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THE PSYCHOLOGY OF JAXOB FRIEDRICH FRIES
(1773-1843): ITS CONTEXT,
NATURE, AND HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

DAVID E. LEARY
University of New Hampshire

Most German philosophers in the early nineteenth century
were devoted, to the idealistic « completion » of Immanuel
Kant’s critical philosophy. A few independent philosophers, how-
ever, were preoccupied with the elaboration of a non-idealistic,
and less speculative, conclusion to Kant’s thought. Among the
earliest opponents of the speculative idealists was Jakob Frie-
drich Fries (1773-1843), a philosopher of wide-ranging inte-
rests who might have had a much greater impact upon the
course of German philosophy had his liberal political affilia-
tions not curtailed his academic career. As it was, his influence
was considerable anyway. One aspect of this influence is of
patticular interest: in his reaction against idealism, and in his
own « completion » of Kant, Fries laid the foundation for the
development and acceptance of psychology as an independent
science.

Like the idealists, Fries acknowledged Kant as his most im-
portant predecessor. In fact, he claimed that he alone was the
true follower of Kant since he alone had developed the critical
basis rather than the speculative implications of Kant’s philoso-
phy. Maintaining that knowledge of the transcendent is impossi-
ble, Fries rejected the attempts of the idealists to reduce rea-
lity to a system of absolute truths. Instead he concentrated, as
did Kant, upon the discovery of the critical bases of know-
ledge. Methodologically, he relied upon analitical, descriptive,
and deductive procedures rather than the constructive metaphy-
sical reasoning of the idealists. In the course of his efforts, he
contributed new procedures and distinctions to the critical phi-
losophy, and he came to the conclusion that psychology is the

The preparation of this research article was supporied by a grant from the
United States National Science Foundation (Grant No. SES-8008051).
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furidamental science and the foundation of philosophy. Having
established the tritical foundation of khowledge by means of
psychelogy; he proceeded; as Kant had intended, to davelop a
system of metaphysics which, he claimed, remained within the
limits of human understandlng He also developed the
« psychic anthropology » By which he hoped to establish psycho-
logy upon a steady and lasting foundation. Through all these
endeavors, he brought to the fore the conceptual possibility of .
a scientific psychology.

THE RELATION OF FRIES AND HIS WORK TO EARLY
NINETEENTH-CENTURY GERMAN PHILOSOPHY

Fries bégan his philosophical ruminations while a student at
the Moravian Academy' in Herrenhut!. From 1792 to 1795,
he was taught Kantian philosophy as interpreted by Karl Leon-
hard Reéinhold. Reinhold (1971) stressed the principle of con-
sciousness as the immediate and irreducible fact of phllosophy
He also emphasized that the goal of philosophy was to give a
descrxptlve account of consciousness, of a « phenomenology ».
That which is a priorj in consciousness, Reinhold maintained,
cannot be proven; it can only be discovered and described.
These tenets of Reinhold had a very significant influence upon
Fries’s thought, but Fries was not completely satisfied with
Reinhold’s interpretation of Kant. For that reason, Fries began
his own critical reading of Kant’s works, seeking to discover
not only what Kant himself had said, but, more importantly,
how Kant had come to his conclusions. Thus, from the very
beginning when Fries was first attracted to philosophy (and
away from the dogmatic System of the Moravians), it was the
fundamental issue of methodology that interested Fries.

This interest was further developed when Fries left the Mora-
vians in 1795 and went to Leipzig to study philosophy. There
he came under the influence of Ernst Platner (1772; 2d rev.
ed., 1790), a philosopher with medical and psychological inter-
ests who. stressed the importance of empiricism in the form of
self-observation. Platner thus not only reinforced Reinhold’s si-

! The biographical details regarding Fries have been gathered ptimarily from
Henke (1867) and_ Eggeling (1878).
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mjlar emphasis’ upon self-observation, he also contributed to
the psychological solution of Fries’s increasing corcerp about
the critical ]ust1f1cat1on of the critical method itself. Also at
Leipzig, Fries came into contact with the thought of Friedrich
Heinrich Jacobi (1787; 2d ed., 18151 Jacobl’é philosophy
of faith and feeling corrol;orated the p1et1st1c influence which
the Moravians had had upon. Fries. Fries’s convinction that
knowledge is ultimately based upon a feehng, or immediate
cognition, and .that the noumenal existence of the thmgs which
appear to us can only be confirmed by faith, js a consequence
of this dual heritage of Pietism and ]acobmn ph1losophy
From Jacobi, too, came another reinforcement, of the importance
of self-observation. This theme, which was to. be- central to
Fries’s psychological development of Kant’s critical p losophy
can thus be traced to the combined influence of Reihhold, Plat-
ner, and Jacobi. Despite Fries’s objection to certain aspects
of the thought of each of these philosophers, it can therefore
be said that the positive basis of Fries’s « completion» of
Kant was provided by Reinhold, Platper, and Jacobi.

The negative basis — that against wh1ch Fries reacted at
the beginning of his philosophical development — was the idea;
listic philosophy of Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1794). Fries. beca-"
me well acquainted with this ph1losoph1cal system in 1797 afs
ter he transferred to Jena explicitly in order to study with
Fichte. From the start Fichte’s speculative discourses aropsed
Fries’s opposition. Fries halntually returned to, his room after
Fichte’s lectures and wrote point-by-point rebuttals This, practi-
ce in written polemic served Fries well when' in 1803 he-wrote
Reinbold, Fichte und Schelling, his very effective diatribe
against the idealistic tendencies in post—Kant1an philosophy
This work brought Fries a good deal of notice and a reputa-
t1§n as one of the more brilliant up-and-coming young philoso-
phers.

Well before that time, however, Fries {1798a, b, ¢, d, e
had already established the copstructive basis of his. later work
in a series of five articles. As a portent of thmgs to come,, all
these articles dealt with psychology and, to varying degrees,
with the issue of the relation between psychology, metaphy-
sics, and the critical philosophy. The most significant of thése
articles, “ Uber das Verhiltnis der empirischen Psyeholome
zur Metaphys1k (On the Relation of Empirical. Psychology to
Metaphysics), provides an excellent summary of- Fries’s phlloso-
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phical program. Fries’s later writings, particularly his major
works, elaborate the themes he fitst expressed in this article.
Thus, at the age of twenty-five, Fries had already developed
his own unique philosophical viewpoint. Though historically re-
lated to the thought of Kant, Reinhold, Platner, and Jacobi,
this viewpoint was a singular departure from the various systems
of these philosophers. We shall examine its methodological
and docttinal infovations in the next section, and its psychologi-
cal tenets in the section after that. Here we shall continue to
outline the history of Fries’s life and individual wotks.
Following his polemical tract, Reinbold, Fichte und Schel-
ling, Fries published two early book-length expositions of his
thought, first in 1804 for a philosophical audience (in System
der Philosopbie als evidente Wissenschaft, or System of Philoso-
phy as Evident Science) and then in 1805 for a more popular
audience (in Wissen, Glaube und Abnung, or Knowledge, Fai-
th, and Presentiment). In 1805 he was invited to Heidelberg
as professor of philosophy and mathematics. In Heidelberg, in
1807, Fries published his three-volume masterwork, Neue Kri-
tik der Vernunft (New Critique of Reason), which, as the title
suggests, was intended to establish Kant’s critical philosophy
on a new basis. In the second edition of this work, published
between 1828 and 1831, Fries amended the title to reflect the
precise nature of this new basis. It" was, he indicated, a Newe
oder anthropologische Kritik der Vernunft (New or Anthropolo-
gical [i. e., Empirical Psychological]l Critique of Reason).
In the remaining yeats at Heidelberg Fries published a num-
ber of works, including his System der Logik in 1811, a criti-
que of Schelling’s philosophy of art in 1812, and several tracts
on natural science in 1813, These latter tracts reflect an aspect of
Fries’s work which has gone unnoted up until now — Fries’s
interest in mathematics and the natural sciences. As eatly as
his time in the Academy of the Moravians, Fries excelled in
the study of both mathematics and the natural sciences, and he
continued his study in these two areas at Jena. In fact, in
1802 he published “Versuch einer neuen Darstellung der Theo-
rien des Lichtes und der Wirme” (Essay on a New Presenta-
tion of the Theories of Light and Heat), and in 1803 he publi-
shed a tract on Regulative fiir die Therapeutik nach beuristi-
schen Grundsitzen der Naturphilosophie aufgestellt (Regula-
tions for Therapeutics Set Forth According to Heuristic Princi-
ples of Natural Philosophy). This tract on physiological thera-
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peutics is a largely forgotten work which merits attention for
its very suggestive and innoyative ideas. For our purposes, ho-
wever, its major significance is that it was an eatly presenta-
tion of ideas which were given different, and more systematic,
expression in 1822, in Fries’s important Die mathematische Na-
turphilosopbie (The Mathematical Philosophy of Nature).
This mathematical philosophy, and Fries’s defense.of mecha-
nical explanation in the natural sciences, put Fries into rather
direct opposition to the Nazurphilosophie of the idealists. Oppo-
sing the use of teleology as an explanatory principle in natural
science, Fries went even further than Kant in philosophically
justifying the « Newtonian » approach to natural science. Unli-
ke Kant, who did not amend his evaluation of chemistry after
Lavoisier’s work, Fries included chemistry among the natural
sciences proper, and he refused to admit the explanation of life
according to teleological principles. (In fact, it was his espou-
sal of mechanical explanation in biology that led his disciple,
Matthias Jakob Schleiden, to important new results and theo-
ties in the study of plant life) 2. But the major point to be
made is that Fries was very well informed in the areas of
natural science and was an innovator in the philosophy of scien-
ce®. In fact, he was one of the very few philosophers whom
German empirical scientists continued to respect and read du-
ring the age of idealist philosophy *. As we shall see, his con-
cern about the sciences of « outer nature » — which was his
only concetn in Die mathematische Philosophie — was accom-
panied by his interest elsewhere in the sciences of « inner natu-

2 Schleiden (1854), the founder of modern cytology, gave-credit to Fries for
having originally suggested the idea of explaining organic processes by analogy
with crystallization processes.

3 Besides extending Kant’s philosophy of natural science to include chemistry
and biology, and adding morphological and phenomenoclogical considerations to
the theoty of movement, Fries is credited with important innovations in the
philosophy of mathematics. In fact, Nelson (1962; trans., 1970-71) has said
that Fries «is the real founder of modern axiomatics; for he was the first
not only to pose the problem of this science in general terms, but to work
at it systematically » (Vol. 2, p. 167).

4 E.g., Schleiden referred to Fries as zhe philosopher of natural science;
Alexander von Humboldt apptoved of his natural scientific works; and Carl
Friedrich Gauss, the gteat mathematician and astronomer, told a student that
his time at the university would be well spent if the but learned to understand
and value Fries’s Die mathematische Naturphilosopbie (Henke, 1867, p. 226).
For a review of Fries’s philosophy of the natural sciences, see Nobis (1972);
regarding its impact on Schleiden, see Buchdahl (1973).
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re'». Though he maiﬁtaineid"that the natural scientific study of
«‘outer ndture » was based upon -different. metaphysmal (i e
conceptual or categorical) principles than the sciences of « in-
‘ner natuté », hé did not assigh to the scierices of outer nature
an eplstemologlcally dlfﬁerent status. Both types of science; he
said, were équally valid & theoreticdl sciences » insofar as they
were both féunded fipon a pricri principles. I shall have more
to!$ayabout the principles’of ‘psychology later in this article.
Fries wrote Die mathematisché Naturphilosophie and va-
‘rious subsequent treatises on mathematical and natural scientific
topics* (the most 1mportant being Fries, 1826, 1839, and 1842)
under greatly changed circumstances in the- post-He1de1berg years
of his Tife: These chariged conditions stemmed from his return
to, Jena (ds pfofessor of theoretical philosophy) in 1816 and
his ifivolvemeénrit thete and at the Wattburg Festival of 1817 in
libefal, natjopalistic political activities. In a series of private
arid- plibhc Addresses he encouraged the political aetivism of
student groups-and was Gutspoken in h1$ desire for constitutio-
nal’ goverfimeht: “These political convictions-ant behavior arou-
sed the opposition of authorities in both Berlin and Vienna,
parfcicu’lal;ly hfter a'student who was loosely assdciated with Fries
mutdered a' stspeeted government spy in¢ 1819: Fries had al-
ready been passed bver in 1818 as a candidate for the chair of
philosoply in’Betlin because of his political involvement; now
"he lost his position at Jerta. Not until 1824 was Fries reinsta-
'téd at Jetia, and then only as professor of mathematics and
physics. Althbugh~he was allowed to have a sthall number of
private students in philosophy, he did not receive full Lebr-
freibeit (freedom in teaching) until 1838. That is, he was not
allowed to, lecture publicly on, philosophy for almost twenty
years — the twenty +years in which he was at the height of
powers and in which the idealism he so totally opposed. conque-
“red the German academic world.in the guise of Hegelianism.
It is very unlikely that Fries could have stemmed the tide of
speculative idealism even under the best of circumstances. But
he might well have become better known, and his philosophy
might have received greater recbghition as a viable alternative
to the reigning idealism, had he .not suffered political repres-
siof. Indeed if Fries' had not -been politically censured, he
very posslbly would have receftizd; the appointment to the Ber-
lin*chair that went instedd to Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel,
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who was then not as well known as Fries®. Had the appoint-
ment gone to Fries the course of German philosophy might
have been altered, slightly yet significantly. But as a matter of
historical fact Fries did not receive the Berlin chair, and the
fact that Fries was censured and lost his public audience at preci-
sely the same time that a philosophy very different from his
own was rising to dominance was too great a liability to be
offset. Even though he commanded great love and respect
from the academic community at Jena throughout his exile
and the rest of his life, and although a small group of dedica-
ted followers and natural scientists remained faithful to him,
Fries was never able to fulfill the promise of fame and influen-
ce that was his at an earlier age.

Nonetheless Fries was very productive in the years between
1819 and his death in 1843. Besides works in mathematics
and natural science, and numerous reviews and short works,
Fries wrote treatises on the philosophy of politics, ethics, ae-
sthetics, religion, and the history of philosophy ¢. He also ex-
panded the « psychic anthropology » that was the foundation
of his Neue Kritik der Vernunft into a book-length Handbuch
der psychischen Anthropologie (Handbook of Psychic Anthropo-
logy, 1820-21) with which we shall be concerned in the sec-
tion on Fries’s psychology. In 1824, he wrote his System der
Metaphysik (System of Metaphysics) in which he gave systema-
tic expression to his distinctions between the metaphysics of
outer and inner nature; knowledge, belief, and presentiment;
and five different ways of viewing reality. And he took time
to revise his System der Logik in 1819 and again in 1837, his

5 Though younger by three years, Fries advanced much more quickly than
Hegel through the German academic system. Both had begun their teaching
careers in Jena in 1801, and both were made associate professors (ausserorden-
tlicher Professor) there in 1805, But Fries was a far more popular lecturer and
also much quicker in developing and writing about his own unique philosophical
viewpont. By 1805 he had written three books and was offered the chair of
philosophy and mathematics at Heidelberg, In 1807, when Hegel published his
first book, Phinomenologie des Geistes, Fries published his masterwork, Neue
Kritik der Vernunft. When Hegel {inally received the call to a professorship in
1816, it was to the chair at Heidelberg that Fries had vacated in order to
accupy the more prestigious chair at Jena. Only with Hegel’s appointment
at Berlin in 1818 did Hegel pass Fries in status and fame. See Kaufmann
(1966, pp. 92, 96, 176).

6 For a list of these and all of Fries’s published writings, see [Fries’s
Bibliography] (1937). Vol. 26 of the Simtliche Schriften, when it appears,
will contain a bibliography of writings by and about Fries.
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Neue Kritik der Vernunft in 1828-31, and his Handbuch der
psychischen Anthropologie in 1837-39. .

The total number of Fries’s writings, which will fill twenty-
six volumes in the completed modern edition of His works, is a
testament to the fact that Fries was a very hard-working and
very well-rounded philosopher. His' intérests were both theoreti-
‘cal and pratical, scientific and religious, critical and yet ‘consttuc-
tive. Though he denied that man can know the absolute ‘truth
about reality, and thus criticized the idealists’ belief that krio-
wledge can be systematized once and for all?, he did assert
that man can, and should, reach a level of theoretical and practi-
‘cal knowledge which will help him understand and ditect his
life. Fries attempted to contribute to man’s enlightenment in
*viftually every area of theory and practice. In doing so, he felt
compelled to oppose the- dominant philosophical trends of his
day. In the following section we will conéentrate on the cen-
tral aspect of Fries’s work that stands in partitular opposition
to eatly nineteenth-century Germar idealism — his psychologi-
cal « completion » of Kant.

FRIES’S PSYCHOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF KANT’S
CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

As much as Fries opposed the idealistic « completion » of
Kant,.he did not blame the idealists entirely for their metaphysi-
cal, or « transcendental », interpretation of the Kantian herita-
ge. The fault, Fries felt, was to a great extent Kant’s own. For

7 In opposition to the speculative idealists, Fries felt that metaphysical
principles (intuitional forms, catégories of understanding, and ideas of reason)
were regulative, not constitutive. They cannot, he maintained, tell us about
the actual nature of reality; and systematizing them, however useful, can
never lead us beyond the phenomenological limits of our knowledge to any
final, absolute truth. Indeed, Fries claimed that there are different ways of
« knowing », different points of view, or worldviews (Weltansichten); ie.,
different « systems», of principles for understanding reality. One can view
reality as physical, either explaining it according to laws or describing and
classifying it phenomenologically; or one can view reality from the viewpoint
of inner mentality; or according to ethico-political norms; or finally according
to religio-aesthetic ideals. Each approach is valid in itself, though the religio-
aesthetic view is the highest possible since it puts one in touch with the
highest of values. But the religio-aesthetic view is not knowledge in the narrow
sense. It provides a «presentiment» of absolute reality, not the certain
knowledge that the idealists claimed to have reached.
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as brilliant as Kant was, and as epoch-making as were his disco-
veries, he had-failed in the final analysis to definitively establish
the critical philosophy (Fries, 1807, Vol. 1, pp. xv, 28-31;
1820-21, Vol. 1, p. 100). That is, he had failed to clarify and
justify the exact nature of the critical method. Having discove-
red the various a priori intuitions, forms, and ideas which cha-
racterize the human mind, he had not adequately specified and
validated the means by which he had made these important
discoveries. Indeed, he had not even addressed himself to the
issue, and he had unwittingly complicated the problem in the
second edition of Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Critique of Pure
Reason) by substituting a « transcendental » (or « objective »)
deduction of the categories of understanding in the place of
the « subjective » deduction found in the first edition. In a
very short time, the development of the implications of this
transcendental deduction led to speculative idealism, even though
Kant himself (1781; 2d rev. ed., 1787; trans., 1965) had
vigorously denied that his apptoach constituted a transcenden-
tal idealism and insisted that the revision of the second edition
represented no change in his thought (pp. 33-37 [B]). Kant’
had not realized that this revision had introduced what seemed
to be a fundamental ambiguity into his doctrine. By doing so,
it planted the seeds of future dissent between the idealists
who followed the lead of the transcendental deduction and
Fries who maintained that the original edition of the Kritik
der reinen Vernunft, with its more subjective or psychological
approach, was closer to the true critical method.

The general problem involved in this issue was one that had
engaged Fries’s attention since the very beginning of his study
of Kantian philosophy, namely, how did Kant come to his con-
clusions? Whereas Kant had sought a secure foundation upon
which to establish philosophy, Fries went one step further,
seeking to determine how such a foundation could be consttruc-
ted. That is, Fries set himself the task of submitting the criti-
cal philosophy itself to a critical analysis in ordet to determine
the exact nature of the critical method. Or, to exptess it in yet
two more ways, Fries wanted to determine how the critical
method provides knowledge and thus what kind of knowledge
is provided by the critical method. The idealists implicitly main-
tained that the critical philosophy, by means of transcendental
analysis, yields metaphysical knowledge about the nature of
reality. Fries did not agree.
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As mentiohed in the historical survey above, Friés reached

his own view of thé critical philosophy as 4early -as 1798 in
“Uber das Verhiltnis der empirischen Ps‘ycholog1e zur Meta-
physik”. In this article Fries first -expressed’ his conviction
that; just as the critical phxlosophy is the foundation of meta-
phys1cs propet, so in turn is-empirical psychology the founda-
tion of the critical philosophy. At-bottom, Fries $aid, the criti-
cal method provides knotledge by a regressive ana1y51s which
begins with the empirical facts of consciousness; thus, the criti-
cal method leads to empirical, not metaphysical, knowledge.
Though what comes to be krown are the a priori forms of
thought, the knowledge of these forms is itself a posteriori. It
is the consequence'of an experienced chain of analysis. In
short, “Fries maintained that we come to know the a priori
forms in ouf thought only as a matter of experience. Those
forms themselves are there all the time, but before our critical
analysis we are not conscious of them and they are not a
matter of éxplicit knowledge. The critical phﬂosophy, then, al-
though it provides knowledge of the a priori and necessary
elements in our understandmg, is itself an empirical science
based upon the analysis of cognitive state with which' we beco-
me familiar through self-observation. Thus, the critical philoso-
phy depends upon psychology!
* This ‘conclusion would have surprised Kant, of course, and
?‘nes knew it. Despite the fact that Kant’s earlier « sub]ectl-
ve » deduction was more clostly related to Fries’s program of
psychologlcal analysis than was the later « transcendental » de-
duction; Fries did not_claim that Kant had ever explicitly used
a psychologlcdl method in the first: edition of Kritik der reinen
Vernunft. Indeed, he confended that Kant never properly defined
and sutilized ‘the ritical ‘method (Fries, 1807, Vol. 1, pp. xv,
28-31; 1820-21, Vol. 1, p. 100). Had he done $0, Fries said,
Kant éould 'Habe comple’ted the critical phllosophy himself. Sin-
ce he had ndt done so, Fries pubhshed his major work, Nexe
Kritik der Vernunft ( (1807)} in order to establish the cr1t1ca1
philosophy upon a proper-methddological basis and thus to com-
plete what Kant had begun

‘The- crucial defect in Kant’s critique of reason, according to
Fries, was that, although Karit’s (1781; 2d rev. ed,, 1787;
trans. 1965) self- exptessed goal had been to call reasoh « to
undertake anew the most difficult of all its tasks, namely, that
of self-knowledge » (p. 9 [Al), he had not understood that
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this -godl could be :réached only through self-obsérvation. If
one wishes to establish the a priori ‘elements in knowledge, for
example, one st begin by first examining actual bits of kno-
wledge and then by asking, as Kant did, what principles are
necessary for the:very possibility of this knowledge. One -can-
not determine »what is a ptiori in-knowledge: without first ha-
ving some idea of what knowledge is. Thus, one must-proceed
actording to a rigorous, two-step program, beginning with self-
observation (to learn about knowledge and the mental' process
ses that lead to it) and concluding with a regressive analysis
(to abstract from -actual instances of knowledge to the innate
principles of knowledge) (Fries, 1807, Vol. 1, pp. 40-41, 68).
A discussion of both of these steps will summarize the essen-
tial nature of Fries’s « new » critique of reason.

The basis of Fries’s critical method — its first step — was
self-observation. Through a careful phenomenology of the
mihd Fries hoped not only to determine the various types of
knowledge, but also to desctibe and classify the general types
of mental processes which constitute mental life. He viewed
the establishment of an adequate theory of the mind as a neces-
sary preliminary to a critical analysis of the innate forms of the
mind (Fries, 1807, Vol. 1, p. 63). Indeed, he contended that
many of the difficulties in Kant’s analysis had resulted from
the fact that he had not been sufficiently critical -at this'first
stage of his critical philosophy. Instead .of validating his theory
of mind through an empirical‘investigation of mental phenome-
na, Kant had simply assumed a' psychological theory*which un-
critically utilized several distinctions that had been.-passed
down for centuries in logic and psychology. The principal di-
stinctions to which Fries referred were those between ‘under-
standing and reason and between sensibility and intelligibility.
Through his own psychological obsetvations, Fries became con:
vinced that these distinctions wetre inadequate as understood
by Kant and were responsible for serious problems in his « tran-
scendental » analysis of reason.

The problem with Kant’s distinction between reason and un-
derstanding, accordiniy to‘ Fries; was that it kept Kant from
really investigating «.pure reason » as he had .intended. For
when.he studied «-reason » Xant studied only dialectical reason,
the faculty of making inferences about reality. But how, Fries
asked, does this dialectical reason differ ffom understanding,
which is the faculty of judgment? Dialectical reason; he maintai-
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ned, is only a particular species of judgment; and so Fries
preferred, on the basis of the observed similarity between the
processes of judging and inferring, to include both under the
rubtic of understanding, which he defined as reflective or me-
diated reasoning ®. Such reasoning, he said, falls under the con-
trol of the will and is thus a matter of voluntary choice. Rea-
son, however, by which Fries meant pure reason, is not under
the control of the will. It is an autonomous activity of kno-
wing. That is, it is spontaneous and involuntary. It is, in
shoft, the soutce of the a priori and necessary elements in our
knowledge °. This is what a critique of reason should investiga-
te — not the dialectical illusions of reason, but the sponta-
neous activity of reason (i. e., the mind as purely active).
Kant’s failure to adequately distinguish between understan-
ding and pure reason was ditectly related, according to Fries,
to his acceptance of the sensibility-intelligibility distinction. This
traditional distinction, Kant said, made the analysis of sponta-
neously active reason virtually impossible. For if the innate
forms cannot come from sensibility (and they cannot if they
are truly innate), then Kant could only assert that they were
an innate part of reflective intelligibility. But reflective intelligi-
bility is a faculty of mediate and voluntary, not immediate and
a priori, knowledge. Thus Kant’s disjunctive distinction bet-
ween sensibility and intellegibility prevented him from posi-
ting a truly innate and non-mediated source of cognition.
To solve this dilemma, Fries proposed one of his major inno-
vations. He introduced a third source of knowledge, distinct
from both sensibility and intelligibility. A priori forms of kno-
wledge, he said, if they ate truly a priori, can proceed neither
from immediate sensation nor from mediated reflections. They
must be immediate (though not sensations) and cognitive (thou-
gh not mediated). That is, the innate forms of the mind must
constitute a third soutce of knowledge — immediate cogni-

8 Regarding Fries’s distinction and definition of (pure) reason and under-
standing, see Fries (1807, Vol. 1, pp. 302-321; 1820-21, Vol. 1, pp. 24-27,
37-41, 50-52).

9 Fries referred to the purereason aspect of knowledge as « self-activity »
(Selbstthitigkeit). For his basic distinction of the pure (active) and the
receptive (sensual) foundations of knowledge, see Fries (1807, Vol. 1, pp. 78-
84); for a discussion of Fries’s distinction of (pure) reason and understanding
(ie., the reflective processes of thought, from which Fries had distinguished
reason), see Fries (1807, Vol. 1, pp. 238-257).
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tion *°.

By making this new distinction Fries was able to solve a
number of the problems he:saw in Kant’s analysis when he
moved on to the second stage of his critical method, the regres-
sive analysis, or deduction, of the a priori elements in knowled-
ge. Because he had shifted the- consideration of innate forms
from the level of reflective thought to a cognitive level prior
to reflection (i. e., to immediate cognition, or knowledge),
Fries not only avoided the confusion of voluntary with involun-
tary mental elements, but more importantly he showed the
need for a new type of regressive analysis and a purely subjecti-
ve process of validation. Whereas Kant in dealing with media-
ted, or reflected, intelligibility (or understanding) could speak
of deductive proofs of a priori forms, Fries pointed out that
such « proof » is impossible in dealing with cognitive elements
which are truly immediate rather than mediate. One cannot
« prove » an a prioti form by referring it to something prior;
one can only discover and describe it. That is, in the process of
regressive analysis from actual knowledge to the innate princi-
ples of knowledge, one can only point out what principles do
in fact'emerge at the end of the analysis. One can never justify
or prove these principles since they are immediate and indepen-
dent of any other type of knowledge (Fries, 1807, Vol. 1, pp.
3, 39-41, 296-314, 381-390; Vol. 2, pp. 186-213).

By thus arguing that immediate, or a priori, cognitions can
be affirmed by a regressive analysis, but nevef proven in the
same sense that one can prove mediated knowledge by referen-
ce to its logical relation to given piemises, Fries prepared the
way for a new « subjective » rathet than « trascendental » vali-
dation of knowledge. According to Fries, knowledge that can
be shown to be based upon immediate cognition is ipso facto

10 The references in the previous note are relevant to Fries’s tripartite di-
stinction of immediate cognition (or spontaneously active, pure reason), sen-
sibility (receptivity), and intelligibility (understanding). Also see Fries (1807,
Vol. 2); the entire volume is devoted to the discussion and analysis of im-
mediate cognition (unmittelbaren Erkenntniss); see especially pp. 3-101. As
Nelson (1962; trans., 1970-71) has pointed out, Fries’s doctrine of immediate
cognition depends upon his distinction between that which is simply imme-
diate (but « obscure ») in our knowledge and that which is simply immediate
(ie., clear and distinct) to our consciousness. The immediate cognition of
which Fries spoke was immediate in the first sense. Though present in
knowledge as its regulative principles, immediate cognitions must be disco-
vered by a process of analysis (Vol. 2, pp. 177, 203, 216). Nelson claimed
that Fries was the first philosopher since Plato to exploit this insight.
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true, not because we can prove it but because we have no
.choice But fo .rely upon-it. Stated differently, Fries claimed
that human knowledge is subjectively valid jnsofar -as it relies
upon- the innate forms .of the mind. This « self-reliance of, rea-
son » (Selpstvertranen der ¥ernunft) — the fact that teason
automatically forms knowledge in certain ways — is its best
and, only possible validation. By en- innate « feeling-for-truth »
human beings grasp the phenomenelogical reality of the world
(Fries, 1807; Vol. 1, pp. xvii-xviii, 57-60; Vol. 2, pp.
A86-213; 1824a,-p. 20).

With this line of argumentation Fries established the basis
of his philosophy. The foundation of the.certainty of knowled-
ge, he said, was reason’s immediate and implicit faith in itself.
Ohe need net attempt a citcular proef of knowledge in terms
of the’pessibility of experience;. a psychological analysis of ac-
-tual. knowledge, combined: with- a- regressive analysis which tra-
ces -this. knowledge to its- ultimate reliance upon immediate
forms of cognition, will reveal the Basis. of knowledge.

With Fries’s approach thus aneﬂy summarized, the natural
question is: how.did the tategories of understanding which he
derived. by means of this procedure ‘differ from those which
Kant: derived? The answer: riot at; all. Fiies perfectly agreed
with: the: conclusion of Kantls own deduction; he simply did
not think that Kant cotrectly understoed the psychological ba-
-sis of his own .philosophy, and that Kant mistakenly tried to
prove what can- only be' described.

Thus, the chief significance of Fnes, vis-3-vis the Kantian
-heritage, is not"that he changed- Kant’s-conclusions, but that he
tried. to reforme the nature of Kant’s method.. In so doing, he
radically shifted the conception of .the status gf psychology and
its ‘relation to. philosophy.. Whereas Kant had tontended that
psychology was only an emp1r1ca1 science (by which he meant
that it was no true science at all) and that the proper method
of empirical psychology wids observation of external behavior
and: not introspection (Leaty, 1978); and whereas the idealists
felt that psychology was at best a limited gnd one-sided investi-
,gat1on -of mental processes (Leary, 1980b); Fries, in investiga-
‘ting the foundation of the critical method itself, concluded that
the critical phllosophy (and thus all phllosophy) was based
upon the introspective science of psychology! Agreeing with
Kant that psychology was an empitical science, Fries argued
that psychelogy could nonetheless be a true science, possessing
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its own ‘unique metaphysical basis. Farthermore, he said that
psychology was the scienze of inner experience'and that therefo-
re its, proper method, Kant notw1thstandmg, was mtrospectmn
And since all- knowledge is,a matter of inner experience, Fiies
mairtained that psychology is-fundamental to any other- scien-
ce, including the critical philosophy. Only through a Jpsychologi-
cal investigation can the actual processes and a priori bases of
knowledge be identified.

Thus did Fries revise the conception of psychology. Psycho-
logy was no longer, as with Kant, .seen. 'as « merely .empiri-
cal »; nor, as with the'idealists, was it seen as in. need .of
supplementatlon by other more complete sciences. It was a
true and, autonomous science -which itself supported all the
«other -sciences. In the -post-Kantian development from anti-
psychologlsm to the emergence of a scientific psychology, this
contention of Fries was important ‘and- significant: We shall
investigate Fries’s psychology in- the next section.

FRIES’S PSYCHOLOGY

In his eatliest' writings, Fries generally referred to the scien-
¢e of psychology as « empmcal psychology » (e. g., Fries,"1798a,
b). However, by 1807, in Neue Kritik der Vernunft he prefer-
ted to call his ewn psychology «philosophical anthropology.»,
and in 1820, under the influence of G. E. Schulze, he changed
the title of his psychology to « psychic anthropology » 1, In
the second edition of Neue Kritik der Vernunft (1828-31), i
which he again used the title of « psychic anthropology »,
Fries explained why he had avoided the use of the term
« psychology »:

Although this science is usually called psychology, we will deviate from
this termmology for several reasons. The word « psyche » (or soul) has
been used in philosophy to designate the metaphysical, persisting, simple,
‘and immortal essence.of -the spirit, and its use therefore”implies certain
assumptions which we cannot’ now entertain. We are only concerned with
developing a dpctriné of the nature of the human sou] based upon “inner

1« Fries (1820:21,- Vol. ¥; p..5). freely- admitted that-Schulze (1815} had
influenced his choice of the terxn r«psychic anthropology », but it.should be
stréssed: that Fries -appropriated only the title from’ Schulze; the substance of
Fries’s own psychic anthropology was developed long: before Schulze’s work.
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experiehce. Thus we will deal only with inner anthropology. In thus nar-
rowing our scope to the human spirit, we afrive at the topic of empirical
psychology, or psychic anthropology. But our present task differs from
empirical psychology, which is afl experimental physics of inner life (eine
innere Experimentalphysik) which remains forever fragmentary. We will
not be satisfied with such a science. We want to achieve a [unified]
theory of inner life, a doctrine of .inner nature, which will provide for
[the study of] our inner psychic nature what "the philosophy of nature
now provides for physics. This part of psychic anthropology we want to
call philosophical anthropology (Vol. 1, p. 36).

Thus, Fries called his psychology '* « psychic anthropo-
logy » both to avoid the metaphysical assumptions of the old
rational psychology and to indicate his dissatisfactioh with the
cutrent « fragmentary » and mechanical empirical psychology .
On the first account, in rejecting the old metaphysics of the
soul, Fries accepted Kant’s critique of rational psychology; on
the second, in rejecting the metely empirical status of psycho-
logy, he disagreed with Kant’s evaluation of the limited episte-
mological possibilities of psychology. Instead he maintained that
psychology need not be « merely empirical », that it can attain
the true status of a science, and, in other words, that its pheno-
mena can be rationally organized according to metaphysical cti-
tefia, Kant (1786; trans., 1970) had denied this possibility,
claiming that the metaphysical principles of natural science we-
re not applicable to psychology (p. 8). Fries agreed that the
principles which Kant refetred to as « the metaphysical princi-
ples of natural science » could not be used in psychology, but

12 Though Fries preferred to call his psychology « psychic anthropology »,
it is perfectly justifiable to refer to his « psychic anthropology » as psychology.
He avoided the term « psychology» for the reasons given above, but he
himself (1820-21) said that psychic anthropology could be «simply called
psychology » (Vol. 1, p. 2). For that reason, the term « psychology » was used
throughout the previous section without qualifications.

13 Fries’s opposition to « fragmentary» empirical psychology illustrates his
general opposition to a narrow-minded empiricism that advocated the collection
of facts without any consideration of their relation to an adequate theory of
mind. Although strict empiricists claimed to be free of all need for such
theories, Fries pointed out that they nonetheless unwittingly assumed a theory
of mechanical association (the «inner physics » to which he referred in the
quotation above). Such a mechanical theory was based upon an analogy bet-
ween inner and outer nature which might or might not be appropriate, but .
in either case it was not yet justified by the development of a critical theory
of the mind. When Fries developed such a theoty, he found that the psy-
chology of association did not provide a complete explanation of mental phe-
nomena. Most importantly, as we shall see, it failed to account for the a
priori idea of association upon which associationist psychology is based.
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he pointed out that these principles were really « metaphysical
principles of outer nature », not natural science per se, and
that another set of metaphysical criteria was possible. These
alternate principles, constituting an autonomous « metaphysics
of inner nature », would make possible the development of a
truly scientific psychology '. By means of such criteria, or
« the metaphysical doctrine of our scientific knowledge of the
mind » (which is what Fries called the metaphysics of inner
nature in his System der Metaphysik, 1824b, p. 392), psycho-
logy could be more than a merely « fragmentary » collection of
data organized in a post hoc fashion according to the mechani-
cal analogy of association; it could unify and explain these
empirical phenomena according to the rational laws proper to
the mind itself. Thus, psychology could be a true science ¥,
Fries not only felt that such a scientific psychology was possi-
ble; he offered his own « psychic anthropology » as the realiza-
tion of that possibility . Through a two-step procedure he
both gathered data and discovered the criteria by which these
data could be rationally ordered and understood. The first task
was accomplished by psychic anthropology proper, which consi-
sted of a natural description of the various phenomena of the
human mind as they presented themselves in experience. The

14 As Fries (1820-21) put it, « we can not hope to achieve a correct treatment
of psychic anthropology without metaphysics. All empirical knowledge, including
empirical knowledge of inner phenomena, has philosophical forms at its
foundation. There is a metaphysics of inner nature which allows us to
determine the fundamental concepts of inner activity, its degrees, the faculties
of the mind, etc. Its principles can not be avoided in the description of innet
nature, even if one tries to disregard them. But in this case they will guide
description in a faulty way » (Vol. 1, p. 10). Fries distinguished the metaphy-
sics of «inner» and «outers nature most explicitly in Systemz der Pbhiloso-
phie (1804, pp. 286-324) and System der Metaphysik (1824b, pp 354-429).
The distinctions made explicit in these works guided the development of his
psychic anthropology.

15 Even in going beyond Kant by maintaining that psychology, or « psychic
anthropology », could be ordered according to its own autonomous principles,
Fries remained faithful to Kant’s definition of a true science as a body of
knowledge which is organized according to rational principles. This does not
mean that Fries denied that psychology was an empirical science. Just like
physics, psychology was to deal with empirical phenomena in a scientific (ra-
tional) way, using a critically validated conceptual {ramework.

16 Fries’s « psychic anthropology » was the culmination of the psychological
ideas that he began to develop in his 1798 articles and that found their fullest
expression in his Handbuch (1820-21). Other important formulations of
\{g;iog; psychological theses can be found in Fries (1803b, 1807, 1811, and

4b).
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second task of providing a theory of mind that could explain
these phenomena.by means of general laws was fulfilled by the
development of a « philosophical ‘anthropology » through a criti-
cal -analysis of the descriptions of mental phenomena. The di-
stinction between, the different procedures of psychic and philo-
sophical anthropology was not as definite in practice as in
theory, however, as Fries himself admitted. The two tasks of
deséribing dnd explaining are not completely- separable. ©One
cainot explain something without having some idea (descrip-
tion)-of what is to be explained. And conversely, a pure descrip-
tionis impossible, as Fries (1820-21) pointed out, because the
understanding automatically begins to generalize about pheno-
mena in certain -ways even as it attempts to describe them
(Vol. 1, p. 3). But this seeming confusion, this interconnection
of description and explanation, is precisely what makes philoso-
phical anthropology possible. By analyzing the principles impli-
cit in the natural descriptions of mental phenomena one can
discover the metaphysical principles of inner nature. Once disco-
vered through introspection and analysis, these principles can
be used — and were used by Fries — to rationally organize
the obsetved phenomena of the mind.

The first principle of Fries’s « metaphysics of inner nature »
resulted from his most basic observation: all inner phenomena
must be conceptualized as activities ”. Beyond that, all these
inner activities are experienced as unified. Taking his cue from
Kant, Fries attributed this unified nature of mental phenomena
to the existence of an “I”, but he' also agreed with- Kant in
denyirig -the possibility of any khowledge of the. ontological
nature of this experieniced. “I”: Thereby he rejected the possibi-
lity of Tational psychology ard its goal of absolute krowledge
of the squl. Instead, Fries conclyded, only a « natural doctrine
of the mind » built upon « regulative » or « heuristic » principles
is possiblé, and these principles must be derived from the de-
scription and analysis of the activities of the empirical “I” or
mind (Gemiith), »

Observation of these mental activities leads naturally, Fries
maintained, to the analytical classification of them into several
fundamental categories, or « faculties » (Gemiithsvermigen).

17 'I"he following discussion of the «metaphysics of inner nature » is based
on Fries (1804, pp. 340-348; 1807, Vol. 1, pp. 65-106; 1820-21, Vol. 1, pp.
1-89; 1824a, pp. 64-69).
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These faculties, he-stressed, do not desigmate really separable
processes '*. If they did, the basic principle of  the unity of the
mind would be violated, Rather, this classification of activities
is only a means of expréssing the regularmes in mental acti-
vity. Nonetheless such a classificatior is an-important task sin-
te the phenomena of inner life cannbt be understood unless
they are ordered systematically” according to a rationally com-
prehensible scheme . And this scheme, even if only « regulati-
ve », is hot at all arbitrary since it must be reached and confir-
med by the analysis of the facts of consciousness. Indeed, Xan-
t’s tripartite classification, Fries claimed, and: all prior divisions
of the « faculties » of the mind, were inadequate. Cortrary to
Kant’s distinction of thinking, feeling, and desire, a thorough
analysis of introspective descriptions revealed to Fries that the
fundamental categories of .mental activities are knowledpe (Er-
kenntniss), inner disposition (most often referred to as Gemsiith
or Herz), and activity (Thatkraft). In other words, Fries main-
tained that Kant’s distinction of feeling and desire does 'not
withstand critical scrutiny. Both, he said, ate always conflated
in inner disposition . But he found reason to maintain the
number of mental faculties at three when he discovered that
the phenomena of willing, or self-control, are conceptually di-
stinct from the phenomena of knowing and having a (positive
or negative) disposition toward a thing. One can choose to act
contrary to either knowledge or disposition, and so « activity »
is conceptually distinguishable from these other facultxes, or
capacities, of the “I” %,

These three facultles then, were the result of Fr1es 5 analy-
sis of various mental phenomena. However, the use of the prin-
ciple of mental faculties alone was not sufficient, according to
Fries, for an understanding of these phenomena. Another set

18 Tn fact, in’ the actual course of mental life, Fries said, all three faculties
are more or less involved in every activity.

19 Fries was aware of the arguments -against faculty psychology, but he
answered that some kind of conceptual classification of mental activities is
necessary.

20 This is the old Wolffian approach to feeling and desire.

21 Although Fries (1820-21) called for a clarification of psychological vo-
cabulary as a prolegomenon to any advancement in psychology (Vol. 1, pp.
12-13), several of his distinctions are liable to cause confusion. Though all
the faculties are «activities», he called the third faculty «activitys in a
narrower sense. Similarly, Fries used- the word Gemiith sometimes to mean
mind in general and sometimes to refer to the faculty of inner disposition.
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of principles was needed to account for-the observed develop-
ment of these mental capacities over time. A child does not
think like an adult; nor does a child have the dispositions or
the will-power of an adult. To account for these observations,
Fries proposed anather set of « heuristic » principles, a genetic
scheme of developmental stages. Each faculty, Fries said, goes
through three stages of development in which its activity is
governed first by sensation, then by habit, and finally by under-
standing. That is, the faculties are first stimulated into activity
by a sensual stimulus (sinnliche Anregung, or Reiz) Z. Then, in
the course of ongoing experience, habitual modes of activity are
developed according to « the laws of memory, custom, and asso-
ciation'»; i. e., according to the lower mental processes. Fi-
nally, the human mind comes to rule itself by means of under-
standing and the laws of the higher mental processes . By
combining the structural categories of the faculties with this
genetic schema of stages, Fries arrived at a very complex and
dynamic conception of mental activity.

This brief summary of Fries’s « metaphysics of inner nature »
points out the most important principles upon which Fries
built his « psychic anthropology » — the principles of psychic
activity, unity, faculties, and stages. Of these, only the schema
of stages was in itself radically new **. And of the stages that
he posited, the third was the most innovative, involving as it
did the distinction between understanding tnd thinking and an
entirely new approach to understanding. Understanding, accot-
ding to Fries, was not so much a particular faculty as it was
the highest developmental stage of each faculty. More specifi-
cally, it was « the power of self-control » (Selbstbeberrschung)
through which a man becomes capable of developing himself.
This power of self-conttol, according to Fries (1820-21), was

22 Among the primary principles of Fries’s « metaphysics of inner nature »
is this proposition that reason, although it acts in a self-determined manner,
needs to be stimulated into activity. This dual character of reason is expressed
as its «receptivity » (openness to stimuli) and «spontaneity » (autonomous
behavior, once stimulated). See Fries (1807, Vol. 1, pp. 139-148).

23 Fries’s concept of the mental stages developed more over time than his
other basic ideas. It is notably missing or in only seminal form in the earlier
works. go;: the best treatment, see Fries (1820-21, Vol. 1, pp. 62-89, especially
pp. 62-63).

24 As noted below, others were taking a « historical » view of «the soul »
in Fries’s time, and he might have been influenced by, such individuals. Ho-
wever, Fries’s own schema of stages was original,
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the fundamental idea (Grandgedanke) of his psychic. anthropo-
logy (Vol. 1, pp..v-vi, 16) . A perusal of the structure of his
Handbuch der psychische Anthropologie confirms his asser-
tion. After‘the first part of this work, in which Fries reviewed
the vétiety of 'psychic phenomena and analyzed these phenome-
na into faculties and stages, the next three parts are concerned
with a detailed discussion of the development of each faculty
to its fullest extent — i. e., to the point where the mind
controls itself through understanding the goals of each of its
faculties. The faculty of knowing, for instance, being the « spe-
culative area of human life », reaches its fullest potential when
it is « under the control 6f knowledge or .[in other words]
under the idea of truth ». The second, or « contemplative »,
faculty develops toward « the control of inner disposition or
the idea of beauty »; and the third, « pratical » faculty is most
fully actuated « under the control of the will or [in other
words] under the idea of the good » ?. Thus. at the point of
mature development the mental activities of thinking, being.di-
sposed, and willing are carried out under the guidance of a
proper understanding of the « regulative » ideas which provide
the « heuristic » ends towards which these various aetivities
should be consciously directed.

This completes our brief sketch of the basic principles and
propositions of Fries’s « psychic anthropology ». It does not, of
course, provide an outline of all of his psychological doctrines.
For instance, nothing:-has been said about his doctrine of sensa-
tion or his theory of association, although ‘Fiies had new and
important things to say regarding both of these ‘topics
(Hoffding, 1894-95; trans., 1955, Vol. 2, p. 244). Nor have
we reviewed his genetic theoty of expetience (Erdmann, 1866;
3d rev. ed., 1878; trans., 1890, Vol. 2, p. 456) or his innovati-
ve discussions of psychopathology ?. But we have discussed
the fundamental points of his psychology, enough to facilitate
the consideration of Fries’s development of the conception of
the nature and methods of psychology in the next and final
section of this article.

25 Regarding «understanding » (Verstand), see Fries (1807, Vol. 1, pp.
302-321; 182021, Vol. 1, pp. 50-62).

26 See table of contents, Fries (1820-21, Vol. 1, pp. xi-xii).

27 The major source regarding Fries’s ideas about psychopathology is Fries
(1820-21, Vol. 2). It is interesting to compare the mature ideas in this work
with the seminal ideas about physiopathology in Fries (1803b).
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‘CONCRUSION:. FRIES AND:THE CONCEPTUAL
DEVELE@FMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

Fries agreed with Kant that psychology was an empirical
science, ‘but he did net think that psychological science was
& merely empirica) ». Even- the most .« fragmentary » type of
emipipical psycholpgy — i. e.,.associatienist psychology, the « ex-
petimental physics of inner life » that Fries (1807) criticized
(Vol. 1, p. 36) — was pot totally empirical. After all, its obser-
vations were guided and unified by the idea of association, an
idea which, Fries pointed out, could not itself be the product
of association **: Thus, even this most <lemental approach to
empirical psychology was based upon a rational principle that
was:not a product of experience. And beyond association, addi-
tional rational principles could be discovered for psychology,
FEries, insisted, by meapns of a regressive analysig applied to the
data of-experience. In fact, as we have seen, he himself offered
a, compléte doctrine of inner nature, a. unified set of rational
principles that would provide for psychelaegy svhat the doctrine
of outer nature had already provided for, physics — an a prio-
ti, rational basis. Upon this rational basis, Fries said, a truly
scientific psychology could be developed.

Fries’s important innovation, then, was to assert that « inner »
experience is guided by « metaphysical » principles as cer-
tainly; and.as knowably, as « outer » experience. Kant had not
invented the distinction between the inper and outer spheres
¢f experience, but his phllosophy greatly reinforced this basic
dualism. As a result of his works the probiematlc spht bet-
ween man and nature, or freedom and_determinism, became
patt of the standard intellectual heritage of the nineteenth cen-
tary. According to Kant, only external phenomena can be known
according to rational criteria; i. e., only external phenomena
can be the objects of true science. Fries acceptd the dualism -of
fnan and nature, the inner and the outer, but he maintaihed
that inner phenomena are equally subject to rational principles,
albeit their own unique set of rational principles. Thus, Fries
created a dualism of « metaphysics » (i. e., epistemology) by pro-

28 Regarding association, see Fries (1820-21, Vol. 1, pp. 33-37); also, Nelson
(1962; trans, 1970-71, Vol. 2, pp. 200-202). Fries did not oppose associatio-
nist psychology per se, but only its cruder form in whi¢h no distinctions were
made between the lower and higher (will-controlled) thought processes.
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viding « grounds for knowledge » -abSif. man’s inner lifé that.
were different from the principles which guide our natural kno-
wledge of ‘the external’ world. In this way Fries began the
quest, for the epistemological foundation of the human sciences
which was continued by Dilthey; Windelband, Rickert and
others later in the century #

Thus Fries defended a‘duali$m of the « innef » and « outer »
sciences. Both types of sciencé have their own rational ‘basis,
he said, and both havé a unique conceptual -structure: Both are
valid theoretlcal sciences. However, Fries.did not feel that the
« metaphysics of innef nature» *was in every-respect parallei to
the « metaphysics of euter riature », and the' difference is signifi-
cant. For -although there are pr1f1c1p1es for understanding inner
phehomena just as there aré prmcxples for understandmg outer
phenomena, there is: nothing in psychological science, as far as
Fries could tell, that can replace those particular rational- -princi-
ples by which the forms of senslblhty are made intelligible in
the phys1c*al sciences. That is, there is nothing to replace mathe-
matics. This, awe should recall (Leary; 1978), was a major
pomt in Kant’s critique of psychology. Inner phenomena, ha-
ving no-spatial dimensions or relations, are only temporally se-
quential. Thus, Kant concluded, they cannot be subjected to
mathematical, i. e., to ideal rational treatment. ‘Freis agreed wi-
th Kant that any comp;ete explanation of natural phenomena
must utilize mathematics and-that insofar as psychology is*una-
ble to:express its observations in a mathematical form its expla-
natory power is limited. Thus he concludéd ‘that psychology:
can never offer as complete an ‘explanatibn of “its phenomena
as can physics. However, this does not -mean that psychology
has no explanatory power at all. Fries’s thought on: this point
was expressed succinctly by his twentieth-century disciple, Leo-

29 Fries also developed the concepts of worldview (Weltansicht) and value.
Whether or not Fries’s formulatiofis of these concepts were a direct influence
upon Dilthey, Windelbdnd, etc., who utilized related concepts, has not been
established. It should also be noted that Fries’s assertion that®inner life *is
subject to rational principles is not a defense of the possibility of a rational
psychology, as traditionally defined. Fries was as eémphatic as Kant in rejecting
the possibility of knowing the noumenal nature of the sgul or “I1”. When
Fries claimed that psychology could be based “upon rational” principles’ ‘he was
referring to « regulative », not « constitutive », principles. Just as the principles
of outer nature, gs presented in Kant’s and ‘Fries’s natural philosophies, were
purely regulative gu,ldes to scientific thinking, so too were ,Fries’s ptmclples
of inner nature.
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nard Nelson (1962; trans., 1970-71):

Psychic phenomena cannot be measured, so theoretical explanation of
them is possible only in a limited degree. But that is notto say that they
cannot be theoretically explained at all, for they can, within the limits set
by the impossibility of measufement (Vol. 2, pp. 258-259).,

In other words, Fries argued. that psychology can still offer
theoretical explanations even though these necessarily lack the
apodictic force of mathematical formulations. The rational prin-
ciples of inner experience, though in a sense more descriptive
than explanatory, do provide a framework within which to un-
derstand psychological dynamics. As pointed out early in this
article, Fries denied any hard and fast distinction between de-
scription and explanation. Certainly, his developmental stages,
for instance, help to explain at the same time that they categori-
ze mental phenomena. But such conceptual explanation falls
short, Fries admitted, of the ideal set by the physical sciences.

What Fries contended, then, was this: even if psychology
catnot utilize mathematics, it can still be a legitimate theoreti-
cal science, although not a totally precise one. This is the
major contention as far as Fries is concerned. It epitomizes his
development of the notion of psychology as a science. Contrary
to Kant he felt that psychology, using empirical and introspecti-
ve techniques combined with subsequent « regressive analyses »,
can be a true science even without mathematics.

Having said this, we can add that Fries was not as totally
pessimistic as we have implied regarding the applicability of
mathematics to psychology. Though Fries certainly did feel
that the use of any precise and 'sophisticated mathematicalmea-
surement of mental. phenomena is impossible, he also felt, in
tﬁc words of Leonard Nelson (1962; trans., 1970-71) again,
that

Comparison of size can be made in this field [i.e., psychology] in terms
of degrees by the metaphysical law of Quality that every sensibly perceived
quality has an intensive magnitude which can increase or decrease conti-
nuously (Vol. 2, p. 259).

Fries referred to this law as the law of continuity (Stetig-
keit), and he said that it was the only mathematical law which
is applicable to psychology (Fries, 1804, pp. 343-344; 1824a,
pp. 66-67). Since he himself never actually applied this law to
express a psychological function in mathematical terms, we must
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Be cautious not to overevaluate his qualification of Kant’s gene-
ral exclusion of mathematics from psychology — all the more
so since Kant himself expressed a similar quallfxcauon Nonethe-
less Fries’s step away from Kant’s « official » position becomes
significant in view of the later developments in psychology at
the hands of Johann Friedrich Herbart (Leary, 1980a).

With this discussion of the possibility of mathematics in
psychology our comparison of Fries’s psychology with Kant’s is
completed. It should now be instructive to turn for a moment
to a comparison of Fries’s psychology with that of the idea-
lists, for although Fries’s psychology was primarily developed
from Kantian foundations, it was also developed in the context
of opposition to idealism. Despite this opposition, there are a,
number of similarities between the idealist approach to psycholo-
gy and Fries’s psychology. This should not be surprising given the
common background of both German idealism and Friesian phi-
losophy. Besides the common grounding in Kantian philosophy,
both approaches are historically related to Reinhold’s « elemen-
tary philosophy » with its emphasis upon « consciousness », and
both approaches develop this theme as a central aspect of their
psychology. As a consequence, both approaches also Stress the
role of introspection. Beyond this, there is in both approaches
a common emphasis upon the activity of consciousness. In this
regard Fichte, Fries’s erstwhile teacher, was probably an influen-
ce. upon Fries. Fries seems also to have been influenced by
Fichte’s stress on the will and his moralistic concerns about
the individual’s relation to society *. And finally, there is a
striking resemblance between the idealist tendency to take a
genetic, « history of consciousness » approach ‘and Fries’s con-
cept of mental stages and his concern with the genetic develop-
ment of mental capacities and incapacities *'. It is possible,
though not necessarily the case, that Fries was influenced in
this regard by his reading of Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von
Schelling’s works (e. g., Schelling, 1803).

Against this background of agreement we could place as
many or more points of disagteement. Idealists generally oppo-

3¢ The stress upon will is seen in Fries’s view that the highest development
of each mental faculty consists in its subordination to the will, or self-control,
of the “I”. Fries’s concern with the relation of the individual to society is
apparent in 'his works on ethics and politics (e.g., Fries, 1818+48).

! Regarding the development of individual differences in mental abilities
and the development of mental illness, see Fries (1820-21, Vol. 2).
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sed faculty psychology, for instance,-while. Fries staunchly defen-
ded it.. And Schelling’s philosophy of identity'dnspired many
idealist psychologists to speculate-on the relations between the
mind and the body (Leary, 1980b), whereas Fries (1820-21)
opposéd such speculation on the, ground that knowledge of the
« inner » and the  outer », being subject to different « metaphy-
sical » principles; is incommensutable (Vol. 1, pp. 6-7) 2 But
little will be gained by a mere recjtation of random points of
difference. The' central issue of concern in this article is the
conception of the nature and methods of psychology. Regar-
ding?this fundamental issue, the two approaches could not be
more .different. Fries saw psychology as an empirical science
whereas the idealists considered it a rational science. To be
sure; in practice the distinction might seem less drastic because
Fries used methods of rational analysis and idealists someti-
anes ,used empirical observations to confirm or illustrate their
dialectics, but the distinction is nonetheless quite real. Fries
began with observations, then used « regressive analysis » of the-
se observations to establish rational principles which he then
used as a basis for further observations.. The idealists, on the
other hand, either began with speculative principles and wove
their psychologlcal systems with deductions and dialectical rea-
soning, or ‘they began with empirical observations (commonly
viewed as « obstacles » to be overcome by dialectical analysis)
and proceeded beyond the bounds of experience (and often be-
yond a{focus-on the individual) as they developed a philosophy of
the mind -which transcended the scope of psychology. In either
case’ they subordinated the ‘empirical study. of thie individual to
speculative reasoning, and this is what Friés vociferously oppo-
sed. His own analysis -and use of rational principles, he clai-
med, was always critical and regulative, never speculative and
constitutive. If at times his critical temper seems from our
historical vantage point a bit lax, this was the result of the
execution, not the formulation, of his methodology.

In the realm of conceptual deﬁmuons, then, Fries’s approa-
ch to psychology was definitely distinct from the approach of
the idealists. No matter what similarities may have existed bet-
ween their approaches, idealist psychologists did not formula-

32 Fries admitted a place to « compatative anthropology », the empirical
science of the correlative changes in mental and physical phenomena, but he
denied any possibility of deducing from these facts anything regarding the
metaphysical essence, or relation, of mind and body.
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te, as did Fries, a new definition of psychology as an indepen-
dent, empirical science. Their role in the development of psycho-
logy deserves more attention than it has received, but in the
history of the conceptual development of psychology gua scienti-
fic they are less important than Fries. Indeed, Fries’s contribu-
tion consisted precisely in producing a definition of psychology
that served as an alternative to the idealist conception of psycho-
logy as formulated by Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel and follo-
wed with more or less consistency by the next generation of
idealist psychologists (Leary, 1980b).

As a result, Fries’s psychology was not given a rousing welco-
me in the early nineteenth-century heyday of German idealism.
Fries did have some followers, but few of these devoted them-
selves to developing his psychological doctrines #. In fact, the
most significant influence Fries had, in terms of the ongoing
conceptual development of psychology, was not upon his avo-
wed disciples, but upon two independent thinkers who, like
Fries, opposed the dominant idealistic orientation of the time
and acknowledged Kant among their intellectual forbears **.
To these two men, Johann Friedrich Herbart and Friedrich
Eduard Bencke, Fries bequeathed the conception of psychology
as an autonomous and empirical science based upon self-observa-
tion and utilizing regressive analysis and regulative rational prin-
ciples. Neither Hetbart nor Beneke accepted this definition of
psychology in its entirety. Herbart (1824-25), for instance, rejec-
ted regressive analysis and attempted to make psychology into
a mathematical science as well as into an empirical science & Iz
Fries; and Beneke (1845), who accepted what he took to be
Fries’s « psychologistic » starting point, argued in addition that

33 A notable exception was Heinrich Schmid, whose (1834) treatise set
forth the foundation of Fries’s psychology in classic form. Regarding Fries’s
disciples, see Eggeling (1878, p. 79), Erdmann (1866; 3d rev. ed., 1878; trans.
1890, Vol. 3, pp. 109-110), Henke (1867, passim), Steinmetz (1958, p. 394),
and Ueberweg (1862-66; 12th rev. ed., 192328, Vol. 2, p. 203).

34 Fries’s influence upon Rudolf Hermann Lotze also deserves to be men-
tioned. For some of the facets of this influence, see Woodward (1977). A
fuller discussion of this topic will be found in Woodward’s forthcoming intel-
lectual biography of Lotze, now in preparation. It is also appropriate to
acknowledge the development of a neo-Friesian school of philosophy in the
early twentieth century (Henry-Hermann, 1967) and the contention that
Fries’s theory of developmental stages (namely, sense, habit, and understand-
ing) directly influenced Karl Biihler’s later tripartite developmental scheme
{ Wolman, 1968, pp. 240-241); sece Nelson (1962; trans., 1970-71) and Biihler
(1918; 9th rev. ed., 1967).
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the « New Psychology » “tould, and should, become an expeti-
mental science.

These -devélopments, "originating from the work of Kant and
channeled thtough the work of Fries to that of Herbart and
Beneke, have been traced elsewhere (Leary, in press). The cen-
tral point to be repeated here is that these developments led to
the work of Wilhelm Wundt (1874), who is generally regar-
ded as the founder of modern scientific psychology. Since the
time of Wundt, psychology has turned toward a course that is
now under critical examination (Leary, 1979). It is appropria-
te to conclude this review of Fries’s psychology with the com-
meht- that, as the « cult of empiricism » in psychology slowly
atrophies (Toulmin & Leary, in press), the work of Fries —
who championed both empiricism and rationalism and saw them
as intimately connected — might bear closer examination. De-
spite Beneke’s « psychologistic » interpretation of Fries’s psycho-
logy, Fries himself was not a simple proponent of psychologism,
as* has often been assumed *. His blending of rational analy-
sis with empiricism suggests at least one alternative epistemo-
logy for contemporary psychology. No doubt there are other
alternatives as well. As psycholog1sts search for these alternati-
ves (see, e. g., Koch & Leary, in press), it might be useful for
them to be reminded of Fries and of other aspects of the lost
heritage of their discipline. While the essential ideas of Fries
and others (including Wundt himself) will certainly not be tran-
slatable, without change, into the current, developing concep-
tion of psychology as a science, they may offer fresh perspecti-
ves 'that will reveal « new » avenués leading beyond the positi-
vist framework’that has dominated scientific psychology for so
lohg, despite the rationalism of its founding fathers — and
forefathers.

35 Interestingly, Edmind Husserl (1900), whose phenomenology was _based
on the rejection of psychologism, never mentioned Fries in his work (Welch,
1941; 2d ed., 1965), which implies that Husset]l was a better reader of Fries
than have been many others. On psychologism, and the assumption that Fries
was the founder of this « subjectivist » approach to epistemology and logic, see
Abbagnano (1967). Of course, Fries was a proponent of psychologism to the
extent that he saw psychology as the most fundamental of all sciences, but he
was not a simple-minded proponent of psychologism: he did not advocate the
reduction of the prmc1p1es of logic, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, etc., to
the status of mere accretions of psychological experience. Rather, as we have
seen, "he contended that these principles were discovered in (rather than
produced by) experience.
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Summary - Most German philosophers in*the early nineteenth century were
devoted-‘to the idealistic « completion » of Immanuel Kant’s.critical philosophy.
Adew independent.philosophers, however, were preocaupied with the elaboration
of a non-idealistic, and less speculative, conclusion to Kant’s thought. Among
the "earliest opponents jof the speculative idealists was Jakob Friedrich Fries,
one asgpect of *whose” influence is of particular intetest: in his reaction against
idealistn, and in his own « completion » of Kant, he laid the foundation for the
development and acceptance of psychology as an independent science.

Maintaining that knowledge of the transcehdent is impossible, Fries concen-
trated, as "did Kant, upon the' discovery of the critical bases of knowledge. In
doing so, he revised some of Kanf's fundamental assumptions, atguing not
only that psychology could become a science but that, in fact, psychology is the
fundamental science and the foundation of all philosophy, including Kant’s own
critical -philosophy. Haviftg ‘made these arguments, he developed a « psychic
anthropology » upon which ke hoped to establish a steady and lasting psychology.
His efforts inspired subsequent thinkers whose, works, in combination with his
own, led to the emergence of scientific psychology. Today some of his ideas
are_still ‘worthy of critical review.

Regquests for reprints should be sent to David E. Leary, Department of Psy-
chology, Conant Hall, University of New Hampshire, Durbam, NH USA 03824,
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