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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The Relevancy of the Study

In entering into any discussion it is the natural thing for us to ask
end then sct forth the "why" of our endeavors. Thia is true in any iaquiry
and i e-s_pacially true in the realm of theological inquiry. We do not seck
weraly becausc secking has its enjoyment, as it surely does, but we seck so
that we might grow or that the Church might be furthered. At the ultimate
we seck only that God might be glorified. Thi: is the basis of aany Christian-
orieated inquiry, and it surely mmst be the prime tenet which motivetes our
concern. The question then must be answered: How does our particular ques=-
tion have a bearing on the function of the Church, how is it relevant to
the Christian situation? iay must it be an object of theological concern?
This we mst first of all set out to answer. First we glance briefly at
what the object of theological concern and responsibility should be. We
turn to Paul Tillich for &« precise as well as concise articulation of the
theological concern and responsibility as he defines the demands a theo-

logical system mmist fulfill.

A Theological system is supposed to satisfy two basic nzeds:
the statenent of the truth of the Christien message and the
interpretatiom of this truth for every new generation. The-
ology moves back and forth between two poles, the eternal
truth of its foundation and the temgornl gituation in vwhich
the cternal truth must be received,

lpaul Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: The University of Chicago
P‘I.‘OEIB, 1951)' I’ 3.
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Though Christianity professes to be "not of this world" in its essence,
Lt novertheless Finds itself in a dynanic activity whose outrcach confronts
"the world," the cultural situation. This means that as the Christian ex-
amines the eternal fact of his redempiion, he must always examine the sit-
uation im which those ctermal truths are to be acted out. It is not merely
that he stands redecmad, or that the Church exists with the Truth, but also
that it defines chis treth im relatiom to the contemporary age. The cternal
Truth musi be made relovant to the existing situvation. This reguires a
Study of what that existing situation i3, an analysis of the content and
form of concurrent i:houghl: » knowledge and opinion. What is requized is an
intellectually avare, but yet confessional, "Here We Stand” in relationship
to the respective thought currents of the day, It is, finally, one part of
the Church defining itseif in relationship to and f£rom "the world,"

There is, in the £izst place, a necessity to know that situation, to
analyze it not for just whet it claims to be but for what it 1s. Without
doubt modern paychology is cme part, a very important part, of the modern
Scene. It is mo longer an art limited to Viennese physiciens or tha play-
thing of the esoteric few in select academic situations. It has become ome
of the foremost disciplines on the educational scene. Allport draws an *;
accurate picturce when he states:

Ho one who attempts to depict the spirit of the age in which

we live con possibly overlook the importance of psychological

science in the culture of today. It is gradually assuming a
commanding influence upon the thought forms of Westemm man.

Whethexr we approve the trend or not we see the evidence on
all sides. The cozmon man now talks in the language of Freud
and reads an ever mouating cutput of books and periodicals in
popular psychology. If he can afford to do so he way have his
private psychiatriat; if not, he way be a client of some men-
tal hygiene clinic, of some guidance center, or of a social
agency whexe & pasychiatric point of view prevails., In the
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modern guises of "human relations” or “gzroup dynamics”

psychology 1s penstrating intc industry, commuaity organ=

ization, and making ita appearanca sven in the field of

international relations. Educational practices ahow its

eifect, with teachers and administrators conversing in

the idiom of Dewey, Thorndike, Rogers, or psychoanalysis.

Mass media, and even the arts of bilography, fiction, and

drama and literary criticism borrow themes and techaiques

from psychology. Adjacant discipiines~--especially anthro-

pology, scclology, and political science~~often seek their

causal laws in the underlying "basic” science of human

nature. Even philoscophy, the parent of all disciplines,

and theclegy, the "queen science,” are to socma extent re-

writing their princiglea to accord with the paychological

pattern ef tha tima.

This view of the twentieth century world which Allport draws for us
Peints up the very evident fact that we are reaching out with the Gospal
to an age which is greatly influenced by the comparatively young disci-
pline. It also highlights the fact that the Church is existing in an en-
viromment where the presuppositions of psychology will of necessity con-
front and even enter into its life and work. The conclusions of psy-
chology are being swallowed every day by individuals throughout our nation,
individuele who are participanta in the Church. The question then must
be raised: What is it that is coming into our way of thinking? Dare wa
eliow it to intermingle with the practice of Christianity? Where does
the Church stand in relationship to psychology? These are relavant ques-
tions, first of sll, simply because the Church exists in a psychclogical
era. |

But there is also another very iwmportant reason why the Church must
take cognizance of this discipline and analyze its Truth in relationship

to it. Psychology and Theology both desl with the unseen, the intangible,

2Goxdon W. Allport, Bacoming: Bagic Considerations for a Psychology
of Personality (Mew Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), p. 1.
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4
sbout man. Though their efforts may not necessarily conflict, yet be-
cause of a certaia superficial similarity there is always the possibility
of trespassing on each other's front lawns. That this is not merely an
imggined situation is evident when one scans related literaturae. The
tendency to fuse the two is dafinitely there as Seward Hiltner enunciates:

Becouse of its very nature, being existential &s well as
scientific, peychotherapeutic work should beget a theory
which has philosophical, and parhaps even theological, ime
plications. 7o be adequately rooted in the whole fabric of
human knowledge, it needs to explore a wider context then haas
usually been dune. As it is we are only now beginning to have
work dene on psychotherapeutic theory which is also well
versad in the thinking of modern philosophy and philosophicsl
aspocts of the asciences in gemeral. Such work is just as
importent, and ultimately as valuable in & practical sense,
ag i3 detailed secientifiec investigation of limited arsas.-

The noted psycholanalyst, C. G. Jung, calls attention to the fact
that though the two may not tread the same path they do walk cn the same

ground:

Among all my patients in the second half of lifa-~that is

o say, over thizty~-five-~there haes not been one whose pro-
blem in the last resort was not that of finding a religious
outlook on 1life. It iz safe to say that avery one of them
fell ill because he had lost that which the living veligions
of avery age have given to their followers, and none of them
has bgen veslly healad who did not regain kis veliglous cut=-
icok,

&nd this is not the isolated opinion of a2 few. The smount of Lite-

erature availzble on the velationship between the two sciences of theclogy

and psychology points up the fact that people either expect tc f£ind or

vant to know what there i3 that the two fields have in common. @

3As quoted in Albert C. Outler, Psychotherapy and the Christian Mss-
sage (Mew York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), p. 52.

4¢. G. Jung, Modexn Man in Search of a Soul (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and Co., 1933), p. 229.

5gordon W. Allport, The Individual and His Religion (Mew York: Ths
Macmilian Co., 1950), p. 2.
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5
Without doubt the similarity is recognized; therefore, it is impor-
tant for theology to define itself in relationship to paychology. Whare
does it differ in premise, goal and intent? Can there be any type of mar-

riage between the two? In genaral, do the respactive disciplines have

something to say to aach other? This is, in brief, the theological con-
cern in embarking upon this endeavor.

Obvicusly there are also porsonal reasons invelved in setting out to
deal with the proposed problem. That this problem holds great personal
interest goes without saying. But personal reasons in this particular
case lle deeper tham mere interest. The author has a particular goal in
mind as & result of study in the two respective fields. This goel is to
work toward an effective and acceptable integrsation of the two disciplines.
This project is undertaken, then, with a very utilitarian purpcse in mind.

It is hoped that the resecarch and conclusions will be s beginaniang of future

study. TFor this zeason ultimate answers are not expected. The concera
is to build at least a temporary framework about which future inquiry can
be structured. For this reason certain cursory examinations and poasible
oversimplifications and generalizations are deemed justified. The purpose
of this paper is not to answer specific questions but rather to prsbe
widely and, to as great & degrae as poasible, effectively into the field
in order to raise certein questions and determine the point of thrust of
future research.

Therefore, this dissertation is begun with en awareness of the limi-
tations in trying to cover such an extemsive topic in a research paper
such as this. The reader is nmo doubt cognizant of the implications of

such = proposed study. Books after books have dealt with the problem;

T —
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answers upon answers have been offered in solution te it. Without doubt
it would be folly for us even to suppose that we could reach = conclusicn
of lasting significance. Especially is this true when one observes thoze
who have dealt with the respactive disciplines for years forced to aszk
the question as to the possibility of ever achieving an integration or
Tespectable marriage between psychology and theology.® But this » in our
opinion, does not invalidate our efforts. In light of the previously
stated concerns we fael that we are justified in following the pattern of

research we have proposed.
The Approach to the Problem

The first task that ocur proposed study lays upon us ia to examine cue-
rent psychological literatu=e and cull ocut the trends of thought deminant
in the discipline’s initlal presuppositions, msthodology aand theory. Tha
Tasults of thiz undertaking will be presented in the second chapter undsy
the title, "An Exsmination of What Psychology Proposes to Enow and to Do.”
Our next concern will be to analyze "psychology” as presented in chapter
two in the light of Lutheran theology. This anslysis will be presented
in chapter three under the title, "Paychology in Relationship to Theology.”
Chapter four will contain only concluding remarks and summary avaluation
of the findings of the reaearch.

With thiz introduction we bepin our discussion!

Spaul E. Johnson, Personality and Religion {New York: Abingdon Press,
1957)' P 5.




CHAPTER II
AN ERAMINATION OF WHAT PSYCHOLOGCY PROPOSES TO KNGW AWD T0 DO
Introduction

It i3 cbviocus that tha first step to the solution of tha problaem that
we have posed is to present for analysis the proposels which psychology
has structured for itself. We must define the discipline under study and
isolate the elements which ave inherenmt in its activity. Admittedly this
is no easy task. As in every discipline, there is no complete agreemant
as to ite functiom, purpose, and goal. As one of the younger disciplines,
psychology exhibits this problem in & very speciazl way. HNowever, thera is
extant & certain vnanimity, and this unaninmity, aleong with important veri-
ants, we prescat for analysis.

Paychology has been and is an oft-used term applied in vazious ways
to the psychic aand/ox psycho-physical activity of both man and beast.

Here we are interested in psychology only as a scleatific, secular disci-
piine dedicated te the understanding and subsequent halp of man as a psy-
chic as well as a physical being. The questions to be raised in this chap-
ter, then, are: What are the purposes and goals of this specialized dis-
cipline? How does it define itself im télat:l.onsh:lp to other fields of
study? What doas it propose to do? And how does it presume to meet its

goals?

The Subject Matter of Psycholozy

To answer the questions posed sbove it 1s necessary to consider ex-
actly what psychology purports to study. ¥For & gemeral introduction to
the “subject matter of psychology" we turn first to Edward L. Thorndike.
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The world is made up of physical and mentel facts. On

the one hand thewe are solids, liquids and gases, plants,
trees and the bodies of animals, the stars and planets and
their movements, the winds and clouds, and so through the
list of physical things and thelr movement., On the other
hand are the thoughts and feelings of men and of other
enlualy; ideas, opinions, memorles, hopes, fears, pleasures,
pains, smells, testes, and so on through tha list of statas
of mind., Physics, chemistry, astronomy, botany, zoology,
geclogy, and the other physical scieacas deel with the for-
mey swvoup of facts. Psychology, the science of mental facts
o of wmind, deals with the latter. Human psychology deals
with the thoughts and feelings of human beings and seeks to
czplain the facta of intellect, character, and personal lifs,
How do you remeumber where you were a year ago? Why do we
attend to certain sights and sounds and neglect others? What
is the difference betwcen an Ilntelligent pupil and am idiot?
Whot decides how laxge one shall judge an object to be? What
happens when a etudent reasons out a problem in geometry?

Such are the questions which the science of psychology tries
to answer,-~

=
-

horadike's definition of the discipline ciphasizes especially its pure
or academic side, In soc doing it perhaps tends Co pass over or at least
leave implicit the ultimste goal of such study. Dashiell touches on this

poing,

The study of humankind as an objective thing does not chal-
leage any of the goods of life: it helps us to secure them.
And we can properly invert the problem raised by a recent
thinker, "The place of values in a world of facts," and in-
quire rather as to "The place of facts in a world of values.”
Natural seientific values are instrumental: by knoving wmore
ve can provide and maintain those objects and situatioms in
viich we have enjoyient of beauty or perpetuation of friend-
ship or addition of coufort. Modern psychology looks to sci=-
entific methods to eptablish the facts of human Im::h.avi.mri but
it recognizes the happiness of men as an ultimate ideal.

Ygdward L. Thorndike, The Elements of gy_ch,%gﬂ as quoted in Lester
D. Crow and Alice Crow, Readings in General Psychology {iew York: Barnes
and Noble, Inc,, 1954), p. l.

2jchn F¥. Dashiell, Fundamentals of Gemeral Ps%olog as quoted in
Lester D, Crow and Alice Crow, Readings in General Psychology (New York:
Bames and Noble, Inc., 1954), p. 7.
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Gazrreit broadens the perspective 2 bit and emphasizes the human rela-
tions aspect involved in psychological inquiry,

vhenever 2 perason is weacting to or imteracting with people
and things in the world arcund him, his behavior £alls with-
in the province of paychology whether it be deacribed as
“mental" or "physical.”

This in a genewal way articulates the unified consensus of opinion in
psychivlogical civcles as o the proper subject matter of the discipline.
However, it is evident that further definlng 1s nececssary. Thus, the ques-
tlons mst be asked: How does psychology differentiate itsclf from other
sciences? What is peculiar to it and glves it & uniqueness? Cordon W,
Allport has given a concise answer to these queries which, though it would
pezhops not be unanimously accepted, expresses at least the principles ox
guidelines in defining the discipline uander study.

ot every brande=indeed no single brand--of modern psychology
is wholly adequate to the problem of man's individuality and
growth, Yet it is to psychology, and to psychology alone, that
the assignment fallg~~the assignment of accounting for the ore=
ganlzation and growth of the individual person with all his
outreachings, dowmward, upward, inwvard, outward., If present=-
day peychology is mot £ully equal to the task thea we should
improve the science until it is.

Other sciences have different concerns. For example, sociology
by contrast views the person as a part of his famlly, his group,
hiz nation; the anthropologist views him as part of a culture.
The theologian focuses ztiention on his splritual aspects and
velates them to & presumed divine scheme, In 2 similar way
political science, econoculcs, and other so-called "behavior
sciences" ablate an aspect of personzl conduct from the inte=-
gral nexus of persomality, and relate this aspact to some outer
frawe of reference. They provide us with a picture of the po-
licical system or of the econcmlc man in relation to the economic
system, but not of the whole man in relation to his own individual
system. The biologist, physiologist and bicchemist retreat still

3i!enry E. Carrett, Psychology as quoted in Lester D. Crow and Alice
Crow, Readings in Gcneral Psychology (Mew Yorlk: Barnes and Noble, Inc.,
1954), p. 3.
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further, deliberately avoiding the phenomena both of total

organization and of comaciousness, and thus reduce the per-

son to something less than & complete system for study. To

the psychologiast alone falls the problem of the complete

paychophysicel organization. In principle he cennot be sat-

isficd with segnents of persons related to outer coordinates.

He must considew the system as a whole, and show how part

systems are related to one another.%

Though it is perhaps a little too obvicus that Allport is speaking £rom
4 pulpic instead of o laboratory, nevertheless he has stated quite adeguately
the concern of paychology. #nd, it might be added, the evangelizing over=-
tone of his remarks which sometimas secm to infer that psychology is the ul-
timate panacea is not without parallel among the rauks of psychologists
today,

This in a gencral uay exprenses the subjsct matter and distinet concera
of psycholo;‘;y; One would f£ind little disagreement on the basic points set
forth in the foregoing quotations, I[owever, when cne proceeds to define
further, variztion is the rule @nd in no way the exception. What we have
stuted ave broad outlines which can be read as the framework of almost any
psychological school. However, this does not mean to say that every school
in poychology or every psychologist will interpret the discipline in the
some way. As Allport points out,

Some definitions of psychology put the stress on experi-

gace, some on behaviox, others on psychophysical rela-

ticms, somz on conscious mental processes, sowe on n the
unconscious, others on human na nature, a a few on the- "to=

taliey of men's poychic experience.'s

4Gordon W. Allport, Decoming: Basic Considerations for a Eaychology
of Personality (Hew Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), pp. » PPe “5<6.

SIbid., Pe 5
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Simply stated, we ere dealing with a discipline which presumes to
study and subsaquently help man. Such a presumption naturally would
breed veriety in approach, emphasis and methodology. This is inherent
in psychology‘s choice of such a complex subject matter &z man. Because
of just such variety one is often discouraged from defining psychology
furthex. Hewever, the science cannot be understcod apart from its ap-
proaches, emphases and westhodologies. Therefore, we must, at least im a
cursory way, examine these in order to suitably define just what psychole-
Cgy as a secular science is. And, as we shell point out in the next sec~-
tion, there i3 e certain basic unanimity which is diacernible beneath all

this variety.
Initisl Philosophy and Mathodoiogy

Psychology is a discipline which has impressed upon itself the credo
that it is a science. Therefore, one finds, as Aupat‘t5 peints out, that
there is a genersl commitment to the scientific method, though in all frank-
neas it must be stated that there is no unanimcus agreement as to the
legitimste outer boundaries of this method. As one author has pointed
out, in perhaps a slightly hyperbolic way, "Psychology, especially in
the United States, has risked everything on being science.”? This does
not necessarily mean that currant psychology presumes to put all psychic
and/or psychophysical functions of maen intc laboratory experiments before

it will meke any conclusions which it considers valid. Nor can it be

61bid.

7Bdna Heidbredex, Seven Psychologies (New York: D. Appleton-Century
Company, 1933}, p. 3.
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taken to mean that in all instances only the actuarial has merit, only
the empirically observable is worthy of study, only the organismic de=-
mands studiad attention. On the contrary, there is great divergence of
thought here as we will discuss in detail later. What it means most gen-
erally is perhaps best stated in the words of Allport as he articulates
the conviction of psycholozy's adherents.

;t iz the scientific temper . . . that has brought wmankind

by successive stages from the Stone Age of huabandry to the

modern age of electronics and nuclear fission. Why should

not the same temper of mind, applied to man'‘s own nature,

lead us cut of the Stone Age of human relationships in

which we are still emmeshed?

The basic underlying assumption is that man ls capable by observa-
tion, theorizing and subsaquent verification and the use of all technoc-
logical and wethodological techniques cuzzrently available to undezstand
man “psychologlcally.” It is an assumption which holds that ultimately
the character of man can be adequately coped with either by empiricel
obaservation or pragmatic verification. But we must be careful to point
out hera that this dees in no respect mean that the psychologist is in
the first instance or even a: a part of his activity gazing into the
future for an ideal world. Ideal worlds are for philosophers. He is
only assuming an infinilte number of steps upward in the fuller understand-
ing of man. He only believes that he has the tools whereby through care-
ful process he will be able to understand more and wore about man and

human phenomena. That this will reach some sort of ultimate is really a

philosopher's conclusion and noct the immediste concern of the psychologist

8A11port. op. eit., p. 3.




13
23 a scientist. The possibility of progress in understanding through
empirical cobservation plus pragmatic verification is his one big
assumption.

We aliuded to the fact before that there is present in cuzrzent pay~
chologicel thinking a distinct vaviation as to the spplication of tha
scientific method. WNow we must enter intc a discussion of this in more
detail. Variant opinions in this line can be placed into two diverzeat
3chools of thought. Juat for purposes of simplification we might refer
to the one as the "Univewsalists" end tha other as the "Individualists,”
Lat it be understcod that these are by no means technical terms and are
used here oaly a: an 2id in comwunication. We will first consider tha
peculiar presupposicional and methodological variations to ba found among
the "Universeiists."” Then we wili follow with a presentation of the
parallel contrasting viewpoints of the “Individualists.™

At its inception 23 a saparvate sclentific disciplime psycholozy de-
fined for itself the task of analyzing consciousness in the normsal, adult
human being., Xt assumed consciousnese te be made up of structural ele-
ments closely related with processes in the sense organs. Visual sensa-
tions of color, for example, wars correlated with photochamical changes
in the retina of the eye, aad tonez with events taking place in the inner
ear. Complex experiences were suppoaed to have resulted from the join-
ing together of a number of elementary sensations, Imsges, and feelings.
The specific task of psychology, then, was to dlscover the basic elements
of conscicusness and to determine how they formed compounds. As & re-
sulé, psychology was commonly referred tc as mental chemistry. There

were, of course, many rescticna to such an approach and for a variety of
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TYeasons. However, the whole laboratory method inherent in this approach
is glive yet today. More important is that this approach and its subse~
quent deveicpments tended to connect psychological methodology with con-
tewporary methodology in the biclogicel sciences. This created a concept
of the sclentific method as applied to the study of man which is very
prominent today. This method is characterized by its very distinct eme
phasis on finding laws applicable to human behavior. Allpozrt has char=-
acterized the approasch thus:

The individual is regavded only as an instance or exsmple

of a universsl principle; the search is always for broadez

and more inciusive formulations . . . . Scientia mon est

individuorum.

When approasching the infinitely complex subject matter known as men,
the "Universalists” have glanced at the biological zciences, taken over
their presuppositions and proceeded in parallel fashion es much as pos-
sible.lo Allport's characterization of the procedure of the scientist
exerpiifies the guidelines the "Universalists™ have attempted to follow
in their wessarch.

There is a typical procedure the scientist feels compelled by

convietion to follow . « . « Flrst, he makes e critical dis-

ceimination of his subject matter, isolating from the individual
who confrontz him a2 chosen segment of behavicr. This procedure

is termed sbstraction. He then observes the recuzrent of this

segment and its conditions in many members of a hypotheticel

class. Finding uniformity in the event and its attendant con=-

ditions, he mekes a generalization or a law, and then, if he

iz a thorough investigator, he will submit his law to repsated
tests and so esteblish it securely by empivrical verification.ll

SGordon . Allport, Personality: A Psychological Interpretation
(ew York: Henry Holt and Company, 1937), p. &.

10114., p. 5.
ip1d., p. 4.
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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.




17
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



pLi ]
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.
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As it is rcadily seen, the Confessions are very definite on the character
of man in velationship with God. Ian cannot in any way live up to his
fesponsibilitics befors his Creator.

Howaver, although tha Confessions thoroughly denounce any supposad
spiritual aptitude inherent in msn, they are careful to guard against a
negativistic atcituds toward that which iz human because it is human,

OQur "natura aud its esssnce even since the Fall, is a work and creature

of God in us . . . ."? Thervefors, to say that msn as creature is entirely
gin would ba meking Cod the author of sin, and "God does not create and

meke @in nus . . . "¢ Furthermors » it cannot be said that humanity
because it is humanity is corruption since "Cod's Son assumed ocur nature
without sin . . . ."1 Then tos, ""Scripture teaches that Cod cleesases, A
washes, end sanctifies man from gin . « « » 8Sin, therefore cannot be man
himself . . . .12 And finally,

in the oxticle of the Resurwection Scripture teaches that

procisely the subatance of this our £fiesh, but without sin,

will vise szgain, snd that in etermal life we shall have and
retain precisely this soul, but without sin.l3

Rather, the Confessions are very careful to show how one keeps a
very careful bslonce between the Manichean end Pelagian extremes. MNan is

not sin though man is a sincer. Human nature is not corruption though it is

Prrormula of Concord, Thorough Declaration,” X, op. cit., p. 869.
19poymula of Coucord, Thorough Declaration,”" X, op. cit., p. 851.
11"Fomm:la of Coamcord, Thorough Declaration,”" I, op. git., p. 873.
127p44.

Li1hid.
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corzupted. It is important to keep this in mind in order to cstablish
the proper balance in the understanding of man,

This fact that men is spiritually bankrupt before God has its very
definite implications ns far as man's relaticnship to his fellow men is
concerned, Since psychology, especially in ics practical application in
poychotherapy, cau hazdly be considered apart f£rom the human relations as-
pect, as Carrett polata out,i% these implications are of prime impoztance
in our lumediate concemrn, Ultimately we have to say that man is bankrupt
e¢lac in the sphere of humsn welations. Since "the natural free will ace-

cording to its pervertad disposition and asture is strong and active only

with respect to vhat is displeasing and contzaxy to God,"ls it . rightly fol-
Lows that mot only correct relationship to God iz an impossibility buk also
the cotablishuont of a fully correct relationshlp with men in view of the
foct that all the powers of man have bzen weakened and contaminated by his
inherited apartuess £rom God. 16

Since msn in the light of Christien doctrine is bankrupt before Sod
and vltimately without hope of achieving truc perfection in human relations,
soma have atteupied ko equate this Christian view point with a Froudian
anelysis of the humen situction. Ferhaps the Lutheran Confessions would
go along with Fritue?s syathesiz at least in part.

Poychoanziysis in no way vitietes the doctrine of men as

a simner but eleboxotes upon it both horizontally (sin as
it manifests itself auoms wen) and cizculeriy {sin as it

Ygarratt, loc. cit.
Lvpormila of Concord, Thorough Declarstion,” II, op. cit., p. 583,

1%:&@ Declezation, Z.
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monifests itself within the individual) . . « « PFreud,
through psychoanziysic, has added to our kacwledge of
wan and beheviozr, including sin, through the proceas of
reason and statistles,t?

However, we must state a woxd of caution hers. Freud's comcept of man a3
virtuslly determived to all evil is not commensuxate with the Christian
doctrine of original sin {as we have it presented in the Confessions) as
it wmifests itself im human relations. The Comfessions are quick to pre-
sexve the Lwecedom of the will and the poasibility of cerxtain ethical actlvity
on 2 preseribed plenc. A certain "rightecucness” of natural man i3 a pose
sibilicy on the plane of huwman relations {iustitia clvilils): This is wmade
very elean in the Apology, where Mszlaoncthon writas:

Hor, indcaed, do we dony liberty to the humen will, The

hamen will has Lliberty in the cholce of works and things

which weason comprehends by itself. It can to a certain

extent render civil righteousness or the righteousness of

vorks; it can speck of God, offer to God & cartain sexvice

by an outward work, obey magistrates, perents; in the

choice of an cutwazrd work it cam restrain the hands from

mirder, from adultery, from theft. Since there is left

in bhuman naoture weason and judgment coacerning objects

subjected to the senses, choice between these things, and

the liberty end power to vemder civil vightecucmess, are

also lefe,t
And Malancthon emphasizes further that "God zequires [italics ming] this
civil z‘ig?z:'.cou‘:ness""'g znd that actually "in a messure, we can affoxd ig. 20

Zhe Formula of Comcoxd concurs when it states:

“ierbert: T. Fritze, "Psychosnelysis and the Doctrine of Man,” Tha
Luthoran Scholax, 10 (October, 1953), 295.

Buapology," XTIXi, op. cit., P. 335.
Pmpoology,” AVILL, op. clt., p. 337.
20p0c. cik.
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as regard maturel czternal things which are subject to
Teason, mun stlli has to a certein degrees mdaratandingi
pouey end ability, clthough very much weakaned « « »

Werner Blert offords us a conclse summation of the approach of the Lutheran
Confiessions ou this point.

The Lutheren wmz...g..m:.:m are in sgreement, Mclancthon
defends himself in the Apology ageinst the insinuation
that he intended to “deprive the humen wlll of its free-
dow,"” In fact no one could righefully suspect the ad=
..-J.zm-:z. of Aristotic and Cicero of such an abervation. IG
Eands Lo reason, he points out, that cur wilill 13 capable
of t.:_ ..b.u.n vance of civil justica, public wozship, obedi=-
ence toward parents end authorities, as well as the avoids
ance of uv&-‘. ceads. The same visws ave held by Augustiane
and Luther, Han has Erecdom of cholce witkin the bounds of
the natural oxders. Luther, it is true, limits the area in
which wan can frecly move about to that which 13 "below ua,”
That leaves us a very large expanse, including all "things
vational,” everything that perteins to men's dminion over
the created woride-a dominion which God never cenceled,
Luther shaves with ddeslistic philosophers the conviction that
a2 clese relationship exists between rcason end freedom. When
T.um_.. md the Lutheran Coufcasions nevertheloss acknowledge
the bondage of the, .JLJ.... thay are not motivated by nal.ural—
istic determiniam,”

The Confeosions, then, have set forth these principles as integral

to o Christian doctrine of man., In the firast ingstonce anthropology begins

with theology. Thewe is no comwlete or proper understanding of wmon spart
£rom the knouledge of God. Sinful man viewed in Telationship to God is
without hope in the spiviteal or ultimate sense. don has lozt all abilicy
to commnicate effockively with his Creator @s £ay as ultimate spiwiteal
values erve concerncd. Yot man as & created thing is not to be deplored
simply becsuse he i3 men. For even since the Fall he is yet Cod's creature
end wightly an object of admization and respect. These two thoughts aras
oluays kept psralicl in Lutheraas theology end though scemingly contwadictory
arve lefe hanging in peradox. _

2%erner Elert, Tha Christien Ethos, translated by Carl J. Schindler
{(Philedelphia: Mehlcnborg Press, 1957), p. 142,
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Furthermore, as a result of the depletion in gpiritual aptitude in-
sofar as ultimate values ave concerned, man of himself cannot hope for
any ulbimete porfection in the realm of humen relations. TYat on this
Plans man can and should perform that which is good, that which is ethi-
cal, that which makes for good society. And, what is more, he has the
promise of achieving a measure of success in this spharc. However, the
Confessions coutioa that a disginction must always be made "between human
and spivitual righteousuess, between philosophical doctrine and tha doc-
trine of the Holy Chost . . . .23 Theve is and must alvays be a dig-
tinct differvence between the rightecousness that restores perfect commun-
ion with God and the rightecusness which is effective in establishing and
maintalning good on the plane of human Interaction. But once again even
on this plane of human velationships perfection is £inaliy an imposaibil-
ity. ¥Yor, as there is an inoptitude with man in relationship to Cod, =0
there are limitations set for man in relationship to man. Vertically
{man in relationship to Cod as far as ultimste vaiuee ave concerned), man
is entiraly deplote. There is no "both and' heze! Hovrizontally (man as
nan end in relationship te men), the Lutheran Confessicns are careful to
avoid two extremas: (1) they do not deplore mon in a determiniatic fash-
fion in the tradition of such thinkers as Freud; (2) nor do they receg-
nize the possibility of experiencing--even as God's gift-~a perfectiosism
in the hunan sphere ss it is kaowm in this iife (contrary to Outler's

v:lew).zt’

237ap0l0y," XVIIL, op. cit., p. 337.

240ut1e:‘, op. ¢it.. pp. 183£f. We have reference to Cutler's conten=
tion that thopgh it is entively God's gift, there iz a possgibility that a
certain soccisl perfecticn can ba achieved in this life, and the goad of
Cheistienity is not o nacessarily other wordly as Calvin and Luther
would have it.
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This in a somevhet general way presents the guidelines, principles

and concerng which the Luthersn Confessions hold with regard to the
Christian doctrine of men. We must now survey those points in psychology's
concepi of man which would tend to challeage the views of the Lutheran

Confessions.
Tha Luthoran Confeasions and Paychology on Man: Points of Tension

When we Look at psychology through thoology'e eyes we immediately
espy & world view which evokes a negative reaction on our part. Psychology,
and especially psychotherepy, as Outler points out,25 came into being in
a thought world where humsnism and roductive naturalism were in vogue.
Ag producte of their envivonment they espoused in one way or another in
varyiang degree the thought patteras of these philosophies. Although
throughout the yeare since their inception both psychology aud psycho-
therapy have experienced a vawlety of changee and reformations, reactions,
ete., 1t is by and lazge true today that they have consistently retainsd
many of the cardinsl poiants of their tradition. Cne leooks at present-day
peychology, as we did briefly in chapter two, and with ounly casual scru-
tiny discewns almost immediately that there is inherent in its presuppo-
sitions and agsumptions a denizl of the first cause. The "world” is cen-
sidered the scurce, end and goal of sll humen sosiety. All that is is
conceived of as being comprehended in the patural. Therefore God 1s casily
disposed of by the lav of parsimony. There is simply no need for Him.
This particular world view which is quite generally accepted by the adher-
ents to the discipline of psychology quite naturally clashes with auny
Christian formulation and is the first point of tension between the two

disciplines of psychology and theology.

2S1p1d,
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4s a result of or et least parailel with this particular world view
is the almost unanimous commitment on the part of psychology to the em~
pirical method of discerning twuth. Now, the Lutheran Confessions as
well as Chriscien tradition generally would agree that there is actually
a necessity for individuzls to learm empirically. And aurely, they would
not take exceptlion to the sclentist's procedure withiun the framework of
his particular discipline. However, the empirical mathod becomes a chal-
lenging factor when the assumption iz made that only that which i5 empiri-
cally arvived at ig tzuth. This assumption, which 1z not necessarily in-
tegral to the ewpirical method, per se, but which is often espoused along
with it, often places paychology in divect opposition to Christisn princi-
ples. Outler srticulstes the issuss quite clearly when he states,

The thoughtful Christien has no reaconable ground of anxiety

about seience in its analysis and description of the events

and processesz in the world. le has no just complaint egainst

the hypothetical, or controlling, knowledge which science

vields for the human mastery and use of nature. But there

iz real substance to the Chriztian fear that the scientist

who thus succeeds in degscribing or coatrelling natural pro-

cess will thereupon overreach the limitations of his scien-

tific method and claim that "what is not science is not

knowledge"! The Christian faith cen assimilate any ascien-

tific ciaim save one: ¢the ciaim that the omnipotence of

sciznce is scientifically verifiable. For this iz equiva-

lent to the claim that human knowledge is self-validatingee-

and to the denial of the necessity and relevance of revela=-

ticn as the ground from human insight iato ultimate truth.28
Such an epistemological assumption which alienates the supernatural from
existence is speaking In direct cpposition to much that Christianity
holds as integral to its proclamation. Therefore, ws £ind that at this

point there is a direct clash in respective.ilcologies.

26ypid., p. 247.
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When this perticular world view with its parallel epistemclogical
asoumption L2 applicd to man it is but natural that we would £ind 2 severe
cleavage between the wespective doctrines of usn in the two disciplines,
In the first place when all thst is 1s conceived of as being natural, the
logical conclusion follows with regaxd to men that what he does he does
a5 & product of thot nature and as a fruit of the natural environs. He
doeo not, then, act as a willing, suto-dctermdining entity. For psycholo-
gisis this comes ©o moon that individual wesponsibility for behavior is an
outmoded concapt,especially when this behavior iz viewed in any worxal way.
Man is what he is and does what he does as a product of the forces of na-
tume end his envivonment. Xt is impossible to judge this as right and
wrong in any supernatural sensc. It is thexefors ampral. OCutler calls
attention to Freud's assupticns in veference to this question.

ind always, €£or Freud, the processes of nature were amoral

and nonpurposive. Nature Is the casuslly [sic] ordered

totality of wacs aad motion. It iz an illusicn to imagine

that anything in nature corresponds to the human nead for

love and care; it i1z delusion to suppose that there 13 any-

thing "beyond” natere,?
Although Freud at meny points 15 perhaps a bit cut~dated yet this particular
thesis finds credence in varying degree throughout ;:he thought world cf
paychology.*6 The paychological concept of self in reality amounis to 2

system of blological cnergies shaped by social forxees; it is alwost fully

subsumed within ¢he cousal order. It chould be obvicus that psychwlogy cud

1pid,, p. &42=3.

281b1d., p. 42,
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the Lutheran Confessions spesk in contradiction at this poine. If we

stand in thz Chewistlan tradition, especlslly as it ia presented in cuw
Confessicna, we must ismadistely question: Whot sbout freedom of the
will and its concomitant, individual responaibilicy? Where iz theve room
for absolutaly devermined moral standards? Is not man more than = DYo=
duct of nature with only natuval obligations and commitments? Where is
there room for 2 commnication with the supernatural? The pasychologist
night ackaowledge @ psychological necessity for our conmcern but would
Perhsps smile at our philoscphicsl naiveté. Thus another point of ten-
sion betwean theclogy and paychology.

When we pursue the question further we see that there are other points
at which theology and psychology reach dismetriczlly opposed conclusiona.
1f a psychologist is going to operate as.an optimist within the meta-
Physical and subsequent anthropological framewsrk which he has structured,
it follows that progrens, betterment, the good, must always flow £rom man
and his activity. It is at this point that we see paychologists showing
their humanistic stripe. And this stripe is quite prominont as Cutler
points out?? and as can be seen from the writings of such men as Adlex=0C

and Aliport.n? 32, 33 Papallel with guch a humanistic assumption wa see

291bid., p. 18.

30Alfred Adler, Social Intercst: A Challenge to Menkind, translated
by John Linton and Richard Vaughan (London: Faber and Faber Ltd., 1938),

passim.

31A11port, Becoming: Baaic Considerations for a Psycholozy of Person-

ality, passim.

Szcordon W. Allport, Personality: A Poychological Interpretation (New

York: Henry Holt and Company, 1937), p. 4.

33Gordon W. Allport, The Individusl and His Religion (New York: The
Hacmillan Company, 1950), passim.




38
psychology describe man’s egoism as good3% and the self as source for
healing,5? %ow, it must be pointed out that the Lutheran Confessions are
very careful to sllow the ressoned bettering of man and men up to & point,
20 we indicated eaxlier. Also, socilecty is not determinad to all evil,
but rather within certain limits ia open to ethical progress. Neverthe-
less, the humanistic emphasis of psychology does not exactly f£it 1ike a
glove on the hand of Lutheran theology. Any attempt at synthesis would
Tequire a clavification on the approach of psychology in the bettering of
men with the concomitant approval of human egolsm and focus on the self
a8 source for healing. For, within its cwm freme of reference theology
does not voice ungualified spproval of what it terms egoism, nor is its
kerygnatic emphasis on sociel or mental adjustment oriented in the self
but rather in the “otlier than self,’ Be it understood that we are not
saying that tensiouns which obvicusly could arise at this point cannot he
fesolved. UWe are mevely polating out thet here elerification in at least
terminology must teke place. Here imtegretion of the respective disci-
Plines zequires o bit of bhending on the part of beth.

We have attempted to present ceztain pointa at which the respective
concepts, idaclogies, assumptions; etc., concerning man from psychoiogy
and thaology (with specisl reference to the L'theran COnfessiong) speak
in cpposition. Admitiedly, we have not outlined &sll tha “tension points,”
nor have we spolien in completeness oa the "tansion points’ presented. We
have attempted to ouvtline in general the basic problems that must be wmat

if any type of synthesis between psychology and theology is to be effected.

34 « G. Jung, Modern Man in Search of a Soul, translated by W. S. Deall
and Cary ¥. Baynes (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1933), pp. 237-8.

351’.-;1 E. Johnson, Personality and Religion (Hew York: Abingdon Press,
1957), p. 205.
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Hext we will consider approaches to the glleviating of thase manifest
pointa of tension.
Approach to a Synthasis

it io not only nstural but alzo necessary that we spesk: to the prob-
lem of syathesis with vegard to the tws disciplines of psychology and
theology. From our previous discussion it is quite cvident that though
the two way operate ¢o @ certain extent in scparate spheres, they do cone
verge vexy decizively at ona given point. Both are concerned about man.
Both have something to eay about man. Both are committed to helping mam.
As Prayser points out both are more thaa basic disciplines. Theze iz pas-
toral theology and appliszd psychology which are irrevocably tied to a
distinct similarity in concarn and activity.3® The fact that thers is
just this sort of relationship makes it necessary, in the firat place, to
aslk whether any type of syathasis iz necessary. Secondly, the fact atands
that syntheses are being effected in various quarters of the Chuxch. This
makes it necessary to analyze accurately the propriety of such activity.

Can the Church, i.e., Christians, honmestly allow a synthasis or sre the

two fields of study mutually exclusive? Does it mean a surrendering of

Christian principles to marry Christianity to psycheleogy? These are per-
tinent questious simply because the Church is in a situation in which it

is opersting with such synthesez. Finally, psychologists have been make-
ing overturss to theology. BMeny have invited theology to participate in

& gynthesis. Christians have en cbligation to sit down and discern whether
they can accepi such an invitation. There is no escaping at least the
asking of the questionr Is thewre a possibility of a synthesis batwaen

the two filelds of psychology and theology?

35?3;:1 W. Pruayser, "Towvard a Doctrine of Man in Paychiatzy and The~
ology," Pastorel Psychology, Vol. 9, Mo. 82 (Mawch, 1958), 9-13.

B 020 e
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The nest question which stxikes at the heari of the issue is: Can

sueh a aynthesls toke place in view of the diamegricully opposed ideologics
of the respective disciplines? Can the "points of tonsion” discussed above
be mesolved without scexificing either discipline? We do not feel gualified
o glve an answer to this basic question, Furthermore, it would be beyond
the scope of our dissertation to attempt a synthecis or irrevocably pzove
the necessity of maintaining the two disciplines in unresolved antithesis,
He shall, howsver, describe basic approaches to the problem, pointing up

the merita and demerits of each.
A Hegative Approach

Within the Chuxzch thewe ave always those ko would prefer the tuo to
vemadin distinctly removed fyom ona ancther. To them the tension which eny
arcemnt at synthesis would mike zenders it inadvissble to attempt cooperation
betwsen the two déisciplines. There is explicit concexn to preserve thcoology
&t the exponse of deaying the values of psycholiogy. The most articulate on-
auple of this viewpoint has perhaps grown out of the 'Theclogy of Crisis,.”

The ecpproach which has growa out of the “Theology of Crisis™ ccnsiders
the Word of God spealking through the Bible az its sole criterien, and places
this evitexion in divect opposition to all merely lmumen ways of ehinking.>7
It is utterly repulscd by the assumption timt. m=n can end need find nothing
better than himself cud his own cultural aims to worship. This appreach

assumes that the only hope for culture and society is found in & recovering

of a Chyistian feith which can resist politicsl and cultural pressurcs by

37pavid E. Roberts, Esychotherapy and & Christian View of Man (Wew York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1959), n. 49,
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refusing to jdentify bunan aims (which always zeflect sinfulness) with the
will of Cod., A3 Foborts peints out, this approach has tended to shut off
instead of fucilitate collabovation between theology amd science .33 Zuough
it does not deny the validity of sclence and philosophy it does sot up an
ebaclute distinction {aluosst an absolute opposition) betwcen divine revela=-
tion and 2ll humon thinking, aopiration, or plety. It, in effect, creates
¢ distinct dualiowm, two different sphowes in which wan smst operate. %Ths
one boing the sliimete ond elone having any absolut:e validity. The other
being quite welative and by inference, scmowhot unimportant. It is denfed
thee there con be eny worchuhile commmicetion between the two.

Thers arc divergent attlitudes within this aspproack. The eztrems ic
represented by Rarl barth. For Barth,

There 18 hesd-~on collislon between the Woxd of God and

the whole pattern of lifo in this world, and the only

honest course for the theologlan is to' promote the full

fmpuet of that collision.3d

Brasncy tekes = less strldent opproach yet beneath & corxtein desirze tio medi-

ate between Christlen £eith zud secular culturae thoere is always present a

stroagly polemleal note, & verning szainst the wisdom of this uge.‘m Hog=

ever, the genexal import of the wihole approach is one that tends to have a
distincily negative attitude towaxd the possibility of cny synthesis. %The
"Theology of Crisis™ which arose in opposition to a situation in which the
dowdinating thought wes chat mam by his powers can effect the ideal society
vemains todey as a theology vhich tends to shun sccular science, or at lcast

vefeses to make any commdtment to it.

331bid., p. 151,

- 3‘3&. cit,

mzbig., pp. 151-2,

i
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Objeections to This Approach -

Cbviously the foraegoing approach leaves meny questions unasnswered.
Thewe are bound to be many objections raised to such a negativistic attie
tude over againot psychology. Pruyser points out how it is not realistic
to keep the twe disciplines in their respective vacuums. By their very
nature and chosen concern they automaticelly converge. Both psychology y
and theology are more than basic disciplines. They always erupt im prac-
tical applicatiocns, practical applications which heve their focus on'a com=
mon subject, mn:l.41

Qutler, too, rebels against the fact that psychology has nothing to
teaci thoology. He points out that it is quite obvicus that there is much
in paychological theory which is extremely useful to theology, especially
in ite practical applicationa. He calls attention to nine fundamental mo-
tifs of thought and practice which can be obsexved 1n”a11 the schools of
psychological therapy which are particularly relevant to the Christian "care
of souls" and crucial for a valide Christien view of man.%42

Fritze concurs and states quite explicity that specifically pasychiatry °
and psychosnalysis have not only much to offer theology in its practical
dealings, but actually elaborate on and point up with gtea.ter clarity the

Christian doctrine of man.®3: 4%

4lpruyser, op. cit., p. 10,
420utler, op. cit., pp. 21£f.

43yerbert P. Fritze, "Brief Studies: A Chaplain Looks at Psychiatry,"

Concordia Theological Monthly, XXVI (iay, 1955), 379.

Mm.-:l.t.-ze, "paychoanalysis and the Doctrine of Mam." op. cit., p. 295.
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Roberts, too, poiantediy questions the validity of any attitude of
theclogy which presents itpelf opposed to psycholegy and psychotherapy
when he states:

It is not encugh to declare that each should be left free

in its own sphere, and should be reminded of 1ts Limits

when 1t encroaches illegltimately upon other gpherxes. In

the end nothing of humea concern can be excluded from the

purvieu of either.55

Therefore, because of thege rather cbvioua cbjections to the admis-
sion of poycliology ia any maoner ox foma into the esotexric realm of the-
ology, wany hsve pushed for en adequsate synthezia of the respective dis-

eiplines. We must now turn to a consideration of proposals as to how this

synthesis might be effected.
Proposals for a Synthesis

Cutler, in his book, Psychothexapy snd the Christiasn Messsge, has
worhed towawd just such & synthesis. He sete the grounduwozrk for his ap-
proach when he atates,

The Cospel is not . . . a wisdom sbout the world. It is neither

a physiczs nor a metaphysics; it is neither a biology nor pesy-

chology. It judges all such wisdoms inscfar as they zeach out

toward life’s final issues, but if cannot, and cught not even

to try, to direct the empirical sciencea within their own pro-

per spherves of inguiry and method.
And further,

the Gospel iz nct the whole story of man's Life upon the earth,

nor dees it properly pretend to be. It concerns itself with ul-

timates, with what metters wmost to men if they awre to find the 4

meaning and the goodness and the fulfillment of theilr existence. 7
Therefore, Christianity has room for, in fact needs, the practical wisdom

with vegard to human relations which psychology can give it. When Cutler

45poberts, ep. cit., p. ix.
450utier, op. git., p. 47.
473bid., p. 46.
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malkes such a proposal, he is fully aware of certain xee-evaluations that
mst take place in oxder to preserve the integral presuppositions, assump-

tiona, and belicfs which are inherent in the Christian kerygma. He points

ocut that

The fxuiltful colicboration of psychotherapy and the Christian
catexprize will involve imwportant re-evaluatiocas in the 'tra-
ditional® pattemas of exposition and self-understanding. A
psychotherapy which intends to ally itself with the Christian
care of souls nust “make room™ for such concepts as those of

a discrete and responsible self-hood, of human sin more tragic
than exvor, of grace more effectual then nature or fortume.

It maat, in short, make place for God--and for = wiasdom about
iife vhich dzawe a circie wider than description and draws ita
truth from 2 decper well than science, It must scknowledge the
propriety of zevelation eud faith as modes of valid wisdom--not
houriatic substitutes for sclentific inquiry but as the vital
fontas from vhich come the clues and commitments which launch
and guide our vecaonings.?8

Zet, there are torms on which an alliance can be effected:

Psychotherapy's practical wisdom is ite very own, empirically

founded, The naturalistic world view it gencrally exhibits is

boxrowed, Christianity's practicel wisdom is largely borrowed;

its theistic world view is ite very own, the bone and marrxow

of its Gospel. A paychotherapy vwhich freely adumltted the Chris~

tian doctrines of God and men as the referential "frame'" of its

empirlcal work could be well comsorted with & Christian care of

souls which fully acknowledge the directiom and counsel of sci-

entific psychotherapy.4?

RPoberts egrees that a synthesis i1s not only necessary, but also is a
very immdnent possibility. He points out how the basic concepts of psycho-
therapy are correlative with the human side of cvents which Christian doctrine
interprets, To him, the therapist's descriptiocn of bondage to immer conflict
should be incorporated in the doctrine of sin; and his description of healing

should be incorporated in the dectrime of grace. He further contends that

43ybid., pp. 257-8,
M1pid,, p. 245.
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vltimately pevchistry cannot understend ite own task aright except within
the fremswork of a Chrietian view of man and God.’? 7o make just such a
syathesis as he proposes is not only desivable but in his view a task
which i3 necessarily a part of the theologian's burdea. For, as he states,
theology is assigned the tosk of interpreting Han afresh in each genera=-
tion; and what one attempis to say from a Christisn perspective on this
polnt ecan hardly be velated effoctively to the thoughte of this gensra-
tion if it ignores o fails to comprehend tha vecent contwibutions of
pavehology and psychothevapeutic science.’l Psychology end theology
simply must get together. ¥n 80 doing it must be kept in mind first of

all, that the task of undarstanding and administering to the world's

neads is not sezved wisely by setting up some exclusively theclogical

source ol iafornution and then uping it rigidly as a principle of selec~
tion in deternining vhat one will welcoms or what one will repudiate |

among the f£indinga of racent psychologyﬁz

|
‘ On the other side, psychiatrists must enter into the realm of the-
clogy et least to the extent of asking whather religloup beliefs are ii-
E lusowy; and the theologien cen bhardly incorporate psychiatric views with-
\ in his owa dostyine of man i€ the twe are radically incompatible with

% each other.”3

Both Quitler and Ruberts are quite raepresentative of those who would

effect a syathesis. Their systematic approach, which we have presented

in brief, gives a somawhat adaquate picture of the facis, principles,

so‘aoberi:s, op. git., pp. 153-4.
Slipsd., p. 148.

0c. git.

531b1d,, p. 146.
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considerations, ete., which must be taken into consideration if paychology
is to enter ints a compatible marriages with theology. licwever, they are
not alona in their plea foy a syathesls. In passing, we might call at-
tenilon to a vepresentative few who £fell into that category. OGuntrip
points out hww the two have zo many similer or at least paralilel concapts
that they cannot afford to ignere one another.3% fpeaking £rom paychol=
ogy's side, Allpoxk likewise, pleads for a gyntheais, since a veligilous
orientation, in his opinion, is 2 necessary background Lo adequate psy-
chical adjustment.’” Johnson sees a meeting ground of religion and psy-
chology in such related concepts as sscurity, faith, love and "belonging-
nesa. 20 Pruyser sees 8 point of contact between the two disciplines in
that they beth "look 2t Man with a peculiar mixture of cptimism and pes-
gimism"; end though he recognizes certain obstacles which 2 synthesis
would have Go overcoma, yet his considered cpinion is that the differences
are not always found at the most important levels.??

Of couvase thore ave velid criticiems of such approaches to ayathesis.
Megny fear that Christianity will siip into mere humanisw if it se much as
dores to counverse with psychology. Amd indeed; the history of the Church
does show such a £zar to be well founded. Furtharmore, asny synthesis

would vequire a certain bending on the part of theclogy. Xt is fesred

5""iiem.'y Guntrip, Psychotherapy and Beligion (New Tork: Harper and
Brothers, 19573, pp. l9BEE.

Sséllpori:, The Individugl and Hig Religion, passim.

55Johnnon, op. git., passim.

57?:“,38’”; _qz- E‘;_E-' PP- 11!!.
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that fundasmental and cerdinsl principles would also be ianvolved in the
bending procesa. Indeed thexe 1s room for comcern here also, and it must

not be minimized,
Conclusion

The question which Christian pastors and laymen raise in the Church
15, "Just what do we do with psychology?" In psychology we have a disci-
pline vhich appears to help mankind. As a secular discipline the Church
13 not wequired to officially denounce or coafine it. But is it a disci-
pline which shares in the concerns of the Church: the promoting of socund
lives among wmen? Can then, Christian pastors incorporate psychology into
thelr curs animarum? Can theology look to psychology as an aid in its under-
stending of even some of the fundamental concepts of man? Should a distinctly
Christien psychotherapy be developed? G'an paychologista consider: themselves
a3 working side by side? These are some of the questions the Church asks
iltas theologians. And though often there is a distinct "yes" to these queas-
ticns, yet the subsequent "how" is often quite nebulous, It is this "houw"

that zust be further defined, clarified, and enunciated.




CHAPTER IV
CouCLUIION

This dissertation has concerxned itself with what is generally con-
sldered to be a very complex subject. The very nature of the topic pre-
sented denmanded a partcicular caution in attempting to speak definitively.
Literature available tends rether to raise questions then to establish
&ngvwers, However, the fact remains that it is a topic vhich the Church
uwst conslder and a subject to which the author fecls particularly come=
witted., Therefore, & measure of satisfaction has been experienced by
the cuthor in the feeling that the subject "Psychology in Relationship
to Theology” has been opened up for future, more definitive study.

in chapter one the necescity on the part of the Church to investi-
gate its relationship to psychology was peointed ocut. The conclusion
rveachad was thet there is simply no alternative. The Churchk, principally
through its theologians, is required to analyze the world in which the
Gospel is to be preached in ozxder to freshly intezpret that Gospel to the
existing era. 4And, interpretation of the twentieth ceantury necessarily in-
cludes an analysis of psychology, since it is perhaps mot far wrong to term
it the "psychological age." Therefore, this dissertation has dealt with
a most relevant topic. It has worked with subject matter which automatically
and of necessity comes under the purview of theology, a topic which the
theologian cannot ovarlook.

Howaver cruclal this topic might be, this discussion afforded no de-
finltive answers. The topic 1s simply too complex, too involved, to aven

justify an attempt to do much in a dissertation such as this. As pointed
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out throughout this pepcr, the dominant concern w23 ©o open up the field
to fuiture inguizy., As a result, chapter two, which aitempted &o give an
enalysis of the thought txemds of the paychologicel disciplines, was pere-
haps open to the accuscstion of overe-simplificatiom, But the purpose of
chapter two was primarily ©o open up certein critical points to which the-
ology is obligated to pay particulaw attenticn. In chapter three these
celticel points wexe the focus of attentiom. Attention was called to the
basle metaphysical and cosmological diffevences with thelr subsequent ime
plications found in the two respectlve disciplines. o attempt was made
to wesolve these diffewmences, since the author felt capeble of only attempt=
ing a defining of the iscsues and the suggestiang of approaches Lo the stated

problens, The tople is siwply too complex to be dealt with conclusively

within the scope of the thesis and at the preseat time therze is no one to

whom we con go for answers.: "Psychology in Relationship to Theology™ is

end remedns just three words to which a large quostion mark must be suffixed.
Yei: such an laguivy as presented here is not for mought £or it has

shown, in the first place, the direction which futurc queries mmst take,

Furthemore, it should have made very clear the fact thet a marriage be-

tuecen poychology end theology 4s not quite &s cimple & mstter as perbaps

somz would have it be. And last, but by no meanz least, an cutline has

Lea passing, attention should be called to the £act that the School
fox Graduvate Studies at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, will releasc & pub-
lication in June 1958, vhich should present a more definitive approach then
curvently available. The title is to be, Vhat, Then, is Man? This publi-
cation is & symposium on the subject vhich we have discuased in the thesis,
By, Peul E. Meehl of the University of Minnesota acted as chairmsn of the
syaposium committee,
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been stsuckuzed for the euthor’s om future task of volating psychology

to theology. Thezeforc, a beginming has been establiched, and satisfiecd

with this, we concludel
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