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THE SOCIOLOGICAL DECONSTRUCTION
OF PHILOSOPHICAL FACTS — THE CASE

OF “PSYCHOLOGISM”

“If two people agree, one of them isn't a
philosopher.” (English proverb) [Philoso-
phers] are only in agreement when it
comes to funding new chairs in philoso-
phy.” (Franz Hillebrand, 1913)

Introduction

The allusions of my title notwithstanding,
in this paper | shall neither try to interpret
texts by Jacques Derrida nor attempt to de-
tend or criticize strong or weak programs in
the sociology of science. Since | have tried
to say something on the latter issue in a forth-
coming book on Foucault (Kusch 1991), |
suppose | can, without too many twinges of
conscience, follow Steven Shapin’s advice
and “do” rather than “debate” social studies
of science (Shapin, 1982: 157). Thus, after
a few introductory remarks on metalevel rel-
ativism in philosophy and the idea of a soci-
ology of philosophical knowledge, | shall turn
to a rough sketch of a sociological-historical
account of one controversy in philoscphy, i.e.
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the debate over psychologism in Germany
around the turn of the century.

Towards a sociology of philosophical
knowledge

Ever since antiquity, philosophers have been
aware both of the large degree of controversy
in their field, and of the difficulty in overcom-
ing their disagreements. Indeed, there hardly
is any other discipline that can pride itself
with an equal number of studies on why its
members disagree so much. Yet, and un-
surprisingly, different philosophers have
drawn different conclusions from this obser-
vation. The reaction most interesting from my
vantage point, is to take “the anarchy of phil-
osophical systems” (Dilthey, 1911: 3) as a
good reason for adopting some sort of met-
alevel relativism with respect to philosophy
itself, and then to go on and search for the
causes of why philosophers disagree so
persistently. In more recent literature, this
line of thought is adopted, for instance, in
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books by Peter Unger {(1984) and Nicholas
Rescher (1985). Unger seeks to explain the
philosophers’ inability to reach consensus in
terms of their varying background assump-
tions and different semantic intuitions con-
cerning key philosophical concepts, while
Rescher believes that philosophers fail to
agree purely rationally because they have
different cognitive value orientations.
Although this assumption might be wish-
ful thinking, it seems inviting to assume that
the existence of metalevel relativism in phi-
losophy would lessen philosophers’ resist-
ance to relativistically minded historical-so-
ciological studies of philosophy. Research
carried out under this heading, | submit, does
not search for the causes of philosophers’
controversies on the leve! of semantic intui-
tions or value orientations of individual phi-
losophers. Instead, it will approach philo-
sophical disagreement from the perspective
provided by recent social studies of science
(e.g. Bloor, 1976; Collins, 1985; Latour
1987). Thus, the historical-sociological study
of philosophy seeks to provide answers to
guestions like the following: (1) Which so-
cial factors are needed to explain that some
disagreements among philosophers lead to
aggressive controversies, while other disa-
greements are hardly attended to at all? And,
what are the typical shapes of philosophical
controversies? (2) Which interests fuel phil-
osophical controversies? E.g. “professional
vested interests” as philosophers’ interests
to (re)define object areas for the purpose of
establishing their (exclusive) competence in
dealing with them; or philosophers’ interest
in keeping laymen out of the philosophical
field; or philosophers’ interests in using con-
ceptual tools drawn from the broader cultur-
al or social context (in order to arouse wider
attention for their work}; or interests in the
wider society (or other disciplines) to make
philosophical arguments and results effec-
tively applicable; or then philosophers’ inter-
ests in drawing support from classes and
institutions? And how do philosophers cre-
ate, translate and transform existing inter-
ests, both in other disciplines, and in the wid-
er society? (3) What are, more specifically,
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the rhetorical devices used by philosophers
to discredit the position of others and to gain
recagnition for their own? (4): Which social
processes can be identified in the transfor-
mation of philosophical statements into phil-
osophical facts? Which social processes can
be identified that help to bring it about that a
specific argument comes to be regarded as
having established a specific thesis?

Psychologism

Perhaps the easiest way to demonstrate that
these sociological-historical questions are
worth asking visavis philosophy and its his-
tory is to show by way of an example, how,
as Latour and Woolgar once put it, “a hard
fact can be sociologically deconstructed”
(1986: 107). Naturally, talk of "hard facts” in
philosophy is to be taken with a grain of salt:
statements in philosophy are hardly ever as
stable and unquestioned as some state-
ments in the natural sciences. Nevertheless,
there certainly are statements in philosophy
that fulfill the criteria of (i) being widely ac-
cepted, i.e. being incorporated into the stand-
ard textbooks, (i} being such that they can-
not be ignored or bypassed whenever one
warks in the respective field, and (iii) can be
used without further argument to support new
statements. Statements in philosophy that
fulfill these criteria we might call “philosoph-
ical facts”, but not much hinges on terminol-
ogy here.

| submit that the statement that psycholo-
gism in logic and epistemology is a highly
guestionable doctrine and that Husserl and
Frege are to be accredited for having shown
this, constitutes a philosophical fact by these
criteria. First, this statement is widely accept-
ed and can be found in the standard histo-
ries of twentieth century philosophy (Pass-
more, 1968: 186; Schadelbach, 1984: 99).
Second, authors who investigate the relation
between logic and psychology invariably take
their lead from Frege and Husserl (e.g. Not-
turno, 1985; Macnamara, 1986; Notturno
(ed.), 1988). And, third, in linguistic and phil-
osophical debates this statement can func-
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tion as support for new arguments and state-
ments. For instance Jerrold Katz seeks to
show in his Language and Other Absiract
Objecis (1981) that Chomsky is a psycholo-
gistic linguist and therefore is mistaken by
developing "linguistic analogues” for Frege’'s
and Husserl’s arguments (Katz, 1981: 160—
179).

Husserl as a closet psychologist

In the following sketch of a historical recon-
struction of the debates out of which this fact
emerged, | shall concentrate on Husserl, for
the simple reason that Frege’'s writings were,
for a long time, almost completely ignored
by German philosophers. (This fact too calls
of course for a sociological explanation, but
| shall not go into this question here.) For
some comments on Husserl’'s criticism of
Frege's antipsychologism, see Kusch (1989:
47—54).

The natural starting point of a historical
reconstruction of the controversy over psy-
chologism are the contemporary reactions
to Husserl's Logische Untersuchungen
(1900). After all, this book was the key text
in this debate. Interestingly enough, there
was no agreement among German philoso-
phers at the time as to whether Husserl’s
arguments were decisive, or whether they
even were new and original. Indeed, their
originality was questioned repeatedly. Of the
Neokantians, Paul Natorp wrote in a review
of the Prolegomena that Husserl’s “pure log-
ic” was nothing but an insufficient version of
the Neokantian “Erkenntniskritik” (Natorp,
1901; 270). He also claimed that Husserl had
taken over central arguments against psy-
chologism from his (i.e. Natorp’s) earlier ar-
ticle “Uber objektive und subjektive Begriind-
ung der Erkenntnis” (1887) (1901: 274). Pri-
vately, Natorp wrote that Husserl's argu-
ments had been for the Neokantians “eine
abgetane Sache” (an obsolete topic)
(Holzhey, 1986: 261), and later he publicly
voiced the view that the Neokantians had
“nothing to learn” from Husserl’s criticism
(Natorp, 1912b: 198). In a similar vain, Hus-

serl's book was also evaluated by Wilhelm
Schuppe, Karl Heim, Melchior Palagyi and
Wilhelm Wundt. Schuppe held that Husserl
merely expressed views that he himself had
already developed into a fullblown system
(1901: 20). Heim saw Husserl's work more
as a summary of earlier arguments rather
than a novel approach to the topic (1902:
1). Palagyi claimed that Husser! had done
nothing else but reformulate ideas of Ber-
nard Bolzano (1902: 9). And Wilhelm Wundt
suggested that the decisive blow against
psychologism had already been dealt in the
1880s, when the first edition of his L ogik was
published (1920: 264—273).

In addition to denying Husserl major claims
to originality, it was also questioned wheth-
er he had really criticized views held by an-
yone. At least those of the authors that Hus-
serl had seen as the German archpsycholo-
gists still alive, Erdmann, Lipps, Sigwart, and
those whom he had criticized, directly or
implicitly, of displaying psychologistic ten-
dencies, e.g. Brentano, Meinong, Wundt, all
publicly denied the charge at least with re-
spect to their own position (Erdmann, 1907:
533; Lipps, 1905: 522; Sigwart, 1921: 25;
Brentano, 1911/1959; 179—182; Meinong,
1904/1913: 501; Wundt, 1920; cf. Moog,
1920: 36—47).

Interestingly enough, in almost all books
and articles written in reaction to Husserl's
Logische Untersuchungen, it was argued at
length that Husserl, in his own criticism of
psychologism, had proven to be a psychol-
ogistic logician himself. For instance, an-
gered by Husserl's remark that even the
“transcendental psychology” of the Neokan-
tians had to count as a psychologistic project,
Natorp wrote that “[a]nyone who wants to find
the psychological in Husserl, will find it eve-
rywhere”. Natorp suggested that Husserl's
usage of terms like “Evidenz” and “Einsicht”
had a strong psychological ring, and conclud-
ed that since Husserl “has given one finger
to this devil, he will have to give soon his
whole hand” (1901: 280). Other critics, like
Heim (1902), Michaltschew (1909), Moog
(1920), Nelson (1908) and Wundt (1910), all
raised this same charge of a hidden psychol-
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ogism in Husserl. Michaltschew, for instance,
attacked Natorp's criticism of Husserl as
being far too mild. For Michaltschew, it was
not a question of whether or not one wanted
to find psycholagism in Husserl: “I hold that,
once we know, what psychologism really is,
one will find it without doubt in Husserl.”
Michaltschew regarded Husserl's ideas as
amounting to a “psychologistic theory of
knowledge" as a “strange, interesting, but
totally incoherent variation of the original
psychologism” (1909: 57).

Typically, critics saw psychologism
emerge in Husserl because Husserl had
drawn the distinction between logic and psy-
chology in terms of two kinds of laws: ideal
logical laws, known to us in and through apo-
dictic evidence (“apodiktische Evidenz"), and
real laws of nature, known through induc-
tion. Like Natorp, many critics argued that
Evidenz was itself a psychological notion and
that it thus could not guarantee the “abso-
lute universality” of logical laws (e.g. Heim,
1902: 15—17).

Moreover, Husserl's sharp distinction be-
tween ideal and real laws was also found
insufficient on the grounds that his theory left
unexplained how ideal laws as platonic en-
tities could ever be known to us. Further-
more, his critics also regarded the distinc-
tion as far too strict, arguing that laws of
nature too contained a priori or ideal ele-
ments (Natorp, 1901: 282; Michaltschew,
1909: 58; Heim, 1902: 2427; Maier, 1914:
325, Sigwart, 1921: 25).

Even when writers conceded that Husser!
had been, by and large, successful in his
criticism of some versions of psychologism,
they suggested that Husserl had not stayed
clear of another, equally dangerous stand-
point, i.e. formalism or logicism (*Logizis-
mus”). This line was taken by Palagyi's book
Der Streit der Psychologisten und Formalis-
ten in der modernen Logik (1902), as well
as in Wundt’s booksize article “Psychologis-
mus und Logizismus” (1910).

For Palagyi, logic and theory of knowledge
were endangered not only by the psycholo-
gism of physiologist intruders into philoso-
phy, but equally by formalistic tendencies in
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modern mathematics (1902: 12). In Husserl's
work, Palagyi welcomed the attempt to free
philosophy from physiology but detected a
mathematical imperialism: “As one can see,
mathematics is no less selfish than any of
the other special sciences; mathematics too
wishes to suck up logic completely. Logic is
supposed to resolve totally into mathemat-
ics, and for this end it is supposed to re-
nounce psychology” (1902: 5). What Pala-
gyi was most eager to show was that the pla-
tonism of mathematics could not work in the
case of logic; and that thus logic was not as
remote from psychology as Husserl had tried
to claim (1902: 1828).

More hostile than Palagyi was Wilhelm
Wundt, who went so far as to say that the
interest in Husserl’s arguments against psy-
chologism was more an indication of the low
standards in contemporary philosophy rath-
er than an indication of praiseworthy quali-
ties in Husserl's book (1910: 614). Strange-
ly enough, the same text also contained
words of praise for Husserl's arguments. See
Wundt, 1810: 603. Wundt saw Husserl as a
“logicist”: “Psychologism wants to turn logic
into psychology, logicism wants to turn psy-
chology into logic” (1910: 516). However,
Wundt regarded psychologism and logicism
as standpoints that easily shade over into
one another. Modern “scholastics” like Bren-
tano and Husserl, Wundt alleged, ignored the
advances of modern psychology and con-
ceptualized the mind with the help of logical
notions. Yet precisely for this reason, their
attempts to separate logic from psychology
were doomed to fail from the start. All they
could do was combine syllogistic subsump-
tions of concepts with Hegelian dialectical
moves (1910: 580), replace the study of the
mind with the analysis of words (1910; 603),
and, in and through their reliance upon an
undefined and unqualified notion of evi-
dence, fall back into a “nativistic psycholo-
gism” (1910: 623).

Varieties of psychologism

Upon first sight it might seem strange that a
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philosopher like Husserl continuously at-
tacked psychologism or psychologistic ten-
dencies in the thought of his contemporar-
ies, only to be, in turn, accused of psycholo-
gism himself. Yet in being hoth a critic and
an accused, Husserl’s situation was not
unique in the German philosophical commu-
nity between the late 1890s and the first
world war. Indeed, it is hard to find any phi-
losopher during this period who did not share
Husserl's fate. Cohen, Natorp, Windelband,
Rickert, Lipps, Nelson, Schuppe, Wundt,
Rehmke, to mention only a few figures, all
turned the charge of psychologism against
others, only to turn out to be psychologistic
thinkers by their colleagues’ criteria (Cohen,
1914; Natorp, 1901; Windelband, 1909; Rick-
ert, 1904; Lipps, 1905; Nelson, 1908;
Schuppe, 1901; Wundt, 1910; for Rehmke,
see Moog, 1920: 7374). Thus it seems very
strange to read in Herbert Schnédelbach’s
much praised Philosophy in Germany
1831—1833 that psychologism was the
“standard opinion of philosophers from the
middle of the last century up well into our
own: Gottlob Frege and Edmund Husser!
were fairly isolated in their campaign against
it” (Schnadelbach, 1984; 99).

Be this as it may, before going into the
social causes for this strange phenomenon
of a whole philosophical community con-
stantly on the lookout for psychologism, it is
worth while attending briefly to the fact that
during the period under investigation, the
criteria for attributing a psychologistic stand
to another philosopher were extremely flex-
ible.

The term “psychologism” had been intro-
duced into the terminology of German phi-
losophy as late as 1866, when Johann Edu-
ard Erdmann coined the term in order to
characterize the philosophy of Friedrich Ed-
uard Beneke (1798/1854). For Beneke, psy-
chology had to take its lead from the natural
sciences, and it was to become the basis of
philosophy (Erdmann, 1964; 671). While sub-
sequent authors agreed on the fact that psy-
chologism meant a grounding of all of phi-
losophy in psychology, they sharply disa-
greed as to what constitutes such a ground-

ing. For Husserl, from around 1910 and on-
wards, anyone who forgot to carry out the
transcendental reduction remained on the
level of psychologistic naivité. In a like man-
ner, the Neokantians thought that all philos-
ophy that is not transcendental in their sense,
is psychologistic (e.g. Cohen, 1914: 597).
Other authors provided a wide variety of oth-
er criteria that | can only list here. For them,
psychologism could be: any Erkenntnisthe-
orie which takes its starting point from Kant
(Wundt, 1914: 315); any use of the notions
of Evidenz or consciousness in logic and
epistemology; speaking of logic as a norma-
tive discipline or Kunstlehre; distinguishing
between subject and object of knowledge,
regardless of whether this subject is empiri-
cal or transcendental; any “ethicism” (Ethiz-
ismus), i.e. the tendency to employ ethical
notions like “value” or “ought” in the theory
of knowledge; every form of naive realism;
all talk of knowledge as corresponding to
reality; any attempt to separate different sci-
ences either in terms of their objects or in
terms of their methods; every definition of
culture that made reference to human be-
ings; or speaking of the natural sciences as
a product of human cuiture. Indeed, even the
attempt to dissolve psychology as a philo-
sophical discipline was psychologistic, or
more precisely “inverse psychologism”. |
have confined myself hera to a collection of
criteria as they surface in Moog 1920. Addi-
tionally, there were also many seperate cri-
teria for psychologism in ethics and aesthet-
ics, which | shall not enumerate here (Mei-
nong, 1912; Cohn, 1904). Given these lists
it becomes understandable that it was close
to impossible for a philosopher between 1900
and the First World War to avoid being
charged with psychologism.

Experimental psychology

In order to understand why philosophers be-
tween the late 1890s and the 1910s were
so0 strongly inclined to unmask their col-
leagues as advocates of psychologism, we
have to turn to the central “antidiscipling® of
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philosophy in this period, i.e. experimental
psychology. For the nation of “antidiscipline®,
see Wilson (1977) and Lepenies (1978). Ex-
perimental psychology was the antidiscipline
of philosophy not merely in the sense that it
was thought of as potentially threatening to
absorbe key areas of philosophical study.
What was worse, experimental psychology
was presenting itself as part and parcel of
philosophy, and, consequently, as entitled
to chairs in philosophy departments.

Psychology had of course traditionally
been one of the central fields of philosophi-
cal study. But this field had acquired a new
form when Wilhelm Wundt was appointed
professor of philosophy at Leipzig in 1875.
Wundt held a degree in medicine, and had
been a student of the physioclogist Johannes
Mdller. Miller and his brothers in arms, like
von Helmholtz and Virchow had demonstrai-
ed how academic politics could be success-
fully played in Germany: since the 1850s they
had aggressively campaigned for new pro-
fessorial chairs, mostly in the medical facul-
ties, and then “peopled” these chairs with
their own students. The result was that by
the 1870s, every German university had a
chair in physiology (Ash, 1980a: 260).

It has been suggested that Wundt’s turn-
ing towards philosophy was due in part to
the fact that by the 1870s, the expansion of
physiology had reached a first limit (Ash,
1980a: 260). Be this as it may, with Wundt's
move into the philosophy department, exper-
imental psychology was established within
philosophy itself. Wundt had successfully
learnt from his teachers the art of academic
politics. One indication of this is that he gave
the journal, that was supposed to present
the results of experimental research done in
his Psychological Institute (founded in 1879),
the title “Philosophische Studien’. As Wundt
later admitted himself, this title was meant
to be a “Kampiftitel’ (title as a call to battle),
that is, the title was intended to show “that
this new psychology had the claim to be a
subdiscipline of philosophy”. The title was
also meant as a signal that experimental
psychology had nothing to do with material-
ism and that experimental psychology could
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not be equated with physiology (Wundt,
1920: 313). Wundt also did his best to se-
cure his position as an academic teacher and
a “Doktorvater’: his lectures were attented
by huge audiences and no less than 186 dis-
sertations were produced in Leipzig under
his supervision (Ash, 1980a: 264).

Even though Wundt was only moderately
successful in placing his own students on
philosophical chairs, his work soon started
to interest trained philosophers to follow his
example, to set up laboratories, and concen-
trate on experimental psychological re-
search. Such men included Herrmann Ebb-
inghaus, Oswald Kilpe, Ernst Meumann,
Georg Elias Miller, and Carl Stumpf. Judged
by the number of philosophical chairs occu-
pied by experimental psychologists, the new
field expanded rapidly. Of the 39 full profes-
sorships in philosophy in 1892, experimen-
tal psychologists held 3, while of the 44 full
professorships in 1914 they already held 10.
Their share thus increased from 7.7% to an
impressive 22.7% within the short period of
22 years (Ash, 1980b: 398).

In part this stunning success was due to
the fact that Wundt and his colleagues pre-
sented themselves as having finally intro-
duced scientific rigor into philosophy, as
having finally brought philosophy onto the
sure route of a science. For instance, when
applying for more funds for his Berlin insti-
tute, Stumpf wrate to the ministry of educa-
tion that the progress in philosophy in recent
times was “due primarily to the ... strictly
scientific spirit of modern psychology” (quot-
ed from Ash, 1980a: 272). Karl Marbe did
one better by claiming that traditional philo-
sophical armchair psychology differed from
experimental psychology as the work of the
Presocratic philosophers differed from the
results and methods of modern natural sci-
ences (Husserl, 1911/1987: 40). Marbe also
proposed that psychology be established as
an auxiliary discipline to the natural, as well
as the historical sciences, and he predicted
that “the time will come when one will look
upon the study of psychology as being of
equal importance to the philosopher as to-
day one regards mathematics for the physi-
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cist, or physics for the chemist, or classical
philology for the historian of ancient times”
{1912: 69). Wundt himself, who was referred
to by his followers as “a modern Aristotle or
Leibniz” (Kiilpe, 1911: 105; Messer, 1913:
148) argued that his experimental psychol-
ogy, as well as his Vélkerpsychologie was
something like the inevitable outcome of the
history of philosophy, and that it was to me-
diate in border disputes between philosophy
and other disciplines (Wundt, 1904/1914:
231). While stressing that psychology had
become an independent science, Wundt also
made clear that because of the crucial im-
portance of psychology for the Geisteswis-
senschaften it could not be separated insti-
tutionally from philosophy (Wundt, 1913).
Wundt attacked his philosophical critics, as
we saw above in his criticism of Husserl, by
labelling them scholastics or Neo-Hegelians,
thus cleverly exploiting, both anticatholic, as
well as antimetaphysical sentiments, in the
German Academia.

The “pure” philosophers’ reactions

The “pure” philosophers’ reactions to the
experimentalists’ threat were diverse. As
mentioned earlier, at least some of them
exploited the new possibility by going into
the novelfield themselves. The majority how-
ever, with the two main Neokantian schools
leading the pack, choose a different strate-
gy. Their battle plan had already been for-
mulated in outline by Wundt's onetime col-
league in Leipzig, and his successor in ."u-
rich, Wilhelm Windelband in 1876. In his in-
augural lecture in Zurich, Windelband ¢on-
gratulated experimental psychology on i3
successes but added that it had no place in
phitosophy and that psychologists should not
fill philosophical chairs (Harré et al., 1985:
386).

Subsequently, many German “pure” phi-
losophers competed with one another on
who would provide the most convincing ar-
guments for keeping the experimentalists out
of the philosophy departments. This task was
complicated not only because Wundt and his

colleagues did more than just experimental
psychology, and wrote widely on purely phil-
osophical issues as well, but also because
philosophers were unwilling to throw out the
haby with the bath water, i.e. unwilling to give
up their rights to competence in psychology
as a philosophical disjcipline. The period
from 1890 to 1220 thus saw the emergence
of a number of projects for a pure, nonex-
perimental philosophical psychology (e.g.
Dilthey, 1894; Husserl, 1900/01; Husserl,
1913; Lipps, 1905; Meinong, 1913; Natorp,
1912a; Rickert, 1909; for more literature, see
Kilpe, 1921: 88).

While the nature of these various projecis
differed widely, they had at least two com-
man elements. On the one hand, they tried
to show that experimental psychology was
a natural science like physiology, indeed that
it was nothing but physiology. On the other
hand, each author tried o set his own project
apart from that of others, by stressing the
special antipsychologistic qualities of his en-
terprise, thus suggesting implicitly that the
views of his colleagues provided an insuffi-
cient justification for a clear separation be-
tween pure philosophy and nonphilosophi-
cal psychology. Put differently, their widely
differing criteria for what psychologism con-
sisted of, were not due to their simply hav-
ing different semantic intuitions about the
word “psychologism” as one might suspect
on the basis of Unger’'s suggestions nor were
they due to different sets of cognitive val-
ues as Rescher would have it. Instead, their
idiosyncratic usage of the label stems from
their respective attempts to translate the
“pure” philosophical community’s interest in
defending “pure” philosophy, into an accept-
ance of their respective project. Little sur-
prise therefore, that as mentioned earlier,
each and everyone could easily be an ac-
cuser and an accused.

In their attacks upon experimental psy-
chology, the pure philosophers not only
equated experimental psychology with psy-
chologism, but they also sought to enroll and
translate interests and anxieties in the wid-
er society. This can be seen most clearly in
the fact that they never forgot to point out
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that psychologism was a naturalistic doctrine.
And from naturalism, it was but a short step
to materialism, social democracy, total rela-
tivism, skepticism, in short: chaos. Indeed,
despite all the criticism levelled against Hus-
serl’s refutation of psychologism in his Lo-
gische Untersuchungen, his equation of
psychologism with total skeptical relativism
was challenged only once {(Mischaltschew,
1909). Moreover, in his article “Philosophie
als strenge Wissenschaft” (1911), Husser!
dealt with both experimental psychology and
psychologism under the heading “Naturalis-
tic philosophy”, and went on to write: “What
characterizes all forms of extreme or con-
sistent naturalism, starting from the popular
materialism ..., is the naturalization of con-
sciousness on the one hand, ...; and the nat-
uralization of ideas and thus all absolute ide-
als and norms on the other hand” (1911/
1987: 9). Husserl also treated psychologism
together with historical relativism as the two
main dangers o the project of a strict, ra-
tional philosophy {1911/1987).

Windelband, in his Die Philosophie im
deutschen Geistesleben des XIX. Jahr-
hunderts (1909), discussed psychologism
in the fourth chapter of his book, entitled “IV.
Positivismus, Historismus, Psychologismus”.
All of these three views were described as
arising from “Irrationalismus, Materialismus,
Pessimismus”. Windelband also deplored
the pre-occupation with experimental psy-
chology as an expression of the shallow Zeit-
geist, a Zeitgeist that expressed itself typi-
cally in giving more value to making money
than to striving for Bildung and high ideals
(1909: 93).

Even more explicit was Georg Simmel who
wrote in a widely circulating public journal
that interest in psychology at the expense
of pure philosophy would result in the youth's
turning “to other sources which promise to
fulfill their deepest needs: to mysticism or to
that which they call 'life’, to social democra-
cy or literature, a falsely understood Ni-
etzsche or a skeptically colored materialism.
Let us not delude ourselves: ... the substitu-
tion of chairs of experimental psychology
for chairs in philosophy proper puts the seal
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upon this tendency and gives it increasing
support” (quoted from Ash, 1980b: 415).

In the light of these chains of associations,
it becomes understandable, that Franz Bren-
tano, one of the many who were accused of
being a champion of psychologism, began
a defense with the following words: “Some
have accused my theory of knowledge of
psychologism; this is a neologism that makes
many pious philosophers now cross them-
selves, pretty much like many arthodox cath-
olics when hearing the word 'modernism’, as
if these sounds contained the devil in per-
son” (1911/1959: 179).

Husserl’s breakthrough

Up to this point we have seen that roughly
between 1900 and 1914 there could be no
widespread agreement on any proposal on
how to explain the relation between philos-
ophy and psychology, on any suggestion of
what psychologism amounts to, or on any
list of who was to be regarded as a psychol-
ogistic thinker. We have also seen how the
academic-political struggle shaped philo-
sophical knowledge itself, i.e. how the
projects for a pure philosophical psycholo-
gy were actually tactical moves in a battle
over professorial chairs. What remains to be
provided, however briefly, are answers to the
questions why Husserl’'s Prolegomena came
to occupy a central place in this debate, and
why the debate faded down after the war,
leaving for the textbooks little else but the
earlier, much contested, statement that Hus-
serl had refuted psychologism.

As concerns the first question, we must
remember that Husserl's Logische Untersu-
chungen made him a major figure on the
German philosophical scene almost over
night. Given the fact that the book was criti-
cized so much, this might seem rather sur-
prising. Indeed, one might even wonder why
any of the leading figures, like Natorp and
Wundt, bothered to write long reviews and
criticisms at all, or why younger Privatdoz-
enten like Heim and Palagyi as early as 1902
published whole books attacking Husserl's
arguments.
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In part the answer to this question has al-
ready been given above, in $o far as | have
mentioned, that by the late 1890s there al-
ready existed a strong interest among phi-
losophers in the border dispute between
experimental psychology and philosophy
proper. To this however, we must now add
that Husserl’'s Prolegomena was very much
a rhetorical masterpiece: the textualargu-
mentative strategy of the book was such that
it simply forced others to react. First of all,
Husserl's book differed from other, earlier,
antipsychologistic writings in being much
more detailed in its criticism and in singling
outits opponents by name. Husserl had cho-
sen his victims well: Sigwart's Logik was
generally regarded as the outstanding logi-
cal treatise of the time, Mach and Avenarius
had been opposed by both Wundtians and
Neokantians, Wundt was of course the psy-
chologistic thinker, and Mill's views were
contested by Dilthey as well as Windelband
and Rickert. For background, see Schnadel-
bach (1985), and Kéhnke (1986). Hussetl’s
attacks were often aggressive and insulting;
e.g. Husserl mentions Sigwart’s ideas as
“indicative of the low standards of purely log-
ical insights in our time” (1900: 68—69).
Moreover, Husserl constructed something
like an Idealtyp of what a fullfledged reliance
on psychology allegedly would lead to. Ear-
lier the word “psychologism” had been used
somewhat vaguely, but Husserl argued at
length for a firm link between psychologism,
naturalism and skeptical relativism. Thus
Husserl provided everyone, even his own
critics, with an elaborate category that could
be developed further, modified and enriched.
And, needless to say, once the link between
psychologism and relativism had become
convincing, anyone accused of being a psy-
chologist obviously had to defend himself.

Husserl also employed a clever strategy
of presenting himself and of choosing his
allies. By presenting himself as a converted
earlier proponent of psychologism, he visi-
bly and clearly separated himself from his
academic teachers like Brentano and
Stumpf, who were anything but hostile to-
wards experimental psychology. Wilhelm

Wundt noted this fact and spoke of Husserl's
book as a “captatio benevolentiae” (1910
601). As concerns allies, Husserl expressed
sympathies with the Neokantians, and quot-
ed approvingly Kant, Lotze, Windelband and
Natorp (1900: 84, 156, 213—227). Yet here
too his approval was mixed with challenge
and provocation, since Husserl suggested
that not even the Neokantians were immune
to the psychologistic disease (1200: 93,
123).

In sum, for a good part, Husserl's Logische
Untersuchungen could become the focus of
attention in the border dispute between psy-
chology and “pure” philosophy not only be-
cause it provided pure philosophers with a
powerful argumentative weapon, both
against each other and against experimen-
tal psychology, but also because no-one ac-
cused of psychologism could afford to ignore
the accusation. Others could try, and indeed
tried, to turn the charge against Husserl him-
self, but whatever the style and direction of
the various reactions, in subsequent gener-
ations of publications, Husser!'s text could
not be left uncited.

Why the debate quieted down after 1914

This brings us, finally, to the question of how
and why the controversy over psychologism
in general, and over Husserl’s arguments in
particular, ended. As far as | have been able
to determine, there is little reason to assume
that the debate ended by being rationally re-
solved. Neither did philosophers change their
mind over Husserl's arguments, nor did they
come to agree on one set of criteria for the
attributing of psychologism. instead, after the
First World War, philosophers lost interest,
not only in the problem of how to distinguish
between philosophy, philosophical psychol-
ogy and experimental psychology, but also
in the search for psychologistic tendencies
in their colleagues’ writings. The fate of two
books, both published in 1920 is telling in
this respect. Theodor Ziehen’s Lehrbuch der
Logik auf positivistischer Grundlage could
have been regarded as psychologistic by
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anyone’s criteria, but it was largely ignored.
Willy Moog's Logik, Psychologie und Psy-
chologismus provided not only an excellent
summary of earlier arguments pro and con-
tra Husserl, but also claimed to have caught
yet more philosophers redhanded. Again,
and unfortunately from Moog'’s point of view,
there was no outcry. He was ten years late
in his attack on psychologism, could not gain
credit from his peers and could do no better
than subsequently become a historian of ide-
as.
Why then was the controversy over psy-
chologism and the relation between psychol-
ogy and philosophy abandoned? In answer
to this question, | propose the following, in
part overlapping, suggestions.

A first reason why it was no longer equal-
ly popular among philosophers in the 1920s
fo accuse each other of psychologism or
psychologistic tendencies, might simply have
been that the accusation had worn itself out.
Already by the early 1910’s the accusation
had made so many rounds, that each and
everyone had been accused of psychologism
several times. As an argumentative weap-
on, this accusation at least, had lost much
of its earlier force.

A second reason is that already before the
war, thatis, in 1913, the “pure” philosophers
had taken the unprecedented step of organ-
izing themselves against the experimental
psychologists. When in 1912 the experimen-
tal psychologist Erich Jaensch was chosen
by the Philosophical faculty of Marburg as
the successor of Cohen, the latter's col-
league Paul Natorp protested in the leading
daily newspaper Frankfurter Zeitung. Early
on in the following year, Eucken, Husserl,
Natorp, Rickert, Riehl and Windelband or-
ganized a petition to all German universities
and ministeries of education, demanding that
no more chairs in philasophy should go to
experimental psychologists. The petition was
signed by 106 philosophers in Germany,
Austria and Switzerland, and was widely
debated in the German media. Husserl even
suggested to Natorp that the philosophers
form their own trade union (Holzhey, 1986:
398). Wundt's colleague and defender in
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Leipzig, the historian Karl Lamprecht pub-
licly called the philosophers’ initiative “pow-
er politics” and other experimental psychol-
ogists, including Wundt himself, answered
angrily. Without going into the details of the
exchanges (see Ash, 1980b), | suspect in
any case that the joint venture of the “pure”
philosophers made them eventually less in-
clined to attack each other for their alleged
psychologistic tendencies.

Third, even though the philosophers’ pe-
tition did not lead to a separation of experi-
mental psychology and philosophy “proper”,
the tide had already started to turn against
the experimentalists by 1912. During the fifth
congress of the Society for Experimental
Psychology in Berlin, psychologists had tried
hard to convince the politicians present of
the need for further chairs in psychology. Yet
by this time, the politicians themselves had
become somewhat disenchanted with exper-
imental psychology, since it had not pro-
duced the kind of knowledge that it had been
hoped to provide. For instance, during the
conference, the mayor of Berlin stated
straightforwardly that new chairs in psychol-
ogy would only come after the psychologists
provided concretely applicable results, fore-
most in the courtroom (Ash, 1980a: 278).
Indeed, after the war, the pure philosophers
managed to regain several chairs that had
earlier been held by experimentalists, where-
as the latter were soon provided with six new
chairs in applied psychology in institutes of
technology and commercial academies (Ash,
1980a: 282).

A fourth reason might have been the first
world war. Obviously during the period of the
war, academic politics and polemics had to
be set aside, or at least in the background,
since now it was more important to defend
and justify the German war aims, and argue
for the superiority of the German idealistic
spirit over French materialism and English
skepticism. Again, psychologism, the Ger-
man philosopher’s favorite invective had
some role to play. In blaming psychologism
on the English and the French, experimen-
talists and “pure” philosophers could be
found side by side. Wundt, in his Die Natio-
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nen und ihre Philosophie. Ein Kapitel zum
Weltkrieg, first published in 1915, spoke of
psychologism only in the context of his dis-
cussion of the spirit of English philosophy, a
spirit that was also characterized as utilita-
ristic egoism and striving for domination
(Wundt, 1918: 51, 139, 141). Wundt was fol-
lowed by Paul Natorp, who in his book Die
Seele des Deutschen (1918) linked psychol-
ogism closely to the anti-idealistic spirit of
the British and the French (Natorp, 1918: 23,
27).

Fifth, and finally, in the early 1920s, aca-
demic “pure” philosophy was confronted with
a generation that had gone through the ex-
periences of a long and bloody war, and a
generation that could not be kept interested
in philosophy of the dry Husserlian, Nator-
pian or Rickertian style. This fact was dra-
matically brought home to everyone by the
enormous success of Spengler's Untergang
des Abendlandes, a book that was notori-
ous in its disdain for academic philosophy.
Needless to say, Spengler was quickly ac-
cused of being a psychologistic thinker
(Messer, 1924), but this label hardly ham-
pered Spengler’s success. Academic philos-
ophers like Max Scheler and Martin
Heidegger, the new stars of the twenties,
provided a better answer to Scheler’s chal-
lenge. Even though the doctoral dissertations
of both had been criticisms of psychologism
(Scheler, 1901/1971; Heidegger, 1913/
1978), and even though in his Habilit-
ationsschriff of 1916 Heidegger had attempt-
ed to show that already Duns Scotus had
been on the guard against psychologism
(Heidegger, 1916/1978), both Heidegger and
Scheler were quick to abandon this wornout
topic and turn to more “existentialist” issues
in the late tens and in the twenties. While
the vigorous debates over psychologism in
general, and the debates over Husserl’s ar-
guments of the Logische Untersuchungen,
in particular, were quickly forgotten, within
the phenomenological-existentialist camp
Husserl's writings soon acquired the status
of classical texts. The arguments of his an-
tipodes of the turn of the century were no
longer remembered, either because these

antipodes had no direct students who car-
ried on their work, or because their work was
soon dealt with only by historians of psychol-
ogy, who even when they report on the bor-
der dispute between philosophy and psychol-
ogy, do not attend to the repercussions of
this dispute within pure philosophy itself. A
history of psychology which carries “psychol-
ogism” in its index, is yet to be found or writ-
ten.

Conclusion

Needless to say, the above sketch of a
sociological-historical account of the contro-
versy over psychologism in Germany around
the turn of the century leaves numerous im-
portant issues untouched and many ques-
tions unanswered. Some authors in science
studies have demanded that scientific con-
troversies be studied with more then fifty var-
iables in mind (Brante & Elzinga, 1990: 36);
here | have dealt at most with three or four.
| am presently in the very early stages of writ-
ing a book on the central controversies in
German philosophy between the 1880°s and
the 1920's, and perhaps within a decade or
two | can replace the superficial sketch pre-
sented here with a more finegrained picture.

Yet, even the rudimentary bird's-eye-view
of the debate given above, might suggest to
some, not only that sociological-historical
studies of philosophy can throw new light on
central episedes in the history of philosophy,
but also that such studies provide new in-
sights for philosophers like Unger and Re-
scher, that is, for philosophers that are in-
terested in philosophical disagreements as
a philosophical topic.

Moreover, the above sketch also invites
the formulation of a number of hypotheses
concerning the shape and structure of phil-
osophical controversies. Being derived from
a case study of only one controversy, these
hypotheses might easily and soon turn out
to be wrong, but bold and falsifiable hypoth-
eses are better then none. Some might also
regard these hypotheses as trivial, but then
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in a virginal area like the sociology of philo-
sophical knowledge this can hardly be avoid-
ed.

(1) Philosophical controversies are decid-
edly more fuzzy than controversies in the
natural sciences. Often it is only by hindsight
that we can identify the members of the
groups and camps that disagreed. This is
because, compared with natural scientists,
philosophers are much less inclined to co-
operate with one another, even if the other
holds a similar view with respect to the con-
tested issue. Usually, even individuals who
are on the same side of the divide, as we
see it today, can be found accusing one an-
other of providing insufficient arguments
against the common opponent and thus at-
tacking one another of being closet advo-
cates of the joint enemy’s position. Or, to put
this observation into the now popular war-
fare idiom: philosophers’ wars are wars of
all against all, rather than clashes of two ar-
mies,

(2) Like controversies in the natural sci-
ences, the emergence of philosophical con-
troversies often are cases of boundary work
(cf. Brante & Elzinga, 1990: 41). Controver-
sies in philosophy are often triggered when
parts of, or the whole of, the philosophical
community feel endangered by the success
and appeal! of one or several antidisciplines.
In such cases, philosophers then start to
search for hidden tendencies in each others
work, tendencies that allegedly provide an
insufficient defense against usurpation. To
study German philosophy of the late 19th and
early 20th century is especially telling in this
respect, not in the least because the Ger-
mans have a special way of doing things with
words. After all, we owe to the Germans such
marvels of philosophical terminology as psy-
chologism, sociologism, biologism, and his-
torism. And this list could easily be contin-
ued for some time. Typically, the criteria for
attributing any of these “isms” are highly id-
iosyncratic, thus ensuring that the charge can
make numerous rounds.

(3) The focal point of philosophical con-
troversies can be, and perhaps, typically are,
a very small number of books and articles.
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To become such a focal point, a text must
be bold in its accusations, preferably short,
and highly rhetorical. The sharper the tone,
and the more straightforwardly the book pro-
vides its readers with a catchphrase to which
it can subsequently be reduced, the better.
(E.g. Husserl's equation of psychologism
with skeptical relativism.)

(4) In philosophical controversies, charg-
es of relativism, irrationalism, total skepticism
and the like occupy a much more central role
then in other sciences. In part, this is due to
the fact that philosophical controversies are
followed both by a wider audience of schol-
ars in other fields and by the public at large.
Strengthening one's position in the eyes of
these wider audiences, by linking one’s op-
ponents’ views to unreason and moral de-
fect, is a temptation that philosophers are
too weak to resist.

(5) Philosophical controversies are to use
terminology now standard in the study of sci-
entific controversies (Engelhardt & Caplan,
1987; Brante & Elzinga, 1990: 41—42)
“abandoned” rather than “resolved”. They do
not end because one side succeeds in per-
suading its opponents by means of what all
sides accept as facts and arguments. Rath-
er philosophical disputes are put to rest be-
cause one or both sides loose interest and
turn to new disagreements or return to old
ones.

Obviously, if any of our “pure” philoso-
phers of the turn of the century were still
around to read this paper, they would un-
doubtedly want to know whether inquiries
such as the one outlined above can ever
prove that only power and chance prevails
in philosophy, whether such studies can
prove that some sort of metalevel relativism
with respect to philosophy is true, or wheth-
er we can learn anything from them for sys-
tematic questions, such as whether or not
psychologism is a tenable doctrine. | take it
that the answers to all of these questions is
negative. Case studies can merely weaken
our intuitions or philosophical views on rela-
tivism or absolutism but usually they cannot
replace more general, philosophical argu-
ments.
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Yet, if the “pure” philosopher then were to

go on to say that sociologically minded stud-
ies of the history of philosophy indirectly en-
danger the true philosophical spirit of rational
inquiry, and that such historical studies are
no longer philosophy proper, one should re-
mind him that the debate over whether or
not the history of philosophy has any right
within philosophy proper is just one more of
those great controversies in 19th and 20th
century German philosophy, a controversy
that is not only interconnected with the de-
bate over psychologism, but also a contro-
versy that still awaits its sociological-histor-
ical deconstruction.

LITERATURE

Ash, M.

1980a “Academic Politics in the History of Science:
Experimental Psychology in Germany, 1879—
1941.” Central European History XlII: 255—286.

1980b “Wilhelm Wundt and Oswald Killpe on the [nsti-
tutional Status of Psychelogy: An Academic Con-
troversy in Histarical Context.” Pp. 396421 in W.
G. Bringmann and R. D. Tweney (eds.), Wundt

Studies. A Centennial Collection, Toronto:
Hogrefe.

Bloor, D.

1976 Knowledge and Social Imagery. London:

Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Brante T. & A. Elzinga
1990 “Towards a theory of scientific controversies." Sci-
ence Studies 2: 3346.

Brentano, Fr.

1911/1959 Psychologie vom Empirischen Standpunkt,
2. Band, 2. Auflage, ed. by O. Kraus. Hamburg:
Meiner.

Cohen, H.
1914/1977 Logik der reinen Erkenntnis, Einleitung von
H. Holzhey. Hildesheim: Olms.

Cohn, J.

1904 "Psychologische oder kritische Begrindung der
Asthetik.” Archiv fir Philosophie, Neue Folge, X.
Band, 2. Heft: 131159,

Collins, H.M.
1985 Changing Order. Replication and Induction in
Scienitific Practice. l.ondon: SAGE Publications.

Diithey, W.

1894/1974 “ldeen (ber eine beschreibende und
zergliedernde Psychologie.” Pp. 136240 in W.
Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften V, ed. by G. Misch.

Stuttgart: Teubner.

1911 “Die Typen der Weltanschauung und ihre Ausbil-
dung in den metaphysischen Systemen.” Pp, 151
in W. Dilthey et al., Weltanschauung. Berlin: Re-
ichl & Co.

Engelhardt, H. and A. Caplan (eds.)

1987 Scientific controversies. Case studies in the res-
olution and closure of dispute in science and tech-
nalogy. Cambridge: University Press.H Erdmann,
B

1907 ngische Elementariehrs, Zweite, vdllig umgear-
beitete Auflage, Halle: Niemeyer.

Erdmann, J.E.

1866/1964 Die Deutsche Philosophie seit Hegels Tode,
mit giner Einleitung von H. Libbe. Stuttgart: From-
mann Verlag.

Harré, R. et al.

1985 “Antagonism and Interaction: The Relations of
Philosophy to Psychology.” Pp. 378420 in C. E.
Buxton (ed.), Points of View in the Modern Histo-
ry of Psychology. Orlando: Academic Press.

Heidegger, M.

1913/1978 "Die Lehre vom Urteil im Psychologismus.
Ein kri-tischpositiver Beitrag zur Logik.” Pp. 52188
in M. Heidegger, Frihe Schriften, ed. by Fr.W.
von Herrmann, Gesamtausgabe, Band 1.

1916/1978 “Die Kategorien und Bedeutungslehre des
Duns Scotus."Pp. 189411 in M. Heidegger, Fruhe
Schriften, ed. by Fr.W. von Herrmann, Gesam-
tausgabe, Band 1.

Heim, K.

1902 Psychologismus oder Antipsychologismus? En-
twurf einer erkenntnistheoretischen Fundamen-
tierung der modernen Energetik. Berlin: Schwet-
schke.

Holzhey, H.
1986 Der Marburger Neukantianismus in Quellen. Ba-
sel/Stuttgart: Schwabe.

Husserl, E.

1900/01 Logische Untersuchungen, 2 Bande. Halle:
Niemeyer.

1911/1987 "Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft.” In
E. Husserl, Aulsédtze und Vortrage (19111921),
Husserliana XXV, ed. by Th. Nenon & H. R. Sepp.
Dordrecht: Nijhoff.

1913/1950 Ideen zu einer reinen Phanomenologie und
ph&nomenologischen Philosophie. Erstes Buch:
Allgemeineg Einfuhrung in die reine Phanomenol-
ogie, Husserliana Ill, ed. by W. Biemel. Haag:
Nijhoff.

Katz, J.J.
1981 Language and Other Abstract Objects. Totawa,
N.J.: Rowman and Littlewood.

Kéhnke, K.

1986 Entstehung und Aufstieg des Neukantianismus.
Die deutsche Universitatsphilosophie zwischen
Idealismus und Positivismus. Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp.

57



SCIENCE STUDIES 2/1991

Kilpe, O.

1911 Die Philosophie der Gegenwart in Deutschland.
Leipzig: Teubner.

1921 Einleitung in die Philosophie, Zehnte verbesserte
Auflage, ed. by A. Messer. Leipzig: Hirzel.

Kusch, M.

1989 Language as Calculus vs. Language as Univer-
sal Medium. A Study in Husserl, Heidegger and
Gadamer. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

1991 Foucault's Strata and Fields. An Investigation into
Archaeological and Genealogical Science Stud-
ies. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Latour, B. & S. Woolgar
1986 Laboratory Life. The Construction of Scientific
Facts, 2. edition. Princeton, N.J.: University Press.

Latour, B.
1987 Science in Action. Milton Keynes: Open Univer-
sity Press.

Lepenies, W.
1978 “Wissenschaftsgeschichte und Disziplingeschich-
te.” Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 4: 437451

Lewis, D.
1983 Philosophical Papers, Vol. 1. Oxford: University
Press.

Lipps, Th.

1905 “Inhalt und Gegenstand: Psychologie und Logik.”
Pp. 511669 in Sitzungsberichte der phil.philol. und
der histor. Kiasse der Kgl. Bayer. Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Heft V.

Macnamara, J.
1986 A Border Dispute. The Place of Logic in Psychol-
ogy, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press.

Maier, H.

1914 "Logik und Psychologie.” Pp. 311378 in Festschrift
fir Alois Riehl, von Freunden und Schilern zu
seinem siebzigsten Geburtstage dargebracht,
Niemeyer, Halle a. S.

Marbe, K.

1912 “Die Bedeutung der Psychologie fir die (brigen
Wissenschaften und die Praxis.” Fortschritte der
Psychologie und ihrer Anwendungen, 1. Band, 1.

Meinong, A.

1904/1913 “Uber Gegenstandstheorie” (1904}, in A.
Meinong, Abhandlungen zur Erkenntnistheorie
und Gegenstandstheorie. Leipzig: Barth.

1912 “Fiir die Psychologie und gegen den Psycholo-
gismus in der allgemeinen Werttheorie.” Logos
Ii: 114.

Messer, A.

1913 Geschichte der Philosophie vom Beginn des 19.
Jahrhunderts bis zur Gegenwart. Leipzig: Quelle
& Meyer.

1924 Oswald Spengler als Philosoph. Stuttgart: Streck-
er und Schréder.

58

Michaltschew, D.
1909 Philosophische Studien. Beitrdge zur Kritik des
modernen Psychologismus. Leipzig: Engelmann.

Moag, W.

1920 Logik, Psychologie und Psychologismus. Wissen-
schaftssystematische Untersuchungen. Halle a.
S.: Niemeyer.

Natorp, P.

1887 “Uber objektive und subjektive Begrlindung der
Erkenntnis.” Philosophische Monatshefte 23:
257286.

1901 “Zur Frage der logischen Methode. Mit Beziehung
auf Edm. Husserls 'Prolegomena zur reinen
Logik'.” Kantstudien VI: 270283,

1912a Allgemeine Psychologie nach kritischer Meth-
ode. Tlbgingen: Mohr.

1912b “Kant und die Marburger Schule.” Kantstudien
XVil: 193221.

1918 Die Seele des Deutschen. Jena: Diederichs.

Nelson, L.

1908/1973 “Uber das sogenannte Erkenntnisproblem.”
Pp. 59394 in L. Nelson, Geschichte und Kritik der
Erkenntnistheorie. Gesammelte Schriften in neun
Banden, 2. Band, ed. by P. Bernays et. al. Ham-
burg: Meiner.

Notturno, M. A.

1985 Objectivity, Rationality and the Third Realm: Jus-
tification and the Grounds of Psychologism. A
Study of Frege and Popper. Dardrecht, Nijhoff.

Notturno, M. A. (ed.)
1989 Perspectives on Psychologism. Leiden: Brill.

Palagyi, M.
1902 Der Streit der Psychologisten und Formalisten in
derimodernen Logik. Leipzig: Engelmann.

Passmore, J.
1968 A Hundred Years of Philosophy. Harmondsworth,
Penguin Books.

Rescher, N.
1985 The Strife of Systems. Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press.

Rickert, H.

1904 Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis. Einfihrung in die
Transzendentalphilosophie, Zweite, verbesserte
und erweiterte Auflage. Tlbingen: Mohr.

1909 “Zwei Wege der Erkenntnistheorie. Transcenden-
talpsychologie und Transcendentallogik.” Kant-
studien 14: 169228.

Scheler, M.

1901/1971 "Die transzendentale und die psycholo-
gische Methode. Eine grundsétzliche Erdrterung
zur philosophischen Methodik.” Pp. 197—336 in
M. Scheler, Frihe Schriften, ed. by M. Scheler &
M. S. Frings. Bern und Miinchen: Francke.

Schnadelbach, H.
1984 Philosophy in Germany 1831—1933, Translated
by E. Matthews. Cambridge: University Press.



MARTIN KUSCH

Schuppe, W.

1801 “Zum Psychologismus und zum Normcharakter
der Logik. Eine Ergénzung zu Husserl's 'Lo-
gischen Untersuchungen'.” Archiv fir Philosophie,

VII. Band: 122.

Shapin, S.
1982 “History of Science and Its Sociological Recon-
struction.” History of Science 20: 157—211.

Sigwart, C.
1921 Logik, vierte, durchgesehene Auflage, besorgt von
H. Maier. Tibingen: Mobr.

Unger, P.
1984 Philosophical Relativity. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wilson, E. O.
1977 “Biology and the Social Sciences.” Daedalus 2:
127—140.

Windelband, W.

1909 Die Philosophie im deutschen Geistesleben des
XIX. Jahrhunderts. FUnf Vorlesungen. Tilbingen,
Mohr.

Wundt, W.

1904/1914 “Die Psychologie am Beginn des zwanzig-
sten Jahrhunj derts.” Pp. 163231 in W. Wundt,
Reden und Aufsétze, 2. Auflage. Leipzig: Krén-
er.

1910 “Psychologismus und Logizismus”, Pp. 511634 in
Kleine Schriften, Erster Band. Leipzig: Engel-
mann.

1913 Die Psychologie im Kampf ums Dasein. Leipzig:
Engel-mann.

1914 Sinnliche und lbersinnliche Welt. Leipzig: Krén-

er.

1915 Die Nationen und ihre Philosophie. Ein Kapitel
zum Weltkrieg. Stuttgart: Krdner.

1920 Erlebtes und Erkanntes. Stuttgart: Kroner.

Ziehen, Th.

1920 Lehrbuch der Logik auf positivistischer Grundlage
mit Bericksichtigung der Geschichte der Logik.
Bonn: A. Marcus & E. Webers Verlag.

Martin Kusch

Department of Philosophy
University of Toronto
Toronto, Ontario M55 1 A1
Canada

Department of History
University of Qulu
Kasarmintie 8
SF-90100 Oulu
Finland

59



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




