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THE PROBLEM 
INTRODUCTION     
 
Once upon a time Mae West said, “Marriage is a wonderful institution, but I’m not ready for an 
institution yet.” 
 
Well, marriage is an institution – an institution which is falling to pieces. And in the process 
everybody is getting hurt. The collapse of marriage is the result of what is happening to our 
civilization, of which marriage is a part. 
 
CHRISTIAN CIVILIZATION 
 
The Christian Church began twenty centuries ago in a corner of the Roman Empire, and in a 
world which was very hostile to it. But by the end of the fourth century it had converted that 
empire and spread into countries outside that empire finally converting even Russia. In the 
process, it created something called the Christian Synthesis. The Christian Synthesis was a set of 
assumptions, which everyone held, about the meaning of life and what the most important things 
in life are. It was a set of dogmas. 
 
Remember what a dogma is – a deeply held belief that you take for granted and never question. 
For example: “Water runs down hill.” If a child asks his mother why water runs down hill, she 
might answer, “Well, honey it just does.” When you come to a “honey it just does”, you have 
come to a dogma. Actually the Christian dogma is “Water runs down hill because God tells it 
to”. “Why?” “Well, Honey, he just does.” 
 
These dogmas—the Christian Synthesis—were the basis of Christian civilization, or Christen-

dom as the Roman Empire was called after its conversion. But a united Christendom lasted for 
only about a century. 
 
In the fifth century, barbarians from outside began to attack the empire more and more 
frequently and with more and more success. And the empire began to break up. At first it split 
into two parts: the west where Latin was the language and the east where Greek was spoken. 
Rome was the capital of the western part, and Constantinople was the capital of the eastern. 
 
The western part returned largely to tribalism. After several futile attempts to restore the empire, 
Europe found itself divided into a number of nation states with rival princes. Each of them 
claimed for himself what once only the Christian Emperor had claimed. These rivalries supplied 
both the opportunity and the fuel for the break up of the Church. And the disintegration went on.  
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First there was warfare between nations; then warfare within nations, that is civil war. After civil 
war has come revolution, guerrilla “wars of national liberation,” and now terrorism. 
 
Along with this political fragmentation, has come the fragmentation of the Church and the end 
of the Christian Synthesis. All that is left of the Christian Synthesis is an assortment of scraps 
without any obvious connection to each other or to real life. 
 
The most that can be said about the Christian Synthesis today is that when someone claims to be 
an atheist, the God whose existence he is denying is Jehovah (Yahweh) instead of Zeus or 
Jupiter or Thor.  
 
As a matter of fact, the “Jehovah” he doesn’t believe in is more than likely one I don’t believe in 
either, since the image of God has become so distorted in our world. 
 
The Christian Synthesis was the basis for our civilization. And because it has been destroyed, 
our civilization is headed towards chaos. 
 
As a result of all this, to be a Christian today, a person has to be very deliberate about it, because 
the world he lives in is constantly misleading him as to what it means to be a Christian. He lives 
in a world based more and more on the same dogmas as the pagan world of the first century. 
 
INSTITUTIONS 
 
More and more people today think Mae West was right: marriage does seem like a madhouse; a 
person would have to be crazy to get married. But marriage doesn’t have to be that kind of 
“institution.” 
 
First, let’s think about institutions in general. Every community has a number of needs or 
problems which are built-in. There are some of them which are common to all communities. But 
not all communities see those common problems in the same way. 
 
When a society hits upon a good solution to one of its basic needs or problems, that solution gets 
copied and rapidly becomes the standard solution. That is, it becomes an institution. 
 
Civilizations are different even in those institutions which deal with the problems they have in 
common. For example, in the U. S., if a person has a wreck and is smart, he doesn’t leave the 
scene of the accident; that would only make it worse. But in Mexico, if he is smart he doesn’t 
wait around; that would only make it worse, because he would get involved with a corrupt 
system which runs on bribes, etc. 
 
The institutions we grow up with just seem to be part of the natural law. However, other 
people’s institutions seem bizarre. For example, in the U. S., a man is allowed one wife (at a 
time); in Iran, four wives. In Tibet, a woman can have four husbands.  
 
In the U. S., if a man is seen out with a woman who is not his wife, it is assumed that he has sex 
on his mind. But in Japan, it is assumed that he has poetry on his mind – a geisha is a 
professional cultural companion, not necessarily a prostitute. 
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Community life is essential for human beings; we are social creatures. Institutions make 
community life, make civilization, possible. Human life requires a very basic thing which 
institutions give. That is because… 
 
as important as justice is, it is even more important to know what the rules are. Bad rules are 
better than no rules at all. For example, remember when you were in some totally new situation 
and didn’t know any of the rules – like the very first day of school. 
 
This principle was applied by the Chinese communists during the Korean War in the “brain-
washing” of captured Americans. The way they did it involved totally changing all the rules for 
the prisoners every day and not telling them what the new rules were. The result was that none 
of them tried to escape; no one trusted anyone else; and absolutely all sense of community 
among prisoners was completely destroyed. 
 
On the other hand, there is an old proverb in the Navy which is profoundly true: “A taut ship is a 
happy ship.” On a ship where the rules are clear and consistent, even though strict, the crew is 
happier than on a ship where the rules are lax but no one knows exactly what they are from day 
to day or person to person. 
 
It is very important to know where you stand. Nothing terrifies people as much as totally 
unstructured conditions. So we defend our institutions blindly and passionately. The alternative 
is chaos. 
 
The anarchists of the last 150 years have wanted chaos, because they bought into the absurd idea 
of the eighteenth century philosophers, like Rousseau and his friends, who said that people are 
basically good, that what causes all our trouble is human institutions. They believed that if we 
did away with all our institutions we would be free. And then our own innate goodness would 
produce a free and happy society. 
 
That notion has become almost a dogma today with many people. You hear people speak of 
being committed to “social change” without ever saying what the change will be to—just 
change. But even people who speak that way in general do not want anyone to fool with their 
own institutions. 
 
In fact, in the last century or so, no one has been feared or resented quite so much as the 
anarchist. Because people with common sense know that a society without rules is an 
unendurable chaos. 
 
The Islamic terrorists represent an even more diabolical form of anarchist. They seek to destroy 
our civilization in order to replace it with an islamic one.  
 
This priciple was demonstrated dramatically for me by what happened in Tucson, Arizona, 
when I lived there. Ever since the 1950’s, the public school system had maintained a large fleet 
of busses which was used to bring children in to the schools, because the city was so spread out. 
That was a local solution to a commonly recognized local problem. There was no resistance to it 
at all. In fact it was considered a blessing. 
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But then in the 1960’s, representatives of the very small black community sued and got the 
federal courts to require bussing to produce integration. Then there appeared intense resistance 
to it, especially from the Mexican community which made up about a fourth of the population. 
When outsiders began interfering in local institutions everyone became protective of them. 
 
There is a tremendous public pressure to preserve our institutions, including the institution of 
marriage. However... 
 
THE SYMBIOSIS OF INSTITUTIONS 
 
The institutions of a society are symbiotic , their lives are intermeshed. To illustrate: foxes and 
rabbits living in the same environment with limited food resources are symbiotic. If the foxes 
get killed off, the rabbit population explodes and eats up all the food. Then the rabbits starve and 
get sick and die. 
 
So when one institution in a society changes, it puts pressure on all the others to change. 
 
The school and the home are symbiotic. 
 
Back in the 1920’s, a man named John Dewey came up with the idea that the real purpose of the 
school was to prepare Johnny to take his place in society, to instill values in him, to build his 
character. His motto was, “We teach pupils, not subjects.” 
 
It was an exciting new idea and the teachers bought it. But they weren’t prepared to do it. So 
they all went back to college to take courses in things like child psychology. And the graduate 
school of education was invented. 
 
Before then, a Spanish teacher was expected to know Spanish; a math teacher was expected to 
know math; etc. The new idea was that if you know “education” you can teach anything. 
 
The result was that under the old system the education a person got in high school was better 
than the one a person got in college under the new system. 
 
By the 1930’s, parents caught on to the idea that the school had taken on the responsibility for 
the formation of the character of the child and they were off the hook. And the age of the baby-
sitter was born. 
 
Back in the 1920’s and before, when parents went out, as a rule, they took little Johnny with 
them or they just didn’t go. But beginning in the 1930’s, they would leave little Johnny with a 
teen-age girl from the neighborhood. The first time that happened to little Johnny, he got a 
shock, a trauma. 
 
“I wonder if Mama and Daddy are coming back!” When after a while, he learns that they will, 
he has something else to deal with: “Mama and Daddy want a life which leaves me out.” And he 
feels rejected, not secure. 
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And he has less exposure to the example of his parents as a result of the institution of the baby-
sitter. 
 
Then in the 1950’s, the Russians launched Sputnik, and we discovered that they were producing 
better engineers than we were. And the emphasis shifted back toward the “solid” subjects. 
 
The result of that was that the high school students of the 1950’s got a better education than their 
parents had. Their parents became a “lost generation”.  
 
Furthermore, after that, there was no one accepting responsibility for the formation of the 
character of children. And we got the “youth culture”. 
 
In the youth culture young people look only to each other for their values and their ideals—and 
maybe to some adults who themselves have never grown up. And the results are tragic. Count-
less millions of lives are fouled up and being wasted as a result. 
 
Youth have ceased to learn from exposure to the examples of their parents all day long, day in 
and day out. Now, with few exceptions, young people who do not have a clue about what life is 
all about are looking to other youth for the answers to the questions of life—to youth who are in 
the same boat as they are and also without a clue. 
 
Most families turned over their age-old responsibility to the schools, and they welcomed it as a 
liberation. Now nobody is bearing that responsibility. But only families can do it. And God has 
placed that responsibility on the shoulders of parents.  
 
Beside the profound changes in the school, there have been others in our society just as deep, 
which have put severe pressure on the family. 
 
For instance, throughout human history until the middle of the twentieth century, everyone, at 
least in the temperate zone, lived in an economy of scarcity. That produced what some have 
called the “Protestant work ethic” which said, “Work as hard as you can to satisfy the needs of 
you and your family; then work a little more for your neighbor who can’t quite make it.” 
 
When we passed from an economy of scarcity to an economy of plenty, the Protestant work 
ethic seemed obsolete. But there are signs that we may see the economy of scarcity return. At 
any rate, much of the world has never left it. 

 
LIBERALS AND CONSERVATIVES 
 
When a society changes the way it perceives one of its basic common problems, then the 
institution that deals with that problem has to change. And when one institution changes, it puts 
pressure on all those connected with it to change. If they do not change, they tend to become 
inefficient, and the pressure for them to change gets even greater. 
 
Change in circumstances brings new problems and changes the way old problems are under-
stood. 
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So there is always a part of society which wants to tinker with institutions and make them more 
efficient. These are the “liberals”. 
 
And likewise, there is always a segment which wants to preserve the institutions: “If it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it.” These are the conservatives. 
 
This is normal and usually it is healthy. It can lead to measured and reasonable adaptation to 
new circumstances. But when there is intense confrontation between the two forces, the situation 
is ripe for revolution. 
 
Today, within most of us, there is just such a tug-of-war over the institution of marriage. 
 
Many of us have, more or less, the romantic notion of what marriage ought to be: a cottage in 
the suburbs; Daddy comes driving home from work; two beautiful children and a dog are 
playing in the yard; they run to greet Daddy with outstretched arms, crying “Daddy, Daddy, 
Daddy!” 
 
Daddy picks them up and swings them around; his beautiful wife comes to the door in a frilly 
apron and tells them that supper is ready; they sit down to supper by candlelight to enjoy a meal 
of all sorts of delicious food which mother has just finished cooking; and they laugh and they 
talk and they enjoy each other’s company. 
 
And that happens today less than once in a thousand families. 
 
On the other hand, we have also absorbed, more or less, the modern liberal notions: we ought to 
have equality of the sexes; marriage should be democratic; wives ought to be free to do what 
they choose with their own bodies; etc. 
 
These two ideals are in conflict within each of us and between us. We are damned if we do and 
we are damned if we don’t. So both in society and within each of us there is a great deal of 
stress. 
 
And to make matters worse, we no longer know what the rules for behavior between men and 
women are. 
 
THE MARRIAGE CRISIS 
 
Within the last 150 years, the Christian consensus on marriage has completely collapsed. What 
we expect from marriage has changed. What we do about it has changed. For example: 
 
In 1910, a suitor asked the girl’s parents for permission to come court. In 1930, he asked their 
permission to marry her. In 1950, they announced their marriage after it had happened. And 
today, lots of people just live together for a while, and then maybe they get married and maybe 
not. 
 
We look for different things in a mate than people once did. For instance, Daniel Boone would 
have wanted a wife who was strong, who could shoot straight, who could do a full day’s work 
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while pregnant, and who could bear him lots of sons. Romantic love would have been an 
unexpected extra. 
 
Once upon a time, we expected our children to marry people like the children of our best 
friends, with the same background as our own. 
 
But now the daughter of Polish Roman Catholic parents, who was born in Gary, Indiana, goes to 
college and meets the son of a southern Indiana hardware merchant and a member of the Church 
of Christ. And they get married. And all they have in common is four years of college. 
 
In 1920, in the south, in the summertime, families would sit out in the yard and visit with their 
neighbors. Meanwhile the children played hare and the hounds all around the neighborhood until 
it got cool enough to go to bed. But today, yards serve no purpose usually except to put distance 
between you and your neighbors whom you have never met. 
 
In 1920, if the wife worked outside the home, she worked alongside her husband. The family 
had breakfast together. Often Daddy came home for lunch. The whole family had supper 
together. But today they may actually have no meals together on a regular basis. 
 
In those days a child’s best friend was likely to be the child of his parents’ best friends. Today, 
parents frequently do not even know who their children’s friends are. 
 
If mother could not discipline Johnny, she might say she would tell his daddy when he got 
home. Today, if there is a daddy in the home, he looks up from the sports page or the TV and 
says to his wife, “Honey can’t you make your child behave!” 
 
In 1930, a woman who got divorced was a social outcast. Members of a ladies’ bridge club 
would be scandalized if a woman who had gotten a divorce did not “have the decency” to resign 
from the club. But today, it is perfectly acceptable. In fact, half the people who get married get 
divorced sooner or later. 
 
The social pressure to keep marriages together has completely evaporated. 
 
THE SEXUAL IDENTITY CRISIS 
 
In this society, we are in a severe sexual identity crisis. Of course each of us knows what his or 
her own sex is; we do not have to go to a doctor for a physical exam to find out which we are. 
But what we do not know is how a man or a woman is to behave in a thousand different social 
situations. There are no longer any role definitions for men and women. 
 
During the last 200 years, we have had an almost complete reversal of the social roles of men 
and women. What men used to do and what was once regarded as masculine came to be thought 
of as sissy. And what women once considered feminine came to be thought of as masculine. In 
the last thirty years or so even those assumptions have been abandoned.  
 
Every act of courtesy which came to be paid by men to women, 200 hundred years ago was paid 
by women to men. For example, when George Washington entered the room, Martha stood up. 
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She stood behind his chair. And she seated him at the dinner table. She held his coat for him; 
opened doors for him; and served him first at dinner. 
 
But now all bets are off—there are now no agreed upon rules for man—woman conduct. 
 
SEXUAL ROLES IN WESTERN CIVILIZATION 
 
Historically, our civilization is the blending of Semitic, Hellenic, and Viking cultures. All three 
of them agreed on at least one thing, namely, the defined roles of men and women. And when 
those cultures blended, they had no conflict on that subject. They agreed on the rules.  
 
Remember, bad rules, bad roles, are better than no rules at all! 
 
From prehistoric times, man’s job has been culture and warfare. By culture I mean all the 
intangible things which make human life different from animal life. 
 
And women’s roles, historically, have been what is illustrated by the following quotation. 
 

Who can find a virtuous woman? for her price is far above rubies. 
The heart of her husband doth safely trust in her, so that he shall have no need of spoil. 
She will do him good and not evil all the days of her life. 
She seeketh wool, and flax, and worketh willingly with her hands. 
 
She is like the merchants’ ships; she bringeth her food from afar. 
She riseth also while it is yet night, and giveth meat to her household, and a portion to her    
She considereth a field and buyeth it: with the fruit of her hands she planteth a vineyard. 
She girdeth her loins with strength, and strengtheneth her arms. 
 
She perceiveth that her merchandise is good: her candle goeth not out by night. 
She layeth her hands to the spindle, and her hands hold the distaff. 
She stretcheth out her hand to the poor; yea, she reacheth forth her hands to the needy. 
She is not afraid of the snow for her household: for all her household are clothed with    
 
She maketh herself coverings of tapestry; her clothing is silk and purple. 
Her husband is known in the gates, when he sitteth among the elders of the land. 
She maketh fine linen and selleth it; and delivereth girdles unto the merchant. 
Strength and honour are her clothing; and she shall rejoice in time to come. 
 
She openeth her mouth with wisdom; and her tongue is the law of kindness. 
She looketh well to the ways of her household, and eateth not the bread of idleness. 
Her children rise up and call her blessed; her husband also, and he praiseth her. 
Many daughters have done virtuously, but thou excellest them all. 
 
Favour is deceitful and beauty is vain: but a woman that feareth the Lord, she shall be    
Give her of the fruit of her hands; and let her own works praise her in the gates.  
      [Proverbs 31:10 – 31] 
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Historically, woman’s role has been babies and business. Our own word economics comes from 
the Greek word which means “the management of the household” —oikonomia. 

 

THE BASIS OF THE HISTORICAL ROLES 
 
Throughout history, the primary basis for the division of labor between men and women has 
been the fact that women have babies. 
 
For example, a healthy seventeen year old girl could probably outrun and out swim me. But let 
her get eight months pregnant and it might be a different story. The poorest woman at having 
babies is better than the best of men. And that extends beyond the event of birth.  
 
Having a baby limits a woman’s mobility. A young infant needs almost continuous access to his 
mother’s body. Until the twentieth century, children were normally nursed until they were two 
or three years old. And the mother could move around about as fast as a two year old baby could 
toddle. And by then she was pregnant again. 
 
So she stayed home and did the kinds of jobs she could do sitting down. So she is the one who 
made the arrow heads, not her husband. He went hunting with them. 
 
Men did the work that required traveling. To illustrate: back in 1820, the men of a Comanche 
tribe went out and killed a buffalo. Then they sent word back to the women where it was. And 
the women went out and skinned it, butchered it, tanned the hides and eventually made 
moccasins out of it. 
 
Now notice, no woman ever died as the result of skinning a buffalo. But many a brave got 
trampled to death in the midst of a stampeding herd. 
 
The men did the dangerous work. And when a decision had to be made about something like 
going to war with another tribe, it was the mobile ones, the men, who came together to make the 
decision. The immobile ones, the women, stayed home and attended to the domestic matters. 
 
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 
 
Let’s go back a thousand years, to a Scandinavian village where the men meet regularly in the 
local tavern. One time, one of them says, “My wife is always complaining about the smell of 
garbage which everybody throws out in the street.” Another one says, “So does mine.” 
 
So they all discuss it thoroughly and come up with a solution. They decide that every family will 
provide a big crockery jug with a lid which will sit outside the house. The village will hire a man 
with a cart and a donkey to come by on a schedule and collect the garbage. 
 
So Lars comes home and says to his wife, “Guess what, Honey, we’ve solved the garbage 
problem” and proceeds to tell her the plan. What Lars has done is bring the culture, the 
civilization, the institutions of the larger community into the family. 
 
For that reason, historically he has been considered the head of the family. 
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THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 
 
In the 17th century, people in England were making a lot of money exporting wool to the 
continent of Europe, where there was a large cottage industry that wove the wool into fabric. 
Then the woolen fabric was imported back into England where it was made into garments. Since 
the fabric was woven by hand, it was said to be manufactured (Latin: manus, hand;  factus, 
made). 
 
But now, “manufactured” means the opposite of “hand-made”. Today, in the Ozark mountains, 
you can see signs along the side of the road advertising tufted bedspreads— “handmade,” 
guaranteed not “manufactured.” Mobile homes are advertised as “manufactured” homes, etc. 
How did that happen? 
 
Well, one day in the 18th century, an Englishman was looking at a vacant barn and, because of 
the recent availability of steam power,  he had a vision. He imagined there was a row of twenty 
spinning wheels along one wall all spinning away making woolen yarn; and along the opposite 
wall were twenty looms; and forty people busily making yarn into fabric. 
 
And with that the factory system was born. The European cottage industry was doomed. And the 
“Industrial Revolution” was under way. 
 
The people who had the skill to do the work were women and children. So for the next hundred 
years, the factory workers were women and children. 
 
The long-range outcome of the industrial revolution was the creation of a new leisure class, the 
housewife. 
 
Leisure is not idleness, but rather the freedom from constant preoccupation with the necessities 
of life, so that one has time for culture. Leisure is the prerequisite for culture. 
 
Prior to the American Civil War, all school teachers were men. But during the war all able-
bodied men were in the army. That left no one to teach school, and a surplus of young ladies 
with no one to marry. So the ones who could read and write became school teachers. 
 
When the war was over, so many men never came back that the temporary shortage became 
permanent, and the women stayed on as school teachers. After a generation, it had become the 
norm. A hundred years later, in the middle of the twentieth century, it was still common for 
small town school boards to have a rule that a school teacher had to resign if she got married 
unless she had gotten their permission first. 
 
In England, the first women school teachers did not appear until the first World War. The 
change there has never been as complete as it was in this country. It is still common in England 
to have men teachers in grade school. 
 
Today, the chief supporters of cultural activities are still women – even when their husbands 
write the checks. And the majority of political party volunteers are women and retired people.  
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Women entering the work force is not an invasion of traditional male activities; they are merely 
reclaiming activities which had been taken over by men two hundred years ago. However, for 
them to be doing it outside the home, in the larger community, is an invasion of what was 
traditional male territory. 
 
NEW HEAD OF THE FAMILY 
 
In a study reported in Psychology Today some years ago, a group of three and four year-old 
children were each given a box of crayons and a sheet of paper in the middle of which there was 
a square. The majority of the girls decorated the inside of the square, and the boys decorated the 
border and left the inside of the square blank.  
 
It was suggested that the results might have something to do with the way we are made sexually. 
In the act of sexual intercourse a woman receives into herself from outside; the man goes out of 
himself to enter that which is other than himself. 
 
Historically, women are oriented inwardly; men are oriented outwardly. Women talk about 
inward matters like feelings and motives; men talk about what people do and largely ignore the 
subject of motives and feelings. 
 
This can be symbolized by a scene in a Comanche Indian village in 1820: an Indian couple is 
standing back to back at the entrance to their teepee. The woman is looking inside to make sure 
everything is all right inside with the children, etc. The man is looking out into the village to see 
what is going on out there. 
 
As a result of the Industrial Revolution, man has taken over the responsibility for the material 
well-being of his family, and he has abdicated his historical role of providing for the cultural 
well-being of his family, for the quality of his family’s life.  
 
However, whoever determines the life-style, the value system, of the family is the functional 
head of the family. 
 
At the beginning of the movement to give women the vote, the big argument against it went this 
way: voters need to be well informed; and to be sufficiently informed one has to read; and 
“everyone knows women don’t read!”—except old maid school teachers, of course. But today, 
the majority of those who use the public libraries are women and retired people. 
 
And today, it is almost always the woman who sets the direction in cultural affairs for the 
family. She is the leader. She is therefore, functionally, the head of the family. 

 
THE RESULTING DILEMMA 
 
The man knows he is supposed to be the head of the family. He thinks, mistakenly, that that 
means he is supposed to be  boss. He knows deep inside himself that he is inadequate and 
incompetent. So he is frustrated and irritated. And all he can think to do is to throw his weight 
around, only to discover that his family resists it and rebels against it.  
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Furthermore, there is another factor. 
 
A man named Konrad Lorenz has discovered a principle about the way animals behave called 
“the territorial imperative.”  It also applies to human behavior. 
 
To illustrate: There are two families living next door to each other. One has a collie dog and the 
other has a German shepherd. When the collie goes in the yard of the German shepherd, it gets 
beaten up. When the German shepherd goes in the yard of the collie, it gets beaten up.  
 
Courage varies in proportion to the nearness to home base. 
 
Well, when husband and wife quarrel, it is almost always on her territory. And it is not 
uncommon for a husband to feel like a collie dog in the yard of a German shepherd. 
Nevertheless, the husband is supposed to be the head of that house. 
 
In an ordinary family, Daddy is out and gone by the time breakfast is over - and now the mother 
may be also. From the time he is born until he starts school a boy is under the exclusive control 
of women – mother, female day care worker, or baby sitter. 
 
Then he starts school. And he is instructed in the ways of the larger world almost entirely by 
women. 
 
There is no way he can be expected to assume responsibility for the leadership of a family. 
Because the moment there is a crisis, he looks to the nearest woman and says, “What’ll we do?” 
And she tells him. 
 
We have raised a generation of gutless men and strong-minded women – present company 
excepted, of course. 
 
WHAT MEN AND WOMEN WANT 
 
Until very recently, the laws were written on the assumptions of an earlier time when the man 
actually was the head of the family. But the present reality is just the opposite. Women are 
asking that the laws be changed to fit the facts. They have the game; now they want the rules. 
 
And their demand is reasonable. If they are going to carry the responsibility, they ought to have 
the authority. 
 
But in general, neither men nor women want the woman to be the head of the family. 
 
The most common complaint of women in marriage counseling, beside “he doesn’t 
communicate,” is “he can’t accept responsibility!” 
 
The subject next time will be “Romanticism and Love”.
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Vive la Difference! 
Taking Sex Differences Seriously, by Steven E. Rhoads (Encounter, 374 pp., $27.95) 
 
Review by Allan Carlson 
NATIONAL REVIEW/July 12, 2004 
 
Shortly after the Lewinsky scandal broke, Time White House reporter Nina Burleigh confessed 
in Mirabella magazine that she, too, had once caught the president admiring her legs. The 
episode was “seductive” and “flattering,” Burleigh later said, and she admitted that she would 
gladly have performed for him as Monica had done, if only asked. A chorus of other prominent 
female writers quickly volunteered their services, as well. This led New York Times columnist 
Maureen Dowd to fume about “feminist erotic journalism,” a field in which presumably inde-
pendent women “pant for power. They crave droit du seigneur. Take me! Take me!” 

It's the way to attract beautiful women, Henry Kissinger is said to have replied when  asked 
why he sought high public office. Indeed, “power [in men] is an aphrodisiac” for the female sex, 
reports Steven Rhoads in this new book. He points to other cases of feminist icons surrendering 
to powerful men: Jane Fonda submitting to the “strong, domineering” Ted Turner; Simone de 
Beauvoir, author of The Second Sex, serving as mistress, cook, manager, nurse, and--eventually-
-pimp for the insufferable Jean-Paul Sartre. So does human nature trump ideology. However, the 
phenomenon does not work the other way. As the author notes, “power does not increase the sex 
appeal of former attorney general Janet Reno or of Senator Dianne Feinstein.” 

Rhoads explores thousands of comparable examples of sex differences in this provocative, 
compelling, entertaining book. A professor of public policy at the University of Virginia, 
Rhoads weaves together the findings of hundreds of new research studies with personal 
anecdotes in a lively refutation of 40 years of feminist cant. While polite, even generous, toward 
his intellectual opponents, Rhoads still reveals “the androgynous project” to be nothing less than 
“misogynist.” Relying heavily on the insights of social biology and evolutionary psychology, he 
shows the differences between men and women to be natural, “hard wired,” and fundamental to 
the survival and progress of the human race. 

“The culture wars,” Rhoads notes with some justice, “are really about the role of women.” 
He shows that while men are all about the same when it comes to the masculine traits of com-
petitiveness, aggression, and dominance (even “computer nerds” enjoy the frenzied clashes of 
“BattleBots”), women are divided into two camps: a majority who are traditionally feminine 
with a yearning for nest-building and children; and a minority, exposed to higher levels of 
testosterone, who show more male attributes. The tension between these two kinds of women 
becomes a recurring theme in the book. 

All the same, the profound differences between the two sexes are the author's primary story. 
For example, the human hormone, oxytocin, is “the kindest of natural opiates,” but it operates 
differently on the sexes. Men experience it at the moment of sexual release. Women, though, 
feel the same euphoric exhilaration while breastfeeding. Indeed, some of the oxytocin reaches 
the child through the breast milk. This creates a special bond between mother and child in which 
they become “one continually interacting, merged organism” with “a pleasant fog descend[ing] 
upon the brain.” 

No “Mr. Mom” can replicate this experience. Indeed, Rhoads shows that despite the media 
hype, there are actually few such men around. In candid surveys, even the best-earning, highest-
status women reject role reversal in favor of a partner who is superior in power, earnings, and 
status. So too among female academics. Homemaking men are simply not sexually attractive to 
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women. 
A return to traditional “breadwinner”/“homemaker” homes, the author implies, would be of 

benefit to children. Fewer work hours by mothers increase student achievement; fewer work 
hours by fathers decrease it. Similarly, high maternal job satisfaction is linked to lower 
psychological well-being of daughters, while a higher level of job satisfaction among fathers is 
tied to the psychological health of daughters. 

Psychological differences between the sexes, Rhoads argues, reach back to the origin of the 
species, in the “environment of evolutionary adaptation.” During the “hunter/gatherer” period, 
women did the foraging and became better at spatial memory and the expression of emotion. 
Women's brains have more neurons connecting the left and right hemispheres; positron emission 
topography shows women to use more neurons for every activity undertaken. Men's brains, 
meanwhile, are more compartmentalized, designed for single-minded tasks such as “the hunt,” 
or the hostile corporate takeover. Even eyesight shows important differences: Women have 
better night vision, to feed and care for “teary infants in the moonless grass,” it appears. For 
their part, men have superior day vision, essential to success in battle and the acquisition of 
game. 

Still, some feminists would acknowledge all this and respond: “So what? Such differences no 
longer have relevance in the modem world and pale alongside the imperative for democratic 
equality.” Rhoads disagrees. He points to numerous areas where wise public policy would 
recognize and build on sex differences. Regarding day care, for example, Rhoads reports that 
“two-career families who put children in subsidized day care apparently produce a near tripling 
of the odds that these children will be disobedient and aggressive--- hardly a trend the 
government should support financially.” Instead, he urges a generous tax benefit for the parents 
of young children if one parent (predictably the mother) stays home. 

Regarding Title IX and athletics, the author skewers those bureaucrats who deny “sport” 
status to cheerleading (which involved 64,000 willing high-school girls in 1994) while pushing 
girls into NCAA “emerging sports” such as ice hockey (only 200 high-school girls nationwide). 
More broadly, Title IX has become “a pernicious form of social engineering,” assaulting the 
nature of young women and subverting male sports programs such as wrestling. New research 
shows that it is through sports that men, much more than women, gain friends and channel 
potentially destructive energy toward positive ends. Rhoads concludes: “Only when we begin to 
take sex differences seriously enough to see that men are intrinsically more attracted to sports--
and need sports competition more than women do--will we be able to design public policies that 
are just, functional, and sensible.” 

The feminist cause is floundering. Recent polls show that most women believe that feminism 
has made it harder, not easier, to combine jobs and families. A 1998 survey reports that five 
times as many men and women believe that “changing gender roles” have made it more difficult 
for marriages to succeed as believe these changes have made it easier. Says Rhoads: Today, just 
as 40 years ago, truly “happy women usually rule indirectly”--allowing their husbands to believe 
they are the “head of household.” After all the commotion, not much has really changed. 

Rhoads shows that men bound to homes as husbands and fathers are vital to the healthy 
development of children. Female power is of another, subtler order, the force that crafts 
relationships, forges family bonds, and creates societies. Grounded in these truths, Taking Sex 

Differences Seriously should help to restore social sanity to a nation still disoriented by extended 
exposure to feminist ideology. NR 

 
Mr. Carlson is president of the Howard Center in Illinois and distinguished fellow in 
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