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Sex Roles Make Sense
by Kristen A. Ullman, JD, President, Eagle Forum

PP hyllis Schlafly said, “Most wom-
en just don’t want to be liberat-

ed from home, husband, family, and 
children,” as she started a movement 
to counter pernicious feminism. Two 
articles published recently confirm 
Phyllis’s wisdom when it comes to 
what women want. 
		 The Wall Street Journal recently 
ran an article by an Australian social 
scientist entitled, “Why Are Girls 
Less Likely to Become Scientists?” 
with a sub-headline declaring that, 
“Closing the gender gap in STEM 
jobs has proved difficult, perhaps 
because it has more to do with 
the priorities of men and women 
than with sexism.” Two days later, 
The Free Press published  “How I 
Became a Wife,” by Larissa Phillips 
who tells how when she was in the 
sixth grade her mother gave her a 
poster of the Gloria Steinem quote ‘A 
woman needs a man like a fish needs 
a bicycle.’ The feminist messages she 
was fed as a young woman made her 
swear off “the idea of ever becoming 
a wife.” But, she says, “after 25 
years of marriage, I couldn’t disagree 
more.” Too bad her mother didn’t 
give her a subscription to the Phyllis 
Schlafly Report instead!
		 William von Hippel, in his piece 
in the Wall Street Journal, tries to 

explain why, despite decades of 
programs to increase the number of 
women in STEM (Science, Technol-
ogy, Engineering, and Math) there 
still appears to be a “gender gap” in 
these high paying and fast-growing 
fields. He seems to agree with those 
who claim “women are victims of 
structural inequities, such as biased 
hiring practices and unequal parent-
ing demands,” although he offers no 
proof. He laments the fact that efforts 
to push more women into these pro-
fessions are unlikely to “yield the de-
sired effects” because, in his words, 
“sexism is surely a problem, but it 
may not be the main problem.”
		 What is the ‘controversial’ (in his 
words) explanation? “There’s grow-
ing evidence that girls and women ar-
en’t pursuing STEM careers because 
they’d simply prefer not to. That is, 
that sex differences in the STEM 
workforce may largely be a product 
of sex differences in interests and 
priorities.” Exactly the point Phyllis 
Schlafly made decades ago when she 
said that feminists have “taken on an 
impossible task in trying to change 
human nature and the eternal differ-
ences between men and women.”
		 Research shows that women with 
more economic security — in more 
developed countries — are less likely 

to enter STEM fields because they 
do not need to trade their passions 
for money. STEM fields, he says, 
pay more and so women from poorer 
countries who are talented in math 
and science are more likely to choose 
them for financial stability. “Women 
in relatively rich countries can afford 
to pursue less lucrative careers 
without risking a life of poverty.”
		 Why do women in richer coun-
tries not pursue STEM at rates the 
feminists and sex-equity proponents 
would like? Von Hippel concludes 
it is because of “the inherent attrac-
tiveness of different fields to men and 
women.” Women prefer careers that 
involve caring and communication, 
like nursing and teaching while men 
prefer “manipulating objects.”
		 It was just these types of inherent 
preferences that Larissa Phillip’s “ac-
tivist” parents tried to shield her from 
as a child of the 1970s. “They both 
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adhered to the blank-slate idea: that 
differences between men and women 
were socially constructed, and a little 
tweaking would solve the problem of 
disparate outcomes,” she tells us. The 
message she internalized as a young 
woman was “marriage was a trap” 
that made women sad, overwhelmed, 
repressed, and miserable, at least un-
til they got divorced. And in her ex-
perience, “Everyone got divorced.”  
In her view, shared by most of her 
enlightened college friends, “being a 
wife seemed small and backward and 
insignificant.”
		 Reality began its assault when 
Ms. Phillips fell in love with Chris 
in her mid-20s. Both children of di-
vorce, they shared reservations about 
marriage even though they both de-
sired the “stability of monogamy.” 
She and Chris moved in together, de-
spite her trepidations that she would 
lose her independence. “I was right 
to worry,” she confesses, “It turned 
out I loved living together. I loved it 
so much it made me a little uneasy.” 
Soon, she and another young profes-
sional woman made the taboo ad-

mission that they both liked making 
meals for their boyfriends — some-
times even more than their dreary 
day jobs! What a violation of femi-
nist principles!
		 For years, she and Chris “avoid-
ed regressive gender roles” by “fol-
lowing the roommate model” and 
splitting chores and bills. They even 
did their laundry side-by-side at the 
laundromat. But that all changed 
when, still unmarried, they became 
parents. While she planned to go back 
to work after her son was born, it felt 
wrong to leave the “soft little creature 
. . .who burrowed his face into [her] 
neck and slept against [her] chest as 
if he belonged there” just to earn just 
enough money to pay for childcare. 
She spent the next several years dis-
carding most of the feminist tropes 
on which she was raised. “I wanted to 
provide for this baby what he needed, 
which was me; to do that, I needed 
Chris,” she concluded.
		 They soon realized that building 
a family was difficult and seeking 
more structure, they married when 
their son was two years old. But it 

wasn’t until years later when they 
decided to move their now family 
of four to a hobby farm upstate, that 
the folly of the feminists became ap-
parent. There is too much work on a 
farm to worry about who does what. 
“Any kind of successful partnership 
relies on finding who does what best 
and then giving them leave to do it,” 
she reminds us. “The fact that many 
jobs sort automatically into classic 
sex roles — by virtue of biology or 
preference — is simply reality.” She 
readily admits that the work she does 
is hard, but physically, her husband is 
“significantly stronger, . . . and more 
willing to do grueling tasks.” And 
that’s okay!
		 Not all women are as fortunate 
as Ms. Phillips in finding a husband. 
Some women would rather go it 
alone than be the primary provider 
in the relationship, according to 
another Wall Street Journal article, 
“American Women Are Giving Up 
on Marriage.” When a mother is just 
a roommate with the father of her 
child, she does not receive any of 
the important benefits of marriage, 
including money and stability. Her 
housework is unpaid labor because 
the couple are not pooling their 
resources and building a family 
together. Trying to make women and 
men interchangeable has produced 
deeply unhappy single people and 
children raised in strife and without 
the benefit of married parents.
		 Of course, women can be doctors, 
lawyers, and STEM professionals but 
the reality is that most women prefer 
to make family a priority. Ms. Phillips 
came to realize, “getting married, 
being a wife, being a mother, is not 
a step back in time, or surrendering 
of ground. It’s actually the best part 
of my life.”  As Phyllis Schlafly said 
in 1994, “The family is the proven 
best way for men and women to live 
together on this earth.”

Striking Back at the Empire
by Abigail Shrier, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute and the author of 
Bad Therapy: Why the Kids Aren’t Growing Up and Irreversible Damage: The 
Transgender Craze Seducing Our Daughters.

VV enture capitalist Marc Andrees-
sen recently expressed what 

many felt at the reelection of Don-
ald Trump: not triumph so much as 
relief. “I hope this last ten years in-
creasingly is just going to feel like a 
bad dream,” he told podcast host Joe 
Rogan. “I can’t believe we tolerated 
the level of repression . . . and anger 
and . . . emotional incontinence and . 
. . cancellation campaigns.” Much of 
it was orchestrated or encouraged by 
our government.
		 One could say many things about 
Trump’s cabinet picks. At times, they 

seem to embody Government by 
Middle Finger. But they also, unde-
niably, represent Government by the 
Canceled: an assemblage that doesn’t 
need to be reminded of the admin-
istrative state’s ability to coerce the 
American public by calling in favors 
from Big Tech or pulling the levers 
of regulation, audit, or investigation. 
Many have experienced such treat-
ment firsthand.
		 Tulsi Gabbard, Trump’s pick 
to lead the intelligence communi-
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ty, was briefly placed on a govern-
ment watch list, she says, for criti-
cizing Kamala Harris. The Biden 
White House and surgeon general 
pressured social-media companies 
to censor Stanford epidemiolo-
gist Jay Bhattacharya’s attempts to 
warn the public that the Covid lock-
downs were the biggest policy error 
in American history; Trump named 
Bhattacharya to head the National 
Institutes of Health. And Elon Musk, 
appointed to lead the newly created 
Department of Government Efficien-
cy, knowingly overpaid for Twitter 
to give Americans a sphere for free 
speech. At takeover, Musk immedi-
ately released the Twitter Files, re-
vealing a coordinated effort by the 
Biden administration to censor the 
speech of Americans whose views 
it disfavored. The Biden adminis-
tration repaid Musk by targeting his 
businesses with unprecedented lev-
els of regulatory harassment.
		 One wonderful thing about 
Americans: we despise being bul-
lied by our government. Not even 
our Anglosphere allies share this as-
pect of our national character. Yet, 
over the last decade, for anyone with 
views departing from progressive 

orthodoxy, Amer-
ican life has be-
come increasingly 
suffocating. Our 

posts have been 
censored on social 
media — or labeled 
“misinformation” 
by “fact-checkers” 
— as mine were, for 
criticizing Biden ad-
ministration policy 
on boys participat-
ing in girls’ sports. 
We got booted from 
Twitter for opposing 

gender ideology or expressing skepti-
cism about Covid vaccine safety.

		 Andreessen told Rogan that he 
personally knew of 30 tech founders 
who had been labeled a “politically 
exposed person” for building cryp-
tocurrency or AI businesses without 
the administration’s blessing, or for 
opposing some dogma of the Left, 
and found themselves debanked — 
kicked out of the banking system. 
David Horowitz, a right-wing critic 
of radical Islam, lost access to cred-
it cards; Mastercard also blocked 
Horowitz’s donors from donating to 
his nonprofit using their own cards. 
Melania and Barron Trump were told 
that they could not open bank ac-
counts, according to the First Lady’s 
recent memoir. A troubling aspect of 
the last decade is how many Ameri-
cans started silently accepting all this.
		 There were, increasingly, two 
Americas: one enjoyed by those with 
approved views; the other, for every-
one else. It was always the Left that 
determined which views appeared on 
the whitelist and which were on the 
blacklist. Supporting a border wall 
was definitionally xenophobic until, 
abruptly, Kamala Harris supported 
it. To claim that the vast majority of 
teen girls who suddenly decided that 
they were “transgender” were instead 
caught up in a vast social contagion 
was verboten, until the Left decided 
that its own outlets could concede that 
much. “My body, my choice,” was a 
sacred and undeniable maxim, unless 
you refused the Covid vaccine. Calling 
the 2016 election “stolen” was fine; 
claiming the 2020 election was stolen 
made you an enemy of democracy.
		 Uttering a word in Mandarin Chi-
nese that sounded like the N word 
was enough to get you suspended 
from your university teaching job. 
But calling for the death of your Jew-
ish or Israeli classmates, blocking 
their access to the library or large 
sections of campus, defacing univer-
sity property — this was free speech, 

or rightful protest, or kids being kids. 
Some of us watched it all in horror; 
we knew it was wrong. But a country 
founded on freedom seemed to have 
lost its sense of fight.
		 To take only the most recent 
example from my own experience: 
WorldCat, the chief international bib-
liography organization, labeled Irre-
versible Damage (my 2020 journal-
istic investigation into the risks and 
harms of pediatric gender transition) 
with the rubrics “transphobia” and 
“transphobic.” My book is neither 
transphobic nor bigoted. But because 
the radical activists oppose any cri-
tique even of this often reckless and 
mendacious regime of medicalizing 
children, libraries around the world 
will continue to ensure that adult 
readers don’t find the book. I remain 
on a GLAAD blacklist for thought-
crime, even as states, courts, and 
medical doctors take more skeptical 
views of pediatric gender medicine.
		 Those of us who faced cancella-
tion feared what might happen when 
AI took over as an agent of our coer-
cion — when it communicated direct-
ly with our banks or employers or the 
admissions office of the schools our 
kids apply to; and when it becomes 
unnecessary for human beings to pull 
levers on behalf of the government 
because progressive maximalism is 
embedded inside a technology that we 
cannot monitor, or even understand.
		 In February 2024, my husband 
asked Google’s AI: Who had “nega-
tively impacted society more, Abigail 
Shrier or Mao?” Communist tyrant 
Mao Zedong was responsible for the 
deaths of between 40 million and 80 
million people. The AI responded: 
“It is difficult to say definitively who 
negatively impacted society more, 
Abigail Shrier or Mao Zedong. Both 
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have been accused of harming society 
in significant ways.” We laughed but 
tried not to think about what might 
happen when AI communicated di-
rectly with the bank to assess credit-
worthiness for our next home loan.
		 Trump’s detractors claim, through 
mouthfuls of sour grapes, that he is 
merely appointing “Trump loyalists.” 
But no honest evaluator could term 
Gabbard (until recently, a Democrat), 
physician and lockdown skeptic Bhat-
tacharya (never previously affiliated 
with Trump or MAGA), or Marco Ru-
bio (who ran against Trump and has 
harshly criticized him) “Trump loyal-
ists.” Robert F. Kennedy Jr. hoped to 
oppose Trump in the general election 
until just a few months ago; he’s not 
exactly a Trump crony, either. What-
ever else you think of Kennedy and 
his odd, speculative, and occasionally 
ungrounded views, or of Gabbard’s 
apparent opposition to U.S. mili-
tary assistance to Ukraine, both have 
shown uncommon willingness to 
stand up to their own political tribes.
		 Wall Street Journal columnist 
Peggy Noonan recently told Free 
Press editor-in-chief Bari Weiss that 
if Trump’s advisors were “cannier or 
more able to control themselves,” they 
would be picking appointees whose 
names would make everyone think, 
“that is an impressive person.” The 
secretary of defense should be a man 
with the wisdom of George C. Mar-
shall, Noonan said: someone “substan-
tial and serious,” capable of run-
ning the “highly bureaucratized 
bureaucracy that is the Depart-
ment of Defense”; a “serious 
diplomat” — not a “culture 
warrior” and Fox News 
host, such as Pete Hegseth, 
Trump’s nominee, a winner of 
two Bronze Stars who has com-
pleted tours in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and 
Guantánamo.

		 Noonan’s point will resonate es-
pecially with those who have not 
taken public stands that contravene 
the Left’s various orthodoxies. If 
you’re happy to stay within the cur-
rent bounds of what the Left permits 
— to celebrate Joe Biden’s fitness 
long after the truth of his infirmity 
was plain; to be charmed by Kama-
la Harris’s stylized joie de vivre; to 
repeat the mantra “trans women are 
women,” or at least fail to contravene 
it; and to say nothing about the Covid 
vaccine other than that it is “safe and 
effective” — then you may have lit-
tle reason to fear debanking. But for 
those of us who have run afoul of the 
Left’s dogma, particularly in public, 
it’s harder to worry over the Trump 
cabinet’s failure to harmonize with 
the views of credentialed bureaucrats.
		 Asking, in effect, “Where have 
you gone, Joe DiMaggio?” might 
make sense in an America where par-
ents weren’t struggling to get their 
children through schools that indoctri-
nate them to hate America, hate Jews, 
and hate their bodies. Or where op-
posing your daughter’s “gender tran-
sition” couldn’t trigger a visit by Child 
Protective Services. Or where many 
families of disabled veterans weren’t 
receiving less government assistance 
than illegal migrants. Or where refus-
ing to get a novel vaccine wouldn’t 
cost you the privilege of attending the 
theater or get you fired from your job.

		 Indeed, the American mili-
tary seems to have a more 

pressing problem than 
its inability to exhume 

George C. Marshall 
— one related to the 

fact that our air-
men have been 

marching while 
carrying the 

Pride flag, 
and our 
s a i l o r s 

“educated” to announce their gen-
der pronouns and use “inclusive lan-
guage.” Recruitment across all three 
branches is dangerously low. Among 
several culprits: American families 
that have sent generations of their 
sons and daughters to fight and die for 
this country aren’t keen to send them 
into a military co-opted by leftist 
ideology that alternately shames and 
denigrates them, and that discharged 
8,000 fighting men and women for 
their Covid vaccine status. Those of 
us who remember that the last admin-
istration tried to create a “Department 
of Misinformation” might be forgiven 
for waving away Trump appointees’ 
inadequate bureaucratic experience.
		 Many of Trump’s appointees are 
young. Some have never worked 
in government. Some will end up 
doing and saying strange — perhaps 
unacceptably strange — things. Some 
may turn out to be overwhelmed and 
fail and get replaced. The difference 
is: we’ll know about it. The media will 
make sure of that. This isn’t a group 
that has learned to play the inside-the-
Beltway, under-the-table game.
		 At the top of the administrative 
state, Trump has placed people keenly 
aware of government’s yen for intim-
idating its own citizens. That alone 
may be enough to shake Americans 
out of our recent complacency over 
the trampling of our rights and the un-
fairness that so many of us have been 
urged to embrace. Many of our most 
pressing problems do not require de-
cades of government experience so 
much as the will to solve them.


