ocrity, however brilliant, for trye greatness,
—Leo Strauss, eulogy of Winston Churchill, January 25, 1965
Harry Jaffa has written and sa

of scholarship and teaching. Among the most beautiful have been his

credits Strauss with giving him a gift dearer than life itself. Strauss taught
him what to do with his life—he brought Jaffa to reason. When the young
Jaffa’s mind, unbeknownst to itself, was in the grips of the historicism
and relativism that remain the conventional wisdom of our time,
Strauss’s teaching “struck off [his] shackles,” turned him from his illu-
sions, and dragged him up from the cave of nihilism to the light of natu-
ral right.

Jaffa’s reverence for his teacher is made possible by the greater rever-
ence his teacher taught him to have for truth. In the service of this greater
reverence, Jaffa has spent a fair portion of his life arguing with those
intellectually closest to him—not least among them, himself. A friend
recently gave me a copy of Crisis of the House Divided, on the cover page of
which Jaffa had written in pencil half a century ago, “For Willmoore
Kendall who knows that amicus quidem Socrates amicior veritas.” Jaffa
used to argue to the knife with Kendall about the c.haracter of . the
American founding and the significance of Abraham Lincoln, late into
the night on long distance telephone from Claremont to Dallas. When he
later disagreed with himself on these questions, as he did most notably in
his two great works— Crisis of the House Divided apd A New Birth of Frelf-
dom—he might be forgiven for thinking the pursuit of t.ruth had.(l;roug t
him up against an even more formidabl.e opponent. If is t}'xat V\lu e rang-
ing pursuit that gave rise to the disputahons.collected in this vo lt.upe. ;

One of the common criticisms of Jaffa is that he take.zs po 1t1csh an
morality more seriously than philosophic m“_‘ds wogld d.o, dthat hle dS l? WS
aregard for America in particular that no philosophic min L
for any earthly regime; that he shows more regard for America than

X



Works, B e
r0.0'cs ofCu nllr:)lcllr;;llntg l:n?oﬁgt}}fs on Mfthiavelli,.laid bare the Machiavellian
ith v ery few even o of the spec:lf.lc teachings of the great moderns.
SOnable doypy that th pparent e.X'Cep’flOn.s, Strauss proved beyond a rea-
eXample Sy at the great political philosophers after Machiavelli—for
Marx\WeinOZaf Hobbes, Locke, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Hegel, and
them attem a In the decisive respects, disciples of Machiavelli. All of
Certain kindpte(.:1 In their doctrines to guarantee the actualization of a
that regim of Just or legitimate regime, by taking their bearings, not by
Ywheo, € which is everywhere best, but by what all men actually eve-
lif are. They tried to assure the fulfillment of the goal of political
angWer ing that goal.
pef\etrat: - rightly observed that Strauss would not have been a'ble tlc;
tl"E“‘SCe e Machiavellian origins of modernity, had he. pot hlmse
be undnded those origins. Machiavelli had denied that polmcal life c&n
€rstood best or guided by what is highest. Yet Strauss, notwith-

39




40 Chapter 2

standing his respect, or even awe, of Machiav.elli's. greatness, quietly de-
nied that denial. No brief quotation can epitomize the vast sweep of
Strauss’s work, but I commend to you the following, for the concise sim-
plicity —indeed for the classic grandeur—with which it denies Machia-
vell’s most fundamental denial. It is taken from the Preface to the 1965
translation of Spinoza’s Critique of Religion. “It is safer,” wrote Strauss, “to
try to understand the low in the light of the high than the high in the light
of the low. In doing the latter one necessarily distorts the high, whereas
in doing the former one does not deprive the low of the freedom to reveal
itself fully as what it is.” Clearly, all the state of nature theorists, and all
the historical schools, tried to understand decent civil society —the
high—in the light of the most indecent and powerful passions. Kant’s
doctrine of Categorical Imperative would seem to be that point in mod-
ern philosophical thought furthest removed from Machiavellianism. In it,
every consideration of personal advantage, every element of expedience,
would seem to be removed. But what is the “good will” celebrated by
Kant? Is it not an abstraction from that view of morality that is drawn
from jche distir}ctiqn betvx.feen mere interestedness and disinterestedness?
{Xnd is not this view blind to the;'l d1fferenges between noble and base
interests? Is not Kant’s attempt to “democratize” morality, by getting rid

of the wise man as the judge of the moral man, an attempt to present the

high in the light of the low? There are other and even stronger proofs that
in the decisive respects, Kant too was a Machiavellian.
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June 11, 1949
Professor Leo Strauss

University of Chicago
Chicago, IL

Dear Professor Strauss:
Do you by any chance have left any off-pri :
classical poli}ics or that on hidden writ?lng? PR GRS ol o
Social Research can’t supply me the issues that contained them, and I'd lik
awfully to have them on my shelves—or, if not both, then either of ’them. e
If you can oblige me about this, please ignore the address above, and address
me at 150-95 Village Road, Jamaica, L.I. (apt. D).
Your piece on Rousseau' gave me quite a jolt, for which I am deeply grateful.
Sincerely,
Willmoore Kendall

ThurSday’ I 955

De
ar Professor Strauss:

L gave
'y 1€ Ofthesix lectures Bill Volker armange
::‘Ql f00m aipostponed study of the Areopagetica, whi
| ;
“1 Shoulq ost every moment the Conference wasn 't

d for Buck Hill? in lieu of

ch kept me busy in my
believe
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[ am to leamn
Conference, an
[ think I have never
to your books.

I hope and pra

of your illness, and how disappointing it was oy
d hear your lectures, and best of all, come to l::ha\,e -
before had an opportunity to say how deepl;‘y You, Ellltttllhe
Indepy e,
y for news of your early recovery. tdl,
Sincerely yours,
Willmoore Kendall

November 19, 1956

Professor Wilmoore Kendall
Department of Political Science
Yale University

New Haven, CT

Dear Professor Kendall:
For some time I have been receiving The National Review. You will not be

s1.nprised to hear that I agree with many articles appearing in the journal, espe-
cxglly your own. There is, however, one feature of the journal which1 com;)letely
fail to c?mprehend. It is incomprehensible to me that the authors who touch on
:::: :;?;Ci:ri 50 unqu-aliﬁedly opposed to the state of Israel. No reasons why
— argjmin tar e given; mere antipathies are voiced. for I can not call rea-
o ohension:g e Itlhs as arehl?ased on gross factual error, or on complete non-com-
————. alrI;g; W ich matter. .I am, therefore, tempted to believe that tpe
T T— nven by an anti-Jewish animus; but I have leamed t0 resist
whole academic year ::? lt ;a;‘;h‘l‘;g at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem for the
sivel%: on what I have seen with rrslf',:vl:': :;hat I am going to say 1S based exclr
he first thi ) i es.

try, which educl:lltisv:i]slcg:;nk-es °r.1e in Israel is that the country is a west |

Yy immigrants from the East in the ways of the West

Israel is the o
nl :
Y country which as a country is an outpost of the West in the East

Furtherm
ore, Israel js .
: a country which is surrounded by mortal enemies of over

; : merical superiori : ‘
nates in the instructi: Herty, ?nd in which a single book absolutely pfed"m
N given in elementary schools and in hlgh schools:

bible. Wh
cou ' atever . N
ntry as a whole s the failings of individuals may be, the spirit of tl;c
rity SU

ported b justly b 4 i
Y the nearnegg of bibl)i,caradi-scrlbed in these terms: heroic auste who
ntiquity. A con i it, is a ma”
- servative, I take it, 158

ern cou



to the nobility of the effort, i vulgar, »and is by

I hear the argument that the count s
s a gross exaggeration to say that the ¢
if it were true, I would say that a cong
the same arrangement may have very di > 182 man who knows that
stances. The men who are governing Israe] at pres

. ing of the century. Th ent came fr
beginning Of 1 Iy. hey are much more properly describ
as labor unionists. They were the men who laid the foundatir ibe
difficult conditions. They are justly looked up to by all no?:.l: under hopelessly
natural aristocracy of the country, for the same reasons for whicl(:c,:::lal.res as the
up to the pilgrim fathers. They came from Russia, the country ofe;;:::;s }ook
Second and Rasputin; hence they could not have had any experience of co:;ﬁ‘:f
tional life and of that true liberalism which is only the reverse side of conservatism-'
it is all the more admirable that they founded a constitutional democracy adomeé
by an exemplary judiciary.

On Page 16 of your November 17 issue of the Review, Israel is called a racist
state. The author does not say what he understands by a “racist state,” nor does
he offer any proof for the assertion that Israel is a racist state. Would he by any
chance have in mind the fact that in the state of Israel there is no civil marriage,
b_ut only Jewish, Christian and Muslim marriages, and therefore that mixed mar-
ﬂf_lges in the non-racist sense of the term are impossible in Israel? I am not so cer-
:;: that civil marriage is under all circumstances an unmitigated blessing, as to

pF;:xrl(:l/le of th.ls particular feature of the state of Israel. 3
4 °°"Serva:,j’v Ie wish to say th?t t}.le f('>un.der of Zionism, Herzl, was fugdamentally
s a0, man, guided m_hxs Zionism by conservatnye cor},mde.ratnons. .(Some
Herz), 1 ;ny rZ’;’l‘i”’afJ’ published an attack from a “Ijnber.al pom.t of view on
b‘»‘ Point whcp | . ;Ctlon_ does not deceive .me, that article 1s s.ufﬁcnent to prc?ve
a:s;‘en Y the SO_Ca“";akmg-) The.moral spine of the .Jevxfs was in danger of bef'mg
fonnth fom the; ed emancipation of the Jews which 1n rpany cases had alien-

i equar: r heritage, and yet not given them anything more than merely

ity; it n
't had brought about a condition which has been called “exter-

om Russia at the
das PiOneers than



nal freedom and inner servitude;” political Zionism was
inner freedom, that simple dignity, of which only people
itage and are loyal to their fate, are capable. Politica) Zionisy ;. e the
obvious reasons. But I can never forget what it achieved g , IS p .
era of complete dissolution. It helped to stem the tige of “pr; Mora] g, oy
of venerable, ancestral differences; it fulfilled a Conservatiye fir

I felt it was my duty to bring these considerationg to yo
appreciate it if you were good enough to reply to this Jette,

Sincerely yours,

Leo Strauss

the atteyy,
Who

. Cve|:
Netion, g
ur attenti()n‘ l

2 Dec. 1956

Dear Professor Strauss,

Thank you many times for your recent letter about National Review g s
Israel policy, all of which was very welcome except the suggestion that | might
conceivably leave a communication from you unanswered.

May I speak frankly but in strict confidence in reply to the questions you
raise?

1) You should have been somewhat better pleased with our editorial sind
since the Israeli invasion of Sinai and Gaza. But I agree only somewhat: our stp
port for Israel, though all-out, has been reluctant in tone. ,

2) 1 agree completely—1I personally, that is—with the position set forlhl:“
your letter, and out of a lesser knowledge and skill have urged it for many m"“i;
at editorial meetings. And I am as mystified as you concerning the ultimale souer |
of the anti-Israel biag among my colleagues, and in Right-wing Circlgs. in gennw
At National Review anyhow, I am convinced that it is not anti-semits” (v
on the part of the one Jewish member of the Board). Bill Buckley; let me ’
s, efiithal policy, comes of anti-Semitic parents, but to me for marcli' ){he
e i ot e Bty Gty o T
his way of lichel Ch‘ey y .féllur?’ S cc.mte-xt of }.1avmg i each an every.;;m
8 i gl » s political ideas, with incredible s-u.cceSS t‘; [ have S¢ B'him
t00 many « e, to carry them along on anti-Semitism; an% - fo supp®s°

; Y Situations where he wag coura sly anti-anti-Semitic: =
likely to ¢q ; o e 16 PO icy
Y anti-Semitic attitudes into the making of magaZ!

be cled

ol
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- hypothesis about. all th'fs, involving differen.ces between me
that appear marginally 1n my coluTnn and will x?ot have been
¢ a reader as you- We all grew up in the intellectual climate of what
0050 c,los calls Liberalism; all of us have “broken” with the general corpus
ailgzgma; put different ones of us are still to very different degree still
fLiberd (o this Liberal tenet as that one; and Bill has been, for my money, par-
.ris(;“;;Slaggard about two of them, namely, that concerning Equality (so that on
::: :mcial level of discourse he really does conceive of one Arab as “equal”
oone Jew), and that concerning freedom of thought and speech (so that any State
at moves in any way to assure homogeneity of opinion and attitude among its
dizens automatically incurs his displeasure). Let me not beg either question;
bt dobelieve that any Conservative position not based upon a view of Equality
first cousin at least to that in Aristotle’s Ethics, and a view of freedom of thought
§nd spee'ch ,not first cousin at least to Spinoza’s, will end up delivering itself into
:ls §n6111mes ‘hands.. The Israel issue is, on this showing, derivative from certain
tzi‘cge:’egrfel;;t?s:lt.lons, which have dictated the magazine’s policies on, e.g.,
bougi g Spee‘:hlss;x:: (Equality) and 'fhe.Dominican Republic (Freedom of
ofthe goodness of itw ich ends you up. tt}mkmg poorly of any State so persuaded
Price for its Survivals g;’\f)(:ls as to be W}llxng to pay tl}e military-and-mobilization
Thig last, inCidema\{ W. Ich may in a difficult strgte4gm background pe very high).
‘0 the Tsrael fock Zt, ICsIan old problem; my wife,* whom I have since lost, was
Srag| PoSition— gy A for 'several years, and | watchgd her move from a pro-
Of“mn.‘tarization” er m?' CQntlnuous protc?st—to_ an ant.n-Israel position because
4) The e and .rehance on for.ce in forelgn policy.” ]
Very fey beople t0n quite properly z.mses, which I woulq rega_lrd youdas Iolneea :)e
Y hame o, e 0 whom I would give an apswer, Why lf. I disagree do -
I mast-head? Well, for one thing, the magazine seems to me qu

ght o
n
tion i, ot 10 expect too much acquiescence in my own views from the e E
Wh'Wh'lCh I participate. For another, my chances of influencin
. "uch it seems to me wrong are much greater inside than outs! f mine, whom
e uckley and Brent Bozelld are, above all in my eyes, P upnl(Sj i l;nd whom I
isel A teacherly obligation, at this time, to “let havekt o :\::S Sz;uthority g
i _ ¢ mas
g ' Never to feel that 1 am asserting any SO-t0 szee? must know that on¢ often,
S0 the Equality Business; for you also as a teac

i ; ““less than equal”
e | i ands his head, acts l
. andhng B ooeie rquil e den:arecisely because€ 0O more than

L., fails to claim one’s equal “rigllts”? essing such issues.
®qual,” and sees the dangers, for the pupil, of pr

[ do haY
j) olleagues

g iton the points
de. And, finally,

ne is
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Please do not hesitate to write to me further if thig eXplanatioy
is

factory to you. |
I know from your pupils how reluctant you are to et g0of3a Manygg
it is just as you want it; but may I say Id give my right arm 10 teag Tipt ung

0t sap;e

Hill Falls lectures—with, of course, a firm promise not to trey B asr«BUCk
lished” by dint of being lent to me. Could you conceivably be PeTSuadegs
Yours sincerely, '
Willmoore Kendall
* * %

December 5, 1956

Dear Professor Strauss:

Just as an addendum to my recent letter, how would you feel about our pub-
lishing your letter on Israel—whether over your signature or withholding your
name? I should greatly appreciate a word from you about this.

Sincerely yours,
Willmoore Kendall

December 6, 1956
Professor Willmoore Kendall

Department of Political Science
Yale University

New Haven, Connecticut

Dear Professor Kendall:

gues,

I did notice the change in Your editorj
. orial after ¢ i i inai and
Gaza, and I was glad that reality did recejye Some rellzlgsl:ig:?(l) ln\g\smrll] olf‘i;zﬂéspe.
n after all.
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fied by your analysis of the possible motives of the anti-Israe] stand
o oratifi€

lly emen in question, and by .the statemept of principles which you make
fthe genontext (Aristotle on equality and Spinoza on Freedom of Speech.)
. that C

., jatter statement [ entirely concur.
With lh‘;or my Buck Hills Falls lectures, they had not been written up when [ was
. lI(\ sn jast spring, and after my convalescence 1 was completely unable,

smcczount of more pressing commitments, to do any work on them. But there
::i:ts an earlier and much shorter version (roughly three lectures) of which I shall
be glad to send you a mimeographed copy as soon as it will be ready, i.e., in about
aweek’s time.

With kindest regards,

Yours sincerely,

Leo Strauss

LS:mfg

December 71,1956

tofessor Willmoore Kendall
The National Review
21E, 37th Street

W York 16, New York

Degy Professor Kendall:

s n ‘
- Thave 10 objection to your publishing my lf:ner ° e. There are some minor
i ecessary that it be published over my S .tion- I think that the sen-
“1ges which would have to be made in case of pUbhtc ?s {0 say, the first two anfi,
S Indicating that the letter was a -4 and also, therefore,
- 185t two sentences) should be omitied,

i fore
. » < fOUﬂh llne be
hing” in the to say
In}; «] have been t€a¢* at 1 ought

tll: line 3, 1 haye been told that the “1ha ood English, sl 158
g

is not g .
“It i of the first paragrapha l «] should say that” be omitted.

a ”» t 1 i se | do
‘I‘ght. ph, line 4,1 Sllggesht t:::c, should be omltteddble Z?:\P‘)’ do

: emark mn
O the Sixth paragraph’ the ™ ment oD the

: . Finally,
N0t |ike making 2 public stat‘:he article again: Fin
"0t have the time to 100 uf the 6th paragrP™
tence beginning in 1in® -

iStically awkward-

[srael.6 But if you do 50,
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[ apologize for My pendantism, byt 5 my age | can’t g,

Sincerely yours, 8¢ any Moge
Leo Straugs

LS:mfg

Ciudad Trujillo, R. D.
9 January 1957

wished. I was not able, as I should

: . o n
$ set by my economic possibilities I propose, from here 0
as much as possible, and do what I caﬂ;

, alas, €conomic—with the range of problems that you ha

to talk over with you, through some
between my reading of Rousseau a
issue as well which y
single work for separa
Contract (which see
as to what in his oth

long evening, some rather sharp differCI{CZT
nd your own, and a certain methodf?log‘:is
ou will hardly fai to sense in the fact of my isolating t'a/
te treatment. Concretely, I feel that the meaning of the ’Soc; p
ms to me to reflect some very firm decisions on J.-J.’S g ny
€r writing’s must be excluded) tends to be obscured by

i



_apt 10 deal with it 1 - TNy
:;gl theory of Rousl:e:::;l J7u(I;¢tion with his RRESPONDENCE
-' : . 0
o whose discrepancies from thwonder if yoki l:h 199
ghat even a contemporary Fre e Others\an ave ever 1
ostof what I shall be sayi “_Chman - d,as | |gq Ooked at
2 mewhere tha Y Introdyct; e looks e tard; sla-
ndpray, if so, that it does not L you are ot - at the texy tly, from
mea ) to —give
n that llke voe at Chica away
smcel’ely Uare returnip tar? | hOpe
: g to Eur,
Ope.

W.
tlimoore Kep, dall

€r w
0
tks (50 ag o
amy
€ at
|

ear
Tr' Kenda]|:
ank '
tisfied with the rifor your lt.3tter of January 9, which received last week
printed version of my letter to you on the State of lsrael.

e[e
Was
one printi
nt
What you Wmt:ltg error, but these things do happen from time to time.
o me about your own plans Was very interesting (o me:

Shal|
IOOk

forward to seeing your interpretation of
f The Socia

ave
not
seen your translation 0
n of the letter to
ci

Yoy
r pla .
Live memllng to make a translatio
‘ the reference to YOUr translation ©
eminar. Sure
nd shall be verY hard 1©

it wh

e
agree n | take up Roussea¥ again in MY 5
ment between YO! and me regarding
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