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The Province of Functional Psychology

James Rowland Angell

i

Functional psychology is at the present moment
little more than a point of view, a program, an
ambition. It gains its vitality primarily perhaps
as a protest against the exclusive excellence of
another starting point for the study of the mind,
and it enjoys for the time being at least the pe-
culiar vigor which commonly attaches to Protes-
tantism of any sort in its early stages before it
has become respectable and orthodox. The time
seems ripe to attempt a somewhat more precise
characterization of the field of functional psy-
chology than has as yet been offered. What we
seek is not the arid and merely verbal definition
which to many of us is so justly anathema, but
rather an informing appreciation of the motives
and ideals which animate the psychologist who
pursues this path. His status in the eye of the
psychological public is unnecessarily precari-
ous. The conceptions of his purposes prevalent
in non-functionalist circles range from positive
and dogmatic misapprehension, through frank
mystification and suspicion up to moderate
comprehension. Nor is this fact an expression of
anything peculiarly abstruse and recondite in his
intentions. It is due in part to his own ill-defined
plans, in part to his failure to explain lucidly ex-
actly what he is about. Moreover, he is fairly nu-
merous and it is not certain that in all important
particulars he and his confréres are at one in
their beliefs. The considerations which are here-
with offered suffer inevitably from this personal
limitation. No psychological council of Trent
has as yet pronounced upon the true faith. Butin
spite of probable failure it seems worth while to
hazard an attempt at delineating the scope of
functionalist principles. I formally renounce any
intention to strike out new plans; I am engaged
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in what is meant as a dispassionate summary of
actual conditions. :

Whatever else it may be, functional psychol- -
ogy is nothing wholly new. In certain of its
phases it is plainly discernible in the psychology
of Aristotle and in its more modern garb it has
been increasingly in evidence since Spencer
wrote his Psychology and Darwin his Origin of
Species. Indeed, as we shall soon see, its crucial
problems are inevitably incidental to any serious -
attempt at understanding mental life. All thatis -
peculiar to its present circumstances is a higher 4
degree of self-consciousness than it possessed
before, a more articulate and persistent purpose
to organize its vague intentions into tangible
methods and principles.

A survey of contemporary psychological
writing indicates, as was intimated in the pre-
ceding paragraph, that the task of functional
psychology is interpreted in several different
ways. Moreover, it seems to be possible to ad-
vocate one or more of these conceptions while
cherishing abhorrence for the others. I distin-
guish three principal forms of the functional .
problem with sundry subordinate variants. I
will contribute to the clarification of the generai
situation to dwell upon these for a moment, af-
ter which 1 propose to maintain that they are
substantially but modifications of a single prob-
lem.

There is to be mentioned first the notion which
derives most immediately from contrast with e
ideals and purposes of structural psychology $°
called. This involves the identification of func
tional psychology with the effort to discern al

portray the typical operations of consciousness
under actual life conditions, as over against ¢
attempt to analyze and describe its elementa?.
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and complex contents. The structural psychol-
ogy of sensation, e.g., undertakes o determine
the number and character of the various unana-
lyzable sensory materials, such as the varieties
of color, tone, taste, etc. The functional psy-
chology of sensation would on the other hand
find its appropriate sphere of interest in the de-
termination of the character of the various sense
activities as differing in their modus operandi
from one another and from other mental pro-
cesses such as judging, conceiving, willing and
the like.

In this its older and more pervasive form
functional psychology has until very recent
times had no independent existence. No more
has structural psychology for that matter. It is
only lately that any motive for the differentia-
tion of the two has existed and structural psy-
chology— granting its claims and pretensions of
which more anon—is the first, be it said, to iso-
late itself. But in so far as functional psychology
is synonymous with descriptions and theories of
mental action as distinct from the materials of
mental constitution, so far it is everywhere con-
spicuous in psychological literature from the
earliest times down.

When the structural psychologists define
their field as that of mental process, they really
preémpt under a fictitious name the field of
function, so that I should be disposed to allege
fearlessly and with a clear conscience that a
large part of the doctrine of psychologists of
nominally structural proclivities is in point of
fact precisely what I mean by one essential part
of functional psychology, i.e., an account of
psychical operations. Certain of the official ex-
ponents of structuralism explicitly lay claim to
this as their field and do so with a flourish of sci-
entific rectitude. There is therefore after all a
small but nutritious core of agreement in the
structure-function apple of discord. For this rea-
son, as well as because I consider extremely use-
ful the analysis of mental life into its elementary
forms, I regard much of the actual work of my
Structuralist friends with highest respect and
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confidence. I feel, however, that when they use
the term structural as opposed to the term func-
tional to designate their scientific creed they of-
ten come perilously near to using the enemy’s
colors.

Substantially identical with this first concep-
tion of functional psychology, but phrasing it-
self somewhat differently, is the view which re-
gards the functional problem as concerned with
discovering how and why conscious processes
are what they are, instead of dwelling as the
structuralist is supposed to do upon the problem
of determining the irreducible elements of con-
sciousness and their characteristic modes of
combination. I have elsewhere defended the
view that however it may be in other sciences
dealing with life phenomena, in psychology at
least the answer to the question ‘what’ impli-
cates the answer to the questions ‘how’ and
‘why.’

Stated briefly the ground on which this posi-
tion rests is as follows: In so far as you attempt
to analyze any particular state of consciousness
you find that the mental elements presented to
your notice are dependent upon the particular
exigencies and conditions which call them forth.
Not only does the affective coloring of such a
psychical moment depend upon one’s tempo-
rary condition, mood and aims, but the very sen-
sations themselves are determined in their qual-
itative texture by the totality of circumstances
subjective and objective within which they
arise. You cannot get a fixed and definite color
sensation for example, without keeping per-
fectly constant the external and internal condi-
tions in which it appears. The particular sense
quality is in short functionally determined by the
necessities of the existing situation which it
emerges to meet. If you inquire then deeply
enough what particular sensation you have in a
given case, you always find it necessary to take
account of the manner in which, and the reasons
why, it was experienced at all. You may of
course, if you will, abstract from these consid-
erations, but in so far as you do so, your analy-
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sis and description is manifestly partial and
incomplete. Moreover, even when you do so ab-
stract and attempt to describe certain isolable
sensé qualities, your descriptions are of neces-
sity couched in terms not of the experienced
quality itself, but in terms of the conditions
which produced it, in terms of some other qual-
ity with which it is compared, or in terms of
some more overt act to which the sense stimula-
tion led. That is to say, the very description it-
self is functionalistic and must be so. The truth
of this assertion can be illustrated and tested by
appeal to any situation in which one is trying
to reduce sensory complexes, e.g., colors or
sounds, to their rudimentary components.

A broader outlook and one more frequently
characteristic of contemporary writers meets us
in the next conception of the task of functional
psychology. This conception is in part a reflex
of the prevailing interest in the larger formulae
of biology and particularly the evolutionary hy-
potheses within whose majestic sweep is nowa-
days included the history of the whole stellar
universe; in part it echoes the same philosophi-
cal call to new life which has been heard as prag-
matism, as humanism, even as functionalism it~
self. I should not wish to commit either party by
asserting that functional psychology and prag-
matism are ultimately one. Indeed, as a psy-
chologist I should hesitate to bring down on my-
self the avalanche of metaphysical invective
which has been loosened by pragmatic writers.
To be sure pragmatism has slain its thousands,
but I should cherish scepticism as to whether
functional psychology would the more speedily
slay its tens of thousands by announcing an of-
fensive and defensive alliance with pragmatism.
In any case I only hold that the two movements
spring from similar logical motivation and rely
for their vitality and propagation upon forces
closely germane to one another.

The functional psychologist then in his mod-
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ern attire is interested not alone in the operations
of mental process considered merely of and by
and for itself, but also and more vigorously in
mental activity as part of a larger stream of bio-
logical forces which are daily and hourly at
work before our eyes and which are constitutive
of the most important and most absorbing part
of our world. The psychologist of this stripe is
wont to take his cue from the basal conception
of the evolutionary movement, i.e., that for the
most part organic structures and functions pos-
sess their present characteristics by virtue of the
efficiency with which they fit into the extant
conditions of life broadly designated the envi-
ronment. With this conception in mind he pro-
ceeds to attempt some understanding of the
manner in which the psychical contributes to the
furtherance of the sum total of organic activities,
not alone the psychical in its entirety, but espe-
cially the psychical in its particularities —mind
as judging, mind as feeling, etc.

This is the point of view which instantly
brings the psychologist cheek by jowl with the
general biologist. It is the presupposition of
every philosophy save that of outright ontologi-
cal materialism that mind plays the stellar role
in all the environmental adaptations of animals
which possess it. But this persuasion has gener-
ally occupied the position of an innocuous tru-
ism or at best a jejune postulate, rather than that
of a problem requiring, or permitting, serious
scientific treatment. At all events, this was for-
merly true.

It is not unnatural perhaps that the frequent
disposition of the functional psychologist to
sigh after the flesh-pots of biology should kindle
the fire of those consecrated to the cause of a
pure psychology and philosophy freed from the
contaminating influence of natural science. As a
matter of fact, alarms have been repeatedly
sounded and the faithful called to subdue
mutiny. But the purpose of the functional psy-
chologist has never been, so far as I am aware,
to scuttle the psychological craft for the benefit
of biology. Quite the contrary. Psychology is
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gtill for a time at least to steer her own untrou-
bled course. She is at most borrowing a well-
tested compass which biology is willing to lend
and she hopes by its aid to make her ports more
speedily and more surely. If in use it prove
treacherous and unreliable, it will of course go
overboard.

This broad biological ideal of functional psy-
chology of which we have been speaking may
be phrased with a slight shift to emphasis by
connecting it with the problem of discovering
the fundamental utilities of consciousness. If
mental process is of real value to its possessor in
the life and world which we know, it must per-
force be by virtue of something which it does
that otherwise is not accomplished. Now life
and world are complex and it seems altogether
improbable that consciousness should express
its utility in one and only one way. As a matter
of fact, every surface indication points in the
other direction. It may be possible merely as a
matter of expression to speak of mind as in gen-
eral contributing to organic adjustment to envi-
ronment. But the actual contributions will take
place in many ways and by multitudinous vari-
eties of conscious process. The functionalist’s
problem then is to determine if possible the
great types of these processes in so far as the
utilities which they present lend themselves to
classification.

The search after the various utilitarian as-
pects of mental process is at once suggestive and
disappointing. It is on the one hand illuminating
by virtue of the strong relief into which it throws
the fundamental resemblances of processes of-
ten unduly severed in psychological analysis.
Memory and imagination, for example, are of-
ten treated in a way designed to emphasize their
divergences almost to the exclusion of their
functional similarities. They are of course func-
tionally but variants on a single and basal type
“of control. An austere structuralism in particular

is inevitably disposed to magnify differences
“and in consequence under its hands mental life
 tends to fall apart; and when put together again
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it generally seems to have lost something of its
verve and vivacity. It appears stiff and rigid and
corpse-like. It lacks the vital spark. Functional-
ism tends just as inevitably to bring mental phe-
nomena together, to show them focalized in ac-
tual vital service. The professional psychologist,
calloused by long apprenticeship, may not feel
this distinction to be scientifically important.
But to the young student the functionalistic
stress upon community of service is of immense
value in clarifying the intricacies of mental or-
ganization. On the other hand the search of
which we were speaking is disappointing per-
haps in the paucity of the basic modes in which
these conscious utilities are realized.

The third conception which I distinguish is of-
ten in practice merged with the second, but it
involves stress upon a problem logically prior
perhaps to the problem raised there and so war-
rants separate mention. Functional psychology,
it is often alleged, is in reality a form of psy-
chophysics. To be sure, its aims and ideals are
not explicitly quantitative in the manner charac-
teristic of that science as commonly understood.
But it finds its major interest in determining the
relations to one another of the physical and men-
tal portions of the organism.

It is undoubtedly true that many of those who
write under functional prepossessions are wont
to introduce frequent references to the physio-
logical processes which accompany or condition
mental life. Moreover, certain followers of this
faith are prone to declare forthwith that psychol-
ogy is simply a branch of biology and that we are
in consequence entitled, if not indeed obliged, to
make use where possible of biological materials.
But without committing ourselves to so extreme
a position as this, a mere glance at one familiar
region of psychological procedure will disclose
the leanings of psychology in this direction.

The psychology of volition affords an excel-
lent illustration of the necessity with which de-
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scriptions of mental process eventuate in physi-
ological or biological considerations. If one take
the conventional analysis of a voluntary act
drawn from some one or other of the experi-
ences of adult life, the descriptions offered gen-
erally portray ideational activities of an antici-
patory and deliberative character which serve to
initiate immediately or remotely certain relevant
expressive movements. Without the execution
of the movements the ideational performances
would be as futile as the tinkling cymbals of
Scripture. To be sure, many of our psychologists
protest themselves wholly unable to suggest
why or how such muscular movements are
brought to pass. But the fact of their occurrence
or of their fundamental import for any theory of
mental life in which consciousness is other than
an epiphenomenon, is not questioned.

Moreover, if one considers the usual accounts
of the ontogenesis of human volitional acts one
is again confronted with intrinsically physiolog-
ical data in which reflexes, automatic and in-
stinctive acts, are much in evidence. Whatever
the possibilities, then, of an expurgated edition
of the psychology of volition from which should
be blotted out all reference to contaminating
physiological factors, the actual practice of our
representative psychologists is quite otherwise,
and upon their showing volition cannot be un-
derstood either as regards its origin or its out-
come without constant and overt reference to
these factors. It would be a labor of supererro-
gation to go on and make clear the same doctrine
as it applies to the psychology of the more re-
condite of the cognitive processes; so intimate is
the relation between cognition and volition in
modern psychological theory that we may well
stand excused from carrying out in detail the ob-
vious inferences from the situation we have just
described.

Now if someone could but devise a method
for handling the mind-body relationships which
would not when published immediately create
cyclonic disturbances in the philosophical at-
mosphere, it seems improbable that this disposi-
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tion of the functional psychologist to inject
physiology into his cosmos would cause com-
ment and much less criticism. But even paral-
lelismn, that most insipid, pale and passionless of
all the inventions begotten by the mind of man
to accomplish this end, has largely failed of its
pacific purpose. It is no wonder, therefore, that
the more rugged creeds with positive programs
to offer and a stock of red corpuscles to invest in
their propagation should also have failed of uni-
versal favor.

This disposition to go over into the physio-
logical for certain portions of psychological
doctrine is represented in an interesting way by
the frequent tendency of structural psycholo-
gists to find explanation in psychology substan-
tially equivalent to physiological explanation.
Professor Titchener’s recent work on Quantita-
tive Psychology represents this position very
frankly. It is cited here with no intent to com-
ment disparagingly upon the consistency of the
structuralist position, but simply to indicate the
wide-spread feeling of necessity at certain
stages of psychological development for resort
to physiological considerations.

Such a functional psychology as I have been
presenting would be entirely reconcilable with
Miss Calkins’ ‘psychology of selves” (so ably
set forth by her in her presidential address last
year) were it not for her exireme scientific con-
servatism in refusing to allow the self to have a
body, save as a kind of conventional biological
ornament. The real psychological self, as I un-
derstand her, is pure disembodied spirit—an ad-
mirable thing of good religious and philosophic
ancestry, but surely not the thing with which we
actually get through this vale of tears and not
thing, before which psychology is under any
obligation to kowtow.

It is not clear that the functional psychologist
because of his disposition to magnify the signif-
icance in practice of the mind-body relation-
ships is thereby committed to any special theory
of the character of these relationships, save 85
was said a moment since, that negatively he
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must seemingly of necessity set his face against
any epiphenomenalist view. He might conceiv-
ably be an interactionist, or a parallelist or even
an advocate of some wholly outworn creed. As
a matter of fact certain of our most ardent func-
tionalists not only cherish highly definite arti-
cles of faith as regards this issue, they would
even go so far as to test functional orthodoxy by
the acceptance of these tenets. This is to them
the most momentous part of their functionalism,
their holy of holies. It would display needless
temerity to attempt within the limitations of this
occasion a formulation of doctrine wholly ac-
ceptable to all concerned. But I shall venture a
brief reference to such doctrine in the effort to
bring out certain of its essentials.

The position to which I refer regards the
mind-body relation as capable of treatment in
psychology as a methodological distinction
rather than a metaphysically existential one.
Certain of its expounders arrive at their view by
means of an analysis of the genetic conditions
under which the mind-body differentiation first
makes itself felt in the experience of the indi-
vidual. This procedure clearly involves a direct
frontal attack on the problem.

Others attain the position by flank movement,
emphasizing to begin with the insoluble contra-
dictions with which one is met when the dis-
tinction is treated as resting on existential dif-
ferences in the primordial elements of the
cosmos. Both methods of approach lead to the
same goal, however, i.e., the conviction that the
distinction has no existence on the genetically
lower and more naif stages of experience. It only
comes to light on a relatively reflective level and
it must then be treated as instrumental if one
would avoid paralogisms, antinomies and a host
of other metaphysical nightmares. Moreover, in
dealing with psychological problems this view
entitles one to reject as at least temporarily
irrelevant the question whether mind causes
changes in neural action and conversely. The
Previous question is raised by defenders of this
type of doctrine if one insists on having such a
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query answered. They invite you to trace the lin-
eage of your idea of causality, insisting that such
a searching of one’s intellectual reins will al-
ways disclose the inappropriateness of the in-
quiry as formulated above. They urge further
that the profitable and significant thing is to seek
for a more exact appreciation of the precise con-
ditions under which consciousness is in evi-
dence and the conditions under which it retires
in favor of the more exclusively physiological.
Such knowledge so far as it can be obtained is
on a level with all scientific and practical infor-
mation. It states the circumstances under which
certain sorts of results will appear.

One’s view of this functionalistic meta-
physics is almost inevitably colored by current
philosophical discussion as to the essential na-
ture of consciousness. David Hume has been ac-
cused of destroying the reality of mind chiefly
because he exorcised from it relationships of
various kinds. If it be urged, as has so often been
done, that Hume was guilty of pouring out the
baby with the bath, the modern philosopher
makes good the disaster not only by pouring in
again both baby and bath, but by maintaining
that baby and bath, mind and relations, are sub-
stantially one. Nor is this unity secured after the
manner prescribed by the good Bishop Berke-
ley. At all events the metaphysicians to whom I
refer are not fond of being called idealists. But
the psychological functionalist who emphasizes
the instrumental nature of the mind-body dis-
tinction and the metaphysician who regards
mind as a relation are following roads which are
at least parallel to one another if not actually
convergent.

Whether or not one sympathizes with the
views of that wing of the functionalist party to
which our attention has just been directed it cer-
tainly seems a trifle unfair to cast up the qmind-
body difficulty in the teeth of the functionalist as
such when on logical grounds he is no more
guilty than any of his psychological neighbors.
No courageous psychology of volition is possi-
ble which does not squarely face the mind-body
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problem, and in point of fact every important de-
scription of mental life contains doctrine of one
kind or another upon this matter. A literally pure
psychology of volition would be a sort of hang-
ing-garden of Babylon, marvelous but inacces-
sible to psychologists of terrestrial habit. The
functionalist is a greater sinner than others only
in so far as he finds necessary and profitable a
more constant insistence upon the translation of
mental process into physiological process and
conversely,

v

If we now bring together the several conceptions
of which mention has been made it will be easy
to show them converging upon a common point.
We have to consider (1) functionalism con-
ceived as the psychology of mental operations in
contrast to the psychology of mental elements;
or, expressed otherwise, the psychology of the
how and why of consciousness as distinguished
from the psychology of the what of conscious-
ness. We have (2) the functionalism which deals
with the problem of mind conceived as primar-
ily engaged in mediating between the environ-
ment and the needs of the organism. This is the
psychology of the fundamental utilities of con-
sciousness; (3) and lastly we have functionalism
described as psychophysical psychology, that is
the psychology which constantly recognizes and
insists upon the essential significance of the
mind-body relationship for any just and com-
prehensive appreciation of mental life itself.
The second and third delineations of func-
tional psychology are rather obviously corre-
lated with each other. No description of the ac-
tual circumstances attending the participation of
mind in the accommodatory activities of the
organism could be other than a mere empty
schematism without making reference to the
manner in which mental processes eventuate in
motor phenomena of the physiological organ-
ism. The overt accommodatory act is, I take it,
always sooner or later a muscular movement.
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But this fact being admitted, there is nothing for
it, if one will describe accommodatory pro-
cesses, but to recognize the mind-body relations
and in some way give expression to their practi-
cal significance. It is only in this regard, as was
indicated a few lines above, that the functional-
ist departs a trifle in his practice and a trifle more
in his theory from the rank and file of his col-
leagues.

The effort to follow the lead of the natural sci-
ences and delimit somewhat rigorously —albeit
artificially —a field of inquiry, in this case con-
sciousness conceived as an independent realm,
has led in psychology to a deal of excellent work
and to the uncovering of much hidden truth. So
far as this procedure has resulted in a focusing
of scientific attention and endeavor on a rela-
tively narrow range of problems the result has
more than justified the means. And the func-
tionalist by no means holds that the limit of prof-
jtable research has been reached along these
lines. But he is disposed to urge in season and
out that we must not forget the arbitrary and
self-imposed nature of the boundaries within
which we toil when we try to eschew all explicit
reference to the physical and physiological. To
overlook this fact is to substitute a psychology
under injunction for a psychology under free
jurisdiction. He also urges with vigor and en-
thusiasm that a new illumination of this pre-
émpted field can be gained by envisaging it
more broadly, looking at it as it appears when
taken in perspective with its neighboring terri-
tory. And if it be objected that such an inquiry
however interesting and advantageous is at least
not psychology, he can only reply; psychology
is what we make it, and if the correct under-
standing of mental phenomena involves our
delving in regions which are not at first glance
properly mental, what recks it, provided only
that we are nowhere guilty of untrustworthy and
unverifiable procedure, and that we retur®
loaded with the booty for which we set out, and
by means of which we can the better solve ouf
problem?
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In its more basal philosophy this last concep-
tion is of course intimately allied to those ap-
praisals of mind which emphasize its domi-
nantly social characteristics, its rise out of social
circumstances and the pervasively social nature
of its constitutive principles. In our previous in-
timations of this standpoint we have not distin-
guished sharply between the physical and the
social aspect of environment. The adaptive ac-
tivities of mind are very largely of the distinctly
social type. But this does not in any way jeopar-
dize the genuineness of the connection upon
which we have been insisting between the psy-
chophysical aspects of a functional psychology
and its environmental adaptive aspects.

It remains then to point out in what manner
the conception of functionalism as concerned
with the basal operations of mind is to be corre-
lated with the other two conceptions just under
discussion. The simplest view to take of the re-
lations involved would apparently be such as
would regard the first as an essential propaedeu-
tic to the other two. Certainly if we are intent
upon discerning the exact manner in which men-
tal process contributes to accommodatory effi-
ciency, it is natural to begin our undertaking by
determining what are the primordial forms of
expression peculiar to mind. However plausible
in theory this conception of the intrinsic logical
relations of these several forms of functional
psychology, in practice it is extremely difficult
wholly to sever them from one another,

Again like the biological accommodatory
view the psychophysical view of functional psy-
chology involves as a rational presupposition
some acquaintance with mental processes as
these appear to reflective consciousness, The
intelligent correlation in a practical way of phys-
iological and mental operations evidently in-
volves a preliminary knowledge of the conspic-
uous differentiations both on the side of
conscious function and on the side of physio-
logical function.

In view of the considerations of the last few
paragraphs it does not seem fanciful nor forced
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to urge that these various theories of the prob-
lem of functional psychology really converge
upon one another, however divergent may be
the introductory investigations peculiar to each
of the several ideals. Possibly the conception
that the fundamental problem of the functional-
ist is one of determining just how mind partici-
pates in accommodatory reactions, is more
nearly inclusive than either of the others, and so
may be chosen to stand for the group. But if this
vicarious duty is assigned to it, it must be on
clear terms of remembrance that the other
phases of the problem are equally real and
equally necessary. Indeed the three things hang
together as integral parts of a common program.

The functionalist’s most intimate persuasion
leads him to regard consciousness as primarily
and intrinsically a control phenomenon. Just as
behavior may be regarded as the most distinctly
basic category of general biology in its func-
tional phase so control would perhaps serve as
the most fundamental category in functional
psychology, the special forms and differentia-
tions of consciousness simply constituting par-
ticular phases of the general process of control.
At this point the omnipresent captious critic will
perhaps arise to urge that the knowledge process
is no more truly to be explained in terms of con-
trol than is control to be explained in terms of
knowledge. Unquestionably there is from the
point of view of the critic a measure of truth in
this contention. The mechanism of control un-
doubtedly depends on the cognitive processes,
to say nothing of other factors. But if one as-
sumes the vitalistic point of view for one’s more
final interpretations, if one regards the further-
ance of life in breadth and depth and perma-
nence as an end in itself, and if one derives his
scale of values from a contemplation of the sev-
eral contributions toward this end represented
by the great types of vital phenomena, with their
apex in the moral, scientific and aesthetic
realms, one must certainly find control a cate-
gory more fundamental than the others offered
by psychology. Moreover, it may be urged
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against the critic’s attitude that even knowledge
itself is built up under the control mechanism
represented by selective attention and appercep-
tion. Fhe basic character of control seems there-
fore hardly open to challenge.

One incidential merit of the functionalist pro-
gram deserves a passing mention. This is the one
method of approach to the problem with which
I am acquainted that offers a reasonable and co-
gent account of the rise of reflective conscious-
ness and its significance as manifested in the
various philosophical disciplines. From the van-
tage point of the functionalist position logic and
ethics, for instance, are no longer mere discon-
nected items in the world of mind. They take
their place with all the inevitableness of organic
organization in the general system of control,
which requires for the expression of its imma-
nent meaning as psychic a theoretical vindica-
tion of its own inner principles, its modes of pro-
cedure and their results. From any other point of
view, so far as I am aware, the several divisions
of philosophical inquiry sustain to one another
relations which are almost purely external and
accidental. To the functionalist on the other
hand they are and must be in the nature of the
case consanguineous and vitally connected. It is
at the point, for example, where the good, the
beautiful and the true have bearing on the effi-
cacy of accommodatory activity that the issues
of the normative philosophical sciences become
relevant. If good action has no significance for
the enriching and enlarging of life, the con-
tention I urge is futile, and similarly as regards
beauty and truth. But it is not at present usually
maintained that such is the fact,

These and other similar tendencies of func-
tionalism may serve to reassure those who fear
that in lending itself to biological influences psy-
chology may lose contact with philosophy and so
sacrifice the poise and balance and sanity of out-
look which philosophy undertakes to furnish.
The particular brand of philosophy which is pre-
destined to functionalist favor cannot of course
be confidently predicted in advance. But any-
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thing approaching a complete and permanent di-
vorce of psychology from philosophy is surely
improbable so long as one cultivates the func-
tionalist faith. Philosophy cannot dictate scien-
tific method here any more than elsewhere, nor
foreordain the special facts to be discovered. But
as an interpreter of the psychologist’s achieve-
ments she will always stand higher in the func-
tionalist’s favor than in that of his colleagues of
other persuasions, for she is a more integral and
significant part of his scheme of the cosmos. She
may even outgrow under his tutelage that
‘valiant inconclusiveness’ of which the last of
her long line of lay critics has just accused her.

A sketch of the kind we have offered is un-
happily likely to leave on the mind an impres-
sion of functional psychology as a name for a
group of genial but vaguer ambitions and good
intentions. This, however, is a fault which must
be charged to the artist and to the limitations of
time and space under which he is here working.
There is nothing vaguer in the program of the
functionalist when he goes to his work than
there is in the purposes of the psychologist
wearing any other livery. He goes to his labora-
tory, for example, with just the same resolute
interest to discover new facts and new relation-
ships, with just the same determination to ver-
ify and confirm his previous observations, as
does his colleague who calls himself perhaps a
structuralist. But he looks out upon the sur-
roundings of his science with a possibly greater
sensitiveness to its continuity with other ranges
of human interest and with certainly a more ar-
ticulate purpose to see the mind which he ana-
lyzes as it actually is when engaged in the dis-
charge of its vital functions. If his method
tempts him now and then to sacrifice something
of petty exactitude, he is under no obligation to
yield, and in any case he has for his compensa-
tion the power which comes from breadth and
sweep of outlook.

So far as he may be expected to develop
methods peculiar to himself—so far, indeed, as
in genetic and comparative psychology, for ex-
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ample, he has already developed such—they
will not necessarily be iconoclastic and revolu-
tionary, nor such as flout the methods already
devised and established on a slightly different
foundation. They will be distinctly complemen-
tary to all that is solid in these. Nor is it in any
way essential that the term functionalism should
cling to this new-old movement. It seems at pre-
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sent a convenient term, but there is nothing
sacrosanct about it, and the moment it takes unto
itself the pretense of scientific finality its doom
will be sealed. It means to-day a broad and flex-
ible and organic point of view in psychology.
The moment it becomes dogmatic and narrow
its spirit will have passed and undoubtedly some
worthier successor will fill its place.

The Pre-Chicago Association of the Early Functionalists

Alfred C. Raphelson

agreed among those who write of
its history, tha¢ American psychology made its
first distinctive stand against European psychol-
ogy in the form of fynctionalism. There may, in-
deed, have been individuals who differed on
matters of concepts, mathods or goals, but be-
fore 1900, no distinctly “Axerican” school had
emerged.

The historians often emphasi
mere coincidence that this new vidwpoint first
appeared at the University of Chicago:They ar-
gue that the time was ripe for the emergenge of
a “native” psychology, and, as Roback, for
ample put it:

that it was no

... It was only fit that such should spring up in a
region of comparatively recent settlement and far
inland. . . . About half way from each coast and
therefore relatively free from foreign influences
.. . the University of Chicago . .. wasabrand n
university, founded only the same year Titchéner
... arrived in America. To this day, this ¥Iniver-
sity represents American initiative and-enterprise
rather than tradition and dignity. <", If the loca-
tion is typically American, with-ts bustling pack-
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‘ing houses, political machines, etc., the particular
brand of psychology which would igSue, there-
fore, would be expected to corregpond to the
American genius which is charaeterized by ac-
tion, utility and practicality? ..

The story is then detailegd how John Dewey
(1859-1952) was inviteg'to come to Chicago in
1894 as the Chairman,6f the Department of Phi-
losophy, how he fptnd James H. Tufts (1862~
1942) already thefe and interested in psycholog-
ical topics. Within a year George H. Mead
(1863-193}) and James R. Angell (1867-1949)
arrived, the latter to take charge of the psycho-
logicgl” laboratory. These men brought to
Chicago backgrounds in philosophy, the new
chology of Germany as well as interests in
education, sociology and political sci-
ence. Fursthermore, they were unusually effec-
tive teacherssJLargely because of their combined
effect, the Untversity of Chicago emerged as a
flourishing centeraf psychological activity that
in a few years appeared to take a form that jus-
tifiably could be called a."school of thought.”

One need not quarrel with the above facts to
point out, however, that though<functional psy-
chology did develop at Chicago as asgt of ideas,
it was not mere “fate” that determined that its
originators happened to appear on the staff of
that new university. Another way of looking at




