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Though without doubt one would be guilty of a gross oversimplifica~
tion if he were to tic the "Universalists” to one distinct "achool" of
psychiclogy, it is fairly evident that adherents to this view pradominate
in the behavicrist school of thought as bacomes evident when cne considers
the approzeh of Paviov, Bekhtexev, Watson and the contemporary exemplar,
Bdwin R. Guthrie.l?

The "Individualists,” on the other hand, rebel against this putting
of man into a methodological straight-jacket. Their contention is that
an émphasi:s on finding universal laws in the study of human behavior in

effect vitiates any possibility of successful cutcoma. Their initial

presuppoesition iz that man "ic 8 unique creation of the forces of nature,''13

Therefore, you must deal with him in a special and unique way. If you
confine your study te that which iz messurable and can ultimately be ex-
pressed in unlversal laws, you are reducing psychology to mare statisti-
cal manipulation, ¢f velatively unimportant facts about human behavior.
You cannot express man accurately in terms of the universal, for im so
doing you deny the very essence of men, his uniqueness--that uniquencss
being the characteristic that man is never man but always individual men,
women, and children. ,

The "Individuslist” point of view dominates among the so-called "per-
sonality theorists," a school of thought which Johnson concludes "is com-

ing to central importance among all others."l4

ulsmest R. Hilgawvd, Theories of Learning (New ¥ork: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, Inc., 1956), pp. 48fE,

13A11poﬂ:, Personality: A Psychological Interpretation, p. 3.

14pau1 E. Johnson, Personality and Religion (New York: Abingdon Press,
1957), p. 5.
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The personality theorists are in the first ianstance a product of
clinicel observation. As such they f£ollow in the tradition begun by
Chazcot and Janet and leter including such imporient figures as Preud,
Jung, and iebDougall, The latter three men heve been especially infiucne
tial in Zormalating the initial presuppositions and gemoral methodology
Peculiar to personclity gheoriats.'® A second path of influence sicms
from ¢the Gestelt twadition amd Willism Sterm. These theorists were tra=
mendonsly impresced with the unity of behavior and consequently wexe cone
vincad that the scgmental or fragmental study of small clements of behave
for could mever prova unli.;_;htening.m A third factor influentiel in the
dovelopment of this approsch ls the begirning and subgequent populazity
study of individual differences,’? These Sactors among others have beoen
responsible for the unique approzch found with personality theorists.

hereas the expeviumentalist in the "Universelist" tredition might
Inow a Lot about motor skills, audition, perxception aud/or vision, he

perhaps honows velastively little about the pexticular way in vhich these

speclal fonctions are velated to one encther, The peoysonality psychologish,

on the othew hand, mdkes it his £irst concera to reconstxuct or integrate

rether thon to apalyze segmuemis of behavicr,'® PFor this zeason it has

been concluded that probably the moat distiactive fcature of personalitcy

gailvin 5. Hall sand Gesdner Lindzey, Theorics of Personmality (New York:

John iley and Sons, Inc,, 1957), p. 2.
O1p24.
71hid.

wlbidu 3 p. 7.
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theowy is its function as an integrative theory.l? As a result it is only

natural that the personelity theorist sees in motiveion with its undere
lylng impellents the crucial theoretical problem; whoreas experimentaliats
tend &o see this rother as just ome of meny problems and deal with it by
weans of a smull nuuber of concepts clesely linked to physiological
PPocesses, 20

Consequently, we £ind the personality theorict to be moze speculative
and less tied to espevimental or measurcmental operations. '"The stiffen-
ing brush of positivism has spread much more lightly over the personality
paychologint than ovey the experimentel psychologise, 24 Obvicualy it ic
Eron these ronks that wmch of psychological theorizing arisea, and to this

important aspect of the methodology we now give aspsecial emphasis.
1'aychols.:a;_;£ca1 Theorizing

Theorvizing i=z not someihing that is unigue to psycholeogy. It iz an
fwportant part of the methedology of all the scicnces. Likewise theory is
an duportant: pevt of the methodology of both the "Universalists” aund the

"individualists.” In our preseatation, however, we will confine curselives

chiefly to the theovizing of the "Individualists” due to the fact that theo-
rizing is more prominent in these circles and slso, at times, boxders on the

metephysical and thoercfore merits our special sttention under the stated pur-

poses of this dissextcation.

Yibid., p. 6.
20ybid,, p. 7.

21lrpid,
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As we epproach this facet of our subject, it is important to point
out that juat because it Ls "theory” im no way justifies our discarding
it ae being unworthy of our analysis. For theory in psychology, as in
all sciences, points to the direction in which the research activity is
going. Adaittedly, it has no absolute value but serves only to give an
indication, howbeit unsure, as to where the particular science is head-
ing, what direction we can expect it to take, what point of contacts we
can expect it €o make, what problems are its concern and will be the focus
of pubsequent study. Therefore it has definite merit that we concern
ourselves at least briefly with this phase of psychology.

Within this cthaorizing there usually are found constructs as to
where man is going in relationship to his existence. There is inmherent
in these coustructs an analysis of what men is. This is but natural.

The paychologist must make some assumption about man based on preliminary
oboervatiocn which will zerve as a guideline for shaping his mathodology.
We then focus our attenticn on a few of the pertinent theoriea which high-
iight the movements in psychology. These, of course, do not present the
whole picture buk do bring out pointe of thrust in their study.

Theorizing which assumes man to be no moxre than the "prince' of the
animal world is very prevalent in psychology. In fact one might gemeral-
ize a bit and state that few would disagree with this dictum though many
would want to add a qualifying phrase or twe. The behaviorists are good
exemples of this type of theorizing. Their chief concera has been learan-
ing theory. In seeking to gain the answers to their questions they have
ugsed the methodology of the biological sciences. Since man, however, can

rarely be brought under every phase of laboratory methodology, they have
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used animals as the basis for study and inferred their results to be
adequate in the explanation of human behavior .22

The behaviorists and those who follow thelr assumptions have always
been closely allied with the biological sciences. Therefore, their ap-
proach and thalr subsegquent theory that human learning {which i3 subse-
quently responsible for behavior) can be summed up in a meltitudinous
and miltivariad series of stimulus and response situations. Retention
of the stimulus-response situstion i1s explained in various ways by the
respectiva sub-gchools. In other words, man, even in his "higher” func-
tions, is merely an crganisme=-a construct of organismic activity.233 24

Other theorists would be guick to disegree with this point of view.
Though they do not bother to arguae over whether man is animsl in essence
or not, they are quick te point out what they feel 13 an error in method-
ology. 7o assume that the respective species-have no special uniqueness
leaves roon for error. To be veally sure of your results, you must study
the species about which you want answers rather than merely make inference
from sinilar orgenisms. For, they are quick to point out, 2ll indications

ave that there is something definitely unique about man which behaviecrist

220ne must be careful to point out that the use of animals for experi-
mentation in psychology is not unique to the behaviorists or theorists of
any one class. Gestalt psychology, which is at odds with behaviorisa and
out of which the individuel approach to psychology with its emphasis on
the uniqueness of man developed, received great impetus from Wolfgang
Rohler's well-knowa experiments with apes.

23ﬂ115a:d, passim.
241211 and Lindzey, op. cit., pp. 420£€.
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wothodology overlooks, and these sre such things as insight, uncoascious
poychic sctivity, and the structuring of a composite value system. 2>
Oue form which this theoriszing takes iz to sum up men as & striving
individual. Adler exhibits this appzosch and draws out its implications
in the following quetation excerpted from one of hiz writings.

individual psychology stands firmly on the ground of evo-
lution and in light of evolution regerds all human striving
as & struggle for perfection. The craving for life, materisl
and spiritusl, is irrevocably bound up with this strugsle.
8o far, thevefore, us cur knowledge goes, every psychical
oxpressive form presents itself as o movemant that leads
fron o minus to a plus situation. BRach individual adopts
for hiwself at the beginning of his life, a law of move-
ment, with comparative freedom to utilize for this hia
innate capecitles and defects, as well &= the first im-
pressions of hig envirowment. This law of movement is

for each individual diffevent ia tecpo, rhythm, and dizec-
tion. %he individeal, perpetually comparing himself with
the un2tteinable ideal of perfection, is aluays possessed
and gperred on by & fealing of inferiovity. Ve may deduce
from this that every human lew of movement 13 fsulity when
regarded sub specie gatewrnitatig, end seen from an imagined
standpoint of sbzolute coyrectness.

Bach cultuval epoch forms this ideal for itself from its
weakth of ideas end emotlons. Thus in ocur day it is al-
ways Lo the pest alone that we turnm tec £ind in the setting-
up of this ideal the tranasiont level of man's mental powar,
end we have the wight to admlre most profoundiy this power
that fox countless ages has conceived a reliable ideal of
human scclal Life. Surely the commands, "Thou shalt not
"kili" aand Tove thy neighbor,” can havdly ever disappear
from knowliedge aud feeling g2 the suprems court of appeal.
These aud other norzmz of human ecsclial 1life, which are un-
doubtedly the products of evolution and are as native &o
humsnity a@s breathing and the upright gait; can be embodied
in the conception of an ideal human community, regarded

25‘1‘hi.-:1 is not meant to infer that these are necessarily pavallel in
Lmportance in this type of theorizing, mor is it agreed whather all are
a fittiag subject for stud_y.
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here a8 the lmpulse and goal of evolution. They
supply Individual Psychology with the plumb-line,

the a8 mew grip by which alome the right and wrong

of all the other goels and modes of movement opposad £o
avolution ava o be valued. It is at this point that
individual "psyclhwlogy of values,” just es medical
science, the promoter of cveolution by its researches
and discoveries, is a "science of values.”

The sense of inferiority, the struggle to ovarcone,

and sceial feeling--the foundations upon which the

resaarches of Individual Poychology are based-e-zre

therefore essential in considering either the indi-

vidual or the mass . . . « In the right estimate of

ény personality these facts must be takea into account,

and the state of the feeling of inferiority, of the

astruggle to ovarcoms, and of the social feeling must

be accertained.?

Similerly Allport emphasizes striving, the will to attein, the in-
tention, 25 Leing the determinsnt in behavior. Hall and Lindzey sum up
this aspect of his theorizing thus:

it ia the contention of this theory that what the in-

dividual is trying to do (and by and large it is accepted

that he can tell ue what he is trying to do) is the most

important key to how he will behave in the prasent.

Oue notes a distinet similarity here to Adler and also Carl Jung as
Hall and Lindzey point out.28 Bug also there is present a viewpoint dia-
mzirically opposed £o othex theorists (among whom we may cless Freud) who
look into the individual's past to understand hia preseat situation.

We muat alsc touch on Freud's approach, not bacause it is e prevalent
viewpoint today but becauss it has been very influential in shaping much
of current psychologlcal theorizing. There is a “striving" inherent in

Freud's theory also. Howaver, this "striving" is a very impersonal thing.

261 £red Adler, Social Interest: A Challenge to Mankind, translated
by John Linton and Richard Vaughan (London: Faber and Faber, Ltd., 1938),
pp. 37-38.

273811 and Lindzey, op. cif., p. 268.
2?595. cit.
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The id iz the striving force which works through man, so that in actu-
ality man is not descxibed as striving, but rather the id strives through
man. As a result of this particular viewpoint Freud has been variously
deseribed ae promoting a nihilist philosophy as far as values are con-
cerned?? and as lapsing into archaic platonic dualism3C by Guntrip. At
this point we nmat pause to point out an essential difference batween the
concept of "striving” as found in Freud over against especislly Allpozt.
For Freud it is true that the id is an ever-present, striving factor in
personality makeup. Howaver, what determines behavior is not the sup=-
posad goal of that striving, as with Allport, but rather the impediments,
encouragements and adjustments that tha stviving has experienced in the
past. 8o it is that Freud in his wmethodology locks to the past of aa in-
dividual in order to understand his present situation.

Any theory that deals with the striving principle ultimately has to
com2 to grips with the problem of ego and egoism. Man striving is man
seeking for fulfillment. In the first instance this is egoistic, or shall
Wwe say a type of egoism. Theorists who deal with this concept would not
be willing to describe it as good or bad in any moral sense. It is de-
scribed as simply a principle inherent in the nature o.f man. Jung points
out the essential goodness of man's egoism as it 1s involved in healthy
behavior.

If I wish to effect a cure of my patients I am forced

to acknowledge the deep significance of their egoism.

I should be blind, indeed, if I did not recognize in it
the true will of God. I must even help the patient to

298an.ry Guntrip, Paychotherapy and Religion (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1957), p. 35.

301p1d., p. 56.

&-—; - N - - - .
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Prevail in his egoiam; if he succeeds in this, he ea-

tzanges himaelf from othaer psople. He drives them away,

and they come to themselves--as they should, for they wsre

seeking to rob him of his "sacred egoism.” This must be

laft to him, for it is his strongest and healthlast power;

it is, as I have said, a true will of God, which sometimes

drives him into complete isolation. However wretched this

state may be, it also stands him in good atead, foxr in

this way alone can he take his own measure and learn what

an Invaluable treasure is the love of his fellw—bei.nss.31

This principle of egoism in man is described as a protective factor,
& very necessary element for the 1lifs of man. And this viewpoint is not
without credence among cther psychologists as well.

In discussing psychological theory mo far wa have come perilously
close to becoming metaphysical, or at lecast metaphysical implications
have existed in many of the concepts held by the theorists presented here
for consideration. It ig important, then, that we do call attention to
the fact thut there have been those who have openly espoused tha belief
that psychology, especially psychotherapy, should commit itself to a
definite metaphysics in order to have s suitable background in which it
can work effectively. Outler cites the case of James Jackson Putnam,
who, after becoming a disciple of Freud in 1909, campaigned for a wider
philosophical and ethical orientation as a prerequisite to effective
psﬁchothe:apy. He proposed that therapists face the questiouns about the
nature of the human self and its freedom, the quality of the human good
and its realization, the reality and relevance of high religion and the
limi¢s of a naturalistic methodology for the full iuterpretation of human

existence. Of course, as Outler points out, this was rejected by Freud

310. G. Jung, Modern Man in Search of a 1, translated by W. S.

Dell and Cary F. Baynes (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1933),
pPP. 237-238.
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because of the current empizicel and naturalistic current of thsmght.:’z
Neverthaleas, F:-:tnam serves as an example to what direction and eztent
peychologicel theorizing cen be carriad. In passing, one might -ment:l.on
that a perusal of currvent psychiatric and/or psychoanalytic professional
Journals will make it clear that metaphysics is not entirely a dead issue
at the present time.

The metaphysical speculation, of course, does not reprasent the heart
and core of psychological theorizing. The respective approaches of All-
pott33 and Jung:“!" wvhich concern themaelves in a thoroughly pragmatic way
with the cutcome of any such metaphysical speculation are perhaps a more
acceptable view in paychological circles, though one could not safely say

that this would gsin adherence from all sides.
Conclusion

We have sttempted to draw a picture which would, though gquite gen-
eral, be accurate and faiy to psychology within the limits set down for
this particular study. It must be emphasized that lLittle of what we have
said can be termsd charecteristic of any one paychoclogist or groups of
poychologists. For, in the words of Allport, "Except for & common loyalty

to thelr profession, pasychologista often secem to agree on little else."35

32pibext C. Outler, Psychotherapy and the Christian Message (New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), pp. S6£f.

33gorden W. Allport, The Individual gnd his Religion (New York: The _
Macmillan Company, 1950), passim.

%Jung » passim.

35A11porl:. Becoming: Bagic Considerations for a Psychology of Per-
sonality, p. &4.
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Alao, as Woodworth points out, one makes a definite error in judgment 1f
he thinks that he can define the schools of thought and expect peycholo-
glsts to fit neatly into one or the other.3® The only thing that one
can hope to do is to cull out distinct approachss, trends of thought and
general conclusions, which are prevalent in the worid of psychology, and

o analyze these. This we have attempted to do.

3bpovert 8., Weodworth, Contemporary Schools of Psychology, as quoted
in Lester D. Crow and Alice Crow, Readings in General Psychology (New
York: Barnes and Noble, Inc., 1954), p. 1.




CHAPTER IIX
PSYCHOLOCY IW RELATIONSHIP TO THEOLOGE
Inzrodution

In chapter two we defined psychology variously as the science which
‘deals with the thoughts and feelings of human beings and seeks to ex-
plain the fact of intellect, character, and parsonal l:l.f,"l as the sci-
ence which “"looks to acientific methode to establish the facts of human
behavior,"?' as that science which considers all human reaction or inter-
action whether mental or physicel, to fell within the scope of its al:udy,3
as the science to which "alone falls the problem of the complete psycho-
physical organ:!.antion."* We also alluded to the fact that it 1is impos-
gible to proceed further in defining the science and yet include all its
adherents within tha acope of the definition. Simply stated, we are
dealing with a acience that purports to study, understand and subsequently
help man. Although this is 89 general that it actually tells us very

little, yet it is enough to call cur attanetion to thke fact that any

lEdward L. Thorndike, The Elements of Psychology as quoted in Lester
D. Crow and Alice Crow, Readinge in General Psychology (Wew York: Barnes
and Hoble, Inc., 195%), p. L.

230hn ¥. Dagshiell, Fundamentals of General Psychology as quoted in
Loster D. Crow and Alice Crow, Readings in General Psychology (New York:
Barnes and Noble, Inc., 1954), p. 7.

3Kenry E. GCaxvett, Psychology as quoted in Lester D. Crow and Alice
Crow, Readings in General Psychology (New York: Barnes and Noble, Inc.,
1954), p. 3.

4Gordon W. Allport, Becoming: Basic Considerations for a Psychology
of Personality (Wew Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), p. 6.
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synthesis of peychology and theology must begin with the structuring of
a mutually sgreeable doctrine of man. It is at this point that the two
disciplines converge on one another, and it is hexe where the tension
arises and only at this focal unit whera that tension can be alleviated.
Therefore, we wust set ocut &o detemine, in some degree the xespective
doctrines of man in order to discern whether necessity or propriety will
allow us to consider a synthesis. It is here that we must £ind out
whether perhaps there is possibly an antithesis.

Ouxr andlysia will proceed in the following manner. PFirst we will
want to aet foxth the principles which theology holds as integral to a
correct understanding and exposition of the doctrine of man. For cur
study wa ave Llimiting "theology' to the Lutheran Confessions. MNext we
will want to consider the principles inherent in psychology's doctrine
of man. 8Since we have preseated a reasonably thorough analysis of psy- .
chology's viewpeints in chapter two, we will take care to awoid being
redundant by pointing cut only those spec:l.(fie assumptions, presupposi-
tions, etc., which seem to contradict or challenge the Lutheran Confes-
siens' doctrine of man. In short, we will be concerned with pointing
out exactly where a tension point can arise in 'z synthesis of the respec-
tive concepts of man. Finally, we will discuss the ipo.ssibility of work-
ing cooperation between theoclogy and psychology. This discussion will
concern itself with highlighting the terms of the agreement (if there is

to be one) and proposals as to the effecting of that agreement.

The Lutheran Confesgions and Man

Man merely es man is not a topic of particular concern in the Luth-

eran Confessions. The dominant concern is always man in relationship to
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God. The wiole trend of chought in Article XVILII of the Augsburg Confege
8ion (and similerly in the Apology) illustrates this cmphasis. Likewise,
the Formula of Concord, pasticulawly Article I, enunciates the fact that
there is no doctrine of man epart from the doctrine of God. It is ob-
vious thet any presentation of the doctrine of man.mudt begin with God if
it i» to arciculete accurately the viewpcints of the Lutheran Confsssions.
Oue fivst question thew fs: What 13 wman's relationship with God?

The Lutheran Confessicns are very thorough on this point. In zela-
tionship to Cod mau Lo eatirvely banksmupt, without mezit--in fect, at odds
with his Creator. In the words of the Confesaions:

gince the fall of Adom, all men begotten in the natural

way 2¥a bovrn with sin, that is, without the fear of Cod,

without trust in Cod . « .« &
which mosns chat "men cannot be justified before God by their ocwn strength
merits, or works « . « "0 The Apology cmphagizes pointedly this aspect
of man aliso.

ignorance of God, contempt £or Cod and, kt‘ha being desti-

tute of the feer of Cod and €rust in Him, inability to love

Cod. These ave the chief faults of human nature, conflict-

ing especislliy with the first table of the Decalog.’

&nd £rom the Formula of Comcord, Thorough Decleration:

the corrupt nature, of and by itself, has no powar for any-

thing good in spiritual, divine things, pot even for the

leant, az good thoughts; and not only this, but that of and

by itself it can do nothing in tne sight of Cod but sin . . . R

S”Augsburg Confession,” IX, Teislot Concordia: The Symbolical Bocks
£ the Ev. Lutheran Church. St. Louis: Concordia Publighing House, 1921L.

L= = Iy ey

[}
Pe 43,
6"Aussbuta Confession,” IV, op. cit., p. 45.
7"Apology," i, op. git., p. 109.

8. pormila of Concord, Thorcugh Declaration,” I, op. cit., p. 887.



