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§

Everyday  
Bullshit

There’s  a  constant narrative  about men 
in the modern world, mostly critical – and curated by  
everyone except us.

Fortunately, as we’re the ultimate authority on our-
selves, it’s us – nobody else – who gets to have the final 
say on matters of masculinity.
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So, as we’re long overdue a reality check, let’s do some 
conscious uncoupling from the everyday bullshit of being 
a bloke.

Chivalry

In short, don’t buy it. No, seriously – don’t pick up that tab! 
At a time when young women are solvent, self-sufficient  
and frequently out-earning their male counterparts (the 
Chartered Management Institute found that female man-
agers in their twenties are now earning 2.1 per cent more 
than men of the same age) we should help them enjoy 
the fruits of their labour. Especially on dates, where the 
boundaries of a relationship are defined early.

This doesn’t have to be a romance-free divide of who 
had the biggest starter, but a mutually kind sharing of 
plates – as well as minds – is just plain polite.

Typically, social etiquette dictates that the ‘asker’ funds 
the first date, whilst the ‘ask-ee’ gets the second, so feel 
free to follow this blueprint – but do it in a coffee shop 
where everything’s a bit more low-key. Stop the naff, 
overstated gestures of Michelin-starred restaurants for a 
first date. You’re not Donald Trump and you don’t even 
know if she’s even worth it yet. She might order three 
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courses and a bottle of wine and then sit there – lobot-
omised – when the bill arrives.

Instead, take her for a caffeine hit somewhere original 
and be generous there. The gesture is the same, as is the 
level of respect for another person’s time, but the financial 
impact is not. It also suggests casual parity and looks a 
lot less desperate than booking the best table somewhere 
like the Chiltern Firehouse, which, BTW, is totally over 
now Bono’s been.

From here you’re free to upgrade accordingly because, 
by this point, you’ll know you’re paying for somebody 
who treats you (and your wallet) with a bit of decorum. 
After all, if she’s not a sex object, you’re not a success 
object. Everybody wins.

Naturally, plenty of women already go dutch. Plenty 
more settle the tab altogether. We like these women. A 
lot. We like them more when they allow us to treat them 
– and, likewise, when they spoil us. I just wish they’d be 
less discreet and a bit more consistent, because over the 
months it took me to write this book I observed hundreds 
of men financing dinners in fancy places, whilst their 
glamorous guests froze at the presentation of the credit 
card machine – even though, decorated with expensive 
handbags and bodies contorted into various post-surgical 
poses, they could clearly afford to cough up.

Besides, it wasn’t so long ago that opening doors, 
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offering seats and paying for dates was branded ‘benev-
olent sexism’ – which is seriously scraping the bottom of 
the hardship barrel. Personally, it made me think of Bart 
Simpson’s sage advice when he noted ‘you’re damned if 
you do and you’re damned if you don’t’.

So, quite simply, ditch the chivalry act and save such 
welcome efforts for your friends. You are not desperate.

That said, there are certainly some undercurrents of 
chivalry that are worth keeping. These are otherwise 
referred to as: ‘being nice’. Holding a door open just 
makes the minutiae of daily life a bit easier for everyone 
(apart from that awkward moment when there are loads 
in a row and you run out of ways to say thank you). Even 
Hulk Hogan, who could probably rip the thing off its 
hinges, would be grateful for somebody extending such 
basic courtesy, because it’s not really about whether he 
could muster the strength to hold it open. It’s just being 
decent.

If anything, the bigger issue is age, not sex. In parts 
of Asia, pensioners are revered. Here, they’re allowed to 
soil themselves whilst a ‘carer’ nicks £20 from their purse. 
So here’s an idea: chivalry ultimately means putting the 
other person first, even just for a second. So, as we can 
all do this regardless of our hormone group, let’s start by 
being nice to our elders and our youngsters first, then 
work our way inwards.
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This way, everybody wins in order. Men and women 
together.

Working dads

It’s a mathematical fact there aren’t enough hours in the 
day for anyone, male or female, to work sixty-hour weeks, 
all year, raise children and run a house full-time. So the 
idea that it should be split down the middle to prove some 
political point might sound right-on, but – in reality – 
it’s the cause of so much unnecessary marital conflict.

Instead, let’s be realistic. Whether it’s an unwelcome 
truth or not, most new mothers like to nurture the baby 
they’ve been carrying for nine months, whilst fathers typi-
cally return to work and help bankroll it.

THIS IS ABSOLUTELY OK.
Think about it: women carry life. That’s the ultimate. 

We can’t compete with that, so our purpose is to provide 
for that life. That’s our identity as fathers and what we 
bring to the table. It’s been this way since time imme-
morial because it’s cost-effective, practical and sensible. 
Recent legislative changes tried to rewrite this fact when 
the coalition brought in extended paternity leave in 2011, 
taking it beyond the standard two weeks, but it failed 
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miserably. Fewer than one in fifty used it. In fact, for vari-
ous reasons, a quarter of new fathers took no leave at all.

THIS IS ALSO ABSOLUTELY OK IF IT’S WHAT 
EACH HOUSEHOLD WANTS.

Eventually, in every relationship, somebody will need 
to take the bulk of one responsibility, whilst the other 
manages the rest. Personally, I don’t care who assumes 
the traditional breadwinner role, but unless you can 
afford a nanny (or manny) to do it for you, you’ll need 
to face the prickly modern dilemma of parental roles.

Whatever the outcome, just remember: it’s a toss-up 
between you and your partner, not a coin-flip adjudicated 
by topless banshees from FEMEN. I say this because 
whenever working fathers are discussed in the media, 
the insinuation is that they don’t pull their weight.

Actually, the opposite is true: aside from proving we 
can multi-task just fine, research collated by the Father-
hood Institute shows British dads work the longest hours 
in Europe – an average of 46.9 hours per week, compared 
with 45.5 hours in Portugal, 41.5 hours in Germany and 
40 hours in France. Around one in eight UK fathers 
work excessively long hours – 60 or more – whilst almost 
40 per cent graft more than 48 hours each week, so –  
contrary to popular opinion – we don’t leave the house 
every morning to ride the Venga Bus and shag our 
secretaries.
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In fact, we’re spending more time with our children 
than ever.

In the late 1990s, dads of children under five were 
devoting an average of two hours per day on child-related 
activities, compared to less than fifteen minutes in the 
mid-1970s.

Today, fathers’ time spent with their children currently 
accounts for one-third of total parental childcare, so there.

The Patriarchy™

For decades therapists have listened to people blame their 
parents for their own mentalisms – because it’s easier to 
abdicate personal responsibility and blame a more pow-
erful presence.

On a much bigger, more pernicious scale, that’s exactly 
what modern society does with men and theories of The 
Patriarchy™. But, hang on, does it even exist?

‘We have never really lived in a “patriarchy” the 
way feminists have historically defined it,’ says VICE 
 magazine-featured activist Karen Straughan.

Whilst feminists will point to CEOs, politicians 

and people in positions of enormous power and 
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responsibility, they don’t so much acknowledge the 

power of lobby groups to sway those politicians. When 

it comes to gender issues, women have the more power-

ful lobby. Just look at abortion, birth control, divorce 

law and custody issues etc. The men’s lobby is virtually 

non-existent. In fact, in many cases, men depend on 

the campaigning of women, like myself.

In other words, even if we do live in a patriarchy, it’s 
a gynocentric one that prioritises the care of women. 
After all, they may have fought for the vote, but men 
still have it taken away if they don’t sign up for mili-
tary draft.

If ordinary men only have their problems addressed 

when women speak up for them, and when politicians 

can be convinced those problems also harm mothers 

and children, then the ‘patriarchy’ feminists envision 

does not exist. It is not a system that benefits men at 

the expense of women.

There may have been a patriarchy at some point in 

history, but it has never been a system that oppresses 

women for men’s express benefit. And whatever form of 

patriarchy might have existed, it’s now almost entirely 

eradicated in the West.
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The sentencing gap

Just when you think you’ve heard the last truly absurd 
idea, another appears right before you – like the cognitive 
equivalent of a corrupt MP (or his equally corrupt wife).

Believe it or not, the latest brain fail is the campaign 
for all women’s prisons to be closed. Yep, you read that 
correctly. In 2007, Frances Crook, the director of the 
Howard League for Penal Reform, was quoted in The 
Guardian as saying: ‘For women who offend, prison sim-
ply doesn’t work. It is time to end the use of traditional 
prisons for women.’

Since then, the debate has continually rambled on – 
which is impressive considering it doesn’t actually have 
any merit and we’re all supposed to be equal.

Apparently, in her eyes, jailing violent offenders – 
you know, murderers, paedophiles and arsonists – is 
utterly counterproductive if they have a penchant for 
Meg Ryan films. Instead, female felons should be free-
range, purely because they’re women. WHICH ISN’T 
REMOTELY SEXIST OR GENDER PROFILING, 
of course.

Personally, this theory alone might be worthy of a 
custodial sentence, not least because we already know 
it doesn’t work.
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In the early 1970s London’s Holloway Prison was com-
pletely demolished and rebuilt after hardcore feminists 
asserted that women only commit crimes because of a) 
men and b) momentary mental illness – which could 
be cured with lots of hand-holding and group therapy.

So, at an estimated cost of £6 million, a new hospi-
tal-like prison was opened in 1977 to lead the future of 
correctional reform for female offenders. Except it was all 
bollocks and – forty years on – there are more Holloway 
inmates than ever and the building is a dump. Awkward.

Yes, it’s very unfortunate that people end up in jail, but 
they’re generally in there for a reason. Besides, these insti-
tutions make our lives better by keeping scary  people off 
the streets, including – at one point – Martha  Stewart, 
which further proves my point. Have you seen the Amer-
ican version of The Apprentice? She’s terrifying.

Besides, without women’s prisons we wouldn’t have 
Orange Is the New Black or the criminally underrated 
Brokedown Palace – which would be a shame. OK, maybe 
I’m not selling this, but what I am saying is: prisons are 
democratic. Nobody is above the law. Not by class, race 
or sex. That’s the whole point.

More pertinently, what exactly are these campaigners 
worrying about? Few women are jailed anyway – unlike 
men. Last October, during a House of Commons debate 
on the topic of female sentencing, MP Philip Davies 
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delivered a rapid-fire critique of the way UK courts fre-
quently go easy on women.

A transcript of the debate, which can be found online 
at parliament.uk, is fourteen pages long and lines up false 
assumptions like beer cans on a fence, which he shoots 
down – bang! – with fact.

Specifically, he found that more men were sentenced to 
immediate custody in every offence group, in every court, 
in every part of the country – for exactly the same crimes. 
The figures, compiled and verified by the Home Office, 
show that 34.7 per cent of male offenders were sentenced to 
immediate custody for offences involving violence against 
a person compared to only 16.9 per cent of women.

Similarly 44.9 per cent of men went straight to prison 
for committing a burglary compared to 26.6 per cent of 
women, as well as 61.7 per cent of male robbers com-
pared to just 37.7 per cent of female robbers.

One of the excuses for this is that women are so con-
trolled by men they only break the law because we tell 
them to – a bit like ASBO Stepford Wives. Not only is 
this seriously undermining a woman’s brain power and 
autonomy, but – if it were true – we’d also be saying 
that men are responsible for all the terrible things in the 
world, which can’t be true when you consider the Falk-
lands War, Loose Women and Mumsnet.

All equally devastating, all led by women. Enough said.
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The Jay-Z effect

Who knows what happened in that lift? No, seriously, 
who knows? I want the details. Now.

Not just to satisfy my morbid curiosity, but so I can 
write a huge take-down piece on Solange Knowles, who 
clearly still hasn’t understood what she did wrong.

It’s perhaps ironic that Beyoncé’s little sister can’t 
score a hit in the charts, but can on her brother-in-law – 
then again, he was an easy target, being both male and 
in an enclosed space. Fortunately, if her music career 
does continue to flounder, at least she has a future in 
comedy, because, apparently, the whole incident was 
H-I-L-A-R-I-O-U-S!

Camilla Long, journalist at The Times, wrote on Twit-
ter: ‘HA HA HA. I love the way he grabs her foot, as 
if that’s somehow going to power things down.’ Mean-
while, Caitlin Moran added: ‘I AM OBSESSED WITH 
THIS VIDEO … Her shoe comes off in his groin. She’s 
going for it.’

I check myself over and – no, sorry – still not laughing.
Perhaps The Observer’s Barbara Ellen will show me the 

light. She’s always fun. ‘It’s important to note that what 
happened in the lift was not domestic violence,’ she asserts 
unconvincingly. Not least because a) that’s exactly how 
she defined Charles Saatchi grabbing Nigella Lawson’s 



S T A N D  B Y  Y O U R  M A N H O O D

209

neck and b) the Home Office themselves describe it as: 
‘Any incident or threatening behaviour, violence or abuse 
(psychological, physical, sexual, financial or emotional) 
between adults who are or have been intimate partners 
or are family members, regardless of gender or sexuality.’

Oh. But I have faith. With a Jerry Maguire-type voice 
in my head I think, ‘Come on Barbara. Show. Me. The. 
FUNNY!’ and read on. ‘Some females might have peri-
ods in their life when they get “slap-happy”, primarily 
when socialising, maybe when attention-seeking, usu-
ally when drunk (guilty!),’ she continues.

No, still not laughing. Instead, my instinct is to close 
all the windows in my house and scream very loudly into 
a cushion that Barbara Ellen is the c-word, but I refrain: 
purely because I doubt she has the depth or the warmth.

What I do decide would be more productive is to detail 
precisely why there’s no punchline – ever – in men being 
their partner’s punchbag. Especially when up-to-date, 
verified numbers from the Office for National Statistics, 
courtesy of charity Mankind, show that:

•	 38 per cent of domestic abuse victims are male: for every 
five victims, three will be women, two will be men.

•	 More married men suffered from partner abuse in 
2012/13 than married women.
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•	 Of those, more men suffered from severe force than 
women.

•	 21 per cent of men and 21 per cent of women suffered 
three or more incidents of partner abuse in 2012/13.

To be fair, it’s not just Caitlin, Camilla and Babs who 
promulgate this attitude: it’s endemic. When footage 
of the infamous Met Ball assault leaked, the internet 
was flooded with memes making light of the matter, 
each compiled on major news sites around the world as 
light entertainment, when actually it was just offensive. 
Especially when we consider that it’s long been known 
that men are almost equal victims of domestic violence 
and any difference in physical strength between men and 
women can easily be neutralised with either a weapon or 
the element of surprise.

Maybe Erin Pizzey was correct when, during an 
interview in her London home about the academic 
and industry-wide deceit that has long gone on around 
domestic violence, she told me: ‘This is a huge, million-
pound industry and those women who control it are not 
willing to share it.’

Then again, maybe I’m reading too much into it. Per-
haps I’m just suffering a severe sense-of-humour failure 
and need to lighten up. You know, see the funny side. To 
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check this, I watch the infamous, grainy footage online 
and concur that, yep – sorry gentlemen – the girls were 
right about this one. It turns out the entire incident was 
a laugh-out-loud scream.

Just like when Chris Brown hit Rihanna, right?

‘Man flu’

Along with ‘man up’ or ‘grow a pair’, the term ‘man flu’ 
is officially our enemy in a cold war.

Sure, it’s just a lark which happened to raise one forced 
chuckle, once, ten years ago, but now it’s becoming a 
standard seasonal misery.

Firstly, it’s not funny. Secondly, and more importantly, 
people who use it aren’t laughing with us – they’re laugh-
ing at us. It’s the snide suggestion that men are big babies 
for feeling the physical effects of a virus which might 
make carrying 200lb of muscle and fat a bit trickier. And, 
according to experts, it does.

Neuroscientists have proved we suffer more acute forms 
of cold and flu than women because of our preoptic nucleus 
and extra temperature receptors in the brain, or something.

Besides, it’s not man flu. It’s not even real influenza. 
What you have is a cold.
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The term ‘independent woman’

Seriously, I respect anyone who works hard and is sol-
vent, but what do these people expect – a medal? For 
being self-sufficient? THEY’RE SUPPOSED TO BE 
INDEPENDENT. FOREVER.

It’s called adulthood.

Being ‘a real man’

Are you a fictional character? No. Are you a male human 
being aged eighteen or over? Yes. Congratulations, you’re 
a real man.

Being male or female is a social construct

No, it isn’t. It’s an evolved biological trait called sexual 
dimorphism, resulting from mate selection – which is 
the sole reason we’re all here. This means that sex isn’t a 
social construct, but rather society is built – and devel-
oped – on the combined, complementary differences 
between the sexes.


