
Chapter 7 

1959-1963 
uln Open Air Again" 

I the summer of 1960 Harvey Mansfield, Sr., professor of politi·c 1 . n U • • d . a sci-
ence at Ohio S~ate ~ivers~ty an editor of the American Political Science 
Review found himself in a pi~kle. From Spain he had received an article from 
wmmoore_ Kendall. ~he article cri~i~ized t?e ~ght to free speech, a right 
which ordinary Amencans and political scientists held almost sacrosanct. 
Mansfield recognized the quality of Kendall's "incisive" analysis but knew 
that he had a problem. Finding a "neutral" reader for evaluating the article, 
given Kendall's status as a conservative "symbol and stereotype" proved 
impossible. Giving up on this task, Mansfield evaluated the article himself. 
He made several suggestions for revision. He wanted Willmoore to tone 
down his "rhetoric" and edit out "anything that will appeal only to C~tholics 
and the natural law people." The author was annoyed by these comments but 
accepted several of Mansfield's suggestions as legitimate. Others he rejected, 
refusing to back off, for example, in his harsh attacks on John Stuart Mill. 
Kendall was therefore pleasantly surprised when Mansfield-despite the 
article's "unabashedly egghead McCarthyism"-published it in the APSR.1 

Had he not used a similar title in his Socrates article, Kendall might have 
called this article: "The Case of the People vs. John Stuart Mill." In it he took 
on the role of prosecuting attorney, cross-examining Mill relentlessly, and 
seeking a harsh sentence. Karl Popper, who popularized the term "open soci-
ety," merited less attention in his analysis. Refining his Buck Hill Falls lec-
tures, Kendall set out to show the import of Mill's ideas through close re~ding 
and analysis of On Liberty. He demonstrated that Mill (with few exceptwns) 
favored "absolute freedom of thought and speech," even when-~erha~s 
especially when-such expression involved subversive subjects. Mill, said 
Keudall, insisted that freedom was society's first duty, demanded that all 
questions be treated as open questions, and denied "existence · · · of any truth 
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148 Chapter 7 

whatever." Mill posited no "right" to free speech because th 
recognizing an objective order of rights and duties. "In f 

11 
at Wo~ld derna 

b th li . d hil ,, . . u rebeJh nd o re gion an p osophy, Mill reJected previous treat on against 
ject and regarded himself as "standing not upon the sho ldments of his sub. 

f · " In · u ers of g· o pygmies. summation, prosecutor Kendall called his ni iants but 
defendant "a teacher of evil. "2 neteenth-century 

In the rest of the article, Kendall showed why an open . 
k Mill d . . . society ca wor . treate society as If 1t were a "debating club dev t d nnot 
h . f h ,, o e above II to t e pursmt o trut , whereas real societies cherish many a 

. . . . goods. M want to preserve Ideas and practices which thelf members reg d 05l 
d b hi h h . ar as true an y w c t eir members try to live. Mill assumed free speech 

d . 1 h M 1 d" d · · could o no socia urt. ost peop e Isagree with him on this point and t 
. 1 h 1 . f h h . eared soc1a urts resu tmg rom w at ot ers said, or wrote, or thought. Therefore 

Kendall argued, the only way to establish an open society was to coerc~ 
people into accepting a kind of society which they did not want. Society 
must silence those who oppose freedom of speech. Moreover, without belief 
in truth, "extremes of opinion will ... grow further and further apart so that 
... their bearers can less and less tolerate even the thought of one another, 
still less one another's presence in society." Amid universal skepticism, 
noisy clashes of opinion would substitute "phosphorous" for "philosophy." 
Society would abandon the search for truth and tolerate injustice, ignorance, 
and oppression. Rather than modeling society on a debating club, K~ndall 
suggested comparing it to an acad~mic -~iscipline. A~ong scbol~rs. dI~cus-
. · v'.l ~ued preparation for senous discourse reqmred, and disciplmary SIOn IS UJ, , k 

"orthodoxy" assumed. Anyone who wanted to promote cha?ge had to wo~ 
within the system's parameters and "persuade the commumty ~o a~cept ~Is 

. f . " For the adamant change agent, if the acadellllc dISCipline P01nt o view. . "" 1 t' " or . ) . ted his initiative the alternatives were ISO a rnn ( or sOCiety reJec ' 

"banis~ent."3. ber 1960, the "Open Society and Its Fallacies" was 
CoID1ng out m_ D~m I and rovocative pieces of Kendall's _oeuvre. Yet, 

one of the most ms1ghtfu p d bf bed another article which was also 
only a month before, Kendall_ ha pu_ isl t d a carefully calibrated vision of 

. t In 1t he articu a e . • 
among his most importan . . ''The Two Majorities" and appeann~ m 
Congressional supremacy. ~~t1tl~s iece developed Kendall's conc_ept10n 
the Midwest Journal of Polztzcs, t p P_ dential campaigns of both parties, he 
f US representative democracy. resI k "popular mandates" based on 

o ed.. tend to promote change and to see l ·med broad, vaguely defined argu , . • 1 " They proc a1 
5 d lightened pnncip e. . d'fferent interest group . 

~'lofty an en voters in a country w1th 1:1,any ·s~itary political system." 
plans to _attract . thus tended toward a pleb1 J . terests in ''structured 
Presidenttal e]ect10n~er hand, was linked to act~a t~ought real gaim for 
Congress, on t~e ot .fi· c locales. Its representative. . 
co · · ·" 1n speci mmumues · . 
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1959-1963 

. ents through pork barrel projects and 149 
onsutu 4 grounded the b 

c lthY way. . . . . ody politic in a 
~ea ·tying the Mad1soman v1s1on he had fl 

Clafl h d d . rst seen t S 
d the framers a es1gned Congress to k a tanford Ke d 

11 "rgue . h d . . ma e most • ' n a 
jJJ • • ns sometimes t ose ec1s1ons meant re. . important natio 1 d~c~st1~ve~. Leaders of the political science PJec;mg. Principled presiden~al 
-01na 1 d' . ro1ession . a 
1 1 had done a 1sserv1ce to American politic Th , especially Robert 

'10111y that "either the majority rules throu sh hey ha? creating a false 
diC or it does not rule at all." Such political scie!· tt ehpres1d~ntial elections 

. ' o f 1 ts s t us denied "I .. · · to Congress as a ormu ator of policy." Dahl eg1ttmacy 
· · · gress-with its staggered elections seniority and company portrayed 
con . d ' system filibu t orth-as a barn er ~o emocracy, created because of th; " . s er, and _so 
f . majority-rule bias of the Framers." To questi th· anti-democratic, ann- on is consensus d · 
d Kendall, "may seem an act of perversity." But a d . , . a mtt-

te k . d H ca emic perversity 
Willmoore's stoc -m-tra e. e then argued persuasive! th h was 

1 B d J All S . Y at t e Framers-ontra Char es ear , . en mtth, et al.-possessed ad " . 
c • · · · 1 " In . eep commitment 
to the maJo~t~ pnnc1p e. creating the nation's framework, they had 
sought to facilitate popular control over the government n t t . 

· fl d · · · "b , 0 o prevent 1t They fear~d m ame maJonties ent on inju~tice," but majority rule per s~ 
did not fnghten them. As father of the Constitution, for example M di 

bl . h " 1 . . . , a son 
bad no pro. e~ wit pop~ ar maJonties having their way. He simply wanted 
... the maJonty to _be articulated and counted in a certain way." Congress, 
then, was not a bamer to democracy but one of "two popular majorities."s 

Toe Congressional majority involved selection by the people of unin-
structed legislators with time and temperament to consider the national inter-
est and the interests of their own communities. Localities vote not mainly on 
issues but for individuals. They select their "virtuous men," the natural aris-
tocrats of their particular places. Such individuals, with deep roots at home 
and well connected with local business leaders and professionals, represent 
the "interests and values" of hierarchically structured local communities in 
ways no distant president ever could. Political discourse at the Congressional 
level dealt with concrete situations. Thus, candidates could "talk about 
something." In presidential elections, using "pleasant-sounding maxims," 
candidates mostly talked "about nothing." In this scholarly tour de force, one 
sees Kendall's long-standing interest in Rousseau and in local_ ~ove~ment 
bear fruit. By representing the will of many distinct commumties, mstead 
of upholding theories popular among liberal academics, Congress hel~ed 
preserve democracy. It embodied the consensual will of the people whi~h 
Rousseau believed must be lost in any large state. Frank Mey~r,_Willn_ioore s 
N · · 1 " bnlhant piece of ational Review colleague, recognized the art1c e as a . k 
analysis." But Vernon Van Dyke, editor of the Midwest l~um~l, had to thm 
long .and hard before publishing it, given Kendall's notonety. 
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Though under contract with Yale until 196 J, Kendall 
. . never r after 1958. In fact, his most productJve years as a scholar eturned th 

New Haven. After Stanford Kendall develop an increas·callJe after lea/re 
intricate political philosophy. From 1959 until his death inglly nuanced 'ng bl. . . d . . . in 967 and pu 1ca1Ions mcrease 1n quantity and m quality. His man . ' "endalJ• b k f h. . d . h' b y art1cJes s oo , rom t 1s per10 compnse 1s est scholarly work. 'fh .' and one 
maturation, extension, and articulation of ideas he had be· ey Witness the 
the previous three decades. Later in 1960, for example Ke d 

I 
ering for en Pond · 

. . , n a I PUbJ yet another important article, "How to Read Milton's Areo . . 
1
shed d . th J l irp 1· . A . Pagu,ca ,, Th · one appeare m e ourna o, o 1t1cs. rgumg that the English p . · is d d f f h h · untan w not a strong e,en er o ree speec , e agam faced considerabJ k . . as 

from the editor before having the article accepted for pubJicati:ns ~hcisrn 
year, together with Frederick Wilhelmsen, Kendall 's piece on c

1

• e next 
. . . cero anct the necessity for mamtenance of a "pubhc orthodoxy" appearect in Fre h. Table Ronde. 1 nc in 

By 1960--having served his country in World War Il and Korea, lived 
through scarring controversies at Yale, helped start National Review, and 
absorbed the ideas of Leo Strauss and Eric Voegelin-Kendall was at !he 
height of his intellectual powers. His ·ihought was reaching full maturity. 
For a time, he focused on publishing: in prestigious journals hoping such 
articles would win him promotion at Yale. Under the sponsorship of !he 
Reim Foundation, Kendall lived and worked in Europe from 1959 to 1961 , 
mostly in Spain. Having more time to write facilitated this burst of scholarly 
productivity. Together with seventy oiher scholars, he ]h•ed for a time at 
the Residencia of the Spanish National · Research CouncI!, a government-
sponsored think tank in Madrid. Here he found pleasant lodging! and was 

·ct d meals domestic servants, and ample office space. Nelhe Cooper prov1 e , • d h' · 
'th.him as his research assistant. Charles Hyneman believe t is time came w1 f " 

1 
f · n the . S . helped Willmoore rediscover his muse. A ter a ong ime I :oo~::.~ Hyneman took heart to see his old friend "out in clear ground and 

. . " 8 

in f ;!~1~ke-llllnded c?mpany, Ke~alle ~;: ~: ~!:!:i: :::a~!~: 
wing critics of the Franco regime. Among e~t f Navarre in Pamplona. He 
ists of Opus Dei associate_d wi_th the ~m~~;,s1 i ~ctivist Rafael Calvo Serer. 
befriended the Spanish h1stonan an po Ib1cac· dad whom he called "the d h ·1 pher Rafael Garn ra m ' 

1 
di He also adllllre p I oso . d 'd ,, Many of these persons, inc". ng 

only interesting person I found m Ma ~- . nchanted with the Franco regime. 
Calvo and Gambra, were monarchists isert d the claims of the descendants 
Some were Carlis! legitillllm, They suppo ni:h throne and were often at odd,'. 

C los Count of Medma to the Spa d 'tted were "a little crazy, 
of Don ar ' gime The Carlists, Kendall a m1 to believe that even with the Franco re . . d self-assurance. He cam but he admired their verve an 

j 
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1959-1963 . "ty 

. . kin and creat1~1 . 
trained in their thm g 1 stagnation. 

. ain remained ~~?s or creating such intellectua intellectual 
t..ieods'' in Spthe "dictatorship t It not the cause of the d by the I 

·s ..... bJarne • as "the resu I influence I 
"1 did not . d the regime . k Wilhelmsen ( deep came to see I 
~e he v,ewe . " Fredenc . I When Wdlmoore . d" ' 
R•i)Jef . of Spain. art of this mc e. . "God has amve · 
~ dauood his family weredp t to their children that. K dall' s Spanish 

· is) an h boome 00 bers that en h" c,rli: •1helrnsens, e then a little girl, remem h -inflected drawl of is 
die I ,dra Wilhelmsen, Jowly similar to the soot e~ Jso frightened her a 
Al~an rfect but spoken s I d him Uncle Willmoore, e a 
was pe Although she cal e I April 
w Jjsh. d book on Rousseau. n 
utt1e.' h d difficulty completing a prop;5;;,r renewal of his grant despite 

)(endall a Ri bard Ware of Reim to as because Kendall was 
19(,0 he 7o:ple~e the book. Part of ~s i~af tr~:;t and Eric Voegelin. He 
fai]UI" to ·n bis work in light o~ readin~ rather than its quantity. He 
,efonni:e 7o consider the quality o~ ~s wo{~ quickly but that "scholarly 
ask~ that he could tum out "Polemtthca t :eo~ad been more productive than 
not • Kendall told Ware a 1 leting 
work" took time. . 1 but he had to write careful y, comp 
ever in writing sc:olar'K ::::Je reading lots of scholarly material. In~eed, 
7()0-800 words a ay, a d th t h1's forte lay in writing short expository · g to understan a d t 
be was colDln h When Willmoore pleade grea er th r than lengthy monograp s. 1 . 
pieces '.a. e h Jar he spoke truly. He was formulating or comp etmg 
prodhuctf1vh1t1.Ys :s~ :~h~Iariy work during this time. Recognizing the value of 
muc o d' 10 
his efforts, Ware granted a second year of fun mg. . . 

Kendall did write a book in Spain, but it was unpublishable. Te~tatively 
titled The Long Farewell to Majority Rule, it involved a close reading, tex-
tual analysis, and refutation of Robert Dahl's Preface to Democratic Theory 
(1 956). By reading and rereading the book and reducing Dahl's arguments to 
logical form, a new vision of democracy "opened up" for Kendall, the impli-
cations of which, he said, Dahl did not see. By engaging with Dahl, Kendall 1

"11ized his own previous ideas about "majority-rule democracy" had been 
wrong. Few Americans ever actually questioned "the majority-principle." 
Yet he was skeptical of Dahl's number crunching to measure democracy. He 
~ought the author's anti-Madisonian views incompatible with the main argu-ments 10 p ,;. K d 1 . . 
Wh 1 . re,~e: en a I then reached the "shocking" conclusion that "the o e anti-ma.Jonta . . t . f M 
cist fal!ac ,, nan m e'.PretatJon adison and Hamilton is an histori-
hy sub . y. As a book, this effort did not work. Rigorously argued point Pomt full of e I 11· 
l!Jade ton h' . xp anatory e 1pses and references to Dahl's Pref ace, it 
tion of f!tading, even by Kendall's demanding standards. Public dissec-
~ahi' s nam/~;:;s _by_ Locke or Socrates or Mill might pull in readers, but 

Ut even1ua1iy th si_nular cachet. Kendall did get interest from publishers ey shied away. u ' 
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Kendall wrote only sporadically for N t. 
1 

. 
h. 'b . . a iona Review h' 1s contn utions mtertwined with his ac d . w 1le in E 
. K d 11' I . . a em1c Work I ~,f UroPe m en a s re ationship with the magazine · n 1v1ay 1

961 
, With 

Whitaker's Spain and the Defense ol-' the W artosWe ohver his review fa crisis 
I 'J es . en w·ll o A a twe ve-page typescript, Buckley pruned it. Ber . '. llloore sub nhu, 

would help "our friends in Spain " Kendall d1ev1ng his Original lllitted bl ' ioun the ed't Vers· a e. He threatened resignation and expected th t h' 1 s to be un 10n bl 1 . . a ts stan accept a Y resu t m the disappearance of my name from th ce Would ,, -
R · " A h e masthe d Prob-eview. mont later, he told Francis Wilson that th . a of Nar; f h. . . e coming ,,1. ona/ o 1s connection with the magazine would be "a rel' f,, 

1 
tquictar f 1 . . . ie . n realit B ion'' re usa to rescmd his cuts and his willingness to acce t w·i Y, Uckley' 

· h k K P 1 Imoor ' s hon s oo endall so badly that he ended a long period of sob e_ s resigna. 
Bozell was able to reconcile the two men which allowed K nety. Brent t . . h "AT • enctan to or a time wit ivatwnal Review. In July Kendall apologized continue 
agreed to accept Buckley's editorial discretion as the final to dBuckJey and 
got printed. 12 wor about What 

Thus, not everything went swimmingly for Willmoore on h' E 
. D . is uropea SOJoum. esp1te a year of successful writing, Kendall was drinki n 

• . · · ng to exces and deternnned to enter a hospital for treatment of this "long . s 
1 d " I O b h h k . . -standing ma a y. n cto er e c ec ed m for a long hospital stay in Pamplo H 

expressed hope that that this break froni routine would help him start:, : 
in his scholarly pursuits. Responsible for his treatment was Dr. Juan 

1
::e 

L6pez-Ibor, the most famous psychiatristjn Spain. Hospital costs were cheap 
by American standards, and L6pez-Ibor agreed to offer "his own services for 
free-as a friend." After months of treatment, the psychiatrist, using an early 
form of cognitive therapy, told Willmoore that what he most needed was "to 
apply to my own problems the kind of intelligence I apply to the problems I 
write about." L6pez-lbor also prescribed the drug disulfiram (Antabuse), "the 
famous little pills," said Willmoore, "which make you allergic to alcohol." 
By November, Kendall had given up all intoxicating beverages. He f~~nd t~e 
change to be quite "a shock," but L6pez-lbor stress_ed the need ~o abstam 
totally." For a time Willmoore kept the nature of his malady qmet, an~ he 
always remained defensive about it. He told Hyneman he had bee~ hospital-
ized for "fatigue" and "pneumonia." Only in early 1961 did he adrrut the ~co~ 
hol dimension of his hospitalization to Bill Buckley. Even th_en he ~lail~:Y 

. . h " nd that his hosp1ta s L6pez-Ibor was providing him "advice, not t erapy a 
was "purely medicinal" in nature. 13 b r l960 he 

For a time, Kendall thrived under this treat?1ent. In Decem ~l and their 
welcomed Brent Bozell, Patricia (aka Trish or Tish) Buc~~y B?:ee Willmoore 
eight children. They were coming to Spain so Brent_c_ou wn k. two maids, 
devoted lots of time to finding a suitable dwel~ing, h~nnf :s~~o ' 
a nanny, and buying a week's worth of grocenes. Said . 
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. aJ·ewel. When we arrived here he had the guards hand me the keys 
remains . li d . anki . J(en and all the maids ne up m sp ng uruforms (gotten by Ken) 

th place 
to e Then a delicious four course meal with flowers around (another 

greet me. . . . 
to . d a sign in front of each bedroom des1gnatmg which person went 
J(enism~ :. we were met at the airport by Ken, Reid, and two nurses. This 
where, to clutch Kiki, and after a plush reception at our home, I followed 
allowed me 
J(iki under the bed. 

. all she thought, her family had come to live in "one of the more beauti-
All 10 ~n earth," located near the magnificent royal monastic complex of El 
ful siJ?: and surrounded "on all sides by snow-topped mountains."14 

Es:~. Bozell, however, was also suffering from alcoholism. Drinking no 
h 1 On the plane trip over was the start of her attempt to dry out. At alco O • • 

. oint Kendall, months mto his own treatment, spoke confidently about 
~s'~omplete break with alcohol." It was a development he found a "quite 
~~~erating. "' He offered_ as~istance to _Trish, of :Whom he was. quite fond. 
At social gatherings, their circle sometimes reframed from servmg alcohol. 
When the alcohol did flow, Trish and Ken happily "drank mineral water." A 
few days after the Bozells arrived in Spain, Ken and Trish sat up to 5:00 a.m. 
talking "candidly for the first time about the problem." Willmoore was opti-
mistic after this private conversation. He saw Trish "falling in love all over 
again with life," fondly recalling "how she loved it when I first knew her!" 
He expressed hope to Bill that he had "been of some use to her," then noted 
"how young and beautiful she is," despite her recent struggles with alcohol.15 

By March things were going less well. Mrs. Bozell appeared to abstain 
only because of the insistence of her husband. Her abstinence had lasted six 
weeks. On March 5, 1961, the Bozells planned a birthday dinner for Ken, for 
which Trish prepared roast beef and cake. In the meantime, Brent discov-
ered a "fifth of gin" his wife had snuck into the house and threw it away. A 
furious Patricia began slamming doors, then refused to talk to her husband. 
"Poor Ken," said Brent, "even he, I am sure, has had happier birthdays." 
Kendall then put the Bozells in touch with Dr. Lopez-Thor and was hopeful 
his treatment would help Trish. The initial results were unhappy. Brent soon 
fou?d himself a "prison guard" to his wife, as his efforts to empty the house 
of liquor failed. "On Willmoore," Brent told Bill, "Good God." Kendall soon 
!apsed back into his own alcoholism. Upon receiving a letter from Buckley 
: t~e Spring of 1961 accepting his resignation from National Review (in the 
h hitaker dispute), Willmoore had gone "to the can and vomited," then tele-L on~d Brent. Two hours later-when Willmoore showed up to lecture at the 

th adnct ~teneo-he "was stinko." As Bozell patched things up, he suggested 
th:~ :lanfication of Buckley's editorial authority must come from him alone, 

no one else will do."'6 
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Another untoward incident occurred in France in e 1 
mailed some jewelry from Paris back to the United ;; y 

196 
I \Vhen . h . . ' d . , ates H l<e Buckley wit instructions to 1orwar tt to Evan (Va ) 0· · e sent •· nda11 . . n alb · It to h • 

was cha1nnan of the board of Natwnal Review and B kl ra1th. G lltll 
. V ' ., l d l f uc ey's I albr · Nancy Galbraith, an s w11e, 1a e t two valuable ge . ' c osest f . a1th . . d h . ms in th rte 

Paris church. Having convince t e pnest to give them e Poor b nct. . to hi o~ f 
ing Kendall chose not to return the Jewels to Mrs Galb . rn for saf k 

O 
a ' . , · · ra1th h e ee 

"was some quesuon as to Nancy s present competence." 0 erself. th P-
of years this situation got more complicated. Van Galbr . :er the next c ere 
of having committed adultery with his wife, apparenu;'~ a_ccused ((:71

e 
France. The Buckley circle mostly sided with Ken in th unng this Vi~ a\\ 

" d " h . h I . e matter t to Nancy as a ma woman w o was e1t er ymg or who h , regard· . erself h 1ng 
Kendall. Afte_r Ke~dall ' s return to the Umted States, this matter ad Seduced 
in the Galbraith divorce. Named as corespondent in adulte J? entangled 
to testify in the case, amid accusations of homosexualityry, .

111
moore had 

• · di N 11 against y msamty regar ng ancy. an and 
Kendall, Buckley, and Bozell had developed a deep em f 

1 Y 1 D 
. b' d' o tonal bo d . 

their shared batt es at a e. esp1te 1tter 1sputes in coming y n in 
never really disappeared. By 1960 the Buckley-Kendall releat~s, 

th
atbonct . . a 1onship h 

expenenced a role reversal. Buckley was actmg as father figure t h' ad 
teacher. Some of Bill's letters to Willmoore in Spain sound eeri~ /: former 
from Reverend Kendall to his son decades earlier, with Bill urgini K

1 
e 

th
ose 

ish his book. Buckley also assisted Kendall with financial matters _en1to ~n-. . . . , me uding 
his taxes. Meanwhile, Bill and Brent were commg to know Nellie C 

· d N 11 · h · d " ooper and Brent was not 1mpresse . e 1e, e sa1 , was nice, but terribly tu . ' 
... and mostly vegetable." He knew "how bad off Willmoore" was swfd 
he "presented her to us as his fiance." Bozell noted that Kendall had ,m:: 

· refuge in her in the way one heads for the shade of a favorite old oak when 
the world seems too much to bear." By that summer, Bozell was also feuding 
with Kendall, but he hoped that Nellie would force Ken "to face reality and 
go after a cure." Willmoore seems to have planned to marry Nellie before 
this announcement. In 1960 he asked Yvona not to think it "silly" that he 
still hoped for "a son or daughter of my own." He went on to say that he had 
hired "the Roman equivalent of a Philadelphia lawyer" to help "his canonical 
case." He thought "the Church is going to free me to get married" and told 
his sister that the lower cost of living in Spain would make it easier to raise 
a family. 18 

As Kendall 's time in Spain wound down, he had to face returning_ to 
Yale, a prospect neither he nor the university relished. When considen~~ 
h
. · · y • t the "standpoin 
is pos1t10n at ale, however, Kendall took mto accoun the 

of the national Right." Conservatives prized having one of their own 
8
\ at 

renowned university. Conservative activists regarded bis employmen 
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tegic beachhead. Buckley, said Kendall, had convinced him to 
s a stra · . b ORO ya}e a y le from a better-paymg JO at to serve the purposes of the 

return to . a movement. Relm had provided the research grant for Kendall 
rvauve 1 h' . . , 0ose ·n in part to bo ster 1s cause 1or rece1vmg promotion at Yale. In 
tO spat d . 

10 go Stanford students wante to raise money to establish an endowed 
195_9, ::rendall, Buckley discouraged thei_r efforts. ~is ?ld mentor, he said, 
chair £;,d more for the cause of Conservatism teaching m the cosmopolitan 
could of the Liberal ideology than he can in the relatively robust colleges 
r ruess O f "19 1°. ·dwest and ar west. 
of the ~endall often talked about quitting Yale. He came to believe that 

:et, t some other university where he could tum out PhD students, a 
i,ein_g1 a denied him at Yale, might help American conservatism more than riv• ege . P . •ng at the Ivy League school. In 1959, before he left for Spam, he 
rernat: he had arranged a buyout of his contract. Then, he said, President A. 
th~~!ey Griswold had "got cold feet at the last minute." Eventually Kendall 
W ~ded that he could no longer be a martyr to the conservative cause by 
deci·ng at y ale He still wanted to boost the cause of conservatism and was stay1 · . 
willing to sacrifice ~or 1t. As regards Yale, h,~w~ver~ he .~old Buckley that he 
h d now to distinguish between loyalty and qmxot1sm. 20 

\y early 1961 Kendall thought that Yale might accept another buyout 
proposal. His "self-respect" required him to leave, he said, given the impos-
sibility of promotion and the pervasive hostility he faced in New Haven. 
In February 1961 he made a proposal to leave if the university would pay 
him ten years salary. The request did not result from a spur-of-the-moment 
drunken phone call to President Griswold, as sometimes portrayed. Kendall 
had long considered this move, then perhaps he made such a call. Dahl, on 
behalf of Yale, accepted Kendall's offer. Willmoore believed Buckley would 
"put great pressure" on him not to go through with his resignation. Kendall 
received Dahl's letter "with mixed emotions" but felt "pretty good about it." 
After negotiations, Kendall signed his letter of resignation on May 10, 1961, 
with Provost Norman Sydney Buck signing for Yale. The final terms of the 
settlement were two payments of $4,250 each year for the next five years. 
University officials denied they had forced out Kendall for political reasons. 
One political scientist did wryly suggest that their former colleague would 
find Spain's political climate more "congenial" than New Haven's.21 

When Willmoore came back to Connecticut in late June 1961, he vowed 
never to set foot on the Yale campus. Without a job he began to look around 
for an outlet for his energies and for ways to boost his income. Always a poor 
money manager, and with heavy expenses related to legal matters and fre-
(u~nt travel, Willmoore struggled financially. His financial prospects began 
bo improve at the end of 1961. The Yale settlement money helped, but he also 
egan to sell gravel from his creek at Northford. This attempt to draw profit 
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Clu1111,•r 7

from his land attracted the attcnt ion of neighbors, the dos" ,1 • • '"s ol WI Cleanth and Tinkum Brooks. When T111kum complained tow·, 
1on1 we • i Imo 

re 
trucks entermg the property to remove the gravel, Kendall

0rc nbou 
drinking, exchanged words with her. This confrontation cnde(I .

w
:
io hnd bee�

friendship with the Brookses.22
'1 t ecudes.1008

Kendall claimed at times that. his drinking problem rem . . • 
I • . I 

ained in h ance upon returnmg to 11s 1ome country. In Novcmher fo . n ey. 
wrote to Hyneman that: "I took the vow in Spain and am s�ickr

111sta_nce, he
good I must say." Doing "pretty good" was either intcntiona�g t� 

It Pretty
or delusional. Th?se closer to Kendall knew bctler. In Au

gust tuc��n1t�fu1 
Bozell warned W1llmoore that he was "dangerously ill" and slio Id 

cy unc1 
, • u retu Spain for treatment. Kendall did not respond well to these admo . . rn to

temporarily cut off contact with Bozell for wielding "the weapon
n
n;��s. He 

illness" like a "baby" brandishing "a razor." In September I 96J h: a legect
" b d " h' h d h' 

went on a en er w_ 1c cause grave concern to •� mother, sister, and Buckle In October B111 got Ken to agree to make continued employment at Nat' 
y
. 

R 
. . . . b 

wna/ 
ev1ew contmgent on remammg so er. He even agreed to pay him a $2 000retainer if he refrained from drink. Buckley informed Pearl Kendall tha; h 

son "was looking for an incentive to take that little pill every morning."23
er 

Meanwhile Kendall was searching out professional opportunities. Building
on established contacts, for example, he explored working for the Dominican
Republic. He had previously served that country as a public relations consul
tant. As part of this work Kendall had worked as ghostwriter and translator
for Rafael Trujillo, the country's controversial dictator. In January 1957 the 
Dominican government had rejected his proposal to write a book about the 
"inner workings of the regime." Kendall viewed the country's public relations 
efforts as "inept," but he remained fascinated with the Trujillo experiment. He 
saw the regime as translating "into palpitating reality" the "'public-spirited' 
political philosophy" of Thomas Hobbes, with Rafael Trujillo as a Hobbesian 
Leviathan trying to bring order to his society. The Dominican boss, Kendall
thought, was seeking to promote the good as Hobbes said strong rulers should
do. Labeling the country's government a "dictatorship based on something
called force," Kendall argued at the time, failed to catch its complexity.24 

By the summer of 1961 the regime was in serious tro�ble. In May, �?ortly
before Kendall returned to the United States from Spam, Rafael TruJ1llo
who in the previous two years had repelled a Cuban i�vasion_ and attempted

to blow up the president of Venezuela-was a�sassmated m a CIA plot.

·o , t I holding onto power, the Trujillo family reached out to Kendall.espera e y . . • ki · h · 
'd • t ·11ectual interest m the regime and expenence wor ng wit it,

Bes1 es m e . , 
t ·1 Fl d . . h d ersonal connection to the dead dictator s am1 y. or e

W1llmoore a a P " Id fl "Th i: 
• 

'illo Rafael's oft-married daughter, was an o _ame. ere1ore: mOro TruJ ' 
k t . t the Republic to explore working for the tottermg

July 1961, he too a np 0 
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'd a "sorely needed job." Kendall viewed his mis-
ent. It was, he s~ ' how "to make itself acceptable" to American e(1l!ll the regime ak ·t go" showing . hat "self-surgery" would be necessary to m e 1 

si011 ~auves, that is,Gwldwater. Afterward he flew to California to give a 
11se1 

• BarrY O • h · . m co able to a d nservatives in which he praised t e anticommums 
agree h to flollywoo c~ If American liberals forced regime change on the 
sre;: ru01P gove7;: ·argued, facilitate the spread of Castroism. Kendall 
of otQ', theY wodu 't the J'ob because "the course I'd advise them to fol-
coll h woul ge h " Aft doubted e Id take more imagination than I suppos~ them to ave. er 
10w .. · wo~' he gave up the project as a waste of_ttme. Shortly ther~after 
abOut a T · illos fled to Europe. Kendall believed an opporturuty to 
the remaining /u{onservative Dominican government, "a la Chiang," had blish a firm y esta . d 25 

t,een nusse · rospects beckoned on the American speaking circuit. When 
1,onger-dtefrm p Spain in 1961 Willmoore discovered that "an unprecedented wrne rom ' . . H 

here & , onservative' oratory" had developed m the Uruted States. e d mand ior c ,, T . . 
e . d h could earn a tidy income from such "performances. o mamtam 

believe e . . h Id h k " th . ket value, he told his sister, e wou ave to eep my name on e 
his mhar d of NR at a time I would like to break with it." Kendall consulted 
mast ea . d ·th ak , 'th Buckley about possible engagements. He s1gne on w1 a spe er s 
:~reau which advertised six different topics which he could deliver. These 
included: "'Academic Freedom and Its Fallacies, "Freedom of Speech" and 
Its Fallacies,' Conservatism and the Right-Wing Dictators, Conservatism and 
the Welfare State, The Fallacy of 'Christian' Pacifism, [and] Conservatism 
and the 'Individualist' Fallacy." Another flyer from following years included 
an illustrated portrait of a dapper Willmoore smoking a cigarette. It included 
testimonials from Brent Bozell and Stanley Parry.26 

Over his lifetime Willmoore Kendall often showed himself to be a mes-
merizing speaker and debater. When facing a challenging opponent such 
as Mulford Sibley, Paul Weiss, or James MacGregor Burns, he more than 
hel? his own. In the autumn months of 1961, however, he experienced a 
~enes of public embarrassments in this role, mostly related to his worsen-
~n? a~coholism. Even when not obviously liquor related, one suspects covert 
nnking caused Kendall to misjudge his audiences. On August 19 1961 for example h d I' ' ' 

and .' e e ivered a speech at Hollywood High School in Los Angeles praised Keyne · • In 
of letters . ... stan econoIDics. response Buckley received a cascade 
cian c~ticizmg his editorial "left hand man." A Phoenix-area physi-complamed th t w·11 . . . 
a new f . a 1 moore sounded hke "a Fabian socialist perhaps rontiersman" A h 1· . , 
champio d · not er 1stener said Kendall was rude and that he ne the "co . r " 
rninimum w mmie- me of farm subsidies, the Marshall Plan, and the 
We hact to age. When Kendall proclaimed it "was the Russian communists 

Worry about" t " · 
no creepmg socialism" at home, the crowd started 
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"booing & protesting." Defending his mentor, Buckley d . 
b . h y I a m Jtted i., fond of Keynes. Remem enng t e a e years, howeve l\end 

1 correspondent that Willmoore had been "the only man 0:~:Ckley 10~~ "'11s 
1) free enterprise 2) Senator Joseph McCarthy'' and th ,, Pus defe .0rit 

• & f h' b 1· f " at I sa Odino. rather profusely m de1ense o 1s e 1e s. Therefore, Will w him bl Cl• 

f • " 27 moore d eed certain amount o patience. eserved ,, 
Then things got worse. In Seattle on November 15, 1961 a 

to debate liberal activist Carl Braden, recently freed fro ' Kendal] set 
U A . m a Yea • OUt refusal to testify to the House n- mencan Activities Com . r in jail f 

B·11 f R' h I . mittee 'T'L or Kendall denounced the 1 o 1g ts , ca led Amen cans a " · • nat nigh persec . t 
Pie " claimed Braden should be persecuted, and labeled him Ut1ng Pe ' self a "J . o-According to a friendly witness, he "was obviously drunk and h acobin:· 
ing all day." All in all, said one attendee, "it was a Field D ~d been drink. 

ay 1or L'b The next day-November 16, 1961-Kendall spoke at a Calif . 1 eraJs:· 
. d . b . d B kl orn1a univ . and agam appeare me nate . uc ey wrote sternly to Kendall . ers11y 

had denied being drunk, marshaled favorable testimonials and d. Willrnoore 
. ' efended h' arguments m the speech. Buckley knew better and urged his form 1s 

get "back to the antabuse." Bill then smoothed over the matter Herteacherto 
· e settled ( and asked others to share) the story that the controversial perform 00 

resulted from "barbiturates taken in an accidentally heavy dose andanfc~s had 
' atigue " He then sent an encouraging telegram· to a thankful Ken. "EVIDENCE · 

CLEAR. YOU WERE AMBUSHED BY BARBITURATES AND LE/S 
GET ON WITH PUTIING BRADEN BEHIND BARS."2s S 

Continuing to drink heavily and not taking his Antabuse, Kendall was n 
d " . h" h' 0 D b ot yet rea y to get on wit anyt mg. n ecem er 1, he again embarrassed 

himself in front of a crowd, this time on a visit to Georgetown University, 
where he was set to teach the next semester. After a lackluster talk, he 
annoyed his audience by answering questions in a "boorish" manner. Then, at 
a dinner party at the home of Karl Cerny, former Yale student and (together 
with George W. Carey) a member of the Georgetown political science depart-
ment, Kendall passed out. Carey attributed such behavior to Kendall 's "heavy 
drinking," which was "well in excess of a fifth a day." Willmoore was often 
drunk before going out in public. In such state, said Carey, Kendall was a 
danger to himself, "falling asleep with lighted cigarette, falling out of chairs, 
etc." Ken reported this incident to Bill, apologizing for "getting very drunk." 
Buckley showed the letter to James Burnham, with the comment: "Read it & 
weep." Kendall remembered nothing about the night in question but promis~d 
to be "less grand" in promises about future sobriety. For a time, Kendall again 
dried out. He reported in mid-January to Buckley and Hyneman (who ~ai 
heard of his troubles with "John Barleycorn") that he had not taken a ~nn 1 in six weeks.29 Buckley ignored his own pledge to fire Kendall from Nationa 
Review if he did not stay sober. 
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f t 
when Kendall traveled to Dall 1 159 10 ac ' as ater . r professional opportunity, he served m December 1 

l)llotll;ng out a potential allirulce with Gene:~ an emjssary for s::~•sue yet 
solllld to become a speechwnter for Walker _Edwin A. Walker w·ety, then 
bOPe h h d . . 'a ngh1 w· . I lmoo J{ennedY, W O a JOSI resigned his ar - mg critic ofE" h re 
l)lld [111S of political influence, the potentia~-~~ommission to ent;:e:t•er 
Jo te eration I was ever involved in," Kendlll woul~ be "the mosi' ttics. 
1aJll op W lk "f a told his . impor-eeded to stop a er rom using his mouth sister. He added 1h 
be O is wnson that he would take the job onl . f : put his foot in." He 1 

f ran: of domestic communism, on which hrs ~h. ~ker dropped "the wh:I 

1:~: plain mad." Kendall met Medford Evans, ;a,:e~.;an~s from silly 
1
: 

J ...,en could not agree about the nature of th C . chief advisor, but 
the ... . l R . 1· e ommumst 

d 
tile Natzona eview me, arguing that A . menace. Kendall we mencan com • 

1 
danger and that the focus should be on the t mumsts were no rea A . . . ex emal Soviet th E 

aiotained that mencan pohucal leaders were d I reat. vans 
rnf colllJ.llunists and had to be denounced as su heepKy u

nd
er th~ influence o 'd h . c . endall replied th 'f 

th
e General d1 not c ange his mind he would "l hi at 

1 

1 · " ose s respectable 
rort-" Asked to exp am respectable support," Kendall t Id E .. sup-
National Review." Willmoore did not get the job. He info dvaBns, I mean · · h · orme uckley that 
"real conunumcatton on t e issues at stake" with Evans and w lk " . " b f "h h a er was out . onservattves !" of the question ecause o ow t ey hate the 'respectable' c . 
Kendall soon wrote a note to Evans which ended with the admo ·t· "C' ,,

30 

m ton, est 

la guerre. such outreach to Walker was connected to the magazine's i _ . hi . h ncreas 
iogly testy relallons P wit the John Birch Society, to which both Walker 
and Evans were closely connected. After discovering in 1958 that Robert 
Welch, Society founder, thought President Eisenhower, and numerous other 
American government leaders, were communist agents, Buckley detennined 
to break with the society. As Willmoore explained to Yvona, any such ideo-
logical divorce was a perilous step for the magazine "as many of our most 
powerful and wealthy supporters are also supporters of the Birch Society." 
Kendall was never a Bircher and said he could not understand why anyone 
would support the group. He believed Buckley had bandied the question of 
National Review distancing itself from the Society "just brilliantly."

31 

A key 
question in this dispute, then, was bow to distinguish between the dangers of 
liberalism and communism. Those associated with Walker, Evans, and the 
Birch Society wanted to merge these threats. On the other hand, Buckley, 
Kendall, and the other editors of National Review had long sought to P?rtray 
liberalism and communism as distinct dangers. The former was domeSIIC ao

d 

the latter external. . . By backing Buckley Kendall Jost the friendship of Revilo Oliver. Obver 
was a founder and b~ard member of the Birch Society• and he wrote 

:,...__l 
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regularly for its magazine Amer·,· . . can OJJi · 
Rev1el>v came m 1960 when anti-S . . '"0

' 1· Hi~ fi n 1 . emnrc stat a br, 
appeared m Common Sense and A, .· ernents de1· . a~ \Vith . ne11ca11 M 1\e~d . 1~ 
knew Ohver was a Nietzschean h . e,·c11ry. Ma . 1n h· . lltio.i 
Ski w o view d . gai1n . 1s &l:I.. of 

avenmoral, but they found hi's • . e hbera1· e edit" t-\'.'~h . mcreasrngt isrn "r~ ai ~, 
t.Ism unacceptable. Buckley asked or Y open and a~ e~elll _r~Qdv, 

" th ·. d " . rver to reptct· outri h Pltf . • as unau onze . When Ohver refused his I late hi s Pu t anti, Yin~ 
Review. Kendall applauded Buckley's ' narne disaprlAa bl1shed r s,ni t, . approach t'" red f e111 
from Dallas m December 1961 Kendall to the rnatt rorn N .t

1
rk\ . . . . ' stopped b er Ii a110 

with his old fnend. Ohver, he said, had "b Y Urbana · eadino 1101 
. al" d " ecorne ve b to rn ellst m gener an seems to be asking fo ry itter ab end fen, 

" w·11 r trouble a out th ce, can. 1 moore had urged Revilo to avo·d . . s eloquent! e w01 .,., • z • 1 politics aft Y as rd JYatzona Review but to no avail. He told 01. er being f anyo0 
fl . f . Iver that h' orcect e con ation o liberals and communists wa Is anti-S . 0ut at . . s unaccept bl erniti 

and to the magazme. Revllo however had " a e to him stn anct , , gone Joh B' ·•• Per 
To Wilson, Kendall added: "All of this is very d n trch Societ sona11y 
my closest friend for 30 years now." On his Kto me, as Revi!o Yhcrazy." 
. f . v1s1t endall t . as be 

his nend that he was making unsubstantiated cl . . . ned to co . en 
ld 

. . . . aims Ill his li . nv1nce 
that he wou never tolerate m his scholarship Th· po tica! wnu· . . • 1s outreach f . ngs 
men had bttle contact afterward. Ohver·understood th . ailed, anct th 

. 1· . I b' " at In com e wnte on po itlca su ~ects, he had made a "grave mis ak ,, mencing "to 
·ct K d 11 R ·1 ' "h · t e career · sai en a , ev1 o s atred for NR dominated all 1 . . ·wise, but 

E 11 01. , • • . · e se In his e · ' 
v~ntua y, 1:er s a~tI-Semitlsm bec~me too much for the B' motJ~ns." 

which pushed him out m 1966.32 1
: • uch Society, 

As it began to separate from the Birch-Society and associated 
ever, the Buckley circle was distancing itself from an approach groups, ?0

~-

h d h . d Th . much like it a once c amp10ne . e magazme had always distinguished betw . 
al d . hr B . h d 1 een hb-er an commumst t eats. ut 1t a a so warned that liberal "fellow. 

I " f ·1· d · b · trav-e er:, aci itate commumst su version. As Buckley was getting National 
Review off the ground, critics had called such attacks disreputable. Now it 
was Buckley who was calling out his opponents on the right as scrambled 
in the brains. In part this change came because Buckley, Kendall, Burnham, 
and associates believed their battles in the 1950s-waged in their words and 
through the actions of McCarthy and the House Un-American Activities 
Committee-had worked. That is, under conservative pressure, the United 
States had tightened up its internal security procedures enough to minimize 
communist infiltration of American institutions. This fissure also occurred 

. . d 1 vidence based than because Bircher claims were more extravagant, an ess e . d · l R · w continue to 
the charges of their predecessors. As always, Natwna _evie . . fthose 
lambaste liberals. Insofar as this fight derived from the anu-Senudtilslmnod com· 

. . . h B kley Ken a a to the magazine 's nght, there was little c ange. uc : 33 

pany had long denounced this tendency among conservatives. 

j 
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Ore had a relatively uneventful 161 
ctT'l}JllO • and 
vY 1 .,,n in the Spnng of 1962. For the fi . productive se 

geto"' lb . rst time · . mester oeor f full professor, a e1t on a visiting ba . 1n his life he h 1 at k o · sis. He • ' e d th ratl . us strands of his career as a public int 11 continued to int e vaflO d h . . e ectuaI t egrate the and lectures an t en rev1smg them f . ogether, worki eches . . or pubhc f ng up 
spe h he delivered m Madison, Wisconsin, for a ion. An April 1962 
speec article in National Review and for a k example, provided the b . an . . ey essay O M as1s 
for ·ng book. He suggested m this speech th t n cCarthy in h' orn1 ' a each s· d is upc . the McCarthy struggle. "McCarthyites i e could claim vie-

r'\] in . • d . · · • got the p . 
t01 J unists which their un erstandmg of Ameri ersecution of the 
comrn h . " can consensu d ''the anti-McCart y1tes saw that such efforts.. s emanded." aut . went forwa d" . 

and present danger doctnne." Despite his ina . . r using "the c1ear . uspicious deb t K 
erforrned creditably at Georgetown. He roomed with Geor u , endall 

P eloping an intellectual partnership that blossomed in th ge · Carey, 
deV "d d f ,, e upcommg yea 
A usual, he won evote ans among conservative stud t W rs. s . . C 1·.c . K ens. hen offered teaching post m a 11orma, endall delayed accepting th .. a . d .f . e position The Jesuit university wante to see 1 1t could match the offer.34 · 

After returning to the United States in 1961 Kendall conti·n d t . . . ' ue o wnte 
Occasionally for National Review. But he never wielded the · fl . . m uence or 
experienced the camaradene he had enJoyed there until 1958. Privatel h . b th · y, e expressed reservat10ns a out e magazme. He told Wilson that National 
Review "was a menace to US conservatism in its present form" and com-
plained about being shunted aside as a "dreamy college professor." Kendall 
expressed dismay "at seeing myself passed up in the race for fame and 
fortune by persons who once in one way or another had been very close to 
me and distinctly below me in pecking order." Among these persons were 
John Fischer, ·Carl Albert, Robert Dahl, and Henry Kissinger. Much of 
this dissatisfaction centered on Buckley himself. As Ken told Bill in 1962, 
"You're already famous, and don't have to work on it so hard from now on. 
Some of the rest of us want to be famous, too." He fumed that the magazine 
had become "Burnham 's Fortnightly." Predictably, Kendall came to resent 
Buckley's advice about his drinking, and in April 1962 he told his former 
student he had stopped taking Antabuse. 35 . 

That summer the Bozells paid for Ken and Nellie to return to Spam. Bre~t 
hoped Willmoore could help him fi~ish his book. He also need_ed Kendall s 
translation services to help with Trish's treatment whose v~ous _nuances 

· s dential treat-were beyond Bozell's Spanish. Trish continued to receive re i 
m 11 ed she would need ent for alcoholism from Lopez-Thor, and Boze ear . 1 did 
inst·t · . d S t Willmoore certam Y 1 utional care upon return to the Umte ta es. 1 · d n 1 · · d Trish Kendal partie ,.°1 ead by example. After a summer of sobnety' sai . ' vin him "muy 
all night" with his friends for a "lost weekend" in Sp~~ lea lo~bering and 

soplado." Then, "when he was on his 22nd hour of dnn ng, s 

V 
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fu 
. all over me he garbled: 'Tish, you don 't know how ming ' . . Well 

Y 
ee some of us can take drmk, some ltke you can' t. ' Is , You look ou s , f 1 & . . n t that • 

Willmoore, she went on, "looks aw u . 1s s1~k and not just from cute?'' 

P Verybody " Trish reassured a worned 8111 about Ken 's h I booze oor e · ea th b · · · 
. ed hi·s "shortness of breath." In fact , Kendall had his firsts · Ut men-non tgns of 

ton·s during the Spring Semester of 1962 at Georgetown Th t f angina pee . · a all h 
diagnosed with serious heait trou~le m Los ~ngeles.36 e Was 

Kendall arrived back in the Umted States m late August 1962 d an pre 
t nlove west to take a new post at Los Angeles State College H Pared 
0 · e kne 

s taking a step down from Yale or Georgetown but needed th w he wa k . . . e mo 
Offered a tenured post, Willmoore too a v1s1tmg professorship i ney. . . . . . d nsteact 'l'L 
·ob market for poht1cal scientists was qmte goo , and he did n · 1 11e 
J · d · · · f ot Want t tie himself down. He was mtereste m ra1smg unds to push the o 

d N 11. "Thi b . annulment 
Process forward so he coul marry e 1e. s usmess in Rome ,, h 

. " K d 11 I d ' e told Yvona, "is gonta be expensive. en a was a so rea y to relocate. Th 
. . d . h h' " . k " e East he said, was for him too tie up wit 1s m1sta es of going to w k ' . . h . t u . l R . or for the ORO committmg too muc time o ivatwna evzew, going into d b ' . e t at 

Northford and marrymg Anne. He was happy to move to California h ' . w ose 
"fluidity" offered a chance to start offer. Kendall enJoyed teaching his cl . 
at his new post but discovered students less prepared than those he was used 
to. He considered coming back for a second year, but his contract was 

· d " f ·1 " b not renewed. He expenence pangs o gm t a out not contributing more t 
National Review but preferred focusing on his academic work.37 

0 

Kendall' s biggest. achievement that. ·y~ar was to complete his long-
awaited book. He firushed the manuscnpt m February 1963 for submission 
to Regnery. The book's original title was What Is Conservatism?, patterned 
after Leo Strauss' s What Is Political Philosophy? At the suggestion of the 
publisher, Kendall agreed to call the book The Conservative Affirmation. 
Kendall had high hopes for the book. He cultivated reviews in mass circu-
lation magazines, including National Review and told Francis Wilson that 
Regnery was thinking "he 's got another God and Man at Yale." William 
Rusher, publisher of National Review, wrote to Kendall saying he was eager 
to read The Conservative Affirmation. Rusher found Kendall 's writing style 
"overwhelmingly attractive, and I am forever running around larding my sen-
tences with 'over against' and 'off at the end."' Into the early summer of 1963 
Kendall continued to hope that sales of The Conservative Affirmation would 
take off. By July, however, it had become apparent to Kendall that his book, 
in terms of sales, "was going to be another Right-wing flop."38 

One can understand why the book disappointed some of Kendall 's fe_I-
low conservatives. It was a collection of seven essays, several already Ill 

print, together with thirty-one previously published book reviews. For one 
who already knew his work, Willmoore appeared not to be breaking much 
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, und and had not produced the ,, 
11e\' ~er The Conservative A~nnar· book b00k11 l-: 16J 
'",0re,o ' . . 1JJ1 1011 see Wtuch th 
JY> ne1 criticized 1t for not affirming mect to lack ey expect d 
Jouve th b conserv ti' tOCus B e . -"Lr-e""s. In fact, e oak was more a sni but att . enrand d i~ CJ.I~ careruu . ackin I' e 

dall, for example, placed the essay ''Th y structured th g. tberats and 
J(::e between Liberalism and Conservatis;,~ocia] Contrac/~t appeared, 
Is enter of the book, where the read . at "what St . e Ultimate we c . er 1s led rauss w 
1 

,el attempted m the book, and where at I to the deepestph'I ould call e, . all t t ast the 1 osopn· 
IU
·1osophic y, no o propagandize h1' ,, purpose is to . ical p . . 111• Ke daI Instruct h · .,,,d out bke a sore thumb, i.e. as quite dif~ n I wanted that . im st(ll• ,, H R 1erent i h p1ece ''t f the 1,ook. enry egnery knew the book n c aracter from th o 

B
o t he believed its centerpiece was "McCarthw?s not just slapped t e rest 
u C • ,, . y1sm: Th ogether. 

contemporary onserv~tism,_ which argued for the e ~ons Asinorum of 
doXY and showed that liberalism, in trying to und n~cessity of social ortho-

revolutionary enterprise.39 ermme that orthodoxy wa a di , s 
pespite these sparate interpretations ,,..'h C 

f · . ' 1 ' e onserva( A· n; every part o it-was, and still is, worth readi R . t~e lJ1,rmatiori-
rnight seem like cheating, but Willmoore Ke ~tl epubhshmg book reviews 

Indeed, he was a connoisseur of reading Li'kn ~as a ~~ster of that form. · ea wme cntic h 
essence of each book he was appraising the d , e savored the . , n ren ered his f 11 sidered judgment upon 1t. He could be vicious Th . ~are u Y con-. , . . · e new editJ.on of Cli t 
Rossiter s Conservatism zn America: The Thankle p . non . ,, . . . · ss ersuaswn was "even 
more ignorant or perverse than its ongmal version He s 'd R . . . . • at oss1ter ignored 
actual conservatives and Judged political movements by l'b al • . . ,, 1 er pnnc1ples. 
"On~ 1s tem~ted, concluded Ken?all, "to explain the book in terms of per-
versity, not ignorance. But that rrnght be ungenerous since the book is shot 
through and through with methodological confusions." His evaluations could 
also be generous. In analyzing Our Public Life, by Paul Weiss-his old Yale 
debate antagonist-Kendall admitted that conservatives would deplore its 
"liberal programmatic aspect." Then he praised Weiss's defense of natural 
law, "piety" toward the "American political tradition," and openness toward 
religion. Weiss, he concluded, "is that Liberal we've all been looking for 
who truly values the discussion process." Or, Kendall might combine deep 
analysis, severe criticism, and praise in his reviews. He criticized Richard 
Weaver's Ideas Have Consequences for having an "ill-tempered, name-call-
ing emphasis." He suggested Weaver did not have enough familiarity with 
England or Scandinavia to analyze them. Then he c_ompared _Weaver fav?r-
ably to Ortega y Gasset. Weaver just needed to realize that his real enemi~s 
were llborals. not Americans as a whole. If he did so, he would_ get Kendall s 
«vote foidie captaincy of the anti-Liberal team."40 In these reviews, one sees 
tbat IOlldlU .bad intellectually absorbed these books and woul~ never forgdet 

. t "aked 1t was earne • ~~on. admitted even by enelllles, was no 1, ' 
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164 Chapter 7 

~he_ bo_ok's essays also demon_s~rate~ Willmoore's char . 
all its mtncacy. To readers unfamthar with his work ht' acteristic st . . . . , s analy Yle · 
society, Chnsttan pacifism, and the two majorities in Am . ses of th 1n . encan . e orie 
appear as novel and meticulously reasoned. Two new · P0htics w n 
Kendall at the top of his game. "What is Conservatism')~s~ays also shoould 
itself to the American situation. It dismissed "vulgar" · egan by lirni;ed 
th 1 

. h . 1. . conceptio ino 
e rea conservattves are, t at ts, re 1g1ous believers, anticom _ns of Wh 0 

forth. Kendall then posited an elaborate "battle-line" meta h munists, and 
0 

· P or. H so 
that conservatives were those people who resisted-righ e suggested 
and on a whole host of issues-the "Liberal Revolution " ;h do~n the lin 
the enemy across this line of battle who, in an increasing! e ltberals wer~ 
way, sought "to overthrow an established and traditional so~ ;elf-conscious 
order." The enemy called its goal equality. Kendall labeled ~tia a~d Politica1 
Liberals, that is, did not champion "an equal right to competega~Itarianism e With h · 
Rather they wanted government to level all significant differe _Gt ers.'' 

M h. l'b 1 " 1 · nces Withi h populace. oreover, t 1s 1 era revo ullon must go on and on f n t e 
· h b · f ki 1 orever si if you are m t e usmess o ma ng peop e equal, there is and can b ' nee 

ping place." Kendall called on the resisters to coalesce in a self e no stop-
movement. Thereby, they could, on the line of political battle wo -~onscious 
to defend their tradition-a tradition grounded in the "high princi;le t~ge

th
er 

"great documents" of the American fo\lnding. Thus might they lbw~ 
0

1 f 
th

e 
· l'b 1 d · 41 - eveI-mg 1 era es1gns. · 

In the book's keystone essay, "The Ultimate Issue," Kendall admitt d 
he would work readers "somewhat harder" than "in earlier chapters." The 
Kendall explained how American conservatives could not be Lockeans. 
essay briefly summarized Western political philosophy. Starting with the 
Greeks, Kendall showed that the Sophists had argued for society originating 
in agreements between individuals designed to promote their own self-inter-
est. He then demonstrated how Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle had defeated 
these propositions. They had argued that society was natural not conven-
tional. The principles undergirding it were to be discovered, not invented. 
Moreover, the good society allowed the best aspects of human nature to 
flourish. Individuals thus had a duty to promote human good by preserving 
society. For two thousand years, this "Great Tradition" reigned in the West 
until challenged by Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau. More modem phil?so-
phers had further reduced the insights of the three contractarians to a ru~ned 
remnant. Only two principles remained: ( 1) society must be based exclusively 
on the consent of the governed as to what is right and what is wrong a

nd 
(
2
) 

h f 
. . . . h lf . t" of its members. t e purpose o society "1s to mimster to t e se -mteres . . 

d. • Their ideas 
Conservatives were those who affirmed the Great Tra 1twn. h 
stretched back to Aristotle. They believed in a higher law discernable 

th
r
0
; ; 0 

reason which individuals were duty-bound to obey. Liberals were 
th

ose 
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,, }ativism'' of human convention and held indi'vi'd 1 b we re . ua s ound 
i.--«ced f . terest. "The Lockeans m America," said Kendall " h 

f11v'"' el -tn . 1 , are t e e bY s d ••conservauves ... must earn to understand themsel olY ,, an ves as the 
O ,i,er3}S, ,,42 
J) ·,1'ocicean5·.

0
g a university which appreciated Kendall' s ideas app h d otl t sprt , . . f roac e s , 

9
tetha . b offer. The University o Dallas-seeking to build ·t b d 

v- ·w a JO . d C h 1· . . . t s ran . .,, w1 onservauve, an at o 1c mst1tut1on of higher educ t· 
pJw oor, C . . . a 1on-

ll sope d 
11 

to head its department of politics. Winding down h' ss ((en a . 1s year 
,,nr1ted 

1 
s this offer was a godsend for Willmoore but it did not c ,... }\nge e , . . . ' ome 

•

11 

µos 
1 

}-le had received hmts of the umversity' s interest as earl 
1 f the b ue. . . . . y as 
00

t o s be pursued other opportuml!es, he remarned rn contact with Dallas 

1
960-A 'ble employment. When the offer came, he was excited. A light 

t poss1 h' . "f . . abOo dule would leave im time or wntmg, lecture engagements 
pche , wor money was almost as good as he was used to, and he could "call 
'' fhe · Ch h " K d etc-difference ... a gift to_ the urc . en all would lead a department of 

the_. ot of political science. It would focus on "political philosophy and 

P
obtics, n " A · tl d'd · h b · · rive government, as nsto e 1 , wit no ehav10nst "nonsense." 

cof!IP~:as Kendall could combine his love of belles lettres and politics, a 
Al ~a g b1end to many political scientists, but one to which Kendall had 
puZZ •:ince oxford. Happily, he told Wilson, "I shan' t even see a Liberal 
clung k' k " I h. h h d. . th course of a wee s wor . n 1s new post, e r apso 1zed: "I can be 
in e O f h. . . ,, es back from the 4 years o 1s preparauon, among hls people-I found 
1nOS h' . yself sinking into the local accent, w 1ch was mme forty years ago, as a 
:ear)' man sinks into a warm bath." In brief, he went on, "God has been very 

,,43 
good to me. In April 1963 Kendall, seemingly chastened by his recent experiences 
and heartened that his book had come out, wrote to William F. Buckley. He 
thanked him for having borne patiently with him over the previous few years. 
He suggested a quieter future ahead, that most of his personal challenges 
from previous years were now in the past. He would also have the "enforced 
calm of being a heart patient."44 As so often in the life of Willmoore Kendall, 
this period of contentment, especially in regard to his personal relationships, 
would be the calm which preceded a storm. 

NOTES 

1. WK to FGW, March 4, 1960, August 4 1960, and October 11, 1960, B2, 
~ ; WK to LS, August 10, 1960, August 29, 1960, and October 12, 1960 in WKM, 

22-23, 226-27, 230; Austin Ranney to WK, April 10, 1960, B20Fl0, KP. 

54 
2· WK, ''The Open Society and Its Fallacies," American Political Science Review 

' no. 4 (December 1960): 972-76. 
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Preface 
1959: Willmoore Il Magnifico 

On the Saturday evening of May 2, 1959, the weather in Palo Alto was clear, 
but the wind was blowing with a bit of a chill. As the sun started to set over 
the Pacific, an expectant crowd gathered at Stanford University's Memorial 
Hall. This building provided the largest indoor venue on campus and could 
seat more than seventeen hundred persons. Tonight the Hall was too small. 
All seats were filled by 7:00 p.m. though the performance was scheduled to 
start at 7:30. Organizers set up loudspeakers on the lawn and within adjoining 
buildings to broadcast the event to the overflow crowd. According to one ob-
server, attendees were "hanging from the rafters." And, no, Wilbert Harrison 
had not shown up to play his current hit "Kansas City." Rather two popular 
professors, a pacifist and a "warmonger," were debating the morality of war. 
Student interest in questions of war and peace remained high as the Cold War 
still cast an ominous shadow. 1 

In one corner stood Mulford Sibley, a University of Minnesota political sci-
entist. He had served the previous year as a visiting professor at Stanford and 
had won a devoted following among students. Sibley, a Quaker and socialist, 
was the foremost advocate of pacifism in American academia. He had braved 
the wrath of the US government during World War II as a conscientious 
objector. At the height of the Cold War, Sibley continued to argue against war 
and military preparedness. In the other corner stood Willmoore Kendall, the 
"well-known Fascist beast" from Yale. Kendall was a veteran of World War 
II and Korea. He had held a high position in the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA), helped professionalize American principles of psychological warfare, 
and ~as a senior editor at National Review. Kendall, a Catholic, was finishing 
up his own visiting professorship at Stanford. He had replaced Sibley and had 
also won the hearts and minds of many students. 2 
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, political principles could hardly have been f h the two men s • . Urth Tboug 
re old friends, having grown up togeth�r m 1920s Oklaho erapart, they �e 

had attended the Methodist Church m the small Oklahoma.As a boy S�ble� 
t red bu Reverend Willmoore Kendall, Sr., fath maof Mianu, pas o ., 

1 . er oftown . . ht's debate. Both men had a so received degrees f hi opponent 10 tomg • ro ms . . f Oklahoma. Later they crossed professional paths at h the Uruversity o . • b h' . . t e. . f 111. · where Mulford Sibley got a JO teac mg political . Umversity o mois • . . sc,. 
W.11 Kendall was finishing up his doctorate. As evidenced th· 

ence as i moore . 1 d d' . 1s . . 
both men were learned, both skil e at isputat10n, and bothspnng everung, · h . d t Ong Convictions Each spoke for 40 mmutes, t en got 5 minute possesse s r .. . s d t the Other Afterward both speakers took questions from th to respon o • e 

d. 3 au ience. . " . ,, .1. 1 Kendall-fifty years old, with a brindled m1 itary-sty e crew cut-went
first. He noted his social connections to Sibley,_ �ugge�ting that his dad's Pie may have inspired his opponent's political views. Kendall pro-exam . h' b ' nounced that-together with Sibley and the audience- 1s o �ect was to seek 
truth and not to make an oratorical display. Yet, as Kendall proceeded with 
his speech, he pulled no rhetorical punch�s._ �ibl�y, he sai�, �?ul� never wi� a debate on this subject because Western c1v1hzat10n, the c1v1hzat10n to which 
he, Sibley, and the audience belonged, had rejected pacifism for millennia. From Moses onward, said Kendall, the West had often considered but always rejected pacifist arguments. However this event might turn out, no totting up of debater's points would alter this aversion to pacifism. The West obviouslywould not adopt the pacifist proposal, "the mere thought of which strikes terror into the heart."4 

Kendall then declared that pacifists were barbarians, heretics, and parasites. They were barbarians because they refused to defend their civilization from "enemies from beyond the ga1tes of our Civilization." By refusing to fight, the pacifists were prepared to allow their own civilization to fall and barbarism totriumph. Pacifists were also heretics, that is, "enemies within the gates." Mostaccepted the Christian roots of Western civilization but put a radical twist onChristian principles which undermined their society's well-being. Pacifism,Kendall argued, "insinuates itself into the body politic as a higher expressionof Christian selflessness, [but] is marked throughout by irresponsibility andcallous indifference towards the wants and needs and rights of the pacifists'fellow-men." The pacifist was a parasite. He lives "off our Civilization" andbenefits from "the [martial] commitments it imposes upon others." The pacifist t�us "con�umes the �roduce of fields that he does not help to till."5 This aversion to pacifism--while instinctual and traditional-was alsorational._ Here Kendall delved deep. Drawing upon Aquinas, he arguedthat pacifism meant ontological rejection of society itself for it denied the"recourse to arms, even by legally constituted states att�mpting to defend



--
Pre/act xiii 

their just interests.° Citing Lincoln he maintained that "no state voluntarily 
\\~lls its own dissolution." Thus, as society was formed to promote human 
flourishing through establishing a legal order, those who refused to defend 
society were enemies to human welfare, for they advocated national suicide. 
Claiming to promote human dignity, then, pacifists were in fact antisocial 
anarchists who willed "the nothingness of civil society."6 

Kendall then detailed Augustine's just war theory, which, he claimed, 
demonstrated how Christians might wage war to defend the social goods 
of civilization while restraining the violent passions of war to uphold ide-
als of peacefulness and justice. Indeed, this tradition often required the use 
of force-including military action-as a positive Christian duty, "the law 
of Christian love itself," to protect the weak from their oppressors. To help 
the oppressed and to preserve the goods of one's own civilization, nations 
sometimes had to go to war. Historically, for example, that meant that war 
had been required to defend the West against Islamic invasion. In the twenti-
eth century, upholders of this tradition possessed a moral duty to battle "the 
disciplined hordes of World Communism" and to defeat "the abomination 
known as Nazism."7 In fact, by refusing to submit to evil, by confronting and 
vanquishing the evildoer, heroic resistance might help bring that evildoer to 
embrace the goods of civility and peace. 

The advent of nuclear weapons, said Kendall, did not change this moral 
calculus. God, said Kendall, had "made it our business ... to protect justice, 
and law, and liberty, and this out of love for our neighbor." Indeed, Kendall 
argued, the United States, to promote justice, ought to have used its atomic 
monopoly in 1946 to demand that the communist regime of the USSR stop 
oppressing its people. It is always "our" job, that is, we the people of the 
West, to fulfill this moral obligation and "to use the means at our disposal in 
order to preserve justice in the situations in which 'we' are involved." If God 
has willed "the destruction of the planet in an atomic Gotterdammerung," this 
moral obligation still remains. Even in a thermonuclear world, therefore, the 
people of the West must perform "our duty to strike down the Soviet aggres-
sor ... to prevent him from doing the wrong he is doing"-as previously the 
West had done against the Nazis.8 

Sibley, aged forty-seven and with thinning curly brown hair, then stood 
up. A lifelong socialist, he wore his trademark red tie as a symbol of solidar-
ity with the working class. Saluting the audience as "orthodox, heretics, and 
friends," he proceeded to deliver his speech. He was unyielding in his defense 
of pacifism; that is, he claimed to oppose all wars. Still, Sibley focused on 
the contemporary "age of violence." Indeed, said he, the "central faith of 
American foreign policy today seems to be in the threat of mass violence." 
Yet Sibley also acknowledged the warlike activities of the Soviet Union, 
China, and India. None passed pacifist muster. He argued that human values 
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. l b t d pendent on histonca context and that a h.were not absolute u 
_
e 

evitable . Sibley drew a distinction between I;
rarchy

h values was rn 

d iorce among sue . legitimate and necessary-an war which wa 
,

which was sometimes s never
permissible.9 

t n "social and political ideals" was, he claimed Human agreemen o 
only acknowledged. All sides in the Cold w' lllore 

• d read than comm . b h h ar, fo w1 esp . d t support freedom, equahty, rot er ood, progress r
ample claime O c " • ,, , andex ' 

ted the existence of a 1orce contmuum from "no . e Sibley sugges . ,, c nv10. peac •. . . b d'ence to "increasingly v101ent 1onns of force culminat· lent " civil d1so e I . 

d h tng. . . 1 practices which we sum up un er t e word war ,, 
7'L in "the rnst1tut1ona . d' d h f • .tue. 1 ts loose said Sibley, mclu mg eat s o noncombatant evils that war e , 

d . f s, 
di th kinds of ends (freedom and estruct10n o tyranny) for whi

' h"contra ct e ,, . c . lly proclaimed " The "character of a future war, with likely us war 1s usua • . e
f . 

apons would bring death and destruction to a catastrophic new0 atomIC we , . . 1 1 Meanwhile preparations for war undermmed peaceful economic devel-eve . . 
10 opment which might make war less hkelr . . . War was "immoral, " Sibley argued, because 1t mvolves orgaruzed and

deliberate ... killing of human beings." And "the prohibition of killing, would
seem to be as close as we can come to .a moral absolute in this sub-angelic 
world." In this light, distinctions between "aggressive" and "defensive " wars 
had little meaning, for both sides waged war in the same murderous fashion. 
Also, there were no actual criteria to distinguish an aggressive war from a 
defensive war. Even when war achieve(} positive results, as with eliminating 
Nazi power, these come "at such a cost and with such enonnously evil by
products that its positive attainments are far more than counter balanced by
its evil."11 

For nations who accepted that there was no such thing as a good war,Sibley counseled unilateral disarmament (if multilateral disarmament provedimpossible). Funds saved from war preparations could be used for education,for "nonviolent resistance," and for helping the "underdeveloped" world. Andif "worst came to worst," said Sibley, the people of such a nation "wouldagree with Socrates that ... it is better to suffer injustice than to commit it."Thus, nonviolent people might find themselves enslaved, but such resultscould also occur when a country fought and lost a war. In any case, occupation of a nonviolent nation by a hostile force "would still be preferable ... toa w_ar_. " Tyranny might triumph but "with relatively little loss of human life."lndi:1duals ought therefore to engage in an "open conspiracy " against "warmaking governments everywhere." 12 

_As regards Chri�ti�nitr, and pacifism, Sibley noted that he did not "regard[himself] as a Chnstian. He maintained that the connection between pacifism and Christianity was not clear but then argued that the earliest Christianshad opposed war, as such, on religious grounds. He admitted that after
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the early Christian · d "fi . . . peno , pac1 sts were few because "historical so-called 
;hriO::t~," · • held war to be legitimate under certain circumstances." The 
no " n~ ethos of the New Testament was nevertheless incompatible with 

war despite the efforts of men like Athanasius, St. Augustine, and Luther 
t~ prov:, the_ conrr_ary." Whatever Christianity might say about it, concluded 
S1bl~y, pacifism 1s the only practical politics in our day."13 

Sibley next proceeded with a rejoinder to Kendall's talk. He claimed 
Kendall contradicted himself by claiming that Western civilization would 
never accept pacifism while fretting about pacifist popularity. Sibley then 
argued that the present ought not be bound by "the short-sightedness and 
obtuseness of our ancestors." He argued that pacifists were not irresponsible 
because they were championing the values they held most dear and were not 
parasites because war itself contradicted Western values. Contra Kendall, 
he argued that the just war theory was · false because modern "war . . . will 
always give rise to greater disorder than order." Any ends achieved would be 
"at a price more than counterbalancing the gains." Western civilization would 
"have likely reached a higher level more rapidly" if Charles Martel had not 
resisted the more advanced civilization of Muslim invaders. Sibley closed by 
suggesting repudiation "of war as a method of resisting tyranny" and urging 
development of "efficacious and moral means of defense."14 

Kendall then rose to offer his own rebuttal. Sibley, he said, had told "us that 
enslavement-our enslavement-was preferable . . . to a war fought for the 
purpose of repelling and crushing the invader." Slavery would not be so bad, 
Sibley claimed, because most people would survive. Tyrannies do not last 
forever and could be resisted nonviolently. Kendall then argued, contradict-
ing Sibley, that future wars would not necessarily go nuclear. Meanwhile, our 
"quasi-pacifist inhibitions" had left "millions of Russians ... in Communist 
prison camps." Similar inhibitions had prevented the United States from help-
ing "German and Eastern European Jews whom the Nazis slaughtered by the 
millions." Sibley, he added, would "cheerfully bid us to 'achieve' political 
freedom by delivering ourselves into slavery." Finally, Kendall asked how 
"that old complex of errors that learned men call 'historic Christianity"' had 
misrepresented its teachings for so long until corrected by Mulford Sibley.15 

As the two men exchanged one highbrow haymaker after another, the 
crowd got caught up in the excitement. "The hall," said one observer, 
"sounded like the last quarter of a football game between Stanford and 
California." Fifty years later graduate student Tom Schrock still recalled 
the "spectacular" Kendall-Sibley debate. In the question and answer period 
which followed their speeches, neither professor retreated. Asked how he 
would save democracy should the Soviets nuke Palo Alto, Kendall responded 
that he would retaliate in kind. Queried about what he would do if the Soviets 
demanded capitulation or war, Sibley replied that he would surrender then 



Preface 
XVI 

begin a nonviolent resistance campaign when Russian troops . . . . h s· arrived spirited defenders ~f their respective pos1t1ons, t en, 1bley (as Proto. : As 
peacenik) was sublime and Kendall ( as homegrown Dr. Strange Jove hippy 
nificent. "Mulford," said Willmoore as they left the stage, "this w ) lllag. 

. h d "16 as a gr show. We'll have to take 1t on t e roa . eat 
Who won the debate? On one level that depended on whether 00 h 

et ou h it better to be red or better to be dead. On another level, the real . g t 
. b h . d . Winne of the debate were the audience mem ers w o w1tnesse Its powerf 1 rs 

and forth. Student organizers of the event were surprised by its po: 1ha_ck 
and praised both participants. It was all too rare, they said, for stud u anty . . en~t 
see "the drama" of well-prepared scholars expressmg their ideas-p 0 

• f OWer 
fully, boldly, a?d wi~hout, ap~logy-on a su~Ject o . s~ch great consequence-
Even after paymg Sibley s airfare and offenng a similar fee for Kendall · 
donate to anticommunist Tibetans, the Breakers Club, which had sponsor:~ 
the event, generated a tidy profit from the overflow crowd. Requests alma 

. f h . h u . st 
immediately arose for transcnpts o t e respective speec es. smg Kendall' 
contacts, organizers contracted with the Swallow Press in Denver. When pub~ 
lished later that year, the debate proceed~ngs sold rather briskly, especially on 
the Stanford campus, and talk arose of~ second edition. Sibley and Kendall 
got a bit peeved with one another tha£ evening, but both soon got over it 

,, ' ' 
and in the coming years they would meet on other stages to debate different 
controversies. 17 

Both scholars were, in distinctive and diametrically opposed ways, too 
hot for Stanford to handle. In 1958, when the university political science 
department had declined to offer Sibley a permanent position, students had 
protested. When the department made a similar decision with Kendall for 
this following year, a different set of student demonstrators carried signs to 
object. 18 Sibley soon returned to Minnesota where, though something of a 
gadfly, he served out a long and distinguished career, never wavering in his 
pacifism and retiring in 1981 . Meanwhile, Kendall, who had hoped to get a 
full-time job at Stanford, headed off for a two-year research sabbatical at the 
University of Madrid. 

Though disappointed at Stanford's decision, Kendall had had a fruitful 
year in Palo Alto. Faced with large classes, he had shelved his own uniquely 
effective Socratic teaching style. Thereby, he had honed his effectiveness and 
increased his self-confidence as a speaker. His carefully prepared lectures 
were so popular that his classes became standing room only, as nonenrolled 
students crowded in to hear. Kendall had also participated in a series of public 
debates prior to the confrontation with Sibley. Taking the conservative side 
on a variety of controversial issues, many of these appearances had been 
well attended and successful. In December 1958, at one of these events, he 
met local librarian and ex-Marine Nellie Cooper, who first agreed to serve as 
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