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A BSTRACT 

Gerald Casey in his recent book After #MeToo challenges feminist demands for gender equality and 

defends certain forms of inequality. He follows Ludwig von Mises and Murray Rothbard in doing so. 
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Introduction 

One of the most forthright challengers to “political correctness” in the academic 

world in recent years has been the Irish philosopher and lawyer Gerard Casey. In what 

follows, I shall endeavor to present the main points of his criticism of feminism in his 

book After #MeToo: Feminism, Patriarchy, Toxic Masculinity and Sundry Cultural 

Delights, (Imprint Academic, 2020) and to comment on some of his arguments. 

In the book’s foreword, Casey begins by stating his fundamental assumptions. He 

denies that he is a misogynist. “All my life I have been more favorably disposed toward 

women than towards men and indeed, when I was teaching at the university, I was always 

instinctively more accommodating and sympathetic to my female students than I was 

towards my male students.” (p. ix. Unless otherwise noted, all emphasis is in the 

original). However, I [Casey] just don’t happen to believe that all women are, like Mary 

Poppins, practically perfect in every way. I believe, on the contrary, that they are real 

human beings, with all the virtues and all the faults that being human brings with it.” (p. 

ix ) 

Casey next informs of his standpoint in political philosophy. “I believe that, subject 

to the constraints of reality, there should be no state-imposed discriminatory legal 
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policies that favour either women or men. However, I believe that, subject to the zero 

aggression principle (No one may initiate physical violence against the person or 

property of another) individuals or groups of individuals should be free to do as they 

wish with their property, including favouring one sex over another when it comes to its 

disposal if that is their choice. . .I believe that women and men should be free to make 

the social and career choices that they wish, whether others approve of them or not. As 

long as such choices involve no violation of the zero aggression principle, others are 

obliged to tolerate such choices, but there is no obligation on others to facilitate them, 

nor should they be obliged to approve of them on pain of legal sanctions.” (p.ix) Casey 

also informs us that “many of the views I express and the approach I take in After # 

MeToo, while they are consistent with the bedrock principle of libertarianism, the Zero 

Aggression Principle, are not necessarily implied by it, and some libertarians could well, 

and very likely will, disagree with some of what I’ve written. If I had to find a label to 

describe the general tenor of my extra-libertarian approach here, the best one would 

probably be ‘socially conservative.’” (p. x)  

In the chapter “Women at Work,” Casey begins his assault on feminist dogma. In 

the mass media and government, there are frequent calls to bring more women into 

senior positions. It would seem that, so long as no force was used to compel people to 

do this, there is no violation of the “zero aggression principle.” But his view is more 

radical than that of someone who would say, “Of course this is desirable, but it is up to 

those who think so to persuade others.” 

Casey’s view is that this isn’t a good idea. There is nothing wrong with men holding 

most of the senior positions, and there is no reason to increase the number of women 

in these positions. He says: “Why 50%/50% gender representation? Why not 

52.7%/47.3% representation? And why for gender, so-called? (really for sex, since there 

are very many genders, but only two sexes.) Why not for race?. . .Why not for disability? 

Age? Height? Hair colour? Shoe size? Or just about any other difference you might 

choose to select? Why the presumption that anything significantly less than 50%/50% is 

somehow a bad thing, almost certainly the result of some kind of dastardly 

discrimination? And what exactly, by the way, is this mysterious female perspective that 

these various sectors are missing? Is it different from the male perspective? If so, in 

what way, precisely? And why and in what way,. . .will we pay as a society if this so-called 

problem is not tackled?”(pp.37-38) 

Casey’s strategy here is to demand a justification for the feminist demands for equality 

in the top positions. He is saying, “It isn’t obvious you are right. What is your 

justification?” He proceeds to a more direct challenge to the claim that women should 

be represented to a greater degree than now is the case. He denies that people in jobs 

represent their sex:  “The idea that simply by being of a particular sex you are thereby 

a representative of that sex is fundamentally flawed. When I got my first academic job, 
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I wasn’t appointed as a representative of Irish people, 30-year olds, men, white people, 

English-speakers or any other group to which I might conceivably be deemed to have 

belonged; I was just me. If you’re a man, you’re not ipso facto a representative of men; 

if you’re a woman, you’re not ipso facto a representative of women.” (pp.39-40) 

One of Casey’s most radical challenges to feminism is his denial that we live in a 

patriarchal society in which men dominate women. Feminists say that this is true not 

only now but has been so throughout history. One anti-feminist response would be to 

admit this but to claim that its persistence shows that it is biologically inevitable that this 

is so and that it is futile to endeavor to change it. This is the stance adopted by Steven 

Goldberg in his well-known book The Inevitability of Patriarchy. New York, 1973). But 

it is not Casey’s approach. 

He says, “Men, it is said, have all the power. If power is defined as the possession of 

superior upper-body strength, then men are as a whole indeed in a position to dominate 

over women as a whole although, as with all such aggregates, any given women may well 

be physically stronger than any given man. If, however, one thinks of power not just as 

raw physical strength but as an aspect of the complex of sexual psycho-social 

relationships, then, given the existence and persistence of the radical imbalance in the 

demand for sex by men and by women, women, as a whole, are in a position to 

dominate over men, as a whole and thus might be said to have, if not quite all the power, 

at least a preponderance of it.” (p.95) Women’s dominance comes to the fore once 

economic prosperity lessened the dependence of the economy on male physical 

strength. 

I have given several arguments that Casey advances against the prevailing dogmas of 

feminism. In conclusion, I should like to point out two predecessors for Casey’s 

position: Ludwig von Mises and Murray Rothbard. In his classic Socialism, first 

published in German in 1922, Mises adopted a position very much like that of Casey. 

In the free market, men and women enjoy legal equality, but women tend often to be 

devoted more to having children and raising a family than men are. 

Mises contrasts the position of women before the rise of the free market to the 

position that afterwards prevailed. In former times, Mises writes, “Unlimited rule of the 

male characterizes family relations where the principle of violence dominates. Male 

aggressiveness, which is implicit in the very nature of sexual relations, is here carried to 

the extreme. The man seizes possession of the woman and holds this sexual object in 

the same sense in which he has other goods of the outer world. Here woman becomes 

completely a thing. She is stolen and bought; she is given away, sold away, ordered away; 

in short, she is like a slave in the house. During life the man is her judge; when he dies 

she is buried in his grave along with his other possessions. With almost absolute 

unanimity the older legal sources of almost every nation show that this was once the 

lawful state of affairs.” (pp.89-90)  
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Mises argues that the attitude of dominance is inconsistent with the desire of men to 

love and be loved. One cannot love a possession that has no independent standing. In 

a manner reminiscent of Casey, Mises contends that a conflict between physical power 

and he demands of love arises. “Under such circumstances, as long as the principle of 

violence rules, the impulse to love is denied an opportunity to develop. Banished from 

the homely hearth it seeks out all manner of hiding places, where it assumes queer 

forms. Libertinage grows rampant, perversions of the natural instincts become more 

and more common.” (p.95)  

This sad situation changed once the capitalist market developed. “As the idea of 

contract enters the Law of Marriage, it breaks the rule of the male, and makes the wife 

a partner with equal rights. From a one-sided relationship resting on force, marriage 

thus becomes a mutual agreement; the servant becomes the married wife entitled to 

demand from the man all that he is entitled to ask from her. Step by step she wins the 

position in the home which she holds to-day. Nowadays the position of the woman 

differs from the position of the man only in so far as their peculiar ways of earning a 

living differ. The remnants of man's privileges have little importance. They are privileges 

of honour. The wife, for instance, still bears her husband's name. This evolution of 

marriage has taken place by way of the law relating to the property of married persons. 

Woman's position in marriage was improved as the principle of violence was thrust 

back, and as the idea of contract advanced in other fields of the Law of Property it 

necessarily transformed the property relations between the married couple. The wife 

was freed from the power of her husband for the first time when she gained legal rights 

over the wealth which she brought into marriage and which she acquired during 

marriage, and when that which her husband customarily gave her was transformed into 

allowances enforceable by law. Thus marriage, as we know it, has come into existence 

entirely as a result of the contractual idea penetrating into this sphere of life. All our 

cherished ideals of marriage have grown out of this idea. That marriage unites one man 

and one woman, that it can be entered into only with the free will of both parties, that it 

imposes a duty of mutual fidelity, that a man's violations of the marriage vows are to be 

judged no differently from a woman's, that the rights of husband and wife are essentially 

the same - these principles develop from the contractual attitude to the problem of 

marital life. No people can boast that their ancestors thought of marriage as we think of 

it to-day.” (pp. 95-96) 

In spite of legal equality, though, women tend to devote more time to raising a family 

rather than to economic advancement: “The radical wing of Feminism, which holds 

firmly to this standpoint, overlooks the fact that the expansion of woman's powers and 

abilities is inhibited not by marriage, not by being bound to man, children, and 
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household, but by the more absorbing form in which the sexual function affects the 

female body. Pregnancy and the nursing of children claim the best years of a woman's 

life, the years in which a man may spend his energies in great achievements. One may 

believe that the unequal distribution of the burden of reproduction is an injustice of 

nature, or that it is unworthy of woman to be child-bearer and nurse, but to believe this 

does not alter the fact. lt may be that a woman is able to choose between renouncing 

either the most profound womanly joy, the joy of motherhood, or the more masculine 

development of her personality in action and endeavour. lt may be that she has no such 

choice. lt may be that in suppressing her urge towards motherhood she does herself an 

injury that reacts through all other functions of her being. But whatever the truth about 

this, the fact remains that when she becomes a mother, with or without marriage, she is 

prevented from leading her life as freely and independently as man. Extraordinarily 

gifted women may achieve fine things in spite of motherhood; but because the functions 

of sex have the first claim upon woman, genius and the greatest achievements have been 

denied her.” (pp.100-101) 

In Egalitarianism as a Revolt Against Nature, Murray Rothbard expresses similar 

views to those of Mises and Casey. Like Mises, he says that the capitalist market set 

women free. “It should be emphasized that, in contrast to the women’s lib forces who 

tend to blame capitalism as well as male tyrants for centuries-old discrimination, it was 

precisely capitalism and the “capitalist revolution” of the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries that freed women from male oppression and set each woman free to find her 

best level. It was the feudal and pre-capitalist, pre-market society that was marked by 

male oppression; it was that society where women were chattels of their fathers and 

husbands, where they could own no property of their own, etc.” 

https://mises.org/library/egalitarianism-revolt-against-nature-and-other-

essays/html/c/353 

Again agreeing with Mises, Rothbard notes that women place great emphasis on 

raising a family, and this accounts for disparities in pay between men and women: “The 

lower average income for women can be explained on several grounds, none of which 

involve irrational ‘sexist’ discrimination. One is the fact that the overwhelming majority 

of women work a few years and then take a large chunk of their productive years, to 

raise children, after which they may or may not decide to return to the labor force. As 

a result, they tend to enter, or to find, jobs largely in those industries and in that type of 

work that does not require a long-term commitment to a career. Furthermore, they tend 

to find jobs in those occupations where the cost of training new people, or of losing old 

ones, is relatively low. These tend to be lower-paying occupations than those that require 

a long-term commitment or where costs of training or turnover are high. This general 

tendency to take out years for child raising also accounts for a good deal of the failure 

to promote women to higher-ranking and, therefore, higher-paying jobs and hence for 
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the low female ‘quotas’ in these areas. It is easy to hire secretaries who do not intend to 

make the job their continuing life work; it is not so easy to promote people up the 

academic or the corporate ladder who do not do so.” 

https://mises.org/library/egalitarianism-revolt-against-nature-and-other-essays/html/c/353 

 

Conclusion 

Gerard Casey poses a fundamental challenge to current feminism, in that that he 

rejects demands for gender equality and sees certain forms of inequality in top positions 

as explainable by women’s greater emphasis on the family. In these views, he aligns 

himself with the thought of Ludwig von Mises and Murray Rothbard. 
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