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Feminism Falls On Its Face
The confirmation of Clarence Thomas was a personal 

victory for an honorable man who was the victim of a savage 
eleventh-hour ambush by feminists in special-interest groups 
and in the media. His confirmation was also a resounding 
defeat for the feminists who had been working night and day 
for a hundred days to defeat him any way they could.

When the feminists and the liberals couldn’t defeat Thomas 
fairly, they tried a last-minute dirty trick. They first tried to do 
it secretly and anonymously. William Safire of The New York 
Times accurately called it a “conspiracy to blackmail Clarence 
Thomas” into withdrawing quietly. It seems not to have 
occurred to them that an accused has the right to confront his 
accusers. When that trick didn’t work, they went public.

The American people looked behind the pretty face of 
Anita Hill, the biased reporting of Nina Totenberg and the rest 
of the liberal media, the demonstrations of Molly Yard, 
Eleanor Smeal, Betty Friedan, Kate Michelman, and Patricia 
Schroeder (D-CO), and the rantings of Barbara Mikulski 
(D-MD), and saw the ugly face of feminism. Women as well 
as men, blacks as well as whites, sized up Anita Hill as a 
spiteful liar and roared their verdict into Capitol Hill.

The American people were the “jury” in this “trial,” and by 
three-to-one they “voted” for Clarence Thomas by phone 
calls, faxes, and public opinion polls. AT&T reported that, on 
the day of the Senate vote, 43,000 phone calls to the U.S. 
Capitol were clocked in one five-minute period, an intensity of 
public reaction never before recorded.

The Clarence Thomas confirmation was a unique experi-
ence for the American people, and we hope we’ll never have 
one like it again. It was dramatic, compelling, absorbing, and 
very important. That weekend of Friday, October 11 through 
Tuesday the 15 th will not soon be forgotten — and it has 
many lessons for us.

The feminists are now trying, with the help of their friends 
in the liberal media, to put their “spin” on the weekend ordeal 
we all experienced. They want to rewrite the events we all 
witnessed on television and put a false meaning on them, so it 
is important for us to set the record straight.

The feminists claim that the Anita Hill attack on Clarence 
Thomas has “raised our consciousness about the problem of 
sexual harassment.” Actually, it has raised our consciousness 
about the way that unscrupulous feminists and liberals will 
conspire to use false charges of sexual harassment to destroy a

man who stands in their way.
Feminist ideology teaches that men are by nature oppressors 

(and sexual harassers) of women, and that all men bear a 
collective guilt for their gender. To the feminists, it didn’t 
matter whether Anita Hill was lying or not because the mere 
filing of charges makes the man presumably guilty. The 
feminists used Anita’s allegations to call out to all women 
through the media and say, “Have you ever been treated badly 
by any man? Then, Clarence Thomas must be defeated.” The 
feminists’ plan was not to prove Thomas guilty, but to create 
enough doubt to give “cover” to liberal Senators who wanted 
to vote against Thomas anyway.

But this contemptible ploy didn’t work because of the 
innate fairness of the American people and their rejection of 
the feminist ideology of gender guilt.

Again and again during the confirmation period, feminist 
newspaper writers kept repeating the rallying cry, “The real 
issue is power.” Translated from feminist Newspeak, that 
means “it is irrelevant whether Thomas is guilty of what he is 
charged, because all men are guilty because of their gender, 
and we demand he be judged by feminist Senators instead of 
by male Senators.”

Feminists are blaming the rejection of Anita Hill’s accusa-
tions on the circumstance that the Judiciary Committee is 
made up of 14 men and no women, and the whole Senate has 
98 men and only two women. However, it was not because 
the Senators are men that they voted for Clarence Thomas, 
but because their constituents by a wide margin demanded 
that Thomas be confirmed.

There are more women voters than men, and if women 
want to elect women they surely can do so. Women voters 
elected all those men to the Senate. Three prominent 
Congresswomen ran for the U.S. Senate last year (in Illinois, 
Rhode Island, and Hawaii) and they all lost. All three had the 
enthusiastic support of the party and President Bush, they had 
plenty of money and full funding from the Republican 
National Committee, and polls showed that the Democratic 
incumbents were vulnerable and could be defeated. All three 
women lost, and many believe they lost principally because 
they were feminists.

The feminists really don’t like our constitutional, democratic 
process because they seldom can win in it. They want 
affirmative action quotas for women in all elective and



appointive positions. Feminism is thus not compatible with 
freedom or with constitutional, democratic government.

What the feminists want is the destruction of any man who 
does not conform to the feminist ideology and agenda. They 
are quite willing to use any tool, including false charges, media 
leaks and media bias, to destroy a man who might vote 
conservative and pro-family on the Supreme Court instead of 
liberal and pro-feminist.

Feminists are now crying that the “process” was unfair to 
them. But their liberal Democratic friends were in total 
control of the process! The real problem of the feminists is 
who their leaders are, namely, Senators Ted Kennedy (D- 
MA), Howard Metzenbaum (D-OH), Howell Heflin (D-AL), 
and Paul Simon (D-IL).

Feminists Want To Have It Both Ways
For the last 20 years, the feminists have been demanding 

that women be treated just like men. They demand to be “one 
of the boys.” They insist on admission to all-men’s clubs and 
the right to get off the elevator on forbidden floors. They want 
to walk into men’s locker rooms where male athletes are 
wearing only their birthday suits.

The feminists filed suit to gain entry to Virginia Military 
Institute, where men shave their heads and are called Brother 
Rat. The feminists brought “discrimination” suits against fire 
departments all over the country, demanding to be hook-and- 
ladder firepersons sleeping in the firehouses, just like men.

Led by Congresswoman Pat Schroeder and that great 
spokesman for women’s rights Senator Ted Kennedy, the 
feminists demand assignment to high-risk military combat 
jobs. They succeeded this year in getting an amendment 
passed by both Houses of Congress to repeal the laws that 
exempt women from military combat.

Among the “sexist” laws which the feminists expunged 
from the state statute books were the laws that forbade men to 
use obscene language in the presence of a woman. In the new 
era of feminism, women must be given their right to hear dirty 
jokes and vulgar language just like men. We’ve come a long 
way from the days of Golda Meir who rejected feminism and 
said that no man ever told a dirty story in her presence.

The feminists want to make all federal and state laws 
“gender-neutral.” They want to force us all to conform to their 
agenda based on this unnatural ideology that there is no 
difference between men and women.

The feminists have had considerable success with their 
goals, due in part to the failure of men to understand that the 
feminists’ goal is not fairness or equality of opportunity, but a 
gender-neutral society. As feminist author Robin Morgan told 
a Phil Donahue audience, “We are becoming the men we 
once wanted to marry.”

Now enter Anita Hill from stage left. She is the epitome of 
the phony pose adopted by the feminists when it serves their 
purposes of taking power: “poor little me,” the injured 
ingenue, the damsel in distress who cries for Big Brother 
Federal Government to defend her from the wolves in the 
workplace — not merely from what they might do, but even 
from what they might say.

Because it suits their goals, the feminists — through Anita 
Hill — put on a crybaby act and told us that, because men are 
in positions of power in the workplace, women are afraid to 
say “no” to any man. The whole assumption is so patronizing

— and, indeed, sexist — because it implies that women can’t 
handle uncomfortable situations without the help of Big 
Brother Government.

Anita Hill was not a helpless or vulnerable teenager at the 
time of the alleged impropriety. She was a Yale Law School 
graduate. According to the Sunday evening testimony of her 
office associates, Anita was known to her co-workers as 
tough, aggressive, unyielding, patronizing, and one who 
“wouldn’t take anything from anyone.” They described her as 
opinionated, arrogant, and quite capable of telling any man 
off.

Any woman who is smart enough and tough enough to 
graduate from law school should be perfectly capable of 
telling a man to button his lip, keep his hands off, get lost, bug 
off, or just plain “no.”

Macho Victims
The whole idea of painting a lawyer as a “victim” of words 

spoken in the workplace shows how out of touch with the real 
world the feminists are. The American people have a big 
warm heart and unlimited empathy for victims and underdogs. 
We send sacrificial donations to victims of earthquakes and 
volcanos; at ball games, we cheer for the team that is behind. 
But lawyers are not on the American people’s list of people we 
feel sorry for.

Which was more ridiculous: trying to pass off a lawyer as a 
“victim” of some bad words in the workplace? or depending 
on Senator Ted Kennedy to carry the flag of righteous 
indignation against sexual harassment?

Anita whined about being the victim ten years ago of a 
“hostile environment” because of words allegedly spoken by a 
man. How could anybody take her seriously? As an EEOC 
lawyer, Anita Hill knew exactly how to cope with sexual 
harassment, if she had really suffered any.

The very nature of being a lawyer is to thrive in a hostile 
environment. A lawyer complaining about this is like a doctor 
complaining about working in a “bloody environment.” The 
nature of being a doctor is to see blood almost every day, often 
in traumatic circumstances. A doctor who can’t take the sight 
of blood and a lawyer who can’t take a hostile environment 
are in the wrong professions.

The feminists are trying to have it both ways. They claim 
they are so macho that they can do anything a man can do. At 
the same time, the feminists want to decorate themselves with 
“victim” status, it having become clear in our current culture 
that the practice of victimology accords easy access to the 
media where bleeding-heart liberals can be roused to a frenzy 
of support.

The macho-feminists’ game of victimology is illustrated by 
Thelma and Louise, a recent movie which is important only 
because the feminists and their friends in the media have 
written so much favorable commentary about it. Time 
Magazine made it a cover story! To save you the trouble of 
going to see this depressing movie, here is a summary.

Thelma and Louise are a couple of macho-feminists, tough 
and gun-toting, riding the highways as buddies. All men in the 
movie are slobs and bullies who victimize women — and 
that’s the obvious rationale for Thelma and Louise behaving 
the way they do. Their attitude toward men is best illustrated 
by their stuffing a policeman in the trunk of the car and 
slamming it shut; it’s clear that all men deserve to be



humiliated because they are marked with the collective guilt 
of their gender.

At the end of this movie, the macho-feminists demonstrate 
their liberation from men by driving off a cliff together in a 
suicide pact. Their final decision was made freely, without 
orders from any man, proving at last that they are truly 
liberated. Death frees the macho-feminist buddies from 
having to suffer the fate of living in a male-dominated world. 
(For additional insight into the new genre of movies featuring 
macho-feminists as victims, see “Killer Bimbos” by Richard 
Grenier in Commentary, September 1991.)

Tawana Brawley or Janet Cooke?
Anita Hill’s obscene, bizarre tale was simply unbelievable. 

It was not believable that Clarence Thomas, who had pursued 
such a careful career with scrupulous propriety, and who had 
won the respect of every other woman who had ever worked 
with him, could have behaved the way Anita Hill alleged. And 
it was not believable that a female lawyer, if she had 
experienced and been offended by the alleged behavior, could 
have behaved the way Anita Hill did, maintaining a friendly 
relationship after she left his employ. Every single person who 
knew both Clarence Thomas and Anita Hill believed him and 
not her.

Senator Biden said it very well in his impassioned speech 
just before the Saturday night recess. Since Clarence Thomas 
had carefully planned a career to advance in the judiciary, it 
would have been just plain dumb for him to have done what 
Anita Hill alleged. And Clarence Thomas isn’t dumb.

Anita Hill, the lawyer, knew she had no complaint that 
could be filed against Clarence Thomas. She never did have a 
legal complaint, and she certainly didn’t have one ten years 
later. She suffered no injury. In fact, her career steadily 
advanced with the personal recommendations of Clarence 
Thomas, and she got her job as a law professor with his 
blessing. She switched jobs to follow Clarence Thomas from 
the Department of Education to EEOC, then invited him out 
to Oklahoma after she took her position in the law school. She 
was pursuing Thomas, not fleeing him.

Some people find it difficult to understand how a woman 
could fabricate an entire lie out of whole cloth. But some 
people, indeed, have done exactly that, and they’ve been quite 
successful — for a time — in their deception. Anita Hill’s lies 
make her the Tawana Brawley and Janet Cooke of 1991.

In addition to the fiction she fabricated, Anita Hill’s own 
admissions were enough to discredit her story and to 
exonerate Clarence Thomas.

Take the “perjury” issue raised by Senator Arlen Specter 
(R-PA). On Friday morning, Anita denied several times 
under oath that a Judiciary Committee staffer had told her 
that she wouldn’t have to go public with her charges because 
Thomas would be expected to withdraw quietly. Then, on 
advice of her lawyer, she reversed her story in the afternoon. 
This is a key point because it provides important evidence that 
the anti-Thomas cabal was in a conspiracy to blackmail him 
into withdrawing.

The Senators should have laughed in her face when she said 
she followed Thomas from the Department of Education to 
the EEOC only because she was afraid of losing her job at the 
Department of Education. This had to be false because she 
was a Schedule A attorney in the federal civil service, and it is

inconceivable that a government lawyer would not know 
what her own job status was. Schedule A employees, as a 
practical matter, cannot be fired, and furthermore she served 
in the Office for Civil Rights which would not have been 
abolished even in the most unlikely event that the Department 
of Education was.

Anita denied to the press that she ever phoned Clarence 
Thomas after moving to Oklahoma. Then, after the EEOC 
produced its telephone log, she had to admit that she phoned 
him a dozen times.

The feminists are crying that the Republican Senators 
treated Anita Hill badly. On the contrary, the Republican 
Senators treated Hill with undeserved courtesy and kindness. 
They didn’t summon her back on Monday to cross-examine 
her about the discrepancies between her testimony and the 
testimony of the dozen women who testified Sunday with 
first-hand knowledge of her work and behavior at EEOC. 
They didn’t taunt her about her failure to produce any 
witnesses to rebut the three impressive panels of witnesses 
who testified for Clarence Thomas; the obvious inference is 
that other pro-Anita witnesses could not have stood up under 
cross-examination.

The Republican Senators didn’t question Anita Hill’s 
personal life at all! They didn’t question her about her many 
years of close friendship with James Brudney, a key Metzen- 
baum staff member; or about her reputation as a feminist 
activist at the University of Oklahoma Law School; or about 
the big salary increase she received from Clarence Thomas at 
EEOC. They didn’t ask her why, if she feared sexual 
harassment, she voluntarily invited Clarence Thomas into her 
apartment to fix her stereo. They didn’t ask her why she didn’t 
call on her roommate to testify, or why she never told her 
roommate about the alleged sexual harassment. They didn’t 
subpoena her hospital records; she was supposedly hospitalized 
for “stress.”

Seated with Anita at the hearing was a battery of high- 
priced legal talent provided by the wealthy liberal special- 
interest groups. Not one of those aggressive lawyers objected 
to the way Anita was treated by the Senators! That’s because 
there was nothing to object to.

The feminists have been desperately trying to find some 
way to attack the credibility of Clarence Thomas, but they 
have been totally unsuccessful. All they can come up with are 
a couple of silly claims. Without any evidence whatsoever, 
they assert that Thomas must have been untruthful when he 
said he had never debated the specific contents of the Roe v. 
Wade decision. I f  the feminists had been able to come up with 
a single person who ever heard Thomas discuss this case, you 
know that person would have been on national television! 
Except for feminists, most lawyers have probably never read, 
let alone debated, the actual text of this 1973 decision.

The liberals are also trying to ridicule President Bush for 
saying that Clarence Thomas was the “best qualified” lawyer 
for Supreme Court Justice. What the President obviously 
meant was that, since the Senate trashed Robert Bork in 1987, 
Clarence Thomas was the best qualified person who could be 
confirmed by the liberal Democratic Senate.

The Question of Motives
Hour after hour, the Democratic members of the Judiciary 

Committee and the media commentators kept saying that



Anita Hill “must be credible because she didn’t have anything 
to gain” by making those sordid charges against Clarence 
Thomas. As Senator Biden said, “Does anybody have any 
reason to believe she had any motive to lie?”

Actually, the hearings on Sunday, October 13 provided 
ample evidence for several motives. Her motive could have 
been jealousy and revenge because, as one witness testified, 
Anita “had a crush” on Clarence Thomas and he did not 
return the interest. She could have been fantasizing, as another 
witness indicated.

But there’s another more obvious and compelling motive. 
Anita Hill is a feminist, and the entire feminist movement is in 
a hysterical panic over the prospect that the Supreme Court 
will soon overturn Roe v. Wade.

Feminist ideology teaches (a) that women are entitled to 
affirmative action quotas in order to remedy centuries of male 
discrimination against women, and (b) that unborn babies 
should be considered the property of their mothers who can 
do whatever they want with them at any time during nine 
months of pregnancy. We know that Anita Hill supports 
affirmative action and abortion, as do all the feminist activists 
who cackled in support of her.

That feminist ideology provides ample motivation for her 
attack on Clarence Thomas. She was just carrying out the 
feminist political goal of destroying any man who stands in the 
way of feminist goals — since Clarence Thomas can 
reasonably be expected to vote pro-family instead of pro-
feminist as a Supreme Court Justice. She was just delivering 
the “dirt” on Clarence Thomas for which the leftwing and 
feminist groups had been frantically searching all summer.

If Anita Hill had succeeded in her attempt to defeat the 
confirmation of Clarence Thomas, she would have become 
the new heroine of the feminist movement (which surely has 
been needing a fresh face). She would have become an instant 
star of the Phil Donahue/Oprah Winfrey/Sally Jessy Raphael 
circuit. She would have become the Rosa Parks of the new 
feminist attack against men, leading battalions of women 
swinging the sword of “sexual harassment.”

Not only did Anita Hill have plenty to gain by her smear of 
Clarence Thomas, she also had nothing to lose. She has tenure 
as a university professor, a lifetime job from which she cannot 
be fired, and with no limit on outside honoraria.

If she had been successful in torpedoing the Thomas 
confirmation (which all the expensive campaigning by NOW, 
NARAL, and People for the American Way had not 
accomplished), she could reasonably have expected career 
advancement in the leftist academic community, such as a 
position on the faculty of a more prestigious law school. 
Indeed, the principal attorney advising her at the Thomas 
hearings was Harvard Law School Professor Charles Ogletree 
who has been vociferous in demanding affirmative action 
black women on the law school faculty.

Incidentally, Ogletree (who is known at Harvard for his 
repeated criticism of the Willie Horton TV ads because they 
played to the black male stereotype) is probably the person 
who coached Anita Hill on how to use the black male 
stereotype weapon against Thomas by adding the lurid sexual 
words that she never mentioned in her FBI interview or earlier 
statements to the Judiciary Committee.

The real conclusion we can make about motives is this

—no one could show any motivation for why Clarence 
Thomas might have engaged in the harassment and dirty talk 
that Anita alleged. He had everything to lose and nothing to 
gain by such conversation. Her assertion that this dirty talk 
was part of trying to get a date with her was so downright 
ridiculous that it was spoofed by a character mimicking Ted 
Kennedy on the television comedy Saturday Night Live.

Does Sexual Harassment Happen?
The feminists believe that men are by nature oppressors 

(and sexual harassers) of women, and that the feminist 
movement should work to take power over men by any 
available tactic. So, the feminists are trying to force the U.S. 
Senate and the country to accept the feminist definition of 
“sexual harassment,” i.e., any words, as well as actions, that 
any woman claims it is, even ten years after the fact.

Is there sexual harassment in the U.S. workplace? Yes, but 
the remedy should be based on such elementary concepts as a 
man is innocent until proven guilty and you need evidence to 
prove an injury. It should also be based on a “reasonable man” 
or “reasonable woman” standard. To be found illegal, the 
actions must have been repeated after the woman has made 
clear they are not welcome.

Anita Hill has transformed forever the way the American 
people will view sexual harassment. She has made it a weapon 
to kill a man, without guilt, injury, proof, evidence, or 
standards of any kind. She has also trivialized it and deprived 
women who are truly aggrieved of sympathy or support for 
their plight.

A woman should have a cause of action against an 
employer who demands sex as a condition of employment. 
But women and men ought to be able to deal with day to day 
relationships in the workplace without a policeman at every 
watercooler or TV “eyes” to monitor private conversations. If 
a girl can survive high school, she ought to be able to handle 
herself in the office or factory.

Feminists Don’t Represent Women
The feminist mob that tried to lynch Clarence Thomas does 

not represent women. They are just dirty tricksters who 
engaged in a last-minute smear, like a nasty ad campaign 
launched the weekend before the election in a political 
campaign. They deserve the backlash of public opinion that 
they got when the tidal wave of phone calls rolled into Capitol 
Hill.
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