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are that the neurotic is caught in endless destructive self-comparison, in hypersensitivity to
crticism, in taking abuse from others and in compulsive pursuit of the affection, and attention that
would counterbalance this self-contempt. Horney maintains that the neurotic clings to his
idealized self because the only other option is self-hate. Self-frustration is a result of the
compulsive nature of the neurotic’s wishes making them forever unachievable. This also applies
to his claims. Homney points out that the neurotic does not intend to frustrate himself, rather this
is a result of the shoulds. Self-torture is a function of the neurotic’s trying to whip himself into
shape and of all the above mentioned modes. The intensity of the neurotic’s self-torture relates

directly to the intensity of his sadistic trends. Horney explains:

Self-hate finally culminates in pure and direct self-destructive impulses and actions.
These may be acute or chronic, openly violent or insidious and slow grinding,
conscious or unconscious, carried out in action or performed in imagination only. They
may concern minor or major issues. They aim ultimately at physical, psychic, and spiritual
self-destruction. When one considers all these possibilities, suicide ceases to be an
isolated enigma. There are many ways in which we can kill something that is essential to
our life; actual physical suicide is simply the most extreme and the final expression of self-
destructiveness.36

Although neurotic self-destructiveness is compulsive, Horney asserts that the neurotic,
nonetheless, secretly co-operates in his moral deterioration. Homney sees the search for glory,
supported by the shoulds, neurotic pride and claims, and externalization, as an active moving
away from the real self. The moves against the real self include many of the facets of self-hate.
The neurotic would like to make his real self disappear. The consequences are felt in his
emotional life, his energies, his faculty to direct his own life, his capacity to assume responsibility,
and his capacity for integration.

Horney concludes: “Surveying self-hate and its ravaging force, we cannot help seeinita
great tragedy, perhaps the greatest tragedy of the human mind. Humankind in reaching out for

the Infinite and Absolute also starts destroying himself. When he makes a pact with the devil,

8 Ibid.. p. 148.
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who promises him glory, he has to go to hell - to the hell within himself.”®? And herein, I will
argue, lies the tragedy of patriarchy, a many faceted neurosis, whose root, like that of all
neuroses, is self-hate, a self-hate that destroys both the patriarchal male and the patriarchal

female and everything with which they come into contact.

d) The Search for Glory

The search for glory is tied up intimately with the idealized image of the self. The search
for glory includes the need for perfection, neurotic ambition and vindictive triumph. As will be
seen in the presentation of the aggressive-vindictive type, vindictive triumph is the most
destructive element in the search for glory. Other characteristics are the neurotic’s
compulsiveness and imaginativeness. As the need for glory is insatiable, its frustration brings
terror of doom, disgrace, panic, depression, despair, and raging at self and others. All these
reactions are very out of proportion to the precipitating event.

Hormney believes the neurotic in search of glory is “the antithesis of the truly religious man.
For the latter, only to God are all things possible; the neurotic’s version is: nothing is impossible
to me. His will power should have magic proportions, his reasoning be infallible, his foresight

flawless, his knowledge all encompassing.”28

e) Homey’s Psychological Typology
i) The Real Self

Horney writes of the self as actual, real, idealized, and despised. The real and the actual
self I write about under the rubric of the real self as that is the term she uses as early as 1939 in
her text New Ways In Psychoanalysis. The real self is the healthy self. The idealized and the

despised self are false selves, and are viewed by Horney as expressions of neurosis.

87 Ibid., p. 154.
8 bid.. p. 35.
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The real self is spontaneous, and individual,®® “the most alive center of psychic life.”%
Horney believes that a child raised in a reasonably supportive environment is likely to develop to
his full potential. “He will develop then the unique alive forces of his real self .. that central inner
force, common to all human beings and yet unique to each, which is the deep source of growth.”!
Bernard Paris points out that this self is the “possible self,” something that is “not a fixed entity
but a set of ‘intrinsic potentialities’- including temperament, talents, capacities, and
predispositions - that are part of our genetic makeup...”2 For Horney, actualizing the “alive,
unique, personal center” is the purpose of life.>* The real self houses the “healthy conscience”

[which is] “the reaction of our true self to the proper functioning or the malfunctioning of our

total personality.”®* In sum,

[The real self] provides the ‘palpitating inward life’; it engenders the spontaneity
of feelings, whether these be joy, yearning, love, anger, fear, despair. It is also

the source of spontaneous interests and energies...; it is the part of ourselves

that wants to expand and grow and to fulfill itself...our real self, when strong and
active, enable us to make decisions and assume responsibility for them. It therefore
leads to genuine integration and a source of sense of wholeness, oneness.%5

if) The Idealized Self

8 Horney, New Ways In Psychoanalysis, pp. 91-92.

%0 Ibid.. p. 11.

9! Hoey, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 17.

92 Paris, Karen Horney, p. 183.

93 Homey, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 185.

94 Ibid., pp. 131-132.

%5 Ibid., p. 157.

96 The distinction Horney makes between the idealized image used in Our Inner Conflicts and the idealized self.
uscd in Neurosis and Human Growth is that in the former it is the ideal that is striven for: in the latter the ideal is
realized. This distinction is made in the final text ( in which she makes the further distinction that the neurotic
solution is idealized- whether it be goodness, love, strength, heroism, leadership. aloofness. wisdom- before the
ncurotic becomes the idealized image/idealized self. See Neurosis and Human Growth, p.22.) But a careful
rcading of Our Inner Confflicts reveals that the term idealized image contains both these meanings. This is truc of
almost, if not all, of the term changes from the second last to the last book. Unfortunately this lack of technical
precision adds an element of confusion to her work and exposes her theory to negative reviews. See J.A.C. Brown.
Freud and the Post-Freudians (New York: Penguin, 1961), p. 148, and Susan Quinn, p. 388 ff. I do not think
Quinn or Brown did a very careful reading of the final text. Unlike Quinn, I find Neurosis and Human Growth
neither moralizing, repetitious, or of less value than Our Inner Conflicts.
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The idealized self is that substitute for the real self that the neurotic slowly develops over
time, and that is central to each of the neurotic solutions. At first it is merely an ideal for which to
strive; in time it becomes the identity of the neurotic. The idealized self, like an historical novel,
takes its basic material from the real potential of the neurotic. Like the novel, the image then
develops into something fantastic, a product of a well-developed imagination. The degree of
arrogance is proportionate to the degree of the idealization’s lack of facticity. The degree of
affirmation needed is also equally proportionate. Horney observes that “We do not need
confirmation for qualities of which we are certain, but will be extremely touchy when false claims
are questioned.”’ Horney points out that the idealized self is most blatant in psychotics, whereas
it is less fantastic in neurotics but no less real. “If we regard the degree of removal from reality as
marking the difference between psychoses and neuroses, we may consider the idealized image as a
bit of psychosis woven into the texture of the neurosis.”?8

The idealized self is an unconscious component of neurosis of which the neurotic may
have only a vague sense in terms of asking too much of her or himself. Nonetheless, this
idealization is experienced as a genuine striving for ideals of which the neurotic is proud. Ifthe
neurotic identifies with the idealization, a godlike perception of self emerges. If the focus is on a
more realistic self, then that self is despicable by comparison to the idealization. This ‘more
realistic self’ is, Horney writes, as imaginary as the idealized self. She calls this self in Our [nner
Conylicts the despised image, and in Neurosis and Human Growth the despised self, and hereafter
called the despised self. The discrepancy between both imaginary images/selves is monitored by

the shoulds:

If finally, the focus is upon the discrepancy between the idealized image and the actual
self, then all he is aware of and all we can observe are his incessant attempts to bridge
the gap and whip himself into perfection. In this event he keeps reiterating the word
‘should” with amazing frequency. He keeps telling us what he should have felt, thought,
done. He is at bottom as convinced of his inherent perfection as the naively ‘narcissistic’

7 Horney, Our Inner Conflicts, p. 97.
% Ibid.. p. 97.
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person, and betrays it by the belief that he actually could be perfect if only he were more
strict with himself, more controlled, more alert, more circumspect.”

The difference between neurotic ideals and authentic ideals is that the former are worshipped and
static. They retard growth. The latter are dynamic and motivate a person toward their
approximation. Horney believes that “Genuine ideals make for humility, the idealized image for
arrogance.” 100

Horney sees the idealized self functioning as a substitute for real self-confidence and pride.
The neurotic’s childhood likely allowed few possibilities to develop these assets, and whatever
may have been developed is eroded over time by the escalation of the neurosis. This idealization
and all its attendant auxiliary strategies!®! drain the energy away from aliveness, making self-
determination impossible; indeed, the development of self impossible. The more the real self is
repressed the greater the inflation of the idealized self, and the more the destructive the

supporting defences such as constant comparison with others and the desire to triumph over them.

The neurotic does not feel weak in a vacuum but in a world peopled with enemies ready
to cheat, humiliate, enslave and defeat him. He must therefore constantly measure and
compare himself with others, not for reasons of vanity or caprice but by bitter necessity.
And since at bottom he feels weak and contemptible...he must search for something that
will make him feel better, more worthy than others. Whether it takes the form of feeling
more saintly or more ruthless, more loving or more cynical, he must in his own mind fecel
superior in some way- regardless of any particular drive to excel. For the most part such a
need contains elements of wanting to triumph over others, because no matter what the
structure of the neurosis there is always vulnerability and a readiness to feel looked
down upon and humiliated. The need for vindictive triumph as an antidote to feeling
humiliated...is one of the driving forces in the neurotic need for superiority...102

9 Ibid.. p. 98.

100 [pbid_. p. 99.

101 See Qur Inner Conflicts, chapters 7-12, and Neurosis and Human Growth, chapters 1-6 for a dctailed
cxplanation of these auxiliary strategies. In the former text they are: externalization. the blind spot.
rationalization. excessive self-control, arbitrary rightness, elusiveness, cynicism, fears, impoverishment of
personality, and hopelessness; in the latter they are: the search for glory, neurotic claims, the tyranny of the
shoulds. neurotic pride, and self-hate.

102 Ibid.. p. 101.
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Horney theorizes that the competitiveness of American culture, with the concomitant disturbances
in relationships, promotes neurosis in general and identification with idealized self in particular.
Because the idealized self is a substitute for self-confidence and pride, its ideals have no
obligating power. On the other hand, faults and shortcomings are covered up and account for the
idealization’s rigidity. The shortcomings that become conscious reveal the basic conflict: the
compliant-morbidly dependent abhors hostility and aggressiveness; the aggressive-vindictive
abhors fear and helplessness; and the detached-resigned abhors coercion and commitment. The
rigidity of the idealization is necessitated by the need to keep the inner conflicts unconscious, and
the surface harmony intact. The more intense the conflicts, the more rigid the idealization. The
more firmly the idealization is established, the more neurotic it is, and the more the real self is
effaced. Horney reminds her readers that initially the idealization is lifesaving, even though in
adulthood its claims become a tremendous hindrance. “As long as his image remains real to him
and is intact, he can feel significant, superior, and harmonious, in spite of the illusory nature of
those feelings. He can consider himself entitled to raise all kinds of demands and claims on the
basis of his assumed superiority.”'°3 Horney observes that in therapy the neurotic’s fear of both
seeing himself as a contemptible being and being “torn to pieces”, initially outweighs the merits of
“becoming a much better human being, worth more than all the glory of his idealized image...”104
Because the idealized self is fictitious, it is very vulnerable to external criticism and
internal insight. The neurotic’s life becomes restricted to lessen exposure of the image to the
danger of hostile reality. The more the idealization is seen as a masterpiece the less the neurotic
feels is required by way of growth and development. Horney explains that, “Since nothing can
actually be achieved without work, he defeats by his attitude the very ends he is driven to attain.

And the gap between his idealized image and his real self widens.”!%5 The endless approval and

103 Tbid.. p. 109.
104 mbid., p. 109.
105 mid., p. 110.
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flattery required reassures only temporarily and can lead to an unconscious hatred of those who
provide it. And the more desperately the image is clung to, the more violent the hatred. If
arrogance is repressed, as it is in the compliant-morbidly dependent, and the detached-resigned
types, the neurotic may admire himself blindly in the arrogance of another only to discover that
the other does not care for him. As well, being oblivious to the feelings, desires and beliefs of the
real self creates an “unconscious pretense and rationalization, which makes for precarious
living.”'% Finally, interest in life is drained away and a growing sense of unreality ensues.

One of the most debilitating results is the escalated raging against the real self with the
resultant wavering between the idealized self and the despised self. The conflict generated
“between compulsive, contradictory strivings on the one hand and a kind of internal
dictatorship...”!97 signals the basic conflict within the protective pride system. Responses to this
conflict might be narcissistic, perfectionistic, or cynically rebellious.!08

All these consequences are barriers to growth. Neurotics are unable to learn from their
mistakes because they cannot see them and they are bound to lose interest in their own
development. All thoughts of growth are directed to perfecting the idealized self. The compliant-
morbidly dependent type may strive to become the epitome of Christlike virtues; the aggressive-
vindictive type may strive to become the epitome of political leadership; and the detached-
resigned neurotic may endeavour to become the epitome of philosophical wisdom. Homey sees
this shift from the real self to the idealized self as “no less than a change in the course of the

individual’s whole life and development.”1%® She concludes:

The task of therapy, therefore, is to make the patient aware of his idealized image in all its
detail, to assist him in gradually understanding all its functions and subjective values, and
to show him the suffering that it inevitably entails. He will then start to wonder whether

106 bid.. p. 111.

107 bid., p. 112.

108 These possible responses to the interpsychic conflict between the idealized and despised images/selves will later
be seen as part of the aggressive-vindictive solution.

- 199 Homney, Neurosis and Human Growth, p.24.
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the price is not too high. But he can relinquish the image only when the needs that have
created it are considerably diminished.!!0

ilf) The Compliant-Morbidly Dependent Neurotic Solution!!!

This type of neurotic has an insatiable need for affection, approval, and safety; for being
wanted, loved, welcomed and needed; and for a constantly available partner who will meet all
expectations and take full responsibility. The intrinsic worth of others and their feelings are not a
concern for this type.

Characteristic of all neuroses, this type’s needs are compulsive and indiscriminate and they
generate anxiety and despondence when they are frustrated. The central need of this individual is
for a belonging that fulfills the total orientation toward safety. However, this neurotic overrates
his congeniality, generosity, goodness, humility, sympathy, sensitivity to the needs and
expectations of others, appreciativeness, gratefulness, self-sacrificing of personal demands, and
whatever he believes may be held in common with others, and is thus unable to discriminate
others’ separateness from his own, or others’ feelings, desires, and beliefs from his own. Having
given to the others all that is believed the others expected, this neurotic is greatly disturbed when
others do not return the favour.

This neurotic subordinates his self to others, allowing others the spotlight, even when it
should have been his own. He takes for granted that others are more worthwhile than himself and
that self-worth rises and falls according to the perceived evaluation of other people. Being
rejected by others terrifies this person. Horney observes that the compliant-morbidly dependent
type “may make the most abject effort to win back the regard of the person who has thus
threatened him.”!'2 This individual avoids quarrels and competitions, and is appeasing and
conciliatory, bearing no conscious grudge. In the presence of aggressive-vindictive neurotics, his

sense of worth plummets even further. He willingly bears the blame and is apologetic and self-

110 Horney. Our Inner Conflicts, p. 114.

1T As noted elsewhere, what will be presented here and in the sections that follow, is a synthesis of Horney's
theory taken from Our Inner Conflicts and Neurosis and Human Growth.

112 bid., p. 54. Horney points out that this is not masochism per se: the neurotic is simply acting in accordance
with his or her internal logic.
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scrutinizing no matter the circumstances. All aggressive behaviour is prohibited and the wish for
vengeance and vindictive triumph is deeply buried. Horney notes that “egotism, ambition,
callousness, unscrupulousness, wielding of power are abhorred - though these attributes may at
the same time be secretly admired because they represent strength.”!3 The prohibition of
aggressive behaviour inhibits, in turn, this individual’s capacity for self-assertion, ability to be
critical, leadership, and healthy ambitious strivings. Finally, this person is unable to be alone,
seeing this as rejection. His need for others is often frantic, even when feelings of self-hate are in
moderate control. So, for this neurotic, finding the right person by whom to be loved is seen to
be the answer to all his problems, and the search is an essential aspect of the solution. However,
the compulsiveness of this need incapacitates judgement and he often chooses as a partner the
aggressive-vindictive neurotic whose arrogance and vindictiveness is experienced vicariously.
This unconscious symbiosis explains both the neurotic’s failure to see the partner as abusive and
the unwillingness to separate from such partners. As I will argue in Chapter Four, this
unconscious colluding symbiosis is what is at the heart of Daly’s description of the pathology of
patriarchy.

The neurotic characteristics of this type are idealized by their owner. The helplessness and
suffering that are the real results of neurotic dependency, as well as the belief in his great
generosity to others whether the others want what is given or not - he is totally unconscious of
the strings attached to such giving - are the basis for the neurotic claim that everything demanded
is both necessary and deserved. This neurotic’s positive qualities are absolutized and the negative
counterparts, also absolutized, are repressed out of awareness. Homey concludes: “Giving
prominence to one trend by submerging all discrepant elements is an unconscious attempt to
organize the personality. It constitutes one of the major attempts to solve neurotic conflicts.”!14

In writing about this type’s childhood Horney believes that he grows up in the shadow of a

greatly admired parent or sibling, or of a very demanding ill parent. Whatever the case, the

113 Thid.. pp. 54-55.
114 bid.. p. 57.



117

neurotic’s own aliveness is squelched, and an unconscious strategy to please and lean on others is
pursued. 115 Whatever hostility is experienced is repressed, and is thus continually and
unconsciously generated because the chosen strategy continues to invite abuse. This in turn
increases the individual’s vulnerability and feeling of being neglected, rejected, and humiliated,
which in its turn becomes a claim for others to make up for past injuries.

Like all neurotics, this type puts a premium on repression. Horney observes, “When I say
that all these feelings, drives, attitudes are ‘repressed’ [ use the term in Freud’s sense, meaning
that the individual is not only unaware of them but has so implacable an interest in never
becoming aware of them that he keeps anxious watch lest any traces be disclosed to himself or
others.”!16 Every repression raises for Horney the question of the interest the neurotic has in such
repression. For the compliant-morbidly dependent type she believes the answer lies in the
idealized self and in the sadistic trends.

The idealized self is composed, Horney notes, of “ ‘lovable’ qualities, such as
unselfishness, goodness, generosity, humility, saintliness, nobility, sympathy. Helplessness,
suffering, and martyrdom are also secondarily glorified.”!!7 A premium is placed on feelings for
people, nature and culture. Horney believes that this neurotic is caught in a bind. To live up to
the idealized self the person has to disavow all aggressiveness and pride- even in the ‘loveable’
qualities. This disavowed pride is nonetheless evident in the patient’s vulnerability and in the view
of himself as a victim.

Two weaknesses of this solution are the shrinking of whatever real and alive potential the
neurotic has for self-realization, and his becoming helpless prey to self-hate as a result of the
suppression of anything perceived to be aggressive. Because this neurotic does not see the
connection between the suppression of aggression and increased self-hatred, he is proud of the

self-reproachments that this suppression generates; the self-reproachments are secn as a badge of

1'5 Horney. Neurosis and Human Growth, pp. 221-222.
116 Horney, Our Inner Conflicts, p. 56.
"7 Horney, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 222.
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personal honesty. As well, this neurotic fails to see that his or her easy acceptance of the abuse of
others is a passive externalization of his own feeling of self-abuse and self-hatred, which, Horney
believes, is “an almost constant undercurrent in his whole attitude toward life.”!18 This self-hatred
that is at the heart of all neuroses is not as effectively warded off by this neurotic as it is by those
exhibiting the other two trends. Whereas the aggressive-vindictive type hates and despises others
and the detached-resigned type keeps aloof from any involvement with others, the compliant-
morbidly dependent neurotic craves connections with others. His idealized self demands that he
be understanding and forgiving; therefore any hostile feelings towards others must be repressed.
Horney notes that the patient “accepts the verdict of his inner tyranny - which in turn increases his
already reduced feelings about himself.”!!? This passive externalization is also seen “in his feeling
accused by others, suspected or neglected, kept down, treated with contempt, abused, exploited,
or treated with outright cruelty.”120 Yet the neurotic only experiences the intensity of his self-
hatred when the defence of self-minimizing is malfunctioning. The inner tyranny is placated in the
same way as the outer tyranny- by admitting to a very exaggerated guilt. This strategy is meant to
gain sympathy for suffering, reassurance for helplessness, and mercy for guilt, as well as taking
the sting out of the self-accusations.

The strategy of this neurotic for seeing himself as the victim even when he is the wrong-
doer is another defence against self-hatred. The more vicious the self-hatred, the more frantic is
the need to be seen as a victim. Only a willingness to give up the claims of the idealized self, with
the concomitant acceptance of his share in the difficulties, will bring any alleviation to the
escalating suffering with its escalating claim for love. The flip side of this is actually allowing
himself to be the victim of an aggressive-vindictive partner. This allows this neurotic to hide his
aggressive feelings in suffering and it gives his feelings a legitimate basis as well. Homney sees the

importance in this type’s feeling abused as “the greatcst stumbling block to the patient’s

118 Ibid.. p. 230.
19 mbid.. p. 225.
120 phid., p. 225.
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experiencing the inner conflict for which self-effacement was a solution.”!2! However, feeling
abused increases hostility toward others and this needs to be increasingly suppressed to keep the
idealized self and all the claims for love that result from it, intact.

As indicated above, only when this person’s defences fail him does the vindictive
resentment spill out. However, it is quickly reabsorbed into rationalizations of being upset, or
more characteristically in increased psychosomatic suffering or depression- the indirect way of
getting even with others and making them feel guilty. Horney observes that “His suffering
accuses others and excuses himself.”122 As well, this neurotic uses his suffering to excuse a lack
of achievement: he would have done better, but... And seeing one’s suffering as noble and
glorious in an unfeeling world where one can forgive and perish as a hero in one’s own eyes, lends
this suffering a compulsory quality. If the environment is unsupportive of all this pretence,
emotional breakdown and suicide are possible outcomes. As with other neurotic elements,
suffering is indispensable for keeping the idealized self intact, and can not be done away with
unless there is a radical change in the neurotic’s whole character structure.

To examine the sadistic trends and this neurotic type, it is necessary to turn to Horney’s
understanding of the morbidly dependent aspect of this type as lived out in a relationship with the
aggressive-vindictive neurotic. This relationship, because of its duration, and the sadistic need of
the aggressive-vindictive to cling to the victim, is seen by Horney to be the best illustration of the
consequences of such a relationship for the compliant-morbidly dependent type.!2?

The drive that traps the compliant-morbidly dependent neurotic into a sadomasochistic
relationship is the aspect of the love goal that Horney describes as a longing for surrender and

unity. She points out that longing for surrender is key in many religions, and that the longing for

121 Ibid., p. 232.

122 Ibid.. p. 235.

123 The aggressive-vindictive neurotic type will be described in detail in the next section. Between these two
presentations. the sadistic trends, as Horney understands them, will be covered, and therefore will riot be dealt with
again in a later section that presents the ancillary props of the neurotic character structure.
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unity is one of the strongest motivating forces within the human being, especially for the divided

neurotic:

To love, for him, means to lose, to submerge himself in more or less ecstatic feelings, to
merge with another being, to become one heart and one flesh, and in this merger to find a
unity that he cannot find in himself. His longing for love thus is fed by deep and powerful
sources: the longing for surrender and the longing for unity...And although the self-
effacing surrender is a caricature of the healthy yearning, it nevertheless has the same
power...Going still another step deeper: the appeal love has for him resides not only in his
hopes for satisfaction, peace, and unity, but love also appears to him as the only way to
actualize his idealized self.!24

The goal sought with the aggressive-vindictive partner is a relationship of absolute
harmony, the responsibility for which is entirely the compliant-morbidly dependent’s armed with
the tyranny of her shoulds and the pathology of the idealized self. Efforts to create this harmony
become the claim to the exclusive devotion of the partner who should be willing to fulfill every
need. The compliant-morbidly dependent’s shoulds and claims, which are diametrically opposed,
keep him on a constant roller coaster. If this type has a non-neurotic or non aggressive-vindictive
partner, the relationship may not be devastating for the neurotic who would be the tyrant-
supplicant claiming absolute devotion because of the suffering and abuse he claims to have
endured.

The compliant-morbidly dependent individual who suppresses his aggressive traits is
compulsively spellbound by their externalization in the aggressive-vindictive person. Horney
notes that this partnership often starts out with an insult to which the compliant-morbidly
dependent initially responds with anger, then a desire for vengeance, followed by fascination, and
finally with the compulsion to win the aggressor’s love to keep intact the idealized self as the one
who can conquer all others by love. To do so, he endures all kinds of abuse, so that it appears
that he craves suffering. Rather, Horney believes, “He craves to surrender himself body and soul,

but can do so only if his pride is bent and broken. In other words the initial offence is not so

124 Ibid.. pp. 240-241.
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much intriguing because it hurts as because it opens the possibility for self-riddance and self-

surrender.”!2* The aggressive-vindictive, on the other hand, fears love, Horney believes, because

his unconscious realization that he would have to relinquish much of his neurotic pride for
the sake of love. To put it succinctly: neurotic pride is the enemy of love. Here the
difference between the expansive [aggressive-vindictive] and the self-effacing [compliant-
morbidly dependent] type is that the former does not need love in any vital way but, on the
contrary, shuns it as a danger; while the latter love - surrender appears as a solution for
everything, and hence a vital necessity. The expansive type, too, can surrender only

if his pride is broken, but then he may become passionately enslaved, [so his]...fear of
love is well founded - for him 126

Horney describes this relationship in a heterosexual context with the compliant-morbidly
dependent type as the female partner, and the aggressive-vindictive type as the male partner.
Because this description parallels Daly’s sadomasochistic patriarchal axis, with the male at the
sadistic extreme and the female at the masochistic extreme, [ will follow Horney’s gender
designation for this part of the description. Both Horney and Daly acknowledge that their
descriptions are not innate biological gender descriptions, though as will be seen in Chapter Five,
a majority of commentators on Daly’s work differ with her claim in this regard. Homey finds men
and women in both types, though in American culture as it is constructed the female is more
readily seen in the compliant-morbidly dependent role.!?” Daly, for her part, acknowledges that
there is sadomasochism within the patriarchal male and a masosadism within the patriarchal
female.

For the compliant-morbidly dependent person the relationship is totally absorbing- all her
other relationships and responsibilities are neglected. Her every mood is contrapuntal to his. Her

total focus is understanding and helping him. Her main fear is antagonizing and thus losing him.

125 1bid., p. 246.

126 1bid.. p. 246.

127 Horney wrote: “The fact that under the conditions of our civilization this obsession is more frequent and more
apparent in women than in men has given rise to the notion that it is a specifically feminine longing. Actually. it
has nothing to do with femininity or masculinity but is a neurotic phenomenon in that it is an irrational compulsive
drive.” Horney, Our Inner Conflicts, p. 59.
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He in turn wants her total dependence, wants her to see everything through his eyes and his
experience. She becomes rootless and increasingly impoverished in every way. Yet, they seem to
fit together: he is the master, she is the slave; he demands, she complies.

The main tensions are created over her demand for love and affection- her claim for her
surrender. He sees clearly that her love is self-seeking, that she wants to merge with him, and in
his fear and disgust he strikes out abusively at her. She tries harder; he becomes more rejecting.
Her clinging, her efforts to coerce him, to understand him, and her pretence at moral superiority,

anger him and he wishes to destroy all this in her. Horney observes,

Whatever he demands is his self-evident due. There is no appreciation
forthcoming but much nagging irritability when his wishes are not fulfilled. He feels and
declares in no uncertain terms that he is not at all demanding but that she is stingy, sloppy,
inconsiderate, unappreciative- and that he has to put up with all sorts of abuse. On the
other hand he is astute at spotting her claims, which he finds altogether neurotic. Her
need for affection, time or company is possessive, her wanting sex or good food,
overindulgence. So when he frustrates her needs, which he must do for reasons of his
own, it is in his mind no frustration at all. It is better to disregard her needs because she
should be ashamed of having them. Actually his frustrating techniques are highly
developed. They include dampening joy by sulkiness, making her feel unwelcome and
unwanted, withdrawing physically or psychically. The most harmful, and, for her, least
tangible part is his pervasive attitude of disregard and contempt. Whatever actual regard
he may have for her faculties or qualities is seldom expressed. On the other hand, as [
have already said, he does despise her for her softness and for her caginess and
indirectness. But in addition, because of his need for active externalization of his self-hate,
he is faultfinding and derogatory. If she in turn dares to criticize him, he discards what she
says in a highhanded manner or proves that she is vindictive.!28

Her response to his behaviour is ambivalent. On the one hand because she is not a fighter, she
wants to comply. As well she longs to surrender totally and can only do so when her pride is
broken. Thus part of her welcomes his behaviour and secretly collaborates. This collaboration

might be expressed in her allowing herself to be subjected to and to co-operating in degrading

128 Horney. Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 250. I have quoted this at length because it is such an excellent
cxample of the points of contact between Horney’s and Daly’s psychological paradigms: the morbidly dependent
and aggressive-vindictive duo and the patriarchal male and female pair.
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sexual activity, which for her may be the only way to attain sexual satisfaction.!? Or, Homey

notes, it may be more disguised-

in many other ways, such as her eagerness- or rather urgency- to whitewash him and to
take upon herself the blame for his misdemeanor; or in her abjectness in serving and
deferring to him. She is not awarc of it, because in her mind such deference registers as
humility or love, or humility in loving, since as a rule the urge to prostrate herself- except
in sexual matters- is most deeply suppressed.!30

Because she has idealized her partner the realization of his abusive behaviour is not experienced to
be as important as the opportunity to surrender completely and love absolutely.

[f she is to disentangle herself from this relationship she needs to develop a profound
awareness that neither her goal of being loved, nor her goal - tied to her idealized self - of proving
that her love can conquer everyone, can be met. Horney points out that this is a long, drawn-out
process of seeing the truth and then forgetting it in another round of trying to achieve the neurotic
goals. At some point she may begin to hate him and the longing to make him love her may
become, Horney believes, a “matter of vindictive triumph.”!3! Ironically if he does fall in love
with her, she loses interest because “she can’t love with her pride satisfied.”132 If she fails to win
his love, both goals lose their value, and the reality of the abuse may become inescapably obvious.
At first, she turns on herself for her vindictiveness and her failure to win his love. This is passively
externalized as feeling abused by him. But her ambivalence drives her back to him for reassurance
and invites him to be even more abusive. Horney concludes, “The partner then becomes the
executor of her own self-destruction. She is driven to be tormented and humiliated because she
hates and despises herself.”133 She is now at a crossroad. She can sink into the appeal of a final

solution of being martyred for the cause of love, either in suicide or suicidal surrender to his

129 Horney wrote: “This urge for total surrender by means of self-degradation scems to account more fully than
other cxplanations for the masochistic perversions.” Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 251. I think this can be
taken as a response to Helen Deutsch’s claim that women are masochistic.

130 pid., pp. 251-252.

131 Ibid.. p. 254.

132 thid., p. 254.

133 mid.. p. 255.
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abuse, or she can swim against the current and endeavor to free herself. Even if she frees herself
this time, she may fall into another morbidly dependent relationship, or she may resign herself to
living in fear of what may happen to her if she is attached to someone again. Horney believes

that, “provided she can mobilize sufficient constructive forces during her struggle and has matured
enough through the real suffering involved, plain ordinary honesty with self and efforts to get on

her own feet can go far toward attaining a measure of inner freedom.”134

iv) The Aggressive-Vindictive Neurotic Solution!3’

A feeling of superiority, conscious or unconscious, determines all the aspects of this
neurotic’s life. The mastery of life is what appeals to the aggressive-vindictive type. Horney
believes this feeling of superiority “chiefly entails his determination, conscious or unconscious, to
overcome every obstacle- in or outside himself- and the belief that he should be able, and in fact is
able, to do so...The reverse side of the necessity for mastery is his dread of anything connoting
helplessness; this is the most poignant dread he has.”!36 This neurotic is bent on self-glorification,
ambitious pursuits, and vindictive triumph. Life is to be mastered through intellect and will to
allow for the actualization of the idealized self

Horney notes that both Freud and Adler refer to such a type, Freud in the need for
narcissistic self-aggrandizement and Adler in the need to be on top, but she says that again they
do not grasp the whole picture. The whole picture includes the repressed compliant-morbidly
dependent trend. The subjective conviction of superiority of this type can only be maintained if it
rigidly and compulsively keeps this latter trend from consciousness. !37

As with all neurotics, anything that contradicts the idealized self has to be imagined out of
awareness. The imperfections are imagined or actively externalized as the imperfection of others.

The aggressive-vindictive lives the pretence of being all knowing, loving, generous and wise. He

134 Ibid., p. 258.

135 The source for this section is Chapter 8 of Neurosis and Human Growth.
136 Ibid., p. 192.

137 Ibid... p. 192.
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is consciously and, or unconsciously proud of deceiving others, and these others are held in
contempt. This person is most afraid of being deceived by others, and is consequently very
humiliated if this occurs. The other fear lurking in the aggressive-vindictive is that he is a fraud,
no matter the degree of real intelligence, generosity, and hard work. As a result there is extreme
sensitivity to criticism and the fear of failure which disallows the enjoyment of real successes.
Homey divides this type into three sub-types: narcissistic, perfectionistic, and arrogant-
vindictive. In referring to Freud’s use of narcissistic, she comments that he uses the term to
include “rather indiscriminately every kind of self-inflation, anxious concern with one’s own
welfare and withdrawal from others.”!3® Horney uses the term specifically in its original meaning
of being in love with one’s idealized self. In the case of the narcissistic sub-type, he adores his
image which results in a buoyancy and self-confidence that most other neurotics lack. Homey
observes that an “unquestioned belief in his greatness and uniqueness is the key to understanding
him.”'3¥ There is nothing this neurotic cannot do, and no one that he cannot win over. This
individual gives the impression that he loves mankind, is tolerant, and can take jokes about his
foibles. As long as his authority is not seriously challenged and he is surrounded by admiration
and acclaim, a semblance of integration can be maintained. The narcissistic sub-type has an
endless capacity to turn his flaws into virtues. His importance overrides the rights of others, and
he expects others to love him unconditionally no matter how much they have been injured.
Obviously such a type will have difficulty in relating to others who do not see things the
same way. In addition, because this neurotic overrates his ability, personal schemes often fail, and
there can come a point when the pile up of failures and rejections is crushing. At this point, the
narcissistic sub-type’s repressed self-hate may attack with its full force, bringing depression,

psychotic episodes and suicide. Yet, Horney notes, “As long as he is on the crest of a wave, he

3% 1hid., pp. 193-194.
139 Ibid.. p. 194.
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cannot possibly admit that he has failed in anything, especially in mastering life. The discrepancy
is not in him, but in life itself ”140

The perfectionist sub-type identifies with his own standards. He is superior because of
personal high moral and intellectual standards. His arrogant contempt of others is hidden behind a
pretence of friendliness. His life is regulated by the tyranny of personal shoulds. Failure to
measure up to these shoulds is dealt with in two ways. The first is parallel to striving for the
idealized self and seeing oneself as it. The perfectionist equates his striving for moral and
intellectual perfection as equivalent to already having attained it. He can therefore actively
externalize personal failed standards and hold others in contempt for not living up to them. The
second defence is seeing his perfection as a kind of bargaining chip for exemption from ordinary
misfortunes. Since this neurotic is so perfect and superior these misfortunes should not happen to
him. Horney speculates that when misfortune strikes it may bring the perfectionist “to the verge
of collapse. He not only resents ill fortune as unfair but, over and beyond this, is shaken by it to
the foundations of his psychic existence. It invalidates his whole accounting system and conjures
up the ghastly prospect of helplessness.”!#! Finally, any recognition of his own imperfection may
send this neurotic into a tailspin of self-hate and subject him to the fears and helplessness of the
repressed compliant-morbidly dependent unconscious trend.

The arrogant-vindictive sub-type identifies with his own pride. The need for vindictive
triumph is this neurotic’s way of life. In other neurotics the need for vindictive triumph is held in

check by love, fear, and desire for self-preservation. Horney postulates that,

Only if these checks are temporarily or permanently malfunctioning can the vindictiveness
involve the total personality- thereby becoming a kind of integrating force, as in Medea-
and sway it altogether in the direction of vengeance and triumph. And in the type to be
discussed it is the combination of these two processes - powerful impulse and

insufficient checks - that accounts for the magnitude of vindictiveness. 42

140 Ibid.. p. 196.
14 Ibid_, p. 197.
192 bid. p. 198.
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The arrogant-vindictive sub-type is extremely competitive. He cannot tolerate anyone
who achieves more, wields more power or is in any way more superior. This neurotic
compulsively denigrates a rival and works to defeat that rival. He is treacherous. Violent rages
are the most obvious indication of the sub-type, and the impulse for vengeance is so strong that he
may jeopardize his own life and that of others, as well as personal job security and social position.
The aggressive-vindictive is convinced that at bottom everyone is malevolent. He sees
friendliness as hypocrisy. He is openly arrogant and often rude and offensive. In subtle and gross
ways this neurotic humiliates and exploits others. Horney observes that “He is a past master in
frustrating others- frustrating their small and big hopes, their needs for attention, reassurance,
time, company, enjoyment. When others remonstrate against such treatment, it is their neurotic
sensitivity that makes them react this way.”143 If the arrogant-vindictive’s shortcomings are
pointed out to him, he justifies them as necessary in a ‘dog eat dog’ world. This neurotic is not
openly demanding, but does expect that all his neurotic needs will be implicitly respected while he
feels implicitly permitted to disregard the needs and wishes of others. The aggressive-vindictive
can criticize others, but is not to be criticized. If his claims are not met, he responds with a
punitive vindictiveness and intimidation expressed in irritability, sulkiness, making others feel
guilty, and in open rages. Claims are justified on the basis of his superiority and the injury he has

sustained. Horney notes that,

In order to solidify this basis for claims he must, as it were, treasure and keep alive injuries
received, whether ancient or recent. He may compare himself to an elephant who never
forgets. What he does not realize is his vital interest in not forgetting slights, since in his
imagination they are the bill to present to the world. Both the need to justify his claims
and his responses to their frustration work like vicious circles, supplying a constant fuel
to his vindictiveness.!44

As well, Horney believes that this neurotic defends his vindictiveness, because it generates

excitement and the feeling of being alive.

143 bid.. p. 199.
144 Ibid.. p. 201.
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Homey believes that the source of such vindictiveness is in a childhood “with few, if any
redeeming qualities. Sheer brutality, humiliations, derision, neglect, and flagrant hypocrisy, all
these assailed a child of especially great sensitivity.”!45 The child gradually hardens, deciding that
genuine affection is not attainable or does not exist, or is no longer desirable, or is to be scorned.
Homney sees this as a step with very grave consequences “because the need for affection, for
human warmth and closeness is a powerful incentive for developing qualities that make us
likeable.”146 The child’s feeling of not being loved, convinces him that he is not lovable, and
because this sub-type refuses to care, free range is given to his vindictiveness. Its expression is
only checked by prudence or expedience, not by any concern for self or others. Later in life this
neurotic refuses the friendship of others who would get in the way of the realization of the dream
of self-vindication that puts everyone else to shame. Horney notes that, “Driving himself from
victory to victory, in large and small matters, he lives for the ‘day of reckoning’...Love,
compassion, considerateness- all human ties- are felt as restraints on the path to a sinister
glory...To admit any human need becomes a sign of despicable weakness.”!47

What motivates the intensity of this sub-type’s vindictiveness is the need to prove his self-
worth. This is done by arrogating to the self whatever qualities are necessary for the goal of
vindictive triumph. Because not needing others is so important, developing a godlike self-
sufficiency is a priority. The aggressive-vindictive is both unable to ask or to receive. All feelings
are choked off. He prides himself in outwitting others. Because life has been unmerciful to this
neurotic from the beginning, being invincible and inviolable are indispensable. Should a hurt
penetrate this individual’s armour, the pain and humiliation of allowing another to inflict such an
injury can be intolerable and cause a crisis within the protective pride system.

The aggressive-vindictive is also motivated by fear: he is afraid of others, their retaliation,

their interfering with his use of them. This fear is fended off by exaggerating the hostility of

143 Ibid.. p. 202.
146 Ibid., p. 202.
147 Ibid.. pp. 203-204.
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others. His self-hate emerges when the invisible fagade begins to crumble. The compliant-
morbidly dependent trends take over and the ensuing desire to be loved is deeply despised.

Horney writes,

The self-hate and self-contempt that now appear are appalling in their dimensions.
Self-hate is always cruel and merciless. But its intensity or its effectiveness depends on
two sets of factors. One is the degree to which the constructive forces counteract the
self-hate- forces such as faith in positive values in life, the existence of constructive goals
in life, the existence of some warm or appreciative feelings toward oneself. Since all these
factors are unfavorable in the aggressive-vindictive type, his self hate has a more
pernicious quality than is usually the case. Even outside the analytic situation one can
observe the extent to which he is a ruthless slavedriver of himself, and frustrates himself-
glorifying the frustration as asceticism. 148

In order to protect himself from breaking down, the aggressive-vindictive actively
externalizes his self-hate and self-frustration, despising especially all manifestations of the
compliant-morbidly dependent trend in others and frustrating their needs at every chance. If this
neurotic’s standards are not met, vindictive punishment follows. Yet, Horney cautions, ‘His
punitive attitude towards others, which looks altogether vindictive, is instead a mixed
phenomenon. It is partly an expression of vindictiveness; it is also the externalization of his
condemnatory punitive trends toward himself; and, finally, it serves as a means of intimidating
others for the purpose of asserting his claims.”!4° The rigidity of this sub-type’s self
righteousness- the belief in the right to arrogate what is not his and have others not retaliate- is a
function of the necd to protect the idealized self. Any doubt of this right jeopardizes the wholc
character structure.

Horney concludes her presentation on this sub-type by calling attention to this type’s right
to the analyst’s compassion. She believes that in the past this neurotic’s arrogance, callousness,
sadism, and egocentricity were too easily written off as irreparable. Rather, she believes that

“when we realize how deeply he is caught within the machinery of his pride system, when we

148 bid.. pp. 207-208.
149 Ibid., p. 208.
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realize the efforts he must make not to be crushed by his self-hate, we see him as a harassed
human being struggling for survival.”!5® The aggressive-vindictive can only be understood in the
light of his pride and its vulnerability. The intensity of the vindictiveness must be seen in light of
the effort to protect against self-hatred. Both of these, as in all neurotic trends, are compulsive.
And the need of this neurotic for self-vindication is rooted in the original childhood tragedy. The
need to be right with its arrogant claims are meant to keep self-doubt at bay. The compulsive
faultfinding is an externalization of self-hate. The insensitivity to suffering is rooted in the need to
be invulnerable. The attitude of having nothing to lose is rooted in the lost belief in his own
lovableness or even in the existence of love. There is a bitter envy that arises from the feeling,
rooted in the reality of his childhood experience, that he has been excluded from life. The
aggressive-vindictive feels viciously and deliberately humiliated by the happiness of others and
thus does what he can to obliterate it. Finally, Horney reminds therapists that the aggressive-
vindictive does not choose his neurotic stance voluntarily, and thus is as worthy as any other

patient of the best effort and care.

v) The Detached-Resigned Neurotic Solution!s!

In Our Inner Conflicts the detached-resigned type is seen to have a compulsive need for
solitude. Horney observes that “Only if there is intolerable strain in associating with people and
solitude becomes primarily a means of avoiding it is the wish to be alone an indication of neurotic
detachment.”52 Though this neurotic emphasizes his estrangement from people, neurotic
estrangement is typical of all neuroses. What differentiates the detached-resigned type is the

degree of estrangement.

150 Bhid., p. 209.

151 Chapter 5 of Our Inner Conflicts and Chapter 11 of Neurosis and Human Growth are the sources for this
section. There is very little overlapping between these two presentations, the latter prescntation being a more
sophisticated continuation of the former.

152 Horney. Our Inner Conflicts, p. 73.
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Estrangement from self involves a numbness to emotional experience and an uncertainty
about who one is, whom one loves and hates, what one desires, hopes for, fears, resents and
believes. Again, this is typical of all neuroses, and again in this type it is a matter of degree. The
detached-resigned lacks the comparatively rich emotional life of the other two trends. He acts
and lives like someone who looks alive, but in keeping with the goal, nearly all life has come to a
halt within. Horney notes that “What all detached persons have in common is something quite
different. It is their capacity to look at themselves with a kind of objective interest, as one would
look at a work of art.”!53 This approach applies to life in general.

There is a crucial need and determination, conscious and unconscious, to put as much
cmotional distance as possible between oneself and others- to not get involved cmotionally in any
way. Horney says, “They draw around themselves a kind of magic circle that no one may
penetrate.”!>* The compulsiveness of this need is seen in the anxiety this neurotic experiences
when anyone or anything threatens to intrude. Horney’s concept of the impenetrable emotional
magic circle will be a key concept in the effort to understand Daly’s resolution of the
sadomasochistic patriarchal pathology that she describes.

Like the aggressive-vindictive, this type’s principal need is for self-sufficiency, but for very
different reasons. The former needs self-sufficiency to defeat a hostile world. The latter needs
self-sufficiency so he can live the isolation that this solution requires. Unfortunately this self-
sufficiency requires the restriction of needs. Horney notes that “the underlying principle here is
never to become so attached to anybody or anything that he or it becomes indispensable.”!55 The
detached-resigned would rather forgo socializing, friendship, competition, prestige, success, than
jeopardize aloofness. Ilness is resented because it leaves this neurotic at the mercy of others. He
prefers to find things out for himself than trust others. He is shocked by personal questions that

are scen as an invasion of privacy.

133 Ibid.. p. 74.
154 bid.. p. 75.
155 Ibid.. p. 75.
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The detached-resigned’s self-sufficiency and need for privacy serves the need for utter
independence. Though this independence allows for a degree of integrity unavailable to the other
trends, this neurotic’s seeing it as an end in itself makes the need for self-sufficiency and privacy
compulsive and indiscriminate and gives him a negative orientation, that Horney believes is
“aimed at not being influenced, coerced, tied, obligated.”!56 The degree of sensitivity regarding
his independence is seen by Homney to be a good gauge for the extent of this individual’s
detachment-resignation.

The detached-resigned avoids long term commitments, and anything structured, or
anything perceived to be coercive like marriage, timetables, rules, expectations and advice. The
need to feel superior that is common to all neuroses, is here connected with this person’s isolation
and independence. Homey speculates that “probably nobody can stand isolation without either
being particularly strong and resourceful or feeling uniquely significant.”!57 When the detached-
resigned’s magic circle is shattered he reaches out frantically for love and protection.

As with all neurotics, this neurotic’s imagination is a prime source of support. The need
for superiority that supports the needed isolation is maintained, in part, by imaginary
achievements. The feeling of uniqueness is a function of the initial move to guard what is
authentically the detached-resigned’s self from what was and is still perceived to be a most
unwelcoming environment. Homey notes that this type would be content in hell, so long as he

has a room of his own and does not have to mingle with the others. Homey adds,

He takes extraordinary pride in having kept free of the levelling influences of the
environment and is determined to keep on doing so. In cherishing his unchangeableness
he raises the rigidity inherent in all neuroses to a sacred principle. Willing and even eager
to elaborate his own pattern, to give it purity and lucidity, he insists that nothing

extrinsic be injected. In all its simplicity and inadequacy the Peer Gynt maxim stands: ‘To
thyself be enough.’158

156 Ibid., p. 77.
157 Ibid.. p. 79.
158 bid.. p. 108.
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The detached-resigned has an intense interest in self observation, with the scientist’s joy in
discovering the intricate psychic patterns at work in himself. Yet, he is closed to suggestions that
would lead to change, or to an altered sense of self and the world. Horney notes that “he is
almost as unfailingly willing to observe as he is unconsciously determined to remain as he is.”15

The detached-resigned endeavours to suppress all feelings even to the extent of denying
their existence. The idealized self is to be strong and peaceful, and is to avoid long conversations
and requests for help. It withdraws to work on itself. It has given up dreams, and the only
guiding morals are to be true to itself and to expect nothing. The worst aberration is to seek
sympathy or to expect help. Experience has taught it that close association with others brings
conflicts, and that its best work is achieved when its feelings are suppressed. Any dependency is
treachery against this inner idol. Horney postulates that “it is as if every situation had to be
carefully tested from the standpoint of a possible loss of freedom before feeling could be allowed
full play. Any threat of dependence could cause him to withdraw emotionally.”160

Unlike the compliant-morbidly dependent and the aggressive-vindictive, this type has
compartments of genuinely spontaneous emotional expression, and thus areas where real
creativity can occur. This is rooted in the fact that his solution is the result of protecting the real
self as opposed to despising or rejecting it. Two problems that these compartments of genuine
spontaneity create for this type are that his need for help is not obvious and the limited creativity
of which he is capable further masks any need for help. Furthermore, like the aggressive-
vindictive, emphasis is placed on dealing with life through intelligence and reason. Horney
comments that this neurotic’s dilemma is his approximation to the idealized self of the culture.

In a relationship this type is, Horney writes, “unaware of how little he himself gives, and
he believes he has bestowed his unexpressed and unlived feelings, so precious to himself, upon the

partner.”!6! If he has to choose between love and independence, the latter wins very easily. This

159 Ibid.. pp. 86-87.
160 Ibid., p. 84.
161 1bid., p. 85.
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neurotic does well enough in situations with other detached-resigned persons, and in these
circumstances can sustain a genuine loyalty. Sex, if indulged in, may be the only emotional bridge
to others. Concerning relationships, he is more apt to substitute imaginary ones for real ones.

When the detached-resigned is challenged, the reaction can be very extreme. He
contemplates ending the relationship. This individual can also become very abusive. Horney
observes that if this neurotic is forced to be in a group he “may thrash about blindly to extricate
[himself]. [He] can be more expert at finding methods of escape than a man whose life is
attacked.”'62 No price is too great to pay for the preservation of this independence.

As in other neuroses, that which is vigorously defended must have great value for its
defender. Homney points out that the benefits that accrue from healthy detachment are available to
the neurotically detached in proportion to the severity of the neurosis. These values are in the
area of personal integrity. She believes that in a generally friendly and honest society this would
not be notable. “But in a society in which there is much hypocrisy, crookedness, envy, cruelty,
greed, the integrity of a none too strong person easily suffers; keeping at a distance helps to
maintain it.”!63 Horney also notes that this neurotic can enjoy a degree of genuine peace of mind,
original thinking and feeling, and creativity provided that life within his magic circle is not
emotionally dead. On the other hand, should his protective pride system fracture, functional
disorders, alcoholism, suicidal attempts, depression, incapacity for work and psychotic episodes
can ensue.

In all neuroses the precipitating crisis is usually an event that provokes a disproportionate
response. The detached-resigned has only one, quite unhelpful, coping device: flight. Horney
explains: “To be more specific, in a difficult situation the person can neither appease nor fight,
neither co-operate nor dictate terms, neither love nor be ruthless. He is as defenceless as an

animal that has only one means of coping with danger- that is, to escape and hide.”!64

162 [hid.. p. 88.
163 hid.. p. 90.
164 bid.. p. 92.



135

Detachment-resignation is both a part of the basic conflict as well as protection against it.
To add to the confusion is this type’s swings between the repressed compliant-morbidly
dependent and aggressive-vindictive types. In any case, he does not want to see himself as other
than his idealized self, nor does he want to analyze his human relationships or face his conflicts.

None of this matters anyway as long as a safe distance is kept from others. Horney observes that,

The all important function of neurotic detachment, then, is to keep major conflicts
out of operation. It is the most radical and most effective of the defences erected against
them. One of the many neurotic ways of creating artificial harmony, it is an attempt at
solution through evasion. But it is no true solution because the compulsive cravings for
closeness as well as for aggressive domination, exploitation, and excelling remain, and
they keep harassing if not paralyzing their carrier. Finally, no real inner peace or
freedom can ever be attained as long as the contradictory sets of values continue to
exist. 63

In Neurosis and Human Growth Horney writes of the detached-resigned as resigning from
active living, which, though the most radical of neurotic solutions, nonetheless passes for normal
in American society because the “sense of what is healthy is generally blunted.”166 This neurotic’s
life is without pain, or friction, or zest. He lives in an aura of restrictions. Though he can
describe his own intrapsychic life rather accurately, because that intrapsychic life is not felt,
nothing can be changed. The detached-resigned assiduously avoids perceiving his own conflicts;
not being an active player in his own life, these conflicts hold no interest. He does not strive for
achievement and avoids effort. This individual refuses to acknowledge his own assets. What
needs to be done is done with resistance, listlessly, ineffectively, and slowly. There are no plans
for life. A pessimistic outlook on life is indicated by the restriction of wishes: it is better not to
wish for or expect anything. The only wish is not to be bothered. No wishes: no effort. The
basic neurotic claims, Horney notes, are that “life should be easy, painless and effortless and that

he should not be bothered.”'67 Even in an emergency it may not occur to this neurotic to seek

165 Tbid.. p. 95.
166 Horney, Neurosis and Human Growth, p- 259.
167 1hid.., p. 264.
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help. He is suspicious of any efforts by others to challenge his or her posture, not that the
challenge would be tested out in any case. The more intense this neurotic’s inertia the more

intense is his resistance to change. The less he expects, the less he has to change. Horney adds,

But in all cases there is a marked aversion to inner changes. This applies in a way to all
neuroses, but the aversion is usually one to the tackling and challenging of specific factors-
mostly those pertaining to the particular main solution. This is equally true for the
resigned type but, because of the static concept of self rooted in the nature of his

solution, he is adverse to the very idea of change itself. The very essence of this solution
is withdrawing from active living, from active wishing, striving, planning, from efforts and
doing. His accepting others as unalterable is a reflection of his view of himself, no matter
how much he may talk about evolution- or even intellectually appreciate the idea of it.!68

Compliant-morbidly dependent and aggressive-vindictive traits are equally influential in
this type. The latter influence is seen in the detached-resigned’s grandiose fantasies, feeling of
superiority, self-sufficiency, and occasional open rebellion. The former is seen in a timid self-
esteem, and hypersensitivity to the needs of others. He may be dedicated to a cause, self-blaming,
and overanxious not to hurt others. However, neither the aggressive-vindictive goal of mastery,
nor the compliant-morbidly dependent goal of love appeals to the detached-resigned type.
Rather, he pursues the elimination of the active ingredients of both influences to eliminate
conflicts within and without. This strategy immobilizes the idealized self’s search for glory or
actualization; it also immobilizes any possibility for the actualization of the real self this solution
evolved to protect. This latter inconsistency is rationalized by an emphasis on being rather than
on attaining or growing, a rationalization that will be closely scrutinized in Chapter Four when
Daly’s solution of biophilic be-ing is evaluated in light of the detached-resigned type.

Homey believes that the detached-resigned’s goal is freedom:

In fact most of the basic characteristics which we have regarded from the viewpoint of
resignation also make sense when seen from the viewpoint of freedom. Any stronger
attachment would curtail his freedom. So would needs. He would be dependent upon

168 Ibid.. p. 268.
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such needs and they would easily make him dependent upon others too. If he devoted his
energies to one pursuit, he would not be free to do many other things in which he might be
interested. Particularly, his sensitivity to coercion appears in a new light. He wants to be
free and hence will not tolerate pressure.!6

The irony of all this being free to do what he wishes when he wishes is that his wishes are frozen
and usually not known. Thus freedom is reduced to the negative quality of being free from
interference and needs.

In tracing the historical root of this solution Horney believes that the childhood of the
detached-resigned individual has many cramping emotional influences, in which there is no room
for the neurotic’s self, feelings, beliefs and wishes because it was a “closed emotional
corporation” or because the kind of affection received “repelled more than warmed him.” Horney
adds, “In short there was an environment which made explicit and implicit demands for him to fit
in this way or that way and threatened to engulf him without sufficient regard for his individuality,
not to speak of encouraging his personal growth.”170 Therefore, early on in life the detached-
resigned withdraws from the conflict, giving up affection and struggling for this particular kind of
neurotic safety: the preserving, in static form, of what he has of his real self. From time to time,
especially during adolescence, this type may venture forth in a compliant-morbidly dependent or
aggressive-vindictive mode, seeking friendship or the realization of an ambition, but the natural
difficulties inherent in these pursuits frighten him back into detachment-resignation. Homey notes
that the idealized self that emerges over time “chiefly, is a glorification of the needs which have
developed. It is a composite of self-sufficiency, independence, self-contained serenity, freedom
from desires and passions, stoicism and fairness.”!”! Fairness here is idealized non-commitment
and the refusal to infringe on the rights of others.

The resigned-detached’s shoulds protect him from the inner tyranny of the idealized self.

Nonetheless he chafes under them as well because they are coercive. This neurotic copes with

169 Ibid.. p. 274.
170 Ibid., p. 275.
171 1bid., p. 277.
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this through passive externalization: living up to the expectations of others is seen as absolutely
imperative for the preservation from hostility of his non-involved presence in the world. His
hypersensitivity to a feeling of external hostility, even in a very low stress environment, in turn
intensifies the need to withdraw. Not surprisingly, this passive externalization generates new
conflicts, new ambivalent responses, and renewed efforts at even greater withdrawal. Personal
inertia both misleads this neurotic into believing that his situation is unalterable while keeping self-
accusations and self-hate at bay, and it immobilizes the shoulds through further avoidance of
situations that generate conflict.

Horney observes that the real integrity of the detached-resigned type is remarkable.
“Detached, resigned people may be impractical, inert, inefficient, difficult to deal with because of
their defiant wariness of influences and closer contact, but they possess - to a greater or lesser
extent - an essential sincerity, an innocence in their innermost thoughts and feelings which are not
to be bribed or corrupted by the lure of power, success, flattery, or ‘love’.”!72 This neurotic is
genuinely afraid of losing his true self which in this neurosis has become identified with the
idealized self. This is a further obstruction to being effectively helped.

Horney completes her presentation on this type by describing three ways this neurotic
adapts to living: either in persistent resignation, active rebellion, or shallow living. The first
adaptation is rather much like what has been described so far. Horney adds that a lurking fear of
futility may be dealt with by arranging a minimum of personal time. If aversion to work and
inertia prevail, this person lives very simply and may do very little. Ifthere is a pervasive inertia
this individual may become very atrophied in the capacity for the most basic aspects of living.

In the second case the passive resistance and active rebellion of the aggressive-vindictive
element is the key influence. If this response is against an external situation, it may be very
negative, offensive, and militant, driving the individual further away from his real self. If the

response is against the inner inertia, the realization that his life is going nowhere may cause a

172 bid., p. 280.
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limited liberation and a movement toward growth. Homey, in keeping with her view of all efforts
at resolving neuroses, emphasizes that this liberation is limited, because the whole structure of the
detached-resigned solution needs to be addressed if a permanent and durable resolution is to be
reached.

The final style of shallow living is a function of the individual’s feeling of futility and his
belief that life should be easy and painless. Horney notes that this detached-resigned type
“deteriorates into unrelatedness.”'” and cynicism. He may emphasize fun, prestige or
opportunistic success, or become a well-adapted chameleon. Horney argues, counter to Fromm,
that shallow living is an expression of neurosis rather than an innate deficiency. She believes the
distinction is important considering the degree of shallow living she observes in America. An

evaluation of ill health at least leads to the possibility of a cure.

f) Resolving Neurotic Solutions

In the “Conclusion” of Our Inner Conflicts, and in Chapter 14 of Neurovsis and Human
Growth Hormey outlines her beliefs about how neurotic solutions are resolved. The description in
Our Inner Conflicts, like the text itself, is simple, clear, and straightforward. The description in
Neurosis and Human Growth, while assuming and building on the theory in Our Inner Conflicts,
is more complex, layered, and conscious of the limitations of any kind of theorizing,

Considering the failure of the neurotic solutions, Horney believes that “the conflicts can be
resolved only by changing those conditions within the personality that brought them into
being 174 All the attempts at solution need to be dealt with before the basic conflicts within the
protective pride system and between that system and the real self are tackled. Details of
childhood are most important in terms of the origin of the neurotic structure; as long as the
original conditions persist, the protective pride system will be immune to deconstruction. The

goal of therapy has to be changing the original conditions so that the real self can be retrieved.

173 Tbid., p. 286.
'74Horney, Our Inner Conflicts, p. 217.
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The steps to this change involve the analysis of the entire neurotic character structure.
The first step is to analyze all the unconscious attempts at solution, all the implications of those
attempts, and all the secondary elements supporting those attempted solutions. The second step
is to work through the basic conflicts, first, in a kind of general outline, and then in detail. This is
followed by a general review of the effect of these attempted solutions on the patient, and then an
examination of his specific symptomatic responses.

Next, the patient needs to become aware of his varied resistances to change and growth.
The analyst needs to learn the subjective values of the attitudes and trends that the patient
defends. He or she needs to understand the patientis attempt to deny that conflicts are conflicts,
and his attempt to blur and/or minimize the incompatibility of his neurotic drives.

Horney suggests that interpretations only be given when they will be profitable to the
patient; something that can be borne at the time, and that will be perceived as meaningful and
helpful. The idealized image must be approached gently. Sadistic trends need to be left until the
patient feels less hopeless. The analyst has to realize that each character structure will have its
own unique requirements regarding timing, and that that timing will be learned through trial and
error with the patient’s resistances giving the clues to direction and to what the patient can bear.
Many approaches are needed for the same difficulty.

Any attitude that comes to light needs to be understood in relationship to the whole
character structure. Horney advises that the analyst proceed as follows: bring all hidden and overt
manifestations of the neurotic solution into awareness; explore their compulsive nature; examine
their subjective value and adverse consequences; underline their historical realization; attend to
their divisiveness and indiscriminate nature and to the patient’s reaction to their frustration; and
weigh their subjective value in counterbalancing other neurotic trends. Hormey believes that the
most important step is for the neurotic to see “the incapacitating effects of his neurotic drives and
conflicts...Only then will the patient feel the need for changing...such an incentive, however, can

come only from his desire for inner freedom, happiness, and growth, and from the realization that
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every neurotic difficulty stands in the way of its fulfillment.”!75 The last step is to examine the
influence that the basic conflicts have on the patient’s life.

Neurotics resist change because they feel too hopeless, or wish to triumph over those who
challenge them to change. Or their externalizations may be overpowering, and thus override the
application of any insight. In addition, the need to feel omnipotent may be too great or the
idealized self may be too rigid.

Horney does not believe that what she has presented by way of strategies for resolving
neurotic solutions and the conflicts embedded in them is a treatise on analytic techniques. It is her
experience that these are the essential processes an analyst goes through each time a new trend or
conflict in the solution emerges. She believes that each piece of analytical work that is done well
has a positive effect on the diminution of the whole neurotic structure. The hostility that the
neurotic feels about being challenged to change diminishes with his decreased feeling of
helplessness. His strength increases with each additional feeling of connection to his real self. He
feels more creative, and can set his own values. He has more energy and is less inhibited and less
paralyzed by fears, hopelessness, and self-hate.

Therapy undoes neurotic solutions bit by bit. It is a hard, painful process that takes time:
brief therapies are wishful thinking on the part of their originators. Day to day living can itself be
therapeutic depending on the persons met and on the events in the neurotic’s life. Analysis can be
terminated when the patient can learn from his own experience and can examine his own share in
the difficulties, and apply these insights to his life.

The goals this process envisions for the neurotic are: an ability to assume responsibility for
himself, making his own decisions and taking the consequences; a willingness to accept whatever
responsibility he has for others; a determination to be obligated by his values; an inner
independence; a respect for others and himself within a democratic framework; a spontaneity of

feelings with a corresponding capacity to control these feelings; a capacity for love and friendship

175 1bid.. pp. 233-234.
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for its own sake; and a capacity for wholeheartedness. Horney believes, in light of her experience
that patients can change, that these goals are elements of psychic health and are within the range
of possibility for the patient. The goals are ideals to strive for and guideposts for directing one’s
life. Horney is concerned that if there are not clear, healthy ideals, then the idealized self will
easily reactivate itself and set the neurosis in motion again.

In Neurosis and Human Growth Horney begins by warning against a false optimism
concerning “quick and easy cures.”!76 She points out that the word ‘cure’ is applicable to
symptoms, and that analysis is concerned with correcting a whole way of life that is misdirected.
Regarding the neurotic, she observes that “We can only help assist him in gradually outgrowing
his difficultics so that his development may assume a more constructive course.”!”” About her

summary in this text, she writes,

[ am not sure that this brief presentation...conveys the extent and the intensity of
the influence which intrapsychic processes have on human rclations. When we realize its
full impact we must modify certain expectations, commonly harbored, as to the beneficial
effect which better human relations can exercise on neurosis- or, in a broader sense,
on a person’s development...In analytical therapy this expectation is expressed in the belief
that the principal curative factor lies in the possibility of the patient’s establishing a good
relationship with the analyst, i.e., one in which the factors that were injurious in childhood
are absent... All these expectations are justified with regard to the child and the
adolescent...depending upon the extent of the disturbance in the individual and on the
duration, quality, and intensity of the good human influence.

Such a beneficial effect upon the person’s inner growth may also take place in
adults, provided the pride system and its consequences are not too deeply ingrained...

But these possibilities are much more limited than is usually assumed.!78

Horney notes in Qur Inner Conflicts that the focus is on rehabilitating the neurotic’s relationships

with others. In this text, she explains that,

Having seen the nature and the importance of intrapsychic processes, we are now inclined
to formulate the aim in a more inclusive way. We want the patient to find himself, and

176 Horney. Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 333.
177 bid., p. 333.
178 Ibid., pp. 306-307.
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with that the possibility of working toward his self-realization. His capacity for good
human relations is an essential part of his self-realization, but it also includes his faculty for
creative work and that of assuming responsibility for himself. 179

She notes that it has to be clear to the analyst that the patient holds on to his particular solution
and values because they are all he has to cling to. In his eyes, they are all that protect him from
self-disintegration. The neurotic thus endeavours to keep his conflicts unconscious, or
incomprehensible by intellectualizing, compartmentalizing, and being cynical. The central issue is
warding off self-hate by avoiding any recognition of unfulfilled shoulds. This need along with the
need to keep his feelings of inner terror at bay, impair his capacity to cooperate in his own
growth.

The analyst needs to be able to distinguish the idealized self from the real self, and the role
that pride plays in maintaining the former. The secret expectations of the neurotic for a removal
of symptoms without a change in character, and his hope that therapy would better enable him to
actualize his idealized self has to be faced. In addition, all the difficulties the patient has in his
ordinary relationships are experienced with the analyst. The patient overrates the significance of
the analyst regarding her magical power to cure him and her capacity to humiliate and hurt him.
The neurotic’s defences impede and sometimes make impossible any growth. They also indicate
to the analyst what the neurotic needs to protect or enhance. The patient is not only warding off
awareness of his conflicts and their supportive element, he is also warding off the interconnection
of these factors. Horney believes that the patient’s recognition that he cannot have his pride
without his self-hate to be of the utmost importance.

Knowledge of the basic conflicts and their supporting structure is not sufficient. The
neurotic has to experience these, otherwise he can apply his insights to others but not to himself:

“seeing is solving”!8is not growth producing. Horney explains:

179 Ibid.. p. 334.
180 Ibid.. p. 343.



144

It is not enough to know vaguely that his anger or self reproach is probably greater than
warranted by the occasion. He must feel the full impact of his rage or the very depths
of his self-condemnation: only then does the force of some unconscious process (and its
irrationality) stare him in the face. Only then may he have an incentive to find out more
and more about himself 13!

If the patient does not experience certain emotions, like anger, the analyst has to be sure the
patient knows that he can express those feelings within the therapeutic context. In addition the
analyst must analyze those factors that could be interfering, like the patient’s ability to suspend
judgement.

The protective pride system cannot be dismantled without inner change. Certain ideas
about the self have to be seen as fantastic and certain expectations of self and others as
impossible. The neurotic has to realize that he is not so independent, or honest, or so masterfil
even in his own house and that much of his loving is compulsive and exploitative. Certain values
have to be questioned too. He needs to see that self-reproaches are not great moral sensibility,
that cynicism is not objectivity, that his worldly wisdom that others are crooks is invalid, that his
detachment involves great losses and that his neurotic solution is not the answer to cverything.

Analysis of the protective pride system requires of the analyst, Horney believes, “a training
in technical skills, an extensive knowledge of possible unconscious complexities and personal
ingenuity in discovering, understanding, connecting.”!¥2 A knowledge of how dreams function is
essential. The analyst should be a constructive person with a clear vision and a desire to help the
patient find himself. The analyst has to capitalize on the initial interest of the patient, however
neurotic it may be, and encourage the neurotic in any efforts he makes on behalf of his own
growth. The work is hard and upsetting for the neurotic, but it is also freeing. As the conflict
within the protective pride system deflates and crumbles, the opportunity for actualization of the

real self emerges.

181 Ibid.. p. 344.
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The work on the conflict between the protective pride system and the real self is the most

turbulent part of the analysis. Horney observes:

It is at bottom this question: does the patient want to keep whatever is left of the
grandeur and glamour of his illusions, his claims, and his false pride or can he accept
himself as 2 human being with all the general limitations this implies, and with his special
difficulties but also with the possibility of his growth? There is, I gather, no more
fundamental crossroad situation in our life than this one. 183

The ups and downs in this phase are rapid and intense and the attacks of self-hate are vicious.
The patient both overrates and underrates his progress. Bouts of accepting limitations are quickly
followed by bouts of rejecting them. Horney refers to all this as the growing pains that the analyst
has to be able to recognize and support. Over time, the constructive periods are longer and more
positive and the patient can do more work on his own. He slowly comes to see that he does not
need his neurotic props, and this realization strengthens his self-confidence. The more he
experiences being in accord with his real self the greater incentive there is to move even more in
this direction. Yet Horney warns: “The therapeutic process is so fraught with difficulties of
manifold kinds that the patient may not attain the stage described.”184

In this final text, Homney sees the question of termination of analysis in a much more
nuanced way. Though the patient may become increasingly able to do more work on his own,
this does not mean that analysis should be terminated. The neurotic is only beginning to change
his values, directions, and goals. The work still to be done involves working through hidden
kinds of pride, claims, pretensions, and externalizations. In addition the work of self-realization
has to be done with its clearer and deeper experiencing of feelings, wishes, and beliefs and its
greater ability to use the patient’s resources for growth. The work has to be seen by the patient
as “an integral part of living.”!%5 and the patient has to move from seeing himself as a unique

exception to seeing himself as part of the world at large with a responsibility in it.

123 [bid.. pp. 356-357.
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Daly’s and Horney’s psychological paradigms have been presented in detail. [ will now
assess and evaluate Daly’s psychological paradigm in light of Horney. In so doing I will be
simultaneously assessing and evaluating Daly’s translation of her ontology into psychological

description and her politics into the etiology of psychological pathology.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE MESHING AND CLASHING OF PARADIGMS
This chapter will appraise and critique Mary Daly’s psychological descriptions of

patriarchal pathology and biophilic health by comparing and contrasting her ideas with Karen
Horney’s descriptions of pathology and health. In order to make this comparison I will draw on
the information presented in detail in Chapters Two and Three, presenting it more succinctly. The
comparison of Daly’s patriarchal male with Horney’s aggressive-vindictive type is rather
straightforward. The comparison and contrast of the patriarchal woman and the compliant-
morbidly dependent type and the Biophilic woman with the detached-resigned type are more

complex and will be presented in detail.

4.1 The Patriarchal Male and the Aggressive-Vindictive Neurotic Solution

Upon reviewing Horney’s description of the aggressive-vindictive pathological type |
found there to be roughly sixteen characteristic ways this type uses to maintain the idealized self.
He or she has a conscious or unconscious feeling of superiority, the desire to master life, the
determination to overcome all obstacles - inner and outer, along with a dread of helplessness and
a determination for self-glorification, usually through ambitious pursuits and vindictive triumph.
There are also the desire to achieve mastery through intellect and will, a rigid and compulsive
repression of the compliant-morbidly dependent trend resulting in the externalization of undesired
traits onto others, and a pretence at being all-knowing, loving, generous, and wise. There is a
pride in deceiving others with concomitant contempt of them. There is a fear of being deceived
by them resulting in excruciating humiliation that can cause disintegration of the pathological
structure because of the emergence of self-contempt. There is the fear of being a fraud in regard

to real abilities with the resultant hypersensitivity to criticism and fear of failure, a narcissistic
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relationship with the idealized self, an inability to ask for or to receive, the choking off of all
feeling, and motivation fueled by a need to prove self-worth. Finally there is a fear of retaliation
for using others, a fear of others interfering with their being used, the presence of powertul
impulses and insufficient checks, and extreme competitiveness.

There is much in this description that can be readily identified with what Daly has to say
about patriarchal male pathology. Daly goes to great lengths to describe the unbridled narcissism
and feeling of superiority characteristic of the patriarchal male from his claims of divinity through
the divine male line with its attendant prerogatives, to the self-contemplation of this divinity in
every ideology he has created, religious and secular. This narcissism and feeling of superiority
express themselves in several other Horneyan traits. The patriachal male is obsessed with
mastering life - his and that of every other human being, especially and particularly women. He
also would master all other living things and the cosmos itself He pursues this through all his
ideologies, his construction of language, his definition of the being of others, in particular
women’s being. He co-opts others to help him destroy women’s selves. He rapes their bodies and
their minds. He believes he can overcome all obstacles to attain this mastery and he works
toward the annihilation of all that would oppose his necrophilic self-absorption, including
particularly women and all else that lives on the planet. This self-mastery is intended to achieve
his central ambition, his self-glorification. Vindictive triumph, sadism and misogyny, gynocide
and genocide, every kind of demeaning ideology are the tools of his extreme competitiveness in
this yuest to achieve his every ambition.

The patriarchal male takes great pride in deceiving others through religious myths like that

of Mary and Eve, and religious doctrines like those about the nature of women, and those about
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sin and salvation. These doctrines represent some of the Biggest Lies that hide the
sadospirituality and sadoideology of the fathers, sons and holy ghosts. What he has learned from
religion he has translated into the secular ideologies of politics and philosophy, medicine and
psychotherapy all carefully crafted to keep women permanently ensconced in the ‘looking glass
society’.

The patriarchal male’s repressed feelings are projected onto women, who introject them
and in so doing collude with patriarchal men in creating a planet of dissociated men and women.
This dissociated state, the sadostate, is declared normative and healthy by patriarchal men.

In all of this the patriarchal male is a pathological mix of powerful impulses out of control.
He is treacherous and violent in every way imaginable, a rapist, torturer, dismemberer, necrophilic
to the core of his being, lecherous through and through.

However, Daly’s description bypasses the characteristics in Horney’s description that deal
with the aggressive-vindictive’s vulnerability and general predicament. Daly does not write about
the patriarchal male’s dread of helplessness, or his fear of being deceived by others with its
humiliating and self-contemptuous consequences. Nor does she address his fear of being
fraudulent regarding real abilities, or his need to prove his self-worth, or inability to ask for or to
receive. Nor does she confront directly the psychological reality that any doubt of the right to
appropriate what has been claimed could result in very serious psychological disintegration, from
psychosis to suicide. In as much as Daly fails to address the patriarchal male’s vulnerability and
his plight, Daly’s description of the patriachal male pathology, in comparison to Horney’s, has to

be judged at the least as limited and at the worst as one-sided, and unbalanced. Added to this is



Daly’s failure to portray these particular human beings as persons every bit as worthy of

assistance and compassion as any other human beings.

4.2 The Patriarchal Female and the Compliant-Morbidly Dependent Neurotic Solution

Things are not straightforward in this comparison, largely because Daly exonerates the
patriarchal woman of her responsibility for her condition. Whereas Daly emphasizes the hidden
aggressive-vindictive aspects of the patriarchal woman’s symbiotic relationship with the
patriarchal male, she does not hold the patriarchal women ultimately responsible for these aspects
of her behaviour. Of the eighteen characteristics of this neurotic condition that I gleaned from
Horney’s writings, Daly uses two as her principal descriptors, three others secondarily, that is
significantly but less frequently, seven others occasionally, and the rest not at all.

The first principal descriptor Daly uses is the symbiotic relationship of the patriarchal
female to the patriarchal male and its consequences: the deeply hidden nature of the patriarchal
woman’s wish for vengeance and vindictive triumph; the secret admiration of aggressive-
vindictive vices that are consciously abhorred; the choice of an aggressive vindictive partner to
live out her aggressive-vindictiveness vicariously with the consequent failure to perceive the
abusive nature of the relationship or to care if she does see it at the same time as she secretly
collaborates with it - whitewashing the patriarchal male and abjectly serving him; and the neurotic
longing for surrender and unity that leads her into this kind of relationship in the first place. The
only charactenistic of this descriptor not found in Daly’s patriarchal female is the secret admiration
of aggressive-vindictive vices that are consciously abhorred. Like the other absent descriptors,

this one would interfere with Daly’s exoneration of her ultimately innocent patriarchal woman.
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The other principal descriptor is the shrinking of the real potential of the compliant-morbidly
dependent patriarchal woman whose own aliveness is squeiched, leaving her a helpless prey to
self-hate.

The secondary descriptors that Daly uses are the insatiable need for affection, approval
and safety; the subordination of self to others; and the idealization of what this neurotic believes
to be positive qualities. And here there is a snag: it appears that the agent who idealizes in Daly’s
work is Daly herself, not Daly’s patriarchal woman.

Daly’s occasional descriptors are the compliant-morbidly dependent’s need for a
constantly available partner, the lack of awareness of the intrinsic worth of others, the
indiscriminate and compulsive nature of needs, the central need for belonging and the total
orientation toward safety, the lack of boundaries, terror of rejection, and admission of
exaggerated guilt.

The neurotic characteristics of this type not used are the compliant-morbidly dependent’s
overrating of her congeniality, generousity, goodness, humility, sympathy and sensitivity; her
belief that her suffering and helplessness justify her claims; the rationalizing of her aggressive-
vindictive outbursts as upsets, or depression through which she accuses others and excuses herself
and her lack of achievement; the emotional breakdown and possible suicide if the environment
fails to support her neurotic posture; and the neurotic goal of absolute harmony for which she
feels totally responsible. It is on this point that Daly’s exoneration of the patriarchal female really
shines through. Interestingly, in her description of the patriarchal male, Daly leaves out neurotic
descriptors that would invoke sympathy for his suffering; here she omits neurotic descriptors that

would hold patriarchal women responsible for their own neurotic posture.
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1) The Principal Descriptors

The consequences of the symbiotic relationship of the patriarchal female with the
patriarchal male can be seen in the patriarchal woman’s identification with the aggressor. This
causes a divided self that lives through the patriarchal male and is allowed a feeling of
achievement only if her achievements reflect his glory. She is drained and trapped by the
patriarchal male and she is blind to the fact that he is the real agent of her misery. She lives in a
state of Robotitude, the state of the living dead; and her life is reduced to servitude to him. She
identifies with the patriarchal male aggressor, allowing him to dictate who she is. He thus
controlls her psyche, setting her up to crave his patriarchal products: romantic love and marriage,
religion, professional help, alcohol and pills. She internalizes this raping, battering patriarchal
male who evokes constant internal and external terror that is reinforced by the multiple overt and
covert sadistic messages of “submit or else.” She is the victim of his Biggest Lies that leaves her
dissociated from herself, grateful for patriarchal crumbs, and totally ignorant of herself, her
victimization, and her rights. She ingests the lies of the perpetrator of the Biggest Lies, the Papal
Mother. She lives in a house of Sado-ascetic mirrors becoming a saintly masochist full of self-
hate, a need for punishment, and horizontal violence. Her complicity in adoring the false self that
the patriarchal male has created for her destroys her core integrity. The destroyed-restored
patriarchal woman is a patriarchal clone who settles for peripheral improvements in exchange for
silence. Her identification with the aggressor exacts an ongoing confession of sins that he has
defined, this act of self-loathing is rewarded by emotional catharsis and relief from guilt. Her
feelings are experienced indirectly and vicariously. The masochistic self-sacrifice of the Christian

woman who identifies with the aggressor’s causes, brings about her own demise. She is tricked
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into hating other women in exchange for a vicarious outlet for her own anxiety, hate, and rage,
but the price is rape, battery and incest. The patriarchal woman who identifies with the aggressor
fears separation from him above all things, failing to realize that she has never been anything but
separate from him and herself, and that she has been living in a dissociated state. The patriarchal
Presence of Absence becomes in her the Presence of Absence of her Self. She suffers brain
prostitution, and even though the patriarchal deception is brazenly obvious and easily detectable,
her addicttve symbiosis destroys the emotional distance required to see the obvious.

The prohibition against aggressive behaviour is seen clearly in most of the patriarchal
woman’s pseudo and plastic passions: guilt, anxiety, depression, bitterness, resentment,
frustration, boredom, resignation, and fullfillment. The patriarchal woman’s hostility is repressed
against the real agent and unconsciously expressed against herself and other women. Daly
describes these as masochistic emotions because the patriarchal woman can not name the real
aggressor and thus can not break away from patriarchy. As a result she becomes twisted in on
herself, paralyzed, and resigned to her fate, craving male approval that offers her fullfillment, a
perversion of joy. A depressed women is the perfect receptor for patriarchal products. Her
potted passions are not much help either, fragmenting and distorting her psyche, and concealing
her real passion.

The deeply hidden nature of the patriarchal women’s wish for vengeance and vindictive
triumph is seen in her long historical participation in the Sado-Ritual Syndrome that has made her
abet in her own fate and that of other women; a victim and a victimizer who performs her role as
token woman uncritically, assenting to her spiritual rape and reproducing the myth of male

divinity. As a masosadist, she becomes the torturer of other women, concealing the patriarchal
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male agent, and living unconsciously and vicariously her hidden aggressive-vindictiveness. She
spreads that patriarchal male ideology that women love to be degraded. As a pseudo feminist she
spreads horizontal violence and blames the victim instead of naming the agent. She makes
feminism feel like an illusion and that drives other women back into patriarchy. She betrays other
women out of a false loyalty to patriarchy and because of her fear of the consequences of being
loyal to other women. As a token woman she regurgitates male scholarship uncritically in
gratitude for male support and in her desire for unity with him and at the cost of recovering
women'’s lost past.

The shrinking of the real potential of the compliant-morbidly dependent patriarchal woman
and the concomitant self-hate can be read between the lines of the presentation of the first
principal descriptor. But Daly adds more. The patriarchal woman lives in a vicious circle of self-
fulfilling prophesy and self-hate. She is alienated, polarized, and appears inadequate in all male
arrogated areas. She internalizes male projected self-hate along with her own, and is then
victimized by him, herself, and other women. She is too busy meeting patriarchal male needs to
see to her own needs and potential. She is seen as being trivial, diffuse, dependent, low in self-
esteem, and powerless. She is autoallergic, working on her own self-destruction, suffocating her
own process, choking her own becoming, and hiding her own knowing. She is tamed,
domesticated, harnessed, meek, subdued, and disloyal to herself and other women. She doubts
the validity of her own being, and that of other women’s. In her self-hatred she self-lobotomizes,
allowing men to drain all her energy. As a saintly masochist, she lives out her self-hatred, need
for punishment and horizontal violence. As a masosadist she is radically passive, unable or

unwilling to resist oppression, and incapable of moral outrage. She wastes energy on patriarchal
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pseudo problems. Her wasted life is the solid waste of the sadosociety. She becomes more and
more stereotypical, a product of patriarchal religion, psychology, pornography, fashions, films,
television, commercials, news and drama. There is a vacuum where her Self should be. She is a
vassal of the patriarchal male as a pornographic model, a prostitute, a pious adherent of

patriarchal religion. She is a vessel of self-hatred cut off from her own strengths.

if) The Secondary Descriptors

Daly uses some descriptors that are similar to Horney’s in a significant but less obvious
role than the principal descriptors presented above. The patriarchal female has an insatiable need
for affection, approval, and safety. Daly describes the patriarchal woman in an increasingly
conservative society as having an obsessive-compulsive need for safety, shelter, rules and love,
and as being in terror of losing these things along with her sanity. She has a false need to be loved
that leads to living and loving lies.

The patriarchal woman subordinates herself to others. She takes for granted that others
are more worthwhile. Her self-esteem rises and falls according to the evaluation of the patriarchal
others. She allows herself to appear inadequate in the areas patriarchal males have claimed solely
for themselves. She projects all value onto the patriarchal male. She occupies herself with
serving his needs. She finds peace in patriarchal religion by blinding herself to the inequalities it
perpetrates. She is grateful for patriarchal crumbs. She regurgitates male scholarship uncritically.
She displaces the source of her self-esteem to others.

As indicated earlier the self-idealization of the patriarchal woman is a problem. In Daly’s

paradigm it is she who is idealizing the patriarchal woman. Daly’s construction of the patriarchal
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woman’s pathology leaves the patriarchal woman the victim of the patriarchal male pathology
with little real responsibility for her own pathology. Patriarchal women are not to blame for their
transgressions; these are only a result of the patriarchal structure with which they have been
forced to comply. Patriarchal mothers are socialized to kill the autonomy in their daughters, the
subordinate woman being the patriarchal ideal. The false patriarchal self is idealized at the
expense of the genuine Self thanks to the malevolence of the patriarchal fathers, sons, and holy
ghosts. They make the restored, fulfilled patriarchal woman the ideal patriarchal object. This is
not at all what Horney has in mind when she writes about how the compliant-morbidly dependent
neurotic idealizes her false self. It is an unconscious act on the part of the neurotic, nitially to
survive childhood, and later to maintain the neurotic structure initiated in childhood. Whereas it is
initiated because of neurotic parenting, Horney does not see it as a product of the neurotic parent,
but as a creation of the compliant-morbidly dependent person, for which she has to take
responsibility. Over time this neurotic enters into a complicity with what initially was created in
childhood out of basic anxiety. However, for Horney there is a point at which parental
responsibility becomes the neurotic’s responsibility. Homey does not blame one side, exonerating

the other. She calls all to take responsibility for their own part in the pathology.

iti) The Occasional Descriptors

The first infrequently used descriptor is the compliant-morbidly dependent’s need for a
constantly available partner. Daly writes of the patriarchal woman’s dependence on others for her
self-definition and her reliance on the patriarchal male for approval and protection. As a token

woman she aids him in spreading the adoration of the patriarchially created false female self;
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Because the patriarchal woman looks to others for her self-esteem she becomes an intolerable
burden on others and is rejected by them. Secondly, the intrinsic worth of others is not of concem
to her. Patriarchal mothers kill the autonomy in their daughters. As a token woman she
participates in horizontal violence against other women. As a masosadist she destroys herself and
other women. Thirdly her needs are compulsive and indiscriminate, generating anxiety and
despondence when they are frustrated. Daly notes the triviality and diffuseness of patriarchal
women, who believe that only patriarchal men can protect them from other patriarchal men.
Because the connection between the patriarchal woman and other women is broken, she suffers a
chronic and acute anger that immobilizes and defeats her. She is dissociated from her Self and
transformed into a robotic false self at the service of the patriarchal male. She is grateful for
patriarchal crumbs. She is an intolerable burden of need. Her central need for belonging and total
safety can be seen in her need for others to define her self, and in her obsessive-compulsive need
for safety, shelter, rules and love. She blames herself for being raped, blurring the boundaries
between herself and the attacker, unable to distinguish Self and its motives from the attacker’s.
She lives in extreme fear of rejection: the rejection that results from pathological dependence and
that which she fears would result if she abandoned the patriarchy in search of her real Self.

Finally, she admits to an exaggerated guilt, be it for rape that she did not entice, or through
obsession with purification by confession. She is guilt ridden thanks to the patriarchal myth of the

Fall. She feels guilty simply for being alive as a woman.
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iv) The Exoneration of the Patriarchal Female

Adding to the difficulty of easily perceiving the parallel character structure of Daly’s
patriarchal female with Horney’s compliant-morbidly dependent type is Daly’s choice of the
patriarchal religious mythical figure, the Virgin Mary, to highlight and champion the plight of the
patriarchal female. As can be seen from what follows, Mary, like all patriarchal women, is
portrayed by Daly as bearing no real responsibility for her predicament and as displaying none of
the neurotic characteristics that would reflect such a lack of responsibility.

The compliant-morbidly dependent woman effaces and erases her Self. Mary does the
same. She has no role in the conception of Jesus. Her body is unchanged. The holy ghost does it
all. The father is the only true parent, the only true self, the only creative self. Mary, and thus all
women, are mere vessels for male creativity.

The dominant partner expects to have full control of the compliant partner. The latter is
to be abject in the former’s presence, bearing all the blame, inhibiting all healthy ambitious
striving, creativity, leadership, self-assertion and critique. Mary fits into all these categories. She
is raped in mind, spirit, and will, by a refined religious rapism. She consents to the rape and
worships its product. Mary as the new Eve is the old Eve; it is the rejected and banished Lilith
who is the autonomous one.

The symbiotic connection deprives the compliant partner of her own agency. Mary has no
agency. Jesus’ real birth is his baptism by John; his supreme rebirth is his resurrection.

The compliant partner is blind to the dominant partner’s ambivalence, is helpless and
expects to suffer and to be the latter’s despised image of himself. The compliant partner is

unaware of the dominant’s sadistic hatred, her own perpetual victimhood and total rape. Mary is
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compliant, blind, helpless and left to suffer. She has no idea of the tyrannical trinity’s hatred of
her. She does not see that Jesus replaces Persephone and herself as the rising goddess. And even
though, like Dionysus, Jesus confers immortality on his mother when she is assumed into heaven,
unlike Semele who is her own woman, Mary is crushed and catatonic.

The compliant-morbidly dependent’s real seif is crushed under the burden of the sadistic
partner’s idealized self. Mary’s real Selfis erased through the incarnation: a mythic super-rape
which legitimizes the rape of all matter and all women. Further, the Protestants erase Mary
because they think that she is made more powerful than Jesus. Roman Catholics keep and
vampirize her.

The dogma of the Immaculate Conception (and the founding of gynecology) were
responses to the first wave of feminism. Women, like Mary, are presented as totally dependent on
male grace; women and Mary can be nothing without men. Mary was conveniently relieved of her
real self before she had a chance to experience it. This is the intended fate of all women under
patriarchy. Women are only to see and experience the world through patriarchal eyes. Those
who rebel are murdered and maimed and otherwise marginalized. In light of this Daly concludes
that theology is pornography because it supports the emptying of women for the use of men as
token women, male implants, to suppress all other women, as Mary has been used to suppress all
Christian women.

Identifying the fate of patriarchal women with that of Mary seems, on the one hand, to
sanitize them of their real contribution to their own pathology and their responsibility for that, and
on the other hand to put them onto a pedestal, with Mary, beyond the stain of mortal existence,

and as Daly declares, into a species different from the totally demented and evil patriarchal male.
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[ believe that both the use of Mary in this manner, and the general exoneration of women from
ultimate responsibility for their sadomasochism, considerably weakens Daly’s presentation of the

psychology of patriarchal women.

4.3 The Biophilic Woman and the Detached-Resigned Neurotic Solution

The understanding of the meshing and clashing of Daly and Horney’s psychological
paradigms is complex. On the surface it appears that there are few points of contact between
Homey’s description of the detached-resigned neurotic and Daly’s Biophilic woman. But a
greater appreciation of the details and subtleties of Horney’s description of this neurotic
behaviour discloses Daly’s construct as severely flawed.

The detached-resigned person has a core of static integrity, and there is real and ironically
static integrity in Daly’s Biophilic woman; the irony being that Daly uses so many energetic
adjectives to describe the Biophilic woman. Within the detached-resigned type there is an equal
struggle between the repressed aggressive-vindictive strivings and the compliant-morbidly
dependent ones. Certainly by her construction in Pure Lust the Biophilic woman could be seen as
aggressive-vindictive in her monolithic hatred of the patriarchal male. But the compliant-morbidly
dependent aspect is absent. Interestingly, the patriarchal woman bears that aspect totally, not only
for the Biophilic woman but also for the aggressive-vindictive patriarchal male. This is not
surprising because Horney sees any sliding into the compliant-morbidly dependent traits as the
absolute self-betrayal for the detached-resigned type. It is such self-betrayal that might lead to

psychic breakdown and possibly suicide.
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Many of the major characteristics of the detached-resigned type like the compulsive need
for solitude and self-sufficiency with the concomitant belief in an idealized self and attendant
behaviours like the search for glory, the compulsive shoulds, the balancing of the aggressive-
vindictive and the compliant-morbidly dependent strivings, result in the creation of a mental and
physical cocoon or magic circle as Horney calls it. The magic circle is the place of flight. It is
also the place of that precious, if static, original integrity. When Daly’s Biophilic woman is
examined as an idealized self in search of glory, tyrannized by a set of shoulds, and exhibiting
aggressive-vindictive traits to the exclusion of any compliant-morbidly dependent ones,
ensconced in a magic circle - the chosen destination of her flight - the alignment between the two
paradigmatic descriptions becomes very clear.

Other characteristics of the detached-resigned type like numbness to emotional experience,
the avoidance of structures, the cherishing of unchangeability, the self as an object of study and
the consequences of the shattering of the magic circle which do not appear to be characteristic of
Daly’s Biophilic woman on first glance, are there nonetheless, as will be shown in what follows.

In order to illustrate the meshing and clashing of paradigms presented above, I will
present the comparison and contrast in two phases. The first phase will deal with the major issue
of a magic circle enclosing an idealized self in flight and in search for glory, tryannized by its
shoulds, exhibiting its aggressive-vindictive suppressed side, and its core of integrity. The second
phase will deal with those other characteristics of the detached-resigned type that seem absent

from the magic circle but are there nonetheless.
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a) The Magic Circle and its Concomitant Parts
i) The Magic Circle

The magic circle of Daly’s Biophilic woman is the Background; this is the destination of
her “flight” in Horney’s terms, her “Journey” in Daly’s. For Daly it is a Journey from which the
Biophilic woman is not to allow herself to be distracted because it is the Journey to her Original
Self, to the place of Be-ing and Participation in Be-ing. In Horneyan terms the Journey to the
Background on the periphery of the patriarchal sado-state is an example of the kind of neurotic
flight in which the detached-resigned type engages. The Background is a place of hiding for the
Biophilic woman who refuses to engage in the world as either an appeaser or a fighter. This flight
keeps the major conflicts with modern society, or the Foreground as Daly labels it, out of
operation. Horney believes flight is the most radical and effective defence against this conflict.
She also believes that because flight is both part of the basic conflict and the defence against it,
the situation of this neurotic is more complex than that of the other two. Daly would also seem to
believe that the Journey/flight is the most radical and effective defence against the conflicts a
woman faces in the everyday patriarchal world. And if Horney is correct in her analysis that flight
is both intrinsic to the basic conflict the detached-resigned Biophilic woman experiences as well as
the basic defence against it, then Daly’s failure to recognize that her prescription of the Journey as
cure to be a neurotic solution is perhaps more understandable.

Horney suggests that even though the flight is the most radical and effective defence
against the conflicts of everyday life, it still does not offer real peace and freedom because there is
a contradictory set of values at work in the aggressive-vindictive and compliant-morbidly

dependent neurotic components that are suppressed. The grandiose fantasies, feelings of
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superiority, pursuit of self-sufficiency and occasional open rebellion of the aggressive-vindictive
traits all seep through. This will be quite obvious in the description of the Biophilic woman’s
idealized self in pursuit of glory. The totally denied compliant-morbidly dependent traits are
present in their projection onto the patriarchal woman, toward whom the Biophilic woman as
member of the cognitive minority has a perilously patronizing approach. There can be no peace
or freedom for the Biophilic woman. Horney sees a great irony in the detached-resigned’s goal of
freedom. It is not a “freedom for” because the wishes of this type are usually not known or
frozen. Rather it is a freedom from intolerable pressure. In as much as Daly’s Biophilic woman is
frozen in the magic circle of the Background, her wishes, however elaborately expressed, are too.
Further, the magic circle/Background is the home of the Biophilic cognitive minority, a
species absolutely different from the necrophilic patriarchal male majority. Daly describes it as a
“province of the mind...[a] sacred space...of self actualization and transcendence...”! as
participation in Be-ing, as a place of security and identity, as invincible and inviolable to all except
the cognitive minority, as a moving centre instead of a dead Archimedean centre, or as a place
apart from the dissociated sado-society. For Daly it is also a place of presentient presence,
Archimagical Rites, and radically unpredictable behaviour that is beyond control. The cognitive
minority evoke the reign of Nemesis causing the patriarchal order to self-destruct. There is
almost a flavour here of a children’s fairy tale in which the wicked witch or the evil giant is
outwitted and self-destructs as punishment. As well, the rediscovery of the early relationship with
the mother as one of nurturing freedom prior to the feminization by patriarchy that later invokes

the reign of Nemesis in the Background, takes place and seems to be part of the fairy tale

' Daly. Bevond God the Father, p. 34
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template. In Horneyan terms, this home of the cognitive minority is a place largely beyond the
realm of overwhelming conflicts, and the emotional untidiness of everyday life. It is a place where
the detached-resigned Biophilic woman withdraws to work on herself, gives up dreams in the
everyday world, expecting nothing from it. The worst aberration, the ultimate treachery would
be, in Daly’s terms, to seek any sympathy or help in the everyday patriarchal world: all healing, all
growth, all fulfillment of dreams can take place only in the Background because the goal of

anything patriarchal is the destruction of women and the death of the cosmos.

i) The Idealized Self and the Search for Glory

The consideration of the idealized self that inhabits the detached-resigned’s magic circle
presents a few initial difficulties. Because Daly is a philosopher one could argue for her right to
speak in ideal images. However, because Daly chooses to engage in a very psychological
discourse in her description of the Biophilic woman, her possible immunity to a psychological
reality check must be set aside. A second difficulty is that Daly weaves the ideal and the possibly
pursuable in an almost seamless discourse. This increases the importance of observing what is not
included in her description of the Biophilic woman: her ordinary flawed humanity. It is also
important to realize that the possibly pursuable in the context of the magic circle-Background is
the static integrity of the detached-resigned type.

Homey describes the idealized self of the detached-resigned type as self-contained,
peaceful, and strong. This type believes in a kind of faimess that amounts to idealized non-
commitment. This type thrives on independence, the idealized pursuit of freedom, and

identification with the idealized self
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Daly’s Biophilic woman is strong and self-contained, in the magic circle-Background.
She is strong enough to move beyond the everyday world of patriarchy, and she has the courage
to face non-being of that world so that she can participate in the Be-ing of the magic-circle
Background. In Horneyan terms this would appear to be exchanging one false self for another,
and the patriarchal god for another false god.

In the Background the Biophilic woman works to find her Self, leaving men and children
to find their selves without her participation. She spooks patriarchal males, sparks female
friendships and spins her own species and a radical feminist vision of the cosmos which excludes
patriarchal males and patronizes patriarchal females, and never mentions children. This is typical
of the detached-resigned type’s capacity to create a fantasy world of self-pursuit and imaginary
triumphs that become a substitute for successes and failures in everyday life.

In Horneyan terms the fairness of the Biophilic woman is only an idealized non
commitment, because the Background is a magical, unreal place with no real moral obligating
power. The Biophilic woman places herself in the Background, in Horneyan terms, to avoid
engagement with the world of everyday life. Whereas Horney sees the detached-resigned as
idealizing non commitment to avoid engagement, Daly’s Biophilic woman rationalizes her non
engagement in the everyday world by saying it has nothing to offer, and that its inhabitants are a
different species than she is. She need only be fair to other women.

Daly’s Biophilic woman is almost absolutely independent. She withdraws from the
everyday world and must make it alone as a condition of making connections with any other
woman. She is responsible for her own emancipation from patriarchy. She must be her own

source of self-esteem. She must be her own agent of healing, and she must discover that in
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herself she is a separate species with her own inner code. All this is in tandem with Horney’s
description of the detached-resigned as compulsively in need of solitude, being estranged from
others, with a critical need for emotional distance and restriction of needs, forgoing all that
engagement in the world brings.

The detached-resigned’s desire to be free of desires and passions can be seen in Daly’s
desire that the Biophilic woman be free of what Daly calls the plastic and potted passions but
which, in Horneyan terms, would be part of the lot of everyday life until the day we die: guilt,
anxiety, depression, hostility, bitterness, resentment, boredom, resignation, and fullfillment. In
keeping with the detached-resigned’s preference for self-study, self-absorption and a life of
intellectualizing, the Biophilic women is to take as her primary task the discovery of her Final
Causality, “the centralizing force/focus within the Self and within all be-ing.”> This is
accomplished by employing ludic cerebration or “clear reasoning rooted in deep intuition and
verified by direct experience.” Ludic cerebration as well as promoting a life lived in the intellect
is a tool for self-sufficiency and disengagement from the input of everyday life.

Daly’s Biophilic woman is identified with her idealized self. It is this cognitive minority
that will be the liberators of humanity. They are categorically different from ordinary men and
women, a separate species. Their identity and security is in Participation-in-Be-ing in the
idealized magic circle Background with idealized Be-ing. Their thinking and knowing processes
are categorically different from that of ordinary people, allowing them to operate in a magic circle

of their own.

* Daly, Pure Lust. p. 154.
* Ibid.. p. 149.
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The search for glory involves a compulsive search for perfection, a feeling that nothing is
impossible, a magical belief in the power of one’s own will, a sense that one’s reasoning is
infallible, one’s foresight is fiawless, one’s knowledge is all encompassing. There is also the
element of vindictive triumph. The idealized self of the Biophilic woman as presented above
illustrates many of these characteristics. The Biophilic woman is a magical creature with
reasoning, foresight, power of will and knowledge unavailable outside the cognitive minority.

In addition, the cognitive minority strive for vindictive triumph over the patriarchal male.
In spite of the caveats wamning that the descriptions of the patriarchal male are not philosophical
descriptions of innate male being, the torrent of derogatory descriptors used for males in Daly’s
work from Gyn/Ticology forward are overwhelming and drown out these few statements
regarding her purported philosophical intent. On the other hand, nowhere does Daly warn that
she is not describing the innate being of non-patriarchal women when she presents the be-ing of
Biophilic women. Thus it seems necessary to assume in Daly’s paradigm that the Biophilic
woman is the authentic article. Biophilic women as presented by Daly have a very low opinion of
patriarchal males and use every derogatory descriptor they can conjure and every occasion they
can find to try to berate them into oblivion. “The Dissembly of Exorcism” that Daly presents at
the end of Gyn/Ecology is a gathering of Biophilic women whose calling of patriarchal males to
account annihilates these patriarchal males in the process; that is they self-destruct in the face of
the scrutiny of Biophilic women.* The attack continues even more vigorously in Pure Lust and
The Wickedary. By page twenty-two in the former, Daly gives a chart of thirty-two descriptors

from “bores” to “wantwits” with detailed explanations.’ In the latter, Daly dedicates “Word Web

* Daly, Gyn/Ecology, pp. 418-424.
* Daly, Pure Lust, pp. 22-24.
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Three,” a total of fifty-four pages, to derogatory descriptors of the patriarchal male and the world
he creates and inhabits. There are no endearing characteristics in either of these lists. Therefore it
would appear that the goal of Biophilic women as well as being existence in a magic circle place
of their own beyond patriarchy that is inviolable and impenetrable, is the vindictive annihilation of
the patriarchal male from whom she is endeavouring to escape.

The compulsive search for perfection, or the tyranny of the shoulds, is quite obvious in
Daly’s description of the Biophilc woman. She is definitely a woman who should do and not do
certain things in order to become a member of the idealized cognitive minority. What follows is a
brief survey of shoulds gleaned from Gyn/Ecology and Pure Lust.

The Biophilic woman should be Self-directing, in touch with her own voice, and
intellectual. She must decode /unmask patriarchal language, myths, symbols, history, scholarship,
assumptions, reversals, and gynocidal rituals. She should learn women’s history, end male
mentorship, and name patriarchy as the paradigm of all other evils. She must overcome the
“Second Coming” of the “Witch Craze” by becoming a “Crazed Witch.” She must search out and
claim feminist writers. She should be lucidly analytical, name and exorcize male obscenity, utter
herself Utterly, judge women reformers as timid, affirm self’s priorities, detect male fear of loving,
be conscious of her own ‘Otherness,” be attentive to ‘Real Presence,’ and discern between
elemental passions and virtues and their plastic and potted substitutes.

Biophilic women should avoid: horizontal violence against all women, putting answers
before questions, selling freedom for androcentric academic respectability, the assumptions of
males that it has always been a man’s world, selling out despite threats at all levels, thinking that

one can obtain justice or equality within patriarchy, male processions, patriarchal saintliness,
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robotitude, false harmony, revolutions, states of emergency, feminine fullfillment and self-
sacrifice, appeasement, tidy answers, and male efforts to re-entrap them. Biophilic women should
refuse the role of penitent/patient, seduction into tokenism, seduction into sado-sublimations, and

restorations/rehabilitations.

iii) The Integrity of the Detached-Resigned Type

Hormney believes that the detached-resigned solution allows for a partial and static
integrity. Something of the real self is held onto tenaciously and protected vigorously. Daly
comes closest to describing a way out of psychological pathology in her description of the
Biophilic woman, that aspect of her paradigm that is intended to represent healthy human
behaviour. The key difference between her description and Homney's description of the resolution
of psychological pathology is that Daly’s resolution is bound up in a seriously flawed paradigm of
psychological health, that has more in common with Horney’s description of the psychologically
flawed detached-resigned solution.

Early in Daly’s work there was talk of “confrontation, dialogue, a co-operation between

" a “tolerance for ambiguity,” and a realization that there

the sexes undreamed of in the past...;
are no absolute answers because there is no ultimate authority.” And finally a self-actualizing
diarchy in which men and women would be participants in an androgenous humanity.® In this pre

Gyn‘Ecology period women are urged to name things for themselves, to express rage creatively,

to attend to one another, to move out of masochistic self-alienation, to be bold and courageous,

® Daly. The Church and the Second Sex, p. 195.
_Daly, “Return of the Protestant Principle,” p. 339.
® See Chapter Two, footnote 141.
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spontaneous and self-accepting, open and autonomous with a democratic character. Daly
encouraged women to abandon the false patriarchal self and to withdraw from the oppression of
patriarchy into a biophilic space that was to be neither absolute nor an escape. There was even to
be love for the oppressor and a refusal to vicitimize him: “To love the oppressor does not mean
to submit, but to affirm yourself and therefore make the oppressor see himself realistically.”; and
“To settle for reducing ‘the Other’ to victim status would be a failure.”'® With Gyn/Ecology and
thereafter there is a dramatic shift away from working for any kind of relationship with the male
oppressor and the equally dramatic birth of the Biophilic woman. Daly calls for a consciousness
of women’s situation and a clear analysis of it. She too desires the Biophilic woman to find her
real-Original Self and to be aware of how easily that connection can be lost without due vigilance.
These are all directions that Horney's theory of the resolution of pathology embraces. Horney
calls for a detailed analysis, a keen awareness, a willingness to see things as they are. But Homey
also calls for a willingness to take one’s share of the blame, and a willingness to face one’s
arrogating of privileges, responsibilities and personal characteristics and capacities to oneself that
belong to all, as well as facing the discarding of those privileges, responsibilities, characteristics
and capacities that belong to all but that one is unwilling to bear. And for Horney there is no one
absolutely evil or absolutely good. Pathology is a matter of degree of dysfunction and a function
of how compulsive one’s choices are and how unconscious the conflicts are. And pathology is
gender blind, though Homney notes that in American culture women seem more inclined to be
compliant-morbidly dependent and men more inclined to be aggressive-vindictive. Daly’s

intuition of what must be done to move away from a pathological mode of behaviour is stymied

? Daly, “The Church and Women.” p. 352.
*° Daly, “The Spiritual Revolution,” p. 174.
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by the static nature of the Biophilic woman herself. Her belief that she is super humanly good and
conscious and knowing and able to act disablies the possibility of growth. She and the detached-
resigned are in this conundrum because they both believe they do not need to grow out their
present situation, a situation that requires guarding their integrity. The cost of abandoning this

posture for both is the loss of the real-Original Self.

b) Further Aspects of the Magic Circle

A few aspects of the detached-resigned type not dealt with in describing various aspects of
the magic circle are nonetheless integral parts of it. Horney speaks of a numbness to emotional
experiences. The last thing one would accuse Daly of is describing the Biophilic woman as numb
emotionally. The catch is that the Biophilic woman operates in a static environment cut off from
everyday life. Daly can use every vigorous emotional expression in the English language, and I
think she does, but it still does not change the container in which those descriptors are supposed
to be active: the magic circle Background. To be cut off from everyday life would require an
emotional numbness and perhaps this is best represented in Daly’s work in her failure to consider
the relationship between women and their children, to say nothing of her failure to address the
relationship of women and men in the everyday world. This failure becomes quite obvious with
the writing of Gyn’Ecology and with what Daly writes thereafter.

The detached-resigned avoids the structures of everyday life as does Daly’s Biophilic
woman. These structures interfere with the freedom from everyday life, and the freedom for

magic-circle life.
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And what if the magic circle were shattered? What if the unchangeable mould into which
Daly has cast patriarchal men and Biophilic women comes undone because the dynamics of such
static stereotypes usually have a limited “shelf life”” thanks to continuous social upheavals? Or
what if it is undone by a relentless search for health in which all are more willing to take their
share of the blame and work more wholeheartedly for an improved everyday life? Daly warns
Biophilic women not to become re-entrapped into the patriarchal sadosociety of everyday life.
Should that happen they will lose their Selves. Yet when one emerges from the magic circle one
can only lose a false self, an arrogated self, a pathological self.

Biophilic women are obliged to cherish unchangeability, as all detached-resigned neurotic
types do. In order to remain in the magic circle Background they cannot disavow their absolute
goodness. No amount of Dalyan rhetoric about metamorphosis can counter the reality that no
real change is required in the Background. When one’s conflicts are put out of commission by
withdrawing from them into a magic circle, there is no necessity for change. The static status
quo of Participation -in- Be-ing is all that is required. Horney notes that the detached-resigned
type is very taken up with being as opposed to growing. It is a static being in an unchanging

environment.

4.4 The Resolution of the Meshing and Clashing of Paradigms

I'have pointed out the ways in which Daly’s paradigm meshes and clashes with Horney’s.
Daly’s patriarchal male and Horney’s aggressive-vindictive neurotic type have much in common,
except for the fact that Daly falls short in presenting the ambivalence and ambiguity that Horney

finds this type to exhibit. Daly’s patriarchal woman and Horney’s compliant-morbidly dependent
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type also have much in common, but Daly’s principal failure here, from an Horneyan view point,
is in not ascribing any ultimate responsibility to the patriarchal woman for the ongoing
pathological state. With Daly’s Biophilic woman the paradigms clash. What Daly describes as
healthy is very akin to what Horney finds neurotic in her detached-resigned type. Whereas there
are some hints from Daly as to what a healthy person and a healthy course of action might be,
they are indistinguishably entwined in an aspect of her paradigm that describes a psychologically
pathological type.

Totally despicable necrophilic males who are responsible for the state of their equally
pathological if not accountable female counterparts, and totally good Biophilic women do not
correspond to men and women in everyday life. In comparison to Horney, Daly is quite lop-
sided, quite prejudiced, not quite in this everyday world. Whereas Horney was quite aware of
the privileged position of men in the world in which she lived and how they organized things to
suit themselves and that women needed to learn to act in their own best interests in the face of
this, the political observations did not significantly colour her theory of human behaviour. For her
both men and women can be aggressive-vindictive, compliant-morbidly dependent and detached-
resigned. [ believe that she could have this open approach toward pathology and its spread
among the population because she believed the root of that pathology to be self-hate: the refusal
to be one’s real, limited yet spontaneous self in the everyday world. This refusal requires the
creation of a false self that eventually becomes idealized and tyannized and tyannizing, especially
in the aggressive-vindictive and the compliant-morbidly dependent types. Daly, on the other hand
places her political conclusion that men hate women at the core of her paradigm. [ believe that

this political belief causes her to construct the patriarchal men and women and the Biophilic
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women of her paradigm in such a way that they reflect this belief. Men who hate women are
thoroughly hateful and thoroughly responsible for their hatred - there are no mitigating
circumstances. The women who are allied with them are totally under the sway of this hatred
which is life threatening in every way. But Daly constructs women as not responsible for their
paralysis because the hatred of men controls them. Biophilic women on the other hand are
constructed as another species altogether who inhabit a different cosmos beyond the realm of
male hatred. Everything in Daly’s paradigm revolves around her belief in misogyny as the root of
patriarchal pathology. Everything in Horney’s paradigm revolves around her belief in the refusal
to be oneself as the root of pathology. Daly presents us with a psychological paradigm of three
false selves, rather than the one false self of the patriarchal woman and the two ‘real’ selves of the
patriarchal male and the Biophilic female that she purports to present the reader. Horney presents
us with a paradigm of three false selves that she sees as false selves, and a road map to move
beyond these pathological positions to one of health. Horney believes that taking one’s share of
the blame, compassion, and wholeheartedness are central to psychological health. Nowhere in
Daly’s paradigm is there a suggestion that women, patriarchal or Biophilic take their share of the
blame. Nowhere in Daly’s paradigm, which takes its final form in Gyn/Ecology and the writings
that follow, is there compassion for the patriarchal male. It could be argued that her suggested
compassion for the patriarchal female is patronizing. Nowhere in Daly’s paradigm is there
genuine wholeheartedness, a capacity “to be without pretense, to be emotionally sincere, to be
able to put the whole of oneself into one’s feelings, one’s work, one’s beliefs. It can only be

approximated to the extext that conflicts are resolved.”'' Wholeheartedness is not possible, in

"' Horney. Our Inner Conflicts, p. 242.
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Horney’s theory, to false selves who inhabit an idealized world. Daly’s paradigm is forever
spinning, going nowhere, its Archimedean point a false conclusion about the root of pathology.
Homey’s paradigm describes the problem created by the refusal to be our everyday real selves,
maps out a possible solution, and suggests reasonable and humane goals. There is no
Archimedean point in Horney’s theory; the situation differs from person to person, and is complex
she acknowledges beyond her capacity to present more than the general shape of. Daly’s
paradigm fails both to demonstrate that misogyny is a plausible root for patriarchal pathology and
that Biophilic women are its solution. Horney’s paradigm suggests both a plausible cause for and
a plausible way out of the psychological difficulties between the sexes.

Whereas Daly’s psychological paradigm is meshed into her philosophical and politcal
analysis of patriarchy and suffers from the entaglement, Horney’s is a sustained psychological
paradigm whose sole purpose is to understand human psychology. As such it is an excellent
mechanism not only to assess and evaluate Daly’s psychological paradigm, but also to further the

work Daly is endeavouring to do.
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CHAPTER FIVE: REFLECTION AND CONCLUSION

I would like to reflect upon the kind of support there is among scholars who comment on
the work of Mary Daly for my contention that Daly’s psychological paradigm is inadequate in
comparison to Karen Horney’s in both the description of psychological pathology and health and
psychological pathology’s root cause. I conclude by exhorting scholars to consider the potential
of Karen Horney’s work to improve understanding of the conflicts between the sexes.

A review of secondary source material around the concerns of this thesis reveal a great
concern with Mary Daly’s ontology and her choice of sexism' with its concomitant misogyny as
the root paradigm of patriarchal evil. Related concerns focus on Daly’s creation of the
Background and the Biophilic woman’s Journey to this space. There is some concern with her
ethical formulation and a lot of concern with what is perceived to be her dismissal of the views of
others. In the first section of this part, I consider the work of those who are in any way
supportive of Daly’s ontology with its related questions of the Background, the Journey to the
Background, and her ethical formulation for the Biophilic woman. The second section will review
the work of those who disagree in varying degrees with Daly on these topics, and their additional
concerns about Daly’s choice of sexism as the root of patriarchal evil and her dismissal of the
views of others. The sources go as far back as the early 1970’s and reach as far forward as the

early 1990’s.

'Daly uses sexism and misogyny interchangeably: sexism for her is the hatred of women. Other writers who
comment on her work are more inclined to use the word sexism only. It seems to me that how much that term
includes an understanding that sexism involves the hatred of women, and the extent of that hatred. varies from
writer to writer.
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In each case I address the critique to the themes outlined above. These themes are
couched in the language Daly uses. Most authors do not use Daly’s language when they are
critiquing her work. For example, although the “Biophilic woman” is being critiqued directly or
indirectly, most women simply critique Daly’s description of “women.” I use Biophilic woman,
along with patriarchal male and patriarchal female or patriarchal women for a sense of consistency

and coherence.

5.1 Supportive Critique

There are a few writers who do not believe that Daly has villainized males. Sarah Darter
believes that Daly sees sexism, not white males as the enemy of women.? Josephine Payne-
O’Connor declares that Daly is not “a man-hating, child-hating, feminine separatist...”* Rather,
Daly has withdrawn from the battle of the sexes and has simply left men to fend for themselves.

There are a few more writers who believe that Daly has accurately described, at least in
some small way, healthy women when she writes of Biophilic women. Carter Heyward gives
some qualified support for Daly’s description of the Biophilic woman as fundamentally creative,
needing time to be alone and time to be with other women, and having the courage to name and
to rage, even if this woman does not live these realities in the patriarchal world.* Ruth Evans,
commenting on Daly’s penchant for psychological analysis, writes that “Daly... writes with the

deepest perception and conviction...that the basic step in overcoming her alienation is for a

* Sarah L. Darter. response to “Does Feminist Theology Libcrate?” by McLeod Bryan, Foundations. 19 (1976).
pp. 50-52.

? Josephine Payne-O’Connor, response to the review of Gyn/Ecology: Metaethics of Radical Feminism, by Ross
Kraemer. Signs 6, 2 (1980), pp. 340-342.

* Carter Heyward, “Speaking and Sparking, Building and Burning,” Christianity and Crisis, 39, 5 (1979), pp. 66-
72.
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woman to recover an autonomous sense of self.”> For Payne-O’Connor the Biophilic woman is
simply matching the male power of deceit with her “power of vision and derision.”® Carlyn
Mouton supports unequivocally Daly’s creation of the Biophilic woman. These women are wild
women living in the transcendent now. They are not responsible for saving the patriarchal world
created by men. They are only accidentally related to the necrophilic patriarchal males. Biophilic
women are innately different from patriarchal women and men. Part of what makes Biophilic
women different are their conscious choices.” F inally, Paula Hirshboeck believes that Daly has a
postmodern vision of the Biophilic self of women which, contrary to much of the negative
critique, Hirshboeck believes, is not essentialist. Rather this self is a self in process, a self that is
radically and individually connected, a self that is constantly changing.?

Critique of Daly’s description of the healthy Background home of Biophilic women is
about equally supportive and unsupportive. June O’Connor sees the bonding in Sisterhood as
positive, the renouncing of the patriarchal god, rape, genocide, and war as necessary, and the leap
of evolution in women’s becoming as hopeful.” Casey Miller and Kate Smith favour Daly’s
prioritizing of women’s experience.' Wanda Berry believes that Daly has a Jungian imagination
that leads her to picture healing as a movement from loss of communication within the divided self

to discovery of the lost self. Recovery leads to harmony and mutuality. Daly’s individualism is

’ Ruth Evans. “Woman as Other: A Study of Alienation in Rosemary Ruether, Mary Daly and Sheila Collins™

(masters thesis, St. Michael's College, 1980), p. 112.

® Josephine Paync-O’Connor, p. 341.

* Carlyn Mouton, “Spooking the Snools: Scriptures According to Daly,” Broadside, 6,3 (1995), pp. 10-11.

$ Paula Hirschboeck, “Soul Making Women: A Philosophical Exploration of Imaginal Feminisms” (Ph.D. diss..

Union Institute. 1992), pp. 120, 135 ff.

? June O’ Connor, “Liberation Theologies and the Women’s Movement: Points of Comparison and Contrast,”

Horizons 2, (1975), pp. 108-120.

** Casey Miller and Kate Smith, “Women and the Language of Religion,” The Christian Century 93, (1976), pp. 353-358.
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balanced by the communal and ecological accord accomplished by the cosmic covenant ! Vicky
Cosstick thinks the Background is a valuable “time/space” that Daly has created for women,
enabling them to withdraw their energies from patriarchy.'? Payne-O’Connor doesn’t believe that
Daly intends separatism because it is obvious that women can’t leave the patriarchal universe.
Payne-O’Connor appears to believe that the same is obvious for Daly."” Carlyn Mouton believes,
with Daly, that separatism from the cause of separatism is needed to end the social contract that is
patriarchy.'* Susan Thistlethwaite concludes that Daly’s description of the Background “gives a
profound glimpse into what it would mean to actually live in the physical world and in the
imagination, and not abandon the physical world for abstractionist human consciousness.”"’
Nancy Howell, like Mouton, believes unequivocally in the need for women’s separatism in the
Background. Women need to invest their energy in themselves: the male question is a non
question. Women regain their lost energy, they are removed from the source of alienation, they
are able to pare away the false selves from the Self and remove internal and external barriers to
reaching Selfhood. The choice for the Background is a choice for mental health, a stand against
the pseudo reality of patriarchy.'® Sarah Hoagland has a similar perspective: the separatist choice
is both a mentally healthy choice and an effective ethical and political choice."” Daphne Hampson

also supports Daly’s separatist stance, because it is visionary, something necessary to create

"' Wanda Warren Berry, “Images of Sin and Salvation in Feminist Theology.” Anglican Theological Review 60, 1
(1978), pp. 24-54.

'* Vicky Cosstick. “Meet Mary Daly. Feminist Philosopher.” Kinesis (April/May 1979). pp. 3-4.

'3 Josephine Payne-O’Connor, pp. 341-342.

'* Carlyn Moutom, p. 11.

** Susan B. Thistlethwaite. “God and Her Survival in a Nuclear Age,” Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion 4.
(1988), pp. 83-84.

'* Nancy R. Howell, “Radical Relatcdness and Feminist Separatism,” Process Studies 18, (1989), pp. 119-124.

'" Sarah Lucia Hoagland, Lesbian Ethics (Palo Alto: Institute of Lesbian Studies, 1983), p. 61. This text is an
excellent one to read alongside Daly’s work. In many ways it is a parallel presentation with the advantage of being
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something new in the world. She writes, “One may ask after the relevance of separatism: it is an
apt question. Perhaps the relevance lies in the fact that some women are prepared to go to these
lengths, often sacrificing comfort and incurring social ridicule, in order to keep a light burning.”®

There are a few supportive voices for Daly’s Journey to the Backgroud. Marjorie
Suchocki gives some qualified support. She finds the Journey metaphor to be a good inward to
outward model - but for transformation of Christianity within patriarchy. Suchocki believes that a
truly self-centred woman can operate anywhere.'” For Rosemary Ruether Daly’s Journey
metaphor is important because it stresses the necessity of women making the painful journey into
consciousness of sexism.?

Marilyn Frye is supportive of Daly’s ethical understanding of how plastic and potted
passions entrap the patriarchal woman. Frye believes Daly’s study of the plastic and potted
passions in Gyn/Ecology is the most powerful part of the book, enabling her to better understand
“the experience of white feminists who are caught up in an endless pseudo-struggle...around

racism.”%!

very readable. It is a closely reasoned argument for Daly’s Background without Daly’s flamboyvant rhetoric. For
Hoagland scparation is a form of engagement with and within patriarchy.

'* Daphne Hampson. Theology and Feminism (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, 1990), p. 143.

' Marjorie Suchocki, pp. 314-315.

0 Rosemary Ruether, Sexism and God-Talk: Toward a Feminist Theology (Boston: Beacon Press, 1980), p. 187.
* Marilyn Frye, “Famous Lust Words,” The Women's Review of Books 1, 11 (1984), p. 4.
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5.2 Negative Critique

Mary Daly’s work has been criticized for its ontological conclusions about male and
female being. There are those who believe that her choice of misogyny as the root paradigm for
the political and psychological evils of patriarchy is misguided.

In reviewing the themes that emerged from the secondary source material [ found it
interesting how they lined up with aspects of Horney’s theory. The villainized male is the
despised self; the Biophilic woman is the idealized self: the Background is the magic circle; the
Journey is the escape to the magic circle; the ethical shoulds are the tyranny of the shoulds. The
dismissal of the views of others is an aggressive-vindictive strategy for putting conflicts out of
action. Citing hatred of women as the sole cause of the problem between the sexes can also be
considered a strategy for putting conflicts out of action through failure to take one’s share of the
blame.

Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza is concerned that Daly’s ontological approach is
depersonalizing. She believes that reversing categories is not enough because the categories are
still sex-typed, and therefore fail to overcome the dichotomy of sex-role stereotyping. Fiorenza is
concerned that Daly is unable to do without what she accuses men of: scapegoating, castrating,
and making another the “other.”? In a later observation, Fiorenza notes that Daly’s tendency to
universalize does not allow for the ambiguity of everyday life. She also believes that Daly
presents patriarchal women as non-beings separate from the ideologically pure Biophilic women, a

distinction that she believes causes an unneces dichotomy among women.” William Phipps
sary y g pp

? Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza. “Why Not a Category of Friend/Friendship?” Horizons 2 (1975), pp. 117-118.
= Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza, /n Memory of Her: A Feminist Theological Reconstruction of Christian Origins
(New York: Crossroad, 1984), pp. 24-26.
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has difficulty with those like Daly who merely reverse the androcentric view. He finds both the
androcentric and the gynocentric views myopic: “Both views are as myopic as the views of those
who think that our sun and its planets are at the hub of the world. Neither male nor female,
neither sun nor earth has ultimate primacy. There is a mutuality between the sexes...”** G.
McLeod Bryan, like Fiorenza, is concerned with Daly’s penchant for reversals. He finds her
theology strident and one-sided, making an absolute enemy of the male, with the male as
scapegoat in her reversed androcentrism. He notes that there are male faults but no female faults.
He finds Daly’s approach to men very punishing.”® Carol Christ believes that Daly has both
reified sexual differences and rigidly polarized the hierarchical and dualistic thinking of
patriarchy.?® Carter Heyward sees in Daly “an apparent contempt for men and for women whom

"’ Ross Kraemer finds Daly’s view of the male,

she does not consider to be Amazing Amazons.
monolithic and homogenizing, a mere reversal of what patriarchy does to women.*® Rita Gross
objects to Daly’s ontology of the male: “Daly also seems to intimate that maleness, per se, is so
radically deficient that it is a completely unworkable condition.”” Rosemary Ruether, in a similar
vein, comments that “The pattern of Daly’s thought moves increasingly toward a concept of the
male as generically evil and thus necessarily generating evil structures. The atmosphere of Daly’s

thought is a kind of other-worldly incantation by which one demystifies and escapes out of the

existing demonic male world.”*® Midge Quant, like Fiorenza, comments on the dichotomy Daly

*! William E. Phipps, “Adam’s Rib: Bone of Contention.” Theology Today 33 (1967), p. 273.

* G. McLeod Bryan, “Does Feminist Theology Liberate?” Foundations 19 (1976), pp. 40~49.

*® Carol P. Christ, “The New Feminist Theology: A Review of the Literature.” Religious Studies Review 3, 4
(1977), pp. 203-206.

*’ Heyward, p. 69.

* Ross S. Kraemer, review of Gyn/Ecology, by Mary Daly, Signs, (1979), p.356.

* Rita M. Gross. “Bittcrness and Effectiveness: Reflections on Mary Daly’s Gyn/Ecology.” Anima 7 (1980). p. 49.
* Rosemary Radford Ruether, Sexism and God-Talk: Toward a Feminist Theology (Boston: Beacon Press. 1983). p.
284.
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creates between patriarchal and Biophilic women. She objects to Daly’s conclusions that
patriarchal women are diseased and conditioned to execute phallocratic crimes and that “all men
are life-hating and evil...”>' She also decries as illogical Daly’s insistence that patriarchal women
are robots and yet responsible for their robotitude. In general, Daly’s pessimism leaves little hope
for change. Vivian Harrower also notes the dichotomies in Daly, and she describes them as
necrophilic. She writes, “Yet even as [Daly] is objecting to the feminine being defined and
stereotyped by men, Daly appears to be insisting that men act in a stereotyped ‘masculine’ manner
rather than seeking a new way of relating to women.”** She wonders if Daly is “merely reversing
the old order by the same kind of projection she has accused males of using.”* Harrower is
skeptical about the male exclusion from biophilic life. She is also concerned, along with others,
that there appears not to be a place for ordinary women in Daly’s vision. ** Andrea Nye, like
Quant, questions what room for change is created in Daly’s view of women as victims and men
as innately violent.” Sheila Davaney believes Daly’s essentially necrophilic male residing outside
of the epistemologically privileged position of Biophilic women is philosophically, historically,
and socially indefensible.*®

There is extensive critique of Daly’s description of the Biophilic woman. June O’Connor

is perturbed by Daly’s reluctance “to place any blame on women for the oppression that

* Midge Quant. “Mary Daly’s Latest Philosophical Quest,” New Directions For Women (September/October
1984), p.14.

32 Vivian Jarrett Harrower, “Feminist Critiques of a Male Savior: Christology in the Writings of Mary Daly and
Rosemary Ruether” (master’s thesis, St. Michael’s College, 1985), p. 23.

¥ Ibid.. p. 33.

3 Ibid., p. 26.

35 Andrea Nye, Feminist Theory and the Philosophies of Man (New York: Routledge, 1988), p. 99 T,

* Sheila Davaney, “The Limits of the Appeal to Women's Experience,” in Skaping New Vision: Gender and Value
in American Culture, eds. Clarissa W. Atkinson, Constance H. Buchanan, Margaret Miles (Ann Arbor: U.M.L
Research Press, 1987), pp. 31-49.



184

subjugates them.™’ Christine Allen’s comments about Mary Daly’s approach to her task could
also be construed to be a comment on Daly’s Biophilic woman. Allen believes Daly is mistaken in
placing her whole confidence in her own intuition without consulting external referents; her
Biophilic woman appears to make the same mistake. She also perceives an exaltation of self-love
in Daly’s work that I think could also be applied to Daly’s Biophilic woman.** Michael
Berenbaum thinks Daly’s exaltation of Biophilic women to the position of world conscience
merely invites more hatred for them. He also has trouble with a conceptualization of suffering
that leads to self-righteousness and an implied superiority.’ On a similar note, G. McLeod Bryan
accuses Daly of remaking God in the victim’s image, with God being the champion of Daly’s
messianic, history-bearing Biophilic \‘vomen. Whereas men are consigned to hell, Daly’s Biophilic
woman is idealized and heroicized as a kind of superwoman.”’ In a similar vein, Wanda Berry
believes that Daly’s work needs atonement images to enable her women to acknowledge their
share of the blame for the evils of patriarchy.*' Paul Tong, like Bryan, is troubled by Daly’s
idealizing of Biophilic women. He sees their Participation-in-Be-ing as “a suprasexual existence of
self-independence, self-sufficiency, and self-integral unity.”** This self-transcendence is basically
perilous because it is a negation of the everyday self. And whereas Carl Raschke believes that

God the Father is rightly declared dead, he disagrees with Daly’s beliefin the glorified Biophilic

0 Connor. p. 112.

* Christine Allen. “Self-Creation and Loss of Self: Mary Daly and St. Teresa of Avila.” Religious Studies 6. 1
(1976), pp. 67-72.

* Michacl Berenbaum, “Women, Blacks, and Jews: Theologians of Survival,” Religion and Life 45 (1976), p. 10
6 fF.

“ Bryan, p. 45 ff.

* Berry, p. 51.

** Paul K K. Tong, “The Sex of God: a Critique of Mary Daly’s Transcendental Theology For Women's
Liberation.” in God, Sex and the Social Project, ed. J.H. Grace (Toronto: Edwin Mellen, 1978), p. 41.
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woman independent of the male as the new being that will arise out of that death.* Carter
Heyward’s concern about Daly’s epistemology is in a similar vein to Tong’s concern about Daly’s
self-transcendence. Heyward describes Daly’s epistemology as one that places all knowledge in
the mind of the knower who has autonomous reason and sense of perception. This raises the
question for Heyward as to whether Daly’s Biophilic woman is merely a state of mind living
outside of and above patriarchy. On a somewhat different note, Ross Kraemer finds Daly’s
Biophilic women to have a Gnostic quality, divine souls embedded in material bodies controlled
by material and evil men who prevent them from returning to their heavenly realm of light: the
Background. However, as noted by Heyward, Kraemer points out that Daly’s Biophilic souls
have true knowledge on their side and thus are expected to win out in the end.*

Rita Gross finds Daly’s vision of Biophilic women and necrophilic men to be quite
impractical, given the existence of men, and that separation from them would be unhelpful for
women in the long run.** Barbara Andolsen is offended by Daly’s glossing over of women’s
capacity for evil especially as seen in White women’s collusion in the evils perpetrated against
Blacks. She believes Daly to be “naive when she portrays women as morally superior beings who
intrinsically possess creative values superior to any values previously articulated by men.”** From
a theological standpoint, Mary Ann Stenger accuses Daly of identifying the Biophilic woman’s
experience, at times, with that of the Ultimate and that she thus does not discuss the ambiguity

and ambivalence within woman’s experience. “To affirm any finite movement as so good, so true,

* Carl Raschke. “The Death of God the Father,” [liff Review 35 (1978). p. 63.

* Kraemer, pp. 354-356.

* Gross. p.50.

* Barbara Hilkert Andolsen, “Racism in Nineteenth and Twentieth Century Women's Movements: An Ethical
Appraisal” (Ph.D. diss., Vanderbilt College, 1981), p. 293.
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so revelatory, and so ultimate is to come close to idolizing it...good ideas lose significance
because the claims for feminism are so great and so extreme. Daly’s analysis is also inadequate
because she seems to limit the manifestation of the ultimate to feminist experience.”*’

Rosemary Ruether believes that Daly’s approach could cause women to fall into the trap

of “reversed female chauvinism that could cause one to lose touch with the human face of males

48

and begin to imagine that women alone are human and males are evil and defective. Susan

Everson describes Daly’s Biophilic woman as disembodied, “without connection to the social
context.”*® Everson goes on to speculate that Daly further wants women to escape history as well
as the body: “by defining patriarchal culture as evil, and implying that all women associated with it
are unenlightened and vicitimized, she creates an exclusive vision of the association of the elect,
liberated selves and essentially abandons all who haven't arrived.”* Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza
also sees Daly as someone who prefers to be outside history, and whose vision is one of
“disembodied souls.” She writes, “ Daly’s bonding of the feminist “elect and holy’ is rather a
disembodied and dehistoricized vision that reminds me of the neo-Platonic Catholic hope for the
communion of disembodied souls.””' Kathleen Martindale is also concerned about the
disembodied nature of Daly’s Biophilic women since their happiness seems more likely to exclude

their sexuality than to include it.*> Vivian Harrower wonders whether Daly’s women can be weak

¥ Mary Ann Stenger, “A Critical Analysis of the Influence of Paul Tillich on Mary Daly’s Feminist Theology,”
Encounter 43. 3 (1982), p. 234. Stenger reiterates this position in “Male Over Female or Female Over Male: A
Critique of Idolatry,” Soundings, 69, pp. 473-474.

*® Ruether. p. 188.

* Susan Everson. “Bodyself: Women'’s Bodily Experience in Recent Feminist Theology and Women’s Literature”
(Ph.D. diss.. University of Minnesota, 1984), p. 122.

0 Ibid., p. 125.

*! Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, pp. 24-28.

*2 Kathleen Martindale, review of Pure Lust: Elemental Feminist Philosophy by Mary Daly, RFR/DRF 13, 3
(1984), p. 55.
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and vulnerable: “A question arises as to whether the movement of women as Daly sees it can
allow for weakness or vulnerability among its members.”* Marsha Hewitt believes that Daly
reifies women such that they are not recognizable in everyday life. This contributes nothing to
women’s learning how to participate more effectively on their own behalf in the real historical
world. She also believes that Daly re-imprisons women conceptually: “Daly’s glorification of
female attributes and values mobilizes identity thinking within the walls of rigid conceptualisations
that foreclose on the mystery of individual being in all its diversity and difference.”** It all adds up
to Daly’s merely reversing the patriarchal glorification of the male. Flora Keshgegian comments
that Daly’s emphasis on either the horrific or the euphoric does not allow for the psychological
space women need to mourn. She is also concerned that Daly’s prescription for Biophilic women
requires them to split themselves off from their former selves and from their past.”® Finally, Jean
Grimshaw sees the Biophilic woman as an essentialist, humanist self She summarizes her
conclusions as follows:

1. An essential or original female self which is wholly autonomous and is

sharply contrasted with women who are ‘man-made’ or ‘brainwashed’ by

patriarchal ideology.

2. A conception of this self which sees it as potentially unitary, non-contradictory, and

wholly perspicuous to itself; and which sees psychic knots, tangles, barriers, obstacles and

splits as the result of the invasion of this self, both physical and psychic, by forces which
are alien to it.>

53 Harrower. p. 26.

' Marsha Aileen Hewitt. Critical Theory of Religion: A Feminist Analysis (Minneapolis: Fortrcss, 1995). p. 199.
Cf. pages 139, 143, 210.

5 Flora Angel Keshgegian, To Know By Heart: Towards a Theology of Remembering for Salvation (Boston
College, University Microfilms, 1992), pp. 247-248.

* Jean Grimshaw, “Pure Lust: The Elemental Feminist Philosophy of Mary Daly,” Radical Philosophy 49 (1988),
p. 24.
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Grimshaw believes that elements of humanist philosophy have coloured Daly’s perception, such as
the view that human nature is perfectible given a suitable environment, and in Daly’s privileging

the rational, self-determining person at the expense of the sensual, sexual human being.

»57

Grimshaw notes that Daly is “scomnful of most ‘feminine’ desires.”’ and dismissive of negative

emotions like guilt, anxiety, depression, hostility, bitterness, resentment, boredom, and resignation
that do not have objects outside the self. She believes that Daly’s Biophilic women have little to
do with real, historic women.

Daly’s Background space receives about as many nays as yeas. Berenbaum worries that
Daly’s Background which he describes as an extremely lesbian community, creates a re-entry
problem into everyday life and leaves little hope for eventual reintegration of Biophilic women
with the rest of society.*® Carol Christ does not believe that Daly’s Biophilic Sisterhood is a valid
bearer of messianic consciousness because Daly has reified the sexual differences between men
and women and she has rigidly polarized the hierarchical and dualistic thinking of patriarchy.*
Rita Gross who sees Daly’s vision of Biophilic women and necrophilic men as inaccurate and
impractical concludes “that the much more radically feminist concern seems to be living in the
general, larger community in a woman-identified fashion with dignity and independence.” Vicky
Cosstick notes in her interview with Daly that she seems imprisoned in her own new language and
that Daly comments that she despises economics. By extension we might conclude that Biophilic

women might also be imprisoned in their gynocentric language and a failure to deal with the

" Ibid., p. 25.

%8 Berenbaum. p. 116.
*? Christ, pp. 205-206.
* Gross. p. 50.
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pressing economic realities of the everyday world.®! In a similar vein, Ruth Evans notes in her
evaluation of Daly’s work that there are few references to economics which she sees as further
evidence of Daly’s idealist posture.”* Hester Eisenstein believes that Daly’s separatist
Background is a retreat to a safe haven.® Vivian Harrower fails to find convincing Daly’s
assumption that women’s communities would be free of oppression.** Andrea Nye sees Daly as a
visionary in a spiritual circle of women which is neither socially or economically possible outside
of patriarchy. She believes that Daly has a magical expectation of protection in her utopian
portrayal of a separatist community, and she wonders, even if such a community could be
formed, how it could escape power politics.’

Beverly Wildung Harrison has a great deal to say about Daly’s separatist, Background
space. She writes,

At times I wish I believed, with Daly, that the power of patriarchy

could be overthrown if only we women would absent ourselves from

patriarchal processions altogether. If only the withholding of power were

adequate to bring about social change in our world, undoing oppression

would not be difficult. However, we women should be the last to allow

ourselves to be trapped in a ‘spiritualizing’ notion that real change in our

flesh and body world ever comes from absenting ourselves from what

is going on in that world.%

Harrison finds Daly’s language otherworldly, world denying, and escapist.®” For Harrison, “Do-

ing” must be as fundamental as “Be-ing.”*® Jane Hedley brings us back to the language question

¢! Cosstick. p. 4.
2 Evans. p. 114.
** Carol Anne Douglas, review of “Contemporary Feminist Thought” by Hester Eiscnstein. Off Our Backs
(1984), p. 21.
* Harrower, p. 33.
% Nye, pp. 101-102.
% Harrison. “The Power of Anger in the Work of Love: Christian Ethics for Women and Other Strangers.” in
gfeminist Theology: A Reader, cdited by Ann Loades, 197. London: SPCK, 1990.
" Ibid., p. 199.
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that Vicky Cosstick raises. Hedley’s most telling criticism is about how Daly uses language to
create an illusory world. She notes that Meaghan Morris had already observed in the early 1980°s
that Daly was using language to, in Hedley’s words, “create a self-enclosed speech community of
the elect.”®® Hedley states further that Daly uses language as incantation to both reject patriarchy
and to create a world other than it. She believes that Daly works very hard to foster the
ahistorical illusion that words “possess their meanings intrinsically - that they have an inherent
power of their own.” Hedley concludes that “The women’s community whose Naming process
Daly champions in the Wickedary is an abstraction - not the agent but the figment of its prophetic
exhortations.””" Marsha Hewitt chafes at Daly’s exclusivist vision, that excludes all men and most
women, and in which the membership is decided by Daly alone. She concludes: “What Daly
proposes...is little more than a form of romantic escapism by driving women's revolutionary
energy for social and personal transformation into esoteric realms of privatized experience.””
Further, “Daly prefers a more privatized and individualistic approach that promotes personal
flamboyancy and outrageousness than public, issues-oriented struggle " Flora Keshgegian
describes Daly’s Background as mystical, a place where Daly does not attend to the realities of
the suffering caused by women’s vicitimization in the real world.” Daly’s dualistic epistemology
of the real as good, and the false as evil gives us good women in the Background and evil men in

the patriarchal world. Because this epistemology is not grounded in the real, everyday world, the

% Ibid.. p. 202.

® Jane Hedley, “Surviving to Speak New Language: Mary Daly and Adrienne Rich.” Hypatia (Spring 1992). p.
47. -

 Ibid.. p. 49.

" Ibid., p. 50.

”* Marsha Hewitt. p. 139.

” Ibid.. p. 181.

" Keshgegian, p. 249.
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oppressive patriarchal structures are left untouched.” Keshgegian is not impressed with Daly’s
elitist community of the cognitive few. “It is populated only by those who share Daly’s vision
and, increasingly, by those who use her language. Thus the community of discourse of which
Daly is a member is a relatively small circle of women.”” With Hewitt, Keshgegian concludes
that Daly abandons the struggle of living in the everyday world.”

If the Background is a place of escape in the eyes of many of Daly’s critics, the Journey is
the escape route. Carter Heyward describes Daly as ““spinning’ off into her own space of female
idolatry and isolation...”” She sees Daly as someone who burns bridges, traumatizes and pulls life
lines in, and then “flees inward, for a personal exorcism of the mind.”™ Rita Gross believes
Daly’s Journey and by implication that of Biophilic women is stuck in the rage stage.’® Susan
Everson concludes that Daly’s portrayal of women “as totally victimized underdogs™ who battle
against the patriarchal oppressor makes her Journey “a male mythical quest journey” more than a
journey of women’s lived experience.®’ Marsha Hewitt finds Daly’s presentation of the J ourney
wanting in practical detail. “Daly hardly addresses the question of the context of women’s
journey toward authenticity; where does it take place, in history or in some other realm to which
only women have access?”%

Only Bryan and Grimshaw comment directly on Daly’s ethical posture. Bryan understands

Daly’s ethic to be heroic in nature, reserved for the few, excluding all men and most women.®

" Ibid.. p. 251.

76 bid.. p. 255.

"7 Ibid.. 258.

’® Heyward. p. 72.
 Ibid., p. 71.

* Gross, p.51.
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Grimshaw, as reported above, finds Daly “scornful of most ‘feminine’ desires” and dismissive of
the everyday negative emotions that often do not have a clearly defined object outside the self.
Biophilic women should be above guilt, anxiety, depression, hostility, bitterness, resentment,
boredom, and resignation.

There are several who are concerned about what they perceive to be Daly’s effort to pre-
empt the views of others, or in Horneyan language to put and keep conflicts out of action. By
extension this trait would appear to belong to those traits associated with Biophilic women. June
O’Connor is concerned that Daly implies that women’s groups that are not radically feminist are
“spinning their wheels” in their attempts to deal with the oppression of women.® Christine Allen
is bothered by Daly’s inclination to place her whole confidence in her own intuition without
reference to external criteria.”” Michael Berenbaum is concerned about the ad hominem form of
some of Daly’s argument that seem designed to silence all opponents. He writes:

[suffering and self-righteousness] expresses itself in the implied superiority

which proceeds from the total renunciation of the oppressor, his culture,

and the impotent masses who do not effectively oppose him. Insofar as

the oppressor’s system is morally bankrupt, the victims of this oppression

feel justified in dismissing any outside criticism of themselves.*

Vicky Cosstick notes that Daly makes few concessions for others’ views within feminism.®” Rita
Gross observes that there is a shift in audience from Beyond God the Father to Gyn/Ecology, the

shift being from a wider to a narrower audience, “only that portion of the women’s liberation

movement that advocates separation because it sees the wider cultural milieu as totally, radically

! O’Connor. p. 113.
%5 Allen_ p. 71.

* Berenbaum., p. 109.
5" Cosstick, p. 4.
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and completely untransformable.” Gross adds, “Other feminists can hardly fail to notice the not-
so-subtle intimations that no other outlook is acceptably feminisi.”*® Ann-Janine Morey-Gaines
finds Daly’s use of the metaphor so bound up with Daly herself that one is always at risk of
conducting an ad hominem argument in critiquing her work. Because Daly’s books are a
chronicle of her own personal growth and because Daly “so frequently engages in self-protective
rhetoric...to hesitate or halt before her visionary doors is to be a patriarchal puppet, and by
definition unfit to comment on her work.”®

Ross Kraemer adds to this conclusion:

Daly’s arguments are so structured as to be impervious to falsification. By

definition, the incscapable participation of all men in patriarchal societies renders them

unfit critics. Those women, particularly those who call themselves feminists, who take

issue with Daly’s major premises and conclusions, especially her call for total

separation from the community of men, are refuted in advance by labelling them token

feminists’ who have failed to see through the patriarchal deceits.”
Mary Ann Stenger is disquieted by the fact that Daly freely castigates male one-sidedness without
acknowledging her own.”*

Finally, several of Daly’s critics believe her designation of sexism as the root explanation
of the trouble that bedevils women in patriarchal society to be inadequate. Carol Christ believes

that the explanation is too simple.”” Margaret Simons understands sexism as only one of the roots

of the oppression of women: she finds Daly lacking in appreciation of the experiences of minority

* Gross, p. 48.

% Ann-Janine Morey-Gaines, “Metaphor and Radical Feminism: Some Cautionary Comments on Mary Daly’s
Gvn/Ecology,” Soundings 65, 3 (1982), p. 345.
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* Stenger, p. 230.
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women.” Ross Kraemer detects substantive problems in Daly’s monolithic view of the male, her
failure to look at male on male violence, and her homogenization of all males. For her, Daly
simply reverses what patriarchy has done to women.”* Marjorie Suchocki questions Daly’s
conclusions around innate male/female dualisms that seem only to reverse and reproduce the myth
we already have.” Linda Alcoff believes that Daly has fallen into biological reductionism and
essentialism in her explanation of sexism as the root of male hatred of women. Alcoff finds Daly’s
approach factually and philosophically indefensible.”® Mary Ann Stenger acknowledges that Daly
does not explicitly say that men are excluded from the ontophany women are bringing about, but
she observes that Daly is clearly only talking about women in Biophilic terms and only talking
about men in necrophilic terms. It appears that with sexism Daly only exchanges one idolatry for
another. “To leave out the male element of humanity in presenting her philosophy and ethics is as
potentially dehumanizing and destructive as the subordination of females in patriarchal theology

197 . - . . . .
Rosemary Ruether sees sexism as “a massive historical crime against the

and ethics.
personhood of women.””® but she is unable to draw the kind of conclusions that Daly has about
male and female nature, and the solution to the problem of sexism as a separatist future for
women. Marsha Hewitt contends that by replacing capitalism with sexism as the root of women’s
problems, “Daly dangerously narrows the scope of domination and simplifies its dynamics,

reducing it to a basic antagonism between male and female.”” Flora Keshgegian’s observation

that Daly needs patriarchy for her own work both to exist and survive, corresponds to an

* Simons. pp. 395-396.

% Kraemer, p. 356.

% Suchocki. pp. 308-309.

% Alcoff, pp. 408109, 413.
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Horneyan understanding of the need for an unhelpful defence mechanism to maintain the
unhealthy status quo. Keshgegian writes, “Patriarchy has to remain intact for Daly’s system to

work and even to exist, since Daly defines herself in opposition to that patriarchy.”'®

Conclusion

In light of all that has been presented in the previous nineteen pages, and in conjuction
with the arguments presented in Chapter Four, along with the supporting material presented in the
first three chapters I believe that a convincing case has been put forth for concluding that Mary
Daly’s psychological paradigm is inadequate in comparison to Karen Horney’s. Their
descriptions of pychological pathology’s roots, characteristics and their proposed resolutions have
been compared and contrasted. The faulty ontology underlying Daly’s psychological paradigm
has been suggested to be what leads her to a psychological description of men and women that
does not correlate sufficiently with the psychology of ordinary men and women encountered in
everyday life. I have argued that the reason that Daly failed in this undertaking is her political
belief that misogyny is the root evil of patriarchy, a belief that caused her to create a one-sided
ontology of patriarchal men and women and Biophilic women. She then translated this ontology
into a one-sided psychological paradigm of patriarchal men and women and Biophilic women. 1
have shown that there are several of those who comment on Daly’s work who take issue in one
way or another with her ontology and with her belief that misogyny is the root of patriarchal evil,
although they do not offer an alternative ontology or suggest an alternative root to patriarchal

evil: this is Karen Homey’s contribution.

* Marsha Hewitt. p. 138.
'% Keshgegian, p. 256.
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Karen Horney’s understanding of self-hate as the root of psychological pathology appears
to me to be more helpful for understanding the psychological implications of the social
organization Daly calls patriarchy. Self-hate as Horney understands it calls upon both men and
women to take whatever part of the blame for the pathological situation that is their own. It calls
upon both men and women to deconstruct the false selves that have been constructed to cope
with the oppressive situations they have encountered. It also requires them to simultaneously
nurture to growth the genuine capacities that exist in themselves. Deems M. Brooks,
“Communication and Mental Health: Psychiatric Forerunners,” points out that Horney also
recommends an awareness of wishes, feelings, and inner conflicts; a development of a personal
code of ethics; a willingness to move towards the resolution of one’s inner conflicts, and a
willingness to take responsibility for the choices one makes."”' Because of the call for genuine
growth that Horney’s understanding of psychological pathology entails, I suggest that self-hate be
considered as possibly the political root of patriarchal pathology. Horney’s understanding of self-
hate as the wrongful arrogation of rights, privileges and characteristics to oneself to the exclusion
of others, and the wrongful discarding of responsibilities, obligations, and disliked characteristics
onto others to the exclusion of oneself seems to apply to the many pathological ideological “isms”
of our patriarchal world whether that be capitalism, racism, classism, ethnocentrism, ageism, and
sexism. The key to understanding this suggestion is a willingness to focus on the “arrogation”
element of self-hate. Whether actions or ideas hurtful to others and oneself are large or small, I
believe that there is a large element of wrongful arrogation involved. In a capitalist society, for

example, the few arrogate to themselves the resources that belong to all claiming their right to

** Deems M. Brooks. “Communication and Mental Health: Psychiatric Forerunners” (paper presented at the Central
StatesSpeech Association Convention, April 12, 1984), pp. 10-11.
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such privilege as attendant to their superior intellectual endowment and work ethic. Those
impoverished by this arrogation of resources are often characterized as stupid and lazy.

I believe that feminist scholars in whatever discipline ought to consider the work of Karen
Horney as they endeavour to understand the social and psychological forces that have undermined
women’s well-being in the past and that continue to do so into the present. They should not be
put off by the metaphors she uses to describe pathological behaviour. Rather, they should be
willing to mine her metaphors for their everyday significance and cognitive accessibility to
ordinary people. The continued reissuing of her books witnesses to the relevance many ordinary
people find in her conceptualization of what troubles us emotionally.

For scholars interested in women and gender it seems to me to be imperative that a more
helpful understanding of what is socially and psychologically at the root of the pathology of
patriarchal religion, and of patriarchy itself, be found. I believe that Karen Homey’s
understanding of self-hate and her careful analysis of how a person can reclaim her or his real,
ordinary self offers such an understanding, giving room for a dialogue between the sexes that a

belief in misogyny as the root of the problem can not. %2

'% There are two doctoral theses that apply Horney’s theory to areas of concern in religious studics. Sec: Barbara
Jean Horfrichter. Divinity of Peace: Beyond Mastery/Slavery Toward Wholeheartedness (School of Theology at
Claremont, University Microfilms, 1985); and Patricia Ann Cooney, “Karen Horney’s Psychological Theory and its
Implications for a Christian Feminist Spirituality” (Ph.D. diss., Catholic University of America. 1987).
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