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IHTRODDCTION 

The recent increase in mental illness is due, in 

large part, to an unfortunate mass-departure from those 

spiritual values which represent the very foundations of 

man's psychic health. To the Christian alive to the meaning 

of tine tines, it is extremely significant that a new 

science, psychiatry, along with its most popular branch, 

psychoanalysis, has arisen to keep abreast of this change. 

For him also It is not nearly so accidental that the 

theories of the founder of psychoanalysis, Sigmund Freud, 

have met with their warmest welcome in more recent times. 

Christian thought has been vividly aware of this 

current and of its significance. Xn the light of recent 

publications it would appear a belaboring of the obvious to 

state that a thorough study of Freud's theories has been 

undertaken. The same, however, cannot unqualifiedly be said 

of the Freudian off-shoots. The theories of Er. Karen 

Homey represent a vivid case in point. 

Dr. Homey, at one time a disciple of Freud, 

represented and still represents through the considerable 

influence of her writings and of her colleagues, a potent 

force in one of many anti-Freudian movements. In contrast 

to Freud's emphasis on biologically determined drives in 

the formation of neurosis, her theories have stressed the 

importance of interpersonal relations. Stated thus briefly, 
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Homey* s position represents a significant advance over 

that of her former master. But it is evident that no 

psychoanalytic theory can be so rapidly and superficially 

dispatched. Rather it must be considered that the ultimate 

goal of psychoanalysis is therapy. In short any psycho­

analytic theory implicitly or explicitly proposes to make a 

mentally disturbed individual what he ought to be. 

Consequently, It Is of paramount importance to discover and 

evaluate the view of human nature which underlies such a 

theory, as well as any other significant basic positions 

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 suggest the need of 

subjecting her writings to nice analysis. Such a task 

appears all the more urgent in view of the all too scaree 

attention aeeorded to Dr. Horney in Catholic circles. Such 

recent publications as Psychiatry and Catholicism, and 

Psychoanalysis and Personality, have merely mentioned her in 

passing. The only serious attempt at an evaluation of 

Horney known to the author has been undertaken by his thesis 

director, Rev. Henri Oratton, in a work entitled 

Psyehanalyses D'Hler et D'aujeurd'hul. But the very nature 

of the work dismissed the possibility of an extensive study 

of Dr. Homey*s thought. In short, no conclusive Christian 

study and evaluation of Karen Horney* s theories has been 
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attempted. 

This thesis makes no pretenses at fully amending 

this neglect. The very nature of a master's thesis often 

limits its extension. Therefore, the chapters to follow 

are not intended to represent a comprehensive study. 

Rather, the author has restricted himself, almost 

exclusively, to the presentation and evaluation of certain 

fundamental philosophical positions which appear, either 

explicitly or implicitly, in Dr. Horaey's theories. 

Chapter One concerns Itself with a general 

presentation of Karen Homey's view of human nature and its 

origin. Her view of the causes of neurosis is briefly 

introduced and seen to suggest a position amounting to 

environmental determinism. Several questions, reflective of 

the ambiguity of many of Horney's terms and expressions, 

are introduced. 

Chapter Two treats of the influence of the 

environment on neurosis. The chapter is subdivided into 

two sections. The first section deals with Horney's 

concept of ^normality", and the second with the influence 

of the social environment on human nature. Horney's view of 

"normality" is seen to be manifestly relativistic. Her 

position as It concerned the role of the environment is 

seen to predicate a social determinism. 
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Chapter Three illustrates, without actually entering 

into Horney's empirical theories, 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 

principles as presented in the first three chapters. The 

critique used is Christian thought as expressed by or 

Inferred from Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophy. 

Some qualifying remarks concerning the sources and 

the definition of terms appear to be in order. Dr. Horney 

has committed her theories to paper in two languages, 

German and English. The sources consulted in the writing 

of the thesis represent her "English phase". This is, 

however, but an apparent neglect. Horney's contributions 

in German date back to a period prior to her open break 

with Freud and do not concern the material dealt with in 

this thesis. Finally, the definition of Horney's terms is 

left to the thesis 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. 
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CONCEPT OF MAN 

The writings of Karen Homey do not afford a wholly 

explicit and separate presentation of her view of man. Far 

rather there are numerous and often-repeated affirmations 

concerning the nature of man. &&r position is in some 

instances supported by what may be loosely termed "proofs*. 

Karen Horney was, for several years, an orthodox 

Freudian. It is significant for this thesis that her 

departure from Freudian psychoanalytic theory was ultimately 

due to a growing difference in views concerning the basic 

driving forces in man. Her growing dissatisfaction with 

therapeutic results, while at first attributed by Horney 

to her leek of experience, was later credited to the 

doubtful grounds on which many of Freud*s theories stood. 

Although her first questionings of Freud concerned feminine 

psychology, it was soon evident to Horney that this 

difference was merely a symbol of something much more 

fundamental. It appears that her secesslonary activities 

were further aided by her leaving Germany and entering the 

United States* There, she maintains, she was free from the 

burden of taking psychoanalytical theories for granted and 

could proceed along the lines which she considered correct. 

Significant also were the influences of Harry Stack Sullivan, 

whose theory of Interpersonal relations left its 
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unaistakeable imprint on Homey, and the psychoanalyst and 

sociologist Erich Fromm. The end result of these factors 

was what Horney termed *'a shift of emphasis". Although the 

Bshift" was at first primarily concerned with giving 

environmental factors a more prominent place among the causes 

of neurosis, it soon was elaborated into a view radically 

different from the one of Freud, one which clashed not only 

with Freud's view of neurosis, but with the very nature of 

man* In point of fact so radical was her digression that 

Horsey herself later expressed it in terms of opposites. 

The basic philosophy of Freud is a pessimistic one 
L.,,3 man is at bottom driven by elemental instincts 
of sex, greed, and cruelty. Freud himself has 
expressed the same idea in terms of men being like 
porcupines who are bound to hurt one another if 
close. 

We, en the other hand, believe that man has 
potentialities for good and evil, and we see that 
he does develop into a good human being if he grows 
up under favorable conditions of warmth and respect 
for his individuality. t*««l Between these two 
philosophies there is no bridge,2 

The basic difference in view between Horney and 

Freud, epitomized in this quotation, could not help but 

bear its obvious repercussions* Having denied the Freudian 

explanation of man, Horney had to follow her new road to 

1 KAREN HORNEY, Culture and Neurosis", in The 
American Sociological Review. Y©1» 1* No. 2, issue of April-
May 1936, p. 221. 

2 Id.| **The Future of Psychoanalysis*', (Contribution 
to Symposium) in The Aaerloan Journal of Psychoanalysis. 
Yel. 7# Ho. 1» X W , P* M , 
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what, as it appeared t© her, was its logical conclusion. 

As ahall be shewn in the later ehapters, Horney*s view of 

mas effeeted her eoneept of normality, the role which she 

assigned to the environment, and as might be expeeted her 

very eoneeptioti ©f neurosis, fcfeat constituted this viewf 

1, Nature of Man 

"In his letter to the Romans, Paul saysi "Avenge 

not thyself, vengeance is mi»#f says the 1&T&, X will 

repay8. We understand that God will repay and does repay 

indeed*P g e ? e i s ^ mx^ gllamer of light among the 

Thelstio darkness of Karen Homey*s works. There is no 

other remotely explicit comment of the psychoanalyst that 

imparts any further knowledge ©f her belief in the existence 

of* or creative activity ofy a spiritual First Cause. But 

sketehy and scanty as the evidence may be, it may be 

surmised, in part from the above statement and in part from 

its implications, that Homey did admit the existence of a 

Creator Who will repay us, at least here and now, for our 

deeds. Kan, therefore, is not an unexpialnable existent. 

He is a created and at least partially responsible agent. 

Human nature can be looked upon, according to Homey, 

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

-'Id., "The Yalue of Vindictlveness", in The 
America?* Journal of Psychoanalysis. Yol, 8, No.l, 1 W , p. 3, 
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higher animal, plagued by biologically determined and 

destructive primitive instincts. Such, according to Homey, 

would be the view of Freud. Man may also be viewed as a 

creature in whose nature there is something intrinsically 

"good** and something intrinsically **bad», "sinful", or 

"destructive". The latter, Homey maintained, Is expressed 

traditionally by the Christian symbol of original sin. 

Finally, and this is Harney's position, man may be viewed 

as a being in whose nature there are Constructive*' forces 

which tend to evolve naturally towards the actualization of 

his individual potentialities. 

As an analyst Homey felt that she was in an 

excellent position to scrutinize human beings, and 

consequently human nature, most intimately. Although many 

of her explicit statements concerning human nature are 

prefaced by such subjective openings as "we believe"* and 

"my own belief*** she does offer a certain amount of 

"evidence" to substantiate her oonvletions. Her view of 

man, which postulates the existence of *constructive forces 

Id., "The Future of Psychoanalysis", (Contribution 
to Symposium) in The American Journal of Psychoanalysis. 
Vol. 7» NO. 1, 1 W , p* 66. 

* Id., Our Inner Conflicts. New York, W.W. Norton & 
Company, Inc., l W t p. 19» 
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moving us toward realisation"6, is arrived at by presuppos­

ing its validity end then verifying it through therapy. 

Horney perceived, time and time again, that patients began 

psychoanalysis almost "bed~ridden" with destructive drives, 

only to emerge, from successful! treatment, essentially 

constructive individuals* From this, she concluded that 

the destruetiveness was promoted by distressing situations 

which most likely derived their origins from early child­

hood experiences. Consequently, there was nothing 

destructive in human nature Itself* 

To elaborate upon what may be justly considered the 

kernel of Horney's optimistic view of human nature, it is 

necessary to return to her basic position. It will be 

recalled that Horney allowed for three basic ways of looking 

at man, and adhered to the third* Concerning the other two, 

she dismissed Freud's as pessimistic and unreal, and granted 

a certain correctness to the "Christian" position. That is, 

she admitted that in human nature may be found both "good" 

and "bad". But there is one palpable difference. The 

constructive and destructive forces do not originate from 

the same source. They appear to differ in both origin and 

kind. Xn short, they are not both intrinsic to human nature, 
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In refuting the "Freudian" and "Christian" view of 

man| end by way of validating her own position, Karen Horney 

offerred three kinds of evidence. The first kind is based 

upon observation of a child's behaviour. If the conditions 

for growth are favorable, the child will naturally tend to 

develop his potentialities* This he will do since, like 

every other form of life, he has an innate tendency toward 

growth. Horney affirmed that her observations are supported 

by edueators and anthropologists. If unfavorable conditions 

prevail, however, the child's development will not proceed 

according to nature's plan* Reactions of hostility or 

everdependeney may come to the surface. If, in sufficient 

time to counteract the harm done, there is a favorable 

change in the human environment, the child may again take 

the path toward healthy growth. But if the unpleasant 

conditions continue to exert their unhappy influence, a 

process labelled "neurotic" may set in. 

What a neurosis is will be outlined in the third 

chapter. But it must be stressed here that this disturbance 

brings about "all kinds of tmconstructive or destructive 

attitude*1*.' The factors which bring about a neurosis are 

many but, Horney argued, 

7 
Id., "Human Nature Can Change", in The American 

Journal of Psychoanalysis, Vol. 12, No. I, 19#2, p. oo*'. 
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lou could not eall the result of this process his 
essential nature, any more than you would do so with 
a tree* If a tree, because of storms, too little 
sun or too poor soil, becomes warper! and crooked, 
you would not eall this its essential nature.5 

The conclusion that Horney drew from this argument 

seems to be that inasmuch as the destructiveness of neurotics 

is determined by the unfavorable environment, destructive­

ness or badness or sinfulness as sueh, (Homey 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 is supplied by clinical 

experience* In the analytical situation, the analyst 

encounters persons who are arrogant or vindictive or unduly 

compliant. Re also perceives, if he is of Horney*s school, 

that the patient has little or nothing to say about these 

unfavorable traits* He is driven to these attitudes by 

forces which are essentially unconscious. In his particular 

psychological situation he cannot escape them. The forces 

are compulsive. Homey compared them to diabolical 

posession. (She 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 

remains so only as long as the effect of his unfavorable 

Ibid., p. 68, 
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environment makes him view reality in such a way that the 

maintenance of these essentially self-destructive crutches 

continues to remain necessary for his neurotic equilibrium. 

The conclusion again seems to be that destructive drives 

directed toward oneself or toward others, are the result of 

a crashing life situation rather than reflections of a 

wholly or partially destructive human nature. 

Finally Homey spoke of the changes which may be 

perceived during therapy. This last proof was alluded to 

when it was said that Horney had witnessed countless 

instances of patients who had begun analysis most 

destructively minded, and had emerged from treatment 

essentially constructive individuals. Through analysis the 

patient was able to experience the unreality and futility 

of his destructiveness. A radical change followed. Horney 

again concluded that destructive Impulses are clearly 

manifestations of the neurotic disturbance. The fact that 

they are abandoned by the patient as he is restored to 

himself Indicates that destructiveness is not something 

essential to human nature, but rather Is the result of an 

unfavorable life situation* 

These arguments appear to have convinced Horney of 

the intrinsic worth and goodness of the individual. 

Throughout her works there are repeated and essentially 

similar statements that leave little doubt of her outlook 
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on human nature* One or two of these assertions will 

illustrate the many* 

Briefly, our belief is that the constructive 
possibilities stem from man's essential nature, from 
the core of his being, from what we call his real 
self. Conversely, we believe that man turns 
uneonstractive or destructive only If he cannot 
fulfill himself - that it is an unfulfilled life 
which makes him barren and destructive. This 
belief is not mere speculation.•«.9 

and agains 

But with such a belief in the autonomous striving 
toward self-realization, we do not need an inner 
straight jacket with which to shackle our 
spontaneity* nor the whip of inner dictates to 
drive us toward perfection* There is no doubi; that 
such disciplinary methods can succeed in suprass-
ing undesirable factors, but there is also no doubt 
that they are injurious to our growth.10 

There is little room left for speculation as to 

the meaning which Horney attached to the terms "inner 

straight jacket" and "the whip of inner dictates" • If the 

quotation is viewed in its context, they are expressive of 

an unfavorable evaluation of both Freudian and "Christian" 

man. Although Horney admitted an essential difference in 

the two positions, she also recognized an essential 

similarity In their methods of dealing with human nature. 

For Freudians the goal must be to overcome the status 

naturae, by imposing upon it checks and controls. 

I old.* p. 68. 
10 

Id., Neurosis and Human QrowthT New York, W.W. 
Norton & Company, Inc., 1956, p. 15. 
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"Christians1* must overcome not the status naturae as such 

but that part of it which is "bad, sinful or destructive". 

This will be done by Insuring the success of the "good" 

part, utilising sueh means es faith, reason, will or grace 

depending upon the particular religious or ethical views. 

The goals differ somewhat as do the methods of achieving 

them but both, Homey argued, aim at crushing at least in 

part, our real selves. To the extent that they succeed in 

doing this, they are, In effeet, crushing man's nature* 

The references to Horney, which have thus far 

appeared, would seem to present sufficient and convincing 

evidence of her basic position toward human nature. But a 

perusal ef Patrick Mullahy's review of psychoanalytic 

theories, reveals a statement which, at first glance, 

appears most puzzling. According to Mullahy, Karen Horney 

"implies that she does not believe in a human nature common 

to all men or at least suggests that neuroses do not 

represent problems common to all men",11 This statement, 

however, does not long remain paradoxical if that 

characteristic of Horney's writings hinted to In the 

lntreductlom, be ruminated* Horney's meaning is not always 

elear. The confusion is due, In part, to a carelessness 

with words sometimes amounting to an equivocal use of 

PATRICK MULLAHY, Oedipus. Myth and Comnl 
New York, W.W. Norton & Company, inc., 1950, p. 15. 
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language* And the habit is not peculiar to Horney. It is 

unfortunate that many psychoanalysts assign a subjective 

connotation to most important terms, taking it for granted 

that, within the context, the reader will understand. But 

the meaning is not always so unambiguous* Several of 

Horney's more important statements are open to various 

interpretations. It Is often necessary to read several 

chapters of a work before one can be assured of her meaning 

and it is not uncommon that texts have to be compared and 

her position deduced* Sueh would be this Instance* It is 

true that Horney "suggests that neuroses do not represent 

problems common to all men", and one might well assume that 

sueh a position contains an implicit denial of the existence 

of a universal human nature* But a more careful reading 

reveals that Horney»s suggestion sprang not from her view 

of human nature, but, as 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 ease in point* This paper, 

already referred to, Indicated that the objective of Homey 

was to establish a view of human nature which was at once 

optimistic and universal. In the light of such an aim, it 

is bewildering that she should select a title clearly 

suggestive of a relativistie view. Horney did not actually 
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Intend to imply that man's nature is mutable. Rather she 

felt that man can become destructive or constructive 

depending on his surroundings. But clearly such changes do 

not reflect changes in human nature. 

Horney*s basic view of man has been presented. It 

has been shown that Horneyan man is a created and at least 

partially responsible agent* He is an intrinsically 

constructive being posessing potentialities for both "good" 

and "evil"* The constructive tendencies stem from man's 

"essential nature", from the "core of his being", from his 

"real self"* The destructive tendencies stem from a 

crushing life situation* Such a position reveals an 

intrinsically optimistic view of man, but also leaves itself 

open to further questions* Throughout her writings Karen 

Horney continually asserted the positive attributes of 

human nature. But what Is human nature? What is the 

significance of "the real self, man's essential nature, the 

core of his being"? What is to be understood by the 

"constructive" and "destructive" potentialities of man? 

what constitute "conditions of warmth and respect for his 

individuality"? What is a "good human being"? If the 

conditions for growth are favorable will man Inevitably 

evolve Into a "constructive" Individual? If so, In what 

sense is man a responsible agent? Does Horney offer a moral 

norm to which nan is responsible? 
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Homey's writings do not reveal an explicit 

definition of human nature* The best that can be suggested 

is that human nature designates that which is proper to 

man as man. This suggestion springs from Homey's 

universBllsation of the constructiveness of the individual. 

It is not this man or that man who is constructive. Man 

as such, is inherently constructive. The constructlveness, 

therefore, expresses something common to all men. This 

something appears to be human nature. Of this nature, 

responsibility or will, by implication rationality, and 

eonstruetlveness may be predicated. Horney's concept of 

human nature might be loosely compared to the Scholastic 

concept of essence. Essence is "that which makes a thing to 

be what it is".12 Since Horney implied that "constructlve­

ness" , "responsibility* and "rationality" are proper to man 

as man, it is difficult to understand how Horney could have 

conceived of a man who did not, at least potentially if not 

operationally posess these attributes. Therefore these 

attributes characterize something essential to man as man. 

But to scrutinize Horney's concept of human nature for 

further metaphysical Implications, would be to risk seeing 

what is not there. 

mmmmmmtmmmmm^ n w mtimmmwmmmmm*** 

CELESTINE R. BITTLE, The Domain of Being, 
Milwaukee, The Bruee Publishing Company, 1939, P* 3*2. 
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However, the terms "real self, man's essential 

nature, and the core of his being** do allow elaboration, 

It appears that they are at least logically distinct from 

human nature. Not all of these terms were defined by 

Homey. Xn point of fact, they are used Interchangeably in 

her writings. She does offer a definition of the "real 

self. It is "that ew&trat inner force, eeamon to all 

human beings and yet unique in each, which Is the deep 

source of growth"* •* "Heal Self" is also defined as the 

"original force toward individual growth and fulfillment, 

with which we may again achieve full identification when 

freed of the crippling shackles of neurosis". "Growth" 

refers to "free, healthy development in accordance with 

the potentialities of one's generic and individual 

nature". * Xt would seem, then, that the uniqueness of the 

"central inner force" stems from man's individual nature, 

(What individuates the generic nature will be discussed in 

the third chapter when the meaning of the term "growth" is 

clarified *) 

The term "real self" and by Implication, "essential 

nature" and the "core of his being" is reminiscent of the 

13 KAREN HORNEY, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 17. 

*** Ibid.* p. 158* 

** Ibid., p. 17. 
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Scholastic concept of "essence" dynamleally viewed, or more 

precisely, the Scholastic concept of "nature". "Nature" 

designates "substantial being as a principle of action" , 

or "The essenee of a being considered as the ultimate 

principle ©f its operations".1' The "real self** seems to 

approach these definitions, for it designates individualized 

human nature as the principle of growth or self-actual!na­

tion. 

Xt is conceivable that man may lose his "nature" 

if his actions, for whatever reason, are not in keeping 

with his nature* In such a case his actions do not reflect 

the principle from which they ought to spring. Similarly, 

If a man is in the grips of "the crippling shackles of 

neurosis", he cannot truly act in keeping with his "real 

self"* His actions do not reflect the principle of 

"growth" from which they ought to spring since he hss lost 

touch with it* It is true that, strictly speaking, man 

cannot lose his nature. But then neither can he lose his 

"real self". Rather these principles, if seriously 

impaired, cannot reflect their proper operations. Therefore 

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

CARDINAL MERCI1R, A Manual of Modem Scholastic 

fhllosonhy. London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & 'Company, 
td.. Vol* 1, 193«, P. M53. 

17 
* ' C1L1CTXHE H. BTTTLE, The Domain of Belays, p . 385. 
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"real self" man's development, according to Horney, takes 

a destructive rather than constructive path. 

There is yet to consider the significance which 

Horney attached to the terms "constructive" and 

"destructive". These are closely connected with Horney's 

understanding of "free, healthy development" and as might 

be expected the latter cannot be separated from "conditions 

of warmth and respect for his individuality". For a 

clearer understanding of these catch-phrases and of such 

ether elements as the significance of a "good human being", 

and the meaning and extension of "responsibility", 

Horney's concept of normality and 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 11 

"CULTURE AND NEUROSIS" 

The gulf between Horney and Freud did not only 

involve a difference in the philosophical view of man as 

man* It is interesting to note that Karen Homey drew a 

very real distinction between her concept of human nature 

and her view of normality. Such a distinction Is implicit 

in any philosophical approach to man. If the Thomlstlc 

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* if man acts freely, he reflects human 

nature* Therefore he is, in some sense, normal* And since 

man's freedom subsists even when he does not exercise it, 

the distinction is real. But Horney*s distinction goes 

much further* It is not merely a question of man acting in 

keeping with what she conceived to be his nature. 

In seeking the negative faetor from which Horney's 

view of normality partially sprang Freud cannot be 

by-passed. The master of Vienna was essentially a 

biological determinist* Such a position, faulty In itself, 

was all the more an unhappy one since Freud saw the 

determinism as directed toward evil* Horney objected to 

both the determinism and its direction. This two-fold 

greviance brought its inevitable implications into Horney's 

concept of normality* For if man was not what Freud made 
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him to be, neither could "normal" man be the end-product of 

the sublimation of biologically determined destructive 

instincts* Another view of normality, one which did not 

require man to overcome the basic evil In his nature was 

desired. In short, a more optimistic approach seemed 

essential* 

The dichotomy between Freud and his pupil brought 

even more significant repercussions* Having denied the 

validity of Freud's "pessimistic" view of human nature, and 

yet all too cognisant of the "destructive" tendencies 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 Homey's proofs of the 

construct!veness of human nature were advanced* 

"Destructiveness" was ultimately due to a crushing life 

situation* 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 as they concerned these 

fundamental points, brought her to a totally fresh view of 

neurosis* 
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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 

which she advanced does not flow from the nature of man* 

Quite to the contrary, it is imposed upon him by his human 

environment• 

The only proofs which she submitted in defense of 

this position are an appeal to common knowledge since, 

"to some extent every educated person knows that there are 

variations In what is regarded as normal" , and the seem­

ingly indisputable findings of anthropologists. Xt appears 

that Horney had more than a passing interest in this 

science. Perhaps her concern was in part motivated by 

"... acquaintance with a culture which in many ways is 

different from the European..,"2. Horney was referring t© 

the United States. It is a truism that many of the customs, 

habits, ideas and even ideals of the United States are 

unacceptable, or at least were unacceptable to Europeans. 

This obvious diehotemy may have moved Horney to seek more 

KAREN HORNEY, The Neurotic Personality of Our 
Time, New York, W.W, Norton & Company, Inc., 1937, p. 16. 

2 
I d M Bewrays In Psychoanalysis. New York, w*W* 

Norton & Company, Inc*, 1939, p* 12-13. 
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vivid differences in cultures* Anthropology offered a most 

fertile field. Her repeated references to such significant 

figures as Ruth Benedict, Edward Saplr, Margaret Mead, and 

Peter Freuchen, indicate close observation of anthropolog­

ical findings. Homey learned, for instance, that the 

Jicarilla 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 

should be made to pay for their crimes* Reparation 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 if the murderer allows himself to 

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 clings 

to the belief that Its own feelings and drives are the one 

normal expression of 'human nature*"3, the belief is 

nonetheless nothing more than the word implies. Further­

more, 

The conception of what is normal varies not 
only with the culture but also within the same 
culture, in the eourse of time. [..,] The 

Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 16-
17. 
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conception of normality varies also within different 
classes of society *1+ 

These findings appear to have provided Horney with 

sufficient evidence to convince her of the futility of 

attempting to establish any absolute norm of normality. 

However, she did explicitly impart how one arrives at a 

conception of normality: 

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

Therefore though there Is no universally normal 

man, that man is considered "normal" who abides by the 

sanctions of the particular culture in which he happens to 

exist* Xt is clear that In stating her position, not of 

the universally normal man, but of normality, Horney had 

a rich opportunity to distinguish between "our conception 

of normality" 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 

explicit. This relativism is also reflected in Horney's 

theory of neurosis. Since a neurosis implies, at least in 

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

h zm-> p. 15. 
5 Sfeld*. P. 16* 
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it is senseless to speak of neurotic trends that hold for 

all mankind* There are at least as many neuroses as there 

are concepts of normality* 

In the light of these considerations it is clear 

why Horney suggested that "neuroses do not represent 

problems common to all men"*6 Since a neurosis is, at 

least in part, a deviation from the "normal", and since 

the concept of normality varies with the culture, the 

problems which arise from these deviations are not common 

to all men* But this is not to imply,.as Patrick Mullahy 

believes, that there is no sueh thing as a universal 

human nature* 

The concept of normality then, according to Horney, 

is man-made and differs with the culture* Since Horney*s 

interest was specifically directed to "the neurotic 

personality of our time" In the United States or places with 

an essentially similar culture, a distinction must be drawn 

between how one arrives at a concept of normality and the 

concept of the "normal" man existing in the United States. 

This last concept is most nebulous In Horney's works* 

There is general agreement, among commentators of Horney, 

that she did not specifically set out to establish sueh a 

norm* Her works do not reflect an explicit position* She 

6 PATRICK MULLAHY, Oedipus. Myth and Complex. New 
# 1955t p* 213* York, Grove Press 
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merely asserts, and agrees with, the method which societies 

use to establish a concept of normality* 

Horney*s interest throughout her works was the 

neurotic personality. Her concern inevitably demanded a 

definition of neurosis. Furthermore, there was the 

obvious problem of recognising the neurotic. One of the 

more important criteria which Horney advanced was 

"deviation from the normal",^ But as to what the "normal" 

in the United States was, Horney had little to say. Since 

these deviations are scrutinised in great detail by Horney 

it may be supposed that their opposltes constitute 

normality* Ruth Monroe, In her excellent exposition of 

Horney*s theories, sounds this very notei 

... her concept of the normal - actually the ideal -
personality Is not explicitly and systematically 
stated but appears as the rich multiform obverse 
of the neurotic 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 Is 

devoid of any markings. Its true face must be supplied by 

studying the neurotic trends and considering either their 

? KAREN HORNEY, The Neurotic Personality of Our 
lima, p. 21* 

8 
v RUTH L, MONROE, Schools of Psychoanalytic 

Thought. New York, The Dryden Press, 1955, p. 3^', 
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eppesltes or their less exaggerated or one-sided 

expressions* For many neurotic characteristics are 

neurotic, not in themselves, but in their intensifications* 

Horney»s view of the "normal" ©an in the United 

States will not be presented In this thesis. Rather the 

emphasis will be on the neurotic* But it may be mentioned 

in passing that if an attempt to extricate her position 

were made, it would be doomed from the start to at least 

partial failure. Homey»• concept of the "normal" man can 

only be derived through, an examination of the firieh multi­

form obverse of the neurotic trends". The best that might 

be expected then, would be m approximation. For Harney's 

exposition of the neurotic character is descriptive, and a 

concept of normality ought to be definitive* Before 

considering Homey* s view of neurosis, however, the role of 

the environment, as she conceived it, must be clarified, 

2, Human Nature and Social Environment 

Homeysjt man has been described as a responsible 

creature posessing construetive inner forces which spur 

him toward self •.realisation* Sueh would be human nature 

viewed in the abstract* But Karen Horney was a psycho­

analyst* As sueh she could hardly ignore what happens to 

human nature when it is concretised, that is, as it appears 

in an actually existing man* The most superficial 
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observation could not fail to reveal that man must come in 

contact with, and to some degree be affected by, his 

surroundings* The question which must be answered 1st what 

was Homey's view of the role played by the environment? 

The following extracts, from a brief criticism and 

appreciation of Homey, by Patrick Mullahy, clearly point 

to the environmental abyss existing between Horney and 

Freudt 

Karen Horney was among the first psychoanalysts In 
this country 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 and the problems which it 
generates* k.<3 Culture Is no longer conceived as 
playing a mechanical role by frustrating libidinal 
or other drives but as providing the framework with­
in which personality develops and operates*9 

The above quotation provides an important insight 

into the significant role which Horney ascribed to the 

environment* However, and as shall be shown, culture or 

environment (the two terms seem to have the same meaning 

for Horney) dees not merely supply the framework within 

which 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 two basic moulds, the healthy and the unhealthy. 

whether man emerges "healthy" or neurotic, will depend upon 

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

such a deterministic approach to the role of the environment 

render human nature little more than a static factor; 

something acted upon by, rather than interacting with the 

environment? 

If some of Horney*s more significant statements are 

brought to light, it would seem not. For Horney understood 

that "Ood will repay and does repay indeed". Furthermore, 

in speaking of the task of the patient in psychoanalytic 

therapy, she maintained that the patient must strive 

"toward a clearer perception of his direction, with the 

assumption of responsibility for himself and his 

decisions".1! Finally, Horney spoke of a criterion for 

self-realisation, one which the individual ought to 

recognize and honor* The criterion posits the question: 

"Is a particular attitude or drive Induclve or obstructive 

to my human growth**?"1"* These assertions, taken at face 

value, would hardly suggest that human nature Is something 

static, a potentially fertile tabula rasa to be moulded for 

better or for worse by the environment* But these 

1 0 KAREN HORNEY, "The Value of Vindietiveness"f in 
The American Journal of Psychoanalysis, Vol, t% No. 1, lol*8, 
P. 3. 

11 
Id., Neurosis and Human Growth. New York, W.W* 

Norton & Company, Inc, 1950, p. 3©**. 

1 2 lolfl.f P. 15. 
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assertions cannot be evaluated out of context* They must 

be incorporated with, and examined in the light of, 

Horney's view of the role of the environment. What 

constituted this view? 

Xt will be recalled that Horney ardently denied 

Freud's "pessimistic" view of human nature* Nevertheless 

she was left with the problem of explaining the origin of 

neurotic "destructiveness"* Xf man's nature is not 

inherently "destructive, bad, or sinful", then something 

outside of man must be the cause* And is not what is 

outside of man his environment? Man is inherently 

constructive* Xf he becomes destructive, it must be due to 

the crushing influence of his surroundings* 

Although Horney*s interest was the neurotic 

personality, she could 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 question is 

somewhat obvious and its answer is a sine qua non to 

psychoanalytic therapy. The question is? what is man? 

Xt was shown, in the last chapter, that Horney did 

sot seek to escape this issue* From the "destructiveness 

in neurotics due to environment", she argued the 

eonstructiveness of human nature as such* Environment 

then, ultimately deoides whether man shall be "constructive" 

or "destructive". Since "destructiveness" characterizes 
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a neurotic, it must follow that the environment ultimately 

decides whether man shall be "healthy" or neurotic. 

Horney*s writings inevitably point to a deterministic 

role of the environment. She insisted, in the face of 

Freud's biological determinism, that man can and does 

develop into a "good" human being J£ the conditions for 

growth are favorable* She asserted that "it is an 

unfulfilled life which makes man barren and destructive"1^, 

but this "unfulfillment" again seems due to unhappy 

surroundings* The "central Inner force" which all human 

beings posess, is the wellsprlng of "growth"* But "growth" 

is "free, healthy development"* Xf the environmental 

conditions are crushingly unfavorable, would Horney*s 

position have allowed her to speak of "free, healthy 

development"? In the light of these considerations, what 

active role is left to human nature? 

Although Homey *s view of the role 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 "neurotic". So far as these two possibilities are 

concerned, Homey left little if any room to the exercise of 

will. Xf one's surroundings are "healthy", the "real self" 

1 3 Id., "Human Nature Can Change", in The American 
Journal of Psychoanalysis, Vol. 12, No. 1, 1952, p. 66. 
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will be able to set out its role and realize the 

"constructive" tendencies inherent in human nature. If, on 

the other hand, the environment is of an unfavorably 

crushing character, the individual will become a neurotic. 

He will lose his "real self" and fall prey to the "crippling 

shackles of neurosis". And it is of no purpose to ask 

Horney why individuals who are subject to environments 

which are essentially similar in their crippling nature, do 

not both become neurotic* The answer is ready-mades 

The question remains why certain persons become 
neurotic while others, living under similar 
conditions, are able io cope with the existing 
difficulties. [..*] Only the general psychic 
atmosphere is the same. t*««l In detail, however, 
the experiences of one ehlld may be entirely 
different from those of another. [,.,3 The persons 
who succumb to a neurosis are those who have been 
more severely hit by the existing difficulties, 
particularly in their childhood.!^ 

Horney appears to have been of the opinion that 

unless the environmental conditions are identical the point 

is irrelevant. Since identity defies division, the question, 

at least for the present moment, Is ended* Furthermore, the 

above quotation verifies the coercive nature of the environ­

ment* Man falls, despite himself, Into the category of 

"healthy" or tfneurotie", "constructive" or "destructive". 

Taken in this sense, Horney*s position was clearly 

deterministic, Xt is not man that becomes "healthy" or 

Id*, New Mays In Psychoanalysis, p. 177-178. 
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"neurotic". He is made "healthy" or "neurotic", Human 

nature then, so far as this question is concerned, must 

remain silent* As oommentators have pointed out, it has the 

value of a constant, 

... les causes determinants^ de la nevrose dolvent 
etre reeherehees dans les facteurs eulturels du 
milieu, d'une epoque* Bile ̂ stime enfin que la 
seule nature humalne, laissee a elle-meme,Aen 
cheque indivldu, ne causerait pas de problemess 
elle aurait valeur d'une constante.l? 

But having fallen into one of the two categories, 

that is, healthy or neurotic, can then human nature exercise 

any degree of self-activity? It is at this point that 

Horney's statements, indicative of her belief in the 

responsibility of the individual, should be examined* 

The patient must strive "toward a clearer 

perception of his direction, with the assumption of 

responsibility for himself and his decisions". The neurotic, 

then, lacks both a clear sense of direction and the ability 

to assume responsibility. Horney asserted this in no 

uncertain termss "Neurotic trends impair self-determination 

because a person Is then driven instead of being himself the 

16 
driver". But although Horney used the word "impaired", 

her more practical discussions of the neurotic structure 

15 
' HENRI GRATTON, O.M.X., Psychanalyses D'hier et 

D'aulourd'hui. Paris, Cerf, 1955, p. 19M-. 
16 

KAREN HORNEY, Our Inner Conflicts. New York, W*«. 
Norton & Company, Inc., 19*+5* p. 100. 
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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 his "real self", since that is exactly 

what a neurosis is, he is driven by the neurotic trends, 

cannot really choose and consequently cannot be considered 

"responsible". But then surely the "healthy" Individual 

must be "responsible*1 for his "real self" Is not hampered. 

His human nature Is free to evolve, and freedom implies 

responsibility* Therefore the "healthy" individual and, in 

theory, that part of the neurotic which is not driven, are 

"responsible", and in this sense, the role of human nature 

is not that of a constant but rather that of an active 

agent* Xn this sense, also, human nature is not determined. 

But to whom or to what is man responsible? 

If Horney*s concept of normality, that is, if 

Horney's criterion of normality, as elaborated in the last 

section, is to be followed to its logical conclusion, it 

would appear that man is responsible to those "standards of 

behaviour and feeling" which are imposed upon him by his 

surroundings* These standards, however, vary even within 

the society* Therefore it seems that there is a possibility 

of choice* God then "will repay and does repay indeed", 

according to the responses that the individual makes to the 

lights that are presented to him. The same seems to hold 
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true for Horney's criterion for self-realization. The 

individual is to ask himself whether a particular attitude 

or drive will help or hinder his human "growth". But again 

he can only answer with the norms that his environment 

supplies* His responsibility rests in his abiding to these 

norms* 

T© sum up, Horney*s position as it concerned the 

role of the environment predicates a social determinism 

with regard to the "healthy* or "neurotic" development of 

the individual, but allows human nature, at least in theory, 

an active role within these two categories. The active role 

implies responsibility, the norm being dictated by the 

environment. There is now to consider, in greater detail, 

the specific environmental factors leading to a neurosis 

and their endVresult, namely the neurotic. 



CHAPTER III 

BORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC 

Whatever the starting point and however tortuous 
the road, we must finally arrive at a disturbance 
of personality as the source of psychic illness. 
t..̂J In modern terms, every neurosis, no matter 
what the symptomatic picture, is a character 
neurosis* Hence our endeavour in theory and therapy 
must be directed toward a better understanding of 
the neurotic character structure.1 

This statement lays the groundwork for a clear 

understanding of the essential elements of Horney*s theory 

of neurosis. A neurosis is above all a disturbance of the 

personality. To greater or lesser degrees It effects the 

whole individual. Symptoms such as "phobias, depressions, 

functional physical disorders", may or may not be present. 

Inhibitions may be so well disguised as to ©scrpe the eye 

of even the most acute observer* At best these are the 

superficial manifestations of a ddeply personal disturbance. 

Neurosis, taken in its true sense, must be distinguished 

from what Horney termed a "situation neurosis" in which an 

"abnormal" reaction to a situation may exist without, 

however, effecting the whole personality. In a true 

neurosis "the main disturbance lies in the deformation of 

the character".2 Indeed Homey's definition is clearly 

i i » i ii ii ii — » » — . i 

1 
KARFN HORNEY, Our Inner Conf11cts. New York, W.W. 

Norton & Company, Inc., 19*+5« p*' 12. 
2 
Id., The Neurotle Personality of Our Time. New York, 

W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1937, P* 30. 
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indicative of this position, as is her criteria for 

discovering 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 neurosis. But other than observing 

a sense of the fitness of things, this approach would be 

of no practical value, Horney»s "definition" of neurosis 

when disengaged from her characteristics of the neurotic, 

affords but a superficial Insight into the meaning of this 

disturbance. 

1. Characteristics of the Neurotic 

The first criterion which Horney advanced was 

already alluded to in the first section of the last chapter. 

It amounts to the fact that a neurotic*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 neurosis" .-̂  In 

other words, though neurotics deviate from the "general 

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 ask Horney whether one 

may be "abnormal" without being neurotic. At the very least, 

3 Xold.. p. 21. 
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it appears that one may be unconventional without being 

neurotic* But why are some of the individuals who deviate 

in their reaetions, from the "general pattern", neurotic? 

The obvious reason would seem to lie In the motives for 

the deviations* These are so many that they defy enumera­

tion* But at this point, it may 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* It must be emphatically stressed here that these 

neurotic deviations are neurotic only within the culture 

which considers their opposite expression "normal". The 

criterion is still insufficient for an accurate segregation 

of the neurotic from the "healthy" individual. Observation 

of the "manifest picture" (depressions, functional physical 

disorders, phobias, Inhibitions, etc.) has, as already 

implied, no conclusive value since these characteristics 

may be either absent or too well disguised. Horney, 

however, proceeded to narrow the possibilities by 

introducing two further characteristics to be found in all 

neuroses. Neurotics, apart from their "deviations from the 

general pattern" of behaviour exhibit, to surface 

observation, "a certain rigidity in reaction and a 
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discrepancy between potentialities and accomplishments"*^ 

What Is the exact meaning of these characteristics? 

By "rigidity in reaction" Horney seems to have 

meant, an inability on the part of the neurotic to respond 

accordingly, to the situations which he encounters from 

day to day* She elaborated by offering examples: 

The normal person, for instance, is suspicious when 
he senses or sees reasons for being so; a neurotic 
person may be suspicious, regardless of the 
situation, [.,*] A normal person will be spiteful 
if he feels an unwarranted impositionj a neurotic 
may react with spite to any situation*.,5 

But again it must be stressed that this lack of 

flexibility symbolizes a neurotic only if it is not in 

keeping with the cultural norm, for "a rigid suspicion of 

anything new or strange is a normal pattern among a large 

proportion of peasents in Western civilization,,,"^ 

By "a discrepancy between potentialities and 

accomplishments" Horney meant, the result of a feeling 

which the neurotic invariably experiences, namely the 

feeling that he is his own stumbling block, his own barrier 

to self-actualization* Because of this deterring element 

in his personality he oannot be "productive", and this even 

"in spite of gifts and favorable external possibilities 

If 
Ibid *. p. 22, 

Ibid., p. 22. 
6 
Ibid*. p. 23. 
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for their development" J By "productive* Homey did not 

intend wealth, position or social prestige, for many of her 

patients posessed all of these and yet were in need of 

analysis* By "productive" Horney again referred to that 

elusive aspect which the "normal" person posesses, namely 

the ability to "grow". But as shall be shown, the under­

standing of "growth" also varies with the culture, 

Xt must be noted that these attitudes clearly imply 

a loss of freedom on the part of the neurotic$ freedom to be 

flexible in the presence of different situations and freedom 

to achieve what his potentialities expect of him. It is 

also apparent now*, why the deviations of the neurotic may 

be labelled "neurotic". They do not spring from choice as 

do the deviations of the "unconventional" person* lather 

the rigidity and the sense of stagnation of the neurotic 

render the manifestations compulsive* In short, they arise 

from the neurotic structure. 

Xn addition to these Horney furnished another 

"essential characteristic" which symbolises the neurotici 

The presenee of conflicting tendencies, [...1 for 
which he automatically tries to reach compromise 
solutions* [*.*] These solutions are less 
satisfactory than those of the average individual 
and are aehigved at great expense to the whole 
personality. 

7 Ifel&M P. 23. 
8
 M M P* 2&» 
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The neurotic, it appears, is literally driven in 

different, often opposite directions at the same time* His 

equilibrium demands solutions, but he Is, for all practical 

eonsiderations, driven also to these. And the solutions 

more often than not precipitate hi® into greater conflicts* 

Horney again gives the impression that the neurotic is a 

person who has lost freedom* 

These last three characteristics are to be found 

in all neuroses. But it is not explicitly stated, by 

Horney, whether this "all" is to be taken as having a 

universal extension. Certainly Horney could not draw a 

universal conclusion based on personal observations of 

neuroses In all cultures* Xf she believed that all 

neurotics everywhere exhibit these characteristics, the 

conclusion must have been prompted by her view of the 

nature of man. The evidence, in favor of this supposition, 

seems very strong. If "rigidity, £••*]» is indicative of a 

neurosis only when it deviates from the cultural patterns"9, 

then it may be supposed that it is possible for all to 

acquire an inflexible attitude not In keeping with the 

established patterns. Again, since by "productivity" Horney 

understood, the capacity to "grow", then It seems that any 

and all may fall to actualize this capacity, since the 

9 m&-> P* 23. 



HORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC 39 

source of "growth" is the "real self"* Finally it is 

obvious that a conflict situation may arise In any culture* 

Xf the Individual is rigid and unproductive, his understand­

ing of the conflict may be perverted and his response to It 

will suffer accordingly* In fact the very rigidity will 

provoke conflicts. 

These characteristics, then, appear to be 

applicable to man as man* Xf the environment is 

suffieiently crushing, a neurosis results. The disturbance 

is characterised by these ear-marks, though the ways in 

which they find expression vary with the culture* This 

conclusion seems all the more warranted 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 

necessity sprang from the fact that the passing of time 

saw certain significant elaborations In Horney*s theories 

which demanded a re-formulation of the definition. 

However, Horney*s writings do not reflect two explicit 

definitions although she stated in her last book that 

"the definition of neurosis too had changed",10 It must 

1° Id., Neurosis and Human Growth* New York, W.W. 
Norton & Company, Xnc*, 195d, p. 36£. 
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be assumed that Horney referred to what she herself, in an 

earlier work, termed a "description", since "we are not 
11 

yet able to give a well rounded definition..." The 

description appeared in her first book. There she referred 

to neurosis as, 

...a psychic disturbance brought about by fears 
and defenses against these fears, and by attempts 
to find compromise solutions for conflicting 
tendencies. For practical reasons it is advisable 
to eall this disturbance a neurosis only if it 
deviates from the pattern common to the particular 
culture.12 

This description brings into clear relief the 

relativism implicit in Horney's theory of neurosis* The 

relativism is obviously motivated by Horney's concept of 

normality* At this early stage of her writing career 

Horney saw neurosis as a conflict between the individual 

and the environment brought about by a life situation 

which stifled the Inner freedom of the Individual. In 

short, the conflict was primarily interpersonal. Further 

observation of the neurotic character, coupled with more 

thoughtful deductions, brought Homey to a conclusion 

which had been implicit in her earlier description, and 

which without emphasising, she had had to Include in her 

discussions of the neurotic character. The conflicts 

Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time. 
p. 28* 

1 2 Ibid.., p. 28-29. 
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really involved not only the relationship of the individual 

toward others, but also of the individual toward himself. 

This explicitly new position received generous attention in 

Horney*s last book. There she defined neurosis as "a 

disturbance in one's relation to self and others"*1* But 

even this definition, other than implying a conflict 

involving one's self as well as others is restricted unless 

seen in conjunction with the causes effective in producing 

a neurosis* 

3. Genesis of Neurosis 

The causes, as has been shown, must be sought in 

the environment. In the final analysis, it is the 

surroundings that make a potentially "constructive" 

individual ^destructive" or, in short, neurotle* But to 

say that environment causes neurosis is to give a correct 

but all too general presentation of Horney»s position* 

The environmental factors may be loosely grouped 

under two categories, the patterns of the culture and the 

interpersonal relations* The latter are those with which 

the individual comes into more intimate contact. The 

cultural patterns influence the interpersonal relations* 

In point of fact it was Horney*s conviction that the 

Id., Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 368. 
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cultural factors set the pattern of the Interpersonal 

relations• 

It is an individual fate, for example, to have a 
domineering or a "self-sacrificing" mother, but it 
is also under definite cultural conditions that we 
find domineering or self-sacrificing mothers, and 
it is also because of these existing conditions 
that such an, experience will have an influence on 
later life.11* 

For purposes of simplification and accuracy it will 

be of use of pursue Horney's method and treat the cultural 

and Interpersonal causes as two logically distinct 

categories, bearing In mind that in the real order they are 

far from distinct. Again it must be stressed that Horney's 

interest was "the neurotic personality of our time" In the 

United States or places with an essentially similar culture* 

Therefore, though the discussions of the characteristics 

of the neurotic and of the "definition" of neurosis bore a 

universal significance, the remaining sections are subject 

to restrictions of both time and place as designated above. 

Horney*s position, as it concerned the determin­

istic role of the culture, is so clearly expressed in her 

writings that it would be the more expedient alternative to 

reproduce it in fullt 

The fact that in general the majority of the 
individuals in a culture have to face the same 
problems suggests the conclusion that these problems 
have been created by the specific life conditions 

Ifi»» The Neurotic Personality of Our Tims. Vlll. 
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existing in that culture. That they do not 
represent problems common to "human nature" seems to 
be warranted by the fact that the motivating forces 
and conflicts in other culttires are different from 
ours. 

Hence in speaking of a neurotic personality 
of our time, X not only mean that there are neurotic 
persons having essential peculiarities in common, 
but also that these basic similarities are 
essentially produced by the difficulties existing in 
our time and culture,1-* 

Homey consistently maintained that it was the 

environment that ultimately caused a neurosis. So far as 

the patterns of the culture are concerned, the difference 

between the environment of the "healthy" person and that of 

the neurotic Is negligible, If Indeed, even existent* For 

the cultural environment is essentially the same for all 

who live within the culture. Since the problems generated 

by the culture differ with the culture, Horney felt that 

they are not representative of problems common to human 

nature* Furthermore, since not all Individuals In a 

culture become neurotic, the cause of neurosis must lie in 

something deeper than the mere cultural patterns. The 

latter merely lay the ground-work* The causes will be seen 

to lie in the interpersonal relations, provided they are 

of an intensely unfavorable nature* But the pattern of 

these relations depends greatly on the culture! patterns, 

as do the responses which the neurotic-to-be makes to 

Ibid*, p. 3^. 



HORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC Mf 

these unfavorable relations* Therefore Horney concluded 

that neurotics in any one culture, barring superficial 

differences, exhibit essentially similar peculiarities, 

peculiarities fostered by the culture Itself. What are 

those cultural difficulties in the United States which, if 

encountered in union with intensely unfavorable inter­

personal relations, will precipitate a neurosis? 

Our present society, particularly as it finds its 

expression in the United States is geared on the principle 

of competition* All must compete, be they "healthy" or 

neurotic. This element is not proper only to occupational 

groups. The principle of competition pervades the entire 

life of the individual* Xt exists in the business sphere, 

but In the social sphere as well* Most important, it even 

pervades the domestic sphere, that Is, the family. "The 

child is inoculated with this germ at the very beginning". 

Furthermore it is not merely a matter of competition* 

Certain off-shoots cannot fall to develop in the 

psyeholegical domain. The most vivid psychic consequences 

are an over-all feeling of hostility toward others eoupled 

with a fear of retaliation for any injuries inflicted or 

believed to be inflicted in the competitive struggles. 

16 
Ibid... p. 285* 
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Closely allied to the fear of retaliation is the 

fear of failure* This fear is all the more significant in 

a competitive society since all kinds of frustrations 

follow close upon it. These may be roughly grouped under 

loss of security or a sense of security and loss of 

prestige and emotional balance, not to mention the effect 

on self-esteem. Since in Western civilization, and 

particularly in the United States, the reigning ideology 

asserts that success is dependent on the personal efficiency 

of the individual, In almost complete disregard of existing 

external limitations, it Is easy to understand how the 

competitive struggles sight all too probably result in a 

crushed self-esteem. For the factual limitations are almost 

numberless as, of consequence, are the possibilities of 

"failure"* 

These elements, flowing from the principle of 

competition harry the individual with a feeling of emotional 

isolation, and this in spite of ample social contacts. The 

remedy for this feeling lies In the acquisition of affection. 

To put the same thing In an even more significant way, the 

feeling of isolation creates a greater need for affection. 

(Horney calls the need for love a "vital need" , perhaps 

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

Ibid., p. 287. 
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then the need must flow from his nature.) But the ne&& 

for affeotion in a competitive society is perverted by the 

ov«revaluation which the individuals of that society place 

upon it. Xt becomes a cure-all. ironically enough, the 

very elements which create this exaggerated need, render 

its fulfillment an impossibility. Therefore the individual 

remains as isolated as ever. 

In addition to these factors, there are certain 

most significant contradictory tendencies in the culture* 

Perhaps the most blatant Is that "between competition and 

success on the one hand, and brotherly love and humility 
18 on the other". Horney was of the opinion that the 

culture demands both of the individual, He must succeed 

and it appears that success in Western civilization, 

especially in the United States, demands assertiveness and 

aggressiveness. At the same time Western man must be 

humble and loving* This dilemma, according to Horney, may 

be solved in either of two ways* One of the two strivings 

is discarded, or both are accepted* The latter solution is 

really no solution* The individual then can be neither 

assertive nor humble* 

Secondly, there is a contradiction between "the 

stimulation of our needs and our factual frustrations in 

Ibid*, p. 288. 
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satisfying thcm**1^ These, in point of fact, are so-called 

needs for they amount to "keeping up with the Joneses". 

The result of this contradiction is a continuous dichotemy 

between the wishes of the individual and their actualiza­

tion. 

Finally a contradiction exists between "the 

alleged freedom of the individual and all his factual 
20 limitations". This contradiction is crushingly exposed 

in the United States where it is said that all men are 

equal. But the unreality of the individual*s alleged 

freedom and equality is painfully shown to him through the 

game of life* However the attractiveness of the notion 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 neurosis? 

Horney proceeded to point out that the element of 

competition and its consequents lay the ground-work for 

the disturbance while the contradictory tendencies of the 

culture determine the quality or types of contradictions 

or conflicts operating in the neurotic structure itself* 

"A neurotic development in the individual arises ultimately 

from feelings of alienation, hostility, fear and diminished 

Ibid., p. 288. 

Ibid., p. 289. 
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self-confidence".21 These feelings do not cause neurosis 

but they lay the foundations for what Horney terms "the 

basic anxiety"* It will be noted that these feelings are 

quite analogous if not identical to the cultural factors 

operating in Western civilization. (An apparent 

inconsistency should be clarified in passing, Horney*s 

interest, as already stated, was "the neurotic personality 

of our time" in the United States or places with an 

essentially similar culture. In presenting Horney'a concept 

of normality, it was said that she had noticed what she 

considered to be significant differences in what was 

considered "normal" in Europe and what was considered 

"normal" in the United States* Yet in her discussions of 

the cultural and personal factors promoting neurosis Horney 

often implicitly and even explicitly speaks of "Western 

civilisation", including in this term both the United States 

and Europe. Therefore it would appear that there are both 

differences and significant similarities in What is 

considered "normal" In the States and abroad* So far as the 

cultural factors are concerned, it would appear that the 

United States represents the ones outlined by Horney to a 

severer degree than Europe does* Consequently, the 

interpersonal relations take on a character which in degree, 

Id., New Ways In Psychoanalysis, New York, W.W. 
Norton & Company, inc., 1932', p. 172. 
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though Horney sometimes Implies even in kind, differs from 

the European.) 

Furthermore the conflicts moving the actual neurotic 

bear an unmistakable similarity to the cultural conflicts. 

In fact Horney stated that the cultural conflicts ares 

.... precisely the conflicts that the neurotic 
struggles to reconcile! his tendencies toward 
aggressiveness and his tendencies toward yielding, 
his excessive demands and his fear of never getting 
anything, his striving toward self-aggrandizement 
and his feeling of personal helplessness.%% 

Clearly then, the difference between the conflicts 

moving the neurotic and those moving the "normal" person 

Is, to a large extent, one of degree. This difference of 

degree accounts for the fact that the normal person can 

deal with his conflicts and maintain his psychic equilibrium. 

But there is yet to consider the more proximate causes of 

neurosis, those dealing with the interpersonal relations and 

moulded by the cultural factors* These causes account for 

the difference In degree between the conflicts of the 

"healthy" and those of the neurotic* They appear to exert 

their most significant Influence during early childhood. 

Whatever the environment, the ehild will not fail 

to be effected by it. What counts, obviously, Is whether 

the effect will help or hinder the child. Unfortunately, 

Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, 
p. 289* 
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Western civilization seems to be laden wit' environmental 

factors which stunt psychic growth* These unfavorable 

trends do not fall to show themselves In the domestic 

sphere* Since it is here that the child first begins to 

evolve for better or for worse, the potential danger of 

these unfavorable elements Is manifest. If the family 

atmosphere is "one of warmth, of mutual respect and 

consideration, the child can grow unimpeded".23 But if the 

family environment is unfavorable to an intense degree the 

end-product will very likely be a neurotic. Whet are these 

unfavorable conditions? 

A child, though not yet equipped with the developed 

intellect of the adult, posesses, as It were, a sixth sense, 

a deeply Intuitive facility for registering the real 

feelings which people harbour toward him. It is most 

important to the child's "healthy" development that the 

sixth sense register good feelings. A child needs to feel 

wanted and loved* But a leek of love seems to characterize 

a goodly number of parents* The inability of parents to 

show love stems from their own neuroses. But it is one 

thing not to be able to show love and it is another to admit 

it or even be conscious of It. Therefore an insidious 

process of camouflaging sets in. The parents claic to love 

Xd,, Self-Analysisr Hew York, W.W. Norton & 
Company, Inc., 19^2, p. *t3. 
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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 "a child feels keenly whether love is 

genuine, and oannot be fooled by any faked 

demonstrations". Love, that is 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 importance 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 a pointless task* 

«... preference for other children, unjust 
reproaches, unpredictable changes between over­
indulgence and scornful rejection, unfulfilled 
promises, and not least important, an attitude 
toward the child's needs which goes through all 
gradations from temporary lneonsideration to a 
consistent interfering with the most legitimate 
wishes of the child, sueh as disturbing friendships, 
ridiculing Independent thinking, spoiling its 
Interest In its own pursuits whether artistic, 
athletic or mechanical - altogether an attitude of 
the parents which if not in intention nevertheless 
In effect means breaking the child's will.** 

alsot 

Parents may Impress the child with the dangers 

2 Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 80, 

2 5 Xbld.. p. 80-81. 
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awaiting him outside the walls of his home. One 
parent may force the child to side with him against 
the other. [...] Particularly important, a child 
may be led to feel that his right to existence lies 
solely in his living up to the parents' expectations. 
... The effectiveness of such influences is not 

diminished by the fact that they are often subtle 
and veiled. Moreover, there Is usually not just one 
adverse 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, isolated and resentful".2? 

But the child cannot really take a positive stand against 

these tyranlcal dictates. In the first place the cultural 

pattern is against him. A child is made to feel guilty and 

despicable if he is hostile or opposed to his parents* 

Furthermore the child, being a child, Is biologically help­

less* But the helplessness pervades his psychic life as 

well, particularly 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, whioh the parents 

must show in view of the absence of their real love, also 

acts as a barrier to the expression of the child's reel 

feelings. In fact, in the absence of real love, he may 

*<*•> SelfrAnalysis, p. M*., 

Ibid.* p, ¥*» 
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cling to the verbal love and fear lest he lose It. It is 

obvious that in such circumstances any revolutionary 

reaction must be held back. Fear may also take posesslon of 

the child when subjected to constant parental quarrels, 

temper tantrums directed toward him, and also when 

intimidated by the "great dangers of the outside world". 

Again the child seeks protection and fears his own hostile 

feelings. As a result, he suppresses his real feelings but 

in so doing he lays the foundations for his own neurosis. 

For suppressed hostility leads to "basic anxiety" and basic 

anxiety is "the motor which sets the neurotic process going 

28 and keeps it In motion". Horney describes the basic 

anxiety as: "a feeling of being small, Insignificant, 

helpless, deserted, endangered, In a world that is out to 

abuse, cheat, attack, humiliate, betray, envy". " 

But although repressed hostility leads to basic 

anxiety there Is yet another contributing factor. Whether 

basic anxiety develops or not depends, to a large extent, 

on whether the hostility which has developed within the 

child, takes in more than the immediate family. If there 

are favorable counteracting factors the hostility may 

remain directed toward the parents and a definite neurotic 

Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 23. 

I,bld., p. 92. 
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development 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 favorable 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 crystallize into a mental attitude conducive to a 

neurotic structure. 

It will be of some purpose now to comment briefly 

on the Interpersonal factors. It Is not at all clear how 

the cultural factors already presented determine the 

particular form that the Interpersonal relations will take. 

Nor does Horney attempt a demonstration. What forces in 

the culture, for example, make parents prefer one child over 

and above another? What, in the culture, accounts for the 

unfulfilled promises of parents? What cultural factors 

account for a "self-sacrificing" mother? The same questions 

could be asked for each of the Interpersonal factors 

enumerated by Horney, It is true that these parent-child 

relationships arise, according to Horney, because of the 

parents* own neuroses. But even if this is true, it is far 

from a satisfactory answer. It merely postpones the 

question, which now can be asked of the parents. What 

cultural faetors account for the particular Interpersonal 
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relations which rendered the parents neurotic? As already 

stated, Horney does not explain the specific relations. 

She simply states that: 

.... the person who Is likely to become neurotic Is 
one who has experienced the culturally determined 
difficulties In an accentuated form, mostly through 
the medium of childhood 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 no necessary 

element of causality between the cultural factors and the 

specific forms which the interpersonal relations take. 

Furthermore the specific significance 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 pursuits", 

is manifest, the inner meaning of these expressions is not 

quite so obvious. To what extent may a parent reproach a 

child and remain just? What are to be recognized as 

inconsiderate actions? What constitute "legitimate wishes" 

for a child? Does it follow that none of a child's pursuits 

should be interfered with? Again, Horney does not explain, 

taking It for granted that surely the reader will under­

stand. But if the reader agrees with Homey it is only 

Ibid., p. 1*8* 
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because the surface meaning is clear and correct. Surely 

no parent should be inconsiderate. Neither should he 

reproach a child unjustly. The same assent can be given to 

all of Horney*s interpersonal factors. But as the reader 

assents he consciously or unconsciously applies or rather 

introduces his own philosophy of education, his own view of 

man into these factors. Then he is no longer agreeing 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 a 

uniform view. In the absence of a penetrating inquiry, on 

the part of Horney, into the deeper meanings of her own 

assertions, the reader is left with high-sounding phrases. 

In the light of Horney's view of normality and of 

the role of the environment and keeping In mind her position 

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 beings and 

yet unique in each, which is the deep source of growth". 

Growth, in turn, was defined as "free, healthy development 

in accordance with the potentialities of one's generic and 
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individual nature", Xt would appear then, that the 

"uniqueness" of the "central Inner force" stems from man's 

individual nature. But what individuates the generic 

nature? iHorney's works reveal two factors, both closely 

Inter-related. The first is temperament. People, 

according to Horney, are born with a biological predisposi­

tion affecting the formal side of their behaviour. The 

second factor is difference in native gifts. This difference 

is to be understood as being both quantitative and 

qualitative. In discussing the problem of neurosis and art, 

Horney asks whether neurosis is an Indispensable condition 

for artistic creativity and answers thats 

*... there is little If any doubt that the existing 
gifts themselves are Independent of neurosis. 
Recent educational ventures have shown that most 
people can paint when properly encouraged, but even 
so, 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 generic 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 environment must be "free" and "healthy" in order to 

promote "growth". But what conditions promote "freedom" and 

'1 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 Interpersonal 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. Their attitude should be a consistent one. At 

all times, regardless of circumstances the child should be 

made to know that he Is really wanted. His wishes and 

pursuits, that is, his Individuality, should be respected. 

Furthermore the attitude between parents should not be such 

as to Instill fear In the child. Finally he should be made 

to feel that he Is to "grow" for his own sake and according 

to his own inclinations. That is, he should not be made to 

feel that "his right to existence lies solely in his living 

up to the parents' expectations". If this environment 

prevails the child will grow "healthy". As to the specific 

meaning of these conditions, again the norms of the culture 

should be consulted. But if the parent-child relationship 

reflects the unfavorable factors to an Intense degree and Is 

not alleviated by favorable external factors, a "basic 

anxiety" develops. When this occurs, a neurosis seems but 

a matter of time. 
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A "free" and "healthy" development, then, Is 

tantamount to a "normal" environment. 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 is "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. "Destruetlve tendencies" may be considered a 

term inclusive of the entire neurotic structure with 

particular emphasis on the neurotic trends, that is the 

various devices which the neurotic utilizes to rid himself 

of his "basic anxiety", of his "basic conflict" and of the 

conflicts which his very solutions generate. (This 

structure, as stated In the introduction, will not be dealt 

with in the thesis •} The neurotic structure and the 

neurotic trends are destructive since they represent a 

barrier to "growth", to self-realization, in short, to the 

activity of the "real self". Neurosis is 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 

"destructive". In addition to the destructiveness of the 

self, neurosis also destroys others since it creates 
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unhealthy interpersonal relations, which, particularly in 

the parental sphere, can generate neuroses in others. 

Conversely the term "constructive" signifies both the nature 

of man before it encounters an "unhealthy" environment, and 

the essential characteristics of the "normal" individual in 

a given culture. But again it must be stressed that these 

terms have been only generally defined. So defined they 

may be said to have a universal extension. Their precise 

meaning, however, varies with the culture, for the 

destructiveness of one culture may be the constructiveness 

of another. Cannibalism, for example, would hardly be 

considered a "constructive" tendency in the United States, 

but quite conducive to psychic health among cannibals. 

What then constitutes a "good" human being? The 

answer, at this point, almost writes itself, A "good" 

human being is one who has been allowed to "grow" through a 

"healthy" environment. "Growth" and "health" ©gain vary 

with the culture. Consequently the meaning of "good human 

being" varies with the culture. Furthermore since Homey 

implies that man 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 

sense that he is "normal". If he is normal he will, to 

varying degrees, actualize himself. An individual may also 

be "good" If he adheres to the standards of conduct imposed 
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by the culture. Where there is more than one standard there 

is,, it appears, a possibility of choice. Therefore it is 

possible for an Individual to be "good" in one sense, and 

"bad" in another. He say be "good" in the sense of being 

"constructive" but "bad" in the sense that although 

"normal", he nevertheless does not fully adhere to the 

standard or standards of morality 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 conditions 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, all the more, the sense in which man 

is a responsible agent. (Man's responsibility was alluded 

to In the second chapter, when it was asked to whom or to 

what man was responsible.) Man has a responsibility to 

actualize his Individual nature to the best of his ability 

and he has a responsibility to abide by the standards of his 



HORNEYAN MAN, NEUROTIC 62 

environment. This responsibility rests primarily with the 

"normal" individual. Finally, the moral norm offered by 

Horney rings now all the clearer. The norm Is, in short, 

her criterion for self-realization, Man has a moral 

responsibility to "grow". He must, in order to honor his 

responsibility, ask himself whether a particular attitude, 

striving or drive is conducive or obstructive to his human 

"growth". But the path that the observance 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 said that Horneyan man is an 

inherently constructive and responsible being. These 

attributes characterize the nature of man, hence they have 

a universal extension. The constructlveness of the 

Individual is actualized through the activity of the "real 

self" which is a central 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 

individual child. But the "real self" can only operate to 

its full expectancy If brought in contact with a favorable 

environment. For it Is the environment 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 is no such thing as 

a normal psychology which holds for all mankind".^2 If 

the environment is **healthy", in accordance with the meaning 

that the term "healthy" has in the particular culture, the 

child will "grow" and actualize 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 human environment, will 

almost inevitably result in a neurosis. This disturbance 

entails several "unreal" defense mechanisms adapted by the 

individual in order to resolve the conflicts which he 

experiences with himself and with others. 

A neurotic is characterized by certain traits. 

Although the expression of a neurosis varies with the 

culture, the characteristics of a neurotic are essentially 

similar In all cultures. They seem to stem from the nature 

of man. These characteristics imply a loss of freedom on 

the part of the individual, for they entail an inflexibility 

in his reactions, a discrepancy between his potentialities 

Id., The Neurotic Personality of Our Time, p. 19-
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and his achievements, and the presence of conflicting 

tendencies. But the specific expressions of these 

characteristics varies with, and is conditioned by, the 

individual culture. 

The causes of neurosis are to be found in part in 

the trying situations which are culturally determined and 

to which, consequently, all the individuals In a culture 

are subjected* But the more proximate causes are to be 

found in the interpersonal relations, particularly the 

parent-child relations. These are conditioned by the 

culture. Xf 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 make use of several 

devices which promise to give him Integration* These 

Horney termed the neurotic "trends"* They represent a way 

of coping with the environment. But as stated in an earlier 

section of the chapter, "These solutions are less 

satisfactory than those of the average individual and are 

achieved at great expense to the whole personality". It 

was Horney*s conviction that psychoanalytic therapy, 

involving an Intensive probing into the individual's past 

and present situation, with a view toward unloosening the 

knots which the unfavorable environment and the neurotic 

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



CHAPTER IV 

CRITICISM OF HORNBY'S POSITION 

The first two chapters of the thesis set forth 

some of the more significant philosophic principles 

governing the psychoanalytic theories of Dr. Karen Horney. 

The third chapter might also have been titled* "Horney*s 

Principles 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 affeeted her psycho­

analytic formulations. 

This, the last chapter, proposes to evaluate both 

the principles and those aspects of Horney*s theories 

presented In the third chapter, which reflect them. This 

objective, however, cannot be realized through the direct 

application of a critique of psychoanalysis discovered in 

any one Christian philosophic system, be it Thomlstic or 

Augustlnlan, The times in which these philosophers had 

their being, although not devoid of human conflicts 

(ultimately arising from human acts), did not nevertheless 

see such a flowering of psychoanalytic theories as man Is 

witness to, perhaps at times the unfortunate witness, In our 

times. Consequently there was no urgent need for an addi­

tional tract, "De Psychoanallsi", which, when applied, might 

serve as a measuring rod for the evaluation of a psycho-
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analytic theory* The need is a contemporary one, and 

although Christian philosophic thought has not been blind 

to it, and in several instances made significant contribu­

tions, there is not, at present, a complete, explicit, and 

systematic expression of this need, reflective of the 

philosophic principles of any one Christian philosopher. 

It is not within the objectives of this thesis to 

infer, from the perennial thought of the Angelic Doctor, 

a complete body of principles which might be termed 

"Aristotelian-Thomlstic 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 a need. Those aspects of 

Horney's theories which have been selected for criticism 

may be evaluated either through a direct application of 

Thomlstic principles or through what may reasonably be 

inferred from them. The Thomlstic principles used in the 

criticism would doubtless be found In a "Thomlstic 

Psychoanalysis'* if sueh existed, but, for present purposes, 

sueh a tract is not a necessity. This chapter, then, will 

restrict Itself to a critical examination of the philosophic 

implications put forth in the proceeding pages, through 

an application of Arlstotellan-Thomistlc doctrine. 

The thought of Karen Horney, as presented in the 

earlier chapters reveals three focal points. These are 
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truly philosophical in nature for they reveal Horney's more 

ultimate views of man. They concern man*s universal nature, 

that is, the nature proper to man as man, and the role of 

man's individual nature in the process of its realization. 

Finally, they concern the different ways in which that 

nature may be actualized. Their significance is all the more 

appreciated in Horney*s view of neurosis, for there they are 

brought into full play. The evaluation of both these 

principles and their applications will be much facilitated 

If they be briefly and separately reviewed* 

1. Recapitulation of Points to be Criticized 

Concept of man - It has been shown that Horney's 

differences with Freud, while having their apparent 

beginnings in feminine psychology, soon expressed themselves 

In a theory of neurosis reflective of a completely opposed 

view of man. In contrast to Freud's "pessimistic" view of 

man, Horney's new position revealed an unbounded optimism. 

Horney, 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 sueh as to discourage her allegiance. 

Both the Freudian and "Christian" views, recognized something 

Intrinsically "bad, evil, sinful or destructive" in man*s 

nature. This unfavorable tendency appeared to be a birth-
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right pure and simple* Freud attributed it to elemental 

Instincts and "Christians" to original sin. But the fact 

remained that both recognized Its existence. Furthermore 

both the Freudian and "Christian" positions demanded that 

something be done about the "evil" in man's nature, and 

although the solutions advanced by these two "factions" 

were not altogether identical, nevertheless they were both 

in agreement 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 

spontaneity and consequently impede his self-realization, 

for man, Horney argued, was not "bad, sinful or destructive", 

either In a "Christian" or a Freudian sense. Man was, in 

point of fact, a wholly constructive God-made creature. 

He was a responsible being posessing potentialities for 

both "good" and "evil"* But these potentialities were 

shown not to stem from the same source. The "goodness" in 

man stemmed from his very nature, the "evil" from an 

unfavorable life situation, Horney advanced three "proofs" 

to validate this position* They were derived from her study 

of neurotics and amounted to the conviction that inasmuch as 

the "destructiveness" in neurotics was brought about by an 

unfavorable human environment but abandoned through therapy, 

there was no reason to conclude that human nature, as such, 

was destructive. This latter position, having its beginnings 
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as a general explanation of the cause of neurosis, later 

pervaded her entire theory. Xt is, perhaps, best termed, 

"Social Determinism"* 

Horaeyan social determinism - The "constructiveness" 

of human nature-is actualized through the activity of the 

"real self'** This is a central inner force common to all 

men and yet individualized In each man through his tempera­

ment, his intelligence, and whatever qualitative native 

gifts he might be endowed with at birth. (Human nature was 

loosely likened, in the first chapter, to the Scholastic 

concept of "essence", while the notion of the "real self" 

was compared to the Scholastic notion of "nature" strletly 

viewed.) 

The "destructive" tendencies in man were shown, by 

Horney, to be caused by an unfavorable human environment. 

Whether a man grows "healthy" or neurotic is ultimately and 

unqualifiedly decided by his surroundings. 

A child has little to say about his early environ­

ment, particularly his parental environment. If it Is 

"favorable", the child will be "healthy". If it is intensely 

"unfavorable" and not alleviated by strong counter-acting 

factors, the child will become neurotic. The environment, 

in short, determines which of the two possibilities will be 

realized in the individual. Since Horney associated the 

term "constructive" with psychic health, and the term 
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"destructive" predominantly with neurosis, it Is clear that 

the environment ultimately determines whether the individual 

will be essentially "constructive" or "destructive". 

Evidence of this strict determinism is seen not only in 

Horney*s basic position as outlined above, but, as has been 

shown in the previous chapters, and as will be reiterated, 

it appears as the natural off-shoot in Horney*s theories of 

neurosis. 

Closely allied to and, in point of fact, inseparable 

from Horney's social determinism is a relativism having its 

beginnings In her concept of normality. This relativism too 

infiltrated Homey*s entire theory of neurosis. 

Horneyan relativism - "There is no such thing as a 

normal psychology which holds for all mankind", because 

there is no such thing as a concept of normality which holds 

for all mankind. The concept of what is normal is E©n-®ade. 

It differs with the culture and, in the course of time, even 

within the culture. 

Human nature may be actualized In a multitude of 

ways, in point of fact, in at least as many ways as there 

are concepts of normality. For really actualized human 

nature is "normal" human nature, but the concept of what is 

normal varies with the culture. Consequently the 

significance of such expressions as, "good human being", 

"favorable conditions", "responsibility", "free, healthy 



CRITICISM OF HORNBY'S POSITION 71 

development", must be understood In the light of the 

criterion of what "should be" In a particular culture. 

Consequently also, the definition of neurosis must allow for 

cultural differences. Horney saw to it that it did and then 

proceeded to apply her relativism to her theory of neurosis. 

Xt is in this theory that a blending of Horney's social 

determinism with her relativism is clearly perceivable. 

The conflicts moving the individuals within a 

culture are culturally determined and vary with the culture. 

Since the culture also determines the pattern of the 

Interpersonal relations, these too very with the culture. 

Although the characteristics of a neurotic seem to have a 

universal extension, their expression is determined by and 

differs with the culture. Again, the "unfavorable" 

Interpersonal relations leading to a neurosis must be 

considered unfavorable in the light of the cultural norm. 

2. Evaluation of Horney 

Concept of man - Horney's concept of man, nmst be 

approached from two diverse aspects, the logical and the 

ontological. For Horney's position, as It concerns her view 

of man, is open to a two-fold Inquiry. It may be purpose­

fully asked whether It violates the basic rules of logic, 

that is, whether granting the major and minor premises one 

must inevitably assent to her conclusion. Secondly It ©ay 
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be asked whether the premises and the conclusion, drawn from 

them, are truly representative of what is. The logic under­

lying Horney's concept of man, being the raore immediately 

striking of the two aspects, should be considered first. 

As stated in the first chapter and reiterated in 

the recapitulation, Horney offerred three kinds of 

"evidence", which, if accepted, would establish most 

conclusively the total "construetiveness" of human nature. 

It would follow irrevocably from such an acceptance 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 already been presented In the first chapter, 

A rephrasing could serve no better purpose than that of 

unnecessary repetition. Since it Is the logic behind these 

proofs which is, at present, open to scrutiny, it would be 

the more expedient alternative to resubmit them in 

syllogistic form. The syllogisms, observing the orc'er of 

Horney's "proofs" as presented in Chapter I, are as followsi 

1. Neuroses are caused by the environment? 
Neuroses are characterized by "destructive" 
tendencies; 
Ergo, the environment causes "destructive" 
tendencies• 

Whether these syllogisms reflect a fair presenta­
tion of Horney*s three "proofs" may be verified by 
reconsidering these "proofs" as presented in p. 6-8, of 
Chapter I, and 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 effect 
Ergo, "destructiveness" is not essential to 
human nature. 

2. Neuroses are characterized by "destructive" 
tendencies ; 
Neuroses are caused by the environment? 
Ergo, the environment is the cause of 
"destructive" tendencies. 

or in effect 
Hrgo, "destructiveness" is not essential to 
human nature, 

3. That which is cured by analysis is not 
essential to human nature; 
But "destructiveness" is cured by 
analysis; 
Ergo, "destructiveness" is not essential 

to human nature. 

The difference between the first two syllogisms 

may, and indeed ought to be, questioned. For, in point of 

fact, the major and minor premises and the middle terms 

are, for all practical purposes, identical. But if these 

syllogisms are truly reflective of Homey*s first two 

proofs", it should be asked, rather, whether these are in 

any way different from one another. 

There are, in fact, some differences in the order 

of Horney's presentation of the data leading to the 

conclusions, and In the nature of the observations, but the 

"proofs" themselves, cannot be considered different. In her 

first "proof* the observations may, according to Horney, be 

made by anyone, (In speaking of her "evidence" Horney 

states that, "the first kind can be seen by anyone who 
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keeps his eyes open") The second "proof", on the other 

hand, is supplied by clinical experience. Furthermore, in 

her first "proof", Horney argued from the observation of the 

deterministic role of the environment in causing neurosis, 

to that which characterizes a neurosis, namely "destructive" 

tendencies. In her second "proof" she began with neurotic® 

and observed their "destructive* tendencies. But mere 

observation of neurotic "destructiveness" cannot reveal Its 

cause. Therefore Horney*s ultimate conclusion, regarding 

the eonstruetiveness 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 who "keep their eyes open". Even granting the 

different approaches to the same conclusion, the "facts" 

necessitating the conclusion are, in the final analysis, 

identical. Whether the observations begin with a child's 

behaviour or with the compulsive "destructiveness" of 

neurotics, the data leading to the conclusion remains the 

same. "Destructiveness", according to Horney, is not 

essential to human nature because, In the first instance, 

the environment was seen to cause neurosis, and 

* KAREN HORNEY, "Human Nature Can Change", in The 
American Journal of Psychoanalysis. Vol, 12, No. 1, 19527 
pToo. 
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"destruotIveness" was seen as an expression of the 

disturbance* In the second instance, "destructiveness" was 

not perceived as essential to human nature, since the 

compulsive "destructiveness" of neurotics could be traced 

back to an unfavorable environment. In short, the 

conclusion that "destructiveness" is not essential to human 

nature was drawn by Horney in the light of two previous 

conclusions, namely that neurosis was determined by the 

environment and that "destructiveness" was a reflection of 

neurosis* Whether Homey drew her ultimate conclusions 

(regarding the eonstruetiveness of human nature), by 

introducing the latter conclusion first, or the former, both 

had to be put forth before her ultimate conclusion could be 

drawn. The first two syllogisms attempted to observe this 

difference of approach, but the terms of the syllogisms, 

other than being differently arranged, could not reflect a 

further distinction* 

Homey's third "proof" does differ from the other 

two, for It is based not on the previous observations, be 

they general or clinical, but on the results of her therapy. 

The third syllogism clearly reveals this difference. But 

what is to be said of the logic underlying Homey's "proofs" 

as expressed through the syllogisms? 

Convinced as Horney ffiay have been, of the eonstrue­

tiveness of human nature, her data did not warrant such 
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unbounded optimism. The syllogisms, from a logical point of 

view, are valid. The conclusions seem, indeed, to follow 

inevitably from the premises. (Upon first considering the 

syllogisms the temptation might be to accuse Horney of 

violating one of the most fundamental rules of logic* The 

error might seem to lie in universalizing the particular. 

That is, it might appear that the major and minor terms of 

the three syllogisms are universal in the conclusion, while 

they were particular terms in the major and minor premises. 

But Horney»s conclusion was, rather, that neurotic 

destructiveness was environmentally produced.) It Is not 

the logic underlying the syllogism® which ought to be 

questioned but rather the logic behind Horney's method. For 

what, in the final analysis, were these "proofs" to prove? 

They were to show that contrary to the Freudian and 

"Christian" view, human nature was wholly "constructive". 

And what, in fact, did they show? That the "destructiveness 

of neurotics was caused by the environment* How does it 

follow from this that human nature is entirely 

"constructive"? In short, if Horney*s premises be granted, 

her "proofs", as expressed through the syllogisms, do prove 

something, but they do not however prove what she had 

intended them to* 

That Horney did not perceive this fundamental 

fallacy in her reasoning appears, at first, somewhat 
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perplexing. But it must be brought to mind that, so far as 

theorizing was concerned, "destructiveness" for Homey 

could originate from but one of two possible sources, namely 

human nature or environment. If it could 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 dogmatic 

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 

Creator, but was most relativistie with regard to other 

values. Consequently the "Christian" position which 

predicated "absolutes" could not be expected to meet with her 

approval. 

There shall be further opportunity to discuss the 

logic behind Horney's ramifications of her concept of man, 

for it will need to be asked 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 it 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 is a fact. This fact is most vividly 

brought to man's awareness through Revelation, for it Is 

from this source that he learns of his fall and its effect, 

namely a disturbed relationship with his Creator and with 

himself* Horney, in denying the reality of original sin, 

relegated it to the realm of superstition, or at the very 

best myth, Although Horney can be justly accused of denying 

a position which she did not really understand, and although 

the truth of Christian Theology can be defended on its own 

grounds, the nature of this thesis demands that the problem 

of man*s nature be approached through reason alone* It 

must be shown then, that Horney's view ultimately stemmed 

from her failure to "take a good look" at man's nature. 

This failure, ironically enough, reduced Horneyan man to a 

philosophieal abstraction* Xf Horney had been a little more 

observing she would have concluded, even without the aid of 

Revelation, that man was not as entirely "constructive*1 as 

she had believed, that there was Indeed, a disorder in his 

nature. Unaided reason can arrive at this conclusion, for 

although the knowledge of the philosopher must, by reason 

of its imperfect sources, be less perfect then that of the 

theologian, this is not to say that the philosopher is 

incapable of observing that disorder. As Vemon J. Bourke, 

in his "Ethics" significantly remarket 
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But a good ethiclan recognizes the omnipresent 
ethical fact of the disturbance of the life of 
reason by the passions* The moral philosopher and 
the moral theologian do not differ widely on the 

actual facts of human exlstence*3 

The data, then, is observable. There remains but to 

observe or, to use one of Horney*s own expressions, "to 

keep our eyes open". It is precisely this that the ancients 

did, and their observations bear witness to a mor© 

penetrating insight into the disorder in man's soul. For 

as one Catholic thinker points outs "Though psychiatrists 

have rediscovered man's conflict and described it on the 

unconscious level, the human race has always known about 
it 

It", And, indeed, evidence of the knowledge of this 

confliet is found in the writings of Plato and of Sophocles* 

The former has described personality in the form of a cha­

rioteer who experienced considerable difficulty in keeping 

two steeds moving in the same direction. The steeds were 

named appetite and spirit, Sophocles, in turn, seemed to 

go even deeper Into the roots of the problem as he spoke of 

a conflict originated in pre-historie times which, even in 

his own day, Infected all men, 

3 
VERNON J, BOURKE, Ethics. New York, the Macmillan 

Company, 1951> P* 10. 
k 
FULTON J. SHEEN, Peace of Soul. New York, 

Whittlesey House, 19**9, p. 35*3®* 
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The disorder of man's internal powers Is indeed too 

obvious to deny and any conscientious and open-minded 

observer of human nature cannot fall to take note of It, 

A psychoanalytic theory which attributes an accentuated 

expression of this inner disharmony, namely a neurosis, to 

the environment alone, fails to aeeount for its universality. 

And Horney not only failed to account for it but, in point 

of fact, denied It* 

The ultimate why of the observable disharmony 

reflected by man's nature cannot be answered by the 

Thomlstle ethielan* Sueh is the task of the theologian, 

though there are some contemporary Thomlsts who affirm 

that philosophy can supply an answer.' This point, however, 

concerns the present argument only accidentally for 

although, on superficial observation, it would appear that 

Horney's position can only be refuted by showing the real 

source of man's darkened intellect and weak will, It is in 

fact only necessary to point to the universality of this 

basic conflict* Had Horney perceived that "destructive" 

tendencies are not only peculiar to neurotics but to human 

nature as sueh, she would never have sought in the 

environment the ultimate explanation* 

mmmmmmmMmmmmmmmmmmmmm —IWIMIUIWI 

< 
(Robert E* Brennan, in his "Thomlstic Psychology" 

has remarked that the doctrine of original sin can be 
established on purely philosophic grounds.) 
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As has been shown, the testimony of mankind 

throughout the ages beers ample witness to the universal 

disorder in man's soul* Though it is admittedly difficult 

for a natural scientist to understand this universal strife 

between the human flesh and the human spirit, that Is 

hardly reason enough to deny its existence. What Homey 

perceived, is effect, were certain "destructive" tendencies 

in her patients, and she argued, justifiably enough, that 

the source of the destructiveness must be sought In the 

patients* past and present life situation. But to reason 

from this, that human nature is wholly "constructive" and, 

as shall be discussed later, to conclude even that the 

destructive tendencies of neurotics are entirely due to the 

environment, is to view human nature in an entirely too 

idealistic light* Xf, as Horney affirmed, Freud's pessimism 

saw man as little more than a wholly material, instinct-

ridden evil being, her own unbounded optimism relegated 

human nature almost to the realm of the angelic. A more 

realistic approach, even if only on the natural level, 

might have been realised through a blending of the two. 

Horney*s basic view of human nature is, in the 

final analysis, unreal, for It chooses to disregard a most 

significant aspect of that nature. Furthermore the "proofs" 

which she presents to validate her convictions have been 

shown to be redundant and inadequate. But there are, 
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nonetheless, certain aspects of Horney's view of man which 

find their parallel in Thomistlo thought. 

The unique central Inner force, the "real self" has 

already been mentioned in passing and compared favorably 

to the Scholastic concept of "nature" strictly viewed, The 

Thomlst finds no difficulty in agreeing that everything 

that exists exists for action, that beings come into 

existence with potentialities to be actualized and that the 

potentialities are not the same in each being or even in 

each representative of a species* Thomlsm clearly perceives 

that things exist for an »M that is intrinsic to them. 

Considered thus dynamically a being is a nature* And if 

Horney asserts the existence of a force, the "real self", 

whieh is the deep source of growth, the Thomlst Is in accord 

though he might put it somewhat differently* The principle 

of activity whieh in Horneyan language is "the real self" 

Is, In Thomlst language, "nature" or substance as a 

principle of activity working toward an inherent end. 

The uniqueness of this nature or, viewing it more statically, 

this substance, stems, In man, through the soul's union with 

matter* As St. Thomas, himself, remarks in dealing with 

the problem of individual differences* 

e The essence of the above considerations on the 
Scholastic teaching on "nature" have been derived from 
Cardinal Mercler's "Manual of Modem 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 body, the better the soul allotted to It. 
[..3 The reason for this Is that act and form are 
reeeived Into matter according to the capacity of 
matter; and thus because some men have bodies of 
better disposition, their souls have a greater 
power of understanding.' 

St. Thomas, of course, we® speaking not of the 

substantial nature of the soul but of its powers as 

individualized through the soul's union with matter. Since 

Horney suggests that the "real self" is 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 qualities, or (and who 

could expect it of her), as infused qualities, or as 

individualizing factors arising from the substantial nature 

of the soul, it Is clear that she thought of them as 

biologically-given factors. Here then, is another point of 

agreement. Finally, Thomiss will readily grant that there 

is a nature common to man as man, But Horney*s view of man, 

as a being existing in a "state of pure nature" can hardly 

strike a familiar note In Christian thought. In seeking In 

the environment the cause of "destructiveness" Homey 

brought in its wake her concept of social determinism. 

' ANTON C. PEGIS, (Ed. by), Basic Writings of St.. 
Thomas Aquinas. New York, Random House, 19^5, p. 827. 
(S,T«, la, 85, 7). 
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Horneyan social determinism - Since H o m e y had 

denied both Freud's "pessimistic" view of human natiwe and 

the Christian position which saw a tendency to both good 

and evil in man, there was little left to do but to 

predicate the unqualified "goodness" of human nature and 

seek in some source other than man* the reason for the 

"destructiveness" of her patients. Horney's view of human 

nature has already been evaluated but there Is left to 

consider its logical consequents. Does the environment 

unqualifiedly eause neurosis? Is man really environmentally 

determined in his healthy or neurotic growth? (It will be 

recalled that It was Homey's conviction that the environ­

ment was the sole factor to be considered when seeking the 

causes of neurosis* It would follow from this that the 

environment does unqualifiedly determine the healthy or 

neurotic development of the individual*) 

There is substantial agreement among all psychia­

trists irrespective of their particular school, and 

including the Horneyan, with the faet that neuroses are 

characterized by faulty habits of thinking, feeling and 

willing* The faet that Homey's relativism might oppose an 

absolute view of what might constitute faulty mental habits, 

is not to the point in the present discussion* The crux 

of the question will lie in whether these faulty habits ere 

ultimately and unqualifiedly determined by the environment. 
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Xt will be of considerable Import to reconsider at 

this point, a reply which Homey made in her works, to a 

question which she clearly foresaw as one which would likely 

occur to anyone who came in contact with her theories* 

This reply was reproduced in the second chapter of the 
8 

thesis* Through it, Horney clearly eliminated the 

possibility of considering seriously a source, other than 

the environment, as a eause of neurosis* She maintained 

that it was impossible to immagine how two environments 

might be identical* Therefore it was pure fiction to 

inquire why two individuals who had been placed in similar 

environments did not both become neurotic. Now although it 

is a truism that no two environments can be identical, the 

situation need not be pushed to such an extreme in order to 

allow some reasonable ground to the enquiry. It is 

certainly an observable fact, that many individuals live in 

essentially similar, if not identical, unfavorable environ­

ments. Not all these individuals become neurotic. What 

can explain this difference in reaction? It is not a valid 

reply to say that obviously those who did not become 

neurotic were not in sueh unfavorable surroundings as those 

who did, for that denies the very ground of the discussion. 

If this ground is to be denied it can only be denied on 

reasonable ovidence to the contrary and not by categorically 

The quotation appears on p. 29. 
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affirming that this is simply not so. But that, in effect, 

is Homey'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 Individuals were the victims 

of a crushlngly 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 clinical couch was a favorable environment? Surely not 

therapeutic success* Xt cannot be reasonably argued that 

success in psychoanalytic therapy stems solely from a 

proper analysis and elimination of the cause or causes under­

lying the disturbance, for it is a well known fact that it 

is possible for psychoanalysts of different schools to 

create at least a reasonably superficial psychic balance 

among patients suffering from the same disturbance. This 

curious phenomenon ought to suggest that therapeutic success 

cannot always be unqualifiedly attributed to the psycho­

analytic 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 affecting a cure. 

Analysts are wont to present their 
therapeutic successes as an argument to prove their 
concepts and theories* Their ideas must be right, 
so they reason, because they work. The answer to 
this pragmatist way of thinking is that good results 
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do not necessarily prove the truth of a theory. 

Some psychiatrists point out that there Is a great 
deal of catharsis and suggestion involved in any 
form of psychoanalysis, and those authors believe 
that many cures can be explained by these factors 
rather than by analysis proper,9 

Horney, in short, does not prove that the environ­

ment is the unqualified and sole cause of neurosis. She 

merely affirms it, Her "proofs" of the eonstruetiveness of 

human nature, as already stated, do not prove hu&en nature 

to be wholly eonstructive. So far as proving that the 

environment alone eeuses "destructiveness", her "proofs" 

presuppose the validity of her premises. Now it is precisely 

these whieh are open to question, for although it is an 

observable fact that neuroses are characterized by 

destructive tendencies, it is not indisputable that neuroses 

are solely caused by the environment. And in the light of 

the above consideratlon, Horney*s position is clearly 

disputable, 

Vanderveldt and Odenwsld, in their treatise 

"Psychiatry and Catholicism", after discussing several 

theories whieh 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 

7 VANDERVELDT and OBENWAID, Psychiatry and 
Catholicism^ New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1952, 
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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 unqualifiedly 

In the experiences that an individual is subjected to 

during his life, but, far rather, "In the manner in which 

an individual experiences these events according to his 

personality structure",!0 They go on to state and, it 

would appear, with validity most manifest thats 

One's personality structure depends upon his 
physical and psychic constitution* Therefore a 
certain constitutional disposition must be assumed 
in order to make the exogeneous factors operative 
in such a way as to cause neurosis » H 

Apart from the self-evident faet that man, being a composite 

of body 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 questions 

The postulation of such an endogenous constitutional 
predisposition in neurotic individuals is all the 
more compelling because it is necessary to explain 
the fact that they break down under the strain and 
stress of life's conflicts; whereas other people, 
although confronted with the seme, or even more 
serious, problems, remain at peace with themselves 
and with the world. This predisposition to neurotic 
disturbances is probably present to some degree in 
every individual, since - as has been observed -
every person is liable at times to neurotic 
reactions, but it is apparently more developed in 

Ibid., p. 271. 

Ibid,, p. 271, 
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the psychoneurotic. The normal person Is posessed 
of a physical and psychic make-up capable of 
accepting and solving his life problems with 
relative tranquility, but even for him there exists 
a breaking point* In certain personalities this 
breaking point is rather low; when faced with 
problems and conflicts, they break down speedily and 
often permanently unless they learn to face 
reallty.lS 

This position seems indeed to take more objectively 

Into account, the data of our experience. It Is most 

interesting to note that St* Thomas went to the extent of 

affirming that a man's biological make-up may Influence his 

moral life* The Angelic Doctor has been previously quoted 

in the chapter -' as admitting differences in the excellence 

of the operations of souls by virtue of their union with 

matter* Although St. Thomas's situation in history, does 

net permit us to seek in his writings an explicit statement 

reflective of his conviction of a biological and psychic 

predisposition contributing in the formation of a neurosis, 

his awareness of biological and Intellectual differences 

among Individuals lends favorable ground to the considera­

tion of a predisposition in the formation of a neurosis. 

This position, as already stated Is reinforced if reality 

be accepted as conclusive testimony. For it is a fact that 

all de not react in the same way to the same situations, 

Ib^d.. p. 271* 

The quotation appears on p. 10W. 

0 
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end Vanderveldt and Odenwald press the point even further 

when they observe that It is not only true that Individuals 

who have been subjected to an essentially similar unfavorable 

environment, do not all become neurotic, but it is also true, 

and ought to be most disconcerting t© an extreme environ­

mental d©terminist such as Horney, that very often 

individuals who have been subjected to life situations which 

have been more crushing than those of a neurotic, have not 

themselves, become neurotic* 

Finally the position of these two authors, apart 

from combining contemporary observations with Thomlstic 

Doctrine, remains all the more in touch with reality for 

they openly suggest that even the person who is normal at 

the start, that is, the one who is not significantly 

predisposed to become neurotic has his breaking point. In 

other words, even he, may become neurotic, 

Horney's unreal approach to reality could not help 

but bring its unfavorable repurcusslons, A position whieh 

falls to take Into account all the factors responsible 

for the production of an effect, cannot fail to exaggerate 

those 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 individual. Her view of the will 
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remained, understandably enough, in large part theoretical. 

Man was In effect, for Horney, a being posessing a body and 

soul, an intelligence and a will. But In his healthy or 

neurotic growth, his body had little effect on his 

intelligence and free-will. Rather It is the environment 

whieh ought to be recognized as the sole unqualified and 

adequate cause of his healthy or neurotic development. This 

position is even the more peculiar, if Horney's view of the 

factors which, as she clearly implied In her works, 

individualize the generic nature, be reconsidered. These 

were described as temperament, degree of intelligence, and 

the posesslon of qualitative native gifts. It is bewilder­

ing that Horney should admit the existence of these 

biological and psychic 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 fail to 

consider the possibility of a biological and psychic 

predisposition. But here is another example of a reaction 

going to extremes. For, as has been shown, Horney was 

vehemently opposed to Freud's explanation of neurosis in 

terms of biological drives. 

When we realize the great import of cultural 
conditions on neuroses the biological end 
physiological conditions, which are considered by 
Freud to be their root, recede into the background. 
The influence of these latter factors should be 
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considered, on the basis of well established 
evidence.1^ 

The above quotation appears sufficiently mild and 

open-minded. But Homey'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 neurosis by off-handedly remarking 

that "we know less of the constitutional factors than of the 

environmental ones",1' Her theories proceeded to relegate 

the constitutional factors to non-existence. This truneated 

view of man, as has already been stated, resulted in an 

exaggeration of her social determinism. This exaggeration 

had its telling effects. As a neurosis Is unqualifiedly 

environmentally determined Irrespective of man's biological 

and psychic individuality, the accomplished neurotic is 

determined In his reactions to situations. It will be 

recalled that neurosis, for Homey, was a disturbance which 

pervaded the entire individual. It results In the 

"deformation of character". In virtue of the extensive grip 

which "the crippling shackles of neurosis" exert on the 

neurotic, he cannot be considered a responsible agent. 

Although Homey, In her more theoretical moments, asserted 

*" KAREN HORNEY, The Neurotic Personality of Our 
Time* New York, W.W* Norton & Company, Inc*, 1937, VIII* 

l l ***" Self-Analysis. New York, W.W. Norton & 
Company, Inc., 19**2, p. **3* 
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that the neurotic's freedom is merely "impaired", the bulk 

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 position clearly contains 

severe ethical consequences, for a neurosis, as seen by 

Christian psychologists and psychiatrists, Impairs the 

individual's freedom only in those faeets of his existence 

which are pervaded by his psyehlc disturbance. In other 

aspects he is, at least in part, a responsible agent and 

many of his actions are Imputable to him. 

The criticism of the first two focal points, namely 

Horney*s concept of man and her social determinism has, it 

is hoped, also shown that perhaps the most significant 

factor whieh motivated Horney and whieh caused her to 

assume sueh disputable positions was an antipathy for both 

the Freudian view and for the view which she considered to 

be the "Christian" one. For in considering the genesis of 

neurosis, her dislike for Freud's "pessimism" appears to 

have caused her to sever man in two. By virtue of this 

separation man's biological make-up could have no telling 

effect on his psychic development. Furthermore her view of 

man is clearly illustrative of her desire to discredit both 

the Freudian and what she considered to be the "Christian" 

positions* Her crusading desire to demonstrate that human 

nature was wholly constructive was in stark opposition to 
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Freud's "evil instinct theory** and to the Christian view 

of human nature* But the result was not an objective 

refutation of these positions, but rather an angelic and 

uniform view of man which paved the way to an exaggerated 

determinism* It was this refusal to view human nature as 

it was, which caused Horney to assume some rather incredible 

positions* Her view of the environment is a most palpable 

ease In point* Horney repeatedly asserted that It was the 

environment, rather than any evil, badness, or weakness in 

man's nature, which caused neurosis. But what is environ­

ment? Is it not partly composed of human actions which 

come to bear upon the individual? (Horney herself often 

spoke of the human environment, and asserted that the 

proximate causes of neurosis must be sought In the inter­

personal relations, particularly in the parental sphere.) 

But how is it possible to admit the existence of an 

intensely unfavorable environment without also admitting 

that the unfavorable Interpersonal relations are an 

expression of unfavorable human conduct, Xt Is true that 

these unfavorable interpersonal relations arise, Horney 

said, through parents who are themselves neurotic. This 

leaves the puzzle open to two possible solutions* Either 

someone was born neurotic and caused others to become 

neurotic (but this is opposed to Horney*s environmental 

determinism for it supposes that someone may become 
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neurotic without being subjected to an unfavorable 

environment) or the acts of Individuals were either in 

intent or in effect or in both detrimental to the healthy 

up-bringing of the child. But if this Is true, and what 

other possibility is there, how can human nature be said to 

be wholly constructive? Horney neatly avoided this question. 

The result was a view of the environment devoid, for all 

practical considerations, of any human note. 

There seems little need of stressing that the 

proceeding pages in no way intended to Ignore or minimize 

the objective role of the environment in the formation of 

the character and personality of the individual, be he 

healthy or neurotic. The external factors which come to 

bear on man have their decisive influences whose impact is 

more often than not far-reaching In both his life and those 

around him. Consequently there can be little argument with 

a position whieh attributes to an unfavorable environment a 

strong contributory role in the formation of a neurosis. 

But it is precisely here that the Horneyan and Christian 

view part company. For Horney's exaggerated determinism 

does violenoe to both the Christian view of the role of 

those factors which spring from individualized 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 if an individual is physically and psychically 

predisposed to be a neurotic and is further cast in his 

early years into an environment teeming with conflicts, his 

responsibility, that is, his will, so far as his psychic 

development is concerned, is rendered inactive. In these 

extreme circumstances, he say be viewed as a passive agent. 

But this is not to state, either in theory or In practice, 

thet man, the neurotic, has no responsibility for his acts 

while neurotic. 

There is now left to consider the third focal point, 

namely Horney*s concept of normality. This concept was 

described, In the second chapter, as manifestly 

relativistie* 

Horneyan relativism - It will be recalled that 

Horney could not conceive of "a normal psychology which 

holds for all mankind", since she could not allow for a 

concept of normality which holds for all mankind, This 

concept, rather, is man-made and varies with the culture. 

There is no sueh thing then, as a universally normal man. 

Horney, partly through comparing the ways of the 

United States and those of Europe, and partly through her 

readings in anthropology accepted the differences in what 

is eonsidered "normal" in different cultures as indisputable 

and most significant facts* And indeed they are surely 

that* Unfortunately, however, she went further, for her 
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acceptance provided, in her eyes, sufficient ground with 

whieh to draw a rather staggering conclusion, one which did 

not at all follow with necessity from her readings and from 

her observations* She concluded, In effect, that since 

there were so many views of normality, there could not be a 

universal concept of normality* The validity of this 

position shall receive extensive attention. Before its 

evaluation, however, it ought to be Inquired whether there 

is any truth to Horney's relativistie view of normality and 

whether this view has any value in the discovery and treat­

ment of neurotics* 

There are, in fact, differences In what Is considered 

"normal" in different cultures* The examples offerred by 

Horney, and included In the second chapter are, on the 

whole, excellent, These conceptions of normality can be of 

definite value in discovering the neurotic and in readjust­

ing him, through analysis, to himself and his environment* 

An individual who blatantly disregards the norms of 

normality of his culture may indeed be in need of treatment. 

If, for example, a young vmn living in the United States 

were to exhibit an extreme chronic suspicion of everything 

and everyone, there might be reasonable ground to assume 

that he was not well-balanced* 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 abilities; if he 

were to exhibit a marked indecision in the most elementary 

affairs of life; if he reflected an undue fear of auto­

mobiles or of crowds, or if he were unable to keep up a 

conversation when again his background and native ability 

presented no barriers, there would be sufficient ground to 

at least suspect that this individual was mentally 

disturbed* The ground for these conclusions would, of 

eourse, be provided by the patterns of behaviour existing in 

the united States* There, It Is expeeted that an Individual 

be on his guard against the injustices of others, but it is 

not eonsidered "normal" to b® continually and chronically 

suspicious of everything and everyone particularly when 

satisfactory evidence to the contrary has been provided* 

Similarly, in the United States, the normal pattern of 

behaviour demands that a person be reasonably self-assertive 

in his interpersonal relations* He is expected to choose a 

goal in keeping with his likes and abilities and to pursue 

it with a tenacity that will assure at least moderate 

sxusesgfe* Be is expeeted to think on his feet, to see the 

pros and eons of a situation and to arrive at a judgement, 

lis dally contact with crowds, automobiles, and individuals 

would render fear of these, most peculiar. And the reason 

why he is expected to conform to this standard of 

•normality'* is because the environment, parental and other-
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viae, Is expeeted to train the Individual to conform 

reasonably to these norms* Therefore if he does not, there 

la strong ground for supposing a maladjustment* People who 

are mentally disturbed do, in point of faet, swerve from 

the pattern of behaviour accepted as "normal" in their 

culture, for, being maladjusted they fail to respond 

accordingly to the life situations whieh they dally 

encounter* Therefore there is both validity and value to 

Horney*s relativistie view of normality. It is of value In 

discovering the neurotic , and, in virtue of the fact that 

the "normal" man is adjusted to his surroundings, these 

than "deviation from the normal" with which to discover the 
neurotic. In the third chapter of the thesis other patterns 
of behaviour which, for Horney, characterized the neurotic, 
were mentioned* These wares rigidity in reaction, a 
discrepancy between potentialities and accomplishments, and 
the presence of conflicting tendencies. However, although 
Horney presented these last three characteristics as 
separate and distinct from the first, they are, in effect, 
but its ramifications, For Horney herself explained that 
rigidity in reaction characterised a neurotic only If Its 
particular manifestation was not In keeping with the norms 
of the culture* Similarly a discrepancy between potential­
ities and accomplishments can only be viewed as a discrep­
ancy in the light of what is expected of an individual in 
his culture* The conflicting tendencies seem to allow the 
ssme qualification. Therefore, though the last three 
characteristics have been assumed, in the third chapter, to 
have a universal extension, their particular expression has 
been seen to vary with the culture. These variations, 
therefore, amount to deviations from the "normal" pattern 
In the culture. Therefore, though the present discussion, 
treats of only the first criterion it, In effect, includes 
them all* 
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relative concepts of normality are of value to the 

psychiatrist since they provide a norm toward which he can 

move his patient. (Whether all who depart from the accepted 

standards of the culture must be considered neurotic and 

whether it is unqualifiedly of value to adjust the patient 

to the norms of his culture will be discussed later,) But 

it ought to be emphatically stressed here that these 

relative norms are proximate and empirical norms. Being this 

they are not sufficient to make of man what he ought to be, 

Nor is their plurality as exemplified in different cultures, 

exclusive of a more ultimate and stable norm, one that is 

applicable to man as man. There is, in fact, a more 

ultimate and unchanging concept of normality. How is It 

reached? 

A norm is "a rule of measurement, an authoritative 

standard",17 The adjective suffix «al" denotes "belonging 

to, of or pertaining to, having the character of, 

appropriate to"* It is clear then that when normal is 

predicated of a thing, the implication is that that thing 

reflects to a satisfactory degree the rule of measurement 

or authoritative standard applicable to It, Surely there 

can be no misunderstanding between Horney and Thomism on 

THOMAS J, HIGGINS, Man as Man. The Science and 
Art of Ethics. Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Company, 
Xy*+9f P* ^/# 
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the meaning of the word* The difficulty arises, rather, 

when a criterion of normality is demanded. In short, how 

is it to be decided what standard of behaviour, operation or 

activity ought to be observed by a thing so that if it is 

observed, normality may be predicated of it? 

It would appear evident that the standard by which 

a thing is to be judged ought to be Intimately connected 

with its essence, so much so in fact that in the final 

analysis it is derived from Its essence. Essence was 

defined in the first chapter, as "that whieh makes a thing 

to be what it is". One example with a view toward clarify­

ing the intimacy between the standard by which a thing is to 

be judged in its activity, and its essence, will serve for 

many. 

If one were to set about the task of defining a 

rubber ball, one would be most likely to conclude, after 

some observation of several such objects of different sizes 

and shapes, in both their appearances and activities, that 

a rubber ball Is a bodily, inorganic substance, of a 

spherical or oval shape, composed or constituted of rubber. 

This would be the definition or essence of a rubber ball. 

This object, in virtue of Its essence posesses a property 

which might be termed resiliency or elasticity. Because of 

this property a rubber ball is capable of performing a 

peculiar activity or operation, that is, it is capable of 
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bounding back when brought in contact with a relatively 

solid object. Now if a rubber ball were incapable of 

performing this operation, it would not be correct to say 

that it is no longer a rubber ball, for what a thing is, 

Is clearly designated not by the thing's properties but by 

its essence. If a rubber ball were incapable of bounding 

either because intentionally or accidentally deflated, 

punctured or in any way damaged on its surface It would not 

cease to be what It Is. It would cease to be what it is if 

one or more of Its essential notes were lost. If, for 

example, a spherical rubber ball were to break in two, one 

could no longer maintain that it is a rubber ball since it 

would no longer posess the shape which partly characterizes 

its essence. But although the loss or impairment of an 

aetivlty flowing from the essence of a thing does not alter 

the essential reality of that being, It might be justly 

asked whether this individual being is performing the 

function or functions which its nature intends. If any 

reasonable answer is to be given to this question It Is 

clear that another question must precede it. What is 

demanded of a rubber ball In virtue of its nature? It is 

apparent that in answering this question a standard or norm 

for any and all sueh ©bjeets results. This standard may 

then be applied to the individuals. If they adhere to or 

refleet the standard or norm derived from the observation 
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of the operations or activities which flow from their 

nature, then the adjective "normal" may be applied. If on 

the other hand, they do not, another adjective abnormal, 

clearly meaning, 'not normal' would require application. 

What Is demanded of a rubber ball In virtue of its 

nature has been shown. Therefore a rubber ball which 

exhibits a reasonable degree of resiliency or elasticity 

may be termed normal, while one which does not may be termed 

abnormal* It is interesting end important to note, that the 

exact degree of resiliency required for such an object to 

be classified as normal 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 deducing the operations which 

ought to flow from that nature. The norm is, in short, 

objective. Xt does not depend on the individual observer 

or observers, rather on the thing Itself, and ultimately 

whether a 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 it refuses, of itself, to return to Its owner when 

thrown away from him, Is to apply a subjective and invalid 

norm of normality. It is not in the nature of a rubber ball 

to aet in a reasonable manner or to be trained to obedience. 
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In a similar manner, it would not do to say that a rubber 

ball is abnormal if its color is blue rather than red. It 

is not of its essence to be any particular color. The color 

is clearly an accident. If such a ball were to find Its 

way into a collection of rubber balls all red in color, it 

might be said, analogously, that this ball is unconventional, 

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 what a thing can do clearly 

depends on what It is. 

With these considerations in mind it might be 

appropriate at this time to return to Horney's view of 

normality. One brief point, however, should be made In 

advance. It was shown, in the first chapter, that Horney 

did admit of the existence of a universal human nature. Her 

view of human nature was shown to represent man as an 

Inherently "constructive", Intelligent, responsible and 

partially free erested being. Therefore in considering 

Homey's relativistie view of normality, it must not be 

thought that her relativism sprang from her unwillingness 

or Inability to perceive man as man. Her view of human 

nature was shown to be shallow and unreal, and her proofs 

in support of her theories were shown to be Inadequate. 
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But she did maintain the existence of a nature common to all 

men. How then did Homey's concept of normality come to be 

so unqualifiedly relativistie and how did It come to exclude 

a more ultimate and absolute view of normality? 

The most striking reason appears to be that Horney 

was, in the final analysis, not a philosopher but a 

scientist. Although she often assumed positions which were 

clearly philosophical both in their nature and consequences, 

her conclusions were often based on observations which 

seldom went further than the emplrlological level. Thus it 

was that Horney perceived differences in what was considered 

"normal" in different cultures. Having perceived 

multiplicity she concluded that unity was impossible, that 

is, she failed, in effect, to admit a most significant 

distinction namely the one existing between normality as 

sueh, and men's "conceptions of normality". She failed, In 

short, to admit the difference between the accidental and 

the essential. The relative norms of normality are 

manifestly accidental for they are based partly on conven­

tions and partly on individual manifestations of the 

absolute norm of normality. Man's desire to choose and 

perservere In a goal and man's sociability or rather the 

demand, In the United States, that "normal" man exhibit 

these traits are palpable examples 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 observations it ought to be 

inquired, at this point, whether the validity and value of 

the relative norms ought not to be accepted with qualifica­

tions • 

An individual Is not necessarily abnormal If he 

departs from the accepted standards of the culture. A man 

who is aware of his nature and of the manner in which that 

nature ought to be actualized, may purposely depart from 

the norms of his culture whieh have gained 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 culture* Rather his 

deviation would represent a highly desirable unconventlon-

ality, and the result might be a truly normal individual. 

Similarly, It may net be the wisest procedure to 

readjust the neurotic to the norms of his culture, if these 

norms leave Bmch to be desired. The so-called readjustment 

might make him conventional but hardly "nortcal" In the 

proper sense of the word. Along the same line of thought, 

in speaking of the therapeutic task of the analyst, Bishop 

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 Is conceivable 



CRITICISM OF HORNEY'S POSITION 107 

that some patients are too well adjusted to their 
environment••,.1" 

The value of these relative norms, in discovering 

and readjusting the neurotic, would seem to depend on the 

direction which 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 ultimate and absolute standard. 

Horney*s position as it concerns her concept of 

normality has been shown to be valid in itself with 

qualifications, but Invalid in It® Implications, since It 

falls to recognize both an absolute criterion and the method 

through which it may be derived, namely the consideration of 

man's nature. In conclusion, the more significant off­

shoots of Homey's concept of normality, along with some 

puzzling departures, on the part of Homey, from her basic 

positions should b© considered. 

The repurcussions of Homey's concept of normality 

are manifested through a relativism in those aspects of 

Horney*s views which represent the more proximate background 

of neurosis, in short, her more detailed discussion of the 

cultural and interpersonal factors. Perhaps Horney's view 

of the nature of the problems existing in a particular 

FULTON J. SHKEH, Peace of Soul, p. 1^2. 
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culture % affords the most palpable example. As has been 

shown, these problems, according to Homey, are created by 

the culture. Hence they are not essential to human nature. 

Similarly the interpersonal relations, inasmuch as they are 

largely moulded by the culture, do not represent reactions 

essential to human nature. Further examples of relativism 

may be perceived in Horney*s view of man's responsibility. 

He is responsible to the patterns, beliefs, principles, 

traditions of the culture. But, these, if Horney Is to 

remain consistent, are also relative. Since "growth" lies 

in actualizing one's self in keeping with one's culture, it 

is clear that human nature may be actualized in several 

different ways, even if the differences among cultures allow 

for contradictory ways* Along stellar lines, such catch-

phrases as "conditions of warmth and respect for his 

individuality", "constructive tendencies", "destructive 

tendencies" etc* have been shown to bear relative connota­

tions. Finally Horney'@ very description of neurosis c 

and the answers supplied in the later chapters of the 

thesis to the questions submitted in Chapter I have clearly 

shown Horney's consistent tendency to do away with absolute 

standards* 

The quotation appears on p. kk0 

The quotation appears on p. kl* 
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Since the above have been described as off-shoots 

of Horney's concept of normality the criticism submitted 

for that concept is applicable also to these, Homey again 

appeared unwilling or perhaps unabl© from her own particular 

position, to reduce multiplicity to unity. She failed, in 

effect, to consider that the differences in the problems 

existing among different cultures, that the differences In 

interpersonal relations, traditions, customs, Ideals, etc, 

are, in the most cases, accidental differences. Behind 

them lies man's nature, subject to the same temptations, 

weaknesses, injustices, even perversions and goodness. 

The faet that these basic aspects of man's nature find 

different ways of manifesting themselves does not argue 

against the existence of absolutes, for the multiplicity as 

already stated is, in most instances accidental and in all 

cases finds Its source in man's nature. But to say that 

man's reactions in any culture are a constructive or 

destructive manifestation of human 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 argued, but neither 

can their ultimate source be denied. These differences, in 

the final analysis, are not so very different. To grant 

their existence Is not to agree with an almost uncompromis-
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Ing relativism* Nor is It to grant that as long as the 

Individual conforms to his culture, his nature has 

inevitably found a oonstruetiv® expression* It is surpris* 

lag that Homey would allow for a nature proper to mm as 

man but refused to delve more deeply into that nature* The 

ultimate result appears to have been an Inconsistent 

relativism* This last qualification seems necessitated by 

the faet that It was Homey* s opinion that the neurotic 

structure represents an unreal way of dealing with reality* 

Upon first considering this position it may appear that 

there is really no contradiction, no departure from Horney*s 

basic concepts. That is, it might be argued that Homey 

actually meant that the neurotic structure represents m 

unreal way of dealing with the reality presented to the 

individual by the society in which he exists* This Inter­

pretation would imply no contradiction since Horney* a 

relativism would remain intact* But again, as In other 

instances, the bulk of Homey*s writings seems to imply that 

the neurotic structure represents an unreal way of dealing 

with a VTf absolute reality, that is, that the neurotic's 

reactions are not in keeping with what his human nature and 

the nature of his fellow men would expect of him* In the 

light of Horney's relativism, this dogsatlsm is most 

peculiar* A similar pu*al« may be perceived upon comparing 

two pieces of "evidence"* Homey, beyond © doubt attacked 
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the Freudian and Christian view of man. In her words, as 

quoted in Chapter One, "we do not need an inner straight 

jacket with which to shackle our spontaneity, nor the whip 

of Inner dictates to drive us toward perfection"» These 

words represented an unfavorable evaluation of both Freudian 

and Christian man* But the Christian position, if not the 

Freudian, represents one of the choices of behaviour to 

which man is responsible. If "normality" consists in 

following one of these choices, if human nature can be 

actualized in so many ways, how can 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 detailed view of 

what was good for man as man* But if this be the case her 

concept of normality stood on most precarious ground* 

— M W I — • n i n . wmmmmmmm .111 iiiinini 

21 
The quotation appears on p. 9. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Any science whose formal object contains an 

Implicit or explicit demand that it view man in terms of 

his composite nature, must of necessity take some stand 

regarding that nature and the things that effect it* 

Psychoanalysis is sueh a science* 

This thesis has endeavoured to present and evaluate 

the fundamental philosophical position of one psychoanalyst, 

Karen Horney* The first three chapters were intended as an 

exposition of Homey *s thought while the final chapter 

attempted to evaluate the findings* In keeping with this 

objective it was shown that Homey viewed man as a created 

and at least partially responsible being* Man's nature, 

according to Homey, is essentially ©onstruetive and 

posesses a spontaneous 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 factors which serve 

to individualise that nature are, broadly speaking, the 

Individual*s temperament, his degree of intellectual ability, 

and any particular aptitudes with which he may be gifted. 

The spontaneous movement toward self-realization 

may be Impeded by unfavorable external factors, This, 

indeed, is usually the case but the significance of this 

external barrier is seen to lie in its intensity. If the 
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environment is crushingly unfavorable the individual will 

not only be unable to fully unfold his Individual nature but 

will be forced to pervert it* The end-result of this 

perversion is a psychic disturbance termed neurosis* In 

short whether the individual develops healthy or neurotic 

tendencies ultimately and unqualifiedly depends on his 

environment. The force of the environment Is 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 a parental nature. This position 

was described in the thesis as amounting to environmental 

determinism. Furthermore it was shown that in the light of 

Homey's conception of the role of the environment and in 

the light of Horney's view of man's nature it is impossible 

to conceive of any negative, unfavorable ©r destructive 

aspect whieh may be predicated of man as man. Man Is 

essentially "good". Any "badness" must ultimately be 

explained in terms of an unfavorable life situation. 

A neurosis is a psychic difficulty brought about by 

intensely unfavorable interpersonal relations which, by 

impeding the individual's freedom, create a disturbed 

relation with himself and with others. But It 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" in his 

culture* In other words, there is no sueh thing as an 

absolute norm of normality. The concept of what Is normal 

is man-made and differs with the culture* Consequently 

there may be at least as many different types of neuroses as 

there are concepts of normality* Conversely man's nature 

s.ay be actualized in as many ways as there are concepts of 

normality* 

These three fundamental positions, that is, Homey's 

view of human nature, of the environment, and of normality, 

along with their off-shoots were evaluated in the final 

chapter. There It was shown that Homey's view of human 

nature was unreal for it refused to take Into account an 

observable disharmony in Eian* Furthermore it was shown that 

Horney's view of the role of the environment sufferred by 

excess, Although the considerable Influence of the environ­

ment was admitted, it was shown that this factor In Itself 

was not sufficient to explain neurosis. Another factor, a 

certain constitutional predisposition, was introduced and 

shewn to constitute a significant contributory cause* 

Finally Horney's concept of normality was shown to posess a 

relative truth as well es a relative though insufficient 

therapeutic value, But her Incapacity or unwillingness to 

grant the existence of a more absolute norm was shown to be 

In contrast with the data of reflection based on experience. 
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Conversely it was indicated that man's nature, being one, 

cannot 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, 

were criticized in the same light. Some striking inconsis­

tencies in Horney*s theories were also noted. 

The scope of this thesis did not include an exposition 

of Horney*s more empirical theories or an evaluation of her 

therapeutic method. These two aspects clearly present 

fertile ground for continued and extensive study. But it 

E-ay be mentioned in passing that in the light of the 

principles evaluated in this thesis, Horney*s more empirical 

theories as well as her therapy might occasion a significant 

lifting of Christian eye-brows* 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Company, 1939, x-MOip. 
A fundamental text-book in Aristotelian-Thomlstic 
Ontology, It provides an excellent presentation of 
the basic Thomlstic doctrines of general metaphysics. 
The text was of use in furnishing a clear expression 
of the Thomlstic notion of *essence'. This notion 
was compared in the thesis with Dr. Horney*s 
conception of human nature* 

Bourke, Vernon J,, Ethics. New York, The Macmillan 
Co., 1951, xii-U97 p. 

An outstanding addition to Thomlstic moral 
philosophy. The book presents a detailed study of 
Thomlstic Ethics, This work was of use in refresh­
ing the author's memory on the relation between 
Theology and philosophy. The pages consulted 
revealed a provocative comment which was included In 
the thesis• 

Gratton, Henri, Psychanalyses D'hier et D'aujourd'hui. 
Paris, Cerf, 1955, 306 p. 

Father Gratton*s work represents a thorough survey 
of the major psychoanalytic currents from the time 
of the Master of Vienna, The section dealing with 
Karen Horney was invaluable to the author in that it 
presented a brief though penetrating evaluation of 
Dr. Horney, Father Gratton was quoted in passing to 
lend weight to the charge of determinism in Horney's 
theories» 

Hlggins, Thomas J,, Man as Man, The Science and Art 
of Ethics. Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Company, 19*+9, 
xli-olO p. 

This lengthy text Is a veritable milestone in 
Thomlstic Ethics. The author consulted the work on 
numerous occasions when dealing with the notions of 
'responsibility', 'habit formation' and 'the natural 
law*. Father Hlggins's definition of a 'norm' was 
of considerable value In the section dealing with 
normality. 

Horney, Karen, "Culture and Neurosis". In The 
MftTJ-cffi, gffSffiofi*<tfJL ftgylffl> Vol. 1, Ho. L, issue of 
April-May 193&» P* 221-235* 

Horney's Initial attempt at emphasizing the determ­
inistic role of the environment in the formation of 
neurosis, in contrast to Freud's insistence on 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 117 

biologically determined drives. The article was 
consequential In that it supplemented that portion 
of Horney»s first book which treated of the effect 
of the environment on the individual's development, 

*.—.—.-... 9 Thq.Neurotic Personality of Our Time, 
New York, W.W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1937, xi1-299 p. 

Dr. Horney's first book, The work represents the 
first explicit and lengthy attempt, on the part of 
Horney, to part company with Freud and present a 
somewhat elaborate introduction to a dynamic theory 
of neurosis based on the influence of Interpersonal 
relations* Dr, Horney*s views, particularly those 
dealing with the neurotic personality and the impact 
of the environment on the individual's development, 
as well as her description of neurosis, her concept 
of normality and her criteria for discovering the 
neurotic, were almost exclusively gleaned from this 
book. The work presented a fertile field for direct 
quotations, 

, Siy, Ways, ftft Psychoanalysis, New York, 
W.W. Norton and Company, inc., 1939, 313 P* 

An extensive revaluation of Freud's psychoanalytic 
theories. The book was of interest in that it 
clearly depicted the main points on which Homey 
found herself at odds with Freud. Since it Is one 
of the significant points of this thesis that 
Horney's extreme positions were in large part 
motivated by her crusading opposition to Freud, the 
significance of this work for the thesis is manifest. 
Furthermore, it served to strenghten the thesis's 
contention that Horney attributed to the environment 
an unqualifiedly deterministic role. 

, Self-Analysis. New York, W.W. Norton and 
Company, Inc., 19*+2, 309 p, 

Horney defends at some length the possibility and 
value of self-analysis. This contention, though 
interesting, was not utilized in the thesis. Rather 
the work was of value since It contained a section 
which presented a somewhat more refined exposition 
of Homey's view of the nature and causes of 
neurosis* 

, Our Inner Conflicts* New York, W.W, Norton 
and Company, Inc., 19**5, 250 p* 

A book reflective of a significant advance In Karen 
Homey*s theories. The work though not repudiating 
her previous theories represents a clear refining 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 118 

of, as well as additions upon, her previous views. 
its pages reveal Horney's growing awareness of a 
need for greater unity in her theories, as well as 
the importance of stressing intrapsychic processes 
in the neurotic structure. Apart from indicating an 
interesting advance In Dr. Horney<s views, the work 
was also of a somewhat opposite value for it also 
manifested Horney's continued Insistence on the 
pervasive nature of neurosis as well as her sustain­
ed stand on the environment as the exclusive and 
unqualified eause of this disturbance. 

—««~--~. . wfhe Future of Psychoanalysis" (Contribu­
tion to Symposium), in The American Journal of Psychoanaly­
sis. Vol. 6, No. 1, 191*©, p, 66-67* 

The article Is essentially an< explanation of the 
reasons which prompted Horney and her colleagues to 
form a new psychoanalytic association. The ultimate 
motive, in short, was the growing differences with 
their orthodox-Freudian colleagues. Horney's 
contribution to the symposium was of value to the 
thesis since it contained a clear and explicit 
condemnation of Freud's evil instinct theory, as well 
as an unmistakable assertion of her own position, 
Horney*s words to the above effect were quoted in 
the first chapter, 

— t «fb® Value ©f Vindictlveness" in The 
American Journal of Psychoanalysis. Vol. 8, No. 1, 19m, 
p. 3-12. 

This contribution has more of an empirical than 
philosophical value. It treats of the value which 
vindictlveness has for the accomplished neurotic. 
But a highly significant Insight was drawn from the 
article, for it is here that Homey makes the only 
assertion known to the author, reflective of her 
belief in the existence of an Infinite being and of 
man's responsibility to this being, 

, Neurosis and Human Growth. New York, W.W, 
Norton and Company* Inc.* 1950, 391 p, 

Dr, Homey's most outstanding contribution to 
psychoanalytic theory. This work, her last, Is 
manifestly representative of her more mature thought. 
The work refines and expands the views presented in 
Our Inner Conflicts. The work was of value to the 
thesis since it reflected Horney's continued insis­
tence on the wholly constructive nature of man. The 
work also refloats once more Homey's objection to 
any absolute standard as symbolized by Christianity. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 119 

Her relativism, in short, is reinforced and the 
individuating factors in man*s nature are ©ore 
explicitly presented. 

, "Psychoanalysis and the Constructive 
Forces in Man" (Contribution to Symposium), in The American 
Jo^-aal, g/ FTOfrWftlyj^i' Vol. 11, No. 1, 1951, p. 53-62. 

Horney explains the manner In whieh psychoanalysts 
arrive at the concept of 'constructive inner forces 
moving man towards self-realization'. It is learned 
that the existence of these forces Is presupposed 
and the validity of the supposition is verified 
through therapy. The article contributes to that 
portion of the thesis dealing with an exposition of 
Homey's view of human nature. 

— — » « — . , "Human Nature Can Change", (Contribution 
to Symposium), in The American Journal of Psychoanalysis. 
Vol. 12, No, 1, 1952, P* 62-68. 

The article deals with some of Homey's most funda­
mental positions, namely her belief in the complete 
and unqualified eonstruetiveness of human nature and 
her view of the deterministic role of the environ­
ment in causing neurosis. It was from this article 
that Homey's ^proofs' of the eonstruetiveness of 
human nature were derived, 

Mercier, Cardinal, ̂ .Manual of Modem. Scholastic 
Philosophy. London, Xegsn Paul, Trench, Trubner and Co., 
Ltd., Vol. 1, 1938, xxvi-58lf p. 

A well known synthesis of Arlstotelian-Thomlstlc 
philosophy* The work was of value In that it 
provided a clear exposition of the Thomlstic concept 
of 'nature*. This concept was utilized in the 
thesis in establishing & favorable though general 
comparlslon between the Thomlstic view of 'nature' 
and Dr. Homey's conception of the 'real self. 

Monroe, Ruth L., Schools of Psychoanalytic Thought;, 
New York, The Dryden Press, 1955, xvl-670 p. 

Miss Monroe has ably exposed the essentials of the 
more Important psychoanalytic theories. Although 
her criticisms bear more upon the empirical and 
logical aspects of the theories which she presents, 
her views are often eye-opening along more ultimate 
lines. Dr. Horney receives generous treatment. The 
work was of particular value in affording a clear 
summary of Dr. Homey's theories and in helping to 
explain away some of the ambiguities. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 120 

Mullahy, Patrlckf Oedipus.n Myth .and Coapley, New 
York, The Grove Press, 1955V' xii-370 p. 

A highly entertaining survey of psychoanalytic 
theory. Though the author's views do not always 
reflect the Christian position, his expositions and 
evaluations of the different psychoanalytic theories 
are always of interest and often of consequence. 
Mr. Mullahy's work afforded a somewhat extensive 
summary of Dr. Homey's theories as well as a brief 
evaluation. The book was of value in giving the 
author a bird's eye view of Dr. Horney as well as in 
opening his eyes to the necessity of close scrutiny 
of Dr. Homey's language, Mr. Mullahy was quoted In 
passing. 

Pegis, Anton C , Basic Writings of St. Thomas 
Aquinas. New York Random House, Vol, 1, 19**5, lili-1097 p* 

This work requires little introduction. It presents 
a scholarly gathering of the basic teachings of the 
Angelic Doctor. Mr. Pegls's work was utilized as a 
primary source of Thomlstic doctrine. St. Thomas 
was quoted through this work, in a section of the 
thesis dealing with the effect of roan's body on the 
operations of his soul. 

Sheen, Fulton J*, Peace of Soul. New York, Whittlesey 
House, 19*+9» *92 p. 

Bishop Sheen's popular work provided many rich and 
provocative pages dealing with the Christian view of 
the causes of mental illness m6 the value of psychi­
atric treatment* The book presents, primarily, a 
long reflection on the basic difficulties which 
hamper Ean's peace of soul as well as the indisput­
able remedy. Specifically, the work was utilized 
to lend force to the thesis that man's fallen nature 
is and has been clearly perceivable and that 
relative norms of normality are always Insufficient 
and often damaging in psychoanalytic therapy, 

Vanderveldt, J*»*0 H», and Odenweld, Robert F., 
Psychiatry and Catholicism. New York, McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, Inc., 1952, ix-H33 p. 

The relation between psychiatry and Catholicism Is 
amply treated in this significant book. The work 
proposes to, and succeeds in demonstrating that there 
Is no conflict between Catholicism, and psychiatry 
properly viewed. This text also furnishes a clesr 
and concise exposition of mental diseases and related 
disturbances. The author derived the material for 
one of his fundamental differences with Dr. Horney, 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 121 

namely his contention that an unfavorable environ­
ment did not provide a sufficient explanation for 
neurosis• 



APPENDIX I 

Biographical Sketch of Karen Horney 

Karen Horney was bom in Hamburg, Germany 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» and for the following two years was the avid pupil of 

Dr. Earl Abraham, the well-known disciple of Freud. 

Following this period of advanced preparation she remained a 

resident physician in Berlin until the end of the first 

World War. In the following years she was kept occupied as 

both a psychoanalyst and teacher at the Berlin Psychoanalytic 

Institute. Her growing recognition as a practicing analyst 

and lecturer gave rise to an invitation by the Institute 

for Psychoanalysis in Chicago. She travelled to the United 

States In 1932 having accepted the position of associate 

director of the Chicago Institute. Dr. Horney was 

naturalized in 193#. Two years after her arrival in the 

United States Dr. Homey left Chicago and took the position 

of instructor at the Institute of Psychoanalysis in New 

York. She also taught at the New School for Social Research. 

In 191*1 she, and her colleagues, formed the Association for 

the Advancement of Psychoanalysis. This move followed her 

disqualification as a training analyst at the New York 
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Psychoanalytic 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 association 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 against the 

Freudian school. Homey served in both the capacity of 

Dean and teacher. She also maintained a most extensive 

private practice, and contributed several books and articles 

to her field. The latter bear ample witness to her 

differences with the Freudian school, by way of both open 

condemnations of the Master of Vienna and detailed 

presentations of her own views on neurosis. 

Dr. Homey continued In her varied duties until 1952 

when, at the age of sixty seven, she died following a brief 

illness. 
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ABSTBACT OF 

A Criticism of the Philosophic Principles 
Underlying Karen Horney*s Psychoanalytic Theories.1 

Th« ralson 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 and direction to his 

existence has borne Its unfortunate fruits 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 accidental. 

Christian thought has been significantly aware of 

the implications of psychoanalysis in terms of man'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 circles. 

Unfortunately the theories of Freud's disciples or 

ex-disciples have not always received such generous 

attention. Dr. Karen Homey's psychoanalytic theories 

represent an instance of such neglect. 

This thesis, by presenting and evaluating Dr. 

Homey's fundamental philosophical positions has attempted 

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 partial amendment of this slight. The work is divided 

into four chapters. The first three chapters concern 

themselves with presenting Dr. Homey'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*1 tendencies which spring from 

his very nature and which, unless significantly Impeded in 

their actualization by external circumstances, tend to 

evolve spontaneously. Horney is allowed to "prove" the 

validity of her view of human nature, It is gleaned from 

her arguments 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, is stressed and several 

questions are introduced at the end of the chapter. Their 

answers, which will serve to dissolve some of the nebulous-

ness, are left to a later chapter. 

Chapter Two stresses the significant role of the 

eulture In the production of neurosis. Homey's concept of 

normality 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 Homey's first concept and the 

determinism implicit in Horney's position, as it concerned 

the environment, are exposed in some detail. 

Chapter Three deals with certain behaviour patterns 

which, according to Horney, characterize the neurotic. Her 

definition of neurosis is presented, as well as her view of 

the genesis of neurosis. The environmental factors which, 

as demonstrated in the previous chapters, determine the 

healthy or neurotic development of the individual are 

discussed at some length. The chapter also attempts to 

dissolve the ambiguities presented in the first chapter. 

The ultimate purpose of the third chapter is to show the 

significant element of causality in Dr. Homey's theories. 

In other words it attempts to show how her philosophical 

positions affected the more proximate aspects of her 

theories* 

Finally, Chapter Four evaluates the material 

presented in the proceeding pages. The philosophical 

doctrines of the Angelic Doctor as explicitly stated In, or 

Inferred from his writings, are utilized as a general 

critique. 


