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Abstract
1. Purposes of research and methodological considerations 
The purpose of this research is to study the different roles of inner experience and the inner sense in Empiricism, especially from argumentative and methodological perspectives. The research studies the philosophies of the three classical Empiricists, Locke, Berkeley and Hume, as well as that of Thomas Reid, Hume’s contemporary and the founder of the Scottish School of Common Sense, who embraces the experiential methodology of the Empiricists while criticizing many of their epistemological presumptions. 

The study shows that Empiricism, supposedly a methodology for studying the external (to the mind) world, paradoxically becomes a discussion focusing on inner experience and states of consciousness. Special attention in this research is given to methodological discussions in Empiricism pertaining to the roles and status of the inner sense, and to actual arguments which rely on inner experience. In this, the research portrays types of relations that exists between epistemology, methodology and argumentation, as different aspects of theory and praxis in philosophy. As a study of philosophical argumentation, the research presents a typology of informal arguments that rely on inner experience. In general, this study is a broad discussion of British Empiricism from the perspective of inner experience as a vital epistemological and methodological consideration.  The epistemological discussion focuses on issues such as differentiating between inner and outer experience, the phenomenological classification of experience in general, and the distinction between consciousness and reflection.

This study also touches on a number of meta-philosophical questions: the relation between theory and praxis in philosophy; does philosophy produce knowledge; and whether philosophers have special argumentative tools.  These questions are discussed throughout the particular chapters, and the aim of this research is to provide partial answers to them.

The research is divided into 5 principal chapters. The first two discuss Locke. The other three discuss Berkeley, Hume and Reid. A short epilogue of general and comparative conclusions summarizes the research. 

*

At the center of this research lays a question regarding the relation between epistemological presumptions and argumentative preferences and strategies, or the relation between epistemology and argumentation in general. It is assumed that logic and argumentation are not the same -- that philosophical arguments are not hidden formal logical deductions. Since Plato, a suspicion towards argumentation and rhetoric is central to philosophy’s self image. Philosophers have argued that rhetoric does not provide criterions for truth, that it uses a language loaded with extra-logical meanings, and that the process of convincing is not achieved by employing valid inferences. Philosophy, on the other hand, is supposed to be about truth, and strives to presents its theories in a rigorous manner, sometimes even in a semi-logical or geometrical fashion. Analyzing philosophical texts, according to such a view, involves getting rid of the rhetorical unessential components, and translating the philosophical moves into patterns which show their logical-deductive nature. 

However, since arguments in natural language cannot be satisfactorily translated into formal logic (we do not have an adequate algorithm for doing so), and since logical formulas become pointless in non-formal languages (for instance, the formula P(P, a valid tautology, becomes an example of the rhetorical fallacy of “begging the question” once it is translated into a natural language), formal analysis is a tool of limited value for analyzing philosophical arguments. Moreover, formal-logical analyses are particularly unfruitful in the context of empiricist arguments, as they are aloof to two of their central characteristics: that they often discuss facts, and that these facts are supposed to be a matter of personal experience. Only the conviction embedded in personal experience can turn an empiricist argument into a proof, in the sense that Dascal employs this term. 

The research regard philosophy as a special argument field (Toulmin), suggesting that as a special field philosophy could exemplify special patterns of arguments which escape more general forms of classification (such as Perelman’s). the research shows that Empiricism is a special sub-field, in which special conventions of arguments are found, especially in the context of inner experience. 

2. General and comparative conclusions

A.    Empiricism and inner experience

Prominent versions of Empiricism are intensively preoccupied with inner experience. As a methodology for the natural sciences, empiricism prescribes sense observation. But as a philosophy, whose main concerns are epistemology and the workings of the mind, inner experience receives primary importance. The fact that this phenomenon recurs in the philosophies of Locke, Berkeley and Hume, despite the considerable differences between them, testifies as to its significance. Even Thomas Reid, whose philosophy is supposed to be wholly different from ideas-based empiricism, still embraces introspection as part of his commitment to the empirical method in philosophy. Considering the fact that the empiricists’ preoccupation with the inner is intentional (as shown by the associated methodological discussions), it seems that empiricism tends to become a meditation-like reflexive practice, being more about internal experiences than about sense data.

However, despite their common interest in inner experience and the introspective method, there are differences between the above philosophers as to almost every aspect of their account of the inner (the status of imagination, the objects of inquiry, their account of the inner sense, etc.), to which commentators generally failed to give appropriate attention. 

B.  Two philosophical “pairs” (Locke & Reid vs. Berkeley & Hume)

Although these philosophers exemplify notable diversity in their accounts of the inner, interesting parallels still emerge between Locke and Reid on the one hand, and Berkeley and Hume on the other. These “pairs” seem to stand for two contrary conceptions of inner experience and the introspective inquiry.

(1) There are major disagreements as to the objects of introspective inquiry. Both Locke and Reid consider mental operations to be their primary objects of investigation. Berkeley and Hume, on the other hand, claim that they do not perceive any such operations (they are considered to be inaccessible in themselves to observation; only their resultant ideas can be inspected). They argue that we can only perceive ideas; and from the differences between the intrinsic properties of ideas (degrees of strength and vivacity) we get our concepts of the operation of different mental powers (e.g., imagination and memory), but we do not perceive such operations directly and immediately. 

(2) Another considerable disparity regards the philosophical significance of the imagination. Berkeley and Hume make the imagination a central philosophical instrument, and regard mental images as their paradigm of mental content. Locke and Reid, on the other hand, almost completely ignore this faculty, and disregard (Locke) or deny (Reid) mental images as objects of inner observation. 

(3) The issue of mental images illustrates another general disparity: attitude towards phenomenology of the inner. Berkeley and Hume operate within a reductive phenomenological framework, according to which, all mental contents are images in the mind. Making phenomenology a central consideration in their philosophies, they also exemplify internal conflicts regarding phenomenological matters (e.g., exceptions to the “all mental contents are images” rule): Berkeley with notional knowledge and with reflexive awareness of the mind, and Hume with the feeling he has of beliefs and sense impressions. The fact that Locke and Reid do not struggle with similar difficulties (objects which cannot be adequately characterized in terms of their own phenomenology of the mind) suggests that they are less preoccupied with phenomenological questions; either because of theoretical reasons -- their theories depend less on phenomenological considerations; or, because they employ the introspective method in a more restricted manner -- only in matters pertaining directly to the mind, and not as a comprehensive epistemological test of general philosophical maxims (e.g., they are not trying to translate every philosophical distinction into an observable inner experience, as Berkeley and Hume do).

(4) The question, whether inner observation is difficult or easy to perform, is also a matter of dispute. Locke and Reid both emphasize the difficulty in observing inner phenomena, whereas Berkeley and Hume emphasize precisely the opposite – the easiness of introspective observation. All you have to do, according to the latter, is simply to look and to observe for yourself; nothing is easier. Perhaps this fact is connected to the fifth disparity…

 (5) …the discussion (or the lack of it) of the metaphysics of inner experience.  The nature of the inner sense and of consciousness is a central topic for both Locke and Reid. Berkeley and Hume, however, do not discuss this topic at all. 

(6) Likewise, Locke and Reid are preoccupied with methodological problems regarding introspection, whereas Hume devotes to this topic only a few paragraphs, and Berkeley ignores it altogether. 

(7) Still, the most striking difference between the above philosophical “pairs”, which I have examined in this work, is the degree to which they actually employ introspective argumentation. Berkeley and Hume employ such arguments far more extensively than Locke and Reid. The philosophies of Berkeley and Hume could be analyzed into a series of arguments which depend on inner experience; that is certainly not the case with Locke and Reid.  

C.   The interdependence of epistemology and argumentation

The parallels between Locke and Reid on the one hand, and Berkeley and Hume on the other, also exemplify interesting interconnections between epistemology and argumentation. From the standpoint of inner experience, both pairs portray a different model of the mind. One model is based on the reduction of the mind to a collection of sensations and images. The other is founded on viewing the mind as an active entity performing a set of operations (the fact that Locke considers the mind also as a “closet” or a “storehouse” of ideas does not undermine this essential trait – as manifested by his actual argumentation). Berkeley and Hume do not argue that the mind performs no actions; they simply say that such mental operations cannot be immediately inspected by inner observation. The mind, therefore, as an observed phenomenon studied by the introspective method, is only a collection of ideas and images
There is an interesting correlation between observing mental operations, and complaints about the difficulties in exercising inner observation (Locke and Reid). Similarly, there is an apparent correlation between inspecting primarily mental images, and insisting that inner observation is fairly easy to perform (Berkeley and Hume). It seems, therefore, that it is more difficult to introspect a mind that is presumed to be composed of operations than a mind which is constituted of images. 

Likewise, philosophers who contemplate images tend to use arguments based on inner experience much more often than philosophers who contemplate mental operations. 

Perhaps, the reason thereof is that observing “operations” is supposed to furnish data about the mind itself; it serves primarily as a foundation of an experimental science of the mind (psychology). The study of images, on the other hand, was also supposed to shed light on the nature of our experience of the external world of perceived objects. 

In the same manner, the methodological status of the imagination is closely related to Berkeley’s and Hume’s theory of concept formation. General concepts were supposed by empiricists to be derived from antecedent experiences; mental images were said to be identical to ideas of sense (by which we perceive external objects and form our basic notions of them) and to ideas of memory. Therefore, Berkeley and Hume regard the imagination as a kind of internal laboratory, in which one could (a) simulate the ways by which general concepts are composed out of simple ideas; (b) examine which simple components compose a given general idea; and (c) determine which complex compositions of ideas are utterly impossible-to-perform (e.g., certain abstract ideas).

Evidently, philosophers’ arguments are not just tools for proving (or showing the cogency) of one’s theory. Arguments manifest strong affinities with underlying (concealed or explicit) epistemological and methodological considerations and presumptions. It is difficult to determine the direction of these affinities (whether, for instance, epistemological considerations determine the choice of arguments or vice versa). Berkeley and Hume use inner experience as an epistemological test. In this case, then, it could be argued that their methodology determines their epistemology. However, it could also be argued, that the fact they have chosen a particular methodology was predetermined by theoretical considerations (e.g., the empiricist presumption that all knowledge is derived from experience). 

In this work, I have considered asunder the theoretical (epistemological and methodological) and the practical (argumentative) aspects of the Empiricist philosophies, though I have also emphasized the intimate connection between them. This intimate connection suggests that these aspects are in fact participating in an integrated whole, whose “parts” (arguments, methodological considerations, epistemological presumptions, etc.) are interconnected and perhaps sometimes even mutually determining. By considering these parts asunder we gain a view of philosophy as a praxis and as a process, in which a philosopher could make different resolutions (metaphysical, or argumentative, etc.), which will possibly influence his whole system. And from reconsidering these aspects as an integrated whole, we gain an insight into the mutual relations between these aspects, and the ways they reflect or even influence each other. (Naturally, argumentative strategies are not the only type of “practicalities” in philosophy. Other practical aspects in philosophy consist of institutional characteristics (forms of authorization, etc.), conventions and etiquette of polemics, etc., which ought to be included in any general theory of philosophical praxis, which is already way beyond the scope of this research.)
D.   Argumentative patterns

The Empiricists employ several types of introspective argumentative patterns, which I labeled: “reports”, “appeals”, “imaginative experiments”, and “phenomenal analysis”. These arguments are unique types of philosophical reasoning that cannot be reduced to other more general and formal types of arguments.

“Reports” justify claims by pointing at an introspectively-identified internal fact. They give philosophical theses an air of empirical inquiry. In the case of Berkeley and Hume, an attempt is made to substantiate all primary maxims in terms of introspectable internal facts. 

“Appeals to the reader” or “invitations” are presented as a conclusive procedure for validating certain philosophical theses. Their rhetorical force consists of transferring the burden of proof from the original arguer to the reader or contender. Such “appeals” may have positive or negative form. In some cases, the reader is invited to verify for himself a certain philosophical claim, pertaining to some inner observable fact; in other cases, it is claimed that a certain internal object (e.g., abstract idea) is inconceivable; the conclusive test for this claim is the reader’s failure to observe such an object. 

“Imaginative” experiments resemble “thought-experiments” in a way. But instead of manipulating linguistic intuitions regarding the signification of certain terms and their derivatives, the philosopher investigates his imagination. “Imaginative” experiments give precedence to aesthetics (sensual experience) over verbal thought, and enable philosophers to redefine questions in perceptual terms instead of in conceptual (verbally-oriented) terms. 

Phenomenal analyses could be viewed as a sub division of imagination-employed arguments. Such arguments focus on the phenomenal appearances of sense (usually visual) experience. Its central concept is the notion of “minimum”: the smallest detectable experienced datum. Any doctrine which ignores such considerations, such as certain presumptions in geometry, is rejected on the ground of inconceivability.  

Such imagination-employed experiments imply that philosophical arguments are sometimes more than merely linguistic-based moves. Arguments may employ facts or evidences which, though articulated in language, are not exclusively linguistic in essence. 

Whether introspective arguments are actually employed in a given philosophical system, and what is their relative significance, is dependent upon various meta-philosophical and methodological considerations. Their significance in any given system seems to be proportional: (1) to the extensiveness with which they are being employed; (2) to the relative conclusiveness attributed to them; and (3) to their weight (in the eyes of their author) in comparison with other modes of evidence. 

It is important to note that introspective arguments need not appear in every philosophical discourse; they are not “universal” philosophical argumentative patterns -- in the sense that Passmore regards deductive arguments or Ryle thinks of his “reductio ad absurdum” arguments. On the contrary, these patterns appear only in situations where inner experience is perceived as relevant to the philosophical discussion by their authoring philosopher. There are no a-priori conditions which, when materialized, guarantee the usage of such arguments. Only certain presumptions or theoretical considerations make introspection philosophically relevant. In such cases, every philosopher may decide whether he would actually employ introspective arguments or whether he should turn to other forms of argument. 

E.   The plurality of “fields” in philosophy

Introspective arguments need not be prevalent in all systems of philosophy. But it seems that the empiricist discourse was particularly amenable to such arguments -- perhaps because of its preoccupation with studying the mind (which explains the fact that Reid’s discussion follows the empiricists in several respects). Hence, the existence and significance of such arguments is engendered by the topic discussed and by methodological and argumentative conventions in particular philosophical settings. 

In this sense, ‘philosophy’ is not a single “argument field”, but several, only-partially overlapping “fields” which may be distinguished not only by their topic (e.g. ethics or aesthetics) or historical setting (e.g., ancient or modern philosophy), but also by methodological and argumentative conventions. For instance, “rationalists” may employ different kinds of argumentative patterns than empiricists do. Therefore, Johnstone’s question as to the specificity of philosophical argumentation should be rephrased with (or be followed by) the question: do different schools in philosophy exemplify unique argumentative preferences? 

In my opinion, the answer to this question is in the affirmative. Instead of identifying philosophy with certain kinds of (philosophically) universal argumentative patterns, we should emphasize the plurality of argumentative preferences, and their connection or even interdependence with “theoretical” (epistemological and methodological) considerations.  
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