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Their brochure stipulates:
riage should be within twelve months of
your booking.”

> The new edition of the Guinness
Book of World Records is out, with fresh
items such as the identity of the richest
cat and the most prolific dog. The worst
driver is said to be a man from McKin-
ney, Texas, who on October 15, 1966,
received ten traffic tickets within twenty -
minutes.

B You're over forty if you know what
a cowcatcher is.

B On this week’s TV show, The Ac-
tor, Peter Bull, the English thespian,
unburdens himself regarding supersti-
tions: “I'm as superstitious as the rest
of them, mind you. Most of the super-
stitions take place backstage. There are
certain things you must not do in the
dressing room. You must not whistle. If
vou ever whistle, you have to go out-
side, knock three times on the door, turn
around three times, and say, ‘Can I come
in? and if they say ‘Yes” then you're for-
given. And now a new thing has come
into the theater where you mustn’t say
‘Good luck’ to anyone. 1 find this deeply
disturbing. I was in America recently
and they said to me ‘Break a leg’ and
they said ‘Drop dead,” but you mustn’t

say ‘Good luck.” Extraordinary!”

> A little girl from Lexington, North
Carolina, was visiting her grandmother
in Frostproof, Florida, and said to her,

| “If your skin fit you better, you wouldn’t

look so old.”

BS/4c David Batterson: Show me a
hen laying an egg in the upright position,
and I'll show you a standing ovation.

Sorution oF Last WEEK'S
Kinestey DousLe-Crostic ( No, 1770)

James THURBER:
THE WHITE DEER

The Prince and his black charger
evaded the boulders and the buzbuz
birds with marvelous jumps and dodg-
ings, and broke at last into the clear,
and raced for the castle of his father,
the golden tusks of the great Blue Boar
shining in his hand.
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The Bolex 155 Macrozoom makes it
possible to dissolve anything into any-
thing.You can dissolve your wife into

a movie star, your children into mon-
keys, or your boss into a bear. Thal's
because the Bolex 155 8.5 to 30mm

1/1.9 Macrozoom lens has the widest
focusing range ever built into a zoom
lens,

The unique focusing range plus the
Bolex Multitrix, an incredibly versatile

titling device, also make it possible
for you to film your own movie titles,
incorporate slides and post cards into

your footage, make professional look-
ing superimpositions while you're

shooting, and do all sorts of trick pho-
lographic effects like the ones we've
already mentioned.

Butthat's notthe limitto the Bolex155
Macrozoom. Now, for the firstlime, you
can get within one inch of what you're
shooting, and still be able to focus.

With ordinary 8 or Super 8 cameras,
the closestyou can get is about 4 feet.

Any closer and you'll be out of focus.
The Bolex 155, with Macrozoom (no
extra charge), can make your home
movies unigue! Funny! Beautifull

Breathtaking! For a demonstration of
the endless possibilities, send $2.00

to Paillard and you'll receive an ex-
citing color film about the Bolex 155.
(Available in 8mm or Super 8.)
Paillard Incorporated, 1900 Lower
Road, Linden, New Jersey 07036,
BOL.EXX
155 Macrozoom
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Marvin Kalb

What Is Power Doing to

Military influence, strengthened by the

Vietnam war, is permeating many new areas of
government and society. A Washington correspondent
explores some of the implications.

—Wide World,

The Pentagon—*“It controls more than half of
the national budget—almost $80 billion a year.”

SHORT time ago, Gen. Earle G.
Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, charged that do-

mestic dissent was “the single most im-
portant factor in prolonging the war.”
In a major speech at a well-heeled De-
troit club, he conceded that dissenters
“have a right” to dissent, but, he warned,

Marvin Kalb, now CBS diplomatic corre-
spondent in Washington, formerly was the
network’s Moscow correspondent. He also
has served as a press attaché in the U.S.
Embassy in Moscow.,

20

“they also have a responsibility to recog-
nize and acknowledge what their dis-
sent means.”

Television cameras whirred; reporters
scribbled and raced for phones; editors
hustled and hollered. That evening, Gen-
eral Wheeler—tall, intense, bespectacled,
looking more like a stern professor than
the No. 1 soldier in the United States—
appeared triumphantly on TV news pro-
grams; next morning he captured many
front pages across the land.

“No question about it,” remarked one

Saturday Review

March 16, 1968

the Pentagon?

Senator with an instinctive distaste for
braid, khaki, and salutes, “Wheeler is
news. A few years ago, generals didn't
make so many speeches. They didn't
want to, and [Secretary of Defense Rob-
ert S.] McNamara wouldn’t let them.
Now McNamara has left; Clark Clif-
ford, their ally, has arrived; and the
Chiefs have been unleashed.”

The Senator exaggerated. The Chiefs
have not been unleashed—at least, not
yet; they have merely been ungagged
and unfurled. Sensing a corporate
strength they have never known before,
they are talking about more than dis-
sent, They are also briefing Congressmen
at the White House, perhaps once or
twice a week, on the latest bulletins
about the Korean flare-up; they are
guaranteeing, in writing, the security of
Khesanh (“I don’t want any damned
Dienbienphu,” the President warned);
and they are clearly cultivating an im-
pression that victory, and not negotia-
tions, should be the end product of all
the bloodletting in Vietnam.

This is a strong argument, advanced
by strong men. Wheeler presides over
the most powerful board of directors in
military history: Gen. John P, McCon-
nell, Chief of Staff of the fastest force
of planes and rockets known to man;
Gen. Harold K. Johnson, Chief of Staft
of a well trained, versatile, and tough
Army; Adm. Thomas H. Moorer,
Chief of a wide-ranging and awesome
fleet, strengthened by an expanding
force of Polaris submarines; and Gen.
Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., the newly
appointed Commandant of the United
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States Marine Corps—bigger and better
than any amphibious corps in the world.

Ever since the historic August 1967
hearings of Senator John Stennis’s Pre-
paredness Subcommittee, which re-
vealed significant differences between
the Pentagon’s civilian leadership and
the JCS over Vietnam policy, the Chiefs
have advanced, target by target, to a
pinnacle of power and persuasion un-
precedented in the recent history ‘of the
country—while Mr. McNamara, recently
replaced by Mr. Clifford, has retreated
to the World Bank.

THEHE are many views of this key
military-civilian contest but one unde-
niable fact: the JCS has become a bulky
“component,” to use a McNamara word,
in almost every foreign-policy decision
facing the Johnson Administration. When
an American intelligence ship is seized
by the North Koreans, the JCS must
decide whether military retaliation is
feasible, (The JCS cautioned against
the immediate use of force, claiming it
could not guarantee success.) When
Russia hardens more of its ICBM sites,
the JCS recommends additional steps
to safeguard national security. And even
when riots erupt in American cities, the
JCS has to have a sufficient number of
troops in the fifty states to maintain
order and prevent insurrection.

These are massive responsibilities.
Everywhere the military looms large. It
controls more than half of the national
budget—almost $80 billion a year; it
has a powerful organization staffed by
people who can give and take orders;
it dispenses industrial contracts in a
fashion that can make or break commu-
nities: it commands the largest military
machine in the world; it fights a complex
and steadily expanding war in Southeast
Asia at the same time it guards against
the possibility of nuclear war with the
Soviet Union; and, across the river in
a pentagonal fortress, it plays war
games.

1t is, in other words, a “military-indus-
trial complex” of truly staggering pro-
portions, Its “total influence—economic,
political, even spiritual—is felt in every
city, every statehouse, every office of the
federal government.” These words were
spoken by a militery mar former Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower, on Janu-
ary 17, 1961. They are being recalled
more frequently these days, following
the President’s appointment of Clifford,
often dubbed “Mr. Military-Industrial
Complex” — perhaps unfairly — because
of his intimate professional association
over the years with the nation’s top de-
fense firms. McNamara was a hawk;
Clifford is—a high-flying hawk who, as
a former naval officer, sympathizes with
the military and retains an unshakable
loyalty to the President.

Some people are alarmed by the new
Pentagon team and feel the only man
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in uniform they can trust is President
Johnson’s new son-in-law, Marine Cap-
tain Charles Robb. Others are proud
and fly their flags higher. But most are
perplexed, They do not know if this
“military-industrial complex,” looked
after by the JCS, is simply a new but
still controllable fact of life in a highly
dangerous world, or if it is a disturbing
precursor of an increasingly Spartan
America, dominated by military inter-
ests and scornful of the Athenian quali-
ties for which America has been known.
Their concern is not so much that the
JCS is consciously plotting an expansion
of its power, looking toward seven days
in May and a military takeover; it is,
rather, that the JCS will continue to in-
crease its influence at the expense of
the civilians merely by behaving nor-
mally and professionally, responding to
fresh crises with appropriate expendi-
tures of military force. (To defend Khe-
sanh, Wheeler has told some Senators,
he would use whatever force is neces-
sary, even tactical nuclear weapons. )
“When you want something done,”
said a general who has also served as
an ambassador, “turn to the Pentagon,
not to the State Department. The Pen-
tagon acts; the State Department waf-

whoever he may be, the benefit of
their professional military judgment—
“undiluted by any other considerations.”
Wheeler takes enormous pride in the
JCS, which he has known for more than
a decade. He seems, almost uncon-
sciously, to straighten his back when-
ever he talks about it.

r.[‘HE JCS organization, Wheeler ex-
plains, leaning back in his red leather
chair, consists of three main bodies: the
Chiefs themselves, the JCS staff, and a
number of other agencies which report
to the Chiefs through the staff. More
than 1,800 people now work for the JCS:
850 officers, 530 enlisted men, and 490
civilians. The JCS area in the Pentagon
is, naturally, not on the tourist paths. It
is a top secret labyrinth of rooms, charts,
maps, mockups, “flimsy, buff and green”
position papers, and a great many locks.
Everyone and everything converges on
the “tank”’—a Pentagon nickname for a
large rectangular room with golden-
colored drapes and carpeting and a mas-
sive walnut table swrrounded by sixteen
red leather arm chairs. They are for the
Chairman, the Chiefs and their opera-
tions deputies, and visiting State and
Defense Department officials,

—UPL

Joint Chiefs of Staff at the White House—(1 to r) Gen. Earle G. Wheeler
(Army), chairman; Gen. John P. McConnell (Air Force); Gen. Wallace H.
Greene, Jr. (Marine Corps, now retired) ; Adm. Thomas H. Moorer (Navy).

fles. The further from the Pentagon you
get, the bigger it looks.”

Who are these men in khaki and blue
who have so much power and who want
the United States to use it? Wheeler,
the rangy sixty-year-old Chairman,
who suffered a slight heart attack last
fall but returned to his six-day-a-week
schedule within a month, does not con-
sider himself or any of his Chiefs as
hawks or doves. He strongly believes
that the Chiefs simply must give the
President and the Defense Secretary,

Although the Chiefs still strike some
Pentagon officials as strictly service-ori-
ented bureaucrats and bargainers, sell-
ing the advantages of their own services,
Wheeler thinks of them as a team, each
recognizing the legitimate needs of the
others, each cooperating with the others,
each submerging his service needs in
a coordinated approach to national se-
curity. The Chiefs would agree with
Wheeler.

Not one of the Chiefs looks like a poten-
tial Napoleon. They are all highly trained
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professionals who understand, accord-
ing to Wheeler, “the fundamental mili-
tary-political relationship” established
“in the Constitution, and subsequently
amplified by argument, experience, law,
and custom.” They realize, in general,
that the world has become too complex
for a strictly military view of any prob-
lem, Vietham included; and there is no
evidence that they have ever banded
together to change basic policy objec-
tives in Vietnam—or anywhere else, for
that matter, Tactics, yes. Objectives, no.

Wheeler says the Chiefs have three
functions, and the order in which he
cites them is revealing: first, to prevent
any military clique from seizing power;
second, to funnel competent military
advice through to the President, the Na-
tional Security Council, and the Secre-
tary of Defense; and third, to translate
policy into integrated military action,
when so ordered.

The first function suggests that Wheel-
er regards the possibility of adventurism
by a "military clique” as real if not im-
mediate. But it is in the exercise of the
second function that the JCS has re-
cently leaped into the national lime-
light—to zome, as a reliable source of
strength against liberalism at home and
Communist aggression abroad; to oth-
ers, as a regrettable intrusion of mili-
tary influence into the process of political
decision-making.

The JCS now has liaison officers in
the White House, the State Department,
and the Congress. The JCS works jointly
with members of the Senior Interdepart-
mental Group (SIG), headed by Under-
Secretary of State Nicholas deB. Katz-
enbach. And—most significant—the JCS
Chairman now regularly joins the Presi-
dent and his top civilian advisers at the
crucial Tuesday luncheons at the White
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House, at which major decisions affect-
ing war and peace are made. “This
means the JCS is the only sub-Cabinet
institution in government,” a senior
State Department adviser complained,
“which has a court of last appeal in the
President. After all, Clifford now repre-
sents the military; why add Wheeler?”

In fact, few decisions are made these
days without Wheeler, or his appointed
deputy; nor, realistically, could they be.,
The JCS has been transformed in re-
cent years into such a sharply honed,
skillfully administered, professionally led
organization that it has become increas-
ingly indispensable to an administration
dabbling in a hundred different projects
of a quasi-military nature all over the
world.

It was not always so. When the JCS
was first set up in early 1942, it was an
ad hoc group, called the United States
Joint Chiefs of Staff. It consisted of top
American planners who later joined their
British counterparts to establish the CCS
—or the Combined Chiefs of Staff. The
CCS helped plot Anglo-American strate-
gy during the war.

In 1947, with the passage of the Na-
tional Security Act, which Clifford
helped draft, the Department of Defense
was established, and the JCS became
permanent. But at that time it was more
of a good idea than a good institution.
There was as yet no Chairman, and little
sense of purpose. There were only 100
officers. And the Chiefs—General Eisen-
hower for the Army, Admiral Chester W.
Nimitz for the Navy, and Gen. Carl
Spaatz for the Air Force—were not pre-
pared to submerge their service loyalties
in a united JCS comand. Two years later,
on August 16, 1949, a Chairman was ap-
pointed—General of the Army Omar N.
Bradley—and the strength of the Joint

Chiefs was increased from 100 to 210
officers.

But it was not until 1958 that Neil
McElroy, then Defense Secretary, set up
a new chain of command, which had the
effect of allowing the JCS to have direct
authority over field commanders. This
strengthened the JCS grip over the en-
tire military establishment. To imple-
ment the change, the JCS staff was in-
creased from 210 officers to 400, and the
Chiefs were instructed that their respon-
sibilities to the JCS were henceforth to
take precedence over their service
duties.

8till, before McNamara burst into the
Pentagon’s life in early 1961, the JCS
was a relatively loose and largely inef-
fective organization, composed of service
chiefs who spent more time bickering
among themselves, pork-barrel style,
about who got how much of the national
budget than cooperating with one an-
other about how to streamline the JCS.
In despair, former JCS Chairman Max-
well Taylor sounded his “uncertain trum-
pet” and departed; but few listened. To
become associated with the JCS was to
become trapped. “Diddling in the
‘tank,”” one Chief now recalls, “was a
sure path to nowhere.” Promotions and
glamor came from commanding armies,
running aireraft carriers, or flying sleek
new jets.

THE structure of the JCS has not really
changed in the past decade, but its re-
sponsibilities, style, and spirit have radi-
cally changed. It is almost as though the
JCS had suddenly developed a winning
football team. There were two major
reasons for this: McNamara and Viet-
nam.

When McNamara entered the Penta-
gon for the first time in January 1961, he
was accompanied by young “whiz kids”
with limited military experience, and
they were accompanied by computers
with no military experience. McNamara
quickly introduced his “system.” It was
based on logic and was not intimidated
by brass; it relied on a rational judgment
of national needs and enemy intentions:
and it crudely violated the traditions of
Pentagon life. ;

McNamara began to meet with the
Chairman of the JCS several times a day
and with the Chiefs themselves at least
once a week. At these meetings, McNa-
mara asked questions, dug for informa-
tion, probed for JCS explanations; and
he expected intelligent, thoughtful an-
swers. He demanded that the JCS do
their homework as thoroughly as he had
done his. “If the Air Force came in and
said it wanted a new bomber,” a McNa-
mara aide explained, “then the boss
wanted to know why. Just wanting one
was not enough. Just because the Rus-
sians had one was not enough. There had
to be a logical reason for a new bomber.”

MecNamara's point was that it had to
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be justified in terms of total national se-
curity—a harmonious blending of all
weapons systems into a coordinated mili-
tary machine. At first, the Chiefs bridled
at the “system”; later they came grudg-
ingly to respect it. “We have undergone
a revolution in management,” one Chief
remarked. “Soon we are going to have a
good four-horse team, all pulling in the
same direction.”

This is largely the result of McNa-
mara’s most revolutionary change at the
Pentagon—his budgeting process. In pre-
MecNamara days, the Pentagon received
“x” per cent of the national budget,
which was divided among the services
after bitter argument. Generally, the size
of the budget bore no direct relationship
to the policy needs of the nation. McNa-
mara believed, as does Clifford, ap-
parently, that the size of the budget
should not be an arbitrary figure, pulled
out of a political hat to satisfy Congress
and the pollsters. It must be determined
by the requirements of national security,
Nothing else matters.

Over the years, many differences arose
between McNamara and the JCS. The
major ones concerned America’s rela-
tions with the Soviet Union. McNamara
was ready to trust the Russians; the JCS
were not. The Chiefs opposed the lim-
ited test-ban treaty of 1963, and they
have vigorously argued for a vast ex-
pansion of America’s force of ICBM’s.
MeNamara favored the treaty and op-
poses any ICBM expansion. He wel-
comed Russia’s growing ICBM strength
as a step toward nuclear parity and,
therefore, toward nuclear sanity and
détente. He believed that the atomic age
had somehow imposed a commeon logic
upon the nuclear powers, which would,
almost of necessity, dictate a common
response to similar stimuli.

“McNamara thinks the Russian Chiefs
reason the way we do,” one |CS aide
said. “Well, from our point of view,
that’s madness.” There is reason to be-
lieve Clifford shares the traditional mili-
tary view of Russia.

Until the summer of 1967, the JCS
constantly complained that McNamara
won most of the arguments brought to
the President’s attention. In 1967, all of
this changed. The reason was the incon-
clusive war in Vietnam. Tt tended to dis-
courage many officials—but most of all
MeceNamara, who discovered that his
former faith in military power, logically
applied, had been corroded by the com-
plexities and uncertainties of the Vietnam
war. He began to doubt the effective-
ness of the bombing of North Vietnam.
The Chiefs agonized less. They had
learned from experience, not from com-
puters, that if the enemy grows more
stubborn, the best tactic is to hit harder,
As spring rolled into summer, and as
the enemy grew “more stubborn,” the
President slowly but surely began to
lift many of his former restraints, He
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“ .. Go ahead and start dinner without me!”

seemed to be listening to the JCS more
than to McNamara—or so it could have
appeared to the proud Defense Secre-
tary, who finds it difficult to admit a
mistake or to reverse fields.

McNamara, for example, wanted to
stop the bombing north of the twenti-
eth parallel in North Vietnam; the JCS
wanted to bomb Hanoi, Haiphong, and
the buffer zone close to the Chinese
border. The President sided with the
JCS. McNamara considered the idea of
a bombing pause in the summer of 1967;
the JCS wanted more intensive bomb-
ing, and no pause—not so long as the
demilitarized zone remained a haven
for the Communists. The Presidentsided
with the JCS. McNamara argued strenu-
ously against the decision to build an
anti-ballistic missile system; the JCS
favored it, The President sided, in part,
with the Chiefs, and McNamara was
asked to deliver the speech announcing
a $5-billion ABM system.

I'N 1966, McNamara had won similar
arguments. He lost many of them in
1967, McNamara began to feel expend-
able, and maybe the President agreed.
After all, McNamara was bone-tired;
he had become a problem on the Hill;
he was losing heart in the struggle; he
maintained close ties with New York
Senator Robert Kennedy; and Presiden-
tial elections were less than a year away.

In short, McNamara was not the vic-
tim of a JCS cabal; he was a victim of
the war and the growing power of the
JCS to deal with the war. He was only
a man; the JCS was an institution—"as
solid, as efficient, as necessary as any in
government,” according to Gen. Wallace
Greene, ., the recently retired Marine
Corps Commandant. The JCS was too

tough to beat, too unwieldy to control.

When the Pueblo was seized and the
Communists launched their startling of-
fensive throughout South Vietnam, the
JCS was catapulted into national promi-
nence. It seemed as though the Chiefs
spent more time at the White House
than at the Pentagon. General Wheeler
—not a civilian Presidential adviser—was
dispatched to Saigon for a critical evalua-
tion of new troop needs; several hours
after his return, he briefed at a White
House breakfast. Repeatedly, at recent
news conferences, the President has re-
ferred to the Chiefs, to Wheeler, to Gen.
William C. Westmoreland, the American
commander in Vietnam. They had be-
come his reference points and his prin-
cipal support. He was in a big war,
and he needed to rely on his military
people.

To many, this was natural, But to
many others—especially those who felt
General Westmoreland had badly esti-
mated enemy strategy, and that overall
military intelligence had proved to be
terribly inadequate in the crunch—this
reliance on the military brass was viewed
as a disaster. One lonely dove fluttering
around in the Vice President’s office la-
mented: “The United States has already
dropped more bombs on little North
Vietnam than we dropped on Germany
during the big war, and they still man-
age to get into our Embassy.” A visiting
Harvard consultant, a “dawk” in gay
flannel pants, conversant with ancient
history, is fond of quoting Polybius’s
bit of wisdom: “A good general not only
sees the way to victory; he also knows
when victory is impossible.” He added:
“There is not a single good general in-
volved in the running of this war.” Sen-
ate doves, such as Eugene J. McCarthy,

23




Robert Kennedy, and J. William Ful-
bright, strongly suspect that McNa-
mara’s withdrawal, Clifford’s replace-
ment, and the JCS advance mean that
on the key questions of bombing policy
and diplomatic flexibility the hawks have
won, the restraints are off, the sky is the
limit—or, as columnist Mary McGrory
put it, “all-out escalation is about to
begin.”

The JCS argument for bigger and bet-
ter weapons of war—what one Chief
calls the “big carrots and the big po-
tatoes"—has become immensely persua-
sive in every branch of the American
Government. Some Congressmen may
have their doubts about the need for
huge hardware harvests, but few would
be bold enough to vote against the mili-
tary budget in an election year—or ever.
Many State Department officials feel
somewhat uncomfortable operating in
the lengthening shadow of the JCS, but
few would risk their careers by inviting
a showdown on major policy issues be-
tween Foggy Bottom and the Pentagon.
And the White House eagerly shores up
its battered consensus within govern-
ment by catering to the expanding sense
of self-importance of the JCS, finally
free of McNamara’s “restraints.”

The fact is the JCS is thriving in a
troubled environment of war and moral
confusion. It stands firm—and, equally
important, looks indomitable — while
other governmental institutions seem to
waver. It gives orders and jobs while
others, such as the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the Agency for Inter-
national Development, are forced to cut
staffs and projects. The military estab-
lishment grows while the civilian es-
tablishment suffers from the defection of
pro-Kennedy intellectuals who flee to
academic sanctuaries and then bemoan
the fate of government under LB,

Significantly, it is not only the exiled
intellectuals who are anguished by the
growing influence of the military in gov-
ernment; even military men share this
feeling of uneasiness. Some of them—
such as Gen. Andrew ]. Goodpaster, a
former director of the JCS stafl, General
Taylor, Wheeler, and even former Presi-
dent Eisenhower—have privately and
publicly expressed their concern about
how military power will be used in the
future, what its Constitutional limits are,
and who—exactly who—will control it. It
is almost as though they are in awe of
their potential power in American life;
almost as though they are hoping against
hope that the civilians will take heed
and act, but wondering whether the
traditional system of checks and balances
will be strong enough to assure con-
tinued civilian control over the ever ex-
panding influence of the military in
American society and government.

Answers to Wit Twister, page 8:
slave, laves, salve, vales.

24

THE ARTIST AS A
MIDDLE-AGED MAN

By SYLVIA ANGUS

in America is to be food for vul-

tures. Art, like so much else in our
society, seems to have become a prerog-
ative of youth. Its patterns are the
hopped-up patterns of the young, and
those who cannot adopt them fall by the
wayside in battered heaps. Adults who
ply their artistic trades struggle wildly
to do it in the latest idiom—to turn on, to
produce sights and sounds which are
psychedelic, avant-garde, underground,
souped up. They have bitten the apple
of youth and feel that they must make it
on the “now” level or they are dated—
i.e., dead. It is now dangerously “out” to
follow one’s own meanings if these do
not include the bizarre, the kaleidoscopi-
cally shifting, the technically original.
Adult artists—all artists, in fact—exist in
an Alice in Wonderland world where
they have to run like Ryun just to keep
their places.

Several things have happened to
make these the best of all times for ar-
tists, and the worst of times. Artists have
been-inundated by new media and new
techniques; they have been freed of all
the restraints of traditional forms and of
audience resistance; they have been led
by the pied piper, Marshall McLuhan,
to believe that the medium is the mes-
sage. The message of McLuhan is, on the
surface, peculiarly fitting for an age in
which the tempo of invention and dis-
covery is so swift.

To believe that the medium is the
message, however, is to escape the
fundamental problem of art: the dis-
covery of message. McLuhan’s phrase—
whether message or massage—is hyp-
notic. It sounds so apt, and, after all,
who can deny that what any art says is
to a considerable degree controlled by
its medium? One does not attempt to
say in stone what one says in paint, or in
music. That is self-evident. To go be-
yond this, though—to suggest that the
medium not only influences the content,
but actually is the content—pulls the
complementaries of form and content
out of shape and produces artistic chaos.

TO BE an adult and an artist today
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McLuhan has been widely misread
and maligned, no doubt, but willy-nilly
he has brought into everyone’s con-
sciousness the disastrous notion that
method or medium is more significant
than content—that, indeed, content is
merely a by-product of medium. It is
not surprising that artists in our frenetic
age should have latched onto this idea
as though it were a life preserver. Few
enough these days can come up with
significant meanings or comprehensions
of their world. How original and avant-
garde to put by all that scrounging for
ideas and emotions and just to start ex-
perimenting with techniques, with sur-
faces! Perhaps if we pour enough plas-
tic, shape enough paper in new ways,
we will find that we are saying some-
thing after all! Perhaps if we just look at
surfaces, like Robbe-Grillet, we may
eventually penetrate to the other side of
truth.

IT is not an unworthy aim, nor is it
hard to sympathize with. Art has been
around so long that sometimes it seems
impossible to say anything more in it
Our times, moreover, are grotesquely
out of joint, and it often seems that all
thoughts are futile clichés, all emotions
played-out fireworks. The miracle, how-
ever, is that art, like life, seems able
endlessly to renew itself. The discovery
of new media—new techniques—can
sometimes open up a whole new way
of seeing or feeling. The exploration,
therefore, of new forms, new media, is
in itself a healthy and life-giving artistic
activity. What is unhealthy is to suggest
that media are an end in themselves. A
medium or a technique can be enor-
mously important, but it is important
because it is a tool which can be used to
communicate the endless variety of
man’s thoughts and emotions. The me-
dium is the tool, it is not the message.

For every artist, the great work of his
life is the discovery of his message—to-
day, just as it has always been. Now, as
always, he will experiment with the
media and techniques which interest
him, but let him not think that he can
produce vital art purely by technical
virtuosity, 1 believe it was Edward
Steichen who said that great cameras do
not make great photographers; that no-
body has yet fully explored the possibil-
ities of the old box Brownie.

Mastery of technique is a very partial
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