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INTRODUCTION

The recent ingrease in mental 1llness is due, in
large part, to an unfortunate mass~departure from those
spiritual values which represent the very foundations of
man's psyechie health, To the Christian alive te the meaning
of t?e times, it is extremely significsnt that a new
science, psychlatry,. aleng with its most popular branch,
paychoanalysis, has arisen to keep abreast of this change,
For him alsc it is not nearly seo accidental thet the
theories of the founder of psychoanalysis, Sigmund Freud,
have met with thelr warmest welcome in more recent times.

Christian thought has been vividly aware of this
current and of its Qﬁgnificanca. In the light of recent
pablications it would appear a belabering of the obvieus to
state thet a thorough study of Freud's theories has been
undertaken, The seme, however, cannet unqualifiedly be sald
of the Freudlan off-shoots. The theories of Lr. Karen
Horney represent a vivid case in peint.

Dr. Horney, at one tlme a dlsciple of Freud,
represented and stlill represents through the comsiderable
influence of her writings and of her collesgues, a potent
force In one of many asnti-Freudian movements. In contrast
to Freud's emphasis on biologlcally determined drives in
the formation of meurosis, her theories haeve stressed the

importance of interpersonal relstions. Stated thus briefly,
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Horney's position represents a significant advance over
that of her former master., But 1t is evident that no
psychoanalytic theory can be so rapidly and superficilally
dispatched, Rather i1t must be considered that the ultimate
goal of psyehoanalysis is therapy. In short any psycho-
analytic theory implicitly or explieitly proposes to make a
mentally disturbed individual what he ought to be.
Censequentiyf‘it 1s of paramount importance to dlscover and
evaluate the view of human nature which underlies such a
theory, as well as any other significant basic pesitions
which serve as a foundation for its more empirical aspects.
The coeval interest which has been accorded to the
writings of Dr. Horney seems to sugpest the need of
subjecting her writings to nice anslysis, B8uch a task
sprears sll the more urgent in view of the all toc scarce
attention aecorded to Dr. Herney in Catholic eirecles. Such
recent publications as Psychiatry and Catholicism, and

Psychoanslysis snéd Perscnality, have merely menticned her in

passing., The only seriocus attempt at an evaluation of
Horney known to the author has been undertsken by his thesis
director, Rev, Henr!l CGratton, in a work entitled

Pgychanalyses D'Hler et D'sujourd‘hui. But the very nature
of the vork dismissed the possibility of an extensive study

of Dr. Horney's thought, In shert, no conclusive Christian

study and evalustion of Karen Horney's theories has been
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attempted,

This thesis mskes no pretenses at fully amending
this neglect. The very nature of a master's thesls often
limits 1ts extension. Therefore, the chapters to follow
are not intended to represent a comprehenslve study.
Rather, the suthor has restricted himself, almost
exclusively, to the presentation and evalustion of certain
fundamental philosophical positiens whieh appear, either
explicitly or implieitly, in Dr. Horney's theorles.

Chapter One concerns 1tself with a general
presentation of Karen Horney's view of human nature and its
origin., Her view of the causes of neurosis is briefly
introduced and seen to suggest a position amocunting to
environmental determinism, BSeveral questiens, reflective of
the ambiguity of many of Horney's terms and expressions,
are introduced.

Chapter Two treats of the influence of the
environment on neurcsis. The chapter 1s subdivided into
two sections. The first section deals with Horney's
concept of "mormality", and the second with the influence
of the soclal environment on human nature. Horney's view of
"normality” is seen to be manifestly relativistic. Her
position as 1t concerned the role of the environment is

seen to predicste a social determinism,
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Chapter Three illustrates, without actually entering
into Horney's empirical theorles, the manner in which her
more ultimate concepts affected her view of what constitutes
and causes neurosis, The chapter also attempts to answer
the questions previously put to Horney.

Chapter Four attempts to evaluate Horney's
prineiples as presented in the flrst three chapters. The
critique used is Christian thought as expressed by or
inferred from Aristotelian-Thomlstic philosophy.

Some quelifying remarks concerning the sources and
the definition of terms appear to be in order. Dr. Horney
has committed her theories to paper 1n two languages,

German and English. The sources consulted in the writing

of the thesls represent her "English phase". This is,
however, but an spparent neglect. Horney's contributions

in Germsan date back to a period prior to her open breszk
with Freud and do not concern the material dealt with in
this thesis., Finally, the definition of Horney's terms is
left to the thesls proper. At present, an explanation of
Horney's often peculiar language would result in a

catalogue and prove most Ineffective unless her thought were

simultaneously introduced,



CHAPTER I
CONCEPT COF MAN

The writings of Karen Horney deo not afford a vholly
explicit and separste presentation of her view of man., Far
rather there are numercus and often-repeated affirmations
concerning the nature of man., Her position is in some
instances supported by what may be loosely termed “proofs'.

Keren Horney was, for several years, an orthodox
Freudian, It i3 significant for this thesis that her
departure frem Freudisn psychoanglytic theory was ultimetely
due to a growing difference in views concerning the basic
driving forces in man., Her growing dissatigfaction with
therapeutic results, vhile at first attributed by Horney
to her lack of experience, was later credited to the
doubtful grounds on vhich many of Freud's theories stood,
Although her first questionings of Freud concerned feminine
psychology, it was soon evident to Horney that this
difference wvas merely a symbol of scmething much more
fundamental, It appears that her secessiocnary sctivities
were further aided by her leaving GCermany and entering the
United States. There, she mainteins, she was free from the
burden of taking psychoanalytical theories for granted and
eculd proceed slong the lines which she consldered correct.
Significant also were the influences of Harry Stack Sullivan,
ihasa theory of ipterpersonal relations left its
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unmistakeable imprint on Horney, and the psycheanalyst and
soclologist Erich Fromm, The end result of these factors
was what Horney termed "a shift of omphaais“.l Although the
"ghift" was at first primerily concerned with giving
environmental factors a more prominent place among the causes
of neurosis, it soon was elaberated into a view radically
different from the one of Freud, one which clashed not only
with Freud's view of neuresis, but with the very nature of
man, Im point of faet se radical was her digressiem that
Horney herself later expressed 1t in terms of oppesites,
The basic {hilesv@hy of Freud is a pessimistic one
lhos man is at bettom driven by elemental instincts
of sex, gresd, and eruelty. Freud himself has
expressed the same idea in terms of men being like
pgrehginos who are bound to hurt one another 1if
close,
We, on the other hand, belleve that man has
potentislities for good snd evil, and we see that
he does develop into a goed human being if he grows
up under favorable condltions of warmth and respect
fer his individuelity., [ve4 3§twun these two
philosephles there 1s no bridge.
The basiec difference in view between Horney and
Freud, epitomized in this quotation, could not help but
bear its obvious repercussions. Heving denied the Freudian

explsnation of man, Horney had to follow her new rcad to

Culture snd Neurosis", in The
Review, Vol, 1, No. 2, lssue of April-

2 Id,, "The Future of Psychoanalysis", (Contribution
to Symposium) in The American Journsl eof Psych lysis,
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vhat, as it sppeared to her, was its logical conclusion.

As shall be shown in the later chapters, Horney's view of
man effected her eoncept of normality, the role which she
assigned to the emvironment, and as might be expeeted her
very conception of neurosis., What eomstituted this view?

1. Hature of Man

“In hig letter to the Romansg, Paul says: "Avenge
not thyself, vengeance is mine, says the Lord, I will
repay®. We understand that Geod will repay and does repay
1néaed“.3 Here is the only glimmer of light among the
Theistic darkness of Karen Horney's works. There is no
other remotely explicit comment of the psychoanalyst that
imparts any further knowledge of her belief in the existence
of, or creative activity of, s spiritual First Cause, But
sketehy and seanty as the evidence may be, it may be
surnised, in part from the above statement and in part from
its implications, that Horney did admit the existence of a
Creator Who will repay us, at least here and now, for our
deeds, Man, therefore, is not an unexplainable existent,
He 13 8 created and at least partislly responsible agent,

Human nature can be looked upon, according to Horney,

from three basic points of view. Man may be viewed as a

3 Ié., “"The Value of Vindictiveness” I%ﬁh
L 3¢l 4, ‘ﬁf “_ 4?.. ’r‘ Vﬂl. ® Ho;l’ 8, pv %D
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higher animal, plsgued by blologically determined and
destructive primitive instinete, Such, sccording to Hormey,
would be the viev of Freud, Man may s8lso be viewed as a
eresture in vhose nature there 1s something intrinsgically
“good" snd something intrimsically "bad®, “sinful", or
n"destructive®, The latter, Horney maintsined, is expressed
traditionally by the Christian symbol of original sin,
Finally, snd this is Herney's position, masn may be viewed
as a being in whose nature there are "constructive" forees
vhich tend to evolve naturally towards the actualization of
his individual potentislities.

As an analyst Horney felt that she was in an
excellent position to szorutinize human beings, and
consequently mhmen nature, most intimately. Although many
of her explicit stetements econcerning human nature are
prefaced by such subjective openings as “we believe™™ ana
"Ry own belief"’ she does offer s certain emeunt of
revidence" to substantiate her convietions, FKHer view of

msn, which postulates the existence of Yconstructive forces

b 4., "The Future of Psychoanalysis", (Centribution

te Symposium) in E;a A@egicag Journal of Psychoanslysisg,
Vol, 7, No. 1, 1947, p, 66,

5 Id,, %Ef Inner Conflicts, New York, W.W. Norton &
cmpmy, Inc., 9 s Po .
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moving us toward renliaation"é, i3 arrived at by presuppos-
ing its vellidity and then verifying it through therapy.
Horney perceived, time and time again, that patients began
psychoanalysis almost "bed-ridden” with destructive drives,
only io emerge, from successfull trestment, essentially
constructive individuals. From this, she concluded that
the destructiveness was promoted by distressing situations
which most likely derived their erigins from early child-
hood experiences. Consequently, there was nothing
destructive in humen nature itself,

To elsborate upon what may be Jjustly considered the
kernel of Horney's optimistic view of humen nature, it is
necessary to return to her basic position. It will be
recalled that Horney allowed for three basle ways of looking
at man, and adhered to the third. Concerning the other two,
she dismissed Freud's as pessimlistic and unreal, and granted
8 certain correctness to the "Christien" position. That is,
she admitted that in human nature may be found both “good"®
and "bad". But there is one palpable difference, The
econstructive and destructive forces do not originate from
the ssme source., They appear to differ in both origip and
kind. In shert, they are not both intrinsic to human nature.

6
1a., "Psychoanalysis and the Construetive Forces
in Man“, (Con ribution to Symposium) in The 8%ericgg
¥ ; B S Ay o Vol, 1-1’ Xo. l, 3 P 5‘*"
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In refuting the "Freudian® and "Christisn" view of
man, and by way of vslidating her own position, Karen Horney
offerred three kinds of evidence. The first kind is based
upen observation of a child's bhehaviowr., If the conditions
for growth are favorasble, the child will naturally tend to
develop his petentialities, This he will do since, like
every other form of 1ife, he has an innate tendency toward
growth, Herney affirmed that her observations are supported
by eduecators and anthropologista. If unfavorable conditions
prevall, however, the child's development will not proceed
acoording to nature's plan., Reactions of hostility or
overdependency may come to the surface., If, in sufficient
time to counteract the harm done, there is a favorable
change in the humen enviromment, the ¢hild mey again take
the path toward healthy growth., But if the wnpleasant
conditions continve to exert their unhappy influence, a
precess labelled "meurotic" may set in.

What a neurosis 1s will be ountlired in the third
chapter, But 1t must be stressed here that this disturbance
brings sabout "all kinds of unconstructive or destructive
attitndes”,’ The factors which bring about a neurosis are

many but, Horney argued,

7 Id., "Human Rature Caen Change", in T%g American
Journal of Psychoanalysis, Vol. 12, No. 1, 1952, p. 6¢.
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You could not call the result of this process his
essential nature, any more than you would do so with
a tree. If a tree, becasuse of storms, too little
sun or too poor 5011, becomes warped and creoged,
you would not eall this its essential nature.

The conelusion that Horney drew from this argument
seems to be that inasmuch as the destructiveness of neurotics
is determined dy the unfavorsble environment, destructive-
ness or badness or sinfulness as such, (Horney used the
terms interchangeably) does not constitute something
essential to human nature, but rather is the result of an
unfavorable environment,

The second kind of evidence 1s supplied by clinleal
experience. In the analytical situation, the analyst
encounters persons who are arrogant or vindictive or unduly
ecmpliant,. He also percelves, if he is of Hormey's school,
that the patient has little or nothing to say about these
anfavorable traits., He is driven to these attitudes by
forces which are essentlally unconseleus. In his particular
psychologicael situation he cannot escape them. The forces
are eompulsive. Horney compared them to diabolical
posession, (8he seems to imply that the less prejudiced
have outgrown this "superstitious" view.) But although a
person may be arrogant or vindictive or unduly compliant he

remalins so only &s long as the effect of his unfavorable

® Ibig., p. 6.
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enviromment makes him viev reality &n such a way that the
maintenance of these essentially self-destructlve crutches
continues to remain necessary for his neurotic equilibrium,
The conclusion agein seems to be that destructive drives
directed toward oneself or toward others, are the result of
a crushing life situation rather than reflections of a
wholly or partially destruective human nature,

Finally Horney spoke of the changes which may be
perceived during therapy. This last proof was alluded to
wvhen it was seid that Horney had witnessed countless
instances of patients vho had begun analysls most
destructively minded, and had emerged from treatment
esgentially constructive individuals. Through analysis the
patient was able to experience the unreality and futility
of his destructivenesa. A radieal change followed. Horney
again concluded that destructive impulses are clearly
manifestations of the neurotic disturbance. The faet that
they are sbandoned by the patient as he is restored to
himself indicates that destructiveness 13 not something
essential to human nature, but rather is the result of an
unfavorable life situation.

These arguments sppear to have convinced Horney of
the intrinsiec worth and goocdness of the individusl.
Throughout her works there are repested and essentially

similar statements that leave little doubt of her outleok
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on human nature. One or two of these assertions will
{ilustrate the manys

Briefly, our belief is that the constructive
possibilities stem from man's essentisl nature, from
the eore of his being, from what we call his real
self, Conversely, we belleve that man turns
weonstructive or destructive only if he cannot
fulfill himself - that it is an unfulfilled 1life
vhieh makes him darren and destruetive. This

belief is not mere speculation....?

and agains

But with such a belief in the sutonomous striving

toward self-reslization, we do not need an inner

straight jJacket with whieh to shackle our

sponteneity, nor the vhip of inner diectates to

drive us toward perfection. There is no doujf that

suech dizciplinary methods can sucesed in supless-

ing undesirable factors, but there is alsc no doubt

that they sre injuricus to our growth,l0

There is little room left for speculation as to

the meaning which Horney attached to the terms "inmner
straight jacket® and "the whip of inner dlctates¥., If the
quetation 18 viewed in its context, they are expressive of
an wmfavorable evaluation of both Freudian snd "Christian®
man. Although Horney admitted an essential difference in
the tve positions, she also recognized an essential
similarity in their methods of dealing with human nature,
For Freudisns the goal must be to overcome the gtatus

naturae, by impesing wpon it checks and controls.

Td., Neurosis and Human Growth, New York, W.W.
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*Christisns® must overcome not the gtatus naturae as such
but that part of it which is “bad, sinful or destruetive".
This will be done by insuring the success of the "good"
part, utilizing such mesns as falth, resson, will or grace
depending upon the particular religious or ethical views.
The goals differ somewhat as do the methods of achleving
them but both, Eorney argued, aim at crushing at least ip
part, our real gelves. To the extent that they succeed in
doing this, they are, in effect, crushing man's nature,

The references te Horney, whleh have thus far
appeared, would seem to present sufflcient and convineing
evidence of her bdasic position toward human nature. But a
perusal of Patrick Mullahy's review of psychosnalytic
theories, reveals a statement which, at first glance,
appears most puzzling. According te Mullahy, Karen Horney
“isplies that she does not bellieve In & human nature common
to all men or at least suggests that neuroses do not
represent preoblems common to all men®, 1l fnig statement,
however, does not leng remain paredoxicsl if that
characteristic of Horney's writings hinted to in the
introduction, be ruminated., Horney's meaning is not always
elear. The confusion is due, in part, to a carelessness

vith words sometimes amounting to an equivocal use of

11

PATRICK MULLAHY, Qedi Myth and Complex
New York, W.W. Norton & Compsny, gnc., 1530, P TE.
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language. And the habit 1s not peculisr to Horney. It is
unfortunate that many psychoanalysts assign s subjlective
connotation to most impertent terms, taking it for granted
that, within the context, the resder will understand. But
the meaning is not always so un-ambiguous, Oeveral of
Horney's more important statements are open to various
interpretations. It 1s often necessary to read several
chapters of a work before one can be assured of her meaning
end 1t is not uncommen that texts have to be compared snd
her position deduced, BHSuch would be this instance. It is
true that Horney "suggestis that neuroses do not represent
problems commor to all men®, and one might well assume that
sueh a position containeg en implielit Genial of the existence
of a universal human nature, But a more careful reading
reveals that Herney's suggestion sprang not from her view
of human nature, but, az shall be shown, from her concept
of normality.

Her ambiguous use of terminology is ubiquitous,
“"Human Nature Can Change", the title of one of her more
important articles; is a vivid csse in point. This paper,
already referred to, indicated that the objective of Horney
was t0 establish a view of human nature which was at once
optimistie and universsl, In the light of such an aim, it
i1s bewlldering that she should select a title clearly
suggestive of a relativistic view. Horney did not setually
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intend to imply that msn's nature 1s mutable, Rather she
felt that man can becomes destructive or construetive
depending on his surroundings. But clearly such chenges do
not reflect changes in human nature.

Horney's basic view of men has been presented, 1t
has been shown that Horneysn man is a crested and st least
partially respensible zgent, He is an intrinsiecally
eonstructive being posessing potentialities for both “good®
and "evil", The comstructive tendencles stem from man's
“"esgential nature™, from the “core of hls being®, from his
"real self", The destructive tendencies stem from a
erushing life situation. ©8uch a position reveals an
intrinsically coptimistic view of msn, but also leeves itself
open to further guestions. Throughout her writings Karen
Hornsy continually esserted the poslitive attributes of
human pature. But what is huksn nature? What 1s the
significance of "the real self, man's essential nature, the
core of his being”? What 1s to be understecd by the
“"eonstructive" and "destructive” potentialities of man?
What constitute “¢onditions of warmth snd respect for his
individuality”? What is & "goed human being"? If the
eonditions for growth are favorable will man inevitaebly
evolve into a “econstructive" individual? If so, in what
sense 18 man a respensible agent? Does Horney offer a moral

nerm to which man 1s responsible®
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Horney's writings do not reveal an explicit
definition of humen nature, The best that can be suggested
is that human nature designates that which 1s proper to
man as man, This suggestion springs from Horney's
wniversslization of the constructiveness of the individual.
It is not thils man or that man who is constructive. Man
as such, is inherently eonstructive. The constructiveness,
therefore, expresses something common to all men. This
gomething eppears to be human nature, Of this nature,
responsibility or will, by implication rationality, and
construetiveness may be predicated. Horney's concept of
humen nature might be loosely compared to the Scholastic
geneept of esgence. Essence 1s "thet vwhich makes a thing to
be what 1t 15“.12 Since Horney implied that "construetive-
neas® , "responsibility® and “rationality" are proper to man
as man, it is diffieult to understand how Horney could have
concelived of s man who did not, at least potentially if neot
operationally posess these attributes, Therefore these
attridbutes characterize something essential to man as man.
But to serutinize Horney's concept of human nature for
further metaphysicael implications, would be to risk seeing
what 4s noct there.

12
CELESTINE E, BITTLE, The Dcmai¥ of Being
Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Company, s P 3é2.
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However, the terms "real self, man's essential
nature, and the core of his being" do allow elaboration,
It sppears that they are at least loglcally distinet from
huwan nature, Not all of these terms were defined by
Horney. In point of fact, they are used interchangesbly in
her writings. G&he does offer a definition of the "real
self®, It is "thet ecentral inner force, commen to all
human beings and yet unique In each, which iz the deep
source of growth".ls "Real Self" 1s also defined as the
“original force toward individusl growth and fulfillment,
with which we may again achieve full identification when
freed of the erippling shackles of naurosis“.lu "growth”
refers to "free, healthy development in accordance with
the potentialities of one's generie and individual
nature®.}? It voula seem, then, that the uniqueness of the
%eentral inner force" stems from man's lndividual nature.
(vhat individustes the generic nature will be discussed in
the third chapter vhen the meaning of the term "growth" is
clarified,)

The term "real self™ and by implicaticn, "essentisl

nature’ and the "core of his being" 1s reminiscent of the

13 KAREN HORNEY, Neurogis and Human Crowth, p. 17.
14 M-’ P 1'58.

15 1p14., p. 17.
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Seholastie congept of “essence" dynamically vliewed, or more
precisely, the Scholastie concept of "nature". “Nature"
designates "substantlal being asz a prinelple of aetinn“ls,
or "The essence of a being consldered as the ultimate
prineiple of 1ts operatiens“.17 The *real self" seems Lo
spproach these definitions, for 1t designates individuallzed
bumsn nature as the prineiple of growth or self-actuvaliza-~
tion,

It 18 concelvable that man may lose his “nature”
if his actions, for whatever reason, are not in keeping
with his pature. JIn such a case his actions do not reflect
the prineciple from which they ought to spring. Similarly,
if a men 15 in the grips of “the erippling shackles of
neurcosis®, he cannot truly aet in keeping with his “"real
self¥, Hie aetions do not reflect the principle of
"growth® from whileh they ought to spring since he has lost
toueh with 1t, It is true that, strictly spesking, man
cannot lose his nature, Bui then neither can he lose his
"real self", Rather these ﬁrineiples, if seriously
impaired, cannot reflect their proper operations. Therefore

they are, in a sense, lost. In vlew ¢of the loss of the

16 CARDINAL MFRCIER, 4 Manusl of Kodern Scholastic
11 » London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubrer & Company,
tﬂo’ [+ P 1, 1938, Pe }‘.'830

17 CELESTINE ¥. BITTIE, The Domain of Being, p. 385.
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"resl self" man's develeopment, according to Horney, takes
a destructive rather than constructive path.

There is yet to consider the significence which
Horney attached to the terms “constructive" and
*destructive®, These are clossly connected with Horney's
understanding of "free, healthy development” and as might
be expected the latter cannot be separated from "condlitions
of warmth and respect for his individuality*. For a
clearer understanding of these catch-phrases and of such
other elements as the significance of a “"good human being",
and the meaning and extension of "responsibility",
Horney's concept of normality snd her view of the role
played by the environment, can hardly be ignored. Since
these two factors form the more proximate background of
Horney's theory of neurosis, they are best discussed in
the following chapter.



CHAPTER II
“QULIURE AND NEUROSIS"

The gulf bvetween Horney and Freud dild not only
involve a difference in the philosophical view of man as
man, It 13 interesting to note thet Karen Horney drew a
very real distinction between her concept of human nature
and her view of normality. Such a distinetion is implielt
in any philosophical approach tc man. If the Thomlstic
position be taken as an example, it must be affirmed that
there is a distinction between the freedom of man and the
free acts of man, I1f man acts freely, he reflects human
nature., Therefore he 1s, in some sense, normal. And since
man's freedom subsiste even when he does not exerclse it,
the distinction 4s real. But Horney's distinetion goes
much further. It i1s not merely & question of man acting in
keeping with what she concelved to be his nature,

In seeking the negative factor from which Horney's
view of normality psrtially sprang Freud cannot bde
by-passed. The master of Vienna was essentlally a
biological determinist. 8uch a position, faulty in itself,
was all the more an unhappy one since Freud saw the
deterninism as directed toward svil, Horney cbjected to
both the determinism and its direction. This two-fold
greviance brought its inevitable implications into Horney's

concept of normality, For if men was not what Freud made
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him to be, neither could "normal" man be the end-product of
the sublimation of biclogically detormined destructive
instinets., Another view of normality, one which did not
require man to overcome the basic evil in his nature was
desired. In short, a more optimistlie approach seemed
essential.

The dichotemy between Freud and his pupil brought
even more significant repercussions. Having denied the
validity of Freuwd's Ypessimistic" view of human nature, and
yet all too cognizant of the "destructive" tendencles of
neurotics, it fell to Horney to seek an explanation., If
man is not inherently "destructive®, "bad", or "sinful®,
then something outside of man must be the cause., This
*something” was alluded to when Horney's proofs of the
constructiveness of human nature were advanced,
"Destructiveness" wes ultimately due to a crushing life
gituation, The role of the environment will be seen to
assume almost monumental proportions,

Finally, and as shall be shown in the following
chapter, Horney's convictions ss they concerned these
fundamental peints, brought her to a totslly fresh view of

neurcsis,
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1. Concept of Normality

In contrast to Horney's crusading insistence on the
constructiveness and universality of human nature, her view
of normality is surprisingly restrictive. The criteria
wvhich she advanced &oes not flovw from the nature of man,
Quite to the contrary, it 1s imposed upon him by his humen
environment.,

The only proofs which she submitted in defense of
this position are an appreal to common knowledge since,

"to some extent every educated person knows that there are
variations in what is regarded as normal"l, and the seem-
ingly indisputable findings of anthropoleogists. It appears
that Horney had more than a passing interest in this
scionece, Perhaps her concern was in part motlvated by

"e.o acqguaintance with a culture which in many ways is
different from the European..."a. Horney wag referring to
the United States. It is a truviem that many of the customs,
habits, 1deas and even 1deals of the United States are

unacceptable, or at least were unacceptable to Europeans.

This obvious dichotemy may have moved Horney to seek more

1
KARER HORKEY, T 11 Personallty of Ou
Time, New York, W.W. Norton & Compeny, Inc., y DPs 16,
2
Id,, Hew Ways in ggxghg%%glgsig, Rew York, W.W.
Norton & Company, Inc., 39, p. 12~13,
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vivid differences in oultures, Anthropology offered a most
fertile field, Her repeated references to such significant
figures as Ruth Benedicet, Edward Sapir, Margaret Mead, and
Peter Freuchen, indicete close observation of anthropolog-
ical findings. Horney learned, for instance, that the
Jicerilla Apache culture takes a dim view of even the most
innocent reference to a deceased relative while the people
in the United States do not generally consider this an
offensive practice, Eskimos do not feel that murderers
gshould be made to pay for their erimes, DReparation may be
made by providing a substitute for the deceased., In fact,
in some cultures a mother's grief, following the murder of
her son, may be lessened 1f the murderer sllows himself teo
be adopted, (Apparently it escaped Horney that these, in
themselves, may be forms of punishment,)
The diversity of customs in these cultures led

Horney to conclude that although ",.. every culture eclings
to the belief that 1ts own feelings and drives sre the one
normal expression of 'human nature'"3, the belief is
nonetheless nothing more then the word implies, PFurther-
more,

The eonception of what is normal varies not

ocnly with the culture but also within the same
culture, in the course of time., [«.. The

" 3 14., The Feurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 16~
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eoneepticn of norma&ity varies also within different
clazsses of soclety.

These findings appear to have provided Horney with
sufficient evidence to convince her of the futility of
attempting to estsblish any sbsolute norm of normality.
However, she did explieitly Iimpart how one arrives at a
conception of normality:

Our conception of normality is arrived at by the
spproval of certailn standards of behaviour and
feeling within a certain group which imposes these
standards upon its members, But the standards vary
with culture, period, class end sex.

Therefore though there is no universally normal
man, that man is considered “normel" who abldes by the
sanctions of the particular culture in which he happeng to
exist. It is clear that in stating her position, not of
the universally normal man, but of normality, Horney had
2 rich opportunity te distinguish between “our conception
of normelity® and normality as such. But the distinction
is not made since Horney obviously regarded it as fruitless,
What is left then is a relativistie view. On this she is
explieit, This relativism i3 slso reflected in Horney's
theory of neurosis. Since a neurosis implies, at least in

pert, a deviation from the "normal" behaviour pattern,

“ Idte., p. 15.
5 Ipsd., p. 18,
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it is senseless to spesk of neurotie trends that hold for
all mankind, There are at least as many neuroses ag there
are eoncepts of normality.

In the light of these considerations it is clear
why Horney suggested that "neuroses do not represent
problems common to all men®.® Since a neurosis is, st
least in part, a deviation from the "normal”, end since
the coneept of normality varies with the culture, the
problems which arise from these deviations sre not commen
to all men, But this is not to imply, as Patrick Mullahy
believes, that there is no such thing as e universal
human nature.

The conecept of normality then, accerding to Horney,
is man-made snd differs with the culture., Since Horney's
interest was specifiecally directed to "the neurotie
persenality of our time" in the United States or places with
an essentially similar culture, a distinction must be draswn
between how one arrives at a concept of normality and the
eoncept of the "normal” men exlsting in the United States.
This last concept is most nebulous in Horney's works.

There 1a general agreement, among commentators of Horney,
that she did not specifically set out to establish sueh a
nore. Her works do not refleet an explicit position. She

6 PATRICK MULLARY, gdimus, kyth and Complex, Now
York, Grove Press, 1955, p. .
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merely asserts, and agrees with, the method which societies
use to establish a eoncept of normality.

Horney's interest throughout her works was the
neurctic personality. Her coneern inevitsbly demanded a
definition of neurosis, PFuréhermnre, there was the
ebvious preblem of recognizing the neurotic, One of the
wore impertant criteria which Horney advanced was
"deviation from the normal".’ But ag to what the "normal"
in the United Btates wes, Horney had little to say, Eince
these deviations are serutinized in great detail by Horney
it may be supposed that their oprosites censtitute
normality. BRuth Monroe, in her excellent exposition of
Horney's theories, sounds this very note:

ese her concept of the normal - aetually the 1deal -
personality is not explieltly and systematically
stated but sppears ss the riech multiform cbverse
of the neurotlc trends which she describes acutely.8

To discover, then, what Horney understood to be
"normal”, in the United States or places with an essentially
similar culture, one need but turn the coin. The other side
of it, however, does not reveal the "normal" man, It ig
devoid of any markings. Its true fsce must be supplied by
studying the neurotic trends and considering elther their

7 KAREN HORKEY, The Neurotlc Personality of Our
iime, p. 21.
8

RUTH L., MONROE, Schools of Ps;ahoanalﬁéig
Ihought, New York, The Dryden Press, 1555, D. 3u4C.
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opposites or their less exaggerated or one-sided
expressions. For many neurotic characteristies are
neuretic, not in themselves, but in their Intensifications.
Horney's view of the "normsl" man in the United
States will not be presented in this thesis, Rather the
exphasis will be on the neurotie, But it may be mentioned
in pagsing that if an attempt to extricate her peosition
were made, 1t would be doomed from the start to at least
partial failure. Horney's cencept of the "nermal” man can
only be derived through an exsmination of the “rich wulti-
form obverse of the neurotic trends®. The best that might
be expected then, would be sn approximstion, For Herney's
exposition ef the neurotie character ie deseriptive, and a
concept of normality ought to be definitive. Before
eonsidering Hormey's view of neurvsis, however, the role of

the environment, as she concelved it, must be clarified.
2. Human Nature end Soeisl Envircnment

Herneygg man has been deseribed asz a respensible
creature posessing construetive innmer forces which spur
him toward self-realization, 8ueh would be humen nature
vieved in the sbstract, But Kasren Horney was a psycho-
analyst. As such she eculd hardly ignore what happens to
human nature when it is coneretiged, that is, as it appears
in an actually existing man, The most superficiasl
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observation could net fall to reveal that man must come in
contact with, end to some degree be affected by, his
surroundings. The question which must be answered 1s: whet
vas Horney's viev of the role played by the environment?

The following extracts, from a brief criticism and
sppreciation of Hormey, by Patrick Mullahy, clearly peint
to the enviroumental sbyss existing between Horney and
Freudts

Karen Horney was smong the first psychosnalysts in
this ecountry to abandon the artificial and cumber-
some libido theory; she thereby paved the way for an
understanding of people primarily in terms of the
social environment end the problems whieh it
generates, [.q Culture is no longer conceived asz
playing a mechanicel role by frustrating 14ibvidinal
or cther drives but as providing the framework with-
in which persenality develeps and operates,?

The above guotation provides sn important insight
into the significant role whieh Herney ascribed to the
environment, Hewever, and as shall be shown, culture or
envircnment (the twe terms seem to have the same mesning
for Borney) does not merely supply the framework within
vhich man's personality grows. It would be more in keeping
with Horney's writings to suggest that environment provides
the mould. More precisely, the environment will be seen to
provide twe basiec moulds, the healthy and the unheslthy.

Whether man emerges “"healthy" or neurctic, will depend upcn

9 PATRICK MULLAHY, Qedipus, Myth and Complex, p. 328.
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vhich of the two moulds he is cast into, But would not

such & deterministic approach to the role of the environument
render human nature little more than a static factor;
something acted upen by, rather than interactling with the
environment?

If some of Horney's more significant statements sare
brought to light, it would seem not, For Horney understood
that "God will repay and does repay indeed".lo Furthermore,
in spesking of the task of the patient in psychoasnalytice
therapy, she maintained that the patient must strive
“tovard a clearer perception of his directlon, with the
assupption of responsibility for himself and his
decisions® 11 Finally, Horney spoke of & criterion for
self-realizstion, one which the individual eught to
recognize and honor, The criterion peosits the question:

%Is 8 particular attitude or drive inducive or ebstructive
to my human grawth”?lg These essertions, taken at face
value, would hardly suggest that human nature is something
statie, a potentially fertlile tabuls rasa to be moulded for

better or for wvorse by the environment, But these

10 KAREN HORKEY, "The Vplue gg V%gdigtiveness“, in
The American Journal of Psychoanalysls, Vol. &, No, 1, 1948,
Pe 3o
11 :
Iéo, 4 B Bl Lk AT OW h’ New Yark, W.U.
Norton & Company, Inc., 0y P
12

Ibid., p. 15,
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assertions cannot be evaluated out of context, They must
be incorporated with, and examined in the light of,
Borney's view of the role of the environment, What
constituted this view?

It will be recalled that Herney ardently deniled
Freud's "pessimistic" view of human nature, Nevertheless
ghe was left with the problem of explaining the origin of
neuretic "destructiveness®., If man’s nature is not
inherently “destructive, bad, or sinful®, then something
outside of man must be the cause, And is not vhat is
outside of man his envircnment? Msen 1s inherently
constructive, If he becomea destruetive, it must be due te
the erushing influence of his surrouvndings.

Although Horney's interest was the neurotie
persenality, she ceunld not long evade, even had she so
wished, the basic question which every analyst must answer,
or act as though he had answered it, The gquestion is
scmevhat obvious snd 1ts answer is & gine gua non to
psychoanalytic therapy. The question iss what i3 man?

It was shown, in the last chepter, that Horney d4id
not seek to escape this issue, From the Ydestruetiveness
in neurotics due to environment", she argued the
constructiveness of human nature as such, Environment
then, ultimately decldes whether man shall be Yconstructive

or "destructive®. 8ince "destruectiveness” characterizes

27

L
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e neurotie, 1t must follow that the environment ultimately
decides vhether men shall be "healthy" or neurotic,

Horney's writings inevitably point te a deterministic
role of the envircnment. She insisted, in the face of
Freud's blological determinism, thet man can end does
develop into a "good® humsn being if the conditiens for
grovth are faverable., She asserted that "it is an
unfulfilled life which maskes man barren and destructive"13,
but this "unfulfillment” again seems due to unhappy
surroundings. The "central inner ferce" which all human
beings posess, is the wellspring of "growth®, But "growth"
is "free, healthy development®, If the environmental
conditions are erushingly unfavoreble, would Horney's
position have allowed her to speak of ¥free, healthy
development"? In the light of these considerations, vhat
active role is left to human nature?

Although Horney's view of the rcle played by the
environment may be classified as deterministic, the term
should be applied with qualifications. The environment
ultimately decides whether an individual will be "healthy"
or "neureotie":. So fsr as these two possibllities are
concerned, Horney left little if any room to the exereise of

will, If one's surroundings are "healthy”, the "resl self"®

13 Id4., "Human Nature Can Change", in The American
Jourpal of Psychoanalysis, Vol. 12, Fo. 1, 1952, p. 6.
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will be able to act out its role and realize the
sgonstructive® tendencies inherent in human nature, If, on
the other hand, the envirorment is of an unfavorably
crushing charscter, the individual will become a neurotie.
He will lose his "real self* and fell prey to the “erippling
shackles of neurosis®, And it is of no purpose to ask
Horney why individuals who ere subjeet to environments
which are essentially similar in their crippling nature, do
not both become neurotic., The answer 1s ready-made:

The question remains why certain persons become

neurotic while others, living under similar

econditions, are sble {0 cope with the existing

difficulties. [,.. Only the general psychie

atmosphere is the ssme. [..s] In detail, however,

the experiences of one e¢hild may be entirely

different from those of another. [..; The perscns

whoe succumb to a neurosis are those who have been

more severely hit by the existin§ difficulties,

particularly in their childhoed. L

Horney appears to have been of the opinion that

unless the environmental conditions are identical the point
is irrelevant. Since identity defies dlvision, the question,
at least for the present moment, 18 ended. Furthermore, the
above quotation verifies the ccercive nature of the environ-
ment. Man falls, despite himself, into the category of
"healthy" or Pneurotie”, “conatruetive" or "destructive",
Taken in thie sense, Horney's position was clearly

deterministie, It is not man that becomes "healthy" or

1k 1d4., Bew Ways in Psychoasnalysis, p. 177-178.
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*peurotiec”, Ee is made "heslthy” or "neurotic". Human
nature then, so far as this question 1s concerned, must
remain silent. As ocommentators have pointed out, it has the
value of a constant,

g+ les causesg determinantes de la nevrose doivent

etre recherchees dans les facteurs culturels du

miliieu, d'une epoque, Elle estime enfin que la

seule nature humaine, laissee a elle-meme, en

chagque individu, ne csuseralt pas ﬁesprebiemes:

elle aurait valeur d'une constante.l

But having fallen into one of the two categories,
that 1s, heelthy or neurotic, can thenm humsn nature exercise
any degree of self-metivity? It is at this point that
Horney's statements, indicative of her belief in the
regponsiblility of the individusl, should be examined.
The patient must strive "toward a clearer

perception of his direetion, with the assumption of
responsibility for himself and his deeisions®™, The neurotie,
then, lacks both a clear sense of direction and the ability
to assume responsibility. Horney asserted this im no
uncertain terms: “HNeurotic trends impair self-determination
because a person 1s then driven instead of being himself the
r".16

drive But although Horney used the word “impsired",

her more practical discussions of the neurotic structure

IS'HEHRI GRATTION, O.M.I., Psychsnalysesg D'hier et
D! d'hui, Paris, Cerf, 1955, p. 19k,

16

KAREN HORNEY, g&% Inner Conflicts, New York, W.u.
Norton & Company, Inc,, 1945, p. .
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clearly leave the reader with the impression that the
neurotic has very little if any freedom of will at his
disposal. At least in theory, then, to the degree that the
individual has lost hls "real self", since that is exactly
vhat a neurosis is, he is driven by the neurotie trends,
cannot really choose and consequently cannot be considered
“respongible®, But then surely the "healthy"” individual
pust be "responsible® for his Yreal self" is not hampered,
His humsn nature is free to evolve, and freedom implies
responsibility, Therefore the "healthy" individual and, in
theory, that part of the peurotic which is not driven, ere
"responsible®, and in this sense, the role of humen nature
is not that of a constant but rather that of an active
agent, In this sense, also, human nature 1s not determined.
But te vhom or to what 1s man responsible?

If Horney's concept of normality, that is, if
Horney's ecriterion of normality, as elaborated in the last
seetion, is to be followed te its logleal conclusion, 1t
would appear that msn 18 responsible to those “standards of
behaviocur and feeling” which are imposed upon him by his
surroundings, These standards, however, very even within
the soclety., Therefore i1t seems that there is a possibility
of choice, God then "will repay and does repay indeed",
according to the responses that the individual maskes to the
lights that are presgented to him,. The same seems to hold
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true for Horney's eriterion for self~realization., The
individual 1s to ask himself whether a particular attitude
or drive vwill help or hinder hisz human "growth". But agaln
he can only answer with the norms that his enviromment
supplies. His responsibility rests in his abiding to these
norms,

Te sum up, Horney's position as 1t concerned the
role of the enviromment predicates a soeial determinism
with regard to the "hesalthy” or "neurotie" development of
the indiviéual, dbut allows human nature, at least in theory,
an sctive role within these two categories. The sctive role
implies responsibility, the norm being dictated by the
environment. There iz nowv to consider, in greater detail,
the specifiec envirommental factors leading t¢ a neurosis

and their end-result, namely the neurotic,



CHAPTER TII
HORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC

wWhatever the sterting point and however tortuous

the road, we must finally arrive at a disturbance

of personality =s the source of psychic 1llness.

[ves) In modern terms, every neurcsis, no matter

what the symptomatic plecture, 1s a character

neurosis., Hence our endesvour in theory and therapy

must be directed toward a better understanding of

the neurotic character structure,l

This statement lays the groundwork for a clear

understanding of the essential elements of Horney's theory
of neurosis., A neurcsis is sbove all a disturbance of the
personslity. To greater or lesser degrees 1t effects the
vhele individual, Symptoms such a2s "phoblas, depressions,
functioral physiesl dlserders", may or mey not be present.
Inhibitions may be sc well disgulsed 28 to escrpe the eye
of even the most acute cobserver. At best these are the
superficial manifestations of a2 ddeply personal disturbance.
Neurosis, taken in its true sense, must be distinguished
from what Horney termed a “gituation neurosis" in which an
Pabnormal® reaetion to a situation may exist without,
however, effecting the whole personality. In a true
neurosis "the main disturhance lies in the deformation of

the character.? Indeed Horney's definition 1s clearly

1 KARFN HORKEY, Our Inner Conflicts, New York, W.W.
Rortcn & Company, Inc., 1945, p. 12.

2 Id., The Neurotic ggrgogalitz of Our Timwe, New York,
W.W., Norton & Cempany, Inc., 1937, p. 30.
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indicative of this position, as is her criteris for
diseovering the neurotic, and her explanation of the genesis
of neurosis. A sense of logic would seem to demand that a
presentation of Horney's view of the neurotic should begin
with her definition of neurogis. But other than obgerving

a sense of the fltness of things, thls approach would be

of no practical valve, Horney's "definition" of neurosis
vwhen disengaged from her charscterlstics of the neurotie,
affords but a superficisl Insight into the meaning of this

disturbance.
1. Characteristics of the Neurotic

The first criterion which Horney advanced was
slready alluded to in the first section of the last chapter.
It smounts to the fact that a2 neurotlie's behaviour deviates
from the behaviour considered “normal” in the environment,
But this criterion does not suffice. “Persons may deviate
from the general pattern without having a neurcgis”.> 1In
other worés, though neurotics deviate from the “genersl
pattern", not all who deviate from it are neurotics,

What then are they? Horney does not elaborate on this
point. It would be of interest to esk Horney whether one

may be “abnormal” without being neurotie, At the very least,

3 1psa., p. 21,
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it appesrs that one may be unconventional without being
neurotic, But why sre some of the individuals who devliate
in their reaections, from the "general pattern", neurctie?
The obvious reason would seem to lie in the motives for

the deviations., These are so many that they defy enumers-
tion. But st thls point, it msy be said, that the reasons
stem from the “neurotic structure®, Since this structure
represents, in the eyes of Horney, an unreal way of dealing
with reality, the reasons do not Justify categorizing the
deviations as simply unconventional. They must be labelled
neurotic, 1t must be emphatically stressed here that these
neurotic deviations are meurctie only within the culture
which considers their opposite expression "normal¥, The
eritorion 1s still insufficient for an aceurste segregation
cf the neurotic from the *healthy" individual. Observation
of the 'manifest picture" (depresslons, functional physieal
disorders, phoblas, inhibitions, etc,) has, as elready
implied, no conclusive value since these characteristics
may be either absent or too well disguised. Horney,
however, proceeded to narrow the possibilities by
introdueing two further characteristics to be found in all
neuroses, HNeurotics, apart from thelr “deviations from the
general pattern" of behaviour exhibit, to surface

cbservation, "a certain rigidity in reaction snd a
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discrepancy between potentialities and aecomplishmants“c“
wWhat is the exact meaning of these characteristics?

By "rigidity in reactlon” Horney seems to have
meant, an inability on the part of the neurotic te respond
aceordingly, to the situations whieh he encounters from
day to day. She elaborsted by offering examples:

The normal persocn, for instance, is suspieclous when
he senses or sees reasons for being so; a neurotie
person may be susplecicus, regardless of the
situation, [..d A normal person will be spiteful
if he feels an unwarrented impesition; a neurotie
Bay react with spite to any situation...”

But again 1t pust be stressed that this lack of
flexibility symbolizes a neurotic only if it is not in
keeping with the cultural norm, for "a rigid suspiecion of
enything new or strange 1s s normal pattern among a large
proportion of peasents in Western civilizatisn...“é

By Y& discrepancy between potentialities and
accomplishments" Horney meant, the result of a feeling
vhich the neurotie invariably experiences, namely the
feeling that he 1s his own stumbling bloek, his own barrier
to self-actualization, Becsuse of this deterring element
in his personality he cannot be "productive®, and this even

“in spite of gifts and fevorable external possibilities

" Ivid., p. 22.
5

’ m.’ P 22,
6
Ibid., p. 23,
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for their eovelnpmant"w7 By "productive” Horney d4id not
intend wealth, position or social prestige, for msny of her
patients posessed all of these and yet were in need of
anslysis, By "produetive® Horney again referred to that
elusive aspeet which the *normal” person posesses, namely
the ability to "grow®, But as shall be shown, the under-
stending of "growth" alse variez with the eulture.
It must be noted that these attitudes elearly imply
& loss of freedom on the part of the neurctie} freedom to be
flexible in the presence of different situations and freedom
to achleve what his potentislities expect of him, It is
also apparent now, why the deviations of the neurotic may
be labelled "neurctie®, They do not spring from cholce as
d¢ the deviations of the "unconventieonel" persoen. Rather
the rigidity and the sense of stagnatlion of the neurotie
render the manifestations eompulsive., In short, they arise
from the neurctie structure.
In sddition to these Horney furnished ancther

"essential characteristice” whieh symbolizes the neurotic;

The presence of conflicting tendencles, [,..] for

vhich he autometically tries {o reach compromise

solutions. [+.+ These solutions are less

gatisfactory than those of the average individusl

and are ashigved at great expense to the vhols
personality,

7 Ipid., p. 23.
8 Ipid., p. 2B,
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The neurotic, it appears, is lliterally driven in
different, often opposite directions at the same time, His
equillibrium demands solutions, but he 1s, for all practieal
considerations, driven alsoc to these. 4&né the solutions
more often than not precipitate him into greater confliets,
Horney again gives the impression that the neurotic is a
person who has lost freedem.

These last three characteristics are to be found
in all neuroses, But 1t is not explicitly stated, by
Horney, whether thls "all™ is to be taken as having a
universal extension. Certainly Horney could not draw a
universal coneclusion based on perscnal observaticns of
neuroses in all cultures, If she believed that =all
neurotics everyvhere exhibit these characteristics, the
conelusion must have been prompted by her view of the
nature of man, The evidence, in faver of this supposition,
geems very strong. If "rigidity,[s.. s is indicative of a
neurosis only when it deviates from the cultural patterns"g,
then it may be supposed that it is possible for all to
aequire an inflexible attitude not in keeping with the
establlished patterns, Again, since by "productivity" Horney
understood, the capacity to “grow", then 1t seems that any

and all may fell to ectualize this capacity, since the

9 mbta., p. 23.
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source of "growth" is the "real self", Finally it is
obvious that a confliet situstion may arise in any culture.
If the individual is rigid and unproduetive, his understand-
ing of the conflict may be perverted and his response to it
will suffer accordingly. In fact the very rigidity will
provoke eonflicts,

These characteristies, then, appsar to be
applicable to man as man. If the environment is
suffietently crushing, e neurosis results, The disturbance
is characterized by these ear-marks, though the ways in
vhich they find expression vary with the culture., This
econclusion seems all the more werranted in view of Horney's
first ¥definition” of neurosis and the qualification which
she placed upon it,

2. Definition of Neurosis

There are, apparently, two definitions. This
necegsity sprang from the fact that the passing of time
savw certain significant elsborations in Horney's theorles
which demanded a re-formulation of the definition.
However, Horney's writings do not reflect two expllelt
definitions elthough she stated in her last book that
“the definition of neurosis too had ehanged".lo It must

10 Id., Neurosis %%d Humen Growth, New York, W.W.
Korton & Company, inc., y D. 36C.
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be assumed that Horney referred to what she herself, in an
earlier work, termed a “description", since "we are not
yot able to give a well rounded definition..."ll The
description appeared in her first book. There she referred
to neureosis as,

»ss 8 DEychle disturbance bdbrought sbout by fears

and defenses agalnst these fears, and by attempts

te find eompromise solutions for conflieting

tendencies. For practical reasons it is sdvisable

to call this disturbance a neurosis only if it

deviates from the pattern common to the particulsr

culture.

This deseription brings into clear relief the
relativism impliecit 4in Horney's theory of neurcsis, The
relativism 48 obviocusly motivated by Horney's ceoncept of
normality., At this early stage of her writing career
Horney saw neurosis as a cenflict between the individual
ané the envirenment brought abeut by a life situation
vhich stifled the imner freedem of the individual. In
ghort, the confliet was primsrily interpersonal, Further
observation of the neurotic character, coupled with more
thoughtful deduetlons, brought Horney to a conclusion
vhich had been implicit in her esrlier description, end
vhich without emphasiging, she had had to include in her

discussions of the neurectiec charscter. The econflicts

i 1d,, The Neuroiic Personality of Our Time,

12 1p14., p. 26-29.

p. 28,
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reslly invelved not only the relationship of the individual
toward others, but alsec of the individuel toward himself,
This explicitly new position received genercus attention in
Horney's last beck. There she defined neurosis as "a
disturbanece in one's relation to self and others*,}3 But
even this definition, other than implying a confliect
involving one's self a2s well ag others is restricted unless
geen in eonjunetion with the causes effective in producing

a neurosis,
3. Genesis of Neurosis

The causes, as has been shown, must be sought in
the enviromment., In the final snalysis, 1t 1s the
surrcundings that make a potentially "eonstructive"
individual “destructive” or, in short, neurotie. But te
say that environment causes neurosis is to give a correct
but 8ll too general presentation of Horney's position.

The environmental factors mey he locrsely grouped
under two categories, the patterns of the eulture and the
interpersonal relations, The latter are those with which
the individual comes into more intimate eontact., The
eultural patterns influence the interpersonal relastions.

In point of faet it was Horney's conviction that the

13 Id&,, Heurosis and Human Growth, p. 368,
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cultural factors set the pattern of the interpersonal

relstions.
It 1s an individual fate, for example, to have a
domineering or & "self-sacrificing” mother, but it
is also under definite cultural conditions that we
f£ind domineering or self-sascrificing wothers, and
it 18 also because of these existing conditions
that suech ap, experience will have an influence on
later life,.l™
For purposes of simplificetion and accuracy it will
be of use of pursue Horney's method and treat the cultural
and interpersonal causes as two logleslly distinet
categories, bearing in nind that in the real order they are
far from distinet. Again it must be stressed that Horney's
interest was "the neurotlc perecnality of our time" in the
United States or places with an essentially similar culture,
Therefore, though the dlscussions of the charaecteristics
of the neurotic and of the "definition" of neurcsiz bore a
universal significance, the remalning sectlons are subject
to restrictions of both time and place as deslignated above,
Horney's position, as 1t concerned the determin-
istic role of the culture, 13 so clearly expressed in her
writings that it would be the more expedient alternative to
reproduce it in full:
The fset that in general the majority of the
individuals in a culture have to face the same

problems suggests the conelusion that these problems
have been created by the specific 1life conditions

1
Id,, The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, V1ll.
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existing in that culture. That they do not
represent problens common to "humen nature" seems to
be warranted b{ the faet that the motiveting forces
and confliets in other cultures are different from

oure. Hence in speaking of a neurotic personality

of our time, I not only mesn that there are neurotic

persons having essential pecullarities in common,

but also that these basic similarities are

essentially produced by the difficulties existing in

our time and aulture.1§

Horney consgistently maintained that it was the

environment that uwltimately caused a neurosis. So far as
the patterns of the culiure are coneerned, the difference
between the envirenment of the "healthy" person and that of
the neurotic is negligible, if indeed, even existent, For
the cultural environment 1s essentlally the same for all
who live within the culture. Since the problems generated
by the culture differ with the culture, Horney felt that
they sre not representative of problems common to humen
nature, Furthermore, since not all individuals in a
culture become neurotlie, the cause of neurosis must lie in
serething deeper thap the mere cultural patterns. The
latter merely lay the ground-work., The causes will be seen
te lie in the interpersonal relations, provided they are
of an intensely unfavorable nature, But the pattern of
these relations depends greatly on the cultursl petterns,

&8 do the responses which the neurotie-to~be makes to

15 1p44., p. 3.
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these unfavorable relations, Therefore Horney concluded
that neuroties in any one culture, barring superficisl
differences, exhiblt essentially similar peculiasrities,
peculiarities fostered by the eculture itself. What are
these eultural difficulties in the United States which, 1if
encountered in union with intensely unfaverable inter~
personal relations, will precipiteste a neurosis?

Our present soclety, particularly ss it finds its
expression in the United States i1s geared on the principle
of competition. All must ecompete, be they "healthy" or
neurotic. This element is not proper only to occupational
groups. The prineiple of competition pervades the entire
life of the individusl, It exists in the business sphere,
but in the soclsl sphere as well., Most importsnt, it even
pervades the domestic sphere, that is, the family. "The
child is inoeulsted with this germ st the very baginning“.15
Furthermore it is not merely 2 matter of competition.
Certain off-shoots cannot fail te develop in the
psyehological domain, The most vivld psychic conseguences
are an over-all feeling of hestility toward others coupled
with a fear of retaliation for sny injuries inflicted or
believed to be inflicted in the compstitive struggles.

Ipid., p. 285,

16
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Closely allied to the fear of retaliation is the
fear of fallure., This fear 1s all the more gignificant in
a competitive soclety since all kinds of frustrations
follow elose wpon it. These may be roughly grouped under
loss of security or s sense of security asnd loss of
prestige and emotionasl belance, not to mention the effect
on self-esteem., 8Sinee in Western civilization, and
particularly in the United States, the reigning ideology
asserts that success 12 dependent on the personal efficiency
of the individual, in almost complete disregerd of existing
external limitestions, it 1s easy to understand how the
competitive struggles might all too probably result in e
erushed self-esteem, For the factual limitstions are almest
nuzberless as, of consequence, are the possibilitles of
Rfailure,

These elements, flowing from the principle of
eompetition harry the individual with a feeling of emotional
isolatien, and this in splite eof ample socisl contacts. The
remedy for this feeling lies in the scquisition of affection.
To put the szame thing in an even more significant way, the
feeling of isolstion creates s greater need for affection.,
(Horney cslls the need for love a “vitsal need"17, perhaps

implying that man as such needs love, If this is true,

17 1pg4., p. 287.
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then the need must flow from his nature,) But the need
for affection in a competitive soclety is perverted by the
overevaluation which the individuals of that society place
upen it. It becomes a cure~all. Ironically enough, the
very elements which create this exaggerated need, render
its fulfiliment an iwpossibllity. Therefore the individual
remains as isolated as ever.

In addition to these factors, there are certain
most signifiecant contradietory tendencies in the culture,
Perhaps the most blatent is that "between competition and
success on the one hand, and brotherly love and humility
on the other".18 Horney was of the opinion that the
eculture demands both of the individusl, He must sveceed
and it appears that success in Western elvilization,
especially in the United States, demands assertiveness and
aggressiveness. At the same time Western man must be
humble erd loving. This dilemma, according to Horney, may
be solved in either of two ways:t One of the two strivings
is discarded, or both are sccepted. The latter sclutlon is
really no sclution, The individual then can be neither
assertive nor humble,

Secondly, there is s contradiction between “the

stinulation of our needs and our factual frustrations in

18 1v14., p. 288,
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satisfying them" 19 These, in point of fact, are so-called
needs for they amount to "“"keeping up with the Joneses",
The result of this contradietion is s continuous dichotemy
betwveen the wishes of the Individual and their setualiza-
tion.

Finally a contradiction exists between "the
alleged freedom of the inéividual and all his factual
11mitations“.20 This eontrasdiction is crushingly exposed
in the United States where 1t 12 s2id that all men are
equal, But the unreality of the individual's alleged
freedor and equality is peinfully shown to him through the
gsme of life, Howvever the attractiveness of the notlon of
freedom lingers with the individual. Consequently he is
caught between feelings of power and helplessness., What is
the relationship between all these factors and neurocsis?

Horney proceeded to point ocut that the element of
competition and 1ts consequents lay the ground-work for
the disturbance while the contradictory tendencies of the

culture determine the quality or types of contradlctions

or conflicts operating in the neurotic structure itself,
*A neurotic development in the individual arises ultimately

from feelings of allenation, hostility, fear and diminished

1
? Mi’ P 288.

20
Ibid., p. 289.



HORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC 48

self-confidence” .2l These fealings do not cause neurosis
but they lay the foundations for what Horney terms "the
basic snxiety®, It will be noted that these feelings are
quite anslogous if not identical to the cultural factors
operating in Western civilization. (An apparent
inconsisteney shouldéd be elarified in passing. Horney's
interest, as already stated, was "the neurotic personality
of our time® in the United Btates or places with en
essentially similsr culture. In presenting Horney's concept
of normality, it was said that she hsd noticed what she
considered to be significant differences in what was
considered "normal® in Europe andé what wes considered
"normal® in the United States. Yet in her discussions of
the cultural and personal factors promoting neurocsls Horney
often impliecitly and even explieitly speaks of "Western
eivilization®, including in this term both the United Btates
end Europe. Therefore it would sppesr that there are both
differences and significent similarities in vwhat 1is
considered "normal” in the States and abroad. Bo far as the
cultural factors are concerned, it would appear that the
United Btates represents the ones cutlined by Horney to a
geverer degree than Purope does, Consequently, the

interpersonal relations take on a character vhich in degree,

21 Jd., New Ways in Payehosnalysis, New York, W.W.
Norton & Company, INC., 1932, De 1/Ce
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though Horney scmetimes implies even in kind, differs from
the Europesn.)

Furthermore the conflicts moving the actual neurotic
beer an unmlsteskable similarity to the cultural confliets.
In fact Horney stated that the cultural confliects are:

sess precisely the conflicts that the neurotic
struggles to reconeile: his tendencies toward
aggressiveness and his tendencies toward ylelding,
his excessive demands and his fear of never getting

anything, his striving toward self-aggrandizement
and his feeling of personal helplessness .2

Clearly then, the difference between the confliects
moving the neurotie snd those moving the "Ynormal® perscn
1s, to & large extent, one of degree. This difference of
degree sccounts for the fact that the normal person can
deal with his conflicts and maintain his psychice equilibrium.
But there is yet to consider the more proximate causes of
neurcsis, those dealing with the interpersonsal relations and
eonlded by the cultural factors. These causes account for
the difference in degree between the conflicts of the
*healthy” and those of the neurctic. They appear to exert
their most significent influence during early childhood,

Whatever the environment, the child will not faill
to be effected by it. What counts, obviously, is vhether
the effect will help or hinder the child, Unfortunately,

#2 14., The Neurotlc Personality of Our Time,

P 289.
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Western eoivilizetion seems to be laden wit! covironmental
facters which stunt psychie growth. These unfavorable
trends do not falil to shovw themselves in the domestice
sphere. Since it is here that the child first bhegins to
evelve for better or for worse, the potential danger of
these unfavorable elements is manifest, If the family
atmosphere is “one of warmth, of wutual respect and
eonsideration, the child can grow unigpeded" 23 But if the
faxily eBvironment is unfavorable to sn intense degree the
snd-produet will very likely be s neurotic. What are these
unfaverable conditions?

A child, though not yet equipped with the developed
intelleet of the gdult, posessea, as it were, s sixth sense,
a deeply intuitive faclility for registering the real
feelings which peeple harbour toward him, It is most
important to the child's “healthy” development that the
sixth sense register geod feelings, A child needs to feel
wanted and loved, But e lack of love seems to characterize
& goodly number of parents, The inability of parents to
show love stems from their own neuroses, But 1t iz one
thing not to be able to show love and 1t 13 another {to admit
it or even be conscious of 1t. Therefore an insidious

process of camouflaping sets in, The parents clalr to love

23 Id., Self—égglggis, Hew York, ¥W.¥W, Norten &
Company, Inc., 1 s De »
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the child. As Lady Macbeth, they "protest too much" in
their almost fanatical attempt to convince the child of
their affection, But Ya ¢hild feels keenly whether love 1s

genuine, and cannot be fooled by any faked

demenstratiena”.ah Love, that 1s the realization on the

part of the child that he is really loved, acts as a
shock-absorber in the face of other unfavorable conditions.
Therefore its importaence can hardly be undervalued.

In addition to this lack of genuine affection,
there are several actions or attitudes on the part of the
parents which hinder the child's "healthy" development,
These are so compactly stated by Horney that paraphrasing
them would seem 8 polntless task,

s+ preference for other children, unjust
reproaches, unpredictable changes between over-
indulgence and scornful rejection, unfulfilled
promises, and not least importent, an attitude
toward the child's needs which goes through all
gradations from temporary ineonsideration to a
consistent interfering with the most legitimate
wishes of the c¢hild, such as disturbing frlendships,
ridiculing independent thinking, spolling its
interest in its own pursuits whether artistic,
athletic or mechanieal ~ altogether an attitude of
the parents which if not in intention neveﬁgheless
in effect means breaking the childfs will.

also:

Parents may impress the child with the dangers

2k 1d., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. £0.

25 1p1a., p. €0-81,
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awalting him outside the walls ¢f his home. One
paerent may force the child to side with him against
the other., [.J Particularly important, a child
may be led to feel that his right to existence lies
solely in his living up to the parents' expectations.
see The effectiveness of such influences is not
diminished by the fact that they are often subtle
end velled. Moreover, there is usually not Just one
sdverse factor but several in combination.26
The result of all these unfavorable influences is
a loss of self-respect on the part of the child. "He
becomes insecure, apprehensive, isclated and resentful® 27
But the child cannot really take a positive stand against
these tyranlical dletates. In the first place the cultural
pattern is against him. A child is made to feel guilty snd
despicable if he is hostlle or opposed to his parentis,
Furthermore the child, being a child, 1s blologlcally help-
less. But the helplessness pervades his paychie life as
well, perticularly when reinforced by the parental patterns
outlined above. The child therefore must repress his
hostility because, due to his feeling of helplessness, he is
in great need of "protection”,
The great verbal emphasis on love, which the parents
must show in view of the absence of their resl love, also
acts as a barrier to the expression of the child's real

feglings. In facty, in the absence of real love, he may

2 14., Self-Analysis, p. .

27 1pid., p. W,
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cling to the verbal love and fear lest he lose it. It is
obvious that in such clircumstances any reveolutionary
reaction must be held back. Fear may also take posession of
the child when subjected to constant parental quarrels,
temper tantrums directed toward him, and slso when
intimidated by the “grest dangers of the outside world",
Again the child seeks protection and fears his own hostile
feelings, As a result, he suppresses his real feellngs but
in so doing he lays the foundatlons for his own neurosis,
For suppressed hostllity leads to "basic anxlety" and basic
snxiety is "the motor which sets the neurotic process going
and keeps it in metion".28 Horney describes the bsasic
anxiety as: Ya feeling of being small, insignificant,
helpless, deserted, endangered, In a world that is out to
abuse, cheat, attack, humiliate, betray, envy“.zg

But although repressed hostility leads to basic
anxiety there is yet another contributing factor. Wwhether
basic anxiety develeps or not depends, to a large extent,
on whether the hostility which has developed within the
child, takes in more then the immediate femily. If there
are favorable counteracting factors the hostility may

remain directed toward the parents and a definite neurotic

28 Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 23.
29 Ip1d., p. 92.
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dsvelopment put off, perhaps indefinitely. Horney
exemplifies these factors by a loving grandmother, an
understanding teacher, good friends etc, However the more
unhappy are the experiences with the parents the lesser are
the possibilities of faveorable external factors having a
counteracting effect. If these factors are lacking there
seems little if any doubt that the basic anxiety will set
in and crystasllize into a mental attitude conducive to a
neurotic structure.

It will be of some purpose now to comment briefly
on the interperscnal factors., It is not at all clear how
the cultural factors already presented determine the
particular form that the interpersonal relastions will tsaske.
Nor dces Horney attempt a demonstration. What forces in
the culture, for example, make parents prefer one child over
and above snother? What, in the eulture, accounts for the
mfulfilled promises of parents? What cultural factors
account for a “"self-sacrificing” mother? The seme questions
could be asked for each of the interpersonal factors
enumerated by Horney. It 1s true that these parent-chiléd
relationships arise, according to Horney, because of the
parents' own neuroses., But even 1f this 1s true, it is far
from & satisfactory answer., It merely postpones the
gquestion, whiech now can be asked of the parents. What

eultural faetors aceount for the psrticular interpersonal
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relations which rendered the parents neurotie? As already
stated, Horney does not explain the specific relations.
She simply states that:

esess the person who 1s likely to become neurotic is

one who has experienced the culturally determined

difficulties in an accentuated form, mostly through

the medium of chlldhood experiences, and who has

consequently been unable to solve them, or has

solved them only at great cost to his personality,30

But although there may be a relation, and even at

times a causal relation, there seems to be nc necessary
element of causality between the cultural factorsz snd the
specific forms which the interpersonal relations take,
Furthermore the specific significence of some of the
interpersonal factors is not clear, While the surface
meaning of such factors as "unjust reproaches, temporary
inconsideration, interfering with the most legitimate wishes
of the child, spoiling its Interest in its own pursults®,
1z manifest, the inner meaning of these expressions is not
quite so obvious, To what extent may e parent reproach a
child and remain Just? What are tc be recognized as
inconsiderate actions? What constitute "legltimate wishes®
for a child? Does it follow thet none of a child's pursvits
should be interfered with? Agaln, Horney does not explain,
taking 1t for granted that surely the reader will under-

stand. But if the reader agreec with Horney it is only

3% yp1d., p. ue.
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because the surface meaning 1s clear and correct. Surely
nc parent should be inconsiderate. Nelther should he
reproach & child unjustly. The same assent cen be given to
all of Horney's interpersonal factors. But as the reader
assentes he consclously or unconsciously applies or rather
introduces his own philosophy ef education, his own view of
man into these factors. Then he 18 no longer asgreeing with
Horney but with himself. If Horney were to be pressed for
an explanation, she would most likely reply that the inner
meanings of the interpersonal factors are to be decided by
the standards of the culture. But in Western civilization,
and even more so, in the United States, there is hardly =
uniform view. 1In the absence of a penetrating inquiry, on
the part of Horney, into the deeper meanings of her own
assertions, the reader 1s left with high~sounding phrases,

In the light of Horney's view of normallty and of
the role of the environment and keeping in mind her pesition
with regard to the more proximate background of neurosis,
it may be opportune, at this point, to answer the questions
which were put to Horney in the first chapter.

The "real self®, it will be recalled, was defined
as "that central inner force, common to all human belngs and
yet unigue in each, which 1s the deep source of growth",
Growth, In turn, was defined as "free, healthy development

in acecordance with the potentialities of one's generle and
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individual nature", It would appear then, that the
“uniqueness" of the "central inner force" stems from man's
individual nature. But vhat individuates the generic
nature? :Horney's works reveal two factors, both closely
inter-related. The first is temperament. People,
aceording te Horney, are born with a bilologicsl predisposi-
tion affecting the formal side of thelr behaviour., The
seecond factor 1s difference in native gifts., This difference
is to be understeood as being both guantitative and
qualitative. 1In discussing the problem of neurosis and art,
Horney asks whether neurosis is an indispensable conditlon
for srtistic creativity and answers that:

seee there 1s little 1f sny doubt that the existing

glfts themselves are independent of neurosis,

Recent educational ventures have shown that most

people can paint vhen preperly encouraged, but even

8o, not_everyone can become a Rembrandt or a

Renoir,31

Temperament then, along with the degree of

intellectual ability and quality of native gifts, (if
posessed), individualize the generlec nature of man. If
this individualized nature is allowed to develop freely and
healthily, the individual in turn will be "healthy" and will
"grow". But what constitutes "free, healthy development"?

The environmment must be "free" and "healthy" in order to
promote "growth"”. But what conditions promote “freedom® and

31 Id., Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 328,
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*mental health®™? Perhaps some clarification may be had if
the meaning of one of Horney's catch-phrases be analyzed.
What is to be understood by "conditions of warmth and
respect for his individuality*? A consideration of the
opposites of those interpersonsl factors which seem to
promote neurosis may provide a clue. It would appear that
the conditions should reflect real love on the part of the
parents. Furthermore parents ought to keep promises made to
the child., Thelr sttitude should be a consistent one. At
all times, regardless of cirecumstances the child should be
mede to know that he is really wanted. His wishes and
pursuits, that is, his individuality, should be resgpected.
Furthermore the attlitude between parents should not be such
28 to instill feer in the child. Finally he should be made
to feel that he 1z to "grow" for hls owvn sake and according
to his own inclinsations, That is, he should not be made to
feel that "his right to existence lies svlely in his living
up to the parents' sxpectations”, If thls environment
prevails the child wlll grow "healthy". As to the specific
meaning of these conditions, agailn the norms of the culture
should be consulted., But 1f the parent-child relationship
reflects the wmfavorable factors to an intense degree and is
not eslleviated by favorable externsl factors, a "hasiec
anxiety” develops. When this occurs, a neurosis seems but

& maetter of time.
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A "free" and “"healthy" development, then, is
tantamount to & "normal” enviromment, But, again, as has
been shown, the concept of normality varies with the
culture and even within the culture. This being the case,
it follows that the conception of "growth" also varies with
the culture. That 1s “growth" itself, must be understood as
having a relative connotation,

It might also be the more profitably asked at this
point, what Horney meant by “destructive'" and “constructive"
tendencies. "“Destruetive tendencles" may be considered a
term inclusive of the entire neurotic structure with
perticular emphasis on the neurotlc trends, that is the
various devices which the neurctie uvtillzes to rid himself
of his "basic anxlety", of his "basic conflict" and of the
confliets which his very solutions generate. (This
structure, as stated in the introduction, will not be dealt
vith in the thesis.) The neurotic structure and the
neurotic trends are destructive since they represent a
barrier to "growth", to self-realization, in shert, to the
activity of the "resl self", Neurosis 1s an escape from
reality and from the "normal" way of dealing with reality.
To the extent that the individual, because of his neurosis,
cannot realize his individual nature, the neurosis is
tdestruetive”. In addition to the destructiveness of the

self, neurosis also destroys others since it creates
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unhealthy interpersonal relatiens, which, particularly in
the psrental sphere, c¢an generate neuroses in others.
Conversely the term "eonstructive" gignifies both the nature
of men before it encounters an "unhealthy" environment, and
the essential charsascteristics of the "normal" individual in
2 given culture. But again it must be stressed that these
terms have been only generslly defined. 8o defined they
may be sald to have a universal extension. Their precise
mesning, hovever, varies with the culture, for the
destructiveness of cne culture may be the constructiveness
of another, Cannibalism, for example, would hardly be
considered a “constructive” tendency in the United Stetes,
but quite conducive to psyechic health smong cannibals.

What then conatltutes s "good” humsn being? The
answer, at this point, slmost writes itself., A "good"
human being is one who has been gllowed te "grow" through a
"healthy® environment, "Growth" and "health" sgzin veary
with the culture. Consequently the meaning of "“good human
being" varies with the culture, Furthermore since Horney
implies that msn is responsible to his Creator, at least
partially, for his actions, the term “good"” may be understood
in still another sense. A human being may be "good" in the
gense that he 1is "normal”,., If he is normal he will, to
varying degrees, actuallze himself. An individual may also
be "good" i1f he sdheres toc the standards of conduct imposed
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by the culture. Where there ls more than one standard there
is, 1t appears, a possibllity of cholce. Therefore it is
possible for an individual to be "good" in one sense, and
"bad" in another. He may be "good" in the sense of being
"econstructive” but "bad" in the sense that although
*normal", he nevertheless does not fully adhere to the
standard or standards of meorality set by the culture,

The answer to this last question supplies the
background for a clarification of the other puzzles
submitted at the end of chapter one. If the conditions
for growth are "favorable" will man inevitably evolve into
a constructive individual? If the conditlons for growth
are "favorable" man will inevitably evolve into a
constructive individual, in the sense that he will not be a
neurotic and will consequently actualize himself to various
degrees, But Horney implies that he may and in most
instances will show, traces of “normal"™ destructiveness,
caused by his straying away from the fulfillment of the
standard or standards of morality of his environment. This
last point clarifies, 21l the more, the sense in which man
i1s a responsible agent. (Man's responsibility was alluded
to in the second chapter, when i1t was asked to whom or to
what man was responsible.) Man has a responsibility to
actualize his individual nature to the best of his abllity
anéd he has a respensibility to abide by the standards of his
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environment. This responsibility rests primerily with the
"normal® individual. Finally, the moral norm offered by
Horney rings now all the clearer. The norm 1is, In short,
her criterion for self-realization., Man has a moral
responsibility to Ygrow". He must, in order to honor his
responsibility, ask himself whether a particular attitude,
striving or drive ie conduecive or obstructive to his human
"erowth®, But the path that the cbservance of this norm
will take, that is, the path which his "growth" will take,
will again vary with the standards of the environment,
Human nature, in short, may be actualized in several ways.

To sum up the general content of the first three
chapters then, it may be sald that Horneyan man 1s an
inherently cemstructive and responsible being. These
attributes characterlze the nature of man, hence they have
s wnivercal extension., The constructiveness of the

individual 12 actualized through the activity of the "real
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self" which is 2 eentral inner force posessed by all men and

yet unique in each, The uniqueness stems from man's
individual nature. The individualizing factors are the
temperament, the degree of intelligence and the degree and
quality of the native gifts, if any are posessed, of the
individuel child. But the "real self" can only operate to
its full expectancy if brought in contact with a favorable

envirenment., For it is the envireonment that will act upon
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the individual and render him "healthy” or "unhealthy”, or,
more clearly, "normal" or neurotic. But the concept of
normality and, consequently, the significance of a
“favorable" environment vary with the culture and sometimes
within the culture. Therefore, "there 1s no such thing as

a normal psychology which holds for all manking” .32 If

the environment is "heslthy™, in accordance with the meaning
that the term "healthy" has in the particular culture, the
child will “grow" and asctualize himself., If the environment
is of a crushingly "unhealthy®” nature, the child will
develop a "basic anxiety® which, unless counter-balanced in
time by a favorable change in the humen envircomuent, will
almost inevitably result in a neurosis. This disturbance
entails several "unreal" defense mechanisms adapted by the
individual in order to resoclve the conflicts which he
experiences with himself snd with others,

A neurotic is characterlzed by certsin traits.
Although the expression of a neurosls varies with the
eculture, the characteristics of a neurotiec are essentially
similer in all eultures. They seem to stem from the nature
of man, These characteristics imply & loss of freedom on
the part of the individual, for they entall an inflexibility

in his reactions, & discrepancy between his potentialitles

32 Id., The Neurotic Persenalggz‘og Cur Time, p. 19.
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and his achievements, and the presence of conflicting
tendencles. But the specific expressions of these
eharaetey}stics varies with, and 1s conditioned by, the
individuel culture,

The causes of neuresls are to be found in part in
the trying situations which are culturally determined and
to which, consequently, all the individusls in a culture
are subjected, But the more proximsgte csuses are to be
found in the interperscnal relatlons, particularly the
parent-child relations. These are conditioned by the
culture. If the latter are intensely unfavorable, the
child will not be able to face the difficulties inherent in
the culture itself. He will, most likely, become neurotic,
that is, "full of nervousness” and anxiety. In order to
gain an inner sense of security he will mseke use of several
devices which promise to give him Integration. These
Horney termed the neurotic "¢rends". They represent s way
of coping with the environment. But as stated in an earlier
seetion of the chapter, "These solutions are less
satisfactory than thoese of the averags individual and are
achieved at great expense to the whole personality®". It
was Horney's convietion that psychoanalytic therapy,
invelving an intensive probing into the individual's past
and present situation, with a view toward unloosenlng the
knots which the unfavorable envircnment end the neurotie

have tied around his "real self", affords a true soluticn.



CHAPTER IV
CRITICISM OF HORNEY'S POSITION

The first two chapters of the thesis set forth
some of the more significant philgsophic prineciples
governing the psychoanslytic theories of Dr. Karen Horney.
The third chapter might also have been titled: "Horney's
Prineiples Applied®, for its task was to illustrate,
through a sketchy presentation of Horney's view of the more
practical and proximate background of neurosis, the manner
in which her more ultimate concepts affected her psyeho-
analytic formulations,

This, the last chapter, proposes to evaluate both
the principles end those aspects of Horney's theories
presented in the third chapter, which refleet them. This
objective, however, cannct be realized through the direct
application of a eritique of psychoanalysis discovered in
any one Christian philosophic system, be it Thomistic or
Augustinian, The times in which these philosophers had
their being, although not devold of human confliets
(ultimately arising from human acts), did not nevertheless
see such a flowering of psychoanalytic theories as man 1s
witness to, perhaps at times the unfortunate witness, 1ln our
times. Conszequently there was no urgent need for an addi-
tional tract, "De Psychognalisi", which, when epplied, might

serve 28 a measuring rod for the evaluation of a psycho-
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analytiec theory. The need i3 a contemporary one, and
although Christian phllosophic thought has not been blind
to it, and in several instances made significant contribu~
tions, there 1s not, at present, a complete, explleit, and
systematlic expression of this need, reflective of the
philosophic principles of any one Christisn philosopher.

It is not within the objectives of this thesis to
infer, from the perennisl thought of the Angelic Doector,
a complete body of prineiples which might be termed
"Aristotelian~-Thomistic Psychoanalysis". Such a task would
indeed be a momentous one, but unrealizable in this thesis
for obvious reasons, a lack of space being, perhaps, the
least significant of them., Furthermore the nature of this
thesis does not reveal such s need, Thoze aspects of
Horney's theories which have been selected for eriticlam
may be evaluated either through a direct application of
Thomistic prineiples or throuwgh what may reascnably be
inferred from them. The Thomistic principles used in the
critieiss would doubtless be found in a "Thomistic
Psychoanalysis" if such existed, but, for present purposes,
such & traet is not a necesslty. This chapter, then, will
restriet itself to a eritical examination of the philosophic
implications put forth in the preceeding pages, through
an appliecation of Aristotelian-Thomistic doctrine,

The thought of Karen Horney, as presented in the

earlier chapters reveals three focal points. These are
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truly philoscphical in nature for they reveal Horney's more
ultimate views of man. They concern man's universal nature,
that is, the nature proper tc man as wan, and the role of
man's individual nature in the process of its reslization.
Finally, they concern the different ways in which that
nature may be actualized., Thelr significance is 8ll the more
appreciated in Horney's view of neurosis, for there they are
brought into full play. The evaluation ef both these
prineiples and thelr applications will be much facilitated

if they be briefly and separately reviewed.

1. Recapitulaetion of Points to be Criticlzed

Concept of man ~ It has been shown that Horney's
differences with Freud, while having their apparent
beginnings in feminine peychology, scon expressed themselves
in a theory of neurosis reflective of a completely opposed
view of man. In contrast to Freud's “"pessimistic” view of
man, Herney's new position revealed sn unbounded optimism.
Herney, furthermore, took issue not only with the Freudian
view of man but also with the "Christian®, Although she
recognized significant differences in the two positions, the
similarities were such as to discourage her allegiance.
Both the Freudian and "Christiasn" views, recognized something
intrinsieslly "bad, evil, sinful or destruective" in man's

nature. This unfevorable tendeney appeared to be a birth-
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right pure snd simple. Freud atiributed it to elemental
instinets and "Christians” to original sin, But the faet
remsined that both recogniszed its existence. Furthermore
both the Freudian and “"Christlan® positions demanded that
gomething be done about the "evil" in man's nature, and
although the selutions advanced by these two “factions"

were not altogether identical, nevertheless they were both
in agreerment in their desire to control that aspect of

human nature which was not altogether “constructive". But
these controls could only serve to shackle man's

spontanelty and consequently impede his self-reslization,
for man, Hormey argued, was not "bad, sinful or desiructive",
either in 2 "Christian® or a Freudlan sense, Men was, in
point of faet, & wholly construetive God-made creature,

He wag a responsible being posessing potentialities for
both "good" snd *Yevil®, But these potentiglities were

shown not teo stem from the same source. The "goodness" in
ran stemmed from his very nature, the "evil®™ from an
unfavorable life situation. Hornsy advanced three "proofs"
te validate this position,  They were derived from her study
of neureotics and amounted to the conviction thet inasmuch as
the “destruetiveness” in neurotics was brought about by an
unfavorable human enviromment but sbandoned through therapy,
there was no reason to conelude that humasn nature, ss such,

was destruetive, This latter position, having its beginnings
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as & general explanation of the cause of neurosis, later
pervaded her entire theory. It is, perhaps, best termed,
"Soelal Determiniem®,

Horneyan soclsl determinism - The "constructiveness"
of humsn nature-is aectualized through the sctivity of the
*real self"., This is a central inner force common to all
men and yet individuslized in each msn through his tempera-
ment, his intelligence, and whatever gualitstive native
gifts he might be endowed with at birth. (Human nature was
loosely likened, in the first chapter, to the Scholastic
econcept of "essence”, while the notion of the "real self®
wag compared to the Scholastic notion of "nature! strictly
vieved.)

The "destruetive" tendencies in man were shown, by
Horney, to be caused by an unfavorable human enviroenment,
Whether a man grows "healthy" or neurotic is ultimately and
ungualifiedly declded by his surrcundings.

A ehild has little to say sbout his esrly environ-
ment, particularly his psrental environment. If 1t is
*fevorable”, the child will be "healthy"., If it is intensely
*unfavorable” and not alleviamted by strong counter-scting
factors, the child will become neurotic. The environment,
in short, determines whieh of the two posslibilities will be
reslized in the individual. Since Horney assoelated the

term “construetive" with psychie heslth, and the term
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"destructive" predominantly with neurosis, it 1s eclear that
the environment ultimstely determines whether the individual
will be essentially "eonstructive" or "destructive".
Bvidence of this strict determinism is seen not only in
Horney's basic pesition as outlined above, but, as hzas been
shown in the prevlious chapters, and as will be reiterated,
it appears as the natural off-shoot in Horney's theoriess of
neurosis,

Closely allied toc snd, in point of fact, inseparable
from Horney's soeial determinism ig a relativism having its
beginnings in her eonecept of normslity, This relativism tco
infiltrated Horney's entire theory of neurosis,

Horneyan relativism - "There is no gueh thing as a
norzal psychology which holds for all menkind®, becsuse
there is no such thing as a concept of normality which holds
for ell mankind., 7The concept of what is normal is man~-made,
It differs with the ecuvlture and, in the course of tlme, even
within the culture.

Human nature may be actualized In a multitude of
vays, in point of fsect, in at least ss many ways as there
are concepts of normality. For really actualized human
nsture is "normal" human nature, but the concept of what 1s
norxal varles with the culture, Consequently the
significance of such expressions as, "good human being"”,

“favorable conditions", "responsibility", "free, healthy
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development®, must be understood in the light of the
criterion of what "should be" in a particulsr culture,
Consequently slso, the definition of neurosis must sllow for
cultural differences. Horney saw to it that 1t 414 anéd then
proceeded to apply her relativism to her theory of neurosis.
It 1s in this theory that a blending of Horney's social
determinism with her releativism 1s clearly perceivable.

The conflicts moving the individuals within a
culture are culturslly determined and vary with the culturs.
Since the culture alsc determines the pettern of the
interpersonal relations, these too very with the culture,
Although the charscteristics of & neurotic seem to have a
universal extension, their expression is determined by and
aiffers with the culture. Agsain, the "unfavorable®
interpersonal relations leading toc a neurosis must be

eonsidered unfavorable in the light of the eultursl norm.
2. Evaluastion of Horney

Concept of man - Horney's concept of man, must be
spprroached frem two diverse asspects, the logical ené the
ontological, For Herney's position, as it concerns her view
of man, is open to a two-fold inquiry. It may be purpose-
fully asked vhether it violates the baslc rules of logie,
that 1s, whether granting the major and minor premises cne

must inevitably assent to her conclusion., BSecondly it ray
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be asked whether the premises and the conclusion, drawn from
them, are truly representative of whet is, The logic under-
lying Horney's concept of man, being the more immediately
striking of the two aspects, should be considered first,

As stated in the flrsi chapter and reiterated in
the recapitulatiocn, Horney offerred three kinds of
"evidence", which, 1f accepted, would establish most
conclusively the total “conatruetiveness" of human nature.
It would follow irrevocably from such an sceeptance that any
“"destructiveness” found in man must have an external source,
that is, it could not be essential to man's nature. These
"proofs" have alresdy been preaented in the first chapter,
A rephrasing could serve nc better purpose than that of
unnecessary repetition. 8ince it is the logic behind these
proofs vhich is, at present, open to serutiny, it would be
the more expedient alternstive to resubmit them in
syllogistic form.l The syllogisms, observing the order of
Horney's "proofs" as presented in Chapter I, are as follows:

1. Neuroses are csused by the envirenment;

Neurosegs are characterized by "destructive®
tendenclesy

Ergo, the environment causes "destructive"
tendencles,

1 Whether these syllogisms reflect a falr presenta-
tion of Horney's three "proofs" may be verifiled by
reconsidering these "proofs" as presented in p. 6-8&, of
Chapter I, snd as expounded by Horney herself, in "Human
Nature Can Change", Ref, footnote 7, p. 6, Chapter I of
this Thesis,
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or in effeet
Ergo, "destructiveness” 1s not essential to
human nature.

2. Neuroses are characteriged by "destructive®
tendenciess
Neuroses are caused by the environment;
BErgo, the environment 1s the cause of
“des%ructiva” tendencies.

or in effect

Erge, “destructiveness" is not essentisl to
human nature,

3. That which 1s cured by analysis is not

essential to human naturej

But "destructiveness® is cured by
analysis;

Ergo, "destructiveness" 1s not essential
to human nature,

The difference between the first twe sylloglsms
may, and indeed ought to be, questioned, For, in peoint of
fact, the major and minor premises and the middle terms
are, for all practicel purposes, identical., But if these
8yllogisms are truly reflective of Horney's first two
proofs®, it should be asked, rather, whether these are in
any way different from one snother.

There are, in fact, some differences in the order
of Horney's presentation of the data leading to the
conglusions, and in the nature of the observations, but the
"proofs" themselves, cannot be considered different. In her
first Yproof™ the observations may, according to Horney, be
made by anyone. (In spesking of her “evidence"™ Horney

states that, "the first kind can be seen by anyone who
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keeps his eyes open")2 The second "proof", on the other
hand, is supplied by clinical experience, Furthermore, in
her first "proof®, Horney srgued from the observation of the
deterministic role of the enviromment in causing neurosis,
to that which characterizes a neurcsis, namely "destructive®
tendencies. In her second “proof" she begen with neurotics
and observed thelr "destructive” tendencies. But mere
observation of neurotic "destructiveness" cannot revesl its
cause. Therefore Horney's ultimate conclusion, regarding
the constructiveness of human nature, must have followed an
investigation of the causes underlying the *destructiveness"
of her patients. But then the product of this investigation
could only be a refined carbon copy of the observations of
those vho "keep their eyes open", Even granting the
different approaches to the same conclusion, the "facts"
necessitating the conelusion are, in the final analysis,
identical, Whether the observations begin with a child's
behaviour or with the compulsive "destructiveness” of
neuroties, the data leading to the conclusion remains the
same. "Destructiveness", according tec Horney, is not
essential to human nature because, in the first instance,

the environment was seen to c¢suse neurosls, and

2 RAREN HORNEY, "Human Nature Can Chenge”, in The

erlc ef Psychoanalysis, Vol, 12, Keo. 1, 1952,
p. 68,
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"destructiveness" ves seen as an expression of the
disturbance. In the second instence, “"destructiveness® was
not perceived as essential to human nature, since the
eompulsive "destructiveness” of neuroties could be traced
back to an unfavorable enviromment. In shorg, the
eonelugion that “destructiveness® is not essential to human
nature was drawn by Horney in the light of two previous
conclusions, namely thet neurcsis was determined by the
envircmment and that “destruetiveness" was a reflection of
neurosis,. Whether Horney drew her ultimate coneclusions
(regarding the constructiveness of human nature), by
intredueing the latter coneclusion first, or the former, both
had to be put forth before her ultimate conelusion counld he
drawn, The first twe syllogisms attempted te cbserve this
difference of approach, but the terms of the syllogisms,
other than being differently arranged, could not reflect =z
further distinetion,

Horney's third "proof" does differ from the other
twvo, for it 1s based not on the previcus observations, be
they general or clinical, but on the results of her therapy.
The third syllogism elearly reveals this difference. But
vhat 15 to be sald of the logile underlying Horney's "procfs®

as sxpressed through the sylloglsms?
Cenvinced as Horney may have been, of the construc-

tiveness of human nature, her data did not warrant such
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unbounded optimism, The sylloglsms, from a logical point of
view, are valid, The conclusions seem, indeed, to follow
inevitably from the premigses, (Upon first considering the
syllogisms the temptation might be to accuse Horney of
violating one of the most fundamentel rules of logic., The
error Eight seem to lie in universalizing the partieular,
That is, it might appear that the major and minor terms of
the three sylleogisms are universal in the conclusion, while
they were particular termz in the major and minor premises,
But Horney's conclusion was, rether, that neurotic
destruetiveness was environmentally produced.,) It is not
the logic uvnderlying the syllogisms which ought to be
questioned but rather the logle behind Horney's method, For
vhet, in the finel anslysis, were these "proofs" to prove?
They were to show that contrary to the Freudiasn and
"Christian" view, human nature was wholly "econstructive®.
And what, in fact, did they show? That the "destructiveness"
of neurotics was cauzed by the enviromment., How does it
follow from thig that human nature 1s entirely
"eonstruetive®™? In short, if Horney's premises be granted,
her ®"proofs", ss expressed through the syllogisms, do prove
something, but they do not however prove what she had
intended them to,

That Horney dld not perceive this fundamental
fallacy in her ressoning appears, st first, somewhat
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perplexing, But it must be brought to mind that, so far as
theorizing was concerned, "destructiveness" for Horney

could originate from but one of two possidble sources, namely
humsn nature or environment, If 1t covld be demonstrated
that the environment did promote "destructiveness", then
there was no need to seek it in human nature, to allow for
contributing factors, or to distinguish between kinds or
types of “"destructiveness”,

The whys of this limited and ultimately dogrmatic
view are not entirely clear, But Horney had long "suffered"
the Freudian view of man in Germany, and very often a
reaction has a way of going to extremes. Furthermore it
must be recalled that Horney believed in the existence of a
Cregtor, but was most relativistic with regard to other
velues., Consequently the "Christian" position which
predicated "absolutes™ conld not be expected to meet with her
approval.

There shall be further opportunity to discuss the
logic behind Horney's remifications of her concept of man,
for 1t will need to be ssked whether Horney, in her later
elaborations, remained faithful to her earlier position.
But such a question involves Horney's concept of normality

and for the sake of order 1t is perhaps best to treat that
problem after the validity of Horney's view of man has been

decided. At present, the ontological value of Horney's
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concept of human nature should be questioned.

Original sin 18 a fact. This faet 1s most vividly
brought to man's awareness through Revelation, for 1t is
from this source that he learns of his fall and its effect,
namely a disturbded relationship with his Creator and with
himself, Horney, in denying the reality of original sin,
relegated 1t to the realm of superstition, or at the very
best myth, Although Horney csn be jJjustly amccused of denying
a position which she did not really understand, end although
the truth of Christiasn Theology can be defended on 1ts own
grounds, the nature of this thesis demands that the preoblem
of man's nature be approached through reason alone, It
must be shown then, that Herney's view ultimately stemmed
from her fallure to “"take & good look"™ at man's nature.

This failvre, ironically enough, reduced Herneyan man to a
philosophieal asbstraction, If Horney had been a 1little more
observing she would have coneluded, even without the ald of
Revelatiocn, that men was not gs entirely "constructive™ as
she had believed, thet there was indeed, a disorder in his
nature. Unaided reason can srrive at this conclusion, for
although the knowledge of the philosopher must, by reason
of its imperfeet sources, de less perfect then that of the
theologlan, this is not to say that the philosopher is
incapable of cbserving that diserder. As Vernon J. Bourke,
in his "Ethics® significantly remarks:
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But a good ethicien recognizes the omnipresent

ethical faet of the disturbance of the 1life of

reason by the passions. The moral philosopher and

the moral theologian do net differ widely on the

actusl facts of human existence.3

The data, then, 1s observable., There remasins but to

obgerve or, to use one of Hornmey's own expressions, "“to
keep our eyes open®. It is precisely this that the anelentse
did, and thelir cbservations bear witness to a more
penetrating insight inte the disorder in man's soul., For
as one Catholic thinker points cut: "Though psychistrists
have rediscovered man's u@nriiﬁt and described 1t on the
unconseious level, the human rsce has always known about
1t'.h And, indeed, evidence of the knowledge of this
eonfliet is found in the writings of Plato and of Sophocles.
The former has deseribed persomality in the ferm of a cha-
rioteer who experienced considerable difficulty in keeping
two steeds moving in the same direction. The steeds were
named appetite and spirit., Bophoeles, in turn, seemed to
ge even deeper into the roots of the problem as he spoke of
a oonflict origingted in pre-~historic times which, even in

his own day, infected all men.

%
3 yerwow 4, BOURKE, Ethigs, New York, the Msemillan
Campany,hl‘;')'l, Pe 10,

FUOLTON J, SHEEN, Peace of Soul, New York,
wWhittlesey House, 1949, p, §§~§E.
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The disorder of man's internal povers 1s indeed too
obvious to deny snd smy conscientlous and open-uminded
observer of human nature csnnot fall to take note of it.

A peychoanalytic theory which attributes an accentuated
expression of this inner disharmony, namely & neurosis, to
the environment alone, falls to account for its universallity.
And Horney not only failed to asccount for it but, in point
of fact, denled it,

The ultimate why of the observsble disharmony
reflected by man's neture cannet be answered by the
Thomistie ethielan, GSueh 13 the task of the theologlen,
though there are some contemporary Thomlsts who affirm
that philosophy can supply an amswar.5 This point, however,
¢oneerns the present argument only aceldentally for
although, on superficlial observation, it would appear that
Horney's position ean only be refuted by showing the real
source of man's darkened intellesct and wesk will, it 1s in
fact only necessary to point to the universality of this
basic eonflict, Had Horney percelived that “destruective®
tendencies are not only peeuliar to neuroties but to human
nature as suech, she would never have sought in the

environment the ultimate explanation,

5 (Robert £, Brennen, in his "Thomistic Psychology"
has remarked that the doctrine cof original sin can be
established eon purely philesophic grounds.)
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As has been shown, the testimony of mankind
throughout the ages besrs smple witness to the universal
disorder in man's soul, Though 1t is admittedly difficult
for a natural scientist to understend this universal strife
between the human flesh and the human spirit, that is
hardly reason enough to deny ite existence. Wwhat Horney
perceived, in effect, were vertain “destructive" tendencies
in her patients, and she argued, jJustifiably enough, that
the source of the destructiveness must be sought in the
patients' past and present 1ife situation. But to reason
from this, that humen nature 1s wholly “eonstruetive™ and,
2s shall be discussed later, to conclude even that the
destructive tendencies of neurotics are entirely due to the
enviromment, iz to view human nature in an entirely too
ideslistic light, 1If, as Horney affirmed, Freud's pessimism
sav wen as little more then & wholly materisl, instinct-
ridden evil being, her own unbounded optimism relegated
humgr nature almost to the realm of the sngelie, A more
realistic appreoach, even if only on the natural level,
might have been realized through a blending of the two,

Herney's basie view of human nsture 1s, in the
final anslysis, unresl, for it chooses to disregard a most
significant aspect of that nature. Furthermore the "proofs"
whieh she presents to validate her convietions have been

shown to be redundant and inadeguate. But there are,
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nonetheless, certaln aspects of Horney's view of man which
finé their parallel in Thomistie thought,

The mwnique central inner force, the "real self® has
already been mentioned in passing and compared favorably
to the Scholastie concept of “pature" strictly viewed, The
Themist finds no difficulty in agreeing that everything
that exists exists for actlon, that belngs come into
existence with potentialities to be actualized and that the
potentielities are mot the same in each being or even in
each representative of a gpecles, Thomlsm clearly percelves
thet things exlst for an end thet is intrinsic to them,.
Considered thus dynamically 2 being is a nature. And if
Horney asserts the existence of a force, the “real self",
whieh is the deep source of growth, the Thomist is in accord
though he might put it somewhat differently. The principle
of aetivity which in Horneyan language is "the real self®
is, in Thomist langusge, "nature" or substance as a
prineiple of activity working toward an inherent and.é
The uniqueness of this nature or, viewing 1t more statically,
this substance, stems, in man, through the soul's union with
matter, As 8t. Thomas, himself, remarks in dealing with
the problem of individual differencess

6 The essence of the above considerstions on the
Seholastic teaching on "nature” have been derived from
Cardinal Mercier's "Manual of Modern Scholastic Philosophy",
Ref: footnote 16, p. 15, Chapter I of this thesis.
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For it is plain that the better the disposition of

the bod¥, the better the soul allotted to it.

lbed he reason for this iz that asct and form are
received into matter amccording to the capacity of
pmatter; and thus becsuse sowe men have bodies of
better disposition, theér souls have & greater
pover of understanding.

St. Thomas, of course, was speaking not of the
substantial nature of the soul but of lts powers as
individualized through the scul's union with matter., &ince
Horney suggests that the "real self" i1s rendered unique in
each individual through his intelligence, his temperament
and his native gifts, and since she in no wise speaks of
these as environmentally determined quelities, or (and who
could expect 1t of her), as infused quelities, or as
individualizing factors arising from the substantial nature
of the soul, 1%t is clear that she thought of them as
biologically-given faetors. Here then, 1s another point of
agreement, Finally, Thowiswm will readily grent that there
is a nature common to man as man, But Horney's view ef man,
as 8 being existing in a Ystate of pure nature™ can hardly
strike a familiar note in Christisn thought. In seeking in
the environment the cause of “"destructiveness" Horney

brought in its wske her concept of social determinism,

ANTON C. PEGIS, (Ed. by), Basie Writings of Bt.
hgquinas, New York, Random House, 1945, p. 827,
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Horneysn socisl determiniem ~ Sinece Horney had
denied both Freud's “pessimistie® view of human nature and
the Christian position which saw & tendency to both good
and evil in man, there was little left to do but to
predicate the ungualified "goodness" of human nature and
seek in some source other than man, the reason for the
Ydestructivensss" of her patients., Horney's view of human
nature has already been evaluated but there is left to
conslder its logleal comsequents. Does the environment
unqualifiedly ceuse neurpsis? Is man reslly envirormentally
deterxined in his healthy or neurotic growth? (It will bde
recalled that it was Horney's conviction that the environ-
ment wag the sole factor to be consldered when seeking the
causes of neurosls. It would follow from this that the
environment does unqualifledly determine the healthy or
neurotic development of the individusl,)

There is substantial agreement emong all psychie~
trists irrespeective of their particuler school, and
ineluding the Horneyam, with the faet that neuroses are
characterized by faulty habits of thinking, feeling and
willing. 7The fact that Herney's relativism might oppose an
absolute view of what might constitute faulty mental habits,
is not to the point in the present discussion. The erux
of the question will lie in whether these faulty hablits are
ultimately and unqualifiedly determined by the environment,
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It will be of comsiderable import to reconsider at
this point, a reply which Horney made in her works, to a
gquestion which she clearly foresaw as one whilch would likely
ocecur to snyone who came in contact with her theories,
This reply wes reproduced in the second chaspter of the
thasis.e Through it, Horney clearly eliminated the
possiblility of considering seriously a source, other than
the enviromment, as s cause of neurosis, She maintained
that 1t was impessible to immagine how two environments
might be identicsl. Therefore it was pure fiction %o
inquire why twe individuals who had been placed in similer
envircnments d4id not both become neurotie. Now althoungh 1t
is a truism that ne twe environments can be identiesl, the
situation need not be pushed to such an extreme in order to
allow some reascnable ground to the enquiry. It is
ecertainly an observeble facet, that many individuals live in
esgsentially similar, if not identieal, unfavorable environ-
ments. Not all these individuals become neurotic. Wwhat
can explain this difference in reaction? It is not s valid
reply to say that obviously those who d1d not become
neurctic were not in such unfavorsble surroundings as those
who did, for that denles the very ground of the dlscusslon.

If this ground 41s to be denisd it can only be denled on
reasonable ovidence to the contrsry and not by categorically

e The quotation appears on p. 29.
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affirming that this is simply not sc. But that, 1n effect,
is Horney's position. The validity of this position is a
matter of considerable interest. Horney, after all, came in
contact, at least in her work, with people who were neurotic.
Analysis revealed that these individuels were the vietims
of a crushingly unfavorable environment. But there were
healthy people who did not seek her aid., On what grounds
could she affirm that the only factor separating them from
her elinical couch was a favorable environment? 8Surely not
therapeutie success. It cannot be reasonably argued that
success in psychoanalytic therapy stems solely from a
proper analysis and elimination of the cause or czuses under-
lying the disturbance, for it 15 a well known fact that it
is possidble for psychoanalysts of different schools to
create at least a ressonably superficial psychiec balance
emong patients suffering from the same disturbance. This
curious phencmenon ought to suggest thet therapeutic suecess
cannot always be ungualifiedly attributed to the psycho-
analykic theories themselves. It may be mentioned in
passing that in some instances the power of suggestion is
not entirely absent and might play at least a contributory
role in affeeting a cure,
therapeuﬁgzlgﬁgﬁegzgswggtagoaﬁéﬁiggg §§@§§@v9 their
concepts and theories, Thelr ideas must be right,

so they reason, because they work., The answer to
this pregmatist way of thinking is that good results
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do not necesssrily prove the truth of a theory,
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Some psychiatrists point out that there 1s a great
deal of catharsis and suggestion involved in any
form of psychoanslysis, and those avthors believe
that many cures can be explained by these factors
rather than by analysis proper,

Horney, in short, does not prove that the environ-
ment is the unqualified and socle cause of neurosis. SGhe
merely affirms it, Her "proofs" ¢f the construetiveness of
human nature, as already stated, do not prove humsr nature
te be wholly ceomstructive. 8o far as proving that the
environment alone csuses “destructiveness", her "proofs"®
presuppose the wvelidity of her premises. Now 1t is precisely
these whiech are open to0 question, for although it is an
observable fact that neuroses are characteriged by
destructive tendencies, it 1s net indisputable that neuroses
ere solely caused by the environment, And in the light of
the above consideration, Horney's pesition is clearly
disputable.

Vanderveldt and Odenwsald, in theilr treatise
"Psyehlatry and Catholicism", after discussing several
theories which proposed to explain the cause or causes of

neurosis, and granting some truth to each, introduce a

factor whose validity seems to spring from its very

9 VANDERVELLT and OLENWALD, Psychlatry end
tho New York, MeGraw~Hill Book Company, Inc., 1952,
P .
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consideration. They introduce this factor by observing
that the different theories advanced indicate that the
determinants of neurosis must be sought not uvnqualifiedly
in the experiences that an individual is subjected to
during his life, but, fer rather, "in the manner in which
an individusl experiences these events according to his
personality struetnre“.lo They go on to state and, 1t
would appear, with validity most manifest that:

One's personality structure depends upon his
physical and psychic constitution. Therefore a
certain ceonstitutional dispesition must be sssumed
in order to make the excgeneous faetgrs operative
in gsuch a way as to cause neurosis,.l

Apart from the self-evident faect that man, belng s composite
of bedy and soul, cannot be objectively considered as a
being uneffected by his biological make-up, these two
authors submit the consideration which has already been
advanced in connection with Horney's rhetorical guestion:

The postulation of such an endogenous constitutional
predisposition in neurctic individuals is all the
rore compelling because 1t is necessary to explain
the fact that they break down under the strain and

stress of life's conflicts; whereas other people,
although eonfronted with the szme, or even more

serious, problems, remaln at peace with themselves
and with the worlé. This predisposition to neurotic
disturbances 1s probably present to some degree in
every individual, since - as has been observed -
every person is iiable at times to neurotic
reactions, but it is appsrently more developed in

10 Ibid., p. 271.
1 Ibid,., p. 271,
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the psyehoneurotiec., The normal person 1s podessed

of a physical and psychic mske-up cspadle of

accepting and solving his life problems with

relative tranqu111t¥, but even for him there exists

a breaking peint, In certain personalities this

breaking polnt is rather low; when faced with

problems and conflicts, they break down speedily and

cften permanently unless they learn to face

reality,.l2

This position seems indeed to take more objectively

inte account, the dats of our experience. It is most
interesting te note that 8t. Thomas went to the extent of
affirming that a man's biological make-up may influence his
moral life., The Angellc Doctor has been previously quoted
in the ehapter13 as admitting differences in the excellence
of the operations of souls by virtue of their union with
patter. Although 8t, Thomes's situation in history, does
not permit us to geek in his writings an explicit statement
reflective of hisg conviction of a biological and psychlc
predisposition contributing in the formation of & neurcsis,
his awareness of biologicsl and intellectual differences
smong individuasls lends favorable ground teo the considera-
tion of a predisposition in the formation of a neurosis.
This positien, as elready stated is reinforced i1f reality
be accepted as conclusive testimony. For 1t is a fact that

all do not resct in the same way to the same sltuations,

12
13

Ikid., p. 271,
The quotation appears on p. 104,

% ""3
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snd Vanderveldt and Odenwald press the point even further
when they observe that it 1s not cily true that individuals
viio have been subjected to an essentially similar unfavorable
environment, do not all become neurotic, but it is slse true,
snd ought to be most disconcerting to an extrene environ-
mental determinist such as Horney, that very often
individuals who have been subjected to life situations whieh
have been more crushing than those of a neurotic, have not
themselves, become neuroctic,

Finally the positlon of these two suthors, apart
from combining contemporary observations with Thomistiec
Doctrine, remains all the mere in touech with reality for
they openly suggest that even the person who is normal at
the start, thet is, the one who is not significantly
predisposed to become neurotlic has his bresking point. In
other words, even he, may become neurotic,

Horney's unreal approach to reallty could not help
but bring its unfavorable repurcussions, A position which
falls to take into account all the factors responsible
for the production of an effect, cannot fail to exaggerate
these factors which it does recognize. For upon their
shoulders falls the difficult task of explaining the whole
effect. It is precisely this error which inevitably led
Horney to exaggerate her determinism and to further limit

the freedom of the individuel., Her view of the will
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rerained, understandably enough, in large psrt theoreticsl.
Men was in effect, for Horney, a being posessing a body and
soul, sn intelligence and & will, But in his healthy or
neurctic growth, his body had little effect on his
intelligence and free-will, Rather it 1s the environment
vhich ought to be recognized as the sole unqualified and
adequate cause of his healthy or neurotic development. This
position is even the more peculisr, 1f Horney's vilew of the
factors which, as she clearly implied in her works,
individuslize the generic nature, be reconsidered. These
were described ss temperament, degree of intellligence, and
the posession of qualitative native gifts, It is bewlilder-
ing that Horney should admit the existence of these
biological and psyehie individuating factors, but fail to
consider them when explaining the causes of neurosis, In
fairness to Horney it must be admitted that, in considering
the genesis of neurosis, she did not completely fall to
consider the possibility of a biclogical and psychie
predisposition., But here is another example of a reaction
going to extremes, For, as has been shown, Horney wes
vehemently opposed to Freud's explanetion of neurosis in
terms of biological drives,

When we realize the great import of cultural

conditions on neurcses the blological and

physiolegleal conditions, which are considered by

Freud to be their root, r@eaﬁe into the background.
The influence of thmaa latter factors should be
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considered on the basls of well estsblished
evidence .1
The above quotatlion appears suffieciently mild and
cpen-ninded, But Hormey's later works do not reveal any
serious consideration of "the influence of these latter
factors®, In her third work, Self-Analysis, she circumvents
predisposition toward neurcosis by off-handedly remarking
that “we know less of the constitutional faetors than of the
environmental anes”.ls Her theorles proceeded to relepate
the constitutional factors to non-existence. This truncated
view of man, as has already been stated, resulted in an
exaggeration of her social determinism, This exaggeration
had its telling effects. As a neurosls 1s unqualifiedly
environmentally determined irrespective of man's biological
and psychic individuality, the accomplished neurotic is

determined in his reamctions to situastions, It will be
recalled thast neurosis, for Horney, was a disturbance which

pervaded the entire individual, It results in the
“deformation of character®. In virtue of the extensive grip
vwhich "the crippling shackles of neurosis" exert on the
neurotiec, he cannot be considered a responsible agent.

Although Horney, in her more theoretical moments, asserted

1% RAREN HORNEY, The Neurotie Personslity of our
Iime, New York, W.W. Norton & Company, Ine,, 1937, .

15 Id., §§%§=gggéxg;§, New York, W.W. Norton &
Compeny, Ine,, 1942, p. 43,
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that the neurotic's freedom 1z merely "impaired®, the dulk
of her writings leave the reader with the impression that
the neurotic's free will is no longer at his disposal, He
is, in short, irresponsible. This positlion clearly contains
severe ethical consequences, for a neurcsis, as seen by
Christian psychologlsts and psychiatrists, impairs the
individual's freedom only in those facets of his existence
which are pervaded by his psyehic disturbance. In other
aspects he is, at least 1n part, & responsible agent and
many of his actions are imputable to him,

The criticism of the first two focal points, namely
Horney's eoncept of man and her soclal determinism has, it
is hoped, slse shown that perbaspes the most significant
feotor which motivated Horney and whieh caused her to
sssuvme such digputable positions was an antipathy for both
the Freudian view and for the view which she considered to
be the "Chrigtien' one. For in considering the genesis of
neurosis, her dislike for Freud's “pessimisy" appears to
have ceused her to sever man in two. By virtue of this
sepsration man's biologlieal make-up could have no telling
effect on hias psychie development, Furthermore her view of
men is clearly illustrative of her desire to dlscredit both
the Freudisn and what she considered to be the "Christian"
positions, Her crusading desire to demonstrate that human

nature was wholly comstructive was in stark opposition te
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Frewd's "evil instinet theory" and to the Christisn view
of humsn nature, But the result was not an objective
refutation of these positions, but rather an angelie and
uniform view of man whieh paved the way to an exaggerated
determinism, It wes this refusal to view human nature as
i1t was, which caused Horney to assume some rather incredible
positions. Her view of the environment is & most palpable
case in point, Horney repeatedly esserted that it was the
environment, rather than any evil, badness, or weakness in
man's nature, which caused neurcsgis. But what is enviren-
ment? Is it not partly composed of humsn asctions which
come to bear upon the individual? (Horney herself often
spoke of the human envirenment, end asserted that the
proximate causes of neurosis must be sought in the inter-
personal relations, particularly in the parental sphers,)
But how is it possible to admit the existence of an
intengely unfaverable environment without also admitting
thet the unfavorable interpersonal relations are an
expression of unfavorable human conduct, It is true that
these unfavorable interpersonal relations arise, Horney
said, through parents who are themselves neurotle., This
leaves the puzzle open to two possible sclutions. Either
someone was born neurotic and csused others to become
neurotiec (but this is opposed to Horney's environmental

determinism for it supposes that soweone may become
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neurotic without being subjected to an unfavorable
environment) or the acts of individuals were elther in
intent or in effect or in both detrimental to the healthy
up~bringing of the ¢hild. But if this 1s true, and what
other possibllity is there, how can human nature be said to
be wholly eonstructive? Hormey neatly avoided this question.
The result was a view of the environment devoid, for all
practical considerations, of any human note,

There seems llttle need of stressing that the
preceeding pages in no way intended to ignore or minimize
the objective role of the environment in the formation of
the eharacter and personality of the individual, be he
healthy or neurctic. The external factors which come to
bear on man have thelr decisive influences whose impact 1s
more often then not far-reaching in both hiz 1ife and those
around him, Consequently there casn be little argument with
a pogition whieh attrivutes to an unfavorable environment a
strong contributory role in the formation of a neurosis,
But it is precisely here that the Horneyan and Christisn
view part company, For Horney's exaggerated determinism
does violence to both the Christisn view of the role of
those factors which spring from individuvalized human nature,
and to the responsible role which Christian thought
attributes to that part of the neurotic which is not
affected by his disturbance. Christian thought will readily
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admit that Aif an individual 4s physically end psyechically
predisposed to be a neurotic and 1s further cast in his
early years into an environment teeming with confliets, his
responsibility, that 4is, his will, so far as his psychic
development is concerned, is rendered inasctive, In these
extreme circumstances, he may be viewed as a passive agent.
But this is not to state, elther in theory or in practice,
that man, the neurotiec, has no respensibility for his aets
while neurctie,

There is now left to consider the third foesl point,
namely Horney's concept of normality. This concept was
deseribed, in the second chapter, as manifestly
relativistic,

Horneyan relativism -~ It will be recalled that
Horney cgould not conceive of "2 normal psycholegy which
holds for all mankind®, since she could not allow for a
econcept of normality which holds for all mankind, This
concept, rather, is man-made and varies wilth the eulture,
There 1s no such thing then, as & universally normal man,

Horney, pertly throvgh comparing the ways of the
United States and those of Europe, and partly through her
resdings in anthrorology mccepted the differences in what
is considered Ynormel® in different cuvltures as indisputable
and most significant faets, And indeed they are surely
that. Unfortunately, however, she went further, for her
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agceptance provided, in her eyes, sufficlent ground with
vhieh to draw a rather staggering conclusion, one which did
pot at all follow with necessity from her reasdings and from
her observations, B8he concluded, in effect, that since
there wvere so many views of normslity, there could not be s
universal eoncept of normality. The validity of this
position shall recelve extensive sttention. Before its
evalustion, however, it ought to be inquired whether there
iz any truth to Horney's relativistic view of pormality and
vhether this view has any value in the discovery and treat~
ment of neurotics.

There are, in fact, differences in what is eonsidered
"normal® in different eultures, The examples offerred by
Horney, and included in the second chapier sre, on the
vhole, excellent., These conceptions of normality ean be of
definite vaiue in digeovering the neurotic and in readjust-
ing him, through analysis, to himself and his environment.
An individugl who blatantly disregards the norzs of
normality ef hieg culture may indeed be in need of treatment.
If, for example, a young wmsn living in the United States
were to exhibit an extreme chronie suspicion of everything
snd everycne, there might be reasonable ground to asssume
that he wvas not well-bmlanced, If he could not assert
himself in ordinary life situations with other people, if

he were to show a marked indifference toward a goal in life
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in keeping with his education and native abilitiess; if he
vere to exhiblt a marked indegislon in the most elementary
affairs of life; 1f he reflected an undue fear of suto-
mobiles or of erowds, or if he were unable to keep up a
econversation when again his background and native ability
presented no barriers, there would be suffielent ground to
at least suspect that this individual was mentally
disturbed, The ground for these conelusions would, of
course, be provided by the patterns of behaviour existing in
the United Btates., There, it 1s expected that an individual
be on his guerd against the injustlices of others, but it is
not considered "normal® to be continuslly and chronicslly
susplelous of everything and everyone particularly when
sstisfactory evidence to the contrary has been provided,
Similarly, in the United 8tates, the normal pattern of
behavicur dezands that a person be reasonably self-assertive
in his interpersonal relations. He is expected to choose a
goal in keeping with his likes and ebilities end to pursue
it with a tenacity that will assure at lesst moderate
suzesss, Be is expeected to think on his feet, to see the
pros and cons of s situation and to arrive at a Judgewent,
His daily comtaet with crowds, automobiles, and individuals
would render fear of these, most peculisr, And the reason
why he 18 expected to conform to this standard of

*normality” 1s becsuse the environment, psrental and other-
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wise, 12 expeected te train the individual to eonform
reasonably to these norms. Therefore 1f he does not, there
is strong ground for suppesing s maladjustment, People vho
are mentally disturbed do, in point of faet, swerve from
the pattern of behaviour asccepted as "normal™ in their
eulture, for, being maledjusted they fail to respond
secordingly to the 1ife situations whiech they daily
encounter, Therefore there 1z both validity and value to
Horney's relativistic view of normality, It i1s of value in
discovering the neuroticl®, and, in virtue of the fact that
the "normal" man is adjusted to his surroundings, these

16 It is true that Horney supplied criteris other

than "deviation from the normal® with whieh to discover the
neurotie, In the third chapter of the thesis other patterns
of behaviour whieh, for Horney, characterized the neurotle,
vere mentioned, These were: rigiéity in resection, a
discrepaney between potentislities and sccomplishments, and
the presence of eonflicting tendencles. However, although
Horney presented these last three charaeteristies ss
separate and distinet frow the first, they asre, in effect,
but 1ts ramificetions, For Horney herself expiained that
rigidity in resction chsracterized a neurotic only 1f its
particular manifestation was not in keeping with the norms
of the culiure, BSimilarly a disaregnnay between potential-
ities end accomplishments can only be viewed as a discrep-
aney in the light of what 13 expected of an individual in
his culture. The conflicting tendencies seem to allow the
same qualifieation, Therefore, though the last three
characteristics have been assumed, in the third chapter, to
have a universal extension, thelr partiocular expression has
been seen to vary with the culture. These variations,
therefore, smount to deviations from the "normal®" pattern
in the euitura. Therefore, though the present discussion,
zﬁeatslgf only the first eriterion it, in effeect, includes
em Bll,
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relative coneeptis of normality are of value to the
psyehiatrist since they provide a norm toward which he ean
move his patient. (Whether all who depart from the accepted
standards of the culture must be considered neurotic and
vhether it is unqualifiedly of value to adjust the patient
to the norms of his culture will be diseussed later,) But
it ought to be emphatically stressed here that these
relative norms are proximate and empirical norms., Being this
they are not sufficlent o make of man what he ought to be.
For 1s their plurality as exemplified in 4ifferent ¢ultures,
exelusive of a more ultimate and stsble norm, one that 1s
applicable to man as man. There is, in faet, a more
ultimate and unchanging concept of normality. How is it
reached?

A norm is "a rule of messurement, an authoritative
standard“.17 The adjective suffix %al" denotes "belenging
to, of or pertaining to, having the character of,
appropriate to", It is clear then that when normal is
predicated of a thing, the implieation is that thet thing
reflects to a satisfactory degree the rule of measursment
or suthoritative standard applicable to it. Surely there

¢an be no misunderstanding between Horney and Thomism on

17 mmoMas g, HIGGINS, Me

%§E§2£~E&E%2&; Milvaukee, The Bruce Publishing COMpANy,
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the meaning of the word., The difficulty arlses, rather,
vhen a eriterion of normality is demanded. In short, how
is it to be declided what standard of behaviour, operation or
aetivity ought to be observed by a thing so that if it is
observed, normelity may be predicated of it?

It would appesr evident that the standard by whieh
a thing 1s to be judged ought to be intimately connected
with its essence, so much go in fact that in the final
analysis it is derived from its essence, Essence was
defined in the first chapter, ss "that which makes a thing
to be what it is", One example with a view toward clarify-
ing the intimacy between the standard by whieh s thing is to
be judged in its metivity, and 1ts essence, will serve for
many.

If one were to set about the task of defining s
rubber ball, one would be most likely to conclude, after
some observetion of several such cobjects of 4ifferent sizes
and shapes, in both their appesrences and sectivities, that
a rubber ball is a bodily, inorganic substance, of a
spheriecal or oval shape, composed or constituted of rubber.
This would be the definition or essence of a rubber ball,
This object, in virtuve of 1ts essence posesses a property
which might be termed resiliency or elastieity. Because of
this property e rubber ball is capable of performing a
pecullar activity or cperation, that 1s, 1t 1s cspable of
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bounding baek when brought in contact with a relatively
solid object. Now if & rubber bell were inecapable of
performing this eoperation, it would nct be correct to say
that it 15 no lenger a rubber ball, for what a thing 1is,

18 clearly designated not by the thing's properties but by
its essence, If a rubber ball were incapable of boumding
either because intentionally or acelidentally deflated,
punctured oriin any way dsmaged on 1ts surface it would not
cease to be what it 1s. It would cease to be what it is if
ocne or more of its essential notes were lost, If, for
example, s spheriocsl rubber ball were to break in two, one
could no longer maintain that it 1z a rubber ball since it
would no longer posess the shape which partly characterizes
its essence, But although the loss or impairment of an
activity flowing from the essence of a thing does not alter
the essential reslity of thet being, it might be justly
asked whether this individual being 1s performing the
funetion or functions which its nature intends. If any
reasonable answer 1g t¢ be given to this question it is
elear that another question must precede it. What is
demaznded of a rubber ball in virtue of 1ts nature? It is
apparent that in answering this gquestion a standard or norm
for any ané all such objJeets results. This standard may
then be applied to the individusls. If they sdhere to or

reflect the standard or norm derived from the observation
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ef the operaticns or activities which flow from their
nature, then the adjective "normal®™ may be applied. If on
the other hand, they do not, ancther adjective abnormal,
¢learly meaning, 'not normal! would require aprlication,

What 1s demanded of a rubber bell in virtue of its
nature has been shown, Therefore a rubber ball which
exhibits a reasonable degree of resiliency or elastlieity
ray be termed normal, while one which dces not may be termed
abtmormal. It is interesting eand important to note, that the
exact degree of resiliency required for such an object to
be classified as rormal is rather elusive. It is even more
important to note, once more, that the norm by which rubber
balls are to be judged is derived by investigating the
nature of a rubber ball and dedueing the operations which
ought to flow from that nature. The norm ig, in shors,
objective, It does not depend on the individual observer
er observers, rather on the thing itself, and ultimately
whether & norm is true or false depends on whether the
observer has truly perceived the nature of the object in
question,

To say, for example, that a rubber ball is abnormal
if 4t refuses, of itself, to return to its owner when
thrown away from him, is to apply & subjective and invalid
norm of normality. It is not in the nature of a rubber ball

to set in 2 ressonsble manner or to be trained to obedience.
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In a similer manner, it would not do to say that a rubber
ball is abnormal if its color iz blue rather than red. It
is not of its esgsence to be any particular color. The ecclor
is clearly an accldent. If such a ball were to find its

way into & collection of rubber balls all red in color, it
might be sald, anslogously, that this ball 1s unconventiocnal,
but certainly not abnormal.

There would seem to be little need of multiplying
examples., It appears self-evident that a thing, be it living
or non~living, rational or irrational, cannot be expected to
do more than it can do. And vhat a thing can do clearly
depends on what it 1is,

With these congiderations in mind it might be
appropriate at this time to return to Horney's view of
pormality. One brief peint, however, should be made in
advance, It was shown, in the first chapter, that Horney
did admit of the existence of & universal human nature. BHer
viev of human nsture was shown to represent man as an
inherently "constructive”, Iintelligent, responsible and
partially free crested being. Therefore in considering
Horney's relativistic view of normality, 1t must not be
theught that her relativism sprang from her unwillingness
or inablility to perceive man as man., Her view of human
neture was shown to be shallow and unreal, and her proofs

in suppert of her theories were shown to be lnadequate.
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But she d1d maintsin the existence of a nature common to all
men, How then did Horney's concept of normality come to be
so unqualifiedly relativistic and how did it come to exclude
a more ultimate and absolute view of nornality?

The most striking reason appears to be that Horney
was, in the final snalysis, not a philosopher but a
seientist. Although she often assumed positions which were
clearly philosophical both in their nature and consequences,
her ¢oncluslons were often based on observations which
seldom went further than the empirioclegical level, Thus it
was that Horney perceived differsnces in what was considered
"normal® in different cultures. Having percelved
nultiplieity she concluded that unity was Impossible, that
is, she falled, in effect, to admit a most significant
distinction namely the one existing between normality as
such, and men's Yconceptions of normality®. She falled, in
short, to admit the dlfference between the accidental and
the essential, The relative norms of normality are
manifestly accidental for they are based partly on conven-
tions snd partly on individual msnifestations of the
ebsclute norm of normality. Man's desire to choose and
perservere in a geal and man's scclability or rather the
demand, in the United Btates, that "normal" man exhibit

these traits are palpable exsmples of individual instances

emanating from a more absolute norm based on the nature of
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man as man,

In view of these cbservatlons 1t ought to be
inquired, at this point, whether the validity and value of
the relstive norms cught not to be accepted with qualifica-
tions,

An individugl 18 not necessarily abnormal if he
departs from the accepted standards of the culture., A man
who 1s aware of his nature and of the manner in whieh that
nature ought to be actualized, may purposely depart from
the norms of his culture whieh have galned the upper hand,
if he perceives these norms to be perverted. His departure
would not place him in the category of "abnormal', except
in the eyes of the standard of the eulture. Rather his
deviation would represent & highly desirable unconvention-
ality, and the result might be a truly normel individual.

Similarly, it may nct be the wisest procedure to
read just the neurotic to the norms of his eulture, if these
norms leave mueh to be deslired. The so~called readjustment
might make him conventional but hardly "normal"” in the
proper sgense of the word, Along the same line of thought,
in spesking of the therapeutic task of the analyst, Elshop
Sheen observes:

To ask the client to adjust himself to his environ-
ment is not to cure him, even if he can obey; For the

world's environment today is itself in a state of
considerable maladjustment., It 1s conceivable
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zg:grggze 9atia§§s are too well adjusted to their
ent.cee

The value ef these relative norms, in discovering
and readjusting the neurotic, would seem to depend on the
direetion vhich the individual's deviation has taken and on
the ontological value of the norms themselves. These are
indeed significant qualifications. They emphasize all the
more the need of a more ultimste snd absolute standard,

Horney's position as 1t concerns her concept of
normality hes been shown to be valid in 4tself with
qualifiecations, but invalid in its fmplications, since it
feils to recognize both sn absolute criterien and the method
through which 1t may be derived, namely the consideration of
man's nature, In eonclusion, the more significant off-
shoots of Horney's conecept of normality, along with some
puzzling departures, on the part of Horney, from her basic
positions should be considered.

The repurcussions of Horney's concept of normality
are manifested through a relativism in those aspeots of
Horney's views which represent the more proximate background
of neurosis, in short, her more detailed discussion of the

cultural and interpersonsl factora. Perhaps Horney's view
of the nature of the problems existing in s particular

18 PULTCR J. SHETN, Pesce of Sounl, p. 1h2,
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cnlturolg, affords the most palpable exsmple. As has been
shown, these problems, according to Horney, are crested by
the culture. Hence they are not essentlal to human nature,
S54milarly the interpersonel relations, inssmuch as they are
largely moulded by the culture, do not represent reactions
essential to human nature, Further exsmples of relativism
may be perceived in Horney's view of man's responsibility.
He is responsible to the patterns, beliefs, prineciples,
traditions of the culture, But, these, 1f Horney 1s to
remain consistent, are also relagtive. Since "growth" lies
in actuslizing one's self in keeping with onefs culture, 1t
is e¢lear that human nsture may be actualized in several
different ways, even if the differences smong cultures sllow
for contradlotory ways, Along similar lines, such catch-
phrages as "condltions of warmth and respect for his
individuality”, "constructive tendencles", "destruectlve
tendencies™ ete, have been shown to bear relative connota-
tions, Finally Horney's very description of neurosds<®
and the answers supplied in the later chapters of the
thesis to the gquestions submitted in Chapter I have clearly

shown Horney's consistent tendency to do away with sbsolute

standards.,

19 mhe quotation appears on p. 4h,
20 g quotation appezrs on p. 4l.
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fince the above have been described as off-shoots
cf Horney's concept of normality the eriticism submitted
for that coneept is applicable slso to these., Horney again
appeared unwilling or perhaps unsble from her own particular
position, to reduce multiplicity to unity. Bhe failed, in
effect, to consider that the differences in the problems
existing among different cultures, that the differences in
interpersonal relations, traditiens, customs, ideals, ete.
are, in the most cases, acecldental differences. Behind
them lles man's nature, subject tc the same teuptations,
veaknesses, Injustices, even perversions and goodness,
The faet that these basle aaspeets of men's nature find
different ways of manifesting themselves does not argue
egainst the existence of abseolutes, for the multiplielty as
already stated is, in most instances accldental and in all
cases finds its scurece in man's nature., But to say that
man'g reactions in any culture are a constructive or
destructive manifestation of humsn nature is not to allow
that human nature may be actualized in many different ways.
For many of the principles of our culture and of others are
perversions of what is expected of human nature. In short,
differences among cultures cannot be argucd, but neither
can their nltimate source he denied. These differences, in
the final analysis, are not sc very déifferent. To grant

thelir existence 1s not to agree with an almost uncompromis-
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ing relativism, Xor is it to grant that ss long as the
individual eonforma to his culture, his nature has
inevitably found a constructive expression, It is surpris-
ing that Horney would allow for & neture proper to man as
man but refused to delve wmore deeply Into that nature, The
ultimate result appoars to have been an inconsistent
relativism, This last gqualifiecation gzesms necessitated by
the fect thet it was Borney's cpinion that the neurotic
strusture represents an unresl way of dealinmg with reslity.
Upon first eonsidering this position it umsy appesr that
there 1s rsally no comtradiction, no depasrture from Horney's
basic concepts, That is, 1t might be arguved that Horney
setuslly meant that the neurotie structure represents an
unresl vway of desling with the reslity presented to the
individual by the society in which he exists., This inter.
pretation weulé imply no contradictien gince Homey's
relativien would remain intaet, But sgain, as 1n other
instences, the bulk of Hormey's writings seems to imply that
the neurotic structure represents an unresl way of dealing
vith s very absclute reality, that is, that the neurctie's
reactions are net in keeping with vhat his humen nature and
the nature of his fellow men would expect of him. 1In the
1ight of Horney's ralativism, this degnatism is most
peculiar, A simvilar puzzle may be percelved upen comparing

two pleces of "evidence". Horney, beyond a doubt attacked
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the Freudian and Christian view of men. In her words, as
quoted in Chapter O(ne, “"we do not need an inner straight
Jacket with which to shaekle our spontaneliiy, nor the whip
of inner dictates to drive us toward parfactian”.gl Thess
vords represented an unfavorable evaluation of both Freudian
and Christian man. But the Christian position, if not the
Freudian, represents one of the cholces of behaviour to
which man is responsible., If "normality® consists im
following one of these choices, if human nature can be
actualized in so many ways, hew c¢an the Christian position
be said to "shackle our spontaneity"? This position remains
a question mark unless it be admitted that Horney, despite
her relativism, had a very absolute and detalled view of
what was good for man as men., But if this be the case her

congept of normality stood on most precarious ground,

a The gqootetion appesrs on p. 9.



SUMMARY ARD CONCLUSIONS

Any science whose formasl object contains an
impliclt or explieit demand that it view man in terms of
his composite nature, must of necessity take some stand
regarding that nature and the things thet effect 4it.
Paychoanalysis 1g such a science,

This thesis has endesvoured to present and evaluate
the fundemental phileosophical pesition of one psychosnslyst,
Karen Horney. The first three chepters were intended as an
exposition of Horney's thought while the final chapter
attempted to evaluate the findings. In keeping with this
objective it waz ghown thet Horney viewed man as a created
and at least partlally responsible being. Man's nature,
according to Horney, is essentially construetive and
posesses a spentaneous tendency toward self-actualization.
But man is not an abstraction. He not only posesses a
generic nature, that is, a nature in common with all men,
but an individual nature as well. The faetors which serve
te individualigze that nature are, bLroadly speaking, the
individual's temperament, his degree of intellectual ability,
ané any particular aptitudes with which he may be gifted,

The spontaneous movement toward self-reallzation
may be impeded by unfavorable external factors, This,
indeed, iz usually the case but the significance of thils
external barrier is seen to lie in 1ts intensity. If the
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envirenment 18 crushipgly unfavorable the individual willl
not only be unsble to fully wnfold his individual nature but
will be forced to pervert it. The end-result of this
perversion is a psychlic disturbance termed neurosis, In
short whether the individual develops healthy or neurotie
tendencles ultimately and unqualifiedly depends on his
environment., The force of the environment 1s most signifi-
cantly brought to bear on the individual through the medium
of interpersonal relations, particularly the one's
experienced in the early years of his childhood, and even
more particularly those of & psrentsl nature. This position
wag described in the thesis as amounting to environmentasl
determinism, TFurthermore it was shown that in the light of
Horney's conception of the role of the environment and in
the light of Horney's view of man's nature it is impossidle
to conceive of sny negative, unfavorable or destructive
agpect which may be predicated of man as man. Man is
essentlially “good®. Any "badness" must ultimately be
explained in terms of an unfavorsble life gituation,

4 neurosis is a psychlc diffieulty brought about by
intensely unfavorable interpersonal relations whiech, by
impeding the individusl's freedom, create a disturbed
relation with himself and with others. But 1t must be care-
fully borne in mind that it is advisable to call this

disturbance a neurosis, only if the individual's behaviour
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deviates from the pattern considered "normal" 4n hig
culture, In other words, there is no such thing ss an
absolute norm of normslity. %he concept of what is normal
is man~made and differs with the culture. Conseguently
there may be at least as many different types of neuroses ss
there are concepis of normality. Conversely man's nature
nay be actualized in as nany ways as there are concapts of
normality,

These three fumdamentsl positions, that 1s, Horney's
view of human nsture, of the enviromment, snd of normality,
along with their off.shoots were evaluated in the finel
chapter. There it was shown that Horney's view of human
nature was unreal for it refused to take into account an
ctservable diéparm@ny in man., Furthermore it was shown that
Horney's view of the role of the environment sufferred by
excess, Although ths considerable influvence of the environ-
ment was admitted, it was shown that this factor in itself
was not suffielent to explain neurosis. Another factor, a
certein constitutional predigposition, vas introduced and
shown to constitute a signiflcant contridutery csuse.
Finsally Horney's concept of normsllty was sghown to posess a
relative truth as well as a relative though insuificient
therapeutic valuve., But her incapscity or wmwillipgness to
grant the existence of & more absolute norm was shown to be

in contrast with the data of reflection based on experience.
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Conversely i1t was indicated that men's nature, being one,
cannct in any significant sense be actualized in as many
ways as there are concepts of normality. The off-shoots of
these basic positions, being exactly what the term implies,
wvere criticized in the same light. Dome striking inconsis-
tencles in Horney's theories were also noted.

The scope of this thesls di16 not include sn exposition
of Horney's more smpirical theories or an evalustion of her
therareutic method. These two aspects clearly present
fertile ground for continued and extensive study. But 1t
ray be mentioned in passing that in the light of the
principles evalusted in thls thesis, Horney's more empirical
theories as well as her therapy might ceocasion a significant

lifting of Christian sye-brows.
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APPENDIX I

Blographical Sketch of Karen Horney

Karen Horney was born in Hamburg, Germeny on
September 16, 1885, She pursued her medical studies in
Freiburg, Goettingen and Berlin. Her interest in psycho-
analysis appears to have stemmed from her studies at the
University of Berlin. §She began her medical practice in
1913, end for the following two years was the avid pupil of
Pr. Karl Abraham, the well-known disciple of Freud.
Following this period of sdvanced preparation she remained a
resident physician in Berlin untll the end of the first
World War. In the following years she was kept oceupied as
both a psychoznalyst and teacher at the Berlin Psychoanalytic
Institute. Her growing recegnition as a practicing analyst
and leeturer gave rise to en invitation by the Institute
for Paychoanalysis in Chicego. She travelled to the Unilted
Stetes in 1932 having aceepted the position of associate
director of the Chicagc Institute. Dr. Horney was
naturalized in 193f. Two years after her arrival in the
United States Dr. Horney left Chlcago and took the position
of instructor at the Institute of FPsychoanalysis in New
York. She also tsught at the New School for Socizl Research.
In 1941 she, and her colleagues, formed the Assoclation for
the Advancement of Psychoanalysis., This move followed her

disqualification as a training snalyst at the New York
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Psychoanalytie Institute. Although no reason was given for
her dismissal, it appears evident that the cause lay in her
growing differences with Freudian theories coupled with a
dogmatic and unbending insistence on the same on the part
of the Institute, The new assoclation formed by Horney
quickly established a training center, The American
Institute for Psychoanalysis. Dr. Horney was elected Dean.
The Institute was a direct and open reaction ageinst the
Freudiasn school, Horney served in both the capacity of
Dean and teacher. She alsc maintalned a most extensive
private practice, and contributed several books and articles
to her field. The latter bear ample witness to her
differences with the Freudlian schoel, by way of both open
condemnations of the Master of Vienna and detalled
presentations of her own views on neurcsis.

Dr. Horney continued in her varied duties until 1952
vhen, at the age of sixty seven, she dled following a brief

illness.



AFPENDIX 2
ABSTRACY OF
A Criticisw of the Philosophle Princigleg
Underlying Karen Horney's Psychcanalyt ¢ Theories,l

The raison d'etre of psychoanalytic therapy is the

cure or relief of psychic disturbances. Modern man's
extensive and distressing departure from those fundamental
truths whieh alone can give meaning asnd direction to his
existence has borne its unfortunate frults in an ever-
increasing number of mental-illnesses. To the thoughtful
Christian then, the recent interest in the science of
psychoanalysis is neither perplexing nor accldental.

Christian thought has been signifieantly aware of
the implications of psychoanalysis in terms of men's nature,
his origin and his end. Consequently, a thorough and
comprehensive study of the theories of its founder, Sigmund
Freud, has been repeatedly undertaken in Catholic cirecles.
Unfortunately the theories of Freud's disciples or
ex-disciples have not always received such generous
attention. Dr. Karen Horney's psychoanalytic theories
represent an instance of such neglect.

This thesis, by presenting and evaluating Dr.
Horney's fundsmental philosophical positions has attempted

1 M.A. Thesis presented by Sergio D. Petraroja, in
1957, to the Faculty of Arts of the University of Ottawa
through the Department of Philosophy, 126 pages.
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a partisl amendment of this slight. The work 1s divided
into four chapters., The first three chapters concern
themselves with presenting Dr. Horney's views and the last
with evaluating them,

Chapter One deals with Horney's view of human
nature and its origin., What may be considered the essential
notes of man's nature, as seen by Horney, are presented.
Man is described as a created and at least partially
responsible being. He is further depicted as the posessor
of exclusively "constructive®" tendencles which spring from
hls very nature and which, unless significantly impeded in
thelr actualization by external elrcumstances, tend to
evolve spontaneously. Horney is sllowed to "prove" the
validity of her view of human nature, It is gleaned from
her srguments that neurosis, the psychic disturbance with
which her works are concerned, is ultimately and
unqualifiedly determined by the environment., The ambiguous
use of terms, on the part of Horney, 1s stressed and several
questions are introduced at the end of the chapter. Thelr
answers, which will serve to dissolve scme of the nebulous-
ness, are left to a later chapter.

Chapter Two stresses the significant role of the
eulture in the production of neurosis. Horney's concept of
ncrmality and her view of the influential role of the

environment are presented, each in a separate section.
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The relativism reflected by Horney's first concept and the
determinism implicit in Horney's position, as it concerned
the environment, are exposed ir some detail.

Chapter Three deals with certazin behaviour patterns
which, aecording to Horney, characterize the neurotic. Her
definition of neurosis is presented, as well as her view of
the genesis of neurosis. The envirenmental factors which,
as demonstrated in the previous chapters, determine the
healthy or neurotic development of the individual are
dlscussed at some length, The chapter also attempts to
dissclve the ambiguities presented in the first chapter.
The ultimate purpose of the third chapter is to show the
gignificant element of causslity in Dr, Horney's theories,
In eother words it sttempts to show how her philosophical
positions affected the more proximaste aspects of her
theories.

Finally, Chespter Four evaluates the materisal
presented in the preceeding pages. The philosophical
doctrines of the Angelic Doctor as explicitly stated in, or
inferred from his writings, are utilized as a general

critique.



