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ABSTRACT 
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Title: A Theologieal Critique of Carl Rogers 

A thesis submitted ta the Department of Religious 

Studies, MeGi11 University, in partial fulfillment 

of the requirements for the degree of Master of 

Systematie Theology, Spring, 1972. 

This thesis attempts ta show in the light of Christian 

teaèhing the strengths and the weaknesses of Carl 

Rogers' understanding of man and of his elient-eentered 

therapeutie approaeh as a means of helping man. The 

first part of the thesis deals with Rogers' teaehing 

on the development of the human self -.~d why the 

individual so often falls far short of his potential, 

as well as his methodology for helping the individual 

to beeome 1Ully-funetioning. This is followed by a 

Christian understanding of man and an evaluatian of 

Carl Rogers' teaehing and methodology in the light of 

this Christian teaehing. 
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PREFACE 

Modern psychotherapy presents a. s.1gnificant opportunity 

and challenge to Christian thought, and since both the Christ­

ian counselor and the psychotherap .. is-t are concerned for the 

well-being of the whole man, the ~bristian counselor can no 

longer afford, ŒS some try, to dismiss the tea'chings' and find­

ings of the psychotherapist as nonchantly as many of an ear­

lier generation d1smissed "the new Biology." The opportunity 

comes from what psychotherapy has discovered regarding the 

workings of the human psyche, some of which can be adapted 

with profit by the Christian counselor. The challenge:comes 

trom the fact that the psychotherap1st has often adopted a 

world v1ew that 1s not readily compatible with the ~hristian 

perspective without first being subjected to adequate examin­

at10n and reflection. Yet there 1s an implicit Œssumption 

hidden in aIl effective psychotherapy which is made ex,plicit 

in the ~hristian proclamation. Hence, the concerned Christian 

who is also convinced of the immense significance and value of 

p.sychotherapy in modern life must explore some; of the basic 

issues that lie between them. To do so may prove very profit­

able for the Christian counselor. 

(iv) 
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Tlhis is particularly applicable in respect to GarI 

Rogers and his method of client centered therapy. In this 

thesis we shall attempt in the first three chapt ers to provide 

an understanding of Rogers' teaching on the development of the 

human self and why the individual so often falls far short of 

his potenti.al. w.e shall consider ho,., Rogers would help that 

person to become fully-fUnctioning and what this would Mean 

for that individual. In the following chapter we shall consider 

a Christian estimate of man, and in the final cna'pter' attempt 

an evaluation of Càrl Rogers' teacbing and methodology in the 

light of Ghristian faith. 

l would like to expr,ess my appreciation to the s:ta1f'f of 

the Dibrary of the Faculty of Religious Studies for the great 

assistance they provided during the course of the research. 

In particular, l acknowledge my indebtedness to the Reverend 

Professor Monroe Peaston, who suggested the topic and for the 

interest he s:howed and the help he provided dùring the time 

this paper was in greparation. He was not merely an advisor; 

he guided me in this work, and l am most grateful to him for 

his Many helpful acts 'rendered with unfailing courtesy. 
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THE SELF CONaEPT~ 

"Bach o.f us has:; some idea. of what we:~ regard as basic in 

human nature, some notion of what man really ls. Usually ve 

do net make these views expllcit, but they influence us ln the 

wa,. we deal with others. It maltes Q. d:Lfference whether we::. 

thlnk of man as ess:ent1ally destructive and bad, or basioal11 

posit1ve, or pr1mar11y a: Malleable PQtty without ba's1c char-­

actlerist1cs. It naturally maltes 8id1fference in onr 1nter­

personal and soc1al relationsh1ps vith others."~ 

Carl Rogers leaves no doubt 1n the mind ot his readers as 

to h1s p~rsonal conception of man. In direct contrast to 

Slgmund Freud, Rogers holl1s what we might term a" tthightl .' v1ew 

of man, a creature w.1th great potential and of extreme slg-· 

n1flcance and worth. He writes:· as follows: 

Ot all the 1ncred1ble forms of 11te and non-11te with 
which l am acqua1nted 1n the un1verse, the ind1vidual 
human being seems to me to have the most exc1tlng poten­
t1al, the greatest p'ossib11it1es tor an expanding devel­
opment, the richest capacit1es for self-aware living ••• 
• my experienoe leads me to place a.pr1mary value on the 
person of the human 1nd1vldual • • • only in the 1ndiv1d­
ual does awareness ex1st. Only 1n the 1ndivldual can 
alternative courses of act10n be Most deeply and con­
sciously tested as to their enriching or destructive con­
sequences. The whole h1story of mankind, 1t seems to me, 
shows a gradually lncreasing emphasis upon the s1gnif1-
oance and worth of each individual.2 
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Central to RogersJ anthropology 1s h1s concept of the 

self. H~ shows us how fully and integrally 1nvolved the 

self-system 1s 1n each level of existence, from the lbwest to 

the highest. The ins1ghts he d1splays are wortby of serious 

consideration for they can be of much help in Dastoral coun­

seling. On the other hand, Rogers' teaching on the nature and 

development of the self leaves some very important questions 

unanswered, qQestions which the Christian counselor must con­

aider central for they will bave a very def1n1te bearing on 

his approach to individuals and b1s aims in trying to help them. 

Tberefore we must consider 1n $Ome datail Rogers' understanding 

of the self. In the final chapter, after we have considered 

other a·spects of his anthropology and a.' Christian view of man, 

we sball try to deal with these q"estions. 

Rogers~points out that man is one of many speeies of 

organisms, and as such has charaeteristies wh1ch are inherent 

and whieh set him apart from other speeies. 3 This means that 

when man is "fully man" certain common charaeteristics can be 

distinguished. It should be pointed out that these character­

isties are not always clearly visible, even to the individual, 

beeause under the influence of exterior stimuli which are per­

ceived as threatening, the individual will often erect defenaes, 

and these may submerge his true nature. Further referenee will 

be made to this tact later; now, l shall attempt to set forth 

Rogerlj conception of the development of the individual. 

Each person exists in a continually cbanging world of 
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experience ot which he is tbe oentre.~ SOme of these exper-

iences are encountered consciously, but most of them remain on 

the subconsoious level. ~s the organism matures, a portion of 

bis total experiences gradually becomes ditferentlated as the 

selt.; A~ the self-structure is central to Rogerian anthro­

pology, we sballl.conslder at length its evolutlon. 

Ms the infant interacts wlth bis env1ronment he gradually 

builds up'concepts about blmself, about the envlronment, and 

about blmself ln relation to the env1ronment. These concepts, 

whetber conscious or not, whether expressed or not, function 

as guiding principles. 

Closely associated with all the infant's experiences is a 

direct organismic valuing process wh1ch appears highly 1mP.0rtant 

t6r understand1ng later devel~p~ent. In tbis orgamismic valuing 

P.rocess each element, each moment of what he 1s experiencing, is 

somebow weighed and selected or rejected, depend1ng on whether, 

at this moment, it tends to actualize the organism or note Thls 

compllcated welghing of exper1ence 1s clearly an organlsmlc, not 

a: consc10us or symbollc function. Tbese are operat1ve, not con­

ce1ved values. Yet this p~ocess can none the less deal w1th 

complex value problems.6 

The locus of thls evaluating process ls clearly w1th1n the 

infant. Unlike Many of us, he ktiWà what he likes and d1s11kes::; 

and the or1g1n of these value cho1ces 11es strictly w1th1n h1m­

self. He 1s the centre of the valulng process, the ev1dence 

for his.: cho1ces be1ng supp11ed by h1s own senses. He 1s not at 
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this pp1nt influenced by what parents th1nk he should prefer, 

by what the Ghurch says, by the opin1on of the latest "expertn 

in the field, or by the persuasive talents of an advertising 

firme It is f'rom within h1s own experiencing that his organism 

is saying in non-verbal terms,"This 1s good for me." It~at is 

bad for me." "1 l1ke this ... ·· "I strongly dislike this. nt RogerŒ 

sta1œs, "He would laugh at our concern over values, if he could 

understand it. How could ~nyone fail to know what he liked and 

disliked, what was good for him and what was not?tt7 That 1s, 

he appears to value those experiences wh1ch he perceives ·as 

enbancing himself and to plàce a negative value on those exper­

iences which seem to threaten himself or which do not ma1ntain 

or enhance himself. 

&oon, however, there enters into this p~cture the evalua­

tion of self by others. "You're a good child. n "You're a, 

nallghty boy." These and similar evaluations of him~elf and of 

his behaviour by his parents and others come to form a large 

and s1gnificant part of the 1nfant t s perceptual rield. S Social 

exper1ences, social eva1uations by others, become a part of his' 

phenomenal f1eld9 a'long with experiences not involving others-­

e.g., radiators are hot; candy taste~'good; etc. 

A's the child experiences positive sensory values he a1so 

experiences enhancement 1n other ways--e.g., it 1s sat1sty1ng 

to h1t baby br.other, to have a bowel movement at aoy time or 

p~ace when the physiolœg1cal tension is experienced. In1t1ally 

these exper1ences are not nedessar1ly inconsistent w1th the 



concept of plf' a's a:.lovable person. This vlew is destlned to 

change for i twill not be long betore the child experiences 8.' 

serious threat to self. He ls exposed to words and actions of 

his parents that give him the impression, "You are bad;;your 

behav10ur is bad; and you are not loved or lovable when you be-, 

bave ln this way.'" This:: constltutes a thraat to the?na'scent 

structure'of self. The chlld faces the dllemma that if he 

a~mlts to awareness,the satlsfactions of these behaviours and 

the yalues he apprehends in them, then this is inconsistent vith 

the self as belng loved or lovable. 

«ertaln results follow in the develoP-Ment of the average,· 

chlld. One ls a' denial in awa'reness of the satisfactions that 

were experienced ~r that derlved trom experience. The other ls 

to di5tort the symbolizatlon of the experlence of' the parents. 

The accurate s,-mbollzation would be: nI perceive IllY parents 

as experiencing this behaviour as unsatisfylng to them. fI The 

distorted symbollzation, distorted to preserve the threatened 

concept of self, 15: nI percei ve thls behaviour a:s unsatis­

fylng. tt 

Rogers belleves thatt~ ls ln this way parental attltudes 

are not only introjected, but, what i5 much more important, are 

experienced not as the attitude of anothe,r, but ln a dlstorted 

fàshion, Ai f~' based on the evidence of one l s own sensory and 

visceral equlp~ent. Thu5, through distorted symbolizatlon, 

expression of anger is experlenced often as satlstylng or 

enhancing. The more accurate representatlon is not, however, 
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p~rmit~ed to enter awareness, or if 1t does enter,the ch11d 

is anxious because of the inconsistency he is enterta'ining 

w.1thin himseif. OOnsequently, "1 like baby brotherlt': remains as,~' 

tb.e pattern belonging in the concept of the self, because 1t is:' 

the concept of the relatioDship;which is 1ntrojected from 

others through the 'distortion of symbolization, even when the 

primary experience conta1ns Many gradations of value in the 

relatiOllship from "1 like baby brother," to nI hate biml l " In 

this way tbe values wh1ch the infant attaches to experience 

become divorced from his own organismic function1ng. The 

P.r1mary sensory and visceral reactions are ignored or are not 

permitted to emerge into consc1ousness, except in d1stor~ed 

forme The values which might be built upon them cannot be 

admitted to awareness. A', concept of self' ba-sed in part U~Il a 

distorted symbolization has~taken their place. It is out of 

these dual sources--the direct experience of the individual, 

and the distorted symbolization of sensory reactions resulting 

in the introjection of values and concepts .s· Il exper1enced--
10 there grows the concept of the self. 

Ms the organism develops certain needs are acquired--the 

positive rega'rd of others, self-regard, a value system or 

.conditions of worth. 

Man, says Rogers, is incurably soc1al. He has a funda­

mental crav1ng for secure, close, communicative relationships 

with others, and he feels very much cut off, alone and unf'ul­

filled, when such relationship,s do not existe .!S with other 



7 

tendenc1es, th1s one May be blocked and distorted, but the 

deeper tendency, the more basic character1stic, seems to be the 

social one. This ia indicated by the tact that if a non-threat­

ening relationship,1s offered, as in therapy, and can be per­

ceived as safe, ind1v1duals tend invar1ably to enter into it. ll 

The need for pos1tive regard from others 1s pervasive and 

persistent 1n the ind1v1dual. If he experiences h1mself as 

making a pos1t1ve d1fference 1n the l1fe of another, as 1n some 

way sat1sfying another' s need for positive rega'rd, he experi­

ences sat1sfaction of h1s own need for this. The need for 

positive regard 1s sat1sfied through interaction with others, 

expec1ally s1gnif1cant others. This bas an important bear1ng 

on h1s behav10ur. He tends to observe the effect of h1s be­

haviour on others, espec1ally those who are of part1culat 1mpor­

tance to h1m, and since he w1shes to have the1r posit1ve regard, 

each act that ev1dences their approval tends to be regarded as 

sat1sfy1ng behav10ur, and each act that 1nd1cates the1r dlsap­

pro val as unsat1sfy1ng behav10ur. Theretore, he develops a 

value system and tries to act only 1n ways which w1ll be re­

garded as in keep1ng w1th that value system.12 

To a greater degree than any other l1v1ng organ1sm, man 

has the capac1ty to be aware of h1s funct10n1ng, to symbo11ze 

that wh1ch 1s g01ng on 1n h1s exper1ence and that whlch has 

gone on 1n the past. He can th1nk, plan, take a pathway sym­

bol1cally and forsee 1ts consequences w1thout tak1ng 1t 1n 

fact. Th1s 1s not an unm1xed bless1ng for th1s potent1a11ty 



8 

in man leads not only to the possibility of his being open to 

his experience and being aware of it so that each is symbolized, 

perceived, and organized into some relationship with the self, 

butalso to ignoringexperiences because he does not perceive 

them as having any relaticmshtp to the self-structure or to 

denying'symbolization to his experiences or g1ving tbem a dis­

torted symbolization because they are inconsistent with the 

structure of the self.13 

It is those exper1ences which are either denied symboliza­

tion or are given a distorted symbolization because they are 

inconsistent with the structure of the self that present the 

greatest danger to the well-bèing o~ the individual. For ex­

ample, an individual may have Si s.elf-concept in which he depict's 

bimself as having a below average ability for leadership. He 

is placed in a position where he has to give leadership, and 

he does so effectively. When others point to this and state 

that he has such ability, he denies it because he never thought 

of h1mself as such; th1s does not fit into his self-stracture; 

contradictory evaluations of his self-structure are denied by 

select1ng and stress1ng other perceptions as "You do not know 

how nervous l was and you did not see the mistakes l made. Il 

This type is common.14 

Rogers maintains that the "fluid but consistent organiza-

tion which is the structure or concept of self, does not permit 

the intrasion 'of a perception at··rvariance with it, except 

under certain conditions. ,,15' The perceptions not permitted are 
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excluded because they are contradictory, not because they are 

derogatory. He notes that it seems nearly as dif~icult to 

aecept a'perception which would alter the self-concept in an 

expanding or socially acceptable direction as to accept an 

experience which would alter it in a constricting or socially 

disapproved direction. 

RogerS.'? states this in the form of a Propos:1tion: "Most of 

the ways of behaving which are adopted by the organism are 

those which are consistent w.ith the concept of self. n16 In 

other words, there is a direct correlation between the organ­

ism's self-concept and behaviour. ~s the organism strives to 

meet its needs in the world as it is experienced, the strivings~ 

will take a form consistent with the concept of self. The man 

who bas certain values attached to honesty cannot strive for a 

sense of ach'evement through means which seem dishonest to him. 

Needs can be satisfied only through channels which are consis­

tent with the organized concept of seif. 

In kee,ping with the value system of his c'onditions of 

. worth, th) individual will a8sess ea~h of his experiences 

selectively. Because of his need for self-regard he view8 

eacb experience as either enhancing or threatening that self­

regard. If the individual perceives17 the experience as en­

hancing his self-regard, he will behave positively toward it, 

but if he perceives it as threatening to his self-regard, he 

mal" take a distorted v1ew of it, and try to represent it in ~' 

way that is more in keeping witb his conditions of worth but 
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wbicb ls not accurate to bis experience. Tnus, accurame repre­

sentation is denied to bis awareness, and these experlence~ are 

not recognized as being persanal to him, nence, not incorporated 

into bis selt-structure. 

To express tbis brietly we could say that in an attempt to 

gain or hold love, approval, esteem, the indtvidual relin­

quisbes the locus of' evaluation which was his in intancy and 

places it in others. He learns to bave a basic DIStrust tor 

his:: own experiencing as a guide to his behaviour. He leuns 

trom others Œlarge number ot conceived vaiues18 and adopts 

them as bis own, even though they may be widely discrepant trom 

what he is experiencing. Because these concepts are not based 

on bis own valuing, they tend to be tixed and rigid, rather 

than tluid and changing. 

The result of' this ls that the individual's behaviour i8 

no longer regulated by his self-concept; he cannot continue to 

live as a unitied wbole person; instead, various part tunctions 

now become cbaracteristic. When an ex'perience is seen as 

threatening to the s'elt-structure, def'ensive reactions are 

necessary. Experiences seen as not threatening can be inte­

grated accurately into the self-structure. 

Herein, Rogers maintains, lies· the basic estrangement in 

man. He has not been true to himselt, to his own natural 

organismic valuing of experience, but tor the aati'of preserv­

ing the positive regard of others he has now come to talsify 

some ot the values he experiences and to perceive them oniy in 
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terms based upon the1r value to others. Rogers cites the case 

of one young woman client who, after undergo1ng therapy for ~ 

time, expressed 1t briefly and accurately as follows:: "l've 

always tried to beuwhat the others thought I. should be, but now, 

l'm wondering wnether l shouldn't just see that l am what l 

am.lt19 

A\common example of defensive behav10ur is rat1analiza­

tion20 __ u I didn1t really malte that mistake. lt was this way. 

• • • et What is actually happening iS'l'tbat the ind1vidual is 

trying to perceive his behaviour d1storted in such a:' way as to 

make it congruent vith h1s concept of bimsalf--that is, as a 

person who does not make that typ~ of m1stake. 

Wben many of the organic needs experienced by the organ1sm 

are refused admittance to consciousness because they are in­

consistent with the concept of the self, the pressure of the 

organic need May become so great that the organism initiates 

its own seeking behaviour and thereby brings about the satis­

faction of the need without ever relating the seeking behavio.u~ 

to the'concept of the self. The illustration Rogers gives of 

this 1's the case of a boy whose upbringing created a self-con­

cept of puri ty and freedom from "base" sexual impulss's, but 

who was arrested tor lifting the skirts of two little girls 

and examining them. He insisted that he could not bave per­

tormed this behavl'our, and wben presented with witnesses, was 

positive that "I vas not myselt." The developing sexuality of 

an adolescent boy, and the accompanying curiosity, constituted 
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a. strong orga,n1c need for wh1ch there seemed no channel of 

sat1sfaction wh1ch vas cons1stent w1th the concept of self. 

EventnallY the organ1sm behaved 1n snch a way as to gain sat-

1sfact10n, but th1s behav10ur vas not felt to be, nor vas it, 

a part o~ the self. It was behaviour wh1ch was d1ssoc1ated 

from the concept of self, and over wh1ch the boy exercised no 

consc10us control. The organized character of the behav10ur 

grows out of the tact that the organism on a phys10log1cal 

basis can 1n1t1ate and carry on complex bebav10ur to meet 1ts 

needs. 

Th1s typ~ of behav10ur 1e not ~ncommon. Many 1ndiv1duals 

are concerned over the fact tbat certainttypes of behav10ur go 

on witbout tbe1r control, or the possibi11ty of the1r control. 

Indiv1duals are beard to say, nI donlt know why l do 1t; 1t 1s 

surely not that l want to act 11ke that; l just canlt seem to 

belp 1t." Many could say w1th Saint PaUll, "The good wh1ch l 

want to do, l fa11 to do; gut what l do 1s the wrong wh1ch 1s 

aga1nst MY w111. n21 Rogers holds that th1s occurs because 

behav10ur wh1ch 1s organ1cally determ1ned on the bas1s of 

exper1ences den1ed accurate symbo11zat10n 1s carr1ed through 

v1 tbout hav1ng been brought 1nto any cons1stent relationsh1p.-' 

with the concept of self. T'his 1s the cause of psycholog1cal 

mal ad just ment. Although tb1s 1s Rogers l explanat10n, Christ-

1an fa1th would v1ew th1s as oversimp11ficat1on. We shall 

cons1der th1s 1n the final chapter. 

If we th1nk of the structure of the self as be1ng a 
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s~mbolic elaboration ot a~ portion of the private experiential 

world of the organism, we May realize that wben much of this 

private world is denied s7mbo1ization, cert&1n basic tensions 

resalt. The selt becomes very inadequately representative of 

'the experience of the organisme Gbnsclous .control becomes 

more difficult as the organism ~trives to satisty needs wbich 

are not consciously admitted, and to react to experiences 

wbich are denied by the consclous self. This leads to feel­

lngs of insecurlty, unsureness regarding the direction the 

individuai sbould take, fear tor the tuture--in short, an inner 

lack of 1ntegration. Rogers believes that this is the true 

state of the majority of individuals.22. 

On tbe other hand, psychological adjustment exists when 

the self-structure is able to accept and take account in 

consclousness of the organic experiences, when the organiza. 

tional system is expansive enough to contain them; then clear 

integration and a::sanse of direction are achieved, and the ln­

dividua~ feels that bis strength can be and is directed toward 

the clear ~rpose of actuallzing and enhanclng a unlfied or­

ganism. 23 

.Tbere is much here that enbances and complements the 

bibllcal teachlng on man; for example, the emphasis on the 

effect ot one l s selt-evaluation ot one l s actions. On the 

other hand, we shall try to show ln the tinal chapter that 

desplte thls, Rogers 1 understanding of the self ls 
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unsat1sfactory because 1t fa1ls to g1ve sufficient'cons1dera~ 

tion to the human quandary and,to the true nature of man, and 

th1s d1storts, accord1ng to ebrist1an,teach1ng, the understand­

ing of the way 1n w.h1ch man can become what he vas meant to be. 

SUMMARY 

A' very 1mportant concept 1n Roger1an A"nthropology 1s tbat 

of the ielt. The Chlld from h1s ear11est days exper1ences -
sensory values, wh1ch he feels are enhanc1ng. He soon learns, 

, however, that some th1ngs he f1nds basically sat1sty1ng do not 

enhance him in the eyes of persons from whom he wants positive 

regard. He 1'1nds this threaten1ng. The result 1s that he 

beg1ns to deny to awareness these satisfact1ons, and as ~ 

result the 1ndiv1dual comes gradually to have a bas1c d1strust 

for b1s own exper1enc1ng as a guide for h1s bebav1our. 

The need for posit1ve regard from signif1cant others causes 

h1m to develop a value system and to act 1n ways that are 1n 

keeping w1th th1s. Th1s mesns frequent denial or distortion of 

h1s exper1ences because they are not 1n keep1ng w1th h1s concept 

of self. When th1s stage is reached the ind1v1dual's behav10ur 

1s no longer regulated by his self concept. Psycholog1eal 

maladjustment results. 

In the follow1ng chapter we shall cons1der carl Rogers' 

view of the lnd1vidual who 1s psycholog1eally adjusted, who 

would "be tbat self wh1eh one truly ls." 



Cbapter II 

TO BE THAT SELF WHICH ONE THULY ISl 

Carl Rogers polnts out that beneath the apparent multi­

pllclty of problems ln personal llv1ng there ls perhaps only 

one fundamental issue. uBelow the level of the problem situ­

ation about whlcb the ind1vidual ls complaining--behind the 

trouble with studles, or w1fe, or employer, or with b1s own 

uncontrollable or blzarre behaviour, or w1th his frlghtening 

fee11ngs, lies one central search. It .eems to me that at 

bottom each person is aSking, IWho am l reallr? How can l get 

in touch with this real self,underlying all my surface behavior? 

How can l become myself7:,n2 It 1s the first of these questions 

l wish to consider in this chapter; the second shall be the 

subject of the follow1ng cbapter. 

One th1ng that ls necessary for the indiv1dual who is 

seeking truly to understand himself 1s a point of reference, 

a standard of evaluation. Where 1s this standard to ba:· found? 

Is lt w1th1n man or is 1t outs1de him? If' it ls outs1de man, 

ls it at the human level or ls lt on a transcendental plane? 

These are questions we must consider presently, but first 1t 

is necessary to determine Roger~' teacbing on Wbo am l really? 

We have already pointed out that for the sake of 
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preserv1ng the pos1tivœregard of others, the ind1vidual fal­

sifies some of the values he exper1ences and perceives them 

only in terms based upon the1r vaiue to others, or he may 

rationalize b1s behav10ur or deny accurate symbo11zat1on to 

some of his experiences in an attempt to behave in ways in 

keeping with bis concept of self. That 1s, when the organism's 

response to experiences are perce1ved or anticipated as threat­

ening, as incongruent with -the individual1is êxisting p1ctùre 

of h1mself, or of bimself in relationship to the world, he 

erects defenses in air attempt to render these threatening ex­

per1ences temporarily harmless by distorting them in awareness 

or denying them to awareness. In this way the organism be­

cornes unaware of attitudes and feelings he has been experienc­

ing and unable to "own" them as part of himself.3 

When an individual begins the process of becoming that 

self which he truly is, the first thing that happens is that he 

begins to drop the false fronts or the masks or the roles w1th 

which he has faced life, and to an ever increasing degree be­

comes open to h~s experiences as he appears to be trying to dis­

cover something more ba-He, more truly bimself. He moves away 

from the compelling image of what he "ought to be," not because 

he felt that thisYdwas what in truth vas right for him, but be­

cause he &e:lr'l&'Od-that others considered this was what he sbould 

be, and he wanted to please them. Again, it may be a move away 

from that form which the or*an1zation .~r the culture dictates 

to what he himself th1ngs he should be; away from pleasing 
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others to pleasing himselt.4 

One of Rogers' clients said with considerable passion: 

nI've been so long trying te live according te what was mean­

ingful to other people, and what made no sense at !li to me, 

really. l somenow felt so much !J!QI§. than' tbat, at some level; tl5 
and a professional man, looking back st sorne of tbe processes 

he had been through, wrote, towards the end of therapy: 

l f1nally faIt tbat l simply h,d to begin d01ng 
wbat l wanted to do, not what thougbt l sbould 
do, and rega·rdlass of wbat other people feel. l 
should do. This 1s a complete re~rsal of MY whole 
1ife. l've always felt l ~ to do tbings because 
t~ey were expected of me, or more important, to make 
people like me. The hell with it! l think from now 
on l'm going to just be me--rich or poor, good or 
bad, rational or 1rrational, logical or illogical, 
famous or 1nfamous. So thaDks for 1'our part 1n 
help1ng me to rediscover Shakespeare's--'To tbine 
own self be true.· .. 6 

On the positive side, the indiv1dual that is becoming 

his true self tends to move towardsggreater autonomy. He be­

gins to choosetthe goals towards which .b!! wants to move. This 

comes about gradually as heallows himself to be more open to 

his experiences. Rogers lays great emphasis on tbe notion 

that the person who is in the process7 of becoming bis true 

"Self will, therefore, become "open to expe-rience." He points 

out that if the evidences of our senses run contrary to our 

p1cture of self, then the evidence 1s distorted. In other 

words, we cannot see all that our senses report, but 0011' the 

tbings wbich fit tbe picture we'::-have. In a safe relationship-, 

sucb as that of client centered therap1', this defensiveness or 
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rigidity tends to be replaced by an increas1ng openness to 

experience. 8 

As the individual moves away from tbe pole of defensive­

ness toward the pole of openness to experience, he becomes 

more able to listen·to himself, to experience what is going on 

within himself. He becomes more open to his feelings of tear 

and discouragement and pain, as weIl as to feelings of tender­

ness and courage and awe. He beoomes free to live his feelings 

subjectively as they exist in him, and also be aware of these 

feelings. He becomes more able to live fully the experiences 

of his organism rather tban shutting tbem out of awareness. 

Rogers uses the following rather lengthy portion of a 

recorded interview with a young professional man (it was this 

clientes fort~-eighth interview) to illustrate this: 

C: It doesn't seem to me that it would be possible for 
anybody to relate all the changes that you teel. 
But l certainly have telt recently that l have more 
respect for, more objectivity towards my physical 
makeup. l Mean l don't expect too much o~ mys~lf. 
This is bow 1t works out:~ It feels to me that in the 
past l used to tight a certain tiredness tha.t l felt 
aiter supp.er. WeIl, now l teel pretty Sure that l 
really â! tired--that l am not making myself tired-­
that l am just pbyslo10gically lower. It seemed that 
l was just constantly critic1z1ng my tiredness. 

T-: So you can let yourself Ri tired, instead of fee11ng 
along with 1t a k1nd of cr1tlcism of it. 

C: Yes, that l shouldn't be tired or something. And it 
s:eems in a way to be pretty profound that l can just 
not t1ght this t1redness, and along w1th 1t goes a 
real fee11ng of l!I2 got to slow down, too, so that 
being t1red 1sn't such an awful thing. l think l can 
also kind of pick up a thread bere ot why l should be 
that way 1n the way my father 1s and tbe way he looks 
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a,t some of these things. For instance, say that l was 
sick, and l woald report this, and it would seam that 
overtly he would want to do someth1ng about lt but he 
would also communicate, 'Oh, my gosb, more trouble.' 
You know, something l1ke-that. 

T: As though there vere something quite annoying really 
,about be1ng physlcally 111. 

C: Yeab, l'm sure that m.y tather has the same disrespect 
for his ·own physiology that l -have had. Now la'st 
summer l twisted ml" back, l wrenchad it, l heard it 
snap and everything. There was raal pain there all the 
time at first, real sharp. And l had tbe doctor look 
at it and he said 1t wasn't serlous, it sbould beal 
bl" itself as long as l didn't bend too much. Wèll thls 
was months ago--and l have been noticing recently that 
--hell, t~is 1s a real pain and itls still there--and 
itls not my fault. 

T:' lt doesn't prove something bad about you--

C: No--and one 01' the reasons l seem to get more tired 
than Ishould maybe 1s because 01' this constant stra1n, 
and so--I have already made an appolhtment with one 01' 
the doctors at the hospltaltthat he would look at lt 
and take an X. ray or someth1ng. In a way l guess you 
could say that l am just more accurately sensitive-­
or objectively sensitive to this kind 01' thing •••• 
.A:nd this is really a profound change as l say, and of 
course my relat10nshipwith my wife and the two child­
ren is--well, you just wouldn' t recogniz~ .,1 t if you 
could see me inside--as?you have--I mean&-itthere just 
doesn't ~eem to be anything more wonderful than really 
and genulnely--reallyteellng love for your own child­
ren and at the same time receiving it. l donlt know 
howtto put this. We have such an increased res~ect-­
both of us--for Judy and welve noticed just--as we 
participated in this.-we bave noticed such a tremendous 
change in her--lt seems to be a pretty deep kind of 
thing. ' 

T;' It seems to me you are saylng that you can listen more 
a-ccurately to yourself. If your body says 1 t 1 s tired, 
you listen to it and believe 1t, instead 01' crit1c1z-
1ng 1t; 11' itls in pain, you can listen to that; if the 
feeling is really loving your w1fe or children, you can 
1'eel tbat, and it seems to show up in the differences 
1n them too. 9 
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This would mean that as the individual progresses toward 

being that self which he truly is there would be no barriers, 

no inhibitions, which would prevent the full experiencing of 

what was organismically pre~ent--for example, he would find 

that he was making value jUdgments in a-' way that is new to him 

and yet in a, way that was aIsé known to him in infancy. A-gain, 

he rinds tbat it is his own organism--his senses, his psycho­

logical equipaent--that supplies the evidence upon";which value 

jUdgments May be made and also revised. He does not need nor 

indeed des ire to depend on what others tell him. He would re­

tain those values whicb are experienced as maintaining or en­

hancing the organism as distinguished from those which are said 

by others to be for the gaod of the organisme For example, an 

individual accepts from the culture the value nOne sbould 

neither have nor express feelings of jealous aggressiveness 

towards siblings." The value is accepted because it is pre­

sumed to make for the enhancement of the individua~-~a better, 

more satisfied person. But in therapy this person, as a 

client, may examine this value in terms of a more basic cri­

terion, namely, his own sensory and visceral experie'nces: 

uHave l felt the ,denial of aggressive attitudes as something 

enhancing myself?" The value is tested in the light of per­

sonal organic evidence. The same applles to each experience, 

and the fully functioning person behaves so that his behaviour 

~ecomes the meaningful and balanced satisfaction of all his 

needs, those needs being also available to conscioQsness. 
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This individual sUbjective establishing of values might 

s'eem to suggest a· comp;Lete anarchy of merit. Not so, claims 

Rogers. Experience indicates that quite the opposite ia true. 

Slnce all individuals have basically the same needs, including 

the need for acceptance by others, it appears that wben the in­

dividual formulates his own values, in. terms of bis own direct 

exper1ence, it is not anarcb1 wbich results but a higb degree 

of commonality and a genuinely sociallzed system of values.10 

Another result of openness to experience is tbat tbe 

individuel moves toward greater possibility of conscious con­

trol, for openness to experience means that all the sensory 

and visceral experiences are admissible ta awareness or avail­

able to consc1ousness. ll They can then be organ1zed into one 

integrated perceptual system, and the individual can thereby 

acquire the control by wb1ch reasonable conscious objectives 

can be acbieved. He acq~ires a sense of autonomy because now 

there are no .longer aspects of bis behaviour which be cannat 

govern.12 

Tbe imP,0rtance that Rogers attaches to personal exper­

ience is indicated in the following stat~ment: "Experience is, 

for me, the highest authority. No otber person's ideas, and 

none of MY own ideas, are as a~thoritative as my experience. 

It is to experience that l must return again and::.again, to dis­

cover a closer approximation to truth. Neither the Bible nor 

the prophets--neither Freud nor research--neither the revela­

tions of God nor man can take precedence over my o1l,n direct 
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Ji· f'urther characteristic of the person who is beeoming 

that self' he was meant to be ls an inereasing trust in his 

organism as a means of arriving at the most satisfylng be­

haviour in each existential situation. 

Rogers points out that in choosing what course of' action 

to take in any situation, many people rely upon gulding prin­

ciples--a code of aetion laid down by some group or institution, 

upon the judgment of others (f'rom wife and f'riends to the eti­

quette authority of the day), or upon the way they have behaved 

in some siml1ar situation ln the past.14 However, the person 

who is open to all bls:: experiences is able increaslngly to 

trust his total organlsmlc reactlan to a new situation because 

he discovers to an ever greater degree that 11' he ls open to 

his experlences, doing what "feels right" proves to be a com­

petent and trustworthy guide to behaviour which is truly satis­

fying. l ; 

Rogers explains the reason for this as follows:: to the 

extent that the individual is open to all of his experiences, 

he has access to all of the available data in the situation, 

on which to base his behaviour. He has knowledge of his own 

feelings and 1mp~lses, which are often complex and contra­

dictory. He is able freely to sense the social demands, fœom 

the relatively rigid social "laws!' to the desires of friends 

and family. He hassaccess to his memories of' similar situa­

tions, and the cons,equences of different behaviours in those 
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situations. He has a relatively accurate perception of this 

external situation in all of its complexity. He is a'ble more 

realistically to permit his total organism,his conscious 

thought participating, to consider, weigh and balance each 

stimulus,need, and demand, and its relative weight and inten­

sity. Out of this complex weighing and ~alancing he is able to 

discover that course of action wbicb seems to come closest to 

satistying all his needs in the situation, long-range as weil 

as immedlate needs. Rogers admlts that ln such a weighlng and 

balancing of all,of the components:of a given life choice, his 

organism would not by any maans be infallible. Mistaken choices 

might be made. But because he tends to be open to his experi­

ence, there ls a,greater and more lmmediate awareness of un­

satisfying consequences, a qulcker correction of cholces whlch 

are ln error.16 

Tbe defects which 1n Most of us make th1s process un­

trustworthy are the inclusion of lnformation which does ne1 

belong to thls present situation, or the exclusion of infor­

mation which does. It is when memories and previous learnings 

are red into the computatlons as if they were !à!! reality, and 

not memories and learnings, that erroneous behavioral answers 

arise. Or when certain threatening experiences are lnhibited 

from awareness, and hence are wi thheld from the computatlon or 

red into it ln a distorted torm, this, too, produces error. 

But the person who is open fully to all his experiences will 

find his organism thoroughly trustworthy, because all of the 
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available data will be used, and it will be present in accurate 

rather than distorted IGrm. Hence his behaviour would come as 

close as possible to satistying all his needs--for enhancement, 

for affiliation with others and the like.17 

From Rogers' concept of the raal "self" certain definite 

pâints in his anthropology emerge. We shallJ..try to summarize 

these. 

First, it is evident that Rogers views man as living very 

aubjectively. He disagrees with the behavioral sciences~: move­

ment in the direction of making man an object to himself, ~ 

complex sequence of events no different 1n kind from the com­

plex chain of equatio~s by which various chemical substances 

interact to form new substances or to release energy. The 

behavioral sciences hold 1ncreasingly a depersonalized, de­

humanized, mechanical view of man. It is the belief of Many 

such scientists, says Rogers, that v1ewing man as a machine 

1s the best avenue leading to the discovery of fundamental law~ 

of human behav10ur. 18 

R0gers disagrees with Ijthis v1ew, and since he s'Peaks from 

with1n the behavioral sciences and as a contr1butor to them, he 

fee1s. that he has n some right to ex,press, as part of IllY con­

ception of man, a very different view, a paradox which does 

not deny the objective mechanical view, but which ex-ists as 

co-equal with it. ul9 

Rogers holds that no matter how completely man comes to 

understand himself as a determined phenomenon, the product of 
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pa:st elements and forces, and the determ1ned cause of future 

events and behav1ours,be can ne ver !iD 8.'S an objecte He can 

~ only subjectively. The person who is develop1ng h1s full 

potent1al cannot understand and prediot h1s behav10ur objective­

ly;;rather, he is able to accept the sUbjective aspects of h1m­

self~\and to ~ subject1vely. Y.or e~amplé, when he 1s angry 

he II angrx. He moves in self-selected d1rect~ons, he chooses 

respons1bltf he 1s a. person who thinks and feels a~d ex-per1en­

ces; he 1s not merely an object 1n whom these events oocur. 

-He p'lays h1s part 1n a universe which -may be determ1ned, but 

he lives h1mself sUbject1vely, thus fulf1111ng h1B own need to 

be a persen. 

Rogers says, "Wè cannot, witbout great per11, deny thi$ 

subjective element in ourselves. It precedes our scientific 

activities, it 1s more all-encompass1ng than scientif1c know­

ledge, 1t 1s mors important than any teohniaal development. 

It is an ess-ential part of being human, of being a- p~rson, and 

no present or future davelopment of the behav10ral sc1ences 

should be perm1tted to contradict this bas1c fact.a~o -
The fa-ct that man lives stlbjectively 1s, in Rogers view, 

an asset21 because he says that it has been his experience 

tbat persons bave a bas1cally pps1tive direct1on: "The inner­

most core of man's-nature, the deepest layers of his person­

ality, the base of h1s 'animal nature', 1s positive in nature 

--1s bas1cally soc1al1zed, forward-mov1ng, rat10nal and real-

1stic.1t22 He 1s qu1te aware that tb1s pp1nt of view 1s foreign 



26 

to our p~es8nt culture, so revolutionary inits implications 

that it will be difficult to accept, and, he says, sbould not 

be accepted without thorough-going inq~iry. He points out, 

rightly, l believe, that religion, and particularly the Prot­

estant Gbristian tradition (although l believe other Christian 

traditions hold a similar view of the sinfulness of man) has 

been the means of permea.ting our culture wi th the idea that man 

is basically s1nful, and only by something approaching a mir­

acle can his sinful nature be negated. Furthermore, with a 

few bas1c excePt1ons,23 the whole viewpoint of the professional 

worker as well as the layman is tbat man as he 1s, 1n his basic 

nature, ha'd best be kept under control or under cover or both.24 

The reason for tbis att1tude seems to be that in therapy there 

are continually being uncovered hostile and anti-social fèelings, 

so that 1t is easy to assume that this indicates the deeper and, 

tberefore, the basic nature of man. However, c11n1cal experi­

ence bas:: convinced Rogers that these untamed and unsocial feel­

ings are ne1ther the deepest nor the strongest, and that the 

1nner core of man's personality 1s the organism itself, which 

is essentially both self-preserving and social. He wr1tes: 

Sb the basic d1scovery of psYchotherapy seems to me, 1f 
our observat1ons have any valid1ty, that we do not need 
to be afra1d of being Itmerely" homo sap1ens. It is the 
discovery that if we can aùd to tbe sensory and v1sceral 
experienc1ng wbich is character1st1c of the whole an1mal 
kingdom, the gift of a free and und1storted awareness. of 
which',~'only the human animal seems fully capable, we have 
an organism which 1s beaut1fUlly and construct1vely real-
1st1c. Wè have then an organism wh1ch is as aware of the 
demands of the culture as 1t is of its own phys.101ogical 
dèmands for food or swx--wh1cb 1s ;Just as aware of i ts 



27 

des:1re for friendly relationship~ as it is of its desire 
to aggrandize itself--which is just as'aware of its deli­
cate and sensitive tenderness toward others, as it is of 
its hostilities toward others. When man's unique capacity 
of awareness is thus fUnctioning freely'and fUlly, we find 
that we have, not an animal wbom we must fear, not a beast 
who must be controll:ed, but an organism able to achieve, 
through the remarkable integrativecapacity of its central 
nervous system, a balanced, reallstic,self-onhancing, 
other-enhancing bebavior as a resultant of all these ele­
ments of awareness. Tb put it another way, when man is 
less tban fully man--when he denies to awareness various 
aspects of his experience--then indeed we have all too 
often rea~on to fear him and his behaviour, as the pres­
ent wprld situation testifies. But when he is most fUlly . 
man, when he is bis complete organism, when awareness of 
experience, tbat peculiarly human attribute, is most 
fully operating, then he is to be trusted, then his be­
bavior is constructive. It is not always conventional. 
It will not always be conforming. It will be individu­
a'llzed. But it will aiso be socialized_25 

Rogel!S s:ees man, not only as having a basically positive 

direction, but also as having great potential. His capacity 

for a highly complex awareness makes him capable of an incred­

ibly rich, adaptive and creative living; creative relation­

ships; for choice and sound decis10n based on openness ta all 

aspects of his experience; the capac1ty for living bis life 

sUbjectively as a choosing, resP9nsible person 1n a un1verse 

he cannot fully pred1ct, but 1n wh1ch he can choose to play a 

part. He writes as f'ollows: 

l am sure it is clear that ta me the most s1gn1ficant 
cbaracter1stic of man 1s h1s enormous potential; h1s 
capac1ty for becom1ng fully-fUnct1oning 1n an open 
and acceptant relationship' to himswlf' and to life. l 
am well aware tbat there 1s a very real poss1bility that 
our culture may blow man himself' off the globe. l realize 
the even more llkely possibility that as a culture we may 
permit human l1ves to become depersona11zed, dehumanized, 
w1tbout meaning or purpose. Yet l cannot, from my experi­
ence, lay these possible outcomes ta some inberent defect 



28 

in man's nature. On the contrary, It is my experience 
tbat given an adeqQate human climate, man chooses to de­
velop in ways that are both personally and socially en­
hancing, that move him 1n directions constructive for 
himself and for others. In MY judgment, if we are to 
avoid the awesoma catastrophes which threaten the modern 
world, we need to ralea'se this capaci ty for freely con­
structive functioning, far more than we have to date, in 
our personal relat1onship~, our teacher-student relat1on­
sbips, our employer-employee relationsh1ps, and eventu­
ally in our 1nternat1onal relat1onsh1ps.26 

Rogers' views pose somesearching questions for the. 

Christian. For instance, can man be as autonomous RS Rogers 

seems to claim? Càn he find with1n himself the control that 

Rogers maifi~a1ns he can~ Does he have with1n h1mself the cri­

teria for making value jUdgments of the type being considered 

here? In the light ot the Cfuristian faith, can we ag!l.\'ee'r.with 

Rogers' thesis regarding man's subjectivity?, Or, is the 

sUbjective/objective paradox in man more basic than Rogers 

accepts? These are questions raised in this chapter; we sball 

try to answer them in the evaluation. 

SUMMARY 

Man, in an attempt to obtain and preserve the positive 

regard of ot~ers, erects defenses or misrepresents experiences 

be perceives as threatening, and as a result eventually ceases 

to be his real,his true self. When a certain type of relation­

ship is)entered, the individual can begin the p~ocess of be­

coming his true self--revert to the valuing system which vas 

his in infancy; that is, he will be open to his experiences 

and trust his total organism to aonsider, wë.igh and balance 
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each st1mulus, need and demand, and 1ts relat1ve weight and 

integrity. 

In th1s way the individual discovers the course of a'ct1on 

best for h1m in each situation, for the person who 1s !Ully 

open to all his experiences rinds his organism trustworthy. 

He will live subjectively, but, contrary to the opinion of many, 

the direction of such living will be positive, self-preserv1ng 

and social. 



C hap:t; er II l 

HELPING THE INDIVIDUAL TO BE FREE 

The ehr1stian counselor may find much in Carl Rogers' 

methodology that ~Till prove helpful in the pastoral approach 

to individuals, in aay serious attempt to help people with 

problems, or in interpersonal relationships generally. Rogers' 

emphasis on helping through a relationship, and his description 

of the pa:rt\1cular type that 1s necessary, bear striking p~ral­

lels to the teach1~g Jesus demonstrated during His min1stry. 

Sbme persons have dismissed Rogers' client centered approach 

as a wooden technique of pseudo-understanding in which the 

counselor "reflects back what the client has just said."l In 

so doing these people are;, revealing their lack of understanding 

of Rogers' Methode Far from being superficial, it 18 an attempt 

to understand in depth the other person and to convey that 

understand1ng to the c11ent in such a manner tbat he received 

help and strength from it. How Rogers tries to do th1s will 

now command our attent1on. 

Rogers' therapeut1c method was neither purely theoretical 

nor borrowed from others. It was developed over a long period 

by Rogers h1mself, and 1mp11c1t 1n it are some important as­

pects of his concept of man. We shall appx'oach ouroexamination 
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of it by noting some of the steps he considers necessary for 

build1ng a"he1p1ng re1at10nsh1p. 

At the outset it is weil to note how Rogers' attitude 

towards the therapeutic reiationship changed over the years. 

He states that 1n his early profess1onal years he was asking 

the quest10n, nHow oan l treat, or change, or cure this per­

son?" Now he would phrase the quest10n th1s way, I1How can l 

prov1de a relat1onsh1p: this person can use for his own persona1 

growth?,,2 

We should note tirst that man has his being in relation­

sh1p~. It is through a" satisfactory re1at10nship: that he finds 

h1mself. Rogers writes as fo1lows: 

It has gradua1ly been dr1ven home to me that l cannot 
be of belp to this trou bled person by means of any 
intellectual or train1ng p~ocedure. No approach which 
relies upon know1edge, upon training, upon the accept­
ance of something that 1s tagght, is of any use. These 
approaches seem so tempting and direct that l have, in 
the past, tr1ed a great Many of them. It is possible 
to explain a person to himself, to prescribe steps which 
snould lead him forward, to train h1m in knowledge about 
a more satisty1ng mode of life. BUt such methods are, 
1n My experience, futile and inconsequential. The Most 
they can a~comp~ish is some temporary change, wh1ch soon 
disappears, leav1ng the indiv1dual more than ever con­
v1nced of n1s 1nadequacy. 
Theffa11ure of sucb œpproach througb the intellect has 
forced me to recognize that change appears to come about 
through experience in a relationsh1p. • • • 
l can state the overall hypothesis in one sentence, as 
follows. Il l can provide a certain typ~ of re1at10nship, 
the other person will discover within himself the capacity 
to use that relat10nship for growth, and change and p~r­
sonal development will occur. 3 

What 15 the atmosphere which should pervade if such a 

relationship~ 1s to ass.ist the client to become his true self? 
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T:be firat requirement is congruence on the part of the 

therapist. This means that in his relationship' with his client 

he 1s genuine and witnout "f'ront" or facade, openly being the 

feelings and attitudes which at that moment are f'lowing in him. 

That is, the f'eelings the counselor is experiencing must be 

available to h1m, available 1n awareness. He 1s able to live 

these feelings, be them 1n the relationship:, and able to com­

mun1cate them if' appropriate. He comes into a direct personal 

encounter with his client, meeting him on a person-to-person 

basis. 

Th1s involves much more than being able to keep confidences, 

being a person' to whom the client can reveal h1s deepest secrets 

without fear of them being disclosed to others. Congruence as 

used by Rogers expresses the 1dea,of a genu1neness ott the part 

of the therapist that will convey to the cl1ent that the former's 

words are in accord with his true feel1ngs towards1th latter-­

that the therap1st is being h1mself', not de'nying himself'. For 

instance, 1f' the therapist feels annoyed or skeptical regarding 

the client, th1s will be perceived by him even though the ther­

ap,ist 1 s remarks may not carry any indication of' it.lt- In other 

words, to be congruent the therapist must be aware of his own 

feelings;Gtowa:rds;; the client, and also be sUff'iciently expressive 

as a person that what he 1s w1ll be communicated unambiguously 

to the client. There must be no bypocr!sy on the part of the 

therapist; he must not present a front, a facade; he must be 

transparently real. 
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Sorne might 1'eel that to be:· congruent, to let one 1 s genuine 

feelings toward a client show through ward and attitude ls dan­

gerous and might harm rathertthan help establish the proper 

helpful relationship~ Rogers, however, argues that if his 

words give one, message while his feellngs, for example, annoy­

ance, are somethlng ëlse and yet are commun1cating ln subtle 

ways whlch arennot in keeping with his words, then his com­

munication contalns a contradictory message. This confuses 

the other person and makes him distrustful, aven though he, too, 

May be unaware of the difflculty. Rogers put it like this: 

"When as a parent or theraplst or a teacher or admlnistrator l 

fal1 to listen to what is g01ng on in me, fail because of my 

own defenslveness to sense my own feellngs, then this klnd of 

fal1ure seems to result. It has made lt seem to me that the 

most basic learning for anyone who hopes to establlsh any klnd 

of helplng relatlonshi~~ls that lt ls safe to be transparently 

real. If ln a glven relationshlp l am reasonably congruent, 

11' no feelings relevant to the relatlonship are hidden either 

to me Gr to the other person, then l can be almost sure that 

the relationship will be a helpful one.'" 

Rogers concedes that thls is not a simple thing tQ achieve; 

such reallty ls difficult, and lest he be misunderstood he 

illustrates the pOlnt as follows: 

l am net saylng that lt is helpful to blurt out impul­
sively every ~asslng fee11ng and accusation under the 
comfortable impression that one 1s be1ng genulne. Being 
real involves the dlfficult, ta'sk of being acquatnted wlth 



the fUow of exper1encing g01ng on wi th1n oneself, a flow. 
marked espec1ally by complexity and continuous change. So 
1f l sense that l am fee11ng bored by my contacts w1th th1s 
student, and th1s feel1ng pers1sts, l th1nk l own 1t to 
h1m and to our relat1onsh1p~:to snare th1s feeling with 
h1m. But here aga1n l w1ll want to be constantly 1n touch 
w1th what 1s go1ng on 1n ~3. If l am, l w1ll recogn1ze 
that 1t 1s S[.~eeling of be1ng bored wb1ch l am express1ng, 
and not some sapppsed fact a'bout h1m as a bor1ng person. 
~f l v01ce 1t as !!!Z .2l!!!. react10n, 1t bas the potent1a11ty 
of leading to a: deeper relat10nsh1p.e But this feeling 
exists in contextoof a complex and changing flow, and th1s 
needs to be commun1cated too. l would l1ke to share with 
him My distress at feeling bored, and the discomfort l 
f'eel in expressing this aspect of me. Ais l s:hare these 
att~tudes l find that my f'eeling of boredom arises from 
my sense of remoteness from him, and that l would l1ke to 
be more 1n toucb with him. ~nd even as l try to express 
these fe.elings, they change. l am certainly .!l2! borBdi as 
l try to communicate myself to bim in th1s way, .and l am 
far f'rom bored as l wait with eagerness and perhaps a b1t 
of apprehens10n for h1s resppnse. l also feel a new S9n­
sitivity to bim, now that l bave shared this f'eeling whicb 
has been a barrier between us. 50 l am very much more 
a'ble to hear the surprise or perhaps the hurt in h1s vo1ce 
as he now finds h!mself speaking more genuinely because l 
have dared to be real with him. l have let myself be ... a: 
Rerson--real, imperfect--in my relatlonsh1p with him.~ 

Rogers describes this first element, congruence, at some 

length, not only because he regards it a~ highly important,? 

but a'lso because i t is nei~ber easy to gras-p.~ nor to achieve. 

He says, "I hope it is clear that l am talking a'bout a rea'lness~~ 

in the counsalor which 1s deep and true, not superficiel. l 

bave somet'lmes thought that the word tr:ans'pa'rency helps to de­

scribe this element of personal congruence. If everytbing 

going on in me which ls relevant to the relationship can be~ 

S&en by my c1ient, if be can ne 1clear tbrough me,rf and if l 

am will1ng for this realness to show through in the relatioft­

shiP:, tben l can be almost certain that th1s w1ll be a: 
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meaningful encounter in which we both learn and develop.H,8 

ROI8rs:. concedes that no one fully achieves this condition, 

yet the more the therapist is able to listen acceptantly to 

what is going on within himaelf, and the more he is able to ~ 

the comp,lexity of his feelings without fear, the higher the 

dègree of his congruence and the more probability thers is that 

change in persona11ty in the client will occur. 

Closely a'ssociated with congruence on the part of the 

therapist is his need for an accurate empathie understanding 

of bis client' s private world, and his ability to communicate:? 

some of the s:1gnificant fragments of that understanding. 

Rogers defines "'empathyfl,: as the abili ty "to sense the client' s 

inner world of private personal meanings as if it were your 

own, but without ever losing the las if l qQality.n& The thera­

pist who achieves this abilityiin dealing with his clients will 

be able to sense the feelings and personal meanings which the 

client is,~ experiencing in each moment--his confusion or his 

timid1ty or his anger or his feeling of being treated unfairly 

--perceive these from "insidelt 'as they s:eem to the client yet 

without his own uncertainty or fear or anger or suspicion 

getttng bound up in it. Hopefully, when the clientls world is 

clear to the counselor and he is able to move about in it freely, 

he can both communicate his understanding of what is vaguely 

known to the client, and he can a1so voice meanings in tbe 

clientls experience of which the client is scarcely aware. This 

highly sensitive empathy will make it ppss1ble for a pers on to 
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get close to himself and to learn to change and to develop..10 

This, l believe, is very different from the type of under­

standing which we normally receive or give. Es Rogers points 

out, we norma11y give an evaluative understanding from the out-,· 

side: "Yes, l understand what 1 s wrong wlth you, what makes you 

act that way. l experienced g. simila-r situation, but l reacted 

thls way." That 1s, it is an objective ana1ysis that ls œlmost'· 

judgmental. This may be promp~ed by fear on our part, for lf l 

am truly open to the way life ls experienced by another person 

--if l'can take hls world into mine--then l run the risk of 

seeing life in his way, of being changed myse1f, and we all re­

sist change. Bence, we tend to view the other peœson's wor1d 

on1y in our terms, not in his. On the other hand, when someone 

understands how it feels and s~ems to be me, w1thout wanting to 

analyse me or judge me, then l can blos'som and grow in that 

climate. Sb when the counselor can gra'sp the moment-to-moment 

experieneing occuring in the inner world of the client, as the 

client sees and feels it, wlthout losing the separateness of 

hls own ldentity ln thls empathie process, then change Is 11ke-

1)' to occur. 

Even if one cannot 'empathize fully with the client, the 

communication of intent to understand ls important. In deal­

Ing with a confused or inartieu1ate or bizzare Individual, it 

might be very difficult to empathlze, but if that person per­

ceives that the therapist is trying ta understand his meanlngs, 

this is helpful. It communlcates the faot that l' perceive his 
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feelings and meanings as being worth understanding. 

A:s was the case with congruence, so also with empathy, no 

one achieves this completely. It is a goal towardt which one 

can work, and ROgers states that there is no doubt tbat in­

dividuals can develop along this line. ll 

The third condition thatfacilitates growth and change in 

tberapy 1s defined by Rogers as an unconditional positive re­

gard on the part of the therap~st for the client. This' means 

that he prizes the client in a total, ratber than a" conditional 

way--with somewhat the same quality of 'feeling that a parent 

feels for his child, prizing him as a person regardless of his 

particular behaviour at the moment, not simp;I.y accepting tbe 

client when he behaves in certain ways and disapproving of him 

wben he behaves in other ways •• lt means tbat be cares for his 

client in a: non-possess.1ve way, as a person with potentialities. 

It involves an open willingness for the client to be whatever 

feelings are real in him at the moment--bostility or tenderness, 

rebellion or submissiveness, assurance or self-depreciation. 

Rogers says tbat what he is describing is a feeling that is not 

paternalistic nor sentimental nor superficially social and 

agreeable, an outgoing positive feeling, withou~ reservations, 

that respects the other person as a separate individual, does 

not possess bim, nor is it demanding. It is a feeling that has 

s,trength. 

The fact that this positive regard is unconditional means 

tbat it is a positive feeling that is without reservations and 
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without evaluations--it does n2i make jUdgments. l2 When such 

a nonevalua·ting prizing is present in the encounter between the 

counselor and his client, constructive change and development 

in the client 1s more likely to occur. l3 

For the therappst to be effective in helping the client 

towards constructive growth, notes Rogers, it is important that 

these conditions should not only exist but that they should be 

expressed to the client and experienced by him. Otherwise they 

do not exist in his perceptual world and thus cannot be effec­

tive. Bùt development in personality and change in behaviour 

are predicted when the client perceives, to a minimal degree, 

the genuineness of the counselor and the acceptance and empathy 

which the counselor experiences for him.l~ Rogers states that 

he believes that most of his failures to achieve a helping re­

lationsh1p:' can be traced to an inability to communicate un­

ambiguously to the client what he was and what was golng on 

within him. Oh the other hand, in those relationships where he 

is reasonably congruent, he can be almoat sure that the relation­

ship:'will be helPf'ul. l ' 

What mayoone expect will be the effect on the client of 

such a relationship' as that wa have described?: It is Rogers' 

experience that the client uses it to become more and more him­

self. As this process takes place, three things happen within 

the individual. 

First, he begins to drop the false fronts or the masks or 

the roles with which he faced life. He tries to discover 
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something more basic, something more truly himself. Gradually 

he learns how much of the feeling he exp'eriences, how mucl:! of 

his behaviour, is not real, is not something which flows from 

the genuine reactions of his organism, but is Q', facade, a front 

behind which he has been hiding. He discovers how much of his 

life is guided by what he thinks he should be, not by what he 

is. Often he discovers that he exists only in response to the 

demands of otbers, that he seems to have no self of his own, 

that he is only trying to think and feel and behave in the way 

that others believe he ought to tb1Dk and behave and feel. 

This can be a traumatic experience for the client will find 

himself 1nvolved in removing faise faces which he did not know 

were false faces, and will begin to explore the turbulent and 

sometimes violent feelings w1thin himself. Yet, traumat1c as 

this may be, the individual usually feels a comp,elling necessity 

to searoh for and become his true self. 16 

In the second place, s1multaneously with lis dropping false 

fronts, the c11ent moves from living by values introjected from 

others to values wh1ch are experienced in himself in the present. 

That is, he begins to live in an existential fashion. The self " 

and personality begin to emerge ~ experience rather than ex­

perience being translated and twisted to fit a pre-conoeived 

self-structure. He becomes a particip'ant in and an observer of 

the ongoing p~ocess:; of organismic experience, ratber than being 

in control of it. "What l will be in the next moment and what 

l will do, grows out of that moment, and cannat be predioted 
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in advance, either by me or by others. It seems to mean letting 

MY experience carry me on, in a direction whicb sppears to be 

forwards towards goals that l can ooly dimly define, as l try 

to understand st least the current meaning of that experience.,,17 

Such living in the moment means an absence of rigidity, of 

tight organization, of the imposition o~ structure on experi­

ence. It means instead a maximum of adaptability, a dlscovery 

of structure ~experience, a.f1owing, changing organization of 

self and personality. Ohe is open to the experiences of the 

moment in oneself and in !bâ situation and can, therefore, re­

solve the needs of the moment in the existing environment in a 

flexible manner. He can, as a result, deal realistically with 

p$ople, situations·, problems.17a 

This leads, finally, to the client disaovering a locus of 

e'galuation within himself as a!means ot arriving at the most 

satisrying behaviour in each existential situation. Rogers 

holds that in a person who is open to all his experienees his 

total organism May be,.and often is, wiser than his awareness. 18 

He feeis less fear of the emdttional reactions1 'which he hase 

There is a gradual growth of trust in, and even affection for 

the complex, rich, ~ried assortment of feelings and tenden­

cies which exist in him at the organie· level. Cbnsciousness, 

instead of being the watehman over a. dangerous and unpredict­

able lot of impulses, of which few ean be permitted to see.the 

light of day, becomes the comfortable inhabitant of a society 

of impulses and feelings and thoughts, which are discovered to 
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be very satisfaotorily self-governing when not fearfully 

gUarded.19 

Rogers de scribes the changa:whiob takes place in the in­

dividual experiencing for bis first time a-relationship of con­

gruence, empathy, and unconditional positive regard as:, a-; P.l'o­

cess, not a: J1l'oduct. He cites what a:- client said in a rather 

pll~zled fashion at the conclusion of therapy as a personal de­

scription of what it seems like to accept oneself as a stream 

of becoming, not a fini shed PJ,'odQct: ur haven't finished the 

job of integrai;ing and reorganizingmys:elf, but that's only 

confusing, not discouraging, nOltl that l reallze this is a-' con­

tinuing ~oaess •••• It's exciting, sometimes up$etttng, but 

deeply encouraging to feel yourself' in action, apparently know­

lng where you are going even though you don"t always consclously 

know wbere tbat is.,,20- This means that a person is a fluid 

process, not a fixed and static entity; a flowing river of 

change, not a block of solid material; a continually changing 

constellation of pc>tentialities, not.a fixed qqantity of traits. 

Rogers points out that this is a movement from as well as 

a movement towardg. Tbe client moves significantly away from 

being a person dr:,i ven by inner forces be does not understand, 

fearful and distrustful of these deeper feelings and of himself, 

who lives'by values taken from others. He moves significantly 

towards belng a person who accepts and even enjoys his own feel­

ings, who values and trusts the deeper layers of his nature, who 

finds strength in being his own uniqueness, who lives by values 
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21' he experlences. . Thls learnlng,: thls movement, enables hlm 

to 11ve as a: more lndlvlduated, more creatlve, more res.P,ons1ve, 

and more resppnslble p~rson; 1t enables hlm to be hlmself. 

SUMMARY OF RlJGERIAN ANTHRO.POLOGY 

Rogers holds that when a chlld ls born h1s nature ls not 

bas1cally lncllned towardseetl~;there ls no 1nherent defect ln 

h1s nature; the lnner core of man's personallty 1s not untamed 

and unsoclal feel1ngs but the organlsm 1tself whlch 1s essen­

tlally both self-preservlng and soclal. "Tbere ls no beast ln 

man ... 22~ As the organlsm develops,~ however, the 1nfant very 

early acqulres a;'need for ~sltive regard trom others. In or­

der to ac,h1eve th1s he finds he has to deny to awareness or 

distort in awareness experiences he tinds satistying and en­

hanclng. Eventually he comes to depend too much on values 

'. taken over from others. This leads to a lack of trust in him­

Scslt, ln what he is experienclng, ln what he "teels"" he would 

like to do and what he ttth1nks" he sbould do ln any gi ven cir­

cumstance. Hls own experlencing ls no longer a gUide to his 

behavlour. ~bnsciously or often unconsclously he has become 

enslaved to acting ln a manner not of his own choos~ing. He ls 

no longer his true self. Thls leads to feelings of insecurlty, 

unsureness, fear of the future, an lnner lack of lntegratlon. 

Thls,.Rogers believes, is the situation with most of us. 

What ls necessary to release man trom thls servitude? 

Rogers says it is not some mlracle but simply to "add to the 



sensory and v1sceral experiencing which 1s characteristic of 

the whole animal k1ngdom, the gift of a free and undistorted 

awareness of which only the buman animal seems fully capable,n 

and then, "we have an organism wb1ch 1s beautifully and con­

structively rea1istic." Wé have an individual who 1s "fully 

man." 

How 1s thls brought aboQt?~' Tbrough a:·~ certain type of 

relatio'l'lship. When the 1ndi vidual ls enabled to enter a re­

latlonship: with another ln wh1ch he experiences in the other 

congruence, empathy and uncondit1onal personal regard, he will 

be able to beg1n the process of becoming that person he'was 

meant to be. Thls will frae him for mormai growth and devel­

opment, whlch Rogers belleves is towards belng a socialized, 

self-enhancing, other-enhanc1ng, resppnslve, reaponsible per­

son. Man ha~'wlthln hlmself the capacity to be this, but ln 

the course of years it has been stifled, and man's salvation 

cons1sts:.~ in removing the obstacles that are obstruct1ng his 

normal growth and development. 23 

It ls significant that Rogers should describe this change 

in the lndividual as "Learn1ng to be free • ...?4 Wh11e disagree­

ing with those persons ln the psychologlcal sciences who hold 

an underly1ng pbilosophy of rigid determinlsm, Rogers notes 

severaI ways in which man ls not free. He ls, for example, a 

pawn of government; he is molded by ma'ss. propaganda; he is the 

product of clas~. and hls values and behaviour are shaped by the 

class to wh1ch he belongs; he is determlned by hered1ty; and, 



he 1s the product of h1s cand1t1oning. Tbe freedom of wh1ch he 

~peaks,bowever, 1s ditferent trom that. 

This treedom 1s, tirst of all, essent1ally an inner thing, 

someth1ng which exists in the liv1ng person, qqite sside from 

any. of the outward cboice of ~lternat1ves wh1ch we so often 

think of as constitut1ng freedom. It 1s what Fra'okl v1v1dly' 

describes 1n h1s exper1ence of the concentration camp; when 

everytbing--possess10ns, 1dentity, choice--was taken:dtr.om the 

,pr1soners. But even months and years 1n such an environment 

showed only 8ueat everyth1ng can be taken from a man but one 

thing; the la'st of the human fr.eed6ms--to choose one 1 s own 

att1tude in àny g1ven set of circumstances, to choose onels 

own way.1I25' Roger~ says that the fœedom of which he apeaks 

is this 1nner, subjective,.existent1al freedom, the real1z~~ 

tion that Il!I can live mysslf, here and now, by my own ch01ce," 

tbe quality of courage wh1ch enables a person to step into the 

uncerta1nty Q~ the unknown as he chooses h1mself. It 1s the 

discovery of mean1ng from w1thin oneself, meaning which comes 

trom listening sens1tively and openly to the complexit1es of 

what one is exper1enc1ng. It 1s the burden of being res:pons­

ible for the self one chooses to be. It is someth1ng that ex­

ists wlth1n the ind1vidual, something phenomenological rather 

than object1ve, but none the less prized. 

Secondly, this experience of freedom ex1sts not as a con­

tradiction to the ptcture of the psychological un1verse.26 

Freedom r1ghtly understood is a fulfillment, by the person, of 
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the ordered sequence of his life~27 In answer to the modern 

philosopher who holds that man is no more than the sum of his 

conditioning, Rogers.: quotes Buber as follows:: "The t'ree man • 

• •. belleves in destiny, and believes that it stands in need 

of h1m. Il "He who forgets all that 1s caused and malles dec.is1on 

out of tbe depths • • • 1s a free ma~, and des.ttny confronts 

h1m·as tbe counterpart of h1s freedom. It is not h1s boundary 

but b1s fulfillment. n?8 This 1ntellectual answer, says Rogers, 

1s confirmed conv1ncingly 1n the experiences of one client after 

another,~. as he moves in therapy towards an acceptance of the 

realit1es of the world outside and 1nside himself, and also 

moves towards b':ecoming a res~ns1ble agent 1n th1s real world. 

We May summal"ize Rogers outline of the freedom of wh1ch he 

speaks by not1ng that it is afreedom wh1ch exists in the SQb­

jective person, a freedom wh1ch he courageously uses to live 

b1s potent1alities, a freedom in wh1cb the 1ndividual chooses 

to fulfill himself by playing a respons1ble and voluntary part 

1n br1nging a·bout the destined events of his world. SUch a' 

freed6m, says Rogers, Œss1sts his c11ents in becom1ng human, 1n 

relating to others, in being a person. 

Wh1le there 1s much here that 1s 1n keeping with ~r1st1an 

tea:ching regarding the typ:e of relationship that should exist 

between persans, there are some points tha·t we must quest10n 1n 

view·of a ~rist1an understanding of man. For instance, 1s the 

esteem in wh1ch Rogers holds man rea'lly as h1gh as that in 
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wh1ch the Christian faith places him7 Is Rogers' view of' what 

is necessary to release man suff'icient?: Is Rogers:' understand­

ing of 'reest1.ny":; adeq~ata in the light of' the Christian teach­

ing on Providence? We shall consider these .and oth&r quest1on$ 

af'ter we attemp~ to outline a.Christian understanding of' man. 



Cbapter IV 

A CHRISTIAN UNDERSTANDING OF MAN 

The e.hristian doctrine of man has its basis in the af­

firmations that ~od is the ~eator of all things and that crea­

tion is good. Man~:s beginning lies in the creative act of God. 

He came into existence by tbe voluntary act of a creatbr, and 

he is preserved in being by Gôdls continuing creativity. Manls 

knowledge of himself and the world begins here for man is un­

derstood in his true nature from beyond himself and the world. 

He i9 to be understood primarily from the standpoint of God 

rather than in terms of the uniqueness of his rational facul­

ties or of his relation to nature. 

Man does not set himself in his ~~ace; he bas been placed. 

He cannot succeed, therefore, in ordering his life unless he 

first knows and accepts the position he has been given. To 

that position, which is determined by the Divine providence 'f:: 

man can relate himself, and in the ~lght of that relatedness 

he can direct and correct himself. 

The essential truth about man in this context is that he 

is created in the image of God. The im~aacatlons of th1.s 

~hristian doctrine of the !.timago Dei ul are important. 

First, it affirms the unit y ai body and soul in human 
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p.ersonality, and is thus opposed to the idealistic error of 

regarding the mind as essential1y good or essentia11y eternal 

and the body as 1nherently ev11. Man is, accord1ng to the 

Blblical view, a created and f1n1te existence 1n both body and 

s.p~rit • 

Second1y, the dôctrine of the :.ltmago Dei:1 provides a bas;is: 

for the acceptance of creature1iness:. It 1mpJJles that there is 

nothing wrong with being finite, with having a body, with being 

this particular individual, with being subject to the vicissi­

tudes of 1ife and death in the environment of nature. This 

serves as a safeguard against a11 views wh1ch attempt to regard 

the finite, 'tempora1 wor1d ~s unreal, the body as eVi1, and 

death as an incident which relieves man o:f a temporal encum­

brance without tou~bing the intrinsical1y immortal(~core of his 

sou1. It also guards against the notion that man is "intrins1c­

ally divine," that the moral, spiritual part of man is his 

"real" nature, linking him to the invisible world, and that his 

bOd11y, animal nature must not be regarded as fundamental, in 

short, that at the core man 1s "nice". The doctrine of the 

lIim.ago DeiU"stresses that there 1s a difference between the 

creature and the creator, as weIl as a similarity. 

In the th1rd place, the doctrine of the imago De1 suggests 

that although man 1s a creature he is a special k1nd of creature, 

signif1cantIy d1fferent from everything else 1n nature~ His 

human1ty must be interpreted in terms of his rational faculties 

and of something beyond them. Reinhold Niebuhr cites approvingly 
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the statement by Heidegger that this·something more is "the 

idea of transc.endence", that man is something that reaches be­

yond himself', that he is more than a: rational creature. 2 This 

quality of transcendence is desc:ribed by Max·~ Scheler in the 

f'ollowing terms:: "The nature of' man, and that which could be 

termed his unique quality, transcen~ that which is usually 

called intelligence and f'reedom of choice and would not be 

reached if his intelligence and freedom could be raised to the 

nth degree •••• ]t is the quality of the human spirit on the 

other hand to lift itself' above itsélf as living organism and 

to make the whole temporal and s:patial world,1ncluding itself, 

the obj ect of i ts lmowledge .... 3:~ 

Man is self-determining, not onll" in the sense tbat he 

transcends natural p,rocesses in such a.way as to be able to 

choose between various alternat!ves presented to him by the 

p:J;'ocesses of' nature, but also in the sense that he transcends 

hims'elf in such a"" W&'1 that he must choosa his total end. In 

this task of' s&lf-detarmination he 1s presented w1th endless 

poss1b111ties .and he can sst no limit to what he ought to be, 

short of the Œbsolute 1deal. Yet this same man is a creature 

whose life is def'1nitell" limited bl" nature, and he 1s unable to 

choose anl"th1ng beyond the bounds set bl" the creation in which 

he stands. 

Christian f'aith affirms, contrary to the v1ew hald bl" Carl 

BOgers, that man can find his true norm only in God. At the 



SaBle time man is a creature who must not asp1;re to be God. Tbe 

Gôd who is his norm i~ God as Hœis revealed in an historical 

figure, Jesus Christ, the God-man. He is at once an h1storical 

character and more than an historieal character. His life 

transcends the ppssibilities of history, but it remains rele­

vant to aIl bistorieal striving. Henee, in the Christian doc­

trine of man, two things must be kept 1n balance, the height of 

self-transcendence in man's spiritual stature whieh the doctrine 

of the imago Dei imp11es, and also man's weakness, dependenee, 

and finiteness, his involvement in the neeess.1ties and cont1n­

gencies of the natural worid, which his creatureliness imPlies.~ 

In its purest form the ehrist1an view of man regards man as a 

unit y of God-11keness and creatureliness 1n which he remains a 

creature even in the highest spir1.tual dimensions of bis exis­

tence and may reveal elements of the image ot God even in the 

lowliest aspects of his naturai life. 

This relatively high status in which the doctr1ne of the 

imago Q!1 places man poses certain p~oblems for him. Unlike 

other individuals, man has:: the ppwer to bind pa'st, present and 

future together in a' stabIe,organized center of ongoing exper­

ience; the power of grasping universai pr1nc1ples; the pow&r 

to d1rect his action intentionally towards previsiQ>ned aims; 

the pOwer to distinguish between beautiful and ugly, true and 

taIse, good and bad; the power to be both actor and spectator 

in relation to his own existence. Hence man is Itabovs"'nature, 

even though he must remain within it. 
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Therefore, although there is noth1ng wrong with man being 

Q' creature, he is the only "animal .. ·· for whom acceptance or re­

jection of bis status can pose a problem. The intelligence and'; 

freedom wh1ch are the marks o~ bis grandeur are also the marks 

of his misery. The endowments of creativity carlV with them 

the question of their use. Man as sp1r1t transcends the natu­

raI and temporal processes 1n wh1ch he 1s 1nvolved and also 

transcends h1mself. Thus h1s freedom 1s the basis of h1s: 

creativity but 1t is &lso h1s temptation. 

Slnce man 1s 1nvolved 1n the cont1ngenc1es and necess1 t1es:: 

0'1 the natural ~ocesses on the one hand, and s.ince, on the 

other, he stands outs1de of them, for sees the1r caprices and 

per1ls, he 1s anx10us. In his anxiety he seeks to transmute 

his fin1teness into inf1n1ty, h1s weakness 1nto strength, h1s 

dependence 1nto 1ndependence. In other words, he seeks to es~ 

cape f1n1teness and weakness by a quant1tative rat!her than a' 

qualitative development of his l1fe. The quantitative antith­

esis of fin1teness is infin1ty. The qualitat1ve p'oss1bility of 

human 11fe is its obedient subject10n to the will of God, a 

possibi11ty expressed by Jesus as follows:. ItA man ••• by 

losing h1s 11fe for my sake ••• will gain 1t. ta5 

We sbould note that the C!!bristian statement of the 1deal 

possibi11ty of man does not 1nvolve self-negat10n but self-real-

1zat10n. The self 1s not"i· ev11 by reason of being a part1cular 

self, and 1ts salvat10n does not cons1st 1n a'bsorpt10n 1nto the 

eternal. Neither 1s the self div1dad into a prt1cular or 
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empirical and a:. universal self; hence, salvation does not con­

slst in ridding itself of its particularity and in achieving 

universality. T'he Christian view of the s:elf ls only ROssible 

from the standpo1nt of ehrist1an theism 1n which God is revealed 

as loving w1ll and H1s will is active in creation, judgment, 

and redempt10n. The h1ghest self-realization 1s, therefore, not 

the destruction om' the self's particularity but the sUbjection 

of its particular will to the universal will. 

Bùt the self lacks the faith and the trust to subject it­

self to God. It seeks to estabiish itself independently. It 

seeks to find it~ life and thereby loses it, for the self which 

it ass.erts. is less than its true self. It is the self which 

a~serts the contingent and arbitrary factors of an immediate 

s.1tuation, and in so doing it loses itself. It increases its 

insecurity because it gives its immediate necessities:' a· con­

sideratiomwhich they do not deserve and which they cannot have 

without disturbing the harmony of creation. By this inordinate: 

self-love, by giving life a false centre, the ~elf then destroys 

the real ppssibilities for itself and others. Hence, inordinate 

self-love, possible because of man's freedom, points to lack of 

trust in GOd,and this leads to ever increasing anxiety. But 

it is significant tbat the same freedom which tempts to anxiety 

also contains the ideal possibility of knowing God. Pauline 

theology is significant here. He declares that man 1s without 

excuse because "All that May be known of God by men lies plain 

before their eyes; indeed God himself has disclosed it to them. 



H1s 1nvis1ble attributes, that is to say his everlasting power 

and deity, have been visible, ever sinee the world began, to 

the eye of reason, 1n the things he has made.,,6 The anxiety of 

freedom leads to sin only 11' the prior sin of unbelief 1s as-

sumed. 

This:raises the question as to why man is so reluctant to 

"lose his life that he m1ght find 1tn ?;, Why 1s he so hasitant 

to place himself in obedient subjection to the will of God? 

Ih attempt1ng to answer this question, which is so basic to 

man's essential nature, one can scareely avoid referenee to the 

doctrine of or1ginal sin and its effect on man. "(This doctrine) 

in 1ts classical form offends both rationalists and moralists 

by maintaining the seemingly absur4:position that man s1ns in­

evitably and by a fateful necessity but that he 1s nevertheless 

to be held res'ponsible for actions which are prompted by an in­

eluetable rate. ",7 

We need not consider here the arguments put forth by those 

who take the basically Augustinian view, that there i5 a bias 

towards evil in the w1ll of man, or those who follow the Pela­

gian school, which emphasizes that ther~is in man an essenti­

ally free will and that h1s sinful act10ns are a consc10us 

ch01ce of ev1l 1n defiance of a known good. It will suff1ce 

for our purpose to p01nt out that there: is a dimens10n of human 

exper1ence that 1s always present,.namely, that we have been 

created for fellowsh1p w1th God, that we repud1ate th1s contin­

ually, and that the whole of mank1nd does this along w1th us. 
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"Christian anthropology a:f1'trms the D!Otor10us con1'11ct between 

man' s recalcitrant will and the divine pur~se in which done 

man a'nd his world 1'ind their true meaning. It describes that 

age long misdirection 01' human life which is the very presuv,­

P9sition of the Bospel.,t8~· 

The sense of a conflict between what man is and ought to 

be 1s apparent everywhere, even though the explànations 01' the 

conflict are usually contradictory and confused. Some contem­

porary thinkers in their attempt to do justice to th1s bondage 

of the human will a;ss:ert tha·t man becomes caught in 1t, not be­

cause the nature he has received from God iss&vil, but because 

man makes it evil himself. Yrom b1tth to death the human 1n­

dividual 1s continually violating h1s~"own good nature, not 

merely because he 15 ignorant of what he ought to do, but be­

cause he will not do 1t. He is so enslaved to th1s ev1l will 

that he cannot unfetter himself by an aet of will, for every 

aet 01' will issues from a center that 15 wrongly d1sposed. 11' 

one asks how man o'ame into the ppsit10n where his will 1s thus 

rebelliously fixed, 1t w1l1 be d11'f1cult to find an answer. 

Many modern writers on the problem agree that every particular 

refusaI to follow the good presupposes a will that 1s already 

set in such re1'usal. Yet these same wr1ters ins1st that oon­

tinuation ln bondage to sin is carried forward respons1bly, 

not ignorantly or automat10ally. 

The c'ontrast between what man t~uly is, that is, as seen 

in Christ, and what he has beoome bas given Christianity ~ 
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be1gbtened sense ot sin. This destroys the prestige of nor-

mality which sinf'ul f'orms of lite periodically achtève in the 

world. Yet f'a.ith in C-hrlst could not f'ind resPÇ)nse in the hu­

man soul were it not uneasy about the contDast between its t~ue 

and its present state. Men who have iallen deeply into the 

wretchedness of sln are never sasy in their minds, but thelr. 

uneasiness is trequently increased by some vivid rem1nder of' 

the innocencY'of their cbildhood or the Œspirations of their 

youth. Manls uneasy consclence can be understood only as the 

protest of his essential nature against his present state. 

What then does ebrlst1anity say about the means whereby 

man may be restored to that tor whlch he was created?' How can 

he become that self he was meant to beT ls it, as ~rl Rogers 

says, by be1ng Provided with a.certain type ot relationship.? 

Or ls i t by being established in a relations:hip wl th a partic­

ular One?: 

Wé have sald that man becomes a sinner and f'alls into con­

fusion by his voluntary rejection of his true ppsltion in the 

original order decreed by God. This me ans that man, who is se~: 

by God in tension between tlnlteness and freedom, a" tension 

which in obedience to God would be good and meaningf'ul, 1s de­

termlned to end that tension lndependently and by his own power. 

lnstead of purging bis anxiety by faith ln the ultlmate securlty 

of' Gôdls love overcomlng all immediate insecurlties of nature 

and history, man ~eeks to overcome his insecurlty by a will-to­

power which overreaches the 11mits of human creaturellness. He 
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fails to acknowledge hls limltatlons. In pride he denles his 

finitude or surrenders his freedom. The sin of' prlde is ba~1c 

in man. 

Fride ta:kes several. forms. There is the p;ride of power 

in whicb the human ego"while failing to regognize the contin­

g'ent and dependent character of' its lif'e, assumes its s:elf'-mas­

tery and self-suf'f'iciency and believes itself to be the autbor 

off'its own existence, the judge of its own values and the mas­

ter of' its own destiny. Again, man's feeling of' insecurity 

May cause him to seek security by an endeavour to assert him­

self at the expense of others, but the more he establislles him­

self ln nower and glory, the'grea~er ls his f'ear tllat he May 

tumble from his Etmlnence or be d'iscovered in his pretenslon. 

:rh trying to malte hlmself' God he f'lnds hlmself betrayed by his 

own weamess. 

A~ other times pride disp~ays ltself' in an intellectual 

form which causes man to f'orget that he is involved in a'· tem­

poral process, and he imagines himself' in complete transcen-,· 

dence over history. Intellectual p,ride leads to moral p~ide 

in which finite man believes that his highly conditioned vir-, 

tue 1s the final rlghteousness and that hls very relative moral 

atandards are absolute. Moral pride i5 revealed in all self­

righteous judgments:: in which the other 1s condemned because he 

falls to conform to the highly ar~itrary standards of the salf. 

Slnce the self judges 1tself' by its own standards ait finds 

the.li' good. It j~dges others by its own standards and finds 
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them evil when their standards fail to conform to its own. It 

is, in sho~t', establishing one' s own righteousness instead of 

God's righteousness. 9 The result of pride is that it leads to 

inordinate self-love, ~~was noted above. In the final chapter 

we shall cons:lder whether Rogers takes sufficient a:ccount of 

the danger pride presents. 

Man's pride is the great barrier to his becoming what his 

crreator meant him to be. HOw, then, is he to reach his true 

natureT Sin ha's cau sed a broken relationship' between God and 

man, and as a further consequence, between man and his fealows. 

ebristian fa'ith affirms that man can reach his true P9sition 

only when th1s broken relationsh1~ has been re-establlshed. 

~is is sQmething that unaided man cannot do. lt must be worked 

out from the side of Gbd on behalf of man. 

It is to enable man to find his true norm, in relatedness 

to Gad and to his f'ellowmen, that, according to Blblical fall.th, 

Gbd speaks to man in the Incarnation. The content of this rev­

elation 1s an act of reconciliation in which the judgment of 

God upon the pride of man is not abrogated, in which the sin 

of man becomes more sharply revealed and defined by the know­

ledge that Œod is Himself the victim of man's s~n and pride. 

Yet the final word 1s not one of judgment but of mercy and for­

giveness, for Gbd in his love does not leave man alone to con­

tinue in his sinful condition. G6d sees man's heart and knows 

that sin is nat merely the regrettable slip of an essent1ally 

good man but a perversion of the will which deforms·the whole 
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man and distorts aIl his thoughts.·. and deeds. God then takes 

upon Himself' the guilt of sin and aIl its f'atal consequences; 

in the atoning death of Hls Son on Golgotha. This is the sig­

nlflcance of the hlstorlc doctrine of the God-man, of' Christ aS3 

the "second Adam". The same ebrist who is accepted by falth aS3 

the revelatlon of] the character of Gbd is also regarded as the 

revelation of the true character of man. lO 

Hence, salvation should be thought of primarlly ln terms 

of' a dynamic transformatlon that removes man-made evils at the 

source by changing the man. It snould not be thought of' in 

terms that would require a complete sloughlng of'f of creature­

Ilness~ Furthermore, we must not thlnk that the conditions of 

salvatlon are f'ulfilled exclusively by God apart from exist1ng 

resources ln human nature nar must or can they be f'ulfllled 

vxclusively by man,. as eBrl Rogers imp,lles. Salvation, ln 

~.hristlan thought, is that conditlon o:f wholeness whlch comes 

about when human life is based on certa1in openness to the crea­

tive and redemptlve power of God. 

Thls conditlon is reached bl means of man' s f'r.eedom and 

constitutes an enhancement of that f'reedom. The freedom of 

man, so conceived,is directly related to acquaintance with his 

own dep~hs; hls assent cannat be unf'orced and wholehearted if 

1t is opposed by unconsclous motives and 1mpulses. Yet the very 

~ocess of w1dening acqualntance with the sources of human bon­

dage leads to the release of healing ~wer. That is, faith in 

God can rest upon actualities that functlon here and now; 1t 



need not be directed exclusively to something wb1ch ut~erly 

transcend's our exper1ence and our h1story. 

In every person there 1s an 1deal he feels he sbould reach 

because his es:rential nature places:: an ob11gat10n uppn blm, an 

ob11gat10n to 11ve up to a certain standard. .A:lthough th1s law 

w1thin h1m gives rlse to th1s sense of ob11gat1on, 1t cannot 

belp h1m fulfill 1t. It 1s the "good that l would""but wh1ch 

all too often tlI do not", as Paul rem1nds us. It be1ghtens 

man's anxiety, b1s sin, by arousing s1nful egot1sm to a:mor~ 

consclous def1ance of b1s essential nature. It May even arouse·: 

s1nful pr1de by tempt1ng man to 'assume that~he keeps the law' 

because he knows: it. ll . 

It is not possible, however, for a man to understand h1m­

self merely from the standpo1nt of the law w1th1n h1m, that 1s, 

from the perspective of the good wh1ch he knows he ougbt to do. 

FUlly to understandbh1mself he mus.t ltnow. that he violates the 

law wh1ch he regards as his norm, but neither can he be fully 

understood if 1t 1s nct recogm.zed that that law 1s the clè.lm 

of h1s essential nature upon him. Man"s transcendent freed6m 

can be tolerable and creat1ve only when 1t has found 1ts sourcE4 

end, and norm 1n the w1ll of Gbd,.; grow1ng out of res~nse to 

the love of God. 

Bècause man 1s not meraly creature. but also free gpir1t, 

and because every moTal norm stands under hlgher P,Ossibi11t1es 

by reasnn of his free:dom, therf1:' 1s no mo:ral standard at whlch 

the human s:pirit can f1nd rest short of the standard of n'fa1J.th, 
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hop~, and love. d' 

The relation of the law, of' love to law' as such is perfectly 

comprehended in the story of' Jesus' encounter with the ricn 

12 
young man. The young man had "kept all the commandments"; but 

the commandments, the "!Law'" in the more restr1cted sense, did 

not sat1sfy him and his continued uneas1ness prompted the:: que"s­

tion, 1.i.hat Iack l yet?~ Tbis question, What Iack l yet?' suggestS3 

that wbat lies in the uneasy conscience of the sinner 'is not so 

much a knowledge that the ultimate law'of life is the law of 

love, as the more negative reallzation that obedience to the 

ordinary rules of justice and equity 1s not sufficient. 

Jesus defines the more ultimate ROss1bility towaTd wh1ch 

the young man is yearning in the words:~ "If thou ~ li.!! perfect, 

go and sell that thou hast and give to the pelor. n
! W.bat is de­

manded is an action in which regard for the self is completely 

eliminated. AIl simple mora11sm, which assumes that the law 

of life needs only to be stated in order to be obeyed, is re­

fûted by the rea:p::>ns:e of the rich young ruler to th1s demand:: 

"He went away sorrowful for he had grea t possessions. Il For the. 

moment it would app.~ar that only the extent of the young man's' 

possessions made it im~ssible for hlm to obey the ultimate 

law, for Jesus observes:. "Vèrl1y l say unto you tbat a rich 

man S'hall hardly enter lnto the kingdom of heaven. u But the 

disciples qu1ckly realize that the command runs counter to the 

anxieties of aIl men about themselves and thelr possessions. 

Their question, Who, then, can be saved?: qUlckly and justly 



61:. 

extends the pred1cament of the r1ch young man to include ail 

men, since all men are involved in the sin of estab11sh1ng 

the1r own security by what they have and what they are. 

The answer of Jesus to th1s despa1ring qqeS:t10n 1mp11es a 

complete .. acce:ptance of the viewpp1nt of the disciples. Jesus 

admits that the ult1mate ppssibility of human 11fe is beyond 

t~e capacity of sinful man:~ "W1th man this is 1mpossible. lt : It 

is an ultimate possibility only by divine grace:: "Bùt with 

Géi>d a11 th1ngs are P9ssible. ta This suggest$ that the contra'", 

diction between man's essential nature and h1s sinful condition 

is insoluble from the standpoint of man's own resources and can 

be solved only from the standpo1nt of Gèd's resources. This 

thesis 1s emphasized by Saint Faul.13 

This recorded incident illustra tes that man realizes that 

within himself there 11es an b1gher law than simply "law", a 

law wbich transcends all "law".. It al.so illustrates that man' s. 

fulfillment 1s dependent uppn his being in a· right relationship. 

with Gad and with b1s fellow man, the former being the prereq­

u1site of the la·tter. T.:his finds express10n 1n the command­

ments given by J·esus as the sum of the Law and the Prophets:; 

namely, "Love the Lord your God with ail your heart, with all 

your soul, with ail your mind. • • • Love your neighbour as 

yourself. tl14 

The first of these commandments is the basic one, just as 

unbelief or mistrust is the basic s1n. Th1s prime requirement 

of love is identical with the other two terms of the Pauline 
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triad, ttfaitb" and Itbop~". tntbout faith in the providence of 

God the freedom of man is intolerable, because the anxiety of 

freedom tempts man to seek a self-sufficiency and self-mastery 

incompatible with his dependence upon forces which he does not 

control. HOpe is a part1cular form ~t that taith. The future 

is the symbol of the unpredictable possibilities of eternity 

which may a.ppear in t ime, and these mu st be a realm of terror 

without the hope which places them under the providence of God, 

for in that case they would stand under either a blind fate or 

pure caprice. W,1thout taith and hope these possibilities re­

present an intolerable threat to man's little system of meaning 

by which he lives and by which he seeks to maintain his ~nse 

of domestic security, for they may at any moment introduce into 

it uncalculated and incalculable elements. 

Faith in the wisdom of God is thus a prerequisite of love 

because it is the condition without which man is anx.ious and is 

driven by his anxiety into vicious circles ofself-sufficiency 

and pride. The admonition "be not anxious" has meaning only in 

conjunction with the faith expressed by Jesus, "Your heavenly 

Father lmows that you have need of these things." 

Without complete love for God, "love with ail your heart, 

with ail your soul, with ail your mind," willing obedience to 

God is impossible. The anxious ~elf invar1ably makes itself 

i ts own centre and end. msofar as the self 1B!~; centered in i t­

self, it can offer only coerced obedience to God. At the same 

time, inasfar as the self transcends itself i t knows·::thœ 
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1nadequacy of such reluctant att1tudes. Acts of obed1ence 

wh1ch fall'short of love produce an unea~1ness of consc1ence, 

d1fferent only 1n degree, not 1n k1nd, from the uneas~1ness 

created by d:1sobed:1ence. 

The p~rfect harmony ai the soul w1th 1tself 1s thus ~ 

der1vat1ve of 1ts;: perfect commun10n with and love of God. Where 

the love of God transcends obedience the soul is centered in 

1ts true source and end w1thout reservat1on. There are?obv1-

ously no act10ns of sinful man that conform to th1s 1deal pos­

s1bi11ty. Just as that fa1th, hop.e and trust which eliminate 

anx1ety are not s1mple ppss1b11it1es of human axtstence, even 

for those 1n whom ehr1stian revelat10n has penetrated through 

the confusion of sin, so freedom from anxiety, as each ehrist-

1an who honestly analyses h1s own concerns knows, is an ult1-

mate poss1bi11ty which man a~ s1nner denies in act1on. The 

sinful self is:anxious about 1tself, yet it knows 1t ought not 

to be. There 1s·the sense that an obed1ence which 1s less·than 

love 1s not normat1ve even though it is un1versail.. It 1s .. :t.he 

"thou S'halt" wh1ch suggests that there are no "thou shalts .... 1n 

perfect10n. 

The s'econd of these commandments, "Love your ne1ghbour as 

yourself,tt: 1s dependent upon the first. Thatt1s, love 1n its 

horizontal dimension 1s dependent on love 1n 1ts vert1cle d1-

mens10n. Human persona11ty has a depth and un1queness wh1ch 

escapes the ord1nary process of knowledge. Those p'rocesses: 

always tend to redüce the fellowman to a~th1ng or objecte 
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Human as weil as divine personality is obscured when the self 

seeks to understand the other merely as an abject of observa' ... 

tion. The creative initiative of the other, the unique depth 

of persanality in the other, is veiled by an approach which 

touches the s:urface of his life but does not penetrate to the 

secret of his being. Since men are separated from one another 

by the uniqueness and the individuality of each spirit, however 

closely they may be bound together by ties of nature, they ca·n­

not relate themselves to one another in terms which will do 

justice ta both the bondsoof nature and the freedom of thè'.ir 

s;pirit if they are not related in terms of love. Only in such 

a relation can the uniqueness of each individuality be known; 

it cannot be known in terms of general knowledge in which the 

self seeks to subordinate uniqueness in order ta fit the "other" 

into the generŒl categories of reason. 

Real love between pers on and person is, theeefore, a re-· 

lationship:, in which spirit meats spirit in:·:. a' dimension in which 

both the un1formities and the d1fferences of nature, which bind 

men together and a1so separate them, are transcended. This 1s 

no s'impie Plssibility. Tlhere is a sense 1n wh1ch each soul re­

mains inscrutable to its fellows; there are mysteries in the 

heart of each person; there are "walls of partition" between 

man and man. This tends to frustrate love between persons. In­

sofar as human love 1s possible 1t 1s always partly a relat10n 

between the soul and soul by way of the1r common relation to 

God. Where the love of Gad does not undergird and complete the 
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relat10n of man to man, the d1fferences wh1ch nature creates 

and s.in accentuates, d1fferences of geography, race, time, 

place and h1st.ory, separate men from one another; and although 

s1m11ar1t1es of nature and of reason may indeed un1te men, 1t 

1s not on the level of sp1r1t and freedom. 

The law of love 1s thus a requirement of human freedom, 

.and the freedom of the self and of the other both requ1re 1t. 

The freedom of the self requ1res it because it is such that no 

matter what rules or regulations or beneficiar1es are made to 

allev1ate the concerns of others, these are general, and as 

sach they are lacking wh en it comes to meeting the un1que needs 

of the particular individual. The other has needs and requ1re­

ments wh1ch cannot be satisfied by general rules of equ1ty. So 

the frae self finds that 1t 1s constantly rising above these 

laws and rules because tbey are not determined by contingent 

factors and hence they fall short of the ult1mate ppssibility 

of lov1ng the neighbour lias tbyself". Tiheref'ore, love 1s the 

end term of any system of morals. It is the moral requ1rement 

1n which all schemes of justice are fulfilled and negated. In 

the f1nal chapter we s.hall consider this in relation to the 

position taken by Carl Rogers. 

SUMMARY 

Iq the process of reaching matu~ity and autonomy, most of 

us strive for security by trying to organize the universe around 

ourselves, and Most of us learn only through the suffering and 
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~strangement which attend egocentricity that this way 1eads not 

to security but to an end1ess1y precarious and u1timate1y 

fruit1ess attemp:t to twist reality into meeting our private 

s:pecifications. Insofar as we are incapable of love, we are 

not only divided within ourselves and isolated from other hu­

man beings, but also we are vio1ating the universal principle 

upon which human fulfillment is based. O'Ur defensive struc­

tures must be broken through by heal~ng power which is wider 

than ourselves; yet, this power does not operate without our 

free acceptance of and desire for it. We see, not merely in­

tel1ectually, but with heart and soul, that what iS.i:imade ac­

cessible to us in our "new'" 1 selves has been what we have yearned 

for all a10ng. Wè have evaded it partly because the price in 

suffering seemed too high, especial1y when there vas no guaran­

tee of a satisfying outcome. Wè have a1so evaded it because 

1iterally we could not work toward it effectively as long as 

we were imprisoned within the old strategies of anxiety, de­

fensiveness, and the need to feel superior. The price in 

sllffering is a fac1ng and gra:s~ping, in feeling ,as well as in 

thought, of the deep1y hidden causes of inner dividedness. Th,is; 

facing can be carried on healingly, redemptively, on1y in a re­

lationship' of genuine unconditional acceptance, one aspect of 

which is forgiveness. 

SUch a re1ationsbip is offered to man by Gad in Jesus 

Gbrist. He offers himse1f in all bis gracious forgiveness, 

strength and energizing power to a's Many as will reôeive him. 
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To aIl such He opens a way of l1fe wh1ch reaches personal ful­

f111ment along w1th and partly through the fulf111ment of 

others. The pOloTer wh1ch emanc1pates man from enslavement to a 

bad consc1ence 1s div1ne as weIl as human, but the end result 

of such emanc1pat1on 15 not love for God and hatred for self; 

it 1s affirmation of self as grounded in God. Because He ac­

cepts us::we come to accept ourselves. Th1s 1nvolves moving 

forward 1nto a deepened regogn1t1on of fa1lure, 1mpotence, and 

need at Many points. 

The divine forgiveness which He disclos'es always has been 

and always will be accessible to men. We experience it as that 

Umaking rightltrof our lives wbich occurs when we turn away from 

fighting ourselves and others and the truth itself and turn 

trustfully towards the divine power which surrounds us and can 

work through us. This experience of reconci11ation, despite 

past failures and unsolved problems in the present, makes men 

actually more lovable, more dtscerning, more capable of devot­

ing tbemselves to that which will enrich all humanity. 

It needs'·t~ be emphasized that this relationship wi th God 

1n Christ, whicb Christian anthropology affirms as the only 

means of man becoming truly tlthat p,erson he was meant to be," 

does not Mean the negation of self; rather, it is tbe fulfill­

ment of self. Man, renewed and empowered by tbe ebrist, does 

not become a puppet on a string. Instead, he becomes a channel 

through which the redemptive work of ahrist is carried on in 

co-operation with Him. We are made whole through be1ng enabled 
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to bring ourselves, with our possibilities and limitations, 

into the service of the redemptive P9wer which the ebDlst in­

carnates. Wè are not made whole through trying to eradicate 

ourselves and live through Christ as a substitute. 



Chapter W 

EVALUATION 

In attempting an evaluation in the light of Christian 

theology of Carl Rogers' teaching about man, one needs to note 

briefly the background out of which Rogers ~peaks. He tells 

us that he was ra1sed in a home marked by close family ties and" 

a very strict and uncomprom1s1bg religious and ethical atmos. 

p.p.ere. A'd'ter sl'ending some time at Union Theological Seminary 

in preparation for the Christian ministry, he changed to the 

study of psychology,~largely as the result of a seminar in 

which the students discussed freely their own questions and 

doubts: and which caused him to think hims-elf "right out of re­

ligious work. li He wanted a field in which he could be sure 

his freedom of thought would not be l imi ted.l~ 

Possibly Rogers' des ire for freedom ~ religious doc­

trines to explore his own questions says something regatrd1ng 

his desire for a freedom he did not find in Christianity, RBr­

haps due to his conservative upbringing, but which might not 

be alien to Gbristianity. Whether or not this is so, the fact 

remains that although he does not profess to embrace Christian 

theology, there are strong indications that he did not divest 

himself completely of the influence of his C~hristian u,bringing 



and training. His methodology and anthropology contain much 

that is basic to G.hristianity, and he is worthy of re:ceiving 

serious consideration in these areas for he recalls us to 

understandings and attitudes that are embedded in the ministry 

of Jesus but which are in danger of being overlooked by the 

Christian Ghurch in ganeral and the Christian counselor in 

particular. 

First, there is the fact that Rogers sees man as a being 

of sup~eme worth. Even though an individual may have ceased to 

be that person he was meant:-to be, ther:e is still a strong 

chance that if the prop~r relationship is provided he can re­

gain something of his original PQssibillty. 

Rogers sees in man a basic estrangement from his created 

nature, an estrangement which prevents him from achieving hi~; 

~tential. T. C·~ Oden2 sees.· here a marked similarity to the 

basic structure of the Pauline-Augustinian-Protestant dialectic 

of the estranged creature, created for authentic life in the 

image of God, yet existing in a wretched estrangement from 

himself, a clea:vage which prevents him from being fully him­

S'slf. While there may be this similari ty evident in the out­

workings of man's estrangement, Christian theology and Roger~' 

doctrine af man would not agree on the basic cause. However, 

Rogers is fully aware that though persons may be far from 

fully-functioning, the possibility for renewal under appro­

p;riate conditions remains. This dialectic is embedded deeply 

in his theory of therapy~ 
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Roger'sl emppasis that man is a being in relationship3 is 

an important concept of ~hristian fa1th and essential to an 

understanding both of ~ristianity and of manls role as a 

C!hristian. Ir man is' " be delivered from his condition of 

est rangement , self-al~enation, incongruence, and become aware 

of himself he will need help. For Rogers that help is the me­

diation of unconditional ppsitive regard through a'congruent 

and empatbetic person. The emp,basis he p'laces on the need for 

congruence and empathy in the helping individual are parallel 

to tbe emphasis of Christ in dealing with people. Yet there i$ 

a real danger that the Christian counselor May adopt a position 

that either is or appears to the client to be jUdgmental and 

moralistic. l do not think that Rogers would refrain from mak­

ing any kind of jUdgment, but by bis very positive regard he 

would endeavour to' provide that kind of relationship which com­

municates to the counselee that even though he is".:-tihe kind of 

person he is, des:p.ite his fallings of which the counse3.or does 

not aPProve, he is accepted as an individual of supreme worth. 

Tbere is jUdgment here, but it is judgment tempered with Mercy, 

and not an attitude of superiority. Furthermore, this is not 

the type of unconditional positive regard that attemp.ts to 

exp~ain away all guilt and say nothing that would make the 

counselee· .. teel bad. 4 

The p'roper attitude on the part of one who would help a 

troubled person is of vital importance. The need is for some­

one in whom this frightened, estranged individual will sense 
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understanding, not one who is merely an interested observer, as:· 

he tries to explain himself, but an empathie companion who is~: 

willing to "go with him on tbe fearful journey into himself, 

into tbe buried fear, and hate, and love which he bas never 

been able to let flow in him. oP That is, the Mediator who 

would lead s'· person out of bis estrangement must be one who is 

willing to engage in a certain kind of descent into hell, the 

hell of the internal conflict of the estranged man,an incar­

nate participation in the suffering of his human brother, even 

though that brother may at times perceive the Mediator as an 

intruder and a threat; he must be willing to become aIl things 

to all men. 6 

Surely this kind of relationship is a basic tenet of the 

Christian faith, of ehrist's teaching on what our attitude to 

our fellows should be. Yet it is more; it is the very re1a­

tionship'demonstrated by Jesus in relation to man du ring his 

ministry and su~emely at Cal vary; it is Christian love at its 

best. 

SUch a relationsh~p is ppssible only when onels attitude 

to the person to be helped is that of unconditional positive 

regard. ~s we have seen7, this means that the therapist cares 

for the client in a non-possessive way; he exhibits an outgoing 

positive feeling, without reservations, that respects the other 

~erson as a separate individual, does not possess him nor is it 

demanding. <!:hristian fathb reads·; this ~ocess in the light of 

the kerygma' s exp;I.lcit proclamation of the uncond itiollal agape 
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of Gad, viewing the therapeut1c p'~ocess from the vantage ~int 

of the divine redemptive p~ocess. Rogers.does not mention the 

love of Gbd as the p'roper basis of understanding uncondit1onal 

P9sit1ve regard, even though he.~·,sees:: the latt'er as a'. prerequ1-

s:ite of effective therapy. The question m1ght be raised, Is' 

uncond1t10nal ppsitive regard a human possibility apart from 

the love of Gbd? In some instances it may be, but ehristian 

faith leads one to believe that there are many cas:es where 1t 

1s not, and to maintain thattthis·could be the attitude of man 

to aIl, apart from a direct relationsh1p. to Gbd in Christ, is 

to fail to take into account the full depth of the human pre­

dicament. 

In the p;receding chapter this p'oint was developed at SQme 

length. Tihere it was shown that the commandment "Love your 

neighbour as yourself lt is dependent on the prior commandment 

regarding love of God. That is, love in 1ts horizontal dimen­

sion is dependent on love in its verticle dimension. Human 

personality has a depth and uniqueness which escapes the or­

dinary processes of knowledge. Real love between person and 

person is a relationship in which spirit meets spirit in a' di­

mension in which both the uniformities and the differences of 

nature, which bind men together and also separate them, are 

transcended. Where love of God does not undergird and complete 

the relation of man to man 1t remains questionable whether it 

is realistic to expect individuals to have œ fully developed 

uncondi tianal positive regard for their fellows. 



We should note that the unconditional positive regard of 

which Rogers s'peaks is directed not only towards the individual 

a's he is but ailso towards his whole potentiality to become an 

aathentic person with full humanity. He tries to see the in­

dividual, not merely a~' he is at present, but as he might be­

come, although his present brokenness must be received aiso in 

unconditional acceptance. He quote~with a~proval Martin Bùber 

whose phrase "confirming the other," has special significance 

for Rogers. Buber says, "Confirming means • • • accepting the 

whole potèntiality of the other •••• TI can recognize in him", 

knOltl in him., the person he has been ••• c'reated to become •• 

• • IL confirm him in myself, and then in him, in relation to 

this potentiality that ••• ca.n now be develoPed, can evolve. nS: 

Rogers goes on to point out that if he accepts another as 

something fixed, ~lready diagnosed and classified, already 

shaped by his P:as.t, then~ he. is doing his part to confirm a;: 

limited hy~othesis about the nerson. If he accepts him as Q' 

p~ocess;of becoming, then he is doing what he can to encourage 

or actualize his potentialities. 

This insight, this attitude, is one that deserves emphasis. 

Sbrely this was the insight Jesus demonstrated in hts~~ treatment 

of the rejects of the society of his day. The Christian ~hurch 

would do weil to note this and try to recover this pers:pect ive 

in ministering to persons. This means that we can not regard 

the underprivileged as persons destlined to that role, or as 

"hopeless types, Il or simply as people whom we must asstst if 
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we are to have an easy conscience. ~nstead, we see those who 

are now classed as rejects, underprivileged, and ISlr.1on, as in­

dividuals in their own right, with the potential for living a 

full life and becoming fully-funct10n1ng. Rather than mora11z-

1ng or Itcarry1ng them along lt we should endeavour to be the 

means of enabling tbem to reach the1r potent1al and bec'ome pos-

1tive contributors to soc1ety.9 

Ohe may take exception to Rogers' opttmistic view of man, 

as noted ea'l'lier. If man 1s so forwa·rd 100k1ng, BQ concerned 

for the we1tare of the species, why has the h1story of man 

shown so much of the beaat?;' Oh the other hand, Rogers recalls 

us to see the ~tent1al in man and to work to help b1m aeh1eve 

this. 

aarl Rog&r~' concept of the self has been considered in 

deta'il.10 Wè:: a·re 1ndebted to h1m for the clari ty and concrete­

ness with which he traces th1s development. He has dep1cted 

the·ss:elt as emerging 1n a b1010g1cal process that beg1n" at 

birth and is carried on in a soc1etal matrix through to adult­

hood. It depends on both these p;rocess:es at every noint and 1s:: 

affected by them at every level. The factors that influence 

Most ma'rkedly the typee'of self that will emerge are what the 

organism views as "satisfying"'and as providing "securityn'~ 

The pursuit of satisfact10ns refers to the biological needs 

for food, drink, ellm1nat1on, se~, ~leep, and so on. Through­

out life the need for the'se satisfact10ns is phys1010g1cal1y 

p~ovoked or deareased as the body d1ctates. The need for 
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securi ty has~:'reference to the claim o:f Rogers that man i s a 

being in relationship'. Lt is thevvery deep;Ly mot1vated desire 

for acceptance, belonging, approval and the' féar of disapproval, 

rejection and 10ss of s.upport. "Seouri ty" is affected by 

changes in the p$rsonal env1ronment and by the impact of soci­

ety. Tlhis applles particularly to the perceived attitude of' 

stgnificant others. Disapp.roval 1s the sign 0-:/ the threat of 

abandonment;;approval is the sign of continued support and 

secur1ty. 

This double enterprise, satisfaction andssecuri ty, governS3 

the process by which the ~elf emerges and finds~'i ts 1ndi vidual 

torm. The MOSt crucial aspect of' the pro cess is the perception 

of and reaction to the attitudes of other persons. The self­

system's relation to others 1s determined by the way 1t has 

assimilated what it perceives to be"the attitudes and actions 

of' others. T.he pattern of the self-system, constructed thus 

out of appra'isal and reaotion, develops slowly and tends to 

persist tenaciously thereafter. It determines to a great de­

gree the manner in which the indi vidual will reac.t in future 

to persons hitherto unknown. The unconscious influence of mem­

ories and attitudes no longer relevant May even distor~future 

p~rson-to-person relationsh1p.s. 

That is, the human s~elf registers the fait dispositions 

of signif1cant others; it is the organizing center of the ener­

gies of the organism as these are directed towards "satisfac~ 

tiOllls"'; and "security"; i~ is the sum of the reflected 
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appraisa'ls, l"et, at!: the same time, it is .. 'the "appraiser" of 

these appra:isals. Hence, the self is sha,ped in the social 

matrix and its nature determined to a considerable degree bl" 

the social process. 

We are indebted ta psycbotherapists such as Rogers for 

whowing us how fuill" and integra;lly involved the self-system 

. is in ~ level of existence, from the lowest to the highest. 

This understanding is of immense importance and applies to 

every'aspect of our interpretation. Yet, as K. C. Outlerll 

points out, psychotherapists (including Rogers) still leave us 

with our basic question unanswered. Why do human selves emerge 

as they do, and with sucb extraordinary characteristics', in a, 

process which is so nearly similar for Many other organisms 

tbat are highly responsive to stimuli, yet which develop so 

differently7.' other organisms have hedQmic drives, they are 

conditioned bl" their cogeners, they seek satisfactions and 

securities, and develop energy systems which a~e impressively 

integrative, biologically stable and efficient. The human self 

emerges in a' ma·trix which has very much in common wi th that in 

which simian "selves'· emerge; the human fetus and infant show 

p~ainly their close kinship with their primate cousins, and the 

human adult d.oes not disengage himself from the animal kingdom. 

But the human self appears'to vary more widely from simian 

selves "than the differences in their genetic processes would 

seem to allow. ~nd human selves seem to be affected by human 

appraisals in a: fasbion quite distinct from the appraisa:ls of 
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other "'selves" in tbeir environment. lnterpersonal relations 

appear to be q~ite different from intersimian. Thus, if the 

self can be explained simply in reductionist terms it would be 

necessary to show empirically that the differences between 

human selves and other selves are natural developments in an 

evolutionary continuum, that n'inind" and "spirit'" and tt~rson­

a!:lity"'; are nothing more than symmetrical extensions of the" or­

ganic p,rocess. Christian faith holds that this cannot be shown; 

it maintains that the self cannot be "explained" if one omits 

its relation to ultimates beyond it. 

Rogers (and others), have exPlored the positive and norma­

ti~e role of cultur~for the making of personality. He would 

hold that the individual self is the sum of reflected appra~s­

als from significant other selves. ~ese app'raisers would 

alse, presumably, in tbeir turn be sums of reflected a:ppra1salS"~ 

If this is so, what then is society~. ls it a vast and incred­

ibly complex equilibrium of individual reactor systems, each 

contingent on the harmony and integrative action of the re­

sp~ctive individual entities?, Society is certain1y the matrix 

of selfhood and the medium of all self activities, but is it 

the self's creator, sustainer and redeemer?:' We should have to 

conclude that it is if we omit any reference to the transcen­

dental. Society May be the matrix but is not the source of 

selfhood. 

The self needs to be exp;Lained in its finiteness, but all 

such explanations must have an open end to the mystery of the 
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self as it responds to the 1nfinite. The Christian message 

enta11s certa1n specifie notions about man which have to be 

related to emp1rical p~ychology 1f it is to be assimilated into 

Christian wisdom. The Christian is bound, by the radical im­

plications af his fai th, to mainta1n the conviction that ea'Ch 

human sBlf is a unique creature of God. He cannot be subsumed 

with1n the spec1es nor yet with1n nature and soc1ety. Man ex~ 

1sts as an 1 tem 1n na,ture but h1s distinct1vely human existence. 

comes from his ~-participat1o~ in an order and a. purpose 

which transcends nature, for he Rasses beyond the limits of the 

natural order through his participation in the transcendental 

unities of reason, freedom and grace. T:b be a man is to be S'c 

un1que entity,l'~not merely an 1nstance of a Rrocess; it is to 

be a singular existent capable of be1ng known as a self and of 

know1ng other selves, but always in a transcendental relat10n 

to Gbd, who stands before and beyond our existence as the 

ground of our existence whether as organisms or as persons. In 

the depth of his being man is radically dependent upon the power 

of God. In the height of his being, man is a'. belovedJ child of 

God and bears GOdls image; he is a finite creature made for com­

munion with his Creator. 

Ih the Christian view, therefore, there could be no human 

selves apart from God, wlthout a relation to GOd, for the 

ground of the self's transcendence is in Gbd. To be a self, in 

cr.hristian terms, is to transcend the empirical systems in which 

the naturalist would place him and to exist in a unique relation 
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to G6d, in every way dependent on Him, l'et at every pc:»iht open 

to the options and:;:crises which arise in the life' situations in 

which he finds himself, through which he develops, as he comes 

to know other selves and Gad and is known by them. The ebrist­

ian view does not dEmy but affirms thatman' s development is 

cond1t1oned by his relation to GGd, by his response to God--in 

love or hate, trust or mistrust, harmony or conflict. The 

Cl:hristian perspective on selfhood as developed in the preceding 

chapter 1s radically theocentric. It asserts that man is from 

God and exists before Gôd, that he May be aga1nst God l'et can 

be redeemed by Gad, that he mal' enjoy communion with God in and': 

through the God-man. 

It is the reality of God which guarantees the reality of 

the bDman person; it is the love of Gad which defines the per­

son' s highest hope and good; it is Gèd' s self-disclosure in 

~hrist and immanent presence in the Holy Spirit which creates 

the atmosphere in wh1ch we can truly know ourselves as God 

knows us, and accept ourselves::.as He has accepted us in His 

grace. Wè would agree with Rogers that the human self emerges 

in the dynamic patterns of nature and society, but the intention 

behind and within that emergence is a special projeèt' of Gad, 

who has::made us for communiom w1th Himself and made us to be 

ourselves, and any account of personal growth and healingwhich 

leaves the divine reality unacknowledg~d is insufficient.l3 

The human self is certainly an object that can be descr1bed 

in Rogerian terms or examined by the sciences of man, yet it is 
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also a' subject which never appears to the v1ew of others or 

even to the MoSt determined introspection. l do net think that 

Rogers;would deny this.l~ However, he migbt not agree with the· 

~hristiàn view that':~this is so because this self-subject tran­

scends the causal order without abrogating it. It is this self 

as sUbject which is related to God as divine SUbject, never as 

. divine Objecte .As we have already noted, the human self is 

finite and, as object, touches all other f1nites, in some sort 

of relation. Büt the self as subject touches the infini te; it 

is the meeting place of time and eternity, of man and God. 

Thus the self escapes itself in freedom and 1s, therefore, 

never a fully predictable or man1pulable objecte The self as 

object 1s in the world and of the world, lence, it fallsw1thin 

the ~ov1nce of the sciences. But the subject-self 1s in the 

world but not of the world, hence it does not fall within the 

province of the sciences~ Yet these are not two separate 

selves but a'complex integer which bas to be considered from 

two aspects. 

The self must be eXPla1ned in its finiteness, but all such 

explanations must have an open end to the mystery of the self 

as it res pond s·: to the infinite. God comes to man, knows him 

in his total existence, makes Himself known to man in the offer 

of love and the demand for r1ghteousness. In this p'rocess God 

draws man beyond his purely UnaturalU share in the causal order 

and thrusts him into freedom. The human organism becomes an 

authentic person, then, not merely through the impulsions of 
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nature and soc1ety desc,r1bed 1n the I>:Sychodynamic account of' 

human growth but aiso by the 1mpuls1on and purpose of the 

Greator-&p1r1t, the ground and susta1n1ng power of eXistence. l ' 

The ehr1st1an v1ew of man needs to appropr1ate the psy­

chotherapeut1c 1deal of psycholog1cal autonomy which Rogers 

stresses~ Undistorted by sup,erego tyrannies and the arbitrary 

intervent10ns of other persons, man can become self-d1rect1ng. 

Autonomy on th1s level needs to be dist1ngu1shed from the sec­

ular conceptions of autonomy 1n which man 1s the measure and 

master of ell!d.stence as wel] •. T'he Christian message makes 1t 

p;La1n that man 1s Gbd' s creature; it 1s from Gad, the S'ource, 

that man's being and goodness,flow~ OUr dest1ny stands in our 

knowledge' of H1m,~and 1n H1s service our freedom and f1n1tenes~ 

are per~,èct ed. 

What aTe SDme of the p~act1cal implicat10ns of the Christ-

1an v1ew of the self as compared wi th that of œ'arl Rogers?:' 

Doctr1nes of the self are bound to affect our interpretation 

of every 1nterpersonal relat1on. If, for example,:a theraptst 

bel:tl.eves that his client, and that he himself, a're nothing but 

energy systems 1n a natural process wh1ch is itself the only 

ultimate there is, he will have a certain est1mate of the goals 

and ends of therapy. He will 1nterpret the quandaries into 

which men fall 1n a certain way. He will hold certain bellefs 

about the PQss1bil1ties of this or any other man. He will have 

s'! p'art1cular view of the good ordering of the best l1fe for 

man. If, on the other hand" he worka from the 1nner aonviction 



of h1s own creatureliness' and of God's l.oving concern for the 

well-being and blessedness of his children, 1f he believes that 

men are f1n1te yet not fettered by the bonds of fin1tude, will 

he not see and answer the essent1al questions differently? 

Even though at the outset the clin1cal course of therapy might 

}:jegin and go forward in much the same way, both the qual1ty of 

the process: and the aim~ would be different. And as growing 

psych1c health brought up the ~s:s.ib11lity of searching ques­

tions a-bout the self and 1ts ground, the two different sets 

of assumpt10ns would more and more g~nerate two different 

frames of reference, not only for the term1nat1on of, therapy 

but fo~ the preparat10n for living beyond therapy. The same 

broad principles apply in aIl inter-personal relat1onshiPs.16 

Ohristianity·s concern for the health of the whole man 

and psychotherapy's goal of sane,product1ve living agree in 

Many important ways. If men are to live well, they mu~t know 

themselves as they are and a-s they May be. Psychot herapy, as:; 

a' strictly empirical discipline, cannot tell us what we are, 

and ought not to tell us we are nothing~. Neither can it 

supply a rigorous descr1ption of existence as a whole, al­

though within limits the methodology of Rogers is qQite val id. 

The fact is that both sides could profit from a sincere attempt 

to understand and adopt the good in the other. l ? 

In Cprl Rogers' concBpt1on of man, which is really a re­

stricted humanism, nature is ultimate and, within the natural 

order, man is both the measure and measurer, master of his 
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fate, captain of his soule A Christian view of man, on the 

other hand, sees the Living God standing before and beyond and 

in aIl things, ~eator, Righteous JUdge, Redeemer, Sustainer, 

in whose love and power we live and find the meaning of our 

lives. This does not. mean that the Christian rejects every­

thing that the humanist psychologist teacbes regarding man; 

rather, he is free to learn what and where he can from the 

humanist psychology, but also free to reject the qncertain 

faith witb wb1ch 1t has been largely associated. 

The fact of human nonfulfillment poses a serious problem 

for the ebristian just as it does.for the humaniste It 1s, 

for tbe ~istian, a·disto~tion of a process in wh1ch God and 

man are both daeply engaged; God in sovere1gn love and man in 

tragic freedom. Human existence is set in the total enterprise 

of Godls creat1on. Neitber nature nor man wlthin nature 1s 

self-authenticat1ng or self-contained. AlI lifels meanings 

must be sought and found 1n the immanent act10n of a trans­

cendent love from whieh lire proceeds and to which life's des­

tiny is turned. Man is, first and last, Godls creature, endowed 

witb freedom-in-finiteness, as we have êJlready noted. His self­

hood i5 neither an accident nor an ep1sode. He stands in the 

depths of his being, before Gbd and over against God, a finite 

reagent to the infinite Agent. God purposed to create a com­

munit y of finite, free and rational creatures who could react 

to Him and ta one another, in a mode of responsibility wh1ch is 

distinctive in tbe order of creation. Man is made to s-hare in 
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God's creative and redemp:t;ive process, for b9?-is made for f8Jith, 

for commitment, for commQnity, for love.18 

Man's failure of fulfillment is a deeper tragedy than a' 

deformity of the growth process. There is what Outler calls a 

"human quandary" which is something far more serious than mal­

adaptation or error. It is a 'distortion of the self~s: right 

relation to its ultimate ground, and as a consequence of th1s, 

to, other persons. If the self were nothing more than an en-' 

ergy system and the ult1mate ground of such ~ system were 

natural process, nonfulfillment weuld be simply an aJspect of 

the withdrawal of nature, a consequence of the fact that na­

ture seems to care for the spec1es but not for the individual. 

But if the context of the human self is transcendent reality, 

a's we have maintained, and if Gad 1s the ground and end of 

existence and all its values, then the fa11ure of the s'elf to 

fulfill God's purposes is the worst of all tragedies. This 

tragedy May express itself in varying degrees of maladjustment; 

but, deeper than mal ad just ment is the human estrangement which 

the ~,hristian calls !.!.n, and which still remains as the human 

quandary, even when neurosis is cured or "normalcy" made tol­

erable. W,9 must be~a:t:e of confounding a successful psycho­

therapeutic cure with repentance. The barrier of sin cannot 

be surmounted even by the best analysis. ~h1s requires that 

forgiveness which brings relief from the bondage of sin, and 

which God alone can bestow. Befôre the individual is able to 

receive this there',·must be repentance. 19 
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Rogers would agree that man has many defects and errors, 

but that man is basically a sinner is something which he cannot 

accept.20 For if man is a sinner, it means he is in awrong 

relation, an estranged and alienated relation, to God the primaI 

source of his selfhood. A'nd such a man could not save himself 

nor manage his own destiny apart from God' s gr.ace. Neither 

nature nor society could restore him or bring him to fulfill­

ment. If the human plight is really radical, it would take 

God's interventative power and love to restore man to a just 

and right relation to Gbd and his fello"Ts. :S-ut this assumes 

the reality of God's priority and initiative in human existence. 

Without this the possibility of what we have described above as 

the bondage of the will or original sin must be denied. 

We have already noted that the basic sin of man is pride. 

Man talls into pride when he seeks to raise his contingent ex­

istence to unconditio·ned significance. O·ne form of pride, 

moral pride, is the pretension of finite man that his highly 

condit1oned virtue is the tinal righteousness and that his very 

relative standards are absolute. On this score we must take 

exception to Rogers' viewof the fully functioning person, who 

is supposed to find within himself the locus of evaluation as 

the means of arr1ving at the most satisfying behav10ur in each 

existential situation. This makes man his own arbiter, his own 

referrent. To Rogers, the "free" man is the one who lives sub­

jectively for freedom exists 1n subjectivity. He is free be­

cause he chooses to fulfill h".mself by doing what he feels he 
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should. SUrely this is the way to p~ide, to the inordinate 

self-esteem in virtue Ofi·:,which a: man sees hims-elf !:!.21 as Q: 

dependent crea'ture but as supreme. Unless an individual has a 

referral point beyond himself conditions are likely to come 

which are either fatuous or desperate in that man is left to 

celebrate only his own .powers and capacities for self-realiza­

tion. On'1:tbis view man' s virtue lies not in obedience to a 

h1gher law or power but 1n spontaneous self-expression 1n 

freedom and respons1b11ity. Faith becomes essent1ally self-re­

liance and the confidence that truth must come from w1thin 

one's own experience, judgment and comm1tment. It is the firm 

conviction that all distinctively human meanings and values 1n 

life are supplied by man h1mself. Man does not requ1re a God 

whose sovereigh wisdom and love are the source and ground of 

existence. He needs no redempt10n from sin that only God can 

supply. This, in Chr1stian thought, is the essence of prideG 21 

The wisdom that Carl Rogers has sho~m 1n his client cen­

tered therapy and the ehrist1an wisdom agree at Many points 

touching the kind of relat10nsh1ps that should exist between 

man and man and touching the human poss1b111ty. They agree on 

the need for uncondit10nal positive regard, for empathy, for 

congruence, as Rogers understands those terms 1n human rela­

tionships~ They agree that life is growth towards the goal of 

meaningful living and that this process of growth should not be 

hindered by authoritarian tyrann1es and taboos. They agree 

t hat ','ôut of the he~t are the 1ssues of life, Il tha t spontanei ty 
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and mutuality are good signs of authentic human vitality •. They 

agree. that men should be free to find strength and courage to 

live without servllity, that they should become themselves and 

not cop.ies of im~sed and alien stereotypes drawn to the snale 
.... ,.-

of family and societal values. Ire common, they teach that men 

deserve the experience of individualself-acceptance and self­

expression, and that this requires freedom in assuming respon­

sibility and ~elf-control in inter-personal relàtions. They 

agree that love, truth and devotian are required to generate 

an atmosphere in which human character DJa7l,7grow and be trans­

formed and in which men ought to be able to live in freedom, 

dignity and peace. In fact, there is a very real sense in 

which a·Christian doctrine of man and Carl Rogers' client 

centered therapy not only agree but actually complement one 

another, for how can one be responsivé'l and open to God unless 

one becomes the fully-functianing person of whom Rogers speak.? 

But there are disagreements at other crucial points be­

tween Rogers' psychotherapy and the Christian concern for man. 

First, there is their respective estimates of the worth and 

final significance of the human person. Rogers sets a: high 

value on persons; he rates them at the top of the value scale. 

But this superlative estimate fails to secure for man the worth 

it espouses. For if the human person is a final value, how can 

a just judgment be reached in a basic conflict between persons? 

From ot·ber persons? This would mean that society is more ul­

timate than the individual. But is society, then, the ultimate 
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source of value?: From the evidence supplied by history and 

experience it cannot be, for when there is no judge of men 

abbve men and nations men become the1r own jUdges, exhibit 

strife and aggression, and wrack the world with their disorders. 

The Christian estimate of human nature, for all its real­

istic insistence on man's s1nful and tragic flaw, 1s actually 

h1gher than the humanist position of Rogers, for man, as chi14 

and image of God, is a creature of sacred worth, valued by God 

and redeemed by His.v love. Ahy worth, dignity, and merit he may 

have is not "in his own right," but because of the love of God 

for him expressed in Jesus Christ.2Z The Obristian's self-es­

timate, therefore, is cur10usly independentof the appraisals 

of the world. It is God who jUdges men, and His judgment is 

sternly set agains.t any devaluation or reduction of human 

worth. The worth of men before their fe1lows is established 

by the. God above them a1l. Thus, the Christian' s motives for 

justice are radical and revolut1onary. T'hey are aimed at 

valuing men at God's evaluation of them. The Obristian knows 

that his justification does not rest with others nor even with 

himself. It rests with God. The C'hristia'n' s adm must be to 

value man as GOd values him. The Christian ethic grounds the 

dignity of man in his double relation to God and neighbour. 

Second1y, e.hristian theology insists, against Rogers, that 

man faces a radical need for depth regeneration as the precon­

ditioD to his self-fulf11lment, to becoming nthat self wh1ch one 

truly 1s." This 1s not to write off Rogers' therapeutic methods 
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and help or even to hold that they are unimportant. It is 

simply to say that, valuable as they are and necessary as they 

are, they are never sufficient. If men are to become them­

selves, truly and fully, they must a-lso find their way into the 

orbit of Godls mercy and grace, from which they have strayed in 

s'alf-exile. Man is fini te and ia, therefore, not .§.!!ll-suffi­

cient, .§.!!ll-explanatory or self-fulfilled. Hence, for the hu­

man possibility to be actualized a,radical shift of focus is 

needed from human concern for the self and its powers to God 

and His providence, from self-reliance to reliance upon Godls 

love and grace, from fear to fa-ith, from self-confidence to 

confidence born o~ a new pattern of involvement in Godls creat­

ive and redemptive work. This is the Gospells demand for con­

version, for depth regeneration, for a reorientation of motive 

and inner dependence. kIl this brings man to a new level of 

self-acceptance in Godls love in virtue of wh1ch he reaponds, 

with glad aCknowledgement, to God's control of h1s life in sure 

confidence that such control is not self-mutilating nor aloss -
of true dignity, but literally, justification. Man becomes 

free by losing his life for Christ's sake.23 Because he is be­

loved and because the love 1s from his C~eator and Redeemer, be 

can overcome his sense of basic insecurity and rise above his 

elemental fears of rejection and extinction. 

A- third point of disagreement b'etween Christian theology 

and the teaching of Carl Rogers lies in the dynamics of arriv­

ing at the condition of being fully-functioning. For Rogers 
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the management and repa1r of wrongdoing, error and sin is 

primarily a human affaire As under appropriate conditions men 

ach1eve insight into their own motives and those of others they 

find they can discard their feelings of guilt and condemnat1on 

and forgive themselves and others. nTo understand ail is to 

forgive aIl." There 1s obviously much neurotic guilt and 

morbid self-condemnation wbich arises from depreciatory atti­

tudes towards self and'.others which can, and ougbt to be, han­

dIe. by the psychological process of self-examination and 

seif-acceptance. Human errors may be ident1f1ed as such and 

dealt with constructively 1n a·: perm1ssive situation where 

rea:son and love preva11. But Roger" humanistic approa'ch Sieems:; 

to contend that this 1s s!l there is to the problem of human 

wrongdoing and to 1ts repaire 

Christian theology holds that man never sins agadnst him­

self alone or against h1s neighbour alone. There is a dimen­

sion in human wrongdoing wh1ch far exceed~ignorance and m1s­

calculat10n; 1t has to be named unfaith, 1rresponsibility, sin; 

and, 1ts result 1s estrangement and separation from God ~ 

neighbour. Even when this is ungcknowledged, 1t continues to 

disturb and demoralize the minds and hearts of men. If man 1s 

to be reconciled to God, to the ground of his being, and to 

h1s fellows and to his own true self, his sin must be dealt 

w1th without indulgence and without loss of true humanity. 

~is is possible only by the forgiveness of God. 

From the Christian standpoint forgiveness is a central 
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ethic for any concept of psychic health. The Christian expéri­

ence of forgiveness is not an earned acquittal nor an indulgent 

dismissal of the guilty. It is effectuaI for the individual 

when, repentant, he faces the reordering impact of Godls grace 

on his disorder. And one of the MOst striking aspects of the 

ehristian teaching about forgiveness is that Ithe who would be 

forgiven must himself fOrgive. tt:?4 Tbus the way of reconcil1a­

tion to God is never unilateral; it always reaches out towaTds 

neighbour and community. 

T. C·~ Oden sees he-re a, weakness tii what he terms Ro~ers" 

doctrine of redemption. He feels that this 1s narrowly limited 

to personal reconc1l1ation and has lï1ttle to say about the re­

concilia:tion of society or about a broader' hope for the redemp­

tian of the cosmos. There is no concept of authentic human 

community, no doctrine of the Church. 2, 

In the light of developments in Rogers' personal interest 

and a'pproach l believe we need to revise this estimate. Sorne 

years ago Rogers expressed his belief that a's his teaching on 

interpersonal relations is practised on an everwidening scale 

1n industry, education, and so on, not only will individuals 

become more fully-funct10ning but SDciety 1tself will be better 

adjusted and more fUllY-functioning. 26 Yet even here there was 

a cer~ain individualistic s'pproach to the ent1re helping process. 

In recent years, however, Rogers has been doing an increasing 

amount of work with basic encounter groups.27 He descr1bes 

th1s type~of group as a very potent experience which people 
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find either strikingly worthwhile or deeply questionable. 

"People do not react iil a;:-. neutral fashion toward the intensive 

group experience. ,,28. In these groups people come into much 

closer and more direct contact individuŒlly ~han is customary 

in ordinary life. If the feelings expressed in this relation­

ship can be accepted this may have ~'very beneficial effect, 

and as s:essions proceed there May build an increasing feeling 

of warmth and group s:pir1t and trust, not out of pos1tive atti­

tudes only, but out of a' realp.ess wh1ch includès both·:positive 

and negative feelings. "The develoPPlent of the basic encounter 

group'. • • 1s a part of a very significan·t modern trend, in 

which p~ople are endeavouring to fight alienation, overcome 

alienation, endeavouring to explore more' of thems:elves, endea-:v­

ouring to become more of themselves, endeavouring to f1nd more 

meaning in relationships with others, endeavouring to use them­

s'elves- differently. I. think the .intensive group experience 1s 

a. really significant modërn invent10n that des:erves to be 

• • 
class:ified along wi th rada'r or pen1c1llin in imnortance. • 

It has its faults and dangers but it's p~rt of ro trend.,,;29 

Although all group ex·periences do not have a~ ~o'sttive 

effect, the majority do, 30' and Rogers is emphatic that the 

basic encounter group has great ppssibi11ties':' that should be 

explored. nI have tr1ed ta indicate some of the reasons why 

it deserves serious conSideration, not only from a personal 

point of view, but also from a'., scientif1c and philosophical 

point of view. l also hope l have made it clear that th1s is" 
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an area in which an enormous amount of deeply perceptive study 

and research is needed. n3l 

In the light of Christian tea:ching the ba:sic encounter 

groupcould compliment the doctrine of the ~~ch by helping 

to develop'or discover a' larger interpersonal context for a 

fully functioning community through which congruence and open­

ness could be nourished. While this positive factor needs to 

be acknowledged; the weakness of the ba:s1c encounter groupap­

proach lies in the fact that it is basically centered in man, 

and since it fails to relate man to ultimates beyond himself, 

it does not provide the deep and lasting transformation of the 

person that ~ristian theology a'ffirms can be reŒl!ized only by 

entering a personal relationshi~ with Jesus ehrist. Even Rogers 

admi ts that the greatest and most obvious deficiency of thls3 

form of therapy is,,·thœ fa;.ilùre of the long range effects of 

the experience, "that frequently the behaviour changes, if any, 

which occur, are not lasting.n32 

Participants have admitted frankly that after leaving the 

group they find it difficult to hold permanently the op,enness 

with which they leave the conference, and 1nstead slip back into 

their old habits and roles. The baste encounter group appar­

ently fails to provide, as the ~hristian Churcb at its best 

dces, the nurtur1ng, disciplining, supportive community which 

would continue to Mediate to the estranged individual the means.:: 

of gracC3 which ~hristian faith affirms;~ is neceSS'ŒrY if genuine 

healing is to t'ake place, and by which a person can love and 
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se,rve 1n the m1dst of human a11enat10n. 

The 1ssue at stake is really the comparative values of two 

ethics--the Ghr1stian eth1c and the eth1c expressed by Carl 

Rogers, which 1s really a: restr1cted human1sm. However instruc­

tive Rogers~' psychological ethic May be to the e'hristl1an, both 

for correction or rep1'100t and for positive guidance, it is in­

compatible mnally with the ~ristian ethic in respect of some 

of i ts basic prem1ses. Every ethic is an expr.es'S-1oil of fai th 

of some sort, and the humanist faith on which Rogers' psycho­

logical ethic rests muat be jUdged inadequate by Christian 

theology which s~eks to ground its athical precepts in the 

wides·t and deepest reach of fai thful rea:ssn. The choice is 

between man's faith in himself, as hi$own lawgiver and source 

of grace, and man's fatth in God as the source of human good, 

as giver and susta'iner of life, as the righteous judge of all 

men and as the power of love wh1ch triumphs.over evil and 

tra:gedy. 

Rbgers' ethical wisdom is based on the confidence that 

human life transforms 1tself in the absence of crippling or 

aberrant influences and in the prese~ce of love and rational 

insight. The 0hristian ethic is- no less interested in the op­

t imum condi tions for~~human development, but i t 1s convinced 

that the transformation of life is achieved as the result of an 

interaction between man and a reality and power beyond. The 

ehristian evangel calls for a conversion of loyalties and re­

liance upon self and society to the true Creator and Redeemer, 
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who is before and above all human existence. It is with this 

basic demand for a radical change in man's disposition that 

Christianity confronts the humanistic ethic. 

Although Rogers' teaching on self-affirmation does not 

wholly agree:' with the Christian ethic, yet it does compliment 

the Christian teaching on self-denial. Unfortunately, all too 

frequently, statements in the New Testament calling for s~lf-de­

nia133 have been 1nterpreted in such a way that what p$;-ss'es 

for ehristian self-denial 1s either pious or impious self-hos­

t111ty, 1n wh1ch mer1t 1s measured by self-pun1shment and hu­

m111ty by self-deprecat10n. This appears to be a m1sunderstand--

1ng of the abristian message. A'. clos.er inward look at the 

ebrist1an meaning o"'f self-den1al y1eldS:; a very different con­

ception and leads us to the very centre of conflict between 

the two eth1cal v1ewp01nts. under rev1ew. 

In an eth1c wh1ch takes man as the measure of all th1ngs, 

and pre-em1nentlY of human values, any rad 1cal denial of s.elf­

importance is a sort of s:elf-humil1ation. Although it is ob­

v10us that one must not be overly proud or self-as~ert1ve, yet 

the value a man is able to place upon himself, in the llght of 

the appra1sœls of others, ![ h1s value. Hence, self-affirma­

ti~ is most important, and self-denial, except as a mode of 

self-control, is unjustifiable. 

In the ahristian ethic, the teaching on man 1s sometimes 

presented in a manner that rails to take into account the dtg­

nit y the creator has: given to man, that He made man "11ttle 
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less than a: gOd"crowning him with glory and honour • .. 34 .. , 
that God makes man His nfellow-workertt3 5' and the fact that the 

~ristian doctrine of redempt10n imIrlies that God considered 

man worth redeeming ev en at such an awful priee. Poss1bly the 

reason that the dignity affbrded man by his ~eator is piayed 

d6wn so often in Christian teaching is s1nce the sin of pride 

is so basic in man, emphasis on man's personal value may cause 

h1m to become unduly proud. While this motive May be commend­

a~ie, the fact remains that self-den1al itself has little mean-' 

ing unless there 1s first self-affirmation, for there must be 

a: self to deny. In this way Rogers' teaching compliments the 

ehristian teach1ng on man; it affirms man's dignity as acrea~ 

tare. Where it fails 1s in making man the measure and measurer 

of all things. ~is gives encouragement for pride in man to 

talte precedence. 36. 

In the Chrfstian perspective man is nct viewed as the 

measure and measurer of all th1ngs. Man 1s a finite creature~ 

whose ereator is the real source and ground of man's being and 

values and desttLny. Man is understood as a be1ng who is sub­

ordinate, yet of Infinite worth, to his ~reator. To deny one­

self in the Christian sense is not to despise or contemn the 

self; rather, it is the free subordination of a self-valuing 

person to a value not only higher than, but also the actual 

ground of, human values. It does not deprive man of his rights; 

instead, it commits him to the acknowledgement that his gifts 

and powers are his own as divine endowments, to be received 



98 

and exercised in faithful stewardship and service to all man­

kind. It is the ethloal form of the Christian confession of 

the reality and sovereignty of God, the free obedience to the 

Great ~ommandment that we are to love God with our total selvesl 

and all our powers and our fellows.~ as ourselves. To do this 

one must believe that one is a self worth\.loving, as. Rogers' 

self-affirmation teaches; but, one must also plane that self 

in its prop~r subordinate relation to the ereator. 

It is the Christian conviction that self-denial, rightly 

understood, is the ma~ter key to the right ordering of life, 

for it sets first things first and provides a syst~mof value 

relations in which we can jUdge for ourselves, in responsible 

decision, as to the right and the·.good. In the pivotal section 

of the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus highlights the problem of 

human anxiety and frustration, 37." insisting that ba-sic anxiety 

rises as a result of p~tting self-concerns foremost. The way 

beyond anxiety is through the abandonment of the pro gram of 

self-security to risking oneself to the upholding of God's 

constant action in our existence. That is, autonomy is found, 

not by way of independence, but by a healthy dependence. 

The Christian tradition will always remain indebted to 

(Tarl Rogers for his t1eaching on human nature, for all he has 

do ne to help us to understand man, an~for his methodology that 

recalls us in Many ways to t'bat demonstrated by Jesus in His 

dealings with people. At the same time his basically 
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humanistic evaluation of man, and thus his humanistic ethic, 

falls short when measured by the Christian falth. 
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THE SELF CONCEPr:' 

C.Rogers, uN. Humanlstlc Gbnceptlon of' Man,1I Sclence and 
Human Affairsl Richard Farson, ed1tor, (Palo ~lto, 
C~liforn1a, 1~6,), p. 18 
Il:S"ome Thoughts Regarding the mllrrent Presuppos1t1ons of 
the Beha.v1oral Sèiences," 'PastoralPsycbology, ôctober, 
1967, p •. lf.l. 
"&..Human1st1c Cbncept10n of Man,".Q.J2.. oit.! p. 19. 
C'~ Kogers, CCT", (Boston\~ Houghton nff'nii company, 196,>:, 
Pœ7o~lt1on Il p:e lf.83.~ '; 
CCT, Proposit on VIII, p. 497. Rogers later defines the 
Il self'" as follows:: "The Sldf-structure 1s an organ1zed 
configurat1on of' parcep~10ns of the aelf which are adm1s­
sable to awareness. It is composed of' sucb elements as 
the percept10ns ofoone' s cbaracteristics and ab11it1es; 
the percepts and concepts of the self in relat10n to 
others and to the environment; the value qualit1es which 
are perceived as assoc1ated with experiences and objects; 
and the goals and 1deals which are perce1ved as having 
p,ositive or negatlve valence. It ls, then, the organlzed 
p1cture, exlstlng ln awareness e1ther as figure or ground, 
of the self' and the self-ln-relationshlp, together wlth 
the positive or negatlve values whlch are assoclated with 
thos~qualitles and relatlonsh1ps, as they are perce1ved 
as exlst1ng in the past, present, or future. Il;. CCT, p. ,01. 
Cf. "Towarda Modern Approach to Values: the Valulng 
Process in the MatUre Person, If C. Rogers and Barry 
5tevens, PP, (Richmond Hill!. Ontar10' Slmon & Schuster of 
cranada, Llmited, 1971), p. ~. 
Ibid., p. 8. 
~world of experience 1s for each 1ndividual, 1n a very 
signif'lcant sense, a, prlvate world--no one can know as­
suredly how another 1ndiv1dual percelves an experience-­
yet 1t 1s the 1nd1vidual' s perception of hls experience 
that mot1vates and influences h1s behav1our. cr. cc.r, r.. 484 ff. 
'PhenollJenal f1eld"~: includès the lndi v1dual' s whole range 
of exper1ences, 1n relat10n bath to h1mself and to others 
and &lso to evants. Cf. CCT, p. l~. 
CCT, pp. 494, ~97 ft.; PP, p. 6 ff. 
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S,c1ence and Human A:ffairs, p. 20. This view of Rogers 1s 
1n d1rect conf11ct with' the estimate of man held by Freud. 
He speaks of the primary host111ty of men towar.d one an­
other. He states that ItC:t.vilization bas to use 1ts utmost 
efforts 1n order to set lim1ts to man's aggressive '1n- ' 
stincts. • • • Hence, too, the idesl commandment to love 
one's ne1ghbour as oneself--s\commandment wbicb 1s really 
justified by the tact that nothing else runs so 'strongly 
counter to the original nature of man." S'., Freud.l ,Glvil­
ization and Its D1scontents, tra'ns. J. Riviere, (London; 
Hogarth Press, 1963), p. 49. ' 
Cf. PsYChOlog,: A:~ StUdl of a Scienge, ,vol. III: Formula­
tians of tbe ,(n'son and the Sbcial Cbntext, editor, S:. 
Koch, (New York,: McGraw-Hiii Book Company, 19,9), p. 2a3 f. 
CCT1 Proposition XI, p. '03; cf., Science and Human Affairs, 
p. 20. When, for example, an 1ndividual sUddenly finds 
that he is confronted'witb a need for œrepatr shop, he 
reca11s that there 1s one at a certain locat10n even 
though he has ne ver "noticed" 1 t before, yet be mal" bave 
passed the machine shop several times. Previously tbe 
exper1ence had been ignored because it was not perceived 
as having any relationsh1p.:to the selt structure. Had 1t 
been something that was relatedto the needs of the self 
--e.g., a book on a topic 1n which the individual 1s 
vitally 1nterested--he would "not1ce" 1t the first time 
he saw 1t. 
Tberé 1s a more significant type ot den1al wh1ch 1s the 
phenomenon the Freudians have tried to explain by the 
concept of repress10n. For examp1e, the adolescent who 
is brought up in an oversolicitous home, and whose concept 
of self 1s that of one who is grateful to his parents, may 
·feel 1ntense anger at the subt1e controlwhich is being 
exerted over him. Organ1ca11y be experiences the phYs1o-
10g1cal changes which accompany anger, but his consc1ous 
selfcan prevent these experiences from being symbo11zed 
arid hence consc10usly perce1ved; or, he can symbo11ze 
,them in some distorted fashion which 1s consistent vith 
b1s structure of self, such as perceiving these organ1c 
sensat10ns as na bad headacbe. 1t CCT, p. ,05. 
CCT, p. 505. ' 
CCT, Pro posi t 10n XII" p. ,07. 
l use the term "perceive" in the sense defined by Koch, 
2.l2. sJ:i., p. 199: n... a perception' is a hypothesis or 
prognosis for act10n wbich comes into be1ng in awareness 
when st1muli 1mp1nge on the organ1sm. When we perce1ve 
r'Ith1s 1s a triangle,' 'that 1s a:: tree:; , • th1s person 1s 
my mother • it meansthat we are mak1ng a prediction that 
,the objects from wh1ch the stimul1 are received would, 1f 
checked in other ways, exh1bit properties we have come to 
regard, from our past exper1ence, as be1ng characteristic 
of tr1angles, trees, mother."1 
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Rogers notes ~number of value patterns we 1ntroject and 
.by which we l1ve today. They come from a variety of 
sources, are often qu1te contradictory in their mean1ng, 
and are introjected as desirable or undes1rable. They 
are as follows:: 
Sexual des1r~s and behaviour are mostly bad. The sources 
of th1s construct are many--parents, church, teachers. 
Dïsobedience is bad. Here parents and teacbers comb1ne 
with the m1l1tary to emphasize th1s concept. To obey 1s 
good. To obey w1thout quest10n is even better. 
Making money 1s the u1ghest good. The sources of' this 
conce1ved value are too numerous to ment1on. 
Learning an accumulat10n of scholarly facts 1s h1ghly 
desirable. 
Abstract art or "pop" art or "ôp" artt 1s good. Here the 
people we regard as soph1sticated are the or1ginators of 
the value. 
Communism 1s utterly bad. Here the med1a 1s a major. 
source. 
To love your ne1ghbour 1s the h1ghest good. ~h1s concept 
comes from the church, perhaps f'rom parentis. 
Cbop~rat10n and teamwork are preferable to act1ng alone. 
Here compan10ns are an important source. 
«beating 1s clever and des1rable. The peer group probably 
or1ginates:this idea. 
Coca-Cblas, chewing gum, electr1c 'ref'r1gerators, and 
automob11es are all utterly desirŒble. Th1s conception 
comes not only f'rom advert1sements, but 1s reinf'orced by 
people all over the world. From Jamaica to Japan, from 
Copenhagen to Kowloon, the "Coca-crbla culture" has come 
to be regarded as the acme of des11·abillty.Cf~P" p. 10. 
Rogers cltes the case of one young cllent who, af'ter 
undergo1ngtherapy for a time, expressed 1t brlefly and 
accurately as f'ollows: ''l've always tr1ed to be what the 
others thought l should be, but now l'm wondering whether 
l shouldn't just see that l am what l am." CCT, p. 512. 
E. Fromm descrlbes rat10nal1zatlon as "This counterfe1t 
of' reason," and "one of' the mt;)st puzz11ng buman phenom­
ena." P$ychoanalys1s and Re11f1on) (New Haven, cronnec-
ticutr Yale university Pressi 967, p. ". \ 
Romans 7:19, New Eng11sh Elb e. 
"1 belleve that thls plcture of the ind1v1dual, w1th 
values mostly 1ntrojected, held as f'lxed concepts, rarely 
exam1ned or tested, is the picture ot most of us. By 
taking over the conceptions of others as our own, we lose 
contact w1th the potent1al wisdom of our own tunct10n1ng 
and lose conf1dence in ourselves. Since these vaiue oon­
structs are often sharply at var1ance w1th what 1s g01ng 
on 1n our own experienc1ng, we bave in a very bas1c way 
divorced ourselves trom ourselves, and this aocounts f'or 
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much of modern strain and insecurity. This fundamental 
discrepancy between the individual's concepts and what he 
1s actua11y Qxper1encing, between the 1ntel1~ctual struc­
ture of bis values and the valuing P.rocess going on un­
recogn1zed w1th1n him--this is a part of the fundamental 
estrangement of modern man from bimse1f. This is a m~jor 
prob1em for the therapist. lI ; PP, p. 12. 
CCT, Proposition XV, p. 513 rf. 
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,< Chapter II 

TO BE .. THA~ SELF WHICH ONE TRULY IS' 

Th1s t1tle 1s a: phrase used by ~arl Rogers, and wh1ch 
he borrowed trom the wr1tings of Soren Kierkegaard The 
~lcknes~unto Death, Pr1nceton Univers1ty Press, 19~~ 
p. 29. Rogers feels that Kierkegaard, who more than a; 
century aga p1ctured the dileIDDl9J of the. 1ndividual, shows 
deep psychologicai insight, an insight which Rog$rs saw 
revealed in his dealings with persons. Kierkegaard ppints 
out tbat the most common despair, the deepest form of de­
s.:pair, is to cboose "to be another than himsalf." On the 
other hand, "Ta will to be that self wh1ch one truly is, 
1s indeed the oppos1te of de~p~1r,n and this cho1ce 1s 
the dee,pest resP.Onsibi11ty of man. Cf. OBP, ~ 110. 
Ibid • .! p. 108. , 
~"'l:be Fully Function1ng Person, Il Pastoral Psycbologl, 
A:p;ril, 196;, p. 23. 
Cf. OBP, pp. 109, 167f., 187; CCT, ·Proposition XV, p. ;13. 
OBP, p. 109. 
Ib1d., p. 170. 
YüSe::-the term "P..l'ocess" rather tban, e.g., "aspect of 
change," because 1t is not something tbat happens sUddenly. 
It 1s truly a process, in which the indi vidua:l who has 
formerly been deny1ng his exper1ences opens nimsaif to 
them to an ever increas1ng degree. 
af. OBP, p. 11;. 
Ibid., p. 116f. 
CCT.1Proposit1on XIX, p. ;22ff.; cf. OBP, pp. 177f., lO;f. 
In PP, p. 19, Rogers states: "1 find it s1gnificant that 
when 1ndividuals are prized as persons, the values they 
select do not run the full gamut of ~ssibilities. l do 
not find, 1n such a c11mate ot freedom, that one person 
comes to valuefraud and murder and thievery, wh11e another 
values a life of self-sacr1fice, and another values only 
money. Instead there seems to be a. deep and underlying 
thread of commonality. l dare to believe that when the 
numan being 1s inwardly tree to choose whatever he deeply 
values, he tends to value those objects:", exper1ences and 
goals which make for his own survival, growth, and devel­
opment of others. l bypothesize that 1t 1s characteristic 
of the human organism to prefersuch actua11zing and so­
c1alized goals when he 1s exposed to a growth-promot1ng 
climate. 'tr 

Rogers points out that it is the tact that all experiences, 
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impalses, sensations are aYailable that is important, and 
not necessarily the tact that they are present in con­
sciousness. It is the organization of the concept of selt 
8gainst the symbolization of certain experiences contra­
dictbry to i tself, which is the s:igniticant negati ve tact. 
A"ctually, when all experiences are tiSsimilated in rela-·· 
tionship to the selt and made a part of the structure ot 
self, there:- tends to be less ot what is called "s:elf-con­
sciousnessll on the part ot the individual. Behaviour be­
cornes more spontaneous, expression ot attitudes is less 
guarded, because the self can accept such attitudes and 
snch behaviour as a, part of i tself. Cf. CCT, p. 515. 
Ibid., p. 5'1lt-f. 
OBP, p. 23f. 
Rogers says,~that he thinks moat:: of us have an tIPDI'Oacn to 
values!: whicb has the tollow:ing characteristics: 
The ma:jority of our values are introjected from other in­
dividuals or groups s:1gniticant to us, but are regarded 
by us as our own. 
T:be source or locus of evaluation on most matters lies 
outside of ourselves. 
The criterion by which our values are set is the degree 
to which they will cause us to be loved or accepted. 
These conceived preference~are either net related at all, 
or not clearly related, to our own process of experiencing. 
Often there is a wide and unrecognized discrepancy between 
the evidence supplied by our own experience,~and these 
conceived values. 
Because these conceptions are not open to testing in ex~ 
perience, we must hold them in a rigid and unchanging 
fashion. The alternative would be a collapse of our 
values. Bence our values are "right"--like the law of 
the Medes and the Persians, which changes~, not/;. 
Because they are untestable, there is no ready way ot 
solving contradictions. If we have taken in trom the 
communlty the conception that money istthe summum bonum 
and trom the churcb the conception that love of one's 
neighbouris the bighest value, we have no way 0$ discov­
ering wh~ch has more value for ~ individually. Renee al 
common aspect of modern life is living with absolutely 
contradictory values. We calmly discuss the possibil1ty 
of dropping a hydrogen bomb on Russ:la, but t1nd tears ln 
our eyes when 'we see headllnes a'bout the suffering of one 
small child. 
Because we bave relinqu1shed the locus of evaluation to 
others, and have lost touch wlth our own valuing process, 
we feel profoundly insecure and easily threatened in our ' 
values. If some of these conceptions were destroyed, what 
would take thelr place?," This threatenlng poss1bility 
makes us hold our value conceptions more rigidly or more 
confusedly, or both. Cf. PP., p. llf. 
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Cf. OBP, p. 189; In nA::. Humanistic Cbmcep:tlon of Man," 
Science and Haman Affairs. p. 23, Rogers states as fo11ows: 
iiI bave observed 1nmy clients, and have experienced in 
myself, the tact that wben the individual is functioning 
fDeely and weIl, he trusts bis total organismic reaction, 
and this frequently ~hows 1tself to contain a~better, 
even tbougb more intuitive, judgment and w1sdom than his 
conscious tbinking taken by itself. M i.e., howone 
"-feals'" about something, some action, whether or not to 
take a certain course, is more important tban intellectual 
arguments. "Tbe total organismic react10n" is what is 
all-impprtant. Cf. OBP', p. 22f.; PP, p. ;0. 
Rogers dravs the analogy batween this person and a giant 
electric eomput1ng machine. Blnce he is open to his ex­
per1ences, aIl of the data from his sense impressions, 
from his memory, from previous learning, from his visceral 
and internal states, is fed into tbe machine. The macbine 
takes all of these multitudinous pulls and.forces which 
are fed in as data, and qU1ckly computes the oourse of 
action which would be the most economical vector of need 
satisfaction in this existential si tuation. ~. nA:_ Hu­
manistic Conception of Man," p. 27f.· OBPl p. 190. 
et. "A~ Humanistic Concept1on of Man,6 p. 28; OBP,P-P. 190f., 
119; CCT, p. ;23; Kocb, p. 23~f. In "Speaking Personallyn 
Rogers says, ItI can trust my experience • • • The judg­
ment of others, while tbey are to be listened to, and 
taken into account, can never be a guide to me •••• 
evaluation by others is not a guide for me." OBP, pp. 22, 
23. 
Cf. PP, p. 44 for Rogers l . exchange with Professor B. F. 
Skinner. 
"A:'. Humanistic Conception of Man," p. 29. 
Ibid. 
Rogers writes as follows:~ "I have come to place a high 
value on personal subjective choice. My experience in 
psychotberapy confirms me in the belier tbat such choice, 
made o~enly by the individual who is aware both of wbat 
is going on within him, and aware also of his p~rsonal 
environment, is highly significant. l think of the con­
fused psychotic man hosp,"talized for years, whoae turn 
toward improvement was probably best predicted when he 
muttered, II don't know!h!t l'm go1ng to do, but l'm 
going to do it.' In short, l believe that terms such as 
personal freedom, choice, purpose, goal, have profound 
and significant meaning. l cannot agree with the view 
that the behavioral sciences have made not only such term~ 
but the concept of mean1ng itself, meaningless." nA:!. 
Humanistic ~bnception of Mah~n p. ~lf. . 
O~E~ p. 91. Cl'.pp. 26,10;, lOOf.; ccre, Proposition IV, 
p. ,+87ff. 
Maslbw puts upra vigorous case for man's animal nature, 
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painting out that the anti-social emotions--hostility, 
jealousy, etc.--result trom frustration of more basic 
impulses for love and security and belonging, wh1ch are 
in themselves desirable; and MOntagu 11kewise develop,s 
the thesis tbat co-operat1on, rather than struggle, 1s the 
bas1c law of human lirei but, these s.olitary voices~are 
llttle beard. OBP~ p. ~l. 
Ibid. 
IbId., p •. 10;. "Cf. PP, p. 17ff". 
"'Elfumanistic Conception of Man," p. 31. erf. p. 2;f. 
Rogers develops th1s latter aspect in a: paper, "Dealing 
witb Breakdowns in Commun1cat1on@-Interpersonal and 
Intergroup.i Il OBP, pp. 329-337, and "A" Tentative Y.ormula~ 
tion of a General II"aw of Interpersonal Relationship.s, ftl 
OEP, pp. 338-396. 
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Chapter III 

HELPING THE INDIVlDUA'L T 0 BE FREE 

pp!. p. 90 note. 
OBP, p. 32. 
Ibid., p. 32f. 
Rogers points out that we readily sense this quality in 
everyday life. Each of us could name persons whom we are 
confident are op~rating behind a facade, who are playing 
a;', role, who tend to say things they do not feel. For 
example, one of the things that offends us about radio 
and TV commercials is that it is often perfectly evident 
from the tone of voice that the announcer is "putt'ing . 
on," p1aying a role, saying something he does not feel. 
This is an example of incongruence. On the other hand, 
each of us knows individuals whom we somehow trust because 
~e sense that they a~e being what they are, that we are 
dealing with the p~rson himself, not with a·· polite or pro­
fessional front. It is this quality of congruence which 
Rogers holds that research has found to be associated with 
successfu1 therapy. PP, p. 47. 
OBP, p. lf1. 
PP, p. 88; cf. OBP, pp. ,0, ,l, 61, 67. 
J('lthough Rogers gives considerable emphasis to the matt'er 
of congruence in his earlier papers, it is in his later 
writings that he places greater importance ori this quality 
than any other in the therapist. He states: "I sometimes 
wonder if this is the only quality which matters in a 
counseling relationship:. The evidence s:eems to show tbat 
other qualities also make a profound difference and are 
perhaps easier to achieve. So l am going to describe 
these others. Büt l would stress that if, in a· given mq­
me~t of relationship.·, they are not genu inely a part of 
the experience of the counselor, then it is, l believe, 
better to be genuinely what one is, than to pretend to be 
feeling these other qualities. 1t PP, p. 89. 
Ibid., p. 89. 
Ibid.!. p. 89. 
Cf. PP, p. 48; OBP, pp. 34, '3, 67. 
PP p .. 90 . ,.. . 
Rogers illustrates this in a 1engthy excerpt from a' 
letter wr1tten him by a friend, a therapist, who concludes'; 
that the key to the human being is the attitude with which 
the parents rega~ded him. The child who had parents who 
were proud of him, wanted him ju st as he was, exactly as 
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he was, grows into life with self-confidence, self-esteem, 
while the ch11d whose parents would ha'le 11ked h1m 1t1f"':'­
if he were not this way but sorne other; if he were like 
someone else--grewup in Many cases feeling stupid, in­
adequate, 1nferior. PP,' p. 92f. 

13. crf. OBP, pp. 32:; 53ff., 62.;' "The Concept of the Fully 
Funct10ning Person,··! Pastoral Psychology, April, 1965, 
p'. 22~ 

14. PP1. p. 93. 
15. OBP, p. 51. 
16. Rogers uses excerpts from interviews to illustrate the 

above. ~. OBP, pp. 109ff. 
17. )1) "The Concept ,of the Fully Functioning Person," Pastoral 
17a~. Psychology, April, 1965, p. 24f. 
18. Cf. above, chapter II, p.22f. 
19. OBP, pp. 119, 1891. 191; "The Concept of the Fully Func­

t10ning Person,":Pastoral Psychology, April 1965, p. 26. 
20. OBP, p. 122; cf. p. 123t 
21. Rogers writes:', that the client begins to realize uI am 

not compelleà~ to be s:1mply the creation of oth~s, molded 
by t heir eXP~ctancies, s:baped by the1r demands. E am 
compelled to be.:: a- victim of unknown forces in mys-elf. I 
am less and less:a creature of influences in myself which 
operate beyond my ~en in the reaims of the unconsc10us. 
I am increasingly the architect of self. I am free to 
will and choose. n can, through a~cepting my indiv1du­
a11ty, my '1sness', become more of my un1queness,~ more of 
m.y potentialtty •• t: 

22~ OBP, p.l05. 
23. Cf. C~ B. Case, The Cbncept of Man in Client Cèntered 

TheraPf:: Some Cbntribut10ns and timitationsfor the 
Christ an Worker, D.Th. thesis,.NowOrleans Bapt1st 
Theological Seminary, (May, 1957), p. 13. 

2~. Th1s is the title he uses for a paper 1n wh1ch he de scribes 
what he considers the ideal therapeutic relationshi~ and 
its effect. 

25. V. Frankl, Man's Search for Meaning, (New York: Washington 
Square Press, 1966), p. 104. 

26. Rogers d1sagrees w1th the concept that man is ua meaning­
less molecule in an equat10n which he had no part 1n 
writing,U which, he sta-:tJes, is the logical 1mp11cation of 
the v1ews:ë being put··- forth by such proponents of the psy­
cholog1cal sciences who hold to an underlying philosophy 
of rig1d determ1n1sm. He cites his exchange with Pro­
fessor B. F. Skinner of Harvard as an 111ustration of 
th1s view. PP, p. 44f. 

27t~ Ibid. "p. 46. 
28. Ibid., p. 46. 
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Chapter IV 

A CHRISTIAN UNDERSTANDING OF MAN 

Cf. the following: H. Hoffman, ~e Theology of 
Reinhold Niebuhr,(New York: Cha~les Scribner's Sons, 
1956) pp. 146-171; R. NiebuhJ!', The Nature and Destinr of_ 
~, vol. 'I, (New York: Charles S.cribner' s Sons, 1941) 
pp. 150-166; D. E. Roberts, Psychotherapy and a Ghrisi­
ian Vlew of Man, (New York: Charles Scribner's S'ons; 
1950), pp. 85-93. 
Niebuhr, .Q.l;!!I', ci t., p. 162. 
Qqoted by~ieDünr, ~., p. 162. 
This finiteness must not be regarded as a source of evil 
in man. The Blblical view is that the finiteness de­
pendence, and the insufficiency of man's mortal life a~e 
facts which belong to God's plan of creation and must be 
a'ccepted with reverence and humility. Since the Chris,t­
ian view of the goodness of creation is solidly anchored 
in the very words of Scripture, "And God saw all that he 
had made, and it was very good," {Genesis 1:31 NEE}, 
therefore, finiteness, dependence and insufficlency are 
not evil but good. 
Matthew 10:39} NEB. 
Romans 1:~9, 20 NEB. 
Niebuhr, ~. cii., p. 241. 
J. S. Whale, IDiristian Doctrine, {London: Collins, 195'7} , 
p. 5'0. 
Cf. Romans 10:2, 3; Niebuhr, ,Q,R • .2.1Ji., pp. 178-203. 
The Christ has this two-fold significance because love 
has this double significance. "God is love,tt'which is 
to say that the ultimate rea1ity upon which the created 
world~ is judged is not an ttunmoved mover"'l or an undiffer­
entiated eternity, but the vital and creative source of 
life and of the harmony o~ life with life. B'üt the es"," 
s:ence of human nature is also love, which is to say that 
for man, who is involved in the unlties and'harmonies of 
nature but who aiso trammends:: them in his freedom, there 
can be no principle of harmony short of the love in which 
free personality is united in freedom with other persons. 
Hllt the coerced unities of nature and the high1y relative 
forms of social cohesion established by historie "la:ws" 
are inadequate as final norms of human freedom. The only 
adequate norm is the historic incarnation of a perfect 
love which actually transcends histbry, and can appear in 
it only to be crucified. Niebuhr,~. ~., p. 273. 
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11. Cf. Romans 7. An illustration of the latter is found in 
Romans 2:17-21. Niebuhr points out that this challenge 
is remarkably·relevant to the whole self-righteousness of 
modern culture which imagines ~hat a: man's acceptance of 
idea1s of justice and peace proves that it is someone 
else and not he who is res:pons1ble for injustice and 
conflict. Q2. cit., p~ 273. 

12. Cf. Matthew 19:16-22. 
13. Cf. Niebuhr,~. cit., p. 2871". 
1lf.. Matt'hew 22:37, 39Nm. 



~apter V.: 

EVALUATION'-

1. OBPè pp. 5-8. 
2·~ T; '~, Oden, Kergrma: and G'bunseling, (Philadelphia: 

,. 
6. 

ê: 

Westminster Press, 1966), p. BBf. 
Vide. chapter II. 
Cf. H. T; Close~ Pastoral Psychologr, June, 1970 
(vol. 21, # 205), WForgiveness, A: Case? Study,1t pp. 
19-2,. . 
OBP, p. 67. 
cr. Oden1 2E. g!i., p. 95f. 
Chapter Il. 
OBP, p. 55. 

9'. Gr. Pl. (1:'. Gutler,. PSYChotherar and the c.hristian Message, 
. (New York:~ Harper & Ro'tf, 195'4 , p. 321' •. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

13· 

14. 
15. 
16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 

20. 
21. 

22. 

23. 
2If.:. 
25. 
26. 

~ha'Pter I. 
Outler, .Q1!. cit., p. 77. 
cr. The V'ery'Rev. H. R. Higgans, Journal of Pastoral 
Care, "Client Centered Psychotherapy and Christian 
Doctrine," p. 51'. 
Cf. D. D. Williams, The Minister and the Care of Sogls, 
(New York: Ha'rper & Ërothers, 1961), p. 54. 
Cf. Koch, .Ql!. cit., p. 191f. 
Cf. Williams, ~. sii.,pp. 16fr., 211'1'. 
For example, I--believe an illustration of this is found 
by comparing the writings of Carl Rogers with those of 
Paul Tournier, e.g., The Healing of Persons. 
cr. F. C", Wbod Jr., Carl Ro§ers, A'. Theological eI*itique:, 
an unpublished thesis from nion Theological Seminary, 
New York, (1964), chapters VI. Vll·~ p. 1741'1'.; R. S. 
Green, Journal of Pastoral care, II, 2 (Summer,'1948),p.22, 
a review or cbgnselinf and Psychotherapy. 
Outler, Qll. s.1:1., p. 2Bf. 
E. Thurneysen, K.Theology of Pastoral Ca~e, (Richmond, 
V.lrginia:: John Knox Press, .19621, P:. 2§05f. 
OBP, p. 911'. 
Cf. Higgans, 2E. gii., p. 61'.; Thurneysen, 2E. cit., p'. 

225ff. 
Cfl-; Romans 7::18; l Cbrinthians 15: 10; D. Baillie, God was 
in Christ, (London:: Faber & Faber, 1955), pp. llft.-llB. 
Cf. Mâtt6ew 16:25; Williams, ~. s!1.,. p •. 35. 
are Mark 11:25. 
~. sii., p. 951'1'. 
ur. OB15, chapters 13-21; pp. 273-401, for Rogers t theory 
about haw this would operate, as well as the dangers 
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33· 

34. 
35. 
36. 
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inherent in the developments of the behavioral sciences. 
Rogers writes of his experience in this form of therapy 
in Cârl Rogers. on Ehcounter Groups', (New York: Harper & 

Row, 1970), and New Directions in Client ~entered 
1!hera~pY, editors, 3. T. Hart and T. M. Tomlinson, 
(Boston:: Houghton Mifflin Gbmpany, 1970), cf. especially 
chapter 16, pp. 292-319, and aQso chapter 27, pp. 502-533. 
Hart & Tomlinson, ~. cit., p. 311. 
Ibid., p. 533; cf. p. 3ëb. 
~ibid., pp'. 308ff. where Rogers cites statistics to 
indicate both positive and negative results. 
Ibid., p~. 313'~ 
Ibid., p. 308. . 
E.g., Mark 8:34-36, cf. Matt. 16:24-28 and Luke 9:Q3,24; 
Luke 14: 33; l Cor. 6~:19b-20; 7: 23. 
Psalm 8:5, NEB; cf. Hebrew$2:7-9. 
I. ebr. 3:$ NEB; cf. Matt. 9:37. 
Cf. Hart & Tomlinson, .~. ,gll., cha·pter 29, liA' Short 
Sllmmary and Some Long Predictions" regarding client 
centered thera·py in which E. T. Gendlin makes some very 
dogmatic statements in his predictions regarding the 
future. This would appear to be evidence of intellectual 
pride; vide above, p. 56. 
Matt. 6T2";:'34. 
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