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Classic "projection!"
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And Trujillo's Dominican Republic!


156 Chapter 7

from his land attracted the attention ol neighbors, (he Cloge
Cleanth and Tinkum Brooks. When Tinkum complaineg 0
trucks entering the property to remove the gravel, Kengy
drinking, exchanged words with her. This confrontation ¢
friendship with the Brookses.*

Kendall claimed at times that his drinking problep, Cmaineq ;
ance upon returning (o his home country. In November, f:,rn.td N abey
wrote to Hyneman that: “I took the vow in Spain and an s(ickin'nsta.ncc‘ he
good I must say.” Doing “pretty good”™ was cither illlcnli()nu”g 10 it prey
or delusional. Those closer to Kendall knew beter. In August Fi’tlfﬂlrulhful
Bozell warned Willmoore that he was “dangerously ill” ang shou|1|‘-klcy and
Spain for treatment. Kendall did not respond well to these udmonilfeturn o
temporarily cut off contact with Bozell for wiclding “(he Weapon o f'(?ﬂs. He
illness” like a “baby” brandishing “a razor.” In September lege

“ " 1 B . 196| he Wem on

a bender” which caused grave concern to his mother, sister, and Buck|
In October Bill got Ken to agree to make continued employment 4t Natioey |
nu

e e o s i
I ! ' ink. uckley informed Pearl Kendall that hey
son “‘was lqokmg for an incentive to take that little pill every morning,"
Mean\yhlle Kendall was searching out professional opportunities. Building
on estal?llshed 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.
By the summer of 1961 the regime was in serious trouble. In May, shortly
before Kendall returned to the United States from Spain, Rafael Trujillo—
who in the previous two years had repelled a Cuban invasion and attempted
to blow up the president of Venezuela—was a§sassinated in a CIA plot.
Desperately holding onto power, the Trujillo family reached out to Kepda}l.
Besides intellectual interest in the regime and experience working with it,
Willmoore had a personal connection to the dead ihctator s {?mlly. Flor Qe
Oro Trujillo, Rafael’s oft-married daughter, was an old l1212:1111ef-or'lt‘::erefore., in
July 1961, he took trip to the Republic to explore working ¢ tottering
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The political thought of Hobbes, with Machiavelli, can correctly be said to be the foundational element of fascism. Explaining why both were important to Leo Strauss, the Straussians, and Willmoore Kendall, though in a less direct way. 
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The usual argument made by the "Right," the Conservative Movement's "thought leaders." 
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What more need be said!
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Kendall's own argument so one suspects this is Owens taking some literary license with the facts. 
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This explains the seeming contradiction of Kendall's McCarthyism, and his arguments here.
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To Kendall, this meant that they mustn't lose sight of the "Main Enemy, domestically, the Liberals.
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As it deserved to be. 
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Preface

X1

itical principles could l;]ardly ?aVe been ; .

. aving grown up together in 9205 Oki o
oy ‘\;fre Eﬁi f;fe?lciisédhthe latihodist Church in the sma]] Ok]ii}L(:;a
As a boy S‘, ey pastored by Reverend Willmoore Kend.al], Sr., fathe, Oa
town of M’a?::’tonight’s debate. Both men had also fece%ved degrees .

his opponent of Oklahoma. Later they crossed professional paths i

the Umf’ersl;yllliﬂois where Mulford Sibley got a job teaching politicg scf
UmverSI\g-l(l)moore Kendall was finishing up his doctorate. As evidenceg o
ence as in'n both men were learned, both skilled at disputation, ap4 both
spring i‘éestrogr{g convictions. Each spoke for 40 minutes, then got 5 minuty
F: ii:i;sond to the other. Afterward both speakers took questions from N

Though the twO men’s pol

. e.3 9 oy
aucli(lzrrll;all—ﬁfty years old, with a “brindled” mulitary-style crew Clt—yiey

first. He noted his social connections to S,ibley,‘ suggesting that his dag
example may have inspired his opponent’s golltlcal views. Kendall pp,.
nounced that—together with Sibley and the audience—his object was to seek
truth and not to make an oratorical display. .Yet, as Kegdall proceeded wit
his speech, he pulled no rhetorical punches. Sibley, he salq, .cgulc'i never wip g
debate on this subject because Western civilization, the C.IVIhZatIOH tp which
he, Sibley, and the audience belonged, had rejected pacifism for millennig
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 obviously
would not adopt the pacifist proposal, “the mere thought of which strikes ter-
ror into the heart.”

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 gates of our Civilization.” By refusing to fight, the
pacifists were prepared to allow their own civilization to fall and barbarism to
triumph. Pacifists were also heretics, that is, “enemies within the gates.” Most
accepted the Christian roots of Western civilization but put a radical twist on
Christian principles which undermined their society’s well-being. Pacifism,
Kendall argued, “insinuates itself into the body politic as a higher expression
of Christian selflessness, [but] is marked throughout by irresponsibility and
callous indifference towards the wants and needs and rights of the pacifists’
fellow-men.” The pacifist was a parasite. He lives “off our Civilization” and
benefits from “the [martial] commitments it imposes upon others.” The paci-
fist thus “consumes the produce of fields that he does not help to till.”s

This aversion to pacifism—while instinctual and traditional—was also
rational. Here Kendall delved deep. Drawing upon Aquinas, he argued
that pacifism meant ontological rejection of society itself, for it denied the
“recourse to arms, even by legally constituted states attempting to defend






Preface

xiv Jute but dependent on historical context and that , hier,
were not absolu was inevitable. Sibley drew a distinction betwee, b Tehy,
among SUChS:;izfifneS Jegitimate and necessary—and war which Wag
which was
pennissible.9 ent on “social and political ideals” was, he claimed, -
Human agreemC ommonly acknowledged. All sides in the Colg War 1?re
widespread t.h and to support freedom, equality, brotherhood, Progres; ’a Or
example, claimed to d the existence of a force “continuum” frop «HOI’]vi‘;d

peace. Sibley suggeste gly violent” forms of force Culmingg,

. . “increasin
vy ot bedlence to '1nc
lent” civil diso g . under the w 1
al practices which we sum up ord war, The

jn.“the msnn;tllzltls loose, said Sibley, including deaths of noncombatyyy,
evils that w;l kinds of ends (freedom and destruction of tyranny) fo, Which
“ConFradlctlt] e roclaimed.” The “character of a future war,” with likely yge
war 1S gsu‘?v e;’plz) ns, would bring death and destruction to a catastrophijc new
Icc)a{/Z;?nMn:anwhile p;eparations for war undermined peaceful economijc devel.

Ce\
ﬂever

ich mi ikely. !
ent which might make war less li N |
op“;’/ar was “immoral,” Sibley argued, “because it involves organizeg ang

deliberate . . . killing of human beings.” And “the prohibitic?n of .killing, would
seem to be as close as we can come to a moral at.>solute u}‘ this Sll_b-angeh'c
world.” In this light, distinctions between “aggressive” and “defensive” wars
had little meaning, for both sides waged war in the same mur.derous fashion,
Also, there were no actual criteria to distinguish an aggressive war from 3
defensive war. Even when war achieved positive results, as with eliminating
Nazi power, these come “at such a cost and with such enormously evil by-
products that its positive attainments are far more than counter balanced by
its evil.”!!

For nations who accepted that there was no such thing as a good war,
Sibley counseled unilateral disarmament (if multilateral disarmament proved
impossible). Funds saved from war preparations could be used for education,
for “nonviolent resistance,” and for helping the “underdeveloped” world. And
if “worst came to worst,” said Sibley, the people of such a nation “would
agree with Socrates that . . . it is better to suffer injustice than to commit it.”
Thus, nonviolent people might find themselves enslaved, but such results
could also occur when a country fought and lost a war. In any case, occupa-
tion of a nonviolent nation by a hostile force “would still be preferable . . . to
awar.” Tyranny might triumph but “with relatively little loss of human life.”
Individuals ought therefore to engage in an “open conspiracy” against ‘“war

making governments everywhere,”12

As regards Christianity and pacifism, Sibley noted that he did not “regard
[himself] as a Christian.” He maintained that the connection between paci-
fism and Christianity was not clear by then argued that the earliest Christians
had opposed war, as such, on religious grounds. He admitted that after
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