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The shirt is loose in front,
The pants are tight benind.

The hat keeps falling off,

And the sword is no great find.

The runway's lit before,
George Scithers reads my name.
I take my first steps out,
About to find my fame.

At last I'm on the stage
(the crowd begins to groan).
"Another s&s,"

I hear Lee Hoffmen moan.

I turn and face them all.
My will they can not break;
My spirit must not fail--

I have a speach to make.

"Dear people of the earth,
Invasion soon will come,

But we will spare this room,
Fans being not so dumb."

My lines are like my clothes,
Unfitting and banal.

The crowd screams, ''Throw him out!
He's wrecking our morale."

I will not win a prize,

The judges make this clear.
I raise my fist, and vow
I'1l get it right next year.

I have this great idea,

A costume they can't knock.
Next year (at Nycon 3),
I1'11 go as Mr. Spock!

enwny Kaufman
costume BB
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...perhaps it is time to talk about the Magazine (which is the way we refer to it, when
attempting to explain the whole bit to non-fannish friends). It is not the same publica-
tion as the one with this title (transposing the ":" for a "-") in October of '62. But am
I the same callow youth...as that one Back Then who had just returned from his Very First
SF Convention, in Chicago? Not entirely. Both were gawky and awkward--and both were wore
enthusiastic than perceptive.

Time has passed--a substantial measure of it. Both the mag and I are still subject
to spells of enthusiaan, and both parties are still prone to stumble at times. Still, if it
be modulated with a sardonic cynicism--the outside veneer of both is a bit more polished.
(...and wordy.)

...you know, sometimes it seems to me that Brother Mallardi is one of those fortunate
and envied ones who has the gift of eternal youth; he seems basically the same as when I
first heard a strange voice over the phone, asking me if I would mind storing several boxes
of fanzines. He remains unfazed by the minor and major irritations and worries that leave
the younger half climbing the walls. Essentially, I guess, that is what 'makes' DOUBLE:
BILL: Two different personalities who compromise by a give-and-take method to produce a
fanzine that neither of us could conc€ivably accomplish alone. In almost seven years, we
have yet to come to blows over the thing; we have 'shouted' at each other on occasion:
(usually when the mimeo or typer breaks down--one always does), but when one half is
'down'® the other is usually 'up'--so that by now this monster you're holding has a de-
finite and marked 'survival instinct' that refuses to become sterotyped and die.

In other words, the past (and hopefully some of its most obvious mistakes) lies
behind us -- only the Future lies ahead.

What follows is perhaps a dream, probably impossible, and certainly not all that
clearly defined. It is, in essence, the goal I have set for myself to attain in my share
of this venture. As such, obviously, it is a
personal hangup and is not to be construed as
anything else. (BEM has his own two mages in
which to agree (hopefully)...or otherwise.)

Despite my somewhat questioning (perhaps even
bitter) offerings in the past two issues, I
have not entirely given up this tottering
world. There are good things in it; things
of value and beauty. A few months ago on
either NEC's First Tuesday or CBS' 6C Minutes
(I disremember which--but both are excellent
and rewarding shows) there was presented an
'essay'! on '"What Is Ugly?'. Naturally, no de-
finitive example was offered--as they summed
it up, one man's beauty is another's horror.
All this is by way of saying that if I must
pin my life down to one supreme goal...that
goal is to somehow, in someway--both directly
and vicariously as a 'presentor' of other's
work--create and bring into a world too wrap-
ped up in gray twilight...a ray of starlight,
something beautiful. It will be beauty by my
definition, naturally. ...and I reaslize that
what L find beautiful, YOU might find to be

-\from wi i i i am’s en . grotesque or shallow--but this is as with any-
; . thing subject to a 'value' judgement.
I find beavty in many things, many places;

BILL BOWERS I find beauty by no logical process...but I




do find it: & Bob Leman parody, a serious and accurate article by the Miesels; in things
;Téual, but with 'styles' as divergent as those of Connie Reich and Stephen Fabian; in a
:deserved 'put-down' or satire, or an eaually deserved eulogy. - I find beauty in Dick Geis'
lettercolumn.. .Granfalloon's liveliness...ggg's messiveness...Trumpet's reproduction. I
even, if I stop to think about it, find beauty lurking, surviving in the world around me.
I've even concluded that the endless hours of totally valueless TV offerings I've been
subjected to by a bunch of mindless automations determined, By God!, to please the lowest
possible common denominator...all of this shit is worth it...for The View from Space! I
find beauty in a story well told, in the hope that there will be a 2001. I find beauty
in the splashdown of Apollo 10 (today)...and believe me, I find it infinitly beautiful
that the Luna Landing is scheduled for July 20...my 26th birthday! 4. in.fact, I could
use the 8ix pages I spent deploring the state of things around me, to--with equal fervence
--the things which I admire. But I won't; you should have the idea by now.
i (Perhaps this is why I have such a hard time 'appreciating'’ the stories .of Harlan
 Elligon...to name just one example. I Care; and I reserve the right and thé duty to pro-
test in the manner I eam capable of ,those things that I cannot stomach, the things that
aren't right. But 'telling it how it is' just isn't enough...and the age of the anti-
hero, the anti-everything, is simply no more 'real' than the Victorian image of virgin
ankles. I am not asking for 'pretty alternative futures' although a few of those would
_ be nice.. What I'm simply asking is that you out there open your eyes, and look around
. for a few Good Things...and that you do me the favor of prodding me when my eyes start
closing in on nightmares...) : :
I ended up sermonizing again, didn't I? Oh, well....

What has all of this to do with D:B? Well, D:B is the medium cleccct at hand, the
one over which I ‘exert the most control (although certainly not entirely--I'm only Egiﬁ).
Therefore, in this case fandom is the medium...and D:B will be my forum, my testing
ground if you will, in order to try to create beauty...my style. It won't be an overnight
hap?;ning, and I'm going to need help--lot's of it--material-wise plus the grisly 3reen
stuff. ;

Next issue will be our Tth Annish...and will be a definite start toward where I
want to go. It won't be perfect...I'll still have more than my fair share of typoes?..
and the Symposium will take at least 50% of the time which was intended for o - o ouk
I think_I’can guarantee that.the final version won't be cold, offset notwithstanding.

It will.cost a whole buck--more than likely it will cost us well over a $l. per
copy in actual cash outlay...if we get as little as response as we did to last issue.
(Sometimes I get the feeling we would have considerably more 'fun' and fatter wallets by
publishing for 50 or 75 fans...rather than 250...but we keep trying...) I think it will
be worth the asking price...I can't guarantee that you will feel the same‘ﬁay, though.
The usual means--trades, loc's, eontributors copies--still stand, of course. But a word
of warning...anyone who expects to get it by letter of comment will have to have it here
before  July 15...in order to even stand a chance.... Sorry; simple time-factors dictate
the rush. Mallardi chooses .which letters to print...and not print; so make 'em legible
and inte;esting, if you expect to get the next issue in that manner... Take heed!

If anyone is interested in being an ‘'angel'...we are offering 'lifetime' subs to D:B and
any related items bearing the ‘label...for $15.00. No guarantee is made for frequency of
said publications...but plans as of now call for 3 offset issues of DOUBLE:BILL a ;Eér,
plus one 'book' venture a year: this year The D:B Symposium...next year, The D:B Reader,
an offset anthology of the best artwork and articles, et al, from the mimeographed issues.

...after all that crass commercialism, I don't quite know how to put this in...but
...wgll...you see...l guess...anyway, it seems that I'm getting married this fall. Joan's
a science fiction fan, of all things! It helps. (I still say she's got more guts than
sense, in taking me...but I'm glad....) Pax, BILL BUWERS

N)




Ah, yes..this is the issue before the Big One. Yet, in itself, it seems to be a decent-
sized one (Hsh! "decent-sized": 60 Pages!) considering there is only the 2001 poll, a
'sampler' of the D:B Symposium, Deckinger's thing, Kaufman's poem, plus our columns, ete,
(60 pages doesn't even sound possible to me, but yet here it is) Be that as it may...

D:B changes...it waxes.,wanes..then grows stronger again. Columns come and go; some with-
out even a word of warning...Yet the Zine Goes On.

So, as Bowers mentioned (very lucidly, I must admit -- if not ambiguously! (Private,
Ingroup-type joke, there..)) in his editorial, D:B is going offset. I can hear a lot of
fans thinking now: "Hmpph! They're just imitating all those other zines who are or will
be offset, too." Not so, folks, not so. We had this in the planning stage for quite some
time..or at least I did. I can't always vouch for Bowers. And Bill and I had discussed
offsetting our 7th Annish for about a year now, even if we did go back to mimeo alter-
wards. But chance plays a funny part in our lives...

It was chance that led me to go into one particular bar in town just to see a super-
hypnotistts last performance before leaving for the Big Time again. It was chance that
got me there early. And Fate helped me recognize a rather plump fellow eating his. dinner
before the Show, as being an old grade school friend. (He was a year ahead of me, and
ended up marrying one of my classmates) Not wanting to bother him, seeing as how he was
already talking to a couple sitting with him, I told the waitress to send "Joe" a drink
on me. When he got it he promptly sent me a beer and invited me over. In the course of
our conversations, I (naturally) mentioned D:B, and the fact that we wanted to change
from mimeo to offset. Whereupon Joe immedistely said, "I've got a little Print shop on
the side..I'1l give you a good deal...here's my card, call me when you & your co-ediitor
want to talk about it." And that was that! We think Joe's shop does great work, and he's
been very kind to us by lending us things to use, not to mention keeping the price down
to a reasonable fortune!

I'm never one to plump my own feathers in false praise..or anyone else's fo: that
matter. But I can honestly say that I think Mr. Bill Bowers will do a dan-dan-dandy job,
layout-wise for the printed issues. (He's done terrifically with the mimeo'd versions,
lately, too, don't you think?) In my own humble way I intend to keep the editing tight,
and typoing down to a minimum, if not non-existent. We're keeping the mimeograph, tho,
“just in case" we have to go back to it later on. I certainly hope not, though.

I am also one who doesn't believe that just because a fanzine is printed or pro-
fessional looking, it is "cold" and “"distant" to the fans..it's the atmosphere the zine
gives you upon reading it that determines the "coldness" of it, as far as I'm concerned.
(See recent remarks in the last few Shaggy!s lettercolumns, or Jerry Kaufman's comparison

("5 O'clock Shadow") of a printed so-called

_ "cold" zine --AMRA -- over the mimeographed

; 2 EDITORIAL...... ones -- DOUBLE:BILL -- in the last KALLIKAN-
THE BEMS AT N LLARD, ZAROS #6, for differing views on the subject)
CORNER _ &\ Personally, I'm sure D:B won't suffer unduly

by going offset, in that regard.

There is one thing, however, that I‘'d
like to have D:B do, and that's print more
terrific fan artwork in its pages. Like Dan
Adkins did many years ago, when he was un-
satisfied with his fanzine SATA, and changed
the format to one based on many beautiful
illustrations filling the zine..thus calling
it SATA TLLUSTRATED. That is comparable to
what I feel like doing with D:B. Speaking of
beauty as Bowers was, I am (I think) an
artistically-souled fan, and I really dig




the wonderful artwork snd cartoons being done by the artists in fandom lately. They are
the neglected bunch, those artists, and its our aim to please them as well as you.’Art
folios, experiments in different artistic media, illustrating our articles/reviews/
stories...all this will be tried in the future with D:B, so stay tuned, it should be:
gesthetically pleasing to the eye, if nothing else. Any artists reading this, if you
haven't gotten D:B before or contributed to its pages, don't let that stop you! We
promise good reproduction -- Joe's machines really do a wonderful Jjob in blacks or colors.
We will keep in contact with you, or our Art Editor, Alex Eisenstein, will, because we
know how you like to know if your stuff arrived in good shape, or how things are going,
eten

Same thing with all of you prose contributors. We will try our damndest to keep in
touch with you at all times..especially since our schedule of 3 times yearly shouid give
us more time for letter-writing. We still want more faanish-type stuff, satire, humor,
etc., as I editorially asked for lastish, but to balance it out, more serious articles
and reviews. There is even the vague possibility that ALL reviews, such as prozine,
stories, and fanzine reviews, combined with the artwork, will be used, making D:B a
completely different fanzine. It all depends, in the end though, on YOU as a contributor.
Whatever your bag is, do it and send it to us. If we like it, we'll use it. It's as
simple as that. Good fiction is one item that we've been very lucky in getting from you
fans, and we're very grateful for it. We'll continue to print it from time to time. But
it's my contention that too much fiction in a zine is no good, and not liked by the
ma jority of fans. (Personally, I like fan fiction somewhatly, if it's done well) But
articles and reviews are the mainstays and most popular items in fandom...and we do
need more of them.

Regarding my editorial last issue,I feel I must say a few words in explanation.
The closest one fan has come to realizing what I was trying to say is Doll Gilliland in
the latest WSFA JOURNAL (#66). Buck Coulson, on the other hand, reacted just as I had
expected, claiming it was a "rather bad imitation of a Geis editorial..”. Once agiin,
not so. It was not consciously intended to be that way, and as a matter of fact I didn't
actually realize it was coming out that way until I was half-way through the thing, which
is why I stuck that qualifier in it. I decided to do my editorial that way because I
thought it would be a slightly different way of presenting what I wanted to say, and also
stir up some good comments on the various things I threw in it. I wanted something which
was a little more contrasting from my usual stuff, and utilize the "Bemmish" part of
me from the lLettercolumn. It was supposed to be an appeal for more faanish material, a
Bems-eye view of the past year, plus an explanation of the why's, wherefores, of things
in/not in D:B. (Especially included was the "psuedo-attack" on L-letter words in fanzines,
hoping for comments from the fans, but regrettably none was forthcoming.) Yes, Connie
Reich, I imagine it was even "cute", which I also tried to do -- since I'm forever the
"elown". I almost feel, however, that maybe my lightness/loudness/senseayuma/ whatever
you want to call it, has given me the reputation of being like that ALL the time. For
the third time...and sinking...Not So. I do have my serious side, and, Bowers' remarks
not withstanding, it has given ME food for thought -- WHY haven't I changed in the past
6 years?? Is it because I'm trying to stay young? Is my enthusiasm a sign of immaturity?
I of course don't like to think so..I may be immature in SOME respects, but certainly not
all. (Everybody has their own little childish quirk, I contend. Even ng.) It's Just
that when I joined fandom, I joined to have fun most of the time, since it IS a hobby.
I only occasionally get embroiled in some fannish squabble...for example the (for me at
least) half-forgotten "Pong Controversy". Should I be less enthusiastic-sounding? I'd
like to know, fans. Do I come on too strong?? I have a wacky sene of humor..should I
repress it? Or should I just keep on Doing My Own Thing?!

I certainly hope this issue gives you as much food for thought as it did me. Please
write in? It sometimes seems like we're talking to a Huge Void, out there. And now,
I guess it's time to say G'bye to what we hope is our last Mimeo'd@ issue of D:B.

—

g/ --- Bemmishly, Bill Mallardi




...a Cover by EDDIE JONES / ...on Page 3 JERRY KAUF-
” MAN takes a fond look at a 'Costume Ball' / Follow-

inz are the usua} Editorials, by BILL BOWERS(5) and

BILL MALIARDI(7), with Headings by ECWERS and ALEX

EISENSTEIN, respectively / Opposite this page, ArtEd

AIEX contributes 5 satiric cartoons on 2001--A Space

Odyssey; and on Page 11, there commences a l5-page

tabulation of a 'D:B POLL' on the same subject, wherein the Editors and JOAN BAKER have
collated and attempted to summarize the opinions of 65 persons, some quite verbrose, on
the film / MIKE DECKINGER has the only legitimate article/essay in the issue, where he
reports on the PEACE MARCH - 1969, on Page 56, This is Illustrated by JACK GAUGHAN(26),
CONNIE REICH(27) and JIM CAWTHORN(28)--but we hasten to assure you that the drawings so
included were received considerably earlier than the article /RICHARD DELAP, BANKS ME-
RANE and ALLYN BRODSKY contribute Reviews, which are surrounded by book-end Opinions by
Editor BOWERS (who is also repeating his Heading from last Issue)--to 'Stardust' Illus-
+rated: DAN ADKINS(30&33); TERRY JEEVES(3l); STEPHEN FABIAN(3L) and JEFF JONES(35). The
Proceedings open on Page 29 / Cover Artist EDDIE JONES returns with a Y-page folio(37),
under the lengthy title of: 'Principal Characters from Atlan by Jane Gaskell' / Page kLl
Introduces 15 Pro SF Authors in '...a Sampler' -- Son of the Original, and Fore-runner
of the forthcoming THE DOUBLE:BILL SYMPOSIUM(a commercial Message follows on Page L6) /
ALEX EISENSTEIN's 'permanent' heading has shrunk this time, but 'Double-Trouble' is the
lettercolumn, and is sculpted into shape by BEM MALLARDI, per usual. Visual Comments in
there are by: GEORGE FOSTER(L48&57); MIKE SYMES(L9); AILEX E.(51); WILLIAM ROTSLER(56); &
ROGER SIMS''bird' feathers out the interior of the issue on page 58 / Back-to-Cover the
rear of the magazine (for the second time in a row) is the man who will be Featured all-
around next issue: STEPHEN E. FABIAN / ...and this page was headed by COLIN CAMERON.../

" and JIM HARKNESS did the illo on Page 3 /////
BILL MALLARDI & BILL BOWERS admit responsibility for this thing; they currently reside

at: 2345 Newton Street, Akron, Onio 44305 / The future Mrs. Bowers, JOAN BAKER, wisely
turned down an offer of 'Associate' status--but she's received a lesson in what a fan's
wife can expect (one hellava mess!) anyway / Speaking of 'Associate Editors', BEN SOLON
and EARL EVERS haven't been heard from for some time, and our Very Own SI STRICKLEN is
present only briefly this issue. For shame, fellas! / Art Editor ALEX B. EISENSTEIN has
moved again: 6424 N. Moyart Avenue, Chicago, I11linois 60645 / ...and Please Note--there
is a new 'Overseas Agent' for D:B. Long time Friend & Contributor, B. TERRY JEEVES, has
graciously agreed to handle our Affaires in Great Britain. Terry may be contacted at:
30 Thompson Road, Sheffield S11 8RB, Great Britain /

REPRODUCTION CREDITS (this time): JOE MARCINKO, of Ellet Graphic Arts printed the Alex-
Cartoons and the Covers (Nice work, eh? Joe will be printing the entire issue, nextish,
as well as the Symposium.) / Much Thanks to SUZANNE TOMPKINS who electro-stgncilled the
Department 'heads!, and the Jones-folio, as well as running off the latter / and to PAT
DOUGHERTY, who provided the photographic reductions of Alex's headings on Pages 6 & b7/

DOUBLE:BILL is a null-profit publication. It is a fanzine devoted to Visual and Written
Works concerning in some manner, the genre of Science Fiction & Fantasy (well, we try!)
The only ‘payment' is in Contributor's Copies; We consider to be ‘'contributors' those
people whose Letters of Comment are printed, as well as the wonderful (but few) persons
who write, review, and draw for us. We also Trade with other similar (well, somewhat )
publications; we would prefer two copies, of course...since that is what we send other
multi-edited fanzines. This Issue is 60¢ by Mail. FANZINE REVIEWERS, Please Hote: It is
doubtful that any copies of this issue will remain after PgHLANGE & MIDWESTCON. Nextish
will definitely cost $1.00 (8s6d) & anyone sending in less will probably end up waiting
+ill #e2. / Make Checks for both D:B & THE SYMPOSIUM payable to one of the following. ..
The Entire Contents are COPYRIGHT(:)1969 by WILLIAM C. MALLARDI & WILLIAM L. BOWERS.
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..being the Results of yet another DOUBLE: BILL Poll -- this one on:

200 BSRACT ODYSSEY
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PREFACE: Fanzine fandom has its cyclic peaks of debate...on those occasions when it momen-
tarily, temporarily, chooses to examine something other than its own raison
dtetre. For more than a year now--perhaps sparking the revival of the large, science-
fictionally orientated genzine; or perhaps merely popularized by that revival--three separ-
ate and distinct (and yet, not entirely...) Topics have provided fertile ground for the
(delightfully, if not always coherently) opinionated sf fan writer, fan editor, fan artist,
et al. A television show which promised much, actually delivered a little for the first
year, until degenerating into something.. .we'rc not sure what...and which has thankfully
been put to rest at last; the Great Debate as to the relative merlts of something called
the 'New Wave® when compared to something called the '0ld Wave'...said discussion losing
much validity and impact when you start examining someone such as Roger Zelazny--who is
too coherent to be called new-wavish, and too much of a writer to be labelled old-wavish;
...and Stanley Kubrick/Arthur C. Clarke's visual Experience: 2001--A Space Odyssey.

Perhaps the once fertile ground has been overplowed to a point where any new growth
is but a sickly caricature of that which has already been written--particularly in the
first two topics (in our considered ovinion). Perhaps this is also occuring in the pro-
liferation of reviews, articles, critiques, opinions, and dictums purporting to explain
2001--A Space Odyssey, to one and sundry.

Perhaps so...but in this case we think not. 2001 has an immediacy, a large dose of
the much toted Sense of Wonder; indeed, it does have a reason for bnlng It moy be that
its firal beauty is not entirely in the visual gimmicks, but rather in'that it doesn't
define itself without question. The forcing of the viewer to think, to question...to pro-
vide his own interpretation...this is an enjoyable and rewarding experience in a time when
someone is always available with a neat, pat answer to any question. (Such an exhilerat-
ing innovation deserves to be carried on...but probably won’t.)

It is the unqualified opinion of the editors of this fanzine, that 2001--A Space
Odyssey is the best Science Fiction movie ever made...and that its successor is not even
in the wings.

It is/was not perfect. We are not £o naive as to claim that, or even to claim that
it is the movie for all mankind. But at the least it's'a little more than we expected...
or perhaps even deserved.

But this is not yet another blow-by-blow description of a movie that had a minimum
of dialogue, yet seems destined to provide the largest damn conglamoration of words that
you ever did see.... Rather it is the (in spots dlSJOlnted) results of a random Poll con-
ducted in a random method, and summarized in a like manner.

...1if you are one of those who instantly knew what 2001 was 'all about', perhaps
what follows will be of only passing ‘nterest to you. If on the other hand, you too en-
joyed...but wondered; thought you knew...but had lurking doubts--then this may prove to
be entertaining, interesting...and even comment provoking....

BACKGROUND: Most of the basic questions are the work of Mark Schulzinger, and were obtain-
by Mallardi after the '68 Midwestcon. The original intention was to distri-
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bute the questionnaire at theatres showing the movie in the Cleveland/Akron area--and
hopefully get a nonfan, non-science fiction reader's reaction to the movie. Unfortunate-
ly, for reasons explained in the past two issues, this proved impossible to accomplish.
What did happen? We finally decided that rather than drop the idea completely, we would
distribute the thing as a rider with DOUBLE:BILL 18--and approximately 250 went out this
way; in addition some 75 copies were handed out/left lying around at the Philcon last
November. From all this, 62 replies were received...plus Two: George Scithers, who hadn't
seen the movie; and Jerry Pournelle, whose response will be interjected later. We would
like to express our Thanks to Richard Labonte, who provided us with a large number of the
Canadian responses.

We also contacted then Cleveland disc jockey Victor Boc, who requested 500 copies
to be distributed in area record shops, and fon request' to the station. We sent nim a
hundred; response: 3. David Piper included the replies of Chris Burton, a non fan from
his area, and John Benson included Robyn Ray's response.

So...to the best of our knowledge, the results following represent 57 science fic-
tion fans (our defination), per se, plus 7 not readily definable as such.

Two additional qualifications: The answers rarely add up to the above total; several
left one or more questions blank. And Mark has expressed some dissatisfaction in regards
to our totalling methods. Therefore the original answer sheets will be mailed to him,
and he is welcome to contribute his thoughts on the matter at a latter time, if he wishes.
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QUESTION ONE: Did you understand the movie? Definite YES: 26 / Definite NO: 11 /
--------------------------------------------- YES & NO: 2 / 8 thought they under-
% stood it / 10 understood parts, but

Others: not the whole / and 3 answered with

Yes (the second time) -- MARTHA BECK. a qualified 'Maybe'.

The feeling I have in reaction to this
question cannot be found in the domain of yes or no. The nearest I can translate is:
Yes, I understood myself--I think. -- VICTOR BCC.

Yes...as far as it was understandable. -- LEE KLINGSTEIN.

No. But according to one review you weren't supposed to "understand"'it; you have

to "groove" it. Or, as Orwell said, "bellyfeel" it. -- JOHN BOARDMAN.
Ghod; No. -- GEORGE FOSTER.
Hell, no. But then neither did Stanley Kubrick. -- BOB VARDEMAN.
Summation: More 'understood! it than not -- or at least claimed to.

Conclusion: You can't reach all of the people, all of the time. Batting well
over 50% is quite an accomplisment.

Assignment: Those of you who definitely understood the movie...can ycu explain
it in less than 50 words?

® m m e e m e = e e

(*¥) Unless otherwise indicated (by an "@" symbol), the answers to be found under the
'Others!, and similar, categories in this summary, are not tabulated in the preceed-

ing totals. Please do not question why we left some out...and included others; it all

seemed logical at the time of collation, though some are rather puzzling to me, now.

QUESTION TWO: Did you feel the monoliths were intelligent? 13 said YES; 40 said NO;

----------------------------------------------------------- and IAN ANGUS thought
the question'irrelevant'.

Others: :

The monoliths were not organic. Presumably, they were the creations of another race,
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mechines, if you will. The monoliths were capable of their tasks, if that is intelligence.
-- JOHN BENSON.
I feel that they were "aware" (which is more important, and probably includes
"intelligence"). -- VICTOR BOC.
@ YES, at least in the same sense as was HAL 9000. -- CARL ERANDON, JR.
@ A moot question; but they are not, in any case, the primary intelligence, only
the instruments thereof. -- ALEX EISENSTEIN. (NO)
@ NO. Merely robot tools. -- ALEXIS GILLILAND.
@ YES...although creative may be a better word. -- JAY KINNEY.
@ If you mean placed hy intelligence, yes? But I hardly think that the monoliths
themselves were intelligent. -- GENE KIEIN. (NO)
In a sense. -- BANKS MEBANE.
They represent intelligence. -- J.A. McCALLUM.
Not in themselves. -- DAVID C. PIPER.
Symbolically, yes -- but they represented (I believe) more than just universal
"Intelligence". -- ROBYN RAY.
Not in themselves. My interpretation is that they were the machines/tools/communi-
- cation devices of some intelligent entities. -- ROY TACKETT.
No---they were TOOLS. -~ SUZANNE TOMPKINS.

Summstion & Conclusion: The overwhelming majority agree that the 'monoliths' were
not, in themselvgé, a recognizable form of intelligence--granting that the term is rather
ill-defined.

Assignment: Those of you who (apparently) felt the monoliths themselves to be
'intelligent' -- we would be interested in an explanatory elaborsation.
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This, obviously, is not a Question conducive to tabulating neat Yes & No answers--and so
- no such effort was made. Herewith, a Selection of some of the more interesting Answvers:

.+- - WILLIAM R. ANDERSON: They symbolized the birth of Man and his growth to adolescence
and then, finally adulthood.

IAN ANGUS: Obviously an evolutionary catalyst.

cOHN BOARDMAN: I saw them as some kind of machine, distributing housekeeping hints
to our ancestors. (I had always thought we came up the hard way, by our own efforts. )

JOHN BENSON: They obviously influenced it. If you mean "By what device', the ques-
tion is not answered by the film, slthough it i1s partially answered by the book.

CARL J. BRANDON, JR.: By teaching them disenchantment; by showing what could be
done (in re: Dawn of Man sequence).

JOHN BRUNNER: Apparently, by introducing tools for killing other creatures (cf,
Ardrey, African Genesis).

DENNIS DiNUCI: They symbolized the unknown which man must always try to understand.

ALEX EISENSTEIN: The first monolith evidently planted the idea (or the potential to
develop the idea) of the bone club as a means of killing animals for food, thus providing
man with 'concentrated’ food--animal fat & protein--which created a level of existence
that allowed the possibility of further social and technical/technological development--in
short, the possibility of civilization. Two reasons: the richer food supply increased
chances of survival for the hominids, while decreasing the time devoted to obtaining sub-
stance. And the initial invention became the impetus and direction of future development;
once the monolith sparked them with the experience of creating a tool with such obviously
advantageous applications (albeit one application is the unfortunate seed of possible
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self-destruction), the proto-men would continue to investigate this wonderfully-fruitful
process of inventive thought. // The third monolith, of course, transformed Bowmen in-
to a super-human God; but, at the film's conclusion, this effect is not in evidence as
one applied generally to humanlty .perhaps it is a decision left to “the new god?

LINDA EYSTER: They were machines (almost) of another race and they managed to push
the apes over to reasoning and tool using.

VERA HEMINGER: They acted approximately as a catalyst to the brain and body,
sparking new thinking processes and physical developments.

LINDA KAPITANY: Because of the mystery surrounding them, man then had something
on which to blame things they did not understand, which is the basis for religion.

ELIZABETH BUCHAN KIMMERLY: Waves of some sort rearranging the brain.

GENE KIEIN: I don't think they influenced development at all. To me they were like
"red light, green light".

IAWRENCE KNIGHT: Emanance of pure energy.

DAVID T, MALOIZ: They did not influence humanity, other than to stimulate already
existing motivations. |

J.A. McCALLUM: Ridiculous question. They represent the stage of development.

DAVID C, PIPER: Theilr existence did--the trip out to Jupiter was specified as a
trip to study monoliths. Therefore influence was in accelerated exploration. Only.

WILLIAM ROTSLER: Gave a push. Nothing more.

BJO TRIMBLE: Yes--because humans allow themselves to be influenced by anything,
however senseless that they don‘t understand.

BOB VARDEMAN: They acted as intelligence stimulators or amplifiers.

DAVE YOUNG: They transferred unviolent vegeterians into cunning violent carnivores.

- 8 - B e e P m En = o S e > v e - s W > = e - S s e A e ey T G e = R G B T 4D am MY Em e M G e M G5 S Cm dn S W e D MY = e

QUESTION F'OUR: Vhich of the following Characters seemed most Sreal 12 a) BOWMAN. . a2

--------------------------------------------------------------------- b) POOLE. .....1

plus: _ c) HAL 9000 ... 29
E) Moonwatcher. -- BJO TRIMBLE. G)C PR ZEEOYDL, 12
The apes seemed more real than any of them. -- JOHN BOARDMAN.

e) None of the above. (There was no single convincing character in the picture,
human or mechanical) -- JOHN BRUNNER.

Bowman, I suppose. This is however, the great weakness of the film--it has no
human protagonists. -- J.A. McCALLUM.

Conclusion: Unemotional humans lose to a humanized computer/symbol.

Query: How 'realistic are your neighbors and co-workers, and the average Man in the
street...in comparison to the humans protrayed in 2001? ...in comparison to HAL 90007
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. YES--33; NO--27; plus: "No, they were equally kitschy", from JOHN BOARDMAN; "It added to
".some scenes", from J.E. SVILPIS; "...a giggle of Kubrick", from ELIZAEETH KIMMERLY.

Comment: Perhaps the most unexpected aspect of the entire film (at least from this
duo) was the tasteful and so apropos music. Kudoes, Mr. Kubrick!
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QUESTION SIX: If the book claimed to be more explicit than the movie, would you now buy
------------- the book? T e e e
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30 said YES; 26, NO. / I already had the book. / LINDA KAITANY said "Maybe..."; and
GLORIA McARTHUR commented: "I did, and now I wouldn't".

Observation: We have yet to run across a serious review of Clarke's book--as a
book, & work in it's own right, rather than merely as an adaption. Would such a review
be possible? Desirable?

Comment.: Both the editors bought the paperback version of the Book; Mallardi read
it, Bowers wers didn't. (He--Bowers--feels that for him, the book couldn't be approached on
1ts own merits...that the movie spoiled it for | h1m, so to speak. He admits that the poss-
ibility of his belng wrong does exist, and that had he obtained the book before seeing
the movie, it might have been different. As it is, it is one of damned few items bylined
'Arthur C. Clarke' that he has acess to...and hasn't read.)
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QUESTION SEVEN: Did you like the movie? : YES(51); NO(6); YES&NO(3); MAYBE(2) ¢ Why?

...again, a selection of selected answers:

WILLIAM R. ANDERSON: It is.

JOHN BOARDMAN: NO--Whenever the slightest hint of a plot appeared, the special
effects immediately pounced on it and devoured it.

VICTOR BOC: Do I like myself?

CARL J. ERANDON, JR.: For being grown-up SF without apologizing for it.

MIKE DECKINGER: Yes, very much. It's an sf film for adults,

JOYCE DICKINSON: --made you use your brain for a change.

AIEX EISENSTEIN: YES--with important reservations. Why?: Nice design, nice effects
(mostly), some attempt at accuracy (which could have been improved), and a basic philosaphy
which is more satisfying--in the movie's approach to it, at least--than the somewhat
similar, but distasteful (to me), expression contained in CHILDHOOD'S END.

LINDA EYSTER: Yes, especially the 2nd time. Why? It was beautiful.

ALEXIS A. GILLILAND: Very much. For the sheer beauty of it.

LINDA KAPITANY: No. Didn't seem to have a plot.

JERRY KAUFMAN: ...blew my mind.

GENE KIEIN: Exceptionally well done and intelligent.

LAWRENCE KNIGHT: Yes, because of its implications.

RICHARD LABONTE: It was elegant.

JANNIE LAMB: ...because it was different.

BANKS MEBANE: Yes & No. It was uneven.

J.A. McCALIUM: Not really. I am glad to have seen it, but wouldn't go out of my
way to see it again.” (MAYEE)

SUSAN PHILLIPS: The space photography was breathtaking, the ape scenes fantastic-
ally realistic. It was the first "Science-Fiction", if you must call it that, that one
can watch (again and again) without feeling nauseous sbout the obvious inaceuracies, or
the monsters, or the great captain of the interstellar rocket ship... It expresses idess
that really could have happened and might do so.

CONNIE REICH: Technology, my boy, technology.

WILLIAM ROTSLER: Best film ever made.

RICHARD SCHULTZ: The promise it held that there is more te come.

ROY TACKETT: This is a difficult question because 2001 is a complex film. I admire
the technique and work that went into it. The story--and some of the effects--were full
of holes. Iet us say that I liked parts and disliked other parts. (YES&NO)

*McCallum 's comment, in particular, brings to the fore that perhaps more than any film be-
fore, people who do like it, see it repeatedly. Mallardi & Bowers have each seen it three
times...and fully intend to do so again if it returns. Then there are people like Larry
Knight...who had seen it something like 15 times by last Oct., but enough is enough!
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Others:
" @ Less melodrama; the real drama would have been sufficient. -- ALEX EISENSTEIN.
What do you mean by 'dramatic'? By the word dramatic, many people mean ‘bad
music', some mean an easily defined plot; what do you mean? -- DAVID T. MALONE.
Unanswerable. Define terms. -- ROY TACKETT.

Comment by Mallardi: Don't you hate people who answer your question with one of
their own?!

QUESTION TEN: Do you feel the ending should have been more explicit? : Yes: 13; No: 42,
-------------------------------------------------------------------- Perhaps: 3.
Others:

It would probably make it prosaic. -- J.E. SVILPIS.

It could have been--but it wasn't necessary. -- ANDREW PORTER.

Maybe; certainly more order to, and smoother transitions between, the fantastic
images of strange vistas and galaxies; bizarre entities, landscapes, and corridors of
light. -- ALEX EISENSTEIN.

Comment EX Bowers: The Question is misleading; the final moments of the film were
not the ‘ending'...rather it was the Beginning..

_---——---————_-——--—--——-_-_—-—_—--—-——-—_--——----—-—-—_—-_———-

QUESTION ELEVEN: Would you recommend this film to your friends? : Definite YES: 52; NO: 7.
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“DAVID C. PIPER said: It depends on the friends!
ROY TACKETT parried: Yes and no. Depends.
BJO TRIMBLE agreed that it: Depends on the friend.
..and BOB VARDEMAN commented: With slight reservations.
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Explain it in your own words: ~ Others: It's not a question of 'under-
-------- L R N standing. But it was the only portion I
enjoyed. -- JOHN BRUNNER.

. JOHN A. YOUNG: In Dave's room he goes Not entirely. I think the embryo re-
through the stages of old age, then 'Death’. presents 'man in the universe' rather than
The embyro we see is really Dave's spirit all the religious significance that has
reincarnating and leaving Earth to begin been placed (intentionally or otherwise)
anew. in the film. -- GENE KLEIN.

CHRIS WOHLERS: The fetus Symbolized a Not really. Seems that Bowman became
new generation of homo sapiens that had gain- a superman as much above homo sap as homo
ed another rung in the struggle for per- _ sap was above the monkey.--BOB VARDEMAN.
fection.

““ROBERT WEINBERG: The ending to me symbolized the realization and awakening of man-
kind to the vastness of his own potentisl and his throwing off of the shackles of con-
formity to space and time.

i VIRGINIA VAN DEN ERCEK: Hero was transformed as space and time were transcended
and returned to this universe as a new being, the Starchild.

~ BJO TRIMBLE: (NO.) I saw it as the rebirth of man into an inexplicable intelligence
(the Star Baby) but felt that the bedroom scene was stupid.
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SUZANNE TOMPKINS: The ‘higher intelligence' had been waiting for & million years
for man to develop into the higher technology and maturation needed for them (man) to
take the next step. Burying a slab on the moon and man's getting himself to Jupiter
apparently proved man's growth. Then, the next step--"super-man".

J.E. SVILPIS: The creature that Bowman became is the fetus/origin of something like
Clarke's superchildren in CHILDHOOD'S END. The slabs transformed him into it.

RICHARD SCHULTZ: First, man is not alone. And we have a hell of a lot futher to
go yet...Thank God!

CONNIE REICH: The ending was shitty--but--Bowman entered stargate; catalyst (slab)
caused evolution of "man" to jump forward. What Bowman thought he saw tho, was hallucin-
ation!

ED REED: Man has achieved (at least in part) what he has always wanted to achieve
--and isn't man anymore.

ANDREW PORTER: The man was converted into a Childhood's End-type of next evolution-
ary step by physical an mental action of the slabs--which looked like slabs only because
that shape is cool--solid--seemingly unintelligent.

SUSAN PHILLIPS: The octagonal 'beings' who sent the monoliths, led Bowman through
the 'colours' which was like a space warp, sort of, down over the planet and into the
French Provincial room--which protected him while he aged and then by passing through the
monolith he was reborn--a new type of man.

J.A. McCALLUM: As Wells implied, 50 years ago, Geod is evolving out of man.

GLORIA McARTHUR: (NO.) The ending is one that no one can really understand. One
can only speculate. It is an optimistic ending in that it predicts as great an advance
in the future as we have gone through since the ape Man.

DAVID M. MASSARO: Bowman is molded by the 4th machine into a star-child who will
grow to the place where he can see the aliens behind the slabs 'face-to~face". Before
" beginning journey to them, he takes a last peek at his birth-place, Earth, from his
amniotic space vessel.

DAVID T. MALONE: I don't like the word 'symbolic' but this ending (to me only)
was symbolic of man's futility in the constant search for technological development.

LAWRENCE KNIGHT: Man is either surpassed or reborn as a new race. This, however,
is on the verbal level of plot: 2001 is a visual experience.

JAY KINNEY: The man was transformed much in the manner of psychedelic drugs into
intense self-conscious changes marking a progress of ‘human' life.

ELIZABETH BUCHAN KIMMERLY: Bowman's mind went insane (as the apes went insane--
that is, changed from normality) -- we went from outside observation to inside.

ALEXIS A. GILLIIAND: Hero is studied by Slab-Masters until they can regenerate
and redesign. Then, they produce ?Also Sprach Zarathustra?

GEORGE FOSTER: No, I did not understand it. I'm heppy with it; I'm not racking
my brains trying to figure it out.

THOMAS E. ENGLE: (Somewhat.) I think that the captain of the ship entered a dimen-
sion where space-time is continuous with the mind--where there is no seperation between
the two. There is a beautiful continuum where man can grow and understand himself and
the universe which are (may be) one and the same.

ALEX EISENSTEIN: Yes, I think so; for my explanation in full, see TRUMPET 9. Brief-
ly, Bowman is made a super-being, after seeing the Universe of the Elder Celestial Gods,
and after a lesson that demonstrates the pitiful end of even the best possible earthly
alternate to life as an immortal, omnipotent, omniscient being.

MIKE DECKINGER: Bowman has evolved to a stage of existence in which he is compar-
able to an unborn foetus with the universe as the womb. What he will be when he is 'born'

::n only be hinted at, but never directly proclaimed, because human minds could not grasp

JUANITA COULSON: Childhood's End. Those aren't my words, but come from someone

who should know. ﬂ Z—/



CHRIS BURTON: Man turning in upon himself, seeing life (and death) in relation to
the universe, or whatever.

VICTOR ROC: Where was I a thousand years ago? Where will I be 1000 years from now?
Still at the ending of 20017

JOHN EENSON: We're told that, before changes, the only subtitle was the first, "The
Dawn of Man", which thus presumably described the whole film. At both the beginning and
the end of the film, man is taken an evolutionary step with the aid of the moncliths. The
progression made by man could well be stated mathematically (more like 4:16:256 than L4:8:16).
Book's repetition of line--"But he would think of something"--shows it most clearly.

WILLIAM R. ANDERSON: Man has grown up--matured.

Idle Thought: Are you sure all of y®u people have seen the same movie?
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QUESTION THIRTEEN: What was, in YOUR opinion, the meaning of the "psychedelic" section
of colors,_gic.?

IAN ANGUS: Our hero was zorching out of time and space—gll.perception in an a-temp-
oral, a-spacial environment is necessarily meaningless.

JOHN BENSON: When I saw the film I felt it was part of the 'changes' that Bowman was
put through by the monoliths to transfer him into a Star Child. The book indicates that it
is an intergalactic form of travel, though this in itself is a set of 'changes'.

JOHN BOARDMAN: One vast put-on.

VICTCR BOC: I, We, all of mankind had finally reached "that point'"--never to return
again to all that was in the previous dream. (It can only be described by the section it-
gelf in the movie...words--eck!)

JOHN RRUNNER: Meaning is irrelevant; it was visually ingenious, extremely pretty,
and the only section of the picture I found at all rewarding.

MIKE DECKINGER: Bowmen is encountering a type of alien life that can neither be de-
scribed or depicted. The converging colors hint at his human reaction to a totally unhuman
situation.

JOYCE DICKINSON: This is the area of space between here and the unknown that we know
nothing about but have seen what one person suspects it to be like--traveling at speeds
beyond our imsgination to get to that infinity.

NICK GRIMSHAW: The advancement of the human mind through infinity to the end of the
universe and rebirth.

VERA HEMINGER: Probably an acceleration of the many processes (physical, mental,
intellectual) that were necessary to achieve the form of the Super-Child.

LINDA KAPITANY: I really have no opinion on it. It didn't seem to add to the story
although it was lovely.

JERRY KAUFMAN: Literal--Trip to another planet; Symbolic--Trip into mind to show
where new changes will come.

JANIE LAMB: To emotionalize the audience~-somewhat like charming a snake at a
meeting of snske-handlers.

DAVID T. MALONE: The psychedelic section was meant to be enjoyed visually, not
dissected.

BANKS MEBANE: It was intended to symbolize experience Bowman was having that was
utterly unlike anything man had ever experienced--a 'trip', in fact. I thought it was .
lousy--an aserial shot of the Grand Canyon with color substitution doesn't turn me on.

J.A. McCALIUM: Plain nonsense. Anyone who has driven a car in a snow-gtorm has
experienced the same idea, more intensely.

e Texperienced such a snowstorm on the Ohio Turnpike, going to the NEOSFS meeting last
Dec. The reaction was much more personal and involved, but unfortunately entirely snow
white...which leaves absolutely no perspective at all!
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DAVID C. PIPER: It was a device by Kubrick & Clarke to put the audience in a frame
of mind to 'take' the ending. It may have failed--depending on the person. ;

ROBYN RAY: Breakthrough--he broke out of the prison of memory and logic. (First done
symbolically when he 'kills' HAL 9000, turning cff his memory and logic functions.)

WILLIAM ROTSLER: Time, space, in:transit.

ROY TACKETT: In asmuch as the last 'straight' scene shows the capsule approaching
Jupiter, I would interpret this section as a representation of the descent through the
Jovian atmosphere to the surface of the planet.

BJO TRIMBLE: The colors (and scenery in color reverse) seemed to be a way to bridge
the point of reality and the development to the Star Baby--use of abstracts to cover a
time which could not be explained easily.

BOB VARDEMAN: Apparently the color section signified a rapid extension of Bowvman's
mind and an indication that his mind had far outraced that of ordinary man. Truly a mind
expansion in terms of power and scope. The book however said it was an actual physical
voyage through a matter transmitter. Again, quien sabe?

CHARIES WELIS: T don't know the meaning, but as a visual experience it was remark-
able enough not to need a meaning.

DONNA YOUNG: A trip through all of the universe at fantastic speed.

JOHN A. YOUNG: Some people say it was Bowman passing through Jupiter's atmosphere,

= QUESTION FOURTEEN: Which part of the film did you like... :
et L L LT BEST?=~c-cmcccmcmmmcccmcccmmmcmccacccececme e IEAST?~=cmmeccemmcmccaccana-

Color show & Ape scenes---=------= WILLIAM R. ANDERSON----Aboard ship to Jupiter (first
few scenes)
JOHN BENSON---the film seemed to be remarkably of a piece considering the story line,
and thus no parts I liked best or least.

I.liked the ape scenes best------ JOHN BOARDMAN----- After the computer was turned off and
the ship reached Jupiter, the film went
entirely to pieces.

BEST: 2001: A Space Odyssey~-------- VICTOR BOC------ LEAST: All else.

CARL J. BRANDON, JR.---To me, the film was a completed whole rending the whole question

meaningless.

See #L3-ccococcclmecanacamaans JOHN BRUNNER------ It's a toss up between the 'introduct-
ions' bit above the satellite and the con-
ference thereafter.

Dawn of Man-e--c--eocmcomoaan JUANITA COULSON=m-comee—caaam None

MIKE DECKINGER---I felt all segments were equally unified. I did not feel the cutting
was abrupt or the film was dull.

The artful scenes and the (ALEX B. EISENSTEIN) The technical flaws; the plot idiocies;

witty: the bone in air become suddenly the use of Blue Danube; the 'necessary' evil

a satellite; the free-fall +toilet in- of HAL-as-Frankenstein-monster (necessary only
structions. The very first scene and for melodrama and narrowing of cast; as s

the very last. warning, it is obsolete, at least in s-f and

sophisticated cybernetics circles).

D



- o o - = e o D T 8 > e > = e . S - — - = . " P A o o = kA e = A T N e e N M e N NS R E C e S e nE R — e .- - meo - oo ~e

The psychedelic best-~-~---cccmceca- LINDA EYSTER------ the Space Station with Blue Danube--
least, though it was beautiful and great
special effects

tPgychedelic Section and the (GEORGE FOSTER) the goings on in the 'Discovery?
space station/Pan Am Jet landing

The ending--~=--=e-=-ceerececu-=a NICK GRIMSHAWE------ the converstaion in the Hilton
space station

The very beginning; the (VERA HEMINGER) the Louis XVI bedroom bit. Ugh...but
magnificent shot of the planets in line, don't really know why. (depressed me.)
with the powerful music of Zarathustra.

The music was the best part by far.---LINDA KAPITANY---The sequence with the computer
seemed least believable

BEST--last section.--ec-cecceec-a- JERRY KAUFMAN-~---- LEAST--Ballet of the Mechanicals
' (trip to the moon)
Dawn of Man------c-cececcaccccaaoa- GENE KIEIN------ The part in the Pan Am station seemed

very trivial and at best, necessary for those
who like that sort of thing--i.e., talking.

The twenty second scene of the ape in films.

learning to use the leg-bone as a

WEAPON=mmm e m e mm e e mmmmmma e - RICHARD LABONTE----the drawn out EVA scene
DAVID T. MALONE--~--ee---- I liked it as a whole.

The technical special effects (BANKS MEBANE) The scene of Bowman's growing old in the
(not the psychedelic ones) pansified apartment...utterly unnecessary.

The ape discovering the bone (GLORIA McARTHUR) The stiffness of the actors in Dr.
weapon. Floyds trip section--the gadgets and sur-
roundings were great.

DAVID C. PIPER---The 'cut' from the bone smashing to space ship and the final shot of
the film. I liked it All!

The ending---------c-ccccucceno- ROBYN RAY---vc-cae-- Sections of social satire which (though
enjoyable at first) were somewhat boring by
the 3rd viewing.

Technology of film--------ccc---- -CONNIE REICH----Abrupt ending with Star Child
The 'Doughnut'! and the Blue Danube--RICHARD SCHULTZ--the “%trip' was perhaps overly prolonged

Difficult to say which I liked (ROY TACKETT) Ieast--the ending: too obscure
. best. Probably the section with Dr.
Floyd as it was most realistic.
The bedroom, the disappointing costumes,
The Star Baby, the moon base, (BJO TRIMBLE) the huge flaws in the Jupiter flight.
the apes.

the gpesS-~-acoccccccmacccaaa ED & JOANN WOOD----the finish and the 'O, hi There' crap

NO
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Scene golng into space station (BOB VARDEMAN) two contenders here; the very lengthy

(face it, the station was what made monkey scene and the white room scene at

the whole bit) _ the end.

The journey to the space station (BOB WEINEERG) plot necessities like the talk on the
and the opening with the earth rising space station and briefing on the moon, even
above the m@on, though they were necessary.

the shots of the space station and
the Jupiter ship from space------- CHARIES WELLS~=------ the music.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE FILM: First off, we have two gentlemen who returned the poll
o but are not represented in the tabulations agbove:
GEORGE SCITHERS scattered "No", "None" & "Don' Know" over the form...but ended up with
the admission that he hadn't seen the film yet...which is all rather cute, I guess.

...and DR. JERRY POURNELLE commented: "I did not go to SEE it, because I have no
desire to pay money to encourage mysticism of the particular sort. The computer that
couldn't be turned off was an Idiot Bloch plot, and I will neither write nor pay for idiot
Bloch plots." What sort of 'mysticism' (a particular sort, he says) Dr. Pournelle has pre-
Jjudged to be evident in the film escapes us...

Now...on to comments from those who did see the film...a final selection from the
Pollees: :
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RANDI YOUNG: The movie was too long and drawn out. The only good parts were the
photography and the beginning. The actors were crummy.

DONNA YOUNG: The movie did things which no other film has accomplished, remotely,
in photography. This could be the beginning of better science fiction movies for adults.
It is time to get awsy from the "Monster From Outer Space" type; rubber monsters and .
half-assed scenery.

ED & JOANN WOOD: YECH!! He should have forgotten the mystical crap and Had Clarke
write a good script. S

CHARLES WELLS: Had great opportunity for new music to go with the visual effect
~-fluffed it. .

BOB WEINEERG: It is a superb focusing point in general to show the speed of our
society. Those who didn't like it seem to dwell on the boredom because of long lengths
with little happening. In our country today, everything must be rush rush, with no room
for leisurely paced activity. This is true of course of our whole society. I liked the
pace of the movie, and thought that the first scene was worth the price I paid and the
rest was bonus. If sf in general doesn't react favorably t the film, it is because the
fans are humans and have certain tastes, not because it wasn't good sf.

BOB VARDEMAN: I guess I just have no appreciation of fine Strauss waltzes or terr-
ibly symbolic scenes because I enjoyed Barbarella much more. While the technical effects
vwere incredibly detailed, the acting was cardboard and only the fact that none of the
characters were allowed to say more than a dozen words saved the acting from being pathe-
tic. The plot (if you have the guts to call it that) was meaningless and I think Kubrick
is having a fine laugh on all the stuffed shirts and intellectual snobs who couldn't admit
to either themselves or anyone else that they didn't, know whathell was coming off. Loose
episodes almost barely tied together with the unexplained monolith simply isn't my idea
of & multimillion $$ movie. Here's to Barbarella! (I don't know what her thing was
either but I enjoyed watching her do it!

}} EDITORIAL Comment, for what it's worth...both of the above 'Bob's! are the same
age...which shows that the reason for appreciation can't be based on that, alone. &
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BJO TRIMBLE: This film, with a fully-developed plot to go with the incredible
cinematography, special effects, and efforts, would have made S.F. the most interesting
new pasttime in the world. Instead, by confusing and angering the non-S.F. person, I feel
it has "turned-off" many potentisl fans, as well as made some enemies of people who are
only too quick to put down S.F. as the "Little Green Bem" stuff--the ones who reviev a
good S.F. book by carefully explaining that it isn't really S.F., so it is o.k. to read
it-~-you know the type! Instead of convincing people that S.F. is vital and interesting,
most of the non-fans I've talked to now feel that S.F. is probably too confusing and
pseudo-intellectual for them to bother with---this as a result of seeing 2001. So where
it could have placed the genre in the forefront of public concern, I feel the movie set
us back many years. Even small non-fan kids picked out the stupid inconsistencies in the
supposed "scientific" parts of the movie. Withal, I found it a lovely visual experience,
but will probably not go to see it agein because the mysticism was too annoying.

" ROY TACKETT: TFlawed. Too many loose ends and unexplained details. Too many
unnecessary effects. _ ] '

J.E. SVILPIS: The plotting was too loose, the three seperate sections were not well
co-ordinated. Characterization was shoddy, in other words, the film resembled Classical
SF in defects and in virtues. The (gawdhelpus) sense of wonder shone right into one's
eyes, especially at the opening and close of the film. :

RICHARD SCHULTZ: Whatever some people might think agbout the 'boring' sections of
the film, Kubrick didn't do anything by accident. Everything was deliberately planned,
including the totally innocuous boring speechmeking on the Moon base, all was done .for a
purpose. Man was allowing himself to die inside the woven field of his elaborate tools.
To offset this stagnation of the spirit, the catalyst, the slab re-appears, and plummets
man into a new stage. The ending was deliberately left open-ended to let the audience de-
cide for itself what it wanted the next stage to be. Here the audience failed to under-
stand...it once more wanted its thoughts pre-packaged and pre-digested, and neither
Kubrick or Clarke gave them this. Hence the shoddy TIME review. :

WILLIAM ROTSLER: Not the usual plot line, so needs viewer participation--I've seen
it 5 times (3 times on acid, Lk times front row center)--Mitch Evans has seen it lé times
--no exaggeration. e

CONNIE REICH: The starchild looked like the christchild looking for another Virgin.

ED REED: Extremely good photography. Little plot did make it seem like a SF
Documentary, but it did have a good point.

' 'ROBYN RAY: Though I don't believe this is the 'ultimate' film, it provides beauty
and enjoyment on several levels and leaves one with a good spring board (intellectual-
spiritual) that can take one's mind to higher levels (a rare thing in movies). It is also
nice to see good science fiction--I look forward (hopefully) to seeing more on this level.

ANDREW PORTER: See The Movie, Read The Book...

DAVID C. PIPER: The film's treatment demanded an emotional response and it got it
from me. A wonderful, beautiful film. ; i

J.A. McCALLUM: A.C. CLARKE could have done a lot better on his own, without the
film 'establishment' in the form of Kubrick to foul it up.

GLORIA McARTHUR: I have seen the movie twice and read the book...in the order movie,
book, movie. For once, the movie is better than the book.

BANKS MEBANE: I have mixed feelings sbout it. They tried to put too man different
and mutually irrelevant things into it. There's no excuse for leaving out reasonable
transitions between the sections. It was designed by a committee.

DAVID M. MASSARO: Its chief flaw is the indirect way the plot was developed. Motion
pictures should explain as they go along. The medium does not permit what a novel gets
away with. The film is saved by its enormous visual stimulation, which is why it can be
warmly recommended to your friends. Tell them the story first, however.

LAWRENCE KNIGHT: Wow. EZZ EZZ



LEE KLINGSTEIN: What w~ need is not a revised 200l--but mcre films that do try to
be dramatic rather than show space 'landscapes'. Cinerama has always been a clumbersome
medium for dramatic films--and this one is no exception.
GENE KIEIN: Definitely the best film I've ever seen, even with the technical (or
scientific) inaccuracies--or what there were of them.
JODRY KAUFMAN: WOW wow wow WOW Best SF yet. Now time to combine this expertise
and outlook with human characters.
BRIAN HILL: My feelings on the film have perhaps been coloured by having read the
book which has helped with my understanding of the end. When I saw it I didn't really get
the meaning of the end and would have liked to have seen it again to get a better idea of
what it was about. :
VERA HEMINGER: Photographically, a masterpiece. The beginning, which many people
deplore as too long, was superb, ecpecially in the motion of the ape with the bone. Maybe
I'm prejudiced because I find "Zarathustra" one of my favorite pieces of music anyway...
A few technical flaws mar the film (no lifeline in space??). The *trip' sequence fine the
first time, but a bit long on re-viewing the movie. However, this is a film I could easily
see 3 or even 4 times, at spaced intervals. Definitely should be up for Hugo. }3It is.&

: NICK GRIMSHAWE: Visually the best I have ever seen, along with the best musical
score, and the most challanging. On the whole great!

ALEXIS A. GILLILAND: Should win Hugo--Hell, should win Oscar for best art film.

GECRGE FOSTER: It was a work of art. : :

THOMAS E. ENGLE: Best I've ever seen. It shows that the universe may be inside and
outside of the mind and vice versa. Psychology and astronomy now study these aspects
separately, but do not integrate them. 2001 does. A beautiful movie--inspires me to think.

MIKE DECKINGER: 2001 has stymied many because as an sf film it should theoretically
.. be aimed for juveniles, which it is not. Very little is spelled out directly to the view-
ers, one is forced to draw his own conclusions and inferences by some of the more enigmatic
moments. The below surface meanings are varied and the picture should be viewed several
times. Those claiming boredom from it are mentally earthbound. The film is an exa.aple of
Kubrick's genius combined with Clarke's genius. I feel it is not only the best sf film
ever made, but the best that ever will be made. The effects have never been equalled and
the concept while intellectually exhausting is balanced by the stunning visual effects.

JUANITA COULSON: It needs none. It is its own comment.

. JOHN IRUNNER: This picture is a standing monument to Kubrick's inability to keep his
mind made up for more than a few days at a time; it's more like bits of four pictures
cobbled together than one consistent conception. The technology of the spaceship was non=-
sensical, the development dragged and there was no character who amounted to more than
cardboard. I go along with two comments I heard on it at the Brighton Arts Festival this
year: "An instructional film for Pan Am space hostesses", and 2001 BC!" We went to the
London press show, free; if I'd had to pay to get in I'd have felt cheated.

) CARL J. ERANDON, JR.: Possibly, I think it too purely SF: familiarity with SF
techniques and especially with Clarke's earlier stuff adds much to it, and this is bad
from the viewpoint of the general public.

JOHN_BOARDMAN: Bad science, bad anthropology, bad plotting, incoherant, and vastly
overrated.

JOHN BENSON: 2001 was filmed in 70m.m. and projected in "Cinerams" causing horrible
distortion. I'd dearly like to see it in 70m.m. but will probably never have the chance,
as neighborhood release will be in 35m.m. for sure.

MARTHA BECK: The first time I saw it, couldn't talk about it--second time, couldn't
stop talking about it...

Neither can a lot of people, Martha. But that's the beauty of 2001l...very few who saw it
have lukewarm opinions~—gipgg£ way! However, one more page, and we'll stop...for thish...
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A Listing of Participants in the D:B f2001' Poll: William R. Anderson/TIan Angus/Joan

-z >3 % Baker/Martha Beck/John Benson/John
Boardman/Victor Boc/Carl J. Brandon, Jr./John Brunner/Chris Burton/Juanita Coulson/Mike
Deckinger/ Joyce Dickinson/Dennis DiNucci/ Alex Eisenstein/ Thomas Engle/Tim Evans/Linda
Eyster/George Foster/Alexis Gilliland/Nick Grimshaw/Robert T. Grogan/Vere Heminger/Brian
Hill/Linda Kapitany/Jerry Kaufman/Elizabeth Buchan Kimmerly/Jay Kinney/Gene Klein/Lee
Klingston/Lawrence Knight/Richard Labonte/Janie Lamb/David Malone/David Massaro/Banks
Mebane/Gregory E. Moore/Gloria McArthur/J.A. McCallum/Susan Phillips/David Piper/Andrew
Porter/Robyn Ray/Ed Reed/Connie Reich/A.C. Rodger/William Rotsler/Richard Schultz/Susan
Skirven/J.E. Svilpis/Roy Tackett/Suzanne Tompkins/Bjo Trimble/John Upton/Virginia ven den
Broek/Bob Vardeman/ Bob Weinberg/Charles Wells/Chris Wohlers/Ed & Joann Wood/Dave Young/
Donne & Randi Young/thn A. Young.

...by Age (Age first...enclosed no. following is the number of participants in the group):

14(3); 15(2); 16(2); 18(k); 19(7); 20(5); 21(7); 22(5); 23(2); 24(1); 25(5);
26(2); 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 36 & 37 (1 each); 34 & 35 (2 each); 39, 41, 52 & 53 (1 each);
and 42(2). Therefore, the Average Age = 2L4.9

Education Level: 26 College Students; 16 College Graduates; 5 H.S. Grads & 6 Others....

...by Occupations (in no particular order, & only 1 of each unless otherwise indicated):

~ Housewifes(8); Housewife/artist; Housewife/writer; Accountant; Author;
a Physicist/Prof.; Disc Jockey; Insurance(?); Bank worker(2); Research Engineer; Investor;
Chemist(2); Rockbander; teacher/student; H.S. English teacher; Meteorologist; Assoc. Ed.;
2 British Civil Servants; Photographer/Director; a Retired Sergeant of Marines; mansger
of a liquor store; mathematician; and a social worker.

...in other words, while the relatively Young and the College Students dominated the
results, there was enough overall span in age and variety in occupations to make the con-
sensus valid...at least as much so as anything coming out of independent-minded S.F.
Fandom. Our thanks to ALL who participated and helped us get this in some semblance of
coherancy.... Dave Piper wondered "How the hell you're gonna tabulate these results is
beyond me!!" Well, Dave...this is It...with one exception: Contributing Editor SI
STRICKLEN, found the questionnaire format too confinding, so he put his thoughis down in
letter form. We offer it as one fan's version of what everyone Up There (believe it or
not) was talking sbout...

"First of all, it certainly seemed to me that I understood the movie. In fact, Ifve been
surprised at the number of people (fans, no less) who say they didn't. It was clear, I
thought, that it was an apocryphal and complete explanation of the origins and destination
of man. Clarke does this sort of thing often, so you could almost expect it. I also thought
that was a terrible idea for a movie. In general that idea seems to me impossitly ambitious
for a decent novel, much less a movie. I thought the monolith (was there more than one?

I thought the same one moved around) was a machine belonging to a 'higher! kind of being.
I suppose you could think of the monolith itself as being one of the beings if you want
to, but that's irrelevant. The monolith did the following: a) provided the spark which
changed a type of animal into human (the first episode); b) informed our higher beings
that man had reached the moon (and thus was advanced to a certain point); and c) obtained
a specimen to change into something higher than man. None of the characters seemed par-
ticularly real to me. The music did not help me understand the movie, but did add to the
enjoyment. I would not consider buying the book because none of the things I liked about
the movie could be written better than they were shown. I did like the movie because of
the opening scene which I thought was excellent, and the psychedelic part. I did not

like the space parts. I thpught the bit about HAL 9000 was a short story inserted into
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the movie so there would be some action, and sd the technical effects could be shown off.
That part destroyed my credulity. (I mean the credulity of the movie. 'scuse me.) I read
a review of the movie (in TIME magazine) and I thought the reviewer didn't know what he
was talking about. I thought the movie was good in its pieces and not in its whole and
I would tell my friends that. I would recommend it. The psychedelic portion was the
trip of the man to some other place, presumably not in this time or universe. It was
long because it was meant to be enjoyable of itself. At his destination, the man found
himself in a place where neither time nor anything else was the same as they are in this
universe, and there he was changed into something different (and presumably higher) than
human, He did not understand what was happening. In the last scene, the new creation
returns as a foetus to this solar system. He is protected by a bubble and may be on his
way to the Earth, though his final destination isn't important.

----31 STRICKLEN
Totals tabulated by Bowers & Baker; Commentary, Introduction, and what have you, were
rough-drafted by Bowers and polished by Mallardi; Quotations randomly selected by, and
final typing by Bowers...so blame him for the typoes and the cramped format. The End!
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.. .AND...if after the preceeding 1h 1/3 pages, you are interested in further (as well as
much more detailed) comments on 2001 by Harlan Ellison, Richard Hodgens, and our very own

Alex Eisenstein, we recommend that you aquire a copy of Trumpet 9 (75¢ or 5 for $3.50)
from: TOM REAMY, Box 523, Richardson, Texas 75080. (It also has a full-color Bok cover!)
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...speaking of things Beautiful and Visual, our Next Issue will be....

DOUBLE:BILL 2) Tue fre Homgul

...featuring the Art of Stephen E. Fabian
(...wrap-around Cover, at least 7 full-page illustrations, & 'Astro-Nut Antics' #1)

...with a centerspread by TIM DUMONT....
...a five-page 'experimential® folio by EDDIE JONES...
...a folio by TERRY JEEVES...
...full-page 'likenesses' of the Editors, by DAVE PROSSER...

...and more artwork...in various sizes and shapes by: CONNIE REICH; ALEX EISENSTEIN;
JACK GAUGHAN; WILLIAM ROTSLER; ALECTA AUSTIN; RICHARD DELAP; JAY KXINNEY; and OTHERS.

...OVER *THIRTY* PAGES OF FULL-PAGE ART, Plus innumberasble smaller illoes.
PROSE works are not firm yet, but definitely included will be 'Space War' articles by
Terry Jeeves & Rick Brooks...and THE PLATYPUS MYTHOS I (featuring the exploits of Bug
Jack Platypus) by John & Sandra Miesel....you're not gonna believe this! (Plus Surprises!)

offset/center-stapled/80 plus pages 'Shaggy!-size/out for St. Louiscon/sll for $1.00...



AT TWENTY-SIX, I've been feeling guilty
too.

My country, the U.S.A., the Land of
the Free and the Home of the Brave, where
a man's social advancement is determined
by the color of his skin, has been waging
a war in Southeast Asia in order to per-
petrate a thoroughly repugnant government
that has become the mistress of Washing-
ton, D.C. and Uncle Sam, by not identify-
ing its form of repression as tyranny.

There have been objections, protests
and demonstrations against this monstros-
ity, culminating in the welcome departure
of one Prgsident who got himself hope-
lessly tangled in the mess, and his re-
placement by another dundernead who is
hell-bent for surpassing his predecess-
or's record for blunder and stupidity.

Like most citizens I've responded .
to this with weapons that appear impotent
at best; a flood of letter