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I’ve been thinking lately of buying a pile of modern feminist 

books to get an idea of what modern feminists are thinking. I 

was motivated to do this because the hated fluffie feminists are 

the bitter enemy of the masculists, and it pays to “know your 

enemy!” So I finally bit the bullet and bought a dozen or so, and 

read them fairly quickly. So it should be clear, that the masculist 

in the title is me. 

Frankly, I was appalled. MGTOWs and masculists complain 

endlessly about the solipsistic nature of women, their inability to 

place themselves in the shoes of men, seeing men merely as 

adjuncts to women’s needs, and are only useful to women, if 

men can serve them. If not, a woman will see such a man as 

“useless” i.e. useless for her. 

My main impression of the principal complaints of modern day 

feminists is the condescending attitude of men towards women 



in the workplace, now that millions, billions, of women, thanks 

to the contraceptive pill, household gadgets, higher education, 

and long life expectancies (soon into the 90s, for women), have 

entered the work force, so inevitably interact with men, and are 

not happy with how men treat them, e.g. not really taking 

women seriously, not really listening to women, giving much 

more respect to men’s opinions and ideas, etc. 

Third wave feminists are into power for women, not just making 

the gender laws equal for women, but actually taking power into 

the hands of women, in the sense of a zero sum game, i.e. power 

gained by women, is power lost by men, e.g. in the proportion of 

female to male members of parliament, or with board members 

of companies, etc. 

Modern day feminists are strongly into the idea of “equality of 

outcomes” rather than “equality of opportunities” i.e. it is not 

enough to offer women the same opportunities to obtain a good, 

well-paying job, but that the proportion of women actually 

obtaining these good well paying jobs is equal with men, at 

every level in the employment hierarchy.  

Modern feminists really harp on the “patriarchy” i.e. the 

dominance of men, especially at the highest ends of the 

employment hierarchy. To the feminists, this is a massive 

injustice, that has to be fought, hence the emphasis of the third 

wave feminists to create laws that establish quotas for women, 

on company boards, in the parliaments, etc. 



What really pissed me off, was the level of isscienacy in these 

texts.  Most of these books were written by women who had non 

scientific backgrounds, mostly in the traditional realms of 

women - literature, psychology, marketing, personnel, etc. 

Most of these women would fail my “ribosome test,” i.e. the 

challenge to give a two minute speech on the function of the 

ribosome. Nearly all of these women, if thus challenged, would 

probably answer “The what?!” In other words, they are true 

isscienates, i.e. ignorant of science, unable to think 

scientifically, because they don’t know enough about science, 

for science to have a strong impact on their views about the 

world.  

Most feminists, in my view are “isscienate fairies” i.e. they are 

isscienate, and they are fairies, i.e. living in a fairyland, 

believing what they want to believe, without evidence, which 

makes them no better than religionists, or flat earthers. If you are 

free to believe in whatever you want, you are free to believe in 

the tooth fairy. I cant take most women and certainly most 

feminists seriously for this reason, i.e. this high level of 

isscienacy amongst feminists. 

Recently I read a book whose very title was “Patriarchy” by a 

local feminist colleague. She is an emeritus professor, so no 

dummy, but nevertheless, she suffered the same faults, as I 

attribute to most feminists, i.e. she took for granted, that 

patriarchy (i.e. male dominance in virtually everything) was 

something to be overthrown, not accepted as inevitable. This 



belief of hers and of nearly all the other feminists, is 

unquestioned, and hence from my masculist scientist’s point of 

view, misguided, asking the wrong question. 

Instead of asking the feminist question, “How can the patriarchy 

be removed, so that women are given equality of outcomes, and 

hence gender justice, in feminist terms?” a more fundamental, 

and deeper, more important question is the masculist question 

“Is patriarchy inevitable, a simple consequence of men’s genetic 

superiority, so of course the top positions are taken by men, 

because men are smarter, more ambitious, more capable, more 

meritorious?” 

This masculist question was not mentioned at all in her book, 

which was no surprise to me. My two biggest criticisms of 

feminist authors are a) their inability to put themselves into the 

shoes of men and ask themselves how do men see women, and 

why, and b) women’s awful isscienacy, their appalling 

ignorance of science, which most of them say is too difficult for 

them, too mathematical, too abstract, too male. 

The real irony, from a masculist and MGTOW point of view, is 

that the patriarchy was created by women, due to women’s 

hypergamy, i.e. women’s instinct to “mate up” i.e. with superior 

males whose superior DNA would be inherited by her children, 

so that her children would have superior DNA than hers, and 

that is good for the species, and was selected for in evolutionary 

terms. 



Thus, thanks to women’s hypergamous instincts, women’s 

sexual preferences in men over 10,000s of generations, men are 

on average, taller, bigger, stronger, fiercer, and smarter than 

women. 

Science says, that men are on average about 4 IQ points smarter 

that the average female. Men, probably due to having only one 

X chromosome in their cells, have a greater variance in terms of 

virtually anything measurable, than women, so that men have a 

10% higher IQ variance than women, resulting in the morons 

and the genii being male, so not surprisingly, at the top end of 

the IQ performance scale, e.g. science Nobel prizes, 99% of 

them have been won by men. The female contribution is a 

piddly, pathetic, 1%. 

So, the feminists are busily complaining about the patriarchy, 

that women themselves created, not consciously, but as a side 

effect, an epi-phenomenon, resulting from women’s sexual 

preference for men who could give the kids of these women, 

superior DNA compared to hers. 

This kind of thinking is foreign to these feminists. They know 

nothing about masculism, nor MGTOW, and often, very little or 

no science. They are isscienates, in the eyes of masculist 

scientific theorists, like myself. 

In the early 70s, when I was a young man, and living in London 

for a year in 1971, I got caught up in the upswing of the 

feminist, i.e. the second wave, feminist movement. I was an avid 



male feminist, because I really hoped that feminism would make 

women “interesting” i.e. capable of sharing my intellectual 

passions for pure math and math physics. Half a century later, 

I’m still waiting for that to happen. In fact, the percentage of 

women winning science Nobel prizes in the second half century 

since the Nobels have been awarded, has actually gone DOWN, 

compared to the first half century. 

I have about 2000 math texts on my “4Ts” i.e. my 4 TB mass 

storage hard disks, at PhD and research levels. Only a handful of 

them are written by women. When I come across one, my first 

reaction is surprise “Oh! A woman! That’s unusual, for a 

research level math book.” My second reaction is 

disappointment, reasoning that women are math fuckwits, 

compared to men, as shown clearly by the scientific evidence, 

with the top scoring mathematicians being dominated by males. 

Since women are less genetically capable of inventing genius 

level math, math texts written by women at research level are 

inevitably mediocre, and this is born out in practice for me. All 

the genius texts that I really admire and study for hours every 

day are written by men, and usually by Ashkenazi Jewish men. 

When I hear the anti-patriarchy feminists claiming that the 

reason why women don’t do better at STEM fields, especially in 

the two toughest fields of pure math and math physics (which 

are my two intellectual passions) is due to male prejudice, I 

sneer. I piss on their intellectual dishonesty, or rather their sheer 

intellectual incompetence. 



For example, some years back I did a calculation that really 

made me contemptuous of feminists’ criticism of the patriarchy, 

causing me to see these feminazis are really “missing the point” 

which is that the patriarchy is merely a consequence of male 

genetic superiority. 

Imagine that the patriarchy is, as the feminists claim, due to 

male prejudice, then at various intellectual levels, e.g. the IQ 

level needed to get a bachelor degree in math, a masters degree 

in math, a PhD in math, to become a math professor, to win a 

Field’s Medal or Abel Prize (the math Nobel prize), one would 

expect the proportion of women to men at each level to fluctuate 

due to random social variations of male prejudice. 

On the other hand, if women are both dumber and have a lower 

IQ variance than men, then it should be possible to plug the 

male and the female means and the standard deviations (i.e. the 

square root of the variance) into the male and female Gaussian, 

bell curve formulas and then predict the proportion of men to 

women at each of the IQ levels mentioned above. 

I did this calculation and then looked around at the proportion of 

men to women at the various IQ levels in the real world, and the 

match was very good. For example, at the Fields Medal level, 

the prediction was that only about 1 woman per century would 

win one, and that is correct. Only one woman has won the Fields 

Medal. The proportion of women predicted to be math profs 

using these two bell curve formulas, was about 10%, similarly in 

computer science, and that is roughly what is the case in reality.  



So here I had a mathematical model of the achievement level of 

women to men that fitted the real world well. Its success made 

me sneer at the isscienacy and innumeracy of women. 

The math physics side of me is deeply misogynist. I am unable 

to share my intellectual passions with females. They are too 

dumb, too inferior. Now that I’m in my 70s, and my libido has 

pretty well dried up, I am now no longer “cunt driven” the way 

younger men are, who have to put up with women’s severe 

negative traits (e.g. nagging, manslavery, financial parasitism, 

female solipsism, etc.) in order to get sex from women. 

Since the main reason for me pretending to respect women, in 

the past, when I was still cunt hungry, is no longer operative, I 

really don’t need women in my life any more, so that I can just 

forget about them, and just get on with my male oriented 

intellectual passions.  

I’m a member of an e-dating site with still some months to run 

before I have to renew if I choose to, so I will keep my 

membership open for the next few months, to see if its possible 

to find some female companionship, but I’m cynical. So after 

this membership runs out, I wont renew, and then just get on 

with my womanless (i.e. MGTOW monk) lifestyle, 

concentrating on my male intellectual passions, allowing women 

to simply drop out of my mind, “out of sight, out of mind!” 

For women, to be influenced by masculist scientist opinions 

expressed above, they need to be taught. Women seem 



incapable, with their 10% smaller brains, their 10 billion fewer 

neurons, their 10% lower neural processing capacity, to put 

themselves in the shoes of men, and look at women from a male 

perspective. Women lack this ability to abstract. They just don’t 

have the brain capacity for it. This explains women’s awful 

solipsism, women’s awful self-centeredness that so annoys men. 

Women are less capable, less intelligent, and certainly, less 

genius than men, so it is not surprising, that male academics, 

sneer at the idea of becoming a professor of female gender 

studies, thinking that the specialty is unworthy of a male 

intellect.  

There are virtually no male professors of (female) gender 

studies, but soon, there will be a string of books about men’s 

issues, about MGTOW, about masculism, written by men, and 

since men are genetically smarter than women, men will soon 

dominate gender politics. Whenever men turn their minds to 

something, they always dominate it, due to their superior brains, 

their female-selected, hypergamy-created genetic superiority 

over women. 

Men, particularly male sages (i.e. intellectuals, thinkers) are 

contemptuous of women’s inferiorities, and only humor women, 

because men want to fuck them, but don’t take women seriously, 

due to women’s inferior track record, women’s negligible 

contribution to world culture building. Men are the creators and 

builders of cultures, and women are the parasites off those 

cultures, merely tolerated by men, due to women’s two 



traditional monopolies of vagina and womb, but with the sexbots 

and artwombs coming very soon, women will lose even those 

two props, and fall into deep depression as men see women for 

the truly inferior creatures that they are. It will then become 

commonly and openly expressed knowledge that the patriarchy, 

that the feminists keep harping about, is just the social and 

political consequence of male genetic superiority, and ironically, 

caused by women’s hypergamous instinct. Hence, the feminazis 

are fucked! There is no way to remove the patriarchy, so the 

feminazis are wasting their time. They are pursuing a phantom. 

Cheers, 

Prof. Dr. Hugo de Garis 

profhugodegaris@yahoo.com 

https://profhugodegaris.wordpress.com   (contains links to 300+ 

YouTube, Minds, BitChute, masculist essays/videos and to the 

book “MASCULISM, Men’s Rebellion Against Being 

Manslaves to Women, An e-Textbook of 300+ Masculist Fliers 

for Men’s Studies Courses”) 


