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CHARLES 8. MyERs 215

mously. In one book! I find enumerated the instinets of imitation,
curiosity and play; the expressive, aesthetic, moral and religious
instincts ; the parental and social instincts ; the collecting, constructive,
destructive and fighting instincts. May we not complete the list by
adding the instincts of thought, reason, intelligence ?

This difficulty in delimiting the human instincts arises from the
criteria employed. Evidently these are: (1) What instances of human
behaviour are analogous to the recognized instincts in animal life, and
(2) what lines of conduct are common to all, or to large numbers of,
mankind 2 The eriteria are hence objective. But in man, at least,
there should be no difficulty in substituting a subjective criterion, thus
avoiding the notorious errors of interpretation arising from the former
method. It should be easy for man to be able to describe the difference
which he himself experiences when acting instinctively and when
acting intelligently.

Herein, I believe, is the root of the difficulty. Man is never aware
that he is acting instinctively; and on this account he naturally denies
instinets to himself and his fellows, while ascribing them to animals.
When a mother sacrifices her life to save her child, does she recognize
that she is acting instinctively or unintelligently ? At the dawn of the
sexual instinet,—or even earlier, say at the first exercise of the walking
instinet,—can we be said to have any cue which informs us that we are
not acting intelligently but instinctively? From our own introspection
we can only answer negatively.

It may be urged, on the one hand, that the human organism, when
acting instinctively, achieves “ its end under the driving power of the
instinctive impulse awakened within it%” bringing his intelligence to
bear as best he may, so as to satisfy that end. But is this impulse
always felt as such, and does it when present appreciably differ from
other forms of impulse which would not generally be classed as
instinctive ? Stress, on the other hand, may be laid on the fact that
“each of the principal instincts conditions .. . some one kind of
emotional excitement, whose quality is specific or peculiar to it%” But
instinet is not to be identified with emotion; the former is not the
necessary or universal condition of the latter. Thus neither instinctive
emotion nor instinctive impulse appears to help us in differentiating
instinet from intelligence. And we reach the same conclusion in the

1 B, A, Kirkpatrick, The Fundamentals of Child Study, New York, 1903
2 MeDougall, op. cil. p. 40 {footnote).
3 Ihid, p. 47.
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For each of these two interpretations is traceable to our experience
of activity, finalism to our experience of subject-activity, mechanism
to our experience of object-activity. Kach of them, too, comes to be
extended beyond its sphere of origin. We extend the mechanistic
interpretation to ourselves when we recognize that if all the conditions
determining our behaviour were but given, one result and no other
could issue therefrom, and that if only we could know all those
conditions and had already observed their result, we could confidently
predict the resulting behaviour. Such admissions do not conflict with
our recognition that very often our actions cannot thus be predicted,
that they are devised to attain ends, and that those ends are of our
own making. This two-fold interpretation of his behaviour each of us
recognizes within himself. He extends it also to his fellow-men. The
question arises whether he is justified in extending it also to the
behaviour and the evolution of living and lifeless objects generally.

From one point of view, certainly, we cannot avoid applying the
finalistic interpretation to these objects, inasmuch as without it nature
would be meaningless. We have just insisted that wechanism can
only predict the result of given conditions, provided that a like result
of like conditions has been observed already. Without previous
experience, mechanism could never foretell that hydrogen and oxygen
would yield water. It can never foretell the apparent diseontivuities
in evolution or the paths of history. Further, mechanism Las no
concern with ends, yet our mind finds evidence of finalism everywhere.
Each piece of behaviour appears adapted for an end. Euds appear
already framed in organisms which liave no apparent power of framing
ends for themselves,

We find that the non-nervous tissues of living objects are often
possessed of a variety of methods, any oue of which will serve to reach
one and the same end, in cases, for example, of injury after which
regeneration starts in one of several possible methods to reach one and
the same result’. It is indeed in the degree of adaptability to all
possible disturbances that the psychical is distinguished from the non-
psychical, the physiological from the physical, and, we may add, the
entire Universe from that pure abstraction,—purposeless mechanism.
For ends exist not only in Life but throughout the Universe, if only
we view the Universe as a huge organism ; the difference lying only
in the size of the system and in the breadth of the subjective outlook.

1 Cf. the striking example given by H. Driesch in The Science and Philosophy af the
Orgaiism. Giffurd Lectures (Aberdeen), 1007, pp. 159-161.






























