
accordance with what it affirms or denies. Judgmemth as Reid understands it, may
be atacit operation of mind. On the one hand: “it [judgmeist]a solitary act of the
mind, and the expression of it by affirmation onigéis not at all essential to it. It may
be tacit, and not expresse®IP, VI, |, p. 406). Reid appeals to the distinctiatieen
solitary andsocial powers of human mind to make this point clerén the condition

of a solitary power, judgment does not need to Xy@essed by means of words or
signs. Judgment is a tacit act of mind and it isnplete even when it is not
communicated to other intelligent being. On theeothand: “affirmation and denial is
very often the expression of testimony, which dféerent act of the mind, and ought to
be distinguished from judgmentEI[P, VI, I, p. 406). Judgment and testimony are
different operations of mind. Judgment is a sofitact of mind, testimony, a social one.
For this reason, testimony needs to be expressadelays of words and signs in order

to be understood by other human beings. Moreoestinbony may be a lie, once it

7| appeal to théntellectual Powerso explain Reid’s view on judgment.

'8 About this distinction, Reid claims: “A man mayderstand and will; he may apprehend, and judge,
and reason, though he should know of no intelligezihg in the universe besides himself. But, when h
asks information, or receives it,; when he beas8rt®ny, or receives the testimony of another; when
gives a command to his servant, or receives ome &superior: when he plights his faith in a praros
contract; these are acts of social intercourse dmtvintelligent beings, and can have no placelitude”
(EIP, I, VIII, p. 68). The solitary powers are thoseigéhdo not suppose the intercourse with another
intelligent being. The social powers, in turn, #éhese which suppose a sort of communication with
another intelligent being: “they suppose understamdnd will; but they suppose something more, Whic
is neither understanding nor will; that is, societigh other intelligent beings™HIP, 1, VIII, p. 68). The
faculties of consciousness, memory, perception tasde, for instance, may be calledlitary /
intellectual powersf mind. The act of asking or receiving informatiohe act of testifying or receiving a
testimony, for instance, may be callsdcial / intellectual powerf mind. The social affections
(benevolence and malevolence), in turn, may bedadicial / active powersf mind.
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depends on the veracity of the one who perforn@therwise, a false judgment is just a
mistake of who judges. To show that judgment iacit act of mind is important in that
Reid intends to argue that some operations of mifod,instance, consciousness,
memory, perception, taste and conscience, are gmued by tacit judgmertts “[...]
in persons come to years of understanding, judgmegcessarily accompanies all
sensations, perception by the senses, conscioysaragssnemory, but not conception”
(EIP, VI, 1, p. 409). When we are conscious of the afiens and passions of our
minds, when we perceive the objects of the extemuald or remember the past events
by memory, we are performing tacit judgments alibat existence of those mental
operations by consciousness, the existence of tbbgets perceived by the external
senses and the existence of those past eventdag\ymamemory. Reid underlines that
conception cannot be followed by judgment: “althiouiipere can be no judgment
without a conception of things about which we judget conception may be without
any judgment” EIP, VI, I, p. 408). They are indeed two different paw of mind: “[...]
judgment is an act of the mind specifically diffierdrom simple apprehension, or the
bare conception of a thingE(P, VI, I, p. 408). But there is no judgment involviecthe
operations of conception. It is a fact that the dnis capable of conceiving an object
without judging about it. Nevertheless, the minch@ capable of judging the truth or
falsehood of the existence of an object withoutcenring it previously.

Secondly, | consider Reid’s view on the powerefief®. Reid acknowledges
the impossibility of defininghis notioi™. He presents some synonymous for this term:
“belief assent conviction are words which | think do not admit of logicafuhition,

because the operation of mind signified by thepeidectly simple, and of its own kind.

19 The difficulty of acknowledging that judgment acgpanies many operations of mind concerning the
fact we hardly make reference to them in our spegdReid notes that we do not express those judgmen
since it would be superfluous. It is worth to natether analogy that illustrates Reid’s understamain

this point; “A woman with child never says, thagig such a journey, she carried her child alonip wi
her. We know that, while it is in her womb, she teggry it along with her. There are some operatioh
mind that may be said to carry judgment in theimk and can no more leave it behind them than the
pregnant woman can leave her chil@®IR, VI, I, p. 410). When | say “l see an oak”, it astually
implicitly a judgment about the existence of thgegbl see, that is, that | judge there is an dbged this
object is perceived by my eyes.

2 In order to explain what belief is, | follow botthe Inquiry (mainly sectionsSensation and
remembrance, natural principles of beliéf Judgment and belief in some cases precede simple
apprehensiorf Two theories of the nature of belief refteshd thelntellectual PowergchapterOf the
evidence of sense, and of belief in general

L Reid explains: “but what is this belief or knowdedwhich accompanies sensation and memory? Every
man knows what it is, but no man can define it. ®any man pretend to define sensation, or to define
consciousness? It is happy indeed that no man doekif no philosopher had endeavoured to defirg an
explain belief some paradoxes in philosophy, maogedible than ever were brought forth by the most
abject superstition, or the most frantic enthusidsad never seen the lightHM, 11, V. p. 30).
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Nor do they need to be defined, because they anenom words, and well understood”
(EIP, 1, XX, p. 227, emphasis added). Some of the tgstaparadoxes of the
philosophy of mind come rightly from the attemptdefine the power of belief in an
inappropriate wa¥. Such as in the case of judgment, some operatbmsind are

always accompanied by belief:

That there are many operations of mind in whichemvlwve analyse
them as far as we are able, we find belief to bessential ingredient.
A man cannot be conscious of his own thoughts, auittbelieving
that he thinks. He cannot perceive an object ofseemwithout
believing that it exists. He cannot distinctly renter a past event
without believing that it did exist. Belief thereéois an ingredient in
consciousness, in perception, and in remembrariel, (I, XX, p.
228).
Many of the operations of mind, like consciousneagmory, perception, taste and
conscience are accompanied by belief: a beliehenexistence of the operations and
passions of which we are conscious, in the existefiche past events of which we are
conscious, in the existence of the objects perdebsethe senses, in the existence of
aesthetic qualities appreciated by taste, thaticedctions are right and others are

wrong. Reid is not able to explain why those openatare accompanied by belief:

Why sensation compels our belief of the presensterce of the

thing, memory a belief of its past existence, andgination no belief

at all, | hold no philosopher can give a shadoweakon, but that such
is the nature of these operations: They are alplsirand original, and
thereforeinexplicable acts of the min@HM, II, lll. p. 28, emphasis

added).

These arenexplicable acts of the mind\ll Reid may state is that some operations of
mind are accompanied by belief.

Thirdly, based upon what Reid claims about judgnaen belief, | consider the
guestion of understanding the relation between pothiers of mind, a relation that is
not so clear. On the one hand, it seems plausibthitk that judgment and belief are
powers so connected that, on Reid’'s view, both abha exerted independently. Thus,

the termgudgmentand belief could be understood as interchangeable terms id'RRei

2 Reid has in sight Locke’s (IHM, II, V, p. 31) amtume’s (IHM, II, V, p. 30) theories of belief. To
definebeliefis not only noxious to the investigation but iaiso unnecessary: “I conclude, then, that the
belief [...] is a simple act of the mind, which catrme defined. It is in this respect like seeing and
hearing, which can never be so defined as to berstabd by those who have not these facultiestand
such as have them, no definition can make theseatipes more clear than they are already. In like
manner, every man that has any belief, and he beist curiosity that has none, knows perfectly what
belief is, but can never define or explain i1/, 11, V. p. 31).
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thought. On the other hand, Reid leaves open tlestiun of knowing if judgment is a
necessary concomitanbr an ingredient of the operations of those powers,
acknowledging, contrarily, that belief is assentialingredient of those operations.

Adam Pelser thinks the relation between judgmedtlaiief as follows:

While judgment is the momentary mental act of atligi affirming or
denying some proposition, belief is the mental esttitat follows
immediately upon judgment as its natural consegeiend, as it were,
completes the judgment. In other words, judgmerthés activity of
beginning to believe (or disbelieve) (PELSER, 201.(B60).

The following passage seems to give textual grdandhis view: “but it is certain, that
all of them [sensation, perception, memory and ciousness] are accompanied with a
determination that something is true or false, ambnsequenbelief” (EIP, VI, 1, p.
409, emphasis added). Reid also claims: “it is ataileaffirmation or negation; it may
be expressed by a proposition affirmative or negatand it isaccompaniedvith the
firmest belief EIP, VI, I, p. 409, emphasis added). In Essay VII, thro passage
reinforces Pelser’s view: “reasoning, as well agjunent, must be true or false; both are
grounded upon evidence which may be probable orodstrative, and both are
accompaniedvith assent or belief’EIP, VII, |, p. 543, emphasis added). Nevertheless,
on the following passage, Reid claims:

Belief is always expressed in language by a proposi wherein
something affirmed or denied. This is the form péech which in all
languages is appropriated to that purpose, witkdout belief there
could be neither affirmation nor denjalor should we have any form
of words to express eitheétlP, I, XX, p. 228, emphasis added).

This passage makes us think it is hard to claim there is a temporal distinction
between judgment and belief, as if the judgmeniccbe the beginning of the process
of believing, or the latter could be a complemédrthe former.

| would not discuss if Pelser is right in assumthg existence of a temporal
criterion of distinction, if judgment precedes kélior vice versa. | would like to
underline that, on Reid’s view, a belief could appear without a judgment about the
truth or falsehood of an object, or a judgment dombt be accomplished without a
belief about the existence or inexistence of aeabjTo think the truth or falsehood of
an object or to affirm or to deny its existence akgays together in the operations of
mind. This explains the reason | use biedief in some cases, when Reid uses the term

judgment | believe this interchangeable use of the termsat imply any difficulty to
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understand Reid’s theory of the first principles sifeculative, moral and political
knowledge, which are judgments and beliefs of commsense and knowledge of
mankind. Some operations of mind yield judgment} lagliefs and, more important, in
the context of epistemological discussions, Reideustands both judgment and belief
as knowledge | quote two short passages as examples of hig. vide first passage
appears in théntellectual Powers“truth and falsehood are qualiti@gich belong to
judgment only; or to propositions by which judgmenexpressed’HIP, I, VII, p. 66,
emphasis added); the second one appears imthery: “[...] what is this belief or
knowledgewhich accompanies sensation and memotlyM, Il, V. p. 30, emphasis
added)? Both judgement and belief means knowldalge)jot in all cases:

Knowledge | think, sometimes signifies things known; sommets that
act of the mind by which we know them. And in lik@nneropinion

sometimes signifies things believed; sometimesatiieof the mind by
which we believe them. But judgment is the facwuityich is exercised
in both these acts of the mind. In knowledge, wdggu without
doubting; in opinion, with some mixture of doul®, VI, I, p. 435,

emphasis added).

When the powers of judgment and belief operate amitldoubt, there is knowledge; if
there is room for doubt, there is an opinion indteBherefore, to discuss matters of
truth and falsehood, that is, to discuss knowledgeo discuss about judgments and
beliefs and the propositions which express thepretent an example. The judgment
and belief which accompany my perception of an oa&ky be expressed in a
propositional way as follows: “I see an oak”. Thisigment / belief is true if I am
actually seeing a tree, or it is false if | do mofact perceive it. The same goes for the
proposition: it is true in the case | see a treeg, iais false if | do not really perceive it.
In the following subsection, | explain the role ttlewidence plays in the operations of

judgment and belief.

2.1.2) Reid on evidence and knowledge

According to Reid, evidence is the ground from wihithe operations of
judgment and belief are performed. He states abwaidence and judgment: “evidence

is the ground of judgmentind when we see evidence, it is impossible ngudge”
(EIP, VI, IV, p. 410, emphasis added). He claims alemidence and belief:
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We give the name of evidence to whatever gr@nd of belief To
believe without evidence is a weakness which ewgay is concerned
to avoid, and which every man wishes to avoid. Mdit in a man’s
power to believe any thing longer than he thinksiae evidenceH|P,
I, XX, p. 228, emphasis added).

As both passages show, evidence works as the trasiswhich judgment and belief
operate, stressing once again the connection betileese two powers of mind.
Evidence is what governs the powers of judging balieving: “to believe without
evidence is a weakness which every man is concémasoid, and which every man
wishes to avoid. Nor is it in a man’s power to beé any thing longer than he thinks he
has evidence HIP, Il, XX, p. 228). For instance, | judge the traththe existence of an
oak perceived by senses and believe in its existesirece | have evidence of the
existence of this external object. On Reid’s vieéam not able to judge or believe in the
existence of the oak without having evidence ofexxsstence. Human mind may be

understood, by analogy, asiaternal tribunalwhere judgments are performed:

As a judge, after taking thproper evidencepasses sentence in a
cause, and that sentence is called his judgmenthesanind, with
regard to whatever is true or false, passes semtancdetermines
according to the evidence that appears. Some kihdsidence leave
no room for doubt. Sentence is passed immediatéthout seeking
or hearing any contrary evidence, because the tisingertain and
notorious. In other cases, there is room for weigtévidence on both
sides before sentence is pasdeiiP( VI, I, p. 407, emphasis added).

Mind, as well as a judge, judges in accordance thighevidence which appears to it. In
the specific case of the judgments and beliefs wlaccompany the operations of
perception, the evidence we have is the evidendbeobriginal constitution of mind
the evidence of the external powers which makegsidge and believe in the existence
of the oak when it is perceived

In the previous chapter, | have discussed Reidderstanding of scientific
knowledge: knowledge acquired by means of reasofiomg a set of axioms or first
principles. Such as | understand Reid, he clairasttiere is a first level of knowledge,
previous to the scientific one. The judgments aeliefs resulting of the operations of

the powers of mind—consciousness, memory, pergepina conscience, for instance,

% |n thelnquiry, Reid claims the same about the evidence of pgorep]...] that it is no less a part of
the human constitution, to believe the presenttemée of our sensations, and to believe the past
existence of what we remember, than it is to belithat twice two makes four. The evidence of sense,
the evidence of memory, and the evidence of thessery relations of things, are all distinct andioal
kinds of evidence, equally grounded on our cornitti none of them depends upon, or can be resolved
into another” (HM, Il, VI, p. 32).
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the judgments and beliefs which are based upor\itence of the original constitution
of mind, are knowledge by themselves. They do epedd on any sort of reasoning to
be appropriately called knowledge. Moreover, in ligat of that distinction between
knowledge and opinion presented above, we sedltbgtidgments and beliefs due to
the powers of mind are not mere opinions, oncer&hs no room for doubt” in
perception, such as there is no room for doubtoinsciousness, memory, taste and
conscience. By way of comparison, | quote David lduom this point, an author to
whom knowledgeand probability seems to be only mediately acquired, that is, by

means of the operations of reasoning:

By knowledge, | mean the assurance arising fromctimaparison of
ideas. By proofs, those arguments, which are d&figm the relation
of cause and effect, and which are entirely fremmfrdoubt and
uncertainty. By probability, that evidence whichstdl attended with
uncertainty (HUME, 2009, p. 86).

In this brief but very clarifying passage, Hume ramkledges that knowledge,
probability and proof depend on the operationseatoning. On Reid’s view, contrarily,
there is knowledge acquired by an immediate me&hput the operations of reason. It

is indifferent, however, if we call those operasqgudgmentor knowledge

And if it be granted, that by our senses, our mg&mand

consciousness, we not only have ideas or simpleehppsions, but
form determinations concerning what is true, andatwls false;
whether these determinations ought to be cakedwledge or

judgmentis of small momentHIP, VI, I, p. 411).

The immediate—and irresistible—judgments and betiefthe mind are not only
knowledge but they are also the foundation uporclwkeveral branches of knowledge
are built. They are the first principles of comnmaense. This is the subject of the next

section.
2.2) Reid on common sense

Reid holds that common sense is the foundationhibgophy of mind and

many other branches of human knowledge—for instamaterral philosopHy, grammar,

24 On Reid’s view, Newton has appealed to princigiesommon sense in his investigation of material
phenomena: “hisegulae philosphandare maxims of common sense, and are practised e\sryin
common life; and he who philosophizes by other guleither concerning the material system, or
concerning the mind, mistakes his ain#i(, I, 1. p. 12). Moreover, about the twelfth firstiniple of
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logic, mathematics, aesthetics, morals and metaghySubsequently, | intend to
discuss in details Reid’s view on common senséasoundation of human knowledge.
Firstly, | discuss his view on the foundationalerolf common sense, as well as what he
has in sight when he refers to common sense ircdhéext of the discussion on the
foundations of knowledge. Secondly, | consider I®&d understands the sources of

common sense beliefs: his psychology of the powknsind.

2.2.1) Reid’s notion oftommon sense

A recurrent question among Reidian commentator emscthe understanding
Reid has of the notion afommon sensd.ouise Marcil-Lacoste (1982), for instance,

notes:

Because Reid uses the term ‘common sense’ in atyaf ways, the
version of common sense derived from these differeierences has
been held to be confusing. Indeed, although a femngentators on
Reid’s philosophy insist that his notion of commsense has one
central meaning, most commentators have found frem to five
different meanings in his use of the term (MARCIACOSTE, 1982,
p. 74).
Marcil-Lacoste points out some of the common sensanings presented by Reidian
commentators: (1¢ommon sensmay be interpreted as a faculty, sometimes idedtif
with practical sagacity, intuitive reason, averagelligence, well-balanced intellect;
(2) common sens@ay be interpreted as a set of principles, somstichentified as self-
evident truths, ordinary beliefs, popular conclasiointuitive judgments, laws of the
mind; (3) common sensenay be interpreted as a doctrine or a set of assomsp
concerning the source of certainty / evidence thirusometimes identified as
philosophical or popular, as principles of dedutsicor necessary conditions in the
exercise of rational powers.
| hold that it is possible to understand Reid’'siomotof common senganainly
when it is employed in the context of the discussso the foundations of knowledge,
as theoriginal constitution of mindr what is dictatedby the original constitution of
human nature. | would not claim neither it is aul&c nor it is a doctrine or a set of

assumptions concerning the source of truth, sut¢headefinitions (1) and (3) presented

contingent truths — the one related to the regylaffithe events in nature : “I need hardly to nmmtthat
the whole fabric of natural philosophy is built upthis principle, and, if it be taken away, musnhle
down to the foundation'§IP, VI, V, p. 489).
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by Marcil-Lacoste. However, | hold it is possibteunderstand common sense, as a set
of principles, a set of beliefs due to the powemafd, a view which may be understood
in the light of definition (2).

| open a parenthesis to clarify that | do not déscif there is some significant
change of view on the notion @bmmon sens&om the Inquiry to the Intellectual
Powers My view on this point is that, in the context tifie discussion on the
foundations of knowledge, both works present similaws on common sense: human
knowledge—patrticularly, speculative and moral kremge—should be based upon the
original constitution of minar what is dictatedoy the original constitution of human
mind. In this context, at least, | suppose thereassignificant change of view in how
Reid conceives common sense.

In the Inquiry, this meaning may be apprehended in the lighhefrotion of
suggestion As Reid states, the original constitution of misigggestsmany of our

judgments and beliefs:

| beg leave to make use of the waulygestionbecause | know not
one more proper, to express a power of the mindchwiseems
entirely to have escaped the notice of philosoplerd to which we
owe many of our simple notions which are neithepriessions nor
ideas, as well as many original principles of Wel{gHM, II, VII. p.
38).
Reid distinguishes between two sorts of suggestiohuman mind, one acquired by
experiencehabitual and another sort that comes from the originabttution of mind,
natural. The former sort is illustrated by the followingaenple: “we all know, that a
certain kind of sounds suggests immediately tontived, a coach passing in the street;
and not only produces the imagination, but theebelhat a coach is passingH\, II,
VII. p. 38). Habitual suggestion depends on a neviexperience. In the example case,
it is necessary that mind has previously heardhamatoaches in motion to be able to
suggest the belief that those sonorous sensatrensaaised by a coach passing in the
street. There are another set of beliefs that arelure to experience, but are the result of

natural suggestions of mind:

Particularly, that sensation suggest the notiopresent existence, and
the belief that what we perceive or feel, does eaist; that memory
suggests the notion of past existence, and thefbidat what we
remember did exist in time past; and that our demsaand thoughts
do also suggest the notion of a mind, and the foefiés existence,
and of its relation to our thoughts. By a likatural principleit is, that
a beginning of existence, or any change in natuggests to us the
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notion of a cause, and compels our belief of iisterce. And in like
manner, as shall be shewn when we come to the s®Ensmich,
certain sensations of toudby the constitution of our natureuggest
to us extension, solidity, and motion, which arewise like
sensations, although they have been hitherto codfml with them
(IHM, 11, VII. p. 38, emphasis added).

Common sens&s the constitution of our natyrsuggests many of our beliefs, such as

those about the existence of the external objeetsepred by sense, the existence of

past remembered by memory, the existence of a mimch thinks and that a change in

nature must have a cause.

It is out of philosophers’ reach to account for tt@uses of those natural

suggestions. Philosophy cannot explain why or hbosé beliefs are suggested by

original constitution of mind, how mind guides humaeings in their beliefs. Indeed, in

the sectionOf the systems of philosophers concerning the sengie Inquiry, Reid

observes the impossibilities of philosophy on homt:

How a sensation should instantly make us conceink leelieve the
existence of an external thing altogether unlikeé @to not pretend to
know; and when | say that the one suggest the ,othaean not to
explain the manner of their connection, but to egpra fact, which
every one may be conscious of; namely, that, gwadf our nature,
such a conception and belief constantly and imntelgidollow the

sensationldM, V, VIIl. p. 74).

This is a fact about the original constitution oinch which cannot be explained by

philosophy. Ahead in the text, he adds:

The sensations of touch, of seeing, and hearirggakrin the mind,
and can have no existence but when they are pecteilow do they
all constantly and invariably suggest the conceptmd belief of
external objects, which exist whether they are giger! or not? No
philosopher can give any other answer to this,that such is the
constitution of our natureHow do we know, that the object of touch
is at fingers end and no where else? That the bbfexight is in such
a direction from the eye, and in no other, but fhayat any distance?
And that the object of hearing may be at any di#arand in any
direction? Not by custom surely; not by reasoning,comparing
ideas, but by constitution of our naturdiii, VI, Xll, p. 125-6,
emphasis added).

There are limits concerning the account of how cemnsense, or the original

constitution of mind, makes us believe in the ense of the operations of mind, the

existence of past events and the existence of rett@bjects. All philosophers are

authorized to claim ithat such is the constitution of our nature
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The very constitution of mind suggests those beliegkid assumes as first
principles of knowledge. This is how common senkg9its foundational role: the
original constitution of human mindictates to us the very way according to which
human mind determines us with regard to our commept judgments and beliefs.
Common sense signifies the judgments and beliefisatte due to the powers of mind,
the natural judgments related to the unreflected imstinctive side of mind. This
original constitution is shared for the great parhumankind. For this reason, natural
beliefs may be understood as common principlest firinciples of common sense. In
the context of the discussion on the natural judgmef the mind on the existence of
the external objects, Reid observes:

Such original and natural judgments are thereforpadg of that
furniture which nature hath given to the human usi@eding [...]
They serve to direct us in the common affairs &, lwhere our
reasoning faculty would leave us in the dark. They a part of our
constitution, and all the discoveries of reasongaoeinded upon them.
They make up what is call§emphasis addedhe common sense of
manking and what is manifestly contrary to any of thogestf
principles, is what we ca#lbsurd(IHM, VII, p. 215).

The judgments and beliefs of the original condtituiof mind are the first principles of

common sense, the foundation of philosophy of mind:

if there are certain principles, as | think theree,awhich the
constitution of our nature leads us to belieared which we are under
a necessity to take for granted in the common aoscef life without
being able to give a reason for them; these aret wigacall the
principles of common sense; and what is manifesiiytrary to them,
is what we call absurdHM, I, VI. p. 33, emphasis added).

Therefore, to appeal to common sense in philosapmeestigation is to appeal to the
judgments and beliefs of the original constitutodinuman mind.

In the Intellectual PowersReid carefully discusses what he understandsiby t
notion of common sené® He begins chapte®f common sensby explaining the
meaning of the terrmenseHe notes the modern authors have emplegeddo signify
only the powers of the mind by means of which thednwould be able to have

conceptions or notions. For instance: the extesaakes would form the conceptions of

% On James Somerville’s view (1987), this detailéstussion is due to Joseph Priestley’s (1733-1804)
critique of Reid’s use of the tereommon sensa the Inquiry. Priestley, according to Sommerville,
would have accused him of making an unusual empboynof the term, giving to common sense a
meaning that is actually not common. Thus, Reidld/dave been invited to explain more systematically
his understanding afommon sensg&SOMMERVILLE, 1987, p. 418).
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the qualities of the external objects; the senseealuty would form the conceptions of
the aesthetical qualities of the objects of naturé art; the moral sense would form the
conceptions of right and wrong, virtue and vicecéwling to him, on the contrary, in
its most common use, shared by the greatest panuwfankind, the ternsenseis
employed to signify not only the powers by meansvbich we yield our conceptions
but also to signify the powers by means of whiclmanjudges: “seeing and hearing by
Philosophers are called senses, because we haag ljethem; by the vulgar they
called sense, because we judge by thdatP,(VI, Il, p. 424). Thus, sense implies not
only the source of notions, but also the originuafgments and beliefs. And common
sense may be understood, Reid claims, @sgaee of judgmermommon to the greatest

part of humankind:

In common language, sense always implies judgnfeman of sense
is a man of judgment. Nonsense is what is evidesghtrary to right
judgement. Common sensés that degree of judgment which is
common to men with whom we can observe and transasiness
(EIP, VI, Il, p. 424, emphasis added).

On the one hand, there is a context related thidingan action, to the practical ambit, in

which human beings are endowed with common sense:

This inward light or sense is given by Heaven fifedént persons in
different degrees. There is a certain degree whith is necessary to
our being subjects of law and government, capablmanaging our
own affairs, and answerable for our conduct towattters; This is
called common sense, because it is common to allvaé whom we
can transact business, or call to account for t@iduct EIP, VI, 11,
p. 426).
On the other hand, there is a context related taledge, more directly related to the
discovery of the truth:the same degree of understanding which makes acaaable of
acting with common prudence in the conduct of lmakes him capable of discovering what is
true and what is false in matters that are selii@vi, and which he distinctly appreheh(EIP,
VI, 1l, p. 426). That degree of judgment commorthe greatest part of humankind is
the source of the true judgments and beliefs wisicbuld be assumed as the first
principles of knowledge.
It is worth to note Reid’s observations on thatieh between common sense
and reason. It is possible to find some passag#seimquiry in which Reid seems to
oppose them both. For instance: “to reason agamgtof these kinds of evidence [the

evidence of the powers of mind], is absurd; nagetmson for them, is absurd. They are
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first principles; and such fall not within the pmoge of Reason, but of Common Sense”
(IHM, 11, V, p. 32). And also: “Common sense and realsawve both one author; that
Almighty author, in all whose other works we obseev consistency, uniformity, and
beauty, which charm and delight the understandiigi, V, VII, p. 68). Nevertheless,
this opposition is more apparent than real. Reaasmpower of mind, the power of
“passing from one judgment from another”, canngiage common sense, the original
constitution of mind. Reason, like consciousnessmory and perception, for instance,
constitutes common sense. How can we explain thassages? Reid has in sight in
those passages the opposition between judgmentsretdoy reasoning—that is, the
mediate judgments which depend on some procesgadgohents which are results of
the original constitution of mind—that is, the imurete judgments of nature. In the
Intellectual PowersReid makes this point clearer. Common sense caoppbse
reason, in the same way, reason cannot oppose corsanse: “it is absurd to conceive
that there can be any opposition between reasorncamnon sense. It is indeed the
first-born of reason, and as they are commonlyg@itogether in speech and in writing,
they are inseparable in their natur&IR, VI, 1, p. 432-3). There is no opposition as far

as common sense and reason are only distinct degfélee same aspect of mind:

We ascribe to reason two offices, or two degreés.first is to judge
of things self-evident; the second is to draw cosidns that are not
self-evident from those that are. The first of thesthe province and
the sole province of common sense; and therefooeiitcides with

reason in its whole extent, and is only anotheranéom one branch of
some degree of reasdalP, VI, Il, p. 433).

On the one hand, reason may be understood as ter pd recognizing what is self-
evident: a degree of judgment necessary to staa iwlrue. On the other hand, reason
may be understood as the power of reasoning frorat W self-evident, “[...] the
process by which we pass from one judgment to @&nethich is the consequence of it”
(EIP, VII, I, p. 542). The first degree of reason, coamsense, is original, the second
one, acquired by exercise and educafiolfi one is born without common sense, there is

no way to acquire it:

% Reid says about the capacity of reasoning: “inasure undoubtedly that gives us the capacity of
reasoning. When this is wanting, no art nor edocatian supply it. But this capacity may be dormant
through life, like seed of a plant, which, for wanrftheat and moisture, never vegetatdstP( VII, I, p.
543). He continues on the following paragraph:Haitgh the capacity be purely the gift of Natured an
probably given in very different degrees to différpersons; yet the power of reasoning seems tgobe
by habit, as much as the power of walking or rughiiEIP, VII, I, p. 543).
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The first is purely the gift of Heaven. And wheread¥en has not
given it, no education can supply the want. Theosdds learned by
practice and rules, when the first is not wantidlgman who has
common sense may be taught to reason. But if hadiathat gift, no
teaching will make him able either to judge of ffiginciples or to
reason from then&P, VI, Il, p. 433).

Reid explains why that first degree of reason haarae to itcommon sensand it is

not called reason, as the power of reasoning:

That in the greatest part of mankind no other degfereason is to be
found. It is this degree that entitles them to ttemomination of
reasonable creaturedt is this degree of reason, and this only, that
makes a man capable of managing his own affaicsaaswerable for
his conduct towards other. There is therefore #& beason why it
should have a name appropriated tcEitP{ VI, Il, p. 433, emphasis
added).

The above passage elucidates in what sense Reid weaapproach the notions
of common sensand reason common sense may be understoodessonableness
what makes human beings in accordance with reagbat makes themeasonable
creatures Therefore, a human being who denies the natudgments of the original
constitution of mind, one who refuses to admit thestence of her thoughts and
passions when she is conscious of them, who reficseglmit the existence of the
remembrances brought by memory, who refuses teumlin the existence of the
objects of the external world (when she is affectedinstance, by a mental disorder),
is seen as aminreasonable persoran irrational human being That is why Reid
strongly criticizes those who condemn the appeaammon sense as a principle of
knowledge. Deny this foundation, he argues, isawisedecision of philosophers:

| apprehend, that whatever censure is thrown uposet who have
spoken of common sense as a principle of knowledgeyho have
appealed to it in matters that are self-evident| fa&ll light, when

there are so many to share in it. Indeed, the atghaf this tribunal is
too sacred and venerable, and has prescriptiolotgpin its favour to
be nowwiselycalled in questiongIP, VI, 1l, p. 432).

In self-evident matters, philosophers do not hawgenauthority than anyone who has

common sense:

Indeed, with regard to first principles, there is reason why the
opinion of a Philosopher should have more authatign that of
another man of common sense, who has been accustomadge in
such cases. The illiterate vulgar are competenggsd and the
Philosopher has no prerogative in matters of tms;kout he is more
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liable than they to be misled by a favourite systespecially if it is
his own EIP, VI, VI, p. 499).

To conclude, common sense as | understand iheright of what is presented
in theInquiry and thelntellectual Powersis not a specific faculty of mind, such as the
faculties of consciousness, memory and perceptiohold we cannot understand
common sense as if it were a faculty which operatesg with the operations of those
other mental powers. Common sense, contrarilypmsposed by all the original powers
of mind. It may be comprehended as the originakttution of mind, what suggests us
many of our beliefs, what dictates us many prirespihat should be followed in the
conduct of our practical and intellectual lives. ndoon sense, as the original
constitution of mind, cannot oppose reason, reasamly another of the powers that
constitute human nature. It is actually the obd#rasof what common sense dictates to
us, those self-evident beliefs which are immedyataid irresistibly admitted by the
greatest part of humankind, that make us reasorab#gures. Finally, common sense
cannot be ultimately explained by philosopherss H fact that it suggests us our beliefs
about the existences of the objects of the extevodd, however, to account for why or
how this happens is out of the philosophers’ redtcis beyond the observation and

experimentation of the facts.

Reid on the foundational and instrumental roles obmmon sense

| open a parenthesis to consider Reid’s view ordthble philosophical role of
common sense: it is foundational and instrumerdig@st According to Reid, common
sense reveals us what are the boundaries of pphasad investigation. Indeed, he notes
that the absurd conclusions of™/718" centuries systems—in particular, Berkeley's and
Hume’s conclusions about the existences of thermexitevorld and the mind—may be
understood as being results from the attempt tocownee the boundaries laid down by

common sense and its principles:

It may be observed, that the defects and blemighebe received
philosophy of the mind, which have most exposdo ithe contempt
and ridicule of sensible men, have chiefly beenngwb this: that the
votaries of this Philosophy, from a natural pregedin her favour,
have endeavoured to extend her jurisdiction beytendst limits [...]
(IHM, I, IV. p. 19).
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The miserable condition of philosophy—especiallyewlit is compared to the success of
mathematics and the progress natural philosophyués to the mistake of trying to
overcome the boundaries indicated by common seateextending philosophy
jurisdiction beyond the limits of common sense.lSas Reid understands the history of
philosophy, modern philosophers would not havemesied common sense as it
deserved: they “[...] decline this jurisdiction; thelisdain the trial of reasoning, and
disown its authority; theyeither claim its aid, nor dread its attatksHM, I, IV. p. 19).
Reid explains it by the fact that common senseothices some boundaries for
investigation which seems to restrict philosophgtghority. The strength of common
sense and its principles is certainly greater than strength of our philosophical
reasonings. For that reason, modern authors heekttr abandon it. In doing this, they

have produced a real war between philosophy andrnmnsense:

The philosophers of the last age, whom | have rapat [Descartes,
Malebranche and Locke ], did not attend to presgrihe union and
subordination so carefully as the honour and istecé philosophy
required: but those of the present [Berkeley andhejuhave waged
open warwith Common Sense, and hope to make a completguesh
of it by the subtilties of Philosophy; an attemptlass audacious and
vain, than that of the giants to dethrone almighaye (HM, I, IV. p.
19, emphasis added).

As Reid states, the absurd condition of philosogiymind, a branch of
knowledge filled with paradoxes and skeptical cosidns (the very existences of the
world and mind have been called into question), €@Rractly from the separation
between philosophy and common sense. That explaiysReid conceives his task as

an attempt to reconcile these two separated fields:

It is a bold philosophy that rejects, without ceosy, principles
which irresistibly govern the belief and the condofcall mankind in
the common concerns of life; and to which the ujgher himself
must yield, after he imagines he hath confuted th®uath principles
are older, and of more authority, than Philosopding rests upon them
as her basis, not they upon her. If she could ouethem, she must
be buried in their ruins; but all the engines ofiggophical subtilty
are too weak for this purpose; and the attemptoigess ridiculous,
than if a mechanic should contrive axis in peritrochioto remove
the earth out of its place; or if a mathematici®wowdd pretend to
demonstrate, that things equal to the same thiaghatr equal to one
another (HM, |, V. p. 21).

Here is the metaphor which explains the relatiotwben philosophy of mind and
common sense: philosophy “[...] has no other roottbatprinciples of Common Sense,;

59



it grows out of them, and draws its nourishmentrfrthem: severed from its root, its
honours wither, its sap is dried up, it dies and”r@HM, I, V. p. 19). Common sense is
the roots from which philosophy should extractliis. Common sense should play a
foundational role in philosophy of mind, on Reidigw. This is the true foundation of

philosophy of mind and many other branches of kieoyeé:

All knowledge, and all science, must be built upoimciples that are

self-evident; and of such principles, every man wtas common

sense is a competent judge, when he conceivesdtstimctly. Hence

it is, that disputes very often terminate in anegdio common sense

(EIP, VI, Il, p. 426).

It is worth to note that besides this primary fdational role, common sense has

a secondary role in Reid’s philosophy, agfaitation instrumentLike Reid understands
it, common sense is the domain of the self-evigeimciples from which conclusions
are extracted by reasoning. Nevertheless, commusessannot serve as an instrument
for confirming those conclusions when they are iast with it: a conclusion cannot
be considered true only in virtue of being in adewrce with common sense. Otherwise,
a conclusion which contradicts it has one of theksaf falsehood. Common sense

serves as an instrument for refuting conclusiomgmthey oppose it:

I have only this farther to observe, that the pmoei of common sense
is more extensive in refutation than in confirmatid\ conclusion
drawn by a train of just reasoning from true pihes cannot possibly
contradict any decision of common sense, because will always
be consistent with itself. Neither can such a assioh receive any
confirmation from common sense, because it is ndahinv its
jurisdiction EIP, VI, Il, p. 433).

I underline that this employment of common sense@ondary since there are forms of
appeal to common sense in which this refutativennag be understood as its main use.

As Laurent Jaffro (2006) explains to us:

Quelle est la these principale d’'une philosophiesdns commun?
Sous sdorme extrémeelle affirme qu’une théorie qui soutient des
principes ou tire de conséquences qui sont coefraux croyances
ordinaires et communes doit étre rejetée comme séaudne
philosophie du sens commun, ainsi définie, est ntietement
réactive — elle réfute des philosophies en montuitlles sont
contraires au sens commun (JAFFRO, 2006, p. 19hasmpadded).

In my view, Reid does not hold this extreme sort@inmon sense philosophy. Such as

| understand him, common sense and its principlesabove all the foundation upon
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which knowledge should be built. Its refutative issecondary and has its use limited
to the negative aspect of Reid’s philosophy, irefhrihe exam of the systems of other

authors and the theory of idéas

2.2.2) Reid’s psychology of the powers of mind

| discuss in this subsection how Reid understandsdascribes the operations of
the powers of the mind that are accompanied bymeg and belief, the judgments and
beliefs suggested by the original constitution afichand which constitute the common
sense of humankind. | would like to follow a soift theoretical modelin this
presentation, a model based upon how Reid explhi@spower of perception. The

following table presents this model:

Faculties Conception Belief Sentation / feeling Affection
Consciousness X X
Memory X X
Perception X X X
Taste X X X
Conscience X X X X

The operations of the powers | consider involveoaception and a judgment.
The judgments of the power of perception and taséeaccompanied by a sensible
element: a sensation (perception) and a feelingte}taln order to explain Reid’'s
psychology, | begin by considering the powers ofiception, sensation and feeling,
common elements in the operations of the facultbésconsciousness, memory,

perception, taste and conscience.

Conception, sensation and feeling

In brief, conceptions a mental power which is no more than a thougbuaian

object, without the presence of any judgment orebehbout this object. In the

%" For instance, when Reid presents his five refleion the theory of ideas, he initially claims:e‘first
reflection | would make on this philosophical opiniis, That it is directly contrary to the univdrsanse
of men who have not been instructed in philosop{BfP, I, XIV, p. 172). And he continues, after
considering the position of some authors about @ékistence of the external objects: “[...] to the
uninstructed in philosophy, it must appear extravagnd visionary, and most contrary to the distate
common understandingE(P, II, X1V, p. 173).
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Intellectual Powers Reid dedicates Essay IV to the psychology of plosver of
conceptio®. Just as Reid claims, the reflexive exam of mihdws thatconception,
notion or simple apprehensioms an element present in every operation of mind.

Conception is present even in the operations oathige powers:

It may be observed, that conception enters as gnedient in every
operation of the mind: Our senses cannot give asbtdief of any
object, without giving some conception of it at #ame time: No man
can either remember or reason about things of whiehhath no
conception: When we will to exert any of our actpewers, there
must be some conception of what we will do: Thexe be no desire
nor aversion, love nor hatred, without some conoaptf the object:
We cannot feel pain without conceiving it, thougl @an conceive it
without feeling it EIP, 1V, |, p. 295-6).

Conception is a simple operation of mind which does have a logical definition.

However, as Reid claims, we do not have any proliemanderstand this term: “the

word notion, being a word in common language, i wederstood. All men mean by

it, the conception, the apprehension, or thoughcthvive have of any object of thought.

A notion, therefore, is an act of the mind conasgvor thinking of some objectE(P,

I, XI, p. 154-5).

Reid has a theory of sensation and feeling thaiwaus for the sensible aspect of
some operations of mind, such as, for instancegpéon, taste and conscience. On the
one hand, “sensation is a name given by Philosgptoean act of mind which may be
distinguished from all others by this, that it haib object distinct from the act itself”
(EIP, 1, I, p. 36). On the other hand, “the wdelingis used to signify the same thing
assensation|...]. And, in this sense, it has no object; thelifeg and the thing felt are
one and the sameE[P, I, I, p. 38). Despite this approach between g@nmsaand
feeling, Reid states that there is a little differe, a distinction performed in the view of

the objects to which they refer:

Perhaps betwixt feeling, taken in this last seas&, sensation, there
may be this small difference, that sensation istrnosimonly used to
signify those feelings which we have by our extersanses and
bodily appetites, and all our bodily pains and pleas. But there are
feelingsof a nobler nature accompanying our affections, rooral
judgments, and our determinations in matters deta® which the
word sensations less properly appliedE(P, |1, 1, p. 38).

% Reid does not discuss the power of conceptiothénriquiry, though he refers to it in a passage in
which simple apprehensiois explained as “[...] the bare conception of aghivithout any belief about it

.1 (IHM, 11, 1V, p. 29).
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Moreover:

As to the sensations and feelings that are agreeabtlisagreeable,
they differ much not only in degree, but in kinddan dignity. Some
belong to the animal part of our nature, and areraon to us with the
brutes: Others belongs to the rational and moral. Jde first are
more properly calledsensationsthe lastfeelings (EIP, I, XVI, p.
198).

It is possible to understand the tesensatioras referring to the animal side of human
mind. Sensation refers to the information aboutekiernal objects received by senses,
corporal appetites and pleasures and pains. Ibssiple to in turn understand the term
feelingas referring to the sensible aspect of the powetaste and conscience. In some
passages, Reid employs the tegmotionto refer to that sensible element of taste and
conscience (like ifeIP, VIII, 1, p. 573, for instance).

Sensation and feeling are non-intentional actaiofl: they are powers which do
not have an object distinct of themselves. Reidsitites this by the example of the

sensation of paindf the sentiments of Bishop Berkgley

Suppose | am pricked with a pin, | ask, Is the pdeel, a sensation?
Undoubtedly it is. There can be nothing that redemipain in any
inanimate being. But | ask again, Is the pin a séms? To this

guestion | find myself under a necessity of ansmgrirhat the pin is
not a sensation, nor can have the least resembtaremey sensation.
The pin has length and thickness, and figure andhizeA sensation

can have none of those qualities. | am not mor&icethat the pain |

feel is a sensation, than that the pin is not aat@n; yet the pin is an
object of sense|H]P, II, XI, p. 157).

When the pain is felt, we are not able to distisguit from the very disagreeable
sentiment that is due to the contact with the dbjalong with this pain, a conception
of a pin is yielded, as well as a belief about firesent existence of this object
perceived. Both conception and belief, Reid argoasnot be considered as elements of
power of sensation. In fact, as it is discussedsagibently, conception and belief are
elements of the perception, which is an act whdgect (in this case, a pin) can be
distinguished from the very operation of mind. knsation, contrarily, there is no
object distinct from the very operation. Both paimd sensation are the same thing, and

they cannot be separated, not even by imagination.

The power of consciousness
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In brief, consciousnesis a mental power whose operations involve a caimep
of the very operations and emotions of mind anelgebabout the present existence of
these operations and emotions. Reid does not sgttatly consider the power of
consciousness neither in theguiry®® nor in thelntellectual Powersin my view, the
clearest observation about what is consciousnepsesented in the chapt&éhe first

principles of contingent truth&ssay VI:

Consciousness is an operation of the understarafiiig own kind,
and cannot be logically defined. The objects o&ré our present
pains, our pleasures, our hopes, our fears, olmredesur doubts, our
thoughts of every kind; in a word, all the passjardd all the actions
and operations of our own minds, while they aresgné We may
remember them when they are past; but we are arssof them only
while they are present (EIP, VI, IV, p. 471).

Human beings do not have any other power by meamdich they would be able to
know the operations and passions of their mind. Huos reason, “[...] this
consciousness is the evidence, the only evidencehwie have or can have of their
existence” EIP, I, 1I, p. 41).

The reflection upon the operations of consciousneseals, on the one hand,
that it is a faculty that yields conceptions of tlegy operations and passions of mind, a
conception of the present existence of th&t® (1, I, p. 24) and, on the other hand, that
its operations are accompanied by a belief abauettistence of those operations and
passions. Consciousness beliefs present two &satuhey are immediate and
irresistible. They immediate appear in mind, tisathey are not a result of the power of
reasoning. Besides, we are not able to avoid bheliewm the existence of the operations
and passions of our minds when we are conscioutharh. Consciousness beliefs
appear naturally in our minds and we do not hawscehabout to believe or not to
believe in the existence of what we are conscioose “the constitution of our nature
forces this belief upon us irresistiblyEIP, VI, VII, p. 515).

The power of memory

%9 Reid refers to consciousness on some passageasfance, when he observers that Descartes would
have assumed the judgments of consciousness tggriirsiple of knowledgeldM, 1, I, p. 17)
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Reid presents his theory of memory in Essay Ilthefintellectual Power¥. In
brief, memoryis a mental power whose operations involve a cdimepf a past event

and a belief about the past existence of this eVt notes:

It is by memory that we have an immediate knowledlgihings past:
The senses give us information of things only asy thxist in the
present moment; and this information, if it werel poeserved by
memory, would vanish instantly, and leave us asrgmt as if it had
never beenEIP, IlI, I, p. 253).

Thus, memory is the mental power of preservihng remembrance of the objects
perceived by senses and the objects of consciasgopsrations and passions of mind)
of which the mind have been conscious.

Reflection reveals, firstly, that memory has aneob It is necessary to
distinguish, Reid argues, the remembered thingctimeeption of the past object, from
the very remembrance of it, that is, the operatbmind by means of which the past
thing is retaken by mindg(P, Ill, I, p. 253). The object of memory, differepfrom the
objects of consciousness and perception, is arciobfjgast EIP, I, I, p. 254). There
is a temporal distinction among the objects of mgmoonsciousness and perception.
The present existence cannot be object of memaagy as the past existence cannot be
the object of consciousness and perception: “agt dcquaintance with any object of
thought cannot be by remembrance. Memory can onbdycze a continuance or
renewal of a former acquaintance with the thingeamrbered” EIP, I, |1, p. 254-5).
Secondly, reflection reveals that memory is a fiyowhose operations are accompanied
by belief: “memory is always accompanied with tledidf of that which we remember,
as perception is accompanied with the belief oft thdnich we perceive, and
consciousness with the belief of that whereof we @nscious” EIP, I, I, p. 254).
Although it is possible to doubt one or anothepof memory beliefs, in virtue of their
lack of clarity, we do not generally question the@enerally, we trust memory as a
certain source of knowledge of the past:

Perhaps in infancy, or in a disorder of mind, tkimgmembered may
be counfounded with those which are merely imagied in mature
years, and in a sound state of mind, every mars fdelt he must
believe what he distinctly remembers, though he giae no other
reason of his belief, but that he remembers thagthdistinctly;

%0 Reid does not treat the power of consciousnet®imquiry, although he refers to it in some passages,
for instance, when he states that memory is aipteof belief (HM, II, 11, p. 29).
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whereas, when he merely imagines a thing ever siindily, he has
no belief of it upon that accouri&IP, I, I, p. 254).

Like the beliefs of consciousness, memory beligés iaesistible, in such a way that

human being#eel that they must beliewdhat is dictated by memory.

The power of perception

The power of perception is systematically treatedbaoth thelnquiry—in which
Reid considers in details the powers of smelliagtihg, hearing, touch and seeing—and
the Intellectual Powersmainly in Essay Il. In briefperceptionis a mental power
whose operations involve a conception of an obgw a belief about the present
existence of it. Differently of what occurs in tloperations of consciousness and
memory, perception is accompanied by a sensatibichwoperates as a sign of the
sensible qualities of the external objects.

| open a brief parenthesis to point a question treg been received much
attention of the commentators. Indeed, there i®ra Ibibliography about how to
understand the relation between perception, se@msatid the external objects in Reid’s
philosophy. In general, Reid’s theory of perceptisnunderstood as a sodirect
realism | explain: according to this line of interpretatj Reid would claim that bodies
and their qualities would exist independently af thind which perceives them—this is
the realist assumption of his theory. Moreover,dReould claim that bodies and
qualities would be directly perceived by the mitttht is, without the interposition of
any mediator element-this is the direct elemeriisftheory. The external objects and
their qualities would be the immediate objectshaf power of perception, in a way that
mind could directly apprehend the external objetlss is the general interpretation of
Reid’s theory of perception. Phillip Cummins (197Kprton Nelkin (1989), Rebecca
Copenhaver (200%) and James Van Cleve (2006) follow more or less finie of
interpretation. Some authors disagree with thennetlver. For instance, there is a line
of interpretation which denies the possibility ofi&®s being a direct realist: he would
be a sort of indirect realist (representationaliggre Chappel (1989) seems to follow
this view in his interpretation, as well as Toddr&s1(2002). John Immerwahr (1978)
presents an interpretation which involves both dir@nd indirect possibilities: Reid

31 Copenhaver adds that, although direct, Reid’ssmaould be mediated (COPENHAVER, 2004, p.
69-73).
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would have been an indirect realist in thgquiry and a direct realist in tHatellectual
Powers | do not intend to treat Reid’s understandingsefisation as a sign of the
external objects, the relation between sensatiohpanception and the status of Reid’s
realism—direct or indirect? | proceed in this manmet by considering the problem of
Reid’s realism insignificant, but because this wdowhply a great deviation from the
main purpose of this section, to understand howd R&plains our perceptual beliefs.
For this reason, | would like to pass directly e tquestion of understanding the
distinction between sensation and perception.

The operations of the external senses provide tmel with sensations and
perceptions of the objects of the external worldidRcalls attention to the necessity of
distinguishing these two operations, although boththem are constituents of the
process by means of which the mind knows the naterorld. In thelnquiry, this
distinction is based upon the discussion of twgopsitions,| feel a painandl see a
tree’?. In thelntellectual PowersReid’s paradigmatic example refers to the smgltif

arose. | present the latter:

The agreeable odour | feel, considered by itseifhout relation to
any external object, is merely a sensation. ltca$fehe mind in a
certain way; and this affection of the mind maycbeceived, without
a thought of the rose, or any other object. Thigsadon can be
nothing else than it is felt to be. Its very esgeoonsists in being felt;
and when it is not felt, it is not. There is nofeiience between the
sensation and the feeling of it; they are one &edsame thingH|IP,
I, XVI, p. 194).

The sensation of the smelling of a rose is onlgdig that affects the mind when one
smells it. There is no object distinct of sensatidren the rose affects the mind, so that
this sensation is only an agreeable mental feelingthe perception of the rose,

otherwise, there is an object distinct from theywaental operation:

Perception has always an external object; and fthjecob of my

perception, in this case, is that quality in theerevhich | discern by
the sense of smell. Observing that the agreealisaten is raised
when the rose is near, and ceases when it is reibaen led, by my

%2 The grammar exam of those propositions revealshibin of them have the same structure: an active
verb and an object. However, by considering themmegof those two propositions, it is possible é& s
how they differ one from another. In the first oh&el a pain there is not a real distinction between the
act of mind and its object-there is only a gramoatdistinction.To feeland pain, indeed, are not
actually different, though the grammatical struetof the proposition seems to imply this distinetitn
other words, the sensation of pain is not distfrmtn the very pain that is felt. In the second msipon,
there is a real distinctiolf.o seeandtree, indeed, are really different: the perceptionhaf tree is distinct
from the very object that is seen.
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nature, to conclude some quality to be in the radech is the cause
of this sensation. This quality in the rose is tiippect perceived; and
that act of my mind, by which | have the convictmd belief of this
quality, is what in this case | call percepti&iR, I, XVI, p. 194).

Thus, the smell of a rose implies two distinct @piens of mind. On the one hand, it
means a sensation, which is in the mind of whosféelon the other hand, it means a
guality in the very external object which affedt® tmind. This quality, in turn, is the
object of perception. The words that signify snmgj, sounds and the several degrees
of heat and cold, for instance, may suffer frons ganbiguity: they signify the sensation
as well as the quality perceived along that semsakor the common affairs of live, this
distinction is not necessary. Nevertheless, a papber who intends to carefully study
the operations of mind, should have this distinctiosight.

The attentive and careful examination of the openatof perceptions reveals
that perception has two different elementstst, Some conception or notion of the
object perceivedSecondly A strong and irresistible conviction and beli¢fits present
existence. Andthirdly, That this conviction and belief are immediate] aot the effect
of reasoning” EIP, Il, V, p. 96). Indeed, immediacy is not an eletn@nperception; it
is a mark of the belief that follows the operatiarfsperception. Conceptions may
appear according to several different degrees aritgland distinction(EIP, II, V, p.
96). Perceptual beliefs are yielded according eéodbgree of clarity and steadiness of
conceptions: “[...] when the perception is in any megclear and steady, there remains
no doubt of its reality; and when the reality ok tperception is ascertained, the
existence of the object perceived can no longerdbebted” EIP, II, V, p. 97).
Moreover, this belief is irresistible when thereclarity and steadiness: “this is always
the case when we are certain that we perceiv&l®,(ll, V, p. 97). One may doubt the
existence of a tree when it is perceived from gadispoint of view, when its conception
is neither clear nor steady. However, when thisception is clear to the one who
perceives it, the doubt disappears, giving placartairresistibly certainty about the
existence of the tree.

Reid underlines four features of that belief whaxtcompanies the power of
perception. Firstly, the belief present in peraaptis characterized by referring to the
existence of an external object in the present nmbmee believe the tree exists
presently when we perceive it. Secondly, Reid ntitesiniversalityof humankind trust
in the testimony of perception: the greatest pahumankind believes in the testimony

of their senses. Thirdly, perceptual beliefs araratterized by being irresistible: we
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cannot avoid believe in the existence of a treennias felt and clearly perceived.
Fourthly, perceptual beliefs are immediate yieldedind: we do not have to reason in
order to believe in the existence of the perceiobpkct. The conviction is its present
existence is immediate and irresistidigR, 11, V, p. 99).

Reid observes that human beings, in general, docalbtinto question the
existence of the external objects when they areepexd. The greatest part of
humankind, in the face of the vision of a tree,slnet doubt its existence. The laws of
all nations and the most solemn judgments, wheee hihman life is at stake, are
examples of how perceptual beliefs are unanimoasbepted as a reliable source of
knowledge for humankind. The most skeptical ofjtieges would not dare to call into
question the testimony of a witness in virtue ofilsking the reliability of the power of
perception. Reid identifies only two sorts of indivals who doubt perceptiotunatics
andphilosophersThe former are convinced of things that completgipose what their
senses dictate. In virtue of a mental disorder,esbedieve, for instance, that they are
made of glass, living continually in terror of hagitheir bones broken. Nevertheless,
those cases are not significant to doubt the usaligy of the acceptance of the

perceptual beliefs as true beliefs:

All I have to say to this is, that our minds, irr quiesent state, are, as
well as our bodies, liable to strange disordersd; @anwe do not judge
of the natural constitution of the body, from thsodders or diseases
to which it is subject from accidents, so neitheglt we to judge of
the natural powers of the mind from its disordéxg, from its sound
state (EIP, II, V, p. 98).

Some philosophers, in turn, hold that senses mdsllaeious, so that they would chose
to deny the testimony of senses as a reliable sapfréknowledge. According to Reid,
there is no greater absurd in philosophy

The power of taste

% Reid claims: “It is one thing to profess a doariof this kind, another seriously to believe it ada be
governed by it in the conduct of life. It is evidethat a man who did not believe his senses coatd
keep out of harm’s way an hour of his life; yet,aith the history of philosophy, we never read of an
sceptic that ever stepped into fire or water bezdes did not believe his senses, or that showehein
conduct of life, less trust in his senses thanrothen have. This gives us just ground to apprehiad,
philosophy was never able to conquer that natwkétbwhich men have in their senses; and thathair
subtitle reasoning against this belief were netde 0 persuade themselve&IP, Il, V, p. 99).
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Reid considers the power of taste and matterseckhat it on Essay VI-in the
context of the discussion on the first principldscommon sense)-and Essay VIII-
entirely dedicated to the discussion—in thiellectual Powerslin brief, tasteis a power
whose operations involve a conception of an aeasthjetlity (on Reid’s view, they are
beauty, novelty and grandeur) and a belief abautthstence of it in an object. Similar
to perception, the operations of taste have a lsiensiement, agreeable or disagreeable
feelings. Taste is the mental power related to diseernment and appreciation of
beauties, natural or due to human art: “THAT powérthe mind by which we are
capable of discerning and relishing the beautieNaifire, and whatever is excellent in
the fine arts, is callethsteé (EIP, VIII, I, p. 573). Reid indicates a metaphor which

explains the reason this power is caliaste

The external sense of taste, by which we distitgaisd relish the
various kinds of food, has given occasion to a pilatacal

application of its name to this internal power bé tmind, by which
we perceive what is beautiful, and what is deforroediefective in
the various objects that we contempld&é&> VI, I, p. 573).

Reid recurrently appeals to a comparison betwetsmnal taste and the powers of the
external senses, in particular, the power of theraal taste. For instance, he appeals to
it in order to think the purposes of internal tasseich as the powers of the external
senses are able to distinguish the several qualinethe material objects, taste
distinguishes that beauty in the objects which asalour pleasure in their
contemplatior’. Reid also employs this approach to discuss thersity of qualities
that our internal taste is able to recogrize

When discussing taste, Reid has in sight two differaspects of aesthetic
experience of human beings. On the one hand, kadstto discuss thmetaphysical
thesisabout the real existence of aesthetic qualitiezbjects. Beauty could not be only
reduced to an agreeable feeling in the mind of \phoceives it-like some modern
authors have tried to do, according to him. Itnecessary to distinguish, in the

% Reid claims: Our internal taste ought to be actedimost just and perfect, when we are pleased with
things that are most excellent in their kind, aigpl@ased with the contrary. The intention of Natisrno
less evident in this internal taste than in theegxl. Every excellence has a real beauty and chi@mn
makes it an agreeable object to those who havdathéty of discerning its beauty; and this faculty
what we call a good tastelP, VIII, I, p. 575-6).

% Reid claims: “all the objects of our internal &sre either beautiful, or disagreeable, or indiffe; yet

of beauty there is a great diversity, not onlydefiree, but of kind: The beauty of a demonstratioe,
beauty of a poem, the beauty of a palace, the peduat piece of music, the beauty of a fine wonsarg
many more that might be named, are different kifdseauty; and we have no names to distinguish them
but the names of the different objects to whictythelong” EIP, VIII, I, p. 575).
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operations of taste, between the mental feelinga®ooed by the contemplation of
beauty and the real quality in the very externgécih

When a beautiful object is before us, we may distish the
agreeable emotion it produces in us, from the tualf the

object which causes that emotion. When | hear aimanusic

that pleases me, | say, it is fine, it is excelldris excellence
is not in me; it is in the music. But the pleasiigives is not in
the music; it is in meEIP, VIII, I, p. 573-4).

In many cases, it is possible that one is unabkxpain what in a piece of music, for
instance, pleases her taste, like she may notlee@lxplain what pleases her external
taste in the degustation of a good wine. Howevehdth cases, Reid holds, it is true
that there are real qualities in the objects theage the mind and a feeling / sensation
occasioned in the mifd

With the purposes of this section in mind, | wolike to focus on the second of
Reid’s thesis, namely, thesychological thesiabout the existence of two elements in
perception of beauty. The reflection about the ap@ns of taste reveals that when the
mind perceives the beauty, there are both an dgeedéeeling and a belief about the
existence of an aesthetic quality in the contereglaibject:

All the objects we call beautiful agree in two tiysn which seem to
concur in our sense of beaulyrst, When they are perceived, or even
imagined, they produce a certain agreeable ematidieeling in the
mind; andsecondly This agreeable emotion is accompanied with an
opinion or belief of their having some perfection excellence
belonging to themEIP, VIII, IV, p. 592).

On the one hand, Reid notes about the first elewiethie perception of beauty or sense

of beauty”: “our judgment of beauty is not indeed a dry andftecting judgment, like

*Reid’s objectivist thesis attracts the attentiominy commentators. Reid holds that aesthetic tipsli
(beauty and grandeur) are reatellencesvhich exist in objects independently of the feelprgduced in
mind. One difficulty commentators have identifiedncerns the comparison Reid makes between the
aesthetic qualities and the primary / secondaryities “in objects that please the taste, we akvaylge
that there is real excellence, some superioritthtise that do not please. In some cases, thatisuper
excellence is distinctly perceived, and can betediut; in other cases, we have only a generamof
some excellence which we cannot describe. Beaotid® former kind may be compared to the primary
qualities perceived by the external senses; thbdeedatter kind, to the secondangI, VI, I, p. 578).
Theodore Gracyk (1987), for instance, calls intesfion the success of Reid’s defense of the obgofi
beauty (and grandeur). On his view, that comparisetween beauty and the primary / secondary
qualities would make the objectivity thesis impbssi Copenhaver (2015) also examine Reid’s
observations on the aesthetics qualities. On hew,vtontrary to Gracyk, it would be possible tolaexp
that approach in a way which shows that Reid’s waevthe aesthetics qualities are not subjectivist.

37 Laurent Jaffro (2015) calls attention to a terrigical question about Reid’s employment of the
expressiorsense of beautyuch as in the passage quoted above: “we migtarbpted to call ‘sense of
beauty’ or ‘taste’ the whole. We would then sayt lagte has two ingredients [a feeling and a judgine
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that of a mathematical or metaphysical truth. By tonstitution of our nature, it is
accompanied with an agreeable feeling or emotionwhich we have no other name
but the sense of beautyEIP, VIII, I, p. 578). This feeling—or emotion—is claaterized

as follows:

The emotion produced by beautiful objects is gag pteasant. It
sweetens and humanizes the temper, is friendlyéoyebenevolent
affection, and tends to allay sullen and angry ipass It enlivens the
mind, and disposes it to other agreeable emotismsh as those of
love, hope, and joy. It gives a value to the objabstracted from its
utility (EIP, VIII, IV, p. 592).

Reid strongly criticizes a tendency of modern arghof attempting to explain
perception (of the external sense and taste ag tselimeans of the sensible element,
sensation or feeling. Doing this, those authorsydée existence of something in the
object that corresponds to those sensations afidgeén the mind®. The perception of
beauty cannot be only explained by a feeling ortengresent in the mind. The sense

of beauty gives us a belief about the existencerefl excellence in the object:

Besides the agreeable emotion which beautiful ¢bjeduce in the
mind of the spectator, they produce also an opimiojudgment of

some perfection or excellence in the object. Theke to be a second
ingredient in our sense of beauty, though it seeatg¢o be admitted
by modern Philosopher&lpP, VI, 1V, p. 593).

On the other hand, Reid notes about the secondeateofi the perception of beauty—in

the light of a comparison between taste and theepowf external senses:

Indeed, Reid occasionally uses the term ‘tasteld@signate the whole process. [...]. But it also happe
that this use of the terms ‘taste’ or ‘sense ofubgas restricted to feeling and pleasure: [...].that case
the sense of beauty and the judgment of beautywarengredients of the ‘perception of the beautg. T
perceive thak is beautiful consists in jointly feeling pleasurgon the consideration afand judging that

x is beautiful (JAFFRO, 2015, p. 162). | would noy shat perception of beauty is constituted by assen
of beauty and a judgment about the existence aftipea object, such as in the second case preséyted
Jaffro. We should focus on how Reid understandstdi®n ofsense sense, according to him, signifies
not only a source of notions (for instance, theiamst of the external qualities perceived by externa
senses or the notions of right and wrong in theastperceived by conscience or moral sense) batitl
means a source of judgments (for instance, judgsnabbut the existence of certain qualities in the
objects perceived by the external senses or judggmaout the rightness and wrongness of certain
actions perceived by conscience or moral séhsEherefore perception of beautgndsense of beauty
may be understood as interchangeable expressioos, as | understand Reid’s use of the expression
sense of beauty.

*Reid indeed claims: “according to those Philosoghtere is no heat in the fire, no taste in adsapi
body; the taste and the heat being only in thegpetkat feels them”EIP, VIII, |, p. 574). The thesis
whereby aesthetic qualities and secondary qualiiesonly feelings and sensations in the mind, sith
any objective existence in the objects, is wrondndd occasion to show, that there is no solid dtaion

for it when applied to the secondary qualities oflyy and the same arguments show equally, thatsit h
no solid foundation when applied to the beauty lgjgots, or to any of those qualities that are pgeece

by a good taste’HIP, VIIl, I, p. 574).
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I had occasion to show, when treating of judgmidwatt it is implied in
every perception of our external senses. There nisinamediate
conviction and belief of the existence of the dyalperceived,
whether it be colour, or sound, or figure; and shene thing holds in
the perception of beauty or deformigglP, VIII, I, p. 577).

Reid discovers that

When a man pronounces a poem or a palace to b&fokdne affirms
something of that poem or that place; and eveiiynadtion or denial
expresses judgment. For we cannot better defingmedt than by
saying that it is an affirmation or denial of ort@ngy concerning
another EIP, VIII, I, p. 577).

The power of conscience

In brief, conscience is the power whose operatiomslve a conception about
the moral rightness and wrongness of an actiorggraeable / disagreeable feeling, a
benevolent / malevolent affection toward the agembse action is contemplated and a
judgment or belief that action is right or wrdig

According to Reid, there are not only right anemg conduct but human beings
are also endowed with a faculty that makes thene @bl distinguish virtuous and
vicious conduct. Like in speculative matters, hunisings may diverge in their
opinions about what is true and false, about whanorally right and wrong, what they
ought and what they ought not to do. Neverthelégsmoral notions of right and wrong
would be useless if human beings should not betaldpply them to the world, to real
actions, determining, in this way, what conduces rght and what are wroffy In the
history of philosophy, there are different ways ekplaining this power of

distinguishing the right and wrong conduct:

Some Philosophers, with whom | agree, ascribe tthian original
power or faculty in man, which they call theoral sensethe moral

% In my view, the power of conscience may be undedstin two different but related contexts in the
Active Powers On the one hand, Reid considers conscience ircéiext of the discussion on the
principles of human action, that is, in the contefxthe account for how human beings may be guied
moral obligation. He argues that, among the seymiatiples of action, there is one principle thesds
our conduct conforming moral notions. On the otieand, Reid considers conscience in the contexteof t
discussion on the source of the moral approval disdpproval, on the processes involved in the
operations of conscience and how human beings khew duty. | follow both contexts in this brief
presentation.

“0 Reid claims: “and this variety is as easily acdedrfor, from the common causes of error, in the on
case as in the other; so that it is not more evjdbat there is a real distinction between true fatse, in
matters of speculation, than that there is a resindtion between right and wrong in human contuct
(EAP, 11, NI, V, p. 171).
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faculty, conscienceOthers thinks, that our moral sentiments may be
accounted for without supposing any original semse faculty
appropriated to that purpose, and go into veryediffit systems to
account for themEARP, 1lI, 1ll, VI, p. 174-6).

Reid agrees with some of those authors: therediseich an original power by means of
which we are able to recognize our moral obligatrailedmoral sensemoral faculty
or consciencé.

The observation of the operations of conscienceaisvthat its judgements are
accompanied by sensible element: an agreeablsagrdieable feeling and a benevolent

or malevolent affection toward the agent whoseoaas judge of:

It was observed, that every human action, consitiere moral view,
appears to us good, or bad, or indifferent. Wheijudge the action to
be indifferent, neither good nor bad, though tlesatmoral judgment,
it produces naffectionnor feeling any more than our judgments in
speculative matters.

But we approve of good actions, and disapprove aif; land this
approbation and disapprobation, when we analyseappears to
include, not only moral judgment of the action, lsomeaffection
favourable or unfavourable, towards the agent, somde feeling in
ourselvesEAP, 111, 111, VII, p.180, emphasis added).

A conscience which remains in silence is not aéféateither by feeling nor affection.
Otherwise, when it judges an action in the lighbof moral notions, those two sensible
elements appears in mind: “there is no affecticat ik not accompanied with some
agreeable or uneasy emotion. It has often beenndgatethat all the benevolent

affections give pleasure, and the contrary ones, ji@ione degree or anotheEAP, I,

41 Authors like Anthony Ashley Cooper, 3rd Earl ofaflesbury (1671-1713), and Francis Hutcheson
(1694-1746), have called moral senseOn Reid’s view, this is due to an analogy witle #xternal
senses. That analogy should be considered in aepnogrspective, once it could guide us to some
mistakes about conscience. If the tamaral senseseems to have a negative connotation, this is a@ue t
the way philosophers have tried to degrade thamattsenses in the course of the history of phijbso

by refusing to attribute them all the operationsyttactually perform: “they [the external sensedq ar
represented as powers by which we have sensati@hglaas, not as powers by which we judge. This
notion of sense | take to be very lame, and to reditt what nature and accurate reflection teach
concerning them”EAP, 111, 1ll, VI, p. 175). The powers of the externsnses are not only the source of
the notions of the objects and their qualities, thaty are also the source of our judgments abaut th
external world: “by my ear, | not only have the adef sounds, loud and soft, acute and grave, but |
immediately perceive and judge this sound to bel|dbat to be soft, this to be acute, that to Bver
Two or more synchronous sounds | perceive to beamolant, others to be discordanEAP, 111, 111, VI,

p. 176). Just as Reid claims, those are the najudgments of the external senses, the immediate
testimonies of the very original constitution ofnaliabout the external world. If the notion efternal
senseshas this sense, the analogy between them and thal fazulty is correct. Consequently,
conscience may be adequately calfedral sense“that, as by them [the external senses] we hate n
only the original conceptions of the various queditof bodies, but the original judgments that trosly
has such a quality, that such another; so by oualhfaculty, we have both the original conceptiafs
right and wrong in conduct, of merit and demenitd ahe original judgments that this conduct is tigh
that is wrong; that this character has worth, taimerit” €AP, 111, IIl, VI, p. 176).
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[, VII, p. 183). The feelings which accompanyetbperations of taste and conscience

are similar:

When we contemplate a noble character, thoughnbamgient history,

or even in fiction; like a beautiful object, it g¥ a lively and pleasant
emotion to the spirits. It warms the heart, andgokates the whole

frame. Like the beams of the sun, it enlivens #eefof nature, and
diffuses heat and light all aroun8@AP, 111, 111, VI, p. 183).

Conscience is indeed one of the powers that comspibgeoriginal constitution
of mind, like consciousness, memory, perception aaste. Conscience beliefs
constitute, for this reason, the common sense ofamity, like consciousness beliefs,
memory beliefs, etc. On the following passage, Réiderves that the disagreements
about first principles in moral matters should lmved by means of aappeal to

common sense

When men differ about deductions of reasoning athygeal must be to
the rules of reasoning, which have been very unansty fixed from
the days of Aristotle. But when they differ abouirat principle, the
appeal is made to another tribunal; to that@mhmon sensgEAP, V,

I, p. 270, emphasis added).

In the Active Powersthis is the only passage in which Reid refersdmmon sense in
the context of the discussion on the foundatiomofal knowledge. It is worth to note
that he usually refers, in moral matters, not tmewn sense but to the faculties of
human beingghat are grown up to years of understanding anteogion In the context

the discussion on the universality of conscienagd Rlaims, for instance:

The universality of this principle in me&hat are grown up to years of
understanding and reflectiois evident. The words that express it, the
names of the virtues which it commands, and ofuices which it
forbids, the “ought” and “ought not” which exprdsts dictates, make
an essential part of every language. The natufettédns of respect to
worthy characters, of resentment of injuries, datigmde for favours,
of indignation against the worthless, are parts tbé human
constitution which suppose a right and wrong indeant €AP, 111, 111,

V, p. 170-1, emphasis added).

Ahead in the text, when considering some philoscadhviews on the source of

judgments about right and wrong conduct, Reid state

I am not, at present, to take any notice of thgstesms, because the
opinion first mentioned seems to me to be the tathvit, That, by an

original power of the mind, whewe come to years of understanding
and reflection we not only have the notions of right and wrong i
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conduct, but perceive certain things to be rightl athers to be wrong
(EAP, 111, 11, VI, p. 175, emphasis added).

This way of expressing seems to be due to Reidis \on thedevelopmenof
conscience. Our moral judgments—those judgmentshatiniman beings should assume
as first principles—depend greatly on the matusitgonscience, its development to the
years of understanding and reflectioAs seen before, Reid’s foundationalist view
suggests that “all our reasonings in morals, [..Jstrbegrounded upon the dictates of
our moral faculty as first principles (EAP, ll, 1ll, VI, p. 195, emphasis added).
However, it is important to note, the first prineip of morals are the natural judgments
of a moral faculty which has developed, by insiirctand example, tits maturity.
Reid observes that conscience is not an immutailepof mind. The moral faculty,
such as many of the other powers of mind, may dgvedroughout our lives, so that its
full exertion depends greatly on how it is culteetand exercised. Observation seems
to reveal that, in childhood, we have only thossufées which are common to human
beings and non-human animals, like, for instaniee, gowers of the external senses.
Children seem not to be able to reason abstraamigt, neither they seem to be able to
distinguish right and wrong conduct. Reasoning a&odscience depend on their

appropriate cultivation. The progress of both pneseesemblances:

It is so with the power of reasoning, which all ackledge to be one
of the most eminent natural faculties of man. fiegrs not in infancy.
It springs up, by insensible degrees, as we growaturity. But its

strength and vigour depends so much upon its bebig cultivated

and exercised, that we see many individuals, magynmations, in

which it is hardly to be perceive&AP, IlI, 111, VIII, p. 187).

In the initial stages of life, the power of reasapiwhich allows us to distinguish the
truth from the falsehood in speculative mattersiasso strong and vigorous as it would
be when we reach its maturity. About consciencet fike manner, our moral
discernment of what we ought, and what we oughttaodo, is not so strong and
vigorous by naturgas to secure us from very gross mistakes witarte¢p our duty”
(EAP, 11, 11, VI, p. 187). It is a matter of strerig and vigor. Conscience is an
original power of mind, however, conscience needsappropriate cultivation to be
fully exerted. Education is only one of the waysrbgans of which this power may
develop to its maturityThe “seeds” have been originally planted in thedninom its
birth, so that their germination depends greatlytl@appropriate cultivation. Like the

power of walking / running / leaping, the powercohscience is original in mind:
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There is a strong analogy between the progreshiefbbdy form
infancy to maturity, and the progress of all thevps of the mind.
This progression in both is theork of nature and in both may be
greatly aided byroper educationlt is natural to a man to be able to
walk or to run or leap; but if his limbs had beapkin fetters from
his birth, he would have none of those powers ftd less natural to a
man trained in society, and accustomed to judgki®fown actions
and those of other men, to perceive the right andrang, an
honourable and a base, in human conduct; and toauean, | think
the principles of morals | have above mentioned wajfipear self-
evident EAP, V, |, p. 277, emphasis added).

This passage reinforces Reid’s view that moral joelgts are naturally results of the
original constitution of mind, of a faculty of disguishing the right and wrong conduct.
Proper education adds in the development of thggnal power, but it does in no way
give us our first principles of morals. Educationed not give us conscience, but
conscience may lie dormant without the appropr@itiivation: “the most knowing
derive the greatest part of their knowledge, evethings obvious, from instruction and
information, and from being taught to exercise rthetural faculties, which, without
instruction, wouldie dormant (EAP, V, II, p. 279, emphasis added). In moral matters,

such as in many other aspects of our mental lieepeed to be instructed:

We must not therefore think, because man has theahgower of
discerning what is right and what is wrong, thathas no need of
instruction; that this power has no need of cuttora and
improvement; that he may safely rely upon the sstiges of his
mind, or upon opinions he has got, he knows not (B&aP, IIl, III,
VIII, p. 188).

It is worth to note the analogy between the knogéedf truth, in speculative matters,

and the knowledge of the moral right and wrong:

What should we think of the man who, because hetl@power by
nature of distinguishing what is true from what fedse, should
conclude that he has no need to be taught mathesnati natural
philosophy, or other sciences? It is by the natp@ber of human
understanding that every thing in those sciencesbean discovered,
and that the truths they contain are discerned.tBaitunderstanding
left to itself, without the aid of instruction, inéng, habit, and
exercise, would make very small progress, as eoely sees, in
persons uninstructed in those matt&am, 111, 111, VIII, p. 188).

Even though the principles of mathematics and ahphilosophy may be evident to us,
they may not be recognized by those whose mentakohave not reached, by an
appropriate cultivation, that mature state of miRdid argues: not all human beings are
able to immediately recognize the right and wroagduict, not all human beings share
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the same judgments about their duties. In othedsyanot all human beings are able to
recognize a first principle of morals.

Besides instruction, a mature conscience deperedglgron exercise: “he must
be very ignorant of human nature, who does notgdegcthat the seed of virtue in the
mind of man, like that of a tender plant in an ity soil, requires care and culture in
the first period of life, as well as our owemrertionwhen we come to maturityEAP, V,

I, p. 280, emphasis added). And in addition:

Judgment, even in things self-evident, requiredearg distinct and
steady conception of the things about which we ¢ud@ur
conceptions are at first obscure and wavering. fidi@t of attending
to them is necessary to make them distinct andlgtesnd this habit
requires arexertion of mindo which many of our animal principles
are unfriendly EAP, V, Il, p. 279, emphasis added).

An instructed and exercised conscience is the soofour first principles of morals.

An undeveloped conscience, instead:

The bulk of mankind have but little of this cultuie the proper
season; and what they have is often unskillfullplega; by which
means bad habits gather strength, and false notbmdeasure, of
honour, and of interest, occupy the mind. They djitie attention to
what is right and honest. Conscience is seldomuitats and so little
exercised, that its decisions are weak and wavdi#g, V, Il, p.

280).

On Reid’s view, therefore, the disagreements atimufirst principles of morals
are solved by an appealing to common sense, tadhef beliefs of a conscience of
human beings of understanding, that is, who dispbsemature conscience. A system
of morals is based upon the first principles of ooon sense, but they are first

principles ofa mature mind.

Other sources of common sense beliefs

It is not an easy task to trace back all commorsasdrliefs to the operations of
one or another of those discussed powers, cons@essmemory, sensation / feeling,
perception, taste and conscience. Firstly, | wdikie to call attention to the fact that
there are beliefs that seem to proceed not fronopleeations of one specific power, but
from the exertion of all those powers, such as, ifmtance, our beliefs about the
existence of a mind. Reid claims indeed:
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It appears then to be a undeniable fact, that tftmught or sensation,
all mankind, constantly and invariably, from thesfi dawning of

reflection, do infer a power or faculty of thinkingnd a permanent
being or mind to which that faculty belongs; andttive as invariably
ascribe all the various kinds of sensation andghbwe are conscious
of, to one individual mind or selfdM, II, VII, p. 37).

Based upon this passdfewe see that the belief in the existence of mig@roduced
from the exertions of our powers of thinking—instipassagehe powers which does not
involve sensible elements, consciousness, memodyreasoning, for instaneand feeling—in
this passage, the powers which involve sensiblmethts, perception, taste and even
conscience. To think and to feel make us belieeeettistence of our own minds. The

same is claimed about the belief on continuityhef $elf, our personal identity

From this it is evident, that we must have the odion of our own
continued existence and identity, as soon as weagpable of thinking
[the powers of understanding] or doing any thirgg [powers of will],
on account of what we have thought or done, oresedf before; that
is, as soon as we are reasonable creatktBs (I, p. 263).

We know we are ourselves over time from the exertb our intellectual and active
powers.

Secondly, | call attention to the other mental searof common sense beliefs.
As Reid states, our causal beliefs, for instance, rasult of the perceptions of the
changes in nature. The original constitution ofdrsmggests us that those changes must

have a cause: “by a like natural principle, ittisat a beginning of existence, or any

2 This passage deserves some considerations, thBirgtly, we should not understand the expression
“from the first dawning of reflection” as it wasadred by reflection. | claim, instead, that Reiéans
that this belief appears “from the first dawningcohsciousness”, that is, from the first momentsanes
conscious of ourselves. Secondly, the expressionirfiér a power” seems to imply that this beliefuld
come from a process of reasoning. This is not toatance with Reid’s intentions, however. We may
understand this expression as meaning “we arer@bfuled to”. The belief in the existence of mirsda
natural belief, that is, it is immediate convictisnggested by the original constitution of mind,tbhg
operations of the powers available to human beifhgs.following passage seems to confirm this: ‘&ith
those inferences which we draw from our sensatinamely the existence of a mind, and of powers or
faculties belonging to it, are prejudices of philpky or education, mere fictions of the mind, which
wise man should throw off as he does the belidéioies; or they are judgments of nature, judgmeiots
got by comparing ideas, and perceiving agreemamsdésagreements, birhmediately inspired by our
constitutiori (IHM, I, VIII, p. 37, emphasis added).

3 Certainly memory plays an important role in thedarction of this belief: “this [our personal idetgi

we know immediately, and not by reasoning. It seandeedto be a part of the testimony of menfory
(EIP, VI, V, p. 476, emphasis added). But this belgehot entirely due to operations of memory: “[...] it
is not my remembering any action of mine that makesto be the person who did it. This remembrance
makes me to know assuredly that | did it; but | Imigave done it, though | did not remember it. That
relation to me, which is expressed by saying thditllit, would be the same, though | had not tleste
remembrance of it’"EIP, 1ll, p. 265). Memory is the evidence we have parsonal identities, however,
the operations of memory cannot produce it byfitsgthout the operations of the others powers ofdn
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change in nature, suggest to us the notion of ae;aand compels our belief of its
existence” (HM, II, VIII, p. 38). We are naturally led to belietieat the changes we see
in nature have a cause. Our beliefs in the testi@soaf other people, in turn, can be
explained by the exertion of two different mentaiyers. On the one hand: “the first of
these principles is, a propensity to speak truth, ta use the signs of language, so as to
convey our real sentimentstHM, VI, XXIV, p. 193). On the other hand: “another
original principle implanted in us by the Supremeirt), is a disposition to confide in
the veracity of others, and to believe what thélyus’ (IHM, VI, XXIV, p. 194). The
former is calledprinciple of veracity the latter principle of credulity There is also a
mental power that leads us to believe that somessigr instance, the features of the
countenance, sounds of the voice, and the gestiirdee body—indicate the thoughts
and the dispositions of the mind: “nature seentsatge given to men a faculty or sense,
by which this connection [between those signs dedthings signified] is perceived”
(EIP, VI, V, p. 486). These beliefs come from the ewartof this natural power: “and
here it deserves our notice, that although it megumuch study and practice in the
pantomimes to excel in their art; yet it requireeitimer study nor practice in the
spectators to understand them. It was a naturglege, and therefore understood by all
men, [...]" (EIP, VI, V, 487).

Thirdly, a brief clarification: in this expositiom,do not consider the operations
of the powers of reasoning and abstraction. Indéesl,beliefs that are due to them
cannot be understood as first principles of knogéeduch as Reid understands them.
Reid himself does not enumerate reasoning andaalistin beliefs among those beliefs
that should be assumed as first principles of kedgg. It is possible to explain it by
the fact that the beliefs due to both powers ddhaote some of the marks which mainly
characterize foundational common sense beliefsh @& for instance, immediacy.
Reasoning and abstraction beliefs are results oftah@rocesses (the act of passing
from one judgment to another and the act of digdimngs in species and classes, for

instance), and, for this reason, they are not imatedbeliefs.

2.3) Reid on the knowledge of mankind

| dedicate this section to discuss Reid’s view lba knowledge of mankind.
Firstly, | present Reid’'s understanding on the amwtiof knowledge of mankind

underlining the difference between the source effitst principles of philosophy of
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mind and morals, common sense, and the sourceeofit$t principles of politics,
knowledge of mankind. Secondly, | present Reid&otly of the principles of human
actions, the principles which motivate human condlibe knowledge of the principles
of action is an important part of the knowledge mpehich political knowledge is

based.

2.3.1) Reid’s notion ofknowledge of mankind

In the Active PowersReid observes two difficulties in the project o¥iteg

down a system of morals:

I shall only farther observe, with regard to systeshmorals, that they
have been made more voluminous, and more intriqaaetly by
mixing political questions with morals, which | i improper,
because they belong to different science, and aoeinged on
different principles; partly by making what is comnty, but | think
improperly, called th&heory of Moralsa part of the systentEAP, V,
Il, p. 282).

| call attention to the first of these problemsmied by Reid. On the one hand, he
acknowledges that morals and politics are diffetaainches of knowledge. The first
principles of morals are common sense principlaagciples of the original constitution

of mind dictated by conscience. They refer to humetion when it is governed by the
moral obligation, oriented by virtue. In contrastorals, the first principles of politics,

are not due to the original constitution of minal,cbnscience or any particular faculty
of mind. A sign of this is the fact that Reid exdds the science of politics from the

ambit of the branches of knowledge that are baped the beliefs of conscience:

All our reasonings in morals, in natural jurisprode, in the law of
nations, as well as our reasonings about the datieatural religion,
and about the moral government of the Deity, mesgtounded upon
the dictates of our moral faculty, as first prinep AP, III, 1lI, VIII,

p. 195).

On Reid’s view, the first principles of politicsro@ from another source: their origin is

theknowledge of mankindHe is clear about this in thecture orPolitics:

It is easy to shew that the first Principles ofifai{s, upon which all
Political Reasoning is grounded, must be taken ftoenKnowledge
of Mankind. By the Knowledge of Mankind | mean ntte
Knowledge of the peculiar temper and talents ofviddals butthe
Knowledge of the temper and Disposition, the Pples of Action
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and general tenor of Conduct that is common towhele Species
(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 27, emphasis added).

What is a first principle of politics? The answerdlso presented in theectures on
Politics: “the Principles of Political reasoning must be #Active Principles of Human
Nature, the Principles according to which the Goedr commonly Act not those
according to which they ought to Act’gctures on Politics2015, p. 23). In the light of
those two passages, it is possible to see thatlkdge of mankind is the knowledge of
the temper and disposition that is common to huin@ings, the knowledge of the
general principles of action which motivate the awet of human beings united into a
political society. It allows us to know how indiwdls will act in certain circumstances,
what actions may be expected when certain motivateitheir minds.
In order to understand Reid’s notionksfowledge of mankinak is important to

appeal to thé\ctive PowersThe best indication of what Reid understandst layppears

in the following passage:

The science of politics borrows its principles frevhat we know by
experienceof the character and conduct of man. We considewhat
he ought to be, but what he is, and thence conchids part he will
act in different situations and circumstances. Fsuch principles we
reason concerning the causes and effects of ditfeferms of
government, laws, customs, and manners. If man eigner a more
perfect or a more imperfect, a better or a worsatare than he is,
politics would be a different science from whatsitEAP, 111, 111, p.
179, emphasis added).

The experience of the character and the conductimfan beings, according to Reid, is
the source from which philosophers should borroevfttst principles of politics. This
source of first principles has other names:

There is a branch of knowledge much valued, ang jestly, which
we call knowledge of the world, knowledge of mankiknowledge of
human nature. This, | think, consists in knowingnfrwhat principles
men generally act; andl is commonly the fruit of natural sagacity
joined with experiencAP, IlI, I, I, p. 75, emphasis added).

As | understand it, knowledge of mankind is notegivby the original constitution of
human mind. In other words, the first principlegofitics are not found in the common
sense of humankind—-at least, common sense undeératothe set of beliefs due to the
original constitution of human mind, as what istaied by the powers of mind. The
first principles of politics we find in the knowlgd of mankind, of the world or of

human nature are due to a mixturesafacityandexperienceThat is, they are not the
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immediate and irresistible judgments of the origc@nstitution of mind shared by the

greatest part of humankind, such as, for instabekefs on the existence of the external
objects (perception), on the beauty or deformityanfobject (taste) or on the right or
wrong of an action (conscience).

As both passages quoted above show, an importamieet of the beliefs which
constitute the foundation of political science xpe&rience: the political scientist should
combine her sagacity with her experience of livamgong human beings in societies to
be able to identify the principles which generaityptivate human actions. To know
how human beings may act when placed in certaiougistances depend on the
attentive observation of the conduct of the indisls. | call attention to this point, the
role of experience in the discovery of the firsinpiples of politics, a point which
reinforces my view that political knowledge, diatly from philosophy of mind and
morals, are not based upon common sense. Experiadeed plays this important
epistemological role in matters of politics: thestfiprinciples of politics are due to it. In
matters of common sense, contrarily, experiencenaaoperate in the same way:
common sense principles are not acquired by expmgiel quote a passage of the
Intellectual Powersin which Reid is clear about this point. In the t@xt of the
discussion on the reliability of the power of memoReid states about the role of

experience:

Perhaps it may be said, that the experience we lhed®f the fidelity

of memory is a good reason for relying upon itsiresny. | deny not

that this may be a reason for those who have Hadexperience, and
who reflects upon it. But | believe there are felwowever thought of
this reason, or who found any need of it. It mustsome very rare
occasion that leads a man to have recourse todtirathose who have
done so, the testimony of memory was believed betoe experience
of its fidelity, and that belief could not be caddasy the experience
which came after it§IP, IIl, Il, p. 255).

This particular common sense belief about the bglig of memory is not due to
experience. Reid explicitly excludes the posswildf experience as a source of
common sense beliefs. In the field of politics, lever, experience is the very source of
the judgments about the general conduct of humarggeinited into a political society:
experience gives the first principles of our poltiknowledge. Haakonseen and Wood,
in the introduction ofThomas Reid on society and polifid® not discuss the question

of knowing if the first principles of politics cotitsite the common sense of humankind.
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However, they make an important claim which befihwny claim that common sense

Is not the foundation of the science of politics:

These principles are assumptions about the gefestaires of human
nature and human interaction without which it ispossible to

recognize life-forms as human. Reid lists a doagch gprinciples in

his lectures, but makes it quite clear that theidisiot exhaustive. The
principles arecommon empirical observatioadout humanity and the
field is open to discovery and revision in the tighf experience

(HAAKONSSEN & WOOD, 2015, p. xliv).

First principles of politics areommon empirical observatioms the conduct of human
beings. Moreover, experience is not only the sowfcBrst principles but it can also
correct them, since they are susceptible to ravia®m soon as the political scientist has
new experiences on the actions of human beings.

It is also important to note that experience i$ @wough to make us able to
discover the first principles of politics. The pamswho intends to be a political scientist
should be a philosopher of mind as well. It is fassto see this in the light of Reid’s
distinction between two degrees of knowledge of kivah On the one hand, there is
that degree of knowledge which is proper to a comrmalividual who lives in a

political society:

A man of sagacity, who has had occasion to deainieresting
matters, with a great variety of persons of diffierage, sex, rank and
profession, learns to judge what may be expectau fnen in given
circumstances; and how they may be most effectuatiyced to act
the part which he desireBAP, lll, I, 1, p. 75).
On the other hand, there is a degree of knowleateid proper to a scientist. On Reid’s
view, the political scientist should go beyond tteenmon individual who has a vast
experience in the social life. She should performaae rigorous work on the discovery

and classification of the principles which motivatanan actions:

The man of the world conjectures, perhaps withtgsezbability, how
a man will act in certain given circumstances; #nsl is all he wants
to know. To enter into a detail of the various piihes which
influence the actions of men, to give them distinatnes, to define
them, and to ascertain their different provincesthie business of a
philosopher, and not of a man of the wolh@, IlI, I, |, p. 75-6).

The political scientist should rigorously and atiegly investigate the principles of
human action, to distinguish and to define themingi them names that are proper to
them.
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The identification of the first principles of ptilis depend on the sagacity and
the experience of the political scientist. Moregvierdepends on the philosophical
investigation of the principles which motivate humzonduct. | believe this last point
also helps to corroborate my view that the firshgples of politics cannot come from
common sense. | explain. In Chapterl have presented Reid’'s distinction between
theory of morals—the investigation of the powersrohd involved in moral approval
and disapproval, the investigation of the mentaén@dmena related to the moral
appreciation of human conduct—and system of moltge important in this case: a
theory of morals could not help us in the discovefrythe first principles of morals,
since they are the judgments and beliefs due totigenal constitution of mind: “so a
man may have a very clear and comprehensive knge&leflwhat is right and what is
wrong in human conduct, who never studied the &iracof our moral powers'HAP,

V, Il, p. 283). The moral philosopher does not hawveengage with the philosophical
investigation of the powers of mind in order toadiger the first principles of morals.
That is, there is no room for a psychology of carsre in a system of morals. In
politics, contrarily, we see that, according to ®Reéhe psychology of the principles of
action is an important aspect of the task of discog the first principles of political
knowledge. Political scientist should go beyond ¢lkperience of living among human
beings, they should investigate the principles wihn action in order to be able to
discover the first principles of politics. Accordio him, the purposes of the science of
politics “[...] is to shew how great bodies of Menllvact in the various Situations in
which they are placed & how they may be placeduchsSituations as to lead them or
the greater part of them to act the part whick ibtended they should actdctures on
Politics, 2015, p. 32). However, why should the politicalestist investigate the
principles of the individual conduct of each oneus®? The following analogy helps us

to understand this point:

Every Political Body may be conceived as a vasthitee made up of
a great Number of Parts. The motions of the Whadenzade up of the
Motions of the several Parts, and the motion ohd2art must depend
upon the powers that operate upon that part andt putmotion. So
that it is impossible to know scientifically the f&fts that will be
produced by the whole Machine without knowing tlete of which it
is compounded and the powers that actuate thos®, par the Effect
of the whole is an aggregate or composition of Effects of the
several Partd gectures on Politics2015, p. 27).
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Reid reveals that in order to systematically knbe éffects which may be produced by
a huge machine, it is necessary to know the pahishamake it and the powers that
lead it to operate. The same would be true of thgigal body: to know how the body
of individuals will act depends on the knowledgehofv each individual will act when

she is in certain circumstances:

Each of whom has his particular Principles of Aigyivn himself, his
fears, his hopes, his desires, his passions, fdsdRe his Conscience.
These principles in every individual influence hiona certain course
of Action or operation. And the operations of thev&al Individuals
make up the Operation of the Whole Political Bo#fye cannot
therefore know how Political Bodies will act, wHatfects they will
produce in given Circumstances, but by knowing hiegividuals of
Mankind act in the various Circumstances in whibleyt may be
placed Lectures on Politics2015, p. 27).

| finish this section by discussing some questiapgut the view that politics is
not based upon the beliefs of the common sensermfhkind. Besides all | have said
in favor of this view, | believe that the fact thReid does not use the expression
common sens¢hroughout thelLectures on Politicsis another strong sign of this
possibility. Indeed, there is no reference to comnsense in his manuscripts on
political matters. In contexts in which Reid disses the foundations of political
knowledge, he refers to the knowledge of mankindsagoundation. It seems clear to
me that politics depends in some sense upon consapnse beliefs. In order to talk
about politics, it is necessary to suppose thetexie of the objects of the external
world; the existence of other human beings; thatehs intelligence in the people with
whom we talk. All of these beliefs are due to thigioal constitution of mind upon
which politics, as well as philosophy of mind andrals are based. However, the first
principles of politics could not be understood asnmon sense beliefs in the strict
sense of the term, since they are not the immediatkirresistible beliefs due to the
original constitution of mind.

It could be suggested that the meaning | attrilboitthe termcommon sensis
too much restricted. Maybe with a little efforgduld extend this meaning in a way that
knowledge of mankind could be understood as comsaemse, or, at least, asacond
level of common sense. | do not disagree with this jpdggi Throughout our lives,
indeed, we naturally make many judgments about haman beings may act when
placed in some circumstances, and | believe Reidldvdardly deny that these

judgments are part of the common sense of humankiadever, | would like to insist
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in the view that politics is not based directly npmpmmon sense in the strict sense, as
the results of the original constitution of mind. matters of politics, our beliefs lose
their feature of beingriginal: they are not originally dictated by the powershahd.

As seen above, experience plays an important epidogical role-1 would say the main
role—in the production of the first principles oblpics: the political scientist should
have the experience of living among human beings political society to be able to
recognize the first principles of politics. Moreoyéhese first principles are mainly
based upon ouswn experienceof living in society. Our very private experienckthe
world leads us to some beliefs about how humangsemay act when united into a
political society. This experience, of course, ignditioned by many particular
circumstances. For instance, we have our own wageefng society which may be
greatly determined by our relationships. We mayoour attention in cases in which
self-interest prevails over the cases in which é¢hare not self-interest involved,
concluding that human beings are more selfish thay really are. And this conclusion
could be wrong. What | want to claim is that it mseto me that we would be closer to
error in political matters than in the other bragxlof knowledge which are based upon
the original constitution of mind.

When Reid introduces the empirical aspect of tingt forinciples of political
knowledge, the original aspect which characteribedirst principles of common sense
is lost. Without the self-evident feature of thesffi principles—the immediacy and
irresistible feature of our common sense beliefsnén beings would be more inclined
to false beliefs. Any belief based upon our experecould be assumed as common
sense belief, if it is assumed that the first pples of politics are first principles of
common sense; any general appreciation of how hureargs live in society could be
called common sense. In short, | claim that to sgppthat knowledge of mankind /
experience could count as common sense speaksfhgammon sense, since, after all,
we may be wrong in political matters in a way tita$ not possible when we deal with
common sense. Experience would make common senge fallible than it really is.
The political scientist could have made a wrongeokation of society and, therefore,
she could propose a wrong first principle. In commsense matters, however, this is not
the case. Common sense is what is originally didtddty human mind. As | discuss
later, the possibility of correcting the first priples of politics by new experiences not
being applied in the common sense field—accordinBdid, our common sense beliefs

could be corrected only in the hypothetical casedigpose of a new set of faculties in
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the light of which we could judge the old ones.Bftng knowledge of mankind to the
field of common sense—at least common sense awitfiral constitution of mind—is to

lessen the force of common sense as a reliablesofiknowledge.

2.3.2) Reid’s psychology of the principles of humaaction

The political scientist should initially know theipciples which motivate human
actions, once from them she is able to know theenmmnt of the political bodies, of the
whole set of individuals in a civil society. To wrdtand the principles of action it is
important to understand not only how the singleiviidial will act when placed in
certain circumstances, but also to be able to yledde beliefs—the first principles about
the general conduct of human beings when unitexanolitical society—which should
be assumed as first principles of the science ditigo Reid’s investigation of the
principles of action presented in tAetive Powerss a study of “the principles of action
and general tenor of conduct that is common towthele species”, a study of “the
principles according to which the governed commai/not those according to which
they ought to act”. That is, the investigation ahpiples of action is that second sort of
knowledge of mankind, that degree of knowledgehef philosopher that should “enter
into a detail of the various principles which irdhce the actions of men, to give them
distinct names, to define them, and to ascertam thfferent provinces”.

| discuss in this subsection how Reid understandsdascribes the principles of
human action. | focus on his psychology of the @gles which motivates the conduct
of each individual in particular, the mechanicalinaal and rational principles of action.

This passage is really clear about Reid’ understgnaf principle of action

By principlesof action, | understand every thing that incitegsaiact.

If there were no incitements to action, active poweuld be given us
in vain. Having motive to direct our active exentsp the mind would,
in all cases, be in a state of perfect indiffererioedo this or that, or
nothing at all. The active power would either netdxerted at all, or
its exertions would be perfectly unmeaning andolous, neither wise
nor foolish, neither good nor bad. To every acttbat is of the
smallest importance, there must be some incitenmmhe motive,
some reasorEHAP, 111, 1, 1, p. 74-5).

A principle of action is the motive which incitesirhan being to act. If there were no
such principles of action, Reid argues, there wdndcho regularity in human conduct:

we could expect any action in any circumstance&ven no action when we expect one.
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Even the most meaningless action is performed byesprinciple of action in human
mind.

Philosophers have two ways to know these principfesction: theobservation
of the conduct of other human beingad thereflection on the principles which
motivate their own conductBoth present difficulties: “there is much uncertgin the
former, and much difficulty in the latterE@QP, IlI, 1, I, p. 76). Firstly, there is a huge
variety of principles of action in human mind, sattit is impossible to classify and to
define each one of thenkEAP, IlI, I, I, p. 76). Secondly, one action may resiubm
different principles of action and the same priteipf action may motivate different
actions EAP, I, I, I, p. 76). Thirdly, there are occasions which we do not know
which principle guide our own conduct. To be aldeknow the principles which

motivate our own conduct, it is necessary an uncomdegree of attention:

A man may, no doubt, know with certainty the pnoles from which

he himself acts, because he is conscious of theintis knowledge
requires an attentive reflection upon the operatiohhis own mind,

which is very rarely to be found. It is perhaps eneasy to find a man
who has formed a just notion of the character afi inageneral, or of
those of his familiar acquaintance, than one wh® dgust notion of
his own characte®HAP, llI, 1, 1, p. 76-7).

It is necessary to be very accurate and impantidahe investigation of the principles
which motivate our own conduct. Fourthly, the inigetion of the principles of action
faces the problem of the huge variety of namesaasithave given to them throughout
the history of philosophy: “the names we give te tHfarious principles of action, have
so little precision, even in the best and puresterg in every language, that, on this
account, there is no small difficulty in giving thenames, and arranging them properly”
(EAPR, 1, I, 1, p. 77). In virtue of these difficult®&e Reid establishes his aims: “[I] shall
endeavour to class the various principles of huawion as distinctly as | am able, and
to point out their specific differences; giving thesuch names as may deviate from the

common use of the words as little as possi&&R, Ill, I, I, p. 78).

Reid’s general view on the principles of action

The following table summarizes Reid’s theory of phimciples of action:
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Principles of  Attention, Judgment Social /

action will and and reason selfish
deliberation principles
Mechanical
Animal X
Rational X X X

There are three great classes of principles ofomctFirstly, there aremechanical
principles of action, which areanstinct and habit What mainly characterizes those
principles of action is the fact that they do nequire attention, will or deliberation to
motivate human action. Secondly, there aremal principlesof action, which are
appetites desiresand benevolentf malevolent affectionsThey are principles common
to human beings and non-human animals and depeattenmtion, deliberation and will
to motivate our actions. Thirdly, there are tldional principlesof action, which are
theregard to the good for us upon the whfllee sense of interest) and tlegard to
duty (conscience). The actions they yield depend omiadte, will and deliberation and
they depend specially on the operations of judgraedtreason to be performed. Only
adult human beings endowed with a mature and heatihd may be guided by the
rational principles of action. Moreover, they arbatvmake human beings able to be
moral and political governed. Despite all thosen@ples having social implications,
only rational principles of action can be underst@ssocial or selfish principles of
action, on Reid’s view. Social principles of action arepiples which motivate actions
which have the good of other human beings in sigkt~imply concern for the good of
others. Selfish principles of action, contrarilye grinciples which motivate actions

which have only self-love in sight—they imply thencern for our own good only.

The mechanical principles of action: instinct andalit

According to Reid, there are two mechanical prilegf action in human mind,
instinct and habit Both of them do not depend on the operationsudfyjnent or
reasoning. They do not depend on the developmetiteopowers of mind—until their
maturity—to incite us to act. He defines the formasrfollows: “by instinct, | mean a
natural blind impulse to certain actions, withowtvimg any end in view, without
deliberation, and very often without any conceptodrwhat we do” EAP, 1lI, 1, 1I, p.
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78). The cry of a baby is an example of action tuénstinct. It is an action which
instinctively appears as a response to an unpleasasation occasioned, for instance,
by hunger, thirst or fatigue. In this instinctivetian, there is no attention, deliberation
or will: it is an involuntary action due to the weef food, water or rest. Reid claims
about the second sort of mechanical principle eibac“HABIT differs from instinct,
not in its nature, but in its origin; the latteritg natural, the former acquired. Both
operate without will or intention, without thoughénd therefore may be called
mechanical principlés(EAP, 111, 1, 1ll, p. 88). When compared to instincialhit may be
understood as a kind of acquired blind impuls¢o act, an action that does not depend
on attention, deliberation or will. In common laage,habit may be understood as a
facility to do something, a facility acquired by repeatiogne action. In Reid’s theory

of the principles of action, however, its meanisgastricted:

| take the word in a less extensive sense, whemnsider habits as
principles of action. | conceive it to be a partoof constitution, that
what we have been accustomed to do, we acquiregmipta facility,
but a proneness to do on like occasions; so thatjitires a particular
will and effort to forbear it, but to do it, reqas very often no will at
all (EAP, 111, 1, 1lI, p. 89).
In brief, habit, as a principle of action, is aclination or impulse to perform an action
independently of our attention, will and delibeoati
From the social perspective, Reid does not condiagincts and habits as
social-when they imply concern for the good of ather selfish principles of action—
when they imply the concern for our own good otypwever, in my view, it is not
possible to deny that they seem to have socialicapbns. | have in sight the actions
motivated by habit: bad habits may be harmful frima point of view of its social
implications. Indeed, there is a first principle pdlitics which have this principle of
action in sight: “few Men will do the most AtrocistActs of Wickedness even upon a
Strong Temptation till they have been long hardbgdvicious habits” I(ectures on
Politics, 2015, p. 23). For that reason, | suppose thait,hab principle of conduct,

matters for the political scientist.

The animal principles of action: appetite, desirac affections

According to Reid, there are three animal prin@pdé action in human mind,
appetites desires and affections What characterizes these three sorts of animal
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principles of action is the fact that they “theye auch as operate upon the will and
intention, but do not suppose any exercise of juglgnor reason; and are most of them
to be found in some brute-animals, as well as im"n{gAP IlI, II, I, p. 92). Firstly,
there are three appetites which may be observea@ rinequently in human beings,

namely,hunger thirst andluxury. They have two distinctive features:

First, Every appetite is accompanied with an uneasyasemsproper
to it, which is strong or weak, in proportion teetbesire we have of
the object.Secondly Appetites are not constant, but periodical, being
sated by their objects for a time, and returningra€ertain periods.
Such is the nature of those principles of actionwhich | beg leave,
in this Essay, to appropriate the nameappetites(EAP, IlI, II, I, p.
92).
In the appetite, there is an uneasy sensation wdifelsts the individual and a desire for
having an object—food or water, for instance. Appsthave at least two functions in
human mind, to preserve the individual (hungry #mdsty) and the continuity of the
species (luxury)EAP, I, 11, I, p. 93). Reason—before that periodlid¢ in which the
powers of mind reach their maturity—would not b&edab supply us with the actions we
need to survive and continue our speciedR llI, II, I, p. 93-4). When appreciated
from a moral perspective, the actions motivatedjyetites can be neither virtuous nor
vicious EAP, 1, IlI, 1, p. 94-5). The point is that, while ¢hactions motivated by
hunger, thirst or luxury do not contradict any mgeenciple—the sense of duty, for
instance, they are not morally good or b&&AR, I, 11, I, p. 97). The power otelf-
governmentcontrarily, may be object of our moral apprecatEAP, IlI, 11, I, p. 98).
Human beings should govern ourselves in every icesich our actions motivated by
appetites may contradict a moral princide, Ill, II, I, p. 98).

Secondly, Reid conceives three sorts of desttesdesires of powgof esteem
and of knowledge According to him, “they are distinguished frompafites by this:
That there is not an uneasy sensation proper to, @ad always accompany it; and that
they are not periodical, but constant, not beingdavith their objects for a time, as
appetites are”’HAP, 1lI, 11, I, p. 99). The desires of power and @&stn are common to
human beings and non-human animals. The desiramfledge, however, is presented
only in human beingEHAP, Ill, 11, 1l, p.100). In a moral perspective, thetions due to

those desires are not, for themselves, virtuowscosus:

The natural desires | have mentioned are, in thiese neither
virtuous nor vicious. They are part of our consiitto, and ought to be
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regulated and restrained, when they stand in catigretvith more
important principles. But to eradicate them if iene possible (and |
believe it is not) would only be like cutting offieg or an arm, that is,
making ourselves other creatures than GOD has n=a@AP, IlI, Il
I, p. 101).

Since they are parts of the original constitutiénmend, it is impossible to completely

eliminate those desires in our minds. Human besmgaild instead try to control them.

Such as in the case of appetites, our actions atetivby desires should not contradict a

moral principle:

The pursuits of power, of fame, and of knowledgeuire a self-
command no less than virtue does. In our behaweratds our
fellow-creatures, they generally lead to that vesgduct which virtue
requires. | saygenerally, for this, no doubt, admits of exceptions,
especially in the case of ambition, or the desirpawer EAP, I, I,

I, p. 102).

There are cases in which to act in accordance détlires may lead human beings to

virtuously act. They make those individuals whowithout any regard to virtue able to

live in society:

To these natural desires, common to good and torea it is owing,
that a man, who has little or no regard to virtwey notwithstanding
be a good member of society. It is true, indeedt therfect virtue,
joined with perfect knowledge, would make both ampetites and
desires unnecessary incumbrances of our nature;abuthuman
knowledge and human virtue are both very imperfibetse appetites
and desires are necessary supplements to our imsgierfs EAP, I,
I, 11, p. 102).

Desires are really important to the maintenancsofety, mainly the desire of esteem:

Society, among men, could not subsist without tagedegree of that
regularity of conduct which virtue prescribes. Tostregularity of

conduct, men who have no virtue are induced byarteto character,
sometimes by a regard to interest.

Even in those who are not destitute of virtue, gard to character is
often an useful auxiliary to it, when both pringplconcur in their
direction AP, IlI, II, II, p. 102).

Thirdly, there the animal principles of benevolamd malevolent affections.

Reid explains the notion afffectionas a principle of action by the observation of the

specificity of its object when compared to the obgeof appetites and desires:

These principles we have already considered; aedmay observe,
that all of them have things, not persons, forrtiodject. [...] But
there are various principles of action in man, Whnave persons for
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their immediate object, and imply, in their verytura, our being well
or ill affected to some person, or, at least, imas@nimated being.
Such principles | shall call by the general namaftdctions whether
they dispose us to do good or hurt the othe/s_( 111, 11, 111, p. 107).

Affections have living beings as objects. Our migdffected in a way that we desire
the good or the evil of other living being.

Benevolent affections are characterized by themmgogiccompanied by an
agreeable feeling: “we may therefore lay it downaagprinciple, that all benevolent
affections are, in their nature, agreeable; ant thext to a good conscience, to which
they are always friendly, and never can be advénsy, make the capital part of human
happiness”EAP, 111, 11, 1ll, p. 109). Moreover, they are accompead by a desire for the
good and the happiness of other living beings: tiamoingredient essential to every

benevolent affection, and from which it takes ttzme, is a desire of the good and

happiness of the objectEAP, IIl, II, 111, p. 109). Reid considers thearental affection
(EAP, III, 11, 1V, p. 111-4); theaffection of gratitude for benefacto{BAP, III, I, 1V, p.
114-5); theaffection of pity and compassion towards the dssteel(EAP, 111, 11, IV, p.
116-7); theaffection of esteem of the wise and the g@&alP, IlI, 1I, 1V, p. 117); the
affection of friendshigeAP, Ill, II, 1V, p. 117-8); theaffection of the passion of love
between the sexdgAP, Ill, I, IV, p. 118-9); and theaffection to any community to
which we belong(EAP, lII, 11, IV, p. 119). Malevolent affections, inutn, are

characterized by them being accompanied by a disagte feeling and by a desire for
the evil of other living beings. Reid considers tmalevolent affections as principles of
action, emulation and resentment He explains what he understands by the first
malevolent principles of conduct: “by emulationnean, a desire of superiority to our
rivals in any pursuit, accompanied with an uneasire being surpassedAP, 11, 11,
V, p. 124). And about the second malevolent prilecipf action: “nature dispose us,
when we are hurt, to resist and retaliate. Begidebbdily pain occasioned by the hurt,
the mind is ruffled, and a desire raised to ret@ligoon the author of the hurt or injury.
This, in general, is what we calhgeror resentmerit(EAP, 111, 11, V, p. 127).

Reid does not see animal principles of action agkor selfish principles. From
the perspective of society, hunger, thirst and tyxeannot be understood either as

social or selfish principles of conduct:

Appetites, considered in themselves, are neithetlakgrinciples of
action, nor selfish. They cannot be called sodiatause they imply
no concern for the good of others. Nor can theyljuse called
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selfish, though they be commonly referred to tHasx An appetite
draws us to a certain object, without regard t@g good for us, or
ill. There is no self-love implied in it any morean benevolence. We
see, that, in many cases, appetite may lead a onamdt he knows

will be to his hurt. To call this acting from sddfve, is to pervert the
meaning of words. It is evident, that, in everyeca$ this kind, self-

love is sacrificed to appetit&AP, 111, 11, 1, p. 95).

Reid holds the same about the desires of poweggsiand knowledge, despite the

obvious social consequences of actions which atevated by them:

The natural desires | have been considering, thdbgi cannot be
called social principles of action in the common sense of thatdyo
since it is not their object to procure any goodenefit to others, yet
they have such a relation to society, as to shewt raeidently the
intention of nature to be, that man should livesdaciety EAP, lII, 1,

I, p. 105).

Benevolent and malevolent affections are not sdcsalfish principles of action in the

strict sense of these terms as well:

They neither imply any good nor ill affection towar any other
person, nor even towards ourselves. They cannaeftire, with
property, be called eitheselfish or social But there are various
principles of action in man, which have personstf@ir immediate
object, and imply, in their very nature, our bewmgll or ill affected to
some person, or, at least, to some animated beAB, (I, II, 1, p.
107).

However, many benevolent actions have good socialsequencéd As Reid
understands them, benevolent principles of actitay @mn important role in the

preservation of the human societfe€ven actions due to emulatf8rand resentmett

* Reid claims: “we cannot live without the sociefynwen; and it would be impossible to live in sogjet

if men were not disposed to do much of that goochém, and but little of that hurt, which it is ineir
power to do.

But how shall this end, so necessary to the existef human society, and consequently to the exdste
of the human species, be accomplished?

If we judge from analogy, we must conclude, thathis, as in other parts of our conduct, our ratlon
principles are aided by principles of an inferiode@r, similar to those by which many brute aniniais

in society with their species; and that by meansuwh principles, that degree of regularity is obse,
which we find in all societies of men, whether wisefoolish, virtuous or vicious"HAP, IIl, II, 111, p.
111).

5 Reid claims: “[...], that the natural benevoleffeetions furnish the most irresistible proof, thhe
Author of our nature intended that we should linesociety, and do good to our fellow-men as we have
opportunity; since this great and important parttied human constitution has a manifest relation to
society, and can have no exercise nor use in @msgoftate” EAP, IlI, 11, IV, p. 121).

% Reid claims: “we have not sufficiedata for a comparison of the good and bad effects whiiih
principle actually produces in society; but theseggiound to think of this, as of other natural piptes,
that the good overbalances the ill. As far as iinder the dominion of reason and virtue, its ¢ffeae
always good; when left to be guided by passion failg, they are often very bad’'BEAP, 11, 1I, V, p.
125).
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may have good social implications. For these regsbmatters for political scientist to
know the animal principles of action. Indeed, ménst principles of politics refers to

these animal principles. | point some examplegetlage first principles with regard to
how human beings may esteem knowledge and powezn “always esteem Virtue
Wisdow & Power in others where they are not objemftsEnvy and desire to be
possessed of them or to be thought to be possessbem themselves” and “people
will not long receive Laws from Governors unlesgythhave an opinion that the
Governors have superior Power Superior Wisdow &tuéiror Right to Govern”

(Lectures on Politics20015, p. 23). There are first principles abobatthuman beings
may expect as responses for malevolent and bemgvabdtions: “men have always a
Strong Resentment of Injuries and will resist thehere it is in their Power & have

commonly some gratitude for good Officet®e€tures on Politics20015, p. 23).

The rational principles of action: the regard to éhgood for us upon the whole
and the regard to duty

Above the mechanical and animal principles of candBeid places the rational
principles of action, the principles which shoulavgrn our conduct: “[...] a regard to
them is, by our constitution, not only a principlieaction, but a leading argbverning
principle, to which all our animal principles are subord&and to which they ought to
be subject” EAP, I, I, I, p. 153, emphasis added). Accordirgytim, reason has two
main roles for human life. On the one hand, from ittellectual point of view, it is
responsible for governing our beliefs and opinidreping human beings to distinguish
truth from error in speculative matters. On theeothand, from the point of view of the
action, reason may be responsible for governingamoonduct, pointing what is good
and bad for each one is some circumstance. Thespeculative reasoandpractical

reason

To judge of what is true or false in speculativéenf is the office of
speculative reason; and to judge of what is goadl for us upon the
whole, is the office of practical reason. Of truel dalse there are no
degrees; but of good and ill there are many degesebmen are very

4" Reid claims: “these | take to be parts of the humanstitution, given us by our Maker for good ends
and, when properly directed and regulated, of éexelise. But, as their excess or abuse, to whicham
nature is very prone, is the source and sprindldhe malevolence that is to be found among meis, i
on that account | call them malevolenEAP, IIl, 11, V, p. 124).
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apt to form erroneous opinions concerning them;ledisy their
passions, by the authority of the multitude, andther causes=HAP,
[, 1, 1, p. 157).

The two rational principles of action Reid intertdsnvestigate are thegard to
the good for us upon the rolenat is, ousense of interestheregard to the dutythat is,
our conscience. They are true rational principfesction:

When a man, on one occasion, consults his realimeggpin things
not inconsistent with his duty, though in oppositio the solicitation
of appetite or passion; and when, on another cmeasiithout any
selfish consideration, he does what is right amblicable, because it
is so; in both these cases, he acts reasonablgy exan approves of
his conduct, and calls it reasonable, or accortingason EAP, III,
1, v, p. 173).
Moreover, the fact that human beings may be godetmelaws and general rules is
another sign of the existence of the rational ppies of action. If our conduct was
guided only by mechanical and animal principles amtion, we could only be
disciplined by means of training, by means of dagss like non-human animals: “the
subject of law must have the conception of a gémeta of conduct, which, without
some degree of reason, he cannot have. He mustidikdrave a sufficient inducement
to obey the law, even when his strongest animakaiesiraw him the contrary way”

(EAP, III, IlII, V, p. 168). Reid’s argument continues:

These are the only principles | am able to congeivkich can
reasonably induce a man to regulate all his actemwording to a
certain general rule or law. They may therefore jlgtly called
rational principles of action, since they can have no plagein a
being endowed with reason, and since it is by tbeig, that man is
capable either of political or of moral governm@aaP, 111, 1111, V, p.
168).

According to Reid, the notion @fur good for us upon the whale resulting of
the rational operations of mind. This explains wimg interest for our own good appears
only in an advanced period of our liveasAP, III, 111, 1l, p. 154). As soon as the powers
of mind begin their development, it appears in ounds a tendency to consider our
past actions, as well as a tendency to become mmteeested by our future. The
observations of the things of past, present anddugield the notion of what is good for
us upon the wholeEAP, lll, IIl, 1l, p. 155). This conception becomesetlend of many
of our actions. As a principle of action, the rebéo the good for us upon the whole

becomes a governing principle in human mind as ssdhappears:
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[...] as soon as we have the conception of what adgw ill for us
upon the whole, we are led, by our constitutionse¢ek the good and
avoid the ill; and this becomes not only a prineipff action, but a
leading or governing principle, to which all ouriraal principles
ought to be subordinat&AP, Ill, I, II, p. 157).

Appetites, desires and affections become suborhnat this principle. Our conduct
may be understood as reasonable and rational wedbollew the good for us upon the

whole:

To prefer a greater good, though distant, to a tlessis present; to
choose a present evil, in order to avoid a greatér or to obtain a
greater good, is, in the judgment of all men, wésel reasonable
conduct; and, when a man acts contrary part, alin mdll
acknowledge, that he acts foolishly and unreasgn@&aP, 111, 111, 11,

p. 156).

The actions guided by this rational principle ofi@t guide us, directly or indirectly, to

the practice of virtué8 (EAP, IlI, IlI, 11, p. 163-4). However, it is necessato keep in

mind that to act by interest is different from agtimotivated by duty:

Although these be really two distinct principles adtion, it is very
natural to comprehend them under one name, bebatisare leading
principles, both suppose the use of reason, andenwhghtly
understood, both lead to the same course of lifeyTare like two
fountains whose streams unite and run in the sdraenel EAP, lIl,
I, Vv, p. 173).

Despite the resemblance between those two ratmiraiples, the results from
the operation of the mature powers of mind, moralgiples should not be reduced to
principles of interest:

Upon that supposition [that there is only one raioprinciple of
conduct, interest], it would neither be a suffitignplain rule of
conduct, nor would it raise the human charactethet degree of
perfection of which it is capable, nor would it igeso much real

“8 Reid explains this point as follows: “It [the sensf interest] leads directly to the virtues of gence,
temperance and fortitude. And, when we considesalues as social creatures, whose happiness or
misery is very much connected with that of ourdellmen; when we consider, that there are many
benevolent affections planted in our constitutiomose exertions make a capital part of our good and
enjoyment; from these considerations, this prirciphds us also, though more indirectly, to thetma

of justice, humanity, and all the social virtu&Ap, 111, 111, 111, p. 163-4). On the one hand, thedinidual

that acts in accordance with the principle of h@odyupon the whole acts prudently and temperatty.
the other hand, her actions may be understoodrag\actions. This principle cannot produce bylfitae
benevolent affection in mind. However, since thbeaevolent affections are a fundamental part of the
human happiness, the regard to the good upon tidewhay lead us to cultivate and exercise of those
affections. This way, the actions which aim thedjobthe other may be seen as actions that airowime
good.
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happiness as when it is joined with another ratipriaciple of action,
to wit, a disinterested regard to dugAP, I, lll, IV, p. 164).

Human beings are able to act from the regard tio dogies:

Thus, | think, it appears, That although a regardur good upon the
whole, be a rational principle in man, yet, if & bupposed the only
regulating principle of our conduct, it would benare uncertain rule,
it would give far less perfection to the human eleéer, and far less
happiness, than when joined with another ratiomalciple, to wit, a
regard to dutyEAP, III, III, IV, p. 168).

Duty, Reid argues, is themmediate moral obligatian

This principle of honour, which is acknowledged &y men who
pretend to character, is only another name for wigatall a regard to
duty, to rectitude, to property of conduct. It ismeoral obligation
which obliges a man to do certain things becaueg #me right, and
not to do other things because they are wrdsgP( lll, Ill, V, p.
170).
Moral obligation, moral principle, honour principdeaare the names of the sense of duty
or rational principle of the regard to duty. It hamre names: “men of rank call it
honour, and too often confine it to certain virtues theg thought most essential to their
rank. The vulgar call ihonesty probity, virtue, consciencePhilosophers have given it
the names afhe moral sensehe moral facultyrectitude (EAP, Ill, 1ll, V, p. 170). To
contradict our duty is not only irrational, such s contradict our own interest.

According to Reid, to neglect our duty is to codicathe virtue, it is immoral:

| take it for granted, therefore, that every manmeal honour feels an
abhorrence of certain actions, because they atBeimselves base,
and feels an obligation to certain other actiorexanise they are in
themselves what honour requires, and this, indepthd of any
consideration of interest or reputatio®AP, IlI, 1ll, V, p. 170).

The observance of our duty is able to guide usafgphmess:

It ought farther to be considered, That althouglsewmen have
concluded that virtue is the only road to happinéss conclusion is
founded chiefly upon the natural respect men haveiftue, and the
good or happiness that is intrinsic to it and arifem the love of it
(EAP, I, 111, 1V, p. 167).

The sense of interest may guide us to the pracficertues. However, human beings

need another principle of action in order to begyap
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The road of duty is so plain, that the man who ségkvith an upright
heart, cannot greatly err from it. But the roach&ppiness, if that be
supposed the only end our nature leads us to pusudd be found
dark and intricate, full of snares and dangers, thedefore not to be
trodden without fear, and care, and perplex@AR, 111, I, IV, p.
167).

Differently from the mechanical and instinct piples of action, Reid
understands interest and conscience as socialishsplinciples of conduct. Many of
the actions due to these rational principles ofoachave the good of other human
beings in sight or motivate actions which have osBif-love in sight. Rational
principles of action matter for political sciensistindeed, many first principles of
politics have them in sight. For instance, “it nisytherefore expected of the Generality
of Men that they will do things contrary eithertteeir real Interest or their Duty when
they have Strong temptationsLgctures on Politics2015, p. 23). There is a first
principle about the importance of the cultivatidrttte sense of interest and conscience:
“it is good that Men be instructed in their Duty I&terest but this is not enough”
(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 32).

The theory of the principles of human action israportant part of that second
degree of knowledge of mankind, proper to the palitscientist. Reid distinguishes the
several principles of action in human mind, classithem and gives them names. In
the light of those observations on the principlésclv motivate human actions that Reid
arrive at his theory of the first principles of piak, the principles on the general

conduct of human beings who live in a politicalisbc

Conclusion

| have tried to show Reid’s view on the sourcebBuwhan knowledge. In the first
section, | have discussed his considerations opdiers of judging and believing and
the role of evidence in their operations. In theosel section, | have discussed Reid’s
view on the common sense-as the original congiitubf mind, what is immediately
and irresistible dictated by the powers of mind.céwding to him, common sense
beliefs should be assumed as basic / foundaticief® upon which the superstructure
of philosophy of mind and morals is based. In thsettion, | have presented Reid’'s
understanding of the notion &howledge of mankindinderlining the reasons that led

me to suppose it different from common sense. Tdgments and beliefs of the
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political scientist are not result of the origir@nstitution of common sense: they are
due to a mixture of sagacity and experience andhtéentive investigation of the

principles of action in human mind.
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CHAPTER 3) UNDERSTANDING REID'S VIEW ON THE FIRST
PRINCIPLES

| consider, in the third chapter of this thesisjdReview on the first principles
of knowledge. There are many points of his theohichy, in my view, deserve a
detailed consideration, mainly due to the diffimgtof comprehending what Reid has in
mind when he refers to the first principles of kiesge. In the first section, | present
Reid’s lists of first principles of knowledge. lhe second section, | explain what the
first principles of knowledge are on Reid’ view—geal propositions which express
particular beliefs shared by the greatest part whdnkind, in the case of the first
principles of common sense, and particular beliefs to the mixture of sagacity and
experience, in the case of the first principlekiodwledge of mankind. | also discuss
Reid’s view on the distinction between contingamd aecessary truths, arguing that the
principles of necessary branches of knowledgeeselts of a mind which developed to
its maturity. Finally, in the last section, | pras&eid’s view on the means we have to

identify first principles of knowledge in speculati moral and political matters.

3.1) The first principles of knowledge

| present the lists of first principles Reid poimtsthe Intellectual Powersthe
Active Powersand the manuscripts of his lectures on politicsidRloes not present an
ordered enumeration of the first principles of commnsense in thenquiry and for that

reason | do not consider this wotk

Of the philosophy of mind

9 Nevertheless, in several passages ofltiggiry, Reid indicates some of those principles he sees a
being first principles of common sense. On theofelhg passage, for instance, Reid claims: “A
mathematician cannot prove the truth of his axiomas,can he prove any thing, unless he takes tloem f
granted. We cannot prove the existence of our minds even of our thoughts and sensations. A
historian, or a witness, can prove nothing unless taken for granted, that the memory and semsgs

be trusted. A natural philosopher can prove nothingess it is taken for granted, that the course o
nature is steady and uniformfHM, V, VII, p. 71-2).Reid refers to the first prindgpabout the existence
of mind (the second principle of contingent truihghe Intellectual Powery about the existence of the
operations of mind (the first principle of contimgdruths in thdntellectual Powergs about the reliability

of memory and senses (the third and fifth prin@pdé contingent truths in thietellectual Powersand
about the stability and uniformity of the coursenature (the twelfth principle of contingent truihsthe
Intellectual Powergs
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In the Intellectual Powersthere are three lists of first principles of kredge.
In the first one, presented in Essay |, Reid enatesrthe axioms or first principles of
the philosophy of mind. There are eight first piphes that led Reid’s investigation of

the mental phenomena:

1) “First, then, | shall take it for granted, thathink, that |remembeyr that |
reason and, in general, that | really perform all thagerations of mind of which | am
conscious” EIP, I, II, p. 41);

2) “As by consciousness we know certainly the exisé of our present thoughts
and passions; so we know the past by remembragte; ( 1l, p. 42);

3) “It is in our power, however, when we come te ffears of understanding, to
give attention to our own thoughts and passions, thie various operations of our
minds. And when we make these the objects of antdn, either while they are
present, or when they are recent and fresh in amaony, this act of mind is called
reflectior’ (EIP, I, II, p. 42);

4) “| take it for granted that all the thoughtsnh @onscious of, or remember, are
the thoughts of one and the same thinking principleich | callmyself or my mind’
(EIP, 1, 11, p. 42);

5) “I take it for granted that there are some thinghich cannot exist by
themselves, but must be in something else to whigy belong, as qualities or
attributes” EIP, |, 1l, p. 43);

6) “I take it for granted that, in most operatiasfsthe mind, there must be an
object distinct from the operation itselEIiP, I, II, p. 44);

7) “We ought likewise to take for granted, as fpsinciples, things wherein we
find an universal agreement, among the learneduafehrned, in the different nations
and ages of the worldE(P, I, Il, p. 45);

8) “I need hardly say, that | shall also take foarged such facts as are attested
to the conviction of all sober and reasonable ne@gher, by our senses, by memory, or

by human testimony™HIP, |, II, p. 46).

Of many contingent and necessary branches of knalge

In Essay VI, Reid presents another two lists dftfprinciples of knowledge.

They are principles of contingent truths—for insmatural philosophy and philosophy
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of mind—and principles of necessary truths—foranse, mathematics and metaphysics.
| consider the distinction between contingent ardessary truths ahead in the t&xt
For now, | only observe that, on Reid’'s view, atoogent truth “depends upon the
power and will of that Being who made the sun alhtha planets, and who gave them
those motions that seemed best to him”, while eessary truth does not depend on
anything else to be tru€ipP, VI, V, p. 468) For instance, it is a contingenith “that
the sun is the centre, about which the earth, la@dther planets of our system, perform
their revolutions”, while it is a necessary truthdt a cone is the third part of a cylinder
of the same base and the same altitude”. Thednstis a mutable truth, in the sense
that it is true now but, in the future, it can bewofalse—if it will be the will of the
Creator of the Univers&(P, VI, V, p. 469).

Reid observes that the enumeration of the prinsipfecontingent and necessary
truths may seem redundant, deficient, only vulgaore or truths which are not self-
evident—that is, truths which are not first prinegp Nevertheless, he claims:

I shall rejoice to see an enumeration more peifeeny or in all of
those respects; being persuaded, that the agreeaiemten of
judgment and candour in first principles, would bé& no less
consequence to the advancement of knowledge inrgertban the
agreement of Mathematicians in the axioms of gepntas been to
the advancement of that scien&#R, VI, VI, p. 468).

The non-exhaustive list of contingent truths cargaikwelve principles of
knowledge:

1) “First, then, | hold, as a first principle, the existent@verything of which |
am conscious’EIP, VI, V, p. 470);

2) “Another first principle, | think, is, That théhoughts of which | am
conscious, are the thoughts of a being which Imgkelf my mind my persori (EIP,
VI, V, p. 472);

3) “Another first principle | take to be, That tleothings did really happen which
| distinctly remember”EIP, VI, V, p. 474);

4) “Another first principle is our own personal idi¢y and continued existence,

as far back as we remember any thing distinc®&IP( VI, V, p. 476);

' See p. 127-132.
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5) “Another first principle is, That those thing® deally exist which we
distinctly perceive by our senses, and are whapeveeive them to be'H|P, VI, V, p.
476);

6) “Another first principle, | think, is, That weakie some degree of power over
our actions, and the determinations of our wlIR, VI, V, p. 478);

7) “Another first principles is, That the naturahctilties, by which we
distinguish truth from error, are not fallacioug1P, VI, V, p. 480);

8) “Another first principle relating to existences, That there is life and
intelligence in our fellow-men with whom we conwetgEIP, VI, V, p. 482);

9) “Another first principle | take to be, That cart features of the countenance,
sounds of the voice, and gestures of the bodycatéicertain thoughts and dispositions
of mind” (EIP, VI, V, p. 484);

10) “Another first principle appears to me to béal there is a certain regard
due to human testimony in matters of fact, and éeehuman authority in matters of
opinion” (EIP, VI, V, p. 487);

11) “There are many events depending upon theofvithan, in which there is a
self-evident probability, greater or less, accogdin circumstances’®P, VI, V, p.
488);

12) “The last principle of contingent truths | mientis, That, in the phenomena
of nature, what is to be, will probably be likewtbat has been in similar circumstances”
(EIP, VI, V, p. 489).

Reid divides the list of principles of necessaungtis in six classes, according to
the domains of knowledge they belomgammar logic, mathematicsaesthetic moral

andmetaphysic

1) Reid quickly considers the first principles odgmatical knowledge, limiting
himself to present some of them, such as, for m&ta“every adjective in a sentence
must belong to some substantive expressed or unddifgEIP, VI, VI, p. 491);

2) Reid quickly considers the first principles afgical knowledge, limiting
himself to present some of them, such as, for el@mihat every proposition is either
true or false” EIP, VI, VI, p. 491);

3) Reid quickly considers the first principles ofatmematical knowledge,

presenting some of them, such as, for instancaet ttho right lines can cut one another
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in one point only” EIP, VI, VI, p. 491), and presenting a brief critiqoé Hume’s
opinion on the mathematical axion&R, VI, VI, p. 491-2).

4) According to Reid, there is no doubt that thare first principles of the
aesthetic knowledge: “notwithstanding the varietyrfd among men, in taste, there are,
| apprehend, some common principles, even in ngtiéithis kind” €IP, VI, VI, p.
492). He tries to approach two ambits that are eotmu by the first principles they
shared: “thdine artsare very properly called theerts of tastebecause the principles of
both are the same; and in the fine arts, we findess agreement among those who
practice them than among other artist&lR, VI, VI, p. 492). According to Reid,
human beings would not be able to agree aboutdasihetic qualities of an artistic work
if they do not agree, first, about the first prples of taste: “Homer, and Virgil, and
Shakespeare, and Milton, had the same taste; amdeal who have been acquainted
with their writings, and agree in the admirationtbém, must have the same taste”
(EIP, VI, VI, p. 493).

5) Reid does not treat the first principles of nhanadetails in thelntellectual
Powers once they would be posteriorly considered inAlsdve PowersAs examples
of first principles of this sort, Reid points ouhat an unjust action has more demerit
than an ungenerous one”, “that no man ought tolémmdd for what it was not in his
power to hinder” and “that we ought not to do thess what we would think unjust or
unfair to be done to us in like circumstancdsIR, VI, VI, p. 494).

6) Reid quickly considers the first principles ofetaphysical knowledge,
limiting himself to present some of them. Initiallyhe first is, That the qualities which
we perceive by our senses must have a subjecthwihe call body, and that the
thoughts we are conscious of must have a subjédthwve call mind” EIP, VI, VI, p.
495). On Reid’s view, truths like “a figure canretist, unless there be something that
is figured” are not less evident than those mathieadatruths: “I not only perceive
figure and motion, but | perceive them to be qieditThey have a necessary relation to
something in which they exist as their subje&lR, VI, VI, p. 495). Subsequently: “the
secondmetaphysical principle | mention is, That whatelvegins to exist, must have a
cause which produced itE(P, VI, VI, p. 497). The acceptance of this principie a
mere vulgar opinion, an opinion which human beingslld assume without evidence
“[...] would put an end to all philosophy, to all igibn, to all reasoning that would
carry us beyond the objects of sense, and to atlgmce in the conduct of lifeE(P,

VI, VI, p. 497). Lastly: “thdast metaphysical principle | mention, which is opposgd
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the same author, is, That design and intelligencthé cause, may be inferred, with
certainty, from marks or signs of it in the effe€EIP, VI, VI, p. 503). According to
Reid, this principle is necessary in the conducobmfinary life, such as, for instance,
when one judges the character of another from tt@wres: the former judges that wise
and intelligent actions (effects) are signs of wisdand intelligence (cause) in the mind
of the latter.

Of the system of morals

| present now the list of first principles of morahowledge. In theActive
Powers Reid presents two non-exhaustive lists of sudt firinciples. In the first list,

he presents six first principles relatedszidue in general

1) “There are some things in human conduct, thattrapprobation and praise;
others that merit blame and punishment; and diftedegrees either of approbation or
of blame, are due to different action&AP, V, |, p. 271);

2) “What is in no degree voluntary, can neitheresles moral approbation nor
blame” EAP, V, |, p. 271);

3) “What is done from unavoidable necessity mayadeeeable or disagreeable,
useful or hurtful, but cannot be the object eitbémlame or of moral approbation”
(EAP, V, |, p. 271);

4) “Men may be highly culpable in omitting what yheught to have done, as
well as in doing what they ought noBAP, V, |, p. 271);

5) “We ought to use the best means we can to beni@tmed of our duty [...]”
(EAP, V, |, p. 271)

6) “It ought to be our most serious concern to doauty as far as we know it,
and to fortify our minds against every temptatioméviate from it” EAP, V, |, p. 271).

The second list presents five principles relategaiicular branches of virtue

1) “We ought to prefer a greater good, though nibseant, to a less; and a less
evil to a greater’EAP, V, |, p. 272);
2) “As far as the intention of nature appears edbnstitution of man, we ought

to comply with that intention, and to act agreeablyt” (EAPR, V, |, p. 273);
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3) “No man is born for himself only. Every man, risiere, ought to consider
himself as a member of the common society of mahkand of those subordinate
societies to which he belongs, such as familynfige neighborhood, country, and to do
as much good as he can, and as little hurt todbietses of which he is a partEAP, V,

I, p. 274);

4) “In every case, we ought to act that part towaadother, which we would
judge to be right in him to act toward us, if weravén his circumstances and he in
ours” EAP, V, |, p. 274).

5) “To every man who believes the existence, thefepgons, and the

providence of GOD, the veneration and submissionowe to him is self-evident”

(EAP, V, I, p. 276).

What do those natural judgments of conscience Hatemake them able to be

first principles in morals?

| call thesefirst principles because they appear to me to have in
themselves an intuitive evidence which | cannotstes find | can
express them in other words. | can illustrate thgmexamples and
authorities, and perhaps can deduce one of them &aother; but |
am not able to deduce them from other principlest #re more
evident. And | find the best moral reasonings othats | am
acquainted with, ancient and modern, Heathen anusti@m, to be
grounded upon one or more of theBAL, V, |, p. 276).

Theses self-evident principles are the intuitivdgjments of a mature moral faculty.
Therefore, they have the evidence of the origimaistitution of mind; they are first
principles of common sense. Their evidence is glwenature: those judgments are the

testimonies of the very faculty of judging about tight and wrong conduct.

Of the science of politics

Finally, | present the first principles of the sate of politics. Reid claims about

the nature of these first principles of politics:

[...]itis evident that the first Principles of Ptal Reasoning must in
general be of this Kind, to wit, That such is thatide of Mankind
that men placed in such Circumstances will generatlt in such a
Manner. If any Principles of this kind can be atdaed from our
knowledge of human Nature, or from Experience; SBeimciples
must be the foundation of all Political Reasoningnd the
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Conclusions that may justly be drawn from such ¢iples will make
up the Science of Politickkéctures on Politic2015, p. 27).

A sagacious political scientist, experienced in #ffairs of common life, is able to

ascertain, from the knowledge she has of the cdnofucther human beings who live
together in some political society, some first pytes about how human beings
generally act when placed in certain circumstandesother words, the political

scientist, based upon the knowledge of mankindhsseformed throughout her life,
may identify some principles about what we can ekgeom human being when

motivated by some circumstances.

In the Lectures on Politicsthe first principles of political knowledge are
enunciated twice. Indeed, Reid presents a list aggeneral principles of human action
in the introductory lecture of the course of 1768 4766, name@rinciples of Politics
In the 1765 lecture, Reid points out twelve pritesp upon which he holds the
reasonings of the political scientists should bt lfuectures on Politics2015, p. 23-
4).

1) “Men will generally be just honest & true whehey have no Temptation to
be otherwise”;

2) “Men have always a Strong Resentment of Injuaies will resist them where
it is in their Power & have commonly some gratitdiolegood Offices”;

3) “Tho a cool Desire of Happiness & a regard toycave some Influence on
the actions of All men yet it does not appear thigier of these are the Prevailing
Principles in Most men”;

4) “It may be therefore expected of the GenerabtyMen that they will do
things contrary either to their real Interest oeithDuty when they have Strong
temptations. Either knowingly or by imposing upbermselves”;

5) “Few Men will do the most Atrocious Acts of Weliness even upon a
Strong Temptation till they have been long hardogdicious habits”;

6) “Men always esteem Virtue Wisdow & Power in gth&vhere they are not
objects of Envy and desire to be possessed of treim be thought to be possessed of
them themselves”;

7) “Mens private Affections are commonly Strondween their publick ones”;

8) “Mens Characters are formed mostly by Educatastom & Example”;
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9) “In a Great Number of Men taken without Distioct there will always be
found a few that are far Superior to the Rest isdym or Virtue Power or all these”;

10) “People will not long receive Laws from Goversainless they have an
opinion that the Governors have Superior PowereB8opWisdom & Virtue or Right to
Govern”,

11) “Like Effects may be expected from like Causey] similar Conduct from
persons or like Characters in like Circumstances”;

12) “In all great Bodies of Men who either meet @thger or can easily
communicate their Sentiments to each other, theymalhbe led by a few, of Superior
Parts, Superior Eloquence or Superior Characterwi imbibe their Sentiments

Passions and Opinions”;

In the introductory lecture of 1765, Reid only pmets those twelve first principles,
without making any further comment about them.Ha introductory lecture of 1766,
contrarily, Reid considers them in more detailsfddinately, the manuscript has not
been totally preserved. Only the enumeration oé fof those first principles have
survived (the axioms from 5 to 8 have not been gresxl). Here are the axioms
(Lectures on Politic2015, p. 30-2):

1) “It may well be supposed that the generalityman will not do bad things
without any temptation”;

2) “Personal Injuries have often occasioned Rewmtstin States One of the
chief Advantages of civil Government is that it pubhe determination of differences
among men in the laws and Judicatures and therebgtly weakens the fury of
Resentment and Revenge”;

3) “It is good that Men be instructed in their DW&yInterest but this is not
enough”;

4) “The more a people are corrupted in their Mottals less are capable of
freedom”;

9) “In all Governments a few govern the Many theager part are led & there is
perhaps not above one hundred part of the whotecimabe said to direct and govern in
matters that concern the whole Body, the Multitade swayed by the Judgement of a

few”;
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The first axiom corresponds almost completely ® fibst principle of the list of 1765.
The second axiom of this list, as well as the tlandi the fourth axioms, have not a
correspondent first principle in the list of 17@&&stly, the ninth axiom corresponds to
the twelfth axiom of the list of 1765. Despite dfet difference of the lists, Reid
underlines in the lecture of 1766, that he doesinmnd to present an exhaustive
enumeration of all the first principles or axiomslmman action.

Reid does not deal directly with political matténs the Intellectual Powers
However, in two moments of that work, he presemises observations on the first
principles of political knowledge. In Essay VI, the context of the discussion on the
eleventh principle of contingent truth, Reid listisee first principles of politicsH]P,
VI, V, p. 488); in Essay VI, he repeats this listit in the context of the discussion on
the kinds of evidenceE(P, VII, IIl, p. 559, | present the first of this enumerations:

1) “It may always be expected, that they will rebdheir own interest and
reputation, and that of their families and friends”

2) “[It may always be expected] that they will repguries, and have some
sense of good offices”;

3) “[It may always be expected] that they will haseme regard to truth and

justice, so far at least as not to swerve from thethhout temptation”.

The first first principle does not find any correggent in the lists of theectures on

Politics. The second first principle corresponds to th@sddirst principle of the list of
1765. The third first principle, in turn, correspisnto the first first principle of both lists
of 1765 and 1766.

3.2) What is a first principles of knowledge?

Last section | present the first principles of kiedge enumerated by Reid.
Now, | intend to discuss what those first princgpté knowledge are. More specifically,
the question | want to discuss concerns what Rasdi sight when he refers to the first
principles, what he actually assume as first pples of speculative, moral and political

1 Reid lists some of the first principles of politic‘we expect that men will take some care of
themselves, of their family, friends, and reputatidhat they will not injure others without some
temptation: That they will have some gratitude good offices, and some resentment of injuridsiP(
VII, 11, p. 559)
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knowledge. | hold that Reid thinks of the particujadgments and beliefs which
accompany the operations of those several powemninfi—in the case of the first
principles of common sense—or the judgments anéfbalesulting from the sagacious
observation of the conduct of human beings unitéa & political society—in the case of

the first principles of politics. | explain this mprehension in the following subsections.

3.2.1) The first principles of speculative knowledg

Robert Stecker (1978) is the author who better esqes the problem | have in
sight. According to him, there is a tension in Retéxts. When he considers the power

of perception and the beliefs which accompanyjprations, for instance, he notes:

Reid’s terminology is somewhat misleading. Much,ngt all, the
knowledge yielded by the external senses, i.e.pltiservation, can
hardly be called knowledge of principles; it is lredge that
particular objects exist and that they have certpiroperties
(STECKER, 1978, p. 456).

The powers of the external senses only yield padideliefs about the external world:
“l see an oak” (I judge the oak | see exists), éaha song” (I judge the song | hear
exists), “I taste this pie” (I judge the pie | tastxists), etc. However, Reid usually
refers, when discussing the foundation of knowledgeself-evident first principles,
such as “that those things do really exist whichdmstinctly perceive by our senses, and
are what we perceive them to be”. | put the probl@snfollows: how should we
understand this tension between particular belgefd general principles in Reid’s
theory of the first principles of common sense?

| try to answer: the first principles of knowledti@t Reid enumerates, such as |
understand them, are general propositions whichesspa set of particular judgments
and beliefs resulting from the operations of thginal constitution of mind—in the case
of the first principles of philosophy of mind, mtwaand contingent and necessary
truths. This view is inspired by James Van Cle{2B03) interpretation of Reid’s first
principles. Indeed, the author proposes two distmanner of formulating a first
principle. He illustrates it in the light of therdt principles about the existence of the
objects of consciousness. In the two formulatiogisw, Cp is an abbreviation of “to be

conscious of p”:
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1A. ltis a first principle that (p) (Cpp).
1B. (p) (Cp> is a first principle thap).

From these two manners of formulating the firshpiple, Van Cleve claims:

Notice that what 1A specifies as a first princifgdea principle of truth
— a single principle laying down that all the deliances of
consciousness are true. By contrast, 1B is a plim¢aying down that
each of the deliverances of consciousness is itsdifst principle.
Unlike 1A, which give u®ne generafirst principle, 1B give usnany
particular first principles(VAN CLEVE, 2003, p. 158).

Following Van Cleve, | hold that the first prinagsl of common sense should be
understood according to the formulation 1B.

| take, as an example, the fifth proposition of phimciples of contingent truths,
the one about the existence of the objects perddiyesenses. There is a set of beliefs
shared by the greatest part of humankind, withetkeeption of some lunatics (because
of some disorder or disease that may have affébed minds) and some philosophers
(who refuse them in virtue of a philosophical pdige?), that indicates the real and
present existence of the objects that are percdiyadeans of senses. These beliefs that
accompany the operations of senses are due tousahaiclination of the mind that
leads human beings to assent immediately and stitlelyi to the existence of those
objects when they are perceived. Observing thaemnds of this universal inclination in
humankind, Reid lays down a first principle: “anethfirst principle is, That those
things do really exist which we distinctly perceilsg our senses, and are what we
perceive them to be'®HP, VI, V, p. 476).

In my view, it is clear that Reid employs the expemntal method of reasoning
in order to formulate those general principles sTikj after all, one of the main purposes
of philosophy of mind: “and if ever our philosopltgpncerning the human mind is
carried so far as to deserve the name of sciertiehwught never to be despaired of, it
must be by observing facts, reducing them to gématas, and drawing conclusions
from them” (HM, V, lll, p. 59). Resting on the observation angexmentation of
mental phenomena—in this case, the way our belledsit the existence of the objects of
the external world are immediately and irresistipiglded, Reid is able to formulate a

general rule, a general principle about those npamifcular beliefs due to the powers of

*2 The hypothesis that states that the human mindv&ribe world by means of ideas is one of those
prejudices.
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mind®®. Those general principles are self-evident prajms which state that each one
of common sense beliefs may itself be assumedfiast @rinciple of knowledge. Self-
evident propositions are described as “[...] proposg which are no sooner understood
than they are believedE(P, VI, IV, p. 452). In the case of the example, thaheral
proposition can be understood agyeneral principle about a number gfarticular
principles upon which the knowledge must be buildl &rom which the philosophical
reasonings must be drawn. Therefore, “[...] Reid’stemological principles are not
first principles themselves—that thegpecify first principles without being first
principles” (VAN CLEVE, 2003, p. 157).

In favor of this interpretation of the first pripdes of knowledge, it is important
to point this enlightening passage. According tadRim a passage in which he agrees
with what Locke claims about the first principleéise truth of our particular beliefs is

known sooner than the truth of our general prirespl

He [Locke] observes, that the particular proposgicontained under
a general axiom are no less self-evident than #memgl axiom, and
that they are sooner known and understood. Thissais evident, that
my hand is less than my body, as that a part ssthem the whole; and
I know the truth of the particular propositisgoner than that of the
general(EIP, VI, VII, p. 521, emphasis added).

We judge immediately and irresistibly that this gex proposition, “those things do
really exist which we distinctly perceive by ounses, and are what we perceive them
to be”, is true. It is self-evident and we cannabid accepting it as a true proposition.
Before we do it, however, we have judged the taftbur particular perceptual beliefs:
“l see an oak” (I judge the oak | see exists), éaha song” (I judge the song | hear

exists), “I taste this pie” (I judge the pie | m&xists).

> Reid holds that the method of the scientists shodoé mainly based upon observation and
experimentation of the phenomena-natural, mentataimpolitical phenomena. This way of proceeding,
identical to that one carried out by some philogwplin the investigation of natural phenomena,ois n
restrict to scientists. Human beings, in their gday occupations, actually proceed in a similar mean
According to Reid, this is due to the very consitto of human mind. People are naturally led thioug
observation and experimentation in the affairsheiirtlives: “wise men now agree, or ought to agree
this, that there is but one way to the knowledgeatfire’s works; the way of observation and expenim

By our constitutionwe have a strong propensity to trace particalatsfand observations to general rules,
and to apply such general rules to account forragffects, or to direct us in the production ofrtheT his
procedure of the understandindgasniliar to every human creatuiia the common affairs of life, and it is
the only one by which any real discovery in philpisp can be made”IIM, |, I. p. 11-2, emphasis
added). Human beings, proceeding by observatioreapdrimentation of particular facts, in accordance
with the original constitution of the human mindivie discovered, for instance, that cold freezes the
water and that heat, on the contrary, evaporat®sadteeding in this way, Newton has discoveredative

of gravitation and the properties of light. Reidldas this natural inclination of mind in the formation

of the propositions which express the first pritegpof knowledge.
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The criterion for choosing the first principles

It is necessary to explain how we would be ablkentow which of our particular
beliefs should be assumed as first principles aWwadge. The question can be put as
follows: do all particular beliefs are apt to plélye role of basic beliefs in the
superstructure of knowledge? Reid would answernwd:all of our beliefs could be
assumed as first principles of knowledge? | holat,tfor Reid, there is a criterion by
means of which we can identify which beliefs we easume as first principles. | base
my supposition upon Reid’s observations on thetemislogical utility / dignity of
propositions. About it, Reid claims: “I grant thiétere are innumerable self-evident
propositions, which have neithdignity nor utility, and therefore deserve not the name
of axioms, as that name is commonly understooaniayi not only self-evidence, but
some degree of dignity or utilityEIP, VI, VII, p. 520-1, emphasis added). There is a
dignity / utility criterion which helps us in the task of recogrgthe first principles of
knowledge. Reid notes that propositions like “a nmm@m man” and “a man is not a
horse”—propositions which Locke caltafling propositions-cannot be appropriately
called axioms Despite their self-evidence, Reid claims, it vebble an abuse of the
words to call thenknowledge Our particular beliefs may be expressed by pridipos
that are self-evident and, according to their tytilithey can be assumed as first
principles of knowledge. | believe this interpretatis compatible with all the passages
in which Reid refers to the particular judgment®pérations of the powers of mind. He
has in sight the particular beliefs, but only tletigular beliefs which have utility for
the superstructure of knowledge.

To conclude, the first principles are general psifpans (formulated from the
observation of the operations of the mind) whiclbsstme many particular beliefs
(immediate and irresistible beliefs that are duth®powers of the original constitution
of mind) under themselves. Each of common sensefbahay play the role of basic /
foundational belief in the building of knowledgejoe it has dignity and utility. From
the point of view of science, it seems that theebelbout the existence of a tree before
my eyes is not interesting; nevertheless, the b#i@ there is a moon in the sky (a
perceptual particular belief) seems to be fundaaidntthe attempt of discovering its

orbit around the Earth.
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3.2.2) The first principles of moral knowledge

| discuss now how | understand the first principdésnoral knowledge. Once
again, | appeal to Stecker (1978) to illustrate ghablem | have in sight. The question
concerns to know what Reid has in sight when hersetb the first principles of moral
knowledge, what he actually assumes as first ppiesi of a system of morals.
Sometimes, Reid talks in a way that makes us tthiak conscience yields judgments
which could be understood as moral principles (g@r@inciples), the foundation from
which moral propositions would be extracted, howet®metimes, [...], Reid talks as
if propositions asserting a particular action toright (wrong) or a particular person to
be good (bad) are also yielded by the moral sefEECKER, 1978, p. 456). Thus, the
problem may be put as follows: “Reid seems to \ateil between the view that the
moral sense only yields moral principles propedycslled and the view that it yields
both principles [general] and other ethical proposs [particular]” (STECKER, 1978,
p. 457). William Rowe (1991) notes the same tensidReid’s text:

What is not quite so clear is whether Reid’'s the@yan act-
deontological theory or eule-deontological theory. According to the
former, we directly intuit the rightness or wrongador indifference)

of particular actionswe consider doing. According to the latter, some
general rules of conduct are directly apprehendedhb mind and
seen to be self-evident truths (the axioms of nitg)a]ROWE, 1991,

p. 130).

Rowe completes:

The general tenor of his discussion fits more gasito the rule-

deontological model, for the first principles hedesi seem to be
general rules governing actions. On the other hemnslpeaking of the
moral sense (moral faculty, conscience), Reid séeshe analogy to
our other senses, particularly the power of deteimgi by sight

various properties of objects. Perhaps, then gsidty sight we discern
that a particular object is red, so by conscieneeperceive that a
particular action is right (ROWE, 1991, p. 130-1).

My solution to this problem of understanding Remnl the first principles of
morals is the same that | have pointed above. @rotte hand, conscience is able to
immediately perceive the rightness or wrongnesanoéction. Our moral deliberations
can be immediate in virtue of conscience that ales to recognize an action as being
virtuous or vicious. On the other hand, consciem@y not be able to always do it.

Sometimes, we cannot judge what to do to act inr@ence with our moral obligation.
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In these cases, the first principles of morals gmeg a system of morals may help us:
it is possible to deduce our moral obligations frittam. | hold that the first principles
of morals may be understood as general (self-et)igenpositions which express a set
of particular (self-evident) judgments and beliefsich accompany the operations of
the power of conscience. The greatest part of humdnshare the immediate and
irresistible belief that one is culpable of notrpivhat she should have done or that she
is culpable of doing what she should not have davie.immediately and irresistibly
disapprove the particular cases of omission as agehll the actions which go against
moral obligation. Reid observes these common juddgsnend formulates a first
principle of morals, the forth one of the princgplef virtue in general list: “men may be
highly culpable in omitting what they ought to hal@ne, as well as in doing what they
ought not”. This is a self-evident proposition, cdsed in thelntellectual Powersas
“[...] propositions which are no sooner understoaghtthey are believedE(P, VI, IV,

p. 452). This way, this first principle of a systehmorals may be understood as a
general principle(a self-evident proposition) about a numberpafticular principles

(self-evident beliefs) upon which the knowledgeof moral obligation should be built.

The knowledge of duty in the light of the first prciples of morals

A second question may be formulated to understagid’&first principles of
moral knowledge. It can be put as follows: how vanknow our duty from the first
principles enumerated by Reid? Sabine Roser (20b@)s that the first principles
pointed by Reid, especially, those principles eslato virtue in general, are more
principles of a moral ontology than principles armative ethics (ROSER, 2010, p.
14). She adds:

It might be noticed that the principles Reid memsi@re very general.
Reid does not discuss the typical duties that Balydne ought not to
lie, steal, and so on. The most likely explanafiamthis generality is
that Reid thinks that the typical moral duties doll from the
principles he mentions, more specifically, they mifpllow from the
Golden Rule [the fourth first principles in Reidist] (ROSER, 2010,
p. 16).

TerenceCuneo (2014) notes the same difficulty about howdw beings could be able
to know their duties from those first principleshiah is the purpose of a system of

morals on Reid’s view:
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The list is puzzling because it is difficult to deaw the first principles
of morals could guide ethical deliberation and actand all. For
unlike Ross’s [W. D. Ross, 1877 - 1971] prima fadigies, the first
principles of morals are not substantive moral g@ples; with perhaps
the exception of principle 5p, they do not identligscriptive features
that make it the case that we have one or anothigation, the

awareness of which could guide ethical deliberatamd action

(CUNEO, 2014, p. 105).

In some sense, those authors seem to be right,ibiscleard to understand how
we could be able to govern our moral deliberatind actions from first principles such
as, for instance, the existence of a right and gronhuman action (the first principle
pointed by Reid). Nevertheless, | hold that ther@another first principle, besides the
fourth (pointed by Roser) and fifth (pointed by @oi principles related to virtue in
particular, which may help us to know our duty.avh in sight the second principle of
the list of principles of virtue in particular, “dar as the intention of nature appears in
the constitution of man, we ought to comply withttmtention, and to act agreeably to
it”. How may this principle guide us in moral dedifation and action? Reid himself
answers:

The intention of nature, in the various active piptes of man, in the
desires of power, of knowledge, and of esteemhe dffection to
children, to near relations, and to the communitieswhich we
belong, in gratitude, in compassion, and even isemgment and
emulation, is very obvious, and has been pointedirodreating of
those principlesgAP, V, |, p. 274).

The intention of nature may be observed in the ahipminciples of desire (power,
knowledge and esteem) and in benevolent and maletvaffection with which human
beings are endowed. Consequently, Reid presenth, &8 Cuneo demands, several
substantive moral principles related to virtue iartigular. For instance, if 1 may
speculate: “it is a moral obligation to guide oonduct in order to favor the acquisition
of power, knowledge and esteem”; “it is a moraligdtion to guide our conduct in
order to favor benevolent affection towards chifdreetc. Moreover, if there is any
difficulty with regard to knowing what actions magntribute to satisfy our desires of
power, knowledge and esteem, what actions may ibater to favor our benevolent
affection, Reid claims that human beings have wayadequately measure (from the
moral point of view) what actions should be perfednHuman beings have not only a
sense of duty but also a sense of interest (regavdr good upon the whole*nor it is

less evident, that reason and conscience are gwéa regulate the inferior principles,
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so that they may conspire, in a regular and carstigtlan of life, in pursuit of some
worthy end” EAP, V, |, p. 274). Therefore, it could be added te formulation of
those substantive principles of conduct: “it is arah obligation to guide our conduct in
order to favor the acquisition of power, knowleded esteem, provided that these
actions do not counter our interest or our moraulty”; “it is a moral obligation to
guide our conduct in order to favor benevolentdaite towards children, provided that
these actions do not counter our interest or outahfaculty”; etc. To conclude: there
are at least three first principles—the secondfdbgh and the fifth principles related to

virtue in particular—which may help us to know olurty.

The purposes of a system of morals

According to Reid, conscience can immediately peecéhe right and wrong
conduct:

The first principles of morals, are tiramediate dictatesf the moral
faculty. They shew us, not what man is, but whatohght to be.
Whatever ismmediately perceivetb be just, honest, and honourable,
in human conduct, carries moral obligation alonghwt, and the
contrary carries demerit and blame; and, from thoseal obligations
that areimmediately perceivedall other moral obligations must be
deduced by reasoningAP, 111, 11, VI, p. 179, emphasis added).

This passage, in my view, is doubly important tdenstand Reid’s view on conscience
and its first principles. It shows us, firstly, thAuman beings are endowed with a
faculty of immediately perceiving the rightnessvaongness of an action. Our moral
deliberations can be immediate in virtue of consogethat allows us to recognize an
action as being virtuous or vicious. Secondlyhibws us that this faculty may not be
able to do it in all cases. Indeed, it is possiblee put in a position in which we cannot
judge which is the right thing to do. In these saske first principles of morals present
in a system of morals may help us: it is possibledeéduce our moral obligations from
them.
Reid has at least two arguments to justify hisntiea of laying down aystem

of morals Firstly, a system of morals is important in thahay greatly contribute to the

development of the moral faculty or conscience:

| am far from thinking instruction in morals unnesary. Men may, to
the end of life, be ignorant of self-evident trutfikey may, to the end
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of life, entertain gross absurdities. Experiencewshthat this happens
often in matters that are indifferent. Much moreyniahappen in
matters where interest, passion, prejudice anddaslare so apt to
pervert the judgmenEAP, V, Il, p. 278).

On Reid’s view, the development of conscience dépen instruction, information,

observation of examples. In this context, a systémorals may be of great value:

The most obvious truths are not perceived withamesripeness of
judgment For we see, that children may be made to bebewething,

though ever so absurd. Our judgment of thingspiermed, not by time
only, but chiefly by being exercised about thindghe same or of a
similar kind EAP, V, I, p. 278-9, emphasis added).

Secondly, the observation of the world history shdww systems of morals have been
able to help people to correct their moral notiand judgments. Reid indeed notes that
ancient societies have kept many moral absurdiigs—+egard to our moral obligation
to other people, to children, to servants, to fpmers and even to those who held
different religious views. In these societies, sygst of morals have helped people to
correct their wrong moral judgments: “[...] | doutndt, but the attention given to moral
truths, in such systems as we have mentioned,drdslmuted much to correct the error
and prejudices of former ages, and may contindet@ the same good effect in time to
come” EAP, V, Il, p. 280). A child who grows up to adulthoodt of a human society,
without any contact with other human beings toringt her, would not be able to
reason. In the same way, she would not be ablestimnmn correct moral judgments.
Reason and conscience may remain dormant ovewili@ut proper instruction and the
observation of examples. Attention, candor and andmfree of prejudices are
indispensable to the development of those powdrs. power of performing clear and
impartial moral judgments depends greatly on dguakent. Therefore, a system of

morals may greatly help it:

Although, therefore, to a ripe understanding, fireen prejudice, and
accustomed to judge of the morality of actions, thtiaghs in morals
will appear self-evident, it does not follow thabral instruction is
unnecessary in the first part of life, or that imynnot be very
profitable in its more advanced peridgéAP, V, I, p. 280).

3.2.3) The first principles of political knowledge

The first principles of politics listed by Reid,duas | understand them, are

general propositions which express a set of pdatigudgments and beliefs resulting
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from the sagacity and experience of the politicarstist who studies the principles of
action in human mind and observes the conduct ofamubeings united into a political
society. | try to present an example of how Reidhke to ascertain those first principles
of politics. Firstly, from the philosophical stuayf the principles of action in human
mind, the political scientist discovers that thésea moral principle which generally
motivates the actions of human beings endowed avithature and healthy conscience.
Secondly, in the light of the observation of thendact of human beings in political
society—the experience the political scientist bhbow human beings act in general,
Reid observes that the individuals act in accordanith that moral principle in the
majority of cases, except when they have a strengptation not to follow it. The
individual who betrays a friend does it in virtuesome reason which motivates her to
act contrarily to her duty—some strong passion bwwgffecting her, for instance. In the
light of the observation of the regularity of ttkend of behavior in human societies,
Reid formulates a first principle of political kntedge: “men will generally be just
honest & true where they have no Temptation to terwise”, or “it may well be
supposed that the generality of men will not do Haidgs without any temptation”.
Propositions like this, Reid argues, should beragslias the first principles in politics.
The subsequently passage of tlextures on Politichelps us understand the

importance of the political knowledge on Reid’swie

Knowledge in Politiks enables us to Judge whethieh sa particular
form of Government is properly fitted and adaptedptomote the
happiness & preserve the Rights of the Subjectswither on the
contrary from the nature and constitution of thev&ament the
subjects will frequently be oppressed, injured, amennically used?
Whether Political Body will be quiet & peaceableasr the contrary
tumultuous and Seditious. Whether it will be strdngdefend itself
against foreign Ennemies, or feeble & easily suddue War
(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 26).

It is clear that, such as Reid understands itstience of politics matters in virtue of its
practical importance, that is, for the very exezaid the art of politics. The science of
politics allows the politician to judge if certailorm of constitution is effective to
promote the good of the individuals of a certaiaisty or, contrarily, if this constitution
IS not good to this end; to know that the end déspotic form of government is not the
good and happiness of the whole but the gratificatbf the despotLectures on
Politics, 2015, p. 34); to know that the great end of albdipan form of constitution is

the good of the whole and the preservation of tkié kberty (Lectures on Politics
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2015, p. 46); to know that there is a principlehohour which guarantee the stability
and duration of a monarch governmdrgdtures on Politics2015, p. 44).

To understand the importance of the science oitigolfor the exercise of
politics as art, Reid proposes the following angldfwe think a political body in the
light of its resemblance with a human body, thesrscé of politics to the politician
corresponds to the science of medicine to the playsi

Political Bodies as well as Natural Bodies of Mard &Animals are
liable both to internal Disorders and Diseasestargkternal hurts &
injuries. It is by political Knowledge that the Gamours of States are
enabled to foresee those disorders that are inciethe political
Body and to prevent them, or to discover their eaushen they
happen; & to apply proper remedies. Politicks hdikea Relation to
States & to Government as the Science of Medicageth the human
Body, and the Politician is the State Physiciaacfures on Politics
2015, p. 26).

A political society may be affected by some intéwhaeases and it bay be affected by
some external injuries. The science of politicowall the politician to foresee these
possible harms in societies, making her able toemethem. Political knowledge

allows the politician to recognize how a sound hadlthy society is built and it teaches
her how to administer the appropriate medicinesntdl society. Moreover, the science
of politics allows the politician to know if someors of government is correctly

established, if it is able to promote the good hadpiness of the governed and if it is

able to preserve their rights.

First principles of politics are probable, not demstrative

Finally, | would consider the nature of the reasgsiof the science of politics.
According to how Reid understands the science bfigg) political knowledge is only
probable not demonstrative: “and all that can be infeffiredn them [the first principles
of politics] is That Politicks is founded chiefly no Probability and not on
Demonstration. This is undoubtedly trud’e€tures on politics2015, p. 29). In the
Intellectual PowersReid claims the same-he briefly discusses the aatdirthe
reasonings in politics. In Essay VII, Reid clagsfthe evidence of the first principles of
politics as follows: “a forth kind of probable ewidce [after presenting three other kinds
of evidence], is that which we have of mens futamtions and conduct, from the

general principles of action in man, or from oulowtedge of the individuals”EIP,
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VI, 1ll, p. 559). He presents those three firsinpiples of politics—presented in the last

section—and claims:

Such maxims with regard to human conduct are thadation of all
political reasoning, and of common prudence indbaduct of life.
Hardly can a man form any project in public or ivate life, which
does not depend upon the conduct of other men,efisa® his own,
and which does not go upon the supposition that witract such a
part in such circumstanceghis evidence may be probable in a very
high degree, but can never be demonstratilbe best concerted
project may fail, and wise counsels may be frusttabecause some
individual acted a part which it would have beeniast all reason to
expect EIP, VII, Ill, p. 559, emphasis added).

We base both our actions in the common affairgfefdnd our reasonings in politics
upon the supposition that there is certain regwylami the actions of human beings, that
individuals, when placed in some circumstanced, aeil in some way and not another.
Human beings should base their actions in commfin Upon the judgment that
individuals have resentment of injuries and grd&tuor good offices; a political
scientist should base their reasoning upon the gadgement. In both contexts, in the
common affairs of life and science, this principbes only probable evidence. It is a fact
that sometimes human beings act contrary to whaexpect they do. As discussed
before, the conclusions and the first principlesyfrwhich they are extracted have the
same degree of evidence: the conclusions are deratwes / necessary or probable /
contingent according to the first principle uponieththey are grounded. The first
principles of politics have only probable evidenecever demonstrative. Political
knowledge, therefore, is probable. It is possibl@xpect that human beings will act in
some way when placed in certain circumstancesit mill never be necessary that they
do. The contingency of human actions becomes actbp to which Reid has to deal
with.

Reid’s defense of the existence of the first pripleis of politics

It is possible to object the existence of knowledggolitics in the light of an
objection about the existence of the first prinegpllf human beings are free to act as
they will, why do philosophers are legitimated iapposing the existence of first
principles about human actions, about how they iplyssict when placed in certain

circumstances? In tHeectures on Politicsthe objection is summarized as follows:
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If men always acted according to the Strongestvadtiere is some
foundation for human foresight of their Actionsrfrahe knowledge
of their Situation and the Principles of their NatuBut if there isno
Necessary connexidmetween Actions and the Motives of the Agent
there is no foundation left for any human knowledfi¢he Actions of
free Agents, how they will behave in given Situatipconsequently
no foundation for any political knowledgeectures on Politics2015,

p. 28, emphasis added).

This objection states that the existence of firgtgiples about human actions depends
on the existence of mecessary connectidmetween human actions and their motives.
First principles on the general conduct of humaindse in this sense, would exist only
in the case that the strongest motive always geveur actions. If there is no such
necessary connection between motives and actitvese tcan be no political first
principles and, consequently, political knowledg@mpossible.

Here is Reid’s reply to this objection. On the drand, there is a thesis which
denies the existence of any necessary connectiareée the actions and their motives,
claiming that human beings are free to act whatéveir motives are. The strongest
motive does not always govern our conduct. ThRagl’'s own view on human liberty
to act. On the other hand, there is another thesigh states the existence of a
necessary connection between human actions andntie¢ives. The strongest motive
always governs our conduct. According to Reid, thihefatalistthesis. Reid’s point is
that neither the first nor the second theses difecismt to reply to that objection. An
uncertain elements presented in both instances, even in the casa pécessary

connection between actions and their strongestvemtReid explains:

This Objection if it had any force would leave nmufidation for
Political Knowledge to those who hold human Actitm$e necessary
any more than to those who hold them free. Becauseust be
acknowledge by those who hold the necessity of muA@ions that
the motives or Causes from which those Actions seardy follow
cannot be known to a Spectator, nay that they damé&nown to the
Agent himself Lectures on Politic2015, p. 28).

Both theses imply a certain degree of uncertaintly vegard to human actions and their
motives. In the case of the human liberty to dw#,uncertainty is related to the fact that
we are able to freely act independently of whatstihengest motive is. In the case of the
fatalist thesis, the uncertainty is related to i that there are occasions in which we
cannot know what the strongest motive is. Expegesttiows us that the strong motive

does not always lead us to perform the same ackon.instance, a very resentful
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person may not try to revenge on her aggressod &aims that the fatalist is obliged
to suppose, when facing this unquestionable faestd by experience, the existence of
unknown motivesr unknown causem each person-there is an unknown motive that
leads her to not do anything to her aggressor. ihisiown motive explains why she
acts differently from what we expect. This is theak point of the fatalist thesis: “upon
the Supposition of Necessity the Action necessalyends upon the Strongest motive,
but there are motives so hidden & obscure thatammat perceive them or have we any
Standard by which we may judge of their Strengtt€cfures on Politic015 p. 28).
The fatalist thesis implies as much uncertaintyrelage cases in which we are not able
to know the strongest motive some-as the oppdsésid on the liberty of the human
beings. Therefore, the supposition of a necessampeaxction between actions and their
strongest motives is not enough to reply that dlgac Despite this difficulty, Reid
argues, philosophers should not deny the existehsech first principles.

There is more to say in favor of the existence iddt fprinciples about the
conduct of human beings. Reid presents two argusnéitstly, the very fact of the
existence of political societies is a sign of théeseence of some common principles of
action in human mind. The existence of societiggedds on the existence oE@ammon
understandingamong human beings. This common understandingurm, explains
certain regularity in human conduct. What kindsofduct can we expect from human

beings endowed with that common understanding?

Thus we may rely upon it that a man of common Usta@ding will

take some Care of himself, both to avoid what istfbll and to

procure what is agreable and usefull, that he taile Care of his
Children and have some Natural Affection to his Bamnd Friends
and Acquaintance We may reckon upon it, that hé hdle some
sense of good offices done him, and some resentohénjuries That
in proportion to his Strenght and Courage he véfiethd & his Rights,
and repell Injuriesl{ectures on Politics2015, p. 29).

It is true, for instance, that individuals do ndways act in accordance with their
obligation, that they do not always have gratitimegood offices and resentment for
injuries. Despite the uncertainty in the knowledgdiow they will act when placed in
certain circumstances, all of us, the politicaleatist and the common individual,
expect human beings will act in a certain way. i2ss malevolent and benevolent
affections, interest and conscience make part ofidmuconstitution, are parts of the
common understanding which all of us have, and makable to expect some kind of
conduct in certain circumstances. Society dependbis common understanding:
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One that has no degree of wisdom or prudence iddant or
Changeling. Some Such there are of the human Spkutea political
Society could not be formed of Such. Men must hgpesed to have
common understanding in order to form a Commonwealow there
are many things which we may rely upon with greacusity
notwithstanding their being free Agente(tures on Politics2015, p.
29, emphasis added).

Reid acknowledges the possibility that some indigld are born without common
understanding. However, these cases are muchs@atbat they cannot be considered

when one intends to establish a science of palitics

The common Principles of human Nature lead every iaod and
bad to act such a part, in the common occurrenickgeo And a Man

in whom these principles of Conduct did not exkeeirt Force must be
as great a prodigy as a Man born without handee, fvhich indeed
has sometimes happned but is an Event so rarénthlaé course of
human affairs we never think it deserves attentfbactures on
Politics, 2015, p. 30).

Reid briefly presents the argument about the extgteof a common

understanding among human beings inltttellectual Powersin Essay VI, he notes:

If we had no confidence in our fellow men that theijl act such a
part in such circumstances, it would be impossibléve in society
with them: For that which makes men capable ohfjvin society, and
uniting in a political body under government, tstttheir actions will
always be regulated in a great measure by the conprinciples of
human natureHIP, VI, V, p. 488).

In Essay VII, once again:

Notwithstanding the folly and vice that is to beuid among men,
there is a certain degree of prudence and probitigiwwe rely upon

in every man that is not insane. If it were notrsmman would be safe
in the company of another, and there could be rmego among

mankind EIP, VII, 11, p. 559).

The regularity of human behavior, explained by tleeistence of a common
understanding among human beings, is real in titabut it there would not be human
societies.

Secondly, Reid presents an argument on the unifpmofithe conduct of human
being when united into a political society. IndeBejd holds that the reasonings on the
probable conduct of a group of individuals are midrely to be successful than the
reasonings about the conduct of a single individsiagly considered: “the jarring
Passions Interests and Views of individuals whengted together make a Compound
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whose Nature is more fixed and determined thandh#te Ingredients of which it is
made up” Lectures on Politics2015, p. 30). However, in the case of the condbiet o
great body of human beings: “Wisdow and Folly, Reaand Passion Virtue and Vice
blended together make a pretipiform Character in great Bodies of Mém all Ages
and nations; where there is not an uncommon Degfrgeneral Corruption on the one
hand or of Virtue on the OtherLéctures on Politics2015, p. 30, emphasis added). In
the light of this passage, we understand that, rdowp to Reid, the uniformity of the
conduct of the great bodies of human beings iseshakly by accidental cases, when,
for instance, there is a very great deviation ftbmusual moral standard of humankind,
whether on the negative side, that is, when themniexcess of vices or an excess of
virtue. Except for those accidental cases, Reidnga“it is from this Uniformity of
Character in a Multitude of Men notwithstandingtioé Diversity of the Individuals of
which it is composed, that all General Principle$’pliticks are derived”L{ectures on
Politics, 2015, p. 30).

3.3) The source of the principles of necessary triag

Reid establishes the distinction betwesecessaryand contingent truthsas

follows:

The truths that fall within the compass of humaowedge, whether
they be self-evident, or deduced from those thatsetf-evident, may
be reduced to two classes. They are either negeasdrimmutable
truths, whose contrary is impossible, or they aoatiogent and
mutable, depending upon some effect of will and gmpwvhich had
beginning, and may have an edR, VI, VI, p. 468).

With this distinction in mind, Reid notes that theare two sorts of first principles of
knowledge: some of them are necessary, while odrergontingent. On the one hand,
they are distinct principles of knowledge in thaey are principles of mutable /
immutable knowledge. On the other hand, they aséndt principles of knowledge in
that they are principles of probable / demonstrdisiewledge. Reid notes that the
conclusions extracted by reasoning from first gales may be necessary or contingent
according to the nature of the principle from whibby are drawn: “on the one hand, |
take it to be certain, that whatever can, by jestsoning, be inferred from a principle
that is necessary, must be a necessary truthhamhad contingent truth can be inferred

from principles that are necessar¥l, VI, VI, p. 469). The conclusions and the first
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principles from which they are extracted have tame degree of evidence, and the
conclusions are necessary or contingent accordirtiget principle upon which they are
grounded. Once again, the existence of the SupBsirgy is the only exception: it is a
necessary truth deduced from the existence of theerse, from contingent and
mutable existenceE(P, VI, VI, p. 468-9). Demonstrative and probable wtexige,
therefore, are based upon one or another sontsbipfiinciple:

All reasoning must be grounded upon truths whiehkarown without
reasoning. In every branch of real knowledge therest be first
principles whose truth is known intuitively, withioteasoning, either
probable or demonstrative. They are not groundedeasoning, but
all reasoning is grounded on them. It has been shtvat there are
first principles of necessary truths, and firstpiples of contingent
truths. Demonstrative reasoning is grounded upan ftmmer, and
probable reasoning upon the lat&tR, VIl, I, p. 556).

Therefore, speculative and political knowledge @etingent, while moral knowledge
is necessany.

Now, | want to consider a third difference betwelea principles of contingent
and necessary truths, a difference which concerribe very source of both kinds of
principles. Reid argues that the principles of saygnt and necessary truths are both
first principles of common sense. | understand comnsense as theriginal
constitution of mindor what is dictatedoy the original constitution of human mind.
Therefore, to claim that the first principles oftimamatics are common sense beliefs, in
my view, is to claim that they are immediate andsdistible beliefs due to the original
constitution of mind. | point two common sense piptes, one contingent, another

necessary, as examples:

** In fact, Reid does not seem to be right aboutriéieire of the first principles of morals, if thegea
necessary or contingent principles of truth. Thisston appears iimtellectual Powersin the context of
the discussion on Locke’s thesis about the demalpiity of moral, in the chaptévhether morality be
capable of demonstratioiEssay VII. After presenting his definition oforal proposition(a proposition
which affirm that a human being or a group of hunieings have or does not have certain moral
obligation), Reid claims: “They [human beings] &ne creatures of GOD; their obligation results from
the constitution which God hath given them, anddiheumstances in which he hath placed them. That a
individual hath such a constitution, and is plaseduch circumstances, is not an abstract and saces
but a contingent truth. It is a matter of fact, ahdrefore not capable of demonstrative evidendectw
belongs only to necessary trutli R, VII, 1, p. 551). Terence Cuneo observes aboig floint: “In the
passage just cited, Reid maintains against Locke ttie principles of morality are not necessary but
contingent. Just several chapters before his emgagewith Locke, however, Reid identifies a domafin
propositions that he calls the principles of comnsemse, dividing them into the contingent and the
necessary. In the category of the necessary, loeplhe first principles of morals” (CUNEO, 2014, p
104). Is there in fact a problem of conciliatiortieeen what Reid says in Essay VI (the first pritespof
morals are necessary) and what he claims in Essiayméral propositions are contingent)? | have to
confess that | do not have an answer to this questi
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“That those things do really exist which we distipperceive by our senses, and are

what we perceive them to be”;

“That two right lines can cut one another in oneponly”.

Both of them have the same origin: the originalstiation of mind, according to Reid.
They are immediate and irresistible beliefs of camnsense. But | like to say more
about the principles of necessary truths.

In my view, there is a great difference between ¢bstingent and necessary
truths, as first principles of common sense, whiBeid does not consider
systematically. The principles of necessary truthisch as | understand them, are
immediate and irresistible beliefs due to a matmied, a mind whose powers have
been developed to their maturity. According to Refee operations of the powers of
mind depend greatly upon their appropriate culibratthat is, instruction, exercise,

good habits may contribute to their developmemh&turity:

The faculties of man unfold themselves in a certaiter, appointed
by the great Creator. In their gradual progressy tmay be greatly
assisted or retarded, improved or corrupted, byailn, instruction,
example, exercise, and by the society and convensat men, which,
like soil and culture in plants, may produce grd@nges to the better
or to the worseKAP, IIl, I, VIII, p. 187).

It is possible that non-mature minds are not ableetognize the first principles of
necessary truths; it is possible that the firsh@ples of mathematics, morals and
aesthetics are not self-evident for those whosel mas never developed.

| appeal to three examples in order to explainvlas. Firstly, as pointed in the
Active PowersReid observes that human beings are not abkctmgnize the axioms of

mathematics until thenaturity of their understanding

The evidence of mathematical axioms is not disaktilemen come
to a certaindegree of maturity of understandifgmphasis added]. A
boy must have formed the general conceptioguaintity, and ofmore
and lessand equal of sumand difference and he must have been
accustomed to judge of these relations in mattérsommmon life,
before he can perceive the evidence of the matheshaixiom, that
equal quantities, added to equal quantities, makalesums EAP, V,

l, p. 276-7).
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The judgement about the truth of a mathematicalraxilepends on the maturity of the
powers of mind. A child is not able to immediatelyd irresistibly believe in the truth
of the proposition “that two right lines can cuteoanother in one point only” until the
development of her faculties. This belief, althosgif-evident, cannot be accepted by a
human being whose mind has not been appropriatédatad.

Secondly, still in theActive Powers Reid argues the same about our moral
beliefs. The judgments assumed as first principlegend greatly on the maturity of

conscience, on its development to ylears of understanding and reflection

In like manner, our moral judgment, or consciemgews to maturity
from an imperceptible seed, planted by our Creafdnen we are
capable of contemplating the actions of other nwnof reflecting
upon our own calmly and dispassionately, we begimpérceive in
them the qualities of honest and dishonest, of aide and base, of
right and wrong, and to feel the sentiments of hapgrobation and
disapprobationEAP, V, I, p. 277, emphasis added).

As | have discussed above, our moral judgments degeeatly on the maturity of
conscience, on its development to years of understanding and reflectiok child is
not able to immediately and irresistibly accept theh of the proposition “There are
some things in human conduct, that merit approbatiod praise; others that merit
blame and punishment” until the maturity of her smance.

Thirdly, according to Reid, even our aestheticabledge depends on the
development of the power of taste. Reid’s psychplog taste, presented in the
Intellectual Powersasserts the existence of two levels of aesthatigments: on the
one hand, mind has @cquired tasteacquired by habits and fashion, on the other hand,
it has anatural taste. Our natural taste is formed by botktinctive judgmentsind
rational judgments“our determinations with regard to the beautyobjects, may, |
think, be distinguished into two kinds; the firsewnay callinstinctive the other
rational” (EIP, VIII, IV, p. 596, emphasis added). Reid noted #hgainter or sculptor
is able to perceive more beauty in a picture olpsate than a common person and that
a person who knows in more details the structure,mutual relations and the laws
which govern the nature, is more capable of pentgithe beauty of the objects of
nature than the ignoranElP, VIII, IV, p. 595). The painter and that instrudtperson
rationally judge about the existence of beauty s and in the nature, the ignorant
instead, instinctively judges about it. In otherrdsy people endowed with a mature

mind are able to rationally judge in aestheticaktera. Rational judgments are those
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judgments yielded in the occasions when the mindbie to identify the aesthetical
quality or excellence which makes the object beadtyd more important to this
discussion: Reid is clear in claiming that thetfpsnciples of aesthetics are the rational
judgments of taste. Truth and falsehood can be thayght in the field of the rational

judgments of taste, according to him:

But that taste which we may call rational, is thzdrt of our
constitution by which we are made to receive pleaduom the
contemplation of what we conceive to be excellenits kind, the
pleasure being annexed to this judgment, and reggllby it. This
taste may be true or false, according as it isdedron a true or false
judgment. And if it may be true or false, it mistvefirst principles
(EIP, VI, VI, p. 494, emphasis added).

Such as the power of recognizing the truth of &eetlent axiom in mathematics and
the power of judging about the right and wrongdtians, Reid holds that the power of
judging the beauty depends greatly on its developnide first principles of aesthetics
should be the judgments of a mature taste, thaf s,developed mind, for instance, the
minds of a painter or an instructed person.

These passages give me the textual ground to thavle is another distinction
between principles of contingent and necessarf.titie distinction is not only based
upon the idea that they are principles of mutablemutable knowledge, of probable /
necessary knowledge. They are also distinct intti@principles of necessary truths are
due to the original constitution ofraature mind They depend on the development of
the powers of mind until its maturity. Our gramnoatj logical, mathematical,
aesthetical, moral and metaphysical knowledge ased upon mature common sense,
the original constitution of a mind whose powersraveleveloped by instruction,
exercise and good habits.

| think it is worth to open a parenthesis and finisis section by considering the
name of the first principles of knowledge on Reidisw. In thelntellectual Powers
Reid calls attention to the teraxiomand how it may be employed to signify not only
the principles of necessary truth, but also thexggies of contingent truths. The
evidence of the powers of mind-consciousness, menmerception, etc.—and the
evidence of the axioms are not of the same sode dimne former relates to contingent

and the latter relates to necessary truths:

| would observe, that the woekiomis taken by Philosophers in such
a sense, as that the existence of the objects ndeseannot, with
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property, be called an axiom. They give the namexdm only to
self-evident truths that are necessary, and ardimiteéd to time and
place, but true at all times, and in all places Taths attested by our
senses are not of this kind; they are contingent lianited to time and
place EIP, I, XX, p. 231).

For this reason, the teraxiomis generally employed to signify propositions sash

for instance, “one is the half of two”. Reid claimsout it: “we perceive, by attending to
the proposition itself, that it cannot be true; aherefore it is called an eternal,
necessary and immutable truttEIP, Il, XX, p. 231). The evidence of the power of
perception and the evidence of the axioms are hdhe same sort. The power of
perception yields beliefs about real existence,tls@t perception is a source of
contingent truths, not necessary ones. Howeverd Beknowledges that the teawiom

IS pertinent, in some cases, to signify contingerths:

If the word axiom be put to signify every truth whiis known
immediately, without being deduced from any antece¢druth, then
the existence of the objects of sense may be catieaxiom. For my
senses give me as immediate conviction of what thsyfy, as my
understanding gives of what is commonly called =iora (EIP, I,
XX, p. 231).

The existence of the object of the external wasldn axiom in the sense that perception
of those objects makes us to immediately believéhenreality of those objects. The
existence of the operations of mind and the extgtasf the past indicated by memory
are axioms in the same sense: both powers leadhihé immediately to the belief

about those existences.

3.4) The means to identify the first principles oknowledge

This section is dedicated to Reid’s observationstte means human beings

dispose to identify the first principles of philgty of mind, morals and politics.

3.4.1) How to recognize a first principle of specative knowledge?

On Reid’s view, the source of the endless debatghiiosophy is mainly due to
the difficulty of laying down what the first primdes upon which the investigation
should be based are. Reid illustrates the gravitghs problem by the following

example:
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Suppose that, from a thing having begun to exist, man infers that
it must have had a cause; another man does not #umninference.
Here it is evident, that the first takes it foradfsvident principle, that
every thing which begins to exist must have a calike other does
not allow this to be self-eviderE(P, VI, IV, p. 458).

The history of philosophy reveals some exampledisdgreement among authors on
first principles. For instance, what a philosophssumes as a self-evident principle of
knowledge, another strives to prove true by reaspnivhile a third one denies it is

actually a true principle:

Thus, before the time of Descartes, it was takemféirst principle,
that there is a sun and a moon, an earth and $eeh weally exist,
whether we think of them or not. Descartes thotigat the existence
of those things ought to be proved by argument; ianthis he has
been followed by Malebranche, Arnauld, and Lockkey have all
labored to prove, by very weak reasoning, the emist of external
objects of sense; and Berkeley and Hume, sendiliteeaveakness of
their arguments, have been led to deny their exdstaltogetherH]P,
VI, IV, p. 453-4).
The ancients have proposed too many first prinsjpg® that “perhaps the abuse of
them in that ancient system may have brought th&m discredit in modern times”
(EIP, VI, IV, p. 454). Otherwise, Descartes has onlysdgn one principle, “[...]
expressed in one wordpgito, a sufficient foundation for his whole system, astted
no more” EIP, VI, IV, p. 454). Reid acknowledges that not altleors are willing to
agree with regard to the first principles he poimts: “it is likewise a question of some
moment, whether the differences among men abastt gninciples can be brought to
any issue” EIP, VI, IV, p. 454)? Reid points out the means whare available to

human beings to identify what the true first prpies of knowledge are.

The necessity of a certain disposition of mind

Firstly, according to Reid, philosophers should mteiin certain disposition of
mind in the search for the first principles of knedge: “nature hath not left us destitute
of means whereby theandidandhonestpart of mankind may be brought to unanimity
when they happen to differ about first principlg€IP, VI, IV, p. 459, emphasis
added). In some sense, to agree about the finstiples is a matter afisposition of

mind Reid notes that when there is no agreement abent:
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A man of candour and humility will, in such a case, very naturally
suspect his own judgment, so far as to be desitousnter into a
serious examination, even of what he has long &eld first principle.
He will think it not impossible, that although teart be upright, his
judgment may have been perverted, by educationautigority, by
party zeal, or by some other of the common cautesror, from the
influence of which neither parts nor integrity exgnthe human
understandingEIP, VI, IV, p. 460, emphasis added).

Nature has offered some ways to recognize the firgiciples of common sense,
however, these ways are only available for those dve that disposition of mind: “in
such a state of mind, so amiable, and so beconviery good man, has Nature left him
destitute of any rational means by which he mayehbabled, either to correct his
judgment if it be wrong, or to confirm it if it bight” (EIP, VI, IV, p. 460).Candorand
humility are indispensable if we intend to recognize trat firinciples and agree about
them. This state of mind also depends on not bieiilgenced by any prejudice. Indeed,
Reid claims about how noxious a prejudice may benmilve are engaged in the task of
discovering the first principles:

To judge of first principles, require® more than a sound mind free
from prejudice, and a distinct conception of thesjion The learned
and the unlearned, the Philosopher and the dayi#eboare upon a
level, and will pass the same judgment, when threynat misled by
some bias, or taught to renounce their understgnéiom some
mistaken religious principle(P, VI, IV, p. 461, emphasis added).
The philosopher and the common person, the leaanddhe unlearned, all of us are apt
to judge about a first principle when we are ndtuenced by any prejudice. For
instance, a prejudice as the ideal hypothesis hegepted modern philosophers of
accepting the existence of the objects of extenmald as a first principle of common

sense”.

The marks of the first principles of common sense

%> Reid announces the danger of this prejudice irfiteepages of thénquiry: “the hypothesis | mean is,
That nothing is perceived but what is in the minkich perceives it: That we do not really perceive
things that are external, but only certain imagwes pictures of them imprinted upon the mind, whach
calledimpressionsandideas (IHM, Dedication p. 04). And: “so that, upon this hypothesis, ti®le
universe about me, bodies and spirits, sun, mdarg,sand earth, friends and relations, all thiwghout
exception, which | imagined to have a permanendterce, whether | thought of them or not, vanish at
once” (HM, Dedication p. 04-5).
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Secondly, philosophers should be attempt to theksnaf our first principles in
order to recognize them. On this topic, Reid phbts following question: “is there no
mark or criterion, whereby first principles thaedruly such, may be distinguished from
those that assume the character without a just §BIP, VI, IV, p. 454)? The first
principles of common sense are characterized bygbenmediate and irresistible (1),
by their impossibility of being proven by reasonif®), by being universally accepted
among human beings (3), by the absurdity of th@iops which oppose them (4), by
appearing before experience and reasoning (5) andoding necessary to our

preservation (6). Subsequently, | present thodendisre marks in more details:

1) Immediate and irresistible convictiowne of the marks which characterize
beliefs assumed as first principles of common seissetheir immediacy and
irresistibility. On the one hand, those beliefs ianenediate by virtue of not being result
of reasoning and, on the other hand, they areistiele because human beings cannot
deny assent to them. For instance: great part ofahlind assents immediately and
irresistibly to the existence of the operationsgte mind when they are conscious of
them; great part of human beings judges immediaaly irresistibly that the objects
that are perceived by the external senses areTkalimmediacy and irresistibility of
common sense beliefs are such that, just as Raiehg| we are under the necessity of
assenting to them. Philosophical reasonings coolde sufficient to prove the truth of
those immediate and irresistible beliefs, neveed®| they are not sufficient to destroy

their immediacy and irresistibility:

And for first principles no other reason can beegibut this, that, by
the constitution of our nature, we aneder a necessity of assenting to
them Such principles are part of our constitution, less than the
power of thinking: reason can neither make norrdgghem; nor can

it do any thing without them: it is like telescopehich may help a
man to see farther, who hath eyes; but without,eyéslescope shews
nothing at all (HM, V, VII, p. 71, emphasis added).

For instance, in the context of the discussion be first principle of

consciousness, Reid notes:

But irresistible conviction he has of the realitiytibose operations is
not the effect of reasoning; it is immediate anditive. The existence
therefore of those passions and operations of aodsnof which we

are conscious, is a first principle, which Natueguires us to believe
upon her authority (EIP, VI, V, p. 470).
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In a similar way, he observes, about the markb@perceptual beliefs:

| observed, [...], That this conviction is not onlyeisistible, but it is
immediate; that is, it is not by a train of reasgnand argumentation
that we come to be convinced of the existence aitwye perceive;
we ask no argument for the existence of the objeat, that we
perceive it; perception commands our belief upsnoivn authority,
and disdains to rest its authority upon any reagpnihatsoeverg|P,
I, V, p. 99).

2) A first principle of common sense cannot be prote®impossibility of being
proven is another mark of a first principle. Thestfi principles from which the
reasonings should be extracted cannot be proventhey very reasonings, be
demonstrative (reasonings about necessary truthsprabable (reasonings about

contingent truths):

It is a common observation, that it is unreasonaiglerequire

demonstration for things which do not admit of lit.is no less
unreasonable to require reasoning of any kind Hangs which are
known without reasoning. All reasoning must be gard upon truths
which are known without reasoning. In every branch real

knowledge there must be first principles whose htrig known

intuitively, without reasoning, either probabled#monstrative. They
are not grounded on reasoning, but all reasoniggasnded on them
(EIP, VII, 1lI, p. 556).

Reid observes for instance, in the context of tiseugsion on the first principle about
consciousness: “if | am asked poove that | cannot be deceived by consciousness; to
provethat it is not a fallacious sense; I can fimal proof | cannot find any antecedent
truth from which it is deduced, or upon which itddence depends” (EIP, VI, V, p.
470, emphasis added). In the same way, when diagusise first principle about
memory, he notes: “this has one of the surest mafrsfirst principle; for no man ever
pretend toproveit, and yet no man in his wits call it in questiq&IP, VI, V, p. 474,
emphasis added).

3) The first principles of common sense are univeasabng human beingghe
fact that the judgments and beliefs are acceptedhbygreatest part of humankind
endowed with common sense and free from prejudgcasmark of a first principle of
knowledge: “[...] | conceive, that the consent of @ged nations, of the learned and
unlearned, ought to have great authority with régarfirst principles, where every man
is a competent judge’E(P, VI, IV, p. 464). And also: “when we find a genkera

agreement among men, in principles that concernahuhfe, this must have great
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authority with every sober mind that loves truti1R, VI, 1V, p. 464). Reid observes
for instance, in the context of the discussionhanftrst principle about the existence of

the mind:

And that Nature has dictates the satmeall men appears from the
structure of all languages: For in all languages rhave expressed
thinking, reasoning, willing, loving, hating, by nsenal verbs, which
from their nature requires a person who thinkssaas, wills, loves,
or hates (EIP, VI, V, p. 473, emphasis added).

4) To deny a first principle of common sense is albsnedure has endowed
human beings with a particular emotion which malp lbem to identify the opinions

which oppose their common sense:

[...] we may observe, that opinions which contradirgt principles
are distinguished from other errors by this; thattare not only false,
but absurd: And, to discountenance absurdity, Maliath given us a
particular emotion, to wit, that of ridicule, whideems intended for
this very purpose of putting out of countenancetvibnabsurd, either
in opinion or practiceEIP, VI, IV, p. 462).

On Reid’s view, the emotion raised by somethind thaidicule is an effective way to
avoid assuming false first principles in philosagathiinvestigation. He acknowledges
that there are some obstacle which may prevengpipearance of this emotion, for
instance, the novelty of an opinion, the gravitgd aolemnity according to which it may
be presented and even when an opinion has beeridkeptong period of time. Except
in those cases, however, we are not able to maingairidicule opinion for a
considerable time without feeling how ridiculousist The very constitution of mind
keeps us away from false first principles, approaghus to the true ones: “thus |
conceive, that first principles, which are realhetdictates of common sense, and
directly opposed to absurdities opinion, will always, from the constitution atiman
nature, support themselves, and gain rather trendoound among mankindgiP, VI,

IV, p. 463, emphasis added).

In the context of the discussion on the first pphe about consciousness, for
instance, Reid observes: “if any man could be fosmdérantic as to deny that he thinks,
while he is conscious of it; | may wonder, | mayda, or | may pity him, but | cannot
reason the matter with him” (EIP, VI, V, p. 470). & similar way, when he discusses
the first principle about memory, Reid presentsirgjidar example: a lawyer who
pretends to defend her client by means of an abjeetbout the reliability of the power
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of remembering of the witness. Once no one has abknto prove that memory is not
fallacious, her client should be cleared of thameri It is characteristic of a first
principle that its denial is an absurd, such athencase of the lawyer who intends to

deny the reliability of the power of remembering:

| believe we may take it for granted, that thisuemgnt from learned
counsel would have no other effect upon the judggury, than to
convince them that he was disordered in his judgmnien]. And for

what reason? For no other reason, surely, but becduis absurd
(EIP, VI, V, p. 475).

5) The first principles are previous to experience arghsoning those
judgments and beliefs assumed as first principsase tthe mark of appearing in mind
before the experience and the development of thacty of reasoning: “[...] opinions
that appear so early in the minds of men, that tdanot be the effect of education, or
of false reasoning, have a good claim to be corsitas first principle”EIP, VI, IV, p.
467).

In the context of the discussion on the ninth pplecof contingent truths, for
instance, Reid observes that those beliefs—we ylsdtlefs about the internal
dispositions of mind by means of the observatiosahe external signs, such as, for
instance, countenance, gestures and the tone afe~vwannot be derived from

experience:

The only question is, whether we understand theifsigtion of those
signs, by the constitution of our nature, [...], dnether we gradually
learn the signification of such signs from expecenas we learn that
smoke is a sign of fire, or that the freezing otevas a sign of cold? |
take the first to be the truth (EIP, VI, V, p. 484)

Children are born knowing those signs: an angrg toivoice is able to frighten them,
as well as a sullen face: “who has not observeat, ¢hildren, very early, are able to
distinguish what is said to them in jest from wisataid in earnest, by the tone of the
voice, and the features of the face? They judgéhlsynatural signs, even when they
seem to contradict the artificial” (EIP, VI, V, #85). Moreover: “when we see the sign,
and see the thing signified always conjoined wittexperience may be the instructor,
and teach us how that sign is to be interpreted.®w shall experience instruct us
when we see the sign only, when the thing signifgethvisible” (EIP, VI, V, p. 485)?
In that case, the signified thing is the thoughd aassions of someone’s mind and, for

this reason, they are invisible: “[...] their cootien with any sensible sign cannot be
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first discovered by experience; there must be searber source of this knowledge”
(EIP, VI, V, p. 486). And: “the power of naturalgss, to signify the sentiments and
passions of the mind, is seen in the signs of dperbons, who can make themselves to
be understood in a considerable degree, even Isg tivho are wholly unexperienced in
that language” (EIP, VI, V, p. 486). Reid concludes

For these reasons, | conceive, it must be gran@dnly that there is
a connection established by Nature between cermns in the

countenance, voice, and gesture, and the thouglbtpassions of the
mind; but also, that, by our constitution, we urstiend the meaning of
those signs, and from the sign conclude the exstasf the thing

signified (EIP, VI, V, p. 487).

A first principle cannot be a result of reasonirggveell. In the context of the
discussion on the eighth principle of contingenths, about the existence of life and
intelligence in the people with whom we talk, fasiance, Reid observes: “as soon as
children are capable of asking a question, or sinening a question, as soon as they
shew the signs of love, of resentment, or of amgioaffection, they must be convinced,
that those with whom they have this intercourseimtedligent beings” (EIP, VI, V, p.
482). It is clear that a child is able to recognife and intelligence in those that are

around her before she is able to reason:

It can by signs ask and refuse, threaten and sgwelilt clings to its

nurse in danger, enters into her grief and joyagpy in her soothing
and caresses, and unhappy in her displeasuretfidss things cannot
be without a conviction in the child that the nuisean intelligent

being, I think must be granted (EIP, VI, V, p. 482)

The very power of reasoning could not be developigdout the belief in the existence

of life and intelligence in those with whom we deal

The knowledge of the last is absolutely necessamgut receiving of
any improvement by means of instruction and exangole, without
these means of improvement, there is no grounchittk tthat we
should ever be able to acquire the use of our reéaggower. This
knowledge, therefore, must be antecedent of reagpand therefore
must be a first principle (EIP, VI, V, p. 484).

6) The first principles are necessary for our preséiva finally, it is a mark of

first principles of common sense that it is necgs&a humankind preservation:

[...] when an opinion isso necessary in the conduct of lifthat
without the belief of it, a man must be led intthausand absurdities
in practice, such an opinion, when we can give therreason for it,
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may safely be taken for a first principleElP, VI, IV, p. 467,
emphasis added).

In Essay |, Reid observes about a person with aiimanind and who intends to

investigate the mental phenomena:

He must have formed various opinions and princifigswhich he
conducts himself in the affairs of life. Of thosengiples, some are
common to all men, being evident in themselves,ssmdecessary in
the conduct of lifethat a man cannot live and act according to the
rules of common prudence without theEiR, I, 1l, p. 39, emphasis
added).

In the context of the discussion on the tenth ppiecof contingent truths, about the

probability of certain actions in certain circunrstas, he also observes:

Before we are capable of reasoning about testiroomythority, there

are many things which it concerns us to know, farclv we can have
no other evidence. The wised Author of nature ha#imted in the

human mind a propensity to rely upon this evidebefore we can

give a reason for doing so. This, indeed, putsjodgment almost

entirely in the power of those who are about ughanfirst period of

life; but this is necessary both to our preservation and to o
improvementEIP, VI, V, p. 487, emphasis added).

To sum up, as Reid states, philosophers shouldtaiaia candid and humble
mental disposition in order to recognize what tiue first principles of knowledge are.
A mind free of prejudices is a necessary conditomake us able to perform this task.
Moreover, they present some marks by means of wiilare able to identify them.
The first principles of common sense, the firstnpiples of many branches of
knowledge are the immediate and irresistible bglidfose beliefs which appear before
experience and reasoning and are universally aegegphong us as true beliefs. Any
opinion that intends to oppose them is seen asrabste feel they are ridiculous.
Although many philosophers have tried to prove rtheith by reasoning, the first

principles of common sense are characterized aawg) susceptible of proof.
3.4.2) How to recognize a first principle of moral3
Reid deals with the problem of how to recognize thee first principles of

morals, once considered the huge diversity of opsiin moral matters. On the one

hand, it is necessary a certain maturity and difpasof mind, on the other hand, the
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first principles of a system of morals present sonsks by means of which we can
identify them.

The necessity of a certain maturity and dispositiohmind

Reid observes the fact that human beings diverdleein judgments about what
is right and wrong, virtuous and vicious, what isiaral obligation and what is not. He
explains these disagreements by two argumentsthyfirsot all human beings are
endowed with a mature conscience which makes th@enta recognize the self-evident
principles of morals. Secondly, Reid argues thgbhd the maturity of conscience, the
appeal to conscience in moral matters should bes donan appropriate moment.
Conscience should be consulted in a moment of ggrehmind, when we are able to

keep our impartiality:

[...] he that will judge of the first principles of arals, must consult
his conscience, or moral faculty, when hedém anddispassionate

unbiased by interest, affectioor fashion

As we rely upon the clear and distinct testimony aefr eyes,

concerning the colours and figures of the bodieriabs, we have the
same reason to rely with security upon the clead anbiased

testimony of our conscience, with regard to whatowght and ought
not to do. In many cases, moral worth and demeegitdéscerned no
less clearly by the last of those natural facultilkan figure and colour
by the first EAP, III, IIl, VI, p. 179, emphasis added).

In order to find a true first principle, it is nessary some impartiality and disinterest
when observing the mind and the judgments due tsaience. The first principles
should be considered in therrect perspectivan speculative and moral matters:

It may be observed, That there are truths, bothudgeve and moral,
which a man left to himself would never discovest,ywhen they are
fairly before him, he owns and adopts them, notelyaupon the
authority of his teacher, but upon their own irgritnevidence, and
perhaps wonders that he could be so blind as ne¢d¢othem before
(EAP, III, 11, VI, p. 188-9).

Such as in the discussion on speculative mattenshich the mind is more inclined to
truth than falsehood, our mind is naturally morelired to the true principles than the

false ones:

Truth has an affinity with the human understandinbich error hath
not. And right principles of conduct have an atfnwith a candid
mind, which wrong principles have not. When they set before it in
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a just light, a well disposed mind recognizes #ffiity, feels their
authority, and perceives them to be genuiBAR III, III, VIII, p.
189).

Although Reid does not enunciate it as a first@ple of morals, he seems to consider
it as a foundational principle. According to him,is even self-evident that human
beings should judge in that appropriate moment:

It is not want of judgment, but want of candour amgartiality, that
hinders men from discerning what they owe to othjer$ It is the
want of candour that makes men use one measuthdoduty they
owe to others, and another measure for the dutyadthers owe to
them in like circumstance¥hat men ought to judge with candours, as
in all other cases, so especially in what concdhesr moral conduct,

is surely self-evident to every intelligent beifGAP, V, I, p. 274-5,
emphasis added).

Therefore, the judgments of conscience about g &nd wrong conduct, when
considered by a mind, impartial and disinterestduch has reached maturity, are real

first principles of common sense.

The marks of a first principle of morals

The first principles of morals are characterized ling immediate and
irresistible (1), by their impossibility of beingrqven by reasoning (2), by being
universally accepted among human beings (3) andhbyabsurdity of the opinions
which opposes to them (4). As seen before, theeegense in which they depend on
experience: conscience is an original power of mimavever, conscience needs an
appropriate cultivation to be fully exerted, it éeds on education and exercise. The
first principles of morals are the judgments of atume conscience. Subsequently, |
present those distinctive marks which charactdheebeliefs assumed as first principles

of knowledge in more details:

1) Immediate and irresistible convictioby conscience, human beings are able

to immediately perceive the right and wrong conduct

The first principles of morals, are tiramediate dictatesf the moral
faculty. They shew us, not what man is, but whatohght to be.
Whatever ismmediately perceivetb be just, honest, and honourable,
in human conduct, carries moral obligation alonghwt, and the
contrary carries demerit and blame; and, from thoseal obligations
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that areimmediately perceivedall other moral obligations must be
deduced by reasoningAP, 111, 11, VI, p. 179, emphasis added).

Moreover, our self-evident moral beliefs are cheazed by their irresistibility:

Every man in his senses believes in his eyes, dis, @nd his other
senses. He believes his consciousness with retgpbist own thoughts
and purposes, his memory, with regard to what ist, phis
understanding, with regard to abstract relationhioiys, and his taste,
with regard to what is elegant and beautiful. Ared Hasthe same
necessity of believinghe clear and unbiased dictates of his
conscience, with regard to what is honourable ahdtvus baseEAP,

I, 1, VI, p. 180, emphasis added).

For this reason, none philosophical argument, thougll developed, is able to
dissuade us of accepting the testimony of conseiaien dealing with moral matters.

Philosophy cannot destroy the evidence of the imaigionstitution of mind:

These determinations appear to me to have intuitigence, no less
than that of mathematical axioms. A man who is cdmeear of
understanding, and who has exercised his facuitiggdging of right
and wrong, sees their truth as he sees day-lighttaphysical
arguments brought against them have the same aefeghen brought
against the evidence of sense; they may puzzleamnidund, but they
do not convinceKAR, V, IV, p. 293).

2) A first principle of morals cannot be proven is impossible to prove by

reasoning the truth of a first principle of conswie:

What | would here observe is, That as first prilegpdiffer from
deductions of reasoning in the nature of their enidt, and must be
tried by a different standard when they are caittequestion, it is of
importance to know to which of these two classesuth which we
would examine belongs. When they are not distirigrds men are apt
to demand proof of every thing they think fit tonge And when we
attempt to prove by direct argument, what is rea#if-evident, the
reasoning will always be inconclusiieAP, V, I, p. 270).

The immediate testimony of conscience about thet agd wrong does not need proof.
It is immediate and irresistible. For this reasoone reasoning could help to clear its
truth. Otherwise, a philosopher who tries to proige truth ends up obscuring its
evidence: “for it will either take for granted tlieing to be proved, or something not
more evident; and so, instead of giving strengthh® conclusion, will rather tempt
those to doubt of it, who never did so befor&Ap, V, I, p. 270). Philosophical

reasonings cannot contribute to reveal the truth fofst principle of morals:
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In all rational belie?, the thing believed is either itself a first
principle, or it is by just reasoning deduced frdinst principles.
When men differ about deductions of reasoning athygeal must be to
the rules of reasoning, which have been very unangty fixed from
the days of Aristotle. But when they differ aboufirat principle, the
appeal is made to another tribunal; to that of comsenseEAP, V,
l, p. 270).
The reasoning of philosophers cannot help us inaghgrehension of the truth of a
judgment of conscience. There is a set of belieds tonstitutes the foundation of the
system of morals and a set of beliefs that corniesitthe superstructure of a system of
morals. In other words, there are truths immedyaattiested by conscience and there are
truths which derive their evidence from those imrmagdtruths. The evidence of their
truths is different: one of them is an immediatsuit of the original constitution of
mind, the other, in turn, is extracted by reasosifigm the former.

3) The first principles of morals are universal amdngman beingsReid notes
the diversity of opinions, among human beings, alto& extension of the duty, about
what we consider as a moral obligation and whatdwsenot consider as a duty.
Nevertheless, despite this diversity, he also olesethat there is something constant in

this notion which allows us to say that it is #sneto every human being:

From the varieties of education, of fashion, ofjymeces, and of
habits, men may differ much in opinion with regandthe extent of
his principles, and of what it commands and forplg the notion of
it, as far as it is carried, is tsamein all. It is that which gives a man
real worth, and is the object of moral approbatiéaP, 111, I, V, p.
170, emphasis added).

Thus, it is possible to claim that the notion otydis universal in human nature, as a
part of the very original constitution of mind. Aeid states, the observation of the
terms employed in common language and the observaif the affections that

naturally appears in mind that contemplates aroaaipbverned by the duty are able to

reveal the universality of that notion:

The universality of this principle in men that gg@wn up to years of
understanding and reflection, is evident. The wadlnds$ express it, the
names of the virtues which it commands, and ofuices which it
forbids, theoughtand ought nof which express its dictates make an
essential part of every language. The natural ffes of respect to
worthy characters, of resentment of injuries, dtitmde for favours,
of indignation against the worthless, are parheftuman constitution

°% By rational belief Reid has in sigh not beliefs acquired by reasbosbeliefs which we can maintain
legitimately.
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which suppose a right and wrong in conduct. Maaygactions that
are found necessary in the rudest societies go upensame
supposition. In all testimony, in all promises, andall contracts,
there is necessarily implied a moral obligation mre party, and a
trust in the other, grounded upon this obligati&g®R, IIl, 11, V, p.
170-1).
People express themselves by means of this ngiemple feel certain affections when
contemplating an action performed according to duty
4) To deny a first principle of common sense is alisasdseen before, human
beings are endowed with an emotion that helps tteravoid assuming false first
principles, the emotion of ridicule. We feel the atimn of ridicule when an opinion
which opposes common sense is presented to usisTwatt we feel in the face of the
opinion that a person could be responsible for raroluntary action. This opinion
indeed opposes a common sense principle, “what moidegree voluntary, can neither
deserve moral approbation nor blame”. Reid claib@uait: “[...] but every man that is
accountable must have more or less of it [the pawedct]. For, to call a person to
account, to approve or disapprove of his conduleg fhad no power to do good or ill, is

absurd” EAP, I, VII, p. 39).

To sum up, only a mature conscience (developeddogation and exercise),
consulted when our minds are serene (when we éed@keep our impartiality), is able
to identify the true first principles of morals. kwver, it is important to know the
marks by means of which we are able to identifyrth€&he first principles of morals are
the immediate and irresistible beliefs, those lli@hich are universally accepted
among us as true beliefs about the right and woamgluct. Any opinion that intends to
oppose them is seen as absurd, we feel they acalads. Although many philosophers
have tried to prove their truth by reasoning, tteg characterized as not being

susceptible to proof.

3.4.3) How to recognize a first principle of polittal knowledge?

| have already discussed, in the chapters andossctibove, what is necessary,
according to Reid, to identify the first principl@s politics, “the knowledge of the
temper and disposition, the principles of actioml general tenor of conduct that is

common to the whole species”. First principles ofities, Reid argues, are due to the
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sagacity and experience of the political sciemtilso lives among human beings united
into a political society. In order to discover theemsagacious human being should have
“occasion to deal in interesting matters, with aagrvariety of persons of different age,
sex, rank and profession, learns to judge what b&expected from men in given
circumstances; and how they may be most effectuadlyced to act the part which he
desires” EAP, IlI, I, I, p. 75). In other words, it is necesgdo live among human
beings in a civil society. First principles of gals are common empirical observations
on how human beings generally act and for thatoreéise experience of living among
them is an essential element of the task of disooyethe principles of political
knowledge. Moreover, a political scientist shoutd lieyond these social experiences:
she should “[...] enter into a detail of the variqusciples which influence the actions
of men, to give them distinct names, to define thamd to ascertain their different
provinces, is the business of a philosopher, andha man of the world’EAP, III, I,

[, p. 75-6). In other words, it is necessary tolgdophically investigate the mental
phenomena which explain human conduct. It is necgs® know the principles of
action, to know what generally govern human conduct

Reid significantly shows that the first principlespolitics do not concern to all
human beings. They do not concern to every humamgbsho lives in a political
society. In theLectures on Politics Reid argues, on the one hand, that the first
principles of politics concern to adult human bsirpdowed with a developed mind
and, on the other hand, that they do not concerfeqity vicious or perfectly virtuous
human beings.

The first principles and, consequently, the vengrsee of politics, presupposes
human beings endowed with a certain degree of stateting, in particular, that degree
of understanding found in human beings who reaehntaturity with regard to the
powers of their minds. According to Reid, the sceeof politics does not include the
general conduct of children or of adults affectgd dome disorder in their minds.
Children, as Reid understands them, are not sutgegblitical government, once they
are governed by their parents and preceptors, édfay reach the age of being their
own guides. Similarly, those adults who by virafesome deficiency have not fully
developed their intellectual capacities are noluhed in the reasonings of the political
scientist. Like children, those are under the adrether adults, so that they cannot be

politically governed: “thus we see that when wesogain Politicks about the Actions of
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Men, we do not include Children or Idiots in themler on account of their defect of
Understanding”l(ectures on Politic2015, p. 33).

Moreover, the first principles and, consequenthg wery science of politics
concern the conduct of human beings that, on tleeh@amd, are not totally corrupted
nor, on the other hand, are completely virtuousodder to discuss this topic, Reid
presents a classification of human beings accortirigeir predominant character from

the moral point of view. Reid claims on the firetts

There are some individuals of Mankind so very jgate and
abandoned as to break through all the restrainistwéither their own
interest or that of their families and friends oregard to reputation
lay upon them. There can be no Reasoning aboudtiens of such
profligates, nor any dependence upon them that wWikact by the
Rules of common prudence & decency. It is so thdgged that those
of this character are so few in comparison, they thhay be altogether
overlooked in political Reasoningéctures on Politics2015, p. 33).

There is no political society formed by individualsthis sort, that is, destituted of any
inclination to virtue and completely disposed toeviOn the second sort of individuals:
“[...] it is to be hoped that in all great bodiesMén there are to be found some Persons
of such perfect Virtue and Integrity that they haneneed of the restraints of human
laws and government”Léctures on Politics,2015, p. 33). Like the number of
individuals completely destituted of virtue, thenmuer of these perfectly virtuous
individuals is small. Actually, “if any Society ®flen were so happy as to be made up
of persons of this Character, it might be withoatMs and Government, or all kinds of
Government would be alike & have the same Effelcgtc(ures on Politic2015, p. 33).
The science of politics does not concern the p#yfedcious or virtuous individuals.
Indeed, it deals with human beings who are betwkese two moral extremes: “there
remains a third Class which comprehends the gralt &f Mankind and of every
Political Society. And it is to them onely that thMaxims of Politicks can properly be
applied, because upon them and their Conduct dltigad Events must depend”
(Lectures on Politics2015, p. 33). The science of politics is fundamigntdeveloped
upon first principles on the individuals that make the majority of political societies,
about human beings who are neither completely ugiwor perfectly virtuous: “they are
neither so abandoned as the first class, nor st aube trusted as the second, they fill
up all the interval between the two, and are siclva may reasonably expect men to
be, of whose characters we have no particular kedyd” (ectures on Politics2015,

p. 34). Reid concludes: “and you will easily peveethat the Axioms or Principles |
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have mentioned are applicable to persons of sunlddle Character which will always
be found to make up the great body of every palitBociety” Lectures on Politics
2015 p. 34).

Conclusion

| have tried to show my understanding of what ir& principles of knowledge
are in Reid’s philosophy. In the first section, regented Reid’s first principles of
speculative, moral and political knowledge. In s#seond section, | have discussed my
understanding of the first principles as generalppsitions which express particular
beliefs of common sense or of knowledge of mankindhe third section, | have also
discussed Reid’s distinction between contingent rmexkssary truths, in order to show
why the principles of necessary truths may be wstded as results of a mature mind, of
a mind whose powers have developed by exercisenatrdiction. In the last section, |
have presented Reid’s view on how to identify thet fprinciples of philosophy of

mind, morals and politics.
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CHAPTER 4) REID ON THE TRUTH OF THE FIRST PRINCIPLE S OF
COMMON SENSE

| dedicate the fourth chapter of this thesis t@ués common sense in particular.
I have in sight a specific problem of Reid’s thearfythe first principles of common
sense, namely, the problem of understanding howargaes in favor of the truth of
those first principles. In the first section, | toyformulate more clearly what is (are) the
problem (problems) to which | refer. | present somhéhe commentators’ solutions to
it, trying to reveal why some of them fail to soltree proposed problem. In the second
section, | present my own solution, explaining whnglieve Reid has a strong argument
(or arguments) in favor of the truth of the firsingiples of common sense. In the third
section, | discuss the moderate character of Reidimdationalism—a moderated
commitment that is based upon his view on thebiditly of the powers of mind and his

confessed incapacity of replying to the radicat sbskepticism.

4.1) Understanding the problem of Reid’s defense dhe first principles of

common sense
4.1.1) Reid against skepticism

Behind the purpose of investigating the human mieid is motivated by the
project of fighting the skeptical positions of somethors of the 17/ 18" centuries.
This motivation is already announced in edicationof the Inquiry, in a passage in
which Reid calls attention to what, on his viewg #ne noxious consequences implied

by a skeptical position:

[...]  am persuaded, that absolute scepticisnoismore destructive of
the faith of a Christian, than of the science phdosopher, and of the
prudence of a man of common understanding. | asupeled, that the
unjustlive by faithas well as thgust, that, if all belief could be laid
aside, piety, patriotism, friendship, parental etifen, and private
virtue, would appear as ridiculous as knight-emgnand that the
pursuits of pleasure, of ambition, and of avariteist be grounded
upon belief, as well as those that are honouraftkvirtuous (HM,
Dedication p. 04).

To properly answer skepticism is to preserve tresidities of knowledge, morals and

even religion, as Reid states.
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A quick consideration of the history of philosopinythe 1#' / 18" centuries is
enough to understand the disturbing state of ptybg of mind, mainly due to the
skeptical conclusions proposed by some authors:ATkur philosophy concerning
mind and its faculties, is but in a very low stat®y be reasonably conjectured, even by
those who never have narrowly examined itHN, I, Ill, p. 16). Later, in the
Intellecutal Powers Reid reasserts his critique view about philosomfy mind
condition: “[...] there is no branch of knowledgevithich the ingenious and speculative
have fallen into so great errors, and even absesdi{EIP, Preface p. 12-3). Reid
considers Descartes’ philosophy, the author who dw@asbted the existence of the
objects of external world and his own existencenwestigating human mind. From the
existence of his thought, he would supposedly hdigeovered the existence of a
thinking substance to which his thoughts refer.ditesall his efforts, Descartes has left

open some important questions at the end of hessiyation:

But supposing it proved, that my thought and myscomusness must
have a subject, and consequently that | exist, iow know that all
that train and succession of thoughts which | rebenrbelong to one
subject, and that the | of this moment, is the vperson | of
yesterday, and of time past, I, lll. p. 17)?

Locke had attempted to solve the problem of peidsadentity, however, his
investigation did not achieve success: “so thatkk&c principle must be, that identity
consists in remembrance; and consequently a manh losgshis personal identity with
regard to every thing he forgetsHM, I, 1ll. p. 17). Malebranche, as much as Descartes
and Locke, has attempted to prove the existenabjeicts of the external world, also

without success:

Descartes, Malebranche, and Locke, have all emgldlyeir genius
and skill, to prove the existence of the materiatld; and with very
bad success. [...] They apply to philosohy to fsinrthem with resons
for the belief of those things which all mankind/bdelieved, without
being able to give any reason for it. And surelg evould expected,
that, in matters of such importance, the proof waubt be difficult:
but it is the most difficult thing in the worldH{M, I, Ill. p. 17-8).

Those authors had raised questions that they cwmildatisfactorily answer, despite all
their efforts. According to Reid, nevertheless |gdophy of mind has achieved its most
obscure condition with Berkeley’'s and Hume’s syste®espite Reid’s admiration for
those authors, he acknowledges that their system& tbrought many absurd

consequences to the philosophical investigatiomiafi:
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The first was no friend to scepticism, but had tlvatm concern for

religious and moral principles which became hisearget the result

of his inquiry was, a serious conviction, that ghiex no such thing as a
material world; nothing in nature but spirits amtkas; and that the
belief of material substances, and of abstractsidese the chief

causes of all our errors in philosophy, and ofrdlbelity and heresy

in religion (HM, I, V. p. 19).

About the author of th&€reatise of Human Naturé turn:

The second proceeds upon the same principles, astieg them to
their full length; and as the Bishop undid the vehaiaterial world,
this author, upon the same grounds, undoes thedwebrgpirits, and
leaves nothing in nature but ideas and impressianigout any
subject on which they may be impressiiM, I, V. p. 20).

| try to clarify what sort of skepticism Reid has inind when he intends to
defend the first principles of common sense. | bdwi presenting Jaffro’€006) brief
but very enlightening observation about the promaeeof the skeptical position at the
end of the 1% century and beginning of the .&entury—the position which Reid

intends to combat:

Pour comprendre plus sérieusement la situationrerapla pensée
britannique a lissue du XVlle siecle, il faut détener la
répresentation que cette pensée se fait de cesjdbminant dans la
philosophie et plus généralement dans la vie gttlelle. Cette
représentation est d’abord le constat d’une cataisé : le scepticisme
domine la scéne intellectuelle et pourrait ruimsr principes les mieux
établis de la morale, de la religion, de la socid&la science et de la
philosophie. Quel est I'ouvrage qui dresse le bédanyclopédique de
la philosophie moderne ? C’est [Ectionnaire de Bayle. Quelle la
présentation donne-t-du savoir le plus élaboré I @un triomphe
du scepticisme sur tous les fornts: qu’s’agisse lalecroyance
religieuse, de la perception sensible ou de la witadie la vie, les
intellectuels diffusent des conceptions pernicisyselon lesquelles la
vie ordinaire est une existence sous le régime, seulement du
préjugé, mais de lillusion (JAFFRO, 2006, p. 20).

Jaffro show us that philosophy goes through a desfaskeptical crisisn that time. In

my view, Jaffro’s description is very consistenttwivhat Reid states in tH&edication

of the Inquiry | have quoted abové&kepticism places science, religion and morals at
risk. According to how Reid understands it, skaptic brings the most noxious
consequences to philosophy and common life: it gméss us of keeping any belief,
whatever it is. Jaffro also notes: “bref, la attan intellectuelle n’est pas caractérisée

seulement par la diffusion des idées sceptiqueds reartout par une profonde
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contamination de la philosophie la mieux intentésh(JAFFRO, 2006, p. 21). In other
words, even those authors who do not have skepiitahtions—like Locke and
Berkeley on Reid’'s view—have not been able to est¢he skeptical conclusions. Reid

himself is clear about this point:

Descartes no sooner began to dig in this mine, ftapticism was
ready to break in upon him. He did what he couldshat it out.
Malebranche and Locke, who dug deeper, found tlfiicudty of
keeping out this enemy still to increase; but tkeyored honestly in
the design. Then Berkeley, who carried on the wddspairing of
securing all, bethought himself of an expedient: ddying up the
material world, which he thought might be sparethait loss, and
even with advantage, he hoped by an impregnabléiparto secure
the world of spirits. But, alas! ThEreatise of human naturgantonly
sapped the foundation of this partition, and dradvredl in one
universal delugeldM, I, VII. p. 23).

The reading of Hume’'Sreatise-the most eminent skeptic on Reid’s view—and the
skeptical position resulting from the Humian invgation has decisively determined
the direction of Reid’s philosopRYy As Reid understands it, threatisepresents a
skeptical system which does not allow the estainigslof any foundation for common
sense beliefs shared by us.

Here | present a brief clarification: Reid combatt$east two sorts of skepticism.
Firstly, he intends to reply to thdeal system skepticisrBuch as Reid understands it,

the ideal system has a close relation to skepticism

These facts, which are undeniable, do indeed gwasan to
apprehend, that Descartes’'s system of the humarrstadding,
which | shall beg leave to call “the ideal systerahd which with
some improvements made by later writers, is novwegely received,
hath some original defect; th#tis skepticism is inlaid in ,itand
reared along with it and therefore, that we must lay it open to the
foundation, and examine the materials, before weesgect to raise
any solid and useful fabric of knowledge on thibjeat (HM, I, VII.

p. 23, emphasis added).

The ideal system is based upon the hypothesisdbas are the only immediate objects

of the operations of mird Reid understands that the skeptical conclusidriseideal

" The third chapter of his biography, by Alexandeader (1898), is mainly dedicated to the impact
Hume’s philosophy has caused on Reid’s intellectifi@land how it has motivated his philosophical
investigations (FRASER, 1898, p. 30-42).

*8 This passage summarizes Reid’s understandingeidéal hypothesis: “Philosophers indeed tell me,
that the immediate object of my memory and imagamain this case, is not the past sensation, but an
idea of it, an image, phantasm, or species of tfraiol smelled: that this idea now exists in my dpiar

in my sensorium; and the mind contemplating thespnt idea, finds it a representation of what &, pa
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system are necessary consequences of this idealh®gis. Hume would have been the
first author who took this hypothesis to its ficaihnsequences:

The modern scepticism, | mean that of Mr. Humebuslt upon

principles which were very generally maintained PBlgilosophers,
though they did not see that they led to skepticisin Hume, by

tracing, with great acuteness and ingenuity, thasequences of
principles commonly received, has shewn thaty overturn all

knowledge and at last overturn themselveand leave the mind in
perfect suspens&lP, VI, IV, p. 461-2, emphasis added).

The Treatisepresents, as Reid sees it, a skeptical system wdoels not allow the
establishment of any sort of knowledge. Humianesysts the most radical skeptical
system, so that there is no room for anything elsept the existence of the ideas:

Ideas seem to have something in their nature undiyeto other

existences. They were first introduced into phifdsg in the humble
character of images or representatives of thingd;ia this character
they seemed not only to be inoffensive, but to sexgmirably well

for explaining the operations of the understandiBgt since men
began to reason clearly and distinctly about thémey have by

degrees supplanted their constituents, and undedhtire existence of
every thing but themselvedHM, I, VI. p. 33-4).

Hume’s conclusions are not consequences of anyakeisn his reasonings. On the
contrary, Hume presents conclusions correctly dedidcom the ideal hypothesis. The
acceptance of the ideal hypothesis has as consegjties denial of all the knowledge.
In this sense, to reply to the skepticism of threaldsystem is to attack the foundation of
the ideal system, the ideal hypothesis. | ask psiom to not consider Reid’s critique of
the ideal systef.

| would like to focus on the second sort of skaptit Reid intends to reply: the
skepticism about the epistemic reliability of theuities of mindIn short, this is that

sort of skepticism which put into question commense beliefs in virtue of a doubt

of what may exist; and accordingly calls it memooy,imagination. This is the doctrine of the ideal
philosophy” (HM, 11, 1ll. p. 28).

> In brief, Reid tries to show that the authorstof tdeal system have never presented any eviddnce o
the existence of their principles, that is, theyéhaever proven the existence of the ideas. Foréason,

the ideal hypothesis would be a simple fictionls tind of those authors. In thequiry, Reid claims:
“we shall afterwards examine this system of ideasl endeavour to make it appear, that no solidfproo
has ever been advanced of the existence of ideatsthiey are a mere fiction and hypothesis, coedriv
solve the phenomena of the human understandingttibg do not at all answer this end; and that this
hypothesis of ideas or images of things in the mordin the sensorium, is the parent of those many
paradoxes so shocking to common sense, and oftegticism, which disgrace our philosophy of the
mind, and have brought upon it the ridicule andtempt of sensible men1HM, II, Ill. p. 28). In the
Intellectual PowersReid discusses in more details why the ideal thgmis should be eliminated from
philosophy. In order to do this, he presents fefections on the common theory of ide&sR;, II, XIV,

p. 171-87).
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about the reliability of the faculties of mind tohieh they are due. For instance, a
skeptic of this sort could argue that, if it is rnpassible to prove the reliability of the
powers of senses, we could not be legitimated saraghg our natural beliefs about the
external world as true beliefs. Here, | think oattlsort of skepticism Descartes has
raised about the senses in the end of the firstitatesh of his Méditations
Métaphysique$1641):

Je supposerai donc qu'il y a, non point un vrailwigui est la
souveraine source de vérité, mais un certain magéiie, non moins
rusé et trompeur que puissant, qui a employé waneindustrie a me
tromper. Je penserai que le ciel, I'air, la teles,couleurs, les figures,
les sons et toutes les choses extériures que myasns, ne sont que
des illusions et tromperies, dont il se sert pourpgendre, ma
crédulité. Je me considérerai moi-méme comme ntap@mnt de
mains, point d'yeux, point de chair, point de sacgmme n’ayant
aucun sens, mais croyant faussement avoir toutss cteses
(DESCARTES, 1992, 67-9).

Descartes puts into question the reliability of #smses and the beliefs due to them.
Moreover, he has cast doubts even upon the opesatioreason and their beliefs. In the

light of the argument of a deceiver God, Descdntesindeed claimed:

Et méme, comme je juge quelquefois que les autraméprennent,
méme dans les choses qu’ils pensent savoir aygadeale certitude, il
se peut faire qu'il ait voulu que je me trompe &sUies fois que je fais
I'addition de deux et de trois, ou que je nombiedétés d'un carre,
ou que je juge de gquelque chose encore plus fagilkon se peut
imaginer rien de plus facile que cela (DESCARTERZ, p. 65)

| also appeal to Ralph Cudworth’s (1617-1688) tostrate the sort of skepticism |
suppose Reid intends to reply.Antreatise concerning eternal and immutable moyalit
(1731), the author considers the opinion that mgtlian be proven adbsolutely true

an opinion that, according to him, has receivedhmsugpport in his time. If we suppose
that the powers of mind have bemarrectly created, we would be authorized to claim at

most that our beliefs are merdilypothetically true

For if we cannot otherwise possibly be certain teé truth of any
thing, but onlyex hypothesthat our faculties are rightly made, of
which none can have certain assurance but onhhdeniade them,
then all created minds whatsoever must of necebsityondemned of
eternal scepsis.Neither ought they ever to assent to any thing as
certainly true, since all their truth and knowledae such is but
relative to their faculties arbitrarily made, thaay possibly be false,
and their clearest apprehensions nothing but perabmelusions
(CUDWORTH, 1996, p. 137-8).
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The skeptical consequences of this opinion are:clea

Wherefore according to this doctrine, we havingabsolute certainty
of the first principles of all our knowledge, astlguod cogitat, est
[whatever thinks, is]Aequalia addita aequalibus efficient aequalia
[equals added to equals make equalshnis numerus est vel par vel
impar [every number is either even or odd]. We can neiligesure of
any mathematical or metaphysical truth, nor of éRistence of God,
nor of ourselves (CUDWORTH, 1996, p. 138).

In the light of that supposition, a doubt about tk&ability of the powers of mind,
every single belief becomes doubtful. This viewatdiéed by Cudworth implies the sort
of skepticism Reid seems to have in sight: thehtaft our beliefs—be they about the
existence of the external world, about the existavicourselves or about mathematical
truths—would not be guarantee if there is no paoddhe reliability of the powers to they
are due.

| maintain the distinction between two sorts ofggkasm in mind in the coming
sections. This is important to avoid the mistaksupposing that the reply to the first
sort of skepticism, the skepticism of the idealtsys is sufficient to reply to that
second sort of skepticism and, consequently, gteahe truth of the first principles of
common sense. This seems to be the consequenegllof&nier (1976) interpretation.
Indeed, the author argues that Reid justifies tist principles by objecting the ideal
hypothesis, that is, by arguing that the skeptiosild/ not have good reasons to doubt
those beliefs if their opinions were based upon shpposition that ideas are the
immediate objects of mind. According to Vernier'si® the skepticism on common
sense beliefs would fail in that the principle loé ideal system is false. To reply to the
skepticism would be a matter of objecting the pplecupon which the ideal system is

based:

Hume’s skepticism, which he acknowledges to berthivating force
behind his philosophic efforts, was in his view tnest persuasive
statement of skepticism. [...] But Hume’s was impiresdecause it
was premised on principles of philosophy that weaknost
unquestioned from the time of Descartes, and bechasconsidered
Hume’s deductions from these principles to be uwarable. For this
reason, he set about to prove that Hume’s skepireahises which he
found in the theory of ideas, are mistaken. By theans, he believed
he could undermine Humean skepticism (VERNIER, 197%0).

Based upon that distinction between two sorts epskism, it is clear that to put into

question the ideal hypothesis is not enough toaniae the truth of the first principles
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of common sense: Reid has more to say about hoareviegitimate in assuming them
as true beliefs. To attack the principle of theald®/stem is not an adequate reply to that
second sort of skepticism. It is still necessarydply to that skeptic who doubts the
reliability of the powers of mind. Skeptics cancaldemand for the justification of
common sense beliefs. Such as T. J. Sutton (1989gatly claims: “the sceptic’'s
challenge turns on the notion of justification. Waut an adequate justification, the
argument runs, we have no right to claim knowledgeeven regard our belief as
rational. Justification is a concept rooted deefhaskeptical tradition” (1989, p. 162).
Despite of the attack to ideal hypothesis, the s&kapay continue to ask: what does
justify our common sense beliefs? Why do we haasaes to judge them true beliefs?
And from the perspective of a foundationalist tlyeof epistemic justification: what is

the epistemic propertyhich makes them true beliefs?

4.1.2) Psychology and epistemology confusion

| have explained why Reid has to defend his firgtgiples if he wants to reply
to that sort of skepticism which put into questtbe reliability of the powers of mind.
Now | consider the opinion that Reid supposedly eatp to the psychological
characteristics of common sense beliefs, the firisiciples of common sense, to claim
that they are true beliefs. Indeed, the emphasigives to the natural aspect of those
common sense beliefs may lead us to think thagrdorg to him, natural beliefs would
be epistemically justifiedn virtue of their being results of the originarstitution of
mind. This interpretation could be summarized dlovics: common sense beliefs are
immediate and irresistible—self-evident—beliefs,ame not able to avoid accepting them
as true beliefs and, for this reason, they ouglietdrue beliefs. According to this line
of interpretation, all Reid would have to say ivde of the truth of common sense
beliefs is that they are natural and shared bygthatest part of humankind.

| confess that some passages may actually sudgesti¢w. In thelnquiry, in
one of many passages in which this point is stiksBeid claims: “and for first
principlesno other reasoran be given but this, that, by the constitutioroof nature,
we are under a necessity of assenting to theriVi( V, VII, p. 71, emphasis added).
We see the same point underlined in liellectual Powersand in theActive Powers
In the former work, Reid claims about the beliefd¢he power of perception: “and the

constitution of our power of perceptiaetermines uso hold the existence of what we
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distinctly perceive as a first principle, from whiother truths may be deduced, but it is
deduced from none’H|P, IlI, V, p. 100, emphasis added). In the latter kydre states

about our moral beliefs:

Every man in his senses believes in his eyes, dis, @nd his other
senses. He believes his consciousness with retgpkist own thoughts
and purposes, his memory, with regard to what ist, phis
understanding, with regard to abstract relationthioiys, and his taste,
with regard to what is elegant and beautiful. Ared Hasthe same
necessity of believingthe clear and unbiased dictates of his
conscience, with regard to what is honourable ahdtvs baseEAP,

I, 1, VI, p. 180, emphasis added).

In brief, according to what we read in those passai is possible to suppose that Reid
claims that we are legitimated in assuming comnenss beliefs as true beliefs in that
they are natural, in that we could not avoid adogphem in the common affairs of life.
We would be tempted to think that, for Reid, thevitability of common sense
beliefs would be the only significant philosophicasponse to the skeptic who intends
to put common sense beliefs into question. Inltigaiiry, for instance, he ironically
writes about Hume, the authwho has not been able to avoid the belief in thstemce

of other people—the readers of his book, despitdl diis skeptical efforts:

The day-labourer toils at his work, in the belieatt he shall receive
his wages at night; and if he had not this behefwould not toil. We
may venture to say, that even the author of thept&al system,
wrote it in the belief that it should be read aedarded. | hope he
wrote it in the belief also, that it would be udefo mankind: and
perhaps it may prove so at laii, Dedication p. 04).

In the Intellectual Powers when discussing Hume’s skepticism, he criticizeisce
again, the author’s incapacity of avoiding commamse beliefs in the affairs of

common life:

This, indeed, has always been the fate of the Fatw have professed
scepticism, that, when they have done what theytealiscredit their

senses, they find themselves, after all, undercegsty of trusting

them. Mr. Hume has been so candid as to acknowl#uigjeand, it is

no less true of those who have not shown the sandoair: For |

never heard that any sceptic runs his head agaipsst, or stept into
a kennel, because he did not believe his eyH3 (, II, p. 46).

Could this natural aspect of common sense beliefa sufficient reason to accept all of

them as true beliefs? Does this argument satisicteply to the skeptic?
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It is necessary to open a parenthesis to consid@émportant aspect of Reid’s
view on the truth of the first principles of commsense. He does not intend to prove
their truth. Reid claims: this is not only impodsibut it is also unnecessary. He takes a
step further when he argues that the very attemgtréve a first principle could be
noxious to his philosophical investigation. As thestory of philosophy shows,
according to him, the attempts of proving a filshgiple have always brought negative
results to philosophical inquiry. Reid illustratéilsis dangerous possibility by the
example of the many philosophical attempts to prthe existence of the external

world:

Very ingenious men, such as Descartes, Malebrangneauld,

Locke, and many others, have lost much labour,dtydistinguishing
things which require proof, from things which, tigbuthey may admit
of illustration, yet being self-evident, do not atmf proof. When
men attempt to deduce such self-evident princifil@® others more
evident, they always fall into inconclusive reasmgni And the
consequence of this has been, that others, sughrksley and Hume,
finding the arguments brought to prove such firshgples to be
weak and inconclusive, have been tempted firsottbtof them, and
afterwards to deny therklP, |, II, p. 41).

Here how pernicious this intention may be: onehefroots of the modern skepticism is
the very method adopted by many authors—accordirRetd, Descartes would have be
the first one to do it—of requiring proof of evdrytg. The requirement to prove every
principle has led modern authors to adopt a skalppiosition, since it is impossible to
prove the truth of the first principles. Reid argu@evertheless, that the skeptical

consequences of this requirement are not legitimate

[...] | cannot help thinking, that all who have Iéaled Descartes
method, of requiring proof by argument of everynthiexcept the
existence of their own thoughts, have escapedliiesaof skepticism
by the help of weak reasoning and strong faith nioae by any other
means. And they seem to me to act more consistaritty having
rejected the first principles on which belief mbstgrounded, have no
belief, than they, who, like the others, rejectfirgt principles, must
yet have a system of belief, without any solid fdation on which it
may standEIP, VI, V, p. 518).

Reid acknowledges that it is necessary to distsiglietween the things whose truth
depends on proof and the things whose truth doeslelend on it. Common sense
beliefs, the first principles of common sense, taregs of the second sort: they cannot
be proven by reasoning, once they are self-evidelfs, immediately and irresistibly

beliefs assumed by the greatest part of humanlandua beliefs.
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It should be acknowledged that this argument da#sseem to be enough to
justify, from an epistemic point of view, commomse beliefs. A skeptic may actually
acknowledge everything Reid says in favor of theith. She may acknowledge that
they are immediate and irresistible, that she tsabte to deny her assent to them, that
they are part of the original constitution of miaad that the greatest part of humankind
assumes them as true beliefs. Hume, for instascene of the authors who would be
prompt to accept all Reid claims. Indeed, he oleservow his skepticism can be

mitigated by the strength of his nature:

Shou'd it here be ask'd me, whether | sincerelyeasdo this
[skeptical] argument which | seem to take such p#&ninculcate, and
whether | be really one of those sceptics, who hibidt all is
uncertain, and that our judgment is notainy thing possest oany
measures of truth and falsehood; | shou'd replgt this question is
entirely superfluous, and that neither I, nor atheo person was ever
sincerely and constantly of that opinion. Naturg,am absolute and
uncontroulable necessity has determin’d us to judgewell as to
breathe and feel; [...] (HUME, 2009, p. 123).

In the conclusion of Book | of th&éreatise Hume observes, once again, how nature
impels him to accept those natural beliefs whichsom—philosophy—impels him to

deny:

Most fortunately it happens, that since reason neapable of
dispelling these clouds, nature herself sufficeghet purpose, and
cures me of this philosophical melancholy and deti; either by
relaxing this bent of mind, or by some avocatiomd alively

impression of my senses, which obliterate all tre#gmeras. | dine, |
play a game of back-gammon, | converse, and amynweith my

friends; and when after three or four hour's amussml| wou'd

return to these speculations, they appear so ewld, strain’d, and
ridiculous, that | cannot find in my heart to enteo them any farther
(HUME, 2009, p. 175).

Hume could agree with Reid on this point: naturad& us to immediately and
irresistibly accept our beliefs as true beliefswdger, the skeptic may continue to ask:
are they really true beliefs? Are we justified gsaming them as true beliefs?

The simple description of the psychological markshe common sense beliefs
would not be sufficient to guarantee their trutb.claim that certain belief is true as far
as it is immediate and irresistibly would not anstire epistemic question of explaining
why this belief is true, why we are justified insaming it as knowledge. To claim that
certain belief is immediate and irresistible woulat fulfil the skeptical demand for its

truth. | appeal to the commentators in order tol@rpmore clearly the problem | have
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in mind. Henry Sidgwick (1895), for instance, uroes the necessity of a clear
distinction between two aspects of Reid's theorycommon sense beliefs: “it is
necessary, in any careful estimate of his work, distinguish the process of
psychological distinctionand analysis through which the fundamental beliefs
Common Sense are ascertained, from the argumentibia theirvalidity is justified
(SIDGWICK, 1895, p. 153, emphasis added). Paul Mer(1976) states the same point:

As can be immediately recognized, this characteoizaalls attention
to a psychological response to a proposition argsdmt entail its
objective warrant A basic question about Reid's theory of
foundations is whether he took self-evidence tothee ground for
epistemic warrant of foundational propositions, whether he
considered this to be a characteristic by whicthsuproposition can
be recognized (VERNIER, 1976, p. 15, emphasis added

William Alston (1985) considers the problem in thgit of the perceptual belief cade,

What can we infer about the nature of reality fraur innate
cognitive tendencies? Might we not be innately paogmed to
produce falsehoods, or at least beliefs that areuite true, however
useful may be in practice? Do these consideratmitsup to ssolid

rational support for principles like | (ALSTON, 1985, p. 443,
emphasis added)?

Sutton (1989) claims, in turn:

We still need more than a few references to imnias an account of
why we are justified in our acceptance of commonseebeliefs if

Reid’s appeal to common sense is to be substanti@ranting that

common sense may be the degree of reason parycafgropriate to

provide us with beliefs in first principles, andatht functions as a
form of intuition giving us subjective convictioaut those beliefs,
still the question remains ‘are the beliefs withiesthcommon sense
furnishes us true’? If not, then it fails to jugtfirst principles as the
foundations of our knowledge (SUTTON, 1989, p.172-3

Finally, Philip de Bary (2002) considers this peahnl by proposing the following
guestion: Does Reid satisfactorily connectsltitateness Clainand theTruth Claim
for the first principles?

Reid clearly takes it that the beliefs which comeler first principles
thus ‘marked’ are true beliefs (they are ‘firstriples of contingent
truths); yet the marks (which are in any case suggestivet
conclusive) are marks of what are purely psychaolagstates. Reid
may be as correct as you please, descriptivelykepgaabout the
range of beliefs that people instinctively holdetr@nd he may have
arrived, by abstraction, at unerring criteria foentifying these innate
beliefs. But, as the sceptic will quickly point psuich psychological
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description is beside the epistemological pointhimabsence of some
link between what we shall later call ‘the Innaten€laim’ and ‘the
Truth Claim’ for first principles, the sceptical allenge to their
warrant will not have been met. So the important questginhow
does Reid forge such a link (De BARY, 2002, p. 37)?

Does Reid in fact hold that the psychological deson of common sense
beliefs is an appropriate epistemic justification them? My answer is negative: Reid
has more to say about them. | disagree with thiecasitvho refuse to see that Reid goes
beyond this psychological description of commonssdpeliefs. | think of, for instance,
Yves Michaud’s interpretation. IReid’s attack on the theory of ide@®989), Michaud
argues that Reid would have exaggeratedly appeéaledmmon sense to criticize the
theory of ideas. According to him, it is not enough claim that the skeptical
conclusions resulting from the ideal hypothesisti@aiict common sense in order to
refuse it. Reid himself, claims the author, does jostify common sense. Michaud
understands that common sense by itself couldapdy to the skeptical doubt resulting
from the ideal hypothesis. On his view, the verulatocould be natural. The skeptical

doubt could be as natural as our natural beliefs:

For Hume clearly saw that their irresistible sttbnfpf our natural

beliefs] is a remedy to skeptical doubts, but hstdreed to underline
that the philosophical disposition which brings slepticism is as
natural as natural beliefs are. Our minds folloteralate dispositions
which neither refute nor even neutralize each othet simply

alternate. The sceptic doubts and the ordinary lmedieves but neither
refutes the other. The case may even be that theefaand the latter
exist successively in the same person (MICHAUD,9.98 16-7).

According to Michaud, to claim that common senskefse are natural could not be
understood as a justification for them, since iuldoonly be a reaffirmation of them:
“Reid’s mistake—but it is the mistake of any comnsense philosophy—was to overlook
the irresistible sceptical element which lies a tleart of natural beliefs themselves:
they are merely natural” (MICHAUD, 1989, p. 31).
| make some observations on Michaud’s objectionstlyi Reid considers

another sort of skepticism in his works, contratibywhat the commentator claims.
Besides the skepticism of the ideal system, Reid has in sight the skepticism on the
reliability of the faculties of mind. Secondly, tappeal to common sense—to claim that
our beliefs are natural, that they are immediatéiemesistible—is not the only argument
of Reid’s critique of the ideal system. Indeedthia chapteReflections on the common

theory of ideasin thelntellectual Powershe presents five reflections in order to show
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why the ideal system fails as a theory for explarthe operations of mind—only one of
these five reflections concerns the fact that thechusions of the ideal system
contradict common sense. Thirdly, Michaud doesaxgtain in what sense a skeptical
doubt could be natural. It is possible to undewdtdrat philosophical reflexion may
create some disposition to doubt, nevertheless, nibt clear how the skeptical doubt
about the existence of the external objects islaifWwith regard to its naturality) to the
belief shared by the greatest part of humankinttti@se objects actually exist. Why is
the skeptical doubt natural as common sense belisfg¢ an original determination of
mind, a disposition universally shared by us? Theptcal doubt do not seems to have
some important marks of our natural beliefs tha assumed as first principles of
knowledge. Finally, contrary to what Michaud sudgekargue that Reid actually goes

beyond the mere psychological description of comsense beliefs.

4.1.3) Three solutions to the problem considered

| consider subsequently three supposed solutionthéoproblem of Reid’s
defense of the first principles of common sensd. chlthem have in common the
attempt of showing that Reid actually goes beydma psychological description of
common sense beliefs. | present them and arguelviioyd them insufficient to the
purpose of showing to what extent common sensefbeinay be assumed as true

beliefs according to Reid.

Reid’s supposed appeal to God

Some authors have proposed the following solutaihné problem of the truth of
common sense beliefs: Reid’s defense of the frisciples would depend on a theistic
assumption. More specifically, Reid’s theory wollel based upon the existence of a
non-deceiver God who would guarantee the religbdit the faculties of mind and,
consequently, their beliefs. Common sense beliefdrae due to the Creator of human
beings who would not have given us fallacious pew®illiam Hamilton has discussed
this possibility in a footnote presented Tine Works of Thomas Rei@ommenting
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Reid’s observations on the source of the first gpiles of common sen®e Hamilton
claims:

The philosophers who have most loudly appealech¢overacity of
God, and the natural conviction of mankind, in tafion of certain
obnoxious conclusions, have too often silently witted that
veracity and those convictions, when opposed tdaicerfavourite

opinions. But it is evident that such authorityeither good for all, or
good for nothing. Our natural consciousness assigr¢and the fact of
that assurance is admitted by philosophers of @ithions) that we
have an immediate knowledge of the very things dedwes of an
external and extended world; and, on the grounthisf knowledge
alone, is the belief of mankind founded, that sachvorld really

exists. Reid ought, therefore, either to have giuprhis doctrine of
the mere suggestion of extension, as subjectivéomt on the
occasion of sensation, or not to appeal to therivieracity, and the
common sense of mankind, in favour of conclusiohsvbich that

doctrine subverts the foundation. In this incomsisy, Reid has,
however, besides Des Cartes, many distinguishedrtwps (REID,

1852, p. 130).

According to Hamilton’s interpretation, Reid notlpappeals to common sense but he
also appeals to God to refute certampnoxious conclusionsthat is, skeptical
conclusions. Norman Daniels, Tlhomas Reid’s ‘Inquiry(1974), seems to maintain the
same interpretation: “Reid’s only defense agaihst $keptical outcome of his own
nativism — namely, that our constitutions mightlles to systematically false beliefs—is
his belief that God would not deceive (BANIELS, 1974, p. 117, emphasis added).
He continues:

| restrict myself to an important point that emergwen in his appeal
to God. Reid maintains his realist stance; he triesto slip into
idealism, even if he does slip into dogmatism. @Gogluaranteeing our
knowledgeof real world. It is not our constitution thatakesthe
unrevisable propositions necessatilye. Rather, our constitution is
designed by God teveal the trutDANIELS, 1974, p. 118).

Daniel Schulthess does not discuss this interpoetan details inPhilosophie et sens
commun chez Thomas R¢i®83). Nevertheless, he makes some suggestion&tth
would have an important epistemological role indi® philosophy. When discussing

the relation between evidence and truth, Schultblesss:

® This is the passage commented by Hamilton: “howvben | got such first principles, upon which |
build all my reasoning, | know not; for | had thdrefore | can remember: but | am sure they are jpérts
my constitution, and that | cannot throw them off][ The belief of it, and the very conception qgfate
equally parts of our constitution. If we are deeeivn it, we are deceived by Him that made us,taace

is no remedy” IHM, V, VII, p. 72).

163



Si 'assentiment commun définit I'évidence, lesropns irrésistibles
observables et admises permettent de décider gei est évident. La
vérité dérive alors de I'adhésion effective degiespe recours a la
véracité de Diepermet de dire, aprés coup, que ce consentement est
bien fondé (SCHULTHESS, 1983, p. 82, emphasis added

In the discussion on Reid’s denial of the thesithefresemblance between the external
world and our knowledge, Schulthess suggests ogam @¢hat Reid appeals to God in

order to guarantee the reliability of the facultdésnind:

Reid s’attaquera, par conséquent, a I'exigenceedsemblance elle-
méme. La garantie de l'adéquation (et donc de #itééde notre
connaissance) offerte par la these de la resseoekst assumée chez
lui par la véracité de nos facultés, qui, en derressortdépend de
Dieu (SCHULTHESS, 1983, p. 128, emphasis added).

Michel Malherbe seems to follow the same line ¢¢ipretation inThomas Reid on the
five sense$1989). In the context of his observations on thecesses involved in the
knowledge of the external objects (the impressaifribe objects on the external senses,
the impressions transmitted by the nerves to tlanpsensation and perception), he

claims:

[...] Nevertheless, even though we would agree \R#id on those
conclusions that he repeats all the time, we shoblkkrve that he
cannot wholly neutralize the connection between seeal
impressions and the perceptions of the mind, addoethe mediating
function of the senses to the one fact of our ftioh. The appeal to
God’s wisdom is certainly more than the simple mpleyaical mark of
a matter of fact For, at the risk of introducing a doubt about the
trusthfulness of our perceptions and, more genertie truth of our
knowledge, we must suppose that the connectionweeet sense
impressions and the perceptions of the mind arstaat) regular and
unvarying, and that there is a permanent correspurg] even if we
can assign no relationship of causation or likengssit. An
assumption which widely surpasses the evidencecttraimon sense
gives us, since it does not bear on a phenomenthinwhe mind, but
on the mind-body relationship. Hence the metaplaydicesis of a
‘bon genie’ is required (MALHERBE, 1989, p. 112, @masis added).

According to this passage, Malherbe suggests leabppeal to God is what justifies
common sense as a reliable source of knowledgeitiRphilosophy. The guarantee of
common sense is something metaphysical-divine] ‘Reid has to secure common
sense metaphysically and justify the sense-peareptiorrespondence by a final
argument” (MALHERBE, 1989, p. 112).

| should confess that this line of interpretaticgems to have textual ground.
Indeed, many passages of Reid’s works seem to sutige theistic assumption. | quote
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some of these passages. Inltguiry, Reid observes in the context of the discussion on

the philosophical conclusions that contradict comrsense:

If this is wisdom, let me be deluded with the vuldafind something
within me that recoils against it, and inspires en@verent sentiments
of the human kind, and of the universal adminigirat Common
sense and reason have both one author; that Aynagithor, in all
whose other works we observe a consistency, unifgrieind beauty,
which charm and delight the understanding: therstrtherefore be
some order and consistency in the human faculiesyell as in other
parts of his workmanshipHM, V, VII, p. 68).

Again, in the context of the discussion of the eys of Democritus and Epicurus and

the systems of the peripatetics, Reid notes:

The one system made the senses naturally fallaeiodigleceitful; the
other made the qualities of body to resemble thesa@®ns of the
mind. Nor was it possible to find a third, withoataking the
distinction we have mentioned; by which indeed éneors of both
these ancient systems are avoided, and we arefheiider the hard
necessity of believing, either, on the one hanal tur sensations are
like to the qualities of body, or, on the othemttibod hath given us
one faculty to deceive us, and another to detextctieat IHM, VI,
VI, p. 90).

In thelntellectual Powersit is possible to find the same sort of refereniweGod:

Our senses, our memory, and our reason are atetinaind imperfect:
This is the lot of humanity: But they are such las Author of our
being saw to be best fitted for us in our pres&ates Superior natures
may have intellectual powers which we have nosumh as we have,
in a more perfect degree, and less liable to antidi@isorders: But
we have no reason to think that God has givenllacfaus powers to
any of his creatures: This would be to think distraibly of our
Maker, and would lay a foundation for universalgig@sm EIP, I,
XXIl, p. 244).

| argue that these references to God, though teegngo suggest some sort of
epistemological theistic-dependence in Reid’s @afphy, do not imply that Reid
actually appeals to God in order to defend commemses beliefs. Firstly and most
important, this line of interpretation faces thdfidulty that Reid himself criticizes
Descartes for his appealing to God as the guaranittee reliability of the faculties of
mind. | treat this critique in more details ah¥atbut, in brief, Reid holds that there is
an inevitablecircularity in every attempt to prove the reliability of thewsrs of mind,

since it would be necessary to appeal to the vpeyaiions of mind - what is at stake—in

®1 See p. 174-176.
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order to prove their reliability. Reid blames Deasea for not having identified this
circularity: he appeals to God to guarantee thabgity of the powers of mind he uses
to prove the very existence of God. Reid has o#drguments in favor of the first
principles of common sense, arguments which do leatl him to that inevitable
circularity of which Descartes has been victim.c@wlly, against this theistic line of
interpretation, it is possible to find some passagevhich Reid acknowledges that God

has created human beings as imperfect, limitedalhidle creatures:

That a man, and probably every created being,lliblé& and that a
fallible being cannot have that perfect compretmmsind assurance
of truth which an infallible being has, | think dutgto be granted. It
becomes a fallible being to be modest, open toliggw; and sensible,
that by some false bias, or by rash judging, he beynisled. If this
be called a degree of skepticism, | cannot helpapg of it, being
persuaded, that man who makes the best use hef ¢ha taculties
which God has given him, without thinking them maerfect than
they really are, may have all the belief that isessary in the conduct
of life, and all that is necessary to his accepanith his Maker EIP,
VI, IV, p. 563-4, emphasis added).

God has created human beings but He cannot prexeifitom being wrong in the

operations of the powers of mind. Despite our divamigin, we are susceptible to error:
we made mistakes. Passages like that reveals wisyhiard to claim that there is a
theistic assumption in Reid’s defense of the fpahciples of common sense. God
could not play an epistemological role in Reid’siggophy, as the guarantee for the

reliability of the powers of mind.

Reid’s supposed metaprinciple

Some authors have proposed another solution tgtblelem of the truth of
common sense beliefs: Reid’s defense of the fiiscyples would depend on a special
first principle, ametaprinciplewhich guarantee their truth. Keith Lehrer’s is thehor
of this solution. According to him, the solutiorr the problem may be found inside the
very list of first principles enumerated by Reidehter holds that there is a
metaprinciplewhich guarantees that our mental faculties do remetve us in their
operations:

The first principles that give rise to these judgets are formulated
as principles that, in effect, tell us that thedotons resulting from
our faculties, those of consciousness, perceptoi, memory, for
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example, are judgements of things that really detethe operations
of the mind, the qualities of the mind, the qualtiof perceived
objects, the events remembered. There is, morean@ng these first
principles a kind of metaprinciple articulating tgeneral thesis that
our faculties are not fallacious (LEHRER, p. 144:889).

The first principle upon which Lehrer based thigwiis the seventh principle of
contingent truths: “another first principle is, Théie natural faculties, by which we
distinguish truth from error, are not fallaciougccording to this interpretation, this
first principle has a special place in Reid’s egmsblogy: it guarantees that the
operations of the powers of mind are not fallaci@aml, consequently, it justifies
common sense beliefs as true beliefsRiid, the moral faculty, and first principles

(2010), Lehrer attempts to be clearer about thee @btheFirst First Principle

The principle might be used to confirm the othétbéy were in need
of confirmation. They are, however, not in need cohfirmation
because they are first principles, and their ewtdds intrinsic to them
from their origin. Nevertheless, the First Firsineiple vouches for
the truth of all the rest and is a premise tellugythat they are not
fallacious. Moreover, and of some interest, isfwt that the principle
vouches for the truth of itself in the same wayt ih&ouches for the
other first principles (LEHRER, 2010, p. 26).

The first first principle, according to the authequches for the truth of our moral
beliefs as well:

The philosophical payoff of arguing that our mgralgments are the
judgments of a faculty, given the First First Piahe, is that the
principles of the moral faculty are not fallaciouS8o, given that
principle, the defense of moral judgment requirely the defense of
the claim that they are judgments of the moral lgcga claim

challenged by Hume) (LEHRER, 2010, p. 27).

This interpretation seems to have a strong texgualind. It is based upon a
passage in which Reid clearly states that this insiciple has a special status:

If any truth can be said to be prior to all othensthe order of nature
this seems to have the best claim; because in @vsignce of assent,
whether upon intuitive, demonstrative, or probablalence, the truth
of our faculties is taken for granted, and is, tasére, one of the
premises on which our assent is grounde&tP( VI, V, p. 481,
emphasis added).

Lehrer himself notes that this statement seemtdradict another of Reid’s claims
according to which all the first principles are imdmate truths which do not depend on

any sort of reasoning. That is, the metaprincigald not be used as a premise in an
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argument whose conclusion would be the reliabdityany faculty: we could not extract
the truth of our perceptual beliefs—which are imrmagd- from it. However, Lehrer

explains:

The apparent inconsistency may be resolved by qotiat other first
principles arise in us as evident in themselvebaut reasoning from
this metaprinciple. Upon reflection, we may sed the principle is
taken for granted in our assent to other first@ples, but we do not
reason from it to arrive at those principles (LEHRE989, p. 163).

Roberto Pich agrees with Lehrer on what guarantbestruth of the first
principles. In the context of the discussion on hine senses allow us to know the
external world, inThomas Reid sobre Concepc¢ao, Percepcao e RelacateMeindo
Exterior (2010), Pich claims:

The confidence in the senses to obtain a true, orate and evident
belief about the existent and present external dvasl naturally
guaranteed by the non-fallacious character of hunmental
operations, and this amounts to a first princiflemmmon sense. A
perceptual judgment has evident truth about iteabyhile it is a
kind of mental operation, and the definitive sountés evidence is a
first principle of common sense about perceptiselit(PICH, 2010,
p. 153).
In a footnote, Pich assumes that this first prilecgd common sense—which Lehrer calls
metaprinciple-is what justifies the belief in the existencelad £xternal world.

De Bary closely considers Lehrer’s interpretationtbe special status of the
seventh first principle of contingent truths. Thomas Reid’s metaprincip{(€000), De
Bary claims that this first principle does not adly refer to all faculties of mind, such
as Lehrer understands it. There are other firgicpples—the first, third and fifth first
principles of contingent truths, for instance—whigbarantee the reliability of the
powers of mind. If those other first principles @@ able to play their epistemological
role, why could the seventh first principle of dogent truth do it? On De Bary’s view,
the seventh first principle would only refer to thewers of judgment and reasoning,
“the natural faculties by which we distinguish trdtom error”. In order to understand
it, he argues, it would be necessary to excludefitisé comma of the proposition
formulated by Reid to express the seventh firstgypie: “that the natural faculties by

which we distinguish truth from error, are notéallous”. De Bary explains:

Here, the phrase ‘by which we distinguish truthrfrerror’ has ceased
to be a general gloss ali the faculties taken as a set, and has become
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a description which picks out just two of themislhow judgment and
reasoning which this principle is vouching for —more and no less
(De BARY, 2000, p. 380).

De Bary adds to this argument the claim that tlaeee four textual evidences—along
Reid’s discussion of the seventh first principlecohtingent truthsgIP, VI, V, p. 480-
2)-that Reid has the powers of judging and reagpimrsight when he discusses this
first principle. In favor of De Bary’s interpretati, there is a passage of tAetive
Powers not quoted by him, which seems to make his im&kgion more consistent. In
the context of the discussion on the developmenthefpower of conscience, Reid
presents a parallel between the progress of thealnfaculty and the power of
reasoning. In this passage, Reid clearly identtirespower of reasoning as the power
by means of which human beings are able to disteth from error: “it would be
extremely absurd, from the errors and ignoranaaarkind, to conclude that there is no
such thing as truth; or that man has not a nattaallty of discerning it, and
distinguishing it from error”EAP, IlI, 111, VIII, p. 187). Certainly this passage not an
evidence of how the meaning of the proposition #hgiress the seventh principle of
contingent truths should be understood. Neverteeiesnay be a strong indication of
how De Bary may be right in his interpretation lwktprinciple.

Patrick Rysiew is interested by the question ofansthnding the status of the
seventh first principle as well. IReid’s first Principle #72014), the author suggests
that, in order to understand, it is necessary tajaio Lehrer's and De Bary's
interpretations on the seventh first principle ohtingent truth: on the one hand, it
really has the special role Lehrer attributes tontthe other hand, it could not only be a
general and redundant first principle about th&albdity of the powers of mind, as De

Bary suggests. Rysiew explains:

The trick is to retain these insights [Lehrer’'s ddel Bary's insights]
simultaneously. The key to doing so, I'll be sudigs is to reject a
widely-held belief about Reid’s FPs — namely, thathe time we get
to FP#7 in the Reid's enumeration, he hadseady claimed that
various of our faculties are reliable. Other FRd Hre typically taken
to be reliability (or otherwise epistemological)nmiples are, | want to
suggest, not epistemological at all, but metaplaysi©Once we see
that, just why and wherein FP#7 is special becowiear: it is
properly epistemological, and perfectly generald aits priority
consists in the epistemic fact that it, and it alos taken for granted
whenever we form any beliefs (arrive at any trutitsyll. So too: once
we see that FP#7 is (almost) the uniquely epistegichl FP, any
concern that its introduction invites a vicious resy goes away
(RYSIEW, 2014, p. 168).
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Rysiew’s thesis is that the seventh principle oftowent truths is actually special
among the twelve first principles: its special g$ats due to its epistemological
character—it guarantees the reliability of the peagd mind. According to him, the first,

third and fifth principles of contingent truths aret essentially epistemological:

They are, | suggest, merely metaphysical; more ifipaty, these

other FPs ‘relate to existence’; they tell me thatvarious acts of the
mind of which | am conscious (FP#1), the past evdndlistinctly

remember (FP#3), and the thigs that | distinctlycpwe (FP#5)

around medo really existor did really happenOr, insofar as we're
taking them to (at least) state our most deeply le@mmitments,
these principles are meant to capture the factth®ateality of these
things is something that all normal humans (irtddis naturally,

etc.) believe or take for granted (RYSIEW, 20141 74-5).

They do not refer to the very faculties of mindt they refer to the existence of the
objects of those faculties. They have epistemobligimplications, but they are not
essentially epistemological first principles. Theweanth first principles, however, would

have that epistemological role:

Its ‘priority’ or ‘specialness’ consists in the fabat, just as Reid says,
unique among the FPis,is taken for granted whenever one forms any
beliefs at all, including any beliefs in any of ethFPs. It is in this
sense that FP#7 is a ‘first first principle’, ashker puts it: it is, so to
speak, the implicit commitment behind all other¥y W, 2014, p.
177).

| argue that even if we attribute that special+tdebe the epistemological first
principles par excellence in Reid’s list-the problef the truth of common sense
beliefs cannot be solved. It rests to explain hioi first principle vouches for the truth
of itself. Lehrer does not explain it, nor does iBys The seventh first principles of
contingent truth, after all, is only another fimgtinciple of the twelve enumerated by
Reid, that is, it is only a common sense beliefthis case, we would have a common
sense belief that vouches for the truth of othenmon sense beliefs without it being
justified. Based upon this metaprinciple solutioe, would still be stuck in the terrain
of the psychological description of common sensketse What does guarantee the
truth of the metaprinciple? What would Reid havestty about it besides it is an
immediate and irresistible belief shared by theatgst part of humankind? Therefore, |
argue that it is not clear how the metaprincipleldoguarantee the truth of the first

principles of common sense. Moreover, it is astlesirange that Reid does not refer to
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this important first principle in thénquiry, if it has that special epistemological role
Lehrer supposes it does. Reid never enunciatethisnwork, that there is a common
sense first principle that holds a special statmergy all the first principles, a first

principle which guarantees the reliability of detfaculties of mind and of itself.

Reid’s supposed transcendental argument

In An Scottish Kant?1989), T. J. Sutton presents an interpretatiomraieg to
which there would be great resemblance between &wadKant in what concerns their
replies to skepticism. More particularly: Reid’spapl to common sense, according to
Sutton, could be understood as a sorfrafiscendental argumen$utton tries to show
that the first principles of common sense haveamby temporal priority with regard to
the foundations of knowledge but they also havertdf logic priority. He states:

Accordingly | think that Reid does give us grourtdssay that he
claims at least for the most important of his fpahciples logical and
not just temporal priority, arguing that they ahe t‘foundations of
reasoning” in the strong sense that they are pobtons for
knowledge (or rational belief for that matter)” (BUON, 1989, p.
179).

He completes:

The reason why we must believe according to comsamse would
on this reading be that to do so is an essentalfe of our human
nature. From this it follows that we cannot coneei¥ a human being
who denies common sense, any more than accordiKgutb we can
conceive of a world not structured according to tegegories
(SUTTON, 1989, p. 180).

Sutton understands that Reid holds that the fristjples of common sense are
the principles of every rational activity of huml@ings. For this reason, common sense
would be astructure without which human beings would not agonal beings He
mainly bases his interpretation upon passages iochwReid seems to talk about the
necessity we have of first principles in order tason. For instance: “there are,
therefore, common principles, which are fthandation of all reasonind...]” (EIP, I,

I, p. 39, emphasis added). Sutton takes care alemabing his attempt to approach both
Reid’s theory of the first principles and Kant'sriscendental argument. Indeed, he

recognizes the difficulty of this approaching:
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Of course, Reid does not develop a full-scale trandental
deduction, or discusses systematically what ibiseixperience to be
meaningful. He does however make one claim for famulty of

common sense which points very firmly towards a ti&am
interpretation (SUTTON, 1989, p. 180).

Sutton seems to be right on this point. Reid indem¢er talks about the first principles
in terms ofpreconditions of the meaningful experienas if human experience only
acquires significance in virtue of our capacitybefieving them. Common sense beliefs
do not build human experience in the sense thagghsible former thecategoriesdo.
What matters in this approach, according to Sut®that the first principles work as

preconditions of rational activity:

To sum up, it is tempting to regard Reid’s insiseon the necessity
of belief according to common sense as a form afhstendental
argument, defending a set of preconditions or fatiods not on the
ground that without them there could be no meaningkperience,
but on the ground thatithout them there could be no knowledge or
rational activity(SUTTON, 1989, p. 180, emphasis added).

| do not consider the relevance of this approadu hot intend to discuss the question
of knowing if there is some sort of transcendemigument in Reid’s philosophy. |
concentrate in Sutton’s suggestion that, on Reid&w, the first principles are
necessary not only in the common affairs of lifé¢ inuthe affairs of the intellectual life.

| argue Sutton is right on this point. Reid actpalhderlines this fact: without the first
principles of common sense, there would be no reagoAs | argue later, Reid’s claim
is that philosophy itself depends on the acceptafdke truth of the first principles of
common sense in a way that, to deny common semgdies the very impossibility of
philosophizing in a non-skeptical manner.

4.2) Reid’s three arguments

Such as | understand Reid’s philosophy, the psyghcdl argument on the
immediacyandirresistibility of the beliefs shared by the greatest part of himanis
only the start pointing of his defense of commonsgebeliefs. In a first instant, Reid
actually bases his theory upon an argument on ubgedive marks of those beliefs.
However, he has more to say about the truth offitee principles of common sense.
Reid does not hold that the psychological desanptdf common sense beliefs is

enough to epistemically justify them. He preserisee reasons why philosophical
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investigation should begin by the acceptance ot@hmon sense beliefs, that is, why
philosophers should suppose them as good candittates true beliefs, to be a solid
foundation upon which human knowledge should belt.bdis self-evident first

principles of knowledge, they do not depend ondlipeoof. However, Reid observes:

There are ways by which the evidence of first pples may be made
more apparent when they are brought into disputetiey require to
be handled in a way peculiar to themselves. Theitlemce is not
demonstrative, but intuitive. They require no prdweat to be placed in
a proper point of viewEIP, |, I, p. 41).

In the light of this passage, | understand theggiraents as “ways by which” their
evidence is made more apparent.

My view on how Reid epistemically justifies commeanse beliefs is based
mainly upon the interpretation of some authors, mgnthem, William Alston, Alvin
Plantinga, Philip de Bary and John Greco. Theskaasitgive me the grounds to think a
plausible solution to the problem, a solution whiekieals, on the one hand, why Reid
is justified in assuming common sense beliefs as beliefs and, on the other hand,
why his philosophy has an appropriate reply to ¢hegeptics who demand the
justification of our natural beliefs. It is imponiato note this solution does not
contradict Reid’s thesis that it is impossible toye the truth of the first principles of
common sense. Instead, | argue that Reid showshyswe havegood reasongo
suppose that common sense beliefs are true bdhetsder to reply to the skeptic who
demands the proof of the reliability of the facestiof mind, he shows why philosophers
should accept that the powers of mind are notdalies and the beliefs due to them are

true.

4.2.1) The inevitable circularity argument

In brief, this argument reveals why every philosophinvestigation should start
by the acceptance of the reliability of the powafrsnind and, consequently, the truth of
common sense beliefs. Reid argues that the prafga®viding this proof implies an
inevitable circularity in reasoning: it is imposi&ilio prove the reliability of the powers
of mind without appealing to the very mental powetsse reliability is at stake. This

explains why it is impossible to satisfy that skegtdemand-the proof of the reliability
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of the faculties of mind. Therefore, philosophenswdd accept all the powers of mind
as reliable sources of knowledge.

This argument is developed more systematicallyhaintellectual PowersTo
understand it, it may help to consider Reid’s qu& of Descartes’ proof of the
reliability of the powers of mind. Reid’s claim lmsed upon the consequences of that
attempt. He asks: how could Descartes prove thebiktly of the powers of mind if he

appeals to the very mental powers whose proofrisatieled? He observes:

If a man’s honesty were called in question, it wdohe ridiculous to
refer it to the man’s own word, whether he be hooesot. The same
absurdity there is in attempting to prove, by aydkof reasoning,
probable or demonstrative, that our reason is altadious, since the
very point in question is, whether reasoning mayrbsted EIP, VI,
V, p. 480).
There is annevitable circularityinvolved in every reasoning for the reliability thfe
powers of mind. The problem is that, in order t@ver that our faculties are not
fallacious, such as Descartes has intended totde,necessary to appeal to the very
faculties whose trustworthiness is into questioreidRaccuses Descartes of not

recognizing this problem in his reasonings:

It is strange that so acute a reasoner did notepexrcthat in this
reasoning there is evidently a begging of the gmest

For if our faculties be fallacious, why may theyt beceive us in this
reasoning as well as in others? And if they arbdarusted in this
instance without a voucher, why not in others?

Every kind of reasoning for the veracity of ourdhties, amounts to
no more than taking their own testimony for thedracity; and this we
must do implicitly, until God gives us new facudtito sit in judgment
upon the old; and the reason why Descartes satibfiaself with so
weak an argument for the truth of his faculties,stmorobably was,
that he never seriously doubted of&tR, VI, V, p. 481).

The faculties of mind can deceive us in this reaspas well in the others. What does
guarantee their reliability in this case and notother reasonings? If Descartes has
accepted this proof is due to the fact that heneagr sincerely doubted that the powers
of mind could guide him to true beliefs. Human IlgsinReid argues, are not able to
judge about the reliability of the power of theimabs. This is impossible, since it would

be necessary to judge them in the light of the Vacylties which are at stake. Human
beings could verify the reliability of the powerkraind if they dispose of a new set of

faculties in the light of which the old ones coldé judged. This passage is also

interesting in that it explains why philosophersc@ding to Reid, should not appeal to
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God in epistemological matters. The appeal to Gathot guarantee the reliability of
the powers of mind, like Descartes has supposeddBed. Descartes has tried to prove
the existence of God by means of the faculties wtingh is guaranteed by God. To
appeal to God, in this case, implies an inevitabieularity.

As far as | know, William Alston is the first aathto call attention to the
importance of this argument for Reid’s theory o first principles of common sense.
According to him, inThomas Reid on epistemic principd®85), this argument can
show in what senses the skeptical demand for thef @f the reliability of the powers
of mind is impossible to be satisfied. Alston’sergretation may be summarized as
follows. Reid does not consider those psychologitalks as reasons to justify common
sense beliefs as true beliefs. The enumeratiomaget marks would only be the first
level of arguments and Reid actually passes taanselevel of arguments. His major
argument starts from the idea tleatch and every attempt to prove the reliabilityof
mental faculties entails an epistemic circularityplplem. The skeptic demands a proof
of the reliability of our power of perception, howes, to prove its reliability, it is
necessary to examine it from another power, a pawar should be examined by
another faculty, and so forthif the skeptic complains that no adequate reasamsbe
given for the reliability of sense perception, wanaespond that the circularity point
shows that the same is to be said for whateveltiesthe favors, whatever faculties he
exempts from critical scrutiny” (ALSTON, 1985, p4@). The skeptic faces a dilemma:
to deny the reliability of all the powers of mindto accept the reliability of one power
in particular from which the reliability of the @hwould be judged. It is clear that the
second option is not justified, once it would inw®@lan inevitable circularity. Reid’s
main positive argument in favor of the truth okfiprinciples would be an implication

of this negative thesis:

The dilemmatic argument just presented is notausiay of silencing
the skeptic. It is a revelation of our epistemituaiion as human
beings; it lays bare our ‘epistemic condition’pttints up the way in
which our situation in the world — our powers inretation with the

way things are — renders vain the aspiration teeptcbeliefs only
from those sources the reliability of which canrbgonally justified.

What these considerations show is that this naflmding aspiration
is based on a thoroughly unrealistic assessmeatioEituation, and
even on an overweening pride unsuited to our crelgtustatus.

(ALSTON, 1985, p. 447).
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This passage, such as | understand it, is a Iotiliesume of Reid’s view on human
mind and theepistemic situatiorof human beings. Indeed, the inevitable circularity
argument reveals what is our epistemic situatioe:are not able to judge about the
reliability of our present faculties of mind. Fdrig reason, the skeptical pretension of
accepting only the beliefs of faculties epistenfycpistified may be understood as vain.
To suppose we can do it, is to maintainuwamealistic assessment of our situatidn
agree with Alston on the value of this Reidian anguat for the reliability of the
faculties of mind. It reveals us why philosophet®wdd start by accepting all our
mental powers as reliable sources of knowledgaskmow to the second good reason
Reid gives us to proceed in this way.

4.2.2) The problem of the philosophical arbitrariness

Reid presents some other reasons why human beiagsisified in assuming
common sense beliefs as true beliefs, despiteattietiey would never be able to prove
the reliability of the powers of mind. To try togwe the reliability of the powers of
mind not only implies an inevitable circularity bititwould also be awmrbitrary act of
the philosophers. Reid argues: it is not a legitenzhilosophical procedure to choose
one of the powers as the only reliable source at tbeliefs. For this reason,
philosophers should equally trust all the powermofd.

This argument is presented both in thquiry and in thelntellectual Powersin
the Inquiry, the problem of the philosophical arbitrarinesgleced in the light of the
problem of the choice of the first principles of@stigation. Reid calls attention to the
immediate and irresistible character which equaliaracterizes all the beliefs due to
our faculties. Why, he asks, could we deny our raste some of those beliefs—for
instance, the belief on the existence of the eatevhjects—and accept other beliefs as
true beliefs—such as, for instance, the beliefr@nexistence of the operations of mind?
On Reid’s view, it is an important fact that evée most skeptical philosopher of the
theory of ideas, Hume, has been surrendered tdottoe of one first principle of

common sense:

The author of thereatise of human naturappear to me to be but a
half-sceptic. He hath not followed his principle f&o as they lead
him: but after having, with unparalleled intrepydiand success,
combated vulgar prejudice; when he had but one lowstrike, his
courage fails him, he fairly lays down his armsg gields himself a
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captive to the most common of all vulgar prejudidesean, the belief
of the existence of his own impressions and id&as( Vv, VII. p.
71).
Hume has not been able to accept the most radicebs skepticism—that one which
denies the assent to every belief due to the powfemsnd. Indeed, according to Reid,
he has accepted one first principle of common setige immediate and irresistible
belief in the existence of the operations of mittesdaed by consciousness. In the light
of this Humian concession, Reid believes he hasd@ustrong argument in favor of the
first principles of common sense: if a philosophecepts one of those first principles,
that is, if she assumes as true the existence eofoperations of mind pointed by
consciousness, why could she not assume all the btht principles suggested by the
mind?
And what is there in impressions and ideas so fiabie, that this all-
conquering philosophy, after triumphing over evether existence,
should pay homage to them? Besides, the concessidangerous:
for belief is of such a nature, that if you leave @oot, it will spread
[...]. Athorough and consistent sceptic will newberefore, yield this

point; and while he holds it, you can never obliges to yield any
thing else HM, V, VII. P. 71).

Reid accepts it is impossible to argue with theaadskeptic who equally denies
all the first principle of common sense, who pullsod them into question without
surrendering to the force of any one of them. Hawvethehalf-skeptiovho accepts one
of those first principles should acknowledge thaidRmay be right in his claim: what is
the reason for the arbitrariness in her choicdneffirst principles? If one accepts a first
principle which cannot be proven by reasoning,akistence of the operations of mind,
why is she justified in denying many other firsingiples due to the same source? It is
necessary to recognize every mental power as ablelisource of knowledge. The
reason is clear: the common origin of all the paagrmind. Reid claims

The sceptic asks me, Why do you believe the existefi the external
object which you perceive? This belief, Sir, is eomf my
manufacture; it came from the mint of Nature; iatseher image and
superscription; and, if it is not right, the faidtnot mine: | even took
it upon trust, and without suspicion. Reason, sagssceptic, is the
only judge of truth, and you ought to throw off gvepinion and
every belief that is not grounded on readafy, Sir, should | believe
the faculty of reason more than that of perceptitviey came both out
of the same shop, and were made by the same angitf he puts one
piece of false ware into my hands, what should dvindim from
putting anothe(IHM, VI, XX, p. 168-9, emphasis added)?
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The belief in the existence of the external objecisies from the same source that the
belief in the existence of the operations of mioésl It is as immediate and irresistible
as the belief in the existence of the very peroggtiof mind. There is no reason for
privileging one belief and not the other.

This argument reappears in thtellectual PowersReid focuses his attention
on the power of consciousness and how it has algged status among the modern
authors. The idea that mind has an unproblematiesacto its own operations—by
means of consciousness—has never been questionadylbyodern philosopher. Reid
notes that Descartes’ first philosophical discoyerpressed by the enthymemeHink
therefore | amy is fundamentally based upon the belief in thdiabality of
consciousness, the power of mind by means of whiehknow the existence of the
operations of mind: “if it should be asked, how Emtes came to be certain of the
antecedent prepositioh think], it is evident, that for this he trusted to tlesttmony of
consciousness. He was conscious that he thoughtieeded no other argumenEIP,

VI, VII, p. 51). That is, in order to know that fi@nks, that he exists, Descartes should
firstly take for granted that his consciousnesa reliable source of information about
his mental operations. Descartes “[...] adopts i famous enthymeme is this, That
those doubts, and thoughts, and reasoning, of winchvas conscious, did certainly
exist, and that his consciousness put their exgstéeyond all doubts’HP, VI, VI, p.

515). A skeptic may readily reply to Descartes aiging doubts about the power of

coNnsciousness:

[...] how do you know that your consciousness cartemeive you?
You have supposed, that all you see, and hearhandle, may be an
illusion. Why therefore should the power of conssigess have this
prerogative, to be believed implicitly, when allraather powers are
supposed fallaciou€(P, VI, VII, p. 515)?

Descartes has decided to doubt everything he haepted without evidence—without a
clear and distinct conception of it. Following thrgention, he has doubted the very
existence of the objects of external world. Dessamevertheless, has never proven the
reliability of the power of consciousness. Why hasunreservedly accepted it? Reid
himself answers: “to this objection, | know no atlaaswer that can be made, but that
we find it impossible to doubt of things of whiclewvare conscioud.he constitution of
our nature forces this belief upon us irresistiblyEIP, VI, VI, p. 515, emphasis
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added). The very constitution of mind impels him d@ocept the existence of his

thoughts, reasonings, passions, emotions and @selhen he is conscious of them.
But Descartes has not been the only author togea such a way. According

to Reid, many other authors have not felt obligateplistify the belief in the existence

of the operations of mind:

No philosopher has attempted by any hypothesiséownt for this
consciousness of our own thoughts, and the céttaiwledge of their
real existence which accompanies it. By this thesens to
acknowledge, that this at least is an original poeofethe mind; a
power by which we not only have ideas, but origijpalgments, and
the knowledge of real existendelP, VI, V, p. 471).

That is why Reid believes that the acceptance isfftrst principle and the denial of
many other first principles is the vespirit of modern philosophyConsciousness has
been unanimously taken for granted by the authérth® period while other first

principles have been denied:

And so far has his [Descartes] authority prevaildgwt those who
came after him have almost universally followed himthis track.
This, therefore, may be consideredtas spirit of modern philosophy
to allow no first principles of contingent truthstkthis one, that the
thoughts and operations of our own minds, of whighare conscious,
are self-evidently real and true; but that everinghelse that is
contingent is to be proved by argumeddIR, VI, VII, p. 516,
emphasis added).

Reid argues that it is inconsistent to admit onhe @ower as a reliable source of
knowledge and to demand a proof for the reliabditghe other powers of mind:

Thus the faculties of consciousness, of memoryextérnal senses,
and of reason, are all equally the gifts of natite.good reason can
be assigned for receiving the testimony of onéefrt, which is not of
equal force with regard to the others. The gregiesptics admit the
testimony of consciousness, and allow, that whatstifies is to be
held as a first principle. If therefore they rejdtte immediate
testimony of sense, or of memory, they are guiftgm inconsistency
(EIP, VI, IV, p. 463).
Why would philosophers be authorized to put integjion some common sense beliefs
if they accept another set of them, consciousneblsf®, as true beliefs? This way of
proceeding is not legitimate: “thus the facultiels consciousness, of memory, of
external sense, and of reason, are all equallgifteof nature. No good reason can be
assigned for receiving the testimony of one of themich is not of equal force with

regard to the othersg(P, VI, V, p. 463).
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Reid argues, on the one hand, that every reasdomghe reliability of the
faculties of mind implies an inevitable circularitfve would not be able to prove their
reliability without incurring in this inconsistenc¥hilosophers, for this reason, should
start their investigations by equally acceptingtladl powers of mind as reliable sources
of true beliefs. On the other hand, to choose dritease faculties as the only source of
knowledge is not less problematic. Reid shows wthis is clearly an arbitrary act.
Nothing can legitimate philosophers in the arbityarhoice of the first principles: all of
our beliefs come from the same origin, the origio@ahstitution of mind, and, for that
reason, all of them should be accepted as truefbelReid has one more argument to
present in his intention of presenting the goodwoea we have to believe our faculties

of mind.

4.2.3) The proper function argument

Alvin Plantinga, both inPositive epistemic status and proper funct{@988)
and inWarrant and proper functioii1993), intends to develop a theory of epistemic
justification in the light of the idea that the pey function of the mental faculties is
fundamental to guarantee human knowledge. Plantiaigar considering some of the
main contemporary theories of justification (of Ipeophers as Roderick Chisholm,
Keith Lehrer, Fred Dretske and Alvin Goldman), erégs the central idea of his own
theory

In the above discussions, there is a sort of rewutheme. We saw
repeatedly that various proposed analyses of icatibn come to

grief when we reflect on the variety of ways in ahiour noetic

faculties can fail to function properly. [...] In dacase the reason, |
suggest, iscognitive malfunction failure of the relevant cognitive
faculties to function properly (PLANTINGA, 1988, B2).

Epistemic justification may be done in terms of greper function of the faculties of
mind. The guarantee of the truth of our beliefgshe absence of malfunction in the
operations of the powers of mind:

| therefore suggest that a necessary conditiopasitive epistemic
statusis that one’s cognitive equipment, one’s beliefrnitng and
belief sustaining apparatus, be free of such civgninalfunction. A
belief has positive epistemic statubor me only if my cognitive
apparatus is functioning properly, working the vitagught to work in
producing and sustaining it (PLANTINGA, 1988, p., 3mphasis
added).
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| call attention to one of Plantinga’s inspiratio@n a passage in which he
acknowledges the author to whom he owes his thésisconfesses, indeed: “still
another kind of intellectual debt: the positionhia develop is broadly Reidian; the
global outline of Thomas Reid's epistemology sed¢msne to be largely correct”

(PLANTINGA, 1993, p. X). | and other authors agreith Plantinga on this point: the
proper function of the powers of mind seems to engportant matter for Reid. It is
clear that the context in which Plantinga develbgs theory is different from the

context in which Reid's philosophy is developed. wéwer, | call attention to

Plantinga’s basic idea, recognized by himself asgomspired by Reid: the powers of
mind are equally reliable while they operate irreper way.

Many passages of tHatellectual Powersuggest that Reid has real interest by
the way our faculties work in the production of oatural beliefs. According to him, it
matters for his theory of the first principles ainemon sense the way the powers of
mind operate. In particular, Reid seems to sugtp@stwe do not have many reasons to
doubt the reliability of our powers when they amegood and healthy conditions: our
mistakes (our false beliefs) may be explained niigreome disorder or disease which
affects the mind than by a general inclinationatséhood. For instance, in the context
of a discussion on how human beings take for gdaintenediate and irresistible beliefs,

he claims:

All'I have to say to this is, that our minds, irr quesent state, are, as
well as our bodies, liable to strange disordersd; @anwe do not judge
of the natural constitution of the body, from theodders or diseases
to which it is subject from accidents, so neitheglt we to judge of
the natural powers of the mind from its disordéxg, from its sound
state (EIP, II, V, p. 98).
In another passage, Reid denies that the mistasedting from a faculty affected by
some disorder would be sufficient to consider it asfallacious faculty: “the
imagination, the memory, the judging and reasopiogers, are all liable to be hurt, or
even destroyed, by disorders of the body, as veediet powers of perception; but we do
not on this account call them fallaciou€IP, Il, XXIl, p. 243-4). This idea reappears
ahead in the text: “the imagination, the memorg, jtidging and reasoning powers, are
all liable to be hurt, or even destroyed, by digosdof the body, as well as our powers
of perception; but we do not on this account daht fallacious” (EIP, I, XXII, p. 324-

5). One of the clearest passages on this poinesepted as follows:
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Our intellectual powers are wisely fitted by thetldar of our nature
for the discovery of truth, as far as suits ourspre state. Error is not
their natural issue, any more than disease of #gteral structure of
the body. Yet, as we are liable to various diseadebody from
accidental causes, external and internal; so wdrane, like causes
liable to wrong judgments (EIP, VI, VIII, p. 527).

According to Reid, it is possible to see that oustakes are more result of some
disorder or disease that affects the mind than gemeral inclination of error. It is
possible to understand, in the light of those pgssand others, how the question of the
proper function of the powers of mind is an impottaspect of the truth of common
sense beliefs.

Certainly this argument does not prove the truthcofmmon sense beliefs.
However, it gains force in the face of, on the baad, the impossibility of presenting
the proof of the reliability of the faculties of nd and, on the other hand, the
illegitimacy of the choice of only one faculty as@urce of reliable knowledge. Before
those difficulties, Reid suggests: we do not havedgreasons to doubt the reliability of
our powers if they operate properly, if our mindsvé not been affected by some
disorder or disease. Why would the skeptic suppbatthe faculties of mind, when
they properly function, when they are in a good aedlthy condition, are fallacious?
According to Reid, they are wrong in denying theomce we are legitimate in
supposing that “the understandingjts natural and best stat@ays its homage to truth
only” (EIP, VI, VIII, p. 527-8, emphasis added).

As far as | know, the first author who suggestsithportance of this argument
for Reid’s theory of the first principles of commsanse was Wolterstorff, Hume and
Reid(1987):

Does Reid go beyond polemics to offer an alterea@ecount of
warrant (of positive epistemic status, of justifioa)? Yes, | think he
does. Reid is not an egalitarian concerning beliéfsout some he
thinks there is something amiss — whether or noty, rthey be true.
And over and over the principle of discriminatianvthich he appeals
is this: Some of our beliefs are produced by mattaeulties
functioning properlyand some are produced by immature faculties, or
faculties functioning improperly. About a beliefopluced by an
immature faculty or one functioning improperly, thdés something
amiss. Such a belief is lacking in warrant of ataiar sort, in
justification, in positive epistemic status (WOTERGRFF, 1987, p.
409-10, emphasis added).
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As seen before, Wolterstorff has abandoned this wiefavor of his antifoundationalist
interpretation of Reid’s philosophy. De Bary alssldws this line of interpretation.
According to him, Reid’s observations on sensesparadigmatic. After considering
Reid’s four classes of perceptual mistakes—predeintehe sectiorOf the fallacy of

sense thelntellectual PowersDe Bary claims:

Reid’s view is that once these cases of genuineep&sal error have
been isolated, they can be seen not to troubleewuat of the overall
reliability of the senses. As exceptional, as plaitioal, they cannot
be used as a basis from which to generalize (Pe]BARY, 2002, p.
55).
The fact is that some isolated cases of perceptisihkes cannot put into question the
reliability of the powers of senses—and of the offwmvers of mind. It is true: our sense
sometimes deceive us. However, the possibility efifying the causes of those
mistakes guarantees the reliability of these pow@rdy the identification of a general
cause of mistalké would put into question the link between theateness Clainand

the Truth Claimfor common sense beliefs:

This adds up to an account on which common sergddareprima
facie justified, or ‘innocent until proved guilty’. It jsif we like,
reliabilism with one epicycle: the true beliefs @dmmon sense are
justified, and so amount to knowledge, provided/dhht the believer
have no good reason to doubt them (De BARY, 20086jp

Once our mental faculties properly operate, skeptiould have to have a good reason
to doubt our faculties. This is the reliabilist @sgption of Reid’'s theory of the first
principles of common sense. John Greco, botRaid’s reply to the skept{@006) and

in Common sense in Thomas RékD14), tries to show why Reid holds a sort of

reliabilism of the proper function of human mindddies

In general, positive epistemic status derives frdhe proper
functioning of our natural, non-fallacious cognéivlhe faculties that
make up common sense (for example, perception, memo
consciousness) are faculties of that sort. As stidy are of equal

®2 For instance, the ideal hypothesis: “[...] therealso, at the top end of the scale, a potentially
devastating defeater for all common sense beliespely the doctrine of mental representationalism
within the ideal theory. Once it is accepted the mind’s only immediate objects are its own ‘ideas
then scepticism about perception, memory, persdeatity (both synchronic and diachronic), and abou
the existence of other minds, becomes unavoidabliact the only sort of scepticism not generatgd b
the ideal theory is scepticism about the contehfsresently existing mental states. Just such aba!
defeat of common sense beliefs, in Reid’s view, Wes aim, and has been the result, of Hume’s
arguments in the Treatise” (De BARY, 2002, p. 86).
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authority with reason, and with all other naturabn-fallacious
cognitive faculties. Since they are non-inferentjabn-reasoning)
faculties, they are sources of non-inferential kisdge (GRECO,
2014, p. 149).

| claim, therefore, that Reid’s theory of episterustification is mainly based
upon three arguments. The initial step is to shuat €very reasoning for the reliability
of the faculties of mind implies an inevitable cilarity. Philosophers could not prove
their reliability without being inconsistent. Thecend step is to show that to pick up
one single faculty as the only source of relialdédbs is as inconsistent as to demand
the proof for the reliability of the mental poweis.doing this, philosophers could be
accused of being arbitrary. The last step complitegpurpose of arguing for the truth
of the faculties of mind: if we are not able to ywedheir reliability, nor we can pick one
of them as a reliable source of true beliefs, ima@tessary to embrace a skeptical
position on the truth of common sense beliefs? 'Redswer is negative: we do not
have many reasons to doubt them if they properlgrate, if we do not identify a
general cause of mistakes in their operations. VWejuastified in assuming all the
powers of mind as reliable sources of beliefs. Ties not prove the truth of the first
principles of common sense. | understand theses thrguments agood reasongo

accept common sense beliefs as true beliefs.

4.3) Reid’'s moderate foundationalism

In the first subsection, | discuss Reid’'s viewttbemmon sense beliefs are not
indubitable, infallible and incorrigible, such ast@ong foundationalist would suppose
them to be. In the second subsection, | discuspdbsages in which Reid confesses his
incapacity of offering a reply to the most radisalt of skepticism. These two themes

help us to understand the moderation of Reid’s dationalist project.

4.3.1) Common sense beliefs are dubitable, fallibdnd corrigible

From the tenor of the discussion presented indbedection, | think it is clear
why Reid’s foundationalism should be understood as moderate form of
foundationalism. As seen before, a strong versiofoundationalism is characterized
by its assumption that the basic / foundationaielfielarecertain indubitable infallible

andincorrigible. Reid’s view on common sense beliefs moves himyanan this sort
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of foundationalism. According to him, common sehséefs may belubitable fallible
andcorrigible and, nevertheless, they are true beliefs whichlulshbe assumed as the
foundation of many branches of knowledge.

Firstly, on Reid’s view, common sense beliefs are notbitdble, since they are
always liable to skeptical attacks. In a passagbeihquiry, for instance, Reid is really
clear about our impossibility of acquiring thatostgest sort of certitude which could

make impossible to doubt the first principles offitoon sense:

How or when | got such first principles, upon whichuild all my
reasoning, | know not; for | had them before | camember: but | am
sure they are parts of my constitution, and titannot throw them off
[...]. The belief of it, and the very conception gfdre equally parts of
our constitution. If we are deceived in it, we dezeived by Him that
made us, andhere is no remedylHM, V, VII, p. 72, emphasis
added).

Human beings are not able to know if they are w@tety deceived or not. In matters of
common sense, there is always room for philosoplkicabts. Common sense dictates
that there is a world full of physical objects, tthhere is a mind and that there is
intelligence with whom we have a conversation. Vdeehgood reasons to believe these
beliefs are true. Moreover, we have good reasonsbdee our philosophical
investigations upon those common sense beliefs. eiewy they are not beyond the
possibility of any doubt, such as, for instancesassary truths.

Reid discusses this last point in more detailsha Ihtellectual Powers He
observes that, differently from the necessary sdthetaphysical, mathematical and
grammatical truths, for instance, contingent truthse always be object of skeptical
doubts. It is true that the greatest part of hunrahkakes for granted the existence of
the objects of the external world. It is also tthhat human beings are not able to put the
existence of this world in question in non-philosial contexts, such as their common
lives. However, from a philosophical point of viethere is nothing that could prevent a
skeptic from raising doubts about this common sévedef. Since some of our first
principles are not necessary truths, skeptics a@e to cast doubts about them.
Mathematical knowledge is necessary / demonstralivea mathematical proposition,
there is a necessary connection between the sulmecthe predicate. This is all the
evidence necessary to believe in its truth. Howewerthe case of the powers of
consciousness, memory and perception, for instathi®,is not what happens. The

knowledge of contingent / probable truths is défer
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When | believe that | washed my hands and facentinisning, there
appears no necessity in the truth of this propmsitlt might be or it
might not be. A man may distinctly conceive it vaith believing it at
all. How then do | come to believe it? | rememblatistinctly. This is
all | can sayEIP, llI, 1, p. 256).

In this case, Reid does not see any necessary dmmdetween the mental act of
remembering and the past event, as much as hendbage any necessary connection
between the mental act of being conscious of aedettistence of the operations of

mind. Here are the boundaries of the account dfingent knowledge:

If any man can show such a necessary connectien, Ithhink that
belief which we have of what we remember will belyaaccounted
for; but, if this cannot be done, that belief isasocountable, and we
can say no more but that it is the result of ourstitution EIP, 111, 11,

p. 256).

The fact is that the faculties of which we dispase not able to eliminate the possibility
of doubting the common sense beliefs. Such aslsefene, it is impossible to prove the
reliability of the powers of mind and the truthtbéir beliefs. Consequently, the truth of
common sense beliefs is not beyond any possiblbtdou

Secondlyas seen in details in the last section, commasesbeliefs are due to
fallible powers of mind, according to Reid. Cons@ness, memory, perception, taste,
conscience and reasoning may deceive us in their Nene of them are infallible.
Differently from Descartes’ view—who understandas@n as a sort of superior faculty
of mind, a privileged source of true knowledge,Reolds that the faculties of mind are
all on the same level. There is no room for a mnlem@wver par excellence.
Consciousness, memory, perceptual, taste and eoscbeliefs are equally certain. As
Reid argues, however, despite their fallibilitye fpowers of mind should not be seen as
fallacious powers. Human beings have good reaspssd them as reliable sources of

knowledge and, consequently, to trust all commaosedeliefs

There is no more reason to account our sensesital® than our
reason, our memory, or any other faculty of judgirigch nature hath
given us. They are all limited and imperfect; busely suited to the
present condition of maikVe are liable to error and wrong judgement
in the use of them albut as little in the informations of sense as in
deductions of reasonin&IP, Il, XXIl, p. 251-2, emphasis added).
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Reid underlines that those fallible powers are y@harg nature has given human
beings. For that reason, philosophers should nedadh them: these dubitable and
fallible powers of mind are the only tools avaikalb them to search for the truth.
Thirdly, according to Reid, common sense beliefs can beded: they can be
undermined by further information. Reid works watlhypothetical possibility to reveal
why common sense beliefs are not definitely establi: in another state, if we could
dispose ofa new set of mental facultiese could end up discovering that all common
sense beliefs are not actually true. There wouldrdg one way to perfectly evaluate
the present state of human beings with regarddadhability of their faculties and the
truth of their beliefs: a new set of faculties,slésnited and more perfect by means of
which we could evaluate the powers our minds dispaisin the present state. The
argument of these hypothetical new faculties afgpsaveral times in Reid’s work. For
instance, in thdntellectual Powers Reid observes: “every kind of reasoning for the
veracity of our faculties, amounts to no more tkalting their own testimony for their
veracity; and this we must do implicitly, until Gagive usnew facultiesto sit in
judgments upon the oldE(P, VI, V, p. 481, emphasis added). In thetive Powersin

turn:

The faculties which nature hath given us, are thlg engines we can
use to find out the truth. We cannot indeed prdna those faculties
are not fallacious, unless GOD should givenesv facultiego sit in
judgment upon the old. But we are born under assgeof trusting
them EAP, llI, 1ll, VI, p. 179-80, emphasis added).

New faculties could correct our common sense [=lighey could give us new
informations which would invalidate our presentiéksl. These new faculties would
make us able to evaluate the faculties availabiestim our present state without the risk
of circularity. Therefore, according to how | unstand those passages and many
others, it would not be possible to establish mably foundational beliefs. In the light
of this hypothetical point of view, the possibilitf a set of new faculties, it would be
possible to suppose new common sense beliefs woakd correct the present ones.
Reid’s foundationalist, therefore, is developedorupghe idea that the first
principles of common sense, the principles of @afuhy of mind and morals, are
actually dubitable, fallible and corrigible. Theseaubitable in that their truth cannot be
proven by reasoning. Skeptics, for this reason, o@yinue to philosophically doubt

them—even though they accept them in common kiethe greatest part of humankind.
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They are fallible in that they are a result of mited and not perfect human nature.
There are cases in which the powers of mind magideauis in their operations—even
though we do not have reasons to suppose thentitall Finally, they may be
corrigible: a new set of faculties, for instancegymmeveal us that common sense beliefs
are actually not true. In the face of the dubitgilfallibility and corrigibility of
common sense beliefs, it is up to philosophersg Regues, to bmodest

That a man, and probably every created being,lliblé&g and that a
fallible being cannot have that perfect compretmmsind assurance
of truth which an infallible being has, | think dugo be grantedt
becomes a fallible being to be modesen to new light, and sensible,
that by some false bias, or by rash judging, he beynisled. If this
be called a degree of skepticism, | cannot helpaqipg of it, being
persuaded, that man who makes the best use hef ¢ha taculties
which God has given him, without thinking them maerfect than
they really are, may have all the belief that isgssary in the conduct
of life, and all that is necessary to his acceptanith his Maker EIP,
VII, IV, p. 563-4, emphasis added).

It is the very human nature condition—we are fdlibreatures, after all-which makes
impossible to go beyond this modest source of kadgé, common sense. We are not
able to reach a more solid sort of knowledge, txihea more certain knowledge than
that one that is offered by our constitution, bg finst principles of common sense. This
is a humble foundation, but it is the most soliet apon which our knowledge can be

built. Such as William Alston states:

Our proper place in the scheme of things is ratbeaccept with
thankfulness the native belief-forming tendenciéh which we have
been endowed by our creator, using them for theqaas for which
they were intended, not presuming to sit in judginerer them, an
office reserved for their maker (ALSTON, 1985, g71

It is up to us to accept the reliability of the pw of mind, abandoning that pernicious
ambition of attempting to prove their trustworttsseThis would be God’s task.

4.3.2) Reid’s moderate reply to skepticism

Reid’'s moderate foundationalism has this epistegioé#d consequence: it is
unable to reply to a certain sort of skepticismatthadical sort of skepticism of the
philosopher who denies her assent to every singhenmn sense belief. Reid himself

admits this: his arguments in favor of the truththod first principles of common sense
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are not sufficient to reply to that radical and sistent skeptic who insists on denying
any faculty of mind as a reliable source of knowkedl begin by considering Reid’s
confession in thénquiry. In the context of his observations on consciossrand its

privileged status among the modern authors, henelai

To such a sceptic [the radical one who denies ¢ouseess beliefs] |
have nothing to say; but of the semi-sceptics,outh beg to know,
why they believe the existence of their impressiams ideas. The true
reason | take to be, because they cannot helpdtttze same reason
will lead them to believe many other thingdi, V, VII, P. 71).

Reid clearly recognizes that he cannot reply toréiagcal skeptic, that philosopher who
does not surrender to the force of any first pples of common sense, putting into
question all the powers of mind without exceptibte does not have arguments to
convince this skeptic to accept common sense bBekafice this philosopher refuses to
accept any of them. In thmtellectual Powers Reid reinforces his incapacity of
replying to the radical skeptic. Once again, herfa@hing to say to her:

Thus, if any man were found of so strange a turncago believe his
own eyes; to put no trust in his senses, nor hagddast regard to
their testimony; would any man think it worth white reason gravely
with such a person, and, by argument, to convingedf his error?

Surely no wise man would. For before men can re&sgether, they
must agree in first principles; and it is impossitd reason with a man
who has no principles in common with ydti®, I, Il, p. 39).

How would he argue with a radical skeptic of thostsa skeptic who puts into question
the reliability of all the power of mind and thatin of all common sense beliefs? If she
denies her assent to consciousness, perception, omerand reasoning and
consequently, all common sense beliefs due to thigene in any base from which Reid
could argue with her. Finally, this confession mgrs in theActive Powers Reid
denies that it is possible to discuss with a huima@ing who is unable to acknowledge,
in her moments of impartial and disinterested wedle, the evidence of a conscience
judgment such as “we ought to act that part towardsther, which we would judge to
be right in him to act toward us, if we were in biscumstances and he in ours”. She
would not be even a moral agent, since she woulddpeived of the notions afuty,
right andwrong, virtue andvice Reid acknowledges: there is no argument whichlavou
be able to convince her of the evidence of thisgqoent, if she is not able to

immediately and irresistibly recognize it by meafsonscience:
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From what topic can you reason with such a man? ray possibly
convince him by reasoning, that it is lm¢erestto observe this rule;
but this is not to convince him that it is his dufyo reason about
justice with a man who sees nothing to be just must; or about
benevolence with a man who sees nothing in benewelereferable
to malice, is like reasoning with a blind man aboaliour, or with a
deaf man about soun8AP, 111, 1ll, VI, p. 178, emphasis added).

Arguments and reasonings are good to convince sopeof her interest. However,
arguments and reasonings cannot supply the mirtditgitmoral notions. They are not
able to convince a person of her duty, to convihee that to act against a natural
judgment of conscience is to act against the vetyevitself.

As seen before, Reid acknowledges the impossilufiproving the reliability of
the powers of mind and, consequently, the truthomhmon sense beliefs. Skeptics, for
this reason, are legitimate in casting doubts alibat beliefs due to the original
constitution of mind. But they seem to have attiéas options. Firstly, a skeptic may
choose to deny the reliability of all the powersyahd and assume the most radical sort
of skepticism. By proceeding this way, she endslemying the possibility of any sort
of knowledge. In the face of this possibility, Reigems to point out songeod reasons
we have to accept common sense as a reliable soumiees beliefs. It is clear that these
reasons are not able to oblige the skeptic to alrarr skepticism, but they may
convince her to accept the reliability of all thewers of mind, keeping a reliabilist
view about knowledge. Secondly, a skeptic may chdosreason for the reliability of
the mental faculties. In order to do this, she ttaghoose one power of mind as a
reliable source of knowledge—reason, for instanece-&#y means of which, she can
judge the reliability of the other powers of mirkdowever, Reid shows us why this is
not a legitimate way of proceeding: this is notyomiconsistent—there is an inevitable
circularity in every reasoning for the reliabilipf the mental faculties—but it is also
arbitrary. To this partial-skeptic, Reid asks: whatifies your partiality in your choice
of the first principles? If you accept one firsinmiple, why do you deny many other
principles of human constitution? The partial-skegaces a dilemma: to deny the
reliability of all the powers of mind—becoming ali@al skeptic—or to accept common
sense as a reliable source of true beliefs. Tlemsdo reveal that Reid keeps open the
possibility of that radical sort of skepticism—tlgsa consistent philosophical position
on his view. This position, however, has a pernisiconsequence: if we adopt the
position of a radical skeptic, we end up invalidgtithe very possibility of

philosophizing. Indeed, if we are not able to prtwve reliability of the powers of mind
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and the truth of common sense beliefs, there isomadation for our philosophical
reasonings. Would there be any first principle frammich we could start our
philosophical investigations? In order to reasophiflosophize, philosophers should
have to admit some first principles, the foundaiapon which their reasonings will be
based. To philosophize in a positive / a non-skaptivay, therefore, depends on
believing in the reliability of the powers of min@uch as | note about the merit of
Sutton’s interpretation of Reid’s philosofflyphilosophers should assume the truth of
the first principles “[...] on the ground thatithout them there could be no knowledge
or rational activity” (SUTTON, 1989, p. 180, emphasis added).

Conclusion

| believe it is not possible to think that Reid hamnfused psychology and
epistemology. The argument of the psychologicalrattaristics of common sense
beliefs, immediacy and irresistibility, is not tbaly argument he presents in favor of
the first principles of common sense. Reid cenjatddes not prove, by reasoning, the
truth of those first principles. This is not hisnaiHe shows contrarily the reasons we
have to start to philosophize by accepting all canreense beliefs, that is, the reasons
that make them good candidates to be the foundapon which all knowledge should
be built. Firstly, we are justified in supposingeyhare true beliefs because it is
impossible to prove the reliability of any powerrmaind, so that, from the start of the
investigation, it is necessary to assume that thky(consciousness, perception,
memory, etc.) are not fallacious and, consequettily truth of the beliefs that are due
to them. Secondly, it is not a legitimate philosephprocedure to choose one of the
powers of mind as if it were the only source ofetribeliefs. This only reveals the
arbitrariness of the philosophers. Those who ch@ossciousness only strengthen the
argument that all mental powers are equally rediabitey yield beliefs as immediate
and irresistible as the beliefs of consciousneb#rdly, since the powers of mind are
functioning properly, that is, when the human misichot affected by any disorder or
disease, there are no good reasons to put intdigueke reliability of those powers
and, therefore, to question the trustworthinesthefbeliefs due to them. Those three

% Once again, | would like to make clear that | @ consider the question of knowing if this thesis
some sort oReidian transcendental argumentch as Sutton claims.
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arguments show why it is legitimate to take the owmn sense as the foundation of
knowledge.
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FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

| dedicate my final considerations to present, cegain, the main points | have
tried to underline in this thesis on Reid’s theofythe first principles of knowledge.
The first chapter was dedicated to discuss Reiéserpl view on the structure of
knowledge. The basic idea | discuss is that heahamnception of science, presented in
philosophy of mind, morals and politics, but thamception is not enough to make him
a foundationalist philosopher in these three figliknowledge. In my view, it is clear
that Reid is a foundationalist with regard to spative and moral knowledge, mainly in
virtue of his distinction between basic / founda#b beliefs and non-basic / non-
foundational beliefs, as well as his understandivag basic / foundational beliefs have
the characteristic of being immediately justifigdstified from the start. | have also
argued that we do not have textual ground to supposid as a foundationalist in
politics. The text of theLectures on Politicsdoes not present any evidence of a
foundationalist view in this branch of knowledge.h&ve also questioned some
interpretations which deny Reid’s foundationalismn.have tried to show that
Wolterstorff’'s, Lehrer / Smith’s and Poore’s integfations fail in any or some other
aspect in attempting to explain Reid’s philosopthgmother perspective.

The second chapter was dedicated to discuss Reels on two sources of
human knowledge, namely, common sense and knowlefdgeankind. In this chapter,
| have attempted to present my view that politlcawledge is not directly based upon
common sense beliefs, differently from the phildsppf mind and morals. The first
principles of politics are found in the knowledgenmankind, of the world or of human
nature are due to a mixture of sagacity and expegie That is, they are not the
immediate and irresistible judgments of the orige@nstitution of mind shared by the
greatest part of humankind — common sense, suclioasnstance, beliefs on the
existence of the external objects (perception)th@nbeauty or deformity of an object
(taste) or on the right or wrong of an action (aesce). The judgments and beliefs of
the political scientist are not result of the ami constitution of mind, they could not
be appropriately calledommon sense beliefsuch as | understand the term common
sense.

The third chapter was dedicated to my explanatiowltat a first principle of
knowledge is. After presenting Reid’s lists of figgrinciples of knowledge, | have

argued that first principles are general proposgiavhich express particular beliefs of
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common sense or of knowledge of mankind. This gedn@pposition can be understood
as a general principle about a number of partiquigiciples upon which the knowledge
must be built and from which reasonings must bevdria philosophy of mind, morals
and politics. | have also discussed my view thardahis a difference between the
principles of contingent and the principles of resaey truths that Reid does not make
explicit. Such as | understand them, it seems totmaé the principles of necessary
truths may be understood as results of a maturel,neiha mind whose powers have
developed by exercise and instruction, differeritym the principles of contingent
truths. It is possible, in this sense, that nonumaminds are not able to recognize the
first principles of necessary truths; it is possitiiat the first principles of mathematics,
morals and aesthetics are not self-evident forehwsose mind has never developed. |
have dedicated the last section of this chaptedisouss Reid’'s view on the means
philosophers have to identify a true first prineigf knowledge in philosophy of mind,
morals and politics.

Finally, | have dedicated the last chapter to discReid’s defense of the first
principles of common sense. | have argued thatattggment of the psychological
characteristics of common sense beliefs, immedaacyirresistibility, is not everything
Reid has to say about the truth of the first pptes of common sense. He presents a set
of arguments to show why we are legitimate in assgnthem as true beliefs, even
though we are not able to prove their truth. Réidws the good reasons we have to
start to philosophize by accepting all common sdrseefs, that is, the reasons that
make them good candidates to be the foundation wpoch all knowledge should be
built. Firstly, we are justified in supposing thase true beliefs because it is impossible
to prove the reliability of any power of mind. Frdhe beginning of the investigation, it
is necessary to assume that they all are not fallacand, consequently, that our
common sense beliefs are true. Secondly, Reid consléhe authors who choose one
of the powers of mind as the only source of truéefse This is arbitrary. Those
philosophers who choose consciousness as a relsilece of knowledge only
strengthen the argument that all mental powergquelly reliable: they all yield beliefs
as immediate and irresistible as consciousnesgfbellhirdly, since the powers of
mind are functioning properly, when the human msdot affected by any disorder or
disease, there are no good reasons to put intotiguietheir reliability. It is not
reasonable to doubt our common sense beliefs iffabelties of mind are properly

functioning. | have ended this chapter with somseobation on how Reid is in fact a

194



moderate foundationalist, not a strong one. Acecaydo him, our common sense beliefs
are not indubitable, infallible and incorrigibleh@y are dubitable in that their truth

cannot be proven by reasoning (skeptics, for thémson, may continue to

philosophically doubt them). They are fallible lmat they are a result of a limited and
not perfect human nature. There are cases in whelpowers of mind may deceive us
in their operations (even though we do not haveaes to suppose them fallacious).
Finally, they may be corrigible: a new set of faimd, for instance, may reveal us that

common sense beliefs are actually not true.
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