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limitless is far from complete. Man's authentic self-

knowledge includes the fundamental Christian affirmation
that he is the child of God. It is only through his original
righteousness that man's authentic self-knowledge as the
child of God is established. This affirmation is ultimately
made possible by God's sacrificial love in Jesus Christ.
Niebuhr thinks that through divine revelation, man is set in
his place and knows his essential nature.

This necessitates the spelling out of the basic epis-
temological difference between Fromm and Niebuhr. Fromm
considers any belief in a transcendent God as an authoritar-
ian doctrine which suppresses the potentialities of man. As
long as man depends upon God for his ultimate existence, he
8till is a regregsive man having failed to develop his true
potentialities. The basic instruments with which man uncove
ers his true self are reason, mutual love, and humanistic
conscience. For Niebuhr, on the other hand, it is clear
that man's authentic self-knowledge is possible only through
faith, man's grateful response to what God has already done
for him in Christ. Palth--man's ultimate trust in the infi-
nite goodness of God-~reveals that man, no matter how sinful
he may be, stlll remains under God's care as His child.

Niebuhr's theological affirmation issues into their
most conspicuous difference. This is in their concepts of

freedom. For Fromm freedom means man's ability to break
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ties with nature and to attain his productive potentiali-
ties. This freedom is contained within the self and does
not in any way transcend it. Here Fromm's intention is
clear. He wants to harmonize his idea that man is free and
self-determined with his desire and concern as a psychoanalyst

to find the orderliness which he belleves exists in the
| human psyche.

Niebuhr's understanding of human freedom is nors -come
plex. The concept of freedom is the primary basis fro£ 
which he criticizes alternative doctrines of man. Nisbuhr's
notion of freedom is not really a part of Frodm's intéllect-
usl outlook. For Niebuhr, human freedom is too great to be
contained in man's contingent existence. Freedom compells
man to look for an object of devotion beyond himself.  To
state our point differently, for Fromm freedom is the means
by which man realizes his authentic selfhood that is rooted
in humanity. FPor Niebuhr freedom is the power of self-
transcendence which can be fulfilled only by the grace of God.

This basic difference can be further illustrated in
‘their differing concepts of mystery and conscisnce. Niebuhr
maintains that human 1ife, due to its freedom, points beyond
itself. In other words, life is a mystery, because ﬁhere’
there is freedom, there always is mystery. Human fréedﬁm-~
and 1ife are such that they refuse to reduce meaning vtoo ‘slme
ply to rational intelligibility. That part of life whidh
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does not yield to a logical rational analysis must be ex-

pressed by what Niebuhr calls “permanent myth."2

Fromm rejects the mystery of which Niebuhr speaks;
for him life is not ultimately mysterious at all. }Rather,
mystery is largely created by the lack of knowledge. ZEven
if life should not disclose itself ultimately to reason in
all aspects, mystery about life will have little signifi-
cance when all the potentialities of man are productively
fulfilled.

The difference with regard to human freedom is illus-
trated also in human conscience. Since in Fromm's estima-
tion, freedom is contained in the self, he can put his
ultimate trust in "humanistic conscience" which is the true
voice of humanity. For Niebuhr, however, Fromm's position
Sseems overly optimistic and dangerously naive. Although
Niebuhr maintains that conscience is a legitimate expression
of original righteousness in the fallen world, it cannot, by
itself, be powerful enough to be effective in the ambiguous
realities of human life. The reason for this lies in human
freedom. Since man in freedom transcends his conscience, he

always uses it for the enhancement of his egotism,

2Niebuhr, Faith and Politics, op. cit., p. 16.
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b) The sin of man

Niebuhr and Fromm are in complete agreement on the
assumption that man is not what he ought to be. But~onfthe
issue of what is basically the trouble with'man. thay'appar-
ently disagree flatly. Fromm would have none of Niebuhr's
assertion that man sins because he is free and that his 2
freedom does not enable him to avoid sin. Fromm would caii
this basic presupposition of'Niebuhr either irrational or
nonsensical. His basic opposition can be stated thus: either
man is responsible for something in which he can exercise
the power of contrary cholce, .or he is not responsible at
all. For if man camnot avoid sin, then in the last analysis,
it becomes something other than free decision by man himself
and therefore is no longer sin. What is involved in Fromm's
objection is this: man is not accountable for something
that he cannot avoid.

Niebuhr, on the other hand, makes it clear that for
him the assertion that ein is inevitable but not necessary
is far from being absurd. Though 1t makes little sense to}
analytidal reason, says Niebuhr, common human experience
substantiates its validity. Man 1hvar1ably commits sin but
also makes it the object of his thought. It is for this
reason that man can never escape an uneasy conscience. Man
Judges himself and in the ﬁrocess finds himself reeponsible

for his sin. For Nisbuhr, man's radical freedom is such
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that it makes impossible Fromm's simple assertion that man
is not responsible for something he cannot avoid. Like ﬁan's
self, sin is much more .elusive and, in the final analysis,
mysterious than Fromm seems to think. It does not allow
Fromm*s easy generalization.

Their basic disagreement on the propensity of man
toward sin is most conspicuously expressed in their different
concepts of guilt. For Fromm guilt carries nothing but nega-
tive connotations. The sense of guilt is caused by man's
failure to realize his potentialities. It only gives man
the conviction of wickedness and induces in him the feeling
of total inability to do anything toward the humanization of

man.

In fact, as soon as my deed is experienced as "sin®

or "guilt" it becomes alienated. It is not I who

did this, but "the sinner,"” “the bad one,"” that

*other person” who now needs to be punished; not to

speak of the fact that the feeling of guilt and self-

accusation createg sadness, self-loathing, and

loathing of life.
In short, guilt must be gotten rid of by productively real-
izing man's potentialities.

Niebuhr rejects Fromm's concept of guilt for two

reasons. First, guilt is not soma2thing that man can escape.
- Man cannot really assert himself, because his radical free-

dom has no principle of its own. Second, guilt is not

1M, p. 128,
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self-mutilation. Rather, it is essential for man to under-
stand the grace of God that overcomes sin. For Niebuhr:éﬁilt
is the result of man's awareness of the discrepancy between
what he ought to be and what he really is. Without thie
recognition on the part of man, he is completely 1ncapable
of understanding God. This explains why Niebuhr vehemently
criticizes any utopian understanding of human life and his-
tory as well as why he spends so many pages delineating{the
impact of sin. Only he who knows he is guilty, thinks o
Niebuhr, can appreciate what God has done for him in Christ.

| ‘These two points that Niebuhr raises against Fromm's
concept of guilt compell us to conclude that they deal with
two different dimensions of gullt. For Fromm, it is the
result of man's thwarting of the potentialities of others>‘
and of himaelf. It is therefore a phenomenon of psychologi~
cal disorders. For Niebuhr, on the other hand, guilttis ﬁ
primarily the result of the disruption of man's harmonious
' relationship with God. Niebuhr sees guilt in the human self
as a defect and therefore finds it not amenable to therapy.
The essential human self, in Fromm's estimation, is healthy
" and therefore capable of self-galvation, whereas fbr Niebuhr
1t shows the depths of sin that extend to the self.

These points of disagreement between Fromm and

Niebuhr with regard to guilt enable us to see more clearly

their serious differences on the origin of sin. Fromm
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maintains that man's sin is directly related to his lack of
Self-appreciation. ilan's trouble is that he does not over-
come the discomfort of necessary alienation from nature,
others, and himself by developing in himself "freedom to,"
Instead, he avoids the discomfort by pretending as if it dia
not exist¢, namely, by regressing to the state of pre~-human
existence., In this sense, man's trouble is that he thinks
less highly of himself than he ought to think. It is this
 tendency that prevents him from productively realizing his
potentialities.

Niebuhr, on the other hand, maintains that 8in is
caused by man's strength, that is, his radical freedom., In
his power of self-transcendence, man makes himself the center
of all values. Sin is man's abortive effort to overcome the
basic insecurity of human existence by establishing a secu-
rity which 1s essentially incompatible with the character of
‘human existence. Man pretends to be the source of,his»own
security. Thus, man's trouble stems from his overestimation
of himself and not the lack of self-assertion. »
//%’ The basic disagreements with regard to sin lie;in
‘different understandings of the nature of the human‘se;r;
 For Fromm the self is complete in itself, whereas for
Niebuhr the self is infinitely transcendent and cannot ful-
£111 itself. Therefore, Fromm interprets sin solely as man's

inhumanity to man, whereas Niebuhr regards sin primarily as
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man's rebellion against God; For the latter, man‘s inhu-

manity to man is the derivative of the previous sin of his
disrupted relationship with God. |
c) The cure for the sickness
Their difference in regard to the nature of sin
becomes even more glaring as we look at their concepts of

the cure of sin.

(1) The source of the cure

Here again the difference stems from their conflict-

ing concepts of the self. For Fromm, the individual is

concelved as possessing positive qualities that should be
realized under appropriate conditions. This view is most

obvious in his identification of humanity with God. God is

not a symbol of power which transcends man but of man‘'s own

powers. Man, in order to cure his sickness, must know that

he is his own God and live accordingly. The source of the
cure lies solely in man himself.

For Niebuhr, however, the self is not complete in
itself. But in his search for fulfillment, man inevitably
pretends to be the source of his own existence. So man by
himself can never be finally released from dbondage into new
life. The source of the cure must be something that can do
Justice to the dialectical character of nature and spirit.
This is ggape. It alone can be related and transcendent at
the same time. It both Jjudges the sin of man and gives him
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a new incentive to redirect his life. In acape, man is
brought face to face with the wretchedness of his sin and,
at the same time, knows the grace of God that overcomes sin
by putting human sin upon Himself. The basic disagreement
with regard to the source of the cure is the difference
which is inevitable between a Christian theologian and an
atheistic humanist.
(2) The nature of the cure

Fromm's understanding of the nature of the cure is a
qualitative improvement of man's three~fold relationship
with himself, others, and nature. When man relates himself
to a self (either his own or another's) productively, he
experiences mutual enrichment of common humanity. When man
treats himself and others as human and is treated by éthers
as human, mutual respect and concern will be developed
through the conviction that all men are wrapped up together
in common humanity. Fromm emphasizes that the cure for the
sickness of man ftakes place in the framework of man's rela-
tionship to himself and others. In short, man's salvation
must be both individual and social. HMan'’s relationship to
nature is equally important for the restoration of his
health. Man must firmly establish his transcendent character
in his relation to nature. ﬁe must assert himself as the
creator and manipulators—He must make sense of nature. He
must rule over it, lnstead of being ruled by it. Thus, the
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cure for man's sickness takes place in two different levels—-
the human and the natural. |

Furthermore, for Fromm man's perfect achievement of
the three-fold union is a historical possibility. Fromm can
even conceive of people whose realization of their produc-
tive potentialitlies is such that they now experience no
destructive urge of any kind within their psycho~spiritual
structures St. Francis of Assissi and Hahatma Gandhi may be
cited as good exampless In fact, it is this conviction of
the perfectibility of man that leads Fromm to develop such
long-range and concrete psycho-spiritual, economic, politi-
cal, and cultural proposals for the good soclety in which
man's creative potentialities are fully realized to the :
extent that every individual can assert his own.identity and
allow otﬁers to do the same.

Niebuhr, on the other nand, insists that the salvation
of man, as far as hi wofldly 1ife is concerned, is much
more ambiguous than Fromm's estimation of the cure indicates.
And, furthermore, contrary to Fromm, he insists that human
1ife is finally completed not in history but beyond history.
Salvation 1n this world for Nlebuhr means essaentially God's

assurance that human 1ife is meaningful despite evil forces

that seenm to nsgate entirely the meaningfulness of human

existence. It is supremely expressed by Paul, who writes,

swhether we live, we live unto the Lord. Whether we die. we
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die unto the Lord. Therefore, whether we live or whether we
die, we are the Lord's" (Romans 14:18), It is a life under
grace that both judges and redeems life. That is to say,
this life under grace does not liberate man from sin and
guilt. Nor does salvation primarily mean harmony, reason,
and open relationship between man and man. Rather, it is a
life which is constantly judged, forgiven, and renswed by
the gracious mercy of God. Interestingly enough, Niebuhr's
understanding of man's salvation in history is best expressed
by Paul Tillich, his close friend.

"You are accepted. You are accepted, accepted by
that which is greater than you, and the name of
which you do not know. « « « Simply accept the fact
that you are accepted!” If that happens to us, we
experience grace. After such an experience we may
not be better than before, and we may not believe
more than before. But everything is transformed.
In that moment, grace conguers sin, andureconcili-
ation bridges the gulf of estrangement.

Niebuhr emphasizes the ambiguous relationship of sin
and grace in human life, because he is aware of the harsh
reality that man's highest achievements, even at the pinnacle
of grace, are always stained with sin. To underscore this
point, it is sufficient for us to recall Niebuhr's analysis
of spiritual pride. Even Luther, who understood so well the
Pauline affirmation of salvation by falth, committed the sin

of spiritual pride by believing that he had the truth over

|
|
¥paul Tillich, The Shaking of the Foundations
(New York:s Charles Scribner's Sons, 1948), pe. 162.
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aaainst the demands of the peasants. No individual and'no'
human group can claim a divine dlgnity for its moral and
intellectual achlievements. When one is convinced that ha has
the truth and nothing but the truth, then he denies the af-
firmation that God alone has sanctity. It is not pousible
for man either to know the truth fully or to avoid the error

. of pretending that he does. The ultimate knowledge of man

under grace is that he has partial truth but not the whole
truth. Man is saved by grace through falth alone.

Contrary to Fromm, Niebuhr does not have any fiﬁai=
blueprint for society. For him society~always inyplvea. :
dealing with proximate problems.5 To deal with prbximaté”
problems, we need to understand the nature of power as
coercive force., The kind of power necessary for social
existence is coercive force that restrains man‘s selfishness
from controlling the dynamics of soclety. In other words,
power plays the negative role of control rather than the
positive role of creating productive dynamics in sociéty~as}
seen in Fromm's thought. This aépect of Niebuhr*s thought :
is definitely related to his uhﬂerstanding of human sin and
creativity. Since man's creativity and sin are infinife in
scope, any concrete and detalled proposals we make for‘oﬁr

future society will be of little value. We cannot predict

5Bennett. »Reinhold Niebuhr's Contribution . « + ,"
oD Cigop P 84,
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in what forms human sin and creativity will express them-
gelves. Thus, detailed blueprints for the good soclety will
eventually prove to be irrelevant and useiess; | |

The major differences concerning the cure of sin in
history are best expressed in their conflicting views of
love as the true norm of human life. Though Fromm maintéins.
as does Niebuhr, that love is the norm of human life, it is
to be underscored that the love of which he speaks is mutual
love. The basis of love for him is the common humanity of
man. This is why self-love and love for others are inter-
preted as identical. And yet, since common humanity always
begins with one's own subjectlve experience of his own hu-
manity, the starting point of mutual love is in the self.
Therefore, in Fromm's view, one who does not love himself
cannot love others either. Self-love is always postulated
as the root of love for humanity. The real disease of man
is the lack of self-love, not its excess. Fromm further
maintains that perfect mutual love is éttainable in history.
Man can love himself and others in such a way that in his
act of love he is liverated from selfishness which is really
a form of self-hate. This perfect balance of man's self- -
love and love for others is accomplished by men like St.
Francis of Assissi and Mahatma Gandhi.

Niebuhr, on the other hand, insists that love as the

norm of human life is sacrificial love, an "impossible
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possibility.” It is the frult of God's reconciliation wifh
men. Agape can prevent mutual love from degenerating into a
powerful instrument of the enhancement of man'’s egotism,by
reminding him of his true norm.',Although agape cannot_jusa
tify itself in history, it is relevant to history in Itdg&
ability to keep mutual love both mutual and loving; In ﬁhe
light of the Cross, we can understand that all men are |

.'equally sinful. From this realization comes the spiriﬁ,bf?
forgivensss and tolerance which liberates man_rrom.ugly,self-
righteousness, narrow dogmatism, and synical relativism. 
Agape further enables man to be passionately concerned with
justice. For Niebuhr, justice is always derived from ggape,
although it is not ldentical with it. A4nd, finally, azape’
teaches us to live with frustrations without sinking into
cynicism or despair. It enables us to ‘affirm that although

; we are perplexed by mysteries of 1life, in the Cross we know

: that we are ultimately safe in Him who loves us. _ggg_ can
and does overcome partially human sinfulness in history.~4- .
What is implied in all this ie Niebuhr's conviction that man
cannot love others merely hy 1ov1ns himself. It 18 1mpoasible

',to make a clear-cut distinction between self-love and self-
ishness as Fromm tries to do. For the root of the aicknega
of man lies in man's attempt to make himself the center}bf
all values. And he who has the center of values in himself
finds it unable to love others as he loves himself. Thus,
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on the nature of love, Fromm and Niebuhr are diametrically
opposed to each other. Their disagreement can be stated
thus: self-love for Fromm is the basis for love of fellow
men. Whereas for Niebuhr love of fellow men is the by-
product of genuine self-giving.

The final aspect of their differences on the nature
of the cure is its locus. For Fromm it is absolutely clear
that the cure for the sickness must take place here and only
here. - He has no interest in anything that is beyond this
life. His stance is wholly consistent with his basic presup-
position that man is alone in the universe and therefore
responsible for his own self-creation. For Niebuhr, however,
the telos of history means its fulfillment beyond history.

It is the perfect reign of God over all things. Here all
thinking and speaking must cease. Man can accept the telos
of his life and history only in an obedient faith which is
the loving answer to God's personal turning to men. It is
here that Fromm and Niebuhr totally reject each other's view.
For Fromm, Niebuhr's reliance upon God's grace shows that he
has not sufficiently outgrown the mentality of medieval man.
No wonder, Fromm would say, Niebuhr cannot have concrete
plans for our future society. The reason for it does not
lie in his realism but in his failure to attain "freedom to"
fulfill his innate potentialities. Niebuhr's point is that

man‘'s freédom is so radical that even man himself cannot
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articulate its full scope: To define man®s creative poten-~
tialities as concretely as Fromm does is to commit the»@én-
ger of imposing undue limitations upon it. Man's radical :
freedom can hardly be limited to Fromm’s concept of‘ﬁfreedom
to." According to Niebuhr, man is always aware of_the}ffah—
scendent, although he cannot fathom ite¢ nature. Fromm's . -
proposed cure cannot satisfy this aspect of man because of-
its narrow scope. ZEven if mah'could attaln perfect hﬁrmony
with nature, others, and'himself. in Niebuhr's thinking.‘he
would etill ask, *"Why must my life always aim at thls:three-
fold union?”

B. Personal views |

In our definition of the problem for investigatioﬁ;‘

it was stated that this dissertation would seek to‘ascerfain
whether Fromm's humanistic approach may contribute to the -
basic insights revealed by Niebuhr's doctrine of mans to .
digcover wnat implicit or explicit critique the Christian.
concept of man, as interpreted by Reinhold Niebuhr, makes
~upon Erich Fromm's concept of human nature. Since in‘thel:ﬁ
praevious section irreducible differences as well as similari-
ties between their doctrines of man were brought to light,.
our discussion now turns to this particular problem. The
criteria for éur judgment are two: (1) internal coherence
and (2) common human experience. -We shall discuss in detail

what these two criteria of Judgment mean.
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1. Internal coherence

Internal coherence means the orderly organic rela-
tionship between the basic principle of thought to the whole
of the thought. Therefore here it is necessary to review
the principle or the doctrines of man of Fromm and Niebuhr
and to see how consistently each principle is maintained
throughout their anthropologies.

As has been stated repeatedly in the discussion of
Fromm's doctrine of man, the principle of his thought is the
dialectical relationship between man and society or between
ldentity and community. #an is to realize his creative
potentialities in order to become a free, independent, self-
defining person. But, at the same time, man grows only |
through interaction in his community. His growth takes
place in the context of language, sets of values, and other
necessary elements for human life with which his communi ty
provides him. Thus, man influences the quality of his com-
munitys society determines the quality of man's life. Is
Fromm successful in maintaining this principle consistently
throughout his discussion of man? This question has already
been answered negatively in the discussion of Fromm's anthro-
pology and needs no rehearsal here. It suffices here to
point out that Fromm fails to show the impact that man and
society create upon each other in the areas of man's sick-

ness and the cure for it. In most cases, Fromm discusses
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geparately what man does to sociaty and what society does
to mans But nowhere does he spell out the complex and dia-
lectical relationships that exist between man and community.

I would go one step further to say that the principle
of Fromm's thought does not support what he really wants to
affirm in all of his writings: "I believe in the perfecti-
bility of man."® His principle says that the individual and
his community must constantly éffect each other and go
beyond what they have inherited in order for them to remain
truly human. ken influence their community and the commun-
ity, in turn, influences thems This dialectical relationship
is én indefinite process., What the principle of Fromm's
thought can say is that man can progress indefinitely as
long as his community is conducive to the development of his
potentialities and as long as he is able to make his own
contribution to his community so that it, too, grows con=-
‘atantly. But it does not allow Fromm to gay that man is
perfectible. In short, there is no stage in the dialectiea;
relationship where ons can say confidently, "Here we see the
fullest realization of human and cultural potentlalities.”
:>1L\The principle of Hiebuhr's doctrine of man is the
paradoxical relationship between man’s creatureliness and
his infinite capacity for self-transcendence. It is this

6BCI, pe 192.
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paradox that underlies his whole doctrine of man. Thus, man
is interpreted as a being who finds his finite existence
meaningful and seeks the source of his meaning in a realm
beyond this world. Sin is man's attempt to give his finite
existence divine sanction in radical freedom. The cure for
sin is regarded és the clarification of meaning in this
world and the completion of the meaning beyond history by
the gracious act of God. Indeed, the paradoxical nature of
the limited and limitless character of man is basic to every
aspect of Niebuhr's doctrine of man. HNiebuhr is successful
in maintaining the principle of his thinking consistently
throughout his whole discussion of man.

\>X However, one weakness of Niebuhr has to be mentioned.
Niebuhr's primary emphasis in his discussion of sin falls
upon the sin of the powerful individual and of collective
mans. Except in The Nature and Destiny of Man, I, he does
not relate the paradoxical character of man as nature and
spirit to the sin of the weak individual. To be sure, ths
impact of the 8in of such a powerful individual as Henry Ford
and the collective evil of Stalinism and Nazism was
extremely strong during Niebuhr's most ereative years. And
in view of the fact that his thought has been developed
largely in dialogue with world events, his relative indif-
ference to the sin of sensuality is quite understandable and

nmust not be unduly emphasized. And yet, from the perspective
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| of.a balanced anthropology, it must be admitted that he does
not apply his principle to the sin of the weak as consistf:

ently as to the sin of the powerful. ' i'i
The second question to be asked with regard to
Niebuhr's principle is whether or not it ean support the
pasic intention of his thought. The basic intention of
Niebuhr's doctrine of man, as has been pointed out, is to
direct our attention to the infinite grace of God that fi-
‘nally overcomes human sin. MNan's radical freedom, it must
bs recalled, is infinite but has no principle of coherence
within itself. It compells man to look for the presence of
the eternal in life and history. GJod's grace fulfills and
 does not destroy man‘s yearning for the true meaning of his
existences It is in man's dlscovery of the gracious God of
Jesus Christ that his infinite capacity for gelf-transcendence
and God's grace dynamically intersect. F/An is both finite
and infinites therefore, he must find hie finite existence

meaningful and have the source of meaning beyond himself.
God fulflila both needs of man by revealing Himself in Jesus
Christ, particularly in his Cross. Thus, it is safe to con-
clude that Niebuhr's principle does justice to what he Beeks
to affirm in his anthropology.
2. Common human experience |

Since 1t is, in the final analysis, unavoidable that

all but highly technical arguments are f£inally settled in
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terms of common human experience, we shall examine how suc-
cessfully Fromm and Niebuhr relate it to all aspects of their
doctrines of man. The purpose of this section is two-fold:
(1) to clarify what is common human experience in the areas
of man's essential nature, sickness and restoration and
(2) to examine whether or not the doctrines of man set forth
by Fromm and Niebuhr Sseriously take it into account and,
furthermore, illuminate and élarify it.

What is common human experience in tarms of the essen-
tial nature of man? It may be defined as man's immediate
awareness of the mystery of existence and of the qualitative
difference of man's life from all other forms of existence
on earth. The former can be equated with Tillich's ontologi-
cal question: “Why is there something why not nothing?"7
Such experience is neither rational nor irrational; it is a-
rational. It antecedes man‘'s reasoning. It is man's awars-
ness of his encounter with a reality that is not commensurate
with himself. Obviously, it is ambiguous, but nonetheless
man is aware of it. It belongs to man's self-consciodsness.
though it is not something objective or cognitive. It is an

"ontological aporia."8 This ontological and ambiguous

e

"Paul Tillich, Systematic Theo;ogg {(Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1951), I, 163.
8The phrase is coined by Frederick Herzog, Under-

standing God (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1966),
Pe 1.
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