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The Book 

1. Brief Description 

a. Working Title: The Matrix and Its Shadow: Looking Beyond Patriarchy for New 
Ideas in Social Science, Social Policy and Social Work 

b. This book will introduce the matrix, a new conceptual model to augment and 
partially supplant the current image of patriarchy as the first and last word in gender 
issues and the social problems that arise between men and women, especially in 
families and parenting relationships. It will assert and substantiate the claim that 
social science, social policy and social work are deeply flawed and therefore 
ultimately ineffective because of their wholesale acceptance of patriarchy as the 
only locus of gender-based power and source of gender-based social injustice. It 
will further document deep strains of sexism and gender bias against men among 
front-line social workers as a result of in-group bias, social fashion and groupthink. 

c. Its pedagogy will rely on analogies between what we know and discuss freely and 
what we don’t. Examples: 

i. patriarchy / matrix 

ii. unduly negative stereotypes of men / unduly positive stereotypes of women 
iii. men's misuse of patriarchal power / women's misuse of matrical power 

iv. women’s need and desire for equality in business, government and academia 
/ men’s need and desire for equality in families and relationships 

v. antifemale sexism and bias among corporate hiring and training managers / 
antimale sexism and bias against family services social workers 

vi. the social benefits of equality for women in business, government and 
academia / the social benefits of equality for men in families and 
relationships 

2. Outline 

Preface (enclosed) 
Introduction (enclosed) 
Chapter One. Toward a Conception of the Structure of Female Power (enclosed) 
Chapter Two. The Importance of Human Relationships: Friends and Family 

A. Social Work Core Value 
B. Matrical Control of Men’s Relationships 
C. Group Work with Men 

Chapter Three. The Importance of Human Relationships: Father-Child 
fatherhood is the central issue for all men, fathers or not 

A. Parenting is Good for Men 
B. Fatherhood is Good for Children 
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C. “I’m the Mother!” 
1) Maternal Supremacy and Resistance to Fathers’ Parental Equality 
2) Challenges of Coparenting 

D. Can We Be Pro-Father and Supportive of Mother-Mother Couples? 
Yes, we can. 

Chapter Four. The War on Poverty 
A. Fathers: Collateral Damage 
B. Solving “The Puzzle” 
Sociological befuddlement about why the situation of many blacks eroded even after 
civil rights improved and war was declared on poverty 

1) Wilson and Murray Battling to a Draw 
a. William Julius Wilson: It’s All About Jobs 
b. Charles Murray: It’s All About the Perverse Incentives of Welfare 

2) Looking Beyond the Traditional Economic Model 
a. The Rise of Materialism and Conspicuous Consumption 
b. Welfare Rights and “Rightly Needs” 
c. The Fish Who Didn’t Know the Value of Bicycles 
d. The Bicycles that Were Discarded 

Chapter Five. Beating Shields into Swords 
the politicization of domestic violence research, policy and programming 

A. Scope 
B. Ideology vs. Science 

1) Ideological Agenda 
2) Causes of Domestic Violence 
3) Batterer Interventions 

a. Duluth Model 
b. Evidence-Based 

C. Domestic Violence Against Men 
D. Legal/Administrative Domestic Violence 

violence by proxy 
Chapter Six. The Fix: More and Better Options for Men 

A. Workforce Development: Relationships First 
B. The Provider Wants to Provide More than Money 

Chapter Seven. Gender Bias in Social Work 
A. Men As Workers 

1) The Value of Men in Social Work 
2) Social Work’s Disinterest in Gender Diversity 

a. Resentment Over “The Glass Escalator” 
b. Concern about Competition and Raising the Bar 
c. “Social Work Belongs to Women” 

3) Strategies for Getting More Men into Social Work 
B. Men As Clients 

1) Workers’ Groupthink, In-group Bias and Social Fashion 
2) Workers’ Stereotypes of Men and Self-Fulfilling Prophesies 
3) Recurring Theme: Matrical Control Over Men’s Relationships 

C. Failures of Leadership 
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1) NASW 
2) CSWE 

Chapter Eight. Why Only One School in Schools of Social Work? 
A. First: A Defense of the NASW Code of Ethics 

against 2007 criticism from the National Association of Scholars 
B. Leftist “Mommy Party” Predominates in Social Work 

1) leans marxist/socialist for solutions to poverty 
2) focuses on client needs 

a. danger of infantilization 
b. Social Work has vested interest in meeting needs with “services” 

i. women generally accept help 
ii. women make good repeat customers 
iii. focus on women provides Social Work job security 

C. Rightist “Daddy Party” Input is Needed for Balance 
1) would recognize merits of capitalist/free market orientation to wealth creation 
2) would focus on what client deserves/earns 

a. would require caution to danger of Social Darwinism 
b. enables client pride and self-sufficiency 
c. would require Social Work to innovate 

i. men generally want to be self-sufficient, get on their feet and go 
ii. men are not such good, reliable repeat customers 
iii. focus on men would be more dynamic, challenging, rewarding than 

business as usual 
D. Clients’ Right Not to Be Politicized by Any Political Orientation or Agenda 

Chapter Nine. Let’s Ask: The State of Research About Men and Fathers 
A. The Tendency to Get Data about Men by Asking Women 
B. The Influence of the Matrix in Some Areas of Social Research 

Chapter Ten. Special Problems 
A. Special Problems of Black Men 

1) Struggle With Women for Scarce Material and Emotional Resources 
2) Racism + Sexism Mistaken for Racism Alone 

B. Special Problems of Boys 
1) Childhood 
2) Adolescence 
3) Black Boys 
4) More and Better Options for Boys 

Chapter Eleven. The AASWSW Grand Challenge 
The American Academy of Social Work and Social Welfare has issued the profession a 
Grand Challenge with twelve goals. 

A. Discussion of a male-friendly initiative on each AASWSW Grand Challenge 
goal 

 1) Maximize every person’s productive potential 
 2) Prevent behavioral problems in youth 
 3) Reduce isolation and loneliness 
 4) Foster safe families 
 5) End homelessness 
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 6) Improve health for all 
 7) Reduce Incarceration 
 8) Strengthen Financial Security 
 9) End Racial Injustice 
 10) Protect the Human Environment 
 11) Promote social and economic participation for all 
 12) Harness technology for social good. 
B. Discussion of how “grand success” on the AASWSW Grand Challenge would do 

the nation a world of good and demonstrate Social Work’s value, enhance its 
reputation and boost the morale if its workers. 

Summary and Conclusion 
3. Outstanding Features 

a. Overall, the most outstanding feature of this book may be in shifting the discussion 
of fairness, respect and harmony between the sexes to a more balanced 
examination. It asserts a new counter-narrative that holds a mirror to women’s own 
foibles and provides imagery and vocabulary for analyzing and scrutinizing 
women’s humanity—using the same principles of equity, respect, accountability 
and fairness that have been used as the measure of men. In particular the book takes 
a close look at Social Work’s disregard of its own core values, including respect for 
the importance of human relationships, dignity and worth of the person, starting 
where a male client is (eschewing ideology, stereotypes and personal prejudice 
about where he is) and the pursuit of gender diversity and inclusiveness. 

b. Introduction of visual imagery for a conceptual model of female power that 
complements the standard view of male power as a hierarchic pyramid. 

c. A strong and empathic focus on the social situation of black men, with support for 
the idea that many of their most vexing problems are caused not by racism alone, 
but by the intersection of anti-black racism and anti-male sexism. 

d. An unflinching delineation of gender bias and lack of gender diversity in Social 
Work and the profession’s startling disinterest in remedying its ethical failures of 
diversity and inclusiveness across gender lines. 

e. A possible solution to the “puzzle” (often referenced by William Julius Wilson) as 
to why the social situation of many African-Americans deteriorated despite passage 
of civil rights laws and the declaration of war on poverty. 

f. A philosophy that enables a society without contradiction to be both pro-father and 
supportive of lesbian parenting. 

4. Apparatus 

a. The book will include press-ready grayscale digital images, including photographs, 
images created in Adobe Illustrator and InDesign, bar graphs from Excel, text and 
numeric charts and scans of small sections of various Social Work textbook 
indexes. 

b. The book is not intended as a classroom textbook and no teacher’s manual or 
workbook will accompany it. 
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5. Competition 
a. Specht and Courtney’s Unfaithful Angels (Free Press, 1995) competes for the 

attention of those interested in robust and controversial commentary about Social 
Work, but that book is primarily about social work’s embrace of private 
psychotherapy at the expense of serving the social justice needs of marginalized 
populations. 

b. Rich Furman’s Social Work Practice with Men at Risk (Columbia University Press, 
2010) provides therapeutic insights to various men’s individual problems but says 
little about the social context and social injustices that give rise to men’s problems 
and perpetuate them. 

c. The Road Not Taken (Brunner-Routledge, 2001) by Reisch and Andrews is about 
radical social work, but from a decidedly feminist/marxist perspective. My book 
may well be considered radical but certainly not in the leftist sense. 

d. Michael Rush’s Between Two Worlds of Father Politics (Manchester University 
Press, 2015) is a rather dense read primarily about economic and political theories 
of welfare, child support and other family policies in various nations. My book is 
much less theoretical about the nuances of competing policy approaches, and talks 
instead about much higher-level, more macro adjustments we need to make in our 
social policies, services and programs concerning fathers. Moreover, my book is 
concerned solely with the sociopolitics of gender, family and parenting in the U.S. 

e. Mincy et. al.’s Failing Our Fathers (OUP, 2014) is a close look at the standard 
questions about marginalized fathers, largely how to get them to pay child support 
and stay involved with their children. The authors clearly are aware of the 
controversial issues behind those questions—in fact they say, “Making changes will 
involve a vigorous public debate because no consensus has been reached around 
many of these emotionally charged issues” (page xviii)—but they assiduously avoid 
joining that debate and moving us closer to solutions. My book does not shy from 
clearly stating a pro-father position nor from pointing out the deficiencies of current 
mother-centric thinking. I see Mincy’s book as a helpful source for Chapter Six of 
my book: “The Fix: More and Better Options for Men,” which looks beyond what 
we currently conceive as the father’s role. 

f. Controversial Issues in Social Policy (Pearson/Allyn & Bacon, 2007), edited and 
partially authored by Howard Karger, is a lively and refreshing rejection of 
ideological purity in its respectful airing of two opinions on each of a wide range of 
social issues. I admire this book a lot and would hope one day to be invited by 
Karger to argue a male-friendly perspective on gender issues. Karger’s book differs 
from my book mainly in that it deals with a multitude of issues, necessarily in not 
as much depth, and does not look at the internal workings of social science, social 
policy and social work, as does mine. 

g. There are numerous social justice textbooks that ostensibly cover gender injustices, 
but none of them consider gender injustices against men (and I briefly examine four 
of them in my book). 
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Market Considerations 

The Primary Market 
 

1. I see this book reaching readers in the scholarly, professional and trade segments. It is not 
intended as a textbook, but may be assigned as supplemental reading by some professors 
of social work and social policy. 

2. I imagine seven major market segments. The following is excerpted from the book’s 
Introduction: 

a. Social Work Students and Educators. I hope to inspire and encourage students to 
initiate fuller classroom discussion of social work issues, specifically by offering 
ideas that challenge the current orthodoxies of social work theory and practice. 

b. Social Workers. In multiple ways, social workers in their positions of influence 
and authority over the traditional female realm of family and parenting are like 
the hiring managers, trainers and admissions officers whose enlightenment and 
cooperation were so crucial to the success and advances of women into traditional 
male domains. Specifically, I am thinking mostly of those social workers in 
family support services, child protection, domestic violence and related sectors 
where issues of gender and parenting are especially salient. 

c. Practitioners, students and educators in other helping professions. Many of them 
may benefit from considering some of the ideas offered in this book. 

d. Researchers. If we don’t ask the right people the right questions in the right way 
we may not get the information we need. Rethinking the assumptions that 
underlie our hypotheses and investigations about men and boys, women and girls, 
relationships and families may prove useful. 

e. Philanthropies. This book might spark philanthropic interest in funding new 
avenues of research and programming toward better understanding and helping 
with the realities faced by men and boys. 

f. Governmental Policy Makers, Grant Makers and Budgeters. Office-holders at all 
levels of government may find in this book the spark for new ideas about 
programs, services and allocation of resources. 

g. The Policy-minded Public. Whether from a socially-minded desire to help others 
or from an insistence that their tax dollars be well-spent, many citizens—
especially devoted consumers of news, current affairs and political 
programming—may find this book worthy of reading and public discussion. 

 
Of all the segments, the ones most receptive to this book might be the last two, at least at 
the beginning. I expect Social Work to do its best to ignore what this book is saying—
until it no longer can. But if, with well-crafted and targeted press releases, we make the 
point to policy makers and the policy-minded public that their budget resources are 1) not 
doing as much good as they ought, and 2) are actually producing counterproductive 
results, they may take notice and start asking questions that Social Work will be unable to 
ignore. (Precisely identifying and quantifying the expenditures involved would be a 
contentious and difficult task even if the scope could be agreed. We might more 
winningly refer informally to the quantity of dollars involved as “The number Carl Sagan 
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used to describe systems that were vast and incomprehensible: billions and billions.”†) 
The book has the ingredients to generate controversy, commentary, interviews and 
follow-up stories for years to come. Eventually it may work its way onto reading lists in 
schools of social work. 

 
Status of the Work 

1. The research for this book is essentially complete. I have 270 single-spaced pages of 
notes with 660 references to 414 works. I do not expect to use all of them, but the 
remaining effort will be more about trimming and shaping than building from scratch. 

2. If I get the green light for this book, I can have it completed in about 100 days. The 
permissions process is not included in this estimate of time to completion. 

3. I estimate the completed manuscript to be about 90,000 words, about 380 double-spaced 
manuscript pages, with one-inch margins and 12-point font, including graphics. 

4. I plan and will provide about forty press-ready grayscale digital images, including two 
photographs, twenty images created in Adobe Illustrator and InDesign, bar graphs, text 
charts and scans of small sections of various Social Work textbook indexes. 

5. I have not started the permissions process, pending guidance on the publisher’s policies 
on Fair Use. 

 
Sample Chapters 

Samples enclosed: 
• Preface 
• Introduction 
• Chapter One. Toward a Conception of the Structure of Female Power 

 
Possible Reviewers 

• Chris Blazina, PhD 
o Psychotherapist; Author, The Secret Lives of Men (2008); host of “The Secret 

Lives of Men” on BlogTalk Radio 
 email: christex01@msn.com 
 cell: 615 500-8574 
 mailing: 1105 Petway Ave., Nashville TN 37206 

• Gordon Finley, PhD 
o Psychology Professor Emeritus, Florida International University; author of 

multiple articles and book chapters on fathers and relationships 
 email: adoptaowl@aol.com 
 cell: 305 495-8962 

• Geoffrey Greif, PhD 
o Professor of Social Work, University of Maryland; author or co-author of five 

OUP titles 
 email: ggreif@ssw.umaryland.edu 
 office: 410 706-3567 
 mailing: 1917 Old Court Road, Baltimore MD 21204 

                                                
† Though it appears that Sagan may never actually have uttered the phrase “billions and billions,” he did title his last 
book, perhaps somewhat tongue-in-cheek, Billions & Billions. 
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• John Hamel, MSW, LCSW 
o Editor-in-chief of Partner Abuse, a peer-reviewed journal from Springer 

Publishing 
 email: johnmhamel@comcast.net 
 office: 415 472-3275 
 mailing: 70 Mitchell Blvd #103, San Rafael CA 94903 

• Howard Karger, PhD 
o Chair and Professor, Department of Family Studies and Social Work, Miami 

University; principal author of Controversial Issues in Social Policy 
 email: kargerhj@miamioh.edu 
 office: 513-529-4908 
 mailing: 101C McGuffey Hall, Oxford, OH 45056 

• Linda Mills, MSW, PhD, JD 
o Professor of Social Work and Law, NYU; author of Insult to Injury: Rethinking 

Our Responses to Intimate Abuse and other books about intimate partner violence 
 email: linda.mills@nyu.edu 
 office: 212-998-2306 
 mailing: 70 Washington Square South, Rm. 1242, New York NY 10012 

• Robert Schilling, Ph.D. 
o Professor of Social Welfare, UCLA; lead author of “Demographic Trends in 

Social Work over a Quarter-Century in an Increasingly Female Profession” in 
Social Work, 2008 

 email: rfs@ucla.edu 
 office: 310 794-7665 x 47665 
 mailing: Box 951656, Los Angeles CA 90095-1656 

 
Author Background 
 
I am not the biggest fish in the small pond of those who care about how social work, social 
research and social policy contribute to social injustice for boys and men. But I am one of the 
very most active, dedicated, persistent and committed. I first heard of gender bias in the social 
services while hosting my radio show, “In a Man’s Shoes,” in the 1980s. I became more and 
more aware of its pervasiveness and social harm and in 2005 I enrolled at the University of 
Maryland to pursue an MSW and MBA with the hope of helping social work reform itself. In 
school and since, I have found quite clearly that my goal is worthy. 
 
But if it were easy to do it wouldn’t have been in so much need of being done. Like all the other 
fish in this small pond, I have had only modest success—and multiple disappointments—in 
calling attention to social injustices facing males in Western culture. 
 
It is not only for males that I care about this work. The saying “If you want peace, work for 
justice” may be most applicable to the class of people—males—who have never been recognized 
as suffering any injustice as a class at all, and who have been disproportionately and most 
obviously involved in disturbing the peace. 
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Change is difficult. But success may be at hand. The work of the women’s movement is largely 
done, like the first stage of a rocket that has lifted its payload nearly into orbit. But unless we 
kick in the second stage and achieve weightlessness our whole social enterprise of pursuing 
liberation from ancient gender expectations that no longer serve essential purposes will crash in a 
fiery descent that undoes everything we have achieved in the human potential movement in the 
last fifty years. 
 
The heavy lifting has been done. We just need to keep going in the same direction. Our second 
stage may be ready to fire. This book may be part of what ignites it. 
 
My resume is enclosed. 
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Preface 

The person who defines the terms of an argument will always win that argument. If I am able 

to define “five” as the integer between two and four, then I will win an argument against anyone 

who denies that 1 + 2 = 5. If I can define happiness and privilege as the consumption of 

coconuts, then I can prove that the citizens of Sri Lanka are the most fortunate people on earth.1 

If I can define fairness and equity between the sexes as earning equal amounts of money and 

having equal numbers of men and women in positions of authority in government, academia and 

business, then I can prove that society is biased and unfair to women and demand with great 

moral force that women must have more of what men have—with no need to conduct an 

inventory of what valuable and worthwhile things in life women have more than men. 

Asserting control of the terms is an effective way to win debates, but it is not a way to solve 

problems. 

* * * 

Imagine how hamstrung, ineffectual, misdirected and futile the women’s movement would 

have been if it had confined itself to looking at Hegemonic Femininity—looking only at 

women’s own role in the gender-based limitations and injustices women faced. Imagine if men’s 

power had been ignored as a source of women’s problems. 

Today, the nascent men’s movement—as mocked, maligned and misunderstood as was the 

women’s movement in its early days despite being a vanguard of needed social change—is being 

                                                

1 According to the Helgi Library (a portal for international commercial and social data), Sri Lankans eat almost 

70 pounds of coconuts per capita each year; citizens of the USA consume less than one. 
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told that the answers to all its problems are in the familiar old box labeled “Patriarchy and 

Hegemonic Masculinity.” Progressive men find that suggestion lacking. 

It is time for men to be heard about the injustices—perceived, imagined, misconstrued and 

real—that vex their lives as a result of the powers they have come to believe that women wield. 

Shutting men down, ignoring them, ridiculing them, belittling their grievances, accusing them of 

whining, calling them misogynists, telling them they have “personal problems,” minimizing their 

complaints, insisting that sexism never runs in their direction, denigrating the talents they wish to 

apply for their own happiness and the betterment of society in realms jealously guarded by 

women—these are all sure-fire ways to make men’s problems persist and worsen when merely 

some understanding and acknowledgment could do what openness and honesty always do in the 

long run: bring us closer to human advances based on truth. 

* * * 

I write this book because I know the goodness of most men and it makes me unhappy to see it 

ignored, demeaned, and wasted by a power structure that seems to believe, or at least wants to 

convince us and itself, that it has all the goodness we need. 

In 1990, anthropologist David Gilmore wrote: 

“This observation may surprise (and perhaps outrage) some of the more 

radical feminists, but I think the data show it to be true. When I started [my 

research], I was prepared to rediscover the old saw that conventional 

femininity is nurturing and passive and that masculinity is self-serving, 

egotistical, and uncaring. But I did not find this. One of my findings here is 

that manhood ideologies always include a criterion of selfless generosity, 



 Preface / 3 

even to the point of sacrifice. Again and again we find that ‘real’ men are 

those who give more than they take; they serve others.”2 

Advancing that truth so men are valued fully for their hearts is worthy of at least as much 

energy and attention as the fifty-year effort we have devoted so far to making sure women are 

valued for their brains. 

* * * 

I offer this book also in pursuit of my ethical duties as a social worker. 

“Social workers should protect, enhance, and improve the integrity of the 

profession through appropriate study and research, active discussion, and 

responsible criticism of the profession.” 

—Section 5.01(b) 

NASW Code of Ethics 

 

                                                

2 David Gilmore, Manhood in the Making: Cultural Concepts of Masculinity (New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 1990), 229. 



 

 Introduction / 1 

Introduction 

On November 25, 2012, Brené Brown, Research Professor at the University of Houston 

Graduate College of Social Work and author of best-selling self-help books popular with women, 

was a guest on the public radio show “On Being with Krista Tippett.” The program, its website 

says, “opens up the animating questions at the center of human life: What does it mean to be 

human, and how do we want to live?” Tippett asked Brown to tell a story she had related in her 

recent book Daring Greatly: How the Courage to Be Vulnerable Transforms the Way We Live, 

Love, Parent and Lead. 3 Tippett asked about the man in the yellow golf sweater.4 

As requested, Brown told of being at a book signing where, after her presentation, she signed 

four copies of one of her books for a woman who had her husband in tow. After Brown had 

signed the books, the woman took them and said to her husband, “Come on, babe. Let’s go.” 

The husband said, “No, I want to talk to her for a minute.” 

“No. Let’s go. Let’s go,” the woman insisted. 

The husband was adamant: “No. I want to talk to her for a minute.” 

The woman would not relent. “No. Come on. Let’s go. Let’s go.” 

The man was clear. “I’m going to talk to her for a second.” 

At this point in relating the story, Brown told Tippett, “There was some tension in that 

conversation.” She recalled thinking of the man, “Oh, my God, you need to go. I don’t know 

                                                

3 Brené Brown, Daring Greatly: How the Courage to Be Vulnerable Transforms the Way We Live, Love, Parent 

and Lead (New York: Gotham/Penguin, 2012). 

4 Tippett referred to the man’s yellow golf attire as a jacket. In the book, Brown describes it as a yellow Izod 

sweater. 
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why you want to stay.” What could a man have to say of merit or value about shame, the subject 

of the book she had just signed for the woman and the couple’s three daughters? 

Acknowledging Brown’s discomfort with the tension, Tippett quipped, “Go with your wife!” 

Brown echoed her interviewer’s comment: “Yeah, go!” 

The man, Brown continued, thanked her for the presentation she had just given. He said he 

liked everything she had said, especially the idea that people are happier and healthier when they 

reach out, tell their stories and “show up.” “But,” he said to the Social Work professor, “you 

didn’t mention men.” Apparently unfazed, Brown responded “I don’t study men.” The man 

could not help his sarcasm. “Well, that’s convenient,” he said. And then he continued, “Because 

we have shame, we have deep shame, but when we reach out and tell our stories, we get the 

emotional [bleep]5 beat out of us.” 

The man then attempted to preempt the exculpation he may have come to expect when 

attempting to discuss men’s problems with women. Brown recalls that he said, “And before you 

say anything about those mean fathers and those coaches and those brothers and those bully 

friends: my wife and three daughters, the ones you just signed the books for, they would rather 

see me die on top of my white horse than have to watch me fall off.” The man in the yellow golf 

sweater then said “Thanks for listening,” and just turned and walked away. 

Brown told Tippett this was an epiphany for her. “You know, when truth hits you, it just hits 

you and you know what it is the second it comes to you.” But it was a vague, partial epiphany at 

best. And her arrival at truth widely missed the mark. 

                                                

5 Brown tells the story of the man at the book signing on pages 83–85 of Daring Greatly. The word that was 

bleeped on the radio was “shit.” 
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The man had told Brown the problem wasn’t coming from men. Nonetheless, Brown told 

Tippett, “I remember driving home and having this moment where I was like, oh, my God. I am 

the patriarchy. I’m facilitating this. I’m participating in this.”6 

She was indeed facilitating this. And she was indeed participating in this. But this was not the 

patriarchy, nor any part of it. Patriarchy is a system of male power for the benefit of men. This 

was clearly not for the benefit of men. 

What, then, was this? What system of power was Brown facilitating and participating in? 

Why could she not name it? And what are the implications of these questions for social research, 

social policy, social services and Social Work—and for our men, boys, families, communities 

and nation? 

A word about the F-word 

In 1952, Mississippi state legislator Noah Sweat delivered his most memorable speech. 

My friends, I had not intended to discuss this controversial subject at this particular 

time. However, I want you to know that I do not shun controversy. On the contrary, I will 

take a stand on any issue at any time, regardless of how fraught with controversy it might 

be. You have asked me how I feel about whiskey. All right, here is how I feel about 

whiskey: 

If when you say whiskey you mean the devil’s brew, the poison scourge, the bloody 

monster that defiles innocence, dethrones reason, destroys the home, creates misery and 

poverty, yea, literally takes the bread from the mouths of little children; if you mean the 

evil drink that topples the Christian man and woman from the pinnacle of righteous, 

                                                

6 Brown makes the “I am the patriarchy” comment on page 95 of Daring Greatly. 
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gracious living into the bottomless pit of degradation, and despair, and shame and 

helplessness, and hopelessness, then certainly I am against it. 

But, if when you say whiskey you mean the oil of conversation, the philosophic wine, 

the ale that is consumed when good fellows get together, that puts a song in their hearts 

and laughter on their lips, and the warm glow of contentment in their eyes; if you mean 

Christmas cheer; if you mean the stimulating drink that puts the spring in the old 

gentleman’s step on a frosty, crispy morning; if you mean the drink which enables a man 

to magnify his joy, and his happiness, and to forget, if only for a little while, life’s great 

tragedies, and heartaches, and sorrows; if you mean that drink, the sale of which pours 

into our treasuries untold millions of dollars, which are used to provide tender care for 

our little crippled children, our blind, our deaf, our dumb, our pitiful aged and infirm; to 

build highways and hospitals and schools, then certainly I am for it. 

This is my stand. I will not retreat from it. I will not compromise. 

If when you say feminism you mean the powerful and insatiable special interest machine that 

seeks only to ensure that women and girls get whatever they want whenever they want it without 

due consideration to the costs for men and boys in particular or society in general, then certainly 

I am against it. 

But if when you say feminism you mean the honorable, thoughtful, principled collection of 

ideas and activities designed to eliminate artificial limitations and burdens we place upon 

women, girls, men and boys merely by virtue of their gender, and ultimately to benefit society as 

a whole, then certainly I am for it. 

To avoid confusion and contention resulting from the lack of clarity about what feminism is 

and who feminists are, I will often use the term “feminacentrism” to denote the brand of 
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feminism described in the first of the two possible descriptions above. I will sometimes refer to 

the other as “ethical feminism.” Not every feminacentrist, it should be noted, claims to be a 

feminist; some proclaim unabashedly, especially to prospective mates, that they expect to be 

treated “like a princess” holding court where the highest ranking male might reach the status of 

compliant, chivalrous knight. A wag interested in seeing that the situation of males is considered 

in matters of gender equity once imagined this as the quintessential feminacentrist headline: 

“World to End Tomorrow. Women Hardest Hit.” 

What You’re In For 

We will talk only briefly in this book of the patriarchy and primarily only to observe that it 

serves much more than it deserves as the all-purpose whipping boy of feminacentrists today. We 

have all benefitted from the scrutiny to which the patriarchy has been subjected over the past 

fifty years. For that, ethical feminists can take great credit and deserve everyone’s gratitude. And 

we will comment that men in general, including myself, have become more self-aware and 

honorable about the hurts we have caused and the mistakes we have made. Let us be clear at the 

outset that the vast bulk of this book will be about bringing similar honesty and transparency to 

women’s attitudes, beliefs and behaviors. Those who are open to deriving the maximum possible 

benefit of this book will banish the defensive reaction, “yes, but…” The buts about men are well 

know. A more constructive reaction will be, “Yes, there is some truth in what you are saying 

about women.” 

Why Should We Care About All This? 

If power corrupts and if impunity is assured by failure to hold power to account, we can 

expect impunity to lead to oppression—which I believe is best defined as excessive selfishness. 

If there is one social ill that all of us as social workers, social scientists, progressive 
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policymakers and caring citizens are committed to addressing, that one thing would be 

oppression. We are dedicated to promoting social justice, hope, empowerment and fairness for 

all. Our training and our understanding of gender oppression have been entirely unilateral: men 

oppress women; women are oppressed by men; it has been all about the patriarchy. 

That leaves a lot of potential for oppression and social injustice unexamined and unaddressed. 

Some who wish to protect and even bolster women’s power will immediately analogize racial 

dynamics, protesting that any suggestion that women oppress men is like suggesting that blacks 

oppress whites. But this is a false analogy. There are few inherent cultural advantages to being 

black in America. There are, however, significant advantages in being female. Though they may 

be less ascendant than the ones garnered by the relatively few men at the top of the patriarchal 

hierarchy, women’s advantages are more abiding, more certain, more widely distributed, and—in 

some ways—more beneficial. A telling example with its roots extending deep into our culture is 

in the relative leniency women enjoy in criminal arrest, prosecution and sentencing.7, 8, 9 The 

situation for blacks, especially black men, is quite the opposite. 

                                                

7 “The prediction that females will receive milder sentencing outcomes receives such consistent support from a 

wide range of studies done since the 1980s, and encompassing many different jurisdictions in the United States, that 

it may be one of the best established facts regarding criminal justice outcomes.” S. Fernando Rodriguez, Theodore 

R. Curry and Gang Lee, “Gender Differences in Criminal Sentencing: Do Effects Vary Across Violent, Property, 

and Drug Offenses?” Social Science Quarterly 87, no. 2 (2006): 318-339, 319. 

8 A study of police arrest practices found that crimes involving female offenders are far less likely to result in 

arrest than crimes involving male offenders, all else being equal. Lisa Stolzenberg and Stewart J. D’Alessio, “Sex 

Differences in the Likelihood of Arrest.” Journal of Criminal Justice 32 (2004): 443-54. 

9 A study using a combination of law enforcement datasets that allowed the researcher to follow cases from arrest 

through sentencing found that gender gaps exist at every stage in the criminal justice process and result in women 
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If we are aware of the social costs of sexism, what are we to make of the fact that the most 

powerful sexism remaining today is the dominant belief that only men and boys are ever sexist 

and only women and girls ever suffer from sexism? 

In this book we will explore the possibility that unpacking that belief—as social scientists, 

social workers and social policy makers—will point us toward opportunities for great social 

good by helping us solve old problems, by nipping new ones in their comparative bud, and by 

helping us make good things even better. 

 

* * * 

Mission and Vision 

I want to mention that when I think about these issues and the social problems related to them, 

I almost always envision a marginalized African-American urban community. This is not to say 

the social problems related to gender are unknown in white or Latino neighborhoods, or those of 

other ethnic groups, or rural communities. The inter-gender problems that exist between black 

women and black men exist also for other races and ethnic groups, but they are most pressing for 

urban African Americans who struggle under so many additional adverse circumstances 

connected to our nation’s history of racism. 

In 1985 I interviewed Richard Rowe, then of the Baltimore Urban League, on my public radio 

show “In a Man’s Shoes,” about his upcoming conference on “Black Men: An Endangered 

Species.” We quickly came to concurrence that race+gender was the key problematic dynamic 

for black men. We went on to organize an effort in the Maryland General Assembly to have the 

                                                                                                                                                       

receiving “dramatically” shorter sentences. Sonja B. Starr, “Estimating Gender Disparities in Federal Criminal 

Cases.” University of Michigan Law School Law and Economics Research Paper Series, Paper No. 12-018 (2012). 
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state establish a task force or commission on men. Our sponsor was Delegate Elijah Cummings, 

now Congressman Elijah Cummings, former head of the Congressional Black Caucus. We did 

not succeed in overcoming skepticism about what came to be derided as the “Wimp Bill,” but 

Richard and I put together a memorable and impressive hearing with experts explaining the 

connection between men’s issues and various social problems Maryland legislators were 

struggling with. An editorial in the Baltimore Sun thanked Cummings for his courageous 

leadership. 

I also want to mention that I learned a great deal from the late Irvin Horne, program 

coordinator for Baltimore’s Young Fathers/Responsible Fathers Program. He dreamt of 

establishing a F.U.N. House—a cooperative residence of custodial Fathers United in Nurturing—

but we were never able to get it off the ground. 

 
Irv Horne and the building we had our eye on 
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* * * 

Before I made the move to leave my comfortable IT job in 2005 at the age of 54 and enter the 

MSW/MBA program at the University of Maryland, I needed some encouragement that I was 

not being hopelessly unrealistic in thinking I could make a difference in helping solve 

Baltimore’s social problems. On December 15, 2004 I wrote to ask David Simon, former crime 

reporter for the Baltimore Sun, author of books on homicide and drug-dealing in Baltimore, and 

creator of The Wire, a TV series widely acclaimed as thoroughly realistic, what he thought: 

“Since reading The Corner and starting to watch The Wire, I am feeling 

more and more that Baltimore’s social decay is based at least as much on 

issues of gender as of race. I am thinking that we ought to be addressing the 

male denizens of the drug culture with social, correctional, educational, 

economic, preventive and rehabilitative programs that specifically, 

insightfully and relentlessly address what is going on with them as men. A 

man without money, after all, is a very different creature from a woman 

without money. 

“Also, I’m thinking we need to do a better job of making sure that 

programs that ought to be gender-neutral are, in fact, not biased against and 

short-changing men. 

“[Am I] being ridiculously naïve and idealistic to think that male-focused 

social work is going to make any difference with the kinds of men and boys 

you have chronicled so intimately?” 

Simon replied on January 31, 2005: 
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“I believe you are onto something. The drug culture has the power it does 

not just because it provides poor men with quick cash, but because it 

provides them with meaning in a world that has denied them such. Whatever 

else they do, they go to the corners to solve an existential crisis that we as a 

society have created by marginalizing a certain percentage of our 

population. I agree with that wholeheartedly.” 

That was the affirmation I needed. I left my job and went back to school in August 2005. 

In my Social Work training I had field placements in a struggling Baltimore neighborhood 

and at Goodwill Industries downtown, where I learned a little about workforce development, 

mostly with men. After graduation, my year as a Correctional Officer in the Baltimore City 

Detention Center and another year as a Parole & Probation Agent in central Baltimore reinforced 

my belief that many of the problems facing male detainees, parolees and probationers were based 

in the mutually compounding issues of gender and race. Similarly, during my year with the 

National Fatherhood Initiative I worked with correctional agencies around the country who 

understood and confirmed the value of fatherhood programming for their largely African 

American male inmate populations, especially for reducing violence in the prison and recidivism 

after release. 

I know some folks will be upset with this book. Who am I to talk about the black struggle? 

How dare I suggest that blacks should frankly acknowledge their special difficulties when white 

racists are ready viciously to exploit such admissions against them? I can only hope for 

productive dialogs to ensue from this book and I trust that men and women of all races will feel 

free to join the discussion. The National Conversation on Race that President Clinton urged us to 

begin in 1997 can’t happen without acknowledging the intersectionality of race and gender. 
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Intended audience 

I hope this book will be of interest, and perhaps of help and value, to seven readership groups: 

1. Social Work Students and Educators. I hope to inspire and encourage students to 

initiate fuller classroom discussion of social work issues, specifically by offering ideas 

that challenge the current orthodoxies of social work theory and practice. 

2. Social Workers. The book will frequently analogize the current sociological situation 

of men’s connection to family and other human relationships with the 1960s situation 

of women’s connection to careers, business and academia. In multiple ways, social 

workers in their positions of influence and authority over the traditional female realm 

of family and parenting are like the hiring managers, trainers and admissions officers 

whose enlightenment and cooperation were so crucial to the success and advances of 

women into traditional male domains. Specifically, I am thinking mostly of those 

social workers in family support services, child protection, domestic violence and 

related sectors where issues of gender and parenting are especially salient. Some social 

workers in those fields care deeply about men, I know, and I ask readers’ indulgence if 

I overgeneralize about the problems of antimale bias I see in our social work ranks. 

But I am certain that many of us have significant room for improvement in the ways 

we deal with the gender issues of men and boys. 

3. Practitioners, students and educators in other helping professions. Professional 

counselors, psychologists, family therapists, substance abuse counselors, domestic 

violence interventionists, criminologists and law enforcement all deal with issues of 

relationship, social role and gender. Many of them may benefit from considering some 

of the ideas offered in this book. 
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4. Researchers. If we don’t ask the right people the right questions in the right way we 

may not get the information we need. Rethinking the assumptions that underlie our 

hypotheses and investigations about men and boys, women and girls, relationships and 

families may prove useful. 

5. Philanthropies. Endless needs and limited resources require funders to look for the 

greatest positive impact for the dollars granted. This book might spark philanthropic 

interest in funding new avenues of research and programming toward better 

understanding of and helping with the realities faced by men and boys, with an eye 

toward making life happier and healthier for everyone. 

6. Governmental Policy Makers, Grant Makers and Budgeters. Executive, legislative and 

judicial office-holders at all levels of government have direct control over which 

policies are pursued and which programs are funded. They, too, may find in this book 

the spark for new ideas about programs, services and allocation of resources. 

7. The Policy-minded Public. Whether from a socially-minded desire to help others or 

from an insistence that their tax dollars be well-spent, many citizens—especially 

devoted consumers of news, current affairs and political programming—may find this 

book worthy of reading and public discussion. 

The main point I hope to make with all these groups is that in our efforts to 1) deal with social 

problems involving men and boys, and 2) enlist the talents, skills and desires of men and boys to 

be constructive, loved and loving citizens, we can do much, much better than we are doing now. 
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Chapter One: Toward a Conception of 
the Structure of Female Power 

When I was a young boy in the late 1950s and early ’60s I loved babies. But I often heard 

from women and girls, never from men or boys, a left-handed compliment that is reminiscent of 

the one heard by girls of that era who were good at sports (or math), namely “You’re really good 

at sports (or math)… for a girl.” What I heard was “You’re really good with babies… for a boy.” 

I understood intuitively that the real message was that boys weren’t supposed to be good with 

babies, that babies were squarely in female territory. But I didn’t let that confine me to what I 

came to understand as something of a male labor camp that I was supposed to perceive as an 

exclusive club of which I was inequitably fortunate to be a member. Seeing my father and the 

fathers of my friends leave their families every morning to go who-knows-where and come home 

tired and sometimes grumpy, disconnected from their own kids and the myriad nuances of family 

life, was not my vision of privilege. I suppose I was a little like the Baby Boom girl who wanted 

to grow up to be a scientist; we were both bucking our gender-based cultural imperatives. 

My next remembered experience as a young boy dealing with gender issues, though I didn’t 

know then that’s what it was, was the nagging bit of distress and shame I felt about being male. 

In all the divorces among all of my parents’ friends the wrong-doer was always the man. Or so I 

thought, until much later when I realized that the only people talking about the divorces were the 

women, while the men—quite humbly and honorably, though timidly too—said nothing that 

would in any way criticize or dishonor their wives. This was a barely perceptible encounter with 

some unknown, unnamed powerful force, but it had a deep and long-lasting effect. 

My next recollection of that mysterious gender-related phenomenon in my life was in seventh 

grade when our art teacher took us outside on a lovely spring day to sit and draw on the steps of 
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our nearby cathedral. I remember being punished for whistling the two-note Bob White bird call, 

a transgression that lasted no more than one second, while the teacher could not muster the 

ability to call out the multiple cliques of girls who were chatting and giggling less loudly for 

minutes and minutes on end. Something was wrong here, I knew, but I couldn’t quite describe it 

other than to think “it’s not fair.” I didn’t know the concept of Double Standards. I didn’t know 

that power structures create and maintain them. 

Then, ten years later, in 1974, I was in seventh grade again, this time as the teacher—I had 

specifically asked for the seventh grade—volunteering in a parochial school in Winslow, 

Arizona. I wanted my kids to respect me so we could maintain some semblance of order in the 

classroom; I also wanted to have fun with them and them with me. I knew instinctively I had to 

do something with what I had thought about and learned from that seventh-grade spring day ten 

years earlier. 

At the start of my first day of class as a teacher, I drew two graphs on the chalkboard: 

 

Pointing to the graph on the left I said, “This is how a boy is typically—quote unquote—

‘bad.’ He throws an eraser, laughs out loud, or yells at someone. He isn’t bad for very long on 
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the time scale, but when he’s bad it’s pretty obvious because it sticks way up high and he doesn’t 

have much chance of denying it.” 

Then I turned to the other graph. “This is how a girl is typically bad. At any moment she’s 

only doing little things like whispering or giggling, but she does it for a much longer time. The 

shaded areas,” I pointed out, “show that the total amount of ‘badness’ is about the same. Boys 

who misbehave in my class will be punished as I’m sure they always have been. But if I should 

punish a girl for something much less obvious than throwing an eraser or punching somebody, 

don’t complain that you weren’t doing much. Consider instead how long you were doing it.” 

As expected, the boys were happy with this enlightened standard of justice and discipline. But 

to my delight and admiration, the girls, too, liked the fact that somebody had called them on their 

game. 

We went on to have a very happy year. 

The concept of multidimensionality in power relations between the sexes was beginning to 

take shape in my mind. 

In 1983 I started a talk radio show to air a progressive male perspective on relationship and 

gender issues. A few years later I became active in the parenting issues of divorced fathers, 

though I was childless and had never been married. In 1994, I published Good Will Toward Men: 

Women Talk Candidly About the Balance of Power Between the Sexes10, a book of interviews 

with twenty-two ethical feminists who were ready, willing and able to discuss the nuances and 

implications of women’s power. 

                                                

10 Jack Kammer, Good Will Toward Men: Women Talk Candidly About the Balance of Power Between the Sexes 

(New York: Saint Martin’s Press, 1994). 
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In 1997, I wrote a wry and pithy book titled If Men Have All the Power How Come Women 

Make the Rules? I found a big-time New York agent who was sure she could find a publisher. 

She could not. One of the rejection letters she received from a VP and Executive Editor at a 

major publishing house said, “While there’s much truth at the heart of this, I didn’t particularly 

like the one-liner approach, and the contempt this book would inspire among the women in 

house would be immense. I’ll let one of my male competitors be the one who gets pummeled.” I 

consoled myself with confirmation that a supposedly powerful male had been cowed by the 

women under him—under him at least on the hierarchic patriarchal organizational chart—and 

had unintentionally but clearly proved the premise of my book as expressed in its title. 

I went on to self-publish If Men Have and asked for reader comments. They were much like 

what I had heard from my seventh-grade students. Men loved it. Women delighted me with their 

honesty. One woman wrote, “As a woman who feels very empowered, I don’t feel threatened or 

defensive about anything in this book. Did I like reading the whole thing? Well, no. When you 

were a kid did you like getting caught?” Other women, of course, as did some men, thought my 

book was a disgraceful outrage. 

Female power is nothing new; it is not merely a recent product of the modern women’s 

movement. There is no value in dismissing this book, or any other attempt to discuss the social 

implications of female power, as a backlash against female advances. In fact, this book might 

well be called a frontlash, an effort to move us forward so that men, too, might be blessed with 

the benefits of gender equality, and our families and communities be blessed with greater 

harmony and balance between the sexes. No, we can see clear evidence of women’s power that 

far predates Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique. 
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In Venice in 1600, Italian poet Lucrezia Marinella showed that female power has ancient roots 

when she wrote: 

“It is an amazing thing to see in our city the wife of a shoemaker, or a 

butcher, or a porter dressed in silk with chains of gold at the throat, with 

pearls and a ring of good value… and then in contrast to see her husband 

cutting the meat, all smeared with cow’s blood, poorly dressed, or burdened 

like an ass, clothed with the stuff from which sacks are made… But whoever 

considers this carefully will find it reasonable, because it is necessary that 

the lady, even if low-born and humble, be draped with such clothes for her 

natural excellence and dignity, and that the man [be] less adorned as if a 

slave, or a little ass, born to her service.”11 

In 1868, Louisa May Alcott acknowledged that female power can be difficult, especially for a 

man, to describe. In Little Women, chapter 37, she wrote: 

Laurie sat bolt upright and meekly took [Amy’s] empty plate, feeling an 

odd sort of pleasure in having “little Amy” order him about, for she had lost 

her shyness now and felt an irresistible desire to trample on him, as girls 

have a delightful way of doing when lords of creation show any signs of 

subjection. 

“Where did you learn all this sort of thing?” he asked, with a quizzical 

look. 

                                                

11 Lucrezia Marinella, The Nobility and Excellence of Women Together With the Defects and Deficiencies of 

Men. (Venice, Italy, 1600). 
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“As ‘this sort of thing’ is rather a vague expression, would you kindly 

explain?” returned Amy, knowing perfectly well what he meant, but wickedly 

leaving him to describe what is indescribable. 

By the early 1900s, Social Work heroine Jane Addams was well acquainted with women’s 

power. According to one of her biographers, Addams “observed that women’s lives revolved 

around responsibility, care, and obligation… She made it clear that this fact should not be taken 

as evidence of women’s moral superiority but should be seen instead as a moral necessity that 

can and often has served as a source of female power and authority.”12 

In the early 1980s, looking beyond standard perceptions of overt activity and the resulting 

view that men are active and in charge while women are passive and only reactive, Perper’s field 

research in Philadelphia was sensitive to more subtle behaviors in heterosexual courtship and 

found that it is primarily women who initiate and control the outcomes. His findings specifically 

challenge the “myths and beliefs that men initiate sexual encounters and woo reluctant 

women.”13 

In 2002, Wilma Mankiller, principal chief of the Cherokee Nation, 1987-1995, said, 

“Cherokee women didn’t have titled positions. The men had those. But women had the Women’s 

Council. They had a lot of control. People forget that… With the Iroquois the chief was a man, 

                                                

12 Jean Bethke Elshtain, Jane Addams and the Dream of American Democracy (New York: Basic Books, 2002), 

157. 

13 Timothy Perper, Sex Signals: The Biology of Love (Philadelphia: iSi Press 1985), 128. See also Karl Grammer, 

Kirsten Kruck, Astrid Juette and Bernhard Fink, “Non-verbal Behavior as Courtship Signals: The Role of Control 

and Choice in Selecting Partners,” Evolution and Human Behavior 21 (2000): 371-390. 
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but the women chose the chief, they nurtured him, they installed him. Women could take him 

out.”14 Women’s power is not a peculiarity of Western culture. 

In 2006, researchers investigating the balance of gender power in a sample of 1300 adolescent 

heterosexual couples found that boys and girls agreed that girls have more power, with power 

defined in terms of this very simple and essential question: “If the two of you disagree, who 

usually gets their way?”15 “These intriguing interaction results warrant additional scrutiny and 

exploration,” the researchers noted, “as we did not have a theoretical basis for expecting these 

patterns.” What they had was the orthodox operational hypothesis of male power and female 

powerlessness—which was not supported. 

In 2007, researchers tested the feminist notion that power differentials in marriage favor men. 

Studying 72 heterosexual couples involved in problem-solving discussions, they found the 

opposite: the women demonstrated more dominant and domineering behavior than did the men.16 

In 2014, British researchers tested the common assertion that intimate partner violence flows 

inevitably from patriarchal values of power and control over women. What they found from their 

sample of 1104 university students was that “women were significantly more physically and 

                                                

14 Wilma Mankiller, speaking at the University of Arizona in January 2002, as broadcast on C-SPAN, June 1, 

2002 

15 Peggy C. Giordano, Monica A. Longmore and Wendy D. Manning, “Gender and the Meanings of Adolescent 

Romantic Relationships: A Focus on Boys,” American Sociological Review 71 (2006): 260–287. 

16 David L. Vogel, Megan J. Murphy, Ronald J. Werner-Wilson, Carolyn E. Cutrona and Joann Seeman, “Sex 

Differences in the Use of Demand and Withdraw Behavior in Marriage: Examining the Social Structure 

Hypothesis,” Journal of Counseling Psychology 54, no. 2 (2007): 165–177. 
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verbally aggressive to their partners than men were… [and] women reported perpetrating 

significantly more controlling behavior overall than men did.”17 

The common conception of power between men and women is that men are powerful, women 

are powerless and men therefore inevitably oppress women. If such a patriarchal system was at 

work in all these instances, it was countered by a female structure at least as powerful. 

Still, there is no word by which we acknowledge the existence, much less the systems and 

methods, of female power and control. Why not? 

Social Constructionism teaches that what we perceive as reality is regulated and mediated 

through language, idioms, memes, narratives and other linguistic and shared literary devices that 

contain and convey our prevailing cultural assumptions. “Patriarchy” is a good example. That 

single word packs a tremendous cognitive and emotional payload. By its very utterance it sets 

conversations on edge. Patriarchy must exist because it has a name. 

American philosopher Susanne K. Langer observed that “[T]he notion of giving something a 

name is the vastest generative idea that ever was conceived; its influence might well transform 

the entire mode of living and feeling, in the whole species, within a few generations.”18 Langer 

thus suggests that naming the unnamed can be prelude to analysis, discussion and change. 

We might infer that the lack of a name for something serves only the purposes of those who 

benefit from keeping that thing just as it is—vaguely if at all recognized, poorly understood, 

seldom and only elementally discussed, with every conversation about that thing having to start 

                                                

17 Elizabeth A. Bates, Nicola Graham-Kevan and John Archer, “Testing Predictions From the Male Control 

Theory,” Aggressive Behavior 40 (2014): 42–55, 45. 

18 Susanne K. Langer, Philosophy in a New Key: A Study in the Symbolism of Reason, Rite, and Art (Cambridge 

MA: Harvard University Press, 1942), 142. 
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from a blank slate. Keeping something nameless may be the surest, easiest way to protect it from 

change, redress or focused attention by a collective effort to solve the problems it causes. 

And so we struggle to understand the phenomenon Brené Brown wrongly identified with the 

errant and diversionary term “patriarchy.” 

So what word can we use to facilitate our discussion and understanding of women’s power? 

Some might suggest “matriarchy” as the female corollary to patriarchy. But there is no 

“archy”—no arch, no proud, vaulting structure—involved in women’s power. In fact, women’s 

power depends on just the opposite. As writer and men’s activist Lawrence Diggs once observed, 

“Women’s greatest strength is their facade of weakness, while men’s greatest weakness is their 

facade of strength.” No, women’s power is not the “other side of the coin” from men’s power; it 

is not parallel to men’s power. It operates on other planes, in different dimensions, with 

altogether different orientations of up, down, in and out. It is fashioned of altogether different 

forms of energy and matter. 

The patriarchy, the male power structure, is often envisioned as a vertical hierarchy, like a 

pyramid. It is constructed of individual blocks, looking very much like genogram symbols of 

solitary men. A dollar sign at the top of the pyramid represents economic and political power, the 

focus of the male hierarchy. 

Viewed from a distance, the patriarchy appears powerful and impressive. If we look off to the 

side we see a much less imposing structure—a low wall or fence perhaps?—that represents the 

subordinate realm of women. 



 

 Chapter 1 / 10 

 
 The Patriarchy women’s subordination 

This is the grand narrative of modern social science, social work and social policy.19 It 

explains everything that happens between men and women. It is quite simple. It is quite obvious. 

Those who see it see it everywhere. Here is how they see it working. 

 
What Patriarchy is Thought to Do 

                                                

19 Jayashree George and Sandra Stith, “An Updated Feminist View of Intimate Partner Violence,” Family 

Process 53, no. 2 (2014): 179-193, 179. 
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Men use their economic, political and physical power to oppress women. What more needs to 

be said? Certainly in schools of Social Work, very little else is ever said. “Patriarchy is central to 

the social control of the ordinary man,” Malcolm George writes. “It makes men inescapably 

responsible and hence the appropriate targets for punishments and sanctions.”20 The possibility 

that women, too, have power that must be considered in the formulation of social programs, 

services and policies is seldom heard. 

But if patriarchy and men’s overabundance of patriarchal power and privilege explains 

everything between the sexes, why are men faring so much worse than women in various 

important ways? Why so much male incarceration?21 Why so much “successful” male suicide?22 

Why so much self-destructive male behavior?23 Why so many fathers alienated from their 

children? 

Is the grand narrative of The Patriarchy possibly missing something? 

                                                

20 Malcolm George, “The ‘Great Taboo’ and the Role of Patriarchy in Husband and Wife Abuse,” International 

Journal of Men’s Health 6, no. 1 (2007): 7-21, 16. 

21 The U.S. male incarceration rate in local, state and federal prisons and jails in 2010 was 1,352 per 100,000 

population; 126 for females. Calculated by the Prison Policy Initiative from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Correctional 

Population in the U.S., 2010, Appendix Table 3. 

22 The U.S. male suicide rate in 2014 was 20.7 per 100,000 population; 5.8 for females. American Foundation for 

Suicide Prevention. 

23 The percentage of U.S. males 18 and older involved in substance dependence or abuse in the past year as 

measured in 2013 was 11.4; of females 18 and older: 5.8. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration, Results from the 2013 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Summary of National Findings, 

NSDUH Series H-48, HHS Publication No. (SMA) 14-4863. Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration, 2014. 
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The answer, as so often happens, comes from a fresh point of view. Let’s imagine climbing 

into a helicopter and flying over the tall masculine pyramid. Let’s imagine looking down on the 

pyramid and noticing that it is rather two dimensional—in some ways the facade that Diggs 

envisioned—without much depth or stability. 

And what of the low, female structure? From our new perspective, we can see that it is 

actually a complex web of interactions centered around a Heart, the iconic representation of love, 

intimacy and relationship. We see that its primary constituents are represented in closely 

connected genograms of women-with-children. 

 
 The Patriarchy The ? 

We begin to wonder. What is that? We’ve never seen anything like it. 

The interconnectedness of the female power structure suggests the name we so badly need to 

enable a truly grand, truly complete narrative. 

The word “matrix” is closely related etymologically to mater, mother.24 

                                                

24 Jess Stein (ed.). The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, The Unabridged Edition (New York: 

Random House 1983). 
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• Generally, a matrix is defined as “that which gives origin or form to a thing, or which 

serves to enclose it.” 

• In Biology, a matrix is “the intercellular substance of a tissue” (a “scaffold,” according to 

my biologist wife). 

• An archaic meaning is “the womb.” 

A matrix does not exert power overtly; rather it controls by providing an infrastructure, a 

framework for hosting—and for allowing or disallowing—myriad interactions. The patriarchy 

can affect the matrix in ways that are obvious. The matrix can likewise influence the patriarchy, 

but its influences are harder to see, more about infrastructure than superstructure. 

The quintessential misuse of patriarchal power occurs when a man tells a woman, “If you 

don’t do what I want, you will never get another penny from me.” The quintessential misuse of 

matrical power happens when a woman tells a man, “If you don’t do what I want, I will make 

sure you never see your kids again.” 

Are we certain we know which of those two threats is more devastating to its target? Is it 

always one as opposed to the other? Do we find ourselves motivated to minimize one abuse and 

its effect on one class of victims by thinking, “Well, men don’t really care about their kids 

anyway”? Dehumanizing—even demonizing—“the other” is a standard feature of social 

injustice. 

 

A True Epiphany 

Social Work Research Professor Brené Brown, upon hearing what the man at the book signing 

had to say, attributed his problem automatically to the patriarchy. How much more advanced it 

would have been for her—and for all other Social Work educators and researchers—to have 
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recognized immediately, “That is the matrix at work. I am one of its members and I am one of its 

agents. I need to study it more closely. How can that man at the book signing possibly have an 

honest relationship with his wife and daughters if they won’t allow him to reveal his authentic 

self to them? We women have a lot power. We need to take responsibility for it. We can’t keep 

blaming everything on the patriarchy.” 

The matrix exists. This book makes no claim of being able to deliver a fully detailed, focused 

or accurate picture of it, nor even a precise schematic diagram. Our sketch will inevitably be 

rough and incomplete, like an early explorer’s map of previously uncharted territory. 

The existence of the matrix does not deny the existence of the patriarchy. For starters, we 

might conceive of this as a better view of power dynamics between the sexes. 
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“intimate relationships have many levels, 
with differing and shifting balances of power between them.”25 

 

Compare and Contrast 

Progressive people have analyzed the patriarchy quite a lot and we have studied the matrix 

very little. To help us sharpen our conception of what the matrix is—and what it isn’t—let’s 

compare and contrast it to conceptions we already have. 

We begin with what the patriarchy and the matrix have in common. 

1. Both are power structures. They seek to generate and deliver to their members certain 

exclusive advantages and privileges. 

2. As power structures, they also seek to defend their members from encroachment on 

their advantages and privileges by non-members. 

3. The members of both are granted or denied membership solely on the basis of sex. 

4. Both justify their exclusivity by embracing sexist stereotypes that are unduly positive 

about their members and overly negative about non-members. 

5. Both serve to give their members a sense of purpose, identity and specialness. 

6. As ethical feminism pointed out about the patriarchy, power structures do not give up 

their power willingly. We will see that the matrix is no exception. 

Here are some of the differences between the patriarchy and the matrix. 

1. The patriarchy is vaunted, unabashedly proclaiming its greatness, making itself a target 

of envy. The matriarchy disavows having power, advantages and privileges, secreting 

itself from covetousness. 

                                                

25 Judith Milner, “From ‘Disappearing’ to ‘Demonized’: The Effects on Men and Women of Professional 

Interventions Based on Challenging Men Who are Violent,” Critical Social Policy 24, no. 1: 79–101, 88. 
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2. The patriarchy seeks to prevent female incursion into its greatness through laws, rules 

and customs that we might analogize to walls, gates, locks and other hardware. The 

matrix seeks to prevent male incursion through a more sophisticated device, a form of 

human software, by painting itself pink and participating in messaging that portrays 

pinkness as unworthy of men’s self-professed greatness.26 

3. The patriarchy is typically pictured as vertical with an orientation toward “up.” It is 

often called phallic. The matrix might well be pictured as lateral, with an orientation 

toward “in.” We might regard it as cunnic. (There is similarity even in this difference. 

“Up” and “in” are typically regarded as preferable to “down” and “out.”) 

4. The patriarchy gathers resources through vectored movement, sweeping up what it 

needs as a fish moving through water. The matrix gathers resources from all directions, 

like a plant with an extensive network of roots and shoots. 

5. Patriarchal power is systematic and organized with levers of power that are easily 

identified, located and handled. Matrical power is diffuse and decentralized, making 

calls for change easy to ignore or resist. 

6. The patriarchy is characterized by high standard deviation in distribution of male 

power. Many men are essentially powerless. (Relatively few very big fish dominating 

relatively few very big ponds with many other fish vying for position.) The matrix is 

                                                

26 As the patriarchy in recent years has yielded to calls to share its territory equitably with women, some men 

have avoided encroaching pinkness by retreating into the patriarchy’s far corners of hypermasculinity. As other men 

have become inured to pinkness, the matrix has deployed the less sophisticated, more obvious defense of 

participating in messaging, targeted to the upper echelons of the patriarchy, that exaggerates men’s violence and 

minimizes women’s. We will talk more about this in Chapter Five, “Beating Shields into Swords.” 
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characterized by low standard deviation in distribution of female power. Women tend 

to be queens of their homes and families. (Relatively many small fish dominating many 

small ponds, with few if any other fish vying for dominance of the few large female 

ponds.) 

7. The patriarchy seeks a system by which women get their logistical needs—food, 

shelter, clothing, security—only through men. The matrix seeks a system in which men 

get their social and emotional needs—including relationships with their children—only 

through women. 

Perhaps the most significant difference between the patriarchy and the matrix is that the 

matrix can harness the machinery of the patriarchy far more effectively than the patriarchy can 

influence the operation of the matrix. A story from thirty years ago will illustrate the point. 

In July 1986 I was active in the National Congress for Men (NCM), an organization primarily 

of divorced fathers (of which I was not one) whose mission was “to preserve the promise of 

fatherhood.” On behalf of NCM, I undertook to establish a relationship with the U.S. House of 

Representatives Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families. I wanted to explain that our 

members sometimes felt frozen out of governmental proceedings on family issues and we 

wanted to be included. I made an appointment with the Select Committee’s Deputy Director, 

Ann Rosewater. 

The meeting was amicable enough, ending with assurances from Ms. Rosewater that she was 

deeply interested in what the National Congress for Men and our affiliated local groups had to 

say. “Here,” she said. “Take our mailing list form. You can distribute it to your people and tell 

them we want to know what’s on their minds.” 

Convinced of the Select Committee’s dedication to balance, I returned to my office, sat at my 
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word processor and began to write a letter to accompany the distribution of the Select 

Committee’s mailing list form to NCM’s 250 affiliated local fathers groups around the nation. 

It was only then that I noticed the undeniable anomaly. 

“Listed below,” the mailing list form said, “are the categories which now comprise our 

mailing list. Please check the three you have the greatest interest in, and return to us. We will do 

our best to keep you informed of the Committee’s work in these areas. If you share the material 

with others, it will also help.” 

Twenty-two categories were listed in alphabetical order. They included Adolescent 

Pregnancy, Child Care, Families and Taxes, Health Care, Missing Children and, finally, 

Women’s Issues. 

I quickly re-scanned the middle of the list. Literacy, Mental Health, Military Families. Men’s 

Issues? Nowhere to be found. 

The next day, July 18, I wrote to Ms. Rosewater. “I am glad to have made your acquaintance 

yesterday. I look forward to developing a relationship of trust and respect with you and other 

Committee personnel... If, however, I’m to distribute your form to my associates with an 

assurance that the Committee really is interested in our views, I’m going to ask you, please, to 

include a category for Men’s Issues... The list is a message. I know you can appreciate what we 

hear it saying.” 

Four weeks later, on August 16, having received no response, I wrote again. “I’d like to hear 

from you about changing your mailing list form.” 

Then on September 8, Ms. Rosewater wrote, “At this time we are reluctant to add a category 

such as you have recommended... Rather, we will continue the current policy of hearing from all 

groups representing all points of view...” 
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On October 14, we wrote back. “Having had more than a month to consider it, [we] find 

ourselves unsatisfied by your September 8 letter. We would like an explanation of your 

reluctance... We believe our request is essential to the work of the Select Committee... We 

wonder what could be the basis of your reluctance.” 

The response was dated November 17. “There is not much I can add to our earlier 

correspondence. Our list is based upon those issues about which individuals have most 

frequently requested information. I am sure you can understand that it is not possible for every 

group or individual to be represented on the list.” 

In March, 1987 we wrote to Ms. Rosewater’s boss, Select Committee Chairman George 

Miller of California. 

“Over the past several months we have tried to convince Ann Rosewater... 

that a category for Men’s Issues properly belongs on the committee’s mailing 

list form which currently lists Women’s Issues. She has refused to agree with 

what seems a very clear premise: Men’s Issues are involved in issues of 

children, youth and families. In her most recent correspondence... Ms. 

Rosewater said, “We do, however, intermittently review the mailing list form 

to determine if it is up to date in terms of recent committee correspondence. 

“She seems to say that the form is only passive in reflecting requests for 

information. [We] would suggest that another function is to list those 

categories on which the select committee has information to supply. It might 

also give the false impression that the select committee is disinterested in and 

insensitive to Men’s Issues and their connection to the work of the select 

committee. 
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“It may be time for another intermittent review of the mailing list form. 

We will appreciate your discussing the matter with Ms. Rosewater and 

informing us of the discussion’s outcome. 

“We are sincere in our desire to participate in finding lasting solutions to 

difficult problems. We, too, love children, youth and families.” 

 

In mid-April, without explanation, apology or gratitude, we received—naked in its 

envelope—a new mailing list form. It listed Men’s Issues—tacked on at the end, out of 

alphabetical order, and below Women’s Issues. 

We sent the form back with Men’s Issues indicated as our topic of interest. We never received 

anything from the U.S. House of Representatives Select Committee on Children, Youth and 

Families before it ceased operating in 1993. 

It is difficult to imagine how male partisans could achieve significant power in a section of the 

matrix the way that female partisans achieved significant power in a section—in many sections, 

in fact—of the patriarchy. Moreover, the story raises the question of whether power in the 

supposedly patriarchal Congress would be more or less gender-balanced if its Members and 

Senators were 50-50 male and female. 

 

Stereotypes 

One of the underpinnings of power structures is their reliance, sometimes overt, sometimes 

tacit, on stereotypes to justify their exclusivity and inequity. Stereotypes about men and women 
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are not in short supply. In a thirty-nation global survey conducted in 1975, Williams and Best27 

found these nearly universal stereotypes that serve to justify installing men as the captains of 

industry. Men are: 

• active 

• ambitious 

• clear-thinking 

• determined 

• energetic 

• inventive 

• logical 

• rational 

• realistic 

• stable 

• steady 

• unemotional 

• unexcitable 

They also found these stereotypes that serve well to disqualify women from the same 

positions. Women are: 

• anxious 

• emotional 

                                                

27 John E. Williams and Deborah L. Best, Measuring Sex Stereotypes: A Thirty Nation Study. (Newbury Park, 

CA: Sage Publications, 1982). 
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• excitable 

• fearful 

• frivolous 

• high-strung 

• meek 

• rattlebrained 

• sentimental 

• weak 

On the other hand, Williams and Best found these stereotypes tending to ensconce women at 

the centers of families and other important human relationships. Women are: 

• affectionate 

• gentle 

• kind 

• mild 

• pleasant 

• sensitive 

And they found these that make it practically unthinkable that men should be the equals of 

women in families. Men are: 

• arrogant 

• autocratic 

• coarse 

• cruel 

• disorderly 
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• hardhearted 

• lazy 

• severe 

• unkind 

A lot has happened to gender stereotypes since that global survey was undertaken in 1975. 

But not nearly enough. By way of a thought experiment, let’s ask ourselves which of the 

following two persons we would be more likely to encounter today: 

A. a corporate hiring manager who says “Men are determined, energetic, inventive, 

logical, rational, realistic, stable, steady, unemotional and unexcitable, while women 

are anxious, emotional, excitable, fearful, frivolous, high-strung, meek, rattlebrained, 

sentimental and weak.” 

B. a social worker who says “Women are affectionate, gentle, kind, mild, pleasant and 

sensitive, while men are arrogant, autocratic, coarse, cruel, disorderly, hardhearted, 

lazy, severe and unkind.” 

I will leave it to the reader to conduct this thought experiment for him or herself, but I cannot 

imagine A in 2016, while I personally have recently witnessed the practical equivalent of B. 

No imagination is required in the real-life example of Harvard University president Larry 

Summers and former Congresswoman and University of Texas Professor Barbara Jordan. In 

2005, in reference to men’s and women’s ability to perform mathematics, Summers said, “There 

is relatively clear evidence that whatever the difference in means—which can be debated—there 
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is a difference in the standard deviation and variability of a male and female population.”28 For 

and shortly after this, he was forced to resign the presidency of Harvard. 

Compare Summers’ comment to the one Jordan made to the Women’s Campaign Research 

Fund in Austin, Texas, on September 27, 1991: “I believe that women have a capacity for 

understanding and compassion which a man structurally does not have, does not have it because 

he cannot have it. He’s just incapable of it.”29 After this denigration of a significant aspect of 

men’s very humanity, not only was Jordan not forced to resign from the faculty at the University 

of Texas Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, and not only was she not forced to resign 

as the Texas governor’s ethics adviser, but she was invited to give—and did give—the Keynote 

Address at the Democratic National Convention in 1992. 

For whatever truth there may be in negative gender stereotypes, we should consider whether 

they are cause or effect of the roles and positions to which we respectively consign men and 

women. For instance, women generally did not enthusiastically and energetically pursue science 

skills and knowledge largely because they understood the patriarchy would not welcome their 

participation in scientific endeavors; the reason was not that women are unintelligent or 

immutably disinterested in science. Similarly, men are discouraged from making parenting and 

nurturing the central focus of their lives because they understand that women consider parenting 

and nurturing to be properly their domain; the reason is not that men are uncaring or non-

                                                

28 D. M. “What Larry Summers Said—And Didn’t Say.” Swarthmore College Bulletin, January 2009. Online at 

tinyurl.com/hg5zt2m. If this URL no longer works, see jackkammer.com for an update. 

29 R.G. Ratcliffe. “Not a Tender Gender? Jordan Says Men Lack Care Package,” Houston Chronicle, September 

28, 1991. 
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nurturing. At least one study using brain-imaging techniques found that male capacities for 

nurturance are readily activated merely by the opportunity to be nurturing.30 

Can there by any stereotype more fundamental and sweeping than one suggesting that half the 

human race is flawed innately, inherently, biologically? What then should be our response to the 

current fashion of stereotyping men as unsuited for gentle pursuits because they suffer from 

testosterone poisoning? “Testosterone causes aggression: that is how this research is reported in 

the media…The reality,” says psychiatrist Anthony Clare, “is much more complicated…By 

concentrating on testosterone, the quintessential male hormone, those who most loudly trumpet 

its alleged causal role in aggression and dominance do so in support of an ideological position.”31 

That ideological position is at the center of the matrix, where women hold dominion of the 

heart. 

 

Challenging Our Conceptions of Male Power 

Goldenberg and Goldenberg, in their popular and influential book on family therapy, write 

“Men traditionally have played the more powerful role in most heterosexual families: a 

man…was likely to be granted the major (or final) influence in family decisions… and he was 

                                                

30 Eyal Abraham, Talma Hendler, Irit Shapira-Lichter, Yaniv Kanat-Maymon, Orna Zagoory-Sharon and Ruth 

Feldman, “Father’s Brain Is Sensitive to Childcare Experiences,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 

111, no. 27 (2014): 9792–9797. 

31 Anthony Clare, On Men: Masculinity in Crisis. (New York: Vintage, 2001) p. 35. See also C. Eisenegger, M. 

Naef, R. Snozzi1, M. Heinrichs and E. Fehr, “Prejudice and Truth About the Effect of Testosterone on Human 

Bargaining Behaviour, Nature 463 (2010): 356–359. 
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expected to have less emotional investment in family relationships.”32 

In what way, we might ask, is being “expected to have less emotional investment in family 

relationships” a source of power? Might it not be equally correct to say that “the woman assumes 

control of family relationships, a huge source of personal dynamism and power, and relegates the 

man to other, in some ways lesser, domains”? 

On the Goldenbergs’ notion that “Men traditionally have played the more powerful role in 

most heterosexual families,” we might do well to consider the insightful and candid story that 

Phyllis Schlafly relates in her book The Power of the Positive Woman. She tells of a hoodwinked 

husband saying “When my wife and I were married, we agreed that I would make all the major 

decisions, and she would make the minor ones. I decide what legislation Congress should pass, 

what treaties the president should sign, and whether the United States should stay in the United 

Nations. My wife makes the minor decisions—such as how we spend our money, whether I 

should change my job, where we should live, and where we go on our vacations.”33 This is an 

illustration of the difference in standard deviations of male and female power we mentioned 

earlier. 

People for whom it is axiomatic that men surely and categorically have more power and 

privilege than women might wish to read Norah Vincent’s book Self-Made Man,34 in which she 

chronicles her year-and-a-half of going undercover, so to speak, to experience life as an adult 

                                                

32 Herbert Goldenberg and Irene Goldenberg, Family Therapy: An Overview, 8th Edition (Belmont CA: Brooks 

Cole, 2012), 12. 

33 Phyllis Schlafly, The Power of the Positive Woman (New Rochelle, NY: Arlington House, 1977), 56. 

34 Norah Vincent, Self-Made Man: One Woman's Journey into Manhood and Back Again (New York: Viking 

Penguin, 2006). 
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American male. If you do not know her poignant story, please consider that this may be precisely 

because she challenges the stereotypes on which the matrix relies to justify itself, because she 

does the exact opposite of demean and dehumanize men. 

 

The Shadow 

The matrix itself is nothing for women to be ashamed of. Having women in charge of one 

domain while men were in charge of another may have provided certain survival advantages 

when the human race was not quite ready to think about climbing Maslow’s hierarchy toward 

self-actualization without gender-based restrictions. But those days, of course, are long gone. 

Our need now is not to make sure we have enough children to ensure the physical survival of the 

species, but to make sure those children get all the parental nurturance—all the relationship—

they can get from fathers as well as mothers so they can thrive psychologically in a physically 

safer but emotionally more threatening world. 

No, shame is not in the matrix itself, but rather in its shadow. Carl Jung, who is largely 

credited with developing the concept, said that the shadow is the dark sub-cellar of our psyches 

where we hide what we want no one, not even ourselves, to see. “Everyone carries a shadow,” 

Jung wrote in 1938, “and the less it is embodied in the individual’s conscious life, the blacker 

and denser it is. If an inferiority is conscious, one always has a chance to correct it. Furthermore, 

it is constantly in contact with other interests, so that it is continually subjected to 

modifications.” He continues as if possibly explaining Brené Brown’s errant epiphany of 

denying the matrix and blaming the patriarchy: “But if it is repressed and isolated from 

consciousness, it never gets corrected, and is liable to burst forth suddenly in a moment of 
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unawareness. At all events, it forms an unconscious snag, thwarting our most well-meant 

intentions.”35 

When women deny the existence of the matrix and insist that gender-based power resides only 

in men, they are in their shadow. When they disown their own all-too-human selfish impulses for 

power and control and project them onto men, they are in their shadow. When they criticize men 

for male attitudes of superiority, it is their shadow that hides for them the irony of believing that 

because they are women they are too wonderful to feel superior. If we are to advance the best 

principles of feminism and abandon its worst, we must help the matrix acknowledge its shadow. 

As Liliane Frey-Rohn, a student of Jung, put it, “Bringing the shadow to consciousness is a 

psychological problem of the highest moral significance.”36 Had she been talking to social 

workers, researchers and policy makers, she might well have added “and social” significance. It 

is not difficult to recount the many social problems that are strongly influenced by, if not 

primarily based on, imbalance and dysfunction between the sexes. 

Women will need our encouragement, understanding, gratitude and love to bring their shadow 

to light. But make no mistake: the shadow will not be brought out of its skulking darkness 

quietly. An earlier attempt was made by Esther Vilar in 1971 when she wrote her book The 

Manipulated Man.37 Her premise that women have power over men and often misuse it 
                                                

35 Carl G. Jung, “Psychology and Religion: West and East.” In The Collected Works of C. G. Jung, Volume 11, 

2nd Edition. Sir Herbert Read (Editor), Gerhard Adler (Editor), R. F.C. Hull (Translator). (Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 1975). 76. 

36 Liliane Frey-Rohn, “Evil from the Psychological Point of View.” In Evil, edited by the Curatorium of the C. G. 

Jung Institute. (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1967). 175. 

37 Esther Vilar, The Manipulated Man. (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1972). 60. The book was first 

published in German as Der Dressierte Mann in 1971. 
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threatened women’s plausible deniability of their matrix. In her Introduction to the 2005 edition 

of the same title, Vilar wrote, “I hadn’t imagined broadly enough the isolation I would find 

myself in after writing this book. Nor had I envisaged the consequences which it would have for 

my subsequent writing and even for my private life—violent threats have not ceased to this 

date.”38 

One of the first men with the courage to speak publicly about the shadow, though not by that 

name, is gay historian John Lauritsen. At the Gay Academic Union Conference in New York in 

1976, Lauritsen said, “It has become almost taboo to criticize anyone who identifies herself as a 

‘feminist’… Why have feminists enjoyed this virtual immunity from criticism?… Because 

feminists have so often demanded that things they disagree with be censored, and have so often 

gotten their way, that some men frankly are afraid of them.” (The shadow has been known to 

perpetrate quite sinister acts of aggression, including attacking its opponents’ faculty positions 

and funding, about which we will say more in Chapter Five, Beating Shields into Swords, on 

domestic violence research.) 

Sometimes it is out of fear, as Lauritsen mentions; sometimes it’s out of chivalry (a variant of 

chauvinism?) that men in power rush to the aid of women appearing to be in need of help. 

Veteran journalist Bernard Goldberg told me by phone in 1990 in connection with an article I 

was writing for Editor & Publisher, “When it comes to gender issues, journalists generally have 

suspended all their usual skepticism… We accept at face value whatever women’s groups say. 

Why? Because women have sold themselves to us as an oppressed group and any oppressed 

group gets a free ride in the press.” Diggs again: women’s greatest strength is their facade of 

weakness. 
                                                

38 Esther Vilar, The Manipulated Man. (London: Pinter & Martin Ltd., 2005). 8. 
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The Shadow Plays the Misogyny Card 

Against men who speak of women’s power, who challenge the assertion that women are 

always in all ways oppressed, who dare to suggest that women sometimes do selfish things—that 

women are, in essence, fully human—the shadow often alleges misogyny. The effort 

immediately to squelch any discussion of women’s imperfections is a remarkable thing, indeed, 

especially in the context of so readily demanding that men confront, account and take 

responsibility for their faults. 

“Did you ever notice,” a male friend once asked me, “that we have the 

word misogyny for anger at women, but we don’t have a word—except 

misandry, which no one knows or uses—for anger at men?” 

 “Yes, I have,” I answered. “Isn’t that something?” 

 “It sure is,” he said. “It just proves that being angry at men is simply not 

allowed in this culture.” 

Surprised, I said, “Gosh, I came to an entirely different conclusion.” 

 “How could you possibly have come to a different conclusion?” he asked. 

“It’s obvious.” 

 “Well, what’s the word,” I asked, “for crossing the street against a light 

or in the middle of a block?” 

 “That’s jaywalking,” he answered. 

 “And what’s the word for crossing the street at an intersection with a 

green light?” 

 “There isn’t any word for that. It’s just called crossing the street.” 
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 “And so maybe,” I suggested, “the reason we have a word to spotlight 

anger at women is because we want to punish and discourage it, and the 

reason we don’t have a word for anger at men is because, like crossing the 

street with a green light, it’s perfectly okay.” 

My friend had no response—other than to insist that surely I must be 

wrong. 

Just as we have the familiar word patriarchy to facilitate discussion of men’s power, we have 

the well-known word misogyny to make it easy to talk about men’s misuse of their power against 

women. Just as we had no word for the structure of women’s power, we have only a rarely used 

lexicographic oddity for referring to women’s misuse of their power against men. 

Consider how the two terms are treated in A Feminist Dictionary:39 

• misogyny (fear, hatred or distrust of women): 

o a widely accepted social attitude in a sexist world 

o includes beliefs that demean [women’s] bodies… abilities… characters and… 

efforts. 

• misandry (fear, hatred or distrust of men): 

o a refusal to suppress the evidence of one’s experience with men; 

o a woman’s defense against fear and pain; 

o an affirmation of the cathartic effects of justifiable anger. 

                                                

39 Cheris Kramarae and Paula Treichler, A Feminist Dictionary (Pandora Press, 1985). 
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Certainly in some situations women are legitimately, justifiably and genuinely angry and they 

have every right to defend themselves. In other situations, especially when men or simple 

principles of social justice call a cherished female privilege or advantage into question, it may be 

more helpful to see the matrix and its shadow as strategically aggressive, using a strong offense 

as the best defense of the status quo. Especially in the context of sweeping expectations that men 

must “respect women”—made all the more stark by the absence of any requirement that women 

should “respect men”—the charge of misogyny is hugely damaging to men whose standing in 

the community is important to them; its mere prospect serves well to disempower them and grant 

the matrix the impunity the shadow wants it to enjoy. 

 

The American Family Writ Large 

In family therapy, practitioners are attuned to the subtleties of communication. Overt 

communication, they know, is not the only kind. As the Goldenbergs tell us, “Nonverbal 

exchange patterns between family members…represent subtle, coded transactions that transmit 

family rules and functions governing the range of acceptable behaviors tolerated by the 

family.”40 

Women may be particularly adept at asserting power in ways that, like the matrix generally, 

do not at first glance appear powerful. Observing negative face cues (frown, sneer, fear, crying, 

angry face and disgust), negative voice cues (cold, tense, fearful, impatient, whining, sarcastic, 

blaming, angry, hurt, mocking or depressed) and negative body position cues (hands on hips, 

tense neck or hands, inattentive, pointing, jabbing or slicing with hand), researchers found that as 

                                                

40 Herbert Goldenberg and Irene Goldenberg, Family Therapy: An Overview, 8th Edition (Belmont CA: Brooks 

Cole, 2012), 5. 
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listeners, wives tended to display almost four times as much disapproving nonverbal behavior as 

their husbands did.41 Admittedly, this study was conducted in 1982 and gender dynamics may 

have changed in a way that would reverse or minimize its finding, but in the absence of recent 

research on the question, it is hypothesized here that recent changes in gender power have been 

characterized by men relinquishing power strategies that were favorable to them, but women 

have not reciprocated by relinquishing power strategies favorable to them—largely because they 

have not been required to. It seems plausible, in fact, that the finding today would be even more 

dramatic. 

With the shadow thus trained, equipped and deployed on the matrix’s perimeter with 

permission to fire immediately at any hint of male encroachment, the matrix is a formidable 

power structure. Men are often disempowered from expressing what they feel about the matrix 

and frustrated in their efforts to understand and interact with it. The result can be clumsy 

vocalizations like “I am not angry!” and regrettable behaviors like withdrawing on the one hand 

and attacking on the other. 

 

Accountability and Its Opposite 

Like a conglomerate concerned only with maximizing shareholder value, the matrix and its 

shadow extract from their social milieu gains that are short-sighted and unsustainable, with 

significant external costs and harms imposed on society as a whole—which ultimately includes 

the matrix’s own shareholders. 

                                                

41 Clifford I. Notarius and Jennifer S. Johnson, “Emotional Expression in Husbands and Wives,” Journal of 

Marriage and the Family 44 (1982): 483-489, 486. 
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Power structures and other purposeful organizations need accountability to ensure that their 

power, prerogatives and authority are not abused. Impunity, the power to avoid accountability for 

abuses of power, is perhaps the most dangerous and corrosive power of all. Its antidote is the 

combination of unflinching honesty and intellectual courage. 

To find the sun, we must always look in the exact opposite direction of where the shadow is 

pointing. 

 

Hard Work to Do 

If spending the past fifty years deconstructing the excesses and imbalances of patriarchal 

power was a legitimate and worthy undertaking, so will be spending the next fifty years 

deconstructing the excesses and imbalances of the matrix. It wasn’t misandry for society to 

demand that men be more fair and responsible with their advantages; it will not be misogyny for 

society to insist that women be the same with theirs. 

The matrix and its shadow have profound implications for social scientists, social workers and 

social policy. The truth in the adage “garbage in, garbage out” is evident—though only to the 

unflinching, unbiased eye—in policies, programs and research that start and end with the concept 

of the patriarchy and the oppression of women, with the idea of male action and female reaction, 

male agency and female passivity, with male offenses and female defenses, with narrow, 

unsophisticated notions of what constitutes power, what constitutes privilege and where lies the 

path to social justice. 

It demands that some things not be said. It insists that some complex phenomena be 

understood in only one way. 
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Feminacentrists and their shadow will kick and scream to avoid acknowledging it. They will 

yell misogyny! War on women! Backlash! They will allege that they are merely victims being 

blamed. 

But the plain truth is that women will have to undergo a metamorphosis to match the one that 

was required of men to free them of their sexist privileges and their notions of superiority, and to 

lift our culture over the inequities, injustices and turmoil that result. Men need equal access to the 

Big Red Heart at least as much as women need equal access to the Almighty Dollar Sign. 

That may be the Great Sociological Advance of the 21st Century. Social workers, researchers, 

policy people and philanthropists all have crucial roles to play. 

* * * 

“But wait!” you might be thinking. “Is the relationship-based power generated by the matrix 

anywhere near as important as the economic and political power flowing from the patriarchy?” 

Yes, it is. And maybe more so. We’ll take a look at how and why in the next two chapters on 

the importance of human relationships. 
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