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For my parents






INTRODUCTION

In 2013, I joined an international organization working to protect the interests of children and families at the United Nations. During my first exposure to UN proceedings in New York City, I didn’t expect to see proposals for the construction of “national care systems” to house all the children of the world. But I did. I didn’t expect to hear pregnancy called a “career interruption” or abortion called a “therapeutic interruption of pregnancy.” But I did. I didn’t expect to hear the director of UN Women rally the General Assembly to “dismantle patriarchy,” or to hear educated professionals call prostitution an “informal economy,” or to hear people passionately campaign for legalizing “sex work.” But I did. Most of all, I didn’t expect to sit nose-to-nose with people unabashedly promoting “sexual rights” for children.

But I did.

There is power churning at the United Nations and in legislatures, parliaments, courtrooms, boardrooms, and businesses across the world. But there is greater power elsewhere. This book is about the power that sways the world: where it comes from, who has it, who wants it, and the battle to command the globe.

It is a fact that babies belong to their mothers and fathers. At first blush, this fact may seem unrelated to the United Nations and the global fight to commandeer the world. But it is, in fact, the crux of the issue. The quest to unseat mothers and fathers—to disband the family—and place the reins of life in less noble hands is what the battle at the United Nations and beyond is all about. The armaments currently arrayed against the family are daunting, but not invincible. This book will show you why.

The Invincible Family is organized into five parts. Part I makes the case for the family and, in particular, the woman, by exposing rarely articulated facts about the genesis of power and belonging. It shows how modern socialism and feminism aim to oust the woman from her prime place in society and remove men from the circle of the family. Part II unearths connections between anatomy, freedom, power, sex, abortion, and civilization, and shows how the family unit bestows resounding sanity on the world. Part III is an in-depth exploration of sexual radicalism and how it cleverly unseats the woman, and with her the family, in the name of equality. Part IV is a crucial look at how the malignant movements of socialism, modern feminism, and sexual radicalism are exploding on the international stage at the peril of the world’s children and families. The final offering in Part V is a tenacious shred of hope amid the perils that now surround the family and the civilization that rests upon its shoulders.






PART I THE WOMAN AND THE MAN







CHAPTER ONE BELONGING


When I bore my first child, I knew she was mine because she was connected to me by a cord. No one in the delivery room questioned that this baby belonged to me and I belonged to her. Our connection was physically obvious. When the umbilical cord was cut and I clutched this baby’s head to my chest, we were no longer tethered to one another, but our connection was inseverable.

The story of every person’s life begins at this same place: mother, baby, and a cord connecting the two. And somewhere—often right there looking on—is a father. The father is the second person to whom the baby belongs and on whom the child has an unquestionable claim. Unless the eggs of one woman have been transferred to the womb of another, the child who emerges from a woman’s womb is her biological child, bearing her genetic material and formed from her own body. This tethering of child to mother and mother to child ensures that every baby ever born is known and, usually, claimed by at least one person: its mother. No one is born without being tethered to a specific person, and that person is always a woman.

The relationship of belonging between mothers and children has been recognized in virtually every culture in every age. Taking a mother’s child from her is a crime. It is considered a crime because we honor the belonging of children to their mothers and fathers. This applies to adoptive mothers and fathers as well as biological parents. Laws that enable adoption are modeled after the inherent belonging of children to their physical parents.

A mother’s claim on her child is singular in its origin and endless in its duration. The birth of a baby establishes an irrevocable relationship between parents and children. This biological belonging initiated by conception and birth is unique in the universe. It can be legally signed away, but it cannot be undone. Therefore, the act that leads to conception and birth—sex—has consistently been treated as a big deal.

Two Crucial Points

There are two points that must be made before going further. First, to say that a woman holds a preeminent claim on her children does not mean she cannot or should not hold a claim on other things. Women often excel at owning and managing land, homes, equipment, physical assets, and million-dollar businesses. But a woman’s claim on her child by virtue of having borne it is achievable by no one else. Men contribute to the generation of life, but they cannot bring it forth. Only women do this.

Second, I am by no means suggesting that women “own” their babies. A child is not its mother’s property, and yet it unequivocally belongs to her. We do not purchase or procure children; they are bestowed on us, usually as a consequence of our sexual choices. “Ownership” implies the right not only to possess but to sell, and there is no such right when it comes to people. No one, not even a parent, has the right to sell another human being.

A child—like every human person—has an inherent, independent, and incalculable value. The limitless, non-monetary value of any person is not calculable, purchasable, erasable, or disposable. People ultimately “belong” to themselves, of course, and each person is responsible for his or her own destiny. As the Universal Declaration of Human Rights puts it, every person is “born free” with “equal” value. But since all babies are born helpless, they must be helped by others. The two entities who generate the child—the child’s parents—are biologically selected to assist the child until it can take up the job of managing itself independently.

How Children Belong to Their Fathers

Since men do not have umbilical cords physically connecting them to their children at birth, marriage has historically been the mechanism by which fathers claim their children. Through most of recorded history, marriage has entailed a commitment by the man and the woman to engage in baby-making behavior—sex—only with each other.

The commitment of sexual exclusivity in marriage makes visible the man’s otherwise invisible parenthood. Today, if a vow of sexual exclusivity has not been made or kept, genetic testing can establish a man’s biological connection to a child. But throughout history, a man’s fatherhood of his children was made manifest through his marriage to his wife.

Two People

The umbilical tethering of babies to mothers is a reasonably reliable mechanism for ensuring that every child who appears on earth is claimed by at least one person: its mother. Marriage takes things a step further. Marriage seeks to ensure that a child is claimed by two people: its mother and father, the two people who gave it life. Marriage has historically entailed a lifelong commitment, because the parent-child relationship is lifelong.

Other familial relationships—such as aunt, uncle, cousin, grandfather, grandmother, niece, and nephew—also hinge on biological connections that cannot be dissolved. In cases of adoption, the biological mother and father of a child remain its biological parents, but responsibility for the child is legally assumed by adoptive parents. Since marriage is not a biological relationship, it is potentially the most brittle relationship in families. A marriage can be legally dissolved, but children do not become “ex-children” to their parents. A marriage may disintegrate, but biological relationships forged through sex, conception, and birth do not. Because they cannot.

The belonging of babies to their mothers has been and remains key to the ordered functioning of society. The preexisting and preeminent biological connection of mother and child undergirds the political, economic, and social structure of the world. If we alter or challenge the anatomical sovereignty of mothers and fathers, the consequences may prove politically, economically, and socially catastrophic.






CHAPTER TWO TRUE POWER


Feminists and others have long been hacking away at the bonds between women and their children. Shulamith Firestone (1945–2012), a leader of the second-wave feminists of the 1970s, wrote, “The heart of a woman’s oppression is her child-bearing and child-rearing role.”1 The conviction that a woman is inescapably shackled by her own body has become deeply engrained in the feminist mind.

According to feminist theory, since men are not physiologically bound to their children, they enjoy a position of greater freedom, eminence, and power, and women are doomed to eternal inequality with men. In this paradigm, a woman is a second-rate human being with reduced power by inescapable biological design.

Another strain of mid-twentieth-century feminism, articulated by Simone de Beauvoir (1908–1986), rejects the idea that the woman’s body is responsible for her unfortunate situation in life. Women are impaired, in Beauvoir’s view, not by their bodies but by the gendered culture in which they live. According to Beauvoir, a woman’s body (or a man’s, for that matter) dictates absolutely nothing. She argued that if we changed society’s views on anatomy and gender, the woman would be freed from the dictates of culture and could imagine herself to be anything she wished. We will return to this idea later.

Anatomical Shackles

Feminist writings are peppered with statements bemoaning the disparities between male and female bodies and the resulting “disadvantages” to women:


	Shulamith Firestone wrote, “It was woman’s reproductive biology that accounted for her original and continued oppression.”2


	Kate Millett (1934–2017) wrote, “So long as every female, simply by virtue of her anatomy, is obliged, even forced, to be the sole or primary caretaker of childhood, she is prevented from being a free human being.”3


	Linda Gordon has called a woman’s ability to reproduce her “only significant biological disadvantage.”4




Margaret McCarthy sums up this strain of feminism: “It is the woman’s body that opposes her existence as a person. It is therefore ultimately her own body that the woman must resist.”5 This view could be called the “Tragedy of the Female Body.”

To be sure, being pregnant and nursing a baby are physiological realities that tend to keep a woman near her children when they are young, in turn keeping her farther from the boardroom, the courtroom, the field, the operating room, the laboratory, the cubicle, the construction site, the factory, the assembly line, the driver’s seat of a semi, or the checkout counter for a portion of her life.

Since by edict of biology men are not required to bear or nurse young children and can therefore more readily plow fields, attend meetings, argue cases, perform surgery, fit pipes, work on assembly lines, drive trucks, sit in offices, and stand behind checkout counters, the woman is said to be at a great disadvantage. “Freeing” the woman from this disadvantageous biological position has become the goal of feminists and social engineers the world over.

Advantageous or Disadvantageous?

But much hinges on what is considered advantageous and what is considered disadvantageous. Not everyone agrees that bearing and nurturing children puts women at a disadvantage. Many world leaders, ancient and modern, have held a different view of what position is most advantageous. Political leaders, philosophers, and other public figures—including some generally considered “good” and some generally considered “bad”—have maintained a surprisingly consistent perspective on where power lies and what drives the destiny of the world:


	Aristotle: “All who have meditated on the art of governing mankind are convinced that the fate of empires depends on the education of youth.”6


	Mahatma Gandhi: “If we are to reach real peace in this world… we shall have to begin with children.”7


	Mao Zedong: “The young people are the most… vital force in society.”8


	Nelson Mandela: “Children are our greatest treasure. They are our future.”9


	Confucius: “If your plan is for one year, plant rice; if your plan is for ten years, plant trees; if your plan is for one hundred years, educate children.”10


	John F. Kennedy: “Children are the world’s most valuable resource and its best hope for the future.”11


	Sir Herbert Read: “Great changes in the destiny of mankind can be effected only in the minds of little children.”12


	
Vladimir Lenin: “Give me four years to teach the children and the seed I have sown will never be uprooted.”13


	Adolf Hitler: “He alone, who owns the youth, gains the future.”14




These statements expose the great “secret” shrewd leaders and philosophers have figured out: Gaining the allegiance of the young is the key to directing the destiny of the world. If a political or social philosophy is going to take hold and persist in a society, the children in that society must embrace it in their youth. And so the race to “own” the young, as Hitler put it, is always on. Nurturing the young in their very first life lessons is the goal of every savvy social reformer, politician, activist, and revolutionary.

She Alone

With this secret in mind, power-hungry leaders have battled to control the minds and hearts of the young and thus to control the future of the world. The Nazis’ Hitler Youth program was intended to secure the minds of the youth, and similar efforts have been launched by other eager leaders hoping to educate the young in their respective philosophies. The great battle is to own the young, and he who wins this battle wins the world.

For all the clamoring of competitors through the centuries, women have in large part remained the first possessors of the young. For millennia, women—mothers—have gained and maintained the allegiance of the very young. Mothers have taught children their first life lessons and secured in their minds the philosophies they chose to put there. Thus, it could be argued that women have been and remain primary masters of the destiny of the world. Perhaps the saying should go, “She alone who owns the youth gains the future.”

But what has put woman in this most sought-after seat and kept her there?

Her body.

The woman’s body gives her the young. Her body delivers the young right to her. The young land in her lap, literally. The young begin as part of her lap. The woman does not have to conquer anyone, launch any initiatives, raise anyone’s taxes, implement any programs, or start a revolution to commandeer the young. They already belong to her.

Profound Power

Shulamith Firestone called pregnancy “clumsy,” “inefficient,” and an ugly “deformation of the body.”15 But are a mother’s physical connection to a new person and her claim on it at birth to be lamented or envied? Is being trusted by small, pliable people something to seek after? Is molding the foundational beliefs, ideals, and destinies of the persons who make up the world really a big deal? It is such a big deal that rulers and governments have been pursuing it for millennia. They’re still doing so today, but with limited success. Why? Because mothers remain stubbornly in the way. Mothers keep thinking their babies belong to them and keep teaching them whatever they want.

Great men and women often come from great mothers. But some stray from the good teachings of their mothers and become crooks, while others, raised by horrible mothers, are good anyway. A mother does not necessarily make or break a person, but her influence is profound. No less a figure than George Washington credited his mother for his successes: “All I am I owe to my mother. I attribute my success in life to the moral, intellectual and physical education I received from her.”16 And Abraham Lincoln famously said, “All that I am, or hope to be, I owe to my angel mother.”17

Research confirms what most people already know: Mothers have a powerful influence in the lives of their children. One long-term study found that the quality of a child’s relationship with his or her mother is “the strongest, most consistent predictor” of “cognitive, social, and emotional development” later in life.18 In other words, a mother’s relationship with her child has a profound effect on that child in nearly every measurable way for the bulk of the child’s life, surpassing the influence of virtually all other factors.

The Moral Atmosphere We Breathe

German novelist Jean Paul observed, “The conscience of children is formed by the influences that surround them; their notions of good and evil are the result of the moral atmosphere they breathe.”19 For new human beings, the moral atmosphere they breathe has historically been supplied by their families—and principally by their mothers. A mother powerfully impresses on her child what is right and wrong, what is true and untrue, what is noble and detestable, and thus establishes the foundational beliefs of societies, nations, and the world one child at a time.

Whether or not a woman’s life-giving capacity is ever activated, women inherently possess unique capabilities that—when recognized and esteemed—deepen, enrich, balance, animate and energize the whole of human experience. A woman’s value and usefulness are by no means limited to motherhood. That is simply where her unique proficiencies often find their most dynamic and enduring application.

Mothers are entrusted with virtually unlimited power over their helpless children. Remarkably, they almost always wield this power nobly, frequently at great sacrifice to themselves. There are horrible mothers in the world, of course, but they are the exception, not the rule. The vast majority of mothers, imperfect as they are, love their children, do their best to raise them, and would give up anything for them. There’s a reason that “a mother’s love” is universally recognized as the gold standard of devotion.

By virtue of their anatomy, women have been put in a position of momentous influence. All men are carried inside of women, born of women, nursed by women, taught first by women, and it is to a woman that a man must return to exercise the power of procreation. The natural sovereignty of women is significant.


Undoing the Mother

Like Confucius, Hitler, Mao, and Gandhi, social reformers of today know that to have the greatest influence over the young—in other words, to sit in the inherently assigned position of the woman—is to sit in the most influential seat in the world. These reformers eagerly seek her seat, but either the evolutionary guts of the universe or God himself made motherhood exceedingly hard to sidestep and almost impossible to break.

So, if the motherhood of women over the population of the world is both supremely influential and virtually indestructible, how do you usurp it or destroy it? If you want to seize the position of key influence in the world but a woman is in your way, what do you do? You must unseat the woman. You must either throw her out of her seat or get her to step down voluntarily.

There are four major tactics afoot for unseating the woman. Variations on these tactics have gone by different names at different times, and all of them are alive and thriving today. They are: 1) “freeing” the woman from family-based living, 2) enforcing state management of childbearing and rearing, 3) commercializing parenthood and making children purchasable commodities, and 4) convincing women to give up their children voluntarily.

Using these tactics, three interlocking movements are currently working to unseat the woman and crush the family: socialism, feminism, and sexual radicalism. This dangerous alliance has converged at the United Nations and elsewhere and is pushing forward ferociously.

The next two chapters offer a crash course in the origins and tenets of socialism and radical feminism, movements that are dead set on freeing women and men from family-based living. This background is critical today as socialism surges in popularity and the doctrines of radical feminism take root in the minds of the rising generation. With this foundation under our feet, we will forge ahead to examine the ingenious design of the family (Part II) and then (in Part III) unmask the mechanisms of sexual radicalism which seek to destroy it.






CHAPTER THREE FREEING WOMEN AND SOCIALISM


“Unseating the woman” is not a phrase that has caught on in popular culture. Instead, the terms “freeing” or “empowering” the woman are more in vogue. But what these words are often describing is the distancing of a woman from her biological position as first possessor and mentor of new human beings. The cause of unseating or freeing the woman has been taken up by governments, utopians, feminists, communist planners, Hollywood, activists, and far-reaching entities at the United Nations.

Inspiration for the modern cause of freeing the woman comes from the well-known German philosopher, Friedrich Engels. Engels was the right-hand man of Karl Marx, father of modern socialism. Marx and Engels proposed a system in which private property is abolished in the name of “equality.” They theorized that non-ownership—or rather, ownership by a few select stewards who distribute resources equitably to non-owners—would facilitate widespread equality and resounding peace. The socialist theory goes that once everyone is given equal portions of everything, envy, strife, struggle, competition, and conflict will disappear from the world, and a state of equality-induced utopia will settle upon mankind. These are noble goals. Unfortunately, this nice-sounding philosophy ignores human nature, undercuts man’s motivation to produce, suffocates personal freedom, and has caused the deaths of millions of people.1

In 1848, Marx and Engels wrote The Communist Manifesto, which called for the “abolition of the family.”2 In 1884, Engels wrote another book called The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, which built upon the family abolition theme and framed the family as an unnatural entity responsible for crushing women and crippling civilization through inequality. Engels’s book has since been widely dismissed by scholars “on account of its flawed anthropological foundations.”3 Why, then, am I drudging up this old, dusty, disproven text? Because Engels’s arguments are crucial to understanding the battle to unseat the woman and because many people aren’t aware that Engels’s ideas—which not only helped launch socialism but helped form the basis of the radical feminist movement—are based on blatant untruth.4 Engels’s three main points are:


	Unconstrained sexual intercourse has been the norm in previous eras and must be restored today.5


	All people must be freed from the care of their own children so they can fill “socially productive” roles.6


	Marriage is a recent invention, based on men’s lust for private wealth,7 which accomplished the “defeat” of the entire female sex.8




All of these points have been challenged, if not thoroughly debunked, and yet tremors of these ideas still reverberate through society today. That being the case, each of these points deserves a closer look.

Unconstrained Intercourse Is the Desired Norm

First, Engels claims unconstrained intercourse has been the norm since the dawn of time and true love can only be found through uncommitted, passionate sex with whomever one loves at the moment.9 For Engels, love means sexual passion with no pretense of commitment or lifelong duration. He says that if “the consequences” of having sex (taking care of children) were taken out of the picture, women would be put at ease and there would be a wonderful rise in “unconstrained sexual intercourse.”10 The production of random children wouldn’t matter, says Engels, because in socialist society “the care and education of the children becomes a public affair” and “society looks after all children alike.”11

While Engels couched his proposals for redistributing children and decimating the family in terms of “freeing the woman,” it is likely that his deeper goal was to free men. Socialist theory, if lived out to its truest form, enables men to engage in any sexual behavior they wish without incurring family responsibilities. Widespread non-monogamy would cut a man off from responsibilities to his specific children or to any woman he might impregnate, because a man would never know for certain which children were his. Engels thinks this would be fantastic.

The problem Engels does not seem to grasp or is trying to evade is that women would still be the ones to become pregnant, would still possess the children who are connected to them at birth, and that women might care about this. Socialist society could remove a woman’s children from her care, but she would still know them—and most likely love them, at least to some degree—from the beginning. Men, however, would not know their posterity and would bear no responsibility—and perhaps no love—for them. Love of sex would reign supreme, while love of children would be deemphasized.

In a truly socialist climate such as Engels suggests, the mother is not expected—and perhaps eventually not allowed—to care for her own children, because her physical link to them is not considered valid, important, preexisting, or preeminent. Engels does not seem to consider that treating parenthood like a revolving door might affect the stability and development of children and, therefore, the stability and development of nations.12


Freeing Women to Do “Socially Productive” Work

Engels’s second point is that all people should abandon parental work and instead fill “socially productive” public roles. Engels claims that children in previous ages were fathered by unspecified men and thrown into mass child-rearing groups shepherded by random women. The work these random women did was a public service, not a private service done for the love of one’s own children. Engels says this is the ideal to which we must return. He declares, “The first condition for the liberation of the wife is to bring the whole female sex back into public industry, and that this in turn demands that the characteristic of the monogamous family as the economic unit of society be abolished.”13

Communist dictator Mao Zedong14 of China, who wholeheartedly adopted Engels’s and Marx’s ideals, said: “In order to build a great socialist society it is of the utmost importance to arouse the broad masses of women to join in productive activity… Genuine equality between the sexes can only be realized in the process of the socialist transformation of society as a whole.”15 Here, in just a few words, the work of bearing and raising human beings, which women are uniquely positioned to do, is labeled unproductive activity which women must be emancipated from in the name of equality.

Thus, the modern feminist script was in place: Socially productive work is work done in the public sphere, most often for money. Since caring for and teaching one’s own children is not paid work done in the public sphere, it is not a socially productive activity and is akin to “slavery.”16 To be freed from this slavery women must abandon monogamous marriage, join the “productive” work force, and leave the raising of the next generation of humanity to someone else.

And this is exactly what ambitious socialists set off to do. Russia, under the force of Vladimir Lenin and then Joseph Stalin, embraced socialist doctrine with zeal, eventually dubbing itself the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). One Russian socialist wrote, “Our problem now is to do away with the household and to free women from the care of children.” He said this was to be accomplished by providing care centers where children would be “supervised by trained pedagogical and medical personnel.”17 He further said the socialist goal is that public acknowledgment of biological motherhood and fatherhood would wither away in favor of a system in which nobody knows who belongs to whom, and you “can’t tell who is related to whom and how closely.”18 Engels says, “We are now approaching a social revolution in which the hitherto existing economic foundation of monogamy will disappear.”19 If Engels is right, if people fail to claim each other either by way of umbilical tethering or tethering through marriage, the state will be in a prime position to replace and supersede the family as the possessor and steward of all people.

The usurpation of people into state custody was the intention of Russian socialists acting on Engels’s ideals when, in 1919, the Soviet of Saralof issued a decree that in order to “liberate” women and make them “equal” to men, marriage would be essentially abolished for all women ages seventeen to thirty-two. Thus women would not belong to anyone. Instead, all women would become “the property of the nation.”20 The “distribution and maintenance of nationalized women” then became the “prerogative” of the state. The plan was to require workers to contribute to a national fund for the support of “nationalized women” who would be given equal sums of money each month while they engaged in socially productive work. The decree further said,


Any pregnant woman will be dispensed of her duties for four months before and three months after the birth of the child… One month after birth, children will be placed in an institution entrusted with their care and education. They will remain there to complete their instruction and education at the expense of the national fund until they reach the age of seventeen.21



Repercussions were threatened if anyone declined to comply with this socialist scheme: “All those who refuse to recognize the present decree and to cooperate with the authorities shall be declared enemies of the people, anti-anarchists, and shall suffer the consequences.”22 So, the “liberation of women” evolved into state ownership of women, and women’s babies were to be forcibly placed in the iron fists of the state. This scheme ultimately crumbled, of course, but the fact that it was ever even attempted should be enough to make one nauseous at the mere mention of socialism.

While most schemes to dismantle the family and usher the possession of people into the hands of the state in the name of equality are less explicit than this, the underlying objective is the same. As Engels and Marx stated, the goal is the “abolition” of private possession23 in all its forms, including the form of familial belonging.

“Mother Right” and the “Defeat of the Female Sex”

Engels’s third point is that rich men invented monogamous marriage for their own selfish purposes which brought devastation upon womankind. He explains: “Monogamy arose from the concentration of considerable wealth in the hands of a single individual—a man—and from the need to bequeath this wealth to the children of that man and of no other.”24 Engels thinks that man became so anxious to bestow his burgeoning riches on his children that he came up with the insidious idea of monogamous marriage, so he could discern which children were his, stroke his ego by heaping riches upon those particular children, and enslave a wife in the process. Thus, the monogamous family was born based on the wretched wealth and greed of men, and capitalism took its first baby steps forward.

However, Engels hits upon a problematic point by using a term he lifted from the writings of Swiss anthropologist Johann Bachofen. Bachofen claimed that in idyllic times gone by, free-ranging sexual chaos without marriage was the common way of things.25 Therefore, genetic inheritance was traceable only through mothers, since men never fettered themselves to the women they had sex with and fathers and children were supposedly never known to each other.26 Bachofen calls the woman’s exclusive claim over children’s identity “mother right” and says mothers were held in highest esteem for their position as the only knowable parents of the children of the world.

Engels adopted the phrase “mother right” but complained that it was “ill-chosen,” since the idea of basic rights had not dawned on humanity yet.27 But the phrase is not ill-chosen. The phrase “mother right” acknowledges that the right to claim one’s own children existed before greedy men invented the concept and dreamed up monogamous marriage in order to stake their claim on it. In other words, Engels doesn’t like the phrase “mother right” because it validates the intrinsic, binding claim of mothers on their children and thus imperils his argument for the origins of private property–based society, which he says sprang from men. But he uses the term “mother right” anyway for two reasons: First, there is very little else to call it; mother right exists due to umbilical tethering at birth. And second, Engels needed mother right to exist so that men could overthrow it with “father right.” Engels explains the catastrophic “overthrow of mother right” this way:


[A]s wealth increased it made the man’s position in the family more important than the woman’s and… created an impulse to exploit this strengthened position to overthrow, in favor of his children, the traditional order of inheritance. This, however, was impossible so long as descent was reckoned according to mother right. Mother right, therefore, had to be overthrown, and overthrown it was.28



According to Engels, man found a way to wrench from woman her exclusive, private claim on her children. The instrument man chose to accomplish this theft of women’s prime holdings was marriage. Engels dramatically concludes, “The overthrow of mother right was the world historical defeat of the female sex.”29 This declaration threw the females of his day into outrage about their own “defeat” and fueled a feminist fire that would burn through the decades and is still burning today.

Engels claims that if a man knows which children are his, this “overthrows mother right.” Engels fails to see that recognizing the existence of fathers does not and cannot eliminate mother right. A woman will always have mother right because she will always know which child is hers at birth. Mother right persists because of umbilical tethering. What sexually exclusive marriage does is bring father right into discernible existence alongside mother right. One does not demolish the other; mother right and father right can and do exist in tandem. Marriage makes these two rights visible and legally binding.

More poignantly, the establishment of mother right and father right through sexually exclusive marriage solidifies child right. A child is the equitable physical synthesis of both his or her parents and inherently possesses and belongs to both of them. This is, in fact, a major purpose of marriage: Sexually exclusive marriage exposes, establishes, and equalizes both creators in the life of the child they create. To say that including fathers in the lives of their offspring abolishes mother right is an absurd declaration that, if believed, can carry with it extreme consequences for families and societies.

Engels’s position requires a belief that throughout much of humanity’s history, fathers were not the least bit interested in their own children and were not held responsible for supporting their children either by mothers, society, or their own consciences.30 This is a significant slap in the face to the humanity of men. Engels’s dream was that marriage would disappear, uncommitted “sex love” would flourish, somebody else would take care of the kids, and life would be a great big, happy utopia full of sex and plenty of shared money without any family responsibilities to worry about. This is precisely the type of society that socialists are still zealously working for today.

What Is the Origin of Private Property?

Engels purported to show how man’s greed for private wealth precipitated the invention of marriage, which in turn fostered the development of systems based on private ownership rather than on communal equality. But there are chinks in Engels’s theory. Men did not invent the diverse biology of man and woman; did not invent umbilical tethering; did not invent sex, chromosomes, genetic inheritance, pregnancy, birth, or a host of other physical realities. All of these spring from the anatomy of people and were in place before any man claims to have propelled private enterprise forward by inventing marriage. Anatomy is preexisting and preeminent. Mother right—based on the inherent private, anatomical possessorship of the child by its mother—existed before virtually all other rights or systems existed. Therefore, it becomes obvious that the origin of private enterprise is not the man or his money. The origin of private enterprise is the woman.

The family is a private entity founded on the inherently private possessorship of the woman and her anatomical claim on her own children. Every time a child is born to a mother, private possessorship is reborn with it. Either by evolutionary selection, by design, or by accident, private enterprise is built into the very sinews of the world though the anatomy of women. Individual, private possessorship is so vital that the whole system of life is based upon it. If you eliminate the biological possessorship of mothers, you eliminate private possession at its very root. And since private possession is the building block of a free society, it follows that any movement to dissolve, dilute, discount, or usurp the possessorship of mothers is also a movement to undermine free society.

Children are the ultimate possession. And women inherently possess them all. To wrench them from her grasp in the name of equality is a core objective of socialism and—as we will see—a core objective of modern feminism and sexual radicalism.






CHAPTER FOUR FREEING WOMEN AND FEMINISM


The overarching aims of socialism as outlined by Engels and Marx included: the abolition of private property, the overthrow of governments as we know them, overthrow of belief in God, and the elimination of the family as the prime social unit.1 They insisted all these things must be accomplished on a global level2 in order to bring about world peace and prosperity.3 Although the proposed goal was world peace, Marx and Engels acknowledged that the path to socialist triumph would require bloody revolution, “militant atheism,” and the “overthrow” of virtually all existing social conditions including family-based living.

Seen through the lens of socialism, the belonging of things to specific people is an evil thing which leads to possessiveness and inequality. Since family bonds are bonds of belonging, the family is profoundly problematic in a socialist or communist society. Therefore, socialists seek to undo familial belonging in the name of saving the world. But if family bonds of belonging are to be fully undone, you must undo motherhood.

Ironically, the task of undoing motherhood has been undertaken by women themselves. Not all women, of course. But there is a subset of women who are vocal enough to be a major force in unseating the woman as the first and most fundamental power in the world. Feminist Linda Gordon writes, “The nuclear family must be destroyed and people must find a better way to live together.”4 Feminist Kate Millet concurs, saying, “The complete destruction of traditional marriage and the nuclear family is the revolutionary or utopian goal of feminism.”5 With such statements in circulation, it becomes clear that socialism and radical feminism are Siamese twins of a sort, united in their zeal to “free the woman” and invoke “equality” for humanity by eliminating biological belonging and disbanding the biological family.

On Feminism

Feminist history spans millennia and includes a long legacy of brilliant, determined, strong, savvy, far-sighted women who fought battles that absolutely had to be fought. And in large part, they won. Feminists of the past came in many different stripes and were not united on every point of feminist theory. However, their collective work for the good of women has corrected grotesque malformations of society that entrenched man-centric notions, insulted the capabilities and contributions of women, and limited the basic rights of many women. Women of today stand on the sturdy shoulders of feminists such as Christine de Pizan, Sojourner Truth, and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who worked for a world in which women own property, vote, hold political office, work for pay, pursue education, act as sexual decision makers, mingle freely in society, and wear pants.

One modern feminist defines feminism as the rejection of “the notion that the masculine is superior to the feminine.”6 In that sense, the book in your hands is a profoundly feminist text. However, the radical feminist movement launched from the 1950s has a significantly different flavor and focus than most feminism of the earlier past. This latest version seeks not only to liberate women from degrading laws and practices that undercut their legal and social functioning and status, but to liberate women from their own children and from the men who are the fathers of those children. This decidedly anti-mother, anti-man, anti-child, anti-gender, anti-family form of feminism that seeks to “eroticize” human culture in a quest for equality is the type of feminism with which I do battle.

The Source of Private Property, the Family, and Free Society

I take up the sword specifically against two representative radical feminists: Shulamith Firestone and her modern disciple, Sophie Lewis.7 In 1970, Firestone published The Dialectic of Sex. She commenced her text with a quotation from Engels, revealing that these two utopists are cut from the same philosophical cloth. In her book, she calls for freeing women from family-based living by eliminating the family, starting with eliminating the function of mothers.

She acknowledges failures of past socialist societies and shrewdly isolates the reason for their demise. She says previous socialist experiments have collapsed because of their “failure to sever the umbilical-cord-tying special connection between women and children.”8 This is a stunning claim. According to Firestone, the very root of the problem, the very reason that socialism has failed in virtually every instance thus far,9 is because humanity has not been able to eliminate the bearing of specific children to specific mothers. She is right. This is the great obstacle. The woman’s anatomy is the reason society remains privately oriented rather than publicly regulated. The woman’s body is the thing that keeps outside powers in check and ensures that private possessorship, individual stewardship—and the systems that support such ways of living—can exert preeminence. But in Firestone’s view, this is a bad thing. The connection between women and their children initiates and perpetuates the inequitable structure of family life and capitalistic society and, therefore, it must be discarded.10

Firestone’s Four Demands

Firestone outlines four demands that must be met in order to establish the new social system made up of family-less, motherless, autonomous beings she imagines:


	
1. “The freeing of women from the tyranny of reproduction by every means possible, and the diffusion of the child-rearing role to the society as a whole, men as well as women.”11 Severing blood ties established through pregnancy is Firestone’s number one priority. She explains:




We must be aware that as long as we use natural childbirth methods, the [socialist] “household” could never be a totally liberating social form. A mother who undergoes a nine-month pregnancy is likely to feel that the product of all that pain and discomfort ‘belongs’ to her… But we want to destroy this possessiveness.12



Firestone understands that if you do not eliminate the physical and psychological possession of children by their mothers, you will never fully succeed in destroying private property-based society and instituting full socialism. It is the mother who is the linchpin of the privatized system.

In the perfect, motherless world Firestone proposes, parenting—or rather, childcare—would be diffused to society so that no one person feels responsible for any particular child and no one gets stuck with all the “drudgery” of caring for it. She says,


The reproduction of the species by one sex for the benefit of both would be replaced by (at least the option of) artificial reproduction: children would be born to both sexes equally, or independently of either, however one chooses to look at it: the dependence of the child on the mother (and vice versa) would give way.13



She declares that “women have no special reproductive obligation to the species”14 and that children “are no more [women’s] charge and responsibility than anyone else’s.”15 With these statements, Firestone is voluntarily forfeiting mother right for all women.

Firestone insists that “it has become necessary to free humanity from the tyranny of its biology”16 and revels in the prospect that “the blood tie of the mother to the child would eventually be severed” and the triumphal “disappearance of motherhood” would follow. She says “pregnancy is barbaric”17 and suggests that if women are no longer willing to bear children, “then artificial methods will have to be developed hurriedly, or, at the very least, satisfactory compensations… would have to be supplied to make it worth their while.”18 Not only does she suggest making the production of human beings a monetary transaction rather than a labor of love, she fails to realize that the child itself is the compensation for pregnancy, and that this compensation is incomparable, unrivaled, irreplaceable, and the envy of the entire world.

Firestone’s second and third demands are closely related:


	2. The political autonomy, based on economic independence, of both women and children.19


	3. The complete integration of women and children into society.20




Firestone calls for a society where every person is identical under the law and has equal political clout and identical rights. She says: “With the weakening and severance of the blood ties, the power hierarchy of the family would break down… Children would no longer be ‘minors,’ under patronage of ‘parents’—they would have full rights” as granted by the state.21 Thus, in the name of total equality, the practice of parents overseeing specific children would no longer be employed or allowed. To guarantee economic independence and so-called equality for every person, Firestone offers this solution:


People might receive a guaranteed annual income from the state to take care of basic physical needs. These incomes, if distributed equitably to men, women, and children, regardless of age or work status, could… equalize in one blow the economic class system.22



It sounds blissful, miraculous really, to eliminate inequality in one fell swoop by handing out equal portions of money to everyone so that everyone would be happy. But Firestone and her fellow socialist feminists make no allowances for human nature, which would still allow for greed, dishonesty, swindling children out of their money, misuse of funds by some and wise use of it by others—all of which would produce differences and dreaded “inequalities.” Further, Firestone makes no allowance for the fact that if no one is taught honesty, frugality, respect for other people’s property, kindness, tolerance, delayed gratification, sharing, and a score of other virtues by their mothers and fathers while they’re young, then few people would understand, value, or consistently live these principles.23 It is likely that the basic principles of civilized society would be violated with regularity, which would lead to strife, inequalities, power struggles, and civil collapse, all of which were supposed to magically disappear under the equalizing scepter of socialism.24

In order for Firestone’s proposed socialist system to work, children would need to be born autonomous. Otherwise someone would need to occupy a position of unequal power over them, which is intolerable to her. Since children are not born autonomous but are in fact born helpless, this throws a big wrench in Firestone’s plans. So, she does the only thing that could be done: She simply declares children to be autonomous. She says childhood is a social construct invented to validate the existence of mothers, that history has proven that “raising” a child is tantamount to retarding his development,25 and that children liberated from the suffocating presence of their mothers are likely to become “geniuses.”26

Firestone’s final and perhaps most troubling demand for the establishment of an equality-based, socialist society is:


	4. The sexual freedom of all women and children.27




Firestone wants a completely free sexual culture wherein adults and children engage in whatever sexual activities they wish with whomever they wish. She explains, “The incest taboo is now necessary only in order to preserve the family; then if we did away with the family… sexuality would be released from its straightjacket to eroticize our whole culture.”28 She says forced sexual repression of young people results in “the insecure… often obnoxious little person we call a child.”29 Firestone continues:


Relations with children would include as much genital sex as the child was capable of—probably considerably more than we now believe… Age-ist and homosexual sex taboos would disappear, as well as non-sexual friendship… our concept of exclusive physical partnerships (monogamy) disappearing from our psychic structure.30



Engels’s mantra rings loud and clear through Firestone: eliminate monogamy, invoke free sex for all, and save the world. Firestone says, “In our new society… all forms of sexuality would be allowed and indulged.”31 She makes no exceptions. And since children would be “equal” under the law, the law would hold no special protections or provisions for children, sexually or otherwise. Children would be at the mercy of anyone who claimed to be helping them exercise their “sexual freedom” or “sexual rights.”

Firestone makes no attempt to explain how massive outbreaks of sexually transmitted diseases would be kept at bay in such a sexual climate, and one wonders how a toddler or infant would use her sexual freedom wisely and avoid becoming infected with a sexually transmitted disease from someone older and stronger than she is. It seems that disease would become commonplace in such a society, and the state would need to intervene with widespread sexual education programs starting at the earliest ages to help stem the tide of disease initiated through the toppling of monogamy.32 It would become the task of a behemoth state to educate children and everyone else on the pleasures of free sex and how to avoid the risks inherent to indulging in those pleasures outside the naturally occurring protections of monogamous marriage.33

To sum up, this is Firestone’s four-pronged proposal: Remove children from the tyranny of parents, give them equal sums of money to buy whatever they want, give them political power, and let them have lots of sex. Then they will become well-behaved, peaceful, secure, loving, cooperative beings who grow up to be well-adjusted, selfless adults who carry on the feminist, socialist dream of utopian equality.

It is obvious Firestone never had a child.

Firestone on Steroids

Most people might suppose Firestone’s outlandish dreams were simply vapor rising off the steamy sixties and her ideas had largely dissipated into the cosmos along with so much other feminist noise. Yet nothing could be further from the truth. While most folks who read Firestone’s book would dismiss it as laughable (though disturbing) nonsense, a teeming knot of feminists have ingested its philosophies over the past forty years and taken it as gospel truth. These feminists are not laughing. They have taken the founding feminists at their word and have long been at work slaughtering the family, focusing their most vehement wrath on the bond between mother and child.

One such activist is Sophie Lewis, who published her first book in May 2019. Lewis says her book, Full Surrogacy Now: Feminism against Family, would not have existed without Firestone’s influence.34 Lewis’s disdain for the family is undiluted and her calls for its destruction are bold. Lewis casts pregnancy as a “perverse” condition35 and declares that we must “explode notions of hereditary parentage.”36 She calls human female anatomy in all its life-giving complexity a “ghastly fluke”37 and explains that the reason people sometimes speak of feeling joy in pregnancy and childbirth is because gestating can incite a “masochistic rush.”38

Lewis’s stance is clear evidence that the socialist-feminist agenda of family destruction is alive and well. It has been budding happily under the bower of other social movements, its roots spreading, its vines curling through society, slowly squeezing and poised to strangle the family. This lethal garden is tended by angry gardeners who resent their own anatomy and seek to literally remake the world. The world they seek has no mothers in it—only “gestators” of many genders cohabiting in arrangements of all sorts who tend the children of the world collectively.

Lewis says “polymaternalism” and “polypaternal abundance” are to replace motherhood.39 “Redistributing the burden” of children in this way, she says, “dissolves the distinction between reproducers and nonproducers, mothers and nonmothers altogether.”40 This is unabashed feminist socialism in action, depriving people of the work of their own hands (in this case, their own children) and distributing it to others. Lewis’s stated aim is that society at large will embrace “gestational communism.”41

Lewis, like Firestone and others, pegs the family as the cornerstone of capitalism. She uses the terms nuclear family and capitalist family interchangeably.42 She quotes the feminist adage “Our uterus is the wheel that keeps capitalism moving”43 and admits with agitation that despite much social and political progress in demolishing the family, “the key governmental unit of capitalism really does remain the family.”44 Lewis questions “whether motherhood and pregnancy are viable cornerstones of a liveable world.”45 In her view, motherhood is decidedly not a suitable cornerstone for society; motherhood must be displaced from its cornerstone position in order to make the world infinitely more tolerable, loving, equitable, and grand.

What Lewis’s Surrogacy Looks Like

Though the title of her book is Full Surrogacy Now, Lewis condemns modern surrogacy and its many failures and abuses. But surrogacy is a problem, she says, not because of the blurring of ties between parent and child, but because the system is cradled in capitalism. If babies were not privately claimed but rather freely offered to the world and socially gestated by its cooperating members, then that sort of surrogacy would be ideal. Everyone would be a surrogate, and all babies would be freely offered to humanity. She declares, “Infants don’t belong to anyone, ever”46 and that children should be “for everyone” (not for their mothers or fathers).47

Lewis says she is “unabashedly interested in family abolition.”48 Her definition of family abolition is fascinating. She explains, “Family abolition refers to the… end of the double-edged coercion whereby the babies we gestate are ours and ours alone, to guard, invest in, and prioritize.”49 In other words, family abolition is the breaking of the parent-child bond and the intense devotion that comes with it. She says the current expanding political and legal climate “in which mother-child bonds can more easily be discontinued, handed over, and multiplied” is “exciting.”50 Lewis quotes feminist philosopher Jeffner Allen, who says, “In breaking free from motherhood… I no longer give primacy to that which I have produced.”51 For Lewis and her comrades, the way to break capitalism, free enterprise, and free society is for parents to deprioritize their own children. And she is right.

Abolishing Parental Rights

Lewis says the concept of parental rights, which assumes children belong to their parents, is abhorrent. She says, “We need ways of counteracting the exclusivity and supremacy of ‘biological’ parents in children’s lives.”52 Quoting an article on evolving surrogacy laws in the United Kingdom, Lewis says, “laws could be reformed to remove automatic rights from the person who gestates or genetically donates toward a baby.”53 This erosion of parental rights, of course, is poised to expand and could come to affect all parents and children, not just those involved in surrogacy.

One critic of commercial surrogacy and its inherent fracturing of the family said, “If all biological claims were rejected, it would be incredibly difficult to decide whose the child is.” Lewis answers this with enthusiasm: “Yes, exactly, yes!”54 This is precisely what she wants: the rejection of all biological claims of belonging. She says that as current social and political movements expand, they “will not so much ‘smash’ the nuclear family as make it unthinkable. And that’s what needs to happen if we are serious about reproductive justice, which is to say, serious about [socialist] revolution.”55 (What social and political movements is Lewis referring to that are eroding biological claims and redefining parenthood to pave the way of socialist revolution? We will address this question head-on in Part III.)

Lewis admits she has little idea how to bring about or sustain the desired widespread “defeat of kinship” and the relinquishment of all children by their parents.56 She says, “The revolutionary strategy… remains almost entirely unwritten.”57 Can it be done? She muses, “We must assume the answer is yes in order to find out.”58 Therefore, she is insisting we destroy the biological family and then watch in hopes that something better rises from the mayhem left behind.

The modern feminist rhetoric of reproductive rights and reproductive justice—which calls for the relinquishment of born and unborn children by their parents in the name of saving the world—is not just an isolated cause championed by a few angry females. It is spilling generously over into mainstream political, social, and educational movements. In fact, as we will see, it is poised to flood the world.






PART II THE FAMILY







CHAPTER FIVE INSANITY


We have briefly explored the first tactic for unseating the woman: freeing her from family-based living as prescribed by socialist and feminist ideologies. This tactic will resurface in the coming pages. The second tactic for unseating the woman is state management of childbearing and rearing. We begin this leg of our journey in socialist China.

In a village in China in 1976, a woman named Chi An was pregnant with her second child.1 She had given birth to her first child after she and her husband, Wei Xin, were granted a birth permit from the state to conceive. Their first baby was a boy. When Chi An and Wei Xin were married, the state had required them to sign a two-child agreement. Chairman Mao Zedong had instituted restrictions on childbearing, and his successor, Deng Xiaoping, continued to manage child distribution in China through increasingly strict mandates. The guidelines in Chi An and Wei Xin’s area required that there be at least four years between their first and second child. This was a problem because Chi An was already pregnant, and this second baby would be born too soon. She very much wanted to have a daughter.

After the birth of her first child, a government official had come to their home and pressured Chi An to sign a one-child agreement, telling her that she would receive a cash bonus and a wash basin as a reward for signing. She would most likely need to be sterilized to ensure that the agreement would be kept. She refused to sign the one-child policy and was instructed to either begin taking birth control pills or have an IUD inserted immediately. When the population control worker in her unit discovered that Chi An was pregnant a second time, the worker confronted her and told her to “take care of her problem” and that “remedial measures” would have to be undertaken immediately.
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