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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Dr., Carl R. Rogers is a psychologist, not a philosopher by
profession. Bubt there is much justification for a thesis which
examines in detail the major philosophical implications of his
ELheory of personality; for as the originator of a well-known
therapeutic method--non-directive or client-centered therapy--
Rogers has become a center of much controversy both for the
Lheory of personality he has formulated to account for his psychod
therapeutic experience and for the philosophical positions that
hnderlie this theory. It is therefore important to realize what
Lhese positions are and alsec what is the major critieism to which
they have been subjected.

Rogers has clearly recognized the importance of having a
broper philosophy of man in order to construct an adeguate theory
bf personality, and he has explicitly attempted to formulate his
bhilosophy. He mentions that today most psychologists would feel
Ensulted if accused of thinking philosophical thoughts but that
ne himself does not share this reaction, for he cannot help

£uzzling over the meaning of what he has seen.l He points out

1Carl R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person: A Therapist's View
bf Psychotherapy (Bostont Houghton MIZZ1in CO., 1061), De 163.

1
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that it is impossible to engage in psychotherapeutic work without
at least acting according to an underlying set of values and a

[pasic view of what man is, even though the therapist may not

explicitly formulate the philosophy which he practices.® Rogers

emphasizes that the philosophy determines the therapist.” If
the therapist sees man as an object to be dissected, diagnosed,

and manipulated, his approach to counseling will reflect this

attitude; and the therapist will comsider it not only preferable
Lut a strict duty to take the responsibility for directing the
1ife of the person who has come to him for help. If on the other
fhand his philosophy stresses man's abllity for self-direction and
self-responsibility, counseling will reflect this attitude,
However, in Rogers' eyes philosophy is important not only
for the psychologist who is a therapist. Rogers asks his fellow
psychologists to realize that what they do as scientists will
fhave implications far beyond the purely scientific meaning of
their findings, Jjust as the work of atomic physicists necessarily
lhas important social meanings for humanity.4 This problem is

[becoming increasingly obvious in contemporary society, where the

ZCarl R. Rogers, "A Note on the Nature of Man," Journal of
Counseling Psychology, IV (1957), 199.

5Carl R. Rogers, "The Attitude and Orientation of the
Counselor in Client-Centered Therapy," Journal of Consulting
Psychology, XIII (1949), 82-85, 94; Carl R. Rogers, Client-

ICentered Therapy: Its Current Practice, Implications, and Theory
(Boston: ﬁcugﬁgon Mifflin CO., 1951), Dpp. 20-22.

4Carl R. Rogers, "A Personal View of Some Issues Facing
Psychologists,” Anerican Psychologist, X (1955), 248-49,
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state is assuming more and more responsibility for directing the
various socio-economic activities of man. Are the "planners" of
the modern complex state to use the discoveries of the social
Iscientists in s way that will further or diminish the dignity of
the individual man? The answer to this question will depend to a
very large extent on the philosophy not only of the "planners"
lbut also of the social scientists themselves, who necessarily
pr;entate their investigations according to their personal phi-
losophy of man. Rogers calls attention to the utopia of manipu-

lation envisioned by B. F. Skinner in Walden Two5 as an example

fof what some psychologists are apparently seriously proposing as
the end point of the evolution of the modern state. Huxley's

jsatiric Brave New World6 also vividly portrays the loss of

[personhood associated with increasing psychological and biologi-
cal knowledge.7 One's philosophical outlook on the individual,
[fthen, will determine one's philosophical outlook on society as a
fhole, If the philosophical supposition is that men are free and
capable of self-direction, then a responsible democratic order

Will be achieved; if this is denied, the society will be at best

E Walden Two wherein individuals submit to a subtle manipulation
J

experts rather than actively directing the course of their own

5B. F. Skinner, Walden Two (New York: Macmillan Co.,

L948) .

®Aldous Huxley, Brave New #orld (Wew York: Harper and
ros., 1946),

7Rogers, On Becoming a Person « o« «, pP. 214,




unique lives.8

More and more in recent years, then, Rogers has turned his
pttention to the basic philosophical foundation of his approach,
Beeking to determine the nature of man and the implications of
bhe answer to this questionm. It is these gquestions and the
bnswers to them that Rogers gives that will be examined in this
thesis. The primary intention is to present what hogers and his
critics have said concerning these points, and is nct to offer an
bvaluation either of Rogers' own positions or of the criticism of
them, except in places where it is relevant to offer some inter-

nal criticism of the positions.

An aid in understanding Rogers' philosophical positions is
pome knowledge of his background.9
Rogers was born in Oak Park, Illinois, on January 8, 1902.
He mentions that the family religion was a highly conservative
Protestantism; and when he was twelve, the growing family poved

Lo a farm, leaving behind what were considered to be the tempta-

Lions of suburban life. Here Rogers became deeply interested in

8uarl R. Rogers, "Divergent Trends in Methods of Improving
djustment," Harvard Fducational Review, XIIX (1948), 212, 218-
9. “Juoted in Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., pp. 224-25.

9The following synopsis of Rogers' life is taken from:
Carl R. Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy, Personality, and Interper-
onal Relationshlps As Developed in the Client-Centered Frame-
ork," Psychology: A Study of a Science, Vol. III: Formulations
by the Terson and the Social Conbext, ed. S. Koch (New York:
cGraw-Hil PPe 3 Rozers, On_Becoming a Person

« sy DDs ,—15, &rthur W Melton “The AMA Distinguished
cientific Contribution Awards for 1950," American Psychologist,
I (1957), 128-29.




5
scientific farming and acquired a knowledge of and a respect for
the methods of practical science. This led him to enter the
University of Wisconsin as an agricultural student. However
after his second year in college, as a result of some emoticnally
charged student religious conferences he transferred into his-
tory, believing that studies in this area would better x epare
him for the ministry. A trip to China during his junior year for
an international World Student Christian Federation Conference atb
which he came to realize that sincere and honest people could
hold very divergent religious beliefs resulted in the final
rejection of his family's dogmatic views on religion; and he
entered the liberal Union Theological Semirnary in New York City
after graduation from Wisconsin in 1924, Rogers comments that
the seminary at this btime was deeply committed to freedom of
philosophical thought and respected the sincere attempts of
students to think their way through the problems that they them-
selves raised. Rogers took the opportunity to think himself
right out of religious work, saying that he could not intellectu~
ally Justify committing himself to a field of work in which he
would have to believe in some specific doctrine., His views had
changed so much during his college years that he could not be
sure they would not continue to change.

Rogers next entered Teacher's College, Columbia Univer-
sity, where he was introduced to clinical psychology. The fol-

lowing year he was granted an internship at the new Institute for
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Ichild Guidance in New York City. Here he realized the conflict
between the two different worlds of psychology he was living in:
the highly Freudian approach to personality at the Institute, and
the rigorously scientific and coldly objective statistical and
Thorndikean views at Teacher's College.

The next twelve years (1928-1940) were spent in a commu-
nity child guidance center at Rochester, New York, The staff at
this center was eclectic and Rogers was exposed to a wide variety
of methods. He published his first major work, The Clinical
10 in 1939, He had meanwhile

Treatment of the Problem Child,
received his M¥.A. in 1928 and his Ph.D. in 1931 from Columbia.

In 1940 Rogers accepted a professorship in psychology atb
Ohio State University. He admits that the shift to university
teaching on a full-time schedule was & sharp one, bubt one which
proved profitable in that his ideas were subjected to the intel-
lectual curiosity of graduate students who were eager to learn
and to contribute through theory and research to the development
of this field of knowledge. His first book on non~directive
therapy, Counseling and Paychotherapx,ll was published in 1942.

In 1945 Rogers moved to the Counseling Center of the
University of Chicago where his approach to psychotherapy contin-

jually developed as he gained more and more experience and

1OCarl R. Rogers, The Clinical Treatment of the Problem
Child (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1339).

llCarl R. Rogers, Counseling and Psychotherapy (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1942).
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subjected his findings to further empirical research. During

this period he wrote Client-Centered Therapy: Its Current Prac-

tice, Implications, and Theoqxlz and "A Theory of Therapy, Per-

sonality, and Interpersonal Relationships As Developed in the
Client-Centered Framework."13
Since 1957 Rogers has been at the University of Wisconsin
where he is investigating the possibilities of using his psycho-
therapeutic method for helping psychotic patients. His last

major work, On Becoming a Person: A Therapist's View of the Good

Life,'* was published in 1961.

Rogers was president of the American Association for
Applied Psychology in 1944-4%5, of the American Psychological
Assoclation in 1946-47, of the Division of Clinical and Abnormal
Psychology in 1949-50, and of the American Academy of Psycho-
therapists in 1956. He received an American Psychological Asso-
ciation Distinguished Scientific Contribution Award in 1956,

Rogers, of course, has not developed his theories in a
vacuum but has been influenced both by the men and by the ideas
with which he has come into contact. In an article on the devel-
opment of client-centered therapy, Raskin traces some of the non-

directive concepts that were antecedent to Rogers and which

IZROgers, Client-Centered Therapy, « .«

lBRogers, "A Theory of Therapy . « .," in Toch (ed.).

14Rogers, On Becoming a Persols o« o+ .
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became assimilated into his thcughb.15 Raskin mentions Freud,
Otto Rank, Jessie Taft, and Frederick H., Allen. Freud had some
non-directive inclinations in his work inasmuch as he came to
place more and more emphasis on the attitudes of the patient
rather than upon the will and direction of the analyst. Otto
Rank, the primary early influence on Hogers,16 differed from
Freud in centering his attention upon the creative powers of the
individual's will rather than considering the patient a battle-
ground of such impersonal forces as id and superego, in looking
upon the aim of therapy as acceptance of oneself as unique and
self-reliant and capable of positive self-direction, in msking
the patient the central figure in the therapeutic relationship,
and in believing that the goals of therapy are achieved not
through exploration of the past but through experience of the
present. Jessie Taft, Rank's translator and associate, further
developed Rank's ideas; and Frederick Allen carried on the
Rankian emphases and explicitly developed the notion of man's
innate potency and urge toward growth and individual responsi-
bility.

Rogers has also frequently acknowledged his debt to many

lsNathaniel J. Raskin, "The Development of Non-Directive
Therapy," Journal of Consulting Psychology, XII (1948), 92-109.

16Rogers, Counseling and Psychotherapy, p. 440. Rogers
mentions that the concepts underlying this first book on non~
directive counseling are much influenced by the Rankian group; he
refers the reader to Otto Rank, #ill Therapy (Kew York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1936)., Milton L. Blum and Benjamin Balinsky discuss the
influence of Rank on Rogers in Counseling and Psychology (New

ork: Prepticae-fall, Inc., 1951), p. 103,




contemporary psychologists whosge ideas have influenced his

17

theories.
Rogers' own experience has gradually led him away from
viewing the human person solely from the standpoint of logical
positivism. He now prefers to view man from the standpoint of an
lapproach which has today been labelled "existential psychology":

I see a great need for creative thinking and theorizing in
regard tc the methods of social science. There is a rather
widespread feeling in our group thet the logical positivism
in which we were professionally resred is not necessarily the
final philosophical word in an area in which the phenomenon
of subjectivity rzlgys such a vital and central part. Have we
evolved the optimal method for spproximating the truth in
this area? Is there some view, possibly developing out of an
existentialist orientation, which might preserve the values
of logical positivism and the scientific advances which i%
has helped to foster and yet find more room for the existing
subjective person fgo is at the heart and base even of our
system of science?

me contrasts the traditionsl American objective trend in psychol-
bgy, which is nonhumanistic, impersonal, and based on knowledge
fof animal learning, with the existential, wore humanistic trend

of European psychology. The latter trend is characterized by

djectives such as phenomenological, existential, person~centeredi
t& concepts such as self-actualization, becoming, growth; by
individuals (in this country) such as Gordon Allport, Abraham
Maslow, and Rollo May. It is with this group of men that Rogers

17Cf., e.g.y Carl R, PFogers, "Some Observations on the
Drganization of Fersonality,” American Psychologist, II (1947),
266~68; Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy « . .," in Koch (ed.),

P. 1643 Rogers, Cn Becoming a Person . . ., pp. 128, 215.

18Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy « » «," in Koch (ed.),

F. 251,
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would like {0 place himself, believing that the existential

approach more adequately accounts for the whole range of human

behavior.lg

lgcarl R. Rogers, "Two Divergent Trends," Existential
Pgychology, ed. Rollo May (New York: Random House, 1961), p. 88.
For a general discussion of the inadequacy of the positivistic,
behavioristic viewpoint, consult Carl R. Rogers, "Toward a Sci-
ence of the Person" (unpublished paper prepared for a symposium
on "Behaviorism and Phenomenology: Contrasting Bases for lModern
Psychology" at Rice University, Houston, Texas, March 20-22,
1963)! PD. 15"'571




CHAPTER 1T
THE PURSONALITY THECRY OF CARL ROGERS

Rogers' personality theory has gradually developed through
the continual interplay of therapeutic experience, abstract con-
ceptualizing, and research using operationally defined terminol-
ogy.l The most imporbant of these is Rogers' own personal clini-
cal experienne;z he believes that a theory constructed from one's
own experience can avoid the charge of being merely armchair
speculation.

A point to note in approaching the following synopsis of
Rogers' personality theory is that the theory is constantly being
modified in the light of further experience and research.3 The
major directions of the theory have not markedly changed; but
there have been changes in the constructs and organization of the

theory, and Rogers expects this ongoing process of revision to

continue.

lRogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),
p. 194, Cf, Rogers, "Some Observations on the Organization of
Personality," 358.

aﬁogers, On Becoming a Person . « «4 Pe 32

3Rogers. "A Theory of Therapy + . .," in Koch (ed.),
p. 2443 Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . ., ., p. 17.
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The following, then,is a summary of Rogers' personality
theory as it has been developed up to this time.4 The structural
constructs of personality will be examined first.
The total individual considered as an organized whole is

referred to as the organism. The phenomenal field is the exper-

iential field of which the organism is the center. In his 1951
book Rogers describes the phenomenal field as the totality of
experience, that is, all of the "sensory and visceral experien-
ces" going on within the organism at any given moment regardless
of whether or not the individual is conscious of them.5 By 1953,
when Rogers formulated his theories in detail at the request of
the American Psychological Association, he preferred to use the

term experience rather than phenomenal field;6 and he made more

explicit the notion that the term includes only that experience

4Thia summary is taken mainly from: Carl R. Rogers, "Sig-
nificant Aspects of Client-~-Centered Therapy," American Psycholo-
lgist, I (1946), 415-22; Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . .,
Pp. 489-533; Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . - »,7 in Koch (€d.),
Pps 184-23%. Summaries of Rogers' personality theory as it is
explained in Client-Centered Therapy . . . are found in Calvin
es

S. Hall and Gardner Lindzey, Theories of personality (New York:

John Wiley and Soms, Inc., 1957), pp. 4/8-89; ﬁicho%as Hobbs,

"Client-Centered Psychotherapy,"” Six Approachesg to Psychotherapy,

ed. James L. McCary (New York: Dryden %ress, 1955), pp. 51-58.
5Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . s, p. 483,

GRogers, "A Theory of Therapy . « «," in Koch (ed.),
p. 197. The term phenomenal field has been used in various ways
and has more connotations than the relatively neutral term exper-
ience. Cf., M. B. Smith's objection to the use of phenomenal
field in "The Phenomenological Approach in Personality Theory:
Scme Critical Remarks," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychol-
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which is potentially available to consciousness. The psychologi-
cal aspects of hunger, for example, would be included in exper-
ience since a person can turn his sttention to the fact of hunger
even though he now happens to be 80 engrossed in work that he is
not aware of this need; but a change in the sugar count of the
blood would not be included. The verb experience means to
receive in the organism the impact of the sensory or physiologi-
cal events which are happening at the moment,

The terms awarcness, symbolization, and comsciousness are

used synonymously by Rogers. Consciousness or awareness is the
symbolic representation (although not necessarily in verbal sym-
bols) of some part of experience. This representation cam have
varying degrees of vividness.

Perception is a hypothesis for sction which comes into
being in awareness when stimuli impinge on the organism. Thus it
is & more narrow term than awareness since perception emphasizes
the importance of an external stimulus whereas awareness can
refer to purely internal stimuli. By defining perception as a
hypothesis for action, Hogers means that when we perceive san
object (for example, "this person is my mother") we are making a
prediction that the object from which the gtimull are received
uwould, if checked in other ways, exhibit properties which we have
[come to regard, becsuse of past experience, as being character-~
istic of that object.

Subception signifies discrimination without awareness.
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This is the capacity of the organism to discriminate on a pre-
conscious level an experience as threatening without the individ-
ual being aware of the threat.

The gelf, which is the central structural concept in
Rogers' theory of personality,7 is a differentiated portion of
the total perceptual field of the organism. It is the conscious
sense of autonomy, the awareness of being and functioning. It is
a gestalt composed of the perceptions and concepts of the char-
acteristics and abilities and goals of the "I" or "me" and the
relationships of the "I" or "me" to various aspects of life,
together with the values attached to these perceptions and con-
cepts. Although at any given moment it could in theory be com—
pletely known, Rogers points out that in practice this would
probably be impossible since as a gestalt it is a continually
changing even though usually consistent process. He admits that
as a construct the self could be defined in various ways but
prefers to include in his definition only experience which is
available to awareness although not necessarily now in awareness.
He feels that a definition of the self which includes unconscious
material that cannot be brought into awareness would be impos-
sible to handle 0perationally.8

~ The ideal self denotes the self-concept which the

7Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., DP. 12, 136-37,

BRogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),
pp. 202-203%.
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individual would mogt like to possess. In all other respects it
is the same as the self-concept.

The question arises as to how the self-structucture is
formed out of the total field. Rogers believes that it develops
as a result of interaction with the environment and especially as
a result of evaluational interaction with other people.9 An
infant gradually comes to realize the difference between himselfl
and the other and perceives that some things belong to him and
lother things to the environment. At the same time he is forming
la concept of himself in relation to the things he comes in con-
tact with, and he evaluates these relationships as good or bad.
[Rogers considers it very important that values are not only the
result of direct experience but are also taken over (introjected)
from other people and perceived in a distorted manner, as if they
had been experienced directly. For example, a child may like to
Flap his baby brother but, upon being told by mother that it is
"good" tc like baby brother, he may come to believe that he does
jpot really want to hurt him in spite of a very real desire to do
ko. Out of these two sources--the direct experience of the indi-
vidual and the distorted symbolizatbtion of sensory reactions
fresulting in the introjection of values as if they were directly

lexperienced~-the structure of the self develops.

Turning now to the dynamics of personality we find that

9Ibid., P+ 223; Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy « . «,
pp. 498~-501,
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behavior is explained primarily in terms of actualization. In

his earliest book on his method of therapy (1942) Rogers recog— *
nizes the natural drive within every organism to actualize,

maintain, and enhance itself when he refers to "the impulses

oward growth and normality which appear in every individual";lo

n every person there are "positive impulses which make for

L rowth. "1 Belief in the individual drive toward growth, health,

and adjustment is reiterated and elaborated in Rogers' later
pritings. In his second book on c¢lient-centered therapy, he
speaks of a single unifying bteleclogical drive: ". . . one of the
post basic characteristics of organic life is its tendency toward
botal, organized, goal-~directed responses.“12 His conviction
bvout the universality of this drive constantly developed as he
saw client after client achieve a more integrated life; and in
his latest book (1961) he repeabts his belief, stated in an
parlier article, that all psychotherapy--and, indeed, all con-
structive activityla——ultimately depends upon man's tendency to
bctualize himself, to become his potentialities, to expand,
pxtend, develop, mabure:

Gradually my experieunce has forced me to conclude that the
individual has within himself the capacity and the tendency,

lORogers, Counseling and Psychotherapy, p. 201.

l1pia., p. 35.

12R0gers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., pp. 486-87,

laRogers, On Becoming a Person , + ., pPP. 350-51.
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latent if not evident, to move forward toward maturity. . . .
Whether one calls it a growth tendency, a drive toward self-
gctualization, or a forward-moving directional tendency, it
is the mainspring of 1ife, and is, in the last analysis, the
tendency upon which all psychotherapy depenis. It is the
urge which is evident in all organic and human life--to
expand, extend, become autonomous, develop, mature-~-the ten-
dency to express and activate all the capacities of the
organism, to the extefﬁ that such activation enhances the
organism or the self,.

It is essential to realize that this process of actualiza-
tion is a unifying and holistic concept in Rozers' theory. The
organism reacts as an organized whole to its experience, and all
psychological and physiological needs are considered partial
aspects of this one fundarental need for actualization. Rogers
insists that man's activity cannot be understood by analysing out
segments of the total man and studying these independently of the
rest, for each individual segment{ is closely interdependent with
all of the others:

The outstanding fact which must be taken into account is that
the organism is at all times a total organized system, in
which attraction of any part may produce changes in any other
part. Our study of such part phenomena must start from_this
central fact of consistent, goal-directed organization.l>
By insisting on this view Rogers is careful to avoid a homunculus
theory by which behavior would be organised and directed by some
little genie pulling levers at a control panel within the indi-

vidual. It is only the organism as a whole which acts. The

Y1pid., p. 35; ef. p. 285.
1oRogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., pp. 486-87.
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self, for example, althouzh an important construct in the theory
of man, does not "do" anything but is merely one expression of
the general tendency of the organism to behave in ways that main-
tain and enhance itself.16

Behavior, then, is basically the goal-~directed attempt of
the organism to satisfy its needs as experienced in the field as
perceived. The goal toward which it strives is the sctualiza-
tion, maintainance, and enhancement of the organicm so that all
needs will be balanced.17 In 1942 Rogers rerarked that a person
"chooses the course which gives him the grester satiefaction."la
In 1951 he stated: "These needs occur as physiological tensions
which, when experienced, form the basis of behavior which sppears
functionally (though not consciously) designed to reduce the ten-
sion gnd to maintsin and enhance the organism."lg In 1961 he
compared the organism to a glant electronic computer which
quickly computes the behavior "which would be the most economical
vector of need satisfaction in this existential situation."zo

The goals toward which the organism strives are the goals

ags they are perceived by the organism--behavior follows the

16Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy « . »4" in Koch (ed.),
p. 196.

17Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . « ., p. 491.

18

Rogers, Counseling and Pzychotherapy, p. 210.

lgﬁogers. Client-Centered Therapy . . ., P« 491,
20

Rogers, On Becoming a Persom . . .4 P» 190.
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organism's perception of experience. From a psychological stand-
point it is the perception of reality, and not necessarily real-
ity itself, that is crucial in determining behavior. As far as
the psychologist gua psychologist is concerned an organism's
perception of reality is reality: "it is the perception of the
environment which constitutes the enviromment, regardless as to
how this relates to some 'real' reality which we may philosoph-

n2l

ically postulate. Esch individual lives in his own subjective

world in which reality is constituted by his unique perceptual

22 For

field, and behavior is appropriate to these perceptions.
example, two men driving at night on a western road may see an
object suddenly loom up in the road before them. The first man
sees a large rock and swerves his car in fright; the second, a
native of the area, sees a tumbleweed and reacts with noncha~
lance, Or a son and a daughter may hove very different percep-
tions of a parent and consequently behave quite differently when
faced with the same situation.

Because behavior follows perception, Rogers is careful to
stress that the present is of primary importance in regard to
%eeds and their fulfillment--goals affect the organism at the

moment of its action. The past and the future cannot be divorced

from the present; although theorganism comes out of the past and

leogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),

120 222.

22Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy « » .+, DPp. 484-86.
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is directed toward the future, it is living in the present., This
is not to deny that rast experience can influence present behav-
ior, but motivation of a given action is caused by a present
need:

It should also be mentioned that in this concert of moti-
vation all the effective elements exist in the present.
Behavior is not "caused" by something which occurred in the
past. Present tensions and present needs are the only ones
which the organism endeavors to reduce or satisfy. V¥hile it
is true that past experience has certainly served to modify
the meaning which will be perceived in present experien&ga,
yet there is no behavior except Yo meet a present need.

Such is Rogers' general explanation of the actualization
of the organism, However, it is important to realize that this
theory of actualization is modified and complicated in Rogers'
explanation of the human organism in particular.

First of gll it should be pointed out that although ROgerﬂ
discusses actualization, even on the human level, basically in
terms of tension-reduction, he does qualify his description by
stating that the human actuslizing tendency includes concepts of
motivation which go beyond need-reduction:

It might also be mentioned that such concepts of motiva~-
tion as are termed need-reduction, tension-reduction, drive-
reduction, are included in this concept [the actualizing
tendencyl. It also includes, however, the growth motivationsg
which appear to go beyond these terms: the seeking of pleas-
urable tensions, the tendency to be creative, the tendency

to learn painfully to wglk when crawling would meet the same
needs more comfortably.<?

25 Thid., p. 492.

24Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),

P 196.
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Secondly, in the human organism, the factor of the devel-
opment of the self is added to the general actuvalizing tendency.
Following the development of the self-structure, the tendency of
the organism toward actualization eXpressesifself in self-actu-
alization, in maintaining and enhancing the self-structure. If
the structure of the self is basically congruent with the total
experience of the organism, the actualizing tendency will remain
relatively unified, However, if this is not the case, the organ-
ism will try to behave in ways which are consistent with the self
so that the self-structure will not be threatened.2”

Defenses against threats to the self-gstructure are built
up by refusing to admit these threats into consciousness. Per-
ception therefore is selective, and the primary criterion for
selection is whether the experience appears consistent with one's
self-structure at the moment. It is this that determines whether
the' organism will symbolize its experience so that it becomes
lconscious, ignore the experience as having no pertinent réla-
tionship to the self, or deny or distor{ symbolization as incon-
sistent with the self.o?

Behavior may, however, be brought about by organic exper-

iences and needs which are in conflict with the self-structure.

But such behavior which deviates from the self-concept is often

251pid., pp. 196-97, 203.
26

Rogers, Client-Centered Thera + s oy PpP. 503-507;
Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . « «," 1in Roch (ed.), Dp. 227.
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not accepted as really belonging to the individual--"I wasn't
myself when I did that." Such inconsistency bretween the gtual
experience of the organism and the distortion or denial of it in
order to maintain the self-structure is the basis for psycholo-
gical maladjustment.

Why, though, does the conflict hetween experience and
self-structure occur? Why is the individual not open Un his
experience at all times, as the infant is?

The fundamental reason hinges on the fact that there is a

universal need for positive regard.27 This term signifies such

attitudes as warmth, liklng, respect, sympathy. Rogers uses the
term positive regard in the 1953 description of his theory rather

than the term acceptance because of the misleading connotations

he has found the latter term to have. The need for positive
regard from others develops as the awareness of self develops and
is 80 compelling that it may take precedence over the individ-
ual's personal organismic valuing process. The key concept of

unconditional positive regard means that I perceive another's

self-experiences (or another person perceives mine) in such a way
that no self-exyperience is considered mcre or less worthy of
positive regard than any other. It means considering the other
Heeply worthy of respect, valuing his inherent worth as a person

leven though I cannot equally value all of his actions, as a

27Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),
pp. 208, 223,
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father would love his son while recognizing that some of the
son's acts are more deserving of praise than others. (Note that
there is a distinction here between "experience" and "overt
action.") Accepting the other in this sense means "prizing" the
other--~to use Dewey's tersz-—or "confirming the other"--to use
Martin Buber's pbra3929~~as he is and in his potentialities.

The need for self-regard is related tc the need for posi-
30

tive regard from others. The term denotes the satisfaction
which has become associated with perscnal self-experiences inde-
pendently of the positive regard received f rom others in inter-
personal situations, This positive attitude toward self is thus
no longer directly dependent on the attitudes of others. Uncon-

ditional self-regard is had when the individual perceives all of

his self-experiences as equally worthy o positive regard.
Opposed to unconditional positive regard is a condition of]

ggggg.El The self-structure is characterized by a condition of

worth when self-experiences are avoided or sought solely because

the individual considers them as less or more worthy of

28Quoted in Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy + « «," in
Koch (ed.), p. 208.

290ar1 R. Rogers and Martin Buber, "Dialogue bebtween
Martin Buber and Carl Rogers" (unpublished dialogue which took
place at Ann Arbor, Michigan, April 18, 1957), p. 2L. Referred
to by Rogers in On Becoming a Person « + .5 Pe 55,

5ORogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . «.," in Roch (ed.),
pp. 209, 224,

3l1pid., pp. 209-10, 224-26.
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self-regard. Rogers concsiders this term more exact than the
notion of "introjected value." A condition of worth arises when
the positive regard of another person whose acceptance I value is
conditional, that is, when I feel that I am accepted in some
respects and not accepted in others. If the significant other
has this conditional sttitude toward me, I will gradually assimi-
late this into my self-regard complex and come to accept his
value as if it were my own experience rather than because it
enhances or fails to enhance my organism. Thus a condition of
worth digsturds the valuing process and prevents full self-
actualization.

Rogers states that ten years ago he believed that this
conflict between egelf-structure snd experience by which the con-
sclous msn becomes estranged from his directional organismic pro-
cesses is a necessary although unfortunate part of human living.
He now believes, however, that it is due only to certain types of
gocial learning (especially predominant in Western culture) and
that therefore this element of life could be changed.>©

Rogers does not believe that this conflict ies necessarily
interminsble; for although the precess of actualization may
become deeply burlied beneath layers of psychological defenses, it

is Rogers' conviction bthat it exists in every individual and that

920ar1 R. Rogers, "The Actualizing Tendency in Relation to
'Motives' and to Consciousness™ (unpublished paper given at the
Hebrgska Symposium on Motivation, February 21-22, 1963),
ppt 7"’29.
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given the proper conditions it will be released and manifest
itself.55 If the person who is incongruent--that is, who does
not revise his self-concept to make it consistent with the actual
experience of the organism, accurately symbolized--finds himself
in a nonthreatening interpersonal relationship in which the other
person is congruent in the relationship, and experiences uncon-
ditional positive regard toward and empathic understanding of the
threatened individual, and if the threatened individual perceives
at least to a minimal degree this unconditional positive regard
and empathic understanding which the other hasfor him, then the
individual is able to explore the unconscious experiences that he
has before been unwilling to face and bring these experiences
into awareness.34 If he knows that another can accept him, then
he is c apable of accepting himself. He then gradually acquires

an internal locus of evaluation”” whereby the criterion of the

valuing process is his own actualizing process rather than exter-
nal values which are not personally meaningful to him, Rogers
suggests that such acceptance may be the strongest factor of

%6

change in a person.

33ROgers, On Becoming a Person . « ., pPs 35.

5qRogers, "A Theory of Therapy . » .," in Koch (ed.),
Pp' 213’ 230"'51.

35Ibid., p. 210; Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . .,
pp. 119-232.

36Rogers and Buber, "Dialogue between Martin Buber and
Carl Rogers," p. 22.
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Although in his discussion of this Rogers is primarily
speaking of people who are incongruent enough to need paycho-
therapeutic help, he believes that because there is no man who is
always completely congruent the theory could be extended beyond
the psychotherapeutic situation to all interpersonal relation-

37

ships.

57Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch (ed.),
pp. 235-44; Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., pp. 40, 178.




CHAPTER II1I
THE NATURE CF MAN

There are three basic models agccording to which a theory
of personality can be constructed. First, man can be looked upon
as a physical machine, lacking any teleological principle and
consequently wholly explainable in mechanigtic terms according to
the laws govérning the physical sciences. Second, the theorist
can look upon the human person as a biological organism, thereby
admitting a teleological principle in man but seeing man as
adequately explainable according to the laws of biology. The
third possibility is to go further and construct a theory of
personality in the belief that man is essentially different from
other biological organisms. Such a theory allows for a unigue
jpodification of the general teleological drive which motivates
every organism in that at the human level this drive is con-
trolled by the human organism's free volitional choices as to
just what his particular actualization will consist in.

%hat is the model of man, bthe conception of man's nature,
according to which Rogers has constructed his theory of person-
ality?

First of all, it is clear that Rogers believes that man

does have a nature. The term does not seem to be a particularly

27
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welcome one in psychological circles because of its philosophical
implications; and Rogers himself suggests that the term nature
may not be a happy choice for the concept it represents,l perhaps
pot because it is philosophical but because of its medieval fla-
vor. But Rogers does explicitly state his belief that man has a
nature which is common to his species. He apﬁroaches the ques-
tion from the point of view of the animal kingdom in general,
pointing out that each animal has a basic substratum of attri-
butes characteristic of its species, and that therefore each
animal has a basic nature., NRo amount of training will make a
lion out of a mouse, or vice-versa: "I do not discover man to be,

in his basic nature, completely without a nature, a tabula rasa

on which anything may be written, nor malleable putty which can
be shaped into any form."2
Four main characteristics of man may be found in Rogers'
writings: man's dynamic nature is essentially positive, tends
toward social behavior, is free, and is unique. These will be
examined in turn.

First, Rogers finds that man is essentially good. Man
has "a compelling necessity . . . to search for and become him-

self,“§ and the directional tendency of the organism toward

lRogers and Buber, "Dialogue between Martin Buber and Carl

Rogers," p. 18.

ERogers, "A Note on the Nature of Man,™ 200,

37'Czauc-l R. Rogers, Becoming a Person (Oberlin College Nellie
Heldt Lecture Serieg; reprinted by the Hogg Foundation for Mental
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wholesome, constructive growth is themost profound truth4 and
the most impressive fact5 that one discovers about man. Rogers
has built his psychotherapeutic method upon basic confidence in
this essentially constructive nature of the human organﬂam6 and
he constantly reiterates his belief throughout his various writ-
ings.

In his first bock on the non-directive method of psycho-
therapy, Rogers states that positive impulses toward growth are
among the most certain and predictable aspects of the whole
psychotherapeutic procesa.7 He remarks in his next book that theg
forward-moving forces of life underlie the entire process of
functioning and change.ar In 1961 he stresses that:

It has been my experience that persons have a basically
positive direction. . . . The words which 1 believe are most

truly cescriptive are words such as positive, constructive,
moving toward self-actualization, growing toward maturity,

Hygiene; Austin: University of Texas, 1956), p. 12.

Fi

4Carl R+ Rogers, "The Potential of the Human Individual:
The Capacity for Becoming Fully Functioning" (unpublished paper
dated November 15, 1361, prepared as one chapter of a proposed
volume on The Conception of Man, ed. Arthur Burton), p. 6.

5Rogers, "The Actualizing Tendency in Relation to
'Motives' and to Consciousness," p. 5.

6Car1 R. Rogers and Rosalind F. Dymond (eds.), Isycho-
therapy and Personality Change (Chicago: Univ., of Chicago rress,

’3534), Ps D

7chers, Counseling and Isychotherapy, pp. 39, 209.
g

Rogers, Client~-Centered Therapy » « s L. 195.
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growing toward socialization.9
And in a 196% article, Rogers reviews his belief in this tendency
and illustrates it with examples from the biological and psycho-

logical sciences.lo

This positive~directedness of man is discus;ed at length
in Rogers' article, "A Note on the Nature of Man." Here Rogers
raises the quesbtion of evil. If the forces at the core of man
are released, a Freudian would ask, who is to control man?
Rogers' answer is that there need be no control except by the
individual himself. He makes his point by comparing man with the
lion., The lion has a reputation of being & ravening beast; butb,
upon examination, we find that the lion does not kill for the
sake of killing but only when he is hungry or threatened. We
find that in his puppyhood the lion is completely selfish and
self-centered but that as he matures he shows a cooperativeness
in the hunt. +¥e discover that lions satisfy their sexual needs
but that they do not participate in lustful orgies, and that they
protect and seem to enjoy their young. In sum, we find that the
lion is basically a constructive and trustworthy member of the
species Ielis leo and that his behavior enhances both himself and
the species; it would be foolish to say that releasing the "lion-

ness"” of the lion would be to relezse an animal impelled by

9Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., pp. 26=27.

10Rogers, "The Actualizing Tendency in Relation to
'Motives' and to Consciousness,” pp. 1-8.
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insatiable lusts, uncontrollable aggressions and innate tenden~

cies of destructiveness.ll

In turning to the onature of man Rogers states that man too
is a basically trustworthy member of the species. He says that

I find that man, like the lion, has a nature. My experience
is that he is a basically trustworthy member of the human
species, whose deepest characteristics tend toward develop-
ment, differentiation, cooperative relationships; whose life
tends fundamentally to move from dependence to independence;
whose impulses tend naburally to harmonize into a complex
and changing pattern of self-regulation; whose total char-
acter is such as to tend btc preserve znd enhance himself and
his species, and perhaps to move it toward its further evo-
lution. In my experience, to discover that an individual is
truly and deeply a unique member of the human species is not
a discovery to excite horror. Rather I am inclined to
believe that fully to be a human being 1s to enter into the
complex process of being cne of the most widely sensitive,
respongive, creative, and adaptive creatures on this
planet.1l2

Many critics hsve objected, however, that Logers over-
Istresses this notion of man's basic inherent goodness. Walker
compares him to Rousseau, after first comparing Freud with
Augustine:

« » » Carl Rogers, in the same gense, is the successor to
Rousseau. Recall that Rousseau begsn his classic presenta-
tions in Emile with the observation that every man comes from
the hand of his Maker a perfect being. This pristine splen-
dor is corrupted, said Rousseau, by an imperfect society.

In his counseling theory Carl Rogers seems to have subtly
refurbished the conception of man as basically good. Rogers
comes close to the assumption of a "great golden beast" which
slumbers beneath the surface of neurotic man with his fagade

1IRogers, "A Note on the Nature of Man," 200-201.

12044., 201.
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of tensions, symptoms, and antagonism.l5

Menne makes the same comparison,l4

ag do Perry and Estes, who
feel that Rogers' stress on innate growth tendencies place him inf
a line beginning with Comenius and extending up through Rousseau,
Pestalozzi, Herbart, FichQﬁ, Froebel, and John Dewey.ls Nosal,
commenting on Walker's article, agrees that Rogers overemphasizes
goodness in not stressing that man's behavior goes in different

directions.le

Vanderveldt and Odenwald, criticizing Rogers from
a theological standpoint, believe that he neglects the evil
toward which man tends because of original sin.17 Ellis, writing
in 1948, counters Rogers' statement that psychotherapeutic exper-
ience leads to "a high degree of respect for the ego-integrative

forces residing within each individual"'8

by saying that '"the
nondirective school of therapy does not seem, anywhere, to recog-

nize the power of or have any respect for the ego~disintegrative

13Donald E. Walker, "Carl Rogers and the Nature of Man,"
Journal of Counseling Psychology, III (1956), 89.

luRaymond Menne, The Theory of Personality of Carl Rogers
(Rome: Pontificium Athenaeum "Angelicum," 1961), D. 26

15%i111am H, Perry and Stanley G. Estes, "The Collabora-
tion of Client and Counselor," Psychothera Theory and
Regsearch, ed. O. H. Mowrer (New York: Rona Tess, )y p. 96.

16

W, S. Nosal, "Letter to the Editor," Journal of Coun-
seling Psychology, III (1956), 301.

17J. H. Vanderveldt and Robert P. Odenwald, Pgychiatr
and Catholicism (24 ed.; New York: McGraw-Hill, 1957), p. v

laRagers, "Some Observations on the Organizalion of Per-
sonality," American Psychologist, II (1947), 361.
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forces which either reside within certain individuals or are

forced on them from withou'c."19 Nuttin, although looking with

*

favor on Rogers' stress upon the sound constructive forces of
growth which exist in man, believes that Hogers' self-actualiza-

tion theory follows a simple one~track direction and fails to

recognize the conflict within man.2°

However, prescinding from the theological e¢riticism, whichj
is hardly his concern, Rogers certainly does not believe that man]
necessarily achieves the self-actualization of which he is capa-
ble. Hisg entire life as a psychotherapist has been spent in
helping people who have not 4 eveloped properly according to thein
potentislities. He recognizes that both external and internal
factors can affect an individual's strength and capacity to alter
hig life:

Such elements as the constitutional stability, the hereditary
background, the physical and mental equipment of the individ-
ual, enter into such an evaluation [of the strength or capa-
city of the individual to take action altering his life
coursel. The type of social experience, too, has had its
molding effect, and the emotional components of the family
situation are especially important in judging the basic
assets of the yourger persom. The economic, cultural, and
educational factors, both positive or negative, which have
entered ingo the experience of this person are also
important.

1941bert Ellis, "4 Critique of the Ineoretical Contribu-
tions of Non-Directive Therapy," dourpmal of Clinical Psy
IV (1948), 251.

ZOJoseph Nuttin, '%xghoagglxgzg and P égggg;;ﬁx: A
c Theg f Norms ergonality, trans. George
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It is true, however, that Hogers does lay heavy emphasis
on the inherent drive toward self-actualizati on--s0 heavy, in
fact, that he actually refers to this drive as invariant.22 But
he is careful to qualify this by saying, only under certain con-
[ditions. These conditions, exemplified in the optimum counseling
situation, basically constitute an interpersonal relationship of
lunconditional positive regard and empatht understanding wherein
the person realizes this regard and understanding. 1f a threat-
fened person finds that another can accept him, then he is able to
Fccept himself and move in the direction of growth. Menne sug-
gests that Rogers' realizati on of the importance of this rela-
tionship, in which the person comes to appreciate his own value
lpnd consequently is incited to love others and to effect his own
[self~actualization, "could well be the basic and positive aspect
of Rogers' non-directive therapy."25
The process of human actualization, therefore, is by no
peans automatic; on the contrary it is a slow and painful pro-
Cess. But given the choice between forward-moving or regres-
sive behavior, the tendency toward growth will operate. Writing
in 1948, Hogers remarks that he has yet to find the individual

who, when he examines his situation deeply and feels that he

eaﬁogers, On Becomi _Ferso y Pps 34-35; Rogers
Fnd Buber, "Dialogue between Martin %uber and Carl Rogers,
. 22, i

2§Menne, P 54,

2#Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy s« s ., P. 490,
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perceives it clearly, deliberately chooses dependence. “hen the
elements are clearly perceived, the balance seems invariably in
the direction of growth.25

But Rogers is not blind to the outright evil of whih man
is capable. He denies that he has a Pollyanna view of human
nature and says that he is well aware that out of defensiveness
and fear man can be "incredibly cruel, horribly destructive,

immature, regressive, anti-social, hurtful.“26

And in replying
to Walker, Rogers disavows any direct influence from Rousseau and
points out that he, unlike Rousseau, does not view man as an
essentially perfect being warped and corrupted by involvement
lvith society.2’

The primary question, then, in Rogers' eyes is, which of
the two directions in which man can and does move--positive and

Pegative~-is predominant or more basic? Rogers clearly opts for

the former., He admits the obvious fact that man does have the

Eower and capacity for tremendous destruction, but he finds that

t core man has an overpowering thrust for growth if the

2530§ers, "Divergent Trends in Methods of Improving
djustment,"” 218, Cf. Rogers, On Becomipng a Person . . .,
p. ©0-91.

2680§ers, On Bec%g;gg a Peggon s s 24y Pe 27. Cf., Carl
. Rogers, "Concluding Comment to Bernsrd M. Loomer, Walter M.
orton, and Hans Hofmynn, ‘'Reinhold Niebuhr and Carl R. Rogers: A

Discussion,'” Pastoral Psychology, IX (1958), 27-28.
27Rogers, "A Note on the Nature of Man," 199-200.
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28 To say that man is capable of evil,

opportunity is provided.
therefore, is not to say that man is evil.29 In a discussion
with Martin Puber, Rogers refers to the fact that his psycho-
therapeutic experience has taught him that the clinician need not
supply the motivation toward positive, constructive actualiza—
tion, for that already exists in the individual and indeed is
what is most basic to the individual. Rogers observes that he is
probably willing to place a greater trust in the process of
Lactualization than is Buber, who does not seem to believe that
the positive direction in man is more fundamental; rather Buber
lpelieves that there is a basic positive-negative polarity in man
Pnd that man is equally capable of moving in either direction

ﬁsince both the positive and negative poles are ejually fundamen-

tal. 30
In summary, then we see that Rogers considers man a

fundamentally positive-~directed organism whose deepest tendenciesgd
Uare toward growth. Man is capable of great evil, yes, but at
the core man is constructive, is positive-~orientated; the roots
lof man are directed toward his self-actualization.

aaRogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . £y Pe xi. This
point is strongly emphasized throughout Rogers' writings: cf.,
le«g., "The Fotential of the Human Individual . . .," p. 22;
Og Becomi% g Pg;:son s 5 _s9 ppw 26"“27’ 91"’92' 194’"951

5ORogers and Buber, "Dialogue between dartin Buber and
barl R. Rogers," pp. 18-24.
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A second characteristic of man's nature found in Rogers'’
writings is that man is basically a social being and that his
,most characteristic behavior is social., As has been pointed out,
Rogers finds that man's basic nature tends toward cooperative
relationships with others. The process of actualization does not
lead to egoistic behavior; rather self actualization involves not
only enhancement of self but also the enhancement of others.31

Rogers gives the abbreviated case history of a MMrs. O., a

woman who gradually discovered that the further she looked within
herself, the less she had to fear about herself and others;
and she gradually realized the possession of a self which was
deeply soclalized. Rogers asks whether we dare to generalize
from this type of experience and state that if we cut deeply
enough to our organismic nature we will find that man is a social
animal. He answers in the affirmative.52 It is only when man is
false to himself and acts as less than man that he is to be
feared; when he is fully wman his behavior, although not always
conforming to others, will always be socialized:
To put it another way, when man is less than fully man--when
he denies to awareness various aspects of his experiecnce--

then indeed we have all too often reason to fear him and his
behavior, as the present world situation testifies, But when

-

51"1‘., Rogers, Cllentuuentered Therapy . « ., Pp. 150,
488; Rogers and Dymond (eds.), chothe and Personalit
Cgan?e, p. 4; Carl R. Rogers, Rev1ew of Self and the Dr
of gtory, by Reinhold Niebuhr, Pastoral Psychology, 195
17; Rogers, On Becoming & Person . . ., pp. 91-92, 192,

32

Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., p» 103,
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he is most fully man, when he ig his complete organism, when
awareness of experience, that peculiarly human attribute, is
most fully operating, then he is to be trusted, then his
behavior is constructive, It is not always conventional. 1%
will not always be conforming. _It will be individualized.
Bup it will also be socialized.>’?

Dettering compares Rogers to John Dewey in seeing the
individual as tending toward social cohesiVeness.54 However, he
[pelieves that Rogers differs from Dewey in being extremely anti-
authoritarian and that consequently, since neither counselor nor
teacher nor society is permitted to motivate this socialization,
Rogers must count on some tendency within the individusl to bring
it to fruition. And this, in Dettering's eyes, would necessarily
be an uncaused socializing tendency, the psychological laissez-
ffaire counterpart to the "invisible hand" of Adam Smith's eco-

Pomics.35

Because of Rogers' stress on the need of a proper inter-

ersonal relationship as the condition for constructive change to
ake place in a person, it is doubtful whether the flat statement
hat "neither counselor nor teacher nor society is permitted to
potivate this socialization" is justified. However, there is no
cuestion that Rogers does rely on a tendency within the individ-

ial toward self-actuaslization; this is the basic element of his

53Ibid., pp. 105-106. Cf. Rogers, "The Potential of the
Human Individual . . «," p. &%,

r4
’ARichard #. Dettering, "Philosophical Idealism in Roger-
ian Psychology," Educational Theory, V (1955), 207.

351bi4., 212.
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entire personality theory. PRBut whether he would agree that this
is necessarily an uncaused tendency is another question. Because
Rogers considers the organism as dynamic rather than static, he
would probably answer that the tendency itself is a causal fac-

tor.

We have noted that in Rogers' personality theory bemvior
is &kplained basically in terms of actualization as the goal-
ldirected attempt of the organism to satisfy its experienced
needs, although every behavior of the human organism does not
appear to be reducible to need-reduction in s strict sense.56
The question arises as to whether Rogers goes beyond a purely
organismic model of man and recognizes at the human level a
unique modification of this natural drive of the organism in that
it is supplemented and dominated by an individual's free,
rational choices: does Rogers believe that man is free to deter-
jnine his own 1life?

The answer is clearly, yes. Man is free.

Frankl quotes Rogers as saying that he believed again in
human volition as a result of a student dissertation he directed

which made it clear that the determining factor in behavior is

the degree of self—understanding.37 Behavior depends primarily

563ugra, pp. 18, 20.
37Viktor Frankl, "Psychotherapy and Philosophy," Philos-

ophy Today, V (1961), 59-64. Frankl refers to: Carl R. Rogers,
“DIscussgon," Existential Inquiries, I, No. 2 (1960), 9. The
results of the dissertation referred to here and a later one
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not upon external conditions to which the individual is or has
been exposed but rather upon the individual's own awareness of
the reality of his situation, in the face of which he choosesg his
course of action.

In his 1942 book Rogers recognizes the necessity of
admitting man's ability to choose more satisfying goals for him-

self; the term creative will is employed to signify the kind of

choice which occurs when an individual is faced with two or more
ways of satisfying his needs.BB Howie's objection that Rogers

jpeans two different things by creative will--that the organism

has an inherent drive for growth, and that action 1s done for the
sake of rewards--does not seem necessarily valid;§9 it is posgsi-~
[ple to answer that the will act is being considered from two dif-
ferent points of view~-on the one hand, from the point of view of
the agent, and on the other, from that of the value or reward.

In a 1946 article Rogers explicitly points out that
Jolthough behavior may be determined by the influences to which
the individual has been exposed, it may also be determined by the

creative and integrative insight of the organism itself;

Kell, and Helen McNeil, "The Role of Self-Understanding in the
rediction of Behavior," Journal of Consulbting Psychology, XII
(1948), 174-86,

28
39}). Howie, "Some Theoretical Implications of Rogers!

mOn-Directive Therapy," Journal of General Psychology, XIIL
(1950), 239-40.

E&ich confirmed the first are published as: Carl R. Rogers, B. L.

Rogers, Counseling and Psychotherapy, pp. 208-210.
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spontaneous forces of volitional control exist withinzthé indi-
vidual. This is a very important statement in reference to
Rogers' philosophy and deserves quoting in full:

The clinical experience could be summarized by saying
that the behavior of the human organism may be determined by
the influences to which it has been exposed, but it may also
be determined Tz the creative and integrative ggggzg_ of the
organism itself. ~This ability oI The person L0 Jd1SCOVer new
meaning in the forces which impinge upon him and in the past
experiences which have been controlling him, and the ability
to alter comnsciously his behavior in the light of this new
meaning, has a profound significance for our thinking which
has not been fully realized. We need to revise the philoso-
phical basis of our work to a point where it can admit that
forces exist within the individual which can exercise a spon-
taneous and significant influence upon behavior which is not
predictable through knowledge of prior influences and condi-
tionings. The forces released through a catalytic process of
therapy are not adequately accounted for by a knowledge of
the individual's previous conditionings, but only if we grant
the presence of a spontaneous force within the organism which
has the capacity of integration and redirection. This capa-
city for volitional control is a force whicR we must take
into account in any psychological equation.

Nuttin and Menne both refer to this passage as evidence
that Rogers' theory‘of personality is an advance over biological
theories.41

This stress on freedom is probably one reason why Snyder

[pays that Rogers' non~directive type of psychotherapy is

4ORogers, "Significant Aspects of Client~Centered
Therapy,™ 422.

4lNuttin, pp, 102-10%; Menne, p. 1l6. Menne also refers

o later writings of Rogers as evidence of the same point: "Some
irections and Bnd points in Therapy," Psychotherapy, Theory and
esearch;ed. O. H. Mowrer (New Ycrk: Ronald Press, 1953),

s7; "The Concept of the Fully~Functioning Person" (unpub-
ished paper; Chicsgo: University of Chicago Counseling Center,
95%), esp. pp. 20-22; "Persons or Science? A Philosophical Ques-
ion," American Psychologist, ¥ (1955), 268.
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philosophically rooted in ideslism (following Kant) rather than

in logical positivism (following ILocke), which Snyder considers
the philosophical foundation of directive psychotherapy. > This
Lwould be the same distinction Allport makes when he writes that a
psychology which considers man as passive is rooted in ILocke,
[vhereas one which considers man as active looks to Le;bniez and,
|subsequently, to Kant.43 Rogers belief in ﬁhe spontaneity of

the will is also one reason why Dettering considers Rogers an

idealism.

The fact that Rogers recognizes free will, the b8te noire
lof American psychology, clearly puts him at variance with the
mainstream of traditional psychology; but he cannot h@lp conclud~-
ing that the traditional philosophical background of @echanistic
determinism is inadequate for handling the phenomena of exper-
iential freedom~-the capacity of the individual to reorganize his

%tthudes and behsvior in the direction determined by his own
insight. ”

42? U. Snyder, Comment to "Carl Rogers and the Nature of

Pan " by Donald E. Walker, Journal of Counseling Payohology, I1T
(1956), 92.

anordon %+« Allport, Becoming: Basic uonsiderahlons for a
chology of Personality (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 19557,
De ~L/»

Hpettering, 211-12.

45Carl R. Rogers, "Dealing with Interpersonal Conflict,"
Pastoral Psychology, III (1952), 18-20, 37-44, (f., Carl R.
ogers, 'Learning to Be Free" (unpublished paper given to a
segssion on “Conformity and Diversity" in the conference on "Man
nd Civilization" sponsored by the University of California

chool of Medicine, San Francisco, January 28, 1962), pp. 6-7,




In an article written in the early 1950's and included in
a revised form in his latest book, Rogers openly discusses the
seeming paradox that modern scientific psychology is faced with
regarding man's freedom. On the one hand psychology, like any
other empirical science, is committed to a rigorous determinism
in which every event is necessarily determined by what precedes
it. Yet, Rogers observes that it would be impossible for him to
deny that in the psychotherapeubtic relationship he is faced with
a man who feels within himself the power of naked choice; such a
man is free--"to become himself or to hide behind a fagade; to
move forwasrd or to retrogress; to behave in ways which are
destructive of self and others, or in ways which are enhancing;
quite literally free to live or die, in both the physiological
pnd psychological meaning of those terms.“46
Because Rog=ers, a prominent psychologist, is so insistent
on the fact of man's freedom, he is a likely target for determin-
istically orientated psychologists to aim at. Hig most notable
pnd consistent adversary in this wmatter is Dr. B. F. Skinner,

ith whom Rogers has debated or discussed the guestion on various
pccasions.,

In a study treating of the relationship between science
and human behavior from a behavioristic standpoint, Skinner

ppholds enviroonmental determinism. All activity is ultimately

46Rogers, On Becoming a Persomn . . ., p. 192,
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#educible to external behavior, and all causality is exberna1.47

kinner believes that such a deterministic approach explains all
pehavior which "common sense'" would call free:

Man's vaunted creative powers . . . his capacity to choose
and our right to hold him responsible for his choice~-none of
these is conspicuous in this new self-portrait [provided by
behavioral science]. Man, we once believed, was free to
express himself in art, music, and literature, to inquire
into nature, to seek salvation in his own way. He could
initiate action and make spontaneous and capricious changes
of course., Under the most extreme duress some sort of choice
remained to him. He could resist any effort to control him,
though it might cost him his life. But science insists that
action is initiasted by forces impinging upon the individual
and that caprice is only anathﬁg name for behavior for which
we have not yet found a cause.

His basic contention is that science depends upon the strict
causality of behavior and that therefore to admit free will is,
in effect, to destroy the efficacy of science since a free event
is looked upon as an uncaused event,

The depth of Skinner's conviction that freedom must be
ienied may be seen by the following. A paper by Skinner led
Rogers to address these remarks to him, implying that Skinner had
beither choice nor purpose in giving the paper at the meeting:
From what I understood Dr. Skinner to sy, it is his under-

standing that though he might have thought he choge to come
to this meeting, might have thought he had @ purpose in

47B. F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior (New York:
acmillan, 1953), pp. 35, 62-69, 149, 237, 517+ Quoted in
oberto Zavalloni, oelf-Determination- The Psychology of Personal
reedom, trans. Virgilio Riasiol and Garroll Tageson ((hicago:
ooks, 1962), pp. 17-18.

483. F. Skinner, "Freedom and the Control of Men,"
merican Scholar, XXV (Winter, 1955-56), 52-53. AQuoted in
ogers, ONn Becoming a Person . « «, p. 590,
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giving this speech, such thoughts are really illusory. He
actually made certain marks on paper and emitted certain
sounds here simply because his genetic makeup and his past
environment had operantly conditioned his behavior in such a
way that it was rewarding to maske these sounds, and that he
as a person doesn't enter into this., In fact if I get his
thinking correctly, from his strictly scientific point of

~ view, he, as a person, doesn't exist.4

True to his philosophy, ckinner accepted this characterization of
his presence at the meeting!

Rogers himself does not deny that there is a real problem
in explaining freedom, for he agrees with Skinner that it is
necessary that science look upon all behavior as caused. But he
accepts as a starting point the incontrovertible fact of man's
subjective experience of free choice:

If we choose to utilize our scientific knowledge to free
men, then it will demand that we live openly and frankly with
the great paradox of the behavioral sciences. We will recog-
nize that behavior, when examined scientifically, is surely
best understood as determined by prior causati on. This is
the great fact of science. But responsible personal choice,
which is the most essential element in being a person, which
is the core experience in psychotherapy, which exists prigs
to any scientific endeavor, is an equally prominent fact.

nd he disagrees with Skinner's explanation of what the causality
of science entails. Science, says Rogers, is not to be reified
pnd spelled with a capital $ as though it were a subsistent
being; rather science is knowledge which exists only in the mind
bf the scientist and which is employed only for a purpose chosen

by the scientist, In any scientific endeavor there is a prior

49Rogers, "T.earning to Be Free," p. 5.

SQEOgers, On Becoming a Person » . «, p. 400,
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value choice on the part of the scientist concerning the object
of that endeavor, and this choice necessarily lies outside of the
scientific endeavor itself. This applies to Skinner as well as
to any other scientist; he must decide what the goal of his
behavioral experiments is to be. A frequent answer to this might
be that a continulng scientific endeavor will evolve its own
|goals inasmuch as initial findings will alter the direction and
subsequent findings will alter them still further. But even
here, Rogers polints out, subjective personal choice enters in at¥
every point at which the direction changes. Science, in sum, is
not an inexorable Jjuggernaut crushing the scientist but rather is
knowledge employed according to subjectively chosen goals.51
Skinner refers to Rogers' explanation of how choice
Penbers into scientific work and answers that "choice" can be
kxplained by a behavioristic reinforcement theory; values are
merely reinforcers which make any behavior which produces them
hore likely to recur. And such reinforcers are external to the
prganism; or, at least, no evidence can be given to satisfy
Skinner that there is a truly inner choice of values.52
Rogers' disagreement with Skinner concerning the problem
Pf freedom does not mean, however, thet Rogers is criticizing

Fttempts to study man's behavior scientifically but only that he

511bid., pp. 215-24, 384-402,

520&rl R. Rogers and B. F. Skinner, "Some Issues Concern—
%n% the Control of Human Rehavior," Science, CXXIV, No. 3231
'15

6), 1065.
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is criticizing the philosophical presuppositions of scientists
like Skinner. Rogers himself defends scientific procedure
against Reinhold Niebubr's contention that free acts of man are
not a valid area of scientific investigation. Niebuhr believes
that science is over-stepping its legitimate bounds when it
attempts to predict fubure behavior on the basis of investigation
of past behavior. Rogers believes that this is eguivalent to
telling scientists that they should not search for order in the
jpature of man or in man's outer behavior, and he does not believe
that scientists will be very receptive to the admonition.53

The framework of clascsical psychoanalysis is also inade-
quate for seeing the totality of man, for it too reaches only the
objective aspect of man. Rogers approves of Rollo May's state-

genb that psychoanalysis was most helpful and most effective in

derstanding the Umwelt--man in his biological relationship to
gze environment, his "world-around" but that it has not been
uccessful in providing an understanding of the Mitwelt--the
twith~world" of man's relationship to his fellow men--and that
its greatest lack has been on the level of the Eigenwelt--the
["own-world" of relationship to one's self.s4 The more subjective

pnd personal the relationship, the greater the failure of a

55Rogers, Review of The Self and the Dramas of History,
by Reinhold Niebuhr, 15-16. .I., ROgers and sSkinner, "gome
ITssues Concerning the Control of Human Behavior," 1060.

540311 R. Rogers, "The Way to Do Is to Be":; Review of
xistence: A New Dimension in Psychiatry and Psychology, by Rollo
ay, et al., (ontemporary pPsychology, IV (195%), 196~§g.
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purely external approach to explain it.

Rogers believes, then, that to obtain an adequate view of
man it is necesszry to go beyond a mechanistic philosophy, beyond
an external approach to man, and o find a philosophy which will
bridge the gap between the determinism upon which science is
built and the self-determination or freedom which is the only
foundation upon which experience is explicable.

This search for a framework which will enable the entire
[pan to be grasped has led Rogers to existential psychology, an
approach to man which refuses to accept the prevalent modern view
that man is unfree, a mere product and pawn of his heredity,
rculture, and circumstances. Here the central focus is always man
as a human person, man seen from a subjective viewpoint, from the
"inside" rather than from an external frame of reference in which
fhe is objectified. Here again we have the clear statemeni of one
lof Rogers' fundamental convictions:

From the existential perspective, from within the phenomeno-
logical internal frame of reference, man does not simply have
the characteristics of a machine, he is not simply a being in
the grip of unconscious motives, he is a person in the pro-
cess of creating himself, a person who creates meaning in
life, a person who embodies a dimension of subjective free-
dom. He is a figure who, though he may be alone in a vastly
complex universe, and though he may be part and parcel of
that universe and its destiny, is alsc able in his inner life
to transcend the material universe, who is able to live
dimensions of his life which are not fully or adequately
contained in a description of his conditionings, or of his
unconscious.

Man has long felt himself to be but a puppet in life--molde
by economic forces, by unconscious forces, by environmental

forces. He has been enslaved by persons, by institutions, by
the theories of psychological science., Bubt he is firmly

L] L
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setting forth a new declaration of independence. He is dis-
carding the alibis of unfreedom. He is choosi himself,
endeavoring, in a most difficult and often Erag%c world, to
become himself,--not a puppet, not a slave, not a machine,
but bis own unique individual self. The view I have been
desvribing in psychology has room for this philosophy of
man.

In this framework, freedom is essentially an inner thing,
quite aside from the outward choice of alternatives which is

of ten thought to constitute freedom. It is fundamentally an
attitude, the choice of one's attitude toward life and the dis~-
covery of meaning and responsibility from within oneself. This
remains when everything else has been taken from a man, as is
illustrated by Frankl's description of his years in a Nazi con~
centration camp.56 Regardless of whether a person has hundreds
of objective outer alternatives from which to choose or whether
fhe has none, this freedom remains.”’

In the light of such thinking, Rogers proposes a tenta-
tive solution to the problem of freedom versus determinism: the
freely-functioning person--that is, the person in whom there is
fundamental congruence between the self-concept and experience--~
voluntarily chooses and wills that which is also absolutely
determined by the factors of the existential situation; the indi-

vidual chooses and assumes responsibility for bringing about the

55

Rogers, "Toward a Science of the Person,” pp. 24-35.

56Viktor %+ Frankl, From Death Camp to Gxistcenbialism,
trans., I. Lasch (Roston: Reacon Press, 19Y5Y), p. 65. Quoted in
kogers, "Learning to Be Free," p. 7.

57

Rogers, "Learning to Pe Free," ppn. 7-8.
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destined events of his world. This would mean that considered
from an external scientific viewpoint there are specific deter-
mining causes for ererything that man does, a view which necessi-
tates the denial of freedom; but looked at subjectively, man is
free to determine much of his life.58 Freedom is thus saved, at
least from the standpoint of the subjective, and this is most
important in Rogers' eyes since he bhzli.ves that the subjective
precedes the objective frsamework in considering man. The scien-
tific view is an abstraction from the totality of man whereas the
subjective is more encompassing than ientific knowledge.sg This
solution, it may be repeated, seems to be a manifest paradox even
to Rogers; and he is not offering it as definitive.

Rogers therefore clearly maintains that man is free.
However, it should be noted that for Rogers this characteristic
of freedom does not distinguish man essentially from other organ-
isms, as traditional philosophy maintains. He has implied that

60

all needs are ultimately physiologically rooted, and he has

used the terms "sensory and visceral experiences'" and "organic
experlences" to refer to the totality of experience.6l

Strictly speaking, what makes man different for Rogers

58Ibid. cf., Rogers, On Becoming a Person . «+ ., ps 193,

59303ers, "The Potential of the Human Individual . . .,"
P 21,

60

Sle,, Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . .," in Koch
(ed.), p. 197.

Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., DPp. 491-92.
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from other orgenisms is that man has the potentiality of aware-
ness; it is upon this that rationality and freedom are founded.
But Rogers does not regard this as sufficient evidence that man
is different in kind from other organisms. In a recent article
he states that awareness is, indeed, a unique characteristic of
Inan and one which, coupled with man's vocal equipment, makes him
far superior to any other organism; however, he adds that this

[prakes man almost, but not quite, different in kind and not merely

in degree:

To a greater degree than any other living organism, man
has the capacity to be aware of his functioning, to symbo-
lize--whether in words, in images, or in other ways~--that
which is going on within his experience, and that which has
gone on in the past. This has given him enormous power--to
think, to plan, to take a pathway symbolically and forsee
[sic] its consequences without taking the pathway in fact.
It, plus his vocal equipment, has also given him an enormous
range of personal expression, so much superior to that of any
other organism that it is almost a difference in kind, rather
than simply of degree.©62

It is a logical step from this to say, as Rogers does,
that viewed from the objective perspective it will probably be
increasingly possible to understand human behavior in terms of
laws similar to the laws of the natural sciences, in which view
man would be but "a complex sequence of events no different in
lkind from the complex chain of equations by which various chemi-
kkal substances interact to form new substances or to release

energy."65 Rogers believes, then, that behavior would be

6aRogers, "The Potential of the Muman Individual . . «,"
Pe 11.

| 31pia., p. 20.
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unpredictable only in f act, not in theory. If instruments were
available to measure all of the stimuli affecting the organism
and if a glant mechanical computer were available to interpret
this data and to calculate the most economical vector of response
for the organism, then behavior could be predicted. But in a
concrete situation--and every concrete situation is different
from every other--there are so many stimuli exerting a causal
influence on the organism that all of the relevant data could not
be collected and interpreted before the organism itself makes its
own appraisal and performs the action. Behsvior of the adjusted
person, therefore, will be dependable but not predictable. The
jpore congruent a person is, the less predictable is his behavior,
It is the maladjusted person who tends to be predictable, for his
pehavior falls into rigid patternsas4

Rombauts believes that Rogers' theory is open to a charge
jof reductionism because of Rogers' implication that the totality
lof human e xperience can be reduced to basic sensory and visceral
stperienea.es
Menne takes issue with Rogers' application of this theory
of freedom to his general theory of interpersonal relations;

Nenne comments that if man is truly free, behavior is never

P 64Rogers, "The Concept of the Fully-Functioning Person,™
pe 17-19.

65A. J. Rombauts, "De Opvatting van de Persoonlijkheid in
et Counseling-Systeem van Carl Rogers," Tijdschrift voor Philos-
hi

e, XXI (1959), 79-81, 95.
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invariant regardless of what conditions are present to motivate
change.66
In summary, then, we may say that Rogers insists on the
fact of man's freedom; the basic experience of man cannot be
denied in this matter. Rogers recognizes that such an admission
is not consistent with the presuppositions of modern science and
he offers a tentative solution to the problem by considering
freedom from two different points of view, the objective in which
freedom is denied, and the subjective in which freedom is admit~
ted. Rogers believes that consciousneés, upon which freedom
depends, is unique to man; but he does not believe that this
fcharacteristic essentially differentiates man from other organ-

isms.

The fourth characteristic concerning man's nature that is
levident in Rogers' personality theory is an emphasis on the
Pniqueness of each individual man.67 Just as the natural conse-
+quent of Rogers' sbtress on the goodness of man is his emphasis
fon the social nature of man, so0 this characteristic of uniqueness
}s dependent upon his stress on man's freedom. Theorists who
deny the freedom of man are prone to regard individuals as so
many examples of the species; if man is not free to direct his

self-fulfillment, all one need look for to explain an

66

67Of., e.g., ROgers, Becoming a Person, pp. 7, 21;
Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . «y Pps L/Dy 178, 349-50,

Menne, p. 56.
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individual's behavior are the rigid patterns of behavior common
to the species. As we have seen, Rogers encounters difficulty in
this matter because of his desire not to contradict the scienti-
fic viewpoint; bub his primary insistence is on the freedom and
consequent unigueness of each individual.

This characteristic is significant enough to deserve
karticular mention because it too differentiabtes Rogers' theory
from the majority of other prevalent psychological theories of
[personality that leading psychologists have proposed, The impor-
tance of this characteristic will become evident in Chapter V,
where it will be seen that Rogers discusses values and the good

1ife in terms of the unigque valuing process of each individual

person.




CHAPTER IV
THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PROUBLEM OF OBJECTIVE REALITY

As a psychologist Rogers is interested in the question
"what is reality?" primarily from the standpoint of psychology,
specifically clinical psychology. His conclusion, as we have
pentioned in discussing his theory of personality, is that as far
as the psychotherapist is concerned an individual's perception of
reality is reality; the entire perceptual field of the individual
congtitutes reality for him, and his behavior is appropriate to
mis perceptions.l
¥hether or not there is such a thing as "objective real-
ity* to which subjective perceptions msy correspond is, to
fRogers' mind, irrelevant as far as psychological purposes are

fconcerned, However, it may be argued that it is invalid to sep-

larate psychology from philosophy in this matter. Certainly the

uestion of whether an individual is in contact with what might
Ee called objective reality is important for a theory of person-
jality, particularly in regard to the formulation of a theory of
values and an explanation of the good 1life. And since Rogers

lexplicitly formulates & theory of personallity to account for his

1Su ra, pp. 18-19.
55
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psychotherapeutic experiences and spends considerable time dis-
cussing values and the good life, it is necessary to determine
his underlying epistemology.

Rogers makes stabtements in an early article published in
1947 that could be interpreted to mean that he is denying any
reality beyond subjective perception. He suggests that behavior
is perhaps influenced only by an individual's perception of real-
ity and not by any ‘real" reality behind this perception: he

hypothesizes that "behavior is not directly influenced or deter-

mined by organic or cultural factors, but primarily (and perhaps

only) by the perception of these elements."2 (It should be noted

that this statement seems to be more “"contra-psychoanalysis" than
strictly philosophicsal. Rogers' point is that behavior isnot a
"ociven" resulting automatically from certain O?ganic and cultural
conditions but that it is primarily the result of the values that
subjective behavior places upon them.) Secondly, Rogers speaks
of self-satisfaction as bthe index of adjustment and well-bezing,
thereby defining adjustment as an internsal affasir, dependent upon
an individual's perception of himself rather fthan upon an exter-
nal reality.3

In a cudgel-swinging atbtack on this article, Wllis com-
ments that if the concept of adjustment is entirely dependent

upon internal satisfaction, no type of person may a priori be

2Rogers, "Some (Observations on the Organization of Per-
sonality," 362.

Spid., 364,
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considered maladjusted; for most religious zeaslots, hatchet mur-
derers, rapists, psychopaths, and schizophrenics usually seem
quite content with their internal affairs. This definition of
adjustment is seen as but the logical result of Rogers' first
statement about behavior perhaps being influenced only by percep~-
tion. Ellis claims the support of Northrop and other modern
philosophers in saying that an individual's perception of reality
is not divorced from that reality but is intrinsically linked
("epistemically correlated®) with it, He therefore believes that
Rogers' position is both philosophically untenable and contradic-
tory--"if a client's adjustment were only influenced by his per-
lception of external events, rather than also by the external
reslity of such events, he might Just ss well have a directive as
ﬁa non-directive therapist--or, indeed no therapist at all. et

Block and Thomas also objected to Rogers' saying that an
individual's judgment of himself is the index of his adjusbment.s
mbwevar the editor of the magazine in which the Block and Thomas

article appeared pointed out that after this article was written,
Lut before its publication, Rogers published Psychotherapy and

Personality Ghanggs which includes the reporting by Rogers,

“gl1ie, 252. Ellis cites F. §. C. Northrop, The Meeting
of East and West (New York: Macmillan, 1946).

27, Block and H, Thomas, "Is Satisfaction with Self g
easure of Adjustment?" Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychol-

ogy, LI (1955), 254-59.
GRogers and Dymond (eds.), Psychotherspy and Personality
hange.
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Butler, and Haigh of the finding of & high relationship between
self and ideal self descriptions in individuals recognized by
other means as defensive and rapreaaive;7 80 Rogers himself had
come to admit that a maladjusted person may be very satisfied
with himself, thus implying that there is a reality to which such
a person is not adjusted.

But is this reality that lies beyond perception what can
be called objective reality in a philosophical sense, and can it
be known as such? Two suppositions of Rogers' epistemology are
relevant to a consideration of these questions.

¥irst of all, Rogers implies that reality does not extend
beyond the sensible-~"anything that exists can be measured.“s It
is perhaps unfair to conclude from this somewhat offhand remark
that Rogers definitely limits reality to the z:nsible, but at
least it might be said that he believes that man cannot have
knowledge transcending the sensible.,

Second, Rogers believes that if truth is to be known, if
reality is to be perceived, then science is the best road to fol-
low in achieving it, even in such a delicately intricate area as
that of human rolatienships.g

What therefore is Rogers' conception of science?

Pirst, Rogers believes that true science does not limit

7Block and Thomas, 254.

BROgers, On Becoming a Person . . ., p. 206,
9

Rogerse, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., P. xi.
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itself, as is commonly thought, to cne type of knowledge--objec~
tive knowledge--but rather makes use of all three of the ways of
knowing that Rogers discovers in man.

In an article written in 1963, Rogers states that &he
essence of all knowing is the construction of hypotheses and that
these hypotheses are checked in three different ways, constitut-
ing three different types of human knowing. Subjective knowing
is knowledge from within a person's own internal frame o refer-
ence, and the hypotheses are checked by using the ongoing flow of
preconceptual experiencing as a referent., For example, I wonder
"do I love her?" and realize that it is only by reference to the
flow of feelings in me that I can begin to conceptualize an
janswer. Rogers admits that this type of knowledge does not lead
to publicly validated knowledge; but he believes that it is fun-
[damental to everyday living and is our most basic way of knowing,

"a deeply rooted organismic sensing, from which we form and

rifferentiate our conscious symbolizations and cenceptions."lg
T

he second type of knowing is objective knowing. Here the
hypotheses are based upon an external frame of reference and are
checked both by externally observable operations on the part of
the individual and by dependence upon a trusted reference group.
Rogers points out that this type of knowing can be concerned only
with objects or with the objective aspects of whatever is being

studied. The third type is interpersonal or phenomenological

10Rogers, "Toward a Science of the Person," p. 5.
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knowing, which is concerned primarily with the knowledge of human
beings and of higher organisms. Here I "know" that you feel
hurt, that you have a strong desire to reach the top of your
profession, that you are concerned with thermo-nuclear war.

These hypotheses are checked by placing myself, as much as possi-
ble, within your personal world of meanings, your phenomenologi-
cal field. The criteria for this type of knowing are twofold:
either you yourself confirm my hypothesis about your internal
frame of reference by directly telling me, or else I check my
hypothesis by & kind of consensual vslidation, inferring from
your actions that my hypothesis about you is correct or having
Fother people mention to me the same fact that I have sensed about
wou,ll

It is only as each of these three ways of knowling is used
in sppropriate relationship to the other two that a satisfactory
Wscience will develop. As was menftloned in discussing Rogers!
lexplanation of freedom, he believes that all science beging with
Isubjective knowledge, with a highly valued creative inner h¥poth-
lesis that is checked against the relevant éspects of one's exper-
ience and which may then lesd to a formal scientific hypothesis
to be objectively studied. Further, the interpersonsl type of

nowledge must be used to arrive at richer and deeper insights

jabout nature and human nature than any purely external approach

Mrpia., pp. 2-13.
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koula do.1?

Second, to consider the objective aspect of science in
detail, we find that science procedes by the construction of
theories and that the core of a theory is a set of hypothetical
formulations which may be put to the test: "Scientific advance
can be made only as we have hypotheses which may be experimen-
tally tried, tested, and improved.”15 The stress on objecti ve
testing is essential, for only by this means can it be debtermined
mwhether or not a theory is useful:

It has been felt that a theory, or any segment of a theory,
is useful only if it can be put to test. There has been a
sense of commitment to the objective testing of each signifi-
cant aspect of our hypotheses, believing that the only way in
which knowledge can be separated from individual prejudice
and wishful thinking is through objective investigation. To
be objective such investigation must be of the sort that
another investigator collecting the data in the same way and
performing the same operations upon it, will discover the 14
same or similar findings, and come to the same conclusions.
These hypotheses will lead to operationsl definitions which msy
pe the basis of increasing predictability: ". . . research work-
lers can make gpecific predictions in terms of operationally
definable constructs. . .“15 And besides this possibility of

increasing the ability to predict events, the theory may also

-

laxbida‘ PO 13-15.

15Rogers, Counseling and Psychotherapy, p. 1l6.
14

Rogers, On Becoming & Person . . «, DPD.s 244-45,
51pid,, p. 246,




62
lead to control over the events.16 Further, the theory aims at

consistency and its propositions should adequately account for

l2ll the phenomana;l7 and it seeks to establish orderly relation-

hips between the phenomena.le Finally, the constructs should
ve gcnarality.lg We may piece these characteristics together,
hen, and say that Rogers would define a scientific theory as a
[get of hypothetical formulations characterized by verifiasbility
pnd generality, leading to operational definitions which are
integratéd in a consistent framework that will adequately account

ffor and order the phenomena and may also lead to incfeased pre-
dictability and control.

The word hypothetical in this definition does not mean

hat the theory is an a priori mental construct created out of
hin air apart from observed dabta but is rather built up by
nduction from the perceived data. Rogers insists that there
'is no need for theory until and unless there are phenomena to
explain.”20 He will therefore say that those who, for example,
criticize client-centered therapy for not proceeding from a

coherent theory of personality have actually distorted the

161bid., p. 206.

AN ———

17Bogers‘ Client-Centered Therapy . . ., p. 482.
18

Rogers, On Becoming a Person , . ., pps. 24-25; Rogers,
['A Theory of Therady . . .,g In Kéch (ed.), p. 188,
lgaagers, On Becoming a Person . . ., p. 246,
20

Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., p. 15.
Cf. Rogers, "A Theory o Therapy e« s« <37 in Roch (ed.), p. 189.
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purpose of a theory; for the theory implicit in client-centered
therapy, as with any other theory, is one which has been dbuilt
up by induction.

Because a theory begins with induction and is primarily
intended to furnish an sdequate framework for all of the observed
phenomena, one is at first led to believe that Rogers assumes a
realistic epistemology. This impression is further heightened
by the fact that Rogers explicitly states that the aim of science
is to objectively understand the data:

In approaching the complex phenomepa of therapy with the
logic and methods of science, the aim is to work toward an
understanding of the phenomena. In science this means an

objective knowlgdge of events and of functional relatiocnships
between events,2l

[He also discusses the prdbiem of checking objective scientific
findings with reality and states that by using different lines
of evidence the scientist can be sure that his finding has some
real relationship to ract.22
However, this assumption is not true in the case of
Rogers., He goes on to assert that no matter how profound the
|scientific investigation, no absoclute truth can be discovered by
it nor any underlying reality in regard to persons, relation-
ships, or the universe. Sclence can only describe relationships
Fhich have an increasingly high probability of occurrence but

which can never be known as completely certain since the factor

2laogers, On Becoming a Person . ., ., pp. 205-206,

ezmidag PP 217-18.
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FOf error necessarily enters into the picture to a greater or
lesser extenb.23 Although there may be objective truth, it can
never be known:
To put it more briefly, it appears to me that though there
may be such a thing as objective truth, I can never know it.
All I can know is that some statements appear to me subjec-
tively to have the qualificetions of objective truth. There
is no such thing as Scientific Knowledge; there are only
individual percggtions of what appears to each person to be
such knowledge.
Purther, Rogers states that there is no such thing as a scienti-
fic methodology which gives infallible knowledge. If a science
does not 1limit itself to ome mode of knowledge but rather inter-
weaves all three, it will approximate the truthj; but such approx-
imations are not absoclute certitude.zs
In the light of these beliefs, then, it is logical that
Rogers should preface his latest article on the nsture of man
with the statement that although everyone hass some describable
Tonneption of the nsture of man, no one can know this nature with
Tassurance.26
Rogers believes that this view of science is as vzlid for
psychology as it is for the physical sciences. The physicist,

says Rogers, has become accustomed to the fact that he cannot

zaIbid., p. 206; Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . «.," in
Koch (ed.?), pp. 190-91,

quogers, "A Theory of Therapy « . «," in Koch (ed.),
D 192,

2snogers, "Pfoward & Science of the Person," p. 14.

26

Rogers, "The Potential of the Human Individual . . .,"
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know "reallty," as evidenced by the fact that space and motion
have no absolute meaning but are relative to the'Vantagé point of
the observer;27 in like manner may it not be possible that the
quest for "reality" may be equally unsound in dealing with prob-
lems of personality? Perhaps & recognition that there are vari-
ous perceptual vantage points from which 5o view the person, one
of these being from within the consgciousness of the person him-
self, will have‘to be substituted for a hypothetical single real-
ity. Rogers believes that the evidence of lawfulness and inter-
nal order within each of these perceptual viewpoints points {o
the correctness of his suggestion. It is true that there is also
evidence of signi;icant and perhaps predicteble relationships
between these different perceptual systems; but this remains far
from conclusive evidence that there is g reality with which the
science of personality deals,zs particularly in view of the fact
that the perceptual "map" according to which each of us lives is
never reality itself.29 In the light of this assumption, it is

leasily understandable why Rogers stabes: "I have endeavored to

heck my clinical experience with reality, but not without some

[philosophical puzzlement ag to which ‘'reality’ is most valid.“§0

27Rogers refers the reader to Lincoln Barnett, The Uni-
verse and Dr, Einsbtein (New York: Wm. Sloasne Ass., Inc,, L1948).

Zgaegers and Dymond (eds.), Pgychotherapy and Personality
Change, pp. 432-33.

29Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., p. 485.
30

Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., D« 197.
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It is evident, therefore, that Rogers does not Lbelieve
that man can reach objective truth in the traditional snse of
the term, that is, that the actual intelligibiliby of an object
is grasped and spoken by the knowing subject. For science, the
approach mest likely to discover an objective truth, does not
achieve this end., But it should be pointed out at the same time
that although Rogers denies that man is sble £o know objective
truth, he does not deny that an objective truth may exist. What~
ever is known is noé and cannot be known as objective reality
from my subjective standpoint, but the possibility of such a
reality cannot be categorically denied.
In spite of Rogers' sclentific theories, however, he does
not deny that for purposes of practical living men do reach a

31

common practical &truth. This 18 explained by the fact that ve

are constantly checking our perceptions (which, it will be ’
recalled, constitute reality from & psychological standpoint)
against one anotber, or combining them, and checking them against
those of other men so that they become more reliasble guides to
"reality," S0 although Rogers' main stress is upon the reality
of personal perceptions, he will say that considered in a social
lcontext reality consists of perceptions which have a high degree
of commonslity among various individuals. This is still not an

objective truth, however. Rather than saying that most people

jhave & similar perception of this desk because it ig real, Rogers

31Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy . . ., pp. 485-86.
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states the proposition the other way saround: "This desk is 'real’
because most people in our culture would have a perception of it
which is very similar to my own."Ba

Thus Rogers clearly implies a dichotomy between two dif-
ferent worlds--the experiential world in which a practical truth
is reached, based upon the commonality of exyerience§ and the
intelligible, yet unknowable, world of the "really real" that
may lie beyond perception: "Strictly speaking I & not know thatb
the rock is hard, even though I may be very sure that I exper-
ience it as hard if I fall down on 1§33 Rogers recognizes that
ag a man living in the world, surrounded by and interdependent onj
the obvious reality of the world, he is living as though he were
in contact with reality. But following the positivistic training
he has received he feels forced to admit that the scientific
investigator does not really pierce through the layer of subjec~
tive perception to the hard core of what may be considered the
really real; as a coldly logical sclentist who accepts the prin-
ciples of science as he has learned them and as he has applied
them, Rogers must believe that there is something not quite
legitimete about the common aehse world in which he lives, the
world of illusion which entices man into believing that the real
may be known.

Having examined Rogers' own position, we are now able to

521p1d., p. 485.
55Rogera. On Becoming a Person . . .+, p» 41,
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consider the major criticism to which his position has been sub=-
jected.

Menne ascribes to Rogers the belief that reality is
limited to what is present in a person's mind and therefore to
the purely subjective:

Rogers . . . has clearly defined just what he does mean by
reality. Por him, reality is limited not only to that por-
tion of exieting things which have a relation to, or effect
on, a person, but these things only insofar as they are
"potentially available to awareness." This very definitely

limits reality to the subjective., That is, thigﬁs are real
insofar as they are present in a person's mind.

However, the statements of Rogers that Menne refers to in sup-
port of his contention are tzken from psychological contexts in
which Rogers is developing his theory that all the psychologist
need be concerned with is the individusl's perception of real-
ity.Bs But we have seen that Rogers does not deny the existence
of objective reality from a philosophical standpoint, s¢ Menne's
criticism is unjustified,

The strongest objection to Rogers' epistemology has come

from Dettering.56

He interprets Rogers' personality theory,
particularly its stress on self-actualization, to mean that

Rogers rejects any form of realism, that is, any body of hard,

34uanne, P, 18.

35Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy . . +," in Koch (ed.),
pp. 197, 222-23.

36Richard W. Dettering, "Philosophical Idealism in
Rogerian Psychology," Educational Theory, V (1955), 206-214.
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inflexible facts, or any standard higher than the suhjective.37
Dettering compares Rogers to John Dewey in rejecting
static absolutea and in finding truth only in the realm of
experience; specifically, both Dewey and Rogers stress the con-
tinuity and unity of e xperience and nature, the dynamism of human
experience, the progressive freedom of the individual and the
emergence of a self-directed purpose, and the goal of this per-
sonal emancipation as some type of social cohesiven&ss.58 But
Dettering believes that there is also a big difference between
the two. Dewey's pragmatism, according to Dettering, represents
la convergence of Hegel and Darwin, of dialectical idealism and
jempirical science, of individualism and socialism (in the sense
fof social, objective, scientific knowledge). Dettering finds
that Rogers has the Hegelian but not the Darwinian side of Dewey,
that is, he lacks the three major elements of Darwin's philosophy
that are found in Dewey.59
The first of these is the concept of interaction. Dewey
says that interaction means giving equal weight to both factors
lof experience, the internsl and external factors. Dettering
finds it ambiguous whether Dewey means by this what Darwin would
lhave meant--~sn objective, scientifically-reported phenomenon~--or

whether it is fo be considered as itself a private experiemce

571bia., 206.
581via., 207.
591bid., 207-210.
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involving only two interacting aspects of the experiential field
of a given subject; but he has no doubt that Rogers, with his
emphasis on the individual reacting to uis persomal perceptions,
accepts the latter interpretation.

Second is the notion of experiment and consequences. The
experimental method depends upon regularities of nature, for only
on this basis can conclusions be predicted; the whole method
would fall in a completely unpredictable universe. But, Detter-
ing believes, since Rogers rejects socially-acknowledged results
and any external imposition of norms, the intersubjective, social
verification of Dewey is replaced by a total intrasubjective ver-
dict.

The third element is conflict and problem solving. For
Dewey problems could be found introspectively, in the private
fworld of expe}ience, but neither understood nor solved except in
|lsocial and scientific terms. Detbtering finds that Rogers keeps
the notion of self-~directed solution t¢ problems but that unlike
Dewey he would keep the problem totally within the subject's

ersonal perceptual field for both its comprehension and its
Eolution.

The general opposition which Dettering finds running
through all three of these differences is tle contrast between an
intersubjective and an introspective concept of knowledge: while
Dewey relied ultimately on the consensus of the scientific com-

hnity, Rogers rests on the process of self-disclosure. Dettering
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applies to Rogers the same criticism which Dewey himself used
against introspectionism in general, rejecting the belief that
"consciousness or experience is the organ of i%s own immediate
disclosure of all its own secrets," a view, Dewey says, which
arose with Descarftes and Lockai40
The fact that Rogers lacks the social aspect of Dewey is
bad enough in Dettering's eyes; but it is particularly objec~-
tionable in that Rogers seems to streich the subjective and indi-
vidualistic side of pragmatism far over into the idealist camp—-
so far, in fact, that Rogers' epistemology is compared to a
mesticiam which eventually ends with the subject in speechless
identification with the cosmosg.

Finally, Dettering believes that the denial of intersub-
Jjective relationships leads to the insoluble problem of solip~-
sism.

Four comments will be made on these remsarks of Dettering,
First, it must be pointed out that Rogers does not deny
all realism. Bubt it is true that according to his theory man can|
never know reslity and therefore can never regulate his life in
terms of objective values.

Second, regarding the criticism that Rogers lacks the
Darwinian elements of Dewey, it must be said that, as we have
seen, Rogers does admit that there is a reality apart from the

individual subject, that s part of sclentific knowledge is its

40

John Dewey, Philoso and Civilization (New York:
nton, Rlack and Co, . 265, GQuoted In Dettering, 210,
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verification by the scientific community, and that there is a
soclal reality based on the commonality of experience. It is
true, however, that the major stress in Rogers' thinking, as with
that of phenomenalistic psychology in general, lies on the sub-
Jjective perceptions of the individual.

Third, the most obvious part of Rogers' entire theory of
personality is his stress on the inherent drive within each indi-
vidual toward self-actualization, which drive manifestsz itself
in socialized behavior., He does not deny, however, that this
idrive may be checked by various factors, some of which are exter-
mal and environmental,

Finally, when spesking in psychological terms, Rogers
[loes make statements that seem to imply an ultimate denial of the
subject-object dichotomy, But he would never admit to & solip~
sism. A solipsist does not talk sbout interpersonal relation-
[ships nor about the commonality of knowledge and the validation
[of scientific findings within a scientific community.

In summary, then, we have seen that although the imple-
fcation could be drawn from early writings that Rogers denied a
reglity beyond subjective perception, he adjusted his theory to
ladmit that such a reality may exist. As to whether this is
lobjective reality, Rogers says that it may be but that an indi-
vidual can never know 1t as such because it cannot be reached by
the sclentific procedure, the approach most likely to reach

truth. Rogers seems to have a Kantian view of reality in placing

|a_dichotomy between the e
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lived in by men and the intelligible world which may lie beyond
or behind this experiential world but which in any case can never
be known by man., For this reason the theory is attacked by those
who hold a realist eplstemology.




CHAPTER V
THEORY OF VALUES AND THE GOOD LIFE

Rogers' theory of values snd his conception of the good
life, which rests upon the theory of values, presuppose his
theory of the nature of man and his epistemological principles.

Regarding the nature of man, it will be recalled that
each unique man naturally manifests a continual process of actu-
alization in a fundamentally positive, social directiocn, and that
man is free to determine his own particular fulfillment.

Regarding Rogers' epistemology, we have seen that he has
rejected the idea that objective truth could ever be reached.
Reality for the individual is his own subjective perception, his
own experience, which may or mey not correspond to what is
"peally real.” | |

Rogers' theory of values will be presented first, fol-
lowed by the theory of the good life.

In a paper written in 1962, Rogers accepts the distinc~

1

tions between three types of value, The preferential behavior

of any living being for one kind of object or objective rather

lcarl R. Rogers, "Toward s Modern Approach to Values: The
Valuing Process in the Mature Person® (unpublished paper dated
September, 1962)' P 3.
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than another is directed by the operative values of that organ-

ism. However a conceived value is proper only t0 man. This

refers to the individual's preference for a symbolized object,
and the individual usually foresees the results of his action.

|The third type of value is an objective value; this signifies

what is objectively preferable whether it is conceived as such or
not. But because Rogers does not know if objective truth exists
and, at any rate, is quite sure that it could not be known if it
did exist, he refrains from discussing what the significance of
an objective value might be.

Because an objective value camnot be known as such, good-
ness or badness, at least as far as an individual is concerned,
is not found "out there,” is not found intrinsic to an4objeet or
pexperience.a The necessary alternative, therefore, is for an
individual to discover hig values "within," to have an internal
locus of evaluation., The "within" of an individual is, of
[course, his sensory and visceral experience, The only real cri-
terion of the worth of zn object or activity is personal exper-
jence; values cannot be meaninglesely imposed upon an individual
by any type of external authority:

Experience is, for me, the highest authority. The touchstone
STB?KIfaifr"Is Wy own eXperience. No other person's ideas,
and none of my own ideas, are as authoritative as my exper-

ience, It is to experlence that I must return again and
again, to discover a closer approximation to truth as it is

2Rogers, Client~-Centered Therapy . . ., p. 139.
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in the process of becoming in me.

{either the Bible nor the prophets—-neither Preud nor
research--neither the revelations of God por man--can take
precedence over my own direct experience,>

This criterion will be effective, however, only if the

individual accepts all of his experience. Wan must not value
only certain parts of his experience and thus guide his life
according to partial evidence, rejecting the rest of his exper-
lence as evil or unworthy or uncharacteristic of him. Rather man
qust trust his entire organism, the totality of his life-exper-
iences.&
It is possible to view this organismic base of valuing,
khieh the human individual shares with the rest of the animal
world, from sn external scientific standpoint. PFrom this per-
spective, man functions like a glant electronic computer.5 Life
is regulated by thermostatic contirols in terms of various needs;6
Pnd the organism is capable of receiving feedback information
vhich permits adjustment of non-satisfying behavior. The organ-
ism would not be infallible; but because it would be open to all

fof its experience, the organismic computing machine would be able

BRogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., pPp. 23~24. cCf.,
|rogers, Client~Centered THerapy  « s PP+ 149-50, 522-24,

4

Rogers, On Becoming a Person ., . «, Pps 118<«19, 18991,

SIbid', pp. 190-91. Cf., Rogers, "The Potential of the
umsan Ina vidual . . s3" De 18.

6
b. 24.

Rogers, "The Poteniial of the Human Individual . . .,"
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to quickly discover and correct an error in the light of further
data.7
Rogers' statement that “ﬁan is wiser than his intellect"a
is to be interpreted in the light of his insistence that the
entire organism must be the base of valuing. The intellectusal
experience dependent upon awareness is, indeed, unique to man.
But, as has been noted, it has a physiological base like any
other type of expérience; and, as only one part of the totality
of experience, it cannot be the sole judge of goodness or bad-
ness. Rogers' writings stress the importance of feelings and
intuition more than intellectual knowledge in determining values
for a person. In fact, intellectual knowledge can actually be a
fhindrance to a person if this knowledge is of supposedly objec-
tive norms which are not experienced as relevant. Therefore
there is no need to "know" the correct values; through the data
supplied by his own organism an individual can &perlence what is
satisfying and enhancing.9 ¥hen an activity feels as though it
is valuable or worth doing, it is worth doing:

One of the basic things which I was a long time in rea-
lizing, and which I am still learning, is that when an acti-

vity feels as though it is valuable or worth doing, it is
worth dolng, Put another way, I have learned that my t0%al

730gers, "tfoward a Wodern Approach to Values . , ,,"
p. 153 Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., pp. 190-91,

8Rogers, "The Potential of the Human Individual . . .,"
pp. 10, 14,

9R039rs, Client-Centered Therapy . + ., P« 523.
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organismic sensing of a situation is more trustworthy than my
intellect,

All of uy professional life I have been going in direc-
tions which others thought were foolish, and about which I
have had many doubte myself. BPBut I have never regretted
moving in directions which "felt right," even though I have
often felt lonely or fcoolish at the time.
I have found that when I have trusted some inner non- 10
intellectual sensing, I have discovered wisdom in the move.
To give an outstznding example of such organismic valuing, Rogers
guotes Einstein, who writes that for years he kept moving along
in the direction which he felt to be right even though he could
not at the time give a rational explanation as to why this wase
the direction he sought:.l1
Values given by experience, therefore, can never be fixed
or rigid; for as the reality which an individual perceives
changes as the gestalt of his self-structure changes, the values
an individual places on this reality will change accordingly.
There will be a continual process of evaluation just as there is
s continual process of actuslization., Rather than twist exper-
ience to fit a preconceived structure, it ie the fluid experience
of whut is sstizfying that will determine the good.12
Clear evidence of such & process of e valuation is found in
the infant, whom we see natursally preferring experiences which

[paintain, enhsnce, or actualize the organism in terms of

10

llRogers, "The Potential of the Human Individual . . .,"
PP' 10-11.

12

Rogers, On Becoming & Person « « ., p. 22,

Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., pp. 186-89.
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operative values. At one moment the infant values food and, vhen
satiated, is disgusted with it; at one moment he values stimula=-
tion, and soon after vzlues only rest. The single importsnt
criterion is actual cense experience. This actualization process
is evident until the time comes when, because of his need for
love, the infant begins to establish conditions of worth based on
the introjected wvalues of others and consequently to distrust his
own eXperience.13

This same valuing process, with important differences, ia
also evident in the mature adult. Iike the infant, the m ture
adult does not hold values rigidly but finds them continually
|changing. He finds that general principles are not as useful as
sensitively discriminating reactions. His valuing process is
fluld and flexible, based on internal experience. As opposed to
the infant, however, the adult's evaluation is much more complex
and is in terms of conceived values by which past experience and

the realization of the ruture are btaken into accounb.la

It is
lclear therefore that there can be no closed system of beliefs nor
any unchanging set of principles by which a man can guide his
life, for experiences are too varied and too complex ever to fit

into general formulae.ls

lﬁﬁogers. "Toward a Modern Approach to Values . . 4" _
pp. 5~7. )

Y¥mia,, pp. 12-15.
15Rogers, On Becoming a Person . . ., p. 27.
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Prom this denial that there is one philosophy or belief
or set of primciples for everyone and from %ogers' certrary
emphasis on the necessity of having a constantly changing, inter-
nal locusg of evaluation, it might appear that Rogers' theory is

an example of pure philosophical relativism that can only lesd to

chaos and anarchy.
Rombauts believes that Rogers' valuing theory, based upon
the finding of values solely within an individual's sensory and

visceral experience, is an unjustifiasble philosophical relativ-

ism, He says that Rogers

accounts it one of the ends of therapy to bring the client to
the point where his own sense experience snd physiclogical
experience support, not to say constitute, value. He comes
then to experience as valusble all that is for the good of
his own organism. .

Apart from the question of how this sense experience is
able evenfually to discern higher values, Ome com Only con=
rlude that Lhis conceptlion includes a philosophical gelﬁ?f#-
ism for whiCh no siogle justilying word is olfered.

Menne also criticizes Rogers on this point. He analyzes
the nature of man from the standpoint of traditional ethical

[philosophy and states that man tends toward an absolute end (God)

16Rombauts, 82:

". « « 28l het één van de doeleinden zijn van de therapie de
client ertioe te brengen op zijn eigen zintuigelijke en fysio-
logische ervaring te steunen om uit te maken wal waardevol
is. Hij gaat dan als waarde ervaren al wat het eigen organ-
isme ten goede komb.

'mafgezien van de vraas hoe deze sensorigche ervaring
eventueel hogere waarden weet te erkenmned, Kan men nie¥
anders dan vaststellen dav deze opvatting een filosolfisch
relativisme inslulil, ¥8arvoor geen eunkele rechtvaardiglng
wordt geboden, ¥
|rranslated for this thesis by Peter J. Harvey, S.J.
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and that actions which are in accord with this natural tendency
are objectively and absolutely good.l7

Further, although Menne agrees with Rogers that values
must be meaningful to a person, he believes that Rogers goes too
far in the direction of rejecting values received from others
which are not here and now found personally mesningful, Menne
bellieves that it is essential to point out that a part of man's
social nature is that man learns from others, and that this
includes accepting their values on occasion (for example, chil-
dren from parents) even though these values have not yet been
personally appropriated and integrated into one's 1ife.18

There is no doubt that Rogers is positing philosophical
relativism in the sense of making the value of an object or
experience completely dependent upon the subject, His insistence
on this point is clear. However he does not believe that this is
|destructive either of the individual or of society.

First of all it must be remembered that at the core of
Rogers' philosophy is a confident trust in the on-going drive of
the individual toward actuslization. The deepest poots of man
are good and positive-directed, and Rogers believes that if the
individual is congruent his conduct will lead to his true
enhancement as a human being. What feels right is right for the

17Mem&a, Ppe 37~40.

lslgidtg FP» 40-42,
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congruent individual; as open to all of his experience his judg-
ment is made in the light of sll the relevant data, and his judg-
ment will lead to self-actualizing behavior.

Second, Rogers believes that the enhancement of individ-
uals will not conflict with that of society as a whole; for there
is an orgenismic commonality of value directions in the persons
of every culture who are moving toward greater and greater con-
.gruence.19 Rogers finds the explanation of this in the fact that
men are all members of the same human species. All individuals
have the same basic needs, and one of these is the need for
socialized behavior: "To achleve a cloge, intimate, real, fully
communicative relationship with snother person seems to meet a
deep need in every individual, and is very highly valued.“ao
Agein, it is only the incongruent individusl--the man who 1s lessl
than fully man--who values behavior that conflicts with the needs|
of others.

The behavior, therefore, of the individual who is true to
his organismic valuing process will enhance himself and yet will
not conflict with others either in his own community or in
another culture. Even though a Particular individual would not
have & consigtent nor even a stable system of conceived values,

the directions of t he valuing process would be constant across

lgﬂogers, "Toward a Modern Apprcach to Values . o+ +,"
pps» 16~20; Rogers, QOn Becoming a Person . . ., D« 187.

20

Rogers, "Towgrd s Modernm Approach to Values . . .,"

P 18,




|

83
culture and scross time. Rogers therefore admits the fact of
universel values but feels that he is reaching the demonstration
of this fact by a route different from that along which his
readers might be accustomed to travel:

Finally, it appesrs that we have returned to the issue of
universality of values, but by a different route. Instead of
universal valuesg "out there," or a universal value system
imposed by some group--philosophers, rulers, or priests--we
have the possibility of universal human value directions
emerging from the experiencing of the human organism. Evi-
dence from therapy indicates that both personal and social
values emerge as nabtural, and experienced, when the individ-
ual is close to his own organismic valuing process. The
suggestion is that though modern man no longer trusts reli-
tion or science or philesophy nor any system of beliefs to

ve him his values, he may find an organismic valuing base
in himself which, i1f he can learn again to be in touch
with it, will prove to be an organized, adaptive and social
appggach to the perplexing value issues which face all of
Us.

Rogers is, then, clearly opposing his valuing theory to
what he conceives to be more traditional theories which men have
accepted. It might be pointed out, however, that the attempt to
explain values in terms of an analysis of man's nature is as old
las the Greeks, Bertocci and Millard ask whether it is not clear
that psychologists like Rogers who asttempt to discover motiva-
tional needs based upon the intrinsic nature of man "are in fact
lcarrying on the intention of the natural-law moralist as they

22

ferret out permanent, universal needs?® The traditional

2lypsa,, p. 20.

22Peter A. Bertocci and Richard M. Millard, Personali
and the Good: Psychological and Ethical Perspectives (New York:
avid MCKay CO., 10Ce, LO03)y Do L11%.
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natural-law moralist would not admit with Rogers that all exper-
ience is rooted in sensory and visceral experience and would
strese the role of the intellect in judging values more than does
Rogers, but he too would lock upon the only valid explanation of
the valuing process to be one based upon man's concrete human
nature. Inasmuch, then, as Rogers admits a universality of
values based upon human nature, he is not differing from the tra-
[ditional explanation of values as much as he bellieves, The
sdversary eagainst which he gets himself--an adversary who
believes that the universality of values comes only from an
authoritarian imposition from "without" rather than arieing from
the needs and desires of man's concrete nature--is hardly in the
truly "traditional" philosophic stream. \

In his 1961 book, as a prefatory remark to the section
jconcerned with what Rogers calls "a philosophy of persons," he

remerks that "I have formed some philosophical impressions of the

life and goal btoward which the individual moves when he is

gggg."23 One of the questions which has mest concerned Rogers,
as it must any therapist, is the question of the good life, What
ig the geoal or goals of life towsrd which clients, and all men,
tend? Given the universality of human nature and the consequent
universality of the value directions which men who are inwardly
free manifest, what description of the life which is good to live

will be most adequate to the experience of seeing oneself and

EsRogers, On_Becoming a Person . . ., p. 161,
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others move in these directions?

That this is not & pseudo-problem is clearly recognized
by Rogers. The question of the purpose of life has been asked by
men of all ages, and each man has formulated an answer either
explicitly or implicitly and lives his life accordingly. One
evident fact, however, is that neither the men of the past nor
the men of the present have agreed on the answer:

When men in the past have asked themselves the purpose of
life, some have answered, in the words of t he catechism, that
"the chief end of man is to glorify God." Others have
thought of life's purpose as being the preparation of oneself
for immortality. Others have settled on a much more earthy
goal--to enjoy and release and satisfy every sensual desire,
8till others--and this applies to many today--regard the pur-
pose of life as being {o achieve~~to gain material posses-
sions, status, knowledge, power, Some have made it their
goal to give themselves completely and devotedly to a cause
outside of themselves such as Chrigtianity, or Communism. A
Hitler bhas seen his goal as that of becoming the leader of a
master race which would exercise power over all. In sharp
constrst, many an Oriental has striven to eliminate all per-
sonal desires, to exercise the utmost of control over him-
Self.z-m'

Rogers however does not choose to describe the good life
in terms of any of {hese or similar possible answers. His con-
ception of the good life is basically an oubgrowth of his theory
of values. Just as he has a process theory of values--there are
no immutable values which invariably hold for all people at all
times--80 he has a procesg Checry of the good life.

Rogers is within the existential stream of psychology

when he views the question from the standpoint of process; and,

2%1p1d., pp. 164-65.
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in fact, he turns to the existentialist philosopher Xierkegaard
for a concise formulation of the answer, believing that the aim
lof 1ife which best reflects the psychotherapeutic experience of
jpan's dynamic process of development is expressed in Kilerke-
gaard's words--"to be that self which one truly is."25 Kierke-
eaard states that the mos{ common form of despair is the despair
Ef not willing to be oneself but that the deepest despair is the
despair of willing to be another than oneself; the opposite of
lespair, on the other hand, is to actually will to be that self

fhich one truly is, and this cholce is the deepest responsibility

x5 4 man-26

What does it mean to become the self which one truly is?

irst of all this becoming may be stated negatively, in terms of
hat the person does not do. As an individual comes closer to
he ideal of the hypothetical fully-functioning person, he will
ove further and further away from hiding behind fagades, away
Erom being a self which he is not, that is, away from having =a
elf~concept which is not true to all of the sgnificant exper~
Eense of the organism. NoO longer will he deny or distort aspects
pof his experience because of a threat to a self-structure which

is not true to the whole. Such an individual will move away from

258ﬁren KierkegaardL The Sickness Unto Death, trans. with
n introduction by walter Lowrie (rrinceton: rrinceton Univ,
ress, 1941), p. 29. Quoted in Rogers, On Becoulng a Person

s ¢ sy Do 166.

zecited in Rogers, On Becoming a Persom . . ., p. 110,
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guiding his 1ife according to "oughts" which are meaningless to
him as a person, and thereby away from trying to please cothers by
conforming to their expectations of what he should or should not
do.27

On the contrary, the good life will be a fluid and

changing process of becoming, a life in which a person is not

disturbed to realize that he is constantly changing in terms of

new experience, & life in which a person is content to be a pro-

cegs, not & product, Rogers accepts Kierkegaard's characteriga=-

tion of the truly existing person:
An existing individual is constantly in process of becoming,
« « «» and translates all hig thinking into terms of process.
It is with [him] . o + as it is with @ writer and his style;
for he only has a style who never has anything finished, but
"moves the waters of the language" every time he begins, so
that the most common expression comes into being for him with
the freshness of a new birth.28

For Rogers, then, as for Kierkegaard, existence is a process of

becoming, This is reflected in the title of Rogers' most recent

bock: On Recoming a Person.

The good life will be characterized by increasing self-
acceptance and therefore by increasing congruence between the
self-concept and the organismic valuing process, based upon an

openness to the totality and complexity of his experience. The

2 "
‘*7Ibidng PP 1o7-70.

zgsﬁren Kierkegaard, Concludi Unscientific Postscript,
trans. David F. Swensen, completed a?%er his death and provigad
with an introduction and notes by Walter Lowrie (Princeton:

Princeton Univ, Press, 1944), p. 79. Quoted in Rogers, On Becom-
ing 8 PEI.‘BOD. LN | pa 172.
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fully-functioning person will move towead greater self-direction,

accepting responsibility for himself and choosing the gosls
toward which he wants to mova.29

Further, it will be a life in which the individual
becomes more acceptant of other persons and experiences an ever
grezter need for true interpersonal relationships in which he can|
manifest himself as he actually is. Rogers discusses this btasic
universal need in terms of Martin Bubexr's "I-Thou" relationship:

There is an obvious hunger to be one's feelings, to be known
and accepted for what one is, to communicate one's gelf in
genuine terms, not as a fagade. . . . The human being wants,
clearly, to be fully known and fully accepted in a relation-
ship.

When such an experience occurs, as it does with some fre-
gquency in therapy, but also in other life situations, it par-
takes of the characteristics which Martin Buber has so well
described as the "I-Thou" relationship. It has pno concern
with time, with practicalities, with differences of status or
role, not even a concern with consequences. It is simply the
deep mutual experience of sreeking truly to one another as
persons, as we are, as we feel, without holding back, without
putting on. As Buber well pointe cut, this deep "I-Thou"
experience is noi{ one which can be maintained, but unless it
occurs from time to time the individual is cheated of his
full potential development. I§ is one of the experiences
which makes a man truly human.

The only contirol of behavior will be the natural and
internal balancing of needs and the discovery of behavior which

follows the vector most closely approxi%?ting the satisfaction of

290:., Rogers, On Becoming & Person . . ., pps 107=124,
170-76; Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy « . +," in Koch (ed.),
pPp. 234-%5; Rogers, "Toward a Modern Approach to Values . . .,"
Pp » 16"18 »

5angers, "The Potential of the Human Individual . . .,"
p. 15. Cf., Rogers and Buber, "Dialogue between ¥artin Buber and
Carl Rogers," pp. 10~15,
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all needs. The experience of extreme satisfaction of one need
(for example, sex) in a way to do violence to other needs (for
example, tender relationships)~-a common experience in defen-
sively organized persons--will be decreased‘Bl Such a person
will participate in the vastly complex self-regulatory activities
of his organism in such a fashion as to live in incressing har-
mony with himself and others., The fully-functioning person will
find that such a life will not be without problemsy but it will
[pe satisfying for he will be true to0 himself in meeting life and
the obstacles which it presents. Becoming oneself ig not an easy
task, nor one that is ever completed. It is a continuing, coura-
geous way of lite.32
The actions of the fully-functioning person, therefore,
mill be meaningful manifestations of his basic drive toward self-

ctualization, mede in terms of true values--values that have
ersonal significance. The good will be that which actually
rings organismically experienced satisfaction that msintains and|
fenhances the entire organism both in the immediate present and
considered from a long-range standpoint.
Since the good life is a process or a direction, not a

[gstate of being or a destination, Rogers emphasizes that it does

ot imply fixity or rigidity. He therefore rejects the ides that
Ehe goal of life is a state of happiness that is achieved once

3lnogars, On Becoming a Persom . . ., p. 195.

321p1d., pp. 181, 196.
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and for all:

It seems to me that the good life is not any fixed state. It
is not, in ny estimation, a state of virtue, or contentment,
or nirvana, or happiness. It is not a condition in which the
individual is adjusted, or fulfilled, or sctualized. To use
psychological terms, it is not a state of drive-reduction, or
tension-reduction, or homeostasis,

I believe that all of these terms have been used in ways
which imply that if one or several of these states és
achieved, then the goal of life has been achieved.,>
Here egain Rogers is echoling Kierkegaard, who states that the
[continual process of striving to become oneself does not mean
that the person has a static goal which he achieves once and for
Jall.z’4 (And here again it might be pointed out that such a
static and rigid value-theory as Rogers is refuting cannot be
identified as the truly traditional value-theory. No contempo-
rary philosopher who is working within the framework of the

t&stern philosophic tradition would think of need-reduction and

appiness as the same or of virtue and homeostasis as equiva-

lent. )
Menne criticizes Rogers for rejecting happiness, but as

e himself admits he does not mean by it the ssme thing as
ogers. Menne is looking at happiness as the goal of man's
ctions and, ulbtimately, as the state of perfect fulfillment in
God,35 whereas Rogers is denying, as Kierkegeard does, that man

531bid., pp. 185-86. Cf., Ibid., p. 176; Rogers and
Bkinner, "Some Issues Concerning the Control of Human Behavior,"

1062,

34Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript,
lpp. 84-85,

| 3Syenne, po. 38230
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could ever reach a static goal of complete actualization in this
life.

Finslly, Rogers believes that his theory of the good life
is not limited to individual applicatién but can also be extended
on a goclal level to groups, organizsbtions, and even nations.
Social groups will find, as do individuals, that it is a deeply
rewarding experience to face and accept the reality of life-

Z
experiences, to become what each one truly is.’6

BGRogera, On Becoming & Person . . », pps. 178-80.
Cf., Rogers, "A Theory o erapy « » s2" in Koch (ed.),
PpPs 192«94, 235-44,




CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

In accord with the purpose of this thesis, we have consid-
ered the major philosophical implications of Carl Rogers' theory
of personality, presenting both Rogers' positions and the major
¢riticism to which these various positions have been subjected.
In conclusion, let us draw together in a few remarks gome of the
Imain themes that run through Rogers' writings.
Clearly, the fundamental concern of Rogers is a modern
concern quite in touch with the contemporary world: the pergon-
hood of man. He asks the questions, what is personhood and how
|dces man achieve it? At the root of Rogers'! answer we find a
lconfident, optimistic trust in the basic goodness of man., Rogers
is aware of the evil in the world that is caused by man and to
which man is subjected; but he centers his attention beneath
these layers of cruelty and degradation and finds at the core of
the human personality a positive, on-going drive toward true ful-
filment of the individual person. When man is free to l®come him-
self, he realizes his value and dignity as a human person and
acts in such a way that he personslly and society as a whole will
be enhanced. Man is good, his actions are socially constructive,
and he consciously tends toward s self-ideal that embodies his
92
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full potentiality. Rogers therefore stands out as a spokesman
for the responsible dignity of human nature in a deterministi-~
cally~-minded age which has cast serious doubts on both man's
responsibility and man's fundemental goodness.

Rogers approaches man from an existential rather than what
might be called an essential viewpoint, His concern is with a
concrete man immersed in a world of hopes and loves and dreams
and hates. He watches the stream of man's development, the pro-
cess of man's becoming. ILife, he finds, is deeper than logic;
the breadth of man~in-the-world cannot be captured in intellec~-
tual formulae, Man must open himself to the fullmness of his
experience and guide the currents of his development according to
values that are perpsonally felt, personally meaningful., Life is
not static but an existential stream of creative growth. Wan
commits himself to accept responsibly the direction of his own
self-fulfilment.

The emphesis, therefore, is on the subjective, that is, on
personally appropriasted knowledge in a Kierkegaardean sense. I
dc not uncritically accept the values of others and behave
laccording to their expectations unless I myself have found per-
gonal meaning in these values. In a sense, then, man ig the mea-
Lsure of all things; objects and values ghat stand outside the
jambit of what I find personally meaningful can hardly take pre-
[cedence over those that I experience as truly fulfilling.

Man, therefore, is seen in an existential context; for the
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depth of his reality cannot be objectified from an external sci-
entific standpoint, The inner wealth of his being can only be
lerasped from within, from the core of subjectivity in whieh the
individual person lives and struggles to achleve the maphood that

rhe is capable of becoming.
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