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Bad times and bad books seem to go together like 
cold weather and the flu. These are bad times, 
and this is a bad book. But it’s an important bad 
book, because of its subject and puthor. The subject 
is citizenship and dissent; and the author, hlorton 
Kaplan, is a liberal political scientist with an envi- 
able reputation among his colleagues, a man known 
for his mature and sober judgment. Thus, it is not 
unlikely that his feelings about contemporary events 
are shared by others in the academic community. 

Dissent and the State in Peace and W a r :  A n ,  
“Essai” on the Grounds of Piiblic Morality, 
by Morton Kaplan. University Press of Cam- 
bridge (Mass.). 192 pp. $6.95. 
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Many subjects are dealt with here: the war, tlie 
draft, U.S. foreign policy, the New Left, the peace 
movement, the university, the public school sys- 
tem, the arms race, theories of freedom, and more. 
Rut Kaplan’s main interest, to which he devoted 
approximately two-thirds of the book, is the student 
movement and its various activities and concerns, 
particularly as they relate to education and citizen- 
ship. All of these disturb him very much. 

“We appear,” Kaplan says, :‘to be entering an era 
in which there is a strong resurgence of roman- 
ticism. . . .” Romanticism represents the claims of 
feeling and conscience against those of reason, 
and it is this that disturbs Kaplan about contem- 
porary political movements. He sees a carelessness 
about consequences in tlie demands and tactics of 
the New Left, which lie blames on its members’ 
refusal to understand or face reality. “Obsessive 
conscience . . . produces deracination.” This sort 
of attitude is especially out of place in the uni- 
versity, which is dedicated to reason. But the 
New Left has emphasized “decisions by feeling” 
over “decisions by calculation” to the point where 
the entire socicty is threatened with chaos. 

However, “romanticism . . . is guilty of much 
more than political stupidity”; it seems to form 
the core of totalitarian ideologies of the Right and 
Left. Kaplan has examined the writings of nu- 
merous Fascist and Communist movements, and 
found in all of them the same “emotional and anti- 
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intellectiinl attacks upon capitalism, the spirit of 
trading, the process of calculation :incl bourgeois 
society” that lie finds in  the writings cif the New 
Left. The fact that extremes of Right and Left 
produce the siame sentiments is no surprise to K ~ I ~ I -  
Ian: the extremes are merely “reaction-formations” 
agninst one iunotIier, and are “usunlly indicative of 
pathological information processing mechanisms.” 

This is, so far, an old, old tune. But Knplan’s 
theory about ho\v American youth cane to such 
a sorry state is fairly novel. He blames it  on their 
primary educatipn. 

According to /Kilplan, one of the most important 
functions of education is to tewh caution. And 
one of the attributes of caution is the knowledge 
that “truth nncl good purposes are not their own 
justific:ition and that opposition must lie tempered 
by ;i concern for consecpences,” an idea which 
Knplan associates, rather grandly, with Socrates. 
It is absolutely essential, tlicreforc, that students 
learn ;a proper respect for the institutions of Anieri- 
can society; clearly, tlicy Iiaven’t lxen getting the 
message ;is regularly ;is Kaplan \voulcl like-:it least, 
not recently. 

The reason? Simple. \Ve’re trying too hard to 
make intellectuals out of mere children. \Ve’re 
“overloading” them with “sophisticated“ criticisms 
of American society at an agc when they’re not 
ready to understand tliem properly; tlius, t h y  
come out of school ful l  of radical ideas and utterly 
lacking in  what Knplan sees as the most important 
talent of the modern citi~en: “a tolerance for am- 
biguity, , , . the recognition that all institutions are 
necessarily inadequate, and . . . the i1nderst;inding 
that d l  schemes of reform or of clii~nge cntiiil 
costs as well as benefits.” 

Now, this is a pretty odd notion of what goes on 
in most elementary schools. Few of l is, I’m sure, 
remember being burdened with “sophisticnted” 
criticisms in grade school, or even in high school. 
Kaplan’s ideas about what shortld go on in the 
public schools are even oddcr. “The public school 
system is not and should not be it bastion of 
academic freedom,” because I ‘ .  . . tlie inadequacies 
of young minds in Iiandling difficult political sub- 
jects militate against their early introduction.’ 

\\%at young minds fire suited for are things like 
flag salutes, the singing of anthems, and “the 
cultivation of an appropriate emotional frame of 
reference by symbolic activities” ( which sounds more 
like the public school we all knew and loved). By 
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“symbolic activities,” of course, Kaplan does not 
mean protest demonstrations. He means activities 
tvliich lead to “ilttitudes supportive of tlie nation’s 
institutions and values” and which, at the same 
time, encourage “the critical, creative, nnd truth- 
seeking cliaracteristics of mind so important to an 
informed citizenry.” Quite a trick. 

Earlier in this chapter, Kaplan complains that the 
schools are producing only “half-educated and ig- 
norant citizens . . . a majority of whom do not 
understand or approve of procedural due process 
and the various freedoms that are requisites in a 
democratic polity.” So Kaplan offers what he calls 
;I “speculative solution,” a model school system 
of the future. 

If the nation were divided into nine school districts 
these districts could competitively develop different 
niacliine programs ;ind different television pro- 
granis. Gre.it teachers could be paid $100,000 to de- 
velop particular courses and even given residuals 
to make the eventual payoffs higher , . . [But] in- 
stead of teachers, these schools would have mostly 
warm-hearted proctors . . . . 

The proctors would train the students in “ele- 
mentary Socratic methods”; the students would be- 
come “young skeptics, but their skepticism would 
not be directly turned toward aspects of their own 
social und political system that they were not yet 
prepared to understand in any depth or detail.” 
Naturally, the school would decide what level of 
skepticism the students were ready for. If they 
got too skeptical too fast, or began asking tlie wrong 
questions, they would Le dealt with in some un- 
named way (Kaplan is silent here).  Socrates got 
hemlock. 
0 

So far, Kaplan has been talking about elementary 
schools. When he comes to consider the university, 
lie suddenly switches tracks. W e  leave now the 
province of warm-1ie:irted proctors, T.V. programs, 
and guided democracy, and enter an institution 
dedicated to “the life of reason and . . . the pursuit 
of truth as seen by the exponent.” Accustomed as 
\ve have become to play-acting at  the Socratic 
method, we might be at  some disadvantage in this 
newer, headier environment. But Kaplan doesn’t 
think so. 

And the reason is that here, too, cooler heads will 
prevail. Even in the university the pursuit of truth 
mustn’t be too relentless. There are standards. “In- 
tellectual honesty” is one. “Professionalism” is an- 
other. Both of these are sadly lacking among many 
left-wing academics, whose errors Kaplan spends 
some time exposing. But most important, the pur- 
suit of truth must never be colored by emotion. 
Anything so tainted comes under the heading of 
propaganda, and there is no place in the university 

for propaganda. For example, IVilliam Sloane Cof- 
fin’s “attempts to propagandize students are destruc- 
tive of the potential autonomy of the student as a 
reasoning human being” and constitute “a kind of 
moral rape of the student’s mind.” So is student 
control of the university (“mob rule”). So are black 
studies departments. Classified government research 
might be prohibited, but Kaplan isn’t ready to 
ilssert this very strongly. I t  is likewise wrong, and 
for the same reason, for universities to take stands 
against government policy. 

Not only does “emotionalism” have no place in 
the university, Kaplan thinks it should be outlawed 
everywhere. For example, he makes a distinction 
between two kinds of speech. The kind used by 
the Rev. Coffin he calls “symbolism,” and then gives 
us an astonishing interpretation of the first amend- 
ment that would prohibit it: 

The first amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States could be interpreted as protecting only 
speech designed to convince other people by rea- 
soned argument. Thus attempts to enflame emotion 
could be viewed as  not protected by the first amend- 
ment. Symbolisms . . . could be viewed as outside 
the protective framework of constitutional guaran- 
tees inasmuch as they appeal to emotion and not 
primarily to mind. 

This suggestion is made in all seriousness, and is 
an example of why the book is so disturbing. 

For aside from the vagueness of the distinction 
between “reason” and “emotion,” it would require 
a police state to enforce such a law. And if it were 
enforced consistently, it would render all of us 
virtually speechless. 
0 

If Kaplan’s musings on current events were mere 
fits of bad temper, they might not merit such at- 
tention. But Kaplan is a serious intellectual, with 
a serious political theory to sell, and anyone who has 
been around the university for a few years-espe- 
cially in the social sciences-will recognize it im- 
mediately. The theory has no name as yet, but 
it’s not hard to describe. Its component parts are 
a commitment to traditional interest-group liberal- 
ism, a worship of technology, a contempt for popu- 
lar movements, a fascination with bureaucracy, and 
an odd kind of stubbornness which is usually passed 
off as “rationality.” 

Traditional liberalism, as it has come down to 
us from our progressive forebears, is largely a 
theory about process. The major reforms which can 
be credited to liberalism are reforms in the process 
of decision-making-reforms designed to make it 
more “impersonal” or “open” or “efficient” or what- 
ever. Liberalism has been rather silent about the 
proper sribstance of decisions, preferring to let that 
problem be solved by the process of politics itself. 
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This is, after all, the central point about an “open” 
system, which liberals have always held to be the 
ultimate goal of reform: a system where truth and 
falsehood could battle in the marketplace (to use 
a favorite metaphor), without the issue of the battle 
decided beforehand. Under an “open” system, forces 
in society would be let alone to prosper or decline 
as fortune might dictate (or, according to an older 
theory, as evolution might dictate). For this reason, 
politics must be a free play of forces, and the 
processes by which political decisions are made 
must be free from “pressure” or “dogma.” Thus, 
the civil service reform, designed to make officials 
independent of politicians. Thus too the independ- 
ent regulatory agency: independent of government, 
that is, and ( a  vain hope, as it turned out) inde- 
pendent of the business community as well. Inde- 
pendent of everything, as a matter of fact, except 
its own bureaucratic impulses. In the same line 
of evolution stand the city-manager form of gov- 
ernment, the nonpartisan election, the “open” and 
“direct” primary, the “professional” school board, 
the “independent” newspaper, and a host of other 
wonders. From the same source, I think, comes one 
of the fundamental principles of modern intel- 
lectual discourse: the separation of “fact” and 
opinion,” of “reason” and “emotion.” They are, at 

any rate, related developments. 
Therefore, when presented with a political prob- 

lem, liberalism will always ask whether the process 
of decision-making is open, and ignore the substan- 
tive question of what the decision should be. In an 
old variation of the sportsman’s rule (“Win or lose, 
it’s how you play the game that counts”) liberals are 
apt to believe that it doesn’t matter what you do or 
say, so long as you do or say it in a reasonable 
manner. 

This is probably the source of Kaplan’s fantastic 
hostility to popular movements, and it is quite frank 
and relentless. Nothing escapes his condemnation, 
His pet hate is the student movement. But blacks 
fare no better, although in deference to the current 
fashion he’s more sympathetic to them than to stu- 
dents. Even the most moderate proposals are un- 
acceptable: the Ford Foundation’s plan for school 
decentralization in New York City is pictured as the 
opening to totalitarian measures of the worst kind. 
Kaplan conjures up a picture of “deviants” being 
set upon and persecuted by ideological fanatics, 
blacks being betrayed by radicals the way Jews were 
betrayed by the Russian Communists, children be- 
ing fed the vilest forms of propaganda, etc., etc. 
The fact that none of these things happened in 
Ocean Hill-Brownsville seems almost beside the 
point. They could happen, under a highly remote 
and improbable set of circumstances, and that’s 
enough for Kaplan. 

But here, too, there’s a theory at work, and not 
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just a bad temper. All popular tribunals and move- 
ments are in theory bad, because they tend to be 
dominated by “the quest for certainty.” They are 
governed by “parochial” rather than “cosmopolitan” 
values. That is, their members tend to have opinions 
about things, and wish to see those opinions trans- 
lated into public policy. Thus, they show a “callous 
and callow disregard for the rights of others.” 

All of these problems are summed up for Kaplan 
in one problem: popular movements cannot be “dis- 
passionate.” Where the interests of those who must 
decide are bound up with the decisions, their emo- 
tions tend to get mixed up with their reason, and 
that, throughout the book, is the one thing Kaplan 
will not abide. 

However, values have to come from somewhere. 
They cannot be discovered by reason alone, since 
reason is only a way of thinking about values. If our 
emotions cannot tell us what we want, then we must 
get our cues from the outside. According to Kaplan, 
we must turn for guidance to science, technology, 
and bureaucracy, the three great provinces of dis- 
passionate thought. 

Kaplan, unlike so many of us, is not greatly dis- 
turbed by bureaucracy. His only complaint is that, 
on occasion-for example, in the federal regulatory 
agencies-bureaucrats become too persoiinllg in- 
uoloed with the clients they are supposed to super- 
vise. He admits that bureaucratic government tends 
to be somewhat removed from the control of ordi- 
nary citizens, but that is as it should be. The major 
function of locals is not to produce policy, but to 
produce “feedback to the bureaucracies, Only in 
this manner can policy be made dispassionately. 
“Democratic systems function best when officials 
are accountable to the public rather than when the 
public controls policy.” 

But it’s no great secret these days that the “ac- 
countability’’ of officials is largely a fiction. If this 
were not so, the country would not be in such an 
uproar. There is a substantial body of literature in 
the social sciences, which Kaplan ought to be a h r e  
of, which shows pretty conclusively the way in 
which bureaucrats, under the guise of neutrality, 
formulate policy rather than simply administer it 
according to the instructions of the public’s repre- 
sentatives. To Kaplan, even the ordinary representa- 
tive assemblies of a parliamentary democracy are 
inferior to bureaucracy: the latter is better at en- 
forcing “cosmopolitan” values, whereas the former 
tend to be “parochial” in their approach. 

Cosmopolitan values turn out to be largely tech- 
nocratic values. Those things which tend toward 
the maintenance of machine civilization are good; 
those which do not are bad. One of the things that 
bothers Kaplan about the student movement is its 
hostility to science, which he attributes to “ignorance.” 
Much of contemporary dissent, on closer examination, 
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can be explained the same way: as a result of the 
citizen’s ignorance of the complex technological and 
organizational considerations that influence policy. 
This is another rexson for not trusting popular move- 
ments. “I belive that principled challenges to the 
state would be less forthcoming if the nature of 
the world were better understood by those who 
make the challenges.” Those who do understand 
these considerations-i.e., those who are presently 
in power-:ire much better suited than their op- 
ponents for tlie grim responsibilities of command. 

There you have it. “Direct” or “participant” 
democracy is impractical. And nothing is worse, to 
n technocrat, thnn something that is impractical. 
Anything that gets in the way of the plan, anything 
that interferes with the smooth and harmonious 
functioning of a “system,” anything that cannot be 
fitted into the cost-account, anything, in short, that 
is merely good in and of itself must be scrapped in 
favor of “prior considerations.” And anyone who 
suspects that the entire plan is wrong-“hippies” for 
exomple-is ;i “dysfunctional abberation of the 
system” possessed of a “pathological information- 
proccssing mechanism.” 

In case you douht the existence of a plan, we 
have Kaplan’s own testimony on that. As he sees it, 
the trend of American history is clear. All of the 

machine programs, the gargantuan school districts, 
the mega-cities, the polluted air, the computers, the 
bureaucracies, the new first amendment, the whole 
works, is moving in one direction: toward the 
creation of an American empire. 

Although on first sight the goal of an American em- 
pire will seem strange or even wrong, there is in 
the universalistic American value scheme some- 
thing that might drive us to create a worldwide 
empire that is non-imperialistic and democratic. . . 
the idea of an American millennium is rooted deeply 
i n  the fundamental values of our Declaration of 
Independence. Perhaps our mission remains only 
to be discovered by ourselves. 

Somewhere d o n g  the line, reason has fled, and we 
are left with the vision of a crackpot. And yet 
Kaplan is not really, or only, a crackpot; he’s serious, 
and, what’s more important, he’s not alone. The 
“American millennium” may be so much mystic eye- 
wash, but millions believe it-many of them highly 
intelligent people who ought to know better. 

Why they believe, I cannot say. Perhaps they feel 
that believing puts them on the side of “history,” or 
“progress,” or some other irresistible trend, Perhaps 
it’s just easier to believe than to play the role of 
Cassandra in it country that seems bound and de- 
termined to destroy itself as quickly as possible. 
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