
        
            
                
            
        

    
		
			Also by Timothy Gordon

			Catholic Republic
Why America Will Perish without Rome

		

	
		
		

		
			Timothy J. Gordon

			The Case for Patriarchy

			[image: ]

			Manchester, New Hampshire

		

	
		
		

		
			Copyright © 2021 by Timothy J. Gordon

			Printed in the United States of America. All rights reserved.

			Cover design by Perceptions Design Studio.

			On the cover: Pompeo Batoni’s God the Father, 1779 (AJFBF1) © The National Trust Photolibrary / Alamy Stock Photo.

			Unless otherwise noted, Scripture quotations are taken from the Catholic Edition of the Revised Standard Version of the Bible, copyright 1965, 1966 by the Division of Christian Education of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the United States of America. Used by permission. Quotations marked “NIV” are taken from the Holy Bible, New International Version®, NIV®. Copyright © 1973, 1978, 1984, 2011 by Biblica, Inc.™ Used by permission of Zondervan. All rights reserved worldwide: www.zondervan.com. The “NIV” and “New International Version” are trademarks registered in the United States Patent and Trademark Office by Biblica, Inc.™

			Excerpts from the English translation of the Catechism of the Catholic Church for use in the United States of America copyright © 1994, United States Catholic Conference, Inc. — Libreria Editrice Vaticana. English translation of the Catechism of the Catholic Church: Modifications from the Editio Typica copyright © 1997, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops — Libreria Editrice Vaticana.

			Quotations from English translations of papal documents, homilies, addresses, and so forth are from the Vatican website (http://w2.vatican.va/content/vatican/en.html) © Libreria Editrice Vaticana. All rights reserved. Used with permission.

			No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form, or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher, except by a reviewer, who may quote brief passages in a review.

			Crisis Publications
Box 5284, Manchester, NH 03108
1-800-888-9344

			www.CrisisMagazine.com

			paperback ISBN 978-1-622828-401

			ebook ISBN 978-1-622828-418

			Library of Congress Control Number: 2021942955

		

	
		
		

		
			Contents

			Acknowledgments

			1. What Household Revolution Looks Like

			2. The Christian Requirement of Household Patriarchy

			3. Feminism’s Origins

			4. The Patriarchal Virtues

			5. How to Take Back Western Culture from the Feminists

			6. What Christian Patriarchy Looks Like

			About the Author

		

	
		
			Acknowledgments

			Here below, in AD 2021, amidst globalist Luciferianism and feminism, God’s spies experience enhanced difficulty discharging our tasks. Such a state of affairs renders battle-ready allies all the more valuable. Accordingly, I wish to thank heartfully the love of my life — my wife and best friend, Stephanie Carissa; my six children; my publisher (specifically Charlie McKinney and Michael Warren Davis, both of whom kept this book alive); and all the good folks at Church Militant. Thank you all for doing your part in making this book possible. I would like to dedicate this book to the Seat of Wisdom, Most Holy Virgin Mary.

		

	
		
			1

			What Household Revolution Looks Like

			Have you ever proposed a plan to a married male friend who, with a desperately contrived laugh, responded by saying, “Let me go check with my boss”? The phenomenon proves common enough, so I will refer to it in the present tense. Your friend was and is referring to his wife, who is not his boss. In fact, although he doesn’t know it, the situation is quite the opposite. 

			Nor is your friend merely making a meaningless joke or being ironic, notwithstanding the desperately precalculated laugh mixed into his disturbing announcement: “Maybe my friend is mostly joking . . . hopefully,” he wants you to think. Of course, the laugh has been peppered in such as to help him to “save face” via ambiguation, or at least to add a bit of doubt to your scorn. He  —  the head of a household, theologically subject only to God  —  actually believes, through the habituation of erroneous custom, that he requires permission from his helpmate to do something simple or small. That is, your friend, a household patriarch, actually and literally confesses the lunatic belief that a boss must in ordinary circumstances seek permission from his help. 

			Obviously, I’ve presented the reader a silly question, and one not truly needing to be asked. Virtually all of the friends of virtually all of my readers regularly respond to proposed male plans or propositions with precisely this emasculated refrain. If so, this indicates that I’ve opened with a strictly rhetorical question geared toward showing my reader just how disordered society has everywhere become. 

			Imagine, at a routine physical, presenting your doctor with a symptom you’ve long assumed to be innocuous and asking him as an afterthought, “but isn’t this normal, doc?” Imagine further receiving the stern reply, “No, it is not. Let’s run a battery of tests.”

			Fear then strikes at the heart of man.

			That’s precisely what this book is oriented to do: run a battery of tests at the outset of which one already knows that the prognosis looks quite grim. Nothing about the perversion, inversion, and subversion of Western civilization’s household patriarchy turns out to be “normal” or innocuous. And this much is true, even if 90 percent of the men out there insist on chuckling loudly and almost convincingly at their malady. Judging by symptoms alone, this malady already seems to have proven fatal to Western civilization. 

			Just look at the metastasized forms of super-feminism that beset the West and even Christianity today: homosexualism and transgenderism. As I will argue countless times in these pages, the worldview of feminism, which fooled your friend into cashing in his “patriarch card,” is none other than a Christian precursor to transgenderism. It, too, is based on the fallacy that men and women can mutually agree to swap roles. 

			But they cannot. This book will show you why this much is the case. It will also provide something of a “path” out of the woods for Christians.

			Although most Christians will find the thesis of this book shocking, it would actually make a very poor dissertation. Why? Because when we examine the particulars of Christian teaching, the issue of “Christian feminism” — or alternately, the presumption against ubiquitous household patriarchies within Christendom — turns out to be such a self-evident first principle that it is an utter nonstarter, an intellectual zero. In these pages, I will show the reader that there’s no reasonable argument against the moral and anthropological brute fact of Christian patriarchy. Accordingly, Christianity simply cannot coexist with the anti-patriarchal worldview of feminism. For just under two millennia, Christianity straightforwardly formulated, with almost startling specificity, that married laymen are patriarchs relating to their wives as Christ relates to His Bride, the Church. 

			Indeed, what could be more thematically central to a first day at a new job than identifying who is boss? Nature and nature’s God have rendered it utterly clear who is the boss of the family! Yet the fact that no reasonable means to argue otherwise exists has not stopped Christianity’s feminist infiltrators, wolves in sheep’s clothes, from bending, censoring, and contorting this key central fact of the married vocation. And like Adam before them, Western society’s men have been astoundingly swift in their shameless forfeiture of their vocational birthright to familial headship. 

			Given its painstakingly obvious impropriety, the widespread mistaking — via presumptive sexual fungibility — of wives for husbands and vice versa cannot have happened but for a sweeping diabolical disorientation, enveloping nearly all the denizens of our age. After all, identifying one’s boss is not supposed to be the hard part of a job; adequately and artfully obeying the boss is! 

			I will suggest that Christianity has lost its way because Christianity has lost its sense of the literality of the household patriarchy. 

			In parish after parish around the United States, the sexual revolutionaries, for one instance, have even censored one of the most explicit scriptural marital instructions — Ephesians 5:21–24 — in the Catholic Missal! They censored the Bible, folks! That’s how monomaniacal the Marxist feminists are. While it sounds like the fatuous exaggeration of some shoddy parody, it is true: the following lines are actually bracketed in many Catholic missals: “Be subject to one another out of reverence for Christ. Wives, be subject to your husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior. As the church is subject to Christ, so let wives also be subject in everything to their husbands.”

			Considering that countless more passages of Scripture attest to the exact same truth of human life, one can easily see why the feminists did it. The Word of God singlehandedly foils all the plans laid by twentieth- and twenty-first-century radicals. Reading such passages honestly and without redactions at Mass would only reinforce the household patriarchy that these radicals sought so desperately to topple within Christendom. This book will suggest that the feminists and Marxists needed Christian patriarchy neutered, or dead, in order to succeed in all their other machinations. So they simply hijacked the patriarchy by muting or editing all the countless Christian teachings reinforcing it.

			After showing in this first chapter the toxic methods and ramifications of the hijacking, this book will evidence in the second chapter that Christ established not only a clerical patriarchy — an all-male episcopate and priesthood, which proves far more obvious to most readers than the lay patriarchy — but also a lay patriarchy of male householders who act as domestic priest, prophet, and king. As I will show, the Old Testament, the New Testament, the Patristics (West and East), the Scholastics, the Roman Catechism, and even the nineteenth- and twentieth-century popes all tell the exact same tale, without a whisper of variation: husbands are the indispensable bosses of families, and wives are husbandly helpmates with the primary charge of dignified obedience. 

			Following that, a pithy third chapter will study the history of the so-called waves of feminism to evince the subtle tricks and gambits early feminists employed to obviate the true gospel with a false gospel, a would-be “matriarchy.” After all, if the true Christian domicile under a patriarch is an ecclesiola, a mini-Church led by a priestly and prophetic king, then the false Christian household created by feminist machination proves to be an anti-Church under so-called matriarchs. 

			In the latter half of the book — chapters 4, 5, and 6 — I will consider the feasibility of a patriarchal restoration project. Those chapters will examine what that restoration of the Christian lay vocation should look like in society at large, if it were to succeed. These final three chapters will explicate right-minded Christian patriarchal virtue in chapter 4, the proper remedial course of action in chapter 5, and, in chapter 6, the telltale marks of the polity composed of a virtuous patriarchy — a theoretical society joyfully surviving the death of feminism, the evil regime of the Wicked Witch of the West.

			The Toppling of the Patriarchy as the World’s First Color Revolution

			Sadly familiar to too many American readers in a post-2020 universe is the subversive tactic of color revolution: furtive yet forcible regime change implemented through a combination of unpopularity of the standing regime, swift actions by usurpers (known as color revolutionaries), speciously discrediting the tenuous legitimacy of the already unpopular standing regime, and carefully curated manipulation of popular opinion about the regime change through an ongoing disinformation campaign, by elites or media propagandists. 

			In this short section, I will show how shockingly close the feminist toppling of the patriarchy hued to a world-historically inaugural instance of color revolution. Chapter 2 will demonstrate why and how household patriarchs are, in fact, fully legitimate — and even theologically necessary — according to the dictates of Christian Scripture and Tradition. Chapter 3 will demonstrate the historical and philosophical methodology comprising how feminists made the opposite seem to be the case. But for now, it suffices to show how closely the feminist propaganda campaign described in this chapter (and again in chapter 3) appears to mimic the phases of color revolution.

			As the reader will see below, the only aspect of the toppling of the household patriarchy that doesn’t perfectly match up with color revolution’s seven phases, or pillars, is the slow-burning century or so it required to effectuate it: from the mid-nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century. (Usually, as Americans now well know, color revolutions typically occur swiftly, and in the dead of night, as the polity sleeps.) In the age of revolution, the subjugation of the lay patriarchy has proven the most devastating of all the many subversive revolutions waged upon Christendom by the radical, secular Left apparatchiks. In this section, I will describe the world’s most momentous regime change — a household “sexual revolution.” Then, in the next, I will give its toxic effects, which the reader should recognize as the checkpoint symptoms described by the doctor to his patient during diagnosis: “Your symptom ought to feel like this; does it?”

			Michael McFaul identifies the following as the seven pillars, or phases, of color revolution.1 I will show how each aptly applies to the feminist subversion of the household patriarchy.

			The First Pillar

			A semi-autocratic — not a fully autocratic — regime is susceptible to color revolution.

			Color revolution is, according to McFaul, most efficient when the regime being revolted against is semi-autocratic rather than fully autocratic. Think of the delicate hierarchical nature of Christian matrimony. It consists of a best friendship between unequals,2 as Aristotle will describe marriage even prior to the Church’s elevation of the holiest human relationship to a sacrament. As the reader will see in chapter 2 — because we live after the color revolutionaries’ toppling of the patriarchy — many folks no longer understand that the husband of the home is autocratic or monarchical at all. In reality, the Christian patriarch is, of course, a very literal kind of monarch — along with a domestic priest and prophet. But for Christians, the household patriarchy turns out to be a hairsbreadth less than absolute monarchy, since, under the dignified sacramental heading of spousal charity, the Christian wife relates to her patriarch in what can only be called an “advisory-plus” role, even as obedience remains her charge. The Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) is quite specific to distinguish her deference from the less dignified type of obedience by the family’s children.

			As the reader can guess, color revolution would not thrive under absolute autocracy since it requires the “breathing room” afforded by a semi-autocratic regime. Color revolution requires something like what the American colonials called “salutary neglect” by England in 1775. How else would even furtive subversion operations get off the ground? This requires semi-autocracies rather than autocracies proper. In precisely this way, chapter 3 will show how the feminists were able to create more space for themselves by adverting constantly to the nuanced, dignified role of the wife, then exaggerating the power endemic to the wife’s lieutenant role between father and children, and then simply excising altogether the wifely requirement of obedience. In other words, Western civilization’s husband was a semi-autocrat who suffered the incremental aggrandizement of the domain of the female advisory role until that role swallowed the husbandly prerogative it was supposed to be advising. Rue the tale of how the first phase of the world’s most terrible color revolution came to pass.

			The Second Pillar 

			The representative of the regime must be somewhat unpopular.

			Color revolutions build on extant momentum. They cash in opportunely on frangible political capital already existing, or not existing, within polities. Accordingly, such revolutions are not typically waged against extremely popular incumbent candidates, but, rather, quite selectively against regimes already flagging in popular enthusiasm. Imagine taking a tenuous cultural and political arrangement within some society — macroscopic or microscopic, a small republic or a family — and playing it against the regime in precisely the way that its unruly subordinates were already itching to do.

			The household patriarchy was a subtle arrangement all along, as will be discussed at greater length in chapter 3, in reference to Eve’s subversion of the patriarchy in her act of Original Sin. As every married man knows, even when his household is in good order, sustained wifely obedience necessarily involves the lifegiving grace of the sacrament, even in the case of a good wife. Concupiscence ceaselessly tempts disobedience. Human nature relentlessly threatens subversion of righteous authority. Relationships — even the most intimate human type, the marital one — are complicated. Acquainted with and emboldened by Eve’s inclination toward rebellion against the patriarchy, which altered human nature for the worse going forward, all that the feminist color revolutionaries of the nineteenth century had to do was nudge women a bit with propaganda.

			Add to this delicate state of affairs the fact that, in concrete particular situations around the world, day in and day out, many husbands hang on to their household authority by just a thread. Many are not “popular” with their wives. Many are not admirable leaders. Many are enslaved to sin and self-service. Just as concupiscence played on female nature in a certain degrading way, it mitigates and outstrips male nature and male leadership in a different way. Given the revolutionary conditions of the time, the mediocre husband’s house has been a “house of cards” ever since the mid-nineteenth century.

			The Third Pillar

			The color revolutionaries must present a united, organized opposition to the standing regime.

			When the color revolution is a “go,” it’s a go. After the necessary conditions — namely, an unpopular regime in a weak, transitional moment — are in play, its players must present a wholly united front through actions in concert. As we will see in the fourth phase of color revolution, perfectly concerted actions by revolutionaries usually amount to non-self-contradicting and constant propaganda. If they can pull this off, they can fool almost everyone in a given society. 

			Since the Fall of mankind, through Eve’s rebellion, any destroyers or usurpers of familial fabric acting under diabolical agency or inspiration will perennially understand the weak spot in family unity: obedience. As noted above, concupiscence provides a fallible human inclination upon which to play. Since the will and intellect of all men and women were darkened at the Fall, obedience is a difficult charge even to faithful servants and lordly stewardship is a difficult charge even to good-willed leaders.

			In 1848 — the same year that Marx and Engels published the identically themed Communist Manifesto — feminist operatives signed Elizabeth Cady Stanton’s Declaration of Sentiments, which memorialized the deliberations of the Seneca Falls Convention, inaugurating what we today call “feminism.” (Chapter 3 will investigate this document in great detail.) Playing on the canny breath of death Eve had insinuated into the Garden — and into human nature thereafter — the feminist revolution against the patriarchy was officially a “go.” Ever since this juncture in the mid-nineteenth century, the feminist revolution has been raging on. In one aspect, its crawling incrementalism, the feminist color revolution would be unlike any of the color revolutions of the twentieth or twenty-first century.

			The Fourth Pillar

			Having ousted the previous regime, color revolutionaries drive home the point that, in light of current popular opinion, that regime holds a delegitimized right to rule.

			In the case of the electoral color revolutions of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, regime delegitimization tended to occur through the gross mischaracterization or direct manipulation of whatever happened on election night. As Americans now know only too well, this initial pulse of electoral delegitimization happens suddenly and violently, as the electorate sleeps. 

			But in the century-long case of the toppling of the patriarchy, which was underway most actively from the 1850s through the 1960s, the feminist delegitimization of male headship was transmitted primarily by protracted usage of the “perfectionist fallacy.” The fallacy posits that a proposition is wholly invalid unless its efficacy is wholly efficient. In other words, the feminists have popularized the erroneous notion that a husband’s rule over his household is not secure or legitimate unless he is perfectly lordly, like Christ Himself (which, of course, is impossible). On the other hand, Christianity actually professes that wives must obey their husbands’ directives in all things except explicit orders to commit grave sins. A wife cannot disobey her husband on strictly prudential grounds — not even on the hypothetical basis that his order might possibly, at some later time, contribute to the development of a bad habit that could theoretically lead to sin. Yet this is precisely what the “Christian feminists” began teaching, during that century, in order to claim compliance with scriptural passages such as Ephesians 5, yet without actually admonishing any wives to obey any husbands. After all, no husbands will actually come anywhere close to meeting Christ’s mark.

			Once more, the genuine Christian teaching is that a wife can disobey only if her husband clearly orders her to do (or not to do) something she must not (or must). For instance, if a husband orders his wife to consume a contraceptive pill or not to attend Mass on Sunday, she can and must disobey him. But the feminists convinced Christian wives — seemingly from within the Faith — that their wifely paths to “conscientious objections” were far more numerous, broad, and prudential than they, in fact, are. This is how the delegitimization phase of the patriarchy-toppling color revolution worked.

			The Fifth Pillar

			There must be enough independent media to “inform” citizens about the “illegitimate” right to rule by the incumbent regime.

			Here, the secular Left well knows they are fish in water. For many decades, they’ve monopolized both news and entertainment media, burying and fabricating ledes wherever necessary or convenient to the cultural revolutions they’re fomenting. In the last decade, their position has been strengthened in the only way they were conceivably “weak” before: powerful, multinational corporations now run at commercial breaks concomitant ads that support the revolution being advocated in the news, sitcom, or drama programming.

			In the case of the feminist color revolution, popular messaging of recent decades has transmitted a crystal-clear message: men’s time is up; the Age of Women has arrived. The citizens might as well be informed directly of the illegitimacy of men’s right to continue ruling the homeplace and society. Talking heads on the TV screen might as well be chanting, “Out with the old and in with the new!”

			As we will see below, the most potent “one-two punch” for the effectuation of this message has been the intermittent refrain of television shows, alternating with four-minute commercial “breaks.” The entertainment media apparatus has, over the course of my lifetime, squeezed almost all male protagonists out of heroic plots and conflicts. If male characters make any sort of appearance whatsoever — which is by no means a guarantee — it will certainly come in the form of a supportive, traditionally effeminate role, flanking a female lead who fights fires, gets bad guys, kicks down walls, or flies to the moon. (Sometimes, semi-masculine roles have been preserved for male villains, although even this seems to be going by the wayside.) This shift has been thematically reinforced by concomitantly repositioned contexts and subtexts in commercials that advocate alternative domestic situations, such as men staying home to cook or clean, wearing aprons or robes, as their wives carry their briefcases out the front door to work. 

			Counterinsurgency is forestalled primarily through psychological means. The “illegitimacy” of men’s right to reclaim their natural and traditional role is usually forefended against by the mechanism of insinuated ridicule. Radical advertising has mastered the art in a very short span of time. If a husband in a television commercial asks his wife, pseudo-humorously, if he can reclaim (even briefly) the remote control as they sit in front of the television, she will shoot him a single glance that signals his abjectly impoverished station. Often, in these commercials, the too-thin or too-fat husband, always nonthreatening and utterly emasculated, will then drop his head in shame or look at the screen like a sideshow clown who has just been hit with a pie. Typically, the camera will then pan to the wife, who shoots her own expressive look at the camera. Her expression always bespeaks one proposition: “My husband is a hapless idiot.” The psyop that virtually all of these commercials effectuate seems to be ruthlessly efficient at establishing the message — “Don’t even try it” — to men who would mount a restoration effort.

			The Sixth Pillar

			The color revolutionaries mobilize a sizable political opposition to the standing regime, up to tens of thousands of demonstrators and protesters.

			After the media propaganda has been promulgated in the previous phases, the color revolution must organize thousands of planted “protesters” in order to whip up tens or (if all goes well) hundreds of thousands of additional nonplanted ones. In other words, the propaganda comes first; then comes the color revolution–generated “support” shown publicly by planted operatives, who “demonstrate” to the broader public that the propaganda is working. Finally comes genuine support from the public, in cases of success. This sixth phase is oriented toward convincingly falsifying grassroots support for the color revolution until actual grassroots support kicks in. The watchword is fake it ’til you make it. Eventually, a successful color revolution will host a mix of planted and nonplanted demonstrators against the regime.

			In the case of the sex revolution against the patriarchy, the support shown for media propaganda was transmitted largely through . . . more media propaganda. Unlike other color revolutions, the toppling of the patriarchy proceeded vastly more slowly, as noted above, which meant that protest in the streets was not nearly as important. Instead, the feminist movement proceeded by adding to news and entertainment media messaging a sideshow of real-life play actors — celebrities who lived out the feminist prescriptions in ways that the public could regularly keep up with and consume. Actresses and journalists such as Jane Fonda, Barbara Walters, Gloria Steinem, and Melanie Griffith gave American women a reasonable public basis, in tabloid format, for believing that the living out of feminist fantasies could actually be successfully navigated. The modern term for this fashionable lifestyle modeling is “live-action roleplaying,” or LARPing.

			The sixth phase of color revolution relied heavily on glamorized celebrity LARPing in full public view, because household wives of the 1950s and 1960s needed to see that “this feminism stuff actually works out in real life” before they began to try it out themselves in the 1970s. Little did they know that lifestyle modeling fails to qualify as “real life” and that the feminist way of life did not veritably “work out” morally or spiritually for its practitioners. Nonetheless, the psyop successfully enlarged the number of feminists — moving the revolution from a fringe 1960s radical or hippie way of life to one that became popularly viewed as stable and practicable in the 1970s. Indeed, on the basis of such lifestyle modeling, the protestors and demonstrators against the patriarchal regime swelled from a few thousand to several hundred thousand within one generation.

			The Seventh Pillar

			Divisions continue to exist among the standing regime’s coercive forces.

			Finally, in their seventh phase, successful color revolutions propagate the fractionalization of the regime’s would-be defenders. Just as we saw in phase two, that the susceptible standing regime was already unpopular prior to the onset of the revolution, the purpose of the color revolution is to discredit, shame, and then silence the regime. The goal is not only to defeat the regime, but, rather, to defeat and then permanently disable and silence it.

			This explains why the feminists, like all radicals, never take their foot off the accelerator. Firstly, allowing a more reasonable regime to debate a less reasonable one would favor the former. The patriarchy, if allowed by media outlets the breathing room to remount an offensive, would certainly prevail. Secondly, radicals are trained well to “shoot to kill.” Like any good opponent, they have habituated the practice of completely incapacitating their rivals whenever they have the chance. In the realm of feminism (and other recent instances we’ve seen of color revolution), this involves the total silencing — until kingdom come — of retrogrades who would stick up for the ancien régime on media and social media. Censorship is accordingly total.

			The Toppling of the Patriarchy 

			The widespread supplantation of the lay patriarchy of the household with a sort of feminist “matriarchy” has engendered both demand-side and supply-side failures in Christian matrimony. And it has done so both for Christian men and women, and both before and during marriage. Each type of failure, demand side and supply side, has proven generally devastating to the Church and the world. The proto-transgender, anti-patriarchal culture of feminism inchoately permeating Christianity in the 1960s increasingly malformed and misinformed the young practitioners of marriage in the twenty-first century. Accordingly, even most of Christian marriage’s well-meaning practitioners and advocates of today have unknowingly absorbed many feminist presuppositions and slanders into their own defenses of the institution. Unmarried onlookers, especially young men, observe the situation and figure marriage is not for them.

			By our own day, the nonpatriarchal family proves to be a tabula rasa long since wiped clean of its elements of true Christianity and real vocation. As we saw above (and will see in far more detail below), it was a manufactured ignorance. By design, the most important attributes of Christian family have been vituperated, and the feminists will do whatever they can to ensure the permanence of our popular dementia.

			The primary demand-side failure of the popular repudiation of the patriarchy has been the proliferation of the ostensible unattractiveness of marriage. Making something look ugly affects popular desire for it, of course. Since young men simply dismiss out of hand the possibility of finding wives who would qualify under the classical Christian model, they don’t know what they’re missing. Accordingly, young men are, on the average, unwilling to marry as young as they did in all previous ages. 

			This proves highly similar to a classic demand-side economics problem. Marriage has been gravely slandered and misrepresented in such a sweeping way. Think, for instance, of its only partly caricatured portrayal in the sitcom Married with Children. Very few young men look forward with relish to it, as they should. A properly ordered marriage furnishes practically the most beautiful life a man can possibly have — second in rank only to a life of religious celibacy. So we should find ourselves all the more shocked that most young men of our age have abandoned that first fact of young male life: the happy hunting for a wife at eighteen or nineteen years of age. But we understand the cause: twenty-first-century marriage couldn’t possibly look less sexy.

			From the perspective of a masculine young Christian who knows better, contrast the attractive properties of veritable vocational marriage — a genuinely sexy thing — with its unattractive, pseudo-Christian foil today. The latter is but a wraith of the former, and yet the vast majority of young men assume that the cheap copy, rather than the genuine article, awaits them inevitably on their wedding day. One wonders: Does this frightening new feminist arrangement represent art imitating life, or the opposite? Throughout all of human history up until a few decades ago, marriage’s natural desiderata paid dividends every day in the life of a husband. The daily and weekly routine of life continuously incentivized him to become a better and more lordly patriarch. The wife paid her honor to her husband in ways that rendered the entire arrangement well worthwhile, and the husband enthusiastically reciprocated in equal but opposite ways. 

			But in their diabolically ingenious color revolution against the patriarchy, clever feminists devolved and deteriorated matrimony’s most sought-after male prizes. The devolving, deteriorating substitution occurred on (at least) five levels.

			Firstly, men are naturally attracted not just to beautiful women generically, but more especially to the finely crafted beauty of wives who make themselves beautiful specifically for their husbands’ tastes. The traditional model of marriage encourages such narrow tailoring to tastes (which men, of course, should reciprocate wherever applicable). Conversely, on the current, beauty-less model of marriage, men are scorned for all indicia of any expectation of physical beauty or preference-specific “sexiness” in their wives. Moreover, husbands are scorned for even the slightest expression of approval of or desire for the natural wifely virtue of not “letting oneself go” physically. (Meanwhile, women who complain that their husbands are putting on weight are applauded for their candor!)

			Secondly, men are naturally attracted by the notion of wife as cook, cleaner, and caretaker. Of course. For all of human history, husbandly expectations were indulged with cooking, cleaning, and caretaking. Yet, on the absurd current model of marriage as nonspecialized labor, husbands are everywhere scorned for their attraction to this natural (and practical) desideratum of the actual vocation. 

			Thirdly, men are by their nature and function hobby horses: the acquisition of heightened strength, skill, hand-eye coordination, or nous befits their role as householder. By his very job title, a husband and father must teach, preach, earn, encourage, inspire, and protect. This is to say, the cultivation of hobbies benefits each of the members of the family under the father’s headship. Accordingly, unlike other members of the household not charged with holistic leadership, husbandly pastimes and hobbies prove fundamentally and uniquely valuable to the common good of the family. Therefore, the good wife should lead her children in cheering or watching or joining the recreational interests (to some reasonable extent) of the father. 

			Until the color revolution by the “matriarchy,” husbands were historically indulged in this area as well. Yet, on the current egalitarian model of marriage, husbands spend their time supporting the pastimes of their wives and children instead of tending to their own, and thereby neglect to better themselves. According to the popular culture, it seems that whenever married men do engage in some male hobby or other, it is usually relegated to the dank, untouchable ignobility of the “man cave,” where — by design — none of the family pays them any attention as they do it.

			Fourthly, men are naturally and even biologically inclined toward leading others, a noble impulse that vocational marriage encourages, emplaces, and accommodates. For healthy, functioning Christian families, husbandly leadership is indispensable. Of course, this is the central theme of the book you are reading: until a few decades ago, husbands were always and everywhere presumed to be the family leaders. Yet on the current leaderless model (or even that of the wifely-leader model) of marriage, men seek to exercise their headship elsewhere, via some species of careerism, local politics, or through being recreational “weekend warriors” with other fathers who should be with their families — spending far too much time away from the wife and kids. Yet, instead of planning to spend even more time away from the family to flex this natural yet modernly unused muscle, men should spend intentional and fun time at home, with special emphasis on reclaiming domestic leadership in the domain of team-building family activities. On the current state of affairs, they think this return to tradition is outside the realm of possibility. They must be disabused of this notion.

			Fifthly, human beings mutually desire one another’s desire. Accordingly, men are attracted not to headstrong, officious women but rather to the supportive, submissive ones who will appreciate (rather than covet) male strength and leadership. The traditional Christian designation for this natural fact is “complementarity.” Supply does not create its own demand in this case; nature bestows the demand that men and women have for each other, since we bear opposite natures. As this book’s Christian anthropology and theology will show, men are active, while women are passive. Males represent the expressive principle, while females represent the receptive one. Yet, on the current egalitarian model of marriage, men have often retrofitted the female qualities they claim attraction to — through a widespread cultural gaslighting — as those of “strong women” who don’t actually fit as well within the married vocation. 

			In short, the true married vocation invites women who are loyal, docile, supportive, faithful, lovely, and encouraging believers in their husbands. Chapter 2 will substantiate this bold Christian claim. These are women who own their role as helpmates and who will do anything in their power to aid the husband’s mission: make his favorite meal, wear his favorite outfit, shower him with kisses and hugs, guard his heart from the slings and arrows of the workaday world. But today’s matrimonial pretenders and its feminist architects have served up wives who decry loyalty as cultish; faithfulness as spiritlessness; loveliness as servility before unhealthy body imaging; and belief in the husband’s dreams and goals as the wifely abandonment of dreams and goals altogether. (This last is an utter lie. Wives are simply wired to have dreams and goals by adoption of their husbands’!). 

			At school functions like basketball games or field days, my male high school students used to witness my wife’s grace and loveliness in action and later remark to me that they never knew marriage could be so pleasant, comfortable, fun, and exciting for the husbands living out the vocation properly. Most of them came from modern “matriarchal” households. I would respond, “This is what it’s supposed to be! But you must make something kingly, self-sacrificial, and moral for your future wives to trade for.”

			This exclamation, a cri de coeur, of the young says it all. The attack on the family was engineered, preternaturally, to set and maintain marital expectations low, which enslaves us all to sin and ultimately to Hell. We need fathers, after all, to train us in the ways of Heaven. We may conclude upon the demand-side effects of the repudiation of the patriarchy today that almost no young men want to get married at all. And who can blame them? Simply, the conditions for the possibility of marriage’s desirability have been vituperated, vanished from the face of the earth. 

			We must not forget the identity of the author of this banishment. The intelligence that designed this overthrow is, by necessity, far superior to the individual feminist’s. In 1981, a poignant clue was given about the nature of this impending attack on the Christian family. The Fatima seer Sr. Lucia dos Santos wrote an unexpected letter to Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, imploring him: “Father, a time will come when the final battle between the Kingdom of Christ and Satan will be over marriage and the family. And those who will work for the good of the family will experience persecution and tribulation. But do not be afraid because Our Lady has already crushed his head.”3 The recipient of this letter, Cardinal Caffarra, said in 2017 that “what Sr. Lucia wrote to me is being fulfilled today.”4

			The good cardinal’s observation rings true, especially in light of the ongoing overthrow of the household patriarchy, all but consummated in our day. The proliferation of homosexualism, and more recently transgenderism, adds force to his remark. But the vast majority of the diabolical firepower against society belongs to the attack on the family through the attack on the father. While most conservatives and Christians apprise the grim situation’s root cause oppositely — that the proliferation of the LGBT movement most starkly denotes the veracity of Sr. Lucia’s words — it is rather the ubiquitous demotion of the father that has enabled that proliferation.

			While an examination of the root causes of the patriarchy’s susceptibility to feminist hijacking will be offered in chapter 3’s historiography of feminism, the following short list of the supply-side failures of the current family structure should suffice for now. Unlike the family’s demand-side failures, the supply-side counterparts beset us on all sides, such that most people — not only conservative Catholics — can and do spot them quite readily. Even Leftists and non-Christians bemoan certain aspects of them. 

			Downstream of the sex revolution and female-run households, the casual observer notes that families in the West have grown nonsustainably small. In fact, most Western countries are not even replacing their own populations.5 The most deficient of these low-birth-rate countries mount constant national campaigns to raise birth rates, even against the good interest of their feminist lobby, which opposes life initiatives as anathema to female “liberation.” Generally speaking, they aim to raise the fertility rate to roughly two babies born to each wife, such as to obviate the dreaded “dying” demographical status. Europe is currently in its demographical death throes and has been for some time. Folks in the United States have historically felt insulated against Europe’s low numbers, but more recently, as the nation has secularized more aggressively, we have joined in Europe’s demographical concern as our birthrate has dropped to its lowest in a century.6 

			No country can serve two masters, as the United States (and European countries) presently attempts to do. Birth rates will not rise significantly after Americans have been propagandized so ceaselessly and effectively about the need to contracept. The statistics show that the contraceptive mindset has all but preponderated in society.

			Almost all women who identify as religious have used contraceptive methods — 99 percent of mainline Protestants, evangelical Protestants and Catholics, and 96 percent of people with other religious affiliations. Among sexually active women who were not seeking pregnancy, 88 percent were using a contraceptive method in 2016, and this proportion has remained steady since 2002.7

			What these American and European liberals clamoring for higher birth rates don’t understand is that the contraceptive mindset depleting census numbers is doing something far more grave to society as well: it is embittering and dividing spouses against each other. Denying marriage’s procreative impulse equates to a denial of its first and best reason for being — its telos, purpose, or goal. This is none other than Aristotle’s function argument, applied to marriage and family: the best and happiest iteration of X is represented by an X that serves its goal most efficiently. The family’s first goal is procreation, and its second is the unity and virtuous happiness of its spouses. So, the healthiest instance of a family is a thriving, actively procreative family. 

			The implicitly feminist Left, along with politically moderate casual observers, seem to want rectification of the problem of microscopic family size only after the problem has reached the point of devastating demographic crisis. The faithful Catholic pleads for greater sanity. In other words, the “dying demographics” story turns out to have more depth and breadth than that which those simply wanting higher birth rates imagine: the analysis in these pages urges a more careful view of the spiritual and psychological problems of contraception, which easily outrank demographic depletion in their need for urgency of redress. Demographic depletion proves only a tertiary crisis, whereas contraception’s primary manifestation is as a spiritual problem and secondarily presents as a psychological one.

			It must not be forgotten that contraception’s impetus was the selfsame sex revolution that toppled the patriarchy and shamefully pressured wives into the workplace.

			Because husbands and wives around the West aren’t tending to matrimony’s first goal (procreation), they are generally failing in its second goal: mutual happiness and intimacy between spouses. C. S. Lewis’s adage about the importance of prioritization comes to mind: “Put first things first and we get second things thrown in: put second things first and we lose both first and second things.” Noncontracepting couples who stand for a culture of life tend to capture both desiderata mentioned in the previous section: big families and intimate, loving interspousal rapport. Contracepting couples who stand for a culture of death tend to capture neither.

			Thus, a pandemic that seeks out and destroys marital intimacy has ravaged Western countries since the inception of the feminist assault on the patriarchy.

			Psychologically, the inevitable signal a contracepting wife sends to her husband is one of preemption: “I don’t want what you offer; what you offer, which I reject, is the most fundamental expression of yourself.” The law of averages being what it is, it would be absurdly unreasonable to expect that — on a massive scale, anyway — marriages operating on this preclusive dictum can sustain emotional intimacy between spouses. Generally speaking, they cannot. In turn, marriages that lack emotional intimacy tend to end in divorce: the modern divorce rate perennially borders on 40 percent among first marriages and above 50 percent among “remarriages.”8

			Accordingly, while it is difficult to produce statistics that substantiate the common observation that turbulence is the watchword in today’s “matriarchal” household, the staggering divorce rate helps a commonsense Christian to connect the dots. At any rate, it requires no special expertise to note the acrimony, resentment, role reversal, and palpable daily power struggles occurring in the average marital situation in 2021. 

			The most emblematic vice of the modern failed marriage and the toppled patriarchy is pornography: it stands for the twin propositions of shrill wifely rejection and enervated husbandly submission to vice. In 56 percent of divorces, at least one spouse has an “obsessive interest in porn.”9 When one spouse is using porn, 68 percent of couples report a decrease in their sex life, which hardly shocks the imagination. A staggering 70 percent of men report looking at porn at least once a month. Unsurprisingly, 98 percent of all men report having looked at pornography at least once, but far more surprisingly, 98 percent of all men also report having looked at pornography in the past six months.10

			Res ipsa loquitur: by pornography statistics alone, one notes that there exists an obvious problem with the patriarchy. Instead of being honorable, chaste, restrained, protective, and highly attracted to their wives, today’s household men are furtive, perverted, unrestrained, unprotective, and ostensibly not attracted to their wives.

			Although the secular left has long claimed that rearing fewer children ensures the parental ability to pool mental and economic resources such as to raise them better, we do not see history or sociology bearing out this bald assertion. We see quite the opposite. Our age of small, unhappy, contraceptive families produces, at unprecedented levels, youth beset by prominent moral crises of all sorts: the opioid epidemic; a precipitous rise in the out-of-wedlock birthrate; widespread youth purchase in the pop cults of homosexualism and transgenderism; low church attendance; and high rates of depression and suicide. With such a violent sea change over the last two generations, our questions about root causes must always bring us back to the Catholic necessitation for the patriarchal family. Everything boils down to the family, which experienced a shocking regime change at the exact same moment in which all these crises erupted. Obviously, the events must be causally related. 

			Mothers began “running” families and outsourcing, at alarming rates, the duties of mothering to day-care workers. Then the offspring of the family grew anxious and miserable: maternal absence from the household had negatively impacted the offspring in such households.11 

			But no one in the family grew more depressed than mothers themselves, a fact that the feminists cannot explain subsequent to their widely celebrated toppling of the patriarchy: “By many objective measures the lives of women in the United States have improved over the past 35 years, yet we show that measures of subjective well-being indicate that women’s happiness has declined both absolutely and relative to men.”12 Of course, hapless lines of feminist prose such as this reflect the unfounded presupposition that the measures of female life enhancement over the past thirty-five years being referenced were indeed objective. They weren’t. Instead, they presumed what they set out to prove. Like women who errantly believe they can become “transgendered,” the feminists’ presumption that acting more masculine would make them happy was a doomed errand from the outset. It is a sad tale. Such persons deserve our prayer and love and gentle correction.

			Generally speaking, each of these failures by “matriarchal” homes demonstrates what nature already implies: doing things “backward” yields unhealthful results.

			Manipulating Demand, Manipulating Supply

			How did feminists so effectively diminish the popular male demand for Christianity-required marital roles and natural sex-based virtues? Aren’t such robust natural drives all but impossible to supersede via social engineering? Don’t the supply-side failures of today’s presumptive marital arrangement tell on the dysfunctionality of the arrangement itself?

			To each of these questions, one must answer: evidently not. Somehow, popular messaging by feminism maintains a morally unstable but politically stable balance. As noted in the section above on color revolution, the messaging is the lynchpin of the successful psyop. 

			Accordingly, I decided to take a random, nonscientific sampling of the commercial messaging oriented toward male consumption. I chose the primetime male programming taking place during this year’s NBA Playoffs as my sample. Here’s what the actual, nonmanipulated first attempt turned up.

			In the first advertisement I watched, the setting was a “heads up” automobile race on an oval track between a man and a woman. As one can guess, the woman handily beat the commercial’s male protagonist, even though no woman has ever won the Indianapolis 500 and “since the F1 World Championship began in 1950, only two women have qualified for Grands Prix.”13 If the skills and hand-eye coordination requisite for motor sports are so empirically and demonstrably masculine as these cursory facts show, why pretend? Since most professional female drivers cannot even qualify for — let alone win — an F1 Grand Prix, why does an advertiser try to depict one who obliterates a male driver in a one-on-one race? The answer is, of course, that the truth hasn’t got much to do with advertising. And this axiom of life becomes exponentially truer in the case of feminist advertising.

			Anyway, this first ad rang true to my expectations.

			In the next advertisement — another commercial involving cars — a woman again controlled the scene and the setting. But in this commercial, a household mother, rather than a professional racer, operated the family car down a suburban avenue, as her husband sat in the passenger seat and faithfully took her orders. Her husband submissively tended to the children in the backseat, as mothers customarily used to do. He navigated for her, as wives customarily used to do. If someone from thirty-five or even twenty-five years in the past would have seen this commercial, they would have been brought up to date on the functional transgenderism that has been at work in society between their time and ours: this commercial’s man and woman simply swapped places.

			Again, this commercial sequence was wedged right in the middle of primetime male programming: the NBA Playoffs. Shouldn’t one expect to witness an advertising tendency that positions its rhetoric toward male protagonists, since advertisers typically want to maximize sales by sating rather than challenging consumers’ cultural assumptions? Not after the feminist color revolution. The only answer seems to be that advertisers today have abandoned their commercial goals for ideological ones.

			In the third advertisement I watched, a female teacher instructed a group of adult men from a whiteboard. She chastened, encouraged, corrected, guided, and lectured them. The men appearing in the commercial acted just as traditional females would be expected to do: they were docile, obedient, eager to please, and submissive. 

			There was nothing scientific about my little experiment. I hereby publish no methodology associated with it. I make no special guarantees about it. Yet, since that night, nearly identical commercial results have been consistently yielded evening after evening, and every one of my readers recognizes the results as perfectly characteristic of our day. So, why are my conclusions so shocking to read, and why do the feminists establish themselves in especially masculine bastions of the world, such as sports?

			In order to commandeer the patriarchy, the feminists had to venture wherever patriarchal impulses were strongest.

			I recall with poignant feeling my first personal encounter with the unjust, bitter feminist impulse to “take down” significant aspects of the patriarchy.14 Coincidentally, perhaps — or perhaps not — the incident from my young life relates to sports. One of my eighth-grade teachers, Mrs. H, baselessly and loudly announced in class that, in her estimation, the best female basketball player, Mia, could “easily” defeat any of the best male basketball players at our school. This was quite an ambitious claim: our boys’ team won the league championship later that year, and we were famously good. More pointedly, I was our school’s celebrated basketball player, and her comment was, not all that obliquely, aimed squarely at me, along with one or two other male players sitting in class at the time. More broadly, of course, Mrs. H’s comment was aimed at all of the boys who played seriously or even recreationally in P.E. class: Mia had tried to “run” in our four-on-four games during P.E. once or twice and, of course, could not match even the eighth-best male player on the court (not that Mrs. H cared to check her facts). 

			Like a good feminist, Mrs. H was grievously incorrect in her voluble, moralizing declaration. Yet, if I had responded in class, in the name of justice, by substantiating — even assiduously and dispassionately — the reasons for my discomfort, then I would have been made to appear small-souled and petty. More important to me at the time, I would have been ridiculed as a “chauvinist” or whatever the 1990s’ “woke” term for defenders of the patriarchy would have been. 

			My point, of course, is not to beat up on females, who are genuinely superior to males at female endeavors. It is rather to defend masculinity from encroachments into it by non-males. It follows that males are genuinely superior to females at male endeavors. Moreover, men find themselves in my situation every day of the year in their very places of work. Instead of confronting a single thoughtless, misled teacher who might actually have apologized (had I been braver), workplace men who dare to speak out would certainly confront an army of radicalized workforce females who have been diligently drilled by popular messaging — and, more specifically, by human-resources departments — to search out and destroy precisely the sort of defensive commentary made by men on their own behalf. As a professional speaker and author, I make my living by spending hours and days crafting arguments in defense of masculinity; conversely, men in the ordinary workplace cannot cash in in similar ways, given their job titles. Nor do they hone the skill set requisite for making such arguments compelling. 
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