2

The Woman Racket

The new science explaining how the sexes relate
at work, at play and in society

Steve Moxon

imprint-academic.com

3

Copyright © Steven P. Moxon, 2008

The moral rights of the author have been asserted
No part of any contribution may be reproduced in any form without permission, except
for the quotation of brief passages in criticism and discussion.

Originally published in the UK by Imprint Academic
PO Box 200, Exeter EX5 5HY, UK

Originally published in the USA by Imprint Academic
Philosophy Documentation Center
PO Box 7147, Charlottesville, VA 22906-7147, USA

2012 digital version by Andrews UK Limited
www.andrewsuk.com

imprint-academic.com/moxon

4

This book is dedicated to
Norman Kingsley Mailer
(1923-2007)

A fearless and fierce critic of what he christened
‘the woman racket’

5

Foreword
If, like me, you turn to the very end of a book first, then you’ll see that this one has
been a full decade in the making. It’s not a follow-up to my account of another racket
that I encountered when working for the Home Office. That racket concerned
immigration - the book being The Great Immigration Scandal - and my revelations led
to the resignation of the government minister in charge, Beverley Hughes. The present
book concerns a much bigger problem - in part a political scandal in which the Home
Office is very much involved - but that‘s just a coincidence. And essentially this is
more a popular science book than another exposé.
When I blew the whistle on the immigration scandal some four years ago, it
provoked the predictable ‘shoot the messenger’ response from government and much
of the ‘liberal’ media. However, within months - and certainly by the summer of 2006
(when the Home Office spectacularly imploded) - The Great Immigration Scandal was
seen as somewhat prescient. If anything the problems were under-stated. The stories
streaming out of the Home Office and from our so-called national ‘borders’ competed
for the top prize in the ‘you-couldn‘t-make-it-up’ stakes.
Was this just a case of beginner’s luck? Does foresight in one area mean that my
arguments in another, unrelated, area should be taken any more seriously? In fact these
matters are not unconnected. They are both similar facets of ‘political correctness’
(PC); albeit that how the sexes relate is important in a more perennial way than recent
trends in migration. My decade of research into men-women helped me to see the
wider damage caused by PC in the part of the Home Office where I was working.
The Great Immigration Scandal was a hot-off-the press affair: it had to be out in the
shops as soon as possible after the Home Office officially parted company with me.
By contrast, I’ve had plenty of time to get this one right. And a convoluted genesis it
most certainly has had. My original conception was of a P.J. O’Rourke-style polemic;
but that was before I came to realise the astonishing extent of the scientific findings
that underpinned my arguments. The science more than the politics began to drive the
project. I spent several years getting fully conversant with a range of biology and
psychology disciplines (my own undergraduate subject was psychology, but that was a
long time ago, when the discipline was still labouring under the behaviourist delusion),
and the book dropped any pretence to humour. The subject is far too important to be
treated in any other than a serious manner, and the original polemic has evolved
beyond all recognition into a work of popular science exposition.
This book is, for reasons of accessibility, distilled from an original text that includes
full explanations of research that can only be briefly mentioned here. I have also
written a long, fully-referenced scientific paper on the function of dominance
hierarchy and the male, that underpins the key strand running through this book.
The scientific paper is available on-line, along with supplementary notes to this
book, for the benefit of those who wish to understand the exposition here in detail or
who would question the provenance of some of the ideas that I develop (imprintacademic.com/moxon). This allows the book to flow more easily, uncluttered with
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digressions or excess references. Referencing (other than news items, which are well
archived on-line and therefore highly accessible) has nonetheless been retained where
the findings are pivotal, likely to be greeted with particular scepticism, or can be
expected to arouse the very prejudice which it is my purpose here to expose.

Reductionism defended
The arguments in The Woman Racket are grounded in recent research undertaken in a
range of scientific disciplines, including the new science of evolutionary psychology
(EP). Some critics argue that a biologically-based perspective underplays distinctively
human attributes, as opposed to those we share with other species. But our higher
cognitive functions are no less products of evolution than are our more basic
motivations, so they are not as ‘in control’ of our behaviour as our intuitions would
suggest they are. Higher cognition is fine-tuning or making more flexible the ancient
evolved motivations - especially those of becoming more attractive to the opposite
sex, and competing with same-sex others to this end. This certainly does not exclude
the ability to ideate, no matter how much it may appear to have ‘a life of its own’. Our
‘conscious reasoning’ is never other than instrumental to the ‘tree’ of motivation that
drives us. Even the high point of ideation, morality, is now analysed as evolutionary
adaptation (eg; Ridley, 1997). Indeed, after the recent adaptationist turn in the
humanities, even philosophers have joined in with the attempt to bring morality down
to earth from the realm of Kantian abstraction (Katz, 2000).
Consequently, I make no apology for what might seem to some to be a form of
reductionism. All science - on whatever level: physical, biological or social - is
reductive. The opposing reductionist camp - the social constructivists, critical
theorists, cultural anthropologists, feminists and their political allies - peddle their
‘standard social science model’ (SSSM), that the human neonate is a tabula rasa - a
blank slate on which society engraves its story. Or to update the analogy, the status of
the human subject is reduced to that of an empty computer memory, ready to be
programmed. They’ve had it all their own way for over half a century, but the
scientific community is now mostly united in the view that ‘nature’ is much more
important than ‘nurture’; the latter providing us not with the important things we have
in common but some of our idiosyncrasies. Nevertheless, notwithstanding the
overwhelming evidence against it, the ‘nurture’ form of reductionism has become so
deeply entrenched in popular thinking that it requires an equally powerful antithesis to
counter it.[1] You can only fight fire with fire.
How the Leopard Got His Spots
An empty but oft repeated criticism of evolutionary psychology is that it is
on a par with Kiplingesque ‘just so’ stories; but this is an elementary
misunderstanding of science. Any theory or hypothesis in science must be
testable. (Strictly speaking, a hypothesis must be refutable, and a theory
must be able to predict, so I will use the term ‘proposition’.) A scientific
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proposition generically is that, counter-intuitively, X causes Y; and by virtue
of this it can be shown that Z (or W, or whatever) does not cause Y (rather
than this being obvious through simple observation and deductive
reasoning).
Freudian theory doesn‘t pass muster here: a proposition that we behave in
some way because our ego needs boosting is indeed a ‘just so’ story. This is
why psychoanalysis is a pseudoscience. This isn’t true of real sciences, such
as evolutionary psychology.
So, for example, the EP theory of sex difference in what elicits jealousy is
a counter-intuitive proposal that an adaptation to increase fitness causes men
to be jealous in response to a long-term partner’s sexual infidelity, whereas a
woman is similarly made jealous by her partner’s emotional infidelity. (This
reflects the different problems the sexes have: men are concerned that they
really are the father of their supposed children, and women are concerned
they and their children may be left to fend for themselves.) The standard
view is that there can’t be any sex difference in what elicits jealousy,
because the sexes have exactly the same social psychology.
So here we have a proposition that is easy to test, and which faces an
opposite standard view, so data that supports one will necessarily exclude
the other. Surveys and experiments have been done using jealousy-inducing
scenarios, and the EP proposition is supported. Methodological criticisms of
the work have been answered by revised experiments. And a fall-back
position of the opposing model that concedes a sex difference but that it is
through reasoning, is countered by looking at spontaneous responses.
This sex difference in jealousy is apparent from simple observation, but
the explanation of it is not; and distinguishing between rival explanations
can’t be decided without proper investigation.
This book is part of this counter-blast. No doubt one day a mature and synthetic
understanding of how ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ entwine will come to pass. In the
meantime, this is an unashamedly campaigning text, written from the scientific
position of the triumph of the ‘nature’ perspective. Most of my claims should be
prefaced ‘from an evolutionary bio-psycho-sociological perspective’, but this would
be a little tedious, so please take that as implied throughout. Don’t say I didn’t warn
you.
And while we are dealing with philosophical issues let me acknowledge that my
historical perspective is sub specie aeternitatis - history is viewed less as a series of
random events and more as the expression of our underlying (biological) nature.
(Although human nature may not be, strictly speaking, eternal, nevertheless the timeframe is long enough as to make no practical difference.) I’m aware that this puts me
in uncomfortable company - Hegel is best known for viewing history as the unfolding
of the universal weltgeist (world spirit); Marx just took the Hegelian perspective and
secularised it. And a whole generation of positivist historians, such as Carl Hempel,
attempted to explain (and predict) historical events in terms of universal ‘covering
laws’. This led to a historiographical backlash: under the influence of constructivist
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philosophers like Michael Oakeshott, historians are now only concerned with detailed
historical events - ‘just one damn thing after another.’ This led Oakeshott to deny that
there was such a thing as human nature: human characteristics (and human cultures)
being nothing more than a contingent response to circumstances. History, from a
constructivist perspective, is not so much teleology as tragedy, with the gods
interfering in human affairs in an entirely arbitrary and contingent matter.
But this is something of an over-reaction (Oakeshott was always a polemicist). How
is it possible to explain, say, ubiquitous Islamic dress codes[2] without understanding
that man will always have a wandering eye? Feminists argue that it is unfair that
women have to cover themselves up as a consequence, but what’s the alternative?
Chemical castration? Putting out men’s eyes? Similarly, my ‘Historical Blindsight’
chapter shows how much of our ‘patriarchal’ history is in fact an attempt to protect and
privilege (sic) women. This is not seeking to deny (I’m no David Irving) that
individual men did not use the law of coverture to exploit individual women. I’m just
arguing that these seemingly Jurassic practices have to be seen in the context of their
time (when the focus was firmly on the family unit rather than the individual) and that
they did serve a necessary function from the point of view of society as a whole. Even
Oakeshott acknowledges that individualism is a modern invention.
I should also point out that in this book about the sexes you will find barely a
mention of ‘gender’. When I do use the term, it‘s in scare quotes or followed by
‘(sic)’. This is because the word ‘gender’ implies that the sexes are ‘socially
constructed’, rather than essentially different in their nature. My exposition is of the
overwhelming evidence against this position, hence the abandonment of the loaded
term ‘gender’ in favour of the (equally loaded) term ‘sex’. This issue seems to me to
eclipse the occasional usefulness of the term ‘gender’ to describe some quality of the
sexes as distinct from the sexes themselves (or the sex act).

On Knowing Where to Draw the Line
This book has been ten years in preparation and has undergone extensive revision at
proof stage. Inevitably, as is the case with any book that alludes to current affairs, it’s
hard to know when to stop - I was contemplating adding a section dealing with David
Cameron’s capitulation to the pressure groups over the rape conviction statistics but
decided that transient political events were not worth chronicling.
One area that I avoided due to lack of space was the increasing feminisation of
childhood and our education system. Our traditional all-or-nothing examination
system has been replaced by a modular approach which favours girls’ systematic study
skills (but disadvantages the truly inspired student who fails to tick the right boxes).
Boys are now three times as likely as girls to need extra help with reading at primary
school - a statistic that is not unrelated to the lack of male role models at home
(although the connection has been challenged) and the fact that 93% of primary school
teachers are female. Competitive school team sports - along with any form of contest
in which there are winners and losers - are frowned on, and our health and safety
culture penalises boys’ attraction to risk taking and unsupervised play. When did you
last see a group of boys climbing a tree? Deprived of these natural diversions it is not
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surprising that 75% of the children suffering from ADHD (attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder) are male. Anyone wishing to examine the devastating effects of
the feminisation of childhood and education should read James Tooley’s The
Miseducation of Women (2002), and Sue Palmer’s 21st Century Boys (forthcoming:
September 2008).
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1: Progressing Backwards -- The political and
social foreground
We’re told that men and women are the same. Or, rather, some of the time we’re told
this. At other times we’re told that men and women are essentially and irrevocably
different. We’re further told that although men and women are different, this is really
just something to do with the way we are at the moment, albeit that we have been that
way for a long time, living in the sort of society we do. In time, we keep being
reminded, all will revert to how supposedly it should be and how it used to be in times
of yore: i.e. men and women are the same after all. Even so, it’s then insisted that
actually, in the end, no matter what we do, men will never get to be truly the same as
women: men and women are forever and totally different (except when it’s more
convenient to regard them as exactly the same).
We’re also told that women are disadvantaged, and that they’ve got this way
because of oppression by men. We’re never told how or why this could be. We’re not
told why - especially if men and women are supposedly the same - there would be any
point in one sex oppressing the other. We’re not told how it can be - if indeed men are
different to women and oppress them - that by most measures it is not women who are
disadvantaged but men (or, at least, a large sub-group or even the majority of men).
Nobody tells us why men are maligned as if they’re at one with the very few at the top
of the pile, whereas all women are championed irrespective of who they are, what they
have done, or how they have lived their lives.
Confused? You certainly should be. The notion that males and females - or some
essence of what is male or female - are the same or different, oppressed or actually
advantaged, is like a juggler with two balls up in the air. He never gets hold of either
of them but is constantly palming each upwards and across the path of the other.
Eventually the whole spectacle has to come crashing to the ground. That’s what is
about to happen to what we currently think about men and women.
The contradictory madness about men and women in which we wallow is not
shallow. As I will be explaining in depth, it arises from the most profound prejudices
we have; prejudices that are currently denied, being invisible to us. We are too close to
them, so we can’t see the wood for the trees, even though they are the very basis of our
politics. They are what the philosopher R.G. Collingwood called ‘absolute’
presuppositions. They come from the hidden heart of what we are, in the fundamental
difference - and complementarity - between men and women. These hidden prejudices
are against men and in favour of women. It is because of this that astonishing nonsense
about men and women can hold sway, hanging unsupported from the political sky. The
general consensus about human social behaviour - at least within the chattering classes
- is the most plainly false in history. In no other culture - and at no other point in the
history of our own culture - have people got things so spectacularly wrong.
The real story of men and women, that cuts through all of this, has only fully
crystallised within the last few years with a deluge of new science. It will be a
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revelation to almost all, having been merely scratched on the surface in self-help pop
titles like Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus. It is not merely that men and
women are different. We all knew that. And ordinary people, at least, admit it. It is that
they are different in ways far beyond what anyone had thought. Men and women are
also unequal, but it is not women at all, but men - not all men, but the majority - who
make up the biggest disadvantaged sub-group in every society. Women by contrast are
universally and perennially privileged: over-privileged. This unconditional favour has
no counterpart for men, who have to meet certain criteria even to be afforded the most
basic consideration.
Even so, you won’t find me suggesting adding men to the ever-expanding list of
‘victims’. As it stands there’s but a minority of people who aren’t already on this list.
It really would be the case that ‘we’re all victims now’. Instead, the real story of men
and women is the key to tearing up the entire list and throwing it away.
The revolution that we are supposedly undergoing towards an androgynous,
unisexual world is all but dead. Revolution has always been a case of ‘meet the new
boss, same as the old boss’ (as The Who’s Roger Daltrey sang back in 1971), and the
revolution regarding men and women is very much a case in point. We’ve merely been
chasing our own shadows, perpetuating the same old attitudes in disguise. The benign
consequences of wising up to see this can hardly be over-stated. We’re set now for
what really is a revolution: a science-inspired revolution of understanding.
This is a book of popular science, intended to explain the psychology that underlies
the prejudice that in turn reveals why politics manifests in the way that it does. Of
necessity I tackle political issues, and I’m aware that this is an awkward mix, but such
is the nature of the project. Thus the rest of this chapter sets the scene before the
science proper starts. This may appear to distract from the science, but it’s essential to
outline the seriousness of the political issues from the off. Some readers will disagree
with me on the politics, but that need not affect the science. If you’re not interested in
my analysis of the political and cultural developments that have led to our current
problems then by all means skip the rest of this chapter.
Politics naturally comes up at regular junctures in the rest of the book because this
is how so often what I’m discussing manifests. The penultimate chapter, on the
position of men in family law, deals primarily with political developments - there
being little science in this context to present. The point, of course, is that the family is
very much the domain of women and an expression of their separate world, with men
in effect included on sufferance. I could hardly ignore this area, given the controversy
over child contact and divorce settlements that can’t be understood other than by the
prejudice towards men that the science in turn explains.
Politics is in the end a matter of conjecture, but its manifestation and the social
psychology that underlies it can be informed by science. Never before has there been a
time when political debate was more in need of this than today.

The Great Disruption
Even if there hasn’t been a revolution proper in the relationship between the sexes,
certainly we have experienced a major social shift, beginning in the 1960s and
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continuing apace. Opinion differs as to quite what this is and what factors led to it. It’s
an interesting question as to whether our current ideas about men-women are (or are in
part) a product of this, or whether it was this broad social change that gave rise to our
altered ideas. Whatever the answer, the two have become subsequently entwined.
What, in general, determines social change? Do ideas matter or is it more, as Marx
insisted, a case of the economic and technological infrastructure? Callum Brown
(2000) attributes the decline of Christianity in the West to the hedonistic philosophy of
the 1960s, whereas older clergy have been known to claim that it was all down to the
Radio Times. (A.J.P. Taylor’s famously quipped that the cause of the Great War was
railway timetables.) According to this Taylorite view, the death of Christian Britain
was an accidental consequence of the BBC scheduling The Forsyte Saga at a time that
clashed with Evensong.
So what gave rise to this great cultural change, or, as Francis Fukuyama put it, The
Great Disruption? Most of this chapter is devoted to ideational factors - the reaction of
Left-leaning intellectuals to their banishment from the commanding heights of
economic theory. But first of all we need to take a quick look at more concrete factors.
Was the key cause change in the workplace, or new education policy?
Well, both were significant, but they now look more like second-order factors: those
that arrived in the wake of change to then drive it further, rather than the initial cause.
Probably top of most people’s list of prime causes is the advent of universal, nearinfallible (and unobtrusive) contraception with, from 1961, the availability on general
prescription of the Pill. Reproduction was now no longer inevitable.
The obvious impact of this is the removal of the constraint on women’s options
caused by repeated childbirth, and women henceforth not necessarily being defined in
terms of child-rearing. But family size had long been in decline. The truth is that this
wasn’t the critical impact that the Pill had. It has now been largely forgotten that the
Pill produced a profound shift of identity in both sexes. Before the Pill, by unspoken
collective agreement, everyone’s lives were mapped out before them as an inevitable
consequence of the overriding necessity to form and sustain a family. Since time
immemorial, the focus has been not on the individual but the family - the basic
economic unit of society. (Economists view the division of labour as the principal
generator of surplus wealth, and the division within the traditional social unit was
inevitably based on sex.) With the removal of the obligation on everyone to prepare
for reproduction, there has been a disengagement on the part of both sexes - in their
different ways - from the age-old duties to household, family and community; instead
to embrace the social abandon of individual freedom and rights.
Coincident with the invention of the Pill, which in a way deprived woman of her
archetypal role as mother, other technological change made woman’s role as a homemaker increasingly redundant - and correspondingly made the world of work much
more woman-friendly. Was it the case then that women were ‘liberated’ into education
and the workplace, or was it because they had no other place to go? If it was the latter,
then women were understandably peeved when they arrived at university in the ’60s
and ’70s to find that they were still expected to make the tea while the boys plotted the
downfall of capitalism - and then went on to find similar attitudes in the world of
work.
At the same time great increases in personal wealth drove expectation to wider
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horizons. But what most of all opened everyone’s eyes to new possibilities was the
extension of life itself. With life expectancy as it was a century ago, a woman would
have spent all or almost all of her life within a family: first her natal family, and then
(without any transition) into the one she created herself. She may well not have
survived long enough to see her eldest child follow suit. By the late twentieth century,
huge increases in longevity meant that a woman could expect to live fully half her
adult life free of any sort of child rearing. This one factor alone, it has been argued,
explains the rise of feminism (Davis, 1982).
Fukuyama gives centre stage to all of these factors to explain what he dubs the
‘great disruption’; his 1999 book is to date the most comprehensive investigation of
the phenomenon. He’s looking at a cluster of related changes, not least the massive
rises in crime and the falls in some forms of ‘social capital’; but he sees the core
change as concerning the family, men and women.

But do we really want to?

Whether you can call all this a liberation of women or a change in women’s lifestyle
because they had nowhere else to go, is another interesting question. (It strikes me that
the relative collapse of the raison d’etre of female life - motherhood and home-making
- and the elevation of the male world of work to the be-all-and-end-all, can hardly be
characterised as male redundancy, but so runs the standard line. It smacks of
irrationally lashing out in frustration at what has been lost and the inadequacy of what
was on offer by way of replacement.) Yet human beings are nothing if not adaptable,
and we would expect that women would be quite able to adapt to the world of work,
with or without somehow ‘feminising’ it. Sure enough, it’s hard to think of any work
that at least some women couldn’t do. (As I will explain in chapter nine, that was
never the issue.)
14

However, it is a different question altogether as to whether women would actually
want to opt for what were not distinctively female roles unless they had little if any
choice - wartime munitions factories may have demonstrated that women could do
men’s work, but many or even most women were glad to return home once the
armistice was signed. The answer to this motivational question is complex and in the
main what I’ll be talking about when I come on to the science. But there were also
ideological factors. The new set of contingencies through which women were obliged
to see the story of their lives provided fertile ground for various strands of feminism.
Neo-Marxism underwent a revival, and then morphed into a strange new way of
thinking about disadvantage, and about men-women in particular. This, along with
other varieties of feminism, had an impact on sustaining the ‘great disruption’. This is
the focus of the rest of this chapter.

The role of political ideology
“Our problem now is to do away with the household and to free women
from the care of children.”
Anatoly Lunacharsky
Soviet Commissar of Education in the early 1930s
Twenty-five or thirty years ago, the Left was beginning to look like it was out for the
count. But in reality it was the beginning of a retrenchment that would have a much
more pervasive influence on society than traditional (economic) socialism. For today,
the Left looks like it’s on a roll, taking hold of all major political parties in the wake of
the compromise over market economics and the rapprochement between the socialist
and liberal wings that had separated 100 years previously. Conservatives have largely
abandoned their habitual realism in favour of Left-styled utopianism, under the
influence of so-called neoconservatives (many of whom were formerly Trotskyites).
How can this dramatic swing to the Left be explained and what has it to do with the
topic of this book?
Over recent decades standards of living have improved beyond recognition,
removing the problem of absolute poverty completely - even for the most wilfully
feckless - thereby placating the mass of people and distracting them from their allotted
role in the Left project. It looks like Marx was wrong in his choice of opiates - when
given the choice the proles all trooped off to Ikea on Sunday, as shopping was a lot
more fun than religion. The masses changed in the eyes of those in power, from
downtrodden workers to be kept in their place, to an army of consumers that had to be
appealed to. Margaret Thatcher understood her Marx much better than the Comrades
and agreed with him that ideology was an epiphenomenon of material factors; so she
concentrated on changing class consciousness by letting the masses buy their council
houses (along with cheap shares in the gas board). As a result, perception of class and
of conflict between the bosses and the workers faded. Thatcher’s ousting of Labour in
1979 is now entrenched, and then the Soviet block spectacularly disintegrated in 1989.
The worldwide collapse of the Marxist/socialist experiment - both in practice and in
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theory - meant that the intelligentsia had to perform a dramatic rethink and they turned
to academia for help. Since the turn of the twentieth century the dominant idea in the
humanities and social sciences was that society itself was the most powerful force,
influencing or even determining how we all behaved and thought. In earlier decades
this took the form of the social-engineering projects of the behaviourists, as
symbolised by B.F. Skinner’s utopian vision Walden Two. During the flower-power
generation - the 1960s - the idea was expressed in a very different, and far more
anarchic, fashion, but the goals were equally utopian. However, by the end of that
influential decade, the innocent ‘we can change the world’ spirit had already gained a
hard political edge - partly as a consequence of the anti-Vietnam war protests.
Yet it was already dawning on the Left that they had got the wrong end of the stick.
As we’ve just seen, the real legacy of the ’60s was a materialistic obsession with
‘keeping up with the Joneses’ and, against this ‘sell-out’, radical political philosophy
was impotent. The 1960s gave rise not to a more socialist society but to Margaret
Thatcher. The end of Marxist-Leninist class war came with the defeat of Arthur
Scargill; whereas the demise of Derek Hatton’s brand of Trotskyite entryism showed
that an even deeper subterfuge would be needed, where people would not express their
politics directly (and so be exposed as part of the ‘loony Left’), but in a deeply
encrypted fashion.

The double life of B.F. Skinner.
Skinner liked to view his work as scientific but he only entered psychology after failing as a stream-ofconsciousness novelist. His utopian novel Walden Two (1948), shows that his real passion was for top-down
social engineering.

But the dream of the Left to engineer a better society, although mangled beyond
recognition, was not going to die. In fact, Marx and Thatcher were both wrong:
utopianism is very deep-seated. It‘s a near unshakeable mindset in the West, being the
core remnant of Christianity (Gray, 2007). Something would have to be refashioned,
because an entire new elite was still in a different frame of mind from the rest of
society. Sizeable numbers of those with a Leftist mindset had found positions away
from the commercial (‘capitalist’) world: in education, the media, social services and
government. These people now collectively redrew the picture of ‘oppressed’ versus
‘oppressors’ according to a predictably self-serving rationale; spiced or kick-started by
what had filtered down from a few key political philosophers such as Herbert
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Marcuse, Michel Foucault and Erich Fromm, building on the work of the ‘Frankfurt
School’ of cultural Marxism (Jay, 1973).

A recapitulation of a previous political crisis
In the Britain of the 1980s a bigger and more influential elite, born of the 1960s
expansion in higher eduction, was recapitulating what had happened in central Europe
in the interwar years. It had become evident even then that the Soviet experiment was
failing to compete economically with Western capitalism. Marxism had not brought
about a widespread change of mindset at the time, so this was not a crisis for the man
in the street. But it was indeed a crisis for intellectuals and those who were minded to
put the theory to practical revolutionary test, because Marxism was an economic
theory if it was anything. So an organisation was set up to develop a model of
Marxism that could be applied to Germany and other European countries without
encountering what had befallen the USSR. The Institute for Social Research opened at
the University of Frankfurt in 1923. The name originally intended for it was the
Institute for Marxism, to copy the Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow in dressing up
Marxism as a science. But reference to Marx was expunged when it was decided that it
served its purpose better if the Marxist inspiration was concealed.

Max Horkheimer (front left), Theodor Adorno (front right), and Jürgen Habermas, luminaries of the Frankfurt
school of cultural Marxism

The 1920s were spent fruitlessly trying to resurrect Marxism as a viable economic
force to rival Western capitalism. From 1930, the Frankfurters gave up and turned
from socio-economics to an examination of the culture from which socio-economics
grows or into which it has to be bedded down. This is where the ‘critical theory’ that is
taught today in university humanities departments was developed. It is an extension of
the Marxist idea of a dialectical critique designed not to find truth (as in Hegel) but to
engineer revolutionary change. For doctrinaire reasons it had to be maintained that
Marxist theory was basically sound, so it must be something else that is found
wanting. As Raymond Raehn noted:
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When these revolutionary opportunities presented themselves, however, the
workers did not respond. The Marxist revolutionaries did not blame their
theory for these failures. They blamed the Workers.
Now, although the theory was not found wanting (though very clearly it was,
because the foundation of Marxism is the idea that it is historically inevitable) it was
felt that capitalism must be in some way more insidious than previously thought. The
reasoning went along the lines that if the people were to act according to the Marxist
prescription, then somehow they would have to be provisionally liberated to allow
them the freedom necessary to act according to what was (supposed to be) inevitable.
The shift of ideological conflict from economic to social issues is an extension of the
Marxist conception of all power being economic - itself a fundamental mistake - to the
even more mistaken idea that all social interactions are invariably about ‘power’, and
are therefore economic.
The whole enterprise exported itself to the USA in 1933 with the rise of Hitler, who
was a direct competitor in that he had his own ideas about revolution that radically
dispensed with the Marxist analysis of class warfare. There was no option other than
exile, and here they could dedicate themselves in a comfortable if still more alienated
ivory tower to indulge in the usual quest of thinkers in Western civilization: that of
biting the hand that fed them. Now without any contact with reality, and a zest for
revenging Nazism, the Frankfurters ascribed to Nazis a supposed distinct authoritarian
personality that rendered all individual adherents psychologically unbalanced. This
was then applied generally to people living in western civilization as the answer to
why the workers weren’t revolting.
They used the only tool then available - and now long comprehensively discredited
- Freudian psychoanalysis. This was the work of Erich Fromm, who was the pivotal
figure to have broken from Marxist orthodoxy to look instead to culture and interpersonal relations (Burston, 1991). They were his ideas that underpinned the
subsequent trajectory of the whole Frankfurt School, for all that internecine conflict
would see him largely written out of the history (McLaughlin, 1999). The idea was
that everyone supposedly was suffering from the Freudian ‘repression’ of early family
experiences in childhood. Whereas Freud saw repression as aberrant and requiring
lengthy sessions on his couch as a patient, the Frankfurters saw repression as inherent
in all families within capitalist society. They were taking their cue from Marx and
Engels, who had both decried the pivotal function of the family in ‘bourgeois’ society.
If the family itself was seen as intrinsic to capitalist society, then since the Marxist
analysis is that capitalism is pathological, then so too must be the family. (Of course,
not only is there no evidence for the unscientific concept of ‘repression’, but the
family is the universal building block of human social grouping and will arise no
matter what kind of society is imposed or attempted. You only have to stop and think
of the various extant non-capitalist traditional societies right down to hunter-gatherers,
and the invariable failure of any form of ‘commune’ that revoked the family, to realise
that the family can hardly be some invention of early industrialism.)
The key publication by the Frankfurt School was the book that put the seal on the
wedding of Marx and Freud: Herbert Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization. This was the
main conduit through which ideas passed to the 1960s student rebellion, and the origin
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of the notion of total rebellion to bring about a neo-Marxist nirvana of free sex and no
work: ‘a new civilization where work and productivity were unimportant’.
According to William Lind, Eros and Civilization was the book that ‘put the match
to the tinder’. University of Pennsylvania professor Alan Kors concurs that Marcuse
was the key figure in the development of political correctness (Kors & Silvergate,
1999). He turned and returned consistently in his late writings to the subject of
feminism, claiming that ‘the Women’s Liberation Movement is perhaps the most
important and potentially the most radical political movement that we have.’ Marcuse
was a major inspiration to socialist feminism as he saw in it the promise of ‘a
socialism which could no longer be understood as a change in social institutions, but
had to be deepened to include a vision of a change in consciousness and the very
instinctual structures of human beings deformed by exploitation and domination’
(Cerullo, 1979).
Meanwhile, Erich Fromm argued in his book, Escape from Freedom, that man’s
nature causes him to throw his freedom away and embrace fascism unless he ‘masters
society and subordinates the economic machine to the purposes of human happiness’;
i.e., adopts socialism. In other words, man is intrinsically bad and needs a new society
to make him good. No ideology with such a gloomy view has caused anything but
grief.[1] Just how a good society is supposed to emanate from universally bad people is
never explained. It’s a denial of the fact that morality resides within individuals,
having been produced by the evolutionary process (Ridley, 1997). It’s a misplaced
faith in society as a supra-organism in which somehow the organisation, intelligence
and indeed morality of humanity is supposed to reside, rather than in human beings
themselves. The foolishness that underpins ‘cultural Marxism’ is just as you might
expect from a fusion of the wishful thinking (historicism) and pseudo-economics of
Marx with the psychobabble of Freudian ‘psychoanalysis’ - the two great unscientific
armchair theories of the twentieth century mutually accommodated as if two platforms
of ungrounded speculation could make up for each other’s deficiencies.
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Michel Foucault, who traded in the neo-Marxist cause in favour of a depressive and sarcastic nihilism

Fromm was perhaps the best known Freudian-Marxist, through his text beloved of
students, The Art of Loving (and, for the younger generation in the 1950s and 1960s,
his book The Sane Society). It was something of a bible for many students on the
psychology degree I took in the late 1970s. They declared themselves to be FreudianMarxists (in between vehemently denouncing the notion that intelligence is in any way
heritable, in proto-PC style, or that inherent biological distinctions - especially sex had any role at all to play in psychology). This unholy fusion aggressively assimilated
the ‘me-me’ self-centredness that had grown out of the 1960s, and in the end
developed into a form of extreme feminism. Fromm is one of the few members of the
Frankfurt School who engaged directly with theorizing the problems of gender (sic)
and the differences between men and women. Fromm anticipated later attempts to
produce a feminist Marxism and poststructuralist analyses of the ‘socially constructed
nature of gender’ (Kellner, n.d.).
Another notable Freudian-Marxist, who shared some common intellectual ground
with the Frankfurt School, was Michel Foucault, who gave up the cause in profound
disillusionment, developing the apathetic relativism with which we’re all too familiar.
Foucault was a depressive and sarcastic nihilist; his anti-humanism leading him to a
theory of the insidiousness of ‘capitalist’ social ‘power’ that makes us control
ourselves in the prison of our own minds. This he called ‘micro-fascism’. He certainly
captured the zeitgeist. Although Foucault made few references to women or to the
issue of sex in his writings, his treatment of the relations between power, the body and
sexuality stimulated extensive feminist interest. His idea that the body and sexuality
are cultural constructs rather than natural phenomena made a significant contribution
to the feminist critique of biological ‘essentialism’.
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