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To Maria Cariola,

who is so good at laughing and thinking.




Introduction

in 2019, I was admitted to Bispebjerg Hospital in Copenhagen. I suffer from a chronic autoimmune condition called ulcerative colitis. My body attacks itself. The disease is unpredictable and strange, and no one knows exactly why I have it. Outbreaks can be triggered by stress, certain foods and also – unfortunately – by too much wine. When I found out I was ill, I realised that my mind and my body were one. If I’m sad, stressed, or exhausted, I get sick. No one knows what my immune system has in store for me, my community or those who love me.

In 2020, a year after I was hospitalised, the magazine Mandag Morgen published an article: ‘Women continue to be net expense for the state’.1 It was the sequel to a seven-year-old hit, ‘Women are a deficit to society’, which was published by the Danish Broadcasting Corporation in 2013.2

Mandag Morgen’s article caught my eye. These headlines aren’t so different from many others about economics. They appear objective and logical. Value is described as the result of a calculation, as a question with a simple answer. Who could disagree that women leech off the state coffers?

The numbers cited in the article were from the Danish Ministry of Finance. The ministry’s method was quite simple: they calculated the value of women’s contribution to the state by looking at their tax payments versus the costs of the services they receive during a lifetime and compared that to men’s. Women got more than they gave, the article said: they took more parental leave, mothers frequently worked part time, and typically worked lower paying jobs in the public sector. They also ‘drained’ the public sector by tending to do expensive things like give birth. Denmark would be richer if women’s lives looked more like men’s, the experts concluded.

Due to their convincing form, these types of calculations have seeped into our culture and conversations. In 2024, it was reported that a candidate for Reform UK wrote on a message board two years earlier that he was sick of all this complaining from ‘the sponging gender’. The reason he gave was simple economics: ‘Men pay 80% of tax – women spend 80% of tax revenue. On aggregate as a group, you only take from society.’ According to him, women were ‘subsidised by men to merely breath [sic]’.3

The people who had cared for me at Bispebjerg Hospital were, by his logic and the ministry’s, part of the problem. They worked in the public sector, many of them not making much money. The value of the work they had done was measured by the price of their labour; their work wasn’t seen as creating value. This stunned me. They had saved my life. Every penny I earned from here on out was a direct consequence of their work.

Something was wrong. I felt we were looking at value in a distorted way. How did the economists in the Danish state reach a conclusion like this, and how had it become so widely accepted that it could go completely unchallenged, as if it were objective fact? This book seeks to answer that question. It’s the history of how one very specific way of looking at value has trumped all others. You might feel that economics only impacts your life when you get paid or you visit your bank. But every single waking hour of your day is shaped by calculations coming from the state. Every profession, activity, product and relationship is part of what we call ‘the economy’, and is assigned a number, which represents its value. Understanding how this system works means pulling back the curtain on the decisions and ideas that have made our societies what they are today. The system can seem impossible to challenge. But I promise you, it is not.

THE LANGUAGE OF POWER

Economics is the mother tongue of politics. It is the language of power. No other way of thinking comes close to having the influence that economic concepts do. What we can afford has become the same as what is possible.

Like the headlines framing women as an economic burden, economic language can seem straightforward. We sometimes speak as if somewhere, a group of people with exceptionally strong Excel skills can answer a simple yes or no to the question of whether we can afford to staff hospitals better. It isn’t so surprising that we think this. Thanks in part to the media, which loves nothing more than yes or no answers and official-looking graphs, we’ve been deluded into seeing economics as an exact science without any real internal debate. Many people would probably be surprised to learn that economists disagree about what money is, what banks do, what productivity means, and what inflation entails. In fact, in my work with economics, it has been difficult for me to find even a single thing that all economists agree on. Two of the world’s most famous economists, Paul Krugman and Gregory Mankiw, disagree about the fundamental issue of whether or not rich people have earned their money in a legitimate way.4 Every single day, there is disagreement about the past, present and future.

This debate is good, I think. This is how it should be in a social science dedicated to the study of people and our behaviour. And yet, we find ourselves part of a public discourse in which we are constantly presented with definitive economic answers, as if this disagreement didn’t exist.

This is because there is one line of economic thinking that dominates all the others. It is most present in public institutions, in organisations such as the European Union and in the media. Its dominance is evident in the fact that it can state its conclusions without needing to account for the assumptions it has made about value, society and justice. We almost never see these assumptions laid out; they operate behind apparently neutral numbers. I have chosen to call this dominant form of economics ‘established economics’.

Besides the ideas championed by established economics, there are tons of alternative ways of thinking at play in universities, in books and debates; many of these are included in this book. But to the great disappointment of all the exciting economists who have developed different visions and methods, their influence on the actual organisation of society is extremely limited. As the economist Diane Coyle writes in her book Cogs and Monsters, there is always a delay between academic work and what gets applied in practice.5

The economist Joan Robinson once said, ‘The purpose of studying economics is not to acquire a set of ready-made answers to economic questions, but to learn how to avoid being deceived by economists.’6 Every day, many of us are deceived by established economics. Even prime ministers, journalists and CEOs. Even economists.

FIGHTING TOOTH AND NUMBERS

The first reason that we have an established way of economic thinking (and thousands of unestablished ones) is because economic debate is a power struggle. The economist Paul Samuelson once said that he didn’t care who wrote a nation’s laws, as long as he got to write its economics textbooks.7 Smart guy. The discipline that defines what has worth is the discipline that shapes the future. For that reason, many people throughout history have fought to have their particular economic analysis be considered ‘true’.

The second reason is that politics creates a high demand for precise answers. Once we have a dominant narrative in place, it becomes difficult to challenge, creating a tough environment for the more sidelined forms of economics. There’s nothing politicians love more than saying ‘My plan will create 3,500 new jobs!’ or ‘My plan will save the state 8 million dollars!’ There’s something comforting about these claims, for both the citizen and the politician. The future can feel frightening, and numbers signal that we’ve got it under control. The correct decision is always just a calculator away. Established economics has been excellent at getting its answers to appear precise and scientific.

But this authority is a false one. No one knows what will happen in 2030. No one knows what will happen in six months.

The methods that economists have developed have given them unparalleled political power. There is no doubt that economics is the most powerful discipline in modern politics, regardless of which domain is under analysis.8 Who wouldn’t be tempted by the promise of a science that can speak with authority on such diverse things as elder care and shipping containers?

Economists’ answers to the tasks and questions posed to them by politicians are presented as neutral assessments. All over the world there are offices devoted to state finances and well-funded economic councils, but we rarely hear about sociological or anthropological councils. The sociologists Marion Fourcade, Etienne Ollion and Yann Algan, who study the power of economic language, have called this ‘the superiority of economists’. There’s double entendre here: economists have more power relative to other social sciences. But this power has also given them substantial ‘self-confidence’ – a self-confidence that sometimes exceeds its limits.9

When the Danish government set up expert groups in 2021 and 2023 to look at climate taxes and employment reforms respectively, over half of the members of the group were economists, and there were no members with a background in natural or social science. Economists are also the only people who can become ‘wise men’ in the Danish Economic Council, which evaluates the consequences of Danish policy. According to the wise men themselves, their analyses are ‘an independent contribution to the decision-making basis for economic policy.’10 In 2013, the daily newspaper Information reviewed the Economic Council’s growth forecasts and found that only one out of 35 turned out to be accurate.11 When you read a newspaper headline about what something ‘costs’ the state, this number usually comes from these offices. The calculations and conclusions are rarely legitimately challenged – at least not publicly.

WHY FEMINIST ECONOMICS?

Since the 1960s, feminist economics has challenged the established notions of value, setting their sights especially on what is called reproduction: all the paid and unpaid activities it takes to keep people healthy, happy and alive. In this book, I have defined these activities broadly, including everything from the state school system to comforting a friend who’s just been dumped. Reproduction is any act where at least two people in one way or another transform each other’s minds or bodies. They leave the interaction somehow changed: more healthy, happy and alive. I use the words reproduction and care work (and occasionally maintenance) to describe these activities.

We often talk about care work as something that only sick people, old people, disabled people and children need. Feminist economics sees things differently: for us, caring for each other is a constant in all our lives. It is a prerequisite for us all being here, even in periods when we’re healthy and apparently self-sufficient. No one can exist without, at some point, being taken care of and treated as valuable by other people. Caring is the work that makes all other work possible. This is a core belief of feminist economics, and as we’ll see, it is a radical economic position.

It’s not called feminist economics because only women benefit from understanding who has access to receiving care, who performs it, and how we value it. It’s called feminist economics because women, for better or for worse, have always spent more time on these activities. Care affects us all, because it shapes our bodies, minds, homes, workplaces and the entire state.

If you are looking for a book with concrete tips on how to make your husband do the dishes more, this one isn’t for you (unless, like me, you find tremendous self-help in the explanatory power of historical insights and political analyses. Then this book is perfect for you!). My gaze is fixed on the systems within which we all make decisions. It makes no difference to me whether you’re a stay-at-home parent, an entrepreneur or happily childless. Regardless, you are a person who has both received and given care during your life. The circumstances under which we care for each other’s bodies and minds aren’t a given – it is an eternal struggle both to be able to care and to refuse to do so.

In this book, it might seem like only cisgender women, cisgender men and heterosexual nuclear families exist. This is due to how established economics has dealt with gender. With its devotion to neutrality and mathematics, economics has struggled to relate to the diversity of bodies and has had difficulty acknowledging the existence of discrimination and inequality. We don’t all have the same starting point or the same bodies, but established economics has created and used a rigid concept of the ‘normal’ person. Therefore, established economics has also struggled to account for how the workforce is produced, where it comes from and what it requires to exist. But that doesn’t mean that economics is irrelevant for those who do not identify with heteronormative understandings of gender and family. Quite the opposite! Producing labour power has always been a key economic question. Therefore, many of the cultural clampdowns on childless cis women, trans people, queer life, and alternative family forms have been supported by thinly veiled economic arguments that these people do not fulfil their reproductive obligations (a recent vice-presidential candidate in the United States called democrats with no children ‘a bunch of childless cat ladies who are miserable at their own lives and the choices that they’ve made and so they want to make the rest of the country miserable, too’)12. Therefore, what we consider to be a correct man, a woman, and a family is very much an economic issue. A nuclear family with a primary breadwinner and a secondary caregiver in paid work is an economic vessel as well as a source of love and care.

From an established economic perspective, the nuclear family is a highly cost-effective way to create new labour: it can hardly be cheaper to acquire new citizens than it is in this constellation. There are clear roles and as few hours and adults involved as possible. Regardless of your gender, sexuality or family form, you will find that anything that doesn’t fit into the nuclear family constantly encounters institutional and cultural resistance in society as it stands today. You can switch things up a bit: maybe the straight man is the primary caregiver, maybe there are two same-sex parents. But the economy disciplines us. When care is deemed worthless, as few hours as possible should be spent on it.

Denmark is one of the world’s most gender-equal countries, but the reality is that women here spend on average 54 minutes more than men working in the home every single day. Women work 3.5 hours in the home per day, men about 2.5.13 And this doesn’t include the mental load, which is the time spent planning, researching and organising the day-to-day running of the household. If you are not Danish, the numbers are probably more unequal where you live. Globally, 708 million women say that the reason they are not in paid work is because of care responsibilities. This is the case for only 40 million men.14 Seventy-five per cent of the world’s housework is performed by women.15

[image: Four line graphs depict the employment penalty after the birth of a child for men and women in Denmark, the United States, the United Kingdom and Germany. Each graph marks the child’s birth and indicates a long-run penalty percentage, with women’s employment dropping significantly more than men’s.]
1. Graphs showing how earnings change after the birth of a first child. In every country across the globe, the penalty is larger for women. For most men, having children does not decrease your income; in some places, it might even increase it. Graphs adapted from a paper by Henrik Kleven et al: ‘Child Penalties across Countries: Evidence and Explanations’, AEA Papers and Proceedings, Vol. 109, 2019.

The extra hour that Danish women spend in the home each day adds up to nine weeks of full-time work more than men each year. Of course, much of this has to do with children. On average, the lifetime income of a Danish woman drops around 20 per cent after having her first child, which has serious consequences for their economic freedom and pensions.16 In the European Union, the income that is ‘lost’ to women as a result of unpaid caretaking is around 242 billion euros each year.17 Men’s work hours, meanwhile, remain almost the same after having kids. There are two tragedies in this statistic. Performing unpaid care work is not just a burden but also a gift. And as it stands, both the burdens and the gifts are very unequally distributed.

If we turn to the paid sphere, women make up 80 per cent of all employees in the Danish social work and healthcare sector.18 In the European Union, women make up 76 per cent of everyone who works with in the care sector.19 Globally, the care sector consists of 249 million women and 132 million men.20

Women all over the world simply spend more time taking care of other people, both at home and at work, both when they are being paid, and when they are not. The mother tongue of politics struggles not only to understand the value of caring for one another, it struggles to understand the value of much of what makes life worth living.

THE PRICE OF EVERYTHING AND THE VALUE OF NOTHING

This is very much a book about the power of prices. In the 1870s, economics started striving for the status of a natural science. Before this period, the discipline was often called ‘political economy’ and it was widely accepted that it was a social science, affected by ideology, philosophy and rampant internal debate. But after this period, it gained a new name and status. Now, it was just known as economics. The thinkers of this period desired a physics of society, but they lacked the precise numbers that physics had: kilos, centimetres, volume. They devised an intricate mathematics to solve this problem, and the scientific measure they landed on was prices. Price was, and still is, the most exact measure of value in economics. Every aspect of politics today is shaped by this. These numbers sometimes become more real than the lived realities that hide behind them. The price put on something has major implications for whether it is prioritised by the political system. Things that are difficult to fix the price of – care, friends, family, art and rest – live a perilous life in the mathematics of the state.

When everything has a price, a hierarchy is created. At the bottom, we find the things, services and people whose worth is hardest to account for. This doesn’t mean that they are actually worthless – just that they are treated by politics and the media as if they are. When something doesn’t have a price, its price becomes, by default, zero. The unpriced world is rife with uncertainty.

EXPANDING POWERS

In this book, I focus on economic thinking from Europe and the United States. There’s a reason for this. The most powerful economic ideas have spread from these places to nearly every corner of the globe. To participate in the European Union, the United Nations, the World Bank or the International Monetary Fund, you need to follow established economic ideas about the national economy.

The philosopher Olúf[image: e]mi O. Táíwò and the historian Michael Franczak have argued that many of the decision-making processes in these organisations are a continuation of colonial history.21 And then, of course, there is the gentlemen’s agreement that the leader of the International Monetary Fund is always European, while the leader of the World Bank is always American. In order to understand the world, we need to understand how the world’s most powerful people think.

In the year 2000, the economist Edward Lazear proudly claimed that economics (as opposed to the other social sciences) was a ‘genuine science’, and that its methods had ‘imperial’ power that had ‘invaded’ territories that had previously been believed unfit for them. I agree with him, but don’t know that I would be proud of it.22

TO MEASURE IS TO LIVE

Feminism’s most important insight is that the people and activities with the highest status in society haven’t got there via fair, neutral processes. We always need to take a close look at history to understand why some people and things are praised, while others are put down; why some are paid well, and others poorly. This detective work often uncovers violence, coercion and oppression that has previously been invisible.

The European history of ideas has, understandably, been drawn to the possibility of a discipline that could use rationality to prevent war and conflict, and replace human chaos with apolitical, mathematical and transparent systems. I empathise with this dream; who wouldn’t want that? But it created an intense intellectual attraction to everything that could be measured, which meant ignoring or even attempting to eliminate everything in our lives which was unpredictable, embodied and filled with feeling. And that is still the case today.

In the century preceding the Enlightenment, wild things were happening on the European continent. Old ways of living and thinking were being replaced by the new. The witch hunts, enclosure of common lands and violent peasant rebellions all attest to this. At the same time, it was a riveting time for science; a lot of the things we are most proud of today stem from this period. In chapters 1 and 2, I delve into the devastating knock-on effects that the philosophy of this time had for women and care work. Women and the home became black boxes, feared and reviled for their emotionality and unpredictability. Many of the male philosophers of this time denied their own mortality and dependency. They wanted to see themselves as completely independent, so they made the people who cared for them invisible.

In chapter 3, I explore how we built a world where a person’s suffering could lead to contempt and ridicule – with Britney Spears lighting our way! Why was she, rather than the paparazzi, managers and gossip bloggers, the target of our ire? The rational individual, Homo economicus, who is driven by self-interest, enters the scene, and we will begin to see how the presence of care has become the exception, and the absence of care the norm.

In chapters 4 and 5, I show how economists increased their power and entrenched a new language in politics. The price theory they cooked up was a huge break with what had previously been on the table, with wide-ranging implications for how we value things, even now. Looking at that which has no price, or looking behind a price, has become almost impossible. We will see how economists in the 1900s got closer to politicians and developed the concept of GDP (gross domestic product) – which was a disaster for unpaid care work (and the environment!) because it became valueless both in cultural and monetary terms.

As we move into chapter 6, I discuss how feminism sometimes unintentionally, sometimes with great vigour, has framed men’s lives as liberty, and doing care work as oppressive, or even a waste of time. Paid work, we have been told, is real freedom. But for the most vulnerable women, paid work has been a constant part of life – and they do not feel particularly free. I show how we have attempted to keep care cheap at all costs, leading to those who perform it being made out to be both ‘naturally’ good at it, and unskilled. And I challenge the idea that men’s lives are ones women should emulate – after all, how happy do men really seem?

A friend of mine worked at an architecture firm that was bought up by a hedge fund. Her experience and what it meant for the care and joy in her life is recounted in chapter 7. In the workplace, we have come to punish those who care for others, because the value of that work is so difficult to quantify. Only one type of person is optimal: the one who performs on the bottom line, consistently, constantly. Great for the numbers, terrible for people.

Zooming out further and looking at the state, the devaluation of care has led to the use of economic models in policy that have no real grasp on the role that public services play in the economy. In chapters 8 and 9, I track what this has meant for our societies and our lives. Using economic models to optimise and systematise care has turned hospitals into factories and citizens into customers. The care sector is plagued by constant mistrust, criticism and suspicion. Under the guise of rationality and science, a hugely political way to look at what it means to give and receive care has cloaked itself as the only alternative, leading to a massive care crisis that affects us all.

< >

In this book, we’re on the trail of a mystery. In 1965, Denmark had a GDP of 750 billion Danish kroner. In 2015, that number was 2,000 billion.23 The picture is similar all over the world. In 1997 US GDP was $8.58 trillion – while in 2023 it was $27.36 trillion. In the UK, meanwhile, GDP in 1997 was $1.56 trillion; in 2023 it was $3.35 trillion. Why is it that there is so much wealth, yet we feel so terrible? How have we reached a moment where we are at the very pinnacle of monetary and technological progress, but our care systems are crumbling and people are dying on the streets? That is what we must unravel.

I became a feminist because I felt like shit. If I hadn’t felt like shit, I would never have become a feminist. When I was 20 years old, I was the victim of digital sexual violence, what we used to call revenge porn. More than anything, I didn’t understand what was happening. I didn’t understand why other people were treating me the way they did, the shame I felt, and why I didn’t get the help and care I so desperately needed. Since then, feminism has helped me understand the world around me. I hope that this book can help you, too, that it can give you a fresh perspective on things that sometimes feel so normalised that you don’t even notice them. For me, the work of understanding my society is a way of showing respect for myself and my surroundings. The first order of change is knowing what needs changing. Established economics operates in the shadows, and we need to bring it to light.

People have always said that things couldn’t be different. And they have always been wrong.




CHAPTER 1

A Mechanical Universe


‘You understood that, for you,
politics was a question of life or death.’

ÉDOUARD LOUIS, WHO KILLED MY FATHER



at the end of the 1600s, something changed about the way people related to their surroundings. We call the period that started here and lasted for the next 200 years or so the Enlightenment. What was once dark would now be lit up! Humanity had been drenched in tradition and superstition, but now, scientific methods could be developed based on experiments and empiricism. Mathematics was seen by many as the divine language of the world. Thinkers, scientists and politicians measured and weighed like never before. Order had to be made of the chaos. Early on, the clock became an ideal for the great philosophers. The clock, with its small gears and mechanical functions, was a metaphor for the world. God even became known as the Great Watchmaker. Those who investigated the world saw themselves as the rational ones studying the chaos – and they were, of course, superior to the objects they studied.

It must be said that the Enlightenment was also enormously important in advancing the fight for equal rights for every individual and paving the way for what would eventually become feminism. But the focus on quantification and rationality had serious consequences for the philosophers’ ability to understand the meaning of care and human connection. The body was firmly rejected in favour of the mind, and we began to fear things that were unpredictable and emotional.

But even before the Enlightenment, this fear of the body shows up in the work of our greatest thinkers, the ones who still shape the lives we live today. All the way back in antiquity, an irritated Socrates, on his deathbed, dismissed his weeping wife:


If we are ever to gain untroubled knowledge of anything, we must get rid of [the body], and with the soul by itself look at things in themselves … For if it is impossible to attain to pure knowledge while we are associated with the body, one of two things must follow; either we can nowhere at all acquire it, or only after death … And during our lifetime we shall in this way, I think, make the nearest approach to knowledge, if we abstain as far as possible from intercourse and communication with the body … For that the impure ever attain to the pure is, I fear, unlawful.1



In other words: it’s better to die than to listen to the body and its needs, and the body is in direct conflict with philosophy and reason. It is precisely this attempt to be superior to the impure, chaotic body and create a ‘pure’ society that this whole book is about.

Attacks on forms of life that were seen as chaotic intensified in the century leading up to the Enlightenment. When people in the 1500s and 1600s began to think in a more structured way about the state, citizens, work and the economy, animosity began to spread among priests, lords and politicians all over Europe towards the traditional forms of superstition, community and work that were prevalent among peasants. Peasants, who greatly outnumbered everyone else in society, were unruly, lustful and lazy. They rebelled and made trouble. Many of them were killed as a result. And some of them were accused of witchcraft.

In 1486, the Malleus Maleficarum, or Hammer of Witches, was written by the German priest Heinrich Kramer and theologist James Sprenger. It was a handbook for identifying witches. The book encouraged its readers to tell priests or judges if they knew, saw or heard ‘that any person is reported to be a heretic or witch’.2 It became a bestseller all over Europe. In Germany alone, there were 16 editions, and in France at least 11 editions by 1700. The Malleus Maleficarum wasn’t just about witches, but about women’s nature in general. Across Europe, priests began to preach about the uncontrollable desire of woman, which was in league with the Devil.3 The biblical tale about Eve succumbing to temptation in the Garden of Eden, and tempting Adam in turn, served as a constant reminder: woman was cunning; she was duplicitous. Men were encouraged to fear women.4

In Germany and Denmark, there were rumours that sleeping with the wrong women might result in having your penis cut off and hidden in a tree. In her book Caliban and the Witch, which deals with the relationship between the witch trials and the European economy, the political theorist Silvia Federici writes: ‘Certainly we can say that the language of the witch-hunt “produced” the Woman as a different species, a being sui generis, more carnal and perverted by nature.’5

Men and women who had worked together and shared tasks became estranged from one another. Historians Frances and Joseph Gies write that the woman was the partner of the man: ‘often his equal, sometimes more than his equal’. But more and more, women were confined to the tasks associated with children and the home, while the man toiled outside it.6 This estrangement lives on in modern times in more or less visible ways – for example, in books like John Gray’s Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus (1992), which claims to teach you how to ‘understand the opposite sex’, as if they spoke another language. Pop culture is full of scheming women who can’t be trusted regarding their own desires and intentions. They lie. They manipulate. They bring good men to the brink of insanity with their distortions, like in the song ‘What Do You Mean?’ by Justin Bieber, when the woman wants to fight, then love, then go to the right, then to the left. She confounds him by nodding, then expressing a wish to say no. In the television series Mad Men, the classic Freudian question gets paraphrased when one adman asks: ‘What do women want?’ and another answers: ‘Who cares?’

[image: Two pages with text in a foreign language depict women reaching out towards penises growing from trees.]
2. The myth of penis trees kept by dangerous women was prevalent in various European contexts. These images come from the thirteenth-century French novel, Le Roman de la Rose.

The woman is an eternal mystery. Can she be trusted? Does she even know what she wants? Can she think logically? A



[image: A cover titled ‘A Candle in the Dark or, A Treatise Concerning the Nature of Witches and Witchcraft’ by Thomas Ady, published in 1656, features an illustration of a candle held in a hand. The text provides advice to judges and officials on sentencing those accused of witchcraft.]
3. The new light of rationality would be cast upon the witches and reveal them in the eyes of the law. Cover of A Candle in the Dark, 1656.
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A CONTROLLABLE WORLD





[image: An illustration depicts a kneeling man next to a fire. A line connects the leg near the fire to the brain.]
4. In Descartes’ understanding, the body was mechanical. When we touched fire, for example, a message would be sent to our brain, which would release a liquid that would make the muscles contract. The feelings of the mind were divorced from the body. Illustration from Traité de l’Homme, 1664.
UNRULY LADIES



[image: A pamphlet titled ‘The Parliament of Women’ printed by W. Wilson shows a person at a bench surrounded by women. The text describes newly enacted laws.]
5. The Parliament of Women was a satirical pamphlet clearly amping up the connection between women, emotions and lack of discipline. If women were in power, they would fight for dangerous things like ‘ease’, ‘pompe’ and ‘wantonnesse’.
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