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One of the central disputes, if not the central dispute, in contemporary philosophy of mind concerns the distinctive mark of the mental.
  According to intentionalism, a view usually traced back to Franz Brentano, intentionality is what sets mental states apart from everything else.
  Thomas Reid is sometimes heralded as the forerunner of the rival view that some mental states are non-intentional, not about anything.
  For, he claims that sensation, unlike other mental states, “has no object” (EIP 38, 196).

At the same time, there is some evidence that, for Reid, sensations are no less intentional than our perceptions by way of the senses.
  So, in spite of his repeated insistence that sensation has no object, it is far from obvious whether Reid in fact thinks of sensations as non-intentional mental states and so whether his view is a genuine rival to Brentano’s.
  Given how central a role Reid’s notion of sensation plays in his philosophy of perception, it is worthwhile for us to try to settle this issue of interpretation.  Furthermore, Reid’s remarks on the nature of sensation are philosophically rich and deserve a more thorough examination than they have received so far.

In the first section below the two most plausible interpretations of Reid are described and a preliminary defense of each reading is provided.  The second section contains an extended argument in favor of the view that Reid takes sensations to be non-intentional mental states.  The paper concludes in the final section with a discussion of Reid’s efforts to square his view of sensations as non-intentional with the fact that we naturally locate sensations like pain in the body.

I

Reid asks us to distinguish sensation from perception.  While the terms ‘sensation’ and ‘perception’ are presumably familiar to many or even most competent speakers of the English language, the contrast which interests Reid is less than obvious.  Indeed, even philosophers have failed to observe this crucial distinction, with the result that previous thinking about the senses has been plagued with errors (EIP 199).  The problem is that sensations are constantly conjoined with perceptions of external objects through the senses, so that it is not easy to separate them in thought.  Accordingly, Reid hopes “to lead the reader to attend to [sensations] so as to be able to make them objects of thought, without which it is impossible that he can enter into my reasoning or understand my principles.” (IHM 259)

In everyday contexts the term ‘sensation’ is typically applied to items such as pains, itches, and tingles.  Reid takes pain as his central example
 and identifies certain features which are shared by all sensations:

(i) Trustworthiness.  Sensations like pain must always be present when you feel them.  It can never happen that you feel pain when in fact you do not have any pains to feel. (EIP 214, 243, IHM 27)

(ii) Disclosedness.  Pain can be present to you only when you feel it.  When you do not feel pain, it cannot be there. (EIP 37, 194, 243, IHM 27, 64, C 113)

(iii) Unmistakability.  A given pain must have all those features it is felt to have.  Necessarily, if a pain feels mild, then it is a mild pain.  If it feels sharp, then it is sharp. (EIP 37, 197, 214, 243, C113)

(iv) Transparency.  A given pain can have only those intrinsic
 features it is felt to have.  There is nothing more to pain than how it feels. (IHM 175-6, 258, EIP 194, C 113)

(v) Privacy.  No one else can feel your pains; only you can. (EIP 147)

As we shall see, there is reason to think that Reid has these features in mind when he distinguishes sensation from perception.  Reid attempts to explain these features of sensation with the hypothesis that sensation, unlike perception, is an act of the mind with no object.

In his central argument for distinguishing sensation from perception, Reid explicitly mentions two of the distinctive features of sensation listed above:

The same phenomenon may lead the philosopher, in all cases, to distinguish sensation from perception.  We say, that the man had a deceitful feeling, when he felt a pain in his toe after the leg was cut off; and we have a true meaning in saying so.  But, if we will speak accurately, our sensations cannot be deceitful; they must be what we feel them to be, and can be nothing else.  Where then lies the deceit?  I answer, it lies not in the sensation, which is real, but in the seeming perception he had of a disorder in his toe.  This perception, which nature had conjoined with the sensation, was in this instance fallacious. (EIP 214, cf. C 113)

Reid is here appealing to the trustworthiness and unmistakability of pain.  Even if you are the subject of a phantom-limb pain, the pain felt is still nevertheless present when you feel it and is as it feels to be.  As a subject of phantom-limb pain you are experiencing a real pain that is as it feels.  Hence, the feeling of pain is in no way deceitful or fallacious.  The same cannot be said for your perception of disorder in the body, so this perception must be distinct from the sensation or feeling of pain.

On the assumption that sensations differ from perceptions in this way, we would like to know what sensations are such that they possess these distinctive features.  What distinguishes sensation from perception, Reid tells us, is that it lacks an object:

I shall add an observation concerning the word feeling.  This word has two meanings.  First, it signifies the perceptions we have of external objects, by the sense of touch.  When we speak of feeling a body to be hard or soft, rough or smooth, hot or cold; to feel these things, is to perceive them by touch.  They are external things, and that act of the mind by which we feel them, is easily distinguished from the objects felt.  Secondly, the word feeling is used to signify the same thing as sensation, which we have just now explained; and, in this sense, it has no object; the feeling and the thing felt are one and the same. (EIP 38)

Reid seems to be saying that, unlike perception, sensation is a mere feeling and is not about anything.  In distinguishing sensation from perception in this way, Reid is evidently offering an explanatory account of sensation, an account of what sensations like pain are that will afford explanations of central truths about it, truths like (i)-(v).  If pain just is the feeling we have in pain experience, then pain must be trustworthy (there when you have the feeling) and disclosed (there only when you have the feeling).  And since we draw no distinction between feeling and being or—what comes to the same thing—between appearance and reality as far as bodily sensations are concerned, we allow that our pains are just as they feel (unmistakable and transparent).  Finally, on the assumption that pain is just a feeling, the privacy of pain will be an instance of the privacy of one’s own mental states.

So far we have been considering one plausible interpretation of how Reid takes sensation to differ from perception.  On this reading—call it the no-object interpretation—Reid intends to account for the special features of sensation with the hypothesis that sensations are non-intentional mental states.  If we allow that the feeling of pain has an object (i.e. pain) and thereby distinguish the feeling of pain from pain itself, then we seem to make room for the possibility that our feelings are sometimes in error concerning our pains.  Reid is able to rule out the possibility of error here by endorsing a no-object view of sensation, by insisting that the feeling of pain is a mere feeling and is not about anything.  We now want to consider what, on Reid’s view, sensation and perception have in common.  For it is here that the most serious problem for the no-object interpretation arises.

Sensation and perception apparently have several things in common:

1. They are both operations of the mind.

2. As operations of the mind, they both necessarily involve apprehension or conception.  For mental operations in general presuppose that we have something in mind, that we have a mental grasp of something or other. (EIP 295-296)

3. In both sensation and perception we form a belief about the thing apprehended that it exists. (IHM 27-8, 168, EIP 96-100, 470, cf. MS 2131/8/II/24)

4. In both sensation and perception this belief is immediate, i.e., not based on reasoning.  Rather, the belief is a product of our constitution: because of the way we are made we just find ourselves believing in the existence of the thing apprehended. (Ibid.)

In sum these two operations of the mind—sensation and perception—both involve the formation of an immediate belief in the existence of some item that is apprehended.  

If this comparison is accurate, then sensation would seem to exhibit intentionality as much as perception does.  How, then, can Reid suppose that sensation differs from perception precisely in being a non-intentional state, as the no-object interpretation has it?  

A proponent of the no-object interpretation ought to respond as follows.  Reid does say that apprehension (and so aboutness) is an ingredient of all mental states, including sensation (EIP 295-6).  However, Reid admits that he sometimes uses the term 'ingredient' where one might plausibly prefer 'concomitant' (C 108, cf. EIP 409).  Having a sensation necessarily involves having a belief about that sensation that it exists.  But here it is consciousness—not sensation—which exhibits aboutness.  Consciousness is an act of the mind that has sensations and other acts of the mind as its objects (EIP 24, 170, 420-1, 470), and consciousness of a sensation involves an immediate belief about that sensation that it exists (EIP 227-8, 470, MS 2131/8/II/24).  Accordingly, consciousness is rightly called an internal sense, for the cognition of internal items that it provides is just like the cognition of external items due to our senses (EIP 420-1).  Both consciousness and perception have an act-object structure and involve a belief in the existence of the object conceived.  Having a sensation, then, involves being in a certain intentional state, just as perceiving does, for we are conscious of all the sensations we have.  However, the sensation itself does not exhibit intentionality.
  
While this response goes some way toward reconciling the no-object interpretation with the relevant texts, we must allow that this interpretation does not fit perfectly with Reid’s explicit claim at EIP 295-6 that conception or apprehension “enters as an ingredient in every operation of the mind.”  According to the no-object interpretation, sensation does not itself include apprehension as an ingredient or component; rather, sensation is always accompanied by apprehension in the form of consciousness, a distinct act of the mind.  If we are to take at face value Reid’s claim that sensation includes apprehension as a component, then we will need an alternative to the no-object interpretation.  On the assumption that sensation does exhibit intentionality and so has an object, its object cannot be something distinct from itself.  This much is clear from Reid’s favored account of sensation as “an act of mind, which may be distinguished from all other by this, that it hath no object distinct from the act itself.” (EIP 36)  So the most plausible alternative to the no-object interpretation—call it the reflexive interpretation—takes sensation to differ from perception insofar as its object is always itself, whereas perception is always world-directed.

We now have before us the two most plausible readings of Reid’s view of sensation.  So far the two interpretations are roughly on equal footing: the reflexive interpretation has the advantage that it straightforwardly accommodates Reid’s claim that all mental states include apprehension as a component, while the no-object interpretation is able to take at face value Reid’s repeated claim that sensation has no object.
  In the following section we shall identify some further advantages of the no-object interpretation.  Proponents of the reflexive interpretation have difficulty making sense of central claims Reid makes about consciousness and sensation.

II

We begin with the topic of consciousness.  What is the relation between acts of consciousness and their respective objects, the mental states they are about?  Either acts of consciousness are distinct from their objects (perceptual model) or they are the same as their objects (reflexive model).  The reflexive interpretation of Reid’s view of sensation does not fit well with a perceptual model of consciousness.  On the assumption that the feeling of pain is a reflexive form of awareness—an awareness of itself—why would Reid wish to posit an additional awareness of this feeling?  Positing an act of consciousness would seem to be a superfluous addition.
  It is much more natural for proponents of the reflexive interpretation to avoid attributing to Reid this dual awareness of the feeling of pain by taking “consciousness of pain” to be synonymous with “feeling of pain.”

There are, however, strong indications that Reid would not be happy with a reflexive view of consciousness.  First, it is hard to see how Reid could suppose that “feeling of pain” and “consciousness of pain” are names for the same thing.  It is supposed to be a contingent matter whether the objects of consciousness exist (EIP 470), but the relation between the feeling of pain and pain is a necessary one.
  Reid tells us as much:

It is impossible that a man should be in pain, when he does not feel pain; and when he feels pain, it is impossible that his pain should not be real, and in its degree what it is felt to be; and the same thing may be said of every sensation whatsoever. (EIP 243, cf. EIP 37, 194, 214, IHM 64, 175-6, 258)

Second, a reflexive view of consciousness does not fit with Reid’s view that thought and its object are numerically distinct items.  On the assumption that he accepts a reflexive model of consciousness and takes all thoughts (or mental operations in general) to be conscious (see EIP 20, 191), Reid would be committed to the idea that every thought is a thought about itself.   But Reid evidently thinks it is just part of commonsense that thought and its object are numerically distinct items: 

If we pay any regard to the commonsense of mankind, thought and the object of thought are different things, and ought to be distinguished.  It is true, thought cannot be without an object; for every man who thinks must think of something; but the object he thinks of is one thing, his thought of that object is another thing. (EIP 132, emphasis mine)

Since Reid evidently wants to adhere to the commonsense view that thought is distinct from its object, he surely will not allow that every thought is a thought about itself.  Finally, Reid explicitly identifies consciousness of a mental state with a conception of and belief in the existence of that mental state (EIP 227), but it is extremely doubtful that Reid would wish to identify this belief with its object, the mental state it is about.  After all, a belief about the weather is surely to be distinguished from a belief about a belief about the weather.

In his published writings, Reid is evidently attracted to a perceptual model of consciousness.  He supposes that consciousness, like perception, consists in having a belief in the existence of some item conceived (EIP 227).  Accordingly, Reid explicitly endorses Locke’s view of consciousness as an internal sense (EIP 420-421), thereby agreeing in spirit with Locke’s identification of consciousness with “the perception of what passes in a man’s own mind.”
  Reid himself prefers to distinguish consciousness from perception.  However, he does so by noting that the objects of consciousness are internal rather than external (EIP 24, 227); he never suggests that they differ insofar as consciousness is a reflexive mental act.

In response to this objection, proponents of the reflexive interpretation of Reid’s view of sensation might suggest that Reid needs to endorse a reflexive view of consciousness; otherwise a problematic regress threatens.  The regress in question stems from the following two theses:

(1) All mental states are conscious.

(2) Consciousness of a mental state is a distinct mental state from its object. (perceptual model)

Reid evidently endorses (1) at EIP 20 and 191.  Suppose he were to endorse (2) as well.  In that case any given act of consciousness will itself be conscious and will be so in virtue of a further, distinct act of consciousness, and that act of consciousness in turn will be conscious in virtue of yet a further act of consciousness, and so on...  In order to avoid this problematic regress, Reid ought to reject (2) and endorse a reflexive view of consciousness.

This argument is unpersuasive.  There are ways to avoid such a regress without resorting to a reflexive view of consciousness, so it is not true that Reid needs a reflexive view of consciousness to avoid the problem here.
  In any case, our main issue here is what Reid’s view is, not what it should be.  Even if endorsing a reflexive view of consciousness would help Reid here, it is clear enough that Reid does not avoid the difficulty in this manner.  He explicitly states that an essential ingredient of our consciousness of a mental state is a belief about that mental state (EIP 228).  Surely this belief is distinct from its object, the mental state it is about, e.g. the feeling of pain or belief about the weather.

The argument so far against the reflexive interpretation may be summarized as follows.  Reid favors a perceptual model of consciousness and this view of consciousness does not fit well with a reflexive view of sensation, for the conscious awareness afforded by a distinct act of consciousness seems superfluous, if sensation includes awareness of itself.  In response to this argument proponents of the reflexive interpretation might suggest that the additional awareness afforded by consciousness need not be redundant.  One might say that consciousness includes as a component belief in the present existence of the sensation conceived, while sensation includes only conception of itself, no belief.  Since it adds something further, consciousness is not redundant.

This response is not terribly satisfying.  If the feeling of pain is a representational state, as the reflexive interpretation has it, then clearly part of what it represents is the presence of pain (EIP 214, 243, IHM 27).  Since the relevant act of consciousness is also a representation of the present existence of pain, we seem to have a double representation of the same state of affairs.  (Note that this redundancy does not occur in our consciousness of other mental states.  In perceiving an object of perception, we are aware of the presence of the object of that state, say, the color; in being conscious of the perception, we are aware of the presence of the act of awareness, not the object of that act.  Consciousness of pain will differ because the act of awareness and the object of that act are one and the same.)  It is unclear what the motivation for positing this double representation is supposed to be.  There is surely no basis in the phenomenology of pain experience for positing this double awareness.

This first objection to the reflexive interpretation leads to a further worry.  Reid explicitly states both that the connection between consciousness and its objects is contingent and that the connection between the feeling of pain and pain is necessary.  But if the awareness of pain included in the feeling is a representation much like our consciousness of pain, what accounts for the necessity here?


On first glance, the reflexive nature of sensation might seem to help us understand why there is a necessary connection between the feeling of pain and what that feeling is about, why you cannot have the one without the other.  Since the feeling is an act of awareness about itself, the object of that feeling will exist in all and only those worlds in which that intentional act exists.  Note, however, that a sensation cannot be mere thinking about itself.  Otherwise, very different sensation-types (e.g. a pain and a tingle) would fail to differ in kind: each will agree in being about itself.  Accordingly, sensations different in kind must differ in how they are represented.
  For example, pains will represent themselves as being one way; tingles will represent themselves in a different manner.  But now we have opened up the possibility of misrepresentation.  We now have a distinction between how the sensation is represented as being and how it is.  So at most what is guaranteed about sensation is just this: whenever a mental operation with a certain representational feature is present, a mental state with that representational feature is present.  But surely this cannot be what trustworthiness and disclosedness amount to!
  What’s more, the unmistakability and transparency of sensation are left wholly mysterious.  Reflexivity does not explain why, necessarily, we feel all and only the features sensations have.

The reflexive interpretation, then, leaves a significant difference between the feeling of pain and consciousness of pain unexplained.  We want to know what accounts for the trustworthiness, disclosedness, unmistakability, and transparency of pain—why the feeling of pain has this necessary connection to pain that consciousness of pain lacks.  After all, these special features of sensation are quite important to Reid.  His central argument for distinguishing sensation from perception appeals to its trustworthiness and unmistakability (see EIP 214 and C 113).  And elsewhere in the Essays Reid distinguishes sensation from perception by invoking the trustworthiness, disclosedness, unmistakability, and transparency of the former (see EIP 194 and 243).  It is a genuine advantage of the no-object interpretation that it offers a straightforward account of these features.

While it is clear, given his views on consciousness and sensation, why Reid would wish to accept a no-object view of sensation, it is far from clear what the attraction of a reflexive view of sensation is supposed to be.  Reid evidently thinks that it is part of commonsense that thought and its object are numerically distinct (EIP 132).  We should expect, then, that Reid would offer a special reason for thinking of sensation as an exception to this rule, if in fact he thinks that sensation is a thought about itself.  But Reid never offers any explanation here.  Indeed, he never even says that sensation is about itself.  Instead he says that sensation has no object.  If, in saying that sensation has no object, Reid means that sensation is about itself, then his form of expression is exceptionally and uncharacteristically odd.  It would have been very easy for him to say that sensation is about itself, but he never does so.

Even if Reid does not explicitly defend the idea that sensation is about itself, intentionalism has some familiar advantages.  First, on the assumption that all and only mental states are intentional, we have a simple, unified approach to the mental.  Second, because the prospects of naturalizing intentionality are relatively good, intentionalism has the advantage that it fits nicely with a naturalistic approach to the mind.  Third, intentionalism is plausibly thought to square best with the way our experiences naturally strike us: our pain experiences, for example, seem to represent pains as states of our bodies.

It is implausible, however, to suppose that Reid is moved by any of these considerations.  First, Reid evidently favors a different view about what is distinctive of the mental.  He tells us in his explication of words that what all mental operations have in common is just that they are conscious, they are objects of consciousness (EIP 20).  This view of the mental is evidently no less simple than intentionalism.  Further, Reid is no friend of naturalism, so he will not be concerned about the difficulties involved in making sense of raw feels within a naturalistic framework.  Finally, Reid thinks that he has a response to the objection that we need a distinction between the feeling of pain (mental act) and pain (object) in order to accommodate the commonsense view that pains are present in body parts.  For Reid’s fascinating response to this problem see the final section below.

The central argument of this paper is now complete.  There are compelling reasons to favor the no-object interpretation over the reflexive interpretation and so to think of Reid as committed to rejecting Brentano’s intentionalism.  Reid thinks that we ought to take sensations to be non-intentional mental states because doing so will best explain the distinctive features of sensations, i.e. (i)-(v). 
III

Although Reid’s explanatory account of sensation as a non-intentional mental state has much to speak in its favor, this way of thinking about sensation is hardly unproblematic.  In this final section we will consider Reid’s efforts to address one of the more serious objections facing his view.
The view that the feeling of pain is a non-intentional state goes hand-in-hand with the view that pain is not an object of feeling.  Reid thinks of pain as importantly different from hardness and roughness, which, as objects of feeling, “are presented to the mind as real external qualities” (IHM 62).  When items felt are experienced as existing externally (i.e. as belonging to something other than the mind)—when they are objectified in experience—we can distinguish two things: the world-directed act of the mind and what that act of the mind is about, its object.  Accordingly, any item that is presented to the mind in experience as existing externally is not a sensation.  For Reid insists that in the case of sensation we cannot distinguish the feeling from what is felt.

We can now state an important objection to Reid’s view that sensations are non-intentional.  When we attend to our pains and itches, they evidently present themselves to the mind as extended items belonging to the body.  The problem here is not that Reid is committed to thinking our senses deceive us with respect to what sensations like pain are really like.  The problem is rather that the way pains are presented to the mind in pain experience seems to be incompatible with Reid’s view that in the case of sensation there is no distinction to be drawn between act and object.  For if pain is indeed objectified in experience (i.e. experienced as external), then we will have to distinguish the act of feeling pain from its object, pain.

Reid responds to this difficulty by suggesting that there is confusion present in our everyday thinking about sensations and qualities.  Before we can describe Reid’s response, we need to take note of his views about the concepts we employ in our everyday thinking about the qualities of bodies.  We begin with Reid’s views on our concept of color.

First, what are colors, on Reid’s view?  Nicholas Wolterstorff and others have suggested that Reid’s remarks on color are problematic.
  At times Reid evidently speaks of color as a mind-independent, explanatory feature of bodies around us, a quality whose nature is to be discovered by scientific investigation.  At other times he speaks of color as a disposition, a power, or a virtue.  On the assumption that the power or disposition in question is a power to produce a certain sort of sensation in us, this talk of color as a power does not fit well with the view of color as a mind-independent, explanatory quality of body discovered by science.  In moving between these two ways of talking about color isn’t Reid confusing this power of objects with its ground?

Reid is not confused here.  Wolterstorff’s worry arises only on the assumption that the power Reid is talking about is a power to produce a certain kind of sensation, but we should not understand Reid’s talk of power in this way.  Consider what Reid has to say in the following passage:
The nature of secondary qualities is a proper subject of philosophical disquisition; and in this philosophy has made some progress.  It has been discovered, that the sensation of smell is occasioned by the effluvia of bodies; that of sound by their vibration.  The disposition of bodies to reflect a particular kind of light occasions the sensation of color.  Very curious discoveries have been made of the nature of heat, and an ample field of discovery in these subjects remains. (EIP 204)

When Reid speaks of color as a ‘power or virtue’ in bodies (IHM 87), he is thinking of color as a disposition to affect incident light.  This view about the nature of color—that it is “the disposition of bodies to reflect a particular kind of light”—comes from Newton, who tells us that “colors in the object are nothing but a disposition to reflect this or that sort of rays more copiously than the rest” (Optics I.II, 2.2).  On Reid’s view, Newton has, through scientific investigation, revealed what surface color is.  It is a mind-independent disposition to affect incident light.  More specifically, two surfaces are the same in color insofar as they are disposed to reflect light in the same manner; otherwise they differ in color.

Of course, the vulgar do not possess this robust conception of color as a disposition to affect incident light.  So how do they conceive of color?  The answer to this question turns out to be complicated because Reid sees the need to attribute to the vulgar two notions of color: a causal notion and a confused notion.  To see why he posits these two notions of color, we have to consider Reid’s subtle views on the development of color cognition in humans.

Our ability to perceive the mind-independent colors of things, Reid thinks, depends on our learning the meaning of differences in color sensation.  After all, some differences in color sensation indicate the presence of a difference in surface color, others are signs of a difference in the lighting, and yet others signify a difference in distance from the perceiver.  On the assumption that learning to see the colors involves learning to distinguish among the various factors that influence color sensation, we come to think of surface colors as among the causes of color sensation:

By the constitution of our nature, we are led to conceive this idea as a sign of something external, and are impatient till we learn its meaning.  A thousand experiments for this purpose are made every day by children, even before they come to the use of reason.  They look at things, they handle them, they put them in various positions, at different distances, and in different lights.  The ideas of sight, by these means, come to be associated with, and readily to suggest, things external, and altogether unlike them.  In particular, that idea which we have called the appearance of color, suggests the conception and belief of some unknown quality in the body, which occasions the idea; as it is to this quality, and not to the idea, that we give the name of color. (IHM 86)

We begin, then, with a causal notion of color: color is one of several factors that influence the appearance of color (i.e. color sensation).  However, once this process of learning has run its course, we are no longer attentive to the sensations:

As we grow up, the mind acquires a habit of passing so rapidly from the ideas of sight to the external things suggested by them, that the ideas are not in the least attended to, nor have they names given them in common language. (Ibid.)

This neglect of color sensations has a significant impact on our mature notion of color.  We necessarily make color sensations objects of thought when we identify and distinguish the colors: color sensations have to enter into our thinking about the colors because we are unable to distinguish the colors from one another except by reference to the sensations they incite.  However, we fail to keep these sensations separate in our thoughts from the colors:

The name of color belongs indeed to the cause only, and not to the effect.  But as the cause is unknown, we can form no distinct conception of it, but by its relation to the known effect.  And therefore both go together in the imagination, and are so closely united, that they are mistaken for one simple object of thought. (Ibid.)

Color and color sensation are so constantly united in our visual experiences and in our imagination that we gradually fail to distinguish them, and we end up with a confused notion of color.  Our thinking about color is confused insofar as what we take to be one simple object of thought is in fact a compound entity: the sensation of color + color itself.  Accordingly, Reid distinguishes our original notion of color due to the sense of sight (a causal notion) from our mature notion due to the imagination (a confused notion).

The very same sort of confusion arises in our thinking about disorders in our bodies and the accompanying sensations of pain.  Reid wants to distinguish the notion of disorder that our sense of touch gives us from the notion of disorder that is a product of the imagination.  According to Reid, the sense of touch yields the rather minimal conception of disorder as some unknown bodily cause of a familiar type of sensation (EIP 216).  When we perceive disorders of the body, we cognize them merely as unknown states of the body that produce uneasy sensations:

When I feel the pain of the gout in my toe, I know that there is some unusual impression made upon that part of my body.  But of what kind is it?  Are the small vessels distended with some redundant elastic, or unelastic fluid?  Are the fibers unusually stretched?  Are they torn asunder by force, or gnawed and corroded by some acrid humour?  I can answer none of these questions.  All that I feel is pain, which is not an impression upon the body, but upon the mind; and all that I perceive by this sensation is, that some distemper in my toe occasions this pain.  But as I know not the natural temper and texture of my toe when it is at ease, I know as little what change or disorder of its parts occasions this uneasy sensation. (IHM 175, emphasis mine)

The notion of distemper that figures in this perception of the body is to be distinguished from the confused notion that derives from the imagination.  The sensation of pain in the mind and the disorder in the body are so constantly conjoined in our pain experiences and in our imagination that we end up confusing them for one and the same thing (EIP 211, cf. IHM 89).

Reid attributes this confusion to us in part in order to confront our initial worry that the phenomenology of pain experience conflicts with his claim that we should not distinguish pain from the feeling of pain (see EIP 213).  Our efforts to attend reflectively to our experiences are influenced by this confusion in our thinking.  When we report that our pains are experienced as features of the world, we are simply failing to distinguish the pain from its somatic cause.  We fail in performing the necessary act of abstraction because success requires overcoming inveterate habits of inattention.

This clever response to our initial worry raises a further worry which Reid does not address.  Since perception, on Reid’s view, involves the formation of an immediate belief in the existence of some item that is conceived, it is natural to suppose that what perceptions we are able to enjoy depends on what concepts we have available for thought.  Accordingly, if we genuinely confuse disorders of the body with the sensations they incite, as our practice of locating pains in the body suggests, then we would seem to lack the notion of disorder needed to perceive these states of the body.  Reid tells us that having a toothache involves having “a conception and belief of some disorder in the tooth, which is believed to be the cause of the uneasy feeling” (EIP 211).  But it is unclear how one can believe that such a cause of sensation is present if one genuinely confuses cause and effect for one and the same thing.  It is not obvious how Reid is to accommodate his own suggestion that in pain experience we perceive disorders of the body.

It is one thing for Reid to say that we confuse sensation with perception and so need practice attending to sensations in order to make them distinct objects of thought.  It is another for Reid to claim that we confuse sensation with the correlate object of perception and so have confused notions of the objects of sensory experience.  The latter claim does not obviously square with Reid’s insistence that our perceptions through the senses involve beliefs about mind-independent causes of sensation.
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� References to Reid are to the Edinburgh Edition of Thomas Reid: An Inquiry into the Human Mind on the Principles of Common Sense [IHM] (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man [EIP] (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002), and The Correspondence of Thomas Reid [C] (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002).


� The most important passage in this connection is EIP 295-296, which is discussed in section II below.


� Philip Cummins interprets Reid as an intentionalist in “Berkeley’s Ideas of Sense,” in The Empiricists: Critical Essays, ed. M. Atherton, 89-106 (Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield, 1999), 93.  Todd Buras defends this interpretation at length in “The Problem with Reid’s Direct Realism,” The Philosophical Quarterly 52 (2002), 458-9, and “The Nature of Sensations in Reid,” History of Philosophy Quarterly 22 (2005), 221-238.


� I follow A. E. Pitson and Phillip Cummins in supposing that Reid takes pain as a paradigm of sensation.  See Pitson’s “Sensation, Perception and Reid’s Realism,” in The Philosophy of Thomas Reid, eds. M. Dalgarno and E. Matthews (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989), 79-89 at 82, and Cummins’ “Berkeley’s Ideas of Sense,” 95.


� To suppose that sensations like pain have these features is not to suppose that we are infallible with respect to our pains.  We are susceptible to error for a variety of reasons.  We can go wrong in thinking or talking about our pains because of a failure to attend carefully to our feelings of pain, because we do not really grasp the concepts involved, because we accidentally use the wrong words, etc.  Presumably mistakes are not that uncommon: people do not always pay careful attention to the character of their feelings, nor do they always use language appropriately when confronted with feelings.  The point here is just that the feeling of pain is never mistaken about pain.





� Of course, a pain will have extrinsic features that the subject of the pain does not feel.  For example, someone else’s pain might have the property of being simultaneous with your act of reading this sentence.  This property of the pain will not be felt by the subject.


� It is important to understand privacy here in the narrow way it has been defined above.  Reid apparently allows that we can sometimes perceive the mental states of others—for instance, we can perceive that someone is angry (EIP 485-487).  We cannot, however, feel another’s anger.





� So when Reid claims that sensation involves a belief in the present existence of the thing apprehended (IHM 28), it is natural to suppose that the belief here is a component of the accompanying act of consciousness, not a component of the sensation itself.  Reid wants to defend the claim that belief is an ingredient in many, not all, mental operations, and he includes consciousness, not sensation, in the list of mental operations that possess belief as an essential ingredient (EIP 228).





� The reflexive interpretation can be understood in two ways.  Either the sensation has no non-intentional parts (a sensation is altogether intentional) or it is complex and has both intentional and non-intentional components.





� In communication Todd Buras has challenged the suggestion here that the two interpretations are so far on equal footing.  Because Reid has defined sensation as a mental operation that has no object distinct from the act itself (EIP 36), we ought to understand the phrase “has no object” as a quick way of saying “has no object distinct from itself.”  Read in this manner, Reid’s remarks at EIP 38 and 196 are no problem for the reflexive interpretation.  By contrast, there is no obvious way for the no-object interpretation to accommodate Reid’s claim at EIP 295-296 that conceptions are ingredients of every mode of thought.  I do not see that the reflexive interpretation has any real advantage here.  First, as noted above, Reid admits that he sometimes uses the term 'ingredient' where the term 'concomitant' might plausibly be thought to be more appropriate.  Second, the definition of sensation at EIP 36 is ambiguous until we get to EIP 38, where Reid clarifies the definition by asserting that sensation has no object.  The remark at EIP 196 confirms that Reid is thinking of sensations as lacking objects.  If Reid were thinking of sensations as having themselves as objects, then surely he could easily have said so.  It is not plausible that Reid would choose to express the idea that sensation is about itself by saying that sensation has no object.  At the very least, the proponent of the reflexive interpretation must allow that Reid has spoken in a highly misleading manner.  But given this concession, the reflexive interpretation does not seem to have any real advantage here over the no-object interpretation.


� Below we shall consider the possibility that consciousness of pain and feeling of pain are different enough from one another to justify positing this additional awareness of pain.


� There is a related problem facing the suggestion that Reid endorses a reflexive view of consciousness, a problem first noted by Keith Lehrer in “Reid on Consciousness,” Reid Studies 1 (1986-7), 8.  Lehrer writes: “But there is a third difficulty that seems to me insuperable.  It is that Reid said that consciousness is involuntary.  Suppose that the mental operation of which I am conscious is voluntary, some operation of attentive reflection, for example.  The consciousness of that operation is, according to Reid, involuntary.  It follows that the consciousness, if it is a mental operation, must be distinct from the voluntary mental operation which is the object of consciousness.  One and the same operation cannot be both voluntary and involuntary.” 


� Compare Reid’s remark that “to suffer pain, and to think of it, are things which totally differ in kind...” (EIP 159)


� An Essay concerning Human Understanding (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975), 115.


� Ned Block’s notion of access-consciousness is an alternative to (2) that would help to prevent the problematic regress.  See his “On a confusion about a function of consciousness,” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 18 (1995), 227-247.


� I owe this suggestion to Todd Buras.


� One might question whether Reid would be concerned to account for this necessity, since he allows for a variety of necessities that are unexplained first principles—e.g. "that the qualities we perceive by our senses must have a subject, which we call body" (EIP 495).  But surely Reid owes us an explanation of how the feeling of pain differs from consciousness and perception, which involve both an act and an object that are contingently related to one another (i.e. the one could exist without the other).  He seems to offer just such an explanation when he tells us that sensation has no object.





� Recall that Reid endorses transparency.  He will not suppose that the differences which make sensations different in kind are ones we are not aware of.


� After all, this is common to all representational states; trustworthiness and disclosedness are supposed to be distinctive of sensations.


� See N. Wolterstorff, Thomas Reid and the Story of Epistemology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 112, T. Pitson, “Reid on Primary and Secondary Qualities,” Reid Studies 5 (2001), 22 ff., and J. McKitrick, “Reid’s Foundation for the Primary/Secondary Quality Distinction,” The Philosophical Quarterly 52 (2002), 488.


� Today we might state the view by saying that two surfaces are the same in color insofar as they are disposed to reflect the same percentage of photons with respect to each wavelength, i.e. insofar as they have the same surface spectral reflectance; otherwise they differ in color.  I have discussed Reid’s views on color at length elsewhere.  See my “Reid on Colour,” British Journal for the History of Philosophy 10 (2002), 231-242.


� I owe a huge thanks to Todd Buras, whose written comments on this paper have been an enormous help.  Thanks also to the anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments.  Thanks, finally, to Dorit Ganson.  Working with her on our paper “Everyday Thinking about Bodily Sensations” led to improvements in this paper.
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