MAX KOZLOFF

A Reporl on the At and Technology Pro-
pram of the Los Angeles Counly Museum of Art
reveals the unﬂcrpinninﬁg and negotiatitns for
an exhibition (Summaer, 1971), more completely
than we have ever gleaned before in a catalog,
or from hearsay. It comes to ws almost as if it
were sensitive material suddenly  declassified.
Readers are given to understand, quite correctly,
that the deals, researches, and compromises, all
of which uswvally stay behind the scenes of a
show and are now revealed, hold more impor-
tance than the art evemually displaved. They
compromise the real subject and true interest
of the event,

The outstanding feature of the program was
s experiment in patronage, How novel for a
museum 10 have dispensed with the gallery sys-
tem, the erstwhile cohor that had for so long
acted as the storage depot and screening agency
for new art, And just as unuswal was the spec-
tacle of a museum that acied publicly (rather
than covertly) as a broker between what it uni-
laterally designated as the patron — the giant
American corporation — and the artist. Having
secured the prior consent amd funding of the
patron, the museum directly commissioned a
number of artists of its choice 1o create work
with the respurces and in the actwal plants of
industrial firms. Entirely new ground had 1o be
cxplored in the area of contracts, payments,
work allocations, and property rights, for this
was an enterprise conducted in the spirit of res
search and development, whose guidelines had

sporadic courtship had never been consummated.
The convenience of the partners was served at a
distance, It was under the conviction that he
was fulfilling an historical destiny, that the most
creative ideas might result, both in art and
technology, that Maurice Tuchman, the mu-
seum’s Curator of Modern Arl, conceived of
bringing them together, legally, for a special
occasion, It was he who engineered the meet-
ings and coddled the sensibilities of the artists
and the executives. He, it was, who had 10
wheedle the “dowrnes” singlehandedly, and
secure the cooperation of trustees and board
memhbers of every imaginable persuasion. If ad-
vanced science and art, for this one sustained
instance, could be kept intimately on tap for
each other, the old breach between them might
be closed, and the progress which each repre-
sents might blend in an embaldened confluence
of mutual discovery. [t happened instead that
everyone gol screwed.

For the show even to have been imagined,
there were three necessary preconditions. The
first was a subsidized corporate economy, what
has been called only recently, a “socialism for
the rich,” replete with tax write-offs, a bull mar-
ket, hyped-up  consumerism, bailed-out  cost
averruns, limitless credit and expense accounts,
In other words, that phase of late capitalism in
which there no longer exists any plausible re-
lationship between profils and production, or
clear distinction between big private enterprise
and the siate, because government paternalism
has underwritten an increasingly inefficient busi-
ness system. As described by Andrew Hacker,

wasie. All these preconditions obtained in 1966~
67, though somewhat less obviowsly than today.
Back then it took a certain genius, whether con-
scious or nol, for Tuchman to have recognized
them as the fair signals of go-ahead.

In short, industrial management and art had
reached comparable stages of decadence. They
acknowledged no goal other than self-prolifera-
tion; amd they had converted the tolerance of
laissez-faire into an apathy in which no project
had to be justified if it made work, however
marginal, unproductive, or gratuitous,

This is the meaning of the attempl to spur a
corporate patronage of art. It is perfectly true
that the realization of art is a superfluity, thai
it traditionally gilds the affluence of the elites
in bourgeois culiure, But that culture always
tended to sanction ils art under pressure be-
cause art (aside from its intrinsic beauties) was
also a form of critigue — dissenting, amarchic,
al times oulrageous. It was to the credit of the
bowrgeois philosophy, liberalism, to think of
that critique. no matter how reluctanily, as use-
ful. If, on the contrary, the corporate mind were
to hold durable sway, one would be immersed
in an era in which critical reconstruction counts
for litile, and few people effectively care, How o
calculate the opporiunities for meaningiul change
when the ivpical expedient by which the Ameri-
can system placates the noisier or more unruly
members of iis minorities is to give them jobs

. or to commission reports? In that atmos-
sphere, charades of concern and evasions of
purpose are the order of the day. Real problems
do not make contact with real power, but rather
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never been established, and whose results could
not be predicted, It is impossible to imagine
the affairs between any individual artist and col-
lector to be as elaborate and protective as those
at Los Angeles. The ariist became a nominal,
if semidetached and temporary employee of a
company. His status resembled that of an indus-
trial intern. The museum assumed for itseli the
role of agent and impresario, rather than con-
servator, of art. And the corporation had to
think for some months that any of its precincts
might be used as a studio for wseless dreams,

To what purpose were all these innovations
fomented? Since the mid-sixties, it had become
evident that artists had maore than flied with
business and government patronage, but that
no genuine rapport existed between the two
parties. A case could be made for the sense of
the artists’ work as a weird celebration of Ameri-
can corporate activity, its effects and  often
enough, its processes. Yet, a piecemeal and

in The End of the American Era, it is a slate of
affairs in which any vestigial concept of the pub-
lic interest subsides in the general moamentum
of indifferent, relentless tumover, . . . The sec-
ond precondition was the weakening of the radi-
cal morale as well as formal conscience of an art-
istic avant-garde that was becoming enticed by a
feckless experimentalism, Despite the war pro-
tests and peace auctions, the decrepitude of its
social alienation was acute, Many artists did not
understand that they had grown to be licemtious
at the cost of their independence, They wanted
the opportunity 1o create with the help of, but
really to fall back on, exotic and costly techni-
cal systems, not realizing that the means of pro-
duction = and hence, control — would forever
remain in the hands of the ruling classes who
owned them . . . and lastly, the third precondi-
tion, correlating with the first two, a psychologi-
cal confusion about true priorities and needs
that springs out of the national dedication to

glance off each other in frusirated deflections
because there is no longer any genuine center
of response 1o social stimull. Art can be accom-
modated in this situation far maore readily than
in the past, and count for far less,

Under these circumstances, it was guite prop-
er of the curalor not to touch upon, or to teuch
only lightly, the historical precedents of his
project. In na sense would they have legitimized
it, The collectivist, synthetic, art-for-people-and-
life positions of the Constructivists and the Bau-
haus, with their assumptions about the welding
together of the economic means of production
and the guiding procedures of the artist, could
only have been maintained before the advent of
a technology scaled large enough to realize
them. For the necessary assembly ling, communi-
cation, and distributing systems were finally 1o
emerge under political conditions blasting any
hope that artists could restructure society by
their own example. That hope was pitiful from
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the start, But it was engendered by democratic
impulses for which antists made huge sacrifices;
and, in turm, it inspired the most idealistic energy
that resulted in important theory and coberent
works.

By contrast, loday's artists, living in a Western
world of unparalleled prosperity, are as modern
in their indifference to socialist esthetics as they
are hip with the media. Even if we are generous
to the deeble cligues arising oul of Experiments
with Art and Technology (E.AT.) or Pulsa, it can
still be said that no present artistic groups have
concerned themsehwes with any rapprochement
with the masses by using the machine in lower-
ing art prices or standardizing forms. And cer-
tainly the same applies to the artists influenced
hr or sympathetic to the doctrine of Jack Burn-
ham, which tends to view the history of ar as
a history of techniques and their conseguences.
This perspective determines that the electronic
methods of modern technology demand a com-
parable development in art, which must now
transcend 15 handiwork commitment 1o the
work as a physical object — not merely (o bear
witness o the laser-computer age, but to em-
body i, Such cybernetics-oriented art pays trib-
ule to cerain elderly ideas of progress in that
it feels beholden 1o keep in step wth fast-paced
science, But since it is throughly elitist, uphaold-
ing no values other than the tedious complica-
tion of its engineering, or the amorphous spread
of “information,” it had to downgrade the Utop-
ianism that kept the techno-euphoria of some
earlier medern art in thrall,

Into this disarray of forces, Maurice Tuch-
man entered with a smile. We can assume that
few of the 200 artists he either recruited, or
wha got assocoiated with his program, shared its
official rationale. And this for the reason that there
is no rationale to be found in the Report whatso-
ever: no specific concept of the project’s goal, no
imsight into the artist's relations with society, no
grasp of the history of modern art, no convincing
argument as to the pertinence of having artists
working in manufacturing plants, no statement
detailing the public need or the timeliness 1o
current art which the enterprise might graph. In-
deed, it was the entirely opportunistic, wunprin-
cipled and arbitrary character of the underaking,
made seductive by copious publicity, that lem
1 & most up-rﬂ-dlll‘.‘ lonme.

From the first, it was also 1o be problematic
in structure. The brochure to the prospective
sponsors — presumably  hard-nosed  business

types — announces that artists will be selected
on the basis of their “expressed inlerest in
specific  technological processes,” while  else-
where, the exact opposite is stated io the read-
ers of the Report. Artists, known and unknown,
of every imaginable idiom, and many national-
ities, were approached (excepting blacks, Chi-
canos, and womenl, The “Ar and Technology™
program, thereiore, did not mean to chart a
particular sensibility, illustrate a theme, or even

provide a heterogeneous survey of going effort,
s rasoi d'elre was to provide a senies of en-
counters from which might be furmished pro-
motional benefits for industry, and some exhibil-
able art. (To be fair, the museum also thought
that artists might get good ideas) Though the
institution matched or channeled certain artists
into particular corporations, it cannot be accused
of having a point of view or of desiring to
slamp any unity on what it had begottem. In
this it acted like a private, research-granting
foundation, rather similar to the Cuggenheim
or Ford, bul was at the same time accountable
for the results and output imposed upon a pub-
lic agency,

A similar conflict arose oul of the notion of
art as someone's propery. The museum assured
its clients that they would have the option of
receiving a work evolving, if it did, out of col-
laboration with the artist {and exceeding in
value the amount of the company’s contribu-
tion). To forestall legitimate grievances of artists
that they were obliged to hand over free ari
gifts to a company, the museum advised them
1o work in series — not because seriality might
be integral 1o their work, but because they
would acquire most of the results. In one of the
mast delightfully imperious letters over writhen
by a modem anist, Claes Oldenburg blew the
whistle on this duplicity and t1ald Tuchman he
wiould not submii lo manipulative arrangemenis
in which he was deprived of tax breaks or a
sale, was made to work at reduced salary for
three months, and forced to travel coach instead
of first class, Jean Dubufiet, for his pant, condid-
ered himsell so patronized that he would rather
have contributed his monument at his own
expense than be the recipient of payment
generously “corresponding to the cost of my
cigareltes.” At first Robert Irwin seemed 1o have
feared exploitation, oo, for he was quite against
the production of an object when there was
so much to be gained from a purely “interactive’
situation at the Garrel Corporation. This attitude
did not prevent him from hastening to exhibit
one of his acrylic pylons in the final show,
though it had nothing to do with his project.

As for the “An and Technolegy” wventure
itself, no better introduction to its buffetings can
be imagined than the cover of its Report. It
purveys 6d photographs of participants — artists
and engineers or managers, equally divided.
Even the most casual viewer would have no
difficulty distinguishing, on the basis of shaggy
versus close-cropped, who was who, This dif-
ference of mien and style all but announces the
general falling out of the collaborators and the
ultimate realization of a mere 16 projects.
Though theoretically asked 1o make only modest
sacrifices, with tremendous financial induce-
ments, many of the corporations fought shy or
had to be pressured or specially gulled by ithe
boondoggle. They had no settled idea, and
rather unhappy suspicions about what would be

asked of them aside from money. Mor would the
artists have imagined how much red tape. un-
necessary channels of control, inflexible modes
of fabrication, and stubborn resistance to con-
cept they would encounter when they leit the
stuchio for the factory, For the artist, the unaccus-
tomed medium of corporate production seemed
to thicken before his eves inlo an intransigent
glop. For the engineer, the planning of the art-
ist thinned out often into the most hare-brained
and ludicrously expensive schemes. There were
companies that withdrew because the artist
would not meet implementation halfway; and
there were artists who wandered for months in
the corridors of industrial power without finding
people with whom 10 connect or any appropris
ale means 10 materialize their goals, il we as-
sume they had any clear-cul notion of them
in the first place. Requests that companies send
rockels inlo ouler space or 1o Mars were urned
down. And everywhere there ensued chronic
searches for answers, some in good faith, others,
often encugh, in bad. One remembers John
Chamberlain addressing scores of memos 1o
“Everyone at Rand,” siating simply, “I'm search-
ing for ANSWERS, Mot questions!,” and getting
back emoiional but unrevealing responses. Or
the truly witless James Lee Byars, at the Hudson
Institute, asking “What's the most important
questiom of the 20th century?” to which the
tharcughly humarless Herman Kahn, the Report
goes on 1o say, replied “Well, this question is
on three levels, First of all there are cosmic
gquestions like, How is the warld created, does
Cod exist and this sort of thing. We can dis-
miss those.”

Predictably, then, the conflict was between
literalists and wisionaries, between those who
would shrink all questions about phenomena 1o
a matter of testing know-how, and those who
would expand all affairs of making inta pure
conditions of being and concept. The two types
got along infamously with each other. Even on a
workaday level, artists strived to gain more shop
latitude for various capers from engineers and
researchers engaged in trimming down budgets,
gaining  executlive  assent, squelching  put-ons
and catching up with rip-offs {such as Dan Flav-
in's at G.E). Through the portals of Kaiser Steel,
Litton Indusiries, Lockheed Aircrafl, and Tele-
dyne, traipsed some of the most playful men
of the Western world.

Cldenburg makes the most poignant chart of
the internal contradictions of their experience,
by pairing off the attitudes and qualities of the
artist in the studio and in the collaborative situ-
vation: 1. intolerant — tolerant, 8, violent =
restrained, 10, vindictive-paranoid — forgiving,
15. drunk or high (leoking for sublimity) (custo-
dian of the sublime] — sober (indifferent 1o the
sublime, like airplane pilots) . . . ete.,” I these
opposites are inaccurate, or apply enly o the
creator of the giant ice bag, it may be because
proximity with the factories seems to have pro-

74




75

B R Kitaj, Mockup: dives of the Fagewed, m/m, envioamenl spsic 10 o 157, 5971

duced a certain megalomania in many artists
ordinarily less obsessed than he.

One reads the Report only o see them be-
have as would-be magi, con-men, fledgling tech-
nocrats, acling owt mad science fiction fantasies,
such as Jackson Maclow's abominable idea that
ILB.M, should construct a vast computer envir-
onment “for accepling and feeding out massive
amounts of information based on the ecology
of the Los Angeles metropolis.” It is possible
o sympathize with technicians who doubtless
were beginning to wonder into whose hands
they had fallen, and who had 1o conirent a bar-
rage of ignorant directives and willful misappli-
cation of resources. Here the Report, otherwise
extremely matter-of-fact in style, can hest be
seen a5 a comedy detailing the clash of ego
and suppressed ego, quickly or eventually bring-
ing out the warst in both — that is, accentuating
the capricious, the esotericand the juvenile in the
one, and the philistine and the flunky in the
other, The permissive atmosphere in the arl
waorld, that which licenses and sanctions the
artist's most extravagan!t conceits, evaporates as
soon as his context is changed to one where
men are supposed to be doing things seriously
and for purpose. Bob Morris, for example, did
not gain favor by wanting to construct “an envir-
onmental situation involving temperature con-
trol systems® with a division of Lear Siegler,
which would “bury all this technology right in
the ground and have nothing there but a little
more weather than was there in the first place

— what miniature gold did for the game this
piece might do for the Mational Parks." If Gem-
ini Director Ken Tyler's idea is just — the idea
that the whole project was a species of living
theater ("For me the technmicians are the stage
designers, the set builders, the chorecgraphers
and our guys like Claes are the actors.”), then it
was theater in which technology is typically en-
tombed or sent off into the heavens, a theater
in which the disproportion between inordinate
means and foolish or aborted results cancels out
the drama. Thus, finally, the two parties, the
artists and techmicians of society, were brought
together in a long hoped-for union, only to pro-
duce a folie a deux.

There were those, of course, who found har-
mony in realizing mutwally comprehensible aims.
But the presence of such techno-artists as Rockne
Krebs, Boyd Mefferd, and Newton Harrison only
highlighted a prime esthetic dilemma of the
program. To the entrenched sivle of the Pop
artists and minimal sculptors, industry ofiered
either a more durable and gussied packaging
of their efforis, not very interesting in liseli, or
a surrender to the prerequisites of machines
which might emtail the sacrifice of intelligible
syntax and hard-won control, These artists placed
themselves in the position where “conservative”
and “progressive” stances held little meaning
and much danger for them. For they had allow-
ed an entirely false premise ta be imposed upon
them, namely that what had been invoked by a
will 1o form was to be furthered by resort to
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electro-mechanical means which could only
activale or atomize form,. Sensation and effect
would be sorry recompense for the loss of shape
and structure,

On the other hand, the type of artist infatu-
ated with techmical process would be all the
more encouraged, through force of bias, to the
sensational, 1o art as shorl term entertainment or
mystification. Between the option of getting
technology cut of sight or making it extremely
manifest, his choice was clear. He had no vocab-
ulary or style to compromise, but also no point
of view to propose or express. The climate of
expectancy generated by the show was 1o penal-
ize both the “straight’” and “novellty” solutions
to any problem. Pity the artist doomed either
to disappoint or titillate. It was |im Turrell, with-
drawing from a project where he had been led
by Robert Irwin to perform some cruel experi-
ments in sensory deprivation, who gave the most
thoughtiul critique of the program. Speaking
of a “Pavlovian approach into spirituality,” he
continues: “We're very physical. When we wani
to go into the universe, we can't look at a rock,
like the |apanese. We have to actually go to the
maoon. We're so literal. . . . There are actually
meditative sciences, or sciences of the soul. We
have devices, sensors, alpha conditioning ma-
chines . . . we can’t meditate without having
this thing strapped on ws.” His is not a com-
plaint abowt gadgetry as such, but about the
illusion that a kind of soul hunger and ques
for faith might be literally satisfied by chemical



assistance or electronic innervation. Turrells is
the anly voice in the Report to speak against
the whole affair as a perversion of artistic values,
For there was something metaphorically sub-
lime in modern art’s longing for synesthesia
which the ALT program makes literally ridicu-
lous, and something consciously liberating in
the contest between the artists mind and hands
which the program would now automate,

There was nothing left, when the show was
finally installed, but to catalog a list of dismal
surprises, The laser beams of Krebs, the strobes
of Mefferd, and the mirror projections of Rob-
ert Whitman were as imaginatively pointless as
they were physically disembwliéd. And i the
availability of new hardware was to invoke any
change in esthetic kind, this had not been
proved by the characteristic efiorts of Richard
Serra, Tony Smith, or Jesse Reichek. As for New-
ton Harrison's rather lovely colummar plastic
tubes, radiating color glows electronically dis-
charged from various pases, they gave rare re-
freshment in the circusy surround, Among the
others on the roster, derision ruled. Rauschen-
berg’s tank of ilatulent mud vindicated Tele-
dyne’s sporting spirit. Kitaj appears to have en-
joved himseli by using Lockheed's Burbank fa-
cilities to produce a kind of 19th-century mu-
seurn of industrial memaorabilia.  Fahlstrom's
“Meatball Courtain™ metallized imagery from Zap
Comix. Andy Warhel's 3-D photographs of dais-
ies, seen through the illuminated squirtings of a
rain machine, demonstrated a certain frivolity.
There was a certain pleasure to be derived from
the thought of the thowsands of work hours
and dollars expended on these fey and whimsi-
cal contraptions. For here the artists wriggled
free fram their highfalutin methodology by de-
meaning il. Little enough can be said for the
intrinsic qualities of their work; but some credit
must be given to its malice. The way the mu-
seum installed it, highlighted in hallowed, dark-
ened sancluaries, approached the ecstatic.

But such ircnies were small retaliation for a
larger defeat. The show unfolds a bankruptcy
of character which time, if nothing else, had in-
flicted on “&0s art, The show was conceived in
1967 and belongs 1o its decade even though it
was terminated only last summer, 1971, As a
monstrously inflated event, it resembled that
other white elephant, Henry Geldzahler's “New
York Painting and Sculpture: 1940-1970" at the
Metropolitan, with the difference that having far
less merit, it went further in unconscious celebra-
tion of the demise of the avant-garde tradition, In
1967, the American economy could be supericial-
Iy represented by the term, “all systems go,"” for
the big corporations were enjoying a surge of
bharely challenged optimism and confidence. In
1971, unemployment, recession and inflation had
so decimated the economic prospects of masses,
including those in the California aerospace in-
dustry, that even the most rabid comservatives
realized that capitalism was suffering a possibly

mortal disease. It was then that the art world
mounted an enterprise, actually outdated even
hefore it began, designed to congratulate us an
our techaical prowess and rosy future. Nor was
its general foolishness allayed by having been
suffused by the guack theories of Fuller, Mc-
Luhan, and Cage, the gurus of ‘60s far-oul.

An even more impartant deficit arises from
the political implications of the project. Tuch-
man writes: "1 had expected resistance  from
artists . . . on ‘moral’ grounds — opposition,
that is, to collaborating in any way with the
temples of Capitalism, or, more particularly,
with  militarily invelved industry.” Aside from
the significant omission of what he himself
fielt about instigating that collaboration, the fact
remains that only one of the artists he approach-
ed, Peter Voulkos, objected to it. Now, as he
had to admit, most would. Soeme of the com-
panies involved by the museum are as follows
(quotes are from the Report itself): The Garrett
Corporation (“has been designing high-periorm-
ance jet engines for military aiecrait); General
Electric (“has its own think tank, called TEMPO,
which runs seminars om nuclear weapoens”);
Hewlett-Packard Company (“radar, guided-mis-
sile control™); Jet Propulsion Laboratory; Lit-
ton Industries (“huilds submarines, amphibious
assault ships, and advanced guidance and fire
control systems”); Lockheed MNorris  Industries
{“a major ordnance manufacturer since World
War 11”); Morth American  Rockwell, and The
Rand Corporation. In shert, it is a rogue’s gal-
lery of the violence industries. Subsidized de-
cisively by fhe American government, they had
grown 1o their present bulk through the busi-
ness of slaying. The show epitomizes the fact
that our most prominent viswal artists had been
offered an extremely direci contract 1o be of
service to the prestige of these industries (in re-
turn for access to various hard and softwarel,
and had accepted. During the term of the proj-
e, there occurred the My Lai massacre, the
Chicage Democratic Convention riots, the as-
sasinations of Martin Luther King and Rober
Kennedy, the invasion of Cambodia, and the
student killings at Kent and Jackson State, While
these convulsions were taking place, inflathing
the radicalism of our youth and polarizing the
country, the American artists did not hesitate
1o freeload at the trough of that techno-fascism
that had inspired them,

It is true that several innocuous and honors
able companies had been enlisted into the pro-
gram. And artists are hardly exceptionable, no
more than the rest of us, in being entangled in
a thousand everyday complicities with the de-
structiveness of the American war machine. But
there exists a huge difference, that does not
require a fine measure, between these involun-
tary dependencies that will endure short of total
boycont or revolution, and active, knowing con-
nivance, frecly entered into without pressure or
need. By refusing the overiure of the Los An-

geles County Museum, the artist would surely
not have eagaged in any move of political im-
pact. But he would have added his voice to the
growing constituency of dissent. He would serve
notice that he could no longer be considered a
dupe or a lackey.

It is amazing to recall that the museum’s policy
was to hide nothing from the artists, and that
as late as the decision to boost the whole affair
by opening it prematurely at Osaka's Expa 70,
when everything was practically guaranteed to
£0 on the blink, the participants did not with-
draw, even though their work would be seen at
maximum disadvantage, And if it was to0 much
to expect them to heed their own interests as
artists, they were surely insensitive 1o the crass-
ness with which they were exploited as enthu-
siasts of American economic imperialism in an
intermational setting. The world was there to
see that American government and industry wiere
perhaps somewhat benign after all, since Ameri-
can artists, members of the intelligentsia, were
displaying their knickknacks wnder official aus-
pices.

The aftermath of this muddie is still in prog-
ress. The curator wha hopefully hatched it, and
catalyzed it with such dazzling encrgy, has ob-
viously reached the apex of his career, and is
being carried upward with very pleasant no-
tices in the press. As for the museurmn, which
for four years ignored the majority of the young,
struggling. and talented artists in ils own region
in favor of pursuing benefices from industry, |
only hope it can avoid the poetic fate of going
inte  receivership.  The  artists, finally, seem
woozy, disenchanted with their star system,
balking at every little thing. A new generation
of them has a bad 1aste in its mouth,

Ultimately, the Report seems to me like a
micracosmic analogue of these recent disclos-
ures aboul American foreign policy in the Viei-
nam war—the Pentagon Papers. Both documents
ofier a candid history of bad faith and mutual
deceit, of deepening mistakes and misunder-
standings, and, above all, a collision of cultures.
They reveal how an organization tried to weld
tegether an alliance between incompatible peo-
ples with radically different interests for the
purpose of colonizing a new territory. The theme
that runs through the two publications is an
impulse 1o expand the market of American
technology, 10 cngage its ever more Cancerous
resources, despite whatever effect this may have
an the quality of human life or the ideals of
political  liberty, These annals of corporate
averkill offer all the exciterment of truly inde-
cent reading matter, In them is shown how men
lose sight of a rational link between available
means and ends, and how they substituted for
it a grandiose, sell-serving vision which moved
towards a failure of credibility, gratuitous waste,
the abuse of power, and the collapse of the orig-
inal efion itséli, under the weight of its own
misconceplion.
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