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of rogue software engineers. “I think
that businesses will ultimately figure out
how best to secure their own infrastructures,” he says. “That’s not the only
homeland security problem, even if it is
the most obvious one.”
According to Hira, the pressing problem is the loss of America’s ability to
maintain its technological edge over the
rest of the world. “Technological superiority is the key to our military superiority,”
he says. “It’s not an accident that so much
of our technological innovation has been
driven by defense procurement.”
As IT work moves offshore, two
things happen. One is that the field
becomes less attractive to domestic
workers, so Americans have less incentive to pursue high-level technical
knowledge. While the overall economic
impact of offshoring is still being
debated, there is growing evidence that
it is deterring people from the field.
Enrollments for advanced degree programs in engineering and computer science have declined significantly.
The second problem is that when
technology is concentrated in inexpensive overseas labor markets, the U.S.
military has less ability to influence
innovation and encourage the development of needed products through procurement. And the U.S. government necessarily comprises a smaller share of the
world market than the domestic market,
further diluting its potential impact.
Market incentives may exist for companies to protect their data, but not the
military’s technology edge. “We’re not
just offshoring infrastructure, we’re offshoring creativity and innovation,” says
Hira. “When the military has technology
development needs, they’re not looking
for the cheapest. They are looking for
the best. Will they still be listened to as
much if they are a small customer?”
A Congressional Research Service
report release in June echoes these concerns: “An increase in offshore outsourc-

ing of high-tech jobs, including computer
programming and chip manufacturing,
may enable a transfer of knowledge and
technology that may eventually threaten
U.S. global technical superiority and
undermine current advantages.”
Hira points out that national-security
needs have long driven major U.S. technical advances. The Soviets’ launch of
Sputnik in 1957 spurred science-education initiatives across the country. NASA
bought the integrated circuit from Texas
Instruments in 1959. IBM’s early computing research was heavily funded by
government procurement. Microsoft
was originally based not in Seattle but
Albuquerque, near the Department of
Energy. “Nearly every breakthrough in
automation and electronics has had
some link to government,” says Hira.

Just as the economic debate over the
movement of the technology sector
overseas has mirrored earlier exchanges
over the export of manufacturing jobs,
so does the debate over its national-security dimensions. Even if the United
States can survive economically without
a manufacturing base, is its nationaldefense posture compromised by a
reliance on foreign producers? Given the
centrality of technological advantage to
America’s status as a military superpower, the question may be even more
important when discussing the manufacture of computer chips than steel.
The answer may be found in an
honest look at the long-term ramifications of offshoring—and an acknowledgement that it may yield costs as well
as benefits.

Mausoleum of
Modern Art
The new MoMA has the soul of a corporate HQ
By Robert Locke
NEW YORK’S FAMED Museum of Modern

Art has just reopened after a three-year
hiatus in which it nearly doubled in size.
The architect of the new structure is the
Japanese Yoshio Taniguchi, chosen over
a field of prominent Western modernists
and postmodernists. For while Japan
has never been a hotbed of modern art,
and the collection contains few Japanese works, it was a font of architectural
minimalism centuries before Mies van
der Rohe and Le Corbusier.
It seems that history has been no
kinder to the ponderous philosophical

claims of artistic modernism than to
any other of the 20th century’s great
ideologies, and all we are left with is
minimalism. And not even Western
minimalism—as in the theoretically
bristling, pseudo-mathematical constructions of Peter Eisenman or the
cocaine-slick, nouveau riche flashiness of Richard Meier—but a contemporary version of a tradition that was
mature when colonial Williamsburg
was new.
Minimalism is a perfectly valid artistic
style with a history that goes back fur-
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ther than representational art. It should
not be confused with the lead-footed
Teutonic abstractionism of most of its
“modern” variants. If one responds to it
at all, the new building is competently
executed and pleasing in a cool, cerebral
sort of way that creates a small Zen oasis
in the middle of Manhattan’s frenzy. Its
garden is even better than the old.
It does resemble a hundred expensive
corporate headquarters around the
world, many of them festooned with
plaza-plop by the same artists displayed
within, but then MoMA was born among
the social elite, said goodbye to the garrets a long time ago, and has never been
squeamish about the synthesis of
modern art and modern capitalism. On
opening day, the logo of the sponsor was
so prominent that I instinctively began
to think of the place as “JPMorganChaseMoMA,” which I suppose, on
some level, it is.
It is so utterly, pristinely virginal of
the slightest whiff of aesthetic innovation that it confesses what savants have
known for going on 35 years: modern art
is as dead as the wooly mammoths in

Atlanta and San Diego, hasn’t exactly
cottoned to this. So the aesthetic-industrial complex rolls on, the venerated
idea of the avant-garde helping to gentrify neighborhoods and enable yuppies
to distinguish themselves from rednecks
coast to coast. But the game is over, and
it is a joke for such people to congratulate themselves on being “advanced”
enough to like modern art. It isn’t 1919
anymore, and modernism is no longer a
shocking innovation in a world of cultural norms intact enough for their violation to constitute a vandal, but still
authentic, thrill.
They will have to face the truth
sooner or later: grandpa’s Weimar-era
clichés are not going to be able to pretend they are the latest thing forever.
Worse, the great pretender to the modernist throne, postmodernism, has
utterly failed to take up modernism’s
banner as the essential cultural expression of advanced humanity. Despite
launching wildly histrionic gesture after
gesture in the sphere of architecture, in
art it has only managed endlessly to
recycle technically hypertrophied later

THEY REALIZED THEY COULDN’T TAKE THEIR STANDARD-DEFINING
20TH-CENTURY COLLECTION DOWN THE RABBIT HOLE OF POSTMODERNISM
WITHOUT SACRIFICING IT.

the Museum of Natural History—and as
needful of being packed into well-lit
glass display cases for comfortable
preservation. The cat is finally out of the
bag, after having been proclaimed by
serious philosophers of art like Arthur
Danto since about 1970. This is the mausoleum of modern art.
The average culture-vulture reading
the Arts & Leisure section of the Sunday
New York Times, let alone her epigones
munching canapés at gallery openings in
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mannerist neo-Dada, to use the precisely correct art historical terminology.
The Shock of the New has given way to
the numbing familiarity of the ceremonial Violating of the Taboos, as if art
were an angry pagan god needing an
endless supply of sacrificial virgins to be
palliated.
Art schools are well organized to
supply these virgins, but one can’t help
but feel sorry for the earnest black-clad
youth wandering the galleries. They
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seek holy relics of a revolution that has
long since ossified into the new establishment and a cutting edge that was
blunt before most of them were born.
But the sheer idea of being avant-garde
is so entrancing that they cling to it long
after the utter hegemony of modernity in
our culture has made it impossible to be
avant of anything with such quaint
equipment as easel and brush.
Don’t misunderstand: the people who
run MoMA are not stupid. They realized
they couldn’t take their standard-defining 20th-century collection down the
rabbit hole of postmodernism without
sacrificing it. Thus they decided long ago
not to try to keep the museum endlessly
new and didn’t assemble a great collection of postmodern art. They bought, as
a corporation might buy out an innovative competitor, the postmodern PS1 Art
Center but kept it firmly in its industrial
wasteland on the wrong side of the river
from Manhattan.
Postmodern architects were considered for the expansion: Rem Koolhaas,
Koolhaas imitator Bernard Tschumi,
Steven Holl. But at the end of the day, it
was just too clear that making the
Museum of Modern Art tacitly into the
Museum of Postmodern Art would be a
leap into incoherence. Worse, that leap
might not land on anything solid at all,
but on the unreliable reputation of a
postmodernism that may in the end be
judged by history as no more than the
decadent phase of modernism. Given
that modernism above all longed, in its
purity and loathing of the rotting
excesses of late 19th-century art, not to
be decadent, that would be a problem.
Too much money and too many reputations have been invested in MoMA to
risk it all on such a gamble. Despite the
cutting-edge pose it maintains for suburbanites determined to expose their children to “serious” art lest they grow up
putting velvet Elvises on their walls,
MoMA is a conservative investor. It must
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preserve its portfolio from dilution by
the artistic equivalent of dot-com stocks.
This is, of course, the real key: MoMA
is not fundamentally about art at all but
about cultural authority and who has
it—that is, the money and the collection
to pull off its astringent demonstrativeness of what constitutes modern taste.
When mere money has palled and political power bores, cultural power is the
last prize the elite reaches for, if only to
distinguish the serious haute-bourgeois
from the Lear Jet rabble. Thus derives
MoMA’s redeeming virtue: its ability to
say “yes” and “no” to things, to reassert
the necessary concept of cultural hierarchy, even if measured by the warped
standards of modernism. It denies that
anything goes. Such relativistic horrors,
with their attendant descent into Blade
Runner multiculturalism, are postmodern and clearly do not belong on these
antiseptic walls.
MoMA’s board is blue chip; most of
its members would be equally plausible running any of its sponsoring corporations. It is no accident that artistic
modernism has congealed into the official style, the tractor art, of corporate
globalism. Its new HQ is nothing so
much as the Lenin’s Tomb of Modern
Art, where the once-revolutionary object
is embalmed for eternity so its inheritors
can pose on top of it and remind the
masses from whence their authority
derives. (Not to mention remind themselves that they are a conquering elite
that overthrew, with Freudian glee, the
elite that came before.)
The most honest part of MoMA, my
favorite part, has always been its store,
where one can buy forks and furniture
confident that they conform to the aesthetic standards proclaimed correct.
Thankfully, it remains unchanged. Somebody, somewhere, can’t help telling the
truth.

The Bush administration signed a presidential finding in
late summer that authorized the Defense Department to
undertake offensive, covert operations against Iran. The
finding stopped short of calling for regime change, but a White House
source believes that such a policy will be adopted by the administration in
January after the start of the second term. The finding is significant. It signals
that the offensive against Iran has intensified, and policy towards Tehran is
on the same course previously seen vis-à-vis Iraq. According to a wellplaced source, the Pentagon is already active in running operations out of
Azerbaijan and western Afghanistan, some utilizing members of the Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK) Iranian opposition group that is based in northern
Iraq. Israeli advisers are reported to be operating with the teams in Azerbaijan, and the Turks are also co-operating, relying on a Pentagon pledge that
no independent Kurdish state will be permitted in northern Iraq. The Pentagon is urging the State Department to remove MEK from its list of terrorist
groups so that the organization can set up joint operations more freely. A
number of neoconservatives have been openly suggesting that MEK is not a
terrorist group at all since its principal objective is to “liberate” Iran. The
State Department is reported to be resistant to the change in MEK’s status
but will undoubtedly be more co-operative after Colin Powell is gone. The
Pentagon policymakers involved recognize that the U.S. does not have sufficient resources to invade Iran, but they believe that the country can be
destabilized from outside, relying on the Iranian people’s dislike of the
regime of the mullahs to produce a popular uprising. Critics of the program
note that the same wishful thinking that went into Iraq policy will likely apply
in Iran, with similar results.

❖
A second, broader counterterrorism finding also permits
the Pentagon to operate unilaterally in a number of
countries where there is a perception of a clear and
evident terrorist threat. They include Indonesia, Algeria, Sudan,
Yemen, Somalia, and Syria. A number of the countries are friendly to the
U.S., and several are major trading partners. Most have been co-operating
in the War on Terror. The special reconnaissance/intelligence teams are
being directed by Undersecretary of Defense for Intelligence Steve Cambone and his deputy Lt. Gen. William Boykin. The finding confirms the Pentagon’s de facto takeover of paramilitary operations designated “covert
action” that would have previously been run by the CIA, a transfer of
authority that the White House has only admitted to be “reviewing.” Congress clearly favors covert action remaining where it is, however. Many
uniformed officers in Defense are leery of covert operations because they
are difficult to manage in an environment as structured as the Army. The
CIA operates under more flexible ground rules and is much less encumbered by the military’s support mechanism. Nevertheless, a number of Pentagon civilians who were heavily involved in Iraq War planning, most particularly Paul Wolfowitz, Abe Shulsky, and Doug Feith, are eager to take
over all covert action activities, stripping the CIA of the responsibility.

Philip Giraldi, a former CIA Officer, is a partner in Cannistraro Associates,
an international security consultancy.

Robert Locke lives in New York City.
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