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For my parents




INTRODUCTION

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

But I did.

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

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

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




PART I THE WOMAN AND THE MAN




CHAPTER ONE BELONGING

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

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

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

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

Two Crucial Points

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

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

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

How Children Belong to Their Fathers

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

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

Two People

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

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

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




CHAPTER TWO TRUE POWER

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

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

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

Anatomical Shackles

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


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

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

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



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

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

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

Advantageous or Disadvantageous?

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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

She Alone

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

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

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

Her body.

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

Profound Power

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

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

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

The Moral Atmosphere We Breathe

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

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

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

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

Undoing the Mother

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

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

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

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

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




CHAPTER THREE FREEING WOMEN AND SOCIALISM

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

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

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


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

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

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



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

Unconstrained Intercourse Is the Desired Norm

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

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

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

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

Freeing Women to Do “Socially Productive” Work

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

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

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

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

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


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



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

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

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

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

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

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


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



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

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

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

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

What Is the Origin of Private Property?

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

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

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




CHAPTER FOUR FREEING WOMEN AND FEMINISM

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

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

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

On Feminism

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

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

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

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

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

Firestone’s Four Demands

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


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




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



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

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


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



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

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

Firestone’s second and third demands are closely related:


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

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



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


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



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

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

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


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



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


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



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

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

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

It is obvious Firestone never had a child.

Firestone on Steroids

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

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

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

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

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

What Lewis’s Surrogacy Looks Like

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

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

Abolishing Parental Rights

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

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

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

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




PART II THE FAMILY




CHAPTER FIVE INSANITY

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

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

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

Chi An was now involved in what was considered an illegal pregnancy. She did not have a birth permit and was carrying an illegal child. Chi An endured daily visits and increasing threats from the population control regime, inwardly resisting the mounting pressure she was under to abort her child. She and Wei Xin made plans to evade the population control personnel and give birth to their baby secretly—a baby Chi An felt sure was a girl. But their plans were foiled, and Chi An was personally escorted to the hospital to undergo an abortion against her will.

After examining Chi An, the attending physician refused to perform the abortion, because Chi An had an infection of the cervix and the harrowing caesarean section she had had the year before had not healed properly. Because of this, she was at risk of further infection and of her uterus rupturing during the abortion procedure, which could be life-threatening. The population control worker demanded the abortion be done anyway. And it was. Tears streamed down Chi An’s face as the daughter she wanted was extracted from her body and discarded.

As the population control program in China became more stringent, stories such as Chi An’s became commonplace, and stories even more horrific came to light. In some cases, families were able to hide their pregnancies from authorities long enough to save their babies. Chi An’s sister-in-law, Aiming, had two daughters before the population regulations tightened in her area. She and her husband wanted a son, but third children had recently been outlawed. Aiming became illegally pregnant, a fact she hid until she was seven months along. When a local population control worker discovered Aiming was pregnant, the worker immediately began applying unrelenting pressure for her to undergo “remedial measures” (abortion.) However, Aiming and her husband had prepared a remote hideaway for Aiming to flee to and stay in until their baby was born.

The night before Aiming was to flee, a population control worker, flanked by five armed militiamen, pounded at their door. Aiming bolted out the back door and hid herself in a nearby pigpen. She then crept to a rice paddy where she hid for two days, being ravaged by mosquitoes, before the militiamen became weary of the hunt and disbanded. Aiming told Chi An that had she been discovered, “I was ready to fight them to the death for the life of my son.”2

Aiming escaped to her hideout and triumphantly bore her son. A week after she returned home bearing her son in her arms, the population control brigade returned, thrust Aiming onto a cart, and hauled her to a clinic where she was forcibly sterilized. She was not alone in this fate. During Aiming’s initial disappearance, the population control regime loosed their fury on nine pregnant women in the village—all more than five months along—and arrested them during midnight raids. All of them forcibly underwent abortions and were sterilized.

Birth quotas in China dipped to lower than 0.5 percent (or five births per thousand women per year) in some places, and the official family planning directive forbidding the use of force was in some cases flatly ignored. Force was invoked as “a necessary administrative measure.”3 In efforts to enforce impossibly low birth quotas “for the good of the motherland,” extreme coercion was employed. Population control workers were incentivized with prizes and promotions to get pregnant women to “voluntarily” abort their babies. Workers were threatened with demotion and public humiliation if they did not enforce the assigned birth quotas.

Pregnant women were also extensively coerced. They were first invited to end their pregnancies or be sterilized voluntarily and were offered cash and items such as transistor radios and bedsheets for volunteering to terminate their pregnancies.4 If the women resisted abortion, they were threatened with hefty fines, demotion, destruction of their homes, and denial of benefits for their illegal children once they were born. If these measures did not convince them to abort their babies, the women could be forcibly detained in storerooms or other facilities where they were physically deprived and emotionally intimidated until their resolve to keep their babies was finally broken. And at last, if women still refused to abort their unborn children, they could be taken fighting in protest or carried limp as rags to the abortionist’s table, where their babies—some just weeks from being born—were forcibly taken from their wombs.

Imagine Chi An’s experience multiplied millions of times. Millions of babies were crushed and extracted from the wombs of protesting mothers throughout China. Babies were born alive and suffocated, injected with formaldehyde, or left to perish in waste bins while their mothers were denied their right to claim or even console their own children as they died. Countless fathers were left to mourn their babies that would never be. Billions of single children have been raised without a single sibling, cousin, niece, nephew, aunt, or uncle. Such is the legacy of the socialist “one-child policy” in China. (The 2019 film, One Child Nation, documents the severe consequences of forced population suppression in China and amplifies the voices of parents like Chi An and Wei Xin.)

Heinous Crime

Forced abortion—a gruesome mix of murder, child abuse, robbery, assault, dismemberment, usurpation of free will, and disregard for life itself—is at the core of the state-ownership philosophy. Forced abortion, committed while mothers look on as their own blood and the blood of their children is spilled against their will, is the inevitable consequence of a regime comprised of socialist enforcers who see human beings as disposable liabilities rather than irreplaceable possibilities. Forced abortion is the inevitable consequence of philosophies that see private possession as an evil rather than a good. The socialist state sees itself as the rightful owner and steward of all property, including human property, which debuts in the form of babies. State ownership cannot acknowledge or allow the inherent possessorship of mothers, because that possessorship is in direct conflict with the state’s power.

In a society where owning private property is not recognized as a human right, the contents of the womb can be no exception. If a government seeks to own and control all capital, it must seize control over human capital, too. Indeed, this is the most important capital it must seize.

“I Have Happiness”

In China, the phrase for saying “I’m pregnant” was once expressed as, “I have happiness,”5 but under Communist rule the prevailing sentiment when a woman fell pregnant might more aptly have been expressed as, “I have terror.” As Chi An’s story illustrates, a pregnant woman without permission from the state to bear her own child could be coerced, penalized, tracked down, and finally forced onto the abortionist’s table, and her baby could be violently removed. This is so because the state did not see it as her baby. The resident of her womb belonged to the agents of the state, and its fate was in their hands, not hers.

Forced limitation of childbearing, forced abortion, and forced sterility are the end result of a society that does not recognize, respect, and revere private property rights, which are rooted in the possessorship of women over their babies. Because of the supremacy of the umbilical connection between mother and child, forced abortion is one of the most heinous crimes that has ever been committed. To seize possession of a child while its mother is still physically attached to it, to extinguish a child’s life while the mother’s defiant body is still attempting to give it life, is perhaps the most egregious violation of the bounds of private possessorship and the worst abuse of human rights ever conceived of or carried out.

Forced abortion tramples, extinguishes, and rescinds a woman’s supreme right to her own child. Because the mother–child relationship is the very heart of private possession, governments bent on totalitarian control must not only allow abortion, they must encourage, promote, normalize, and foist it upon their populaces, as China has done for decades. China’s one-child policy has been adjusted to a two-child policy, which has been touted by some as a lenient and magnanimous gesture on the part of the ruling regime. But one must ask, as Chi An did, “On whose authority does the state deny couples the right to conceive and bear children in accordance with their own notion of happiness?”6

Planned

When Chi An and Wei Xin went to a government official to obtain a marriage application before their wedding, the official read them a document outlining the official policy on birth planning. It said,


Our great leader Chairman Mao has said that “population must be controlled.” Everyone must understand that the struggle for family planning is part of the class struggle. Planned parenthood is essential for socialist revolution and socialist construction. It is in accord with the fundamental interests of the masses. Those who oppose the policy will be criticized and punished.7



It is striking that the words “planned parenthood” which euphemistically encapsulate China’s forced one-child policy are the very words that have been claimed as the name of a worldwide abortion organization that markets itself as a women’s rights entity: International Planned Parenthood Federation. This is significant. With the historical backdrop for this parallel naming in mind, the phrase from the Chinese marriage agreement, “Planned parenthood is essential for socialist revolution and socialist construction,” takes on chilling meaning. Bluntly encapsulated in that sentence is the reality that abortion is essential for the full implementation of socialist society. Therefore, abortion facilities, a widespread abortion mentality, and permissive abortion laws are also essential. “Planned parenthood” must persist if socialist aims are to be achieved.8 Is it any wonder that even in the face of blatant scandals, Planned Parenthood Federation of America—bearing the very name of Mao’s population control program—is persistently defended and funded by socialist-leaning people in power?9

A population control official told Chi An and a group of assembled women:


China is a socialist country. This means that the interests of the individual must be subordinated to the interests of the state. Where there is a conflict between the interests of the state in reducing population and the interests of the individual in having children, it must be resolved in favor of the state. Socialism should make it possible to regulate the reproduction of human beings.10



By its own admission, a key goal of the socialist state is to “regulate the reproduction of human beings.” This necessitates that women be stripped of their position as the gatekeepers of life. This also means that abortion must be legal and the means to administer abortion must be widely available in order for the state to “voluntarily” impose it upon women. An all-powerful state could choose to encourage or require “voluntary” abortion in order to achieve population control goals or other objectives. Abortion is a key part of Shulamith Firestone’s socialist design to “free the woman from the tyranny of reproduction by every means possible” or, in other words, to facilitate the state seizure of the woman’s position and give the state command of the reins of life.

The Reins of Life

Once the reins of life are passed from the woman to anyone else (usually under the guise of giving the woman more important, liberating things to do), the entities to whom the reins are passed are in a position to turn on the woman and not only allow her to snuff out the lives of her own children, but also pressure, coerce, and force her to do so on their terms. As socialist philosophies expand, the situation of women in China will multiply hideously in countries across the globe. This will increasingly bring about the strangling of the family and the captivity of the woman, as the reins of life she once held in her command become the chains by which she is bound.11

Chi An chafed at being forced to sign a two-child agreement at the time of her marriage. “What business was it of the state how many children Wei Xin and I had?” she thought angrily as she hesitated with the pen in her hand. Of the moment when Chi An signed her name to the two-child agreement she said, “I felt a strong sense of foreboding… I felt as if I were signing the rights to my children away.”12 She was right. Having women sign such a document at the time of marriage implied concession on the part of the Chinese government that the right to bear and claim children inherently belonged to women and their husbands in the first place. The state had to take that right from them, cloaked in the guise of choice and voluntary concession. Gaining the woman’s signature in writing bolstered the false authority of the state to usurp her inherent right to possess the fruit of her womb.

Young Chinese women of today know no reality in which the state did not insist on their surrendering their children. Tiny families, state regulation of children, forced contraception, and abortion are the norm. But Chi An and her contemporaries remember the time before Mao’s planned parenthood initiatives, when women were free to bear children without interference from the state and they looked forward with joy to having children. These women baulked, chafed, and recoiled when intrusions into their private childbearing lives were foisted upon them. But there was little they could do to resist. The state claimed ownership of everything it wanted, leaving a bloody trail of women and children in its wake.

“Good for Women”

When planned parenthood in the form of the one-child policy was introduced in Chi An’s village, the population enforcers used this line: “The new policy is not just good for China, it is good for women.”13 This strategy is key. It is the very same line used by other planned parenthood advocates today: Abortion is “good for women.” If socialist coercion and control is to be most effective, the oppressed must believe their oppression is for their own good. You must convert the woman to the idea of giving up possessorship of her child voluntarily. You must get the woman to believe that the one who wishes to eliminate her child is her friend, who is defending her rights with her very best interests at heart.

The success of the women’s rights movement in claiming abortion as one of its prime tenets is remarkable. While women in China have been literally running from the abortionist’s tools, Western women have been flocking to them. This has been accomplished largely by means of cloaking abortion in language that appears to empower and revere women. When you hoist a banner bearing the words “Women’s Rights” and roll along chanting, “We trust women,” it is difficult for women not to feel compelled to jump on the bandwagon, no matter what the bandwagon is carrying. And so, on rolls this lethal bandwagon bedecked with banners and laden with menacing tools, medications, and rhetoric that assist women in eliminating their own children in the name of their own rights. And plucky women climb aboard, not realizing that they are now keeping company with the very entities who wish to unseat them—and turn a weighty profit in the process.14

Life and Death

It could be argued that since a mother inherently has mother right, she could presumably reject, sell, or extinguish her right to her child in whatever way she wants. But is the right to claim your own child the same as the right to extinguish your own child? Hardly. Those are two radically different things. The right to one of them does not bestow a right to the other. Women wield the power of life itself; this is grave and weighty power indeed. This power was anatomically granted to her either by the evolutionary guts of the universe or by God himself, the self-reported author of anatomy. It can be assumed that woman was granted this power because she wields it best. Those who urge a woman to take the death of her child into her own hands would make her a taker of life rather than a maker of life. They would transform the reins of life into the chains of death. To do so would breach the bounds of the woman’s stewardship and would negate, trivialize, and betray the momentousness of her power.

Abortion not only unseats the woman, it unseats the child. It “severs the connection” between mother and child in a direct and gruesome fashion. Severing a mother from her child is the ultimate act of undermining private possessorship. The separation of a child and its mother should happen only under severe circumstances. Any arrangement, law, practice, or procedure that allows, encourages, or mandates the separation of the mother from her biological child, either before or after birth, carries weighty potential to affect not only the life of the child and the mother at hand, but to affect the way society perceives the contributions of mothers, the value of new people (babies), and the legitimacy of private possessorship. If a mother’s claim on her own child is not legitimate, what is?

Invasion

The family has been invaded by the state in China. In China and elsewhere, when the state invades the family, women’s menstrual cycles are tracked and posted on public walls, birth permits are doled out by nonfamilial entities, babies are extracted from mothers’ wombs, marriages are granted on grounds of swearing to abide by state population regulations, and people’s homes are ripped down as punishment for bearing illegal children. What begins as an effort said to be good for women becomes a nightmare in which women forcibly undergo abortions and sterilization “with no regard for their rights or feelings”15 and in which women’s health and comfort is called “a secondary consideration.”16

And yet, even in China, where the state decides the fate of its citizens both born and unborn, the family has persisted. The Chinese family is smaller, more fearful, and more fragile than it used to be, but people still call the person who birthed them “mother,” because she is. And that cannot be expunged. Even if the words mother and father were outlawed, mothers and fathers would still exist. They remain indestructible and invincible no matter what you call or do not call them.

As we push forward to explore the interplay of anatomy, freedom, love, government, selflessness, and parenthood, keep the story of Chi An and Wei Xin tucked in the back of your mind. Their story exposes the tragic destiny of every nation that overthrows the private possessorship of mothers in favor of government domination in the name of equality. Chi An’s fate is our fate as we veer further into the crushing grip of socialism and stray from the safety, sanity, and supremacy of the family.

The remaining chapters here in Part II (Chapters Six through Nine) will explore why the inherent, regenerative family occupies a place of supremacy in the world, why this should remain so, and why foes of the family are doomed to failure in the face of the invincible sovereignty of anatomy.




CHAPTER SIX THE SANITY OF ANATOMY

Either babies belong to their mothers and fathers, and mothers and fathers belong to their babies, or they do not. If they do not, then people are literally up for grabs, families can be demolished without consequence, marriage is irrelevant, mothers can be replaced by electric wombs, fathers can have as much recreational sex as they want, and the state can manage the distribution—and the very creation—of people.1

However, some things are more easily understood if one assumes that human anatomy was enacted on purpose rather than careening into place by accident. Anatomy and its apparent inequalities begin to make some sense if there is calculated purpose behind them. If there is purpose, this purpose could have been enacted by the wisdom of the pulsing universe itself or the wisdom of a God—whichever paradigm you prefer.

The Clumsy, Inefficient Way

If a God exists, then it seems that even in all his celestial brawn he cannot force people to love each other. He can only command and encourage them to love each other. It is the widely circulated claim that his two most emphatic commands are to love him and to love other people. If that is the case, it is likely he has deliberately designed virtually every aspect of life and creation with the intent of encouraging adherence to his foremost command: to love. If this is true, then human bodies are likely designed to lead each person to experience, express, understand, and become love.

If there is a God and he designed human bodies complete with cooperative conception, pregnancy, birth, umbilical cords, the possessorship of mothers, and the necessity of doing this whole thing over again in sexually diverse pairs every time a new person is produced, then we might deduce that he wishes to accomplish something specific. But what is accomplished through the process of conception and birth? Belonging. If a higher power exists, it seems that this power has gone to great lengths to arrange the anatomy of people in such a way that they will belong to each other. If the evolutionary universe, rather than the wisdom of a God, enacted the specifics of women’s and men’s cooperative, life-giving anatomy, then we can surmise that the wisdom of the universe wanted to accomplish the same thing: the innate belonging of people to each other.

It would have been much simpler for people to multiply asexually, like bacteria, or en masse, like fish. A female fish dumps her eggs, a male fish swims over and fertilizes them in one detached swoop, and the baby fishes swim off in bug-eyed self-sufficiency, never knowing and never needing their mothers or their fathers. Fish do not usually live in families; they travel in schools, never knowing who belongs to whom. Firestone and her fellow feminists lament the fact that human gestation is not so bereft of power dynamics and trouble for the human female as it is for the female fish. Engels and his socialist disciples detest the fact that producing children must involve men at all. What radical feminists and socialists do not realize, or perhaps do not care about, is that the reproduction of fish is also bereft of love. It is precisely the belonging accomplished through “clumsy, inefficient” human gestation and the caretaking that goes with it that makes it a superior, desirable design. Efficiency is not the goal. Love is. And love consistently begins with belonging.

Persuading People to Love

It is generally agreed that it is good for people to be responsible, hardworking, generous, selfless, and loving. These are, in fact, the major traits socialism hopes to arouse in people. But people are free to act otherwise; people can be irresponsible, slothful, greedy, selfish, and spiteful. So, how do you get people to be as responsible, hardworking, generous, selfless, and loving as possible? There are many answers to this question, but underpinning them all are two opposing ideas: force people to be good, or teach people to be good and let them choose goodness if they will. But how can you force someone to be good? Or if you decide to let people make choices for themselves, how can you best encourage someone to choose goodness? To be responsible? To be motivated to action? To be selfless? To love?

The anatomy of human bodies functioning in diverse, reproductive pairs is the ultimate demonstration of how to most consistently get people to choose noble, loving behavior: Let them create things and grant them private stewardship over the things they create. More specifically, grant them stewardship over things they create that were once a part of them. By letting people create beings that were once literally a part of them, you leverage the self-interest that is evident in almost all people by virtue of existing as a self. You help people transfer their inherent love of self to the love of something else by having that “something else” arise from their very bodies.

This works well because if something is forged from you and in you, it is, at least in part, you. And since people tend to love themselves at least at the level of self-preservation, you are more likely to love and preserve a thing that is or was a part of you. This is what occurs in the formation of families as we know them. This is precisely why children emerge from the bodies of their mothers and fathers: because it secures for them the greatest likelihood of being preserved and eventually loved. This reproductive design uses the potent seed of self-love to engender love of someone else; it helps humanity move from love of self to love of others. Anatomically rooted, generational life-giving is the most reliable way to initiate the engaged, responsible, responsive, attentive condition we call love.

Whoever or whatever enacted the anatomical system of life as we experience it seems confident that love and responsibility are most reliably born of belonging. This eternally recurring principle is evident everywhere: The owner of a house is more likely to take care of it than a renter; a person who invests in a project is more likely to work for its success; people are more careful with their own money than other people’s money. Likewise, a baby who belongs to its mother is more likely to be taken care of, loved, and simply to survive than a baby who pops up spontaneously in a cabbage patch. Possessorship fosters responsible action by establishing a relationship of stewardship.

Belonging and love can occur in many circumstances, but belonging by way of anatomical designation—by giving life to someone else or receiving life from someone else—tends to be the most compelling form of belonging. Feelings of stewardship are often stronger in families than in any other dynamic because lives are at stake, and those lives spring from the lives of specific, discernable others: one’s family.

Loving Everyone

But why should it matter? Should it matter who belongs to whom? You could say that it shouldn’t matter if a child is yours or if a parent is yours. But it does. Belonging matters to people. But aren’t we supposed to love everyone? Aren’t we supposed to love everyone as ourselves? Isn’t that the grand goal? Yes. But that’s a tall order, and it takes a very long time to learn.

Learning to love works better in small, cohesive sets of people who belong to each other. The small sets of people we get to practice loving are our families. In time, when we come to realize that everyone in the world is literally part of our vast, interconnected, all-inclusive family, we love everyone better because we learned to love some people in our micro-families first. If you don’t think this is so, try teaching a new person to love everybody without loving somebody first. This is a difficult task. In fact, I submit it’s impossible. You cannot teach a new person to love humanity first and then move on to teaching them to love the person who is holding them. Babies love their mothers first. And mothers consistently love their babies best. This is not wrong. This is where love begins for virtually all people. Therefore, this is where love begins for the world.

Joined Existence

A child represents the equal fusing of two particular people. The child stands as a physical manifestation of those two people’s joined existence, and the child possesses in its body the potential for its parents’ cooperative genetic influence to persist through generations. Not only does a child stand as a manifestation of two particular people’s joined existence, every child stands as a living manifestation of all the life-giving pairs of people who have existed before her in her ancestral line. A portion of all of them lives on in her.2

We are born from each other and to each other through the interplay of our bodies, which grow slowly and require years of care. It is in consistently and often inconveniently caring for each other that our ability to care about each other can deepen, expand, and make us more selfless and more capable of love.

Those who wish to abolish or denounce the possessiveness of mothers and fathers in the name of freeing children or equality for children are grossly misguided. They misunderstand the power of belonging, the supremacy of sacrificial serving, and the anatomical design of humans which fosters and demands them both. The prolonged, arduous dedication required in helping a small, incapable person become a big, capable person is a key component for growing love. Perhaps that is why fish do not love each other; they do not recognize familial belonging from the outset, nor do they serve each other. I once heard it said that being grown-up consists of being able to take care of someone else. If this is true, it seems that God or the evolutionary guts of the universe wants us all to grow up.

A Place of Connection, Not Competition

Sex is key to the whole project of life and love. But if you focus on sex exclusively or excessively, you get a lot of things wrong. Sex is primarily a means to an end. That end is producing people, establishing secure relationships between them, and keeping those people together. Cooperative male/female sex, because it is the thing that creates people in the first place, is what enables us to choose between loving and hating each other.

Sex connects us to each other inescapably and logically by forging what we have come to call family relationships. If this were not the case, and life were set up more like the classic novel Lord of the Flies where people are essentially airdropped into a community instead of being birthed into specific families in a community, there would be no discernible connections between people. Everyone would be starting at ground zero. Socialist utopists call this equality. What it brings is cutthroat chaos. It brings rivalries or alliances. Power will be asserted wherever multiple people exist. Family relationships launch people from a place of connection rather than competition. Starting from a place of neutrality or opposition rather than connection is more likely to result in enmity, animosity, hatred, and death. The umbilical cord ensures that everyone starts from a place of connected belonging and specific placement, which secures for them the best possible potential for surviving and experiencing love. Hatred is still possible, but inherent belonging accomplished by anatomy tips the scales in favor of love.

If human anatomy is not intentional on anyone’s part, then either it is a fortunate stroke of evolutionary luck or a terrible mistake. Either we are lucky that our anatomy automatically tucks us into cozy pockets we call families, or we are horribly unlucky that we are forced to be claimed by specific people we are involuntarily connected to by our bodies at birth. Elements of radical feminism, socialist statism, and sexual radicalism insist—as Shulamith Firestone and Sophie Lewis do—that the woman’s anatomy is a great and terrible mistake that must be fixed, circumvented, and reinvented because it proliferates inequality, inhibits women, impairs children, and imperils society. I vehemently disagree. A worldview in which human anatomy is seen as the handiwork of celestial sanity establishes families (and the bodies that make them) not as our enemies, but as purposeful endowments.

Perhaps the enactor of anatomy (be it God or the wisdom of the universe) believed the challenging elements of the woman’s anatomical position were sufficient trade to claim and command the most coveted, dynamic, unparalleled, incomparable, magnificent possession in the universe: living souls. I’d wager that if the woman’s anatomy is in fact unfair, in the long run the disparity will be in her favor.




CHAPTER SEVEN PERFECTION, FREEDOM, AND PARENTHOOD

Wouldn’t it be nice if all people used their free will wisely and loved everyone equally right from the get-go? That is, in fact, what socialist and feminist utopists claim they can accomplish. Their philosophy is that if everyone had equal portions of everything, no one would ever misbehave because they would have no reason to do so. People would not be jealous of other people’s nifty stuff because everyone would have nifty stuff. Therefore, people would not act out of jealousy because they would never feel jealous. They would never act out of greed because they would never feel greedy. People would never fight because there would be nothing to fight about. And thus, we would have equality, perfection, and world peace.

In this equality-induced utopia, people would not need to strive toward becoming selfless, peaceful, thankful, or magnanimous; the system would automatically produce these qualities in people through regulated equality. People would glide through life without family obligations or financial worries; they would just be equal and content. Or so goes the theory. But utopian socialists seek the impossible. They seek to establish a society of sameness where all people are other-centered enough to share all things without envy or selfish strife, and they seek to establish it without first positioning people in small, cohesive, familial groups where they can learn and practice unselfishness in the context of love. They want a society filled with solitary, nonattached people, and yet they want to construct a system that survives on the principle of otherness, selflessness, and equality for all.

Engels and Marx imagined that only a skeleton crew of stewards would be needed to gently steer the benevolent, equal people in a socialistic society. Citizens would work to provide for random children without either familial motivation or private monetary compensation because equality would make them happy and productive. But the opposite has consistently proven to be true. Man’s most immediate motivations are sex and his own hungry children. When sex is not tied to marriage and a man is not responsible for his own children, the greatest incentives for work diminish. Under such conditions production goes down, interference by the state goes up, and socialists are left wondering why their great plan isn’t working. It isn’t working because a man isn’t working for his own children. He isn’t working for his own family or even for his own flourishing. He is working for the nebulous ideal of equality wherein he is the master of nothing and the servant of the state—a state which is increasingly corrupted by the ignoble practice of taking other people’s property.

Social engineers imagine that each man will use his freedom in ways that are humane, charitable, and kind not because he experiences the pull and tutoring of familial love for others, but because he feels a sense of duty to a system and a dogmatic allegiance to the doctrine of equality. This simply does not work. Allegiance to equality is rarely as compelling or sustainable as love for one’s own physical creations, especially one’s family.

Selfless Babies

For a socialistic society to work, selflessness must be demanded of babies as soon as they exit the womb (or whatever socialist invention is created to replace wombs). In essence, babies must be born loving their neighbors as themselves. What a fabulous plan. As soon as we get the perfect government system of planned equality in place, then babies will fall gracefully into the system, grow up as model citizens, and we will all roll forward in perfect equality and happiness, pursuing boundless pleasures and having lots of recreational sex with whomever we want without the hope or hassle of rearing children. Children will already be perfectly patient, perfectly loving, perfectly generous, and perfectly selfless because the system fosters these qualities in them by providing them with everything they want.

The socialist philosophy is essentially this: Eliminate the possibility of inequality by suspending people’s exercise of free will regarding the use of their own private property, confiscate the fruits of everyone’s labor to divvy out equally, and thereby secure sustenance and equality for all. The outcome sounds nice. But anyone who has ever had a two-year-old or a teenager knows this plan will never work. You cannot erase a person’s desire to direct his own destiny even if you put him in a seemingly perfect, seemingly equitable system. People want to create, dream, build, try, excel, compete, conquer, explore, experiment, climb, invest, try again, rebuild, earn, save, buy, invent, inspire, and be the masters of their own destinies. You cannot erase a soul’s recurring urges to excel and rebel even if you give him everything he wants. And ironically, if you give a person everything he wants, you almost always end up with a fantastically selfish, unsavory person on your hands, not the kind of person who spontaneously loves and shares.

Enormous problems arise from trying to craft a perfect system instead of trying to individually craft noble people. You cannot throw imperfect people into a perfect system and expect the system to work flawlessly. You must work to perfect people even in the face of imperfect circumstances, even in the face of inequalities. It can be done. But it cannot be done easily or rapidly. Babies (people) are not born selfless. They are born with the undeveloped ability to attain competence, excellence, and even magnificence, but these take a very long time to mature. At first, people are born caring about having their basic needs met and screaming when those needs are not met immediately. This self-preserving tendency could be called selfish. A baby only becomes unselfish through the long and arduous process of growing up in a small group of people who model selfless behavior and teach him how to love by loving him.

Perfect People

Life as it is currently organized, wherein families possess and shepherd new people and inequality is allowed, is meant to produce people who act nobly no matter their circumstances. And it has produced such people. Life has produced survivors, heroes, martyrs, and conquerors who have faced inequalities of all sorts and triumphed anyway. Only people who have felt the pull of greed, envy, hate, and selfishness and have mindfully chosen to live by nobler virtues can live cooperatively, peacefully, and perfectly no matter what their circumstances.

A society that is equal by force rather than by choice is not sustainable, and, even if it were, it would produce people who could only act nobly in idyllic circumstances of programmed equality. It would not produce people whose actions were consistently (and eventually unchangeably) motivated by love. It would produce people who were submerged in the philosophy of equality but who longed for autonomy. Rebellion is inevitable under such circumstances. Ignobleness must be conquered, not simply avoided or suppressed. Only perfect people, people who have conquered selfishness and ignobility in all its forms, can tolerate a utopia that demands perfection. Perfection cannot be demanded, coerced, programmed, purchased, or even bestowed. Therefore, an equalistic utopia must be chosen by the people who live in it. A perfect society will only exist when everyone in it chooses to manage themselves, their possessions, and their responsibilities in love and perfection.

The objective of life does not seem to be avoiding creating or possessing things for fear of risking inequality or ignoble behavior. Rather, the objective of life seems to be to forge loving, noble possessors by letting them practice (sometimes badly) possessing, creating, and loving.

Psychologist Urie Bronfenbrenner said, “The family is the most powerful, the most humane, and by far the most economical system known for building competence and character” in people. Competence and character must indeed be built; they do not just materialize as byproducts of existing in an equality-based system of non-possession. Imperfect babies roll into existence on the planet every day. Forging noble, competent, loving people out of them is a colossal task best accomplished in families.

Freedom and Parenthood

It has been said that “freedom is alarming.”1 And it is. Freedom allows vast diversity. Freedom allows inequality. Freedom allows people to be lackluster or magnificent. Modern equalism distorts the valid concept of equality and sets humanity on a quest for enforced sameness. Manufacturing false equality that overrides people’s personal choices requires revoking freedom. But taking people’s freedom does not make them inherently less flawed. People are free to make poor choices, and all people do at times.

For those whose top priority is manufactured equality, freedom is too alarming to risk. For those whose top priority is love, freedom is essential. Because you cannot force love out of people or into people; people must choose love. Families are the prime venues that create connection and belonging which most often lead to love, competence, and even greatness. One answer to the equality arguments gushing through society is this: The goal is not equality. The goal is greatness, to whatever degree people are willing to choose it. Allowing people to choose greatness or not to choose greatness is called freedom. Greatness is not dependent on sameness between people. People of all circumstances can and do achieve greatness.

People usually experience the highest degree of freedom in carrying out their duties as parents; parenthood is not usually closely regulated by anyone. A mother or father sees what needs to be done and either does it or does not do it. Being a mother or father entails stewardship paired with immense freedom and, remarkably, most people in these circumstances rise to the occasion, especially when their children’s lives are on the line. Parenthood is a bold example of the principle that freedom paired with private responsibility consistently commands the best results. In other words, freedom works. Freedom generates responsibility and prosperity more reliably than any other political or social arrangement ever attempted.

Family Diversity

Because parenthood is not closely regulated by outside entities, parents can teach their children whatever they want. They can convey to their children the traditions and virtues they think are most important, and these can vary greatly from family to family. Most parents put their children fairly high on their priority list and choose to feed, clothe, bathe, read to, explore with, teach, and serve their children. But there are cruel parents. And this is indeed tragic. Some people’s answer to the issue of inequality in families is to “publicize” parenthood: to move parenthood into the public sphere so that it can be regulated at the very least, and completely supplanted by outside forces at the very most.

Harvard professor and feminist Mary Jo Bane extols the socialist method of raising children equally in nonfamilial settings. She says, “If we want to talk about equality of opportunity for children, then the fact that children are raised in families means there’s no equality… In order to raise children with equality, we must take them away from families and communally raise them.”2 Feminists such as Bane and other equality crusaders can’t stand that family interactions are not regulated. Some activists go so far as to suggest that parents should be required to obtain a license from the state before being allowed to have and raise children.

One such activist is Hugh LaFollette, who wrote an essay titled, “Licensing Parents.” In it he argues for governmental regulation of parenting and licensing of parents, just as society now requires doctors, lawyers, and plumbers to be licensed before performing their duties. He maintains that since parenting is the ultimate duty, the state should manage and regulate it so that no lame parents will be able to injure or damage any children.

The goal of protecting children is a noble one. However, LaFollette’s proposals and others like them require extreme breaches of personal liberty and show an utter lack of understanding that parental possessorship is the very thing that provides the most reliable protection for the most children, even though it cannot protect all children all the time. (Nothing can accomplish this except not living, which is what Margaret Sanger suggested.3) LaFollette states outright that the belief that parents have “natural sovereignty over their children” is “abhorrent” and is an idea that must be “dislodged” and “supplanted.” Perhaps most alarming of his socialistic suggestions is how to deal with parents who conceive a child without a parenting license. He says:


How would one deal with violators and what could we do with babies so conceived? There are difficult problems here, no doubt, but they are not insurmountable. We might not punish parents at all we might just remove the children and put them up for adoption… If it is important enough to protect children from being maltreated by parents, then surely a reasonable enforcement procedure can be secured.4



After what we know of the “reasonable enforcement procedures” used in the name of regulating family formation in China, all the alarm bells in the universe should be going off. Once the natural sovereignty of parents ceases to be recognized, all bureaucratic hell breaks loose, “illegal” children become wards of the state, and society comes apart at the seams because families are no longer holding it together.

In truth, licensing of parents is done inherently by the cooperative anatomy of the woman and the man. Finding someone of the opposite sex who is willing to let his or her body work in tandem with yours to create life and who is willing to commit to you for life to raise the children you create together is a fairly stringent licensing process that demands social acuity, basic life skills, an ability to make and keep commitments, and a reasonable degree of self-mastery. In some societies of the past and in most modern societies, women have held the upper hand in mate selection, which is in essence the power to license parents. Psychologist Jordan Peterson says, “Women are choosy maters,” “most men do not meet female human standards,” and “women’s proclivity to say no, more than any other force,” has shaped human existence.5 This being the case, women are essentially in charge of licensing parenthood. They are the gatekeepers who decide which men will potentially become parents and which men do not measure up to the task.6

The quality of stewardship forged in this way is superior to any government-regulated child licensing program. Parenting is already regulated through the workings of human anatomy and marriage. Licensing of parents is accomplished largely by licensing marriages. In fact, that has historically been the primary purpose of issuing marriage licenses. Licensing parents through the mechanism of marriage serves to protect new members of society: children.

Equalizing the Education of the Young and Crushing Diversity

With impassioned calls for diversity and equality ringing through society, perhaps we need to decide what it is we really want. Families themselves are the prime avenues to achieving and sustaining diversity. A state supreme court justice explains,


Family autonomy helps to assure the diversity characteristic of a free society. There is no surer way to preserve pluralism than to allow parents maximum latitude in rearing their own children. Much of the rich variety in American culture has been transmitted from generation to generation by determined parents who were acting against the best interest of their children, as defined by official dogma. Conversely, there is no surer way to threaten pluralism than to terminate the rights of parents who contradict officially approved values imposed by reformers empowered to determine what is in the “best interest” of someone else’s child.7



Crushing the family inevitably crushes diversity. If the sweeping mandates of an expanding state decide what children will be taught rather than parents deciding to teach their own children, prescribed sameness will prevail, and diversity and pluralism will inevitably decline.

Efforts to regulate parenthood and equalize children’s education in early childhood are continually being pushed in state and national legislatures. Schemes to increase the monitoring of young children’s upbringing in the name of “improving school readiness,” “children’s health and development,” “supporting children in early childhood,” “aligning standards,” and “improving high-quality comprehensive early learning standards,” complete with state-appointed “early childhood commissions” and “advisory councils,” are increasingly being trotted out in law-making bodies across the country.8

Do not be duped by such noble-sounding proposals. The care and education of young children is best done primarily in their families. While there are exceptions to this rule, the rule still stands. If the day comes when mothers and fathers are no longer willing or able to effectively raise and teach and love their own children, that is the day the world is in danger of imminent and catastrophic collapse. At that point, the world can only be salvaged by a widespread, intentional return to motherhood and fatherhood.




CHAPTER EIGHT LOVE OR MONEY

In her passionate fury about inequality, Firestone bemoans that “culture was built on the love of women, at their expense” and that women are “the very basis” of the economy, but that these key realities are “easily overlooked.”1 She has a valid point: Because the private efforts of families and especially women in nurturing and mentoring human beings are not rewarded publicly with money or other incentives, they can be easily disregarded as the foundation upon which society stands. But society stands on these private efforts nonetheless, just as Firestone observed.

But if we all abandon private posts in order to fill public roles as Engels and Firestone demand, who will be doing the voluntary, private work that sustains the economy, fuels the flourishing of culture, and perpetuates the civil existence of humanity? In other words, who will be doing the work that is now done in and by the family? That’s just it. Firestone’s and Engels’s modern socialist comrades want to publicize the family or dismantle the family and publicize the work that is usually done in it. This scenario would work in one of two ways: Either everyone would be paid to do what used to be considered household work or no one would be paid for such work, but it would be farmed out equally to everyone so women wouldn’t be stuck with all the repulsive, unpaid “drudgery” of caring for their own children. The goal is not just to have men participate more in parenting and caring for their children, which is a worthwhile effort, but to erase the model of caring for one’s own children altogether.

But notice that to do this, to publicize the work formerly done in the family, you must abandon the private sphere. You must treat what we now think of as the private parts of life as public duties, and you must believe that they can be done equally by everyone. This is exactly what Engels proposed. He said that true equality could only be accomplished when “private work in the home [is] transformed into a public industry.”2

This strategy not only devalues private life, but it does two other things: 1) It assumes that paying a person to do certain tasks will bring about the same or even superior consequences as having someone perform a duty out of love, and 2) It lays the private sphere open to intrusion and regulation by outside forces. If there ceases to be a private familial sphere, essentially everything becomes publicly managed and monitored. This is a micromanager’s dream—and most people’s worst nightmare.

Anti-feminist Mallory Millet explained the cooperative functioning of the public world and private society this way: “Men are men and women are women. They are essentially different and designed for a natural division of labor.”3 She continued,


[W]hen men ran the world and women ran society we had a chance to conduct our lives in some semblance of balance, but women have abdicated their running of society and thus, it has collapsed dramatically.… When women ran society power emanated from the home… The essential rules that Moms formed in their infants and homes radiated outwardly into streets, schools, offices, boardrooms, departments, factories, and agencies to form the framework of Western ethics.4



Power emanates from the private sphere—the home—only when there is a powerful and empowered being there running it. When more people are vying to run the world and fewer people are managing private society and mentoring the developing people in it, the world becomes an increasingly difficult, deviant, and decadent thing to run.

The Love of Mothers or the Love of Money?

Women have historically carried, born, and nurtured the children that come to them without being paid for the task. It started this way and remains so: Life itself is rooted in something that is not bought but bestowed. Making parenthood a paid, public service in the name of equality would undercut the economy—which the voluntary work of mothers and fathers now upholds. But it would also do something else. Since the rearing of children by a mother is based largely on that mother’s love for her children and since the rearing of noble people determines the destiny of nations and the flourishing of the world, our whole system of life and society is based on love, specifically, the love of mothers. If you remove this foundation and try to build society on something else, it may be different—perhaps radically different.

Some claim that a shift from unpaid mothering to paid caregiving would not only free women but would bring about better outcomes because the people raising children would be paid for the task. This supposedly makes the venture of raising humanity more respectable because it doesn’t “exploit” parents. However, convincing or compelling women to perform public work while putting their children—and therefore the destinies of nations—in the care of others rather than working for free to teach their children out of love displaces and debases not only parenthood, but love itself. And thus, the foundation of society begins to shift. It is built less on the love of family, and more on the love of money.

As one professional journalist and mother noted, many women do not anticipate “the degree to which they would fall in love with their new baby” and how their priorities may change when this occurs.5 When this falling in love with one’s own child happens, it is not a tragedy, it is the pivot point of life. The love of a woman for her child is the very thing that energizes, individualizes, privatizes, and stabilizes the world one child at a time.

Women who have bought in to the idea that the greatest power is tied to the greatest monetary gain in the public sphere are gravely mistaken. They have abandoned their positions of greatest influence and joined the scuffle for the coins and transient honors of misguided men. True power is not dependent upon the invented honors of earth. True power is that which guides, shapes, carves, and claims the souls of men. And the souls of men are most often won and lost at the feet of mothers.

Cooperation of the Public and Private Spheres

If the work of mothers is so vital, why is it often difficult to see and grossly undervalued? Perhaps it has something to do with camouflage. If you wanted to disguise a powerful, vital thing and keep it functioning in relative safety and privacy, you might make it intentionally difficult to discern.6 You would do this for the purpose of keeping the pivotal piece in place and keeping it as secure as possible from outside intrusion. The world would go on quietly turning around it, largely unaware that the unassuming thing was the linchpin of creation, the thing which made its entire existence both possible and desirable. It appears this is what God or the guts of the universe may have done in the case of women.

In the familiar yin and yang symbol representing the opposing, complementary powers that compose the universe, the yang is the male principle represented in white, which signifies openness or overtness. The yin is the female principle represented in black, which signifies covertness or privateness.7
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This expresses the reality that woman reigns in—and originally establishes—the private, covert sphere. The woman is so positioned not to disempower her, but rather to empower her. She is positioned where her power can be most comprehensive and her freedom will be least impeded because her position is least discernible, least monitored, least regulated, and least exposed to outside interference. Women can and should function openly in the public sphere on any level they choose. However, their operations as mothers are and should remain by and large unregulated and unimpeded by the public sphere.

The man’s biological endowment allows him availability for performing administrative duties. The woman’s biological endowment allows her to function as a primary creator, which affords her less flexibility to engage in administrative duties, although she is often proficient at both. Since man cannot, by edict of his anatomy, be proficient at being a primary creator and a public administrator, he is limited to one of those roles, which tends to give him public recognition because it is a public job. He can, however, act as a secondary creator in tandem with his wife. This is a vital function, but since it is a private function, he receives fewer accolades for it. A woman can act as a primary creator and a public figure. However, requiring her to do so does not result in “equality” for the woman. It requires her to bear what might be considered “unequal” responsibilities. This does not mean a mother cannot or should not engage in public actions. It simply means that doing so requires her to bear greater burdens, particularly during her childbearing and rearing years, than men.

For most people, the private sphere is more treasured than the public sphere. Work in the public sphere is where people go in order to make their private life possible. Most of us do not engage in public work just because it’s a fantastic way to spend our time or because it is wondrously fulfilling and requires no unpleasantness. Although working at a paid job can be fulfilling, that is not solely why most people do it. Most people do it because they get money for doing it. And with that money they can construct for themselves a private pocket in the world in which they and the people they love can do what they want. The private sphere is not only the more treasured sphere but the primal one. A robust public sphere is built upon and cannot exist without a functioning private sphere wherein people are produced and then fashioned into socially competent beings by people who love them.

The Selfish Family

The “passionate determination of parents to protect and prefer their own children” is almost universally displayed by parents across the globe.8 This preference for one’s own children is not a disease, a disorder, or a disturbing inequality. Most people call it something else: love. And most people believe it is a good thing. In fact, the love of mothers and fathers has historically been the standard against which all other loves are measured. But the love of family is increasingly being attacked as selfish. The family is accused of fostering “partial beneficence” because it seeks to meet the needs of its own members. Partial beneficence is another way of saying loving some people more than others. One modern philosophy that attacks familial love as being selfish and inappropriately partial is utilitarianism. Utilitarianism and its modern sidekick, effective altruism, are currently gaining traction and publicity.9

One of effective altruism’s guiding principles is that if you have a sum of money, you should use evidence and reason to decide how you could help the largest number of beings (human or nonhuman), no matter who they are or where they are in the world, and apply the money to that cause. For instance, if your daughter fell ill you could use $1,000 to treat her illness. But effective altruism in its purest form seems to suggest that it would be a more reasonable and equitable use of your money to help fifty girls in Africa be treated for illness if you could do so with the same $1,000. The number of beings you help is paramount. This, they say, is the best way to save the world and presumably the best way to show love.

In practice, however, even ardent utilitarians find it difficult or even objectionable to sideline their love for their own children or to outright demand that others do so. But they feel guilty for not doing so. For example, one such man wept after a child he was trying to save in his clinic died. When he realized he was weeping because he was picturing his own child dying in her place, he saw this as a “failure” and as an “inability to love other children as he loved his own.”10 On the contrary, his love of his own daughter is what enabled him to love other children and to feel the pain of their parents more deeply than perhaps he otherwise would. So it is with most people. We love others because our love for our own families carves a deep well in our souls that can then be filled with empathy, compassion, and love for others. If we had not loved and been loved by our families, it is likely the well would not run so deep.

One of effective altruism’s adherents said, “The sacrosanct commitment to the family is the rationalization for all manner of greed and selfishness.”11 While members of families surely have done selfish things, the utilitarian approach to the world and the people in it essentially criminalizes familial love. It is akin to saying it’s greedy to put your own oxygen mask on during a plane crash before helping others put theirs on. Helping one’s own family first is not selfish; it is taking responsibility for that which is yours. That is not to say we do not or should not look beyond our own family’s needs, but we should work to meet our own family’s needs first and then look outward to see how our family can help others.

Exceptions to this pattern are few. If every person worked zealously to first meet the physical and emotional needs of his or her own spouse, children, parents, grandparents, cousins, etc., it would keep most people busily engaged for life and there would be a reduced need for cross-continent altruism. Familial love is not necessarily selfish or wrong. Utilitarianism’s growing push for “impartial beneficence” is a push to remove love as the motivating factor in private decision-making. It pretends to be grounded in love, even using religiously based stories such as the Good Samaritan to make its points. But it talks about doing good based on evidence and reason, not one’s love for the people he knows, or even on brotherly love of those who may cross his path. Evidence and reason, while valuable, are different than love.

Family-based solutions are key to solving the world’s problems.12 If we want to do the most good for the most people, we will work to strengthen, protect, repair, defend, and empower the family as the fundamental unit of society. If families help their own members, the entire world is helped because everyone is inescapably part of a family. Global efforts to solve world hunger (or world poverty or world anything), though well-intentioned, lose the motivation of attached love and therefore lose the most potent impetus in the world. In the worldview of effective altruism, the ideal of doing good to the most beings displaces the love people have for their own families. It removes love born of private belonging as a valid motivation for doing good. If the altruistic effort to distribute wealth becomes a government-dictated project executed in the name of achieving equality, the effort cuts off its own legs because it removes the most potent motivation for humankind to work and produce: the love of one’s own family.

Opposition to family love is growing. Dr. Ezio Di Nucci of the University of Copenhagen writes, “A preference towards children one is biologically related to is morally illegitimate” and that the tendency to prefer one’s own children is a “moral vice.”13 He says this is so because “in the context of parental love, biological considerations are normatively irrelevant.” Rebecca Roache, senior lecturer in philosophy at Royal Holloway, University of London, writes, “The wish to be biologically related to one’s children, like the wish to associate only within one’s racial group, can have harmful effects.”14 Efforts to debase family love and to equate familial connectedness with racism are expanding.

Like Family

People often say someone is “like a mother to them” or treats them “like family.” But if we torpedo the family, will other ways of living produce the same kind of love? We know how to treat people “like family” because we have families. We think we will always retain our brotherly and sisterly and motherly and fatherly graces no matter what contortions we put the family through—no matter how we strain, strangle, bend, and break it. But when the family lays broken on the scrap heap of society, there will be no one to teach us how to fix ourselves. We will have freed ourselves from the very people who might have loved us and helped us most. We will have liberated ourselves from our own past and from our familial future and in doing so, cut the umbilical cord of the human family.

The radical feminist mantra is growing louder and stronger: “The nuclear family must be destroyed and people must find a better way to live together.”15 But what if, after we destroy the family, we discover that there is no better way to live?




CHAPTER NINE THE GOODNESS OF MEN

Engels’s theory that egotistical men invented marriage as a way of greedily earmarking which children were theirs so they could heap advantages on those particular children is based on the premise that providing for one’s offspring is motivated by selfishness. Pardon my simpleness, but it doesn’t seem that bad to me that men would want to know which children were theirs so they could pay attention to them and give them good stuff. If every father did this, virtually every child would be cared for. And having every child cared for is, in fact, the ideal toward which almost all of humanity is striving.

After the birth of our first baby, my husband went to the store for a few needed items and returned with the items plus a tiny, pink dress with checkered bows on it and a huge smile on his face. It gave him joy to provide something good for his new daughter. This is not evil. Having just become a father, he now understood what it was like to have and to love his own child. But he also understood more deeply that every other baby girl in the world was somebody’s daughter, and he valued all little girls and understood their fathers a little bit better.

If a man never cared which woman was pregnant with his child, as Engels suggests is ideal, that would leave every woman alone to bear the joint fruit of sexual intercourse. Women could comfort each other, of course, but the man who initiated each woman’s condition would never be there to appreciate her sacrifices, alleviate her pains, or rejoice with her in the remarkable creation she bears that they crafted together. Women would be left abandoned in all of this. And the resulting child would be left to wonder where the other half of him came from and why this other half doesn’t love him or his mother.

Notwithstanding these concerns, the idea that children are better off without fathers is running rampant in certain circles. Firestone says the only reason a father would want to know his child is for reasons of “ego.”1 Clem Gorman, communal living enthusiast, likewise says, “It is not desirable to know which male member was the father of the child, as this might encourage distinctions and possessiveness.”2 And feminist Merav Michaeli claims that a father’s legal custody over his children leads to “ongoing hurt in children.”3

Are Fathers Bad for Families?

And so, we are left with a narrative in which men are bad for families. But does current data support such a view? Certainly some fathers may fit this narrative. But even a surface-level exploration of the data reveals significant information about the influence of fathers. Research compiled by the National Fatherhood Initiative shows that children who grow up in father-absent homes are:


	Four times more likely to live in poverty

	More likely to be abused and neglected

	More likely to commit crime

	More likely to go to prison

	Twice as likely to die in infancy

	Twice as likely to drop out of high school

	Twice as likely to suffer from obesity

	More likely to abuse drugs and alcohol

	Seven times more likely to become pregnant as a teen4



A synthesis of numerous studies on fatherhood shows that fathers have a significant influence on their daughters. Daughters who have a loving, respectful, active relationship with their fathers are less likely to:


	Develop eating disorders

	Be raped or sexually abused

	Engage in risky sexual behaviors

	Be overly dependent on men

	Have difficulty dealing well with authority figures—especially men

	Be imprisoned

	Abuse drugs and alcohol5



In short, children who know, live with, and feel loved by their fathers are happier, richer, healthier, safer, more educated, more confident, less abused, and more independent than children whose fathers are absent.6

Weddings Are about Men

Marriage is the umbilical cord that tethers a man to his family. If you cut the cord of marriage, families unravel, men disappear, and women are left holding the bag, or rather, the child. The woman gets first and most concrete rights to her child by virtue of her anatomy, but if there is no father to help hold the bag, the result is often instability, poverty, and suffering for the woman, her child, and society. Weddings are about formalizing and solidifying a man’s ability to know, claim, and care for his own children.

If men and women do not inherently possess their biological children, there is little need for a wedding other than to spend money to show people you love each other. This is what most modern marriage celebrants understand marriage to be: a state-recognized party about the sexual affection of adults—not a means of biological and legal tethering that secures possessorship of potential children to their fathers through their mothers.

If a man publicly marries a woman, signs his name in ink, and the whole village shows up to the wedding, it is difficult for a man to deny his responsibilities to the children his wife births. It would also be difficult for outside entities to deny him his unique claim to his own children. Wedding vows—publicly declared and legally binding—allow the man to be publicly and legally responsible for his children. This goes a long way to equalizing the consequences of intercourse for the man and woman and balancing their joint responsibilities to their children. Marriage tethers men to their children, and this is a good thing.

Goodness Has Always Been Possible

A common narrative is that men are brutes, woman are victims, and marriage has confined these two creatures together in a cage to fight until death do they part. Novels and movies amplify this narrative, and no doubt instances such as these have occurred at times and in certain cultures. Some may have occurred with some frequency. However, it is a faulty interpretation of history to claim that love and affection have scarcely had a place in the family. Ferdinand Mount writes, “To deduce from the sad fragments of evidence which come down to us… that men and women had no feelings for one another or for their children is the most callous act of historical condescension.”7 While no one can claim to know the full extent of familial affection in particular marriages gone by, there is much evidence that people actually loved each other as spouses, parents, and children in ages past.

In 1432, Leon Battista Alberti wrote:


We may consider love of husband and wife greatest of all.… There is no one to whom you have more opportunity to communicate fully and reveal your mind than to your own wife, your constant companion. Children are born, and it would take a long time to expound the mutual and mighty bond which these provide. They surely ally their parents’ mind in a union of will and thought.8



This does not sound like a brute who keeps his wife around just to do his laundry. It seems he actually loved and valued his wife and children. It has always been an option for men to be decent husbands, and a great many of them have risen to the occasion. Because some married men have chosen to be brutes does not mean men are bad or that we ought to scrap marriage altogether. Should we stop expecting men to claim and care for their own children because some men have done a shoddy job of it? Would disconnecting fathers from their children by eliminating marriage improve the state of children of the world?

People have always been free to put their best foot forward in marriage. But because life comes in sets of opposites, people in marriages are also free to put forward their worst. If we pull the plug on marriage to try to fix this problem, the same problem would exist in whatever scenario took the place of marriage. People are always free to be base, mean, and selfish. But they are also always free to be noble, selfless, and kind. Changing the scenery does not change this reality.

The answer to the quandary of lame men is not to jettison marriage. If anything should be jettisoned, it is women having sex with men who are not committed, body and soul, to their lifelong welfare. Handing out sex like bubble gum does not improve the situation of women regardless of what women’s rights advocates may persuade some women to believe.9 Sex is one of woman’s greatest leverage points, because she embodies something the man wants. His pursuit of her leads to the very thing that can make a man the best kind of man he can be—family formation. It leads him to circumstances in which he is most likely to experience stewardship, sacrifice, and love, all of which abound in committed family living.

Guardians

By putting half of the human reproductive system in one set of people and the other half of the reproductive system in another set of people, both cooperation and diversity are required in order for life to continue. This anatomical pairing design accomplishes many things in addition to the creation of life. One thing it does is provide every woman and child with a personal bodyguard and physical provider bound to them by an agreement recognized by law. A bodyguard—or guardian—is a useful thing, and such a being is often bigger in size, strength, and/or firepower than the person he is protecting. This makes good sense, and this is where men usually excel by virtue of biological designation. Man is in the position to use his strength in the lifelong service of his wife and children. Whether he does so admirably is up to him.

Research indicates that fathers and husbands—despite often being depicted otherwise—consistently succeed in acting as protectors for their families. Research indicates that the absence of fathers is a prime cause of poverty and that crime is more prevalent in neighborhoods where most homes do not include fathers.10 Studies also show that women who are married to the men they live with experience lower rates of violence than women who live with men they are not married to.11 One study found that “women in cohabiting relationships were nine times more likely to be killed by their partners than were women who were in marital relationships.”12 Family researchers report that “single and divorced women are four to five times more likely to be victims of violent crime in any given year than are married women” and are “about three times more likely to be the victims of aggravated assault.”13 Additionally, the “rates of serious abuse of children are lowest in the intact, married family” in which a man is married to and lives with the mother of his children.14 And further, infants born into father-absent homes are four times more likely to die in the first twenty-eight days of life than infants with involved fathers.15 In short, men frequently and consistently function as protectors in the lives of their wives and children and in society at large.

Men’s anatomical situation invites them to act as guardians of that which is most prized: the private sphere and the people in it—the family. It is a bit like the fabled knight with sword in hand, vigilantly guarding the Holy Grail. Man is the protector of the fountain of life (his wife) and the lives that flow from it (his children). He takes his charge seriously and fills it with valor. This is manhood at its finest. A good man is truly a grand thing. And good men may not be as scarce as we have been led to believe. A man’s masculinity is not toxic; when properly applied, it is a tremendous force that leads to progress, protection, production, and prosperity. It leads a man to the proper and competent use of all that is best within him and around him.

Given the benefits that marriage brings to men, women, children, and society, how should we treat the woman and the man and the remarkable human capital they produce together? How should we treat the family? The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was onto something when it declared, “The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection by society and the State.” Having explored how the primal sovereignty of the family works and why it should not be abandoned or obliterated, we turn now to the mechanisms of sexual radicalism which seek to undermine it.




PART III MOUNTING THREATS




CHAPTER TEN SEXUAL EQUALITY AND A NEW RIGHT

The average person would probably not agree with Shulamith Firestone, Sophie Lewis, and Friedrich Engels in their belief that eliminating motherhood and alienating fathers from their children is the best way to save the world. And yet, the philosophies these three figures championed are oozing infectiously into legislative efforts, social media movements, school programs, daycare centers, political debates, dinnertime conversations, and United Nations documents. And they have been doing so for a long time.

Engels, Firestone, Lewis, and their numerous philosophical descendants have one prime goal: to dismantle the biological family and place a socialistic—and eventually communistic—state in its stead. Firestone explained specifically that the end goal of socialist feminism is “not just the elimination of male privilege but of the sex distinction itself: genital differences between human beings would no longer matter culturally.”1 This means that male and female manifestations of the human body would no longer be recognized as meaningful, which in turn means the family created through sexual diversity may no longer be recognized as meaningful. In order to dismantle the family, the differences between men and women must be erased, suppressed, ignored, or legislated away.

The foremost gender-based distinctions that must be eliminated in order for socialist-feminist societies to take hold are mother and father. When parents’ ties to their children are obscured or weakened it creates an environment hospitable to government intervention and socialistic revolution. Recall that Sophie Lewis said she is excited about the current social movements that are expanding the political and legal climate “in which mother-child bonds can more easily be discontinued.” If we are to avoid the social and legal disembowelment of the family and the domination of the state that follows its disembowelment, we must ask ourselves this question: What laws, practices, or social movements seek to obscure or obliterate motherhood and fatherhood, eliminate male and female designations, and loosen sexual boundaries for adults and children?

Efforts that swing momentum toward these objectives should be scrutinized and regarded as threats to the supreme rights of mothers and fathers, and therefore to the functioning of free society. Anything that dilutes, weakens, fractures, obscures, discredits, recasts, reorganizes, or undermines joint female and male reproduction and parenthood is something that enables the accomplishment of socialist designs. Any person who does not wish the family to be socially and legally annihilated and replaced with state power must recognize and resist efforts that lead society closer to the clutches of those who wish to annihilate the family.

The Road to a Nonbiologically Ordered Society

While society waits for technology and artificial wombs to rescue humanity from real mothers as Firestone suggests, other steps are being taken to free women and sever ties between children and their parents, particularly their mothers. To see this clearly, consider the following questions:


	What laws or practices are working to disavow biological relationships and “sever blood ties” between parents and their children?

	What laws or initiatives seek to loosen long-standing sexual norms?

	Who is suggesting or legislating that mothers are unnecessary to families?

	Who is suggesting or legislating that fathers are detrimental to families or, at best, optional?

	What social movements promote the concept that not knowing one’s biological mother or father is normal and even a manifestation of human rights?

	What efforts are setting the stage for the state to become the gatekeeper for the distribution of children?

	Which initiatives are working to erase the differences between men and women?

	Who is working to make the care of young children a government-run endeavor?

	What entities are trying to infuse socialist, feminist, and sexually radical philosophies into the education systems of the world?

	What entities are working to advance “sexual freedom” and “sexual rights” for children?

	Who is trying to enact education programs for children that normalize a wide range of sexual behaviors including child sex?

	Who is trying to enact education programs for youth that de-normalize families in which parents claim their own children?



These are key questions. And there are clear answers.

To Found a Family

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was drafted in 1948 under the direction of a newly formed United Nations. Article 16 of this declaration says in part, “Men and women… have the right to marry and to found a family.” In 1948, when the declaration was drafted and the United Nations adopted it, the assumption was that men and women would marry each other in sexually diverse pairs. Today, however, there is no such assumption. In the United States and other countries, the marriage of men to men and women to women has been legalized. Because marriage is now legally available to sexually non-diverse couples, many activists assert that “founding a family” encompasses the right to have children. Thus, couples of all sexual combinations legally claim the right to have children. This is key. Because sexually non-diverse couples can now marry, parenthood has become a right.

If parenthood is a right for all people and not all kinds of human couplings can produce children, then either babies do not inherently belong to anyone in particular from the outset, or their inherent belonging can be transferred to other parties with no impact on the child, on the parents, or on society. This position requires that babies should be available to virtually anyone who wishes to exercise his right to child equality on the basis of his right to marry.

Sexually non-diverse marriage between two men removes a woman from the foundational unit of the family. Removing women from the foundational unit of a family unlinks women from their children. It inserts other entities in the place of the mother and legally grants them the rights that she biologically holds. The same is true of fathers; removing men from the foundational unit of a family displaces fathers and unlinks men from their children. Perhaps most poignantly, if people have a right to be parents regardless of their biological sex or the sex of their marriage partner, then as they acquire a child, the right of that child to know and possess his or her own biological creators is negated.

The Right of the Child to Know His or Her Parents

This new right to have children precipitated by sexually non-diverse marriage becomes problematic in light of international documents regarding children’s human rights. At least three UN documents, including the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Beijing Declaration of 1995, and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities of 2006, declare and defend every child’s right “to know and be cared for by his or her parents.”2 The right of a child to know and be cared for by his or her parents as stated in these documents takes precedence over the desire of any other entity to procure a child in order to fulfill a perceived right to parenthood or for any other reason.

It cannot be reasonably argued that these documents intend to protect the rights of commissioning or adoptive parents to secure a child for themselves. It is the child’s right to know his literal parents that is being asserted and defended in these documents. The child’s right to know and be cared for by his literal parents supersedes any purchase, exchange, or transfer of his person to the care of entities other than his own biological creators. Sexually non-diverse marriage philosophically undoes this right for all children, and literally undoes this right for a child who is commissioned for the purpose of fulfilling a person’s or couples’ right to parenthood.3

Adoptive adults may benefit from and find joy in raising a child, but the intention of adoption has never historically been to support adults’ rights to have children. Further, the intention of adoption has never been to allow adults to commission the creation of a child with the intent to place him in circumstances where he will automatically forfeit knowing and being cared for by one or both of his literal parents. Rather, the intention of adoption has historically been to best care for existing children whose parents cannot care for them. Even in cases of adoption or other circumstances where a child’s relationship with his parents is suspended, it could be argued that a child’s right to know his birth parents should be preserved whenever possible, even if he cannot be cared for by them.

With this in mind, the sticking point with sexually non-diverse marriage is not that it publicly legitimizes same-sex couples’ loving feelings for each other. Those feelings may be very real and deeply felt. The problem is that when marriage becomes a right for virtually all people, then parenthood—in the popular psyche and in law—also becomes a right. In a society where parenthood is a right for all people (individuals, couples, or all groups of people), mothers’ rights as the universally recognized possessors of children are weakened. If there is an inherent right to parenthood for all people, then there is no inherent right for babies to possess their own mothers and fathers. You cannot have it both ways.

False Rights

It is true that not all rights asserted in United Nations documents or other official declarations are true rights. The encroachment of false rights into the dialogue of human rights is ongoing. Various entities fight to get specific statements enshrined in international documents so their particular viewpoints will be recognized as human rights, giving them international clout and funding. So, is the right of children to know and be cared for by their biological parents a false right that should be expunged? Or should children retain their right to know and be cared for by their parents? Same-sex marriage demands an answer to this question.4

At the crux of the sexual equality movement, sexually non-diverse marriage is center stage. It is propped up as a human right, which in turn allows the ushering of children into the care of virtually anyone, severs biological ties, and recasts the family as a nonbiological entity. If parenthood is indeed a right, then it would be a human rights violation not to let people have babies. So, in order for equality to reign in matters of child-getting, there has to be redistribution of babies at least at some level. Same-sex marriage law and its attendant right to parenthood accomplishes and even requires this.

Same-sex marriage law leaves unprotected that which has been fiercely protected for millennia. It seeks to invalidate the belonging of specific children to their biological parents. It lends legal strength to the idea that mothers and fathers are inconsequential to their own children. Legalization of same-sex marriage requires the state to take the position that mothers and fathers (either biological or adoptive) are inconsequential to children and that biological parents can be replaced by any other people as long as the other people are loving.

Theoretically, the way to make the lack of a mother or a father not matter to a child is by removing the “stigma” associated with families. To do this, you must de-normalize the existence of families in which there is both a father and a mother present. Many school programs now aim to de-normalize the reality that children have literal parents, one of whom is a man and one of whom is a woman, and that knowing and possessing one’s own parents is normative and desirable.5 This effort to challenge heteronormativity is increasingly common in elementary and secondary school curricula.6 One educator admitted gleefully that the goal of the Educate & Celebrate program and others like it is to “completely smash heteronormativity.”7 Smashing heteronormativity includes smashing the notion that people have literal parents who inherently belong to them.

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) also advances initiatives that fight heteronormativity. As one example, UNESCO’s guidelines for teaching sexuality include this instruction for children ages five through eight: “All people regardless of their health status, religion, origin, race or sexual status can raise a child and give it the love it deserves.”8 This statement implies that literal mothers and fathers are irrelevant. It implies that any person (or group of people) can acquire any child and love it exactly the same as if they were the child’s parent. This unilateral declaration that all people can give any child the love it deserves might be combated with the UN’s own documents which clearly state that a child deserves the love and care of its own parents.

Creating Life

The creation of children and the perpetuation of human life depends on sexual diversity. Every person who has ever lived—regardless of his sexual attractions—is the product of reproductively diverse cooperation. Therefore, treating all sexual relationships as if they are equal is problematic because sexually non-diverse families are dependent on reproductively diverse involvement for their existence. This is an inconvenient truth that marriage equality proponents try hard to obscure.

On the other hand, sexually diverse, fertile couples have historically been and remain independent of the state or any other entity in their ability to found families that include children. Children were created by way of sex and inherently belonged to their parents long before any king, monarch, parliament, or court spread its authoritative robes over any section of humanity. The sexually diverse family is preexistent and primary.

Non-creators will always seek to claim the creations of creators. This is the operating principle behind socialist governments, wealth redistribution programs, and the marriage equality movement that demands having children. In each of these cases, things are taken from those who produce and given to those who do not produce. Redistributing children according to the dictates of the state is, of necessity, a core tenet of both socialism and same-sex marriage. Relinquishment of children by mothers is not just part of these two paradigms; it is essential to them. This development—the widespread, legalized, and celebrated disavowal of mother right—is stunning. Since father right is inseparably connected to mother right through marriage, mother right and father right are both sawn asunder by the legalization of same-sex marriage. And child right—or the right of a child to his or her own parents—disappears.

The goal of the current sexual equality movement is not to have a few alternatively formed families nestled in amongst the throng of heterosexual families, while the mother-father family is regarded and legally upheld as the inherently occurring norm that serves to secure children to their creators. The goal is to de-normalize heterosexual family living on a massive scale and enforce acceptance of nonbiological equality by force of law. The question has often been posed, “How could legalizing same-sex marriage possibly affect straight marriage?” A prime answer is this: Same-sex marriage affects all relationships in society by eliminating the normalness of claiming one’s own biological family. This is a seismic shift.

The Path Going Forward

Sexually non-diverse marriage is not the only thing working to dismember the biological family (no-fault divorce, sex outside marriage, rampant selfishness, drug and alcohol addiction, pornography, and other factors are all playing their part), but it is among the most effective. It is what most readily changes people’s beliefs about the family because it comes cloaked as the family itself. It makes people believe that if they believe in love, they must believe that the inherently biological organization of the world is an enemy to some people’s human rights.

Since same-sex marriage law will be in place for some time, it is essential that we understand the implications these laws bring to the forefront. Do ancestry, posterity, marriage, biology, and genetics matter, and do they warrant recognition in law? The plot thickens as we look more closely at the children who hang in the balance.




CHAPTER ELEVEN COMMERCIALIZING PARENTHOOD

Placing a child for adoption for the good of the child is fundamentally different than producing a child in exchange for money to serve the desires of adults. Women traditionally have not been paid when placing their children for adoption for two reasons: 1) so that humans do not become products to be bought and sold, and 2) to prevent women’s bodies from becoming an exploitable resource. However, this position is losing ground.

Some people in single-sex marriages express a strong desire to have a biological child, a descendant or heir, who exists because they exist; who belongs to them not by way of assimilation but by way of creation.1 For many, this is a fundamental human desire. But if biological parenthood is accepted as a human right for everyone, then surrogacy must be legalized in order for men in same-sex marriages to exercise that right because they cannot accomplish it without the help of a woman. Calls for biological parenthood as a right are increasing, and enthusiasm for surrogacy is growing (see menhavingbabies.org). As this trend continues, one or both of the following may happen: women’s and children’s bodies will enter the private sector as legally accepted commodities, or the state will regulate parenthood to ensure equality in child distribution. The latter is what happened in China when it enacted the one-child policy.

Men Having Babies

Couples that do not include a woman can obtain children in essentially one of five ways:


	Adopting a preexisting child who is placed for adoption by its birth parents

	Hiring a woman to gestate a child who is her own biological child and the biological offspring of one of the men in the marriage

	Hiring a woman to gestate a child who is created from an egg acquired from an egg donor and from sperm belonging to one of the men in the marriage

	Hiring a woman to gestate a child who is created from an egg acquired from an egg donor and from sperm acquired from a sperm donor

	Instead of hiring a woman to perform one of the above services, find a woman who will perform these services for free



In all five of these scenarios, a woman must be involved. In all five scenarios, the child is removed from the care of its mother, and the relationship of the mother and child is often suspended. In three of the five scenarios above, the baby is no longer the crowning compensation for the rigors of pregnancy. Money becomes the motivation for and the crowning compensation for pregnancy, just as Shulamith Firestone said it should be. Our transition to a widely accepted reproductive model wherein people are purchased or donated to non-related people instead of being born and claimed by biological endowment is underway, driven largely by same-sex marriage.2 This situation is reminiscent of the widespread severing of blood ties for which Firestone eagerly campaigned.

Surrogacy

Money in exchange for children is a thriving business. A system of impregnating women with foreign eggs and donated sperm has boomed across the globe.3 Advocates of the practice claim that surrogacy improves the lives of surrogates since most of them are poor and could, theoretically, earn more in nine months than they could in nine years. However, the financial and other realities of surrogacy are often not as rosy as promised.4 Miscarriages or stillbirths can result in no payment; forced abortions can be ordered if the baby is not developing according to the commissioning parents’ wishes or if too many embryos develop; complications can threaten the health or life of the surrogate or the baby; the commissioning couple or person can reject the baby after it is born; or the surrogate may have difficulty giving up the child she carried inside her body. Surrogacy and egg donation introduce discord into the relationships established by the umbilical cord. Babies who develop in and are born from a certain woman’s womb are supposed to be hers and her body knows this.

But even if none of the above complications occurs and the surrogate receives nine years’ pay for nine months’ work and goes home with bags of money in her arms instead of a baby, does that make it okay? Is it okay to equate the value of a baby with the value of money because it makes some poor people richer? Is it okay to found families on monetary exchange instead of on the love of mothers, and to do so in the name of love?

In recent years, India and other countries have placed restrictions on surrogacy. But surrogacy is still thriving in many areas of the world, and homosexual men seeking the unique services of women is an expanding business. (For instance, in spite of other areas banning paid surrogacy because it facilitates the egregious commodification of women and babies, New York State legalized commercial surrogacy in April 2020.5) One woman who operates a surrogacy agency in Illinois says male couples in particular tend to seek the help of a fertility service in commissioning a child because, “Everything is new to them. They don’t even understand the woman’s body and how things are going to work.”6 This is troubling. Male couples seek to tap woman’s unique power without understanding her or her body and without jointly shouldering the risks inherent to that power. They want to buy the benefits of creation without buying into relationships that initiate creation. They seek to secure the child without securing the child to its mother. Heterosexual couples who purchase certain reproductive services must face the same questions regarding the purchase and reassigning of children’s biological and social identities.

Gay Opposition to Surrogacy

Gary Powell, a gay man and longtime gay rights campaigner, opposes the notion that surrogacy is a right for LGBT people—or for any people. In his article “Why the Gay and Lesbian Equality Movement Must Oppose Surrogacy,” he highlights the exploitive nature of surrogacy, the fracturing of children’s rights it necessitates, and the bodily risks to women it entails. He says, “In surrogacy, the perceived ‘right’ to have a child competes with the right of women and the right of children to freedom from exploitation, instrumentalization and commodification, which are violated by surrogacy arrangements. Any claim to an ‘LGBT right’ here could not prevail over the rights of the women and children that are affected so negatively.”7

Powell highlights the demotion of motherhood surrogacy brings about, saying the growing media insistence that two men having a baby is identical to a man and a woman having a baby “results in the birth mother and the biological mother increasingly being airbrushed” out of the picture “by the unrelenting rainbow spray can.”8 He says that in such situations “mothers become no more than an inconvenient, politically embarrassing, and dispensable means to an end.”9

Powell addresses another crucial piece of the third-party reproductive puzzle involving the protection of children. Egg donation, sperm donation, surrogacy, and other reproductive services allow virtually any adult to procure a child under conditions that lack either the screenings and safeguards of adoption or the benefits of joint biological connection. Powell explains, “Once the legal surrogacy gate gets opened, all kinds of people walk through it, not just those who genuinely care about children and will provide them with unconditional love and excellent parenting. [In surrogacy] the rigorous vetting procedures for adoption do not apply.”10 This applies to essentially all forms of third-party reproduction. Such developments should be approached with extreme caution.

Children of Third-Party Reproduction

In order for marriage equality involving the acquisition of children to be a valid and lawful option in society we must accept the thinking that it does not matter how children are created, who creates them, or who raises them. But even as society bends to this line of thinking, many children beg to differ. Alana Newman is a donor-conceived person who has collected the stories of other donor-conceived people through the Anonymous Us Project (anonymousus.org). She says of donor-conceived people, “We are troubled by the exchange of money in our conception. To many of us, donor payment reeks of baby selling, prostitution, and human trafficking. It’s much harder to accept yourself and to respect your parents (both genetic and social) when money is involved in your conception.”11

While a portion of donor-conceived people may be largely indifferent to their origins, most donor-conceived people care deeply about the circumstances of their creation. Here is what a small sampling of donor-conceived people have had to say:


	“If I could have one wish it would be to just hear the donor’s voice. I would love to ask him the most basic questions about himself. I wonder why he did it. It bothers me that there was money involved in my conception.”12

	“I am a human being, yet I was conceived with a technique that had its origins in animal husbandry. Worst of all, farmers kept better records of their cattle’s genealogy than assisted reproductive clinics had kept for the donor-conceived people of my era. It also made me feel strange to think that my genes were spliced together from two people who were never in love, never danced together, had never met one another.”13

	“How could my donor help create me, and then abandon me without even leaving his name?… My donor was young and focused on ‘doing a good deed.’ He believed the clinics who told him that the biological link can be extinguished by signing a contract.”14

	“I hate being donor-conceived. I think it is ridiculous and bizarre that the two people that made me have never met and never will meet. I think it’s creepy that my dad was paid. I think it’s creepier that agents and salespeople and commercial doctors worked so hard to create me and now that I’m an adult have no interest in my opinion.”15

	“Who are you?… I grieve for you and for the part of myself that I will never truly know. I feel as though half of me is missing alongside my family, because that’s what you are: Family… Do you honestly care about the poor couples out there unable to conceive? Or did you just need the money?”16

	“When I asked my mom for info about my donor, she said it was [my uncle.] It feels weird and incestuous and NOT cool… You can’t just decide you want to raise some of your kids, and donate the others… What about me? I feel like a freak show, and I don’t hate gays. I loved my moms and I appreciate they wanted me, but if they loved me why the hell didn’t they consider how I felt about all this stuff?”17



A key element of this last story is that this girl realized her father disowned her to make his sister happy. This statement sums up the problem with the marriage equality paradigm for children: the child cares that she was disowned by someone even though she was lovingly cared for by someone else.

Children conceived in circumstances wherein their biological parents—for whatever reason—were not committed to each other at the time of conception can weather the potential storms of being conceived outside committed circumstances, and many people have. People born under such circumstances are as valuable as any other people, and living can bring them benefits and opportunities just as it does to people conceived in any circumstance. But the question is whether a child should be purposely subjected to the storms of uncommitted conception, or whether conception of a child between two people who do not intend to permanently join their lives together should be averted whenever possible, whether the adults involved are homosexual or heterosexual.18 Sexual equalism, which claims that virtually all sexual relationships and all ways of forming families are equal, does not honor the rights of human beings to know and claim their originating parents.

Sexual Exclusivity

The sexual exclusivity historically required by marriage has been the long-standing means of governing which sperm makes its way to which womb. Sexually exclusive, opposite sex-marriage has consistently established two core pieces of information a person has a right to know—and most often hungers to know—about himself: who created him. Adultery—having sex with someone you are not married to—has been blackballed from the beginning of time not because God or the law-giving guts of the universe wanted to restrict people’s expressions of love but because sexual exclusivity directly enables biological connections to be forged and claimed. Sexual exclusivity establishes the ancestry of every person ever born and locates him or her as a specific fruit firmly attached to the family tree of humanity, cradled in relationships of inherent stewardship.

The same-sex arguments for sexually exclusive marriage are different than the arguments for sexual exclusivity in opposite-sex marriage. For same-sex people in a marriage, their sexual exclusivity with each other is not connected to creating a biological child, establishing who that child’s literal parents are, establishing an umbilical claim of stewardship over a certain child, or maintaining a child’s ancestral, cultural, or genetic inheritance as it is in sexually exclusive, opposite-sex marriage.

Lifelong exclusivity of a man and a man does not ensure that a child will know both of his parents. In fact, male marriage makes it possible to obscure a mother’s existence from a child almost entirely or to simply acknowledge her as a peripheral player in the drama of two men’s love for each other. The same is true for female marriage; a father becomes simply a donor who can be honored for his contribution to the formation of a child, or essentially erased.

A major purpose of marriage has historically been to establish and protect biological relationships between parents and children and ultimately between all of humanity by way of sex. But since same-sex marriages do not accomplish this, it is not necessary to maintain sexual exclusivity within same-sex relationships for those same reasons. No one’s biological identity is on the line. Same-sex couples are certainly able to exercise sexual exclusivity in order to show commitment to each other, to reduce their risk of contracting sexually transmitted diseases, to avoid damaging emotional entanglements, or for other reasons. But sexual exclusivity is not required for them in order to safeguard anyone’s biological identity.19 And so, it turns out it is not as necessary to maintain the prime characteristic of marriage—sexual exclusivity—when the marriage involves two people of the same sex.20

It is important to note that it was necessary for extramarital sex to be accepted by the heterosexual majority before moving on to other plateaus in the sexual revolution. Sex had to be separated from marriage and childbearing before homosexual marriage would be rational in the public mind. For millennia and up until about the 1960s, marriage had meant permission to have sex and agreeing to have sex only with each other. Although not every individual adhered to this rule, the rule still stood. This way of doing things largely maintained biological connections and required claiming responsibility for one’s own offspring. But if sex regularly happens outside marriage and a marriage contract no longer means permission to have sex with each other but instead means I love you, that changes the game entirely. And the game has most certainly changed. If marriage today still meant permission to have sex in order to produce and preserve biologically inherent relationships, sexually non-diverse marriage would make little sense, because it cannot accomplish this. It can only claim love.

The New Racism

We are currently witnessing a paradigm shift in which the family is regarded less as a biological entity born and claimed by women, and more as a nonbiological entity that is purchased by contract as a matter of fulfilling adults’ rights. In this process, children become not the naturally bestowed assets of mothers and fathers, but the legally contracted possessions of other parties, or in the case of true statism, property of the state. Will this affect the stability of nations, the stability of people, the stability of the world? If you remove the foundation that holds a thing up and replace it with a foundation made of something else, will the stability of the thing it is holding up be affected? It depends on whether the new foundational material is better or worse than the first.

Can children born of surrogacy or gamete donation be loved by their commissioning parents no matter the sexual orientation of the commissioning parents? Of course they can. But at its core, marriage equality (and its attendant right to parenthood) is not about love making a family or love winning. While those are sincere sentiments, same-sex marriage law has the effect of legally unseating the love of mothers and replacing it with something else. It dismantles the natural sovereignty of women and displaces the rights of children to know and claim their own parents. It normalizes the absence of mothers and fathers and endorses the stance that the link between children and their literal parents is irrelevant, disposable, and exchangeable. It hastens a social order in which mothers and fathers are less likely to claim or raise their own children.

The doctrines of socialism, radical feminism, and sexual equalism all supplant the love of mothers as the foundation of society. Sexual equalism in the form of marriage equality has gained the widest public acceptance because it claims to be built on love. Love is the most powerful argument; that’s why the marriage equality campaign took it as its mantra. But the shift from love to money is quite literal in the marriage equality sphere. Instead of a woman bearing a child in consequence of the love she shares with a man, two men purchase the existence of a child from a woman for money. The purchase is presumably based on the two men’s love for each other, but this scenario unavoidably brings money into the equation of creation and discounts the rights of children whose birthrights are being bought and sold.

The umbilical cord goes both ways. Not only does a mother have claim upon her child but the child has claim upon his mother; his mother is his. Sexually non-diverse partnerships that purchase reproductive services ignore a child’s possessorship of his own mother or father. A child cannot consent to giving his own mother or father away. It is baffling why two men suppose that because they like to have sex with each other, that means a child somewhere does not need a mother. They recklessly assume that their affection for each other trumps the joint possessorship of mother and child.

When women trade their children for money it is a sign that the foundation of society is crumbling beneath our feet. In the philosophical and legal environment emerging around us—wherein children’s rights to know and be raised by their creators is de-prioritized and support for selling children’s rights is expanding—claiming one’s own biological heritage, ancestors, family history, and family members is in danger of becoming the new racism.

Selling people is something that, amongst all the nefarious practices of the world, has managed to maintain a bad reputation. Human trafficking, especially trafficking of children, is a cause almost the whole world theoretically condemns. How, then, do you make the commodification of children—and of women’s wombs—a celebrated development? You enact marriage equality, which claims parenthood as a right.

We have now covered the third tactic for unseating the woman: commercializing parenthood and making children purchasable commodities.

The Natural and Fundamental Unit of Society

If surrogacy and marriage laws continue to disavow the validity of the rights of children to claim their biological parents, it may not be long until the validity of the biological rights of parents to claim their children are also called into question. Because these are, of course, the same connective relationships.

In 1948, when the Universal Declaration of Human Rights asserted that “The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection by society and the State,” it is unlikely that the drafters of the declaration intended to suggest that two married American men who contract with a surrogacy agency to hire a woman from India to gestate a child created from an egg donor in Russia is “the natural and fundamental group unit of society.” But we now find ourselves in the situation where non-regenerative sexual partnerships that intentionally sever the biological ties of children in order to found families are being legally recognized as the fundamental and natural fountains of life and the wellsprings of humanity. This is a deception of enormous proportions.

But the deceptions are just beginning.




CHAPTER TWELVE TRANS-FORMING THE ARGUMENT

Establishing the LGBT initialism was key to unseating the woman and uprooting the family. The teeth of this four-letter movement is same-sex marriage, but the tail—the “T” in LGBT—is potentially the most lethal element in the LGBT construct.

To see how the mechanism of transgenderism works to unseat the woman and dismember the family, we must consider the major argument that propels the LGBT movement. It is the catchphrase “born that way.” Most arguments for homosexuality and same-sex marriage rest on the assertion that homosexuality is biologically inherent. By the LGBT community’s own assertion, biological determination—the way someone is born—is supremely important and must be honored above all else. This is defensible because biological realities are considered immutable and a person’s biological inheritance is considered key to his or her very identity.1

With the born-that-way message nestled in the minds of the masses and firmly connected to all four letters in LGBT, men don dresses, claiming that they were born women, and humanity feels it must embrace their narrative. But one might ask, where is the biological, bodily evidence that people born with male genitalia and bearing unchangeable XY chromosomes are not males? Where is the biological evidence that they are women and that they were, in fact, “born that way”? Instead of citing biological evidence, transgender activists often ignore biological realities and declare that they were “born in the wrong body” and that their own bodies betray them.

Notice the bait and switch here: “Born in the wrong body” is an entirely new and different argument than biologically “born that way.” This new argument changes the body from the expert to the enemy. The born-in-the-wrong-body argument insists that instead of the body acting as the final biological authority, the body of the transgender person is totally and utterly wrong and must be discarded as evidence. When transgender persons say that the way they were born is erroneous and must be changed in order to fit a biological reality other than their own body, it has to give the thoughtful person pause. It becomes painfully obvious that the L, G, B, and T all claim the same argument to validate their position, but the biologically born-that-way argument begins to crack under the weight of transgenderism.

However, society at large has taken the born-that-way bait attached to the entire LGBT hook, and we now find ourselves in a society where it is considered deplorable, incendiary,2 and perhaps even criminal3 to suggest that females and males exist as biologically distinct beings4 and that one can, except in rare cases of disorder, discern which is which by observing the biological structure of the person.5

Transgenderism and Simone de Beauvoir

Transgenderism insists that woman and man are not realities evidenced by the anatomy of the body. This is a radical departure from physically observable reality that has been honored for millennia. How did so many people come to widely accept this radically altered version of reality so quickly? A core player in the development of this idea was Simone de Beauvoir in the mid-twentieth century, as touched on in Part I. The crux of Beauvoir’s thesis is this famous sentence: “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman.”6 It has been noted that “Beauvoir’s thought is the first to provide intellectual justification for divorcing sex from gender and for holding that culture alone had determined the meaning of sex and the body.”7

The concept of transcendence is at the heart of Beauvoir’s argument. She insists that people can transcend their bodily existence and create any reality they desire despite their physical anatomy; the physical body does not determine the person. In responding to the notion that the distinctive body structure inherent to being born either male or female may influence one’s reality, Beauvoir says, “The situation does not depend on the body; the reverse is true.”8 She discounts the body as an authority on the person.

A simplified summation of Beauvoir’s philosophy might be called “the Think System.” Beauvoir implies that if you think you are a woman, you are one. Or, if you think you are a man, you are one. In this paradigm, anatomy is meaningless. You can create yourself to be whatever you wish to be. As applied to human gender, this has proven to be one of the most seismic ideas of our time. As the transgender movement sweeps through society with terrific speed, devastating consequences are befalling those who become convinced that their very bodies betray them and surgically altering their anatomy is the only way to live authentically as Beauvoir insists. The word transgender encapsulates Beauvoir’s core thesis: Biological sex can be transcended, and one’s bodily anatomy is inherently meaningless.

What You Think You Are

With transgenderism comes the idea that being a woman is not a state of body; rather it is a state of something else. In this worldview, if someone does not feel like a woman, then she isn’t one. If a woman is not a being that can be discerned and defined by the anatomy of her body, then what is she? The first answer to that question from the transgender movement was “She’s a man,” because those seemed to be the only two available choices. But this has since evolved. If one is whatever one wishes to be as Beauvoir says, then the possibilities are endless. And yet, male and female anatomy is preexisting, persistent, and nearly impossible to suppress. The continued use of the words feminine and masculine even by those in the transgender community perpetuates and underscores the almost inescapable existence of two opposing, appealing realities.

Of course, there have always been different ways of dressing or displaying gender. Through the centuries, trends for hairstyles, shoes, clothing, jewelry, and other trappings for the body have varied widely and fluctuated between the sexes. Gender-specific clothing norms are social constructions which have historically helped people distinguish at a glance between the two sexes that exist. In a society where men and women seek to marry in sexually diverse pairs, it is helpful to know which people are men and which people are women right off the bat. This is accomplished largely through clothing and grooming social constructions. In a society where men and women do not necessarily seek to marry each other in sexually diverse pairs, such social constructions become less relevant. Reciprocally, when social constructions differentiating women and men decay and become less evident in society, this helps drive a culture wherein people do not seek to unite in sexually diverse pairs.

It is entirely possible that people might desire to wear clothing or other trappings for the body that do not fit with current social constructions. Revolutions in clothing, grooming, and accessories have occurred and will continue to occur. The world has proven that it can withstand such revolutions. It would be one thing if the transgender movement simply wanted to encourage the breaking or changing of clothing norms. But much more is at work here, and much more is at stake.

Tragic Consequences

In the transgender atmosphere that now surrounds us, there can be sobering consequences for those who attempt to alter their biology in the name of living authentically.9 One anguished mother described her teenage daughter’s descent into transgenderism after presumably being exposed to transgender ideology online. She says, “Her personality changed almost overnight and she went from being a sweet, loving girl to being a foul-mouthed, hateful pansexual male.”10 At sixteen her daughter ran away from home and reported to authorities that she felt unsafe living at home because her mother did not embrace her revised identity. Shortly thereafter, without the knowledge of her mother, a pediatric endocrinologist taught the girl how to inject herself with testosterone. The mother reports that her daughter then fled to Oregon “where state law allowed her at the age of 17 without my consent or knowledge… to undergo a double mastectomy and a radical hysterectomy.”11 The mother says, “My once beautiful daughter is now 19 years old, homeless, bearded, in extreme poverty, sterilized, not receiving mental health services, extremely mentally ill” and planning on undergoing genital surgery to complete her transition to becoming her “true” male self.12 The mother laments, “The level of heartbreak and rage I am experiencing as a mother is indescribable.”13

Regardless of the divergent arguments cascading around this issue, gender dysphoria is a very real condition deeply affecting a portion of the population and their families. Gender dysphoria can be diagnosed when there is conflict between a person’s physical sex and the person’s feelings of maleness or femaleness. This conflict can be dealt with in a number of ways. In all cases, responding to this real and often troubling condition requires compassion. Despite the dominant media messaging related to transgenderism in minors, studies show that often the most effective means of bringing the mind and body into harmony with each other is to let time and puberty—in concert with loving support—run their course without radical or even modest medical intervention.14

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th ed. (DSM-5), published by the American Psychiatric Association, indicates that the majority of children who experience gender confusion do not persist in living as the opposite sex into adulthood. It states: “Rates of persistence of gender dysphoria from childhood into adolescence or adulthood vary. In natal males, persistence has ranged from 2.2% to 30%. In natal females, persistence has ranged from 12% to 50%.”15 These statistics indicate that as many as nearly 98 percent of boys and as many as 88 percent of girls eventually accept their birth bodies and live in harmony with them.

In other words, for the vast majority of children who experience feelings of gender discordance, this discordance naturally resolves itself without significant medical intervention. Therefore, if all children who express feelings of gender conflict are affirmed in their discordant feelings and encouraged to undergo medical transition in some form, that means 88 to 98 percent of them may do so unnecessarily and suffer severe, expensive, irreversible, and life-altering physical, mental, and emotional consequences from it.16 These consequences can include sterility, lifelong dependence on medications, high levels of suicidality,17 transition regret,18 and a growing array of mental and physical maladies.19

Brilliant Destruction

The sobering consequences to individual people, especially minors, who proceed down certain medicalized treatment paths in order to cope with feelings of gender dysphoria can be severe and long-lasting. But such harrowing personal consequences, as significant and troubling as they are, are not the only problem with the transgender movement. The other significant consequence of mainstreaming transgenderism and codifying gender identity in law is how it cleverly works to unseat the woman and the family.

It is becoming clear that the “T” in LGBT was included for a specific reason. And it was placed at the end for a specific reason. The lead letters and the lead story were about loving, same-sex couples who wanted to publicly cement their love like everybody else through marriage. This was an effective strategy. With the widely accepted ideal of marriage seemingly upheld, the spotlight was kept on the love of two smiling people and rarely shined on the troubling business of surrogacy, the selling of children’s rights, the weakening of mother right and father right, and the eventual obliteration of the distinctions between women and men that would come with the restructuring of marriage.

The LGBT strategy to unhinge gender and the family never would have worked had it been attempted in the opposite order: TBGL. It would not have worked to initially, directly market the idea that people are not born male or female and that biological sex is a figment of our collective imagination. It wouldn’t have worked because people are born male or female, and humanity has intuitively known and physically observed this for millennia. Most people would have flatly rejected this idea on its face. So, in order for the transgender, genderless version of reality to be adopted, it had to ride on the coattails of another more appealing philosophy, which dubbed itself marriage equality. With L and G in the lead, B trailing awkwardly in tow, and T pasted at the end like an exclamation mark, all the letters and their supporting philosophies were meant to be accepted almost automatically en masse upon the legalization of sexually non-diverse marriage, and they were. This strategy has proven almost invincible.

The Punch of the Think System

The current trend is to say that instead of gender-specific clothing and other embellishments being regarded as social constructs (which they are), male and female themselves are social constructs. One definition of social construct is “an idea that has been created and accepted by the people in a society.”20 A social construct is an idea. This is where the true cunning of Beauvoir’s “Think System” comes into play. If woman is a state of mind rather than a physical state of body as transgender activists insist, then “woman” does fit the definition of a social construct because woman is simply an idea, not a physical reality with material substance that can be discerned by her physical structure and properties. And if woman is not a physical reality with material substance that can be discerned by her physical structure and properties, then woman is not a tangible thing. She is an idea.

If woman is merely an idea, she will have difficulty maintaining her status because social constructs change. And if no general consensus persists concerning what a woman is, then the woman is in grave danger of being socially construed right out of existence. And when this happens, the woman slips from the protection of laws that were instituted to protect her unique standing in the first place. When women no longer exist as a physically discernible and defensible class of people, they slip from their prime place in society, and they semantically and legally disappear.

If you have climbed aboard the LGBT movement because you are sympathetic to arguments for homosexuality, you do not have to climb aboard the transgender express. Though they both lead away from the biological family, they are different trains entirely. Their philosophies are divergent, contradictory, incompatible, and in direct discord with each other. It is not too late to disembark from the transgender express; growing numbers of people are doing so as displacement of women advances and gender chaos explodes exponentially around us.

Not Everyone Likes the T in LGBT

I am, of course, not the only one to note the glaring differences between homosexual philosophy purportedly based on the body and transgender philosophy not based on the body; and I am not the only one to perceive the grave consequences this presents for women.21 There is a strong sub-movement—including some feminists and some within the LGBT community itself—that sees incompatible differences between these two divergent philosophies and wishes to disentangle them. One woman from this protesting sub-group is lesbian activist Miriam Ben-Shalom. Addressing the discord between homosexual philosophy and transgender philosophy, Ben-Shalom said, “There are a great many people who are lesbian, who are gay men, who are bisexuals who are not happy with this and who wish the “T” would just go away. Transgender issues are not our issues.”22 When Ben-Shalom was accused of making transphobic and trans-exclusionary statements on her Facebook page she said, “I’ll be damned if I’m going to let them co-opt the word ‘woman.’ ”23 “Don’t say I can’t use the proper words for my body, because I will.” She concluded, “Biology isn’t bigotry. Biology is the truth.”24

Ben-Shalom is joined in this opinion by Mary Lou Singleton, a feminist, pro-abortion activist, and board member of the Women’s Liberation Front. Singleton says, “I’m very upset that the gender identity movement has stolen from me a comprehensive name for that group of people that I fight for. Because now I’m being told that it’s transphobic to call those people women and girls.”25 Singleton explains, “What we are seeing is the legal erasure of the material reality of sex” and the “complete eradication of any material meaning of female” which leads to the “legal erasure of women and girls.”26 She warns, “If we lose this fight as women, we have lost everything in terms of our legal protections.”27 Singleton concludes, “We are a sexually dimorphic species and that’s material reality, and to become untethered from material reality is the definition of insanity.”28 Another woman put it this way, “When gender identity wins, women always lose… ‘Woman’ means something.”29

According to these women, it appears we are on the cusp of referring to biological females as the group of people formerly known as women.30 The women quoted above assert that crafting laws which unbind the definition of woman from the material body of the woman is an affront to both women and men and serves to remove legal acknowledgment of the two inherent sexes altogether and thus remove legal protections that apply specifically to women. And they are right. All these things can happen when you cease to recognize binary biological sex as manifested by human bodies. But it goes further than that.

Erasing Women

Some have asserted that women themselves are anti-woman and bigoted for daring to question a biological male’s status as a woman.31 So in the current social climate, not only is claiming one’s own genetic ancestry on the cusp of being considered racist, but claiming the parameters of one’s own biological sex is now considered bigoted. Transgenderism is fundamentally changing the definition of what it means to be a woman. Or a man. The old definition was the body itself. In the new definition the body is a pliable stage on which to perform what the mind wishes to enact.32

It is alarming that the foundational substance of womanhood—the female body—could be so easily dismissed and philosophically discarded. What is often overlooked in the mania of transgenderism, however, is that if women disappear, so do mothers. If there are not two specific, perceivable sexes that can be definitively recognized by law, then it becomes difficult to define or defend mothers in legal terms. Legal movements surrounding transgenderism are setting the stage for the legal marginalization of mothers, fathers, and biological families by force of law.

If maleness and femaleness are not distinct or definable, then neither are fathers or mothers. Mother is a gender-specific word and so is father. If maleness or femaleness don’t matter or are, at the very least, fluid, then any title or position that is gender-specific is inconsequential and also fluid. If gender blindness is to be legislated, then gender-specific relationships and the words used to describe them can become discriminatory. If it is legally inappropriate to recognize bodily sex and the ways in which it establishes and defines biological relationships, then family relationships as we know them are not only legally irrelevant but verging on illegal or, at the very least, politically incorrect. And so, what started out masquerading as a celebration of gender turns out to be an edict for the elimination of the sex distinction itself, just as Shulamith Firestone jubilantly proposed.

Disharmony

Eliminating the intrinsic opposition which asserts and perpetuates itself in the form of male and female bodies undercuts the natural voltage that propels and balances the world. As mentioned before, this two-pronged, complementary voltage is often referred to as “yin and yang.” The yin and yang philosophy is relevant to transgenderism. It says:


All things exist as inseparable and contradictory opposites, for example female-male, dark-light and old-young. The two opposites attract and complement each other and, as their symbol illustrates, each side has at its core an element of the other (represented by the small dots). Neither pole is superior to the other and, as an increase in one brings a corresponding decrease in the other, a correct balance between the two poles must be reached in order to achieve harmony.33



It could be argued that legally and socially eliminating male and female as the fundamental opposing physical realities in the world is likely to throw the world into a state of disharmony or deep contention. To steep the world in the temperament of contention, it is most effective not only to pit people against each other, but to pit the individual person against him or herself. A key way to accomplish this is through the rejection of one’s own inborn, physical sex.

Abdication of Posterity

Puberty blockers administered in concert with cross-sex hormones can cause permanent sterility.34 Thus, the permanent abdication of posterity by young people, who have no way of fully comprehending what that means, is in full swing.35 Living “authentically” as prescribed by modern transgender sophists can require the surrender of literal parenthood before it even has a chance to begin. This is a jolting turn of events which excludes people from producing or claiming their own posterity and exempts them from experiencing biological parenthood.

This abdication of posterity, in turn, loosens the need for marriage by which women and men are bound to each other and to their literal children as mother and father. “Mother” loses legal meaning because that role is no longer sex-specific and can be filled by anyone. Further, if one’s sex and the sex of others is philosophically in flux, marrying someone of the opposite sex or the same sex becomes elusive and increasingly meaningless. Thus, by eliminating the legal and theoretical existence of men and women through gender theory, biological sex is neutralized, marriage is negated, children can be claimed by virtually anyone, and the biological family is disemboweled. Transgenderism accomplishes this by legally and socially redefining the woman—and the man—right out of existence.

Same-sex marriage discounts the sexual diversity that has historically and rationally existed in marriages, but by its very definition same-sex marriage maintains that there is such a thing as “the same” and “the opposite” sex. It maintains that women and men exist inherently and can be discerned from one another. It does not maintain that the two diverse sexes are complementary, but it does maintain and insist upon the sexual binary. Transgender philosophy on the other hand, balks at binary notions of bodily sex or gender. It discounts and unhinges the veracity of the body and works to accomplish the legal and social abolition of sex distinctions in human beings.36 In short, same-sex marriage annihilates the idea that men and women are complementary. But transgenderism annihilates the idea that men and women inherently exist at all.

Firestone dreamed that a day would come when “transsexuality would be the norm.”37

That day is upon us.




CHAPTER THIRTEEN SOCIALIST FEMINISM AND SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Most people do not bend the knee to homosexual philosophy or transgender theory with the intent to annihilate the family or explode notions of biological connectedness and belonging. Most people who climb aboard the LGBT express do so with noble intentions. Most fall into one of these categories:


	They want to be seen as loving people.

	They want to support the idea of equality.

	They experience same-sex attraction or gender dysphoria themselves.

	They have loved ones who experience same-sex attraction or gender dysphoria.

	They see the family as an oppressive institution and are working to hasten its destruction and pave the way for socialist rule and sexual chaos.



I believe this last group is relatively miniscule. Most people have started down the path of family destruction not fully realizing where the path would lead. I don’t believe there are large numbers of people who earnestly believe that motherhood and fatherhood are evil, marriage should be destroyed, sexual chaos is ideal, men are actually women, or children would be better off severing connections to their biological parents and living a sexually free lifestyle rather than living in families. At least not yet.

However, there are some who do passionately believe these things and are working and paying to promote them. And their influence is significant. But where are they? Who are they? Most of the time the engineers behind society-altering movements that seek to annihilate civilized life as we know it prefer to retain a man-behind-the-curtain persona.1

Engels and Firestone Resurface Together

One person who is a useful cog in the machinery of the anti-family movement and who has bought into Engels’s and Firestone’s philosophies hook, line, and sinker is radical feminist and member of the Israeli Parliament Merav Michaeli. Michaeli was included on a panel of six participants in a nationally televised debate in September 2017 concerning whether Australia should adopt same-sex marriage.2 I cite her here because her arguments bring Engels and Firestone squarely back into the conversation and because her views are representative of the modern feminist, anti-family, anti-marriage movement.

Michaeli openly calls for all governments, religions, and principalities everywhere to “cancel the very concept of marriage.”3 Prompted by the first question in the same-sex marriage debate, Michaeli launched into a retelling of Engels’s familiar fable that men invented marriage to serve their own selfish purposes. Her next major point was straight from Shulamith Firestone: Children should have autonomous free choice especially in matters of sex. She then berates the family as being a place of domination and danger:


The core family as we know it, unfortunately, it is the least safe place for children.… It is exactly those parental rights… the total custody that we have in this structure of marriage, which still gives men domination, complete domination over their children… [that] is a part of the ongoing hurt in children.4



Michaeli continued, “First and foremost, I want to say that I’m all for love… but it does not necessarily have to do with who you make a child with, or who you bring it up with. That’s one of the things that we need to start breaking apart.”5 It was Shulamith speaking from the grave: Breaking apart biological ties and the love between mothers and children is the primary objective society must accomplish. Michaeli said that instead of marriage, the state should endorse child custody agreements wherein “[a] child can have more than two parents; they don’t necessarily have to be his biological parents or her biological parents. The person who takes responsibility for the child… needs to be obligated for certain criteria that the state should actually decide on.”6

Three key things must be noted about Michaeli’s proposal for child custody agreements. First and foremost, notice that Michaeli is calling for the revocation of mothers’ rights to their own children. If you must apply to acquire a child and receive permission from the state to do so, then mothers no longer inherently possess the fruits of their wombs. Likewise, fathers have no recognized claim on the children they produce. In Michaeli’s proposed society, mothers’ and fathers’ inherent biological claims on their children are not recognized by the powers of the state.

Second, Michaeli wants to deregulate marriage while increasing regulation in other areas of life. It’s intriguing that early on in the debate Michaeli balked at state registration of marriages, and yet she says that those who want to raise children would need to register with the state and be “obligated for certain criteria that the state should decide on.”7 This would, in fact, be necessary if the family were broken apart as Michaeli and her comrades suggest. If the private sanctuary of family was torn down, virtually everything would become a publicly regulated matter.

Third, Michaeli is redefining the word parent. She wants parent to become a nonbiological label. She wants the concepts of mother and father to be replaced by concepts like “custodians,” and she wants parental rights to disappear. She wants literal parenthood to be forgotten, abolished, or forbidden. As Michaeli delivers such passionate sermons against the family, Firestone and Engels must be doing synchronized high kicks from the grave and Lewis must be gleefully shaking pom-poms somewhere.

Registering Our Love with the State

The debate about same-sex marriage has been staged in terms of love (Love Makes a Family, Love Equals Love, Love Wins.) Michaeli, like others, has criticized marriage because it makes us “register our love” for each other. However, when two people marry, they’re not registering that they love each other. We might hope that they love each other, and it might work out best if they do. But this is not why the state has historically required that people publicly register their marriages.

Historically, people who marry have been publicly declaring and registering that they are going to participate in the activity which has the potential to make a child: heterosexual sex. The reason they are required to officially register this information is so that any child they may bring into the world will be most likely to know and be cared for by his or her creators, and the state can hold parents legally responsible for the care of their own children. So, yes, it is good to publicly register marriages before heterosexual sex occurs. That way the majority of children will be born into situations where both of their creators claim them and are publicly committed to caring for them. Therefore, society survives and thrives because babies survive and thrive.

Calculated Convergence

If we look closely, we notice that feminism, socialism, and marriage equality were all symbolically onstage together at this debate. The participants and their cooperating philosophies didn’t draw undue attention to themselves. They just got people to clap. Most of the clapping people didn’t realize they were clapping for socialism because they don’t know that modern feminism, as brazenly embraced by Michaeli’s band of sisters, is based largely on the flawed theories of the cofounder of socialism himself, Friedrich Engels. They also apparently don’t know that true socialism explicitly calls for the abandonment of marriage, the mandated entrance of women into the workforce, the care of children by the state, and the total estrangement of fathers from their children. They just think it’s about equality.

And most people at the debate didn’t know that when they were clapping for marriage equality they were clapping for the revocation of children’s rights to know their parents, the expansion of surrogacy entailing the purchase of women’s bodies for the benefit of men, and the collapse of marriage itself—detonated from the inside.8 This public convergence of feminism, socialism, and sexually non-diverse marriage on the public stage was no mere happenstance. Michaeli’s inclusion on the panel of a national same-sex marriage debate appears to be a carefully orchestrated move meant to further the cluster of philosophies that all desire and require the same thing: the cessation, eradication, cancellation, and annihilation of marriage and the biological family. You will notice that, fortuitously, from the outset of the same-sex marriage debate, the idea was sprung that marriage itself was evil. But for now, if we’re going to allow marriage for some people, we have to allow it for all people as a simple matter of human rights.

The Great Question of Civilization

Radical feminism, socialism, and sexual equalism all insist that biological family relationships must be deprioritized or redesigned in order for society to achieve its greatest potential.9 All three of these cooperating movements require us to answer the same key questions: Should biological relationships initiated through sex, conception, birth, and marriage be recognized and legally protected? Does private possessorship born of umbilical tethering hold the world together, or does it bind, strangle, and choke the life out of humanity?

Philosopher Ludwig von Mises observed, “If history could teach us anything, it would be that private property is inextricably linked with civilization.”10 Socialism, radical feminism, and sexual equalism all call for the restriction and relinquishment of private property starting at its very root: the mother and her child. This being the case, will diminishing the exclusive private rights of the mothers, fathers, and children of the world affect the stability of civilization? This is the grand question. It seems we are on the verge of finding out the answer as we steer increasingly away from biological possessorship and plunge headlong toward nonbiologically engineered families and societies.

But some sages are willing to declare the outcome right now. Mark Dreyfus, another panelist on the Australian same-sex marriage debate, said reassuringly, “I don’t think that any dire consequences have befallen any of those countries which have already long since achieved marriage equality.”11 It’s possible this man will one day be likened unto a smiling chap on the deck of the Titanic saying smugly, “I don’t think that any dire consequences have befallen our ship which has long since been hit by a giant iceberg.”




CHAPTER FOURTEEN THE SANITY OF FAMILY

Merav Michaeli insists that a child’s own biological family is the most dangerous place for him or her to exist. In her TED Talk, “Cancel Marriage,” she said,


If you thought that this arrangement [marriage] is the best thing for children, think again. I know we live under the impression that the outside world is hostile and dangerous… but the truth is that children are most likely to [be] abused sexually, mentally, and physically in their homes, inside their core families formed by marriage where men are patrons over their wives and children.1



Similarly, in the same-sex marriage debate Michaeli said, “The core family as we know it, unfortunately, is the least safe place for children… The data speaks about every fifth child that goes through some kind of abuse—sexual, physical, emotional.” She then says that “the core family is the place” where abuse happens because of “parental rights” and because of “this total custody that we have in this structure of marriage.” She concludes that domination by fathers “is part of the ongoing hurt” in the children of the world.

The Least Safe Place for Children?

The purpose of this book is not to explore all data relevant to all the topics raised but rather to expose the underpinnings of philosophies attempting to alter the destiny of humanity by altering the structure of the family. However, even a glance at credible data addressing family structure and child abuse reveals a different picture than the dark and foreboding one Michaeli paints. Dr. Paul Sullins, who has spent his career studying families, observes, “The proposition that the natural family comprising joint married biological parents offers the best context for child well-being and development is among the most strongly attested assertions in all of the social sciences.”2 He continues, “National health surveillance surveys have repeatedly found that children in alternate family arrangements are subject to a wide range of emotional and behavioral problems at higher rates than are children in conjugal families.”3

In a 2015 cooperative report from Princeton University and the Brookings Institution, David Ribar, from the University of Melbourne, writes:


Reams of social science and medical research convincingly show that children who are raised by their married, biological parents enjoy better physical, cognitive and emotional outcomes, on average, than children raised in other circumstances.… [R]esearchers have been able to make a strong case that marriage has causal impacts on outcomes such as children’s schooling, their social and emotional adjustment, and their employment, marriage and mental health as adults.4



In 2010, demographers from the Centers for Disease Control reported findings from National Health Information Surveys from 2001 to 2007. They report: “On every indicator examined, children being raised in single mother or blended families exhibited poorer health than those in nuclear families.”5

Specifically regarding abuse, the 2005 National Incidence Survey reported that children living with married biological parents experienced significantly less physical, sexual, and emotional abuse than children in any other family living situation.6 In fact, instances of abuse were “three to ten times higher for children not living with married biological parents.”7

Other studies suggest that one of the most dangerous places for a child to live is with a man who is not the child’s biological father. According to a federal study of child abuse and neglect published in 2010:


Children living with their mother and her boyfriend are about 11 times more likely to be sexually, physically, or emotionally abused than children living with their married biological parents. Likewise, children living with their mother and her boyfriend are six times more likely to be physically, emotionally, or educationally neglected than children living with their married biological parents. In other words, one of the most dangerous places for a child in America to find himself in is a home that includes an unrelated male boyfriend—especially when that boyfriend is left to care for a child by himself.8



Children are more likely to stay alive if they are raised by their married parents. Death by killing significantly increases when children live in alternate situations. Social science researcher Dr. W. Bradford Wilcox reports,


Children are not only more likely to thrive but are also more likely to simply survive when they are raised in an intact home headed by their married parents, rather than in a home headed by a cohabiting couple. For instance, a 2005 study of fatal child abuse in Missouri found that children living with their mother’s boyfriends were more than 45 times more likely to be killed than were children living with their married mother and father.9



Scholars from UC Berkeley, Rutgers University, and the Universities of Texas, Virginia, Minnesota, Chicago, Maryland, and Washington reported that children who live with their own married parents generally:


	Live longer, healthier lives both physically and psychologically

	Do better in school

	Are more likely to graduate from high school and attend college

	Are less likely to live in poverty

	Are less likely to be in trouble with the law

	Are less likely to drink or do drugs

	Are less likely to be violent or sexually active

	Are less likely to be victims of sexual or physical violence

	Are more likely to have a successful marriage when they are older10



According to Sara McLanahan of Princeton University, evidence strongly demonstrates that biological parenthood matters to children regardless of other factors:


Children who grow up in a household with only one biological parent are worse off, on average, than children who grow up in a household with both of their biological parents, regardless of the parents’ race or educational background, regardless of whether the parents are married when the child is born, and regardless of whether the resident parent remarries.11



McLanahan further explains,


If we were asked to design a system for making sure that children’s basic needs were met, we would probably come up with something quite similar to the two-parent ideal. Such a design, in theory, would not only ensure that children had access to the time and money of two adults, it also would provide a system of checks and balances that promoted quality parenting. The fact that both parents have a biological connection to the child would increase the likelihood that the parents would identify with the child and be willing to sacrifice for that child, and it would reduce the likelihood that either parent would abuse the child.12



These examples barely scratch the surface of the ever-expanding body of evidence demonstrating that living with one’s own married, biological parents is consistently the most stable, most prosperous, safest place for a child to live. Family structure does not make “no difference” to a child.13 The difference is staggering.

Rates of abuse are often low in adoptive families as they are in biologically inherent families. Rates of abuse and neglect in stepparent and foster families are often notably higher. My contention is not that gay or transgender people will be more abusive than other parents. Many gay and transgender people are committed, loving parents. My contention is that abuse and neglect of children will increase generally the more the biologically inherent family model is rejected both in law and by the rising generation.

Further, the question is not whether biology is all that matters in families, but rather whether biological connections matter at all. Of course, a host of other factors also matter. Simply existing in a biological family is no guarantee against difficulty or abuse, nor does it promise love or happiness. And yet, studies show that biological, married families have consistently produced the best outcomes for men, women, and children on virtually every measurable indicator.14

Diamonds

Why do marital and biological connections consistently seem to forge the strongest, most enduring social structures?15 Because belonging matters. Exactly why belonging matters is an elusive question. The almost inexplicable phenomenon of marital and biological connectedness and the positive outcomes consistently associated with them are difficult to explain. But perhaps the case of common graphite and diamonds can shed some light on the question. Graphite and diamonds are both made of identical carbon atoms, and yet they are vastly different substances with vastly different properties. One is brittle, and one is almost unbreakable. It has been observed that the divergent properties of graphite and diamonds “do not reside in the carbon atoms; they reside in the interconnections between the carbon atoms, or at least arise because of the interconnections between the carbon atoms. So similarly, the pattern of connections among people confers upon groups of people different properties.”16

The pattern of connections around us can include friendships, teams, clubs, religious groups, political parties, critique groups, and support groups. But the family—in its preprogrammed possessiveness, complete with all the pressures and pleasures that come with marital and biological connectedness—is the bond that seems to matter the most. These tenacious bonds extend through, strengthen, and bind all of humanity together, past, present, and future. The biological family is the overarching and undergirding force that forges, fashions, and fires entire societies. If we dislodge, erode, or explode the connections that tie families together or prevent family bonds from forming in the first place—especially bonds between mothers and their children—the structure of the world is laid vulnerable to extraordinary, unprecedented, and astonishing collapse.

Against a landslide of data in favor of the family, modern feminists, socialists, and sexual radicals stubbornly insist that if the biological family is abandoned completely, equality-induced euphoria will engulf the globe. As these zealous disciples continue to toil for the disappearance of motherhood, one is left to wonder what the state of the world might be when mothers are finally thrown on the scrap heap of history. I can imagine no greater hell than a world without mothers.




PART IV GLOBAL ONSLAUGHT




CHAPTER FIFTEEN TAKING IT TO THE TOP

The common person does not respond well to direct doses of Shulamith Firestone, Sophie Lewis, or Friedrich Engels. Most people don’t think families are the root of all evil, childbearing by women should be eliminated, men should not shoulder any familial responsibilities, redistribution and management of children by the state is a great idea, children should have more sex, or that the only way to save humanity from itself is to annihilate family relationships.

So, if you are a radical feminist, an avowed socialist, or a sexual activist who earnestly believes these things, what can you do? How can you save humanity against its will? If the common person will not listen to you, how can you fundamentally change society? If you cannot start a grassroots movement because the principles you’re peddling tend to poison the grass down to the roots, what do you do?

You go to the top. If you cannot start a movement from the bottom up, you enact it from the top down. You could take your caustic ideology to a mayor or a governor or even a president. But if you wanted to wield the widest possible influence, you would go even farther up the chain of command. You would go to where heads of state and their emissaries put their heads together and think great, detached thoughts. You would go there and you would adorn your ideas in the highest and holiest language. You would drape your philosophies with pleasing words and cast them in the most appealing light possible. Then you would introduce your philosophies solemnly to heads of state and you would seat them strategically beside equality, tolerance, and love. You would foster a special friendship between your ideas and women’s rights.

The Highest, Holiest Language

The highest and holiest public language of our day is the language of rights. And rights are increasingly regarded as things that emanate from the hallowed halls of the United Nations. If a thing can be officially christened an international human right, then any opposition to that thing is almost automatically seen as barbaric, inhumane, and backward. The appellation of “human right” is among the most persuasive labels in the world, and this designation is sought by virtually any entity that seriously wishes to change the world, especially those who have difficulty doing so by gaining the allegiance of ordinary people.

So, if you wanted to change the world and could not do so on the fruits of your own principles, you would go to the United Nations. And you would begin to leverage the weight of the world’s nations—and the money they dispense—in your favor. You would weave your philosophies into every document, treaty, statement, program, and declaration you possibly could. You would ally yourself comfortably with as many diplomats, decision makers, and self-supposed demigods as possible. People intoxicated with the limelight of public service are often easily entreated, and so this is the perfect place to persuade people to your way of thinking, especially if it paints them as progressive, crusaders for women, or champions of equality.

This is precisely where the Shulamith Firestones and Friedrich Engelses of our day have gone. They have taken their cause to the United Nations. And after decades of careful grooming and calculated collusion, they have secured a commanding seat at the global helm and are pulling at the reins of the world. The take-it-to-the-top strategy has been executed with precision, and it’s working like a charm.

Unpaid Work and the United Nations

Though many people are largely unaware of the complex workings of the United Nations, the influence of these workings is profound. Massive funding and attention are channeled to particular causes through the UN system, and those causes tend to prosper in the societies of the world.1 Every spring at the United Nations headquarters in New York City, the Commission on the Status of Women (CSW) negotiates and finalizes an official outcome document. The document is supposed to represent the attitude of the world in regard to women. Women come to the UN from around the globe, absorb the doctrines that are taught, and take these doctrines back to their homelands to advocate for them. The outcome document, though technically nonbinding, is regarded by many as the consensus of the world on the status of women and is imbued with significant influence.

One of the positions UN entities consistently push is that unpaid work constitutes inequality and oppression. As one example of how the socialist, feminist, and equalist movements have infected the UN system and are working to disband family-based living, in March 2017 a paragraph labeled “Unpaid care and domestic work” was proposed for inclusion in the CSW outcome document. It said in part:


Consider undertaking targeted measures to recognize, reduce and redistribute women’s and girls’ disproportionate burden of unpaid care and domestic work, by promoting policies and initiatives regarding the construction of national care systems with a gender perspective including reconciliation of work and family life, equal and democratic sharing of responsibilities between women and men, flexibility in working arrangements without reductions in labour and social protections… as well as accessible, affordable and quality childcare and care facilities for older persons, persons with disabilities, persons living with HIV and AIDS and all others in need of care, and by challenging social norms and gender stereotypes that limit women’s roles to being mothers and caregivers and promote men’s participation and responsibilities as fathers and caregivers.2



Woven into the sentences above is the deconstruction of the family in the name of freeing the woman. Amongst all the legalese, notice the intent to “redistribute women’s and girls’ disproportionate burden of unpaid care and domestic work.” What does this mean and how is this redistribution to be done? The rest of the paragraph provides answers: by constructing “national care systems” including “quality childcare and care facilities for older persons” and care centers for “all others in need of care.” All people needing care (which would include all children) would potentially be redistributed away from private homes and into state-run facilities to receive “quality care.” In this way, the private, unregulated sphere of life shrinks away while the publicly planned and scrutinized sphere of life expands exponentially.

Regulating Caring

The task of caretaking is to be transferred from the private sphere to the public sphere, where it is transformed from a work based on love to a work based on money or, at the very least, assignment. In this scenario, every child would theoretically receive care; it would just be cared for by people other than its parents. The same would be true for anyone who needs care. They would likely be put in the care of nonrelatives and monitored by state employees in a state-run facility so “women’s and girls’ disproportionate burden of unpaid care and domestic work” could be redistributed.

When was the last time you went to a state-run facility and wished you could stay there forever? Do you crave the feelings of warmth, joy, and love you feel when you go to the Department of Motor Vehicles? This is the grand future of the world if the UN gets its way. If the UN gets its way, childhood will become a mammoth stint at the DMV. And so will old age. Caring for the young and the old will not be done out of love, but rather out of a duty to equality and to liberate women from their own children and families.

Of course, care facilities already exist in the free-market system, and people can put their family members in care facilities if they choose. The difference is whether those facilities will be run socialistically by the world’s governments or if they will be run by private businesses (functioning on the principle of private belonging established by mothers) wherein competition keeps costs down and quality up. Further, care centers are currently entered into by the choice of the individuals and families involved. There is a strong possibility that putting one’s children or others into state care would become mandatory in a planned economy in which socially productive work does not include caring for one’s own children.

Familiar Fingerprints

On the topic of unpaid caregiving, Michaeli said, “We need to stop one of the most devastating parts of marriage, which is the unrecognized work that women do in the house and caretaking of children. It is still not recognized in the economy.” She echoed this elsewhere, saying, “Above all, we have to… abolish marriage because we must make our governments rethink economy to include housework and childcare. This is the fundamental thing that we must change in our lives.”3 She and her like-minded sisters at the UN always get applause from women when they talk this way. Most women applaud because they would like their work to be more appreciated and recognized. And they are not wrong for wanting this; their contributions should be more noticed and more noted. Most women who engage in caregiving sense that the work they do holds the world together. But they scarcely realize that what Michaeli and her fellow crusaders are proposing is not simply recognition for the woman, but abolition of her private position in society, the removal of her own children from her care, the expansion of state regulation, and the shrinking of the private sphere.

What the globalist socialists at the United Nations and elsewhere are talking about when they refer to “redistributing women’s and girls’ disproportionate burden of unpaid care” is making virtually all roles in society public roles so that all people contribute directly to the economy and to the gross domestic product. They want the public and private spheres to be “reconciled,” or in other words equalized, and to fall under the same scrutiny and control.4 They want to essentially eliminate the private-ness of the private sphere.

Be assured that those who push these positions at the United Nations seek not only to dismantle the privately functioning man-woman-child family as the fundamental unit of society, but to dismantle it and replace it with something else. That something else is global regulation. And if the family ceases to function as the self-regulating, autonomous, productive, private cell within societies, there will indeed be a gaping void in the world, and a global state will attempt to fill it. The United Nations has gathered its weighty coils and is poised to strike at every opportunity to usurp the mighty power that currently rests within the families of the world. When natural disasters, economic crashes, or other calamities occur and the United Nations (or any of its allies) begins to lean in with solutions that reek of socialist domination in the guise of salvation, we can be sure that the snake is about to strike. And we must escape the bite at all costs.

Discussions of unpaid work begin to look benign when compared to other causes United Nations agencies are advancing. The picture becomes more troubling as we move from the realm of work to the realm of sex.




CHAPTER SIXTEEN SEXUAL RIGHTS AND GENDER EQUALITY

The term “sexual rights” was coined during the latter half of the twentieth century and has been eerily stalking the halls of the UN ever since. Before then, almost no one had heard of sexual rights (also called sexual and reproductive health and rights, and other variations), but now nearly every major event at the Commission on the Status of Women seems to be built around the issue of sexual rights.

Just what exactly are sexual rights? There is no international consensus on what sexual rights are, or if they are even valid rights at all. And yet, the talking heads continue to speak of sexual rights as a noble concept that must be honored by all UN member states and all people everywhere because it supposedly honors, exalts, and empowers women.

International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF) is a major player at the United Nations. IPPF pushes for the expansion and endorsement of sexual rights ideology worldwide. IPPF functions in over 170 countries, maintains 65,000 service points, and regularly partners with UN agencies.1 IPPF says sexual rights “are an evolving set of entitlements related to sexuality that contribute to the freedom, equality and dignity of all people.”2 This lofty-sounding but vague definition leaves the doors wide open for claims as to what sexual rights actually entail. This vagueness is intentional so the phrase sexual rights can be reinterpreted later to mean whatever those at the helm want it to mean.

Although the definition of sexual rights is elusive, these three major elements of the sexual rights agenda consistently surface in UN initiatives and elsewhere:


	The right to sexual pleasure3

	The right to sexual information

	The right to contraception and abortion



These sexual rights are promoted in the name of “gender equality.” When I first went to the Commission on the Status of Women at the United Nations, this symbol was everywhere:

[image: Image]

One might think this symbol simply means men and women should be valued, paid, and respected equally, which they should. But after listening to a few sexual rights presentations at the UN, it became clear that gender equality as represented by this symbol does not mean women and men should be valued equally for their unique and complementary contributions to the world, but rather that women and men have no unique contributions to make. The message is that woman equals man, or more pointedly, that woman is man. This is problematic because women are not, in fact, men. The fact that there is a huge annual conference at the United Nations convened for the purpose of deliberating on the status of women underscores the fact that women are distinct and different from men.

Becoming Like Men

The clearest differences between men and women—and therefore the things that must be crushed so gender equality can be achieved—are the woman’s ability to conceive, gestate, bear, and nurse children. These, of course, are the very things that give women natural sovereignty over the people of the world. If humans are to achieve the UN’s version of gender equality, it is clear what must happen: the capacities of the woman must be reduced. The only way to abolish the inequality created by sexually diverse anatomy is to reduce or eliminate a woman’s ability to conceive and bear life so that she becomes barren, just like men.

If taken to its extreme, this position would obliterate human life. But there truly is no other viable option. If equality means sameness, then making women like men is the only avenue to equality. Because you cannot make men like women. Women’s ability to harbor and create life can be arrested, suppressed, aborted, and surgically removed so they are more like men, but it is extremely difficult for men to be made into reliable harbors and ports for life.4

Those who see women as somehow inferior to men because women can bear children are either oblivious to the obvious or intentionally discounting the production and flourishing of human life as relevant when, in fact, it is a factor so dominant in its importance that it eclipses almost all else. But few women wandering among the endless gender equality banners at the UN realize this fact. They continue to battle ferociously to be like men instead of expecting and demanding that the world see, value, and respond to them as they are: naturally empowered beings who rule civilization through their direct custody of everyone who is ever born.5

Elimination of the Sex Distinction through Gender Equality

You will remember that Shulamith Firestone said, “The end goal of feminist revolution must be… not just the elimination of male privilege but of the sex distinction itself.”6 Many efforts at the UN and elsewhere are pushing the world toward legally and culturally eliminating sex distinctions between men and women, propelled by transgender activism and gender equality initiatives. The international push for gender equality rather than women’s equality or women’s and men’s equality is intentional. For decades the terms gender and gender equality have been inserted into numerous UN initiatives, and for decades most everyone assumed that these words simply meant equality between men and women. If this was ever the case, it is no longer the case now. Due to the mainstreaming and increasing codification of transgenderism, the word gender can now be used to encompass gender identity which promotes and protects the ability of individuals to claim they are a gender that is not manifested by their physical bodies.

The international agenda to decimate the distinctions between men and women by co-opting the word gender became clear in March 2019 at the Commission on the Status of Women. South Africa put forward a resolution which claimed to protect the rights of intersex athletes to participate in women’s sports.7 However, the wording in the document could be inclusive of not only intersex persons, but of virtually all men.8 Revisions to the document that would have clarified that its language would apply only to intersex athletes rather than men wishing to infiltrate women’s sports in the name of transgenderism were rejected by those pushing the document. This revealed that their true intentions had little to do with intersex people or with sports; the resolution casts a much wider net.

The resolution names numerous UN documents and initiatives that include the word “gender” including: the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women. It also invokes a laundry list of Human Rights Council resolutions, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Sustainable Development Goals, and virtually every UN document that has ever used the word “gender” or addressed “gender discrimination” in any way or form. And this is where it gets tricky.

In listing all these human rights instruments, this resolution seeks to retroactively infuse virtually every previous reference to gender with the meaning of gender identity. This means that instead of these instruments protecting the interests of women and girls under the banner of gender equality as they were originally intended to do, they would now protect the interests of men presenting as women and women presenting as men, not only in sports but in virtually every conceivable circumstance. Every country that supports this resolution would essentially be conceding that every document which previously addressed gender was really addressing gender identity. This would serve to forcefully “transgender” any society that adopted the resolution and might subject those societies to gender monitoring by the Human Rights Council.

This is a fantastic bait and switch that weaponizes the word gender—and turns the weapon on women. And thus, under the guise of gender equality, the meaning of woman is disfigured, and women are marginalized in the name of what everyone thought was equality for women.

But perhaps even more stunning than this attempt to turn all previous references to gender on their heads and undo the significance of biological realities is the dramatic transformation of UN Women itself. UN Women is the UN’s official body dedicated to advancing women’s rights around the globe. But in July 2019, UN Women announced it would no longer focus solely on women’s rights, but will focus on “equality of all genders.”9 A representative clarified that this included lesbian, bisexual, gay, transgender, questioning or queer, intersex, pansexual, gender nonconforming, nonbinary, and “the full range of gender diversities that exist.”10

The UN Women executive director further said that sexual orientation and gender identity are core values of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals. This means that millions of dollars earmarked to further the rights and well-being of women and girls worldwide will likely be hijacked and redistributed to support the cause of transgenderism and gender activism. This bold course change by UN Women represents the official abandonment of women’s rights at the highest UN levels and signals the attempted obliteration of biological sex as a meaningful or defensible designation in society.

Gender Equality beyond the UN

Other potent examples of gender abolition in the name of gender equality are popping up everywhere. One is the “rainbow voting agreement” entered into by leaders in the Netherlands. This agreement calls for (among other things) “the registration of gender to be abolished wherever possible.”11 Another example is the banning of the words “he” and “she” by the California state senate committee and instead compelling people to use the pronoun “they” to refer to anyone during committee hearings.12 Developments such as this are surfacing so frequently now that it is difficult to keep pace with legal and social efforts that seek to forcibly suppress gender.13

Another legislative example of gender equality gone awry is a bill introduced in the United States House of Representatives in the spring of 2019. HR5, known as the Equality Act, seeks to amend several previous acts, including the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Civil Rights Act banned discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and other characteristics. Much like the UN resolution on women’s sports, the Equality Act seeks to redefine the meaning of “sex” to include gender identity and seeks to make this definition retroactively effective in a number of previously adopted pieces of legislation.

The Equality Act would work to disallow the legal recognition of biologically female and male people. A member of the House Judiciary Committee made this comment regarding the Equality Act: “HR5 nullifies women and girls as a coherent legal category worthy of legal protection. It ignores fairness and denies science. It exploits stereotypes. Women and children are the collateral damage of HR5.”14 Another critic said that if US law changes according to the dictates of the Equality Act, “[W]e can no longer distinguish females from women with testes for any purpose.”15 This may truly be the case. The Equality Act, which has essentially unanimous support on the Democratic side of the aisle and some support on the Republican side, is so sweeping in its potential effect that it (or future measures like it) could make bodily sex legally irrelevant, negate protections and benefits for women, ensure on-demand abortion sponsored by the state, curtail parental rights, and upend a host of basic societal dynamics.16

The Equality Act is essentially an ugly stepsister to the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) of the 1970s. The ERA has reemerged in the current political landscape and, if adopted at any point in the future, would initiate many of the same outcomes the Equality Act threatens to set in motion. Yet another initiative that could accomplish similar (or perhaps more severe) outcomes is the Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), presented to the United Nations General Assembly in 1979.17 The United States has thus far chosen not to ratify CEDAW. However, individual cities in the US are beginning to adopt it.

Although these initiatives have been given nice-sounding names ringing of equality, equal rights, and non-discrimination, they all hack at the root of the family: the diversity, complementarity, and necessity of women and men. These examples and others like them represent the ongoing erasure of physical sex as a relevant category in society, which is unavoidably leading to legal erasure not just of women and men, but of mothers and fathers. The legal and social embrace of transgenderism encapsulates the rejection of the human body as inherently manifested in two distinct, complementary forms and can act as a precursor to the legal eradication of the family as the fundamental unit of society.

Do Sexual Rights Achieve Equality for Women Anyway?

Even if there were no nefarious global agenda to unseat womanhood and manhood in the name of gender equality, the supposed rights to abortion and contraception pushed by UN agencies and their partners do not achieve equality for women. The claim that contraception and abortion achieve equality for women is marred by at least two facts. First, abortion and contraception involve risks to women, not men. And second, abortion and contraception are promoted by organizations which earn money from selling abortions and contraception to women; this presents a significant conflict of interests between women and abortion providers wishing to become rich off women’s bodies.

What risks does abortion present to women? The risks include hemorrhage, uterine rupture, tearing of the cervix, heart attack, damage to internal organs, future miscarriage, placenta previa in future pregnancies, stillbirth in future pregnancies, sterility, anxiety, depression, increased suicidality,18 infection, blood clots, and, in rare cases, death.19 But those who stand to profit from abortion20 (including abortion clinics, abortionists, and companies that manufacture abortion devices) downplay these risks, insisting that the phrase “safe abortion” be used in UN documents and initiatives.21 But the fact remains that abortion requires grave risks on the part of women, while men’s situation remains largely unchanged. This is not equality.

In addition to the physical risks inherent to abortion and some forms of contraception,22 easy availability of abortion gives men greater license to sexually dominate women. When abortion is readily available, a man can rest easy knowing that if a woman becomes pregnant because of his actions she can simply have an abortion, and in so doing exercise one of her most celebrated rights—and he will be off the hook. This serves to sexually embolden men and sexually disempower women. This is not equality.

Further, women are situated differently toward their children than men are. A woman cannot simply walk away from her unborn child like a reprobate man can. A woman must act decisively to eliminate her child. Walking away and initiating violent annihilation through abortion are not the same thing. Initiating a fatal act against one’s own child can leave a woman with feelings of desolation and emptiness rather than the promised feelings of empowerment.23 A man who walks away from his unborn baby and his pregnant sexual partner may have a change of heart later in the pregnancy or later in life and decide to return and embrace his child. But for a woman who aborts her child, the consequence of her choice is permanent. There is no going back. Her child is not just out of sight, her child is dead. This is not equality.

Abortion advocates such as International Planned Parenthood Federation assure women it is their empowering right to engage freely in sex with uncommitted men. This is helpful to IPPF’s cause because sex must occur in order for babies to be conceived, so that babies can be aborted, so that abortion providers can become rich. And the chance of abortion is often higher if the father is not committed to the baby’s mother. Women have been convinced to buy into this system which normalizes sex with uncommitted men and at the same time expects non-fertility and non-childbearing on the part of women. Such a system works against the woman’s life-giving anatomy and her innate inclinations to seek stable emotional commitment. It also encourages irresponsibility and promiscuity in men. This is not equality.

Celebrating Coerced Abortion and Population Control

Germaine Greer is one feminist who confronts legalized abortion for what it is. She says,


What women “won” was the right to undergo invasive procedures in order to terminate unwanted pregnancies, unwanted not just by them but by their parents, their sexual partners, the governments who would not support mothers… The crowning insult is that this ordeal is represented to her as some kind of a privilege. Her sad and onerous duty is garbed in the rhetoric of a civil right.24



Greer is right. Legalized abortion opens the door for coercion to be loosed on women from outside parties, including the state. Research indicates that nearly two-thirds of abortions in America occur under situations of coercion wherein sexual partners, family members, sexual abusers, or other entities pressure the pregnant woman to abort her child.25

The passing of New York’s libertine abortion law in January 2019, which essentially allows the extermination of babies up until the moment of birth, (and the lighting of the New York skyline in pink to commemorate the macabre event) was an eerie reminder that the noose of socialistic control is tightening around us while we’re celebrating in the name of liberating women. Abortion must be legal in order for governments to foist it upon women in their jurisdictions. Greer predicted the state could and would do so if abortion were legalized. If a truly socialist administration seizes the White House or the highest house of any country, “regulation of the reproduction of human beings” through coerced abortion is likely to find its way onto the national agenda as it has in China and elsewhere.26

When one excuse to exterminate humans expires or is exposed as dubious, a new idea is invoked in its place. Gender equality, overpopulation, racial superiority, political expediency, saving the whales/owls/trees/ice caps/polar bears, and women’s empowerment all take turns vying for the best reason for limiting, prohibiting, and extinguishing the lives of people and convincing women to be the ones to extinguish it. The most popular reason currently proffered for eliminating humans is the threat of climate change. In fact, “family planning” is near the top of the list of most effective ways to save the world from climate disaster.27 Family planning, of course, is interpreted by many to include abortion.28 So the developing agenda is to save the world by killing the people being born into it, which is exactly what China did.

Because of the horrific stories coming from China and elsewhere, most entities are wise enough not to openly promote coercive population control measures or the elimination of babies as a way to save the world. Instead, most activists smile and speak of expanding “family planning” and “educating women.”29 No doubt family planning initiatives going forward will educate girls and women on their responsibility to save the world by eliminating their own children. Some claim that such initiatives would be noncoercive; but as expected, women are already reporting that one of the reasons they are choosing not to bear children is mounting social pressure and social concern about climate change.30 There is more than one way to coerce a woman onto the abortionist’s table.

I said most entities are wise enough not to openly promote coercive population control measures, but the United Nations is not one of them. Every year, the UN bestows Population Awards on people and institutions who champion the United Nations Population Fund’s (UNFPA) objectives for managing the world’s population.31 In 2018, the Guttmacher Institute—the pro-abortion research entity that works in cooperation with Planned Parenthood and is named for one of its first presidents—received the award.32 In 2016, the former executive director of International Planned Parenthood Federation for the Western Hemisphere Region received the award.33

But digging into the history of this award a little further, it gets worse. In the mid-1980s, the UN Population Award was given to Prime Minister Indira Gandhi of India and China’s family planning chief, Qian Xinzhong. Gandhi’s government “was accused of forcing men in villages to undergo sterilization,” while China, under Qian Xinzhong’s supervision, reportedly used “a system of punishment for couples who have two or more children” wherein women carrying a second child who refused an abortion could lose 20 percent of their pay or perhaps worse.34 These are the individuals chosen for highest honors by the UN system.35 The bestowal of these awards gives weighty kudos to those who use coercive measures to force abortion on the women of the world.

In contrast, the Trump administration came out against abortion and continued on that course. In addition to appointing a staunchly pro-life judge to the Supreme Court, in his first days in office President Trump reversed the so-called Mexico City policy, cutting US funding to foreign NGOs that perform or promote abortions. Then, in March 2019, the administration expanded the ban to include NGOs that provide financial support to other groups who provide abortion services or counseling.36 This essentially shut the back door through which US money was flowing to abortion providers worldwide, including Planned Parenthood. These actions will contribute to the true sexual equalization of women and men, save children, preserve families, and thwart the lethal work of Planned Parenthood.

True Sexual Rights

Do women really have sexual rights? If so, what are they? Since women possess the preeminent right and power to populate, possess, and fundamentally influence the world, women do have unique rights related to sex. You will rarely hear these rights discussed at United Nations events, but the women of the world should know what these rights are and should reap the benefits of exercising them. The true sexual rights every woman has are:


	The right to refuse any person sexual access to her body who does not have her immediate and lifelong well-being in mind

	The right to expect a man who desires sexual access to her body to publicly commit to her for life

	The right to hold the man who accesses her womb accountable for claiming and supporting any children who emerge from it

	The right to avoid sexually transmitted diseases, unsupported pregnancies, and damaging emotional entanglements by reserving sexual intimacy for one man who reserves sexual intimacy for her within the parameters of a publicly recognized, lifelong marriage

	The right to expect her fertility, health, and happiness to be top considerations in her sexual relationship with her spouse37

	The right to conceive, bear, possess, and raise the children she and her husband create together



These sexual rights best protect women from exploitation, disease, poverty, unsupported pregnancy, and a host of other negative outcomes.38




CHAPTER SEVENTEEN CHILDREN’S SEXUAL RIGHTS

UN agencies have done much good for the children of the world in the decades since the UN was organized, and many UN diplomats and employees oppose the sexualization of children. However, evidence suggests that several key UN agencies have been significantly influenced by the children’s sexual rights movement and are, in fact, promoting it.

When most people think of children’s rights, they think of protective rights or rights that are meant to protect children. However, there is another view of children’s rights heavily promoted by some entities at the United Nations. This position advocates for autonomous rights for children. A major element of the children’s autonomous rights movement is children’s so-called sexual rights.

Children’s Sexual Rights & International Planned Parenthood Federation

International Planned Parenthood Federation actively promotes sexual rights for children in cooperation with UNESCO and UNICEF.1 When I first went to the United Nations, I attended an event sponsored in part by IPPF. In this meeting, there was a post–middle-aged woman with bifocals and short-cropped salt-and-pepper hair sitting a few yards from me. I glanced at her name placard and knew her at once. I had researched IPPF, and this woman was a top player in the organization. I marveled that it was likely this very woman and her IPPF cohorts who created and promoted the 2011 document entitled Exclaim! Young People’s Guide to ‘Sexual Rights: An IPPF Declaration.’2 I had studied this document in depth. In fact, it was this document that brought me into the arena of children’s sexual rights in the first place. It lavishly dresses sexuality and sexual pleasure for children in the high and holy language of rights. Here are some excerpts from that document:


	“Young people are sexual beings. They have sexual needs, desires, fantasies and dreams. It is important for all young people around the world to be able to explore, experience and express their sexualities in healthy, positive, pleasurable and safe ways. This can only happen when young people’s sexual rights are guaranteed.”3

	“Sexuality and sexual pleasure are important parts of being human for everyone—no matter what age, no matter if you’re married or not and no matter if you want to have children or not.”4

	“There is a common misconception that young people are not or should not be sexual beings with the exception of certain groups, such as married young people or young people above a certain age. Sexuality is a central aspect of being human during all phases of each person’s life.”5

	“Governments and leaders have a duty to respect, protect and fulfill all sexual rights for everyone.”6



You will notice that these statements use the words “everyone,” “all people,” and “all phases of life” in reference to sexuality. This document does not define the term young people and specifically says that sexual pleasure is an important part of being human “for everyone—no matter what age.” This could include minors, young children, and babies. Further, “protect[ing] and fulfil[ling] all sexual rights for everyone” as stated in the document would likely require an overhaul of the sex crime laws of most nations, including abolishment of the age of consent, decriminalizing adult–child sex, legalization of child pornography, legalization of prostitution, and other measures. These developments are in line with Shulamith Firestone’s goals for achieving a sexually free and equal society.

Perhaps it doesn’t seem plausible that smart, professional human beings would put time and money into promoting sexual rights for children. And yet, the names and logos of top-tier UN agencies including UNICEF, UNFPA, WHO, and UNAIDS all appear on the front cover of International Technical Guidance on Sexuality Education, updated by UNESCO in January 2018.7 This document is laced with references to sexual rights for children, including these statements:


	“[Y]oung people want and need sexuality and sexual health information as early and comprehensively as possible…”8

	“[E]ach person’s decision to be sexually active is a personal one, which can change over time and should be respected at all times.”9

	Children should have “agency in their own sexual practices and relationships.”10

	Comprehensive sexuality education can “help children… form respectful and healthy relationships with… sexual partners.”11



Contrary to these purportedly rights-based declarations, most parents do not want their children engaging in sex acts or forming relationships with sexual partners because of the physical and psychological risks involved. Further, most major religions teach against engaging in sexual acts outside of marriage. This is where the Convention on the Rights of the Child comes slinking in. I will show you how this works.

The Convention on the Rights of the Child

The Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) was drafted at the United Nations in 1989 in the name of protecting the children of the world. However, the CRC provides footing for arguments in favor of children’s autonomous rights. The CRC asserts children’s rights to:


	“Seek, receive, and impart information and ideas of all kinds”

	Exercise “freedom of association”

	Refuse “arbitrary or unlawful interference with his or her privacy… or correspondence”

	Access “information and material from a diversity of national and international sources”

	Access to “the highest attainable standard of health” and “health care services”12



While some of these elements can be interpreted in ways that may be beneficial to children, many of them can limit parental influence, endanger children, and advance the cause of children’s sexual rights. For instance, if children are to “receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds through any media of the child’s choice” and are to have “access to information and material from a diversity of national and international sources,” this could include a wide variety of troubling and potentially dangerous material, such as pornographic and sexual resources and youth recruiters of all sorts, including terrorist groups and sex-trafficking rings. Further, if children are granted unfettered “freedom of association” along with prohibitions on “interferences with his or her privacy,” then parents’ authority to limit their children’s access to certain materials or their association with people they deem detrimental or dangerous to their children would be diminished or demolished in the name of children’s rights.

Exploiting Children’s Health

The CRC’s references to health care services become problematic in an environment that promotes sexual rights for children. Most people would agree that promoting children’s health is a worthy goal. But much depends on who is deciding what is healthy for children. If children have a right to access health care services, then it could be said that children have a right to access anything that is labeled a health care service, including sexual and reproductive health services. The term “sexual and reproductive health and rights” (SRHR) is used repeatedly in UN initiatives. Most entities that promote SRHR support an interpretation of that term that includes abortion and access to virtually all kinds of sexual information.13 If a child has a right to sexual health services and also has a right to privacy, this can be interpreted to mean that children have the right to access abortion, contraception, and a wide range of sexual information without the knowledge or interference of their parents. This is precisely the stance most children’s sexual rights activists take.

However, as I said before, most parents do not want their children engaging in sex acts, and most of the world’s religions prohibit engaging in sexual acts outside of marriage. Article 24 of the CRC addresses this problem. It says: “States Parties shall take all effective and appropriate measures with a view to abolishing traditional practices prejudicial to the health of children.” If experiencing sexual pleasure is important for the health and well-being of children as IPPF and its partners claim it is, then according to the CRC, familial and religious attitudes and practices that place limits on sexual activity for children are prime candidates for being “abolished.” The UN’s World Health Organization’s 2017 framework for sexuality educators specifically says sexuality educators should “demonstrate a positive attitude and respect towards sexuality in children,”14 “be willing to challenge… different cultural and religious backgrounds,” and be willing to challenge “parents and colleagues.”15

Attacks on Parental Rights

UNICEF is a prime partner in the effort to challenge parental rights. UNICEF is the UN agency tasked with protecting the well-being of the world’s children, especially children in crisis. In 2016, UNICEF published a document called Legal Minimum Ages and the Realization of Adolescents’ Rights, which says:


	“States should review and consider allowing children to consent to certain medical treatments and interventions without the permission of a parent, caregiver, or guardian, such as HIV testing and sexual and reproductive health services, including education and guidance on sexual health, contraception, and safe abortion.”16

	“In the area of sexual and reproductive health, the requirement of parental consent, especially for information, counseling and testing, can constitute a significant obstacle to accessing health services.”17

	“When setting a minimum age for medical treatment without parental consent, laws should provide for mechanisms to waive the minimum if the adolescent demonstrates adequate maturity and understanding of the implications of the medical decision.”18



These statements position parents as obstacles to their children’s health, make minimum ages essentially meaningless, and negate parents’ involvement in their children’s medical treatment, especially as related to sexuality.

The UN’s World Health Organization (WHO) also advocates for eliminating parental consent in regard to abortion, contraception, and other sexual services for young people. Their 2015 document, Sexual Health, Human Rights and the Law, asserts that human rights standards protect “adolescents under 18 from discrimination in accessing both information and services for sexual health” and “require states to guarantee adolescents’ rights to privacy and confidentiality by providing sexual and reproductive health services without parental consent.”19

The United Nations and Child Sex Scandals

Who are the people writing documents and pushing initiatives that advance sexual freedom for children? It is not always easy to connect names and faces to the controversial cause of children’s sexual rights, but faces periodically surface in the form of mug shots. In the wake of the #MeToo movement, sexual scandals at the United Nations seem to have erupted at an unusual rate.

Before we delve briefly into the history of UN-connected sexual scandals, it should be stated that not every organization found to have a pedophile or pedophiles in its midst is a pedophilic organization at large, and it could be argued that these examples and others in the UN’s history are isolated cases wherein sexual renegades infiltrated the otherwise saintly UN network. However, the ongoing push for children’s sexual rights by UNICEF, UNESCO, UNFPA, WHO, and their partners, along with the veritable torrent of sexual abuse allegations gushing from the United Nations, suggests that the problem is systemic, has existed for a very long time, and may be getting worse.

In February 2018, Peter Newell, a children’s-rights campaigner who worked extensively for UNICEF, was convicted of three counts of indecent assault and two counts of buggery (sodomy) and sentenced to over six years in jail.20 In years previous to his employment at UNICEF, Newell reportedly raped a boy over the course of three years beginning when the boy was thirteen; Newell plead guilty to charges against him.21 Newell is one of two people listed as authors on UNICEF’s Implementation Handbook for the Convention on the Rights of the Child.22 This means that the UN handbook instructing policymakers worldwide on how to implement the Convention on the Rights of the Child was written by a man who committed child rape. This should be a clue, if not a damning indictment, concerning the true nature of the CRC and the intent of at least some of the people promoting it and promoting sexual rights for children.

Additionally, in April 2018 Peter Dalglish, a former senior United Nations official, was arrested in Nepal on suspicion of pedophilia. Dalglish reportedly worked for a number of United Nations agencies over the course of years, including as a child protection advisor for the International Labour Organization.23 Reports claim Dalglish “offered children foreign trips and better education before sexually abusing them.”24 A statement lodged by one alleged victim indicates that Dalglish may have been exploiting children for a very long period of time.25 Dalglish was charged with child rape and could face over a decade in prison.26 However, as of yet it appears no effort has been made by UN entities to discover if there are victims whom Dalglish abused during his tenure at the United Nations.

One of the most egregious incidents of child sex abuse and inadequate response of UN officials to it occurred in the Central African Republic beginning in 2014. An organization called Code Blue Campaign, which works to end impunity for UN-connected sexual abusers, reports that in May 2014 several displaced children disclosed that they and their friends were being raped by international forces in exchange for food.27 An eleven-year-old boy reported that “a French soldier promised him food in exchange for… sex, negotiated with a guard to bring him onto the base, raped him, and then gave him biscuits and cash.”28 One thirteen-year-old boy said he “couldn’t number all the times he’d been forced to perform [sex acts] on soldiers.”29 UNICEF staff members in this area found that forced rape of boys ages eight to fifteen had occurred.30 This disturbing information was allegedly relayed to superiors on multiple occasions as more victims were identified, but Code Blue Campaign reports that little to nothing appears to have been done to stop soldiers from raping children or warn the people in the camp “that sexual predators were disguised as protectors and posed imminent danger to children and other civilians.”31

One UN official—disturbed by the lack of response by the UN hierarchy to the blatant sexual abuse of children by French peacekeepers—notified French authorities of the alleged abuse so they could pursue appropriate action against the perpetrators and put a stop to the ongoing rape and abuse of children. But incredibly, he was suspended by senior UN figures for allegedly “leaking confidential UN documents and breaching protocols.”32 This scandal along with others has led former UN investigator Peter Gallo to conclude, “There is a shocking disregard for the sexual abuse of children in the UN system at large.”33

Another UN-related sexual scandal erupted in Haiti, where at least 134 UN peacekeepers from Sri Lanka were accused of sexually abusing nine children in a sex ring from 2004 to 2007.34 Officers reportedly required sex in exchange for food or money. Investigators reported that one boy said he had sex with more than twenty Sri Lankan peacekeepers. Another boy reported having sex with more than 100 peacekeepers, averaging about four a day over the course of three years beginning when the boy was fifteen.35

Further, a series of “food-for-sex” scandals erupted in the early 2000s and the scope of that tragedy continued to unfold through 2006, when UN peacekeepers in Liberia were accused of selling food for sex from girls as young as eight.36

In April 2017, news broke of what was dubbed yet another UN child sex ring.37 A report on the scandal said criminal sexual activity impacting at least twenty-three countries had been discovered, and that “U.N. missions during the past 12 years found nearly 2,000 allegations of sexual abuse and exploitation by peacekeepers and other personnel around the world… More than 300 of the allegations involved children.”38

Another glaring instance of sexual abuse committed by a UN official is the case of Didier Bourguet. Bourguet is a Frenchman who worked for the United Nations in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2004. Bourguet was head of logistics for peacekeeping efforts in his area and allegedly victimized local children. Bourguet reportedly said it was easy to ensnare his victims because they were starving, and he would give them money in exchange for sex.39 This situation was not unique to Bourguet. He described a culture of UN workers having sex with prostitutes, young women, and children.40 And yet, almost unbelievably, reports indicate that “Bourguet remains the only civilian peacekeeper to have been jailed for sexual abuse while working abroad for the UN.”41

And finally, over thirty years ago, the director of UNICEF for an entire European nation along with his associates was allegedly running a child porn studio—using children they were supposed to be helping—in the basement of a UNICEF facility.42

These are just a few incidents in the long and seemingly endless string of sexual allegations against UN-related personnel showing a decades-long pattern of child rape and sexual abuse and lack of substantive action against it by the United Nations. When considering the number of children who may have been victimized worldwide (and who are likely still being exploited now), bear in mind that sexual abuse and rape are consistently underreported. This is especially true in areas of crisis where victims feel their lives may be at stake if they refuse to participate in abuse or if they report those in authority who are abusing them. Some estimate that sexual abuses committed by humanitarian aid workers including UN-connected personnel over the past decade may number in the tens of thousands.43

Anthony Banbury, former UN assistant secretary-general for field support, is deeply committed to the UN objectives but has become disenchanted with the UN system due to the mismanagement, disfunction, inefficiency, and sexual corruption he witnessed while working there. His most serious complaint against the UN is the “persistent pattern of rape and abuse” committed by UN peacekeeping troops and the insufficient UN response to it.44 UN watchdogs at Code Blue Campaign report that “unjust UN policies and practices have, over decades, resulted in a culture of impunity for sexual ‘misconduct’ ranging from breaches of UN rules to grave crimes.”45 Similarly, Gallo says of some UN personnel, “They’re paid enormous salaries for what they do and they’re comfortable in their immunity, knowing they won’t be caught.”46 Another former UN official who is associated with HearThierCries.org has gone so far as to say, “The United Nations is by far the biggest harborer of pedophiles in the world. They prey on children with alarming regularity during their many years of UN employment throughout the world.”47

This sinister coalescing of minimal accountability, huge financial reserves, fondness for child sex, and ever-increasing political power at the UN has done harm to the children of the world and threatens to do more.

Diplomatic Immunity

Sadly, the UN system may be a logical place for people interested in sexually victimizing children to place themselves. If a sexual predator wants easy access to helpless victims, an appealing option is to become an official child advocate and put on a blue UN uniform that makes starving, homeless children trust you. A bonus of joining the UN team is not just easy access to victims, but the high probability of escaping punishment due to endless, bureaucratic red tape. The UN can excuse itself from responsibility for the actions of the troops it uses to carry out its peacekeeping missions on the grounds that they are not technically UN employees; they are only soldiers assigned from various countries to fill missions under the umbrella of UN operations. Troops are accountable to the military discipline systems of their own countries for crimes they may commit. To what degree this occurs depends on many factors, including internal corruption.

While peacekeeping troops cannot technically claim immunity for their actions under the auspices of the UN, official UN personnel can. A founding UN document called the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations says UN officials shall “be immune from legal process in respect of words spoken or written and all acts performed by them in their official capacity.”48 Diplomatic immunity is a necessary part of carrying out some political initiatives. However, Gallo believes the immunity loophole is “being grossly abused” in the UN system, allowing offenders at many levels to escape accountability for their actions.49

With accusations of child exploitation running rampant and the reputation of the United Nations increasingly in peril, in 2017 UN secretary-general Antonio Guterres admitted, “[S]exual exploitation and abuse is not a problem of peacekeeping, it is a problem of the entire United Nations.”50 To his credit, he then spoke strongly against sexual exploitation and outlined a strategy for combatting it. Unfortunately, critics point out that for at least twenty years the leadership of the UN has known child rape and other sexual offences were being committed by UN personnel and UN partners and have failed to act effectively against it.

Although elements of it sound promising, the strategy going forward offers little in the way of concrete policy changes such as screenings to weed out child predators before they join the UN system or robust protection for whistleblowers. There has been no commitment to permanently waive immunity for child sex crimes or to grant outside entities the power to criminally charge UN staff, peacekeepers, and international NGO staff for crimes involving children. Because these ongoing deficiencies continue to enable abuse of children across the globe, one former UN official says, “The failure to put in place the best possible training, prevention, detection and prosecution mechanisms” is an “inexcusable command failure at the most senior level in the UN.”51

Commenting on the history of sexual abuse in United Nations peacekeeping efforts, representatives from Code Blue Campaign state,


Member States have not yet come to the realization that the day of reckoning is approaching. If they do not take the initiative to fully recognize, understand, and solve a problem that has become an attention-getting Achilles heel, the UN’s sexual abuse crisis is likely to reach a pinnacle soon that could hobble the United Nations’ ability and authority to perform any of its functions.52



The UN’s history of sexual scandals involving children is so egregious and is persisting at such a rate that it is threatening the stability and credibility of the entire United Nations system. And yet, as we will see in the coming pages, the UN and its partners continue to relentlessly and recklessly pursue a public campaign to advance sexual rights for children.




CHAPTER EIGHTEEN COMPREHENSIVE SEXUALITY EDUCATION

After attending several sexual rights events at the UN’s Commission on the Status of Women, it becomes clear that a prime weapon in the hands of children’s sexual rights advocates is comprehensive sexuality education. Many UN agencies are on board with the children’s sexual rights movement and seek to advance this movement through comprehensive sexuality education programs. The UNESCO publication International Technical Guidance on Sexuality Education unequivocally promotes comprehensive sexuality education for children. This document is endorsed by UNICEF, UNFPA, UNAIDS, and WHO. International Planned Parenthood Federation—the major international entity promoting comprehensive sexuality education for children of all ages—openly partners with UN agencies on sexual rights issues including UNFPA, UNAIDS, UNICEF, UN Women, WHO, and UNESCO.1

What is the comprehensive sexuality education the UN and its partners are so fond of, and why should we care?2 The common person might suppose comprehensive sexuality education (CSE) is simply a type of sex ed program that does a thorough job of explaining the biological workings of sex to teenagers with some solid cheers for condoms and STD prevention thrown in. That is how CSE is often marketed, and many people might be just fine with that approach to sex ed. While those things are elements of comprehensive sexuality education, they are only the tip of the iceberg.3 Although CSE is often wrapped in appealing claims (such as being an age-appropriate sexual disease prevention tool), virtually all CSE programs include some or all of the following elements:4


	Present sexual activity to children as their right

	Teach children various ways to obtain sexual pleasure

	Teach children to sexually stimulate themselves

	Present non-vaginal forms of sex to children and teach them these behaviors are safe

	Promote abortion as a right

	Teach gender fluidity and gender theory, wherein the physical body does not indicate maleness or femaleness

	Invite children to question the religious, cultural, and sexual values of their parents and/or community

	Instruct children on how to obtain sexual information and services without parental consent



Because CSE often sounds harmless—and even heroic in many documents that promote it—leaders, legislators, and school officials often adopt CSE programs before fully understanding what CSE curricula contain or the behaviors they promote. CSE programs are sometimes presented under names like human rights education, sexual abuse prevention, life-skills education, or sexual and reproductive health education,5 but their core philosophies and content remain consistent.

Age-Appropriate?

Those who advocate for CSE often seek to placate parents and policymakers by claiming that CSE is unfailingly age-appropriate. But the things sexual rights advocates consider age-appropriate may surprise you.

For example, the International Guidelines on Sexuality Education published by UNESCO in 2009 was intended to guide sex education programs in schools globally. The learning objectives listed in the guidelines for children ages five through eight include statements describing how to sexually stimulate one’s self.6 They also teach children, “All people regardless of their health status, religion, origin, race or sexual status can raise a child and give it the love it deserves.”7

The learning objectives for children ages nine through twelve include positive discussion of sexual self-stimulation,8 give graphic descriptions of various sexual responses,9 give instruction on condom use,10 and present legalized abortion as “safe.”11

The learning objectives for children ages twelve through fifteen teach children to “respect” different gender identities,12 continue positive discussion on abortion,13 address sexual pleasure with same-sex and opposite-sex partners,14 and discuss a wide range of sexual behaviors and sex acts including various forms of non-vaginal intercourse.15 (For a complete review of these guidelines, go to StopCSE.org. I have declined to include actual quotations from the guidelines because of their graphic nature.)

Where did these guidelines come from? One of the authors of the UNESCO guidelines was Nanette Ecker, a former executive at the Sexuality Information and Education Council of the United States (SIECUS).16 It is worth noting the relationships between SIECUS, Planned Parenthood, UNESCO, and other entities. SIECUS was founded by Mary Calderone, who was previously a medical director at Planned Parenthood Federation of America.17 A man named Wardell Pomeroy served as an early president of SIECUS.18 Pomeroy was a colleague of infamous sex researcher Alfred Kinsey and co-authored “Sexual Behavior in the Human Male,” which included data on infants and toddlers who were sexually stimulated in the name of research.19 Pomeroy was dubbed part of the “pro-incest lobby” by Time magazine in the 1980s.20 He made statements such as, “It is time to admit that incest need not be a perversion” and that incest “can sometimes be beneficial.”21 These are some of the people and organizations whose fingerprints are all over the UNESCO guidelines for teaching sexuality to the children of the world through comprehensive sexuality education.

Teaching Consent

Comprehensive sexuality education programs are often promoted on grounds that they teach sexual consent, which will presumably help reduce sexual violence. Many policymakers, school boards, parents, and other gatekeepers assume that sexual consent curriculum focuses on refusal skills that will enable young people to refute unwanted sexual advances. However, teaching positive consent is often a major focus of CSE instruction. In other words, CSE often teaches children how to say yes to sex and shows them how to negotiate sexual situations. A common classroom strategy is to have a teacher or another student pose as a sexual aggressor or sexual partner, while another student practices giving and getting consent. One worksheet titled “Making Consent Clear” used in a ninth grade CSE class at Acalanes High School in California offered numerous statements such as “Can I take your shirt off?” as good examples of getting or giving sexual consent.22

Planned Parenthood Federation of America produced a suite of videos about sexual consent.23 These consent scenarios communicate that progressing from first kiss to possible sexual engagement in five minutes is healthy and normal, promote homosexual sex, show that sexual activity without long-term familiarity or long-term commitment is the norm, and portray that seeking pleasure is paramount—you just have to make sure your partner consents. These kinds of materials are probably not what most parents and policymakers have in mind when they hear that CSE teaches sexual consent.

Three CSE Programs

It will be helpful at this point to look at excerpts from three CSE programs. The three programs we will briefly review are It’s All One; You, Your Life, Your Dreams; and Rights, Respect, Responsibility (The 3Rs).24 For all three CSE programs reviewed here, I have declined to include the most troubling content so as to spare readers (especially younger readers) from exposure to graphic material. As a resource to help parents and others understand and expose the content of CSE curricula, ProtectChildHealth.org and StopCSE.org offer extensive information on many CSE programs. These sites also include an essential documentary titled The War on Children which exposes the international effort to advance CSE and shows what can be done about it.

It’s All One

The It’s All One comprehensive sexuality education program was developed in cooperation with International Planned Parenthood Federation and has been promoted by UNESCO and UNFPA as a premiere model for sexuality education.25 The stated goal of the program is “to enable young people to enjoy—and advocate for their rights to—dignity, equality, and healthy, responsible, and satisfying sexual lives.”26 It’s All One is intended for youth aged fifteen and older and includes suggestions for adapting the lessons to children as young as ten.

The It’s All One curriculum:


	Has an intensive focus on sexual pleasure, mentioning sexual pleasure over sixty times, and consistently presenting sexual pleasure as a right. The curriculum says “there is no right age to have sex” and that each person can determine when he or she “feels ready” for sex.

	Aggressively promotes abortion, mentioning abortion over one hundred times. It frames pregnancy as a dangerous condition while portraying abortion as “safe.” One activity titled “Walking in Her Shoes” requires students to read case studies wherein women chose to abort their babies.27

	Includes extensive instruction on positive sexual consent.28

	Includes graphic instructions for condom use featuring sex between unmarried partners.29

	Extensively promotes sexual self-stimulation as a positive, healthy, normal, expected, and frequent behavior.30

	Normalizes a wide range of sexual behaviors and sex acts including various forms of non-vaginal sex.31

	States that it “provides a basis for extending sexuality… education into civics, social studies, and language-arts classrooms.” This means that CSE is designed to be taught not only in health classes but addressed and reinforced in virtually all school subjects through sexually focused and sexually inclusive literature, examples, and role-plays.



One section on sexual expression and enjoyment in It’s All One says: “Public health and rights organizations have issued declarations regarding the rights of all persons to sexual expression. These rights include the right to seek pleasure in the context of safety and of mutual and meaningful consent.”32

It’s All One ends with a section titled “Advocating for Sexual and Reproductive Health, Rights, and Gender Equality,” which trains young people to become sexual rights activists. The Additional Resources section refers to the most aggressive abortion and sexual rights and CSE advocacy groups in the world including IPPF and SIECUS.

In March 2018 Christopher Castle, UNESCO chief of section for Health and Education, enthusiastically recommended the It’s All One curriculum and said the updated 2018 UNESCO International Technical Guidance on Sexuality Education is specifically designed to align with It’s All One.33 Castle further said that it is a common misconception that CSE-type programs “would lead to increased sexual activity and risk taking” in youth.34 However, during the same event Castle said, “We cannot just provide knowledge without having youth-friendly sexual and reproductive health services available. We are going to create demand by doing comprehensive sexuality education. So, these services have to be available.”35 Similarly, UNESCO’s 2018 International Technical Guidance on Sexuality Education says: “There is a need to generate evidence to demonstrate… the demand creation potential of CSE and the provision of youth-friendly SRHR services.”36 Comprehensive sexuality education will most assuredly create demand for the very services IPPF and other sexual rights organizations just happen to provide. That’s why they promote CSE so enthusiastically. Expanding their revenue depends on it.

IPPF says it “puts young people at the centre of everything we do”37 and explains that doing so “provides a unique opportunity to shape the behaviour and attitudes” of young people “for life.”38 IPPF further says, “IPPF is putting young people at the heart of its services: with them, we want to change social norms and guarantee their rights.”39 Steeping children in sexual rights rhetoric while they are young is indeed the best way to change the sexual norms in society. And if you are a sexual services provider like IPPF, it is also the best way to profit off children as early as possible and gain sexual clients for life. The sooner a child becomes sexually active the sooner he or she will seek the services IPPF and its member associations offer, including contraceptives, STI testing, and abortion.40 Further, the new lucrative opportunity for IPPF and its member associations is dispensing cross-sex hormones to those who have been spoon-fed transgender ideology in their youth and rejected their own bodies.41

You, Your Life, Your Dreams

A second example of CSE curriculum is You, Your Life, Your Dreams. This program is a recommended resource for Caribbean countries as part of the Health & Family Life Education project, whose partners include UNFPA, UNICEF, and UNESCO. You, Your Life, Your Dreams is designed for adolescents aged ten to nineteen.

The You, Your Life, Your Dreams curriculum:


	Normalizes engaging with multiple sex partners and encourages calculated risk-taking:42 “Taking risks is not necessarily bad, but it is important that we take calculated risks that we can handle. To do this, we must have enough information to evaluate the risk, try to anticipate the consequences of our decisions, and trust in our own capacities to respond responsibly… One important sign of maturity is to be aware of our abilities and limits, and to take calculated risks.”43

	States, “Every person is a sexual being from birth until death” and describes with numerous examples what it can mean to be “sexual.”44

	Promotes contraception, emergency contraception, and abortion as safe without discussing risks and possible side effects.”45

	Includes extensive promotion of sexual self-stimulation as a safe-sex technique and offers explicit descriptions of physical sexual responses and sexual behaviors.46

	Introduces a wide range of sexual practices to children: “Did you know that there are other types of sex and intercourse besides vaginal sex? Vaginal sex is the best-known type of sexual practice. But there are other kinds such as.…” The curriculum then provides graphic descriptions of non-vaginal sex acts.47

	Includes graphic illustrations of people without clothing on and condom use.

	Promotes sexual and reproductive rights for minors: “All adolescents should be able to make decisions about their sexuality and decide without pressure whether or not to have sex, and when and whether or not to have children. To do this, young people need access to information, counseling, and health care services.”48 “Our sexual and reproductive rights include having access to this information and to appropriate health services.”49



Rights, Respect, Responsibility (The 3Rs)

The 3Rs curriculum is designed for children grades K–12 and is produced by Advocates for Youth, which refers youth directly to Planned Parenthood to obtain services.

The 3Rs curriculum:


	Includes role-plays that portray and promote sexual relationships between unmarried young people. Here is one example: “Andrea and Diana are two girls who just met last weekend at a party. They had fun together, and now they’ve hooked up again this weekend. They’re alone in Andrea’s basement. Plan a role-play in which Diana asks Andrea about having sex and they make a decision.”50

	Actively teaches gender ideology. It states that one core objective of the curriculum is to help children “challenge the gender norms that have been taught to them from their earliest ages.”51 It explains that using the words male and female is incorrect. It teaches: “You may commonly hear people refer to just being ‘male’ or ‘female,’ but the correct term is ‘cisgender.’ For some people, what they see in the mirror and how they feel on the inside are different. This is called being ‘transgender.’ ”52

	Reinforces children’s rights to privacy involving sexual choices and services, reiterating that “You have a right to privacy and confidential sexual health care.”53



Among a wide range of other things—which, for the sake of discretion, we will not explore here—the 3Rs contains the top two elements the United Nations Fund for Population Activities says are essential components of comprehensive sexuality education:


	“A basis in the core universal values of human rights.”

	“An integrated focus on gender.”54



Teaching sex from a human rights perspective can include teaching children that it is their “human right” to access virtually all forms of sexual information, sexual pleasure, and sexual services. Teaching sexuality with “an integrated focus on gender” can include instruction that promulgates decimation of gender norms and the rejection of the concept of male and female as manifested by the physical body. In short, these two components are designed to promote the position that sex should be presented to children as a human right and that the sexual and other differences between males and females should be explored, obscured, and, finally, obliterated in the name of inclusiveness and equality.

No matter what other elements CSE programs do or do not contain, the inclusion of these two components in CSE curriculum is sufficient to radically influence the mindset of the rising generation such that they are likely to: 1) Demand sex and sexual services as their right (which will enrich sexual service providers, proliferate disease, and weaken families), and 2) Reject biological sex as a relevant characteristic indicative of one’s identity. At its core, this mindset rejects the biological family—based on physiologically oppositional sex—as the fundamental unit of society.

Both IPPF and SIECUS support human rights–based CSE programs such as It’s All One; You, Your Life, Your Dreams; and Rights, Respect, Responsibility because they are key to helping them achieve their core objective. SIECUS’s stated objective for society is to “dismantle the systems of power and oppression which perpetuate… stigma and shame around sex and sexuality across the intersections of age, race, size, gender, gender identity and expression, class, sexual orientation, and ability.”55 In other words, SIECUS supports teaching sexual education to children from a sexual rights perspective in order to dismantle virtually all sexual boundaries in society. The systems that best hold these sexual boundaries in place include families, religious institutions, cultural traditions, and laws. All of these can be and often are framed as enemies to children’s sexual rights.

CSE as a Vehicle to Social Change

The aggressive form of CSE currently emerging is meant to address much more than just sexual education or sexual health. SIECUS interim president and CEO Christine Soyong Harley says, “Sex ed is a vehicle for social change,” and explains the intended, long-term social impact of CSE:


While sex education is a necessary sexual health tool, it can (and should) be so much more than that. With sex education, we have a golden opportunity to create a culture shift—tackling the misinformation, shame, and stigma that create the basis for many of today’s sexual and reproductive health and rights issues, like: reproductive justice, LGBTQ equality, sexual violence prevention, gender equity, dismantling white supremacy.56



She continues, “[CSE] is more than just teaching young people how to have safer sex. It’s also key to dismantling the systems of power, oppression, and misinformation that allow today’s biggest sexual and reproductive health and rights injustices to exist in the first place.”57 Another advocate for CSE said, “If everyone received CSE, we would see a world where systems of patriarchy, white supremacy, and cisheterosexism cannot continue to thrive.”58

The phrases “dismantling the systems of power and oppression” and eliminating “systems of patriarchy” are veiled references to the destruction of the family, as well as a host of other things including the decimation of capitalistic economies and the freedoms that come with them. According to Firestone—and her devoted descendants at SIECUS and Planned Parenthood—the biological, heterosexual family operating under circumstances of economic freedom is the root of all oppression and injustice. And, by their own admission, they intend to push this philosophical position to the youth of the world through comprehensive sexuality education, and thus effect radical social change.

One key social change the UN’s World Health Organization and other organizations are advocating for is the decriminalization of “sex work” (i.e., prostitution.)59 A closely related social change Planned Parenthood and other entities advocate for is lowering the age of sexual consent for children.60 If pursued, these two intersecting efforts could lead to legalized prostitution for children in the name of equality and children’s sexual rights.

Conflicting Claims about CSE

Many entities including UNFPA claim that receiving CSE is a human right for all children. UNFPA says, “The right to comprehensive and non-discriminatory sexuality education is based on rights protected by several human rights agreements.”61 However, despite repeated claims that CSE is a human right, at present there are no binding UN documents or treaties that provide a right to CSE. The documents cited by UNFPA in support of CSE are not binding treaties ratified by the UN body. They are either nonbinding resolutions that were negotiated by a subset of UN member states or nonbinding references to CSE by various entities.62 In 2010, the report of the UN Special Rapporteur on the right to education to the General Assembly unilaterally and grandiosely declared sexuality education a “human right in itself.”63 And predictably, UNFPA has specifically used the Convention on the Rights of the Child to claim that children have a human right to CSE based on their right to health services.64

Advocates of CSE often claim that it is a surefire way to reduce sexually transmitted diseases, reduce pregnancy, and increase consistent condom use. But a report issued by the Institute for Research and Evaluation (IRE) examining sixty studies of US school-based CSE programs shows overwhelming evidence that CSE programs frequently fail to achieve their core objectives.65 The IRE report says:


For U.S. school-based CSE programs, we found no evidence of effectiveness at producing sustained reductions in teen pregnancy (0 programs) or STDs (0 programs).… CSE failure rates at producing sustained effects on targeted outcomes included 88% failure to delay teen sexual initiation and 94% failure to reduce unprotected sex.66



Further, UNESCO’s own 2018 International Technical Guidance on Sexuality Education reports that over 50 percent of CSE programs reviewed for their research had “no significant impact” whatsoever on the following factors: delayed initiation of sex, frequency of sex, number of sexual partners, condom use, and contraception use.67 UNESCO further admits that the studies utilized for their research used small sample sizes, allowed for participants up to age twenty-four in some cases, measured outcomes of CSE programs for as little as three months after program participation, and had other significant weaknesses.68 This information is buried in Appendix IV, surrounded by pages of dense language.

But most concerning of all is that despite widespread claims that CSE will reduce sexual disease in youth, UNESCO itself admits there is virtually no evidence base for this claim. The UNESCO sexuality education document itself says, “It is difficult to draw strong conclusions about the impact of CSE on biological outcomes such as STI or HIV rates, as there are still relatively few high-quality trials available.” The strongest statement UNESCO is able to muster about CSE and rates of sexual disease is that CSE is “likely to have the desired positive effect on young people’s health.”69 In other words, arguably the top promoter of CSE in the world with millions of dollars at its disposal and enormous influence worldwide cannot demonstrate with credible data that CSE consistently reduces sexually transmitted infections. Despite conflicting claims and data, many UN member states have adopted CSE and are firmly on board with the children’s sexual rights movement.70

To be fair, not all material in CSE programs is objectionable or harmful. Some elements of it can be appropriate or helpful. However, the fact that it is laced with children’s sexual rights rhetoric, graphic sexual content, gender ideology, and promotion of sexual risk-taking makes it unsuitable for consumption by children.

Despite the advancement of CSE on many fronts, it must be noted that many informed, unwavering United Nations diplomats from countries around the world oppose the sexualization of children. They have been working tirelessly for years—along with the NGOs who support them—to keep language out of consensus documents that would foist early sexualization on children through CSE, undercut parental rights, and erode the family unit. We owe them a great deal for their persistence in holding the international tide of sexual rights at bay, which is becoming an increasingly ferocious battle.71

The United States and CSE at the United Nations

Under the Obama administration, the United States was one of the strongest advocates for comprehensive sexuality education at the United Nations table. Under the Trump administration this changed dramatically, with the US taking a firm stance against CSE at the United Nations and in domestic policy. From 2017 onward, the administration favored sexual risk avoidance (SRA) programs that stress the well-documented benefits of sexual abstinence for teens and children.72 Further, the Trump administration’s expansion of the Mexico City policy which defunds NGOs that provide or promote abortion strikes a direct blow to the biggest promoter and provider of comprehensive sexuality education in the world: International Planned Parenthood Federation. This is among the most effective actions the US administration could have taken to impede the spread of comprehensive sexuality education and, with it, gender ideology, promotion of abortion, and promulgation of a sexual-rights mentality to children around the globe. Additionally, the Trump administration transformed the US’ relationship with the United Nations by seeking to remove funding for programs that run afoul of US interests, withdrawing the US from UNESCO, and appointing a pro-life UN delegation.

Five Things

The unabashed endorsement of sexual rights for children by UN agencies and their partners, the UN-backed push for CSE to be administered to every child, the UNICEF assault on parental rights, and the troubling history of child sexual abuse oozing forth from the United Nations should galvanize us to do the following five things:


	Withdraw funding for all UN agencies and NGOs that produce or promote materials that seek to advance sexual rights for children, including International Planned Parenthood Federation

	Support the US Congress in declining to ratify the Convention on the Rights of the Child

	Remove sexual rights advocates and sexual service providers—including International Planned Parenthood Federation and its affiliates—from all school programs

	Bring UN child predators to justice and support reforms that will reduce the likelihood of sexual abuses being committed by UN-connected personnel

	Reject comprehensive sexuality education in all forms, from local schools to national programs to the United Nations. Support and fund sexual risk avoidance (SRA) programing for youth.



If UNESCO, UNICEF, UNFPA, or other UN agencies wish to clarify that they do not support the children’s sexual rights agenda—including the right of non-parental entities to teach children to sexually stimulate themselves, to teach children various ways to experience sexual pleasure, and to administer medical procedures to children without their parents’ consent—they will swiftly and completely withdraw all UN statements, programs, and initiatives that promote sexual rights for children and will cut all ties with entities that promote children’s sexual rights.

Don’t hold your breath. Gaining intellectual and sexual control of the youth of the world is at the very core of their agenda.




CHAPTER NINETEEN THE GLOBAL HIJACKING OF EDUCATION

Since my introduction to the children’s sexual rights movement some years ago, I have become increasingly aware of the global machinery in place to advance it. There are numerous ways the UN laces its fingers through the workings of the world and reaches into the minds of children. This chapter exposes only one. It just happens to be an especially insidious and effective one. UN agencies and their partners are working to infiltrate and dominate the education systems of the world, which will enable them to deliver comprehensive sexuality education—in tandem with socialist and feminist philosophies—to youth around the globe.

This chart shows the formidable delivery line running from the United Nations to your child’s classroom:1

UN agencies promote sexual rights for children

[image: Image]

UN Sustainable Development Goals
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Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

Reinforces UN ideologies
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Incheon Declaration
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Global Partnership for Education
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Your child’s school

Entities above partner with national and local organizations to bring UN-based education to your community

UN Agencies, the Sustainable Development Goals, and Comprehensive Sexuality Education

The UN infiltration of the education systems of the world is a complex issue with many intertwining tentacles; we will explore only a few strands of the tangled mix. First, I must make an important clarification. Technology and the global connection it brings is a good thing, even a wondrous thing. The shrinking of the world and the softening of the natural barriers in it through technology is a brilliant and liberating advancement that enhances and enriches the world. Education through global connection is good. Education through global direction is bad. And there is a big difference between the two.

This chapter will address the elements in the chart above from the top down. At the top of the global education regime is UNESCO, the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization. UNESCO considers itself the education czar of the world. UNESCO is one of the prime supporters of comprehensive sexuality education for children and, as mentioned before, partners with the International Planned Parenthood Federation.2 UNESCO has formed other partnerships with entities worldwide with the intent to implement the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals on a massive scale.

The Sustainable Development Goals (second tier down on the chart above) are the objectives UN member states agree upon that will guide their efforts and direct their funding for the next fifteen years. The current Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) were renegotiated in 2015, and the UN and its partners are working to accomplish them by 2030.3 In large part, the SDGs are noble goals (zero hunger, no poverty, quality education, clean water, etc.). However, the manner in which the goals will be pursued is the question. Will they be pursued by giving individuals, families, and nations the greatest degree of freedom and personal stewardship possible in meeting their own needs? Or will the SDGs be pursued through the globalization and domination of virtually all systems of civilization in the name of global equality?

After ferocious negotiations, the phrase “comprehensive sexuality education” was kept out of the SDGs. However, CSE is being promoted through SDG goals like “Good Health and Well-being.” This goal states in part: “By 2030, ensure universal access to sexual and reproductive health-care services, including for family planning, information and education, and the integration of reproductive health into national strategies and programmes.”4 This is interpreted by many to mean ensuring universal access to abortion, contraception, and comprehensive sexuality education. Another goal is, “Quality Education: Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong opportunities for all.”5 Many are claiming that CSE is a crucial part of children’s quality education; therefore, children have a right to receive CSE through the education systems of the world,6 and the sexual rights entourage, with UNESCO in the lead, is prepared to give it to them.

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)

We are down to tier three on the delivery line from UNESCO to your child’s school. This third level involves multiple initiatives including global data collection; individualized student assessments; social and emotional manipulation of students; the fracturing of familial loyalties; the encroachment of socialist, feminist, and globalist ideologies; and the global spread of CSE.

How is UNESCO going to educate the entire world and fulfill all children’s purported rights to comprehensive sexuality education? The broad answer is: through technology-based, global curriculum and testing. A more specific answer is: through the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). The OECD is a group of over thirty-five nations, including the United States, that ostensibly works to improve the economic well-being of the world. The OECD has done this, in the decades since it was organized, in the name of helping countries recover from the devastation of World War II. However, the focus of the OECD has changed significantly in recent decades. The OECD is a member of the UN Global Compact and is accordingly committed to “take strategic actions to advance… the UN Sustainable Development Goals.”7 The OECD openly partners with at least seven UN entities, including UNESCO.8 Additionally, the OECD has reportedly collaborated with International Planned Parenthood Federation9 and with the Open Society Foundations founded by billionaire and leftist political activist George Soros.10 It has also reportedly received funding from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.11

The OECD has traditionally claimed to support democracy and free markets. However, as it deepens its ties with the United Nations and other partners, its aims appear to be evolving. The OECD’s The Future of Education and Skills: Education 2030 document, published in 2018, says, “Children entering school in 2018… will need to value common prosperity, sustainability and well-being” above other concerns and “curricula should continue to evolve, perhaps in radical ways” that “reflect evolving societal requirements.” The OECD cites three major issues global education will focus on:


	Environmentalism focusing on “climate change and the depletion of natural resources which require urgent action and adaptation.”

	Economic change requiring “new economic, social and institutional models.”

	Social evolution arising from “cultural diversity.”12



Encapsulated in these three points are the seeds of the global takeover of energy resources and population regulation, transition from capitalism to more “equitable” economic models (i.e., socialism), and the intentional rise of sexually diverse culture.13 The OECD declares that it “contributes to the UN 2030 Global Goals for Sustainable Development aiming to ensure the sustainability of people, profit, planet and peace, through partnership.”14 One does not need to read between the lines to see the socialist equality rhetoric dripping from the mouth of the global education regime.15

Andreas Schleicher, director of the OECD Directorate for Education and Skills, says that achieving the SDGs “will depend on today’s classrooms; and it is educators who hold the key to ensuring that the SDGs become a real social contract with citizens.”16 Further, in its Global Competency for an Inclusive World document, the OECD says the following:17


	“The skills, attitudes and values that shape human behavior should be rethought, to counter the discriminatory behaviors picked up at school and in the family.”18

	“All young people should be able to challenge cultural and gender stereotypes, to reflect on the causes and solutions of racial, religious and hate violence and to help create tolerant, integrated societies.”19



This is a stunning admission. The OECD intends to foster widespread rethinking of the values children learn in their families in order to uproot gender and cultural stereotypes. The OECD specifically says it has made LGBT inclusivity a priority20 and is working to create tools for measuring (and reducing) “homo-, trans- and intersexphobia” across the globe.21

Programme for International Student Assessment & Social and Emotional Learning

One of the OECD’s major initiatives is facilitating assessments and data collection in schools all over the world. The data it collects can be used to assess how inclusive and equitable education systems are and how inclusive and equitable individual students are in their attitudes and actions.22 This information can then be utilized in crafting individualized online interactions that incrementally craft students into good global citizens. Good global citizens are those who display the values and attitudes the global system would like them to display. This, of course, can include the sexual attitudes UN agencies promote.

Schleicher says the OECD student assessment tool known as PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) was inspired by SDG 4 (Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education for all), and its aim is to pursue “global competence” and promote “living together sustainably.”23 These are nice-sounding phrases. However, they are used to push globally aligned initiatives designed to ensure children are taught the same things, believe the same things, and act the same way so as to ensure socialistic equity and inclusiveness for everyone according to what the UN global education czars deem equitable and inclusive.

Understanding the impact and the strategy behind OECD-led assessments such as PISA is key. PISA assessments are administered to schoolchildren throughout the world at certain ages. The results are then made public and the nations of the world can be ranked on their PISA standings. When OECD’s PISA testing initiative was first implemented in 2000, it was strictly an academic skills yardstick. It would assess the academic achievement of students in various nations so as to promote greater academic achievement across the board. However, in 2015 the OECD switched its emphasis.24 PISA testing began assessing not only the academic progress of children but the social and emotional skills of children.25

This switch from academic testing to social and emotional testing was a wily move on the part of the OECD and its UN partners. Since virtually everyone is in favor of increasing children’s social and emotional skills, that line was sold to schools with relative ease. Most everyone thought the goal was simply to emphasize kindness and social acuity in children. But then the OECD’s definition of social and emotional skills began to evolve. Instead of referring to universal things such as kindness, empathy, and relating well to others in your peer group, the term social and emotional skills also began to refer to what were dubbed global social skills including students’ “attitudes and values” in relation to social issues.26 As the scope of UN-defined “global social skills” expands, it is primed to include attitudes on environmentalism, weapons control, the role of government, family structure, sexual rights, gender expression, national sovereignty, parental rights, religion, equality, and virtually any other social issue. This cunning expansion to assessing social attitudes in addition to social skills enables the grooming of UN-proscribed socialist, feminist, sexual equalist attitudes in children worldwide.

In addition to PISA tests, the OECD also uses other tools, such as the Study on Social and Emotional Skills (SSES).27 The OECD says of its SSES international survey:


Apart from examining the level of children’s socio-emotional skills, the study will gather information on their family, school and community learning contexts, thus aiming to provide information about the conditions and practices that foster or hinder the development of these critical skills.28



This statement discloses that the OECD intends to ask children questions that will enable the “gathering [of] information on their family.” This data can be used to help socialist education monitors dissect how elements of a child’s family life foster or hinder the development of the global skills and attitudes the UN and the OECD wish to foster in children. This tactic of asking students probing questions to assess elements of their family life is a classic socialist technique. It is often used to pit children against their families, fracture cultural alliances, and expose religious loyalties.

Defining Social and Emotional Skills

The OECD’s measurements for social and emotional competency are:


	Openness to experience (open-mindedness)

	Conscientiousness (task performance)

	Emotional stability (emotional regulation)

	Extraversion (engaging with others)

	Agreeableness (collaboration)29



These benchmarks are common in psychological circles, and proper, balanced mastery of these factors could lead a person to much success and satisfaction in life. However, a great deal depends on who is defining these terms and how they are measured. If open-mindedness in matters of sex, religion, moral dilemmas, and social norms is to be assessed, then the definition of open-mindedness becomes key. For instance, if people or organizations who favor a sexually open society and wish to advance sexual rights for children are at the helm, openness could mean something very different for them than it would for, say, most parents. Likewise, agreeableness can mean different things to different people. It might seem disagreeable for a student to maintain his convictions on a particular issue—for instance, the role and definition of marriage in society—in the face of opposition, derision, or conflict.

Like open-mindedness and agreeableness, equitable and inclusive are elastic terms open to a wide range of interpretations. If deference to equity or equality is required, then young people who embrace the concept of free market systems wherein inequalities are allowed may be tagged as harboring attitudes that are unacceptably inequitable and targeted for reeducation. If inclusiveness is applied to matters of sex, then holding specific beliefs about sexual conduct may be assessed as non-inclusive and therefore undesirable. In fact, “inclusivity” is commonly used to express acceptance of sexual variance.

Assessing the Terms through Data Collection

A partnership between UNESCO, Cisco, Intel, Microsoft, and the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) is poised to extend the reach of the United Nations through personalized data collection in schools.30 The CEO of ISTE says personalized curriculum-embedded assessments in schools can collect “hundreds of thousands” of data points on every child.31 Data-gathering assessments and curricula can be personalized to track and influence each student over his or her lifetime.

Computer-adaptive data assessments can be useful. They can respond to each individual student’s academic footprint and track each student over time. These adaptive systems can tell if a student is struggling with a certain concept and can help him or her master the concept by repeating it or presenting it in different ways. For instance, if a student consistently hesitates before answering 8×12 or consistently answers it incorrectly, a personalized learning system can reintroduce the problem in a different form until the student assimilates the concept and can respond quickly and correctly. This is useful. However, the same thing could be done with other skills, values, or attitudes the designers of systems wish to impact. For instance, if a student consistently answers “incorrectly” on questions that require deference to an economic equality mindset or a sexual rights mindset or any mindset the learning system prescribes, then the system can subtly or not so subtly reintroduce those concepts in different forms or different contexts until the student answers “correctly” and internalizes the desired ideal. The student must conform in order to get the answer “right.” This in turn helps his or her school and nation get good marks on the global report card.

If a nation’s schools want to be labeled (and perhaps funded) as equitable and inclusive along with other high-ranking countries of the world, it is likely children will have to conform their views to fit those reinforced by the global testing regime, regardless of what they personally think is right or what their families teach them. As schools, districts, and nations vie for top marks on PISA, SSES, and other assessments, the race to keep up with the global neighbors drives fundamental social change by conditioning the minds of the children of the world.32

The self-appointed educational and social engineers housed at the United Nations and the OECD started the quest to infiltrate the classrooms of the world at the natural soft entry point: academic testing in the name of “common” standards. Once they entered classrooms in the name of online academic assessments, they could then modify the programs they administer with relative ease and minimal opposition because the questions, readings, curriculum, and assessments students see are often (conveniently) not seen by anyone else. Even the teacher in a classroom may not be aware of the personalized digital curriculum each student is being taught, and the specific digital curriculum is almost never available to or chosen by parents.

To Measure or to Alter?

The OECD seeks not just to measure the values and attitudes held by the people of the world, but to change them. In 2012, Schleicher offered a clear example of how the OECD not only measures attitudes but has changed them through data collection. He said,


Data transformed some of the beliefs and paradigms underlying German education. For example, traditionally the education of the very young children was seen as the business of families and you would have cases where women were seen as neglecting their family responsibilities when they sent their children to [preschool].33 PISA has transformed that debate and pushed early childhood education right at the center of public policy in Germany.34



Consider that carefully. Schleicher gives PISA and the OECD credit for changing Germany’s attitudes and policies regarding the education of very young children. Education of young children was previously seen as the purview of families, especially mothers. Now, thanks largely to PISA, the education of the very young in Germany is seen as a state responsibility. The OECD holds this up as a shining example of the fundamental change its assessments can bring to pass.

The Incheon Declaration

We now descend to the fourth level on the line running from the UN to the classroom: the Incheon Declaration. In 2015, UNESCO convened the World Education Forum in Incheon, Republic of Korea, in cooperation with UN agencies and other entities. Over 1,600 participants from 160 countries were invited to the event. The outcome document of the forum is the Incheon Declaration for Education 2030. It will be used as a reference platform for the advancement of UN education initiatives throughout the world through 2030 and beyond.

The Incheon Declaration calls for globalized education, massive school-based data collection, and mandatory schooling “for all” built around the specifications the UN and its partners decree. The Incheon Declaration specifically states, “We entrust UNESCO, in consultation with Member States, the WEF 2015 co-conveners and other partners, to develop an appropriate global coordination mechanism.”35 Essentially, UNESCO convened a big meeting at which it re-crowned itself the global emperor of education and declared its tech-driven intentions for the children of the world.

The framework accompanying the Incheon Declaration calls specifically for a representative of the OECD to serve on the steering committee. And tucked in the “Indicative Strategies” section on page 49, the Incheon Declaration says it aims to promulgate the “knowledge, skills, values and attitudes required by citizens” and to address “human rights, gender equality, health, comprehensive sexuality education, climate change, sustainable livelihoods and responsible and engaged citizenship.”36 This is a direct injunction to influence the values and attitudes of citizens and to bring comprehensive sexuality education to the world.

The Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action further states that “free and compulsory” education is a “right” for all people.37 It’s intriguing that according to this declaration all people have the “right” to be compelled to receive globally mandated education even if they disagree with what is being taught. It appears that UNESCO and its partners are prepared to thrust unwanted instruction upon all people at all stages of life in the name of global competency, which is a nicer way of saying global compliance.

Global Partnership for Education

Descending to tier five on the delivery line, the Incheon Declaration also specifically declares that the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) should be part of the “global coordination mechanism.”38 What is the Global Partnership for Education which UNESCO has granted a prime seat at the world’s educational table? For starters, GPE says it has adopted SDG Goal 4 (quality and inclusive education for all) as its guidepost.39 Additionally, UNESCO, UNICEF, and World Bank all currently sit on the board of directors for GPE.40 GPE promotes schools that are one-stop sites fulfilling virtually all children’s needs. GPE aims to establish schools that are educational facilities, nutrition facilities, and medical facilities (providing “adolescent-friendly health services”) all under one roof.41

This scenario of providing full-service, state-directed facilities for children will sound familiar. It is the very scenario early Russian socialists promoted, saying that to “do away with the household and to free women from the care of children” the state must provide full-service facilities “supervised by trained pedagogical and medical personnel” where children would receive comprehensive care.42 Anti-family feminist Sophie Lewis suggests the same thing, noting, “There have lately been powerful calls for counter-familial institutions and communist centers of social reproduction” to “meet all humans’ basic needs for the first two decades of their lives.”43

An online infographic showcasing GPE’s grand vision for full-service schools of the near future specifically cites comprehensive sexuality education as an essential part of school programming beginning at elementary school ages. GPE works to implement its objectives primarily in developing nations and receives funding from many sources, including George Soros’s Open Society Foundations.44 When the GPE comes forward offering food, education, and medical care to children in developing nations, the draw is very strong for these nations to jump on board. Unfortunately, the help the GPE offers is laced with the seeds of family destruction in many forms including comprehensive sexuality education. The UN’s World Health Organization has already used the Incheon Declaration as ammunition for promoting a universal right to comprehensive sexuality education, even though the declaration is not a consensus document ratified by UN member states.45

Your Child’s School

At last we have come down to the local level—the sixth and final tier on the delivery line from the UN to the classroom. Here are just three US examples of the myriad channels through which UN-aligned objectives are plunging into local schools:


	1. The Collaborating Districts Initiative. The Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL) initiated the Collaborating Districts Initiative in 2011.46 CASEL has ties to UNESCO47 and is a major player responsible for pushing social and emotional learning (SEL) in today’s schools.



CASEL is funded in part by a radical feminist organization called the NoVo Foundation, which says it is “dedicated to catalyzing a transformation in global society,” addressing “the root causes of injustice,” and “proudly advocating for fundamental social change.”48 These phrases and the bulk of NoVo’s tenets invoke the sentiments of Shulamith Firestone and Sophie Lewis and, in barely veiled terms, call for the liberation of girls through the transformation of capitalistic systems and the overthrow of the family, the ultimate genesis of “injustice.”49

The Collaborating Districts Initiative currently involves eight of the largest school systems in the United States: Anchorage, Austin, Chicago, Cleveland, Nashville, Oakland, Sacramento, and Washoe County, Nevada. CASEL has implemented globally aligned social and emotional learning initiatives in school districts within these areas. Social and emotional learning is “embedded into all aspects of their work” through online pathways.50 This ensures that the avenues for global assessments and curriculum guidance are firmly secured in schools throughout the United States. The combined population of these school districts includes nearly one million students.


	2. The Consortium for School Networking. The Consortium for School Networking (CoSN) calls itself “the premier professional association for school system technology leaders,” and it “represents over 13 million students in school districts nationwide.”51



CoSN openly partners with UNESCO, as demonstrated by their joint conference in March 2018 titled “CoSN/UNESCO Symposium: Educating for Digital Citizenship.”52 CoSN has established direct relationships with school districts and other entities across the nation through which it can deliver UN-based curricula.

An example of CoSN in action at the local level is the traditionally conservative state of Utah. A representative from the largest school district in Utah (Alpine School District) serves as a member of the CoSN advisory board,53 and CoSN has formed a direct relationship with the Utah Technology Coordinator Council.54 As part of this partnership, CoSN is working with the Millard School District in rural Utah.55 Millard County is a test case for implementing CoSN’s objectives in rural areas.56 CoSN says this partnership will “enable the success of Millard’s 1:1 Chromebook per student program rollout” by “establishing a solid technical infrastructure upon which they can build.”57

A façade of local control will remain in place in rural and urban areas, but devices and services gifted to schools are provided with strings attached. Schools cooperating with UN partners and adopting their technical infrastructure will increasingly find themselves choosing from carefully crafted options that align with the UN objectives for humanity.58 Many states, including Utah, are quietly transitioning to the OECD’s Global Competency–based framework. The Utah State School Board recently admitted that the state’s competency-based pilot programs are not based on state education standards, but rather on international competency standards.59


	3. Common Core Curriculum. The Bush administration’s No Child Left Behind initiative and the Obama administration’s Every Student Succeeds Act/Race to the Top initiatives in concert with the implementation of Common Core standards have enabled UNESCO’s objectives for global education.



From its inception in 1945, UNESCO has had its sights set on establishing globally directed education standards.60 In 1984, UNESCO published A Methodological Guide to the Application of the Notion of Common Core, which primed the educational atmosphere for the acceptance of widespread common standards rather than standards established locally according to local needs and desires.61

Funding Worldwide Curricula

In 2004, Microsoft signed a twenty-six-page agreement with UNESCO which declares, “Microsoft supports the objectives of UNESCO stipulated in UNESCO’s constitution and intends to contribute to UNESCO’s programme priorities.”62 After signing the agreement, the UNESCO director-general reportedly said one of its intended goals is “fostering web-based communities of practice including content development and worldwide curricula reflecting UNESCO values.”63 This would, of course, include UNESCO’s sexual values.

Microsoft founder Bill Gates then went on a promotion blitz for Common Core State Standards, convincing governors to voluntarily climb aboard (since federal entities aren’t supposed to dictate local curricula.)64 The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation reportedly underwrote the organizations writing the Common Core standards, including the National Governors Association, Student Achievement Partners, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and Achieve, with these organizations receiving a combined $147.9 million from the Gates Foundation.65 These four organizations represent only a small fraction of the numerous entities Gates allegedly paid in order to further the cause of Common Core and thus pave the way for implementing UNESCO’s common global objectives.66

It is well known that not only is the Gates Foundation a major funder of UNESCO’s global education initiatives, but it is also a longstanding donor to International Planned Parenthood Federation, reportedly giving them over $70 million from before 2009 through 2013.67 With the Gates Foundation funding global education and the world’s largest promoters of children’s sexual rights, a perfect storm is brewing for the sexualization of all children—including your child—through UN-guided comprehensive sexuality education in globally directed schools.

UNESCO’s vision for worldwide curriculum and ongoing global data collection appears to be ready to ride on the back of blockchain technology which could facilitate not just competency-based school curriculum but a competency- or compliance-based economy that tracks the entirety of a person’s digitized interactions and either rewards them when they exhibit “competency” or denies them privileges when they act in non-compliant ways. Microsoft is deeply entwined in facilitating the OECD’s expanding blockchain initiatives.68

Withdrawal from UNESCO

President Ronald Reagan withdrew the United States from UNESCO in 1984. The administration said the withdrawal came about because “UNESCO has extraneously politicized virtually every subject it deals with, has exhibited hostility toward the basic institutions of a free society, especially a free market and a free press, and has demonstrated unrestrained budgetary expansion.”69 The US also cited “excessive attention given to the so-called New International Economic Order, in which wealthy countries are supposed to transfer resources to the poorer ones” as a reason for the withdrawal.70 In short, the United States withdrew from UNESCO in large part because of the socialist policies it promotes which stifle basic freedoms and stunt economic prosperity in the name of equality.71 The convening of the World Government Summit in February 2018, attended heavily by representatives of the United Nations, suggests that the UN’s dream of uniting the world under one grand banner remains unchanged and is steaming forward.72

In 2003, the US rejoined UNESCO under the direction of President George W. Bush. This may prove to be one of the most perilous decisions of our times.73 President Trump once again officially withdrew the US from UNESCO at the close of 2018. This could open a crucial window of opportunity to disentangle the US education system from the UN-directed global education system. However, since the OECD is the strong arm pushing UNESCO’s agenda forward, the deepest impact on UNESCO’s role in the US education system will occur when the United States not only defunds UNESCO but defunds the OECD.

But rather than loosening ties with the OECD, in 2019 the US administration officially adopted the OECD’s global artificial intelligence (AI) principles which may have significant impact on digital communications worldwide. In the AI principles document, an AI system is defined as “a machine-based system that can… make predictions, recommendations, or decisions influencing real or virtual environments.”74 Some outcomes from adopting this agreement may be positive. However, the international AI agreement gives deference to the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals and 2030 Agenda, encourages collaboration with UNESCO, and includes many statements that are open to wide interpretation. For instance, it says, “Stakeholders should proactively engage in… advancing inclusion of underrepresented populations, reducing economic, social, gender and other inequalities.” As you can well perceive by now, in those phrases lie the pernicious seeds of socialism, radical feminism, and sexual radicalism.75 In addition to distancing ourselves from UNESCO and the OECD, another key action that must be undertaken to regain local control of education is for individual states to cut the financial umbilical cord binding them to federal programs which increasingly feed them infected philosophies stewed in the womb of the United Nations.

Who’s at the Top?

Social change can be a good thing. Refining children’s attitudes on a host of issues can be a good thing. But a lot depends on who’s in charge. If an unfailingly noble, moral, generous, wise being or group of beings who are fundamentally motivated by love rather than money, power, or sex is at the top driving initiatives for children, then enormous good may come of such initiatives. However, if the people at the top are corrupted by ignoble influences, great damage can be done to the world and the children in it. If the people at the top prefer equality over liberty, if they love money more than people, if they promote sexual rights over sexual responsibility, then catastrophic social change is most certainly on the horizon.

Unfortunately, it appears the global education ship is run by a crew of socialist, feminist sexual rights activists whose misguided hands are steering the ship—and the children in it—toward disaster. Here is a glimpse of several people at the top of the global education movement:


	The current secretary-general of the United Nations, António Guterres, served as president of Socialist International from 1999–2005.76

	The director-general of UNESCO from 2009 to 2017, Irina Bokova, was raised by prominent communist parents, is a former member of the Bulgarian Communist party, and has been a member of the Bulgarian Socialist Party since 1990.77

	The UNESCO director-general appointed in 2017, Audrey Azoulay, is a member of the Socialist Party.78

	The secretary-general of the OECD from 2006 to present, José Ángel Gurría, is a member of the PRI political party,79 which is a full member of Socialist International.80 (Additionally, the OECD, led by Gurría, hosted the global council meeting of Socialist International in Paris in 2010.)81



One other individual who has functioned in the upper echelons of the children’s sexual education movement for years is Ben Levin, former deputy education minister in Canada. Levin—who has written for both UNESCO and the OECD and presented at global education conferences hosted by them—“pled guilty in 2015 to creating and possessing child pornography and counseling others to commit a sexual assault” against a minor.82 His online encounters with undercover officers involved language reflecting what might be described as a sickening, deeply ingrained disregard for children’s well-being.83

Whether or not the heads of UNESCO or the OECD knew of Levin’s sexual interest in children or of the presence of other child sexual predators in their midst, UNESCO, UNICEF, UNFPA, WHO, and their partners including IPPF have proven themselves to be tenacious advocates of CSE and/or sexual rights for children. Since this is the case, the global education structure being mounted by them is poised to spread sexual rights ideology like a contagion to children everywhere. UN-directed, tech-based education is the syringe through which comprehensive sexuality education is poised to be administered to the children of the world.84

Am I claiming that everyone from UNESCO, UNICEF, OECD, CASEL, GPE, CoSN, and their partners is a children’s sexual rights advocate hell-bent on sexualizing and de-gendering the children of the world and establishing a sexually open society? No. Many of the well-meaning people working in these organizations would be appalled at such a prospect. Many who work for UN agencies and their partners are genuinely concerned about the future of the world and the children in it and believe that educational technology can be part of the answer to the world’s problems, and they are right. And yet, evidence overwhelmingly suggests that the intent of UN-based educational initiatives is to deliver comprehensive sexuality education—in tandem with a socialist, radical feminist, sexual equalist curriculum—to the children of all nations under the guise of equality, sustainability, and human rights.

You will remember from Part I that the objective of socialist designers from their earliest lessons at the feet of Marx and Engels was nothing short of global annihilation of capitalistic practices, the elimination of private property, the crushing of religion, and the annihilation of the family. They thought this would have to be accomplished through bloody revolution. It turns out it is being accomplished quietly (for now) through the cooperating, capitulating classrooms of the world. This is a perilous course. We must swiftly adjust our trajectory if we do not wish to see the social, emotional, moral, and economic vitality of the world reduced to wreckage through socialized, sexualized global education.




CHAPTER TWENTY THE ARTIFICIAL MOTHER

It is clear that social and emotional learning (SEL) in today’s schools is being used as a feeding tube through which globally prescribed, equalist principles can be shuttled down the throats of the young. But what if there were no nefarious, socialist, sexual rights agenda propelling the social-and-emotional-learning movement on a global level? Is school-based social and emotional instruction a good way to help enhance social and emotional wellness in youth? It can be. There are school-based programs that have proven effective at influencing some elements of social and emotional well-being for at least some students who participate in them.

But is there an even better, more effective way of fostering social and emotional wellness in children and therefore in society at large? Yes. It is this: Let children be raised and taught principally by their mothers and fathers while they are very young.

How Are Social and Emotional Skills Best Taught?

Psychoanalyst Erica Komisar says, “It is indisputable that the first three years [of life] present a crucial, formative window” for children’s emotional development.1 Similarly, psychologist Jordan Peterson says “the research literature is quite clear” that there is a “tight window” in which proper social and emotional behavior must be instilled in children.2 He writes, “If a child has not been taught to behave properly by the age of four, it will forever be difficult for him or her to make friends” and continue down the path of proper socialization and development.3 In short, social and emotional skills—to a very large degree—are made or broken by a child’s experiences before the age of four. This is chilling when set alongside communist dictator Vladimir Lenin’s statement: “Give me four years to teach the children and the seed I have sown will never be uprooted.”

Research consistently shows that social and emotional well-being is most effectively instilled in people starting at the earliest ages by primary caregivers. One study cites the long-lasting social and emotional effects of early caregiving on children: “Children’s ability to regulate attention, emotion, and arousal develops in the context of their primary caregiving relationships during infancy and appears to be fundamental for the balance of the life span in organizing behavior, social relationships, and adaptive functioning.”4 SEL experts at Economic Policy Institute write that crucial life skills “have their origins in the very earliest years of children’s lives. Brain research conducted in recent decades increasingly affirms that the foundations for both types of skills—cognitive and noncognitive—are established starting at birth, and even before.”5 They further cite evidence that “the ability to form strong and trusting relationships with others”—which can have enormous social implications throughout a person’s life—has its origins in the caretaking relationships a person experiences at the earliest ages.6 Thus, the first years of life are “key windows of opportunity for the development of noncognitive [i.e., social and emotional] skills.”7 Studies have further shown that mothers in particular help their children develop social and emotional skills such as having compassion for others,8 reading social cues, managing their emotions, forming relationships, and developing into socially competent beings.9 But global education is out to remove any shreds of respect for mothers or motherhood that may remain in the public psyche.

Intervening at Younger and Younger Ages

The OECD is increasing its push for what it calls “Early Childhood Education and Care” (ECEC), which is said to demand “increased labour supply from mothers and massive state-funding for institutionalized daycare,” perhaps at the earliest ages.10 The 2016 UN “Education for Global Citizenship” plan stresses that educational measures must foster the development of the “whole person” by shaping children “emotionally, ethically, intellectually, physically, socially, and spiritually.”11 Seeing the windows of opportunity hanging wide open in infancy and toddlerhood, global education engineers are pushing to intervene in children’s lives at earlier and earlier ages so that systems, initiatives, and programs can gain access to children rather than letting parents (i.e., people who actually love them) care for and teach their young children. In line with global trends, the state of Iowa “lowered the compulsory school age to four years old for children enrolled in a statewide preschool program,” and the New York City Department of Education outlined a sweeping “birth-to-five system of early care and education” for its youngest citizens.12

Further, the UN independent expert on sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination, Vitit Muntarbhorn, reportedly referred to children as “soft entry points” for the advancement of the UN objectives.13 He said it is “important to start working with the young people, the younger the better, with the politics that amplify empathy for vulnerable populations” and to “advance in education… initiatives that integrate sexual diversity.”14

The Incheon Declaration calls for monitoring the holistic education of “all people.” To this end, the UN has implemented the Global Education Monitoring Report (GEM Report), which tracks the world’s progress on implementing SDG number 4, “Quality Education,” which includes a focus on early childhood education.15 The GEM Report tracks the numbers of children who are educated outside the home before formal primary education begins, and it reports which countries require or fund public education for toddlers. It promotes at least one year of “free and compulsory” non-parental education for all small children and supports implementation of “compliance monitoring mechanisms” for public and private preschools to ensure equity in what very young children are taught.16 Interestingly, the Open Society Foundations sired by George Soros is a key funder of the GEM Report, manifesting an intense interest in what the toddlers of the world are learning and from whom.17

Social and Emotional Wellness in Sweden and Beyond

Policymakers in Sweden have followed the advice of the UN and the OECD in matters of raising new humans. In Sweden, publicly funded, non-parental care has expanded since the 1970s, and now “over 90 percent of all 18-month to 5-years-olds are in daycare.”18 What has significant separation from their mothers and fathers in the first four years of their lives done for the social and emotional well-being of the children of Sweden? A government inquiry in 2006 found:


[M]ental health among Swedish 15-year-olds declined faster from 1986 to 2002 than in eleven comparable European countries. For girls, rates of poor mental health tripled during this period, from nine to 30 percent… The increase happened in all groups of youth regardless of family situation, labour market situation or parental socioeconomic status.19



It is not just the emotional well-being of Swedish youth that has faltered. To the shock and dismay of the OECD, scholastic achievement has also plummeted: “Between 2000 and 2012 Sweden’s PISA scores dropped more sharply than those of any other participating country, from close to average to significantly below average.”20 Further, PISA assessments themselves show that “Sweden has a high degree of disorder in its classrooms. This includes tardiness, truancy, bad language and disorderly behaviour.”21 While these troubling developments cannot be blamed solely on disassociation from parents, one is left to wonder what impact being removed from the care of their mothers in the early years of their lives has had on the population of Sweden.22

Similarly, the Canadian province of Quebec introduced subsidized universal daycare in the late 1990s. Roughly a decade later, a study showed “striking evidence” that children in the program were “worse off in a variety of behavioral and health dimensions, ranging from aggression to motor-social skills to illness.”23 The analysis also indicated that participation in the program “led to more hostile, less consistent parenting, worse parental health, and lower-quality parental relationships.”24 A follow-up study several years later showed many problems were worsening over time and that “boys in day care showed more hyperactivity and aggression, while girls showed more separation anxiety.”25 There was also a sharp increase in criminal behavior among those who participated in the Quebec program.

Additionally, a National Institute of Child Health and Human Development study conducted in the US from 1991 to 2009 found that children placed in center-based, non-parental care “were more likely to engage in risky and impulsive behavior, suffer depression, aggression, anxiety, lack of empathy and behavioral problems proportional to the amount of time spent in the day care.” And these negative social and emotional outcomes were long-lasting.26 To suggest that schools or care centers can do the job of instilling social and emotional wellness in children just as well as mothers and fathers is an overconfident claim.27

US president Richard Nixon vetoed a proposal called the Comprehensive Child Development Act in the 1970s on grounds that it would commit “the vast moral authority of the national Government to the side of communal approaches to childrearing over against the family-centered approach.”28 The administration said,


We cannot and will not ignore the challenge to do more for America’s children in their all-important early years, but our response to this challenge must be… consciously designed to cement the family in its rightful position as the keystone of our civilization. Good public policy requires that we enhance rather than diminish both parental authority and parental involvement with children.29



The Artificial Mother

It is becoming clear that the artificial mother Shulamith Firestone dreamed of is knocking vigorously at the door: It is the state-sponsored, full-service, globally connected, UN-directed school that will take your child as early as you will give him up and train him to be a dutiful socialist, radical feminist, and sexual rights activist who eschews family, prizes pleasure, and demands an endless list of corrupted human rights.

But there is a better way. There is a saner, more sacred, more sustainable way.

It is the way of the family. Mothers and fathers can and do best foster the social and emotional well-being of the world. Mothers respond in real time and in unique, personalized ways to the ever-changing needs of their individual children. They collect endless data points on their children and respond with the inimitable, incomparable edge of love. As the world comes to grips with how fundamental these functions are to individuals, communities, and nations, perhaps we will realize—before it’s too late—how crucial mothers, fathers, and families are to the sustainability of the world.




CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE POTENT WEAPON

In concert with the socialist hijacking of education and the expanding sexual equality mentality, comprehensive sexuality education is among the most potent weapons in the arsenal of family destruction. It pulls little children onto its lap and tells them it is their rightful quest to seek and experience sex outside the protective guardrails of committed family living and launches young people into the teeming fray of staggering sexual risks. It speaks little of parenthood and much of pleasure. It speaks much of rights and little of wrongs.

Mothers and fathers are consistently the best gatekeepers of their children’s well-being. Sexual rights activists, who have a monetary interest in sexualizing children, are not. While comprehensive sexuality education activists pretend to be concerned gatekeepers of children’s well-being, what they do is open the floodgates of sexuality on children and then half-heartedly rescue children from its consuming waters, for a price.

Since parents, especially mothers, are not easily eliminated, those who wish to ideologically devour, exploit, and sexually mentor a mother’s children have learned that they must deftly sidestep her. They tell the mother she has more important and liberating things to do. They convince the mother to surrender her child—her most valuable asset—into their gnarled hands without a fight. They chuckle deviously because they intend to turn the child not only against her mother, but against motherhood itself and against the ingenious design of the child’s own anatomy. They intend to disabuse the child of any notions that she should unite with a member of humanity from the other side of the sexual aisle, create life, experience parenthood, and become a masterful steward of that which she possesses.

Get Her to Do It Herself

In the end, since motherhood is virtually indestructible, if you want to destroy motherhood and its commanding force over the youngest citizens of the world, there is really only one way to do it: Get mothers to relinquish their children voluntarily. This is the fourth and final tactic for unseating the woman I promised we would come to, and we have finally arrived. In truth, we have been striking at this point all along, as you will likely have perceived. Virtually every problematic ideology discussed in this book promotes, encourages, or demands the relinquishment of the child by the mother.1

One Russian communist said:


Children, like soft wax, are very malleable and they should be molded into good Communists. We must rescue children from the harmful influence of the family… We must nationalize them. From the earliest days of their little lives, they must find themselves under the beneficent influence of Communist schools… To oblige the mother to give her child to the Soviet state—that is our task.2



So how do you get a woman to fully or partially relinquish stewardship of her own child? Here is a list of strategies used by the three major paradigms we have examined:

Socialism


	Convince women and society that mothers can be replaced by paid caretakers. Promote the philosophy that unpaid mothering is mindless drudgery and socially unproductive work.

	Conversely, convince people that child-rearing is so crucial that it is best done by trained professionals, not by mothers.

	Convince people that raising money is more important than raising children.

	Present sex as a recreational activity everyone is entitled to, not as the means of forming and sustaining permanent relationships.

	Foster an entitlement or equality mentality in society, which produces people who are too self-focused and emotionally unskilled to act as successful parents.

	Require women to leave their children in the care of non-parents.

	Provide full-service, state-funded care facilities for children in order to entice the woman to “free” herself from the drudgery of caring for her children.

	Teach children socialistic principles, including sexual freedom, at the earliest ages possible through education initiatives including comprehensive sexuality education.

	Promote abortion in order to ideologically and literally sever familial bonds and gain control of the production of human beings.



Radical Feminism


	Convince women (and all of society) that work done for money is more important than work done in the name of love.

	Portray pregnancy as an unnatural, dangerous injustice to women.

	Portray abortion as a safe practice that brings justice and empowerment to women.

	Present children as burdens rather than assets.

	Honor and celebrate women only when they are acting in non-motherhood roles.

	Denigrate family-based living and exalt career-focused living.

	Present the public sphere as being more important than the private sphere.

	Present men as unnecessary to families and societies at large.

	Deride and demean masculinity in men; encourage masculinity in women.

	Present sexual pleasure as a right unrelated to risks, permanent relationships, or childbearing.

	Promote as rights the products and services that limit a woman’s ability to conceive and bear life.

	Teach children the principles of gender equality, sexual rights, and sexual freedom at the earliest ages possible through education initiatives including comprehensive sexuality education.



Sexual Radicalism


	Convince people that children do not need mothers or fathers.

	Convince people that any person or group of people can raise any child as successfully as any other entity and to say otherwise is hateful, bigoted, and a violation of equality.

	Present sex and marriage as recreational activities to which everyone is entitled, but not as the means of forming families, tethering men to their children, and organizing society into autonomous biological groupings.

	Negate the validity of a child’s connection to its mother.

	Negate the validity of a child’s connection to its father.

	Legalize and expand surrogacy (and with it, the buying and selling of children’s rights) on the basis of men’s rights to have children.

	Teach equalistic principles, sexual rights principles, and gender fluidity ideology to children at the earliest possible ages through education initiatives including comprehensive sexuality education.



Discard, Eradicate, and Eliminate

The endgame of all these tactics is to convince the woman and society that children do not need their mothers or fathers. The goal is to convince women and men that raising their own children is a waste of their time, their money, and ultimately—their lives. When the woman begins to be persuaded to this position, her guiding grip on the destiny of her children—and therefore the world—goes slack. The reins are snatched up by less worthy stewards, she is unseated in the name of her own rights, and a behemoth state settles its rotting rump into her chair bellowing about equality while crushing the life, prosperity, and vitality out of the world.

But what’s even better than getting a child away from its mother is getting the mother to teach her child exactly what you want it to hear. As misguided tolerance, love, and equality seep their way into a mother’s mind, she then pours corrupted versions of these doctrines dutifully into her child’s mind as any good, politically correct parent would do.3 A mother most likely prizes her role in the life of her child, and yet she almost unknowingly teaches her child to disavow motherhood, to discredit biological tethering, and to spurn the inherent family and heteronormativity in the name of tolerance, equality, women’s rights, and love.

You will remember that Shulamith Firestone’s feminist goal was to “dismantle,” “uproot,” “annihilate,” “totally discard,” and “truly eradicate,” the biological family as the fundamental unit of society and to “eliminate the sex distinction itself.” You will observe that Firestone’s objectives are being enacted on a global scale through the operations of the United Nations and beyond.

The erasure of men and women as physical classes of people is advancing at a rapid pace. As gender equality and gender fluidity are taught to children all over the globe through comprehensive sexuality education, the pace will increase exponentially. Such efforts lead toward the obliteration of two-pronged biological sex as a defensible designation on a global scale and instead favors and legally empowers a sliding scale of self-proclaimed, non-bodily gender.

When the machinations of the United Nations as driven by socialism, radical feminism, and sexual radicalism combine with forces in modern culture including political movements, social media, Hollywood, the music industry, the judicial system, and the education system, there emerges a global onslaught against the family and principally against the woman as the core of that anatomically ordered institution. This war against women and the family is cunningly waged in the name of the woman, and the woman often climbs aboard the movement unawares. She thinks she is being paraded down the street in honor—an honor she has long deserved—but she is really being carted out of the way in order to clear the path for her usurpers to seize the reins of property, privacy, and life itself.

Coming Full Circle

Earlier, I posed these questions:


	What laws or practices are working to disavow biological relationships and “sever blood ties” between parents and their children?

	What laws or initiatives seek to loosen long-standing sexual norms?

	Who is suggesting or legislating that mothers are unnecessary to families?

	Who is suggesting or legislating that fathers are detrimental to families or, at best, optional?

	What social movements promote the concept that not knowing one’s biological mother or father is normal and even a manifestation of human rights?

	What efforts are setting the stage for the state to become the gatekeeper for the creation and distribution of children?

	Which initiatives are working to erase the differences between men and women?

	Who is working to make the care of young children a government-run endeavor?

	What entities are trying to infuse socialist, feminist, and sexually radical philosophies into the education systems of the world?

	What entities are working to advance “sexual freedom” and “sexual rights” for children?

	Who is trying to enact education programs for children that normalize a wide range of sexual behaviors including child sex?

	Who is trying to enact education programs for youth that de-normalize families in which parents claim their own children?



The prime answers to these questions are: 1) the expansion of socialist and feminist influences, 2) the LGBT movement which legitimizes the commodification of children and obliterates distinctions between men and women through the codification of transgenderism, and 3) the UN’s globalization and sexualization of education.

Of course, it must be noted that not all proponents of same-sex marriage are socialists. Nor are all socialists in favor of all tenets of the LGBT movement. Nor are all feminist-minded people cheering for same-sex marriage or for the induction of a global socialist regime. But these movements are inextricably intertwined, and the pursuit of one enables the others. In their own way, each of them undermines the inherent sovereignty of the family and enthrones equality as the pinnacle of all virtues. These combined movements, together with the crushing of religion (Marx’s intention was to “dethrone God”4), contribute to a social environment conducive to socialist/communist encroachment.5 All these elements are cooperating heads on a massive hydra which is charging forward to overthrow the social and political structures of the world in the name of equality and world peace. Through all of this, the family finds itself in grave danger.

Any social movements, laws, initiatives, programs, or ideologies that hack at the root of women’s private, inherent bond to their children—as socialism, radical feminism, and sexual equalism all do—serve the purpose of a global regime. Throughout history, raw socialist-communism and other forms of tyranny have barreled forward, ripping people’s freedoms and families from their bosoms, which has often resulted in defiance, bloodshed, and eventual revolution against them. But as other movements now come penitently strolling in wearing the robes of love, inclusion, and equality, the intoxication of such gentle invasions persuades people to loosen their grip on the very things they hold most dear. And as the grip of families and patriots loses its tenacity, iron fists sit flexing their eager muscles.

This Global Course of Action Is Doomed to Failure Because of Mothers

Since there is an immense socialist-communist presence in the upper echelons of global education and since the success of socialist systems hinges upon the annihilation of the biological family,6 the goal of those at the helm is to unhinge the family unit, and they are making fantastic headway. Sophie Lewis observes, “World legislation around biological filiation, property and heredity has never looked closer to buckling.”7 In other words, the legal recognition of biological relationships appears to be teetering on the edge of collapse.

If the family is dismembered and abandoned, if mothers are severed from (or sever themselves from) their children and global rule by “equality” is enacted, the chaos and mayhem of a world biologically unhinged will be far worse than any possible alternative.

I assert, however, that a significant portion of mothers will refuse to give their children over to the state—either literally or ideologically—even under the most severe circumstances. Mothers and fathers will ferociously contend for the minds and bodies and souls of their children.

The battle for the babies of the world is fierce because those in power know that babies always end up ruining the evil plans of socialist villains and bloody tyrants. Babies eventually win because there is always a mother somewhere raising up a valorous, moral, liberty-loving, intelligent, intrepid girl or boy who grows up to detonate a rebellion—either by the pen or by the sword—that ruptures the foul tethers by which his countrymen are bound. E. T. Sullivan put it this way:


When God wants a great work done in the world or a great wrong righted, he goes about it in a very unusual way. He doesn’t stir up his earthquakes or send forth his thunderbolts. Instead, he has a helpless baby born, perhaps in a simple home and of some obscure mother. And then God puts the idea into the mother’s heart, and she puts it into the baby’s mind. And then God waits. The greatest forces in the world are not the earthquakes and the thunderbolts. The greatest forces in the world are babies.8



Woman, in her role as mother, will exert her invincible power and will determine the fate of nations and the world. In the most ultimate sense, the love of mothers will decide the destiny of humanity as mothers decide one by one to cast the ballot of their very lives in favor of their children. And in the end, it will be said, “LOVE WINS.” The family will persist as it always has and will reemerge as the strongest, most enduring entity in society, even as the mass wreckage of socialist equality passes like a horrible nightmare on the tides of time.

I laughed out loud when I read this statement by Simone de Beauvoir: “Gestation… offers woman no benefit as an individual.” On the contrary, bearing one’s own child is the greatest benefit the world has to offer. The advantages of privately creating, claiming, and commanding life itself are overwhelming in their scope and staggering in their magnitude. And that is why a global army is hunting the woman, eager to strip her of the precious, living cargo she carries.




PART V THE SOLUTION




CHAPTER TWENTY-TWO IN THE CELLAR

Unfortunately, the UN’s well-orchestrated intrusion into your child’s classroom is not the only way comprehensive sexuality education with all its socialist-feminist warts is barreling gruesomely through society. State legislatures are adopting CSE by force of law;1 state school boards are adopting CSE health curricula; sexual rights activists are flooding magazines, newspapers, blogs, vlogs, and YouTube channels with pro-CSE messages;2 and cartoons, apps, and other programs are being rolled out to comprehensively educate people of all ages about a wide range of sexual practices and gender fluidity.3 Ridiculing the idea that marriage is the place where sex should occur is commonplace, and the message that sex is meaningless entertainment that children have a right to engage in is emerging almost at every corner.

But there is hope.

We can influence legislatures, and we must. We can defund organizations that seek to undermine children’s well-being. We can influence school boards. We can exercise the right affirmed by the UN’s own Universal Declaration of Human Rights: “Parents have a prior right to choose the kind of education that shall be given to their children.”4 We can support organizations that work to protect the family as the fundamental unit of society. We can support laws and initiatives that encourage public decency.5 We can remove gender identity curriculum from schools. We can resist and reject socialist solutions to local and global problems at all costs. We can regain local control of education by cutting ourselves loose from national and international education initiatives and organizations (such as the Every Student Succeeds Act, the OECD, PISA testing, and UNESCO)… and we must.

But there is something else we must do, or else all other efforts will be in vain. It has been done in Romania, Albania, Russia, Germany, and virtually every other nation that has been infiltrated and dominated by corrupt regimes. But perhaps nowhere has this thing been so eloquently done and documented as in Hungary, which is where we will end our journey.

Communist Takeover of Education in Hungary

For decades, the nation of Hungary lived under the blackened, brutal boot of communism.6 The platitudes of Marx and Engels had intoxicated the Soviet Union, and in 1945 the Soviets, with the help of Germany, extended their claws towards Hungary and secured it as a satellite state. Promises of prosperity and equality rang everywhere, but the once-proud Hungarians saw economic devastation, political corruption, and staggering social oppression bring their country to its knees. Widespread suffering, Soviet propaganda, and even sadistic torture marred the lives of Hungarians.

Once, in 1956, the patriots of Hungary rose intrepidly to their feet. They toppled Stalin’s statue in the public square, disarmed tanks with raw ingenuity born of desperation, and sent Soviet officers scurrying through the streets of Budapest. The people hungered for freedom and fought courageously for it. But the freedom they won was short-lived. Within days, Soviet tanks and soldiers invaded in massive numbers, crushing Hungarian freedom for another thirty-three years.

The Soviets occupying Hungary believed the secret to their success was the children. If they secured the minds of the children, they would secure a communist future for the nation and perhaps the world. Therefore, “communism made great efforts to ingratiate itself with children. More effort was spent on them than upon on any other segment of the population.”7 Young boys joined the communist youth program where they were taught not only tactical battle skills but also to hate America and the basic tenets for which it stood. Children were taught “the principles of socialist patriotism, of devotion and love toward the Hungarian communist party, and of boundless loyalty toward the great Soviet Union.”8

Writer James Michener explains the social pressures that weighed upon the people of Hungary under communist rule:


It was in school that the pressure of the communist propaganda became intense. In every class a boy’s teachers were required to indoctrinate him in communism. They gave lectures about the glory of Russia and instruction in the communist history of Hungary. They took their students to march in communist parades, to see propaganda movies and to protest against American imperialism. The teachers praised what communism said should be praised and damned its supposed enemies. From the first grade through the last, no child could escape this pressure.9



Some teachers resisted the hostile takeover of Hungarian education, but because of a few well-placed communist loyalists positioned in each school, “a teacher who might in his heart hate communism was nevertheless required by fear of these perpetual spies to indoctrinate his pupils with hatred of Britain and America and an unreasoning trust in Russia.” Teachers were required to hang three giant pictures of communist leaders on the walls, which became known to the children as “the Holy Trinity.”10

A climate of distrust and suspicion permeated communist Hungarian society. Schoolchildren were required to become informants on each other. If they observed any behavior or speech that “might be harmful to the communist state,” they were to report their schoolmates to the authorities.11 Perhaps more insidious was that “the school became a potential trap for every household.” A child would “gain approval by informing upon his parents’ love for religion or persistence in old-fashioned ideas.” Teachers might ask their students things like, “Does your father keep a picture of Comrade Stalin in your home? What radio station does your mother like best? Does your father think that Comrade Rakosi is always right? Does your mother ever take you to religious meetings at night?”12 These probing questions (like the ones poised to be asked on UN-centric OECD assessments) served to fracture social and religious loyalties and to pit family members against each other. Distrust, suspicion, and fear ran rampant.

A Hungarian citizen could only get ahead in society if he adhered to and openly professed the ideals the reigning socialist regime required. Participation in sports, acceptance to college, job advancement, and escaping arrest all hinged upon celebrating the publicly required but privately loathed principles of socialist communism. Thus, parents and teachers were forced to endorse the “total fraud” of communism to their children or suffer severe repercussions.13

Private Rebellion

For the proud and tenacious people of Hungary, this was a bitter pill to take. To see their children manhandled by a perverse regime, to hear the history of their country corrupted in their children’s ears through communist history lessons, to witness their young sons and daughters parroting the poisonous propaganda of pretended “equality” at school was almost more than Hungarian parents could endure. Under threat of estrangement, unemployment, punishment, and even death, parents stood by biting their tongues and wringing their hands as their children were educated by communist tyrants. But there came a point where tongue-biting and hand-wringing became unbearable.

And so the parents rebelled.

It is said that “the time always came when the mother would cry, ‘I won’t see my child perverted any longer. Tonight we will tell him the truth.’ ”14 But since grave consequences could come to the child and the whole family if the child blurted out in an unguarded moment what his parents told him, the father might insist that the boy was too young. And so the parents waited, carefully weighing the time when they could salvage their children’s souls from the disguised horrors of communism without imperiling the entire family. Then, it is said, “the mother would be the one who pleaded for the family to take a bold chance and save this child.”15

And on that very night, the family would descend to the cellar to tell their child the truth. They might begin by asking their child what he learned in school that day, whereupon the child would recite shreds of injurious nonsense about the glories of communism and the sure promises of Stalin. “And the father would say simply, ‘That’s all a lie, son.’ ” The son stared in astonished wonder as the seriousness of the matter settled over the small room. And then the parents would begin to tell their child the truth. And so began the countereducation of an entire generation.

A Family

Two Hungarian children educated by their parents in the secrecy of their cellar were Vera and Johan Hadjok. They were thirteen and nine when they escaped over the Austrian border with their parents, Janos and Irene Hadjok. They fled hurriedly, braving grave dangers and lived to tell the tale of their beloved Hungary awash in cruelty, scarcity, and socialist insanity.

At an informal meeting with interested foreigners soon after the family’s escape from Hungary and communism, the children bubbled over with information and passionate recitations about the history of their motherland. They told the true story of their country, complete with heroes and martyrs and passages of poetry and pivotal moments in the saga of truth versus error that had played out on their soil. To the wonder of many who listened, these children had not been swayed or seduced by the incessant lies, promises, and propaganda the communist state had rammed down their throats. Despite the bitter and almost unbearable atmosphere in which they lived, Vera’s and Johan’s faces shone with patriotism and the power of having heard and embraced the truth. Many in the assembled group wanted to know, “How is this possible? How could your family have endured the crushing pressures of communism?”16 Mrs. Hadjok provided the answer:


At night after we had put out the lights upstairs we would gather in the cellar, and I would teach the children the true history of Hungary. We would discuss morality and the Catholic religion and the lessons of Cardinal Mindszenty. We never allowed the children to go to sleep until we had washed away the evil things they might have heard that day.17



She suspected most families did the same thing without ever discussing it openly with anyone.

When asked later how she knew enough to teach her children, she replied, “Books.” She had secretly obtained one book in particular that told the stories of Hungary’s greatest patriots. “I made my children memorize it,” Mrs. Hadjok said. “They considered this book almost sacred, since it was the only place in their world where they could find the truth.” In the cellar, she also taught them “the fiery old poetry of Hungary” which Johan recited with relish.18 Vera said of her schoolteachers who peddled communism, “Neither Russia nor the communists in Hungary could ever make us believe the lies they told us.”19

As in any truly socialist state, “The battle between school and parents never relaxed an instant.”20 Mrs. Hadjok explained,


They had everything on their side. Candy, fruit, games, terror. We had only one thing, the lessons at night… We taught them above everything else to trust in God. But almost as strongly we told them to hold together as a family… The more communists tried to destroy our family life, the more we taught family loyalty. It was like their pressing us down all day, in every way you could think of, but at night we grew up strongly again.21



The result of Mr. and Mrs. Hadjok’s nightly teaching in the cellar was captured in a brother-in-law’s assessment of young Vera: “At six she disliked the Russians. At nine she hated them. At ten she understood the evil of communism. At thirteen she is a holy patriot.”22 “Against such children,” said her father, “what could communism do?”23

Why did the children of Hungary believe their parents more than they believed anyone else? Because parents love their children more than regimes love children, and children can tell the difference.

In the cellars and attics and kitchens and closets of the world is where wars against all great evils in the world will be won. Such battles will be won at the feet of mothers and fathers. That is the hallowed place where holy patriots will grow and where all corrupt and soulless schemes will meet their demise, penetrated and slain by the sword of truth. The final thing we can do—we must do—is go to the cellar. And in that holy, private place speak the truth, and in so doing plant seeds that will bear shining, incorruptible fruit.

Remember, Mrs. Hadjok said, “We had only one thing, the lessons at night.”

And that was enough.




CHAPTER TWENTY-THREE STAND

We now descend on the roof of a home. In this home there is a family. And in this family there is a mother, a father, and a child. Perhaps two children. Perhaps ten. In this home exists the cosmos in miniature. This home is its inhabitants’ private piece of the world. In this home exists anatomically inherent diversity, opposition, and complementarity. In this home exists tolerance, patience, rage, and power. In this home exists creation, possession, jealousy, and joy. This home is where its inhabitants practice for every other setting in life. This home, and millions like it, is where the world learns to walk, talk, think, eat, laugh, fight, forgive, serve, sacrifice, reason, deliberate, cooperate, labor, take turns, negotiate, dream, and love.

In this house resides the ancient institution that has produced and sustained civilization for millennia. This unassuming institution occurs naturally without the leverage of lobbyists, sweeping mandates of courts, passionate cries of activists, or endorsements of celebrities. This archaic organization, the family, arises from the anatomy of ordinary people and claims the distinction of being the most enduring and influential institution on earth.

Dictators may denounce, congresses may crush, and governments may attempt to gut the family, but as long as families persist, humanity has a fighting chance. If the family falters, either by mandate or by choice, civilization will not remain civil for long; it will decline into a mass of unconnected people who hardly know how to love anymore. As we increasingly dismantle and redefine the family, denigrate biological connections, and separate children from their parents, we will foster a generation with neither root nor branch, with no connection to generations past and no place on the family tree of humanity. How well will the children of the upcoming world tolerate liberation from their families?

We should not be surprised when the throngs of solitary souls we are creating—who claim neither gender nor family—are unhappy, violent, reckless, diseased, and dying both body and soul. We should not be surprised if, after we have destroyed it, we find ourselves hungering for the family and trying to reconstruct it from the tatters of humanity we have deliberately, tolerantly torn to pieces.

The Coming Days

In the coming days, as families are being systematically disassembled around us, people will turn to look at the family and finally see it for what it is. It is not merely a nice way of organizing earthlings, or a nifty reason to buy matching shirts, or a byproduct of evolutionary mistakes. Families are a wonder of sociological architecture. Families are the vehicle for sustaining individual people as well as societies at large. The family has long been and will always be the most reliable source of food, clothing, shelter, education, protection, dignity, and love for members of the human family. Families are the reason we have survived for thousands of years without killing each other off or perishing before we could. Imperfect as they can be, families are the prime elements that have made life both possible and desirable.

If we want to provide the essentials of life, freedom, love, property, and prosperity to the greatest number of people, we must maintain the system of small, regenerative groups forged by two unique yet united individuals. If we want to ensure the most human rights for the most people, we must maintain the system initiated and perpetuated by the anatomy of human bodies themselves: the family.

Home

The most socially productive work that happens on earth does not occur in a factory, or in a mine, or in a cubicle. The most socially productive work in society happens at home. The highest quality environment for new humans has consistently been and will remain within the arms of a mother and father who know and love their own child.1 The best possible system already exists. It is here. It is us. It is families. A family may live in a high-rise apartment above the glitz of city lights; they may live in a sweaty bungalow with one dangling bulb to light their faces; they may live in a tin hut, or a remote cottage, a mansion, or a cookie-cutter house in suburbia. But if there is a father who loves a mother, and a mother who loves a child, and a child who knows and loves his parents, this is the highest quality environment available on earth. This is family. This is the ideal for which we must stand. If we give up the fight for the family, there will be little left to fight for.

The Time Will Come

If woman is the secret weapon of humanity and stealth is part of the genius of her power as I have asserted in this book, then why am I blowing her cover now? Why am I exposing the woman as the origin of private property, the keystone of the family, the master of the private sphere, the architect of society, and the genesis of the most powerful force in the world—love itself?

Because the gig is up. Her hungry opponents know where she is. They have isolated her position, they want it, and they are coming after her en masse with a barely veiled vengeance. Everyone who cares must stand and must act. Most of all, she herself must stand. She is up to the challenge. In fact, she was born for such a time and such a task as this. It has been said, “The time will come when only those who believe deeply and actively in the family will be able to preserve their families in the midst of the gathering [forces] around us.”2

That time is now.

Take heart. The family cannot be destroyed. It can only be abandoned. Mothers, fathers, stand fast. Do not step aside. Your child is uniquely yours and no one else’s. Do not be dissuaded. Do not abandon your post. Do not surrender your greatest treasure.

Guard it with your life.




EPILOGUE WHAT YOU CAN DO


	Teach what you believe about family, marriage, gender, sex, and parenthood to your family.

	Become informed on family issues. Sign up for regular communications from organizations whose message and approach resonates with you.

	Start an organization or initiative—large or small—that does what you think needs to be done to support the family as the fundamental unit of society in your area.

	Start or expand your collection of books that tell the stories, recount the moments, uphold the heroes, explain the philosophies, and teach the principles you want your family to know and cherish. Include fiction and non-fiction in your collection.

	Study the history of socialism. Read the stories of nations, families, and people oppressed by socialist principles. Fortify your family against the follies of the past and the indoctrination of the present.

	Study the history of freedom, representative government, and free markets.

	Donate time and resources to organizations that protect and strengthen the family, fight pornography, preserve freedom, and advocate for responsible sex education.

	Attend pro-family events such as conferences, webinars, cottage meetings, and forums.

	Seek out a social community (such as a church or other gathering place) that aligns with your basic views and supports the family as the fundamental unit of society.

	Oppose abortion. Join or start a movement in your area to cherish life and support pregnant mothers. Work for legislation that supports the rights of the unborn and protects women from the risks of abortion.

	Watch The War on Children at StopCSE.org.

	Become involved in the fight against comprehensive sexual education in your area and invite others to join you. Go to StopCSE.org to get started.

	Expose and oppose the children’s sexual rights campaign spearheaded by International Planned Parenthood Federation and United Nations agencies.

	Support the narrative that mothers and fathers matter and are vital to their children’s well-being through social media, blogging, articles, conversation, and other means.

	Influence policymakers at all levels on the issues in this book you find most compelling.

	Never lose heart. The family is invincible in its design, irreplaceable in its effects, and everlasting in its position. Keep up the fight in the public square and at home.

	Share this book with others.



Visit InvincibleFamily.com
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