INTRODUCTION.

§ 1. PROBLEM OF PSYCHOLOGY.

1. Two definitions of psychology have been the most
prominent in the history of this science. According to
one, psychology is the “science of mind” : psychical processes
are regarded as phenomena from which it is possible to
infer the nature of an underlying metaphysical mind-sub-
stance. According to the other, psychology is the “science
of inner experience”: psychical processes are here looked
upon as belonging to a specific form of experience, which
is readily distinguished by the fact that its contents are
known through “introspection”, or the “inner sense” as
it has been called to distinguish it from sense-perception
through the outer senses.

Neither of these definitions, however, is satisfactory to
the psychology of to-day. The first, or metaphysical, defini-
tion belongs to a period of development that lasted longer
in this science than in others. But it is here too forever
left behind, since psychology has developed into an empirical
discipline, operating with methods of its own; and since the
“mental sciences” have gained recognition as a great de-
partment of scientific investigation, distinct from the sphere
of the natural sciences, and requiring as a general ground-
work an independent psychology, free from all metaphysical

theories.
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The second, or empirical, definition, which sees in psychol-
ogy a “science of inner experience”, is inadequate because
it may give rise to the misunderstanding that psychology has
to do with objects totally different from those of the so-
called “outer experience”. It is, indeed, true that there are
contents of experience which belong in the sphere of psycho-
logical investigation, but are mot to be found among the
objects and processes studied by natural science: such are
our feelings, emotions, and decisions. On the other hand,
there is not a single natural phenomenon that may not,
from a different point of view, become an object of psychol-
ogy. A stone, a plant, a tone, a ray of light, are, as nat-
ural phenomena, objects of mineralogy, botany, physics, etc.;
but in so far as they arouse in us /deas, they are at the
same time objects of psychology. For psychology seeks to
account for the genesis of these ideas, and for their rela-
tions both to other ideas and to those psychical processes
not referred to external objects, such as feelings, volitions, etc.
There is, then, no such thing as an “inner sense” which
can be regarded as an organ of introspection, and thus dis-
tinct from the outer senses, or organs of objective perception.
Ideas, whose attributes psychology seeks to investigate, arise
through the outer senses no less than do the sense-percep-
‘tions on which natural science is based; while the subjective
activities of feeling, emotion, and volition, which are neglected
in natural science, are not known through special organs, but
are directly and inseparably connected with the ideas referred
to external objects.

2. It follows, then, that the expressions outer and inner
experience do mnot indicate different objects, but different
points of riew from which we start in the consideration and
scientific treatment of a unitary experience. We are natur-
ally led to these points of view, because every concrete ex-
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perience immediately divides into fwo factors: into a content
presented to us, and our apprehension of this content. We
call the first of these factors objects of experience, the second
experiencing subject. This division points out two directions
for the treatment of experience. One is that of the natural
sciences, which concern themselves with the objects of ex-
perience, thought of as independent of the subject. The other
is that of psychology, which investigates the whole content
of experience in its relations to the subject and in its attri-
butes derived directly from the subject. The standpoint of
natural science may, accordingly, be designated as that of
mediate experience, since it is possible only after abstracting
from the subjective factor present in all actual experience;
the standpoint of psychology, on the other hand, may be
designated as that of immediate experience, since it purposely
does away with this abstraction and all its consequences.

3. The assignment of this problem to psychology, making
it an empirical science coordinate with natural science and
supplementary to it, is justified by the method of all the
mental sciences, for which psychology furnishes the basis. All
of these sciences, philology, history, and political and social
science, have for their subject-matter immediate experience
as determined by the interaction of objects with the knowing
and acting subject. None of the mental sciences employs
the abstractions and hypothetical supplementary concepts of
natural science; quite otherwise, they all accept ideas and the
accompanying subjective ‘activities as immediate reality. The
effort is then made to explain the single components of this
reality through their mutual interconnections. This method
of psychological interpretation employed in the mental sciences,
must also be the mode of procedure in psychology itself,
being the method required by the subject-matter of psychol-

ogy, the immediate reality of experience.
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3a. Since natural science investigates the content of ex-
perience after abstracting from the experiencing subject, its
problem is usually stated as the acquirement of “knowledge of
the outer world”. By the expression outer world is meant the
sum total of all the objects presented in experience. The problem
of psychology has sometimes been correspondingly defined as
“self-knowledge of the subject”. This, definition is, however,
inadequate because the interaction of the subject with the outer
world and with other similar subjects is just as much a prob-
lem of psychology as are the attributes of the single subject.
Furthermore, the expression can easily be interpreted to mean
that outer world and subject are separate components of ex-
perience or that they can at least be distingnished as inde-
pendent contents of experience, whereas, in truth, outer ex-
perience is always connected with the apprehending and knowing
functions of the subject, and inner experience always contains
ideas from the outer world as indispensable components. This
interconnection is the necessary result of the fact that in
reality experience is not a mere juxtaposition of different ele-
ments, but a single organized whole which requires in each of
its components the subject that apprehends the content, and the
objects that are presented as content. For this reason natural
science can not abstract from the knowing subject entirely, but
only from those attributes of the subject which either disappear
entirely when we remove the subject in thought, as, the feel-
ings, or from those which, on the ground of physical researches,
must be regarded as belonging to the subject, as, the quali-
ties of sensations. Psychology, on the contrary, has as its sub-
ject of treatment the fofal content of experience in its imme-
diate character.

The only ground, then, for the division between natural
science on the one hand, and psychology and the mental sciences
on the other, is to be found in the fact that all experience
contains as its factors a content objectively presented, and an ex-
periencing subject. Still, it is by no means necessary that
logical definitions of these two factors should precede the sep-
aration of the sciences from one another, for it is obvious that
such definitions are possible only after they have a basis in the
investigations of natural science and of psychology. All that it is
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necessary to presuppose from the first, is the consciousness which
accompanies all experience, that in this experience objects are
being presented to a subject. There can be mno assumption of
a knowledge of the conditions upon which the distinetion is
based, or of the definite characteristics by which one factor can
be distinguished from the other. Even the use of the terms
object and subject in this connection must be regarded as the
application to the first stage of experience, of distinctions which
are reached only by developed logical refiection.

The forms of inferpretation in natural science and psychol-
ogy are supplementary mnot only in the sense that the first
considers objec¢ts after abstracting, as far as possible, from the
subject, while the second has to do with the part the subject
playsuinmthenrisemcfaexperiences but they are also supplementary
in the sense that each takes a different point of view in con-
sidering the single contents of experience. Natural science seeks
to discover the nature of objects without reference to the sub-
ject. The knowledge that it produces is therefore wmediate or
conceptual. In place of the immediate objects of experience, it
sets concepts gained from these objects by abstracting from the
subjective components of our ideas. Thismabstractionmmakesmit
necessary, continually to supplement reality with hypothetical
glements. Scientific analysis shows that many components of
experience — as, for example, sensations — are subjective effects
of objective processes. These objective processes in their ob-
jective character, independent of the subject, can therefore never
be a part of experience. Science makes up for this lack by
forming supplementary hypothetical concepts of the objective
properties of matter. Psychology;montherctherhand;minvestigates
the contents of experience in their complete and actual form,
both the ideas that are referred to objects, and all the sub-
jectivenprocessesithatiiclustermaboutiitiiens. Its knowledge is,
therefore, tmmediate and perceptual: perceptual in the broad sense
of the term in which not only sense-perceptions, but all concrete
reality is distinguished from all that is abstract and conceptual
in thought. Psychology can exhibit the interconnection of the
contents of experience as actually presented to the subject, only
by avoiding entirely the abstractions and supplementary concepts of
natural science. Thus, while natural science and psychology are
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both empirical sciences in the sense that they aim to explain the
contentsioflexperience, though from different points of view, still
it is obvious that, in consequence of the character of its problem,
psychology is the sore siricilly empirical.

§ 2. GENERAL THEORIES OF PSYCHOLOGY.

1. The view that psychology is an empirical science which
deals, not with specific contents of experience, but with the
immediate contents of all experience, is of recent origin. It
still encounters in the science of to-day oppositional views,
which are to be looked upon, in general, as the remnants
of earlier stages of development, and which are in turn
arrayed against one another according to their attitudes on
the question of the relation of psychology to philosophy and
to the other sciences. On the basis of the two definitions
mentioned above (§ 1, 1) as being the most widely accepted,
two chief theories of psychology may be distinguished: meta-
physical and empirical psychology. Each is further divided
into a number of special tendencies.

Metaphysical psychology generally values very little the
empirical analysis and causal synthesis of psychical processes.
Regarding psychology as a part of philosophical meta-
physics, its chief -effort is directed toward the discovery of
a definition of the “nature of mind™ that shall be in accord
with the whole theory of the metaphysical system to which
the particular psychology belongs. After a metaphysical con-
cept of mind has thus been established, the attempt is made
to deduce from it the actual content of psychical experi-
ence. The characteristic that distinguishes metaphysical from
cpirical psychology is, then, its attempt to deduce psychical
processes, not from other psychical processes, but from some





