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“Vietnam Summer,” a movement to
oppose the American involvement in
Vietnam, took place over several
months in 1967. Many of the partici-
pants were students, and it was led by
a group of “young radicals”—people in
their 20’s—whose criticism of estab-
lished values and policies went far be-
yond those concerned with the question
of the Vietnam war and who had com-
mitted their working lives, at least tem-
porarily, to acting on their beliefs.
Kenneth Keniston, a psychologist, was
invited to make a study of Vietnam
Summer as it took place, and he ac-
cepted.

A small number of taped interviews
of a small number of people, and a
book written soon afterwards—it
doesn’t sound promising. Presumably
another of the many superficial and
therefore boring interview studies that
overflow our bookshelves at present.
Yet it hasn’t turned out that way.
Keniston has produced a work that is
valuable and interesting, mainly because
of the depth and honesty of his thought,
partly because he studied a group of
people who were unusually open and
self-reflective, towards whom he came
to feel admiration and sympathy. They
fired his enthusiasm.

The men and women of this study
seem to have been very fortunate in
their experience of life, having been
born of affluent parents who treated
them with directness and humanity.
“My old man is very straight with the
kids,” says one of them, and this is a
typical statement. The parents did not
set themselves up as authorities whose
views were by definition correct, but
readily permitted criticism. The family
atmosphere was the opposite of that
which has come to be thought of as
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“schizophrenogenic.” In consequence
the children were secure enough to
identify with their parents selectively:
to imitate the qualities and views which
appeared to them to be valuable and to
oppose others with energy. In general
they retained the “core values: basic
assumptions concerning desirable hu-
man relationships, feelings and mo-
tives,” but rejected the particular way in
which these values had become system-
atized—the political philosophies and
institutions. Moreover, it would seem
that the childhood experience of crea-
tive personal interchange was carried
over to their later political stance. They
pinned their political hopes on personal
values rather than on abstractions and
ideologies.

Keniston’s study is primarily a psy-
chological one. His intention is to ex-
plain, as far as he can, the personal
factors in the formation of their polit-
ical viewpoint. Although (as one would
expect in an American psychologist) he
takes for granted the fundamental dis-
coveries of Freud, his interpretation is
far from being a typical Freudian one.
He does not regard his subjects’ radi-
calism as a neurotic defense mechanism
—the result, for instance, of repressed
antagonism to parents or of guilt over
aggressive urges—but sees it as a nat-
ural, integrated, and realistic outcome
of their life-experience. My own guess
is that if these people presented them-
selves for a “classical” psychoanalysis,
one would find the sort of things Freud
found: the presence of an Oedipus com-
plex and so on. But this would not seri-
ously detract from Keniston’s observa-
tions, for his account of the crucial
factors in the formation of the political
beliefs is convincing.

We are here on most dangerous
ground. The best and safest criterion
of a political belief is whether it is
realistic and valuable, not why it is
held. To attempt to undermine the au-

thority of a political belief by a reduc-
tive psychoanalysis can only do incal-
culable harm, to the subject or the
analyst or both. A particularly destruc-
tive example is the Freud-Bullitt study
of Woodrow Wilson. Yet we cannot
help making judgments on this kind of
basis, for it is a matter of common
sense to suspect the views of the man
with an axe to grind; therefore we are
bound to take into consideration those
elements in a person’s political beliefs
which are based on compensatory ma-
neuvers or other defense mechanisms.
What is important in Keniston’s study,
in this respect, is that, with a sophisti-
cated approach, he comes to the view
that the beliefs of these young radicals
are the outgrowth of considered opinion
based on experience and are not en-
gendered neurotically. Of course we
can, in turn, question Keniston’s per-
sonal bias, but at least he is frank
enough to tell us about it in some de-
tail.

Keniston develops a rather interesting
explanation for the ambivalent appraisal
which the young men make of their
fathers, based on the perception of the
difference between what these elders
believe is right and what they actually
do:

. . in no society do parents (or anyone
else) ever fully live up to their own pro-
fessed ideals. In every society, there is a
gap between creedal values and actual
practices; and everywhere the recognition
of this gap constitutes a powerful motor
for social change. But in most societies,
especially when social change is slow and
social institutions are powerful and un-
changed, there occurs what can be called
the institutionalization of hypocrisy. Child-
ren and adolescents routinely learn when
it is “reasonable” to expect that the values
parents profess will be implemented in
their behavior, and when it is not rea-
sonable. . . .

In a time of rapid social change and
value change, however, the institution-
alization of hypocrisy tends to break
down. “New” values have been in exist-
ence for so brief a period that the exemp-
tions to them have not yet been defined,
the situations to be excluded have not yet
been determined. The universal gap be-
tween principle and practice appears with-
out disguise. . . . But what is special about
the present situation of rapid value change
is, first, that parents themselves tend to
have two conflicting sets of values, one re-
lated to the experience of their early child-
hood, the other to the ideologies and prin-
ciples acquired in adulthood; and, second,
that no stable institutions or rules for
defining hypocrisy out of existence have
yet been fully evolved. In such a situation,
the young see the Emperor in all his
nakedness, recognizing the value conflict
within their parents and perceiving clearly
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the “hypocritical” gap between ideal and
behavior.

This argument suggests that the post-
modern youth may not be confronted
with a gap between parental preaching
and practice that is “objectively” any
greater than that facing most generations.
But they do confront an unusual internal
ambivalence within the parental generation
over the very values that parents success-
fully inculcated in their children, and they
are “deprived” of a system of social inter-
pretation that rationalizes the discrepancy
between creed and deed. It seems likely,
then, that today’s youth may simply be
able to percieve the universal gulf between
principle and practice more clearly than
previous generations have done.

Although this explanation is one to
be considered, it seems to me that the
most likely reason why the children are
able to perceive the discrepancies is
that they have been brought up in such
a way that they have the courage and
strength to perceive them. But what-
ever the reason, the perception is there
and, Keniston believes, contributes to
their political outlook:

This points to one of the central char-
acteristics of today’s youth in general and
young radicals in particular: they insist
on taking seriously a great variety of po-
litical, personal, and social principles that
“no one in his right mind” ever before
thought of attempting to extend to such
situations as dealings with strangers, rela-
tions between the races, or international
politics.

Although Keniston writes as a psy-
chologist and for the most part confines
himself to his own chosen field of study,
he is clearly impressed and moved by
the political approach of the young
radicals:

The new radicals are at least confront-
ing the central issues of our time, and
confronting them more directly than most
of us can afford to. They are asking the
basic questions, making the mistakes, and
perhaps moving toward some of the an-
swers we all desperately need.

To my mind, one of the most sig-
nificant features of their approach is the
lack of idealization of leaders and
leadership; and this is a natural out-
come of their upbringing, an aspect of
their basic attitude to life. Society has
always idealized leadership, usually at
terrible cost; and the hierarchical struc-
ture of our society is based on this
idealization. It is so universal, so in-
trinsic to our thinking, that we take
it for granted and fail to note the evil
consequences. Is it possible that a new
generation is growing up whose criti-
cisms of society are more personally
authentic, who have become accus-
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tomed to rely on their own immediate
perceptions rather than on ideologies,
and who do not need to idealize their
leaders? Or is this group merely a
bunch of raw youths who will learn
better as they grow older? Are they just
naive? If they are, then so is Keniston.
And so am 1. But I hope not.

PETER Lomas
14 Park Square East,
London, N.W. 1

Ecological Disaster

“Torrey Canyon” Pollution and Marine
Life. A Report by the Plymouth Labora-
tory of the Marine Biological Association
of the United Kingdom. J. E. SMiTH, Ed.
Published for the Association by Cam-
bridge University Press, New York, 1968.
xiv + 196 pp., illus. $9.50.

The date of 18 March 1967 will be
remembered by all concerned with oil
pollution of high seas as a day of tragic
accident, when a 970-foot tanker, carry-
ing about 117,000 tons of heavy Kuwait
crude oil from the Persian Gulf and
traveling at about 17 knots, ran
aground 15 miles off the west coast of
Cornwall, England. An unprecedented
spillage of oil continued to the end of
April, when the tanker was bombed and
set afire and disappeared from view, at
that time probably empty.

Several naval and civilian organiza-
tions, .including the Plymouth Labora-
tory, were mobilized to survey the situ-
ation, to record the damage to beaches,
shores, and marine life, and to design
measures to control the spread of con-
tamination. At the same time attempts
were made by various government and
private organizations concerned with
navigation to combat oil pollution by
treating the heavy slicks with detergents.
At least 12 different detergents were
used in very large quantities. For in-
stance, on the Cornish beaches alone,
10,000 tons of detergent fluids were
used to treat about 14,000 tons of crude
oil. Probably detergents were employed
in similar ratios to oil in other areas.
Thus from the very beginning the ma-
rine scientists engaged in the study
faced two distinct problems—pollution
by crude oil and contamination caused
by massive use of detergents. Scientific
studies were carried out simultaneously
by 46 members of the Plymouth Labor-
atory staff and by a number of special-
ists from collaborating organizations of
Great Britain and several European

countries. The results of these studies
are reported in the ten chapters of the
present book; they deal with the sea sur-
veys; zoo- and phytoplankton; surveys
of shores, sublittoral zones, salt marshes,
and sand beaches; toxicity tests of de-
tergents and oil; and oil movements at
sea. The individual chapters are the re-
ports of the various investigators ar-
ranged in the order in which they were
completed. Under this condition a cer-
tain degree of repetitiveness is unavoid-
able and the book as a whole lacks
unity. The organization of the material
seems to suit the nature of the study,
however, and reflects the emergency
condition under which the laboratory
and field investigations were carried out.

The data accumulated by biologists,
who were thoroughly familiar with local
fauna and flora, are indispensable for
further studies of pollution problems.
One major inference, fully substantiated
by field and laboratory studies, is that
contamination by detergents was more
dangerous that the toxicity of oil. The
major compound used to deal with
Torrey Canyon oil is identified as non-
ionic BP 1002 detergent, which does
not dissociate in solution to any signifi-
cant degree. Of the three components
of BP 1002, the surfactant, the stabi-
lizer, and the organic solvent, it was
the solvent that was mainly responsible
for the high toxicity. These findings are
in contrast to what had previously been
found in fresh water. Many species of
zooplankton (Calanus, Elminius, larvae
of Sabellaria, and edible oyster) were
killed in relatively low concentrations
within 24 hours. Likewise, detergents
were fatal to many phytoplankton spe-
cies (Phaeocystis, Coccolithus, Halo-
sphaera, Gymnodinium, and others).

Many intertidal animals (actinias,
annelids, shrimps, prawns, and limpets)
were destroyed by various concentra-
tions of detergent and oil mixtures with-
in 24 hours. The bioassays were of short
duration, and the authors wisely warn
of the possible deleterious effects of
long-continued exposures to very low
concentrations of pollutant. Another
interesting observation is that many
species survived without apparent ill
effects. Mussels were found to be quite
resistant to oil alone and to moderate
doses of detergent, though not to re-
peated intense treatments.

The damage sustained by the algae
was extensive, being most severe at the
higher level of the shore, where the
toxic concentration was greatest. Not
all the species are equally sensitive. The
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