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1. Introduction:  
A Crisis of Sexuality
In case you haven’t noticed, Feminism is a thing again.

It can be seen in Sheryl Sandberg’s call for women to ‘lean in’ 

at the workplace° and Emma Watson’s HeForShe plea at the UN°. 

It can be seen in Beyoncé’s bold VMA performance° and Chimam-

anda Ngozi Adichie’s TED Talk° which inspired it. Feminism has even 

reached the mainstream as pop starlet Taylor Swift has recently 

declared herself to be a feminist°. Altogether, the various voices and 

initiatives amount to what commentators are calling a Fourth Wave 

of Feminism.

The thoughtful reader cannot help but to ask ‘Why?’ After a 

century of reforms, why is it necessary to renew the charge? What 

are these new feminists after anyway?

If you ask a member of this Fourth Wave, they will likely tell you 

they are after equality. As Miss Swift put it, “Saying you’re a feminist 

is just saying that you hope women and men will have equal rights 
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and equal opportunities.” To most, that is what Feminism has always 

been about, and that’s what it is still about.

Yet the casual observer will note that women have long had equal 

rights and opportunity. To be sure, women have the vote in every 

Western country°, they dominate higher education°, and comprise 

almost half of the U.S. workforce°; contraception and abortion are 

not only legal, they are subsidized and mandated by the federal 

government; and a woman is the leading candidate for president of 

the United States of America. By all accounts, modern Western Civi-

lization should be a feminist utopia. 

Still, modern feminists are not happy. Indeed, they are fiercer 

than ever and ready for war. Why?

What one finds upon reflection is that there are two kinds of 

equality. Beyond Miss Swift’s brand of equal rights and opportuni-

ties, there is a second kind that is less obvious and at the same time 

more alluring—that of equal conditions. It is the difference between 

an equal chance for boys and girls to study math and science, and an 

equal number of boys and girls in math and science programs; it’s 

the difference between the ability for women to become president 

and an equal number of women presidents.

While most new-wave feminists use the first kind of equality 

of rights and opportunities as the platform on which to stage their 

argument, the means and ultimate goals of their efforts tend to fall 

toward this second brand, equality of condition. 

Witness Sandberg’s call for parity in the workplace, corporate 

leadership, and in politics. It is not enough that women have the 

opportunity to become leaders, we must have an equal representa-
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tion of women CEOs, congressmen, and presidents. Witness Adichie’s 

call for a “less gendered” society. It isn’t enough that girls have the 

opportunity to study math and science, we must see as many girls 

interested in math and science as there are boys. Witness the inces-

sant call for equal pay. It is not enough that a woman can make as 

much or more than a man, they must make the same amount no 

matter what. There must be no discernible difference between boys 

and girls, men and women—we must have equality of conditions.

The shift toward equal conditions is more significant than it 

might seem. Equal rights is a human rights issue—to deprive an 

individual of his opportunity is to deprive him of his right to life, 

liberty, and property, and violates the very rights granted to him 

as a human. Equality of conditions, on the other hand, is a political 

doctrine which aims at redistributing life, liberty, and property so 

that all individuals turn out the same. Equal rights is evening the 

playing field; equal conditions is making sure the game ends in a tie. 

While the former can and should be established for the betterment 

of all, the latter can only benefit a few at the cost of natural and long-

standing social constructs.

We can view the discrepancy by looking at the two kinds of 

equality in the context of the sexes: Equal rights are human rights, 

and, inasmuch as all men and women are human beings, all men and 

women benefit from these rights. When Feminism aims for this kind 

of equality, it is not only pro-woman, it is also pro-man. Indeed, it is 

pro-human. 

On the other hand, equal conditions seek to equalize outcomes 

irrespective of individual nature, ability, or preferences. Whereas 
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equal rights aim to give everyone the same opportunity despite 

innate differences, equal conditions aim to transform men and 

women so that no differences remain. In some extreme spheres, the 

charge toward equal conditions has meant neglecting or obliterating 

sexual differences outright, as in Target’s removal of gender cate-

gories for toys, the famous gender-swapping athlete Bruce “Caitlyn” 

Jenner, and the 50+ options for gender on social media. Here we 

find that Feminism is not only anti-man but also anti-woman as 

well. Indeed, it is anti-human because it means destroying the very 

conception of sex. 

Thus, the Fourth Wave of Feminism amounts to something of a 

crisis of sexuality. Such a phrase may seem extreme, but the vocal 

many reformers of the day will tell you that it is absolutely neces-

sary. That is because, according to them, sex—the differences 

between men and women—has been at the root of the greatest 

ruse of history. Ever since Eve ate the apple, men, because they are 

men, have used their strength and independence to overpower and 

oppress women simply because they are women. To the contempo-

rary feminist, sexual differences mean inequality, inequality means 

injustice, and injustice must be stamped out at all costs. And so, they 

have set about stamping out sexual differences at all costs. 

We see it manifest throughout the culture. First, there are those 

who simply don’t recognize differences between men and women at 

all. In his bestselling anthropology Sapiens, Yuval Noah Harari poses 

the question°: Why is it that throughout the history of civilization 

men have always held a monopoly of leadership and power posi-

tions? He offers three hypotheses based on male muscle power, male 
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aggression, and genetics, but concludes that none are convincing 

and that there are no scientific explanations as to why men should 

have lived any differently than women. It is quite as if he forgot that 

women have uteruses. 

Then, there are those who recognize that men and women are 

different, but contend that these differences shouldn’t lead to differ-

ences in society. Sex is biological, but gender is a social construct, and 

thus changeable. In a popular TED Talk°, academic feminist Linda 

Salane explained how men and women are physiologically different, 

but then concluded that this shouldn’t be reflected in how men and 

women behave or what they do in life, and certainly shouldn’t lead 

women toward particular vocations. To Salane, there are differences, 

but they are negligible in life.

Finally, there are those who recognize how sexual differences 

would naturally lead to social differences, but contend that we should 

actively combat those social differences with government policy. In 

All the Single Ladies°, author Rebecca Traister claims that “indepen-

dent women” will revolutionize the socio-economic landscape, but 

that, in order to do so, we first need to reform government so that it 

provides women with paid leave, day care, higher minimum wages, 

contraception, and abortion services. Evidently, women cannot 

become truly independent without first becoming dependent upon 

an all-powerful government.

Combined, these three mentalities create a full picture of the 

Fourth Wave of Feminism. The message is clear: There are no signif-

icant differences between the sexes, any differences that might exist 

should have no impact on society, and if any differences do impact 
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society we should use government force to crush them. With such 

various and vocal spokesmen championing the movement, it is a 

message that one can hardly deny.

But before we resign ourselves to living in a sex-less world, it is 

worth taking a moment to reconsider how we got here and question 

whether it is necessary to do away with the sexes after all. To do so 

calls for a new economic theory of sex. Looking back, we find that 

there are in fact differences between the sexes, that those differ-

ences can and do lead to differences in society, and that those social 

differences are good.  Indeed, if we look at the history, we find that 

sexual differences were at the foundation of what might be called a 

‘Sexual Balance of Power’, and in large part the reason for the success 

of mankind.

2. The Sexual Balance  
of Power
It doesn’t take a biologist to see that men and women are 

different. Until recently, this concept has been uncontroversial and 

rather accepted throughout the world. Today, this premise is not so 

happily accepted. And so, in a survey of the sexes such as this, it is 

constructive to spell out the differences between men and women as 

the objective observer might see them. 

To begin, men tend to be bigger—on average 10% more massive 

from birth°—and stronger—with an average of 40% more body 

strength than women°. Men have larger hearts and lungs while 
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women have larger livers, stomachs, thyroids, and kidneys°. The male 

skeleton is larger and tendons protrude more; the female thoracic 

cage is more rounded, the lumbar curve is greater, and the pelvis is 

tilted anteriorly°. It goes without saying that men and women have 

different genitalia and other reproductive organs. Women bear chil-

dren and are naturally equipped to feed them by lactating breasts.

This principle extends beyond physical traits and into the 

hormonal. On average, men produce 6-8 mg of testosterone per day 

while women produce 0.5 mg of the hormone°; and a man maintains 

a consistent 15-60 ml of estradiol while a fertile woman maintains 

anywhere from 30 to 370 ml of the hormone depending upon the 

phase of her reproductive cycle. Hormonal differences manifest in 

the different physical features and also differing emotions. Men tend 

to display more anger, for example, while women tend to display 

more guilt and benevolence°.

Ultimately, the differences carry on into brain constitution, as 

well as psychological and behavioral traits. Men tend to have bigger 

brains and more neurons; women’s brains contain more connec-

tions°. Men’s and women’s brains react differently to given stimuli°. 

Males tend to display analytic traits; females tend to display emotive 

traits°. In practically all facets of human development, it can be said, 

average males and females are different.

Contrary to the modern belief that such differences necessarily 

lead to oppression and tyranny, we find that complementary differ-

ences present a situation where the two sexes can work together 

for both to benefit. Before modern times, survival was dependent 

upon clan unity and procreating as much as possible. Unlike all 
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other animal species, human offspring are completely helpless and 

dependent at birth, requiring at least two years of nurturing and 

up to a dozen years of education before becoming self-sufficient. 

Because of this, men and women both are obliged to protect the 

children and provide for the family. Physical, emotional, and mental 

differences naturally led to a kind of exchange or ‘Sexual Division 

of Labor’ in which women and men would provide what each was 

better equipped for.

The foremost difference between men and women has to do with 

reproduction. By virtue of the uterus, mammaries, and heightened 

emotional hormones, women stand at the epicenter of procreation. 

Natural proximity to offspring means that women would character-

istically specialize in the bearing and nurturing of children. Other 

duties would be shaped by this most integral responsibility and result 

in more domestic tasks—female collection of food, for example, 

was geared toward ease of access due to the added demands and 

decreased mobility of carrying children.  

The man’s role was defined less by his own capabilities than by 

his relationship with the woman and by complementing her provi-

sions. Obviously, men are essential in the sexual arena for their 

supply of seed. In many species, the relationship ends there. Mean-

while, homo sapiens have thrived by pair bonding and by including 

men in the maintenance of the family and clan. With women focusing 

on bearing and nurturing offspring, men specialized in duties that 

could be detached from the home and those which required greater 

agility and strength—thus male collection of food was geared toward 

higher payoff and with it higher dangers.
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We see the Sexual Division of Labor clearly in the primitive 

foraging societies of pre-historic times as well as those that remain° 

around the world today. In the realm of food procurement, for 

example, women tend to target vegetal and more convenient foods 

while men tend to target wild fauna and more discommodious 

flora—whence, hunters and gatherers. Specialism extends in most 

cases to other duties such as food processing, clothing manufacture, 

and homemaking (by women), and industry, trade, and martial 

defense (by men). In general, it can be said that women serve a 

domestic capacity and men serve an external capacity; as in Manfred 

Hauke’s analysis°, women are ‘centric’ and men are ‘eccentric’.  And 

thus we see the prototypical ‘homemaker’ and ‘breadwinner’ roles.

This arrangement has been established such that primitive 

cultures reflect it in their activities and categorization of goods. 

Margaret Mead describes° how New Guinean highland culture links 

the “juicy, soft, fertile, fast-growing” nature of some foods with 

femininity and the “dry, hard, infertile” qualities of other foods with 

masculinity. Accordingly, mores developed for women to avoid male 

foods and vice versa.

The soft/hard dynamic can be used as a lens with which to view 

the Sexual Division of Labor as a whole. As children are born helpless, 

they require a soft, nurturing core to bring them into the world—the 

role played by the mother. And at the same time, both mother and 

child require a hard mantle to protect them from the harsh realities 

of nature—the role played by the father. Constructed so, the family 

provides a kind of ideal ecosystem with each participant providing a 

necessary benefit to the whole.
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As societies evolved into agrarian peoples, the division of labor 

shifted°. Male participation became more localized with the advent 

of cereal crops and, later, the growth of local trade communities. 

Still, the division of labor persisted with females specializing in the 

bearing and nurturing of children and males specializing in provi-

sion and protection of the immediate family. It might even be said 

that the advent of agriculture further emphasized the Sexual Divi-

sion of Labor in that males replaced many female foraging tasks with 

farming innovations, while females specialized more on domestic 

tasks and the nurturing of offspring. Still, women maintained centric, 

domestic roles and men maintained eccentric, external roles. 

*   *   *

By analyzing this early stage of cultural development, we can see 

how Harari’s mystery can be solved. Men monopolized positions of 

leadership throughout history simply because of a Sexual Division 

of Labor. While women were naturally made for centric duties of 

raising and nurturing the family, men were made for eccentric 

duties of provision and protection of the family. The man’s role led 

seamlessly to roles that were detached from the home, including 

social organization and leadership roles. This is not to suggest that 

women for any reason were incapable of filling such roles, or that 

men comprised the only population that could possibly succeed at 

those roles. On the contrary, it is to suggest that men could not fill 

the female roles of child-bearer and rearer, and so were relegated to 

tertiary functions. 
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Nor is this to suggest any hierarchy in the arrangement. Harari 

implied that men’s standing in positions of social leadership equaled 

greater power, and so, as he put it, “almost all cultures valued 

manhood over womanhood”. But there is no reason to believe that 

men’s roles as social organizers and leaders were any more valued 

than women’s roles of child-bearers and rearers. Across all civiliza-

tions, women have always held a position of respect and reverence, 

not in spite of but because of their role as child-bearers and rearers. 

Equating the domestic life with oppression is an invention of the 

Feminism of the 20th century.

A quick fact-check of Harari’s argument drives the point home. 

In order to prove that women have always been oppressed, he offers 

a number of examples of historical misogyny: he quotes ancient 

Chinese oracle bones which insisted that the birth of a girl was 

“unlucky”; he cites Deuteronomy, which he interprets as saying 

women victims of rape are to be punished by having to marry their 

attackers; and he shows how until recently women could not vote, 

go to university, or work. If we are to believe Harari, it would seem 

women have been chained in some dungeon from the beginning of 

time and only got a glimpse of sunlight in the 20th century.

Of course, if this were the case, then there would not be so many 

significant and powerful women throughout history. Consider the 

great female leaders: Hatshepsut, the legendary pharaoh during the 

Eighteenth Dynasty, Catherine the Great of Russia, Queen Elizabeth 

of England. Consider the great poets and mystics: St. Teresa of Avila,  

Mary Wollstonecraft, Jane Austen. Consider the great thinkers and 

scientists: Florence Nightingale, Elizabeth Blackwell, Marie Curie. 
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Consider one of the most powerful persons in history, a woman 

after whom the supposedly misogynist culture of the Victorian Age 

was named. If there has been an oppressive patriarchy throughout 

history, someone apparently forgot to tell these remarkable women.

Even in ancient and medieval times, women were held with 

great reverence and not uncommonly rose to lofty positions of 

power. A distinct reverence for women can be seen in ancient 

cultures’ worship of female deities. Egyptians worshiped Isis, who 

nurtures, creates, and brings other gods together in communion. 

Greeks worshiped Hestia for protection of the hearth, Athena for her 

wisdom, Aphrodite for love, and Artemis for sustenance from the 

hunt. In all mythologies, women held a high place for their protec-

tion of the home and family, and many cultures honored powerful 

priestesses as a natural extension of this reverence°.

As seen in the record of the Old Testament, in ancient Israel, 

it is clear that women were set apart from men. As in the case of 

Deuteronomy, Jewish tradition can be viewed as treating women 

as property and giving men preference over women. But this is to 

read out of context. Elsewhere in the Old Testament, it is made clear 

that women are to be respected and protected—they are set apart 

from men, not because they are less important but because they are 

more important as the bearers and rearers of children. The rules 

of ancient Israel were tough on women, but so too were they tough 

on men. Ancient times were tough for all people, and women just 

happened to be people.

Similarly, the rise of Christianity saw the elevation of the dignity 

of all mankind, including women. The secular modern sees Christi-
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anity as nothing but a sexist monstrosity which castigates women 

as the cause of the Fall, doesn’t allow women to be priests, and tells 

wives to be submissive to their husbands. This view ignores the 

pits from which Christianity lifted humanity. As any theologian will 

admit, the Bible teaches that men and women were both created in 

the image of God and that both are eligible for redemption. Women 

cannot be priests in the Catholic Church, but they have an important 

religious role as sisters and nuns. And when Paul implores, “Wives, 

be subject to your husbands as you are to the Lord”, he follows with 

an equally exacting demand on men: “Husbands, love your wives, 

just as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her”.

In medieval Christendom, Mary rose to become a most promi-

nent figure in the Church, rivaling even Christ as the primary source 

of adoration, and providing a feminine balance to Christ’s masculine 

theology. And, parallel to Christianity, Feudalism precipitated the 

cultural framework of Chivalry and Courtly Love, which catapulted 

the status of women to the utmost veneration.

We can turn to the work of Castiglione° to see that this apprecia-

tion only redoubled in Renaissance Italy: “No court, how great soever 

it be can have any sightliness or any brightness in it or mirth without 

women, nor any courtier can be gracious, pleasant, or hearty (brave), 

nor at any time undertake any gallant enterprise of chivalry unless he 

be stirred with the conversation and love of women.” Historian Will 

Durant showed how women were respected in the Renaissance, not 

for being like men, but for being precisely unlike men: “The educated 

women of the Renaissance emancipated themselves without any 

propaganda of emancipation, purely by their intelligence, character, 
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and tact, and by the heightened sensitivity of men to their tangible 

and intangible charms. They influenced their time in every field; in 

politics by their ability to govern states for their absent husbands; in 

morals by their combination of freedom, good manners, and piety; 

in art by developing a matronly beauty which modeled a hundred 

Madonnas; in literature by opening their homes and their smiles to 

poets and scholars.”°

With even this brief survey, we can see how the differences 

between the sexes did not result in a tyrannous reign of men over 

helpless women throughout history. Women did have opportunities 

to rise in and maintain power, and many took advantage. Doubtless, 

ancient and medieval women had it rough. But, the times were rough 

for all people, and women were people.

Upon reflection of pre-modern peoples, we arrive at two conclu-

sions: The first is that, in this arrangement, both men and women 

are essential for the ultimate success of the species. In pre-modern 

societies, individual desires led directly to the fostering of families, 

and, to that end, both female and male roles were irreplaceable. 

Naturally, the female’s bearing and nurturing offspring was crucial, 

but so too was the male’s provision and protection. For pre-modern 

families, both were seen as indispensable.

The second conclusion is that, due to the essential nature of 

both females and males, neither were particularly dominant in the 

arrangement. Both men and women needed the other to the extent 

that their own goals could only be achieved with the partnership of 

the other. Without either, the construct would fall apart.
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As such, the Sexual Division of Labor led to something of a Sexual 

Balance of Power. Both women and men were necessary, and neither 

were completely autonomous in the dynamic. It is with this in mind 

that we can fully understand the change that occurred upon the next 

major sociological shift. 

3. Industrialism
In the early Industrial Age, the Sexual Division of Labor persisted 

and became even more pronounced in the vein of agricultural 

specialism. Women still specialized in bearing and nurturing 

offspring while men specialized in provision for and protection of 

the family just as it had been with hunter-gatherer and agricultural 

peoples. 

But, as industry advanced, a change in the social dynamic took 

place. While the female’s role was rather static, the male’s role 

morphed in quality and expanded in scope. It could be said that 

Industrialism took the principles of the Sexual Division of Labor 

and applied it specifically to the man’s role of external provision and 

protection, and so brought about a widespread, exponential increase 

in industrial production unprecedented in the history of mankind. 

Tasks that used to take a single worker days could now be done in 

hours; machines that used to produce dozens could now produce 
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thousands. Industrialism represented, in a very meaningful sense, 

a revolution.

Of course, the effects of this revolution were seen across the 

cultural board, but it was in industry that the most transforma-

tive effects were seen. In short, industry and the male’s eccentric, 

provider role in civilization became unrecognizable. At no time 

before Industrialism could anyone have predicted the power and 

efficiency that the industrial worker or even office worker would 

exact in the late Industrial Age. 

It is for that reason that we begin to see a disruption in the balance 

of power between men and women. Whereas the sexes had always 

been relatively equal in their contributions to the family and thus 

equally irreplaceable in the arrangement, Industrialism bolstered 

the male role to previously unimaginable levels. 

This increase in power occurred on two planes. The first was the 

man’s increase in earning power. Positioned as the familial bread-

winner, the man is the one who benefits most from the increase in 

industrial capacity. The more industry improves, the more those 

involved in it will be able to do, produce, and, ultimately, earn. As 

breadwinners, industrial men became suddenly and irresistibly 

all-powerful.

Similarly, Industrialism increased the man’s purchasing power. 

As the breadwinner, the man is also in charge of the finances and 

thus the acquisition of goods and services. As much as Industrialism 

increased the productivity of those involved, it also multiplied the 

number and quality of goods and services available. The more effi-

cient workers grew, the more particular the products, goods, and 
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services became that were now available to the breadwinners for 

purchase. With full-blown Industrialism, the breadwinner could 

secure any good or service he desired. These included foods, clothing, 

and automobiles, as can be expected, but also childcare, healthcare, 

and other services formerly monopolized by the homemaker of the 

equation.
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A look at regional GDP over the course of the last two thousand 

years underscores the revolution. From this vantage, we see how the 

power of the breadwinner multiplied, roughly twenty times from 

1800 to 1950 and about one hundred times from 1800 to today. 

Granted, the homemaker benefited from this surge as well. 

Thanks to consumer goods that began making their way into the 

culture during the 1920s, the homemaker also saw an increase in 

productivity that rivaled that of industrial workers. But that increase 

was of course dependent upon household income, which was largely 

controlled by the breadwinner, the man. As such, any benefit that 

the woman of the house derived from Industrialism was to a great 

extent metered and controlled by the man.

This dual increase in male power is the source of all sexual 

complications that arose in the last hundred and fifty years. From 

the start, it was becoming clear that Industrialism would distort and 

ultimately disrupt the balance that men and women had enjoyed 

from the age of hunters and gatherers. It was hinted at as early as 

the 18th century and the development of the Declaration of Inde-

pendence. In 1776, when John Adams was heading out to declare 

that all men are created equal, Abigail famously implored that he 

“remember the ladies”°. Even then, there was a growing sense that 

men were progressing and women were being left behind.

By the Victorian Age in the late 19th century, the discrepancy 

was unmistakable. Across the West, the framework of Chivalry that 

flourished in the High Medieval era had dissipated and gave way to 

a resurgence of the ancient concept of ‘Paterfamilias’. The idea was 

that the man was the head of the household and moral leader of 
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the family. The woman was to love, honor, and obey the man. The 

more intensive Industrialism grew, the more the disparity between 

men and women grew. Only men were expected to be involved in 

industry, so only men were to be included in higher education, busi-

ness, and politics. Women maintained their role as caretakers, but 

took on new expectations of purity and innocence, which led to a 

formal sheltering of them from the dirtiness of education, business, 

and politics°. 

*   *   *

We can view this Victorian ideal of ladies and gentlemen in two 

lights. To be sure, the ideal clearly emphasizes the industrial fact of 

an ever-empowered breadwinner and so seems to undermine the 

Sexual Balance of Power. Even though women provided the same 

valuable services toward the end of a successful family in industrial 

times, their contributions to the family grew relatively less important 

compared to the man’s. Ultimately, women grew relatively less 

powerful, and the Sexual Balance of Power was further disturbed.

But the Victorian ideal could also be seen as an effort to counter 

the distortion taking place via moral standards. Granted, men had 

grown exponentially more powerful than women in the Industrial 

Age, the naturally beneficial partnership in the raising of a family 

had blossomed into a hierarchic disparity where men led and 

rather dominated families. It took a near-universal and irrefutable 

moralism, to ensure that such a disparity was not exploited. Though 

it consisted in both sincere virtue and disingenuous puritanism, the 
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principles of Victorianism could be seen working in favor of women 

as much as against them. 

To be sure, in the Industrial Age, women were more vulnerable 

than ever, and the rules and mores that Victorianism comprised 

sought to protect them as a result. Sheltering women from education 

and business, for example, was a part of elevating their character 

so they could not be taken advantage of. Rules of marriage were 

instated not as punishment of the women who were preyed on by 

men but of punishment for men who preyed on helpless women. 

From our vantage, Victorian Moralism seems to put women at a 

disadvantage and thus throw off the Sexual Balance of Power, but, 

ironically, it was the moralism of the age that served to reinstate arti-

ficially the balance that the rise of Industrialism threw out of whack.

Thus, it is during the Victorian Age where we see the resurgence 

and to a large degree the culmination of several disparate social 

forces aimed at strengthening marriage and the family—Chivalry, 

Courtly Love, and the institution of holy matrimony. As political 

scientist James Q. Wilson put it, “Marriage is a socially arranged 

solution for the problem of getting people to stay together and care 

for children that mere desire for children, and the sex that makes 

children possible, does not solve.”°

Nor was this arrangement wholly disagreeable from the female 

perspective. Consider George Eliot’s description in The Mill on the 

Floss of a man’s strength as fulfilling an innate feminine need: “There 

is something strangely winning to most women in that offer of the 

firm arm; the help is not wanted physically at that moment, but the 
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sense of help—the presence of strength that is outside them and yet 

theirs—meets a continual want of the imagination.” 

So too did the science of the day support the ideal. In his Studies 

in the Psychology of Sex, Havelock Ellis showed how gender roles 

stemmed from deep-seated psychological foundations, claiming that, 

“The man must be strong, vigorous, energetic, hairy, even rough, to 

stir the primitive instincts of the woman’s nature; the woman who 

satisfies this must be smooth, rounded, and gentle.” 

Later, Freud popularized his theories of sexual psychology, 

which also attributed male and female social roles to their biolog-

ical makeup. As Freud is famously quoted, “Anatomy is destiny”. A 

private correspondence of his shows how the modern age threat-

ened the natural state of affairs: “It is really a stillborn thought to 

send women into the struggle for existence exactly as a man. If, for 

instance, I imagined my gentle sweet girl as a competitor, it would 

only end in my telling her, as I did seventeen months ago, that I am 

fond of her and that I implore her to withdraw from the strife into 

the calm, uncompetitive activity of my home.”

Part common sense and part political reactionism, the day’s 

psychology underscored what was becoming clear to the Victorian 

moralists: Civilization had been built upon the family, which was 

made possible by the Sexual Division of Labor. Atomizing forces of 

Industrialism were ripping that structure apart and promising to 

dismantle the family, communities, and all of civilization as a result. 

Moralism must be retained if the culture was to survive.

Of course, in the absence of a natural balancing force, the artifi-

cial constructs of Moralism were liable to exploitation. Given their 
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nearly insuperable physical and social power, Victorian men could 

and often did rule their families as dictators. Likewise, given the 

relatively minuscule power that Victorian women held, they were 

unquestionably denied basic freedoms and rights. To borrow Elinor 

Ostrom’s concept, the rules-in-use of a natural Sexual Division of 

Labor were ossified into rules-in-form to actively prevent women 

from engaging in public life, presenting severe human rights issues.

At the very least, the moral regulation of the day seemed awfully 

inefficient. The advent of Industrialism made it uneconomical for 

women sit out of the workforce, and so barring women from poli-

tics, education, and business seemed ponderous and inept. But so 

too were women dependent upon men for an income and so pres-

sured to marry or hazard lifelong ostracism. When they did marry, 

in most cases, they lost their property rights, which made it nearly 

impossible for them to leave the marriage if so desired. 

Worse was the dramatic and sometimes tragic cases of domestic 

abuse that fomented during the period. Legal restrictions gave 

husbands license for any mistreatment they fancied, whether it 

was sexual exploitation or emotional and physical abuse. Reformer 

Frances Power Cobb showed how prevalent it was by downplaying 

it, saying, “Wife-beating exists in the upper and middle classes rather 

more, I fear, than is generally recognized; but it rarely extends to 

anything beyond an occasional blow or two not of a dangerous kind.” 

This is where we get the feminine oppression dramatically 

conveyed by Eliot and her contemporaries, Hardy, Tolstoy, Dosto-

yevsky, and Flaubert. “Never touch your idols,” Flaubert warned in 
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Madame Bovary, “the gilding will stick to your fingers.” Even those 

who supported the Victorian ideal saw its shortcomings.

Accordingly, a correction was needed. 

4. Feminism
At bottom, Feminism’s unspoken goal was to re-establish 

the Sexual Balance of Power that men and women shared from 

pre-modern ages. One way to do this would have been to lower the 

power of Industrial Age men. And, though many reformers might 

have humored the Rousseauian idea, there could have been no 

serious case made for eliminating the advances made in industry 

or otherwise removing men from that realm. It was much more 

sensible to simply allow women to be a part of the progress that men 

had enjoyed during the previous century or so of industrial growth. 

Given equal opportunities in education, business, and politics, it was 

thought that women would be able to take advantage of the boons of 

Industrialism just as men had, they would be able to grow in power, 

and, ultimately, this would reestablish balance between the sexes.

Early iterations of Feminism from the 1890s to 1920s, later called 

the First Wave of Feminism, focused on securing rights and opportu-

nities for women to engage in society, and touted notable successes. 

Suffragettes campaigned to give women the vote and open the doors 

to higher education and ultimately careers, successfully gaining the 
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franchise in 1920 and seeing an increase in female participation in 

higher education and the workforce from the 1930s through the 

1940s.

In the 1950s, the quality of the movement began to change. 

Unhappy with a widespread post-war flight to the suburbs and the 

alienating conditions of suburban housewifery, a new group of femi-

nists sought further emancipation. The equal rights and opportuni-

ties that the First Wave attained wasn’t enough—reformers began to 

demand equal conditions. They discovered that, during the Victorian 

Age, theorists had linked femininity with certain vocations and so 

relegated women to the home. As a response, in what became known 

as the Second Wave of Feminism, reformers began to look at ways to 

separate womanhood from the domestic life.

But this revitalized initiative contained in it three serious coups 

which reshaped society and threatened the very sexuality it was 

built to protect. The first had to do with the cultural expectations for 

women, the second with the biological realities of womanhood, and 

the third with the psychological. 

*   *   *

To begin, to allow women into the industrial realm, reformers 

would have to eradicate the Victorian Moralism and feminine ideal 

which had artificially constrained women for decades. Removing this 

Moralism would seem to liberate women and allow them to regain 

the Balance of Power. But, as we have seen, the Victorian Moralism 

that so chained women was in large part the only remaining force 
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protecting them from the tyranny of increasingly powerful Indus-

trial Age men. As explored above, the exponential growth in power 

that men enjoyed in the Industrial Age left women rather vulnerable. 

Victorian moralism introduced a social check to balance that power. 

Removing this check might have freed women on the surface, but 

it would also leave them more defenseless, double the demands on 

them, and so further skew the balance in favor of men.

Consider dating as an example. Under the reign of Victorian 

Moralism, it is supposed that a woman had no choice in whom or 

how she dated. The father, brother, and likely family’s entire social 

circle found it their duty to ensure that the young woman only see 

the right young man and under the right circumstances. Basically, a 

woman wasn’t free to say ‘Yes’ when she wanted because her family 

could always say ‘No’. 

Oppressive as this arrangement seemed, feminists sought to 

remove the constraint and liberate women to date whom and how 

they pleased. And, over the course of the 20th century, starting with 

the flapper of the 1920s, we saw a reduction in the kind of rules and 

protections that the family was obliged to levy on women in this 

arena.

This constraint, however, was not only put in place from cruel 

brothers and fathers to humiliate and harm the woman. Honest 

observers could see that it was in large part for the interest of the 

family name, status, and economic benefit. Reflection would also 

show that it was in place to protect the woman from potentially 

harmful interests in a newly unbalanced dynamic. It is odd to say it in 

our progressive age, but the Victorian ideal was there at least in part 
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for the protection of women, not their oppression. Jettisoning the 

standard meant that she no longer had that protection. As a result, 

while Feminism allowed women to say ‘Yes’ when they wanted, it 

would drastically undermine their ability to say ‘No’. 

Writer Wendy Shalit recalls° the 1948 classic ‘Baby It’s Cold 

Outside’ as an example of how the supposed oppression of mating 

was actually a tool that women could use in their favor. The song 

features a delightful repartee between a guy who is trying to get a 

girl to stay, and the girl attempting to resist. The guy’s intentions 

are clear as he offers more drinks and humorously recounts the 

numerous risks of being outside in the cold. The girl gives a number 

of excuses as to why she cannot stay, from “My father will be waiting 

at the door” to “There’s bound to be talk tomorrow”. Though she 

gives these excuses facetiously, it is clear that they are backed by the 

authority of social norms, and that she could rely on them believably 

if she desired.

These days, the woman has no such luxury. No one would take 

seriously the threat that “There’s bound to be talk tomorrow”. 

Indeed, modesty is no longer a credible option at all as Feminism has 

removed the role of familial and social protection°. So the modern 

girl is forced to take one of three courses of action: Either she could 

leave with a false excuse, a course which could be awkward at best; 

she could hurt the guy’s feelings by saying she is not interested; or 

she could stay and admit the consequences of a probably intimate 

episode. 

Given these options, it is no wonder why we have seen such a 

rise in promiscuity, polyamory, and sexual assault°. It is because 
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the well-defined rules of Victorian Moralism were tossed away that 

we now have a situation where there are no agreed guidelines for 

dating, relationships, or sexual involvement at all, and the resultant 

lack of responsibility in these circumstances°. 

There is no evidence that men have evolved to become more 

lascivious than ever before or that they have more influence than 

they have had previously in such situations—guys have always tried 

to get the girl to stay. But now women no longer have the quality of 

defense they could command under Victorian Moralism. Some men 

have always disrespected women by treating them as objects; now, 

however, women are expected to take that disrespect ‘like a man’ 

with no special protection.

Effectively, as Shalit points out, Feminism has stripped women of 

the most significant power that they had in the realm of mating—the 

ability to demand marriage and security before sex. Now, women no 

longer have that power. Indeed, Feminism has taken it from them.

*   *   *

Feminism’s second coup had to do with the nature of women. As 

we have seen in this survey, the differences between men and women 

created a kind of Sexual Division of Labor in which men and women 

specialized in complementary tasks. For Second-Wave Feminism to 

work, it was not enough to have the door to industry opened; women 

would have to go through it and participate in industry to the same 

degree as men. But there were good reasons why women didn’t 

participate in the industrial realm, namely, the fact that they are 



28       The Economic Theory of Sex

naturally predisposed to childbearing and nurturing, not cranking 

machines or long days on the warpath. As such, to divert women 

from their natural specialty into that of men would be to ignore and 

to some degree alter womanhood to better fit the mold.

There is nothing inherently masculine about education, business, 

or politics, per se, and so there is no reason to suggest that women 

must become more masculine to engage in these endeavors. Educa-

tion, business, and politics are considered masculine in the tradi-

tional ethos simply because one needs to be free from childbearing 

and nurturing to thrive at the endeavors. Men happen to naturally 

fit this role. Women, on the other hand, could engage in education, 

business, and politics, but only by denying or otherwise subduing 

their natural feminine abilities of childbearing and nurturing. 

Women might fit the role by simply abstaining from sexual activity 

and choosing not to marry. Many had and would yet. Of course, this 

would mean the institution of a double-standard. To attain the pres-

tige and successes of industry, women would have to give up one of 

the greatest joys in life—sexual activity—whereas men had no such 

limitations. Feminists from as far back as the 1890s found this to be 

even more demeaning than the moralist yoke they had overthrown.

The true solution, according to second-wave feminists, could 

only come from technologies that would allow women to detach the 

natural consequences of childbearing and rearing from marriage 

and sexual activity. It is not a coincidence, then, that we see a surge 

in advocacy for contraception, abortion, and divorce around the turn 

of the 20th century, when Feminism came to the fore. It was only 

through these means—all illegal at the time—feminists would argue 
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that women could truly gain the freedom to participate in the indus-

trial world and potentially regain the Balance of Power.

Though contraception, abortion, and divorce were practiced long 

before the 20th century, they only gained social sanction and the 

authority of the law with the pressure exerted by feminist promul-

gation and lobbying—contraception with the Pill in 1960°, abortion 

with Roe v. Wade in 1973, and no-fault divorce in every state by 1985. 

Inasmuch as the goal was to bring women into the realm of 

industry, these were necessary advances. Reformers from as early as 

the 19th century knew that, for women to have a chance at education, 

business, and politics, they would have to be free from the natural 

procreative functions that kept them out of the public sphere in the 

first place. At the same time, what cannot be denied is that these 

natural functions that feminists sought to remove are the very traits 

that make women what they are—to deny or subdue the ability and 

inclination to bear and nurture children is to deny or subdue femi-

ninity itself. And so it must be said that the movement to empower 

women was inextricably bound with the effort to defeminize them.

Early feminist and eugenicist Margaret Sanger summed it 

up succinctly when she said, “The foundation of the Feminist or 

Woman’s Movement should be how to augment the efficiency of 

woman, how to release her sexual bondage of child-bearing and 

place it on the plane of a voluntary and conscious undertaking in 

order to be approximately equal to man.”°

Sanger’s use of the term ‘bondage’ is telling. In light of the Indus-

trial Age, childbearing and nurturing is viewed as a great burden that 

is placed upon women without consent. It chains them to the home 
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and withholds them from the fruits of industrial work, oppressing 

them like a slaver. Women can only be fully freed from this bondage 

by controlling—in reality, denying and subduing—the reproductive 

capacities given them at birth. It is not a far leap to the argument 

which states that fertility and reproductive abilities are like diseases 

that should be treated medically, exempli gratia, by means of contra-

ception and abortion.

It was a while before anyone made the argument that fertility 

and childbearing were themselves diseases°, but nurses like Sanger 

claimed to have seen enough botched procedures and the ill effects 

of uncontrolled childbirth so as to be convinced that it was a social 

problem°. Indeed, it was through that frame that Sanger and other 

early feminists promoted what she called ‘birth control’. Sanger’s 

brainchild Planned Parenthood shows° that it has come to a point 

where today pregnancy is regarded as more terrifying than barren-

ness—unthinkable in pre-modern times. The term ‘women’s health’ 

has come to mean ‘switching off natural female capacities using 

harmful chemicals’, a description that could previously have been 

used to define ‘women’s malady’.

The medical side effects of the Pill should be indication enough 

that something is awry. In order to trick her body into thinking it is 

pregnant when it is not, a woman must ingest daily a high-powered 

carcinogen° which artificially stimulates reproductive processes 

that prevent further pregnancy. This forced cycle is said to cause any 

number of unintended consequences such as loss of libido, rashes, 

discoloration of the skin (melasma/chloasma), changes in weight or 

appetite, nausea and vomiting, migraines, mood changes including 
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depression, aggravation of varicose veins, gastrointestinal symp-

toms (pain, cramps, bloating), spotting, vaginitis (yeast infection), 

vitamin deficiencies, water retention, vision impairment, and liver 

malfunction (jaundice)°. Women who use the Pill are also prone to 

increased risk for cancer, blood clots, and heart disease due to the 

added unnatural stress of the treatment.

The medical risks are relatively insignificant compared to the 

psychological effects reported by some women of the lifestyle 

engendered by the Pill. Granted liberation from the procreative 

consequences of sexual activity, women are still not liberated 

from the psychological and emotional consequences of that sexual 

activity. And, while freedom from having babies has encouraged a 

level of polyamory and promiscuity, women’s intrinsic psycholog-

ical and emotional conditions are harmed as a result. The common 

description is of emptiness and despair due to indiscriminate sexual 

activity°. It naturally leads to depression and an often unconscious 

need to cover up the actions with alcohol abuse and drugs, whether 

prescribed or not.

Similarly, abortion, though it is said to be safe now that it is 

legal, comes with it side effects and complications as well. The most 

common complications are infection, excessive bleeding, embolism, 

ripping or perforation of the uterus, anesthesia complications, 

convulsions, hemorrhage, cervical injury, and endotoxic shock°. 

The emotional scars can likewise be worse. Many mothers are 

compelled to abort because they are in stressful situations. Contrary 

to assumptions, negative psychological consequences brought about 

by the abortion tend compound their already stressful living situ-
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ation. According to one study, 50 percent of those surveyed had 

negative feelings and some ten percent showed signs of having 

developed “serious psychiatric complications”°. Associate professor 

Anne Maloney sums it up: “Contemporary sexual culture is toxic for 

young women, and until women stand up and acknowledge that fact, 

despair, sadness and regret are going to be the underlying chord 

structure of their very lives.”

*   *   *

Lastly, feminists developed what was later called ‘Gender Theory’ 

as a way to detach women’s sexuality from their social life and voca-

tion with the ultimate aim of freeing women from the home on an 

irrefutable scientific basis.

The key was found in semantics. Psychologists such as Have-

lock Ellis and Freud had explained how female biology meant that 

women were naturally predisposed to homemaking and shouldn’t 

be exposed to the tumult of industry. As long as this connection 

existed, there would remain a nagging belief that women should be 

stuck in the home. And so psychologists sought a way to distance 

women from their biology without distancing themselves from the 

science. Enter gender.

Prior to the 1960s, the term ‘gender’ was a grammatical distinc-

tion used to differentiate words as in, ‘the female noun ends with 

an ‘a’ ’. With the advent of Gender Theory, however, we begin to see 

the term ‘gender’ used to describe a person’s outward masculinity 

or femininity as a distinct construct from his or her sex. While ‘sex’ 
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was still reserved to describe biological maleness or femaleness, its 

use became more refined, and psychologists and sociologists began 

using ‘gender’ to differentiate the social manifestation of sexual 

traits.

The magic in Gender Theory is that it separated a person’s sex 

from its social manifestations. Sex has to do with biological constitu-

tion while gender is merely a social construct which can be altered 

depending upon influences by parents, friends, and society at large. 

As such, it was argued that sex didn’t really matter and all gender-

based roles, vocations, and stereotypes were artificial, restrictive, 

and probably wrong.

Ultimately, with the help of the Pill, legalized abortion, and 

no-fault divorce, those stereotypes were considered to be change-

able, and, by the 1970s, we see begin to see a shift in social norms: 

There is no reason why a woman should be confined to the home. 

Why was it the man’s job to bring home the bacon anyway? Why 

couldn’t a woman be CEO or president? Men can be caretakers too. 
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Ultimately, the idea of a ‘gender role’ was to be banished from all 

acceptable public discourse.

As explored earlier, the upshot is nothing less than the obliter-

ation of the concept of sex. Most still recognize that there are two 

biological sexes, male and female, but sexual classification is no 

longer relevant. What matters is ‘gender’, or ‘sexual identity’, and 

this has less to do with biological determination than personal incli-

nation. A boy might be born with male anatomy, but, by adolescence, 

encouraged by his parents and the media, identifies as female in his 

social interactions. The thought is that a person’s sex shouldn’t limit 

him or her in the way he or she behaves, the education or career he 

or she pursues, or the lifestyle he or she keeps, even to the extent 

that he or she defies his or her own him-ness or her-ness.

In this Sexual Armageddon, gender theorists have claimed that 

there are many more than the two genders we traditionally think 

of—indeed, social media has identified some 50 or more such iden-

tities°. In scholarship, the generic pronouns ‘he’, ‘him’, and ‘his’ have 

been replaced across the board with ‘she’, ‘her’, and ‘hers’,° and, 

notably by the Orwellian ‘ze’°; in commerce, mega retailers Target 

and Amazon have gotten rid of gender labels for toys°; and, in munic-

ipal facilities, bathrooms are no longer designated as either male or 

female°, but rather have become sex-neutral, quite as if identifica-

tion prescribed biological functionality.

The cataclysm has recently occupied a place on the public stage, 

where we see countries across the West suddenly and seemingly irre-

vocably institute same-sex marriage; where we see a five-year-old 

girl announce that she’s a boy and her parents demand respect and 
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approval for it°; and we see a professional athlete change gender to 

much applause and accolade.

When in 2015 long-time feminist magazine Glamour announced 

Bruce “Caitlyn” Jenner as their Woman of the Year, some old-guard 

feminists protested. Germaine Greer called it misogyny “that a man 

who goes to these lengths to be a woman will be a better woman 

than someone who is just born a woman.” 

But, Greer was a lonely voice and was actually censured by her 

fellow feminists. All of the popular culture celebrated this tribute. 

They knew that Greer and other traditionalists were fighting a 

losing battle. They knew that championing a man as Woman of the 

Year didn’t go against Feminism, rather it was the culmination of a 

hundred years of reform. 

Equality of Conditions.
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That is because Feminism, despite assumptions, is in no way 

pro-female or pro-feminine. Since the Second Wave, its goal has 

been to give women equal power as men in an industrial economy 

and ultimately to produce equal conditions. It is an understandable 

goal given the tricky position women were placed in with the rise of 

industry. Still, the main way that feminists have sought to achieve 

their equality is by defeminizing women, by diminishing the natural 

procreative abilities that make them women, and in the end to make 

them more like men. As a matter of practical effect, Feminism is 

really Anti-Feminism, and, instead of making women more equal 

with men, it has rather destroyed the concept of women altogether, 

a quake whose tremors resonate throughout modern society.

5. The Disintegration of 
the Family
Just as the rise of Feminism led to the destruction of natural femi-

ninity, so too did the destruction of femininity lead to other more 

wide-reaching cultural ills. There was, after all, a central purpose 

and end attached to the traditional femininity which Feminism 

dispatched: the bearing and raising of children. Without a robust, 

traditional femininity, then, throughout the 20th century, the family 

began to disintegrate as well. Pope St. John Paul II eloquently 
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summed up the sequence: “As the family goes, so goes the nation, 

and so goes the whole world in which we live.”°

This breakdown could be seen on three fronts: First, the intro-

duction of contraception, legal abortion services, and the prolifera-

tion of no-fault divorce separated sex from procreation such that it 

skewed the mating market, causing men and women to begin getting 

married at an older age, having fewer children, and having a greater 

percentage of children outside of wedlock. Second, the large-scale 

introduction of women into the workforce crowded out men, thus 

driving up the total supply of workers, and driving down the price of 

work, making two incomes practically indispensable in the modern 

economy and diminishing the value of men. Third, the upheaval in 

the workforce left a void in the home, forcing children into state-run 

day care facilities and schools, and diminishing the influence of 

parents on the children.

*   *   *

To regard the first: We can assume that the primary intent of 

Feminism was to liberate women from the bondage of the home 

life. And, as can be seen during the 20th century, they were largely 

successful at this quest. But so too were they successful at igniting 

several other unintended consequences that changed the sexual 

landscape forever.

From the invention of sexual intercourse sometime before the 

20th century, the sexual act had always been tied to procreation. 

Obviously men had the ability to flee the woman after intercourse, 
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but at least the woman would necessarily be faced with the prospect 

of bearing a child as the direct result of coupling. In order to protect 

women and foster strong families, societies built up the institutions 

of chastity, Chivalry, and Courtly Love, and elevated matrimony to 

the loftiest of sacraments, all embodied in the Victorian ideal. In this 

frame, men too were held responsible for the consequences of sex.

Beginning with the introduction of the artificial hormonal birth 

control pill around 1960, continuing with legal abortion around 

1973, and culminating in no-fault divorce in the 1980s, we see sexual 

activity separated from procreation. From the mid-20th century on, 

no longer would a sexual encounter mean procreation. Of course, the 

possibility was still there, but the expectation was that it would not 

be a guarantee.

As such, in the mid-20th century, we see a degradation of the 

institutions of chastity, Chivalry, Courtly Love, and matrimony. 

Without the risk of pregnancy, men and women could engage in 

sexual activity freely. The result should have been expected: The 

age men and women were first married increased starkly, birth rate 

decreased within marriages, and out-of-wedlock births skyrocketed.

We can see how this manifests across society by viewing trends in 

the marriage market. Of course, trends in marriage can be attributed 

to myriad factors, but if we look at the changes over decades, we find 

patterns that point to specific economic forces. 

Over the course of the last 160 years, we can see a fairly consis-

tent baseline for marriage age in the third decade of life with changes 

based on recognizable social influences. As we can see, in times of 

war, age of first marriage drops, likely due in part to the pressure 
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exerted by the abrupt departure of soldiers. By the same token, 

during times of economic instability, age of first marriage rises, due 

perhaps to a concentration on physiological and security needs.

Throughout the first half of the 20th century, the median age of 

first marriage fell for both men and women, from 26 to around 22.5 

for men and 22 to 20.3 for women. The prevailing notion is that the 

unstable periods of World War I and II spurred men and women to 

marry at an increasingly early age.

We see a dramatic redirection in this trend starting, not surpris-

ingly, in 1960, the year that the Pill was first widely available to the 

American public. The explanation is simple: Oral contraceptives give 

women the power to engage in sexual relations without the conse-

quence of pregnancy—it separated sex from family and thus made 

marriage less urgent. By 1962, 1.2 million women were said to be 

using the Pill, by 1963 the number was 2.3 million, and by 1965 the 

number was 6.5 million (some 15 percent of the female population 

between 15 and 44 years old°). This affected the entire market and 

not just those women taking the Pill. It meant that a significant 

number of men could obtain what they wanted from women without 

the commitment to marriage and family. As such, men became less 

driven toward marriage and the motivation for marriage became 

more dependent upon the will of women. Ultimately, the age when 

that occurred was to be pushed further and further back. 

So too did the Pill put to an end to the staggering rise in fertility 

during the Baby Boom. Throughout the 19th and early 20th centu-

ries, the U.S. fertility rate fell at a constant pace, doubtless due to 

the rise in standard of living of the Industrial Age. This trend halted 
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during the Great Depression, when industry proved to be unre-

liable, and reversed during World War II as G.I.s returned to their 
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new families. Almost as abruptly, upon the introduction of the Pill, 

this upward course in fertility reversed again. By 1976, birth rate 

reached an all-time low, well below the replacement rate.

Later, legalized abortion and no-fault divorce would exacerbate 

these trends. The overall effect was to diminish the importance of 

marriage and family, and to legitimize the atomization of Industri-

alism. Data show the outcome in striking detail. According to a recent 

Pew Center study°, the number of never married adults has reached 

historic highs for both men and women. Similarly, fifty percent of 

respondents believe that those who do not prioritize marriage and 

family are just as well off as those who do. 
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Ultimately, the reduced value of marriage and family has led 

understandably to a surge in out-of-wedlock childbirths. The 

Census Bureau reports that from 1960 to 2010, unwed childbearing 

increased from 5.5 percent to an unimaginable 40.8 percent. Some 

estimates assert that we are at a “tipping point” where most births 

will now happen outside of wedlock°. And, while cohabitation has 

largely displaced marriage in terms of committed relationships, 

evidence shows that it is transient and that much more precarious 

for the family. A recent study found that “Nearly 40 percent of cohab-

iting twentysomething parents who had a baby between 2000 and 

2005 split up by the time their child was five, three times higher than 
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the rate for twentysomething parents who were married when they 

had a child.”°

In response to the trend, the government instituted programs 

in the 1950s and ’60s which intended to care for and educate the 

children of single- and no-parent households, but, in retrospect, can 
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be seen as only adding to and intensifying the problem°. In 1954, 

Congress introduced a child care law which gave up to $600 in tax 

deductions “to permit the taxpayer to hold gainful employment”. In 

1967 as a part of Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society welfare amend-

ment, the federal government unveiled the Work Incentive Program 

designed to provide child care for women on welfare°. Added to the 

slew of other welfare programs developed as far back as the New 

Deal, these two helped to alleviate strains on single-parent house-

holds and aimed at halting the self-perpetuating cycle of poverty 

that many non-traditional families found themselves in. 

The effect was quite the opposite. By giving benefits to single- and 

no-parent households, the government incentivized out-of-wedlock 

childbirth, thus further compelling the growing trend. By the same 

token, these welfare programs rather penalized marriage in that 
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those in low-income situations can and often do earn more money 

and benefits by staying unmarried and collecting funds from the 

government. Social critic George Gilder examines the phenomenon 

of ‘liberation day’ in which young, impoverished girls in the ghetto 

celebrate their sixteenth birthday because that is the time when 

they can become ‘independent’ by bearing illegitimate children. As 

he outlines in his 1986 Men and Marriage, “the government will offer 

you a chance for independence, in an apartment of your own: free 

housing, medicine, legal assistance, and a combination of welfare 

payments and food stamps worth several hundred dollars a month. 

It is all offered on one crucial condition. You must bear an illegit-

imate child. After three children, the payments in New York State 

will rise to $8,333, an amount 45 percent higher than the after-tax 

earnings of a full-time job at minimum wage.”°

*   *   *

What’s more, the widespread entry of women into the work-

force has had a notable effect on the economics of the labor market, 

which has presented more strains on women, the family, and the 

population as a whole. This second repercussion of Feminism can be 

viewed in the light of supply and demand: As women entered higher 

education and the workforce, the supply of labor increased. Instead 

of half the working-age population being viable for a job, now the 

whole working-age population is competing for jobs. Those familiar 

with basic economics know that this kind of shift in supply can and 

often does affect its price. As long as demand remains constant, the 
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price will fall. Just as when the supply of corn or gold increases, the 

price is bound to drop. Altogether, over the course of six decades, 

there has been an influx of workers to meet the demands of industry, 

and, accordingly, industry can pay less for those workers.

Of course, the demand has not stayed the same. Increased 

population has boosted aggregate consumption, the demand for 

consumer goods and services, and ultimately the demand for labor. 

So has the residual effect of increasing the purchasing power of 

women by bringing them into the workforce. The more women earn 

on their own, the more they can spend on goods and services from 

companies that then need to hire more people to accommodate the 

demand. Here we can conclude that demand for work has gone up 

while supply has increased.

But this new demand has not fully countered the new supply of 

labor. As women entered the workforce over the course of the last 

fifty years, we actually saw a decline in male participation in the 
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workforce as well as a decline in median income of men. Indeed, 

statistics show that the increase of women into the workforce has to 

some degree pushed men out.

The effect is based on a self-perpetuating principle of supply and 

demand. With the price of labor falling, it has become important 

and in many cases indispensable for households to maintain two 

incomes. Simply, a man’s income doesn’t go as far today as it did in 

the 1950s, and so, to keep up with inflation, either the man must 

work more hours or the woman is forced to join as a co-bread-

winner. Both tend to drive the cost of labor even further down and 

make it even more difficult for families to stay afloat. Studies have 

shown that two-income families earn 75 percent more money than 

single-income counterparts of prior generations, but paradoxically 

have 25 percent less discretionary income for living expenses°. Ulti-
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mately, it becomes much easier for families, whether with one or two 

parents, to fall into debt and likely poverty. This increases the strains 

on families, which exacerbates the trends toward divorce, single-

parent households, fractured attention at home, and, ultimately, 

disruptive antisocial behavior.

Perhaps more damaging are the psychological consequences all 

of this has had on men. The fall in prime male workforce participa-

tion as seen in the last several decades is said to be the central factor 

in what sociologists have found is a general withdrawal of men from 

society°. Inasmuch as women could formerly be defined by their role 

as homemaker, men could be defined by their role as breadwinner. 

As women forged into the workplace, men lost their identity as 

breadwinner and began to show signs of losing their identity wholly. 

Sociologists have long seen the civilizing effect of women on men 

as one of the great boons to human society. When leaders discovered 

that the all-male colony of Jamestown was suffering from indolence 

and chicanery, for instance, they decided to send marriageable 

women to straighten up the colonists and motivate them to work. 

The eventual success of that colony can largely be attributed to the 

civilizing effects of women. 

These days, now that marriage no longer serves as the driving 

force that it once had and moreover women are in some ways 

competing with men in the realm of production, men lack the same 

civilizing and motivating force. The upshot is Jamestown in reverse; 

an unraveling of productivity and manners.

Anthropologist Philippe Bourgois of the University of Pennsyl-

vania explains how the difficulty in finding a job and making a place 
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in the traditional breadwinner role leads men to withdraw from 

society, and into the virtual reality of video games or, worse, pornog-

raphy, substance abuse, and criminal activity. “When the legal, 

entry-level economy isn’t providing a wage that allows someone a 

convincing and realistic option to become an adult—to go out and 

get married and form a household—it demoralizes them and shunts 

them into illegal economies,” Bourgois said.

It starts in schools, where the vast majority of authority figures 

are women and a socialistic framework has served as the basis for 

education since the 19th century. Sociologist Christina Hoff Sommers 

explains how schools are designed specifically to encourage and 

reward traits native in girls, how this alienates boys and incentivizes 

them to subdue their native traits, and how it renders boys as fail-

ures in the education system, thus disengaging them from the social 

fabric as they move into adulthood. The bias might well be uninten-

tional and subconscious, but research has shown tangible proof that 

it is there°. Some of it might be the result of feminists determined to 

clear the path for girls; but most of it is probably due to the fact that 

boys and girls learn differently, and schools fail to account for this in 

their curricula.

Either way, the upshot is what psychologists call ‘learned help-

lessness’ and a general withdrawal of masculinity. In the 1987 study, 

Missing From Action, Weldon M. Hardenbrook described how femi-

nist initiatives had ‘feminized’ men by marginalizing their natural 

role in society, subjecting them to feminine standards of education 

and civility, and by constraining their productivity in the work-

force°. The effect can be seen in the transformation of the male hero 
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over the course of the 20th century from courageous superhero to 

self-gratifying wimp: from Superman to John Wayne to Dirty Harry 

to Archie Bunker and finally to Al Bundy, the lecherous father figure 

in the sitcom Married with Children. It is the course from leader to 

loser, from father to fool. And the whole culture is obliged to laugh 

along. 

There has been a resurgence in superheroes of late, but the 

observant will note that even these characters have a tinge of dark 

anti-hero about them. Witness The Dark Knight, Quantum of Solace, 

or Batman vs. Superman for evidence that our culture no longer 

tolerates the notion of a truly noble hero.

*   *   *

Concurrently, and in large part a result of the first two fronts 

of the disintegrating family, there has appeared a great void in the 

home. With women forging into the workplace, and many homes 

consisting of single parents, there is little capacity to keep children 

in the home during their formative years. Children are shipped out 

to day care and government-run storage facilities called schools as 

early as a few months old—Yahoo! CEO Marissa Mayer recently did 

so in the public eye. There the children stay until they are shipped 

off to college around eighteen or find themselves in other state-run 

facilities such as juvenile detention centers or prison.

Without fully appraising the various services that are available, 

we can conclude that no matter what day care or school the kid finds 

himself in it cannot be as successful as the home. To begin, moth-
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erly attention and affection is widely considered to be necessary in 

the raising of healthy children. With 70 percent of mothers in the 

workforce and a quarter of young children in day care°, this funda-

mental educational relationship is largely squandered. FamilyFacts.

org reports that “Entry into child care before the age of one and 

continued and extensive child care throughout early childhood years 
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are associated with less social competence and cooperation, more 

problem behaviors, negative moods, aggression, and conflict.” 

Nor have men stepped in to fill the void. Largely alienated from 

his natural place in the family and society—the workplace—fathers 

have not been able to occupy the home as women have occupied 

the workplace. We see the arrival of what is called the ‘deadbeat 

dad’, that is, biological fathers of children that assume no authority 

in their marriage or responsibility in the raising of children. This 

lack of fatherly time and attention accelerate the downward spiral. 

Comprehensive studies have shown° that the widespread condition 

of fatherlessness is nothing less than disastrous for children in all 

realms of human life: psychological well-being, confidence, social 

skills, behavior, friendships, academic performance, delinquency, 

crime, promiscuity, sexual identity, substance abuse, physical abuse, 

homelessness, physical and mental health, career opportunities, 

romantic relationships, and life expectancy. Statistics such as 63% 

of youth suicides are from fatherless homes and 85% of all children 

who show behavior disorders come from fatherless homes reveal 

how influential fatherlessness has been°.  

The upshot of skewing both the mating market and the labor 

market has been a disintegration of the family. Throughout the 20th 

century, we see a trend away from a traditional family makeup with 

at least one parent at home during the day and two at night, to a 

condition where no parents are at home during the day and possibly 

only one at night. With fewer resources at home, children receive 

less attention or are forced to find it elsewhere. Children are sent to 
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day care and state education facilities while both parents or single 

parents work. 

In his book, The Collapse of Parenting, Dr. Leonard Sax shows how 

these trends have culminated in a meltdown of fundamental moral 

and intellectual education. It is seen in a kind of transfer of authority 

from parents to kids. “I know of cases where the kid was clearly 

making the wrong decision and the parents knew it but nevertheless 

felt completely powerless to overrule their child. The child is the one 

who suffers.”°

Naturally, this has led to an overwhelming of the public educa-

tion system, which has always had trouble educating children and 

has never been equipped for the added pressures of early life disci-

pline°. As can be seen across the public school landscape, the system 

has largely become a daytime storehouse for children while parents 

work, and education has been largely neglected in favor of socializa-

tion and indoctrination.

It can hardly be questioned as to why children in these condi-

tions are subject to “economic and psychological disadvantages; 

higher absentee rates at school, lower levels of education, and higher 

dropout rates (with boys more negatively affected than girls); and 

more delinquent activity, including alcohol and drug addiction°.” 

Understandably, the disintegration of the family has been linked to 

the rise in crime in the 20th century°.

The sitcom Modern Family explains the bizarre consequences 

of this condition, chronicling the adventures of a man, his second 

wife, stepson, infant son, and two adult children, both of whom are 

married, one in an opposite-sex union and the other in a same-sex 
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union, quite as if it is all hunky-dory. This is the emblem of contem-

porary family constructs and, to a large degree, represents the norm. 

But to call such a boondoggle a ‘family’ is either a piece of irony or 

deft propaganda. It neither provides the needed moral nor or intel-

lectual education nor the social stability needed to foster produc-

tive individuals. On the national plane, we can see how this modern 

family has failed to produce intelligent, self-reliant citizens; so too 

has it failed to balance sexual power between men and women. 

In contrast to the nuclear family and its moralistic intentions, the 

so-called modern family is better identified as the anti-family. 

A notable politician once said that it takes a village to raise 

a child. She forgot that it takes a family to raise a village. And the 

destruction of the family, largely due to policies and movements that 

she supports, has razed the village to the ground.

6. Post-Feminism
Most ironic from a feminist point of view is that all of this has left 

women worse off than they were before. As the Pill, legal abortion, 

and divorce separated sex from marriage, the natural inclination 

toward marriage was nullified. All that was left was the basic influ-

ences of supply and demand, and those influences left women at a 

greater disadvantage.
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The key lies in the fact that men and women are different, and 

part of that difference rests in the maternal instincts of women. No 

matter what artificial constructs are implemented to force women 

into the workplace and out of the home, their natural inclinations 

have always been and will always be of the centric bearing and 

raising of children. As such, women have been rather pulled in two 

directions in the modern age. Meanwhile, men have always been less 

inclined toward the domestic life, and so the modern liberation from 

the home has only encouraged his natural instincts.

The result can be laid out in economic terms. While the supply of 

men and women has stayed the same in the overall mating market, 

their respective goals have shifted, thus skewing the effective 

supply for each. Specifically, there are many more men who want 

noncommittal, short-term relationships, and so, by virtue of being 

outnumbered, women hold the advantage in that department. By 

the same token, there are more women who want marital, long-term 

relationships, so men hold the advantage in that department. As a 

result, we see that on average women searching for spouses must 

settle for less-than-desirable mates and possibly compromise their 

character. Meanwhile, as has been shown°, men can largely get away 

with anything they want if they agree to a long-term commitment.

Women face a greater dilemma in that their biology puts a 

fairly definite upper limit on their family-raising abilities. Average 

women can maintain healthy childbirth to about 40, after which risk 

increases dramatically. This hard stop increases their demand and 

puts them further in the economic hole. At the same time, it leaves 
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men at a greater advantage, who are viable in the realm of procre-

ation into their 70s.

A survey of modern relationships will show just how low women’s 

standards have fallen as a result. The concept of a man opening doors 

and pulling out chairs is so uncommon that it is seen as ridiculous 

these days; so too is the assumption of a gentleman paying for dates 

and even dressing decently on these excursions. Even using the 

word ‘gentleman’ has become worthy of ridicule. Contrast the classic 

‘Baby It’s Cold Outside’ with the modern rendition in which it’s the 

guy who is trying to leave and the girl is the one tempting him to stay. 

Such is the condition in a post-feminist world—it’s the girl who has 

to put forth the effort to secure and maintain the relationship.
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A more telling synopsis of the modern state of affairs can be 

found in Lana Del Rey’s hit ‘Video Games’. The sultry singer, who 

could probably have had her pick in the 1950s, does her best to 

entice her guy friend by dressing seductively and giving him what he 

wants even though he seems to be more interested in playing video 

games. In a post-feminist world, women must give their all for men 

who have no better pastime than Super Mario Bros.

Naturally, this disadvantage extends past mating into the realm 

that used to be called family. Despite a century of Feminism, women 

still bear the majority of the responsibility when it comes to raising 

children. This can be seen most clearly in single-parent conditions. 

Studies show that roughly 87 percent of single-parent households 

are mother-only. 
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Added strain applies even when there are two breadwinners. We 

see it most clearly in what sociologists call the ‘double burden’ of 

workload. As women have entered the workforce and taken on full-

blown careers, they have to a large degree maintained the domestic 

responsibilities of homemaking. In her 1989 book Second Shift, Arlie 

Russell Hochschild showed how domestic work still needs to be 

done even when there are two breadwinners in a household, and 

that in most cases the second burden still rests on the women. 

Recent statistics indicate that on average, 83 percent of women 

spend time doing chores such as housework, cooking, lawn care, or 

financial and other household management. Meanwhile, only 65 

percent of men spend time doing this kind of housework. Women 

spend an average of 2.6 hours on such activities, while men spend 

2.1 hours. Cleaning and laundry is also handled most by women (48 

percent of women as opposed to 19 percent of men) and so is food 

preparation (66 percent as opposed to 40 percent)°. 

The statistics can be explained to some degree by the fact that 

fewer women are in the workforce than men (58 percent of women 

as compared with 70 percent of men) and thus have more opportu-

nity to perform such chores. But, even accounting for this discrep-

ancy, women still take on relatively more of the domestic duties. 

Cultural inertia and remnants of traditional gender roles might 

well account for the rest. And yet it would be foolish to discount the 

natural connection women have to ‘nesting’. The majority of women 

naturally want to contribute to homemaking and child rearing and 

do not consider themselves fulfilled without doing so°. 
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Accordingly, women have gotten into the precarious position in 

which they are expected to excel at both the home life and the busi-

ness world; they want to be great parents and also great directors. 

G.K. Chesterton pointed this out a century ago when he lamented 

the state of the newly liberated women: “I doubt if they were ever 

tortured so much as they are tortured now by the absurd modern 

attempt to make them domestic empresses and competitive clerks 

at the same time.”°

By ignoring and disrespecting basic differences between men 

and women and holding women up to the same standards as men, 

feminists have actually left women at a greater disadvantage. 

Intending to alleviate one problem, they’ve created another. Women 

must put more into achieving the same results and so get burnt out 

quicker and must sacrifice in other realms. By foisting the additional 

expectation of career and earning money onto them, feminists have 

directly if unintentionally made it that much harder for women to 

succeed. 

Instead of acknowledging the inherent desires of women, hard-

core feminists have rather doubled down on the push toward the 

workforce. In an interview with Betty Friedan, militant feminist 

Simone de Beauvoir actually claimed that women should be forced 

out of the home, apparently because the option of staying at home 

was such an irresistible temptation. “No woman should be autho-

rized to stay at home and raise her children,” she said. “Society 

should be totally different. Women should not have that choice, 

precisely because if there is such a choice, too many women will 

make that one.”
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*   *   *

By the 1990s, this cycle had become prominent enough to trigger 

a widespread rejection of feminist thought. The oppression that 

Feminism was founded to fight had long since been defeated and as 

such reformers seemingly had no real grievance left. The crusade 

against ‘sexual harassment’ and the ‘glass ceiling’ seemed trite 

compared to the previous injustices, and the bitter resentment some 

feminists retained seemed misplaced in a society in which women 

seemed to have anything they wanted.

A new generation of women came to the fore having grown 

up with all the rights and privileges that feminists had sought for 

a century, and, upon seeing the late effects of Feminism, began to 

question the effort. Vocal reformers such as Christina Hoff Sommers 

pointed out the unmistakable fact that Feminism, in hopes of gaining 

more power for women, necessarily sought to diminish the power 

of men. For many women, that translated into an obvious hatred of 

men and ultimately an undermining of masculinity in general°.

Cultural commentators came to the conclusion that Feminism 

was not only unnecessary, but rather undesirable. We begin seeing 

the unraveling of feminist accomplishments with moms coura-

geously staying at home and foregoing careers altogether°. Shows 

such as ‘Pretty Woman’, ‘Sex and the City’, and ‘Bridget Jones Diary’ 

made the argument that even successful independent career women 

still see marriage with a successful, breadwinning male as the ulti-

mate goal.
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The argument was that this wave of Post-Feminism was anti-fem-

inist in that it undid many of the feminist accomplishments and set 

women back in key areas. And, to be sure, post-feminist women did 

intentionally counteract the impression of the militant, unattractive, 

Third-Wave feminist of the 1980s and ’90s. But that might well have 

been the needed respite from a movement which decimated the 
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concept of women and the family. Post-Feminism is Anti-Feminism 

inasmuch as Feminism is anti-female. 

Collectives such as Women Against Feminism° show the logic 

behind this retaliation: Feminism has never been about women or 

femininity. It has always been about power, and that power struggle 

has wrecked femininity. Anyone who supports women and femi-

ninity is therefore right to question Feminism as we see it today. 

Even women who were prominent figures in the Feminist movement 

have lately rebuked the movement that they were so passionate 

about. Regard Brazilian Sara Winter’s book° which details what she 

calls the feminist cult: “I saw the feminist movement cover up for 

PEDOPHILES. I saw the feminist movement PERSECUTE WOMEN. I 

am a witness to the fact that today in the feminist movement women 

are not of any importance but serve as fuel for the fires of hatred that 

the feminist sect cannot allow to die.”

*   *   *

It might be speculated as to why the Fourth Wave of Feminism 

blossomed. There can be no question that women are disrespected 

now possibly more than they have ever been in the history of time, 

even before Feminism got to work in the 20th century. No one is bold 

enough to consider whether Feminism itself has actually been the 

cause of this disrespect.

A glance at the headlines reveals how bad it has gotten: The 

football star knocking out his fiancée in an elevator° (and the NFL’s 
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initial shoulder-shrugging); the improbable leniency of the court 

in the Oscar Pistorius case° (who should have been found guilty 

of murdering his girlfriend); the persistent lack of strong female 

characters in Hollywood movies°, the Rotherham sex abuse and traf-

ficking tragedy°, and what appears to be a rising epidemic of college 

campus sexual assault°. Is it a stretch to say that women are worse 

off today than they were a hundred years ago?

Most will argue that these issues are just the stubborn remnants 

of a longstanding tradition of male chauvinism, and that the only way 

to overcome the injustices against women is to mount a new wave 

of feminist reforms. But, as we have seen, it has been a while since 

Feminism was at all pro-female. Its quest to give women power has 

undermined femininity and eviscerated the family, leaving society in 

shambles.

In this way, the economic forces on the sexes translate into sexual 

forces on political economy. Poor conditions for women promote 

feminist action, which, in turn, promotes worse conditions for the 

family and women, thus promoting more feminist action, and so on. 

The upshot is something of a vicious cycle of poverty and a general 

social decay. 

When Taylor Swift announced that she was a feminist°, she said 

it was in part because she realized that Feminism isn’t necessarily 

anti-men. It is unknown whether she realized that it is in fact anti-

women. 

It’s not that Feminism failed to achieve its goals; the problem is 

that Feminism had the wrong goals in the first place. We don’t need 

a new Feminism because the old Feminism didn’t work; we need a 
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new Feminism because the old Feminism worked too well. We need 

to reevaluate gender roles and support women in the 21st century, 

not because the old feminist movements were limited in their accom-

plishments; but because the old feminist movements accomplished 

so much in the 20th century. We can agree with Emma, Beyoncé, and 

T-Swift that we need a new Feminism, but it must be made clear that 

the new should not be a reiteration of the old; it should be a repu-

diation.

Of course, the point is not to simply incriminate Feminism, 

which will no more solve the problem than incriminating Victori-

anism did in the 1920s. Both Victorianism and Feminism arose as 

rather logical reactions to the larger, more pervasive phenomenon 

of Industrialism. Without addressing the sociological implications of 

the Sexual Balance of Power, reforms will only lead us astray. Only by 

understanding the dynamics of that balance and fully recovering it 

can we hope to overcome the oppression of either sex and repair the 

cultural ills we have set upon ourselves. And, only with such goals 

can any movement truly be considered ‘feminist’.

7. A Proposed Solution: 
Bringing Sexy Back
In a survey such as this, the solution is easy to find. After chronicling 

the history of the Feminism, we know that the origins of the problem 
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lay in the distortion of the Sexual Balance of Power. To solve, then, 

we just need to restore that balance. 

Of course, the real challenge is not identifying the goal, but 

rather laying out a plan to achieve it. The failed solutions of Victo-

rian Moralism and Feminism warn us that the task is not as easy as 

it might seem. We cannot simply set up a bunch of laws to force a 

balance of power, nor can we alter our personhood to arrive at the 

goal. And, while a true plan to achieve the goal might not be laid out 

for us, we can at least underscore a few key principles that will help 

us do so in the future.

Focusing on the Issue

As with all controversial and divisive topics, it is easy to get 

caught up in the heat of debate and lose focus of the issues at hand. 

We see ourselves as clearly right, so the other side must be wrong, 

and, since the truth is so apparent, the other side must be willfully 

wrong, and thus evil. As traditionalists will argue, feminists are out 

to destroy the country. And, as feminists will argue, the patriarchy 

wants only to oppress women. Both sides think that it’s a conspiracy 

against them.

By stepping back, we can see that the conditions we face today 

are not necessarily due to some conspiracy staged behind doors, but 

rather the understandable consequence of great sociological forces. 

It is true that people are players in those sociological forces, and 

people stand in the way of would-be solutions, but it does no good 
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to build up straw men as the enemy. We are in this predicament for 

good reasons; we should use good reason to get out of it.

Let’s not deny the truth, even if it’s inconvenient

One major problem with the Feminism debate is seen in the 

hesitation for otherwise intelligent people to deny the fact that men 

and women are physically different and that those differences lead 

to different personalities and behaviors. A group of people who are 

usually enthusiastic about science are on this topic positively hostile 

to it. 

The reason, of course, is that scientific truth is hostile to their 

political beliefs. If women are naturally more nurturing and 

domestic, then it only makes sense that women would tend to be 

happier in the home. That is exactly where modern feminists don’t 

want women to be, so they call into question the very logical, data-

driven truth before them.

But, once we get rid of the truth, we have no civil ground on 

which to proceed. It becomes a matter of might-makes-right, and a 

battle of all against all ensues.

The trick is understanding that the scientific truth does not have 

to lead to the unpleasant conclusion that modern feminists fear. 

Simply, even if women are happier in the home on average, that 

doesn’t mean that some women wouldn’t prefer a life on Wall Street 

or putting out fires with the fire department or coding for Google. 

The logic that led to that conclusion had been flawed, and we can’t 

overcome that flaw by more flawed logic. Most women might feel 
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more comfortable in the home—that shouldn’t stop the women who 

don’t from pursuing other interests.

Appreciating Complementarity

The main reason for neglecting the truth of sexual differences 

is the belief that differences necessarily lead to inequality and thus 

injustice. As we have seen, this is a reasonable if myopic view of the 

post-industrial age. But we have also seen how pre-modern societies 

have used the differences to the benefit of all. The answer is found 

in what theologians and sociologists have called ‘Complementarity’. 

Thinkers have found that men and women are different in 

ways that complement each other. They have rediscovered what 

pre-modern men and women knew by instinct: Women, by virtue of 

their physical connection to childbirth and nurturing, are equipped 

for domestic, centric roles; and men, by virtue of their relative 

strength and independence, are equipped for external, eccentric 

roles. As in primitive family structures, the mother provides the soft 

core for the child to be raised in and the father provides the hard 

shell to protect.

In his writings on the Theology of the Body°, Pope St. John Paul II, 

then Karol Wojtyła, was the leading voice for the concept. He showed 

how there was a ‘genius of woman’ just as there was a ‘genius of man’, 

that each sex has its own qualities to be celebrated and expressed 

in the world, and that combined they provide the ideal family and 

society.
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These days, we have lost sight of the value of the family, and so 

have forgotten the import this complementarity model held. Given 

a greater respect for the family, it is possible that this model of 

complementarity balances the power between the sexes. An African 

filmmaker captured the idea well when she had a character observe 

about modern feminist culture: “It seems that in your society, being a 

woman, or a daughter, or a mother, or a wife are negative and power-

less things and so you are terribly obsessed with sameness. But they 

need not be. Here, those roles embody power and constitute the 

basis of important social responsibilities. You have to understand 

that this state of affairs is possible.”°

It is possible that womanhood and femininity in themselves 

provide strength, and women don’t have to masculinize themselves 

to regain the balance of power. 

Embracing Options

As we recognize and appreciate the differences between the 

sexes, it is important that we don’t place limitations on each other. 

Complementarity should be descriptive, not prescriptive. As such, 

we cannot fall into the Victorian trap of legalizing all standards and 

mores. It does no good to make rules-in-form out of rules-in-use, 

especially when those rules hinder opportunity or rights.

The idea to underscore is that, even though men and women 

are naturally disposed to certain roles, they are so in general and 

on average. Any given man or women might be less inclined toward 

those roles or better suited for others. As such, there is no reason to 
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force that individual to pursue those roles. Just as we cannot humor 

Simone de Beauvoir when she suggests all women should be forced 

out of the home and into the workplace, we cannot take seriously 

Freud’s suggestion that women must be prohibited from entering 

the workforce and obliged to stay at home. Likewise, there should 

be no prohibitions on men’s vocation either. Everyone has his or 

her own gifts and talents; it does a disservice to the individual and 

society as a whole to compel certain paths.

Simply opening the door to all potential vocations or paths should 

grant men and women the ability to pursue their favored path. Given 

such opportunity, individuals will gain the leverage needed to satisfy 

their needs in mating and family, thus disallowing oppression and 

balancing power on a local level.

In effect, this is the very intent behind the First Wave of Femi-

nism. They sought to open the door to equal opportunities and 

rights by establishing universal suffrage and eliminating restrictive 

laws. As such, most of what might be done on the legal front has long 

been accomplished.

Reconnecting Sex and Procreation

While it is important to grant equal opportunity for men and 

women, we cannot support all of the means that feminists used to 

thrust women into the workforce, namely the detachment of sex 

from procreation in the form of artificial contraception, abortion, 

and divorce. While these technologies and constructs helped to 
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liberate women and give them more power, they also helped to skew 

the mating market and dismantle the family.

Some traditionalists would suggest that all measures of birth 

control must be done away with, which is a reasonable if extreme 

stance given this argument’s logic. For those who are not ready for 

everyone to start proliferating like Catholic rabbits, there is a happy 

medium found in Natural Family Planning°, a method of tracking 

fertility and regulating a couple’s procreation without the use of 

artificial contraception. The idea is to assume responsibility, get to 

know one’s own body, and control pregnancy without separating the 

sexual act from procreation.

The shift in psychology alone would prompt greater respect for 

the institution of marriage, and perhaps spur a reduction in sex 

outside of marriage, consequences that would strengthen families 

and turn around many of the trends we’ve seen in the disintegration 

of the family.

Getting Government out of the Family Business

Proponents on all sides of the debate promote government as the 

panacea. The thought is that if we just force people to do what we 

like, everything will be okay.

But when government is used to force our way, it becomes neces-

sary to support. And when it is necessary to justify and fulfill your 

lifestyle, there will inevitably be lobbyists employed to make every 

side universal, including your opponents. The necessary outcome is 
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a never-ending quest to gain power and control others. It’s good for 

lobbyists, but not necessarily good for the rest of us.

Ultimately, it only makes sense that we should get government 

out of the business of promoting or persuading one kind of family or 

another. We should get rid of welfare that incentivizes out-of-wed-

lock births, we should strip government of the authority to define 

‘marriage’, and we should eliminate tax breaks and incentives aimed 

at incentivizing certain kinds of relationships.

At the very least these reforms would allow us to disagree and 

live our lives the way we want without paying for or being forced to 

live a lifestyle that contradicts our world-view. At most, the reforms 

would bring the institution of marriage back into its proper place 

away from the pull of monetary influences, toward a more natural 

mold, and, ideally, reinstate the balance of power that exists in 

that framework. Only by doing so can we hope to survive the great 

calamity before us.
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Source Notes

Introduction: A Crisis of Sexuality

1 at the workplace     See http://www.amazon.com/Lean-In-Women-Work-
Will/dp/0385349947/?tag=plusultra-20.

at the UN     See http://www.vancouverobserver.com/news/feminism-
needs-more-moment-lessons-beyonce-emma-watson.

bold VMA performance     See http://www.mtv.com/news/1910270/
beyonce-2014-vma-perfomance/.

Adichie’s TED Talk     See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hg3umXU_
qWc.

be a feminist     See http://www.theguardian.com/music/2014/aug/23/
taylor-swift-shake-it-off.

2 every Western country     See http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0931343.
html.
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dominate higher education     The National Center for Education Statis-
tics showed in recent studies that women earned the majority of degrees 
at all levels in 2009-10, earning approximately 60-62 percent of asso-
ciate’s degrees and between 57 and 58 percent of bachelor’s degrees. 
See https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=72. Since prior to 1990, 
female students enrolled in degree-granting secondary institutions have 
outnumbered male students and are projected to increase their share 
through 2024. In 2013, the disparity was 9.8 million female students 
compared with 7.7 male students. See http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/
indicator_cha.asp. 

the U.S. workforce     See http://www.dol.gov/wb/factsheets/Qf-labor-
force-10.htm.

4 poses the question     See Ch. 8, There is No Justice in History, for Harari’s 
examination. https://www.amazon.com/Sapiens-Humankind-Yuval-No-
ah-Harari/dp/0062316095?tag=plusultra-20.

5 popular TED Talk     See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-4F4IVIextk. 

the Single Ladies     See https://www.amazon.com/All-Single-Ladies-Un-
married-Independent/dp/1476716560?tag=plusultra-20. 

The Sexual Balance of Power

6 massive from birth     See http://www.amazon.com/Making-Weight-Heal-
ing-Conflicts-Shape/dp/0936077352/?tag=plusultra-20.

strength than women     See http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pubmed/8477683.

7 thyroids, and kidneys     See https://books.google.com/books?id=_OBDAQA-
AMAAJ&pg=PA319&lpg=PA319&dq=men+women+vital+organs+-
size&source=bl&ots=1e_7xk_J1P&sig=2eOi4Okiq3HZvvU2DZvDFRST-
Ji8&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjE9rfG_7DJAhUJSiYKHR_WC8IQ6AEIIz-
AB#v=onepage&q=men%20women%20vital%20organs%20size&f=false.

is tilted anteriorly     See http://www.humankinetics.com/excerpts/
excerpts/see-the-skeletal-differences-between-women-and-men.

of the hormone     See http://www.hemingways.org/GIDinfo/hrt_ref.htm.
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guilt and benevolence     See https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/
sexual-personalities/201504/are-women-more-emotional-men.

contain more connections     See http://www.jneurosci.org/
content/29/45/14265.short.

to given stimuli     See http://scan.oxfordjournals.org/content/4/2/158.
short.

display feeling traits     See http://www.mypersonality.info/personali-
ty-types/population-gender/.

9 those that remain     See http://www.bioanth.cam.ac.uk/fwm23/hunting_
and_gathering_the_human_sexual_division_of_foraging_labor.pdf.

Manfred Hauke’s analysis     See https://www.amazon.com/Women-Priest-
hood-Systematic-Analysis-Redemption/dp/0898701651?tag=plusultra-20. 

Margaret Mead describes     See https://books.google.com/books?id=39Sc-
Gl-T3J0C&pg=PA76&lpg=PA76&dq=sexual+division+of+labor+bal-
ance&source=bl&ots=112VOvh1Uj&sig=Fq319MlUih_M3DEZcu41YEt-
6nUU&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwipuuj2kNrOAhWI6SYKHZZdCXgQ6A-
EIVzAP#v=onepage&q=Hard%20soft&f=false. 

10 of labor shifted     See http://eclectic.ss.uci.edu/~drwhite/pw/SexualDivi-
sion_ofLabor_inAgric.pdf.

12 of this reverence     See http://www.suppressedhistories.net/articles/
priestesses.html.

13 work of Castiglione     See http://www.amazon.com/The-Book-Court-
ier-Penguin-Classics/dp/0140441921/?tag=plusultra-20.

14 poets and scholars     See https://books.google.com/books?id=apoNAQA-
AMAAJ.

Industrialism

18 remember the ladies     See http://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/
abigail-adams-urges-husband-to-remember-the-ladies.
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19 business, and politics     See https://books.google.com/books?id=Z4Gx-
bg06mAUC&pg=PA152&lpg=PA152&dq=victorian+case+against+wom-
en+education&source=bl&ots=LYzrnAQ1Tk&sig=_SkZDSznd-KG50Y-
doZ5MhcYrcEM&hl=en&sa=X&ei=l1B0VayyGYOEyQTfvoNg&ved=0C-
B8Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=victorian%20case%20against%20
women%20education&f=false.

20 does not solve     See https://www.amazon.com/Marriage-Problem-Cul-
ture-Weakened-Families/?tag=plusultra-20, pg. 41. 

Feminism

26 Wendy Shalit recalls     See http://www.wendyshalit.com/a-return-to-mod-
esty.

and social protection     Regard the contemporary feminist theory of 
Naomi Wolf for a glimpse of how far this has been taken. Not only does 
it remove familial and social protection; so too does it argue that uncon-
strained and even promiscuous sexuality leads to liberation. See http://
www.amazon.com/Promiscuities-Naomi-Wolf/dp/0449907643/?tag=plu-
sultra-20 for an overview.

and sexual assault     See http://www.livescience.com/5391-survey-finds-
friends-benefits-common.html.

27 in these circumstances     See http://www.breitbart.com/big-govern-
ment/2016/01/01/the-sexual-revolution-gave-us-the-rape-culture/. 

29 Pill in 1960     The introduction of the Pill was only possible on the legal 
front after a widespread upheaval of longstanding Comstock ‘anti-ob-
scenity’ laws, which included bans on contraception. The legal achieve-
ment that revolved around contraceptives were the progressive over-
turning of the Comstock Laws in 1936, 1965 and the last in 1972. William 
Baird, whose Supreme Court suit in 1972 was the death knell for any kind 
of morality laws, was arguably the only one of these who was not a femi-
nist activist and was actually opposed by NARAL and PP.

equal to man     See https://www.nyu.edu/projects/sanger/webedition/
app/documents/show.php?sangerDoc=236168.xml.
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30 were themselves diseases     Self-proclaimed late-term abortion specialist 
Dr. Warren Hern refers to pregnancy as “an episodic, moderately extend-
ed chronic condition” which “may be defined as an illness” and “Treated 
by evacuation of the uterine contents”. “Is Pregnancy Really Normal?” 
Family Planning Perspective, Planned Parenthood, vol. 3, No. 1, Jan. 1971, 
pg. 9. See the specialist’s website for the entire manifesto: http://www.
drhern.com/pregnorml.htm. 

a social problem     See http://www.salon.com/2015/01/22/fertility_is_
not_a_disease_how_extremists_fundamentally_misunderstand_contracep-
tion/.

Planned Parenthood shows     See http://www.plannedparenthood.org/
learn.

high-powered carcinogen     See http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/
causes-prevention/risk/hormones/oral-contraceptives-fact-sheet. 

31 liver malfunction (jaundice)     See https://naturalwomanhood.org/learn/
problems-with-contraceptives/. 

indiscriminate sexual activity     See http://www.crisismagazine.com/2016/
hook-culture-done-women. 

and endotoxic shock     Reardon, Aborted Women-Silent No More, Chicago: 
Loyola University Press, 1987.

32 serious psychiatric complications     Friedman, et.al., “The Decision-Making 
Process and the Outcome of Therapeutic Abortion”, American Journal of 
Psychiatry (December 12, 1974), vol. 131,pp. 1332-1337.

34 more such identities     See http://www.slate.com/blogs/future_
tense/2014/02/13/facebook_custom_gender_options_here_are_all_56_
custom_options.html. 

‘her’ and ‘hers’     See https://books.google.com/ngrams/graph?con-
tent=he%2Chim%2Chis%2Cshe%2Cher%2Chers%2C+one&year_
start=1800&year_end=2000&corpus=15&smoothing=3&share=&-
direct_url=t1%3B%2Che%3B%2Cc0%3B.t1%3B%2Chim%3B%2C-
c0%3B.t1%3B%2Chis%3B%2Cc0%3B.t1%3B%2Cshe%3B%2Cc0%3B.
t1%3B%2Cher%3B%2Cc0%3B.t1%3B%2Chers%3B%2Cc0%3B.
t1%3B%2Cone%3B%2Cc0. 

the Orwellian ‘ze’     See http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/
nation/2015/09/05/colleges-trend-toward-gender-neutral-pro-
nouns/71780214/. 
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labels for toys     See http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation-
now/2015/08/09/target-remove-gender-based-labeling/31375863/. 

male or female      See http://www.cbsnews.com/news/gender-neutral-
bathrooms-may-be-coming-to-new-york/. 

35 approval for it     See http://www.dailymail.co.uk/femail/article-3049056/
Parents-five-year-old-transgender-boy-share-son-s-transition-story-
world-order-inspire-people-embrace-child-s-true-identity.html. 

The Disintegration of the Family

37 which we live     See https://w2.vatican.va/content/john-paul-ii/en/homi-
lies/1986/documents/hf_jp-ii_hom_19861130_perth-australia.html. 

39 44 years old    See http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_23/sr23_010.
pdf.

41 Pew Center study     See http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2014/09/24/
record-share-of-americans-have-never-married/.

42 outside of wedlock     See https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/
wp/2013/03/25/nine-facts-about-marriage-and-childbirth-in-the-united-
states/.

43 had a child     See http://twentysomethingmarriage.org/in-brief/.

44 intensifying the problem    See http://www.socialwelfarehistory.com/
programs/child-care-the-american-history/.

women on welfare     See http://www.socialwelfarehistory.com/eras/slav-
ery-civil-rights/american-social-policy-in-the-60s-and-70s/.

45 at minimum wage     See https://books.google.com/books?id=dYVri_
A3HQMC&pg=PA91&lpg=PA91&dq=george+gilder+liberation+-
day&source=bl&ots=3VJ2dnGNME&sig=nEflxrUCf_giqrMivZd_07q-
FruM&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwihw6PamezJAhXGRCYKHcbgCboQ6A-
EIODAE#v=onepage&q=george%20gilder%20liberation%20day&f=false.
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47 for living expenses     See http://www.amazon.com/The-Two-Income-Trap-
Middle-Class-Parents/dp/0465090907/?tag=plusultra-20. 

48 men from society     See http://www.aei.org/publication/for-rich-
er-for-poorer-how-family-structures-economic-success-in-america/.

49 it is there     See http://www.independent.co.uk/news/education/educa-
tion-news/female-teachers-accused-of-giving-boys-lower-marks-6943937.
html.

in the workforce     See http://www.ccel.us/missingfromaction.ch2.html.

51 in day care     See http://www.familyfacts.org/briefs/43/the-effects-of-
day-care-on-the-social-emotional-development-of-children. 

52 studies have shown     See https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/co-par-
enting-after-divorce/201205/father-absence-father-deficit-father-hunger.

fatherlessness has been     See https://thefatherlessgeneration.wordpress.
com/statistics/. 

53 one who suffers      See http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/new-book-
urges-parents-reorder-life-sake-kids. 

early life discipline     See http://fee.org/freeman/the-failure-of-ameri-
can-public-education/. 

and drug addiction     See http://family.jrank.org/pages/1577/Single-Par-
ent-Families-Effects-on-Children.html#ixzz3dcpk9npR.

the 20th century     See http://law.jrank.org/pages/1174/Family-Relation-
ships-Crime-Single-parent-families-crime.html.

Post-Feminism

55 has been shown     See http://www.markregnerus.com/
uploads/4/0/6/5/4065759/regnerus_in_society_2012.pdf. 

58 to 40 percent     See http://www.bls.gov/news.release/atus.nr0.htm.
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without doing so    See http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/
paul-tudor-jones-in-macro-trading-babies-are-a-killer-to-a-womans-fo-
cus/2013/05/23/1c0c6d4e-c3a6-11e2-9fe2-6ee52d0eb7c1_story.html.

59 the same time     Chesterton, G. K. What’s Wrong with the World, pp. 160. 
New York: Dodd, Mead, 1910. Print. 

60 masculinity in general     See http://www.amazon.com/The-WAR-AGAINST-
BOYS-Misguided/dp/0684849577/?tag=plusultra-20.

foregoing careers altogether     See http://www.americanthinker.com/
blog/2012/04/dirty_little_secret_more_women_want_to_stay_home_to_
raise_kids.html.

62 Women Against Feminism     See http://womenagainstfeminism.com/.

Sara Winter’s book     See http://www.sarawinter.com.br/. 

in an elevator     See http://www.cnn.com/2014/09/08/us/ray-rice-new-
video/index.html.

63 Oscar Pistorius case     See http://www.news24.com/MyNews24/The-Prob-
lem-with-the-Oscar-Pistorius-Judgment-For-Dummies-20140928.

in Hollywood movies     See http://thehathorlegacy.com/why-film-schools-
teach-screenwriters-not-to-pass-the-bechdel-test/.

and trafficking tragedy     See http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-en-
gland-south-yorkshire-28939089.

campus sexual assault     See http://time.com/topic/campus-sexual-as-
sault/.

was a feminist     See http://www.theguardian.com/music/2014/aug/23/
taylor-swift-shake-it-off. 

A Proposed Solution: Bringing Sexy Back

67 of the Body     See https://www.amazon.com/Love-Responsibility-Kar-
ol-Wojtyla/dp/0898704456/?tag=plusultra-20.
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68 affairs is possible     See http://www.vision.org/visionmedia/social-issues/
feminism-complementary-angle/700.aspx.

70 Natural Family Planning     See http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/
marriage-and-family/natural-family-planning/. 


