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PREFACE

HIs volume collects a few of the many essays and

addresses I have scattered in various journals and
magazines during the last forty years, together with three
that have not previously appeared in their present form.
I am especially indebted to Messrs. Methuen & Co., and
to Messrs. Kegan Paul & Co. for their kind permission to
include ‘Ethics of Nationalism’ and ‘World Chaos’; for
these are very condensed presentations of the substance of
volumes published by them. For permission to republish
here I return thanks also to the editors and publishers of
the following: The South Atlantic Quarterly (‘Religion and
the Sciences of Life’); Philosophy (‘Mechanism, Purpose, and
the New Freedom’ and ‘Apollonian and Dionysian Theories
of Man’); The Harvard Graduates’ Magazine (‘The Need for
Psychical Research’); The Case For and Against Psychical
Research (‘Psychical Research as a University Study’);
Scridner's Magazine (‘The Island of Eugenia’); The
Sociological Review (‘Family Allowances, 1906’); Character
and Personality (‘Family Allowances, 1933’); The Forum
(“Was Darwin Wrong?’); The Edinburgh Review (‘Our Neglect
of Psychology’).

In selecting these essays I have been guided partly by
the desire to present matter likely to be of interest to the
general reader; but also I have aimed at a certain unity of
topic and argument, a unity indicated by the title of the
volume. A brief summary may help the reader to grasp
that unity and to follow the somewhat scattered argument.
Man, I contend, is more than a machine, and more than a
mirror that reflects the world about him. He is an active
being with power to direct his strivings towards ideal goals;
and there is ground for belief that those goals are neither

v :
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wholly illusory nor wholly unattainable. There is no
novelty about this view; but there is novelty in the argu-
ment by which the conclusion is reached. The same view
has been propounded a thousand times by that form of
wishful thinking which is commonly called philosophical.
In this case the conclusion has been forced by the pressure
of the evidence during more than forty years of cold and
sceptical inquiry. The process is indicated in briefest out-
line in the first three essays of this volume. Any reader
who may desire to follow the process in more detail may
turn to my various published works, more especially to
my Body and Mind, which remains pivotal for all my later
thinking.

In spite of perennial discussion sustained through twenty-
three centuries, we have but little understanding of man’s
nature, his powers and potentialities. Science is only now
beginning to attack these problems with some slight promise
of success. All advance along this line has been hampered
and retarded: on the one hand, by religion, which has
regarded man’s nature as a sacred mystery not to be
profaned by the prying fingers of science; on the other
hand, by the obstinate prejudice that man is a machine,
that he may be interpreted and explained without remainder
in terms of the principles of physical science, a corollary
from the larger prejudice that the whole universe is but a
mechanical system. Our ignorance of man’s nature has
prevented, and still prevents, the development of all the
social sciences. Such sciences are the crying need of our
time; for lack of them our civilization is threatened gravely
with decay and, perhaps, complete collapse.

Such understanding is not in principle impossible. If we
can but achieve it in some considerable measure, we may
fairly hope that the life of the human race may be vastly
improved.

One step of advance we have made: namely, we have
learnt that it is not true that ‘all men are created equal’,
in the sense that they are of equal natural endowments;

vi
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rather, some men and some races of men are more highly
endowed than others—have reached a higher level in the
evolutionary scale. Human nature is not uniform, and is
not established unchangeably at any one level. It is
capable of further advance and very susceptible to deterio-
ration. If we had some guarantee against widespread
deterioration, our race might face the future hopefully. If
we knew how to ensure some general biological advance,
our hope might rise to confidence. But if some general
deterioration of human qualities is inevitable, man’s future
must be dark and dreadful. This is the first lesson taught
us by the application of the scientific method to the prob-
lems of human life. Can we profit by this new insight?
Can we turn it to good account? Can we use our little
spark of intelligence and our germ of purposeful spontaneity
to turn the tide that seems to be setting strongly against
us? That is the great question.

Critics will say that the tone of this volume is pessimistic.
But that will be unjust. I am constitutionally optimistic;
and if these essays strike a sombre note, that is the conse-
quence of my lifelong studies of man, his powers, his efforts,
his successes, his failures, his follies, his crimes, and his
gleams of nobility. Man is a feeble and fallible creature;
and he is in a most difficult and dangerous situation. But
escape is not impossible; though prayer and fasting will
not suffice. Man is not the passive sport of physical forces.
He has, in germ at least, powers of understanding and of
action which may yet turn the scale in his favour and
justify the ways of God to man.

I add a few special words concerning some of these essays.
‘All the essays here included (with the exception of the
ninth) have been written since my fiftieth birthday and
represent my matured convictions. I have found that, for
the most part, my scientific friends refuse to take the first
essay seriously. They insinuate that it was written with
some private end in view; or they infer that I am the
victim of some strong religious bias acquired in childhood,

v
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and hitherto pretty successfully concealed. It is of no avail

to protest that I am honest in intention; that I here conceal

nothing and make no pretence. But it may be worth while

to state bluntly that I am not, and never have been, a.
member of any church; that for nearly fifty years I have

weighed the evidences and the arguments in an impartial

and agnostic spirit and have found that they incline me

more and more towards the vague though positive con-

clusion here indicated.

The position represented in the second essay is also
the outcome of much slowly maturing thought. At least
twenty years of intensive study were required before I
could clearly see the central importance of this problem
for the theory of man—could see how the failure to grasp
it, to define it, to take a decided stand on the side of the
fundamental nature of purposive action, had sterilized
well-nigh all the psychology of the nineteenth century and
most of that of the twentieth. And though I have read
and written and thought much about the problem, it is only
recently that I have been able to map it out clearly, as in
the present essay.

The discerning reader will see that the more popularly
written essay, ‘Was Darwin Wrong?’ is intimately related
to the larger questions discussed in the opening essays of
the volume. When I was an undergraduate at Cambridge,
neo-Darwinism was coming into fashion, and I accepted
it somewhat superficially. But I was not satisfied. It
seemed to me that the rejection of the Lamarckian theory
was in the main a corollary of scientific materialism. I made
some unsuccessful attempts to initiate a co-operative
endowed experiment for the testing of the question; for it
seemed to me too large a job for any one man to tackle.
Many years later, in the course of my reading in preparation
for my Growp Mind, I became impressed anew with the
need of a definite answer, positive or negative, to the
Lamarckian question. For such an answer was urgently
required, not only by biological theorists, but also by
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historians and all students of social problems, theoretical
and practical; at many points the interpretation of historical
and social facts was at a deadlock for lack of such know-
ledge. Although I was close to my fiftieth birthday, I
decided to undertake single-handed the difficult and
laborious task, giving to it what time and energy could be
spared by the head of a large department in full teaching
work. I initiated the experiment mentioned in the essay.
Harvard and Duke universities have generously supported
my effort; and the results hitherto achieved have surpassed
my most sanguine expectations. At the time this essay
was written the experiment was in its seventh year only;
now it has entered on its fourteenth year, and the indica-
tions of a positive answer to the Lamarckian question have
become very much stronger in many ways. Nevertheless,
the general argument remains unchanged, and I have merely
brought the essay up to date by altering a few words and
figures.

For the two essays on psychical research I offer no
apology. They sufficiently express my attitude to that
field. But, in accordance with my new policy of blunt
outspeaking, I will add this: if, like most of the professed
students of the nature of man, I had failed to give any
support or co-operation to the small band of earnest ‘psychic
researchers’, I should hang my head in shame. Thanks to
the liberal-minded attitude of Duke University and of its
President, I have succeeded in giving effect to the policy
advocated in the second of these two essays. And I now
point with pride to the most important of the first fruits
of that policy, namely, a monograph on Extra-sensory
Perception by my friend and colleague, Dr. J. B. Rhine,
to be published almost simultaneously with this volume,
by the Boston Society for Psychic Research (of which
society I am one of three or four co-founders). The mono-
graph will speak for itself. Here I will say that, in my
considered opinion, it will establish the reality of both
telepathy and clairvoyance and, for the first time, bring
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them definitely into the field of recognized and approved
experimental science. I will add that this work of Dr.
Rhine, together with the positive results of my Lamarckian
experiment (in which he has co-operated of late years)—that
these two pieces of work from the same laboratory will be
found to have given to biological materialism the heaviest
blow that it has suffered hitherto.

As for the essays on eugenic topics, they will inevitably
antagonize a considerable proportion of those who dip into
this volume. Favourable consideration of the Lamarckian
theory excepted, there is nothing more injurious to the
reputation (both popular and in the scientific world) of a
man of science than to be mixed up with psychic research,
unless it bea display of keen interest in the eugenic problem?,
I have suffered much under both heads in the way of loss
of reputation, unpopularity, slanderous misrepresentation,
and scornful hostility. It seems to be my fate to espouse
unpopular causes; but to support them so temperately and
with so much critical reserve that I am as little acceptable
to the minority in opposition as to the dominant crowd.
My only recourse is to find what satisfaction I may in the
‘bloody but unbowed’ attitude, and in the approval of a
select few.

During the last forty years I have published a long array
of scientific hypotheses, and a number of suggestions for
social and political improvements. Not one of these has
attained to wide acceptance. It is therefore very gratifying
that my suggestion of family allowances as a eugenic
measure, after being ignored for twenty-seven years, is find-
ing influential approval. At this last moment before going to
press I learn that that eminent authority, Prof. S. J. Holmes,
in a newly published book, gives it his powerful support.
I am encouraged almost to hope that at some remote date
my Eugenia scheme may be realized by some enlightened

1 Unfortunatesll);, the converse proposition is equally true: nothin,
80 easily establishes a biologist in popular esteem as a scornful attac]
on eugenics and eugenists!
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multi-millionaire. For the scheme, though it is put forward
in a playful form, is very seriously meant. I am convinced
that no rich man could devise any better method of applying
his wealth to the lasting benefit of mankind. Since the
writing of this essay I have taken part in the rapid creation
of a great university. This experience makes the realization
of the Eugenia project a less difficult and less remote possi-
bility than it had previously seemed to be.

I conclude by pointing out that, just as the twelfth and
the fourteenth essays are condensations of books already
published, several of the others, especially the first, the
third, the sixth, and the last, are merely preliminary
sketches of books still to be written.

Wu. McD.

Duke University, N.C.

February 1934
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I
RELIGION AND THE SCIENCES OF LIFE?

HE sciences of life are widely reputed to be dangerous
Tto religious belief in a higher degree than the physical
sciences; of all the sciences of life, psychology is, perhaps,
most open to this reproach. It may, therefore, be of some
general interest if I, who have devoted more than forty
years to these sciences, testify, while still pre-senile, that
these prolonged studies have led me to a position more
favourable to religion than that from which I set out.
They have, in fact, led me from agnosticism to religion.
Growing up in the midst of the great evolutionary con-
troversy, a keen reader of Lyell, Darwin, Spencer, and
Huxley, I had reached, while still a mere boy, a thoroughly
sceptical and agnostic position. I had become ‘a pagan
suckled in a creed outworn’. From that position I have

gry gradually advanced (or, according to the taste
. the reader, receded) to a more liberal one. Since this
change has been brought about, to the best of my judg-
‘ment, mainly by my scientific studies, it may be worth
Avhile to indicate very concisely the lines of evidence and
reflection that seem to have played the chief part.
Deserving of the first place in this record of a sceptic’s
progress is my increasingly vivid realization that, in spite
of all the splendid achievements of modern science, we
still live surrounded on every hand by mysteries. On the
frontiers of science we look out into infinite distances
where all is dim and uncertain, where there loom up
questions with which we vainly struggle.
Equally conducive to caution and humility is the muta-
bility of scientific theories. I have seen many theories

! Reprinted from The South Atlantic Quarterly, January 1932.
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come and go. I have seen the answers of science which
seemed satisfying and final to one generation thrown by
the next to the scrap-heap of exploded fallacies. Need
I cite instances? Out of many I will mention three only.
First, the theory of strict determination of all events,
in the sense that excludes creativeness and volition. A
generation ago this theory was taught by men of science
and philosophers alike with a dogmatic confidence that
the Pope of Rome himself might have envied. To-day it
is gone, undermined, disreputable, shown to be nothing
more than an irrational prejudice, or at best, a methodo-
logical assumption.

Secondly, the theory of the adequacy of natural selection
to account mechanically for organic evolution, for every
adaptation and every appearance of purposive activity—
a theory denying by implication all other agency and
influence than the mechanical. That also has gone the way
of exploded dogmas.

Thirdly, the principles of the great Newton, for genera-
tions accepted as the very foundations of all science;
these also now belong to the past.

We may say of scientific theory in general:

and anon,
Like snow upon the desert’s dusty face
Resting a little hour or two—'tis gone.

It is the negations of science, rather than its positive
affirmations, that have this fleeting and unstable quality.
It is very hard to prove a negative; and I have learned
that science, in making any general assertion, needs to
be far more cautious than it has been in order to avoid
including in its affirmations any implication of negations.
It is in the fields of biology and psychology that a modest
reserve in formulating negations is most imperative.
In these fields science is still stumbling in the dark. In
them the forces of science, unlike those of the physical
sciences which march forward with at least an appearance
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of a united front, are divided into acutely opposed schools,
into warring sects which cannot agree upon a common
answer to any one question of the first importance, that
is to say, to any question that goes beyond the province
of mere description. In these sciences there are no explana-
tory hypotheses on which authorities are united. The great
facts of evolution, reproduction, development, heredity,
fixity of type, memory, purposive self-direction, learning
or profiting by experience, intelligent adaptation, each
stands’ with a great question mark beside it. And to each
of these great questions science can return no answer.
How, then, should it presume to issue negations?

But scientific caution and humility are not enough to
lead the way to religion. They may keep the road open,
but they cannot lead us along it. A certain boldness also
is required, a readiness to grasp a vast range of converging
evidence, each item of which, standing alone, can lead
us nowhere.

The late poet laureate of England said, ‘Man is a spiritual
being; the proper work of his mind is to interpret the
world according to his highest nature, to conquer the
material aspects of the world so as to bring them into
subjection to the spirit.’

Those words seem to me to define very simply religion
and the whole duty of man. Yet simple as is this statement,
it is not wholly clear until we know what Robert Bridges
meant by saying that man is a ‘spiritual being’. In the
light of many talks which I had with him and of personal
knowledge of him gained from our friendship, I feel sure
that fundamentally he meant in those words to state a
truth that results directly from observation and experi-
ence, a fact independent of all special revelation and
tradition, an empirical fact as well established, as indis-
putable, as any you may find stated in the most authori-
tative text-book of physical science; the fact, namely,
that it is the nature of man to recognize the true, the good,
and the beautiful, to esteem highly all such things, to aspire
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towards them, to strive to preserve, augment, and create
truth, goodness, and beauty.

Yet in calling a man a spiritual being Bridges meant
more than the statement of this empirical fact of observa-
tion. He meant also to imply, as in the next sentence he
actually asserted, another truth, one which is not ascer-
tainable by observation, but which yet is established by
universal assent; the truth, namely, that these capacities
of which I speak are the highest part or aspect of man’s
nature, There we have a truth of a different order from
any of the truths of science, a truth achieved by a process
entirely different from any employed by science, and
yet as indisputable as any science can boast—and far
more important. This truth, that what we call spiritual
in man is the highest part of his nature, is reached
by way of a judgment of value. Such judgments are in-
tuitive; unlike the hypotheses of science, their affirmations
cannot be tested, proved, or verified by any observation
or experiment. They have no place in the processes of scien-
tific discovery; they belong to a different sphere; and yet
this particular judgment stands firmly established by the
universal assent of mankind. Such judgments were thus
established long before science began to take shape, and
they will stand firm, we may safely say, when most, per-
haps all, the facts and theories of the science of our day
shall have been rejected as false or transformed beyond
recognition.

Not only are these affirmations of the supreme values
arrived at by processes entirely other than those which
science employs; they are independent of science in the
sense that no conceivable discoveries made by scientific
methods can refute or shake them.

The words of the poet which I have cited go further
than the affirmation of man’s spiritual nature and the
supreme value of the spiritual. They assert also that it
is the proper work of man to conquer the material aspects
of the world and to bring them into subjection to the
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spirit. In making this assertion the poet implies that in
some measure, however slight, man has the power thus to
subjugate the material aspects of the world, to make those
aspects subservient to his spiritual values, to transform
the world about him, to ‘remould it nearer to the heart’s
desire’. The same words imply also that man can in some
measure remould his own nature, can develop and enrich
his spiritual side, while making subservient to it the
processes of his material frame.

Now this implication is essential to religion; but unlike
the affirmation of the supreme value of the spiritual, it
can be and has been attacked and denied by science.
Science cannot impugn the affirmation of the supreme value
of the spiritual; but it may deny, and through the mouths of
many of its leaders it has denied, that the spiritual is
of any effect in the life of man. Science cannot deny that
man recognizes and acclaims truth, goodness, and beauty
in all their forms; but it has denied that man’s aspiration
to conserve and to create these values is of any efficacy.
And this is the most fundamental part of the attack of
science upon religion. For, if this denial is well founded,
religion is wholly illusory.

But religion of the more positive kind goes further.
It asserts that these spiritual values are not merely
incidents in the experience of individual men, realized
and achieved by them in their various degrees, feebly and
dimly by the common man, more intensely and richly
by the highly endowed and developed natures who repre-
sent the peaks of humanity. It assumes, at least as a
working hypothesis, that, in these individual experiences,
man does not merely go through peculiar phases of emotion,
nor merely find in them the stimulus to strive effectively for
the realization of spiritual values. It asserts rather that in
such experiences man makes contact with an aspect of the
universe that is real and supremely important, an aspect
which takes precedence of the physical realm. Further-
more, religion assumes that he not only makes contact
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with this realm but also shares in it, partakes of it, is
influenced by it, and in return can contribute something,
however little, to it.

These, then, are the two great affirmations of religion
which science disputes: first, the spiritual ideals of man
have causal efficacy, they are potent to change for the
better both man’s own nature and the world in which he
lives (this we may speak of conveniently as the affirmation
of spiritual potency). In the second place, man, in so far
as his spiritual nature is developed, can and does participate
directly in the life of a realm of spirit infinitely surpassing
in extent and power his own small spiritual spark (this
we may speak of as the affirmation of spiritual partici-
pation). These are the postulates of all religions, save the
most tenuous. Religion claims that they are pragmatically
verified by a wealth of human experience. The essence
of the conflict between science and religion has been that
science has seemed to deny these two affirmations. And it
is notorious that at the present time biology and psychology
are widely regarded as more active and positive in this
denial than the physical sciences.

As biologist and psychologist seeking the truth in the
sphere of religion, my task has been to inquire without
prejudice, first: Do these sciences truly afford ground
for such denials? Secondly, do they not rather, when
largely considered, afford positive support for these two
fundamental affirmations of religion?

I observe that the very existence of science invalidates
its own denial of the postulate of spiritual potency.
Science itself is a magnificent monument testifying to
the efficacy of man’s spiritual ideals, especially his ideal
aspiration after truth. This point might be developed
at great length: but I forbear. I turn to the specific alle-
gations on which the denials are founded. They are the
double allegation that man, with all his wonderful powers
of intellect and spirit, is a mechanistic product of a
mechanistic evolution.
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Now it seems to me abundantly clear that neither of
these allegations is well founded or even respectably
supported. It has become almost a matter of general
agreement among biologists that the mechanical theory
of evolution, of which the principle of natural selection
was the backbone, has broken down. On all hands we
find biologists either accepting the significant expression,
‘creative evolution’, or speaking of orthogenesis, which
means much the same thing, an evolution directed towards
a goal. Under these terms the admission is made that
mind, instead of being a mere product or by-product of
evolution, has been and is, in some sense and manner, the
essential active agent in evolution. For the only directive
and creative agency we know or can conceive is of the
nature of mind.

So recently as the last week of September in London
this battle was fought over again by leading biologists;
the progressive, large-minded biologists were arrayed
against a few ultra-conservative reactionaries, survivals
from the nineteenth century, too old and too set in their
ways of thinking to desert the dogmas of their youth.

We have, then, as the progressive leaders of biology
frankly recognize, no adequate theory of the evolutionary
process; yet the fact of organic evolution is one evidence
of the primacy of mind in the universe and of its leading
role in the world drama. And it is no less clear that, if
the race of man is to make further evolutionary progress,
such progress can come only through the effective working
of his spiritual ideals.

When we turn to the biology of existing organisms,
to the facts of their self-regulation, maintenance, and repair,
and especially to the processes of reproduction with all
the phenomena of heredity, we again find the mechanistic
theory hopelessly out of court, with an increasing recog-
nition of that fact among biologists. Everything happens
as though regulated for the sake of one great end, the
maintenance of the individual and the perpetuation of
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the type. And the more intimate our acquaintance with
these processes becomes, the more clearly does this appear.
Dr. J. S. Haldane, one of the greatest of living physio-
logists, recently asserted bluntly: ‘Physical science cannot
express or describe biological phenomena, so that its claim
to represent objective reality cannot be admitted.’! And
he insisted afresh on the simple truth that, since the
processes and entities described by physical science are
abstractions (as, for instance, mathematical formulae
deal only with abstractions such as numbers and space),
the principles formulated about these abstractions by
physical science have no valid place in the more concrete
science of biology.

But it is when we turn to the still more concrete
phenomena dealt with by psychology that the inadequacy
of physical principles becomes most obvious and indis-
putable. The mechanical psychology of the nineteenth
century, in spite of the efforts of the ‘behaviourists’ to
revive it, is utterly bankrupt. Here we see the importance
of the principle that natural events must be interpreted
in the light of their most developed and complete forms.
It was only by confining their attention to the lowliest
manifestations of mind and to partial and abstract aspects
of its activities that the mechanical psychologists succeeded
in making their dogmas seem plausible.

When we consider the larger and higher activities of
man, it is as clear as daylight that those activities conform
to laws quite other than the laws of physics. As hitherto
formulated, the laws of the physical world are mechanistic
(which means that the future course of events is wholly
determined by the present and the present by the past)
and, therefore, non-creative. This remains true no matter
how subtle, immaterial, vague, and amorphous the entities,
substances, or ultimate postulates of the modern physicist.
The activities of men, on the contrary, are purposive;
they conform to teleological laws and are creative in the

1 Philosophical Basis of Biology (London 1931).
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fullest sense. Especially is it clear that man’s higher
activities are prompted and sustained by spiritual ideals,
by his aspirations towards truth, goodness, and beauty.
It is ridiculous that it should be necessary to point to,
and reaffirm, such obvious and indisputable facts. Yet the
science of the nineteenth century was almost quite blind
to them; while the reactionaries of to-day still cling wilfully
to that blindness, acclaiming it a virtue. Their position
is pathetic in that, whereas the belief in the mechanistic
determination of human life was deduced from certain
principles of physical science, the physical scientists
themselves have now abandoned those principles in their
own sphere, while the reactionary biologists and psycholo-
gists remain clinging to the unsupported dogma like sailors
clinging desperately to the mast of a sinking ship deserted
by its officers.

Let us notice one anti-religious argument of a different
kind which calls for special attention by reason of the
eminence of its most recent exponent. Professor Sigmund
Freud, world-famous author of the psycho-analytic doc-
trines, has recently published a book called The Future of
an Illusion, in which he claims to show that all religion
is illusory. What is his argument? Merely this, that the
nature of man is such that the race inevitably acquires
religious beliefs. Strange argument! The same fact has
frequently been used as the surest evidence of the truth
of religion; as when Descartes held that the idea of God
is innate in the race and that, therefore, theism is true.
Now I do not for a moment accept Professor Freud’s
fantastic theory of the origin of the belief in God. But
I do agree with him that the nature of man is such that
he develops religious beliefs. The fact is obvious. If it
were not so, man would not acquire religion, no matter
how true its doctrines nor how obvious the evidences of
them. I merely point out that Freud’s argument in that book
is a complete non sequitur. Its premises point at least as
strongly to the opposite conclusion. Freud’s book, his
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famous attack on religion, is but another illustration of
the fact that man’s intellect is a feeble thing, liable, even
in the greatest men, to be led astray by emotional bias
and by prejudices unrecognized by the thinker.

I must not linger on the first of my two questions:
Do biology and psychology render untenable the funda-
mental postulates of religion? The answer is clear: they
do not. I must pass on to the second and more difficult
question: Do they afford positive support to religion?

I have already in part answered this question. These
sciences do show that the living being is more than a
concatenation of physical forces; they do support most
fully the affirmation of Robert Bridges with which I
opened this article, the affirmation of spiritual potency,
the affirmation that man is a spiritual being whose proper
work is to make the spiritual prevail over the material
or physical aspects of the world. They show us mind active
all along the scale of life, becoming increasingly effective
and predominant until in man spiritual ideals become
capable of transforming the world, or at least promise
such transformation.

But do these sciences afford positive support to that
further affirmation of all positive religion, the affirmation
of spiritual participation? Do they yield us any evidence
that the spiritual is not confined to the small centres of
individual consciousness that we call men, but that rather
these individual sparks of spirituality are parts, or frag-
mentary expressions, of a spiritual realm that far transcends
them and