
The Distributist’s Opposition Research File 
- Kristi Winters Debate August 12th 2017- 

 
 
Resolution:  
Has the sexual revolution supported by second wave feminism been good for American 
society? 
 
Moderated by Black Jack and Michea B. 
 
Section 1: 10 minutes for opening arguments, 
Section 2: 5 rebuttal 
Section 3: 20 minutes for cross examination,  
Section 4: 30 minutes for question and answers,  
Section 5: 5 minute summaries, 
Total Time: 1.5 hours (90 minutes) 
 
 
 
  



Bullet Sources  
 
Part 1 – The Sexual Revolution 

I. The sexual revolution was largely behavioral and attitudinal shift in mainstream 
attitudes towards sex (Escoffier, 2003) 

II. The Brooking Institute says that the sexual revolution was a technological shift 
that and did have economic origin (An Analysis of Out-Of-Wedlock Births in the 
United States, no date)  

III. Furthermore we can back these up with survey’s in sexual attitude of sex from 
(Teachman, 2003) 

a. The data indicate increasingly permissive attitudes about certain 
kinds of sexual behavior: “Between the 1970s and the 2010s, American 
adults became more accepting of premarital sex, adolescent sex, and 
same-sex sexual activity, but less accepting of extramarital sex…. After 
leveling off in the 1990s, acceptance of premarital sex continued to rise in 
the 2000s and 2010s.” However, these changes are more pronounced 
among some subgroups (white men) and less so among racial minorities 
and, at least on some measures, women in general. 

b. The trend-lines are relatively clear with respect to premarital sex: 
“In the early 1970s, 29% of Americans (35% of men and 23% of women) 
believed that premarital sex was ‘not wrong at all.’ This rose to around 
42%in the 1980s and stayed there through the 1990s, rising to 49% in the 
2000s and to 55% in the 2010s (59% of men, 52% of women)…. Among 
18- to 29-year-olds, 47% of Boomers in the early 1970s believed 
premarital sex was ‘not wrong at all,’ compared to 50% of GenX’ers in the 
early 1990s and 62% of Millennials in the 2010s.” 

c. The number of sexual partners people reported having has increased: 
The “total number of sexual partners since age 18 increased from 7.17 in 
the late 1980s (11.42 for men, 3.54 for women) to 11.22 in the 2010s 
(18.22 for men, 5.55 for women).” 

d. Rates of casual sex have also increased: “Among 18- to 29-year-
olds reporting non-partner sex, 35% of GenX’ers in the late 1980s had 
sex with a casual date or pickup (44% of men, 19% of women), compared 
to 45% of Millennials in the 2010s (55% of men, 31% of women). 

e. Which can also be confirmed by other sources concerning the 
changing of sexual attitudes during this time (Twenge, Sherman and 
Wells, 2015) (Greenwood and Guner, 2009). 

 
Part 2 – Feminism Supported the Sexual Revolution 

I. General Feminism Supported Increased Exploration of Sex Outside of 
Marriage and outside of commitment because it was a source (Hooks, 2000) 
(Passet, 2003) 

II. Furthermore the critical luminaries of the second wave movement spent an 
enormous amount of their careers actively deriding marriage culture and family 
life and supporting the idea that casual sexuality among women would be a 
main buttressing effort in women’s liberation 

a. Betty Freidan  
“When women take their education and their abilities seriously and 
put them to use, ultimately they have to compete with men. It is 



better for a woman to compete impersonally in society, as men do, 
than to compete for dominance in her own home with her 
husband, compete with her neighbors for empty status, and so 
smother her son that he cannot compete at all.” 

b. Gloria Steinam  
“you became a semi-nonperson when you got married.” 

c. Germaine Greer  
Men are raised to hate women, and went on to advocate for 
“Greer’s calls for sexual liberation and the dismantling of the 
family could be soft-headedly utopian, tin-eared about common 
emotions.” (Germaine Greer Is Back | The New Yorker, no date) 

d. Simone de behavior (Second Wave Feminist Reader, Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy) –  

“No woman should be authorized to stay home to raise her 
children. Women should not have that choice, because if there is 
such a choice, too many women will make that one.” 

 
Part 3 – Social Changes occurred  
 

I. Increase in casual sex rates across the west (Teachman, 2003) from 
Premarital Sex, Premarital Cohabitation, and the Risk of Subsequent Marital 
Dissolution Among Women 

II. Increase in female sexual partners (Biggar, Brinton and Rosenthal, 1989) 
from Trends in the number of sexual partners among American women 

III. An increase in divorced families and cohabitation (Thornton and Young-
DeMarco, 2001) from Four Decades of Trends in Attitudes Toward Family 
Issues in the United States: The 1960s Through the 1990s 

IV. Increase in cohabitation (BUMPASS and LU, 2000) from Trends in 
cohabitation and implications for children s family contexts in the United 
States 

V. An increase in single parent families 

a. Since 1960 decline from children born under marriage parents 73% to 
46% (GRETCHEN LIVINGSTON, no date) Pew Research 

b.  2012 U.S. Census Bureau information, the number of children reared 
in single-parent households continues to rise –  

 
 
Part 4 – Negative Consequences 
 

I. More sexual partners leads to poorer marriages  
a. Increasing likelihood of marriage desolation (Teachman, 2003) (Duan 

and Liao, 2014) 
b. Increasing likelihood of infidelity (Whisman and Snyder, 2007) 
c. Cohabitation decreases the success rate of marriage (The Hidden Risk 

of Cohabitation | Psychology Today, no date) 
d. instability leaves to worse cognitive outcomes in children (Carlson and 

Corcoran, 2001) 
II. Children performed worse under divorced Households(Amato and Keith, 1991) 

III. Teens and Children fare Worse BOTH in single parent households and in 
cohabiting households  (Manning and Lamb, 2003) 



a. Cohabitation is instable and bad for children(BUMPASS and LU, 2000) 
b. Single Motherhood contributes to early childhood problems (Dawson, 

1991) 
IV. Poor Psychological Results from multiple partners for young people  

a. Negative Experiences of Hookups (Napper et al., 2016) (Kline et al., 
2004) 

b. Mental Health outcomes harmed by casual sex (Fielder et al., 2014) 
(Bersamin, Zamboanga and Schwartz, 2014)  

c. Causality is Premarital Sex to Depression (Wilcox et al., 2008) (Hallfors 
et al., 2004) 

V. The Paradox Declining Female Happiness  
a. Declining Female Happiness (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2009) 
b. Declining Female and Male Happiness (Herbst, 2011) 

 
 
Cross-Ex Questions  
 

a. You are discussing “feminism” several times as a movement that has supported 
certain concepts. Do you stand by your initial definition that method is a 
“methodology” and not an ideology? 

b. Can you directly react to the “Declining Female Happiness”? 
c. Has the academy addressed these issues?  

 
Sub-Arguments  
 

a. There are no biological differences between men and women  
a. Human Brain Gender Differences (Zeenat F. Zaidi, 2010) 

b. Patriarchy Emerged in the late 80s (Acker, 1989) (Walby, 1990) 
c. Work and Marriage Key to Ending Poverty (Work and Marriage: The Way to End 

Poverty and Welfare, no date) 
d. The African American incarceration Rate didn’t do up until the 1980s - 

http://bytheirstrangefruit.blogspot.com/2012/03/incarceration-new-jim-crow.html 
http://www.businessinsider.com/two-forms-of-slavery-that-still-exist-in-america-2012-
2 

 

  

http://bytheirstrangefruit.blogspot.com/2012/03/incarceration-new-jim-crow.html


Opening Statements Framing: 

 
Thank you’s all around…. 
 
The resolution of the debate is: 
“Has the sexual revolution supported by second wave feminism been good for American 
society?” 
 
And here I think we can apply some basic definitions. The sexual revolution can be defined 
succinctly, as dictionary.com, does as: 

 
“The liberalization of … social and moral attitudes toward sex …. in western countries during the 1960s, as 
the women's liberation movement and developments in contraception instigated greater experimentation 
with sex, …. outside of marriage.” 

 

Furthermore the definition of second-wave feminism can be defined, temporarily, as the 
mainstream movement women’s liberation starting in the late 50s and carrying on until the mid 
1980s. Frankly, with these definitions, I think the debate before us is more or less clear, 
however I feel it necessary to clarify right off the bat what this debate IS NOT about. 
 
Firstly this debate is not about whether some movements who have used the word “feminist” to 
describe themselves have done some good at some point in history. This debate is also not 
about whether some good thing has happened in the last 50 years. Of course, the economy 
grows technology always improves, and the effect of constant progress should not prevent us 
from seeing a manifest social harm deriving from observable sociological phenomenon. The 
iPhone does not justify the sexual revolution any more than the model-T justifies Jim Crow. 
Furthermore, we are not talking about a hypothetical feminism or hypothetical sexual revolution 
that we wished had happened. This debate is about what has happened. This debate is about a 
particular societal change at a particular time and how that social change resulted in observably 
detrimental outcomes for society in general.  
 
But I will need to enumerate the case by making 4 points: 

1. The sexual revolution happened  
2. Feminist leadership largely supported the sexual revolution’s effects 
3. The sexual revolution manifested in observable societal change 
4. The sociological change brought forth have had large detrimental impacts 

on American society 
 
 
(Point 1: The Sexual Revolution Happened) 
 
To start, while some might feel it unnecessary, I would like to briefly reference the overwhelming 
amount of scholarly evidence that suggests that the period between 1965 and 1980 
corresponded to an enormous change in attitudes and sexual behavior of men and women in 
the 1st world. 
 
We can cite the direct scholarly evidence from the book “Sexual revolution” by Escofer et al that 
the sexual indeed manifested in attitude and behavior changes in the mainstream of America. 
(Escoffier, 2003) (An Analysis of Out-Of-Wedlock Births in the United States, no date) 
(Teachman, 2003) (Twenge, Sherman and Wells, 2015) (Greenwood and Guner, 2009). 
 



Altogether, I would summarize the sexual revolution by the introduction of two attitudes first into 
intellectual classes and later in the middle and lower classes. These attitudes are: 

1. A de-stigmatization of extra marital sexual relationships 
2. An view that the sex was separated from monogamy and family creation.  

However, these attitudes were fully supported and commended by most of the mainstream 
leaders in the second wave feminist movement 
 
(Point 2The Feminist Leadership Largely supported the changes in cultural attitudes brought 
about by the sexual revolution.  ) 
 
Of course, while many exceptions do exist. In the main support for the sexual revolution was a 
hallmark of second-wave feminism. This can be readily seen documenters of the movement by 
many modern-feminist such as Bell Hooks and J. Passet who point to sexual liberation as one 
of the primary goals of the second wave movement (Hooks, 2000) (Passet, 2003).  We can also 
directly see prominent voices expressing hostility to two parent monogamous families; thinkers 
like Germane Greer who after writing a book largely describing how men expressed “hatred” for 
women in traditional monogamous relationships went on to call for (in the words of the New 
Yorker) Sexual Liberation and the dismantling of the family for utopian ends. These attitudes 
can be traced to early voices in post-war feminism like Simone de Beauvoir saying that women 
shouldn’t even be allowed to live as stay at home mothers. Suffice to say hostility to 
monogamous family units was common in this particular movement. 
 
But was the Western family actually at risk? And have we experienced a decline in stable 
monogamous families? 

 
(Point 3: The change in attitudes facilitated by the sexual revolution corresponded in massive 
and observable changes in society and family structure in society) 

Here again, I think that the evidence is so strong it hardly requires much time to review. We see 
from multiple sources that time period between the late 60 and 90s brought about large changes 

VI. Increase in casual sex rates across the west (Teachman, 2003)  
VII. Increase in total number of lifetime partners sexual partners (Biggar, Brinton 

and Rosenthal, 1989)  
VIII. An increase in divorced families and cohabitation (Thornton and Young-

DeMarco, 2001) (BUMPASS and LU, 2000) 
IX. An increase in single parent families since 73% to 46% (GRETCHEN 

LIVINGSTON, no date) Pew Research and 2012 U.S. Census Bureau 
information  

But with the sexual behavioral changes clearly established in data, the question then falls to the 
effect of the changes. Certainly many of the radical feminists theorists have looked at these 
sociological trends and speculated that the decline in the married nuclear family might even be 
liberating! Perhaps this was the beginning of some new edenic living conditions for the human 
race where men, women, and children could live equally together under some post sexual 
revolution Utopia.  

However, this is not in keeping with the evidence that we have seen. The effects from the 
increasing casual sex, decreasing number of marriages, and cohabitation have major negative 
impacts on measurements of human thriving. And there is a large amount of evidence that the 



impact of these new relationship structures is detrimental for both the children raised in these 
new family structures as well as for the adults who participate in them.  

First, we see from the research that an increased number sexual partners leads to poorer 
marriages, an increasing likelihood of marriage desolation (Teachman, 2003) (Duan and Liao, 
2014) and an increasing likelihood of infidelity (Whisman and Snyder, 2007). Overall bad effects 
for relationships. And these poor effects on relationships translate directly to effects of children 
who suffer under family instability. 

Moreover, regardless of stability, the post sexual revolution family arrangements have poor 
outcomes. Children fare poorer under single-parent and cohabitating households   (Manning 
and Lamb, 2003) as well a as divorced households (Amato and Keith, 1991). Cohabitation is 
unstable and bad for children(BUMPASS and LU, 2000) and single Motherhood contributes to 
early childhood problems (Dawson, 1991) 

But the impact does not stop with children. For a long time we have observed Poor 
psychological outcomes in sexually active teens and adults resulting from lifestyles of casual 
sex.  Early on we see negative Experiences of Hookups (Napper et al., 2016) (Kline et al., 2004) 
and that mental Health outcomes harmed by casual sex (Fielder et al., 2014) (Bersamin, 
Zamboanga and Schwartz, 2014). All of which complement the idea that this post sexual 
revolution conception of liberated sex has detrimental effects to the individual. 
 
But I think the crowning observation here can be seen later in  

I. The Paradox Declining Female Happiness - American Economic Journal: 
Economic Policy 2009 (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2009) 

While it’s important to note that the authors of this study are quick to point out that decreasing 
marriage cannot directly explain this, the possible cause the authors speculate is decreased 
relationship stability and community cohesion. This last point is very predictable since we have 
know for a while that happiness links strongly to relationships and community. A societal shift 
away from stable community to a more fractious an unpredictable one with many fewer 
permanent bounds was certainly going to have some kind of impact like this.  
 
And I am sure in noting this some feminists would join me in concluding that one of the main 
effects of the sexual revolution was misbegotten; effectively exporting pathologies of over-work 
and higher openness to promiscuity (more common among men) to women. Nevertheless the 
fact remains that feminists of this time largely supported this process that represented little more 
than a masculinization of work and sexual culture as a whole. We all might wish things had 
been different and that the feminist movement supported monogamy and an increased focus on 
family life, but once more we are not here today to talk about what might have happened. 

 
I think with these four points I can rest the case that the sexual revolution supported by the 
second-wave feminist movement was not good for society. I think that the data we have is 
substantial and established conclusively in the research literature. While I am looking forward to 
hearing a robust critique in Kristi’s arguments, if I would like to raise one personal question that 
perhaps might get answered in this debate. 

Given all of this data and the manifest harm these societal changes has caused to the most 
disadvantaged groups in society, why has the modern feminist movement not spent more effort 
on addressing these matters. It seems that the modern feminist movement is as unwilling to 
address the consequences of the sexual revolution as their predecessors were willing to support 



it. While I can only speculate as to the reasons, there is room for improvement and perhaps 
room for cooperation in solving the problems the sexual revolution has brought into our society.  
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