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An HBO hit job on Clarence Thomas? Of course! We have here yet another biased 
outrage from the deep thinking bien pensants in Hollywood as they signal what 
they presume is their virtue. Noted liberal Stuart Taylor, who covered the hearings 
provides some facts. 
... As a reporter who covered the at times stomach-churning hearings, I wondered how 
“Confirmation” would handle a story that ultimately boiled down, as the saying goes, to one of he 
said-she said—he denied all and stunned the senators by accusing them of staging a “high-tech 
lynching.” She said he pestered her for dates and subjected her to disgusting, sexually charged 
conversation. 

Despite a surface appearance of fairness, “Confirmation” makes clear how it wants the hearings 
to be remembered: Ms. Hill told the whole truth and Mr. Thomas was thus a desperate, if 
compelling, liar. Her supporters were noble; his Republican backers were scheming character 
assassins. 

This is consistent with how the media conveyed the story at the time and, especially, in the 
years hence. Yet immediately after millions of people witnessed the hours of televised 
testimony, polls showed that Americans by a margin of more than 2 to 1 found Judge Thomas 
more believable than Ms. Hill. Viewers of “Confirmation” were deprived of several aspects of the 
story that might have made them, too, skeptical of Ms. Hill. The most-salient of many examples: 

The movie ignores Ms. Hill’s failure to mention either in her initial written statement to the 
Judiciary Committee or in her FBI interview some of the most shocking charges about Mr. 
Thomas’s behavior that she added in testimony three weeks later. Worse, when asked about 
these omissions, Ms. Hill claimed that the FBI agents had told her that she need not “discuss 
things that were too embarrassing.” Both agents flatly contradicted this. 

“Confirmation” also doesn’t mention ... 

  
  
Columnist Star Parker, herself a black woman, has more in a column titled The 
Liberal War on Black Men.  
... Instead of the entertainment industry choosing to make a film about Thomas's remarkable life 
and achievements, HBO has now delivered to us "Confirmation," which dumps into the living 
rooms of Americans all the garbage of those hearings, breathing new life into the liberal 
campaign to undermine and destroy the credibility of a brilliant, conservative jurist who happens 
to be black. 
  
It might be conceivable that HBO would choose to produce a feature to memorialize those 
hearings if any of Hill's allegations against Thomas were even partially substantiated. But none 
were. So, where is the news here? Where is the history here? Particularly, given the enormous 
personal cost that Thomas was forced to pay by giving public airing of Hill's unsubstantiated 
crude allegations, why would HBO choose to drag him, and the American public, through this 
again? What does this say about the "entertainment" business and about HBO? ...  

... And, maybe most importantly, the feature ignores the fact that in the numerous senior 
management positions that Thomas held in his career, no one who worked for Thomas ever 
stepped forth to give credibility to Hill. 



Clarence Thomas should be a role model for young black men. But advancing human liberty 
and dignity is not the priority for liberals. Their priority is advancing their left wing agenda and 
using blacks as a tool to do it. 

Ongoing liberal attacks on conservative values, and perpetuation of stereotypes of black men as 
sexual predators, that the HBO production plays into in order to undermine Clarence Thomas, 
worsens the crisis among young black men that liberals pretend to care about. Programs, such 
as President Obama's "My Brother's Keeper" program, launched to address the crisis among 
black men, will go nowhere as long as this continues. 

Recently, there was consternation in some black circles about underrepresentation of black 
talent in the Oscar nominations. Perhaps blacks should be more concerned about the ongoing 
war on black men and entertainment industry exploitation and perpetuation of destructive black 
stereotypes. 

  
  
Victor Davis Hanson exposes the "air-brushing" Stalinists in the administration.  
Last week, French president Francois Hollande met President Obama in Washington to discuss 
joint strategies for stopping the sort of radical Islamic terrorists who have killed dozens of 
innocents in Brussels, Paris, and San Bernardino in recent months. Hollande at one point 
explicitly referred to the violence as “Islamist terrorism.” 

The White House initially deleted that phrase from the audio translation of the official video of 
the Hollande-Obama meeting, only to restore it when questioned. Did the Obama administration 
assume that if the public could not hear the translation of the French president saying “Islamist 
terrorism,” then perhaps Hollande did not really say it — and therefore perhaps Islamist 
terrorism does not really exist? 

The Obama administration must be aware that in the 1930s, the Soviet Union wiped clean all 
photos, recordings, and films of Leon Trotsky on orders from Josef Stalin. Trotsky was deemed 
politically incorrect, and therefore his thoughts and photos simply vanished. 

The Library of Congress, under pressure from Dartmouth College students, recently banned not 
just the term “illegal alien” in subject headings for literature about immigration, but “alien” as 
well. Will changing the vocabulary mean that from now on, foreign nationals who choose to 
enter and reside in the United States without being naturalized will not be in violation of the law 
and will no longer be considered citizens of their homeland? 

Did the Library of Congress ever read the work of the Greek historian Thucydides, who warned 
some 2,500 years ago that in times of social upheaval, partisans would make words “change 
their ordinary meaning and . . . take that which was now given them.” ... 

  
  
Egads! John Kerry went to Hiroshima. David Harsanyi comments.  
When John Kerry toured the Hiroshima Peace Memorial and Museum this week before meeting 
foreign ministers at the G-7 Summit, Reuters reports that he had witnessed “haunting displays 
[of] photographs of badly burned victims, the tattered and stained clothes they wore and statues 
depicting them with flesh melting from their limbs.” 



“It is a stunning display. It is a gut-wrenching display,” explained Kerry. “It is a reminder of the 
depth of the obligation every one of us in public life carries … to create and pursue a world free 
from nuclear weapons.” 

Iran exempted, of course. 

But, really, is this the lesson of Hiroshima? That those in public life have an obligation to do 
away with nuclear weapons? A lot of people might argue that existence of those weapons have 
saved lives from broader world conflicts and conventional warfare. That includes ending the 
Second World War sooner. 

Yesterday, The Washington Post dutifully reported that, “In Hiroshima, Kerry won’t apologize for 
atomic bombs dropped on Japan.” Technically, he didn’t. What we witnessed was one of the 
administration’s inverted non-apology apologies. 

Barack Obama will also travel to Japan next month for the G-7. There’s a lot of speculation he 
will visit Hiroshima and offer some sort of apology. (If we’re to believe WikiLeaks, U.S. officials 
have been toying with the idea of having Obama say sorry for Hiroshima for a while now. And it 
comports well with his history.) 

It would not be a great leap for Obama. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
WSJ 
The Hollywood Hit-Job on Justice Clarence Thomas 
I covered the confirmation hearings in 1991. HBO’s movie heavily edits history to favor 
Anita Hill.  
by Stuart Taylor Jr.  

The current battle over President Obama’s Supreme Court nomination of Merrick Garland is 
child’s play compared with the lurid brawl over George H.W. Bush’s nomination of Clarence 
Thomas 25 years ago. On Saturday, HBO marked the quarter-century anniversary with 
“Confirmation,” a retelling of how Judge Thomas, a conservative, up-from-poverty black jurist 
from Pinpoint, Ga., saw his nomination nearly derailed by allegations of sexual harassment 
made by Anita Hill, a black attorney who had worked for him 10 years earlier.  

Ms. Hill’s calm, graphic testimony during the three-day hearing on her charges sparked a 
national debate about the then relatively little-discussed issue of workplace sexual harassment. 
Ultimately, the Democratic-controlled Senate confirmed Mr. Thomas for the Supreme Court, 52-
48. 

As a reporter who covered the at times stomach-churning hearings, I wondered how 
“Confirmation” would handle a story that ultimately boiled down, as the saying goes, to one of he 
said-she said—he denied all and stunned the senators by accusing them of staging a “high-tech 
lynching.” She said he pestered her for dates and subjected her to disgusting, sexually charged 
conversation. 



Despite a surface appearance of fairness, “Confirmation” makes clear how it wants the hearings 
to be remembered: Ms. Hill told the whole truth and Mr. Thomas was thus a desperate, if 
compelling, liar. Her supporters were noble; his Republican backers were scheming character 
assassins. 

This is consistent with how the media conveyed the story at the time and, especially, in the 
years hence. Yet immediately after millions of people witnessed the hours of televised 
testimony, polls showed that Americans by a margin of more than 2 to 1 found Judge Thomas 
more believable than Ms. Hill. Viewers of “Confirmation” were deprived of several aspects of the 
story that might have made them, too, skeptical of Ms. Hill. The most-salient of many examples: 

The movie ignores Ms. Hill’s failure to mention either in her initial written statement to the 
Judiciary Committee or in her FBI interview some of the most shocking charges about Mr. 
Thomas’s behavior that she added in testimony three weeks later. Worse, when asked about 
these omissions, Ms. Hill claimed that the FBI agents had told her that she need not “discuss 
things that were too embarrassing.” Both agents flatly contradicted this. 

“Confirmation” also doesn’t mention that Ms. Hill denied—five times—in sworn testimony any 
recollection of being told by a Democratic staffer that she might be able to force Mr. Thomas to 
withdraw without being publicly identified. The movie thereby avoids needing to report that, after 
conferring with her lawyers, Ms. Hill admitted having been told this.  

Viewers also weren’t told about Ms. Hill’s implausible claim that a fear of losing her job was a 
key reason she had followed Mr. Thomas—despite finding him repellent—when he moved from 
the Education Department to become chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission in 1982. Much evidence—including the fact that she enjoyed job protection as a 
career employee—suggests that Ms. Hill must have known her Education Department job was 
secure. Avoiding this problem, the film mentions only her alternative, and less than plausible, 
claim that Judge Thomas’s offensive behavior had suddenly ended, only to begin again at the 
EEOC. 

The film takes at face value Ms. Hill’s shifting claims that the more than 11 phone calls she 
placed to Mr. Thomas in the six years after she left the EEOC were to return calls from him or 
on “professional” matters. It omits such contrary details as this Jan. 31, 1984, message from her 
for Mr. Thomas that a secretary had jotted down: “Just called to say hello. Sorry she didn’t get to 
see you last week.”  

“Confirmation” also tries to erase the fact that nobody else has ever accused Mr. Thomas of 
sexual harassment or of talking as dirty as Ms. Hill said he did. The movie presents another 
former EEOC employee, Angela Wright, whom Mr. Thomas had fired, as a credible witness. 
She could have clinched the case, the movie suggests, by testifying that Mr. Thomas did to her 
the same thing that Ms. Hill accused him of doing.  

Ms. Wright decided not to testify under what the movie portrays as pressure from then-Judiciary 
Committee Chairman Joe Biden. But “Confirmation” avoids showing why it was clear to Mr. 
Biden by then that Ms. Wright had so little credibility that her testimony might have backfired. 
Thelma Duggin, a former colleague both of Mr. Thomas and Ms. Hill, told the FBI that Ms. 
Wright had vowed “to get him back” for firing her. 

With its veneer of evenhandedness, “Confirmation” does show a single former female colleague, 
and two males, as character witnesses praising Mr. Thomas. But the film doesn’t mention that 
almost a dozen other women gave similar, cumulatively powerful testimony. They swore that Mr. 



Thomas treated women with respect, nurtured their careers and was proper to the point of 
prudishness at work. 

The reality remains, HBO notwithstanding, that while it is hard to believe Anita Hill simply made 
the whole thing up, she was far from credible—and the behavior that she alleged was 
inconsistent with everything else we know about Clarence Thomas. 

Mr. Taylor is a Brookings Institution nonresident senior fellow.  

  
  
  
Townhall 
The Liberal War on Black Men 
by Star Parker 

In 1991, President George H.W. Bush nominated Clarence Thomas, then a judge on the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, and former chairman of the Equal 
Opportunity Employment Commission, to replace Thurgood Marshall on the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

The rest, as they say, is history.  

The Senate Judiciary Committee, under the chairmanship of now-Vice President Joe Biden, 
allowed Thomas's nomination hearings to become a circus in which Thomas was dragged 
through a personal hell, resulting in him saying, after his confirmation: "Mere confirmation, even 
to the Supreme Court, seemed pitifully small compensation for what had been done to me." 

Unsubstantiated and graphic claims of sexual harassment against Thomas, brought by Anita 
Hill, a black attorney who worked for him at the Department of Education and at the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, were given full and open airing at the hearings.  

Rather than the nomination and appointment of a black man, who rose from humble and poor 
roots, to the U.S. Supreme Court, becoming a moment of pride for the nation and for black 
Americans, it was transformed, at these hearings, into an opportunity for character 
assassination and shame. 

This sickening and shameful display should be a mistake of history we choose to forget. Yet, 
because Thomas is a conservative, liberals will never give up their ongoing campaign to destroy 
him. 

Instead of the entertainment industry choosing to make a film about Thomas's remarkable life 
and achievements, HBO has now delivered to us "Confirmation," which dumps into the living 
rooms of Americans all the garbage of those hearings, breathing new life into the liberal 
campaign to undermine and destroy the credibility of a brilliant, conservative jurist who happens 
to be black. 

It might be conceivable that HBO would choose to produce a feature to memorialize those 
hearings if any of Hill's allegations against Thomas were even partially substantiated. But none 
were. So, where is the news here? Where is the history here? Particularly, given the enormous 
personal cost that Thomas was forced to pay by giving public airing of Hill's unsubstantiated 



crude allegations, why would HBO choose to drag him, and the American public, through this 
again? What does this say about the "entertainment" business and about HBO? 

Stuart Taylor Jr., now a fellow at Washington's Brookings Institution, who covered those 
hearings as a journalist for National Journal, calls the HBO movie a "Hollywood Hit-Job." 

Taylor, in a Wall Street Journal op-ed, ticks through glaring inconsistencies in Hill's behavior and 
testimony that the HBO feature ignores. 

And, maybe most importantly, the feature ignores the fact that in the numerous senior 
management positions that Thomas held in his career, no one who worked for Thomas ever 
stepped forth to give credibility to Hill. 

Clarence Thomas should be a role model for young black men. But advancing human liberty 
and dignity is not the priority for liberals. Their priority is advancing their left wing agenda and 
using blacks as a tool to do it. 

Ongoing liberal attacks on conservative values, and perpetuation of stereotypes of black men as 
sexual predators, that the HBO production plays into in order to undermine Clarence Thomas, 
worsens the crisis among young black men that liberals pretend to care about. Programs, such 
as President Obama's "My Brother's Keeper" program, launched to address the crisis among 
black men, will go nowhere as long as this continues. 

Recently, there was consternation in some black circles about underrepresentation of black 
talent in the Oscar nominations. Perhaps blacks should be more concerned about the ongoing 
war on black men and entertainment industry exploitation and perpetuation of destructive black 
stereotypes. 

  
  
  
National Review 
The Reality-Denying Politicization of the English Language  
by Victor Davis Hanson 
  
Last week, French president Francois Hollande met President Obama in Washington to discuss 
joint strategies for stopping the sort of radical Islamic terrorists who have killed dozens of 
innocents in Brussels, Paris, and San Bernardino in recent months. Hollande at one point 
explicitly referred to the violence as “Islamist terrorism.” 

The White House initially deleted that phrase from the audio translation of the official video of 
the Hollande-Obama meeting, only to restore it when questioned. Did the Obama administration 
assume that if the public could not hear the translation of the French president saying “Islamist 
terrorism,” then perhaps Hollande did not really say it — and therefore perhaps Islamist 
terrorism does not really exist? 

The Obama administration must be aware that in the 1930s, the Soviet Union wiped clean all 
photos, recordings, and films of Leon Trotsky on orders from Josef Stalin. Trotsky was deemed 
politically incorrect, and therefore his thoughts and photos simply vanished. 



The Library of Congress, under pressure from Dartmouth College students, recently banned not 
just the term “illegal alien” in subject headings for literature about immigration, but “alien” as 
well. Will changing the vocabulary mean that from now on, foreign nationals who choose to 
enter and reside in the United States without being naturalized will not be in violation of the law 
and will no longer be considered citizens of their homeland? 

Did the Library of Congress ever read the work of the Greek historian Thucydides, who warned 
some 2,500 years ago that in times of social upheaval, partisans would make words “change 
their ordinary meaning and . . . take that which was now given them.” 

These latest linguistic contortions to advance ideological agendas follow an established pattern 
of the Obama administration and the departments beneath it. 

Director of National Intelligence James Clapper described Egypt’s radical Muslim Brotherhood 
as “largely secular.” CIA Director John Brennan has called jihad “a legitimate tenet of Islam,” a 
mere effort “to purify oneself.” 

Other administration heads have airbrushed out Islamic terrorism by referring to it with phrases 
such as “man-caused disaster.” The effort to combat terrorism was called an “overseas 
contingency operation,” perhaps like Haitian earthquake relief. 

The White House wordsmiths should reread George Orwell’s 1946 essay “Politics and the 
English Language,” which warned that “political writing is bad writing” and “has to consist largely 
of euphemism.” 

Obama has said the greatest threat to future generations is “climate change,” a term that 
metamorphosed from “global warming.” The now anachronistic term “global warming” used to 
describe a planet that was supposedly heating up rather quickly. But it did not account for the 
unpleasant fact that there has been negligible global-temperature change since 1998. 

Rather than modifying the phrase to “suspected global warming” or “episodic global warming,” 
the new term “climate change” was invented to replace it. That way, new realities could emerge. 
Changes of all sorts — historic snows, record cold, California drought, El Nino storms — could 
all be lumped together, supposedly caused by man-made carbon emissions. 

Volatile weather such as tornadoes, tsunamis, and hurricanes was sometimes rebranded as 
“climate chaos” — as if Western industry and consumer lifestyles were responsible for what 
used to be seen as fairly normal occurrences. 

The term “sanctuary cities” describes municipalities that in neo-Confederate fashion deny the 
primacy of federal immigration law and refuse to enforce it. 

Attorney General Loretta Lynch used the term “justice-involved youth” to describe young 
criminals arrested and charged with crimes. From such terminology, one might think the 
offenders’ “involvement” meant that they were parole officers or young lawyers. 

So what is the point of trying to change reality by making up new names and phrases? 

It’s mostly politics. If Hollande had used the label “skinheads” to describe European right-wing 
movements, the White House might not have altered the video. If a half-million right-wing 
Cubans were pouring illegally into Florida each year, or if 100,000 Serbs were crossing the 
border from Canada, the Library of Congress might not object to calling them “illegal aliens.” 



Clapper and Brennan are unlikely to claim that the Crusades were largely secular or an exercise 
in self-purification. 

The Obama administration probably would not describe rogue police officers charged with 
crimes as “justice-involved police.” If cities with conservative mayors declined to enforce the 
Endangered Species Act or federal firearms statutes, they probably would not be known as 
“sanctuary cities,” but rather as “nullification cities.” 

Orwell also wrote about a futuristic dystopia ruled by a Big Brother government that created 
politicized euphemisms to reinvent reality. He placed his novel in the year 1984, warning 
Westerners about what was in their future. 

We are now 32 years beyond 1984, but we are at last living Orwell’s nightmare. 

  
  
  
The Federalist 
The Obama Administration Is Now Apologizing For America Winning World 
War II  
Our new motto: Strength Through Moral Equivalence. 
by David Harsanyi 

When John Kerry toured the Hiroshima Peace Memorial and Museum this week before meeting 
foreign ministers at the G-7 Summit, Reuters reports that he had witnessed “haunting displays 
[of] photographs of badly burned victims, the tattered and stained clothes they wore and statues 
depicting them with flesh melting from their limbs.” 

“It is a stunning display. It is a gut-wrenching display,” explained Kerry. “It is a reminder of the 
depth of the obligation every one of us in public life carries … to create and pursue a world free 
from nuclear weapons.” 

Iran exempted, of course. 

But, really, is this the lesson of Hiroshima? That those in public life have an obligation to do 
away with nuclear weapons? A lot of people might argue that existence of those weapons have 
saved lives from broader world conflicts and conventional warfare. That includes ending the 
Second World War sooner. 

Yesterday, The Washington Post dutifully reported that, “In Hiroshima, Kerry won’t apologize for 
atomic bombs dropped on Japan.” Technically, he didn’t. What we witnessed was one of the 
administration’s inverted non-apology apologies. 

Barack Obama will also travel to Japan next month for the G-7. There’s a lot of speculation he 
will visit Hiroshima and offer some sort of apology. (If we’re to believe WikiLeaks, U.S. officials 
have been toying with the idea of having Obama say sorry for Hiroshima for a while now. And it 
comports well with his history.) 

It would not be a great leap for Obama. Having a high-ranking American official visit the 
museum already lends credence to the Japanese notion that the U.S. bombing was gratuitous. 



On top of this, Kerry blames “nuclear weapons” — rather than Japan’s fanaticism and nihilism 
— for Hiroshima. So we’re on our way. 

If the Obama administration is intent on historical score-keeping there’s plenty to talk about. 
Japan aligned itself with one of the great murderers of the 20th century (though it needed no 
help initiating genocide) and launched numerous invasions and a war that cost the 
U.S. hundreds of thousands of lives and billions in treasure, both fighting Japan and helping it 
create a stable, liberal state after the war. 

It’s not like the Japanese have ever truly apologized for the butchery, mass rape, destruction, 
and aggression that made Hiroshima a reality. 

It’s not like the Japanese have ever truly apologized for the butchery, mass rape, destruction, 
and aggression that made Hiroshima a reality. Has any Japanese foreign or prime minister 
strolled through the gut-wrenching exhibit about the Nanking massacre? The first time any 
Japanese official apologized for the Bataan Death March was 2009 — and then only an 
ambassador. 

Of course, revisiting Japan’s 70-year-old offenses at a G-7 Summit would be ridiculous and 
counterproductive. As is the compunction of Obama’s officials to “acknowledge” or apologize for 
the alleged sins and moral deficiencies of the U.S. every time they get on an international flight 
— a grating habit since 2009. 

After all, Kerry could have said that Hiroshima was “a reminder of the depth of the obligation 
every one of us in public life carries to stop extremist regimes like Iran from obtaining nuclear 
weapons.” Or he might have said Hiroshima was “a reminder of the depth of the obligation every 
one of us in public life carries to ensure that we are well prepared for the next force that 
threatens peace.” 

Instead our motto the past eight years has been, “Strength Through Moral Equivalence.” 

In Strasbourg, France, President Obama, who would later fail to show up in Paris with the rest of 
the free world’s leaders to make a statement about Islamism, said, “there have been times 
where America has shown arrogance and been dismissive, even derisive” towards Europe. This 
same president pays respect to the contemptible Saudi Arabian monarch while being dismissive 
— even derisive — of the only liberal nation in the Middle East, talks to the Muslim world about 
American colonialism as if it were a real thing. 

American officials can acknowledge the catastrophe of war and the destructive capability of 
nuclear weapons — even in the context of World War II warfare, the instantaneous carnage of 
the atom bomb was especially horrifying — without visiting the Hiroshima Peace Memorial or 
apologizing. Surely those in the fire-bombings of Dresden (or even Tokyo, for that matter) saw 
thousands of badly burned victims, in tattered clothes with skin melting from their limbs. It’s 
going to be a long apology tour if we take this route. 

Now, it’s a shame evil regimes start world wars that other nations are forced to win. But without 
the use of atomic weapons, World War II would likely have been prolonged. I realize historians 
debate how many Americans would have been saved, but at the very least, Truman’s intention 
was not to murder civilians indiscriminately, but to end the war in the Pacific. 

Most reasonable people, even those who believe a war is wrong, mishandled, or fought poorly, 
can probably concede that since the start of the 20th century, the U.S. does not enter into 



conflict with an intent to steal oil or exact revenge on civilians or to drop atom bombs for kicks. 
We’re far more inclined to fight wars to try to create democracies or spread freedom — however 
misguided and botched those efforts are sometimes. And post-war Japan is proof that 
Americans, unlike most other places around the world, don’t really hold grudges. So, though we 
are imperfect, we are not equally culpable. Not even close. 

  

 
  
  



 
  

 



  

 
  

 



  
  

 
  
  

 



  

 
  
  

 
  



  
  

 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
  
  



  

 
  
 


