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Chapter 5 
Ms. Marx and Her Brothers

So far we have seen that Feminism’s aims include spreading misandry; blaming, demonising and 
punishing men, and privileging and policy-favouring women (where this coincides with its own 
agenda). This chapter looks at a darker aim of Feminism – its wish to bring about a fundamental and 
radical change in our society.

This revolutionary change is based upon the Marxist-Socialist ideology. Feminism and Socialism 
share a similar ideology. This chapter offers evidence of this. I go on to claim that so close are the two 
ideologies that Feminism is being used as Socialism’s Trojan Horse, introducing a far-Left revolution 
unobserved; the Quiet Revolution.

The concept of ‘collectivism’ is also common to Marxist-Socialism and Feminism and acts as a further 
bond between the two movements. We also see how the concept of ‘collectivism’ benefits modern 
Feminism in numerous ways.

The chapter concludes with some disturbing thoughts on identity politics, and men’s present 
inability to participate in this modern political phenomenon. 

The Quiet Revolution
An Equality Feminist declares:

‘Feminism, today, is the most utopian project around. That is, it demands the most radical and truly 
revolutionary transformation of society, and it is going on in an extraordinary variety of ways.’1

The central theme of Socialist Feminism is that patriarchy can only be understood in the light 
of social and economic factors. Socialist Feminism argues that the relationship between the 
sexes is an essential part of the social and economic structure, and that nothing but a profound 
change, a social revolution, can offer women genuine ‘liberation’. This is argued in Friedrich 
Engels’s ‘The Origins of the Family, Private Property and the State’. Like many subsequent 
Socialist Feminists, Engels believed that women’s ‘oppression’ originates in the family:

‘The first class oppression that appears in history coincides with the development of the antagonism 
between men and women in monogamous marriage, the first class oppression coincides with that of 
the female sex by the male.’2

•	 	Here we see a significant Ideological connection between Feminism and one of the 
founders of Marxism

Andrea Dworkin:

‘Only women now remain on the left. “Far to the left, off the mainstream continuum...are women 
whose politics are animated by commitment to listening to those who have been hurt and finding 
remedies that are fair”.3 All men belong, moreover, to the culture of “dead white males”.’4



68

Beatrix Campbell, Feminist, university lecturer, author, social commentator:

‘The development of socialist feminism as a distinct political current within women’s liberation began 
as a response to the challenge of radical feminism. For the most part, it was made up of women who 
were determined not to abandon their associations with left-wing politics. They belonged, variously, 
to the Labour Party, the Communist Party, the International Socialists (later the Socialist Workers 
Party) and the International Marxist Group...’5

Lynne Segal, Feminist, university lecturer and author:

‘Women are central to the struggle against capitalist social relations...a Marxism which does not base 
itself on feminism, which does not recognise the division within the working class and society as a 
whole necessitates a strong and autonomous women’s movement, is not what we call “socialist”. It 
will not liberate women.’6

Germaine Greer, Feminist, university lecturer, social commentator and author:

‘Women’s revolution is necessarily situationist: we cannot argue that all will be well when the 
socialists have succeeded in abolishing private property and restoring public ownership of the means 
of production. We cannot wait that long. Women’s liberation, if it abolishes the patriarchal family, will 
abolish a necessary substructure of the authoritarian state, and once that withers away Marx will have 
come true, willy nilly, so let’s get on with it.’7

Valerie Bryson, Feminist, university lecturer and author:

‘The struggle for sex equality is integrally connected to the economic class struggle, full freedom for 
women requires the replacement of capitalism by communism.’8

Joan Bakewell, influential Feminist social commentator and broadcaster:

‘Feminists changed the world. They came from the Left in politics and the trade union movement.’9

***

Feminism is much more than just being of the Left; it is revolutionary:

‘Feminism is not concerned with Band-Aids but with a radical restructuring of society.’10

And the influential Gloria Steinem:

‘We’re talking about a revolution, not just reform. It’s the deepest possible change there is.’11

Shulamith Firestone:

‘If there were another word more all-embracing than revolution, then I would embrace it.’12

Sheila Rowbotham, active Socialist and Professional Feminist:

‘There have been two decades of interaction between feminists and trade unionists in Britain. This has 
shaped its history as much as the inheritance of political assumptions from the American New Left and 
from European Marxist traditions.’13
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So many influential Feminists, whose thoughts and works have directed the Movement - 
including de Beauvoir, Millett, Firestone, Mitchell, Chodorow, MacKinnon, Steinem, Sheila 
Rowbotham, Barbara Ehrenriech - identify themselves as Socialists or Marxists of some 
sort and advocate an all-encompassing revolution. It will have been noticed that many are 
employed in the universities. According to Germaine Greer:

‘The forcing-house of most of the younger women’s liberation groups was the university left wing.’14

•	 	We see again that universities are implicated as hot-houses for Feminism, and Feminism’s 
desire for a transforming revolution

***

Sheila Rowbotham, Lynne Segal and Hilary Wainwright wrote ‘Beyond the Fragments: 
Feminism and the Making of Socialism’.15 Even within the first few pages it is acknowledged 
that Feminism has an Ideological, philosophical, conceptual and political affinity with 
other Left-wing, revolutionary groups: these include Trotskyism, the New Left, Leninism, 
the Communist Party, International Socialism, The Socialist Labour League, the Workers 
Revolutionary Party, the Socialist Workers Party. These Feminists continue:

‘We do realise that only a revolutionary transformation of capitalist society can overcome women’s 
oppression, class exploitation, and all forms of social domination...the Communist party argues that it 
wishes to make broad alliances with an autonomous women’s movement.’16

And,

‘The International Marxist Group (the British section of the Trotskyist Fourth International), does 
appear to have a more consistent theory and practice in support of the need for an autonomous 
women’s movement.’17

•	 	One can see why the Labour Party (and the trade union movement) is the natural home 
for Feminism

However, one really needs to ask why senior members of today’s Conservative Party, 
including David Cameron, have declared themselves to be Feminists. Are Conservative 
back-benchers, the constituency workers, the rank-and-file of the Conservative Party, happy 
with the re-alignment of Brother Dave’s, and his senior Comrades’, marxist-lite political 
views? The question requires a serious answer because these politicians now form the core 
of a Coalition Government.

However, Natasha Walter, Professional Feminist, appears to have no concerns about her 
Movement’s future success:

‘Feminism in the twentieth century has already achieved half a revolution. Now, as we approach the 
twenty-first century, it is time to look to the next half.’18

Feminism’s declared objective is to revolutionise all aspects of British society, culture and 
State. This Quiet Revolution has been progressing since the late 1970s. Because of this declared 
objective, and its continuing success, it is legitimate to ask any woman who is standing for 
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political office, whichever political party she represents, whether she is, or is not, a Feminist. 
Unless, of course, we actually want Britain to become a Marxist-Socialist Feminist State.

‘The far-Left and Feminism are so Ideologically close that Socialism could be said to be an essential 
criterion, a defining element, of Feminism. The influential Feminist Simone de Beauvoir greatly admired 
the Soviet Union because it promised that “women would be trained and raised exactly like men”.’19

‘De Beauvoir is so far from alone among feminists in admiring Marxist-Leninism that this admiration, 
together with hostility to “capitalism”, can be considered virtually a further distinguishing mark  
of feminism.’20

Feminism: Socialism’s Trojan Horse
We are not just talking ‘soft’ Socialism with today’s Feminism; its agenda is clear – it is 
distinctly revolutionary. This deeper, darker agenda has been cleverly disguised in order to 
gull the public and traditional chivalrous male politicians into believing that Feminism is a 
Movement ‘for the betterment of women’ whose aim is ‘gender equality’. 
I suggest that those on the Left of politics are using the ‘cover’ of modern Feminism, its 
supposedly ‘just and moral cause’, to promote the Socialist Revolution that eluded them in 
the 1960s; I refer specifically to the Labour Party, the Liberal Democratic Party, the majority 
of university lecturers and the trade union movement. The majority of people, including 
politicians and the policy-making fraternity, think that Feminism is a ‘good thing’ and 
that its aims are just and moral. We have seen that they are not. Feminism’s deceit has 
been extremely successful. We now have a Feminism wallowing in sanctimonious self-
righteousness, selling itself as a just cause concerned with, and fighting for, ‘women’s 
equality’; a Feminism whose power is therefore given a free political ride – unquestioned 
and unchallenged.

‘“The women’s revolution is the final revolution of them all”. Brownmiller wasn’t interested in 
tweaking the system already in place. “The goals of liberation go beyond a simple concept of equality”, 
she wrote. What Brownmiller and her radical sisters really wanted was a total transfiguration of 
society – politics, business, child-rearing, sex, romance, housework, entertainment, academics.’21

•	 	Operating comfortably within Britain’s Left-wing/liberal/progressive consensus 
Feminism is being relentlessly successful, achieving its ‘total transfiguration of society’, 
incrementally and inexorably progressing its Quiet Revolution

•	 	‘The goals of liberation (the Feminism revolution) go beyond a simple concept of 
equality’. And so the presence of the genuine and morally-based Equality Feminism has 
been air-brushed from British culture and politics

Feminism is Socialism’s Trojan Horse. This explains why it has been embraced so 
enthusiastically by the Labour Party, the Liberal Democratic Party, the trade union leadership 
and by academics. It is being courted by the Conservative Party because a) many are closet 
Feminists (influenced/conditioned by their time at university); or b) it is a cynical strategy 
to glean the ‘women’s vote’; or c) Conservatives are unaware of, or naive about, sexual 
politics (unlike Labour MPs, who are frighteningly bigoted on the subject). 
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Feminism is devious. It uses the concept of ‘equality’ as an innocuous, righteous ‘front’, 
a deception, a disguise for implementing its Socialist/Marxist Ideological agenda. An 
example of this is the behaviour of Betty Friedan, one of the disaffected women who 
launched modern Feminism:

‘In order to attract as wide a base as possible, the sixties Leftists hid their socialist sympathies and, 
in some cases, actual Communist party membership. Betty Friedan is a classic case. In the book that 
launched the modern feminist movement – The Feminine Mystique, published in 1963 – she portrayed 
herself as a politically inactive housewife who simply had had enough of sexism...Forty years later, 
Friedan told the real story. In Life So Far, published in 2000, she recounts, “I would come into New 
York on my days off from the hospital and would go to Communist Front meetings and rallies...I 
looked up the address of the Communist Party headquarters in New York and... went into their dark 
and dingy building on 13th Street and announced I wanted to become a member...” Friedan’s revelation 
that, while she may have been a bored and frustrated housewife, she had also been a member of the 
Communist Party, sheds some much-needed light on how left-wing politics has been masquerading as 
authentic feminism.’22

•	 	‘...how left-wing politics has been masquerading as authentic feminism’: Feminism is 
Socialism’s Trojan Horse. Feminism is not what it seems

‘Socialist feminists, who represented a strong current within the Women’s Liberation Movement, 
argued (convincingly, in our view) that there was in fact no conflict between the goals of feminism 
and the goals of socialism. After all, wasn’t socialism about the redistribution of power and resources...
Women’s liberation was the rock on which socialism had to be built.’23

I pose the question again, are the Conservative rank-and-file, the hardworking constituency 
people, aware that their leaders are Feminist sympathisers; Feminist appeasers whose 
support for this Movement is helping to progress Feminism’s Marxist-Socialist agenda,  
its Quiet Revolution? And now that they are aware of this will they, together with the  
back-benchers and the Party’s financial backers, rein in their Feminist sycophantic marxist-
lite leaders?

‘We have come a long way, but we still have a long way to go’
(Feminism’s revolutionary mantra)

Feminism’s ‘Us’ and ‘Them’ Mentality
The Marxist-Socialist ideology is a ‘collectivist’ ideology; that is, it sees society as a duality, 
an ‘us and them’ confrontation – a ‘class war’, the working class versus the bourgeoisie, 
each looked upon as a group, a ‘collection’ of similar types of people. Feminism is also a 
‘collectivist’ Ideology. The two complement each other – ‘women versus men’, with men (the 
bourgeoisie) dominating women (the working class) giving rise to the patriarchal Ideology 
(‘men are bad people’/’women are good people’: ‘the bourgeoisie are bad people’/ ‘the 
working-class are the good people’). The following comments give an indication of the 
Feminist ‘us and them’ Ideology.

‘Ideological feminism is a collectivist movement, which is why adherents make claims about women or 
men as a class. They must explain away individual women who disagree with this or that claim – and 
there are many in some cases – as the victims of “false consciousness” and thus the dupes of men.’24
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•	 	In other words, the many women who don’t believe in Feminism have been ‘socially 
conditioned’ by men to accept having a stereotypical female role in society. I have 
already addressed Feminism’s claim that ‘men and women are the same’ and that it 
is ‘socialisation’ and conditioning (‘false consciousness’) by the patriarchy that makes 
women accept, and be happy in, ‘inferior’ roles and jobs than men. How Feminism uses 
and abuses (literally) these non-Ideological women will be addressed in Part Four

Erin Pizzey, the Equality Feminist who opened the first refuge for battered women, attended 
a meeting run by Ideological Feminists in the late 1970s; she noted:

‘We were told that we were to call ourselves a collective, to refer to each other as “comrades” and pay 
three pounds ten shillings to join the Women’s Liberation Movement. There were posters of fierce women 
waving guns over their heads and a very large portrait of Chairman Mao on the wall. The violence of 
the posters upset me because I was a child born in 1939 – a child born into a terrible war.’25

***

Ideological Feminism seriously dislikes Equality Feminism because of its political ‘liberal’ 
element. We have seen that central to liberalism is the belief in the principle of ‘individualism’, 
the belief that all individuals are of equal importance regardless of sex, race or religion. 
This stress on individualism makes it impossible for Ideological Feminists to get women 
to act collectively (as a group) against men, or to act collectively to demand and benefit from 
special privileges (as a group). With the individualism of Equality Feminism the common 
bond of Sisterhood (as Feminists see it) is lost. ‘Sisters Against Patriarchy’, ‘Women Against 
Rape’, ‘Women Against Violence’, and so on. As we will see in Part Three, political bonding 
is an integral part of today’s Feminism. Feminist organisations, Feminist Interest Groups, 
Feminist university departments, are all built on the Socialist and Feminist Ideology of 
‘collectivism’. As well as seeing women as a ‘collective’ group Feminists also see men as a 
‘collective’ group – the patriarchy, the enemy.
Because Feminism is a ‘collectivist’ Ideology it is a mystery why the Liberal Democratic Party 
is so sympathetic to it: maybe it’s been gulled like everyone else, or just don’t understand 
the essential nature of Feminism...or perhaps it isn’t concerned about Feminism’s deeper, 
darker and revolutionary agenda (perhaps even supporting this). Or perhaps Liberal 
Democrats have simply become disorientated and befuddled in the idiotic race to become 
Britain’s most ‘progressive’ political party?
A ‘collectivist’ Ideology is a dangerous Ideology. It focuses on group rights rather than 
on individuals’ rights. In this way modern Feminism is far removed from the original 
Liberal/Equality Feminism that focused on the equality of individuals, as in the ‘equality 
of opportunity’, on an individual’s skills, talents and abilities. With ‘collectivist’ Feminism 
the rights and responsibilities of the individual are lost – to be replaced by ‘group rights’ (as 
expressed in quotas for women in certain professions), and ‘group protection’. To make the 
point again, according to Feminism no individual woman can have ‘personal responsibility’ 
because she is a member of a group that is being discriminated against, oppressed and 
victimised; whatever negative experience she has, it is never her fault but is due to the fact 
that she is a member of ‘womankind’:

‘The spiral down and away from individual liberty can be traced directly to the rejection of the rights 
of each person in favour of the rights of the many. This group-rights mentality is nothing new; it 
derives from the “progressive” concept that the individual must submit to what is best for everyone 
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else. This concept, however, stems not from the ideal of civil rights but from the well of socialism, the 
foundational model of the Far Left. Once we accept group theory, it becomes not only easier to reject 
individual rights (such as freedom of expression) but also actually essential that we do so.’26

•	 	In addition to absolving women from personal responsibility ‘collectivism’ insulates the 
members of the ‘victim group’ from any kind of criticism which might well apply in any 
other situation. It does this by claiming that anyone who questions or challenges the 
status quo (that women are victims and oppressed) is himself or herself an oppressor  
(by the very fact of questioning and challenging). Clever stuff.

With the widespread and unquestioning acceptance of Feminism in modern Britain the 
concept of ‘collectivism’ has produced a society and State that believes that one group 
(men) is always in the wrong – they are the ‘oppressors’ (the ‘bad people’), whilst the other 
group (women) is always in the right – as they are the ‘oppressed’ (the ‘good people’). 
And so we have a situation where a woman’s word becomes law – it is she who must be 
automatically believed in any gender conflict, not the man (domestic violence, rape, sexual 
harassment). The man’s word is of no value, of no worth. And so we see how social, cultural 
and institutional misandry is sown and spread. A ‘collectivist’ society is a society in which 
reverse-discrimination is morally right, a society that has jettisoned ‘equality of opportunity’ 
for ‘equality of outcome’; a society that has abandoned the concepts of fairness and justice 
in sexual politics and gender issues. A society that hates men.

•	 	‘Collectivism’ therefore makes it easier (morally and with public acceptance) to blame, 
demonise and punish the group which is supposedly doing the oppressing and  
the victimising

Feminist ‘collectivism’ is responsible for the labyrinth of positive discrimination programmes 
for women allowing them widespread preference and policy-favouritism. Modern Britain 
has lost sight of the concept of the individual responsibility of women. If women fail in 
an endeavour Feminism has taught them to believe that this is because of their sex, not 
because of the inadequacy of their abilities or experience. For example, anti-discrimination 
laws have been gradually revolutionised so that they are no longer confined to simply 
prohibiting discrimination against individuals because of their group membership – they 
now call for proactive preferential treatment for people defined by their group identity. And 
so we now have a situation where it is legal (and encouraged) to give preference to women 
over men in job interviews.

•	 	And British Sex Discrimination laws have been designed to accommodate and encourage 
this Feminist sexual political teaching 

Feminism’s ‘collectivist Ideology’ is a valuable asset, and as such is carefully nurtured 
and promoted into the public and political consciousness; for example, women are always 
referred to by Feminists as being a single entity...‘women...’. We never hear a Feminist refer 
to ‘some women...’
The Austrian philosopher F. A. Hayek noted (1944):

‘Collectivism has no room for the wide humanitarianism of liberalism but only for the narrow 
particularism of the totalitarian.’27

***
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And what of the future?
The ‘collectivist’ dimension of Feminist Ideology has become entrenched since the late 
1970s. It will ultimately result in the polarisation of the sexes, culminating in group-identity 
politics; men on the one side (if they ever manage to summon up any sexual political nous) 
and women on the other side (who have benefited from the sexual political nous of Feminists 
for three decades). This phenomenon is already seen in the political behaviour of many 
Feminist-sympathetic women. For example, women voters will vote for a female candidate 
because she is a woman (a member of their own group; we saw this in the U.S. when Hillary 
Clinton ran for the Presidency) but today men wouldn’t think of voting for a man simply 
because he was a man (they might, in the past, preferred not to have voted for a woman, 
but that is a different, and dated, phenomenon). Men are not conscious of themselves as a 
‘political collective group’. Feminists have been benefiting from group-identity politics for 
many years. Sadly, with regard to sexual politics men are gormless Neanderthals, fighting a 
21st century sex war with a stone-age mentality and with stone-age weapons.

•	 	So here we see an interesting phenomenon of Feminism’s ‘collectivist identity’ politics – 
the fact that a) men are unaware of women’s ‘political collectivist group identity’, and b) 
men are unaware that they themselves are devoid of such a powerful political weapon

Feminists see women as a collectivist sexual political group to be advantaged; they see men 
as a collectivist sexual political group to be blamed and punished. But on the other hand, 
men do not see themselves as a collectivist sexual political group, nor do they see women 
as a collectivist sexual political group. This means that men cannot, and certainly do not, 
individually bond as a sexual political group in order to protect themselves and their rights 
against an influential, powerful and longstanding and well organised Feminist political 
and Ideological Movement. 
Because of this male phenomenon, this weakness, men in modern Britain are politically 
unprotected and politically unrepresented. In this way men are at the mercy of Feminism 
with this being one of the main reasons why Feminism has been allowed for so long to 
abuse its power – men’s political innocence in failing to coalesce into a political collectivist 
grouping. Here we have a major reason why modern Britain has been permitted to hate 
men, a misandry expressed in every dimension of society, culture and policy-making.

•	 	Men are not yet mentally or ideologically equipped to participate in sex identity-politics, 
and so they will continue to experience misandry and institutional discrimination. 
Yes, some men may get angry at their individual treatment (with a messy divorce, for 
example) – but this has never developed and formed into a strong political ‘collectivist’ 
men’s movement. It would be good to know if young men, particularly students, became 
motivated enough to form such a movement using the knowledge, facts and research 
with which this book arms them 

***

A revisit to a definition of Feminism, given by Maggie Humm, Co-ordinator of Women’s 
Studies at the University of East London: 

‘Feminism: The definition incorporates both a doctrine of equal rights for women (the organised 
movement to attain women’s rights) and an ideology of social transformation aiming to create a world 
for women beyond simple social equality.’28
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•	 	‘a social transformation beyond simple social equality...’. This refers to Feminism’s Quiet 
Revolution

•	 	The reader won’t need me to point out that we again see the complicity of our 
universities in cultivating and disseminating Feminist (revolutionary) Ideology. Why is 
this permitted in a democracy? Answer: because with regard to sexual politics Britain is 
not a democracy but a totalitarian State with a one-party system – the Feminist ‘Party’ 
(and as in all one-party States, it abuses its power)

The Labour Party is the natural political home for Feminism; post- 1997 Labour governments 
relished implementing the Feminist agenda. But it is ironic, and worrying, that David (‘insult 
fathers, they have no voter-value’) Cameron, the present leader of the Conservative Party, 
has declared himself to be a Feminist. In this sense he has become the first Marxist-leaning 
leader of Toryism. Baffling. A number of his senior team are also closet Feminists, including 
George (‘families don’t need fathers’) Osborne and Michael (‘always blame men, because 
they never fight back’) Gove.

•	 	And no political party has ever considered introducing a Minister for Men. Some equality, 
some democracy

***

The successful, unchallenged progression of the Socialist-Feminist Quiet Revolution impacts 
negatively on men. The more cultural, legal and political power Feminism continues to gain 
the more our compliant State will be manipulated into implementing the Feminist agenda. 
The cultural and institutional spread of misandry will continue.

•	 	Considering the evidence in this chapter I would like male readers to understand that 
a vote for the Labour Party is a vote for the Feminist ‘Party’; in this sense it would be a 
masochistic vote. But what do we do about the Conservatives? More to the point, what 
will Conservatives do about the ‘Conservatives’...?




