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Abstract 

In this paper, I discuss those aspects of Clinton's sexual behavior and the subsequent events that have public implications: his reactions against various charges (reactions that I claim manifest Clintonese conceptualizations), the actions of White House and Democratic Clinton defenders, and ideological feminist defenses of Clinton. I relate my analysis to my libertarian-realist perspective, to the principle of genuine equality between the sexes, and to North American campus life. 



TEXT 

I believe that a great deal of President William J. Clinton^Rs behavior throughout ^SMonica-gate^T and the general public^Rs reaction can be understood in the context of a pervasive relativistic thinking, and for a substantial segment, feminist identity politics (FIP). Here I discuss, from the point of view of a libertarian realist, four aspects of the matter: the public implications of the president^Rs sexual behavior, his reactions to various charges regarding this behavior, the arguments of his defenders, and, in particular, ideological feminist defenses.
Relativism versus Realism. 
Let me begin by outlining how the relativism of identity politics, and feminist identity politics in particular, can be contrasted to the logic of realism. The essential feature of identity politics is that treatment of an individual is influenced by membership in a designated group. The extent to which designated group membership determines treatment can vary from slight (e.g., where, other things equal, designated-group membership provides an advantage in a competition) to total (e.g., where designated-group membership is a necessary condition for winning the competition), but even where there is only a weakly-stated influence, identity politics is involved.
Feminist identity politics (FIP) employs sex (^Sgender^T 1) as the criterion, and females as the designated group, although race is often thrown into at least the rhetorical mix (as in "women of color"). Such an addition may serve to help individuals who are members of both designated groups gain an added advantage in the competition (be this a business contract, a job in the police department, admission to a high-status university, a faculty position, or evaluation of performance for grades and/or promotion). Of course, any application of FIP runs counter to the view that all individuals should be judged solely in terms of their own demonstrated capacities and performance, even if there is good evidence that, in the past, other individuals in the designated groups were unfairly discriminated against on the basis of their group membership. In identity politics, it is the group membership of the actor (rather than the act itself, the context, or even the individual characteristics of the actor) that determines criminal and/or moral guilt. The predominant approach to the problem of domestic violence, which characterizes the problem as "violence against women" is an example of FIP ethics. The main criterion here is the sex of the perpetrator and victim, rather than such more logically appropriate considerations as the severity of the violence (FIP logic tends to lump psychological and physical violence together), the context (e.g., who began the fight), and provoking factors. So, if a woman cuts off a man's penis, this would be considered intrinsically less evil and less violent than if a man mutilates a woman's breasts.
Quite often, the application of such ethics is defended on the grounds that, in general, the designated group is weaker than the nondesignated group, and (at least in the past) the non-designated group has been a beneficiary of discrimination. So, in the above two examples, it is often pointed out that, in general, women are weaker than men, and that they have been the subject of past discrimination. This sort of argument is often true, but it is irrelevant.
It will be noted that both the treatment and the ethics involved in this sort of approach is formally identical to the approach of totalitarian regimes. These regimes discriminate among individuals on the basis of their group membership. Examples that readily come to mind are Stalin's treatment of kulaks and Hitler's treatment of Jews, but somewhat milder forms of discrimination are practiced by all totalitarian regimes against individuals who get classified into the enemy-of-the-state group category. Moreover, acts like killing that, if performed by individual citizens in a free society would be classified as murder, are transformed into just acts by virtue of being performed by a member of the designated group on a member of a non-designated group. I suggest that relativism (expressed in forms of identity politics) has been applied to Clinton's sexual behavior and non-sexual behavior. Moreover, the supporters of Clinton have also depended on relativistic logic to bolster their position.
Against the relativism of identity politics and its feminist refinements stands a principle and a notion. The principle was first espoused systematically by that notorious dead white male, Aristotle, who formulated the law of the excluded middle ^W that either A or not-A, where A is a proposition, defined as an expression that has truth value. The law implies that any position that contains a contradiction within it, or which is contradicted by evidence in which there is considerable confidence, is fundamentally flawed. The flaw cannot be removed by sheer power or by political means. In a later formulation of the same point, an Australian philosopher wrote that "as Socrates says in Critoo, 'though the many can kill us', that is no reason for setting their opinions above the knowledge of the wise, for believing, though they have a certain power over life and death, that they have nay power over truth" (Anderson, 1962, p. 199). The disinterested search for truth that is independent of opinion was an idea that was first practiced in a systematic way by a group of philosophers in Anatolia who, because they lived before Socrates, are known as the Pre-Socratics. In raising the question of what was common to all things, philosophers like Thales, Anaximander, and Heraclitus were the first to practice what has been called "the Greek way of thinking about the world" (Burnet, 1930), a way that involves disinterested inquiry that is, in principle, independent of the ideological constraints of "the many", i.e., the people in power. It is this "Greek way of thinking" that lies at the heart of any genuine institution of higher education. Although the idea is frail, and can easily be overcome by political/ideological considerations in a campus setting (see, e.g., Furedy, 1997a, b, c) as well as in "hard-science" research organizations (Furedy, 1997d), it is a mistake to think that the idea is merely an ivory-tower, esoteric, or academic imperative. On the contrary, it is also an important part of the non-academic component of any civilized and free society.
It is only because of the concept of disinterestedness that, in politics, the notion of conflicts of interests are recognized, and there is a common ground of agreement that, in order to settle an important issue (such as whether a certain manufacturing process causes pollution), investigators are required who are not only experts in the area, but are also independent, i.e., disinterested rather than interested judges. It is a measure of how far society accepts the notion of disinterestedness that the most effective political attack against a committee or individual in charge of an investigation is the demonstration of a vested interest or lack of independence. So to the extent that society is free rather than totalitarian, truth does matter not only inside, but also outside the groves of academe.
Following the above brief sketch of the Aristotelian law of excluded middle and its implications, the anti-relativist notion that I would like to consider is the idea of conceptual discrimination, where what is important is the subtlety with which discriminations in terms of principles are made. It is sometimes thought that just because one cannot apply a principle in every case to reach a correct conclusion, the principle itself is worthless. This, however, is a mistake. The fact that, in a particular case, society may find it impossible to determine, with certainty, whether a killing was murder or justifiable homicide does not mean the in-principle distinction between the two sorts of acts is useless or even unclear. Similarly, the distinction between rape and consensual 2 sex is an important one in principle, even though specific cases are generally even more difficult to decide than the murder/justifiable homicide issue. The difficulty is increased by the fact that, in the former case, much of the evidence is necessarily subjective not only in terms of a reliance on what was said, but actually what was thought by the two parties. Nevertheless, in a civilized society, it is necessary both to state the in-principle differences as clearly as possible, and to judge under what category the particular act falls under as fairly (or disinterestedly ^W that is why justice is shown with a blindfold over her face) as possible. I suggest that there are a number of current FIP pronouncements that display a low (not-to-say, primitive) level of conceptual discrimination. One example is the Dworkin dictum that all heterosexual intercourse constitutes rape. Another is the Canadian feminist assertion (repeated often in the media, especially during the yearly anniversary observations of the event on many campuses) that the Montreal massacre (of 14 women by a deranged misogynist) and telling sexist jokes are on the same continuum, and part of the same problem. Yet another example is the failure to distinguish between personal sexist attacks by a professor on individual female members in his class and discussing discipline-relevant group sex differences which make some female members of the class uncomfortable, and hence calling for the suspension or removal of the professor for engaging in the latter rather than the former sort of behavior. All such pronouncements, I contend, move society closer to the totalitarian end of the free-totalitarian dimension.
Areas Covered and the Paper's Perspective.
The first set of issues concerns those aspects of Clinton's sexual behavior that have public implications. These aspects include considerations like the identity of his partner, the status of his office, the venue for the assignations, and the time of occurrence of certain behaviors. Another area concerns Clinton's reactions once various charges began to be made. The basic theme of my discussion here will be that Clintonese conceptualizations are evidenced both in the perpetration of some of these reactions, and the justification for them that were offered by him. Yet another set of issues centers around the defenses of Clinton that were mounted by White House aides and other prominent Democrats. As is often the case in controversies, the true features of positions tend to emerge not when they are first put forward, but when their proponents defend the position against criticisms. I shall argue that the ad hominem form of defense was particularly salient in the way that Clinton defenders tried to deal with the arguments of the critics. A final area that deserves its own category is the defense of Clinton mounted by various feminist groups to which, in my view, the label "ideological" applies, and which essentially adopted FIP tactics. The question of whether, even if such tactics are successful in the short term, they constitute long-term successful strategy remains to be seen. It is my undisguised hope that expositions of FIP tactics in the Monica-gate case will damage ideological feminism, and advance the cause of genuine equality between the sexes. Finally, in this paper I will set out some implications of Monica-gate for campus developments. One reason for this emphasis is that I have been in the academy for all my working life. But another, and better, reason for this emphasis is that the degree to which a society is civilized is, at least in the long term, significantly influenced by the extent to which its institutions of higher education are devoted to the epistemological function of the search for truth, rather than to socio-political, "social engineering" functions, or to corporate functions in the service of business and industrial interests.
Discussion of the Four Monica-gate Non-private Issues. 
1. Aspects of Clinton's Sexual Behavior That Have Public Implications. In this category, a further distinction is useful, namely the distinction between those aspects that have been proven, and those which are merely alleged, but where there is credible (but not legally conclusive) evidence for the truth of the allegations.
Proven.
These aspects are all related to the relationship with Monica, with the DNA-stained dress serving as the "smoking gun", as the tapes did with Nixon. It was only after the DNA identification that Clinton and his defenders ceased to deny that there had been a sexual relationship (though perhaps not penile/vaginal intercourse) between Clinton and the intern.
The first and most serious publicly-related aspect is the time and the context. By 1995, when the relationship began, Clinton's difficulties in the area of extra-marital sex were well known. In addition, following the Hart affair in the early eighties, the media standards had shifted grossly, so that the sort of discretion that was enjoyed by President Kennedy was clearly not available. On these grounds, to engage in an extra marital affair at this time and in this context constitutes a gross political blunder. It should also be added that whether full sexual intercourse occurred is of marginal relevance. In practical political terms Clinton should not have got within half a mile of Lewinsky, as there was no rationale for any intellectual intimacy between them.
Another significant aspect is the choice of partner for the affair. The power asymmetry between a young intern and the president of the most powerful nation on earth is probably greater than any other conceivable power asymmetry. Even the power asymmetry between the CEO of a corporation and a secretary does not begin to approach that between the American president and his intern, and yet that power asymmetry is itself significantly greater than the typical campus power asymmetry between a faculty member and a student. The faculty/student relation is especially cogent because Clinton had indirectly supported FIP sexual harassment views that stated that a consensual sexual affair between a faculty member and a student was, by definition, impossible because of the power differential between the two, and in the nineties a number of universities passed laws that either forbade such relationships, or required the participants to declare its existence. It is important to recognize how unrealistic this sort of FIP harassment view is. To begin with, as Patai (1998) has recently argued, many female undergraduates actively seek out young male professors as prospective marriage partners, and these marriages often turn out to be, in the long run, successful, perhaps partly because the age difference between a young faculty member and a student is often only a few years (in contrast to the president/intern or CEO/secretary differences). But even if that is speculative, it is a fact that the FIP view is applied to all such faculty/student relationships, even when the faculty member has no evaluative power at all over the student. Moreover, even when the faculty member does have some evaluative power (in which case, in my view, the asymmetry aspect does merit serious consideration and additional care for such relations), the power involved is slight compared to the power of the American president over an intern. The power is often merely the award of one grade in one course with undergraduate students. In the case of supervision, the power exercised by the faculty supervisor is more significant (although it still does not approach the Clinton case), but there are also more grounds for suggesting that the relationship is justifiable in terms of the context.
To begin with, academic supervision of graduate work involves a significant amount of intellectual intimacy, and in human beings the line between intellectual and sexual intimacy is readily crossed, especially if both parties become motivated to cross that line. No such intellectual intimacy considerations could possibly apply in the case of an American president and a White House intern. Even if one does not accept FIP logic for these asymmetrical cases, the fact is that someone who was caught on campus or in industry in a relationship that even approaches the Clinton affair would likely be dismissed, if not charged with a crime, or at least sued in a civil case. And, of course, people caught in this sort of position on campus or in industry have resigned their positions. So, Clinton repeated vow to not even contemplate resigning involves an inexcusable lack of integrity. Moreover, this has absolutely nothing to do with his apology for having "caused harm to his family", or even to Monica, who, before the discovery of the stained dress, he used to call "that woman".
Alleged Cases.
In the case of Kathleen Willey, the time and context considerations that I discussed in the case of Monica apply a fortiori, as this alleged incident took place in 1996. So, even if Willey's account is not completely accurate, it was politically stupid (and hence job performance that deserves a failing grade) of Clinton to behave in any way that could even be interpreted as a sexual advance or demand in this context. Concerning timing, there is also the matter of Willey's recent widowhood, which should have made Clinton exercise extra caution over his behavior. Instead, if Willey's account is accurate, Clinton offered a job for sexual favors. This is the quid pro quo form of "sexual harassment" (SH) that ideological feminists often cite when defending the activist stance over SH. But pre-feminist views have always held such quid pro quo behavior to be fundamentally evil. In academe, I have argued that because such quid pro quo behavior betrays the sacred academic trust of a faculty member to evaluate students only on the basis of academic merit, it should be severely punished, whether the bribe is sexual or some other illegitimate reward.
In addition to the evil quid pro quo feature, the encounter, according to Willey, also contained some use of force. Although not as great as the repeated top-lip biting alleged by Broaddrick (see below), the force was sufficient as to constitute, by feminist FIP principles, a case of "sexual assault" in the sense of "unwanted touching". It is interesting to note that what is "wanted" and "unwanted" is often more difficult to decide than many ideological feminists of the "no-means-no" persuasion would maintain. That is why, in my view, the term "sexual assault" should be reserved for more physically intrusive and objectively definable acts than "unwanted" touching. Nevertheless, if Willey's account is correct, the touching that went on in this case was quite clearly "unwanted."
The Paula Jones case occurred at a much earlier time, and in a context where Clinton was neither president, nor carrying so much "bimbo factor" baggage. Still, the power asymmetry of his position relative to Jones was much greater than that, say, between a 25-year old male professor and a 21-year old female student. By FIP standards, exposing one's genitals certainly constitutes sexual harassment in the context that Jones described, if not sexual assault. So again, for this enthusiastic supporter of FIP views, the Jones allegations (regarding which, in the end, Clinton paid $850,000 to avoid a trial) present a problem of contradiction, and hence a problem with the law of excluded middle.
The third and final case to consider are the allegations of Juanita Broaddrick. It is important to emphasize, to begin with, that these allegations are several notches above (or below) the other allegations. Broaddrick alleges a series of events that have all the marks of rape as it was understood before the days of feminist legal scholarship. There is the force employed, and not just threat of force. The force was so severe (i.e., the repeated biting of the upper lip to induce compliance) that independent witnesses apparently saw the physical after effects on her swollen face. There is also her recollection that, on leaving, Clinton advised her to "put some ice on it", which also suggests that he was giving advice that was consistent with his experience with other victims who had resisted his sexual advances. The Broaddrick allegation is unique, in that it involves the difference between a womanizer and a rapist. It is a difference that may not be considered to be significant if one agrees with the Dworkin view that all heterosexual intercourse is rape, but for all others (even including many ideological feminists), the womanizer/rape distinction is more than significant, and is the reason why the Broaddrick allegations are in a class of their own, even if they refer back to events that occurred long enough ago as to be the (legal) subject of the statute of limitations.
Another way in which the Broaddrick allegation is different from the other allegations and the relationship with Monica is that these other cases, at a long stretch, could be accounted for by a "bimbo eruption" hypothesis, coupled with the idea that, because of his great power, Clinton was a natural sexual magnet for certain women. The Broaddrick allegation cannot be dealt with in these terms, or in terms of a '60s "flower-child" concept of "free love" or "open marriage". And, of course, in an even stronger sense than the other cases, there is no way that this issue can be characterized as a "private" one.
2. Clinton's Reactions Against the Various Charges: Clintonese Conceptualizations.
Probably the most salient feature of Clinton's tactics is his so-called "parsing" defense. Essentially, this involves lying in the sense that there is an intention to deceive (i.e., communicate a proposition which the communicator believes to be false, but the intention is to make the communicatee believe that the proposition is true). This corresponds to the common-sense notion of lying, and the intellectual skill involved is to use the language in such a way that legally perjury cannot be proved.
Some examples of Clinton's parsing defense include his initial assertion that "There is no relationship" (with Ms. Lewinsky). This is actually quite a crude form of "parsing", because it depends on the questioner not repeating his question, which was whether there was a relationship and not whether there is (currently) one. But because the question was not reformulated during the PBS interview, Clinton was able to defend his non-perjurious status by referring to the issue of what one means by "is".
A more skillful example of parsing was his TV denial, accompanied by finger wagging, that "I did not have a sexual relationship with that woman, Monica Lewinsky". This assertion is apparently true, both in strict Biblical terminology, and, apparently, in the terminology of the majority of young American adults. It, however, was clearly intended to deceive most older TV listeners, who at the time believed that Clinton had not had the sort of oral sexual relationship with Monica that resulted in the stains on her dress.
Again, when he denied having an 11-year old relationship with Gennifer Flowers, when it may have only been of 10 years duration, or when he asserted that he was "never alone" with Monica (because Betty Currie was next door), these constitute instances of lying in common-sense terms, even if there is no provable legal culpability. It also debases language as a communicational tool for information, though perhaps not for feelings. It is, in my view, no accident that FIP has also debased our language, by obfuscating distinctions such as rape vs. womanizing, and acts vs. opinions (for the latter distinction, see Furedy, 1995).
Another mode of defense adopted by Clinton is evidence- contingent pronouncements. The most obvious example of this was the way in which total denial of any relationship with Monica was changed to admission when the stained dress turned up. Such "smoking guns" are very rare, so the evidence-contingent strategy works well to preserve a very low "box score" of lying, where lying itself is defined in terms of Clintonese logic rather than in common-sense, and, for that matter, scientific terms as the intention to deceive (Furedy, 1997c). Yet a third method of defense is to attack ones' accusers. Until the dress was found, Monica was characterized by Clinton privately as a ^Sstalker^T and referred to by Clinton himself publicly as "that woman". This, of course, is a rather conceptually primitive form of the ad hominem argument, but when it is adopted by someone with the awesome power of the American presidency, the practical force of the attack is considerable.
In this connection, it is worth noting that while Linda Tripp's taping and leading on of Monica has been considered an odious sin, it must be remembered that this followed the president's lawyer calling her a liar in public. What else could Tripp have done to react against this presidential (through his lawyer) attack on her credibility?
The most odious method of defense is the launching of attacks on innocent by-standers in the service of one's case. The worst example, by far, of this mode of defense is Clinton's bombing of the medicine factory in Sudan on the day that Monica was giving evidence. The timing was clearly designed to take attention away from Monica's testimony, but in this respect the attack on the camp in Afghanistan was also suspect, because the "terrorist" leaders were supposed to have a conference there a few days later, so it would have made more sense to wait until then for the attack. However, the Sudan bombing is in a morally bankrupt and intellectually stupid class of its own. It is morally bankrupt not only because it resulted in deaths from the bombing but also because a population badly in need of medicine was denied the medicine the bombs had destroyed.
Moreover, the act manifests the worst sort of cowardice in the target that was chosen. The act also has a number of marks of intellectual, and hence political, stupidity about it.
In the first place, there was no credible evidence that the factory was manufacturing bombs, and lots of credible evidence (e.g., information from the British manager who had recently been in charge) that it was not. Again, when Sudan challenged the U.S. to have a full U.N. inspection, the U.S. refused to take up this challenge. For a powerful democracy like the U.S. to be placed into this position by a powerless totalitarian country like the Sudan is arguably the worst political American international setback to be suffered since the nation was founded. It is not only a moral, but a political disgrace. 
The final mode of this defense, adopted when all else fails, is tolerance of the grossest insult to one's honor (an old-fashioned, but still meaningful term). Clinton adopted this defense to the Broaddrick rape charge, in restricting his comments only to his lawyer issuing a general denial, and refusing to comment further. Now being called a womanizer, hypocrite, or stupid, it may well be reasonable not to dignify those charges with any detailed rebuttal. But being called a rapist is in quite a different category. It may be politically opportune for Clinton to adopt this mode of defense, if he wants to hang onto his office at all costs. But the defense, to put it into the vernacular of the nineties, indicates very little "self esteem".
3. White House and Democratic Clinton Defenders.
Of the seven defenses I briefly consider here, the first is the "it's only about sex" argument. This took an almost mantra-like status during the scandal, but, contrary to Goebel's views, constant repetition did not make it true. Of course, like most propaganda assertions, it had a grain of truth in it, in the sense that the amount of sexual details in Monica-gate far exceeded those in other scandals, like Watergate. But sexual details were logically relevant to the charges, which, before the emergence of the dress, were all denied by Clinton and his defenders. So, even if a lot of the details were "offensive" (which FIP logic considers of great relevance ^W note how frequently ideological feminists will try to counter an argument by asserting that they are offended by the argument, rather than providing some evidence that the argument is unsound) especially to the proverbial "children", what should count is their validity and not how "comfortable" people feel about them.
The second sort of defense was to attack the women bringing forth the charges. James Carville is the paradigm case of the unleashed and unrestrained attack dogs that were let loose. Paula Jones was characterized as "trailer trash", and Kathleen Willey as "money grubbing". It is important to note that not all Clinton defenders had to sink to the rhetorical depths reached by Carville, who probably sincerely believed in what he said. The point is that the Clinton defenders neither restrained him, nor even issued rebuttals of what he was saying. In this connection, of course, criticizing his tone or the way he put matters does not amount to a rebuttal.
The third defense is the ad hominem charges against Kenneth Starr. Not only his integrity was impugned, but there were clinical-psychological opinions proffered as well concerning his "obsession with sex". The logical force of this defense is negligible because, as indicated above, the factual issues surrounding the case had to do with sexual details. But as a piece of rhetoric, the device worked well by showing the seemingly repressed Starr who, not being able to "score" like Clinton had, was presented as a sort of voyeur of the President's "private" sexual derring do's.
The fourth defense is the famous "vast right-wing conspiracy" (VRWC) that Hilary Clinton launched early in the history of the scandal. This defense has a number of tried-and-true rhetorical advantages. The term "right wing" triggers a negative emotional response in many "liberals", and the adjective "vast" fuels the flames of fear. Then there is the term "conspiracy", with its implication of back-room ("white males"?) "boys" weaving their devious plots, and exercising their secret powers. In all this rhetoric, the logical point that what matters for us is whether the charges are true, is forgotten. Of course, had good evidence been produced for the VRWC theory, it could have been relevant for the truth of the charges, because then there would have been reason to believe that the charges were false. In fact, however, nothing was produced by way of factual evidence to bolster Ms. Clinton's VRWC, and in due course even she stopped putting it forward, though not before it had served its rhetorical purpose.
The fifth defense is the "private-business" argument, namely that the Monica relationship was simply something to be considered by Clinton and his wife. The defense was also employed for all the other charges, but as indicated above, there are no logical grounds for this defense. Even the Gennifer Flowers scandal does not come under the private-business category. In particular, whether Clinton committed adultery with Flowers before he became president is arguably private, especially if the relationship was fully consensual and involved no inappropriate quid pro quo. But whether Clinton lied about the relationship (rather than, for example, refusing to comment on it) is relevant, because it concerns the credibility and judgment of a candidate for public office, in a context where that credibility and judgment were already under question because of such incidents as the draft- dodging issue or the "did not inhale" issue.
The sixth defense is the "what the American people want" argument, which was based on polls that clearly showed that the majority of the population was tired of the scandal, and did not want the impeachment trial to be initiated and continued. The grain of truth behind this argument is that there are some issues of pure conscience where expert knowledge of details is not required, that are better decided by referenda rather than leaving the decision either to the experts, or to representative government. Propositions put to the people during elections are about issues like that, but even for those cases, the people voting are providing their considered decision, and the information is based on the full population of those who wish to vote. In contrast, polls test a very limited sample, the framing of the questions is up to the pollsters, and the replies do not require the more careful consideration that is involved when one goes actively to vote, rather than just being asked a series of questions (usually over the phone). More importantly, however, an informed decision about whether impeachment should have been pursued required, at minimum, a full knowledge of the details of the charges, as well as knowledge of what impeachment meant. Moreover, there is also a question of whether the public's ethical standards were sufficiently high to allow it to come to a decision which met the minimal requirement of being a moral one. After all, it appears that many people considered that even if Clinton was a rapist, he should still remain in office, presumably because the economy was doing well "on his watch". And there is the related ethico-logical contradiction in the polled public's belief in the following two propositions by the end of the impeachment trial: (1) Clinton is an untrustworthy liar, who, in a cowardly way, abandons all his friends when this suits him, and uses the powers of his office to protect his own interests; and (2) Clinton is fit to hold presidential office.
Finally, the seventh defense method was the use of vast exaggerations to describe the effects of pursuing Clinton's misdeeds. The term attempted "coup d'etat" was frequently used to describe the congressional impeachment hearings, even though they involved a procedure which, though rare, was entirely constitutional, and even though everyone is quite familiar with what a real attempted coup d'etat (which, by the way, has never occurred in the U.S.) is like. Again, Clinton's removal (even through resignation) was described as an event that would overturn the results of the last presidential elections, or "the will of the people". Logical examination of this terms immediately reveals its emptiness. Had Gore succeeded Clinton (like Ford succeeded Nixon, or even Truman succeeded Roosevelt, Roosevelt succeeded McKinney, etc.) how would that have "undone" the election? Only if Dole had succeeded Clinton would this notion make any logical sense, and yet it kept being repeated by Clinton defenders during the scandal period.
The leading feminist organizations did not explicitly criticize any of the above defenses of which some (for example, attacking the character of women who complained of sexual harassment and assault) were particularly inconsistent, in a logical sense, with their avowed principles. For this reason, these organizations bear some significant responsibility for being passive by-standers, while these defenses were being mounted. In the next section, however, I would like to discuss some more active ways that these ideological feminist organizations mounted defenses of Clinton.
4. Ideological Feminist Defenses of Clinton.
Of the six defenses I will discuss, perhaps the most curious one is the shift in the criteria for when a relationship is consensual. This shift became most apparent when the dress established beyond the shadow of doubt that there was a sexual relationship. At that point, the shift occurred from the former FIP position that any power asymmetry (including the slight one between a young faculty member and an undergraduate student) precludes consensuality, to the "new" (two legs good, four legs better?) standard where the strongest form of asymmetry did not matter, as long as there was no positive proof of physical coercion.
The second defense was the imposition of ideological rather than ethical criteria for judging the moral value of certain acts. By this standard, even rape was considered as something to be overlooked (in the sense of not demanding his resignation), provided Clinton used his last two years in office to fight even harder for policies like affirmative action, which is consistent with feminist ideology. This idea, advanced by such feminists as the president of NOW, Patricia Ireland, that ideological conformity can wipe out the most heinous of sins (which, I would suggest, rape is), is also consistent, of course, with totalitarian thinking.
The third defense is to assert that a charge like rape is not valid, because it was not reported in proper form to the authorities, and because a considerable amount of time was allowed to lapse between the alleged rape and the reporting. These are certainly new criteria for feminists to set for victim reporting responsibility. The obvious contrast is between their interpretation of Anita Hill and Juanita Broaddrick, especially as Hill's charges were far less serious than those of Broaddrick. And this brings up the fourth defense, which is that the severity of the charge (i.e., the seriousness with which it is treated) depends not on what is charged, but the ideological status of the alleged victim. Again the Hill/Broaddrick contrast is relevant here, and no further comment is needed.
The fifth defense is the changed way in which pattern-of-behavior evidence can be used in sexual harassment and assault cases against the accused. One of the reasons why Clinton is an ideological hero of radical feminists is that he was instrumental in expanding the use of this sort of evidence which, strictly speaking, represents an infringement on the accused^Rs right to be examined only with respect to the crime or crimes that s/he has been accused of, rather than of other behavior. Suddenly, however, when Clinton was the accused in the Paula Jones case, the feminist organizations enthusiastically hailed a judgment that ruled out Monica-related evidence in the Jones' case. Moreover, in a continuing rhetorical use of FIP principles, they kept attacking Starr for his joint consideration of Clinton's behavior with the two women. This is a flagrant example of the ideological identity of the accused rather than the behavior of the accused determining whether a principle (here the use of pattern-of-behavior evidence) is to be applied
Finally, there is the flexible use of the term sexual harassment (SH). Even before Monica-gate, SH was open to considerable definitional ambiguity, mainly because the criteria for its existence were so subjective. But during Monica-gate, ideological feminists moved from a position where a few jokes that made a woman feel "uncomfortable" (and sometimes this discomfort was recognized only later, and sometimes it was recognized not by the woman herself, but by some "equal opportunity" officer who had observed the situation) qualified as SH to a position where, unless it was crystal clear that Paula Jones did not want Clinton to drop his pants (and why did she go to his hotel room in the first place, that "piece of trailer trash"?), no SH was involved.
If there is one positive result that emerges from this sorry tale, it is that there will be a more logical, common-sense re- examination of the concept of SH, so that the war between the sexes (from which only those in the SH industry profit) is diminished. In the end, it is not Clinton^Rs faults that matter the most, but rather the way in which contemporary culture has dealt with his behavior, and the extent to which it has, by and large, been prepared to accept both factual and ethical assertions which are, respectively, grossly false and ethically unprincipled. It is this sort of cultural, intellectual and ethical relativism that, in my view, is the most damaging log-term consequence of the heritage of Clinton and his supporters. 
Notes 
1. My reason for putting quotes around this term is that it, rather than sex, is the independent-variable designation that makes the very strong and almost certainly false assumption that all behavioral sex differences are due only to environmental or ^Scultural^T factors. This is the assumption made in the feminist dictum that ^Ssex is only a social construction^T. The assumption is not only accepted but elevated to a categorical imperative by such influential organizations as the American Psychological Association, which requires authors who publish in its prestigious journals to use the term ^Sgender^T rather than ^Ssex^T, at least when writing about human behavior. I am glad that, for this journal, this ideologically-based imperative is not imposed.
2. The issue of whether it is ethically wrong or ^Simmoral^T (e.g., sex outside the bonds of holy matrimony) is, of course, an entirely separate issue.
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