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1.1 Wundt and the Rise of Scientific Psychology

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, psychology was still regarded as the branch of philosophy studying the soul. However, the situation changed rapidly as the development of experimental physiology resulted more and more in the adoption of scientific methods for the study of phenomena that seemed only classifiable as psychical.
Over the course of a century, Europe—and Germany in particular—experienced breathtaking advances in the knowledge of living organisms. Johannes Müller (1801–1858) trained a whole generation of experimental physiologists. Mathias Schleiden (1804–1881), Theodor Schwann (1810–1882), and Rudolf Virchow (1821–1902) put to good use the recent improvement of microscope optic and developed the first cellular theories. Justus von Liebig (1803–1873) made a great contribution to the development of organic chemistry. But the list goes on.
This scientific renewal led to the unfolding of a grand research program, aiming at questioning the assumptions of the so-called Naturphilosophie, i.e., the speculative biology that was based on the assumption of a teleological living force animating organic matter. In its place, this new trend affirmed the possibility and necessity of a mechanistic explanation of living beings.
As soon as the perceptual apparatus and the nervous system became the objects of research, the advances in the field of physiology impacted significantly on psychology too. The focus was increasingly on the organism’s reaction to stimuli. Ernst Weber (1795–1878) and Gustav Theodor Fechner
 (1801–1887) formulated the law that mathematically described the relationship between the change in a physical stimulus and the change in perception. Charles Bell (1774–1842), François Magendie (1783–1855), Marshall Hall (1790–1857), and Hermann von Helmholtz (1821–1894) outlined the phenomenon of reflex arc, according to which peripherical signals travel toward the central nervous system through sensory nerves, from where a response departs, that proceeds centrifugally down the motor nerves.
As a result, from the field of pure physiology, a new science originated, named psychophysics by Fechner
. He defined it as the “exact science of the functional or dependency relations between body and mind.” An “ancient task,” indeed. Nonetheless, what was new was how this discipline intended to tackle such a task: by building on “experience and mathematical connections of empirical facts
” (Fechner 1860, V).
Although all these studies on the physiology of sensations and nervous system had already started to change the understanding of human mind, none had yet proposed a complete remake of the old psychology on these new bases. It was Wilhelm Wundt (1832–1920) who first took this further step. For this reason, “even though he cannot be credited with a single significant scientific discovery, any genuine methodological innovation or any influential theoretical generalization,” it is generally recognized that he “played the crucial role in constituting the field” of scientific
 psychology (Danziger 1990, 396).
Indeed, it was Wundt’s merit if psychology became aware of itself, of what it had become. In his magnum opus Grundzüge der physiologischen Psychologie (Principles of Physiological Psychology 1874), he brought together in a coherent fashion the psychophysiological findings that had been accumulating for over a century. Secondly, but even more important, in this book he explicitly conceived psychology as an autonomous science, defining its object, method, and aim, as well as its relations with other disciplines, such as philosophy and physiology

.
The book began with this declaration of intent:The work which I here present to the public is an attempt to mark out a new domain of science. I am well aware that the question may be raised, whether the time is yet ripe for such an undertaking. The new discipline rests upon anatomical and physiological foundations which, in certain respects, are themselves very far from solid; while the experimental treatment of psychological problems must be pronounced, from every point of view, to be still in its first beginnings

. At the same time, [a general survey of the present status of a developing science is the best mean of discovering the blanks that our ignorance has left in its subject matter] (Wundt 1874, III, trans. Wundt 1904, V, translation modified)



In spite of the somewhat rhetorical cautiousness of this statement, the book turned out to be anything but too ahead of its time. On the contrary, it met the widespread need for orientation in the vast but chaotic world of the physiological study of psychological phenomena. The immense success of the work made Wundt the preeminent figure in the world of psychology, even though his scientific value was probably not comparable to that of other scientists from that era.1

The subsequent foundation of the Leipzig Institute for Experimental Psychology
 (1879) further consolidated Wundt’s role as the “pope” of the new discipline.2 Here again, the importance of his laboratory lies not in the number of discoveries that were made in those rooms,3 rather in its impact and meaning for the culture of the time. A continuous flow of students from all over the world came to the Leipzig Institute, eager to learn the rudiments of the new science from the man that was regarded as its highest representative.4

1.2 The Historiography of Wundtism

In 1929 Edward Boring
 wrote what can be considered the first history of psychology. His partition of scholars into several different schools and trends, as well as his reconstruction of their ideas, became a historiographical canon.

Boring
 saw in Wundt the origin of scientific psychology, “the first man who without reservation [was] properly called a psychologist” (Boring 1929, 310). Of
 course, there were other leading scholars of psychology, such as Franz Brentano (1838–1917), Carl Stumpf (1848–1936), and George Elias Müller (1850–1934), who had different conceptions of this science. However, their positions were minority ones, therefore, at that time, “orthodox experimental psychology
 [was] the
 psychology of Wundt” (Boring 1929, 377).
Still, at the end of the nineteenth century, this orthodoxy was increasingly questioned. The emerging trend was addressed by Boring
 under the heading “The ‘New’ Psychology.” He used this label to indicate the Wundtian psychologists that progressively embraced anti-Wundtian positions, among whom he included Hermann Ebbinghaus
 (1850–1909), Oswald Külpe
 (1862–1915), and Edward B. Titchener
 (1867–1927). In the same chapter, Boring
 also discussed the “new epistemology of Mach
 and Avenarius,” since they “affected, on the systematic side, the
 new psychology” (Boring 1929, 389).
Around 1979 the centennial of the foundation of the Leipzig Institute for Experimental Psychology
 breathed new life into the dormant field of Wundt studies. The anniversary was an opportunity to bring up to date the historiographical canon that had aged over five decades.5 The result was a rediscovery of the true Wundt, opposed to the common but distorted depiction inherited from Boring
, whose misinterpretations—as the new research found out—were affected by Boring’s
 master Edward B. Titchener
. As an English man, the latter viewed Wundt through the distorting lens of British empiricism, thus placing the German psychologist in the same line of descent with Locke, Mill, and Hume. Moreover, despite having the merit of introducing Wundt in the United States by translating his works, Titchener
 amended the texts, blue-penciling the parts that did not fit with the narrative of Wundt as the founding father of experimental psychology
.6

The renewal of Wundt studies that began in 1979 was also the occasion for revisiting the history of the so-called “new psychology.” Kurt Danziger’s
 well-known paper The positivist repudiation of Wundt presented a more accurate account of the disavowal of Wundtian ideas by younger psychologists like Külpe
, Titchener
, and Ebbinghaus
. Namely, Danziger
 focused on the role played by the “positivist” Ernst Mach
 and Richard Avenarius, whose conceptions influenced Wundt’s pupils, driving them to reject the master’s ideas. According to Danziger
, despite his citing of Mach
 and Avenarius, Boring
 lacked philosophical insight into the more theoretical aspects of the discussion
 (Danziger 1979, 206).

Danziger’s
 paper indisputably corrected many inaccuracies of Boring’s
 account, clarifying the different positions of the protagonists of the debate. For this reason, it has become the reference point for anyone interested in this phase of experimental psychology’s
 early history. Still, on closer inspection, even Danziger’s
 work is not without shortcomings. His reconstruction of the “repudiation of Wundt”—as subsequently all those who draw on it—is affected by a common mistake in the history of philosophy: the failure to recognize Richard Avenarius’ role in German culture at the turn of the century.
1.3 
Mach
 and Avenarius in the History of Philosophy

Avenarius is still regularly mentioned in the studies concerning German philosophy of late nineteenth century. His name—as in the case of Boring’s
 and Danziger’s
 works—mostly appears alongside that of Ernst Mach
. The two thinkers are regarded as representatives of the same school of thought, indicated by various tags: critical positivism, realistic empiricism, phenomenalism, neutral monism, philosophy of immanence, and—last but not least—Empiriocriticism
, the only term that designates exclusively and unambiguously their philosophies.
The adjective “empiriocritical” was coined by Avenarius to characterize some key concepts of his philosophical system.7 Later on, he and his pupils adopted the noun “Empiriocriticism
” to indicate that system of thought as a whole (Carstanjen 1898, 54). Even though Mach
 and Avenarius mutually acknowledged the similarities between their ideas, they never had a close relationship, but only exchanged some letters over the years. It was Joseph Petzoldt, one of Avenarius’ foremost disciple, that vigorously promoted the association between the two thinkers throughout his career, since he believed that they were the harbingers of a new era in the history of philosophy. Petzoldt was very active in Berlin at the beginning of the twentieth century, having founded the Society for Empirical Philosophy, that was the base of the so-called Berlin Group, formed by Hans Reichenbach and other logical empiricists.8 With his works, Petzoldt succeeded in creating and consolidating the link between Mach
 and Avenarius. Yet, he was not quite as successful in keeping alive the attention on Avenarius’ ideas. Because of Mach’s
 great fame, and because of Avenarius obscure style of writing, the latter was progressively overlooked, being cited next to Mach
 as a mere companion.9 The book that cemented this situation once and for all was Lenin’s famous Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, where the latter term was used as a label to indicate the duo Mach
/Avenarius, even though the Austrian physicist had the lion’s share.10

Given the above, we might say that the association with Mach
 was both a blessing and a curse for the memory of Avenarius, since it ensured that his name continued to circulate in the history of philosophy, while at the same time it turned Avenarius into a sort of pale duplicate of Mach
. As stated earlier, Danziger’s
 partial account is an example of this progressive oblivion, since it overlaps Avenarius and Mach
, letting the first fade into the second, to the point that the positivist and anti-Wundtian position is often simply called “Machian.” The same is true for most of the works that deal with the debate between Wundt and the representatives of the second generation of psychologists, where Avenarius is generally cited by sheer convention.11

1.4 The Aim of the Book

Putting Avenarius back at the center of the debate between Wundt and the second generation of experimental psychologists is not just a way to counter the imbalance in favor of Mach
. The truth is that without a proper comprehension of Avenarius’ thought is not possible to understand the “positivist repudiation” of Wundt.
In particular, this study aims at proving that Avenarius was neither a pure philosopher, stranger to the Wundtian milieu, and whose work influenced the experimental psychologists from outside; nor just one of the many Wundtian psychologists that progressively adopted anti-Wundtian positions. Instead, Avenarius held a unique position, because he was closely tied to Wundt (unlike Mach
, who had practically no relationship with him),12 and because—contrary to all other protagonists of Wundt’s circle—he was a philosopher interested in experimental psychology
, rather than the reverse. For these reasons, Avenarius had a vantage point in the promotion of scientific psychology within the faculties of philosophy. By the same token, he was more exposed to Wundt’s accusation against the representatives of the “new psychology:” the accusation of supporting a materialistic—and therefore philosophical and metaphysical—stand, rather than a rigorously scientific one.
This book will show: (1) that at the beginning Wundt and Avenarius shared the same idea of psychology, thus finding an ally in each other; (2) that, over the course of time, they parted ways, as Wundt took more conservative positions, whereas Avenarius developed a philosophical foundation for a radically physiological psychology; (3) that, at the turn of the century, the two thinkers represented two alternative paradigms for psychology: the declining Wundtian one and the rising Avenariusian one.
To meet these goals, Chapters 2 and 3 will present the conceptions, respectively, of Avenarius and Wundt. Chapter 4 will introduce some leading figures of the second generation of experimental psychologists, showing how their departure from Wundtian positions was influenced by Avenarius’ thought. Finally, Chapter 5 will examine Wundt’s attempt to respond to the new trend. To this end, we will pay particular attention to the chronology of the works that form Wundt’s corpus, and to the changes occurred in their different editions. By doing so, we will see that many notions that are now generally regarded as typical of Wundt’s system of thought (such as “immediate experience

” or “creative synthesis”) were not part of the Wundtian orthodoxy against which the representatives of the “new psychology” were fighting. Rather, these notions were the result of Wundt’s late efforts to adjust his ideas to respond to the new trend.
Alongside a historically careful reconstruction of the debate between Wundt and his pupils, we also aim at providing a deeper analysis of the philosophical content of this debate, thus avoiding the stereotyped representations of its protagonists’ positions.
In summary, the reader will find in these pages: (1) an exposition of Wundt’s ideas and of the way they evolved in response to the changing cultural environment; (2) a unique introduction to the philosophy of Richard Avenarius, that fills the surprising lack of studies on his thought and gives him back his own philosophical identity; (3) a more accurate account of a turning point in the history of psychology, which updates the canonical but partial reconstruction of the “repudiation of Wundt” provided by Kurt Danziger
 in his milestone essay from 1979; (4) an overview of some of the main protagonists and topics of the philosophical debate on scientific psychology of the late 19th and early 20th century.
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Footnotes
1An account of Wundt’s—not quite impressive—scientific career up to the time of the publication of the Grundzüge can be found in Diamond (2001).

 

2The definition of Wundt as the “psychological pope of the old world” is in a letter that William James
 wrote to Hugo Münsterberg
 in 1896 (Perry 1935, 145).

 

3On the research conducted in Wundt’s laboratory see Robinson (2001).


 

4Wundt tutored 186 students during his stay in Leipzig, but this number does not take into account all the scholars that visited the laboratory for purely scientific reasons (Tinker 1932).

 

5The main fruits of this new wave of studies are the collective books by Bringmann and Tweney (1980), and Rieber (1980). This latter also have a new and expanded edition (Rieber and Robinson 2001).

 

6On this subject see Blumenthal (1980). Specifically, Blumenthal claims that Boring
 wrongly attributed to Wundt the following ideas: (1) psychology coincides with physiological psychology; (2) psychology belongs to natural sciences; (3) “scientific” equals “experimental;” (4) introspection
 is the primary method of psychology; (5) consciousness can be reduced to a sum of elemental sensory contents; (6) mind and body are dualistically opposed; (7) there is no such thing as free agency in mental processes (Blumenthal 1980, 438–42). Similarly, Kurt Danziger
 stresses that Boring
 only focused on Wundt’s research on perception, while his main interest was actually the voluntary action
 (Danziger 2001).

 

7For instance: “empiriocritical axiom,” “empiriocritical standpoint,” “empiriocritical finding,” “empiriocritical substitution” (cf. R. Avenarius 1888, 1890, [1891] 1905).

 

8On Petzoldt and the Berlin Group see Hentschel (1990), Haller and Stadler (1993), Danneberg et al. (1994), Milkov and Peckhaus (2013).

 

9For example, it is revealing how hastily Boring
 deals with Avenarius: “Titchener
 seized especially upon Mach
 and was ever after greatly influenced by him. Külpe
, more given to philosophical intricacies, favored the difficult Avenarius. There is no real difference here, for the two men later agreed that they were both saying the same thing though in very different words;” “Richard Avenarius […] was as difficult, uninspiring, and involved a thinker as Mach
 was simple, dramatic, and clear. He worked without knowledge of Mach
, though at the same time, but both men later agreed that their theories were essentially the same
” (Boring 1929, 389, 391).

 

10To get a sense of the disproportion between the two: throughout Lenin’s book, Avenarius is mentioned 279 times and Mach
 692 times. In 72 of these occurrences, the two are cited together. This means that Mach
 is cited over three times more than Avenarius (around 620 to 200, excluding the joint citations). Cf. Lenin (1927).

 

11Avenarius is cited, next to Mach
, by Kusch (1995, 1999). However, he only refers the little that Danziger’s
 paper said about him. Avenarius is mentioned only once, still alongside Mach
, in Woodward and Ash (1982). There is no trace of Avenarius’ name in Mischel (1970), nor in Kardas (2013). Since the list of studies neglecting Avenarius could extend much further, let us concentrate on the few exceptions to this state of affairs. David K. Robinson (1987) reconstructs the relationship between Avenarius and Wundt from archival sources. Yet, being a historian, he does not focus on the philosophical discussion between the two. Katherine Arens (1989) has the merit of talking about Avenarius by making direct reference to his words. Nonetheless, she only focuses on Avenarius’ psychophysical theory, presented in the Kritik der reinen Erfahrung (Critique of Pure Experience), leaving aside his more philosophical works, such as Der menschliche Weltbegriff (The Human Concept of the World) and the Bemerkungen zum Begriff des Gegenstandes der Psychologie (Remarks on the Concept of Object of Psychology

). Not entirely convincing is also Arens’ choice to place Avenarius between Fechner
 and Wundt, not only because he was actually a follower of Wundt, at least at first, but also because his mature view on psychology can be considered more advanced than the Wundtian one. For this reason, as we hope to demonstrate with this book, it is difficult to agree with Arens’ statement that “the work of Wilhelm Wundt represented the major trend in academic psychology which aided to obscure the systemic analysis proposed by Avenarius” (Arens 1989, 120). Annette Mülberger (2012) deals with the conflict between Avenarius’ and Wundt’s concepts of psychology, but only indirectly, since she analyzes the work of Avenarius’ pupil Rudolf Willy (1899), who had no significant impact on the debate of the time. Lastly, the great reconstruction of Wundt’s intellectual career by Saulo de Freitas Araujo (2015) crosses Avenarius’ path when it comes to the analysis of Wundt’s articles Über naiven und kritischen Realismus (On Naïve and Critical Realism), directed against the immanentism of Wilhelm Schuppe and Robert von Schubert-Soldern, and the Empiriocriticism
 of Avenarius and Mach
. However, given the purpose of Araujo’s book, Avenarius is only watched through Wundt’s eyes.

 

12The only evidence of a correspondence between the two is a telegram Mach
 sent to Wundt for his 70th birthday (Mach
 to Wundt, August 16, 1902, Wundt Archive, NA Wundt/III/1601-1700/1601/135/355-356). On the other hand, we have almost fifty letters left from the correspondence between Wundt and Avenarius (see Wundt Archive and Avenarius Archive).
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2.1 Avenarius’ Relationship with Wundt




Richard Avenarius was born in Paris in 1843, son of the publisher Eduard and brother of the poet Ferdinand, who founded the important journal Der Kunstwart (1887). The name Richard was chosen to honor his maternal uncle and godfather, the composer Richard Wagner.1

Being raised in such a stimulating environment, Avenarius grew without focusing on a single interest. He spent his early life traveling through Italy, and studying philology, psychology, and philosophy in Leipzig, Zurich, Berlin, and Munich (where he lived with his uncle, Wagner). In the years spent at these German universities, Avenarius encountered several figures that were crucial for the shaping of his philosophy, such as the philologist Friedrich Zarncke, the Herbartian Heymann Steinthal, the logician and philosopher Moritz Drobisch, the physiologist Carl Ludwig, the already mentioned Fechner
, and the zoologist Karl Semper, who also became his brother in law. In 1866, Avenarius settled down in Leipzig, where he soon revealed an inclination for organizing cultural initiatives. He took part to the then rising student movement for university reform, and he founded the Akademisch-Philosophische Verein (Academic-Philosophical Society, 1866–1900), that actively involved prominent thinkers like Hans Vaihinger and Paul Barth.2

Two years later, after obtaining his doctorate with a study on Spinoza (Avenarius 1868), a new period of wandering began, between Berlin, Dresden, and Würzburg. Eventually, once again Avenarius came back to Leipzig, where on October 29, 1875, he defended his habilitation thesis: Philosophie als Denken der Welt gemäss dem Princip des kleinsten Kraftmasses. Prolegomena zu einer Kritik der reinen Erfahrung (Philosophy as thinking of the world in accordance with the principle of the least amount of energy: prolegomena to a critique of pure experience, published in 1876). In the habilitation board sat Moritz Drobisch, Max Heinze and, precisely, Wilhelm Wundt

. It was probably on that occasion that Avenarius contacted him. At that time, Wundt was just arrived in Leipzig as professor of philosophy, after a career as psychophysiologist, which only granted him “scant professional recognition” (Diamond 2001, 56).
The 43-year-old Wundt 

and the 32-year-old Avenarius began to collaborate forthwith. The two lectured together on November 1, 1875, at the aforementioned Akademisch-Philosophische Verein.3 When Avenarius founded the Vierteljahrsschrift für wissenschaftlichen Philosophie (Quarterly for scientific philosophy
) in 1877, he engaged Wundt 

in the project, whose star was then rising, after the publication of the Grundzüge. Since the first issue, the journal was published “with the participation” of Wundt, of the already mentioned Heinze, and of Carl Göring (who died only two years later, though). Wundt 

not only helped Avenarius running the periodical, but he also wrote some articles for its first issues.4 It is worth noting that Avenarius repeatedly tried to involve Ernst Mach
 too
 in the editorial board. Yet he received nothing but refusals from him.5 It was only after Avenarius’ death in 1896 that the Austrian physicist accepted to collaborate with the journal, when its direction was briefly taken over by two Avenarius’ pupils (Friedrich Carstanjen and Oskar Krebs) before passing to Paul Barth.
In the same year of the foundation of the journal, Avenarius became professor of Inductive Philosophy at Zurich University. We can assume that Wundt

’s backing was crucial for this appointment. In fact, Wundt had held that same position before his call to Leipzig, being replaced for a short period of time by Wilhelm Windelband, before Avenarius’ call. Significantly, Avenarius wrote to Wundt

 at his arrival in Switzerland, thanking him for “all the friendliness and support shown in Leipzig” and revealing “with discretion” some maneuvers attempted against his designation, that were disclosed to him by Windelband.6

Avenarius’ mission as a professor of philosophy was fully in line with Wundt

’s academic policy. The latter aimed at “gaining a secure if limited place for experimental psychology
” inside the faculty of philosophy, “while also demonstrating his own worthiness to ‘belong’ to philosophy proper” (Ash 1980, 264). Despite his lack of first-hand experience in psychophysical research, throughout his career, Avenarius choose experimental psychology
 as the central topic of his class. In addition, he also lectured on more philosophical subjects, such as Schopenhauer, Spinoza, and Leibniz.7

This psychological—and therefore Wundt

ian—interpretation of the chair of philosophy was also theorized in Avenarius’ early writings, published in the first issues of the Vierteljahrsschrift. According to him, philosophy deals with the totality of being. Still, given the impossibility to fulfill this task, it changed his key question from “What is the world?” to “How is the world thought?” (Avenarius 1877a, 472, 480, emphasis mine). Consequently, psychology—as the science of the “thinking man”—is no longer “peripheral” to philosophy. Rather, it now occupies the “center of our ideal scientific system” (Avenarius 1877a, 487). As a result, modern age witnesses a progressive convergence of psychology and philosophy, which share the common goal of understanding how humans think of the world.
This confluence of philosophy with science—and psychology in particular—is deemed necessary for the coming of the scientific philosophy

 that Avenarius’ journal planned to promote (as stated by its very title). According to Avenarius, “scientific philosophy

” is a “philosophy that is not only formally, but also essentially science, namely because of the empirical character of its objects” (Avenarius 1877b, 7, emphasis mine). Yet, what distinguishes the new scientific and empirical philosophy from the old-fashioned “empiricism” is the fact that the latter “stands prior to, or aside from the latest psychological advances of Steinthal, Geiger, Wundt, et al.” (Avenarius 1877–1879, 71).
These two points—the merging of philosophy and psychology

, and the demand for an empirical, scientific philosophy

—also appeared in Wundt

’s coeval works. In his inaugural speech at Zurich, he affirmed that philosophy “must take the whole extent of experience

 as its foundation” (Wundt [1874] 1906, 21). This empirical ground appears divided into two fields: one of the natural sciences (Naturwissenschaften), driven by the causal principle, and one of the so-called spiritual sciences (Geisteswissenschaften), governed
 by finality. Therefore, the main task of philosophy is to resolve this opposition. Nevertheless, while everybody was expecting “a solution from a philosophical, conceptual analysis,” a “new science, until now included under philosophy, has developed,” a science that “with all its being seems appointed to mediate between natural and spiritual sciences
,” namely experimental psychology
 (Wundt [1874] 1906, 5–6).
For Wundt, philosophy and psychology

 thus share the same field (experience) and task (holding together the two sides of this field, nature and spirit). The two disciplines are not distinguished by their methods either, since philosophy does not have a peculiar way of understanding.It is a false excuse […] saying that there are two different ways of recognizing objects: the common one, used by individual sciences, and a special, higher one, only philosophy can soar to. (Wundt [1874] 1906, 20)



Philosophy does not stand above all other sciences. On the contrary, it has to maintain an ongoing dialogue with them, building on their results. Only in this way it can become a scientific philosophy

.8

Taking into account the similarities between the two, it is clear why in the ’70s Wundt and Avenarius acknowledged one another as allies in the promotion of scientific psychology and philosophy, and of the merging of these disciplines. They designed the Vierteljahrsschrift as a mean to take these ideas forward, sat in its editorial board and contributed to its first issues with several papers. In an overview of contemporary German philosophy for the benefit of English readers, after summarizing the main characters of the time (young Avenarius included), Wundt 

significantly cited the Vierteljahrsschrift as a sign of the coming of a new era for philosophy:The recent foundation of a journal (edited by Dr. R. Avenarius) with the advancement of “Scientific Philosophy

” for its aim, shows plainly that the time is passed when philosophy can hope to live apart from the other sciences. We see accordingly, at the present time, all interest turned on those two departments of philosophy that are of most account for the building up of a universal science, namely Psychology and the Theory of Cognition. […] The philosophical movement in Germany presents everywhere the spectacle of preparation for a step to be taken. New weapons are being sought in the arsenal of experience

 and of the human mind wherewith to carry on the old struggle round the eternal problems of thought and existence”. (Wundt 1877, 518)



However, when Wundt fame grew, as well as the number of grad students under his tutoring, the Vierteljahrsschrift became too tight for the large scientific production of his academic circle. In 1880 Wundt’s pupil Emil Kraepelin suggested the foundation of a purely psychological journal, to house the results of Leipzig laboratory. In response, Avenarius proposed to publish the doctoral theses of Wundt’s students as supplements to the Vierteljahrsschrift. Meaningfully, even though Wundt 

followed Kraepelin idea, and founded the Philosophischen Studien, he did not terminate his cooperation with Avenarius’ journal. He stuck with this decision even in spite of the demand that came from the publisher of the new periodical, Rudolf Engelmann, who explicitly requested such gesture for “the interest of our journal.”9


Wundt

’s and Avenarius’ plan for the promotion of the dialogue between philosophy and psychology

 was not limited to the foundation of a journal. Their academic policy program aimed at securing more positions for the experimental psychologists in the faculties of philosophy. We must remember that, at the time, experimental psychology
 did not have an institutional placement inside the universities. Psychophysical experiments were conducted by professors from the departments of medicine (e.g., du Bois-Reymond, Helmholtz) or of physics (e.g., Fechner
). Wundt

’s call at Zurich and Leipzig in 1875 and 1876 represented the first cases in which an experimental psychologist was appointed a professorship in philosophy, resulting in protests among the traditional philosophers (see Ash 1980; Kusch 1991). In this context, Avenarius’ position was quite unique, since he was one of the few, if not the only philosopher by training that was eager to open doors to experimental psychology
. In light of this, it is obvious why Wundt 

supported Avenarius’ call at Zurich: having a proper philosopher lecturing on experimental psychology
 (as Avenarius did at the Swiss university) was a good argument for the legitimacy of psychology in the philosophical departments.
Given the above, it is then no surprise that Avenarius was regarded as a full-fledged Wundtian by contemporaries. He himself, in a letter to Wundt from 1883, refers that his potential call to Giessen was obstructed by “unpleasant prejudice against ‘Wundt

ian-oriented philosophers’,” like him.10

2.2 The Critique of Introjection



After his habilitation thesis and the aforementioned articles published in the Vierteljahrsschritft, Avenarius took a break of almost ten years from publishing, to develop his system of thought. This period ended when the two volumes of the Kritik der reinen Erfahrung (Critique of pure experience, 1888–1890) came out, promptly followed by Der menschliche Weltbegriff (The human concept of the world 1891) and the series of articles Bemerkungen über den Begriff des Gegenstandes der Psychologie (Remarks on the concept of object of psychology

 1894–1895). These three works presented, from different angles, Avenarius’ view on the relationships between psychology, physiology

, and philosophy

. A view that immediately became part of the debate on the epistemological status of scientific psychology. Therefore, these latter are the works we must consider to understand Avenarius’ impact on the culture of the time. For this reason, our account of Avenarius’ philosophy differs from the traditional ones, which overestimate his early works in the attempt to bring together Avenarius
 and Mach
. In fact, it is only in his early works that Avenarius discusses the economic function of knowledge, which, on the other hand, is and has always been one of the main topics of Mach’s
 thought.
The starting point of Avenarius’ mature philosophy is “what is found” (das Vorgefundene), meaning the experience

 as the domain in which everything is given. In fact, either something is found as a part of our experience

, or it is not given at all. The original, natural content of this experience

 is the following: “I, with all my thoughts and feelings, find myself amid an environment” (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 4). This means that the main constituents of experience

 are: me, and the environment. However, even though these two are different regions of the experience

, this does not imply that they are experienced differently (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 82). They are not distinguished because the I is the one who experiences

, whereas the environment is what is experienced

. The I is neither a privileged, more immediate or proximate experience

, nor the one who makes the experience

.
To the environment “belong my fellow-men too,” which “are beings like myself” (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 4–5). The presence of other men raises a question, though: if everything must be given as a part of my experience

, and if fellow-men are beings like me, and therefore have their own experiences

, how can their experiences

 be part of my experience

?
Avenarius believes that there are two possible answers to this question. His answer is that the experiences

 of other persons are expressed in the meanings of their movements (gestures, sounds, etc.), that is to say, in their “assertions

” (also called “E-values,” or simply “E,” by Avenarius).11 The other possible answer consists in the so-called introjection

, namely the idea that the experience
 of others is somehow placed inside them. According to introjection
, the meaning of the assertions

 of others concerns what is happening in their inner sphere.
In Avenarius’ thought, introjection

 represents the original sin of philosophy, the “Urverdoppelung,” i.e., the source of all “duplications” that alters the natural experience (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 41). As soon as the introjection
 sets in, I no longer deal with a single experience

, since—besides mine—there are also other experiences

. Moreover, once I am accustomed to considering the experience

 of others as something located in their inner being, on the basis of the similarity between them and me I begin to treat my experience

 too in the same way. Thus, the unitary, natural experience

 is broken in two: the outer world, and the inner world. As a result, philosophy finds itself bogged down in a proliferation of juxtapositions (subject and object, matter and spirit, thing-in-itself and phenomenon, reality and consciousness, etc.), unable to explain their mutual relationships. Behind all this lurks the introjection
, that turns the “I” from a content of experience

, into the one who has the experience

.
Since language is the root from which introjection
 stems

, language is also key to defuse the outbreak of the philosophical problems (an argument that recalls the future critique of language by the neopositivists). Thanks to the language, we can escape both the “‘realistic’ Charybdis of the ‘trespassing from consciousness’” and the “‘idealistic’ Scylla of ‘Solipsism’” (Avenarius 1890, 247).
On the one side, we have dualistic realism, that believes in an external world affecting the inner world, thus causing the experience in

 ourselves. This position is unable to explain how such different realms can interact with one another, and how can we grasp this outer reality. On the other side, we have monistic idealism, that posits consciousness as the only reality we can deal with. From this perspective we cannot go beyond consciousness to reveal upon what it depends, since we are eternally confined inside our minds.
In the years we are talking about, the contradiction between these two conceptions became particularly evident due to the latest developments of philosophy and psychology

. As noticed by Avenarius, while philosophy, thanks to idealism, discovered the “immediate givenness of consciousness,” psychology has to treat consciousness as a “psychological concept,” that is to say as a phenomenon that—far from being immediate—is the ultimate outcome of a complex interaction between brain and environment (cf. Avenarius [1891] 1905, X).
As anticipated, for Avenarius language represents a way out from this antinomy, insofar as it gives access to a peculiar kind of experience

: that of my fellow-men. In fact, unlike mine, their experiences

 (as long as they are not introjected

, but correctly regarded simply as assertions

) have a double advantage: they are a part of my experience

, rather than of a supposedly unexperienceable inner realm; but they can also be subjected to a psychophysical analysis without improperly leading beyond experience

.
An example may illustrate this. When I say that my own experience

-tree depends on the object-tree affecting my brain, the object-tree and the brain cannot be contents of my experience

. If that were the case, we would immediately face two problems (1) The object-tree and the experience

-tree (that should be caused by the former) would be the exact same thing, since in my 
              experience
              
              
             there is no such thing as a distinction between an object and my experience

 of it. This means that the experienced

 object would be the cause of itself. But this is absurd (2) Similarly, if my brain is the condition of every experience

 but also—in its turn—an experience

, it follows that the whole depends on one of its parts, and that the brain is the cause of itself. But, again, these statements are illogical.
On the other side, if the object and the brain cannot be contents of my experience

, they cannot be beyond experience

 either, since—as already said—something which is not given in the experience

 is not given at all. Thus, the dependency of my experience

 upon an object of

 the environment and my brain cannot be regarded as taking place in my experience

 without leading to fallacies.
Contrarywise, when I say that the experience

-tree of my fellow-man (i.e., his assertion of it) depends on the object-tree affecting his brain, the three components of this relationship (his asserted experience

, the object-tree, and his brain) are all contents of my experience

. Therefore, there is no problem in examining or stating this dependency. In other words, the connection between experience

, outer objects, and brain appears as metaphysical when referring to myself (because it implies something beyond experience
), and as empirical when referring to a third person (because it simply connects different elements of my experience
).
For this reason, Avenarius distinguishes two perspectives (Betrachtungsweise). The “absolute perspective

” concerns the immediate givenness of my experience

, beyond which there is nothing. The “relative perspective” regards the experience

 of my fellow-man, in its relationship with the objects of the environment and his brain (again, we should stress that the experience

 of the fellow-man, the objects of the environment, and his brain are all contents of my experience) (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 15).
Needless to say, Avenarius does not actually believe that there is no way to discuss the dependency of my experience

 upon the environment and my brain. However, in order to do so, I must consider myself from the relative perspective, as if I were another person. The focal point of his whole argument is that we need to keep these two perspectives separated. Either I consider myself from the first-person

 point of view, in which case my experience

 is something absolute and immediate, which I cannot overstep. Or I consider myself from the third-person point of view, in which case I imagine myself as a fellow-man, namely as a part of my experience

, whose movements (and their meanings) are related to other parts of my experience

, such as the objects of the environment, and the brain.12


Introjection
 consists 

precisely in the overlapping of these two perspectives: I consider myself in the first-person

 and, at the same time, in the third-person. Or, specularly, I consider my fellow-man at the same time as if he were me. As a result, my experience

 is assigned to one of its parts (my fellow-man), so that an experienced

 content becomes the owner of the experience

. To do so, it is assumed that beneath or inside that part of my experience

 that has the experience

, there is a new domain, namely his experience

, which is inaccessible to me. Furthermore, once we treat the experience

 of other people as something which is mysteriously hidden inside them, we start considering our experience

 in the same way. So, the final result is that my experience too becomes an inner reality, opposed to an outer world.
It is worth noting that—contrary to what it might seem—Avenarius’ theory of the separation between absolute (first-person

) and relative (third-person) perspective is far from being just an abstract, philosophical trick. Quite the contrary. If we think about it, it is true that we never observe the separation between an object and our experience

 of it, or the dependency of our empirical contents from our brain. Moreover, it is true that we become aware of the distinction between an object and the experience

 of it only in reference to the fellow-man, since in this case they are effectively (empirically, observably, concretely) separated. And it is also true that we discover and study the dependency of the experience

 upon the brain only by analyzing other people, by registering the connection between the changes in their nervous system and the variations in their assertions

. Finally: it is true that we know that our experience

 depends on the outer world and on the brain only insofar as we extend to ourselves the knowledge acquired by studying other people.
In Avenarius’ words:

            At the very moment when a person wants to comprehend “something found by him himself” as dependent upon his own “brain,” he must look at himself from the relative perspective. However, since he cannot place himself in a point of view outside of his own, in this self-observation he is only able to imitate the observation of other people. (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 89–90)


          

            Referring to the fellowman has the advantage that we actually obtain the analytical aspects of the human person from other individuals. What I know about my body’s internal constitution—about the blood, the nerves, and ultimately about the brain—I know, to a great extent, only by means of the analysis of foreign bodies, which is then transferred to me. (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 22)


          
Thus, ultimately, distinguishing the absolute (first-person

) perspective from the relative (third-person) perspectives means staying true to science and experience

, by translating into a philosophical theory the way in which psychophysical phenomena are concretely observed.
2.3 Object and Purpose of Psychology

Having outlined the core of Avenarius’ thought, namely the critique of introjection
, we will now move on to discuss the conception of psychology that comes with it, as well as its similarities and differences from that of Wundt.
In the early stages of their professional careers both Wundt

 and Avenarius believed in Friedrich Albert Lange’s motto about the necessity of a “psychology without a soul” (Lange 1866, II, 474). This meant that the object of

 the new science should have been an empirical object, rather than the soul as the substantial, metaphysical principle underlying all mental contents. Accordingly, in the first edition of his Grunzüge Wundt identified the object of psychology

 with a specific group of empiric phenomena: the so-called inner experience

.” Wundt used also other phrases, such as “inner observation” or “inner perception” (Wundt 1874, 1). In any case, we should notice two points: (1) he characterized the field of study of psychology by marking a particular kind of experiences; (2) this kind of experiences

 was defined through the notion of “inner.”
Over the years, Avenarius became increasingly dissatisfied with this notion of “inner” experience

. According to him, the concept of “inner” has a meaning only when it was interpreted spatially, in contrast to what is outer. As we already said, such a spatial understanding of the “inside” of men is a product 

of introjection
, which falsifies the experience

 by fabricating the hidden dimension of the interiority. If we stick to the experience

, there is nothing like an inner being spatially opposed to the outer world. Subsequently, every attempt to determine an empirical concept of the “inside” of men is bound to fail. We can neither claim that the notion of “inner” should not be interpreted spatially, but in another sense, since a non-spatial meaning of “inner” is a contradiction in terms.How meaningless it is to determine the object of empirical psychology through the concept of an “inner” of man is proved by a consideration of this very concept. This “inner” cannot be discovered by an analysis of what is found, nor can be deducted from what is found through a synthesis of premises. It is created only by means of a transfer of “perceptions,” etc. into the man. […] If the expression “inner” should not be taken spatially, but in a fundamentally different sense, it loses the meaning received from the opposition to the “outside”—a meaning that, despite being unsustainable, was at least comprehensible. And, after the proper sense of “inner” has fallen, what should be its “improper” sense? […] So, if the “inner” should not be interpreted in literal meaning, but cannot be interpreted in figurative meaning, then it is simply become “meaningless”. (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 159–61)



More generally, the problem is not just the notion of inner, but every concept that tries to draw a line in the field of experience

, to delimitate the specific area of interest of psychology. Indeed, since experience

 is unitary and homogenous, every attempt to separate the two domains of the psychical and of the physical ultimately result in mere “verbal existences” or “metaphysical survivals” (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 400–401).13

Therefore, we come to an impasse: we must find an empirical object for psychology

—otherwise it is not a science—but the experience does not seem to offer any specific object of investigation for this discipline. Avenarius’ solution is thus to define psychology, not by demarcating a particular set of experiences

, but by determining the particular point of view from which the experiences (any experience

) are considered:


            Object of the empirical psychology is every experience, insofar it […] is regarded as dependent upon the individual in respect of which […] it is an 
                  experience
                  
                  
                . (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 417, italics and bold in original)


          
Accordingly:

            We see now that even the “tree in front of us,” the “movement of the leaves,” or the “moving material word” altogether can become the object of psychology

, namely insofar as we can somehow think them in connection with the speaking individual, and—in this connection—as somehow (logically) dependent upon the features of this individual. (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 414)


          
The fundamental aspects of Avenarius’ definition of psychology

 are therefore the following: (1) it is based on the point of view of this science, rather than on its subject matter; (2) this point of view is the dependency on the individual. As we will see, these very two points were taken up by Avenarius’ contemporaries. For this reason, we shall not content ourselves with the façade of this formula, but we will look more in depth at the true meaning of this argument. This is how we can assess to what extent this definition of psychology

 should be regarded as an original result of Avenarius’ philosophy, and to what extent it was adopted by other thinkers of the time.
First of all, in the light of what we discussed in the preceding paragraph, it is clear that the point of view of psychology is closely related to the so-called relative perspective. To investigate the “connection with the speaking individual,” we must adopt the only perspective that enables us to assume a relationship between the experience

 and something beyond it, upon which the experience

 depends. This means that psychology should not study the experience

 as it is lived in the first-person

, but the experience

 as it is observed in the third-person, that is to say, the connections between the assertions

 of the fellow-man, his brain, and the environment.
This idea represents a complete turnaround of the traditional conception of psychology. Since Christian Wolff (but we could go back even further in time) this discipline had always been grounded in the introspection
. Even the skeptics about the possibilities of a similar science—like Kant and Comte—maintained this view, since they believed that psychology was not science precisely because it was based on inner experience

, thus lacking the necessary separation between the subject and the object of the investigation. Even the emergence of the new experimental method did not undermine this assumption, because this innovation was considered as a way to support introspection
.
Let us take the example of Wundt

, that is commonly regarded as an opposer of introspection
. In fact, he criticized the “attentive,” “planned” “self-observation,” on the grounds that “the harder we try to observe ourselves, the more secure we can be that we are observing nothing at all” (Wundt [1882] 1906, 197–98). Nonetheless, he sustained that psychology could and should rely on the “accidental inner perception,” made scientific through the experiment, as “auxiliary means to renew the same internal state under identical or voluntarily modified conditions” (Wundt 1888, 303, emphasis mine).14 In other words, according to Wundt “self-observation is possible, but only on the condition of experimental observation” (Wundt 1888, 301).15

The novelty of Avenarius conception was that he deprived introspection
 of the status of psychological method par excellence. In its place, he elevated the experimental method as new paradigm of the discipline. Psychology is no longer the science of inner, self-observation. Its ideal model is no longer the individual looking inside himself. Now psychology is the science of the observation of the correlation between the environment, the nervous system, and the experiences

 (asserted by a third man). The real problem of introspection
 is not the coincidence of subject and object, but the impossibility for the single man to observe upon what his own experience

 depended. For this reason, the experiment is not just mere support for introspection
, it is the only way we can observe this dependency, and therefore the first and foremost method of psychology.
In the light of the above, we can affirm that Avenarius transformed a methodological innovation (the increasing use of experimental research) into a new epistemological foundation of psychology. The point of his argument is not simply if, and how much, experiment can be of use for the psychological investigations. The point is rather establishing the conditions of possibility of psychology as an empirical science. For the psychological judgment “The experience

 X depends on the brain activity Y and on the component of the environment Z” to have an empirical meaning, X, Y, and Z must all be experiences

. For this to happen, X cannot be my experience

, rather it must be the experience

 of my fellow-man. Or, more accurately, X is either my experience

 of his experience

 (that is to say, my observation of his assertions

) or my experience

 regarded as if it were his experience

 (basing on the knowledge of his experience

 gained through former observations of his assertions

).
2.4 
Mach
 and Avenarius

After examining the key aspects of Avenarius’ position, we can now compare it to the similar conception
 of Mach
, without losing sight of their subtle but fundamental differences.
First of all, we must point out that in his Contributions to the Analysis of the Sensation Mach
 had already sustained that psychology was characterized by the “direction of the investigation,” rather than by his “material
” (Mach [1886] 1897, 15).
Despite this precedence, we should not jump to the conclusion that Avenarius drew inspiration from Mach
 for his definition of

 psychology

. More likely, they were both influenced by Fechner
.16 As already mentioned, Avenarius had been a student of Fechner
 in 1864 and 1866 in Leipzig (Avenarius 1912, 126, 132). His notebooks prove that he attended Fechner’s
 classes about Aesthetic and On the fundamental relationship between the material and the spiritual principle.17 Mach
 himself declared in the Preface of his Contributions that he “received the strongest stimulus from Fechner’s
 Elemente 
              der Psychophysik
              
            ” (Mach [1886] 1897, VIII).
In the just mentioned book, Fechner
 affirmed that the “relation between the mental and the material world” is one of the many cases “which prove to us that what is in fact one thing will appear as two from two points of view.” Like in the case of the sphere, whose surface appears concave or convex depending on whether we are looking at it from the inside or the outside. Or like the solar system, that can be described by the Ptolemaic as well as by the Copernican system, depending on whether we are looking at it from the Earth or the Sun
 (Fechner 1860, 3).18 Accordingly, Fechner
 stated thatwhat appears to you, from an internal point of view, as your spirit, since you are this spirit, on the other hand, from an external point of view, it appears as the corporeal substrate of this spirit
. (Fechner 1860, 4)



Thus, the difference between the “natural sciences” and the “science of the spirit” was that the former adopts the “external point of view of the observation of things,” whereas the latter assumes the “internal point of view
” (Fechner 1860, 6). As we can see, the manner in which Fechner
 illustrated the difference between the two points of view tended to fall back either into the old-fashioned difference between two sources of knowledge (“inner perception” and “outer perception”); or—in Spinozian fashion—in “two ways of manifesting itself” of the same being
 (Fechner 1860, 8, 6).
Even though Mach
 and Avenarius
 were both influenced by Fechner
, they developed his insights according to their differing interests.
As we already saw, Avenarius’ goal is to determine the mutual relationships between philosophy and psychology

, by distinguishing their respective areas of competence. Conversely, Mach’s
 problem is rehabilitating psychology in the eyes of physics, that back then was considered as the ultimate model of science. To do so, Mach
 wants to show that the two sciences share an even playing field, since they both investigate the connections between the elements of experience

. So, even though Avenarius’ and Mach’s
 arguments run parallels, their different points of departure ensure that their positions remaine essentially separated.
Another example of the difference between the two thinkers are the motivations behind their criticisms of the realistic-dualistic opposition between the inner world and the outer world. Avenarius does not reject dualistic realism per se. His problem is rather the fact that dualistic realism seems to lead inevitably to monistic idealism.I believe that there is a whole series of representatives of philosophical idealism, educated in the natural sciences, that would consider the restitution of their previous “realism” as a relief. They would be happy to let this happen, if only they knew how to get away from “idealism” with a clear conscience, from a logical point of view. But according to them, it is an undeniable fact that—as soon as we reflect upon things—we come to the schema of cause and effect, in which things are the causes and “sensations” = “perceptions” = “conscious phenomena” are the effects, and these effects are “idealistic” contents, and these “idealistic” contents are what is “immediately given” and, therefore, “the only given,” from which we could maybe “infer” “what is situated beyond consciousness,” even though “all that is inferred” should yet once more be only “in our consciousness”. (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 108–9)



In this passage Avenarius
 uses the term “idealism” to indicate the fact that we can only deal with our experiences

, or whatever we want to call them. That is why, even though he speaks in general terms of “representatives of philosophical Idealism,” he is talking mostly about himself. A testament to this is the Introduction of the very same book, where Avenarius expressly confesses that he tried to adopt an “idealistic” starting point at first, but then started to seek another way.[…] what made me doubt the correctness of the “old path” I was following was the now incontrovertible insight into the unfruitfulness of the philosophical-theoretical idealism […] in the field of psychology, since knowledge and experience

 must belong to the latter primarily as psychological concepts. How much more fruitful would the study of these “facts of consciousness” appear, if one could “start” from the territory of the relationship between the environment and the human nervous central organ in an epistemologically legitimate way! But the access to this territory is blocked by the idealistic discovery of the “immediate being-given of consciousness”. (Avenarius [1891] 1905, IX–X)



In other words, Avenarius’ concern is that, philosophically speaking, we must acknowledge the truth of the idealism (or, to use a more up-to-date terminology, phenomenalism), because it is a fact that the experience

 is immediately given and hence the only legitimate starting point. On the other hand, psychologically speaking, we are forced to be realists, since psychology shows us that it is a fact that the experience

 depends on the interactions between the environment and the brain. As in Goethe’s motto of “changing the problem into a postulate,” Avenarius’ solution to reconcile this conflict is not bringing together philosophy and psychology

, but keeping them separated, by theorizing the difference between their perspectives, the absolute and the relative one.
On the contrary, Mach
 is interested
 in a very different problem. We may also say the opposite problem. He struggles against the pretensions of the mechanical physics to discover the true reality beyond the appearance of the sensory experience

. In so doing, physicists diminish psychology as a minor science that only deals with false appearances. Since Mach
 aims at avoiding the metaphysical realism of physics, he looks to phenomenalism as a solution: if we only deal with experience

, there is no such thing as an opposition between the real material world and the mental world, so that all the sciences, physics included, have the same subject matter. On the other hand, Avenarius moves from a phenomenalist starting point, but precisely for this reason phenomenalism is more of a problem than a solution for him. Unlike Mach
, his goal is to overcome phenomenalism and regain realism.
As a consequence, Avenarius
’ polemical target is the

 introjection
, whereas Mach
 in The Analysis of sensations affirms that he fights against the “extrajection
” (Mach [1900] 1914, 56). Indeed, for Avenarius the problem is the philosophical idea that we are eternally confined inside our minds, or inside our brains, and we can never grasp what’s outside our experience

. On the other hand, for Mach
 the problem is the tendency of physics to project its objects in some sort of true reality hidden beyond the façade of experience

. Mach
 addresses these words to the physics:That traditional gulf between physical and psychological research, accordingly, exists only for the habitual stereotyped method of observation. A color is a physical object so long as we consider its dependence upon its luminous source, upon other colors, upon heat, upon space, and so forth. Regarding, however, its dependence upon the retina […] it becomes a psychological object, a sensation. Not the subject, but the direction of our investigation, is different in the two domains
. (Mach [1886] 1897, 14–15)



If we take a closer look at Mach’s
 conception
, we notice that what he asserts is not properly a difference of points of view. Even though the source material is the same (in the example: a color), what decides whether it is regarded as a psychical or as a physical object is not the perspective we adopt, but the relationship we choose to consider. The color has several relationships: one with the luminous source, heat, space and so on; one with the retina, the nervous system, and so on. As an element of the first series of dependencies, it is a physical object. As an element of the second one, it is a psychical object. Needless to say, Avenarius agrees that psychology analyses the connection between an empirical content and the perceptual apparatus of the individual. Still, he believes that, before we can perform such an analysis, we must first adopt a certain point of view, namely the relative perspective, that considers that empirical content in the third-person.
In other words, Mach
 believes
 that in the experience

 we have psychical dependencies, as well as physical dependencies, and that, consequently, empirical contents appear at the same time as members of both relationships. On the other hand, Avenarius focuses on the fact that my own experience

 is the untranscendable basis of my knowledge, and, for this very reason, it cannot be related to something beyond it. Therefore, to discuss the psychological dependencies between an empirical content and the perceptual apparatus, we must consider the experience

 from a third-person

 point of view, as if it were the experience

 of a fellow man.
In conclusion, considering the above, it is clear why Avenarius
 arguments were closer to the interests of Wundtian psychologists. As previously discussed, after Wundt’s appointment to the chair of philosophy, the debate revolved around the role of psychology in the philosophical departments. Since Avenarius promoted at the same time the distinction and the complementarity of philosophy and psychology

 (as they both study experience, even though from different perspectives), he provided compelling points for those who sustained the autonomy of the new discipline, as well as for those who claimed its legitimacy inside the faculties of philosophy. On the other hand, Mach’s
 adversaries were not the philosophers who believed that the soul could not be studied physiologically and experimentally, or that such a study did not belong to philosophy. Mach’s
 adversaries were rather the physics. Therefore, he was fighting a different battle than that of Wundt and the other psychologists of the time.
Furthermore, since Avenarius
’ argument was not based on a complete rejection of the philosophical approach, but precisely on a philosophical reasoning, it was a perfect argument to use against the “pure” philosophers who opposed the new scientific psychology. According to him, it was a philosophical reflection (the criticism of introjection
) that forced us to reject the metaphysical notion of “soul” and to recognize the complementarity of the psychological, relative perspective and of the philosophical, absolute perspective.
2.5 
            Psychophysical Parallelism

          
After having introduced Avenarius’ definition of psychology

 as the science that investigates the dependency of the experience upon the individual, we should now further explore this dependency.
To begin with, if we take a closer look at the dependency between an experience

 and the individual we notice a succession of steps:When I follow a nervous formation from the peripheral ending, through the fiber and into the brain, further and further, then I must reach a nervous sub-system on which E [the assertion] immediately depend, meaning that I cannot assume it as (experimentally or pathologically) eliminated, without having to assume that the E that depends on it—precisely because it depends on it—is eliminated too. (Avenarius 1888, 35)



This sub-system on which the asserted experience

 of my fellow man immediately depends is a section of the nervous system, more likely a part of the central nervous system or the brain. However, Avenarius prefers to indicate it with the name “system C

” to stress his function as condition of the experience

, rather than his identification with a specific part of the body.
Accordingly, Avenarius offers also this definition of psychology

:The object of psychology

 is the experience

 as a dependent of the system C

. (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 418)



Once specified that the experience

 depends on the system C

 of the individual, we can discuss the properties of this dependency. First of all, the expression “dependency” designates a “functional relationship

” between two variables, such that “if the first one changes, then the second one changes too” (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 18). This is the logical meaning of “dependency.” Avenarius then distinguishes three types of dependency, besides the purely logical one. The mathematical dependency connects mathematical entities (e.g., numbers). The physical dependency presupposes that the variation of the variables respects the principle of the conservation of energy too. Finally, in the case of psychological dependency, this latter principle does not apply (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 18–19; 1894, 17–18). This means that the only characterization provided by Avenarius for it is a negative one, i.e., the fact that psychological dependencies do not fall under the principle of conservation of energy.
We can now say that the series of connections between an experience

 and its object is composed of a series of physical dependencies—that run from the said object, to the sensory organs, and from these, through the nerves, towards the brain—and of the (psycho)logical dependency between the brain (system C

) and the experience

.
The recourse to “functional relationship

” to describe the connection between the experience

 and its organic substrate (or, more generally, to avoid the metaphysical concept of causality altogether) is another point of contact between Mach
 and Avenarius, that derives from Fechner
.19 However, Fechner
 believed that “each variable could be regarded as a function of the other at will,” so that “the functional relationship

 between body and soul” could be “considered in both directions
” (Fechner 1860, 9). On the contrary, Avenarius thinks that the variation in the brain is the condition, i.e., the independent variable (or simply: “the independent”), whereas the variation in the content of the experience

 is what is conditioned, i.e., the dependent variable (“the dependent”) (Avenarius 1888, 40). This means that for Avenarius the cerebral activity conditions the mental processes without being in any way conditioned by it in reverse.
Despite this asymmetry between the two variables, for Avenarius the concept of “functional relationship

” avoids any materialistic reductionism: the experience

 is neither in the brain nor a product of the brain. Since both variables are given from the beginning, it is thus only their variations that are connected. For this reason, Avenarius believes that, thanks to his theory,the “dependency” of the contents of the assertions

 on the system C

 should be determined in a more tenable way, so that the metaphysical overestimation of this dependency should hence be reduced to its reasonable degree; thereby, the reluctance in assuming and researching the associated variation of the system C

 for each and every content of assertion should become pointless. (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 120, n. 57)



We should notice that, since the experiences

 depend immediately on the brain, there are no other intervening factors that condition the mental processes. Thus, the experience

 is determined entirely and exclusively by the variations in the cerebral activity. This means that the psychical contents do not depend on other psychical contents. In other words, according to Avenarius, there is no such thing as a mental causality capable of explaining the occurrence of a psychical content through psychical conditions. What appears to us as a dependency between mental phenomena is just a reflection of the dependency of the mental phenomena on the brain activity.
When the psychic content A is followed by the psychic content B, the reason of this succession is not the relationship between A and B. The reason is the relationship between the cerebral event α that conditioned A, and the cerebral event β that conditioned B. In this example we have: one case of physical dependency (consistent with the principle of the conservation of energy) between the cerebral events α and β; two cases of psychological dependency, respectively between the cerebral event α and the psychical content A, and between the cerebral event β and the psychical content B; but we have no direct dependency between the psychical contents A and B whatsoever.
In light of the above, we can draw some conclusions concerning psychophysiological 

research. First of all, since the brain processes do not depend on mental activity, in principle we can explain what happens in this organ completely in terms of physical (biological, physiological) dynamics, without any reference to the psychical correlates. Avenarius himself conducts such an analysis in the Kritik, whose first volume deals with the cognitive functions, taking into account only the physiolog

ical phenomena that occur in the brain. As he affirms at the end of the tome:The previous statements […] deliver to the reader the possibly estranging request to think for the first time the variations of men, by which they maintain themselves in a non-ideal environment, without calling in the further assumption of “consciousness” […] The restraint that we request to the reader is purely methodological: it can be granted regardless of the systematic question whether a “consciousness” should really be assumed or not. As we have learned the possibility to think the “marvel” of the vegetable and animal organisms, their becoming and growing, […] their healing after an injury, their recovery after an illness, their adaptation to the environmental changes, etc. without the “involvement” “of a spirit” in general, or “of the spirit” in particular, we must also acquire the capability to think the so-called “purposeful” modifications of the system C

 without immediately summoning a “spirit” as explanation, especially since its “psychical state changes” themselves would still need to be explained. (Avenarius 1888, 202, n. 7)



In other words, since body movements “happen with ‘consciousness’” but not “due to ‘consciousness’” (Avenarius 1888, 203, n. 7), for Avenarius physiology 

is essentially autonomous from psychology. Conversely, the opposite is not true. Of course, we can discuss the experiences without taking into account the brain processes that condition them, as we do all the time in everyday life. However, the question here is whether this approach can be the starting point of a science. Inasmuch as the psychical contents do not depend on each other, a psychology that does not consider the physiolog

ical conditions of mental activity is unable to answer these two fundamental questions: (1) what constitutes a psychical series? (2) why a certain content occurs?
As regards the first issue, the only way to find an order in the chaos of mental life is by referring to the cerebral series on which psychical contents depend, called by Avenarius “independent vital series” (Avenarius 1888, 80). Since each stimulus affecting the brain represents a rupture of this organ’s metabolic equilibrium, the cerebral activity is structured in series composed of three moments: an initial resting stage; an intermediate phase, in which the stimulus upsets the balance, compelling the system to vary in order to restore the equilibrium; and a final stage, when the upsetting stimulus is successfully processed and the system is stable again. Consequently, the psychical, “dependent vital series” (Avenarius 1890, 5) are also divided into three stages, characterized respectively by pleasant, unpleasant, and pleasant sentiments. For example, the contents that appear in cognitive processes are characterized as “existent,” “certain,” and “known” in the first stage; as “non-existent” (“illusory,” “unreal”), “uncertain,” and “unknown” (“unfamiliar”) in the second stage; and with a re-statement of the firsts sentiments in the third and final stage (Avenarius 1890, 35–36). However, the important thing is that what appears to us as the intrinsic order of psychical contents is actually a reflection of the physiolog

ical, cerebral series, with their activity or rebalancing the stimuli.
As to the second point (why a certain psychical content occurs?), despite the various possible relationships among psychical contents (such as similarity, implication, habitual succession…), for Avenarius the reason of the occurrence of a psychical content is never in its psychical antecedents. Of course, we experience some degree of regularity in the sequence of mental phenomena. That is to say, that certain contents are repeatedly followed by some other contents. Yet, these regularities are not laws, but only the expression of a generalization, so that exceptions are always possible. For this reason, these regularities are unable to explain univocally why a certain content happened instead of one of the countless possible others. On the other hand, it is a law that a psychical content is conditioned by the related brain activity. This means that the latter is always, without exception, the univocal condition of the occurrence of the former.
Furthermore, the brain is not only responsible for the succession of mental contents in every single case, but it is also responsible for the emergence of the aforementioned general regularities. In fact, the brain has the ability to develop standard responses to stimuli, that may be applied in most cases. Therefore, the psychical regularities too are a reflection of physiolog

ical regularities, and thus a product of the biological evolution of this organ. In other words, if the mental content A is regularly followed by the mental content B, the primary reason is not the relationship between A and B, but the fact that the brain has developed a regular connection between the cerebral events α and β, upon which those mental contents depend.
In the light of the above, it becomes even clearer why psychology for Avenarius should be defined as the science that studies the experience in its dependency upon the individual or, more precisely, upon the brain. This dependency defines not only the point of view of this science (the relative perspective). It also indicates its method (the observation of the correlation between the assertions

 of the individual and his brain activity) and aim (discovering the physiological 

and biological factors that are the condition of mental life).
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Footnotes
1Extended biographical information on Richard Avenarius can be found in the family history written by another of his brother (Avenarius 1912, 123–150).

 

2The two thinkers mention the Leipzig Society in their autobiographical essays (Barth 1921; Vaihinger 1921). Thanks to Vaihinger we have a brief report of the activities of the Society (Vaihinger 1875). Vaihinger also talks about Avenarius’ influence on his formation. Not only Avenarius introduced him to the work of Steinthal, that became “one of the founding basis of [Vaihinger’s] philosophical outlook;” with his “sharp criticism of Kant’s position” Avenarius also prevented Vaihinger “from turning Kantian philosophy into a dogma” (Vaihinger 1921, 190).

 

3Protokollbuch des Akademisch-philosophischen Vereins zu Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek der Karl-Marx-Universität Leipzig, Abteilung für Handschriften und Inkunabeln, MS01304.

 

4For more information on these writings, see Wundt’s bibliography of those years in Robinson (2001a, 275–78).

 

5Cf. Avenarius’ letter to Mach
, February 22, 1895 (Thiele 1968, 289–90).

 

6Cf. Avenarius to Wundt, May 5, 1877 (Avenarius Archive, box 12; also in Wundt Archive, NA Wundt/III/1001-1100/1015/53-56).

 

7Avenarius Archive, boxes 3, 16. Avenarius’ archive contains a huge folder with his notes for the main class, that he continued to update, year after year, to keep pace with the constant innovation in experimental psychology.

 

8Wundt further developed his ideas on scientific philosophy in the Introduction of his System der Philosophie (System of philosophy, Wundt 1889, 21–23).

 

9Engelmann to Wundt, June 6, 1881 (Wundt Archive, NA Wundt/III/1601-1700/1681/1/1-8). On the subject see also Robinson (1987).

 

10Avenarius to Wundt, February 2, 1883 (Avenarius Archive, box 12; Wundt Archive, NA Wundt/III/1001-1100/1023/85-88).

 

11“We designate with E every value open to description, insofar it is assumed as a content of an assertion of another human individual” (Avenarius 1888, 15).

 

12Wittgenstein will adopt a similar position in his Remarks on Psychology. He denies that psychological statements indicate what is happening inside a man, thus having the same meaning in the first-person and in the third-person. On the contrary, he affirms that the first-person and the third-person have heterogeneous meanings: the former expresses what I live; the latter denotes what I observe, namely the actions of my fellow men. The first consequence is that the first-person

 assertions no longer have any advantage in verifiability, while according to the traditional conception they possess a greater certainty, since I—and only I—can look into myself and be sure of what is happening inside me. The second consequence is that there is no longer a shadow of doubt surrounding the third-person statements, since they do not indicate the inscrutable inner being, but simply the observable outward behavior (Wittgenstein 1967, §472; 1988, §44, 63, 692).

 

13The term “survival” derives from Edward B. Tylor, who defined it as a cultural phenomenon outliving the set of conditions under which it developed. It is worth noting that some readers of Avenarius—like Wundt himself (1898, 52)—argued that his notion 

of introjection
 was nothing more than a reprise of Tylor’s theory about animism (Tylor 1871). Avenarius discussed the contact points between the two concepts. They both represent an incorrect analogical understanding, an improper judgment of the form “X is similar to me.” Nonetheless, in the case of animism, the error consists in the disproportionate extension of the judgment: not only my fellow-men but everything (trees, stones, waterfalls, etc.) is a being like me. Whereas in the case of introjection
 the problem lies in the erroneous content of the judgement: the thing (whether a fellow-man, a tree, a stone…) is similar me, meaning that it has an experience

 inside itself. This content is erroneous since it attributes to the thing (that is supposed to be similar to me) something that it is not actually true about myself, namely the existence of a supposed “inner being” inside me (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18, 154).

 

14Wundt believed 

that the reaction to stimuli was made of five moments: “(1) the transmission from the sensory organ to the brain, (2) the entering in the field-of-vision of the consciousness, or perception, (3) the entering in the point-of-vision of attention, or apperception, (4) the time of the will, which

 is required in order to induce the registrant movement in the central organ, (5) the transmission of the thus produced motor excitation to the muscles and the increase of energy in the latter” (Wundt 1874, 727, emphasis mine). The possibility of an experimental, physiological psychology for Wundt relied on the possibility to observe the first and latter, physiolog

ical, moments, thus calculating the time-interval of the intermediate, psychological, moments. Then, the subject of the experiment had to integrate this quantitative calculus with his qualitative, introspective account of the three moments of perception, apperception and voluntary act. On the topic see also Robinson (2001b).

 

15An account of the debate on introspection
 at the turn of the century has been provided
 by Boring (1953) and
 Danziger (1980).

 

16Heidelberger (2000) extensively analyzed the relationship between Mach
 and Fechner
. The connection between the latter and Avenarius was noticed by Smith (1906).

 

17It is worth noting that Avenarius was probably one of the few students attending Fechner’s
 lessons. An entry on Fechner’s
 diary of that time records that the auditors in his class had increased from two to nine (Döring and Plätsch 1987, 292). Indeed, Fechner’s
 success was not prompt, but it grew over the years thanks to few important authors that were influenced by him, such as Ebbinghaus, Wundt, and the already mentioned Mach
 and Avenarius.

 

18
Fechner
 attributed the difference between the psychical and the physical to a matter of points of view already in his Zend-Avesta
 (Fechner 1851). However, it is not sure whether Mach
 and Avenarius had read this book, since they do not make any reference to it in their works. For a more comprehensive analysis of the topic of Fechner’s
 psychophysical parallelism
 see Heidelberger (2004, 165–90), and Wegener (2009).

 

19Heidelberger (2010) examined Fechner’s
 concept of “functional relationship” and its influence on Mach
.
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3.1 The “Ideal-Realistic” Approach

Avenarius’ ideas represented a radicalization of Wundt’s position, thus undermining the fragile balance that was typical of the solutions proposed by the latter. Already Wundt had tried to merge idealism and realism. Already Wundt had stressed the link between cerebral processes and psychical phenomena. Already Wundt had sustained the complementarity of psychology and physiology

. Nonetheless, Wundt approached these issues trying to find compromises. Conversely, Avenarius was not afraid to take them to their radical consequences.
Concerning the first problem—the opposition between idealism and realism—Wundt dealt with it at the end of his Grundzüge der physiologischen psychologie (Principles of Physiological Psychology):The facts of consciousness are the foundation of all our knowledge, and therefore, the outer experience

 is only a special domain of inner experience

. Even though this leads to a necessary assumption of objective existence, still the form in which we apprehend that existence is in essence codetermined by the characteristics of consciousness. […] Idealism seizes hold of these results of the critique of knowledge. Since outer experience is a part of the inner experience

, it views the world as a reflection of consciousness. As long as it combats the claim of the materialists, it keeps the upper hand, but when it passes on to attempts at explanation of nature, it runs aground on unyielding reality. Despite the ubiquitous traces of subjective influences on the forms in which we apprehend reality, they point no less clearly to an objective existence that would persist even if we had no intuitions or concepts. […] Realism seeks to give equal justice to these different sources of knowledge. However, if it wishes to be in full harmony with the results of the critique of knowledge, it must recognize the priority of inner experience

. Thus, psychology in particular necessarily leads beyond pure realism to ideal-realism. (Wundt 1874, 860, trans. 1980, 173–74)



As we can see, the contradiction between two alternative positions is suddenly considered as solved by a mediation, as if the long-standing controversy between idealism and realism could be settled simply by coining a new term. Wundt does not explain how to reconcile the fact that “all our knowledge” is based on consciousness, with the assumption of “different sources of knowledge.”
Hence, unsurprisingly, already in the second edition of the book Wundt reworked this passage.[…] Inner experience

 has immediate reality for us, whereas the objects of outer experience

 are only mediately given to us, precisely since they must go through the inner experience

 to become objects of our representation and our thought. This circumstance, which awards the indisputable victory to the idealisms over the other worldviews, does not exempt from the obligation to acknowledge the reality of the outer world, but rather impels to critically separate the components of objective knowledge that have their source in the cognitive functions of the subject, from the components that must be assumed as objectively given. That is why the only justified critical idealism is at the same time ideal-realism. (Wundt 1880a, 2: 451)



Compared to the previous version, Wundt now specifies that there are different “components” in the experience

: objective and subjective ones. However, it is not clear how can we tell them apart, once they are both given in the subjective sphere. In other words, there remains the problem of explaining how consciousness can refer to the existence of something beyond itself, which is only mediated by consciousness.
In the Logik (Logic), published in the same year, Wundt tries to define some criteria for the objectivity, to illustrate the transition from the concept of “object” (Gegenstand)—meaning the point of connection for a group of properties and states, which exists in the representation—to the concept of “thing” (Ding) as an entity that “has an independent existence” (Wundt 1880b, 410). The model for the things are the “bodies of the outer world, in respect of which the coercion of the sensory perception challenge us to acknowledge such an independent existence” (Wundt 1880b, 410). The conditions to identify an experience

 as a thing are hence the following: (1) the presence of “a connection in the constant variation of the phenomena;” (2) “the phenomenon must be independent of our own thought, it must be given to us, rather than produced by us;” (3) “the phenomena that we should refer to one thing must appear as connected to each other through the type of their variation,” meaning they must have “spatial self-reliance” and “temporal continuity” (Wundt 1880b, 413–14, second emphasis added). However, we do not obtain these features directly from the objects of the outer world. Rather, we elaborate the notions of self-reliance and continuity on the model of the “self-reliance of our I” and of the “continuous connection of our representations.” Similarly, we obtain the notion of “spacial coexistence” from “our own body,” which is consequently our first and foremost model of an “objective thing” (Wundt 1880b, 415).
We should note that Wundt uses a two-pronged strategy. On the one hand, he adopts typically realistic criteria, such as the coercion of the things on us, and the consequent passiveness of our senses in the perception of the outer world. On the other hand, he describes in idealistic fashion the internal conditions for the construction of the objectivity, like the continuity of the representations, and the active organization of phenomena in singular units (the things) on the model of our body.
Wundt’s most ambitious attempt to overcome the opposition between idealism and realism is presented in his System der Philosophie (System of Philosophy) from 1889. Wundt argues that the object and its representation in consciousness are not separated, at least at the beginning. It is the “reflection” that divides them from the original unitary “object-representation” (Vorstellungsobjekt) (Wundt 1889a, 92).The motive of this distinction can only be that our spiritual life, in fact, has this dual nature: on the one hand it is left in a complex, whose effects it has to receive passively; and on the other hand, in return, it intervenes autonomously in this complex. (Wundt 1889a, 98)



Yet, this duality should not be interpreted as if each side of this activity had his own sphere: the passive reception of the outer objects on the one side, and the active will

 on the other side. “Our whole inner being […] has this dual nature in itself.” For this reason, “it is clear that the moments of activity and passivity in themselves are not sufficient to determine the distinction between subject and object” (Wundt 1889a, 99).
Compared with the aforementioned writings, where Wundt still resorted to the idea that the passiveness of the senses should be an indication of the existence of outer objects, which are “given to us, rather than produced by us” (as in the previously quoted passage from the Logik), now he declares that “every act of knowledge is a given and a product at the same time” (Wundt 1889a, 100). As a result:There is absolutely no subject and no object, except in our thought, that abstracts and divides. The effectiveness is always subject and object, thinking and thought at the same time. Suffering and operating are partial moments of every act of knowledge, and they are so intimately interpenetrated that they belong both to the subject and to the object in an equally essential way. (Wundt 1889a, 100)



As we can see, even though Wundt’s conception has become more sophisticated over the years, there is still a tendency to solve the opposition between two alternatives by blending them. In the earlier works, the objective-realistic moment and the subjective-idealistic one coexisted side-by-side, as exemplified by the very word ideal-realism. Now, it seems that Wundt is trying to fuse them together by virtue of the words: “co-belonging,” “inseparably mutually connected,” “intimately interpenetrated”… (Wundt 1889a, 100). Yet, despite his efforts, the two remains separated, like water and oil. Ultimately, his theory is still far from clarifying how an objective outer world can be given in the subjectivity of our consciousness.
Avenarius too intends to reconcile realism and idealism by moving from the unity of object and representation in the immediate experience

. Yet, he provides an elaborate theory to solve the contradiction between the two, explaining how we can keep together the idealistic assumption of the priority and untranscendability of consciousness, and the realistic discovery of the dependency of consciousness on the environment. For Avenarius, the only way to affirm both these truths at the same time is to recognize that they belong to two different points of view: the idealistic (absolute, subjective, in-first-person) perspective on the one hand, and the realistic (relative, objective, in-third-person) perspective on the other hand.
Conversely, as we tried to show, Wundt does not provide a convincing theory to explain the separation of subjective and objective factors from the unity of immediate experience

.
3.2 Physical and Psychical Causality




Wundt’s ambiguous conciliatory approach to the relationship between idealism and realism is reflected also in his thesis on the connection between cerebral and psychical phenomena. In the chapter on “Reflex and voluntary movements” of his Grundzüge, he tries to answer the problem as to what extent the mental activity is conditioned by the brain functions. First, he clears up a possible misunderstanding:If we want to determine where the mechanism stops, and the will

 begins, then the question has been put in the wrong way, for it considers as contradictory concepts that are not. All movements are preformed [vorgebildet] in the mechanical conditions of the nervous system. (Wundt 1874, 822)



In other words, the brain is a mechanism, meaning a system that is part of the continuous causality of the physical world, which leaves no room for the intervention of a voluntary, psychical cause. Still, this does not exclude the possibility of voluntary action, conditioned by psychical causes

; it only excludes that such causes could be independent of the cerebral substrates. For Wundt the psychical causes do not operate regardless of the brain, they operate with the brain and on the brain. In fact, even though he does not believe in the possibility for psychical activity to interrupt or alter the causal flow of physical events, Wundt does believe that psychical causes actually exist next to the physical ones.Thereby, first, we should consider all movements that originate from an internal drive in their dependency on the physiolog

ical conditions of the nervous system. Only then, we should ask what are the typical, distinguishing marks of that particular kind of movements for which there are, at the same time, internal, psychological causes that are immediately accessible to self-observation, or that become probable thanks to outer observation. (Wundt 1874, 823, emphasis mine)



Wundt maintains that such psychological causes can somehow affect the brain or, more precisely, the cerebral cortex. During the nineteenth century, it was commonly held that the latter could not be excited by external stimuli, thus being excluded from the reflex arch. Consequently, physiologists of that time assumed that the cerebral cortex might be exposed to another kind of stimuli, such as the psychical causes, freely (meaning not physically determined) dictated by the will

. Nonetheless, in 1870 Gustav Fritsch (1838—1927) and Eduard Hitzig (1839—1907) demonstrated the excitability of the cerebral cortex, thus closing the loop of the nervous system and leaving no part of the brain at the disposal of the psychical causes. Even though Wundt reports Fritsch’s and Hitzig’s discovery in his Grundzüge, still he believes that psychical factors plays an active role in the brain activity.So, the cerebral cortex remains as the only central area from which the voluntary movements depart. However, to execute combined movements, the impulses of the will

 make use partly of this organ (within which the triggering of complex reflexes take place), and partly of apparatuses that are in the cerebellum and in the ganglia of the mid-brain. […] Therefore, the will

 too makes use of a mechanism that has several apparatuses of self-regulation. (Wundt 1874, 830)



These impulses of the will

 are not conditioned by the cerebral substratum, but they are not independent of it either, since they rely on the brain to realize their own goals. However, this does not mean that the will

 can “determine itself or be the absolute beginning of a process.” The fact that our voluntary impulses do not depend on the brain does not imply that they have no causes at all, rather that they have “psychological causes” (Wundt 1874, 832). In short, the alternative to a complete physical determinism is not indeterminism, rather the acceptance of the existence of a psychical determinism next to the physical one.
We must make clear that, when Wundt talks about psychological causes, he usually refers to them as the condition of other mental events. He does not openly claim that there are psychological causes of physical phenomena. Nevertheless, he often adopts ambivalent expressions that suggests some sort of effect of the former on the latter. In the above quote, he affirms that the will

 “make us of” the brain. Elsewhere he states that the “excitation of the will

 is accompanied by physiolog

ical nervous processes,” and then, right after, he introduces the “principle

 of the continuous interaction of body and soul” (Wundt 1874, 859).
These ambiguities and inconsistencies descend from the fact that Wundt, once again, tries to hold together assumptions such as: (1) that there is no psychical occurrence without a related physical event in the brain; (2) that there are psychical causes of mental contents (or, even worse, of physical processes); (3) that physical phenomena constitute a causally closed system. Yet, these assumptions are evidently incompatible. If every psychical content is related to a physical occurrence, then psychological causality

 necessarily interrupts the continuity of physical causality (if 1 and 2 are true, 3 is false). On the other hand, if physical events are determined by other physical events, and if psychical phenomena are determined by other psychical phenomena, then there can be no universal correlation between mental life and cerebral activity (if 3 and 2 are true, 1 is false).
Speaking of a “double determination of the will

” does not solve the problem (Wundt 1874, 835). Either the psychical or the physical is the actual cause. Instead, Wundt wavers. Sometimes he maintains the “effectiveness of the will

,” which “produces certain movements,” “gives the first impulse” to the “mechanisms of association” of representations, and also “intervenes slightly, here and there, to regulate it” (Wundt 1874, 830–31). Sometimes he seems to speak of mental life as a mere epiphenomenon, without proper efficacy:The perception of the internal, determinant reasons is something that is added to the course of events. Why should this addition override or modify the outer regularity of the course of events? (Wundt 1874, 835)



As in the case of idealism and realism, here too, Wundt takes an equivocal and compromise stand, which tries to bring together alternative stances, denying their contradictoriness. Yet, the assumption that “the psychological

 and the mechanical causality are not opposite and are not mutually exclusive” (Wundt 1874, 835) is not demonstrated, it is only backed by the ambiguity and inconstancy of Wundt’s position. In this respect, Avenarius conception of the psychophysical relationships is far more consistent. Unlike Wundt, Avenarius starts from the assumptions of a close physical causality and of the complete correlation between the mind and the body. Then he takes these assumptions to their ultimate consequences: the refuse of any sort of psychical causality

.
3.3 Physiology and Psychology




Wundt’s conception of the interaction between cerebral activity and mental functions impacts his view of the relationship between psychology and physiology

. If human behavior is determined by two types of causality, the physical 

and the psychical one, then we must refer to them both to explain it. For this reason, quite ironically, the founder of physiological psychology is quite skeptical about the future of this science.
The second volume of his Logik contains his discussion of psychology and its various branches. According to Wundt, there is a “fundamental diversity between the psychical and the physical life-processes” (Wundt 1883, 483). Psychophysiology is “at the border between the physiolog

ical domain and the psychological domain,” since it studies the region in which these domains touch each other. This region is constituted by the “elementary psychical phenomena, i.e., the sensations,” and the “sensory stimuli” (Wundt 1883, 485). However, it is only for this special kind of phenomena that the psychophysiological approach seems necessary. In other respects, between the two domains there is only a “relationship of accompanying phenomena, which is completely different from a proper causal relationship.” So, since “the physiolog

ical processes that trigger the sensory stimulus constitute a self-contained connection, from which there is no bridge to the heterogenous psychological domain,” consequently “the need arises to gather the sensations in a purely psychological causal connection” (Wundt 1883, 485, last emphasis mine).
In other words, Wundt believes that psychology can and should focus only on the psychical domain, which has its own causality 

and its own rules. Outside the limited border-area of the simple sensations, psychology does not need physiolog

y. Or, more correctly, psychology need the psychophysiological experiment

 only to “produce modifications in the state of the consciousness through physical influences;” but its true goal is “to investigate the psychical phenomena and their laws” (Wundt 1883, 483, emphasis mine).
Therefore, in contrast to Avenarius, the psychophysical approach is far from being the paradigm of the whole psychology. Quite the opposite:already at the threshold of its researches, psychophysics is confronted with the premise that a deeper understanding of individual spiritual life can only be obtained by the assumption of its connection with a wider spiritual life. (Wundt 1883, 485)



For this reason, psychology tends towards the Geisteswissenschaften (spiritual sciences
) and has to adopt methods that are capable of investigating this wider spiritual life, such as “comparative and historical-psychological research” (cf. Wundt 1883, 486). A few years later, Wundt will delve deeper into this ideas, establishing the so-called Völkerpsychologie (folk-psychology), namely a science that focuses on “the facts of the individual consciousness that for their evolution presuppose the spiritual interdependencies of human society” (Wundt 1888, 2).
For Wundt, the more we deal with higher, complex psychical phenomena, the less we need to consider the cerebral substrate. Hence, we should never overestimate the limited role of physiolog

ical psychology:Just as it is true that a deeper knowledge of the nervous and cerebral functions may benefit the understanding of the psychical processes, this benefit is always possible only insofar as it encourages a more penetrating psychological analysis. Otherwise, the physiology

 of the brain can create nothing but confusion. (Wundt 1883, 483, emphasis mine)



In light of these words, it is not hard to guess Wundt’s reaction to the reading of Avenarius’ Kritik der reinen Erfahrung (Critique of Pure Experience). As we saw, the first volume of this work presented not only a “psychology without the soul”—as the one Lange had imagined—but also a “psychology without the consciousness,” so to speak. Moreover, Avenarius openly affirmed that physiology

 could explain not only the elementary phenomena (sensations and the like), but also the highest and most complex ones. He even declared that:[…] “the “purposive” transition of the reactions of a beheaded frog from more simple and obvious to more composite and unfamiliar movement1 ought to be based on the same principle of the brain “functions” of a genius “thinker” […], e.g., Kant, when—in his attempt to “safeguard” “freedom”— […] he proceeds from simpler and more “usual” to increasingly more complicated and “unusual” thoughts. (Avenarius 1890, 493, n153)



Avenarius draws the final consequences from the discovery of the connection between brain activity and psychical phenomena, affirming that the whole mental life is entirely determined by the cerebral substrate. Wundt adopts a less radical, but more equivocal position, since he states that psychophysiology

 can go only up to a certain point, then it must give way to other branches, which operate with purely psychological explanatory principles. So, the problem arises as to where the line should be drawn, and—most importantly—why.
If we may speak so, Wundt’s attitude is to solve problems through a balance, carefully dosing the different ingredients until he finds an equilibrium. Therefore, his solutions are always unstable, fragile, and exposed to the criticism of thinkers like Avenarius, who prefers to use the razor, cutting through the problems by making sharp distinctions. For this reason, we can imagine Avenarius’ answers being particularly attractive for scholars—especially the younger ones—who were familiar with Wundt’s ideas and their ambiguities, loose ends, and flimsy solutions.
3.4 Psychology and the Spiritual Sciences



The publication of the Kritik created a rift between Avenarius

 and Wundt, which only grew deeper and wider in the subsequent years. As we saw, Avenarius’ book contained the plan for a purely biological and physiolog

ical description of human behavior, which contrasted with Wundt’s conception about psychology and its relationship with the natural and spiritual sciences
.
At the beginning of his career, Avenarius agreed with Wundt that psychology—as the fundamental science of man—had two tasks: assisting philosophy

 in explaining how human knowledge works; providing the basis for the spiritual sciences
. This idea is confirmed in the Kritik, in whose Preface he affirms:From the beginning, I had in mind, as ultimate goal, to combine the attempt to trace the first broad guidelines for a general theory of human understanding and acting, with the ambition to lay the groundwork for a science of knowledge in general and psychology in particular […], and thereafter, specifically, for scientific pedagogy, logic, ethics and aesthetics, for the philosophy of law and the political economy, for the science of language, etc. […]. The suggestions coming from such a general foundation of these sciences should present the basic concepts of these in a well recognizable and easy to follow way for everyone. Or at least for everyone who wishes to place the most important goods of mankind (the morality, the law, the science, the state, the society, i.e., the individual and general well-being) on the most secure conceivable foundation—namely the one we can ultimately expect solely and exclusively from scientific analysis. (Avenarius 1888, XXII)



In other words, Avenarius considers his book a study of human thought (in its theoretical and practical use), and therefore as a basis for all other spiritual sciences
 (logic, ethics, aesthetics…). But this study of human thought consists of a psychophysiological theory, according to which the human mind depends on the biological functions of the brain. Consequently, for Avenarius the spiritual sciences
 are ultimately based on the physiology

 of the brain. Contrarywise, Wundt believes that psychology is at the heart of the spiritual sciences
 precisely insofar as they are separated from physiology and the natural sciences.[Psychology] represents the fundamental doctrine for the spiritual sciences
, because every expression of the human spirit has its ultimate cause in the elementary phenomena of the inner experience

. History, law, political science, philosophy of art and of religion, all lead back to psychological explanatory principles. (Wundt 1874, 4)



For Wundt

 psychophysiology is at the border between natural and spiritual sciences
, meaning that, insofar it is physiology, it belongs to the natural science, whereas insofar it is psychology, it belongs to the spiritual sciences
. Therefore, once Avenarius pretends to establish the spiritual sciences
 on his radically physiolog

ical psychology, he reduces them to a part of the natural sciences. In so doing, the supposed “most important goods of mankind” (to use Avenarius’ words) become mere products of the biology of the nervous system. We could apply to Avenarius the words that Wundt writes about Spencer:Even though Spencer is careful enough to ensure to psychology its proper aims, he does justice neither to its autonomous position as basis of the spiritual sciences
, nor to the actual meaning of these latter, insofar as he considers psychology merely as a part of physiology, and he acknowledges no spiritual science whatsoever, aside from a psychology thus designed. (Wundt 1889b, 26)



According to Wundt, the connection between psychology and spiritual sciences
 is rooted in the peculiarity of our inner being, which is irreducible to the physiolog

ical functions. Therefore, he maintains a clear dichotomy between the domains of nature and spirit. On the contrary, Avenarius is so convinced that both psychology and the spiritual sciences
 are based on the functioning of the brain, that he interprets even the social phenomena in terms of the activity of “higher-order systems C” (Avenarius 1888, 153). Just as the cerebral apparatus of the individual is a system made of several sub-systems, society can be regarded as a super-system whose sub-systems are the brains of its members. Consequently, the social products (art, law, economy…) do not originate from a separate, spiritual domain, but from the biological, physiologic

al sphere, i.e., from nature. For this reason, there should be no essential separation between the spiritual and the natural sciences; there is only the science, and we can and must rely on it to “secure” the “goods of mankind.”
3.5 The Break with Avenarius

Considering the manifest incompatibility between Wundt’s and Avenarius’ positions, it is not surprising that Wundt

 took the first chance to distance himself from the colleague. One year after the publication of the second volume of the Kritik, while Avenarius was about to print Der menschliche Weltbegriff (The Human Concept of the World), Wundt asked to break up the decade-long partnership with Avenarius’ journal, Vierteljahrsschrift für wissenschaftliche Philosophie (Quarterly for Scientific Philosophy

). As pretext, he used the fact that the journal had just housed an essay on hypnotism (Schmidkunz 1891). As soon as he received Wundt’s request, Avenarius wrote to the other collaborator of the journal, Max Heinze:Dear friend. Almost right before we put to bed the last issue, Privy Councillor Wundt communicated his “irrevocable decision” to remove his name from the title of the Vierteljahrsschrift. You probably already know the situation, as well as the motivation. So far, I have not replied yet that the phenomena of hypnotism—which gained so much importance for the rigorous scientific research—are only remotely connected to “occultism” and “spiritism.”2





Avenarius

 took immediate action to find a substitute, thus writing to the philosopher Alois Riehl:Wundt asked me—in the friendliest way possible—not to be listed anymore among the “collaborators” of the Vierteljahrsschrift. As the reason, he cited the fact that the Vierteljahrsschrift, “albeit incidentally and occasionally, had created an opening to the so-called ‘occultism’ (spiritism, hypnosis, etc.).” […] So, here I make an old wish: would you grant to the Vierteljahtsschrift the honor of your collaboration?3





After

 Riehl’s positive response, Avenarius sent another letter to Heinze, revealing his feelings: “I have not written to Privy Councillor Wundt yet. There is no rush, and the affair is still hurtful to me.”4 Finally, Avenarius replied to Wundt to inform him of the implementation of his will:My dearest friend! Mister Privy Councillor Heinze has confirmed to me what you yourself have so resolutely stressed: the irrevocability of your decision from December 5. Therefore, there is nothing left for me but to fulfill with a heavy heart your request, which was for me a source of real surprise and sadness.5




It is worth noting that there had been another case where Wundt

 was not pleased with an article housed in Avenarius’ journal. In 1886 the young language philosopher Anton Marty published the second and third parts of a series of articles, in which he argued with Steinthal and, especially, Wundt. He sustained that the latter used the term “reflex” ambiguously, sometimes in his legitimate, physiological meaning, sometimes in an unwarranted, psychological sense (Marty 1886). In a letter to William James
, Marty’s friend Carl Stumpf reported Wundt’s reaction:My dear Marty has just subjected Wundt’s doctrine of apperception to a keen critique in the latter’s own Vierteljahrsschrift, and this appears to have put Wundt so badly out of humor, that the editor, Avenarius, has temporarily suppressed it.6




Indeed, at the beginning of the year, Avenarius preemptively wrote to Wundt

 to inform him that Marty was about to publish an article “in which he deals with you about the question of speech,” and thus asking Wundt whether he wanted to publish a response.7 We do not have Wundt’s letter of reply. Nonetheless, we do know that few months later Avenarius wrote to Marty to reassure him: “I myself really care that we do not get to the point of a possible interruption of the publication,” though this is “manageable only once the whole work has been sent, so that the editorial board can have a certain freedom concerning the extent of its different parts.”8 Hence, we may suppose that Wundt pressed to stop the article, or at least he demanded to read it in full before publication, to decide whether it was publishable or not. Further evidence is the fact that the publication of Marty’s essay was actually stopped since 1886, and it was only resumed in 1889. This episode is deeply indicative. First, the stop of Marty’s article shows Avenarius’ will to please Wundt, meeting his requests, but also shows how specious was Wundt’s reason to cease the cooperation with the journal without further discussions, considering that he was able to influence its editorial line. Second, the resumption of the publication in 1889 indicates the weakening of the link between Avenarius and Wundt after 1888, year of the publication of Kritik’s first volume.
While Wundt 

seemed fairly willing to loosen his relationship with

 Avenarius, the latter continued to declare his debt to the older colleague. In the Preface of the Kritik he mentions Wundt’s name as a main source of inspiration (Avenarius 1888, XXI). Furthermore, in the second volume of the same book he writes:With regard to this last work [Wundt’s System der Philosophie], I would like to use this occasion to point out that it deals with a great variety of concepts that—it seems to me—may easily be connected with the general theory here presented. These concepts—in spite of the fact, or maybe thanks to the fact, that Wundt’s System pursues different aims with different means—on the one hand, shed light from a different angle on our determinations of the independent vital series and of the dependent E-values
; on the other hand, they go further, beyond the boundaries set by the scope of our work. The fact that, besides these complementary aspects, there are also various divergences is explained by the difference of the starting points. (Avenarius 1890, 466–67, n78).



In the Weltbegriff Avenarius is more specific about the contact points between his ideas and Wundt

’s System der Philosophie. He mentions it among the works of few authors9 that have similar views about the fact that “both the I and the environment belong to every experience, and in the same way” (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 84, 120n).
In spite of this statements, there is no doubt that Avenarius noticed the growing gap between Wundt’s and his own positions, as evidenced by the private notes he compiled while reading the System of Philosophy.10 On the page margins of the notebook with the reading commentaries, he often wrote down “Unterschied von mir!” (different from me), especially with regards to the parts of the book where Wundt talked about the inner experience

 and the outer world, the will

,11 and the necessity of metaphysics to complete the data of the experience. Another frequent comment made by Avenarius in this notebook was “Hin und Her” (back and forth), to indicate Wundt’s swinging between opposite views without taking sides.
Yet, we should not assume that Avenarius did not mention these divergences in his works, and only focused on the affinities, in a self-interested attempt to remain in the shadow of the more famous colleague. To support this claim, we can mention William James
’ testimony. Having spent a day with Avenarius and his pupil Carl Hauptmann in May 1893, James
 wrote his impressions to his friend Stumpf:Hauptmann is a charming, modest man, and his wife an angel, and Avenarius a very good-natured creature (superficially, at any rate), but they both seem to have Wundt

 “on the brain,” and can hardly talk for five minutes about any subject without some groaning reference to him.
 (James 1999, 426)




Given James
’ disesteem of Wundt,12 it is not possible that Avenarius was mentioning him to impress the American colleague. Instead, we should suppose that Avenarius continued to have great regard for Wundt even after their estrangement.
In the light of the above, we should conclude that Avenarius was well aware of the differences between Wundt

’s views and his own, but he did not emphasize them, because he was still convinced that these divergences did not mean that they were on opposite sides. Rather, he believed that, even then, they were part of the same battle for the promotion of scientific psychology.
References
	Avenarius Archive. Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Handschriftenabteilung.

	Avenarius, Richard. 1888. Kritik der reinen Erfahrung. Vol. 1. 2 vols. Leipzig: Fues.

	———. 1890. Kritik der reinen Erfahrung. Vol. 2. 2 vols. Leipzig: Fues.

	———. [1891] 1905. Der menschliche Weltbegriff. Leipzig: Reisland.

	James, William. 1999. The Correspondence of William James: 1890–1894. Edited by Ignas K. Skrupskelis and Elizabeth M. Berkeley. Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia.

	Klein, Alexander. 2017. “The Curious Case of the Decapitated Frog: On Experiment and Philosophy.” British Journal for the History of Philosophy 26 (5): 890–917.Crossref

	Laas, Ernst. 1879. Idealismus und Positivismus: eine kritische Auseinandersetzung. Idealistische und positivistische Ethik. Berlin: Weidmann.

	Mach, Ernst. 1886. Beiträge zur Analyse der Empfindungen. Jena: Fischer.

	Marty, Anton. 1886. “Über Sprachreflex, Nativismus und absichtliche Sprachbildung.” Vierteljahrsschrift für wissenschaftliche Philosophie 8: 69–105; 10: 346–64.

	Perry, Ralph B., ed. 1935. The Thought and Character of William James. Vol II. Philosophy and Psychology. Vol. 2. 2 vols. London: Oxford University Press.

	Riehl, Alois. 1879. Der philosophische Kriticismus und seine Bedeutung für die positive Wissenschaft. Vol 2: Die sinnlichen und logischen Grundlagen der Erkenntnis. Leipzig: Engelmann.

	Schmidkunz, Hans. 1891. “Der Hypnotismus in der neuesten ‘Psychologie’.” Vierteljahrsschrift für wissenschaftliche Philosophie 15: 210–15.

	Schopenhauer, Arthur. 1859. Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung. Leipzig: Baedeker.

	Wundt, Wilhelm. 1874. Grundzüge der physiologischen Psychologie. 1st ed. Leipzig: Engelmann.

	———. 1880a. Grundzüge der physiologischen Psychologie. 2nd ed. Leipzig: Engelmann.

	———. 1880b. Logik: eine Untersuchung der Principien der Erkenntniss und der Methoden wissenschaftlicher Forschung. I. Erkenntnislehre. 1st ed. Stuttgart: Enke.

	———. 1883. Logik: eine Untersuchung der Principien der Erkenntniss und der Methoden wissenschaftlicher Forschung. II. Methodenlehre. 1st ed. Stuttgart: Enke.

	———. 1888. “Ueber Ziele und Wege der Völkerpsychologie.” Philosophische Studien 4: 1–27.

	———. 1889a. System der Philosophie. 1st ed. Leipzig: Engelmann.

	———. 1889b. “Über die Eintheilung der Wissenschaften.” Philosophische Studien 5: 1–55.

	———. 1980. “Selected Texts from Writings of Wilhelm Wund,” translated by Solomon Diamond. In Wilhelm Wundt and the Making of a Scientific Psychology, edited by Robert Rieber, 155–77. Path in Psychology. Boston, MA: Springer.


Footnotes
1This is a reference to Eduard Pflüger’s famous experiment of 1853, that supposedly demonstrated that decapitated frogs exhibit purposive behavior. Avenarius repeatedly mentions this experiment as a proof that the “purposiveness” is not a mark of consciousness, rather a biological-physiological feature. For a history of the philosophical debate that resulted from Pflüger’s experiment, see Klein (2017).

 

2Avenarius to Heinze, December 9, 1891. This and all other Avenarius’ letters quoted below are in Avenarius Archive, box 12.

 

3Avenarius to Riehl, December 13, 1891.

 

4Avenarius to Heinze, December 21, 1891.

 

5Avenarius to Wundt, December 27, 1891.

 

6Stumpf to James
, September 8, 1886 (Perry 1935, 67). In passing, the fact that Stumpf calls the Vierteljahrsschrift Wundt’s “own” journal is a further proof of the close collaboration between the latter and Avenarius at the beginning of their careers.

 

7Avenarius to Wundt, February 8, 1886.

 

8Avenarius to Marty, October 26, 1886.

 

9Laas (1879), Mach (1886), Riehl (1879), and Schopenhauer (1859).

 

10Avenarius Archive, box 4, n. 21 (Exerpte).

 

11Concerning the will

, Avenarius recorded in his notebook that “Wundt silently pleads for the will

 as metaphysical being.”

 

12The best example of James
’ opinion on Wundt is this letter to Stumpf from February 6, 1887: “[Wundt] aims at being a sort of Napoleon of the intellectual world. Unfortunately, he will never have a Waterloo, for he is a Napoleon without genius and with no central idea which, if defeated, brings down the whole fabric in ruin. […] Cut him up like a worm, and each fragment crawls; there is no nœud vital in his mental medulla oblongata, so that you can’t kill him all at once. But surely you must admit that, since there must be professors in the world, Wundt is the most praiseworthy and never-too-much-to be-respected type of the species. He isn’t a genius, he is a professor—a being whose duty is to know everything, and have his own opinion about everything, connected with his Fach [department]. Wundt has the most prodigious faculty of appropriating and preserving knowledge, and as for opinions, he takes au grand serieux [in all seriousness] his duties there. He says of each possible subject, ‘Here I must have an opinion. Let’s see! What shall it be? How many possible opinions are there? three? four? Yes! Just four! Shall I take one of these? It will seem more original to take a higher position, a sort of Vermittelungsansicht [synthesis] between them all. That I will do, etc., etc.’ So he acquires a complete assortment of opinions of his own; and, as his memory is so good, he seldom forgets which they are! But this is not reprehensible; it is admirable from the professorial point of view” (Perry 1935, 68–69).
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4.1 The Repudiation of Wundt: Oswald Külpe’s
 Grundriss

According to the previous chapters, the main features of Avenarius’ conception are: (1) the criticism of a specific domain for psychology (the inner-being) as a vestige of introjection
; (2) the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency upon the individual, and the brain in particular; (3) the assumption that all psychical contents do not depend on each other, but on the brain activity; and (4) the consequent necessity of a physiological approach to explain psychical life. Now we can analyze how other authors, such as Külpe
, embraced these ideas.

Oswald Külpe
 (1862–1915) arrived at Leipzig in 1886. Before, he had trained as psychophysiologist in Göttingen under Georg Elias Müller. Thanks to this expertise, he soon became Wundt’s assistant, and privatdozent (lecturer). From this position, he could ease Wundt’s burden by teaching in psychology classes, so that the master could focus on those about philosophy. Precisely the lack of a proper textbook about experimental psychology
 for the course, prompted Külpe
, encouraged by Wundt, to write the Grundriss der Psychologie (Outlines of Psychology 1893).1 Even though Wundt—to whom the work was dedicated—expected the book to be a compendium of his own ideas, Külpe
 presented a conception of psychology that differed fundamentally from the Wundtian one.
Right from the Introduction, he declares that, in the classification of the sciences, when it comes to psychology

:[…] the only principle of delimitation which cannot possibly be employed is that of the subject treated. The reason is that there is no single fact of experience which cannot be made the subject of psychological investigation. […] it is clear that we must look for the distinctive character of psychological subject-matter not in the peculiar nature of a definite class of experiential facts, but rather in some property which attaches to all alike. This property is the dependency of facts of 
                  experience
                  
                  
                 upon 
                  experiencing individuals
                  
                . (Külpe 1893, 2, trans. 1895, 2)



In so doing, Külpe
 distances himself from Wundt, who considers psychology as the science of inner experience

 (therefore, in Külpe’s
 words, of “a definite class of experiential facts”). At the same time, Külpe
 supports the typical positivist criticism towards equivocal, metaphysical terms:We often express this by saying that psychology is a science of psychical facts, facts of consciousness, or that the facts of psychology are subjective. Such phrases are one and all misleading. […] [T]he word “psychical” may be taken, in the light of certain well-known metaphysical doctrines, to denote a reality, entirely separable as such from the ‘physical’ processes. And the term “consciousness” is equally ambiguous.
 (Külpe 1893, 2–3, trans. 1895, 2, emphasis mine)



Looking at these passages, it is worth noting that—although Külpe
 adopts Mach’s
 and Avenarius’ definition of psychology

 as the science that considers the experience

 in its dependency upon the individual or, more precisely, upon the “corporeal individual
” (Külpe 1893, 4, trans. 1895, 4)—he refers to this dependency as a “property” of experiential facts. Similarly, on the next page, Külpe
 writes that “the problem of psychology is […] the adequate description of those properties of the data of experience
 which are dependent upon experiencing individuals
” (Külpe 1893, 5, trans. 1895, 5). This is important because Mach
 and Avenarius assumed a neutral experience, which only became something psychological once it was considered it in a certain way. Conversely, Külpe
 seems to assume that the experience per se has different properties: some of which are independent of the individual, and some of which depend on the individual, and are therefore object of psychological

 investigation.
It is not certain whether Külpe
 was aware of how this seemingly marginal different expression potentially implicated a substantial difference from Mach
 and Avenarius. In another work he supports a full correspondence between his own idea and that of the empiriocriticists:For the developed consciousness, as for the naive, every experience

 is a unitary whole; and it is only the habit of abstract reflection upon experience

 that makes the objective and subjective worlds seem to fall apart as originally different forms of existence […] E. Mach
 and R. Avenarius were the first to work out this view with full theoretical consistency. The author believes that he has given the first exposition of psychology, from the same standpoint, in his Grundriss der Psychologie. (Külpe
 1897, 59)2




Nonetheless, he insists that the “subject-matter of psychology is what in, and of the full experience

 of an individual depends upon him himself. Subject-matter of the natural sciences is what is independent of him
” (Külpe 1898, 66, emphasis mine). On closer inspection, even the preceding quote does not fully reject the distinction between the subjective world and the objective world, but only its interpretation as “different form of existence.” In other words, Külpe
 believes that this distinction actually exists in the experience (in the form of its different properties), even though it does not consist in two ontologically separated worlds existing beyond the experience. Conversely, the empiriocriticists maintain that experience itself does not present any such distinction, because everything we experience is given in one way only. It is only a subsequent elaboration of the empirical content that creates the separation between psychical and physical contents.
Maybe Avenarius had in mind this potential misinterpretation of his ideas when he wrote this passage of the Bemerkungen:After all this, in the end, I can neither say that the “psychical” is not a particular substance in a metaphysical-dualistic sense, nor—fortiori—a peculiar “experience,” but rather a peculiar “way of considering” the “experience.” In this regard, we should merely affirm that a certain “way of considering” the “experiences” incidentally (in a higher sense) gave rise—and probably will continue for a long time—to the logical unjustified assumption of something “psychical” as a peculiar essence. Nonetheless, turning from the content of the consideration to the way of considering may help to obtain a scientifically justified and usable designation of the object of psychology

. In fact, it might be questionable that the “psychical” (expression that has always indicated a peculiar essence) should be interpreted as a mere “way of considering.” Nonetheless, it is unquestionably logically justified to assign the consideration of the “experiences” from the peculiar perspective of their dependency upon the individual (
                  system C
                  
                  
                ) to an empirical, particular science […]: namely psychology. (Avenarius 1894–1895, 19: 15–16, italics and bold in original)



In other words, Avenarius rejects the idea that the “way of considering” might be an alternative method to draw a line between the psychical and the physical, to define an actual difference allegedly found in the experiences. Instead, the “way of considering” should only be used as a method to define the different perspectives from which an originally homogeneous experience can be regarded. Otherwise, we are just making the same error once again, that of exchanging different ways of considering an object for different properties of that object.

Külpe’s
 distance from Avenarius and Mach
 is also reflected in their respective definitions of the natural sciences. Phenomenalists—such as Avenarius and Mach
—might well say that we can consider the experience

 without taking into account its dependency upon the individual. However, Külpe
 affirms something different when he defines the subject-matter of the natural sciences as “what is independent of the individual.” On this topic too, Külpe
 seems willing to adopt Mach
 and Avenarius ideas, but his choice of words reveals that he is not able to embrace their radical phenomenalism. Instead, he always implicitly maintains a realistic background, such as the idea that the different ways of considering refer to different aspects of reality, that hence exists regardless of the perspective we choose to adopt.
It is thus no coincidence that later in his life Külpe
 will move to an explicitly realistic position.3 In his ambitious last work—Die Realisierung (The Realization)—he does not disavow the influence of Mach
 and Avenarius (together with Wundt) as starting point of his reflections
 (Külpe 1912, 125). Nonetheless, the purpose of his book is now quite different from his earlier philosophical conceptions. Külpe
 tries to investigate the process of “realization” by which—from the original actuality (Wirklichkeit) of the experience

—we obtain the real objects (Realitäten), that are independent of consciousness
 (Külpe 1912, 14). In so doing, he criticizes the philosophy of immanence (or “conscientialism”) for insisting on the impossible demand to remain at the level of what is immediately experienced

. According to Külpe
, even the representatives of this philosophy cannot avoid assuming something beyond experience

. For example, Külpe
 remarks that Avenarius “consciously went beyond it in the assumption of the mental lives of others
” (Külpe 1912, 112). Therefore, “it is hard to see why this assumption should be fundamentally more allowed […] than the positing and determining of real natural objects
” (Külpe 1912, 117).
However, it is not our task to investigate Külpe’s
 Realisierung. What matters is noticing that the seeds of his refusal of Mach’s
 and Avenarius’ phenomenalism in favor of a realistic philosophy were already dormant in his earlier works. In fact, he always affirmed that the consideration of the dependency upon the individual does not establish the difference between the physical and the psychical, but is rather a way to recognize this difference, that exists in reality itself.
Going back to the Grundriss, we can focus on another divergence between Külpe
 and Wundt. In contrast to his master, Külpe
 denies any psychical causality

.The representations are not dependent upon one another; they come and go in our inner experience very much at random; their interconnections are not due to mutual influence, but to circumstances that allow us to infer a lawfulness that lies 
                  beyond them
                  
                . (Külpe 1893, 3–4, trans. 1895, 3, translation modified4)



This lawfulness is that of the physical phenomena, precisely of those occurring in the central nervous system.The bodily processes which stand in direct functional relation to our experiential facts take place in man exclusively in the brain, probably in the cerebral cortex. It is assumed that this dependency is always present, although in many cases it is only hypothetically stated. Still, there the is no reason to regard this dependency as temporally determined, that is, as causal, because the facts do not demand that, and there is no scientific reason to draw on the law of the conservation of energy that rules the physical words. Therefore, nowadays it is usual to speak of a parallelism of psychical and cerebral processes: i.e., the two are regarded as concomitant phenomena so related that any change upon the one side manifests itself in a corresponding change upon the other
. (Külpe 1893, 4, trans. 1895, 4, translation modified)



As we can see, Külpe
 follows Avenarius on the following points: (1) the idea that there is no psychical lawfulness regulating the mind processes, but only a physical lawfulness that is reflected in the psychical connections; (2) the use of the notion of “functional relation” to indicate the dependency between brain activity and mental contents; (3) the exclusion of this dependency from the domain of the law of the conservation of energy; and (4) the identification of the modern meaning of the psychophysical parallelism
 with this non-causal, non-temporal dependency of the mental contents upon the brain activity, that falls outside the jurisdiction of the conservation of energy. Otherwise speaking, Külpe
 takes from Avenarius the double move of tightly connecting the mental processes to the cerebral functions upon which they depend, while at the same time separating them by stating that the former are not casually reducible to the latter. The key of this double move (connection/separation) is the concept of “functional dependency.”
Having adopted this idea of the relation between psychical contents and brain processes, it is not surprising that Külpe
 distances himself also from Wundt’s position about the limits of the experimental
, physiological method in psychology.
Like Wundt, Külpe
 starts his analysis of the methods of psychology from the “inner perception,” as the “basis of all the others” methods. However, he specifies right away that “it is hardly possible for the observer to nullify all the subjective tendencies which hinder his total self-surrender to the facts.” Therefore, the outcomes of self-observation “are apt to appear fortuitous and disconnected.” This means that “introspection
 is unable of itself to erect a theory of 
              psychical processes
              
            ” (Külpe 1893, 10, trans. 1895, 9–10, emphasis mine). Consequently, we should adopt the experimental
 method to “supplement” the deficiencies of the introspection
. The experiment makes the simple inner observation more “reliable,” thanks to the “frequent repetition of the process” and the possibility to “modify the particular constituents” of it
 (Külpe 1893, 10). Most importantly, the experiment “initiate and prepare the theoretical explanation” of the psychical facts because it allows us to discover the “relations of dependency” between psychical contents and nervous activity. In fact, “if we can prove these relations of dependency between subjective and objective processes, the latter will furnish us with a measure, a permanent and reproducible expression of the psychical.” So, despite the basic role of introspection
, psychology as a science would not be possible without the experiment
, since “the universal validity of psychological results is guaranteed by the measurability of mental phenomena, and measurability is assured by the experimental method
” (Külpe 1893, 11, trans. 1895, 10–11, translation slightly modified, emphasis mine).
In consequence, the experimental method should be applied at every level:Of the range of the experimental 
method in psychology, we can say nothing more definite than that it is applicable in all cases where psychical processes stand in uniform relation to external bodily processes. Such a relation obtains, of course, not only between sensations and the stimuli which occasion them, but also between feeling and will and the movements of limb or feature, or the changes of circulation and respiration, which they produce […]. So that in principle there is no topic of psychological inquiry which cannot be approached by the experimental method. And experimental psychology
 is, therefore, fully within its rights when it claims to be the general psychology
. (Külpe 1893, 12–13, trans. 1895, 12)



With these words Külpe
 rejects his master opinion, who believed that the experimental
 method had limited applicability, being of use only in the field of elementary phenomena, such as the sensations. However, although Külpe
 follows in Avenarius’ footsteps, he is not always as radical. At the end of the paragraph on the methods of psychology, Külpe
 deals with the relationship between this science and physiology. In particular, he intends to deny the idea of “psychology as merely a department of physiology.” According to Külpe
, this idea is the result of an “epistemological error,” because—despite the “very close relation between psychology and a certain portion of physiology”—a “closer examination leaves no room for doubt that the ultimate aim and end of the two sciences are altogether different
” (Külpe 1893, 19; 1895, 18). For Avenarius there is no separation between psychology and the physiology of the nervous system, because ultimately both aim at explaining the (practical and theoretical) behavior of the individual. Conversely, Külpe
 did not fully relinquish the distinction between psychical and physical world, since his use of the notion of dependency on the individual implies the existence of a particular set of properties that depend on the individual. This particular set of properties that is the subject-matter of psychology is nothing but the old inner experience

, the psychical realm, just differently defined. So, in the end, for Külpe
 psychology and physiology are distinct, since the former aims at describing the inner phenomena (even though it explains their occurrence and connection through the dependency upon the brain), whereas the latter deals with bodily processes.
On this topic too, we can see an anticipation of the future development of Külpe’s
 thought. Later in his life—together with the Würzburg school initiated by himself—he will try to develop an experimental
, non-physiological method to investigate the complex phenomena of consciousness.5 So, like Avenarius and unlike Wundt, he will maintain the applicability of the experiment to higher psychical functions; but unlike Avenarius he will separate the experiment from the physiological approach, applying only this non-physiological experimen
t to the description of higher mental activity.
Before concluding, we should try and clarify if Külpe
 was influenced primarily by Avenarius or Mach
. In his works, Külpe
 often cites the two thinkers together. A sign that, for him, they both embodied the new trend. Furthermore, since Külpe’s
 philosophical reflections are not very in-depth, it is not always easy to retrace the precise sources of his ideas. Boring

6 and Danziger

7 sustain that he harked back to Avenarius mainly, but they do not motivate this conviction. Certainly, given Avenarius’ bond with the Leipzig milieu—a city that he kept visiting throughout his life, to escape once in a while from the more culturally peripherical Zurich—we can suppose that Külpe
 had a greater familiarity with Avenarius and his ideas. In his early years, he also published an article and a review in Avenarius’ journal.
The most important evidence we have in favor of the thesis that Avenarius had a greater influence on Külpe
, compared to Mach
, is the opinion of a witness of the epoch: Titchener
. Speaking of Külpe
, he affirms: “He writes, no doubt, in the spirit of Avenarius; but it is a little curious that he seems never to have grasped the precise meaning of Avenarius’ formula” (meaning the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency upon the individual
) (Titchener 1929, 126). So, Titchener
 confirms the picture we presented. Külpe
 was willing to reshape his Wundtian conceptions in an Avenariusian fashion, but he did not go all the way. Instead of fully embracing the phenomenalistic and physiological foundation of psychology implied by Avenarius’ definition by point of view, Külpe
 maintained—more or less implicitly, sometimes even unknowingly—a realistic framework, that implied the belief in the existence of a peculiar psychical realm.
In the end, let us move back to Wundt’s reaction to the publication of the Grundriss. We know the turmoil it generated in Leipzig thanks to the autobiography of another Wundt’s pupils: Friedrich Kiesow (1858–1940).
Külpe
 dedicated the book to Wundt, who celebrated its publication with clear joy and with the words “What a wonderful book!.” But, when he started reading it, his disappointment could not have been bigger. Anyone who knows his fundamental conceptions knows that his whole psychology is ruled by the principle of psychical causality

. […] To no other topic of his thought he attributed more importance than this law. […] Bearing this in mind, it is not difficult to understand his disappointment during the reading of the book. […] We can say that Külpe’s
 Grundriss went so far as to assume that there is no psychical causality

. […] That was quite a lively time at Wundt’s Institute! […] After that event, it was usual to meet small crowds here and there at the Institute, intent on discussing heatedly the problems brought up by Külpe
. (Kiesow 1942, 16–18)



Indeed, we can imagine Wundt’s feelings and thoughts during the reading of his pupil’s book—all the more so if we consider that this happened only two years after the break up with Avenarius. First, Wundt saw his protégé and ally Avenarius elaborate a radically physiological conception of psychology. In anger, he decided to terminate the more than decade-long collaboration with the colleague immediately. Then, he saw the spread of this ideas right at the core of his own Institute, adopted by his very assistant.
In response, Wundt decided to write his own textbook for psychology, the way he thought it was supposed to be. So, in 1896 he published his Grundriss der Psychologie, that tellingly bore the same title of Külpe’s
 book. Meanwhile, Külpe
 withdrew from Wundt, not just metaphorically, accepting a chair at Würzburg, where he started the already mentioned Würzburg School.
4.2 A Philosophical Deepening: Hugo Münsterberg




Boring
 and the other scholars that wrote about the history of the “new psychology” focused on Külpe
 as the first pupil of Wundt that turned away from his master. Nonetheless, the primacy actually pertains to Hugo Münsterberg
 (1863–1916).8 Still, the latter was virtually cut off from the history of the repudiation of Wundt. We can put forward some hypothesis to explain this oddity. (1) As evidenced by their correspondence, Münsterberg
 always considered himself as the most faithful disciple of Wundt,9 but this persisting link to the master’s ideas was far from being outwardly evident. In fact, Wundt and his acolytes often attacked Münsterberg’s
 positions from the pages of the Philosophische Studien.10 When the circle of Wundt’s pupil did not involve Münsterberg
 in the Festschrift (commemorative volume) for the master’s 70th birthday, he even wrote to Wundt saying: “I take comfort in the thought that the future will not leave to such work the decision about who was really, in higher meaning, your philosophical pupil”.11 (2) At the age of 29, Münsterberg
 obtained a chair for psychology at Harvard. So, the fact that he left Germany early in his life might have contributed to the frequent exclusion of his name from the historiography of the German psychological debate. (3) Despite being a psychologist, Münsterberg
 was also very close to the Neo-Kantianism of Windelband and Heinrich Rickert (who was also his personal friend),12 a philosophical school that is often regarded as the fierce adversary of psychology (and its philosophical counterpart: psychologism).

Münsterberg
 began his career at Wundt’s camp. He got his doctorate in 1885 in Leipzig, with the thesis Die Lehre von der natürlichen Anpassung in ihrer Entwickelung, Anwendung und Bedeutung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der psychophysischen Organisation (The theory of natural adaptation in its development, use, and meaning, with particular reference to psychophysical organization). Wundt first forced Münsterberg
 not to do an experimental thesis. Then he cut off the part of the writing that analyzed the voluntary adaptation of the organism from a physiological perspective. Finally, he did not accept it for publication in the Philosophische Studien. The unpublished part of the thesis later became the starting point of Münsterberg’s
 habilitation book: Die Willenshandlung (The Voluntary Action 1888).
Like in the case of Külpe
, Münsterberg
 unorthodox idea was the non-existence of the psychical causality

.It is well known that the complete knowledge of material processes in countless cases is subordinated to a causal approach, to such an extent that we can assume the law of mechanical causality as the basis of the mechanical investigation. On the other hand, the phenomena of consciousness by no means meet the causal requirements. It does not matter how we model the psychological concept of causality, in any case we are unable to fully derive the content of consciousness of a given moment from the content of consciousness of the previous moment
. (Münsterberg 1888, 61)



In consequence, instead of longing for a causal psychological explanation of mental life, we should acknowledge that the psychical phenomena are entirely dependent upon the cerebral activity and that their connections are therefore a reflection of the causal lawfulness of the physical processes in the brain.The matter persists with its eternal and unchangeable laws; thus its processes must constitute continuous, predictable series. The psychical phenomena, on the other hand, are only determined by certain material phenomena. Wherever specific material phenomena occur, the phenomena of consciousness appear, and precisely in the sequence that is determined by the physical laws. Because of that, the psychical phenomena are not continuous; they do not constitute causal series. And yet they do not appear without reason; their regularity is not conditioned by any psychical law, but by the lawfulness of the sequence of the corresponding spatial phenomena
. (Münsterberg 1888, 109–10)



As we can see, even before the publication of Avenarius’ Kritik der reinen Erfahrung (Critique of Pure Experience, 1888–1890) and of Külpe’s
 Grundriss (1893), Münsterberg
 already questioned the psychical causality

 that was the pillar of Wundtian psychology. This means that he could not be influenced by Avenarius in his rebuttal of psychical causality

.
At the beginning of his career Münsterberg
 focused on scientific training. After earning the doctorate in psychology at Leipzig, he even got a medical degree at Heidelberg. Still, his personality always led him to higher, philosophical problems. As he writes in one of his letters to Wundt:I admit that I tend to build up theories a little too hastily and that my entire nature strives more for the Whole than for what is individual […] I would give up experimental psychology
 right away if I could not see that even the smallest research, far in the distance, opens up to the most general problems. For me, even the more minuscule work is in the service of ideas and ideals.13




It was this need to put his psychological research in a theoretically broader and higher framework that drove Münsterberg
 to Avenarius. Indeed, the first of Münsterberg’s
 more philosophically ambitious works, Über Aufgaben und Methoden der Psychologie (On Tasks and Methods of Psychology 1891), already shows signs of a reading of Avenarius’ works, especially when Münsterberg
 discusses the relationship between the “pure experience

” and the “assumptions” that are necessary to found science in general, and psychology in particular.

Münsterberg
 points out the impossibility of remaining at the level of the pure experience

, of the immediate givenness of consciousness: “a non-personal and timeless spiritual being is happening; the pure experience

 cannot teach us more than this. No science can flourish on this ground
” (Münsterberg 1891, 131). If we want to go beyond this evident, but barren basis we need to make assumptions. In the case of psychology, the first assumption is “the reality of the physical outer world.” Indeed, since “the physical world originally is just a complex of our contents of consciousness,” we need to posit, as reference for these contents, “an hypothetically assumed, non-subjective outer world.” The second assumption is the existence of “psychical fellow men,” which is to say the idea that “the modification of fellow bodies are connected to modification of certain contents of consciousness that do not belong to me
” (Münsterberg 1891, 127–28).
Even though Münsterberg
 does not mention any name in his reflections, it is not difficult to recognize the echoes of Avenarius’ philosophy in these passages. That is not to say that Münsterberg
 criticizes Avenarius because the latter believed in the possibility to remain at the level of pure experience

. As we saw, Avenarius main goal is precisely to avoid the annihilating results of the (anyway rightful) acknowledgment of the immediate givenness of consciousness as the only legitimate starting point for philosophy. Moreover, Avenarius describes his Kritik as “the attempt to understand the entire theoretical behavior of man, per se and in its relation to the practical, as consequences of a single, simple assumption” (Avenarius 1888, XIII). This assumption:Every human individual originally assumes himself in front of an environment with diverse components, other human individuals with diverse assertions

, and what is asserted in some sort of dependence upon the environment. (Avenarius 1888, XV)



For Avenarius this assumption is so necessary and fundamental that he also affirms that “all knowledge-contents of the philosophical views of the world—be they critical or not—are variations of this original assumption” (Avenarius 1888). In other words, even though Avenarius’ philosophy begins with the pure experience

, his psychophysiological theory rests on an assumption, which contains, in turn, other assumptions, such as: “an environment with diverse components,” and “other human individuals.” These correspond to Munsterberg’s assumptions of “the reality of the physical outer world,” and of “psychical fellow men.” So, we may say that in his book Münsterberg
 agrees with Avenarius on three issues: (1) the pure experience

 as the starting point of any knowledge; (2) the necessity of assumptions to go beyond pure experience

; and (3) the existing world and the fellow men as contents of the fundamental assumption.
The point on which Avenarius and Münsterberg
 part ways is on the foundation of these assumptions. Münsterberg
 stresses that they can be based neither on the pure experience

 (as we already saw); nor on the mere “sentiment of factual necessity” (since, per se, it is only a “subjective experience

”); nor on the number of people who share these assumptions (because “a billion time zero is still zero
”) (Münsterberg 1891, 131–32). The only possible foundation for these assumptions is in a whole other sphere, rather than that of pure experience

, it is in the sphere of practical life, will, and duty. In Münsterberg’s
 own words: “what-ought-to-be [Seinsollende] arises from the domain of being [Seiende], and the field of the absence of assumptions, that cannot reach any knowledge, is vivified by the force of the will that struggles for ideals
” (Münsterberg 1891, 133). To put it differently, according to Münsterberg
, Avenarius fails at acknowledging that we must step in an ethical dimension, in the reign of values
, to establish the assumptions we need to develop a science.
In Über Aufgaben und Methoden der Psychologie Münsterberg
 could only test Avenarius’s Kritik and its attempt at founding a purely empirical psychophysical theory. After the publication of Avenarius’ Der menschliche Weltbegriff (The Human Concept of the World) and Bemerkungen zum Begriff des Gegenstandes der Psychologie (Remarks on the Concept of Object of Psychology

), he took into account also the new reflections of the colleague about the introjection
 and the definition of psychology

.
In the first chapter of his Grundzüge der Psychologie (Principles of Psychology 1900), Münsterberg
 presents the “Trends in Contemporary Psychology” in a progressive sequence. He begins with the “common conception,” according to which the subject-matter of psychology consists of the “phenomena of consciousness fundamentally separated from all the corporal processes
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 7–8). Then, he continues with Wundt and Brentano, who define the psychical as “the activity of the subject, opposed to the original object [Objekt] which is the target [Gegenstand] of this activity
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 21). Finally, he introduces the position of Külpe
, Schuppe, Mach, and Avenarius. They believe that:[…] in the empirical sciences, the object in front of me and the representation of the object “in me” should no longer be considered as a twofold empirical object. The outer and the inner experience

 should not disclose to us two different worlds. The “introjection
” of the consciousness in the body should be regarded as overcome
. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 21)



The introjection
 is not the only reference to Avenarius. Indeed, the whole discussion of this position is permeated by Avenarius’ terms, such as: “vorfinden” (“to find” in the sense of “to experience”); “Ich-Umgebung” (I-environment); or “Zentralglied-Gegenglied” (central member-opposite member, which is another way to indicate the previous dyad).

Münsterberg
 presents this position last, not only because it is the most recent one, but also because it is the more advanced one. In fact, he shares the rebuttal of the dualism between object and representation that is typical of this trend.We must certainly acknowledge that, for the naïve consciousness, our objects of representation have no double existence as psychical representation in us and as physical cause of the representation outside of us. Therefore, we can share the fight against the
 introjection
. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 22)



However, similarly to Über Aufgaben und Methoden der Psychologie, after taking a step back from the dualism object/representation, towards the original, undivided, pure experience

, we must explain how we can establish psychology. On this issue, Münsterberg
 does not reject Avenarius’ conception, but he integrates it. As we know, Avenarius claimed that, to talk about the dependency of the empirical content on the brain, we need to leave the absolute point of view of my experience

 and to adopt the relative point of view of the fellow man. Münsterberg
 agrees that we need a change in our point of view, but he criticizes Avenarius for having considered just the theoretical side of the problem.
According to Münsterberg
, there are two perspectives. On the one hand, there is the original “naïve experience

,” “the full actuality,” that considers all aspects of life. On the other hand, there is the purely theoretical perspective, in which I am just a subject that observes and describes. My I, the environment, and the fellow man appear differently depending on whether we consider them from the first or the second perspective. From the first perspective:	I am not just a “contemplating” (anschauend) being, but also an individual that “takes stand, judges, evaluates;”

	the environment is “a world of values
, purposes, and means, towards which my actuality—in its wanting and choosing—is oriented;”

	the fellow man is “the validity of another presentness, whom I do not try to analyze, but to understand and to appreciate.”





Conversely, from the second, purely theoretical perspective:	my I is either “the central group of what is found” (namely a certain sum of experiences), or the “pure I” (meaning “the mere subject of consciousness,” that results from the “abstraction” and is thus not a concrete experience, but the ideal “common point of connection” of all the experiences

, “the one who finds as opposed to what is found”);

	the environment is “what-is-found,” which “could be exhausted by a description;”

	the fellow man is the acknowledgment of “the existence of all kinds of describable sensations and sentiments that are found by the other
 I” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 25).





As we can see, Münsterberg’s
 account of what is found from the second perspective matches Avenarius’ account (except for the “pure I,” that has no place in Empiriocriticism
, but was assumed by the immanentists, such as Schuppe14). This means that, for Münsterberg
, Avenarius’ account is not really about the original experience

, but is already a manipulation, an abstraction, since we need to abandon the initial “full actuality” and to adopt a purely theoretical point of view to obtain that account.
Since there is more than one notion of “I”, if we want to maintain the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency on the individual, we should explain more correctly who is the individual upon which the experience

 depends.The view of this trend is thus incontestable as long as it fights against the introjection
, against the duplicity of the object of representation. On the other hand, it is untenable as long as it regards the object of psychology

 as what depends upon the I of the original experience

. Upon this I, in the pure experience

, depend both what is corporeal and what is mental. We must leave the point of view of the pure experience

, posit in its place an objectified experience

, and make the object independent of the I. […] Psychophysically speaking, the psychical may be dependent upon the I; but epistemologically speaking it becomes something psychological only through its independence from the actual
 I. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 26–27)



According to Münsterberg
, in psychology we cannot speak of the dependency upon the I of the original experience

 (the stellungnehmenden Ich, the I-that-takes-stand,) for two reasons: (1) because from this perspective we cannot establish any science, since science presupposes the theoretical-descriptive approach and (2) because the entire experience

 depends upon this I, so that speaking of the dependency upon this I does not define any specific field of investigation for psychology. Rather, to found psychology, we need a twofold step: (1) abstracting from the original I, that is to say, considering the experience

 as independent of the I-that-takes-stand in order to obtain the objectified empirical data that are the bases of all science and (2) regarding these data in their dependency upon the individual. So, this latter, psychological individual must be another kind of individual than the one of the original experience

.
However, Münsterberg’s
 clarification of this second step does not seem directed against Avenarius, rather against other interpretation of the definition of psychology

 by point of view. In fact, when Avenarius talks about the dependency upon the individual, he never means the dependency upon the original subject, rather the functional relationship

 among certain empirical data (the assertions

 of the fellow men and their brains). Therefore, we need to specify that Münsterberg
 presents two different criticisms. (1) The first one is addressed to Avenarius and targets the absolutization of the theoretical perspective, that regards the descriptive and contemplative approach as the only one that is valid. The error of this position is overlooking the original perspective that includes values
, ethical judgments, the I-that-takes-stand, etc. and (2) The second criticism is addressed to that particular interpretation of the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency upon the individual, that wrongly identifies this individual with the I of the immediate experience

, the I-that-takes-stand.
We should now ask, according to Münsterberg
, who is the individual upon which the psychological experience

 depends?The psychical cannot be characterized by the dependency upon the I-that-takes-stand, nor by the dependency upon the I-that-is-found [vorgefundenen Ich]. The decisive relationship with the subject is the connection with a third I, namely the I-that-finds [vorfindende Ich], which remained as the condition for the existence of the objects after having imagined away the presentness of the actual
 I. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 71)



We already met the I-that-finds, or “pure I,” when we first introduced the distinction between the original and the theoretical-descriptive perspective. Now Münsterberg
 specifies that this I is a “purely logical center of relationships,” “an abstraction whose aim is to determine the belonging of certain objects to the
 I” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 74). Nonetheless,that all psychical can be found by an I is not a sufficient mark. The situation changes as soon as we emphasize that all psychical belong always to one I and never to more than one I. In the object that is found we call “psychical” what can be experienced

 by only one subject, and “physical” what can be regarded as an experience

 shared by multiple subjects
. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 72)



In other words, thinkers like Külpe
 are wrong when they affirm that the subject-matter of the natural sciences is what is independent of the individual, since “the physical too can be found by an I.” Hence, the actual feature of the “physical, perceived object” is that it “can be perceived by other people too
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 72).
In summary, Münsterberg
 claims the following. (1) We start from the original perspective, where the I is an individual who judges and takes-stand in a world full of values
 and of other ethical individuals, (2) We then move to a purely theoretical perspective, thus obtaining the total of the empirical, objectified, describable contents on the one hand (i.e., what-is-found), and the abstract, empty concept of pure I, as the logical referent of all these contents on the other hand (i.e., the-I-that-finds), and (3) We logically separate the empirical contents that depend on one I-that-finds from the contents that can be related to more than one I-that-finds, and designate them, respectively, as “psychical” and “physical” contents.
Now, the question remains as to if, and how, the psychical and the physical are connected to each other. Like in his first works, Münsterberg
 keeps thinking that there is no psychical causality

, so that the mental contents can be described scientifically only in connection with the brain activity. All the more so, considering that he defined the psychical as the domain of what is purely individual, and therefore left out of the scientific, interindividual explanation.
According to Münsterberg
, the brain has a unique position that makes it the point of connection between the physical and the psychical. In fact, “from the point of view of the anatomists, of the physiologists, of the biologists, of the chemists and of the physicists” the brain is a “physical object,” whose variations can be explained by “the mechanical causal connection of its parts.” At the same time:[…] for the individual subject whose psychical content has to be causally understood […] his brain is never an object, it is the only thing in the world that for him (the one that experiences

 its contents of consciousness) can never be a physical object
. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 426)



As noticed by Max Weber, this attempt to give an “‘epistemological’ explanation” of the role of the brain is vulnerable to criticism, since it looks like Münsterberg
 is trying to “solve factual problems on the basis of logical principles; which would result in a revival of scholasticism” (Weber 2012, 46, n1, emphasis mine). However, what interests us is how Münsterberg’s
 reasoning echoes Avenarius’ works. They both interpret the opposition between the psychical and the physical as a difference between two points of view, and they both identify a peculiar content that acts as a bridge between the two domains. According to Avenarius, this peculiar content are the human assertions

, since they have both a mechanical meaning (as movements of the body) and a linguistic meaning (as expressions of the fellow man’s experience

). For Münsterberg
, this peculiar content is the brain, which has a “double position,” in so far as it is something physical (observable by multiple individuals) and psychical (unobjectifiable by the I) at the same time
 (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 431).
In the discussion of the relationship between mental contents and brain activity Münsterberg
 introduces a new interpretation of Avenarius’ concept of introjection
. As we saw, Münsterberg
 shares the criticism of introjection
 as duplication of the empirical data in inner representation and outer thing. Now, he presents a second—and this time positive—meaning for this notion.The explanation requires that every psychical content is correlated to a specific brain operation. Every brain operation is a process in space and time. In so doing, we project every content of our consciousness in space and time. Since these are the space in our body and the time in our life, we may call this projection “introjection
.” […] The point of view of the introjection
 is therefore, necessary, the point of view of the special psychology
. (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 434)



In other words, if we assume introjection
 in its most general sense, it means the attribution of a spatial and temporal determination (related to the human body) to a content that has none.

At Münsterberg’s
 time, most thinkers followed Kant, characterizing psychical contents as temporally determined, and physical contents as temporally and spatially determined. In contrast, Münsterberg
 believes that the psychical contents have none of these features. Or, more accurately, they might well express spatial and temporal sensations, but they do not happen in space and time. For this reason, the process of introjection
 discussed above is intended to provide both a spatial and a temporal determination to psychical contents. In this sense, when psychophysiologists connect mental phenomena to brain functions located inside the human body, they perform a sort of introjection
. This introjection
 too imply the manipulation of the original, empirical data, since it provides extrinsic features to originally non-spatial and non-temporal contents. Nonetheless, it is a necessary manipulation, otherwise we would have no psychological science, since the latter needs interindividual properties, such as the spatial and temporal coordinates, to build an objective knowledge.
Even though Münsterberg
 gives a positive meaning to the introjection
 (next to the negative one, as duplication of the empirical data), this meaning is not in contrast with Avenarius’ philosophy. Quite the opposite, it confirms Avenarius’ assumption that all psychical contents must be regarded in connection to the brain activity in order to understand them scientifically. An assumption that Münsterberg
 calls “postulate” of the “introjecting theory
 of parallelism
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 435). So, both thinkers deny the practicability of psychology without a physiological approach or, in Münsterberg’s
 words: “psychology stands and falls with the possibility of a psychophysical theory
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 402).
There is no doubt that this position is far apart from that of Wundt. Nevertheless, Münsterberg
 is still convinced he is pursuing his master’s fundamental goal: the preservation of the spiritual sciences
 from the materialistic, reductionist approach. For Münsterberg
, these sciences do not aim at describing and therefore they do not build on the theoretical perspective of the objectified experience

. Rather, they start from the original perspective, from the full actuality of the I-that-takes-stand, and aim at “understanding and evaluating
” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 35).
This means that, concerning the relationship between psychology and the spiritual sciences
, Wundt, Avenarius, and Münsterberg
 have three different opinions. (1) Wundt believes that psychology is partly a natural science (insofar as the elementary phenomena are physiologically determined) and partly a spiritual science, or better, the basis of all spiritual sciences
. That is why reducing psychology to physiology would mean reducing all spiritual life to physical factors. (2) Avenarius too believes that psychology is the basis of all spiritual sciences
. However, since psychology must be built on physiology, he maintains that all spiritual phenomena can eventually be explained in term of physiological, cerebral activity. Which is precisely what Wundt feared. (3) Münsterberg
, like Avenarius, bases psychology on physiology. Yet, unlike Avenarius and Wundt, he denies that psychology is the basis of the spiritual sciences
. In so doing, he responds to Wundt’s fear by separating the destinies of psychology and of the spiritual sciences
. The descriptive approach of the former cannot endanger the ethical-evaluating sphere of the latter. As Münsterberg
 himself writes, “to overcome the confusion between these perspectives is the main goal of our entire research” (Münsterberg [1900] 1918, 444).
Having presented the main issues of Münsterberg’s
 thought, we can now draw some conclusions.
First of all, we should notice how the general formula of the “dependency upon the individual” can assume different meanings. In Mach
, it regards different relationships among the same empirical contents. In Avenarius, it is a difference of point of view (the relative and the absolute one). In Külpe
, it traces back to different properties of the experience. In Münsterberg
, it involves a whole series of methodological steps: (1) the abstraction from the dependency upon the I-that-takes-stand to obtain the describable, empirical data; (2) the assumption of the dependency upon one I-that-finds to get the psychical contents; and (3) the introjection
 through the dependency upon the brain, that connects the individual, psychical contents to interindividual, spatiotemporal coordinates.
Secondly, we can see that in Münsterberg’s
 thought two tendencies converge. One comes from Wundt, as well as from Neokantians like Windelband and Rickert. It aims at preserving the world of the will, of values
, purposes, and ideals, as the domain of spiritual sciences
. The other tendency comes from Avenarius. Its main issue is how can we found science (and psychology in particular) once we start from the point of view of the pure experience

.
We also have biographical evidence of Münsterberg’s
 consideration for Avenarius. Thanks to the correspondence of the latter, we know that Münsterberg
 wanted to translate Avenarius’ work (probably the Kritik) in English, to introduce it in the United States. Yet, Avenarius turned the offer down, because he “did not believe that it could be translated by someone who had not previously gone through the Privatissimum [the notes for the lectures].”15

Moreover, during a three years stay in Freiburg, Münsterberg
 proposed Avenarius as successor to Alois Riehl for the chair of philosophy. In this regard, he wrote to Wundt:The faculty recommended Avenarius at the top, and it is very likely that he will be appointed. I openly admit that I am responsible for that, and I am happy to take this responsibility, even though there will be a lot of head-shaking. I consider Avenarius a philosopher that is a head taller than all other eligible philosophers. He is an independent, honest thinker and his unfortunate terminology should not influence the decision to his detriment. However little I agree with his results,16 still I am convinced that the second volume of his Kritik is the product of real hard spiritual work, which will have its influence.17




Unfortunately, Avenarius never got the Freiburg chair because of his sudden death. We know Münsterberg’s
 feeling about the sad news from another of his letter to Wundt:I have never been this moved by the death of a scholar before. I hardly knew someone that at each visit left the impression of such a pursuit of truth in his soul, that was so completely distant from the world, so unconcerned of success and life, and that only lived in his own intellectual world. A Spinozian spirit, indeed, that passed away too early. […] At least I am lucky that I made it in time to give him the great pleasure of knowing that he was recommended at the top here in Freiburg. He expected to have a great impact here.18




Albeit Avenarius’ hope of spreading his philosophy in Freiburg could not become reality, still his ideas had a great impact on Münsterberg
. As we hope to have shown.
4.3 The Circle Widens: Ebbinghaus
 and Ward



Neither Hermann Ebbinghaus
 nor James Ward
 was properly a pupil of Wundt. Still, they are part of the history of the debate about the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency upon the individual.

Ebbinghaus
 (1850–1909) began autonomously to conduct psychological experiments
 after having read Fechner’s
 Elemente der Psychophysik. After years of testing his own memory process, in 1885 he published Über das Gedächtnis (Memory. A Contribution to Experimental Psychology
), gaining immediate recognition in the field for the originality and scientific rigor of his research. Then, in 1902, he published a more general work, Grundzüge der Psychologie (Principles of Psychology).19

The first chapter of this book deals with the problem of the object of psychology

:Psychology differs from the other disciplines that usually and rightly are regarded as separated from it, such as physics and biology, not because it has a completely different content (like in the case of the difference between zoology and mineralogy, or astronomy). Rather, many times psychology has the same content as them, yet it considers this content from different points of views and with different interests. Psychology is the science not of a particular section of the world, but of the whole word, just from a particular perspective. It deals with those structures, processes, and relationships of the world, whose features essentially depend on the nature and functions of an organism, of an organized individual. In addition, it is also the science of the properties of an individual, which—because of their kind—are fundamentally determinant to experience the world
. (Ebbinghaus 1902, 7)



As we can see, like Külpe
, Ebbinghaus too determines the object of psychology

 ambiguously. On the one hand, he denies that psychology deals with “a particular section of the world;” while, on the other hand, he affirms that it deals with certain “structures, processes, and relationships of the world,” characterized by the fact that they depend upon the organism. Indeed, it is difficult to explain why these “structures, processes, and relationships” do not represent a “section of the world.” So, like Külpe
, Ebbinghaus too silently reintroduces what he appears to deny: the division of reality into heterogeneous areas (the psychical and the physical).
However, in the case of Ebbinghaus
, this ambiguity is partially excusable. In contrast to Külpe
, he did not pretend to move from a phenomenalistic starting point. Instead, his discussion begins with a list of the traditional objects of psychology: “thoughts and representations,” as well as “reflections, doubts, memories, moods, sentiments, emotions, impulses, desires, intentions, decisions
” (Ebbinghaus 1902, 2). Subsequently, Ebbinghaus
 identifies as a common feature for all these phenomena the fact that they “depend upon the nature and functions of the organic body
” (Ebbinghaus 1902, 3). Only then, he adds that[…] just as thoughts and sentiments, there are also many other things—that we ascribe to the outer world at first—that depend entirely upon the functions of the organism, and in particular they depend in the same way upon the functions of the very same organs that are of importance for the thoughts and sentiments
. (Ebbinghaus 1902, 4)



In other words, the dependency on the individual for Ebbinghaus
 is not a way to obtain the distinction between the physical and the psychical from an original homogeneous experience. Rather, it emerges as the common trait of a peculiar group of phenomena.
The topic of the different perspectives on a same experience returns in Ebbinghaus
’ discussion about psychophysical parallelism
. According to him, “men are unitarily merged realities that are made of multiple components.” On the one hand, the components of each one of these realities “manifest themselves reciprocally to one another. What is experienced in this manner are thoughts, sentiments, desires, etc. We call it the soul of man.” On the other hand, “each singular reality is connected to the other […], it expresses itself to the others and is influenced by them. […] We call this: be seen, be touched, be microscopically or chemically investigated, etc.
” (Ebbinghaus 1902, 1: 42). Therefore:The soul and the nervous system are not something actually separated and opposed. They are rather one and the same complex, just in its different and separated ways of manifesting. The soul is how this extensive complex gives itself and presents itself to its own components […]. The brain is how the same complex presents itself to other similarly made complexes
. (Ebbinghaus 1902, 1: 42)




Ebbinghaus
’ reasoning resembles Avenarius’ discussion of the difference between the first-person, absolute perspective, and the third-person

, relative perspective, as well as Münsterberg’s
 theory about the “double position” of the brain. However, since he does not mention either of them, it is more likely that his primary source of inspiration was Fechner
, who—as we already saw—had affirmed that “what appears to you, from an internal point of view, as your spirit, […] from an external point of view, it appears as the corporeal substrate of this spirit
” (Fechner 1860, 4).20

We choose not to dwell any further on Ebbinghaus
 because—despite his presence in Boring’s
 and Danziger’s
 accounts on the new psychology—we believe that his figure was only peripheral with respect to the debate between Wundt and his pupils. However influential in the German psychological world of the time, he remained always more of an independent researcher. Nevertheless, his work gives us an opportunity to talk about another thinker that was an unrelated to Wundtian milieu: James Ward
.
In fact, in a footnote of his Grundzüge, Ebbinghaus
 mentions other authors that share a definition of psychology

 similar to his, such as Mach, Külpe
, and—precisely
—James Ward
 (Ebbinghaus 1902, 8). A possible explanation for the absence of Avenarius is his untimely death. When Ebbinghaus
 published this work, Avenarius had been dead for six years, and his influence had begun to weaken. However, what interests us is not Avenarius’ absence, but the presence of Ward
.

James Ward
 (1843–1925) originally studied theology to become a pastor. Yet, he soon developed an interest in philosophy and psychology

.21 In particular, during a couple of periods of study in Germany, he encountered the psychophysiological works of Fechner
 and Lotze. In 1875 Ward
 presented his fellowship dissertation, The Relationship of Physiology and 
              Psychology
              
              
            , to Trinity College, at Cambridge. He also tried to establish a laboratory, but his requests for funding were repeatedly rejected up until 1891. In fact, his fortune changed in 1886, when he started to gain recognition for writing the entry about Psychology in the Encyclopaedia Britannica. It is precisely this work that is mentioned by Ebbinghaus
 in his book among the examples of similar definitions of psychology

.
In his account Ward
 begins “with the supposed differentia of internal and external,” but ends up stating the following:Paradoxical though it may be, we must then conclude that psychology cannot be defined by reference to a special subject-matter as such concrete sciences, for example, as mineralogy and botany can; and, since it deals in some sort with the whole of experience, it is obviously not an abstract science, in any ordinary sense of that term. To be characterized at all, therefore, apart from metaphysical assumptions, it must be characterized by the standpoint from which this experience is viewed
. (Ward 1886, 37–38)



Although this passage sounds like other authors dealt with herein, a closer inspection reveals that Ward’s
 characterization of the object of psychology

 is actually quite different. According to him “the standpoint of psychology is what is sometimes termed ‘individualistic’,” as opposed to “that of the so-called object-sciences being ‘universalistic’.” With “individualistic standpoint” Ward
 means the fact that:by whatever methods, from whatever sources [psychological] facts are ascertained, they must—to have a psychological import—be regarded as having place in, or as being part of, some one’s consciousness […] i.e., as presented to an individual”. (Ward 1886, 38)




From these words, it is clear that Ward’s
 reference to the individual has nothing to do with the dependency of mental phenomena on the brain. In contrast to the definitions of psychology

 proposed by Mach
, Avenarius, Külpe
, Münsterberg
, and Ebbinghaus
, Ward
 does not talk of the physiological organism, but of the subject, the individual consciousness.

Ward
 identifies the point of view of psychology with the philosophical, phenomenalistic perspective, according to which reality and experience coincide. He openly affirms that the “Berkeleyan standpoint is the standpoint of psychology
” (Ward 1886, 38). Therefore he differs both from those who did not move from a phenomenalistic starting point, such as Ebbinghaus
 and Külpe
, and from those who moved from a phenomenalistic starting point but believed in the necessity of overcoming it in order to establish psychology, like Avenarius and Münsterberg
.
Given the above, despite what Ebbinghaus
 affirmed, Ward
 seems fairly distant from the German discussion on the definition of the psychology

. Nonetheless, the situation changes when we consider Ward’s
 later work: the Gifford Lectures that go by the name of Naturalism and Agnosticism (1899). In the eleventh lecture, on the Various forms of the theory of 
              psychophysical parallelism
              
            , Ward
 introduces a third standpoint, in addition to the “individualistic” one of psychology, and to the “universalistic” one of natural sciences:[…] when a psychical series is spoken of as parallel with a physical series, such psychical series is not regarded from the strictly psychological standpoint. Psychical then means not my experience as it is for me, but my experience

 as it is for the physiologist, who is studying my brain and my organs of sense and movement. […] The essential characteristic of the psychophysical standpoint is that it implies two subjects, or — as perhaps it will be simpler to say — two percipients, whereas the psychological implies only one
. (Ward 1899, 11–12)



As we can see, this “psychophysical standpoint” recalls Avenarius’ conception about the relative perspective. Ward
 does not limit himself to adopting the definition of psychology

 based on the notion of dependency on the individual. He shares the epistemological assumption that was the very principle underlying that definition: the assumption according to which the psychophysiological statements that connect mental life and brain activity have a legitimate empirical meaning only when they are referred to a third man. In other words, Ward’s
 psychological and Berkeleyan standpoint coincides with Avenarius’ absolute perspective, with my experience as it is found in the first-person

, whereas Ward’s
 psychophysical standpoint coincides with Avenarius’ relative perspective, with the observation of the dependency between the experience

 of a fellow man and his nervous system.

Ward
 also agrees with Avenarius that these two standpoints can never be unified, because I can never experience

 the dependency of my experience

, lived in the first-person, upon my brain.My experience

 is not so much beyond or out of the present reach of the physiologist who may con my brain: it is, as a concrete individual experience

, absolutely distinct from his; and per contra his perception of my brain, for the very reason that it is his perception, can never be mine. […] There is, then, it would seem, no way of combining these distinct “aspects” into one concrete experience

. If we are misled into imagining that there is, it is because we confound the general knowledge of brains (which is all the physicist or physiologist really has, and which we can share) with the concrete knowledge implied in the notion of the physical aspect or basis of our own particular experience

, which we could not possibly share. And this diversity, the concreteness of the psychical side contrasted with the abstract and conceptual character of the physical, is only one among several points in which their characters manifest an incongruity incompatible with the theory of their being complementary aspects of one unity
. (Ward 1899, 20–21)



Either we experience

 our own experience

, or we analyze the connection between the experience of the fellow man and his brain. We cannot experience the dependency of our own experience upon our own brain. If anything, we can apply to ourselves the general knowledge of the dependency of the mental life of men upon their brains—given that this general knowledge is not acquired in the first-person, but through the observations of fellow men.
More importantly, Ward
 follows Avenarius in asserting that the confusion between these separated perspectives is the source of introjection
.If this psychical series is to be my experience

 as it is for me, or yours as it is for you, then all those external perceptions, which are the physicists’ prime data, and all the conceptions whereby they are summarized, belong to it and are the outcome of its processes. So regarded they form a unity; within this unity we find indeed a duality, that of the correlatives, subject and object, but we find no dualism of external and internal, physical and psychical, matter and mind. To come within the range of such a dualism and to justify any notion of parallelism, we must leave the properly psychological standpoint of my experience

 as it is for me, or your experience as it is for you. We must take up instead the standpoint of my experience as it is for you, your experience

 as it is for me. Then, indeed, as I am for you primarily a portion of the physical world, and you in like manner for me, it becomes natural to locate each one’s experience

 inside his skin, his environment being outside it
. (Ward 1899, 10)



As we can see, this passage recalls almost literally Avenarius’ thesis. Ward
 even adopts the formula “a duality but no dualism,” that was kind of a motto for Avenarius.22 Moreover, Ward
 follows also Avenarius’ argument, according to which the introjection
 origins in reference to the fellow man and is only later transferred to us, so that the notion of inner experience

 is not an original data of introspective self-observation, rather the ultimate result of the confusion between the first-person and the third-person

 standpoint:But this is still not the worst; for, once accustomed to speak of one’s fellow-man’s experience

 as made up of ideas in that man’s head, one is led by parity of reasoning to think the same of one’s own
 experience

. (Ward 1899, 10)



Despite the obvious debt to Avenarius, Ward does not mention the German colleague in this lecture. Still, Avenarius’ name appears in the sixteenth lecture, on the Rise of Dualism. According to Ward
, dualism stems from two “twin errors,” which are—in turn—consequences of the “intersubjective intercourse:” “the notion of the transsubjective (naïve realism)” and “the hypothesis of introjection
 (animism
)” (cf. Ward 1899, 152, 170, 172, 176). Regarding the latter, Ward
 affirms:The term “introjection
” we owe to a brilliant thinker but recently taken from us, the late Richard Avenarius of Zurich. The hypothesis to which it refers is familiar enough and as old apparently as human speech; it is substantially what Professor Tylor has called animism. But to Avenarius belongs the merit of making the epistemological bearings of this primitive doctrine clearer than they were before
. (Ward 1899, 172)



The first error, from which naïve realism arises, consists of the misinterpretation of the scientific, interindividual, universal experience

. The original experience depends on the individual subject that lives it. The scientific, interindividual, universal experience is a conceptualization that rids the original experience of its individual, subjective features. Therefore, scientific experience may well be independent of the single individual, but it is not independent of the individual whatsoever, since it rests on the individual experience and on the abstraction performed by the individual itself. The error of naïve realism is precisely to consider the scientific, interindividual, universal experience

 as an actual reality independent of any individual.The sun as transsubjective object is not L’s sun or M’s sun or N’s sun—if I may so say—but rather what is common to them all, neglecting what is peculiar to each—neglecting, in particular, that direct and immediate relation to L, M, and N severally. […] [The ordinary thought] proceeds rather in this wise. Regarding the sun as independent of L and M and N severally, it concludes that it is and remains an object, independently of them all collectively
. (Ward 1899, 171)



The second error, the hypothesis of introjection
, consists[…] in applying to the immediate experience of my fellow-creatures conceptions which have no counterpart in my own. I find myself in direct relation with my environment and only what I find for myself can I logically assume for another. But of another, common thought and language lead me to assume not merely that his experience

 is distinct from mine, but that it is in him in the form of sensations, perceptions, and other “internal states.” Of the sun in my environment I say there is a perception in him. Thus while my environment is an external world for me, his experience

 is for me an internal world in him
. (Ward 1899, 172)



The two errors generate, respectively, the idea of the external, physical world and the idea of the internal, psychical world, which together form the psychophysical dualism that Ward
 aims at overcoming in favor of a “spiritualistic monism
” (Ward 1899, 205).
In summary, we can say that Ward
 takes from Avenarius: (1) the view that language (“intersubjective intercourse”) and the related fundamental difference between my experience

 and the experience

 of others is the ultimate root of all major philosophical problems; (2) the characterization of the first-person perspective as the starting point of knowledge, and of the third-person

 perspective as the point of view of psychophysiology, based on the fact that only the latter allows us to observe the dependency of mental contents on the brain; and (3) the notion of introjection
 as a two-fold false generalization, that attributes something that does not apply to ourselves (i.e. an inner experience

) first to the fellow-man, and then to ourselves.
It goes without saying that the ultimate aims of the philosophies of Avenarius and Ward
 remain different. Ward
 does not believe in the full dependency of the mental activity on the brain. Furthermore, he maintains the philosophical notion of subject as the owner of the experience. More generally, Ward’s
 ultimate interests are ethical and theological. Like Münsterberg
, Ward
 uses the fact that the original experience

 is more prior than science to ensure an autonomous domain for ideals, values
, and religion.But this reality, richer than thought, is experience. Science cannot originate experience; for experience is the source of science, yet always more than its product, […]. Science is but the skeleton, while experience is the life; science but a means, and experience

 the end itself
. (Ward 1899, 282–83)



We started with Ebbinghaus
, who did not mention Avenarius. Nonetheless, the other authors he cited—Mach
, Külpe
, and Ward
—all dealt with Avenarius, despite their different intellectual backgrounds. This constitutes a further proof that, without Avenarius, it is not possible to understand the debate at the turn of the century on the relationship between philosophy and scientific psychology.
4.4 A Synthesis: E. B. Titchener
 (with a Digression on William James
)

We decided to put Edward Bradford Titchener
 at the end of this chapter because his Systematic Psychology represents the culmination of the debate, insofar as it is the last contribute to it and also a synthesis of the discussion.

Titchener
 was born in England in 1867.23 Therefore, he grew up in a cultural environment dominated by Darwin and Spencer. The fascination with their ideas prompted him to study biology and psychology at Oxford. During the formative years, he met Wundt’s works, thus deciding to move to Leipzig to earn the doctorate under his tutoring. Shortly after, Titchener
 took the chance to go to the United States to teach at Cornell University. Like Münsterberg
, he was willing to promote scientific psychology in America, improving both the experimental research and the theoretical debate. In his eyes, American psychology was still “a watered down Cartesianism combined with popular phrenology” (Evans 1984, 120). For this purpose, Titchener
 started translating the classics of German psychology.24

Strange as it may seem, Avenarius’ influence on Titchener
 is more evident in his later works, despite the distance from his German years and the rapid decline of Avenarius’ fame in the philosophical and psychological world.
In his first important work, An Outline of Psychology, Titchener’s
 definition of psychology

 only partially recalls the definition provided by Avenarius and Külpe
 at the time. He affirms that “psychology may be defined as the science of mental processes,” and then adds:A mental process is any process, falling within the range of our experience, in the origination and continuance of which we are ourselves necessarily concerned. Heat is a process. But heat, regarded simply as a “mode of motion,” is independent of us; the movement continues, whether or not we are present to sense the heat. When, however, heat falls within our sensible experience, we, the experiencing individuals, have something to say to it; it is what it is, in part at any rate, because of us. The (physical) movement is translated by us into the (psychological) sensation of heat
. (Titchener 1896, 4–5)



As we can see, Titchener
 does not talk about the dependency on the corporeal individual. Rather, he speaks of a generic “us” and of “experiencing individuals.” In other words, despite the echoes of the contemporary debate, Titchener
 reiterates the old scheme, according to which the field of psychology is what is experienced, whereas the field of natural science is the world as independent of us.

However, Titchener
 makes some adjustments already in the second edition of the book.A mental process is a process in the origination and continuance of which we are ourselves necessarily concerned, — a process the nature of which is determined by the constitution and functions of an organism, an organized individual. Heat, e.g., is a process; but heat, regarded simply as a “mode of motion,” is independent of us. The movement continues, whether or not a living organism is present to sense the heat. When, however, heat falls within our sensible experience, we, the experiencing individuals, make it what it is. It depends, for its very nature, upon the presence of our living bodies. In other words, the physical heat movement is translated by us (by the structure and function of certain parts of our organism) into the psychological heat sensation
. (Titchener 1902, 7–8, emphasis mine)




Not only Titchener
 now specifies that the individual is the physiological organism, he also deletes the previous identification of the mental process with the process that “fall within the range of our experience.” Presumably, he now sees that—as the empiriocriticists suggested—all process, even the physical one, must fall within the range of our experience, so that we cannot use this formula to define what is mental.
A further step in the empiriocritical direction is in the subsequent, even more revised version of the book, now entitled A Text-Book of Psychology to mark the difference with the previous editions. Right at the beginning, he states that “it is plain that all the sciences have the same sort of subject-matter; they all deal with some phase or aspect of the world of human
 experience

” (Titchener 1909, 2). These different aspects of the experience
[…] do not exist independently, side by side, as accounts of separate portions of the world or of separate regions of experience; they overlap and coincide, describing one and the same world of experience

 as it appears from their special standpoints. They are not like blocks of knowledge, which when cut to the proper size and properly fitted together will give us a map of the universe; they are rather like the successive chapters of a book which discusses a large topic from every possible point of view
. (Titchener 1909, 4–5)



Consequently, “every science takes up a certain attitude towards the world of human experience, or regards it from a definite point of view, and it is the business of a science to describe the world as it appears after the attitude has been taken up or the point of view adopted
” (Titchener 1909, 4). In particular, physics “regards experience

 as altogether independent of any particular person” and “assumes that it goes on whether or not anyone is there to have it,” whereas psychology “assumes that it goes on only when someone is there to have it.” Therefore, “there can be no essential difference between the raw materials of physics and the raw materials of psychology. Matter and mind, as we call them, must be fundamentally the same thing
” (Titchener 1909, 6).
The change that has taken place over time is exemplified by the different notions of “mind” proposed in the first and last edition of the work. In the first edition mind was “the sum total of mental processes experienced by the individual during his lifetime
” (Titchener 1896, 9). Conversely, in the Text-Book mind is defined “as the sum-total of human experience

 considered as dependent upon the experiencing person
” (Titchener 1909, 9). Moreover, since “the phrase ‘experiencing person’ means the living body, the organized individual, […] for psychological purposes, the living body may be reduced to the nervous system and its attachments.” As a result, “mind becomes the sum-total of human experience

 considered as dependent upon a nervous system
” (Titchener 1909, 16).
At the end of the introductory chapter, Titchener
 proposes a list of books as “references for further readings
” (Titchener 1909, 42–43). Despite the evident similarity between Titchener’s
 arguments and Avenarius’ ideas, none of his works is included in the list. However, a footnote in the very same page explains that the mentioned books were not selected because of their affinity with Titchener’s
 point of view, but only as a suggestion to expand on some issues. We may therefore suppose that Titchener
 considered Avenarius’ convoluted German works too difficult for the English-speaking students, that were the audience of the book.
On the other hand, as anticipated, Avenarius is a central figure in the last work by Titchener
, the posthumous Systematic Psychology. As stated by the editor in the Preface:The book was to be his final word on the establishment of scientific psychology, coordinate with biology and physics; in a very concrete sense, it was to be a summing up of the reading, thinking, and experimental investigation in psychology which had occupied him during his entire professional life. (Weld 1929, V)



The first chapter deals with science in general; the second chapter with the definition of psychology

 by point of view; the third chapter with the definition of psychology

 by subject-matter. Titchener
 presents his own conception in the second chapter, whereas the third one contains mostly an extensive critical discussion of the vain efforts to define the psychical through notions like “inner,” “consciousness,” and “intentionality.” Even when Titchener
, towards the end, tries to characterize the subject-matter of psychology, he always moves from the assumption that “all the sciences have the same primordial subject-matter, which they approach from definitely different points of view, and that their developed subject-matters diverge because and only because these different standpoints afford different readings of existential
 experience

” (Titchener 1929, 268–69, emphasis mine).
Given the above, we will focus on the second chapter.
Even though the discussion begins with Wundt, the chapter is actually structured around Avenarius. Wundt position is introduced only to be withdrawn because it fails at determining the relationship between psychology and the other sciences
 (Titchener 1929, 99–113).When, however, we examine the alleged relation of psychology to natural science, Wundt’s position is less satisfactory. It shows us a psychology more naïve than psychology actually is, and a natural science more sophisticated than natural science, at all events, has actually been. […] the “external” experience of which Wundt speaks is not experience at all, but wholly a construction of our understanding. The difficulties of such a view are obvious
. (Titchener 1929, 107–8)



So, the account of Wundt’s position ends with these words:The foregoing criticism may be summed up in the remark, which could otherwise be abundantly supported, that Wundt’s whole thought centers about psychology and that he therefore sees the other sciences always in their relation to psychology. To say this is not at all to charge him with psychologism; it is to say, simply, that he is psychologist in grain, and that psychology is therefore the focus upon which all the lines of his thought converge. […] Every quality, however, has its defects. For the matter in hand we receive less help from Wundt than we shall get from a philosopher who views the sciences, truly without Wundt’s range of knowledge, but also without his psychological preoccupation
. (Titchener 1929, 113)



The philosopher from which Titchener
 seeks help is Avenarius, whose ideas are presented right after this passage.Psychology, says Avenarius, has no separate subject-matter. There is nothing empirical, as there is also nothing metaphysical, to which the adjective “psychical” may legitimately be applied; nor can we create a “psychical” subject-matter by means of an inner sense or a specific method of introspection
. Yet there is an empirical science of psychology, and we may rightly speak of “psychological” facts and laws. The science is, indeed, as wide as experience

 itself; its subject-matter is the whole of experience, regarded from a certain point of view; psychology embraces all experience, die Erfahrung überhaupt, in so far as experience

 is regarded as dependent upon the individual
. (Titchener 1929, 115)



After having devoted about ten pages to the exposition of Avenarius’ arguments, Titchener
 moves to the presentation of the similar positions of Mach
, Ward
, Külpe, Ebbinghaus, and William James
 (Münsterberg
 is mentioned only in the footnotes
) (Titchener 1929, 120–33).
We already know that, albeit their differences, Mach
, Ward
, Külpe, and Ebbinghaus
 maintained a similar definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency on the individual. Hence, we should now ask why Titchener
 includes William James
 too in his account.

Titchener
 concedes that in The Principles of Psychology (1890) James
 had a different conception:Psychology, the Preface tells us, “assumes as its data (1) thoughts and feelings, and (2) a physical world in time and space with which they coexist and which (3) they know.” The problem of knowledge is here taken posteriorly to the distinction of thoughts and things. But in a series of articles published in 1904 and 1905 James
 outlines a theory of “pure experience” which points indubitably to a definition of psychology

 by point of view
. (Titchener 1929, 130)



In this passage, Titchener
 refers to the articles later collected in Essays in 
              Radical Empiricism
              
             (James 1912). In the first of these essays, Does “Consciousness” Exists? (1904), James
 had affirmed:My thesis is that if we start with the supposition that there is only one primal stuff or material in the world, a stuff of which everything is composed, and if we call that stuff pure experience

, then knowing can easily be explained as a particular sort of relation towards one another into which portions of pure experience

 may enter. The relation itself is a part of pure experience; one of its terms becomes the subject or bearer of the knowledge, the knower, the other becomes the object known
. (James 1912, 4)



This means that it is “the self-same piece of pure experience

, taken twice over, that serves now as thought and now as thing
” (James 1912, 27). The difference between the two is “one of relation to a context solely
” (James 1912, 30). In particular:Mental fire is what won’t burn real sticks; mental water is what won’t necessarily (though of course it may) put out even a mental fire. Mental knives may be sharp, but they won’t cut real wood. Mental triangles are pointed, but their points won’t wound. With real objects, on the contrary, consequences always accrue; and thus the real experiences

 get sifted from the mental ones, the things from our thoughts of them, fanciful or true, and precipitated together as the stable part of the whole experience

-chaos, under the name of the physical world
. (James 1912, 33)




As James
 summarizes in another article: “The central point of the pure-experience

 theory is that outer and inner are names for two groups into which we sort experiences according to the way in which they act upon their neighbors
” (James 1912, 139). More specifically, the main difference between thoughts and things is that the latter “acts energetically
” (James 1912, 139, see also 28, 32, 35). Nonetheless, this does not mean that thoughts and things are separated beings.the experience is a member of diverse processes that can be followed away from it along entirely different lines. The one self-identical thing has so many relations to the rest of experience that you can take it in disparate systems of association, and treat it as belonging with opposite contexts
. (James 1912, 12–13)



For example, “the room in which you sit” “enters in two processes simultaneously:” as part of your “personal biography” it is a mental content; as part of the “history of the house” it is a physical thing
 (James 1912, 13). The most striking example of this duplicity of the experience is our own body: “sometimes I treat my body purely as a part of outer nature. Sometimes, again, I think of it as ‘mine,’ I sort it with the ‘me,’ and then certain local changes and determinations in it pass for spiritual happenings”
 (James 1912, 153).
As a result, James’ answer to the question about “what it is in experiences that shall make them either spiritual or material” is that “it surely can be nothing intrinsic in the individual experience. It is their way of behaving towards each other, their system of relations, their function; and all these things vary with the context in which we find it opportune to consider them” (James 1912, 154).
It is thus because of these arguments that Titchener
 includes James
 among the representatives of the definition of psychology

 by point of view.
We should notice that this new trend in James
’ thought can easily be explained by his reading of Avenarius’ works. Even though Titchener
 refers to the articles written by James
 in 1904–1905, in a footnote he also adds that “the first overt expression of this doctrine occurs, I believe, in the paper The Knowing 
              of Things Together
              
            ” (Titchener 1929, 130n). Indeed, in this essay James
 already affirmed that “the thought-stuff and the thing-stuff are here indistinguishably the same in nature […] and there is no context of intermediaries or associates to stand between and separate the thought and thing
” (James 1895, 109). Thanks to James
’ archival sources, we know that this is precisely the period during which he began reading and rereading Avenarius’ Menschliche Weltbegriff.
At first, James
 had a very negative opinion of Avenarius, even though he had neither met him nor read any of his works. The prejudice against Avenarius was probably due to the latter being a Wundtian or (which was kind of the same in James
’ eyes) a typical German professor. This letter from 1880 is the first occurrence of Avenarius’ name in James
’ correspondence:I didn’t know poor Göring had drowned himself. He was always repugnant to me as a writer. What a Burschicose [slangy] swagger Avenarius’ “Nachruf” [obituary] had! He also repels me singularly. How men who are neither gentlemen nor men of the world, but live swathed in the thick atmosphere of a particular technical calling, writing for each other and quarreling with each other, and senseless clods to all outside, can claim to give voice to the spirit of the Universal Being is more than I can understand. I may misapprehend them, but such fellows as G.[öring] and A.[venarius] seem to me personally considered, mere cads, or university blackguards.25




As we saw at the end of Chapter 3, James
 met Avenarius in 1893, and described him as a “very good-natured creature”. In the letter we already mentioned on that occasion, James
 also wrote:I have not yet read a page of Avenarius’s books, but have an apriori distrust of all attempts at making philosophy systematically exact just now. The frequency with which a man loves to use the words “streng wissenschaftlich” [rigorously scientific] is beginning to be for me a measure of the shallowness of his sense of the truth.26




So, in 1893 James
 did not know Avenarius’ works. Yet, after meeting him, he started reevaluating him, at least from a personal point of view. Then, when he finally decided to read Avenarius’ works, he was very impressed with them, especially with the Weltbegriff. In fact, there are several direct and indirect references to it in James
’ notes for the classes about The Feelings (1895–1896) and The Philosophical Problems 
              of Psychology
              
             (1897–1898) (James 1988, 212–30, 234–59).
This new, positive opinion is also proven by a letter James
 wrote to Shadworth H. Hodgson:It occurs to me to ask whether you have ever read Avenarius’ Menschliche Weltbegriff, which is conterminous with much of your vol. I. [Hodgson’s The Metaphysic of Experience, 1898]. (I don’t mean A.[venarius]’ big “Reine Erfahrung” book—in my opinion pretty insignificant.) A.[venarius] tries in the M.W.B. to get rid of the “double location” of the one set of whatness, by a certain account of the way in which the illusion of “introjection
” […] arises. I can’t make out what becomes of the universe on the terms that remain. But A.[venarius] effort is very sincere, beautifully written, and must be taken account of by all who are trying their hand at similar problems.27




Some years later James
 talked about Avenarius in a letter to Norman K. Smith, who had written a paper on Avenarius (Smith 1906):I have only just “got round” to your singularly solid & compact study of Avenarius in Mind. I find it clear, and very clarifying, after the innumerable hours I have spent in trying to dishevel him. I have read the Weltbegriff 3 times, and have ½ expected to have to read both books [of the Kritik] over again to assimilate his immortal message to man, of wh. I have hitherto been able to make nothing. You set me free! I shall not re-read him! but leave him to his spiritual dryness & preposterous pedantry. His only really original idea seems to be that of the Vitalreihe [vital series], and that, so far as I can see, is quite false, certainly no improvement on the notion of adaptive reflex actions.28




Even though this last judgment is not so positive as the one James
 expressed in 1900, still it proves that he had read the Weltbegriff several times. Moreover, we can notice that the negative words are referred mainly to the Kritik, that—as everyone who has ever looked through its pages knows—is written in an extremely convoluted and obscure style, that could not be more distant from James
’ clear and almost colloquial writing.
Looking at the aforementioned lectures notes, we are able to retrace more precisely the topics on which Avenarius influenced James
. In particular, James
 takes from the German colleague two fundamental ideas. The first one, is[…] the “change of base” to pure experience

 […] to see whether one may thereby solve certain problems which are stickers on the usual dualistic categories. E.g.:
(1) The paradox that though sensations & sensible attributes are one, the former are deemed inextensive, the latter extensive;
(2) psychophysical causality;
(3) the idealistic paradox—brain being a condition of consciousness, whose creature brain nevertheless is;
(4) the discrepant cycles of “activity”—cerebral and psychological;
(5) the perceptual & conceptual worlds;
(6) the “composition” of mental states
. (James 1988, 242)



Since “the dualistic view seems an impasse” James
 wants to “try a new departure and see if any better results come from the analysis of pure experience

” or, more precisely, from “the phenomenistic view
” (James 1988, 237). As we saw in the second chapter, Avenarius too attempts to go back to the original experience

, to solve on this ground the antinomies that are typical of a dualistic framework. In particular, Avenarius’ theory of the absolute and relative perspective is intended to solve what James
 here calls the “idealistic paradox.”
The second similarity between Avenarius and James
 is that both regards pure experience

 as a starting point, not as a point of arrival. For them, the key is always what develops from the homogeneous field of pure experience. We must understand how its contents vary, on what bases and—consequently—by what right. Our task is to explain how the dualistic conception arises from the unity of the pure experience

, how the notion of “things” and “thoughts” differentiates, how we think of the world, how knowledge works.
On this issues, James
 ponders Avenarius’ theory of the vital series, which aims at describing the evolution of mental contents in terms of the related biological-cerebral activity. As James
 writes after the above-quoted passage on the phenomenistic view: “The nucleus of reality is the 
              experience
              
              
             continuum, with its transitive and substantive content. The ‘vital series’ idea comes in here
” (James 1988, 237). Few pages after, we have further insight into James
’ view on this topic:One matter of experience

 with a curious sort of segregation or classification of it as it develops, or rather its development being such classification. The shortest description of it is to say that beginning with mere “immediacy” it ends by consisting of “ideas” reporting “things” to a “self.” […] The what of it all is however the one sort of what, experience

 stuff, to which nothing heterogeneous is ever added. The how of it is as follows. Owing the continuity of field with field through the melting and growing margins or fringes, contents change and yet retain through time a noetic identity, the later content supersedes the earliest as its fulfillment, or as that which the other meant. The “disturbances” terminate in provisional equilibria, forming so many “vital series,” and various portions of content in the terminal fields “refer” to each other and make report of each other as of so many “objects.” From the analytic or purely descriptive point of view there is nothing transsubjective or mystical in such cognitive function. It is itself a definite portion of content, namely the feeling of certain definite sorts of continuity or absences of rupture in the developing 
                  process itself
                  
                . (James 1988, 238–39)



The expression “vital series” is clear proof that in these passages James
 is considering Avenarius’ solution to the problem in question. Nonetheless, as proven by the already quoted correspondence, James
 ultimately was not convinced that the “vital series” theory was successful. Still, it is undoubtful that he took very serious Avenarius’ philosophical attempt and that he agreed with its points of departures: the homogeneous, non-dualistic character of pure experiences

; and the need to explain how dualism and heterogeneity develop from such basis.
It would be interesting to further discuss the connection between Avenarius’ and James
’ thought, but it does not fall within the scope of this work. What matters was showing that, at least during a certain phase of his intellectual career, namely around 1895–1905, James
 maintained a position that resembles the definition of psychology

 by point of view (as noticed by Titchener
), and that this was probably due to his contemporary reading of Avenarius (a fact that Titchener
 could not know, since it is only proven by archival sources that were not available to him).
We can now go back to Titchener’s
 account of the positions defended by Wundt, Mach
, Ward
, Külpe, and Ebbinghaus
. We may say that in these pages Titchener
 provides the first systematic, historical account of the debate on the definition of psychology

 by point of view.29 It is important to note that these authors too are discussed in the light of Avenarius’ conception, since—as stated by Titchener
 himself—this “brief statement of related views” serve to “prepare the ground for a critical examination of Avenarius’ position
” (Titchener 1929, 119).
At the end of the overview, Titchener
 writes “we were unable to agree with Wundt; and we must now—putting variants and derivatives of his view aside—come back to Avenarius.” The aim is to “test” his definition, “both directly, as an adequate definition of psychology

, and also indirectly, as pointing toward characterizations of physics and biology
” (Titchener 1929, 134). According to Titchener
,[…] we need not hesitate to accept Avenarius’ definition as psychologically adequate. […] the definition, as it stands, gives the psychologist a positive relation to biology, without thereby tying a physiological millstone about his neck, and also assures to psychology a subject-matter as wide as experience itself, without setting up tabus which the ‘individual’ psychologist may not transgress
. (Titchener 1929, 137)




Titchener
 believes that Avenarius’ definition avoids both the materialistic reductionism (since “the dependence of which the definition speaks is purely logical”) and the idealistic solipsism (since “the definition does not, by its reference to an ‘individual’ mark off psychological experience as private or unshareable from the common and shareable experience of the other sciences
”) (Titchener 1929, 134, 136).
If the individual is not the abstract philosophical subject, but the concrete, physiological man, the separation among the experiences of each one of us is not absolute, as were the case if they belonged to different, incomparable spheres. Rather, since the experiences

 depend on bodies that function in similar way, “whenever, then, the excitatory processes of nervous systems are biologically the same, there the correlated psychological experience is common or shareable
” (Titchener 1929, 136–37). Furthermore, the “abnormal” too “may in part be realized by the normal,” since the discrepancies among the experiences

 do not stem from a kind of philosophical incomparability, but can be explained by the inevitable differences of our bodies
 (Titchener 1929, 137). Put another way, the reason our experiences differ from one another is not that we are solipstically withdrawn into ourselves, but simply that we are different individuals. Correspondingly, the reason our experiences

 are similar to each other is not some sort of mysterious pre-established harmony, but the fact that—despite the aforementioned differences—we are individuals of the same species, with (relatively) the same biological functioning.

Even though Titchener
 rejects the “negative” criticism of Avenarius’ definition, still he thinks that there is room for “positive” criticism
 (Titchener 1929, 137–38). In other words, he does not dismiss Avenarius’ definition but wants to improve it. In particular, according to Titchener
, two questions require a more precise answer: (1) What is the experience

 of science? (2) What characterizes biology and physics, in themselves and in their relationship with psychology?
Concerning the first question, Titchener
 believes that the original, pure experience

 and the scientific experience are not the same, since the latter is deprived of any values
, purposes, ideals, etc.[…] the man of science reads out all prior meaning, all interpretation, from the objects of his inquiry, and considers them for their sake, in their right, as they are. The data of science are in this sense meaningless; they are stripped of meaning, bare existences. It is true that they at once acquire a new meaning, a meaning for science; but this new meaning is, precisely, that they shall henceforth remain without meaning in the old sense, that their meaning shall be their mode of natural existence, their constitutional manner of being. If science is curiosity, therefore, it is the curiosity which pierces the overlay of interpretation to arrive at sheer existence; […] if it is a passion for facts, then facts are the materials of a world scoured clean of belief and inference and all such evaluative accretion, and science aims to explore this world. The instinctive tendency of the scientific man is toward
 the existential substrate that appears when use and purpose cosmic significance, artistic value, social utility, personal reference have been removed. He responds positively to the bare “what” of things; he responds negatively to any further demand for interest or appreciation
. (Titchener 1929, 32–33)



As we can see, this argument sounds like Münsterberg’s
 one. Maybe Titchener
 had precisely Münsterberg
 in mind when he wrote these words in one of his letters to the colleague Adolf Meyer:[…] the main criticism that has told against Avenarius’ Kritik is precisely that you do not “vorfinden” [find] facts and values
 (or valuations) in the same way, in the same attitude; you shift your attitude, you change your standpoint, as you see now one and now the other. Empiriocriticism
 breaks down, in other words, just because it has no theory of values
.30




Yet, there is a difference in Titchener’s
 and Münsterberg’s
 criticism of Avenarius. The latter believes that Avenarius implicitly objectified the pure experience

, hence removing the values
, purposes, ideals, etc. from it without explaining this fundamental step. Conversely, Titchener
 affirms that Avenarius skipped this step altogether, so that his supposedly scientific experience

 is not really “pure,” because it still contains values
, purposes, etc. As stated in the Systematic Psychology:For when Avenarius speaks, in a scientific context, of Erfahrung überhaupt, of experience

 as a whole, he puts his own meaning upon the term “experience.” The empiriocritical philosophy has no theory of values
; it transforms values
 into the givenness, the found occurrence, of valuations; and valuations appear, accordingly within its scientific
 “experience

”. (Titchener 1929, 138)



However, according to Titchener
, once we acknowledge that science should not deal with the original, pure experience

, but rather with the “existential experience” described above, we can “modify Avenarius’ formula in the sense of science.” The result is that “psychology is the science of existential experience

 regarded as dependent upon the nervous system
” (Titchener 1929, 138).
As regards the second question, Titchener
 blames Avenarius for the lack of an explicit definition of physics and biology.Since there can be no doubt that Avenarius, in defining psychology, meant to mark off this empirical science from the other empirical sciences, as well as from philosophy, we must suppose that he looked upon the complementary definition of natural science as self-evident
. (Titchener 1929, 118)



By that, Titchener
 does not mean to attribute to Avenarius the—only apparently obvious—idea that psychology regards the experiences

 as dependent upon the individual, whereas the natural sciences consider them as independent of it. Even though Titchener
 moved in this direction in his first works, now he is aware that this is no feasible option. More correctly, he affirms that for Avenarius:Whenever we consider an item of experience

 as dependent, not upon the system C

, but upon something else—the dependence in question falling under the law of the conservation of energy—we are dealing with it as an item of natural science
. (Titchener 1929, 118, emphasis mine)



This means that the point is not the independence of the individual, but another dependency. In particular, “we may define physics, in Avenarius’ way, as the science of existential experience

 regarded as interdependent,” or rather, “as functionally or logically interdependent
” (Titchener 1929, 141–42, emphasis mine). By interdependence Titchener
 means the fact that in physics there are no independent variables in absolute sense, since “the independent of this investigation is the dependent of the next,” so that, ultimately, “for the science as a whole all variables alike are simply interdependent
” (Titchener 1929, 141).
As regards biology, Titchener
 defines it as “the science of existential experience

 regarded as functionally or logically dependent upon the physical environment
” (Titchener 1929, 142). Consequently, “what the nervous system (or its physiological equivalent) is to psychology, that is the ‘environment’ to biology
” (Titchener 1929, 139). Although this definition is not taken from Avenarius, it is still formulated following his footsteps. Titchener
 himself stresses that:[…] the “environment,” whether it be considered biologically as the complement of the “organism,” or whether it be considered physicochemically as a matter of elements and aggregations, has all the marks of a “system” in Avenarius’ sense, and supplies for biology an independent variable which is essentially comparable with the
 system C

. (Titchener 1929, 140)



In particular, for Avenarius a system is a complex of interrelated variables, and the system C

 (the brain) is a system whose activity can be reduced to two variables: work (R for Reiz, stimulus) and nutrition (S for Stoff, material). Since each increment in work must be balanced by an increment in nutrition and vice versa, their relationship can be expressed by the function: [image: $$f\left( R \right)\,\text{ + }f\left( S \right)\, = \,0$$] (Avenarius 1888, 25ff., 75ff.). Titchener
 builds on this theory, as well as on the thesis of the physiologist Lawrence Henderson. In The Fitness of the Environment (1913), the latter sustained that the environment, in his relationship to the organism, could be entirely described as a system made of oxygen, hydrogen, and carbon, because of the importance of these elements for life.
With the definition of physics, biology, and psychology as the science of existential experience

 regarded respectively as interdependent, as dependent upon the physical environment, and as dependent upon the nervous system, Titchener
 illustrates not only the task of these disciplines, but also their mutual relationships and hierarchy. In fact, physics is the most fundamental of all sciences, since it is entirely self-sufficient. Conversely, biology relies on physics because the environment is a physical system, whereas psychology relies on biology because the nervous system is a biological system
 (Titchener 1929, 141–43). Accordingly, the very definition of psychology

 contains its dependency on biological-physical principles.
This idea represents a great departure from Titchener
 earlier position. In the Outline of 1896 he assigned three tasks to psychology:[…] (1) to analyze concrete (actual) mental experience into its simplest components, (2) to discover how these elements combine, what are the laws which govern their combination, and (3) to bring them into connection with their physiological (bodily) conditions
. (Titchener 1896, 12)



The first two tasks were entirely psychological; only the latter required a biological-physical approach. This meant that not only the analysis (1) but also the synthesis (2) of mental contents could be explained on psychological basis. Hence, the “laws” of which Titchener
 spoke were just a modern rehash of the psychological law of associations typical of British empiricism. Although Titchener
 accepted “the principle of ‘psychophysical parallelism
’,” according to which “the bodily process explains the corresponding mental process because it is the condition under which the mental process appears,” like Wundt he believed in the determination of the psychical contents through psychical conditions.31 In fact, he distinguished the “involuntary movements,” whose “conditions are entirely physiological,” from “all the other movements of the organism,” that “are comprised under the term voluntary movements” and that “do not occur except under definite psychological conditions, the chief of which is attention
” (Titchener 1896, 234–35, 342).
In the Text-Book Titchener
 had already changed his view.It is clear that we cannot regard one mental process as the cause of another mental process […]. Nor can we, on the other hand, regard nervous processes as the cause of mental processes. The principle of psychophysical parallelism
 lays it down that the two sets of events, processes in the nervous system and mental processes, run their course side by side, in exact correspondence but without interference: they are, in ultimate fact, two different aspects of the same experience. The one cannot be the cause of the other. Nevertheless, it is by reference to the body, to the nervous system and the organs attached to it, that we explain mental phenomena. The nervous system does not cause, but it does explain mind. […] In a word, reference to the nervous system introduces into psychology just that unity and coherence which a strictly descriptive 
                  psychology cannot achieve
                  
                . (Titchener 1909, 39, emphasis mine)



However, even though Titchener
 in the Text-Book denied the possibilities of a psychology separated from physiology, the two sciences were not so intimately related as they will be in the Systematic Psychology. In the Text-Book psychology is not self-sufficient but needs the help of another science, physiology, in order to obtain unity and coherence. In the Systematic Psychology the very definition of psychology

 already contains the reference to physiology, so that psychology is essentially psychophysiology.
To sum up, over the years Titchener
 distances himself both from his empiricist and from his Wundtian roots, discarding their analogous ideas of the psychological laws of association and of a purely psychological determination occurring in voluntary action. In so doing, Titchener
 comes closer and closer to Avenarius’ position that psychology as a science is only possible as long as we connect every mental content to its related cerebral function. In Titchener’s
 eyes, the rapid development of psychology did not make Avenarius obsolete. On the contrary, it made even more necessary a philosophical orientation on the essence and task of psychology, such as the one provided by Avenarius. In the Systematic Psychology clearly emerges this peculiarity of the philosopher Avenarius.Avenarius was not a man of science. He was neither a psychologist nor, in any scientific sense of the word, a biologist; he was essentially a philosopher, but he stood, as philosopher, in a twofold relation to science. He accepted, on the one hand, the systematic of natural science; he approached his philosophical task as if it were a comprehensive problem in natural science; his theory of knowledge is a “biological” or “biomechanical” theory. He aimed, on the other hand, not only to establish a general Wissenschaftslehre, but also to lay the foundation in particular for psychology and for what are called the “mental” sciences. He is thus recommended to us both by his scientific attitude and by his psychological interest
. (Titchener 1929, 113–14)



The philosophical and historical account of the debate on scientific psychology contained in the Systematic Psychology was Titchener’s
 legacy, his last gift to American psychology. He saw the risk of focusing on the experimental work and on the practical use of psychological research, while forgetting the roots of the discipline. For Titchener
, to move forward, psychology should not lose sight of how far it came. From this perspective, thinkers like Avenarius were not outdated relics of the past, but mentors.
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1On the publication of the Grundriss, see Wozniak (1999). For a biography of Külpe
, see Ogden (1951).

 

2This passage is present only in the English edition of the book.

 

3
On Külpe’s
 realism, see Russo Krauss (2017), Henckmann (1997), Hammer (1994), Bode (1928), and Balthasar (1916).

 

4We had to change the translation because in the English edition Titchener
 softened Külpe’s
 statements, leaving open the possibility of a psychical determination of mental contents.

 

5On the Würzburg School, see Janke and Schneider (2002), Ogden (1951), and Lindenfeld (1978).

 

6“Külpe
, more given to philosophical intricacies, favored the
 difficult Avenarius” (Boring 1950, 400).

 

7“Külpe
 was very familiar with Mach’s
 writings too, but it is clear that both he and Wundt took Avenarius, a professional philosopher, more seriously than they did Mach
 whom they must have regarded as something of an amateur in this field
” (Danziger 1979, 210).
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On Münsterberg’s
 thought, see Hale (1980) and Massimilla (1994).

 

9
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Münsterberg
 to Wundt, May 10, 1890 (Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 184–85).

 

11
Münsterberg
 to Wundt, August 4, 1902 (Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 240).

 

12It is worth noting that Rickert too was influenced by Avenarius. On the topic see Russo Krauss (2016).

 

13
Münsterberg
 to Wundt, November 19, 1890 (Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 194).

 

14On the necessity of the “pure I” in an empirical philosophy there were also a little discussion between Schuppe and Avenarius on the pages of the Vierteljahrsschrift (see Schuppe 1893; Avenarius 1894).

 

15Avenarius to Münsterberg
, January 26, 1896 (Avenarius Archive, box 12).

 

16It is worth noting that Münsterberg
 declares that he does not agree with the results, not with the starting point, of Avenarius’ philosophy. In fact, as we saw, he shared Avenarius’ idea that we need to move from the pure experience

, and that the main task of the theory of knowledge is to explain which assumption we need in order to establish science on this ground.

 

17
Münsterberg
 to Wundt, August 12, 1896 (Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 226).

 

18
Münsterberg
 to Wundt, August 21, 1896 (Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 227).

 

19
On Ebbinghaus
 see the collective volumes by Traxel and Gundlach (1986) and Traxel (1987).

 

20
On Fechner’s
 influence on Ebbinghaus
, see Marshall and Rodway (1987).

 

21For more biographical information on Ward
, see Basile (2017).

 

22Cf. R. Avenarius ([1891] 1905, 11, 13, 64, 66).

 

23For more biographical information on Titchener
, see Evans (1984, 1990).

 

24Alone, or in associations with others, Titchener
 translated Wundt’s Lectures on Human and Animal Psychology, Ethics, and Principles of Physiological Psychology, as well as Külpe’s
 Outlines of Psychology, and Introduction to Philosophy.

 

25
James
 to Stanley G. Hall, January 16, 1880
                      
                     (James 1997, 82).

 

26
James
 to Stumpf, May 26, 1893
                      
                     (James 1999, 426).

 

27
James
 to Hodgson, June 12, 1900
                      
                     (James 2001, 227).

 

28
James
 to Smith, January 31, 1908
                      
                     (James 2003, 533–34).

 

29Probably, for Titchener
, such a historical account was also designed as a reply against the new psychological trend of behaviorism. In his article against John B. Watson’s manifesto, Titchener
 stresses the “unhistorical character” of Watson’s work. Moreover, he adds that “behaviorism is neither so revolutionary nor so modern as a reader unversed in history might be led to imagine
” (Titchener 1914, 4, 5, emphasis mine). In fact, Titchener
 remarks that definitions of psychology

 analogous to that of Watson were already proposed by himself, Ward
, Avenarius, Külpe, and Ebbinghaus
 (Titchener 1914, 1–2). In particular, Avenarius’ reading of mental life in terms of self-preservation of the brain (system C

), without the need to consider psychical contents, was already essentially behavioristic. Titchener
 seems to acknowledge that when he writes: “Materially, I believe that psychology will be furthered by [behaviorism], since increased knowledge of the bodily mechanisms, of anything that pertains to Avenarius’ 
                  System C
                  
                  
                , means greater stability of certain parts of the system of psychology
” (Titchener 1914, 6, emphasis mine).

 

30
Titchener
 to Meyer, April 22, 1918 (Leys and Evans 1990, 201).

 

31For this reason, in his coeval translation of Külpe’s
 Grundriss, Titchener
 watered down the statements of the colleague that, in the German original, left no space for psychical causality (see above in this chapter, footnote 4).

 


© The Author(s) 2019
Chiara Russo KraussWundt, Avenarius, and Scientific Psychologyhttps://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12637-7_5

5. Wundt’s Reaction

Chiara Russo Krauss1  
(1)University of Naples Federico II, Naples, Italy

 

 
Chiara Russo Krauss
Email: chiara.russokrauss@unina.it



Keywords
MaterialismMaterialistic psychologyPhilosophy of psychologyPsychical causalityPsychophysical parallelism
5.1 The Appropriation of the Definition of Psychology

 by Point of View

Having to face the spread of the new conception of psychology and the risk to become just the respected yet outdated father of the discipline, Wundt reacted with a twofold strategy. On the one hand, he tried to revise his thought, clarifying and deepening his ideas, while also meeting some demands of the new trend. On the other hand, he attacked vehemently the representatives of what he considered a materialistic

 psychology. The positive part was presented mostly in the new edition of the Logik (1893–1895) and in the Grundriss der Psychologie (1896a), written to respond to Külpe’s
 homonymous book. The negative part was in a series of articles published between 1894 and 1898 in the Philosophische Studien, directed respectively against Münsterberg
, Külpe, and Avenarius: Über psychische Causalität und das Princip des Psychophysischen Materialismus (On Psychic Causality and the Principle of Psychophysical Parallelism

, 1894), Über die Definition der Psychologie (On the Definition of Psychology

, 1896b),1 and Über naiven und kritischen Realismus (On Naïve and Critical Realism 1898).2


For now, let us focus on the positive part.
The Grundriss begins with this discussion of the definition of psychology

.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-substance. 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, definition 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 […]. The second, or empirical, definition, which sees in psychology 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 psychological investigation, but are not 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 psychology

. A stone, a plant, a tone, a ray of light, are, as natural phenomena, objects of mineralogy, botany, physics, etc.; but in so far as they arouse in us ideas, they are at the same time objects of psychology. For psychology seeks to account for the genesis of these ideas, and for their relations 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 distinct from the outer senses, or organs of objective perception. […] It follows, then, that the expressions outer and inner 
                  experience
                  
                  
                 do not indicate different objects, but different points of view from which we start in the consideration and scientific treatment of a unitary experience. We are naturally led to these points of view, because every concrete 
                  experience
                  
                  
                 immediately divides into two 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 experience, 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 attributes 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. (Wundt 1896a, 1–3, trans. Wundt 1897, 1–3, emphasis mine)



We cited this passage in full because it shows very clearly both Wundt’s will to go with the new trend, and the persistence of his old conception beneath the surface of the new terms. As we can see, Wundt seemingly rejects his precedent position that psychology deals with the inner experience

. Still, he does not label this conception as “metaphysical.” Quite the opposite, he calls it an “empirical” definition. Moreover, he does not condemn it because the inner experience

 is just a vestige of the old concept of soul. For Wundt the definition is not incorrect, but “it may give rise to misunderstandings.” In fact, a few lines after he affirms that outer and inner experience

 actually indicates different points of view. Since Wundt claims that inner and outer do refer to the different perspectives from which we regard the experience, the fault lies with those who interpret these notions as two opposite domains of reality. It is they who misunderstand the two terms. In so doing, Wundt responds to the accusation of having used metaphysical notions, by turning it against his adversaries, accusing them of misreading the true meaning of these words.
Furthermore, looking at the above-cited passage, we can see that—despite what it may seem—Wundt does not really sustain the definition of psychology

 by point of view, which is to say, a methodological distinction between the object of natural sciences and the object of psychology

. When he affirms that “every concrete experience

 immediately divides into two factors”—the “objects of experience,” and “the experiencing subject”—he supports a factual distinction.
So, once again, Wundt wavers between different positions, trying to maintain them both, in spite of their contradiction. A further example of this ambiguity is in the article against Külpe
, when Wundt affirms:The separation of the empirical sciences in natural science and psychology […] is preformed in the original character of all experience

, whose factor are the objects of experience

 and the experiencing subjects. Still, one should avoid the mistake, according to which from the beginning there is a logical distinction between the two factors. (Wundt 1896b, 25)



As we can see, in the very same sentence Wundt sustains at the same time that the subject and the objects are and are not separated from the outset.
Wundt fundamental idea is that the immediate, undivided experience

 is the object of psychology

, whereas the mediated experience

, which we obtain after abstracting from the subjective factors, is the object of natural science. Therefore, the immediate experience

 is homogeneous, but it must also have the seeds of the subsequent separation. In other words, Wundt’s underlying conception is that the experience

 is the result of the encounter between the subject and the objects, so that we can obtain the outer things once we subtract ourselves from the equation. This means that he does not really claim that psychology and the natural science have the same object, regarded from different perspectives. Rather, psychology deals with the original experience

 in its entirety, whereas the real object of the natural science are the outer things. Consequently, for the natural science, experience

 is not the target, but a means to get access to the outer world: “according to the contemporary natural science, the immediate experience

 […] should be regarded as a system of signs, from which we infer the real features of the objects” (Wundt 1896b, 23).
To sum up, despite what he says, in his theory of the immediate/mediate experience

 Wundt still implicitly moves from the distinction between the real object, and its representation by the subject. Thus, he maintains that the object of psychology

 are the immediate representations in the subject, whereas the object of natural science are the mediate (inferred) outer things. Conversely, true phenomenalists, like Avenarius, rejected this separation and therefore needed to find another way to define the subject-matter of psychology and of natural science, such as the definition by point of view of the dependency on the individual.
5.2 Two Interpretations of Psychophysical Parallelism




Now, let us move to the negative, critical part of Wundt’s work: the series of articles against the “materialis

tic” psychology. The common theme of the three papers is the interpretation of the connection between the physical and the psychical, and—consequently—of the relationship between psychology and physiology

.
For Wundt, the position according to which “psychology has to investigate the experience

 in its dependency on the corporal individual” (Wundt 1896b, 11) brings with it a misinterpretation and overvaluation of the principle of psychophysical parallelism

. From this perspective, “the parallelism is not a fundamental principle, but the fundamental principle of psychology. It is the only principle at its disposal” (Wundt 1896b, 30). Therefore, the fight against this conception rests upon the reevaluation of the true meaning of this principle

.
The misconception of the psychophysical parallelism

 is based on two supposition: the Spinozian maxim “Ordo et connexio idearum idem est ac ordo et connexio rerum” (the order and connection of the ideas is the same as the order and connection of things); and the “assumption that the reverse of this sentence is not permissible.” This means that “for every spiritual process there is a related corporal process, but by no means there is a psychical process for every corporal process.” As a result, “the only possible and justified psychological causal explanation is to indicate the connection of the physical processes that run parallel to the psychical processes” (Wundt 1894, 50). For Wundt, in so far as the new psychology supports this conception, it is “materialis

tic,” even though it maintains the “reservations that the outer things maybe do not exist at all and that the matter is just a hypothetical thing” (Wundt 1894, 49).
Wundt contrasts this “metaphysical assumption” with another interpretation of the psychophysical parallelism

. According to him, it is an “empirical postulate” that “accounts for the interrelations between physical and psychical processes in the living organism” (Wundt 1894, 26). Wundt uses the term “interrelations” because it goes both ways. On the one hand, “we regard a physical action on the organism as the cause that triggers a psychical consequence, e.g. a sensation.” On the other hand, “a certain psychical process, e.g. a voluntary impulse with is accompanying motivations, is regarded as the cause that is followed by a physical action of the outer organs, e.g. a movement” (Wundt 1894, 27). The principle

 of psychophysical parallelism

 is supposed to reconcile this interrelation with the “postulate of a closed natural causality,” which, in its turn, is necessary to assume the possibility of explaining every natural phenomena through transformation equations (Wundt 1894, 29). In fact, the Wundtian formulation of the parallelism principle

 affirms:[…] certain physiolog

ical processes are at the same time regularly connected to certain psychical processes, and the latter—since they are outside of the range of natural processes—do not contradict the principle of the closedness of nature. (Wundt 1894, 32)



This means that, for Wundt, the parallelism principle

 posits the regular and simultaneous connection between physical and mental phenomena, as well as the irreducibility and relative autonomy of each domain. Vice versa, the materialis

tic interpretation of this principle denies the irreducibility and autonomy of the psychical domain, in so far as the latter is regarded as entirely dependent upon the physiolog

ical activity of the nervous system. In so doing, the materialistic interpretation rests upon a metaphysical assumption, because it goes beyond the empirical data. Indeed, for Wundt, “what is empirical is just the regular simultaneity of psychical elementary process with certain elements of the physiolog

ical causal connection” (Wundt 1894, 35).
For the “materialis

t” psychologists the physical and the psychical series are parallel like my body and its image in the mirror: every change on the one side is reflected by a change on the other side; they do not intersect, but clearly one depends on the other, whereas the opposite is not true. From this perspective, the idea that the psychical contents are determined by the previous psychical contents is absurd like the idea that the gesture of the image in the mirror depends upon the previous images in the mirror, rather than upon its reflecting my movements.
For Wundt, “the principle

 of parallelism refers to the mode of connection of the elements only insofar as it is required by the aforementioned temporal connection,” that is to say: only as a mere simultaneity. Thus, what matters is what this principle does not contain and does not allow. Namely, it excludes the possibility of transferring the relationships that are typical of one domain to the other: “no connection of physical processes can teach us anything about the kind of connection of the psychical elements, nor, conversely, we can infer the nature of the physiolog

ical excitations and of their connections from our representation.” In particular, the “differences of value” are typical of the psychical domain, where they can be “immediately acknowledged,” whereas “on the side of nature” we face a pure “indifference of values
” (Wundt 1894, 43–44).
To sum up, according to Wundt, the “empirical application of the principle

 of parallelism” rests on three pillars: (1) the “regular temporal coexistence” between certain “physical processes” and the “sensations” (not the higher mental phenomena); (2) the fact that the type of connections between mental contents and between physical processes are “not comparable, so that one does not account for the other;” (3) the fact the psychical contents always imply some sort of “determinations of value, which have no analog on the physical side” (Wundt 1894, 45–46). As we can see, such notion of “parallelism” is not meant to connect the psychical activity to the brain functions, rather to release it from them.
In this interpretation of the parallelism principle

, the psychical contents are autonomous in a literal sense: they have their own laws. For this reason, these three pillars (in particular the latter two) for Wundt “are the basis of the entire legitimacy of psychology as a science,” whereas the materialis

tic interpretation of the psychophysical parallelism

 means the end of psychology. In fact, if the materialistic interpretation were true, then “it would be better to study the thing itself—i.e. the physical processes in our brain—rather than its imperfect images in our consciousness,” so that “the ultimate task of psychology would dissolve itself in physiology

” (Wundt 1894, 46).
After having dismissed the materialis

tic interpretation of the parallelism principle, Wundt can focus on the positive side of his criticism and explain what are the real psychological principles

 that have to guide the psychological research. (1) The “principle of the pure actuality” states that “every psychical content is a process (actus),” rather than “a constant object, like the one we assume in the natural science” (Wundt 1894, 101). (2) The “principle of creative synthesis” affirms that “the psychical elements, through their causal interconnections and consequences, create relationships that can be psychologically explained on the basis of their components, but that also have new qualitative features that were not contained in those elements.” In particular, these new features imply “determinations of values
 that were not pre-formed in those elements” (Wundt 1894, 112). (3) The “principle of relational analysis” is the reverse of the previous one. It states that, when we deconstruct a “formation generated by the creative synthesis” into its constituent parts, these parts are not “independent units;” rather, they “remain in connection with the whole,” since they possess “their own meaning only thanks to this continuing connection” (Wundt 1894, 118).
It is fundamental noting that the discussion of the psychological principles

 contained in Über psychische Causalität (1894) is the first full exposition of this theory published by Wundt. Needless to say, there are some anticipations in the earlier works. For example, the first edition of the Logik already spoke of the “actuality” of mental life (Wundt 1883, 526). Still, the aim of this notion was mostly to criticize the “substantiality” of the soul as the substrate underlying all psychical phenomena. On the contrary, here “actuality” serves to distinguish the field of psychology and of spiritual sciences
 from the field of natural science.
Further evidence that Wundt develops this theory only in the nineties of the nineteenth century is the fact that just one year later, in the new edition of the Logik, he adds another principle

 to the already mentioned ones: the “principle of contrast amplification” (Wundt 1895, 2: 282). According to the latter, “the content of subjective experience can be ordered in opposite pairs (e.g., pleasure-displeasure, good-evil, beautiful-ugly, etc.), which intensify along with mental development” (cf. Araujo 2015, 200).3

The fact that Wundt developed this theory only towards the end of nineteenth century is a proof that he was reacting against the new psychological trend. During those years, he went through a period of theoretical elaboration. To respond to Münsterberg
, Külpe, and Avenarius, he had to define more clearly his position, highlighting the differences between him and his former pupils and allies. The principle of psychophysical parallelism

, in particular, was the touchstone of their distance. For the representatives of the “new” (and, according to Wundt, “materialis

tic”) psychology, this principle postulated the possibility of connecting the entire mental life to the related cerebral functions. On the contrary, for Wundt it affirmed that “on the physical side there are phenomena that have no psychical correspondent, as—vice versa—on the psychical side there might be features for which we cannot find or plausibly assume any accompanying physical phenomena” (Wundt 1895, 253). The goal of the principles

 of creative synthesis, relational analysis, and contrast amplification was precisely to describe such features.
5.3 Against the Materialistic Definition of Psychology




After having rejected the materialis

tic interpretation of the parallelism principle, Wundt also dismissed the materialistic definition of psychology

. In this passage of Über die Definition der Psychologie he summarizes the position of his adversaries (with particular reference to Külpe
):The facts with which all sciences have to deal are “experiences

” […]. These experiences

 can be investigated with regard to their objective, actual properties; this is the task of natural science. Or they can be investigated in their dependency on the experiencing subjects; this is the task of psychology. Now, the natural science demonstrates that the experiencing subject—according to its objective, actual properties—is a corporeal individual. Consequently, psychology has to investigate the experiences

 in their dependency on the corporal individual, and the theory of psychical processes consists in the demonstration of their dependency on certain corporal processes. (Wundt 1896b, 11, emphasis mine)



As we can see, Wundt presents this definition in such a manner to pave the way for its criticism. In fact, according to him, there is a petitio principii: on the one side the definition affirms that psychology and the natural science have two distinct tasks; on the other side it requires psychology to comply with the results of natural science, insofar as it assumes that the experiencing subject is the corporeal individual. Thus, this position is surreptitiously based on the fact that “the natural-scientific knowledge is presented from the beginning as the one that is universally valid, namely also for the knowledge of the subject and of its interrelationships with the object” (Wundt 1896b, 14).
For Wundt, this mistake is, in its turn, the consequence of an erroneous determination of the “objective reality.” Both Wundt and his adversaries believe that “all experience

 includes the objects and an experiencing subject” (Wundt 1896b, 13). Nonetheless, for Wundt, the object of natural science is “not the entire actuality,” since natural science “abstracts from the subject,” which is a part of the actuality (Wundt 1896b, 15). Conversely, according to Wundt, materialis

t psychologists regard as object of the natural sciences “the entire actuality objectively taken” (Wundt 1896b, 14). In other words, for Wundt, the subject is not a part of the natural sciences, since they begin precisely when we imagine it away. Contrarywise, materialist psychologists make two mistakes: first, they include the subject in the natural sciences, thus obtaining its objectified notion, the corporeal individual; then, they impose this notion of subject to psychology. The result is that psychology does not deal with the real experiencing subject anymore, rather with an object, such as the physiolog

ical body. Hence, psychology is deprived of its proper field of investigation, of its peculiarity, and becomes just a subsidiary discipline of the natural sciences.
This account of the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency on the individual was criticized by the supporters of this definition. Ebbinghaus
 pointed out that “an investigation of the experiences

 whose common feature is to depend on the experiencing individual is essentially different from an investigation of those experiences

 in their dependency on the individual
” (Ebbinghaus 1902, 1, 8n). Conversely, speaking of this discussion between Wundt and Ebbinghaus
, Titchener
 affirmed that their “controversy missed the main point of the definition
” (Titchener 1929, 127n). According to Titchener
,There is nothing in Avenarius about a “common property” of the Erlebnisse [
                  experiences
                  
                  
                ], and nothing about our describing the Erlebnisse “in their dependence” upon individuals. Avenarius makes psychology the science of 
                  experience
                  
                  
                 at large, of the whole of experience

, in so far as we regard it as dependent upon the individual.
 (Titchener 1929, 127, emphasis mine)



We might disagree with Titchener’s
 claim that Avenarius definition is not about the factual dependency of the experiences

 on the individual, but only about a methodological definition of psychology

. Still he is right in highlighting that the definition in question regards the experience

 at large. As we saw, Wundt criticizes the definition because it assigns “the entire actuality” to the natural sciences. Yet, he fails to see that the same definition assigns “the entire actuality” to psychology too. Indeed, since the definition is based on the distinction of the perspectives, rather than on the distinction of the subject-matter, its whole point is precisely that both psychology and the natural sciences deal with experience

 at large.
Über psychische Causalität presents another criticism against the materialis

tic psychology. According to Wundt, this trend not only broadens the borders of the natural sciences, so that they encompass psychology too, it also overestimates their explanatory power. The natural sciences are not really capable of fully explaining the physical processes. Therefore, it is unreasonable to pretend that they can explain the brain activity, and—what is more—the related psychical processes.The alleged “closeness of the natural causality” is an illegitimate transfer of a general postulate, that can be satisfied only with regard to the simplest connections, to the real knowledge of natural phenomena, and in particular to the most complicated ones, that can actually be known just in extremely scant fragments: i.e. the physiolog

ical brain processes. In this case, the situation is completely opposite. In fact, someone unbiased would not doubt that we can survey […] the psychical side of the brain processes to an incomparably greater extent than the physical side. (Wundt 1896b, 16–17)



If the “materialis

tic” psychology were right, then we would have “a theory about consciousness, about the emergence and the connections of representations, sentiments, and emotions, based on the known facts of the physiology

 of the brain.” However, since “there are no facts that can do that,” the best this materialistic psychology can do is to work with hypotheses (Wundt 1896b, 19–20). In particular:[…] the only somewhat usable auxiliary concept that plays a role in the aforementioned hypotheses it the concept of physiological exercise [Übung]. The importance of this concept for the physiology

 of the nerve centers has long been assessed. Yet, this is a complex concept, so that, until now, we could somewhat get an idea of the real nature of the physiological exercise processes only through very raw mechanical analogies. As regards psychology, everything else is hypothetical. And, unfortunately, it is only rarely “hypothetical” in the sense that it could be a useful auxiliary mean to interpret the experiences. Mostly, it is “hypothetical” in the sense that it is an invention that fulfills no actual explanatory task. Needless to say, we can build no psychology with such material. (Wundt 1896b, 20)



For readers of the time, it was obvious that the target of this criticism was Avenarius. Indeed, the Kritik was an attempt to build a psychophysiology a priori, so to speak. Most of Avenarius’ arguments were not based on the “known facts of the physiology

 of the brain” (to use Wundt’s words). Rather, they rested on hypothetical-deductive reasoning that—in light of Avenarius’ early study—may even recall Spinoza’s geometrical method. In particular, Avenarius’ grand project for a theoretical psychophysiology was built entirely on the notion of exercise.
According to Avenarius, the occurrence of a brain phenomenon (and, consequently, of a mental content) is determined by two kinds of conditions: the “complementary condition,” meaning the transient stimuli coming from the environment; and the “systematic preconditions,” namely the situation of the brain in each given moment. In particular, these systematic preconditions are the result: (1) of “pathological” variations, such as “temporary or permanent anomalies” of the brain; (2) and of “physiolog

ical” variations. These latter consist in their turn: (a) of the “exercise” made by the brain “during the lifetime” as a consequence of the particular life-experience of each person; (b) of the “typical developments,” i.e. the normal changes, such as growth and involution, that occur to the brain according to the age of the individual (Avenarius 1888, 29f., 49). However, for Avenarius the hereditary traits (like the constitution and the normal development of the brain) were the result of the generations-long exercise of our ancestors. Therefore the typical developments too could be subsumed under the notion of “exercise”, thanks to the—apparently contradictory—concept of “inherited exercise” (Avenarius 1888, 51). This means that—with the sole exception of the pathological conditions—it is the exercise (inherited and acquired) that determines the response of the brain to a certain stimulus. Consequently, in the exercise lies the explanation for the cerebral activity, and hence for the mental activity (since the latter depends on the brain). On this basis, Avenarius establishes a theory that relates the psychical characteristics of mental contents to the exercise degree of the brain functions. For example, he believes that the more exercised (usual, üblich) brain functions are accompanied by mental contents characterized as “same,” “known,” “existing,” “sure” (Avenarius 1890, 16ff., 27ff.).
An important proof that the notion of exercise at the time was linked to Avenarius’ work lies in the—then very popular—philosophical dictionary by Rudolf Eisler. The entry “Übung” reports just a brief Latin quote by Christian Wolff’s, with the definition of the term from his Psychologia empirica (1732), and then adds a further reference to the entry “Schwankung” (oscillation) (Eisler 1899, 789). The latter entry is entirely on Avenarius’ theory of cerebral activity (Eisler 1899, 668–69), since in the Kritik the brain functions are called “oscillations” to stress the fact that they consist in variations aimed at regaining the lost equilibrium.
Getting back to Wundt, we can now say that the aforementioned passage—even though Avenarius name is not cited—represents an anticipation of the criticism against the Kritik contained in Über naiven und kritischen Realismus. In fact, in this work too, Wundt attacks Avenarius’ use of the analogy between physiolog

ical and mental activity. In particular, Wundt indicates as “starting point” of Avenarius’ analogical reasoning the theory about the “oscillations of the system C

,” which implies the “concept of exercise” as the “fundamental moment” for the construction of the analogies (Wundt 1898, 59).
According to Wundt, this analogical reasoning is doubly mistaken. First, because it is not empirically founded, since “the exercise variation of the system C

 cannot be singularly investigated but only assumed as abstract possibilities.” Second, becauseregarding the most diverse contents of knowledge, evolutions of concepts, etc. from the single, omnipotent perspective of the “exercise” by no means do justice to the peculiar characteristics and the specific evolutionary conditions of the individual contents of knowledge. (Wundt 1898, 60)



Once again, Wundt attacks the materialis

tic psychology, accusing it for not being empirical and scientific as it claims to be. Rather, it rests upon hypothetical (at best) or metaphysical (at worst) assumptions. Furthermore, even if it were better founded, it would still miss the point of psychology, being incapable of expressing the peculiar features of mental life (those described by the principles

 of actuality, creative synthesis, relational analysis, and contrast amplification).
5.4 The Final Charge Against Avenarius

Wundt wrote the articles on psychical causality

 and on the definition of psychology

 as responses against Münsterberg
 and Külpe
, respectively. Nonetheless, he did not engage in a thorough and direct analysis of their work. The two former pupils were only rarely cited, and generally only in the footnotes. As he wrote in the first of his “anti-materialist

ic” papers: “Here I do not fight against single individuals, rather against a trend” (Wundt 1894, 48).
The situation is quite different in the two articles Über naiven und kritischen Realismus: der Empiriokritizismus. Here we might well say that Wundt fights against a single individual: Richard Avenarius. Indeed, in these papers Wundt tries to deconstruct piece by piece the whole philosophical system of the colleague. Moreover, the overall tone of the work appears harsh even for Wundt’s standard.
Since Avenarius represented the more philosophical formulation of the definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency on the individual, in these articles we might have expected a more in-depth polemic against this position. Yet, Wundt seems unable or unwilling to deal with the core of Avenarius’ argument: the difference between the first-person and the third-person perspective

. Here is Wundt’s account of this topic:Once […] the individual and an environment constituted of various component, among them fellowmen, are regarded as what is originally given, it would seem most appropriate—in order to comprehend the full extent of this givenness—to oppose the “components of the environment” to the nearest of the individuals “referenced as I,” i.e. the “own I.” However, the critique of “pure experience” does not take this path. Rather, based on the “very plausible” hypothesis that the “assertions

” of the fellowmen have a meaning similar to that of mine own assertions

, it replaces the individual “referenced as I” with whatever fellowmen. […] There is no justification of the reason behind this replacement of the “fellowmen”. (Wundt 1898, 9)



According to Wundt, the only explanation for this methodological step that can be found in the empiriocritical theory is that, allegedly, if we regard other people rather than ourselves, the “observation becomes simpler” and gets a more “objective” feeling (Wundt 1898, 9–10). Actually, as we saw, for Avenarius the distinction between the two perspectives

 is necessary to avoid: (1) the antinomy between the experience as the all-encompassing field of what is immediate given, and the experience

 as the result of the brain activity (the problem that William James
 called “idealist paradox”); (2) the introjection
 and all its consequences (mind-body problem, thing-in-itself, solipsism, etc.).
In other words, Wundt does not acknowledge—not even for critical purpose—the main goals of Avenarius’ philosophy: the identification of the syndrome affecting human thought, and the consequent suggestion of a cure. The syndrome is the introjection
, that is to say the confusion between the first-person and third-person perspective

 and the related misinterpretation of the assertion of other men as something happening inside them. The cure is clarifying the extent and limits of our assumption of the fellowmen as another I, by determining the features of each of the two perspectives. In Wundt’s account, instead, all Avenarius did was indicate the symptom: the localization of psychical contents inside the men.
Wundt directs his criticism also against Avenarius’ conception that subject and object are indissolubly present in every experience

. According to the Zurich philosopher, there is no I and there are no things prior to the experience

, The I and the components of the environment are the constituent parts of each and every experience

. Thus, Avenarius calls “full experience

” the original experience

 with both its constituents, and “partial experience

” the experience

 in the everyday-life meaning of the word, when we usually mentally abstract from one of the two (Avenarius 1894–1895, 18: 405). For example, when we say, “The sun is an experience

,” we overlook the related, and always present, I-experience

 (which consists of bodily feelings, the sensation of heat, certain emotions and memories that might occur, and so on).
Against this position Wundt writes:Psychologically speaking, it is not correct that the individual thinks himself in addition to every object. On the contrary, the claim that for every object of representation there must be a representing subject is only the product of an epistemological reflection. It does not matter if one uses directly the terms “object” and “subject,” or if he hides these terms underneath the expressions “individual referenced as I” or “system C

,” in any case the affirmation that we cannot think the object without the subject is the deceptive result of the reflection-psychology, which arises when the logical reasoning about what is immediately given is confused with this latter. (Wundt 1898, 43)



It is strange that Wundt uses this argument against Avenarius, because he himself had always sustained a similar opinion. As we saw, the Grundriss stated that “every concrete experience

 immediately divides into two factors: into a content presented to us, and our apprehension of this content” (Wundt 1896a, 3, trans. Wundt 1897, 3, see above, par. 5.1). Even more explicitly, speaking of the erroneous idea that the object of the natural science should be the “outer world,” he affirmed:Furthermore, the expression can easily be interpreted to mean that outer world and subject are separate components of experience

 or that they can at least be distinguished as independent contents of experience

, whereas, in truth, the outer experience

 is always connected with the apprehending and knowing functions of the subject, and the 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 elements, 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. (Wundt 1896a, 4–5, trans. Wundt 1897, 4)



So, on the one hand, Wundt criticizes Avenarius for having sustained that the subject is contained in every experience

; on the other hand, he seems to affirm the same. The only possible solution of this contradiction would be proving that Wundt had in mind two different notions of “subject” when he was speaking of Avenarius and when he was presenting his own conception. Yet, it is no easy task to determine which is the subject that, according to Wundt, is included in the original experience

 and from which the natural sciences must abstract. In particular, in Wundt’s writing, we find three possible meanings for this “subject:” (1) the cognitive functions; (2) a sum of empirical contents; (3) the result of an epistemological reflection.
The first meaning is expressed in the aforementioned quote from the Grundriss, where Wundt speaks of the “functions of the subject.” In this sense, we should not interpret the “subjective factor” as a series of knowledge-contents, rather as knowledge-forms, in Kantian fashion. However, if we assume that this is the meaning behind the term “subject,” then it is difficult to understand how can we abstract from it. Indeed, Wundt himself admits that:[…] natural science cannot abstract from the knowing subject entirely, but only from those attributes [Eigenschaften] of the subject which either disappear entirely when we remove the subject in thought, as the feelings, or from those attributes which, on the ground of physical researches, must be regarded as belonging to the subject, as, the qualities of sensations. (Wundt 1896a, 5, trans. Wundt 1897, 4)



Since “the feelings” or “the qualities of sensations” are empirical contents, this brings us to the second possible meaning of “subject.” In this case, the subject is a part of what is experienced

, rather than the one who is experiencing or the functions that serve to experience

. We now have two possibilities: either these subjective contents are originally part of every experience

, or not. Either way, Wundt ends up contradicting himself.
In the first case, despite what he says, Wundt agrees with Avenarius, because they both claim that every experience

 has subjective, I-related, contents, along with objective, environment-related, contents. In the second case, if for Wundt the subjective contents are not included in the original experience

, then his whole theory of the difference between mediate and immediate experience

 falls to the ground. As we know, this theory claims that psychology deals with the immediate (original, primal, initial) experience

, which contains both the subject and the objects; whereas the natural sciences deal with the mediate experience

, which is elaborated at a later stage, when we abstract from the subjective contents. So, for this theory to be valid, the subjective contents must be part of the original, initial, immediate experience

.
The third option is that the subject is not an original content of the experience

, rather the result of an epistemological reflection about the experience

. As we saw earlier, Wundt sustains this idea in his paper against Avenarius, where he writes:Since in the perception we really [thatsächlich] can have the objects without the mental addition of the subject, this mental addition is not an inevitable postulate that science needs to fulfill. In fact, the natural science completely abstracts from the perceiving subject […], and it can do that because, in reality, the so-called “principal coordination” [i.e. the Avenariusian term for the I-environment dyad] is not a constant empirical content, rather the product of a logical reflection. (Wundt 1898, 43–44)



This would completely change the theory of immediate/mediate experience

. Indeed, Wundt would not sustain anymore that the natural science abstracts from the subjective contents that are originally contained in the experience

. Instead, he would claim that the natural science abstains from mentally adding the subject to an experience

 which originally contains the objects alone. If this were the case, it would be difficult to justify why we should call “mediate” the experience

 of the natural science and “immediate” that of psychology, considering that the former would be the original experience

 without later additions, and the latter the result of a subsequent elaboration.
So, in summary, whatever the meaning we attribute to the term “subject,” it seems impossible to logically resolve the contradiction between Wundt’s criticism of Avenarius and his own theory of the immediate/mediate experience

. Therefore, we may suggest another explanation. Perhaps, Wundt got carried away in the heat of the attack against Avenarius

. Thus, he ended up rejecting even those ideas on which he and Avenarius were essentially in agreement. After all, as Titchener
 remarked: “Nor would Wundt have waged so bitter a polemic against Avenarius had there not been a certain kinship between them
” (Titchener 1929, 134n). Maybe Wundt wanted to dismiss precisely those topics on which his position and that of Avenarius got closer. After all, as we mentioned, in the Weltbegriff Avenarius himself indicated as a point in common with Wundt precisely the conception according to which “both the I and the environment belong to every experience

, and in the same way” (Avenarius [1891] 1905, 84, 120n, see above par. 3.5). In particular, Avenarius referred to the pages 98ff. of the System der Philosophie, where Wundt

 made statements like the following:Not at any time one of the two is without the other. […] We cannot even say that subject and object are only given to each other. The truth is that both are given only with each other. (Wundt 1889, 100)



Therefore, considering that Avenarius had exposed this link with Wundt

, the latter had to sever it, if he wanted to stop any possible association with the colleague. Even if this meant self-contradicting.
Another topic of Wundt’s criticism against Avenarius is the self-proclaimed task of the Kritik “to understand the entire theoretical behavior of man, per se and in its relation to the practical, as consequences of a single, simple assumption” (Avenarius 1888, XIII). According to Wundt, Avenarius surreptitiously presupposed four more assumptions, typical of a materialis

tic conception.
First, Avenarius assumes “the natural-scientific worldview as valid for all objective processes” (Wundt 1898, 44). After having characterized knowledge as the process of relating what is unknown to what is already known (in the manner of Herbart), Avenarius tacitly posits that the “quantitative variations” and the “law of conservation of energy” are what-is-known, whereas the “qualitative variations” and the “concepts of psychology and of the so-called spiritual sciences
” are what-is-unknown (Wundt 1898, 44–45).
The second and fourth assumptions derive directly from the first one. The second is the “hypothesis” that the “most central system can represent the individual in its entirety,” and that the functioning of this system consists in the restoring of the equilibrium between “work and nutrition, and exercise.” The fourth is the “demand that cognitive values, emotional values, etc. should all be the result of central nervous system’s oscillations from the equilibrium” (Wundt 1898, 45).
According to Wundt, these assumptions “are essentially none other than the long-familiar arguments that constantly reappear in the materialis

tic literature of the 18th century,” so much so that “one cannot even say that they are really presented in a new light” (Wundt 1898, 46). For Wundt, Avenarius merely restates the old materialis

tic pretense of reducing the complexity of human being to the corporal body, and every spiritual phenomenon to physical events.
If Avenarius really wanted to stay true to pure experience

, he should have limited himself to what “can be empirically proved,” namely certain “relationships between the central functions and the cognitive and emotional values, but also mutual relationships of dependency between the psychological values” (Wundt 1898, 47). Instead, he went beyond experience

, both denying the dependencies among psychical contents and extending to all mental life the physiolog

ical dependency on the brain.
Without the backing of actual empirical data about the physiological conditions of the mental activity, all Avenarius was able to do was creating the “‘independent’ [cerebral] vital series” as a mere “duplication of the ‘dependent’ [psychical] series”, on the sheer assumption that “in general it is the latter that is observed, whereas the former is hypothetically added.” In so doing, he did not fulfill the need for knowledge, rather the “metaphysical need to link the everchanging flow of events to an immutable being, a substance” (Wundt 1898, 47). Even though Avenarius hid it under a patina of physiolog

ical references, the system C

 is not different from the old-fashioned, materialis

tic notion of substance, being a hypothetical construct that replaces the experienced phenomena without actually explaining them.

We saved for last the discussion of the third of Avenarius’ hidden assumptions because—as Wundt himself stresses—it concerns “a completely different train of thought” in comparison with the aforementioned “mechanical and teleological-physiolog

ical assumptions” (Wundt 1898, 51). This last assumption is the theory of introjection
. Wundt highlights that it is “a new component of the system, since this notion is not present in the Kritik der reinen Erfahrung” (Wundt 1898, 34).
Notwithstanding, Wundt also acknowledges Avenarius’ twofold attempt to connect this new component to the preexistent theory about the functioning of the brain. (1) First, the “ultimate ‘elimination of the introjection
’ is identified with the determination of the ‘principal coordination’,” which is the name Avenarius gives to the relationship between the I (or rather the brain) and the environment. In other words, on the one hand, Avenarius exposes the theory of introjection

, according to which the notion of inner being will be overcome in the course of history. On the other hand, he presents his own psychophysiological theory as the result of this overcoming. In so doing he connects the theory of introjection

 and his psychophysiological theory, by making the latter the position that will overcome the former. (2) Second, the historical development that will eventually lead to the elimination of the introjection
 is regarded as the consequence of the brain activity. According to Avenarius’ psychophysiological theory, the cerebral activity (as well as the corresponding mental activity) consists in three-fold vital series, that equilibrates the ruptures in the systemic equilibrium. Consequently, the evolution of the notion of introjection
 also proceeds in form of three-fold vital series (Wundt 1898, 52). In other words, Avenarius uses the evolution of introjection
 as a case-study of his psychophysiological theory about the development of mental contents.
However, even though Wundt acknowledges these points of connection between the theory of introjection
 and the psychophysiological theory, ultimately he dismisses them, stating that it is a “completely arbitrary link” (Wundt 1898, 53).
To understand this last statement, we should consider it in the wider context of Wundt’s argumentative strategy. The theory of introjection

 was probably Avenarius’ most successful and original contribution to the debate of the time. Thus, Wundt attacks it from two sides. On the one hand, he targets the pretense of novelty of the theory, by reducing it to a mere restatement of Edward B. Tylor’s theories, namely “the already quite often noticed fact that various philosophical and scientific conception can be regarded as highly developed forms of the primitive animism” (Wundt 1898, 35). On the other hand, he isolates introjection
 from the rest of Avenarius’ philosophy. In so doing, he aims at proving that one may well share the criticism of the “inner being” without necessarily having to embrace Avenarius’ other arguments. In other words, Wundt wants to point out that a lot of people demanded a definition of mental processes not involving the notion of inner; yet—to this end—one should not adopt a materialis

tic philosophy that reduces those mental processes to a pale reflection of the brain activity.
Considering the fact that Wundt does not acknowledge the role played by the relationship between the first-person

 and the third-person point of view in Avenarius’ philosophy, it is not surprising that he regards the theory of introjection
 as a non-essential appendix of his system of thought. Often, one has the impression that he is more interested in fighting Avenarius than in understanding him. Thus, he fails to see the real weak point of his philosophy, the one that could potentially undermine the whole intellectual structure. Namely the lack of a proper theory of meaning, in spite of the fundamental role played by the assertions

 in his system of thought.
In fact, Avenarius philosophy rests entirely upon the assumption that the psychical contents (at least those of the fellow men) can be identified with the contents of the assertions

. Wundt touches upon the topic, but just in passing.The Empiriocriticism
 explicitly presupposes that the assertions

 of our fellow men have a “more than just mechanical” meaning, like the one of our own similar assertions

. There is nothing to object to in that. Nonetheless, it also tacitly presupposes that this “more than just mechanical” can be completely conveyed in the assertions

. In front of this assumption one should agree with Gorgias, when he affirmed that words and thoughts are not the same. (Wundt 1898, 54–55)



It is striking that Wundt does not insist on this decisive issue. Instead, he briefly continues in the footnote his analysis of the “misunderstanding according to which the ‘assertions

’ about a certain experience could serve as an equivalent of the latter.” He notices that[…] curiously, this misunderstanding is still widespread even outside the Empiriocriticism
. Some people believe that the characteristic of the “experimental psychology
” should be that the experiment

er put other people in certain conditions, under which they should give him statements about what they have observed, so that he could then deduce something from those statements. From this, other people conclude that experimental psychology
 is no psychology at all, since the latter should not be based on objective assertions

, but on subjective perceptions. This whole debate is groundless, because it rests on a false assumption about the essence of the experimental method in psychology. Here the observer is not the so-called experimenter, rather the “test subject,” so that the whole arrangement of the experiment

 should only serve to put him in the most favorable conditions for his subjective observation. (Wundt 1898, 55n)



Even if Wundt presents this argument just in a footnote, here is precisely the dividing line between Avenarius’ and Wundt’s conception of psychology. According to Wundt, psychology is always based on self-observation, on a subject that looks into himself and describes his own experiences

. Therefore, the observer and the one who is being observed necessarily coincide. Conversely, for Avenarius the observer and the one who is being observed must be distinct, otherwise it is not possible to connect the experiences

 to the brain activity. This means that for Avenarius, unlike Wundt, the experiment
er is not just a facilitator of the self-observation of the subject; rather, it is a necessary part of psychology just as the test-subject. According to Empiriocriticism
, no one can observe the dependency of his own psychical contents upon the body and the environment, it can only be observed in reference to another man.
At the end of the first article, after having exposed and dismissed the implied assumptions of Avenarius’ philosophy, Wundt comes to the criticism of the “empiriocritical method.” In particular, according to Wundt, this consists of two “main methods:” the “analogical” one, and the “speculative-dialectical” one (Wundt 1898, 57). The first method is the one already discussed, that tries to establish correlations between mental and brain activity, for example through the notion of exercise. The characteristic of the second method is that “from certain concepts, some other concepts are derived, by means of purely logical development,” that is to say by virtue of the “dialectical ‘self-movement’” of the concepts themselves (Wundt 1898, 68).
In Avenarius’ philosophy the “self-movement” is that of the vital series, with its “threefold logical division: first part, pure positing [Setzung], self-preservation of the system C

; second part, negation of the self-preservation, ‘vital difference;’ third part, new positing, ‘sublation [Aufhebung] of the vital difference’” (Wundt 1898, 69). From this account, it is immediately obvious that Wundt aims at identifying Avenarius’ theory with Hegel’s dialectic. In fact, they both consists of three moments; they both rest on “the movement that arises from the dialectic of positing and counterpositing;” they both apply the same schema to all phenomena, from the simplest to the most complex one (Wundt 1898, 70).
However, the resemblance between the two philosophers does not stop here. According to Wundt, “the peculiar development of the ‘concept of the world’ can virtually be called a restatement of Hegel’s ‘circular course of the ideas’ in the style of the empiriocritical system” (Wundt 1898, 70–71). In Avenarius’ theory, the concept of the world evolves in three steps. In the first phase, every element of this concept is indifferently positively characterized as “experienced,” “existent,” “certain,” and “known.” This phase corresponds to naïve thinking, in which the primitives regard almost everything as true and real (spirits, magical events, etc.). In the second phase, there is a differentiation, because some elements of this concept progressively acquire negative characteristics such as “non-experienced,” “non-existent,” “uncertain,” and “unknown.” This phase corresponds to the cultural evolution, in which men begin to distinguish what is actually experienced and what is not. In the last phase, the negatively characterized elements are eliminated from the concept of the world, so that the latter is, once more, entirely positively characterized, like it was at the beginning. Yet, unlike the beginning, the concept of the world is no longer indifferently positively characterized, because it has been purified from all the elements that initially (before the differentiation) were wrongly characterized as “experienced,” “certain,” etc. So, like in Hegelian philosophy, the last moment is a reaffirmation of the first one in a higher and more perfect form.
Moreover, the threefold evolution of the concept of the world ultimately results in the elimination of introjection
, and in the consequent establishing of the empiriocritical theory of the I-environment relationship. Therefore, Avenarius, like Hegel, identifies his own philosophy with the culmination of the history of human thought. Hence, “Empiriocriticism
 too is an absolute philosophy: after it, other philosophies are no longer possible, just as for the Hegelians with Hegel’s system the series of the world-views is definitively concluded” (Wundt 1898, 71). So, strange as it may seem, Avenarius’ philosophy, “that essentially aims at deducing all human knowing and acting from the functions of the central nervous system,” is closely linked to the “most daring ‘idealism’,” i.e. the Hegelian one (Wundt 1898, 68).
The search for analogies between Empiriocriticism
 and other philosophical systems continues in the second article. Significantly, it starts by stressing that “Avenarius began his scientific career with a treatise On the First Two Phases of Spinoza’s Pantheism” (Wundt 1898, 323). Under the guise of the apparently neutral biographical information, it is quite evident the rhetorical expedient of opposing the adjective “scientific” with the purely philosophical topic of the work. Once more, Wundt aims at unmasking the herald of the new, scientific psychology for what he truly was: an old-fashioned philosopher.
As emphasized by Wundt, the interest in Spinoza’s philosophy is not limited to Avenarius’ formative years. Rather, “that early engagement with Spinoza exercised a lasting influence over Avenarius” (Wundt 1898, 323). It is then no coincidence that the long endnote that explains the attempt of the Kritik “to think the variations of men […] without the ‘involvement’ of ‘a spirit’ in general, or of ‘the spirit’ in particular” (see above, par. 2.5) finishes with this quote from Spinoza’s Ethics:For indeed, no one has yet determined what the Body can do, i.e., experience has not yet taught anyone what the Body can do from the laws of nature alone, insofar as nature is only considered to be corporeal, and what the body can do only if it is determined by the Mind. (Spinoza 2016, part III, proposition 2, scholium; cited in Latin in Avenarius 1888, 202, and in Wundt 1898, 332)



According to Wundt, “Avenarius could have easily written this quote all over his work,” since it embodies its “fundamental thrust.” Indeed, both Avenarius and Spinoza were against the “derivation of purposive animal actions from a purposeful ‘consciousness’” (Wundt 1898, 332). In reducing the spiritual, mental side of reality to the material, corporal one, they also reduced all finalistic behavior to purely necessary events. Thus, the two thinkers ultimately represent two examples of the same materialis

tic philosophy.
Another point in common between Avenarius and Spinoza is their “ontological way of thinking” (Wundt 1898, 331). Even though Avenarius in his early work on Spinoza acknowledged the tendency of the latter to “mix up the concepts of ‘empirical causality’ and of ‘logical dependency’,” he eventually made the same mistake in his own system of thought (Wundt 1898, 325). In fact, insofar as his reasoning proceeds purely logically, instead of being based on empirical data, Avenarius tries to “convert logical relationship into real ones,” thus “crediting to the concept the force to determine reality” (Wundt 1898, 327). But this is precisely the trademark of ontology.As Kant noticed, every ontology consists in the transforming mental possibilities into realities. The vital series and vital differences of various level, the oscillations […], and whatever the name of all other concepts, are nothing but empty mental possibilities All these concepts receive their real meaning only when they are proven to be mentally necessary ways of response of the system C

 […] The main feature of ontology is that it establishes a system of possible concepts, and then—after assigning mental necessity to this system—it infers from this necessity the reality of the system. (Wundt 1898, 329–30)



The fact that Avenarius presents his own logically deduced system, his own mental constructions, as a hypothesis is no extenuating circumstance. In science one talks of “hypotheses” with regard to the “empirical-skeptical considerations, based on a careful evaluation of the probabilities.” But this is definitely not the case in Avenarius’ philosophy. The hypothetical character of the latter resembles more that of “system of faith.” However, as Wundt remarks: “in the field of faith one can never be tolerant enough. But in the field of science tolerance has a limit. What is true is true, and what is false is false” (Wundt 1898, 331). Therefore, we should reject the hypothetical, unfounded, ontological, system of faith of Empiriocriticism
, because it has no scientific value at all.
After Hegel and Spinoza, the third philosopher whose influence Wundt notices in Avenarius’ system is Johann Friedrich Herbart (Wundt 1898, 336ff.). The latter interpreted the cognitive activity of men in terms of self-preservation responses of the soul in its interaction with other “realities.” Consequently, Avenarius’ reading of any human activity in terms of self-preservation of the brain can be regarded as a restatement, in physiological terms, of Herbart’ conception. In particular, they both shared the assumption that the qualitative aspects of mental processes could be reduced to quantitative factors, such as the magnitude of the disturbance experienced respectively by the soul (in Herbart) or by the brain (in Avenarius) (Wundt 1898, 339).
Like in the case of Spinoza, Herbart’s influence on Avenarius is an irrefutable fact. Indeed, in his formative years, Avenarius was a supporter of one of the main Herbartian thinkers of the time: Heymann Steinthal.4 In a way, Wundt provides a very solid account of the philosophical root of the Empiriocriticism
. Yet, what matters is his rhetorical use of these arguments. When Wundt formulates the motto “From Spinoza, through Herbart, to Hegel” to “summarize the influence of old systems on the empiriocritical philosophy,” his purpose is stamping Avenarius as a speculative thinker (Wundt 1898, 344). He is warning his colleagues against Avenarius, for he is no part of the scientific world; rather, he is on the same line of the philosophical tradition of previous centuries. Experimental psychologists should not be deceived by Avenarius’ use of scientific terms and topics, because behind his claim of establishing a “scientific” philosophy lies an old speculative, dialectical, metaphysical, ontological philosophy. The success of Empiriocriticism
 shows thatthe inclination to dialectical and ontological thinking, even now, has not yet expired. Rather, sometimes it still occasionally emerges in worldviews that normally would commit to very different tendencies. (Wundt 1898, 344)



Wundt denunciation of the old-fashioned philosophical content of Avenarius’ thought goes even further. According to him, the root of the empiriocritical philosophy goes all the way back to Scholastics and Platonism. Firstly, the Empiriocriticism
, like the Scholastics, identifies “the main task of scientific research in a conceptual schematism.” The two philosophical schools:[…] attribute an excessive value to the general concepts and, consequently, to the word-symbols that designate those concepts, so that an analysis of the word’s meanings—in extreme cases an empty fiddling with concepts and quibbling with words—takes the place of the research of the real facts from which those concept were abstracted. (Wundt 1898, 345)



Secondly, the empiriocritical theory about the evolution of the concept of the world resembles Platonism, in so far as the “modifications of the ‘concept of the world’ represent a sort of ‘fall’ from the original ‘pure experience’, that must be overcome.” As if that was not enough, Wundt adds that Avenarius’ theory does not even resemble the “later developments of Platonism,” rather the “original Platonism” (Wundt 1898, 73).
Yet, this whole philosophical family tree is secondary when compared to the real, direct filiation of Empiriocriticism
: the one from materialism

. According to Wundt, there were three phases in the history of materialism. (1) “Ancient materialism” regarded “spiritual processes as a peculiar kind of corporeal processes,” like the “movements of lighter atoms.” (2) The “materialism of the 17th and 18th centuries” regarded them as “confused, overall effects of molecular movements.” (3) The “materialism of the 19th century” regarded the mental processes as “‘functions’ of corporal processes” (Wundt 1898, 351–52). Avenarius’ theory of the 
              functional
              
              
             dependency of mental contents upon brain activity is an example of the latter. Wundt even concedes that it is “the only version of materialism that allows someone to be, to this today, a materialis

t in a reasonable way” (Wundt 1898, 351).
In addition to this “reasonability,” Wundt concedes also a certain “consistency” to Empiriocriticism
, in comparison with all those “weak attempted compromises,” that hide their materialis

tic believes behind “Ignorabimus, faiths in a substantial soul, and concessions to subjectivist theories of knowledge.”5 Indeed, Empiriocriticism
 exposed, “in a consequent and direct way,” the fundamental assumption of materialism, according to which “all spiritual processes, creations, and values
 are functions of the nervous central system and of the natural conditions that regulate the latter, in the sense that they can be entirely derived from these corporal conditions” (Wundt 1898, 353).
This apparent benevolence towards Avenarius should not deceive ourselves. In fact, these concessions are just a preparation of the final charge against Empiriocriticism
. However true it might be that with the notion of functional relationship

—according to which “when the first member changes, the second changes too”—“the formulation of the whole perspective became more logically correct,” nonetheless this conception remains just a refined form of metaphysical materialism

 (Wundt 1898, 357).
The very notion of function imply that “whatsoever variation of the independent variable is the sole and exclusive condition of the variation of the dependent variable” (Wundt 1898, 360). Consequently, to legitimately apply the concept of function to the psychophysical relationship, two hypotheses should be proven true: (1) “that every brain variation is associated with a certain variation of the psychological occurrences, so that when the first happens the second must happen too;” (2) “that the second variation results entirely from the first one, so that—by means of the conditioning brain variations—we can completely understand the related psychical values, the ‘E-values’” (Wundt 1898, 358). However, these hypotheses do not apply to the psychophysical relationship. And this is not due to the current state of psychological research. “Even if we had a perfect mechanic of the brain,” we would not be able to deduce the value of a variable from that of the other, like we usually do in the other fields of knowledge where functions are implemented. For example, “if the oscillation-velocity of light is related to a certain sensation of color, it does not absolutely follow what sensation of color will be related to a certain variation of that velocity” (Wundt 1898, 359).
The result of Wundt’s reasoning is thus that the application of the concept of function to psychophysical relationships has no empirical basis. Therefore, it relies on a metaphysical assumption; the same assumption that characterizes all materialis

tic philosophies: namely the idea that “the physical” could be “the sole and—for our need for knowledge—completely sufficient condition of the psychical.” So, despite the concessions of reasonability and consistency, Wundt’s final judgement is that “in this fundamental point, that represents the essence of all materialistic metaphysics, there is no difference whatsoever between 
              Empiriocriticism
              
             and the older forms of materialism” (Wundt 1898, 361, emphasis mine).
Consequently, from a scientific point of view, Avenarius’ system turns out to be “absolutely inconclusive.” The only reason for interest of this system is that “Empiriocriticism
 attempted to express the assumption of the exclusive dependency of spiritual life upon the central nervous system in a more exact way in comparison to the older forms of materialism

; and that it strove to build on generally valid physiolog

ical concepts.” Nonetheless, precisely “because it failed to achieve both objectives […], it provided an eloquent proof of the unsustainability of this general perspective” (Wundt 1898, 365). In other words, the real merit of Avenarius is having proved, through the failure of his own philosophical system, that even the best, most rigorous formulation of materialism

 is bound to fail.
Hence, at the end of his paper, Wundt ironically applauds Empiriocriticism
, because “thanks to its mistakes, to its completely one-sided and biased discussion of the problems he dealt with, it further calls us to reflect in a more beneficial way on the fundamental questions of the theory of knowledge” (Wundt 1898, 433).
5.5 Closing Remarks

We focused on Wundt’s two articles against Empiriocriticism
, because they are the most telling sign of Avenarius’ role in the discussion on scientific psychology at the turn of the century. The over two hundred pages of this work shed light on the relationship between these two thinkers and confirm our account of the so-called “repudiation of Wundt.” In particular, we tried to bring out two aspects of Wundt’s criticism against the colleague: (1) its relentlessness, as if Wundt wanted to destroy every single piece of Avenarius’ philosophical system; (2) the leitmotiv of the opposition between science and philosophy

, scientists and philosophers. Both these aspects receive their significance only against the broader background of the history between Wundt and Avenarius.
As we saw, the story begins in the 70s of the nineteenth century, when the—so far not very successful—psychophysiologist Wundt unexpectedly establishes himself in the competitive world of the German philosophical academia. The psychophysiologist meets Avenarius, a younger scholar, who is a philosopher by training but also an experimental psychology
 enthusiast. The latter is committed to organizing cultural initiatives to spread the word of a scientific philosophy

 that should cooperate with the newborn physiological psychology. Thus, he is a perfect match for Wundt and his project of strengthening the position of experimental psychology
 in the philosoph

ical faculties. Wundt supports the academic career of the younger colleague, who, in his turn, takes over the task of running a journal designed to promote the new scientific philosophy

 by stimulating its dialogue with modern sciences, psychology above all.
When Avenarius, after a ten-year elaboration, publishes a work that defends the kind of radically physiolog

ical psychology that is more and more opposed by Wundt, the relationship between the two thinkers deteriorates. Wundt tries to contain the spread of the new conception by cutting contact with Avenarius. Notwithstanding, Wundt soon witnesses the success of this new trend among the psychologists and, what is worse, in his circle of pupils, starting with his very own assistant Külpe
.
It is at this point in the story that Wundt publishes his anti-materialis

tic papers, the latest and longest of which is the one against Avenarius. Wundt is tired of being treated as an important but outdated founder of the new experimental psychology
—because supposedly still steeped in the metaphysical, philosoph

ical, traditional conception of psychology—while the philosopher Avenarius is regarded as the champion of a more scientifically rigorous psychology. Thus, Wundt decides to clarify once and for all which of them is the psychologist and which of them is the philosopher. We may say that the entire work is addressed to Wundt’s fellow psychologists, to tell them: That is who Avenarius is. Don’t be fooled by his façade, because there is nothing scientific in his self-proclaimed scientific philosophy

. He is a philosopher in the traditional sense. He defends a metaphysical, speculative, dialectical, ontological, scholastic, Platonic conception, in the same line of Spinoza, Herbart, and Hegel. Or, in Wundt’s own words, when dealing with Avenarius’ works, one should be careful not to be like “the inattentive reader, that believes he has remained on the broad high road of the experience, whilst actually he is already deeply enmeshed in the thicket of metaphysics” (Wundt 1898, 361–62).
On the one hand Wundt accuses Avenarius of being a philosoph

er, on the other hand he proudly claims his own scientificity.[…] I formulated a rule for any type of scientific work […]: “In the singular investigation stay away from every kind of metaphysical assumption; adopt every time precisely the perspective of the empirical domain with which you want to deal; only then, consider how this perspective is related to the other scientific perspectives; and, only at the end, finally observe the things in the context of all the demands that human science should fulfill!”. (Wundt 1898, 428–29)



This statement of the rule about placing the changeable, empirical facts above the steadfast, metaphysical assumption is also a response to the charge of having changed his conception during the years. In particular, Wundt refers to the work of Avenarius’ pupil Wladislaw Heinrich: Die moderne physiologische Psychologie in Deutschland (The Modern Physiological Psychology in Germany). In this work, Heinrich stresses Wundt’s “inconsistency and unclarity,” as well as “his old habit” of changing conception from one edition of a book to the other (Heinrich 1899, 80, 116). Here is Wundt answer to these accusations

:The philosophers […] apply the parameter of the immutability of the representation to purely empirical domains too, such as psychology. For example, these philosophers and their followers – the Empiriocriticists above all – consider as a visibly indecent “old habit” the fact that each time, in the various edition of my Grundzüge der physiologischen Psychologie, I not only tried to record the more important new facts that had emerged, but also did not avoid the question of to what extent the most crucial problems should be modified or supplemented in the light of those facts. (Wundt 1898, 431, emphasis mine)



Once more, it is worth noting Wundt’s insistence on the term “philosoph

ers.” Yet, Wundt goes further and adds that this discussion is asad sign, not of the state of psychology (I think better of it), rather of the complete lack of comprehension that still characterizes most philosophers and their disciples, including a part of those that call themselves psychologists. (Wundt 1898, 431)



These “philosophers

 and their disciples” are obviously Avenarius and his followers. Yet, what is more important is that Wundt stresses that the Empiriocritical conceptions are becoming more and more popular even among his colleagues, namely “those that call themselves psychologists.” In the last page of the work he also writes:I am far from underestimating the serious danger that menaces psychology at the hands of such a speculative trend. This danger reveal itself quite evidently through the pernicious effects that the knowledge of the empiriocritical views had on those psychologists that otherwise were willing to operate empirically and even experimentally. (Wundt 1898, 432–33)



This means that Wundt himself describes what was happening at the time as a spread of Avenarius’ ideas in the psychological circles.
Is there any more proof needed that, in order to write the story of the repudiation of Wundt or, more generally, of the development of the “new psychology,” one should place Avenarius at the heart of it? The works by Külpe
, Münsterberg
, Ward
, and Titchener
 already demonstrated that Avenarius was far from being just a mere, forgettable duplicate of Ernst Mach
. Wundt’s paper on Empiriocriticism
 is now the irrefutable evidence that it is impossible to understand the debate on scientific psychology at the turn of the century if one forgets Avenarius.
Avenarius was not the first who came up with the idea of defining psychology by point of view, since the seeds of this conception were already in Fechner’s
 work. Avenarius was neither the only one who developed Fechner’s
 insights on the functional relationship

 between physical and psychical occurrences, since Mach
 too built on those bases. However, Avenarius was the one that provided an extensive philosoph

ical foundation for the establishment of a purely physiolog

ical psychology. Unlike the vast majority of philosophers, he did not try to set limits to the cerebral explanation of mental life. On the contrary, he took the convergence of psychology and physiology to its the most radical conclusions, thus surpassing even many scholars of the discipline. For this reason, whoever wanted to begin a philosoph

ical discussion of the problems of physiological and experimental psychology
 in the late-1800s/early 1900s had to deal with Avenarius ideas, regardless of whether he wanted to embrace the empiriocritical theses (like Titchener
 and, partially, Külpe
), or to re-elaborate them (like Münsterberg
 and Ward
), or even to reject them altogether (like Wundt).
Indeed, as Heinrich Grünbaum wrote:One can no longer hide that, among the contemporary philosophical system, no one has more, or more committed, followers than Avenarius’ one. No one has been able to establish a “school” in such a short time and in a similar manner. Quite obviously, the history teaches us that the historical meaning of a doctrine has no regular connection with its claims of exhibiting an inner truth, fruitful ideas or higher perspectives. Even if we do not believe to see in the Empiriocriticism
 any new revelation, nor we acknowledge its capacity to tackle the philosophical problems of the present time, still we must do justice to the historical meaning that this doctrine has for the present time. (Grünbaum 1899, 379)



These words still hold true today. We cannot ignore any longer the role of Avenarius’ in the debate between Wundt and the former Wundtian pupils, nor the importance of his thought for the discussion about the philosoph

ical foundation of a scientific psychology. The history and philosophy of psychology must recognize his multiple contributions: (1) what can be considered the most theoretically refined definition of psychology

 by point of view of the dependency on the individual; (2) one of the very first and most straightforward statement that all mental life depends on cerebral activity; (3) the characterization of this dependency as a functional relationship

 between two equally-original variables, hence avoiding any reduction of the mental to a product of the brain; (4) the development of the introjection
 theory, that explains the notion of “inner being” as an erroneous interpretation of the verbally-communicated experience

 of the fellow man; (5) a philosoph

ically elegant attempt to reconcile the two apparently contradictory pillars of the theory of knowledge of the nineteenth-century—namely the consciousness as the original and non-transcendable starting point, and the dependency of this very same consciousness on the nervous system—through the distinction of the first-person

, absolute perspective, and the third-person, relative, perspective.
It is understandable that—faced with this vast philosophical system, created for the purpose of laying the foundations for a strictly physiolog

ical psychology—Wundt decided to attack precisely the philosophical nature of this project. Thus, he could turn his adversary’s main advantage in a weak point. Nevertheless, Wundt’s criticism of the “materialis

tic” trend did not succeed in giving him back the leading role in the development of experimental psychology
, even though he could console himself seeing the rapid sunset of Avenarius’ star.
Indeed, despite the fast success of Avenarius’ ideas in the philosophical and psychological world of the late nineteenth century, his decline was just as fast. The reasons of this decline must be sought in the difficulty of Avenarius’ writings, as well as the emergence of new psychological trends, such as Gestalt theory and behaviorism. However, the downfall of Avenarius’ Empiriocriticism
 at the beginning of the twentieth century does not justify the mistake of overlooking his role in the debate between Wundt and the other psychologists of the time, about definition, tasks, and methods of psychology.
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Footnotes
1In the article Külpe
 is mentioned only once, in a footnote. Nonetheless, there is no doubt that the paper was directed against him. In fact, in a letter to Külpe
, Wundt gives him advance notice of the forthcoming publication of the article on the definition of psychology

, aiming at “rectifying” Külpe’s
 arguments (Wundt to
 Külpe, September 18, 1895, Fuchs and Meyer 2017, 30–31).

 

2There are three articles with this title. The first one is directed against the philosophy of immanence, whose representatives were Wilhelm Schuppe and Richard von Schubert-Soldern. The second and the third ones are against Empiriocriticism
, and Avenarius in particular.

 

3For more details on this topic I suggest reading Araujo thorough account in the paragraph “The Theoretical Principles of Psychology

” (Araujo 2015, 191ff.).

 

4On the role of Steinthal in Avenarius’ formation, see Russo Krauss (2013, 317ff.).

 

5Wundt refers to the famous profession of ignorance made by Emil du Bois-Reymond in his speech Über die Grenzen des Naturerkennens (On the Limits of Our Understanding of Nature) in 1872.
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